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The purposze of the prééén@ﬂétﬁﬂy is to provide supporting
evidence for the construct validity of the Turkish
Parental Acceptance Questionnaire (PARQ) which gives informatiom
about the child's perception of the way his/her mother treats
hiw/her. The original inatrument was developed by Rohner, Saavedra
and Granmum in 1980. The instrument consists of four subscales
including a total of 60 items. These subscales are 1)warmth
2yaggression-hostility 3)indifference-neglect 4) undifferentiated

rejection.

The reliability cosfficients of the instrument were
calculated by Polat (1988) and in order to assess its conatruct
validity, in the present study, the relationship of perceived
rarental rejection and sore outcome variables and perceived
parental attitudes were investigated. The instruments which wers
used to assess the outcowe veriables were:

1. Fiers Harris Children's Self Concept Scale (WIFA)

z. State Trait Anxiety Inventory. Trait Anxiety Scale {STAI)

3. thldlen 3 %ttxlhutlonal Jtyle Qucstlonnnlxc {CASQ)

4. Acadenic Achisvement

To assesz perceived parental attitudes, five factors of Parental
Attitude Rezearch Instrument (PARI) Fi: Oveyprotection, FZ:
Democracy F3: Rejection of homemsking role, F4: Marital conflict,

FE. Strict discipline were utilized.

344 wmales and females were takes from nine high schools in

Istanbul, each three representing low, middle and upper widdle
SES.



The scores on PARQ were divided dinto four groups to form
difierent levels of perceived rejection. The relationship of four
levels of perceived rejection and other wveriables was computed by the

use of one way ANOYA statistics.

The ANOYVA results showed that the children who score higher on
PARQ were found to score significantly higher on Trait Anxiety Scale,
Children's Attributional Style Questionnaire, PARI F3 ({rejection of
homemaking role), PARI F4 (marital conflict) and PARI FbH (strict

discipline) than those who score lower.

In addition, the children who score higher on PARQ were found to
aciore significantly lower on 1) Piers Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale 2) PARI F3 (Democracy) and 3) Academic Achievenent.

Ho  significant relationship was found between perceived
overprotection eand perceived rejection. T-test results and Pearson

Correletion Coefficients supported these findings.

Additicnal support for the conceptual wvalidity came from the
factor analysis results which showed that the items clustered into two
factors which can be readily named warumth and rejection when the itens

are luvestigated closely.

For the reliability test retest coefficients over an interval of
two or three weeks were found to be 70 for the total scale score.

Internal consiatency wes asssssed through Cronbach's Alpha Coefficient

wiich caue out to be .95 for the total scale as well as item total



correlations which ranged between 34 and 67 except for two 1itens,
28 and 50 which are recommended o be deleted from the questionnaire

&3 they had very low item tofal correlations.

These results gave support for the conceptusl wvalidity and

reliability of the child PARG.



Bu calismanin amacl cocwjun annesiyle olan iligkisini nasil
algiladifina 8lcen Aile Kabul ve Reddetme Olgedi Tirkge formunun yapl
gecerlifiini destekleyen veriler safdlamaktir. Bu 0Ol¢edin asli KRohlmer,
Seavedra ve Granum (1960) tarafindan gelistiriluistir. Olgek toplam 60
maddeden meydana gelen dort alt dlgekten olusur.

1) Sevgi 2) Saldirganlik ve ¥in 3) Ilgisizlik ve Ihmal

4 Ayristirilmamis Reddetue

Olpedin guvenirlik katsayilari Polat (1988) tarafindan saptanmis
ve simdiki calismada Oloedin vapi gegerlilifini saptamak ic¢in gocuk
tarafindan algilanan reddedilne iis bajlantila defiskenlerin
iliskileri arastirilmistir. Bu defiskenleri oloen dlgeklerden bazilarx:
sunlardir:

1) Piers Harris'in Cocuklarda 0z Kavrami Olgedi

<) Durueluk-Surekli Kaygl Enventeri, Surekli Xaygil Skalasi

3) Cocuklarda Ogrenilmis éare3izlik Olceqi

4) Akademik Basar:

Algilanan aills heyatl tutumlarini Olemek tUzere Aile Hayati Tutua
Olgefinin  Faktdr 1: Asir Kdruyuculuk . Faktdr 2. Demokrasi .
Faktor 3: Arnenin Ev Kadinlidi Rolinid Reddetmesi, Faktdr 4 Aile ici

Catigwa, Fekidr 6. Siki Baskyi ve Disiplin Bowutlar: kullanilmastir.

344 kiz ve erkekten colusan druneklem grubm, agadl, orta ve orta
ustu sosyo  ekonomik  seviyeleri temsil eden dokuz okuldan neydana

Jelmistir.



PARQ skorlari dért gruba bolinmasz ve dort farkli seviyede
algilanan reddedilme grubu olusturulmustur. Bu dirt dedisik seviyedeki
reddedilue 1le diger dediskenlerin iliskileri tek yonla varyans

analiziyle islewe sokulmustur.

ANOVA  sonuclaryl, PARQ da yiksek sonuglar alan  4agrencilerin
Surekli Xeyg: Skalasi, Cocuklarda Odrenilmis Caresizlik Olcedi, PARI
Armenin ve Ev Xadinlid:i Rolini Reddetmesi, Aile Ici Catisma ve Sika
Baski wve Disiplin alt boyutlaraindan anlamli bir gsekilde vyuksek

skorlar aldiklariny gosternistir.

Buna ek clarak. PARQ dan yiksek sonuclar alan adrencilerin Piers
Harris Cocuklarda 0Oz Xavraml Olgedi, PARI Denckrasi alt boyutu ve

Akadenik Bagarida anlamlil olarak dusuk sonuglar aldiklari gérdluistur.

PARI Asivi Koruyuculuk alt bovutlara ile PARO skorlari arasinda
anlaml:i bir iligki bulunemeamils, bu sonucu t-testi ve Pearson carpimlar
katsayisl da desteklemigtir.

Yaplr gecerligine baska bir destek ise faktdr analizinden
gelwistiv. Faktdr amslizinde maddelerin iki fektérde kimelendikleri ve
maddeler yekindan incelendifinde hu faktdrlerin kabul ve reddedilne

geklinde isimlendirilebilecekleri gdriulmistir.

Gavenirlik calismalarinde. iki U¢ heftalik bir aradan sonra test
tekrar test katsavizy .70 olerak saptanmig, i¢ tutarlik ic¢in
kullamilan Cronbach Alpha katsayisi .95 g¢larak bulunmustur. lMadde
artan korelasyonlari 26 ve 50 nolu wmaddeler disinda .34 ve 67
arasinda defigmiy, Z8 ve 50 nolu maddelerin keorelasyonlary disik
olduju 10in dlcekten ¢ikartilwalary tavsiye ediluektedir.

Bu sonuglar dl¢e§in gegerlik ve givenirlidini desteklemistir.



I. INTRODUCTION

Fawily 1is the primary institution ir. which socialization and the
process of humanization takes place (Bower, 1972). The growing
acknovledgement of the effect of parental behaviour on the personality
growth and development of the offapring revealed that the parents are
the most significant people during childhood and &ll human beings have
a need to receive positive response from them. It is a need to be
loved. wvalued and cared for (Hjelle and Ziegler, 1981) DPerents vary
in how openly. 1ntensely or frequently they express their affection
towarda their children, yet the need for positive response that 1is
essential for normwal developuent does not vary and withdrawal of
affection is by 1tself sufficient to produce negative'effects c¢n the
functioning of the person (Hague, 1987; Rohner, 1975, 1986). Studies
pertaining to the eifects of the negative parental behaviours reveal a
diveraity of negative outcomes. These negative outcomes can range from
acaderic problens, stuttering or low self esteew to nore serious

behiavioral problems (Rohner, 1975, 1980a. 1980b, 1386).

The field of counseling intends to help the growth.‘and self
actu&liz&timn of the individuals. Efforts of primsry prevention focus
on reaching large number of individuals before problems occur and main
targets of these eiforts have been children., =¢ that they can grow up
into effectively functioning adults. For the maintenance of healthy
parent child interactions. educational programmes and policies need to
be developed (Bower, 1972 Pappaport, 13%77). Ia order to minimize the
negative effects of parental Dehaviours which cause psychological
Clppalrnent in the child, constructive intervention strategies need to

be developed.



The 1nitial step to achieve these goals is to have valid assessment
tools. In terms of parental behaviour, acceptance rejection dimension
has been proposed as a cross culturally valid construct embracing a
vide range of phenomena {Rohner, 1975, 1980a, 1980b, 1986). Yet
emprical work in this area is limited in Turkey since there is no
valid tool measuring parental acceptance rejection (Ramazan, 1988).
Parental Acceptance-Reiection Questionnairé {PARQ) which was developed
by Rohner, Ssavedra and Granum in 1980. was trenslated into Turkish by
Polat (1966) and 1its reliability coefficients were calculated, The
purpose of the present atudy was to establish the validity of the PARQ
through construct walidity techniques. In terms of reliability of the

Turkish forw, internsl consistency and item stability was asseszed.



I1. BACEGROUMD AMD SURVEY OF LTITERATORE
A Pzychological Abuse

Child maltreatment has always been an issue that received public
attention. Though the literature on child abuse and neglect dates
back to anclent Greeks, it is a veritable newcomer Lo the field of
empirical investigation. The recognition of child abuse in the
scientific circles starts with the publication of Henry Kewpe's
famous work in 196z where he used the term “"Battered Child Syndrone”
for the first time. This famous paper described the conditions of
children who receive serious physical injuries from their parentsz.
evoking great cancern and interest. Following this, numerious studies
focused on physical abuse and efforts emphasiéed prevention and

intervention (Lynch, 1985, Radbill, 1987).

In the 1last decades, with the help of mnedia, public and
professional awareness shifted from physical abuse to sexual abuse of

children {Garrison, 19&7).

Enotional sbuse was the latest focus of inquiry in the field of
child maltreatment The lack of essential love, care, attention and
related behaviours by the parents and resultant negative behaviour and
state of their children 13 covered under the heading of paychological
waltrestment or emctional abuse. Ewmotional abuse saccompaniez other

forms of abuse or 1t can occur singly.

Though emoticnal abuse iz potentially more destructive than other
forus of wmalireatuwent, the inadequacy of definitions blocked the

progress in research. Recently, operational definitions have been

tormulated and different theoretical perspectives were developed

{Brasa

£

sard, Germain and Hart, 19867).



Many different definitions of abuse were formalated by
psychologists and 1legal authorities. One of the most popular

definitions belongs to Garbarino and Gilliam (1987). They define

emotional abuse as:
"TTE Acts O0f 0mls3sion DY A parent Or guaralan UOAU are Juaged
DY a mixture of communiiy vaiues and professional expertise
to be inappropriate and damaging® (1)
Based on the definitions developed the International Conference on
Psychological Abuse of Children and Youth and their refinement by a
wide wvariety of parties and orgenizations, a final list which
classified acts of maltreatment was formed. The categories of

waltreatnent and acme behavioursl examples are as follows:

Rejecting. To refuse to recognize the value of the child. to

decline to eccept, to discard as useless or ungsatisfactory.
Examplea: actively refusing to help the child, treating a
child differently from siblings or peers in ways that show

dislike for the child.

Degradimng. To reduce from & higher to lower degree,
depreciating the child's accomplishuments. Examples: To use
deragatory adjectives for the child, publicly hueiliating and

bejittling, putting inferior labels on the child.

{1) Brasszsard, M R, Germgin, R , Hart, S H. {(Eds )} {1987
Paychological meltreatment of children and youth . Hew York:

Pergawon Press {p.6H)



(&3]

Terrorizing: To intimidate, to create an atwmosphere of fear

and violence, Exemples: Threateningy to physically hurt or
kill. to werbally assault, or forcing the c¢hild te watch
viclence directed Yo people significant to him/her, to put
the child in double bind situations by presenting

inconsistent demands .to leave a young child unattended by an

adult.

Isolating: To place apart, to seperate the child from other
people. Examples: to lock up in a closet for long periods of
tiﬁe, not permitting the c¢hild to have relationships with
peers, keeping the child from school or play with friends to

perforne household duties.

Corruptimy: To missocialize, to force the child inta
antisocial Dbehavicurs, to maladapt to social needa. Exauples:
To reinforce behaviours that degrade other races or ethnic
qJroups, encouraging drug and alcohol wuwse, teaching and

reinforcing aggressive and delinquent behaviours.

Exploiting Using for one's benefit, to take adwvantage of
the child for one's own needs. Examples: Keeping the child at
home as a  servant, exposing the «c¢hild to pornography,

involving the child with prostitution.

Denying Emeiiomal Responsiveness: Not  providing adequate
nurturance and  affection.  Failing to  provide sensitive,
respongsive caregiving Examples: Mechanistic handling of the

child.  aveiding the «child's atteupls to interact. Denving



ewotional responsiveness refers to passively ignoring the child's
enwotional needs as opposed to active rejecting (Prassard et. al.,

1937).

Multifying: To put unressonable demands on the child. to expect
success above the child's capacity, to give inappropriate
responsibilities for his/her age,to have high expectations that

the child carmot mest {(Finkelhor and Korbain, 198383,

Another effort Lo develop definitions of emoticnal abuse cane I[Yok
Bailey and Bailey (1986) who conducted a project which included 207
protective service practitioners living in five different states 1in
the U. 5. A The respondents were asked Lo
~ develop statements of maltreatment

- categorize these statements

byl

- indicate if any psychological or legal zervice 1s neceszary for

that particular parent child interaction.

The results can be translated into spesific parental actionz and a
list 15 provided below.
1. The parent fails to provide nurturance and attachuent.

Z. The parent treats the child differently from other siblings;

ise

o

consistently punishes, criticlzes, gives ‘ewer rewards or pr
to hiwn/her.

3. The parent has high expectations from the child which are ahove
his/her norwal abilities and punishes, c¢riticizes the child

when s/he does not meet that level



4 The parent expleits the child by forcing the child to perforu
difficult household ta=ks, and take care of the parent.

. The parent ignores the child's need for physical closeness;

expreszes no affection.

6. Tone parent confuses the sexual 1ldentity or the child Dy

treating or teasing hiw/her as if s/he were from the opposite

sex.

7. The parent does nutkﬁhow stability and predictibility about

what 1s expected from the child.

g. The parent exposes the child to maladeptive influences and

forces the child to be involved in it.

2. The parent exposes the child to maladeptive influences and

allows the child to be involved in it.

10, The perent ridicules and belittles the child.

11 The parent exposes thie child to pornegraphic materials by

12. The pasrent allows the child to watch pornographic materials.
13. The parent threatens the child excessively and uses
paychiclogical punishment.

14. The custodial parent does not allow the child to develop
attachment and visit the other parent.

1% The parent refuses to have any preofessional help for the
child's problems and forbids the child to receive any counseling

FBTVICE:

f.u

As can Le seen, these acts of maltreatment can be categorized
undar the seven categorizes which were mentioned earlier. In addition
to the attemptz of defining emotional abusze, different 'thearétical
perapectives were developsd (Rosenbéery an Gerwain, 1967). One of which

is the Parental Acceptance Relection Theory (PART) (Rohner, 1980D)



B. PARENTAL ACCEPTARCE BEJECTION THEORY (PART)

PART is a theory of emsctional abuse that attempts to predict the
mejor consequences of parental acceptance and rejection for
behavioural, c¢ognitive and emotional develcopment of children. The
thecry 13 based on the phylogenetic perspective which tries to
establish empirically derived principles of specieswide regularities
(universals) of human hehaviour. 'Iflﬁufg;‘erfroxgwﬂt,hg pain assumption

underlving t.herthreﬂry 15 that, human beings all around the world have

is inherent in all huwan beings regardless of culture, race. physical
type. social class, language, geographic region or other limiting
conditions Thisx need 1s phylogehetically acquired through evolution.
PART predicts that withdrawal of parentsl acceptance will lead to

negative cutcomes (Eohner, 1975, 1986).

1. The Comvwtrnwt of Parental Acceptamce-Rejection

Parental scceptance and rejection 1s the waymth dimension of
paranting Parentsl wareth 1s a bipolar dimension that has acceptance
on one end and reijection on the other end. Every individual can be
placed  aomevhere on thils hypothetical contimuum because everyone
receives wore or leas wareth from hisfher parents {Salama, 1987;

Hague, 13947 balaman . 1986).

Parental love and affection finds 1ts expression in two major
ways physical and  verbal Warmth can be showm physically  through
Kissing, holding. fondling, caressing. swmiling. hugging and the like.
On the other hand, expresaions of verbal warmth consist of saying nice

things, complimenting or praising. In other words, warmih can he



expressed through all forms of behavicurs that give the message to a

child that he i3 loved and cared for.

On the other hand, rejection in PART, is defined as absence or
wvithdrawal of acceptance and warmth. In the theory. rejection 1is
postulated to take three different forms; hostility-aggression,
indifference-neglect and undifferentiated rejection. Hostility refers
to the internal feelings of enmity, resentment and anger toward the
child. Hostility may show itself behaviourally in forms of verbal and
physical sggression. Aggression refers to behaviours that aim at
physically .or psychologically hurting another person. Physical
aggression includes behaviours 1like pinching. shaking, hitting,
pushing, biting. scalding, burning., scratching, tying up and the like.
Yerbal aggression includes sarcazm, cursing, belittling. scapegoating,

denigrating and the like.

Indifference 1is siuply not showing concern for the child which
way show 1tself as neglect 1in behavioural form. Physical or
psychological nonavailibiliv of the parent can reveal itself in forms
of ewctional unresponsiveness and distance or failing to attend to the

redical and physical needs of the child.

Undifferentiated rejection refers to the child's feelings of
rejection without a discrimination of parental behaviour as either
neglect or eaggression., but the child's global feelings of being

unloved.



10

in PART, rejection is viewed from the perspective of the child., rather
than measuring the observable parental behaviour objectively {Rohner.
1986). Many researchers today believe that parenfal behaviour effects
the child's development to the extent and in the form he perceives 1it
(Herzberger Fotts and Dillon, 1985) so it is not the event itself, but
the interpretation of it that determin:s the impact on the individual
(Ney. Moore, Mc Phee and Trought. 1986). For this reason. in the

theory subjective experiences of the individuals are ewphasized.
it S L REERS " - i

2. PART as an Ernstiopal Abuse Theory

The conceptualization of parental acceptance and rejection
embraces, to a great extent, psychological child abuse and neglect
definitions. PART encompasses the categories of rejecting, degrading
terrorizing, isolating. adultifying and denying emotional
responsivensss  while leaving exploiting and corrupting out. The
definitions of child abuse and neglect can change from from one nation
to another, from culture to culture, whereas PART comss along with
the universalist approach which tries to establish principles for all
human beings. Another difference 15, that some definitions of
paychelogical c©hild abuse and neglect solely rely on the parental
behaviour, disregarding the perceptions of the child. PART, on the
other tand., «lways relies on the subjective perceptions of the

children (Rohney, 19386).

Research oo outcomres of parental rejection and asseszments of

child abuse and neglect show similarities.

PART predicta that parental rejection has consiaztent negative

Pek

gffects on personality functioning.

Py

e

¥

Although these conssquences sho



1

a great diversity, PART focuses on a limited constellations of
personality charecteristics. To be more specific, PART aszerts that
rejected children everywhere will tend to be more hostile and
aggressive. mnore dependent and with a more jmpaired self esteem than
accepted children. Rejected children are alsc expected to be mnore
epotionally wunstable, emotionally unresponsive and have a negative
world view. These predictiOns» were supported by numerous research
findings (Rohner, 1980b: Salams. 1987 Haque, 19387; Kitahara, 1987

Polat, 1988).

Herrenkohl and Herrenkohl (1%81) defining  psychological

maltreatuwent as parental rejection, mental cruelty and terrorizing

and aggression {(cited in Brassard

5]

t. al., 1987). Aber and Zigler
(1981) and Fontana (1973) report that abused and neglected children
frequently become anxious, aggressive and hostile. Their aggression
can be 1internalized which manifests itself 1in self destructiveness,
depression, savoidance of socializing with people and passivilty.
Childyen who externalize tend to be inpulsive, overactive, violent
toward other people and environment and disobedient ({cited 1in

Garbaring, Gubtmann and Seeley, 1936).

Newell (1934, 1936) &and Zimmermann {1931 using neglect,
overprotection and inconsistent discipline as the criteria of maternal
rejection. found feelings of 1nsecurity, 1ess stable and nore

aggressive behaviours in the rejected children than the controls.
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Knight (1933) compared the maternal attitudes of submissive and
aggressive children. He found that maternal attitudes tended to be
overprotective for submissive children and rejective for aggresive

children {cited in Radke., 1945).

Green (1978) exawined 60 abused, 30 neglected and 30 control
children. Abused and neglected groups were found to have poor impulse
control, 1low self esteem, aggressive behaviours and school related

problems and poor academic performance (cited in Browne and Saqi.

1989).

Martin and Beezley (1977) studied 50 abused children. over half
of these children were described as having low self esteem, hostile

and socially isolated (cited in Lynch. 1988).

Fgeland. Sroufe and Erickson {1983) in their longitudinal study,
found that young children who had bheen exposed to abusive and
neglectful acts by their parents, showed low self esteem, school
related adjustwent problems lack of affection for mother, less
persistence 1in iearning tasks, distractibility and noncompliance
{cited in Brassard et al. . 1987).

Y ; Ut

tarkey {1980) examined the relationsip of achievement and

LAy
jo

parental rejection on 220 school children. He found that achievement
test scores as well as grade point averages changed directly with the
children's perceptions of parental warmth. The children who perceived
their perents as accepting, performed bettser on both measures of

acadenic success (cited in Rohner. 19G0h).
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Aber and Allen (1987) found that maltreated children
demonstrated siguificantly less readiness to learn which referred
to low effectance motivation and cognitive maturity (cited in
Augoustinos, 1987, IMany abused children show overall poor
performance, are underachieving in all areas and very frequently

show delays in speech developument (Lynch, 1978).

Kent (1976} reported that in his sample which was made up of
three groups nauely abused, neglected and control groups, 53% of
the abused group. 82%¥ of the neglected group and 28% of the
controls were doing below average or failing work at scheool.
Furthermore, IQ scores revealed that 78% of the neglected children
and 44¥ of the abused children had I0s less than or equal to &9

{cited in Browne snd Saqi. 1989).

Causal attributions play a major role in the individual's
feelings of gaining a sense of meaning, coherence, predictibility
and control in their world {Strickland, 1989). Rejected children
attribute their painful and unplesasant family experiences Lo the
gasence of life and universe {Garbarino, Guttmann and Seeley,
1286). Therefore rejected children are characterized by a negative
world view and pessinism (Rohner, 1984).

Barahal, Waterman and HMHartin {1981) reported that abused
children wvere found to attribute the causes of eventa to external
forces significantly uore than the nonabused  children. They had
little confidence in their power to shape their experiences,

especially thie unpleassnt and frustrating ones.
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These empirical findings solidify the hypothetical theory based
statements about the negative, destructive outcomes of parental

rejection and child abuse and neglect.

3. Factors Related to Parental Acceptance and Rejection amd/or
Emctional Abuse
In this section, the factors that are related to parental

abuse and neglect will be discussed.

There 1s considerable empirical evidence that abusive
parents are more likely to have experienced aggression, physical
punishment eand/or emotional maltreatment during their own
childhood than nonabusive parents. Abusing parents learn their
child rearing techniques from their own parents. These parents can
not show affection to their children as they had not received 1t
themselves. Hence, the rejection cycle 1is perpetuated {Rchner,
$%60b, 1986, Belsky. 1980 Berger, 1933a; Berger,h 1983b Garbarino

et al. . 1986, Kitshara, 1987 Trickett and Susman, 1989;Stern, 19869).

Dishrow et al. (197?7) found that sbusing nothers have lover

ro

elf esatesm and more difficulty to empathize with others than the
control mothers. Blumberg (1974) and Terr (1970) found that these
parents are narcisaistic, ilsmature and impulsive {(cited in Berger,

1983b; Garkarino et al , 1986},

Abugive 1incidents occur within the disciplinary behaviour
repertoire of the parent. FReld and Taplin (1976) fourd that

abusive parents discipline their children inconsistently arnd



15

display more verbal and physical aggressive behaviours than the
nonabusive parents. Young (1564) also supported that abusive
parents do not have consistent disciplinary techniques and the
children often have difficulty in guessing what is expected of
them {cited in Berger, 1983a). The inconsistent parenting style
gives the child contradictory messages, therefore making the
parental reactions and actiéns unpredictable to the child

{(Garbarino et. al., 1986).

Abusive parents mostly lack respect for the child's
personality. thoughts and feelings and fail to see the child as a
seperate entity and frequently undervalue his/her accomplishments.
They wmsy have irrational expectations of performance from their
children and maltreat thew when these expectations are not net

{Belsky, 19&0; Berger, 1983b: Gearharino et al., 1986).

Marital relationships in the abusing families have also been
an area of investigation. Single parent families were found to be

at the greatest risk for rejection because the umother 1z fo hear

[}

the burden of ochild care alone. Presence of father at hone
relieves the wmother from this contimious burden. Presence of
glternative caretakers also free the mother from the tension of

unremitting intersction with the child{Rohner, 1986).

Saith{1276) found rhat abusing parents vere ware

dissatisfied with their marriage than the controls. The abusing

-

ganple veported more quavrels, spouze abuse and lack of 3pouse

Py

coeperation in chiid rsaring., Young (1964) examined case reports
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of 300 abusing and neglecting families and found marital discord
in both family types. 35he reported that fighting and 1lack of
support was common 1n both neglecting and rejecting families

{cited in Berger. 19&3b).

Parents tend to use the same strategies to resolve spousal
disputes 1in disciplining their children. ‘therefore. the verbal and
physical aggressive taétics in the spousal relationship are
applied to children (Belsky. 1980; Berger, 1983b; Garbarino et

al. , 1986; Trickett and Susmwan. 1989 ).

Anather factar that has a role in the ecolog? of the abusing
family is the lack of social support and alienation. The abusing
fawiliea are found to be isolated from community, supportive
netwvorks and friendships. Yerbally and physically aggressive
behaviours are easily ‘triggered as the parents have lost the
positive conatructive coping skills necessary vwhen faced with
stresanrs ( Belsky, 1980 . Berger, 1983&;Gafbarino et al.. 1986

Rohner, 1965 ).

Other than the above cited, economic and social hardships,
inadequate material resources, exposure to stressful conditions
ardl unewployment problems lead to parental abusive behaviours

(Belsky, 1950, Pohner, 1586; Stern, 19589 ).

4. Copimgy with Fmoticral Abuse or Parental Rejection
Every child who i2 subjected to emoticnal abuse or rejection
does not neceszaarily exhibit the negative oulcomes. Some children

can wanage to deal with hurt more effectively than others.
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Lourie and Stephano {(1978) found that children differ in
their responses Yo parental treatment and some children can be
competant and prosocial even though they grow up in hostile and
harsh environments. They heve come to call these children “stress

resiztant” {cited in Garbarine et al., 1986).

Such children are called -copers in PART. The factors that
allow these children to cope with perceived rejection are not
completely known. PART predict that there are at least three
factors that help rejected children cope nore effectively. These
factors are, sense of self, 3elf determination and capacity to

deperaosnelize.

Sense of sell refers to the child's awareness of his own
individuslity. in other words, the child's differentiation of
himself and others It is the ability to wunderstand what other
person thinks and f=2els and to different_iate. these f{rom what
meself thirks and feels. In this way, the child with a clearly
differsntisted sense of self 13 less effected by the negative

me

e

zages sent by the abusing parents

Self determination 13 the child’'s sense of persomal control
over life events. 1t 1s the feeling that eventa are not externally
contralled by forces like fate, chance or parsnts, but can he
chargsd by the individusl. Children who have less self

determlnation eypserience hopelessness, futility and helplezsness.

The third factor 1s depersomalizing which refers to the

chald's ability of perspective taking or decentring. A coper does
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not relate litfe events to him/herself, in other words, does not
take events personally. If a child can understand vwhy his/her
parents act the way they do, s/he can be able to cope mnore

effectively {Rolmer, 1980bL, 1986&).

There are other factors that contribute to effective coping,
like the child's sex, intelligence and temperament, but studies
show conflicting results One consistent finding 13 that., the
presence of an alternate caretaker, a peer or a teacher with whon
the child can esatablish a warm supportive relationship, helps in
coping (Rosenberg, 1987; Garbarinc and Vondra, 1987).

T, ASSESSHENT OF PAREWTAL ACCEPTAMCE REJECTION

Parental Acceptence Rejection Questiormaire ({PARG) child
forn was develeoped by Rohner, Saavedra and Granup in 19200 It i3 a
self report questlonnaire measuring the respondent’z perception of
ithe wavy 3/he 1s lrested by the wother. PARQ also_h&s an adult form
which messures the adult's percepition of the way s/hie was treated
by the mother and a mother form measuring the mother's perceptions

of how she breats her child.

PARG child form is wmade up  of four scalss with a tot=l of

]

6l itews (see Appendix &) The subscales messure:
pavental warnth and affection {20 1ioms),

rarental hoatility and aggressicn (1% itews),
parental indiffervence and neglect ({15 iteus),

undifferentiated rejection (10 items).
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Representative items include:

"y nother savys nice things about ne" {perceived
varpth/affection).

‘Ify mother treats me harshly" (perceived hostility/aggression).

"Iy wother totally ignores me" {perceived indifference/neglect}.

“fiy mother views me as a burden ({perceived undifferentiated

rejection}y.

Itews are scored on a 4 point likert scale with "Almost
Always True" assigned a score of 4 and “Almost Never True”
asslgned a score of 1. Some are reverse items to avoid response
set blas. Items 7.14.21.28.35,42.49 and all of the items falling
under the warmth subscale are reverse scored. Therefore, a high
scare received on PARO mesns a high level of perceived rejection

~

> The reliabilitv and validity studies of the child PARG were

‘ied out on a semple of 220 children whose ages ranged from 9
to 12 The sample was drawvn fgom metropolitan Weshington, [.C

area  The aubjectz were almost equally distributed in  sex,

ethnicity and sccio-zconomic status.

Crovbach's coefficient alpha which was used to azsess the

—>reliability ranged from 72 to .90 {see Table 1).



20
Table 1

Cranbach alpha coefficients of the original PARQ

Crombach
Scales alpba coefficient
Wermth .90
Aggression/Hostility .87
Neglect/ Indifference Y
Undifferentiated rejection .12

Hote. From Handbook for the Study of Parental Acceptance and

Rejection {(p 32 ) by R Rohner,1980, Center for the Study
0f Parental Acceptance and Rejection. University of

Commectiout

The concurrent validity of the PARD was achieved by using
three subscales from Schaefer's (1964) Childf:ﬂEeportﬂof Parental
Behaviour Inventory {(CRPBI) and one subscale from Bronfenbrenner's
Farental Behavicur Queationaire {BFBE) along with.the PARQ child

torm. The correlations ranged from 55 to .83 (Sees Table 2).

Table 2
Correlations betveen PARQ scnles amd the validation scales

DAY) acales Validation scales r
Warmth CRPBI Acceptance a3
Aggression/Hostility BPB Physical Punishment .55
Heglect/Indifference CRPBI Hostile Delachment 64
Undifferentisted Rejection CKPBI Rejection e

Hote.  Frow Hupdbook for the Stwly of Pacental Acceptance and
Bejection (p 33) by R Rohner. 1960 Center fur the Study

of Parental Acceptance and Reiection. Universaty of

Cormectinul,
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Factor analysis was computed to assess the construct validity

of the questionnaire Two primary factors were found to account for

58. 0% of the variance. The correlation between two primary factors

was . 50.

‘Another supporting evidence for the construct validiy of the
PARG subscales was accouplished by three undergraduate students who
were taught the thecretical definitions of the constructs measured
by the PARQ. The students were told to sort the items into four
piles and were also given the information of the item sizes of each
subscale.  Affesction items were 3orted with 1008 accuracy.
Aggression/Hostility and Indifference/Neglect items were sorted with
17% error. Undifferentiated rejection items were sorted with 40X
error. mostly confused with Indifference/Neglect items.

PARO was used in many different countries. It has been
translated 1into Fengali.Czechoslavekian, French. Hindi, EKorean,

Mexican, Telugu, Puerto Rican, Tiv, Urdu and Turkish.

5 Folat (1968%) wundertook the translation of the PARG into
Turkish by using bsck translation techniques. S?gmadministereﬂ the
questionneire to 120 fifth graders evenly chosen from to primary
scnools  one representing upper middle SES and the other loy SES.

She found alpha coefficients of the PARQ subscales ranging from . 76

to a9, The Cronbach alpha coefficient of the total scale was . 30.

Table 3 shows the Cronbach alpha coefficients of the
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Teble 3

Cronbach alpha coefficients of the PAPQO suhscales

Cronbach
Scales Alpha Coefficient
Waruth . 89
Aggression/Hostility . 86
Neglect/Indifference .79
Undifferentiated Rejection .76

Mote: From Parental Acceptance Rejectiom Unpublished master's

thesis (p 27) by S. Polat, 1988, Bodazi¢i University, Istanbul.

The item total correlations of the warmth subscale ranged froum
.38 to 74, neglect-Indifference subscale .40 to .62 and
undifferentiated rejection subacale .44 to 71 Ttem total
correlations for the Aggression- Hostility subscale were not
reported. On the other hanﬁ, the subscale tetal correlations ranged

from 73 to 90 These findings can be seen in Table 4.

Table 4

Subhaecale total correlations

Subscale-tetal
Subscele Correlations

Yarwmth 73
Ayoression/Hostility .63
Heglect/Indifference 9@
Undifferentiated rejection 6

Bote: Frow Purental dcceplepce Rejection Unpubliszhed mazter's thesis

{p. 30} by 3. Polat, 1988, Bogazigl University, Istanbul.
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I, STUDIES CORDUCTED ¥ITH PARQ (Child Form)
Studies conducted in different countries using PARQ  support
Rohner's  hypothesis about cross  cultural walidity of  the

construct. Thus some of these studies are presented below.

Rohner (1%80) administered the PARG to a sawple of <220
students in the age range of 9 to 12 who were living in the
jﬁetropelit&n Washington D.€C. erea. The subjects equally represented
’/ethﬂic group, social class and sex. The results showed no significant
;/ditference in terms of sex, age, social class or ethnic group in the
% level of perceived rejection.

Th

[ad

I

<

sults of Rohner and Rohner (1980) study on 171 Korean
Anerican families inhabiting in the U. S A, who came from working and
riddle class femilies indicated that the children in working clasas
Xorean Awevican families perceive their mothers a3z more hostile and
negqlecting and less warm than the children in wmiddle clazs families.
Korean American boys perceive themselves slightly. bubt zignificently

wore accepted than the Koresn American girls.

Fahner et. al. (13980) in another study conducted on o Mexican
satple. however, found the niddle class children perceiving their
parents to be less warn, kore aggressive and more neglecting than did

their vorking class counterparts {(cited in Rolmeyr, 1938).

In India, caste differences were found 1n teyrms of perceived

redsction. In 4 Dengall  sanpl

(x4

the higher the caste, the leas
waternal warmth and the more waternal neg’=ct waa perceivsd. Studies
uvestigating the zex difference2 1n the level of perceived rejection

gave conflicting results in this country {(cited in Rohner, 1986).
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On the other hand, Haque (1987) found no secial class

l‘ A1)

differences 1n the Pakistani sample of 200 students coming from
widdle and  working class families. Whereas there were sex

differences; Haque reported thad Pakistani boys perceived nore
rejection than the girls.
E. STORIES ON CHILD HALTEEATUANT IN TURKEY

Family 1is embedded‘ in the society and in the culture.
Attitudes of theze Lyo syatems toward child rearing have iamportant
influences on the parent child interactions which take place in the
family Thus it 1s necessary Lo exanine these attitudes which mold

the perception of the individuals (Belsky. 1980).

Turkish family 1z generally warm rather than hestile, loving

rather than rejeciing (Ohlson-Prather, 1978; Gleanson, 198% In

S

addition te this, Turkish family is described as patriarchal.
coercive and authoritarian. The general attitude is contrelling and
protective. Compliance, — quietness, 3Suwmissive arnd respectiul

Lehaviours are rewarded whereas curiousity, independency rud

!:_(l

initiative are pundshed. Beating, shaming, scaring through threats
and calling upon supernatural beings constitute the coumon means of

discipline. The dyneuics in the Turkish family are likely to fos

-‘ﬁ'
P"{

passive, dependsnt perzonalities, with a reliance on exterral locus

of control {Fizek, 1932).

According Lo Ohlson-Prather (1978), in the Turkish family
infents and swail children are indulged and expeat&tiens from then
are limited, Dbut Dy the age of siy or seven vhern the child starts

pramary achool tolerance of the parents decrease, expectations of
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cbedience and the use of physical punishment increase. The overall
pattern of child rearing is nonpurposive and unsystematic, without
the presence of long term goals in the discipline; which is mostly
directed toward controlling the immediate situation. Thus the rules

in discipline are set upon the criteria of the child irritating the

parent at that moment.

The wuse of verbal reasoning is very rare and physical
punishment 1s the nost commonly need discipline technique (Yorukoglu,
1982; Zeytinoflu and Kozcu, 1987). Though strict discipline and
control is not perceived as parental rejection is Turkish families
since love and control go together in the parent child interaction in
conatrast to Vestern families where love accoupanies permiszivensss
and use of control implies in sufficiency of affection (Kafitgibasza,

1370} .

Kajitgibagi (1982)., in the Turkish Value of Children (VYQC)
study found the economic/utilitarian wvalue of the child to be
prevalant. Children, sons in particular, wvere found to be seen as
sources of old age zecurity as well as having psychological value as
providing companionship and strengthening the marriage. Child's
dependence, obedience and loyalty to parents were valued behaviours
whereas indeperndence and self reliance were found to be the least

desired belaviours.

Other then the YOO study., some atudies were carried out to
investigate the relationship of parental attitudes on the personality
characteristics of the offspring in Turkey Erbaz (1983) investigated

the relationship of parental attitudes and ego strength. She found
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negative correlations between ego strength and perceived maternal
overprotection. ego strength and perceived maternal rejection of home
making role. Findings of her study indicated that high SES
adolescents perceived less overprotection and less rejection of
maternal homemaking role and had higher ego strength. Other
researchers like Peker (198%) and Kozacioflu (1982) found positive
relationsips between maternal noverprotection snd dependency and
higher anxiety levels of children o¢Odabas (1985) report that extreme
mothering and styict discipline were found to be significantly anﬁ
negatively correlated with chlldren s self concept, on the cther

hand, maternal democratic attitude was positively correlated with

selt concept.

Kiguk {1987) found mother's attitudes toward the rejection of
homemaking role and marital conflict to be significant predictors of
adolescent' s psychelogical characteristics like self concept, anxiety
or social and familial relationships wheress -mother's democratic
attitude was seen to be related to adoloscent's having less trait

anxiety and father's democratic attitude was related to the

adolescant’'s more positive faumily and social relationsips.

So far the literature related to Turkish family and parental
attitules have been mentioned. In the recent years there has been a
growing sum of research in the area of parental rejection and/or

swoticnel abuse in Turkey.

Psl t, i ﬁ‘eé:-;, in her study investigated the yelationship of

watsrnal &E:Cétptﬁﬁlj& rejection and child's self eva

|..».a

uation and

perceived contreol Her findings showed <ohat wasrzth had a strong

mnverse relationshio with negative 2elf evaluation.

‘8 pL
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No significeant correlation was found between perceived rejection arnd
perceived contrel. Her findings also vrevealed that maternal
enployment and sex had no effect on perceived acceptance and
rejection. Upper middle <¢lass children were found to score
significantly higher on perceived acceptance than lower class
children, on the other hand. control was perceived more in upper

middle class families than the lower class.

Zeytinoglu {1958) in her study asked experts to give their
definitions of child ebuse and neglect in Turkey. 78 33%of the
abusive behaviours cited by the experts fell into the category of
psychological maltreatment. Behaviours like: belittling, lack of love
and care, putting emotional pressures on the child. not giving them
decizion mwaking power or opportunity, forcing the child to meet the
expectations of the family. favouring the male child were reported to

be abusive.

Alantar and Erkman(l1989) like Zevtinodlu aszked experts their
defimiticns of ewdoticnal abuse and behaviours that feel into this
category. They utilized.the abusive behaviours which were reported by
the experts az the basis of the emotional abusze inventory they
developed. Administering Perceived Emotional Abuse Inventory for
Adolescents (PEAIFAY to 337 adolescents from upper, niddle and low
SES groups. it wa3 found that the adolescents who perceived high
enctional abuse, had lower self concept. poorer family and social

relations, higher anxiety and depra2ssion as coppared to the low
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emotional abuse group. It was also found that the same adolescents
perceived theilr mothers significantly more rejecting, nore
aggressive, more neglecting and less warm as assessed by the Parental

Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire.

Erkman (1989) investigated the perceived emctional abuse and
maternal rejection experienced by the remigrant adolescents from
Germany. The remigrant group was made up of 353, ninth and tenth
grade students whe were compared to 337 nonmigrant subjects. Her
findings indicate that the remigrant group perceived higher levels of
eotional abuse inflicted by thelr parenta and were experiencing more
rejection from their mothers than the normigrant group. There was no
significant difference found between the two groups in terms of
percelved maternal aggrezsion or neglect. lMales were found to

perceive more rejection than females.

Zeytinoglu snd Kozcu (1987) inveatigated the attitudes of the
general population towards physical child abuse. Their results show
that 668 of their szample was against physical abuse and would
interfere 1f they witnessed it. The pecople who physically abuse their
clhinldren were described as nonhealthy people who needed treastment.
Their findings also show that the majority of the physically abused
children were males older than three years old whose parents wers

from low educational levels.

The existing data in Turkey, support to a great extent the
conceptualizaticns and  findings related to child abuse and parental

acceptance relsction in other weatern societies,
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STATENERT OF THE PROBLEH AND HYPOTHESES
The purpose of the present study was to provide evidence for
the construct validity of child PARQ. through hypothesis testing and

facter anslysis. Internal consistency and reliability anslysis were

also conducted.

General Bypothesis
The children who perceive higher rejection are expected to
have more psychological problems. They are also expected to perceive

their mothers to have more negative attitudes.

Operational Mygpotheses

1) The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected
to have significantly lower scores on Plers Harris Children's Selt
Conceplt Scale (WIFAIl) as compared to those who have lower

rejection scores.

The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected

[y}
——

to have significantly higher scores on the State Trait
Anxiety Inventory {STAI) Trait Anxiety Scale as compared to

the children who have lower rejection scores.

L

3 The children who bave higher rejection scores on PARD are expected
to have significantly higher =scores on Children's Attributional
Style Questionaire (CASQ) as compared to children who have lower

rejection scores.
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5)

7)
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The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are
expected to have significantly higher scores on mother's
pexcelved overprotection as messured by PARI Factor I,

compared to those whe have lower rejection scores.

The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected
to have significantly lower scores on mother's perceived
democratic behaviour as measured by PARI Factor II, compared to

those who have lower reijection scores.

The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected
to have significantly higher scores on mother's perceived
rejection of howemaking role as measurad by PARI Factor 111

a3 coupared to children who have lower rejection scores.

The chiildren who have higher rejection scorez on FPARQ are expected
to have significantly higher scores on perceived marital conflict
as measzured by PARI Factor IY¥, as compared to children who

have lower reiesction acores,

The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected
to have either significantly higher or lower scores on

perceived strict discipline azx umeasured by PARI Factor V.

e children who have higher rejection acores on PAR(Q are expected
te have significantly lower acadenic achievement as measured
by the & P A 5, as compared to children who have lower rejection

5006Yes.
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HETHOD

1. Subjects

The subject population was drawn from nine high schools in
Istanbul through convenience sampling Ibrahim Turhan Lisesi, Galtepe
Lisesi and Etiler Lisesi represented the low socioeconomic status
group, Beyodlu Anadolu Lisesi, Nisantag: Anadolu Lisesi, Besgiktas
Anadolu Lisesi represented the niddle SES group while Ozel Selin
Lisesi. Rebert Lisesi and Semiha Sakir Lisesi represented the upper

widdle SES group.

According to the c¢lass 3ize in each school, one or two classes
of eight graders were administered the questiomnnaires. 58X of the
sample was made up of 14 year olds and 31X¥ was 13 vear olds. Table &

shows the number of students taken from each high school.

‘Tebhle 5 .
Hale and Femnle Subijects from each high school

Schools Females IDales
Ibrahim Turan L. z2 31
Giltepe L. 17 15
Etiler L. 2 13
Bevodiu A L. 3o ]
Nigantazi A L. 17 3
Beziktas & L. 1 3
0zel Selin L. 17 14
Robert L. 14 13
Semiha Sakir L. 23 23

Total 169 175
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The final subject population consisted of 344 students, 169
females and 175 males. From low 5ES schools there were 118 subjects
59 females, 59 mwales, from middle SES schools there were 122 subjects

bt fewales, 66 males and from upper middle SES schools there were 104
aubjects 54 females and 50 males

_For the relisbility study, 76 students were taken from three
;ggggggp}é, each representing one SES. namely Etiler Lisesi.

Besiktas anadolu Lisesi and Semiha Sakir Lisesi.
Sasple Characteristics

In thia section, the findings an the demographic
characteristics of the sample will be presented. Among the subject
population 12 8% wvere fourd to be the only children in their family.
Awrong the rest, 49.7% had two and 37.6 ¥ had three or more children
in thsir family. Table 6 parents the family éize af the subject

population.

Tebhle 6
HBusber of Siblings

¥o of Siblinga H p.4

‘Only Child 44 12
Two Siblings i 49 7
Three Siblings 72 209
Four Siblings 35 1G. 2
Five 3iblings 13 3.8
31y Siblings 5 1.5
Saven Siblings 4 1.2
Total 344 100
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In terms of level of education of mothers, as can be seen in Table
7. 9.68 of the mothers had no schooling, 24.1X¥ were primary school
graduates. 1.5% were junior high school graduates, 30.5% were high

school graduates and 34. 3% were university and post graduates.

Table 7
Hother Fducation

Educational Level N X
No formal education 33 9.6
Primary achool 63 241
Junicr high school 5 1.5
High achool 105 30.5
University 108 31.4
Graduate 10 2.9
Total 344 100

As for the fathers, 2. 4% had no schooling, 24.1% were primary
school graduates. 1.2 ¥ wers junior high school graduates, 14 0% were
high school graduates and 58 4% had graduated from university or had

a graduate degree {see Table &).

Table &
¥atber ¥ducalion

¥ducational Level N X

No formal education B8 2. 4
Primary school g3 24 .1
Junior high school 4 1.2
High schoo) 48 14

Unaversity 184 E3. 8B
Graduate 17 4.9

Total 344 100
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2. Imstruments

In addition to the PARO child form:

1) Demcgraphic Information Queationnaire

Z) Parental Attitude Research Instrument

3) Piers Harris Children's Self Concept Scale
4) Trait Anxiety Scale

5) Grade Point Averages

6) Children's Attributional 5tyle Questionnaire

wars used.

1} Peeographic Information Questionneire

This instrueent was developed by the researcher to obtain
information abeout  the child's sex. age, family background like
education of parents and number of siblings {See Appendix B).

Z) Parents) Attitude Research Instrument (PARI)

This inventory was developed by Schaefer and Bell in 1955 to
measurs the feelings of mothers about theilr famiiy life and children.
The Inztrument has also been used to measure the individual's
perceptions of the other fandaly nembers' attitudes toward fanily,

such  as  the hild's perceptions of hissher mother's parental

b

attitudes.

r

Tt waz adapted to Turkish by LeCompte and LeConpte and CGzer in
1378, The Tarkish form conalsts of 60 items falling into five

factors.

¥

t

=

Factor I 13 the subscale ¢ gytremes wmothering oy

i

overprofaction" consisting of 16 items showing mother's approval of

intruzion into chilid s life and privacy and reinforcement of the
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child's dependency on parents.

Factor II is the subscale c¢f “Democracy or Equality" containing 9
items related to the parent's sharing with the child and encouraging

self expression.

Factor III is the subscale of "Rejection of Homemwaking Role”

with 13 i1tewms that state the dissatisfaction of womsn who iz fied

down to her home with her children.

Factor IV, *“Marital Conflict" consists of 6 items showing

tension and quarreling of the spouses.

Factor ¥ 1s the subscale of "Strict Discipline" cconsisting of
16 itews which involve parental attitudes toward the suppression of
responses of children and punishment.

These five factors have test retest reliability ranging between
59 and 90 Construct wvalidity of the instrusent was supported by

Kiguk (Kigik, 1987}

In the present study perceived PARI that aims to assess the
children's perception on the above factors was utilized. ({See

Appenddix C;.

3. Fiers Harris Children's Self Concept Scale {¥WIFAN)
The instrument was develeped by Pilers and Harris in 1969 and
was adapted into Turkish by Catakli and Oner in 1985 The instrument

assesses the child's attitudes toward “self”.

The test retest reliability coefficienta are between .72 and

91 for pramery school children and 79 and 98 fov junlor nigh
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school children over cne to seven day intervals. Kuder Richardson 20
reliability coefficient was found to be .87 for primary school
children and 86 for junior high school children. The item total
correlation coefficiants range hetween .09 and .50. The total median

correlation was .30 (Catakli, 1985 Remazan 1988)(See Appendix D).

4. State Trait Anziety Inventory (STAI)

The inventory was developed by Spielberger in 1970 and was
adapted into Turkish by Oner and LeCompte in 1976. STAI consists of
two scales made up of 40 items; State Anxiety Scale contains 20 items
and it measures the individual's feelings in situational context. On
the other hand, Trait Anxiety Scale which also contains 20 iteus,

measures the individual's general anxiety proneness.

Kuder Richardson 20 alpha coefiicients for Trait Anxiety Scale
waz found hetween (83 and 87, for State Anxiety Scale hetween .94
and .96 Item remainder correlations for Trait'Anxiety Scale ranges
between 34 and .72, for State Anxiety Scale between .42 and &5 The
test retest reliahility coefficients were found to be between .71 and
.86 for the State Anxiety Scale and 26 to .68 for the Trait Anxiety

Scale.

Various researches  supported the construct or criterion
validity of the Turkish STAI such as Ristenli {19375%), White (1978},
Zulemyan {197%). Kozacio§lu {1982) (cited in Oner and LeCoupte,
15765 |

For the purposes of the present study., only Trait Anxiety Scale was

utilized (See Appendix E).
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5. Academic Achievewment
Grade Point Averages for the eigth grade, the grade the

subjects were in, were used to measure school achievement.

6. Children's Attributionmal Style Questionnaire {CASQ)

CASQ was developed hy Seligman et al. in 1984 It is a forced
cheice instrument which contains hypothetical positive or negative
events involving the child. Each event 1is followed by two possible
explanations The child's explanatory style of the causes of events
is conceptualized in three dipensions. Global—spesific,
stable-unstable, internal-external Attributing the cause of events
to external, stable awl global factors indicate a helpless

explanatory style.

The questionnaire contains 48 items., 16 of them is related to

each of the three explanatory dipensions.

The queztionnaire was adapted into Turkish by Avydin 198% The
4 week test retest reliability of the instrument was 83, The nean
ratingas of Lhe jwdges wio rated the items of the instrument az walid
was 9o 1% for wll itews. This gave support for the content validity

of the questionnsire (Famazan, 1968) (See Appendix F).

3. Procedure and Design
The Piers Harvis Children's Self Concept Scale, Trait Anxiety

Ca

n
-

f the State Trait Anxiety Inventory, Children's Attributiomal

L)

Style Questionpmaire, Pavental Attitude Research Instrument and
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Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnnaire were adninistered to
Orta 1T students. According to the class size in each school, one or
two classes of students were taken. The administration of the
questionnalres was completed in consecutive two or three class
periods except in two schools where the assessment was completed in
two seperate days. PARQ was readministered to 76 students out of the
same sample two or three weeks after the firat administration. to

assess 1ts temporal stability.

At the end of the school year, G P A s of that school year,
consisting of two report card averages, were obtained from the

administration.

The scores of the students on PARG were divided into four
groups. Lowest score to one standard deviation below the nmean,
between one standard deviation and the mean, between the mean and one
standard deviation z2bove the mean and one standard deviation above
the mwean to the higheat score constituted the loiar, low noderate high
pederate snd high rejection groups. respectively. The different

groups of rejectlon can be seen in Table 9.

‘Toble 9
VARD Groups
Loy Low moderate high soderate high
7. ¥ . I.
Score level helow 67 67.01 to 92 9Z.01 to 147 abave 117 01

M 26 191 7% 51
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The different levels of rejection groups were coupared on the
identified varisbles. Rohner originally suggested that there are no
sex differences on the children's PARQ results (Rohner, 1980b) and
Polat (1988) supported this finding. Thus in the present study, the
initial analysis was computed without taking sex as a factor, yet in
the ANOVA computed for PARQ by sex, slightly significant sex
difference was found (F=4 616,' p<.05). Based on this finding.
further analysis was also ﬁarried out to investigaste the possible

effects of sex.

One standard deviation below and above the mean were
identified as the extreme groups which were also coﬁpared on the
related variables Correlational relationship betyeesn the PARD and
other inztrumentis were also investigated. Statistical Jrouping of
thie factors was studied as well The relisbility study was carried

out

4. Data Amalysis

The scorez ¢f the aubjects on PARG and other instruments were
computed in terms of mean, standard deviation, redian and node. The
velationship of different levels of vrejection as measured by PARQ
and other variables was computed by one way analyzis of wariance.
Schefrfe procedures was used to identify the groups responsible for
the sigmnificant difierence. Two way ANOVA taking four groups of PARQ
and sex on sach of the other wvariakles was also carried out.
Whenever sex factor showed significent difference, t-tests hetween

wales and fewsles in the four PARQ groups was carried out.
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T tests was also used to compare the extreme PAR) groups on the
reiated variables. The Pearson Product Moment Cerrelation technique
was utilized to determine the correlations of the different
instruments. Analyais of variance was utilized to find out the
differing effects of sex and SES on perceived rejection Factor
analysis was carried out to explore the facter structure of fhe

Turkish PARQ.

internal consistency was determined by Cronbach’s Alpha

Coefficient and the test retest reliability was carried out by the

AN NN

use of Pearson Product Moument Correlation Coefficient.
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- RESULTS

In this section. means and standard deviations of the scores
on each of the instruments, reliability statistics and results on
analysis of variance of each scale in relation to differential
responses to PARQ will be presented. Two way ANOVA results will cnly
be included in this section if significant relation is found and the
other two way ANOVA results will be presented in table form in the
Appendix G VWhen two way ANOVYA indicated sex difference to be
present. t-test analysis was computed to explore this phenomenon
further. The mean and standard deviationa of the responses to each

of the 60 1tems are calculated and can be seen in Appendix H. In

addition factor analysis results will als: be presented.

A Results an the Construct Validatiom of the PARD. .,

In this section., the mode. median and standard deviation of
the scores on the four subacales and the total scale of the PARD are
shown in Table 10 The total mean score was 91 86 and the standard

deviation was caloulated to he 25 07,

Table 16
The mean mode, median and standard deviation of the PARQ subscales
and  ihe iotal scale H=344

PARD

SCALES ean Hode Hedian 5D
Yaruth 30. 27 25.6G0 23.07 8.7
Aggresion/Hostility ZZ. 86 1500 20.28 810
IndifferencesHeglect 22. 21 1880 20 &O 6. 42

s
o=
n
fow ]
.

Lk 3
i

Xy

Orndafferentiated Rejection 16 47
Total 91.¢

o
&
g
N
£ o
&
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oy

2
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Among the 344 subjects, the lowest total score obtained was
61 and the highest total score was 216 while the highest and lowest

possible total scores were 60 and 240,

The PARQ s3cores of the whole sample that was divided into
ftour groups of subjects, constituted the low rejection group, the loy
and high rejection groups and the high rejection group ({See Table

11).

Table 11
Four groups of subjects of PARG

Groups Score level Frequency ?ercen&agé
1. Low R below 67 26 ' 7.6
2 Lowv-mod. R. 67.01 - 92 191 L
3. High-mod. R 92.01 - 117 i 22.1
4. High ¢ above 117 01 51 i4.8

Total 344 1489

Table 11 shows that while only 7. of perceived low matermnal

rejection, twice as many children perceived high rejection

One way analvsis of wvariance was used to find out  the
variance of the variables that are considered to bhe related to

perceived parental redjection as assessed by PARQ.

The ANOVA results will be presented as L relates to each of
the hypothesss of the study along with the mean: and standard
deviations of the scores on the instrument assessing the related

saytable.
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ANOVA results supported the first hypothesis that the
children with higher scores on the PARQ are expected to have
significantly lower scores on Piers Harris Children's Self Concept

Scale (WIFA!M) compared to children with lower scores on the PARQ.

Table 12
Heans amd standard deviations of ¥IFAH by sex

Sex ] ) | S.D
Males 175 658. 07 10.06
Females 169 58.47 10.67
Total 344 88.27 10 34
Teble 13

Heans amd S D of four rejection groups on ¥WIFAN

PARQ IFAN
GROUPS N HEAN ' 5.D.
GRE D1 26 6b. 08 12.50
GrP 02 191 61.1% 8. 47
GrP 03 76 54.51 9.47
GRP 04 51 45.59 3.7
Total 341 5827 10.34

In Tables 12 and 13, the self concept scale {(WIFAM) weans and
3.0 of the males and femsles and the four PARQ groups are presented
separately. One  way analysis of variance of self concept hy
rejection ashows that there iz significant difference of self concept
scores in relation to different levels of perceived rejection as can

be seen in Table 14 (F=30 140, p< 0001).
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Teble 14
One way AHOYA results of WiFAH by four PARQ groups

Sum of Hesn F
Source D F. Sgoares Squares Ratio

Between groups

3 7701.9019 2567, 30056 30. 1440%
Within groups 340 28960. 7498 &h. 1787
Total 343 - 36662.6484

*pe. 0001

To deterwine the groups responsible for the significant
difference, Scheffe procedure was carried out whichllndic&ted that
low and lowy moderate rejection subjects had zignificantly (p< 05}
higher self concept scores than high moderate group which in twn
wvas 3ignificantly different in terms of level of self concept than

-sr

the high reijection group (see Table 15).

Table 15
Scheffe Procedure

SUBSET 1
GROUP GRP 04
HEAN 49 59
SUBSET 2
GROUE GRP 03
HEAN 54 51
SUBSEY 3
GROUP GRP 02 GRP 01
IEAN 01 15 6%5. 08

L=}
Lo}
wn
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The second hypothesis put forth that the children who have

higher scores on PAR) are expected to have sigrificantly higher

2cores on the State Trait Anxiety Inventory ., Trait Anxiety Scale,

compared to the children with lower scores on PARQ. In Tables 16,17,

Trait Anxiety means and standard deviations of the males and females

and the four PARQ groupa are shown respectively.

ERV-SV0- R R

Heans and S5.D. of Trait Anxiety by sex

Sex H H 7 5D
Hales 175 40.94 7.58
Females 169 43.39 8.09

Total 344 4215 1.92

Table 17
Heanz and 5. D. of four rejection gqroups on Trait Anxiety

PAR) TRAIT ARZIETY

GROUPS R Hean 5D
GRP 01 26 37.50 9.80
GRP 02 191 40 83 7.7
GRP 03 76 44 41 5 &7
GRP 04 51 47.18 7.04

Total 344 42 15 ' 7.92
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One way analysis of wariance of trait anxiety by rejection
shows that there is significant difference of trait anxiety scores
in relation to different levels of perceived rejection as can be

seen in Table 18 (F=16 525, p<. 0004).

Tabhle 18
One wvay ANOVA resulls op Trait Anriety Section by four PARD groups

Sum of Hean ¥
Source D F. Squares Squares Patio
Between groups 3 2736.9848 912 326861 16 526*
¥ithin groups 340 18771.4978 65. 2103
Total 343 21508. 4805

p<. 0001

Scheffe procedure was run to find out the groups causing the
significant difference. It can be sezen in Table 19 that low and low
woderate rejection subjects had significantly (p<.05%) lower trait

anxiety scores than moderate high and high rejection groups.

Table 19
Schafte Procedurs

STBSET 1
GROUP GRP 01 GRP 02
HEAN 37.50 40. 53
SUBSET 2
GROUP GRE 03 - GRP D4
1EAN 44 41 47.18

= 5
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Table 20
Two way AMOY¥A resulls en Trail Anziety by PARQ groups by ser

lain sources of Sum of ~ Hean
variation .squares D F. Square ¥

Main Effects 3621271 4 905, 313 17 260%
Rejection 3106.192 3 1035. 397 19.740%
Sex &84 335 1 884. 335 16 G60*
Z- WAY Interaction 463,212 3 87.737 1.6%3
Explained 3854. 454 ? EE4. 926 10, 580%
Residual 17623 648 336 52,451

Total 21508133 343 62. 7066
p<. 0001

Az can be seen in Table 20, there i3 significant difference
between the males and females in the level of trait anxiety. thoug
interaction effect 1s not seen. Results of t-test analysis can be
zegen in Table 21,

Table 21
T test resulis of males and femnles on four PARG groups

PARQ

Groups sex . | n 3. t value

Low g 16 44 50 10,15 2. 11%
. o 10 32.70 7.30

Hod Low Fe. 104 41,97 1 2. TaxE
ia. i 3@, 96 762

Mod High Fe. 34 45 00 5 44 0. .82
Ma. 42 43 93 5 &7

High Fe 19 5042 3.49 2. B9k
e 32 45 25 £.28

¥ pe 0§ Epe (i1
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As can be seen in this table, females score significantly
higher on trait anxiety than males except in the high moderate

group.

The third hypothesis stated that the children who have higher
rejection scores on PARQ are expected to have significantly higher
scores on Children's Attributional Style Questionnaire as compared
toc children who have 1awer‘rejection scores. In Tables 22 and 23,
Children's Attributional Style Questionnaire{CASQ) mean and standard

deviations according to sex and the four PARQ groups are given.

Tahie 22
Henns angd 5.0, of mpales and females on CAS0

Sex N H S.D.
Males S 1) 20. 05 4 72
Females 169 20. 23 3.94
Total 344 2014 4.35

Table 23

Heans and 5.0 of four rejection groups on CASD

PARD CASD

GROIPS ¥ Hean S.D.

GREE 01 26 17.62 5.3

GrE 2 161 20.09 4. 40

GRP 03 76 20.78 3.88

GRE 04 b1 20.65 3.88
Total 344 20.14 4.35
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One way analysis of variance on CASQ by rejection indicates
that there is significant difference of attributional style scores

in relation to different levels of perceived rejection as can be

szen 1n Teble 24 (F=3 798, p<. 01).

Table 24

One way ANOYA results on CASQ by four PARQ qroups

Sum of Hean F
Source DF. sguares Squares Ratio
Between Groups 3 210. 0481 70. 0060 3. 796%*
Within Groups 340 6267. 2676 18,4331
Total 343 64772852

¥ p=. 01
The group responsible for the significant difference were
identified by the use of Scheffe procedure. It was found out that
low rejection subjects had significantly (p{.OS} lower CALQ scores
than moderate high and high rejection groups since the low moderate
rejection group is included in both of the subsets attained as the
result of Scheffe procedure, it can be said that the group

reésponsible for the difference 1s the low rejection group (Table

[S]

cl\l
o3

Table 25

Scheffie Procedure

SUBSET 1
GROUP GRP 01 GRP 02
IEAN 17 62 2009
SUBSET 2
GROUP GRP 02 GRP 04 GRP 03
HEAN 20,09 2. 65 <0.78
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The fourth hypothesis put forth that the children who have
higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected to have significantly
higher scores on mother's perceived overprotection as measured by

PART Factor I, compared to children who have lower rejection scores.

Table 26
Heans and 5. D. of males and femnles on PARY F1

Sex N H 5D
Malea 175 47 14 6. 70
Females 169 45 81 g.40
Total 344 46_149 7.60
Table 27

Heans and S D. of four rejection grouvps on PARY F1

PARO PARI F1
GROTUPS N HEAN 5.D
GRP 01 26 43.69 §.5a
GRP (32 191 46 54 7.70
GRP 03 76 45. 20 7.10
GEP 04 £1 47.03 7.30
Total 344 46. 49 7.60

Tables 26 end 27 present the means and standard deviations of
the wales and females and the four PARQ groups. A3 can be seen in
Table 26, the ANOVA statistics indicated a wvariance between the

S et el o ey = IS mam s
groups ondy ab a 3ignl

s 8

% ; m~a 1o ~F -~ Plivys et sy e e b
icance lsgvel of p<. &, thus not zupporting the

hypothesis
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Teble 28

One ¥ey AMOVA results on PARI Fi by four PARO groups

Sum of Hean F
Source DF. Squares Squares Ratio

Between groups 3 271.4362 90. 4787 1.574%
¥ithin groups 340 19550 36567 57.5011
Total 343 19821.8008

¥n< b

A closer investigation of the means of the four rejection
groups listed in Table 27 shows that the subject's perception of
overprotection 13 the highest for the low rejection group which is

followed by the high rejection group.

In the fifth hypothesis the children who have higher rejection
scores on PARQ are expected to have significantly lover scores on
mother's perceived democratic behaviour as measured by PARI Factorll
compared to those who fmve lower rejection scores.The resulis net
the expectations Tables 29 and 30 display TARI F2 means and standard
deviations of the sexes and four rejection groups as umeasured by
BARG .

Table 29
Heaws awd 5. D. of sexes on PART F2

Sey N il 3D
Males 175 26.97 479
Females 159 £7.4% 5 15

Total 34 27.2% 4.97
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Table 30
Heans ami S D. of four rejection qroups on PARI F2

PARO

GROUPS | HEAN 5.D.

GKRP 01 26 29.62 5.39

GKP 02 131 2'7.95 4.18

GRE 03 76 25.70 4.51

GRP 04 51 25.49 4.11
Totel 344 21.21 4 97

Analysis of variance on PARI F2 by rejection supports that
there 1s significant difference of mother's perceived democratic
bzhaviour in relation to different leveis of perceived rejection

{F=8 306, p=< 0001} Table 31 displays these results.

Table 31
One wvay AMOYA results on PART F2 by four PARQ qroups

Sum of Hean F
Source D.F. squAres Squares Batio
Between groups 3 79 0372 193, 0424 B.206%
Within groups 340 7900 3794 23,2364
Total 343 8479 4141
e 0004

Scheffe procedure revealed that moderate high and high

rejection groups had significantly (p<.05) lower scores on nmother's

o

perceived demccratic behaviour then the wmoderate low and 1low

rejection groups. These results cen be seen in Tahble 32,
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Table 32
Scheffe Proceduyre
SOBSET 4
GRGUP GRP 04 GRP 03
IEAN 25.49 2570
SUBSET 2
GROUP GRP G2 GRP 01
HEAN 27.9% 29 62

In the sixth hypothesis it was put forth that tha children who
have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected to have
s2ignificantly higher scores on perceived mother's rejection of
homemaking role which was mneasured by PARI F3 as compared to
children who score lower in perceived rejection. This expectation
was also supported by the findings Tables 33 and 34 present thi

PARI F3 means and standard deviations belonging to sexes and the
four PARQ groups.

Table 33
Heans and 5.D. of sexes on PARY F3
Sex H H 5.0
Males 175 33 14 6.92
Feuales 169 31 76 6.71
Total 344 32.46 6_84
Tahle 34
Heans and 5.D. of four rejection groups on PARY F3
PARO BARI F3
AP N HEAN S.D.
GEP a1 2B 3027 775
GRe 02 191 31.81 & Q2
GREP 03 i) 3z2.05 .58
GRE D4 1 36,63 G20
Total 344 32.46 6. 84
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When Analysis of Variance was run to see the relation of the
tour rejection groups with PARI F3, the results indicated
significent difference in perceived mother's rejection of homemaking

role 1in relation to different levels of perceived rejection

(F=8.36%, p<. 00C1) which can be seen in Table 35.

Table 35
One way ANOYA results on PARI F3 by four PARQ groups

Sum of Hean F
Source D.F. squares squares Ratic
Between groups 3 1103 4341 367.0113 B 36%L%
Within groups 340 14949 7817 43.9699
Total 343 160532148

o< 0001

THtilizing Schefie progedure, it was found that the low, low
moderate and high moderate rejection groups had significantly lower
scores on mother's perceived rejection of homenaking role than tioe
high rejection group which was by 1itself responsible for the

significant difference {(p<.0%).

Tuble 36
Scheffe Progcedurs

SYBSET 1
GROUP GEP 01 GRP 02 GFP O
HEAN 30 27 31 81 3208

SUBSET 2
GROUP GRP (4
MEAN 35 63

£
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The seventh hypothesis stated that the children who have higher
rejection scores on PARQ are expected to score significantly higher
on perceived marital conflict measured by PARI Factor IV &s compared
to children who scere lower in rejection. This hypothesis was also
supported. The PARI F4 means and standard deviations of the males

and fewmales and the four PARQ groups can be seen in Tables 37 and

3

[

Table 37
Heans and 5. D. of sexes on PART F4

Sex X ) | S.D.

Males 175 14.67 4.30
Females 169 13.92 4. 96
Total 341 14.30 4 64

Table 38
Means and S D of four PARQ groups on PART F4

PARQ PARI F4
Groups H HEAH 5.D
GRP 01 6 12.19 3.79
GRP 02 191 14.16 5.10
GRP 03 76 14.25 3.67
GEP 04 51 15.98 4. 04
Total 344 14.30 4. 64

The results of analysis of wariance on marital conflict by

rejection shows significant difference of perceived marital conflict

i

1

acores 1n relstion to different levels of perceived rejection

F=4 187 p< 01) These findings cen be secn in Table 39

Wi,
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Tabie 32
One way ANOYA vesults on PARI F4 by four rejection groups

Sum of Hean F
Source D.¥. squares squares Ratio
Between groups 3 £63.3199 877733 4. 187*
¥ithin groups 340 7127.0763 2. 9520
Total 343  739C.3945
*p<. 01

Scheffe procedure revealed that the

[%4)

low rejection group had
significantly (p<. 0%) lower perceived marital conflict scores than
the high reiection group since the low moderate and high uoderate
rejection groups were included in both subsets, it can be concluded
that the low and high rejection groups are responsible for the

difference {Table 40).

Table 40
Scheffe Procedure

SUBSET 1
GROUP GRP 01 GRP 02 GRP 03
HEAN 12.1% 14.16 14,25
SUBSET 2
GROUP GRP 02 GRP U3 GRP 04
HEAN 1416 14.25 15.98
*pe 05

It was stated in the eigth hypothesis that the children who
score highsy on perceived rejection are expectad to score either
high or low on atrict dascipline, the strict discipline acorés of

th

el
o

uWbjects were divided into four groups. Loweat score to one
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standard deviation, forming the low strict discipline group (group
01). between one standard deviation below the mean and the nean,
forning the low moderate strict discipline group (group 02), betwsen
the mean and one standard deviation above the mean, forming the high
mederate strict discipline group (group 03) and one standard
deviation above the mean to highest score, forming the high strict
discipline group (group 04). Table 41 shows the different levels of
perceived strict discipline and the nuwber of subjects in each

group.

Table 41
Strict discipline groups

moderate roderate
low low high high

Score level below 30 30.01 to 38 38.01 to 46  Above 46

H 54 131 95 61

Table 4Z presents the perceived rejection scores of the four
perceived strict discipline groups.

Table 42
PARQ scores of the four striet discipline qroups

Strict PARQ
Discipline Groups ] Hean S.b.
GRP 01 54 80. 33 14.25
GRP 02 131 92 43 27.21
GRP 03 95 93.76 A
GiRP 04 b1 97 85 25 16
Totlal 344 91.87 25 67
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One way analysis of variance results showed that the four
strict discipline groups significantly differed on perceived
rejection (F=5.371, p< 001) (See Table 43).

Table 43
One way annlysis of variance an PARO by PART F5

Sum of Hean F
Source D F. sguares squares Ratio
Between groups 3 9759 6146 3253 1714 5 371
¥Within groups 340 206917 7734 605. 6404
Total 343  215677.2500
p<. 001

When Scheffe procedure was carried out to find out the Jroup

rezponsible  for  the significant difference, the low strict

<

discipline group wa3 found to perceive significently (p<. 05} less
perceived rejection than the other groups. These results can be zeen
in Table 44

Table 44

Scheffe Procedure

SOBSET 1

GROUF GRP D1
JEAH 60,33
SUBSET 2
GROUP GRP 02 GRP D3 GRP 04
I AN 95 43 93.76 7. 55

b N

Accordingly, the hypothesis was rejected.
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The relationship of four rejection groups with strict
discipline was investigated as well. Tables 45 and 46 list the PARI
F5 wean and standard deviation calculations of sexes and the four

rejection groups separately.

Tahle 45
Heans and S.D. of sexes on PARI F5

Sex N i | $.D
Males 178 38. 72 8.09
Females 169 36.33 8. 64

Total 344 37.54 8.43

Table 4o
Beans arwl SD of four rejection qroups on PARI F5

PARO ‘ PARI F5
GROUPS N mean SD
GRP 01 26 3653 1137
GRP 02 191 36. 43 8. 25
GRP (13 76 3643 780
GRE 04 51 40, 35 7. 44
8. 43

Total 344 37.54

one way Analysis of variance on perceived strict discipline by
rejection indicates that there 1is significant difference in
perceived strict discipline scores 1in relation to the level of
perceived rejection (F=4.292 p<. 01). These results can he seen in

Table 47
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Table 47
One way ANOYA results on PARI F5 by four PAROQ groups

Sum of Hean F
Source D.¥. squares squares Ratio
Between groups 3 690. 2267  296.7427  4.292¥
Within groups 340 23506 7546 69.1375
Total 343  24396.9805
p<. 01

Scheffe procedure sorted out the groups which vcaused the
Significant differences in the scores of perceived strict
discipline. It was found that the low, moderate low and moderate
high rejection groups and low, moderate high and high rejection
aroups formed the two subsets, indicating that the groups
responsible for the major difference to be the low modevate and high

rejection subjects (p<. 05): These results can be seen in Table 48

Tabhle 48
Schefe Procedure

SUBSET 1
GROUP GRP 02 GRP 01 GRP 03
HEAN 3643 36.568 3a.43
SUBSET 2
GROUE GRP D1 GRP 03 GRE 04

HEAH 36 53 38.43 10.886
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Table 49
Two wvay ANOYA results on PARI F5 hy PARO qroups, by sex

Sources of Sum of Hean

variation squares D.F. Squares F

Hain effects 1243.125 4 310. 7681 4. 547H¥k
Rejection 750. 160 3 250. 053 3. 659%%
Sex 352. 885 i 352886 5.163%
Two way Interaction 189 148 3 63.049 0.922
Explained 1432. 273 ? 204 610 2. 994%x
Residual 22964. 508 336 65. 347

Total 24396.77181 343 o128

*p<. 05 < (11 ok pe 001

A% can be zeen in Table 49, there 1is significant difference
between the males and femﬁles in the level of perceived atrict
discipline, though interaction effect 13 not seen. Results of the t
test analysis can he seen in Teble 5.

Table 50
T test results of males aml femeles on four PARQ groups

PARD :

GROURS Sex N i 3.0 t Yalue

Lo Fe. i6 37.69 13. 49 0. 62
Ifa . 10 34.80 7.10

Low mod. Fe. 100 35.06 7.7 -2 45x%
ta . g1 3794 8. 60

High mod. Fe. 3 37.859 3.3 -} 85
Ma 42 36.12 7.39

High Fe. 19 39.63 g12  -0.9z
Ia. 32 41. 63 7.03

: *p{ l}i —
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Table 50 shows that there are no significant differences
between wales and fewmales in terms of strict discipline except in

the low moderate group.

The last hypotheais which put forth that the children who have
higher rejection scores on PAR( are excepted to have significantly
lower academic achievement as compared to children who have lower
reljection scores, was also supported by the results. The means and
standard deviations of the student GPAs in the sexes and the four

PARO groups can be seen in Tables 651 and 52.

Table 51 ,
Heans and 5. D. of sexes on the G P A

Sex N n 5.D.
Hales 175 6.23 1.23
Females 169 6. 80 1.48
Total 344 6.51 1.39
Tahie 52

Yeans and 5. D. of four rejection groups on the G. P A

PARD

GROTPS | HEAH 5.D

GRP 01 24 & 92 1.86

GRP 02 191 6. 72 1.32

CRP 03 75 6.25 1.34

GRP 04 &1 5.90 1.18
Total M4 6.51 1.39
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One way analysis of variance of academic achieveuent by
rejection reveals that there is significent difference of academic
achievement in relation to different levels of perceived rejection

(F=6 784, p<.001) These reaults can be seen in Table 53

Table 43
One way ANOVA results of academic achievement by PARO groups

Sum of Hean F
Source D.F. squAares Squares Ratio
Between groups 3 373613 12 4538 6. 754%
Within Groups 340 624.1907 1. 8389
Total 343 661.5518

* p< 001

According to Scheffe procedure results, the high rejection
group had significently(p< 0%) lover academic achievement than the
woderate low and low rejection groups while the mnoderate high
rejection group was included in both subsets. These results can be

seen in Table R4,

Tuhle 54
Scheife Procedure

SUBSET 1
GROUE GRP (4 SRP 03
HEAN 5.90 6. 25
SUBSET 2
GROUP

GRP 03 GEP 02 GRP 01
HEAN 6.25 6. 72 b.8e
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Tabhle b5

Two way AWOVA results on acedemic achievement by four PARQ groups by
sex

Sources of Sum of Hean
Yariation Squares D.F. sguares F
ifain effecta 57 737 4 14 434 3. 145%%
Rejection 30 151 3 10. 050 5.672¥
Sex 20. 3587 1 20,387 11 485%
Two way interaction 8. 389 3 2. 796 1. 873
Exlained 66.126 ? 2. 447 5. 331#%
Eesidual 595 404 336 1.772
Total 661.530 343 1.929
fp< ol #4ne 0001

A3 can be 3seen in Table 55, there 1is zignificent difference
between the wales and females in the level of acadewic achiesvement,
though interaction effect 13 not seen. The results of t-iest

anaiysls can be zeen in Table S6.

Table 56
T test reauwlls of males and fesnles on four PARD groups
DALY
GHOIDE Sex N il S.D. € Value
Low Fa. 14 ] 247 ~-0. a7
ila i0 .24 1.29
Low wmod. Fe 100 7. 0% 1.33 KIVA S
e a1 &. 36 22
T High wod. | Fe 34 & 44 1.5% 1 13
i3 42 &. 09 1.47
High Fe 19 &.17 1.29 1. 286
¥R 32 5 73 1.11

+ne 0001
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Table 56 shows that there are no significant differences
between males and females in terms of academic achievement except in

the low moderate group.

For further analyses. only the two extreme groups, namely the
low and high rejection groups were compared. To see if the groups

differ significantly on the variables, t- test was utilized.

A3 can be seen in Table &7 group A is the low and group § 1in
the high rejection group. The results showed that the low rejection
group had significantly higher self concept (£=6.DU, p<. 00013,
perceived their umothers as being more democratic (t=2 68, p< 01) a=s
well a3 having higher academic achievement (t=2.93, p< 01} than the

high rejection group.

The resulits also showed that the rejection group had
significantly lower negative attributicmal sfyle (t=-2.86. p<. 01),
lower trait anxlety (t=-4 98, p< 0001), perceived their uother as
nenrejecting of their homemsking role (t=-3.91  p< 0001). perceived
less warital conflict {(t=-3.97, p<. 0001) and less strict discipline

{(t=-2.00, p 653 than the high rejection group

Jignificant difference was not found between the low and high
rejection groups 1in terws of mothers' perceived overprotection

(t=0. 86, p< B).
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Tabie 57

T-test results of extreme groups

SCALES Groups Frequency Heans S.D. T Value

WIFAl Group A Low R 26 65 08 12 50 6 00#%x
Group B High R 51 49 R9 9.71

CASQ Group A Low R 26 7.62 .31 -2 06%x
Group B High R 51 20. 65 3. 88

STAIL Group A Low R 26 37.50 9.80 -4 9g%xx
Group B High R 51 47. 16 7.04

PART F1 Group A Loy R 26 48. 69 g .53 0.86
Group B High R 51 47 08 7.30

PARI F2 Group A Low R 26 29.62 9.40  2.60%%
Group B High R h1 2h. 49 4. 11

PART F3 Group A Low K 26 3027 775 -3 91%*x
Group B High R 51 36.63 6.20

PARI F4 Group A Low F 26 12.15 380 =3 97Hk¥
Group B High R 51 15.98 .04

PART F5 Group A Low R 26 36 58 11 38 -Z 00%
Group B High R 51 40. 88 7. 44

ACHIEVEMENT Group & Low R 26 6.592 1.87 2 93#¥
Group B High R 51 5 90 1.18
#n<, 05 ripe O} xxkp<, 0001

Pearzon FPruoduct Correlation coefficients were calculated to

investigate thie posaible

yu.d

correlations between PARD and the other
variables., As can be seen in Tahle 55, rejection scores obtained
from PAR} have a negative correlation of-. 52 with self concept
{p< 001%,-. 20 with nother's perceived democratic behavicurs (p=<. 001}

and - 27 with acadenic achievenment (p< 001}

O the  other  the  rejection  scores  showed a  positive

correlatyon of 1% with negative abtributionpal style (p< 0043, 37
with traxt anyrety {p< 081). 25 with wother's parceived rejection

15

of hemepakbing rele (oo 301y, 15 with percelved marital conflict

{pe Gly, 17 with perceived atrict discipline {p<dil).
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Tahle 58

Pearson Correlation Coefficients of PARQ with other weriables

PART PARI PARI PARI PARI
WIFAM CAZQ STAI F1i F2 F3 F4 F&%  ACHIEVEMENT

PARQ - E2¥x 1p*¥ 37k - (02 - 20%% 25%*% 15% 17ax

*¥pao (1 kpP< 001

apart form the hypothesis testing. factor analysis was carried
cut to have further information about the conceptual wvalidity of the

?ARQA The responses of 544 students &ere used to explore tﬁéw
colparability with the original study. In the original study two
priwary factors were obtained. therefore in the present study, the
grouping of the 1tems for two factors were initially investigated.
The itews which hed 3% and above correlation were taken into
conzideration Tabie 5% shows the items according to
formed based on the present study and the original subacales Az car
be szeen in this table. Factor 1 contains the itews of the warnth
subacale and also seven items from indifference-neglect subzcale On
the other hand. Fsctor II contains almost all of the items belonging

to aggression-hostility and wndifferented rejection subscales while
\d

TR ¢
s

eight of the indiffarence-neglect 1tems fall under this factor.
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Tahle 89
Factor Analyais

Factor 1 Factor 2

fg‘?
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Seale 26,29 33.36.40. 43 that
17.50,54 55 57 B8 &0 have
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2.6,9,13,16,20 23, 35,50,
Scale 27.30,34.41, 44,46, 28, 4.

Sub- 4 11.16,25.32.39.46,
Scule 53.56,59

Subscale 1 Warmih

Subscale 27 Agg fHost.
Subscale 30 iod /Meg
Subacnle 4. Und Rey.

B Results on the reliability and intermal consistency:

In this section, findings of test-rstest reliability. Cronbach

deohs Confficisnts and iten total correlations of the PARD will he
prezeunted Az can bhe seen in Teble 60, the test retest reliability
caleulated by Pearson Product Correlation Coefficient was found to

pe 70 for the total PARG, 6% for the warmth subscale, .62 for the

g

I
(v 4}

aggresionshostility  subscal .84 for  the indifference/neglect

zubscale and 48 for the wdifferentiated rejection subscale which
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15 the lowest among the other subscales. All of the correlations
were found to be significant at p< 001 level for the 76 students

who were aduinistered the test with a two or three weeks interval.
Tabls 60

The test-retest relisbility correlation coefficients for the PARG
subscales amd the total scale score

Correlation

Scales Coefficients
Waruth Subscale . 64%
Aggresian/ﬁastility Subscaie  BZ¥
Indifference/Neglect Subscale R
Undifferentiated Rejection Subscale . 45%
Total . 70%

Internal consistency was computed in terms of Cronbach Alpha
for the 60 1tews and also for each subscale. These results can be
seen in Tahle 61

Table 61
Cronbach Coefficient Alphn for PARQ subscales amd taotal scale M:344

Cronbach Standardized

Scale Alpha Item Alpha
Harwth .89 90
Agg /Host. 30 g
Ind /Neg. 83 . B4
Und. Req. .78 78
Total Scale .95 , .95

¥u}
£

The total scale Cronbach slpha coefficient wasz found to hbe

while standardiged 1tem salpha waa 95
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Further support for the internsl consistency came from the

[

orrected item total statistics which can be seen in Table &2, item

nhsc

(1)
-
fod
T

L£0]

correlations which are calculaied in terms of Pearzon
Correlation Coefficient which can also be seen in Table 63,

Tabie 62

Corrected item total correlatiom coefficients of the PARO items
H:344

Item He . Corrected Item Total Cor.

1 .49
2 .54
3 )
4 .43
£ .B7
6 .35
7 L &7
g .42
9 CEhR
10 RG
11 i
12 .43
13 62
i aYs

ik 1)
16 .61
17 41
18 .52
15 E
Z0 .6&
21 .49
22 1)
23 .64
24 40
25 &0

EANUIEENG
~a &
[ GOSN
e U1

28 .08
25 5o
34 _BA
34 B2
47 .35
3% .44
34 . B9
1 B9
36 A4
37 49
kTe i ¥
gL D

-m .43

o
(%21
%
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Ttem Mo B Corrected Item Total Cor.
42 60
43 60
44 61
45 54
46 53
47 .49
45 B&
49 61
50 : 21
51 52
52 .39
53 40
54 63
55 42
EE 49
57 57
% 66
59 .57
60 64

Table 63

Ilem-Suhscale Correlation,Coetficiepts N: 344

Average Item-Subscale

Scales Correlation
Warmth .bix*
&3¢g fHost.  B4¥
Ind sHeg.  hEX
nd Rel B

p<. 001
A3 can be seen in Table 6%, corrected item total correlation
copfficients which are in the form of item ramainder correlations,
except  for 1tew 28 are greater than or equal to 21 These

coefficients provide evidence for the internal conzistency of the
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PARG (Munnaly, 1967, p 285). The subscale-total correlation for the
wvaruth subscale is 87, for the agJression-hostility subscsle it is
90 . for the undifference-neglect subscale it is .90 and for the

undifierentiated rejection subscale it is .85 (See Table 64).

Table 64
Subscale aml subscale total correlation ceoefficients for the PARQ

] A/H I/R B Total
W 00
A/H .63 .00
I/N 78 0.7z 1.00
R 0.586 u. 82 0.69 i.6G0
Total 0. 87 04.94g 0.90 0. 85 1.00




DISCUSSION

Tne purpose of the present study was to establish the
reliability and walidity of theAjyfggﬁg_veraiml of the Parental
acceptance Rejectien (mestiormaire (PARQ).Theicéggfruct validation
ofrthe PARY was accouplished though hypothesis testing and factor

anslysis
Based on the studies thet show the inverse relationship of

self concept and perceived rejection or abuse (Reohner, 1930; Polat:

1986) the first hypothesis stated that the childien who perceive

Tigher rejection were expected to have lower self cdncept than those
who perceive lower rejection. This expectation was supperted by the

ANOYVA findings (F=30 140, p< 0001).

The second hvpothesls put forth that the chiidren who perceive
higher parental rzjection were expected to have higher trait anxiety
thian those who perceive lover rejection. This expectation was
supported by the AROYA findings (F=16. 525, p< 0001). This finding
waa also supported by the study of aber and Zigler (1981) which
reported ahbused children to be anxious, aggressive ard hostile
{cited in Garbarinc et al., 1986). Femsles were found to have nore
trait anxiety than the meles

The third hypothesis was based on the astudies of Barahal et
al. (1%31%) and Rohney {1980} The children who perceive higher

rejection were expected to be attributing the cause of events to

£
e

cternal sources and have a helpless erplanatory style more than

those who perceive lower rejection. This hypothesis was supported
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The fourth hypothesis was constructed based on the Western
studies which conceptuslize overprotection or overly nurturant
behaviours as rejecting the child's individuality and fostering
dependent. behavioura such as Newell (1934, 1936) and Knight {1933)
studies (cited in Radke, 1945) Studies in Turkey also showed
positive relationship of maternal overprotection with dependency and
anxlety (Peker, 198%; Kozacio§lu, 1982) as well as negative
relationship with self concept (Odabas., 1985). Accordingly it was
hypothesized that the children who perceive higher maternal
rejecticn were expected to perceive more overprotection than those
who perceive lower rejection. This expectation was not net by the
resulta of AMOYA which showed no significant diffefences as well as
the Pearson Product results which showed no correlations between
those contruscts. This results can be explained by the findings of
the Turkish ¥VOC ztudy (Kafditcibagl., 1962% which indicated that
deperddent, obedient bhehaviours were rewarded whereas self reliant
and independert behaviours were punished by the Turkish parents. As
reported by Figsek (1982) Turkish family is authoritarian and
pratective. in accordance with these, overprotective parenting was
1wt necessarily perceived as rejecting, but was an expected

benaviogur of the parents.

The fifth hypothesiaz which stated that the children who
percelve higher rejection were expscted to perceive less democratic
attitude compared to those who perceive lower rejection was also

supported (F=35. 306, p<. 0001).

The sisth hypothesis put forth that the children who perceive

higher rejestion were expected mor maternal rejection of homemaking
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role as compared to those who perceive lower rejection. This

expectation was met by the ANOVA results (F=8.365. p<.0001) as well.

The seventh hypothesis stated that the children who perceive

higher rejection were expected to perceive more marital conflict in

[51]

their parents than those who perceive less rejection. Thi
hypothesis was supported as well (F=4 187, p<.01). This result in
supported by the findings of Swmith (4975) and Young (1964) which
indicate the existence of marital discord and spousal disputez in
abusing fawilies {(cited in Berger,h1983bh).

The eigth hypothesis was based on the relationsihp of warmth
and control 1in Turkish families. Kaditgibasi (1970) reports that
control 1s not perceived as parental rejection in Turkey  because in
Turkey love and control go together in contrast to Western societies
yhere love accompanies permissiveness and the use of control implies
lack of effection Consequently the children who perceive lover
rejection were expected to perceive sone degrée of control vhereas
highly rejected children were expected to perceive either too low or
too high strict discipline. This expectation was not met by the

findings. ANOVA results showed that the children who perceive higher

e

reijection were perceiving higher strict discipline as well {F=5 371,
p<. 001 So the relationship was found to bhe a rather linear one,
Just like in the wvestern findings, instead of heing curvilinear as
hypothesized. This finding might suggest the greater need in
children for wore flexibility and democracy in their lives. Slight
sex difference was found in the perceptitﬂraf strict diacipline. The

males who perceived low woderale rejectlion were found to be
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perceiving more strict discipline. This can be due to different

treatuent received by boys and girls {Kafitcibasi, 19382; Zeytinoglu

and Kozcu, 1987).

Tne 1last hypothesis stated that the children who perceive
higher rejection were sxpected to have lower academic achievement
than those who perceive lower rejection was supported as well
(F=6 784, p<. 001). This result 13 congruent with the findings of
Lynch (1978) and Starkey's ;esults {cited in Rohner ,1980) which
state that rejected or sbused children to be underachieving at

achool.

/-

yielded two factors as found in the coriginel study (Rohner, 1980).
Fector 1 contained the items of warmth subscale and half of the
indifference-neglect asubscale whereas Factor 2 contalned aggression
hostility and undifferentiated rejection subscales. When the itews
in the factors are closely iuwvestigated, it cén be concluded one
factor represents warnth and the other rejection like Rohner's

findings.

The relationship of sex with rejection yielded conilicting
results 1in the literature. In  the research conducted by Rohner
(1980 no significant sex diiference was found. Polat's (1988) and
Friman and Alantsr's {(1969) findings supported this result in Turkey
whereas Erkman (1983) 1n her study with Turkish remigrants found
wales to perceive more maternal rejecticom  In the present study,
males were found to be perceiving wore maternal rejection than the

females (F=4 616, po. 05)
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These results can be seen in Appendix I in table form.
According to Ohlson- Prather (1978) in the Turkish family infants
and swall children are indulged. but by the age of six or seven when
the child starts primary school. expectations and the use of
physical punishment increase KaSitgibasi (1982) reports that the
waln targets of these expectations are males as they are expected to
maintain the family name and constitute an old age security for the
parents. In addition. Zeytinoglu and Kozcu (1987) found wmale

children to receive more physical punishment than the girls.

The SES weriable was also one that always gave conflicting
results 1in the 1iterature Rohner (1980) fourd nb social class
differences. vhereas Polat's (1988) findings revealed that the upper
uwiddle class children were perceiving more acceptance than their
lower class counterparts. Therefore in the present study, three
highschools from each SES were taken. The low SES children, like 1in
Polat's study, were found to perceive more rejecblon (F=13 028,

p< Q0001). Thege results can he zeen in Appendix J in table form

The test retest reliability was not calculated in the studies
of kohner (1980 ar Polat (19288) In the present atudy the test
retest reliability coefficients of the subscales ranged between. 48

bo A4 ome a tws or three wesk periad and it was 70 for the total
.g;prg.;Tﬁe reliability coefflcients are rather modest, this way be
dus to the sauple size which was made up of only 76 subjects or the

fact that there were more wales than fenales in that group of 76
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The Crenbach alpha coefficients of the subscales ranged
between .72 and 90 in the original study. In Polat's study, it was
found to renge between 76 and .89, In the present research, it
ranged between .78 and 89, The alpha coefficient was found to be
.95 for the total scale The item remainder correlaticna ranged
between .34 and .67. Items 28 and 50 haed low correlations and are

accordingly recommended to be deleted from the questionnaire.

The subscals total corxglations ranged between .85 and .50 in
the prezent study, these correlations ranged between .73 and .90 in
Polat's study. As can be seen, the results of internal consistency
are yery congruent with Polat’'s and Rohner's findings.vln the light

cf thess evidence, it can be concluded the*t Turkish PARQ iz made up

N

of howogeneous itenms that have internal consisztency and modesrate

0

stability over tims. The undifferentiated rejection subscals wa

3

L

found to have 48 correlation coefficient in the test retest
reliability study and 78 Cronbach's alpha coefficient which are the
lowest among the results of the other sﬁbscales. In future
research, it i3 recommended to go over the items of this subscale

and work on the structure of the statements.

These results 1including other usages of PARG supports that
PART 15 an =wotional abuse theory.

Limitatiocns and recommendations

~intervals in rzlation to teating the stsbility of PARG. As the
adminmistration of the questionnaires was achieved towvards the end of
the academic year. 1t was not possible to obtain test retest scores

for longer time periods including the whole sample group.
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The subjects were selected from some schools in Istanbul and

random sampling could not be achieved for practical reasons.

It 1is suggested for future researchersz that the reliability
and validity of PARQ should be replicated on a larger random sample
ard further investigation on- the urdifferentiated rejection

subscale 1s recommended.
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APPFNDIE A

Isim Tarih:

Elinizdeki Oit;é}z;te anne-goouk iliskisini igeren ifadeler
bulunwakiadir. Bu 1fadelerin annenizin size olan davraniglarina
uygun olup olmadigini dusunun.

Her 1fadeyi okuduktan sonra, o 1fade amnenizin  3s1ze  karsl

davranislar: konusunda ne kadar dojruysa  EBenim 1¢in

ey zaman dogra”, “Bazen dodru® “"Nadiren dofru" wvava

dogra dedil” zerlinde izaretleviniz.

Ornegin

BENIM ICIN

"Hemen heumen
Highix

EENIM ICIN

DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Highir
henen Zaman
her Hadiren dogru
zamwan bBazen Dogru  degil
I Annem ben big vokmusum {3 {3 {0 (Y

vy L I womyyon oy p ae
il davranir.
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Annew benim hakkimda gazel sevler
sayler.

Annen Kotd davrandigin Zaman beni
Klugumseyverey azarlar.

Annei ben Nig
davyanliy.

vokmuszum Jibil

Armen benl gergekten sevuez

Planlaramiz hakkinda heniple
konusur ve sdyvlevecekleriml dinler.

Orn dzunu dindemedidin zZawan beni

baskalarins zikayet eder.

Bendmle candan ilgilendr’

BENIM ICIN
DOGRU
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BENTH ICTN
sOGRU DEGIL

Arkadaslsyiml eve Jetirmen i¢in beni

cesaretlendirir, onlarin hog vakit
Jecirmesint zadlarc.

Penl kugak duzdrar ve bhenlule alay

sdar
onid rahatasiz stuedidin strece heni
biluwezlik g=lax
CErzdag: zaman hane bafirir.
ri ang

Benim 1oiv dnewmly
anlatmwamr kolayl

Hana ¢ok sery
G yaninda

Bir gevi ivi
duynaml 3841s
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Beplw ioin vapke 3l geveken seylerl
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Hey
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Hemen Higbir
Henen Danar
Her Nadiren Duodru
Zaman Bazen Dojru Degil
£ { { ) { )
£ { {3 {3
{3} ¢ {1 ¢
Cy o0y -
L3 { {3 ()
L) { {3 ¢ 3
{00 { ! {2
L) - () ()
(0 ()
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{2 {3 {0 { )
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Beni bagkalarina over.

¥izdig1 zamsn beni ¢ok sert bir

sekilde cezalandirir.

benim gerekli gidayi almam igin

gayret eder.

Benimle sicak ve sevgl dolu bir

sekilde konusur.

Bana heuwen hiddetlenir.

Benim sorularila cevap vermemek

igin 131 oldugumu soyler.
Benden hoslanmivor gibil

Hakettigim zawsan bana guzel
seyler sdyler.

Cabuk Kizar ve hiddetini henden

cikarir.

a9

Arkadaslarimin KkKim oldudunu merak

eder.

Taptigim sevierle gergekten
1lgilenivy.

Bana kivici seyler sayler

Tardimiva ihtivacie olduunda

duymazliktan gelix

Basiw dertte oldufunda hat:
bernde bulur

avi

Borg 1stenaldigini ve ihtivag

duyuldugung hiszsettirir.
sinirine dokundujusu soyler.

Benl gok dnemser

Leni

Iyi davrandidim zaman benimle guiur

duydufgunu sévler.

BENIH ICIN BENIH ICIN
DOGRU DOCGRU DEGIL
Hemen Hichir
Henen Zanman
Her Nadiren  Dogru
Dogru Bazen  Dodru Dedil
{2 { ) {3 {2
() (3 i) £
{3 {3 Lo (3
{3 () { 3 {2
{4 {3 {3 (o
Cyoo0y Ly ()
() () - ()
{ ) () {7 {7
{3 {0} () {2
() {7 L2 {3
{2 () £ £
{2 {2 {3 -
. {3 ¢ ) {7
£ 2 {3 {2 )
) . ¢ ) {3
() {2 { ) {
{ ) ¢ ) ) {3
(2 () - £
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BENTH ICIN BENIN ICIN
DOGRU DOSRY DEGIL

Hemen Higbir
Hemen Zanan
Her Nadiren Dogru

Zaman Bazen Dojru Degil

37. Beni kKirmsk icin elinden geleni { {2 { ] { 2
yapar.
38. Onun hatirlamasl gerektidini {1 {1 {3 {

digundiiin seyleri unutur.

39. Kota hareket ettidimde artik

sevilmedigini hiszettirir. { {3 () L)
40 Taptigiu sevin dHnemly oldugunu

bana hissettirir. {0 {0 ' 0
41. Kot davranmadadin zawsn beni { ) () g {3

korkutur vevya tehdit eder.
42. Zamanuinl benimle gegirumekten

hoslanir. ¢ {3 (3 (o3
43 Usildidum veye canim sikildidainda

bana vardin etmeye galigir. {2 i) £ (o

44, Yotu davrandigin zawan arkadsslarimin

dnunde beni utandirir () () {3 { )
45 Benden uzakx kelmaya calisir. ¢ ¢ 3 . {3
46 Beni sikayst edsr. { 3 {3 £ ¢

47, Ne dusundddiuwid werak eder ve o konuda
iule

bhen Konusmayl sever. () { ) { ) {0
48 Ne yapzam yspayin beska gocuklarin
benden 1yl oldugunu zdvler. 0o {00 {3 {3
19, Plan vaptidi zewan benim istedigin
sevlere dikkat eder. {0 {3 {3} {2
O onmewly olduguny digtndodue ssylerl
o 1gin uyoun olmasa bile vapmabs { O {0 {00 O
1Z1n veriy.
Bl. Baske goecuklaran benden daha 1vi
dawrandidara sdviser. { ) {3 ) {3
bi arinin bokimina bivakir. { ) {3} £ i)
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56.

. Yaptigim seylerle 1ilgilenir.

Carim acidigl zaman veya hasta
oldufum zamwan kendimi daha 1iyi
hissetmen 1¢in gayret eder.

Kotu davrandigin zaman bénﬂen
utandidiny séyler.

Beni sevdidini soyler.

Bana nazik ve yumugak davranir.

. Kota davrandigim zawan benil
utandirir ve suclu hissettirir.

. Beni mutlu etmeye galisir

91

BENIH ICIN BENIN ICIN
DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Highir
Hemen Zaman
her Nadiren Dodru
Zaman Bazen Dodru Dedil
(2 { ) () e
¢ ) {3} { {3
{7 L) {7 {3
(y Oy oy (0
(y Uty Yy )
{ ) () L) {1
¢ ) () - ()



APPEMDIX B

ADINIZ . SOYADINIZ:

KOD NO
1 Cinsivetiniz. Kiz ( ) Erkek ( )
Z. Sinifiniz
3. Dojum Tarihiniz: Gun Ay Yl
4. Dofjum Yeviniz:
5  Su anda oturdugunuz semt:
6. Ka¢ kardessiniz ?
7. ¥ardeslerden kKagincisinyz ?
8 Amneniz ve Dabaniz
ANNE Oz () Uvey () Sag () 01 ¢ )
BAEA Oz () Uvey { ) Sagd () 01 )
3. Anne ve Babam
a_  Beraberler
b. Bogandilar
. Ayrl vasivovlax
d. Amen ves/vaya babam havatta degil
10, Arnme ve Babanizin ddrenim durumu
ANNE BABA
Okuma vazmasl yok () { )
Sad=ce ckuma balir {2 { )
Okula gituenis ckur yazay L3 { 3}
Ilkokulu bitirmis () { 3}
Liseyi hitirmis () ()
Tikzekagreniul bitirmis { ) {
DIGER (Litfen belirtiniz)
11, Arme ve Dabanizin is durumun 2
ANNE ~ BABA
Caligulyot {3 ()
Iy ariyor () ()
Tariw gun galigiyox { ) ()
Tam gun ¢galisiyer ) { )
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APPEMDIX C

-1

jex)

1

11

14

ATLF HAYATT YE COCUE YETISTIRME TUTUHD AMKFTI®
(XISALTILMIS FORMD)

Cocuk, vorucu veva zor islerden korunwalidir.

Anne ve babalar ¢ocuklarini dertlerini anlatmaya tesvik ederler.
Fakat bazen cocuklarin dertlerinin hi¢ ag¢illmamasl gerektigini
anlayvamazlar.

Cocuk bosa gegen dakikalarin bir dahs hig¢ geri gelumevecedini ne
kadar cabuk djrenirse, kendlsl igin o kadar iyl olur

Bir anne ¢ocuwunun dus kirikligina wjramamasi icin elinden geleni
vapmalidie.

Cocuk ne kader erken yiaruweyl 6drenirse, o kadar iyi terbivye
edilebilir. :

Cocuk vetistirmek sinir bozucu, yipratici bir istir.

Cocwlin hayatta oJrenwesl Jereken o kadar sey var Ki. Zamanini
bosa gecirnesi saffedilenez.

Babslar. hiraz daha pefkatli olsalar, anneler gocuklarini daha
1¥1 yonetebilivler.

Coouk yvetistirmenin kotu taraflarindan biri de anne va da babanin
1stediginil yapabilmesi 15in veterince odzgir olmamasidir.

Sikr Kurallarla yetigtirilen cocuklardan en 1vi vetigkinier
cikar.

Bir snmne gocugunun mutluludu icin kendi mutlulujum feda
etmesint bilmelidir.

Daima koegugturan, hareketli bir gocuk biyvik bir olasilakla mutlu

hir inssn olacaktir.

CBuyukier golelmxln sakalarina guler, onlara ejlendirici dykiler

anlatilirsa, evdekl dizen daha ivi, daba ahenkli olur.

Qgcugqn en gizil dusuncelerini kesinlikle bilmek, bir annenin
goravidir.

¥ Fisaltilmis dene

(PARL) formn. Guney LeCompte, Hacettepe

vsel
Universl »ual E:JkJiuji Bolwea (1975).

zinzly gofaltidames, kopys edilemesz ve kullanilawaz Izin igin

U Egitim Fakulte ,if Egltlm Biliwleri Bolimine vazabilirsiniz.

£

Eu forw sadece arsst 1zmaiwxda kullaniluak uzere hazirlanumis olup,

B
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canne-babalay cocuklarina, sorgusuz sualsiz Kendilerine sadak
kKelwalarinl 4fretmelidirler.

bitin geng anneler. bebek hakiminda beceriksiz olacaklarindan
korkarlar.

Hangi anne clursa olsun, efer bitun guninu ¢ocuklarla gegirmek
zorunda kalirsa sonunda gocuklar sinirine dokunur,

3. Anne ve babalar her zaman ¢ocuklarinin kendilerine uymasinl

beklewemell, biraz da kendileri gocuklarina uymalidir.

CE§er amneler dileklerinin kabul edilecedini bilselerdi.

babalarinin daha anleyigli olmalarini isterlerdi.

.Bair gocude, ne olurss olsun, dogusmekten kacinmasi gerektidi

ddretilmelidir.

Cocuklar bencil olduklarinda, hep birsevler istediklerinde,
armenin tepesinin atmasi ¢ok normwaldir.

.Efer ¢ocuklar ailedeki kurallaril uygun bulmuyorlarsa, bunu
anne-babalarina siéylemeleri hos karsilsnmalidar

carmeler ¢ofu zaman gocuklarina bir dakika daha dayansmayacaklari
duyguawuia Kapilarlar.

SGocudu a1kl terbive ederseniz sonra size tegekkir eder
JEuguk bir gocuk, cinsiyvelt konusundan sakinmalidar.

Bir smnenin, ¢ooujunun hayatil hakkinda herseyil bilmesi hakkidar.
cocudu onun dnemll pavgasidir.

Uyanik bir emue-baba gocudunun tum dugincelerini d§renmeye
canlismalidar. )

cGocuklar, amne bebalarinin kendileri ig¢in neler feda ettiklerini
duaaimmelidirler.

CEJey gocuklarin dertlerini sdylemelerine izin verilirse bishitan
sikavetol olurlsr.

cSaky terbiye, =aglam ve 1yi karakter gelistirir.

Geng bar kadin henuz gengken yapmak 1stedigi pek ok gey oldudu
1gin, amne olunca kendisini tutuklanmis duygusuna kaptirir.

armeler, gocuklarl igin hemen hemen bitin e§lencelerini feda

cSebalary, dala az bencil olsslar, kendilerine dasen garevi

vaparlardy

Jlyy bir srme gooudunu ufak tefek gueliklerden kKorunmslidir.

Bir gocufa anns ve babasiny herkesten Ustin goruwesi
ogretlimelidir.
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5. ¢Cocuk higbir zaman ailesinden sir saklamamaladar.

.Gocuklardan sik sik 6din vermelerini, anne-babaye uvmalarini
1stemek dofJru degildir.

Codu anneler bebeklerine bakarken onu inciteceklerinden
korkarlar.

.Bir ¢ocuja bagsi derde girdijinde, dojusmek yverine, buviklere
basvurmasi adretilmelidir.

Anne-baba arasindaki bazi konular kKugik bir tartisma ile
¢ozumrlenenez.

Ev bakiminda ve idaresinde en kétu seylerden biri de, kisinin
Kendi evinde tutuklanmis gibi hissetmesidir.

Hig¢bir kadindan yeni dogumus bir bebege tek basina bakmasi
beklenmenelidir. '

OJlan ve kiz gocuklara soyunurken birbirlerini gdruemelidir.

Cocuklarin sorunlaring eJilirseniz. s51izi ovalamak igin ¢esifli
masallar uydururlar. :

Ejer anne babalar gocuklarl ile sakalasip beraber eflenirlerse,
¢ocuklar onlarin 6Jutlerini dinlemeye daha istekli olurlsr.

¢l

anneleri kendileri vuzunden zorluk ¢ektidi igin gocuklar, onlar
kargi daha enlayisly olmslidirlar.

.Bir gocuk eninde sonunda anne-babasindan akilli olamayacadini
orenir
.EJer bir amne gocuklarinl ivi vetistiremivorsa belki de bu,

babanin kendine duagen gorevi iyl yapuamsesindan ileri geliyvordur.

.Geng bir anne 1¢in 11k bebedin bakaimi sirasinda valniz kalmsktan
daha kdétu bir sey olawaz.

JBir gocufun diger bir gocuda vurmasi higbir sekilde hosgéruyle
Kargilanamas.

-amme-habalar gocuklarina hayatta 1lerleyebilmeleri igin hsp
b;raeyler yapualari ve hosa zeman gegirmemeleri gerektidini
cgretuelidirler.

CAK1111 bir kadain, yeni bir bebedin dofumundan énce ve sonrs
valniz kalwamak igin elinden geleni vapar.

3.Evde olup bitenleri sadece anne bhildigi igin ev haystini onun

planlamasl gerekir.

Kendi haklarina sabip olabilmesi icin, bazen bir kadinin Xocasini
terslemes1 gerekir.

Jbutun zamaniny gocuklaviyla gegirme, biv kKadina kanadl kopmus bug
duygusu verair.
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(Ef@er anne kollarinl sivar, butun yuki sirtina alirsa butin aile

rahat eder.

_Anne babalar gocuklarinl kendi Kendilerine olusturduklarl guvenil

sarsabilecekleri bitun gu¢ igslerden sakirmalidirlar.

5 Cocuklar, aslinda, siki disipliin i¢inde mutlu olurlar.

.Cocuklarin arkedasliklari ve sosval hayatlarivla vekindan

ilgilenen anne babalar cnlarin iyi yetisuelerine sadlarlar.

.Anne ve babaya sadakat herzeyden once gelir.



ADLFE HAYATI YE QOCUE YETISTIRHE TUTUND ANKETI
(EISALTILKYS FORHD)

CEYAP KAGIDI

Anketl Dolduranain

Adi, Soyadi:
Cinsiyveti © K { ) E ()
Yas: :

W B s

Aszadidakl sorularil anne ve babanizin tutum ve davranislari nasil
oldudunu diginerek yanitlayiniz.

Soru fornundaki ifsdeleri okuyup gdrusinuza (1) Cok Uygun Buluyorum;
{2) 0ldukea Uygun Buluyorum; (33 Biraz Uygun Buluyorum, (4) Hig
Uygun Bulmuyorum segeneklerinden birini daire igine alarak
belirtiniz. Bu ifadelerde dofru va da yalnlz cewvap yoktur, zadsce
kendi girdsunmiuzi igaretlemeniz iatermektedlr. Araztirwa igin, hutun
sorularin cevaplandirilmasil ¢ok onemlidir. Bezi ifadeler
birbirlerine benzey gibi gérunse de her birinl cevaplandirmanizi
rica ederiz.

Cok  Uvgun 0ldukga Uygun Biraz Uygqun Hig Uyqun
Buluyoruun Buluvorun Buluyorun Bulmuyoriom

0

1. (1) {23 {3} {4}
(1} {23 {3) {4}
3. (1) {2} (3 {43
4 {13 {(Z) {3) {4)
5. {4 {2) (3) {4)
6. .y (2} £3) (4}
7 (1) {23 (3 {4}
b {1} {Z) {3} ey
a, {1} {23 {3} {4}

10, (1) (73 (3) (43
11. Y {2) {3} {(4)
12. {13 {2} {3} (%)

13, (1) €23 £3) (43

14, {1) (2} {(3) (%)
15 {10 (23 (3 (4

14 {1} {23 {33 {43
7 (1) (3} (%)

L6 (1) (L) (3) (4]

19, (1) (2) (3} {4)

20, (1) (3) (4)

a1 {1 (2} {3 {4}

2z (L) (2) (3) (4)

23 {1} (23 (3} (4)

24, {1} {7 (31 {4)
25 (13 (4
26, (1) {2 {3) (4]
27 {1) {23 {3) (4)

28. (1) {a} {37 {41

29, {1} {2} {3 (4)
3 {10 (23 {3) {4}



98

Hig¢ Uygun
Bulmuvorum

g
mm
e
)
oo
-
- X
[ve]
-~
m,m
20
S
i
4
~
0
-
L)

Cok Uygun
Buluyorum

S A N A S N T 1 S o, N A A T i e
b ol Wi ol R Al A AR A A ol Al e ol R Al al Al i allh wlo o 44,4;4,4&.4;(&4;
B s e e WP S T e ! W 1 Sl e o

i Ty N o, | A A A, O, | xR Py A T T, o, T, 4, e,
CHMMOI MO MOS0 00007000000 00000000 T
S S St M i S s S st gt o' T g A= st Sl S Sl e ) o ¥ i e e St A T Tt P

S . A, T, S A, A, O N e, L A N e T, W, A 4 S o i, ame, o
(oS BEaS BEas BEab BULS BV AN N B o Biak BEa BEah BUS BEa BYak B b BUAS BEAS BEaS BEES BaS N SN I G oS BN Bt Jat I A IR Bt |

I T o T T i e i i i i e P T g

S - A o~y A i N, T A, o, i o, iR,
.lllﬂ;4l11\¢11]1da;l4 ,.!J.l,l
B T N )

B N Y T BV N Y
v ed e e e i e e 1 i
e et Tl el M g gt S st

(1)
rl)

0_4 lu.ﬂl.u.. d...r_.;..fhmnl“nﬁ".u,“ﬂu
4;4;ﬁJCUCLJ5Cuﬁ_rdrﬂ_..\“.,3

31
3z
35.
39
40.
41.

/Tﬁmigb,bnz
DR P

33
34
36
37,
38



59

APPEMDIX D

Ad1, Sovada:
Okulu

KEMDINM HAKXTHDA DOSONCELERTH

ACIXLANA . Asagida 80 cimls ver Bunlardan sizi tanimlavanlari evet,
taramlayanlari ise bayir 1le cevaplandirin. Bazil cumlelerde karar

vermek zor olabilir Ams lidtfen butin cumleleri isaretleyin.
Unutmayin, cumledekl ifade genellikle sizi anlatiyorsa evet,

genellikle sizi anlatmiyorsa hayiy seklinde igaretleyeceksiniz.

Cumlenin size wygun olup olmwadifint en 1yl s1z bilebilirsiniz.

Burin

icin kendinizi gercekten nasil goruyorsaniz. dyle cevaplandirin
Evetl Bayar

1. Ivi resim ¢izerim. { 7 ()
2. Okul ddevlerimi bitirmem uzun surer. { ) ()
3. Ellerisi kullanwsda beceriklivimdir. { ) { )
4. Okulda basarili bir dfrenciyimdir {) £
5. Aile iginde Onemli bir yerim vardar. {0} ()
& Sinif arkadaglarim benimrle slay ediyor. (¥ {2
7. HMutluvun {3 L
5. Cofjunlukls nesesizim. { {3
9 Akillavim. () { )
10 Odretwenler derse kaldirince hes yecanlaniyorum. { ) {
11 Diz gérindsws beni rahatsiz »dlyur. {3 i)
12 Genellikle cekingenin () (o3
13 Arkadas edirmekte gugluk cekivorum { ) ()
14 Buyudujumde oOnewnli bir kimse clscadin. {3 (3
15 Alleme sorun veratlyoruw. { ) ()
16 Kuvvetli sayilirim. {3 ]
17 Sinavlardan dnce hevecanlaniyorum. {9 { )
18 0Okulda terbiveli, uyumlu davranirvin. { ) ¢
19 Herkes tarsfindsn pek sevilen biri defilim. { 3} {3
20 Parlsk fikivlsvim verdir () {3
21 Genellikle kendi dediklerimin olmwasiny isterim. ({ ) { )
22 Bargeyden kolayvea vasgegebilirim. { ) ()
43 Mazikte 1yivinm. ¢ ()
24 Hep kota sevler vaparim. i {1}
25 Evide ¢odu zaman huvsuzluk edevim. L } { )
26, 51mlta arkedazlarinm beni savarlar. {03 { )
??A.lﬂllll bivisivim. { ) i)
a0 Cozlerim gurs 7dk*. ( 5 {3
9 Sunifte derse kalktidaimda bildiklerimi () { }
sikilnsdan &nlm{ rinm h
¥Bu enva terin Tirigce uysrlamwasl Gzerine yapilen calizmalarin ilk
A 38 1A Eugﬁ: 1 Universitesi Efitim Bilimleri Bolumiinde Prof. Dr.
Nﬁcia Gnar'in dnuz:mnull*l lile Helixe Cabakli'nin master tezi olarak
yuzptllmu,tur ELVbntcl bu gekliyle yalnizca arastirwa amaciyla
kullamillebiliv Tezarlarnin 1znl olmedan codaltilamez ve nichir
sekilde kullanmileusmz (19593, | '
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.Irerslerde sik 31k hayal kurarim.
. {(Kardesleriniz varsa) Kardes{ler)ime

satazirim
Arkadaslarim fikirlerimi befenir.

.Basim sik belaya girer.

.Evde buyuklerimin sdézunu dinlerim.
.51k sik uzalur, meraklanirim.

.Allem benden gok sey bekliyor.
.Halimden memnunum

.Evde ve okulda pek ¢ok seyin disinda

birakildidirl saniyorum.

.Saclarim guzeldir.
.GCodu zaman okul faaliyetlerine gonullu

olarak katiliraim

Simdiki halimden daha baska olumayl isterdim.
Geceleri rahat uyurum.

Okuldan hi¢ hoslanmiyorum.

.Arkadagslar arasinda oyunlara katilmak 1ig¢in

1yl bir seginm yapilirken en son segilenlerden
birisiyim.
51k sik hmsta olurum

.Bagzkalarina karsi 1yl davranmam
47.

Okuldaki arkadaglarim iyi fikirlerim oldujunu
dusinurler.

Mut suzun.

Pek cok arkadasim var.

Neselivim.

Pek cok seye aklim ermez.

Yakisikliyim {gizelim).
h3.
54

Havat dolu bir insanim.
Sik sik kevgavya karisirim.

Erkek arkadaslarim arasinda sevilirim.
6. A

rkadaslarim bana sik 31k satasirlar.
Alleml dus kirikli§ina ufrattim.

.Hog bir vuzum vardar.
59.
60
61,

Evde hep benle ujrasirlar.

Oyunlarda ve sporda basi hep ben cekerim.
Ne zaman birgey vapwsye kalksam hersey
ters gider.

Hareketlerimde sakarim.

Oyunlarda ve sporda, oynamak verine seyrederim.
t.Odrendikleriml gabuk unuturum.

. Herkesle iy: gecinirim

5. Cahuk kizarim.

57.
38 ok okurum

Kiz srkadszlarim arasinda sevilirim.

Bir grupla g¢aligwaktansa, tek basina
galigmaktan hoslanitim.

{Kardegleriniz varsa) Ksrdes(ler)ini severim.
Sficubtca guzel sayilivim.

c51k 31k korkuys kapiliria.

‘Herzaman hxzsrvlcx dilgurur ve Kirarin.
CGuveniliv bir Kimsevim

slarindan farkl Liyim

AFu’x geyler dismirim

JKoley adlarim

JIvi bir inssnim

.I;ler hep benim yuzumden ters gider.
cvansll bir Kimseyin
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APPEMDIX E

EFNDINI DEGERLERDIRME AMEETI
C.D. Spielberger, R.L. Gorsuch ve R. Luhene tarafindan Ingilizce
olarak gelistirilmis ve Hacettepe Universitesi Psikeledi Bolumi' de
Necla ONER ve Ayhan LECOMPTE tarafindan Tirkgeye adapte edilmigtir.
STAY FORM TX-I1

Isiu Cinsivet Yags leslek Tarih

TONERGE : Asafida kisilerin kendilerine ait duygularini anlatmada
kullandiklari bir takim ifadeler verilmistir. Her ifadeyi cokuyun,
sonra da genel olarsk nasil hissettifinizi ifadelerin sagd
tarafindakil parantezlerden uygun olanini karalamak suretiyls
belirtin. Dodru va da vanlis cevap voktur. Herhangi bir ifadenin
uzerinde fazla zZaman sarfetmeksizin gemel olarak nasil
hissettigdinizi gasteren cevabr 1saretleyin.

Hemen Cok
Hi¢ Bazen Zanan Zaman

1. Genellikle kevfim verindedir. (1) (2) {3) (13
2. Genellikle cabuk verulurum. {1} {2) {3) (4)
3. Genellikle kolay adlarim. {1} (2) (3 {4)
1. Bagkalari Kedar mutlu olmak

isterdim. {1} {2} {3 {4
% Cabuk karar veremedi§im igin

firsatlarl kagiririm. (1} {2} (3 (%)
6. Kendiml dinlermis hissederin. (1) (2) (3 {4
7. Genellikle sakin, kendime hakim

ve sogukkarnliyim. (1) £2) {3) (1)
8. Gugliklerin venewevecedim kedar

biriktiginl hissedivorum. (1 (2) {33 {42
9. Onemsiz seyler hokkinda

erdiseleniyorun (1) {2} (3 {41
10 Genellikle mutluyuw. (1) (23 (3} (43
11 Herzeyi caddive alar ve

etkilenirim. (1} {2) (3} 1)
12.Genellikle Kendime givenim yoktur. (1) {2) {3 (1)

13 Genellikle kendiml emnivette

hizsederim (1) {2) (3} (1)
14 S1kintily ve gug durunlaria ‘

karz:lesmektan kaginirinm (1; (2} {3 {4)
15 Genellikle Kendimi hGzanld '

hissederin, (1) {2} {3) (%)
16 Genellikle havatindaw menrunum. (1) {2} {3) {

17 . 0lur olmaz distnceler beni
rahatsiz eder. {1) {23 (3) {1
18 Hayal kirakliklarin: dvlesine ' |
ciddiye alirin ki hic unutamsn.
19 Akli baginds  kararli biy insanim
20 Son zamanlarda kafama takilan
Konular ben: tedirgin eder.
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APPEMDIX F
COCUXLARDA OGRENILNIS CARESIZLIX OLCEGI

Ad1l, Soyada:

Sinifa
Kiz-Erkek

Ya3s

Sevgili Ofrenciler,

Flinizdeki  anket, crtackul 6drencilerinin  bhazi  konulardaki
diguncelerini OfQrenmek icin hazirlanmigtir., Anketin her sorusunda
bir olay anlatiimls ve bu olay Kkarzisinda kalan bivr Xkiszinin
segebilecedl a ve b harfleri ile gésterileoun 1K1 segenek verilmisztir,

z bdyle bir olayla karsilagsaydiniz, bu segeneklerden hangisini
secerdiniz 7?7 Dusinunuz ve eder a secenedi sizin dusuncenize dalia
uygun 13se a'yl, b segenedl 5izin dusuncenize uygun ise b'yl vuvarlisk
igine aliniz. Unutmayin, bu bir dodru-yanlis testi defildir. Onemli
¢lan 31zin gergek dusuncenizl belirtmenizdir. Sizin dusuincenize
langl segenek uyuyorsa onu isaretleyiniz.

Do 1al bagbsicess midbrdmao s ke " sybron o
CceLIK LUtmaya Jittiniz ve hic bal:ik tutmadinaz.

a. Balik tutmayl dilwedidim icin tutamadim.
b Avlandidim verde halik az oldwju igin tutamadim.
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Bir testte en yuksek puani aldiniz.
a. Ben her testte bazgarili oldujum ig¢in yvine en yuksek puanl
aldim
b. Bu test benim en iyi bildidim Konuda oldufju igin en yikzek
puany aldim.

Birka¢ arkadasinizla birlikte bir oyun oynadiniz ve z1z
kazandimiz.
a. Birlikte oynadigim arkadaslar bu oyunu 1yl oynayvamadiklara
i¢in ben kazandim
b. Bu oyunu iyl oynadigim 1¢in ben kazandim.

Bir arkadasinizin evine kKonuk gittiniz ve ¢ok iyl bir gun
gegirdiniz.
a. Arkadasim 0 gun bana candan ve yakin davrandigi i¢in 1yl bir
gun ge¢irdim
h. Arkadasimin ailesindeki herkes bana candan ve yakin
davrandidil icin iyi bir gun ge¢irdim.

Bir grup arkadssinizla geziye gittiniz ve ¢ok eglenﬂiniz.
Ben negeli oldufum 1¢in eflendik.
Birlikte gittigim arkadaslar negeli olduju igin =§lendik.

=g

Tum arkaedaglariniz grip oldu, bir tek olmadiniz.
a Son zamanlarda safligiuw yerinde oldudu 1oin gribe
yake lanwadin
b Her zaman sadlikli cldugum ig¢in gribe yakalanmadim.

Beslediginiz bir hayvani araba ezdi.
a. Ben ona 1yl bakamadifim i¢in ezildi.
b. Joforlsr dikkatsiz olduju igin ezildi.

Tenidiginiz bazl gocuklar sizi sevmediklerini soylediler.
a. © gpocuklar bana kitu davramdiklari igin bhavle
s30vlemislerdir.
b Pen o gocuklara kétd davrandidinm igin boyle sivlemislerdir.
berszlerinizden gok 1vi no t aldiniz
A Dersler kolay oldudu igin ivi notlar aldim
b, fok galistidin 1¢in 1v1 notlar sldim

Bir ar%a&aﬁ nizla kargilastiniz ve size sevimli gorindidunizd
29vledi
& O Gup BY rkadasima herkes sevimli girimdddu icin bévle

da s ' A LA alarina sevimli girindidklerini
S0viedidy icin bhana da avyle demistir.

Fn }yi“arkadaslarlxlzi I biri sizden nefret ettifini sdvledi
a. U qun arkedagimin huysuzludu dzerinds oldudu {cin dvie

a

sOylemistir,
L. Fen arkadeziue o gin iyl davranmadigae igin dyle sdylemistiy
anlattidiniz fikraya hic Kimse gilmedl.
a. Ben hig iyr fikra altapadigim icin kipse gqulmey,
b. Fakrayy herkes bildidi igin kiuse giluedi
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Ofretmenizin derste anlattidyi konuyu anlayamadiniz.

a. 0 gun hig bir seye dikkatiml veremedidin igin dersi
anlayamadin.

b. Ogretmen anlatirkan dikkatli dinlemedidim igin dersi
anjayaumadii.

Ofretmenizin uyguladiji bir testte bagarisiz oldunuz.

a. Ogretmeninlz her zaman zor testtler uguladifii icin basarisiz
oldum.

b. Son birka¢ haftadilr oOdretumeniniz zor testler uyguladigl icin
basarisiz oldum.

Kilo aldiniz ve olduk¢a sisman goranmeye bagladinaiz.

a. Temek zorunda oldujum yvemekler sismenlatici olduiu igin
sismanladim.

b. Ben siswanlatici yemekleri sevdidim i¢gin siszmanladim

Birisi paranizi ¢alidi
a. Durust olmavan birisi parami galmistir.
b. Insanlar zaten dirust defildir.

Yaptiginiz bir sey icin anne-babaniz sizil 4ddllendirdi.

a Ben bazi seyleri ivi yaptifim i¢in odullendirildin.

b. Annem babam vaptifjim bazi sevleri befendikleri ic¢in beni
odullendirirler.

Bilya oyununda tuw misketleri kazandiniz.
a. Herseyde sansli oldujum icin hilya oyununda da kazandinm.
b. Oyunlarda sansli oldujur igin bilya ovununda da kazandim.

Denizde yuzerken neredéyse bodulacaktiniz.
a. Her zaman dikkatsiz ecldufum i¢in az dahes bofulacaktim
L. Bazi gunler dikkatsiz oldufum i¢in az daha bofulacaktim

Pek ¢ok arkadaginiz sizi yasguni partisine gadiriyor.

a. bon zawanlardas arkadaslarim anl cana yakin bulduklari igin
yasganlerine c¢adirivorlar.

b Son zamsnlarda ben arkadaslarima vakin davrandifim igin
vezgunlerine gadiriyorlar.

Buyuklerinizden birisi size bagirdy.

s, 11k rastladidi inssn ben al duguj 1¢in dfkesini benden
fikarwistir.

b O gun herkese bagirmistir.

B;r grup arkadaginizla bir ¢alisms yaptiniz ve basarisiz
oldunuz.
O gruptakil kizilerle 1yi anlagawadidim icin basarisiz oldum

Grup galismalarinda higbir zaman ivi olmadifim icin basarisiz
oldum.

or

Y&l bir quauag edindiniz.
. Iyl bir insan oldufuw icin arkadas edinebilirim.

Lk hﬁiyli*ﬂilg*m COCUKlar 1v31 1nsan olduduk igin arkadas

Hﬂl JOYlar.

& Allewdeki Kizilerie her rzaman 1¥i gecinivim,

Allenizdeki kisilerle iyl gecinivorsunuz.
) 171
b. Ailemdeki kizilerle Kiml zaman iyl gecinirinm.
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Ciklet satmayl denediniz ama kimse alradi.

8. Son zamanlarda ¢ocuklar o kadar ¢ok sey satiyvorlar ki. artik
insanlar ¢ocuklardan birsey almak 1stemivyor.

b. Insanlar genellikle ¢ocuklardan birsey satin almaktan
hoslammivor.

Bir oyunda siz kazandiniz.

a. Ozellikle covunlarda bagarili olwak i¢in gok gaba gosterdigim
1¢1n ben kazandim.

b. Hemen her konuda basgsarili oluwak 1gin ¢ok caba gdsterdidin
i¢in ben kazandin.

Dusuk bir not aldimz.
a. Akilsiz oldujum igin dusuk not aldam.
b. Ogretmenler dusiuk not verivarlar.

Kapiya garptiniz ve burnunuz kanadi.
a. O anda Gnlme bakmadidim 1¢in kapiya garptinm.
b. Son zamanlarda ¢ok dikketsiz oldum.

Top oynarken bhir hats yveptiniz ve takiminiz Kaybetti.
a. O gun iyl oynamak igin fazla ujrasmadin.
b. Top oyvunlarinda iyi oynamak i¢in fazla ufrasman.

Beden egitimi dersinde avedinizi burktunuz.

a. Son haftalarda beden efitimi dersinde tehlikeli har ketler
vaptidgimiz igin burkuldu.

b. Son haftalarda beden efitimi dersinde beceriksiz oldujum igin
burknidu

Arme babanlz 31z1 deniz kavisina goturdu ve gok 1v1 vakit
gegirdiniz

a. O gun herzey ¢ok giuzel oldufu ic¢in iyi vekit gegirdim.
b. O gun hava guzel olduju ic¢in iyi vakit gegirdim.

Sinemaya gitmek i¢in binecediniz otobis q601h*1 ve filmi
kacirdiniz.

a. Otobusler zamsninda gelmivor.
L. Zaten otobusler hicbir zaman zamaninda gelmez.

Anneniz en sevdiginiz vewedi pisirdi.
a. Annem her zeman beni mutlu etmek icin galisir.
b. Armem beni mutlu etnek igin ¢ok az gey vapar.

Oynadiginiz takim biy oyunu kavbetti.
a. Takimdaki oyuncular highir zaman snlasamadiklari igin gyunu
kayhetiik.

Takimdaki ovunculer o gun snlesamadiklarl igin oyunu
Kavbet tik

g

Ev oddevlerinizi ¢abucek bitirdiniz.
g_ Son zamanlarda herseyl gabucak vaptidam icin erken bitirdim.

Jun zawanlsrda =v odevlerimi gabucak yaptigim i¢in erken
bitirdiw.

Ogretmeniniz bir scru sordu ve s
Bana soru soruldufunda hep he
gerdim

boO gun heyecanlandy Mie 1¢in yanlig cevap verdim.

vanlis cevap verdiniz.
2 anlandifiin icin yenlis ceval

C

A
iZ
BE
1.
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Yanli3 otobuse bindiniz ve kayboldunuz.
a. 0 gun ¢evreme dikkat etmedidJim 1¢in kayboldum.
b. Genellikle c¢evreme dikkat etmedidim i¢in kayboldum.

Lunapsarka gidip ¢ok eflendiniz.
a. Genellikle lunaparkta ¢ok eflenirim.
b. Genellikle her vyerde edlenirim.

Sizden buyuk bir ¢ocuk sizi ¢ok dovdu.
a. Kardesiyle alay ettigi i¢gin diovmustur.
b. Kardesi ona "benimle alay etti® dedidi igin dovmistir.

Yag gununuzde istedidiniz tum oyuncaklar armadan edildi.

a. Yakinlarim vas gunumnde hangi oyuncaklari istedigimi dofru
bilirler.

b. Bu yas quntrde hangil oyuncaklari istedigimi dofru bilirler.

Tatilde bir koye gidip ¢ok 1yi wvakit ge¢irdiniz.
a Koy yagamak ig¢in guzel bir yer olduju igin iyl vekit gegirdim.
b. Kéy bu mevsinde guzel oldufumdan iyi vakit geg¢irdim.

Komsu gocuklar sizi yemede gagirdilar.
a. Insanlar bazen nazik oluyorlar.
b Insanlar her zaman naziktirler.

. Ofretmeninizin verinde bir baska odretmen geldi ve sizden

hoslanda.
a. O gun sinifta her zaman uslu oldujum icin benden hoslandi.
b. Sinifta her zaman uslu oldujum igin benden hoglandi.

3. Birlikte gezdiginiz arkada$1n1z sizinle birlikte ¢ok iyl wakit

gecirdigini soyledi.

a. Her zesman neseli bir insan oldufum igin ivi vakit
gecirmistir.

L. O gun negeli oldujum igin iyi vekit gegirmigtir.

Bakkal size bir geker ikram etti.

a. O gun bakkala kibar davrandifim ic¢in bana seker ikram etti.

b. 0 gun bakkala iyilidi Uzerinde oldufu icin bana seker ikram
etil.

Gittiginiz bir kukla tiyetrosunda kuklaci sizden yardim istedi.

a. Gozine ilk ben ilistidim 1¢in benden vardin istedi.

b. Benim ovunla gergekten il§ilendigimi anladigi ic¢in henden
yvardim istedi.

. Bir arkadaginizy sizinle birlikte sinemaya gitmek 1¢in

kandlrgﬁya calistiniz sma gelmedi.
&. O gun can highirsey yapmak istemedigi igin gelumedi.
b. 0 gin cani sinemaye gitmek istemedigi icin gelnedi.

Uzun suredir samiml olan iki arkadaginiz birbirine kustiler.

a 5rkada311kt§ geginmek zor oldudu i,in Kistdler.
L. Onlarin gecinmeleri zor olduju icin kustuler.

Bir gocuk kltbune uye oluaya ¢aligtiniz ame sizi alwadilar.
a. ngb%r vocukla 1¥1 gecinemedidim i¢ain almamislardir
b 0 Kluptek: gocuklarle 1vi ge¢inemedifin 1oin almamasiardir
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APPERDIX G

Table 1
Two way AROVA on WIFAH by PARO groups, by sex

Hain sources of Sum of Hean
yariation aquares D.F. sguares F
IHain Effects 7760 6808 4 1940 170 22 778*
Rejection 7147000 3 2582.333 30 317«
Jex b G3? 1 B8, 8637 0. 691
Two way interaction 281 945 3 83.982 1.103
Explained 8042 625 7 1148 946 13 4569%
Residual 268619 668 336 85.175
Total 36662 313 343 106. 887
¥ p< 0001
Tuhie 2

Two way ANOYA on CASQ by PARD groups, by sex

Hain sources of Sum of Hean
variation squares b.F. square F

Hain Effects 219,981 4 54 995 2. 360%
Rejection 217218 3 72,405 3. 905«
Sex 9.4930 1 9. 980 0.538
Two way interaction 26547 3 o. 849 0,477
Explained 246 E27 ? 35,218 1. 899
Eesidual 6230, 496 336 18,543

Total 6:477. 023 343 18. 863

a5 rane (1]



Table 3

Tyo way ANOYA on PARI F1 by PARQ groups by sex

108

Iain sources Sum of Hean
variation squares D.F. aquares F
lHain Effects 449. 549 4 112. 387 1.957
Rejection 296.965 3 Qg. 988 1.724
Sex 176 232 1 176 232 3104
Two way interaction  78. 253 3 26. 0c4 0 454
Explained 527. 805 ? 75 401 1. 313
Residual 19293 5806 336 7421

Total 19821. 391 343 57.788

Table 4
Two way ANOYA on PART F2 by PARQ qroups, by sex

Hain sources of Sum of Hean

variation 3QuAres D F. aquares F
Main Effects 581 536 4 145 384 €. 1854%
Rejesction 560. 884 3 186. 961 7 3HB%x
Sex 2. 44z 1 2. 442 0. 104
Two way interaction 3. 456 3 1.162 0.049
Explained B4 992 7 83570 3.5687%
Residual 7694195 336 23. 495

Total 6479 188 343 24.721
#pe 001 dip 0001
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Table 5
Teo way AMOVYA on PART F3 by PARQ aroups, by sex

Hain sources of Sum of Hean

variation SquAres D.F. squares F
Main Effects 11856 321 4 296 330 6. 764%
Rejection 1023. 053 3 341 018 7.789%
Sex 61.853 1 81.853 1.870
Two way interaction 156. 826 3 hz. 275 1,194
Explained 1342 148 ? 191735 4 379%
Residual 14710 809 336 43. 782

Total 16052957 343 46. 802

*p< 0001

Table 6
Two way AMOYA on PARI F4 by PARO groups, by sex

Isin sources of Jum of Hﬂdn

variation SQEATes b.F. squares F
Hain Effects ZB86. B34 4 72209 3. 416%x
Rejection 241 0%4 3 80. 351 3. 6044x
Sex 25 514 1 Z5. 815 1. 208
Two way interaction 3.7 3 264 0. G680
Explained 292. 629 7 41,8604 1 979%
Residual TU97 537 336 21.124

Total 7390.176 343 21546

4P 015 *pa (1



APPENDIX H
Table 7
Heans and Stendard Deviations for the 60 items
of PARQ
Item Number Hean Standard Dev.
1 1.42 0.63
2 1.91 0.99
3 1 26 0.69
4 1.19 0.66
) 1.59 0.86
b 1. 66 0.93
7 1.33 0.70
] 1.72 0.94
9 1. 24 0. &7
10 1. 47 n. a7
11 2. 53 0.98
12 1.65 g.89
13 143 0.78
14 1 3% D. 68
15 1.31 0. 66
i6 1.26 0.68
17 1.66 0.92
18 1.3% 0. 78
19 1.94 0.583
2 1.46 4. 80
21 1 18 0.53
22 1 34 0 .66
23 1.64 0.86
24 1. 56 4. 66
25 1.33 0.52
26 1.37 0.75
27 1.63 0.94
L8 1. 88 0. 90
29 1 48 0.7
A 144 0.78
3l 1329 a. 70
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Item Mo Hean Standard Dev.
32 1 99 .99
33 1 68 .88
34 1.43 0 84
35 1. 52 077
36 1 44 0.4
37 1.27 .71
38 1 81 0. 96
39 1.61 0,94
40 1 51 0. 76
41 1.306 a. 79
42 1.61 a.7a
43 130 0.65
44 1.36 0.7%
45 1.23 0. 86
46 1.58 1
47 1.61 0.85
43 1.84 .02
19 1.72 0.8%
50 2. 14 0.95
hi 1 82 0. 96
52 1.35 0. 78
53 1.43 Q.93
54 144 0.68
5% 1. 2% 0.67
56 1.72 0.95
57 1.34 0.65
bb 1.41 0?2
59 1.72 0. %5
60 1.25 0.63

Total 91.86 25.07
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AFPENDIX I

Table 8

Heans apnd S P of sexes on PARQ

Groups N Hean 5D

Fenales 169 88 93 25,74

Males 175 94 71 24 1%

Total 344 91.86 25.07
Table 9
One way ANOYA on PARQ by sex
Sum of Hean F

Source D F. squares 3quares Ratio
Between Groups i 2671 9348 2871 9346 4 61p%
Within Groups 342 212802 5000 beZ. 229%

Total 343 215674.3750
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APPEMDIX J

Table 10
Heans apd S.D. of the SES qromps on PARD

PARQ
GROUPS R Hean S.D.
Low SES 118 101.190 25.43
Middle SES 122 87.00 19.14
Upper Middle SES 104 87.10 24 42
Total . 344 91.86 25.07
Table 11
One wav AHOYA on PARQ by SES qroups.
Sum of Hean F
Source D.F .squares squares Batio

Batween Groups 2  15310.5474 7655 2734 13 028%
Within Groups 341 200367.0820 587.5867
Total 343 2156776250

¥p< (001

Table 12
Scheffe Procedure

SUBSET 1

GROUP Middle SES Upper Middle SES

IEAN g7.00 87.10
SUBSET 2

GROUP Low SES

HE AN 101. 10

by
7

[

i
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