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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study wasg to inveétigate
the relationship between maternal acceptance-~rejection and
self-evaluation and the relation between acceptance-rejection
and perceived control of the child in Turkish children.
Maternal employment, social class and sex difference were
also considered in order to gain deeper knowledge of the
perceived maternal acceptance-rejection and perceived mater-

nal control of the child.

One hundred and twenty elementary school students
constituted the sample of this study. The sample were divided
into two groups according to the social class (upper middle
vs. lower c¢lass) and the employment status of the mothers

(worging vs, non working). The subjects also were matched for

s5eX.,

Rohner's(1983) Parental Acceptance Rejection question-
naire (Child PARQ) was used in order to measure perceived

acceptance-rejection.

Rohner's(1983) Personality Assessment Questionnaire
was used to measure self-evaluation of the child. Only the
negative self-evaluation subscale of PAQ was considered in

our investigation.



Perceived <control of the <¢hild was measured by
Rohner's(1978) parental acceptance-rejection interview
schedule. Only the control subscale was considered in testing

the hypotheses related to the control dimension.

The results indicate that the children of upper-middle
class status scored higher in perceived acceptance and scored
lower in perceived rejection than the lower class children.
Mother's working state had no effect on perceived acceptance-
rejection. Sex difference did not play any role in the

perceived acceptance-rejection of the child.

Control was perceived as greater in the upper-middle
class samples whereas control was pzrceived as more lax in

the lower class families. Mother's working state had no

effect on perceived control.

Pearson product moment correlations between perceived
aceptance rejection of the child and self-evaluation of the
child and perceived control of the child were carried out.
Data analyses showed that warmth had a strong inverse

relationship with negative self-evaluation.

It is also found that there 1is no significant
correlation between perceived acceptance-rejection and

percelived contrcl of the child.



INTRODUCTTION

Parental acceptance-rejection theory (PART) is a
theory of socialization that attempts to explain and predict
major antecedents and correlates of the rejection problem
between parents and their offspring throughout the world. The
theory tries to explain and discover why, and under what con-
ditions, parents all around the world are most likely to
accept or reject their children. How, for example does the
social environment influence the way parents treat their
children?

PART predicts that parental rejection is universally
associated with a specific cluster of traits, 1including
hostility and aggression, dependency, low self-evaluation,
emotional instability, emotional unresponsiveness and

negative world-view,

Rohner{1984) puts forth the "phylogenetic perspective”
that 1is related mainly to the evalutiomarlly acquired,
potentials and dispositions of the species. From an
evolutionary standpoint, the phylogenetic perspective implies
that human kind has phylogenetically acquired biological
potential for certain kinds of behavior. Actualization of
these potentials, however, may be altered by experience
(Ginsburg and Laughlin, 1971).



This line of argument is relevant to parental accep-
tance-rejection theory by making the assumption that humans
everywhere have a fundamental need for positive response

coming from the people considered most important to them.

Accoding to Rohner, the phylogenetic perspective gives
sufficient conceptual and methodological rationale to begin
effective anthroponomical research. It is useful in discover-
ing species-wide regularities (universals) in children and
adult responses to the perception of parental acceptance-

rejection.

Parental acceptance-rejection or in other words the
warmth dimension,is a bipolar dimension. Rejection or the
absence of warmth and affection stands at one pole of the
scale in oposition to acceptance at the other pole. All human
beings can be placed somewhere along this ccntinuum because
each of us has received more or less warmth and affection
from the persons we appreciate most and who, generally are

our parents.

The salience o¢of the warmth dimension has Tbeen
indicated by many researchers. The results of the studies are
mixed and sometimes inconsistent. This is due to the fact
that major concepts are sometimes defined, operationalized
and measured in different ways. In addition, many studies
rely on a single measure of process rather than utilizing a
multimethod research strategy to hlep control for possible

error introduced by a single measurement procedure.

The present study deals with the correlates and con-
sequences of parental acceptance-rejection in the Turkish
community by adapting PART methods and instruments into the

Turkish context.



The major focus of the present investigation is to
make comparisons using Rohner's PART method and instruments
over working and nonworking mothers in Turkey in order to
.observe if there is any difference in the perception of their
children on the subject of maternal acceptance-rejection and
control. In addition, we also investigate the effect of
parental acceptance-rejection on the self-evaluation

of the child considering the socio-economic differences.

This presentation aims to convey a general portrayal
of the overall investigation. It gives a narrative accound
of the conceptual background of the problem, characteristics
of the samples studied, the method of the study, basic

results, and conclusions.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

In parental acceptance-rejection theory, conceptually,

parental acceptance and rejection forms a bipolar dimension
J‘ Pa—— . e = S T f:‘ .

in which® rejection or the absence of ‘parental warmth and

affectiqnwstands at one pole of the scale in opposition to

‘acceptance at the other pole.

Accepting parents are defined in PART as parents who
show their love or affection toward children either
physically (%iss, hug) or verbally (praise, compliment). In
contrast, rejecting parents are defined as those who withdraw

their warmth, affection or love from their children.

Rejection takes three major forms, according to
Rohner: hostility and aggresion, indifference and neglect,

and what is called "undifferentiated rejection'".

Hostility and indifference are internal, psychological

feelings within the individual.



Hostility includes feelings of anger, resentment,
enmity and ill-will towards the child. Indifference, on the

other hand, is simply a lack of concern for the child.

Aggression and neglect are for the most part
behavioral manifestations of these internal states.
Aggresion refers to behaviors that have as their intention the

physical or psychological harm of the other person.

For the most part, hostility may be the real motive
for aggression. Indifference is only one possible motive for
neglect: One of the best single indicators of neglect 1is
physical or psychological non-availability. Psychological
non-availability is subtle; the parent may be there
physically but he/she may be inattentive to the child's
request for help when the child is in need. In contrast,
differentiated rejection may be observed behaviorally as

either aggression or neglect.

Finally the word "rejection" does not refer to its
negative semantic dimplication, although it seems so.
"Rejecting parents" are not necessarily bad parents in PAR

theory, since rejection is experienced by the child himself.

Like the acceptance-rejection dimension of parental
behavior, autonomy-control also rTepresents a continuum.
Extreme parental permissiveness i1is at one end of the
continuum and parental restrictiveness at the other. Control
refers to the extent to which parents place restrictions or
limits on children's behavior, and the extent to which these
restrictions are enforced. The principal concern in assessing
parental control is to determine the frequency with which the
rules are actually enforced. Parents who control the

behavior of their children only infrequently may be regarded



as (sometimes extremely) permissive and enforcing low

control,

PART's "Personality Theory" focuses on personality
dispositions that seem to characterize rejected children and
adults the world over. These dispositions include dependence
or defensive independence, according to the degree and form
of rejection, emotional unresponsiveness, hostility, aggres-
sion, passive aggression, negative self-adequacy, negative

world-view and emotional instability.

Since the above personality dispositions are central
to PART's "personality theory," it is important to explain,
define and describe what they mean within the context of the

theory.

Dependence is the emotional reliance of one person on
another for approval, guidance, support, reassurance
or decision making. Independence is essential freedom from

such emotonal reliance.

Emotional responsiveness refers to a person's ability
to express freely and openly his or her emotions, for example
feelings of warmth or affection toward another person. In
contrast, emotionally wunresponsive ©people are emotionally
isulated from others. They have restricted and often only
defensive emotional involvement with others. Aggression is
defined as the intentionm to hurt someone, something or one-
self. Passive aggression is a 1less direct expression of
aggression. 1t takes such forms as sulking or passive obst-—
ructionism. Pople sometimes have conscious or unconscious
difficulties when coping with or managing their feelings of
anger, hostility or resentment and have trouble in expressing
their feelings. People who have trouble in expressing their

hostility and aggression often reveal overtly their anger in



disguised and symbolic forms.

Self-evaluation consists of two feelings: one is the
attitude toward oneself and the second the perception of one-
self., Self-evaluation consists of two related dimensions:
self-esteem and self adequacy. Self-esteem is a global,
emotional evaluation of oneself in terms of worth. Feelings
of negative self-esteem imply that one perceives oneself to
be worthless or condemned.

Self-adequacy on the other hand refers to the judge-
ment we make about our own competence. Feelings of positive
self-adequacy imply that one views oneself as capable of
dealing satisfactorily with problems. On the other hand,
feelings of negative self-adequacy are feelings of in-

competence.
The world-view in question refers to a person's (often

unverbalized) overall evaluation of life, of the universe,

of the very essence of existence, positively or negatively.

BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM

Historical Antecedents

Although systematic research on parent-child relations
began in the 1890's (Stogdill, 1937), it was not until the
1930's that a substantial body of empirical work appeared
regarding the antecedents and especially the effects of
parental acceptance-rejection and parental control. Much of
the impetus for this early work came from psychoanalytic
theory and from clinical settings where disturbed children

were treated.



Bender and Yarnell (1941), studying 250 children from
1-5 years of age with analytic and follow-up techniques,
concluded that to insure normal development, the child must
have 2 unified and a continuous home environment for the
first years of his life. The child could be abused by parents
and still recover. No institution can satisfy the need for
a dull child., Bright children from rejecting parents have a

chance to respond to therapy.

Bowlby (1941) investigating children separated from
mothers for long periods of time during the first five years
of life, came to the conclusion that many children who were
unwanted had anxious and unstable mothers. Mother had shown

unconsciously a certain hostility towards her child.

Levy (1943), using 2000 case records, discussed the
dynamics of overprotection, which include maternal rejection,
parental roles, sibling rivalry, marital relations and
behavior problems. He concluded that family 1life, school
experiences, and infantile experiences affect the shaping of

the personality.

A major program of research that included the warmth
dimension during the 1930's came from the Fels Research
Institute, where in 1937, Chapney developed the Fels Parent
Behavior Rating Scales. These scales were used extensively
from the 1930's to the 1960's.

Baldwin et al. (1945), using 125 families with the
method of "Syndrome Analysis" of parental behavior, discussed
three syndromes: (1) democracy (2) acceptance and (3) indul-

gence.

All correlated positively with each other especially



on the negative end of the scale.

Becker (1960) suggested that parental rejection, with-
drawal, inconsistency and aggression were related to child
aggression and conduct problems. Becker founrd that parental
(especially father) role and behavior were important in
relationships between parents and child. Hostility and social
withdrawal in father were associated with the child's person-
ality.

Symonds (1939) published an important book-length con-
ceptualization of parental acceptance-rejection and parental
control in which he reviewed the existing literature regard-
ing the then-current-thinking and research on acceptance-
rejection and ©parental control and their effects on

children's behavior.

Symonds (1949) was convinced that the child's person-
ality reflects various distortions of parents' attitudes to-
wards children. Symonds also argued that good parents are
well-ad justed and sincere, have common sense and are able to
identify themselves with their children. They can understand
their feelings and act frankly and honestly in their
emotional responses., Futhermore, they are capable of showing
affection, firm and gquiet control with consistency in di-
scipline. Those parents are dependable and orderly in
necessary routine in making their demands and providing

social contacts.

A major results of this early work was the document-
ation of the wide variety of perscnalities as well as

behavoral problems associated with parental rejection.



The work of Schaefer and his associates is worthy of
consideration. Schaefer formulated and documented an import-

ant conceptual framework for understanding parental
behavior.

For example in Bayley and Schaefer's (1960) work it
was found that higher status mothers grant their infant sons
greater autonomy whereas their daughters get less autonomy
compared to the Jlower-status mother's <children. Loving
mothers have calm happy sons with positive behavior, whereas

hostile mothers have excitable and unhappy sons.

More specifically, Schaefer showed clearly the
salience of the warmth and control dimension of parenting,
Schaefer's programme of research using the children's Report
of Parent's Behavior Inventory was continued into the 1970's
and 1980's by Schluderman and Schluderman (1970, 1971, 1983)
who found three meaningful factors: acceptance-rejection,
psychological éutonomy vs. psychological control and firm
controls versus lax control by wusing Factor Analysis of
Canadian adolescents' responses to the Children's Report of
Parental Behavior (CRPBI).

Schluderman (1971) studied 182 Hutterite adolescent
boys and girls and analyzing adolescents' factor scores,
showed that in relation to girls, boys describet both parents
as exercising higher and firm control, while girls described
by girls (but not boys) as being more accepting than fathers,

and exercising more psychological control.

Also noteworthy from the 1960's onward is Siegelman’'s
research dealing with effects of perceived parental
acceptance-rejection and ©perceived parental control on

children's and youth's behavioral dispositions. Siegelman
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discusses that introversion in children is related to

punishing and low-loving parental behavior.

Coleman (1956) claimed that rejected children tended
to be more hostile and aggressive and to have more negative
worldviews than accepted children. Conducting a small holo-
cultural study using 19 societies scattered widely around the
world Rohner noticed that the results were not only true in
the US, but that they were acceptable throughout the

different communities in the world {(Rohner, 1960).

SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS

Hurley (1955) found parental rejection to be associated
with lower socio-economic status. However, more recent studies
indicate that the wamth-hostility dimension in parental
behavior is probably not directly related to economic factors,
although economic hardships may place an additional burden on
the parent-child relationship. Apalacia, Polonsky et al
(1972) found that c¢hild neglect may be associated with
poverty, but that povérty is not the only explanation. Poor
child rearing may be a response to specific economic pressures

or may reflect a total configuration of crippled personality.

The bulk of evidence suggests that parents 1in the
various social classes do not vary significantly in terms of
warmth but they do tend to vary in terms of parental control,.
Working class parents are more likely to use forms of physical
coercion and punishment to assure compliance. On the other
hand, middle class parents are often more permissive and more
likely to use psychological techniques of c¢ontrol such as
love withdrawal, guilt, shame and disapproval (Bronfenbrenner,
1958, Cecas and Nye, 1974). Social class differences in
warmth and control will be considered again in cross-cultural

comparisons later.
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MATERNAL EMPLOYMENT

Maternal employment has become an increasingly common
phenomenon and great numbers of studies are being directed

toward the effect of maternal employment on children.

Siegel and Haas (1963) and Siegal et al (1963),
reviewing research related to the working mother and her
family, found no significant difference in maternal acceptence
or rejection or on other child-rearing variables between
working and non-working parents. Radke (1961) reported
parallel results where working or non-working status of the
parents made little difference in child~rearing, if working

is the preferred role of the mother.

Woods (1972), investigating 108 fith grade children
of employed mothers, found that the quality of the already
existing mother-child relationship and the mother's attitude
toward employment were the most important variables affecting

the mother-child relationship.

Hoffman (1961) found that mothers who like to work,
reflect positive feelings toward the child and that the child
is non-assertive. If the mother dislikes work, then she 1is
less interested in her child, who becomes hostile and

aggressive.

Another findins related to maternal employment is
found by Steward (1973) who said that working mothers who
enjoy their work use grater authority in control compared to
non-working mothers who enjoy staying at home. Both are

affectionate to their children.

Yarrow et al (1962) found that college-educated

professional mothers spent as many hours with their children
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as did full-time home-makers. However, other comparisons
indicate that non-working women spent more time in total

child care (Robinson, 1971: Walker and Woods, 1972, Suvanathat,
1981).

CONTROL AND WARMTH

The control dimension has been found in many studies
to be independent of the warmth or hostility dimension. Both
dimensions are significant in predicting the child's behavior
but generally it is not possible to predict one dimension
from the other. Kagan and Moss (1961) indicated that the two
dimensions, love-hostility and autonomy-control, are important
in the parent-child relationship, but that the two dimensions
are uncorrelated. Knowing how a parent behaves in relation
to discipline gave them no information about the warmth of
the parents. Also Kagitgibasa (1970) found that family control
does not exclude love and that warmth and control form two

independent dimensions.

However, some other studies suggest that parental
acceptance-rejection is not altogether independent of parental
permissiveness-restrictiveness. Helman and Rohner (1972)
found that autonomy-control is correlated significantly but

weakly with parental acceptance-rejection.

Research on negative self-evaluation suggests that
one's self evaluation is established early in life, probably
before middle childhood, and that 1t remains relatively

constant over time (Coopersmith, 1967).

Mead (1934) argued that if the child feels accepteﬂ
he/she has more positive self-evaluation than the child who

feels rejected. If our parents, who are most significant,
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reject us during our childhood, we are 1likely to define

ourselves as unworthy of love and as a result unworthy and

inadequate human beings.

Wolberg's (1944) early research also found that
rejected and unloved, unwanted and neglected children have

feeligns of low self-asteem.

Medinnus (1965) studied fourty-four college freshmen,
utilizing a series of measures of self-acceptance and personal
adjustment, perceived acceptance by the parent and other
measures of parent-child relationships. Adolescents who
measured high in self-esteem on these scales perceived their
parents as warm and loving. Sears (1970) also found that for
both sexes, high self-concept was significantly associated

~with high parental warmth.

Rosenberg (1963) on the other hand, found that low
self-esteem associated with extreme parental indifference and
with punitive parental reactions implicated the warmth
dimension of parentign rather than the cqntrol dimension in

the etiology of self-esteem.

Kawash (1985) found that the combination of parental
acceptance, lax discipline and autonomy leads to the highest
level of self-esteem among boys. Parental acceptance, firm
discipline and autonomy appear to be the optimal combination
for girls. Results affirm that variations in 1levels of
children's self-esteem can be reliably related to variations

in their perceptions of parental behavior.

Litowsky (1985), using the <children's Report of
Parental Behavior Invertory (CRPBI) and Self-Esteem Inventory
(SEI) investigated the relationship between aspects of child-

rearing and adolescent self-concept. Results indicate that



- 14 -

correlations between SEI scores and the psychological
autonomy/psychological control dimension of CRPBI were
negative. It was also found that high self-esteem samples
perceived their parents as more accepting and wusing less
psychological control as well as being not firm in making and

enforcing rules and regulating the children's behavior.

FAMILY STRUCTURE, CHILD REARING AND WOMEN'S WORK IN TURKEY

It is important to consider family structure and child
rearing practices in Turkey in order to fully understand the
relation between perceived parental acceptance-rejection,
mother's employment and its effects on the child's self-
evaluation. The different studies show that basically, there
are four types of family structure in Turkey. These are the
following: (1) Nuclear family: Husband-wife and ummarried
children in the family. (2) Patriarcially extended family:
- Married couple living with the husband's parents. (3) Trans-
itional extended family: The aged parents moving into married
children's home for protection. (4) Broken family: Family
where husband or wife 6r both do not exist. Also widowed

mother and unmarried grandchildren live together,

Timur (1972) showed that in Turkey, the majority of
the families are nuclear. However, it is interesting to note
that, even though the nuclear family is in the'majority, the
idealized and desired family type is the extended family in
Turkey. Research shows that the authority is in the hands of
the father in extended families; and the husbands plays the

same role in the nuclear family.

Another point to be noted is the importance of the
social environment where the child grows up, and the attitude

of parents to child-rearing.



According to Kagitcibasi the most important
value of children is the child's psychological value to
insure the spouse's closeness and secure the balance of the
family life. And the second value of children is the econom;c
value, meaning the probability of being helped by one's
children later when the parents get aged and need to be
sustained. '

The social atmosphere of the family where the child
grows up determines his/her personality characteristics and

it influences the development of his/her personality.

According to Kagitcibasi (1981 ), the parents expect
their children to be obedient which affects the child's
personality. Boys receive more attention and care compared
to girls because they are considered to be a guarentee for

the social status of family and are valued more.

Parents expect their daughters to be good house-wives
and mothers. Because of extreme control, girls are more
dependent, more traditional and more conservative in Turkey
(Kagitgibasi, 1972).

it is also important to give information about the

status of Turkish woman working outside the home.

Studies have shown that the Turkish women's participation
in the labor force is inversely related to her socio-economic

status (Kazgan, 1979).

Social division of labor by sex is a reality in
Turkey, where only 37.87% of the entire active female population
and 11% of the urban female populaton in the three largest
metropolitan areas are actually employed, excluding the

unpaid family workers in the rural sector (70% of the rural



labor force)(Kazgan, 1979). Service occupatons and unskilled,
semi-skilled labor in light industry are the categories with
the highest concentrations of female labor, changing between
25-35%7. Among economically active women, 4% are in light

industry and 87 are in service occupations.

Female employment is generally low paid in almost all
areas, so that the "middle class" finds very little motivation
for work if there is no urgent economic necessity. In Turkey
women's work is considered as a source of extra income and

when there is no economic necessity it loses its attraction.

According to the 1973 Hacettepe survey, 607 of working
married women between the ages of 15-49 stated that their
work was their only economic means. 8% of them said that they
were working because they 1like to work. When the question
"would you go on working, if you did not have any economical
need" was asked, a positive answer was given by 337 of the
same women. The obtained percentage shows clearly that two
thirds of the above women would prefer not to work, if they

did not meet economical urgencies.

The proportion of women leaving work after getting
married is significant. Statistical results show that 357 of
women quit work after marriage and 187 do so when they become
mothers. Those women belong to the urban area. Generally, it
has been observed that marriage and child-rearing are the
dominant reasons for working women to leave their jobs. As
long as the obligations of marriage and child rearing are not
shared by the state or the husband, the above reasons for
leaving work are bound to prevail. Kagit¢ibagi, in her research

' has studied the correlation between

on the "value of children'
the status of the women in the family on and in her own
profession. In order to clarify the matter she has categorized

the levels of the different professions taken up by working



women., This categorization involved farm laborers, farmer,
unskilled workers, skilled workers {crafts), clerical/civil
servant, professional or managerial., The findings have shown
a heightening of the status of working women in the frame of
the family life. As the importance of her profession increased
the male authority at home decreased and cooperation between
husband and wife dincreased. According to Kagit¢ibasz (1981)
positive state in the relations of the family was based on
the prestige of the woman's profession and she indicated that
as the women's status was heightened her right to decide on

family matters increased.

HYPOTHESTIS

The purpose of the present research is to investigate
the relation between perceived acceptance-rejection, perceived
control, and negative self-evaluation of the child; social
class differences, whether mothers were working or not, and

sex difference are also considered.

1- Acceptance

Hypothesis 1: There is a social class difference in the

child's perceived acceptance. Lower class children perceive
less acceptance compared té middle class children. Studies
concerning the relationship between social class and
acceptance give conflicting results. In Turkey, considering
economic disavantage and poor child rearing in the lower

class, the above hypothesis is stated.

Hypothesis 2: There 1is no difference in perceived aceptance

between working mothers' and non-working mothers' children.
This hypothesis is formulated on the basis of the argument
that the quality of time the mother spents with children is

more important than its quantity. Woods (1972) also argues



that the quality of mother-child relatonship is a very
impoertant variable.

Hypothesis 3: Boys feel more accepted compared to girls.
This hypothesis is based on the findings of Xajit¢ibasa

(1981) that boys receive more attention and care compared to

girls, because of differential value attributed to them.

Hypothesis 4: There is a positive relation between perceived
acceptance and the self-evaluation of the child. The higher

the perceived acceptance, the higher is the self-evaluation.

This hypothesis is formulated on the basis of argument
parental-acceptance rejection theory of that there is a

relation between high warmth and self-evaluation,

2- Rejection

Hypothesis 5: There is a social class difference in the

child's perceived rejection, Lower c¢lass children perceive
more rejection compared to middle class children. As In
Hypothesis 1, economic disavantage, and poor child rearing

are considered in formulating this hypothesis.

Hypothesis 6: There is no difference in perceived rejection
between working mothers' children and non-working mothers'
children. As indicated in Hypothesis 2, the quality is more
important than the quantity (time spent together) of the
child-mother relationship.

Hypothesis 7: Boys perceive less rejection compared to girls.

This is again based on the findings of Kagitgibasi (1981)
that boys perceive more attention and care compared to the

girls.

Hypothesis 8: There is a negative relation between rejection

and self-evaluation of «c¢child. The higher the perceived



rejection, the lower the self-evaluation of the child is
expected to be.

3- Control Dimension
Hypothesis 9: There is no relation between warmth and control.
This hypothesis is based on the findings of Kafitgibas:

(1972) and other research results showing that family control

does not exclude love and that warmth and control form two
independent dimensions.

Hypothesis 10: Middle class children perceive more control

compared to lower class children. This hypothesis is based
on the suggestion that middle c¢lass families are more

concerned with their children's success and social performance.
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METHOD

DESIGHN

In our survey study there were two independent
variables: social class status (upper-middle vs lower class)

and whether mother was working outside the home.

Four dependent variables were studied. They were the
following: Perceived acceptance, perceived rejection,

perceived control and self-evaluation.

The effects of the two independent variables on
perceived acceptance, perceived rejection and perceived

control were studied in our design.

SUBJECTS

School children aged 10-11 attending the S5th grade of
primary school constituted the sample. In the total of 120
school children 62 belonged to upper-middie class and the

second part of group belonged to the lower social class.

Also in the total of 120 school children, 59 of the
children's mothers are non-working and the rest are working

mothers. The sex of the children are almost evenly distributed.



The decision to study preadolescents was based on
several considerations. These children are still highly
dependent on their parents and are 1likely to employ the
familial context and its values to judge their own worth. By
the age of 10, the ‘individual appears to have sufficient
experience and ability to think abstractly, so that he can

make general assessments over his power,

In our research, we consider the importance of the
mother to preadolescent boys and girls' even though those
children are more independent and better able to take care
of themselves then younger children. Children of school age

still need mother's and father's expression of love toward
them,

THE STUDENT SAMPLES

The two groups of the students were chosen from two
different Primary Schools in Istanbul. The first criterion
of the choice demanded that the two groups be of different
socio-economic level 1living din different sections of the
city. The second criterion was based on information about the

family's income, education and occupation.

The first group was attending Levent Primary School.
In spite of its being a public school it was stated that its
students belonged to a rather high socio-economic level and
it was chosen because parents had a higher standard of living.
It was proved during the research that the parents were
traders, doctors, engineers, private sector employees, and
administrators or executives in the private sector. All those
qualifications were indicative of an wupper middle class

status,

The second primary scholl ‘(Seyrantepe Ilkokulu) was located in
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an shanty  town area. The group represented the  working
class level. The result obtained by the answers to the
questionnaire showed clearly a low social status with poor

education, poor income, low paying occupations customary to
the level of the blue-collar workers.

It was impossible to get the correct answer about the
amount of their income,

In both school groups, no great differences were
detected as to the fundamental principles current 1in the
daily 1life of the samples. In both groups, the nuclear family
type prevailed so that a large part of the answers proved to

be similar in both student groups.

Since offical permission was given by authorities, it
was possible to carry out the research without any difficulty

in the above schools.

The Mother Sample

The four sample groups consisted of (a) working upper
middle-~-class mothers; (b) non-working upper middle-class
mothers; (c) working lover-class mothers and (d) non-working

lower-class mothers.

The education level of the mothers showed that 157 had
no education at all, 10%Z were literate, 25% had finished
primary school, 2.5% had left school after three years of
high school attedance, 30.87 had graduated from high school
(Lyceum) 15.8% had universty education and only 0.8%7 of them

had Master Degrees.

Working upper class mothers had at least a high school

(Lyceum) diploma and were working as professicnals in their



jobs., The majority had graduated from different colleges.
Among them we met teachers, dentists, bank employees,
accountants and so on. Between the upper middle class working
mothers and non-working mothers, there is a definite
difference in the level of education.

Among non-working wupper middle class mothers the

majority's educational level was not more than high school.

The majority of working upper-middle class mothers who
had a university education declared that they preferred tc
work.

Most of the lower class mothers had only. a primary
school education. There was no educational difference in this
category between working and non-~working mothers. The latter
were domestics or workers at factories and got low wages.
They declared that their working was compulsory as they had

no other means to earn their living.

The responses of the mother to the questionnaire: 327%
claim that they are. very much involved in the upbringing of
their children at home and in school. 637 of the mothers said
that father also cooperated in the upbringing of the child.
2.57 said that the grandmother was responsible for the child's
care. 1.6%7 of the mothers stated that there was some one at

home with whom they shared the child's care.

To the general question of whether she left her child
to the care of a second person. 83.27 answered negatively,

16.8%7 answered in a positively.

IWhen asked who took care of the child during her
absence from home, 30.4% of the working mothers said the

father did, 15&%_named the grandmother and, 19.67%7 named older
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siblings. 4.3%7 said that relatives looked after the child,
26.1%7 non-relative named non~relative care takers, and 2.27
said they left the child by him/herself.

76% of the working mothers stated that the reason for
their going to work originated from economical causes. 10%
said- that they preferred to work rather than be housewives.
3% admitted being drawn to work for both above reasons. 17

confessed that they wanted to work for the upkeep of their
social status.

Among the fathers, 4.27%7 had no education at all, 2.5%
were literate without schooling, 38.7%Z had primary school
education, 5% had junior high school education, 107 had a
high school diploma, 30% had graduated from college, and 6.4%
had master's degrees.

37% of fathers worked in private enterprises, 237% were
civil servants and, 327 of them were blue-collar forkers, and

the rest did not state their occupations.



MATERIALS

In the opresent research Rohner's (1983) Parental
Acceptance-Rejection Questionnaire (PARQ) Personality Assess-

ment Questionnaire (PAQ), and Interview were used.

PARQ is a self-report questionnaire to which a child
7-12 of age responds regarding his/her perception of the way
his/her mother treats him/her in terms of four scales. All
four scales of PARQ, with a total 60 items, was used in our
study. The subscales measure parental warmth and affection
(20 items), parental hostility and aggression (15 items),
parental neglect and indifference (15 items) and parental

rejection (10 items).

The PAQ measures the way children from 7-12 perceive
their own personality/behavioral dispositions. The subscales
measure hostility and aggression (& items), dependency (6
items), neative self-esteem (6 items), negative self-adequacy
(6 items), emotional unresponsiveness (6 items), emotional

instabilty (6 items), and negative worldview (6 items).

On both self-report questionnaires, items are scored
on a 4-point Likert scale with "Almost Always True" assigned
a score of 4, and "Almost Never True" assigned a score of 1.
In order to avoid response set bias, some items omn both

questionnaires are keyed in the opposite direction and then
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these oppositely keyed items are reversely scored.

The child version of the Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Interview Schedule (PARIS) was also used in order to measure
the control dimension of parental acceptance-rejection. The
Child PARIS is designed to be used with children seven years
of age and older (up to adulthood). The interview is divided
into four sections. Two deal with the child's perception of
mother's and father's behavior in terms of parental warmth
(acceptance-rejection) and control (permissiveness—strict-
ness). The sections used in the present study deal with only

mother's hehavior.

The adaption underwent a prework phase and the guesti-
onnaire has first translated into Turkish. Later it was
translated into English in order to make sure that no lapse
of meaning had been overlooked. As no meaning loss was
detected, the translation was accepted as identical to the
original text. As some parts of the questionnaires proved
difficult for little children to wunderstand they were re-

written in more simple sentences.

RELIABILITY OF ASSESSMENT

In the next secticn, the correlation of each item with
the total score of the scale is presented. The correlation
of the total score of each scale with the total PARQ score

was also computed (Table 3 shows the result).

Cronbach's coefficient alpha, which is the measure of
internal consistency of items within a scale, was also used
as a measure of reliability to indicate that all items in a
scale are sampling the same content area. The alpha
coefficient of the Turkish version of the PARQ scale ranged

from .76 to .84. The PARQ reliability alpha is .80.
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All items were found to be significantly correlated

(§<.001) and not a single item was rejected (n=120).

Correlations of items with the total score of the
perceived warmth/affection scale ranged from .38 to .74
(p<.001). Within the neglect/indifference scale, item—total
scale correlationsranged from .40 to .62 (p<.001). Within the
undifferentiated rejection scale, item-total scale correlat-

ions ranged from .44 to .71 (p<.001).

Since our main focus is self-evaluation in PAQ, we
shall be concerned only with the self evaluation scale.
correlations of items with the total score of the self-evalua-

tion scale ranged from .22 (p<.008) to .60 (p<.001; n=120).

| TABLE 1I
Internal Consistency of PARQ

Cronbach Cronbach
Alpha Alpha
PARQ PARQ
(Turkish (American
Scale Version) Version)
1- Warmth .89 .90
2- Aggression/Hostility .86 .87
3- Neglect/indifference .79 77

4- Rejection (undifferentiated) .76 .72




TABLE 2

Internal Consistency of Items within the PAQ Scale

Scale Cronbach Alpha
1- Hostility-aggression .65
2- Dependence .50
3- Negative self-esteenm 46
4- Negative self-adequacy .52
5~ Emotional unresponsiveness . 39
6- Emotional instability iy
7- Negative world-view .58
8- Self-evaluation .66

The reliability alpha of the Turkish version of the

self-evaluation scale is .66.

PROCEDURE

Inlour investigation the Parental Acceptance-Rejection
Questionnaire (PARQ), the Personality Assessment Question-
naire, and an interview were used. The above instruments were
applied to 120 elementary school children half of them from
the upper-middle class and the rest from the lower class.

Followingl a purposive selection of two elementary
schools, appointments with the directors of those schools
were made. During the initial visit the school qualifications
were throughly observed by the investigator in order to able
to choose the schools meeting the requirements for the inves-

tigation.

During the second visit the purpose and the procedure
of the project were explained to the above mentioned

directors. With the approval of every class head teacher the
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subjects were selected from the class lists provided by the
directors in accordance with the age of the subjects and

their parents' educational and occupational level.

The sample was divided according to social class and

mother's working state into two closely similar distributed

groups for each school,

The names of the children who satisfied the criteria
of the study were placed in each of the two groups according

to sex and age of the child and a stratified random sample
was drawn.

The instruments were applied and interviews were
carried out by the investigator in both of the elementary
schools. The questionnaire and interview were applied to the
children during breaks.

The child PARQ was applied first. The form takes about
15 minutes to be filled out by the child. Next, the PAQ took
the same amount of time for its completion. In the end, the
interview took place between the investigator and the sample
child., The interview needed about 10 minutes at the most.
During the whole of the research, the children were monitored
so as to be able to get a stable conviction about the

sincerity of their answers.

Later, a form was given to the child to be taken to
his/her mother. The form was filled out by the mother and
returned in due time. This form contains two main sections,
one to be completed by or about the child's mother and one
to be completed by or about the child's father. The above
form was used to collect basic social-demographic data such
as the educational attainment, occupation and employment

status of mothers and fathers.
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RESULTS,.

The relation between perceeived acceptance-rejection
as measured by the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Question-
naire and self evaluation was tested by means of the Pearson
Product-moment correlation. The results are presented 1in
Table 4. The relations between PARQ and its subscales are

shown in Table 3.

TABLE 3
Values of Simple Correlation Between PARQ and Subscales of
PARQ

Subscale PARQ P Value

Hostility Agression .8343 .0001
Neglects Indifference .9024 .0001
Undifferentiated Rejection .7826 .0001

Warmth (Reverse Scored) .7350 .0001

Since our research focused only on the negative self-
evaluation of the child, we shall only stress the negative
self-evaluation. As negative self-esteem and negative self-
adequacy together —constitute neative self-evaluation, we
merged the two scales and developed a new scale, a negative
self-evaluation scale. Intercorrelations of scores on the
child PARQ and the negative self-evaluation subscale of PAQ

are shown in Table 4.
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TABLE 4

Intercorrelation of Scales on Children PARQ and Children's
PAQ in Turkish Sample {(n=120)
(Only Negative Self-Evaluation Scale was Considered)

Warmth Hostility Indifference Rejection PARQ

Negative -.44 A3 .49 A3 .56
Self-Evaluation P=.0001 P=,0001 P=.0001 P=.0001 P=.,0001

- The means and standard deviations of the parental
accéptance—rejection questionnaire and personality assessment
gquestionnaire and their subscales were also computed. Table
5 shows means and standard deviations for PARQ and the sub-

scales, and Table 6 shows means and standard deviations for
the PAQ and its subscales,

TABLE 5

Means and Standard Deviations for PARQ and its Subscales

Subject Possible

Response Response

Scale Mean 5D High Low Hig® Low

Warmth {(Reverse Scored) 33.14 9.6 64 20 80 20
Aggression/Hostility 26.24  8.46 53 15 60 15
Neglect/Indifference 26.22 6.9 43 15 60 15

Rejection (Undifferentiation) 19.5 5.76 35 10 40 10
PARQ 105.1 24.8 166 64
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TABLE 6

Means and Standard Deviations for the PAQ and its Subscales

Subject Response

Scale Mean SD High Low
Hostility/Aggression 11.9 3.66 20
Dependency 17.41 3.31 24
Self-evaluation 23.40 4.93 36 13
Emotional Response 12.69 2.8 21
Emotional Instability 15.14 2.9 21
Negative World-View 11.1 3.08 17 6
PAQ 01.69 11.58 124 60

For further analyses, correlations were completed be-
tween (1) acceptance as defined by the total score of the
warmth scale on the PARQ; (2) rejection as defined by the sum
of perceived aggression/hostility, perceived neglect and
perceived rejection scales; and (3) negative self-evaluation,
that is the sum of negative self-esteem and negative self-

adequacy as measured by PAQ.

The control dimension was measured by questions 1, 2,
3, 4, 5, and 6 of the Parental Acceptance-Rejection Interview
Schedule (PARIS). That items were found to be significantly
correlated with the total score of the control scale correla-
tions ranging from .25 to .54;(p£.001) and not a single item

was rejected.

Another section of PARIS concerns the method of rule-
enforcement. Three forms of rule-enforcement were singled out
in the interview: (a) reasoning; (b) physical punishmenty; (c)
verbal punishment. Those types of rule-enforcement were in
our research without any kind of former prediction.
See Table 7 for the results of T-Test of the differences

between class groups on subscales of the child PARQ.
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TABLE 7
Comparison of Child PARQ in Different Social Class

Upper-Middle

(n=59) Lower {n=61)
Child PARQ Subscales Mean SD Mean SD t D
Low warmth ' 30.06 8.23 36.11 9.95 3.63 .001
Aggression/hostility 22.23 5,67 30.11 8.94 5.78 .001
Neglect/indifference 22.44 4.8 29.88 6.6 7.04 .001
Rejection 17.22  4.07 21.70 6.3 4 .64 001

As shown in the above table, the upper-middle -class
child perceives his/her mother to be significantly less in
low warmth (t=3.63) that is as being warmer, less aggressive
(t=5.78) and less neglecting (t=7.04) (p=.001) less
rejecting compared to the lower class children in the Turkish

sample.

To test the hypothesis stating that there would be a
social class difference in perceived acceptance and to test
hypothesis 2 stating that there would be no difference be-
tween working and non-working mothers' children in perceived
acceptance a two-way analysis of wvariance was conducted

(Table 8).
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TABLE 8

Analysis of Variance Showing the Effect of Social Class and
Maternal Employment on perceived acceptance

Upper-Middle Lower Total

Non-working o 70.37 66.00 68.13
(n=30) (n=33) {(n=63)

Working 66.27 61.46 65.37
{n=26) {(n=26) {n=52)

TOTAL 9.86 64.05 66.88
(n=56) (n=59) (n=115)

Sum of Mean
Source of Variation Squares DF Square F P

Main effect 1208.275 1 604 .138 7 .447 .001
Mother's work 239.684 1 239.684 2.95 .08
Social class 991.02 1 991.02 12.215 .001
Interaction Effect 88.749 1 88.749 1.09 .29

Az seen from Table 8 social class made a difference
on perceived acceptance. The middle class children perceived

more acceptance compared to the lower class children.

The relation between mother's employment and perceived
acceptance was not significant, and no interaction effect was
detected, which means that particular combinations of
mother's employment status and social class have no effect
on perceived acceptance. These results provide support to

Hypotheses 1 and 2.

In order to test Hypothesis 3, which stated that there
would be a sex difference in perceived acceptance, a T-test

analysis was conducted.



TABLE 9

Comparison of Boys' and Girls' Perceived Acceptance

“Boys Girls
Acceptance Mean SD Mean SD t p
Acceptance 70.19 7.17 69.64 9,39 .25 .80

As seen from Table 9, the result revealed no signific-

ant difference in perceived =zacceptance between boys and

girls.

To test Hypothesis 4, which stated that there would
be a relation between perceived acceptance and the (negative)
self-evaluation of the child, a Pearson product-moment cor-
relation was computed and the r was found to be -.453
(p¢.001). This shows clearly that perceived parental accep-

tance is positively associated with self-evaluation.

Hypothesis 5 stated that the upper-middle class
children perceive less rejection compared to the lower class
children, and Hypothesis 6 stated that there would be no
difference between working and non-working mothers' children

in perceived rejection.

To test these hypothesis, a two-way analysis of
variance was conducted where maternal employment status and
social class are the independent variables and rejection is

dependent variable.
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TABLE 10

The Effect of Social Class and Mothers' Work on Perceived
Rejection

Upper-Middle Lower Total
X X £
. Non-working 61.27 ' 81.97 72.11
(n=30) {(n=33) (n=63)
Working | 62.81 83 72.9
(n=26) (n=26) (n=52)
TOTAL 61.98 82.42 72.47
(n=56) (n=59) (n=115)
Sum of Mean

Source of Variation Squares DF Square F p
Main effect 12051.913 2 6025.956 22.398 .00
Maternal employment 46.658 1 46.658 .173  0.678
Social class 12034 1 1204.011 44,730 0.000
Interaction 1.856 1 1.856 .007 .934

Table 10 shows that social class made an overall
difference in the subjects' mean score on perceived rejection
Lower class children perceived more rejection compared to the
upper-middle class children. Whether mother works or not made
no overall differemce on perceived rejection and the parti-
cular combinations of maternal employment and social class
did not have an effect on perceived rejection. These results

are parallel to those on perceived acceptance.

To test Hypothesis 7, which stated that boys perceive
less rejection compared to girls, T-test analysis was

conducted.



TABLE 11
Boys Girls
X SD X SD T DF P
Rejection 83.54 19.88 79.80 18.97 .75 59 .45

The table revealed no sex difference in perceived

rejection.

To test Hypothesis 8, which predicted a direct rela-
tion between perceived rejection and negative self-evaluation
of the child, a Pearson product-moment correlation was
calculated and the r was found to be .51 (pe&.001}. This shows
clearly that perceived parental rejection 1is associated with

self-evaluation.

Hypothesis 9, which stated no relationship of warmth
and control was tested by means of Pearson-product-moment
correlation and the r was found to be .0536 (p«.05). This
shows that perceived parental centrol is only slightly

associated with perceived acceptance.

As seen from Table 11, the results revealed no
significant relation between perceived acceptance (warmth)
and mother's frequency of contrecl, So our hypothesis is

supported.

Hypothesis 10 which deals with middle class children
perceiving more control compared to the lower class children

was tested by conducting t-Test analyses,
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TABLE 12
Upper Middle
Class Lower Class
Perceived Control Mean SD Mean SD t P
'Perceived Control 9,98 1.60 9,27 1.54 2.45 (.01

As seen from Table 12 upper-middle class children
scored higher in perceived control compared to the Ilower
class children which means that upper-middle class chaildren
perceived more control compared to the lower class children.

The direction of differences for two social class supports

our hypothesis.
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DISCUSSION

Hypothesis 1, stating that upper-middle class children
perceive more acceptance compared to lower class children,
was supported. Hypothesis 5, stating that lower <class
children perceive more rejection compared to the lower class

children was also supported.

Before evaluating social class differences we should
mention that in both social classes children reported a
substantial amount of maternal acceptance. The difference be-
tween the classes may be due to the fact that the upper-
middle class and the lower class have different levels of
education and income. The families of the lower class
children came from a rural background even though they were

living in urban surroundings.

Kagitgibasi (1981) found that the greater the extent
of rural-urban mobility, the more salient is the "love and
compationship” value of the children. She explained this
phenomenon saying that the emotional support, love and com-
panionship that children provide appear to assume a greater
significance in the insecure and stesstul conditions origin-
ating from moving from the village into the metropolitan
centres, As long as the general socio-economic state and
educational level of the mother shows improvenment the psy-

chological value of the child reaches a higher level, so that



the upper-middle class child feels more alued and therefore
more accepted,

Another reason for the above difference may be found
in the stressful and difficult conditions of lower class life
style. Because, in the lower class, both mother and father
have to work in order to make a living and support their
children, children may find themselves without care. Another
explanation may be that there are some indications that large
family size is conducive to parental rejection of at least
that it reduces warmth. Nuttal and Nuttal (1971) utilized
Schaeffer's (1965) Parental Behaviour Inventory to obtain
data on 5370 students for both boys and girls, and the
mothers and the fathers acceptance decreased as the number
of children increased. In our investigation lower <class
family size is larger than middle class family size. It may
also affect the fact that lower class children feel 1less
accepted and more rejected cﬁmpared to the middle <class
children, They have to share parents' attention with more

siblings.

Additional economic factors, limitation of space and
unavailibility of alternate care-takers in the lower class

may affect the above phenomenon.

The middle class children. having more educated
mothers and fathers, are gorwing up in a different type cf
social environment. The middle c¢lass mother, because ¢f her
education level, may use more rational child-rearing
practices. In fact our research findings reveal that middle
class mothers use reasoning more, compared to lower class
mothers (F=9.26, p=.003). Our findings also shows that the
child associates reasoning with warmth. Middle class mothers
use verbal and physical punishment less frequently than lower
class mothers (F=9.26, p=.003). This fact may affect the

child's perception of acceptance-rejection.
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In the 1light of c¢ross-cultural comparisons, the
studies concerning the relationship between socio-economic
status and parental warmth give conflicting results. The
larger part of the disaggreement may stem from the use of in
comparable measures of socio-economic levels and from the
influence of intervening variables.

American studies related to parental acceptance-
rejection indicate no sccial class difference in the main
stream working class versus middle class America (e.g. Rohner
Roll & Rohner, 1980). Perceived acceptance does vary in
different social classes among some ethnic minorities. For
example, working class Korean-American children perceived
their parents to be less warm, more neglecting, more reject-
ing than did middle class Xorean-American children {(Rohner
et al., 1980). Differences between the two social <class
groups in family work schedule and language fluency were con-
sidered more salient than institutionalized value differences
from the U.S. middle class families. In a Mexicar sample,
however, middle class children perceived their parents to be
less warm, more aggressive,more neglecting than did their

working class counterparts.

In India, there are sometimes caste differences in
perceived acceptance-rejection of children. In a Bengali
sample the higher the caste, the less maternal warmth and the

mnre maternal neglect perceived (Unpublished CSPAR data).

Haque (1981) reports that in Pakistan there are no
social class differences in children's perceptions of maternal
warmth. The results obtained in this study are similar to
those obtained with American <children (Rohner, Roll and
Rohner, 1980).

In our investigation, it was found that there was an

effect of social class on perceived control of the child.
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Middle class children perceived more coutrol compared to the
lower class children. The reasou may be that lower class
families which have changed.their rural way of life by be-
coming urban control their chilren less compared to middle
class parents (Kagitgibasi, 1973). Another reason may be that
middle «class families one more concerned with their
children's cuccess and social performance and put greater
pressure on them to do their home work etc. The éample of ten

year-olds reflect this tendency.

In our research, mother's work also was studied in
general and it was found that there was no difference be-
tween working mothers' children's perception of acceptance-
rejection and perceived control, The explanation may be found
in fact that the quality of time spent with the children is
more important than its quantity. It may be said that it is
not the amount of time a mother spent with her children which
important, but the quality of interaction that takes place
in the time spared with previous research results which were

discussed before.

A strong influence of social class on perceived accep-
tance-rejection of the child was also found in working vs.
non-working mother's children. Upper-middle c¢lass working
mother's children perceive more acceptance less rejection
compared, to the lower class working mothers' <children

(Fac =10.18, p=.002)(Fr . = 22.45, p=<.001). we conclude

c €]

We conclude the strong pervasive social class eftect
hides other factors' effects that our findings based on
social class neutralize when other factors enter the scene.
Here the factor is whether the mother works or not. Working
does not affect lower class mother's status positively since
she is deprived cf a required level of education, and 1t

makes no difference in her child-rearing attitude. For middle
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class mothers who are better educated, their working does not
affect their child-rearing negatively. The fact that the
lower class mother is obliged to work whereas the upper-

middle class mother generally works more willingly may also
be a factor.

Here, it is important to mention that even though both
types of mothers are working, the lower class working woman's
lower level of education and less skilled occupation may
affect her attitude to her child negatively. Her dual role
also may affect her attitude towards her child. Because those
mothers are overloaded with financial burdens and feel too

exhausted to treat their children in a more amiable way.

On the other hand, the middle class working mother's
eduation and profession in her job and ﬁer working state does
not affect her relation with her c¢hild negatively. Because
they have economical possibilities less burdens in daily life
and they can afford to be more comprehending towards their

children.

No sex difference in perceived acceptance-rejection
was found. This finding does not support our hypothesis based
on the belief that boys perceive more acceptance and less
rejection compared to girls. Following Kagit¢ibasi's (1981)
finding of boy preference, we assumed that boys would
perceive more acceptance, less rejection compared to girls.
However, apparently this is not reflected in boys' and girls'

perception of acceptance and rejection.

She also found that women's status and preference for
sons were negatively correlated, which goes along with
increased woman's status being associated with decreased
preference for sons. Qur findings related to middle class

mothers seem to be supported by Kagitgibasi's findings. For



the educated mother who lives in developed urban areas, a

maternal discrimipation between sons and daughters is not
observed.

In the lower class context we can not give the above
reason, but we may suggest a shift that occurs during the
transplant of the rural family into urban surroundings
followed by the loss of certain values attached to rural
life. Thus, the preference of boys may change and mother may

not discriminate according to sex in her children.

In this context an interesting finding should be
mentioned it was found that physicsl punishment was related
to feelings of rejection {(r=.31, p£.001) and boys perceive
more physical punishment than girls. A two-way ANOVA showed
that there was a main effect for sexes on physical punishment
score (¥=9.30, p=.003). Boys scored higher than girls. Since
no sex difference was found in perceived acceptance-rejection
we may conclude that physical punishment does not affect
their perception of acceptance-rejection. We may explain this
phenomenon by the social comparison process that the physical
punishment may not be a painful experience for the child,
because the child will not perceive himself as the c¢nly
person singled out for physical punishment in a community

where most boys are punished physically.

Americah studies of the parental acceptance-rejection
dimension indicate no sex differences in children's percep-
tiong of maternal warmth. Boys in the U.S5. do not generally

report being more or less accepted than girls.

Nigerian college students also show no sex difference

in perceived rejection {Unpublished data CSPAR).

Korean-American boys perceive themselves to be



slightly but significantly more accepted than do Korean-
American girls (Unpublished data CSPAR).

India is a complex nation with respect to sex
difference in perceived acceptance. It is found that children
in Southern India tend to experience differences in accep-
tance-rejection according to sex (Unpublished data CSPAR),
but as one moves further north, boys appear to become
increasingly important in rural areas. In West Bengal for
instance they tend to perceive slightly more maternal warmth

than do girls (as measured by PARQ, Rohner and Chaki-Sircar).

In Pakistan, boys perceive more rejection compared to
girls; gender differences in maternal acceptance rejection
are explained in terms of parental assertion techniques used
by mothers in regulating their son's behavior when they are
disobedient (Haque, 1985).¢

Following Mead (1934), parental acceptance-rejection
theory assumes that all of us tend to view ourselves as we
imagine significant others view us and if our parents, who
are the most significant others rejected us as children, we
are likely to define ourselves as unworthy of 1love, and
therefore unworthy and inadequate human beings. In this way
we develop a sense of overall negative self-evaluation,
including feelings of negative self-esteem and negative self-

adequacy.

Acceptance-rejection theory predict that parental
acceptance is universally associated with a specific cluster
of traits including negative self-evaluation. Our results
also supported the prediction that there is negative correl-
ation between perceived rejection the child and self evalu-
ation which means the higher the perceived rejection of the

child the lower is the self-evaluation of the child (See
Table 4).
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In our investigation, middle class children's negative
self-evaluation score was lower than lower class children's
negative self-evaluation score (T=5.53, df=118, p<.001). This
can be explained by the social differences 1in perceived
acceptance-rejection. Middle class children score high in
perceived acceptance and low in perceived rejection compared
to the lower class. As a result of this phenomenon, the
negative self-evaluation score of middle class children 1is
lower than the lower class children's negative self-evalua-
tion score (T=5.53, df=118, p<.001).

When the correlation between warmth and control is
considered, it is found that the child does not associate
warmth with control by the mother. In this context it should
be mentioned that in our sample, 96 of 120 children perceived

moderate control (r=.095, p=.17).

Based on Kasitgibagsi's (1984) findings that children's
obedience to parents was valued most and being "independent
and self-reliant" least was valued low socio-economic and
agricultural traditional groups with c¢losely-knit family
system, we may conclude that strict control is perceived to
be natural by the child. Because of this and because of its
prevalance, it does not affect the child's perception of the
acceptance, Social comparison process again plays a role
here. Kagitgibasi (1972) also found that family control does

not exclude love.

Studies on pérental acceptance-rejection carried out
in relation to parental discipline showed that the cultural
context 1is very important in wunderstanding the relation
between perceived acceptance and rejection and perceived
control. It is found that in the cultural context where
strict‘”parental discipline is prevalent and therefore is

perceived as normal by the children, it is not perceived as
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rejection but rather associated with parental warmth,

In Korea, (Rohner and Rettengil, 1985) and Japan
(Trommsdorf, 1985; Kornadt, 1983; Kornadt and Trommsdorf,
1984) as strict parental discipline is prevalent and there-

fore perceived as normal by the children, it is associated

with acceptance rather than rejection.

On the other hand, in countries where permissive
parental control is prevalent, strict control is perceived
by children and adolescents as rejection. For example in the
U.S. among American and Korean-American children {(Pettengil
and Rohner, 185) and in Germany (Pettengil and Rohner) a sig-
nificant negative correlation between perceived mother's

control and warmth is found.

The above results clearly show that the context of
socialization has an important effect on the perception of
acceptance-rejection in line with cultural values affecting

parents as well as offspring.

To recapitulate, we have found a social class effect
on children's perception of acceptance-rejection, perceived
control and negative self-evaluation of the child. We found
no difference in children's perception of acceptance-reject-
ion by working and non-working mothers. A strong influence
of social class was also seen in working mothers' children's
perceptions of acceptance-rejection. We explained it with the

different status of the mothers.
No difference was found between boys and girls in
perceived acceptance and rejection. This was explained also

by different type of mothers and cultural values.

A negative relation was found between warmth and



negative self-evaluation and a positive relation between
rejection and negative self-evaluation was explained in

terms of the perceived acceptance-rejection theory's
assumption.

No correlation between perceived warmth and perceived
control was detected, and this finding is explained by

different cultural values in cross cultural context.

We are hoping that our investigation will serve to

play a part in the context of cross-cultural investigation
of the subject.
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APPENDIX 1- Child PARQ

10-

11~

12~

14~

15-

BENTM ICIN BENIM ICIN
DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Higbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Degru

Zaman Bazen

Dogru Degil

Annem benim hakkimdan gilizel seyler
soyler

Annem kotii davrandigim zaman beni
kiiimseyerek azarlar.

Annem ben hi¢ yokmusum gibi davra-
nir.

Annem beni gercekten sevmez.

Planlarimiz hakkinda benimle konu-
sur ve soyleveceklerimi dinler.

Onun soziinti dinlemedigim zaman be-
ni basgkalarina sikayet eder.

Benimle candan ilgilenir,

Arkadaslarimi eve getirmem di¢in
beni cesaretlendirir, onlarin hos
vakit gegirmesini saglar,

Beni kiiciik diistiriir ve benimle alay
eder.

Onu rahatsiz etmedigim siirece beni
bilmezlikten gelir.

X1zdiga: zaman bana bagirir.

Benim igin &nemli clan seyleri ona
anlatmami kolaylastirir,

Bana c¢ok sert davranir.

Onun yaninda olmamdan hoslanir.

Bir seyi iyi yaptifim zaman gurur
duymam: saglar.




16-
17-

18-

20-
21-
22-

23~

24—

25-

26—

27-

29-

30-

31-
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Haketmedigim zaman bile bana vu-
rur,

Benim ic¢in yapmasi gereken seyleri
unutur.

Beni biyiik bir bas belasi olarak
goriir.

Beni bagkalarina odver.

Kizdig1l zaman beni ¢ok sert bir
sekilde cezalandirir.

Benim gerekli gidayl almam ig¢in
gayret eder.

Benimle sicak ve sevgi dolu bir
sekilde konusur.

Bana hemen hiddetlenir,

Benim sorularima cevap vermemek
i¢in isi oldugunu sdyler.

Benden hosglanmiyor gibi.

Hakettigim zaman bana giizel seyler
soyler.

Cabuk kiza ve hiddetini benden ¢i-
karir.

Arkadaslaraimin kim oldugunu merak
eder. '

Yaptigim seylerle gergekten ilgi-
lenir.

Bana kirici sozler séyler.

Yardimina ihtiyacim olduunda beni
duymamazliktan gelir.

BENIM I¢IN BENIM ICIN

DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Higbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Dogru
Zaman Bazen Dogru Depil




32-

33-

Y-
35—

36-

37-

38-

39-

41—

42~

43-

b4-

45-
46—
47-
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Basim dertte oldugunda hatayi ben-
de bulur.

Bana istenildigimi ve ihtiyag du-
yuldugunu hissettirir.

Sinirine dokundugumu sdyler.
Beni ¢ok Onemser.

Iyi davrandigimzaman benimle gurur
duydugunu séyler,

Beni kirmak ig¢in elinden geleni
yapar.

Onun hatirlamasi gerektigini dii-
siindiiglim onemli seyleri unutturur.

Koti hareket ettigimde artik se-
vilmedigimi hissettirir,

Yaptigim seyin Onemli oldugunu ba-
na hissettirir,

K6ti davrandigim zaman beni korku-
tur veya tehdit eder.

Zamanini benimle ge¢irmekten hos-

lanir.

Uiziildiigiim veya canim sikildiginda
bana yardim etmeye galisir.

Kotii davrandigim zaman arkadagla-
rimin oniinde beni utandirir.

Benden uzak kalmaya ¢alisir.
Beni sikayet eder.

Ne diisiindiigiimi merak eder ve o ko-
nuda benimle konusmayir sever.

BENiM‘iGiN BENIM iQiN
DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Hicbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Dogru

Zaman Bazen

Dogru Degil




48-

49-

50-

51-

52-

54

55-

Ne vaparsam yapayim baska cocuk-
larin benden iyi oldugunu s@dyler.

Plan yaptigl zaman benim istedigim
seylere dikkat eder.

Onemli oldugunu diisiindiiziim seyleri
onun igin uygun olmasa bile yapma-

ma izin verir.

Baska ¢ocuklarinbenden daha iyi
davrandigini sdyler.

Beni baskalarinin bakimina bira-
kair,

Istenmedigimi bilmemi saglar.
Yaptigim gseylerle ilgilenir.

Canim acidigi zaman veya hasta ol-

. dugum zaman kendimi daha iyi his-

56-

57-
58-

59-

60

setmem ig¢in gayret eder.

Kétii davrandigim zaman benden
utandiginl sodyler.

Beni sevdigini séyler.
Bana nazik ve yumusak davranir.

Kétii davrandigim zaman beni utan-
dirir ve su¢lu hissettirir.

Beni mutlu etmeye ¢alisgir.

BENIM ICIN BENIM ICIN

DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Hicbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Dogru
Zaman Bazen Dogru Degil
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APPENDIX 2- Child PAQ

14—

Doglismek ve kotid huylu olmak aklim-
dan gegiyor,

Hasta oldugum zaman annemin bana
acimasindan hoglanirim,

Xendimi severim

Istedigim seyleri bagkalari kadar
becerebilirim.

Hislerimi baskalarina gbstermekte
zorluk gekerim.

Bir seyi deneyip de yapamiyorsam
kendimi gok koti hisseder ve kizarim

Bana gore hayat hostur.

fcimden birine veya bir seye vurmak
gelir.

Anne ve babamin bana pek ¢ok sevgi
géstermelerinden hoslanirim.

Ise yaramadigimi ve higbir zaman ya-
ramayacagiml diiglintiriim.

Ben hi¢ bir seyi iyi yapabildigime
ilnanmiyorum.

Anne ve babama karsi sevgi dolu ol-
mak benim i¢in kolay

Ortada sebep yokken kendimi keyif-
siz ve huysuz hissederim

Hayati tehlikelerle dolu goriiyorum

BENIM IGIN BENIM ICIN

DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Higbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Dogru
Zaman Bazen Dogru Degil




15~

16~

17-

18-

19-

20,

21-

2%i-

25-

26~

27-

28-

20-
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Kizinca birseyleri atip kirarim

Mutsuz oldudum zaman problemlerimi
kendim halletmekten hoslanirim.

Tanimadigim biriyle karsilasinca o
insanin benden iistiin oldugunu diigii-

riim.

istedigim seyler i¢in basarili bir
sekilde miicadele ederim

Dostluk kurmakta ve dostluklarim
siirdiirmekte zorluk ¢ekerim.

Isler kotii gidince gok ﬁéﬁlﬁyorum.

Diinyanin iyi ve mutlu bir yer oldu-
gunu diigliniiyorum.

Sacma seyler yapan insanlarla alay
ederim.

Annemin benimle ¢ok ilgilenmesinden
hoslaniyorum.

Iyi bir insan oldugumu diigiiniiyor ve
baskalarinin da &yle diigiinmesini is-
tiyorum.

Basarisiz bir insan oldugumu diigiinii-
yorum.

Aileme onlary sevdigimi gdstermek
benim i¢in kolaydir.

Bir an keyifli ve neseli, bir an ke-
derli ve mutsuz oluyorum.

Benim i¢in diinya mutsuz bir yer.

Kizdifim zaman surat asiyorum.

BENIM ICIN BENIM ICIN

DOGRU DOGRU DEGIL
Hemen Higbir
Hemen Zaman
Her Nadiren Dogru

Zaman Bazen

Dogru Degil




30-

31-

32-

33-

34—

35-

36—

37-

38~

39-

40-

41-

42—
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Zorlandigim zaman baskalarinin beni
cesaretlendirmesinden hoglanirim,

Xendinden oldukga memnunum; .

Yapmayi denedigim birgok seyi yapa-
madigimi hissediyorum.

Sevdigim birine karsi hislerimi gts-
termek bana zor geliyor.

Kolay kolay kizmam veya iiziilmem

Diinyay:x tehlikeli bir yer olarak go-
riyorum.

Hiddetimi kontrol etmekte zorluk
cekiyorum.

Canim acidifi veya hasta oldugumda
anne babamin {istiimde titremelerin-
den hoslanirim.

Kendimden memnun degilim.

Yaptigim seylerde bagarili oldugumu
hissediyorum.

Dostlarima onlari gercekten sevdifi-
mi gostermek benim i¢in kolaydir.

Zor problemler karsisinda kolaylikla
huzursuz oluyorum.

Hayat benim igin iyi bir sey.

BENIM ICIN
DOGRU

BENIM ICIN
DOGRU DEGIL

Hemen
Hemen
Her
Zaman  Bazen

Higbir
Zaman
Nadiren Dogru
Dogru Desil
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APPENDIX 3- Goriigme

A.

Anne Kurallara

Annenizin size koydugu kurallar ve kisitlamalar hakkinda, size yapmaniza

misaade ettifi ve etmedigi geyler iizerine fikir edinmek istiyorum.

.

Annenizin size bir sey yapmanizi sSyvledigi zaman bu sdylenen seyi yap-

mak zorunda misiniz, degil misiniz?
1. Hemen hemen hi¢ (Nadiren veya higc bir zaman)
2, Bazen ama sik degil {arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman, genellikle veya her zaman

Anneniz sizi her aksam zorla eve sokuyor mu veya zorla her gee ayni
saatte yatafa yatiriyor mu ?

1. Hemen hemen hi¢ (veya hig¢ bir zaman)

2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman, genellikle veya her zaman

Anneniz size evde zorla isler yaptiriyor mu? (@rnegin ¢Op dokme, oda-
nizi temizleme gibi)

1. Hemen hemen hic (nadiren veya hi¢ bir zaman)

2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3., Hemen hemen her zaman

Anneniz yemekte tabaginizdaki her seyi bitirmenizi zorluyor mu?
1. Hemen hemen hi¢ (nadiren veya hig¢ bir zaman)
2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman

Anneniz sizin kardeslerinizle (erkek veya kiz), arkadaglarinizla bo-
gusmaniza izin veriyor mu?

1. Hemen hemen hi¢ (nadiren veya hi¢ bir zaman)

2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman



6- Anneniz evde giiriiltii yapmaniza izin veriyor mu, verir mi? TS ANKY
1. Hemen hemen hi¢ (nadiren veya hi¢ bir zaman) ‘ va s
2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir) ~ |

3. Hemen hemen her zaman (genellikle veya her zaman)

B. Kurala Zorlamak Icin Metod

$imdi size bu kurallari uyguladiginiz zaman annenizin ne yaptiZinil sormak

istiyorum.

7- (Sebep) Yapmaniz gerektigi geyi size a¢iklamayi deniyor veya onu yap-
manizl zorluyor mu?
1. Hemen hemern hig
2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman her zaman

8- Sizden yapilmasi beklenen seyi yapmayinca size vurur ya da dover mi?
1. Hemen hemen hig
2. Bazen ama sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman veya her zaman

9- Sizden beklenen seyi yapmadifiniz zaman sizi kiigiimseyerek azarliyor
mu?
1. Hemen hemen hig
2.Bazen fakat sik degil (arada bir)

3. Hemen hemen her zaman veya her zaman
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APPENDIX 4- Background Data Schedule

A. Cocuk Hakkinda Bilgi

Bu boliim aragtirmaya katilan cocuk hakkinda bilgi di¢indir.

1. Isim:

2. Cinsiyet:

3. Dogum giinii: Ay. Giin Yil

4, Yas (Son dogum giiniindeki yas1)

5. Egitim: Su anda kaginci sinifta (Eger okumuyorsa son okudugu sinif)

. Birinci
. Tkinci
. Ugﬁncﬂ

1
2
3
4. Dérdiincii
5. Besinci
6

. Diger (belirtiniz)
B. Anne Hakkinda Bilgi

Bu b8liim anne veya birinci sirada gelen kadin bakici (eger varsa) tara-

findan tamamlanacak.

1. Qocukla olan yakinligi nedir?
1. Anne
2. Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz) __
2, Dogum Tarihi
3. Yas (Son dogum giiniiniizde ka¢ yagindaydiniz?)
4. Egitim: En yiiksek okul diplomaniz nedir?
1.Egitim yok
2, Okur-yazar
3. Ilkokul Mezunu
4, Orta Okul Mezunu
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— 5. Lise ve dengi
6. Yiiksek Okul
7. Yiksek Lisans ve Ustii
5- Is: Su anda galisiyor musunuz?
. Calismiyor, is ariyor
. Galigmiyor, is aramiyor
. Yaram giin calisiyor

. Tam giin ¢alisiyor

AT

. Diger

(Galisiyorsa sorunuz)

6- Ne tiir bir igte galisiyorsunuz?

Serbest

1.

2. Memur
3. Emekli
4,

Yarim giin galisiyorsaniz, ne tiir bir isde galisivorsunuz
(belirtiniz)

7- Mesleginizi belirtiniz (Varsa)

oo
1

Nigin ¢alisiyorsunuz? (belirtiniz)

O
I

Evin toplam iiyeleri: Evde beraber basadiginiz insanlarin listesini ya-
pin ve sizinle olan baglarini belirtin.

' Size
Isim Son Dogum Giiniindeki Yasi Cinsiyet Yakinlis:i Geliri

i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

10- Evlilik durumunuzu belirtiniz
1. Bvli ve kocasiyla yasiyoer
2. Bosanmis
3. Dul

11- Ka¢ ¢ocujunuz var?
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12- Cocugunuzla en ¢ok kim ilgileniyor?
1. Siirekli ben ilgileniyorum
2. Ben ve babasi birlikte ilgileniyoruz
3. Biiyiikannesi ilgileniyor
4

. Bakica ilgileniyor
C. Baba Hakkinda Bilgi

Bu b6lim c¢ocugun babasi hakkinda bilgi i¢indir (veya ¢ocufun hayatindaki

onemli erkek kisi)

1- Cocugun babasi veya onemli erkek kisi normal olarak ¢ocukla ayni evde
Ri oturuyor?
1. Hayar
2. Evet
2- Egitim ve Tahsil Derecesi Nedir?
1. Egitim yok
2. Okur yazar
3. Ilkokul mezunu
4, Orta Okul Mezunu

. Lise ve dengi
. Universite/Yiiksek Okul

7. Yiiksek Lisans ve Ustii

[S AN

3- Babanin isi: Babanin is durumunu belirtiniz.
1, Issiz, is ariyor
2. Yarim giin galisiyor
3. Tam giin ¢alisiyor
4. Diger (belirtiniz)



APPENDIX 5- Mother,
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Name (¥.D.)

Child, and Adult Parq Scoring Sheet

Date
Warmth/Aff Agz/Host leg/Indif Red (undif)
1 2 3 y
5 b 1%
8_ 9 10 11
12 13 1u®
5 16 17 18
19 20 21%
22 23 24 25
26 27 . 28%
29 . 30 31 32
33 _ 3 35%
35 27 38 39
4o L1 MQ*____d_
b3 unﬂ______ 45____*__ 4B
87 48 4g*
50 1 52_____~__ £3 __
s4
25 56
57 .
58 59
50
L WA I A/H T N/I T R(u) ;;&otal PARQ
(61-62) (63-6L) (65-6€) (67-68) Scere

e
=

Reverse sccring reguired

(62-71)

®% Total PARQ = sum of all four scales, with entire warmth scals reverse scors
(To reverse score the warmth scale, subtract the warmth scale-score from 1%

Note. If more than one version of the PARQ is qsea, circle on each scoring she
WheTher responses there refer to the Mother, Child, or Adult PARQ.
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