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'T'he purpose of the present study is to provide supporting 

evidence for the construct validity of the 'furkish 

Pe.rental Acceptance Questionnaire (PARQ) which gives inforlll.ation 

about the child;;3 perception ot the way his/her mother treats 

him./her. The original instnunent was developed by Rohner, Saavedra 

and Granum in. 1980. The instrument consists of four subscales 

jncluding a total of 60 item.s. These subs cales are l)warm.th 

2)aggression-hostili ty 3 )indif terence-neglect -1) lmdiff erentlated 

rejection. 

The reliability coefticients ot the ins t rumen t we r e 

calculated by Polat (1988) and in order to assess its const.ruct 

w.o.lidity, in the present study, the relationship of perceived 

ptHental rejection and some outcome variables and percelved 

parental at.titudes ~iI"ere investigated. The instruments T,o.T[lich were 

1 Piers Htnris Children' 3 Sell Concept Scale (WIFAl!) 

2. Stat.e 'l'ralt Anxiety InventorY,Trait }mxiety Scale (STAI) 

3. Chlldren's Attributional Style Questionnaire «(ASQ) 
! 

4.. AcadeIflic Achievem.ent 

To 8.BSe53 perceived parental 8. t ti tude3, f i ye fact.ors of Parental 

At titude Rf..:~;earcl:l In5 trnment (PARI) F1 : Overprotec t.ion, 

DemocracY,F3: ReJectIon ot hom.elli.ti.king role, F4: l1arital conflict, 

f5 Strict diSCIpline were utIlIzed. 

3''1'1 IlYile5 and! emale.3 were takes t rOIll nine high schools in 

IstanlH..ll, each three representing low, middle and upper middle 

SES. 



The scores on PARQ were divided into four groups to for~ 

dIfferent levels of perceived rejection. The relationship of four 

levels of perceived rejection and other variables was computed by the 

use of one way ANOVA statistics. 

The ANOVA results showed that the children who score higher on 

PARQ were tound to score significantly higher on Tredt Anxiety Scale, 

Children's Attributional Style Questionnaire, PARI F3 (rejection of 

hOJ.il.eJliaking role), PARI F4 (marital conflict) and PARI F5 (strict 

di;jcipline) tt..an those who score lower. 

In addition, the children who score higher on P.ARQ were found to 

score signif icantly lower on 1) Piers Harris Chj.ldren's Self Concept 

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

No significant relationship was found between perceived 

overprotection and perceived reject_ion. T-test results and Pearson 

Corre 18. tion ('oeft i.Cl ent.,3 supported these findings. 

Additict)."'J.l support for the conceptual validity came from the 

f.~ctor 8.nalysi3 results l\lhich showed thB.t the i tem.s clustered into t.IW 

factol"s -which call be read.:ily nam.ed warmth and rejection when the it.ems 

are investigi:tted closely. 

For the relia,bility test retest. coefficients over an in.terval of 

two or three lfleeks v1ere fOlm.d. to be .70 for the total scale 3core. 

Internal C01l31stency WB.3 Et.3Se33Cd throlil;rhCronbact!' s Alpha Coeft icient 

which came out to be ,°5 .. fo.r th~_" t .. '}t-~.· 1J. -c:~le <>Q 1t'1' . t rrt""-l 7 •• l~ c.\ ::; ,.....,. v. ... ;f t: J.. a:) 1.,. em <;J ."~' .. 



correlations which r5.p..ged between .34 and .67 except f or two i telAs, 

28 and 50 which are recoIlllJlended to be deleted from. t.he questionnaire 

uS they had very Iml ltem. total correlations. 

'I'he~e results gave support for the conceptual validit.y and 

reliability of the child PARQ. 



flu call~lAarnn a:m.aC1 COCUgl..Ul annesiyle olan ili~kisini 118_S11 

o.lglladlg1.nl. olcen Aile Kabul ve Reddetme OlCegi Tlirkce formunlUl yaPl 

gecerligini destekleyen veriler s8,glamakt1r _ Bu 6l~;egill as11 Rohner. 

Saavedra ve Gr8.num (1980) tarat1ndan geli~t.irilll.i.i~tir. Olcek toplam 60 

maddeden me)uana ge1en dort alt olcekten olu~ur_ 

1) Sevgi 2) Saldlrganllk ve Kin 3) 11gisizlik ve ihm.a1 

<1) .A.yn~t1rllT!laI/ll.:;' Redtietme 

Ol.yegin gu.Yenirlik kat;~aYl1an Polat (1988) taraf1ndan saptan.llll;; 

ve ~imdiki cal.l~I!l.8da olr;e\}in yaP1 gecerliligini sapta:m.ak icin I;OCU}~ 

tarat lnd8_n alg11anan reddedilme ill..; baglant111 degi;iken1erin 

il1$k11e1i ar8~tlrllml~tlr. flu degi~kenleri 61gen 61ceklerden bazllarl 

~unlardlf _ 

1) Piers Han is' in t;ocuklarda 6z Kavraml Ol~:eqi 

2) Durumluk-Sllrekli KaY91 Envant.erL Surekli Kaygl Skalasl 

3) t;ocuklarda bYren_i..lml~ (;aresizli}( 01cegi 

~) ),},adem1K Ba~an 

.Alg11anan alle J:w'f[itl tutumlarUll olpl.ek ilzere Aile F..aY8_tl Tut.u.!.ll 

()lceginHl F'aktljr 1: A;HIl Koruyuculuk, Ftl_ktbr 2.Demokrasi. 

Faktor 3: Annt~nin Ev Kadu:dl(ll RolUni.i ReddetIlle3L FakU:'r 4: Aile iei 

(a tl~l\l.a, fakter 5: SIt! Baskl ve lJisiphn Boyutlafl kullanl1rll.l~tll-. 

344 hE ve erkekten olu.;san orneklelll. crrutm. 8;,a(Il. orta ve orta 

l.btu SOS'TO eleOt!r.,I"'l· k Sevl· ye 1 "'.r-l· te'A"':l-l ed -n d k k 1-1 ,-l J - -., .... - • ....... ....- . e 0 UZ O.U I~an lll.eY'..tana 

iJ e 11lli~ t i r _ 



PARQ skorlarl dbrt gruba boltinmti~ ve dort larkll seviyede 

algllanan reddedil:m.e grubu olu;;turulm.U;itUr. Bu dort degi~ik seviyedeki 

reddedilme lIe diger degi~kenlerin ill~kileri tek ybnlu varyans 

analiziyle i~leTfte 30kulm.u~tur. 

ANOVA sOHw;lar1, PARQ da ytiksek sonuclar alan clljrencilerin 

Surel{!l Y.ayql Skalasl, <;ocuklarda Ogrenilmi$ (aresizlik OlCegL PARI 

Annenin ve Ev Kadlnll{p. Roltinu Reddetmesi, Aile tei (at1~ma ve 51k1 

Baskl ve Disiplin a1 t boyutlarlndan anlaIllll bir ;lekilde yilksek 

skorlar aldlklarlnl g63termi~tir. 

BUlla. e}c olarak .. PARQ dan yUk::.ek sonuclar alan ogrencilerin Piers 

Harri::. c;;ocuklanl8. 6z KaVralf!.l 61cegL PARI Demokr8.5i alt. boyutu ve 

Al:adem.ik Ba;taf1da 8.nlaml1 018.r8.k du~Uk 30mlclar aldlklar1 gClri.nmu~tur. 

PARI '&$lr1 Koruyuculu.'< al t boyutlarl ile PARQ skorlar1 araslnda 

8.nlamll bi.r ili~ki bulunalilB.IIl.1$, bu sonucu t-testi ve Pearson carpulllar 

katsaYIsl de. de::.t.eklemi$tir. 

Yapl gec;:erligine ba~ka bir destek ise !akt6r an.alizinden 

.;;elmi$tir. fakt.br o.nalizinde maddelerin iki f8J.:t6rde k1lrllelendikleri 'Ie 

maddeler yaklndall incelendiginde bu faktorlerin kabul ve reddedilme 

yekltnde l::HI!tlendirHebilec:ekleri gorlllmu;;tl!r. 

Guveni.rlik call~malarlnd8. > iki Uc hat tallk bir aradan sonra test. 

tekrar test katsaYlsl .70 olarak sapta.nm.l;1, iC tutarllk icin 

kullanllan Cronbacl1 Alpha katsaYlsl .95 olarak bulun.m.u;>tur. 11adde 

11rtan }~orehuqonl8.n 28 'Ie 50 no1u JlJ.addeler dlfolnda ,31 ve .67 

tHaslnda degl~mi~, 28 ve 50 nolu JAaddelerill l\(!relasyonl~.rl d{.l~i,ik 

oldtl!Ju ll;tn ol;;:ek: ten Clkartllmt.:t.l{}rl tav31ye ed.llmektedn. 

flu 5OJiU~:lar tjl~eOin gecerlH; 'Ie gtWen1rl1~ini (leBtekle.m.i~t.lr. 



1_ llI'l'RODOCTIOH 

Falliily is the primary institution ir. which socialization and the 

process of humanization takes place (Bower, 1972). The growing 

acknotlledge.ment of the eft ect of parental behaviour on the personali t.y 

growth and developlli.ent of the of t spring revealed that the parents are 

the most ::dgnif ica.nt people during childhood and all human beings have 

a need to receive p05itive response frolll them. It is a need to be 

loved. valued and cared for (Hjelle and Ziegler. 1981). Pa.rents vary 

in how openly, intense1y or frequently they express their affection 

towards their children, yet the need for pos.itive response that is 

essentia 1 f or normal development does not vary and withdrawal of 

affection is by itself Bufficient to produce negative effects on t.he 

ftmctioning of the person Olague, 1987; Roi.lDer, 1975. 1986). Studte.s 

pertainin(1 to the eft ects of the nega tlve parenta.l beM.viours reveal a 

diversity of negative out-cow.es. Tl.lese negative outcomes can range fl·oIfJ. 

academic problems. 3tuttering or low self esteelll to more serious 

b!':havi 01"6.1 proble-N.s (Rot1l1er, 1975, 1980a, 1980b, 1986). 

The field of counseling intends to help the grovlth and self 

&,ctualization ot the individuals. Efforts of primary prevention focus 

on reu.ctlin.g large munber of indt viduals bef ore problems occur and main 

t8.rget:~ of the;::;e eft orts M.ve been children, so tt.lat they Ctl.fl groTII up 

into effectively fl..ffictioning adults. For the In8.intenance of healthy 

parent child inter1':u::tions .. educt:l tional prograue3 and policies need to 

be developed (BoweL 1972.: Rappaport. 1977). In order to minimize the 

negatlve eUects of parental tlf~11f:.1viour3 which cause psyctwlogical 

i.llpalrJnent in the child, cone. trU\~ti ve intervention ;:itra tegies need to 

be developed. 



2 

The initIal step to achieve these goals is to have valid assessment 

tools. In terms of parental behaviour, acceptance rejection dimension 

bas been proposed as a crOS3 cuI turally valid construct elll.bracir.u;r a 

vide l"an.qe ot phenomena (Rormec 1975 1980a, 1980b, 1986). Yet 

elll.pric6.1 work in this area is limited in Tur:-~ey since there is no 

valId tool measurip..g parental acceptance rejection (Ram.azan, 1988). 

Parental Acceptance-Hejection Questionnaire (PARQ) which was developed 

b}7 Rohn.er, Saavedra and Granum in 1980, was translated into 'l\lrkish by 

Polo. t (1988) and its reliabilit.y coeft icients were calculated, The 

purpose of the pre;;ent :3tudy vlas to establish the v.to,lidi t.y of the PARQ 

th1.·OU(lh const.ruct vdlidity techniques. In terms of reliability of the 

'I\lrki3h t orlit, internfJ.l consistency and item stability THas assessed. 



II _ BA.Ct.GROmID MID SURVEY 01 L:rr£RATURE 

A. P3ychologlcal Abu3e 

3 

Ctllld maltreatment has always been an issue that received public 

attention. Though the literature on child abuse and neglect dates 

back to ancient Greeks, it is a veri table newcomer to tbe field of 

eBLpirical investigaUofl. The recognition of child abuse in the 

scientific circles starts with the publication of Henry Kempe's 

falllous work in 1962 yhere he used the term "Battered Child Syndrome" 

tor the first time. TIns famous paper described the conditions of 

children who receive serious physical injuries from. their parents, 

evoking great concern and interest. Following this, numerious studies 

tocu3e,j on physical abuse and efforts emphasized prevention ttnd 

Inten7entlon (Lynch, 1985, RadbilL 1987). 

In the last decades, 

prof ession.al awarenes3 shit ted 

children UJarrison, 1987). 

with the help of media, public and 

from phY3ical abu3e to sexual abuse of 

Emotlon.al abuse \;Tf1S the latest focus of inquiry in the field of 

child Ill.cdtreatment The lack ot essential love, care, attention and 

reli.1. t.ed behavi ours by the parents and resul taut neg8. ti ve beh8.Yiour and 

;3 ta. t.e of their cflildren 13 covered m1der the heading of psycliolcu;rical 

ll!.alt rea tIl1ent or emotional abuse. Emotional abu5e accoillpanie5 other 

!OJ:!Il3 of abuse or It can occur singly. 

rrhOl..lJ;rh eIil.otion.al abuse is potent.ially more destructive tt13.11 other 

f O[:w,B of llk.'1.1 trea tlllent, the inadequacy of defini bOllS blocked t.he 

I)[o!:ne3s in resea.rch. Recently, operational def ini t.iol1s have been 

formulated and different theoretical perspectives were developed 

(Bra358.rd, Germain and H~.rL 19E:7). 
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llany different definitions of abuse l-Tere formulated by 

psychologists and legal authori ties. One of the IIlost popular 

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

emotional abuse as: 

"'J'ne acts or 0IIl1S310n DY a parent or guaralan tnat are )uagea 

oy a Tnxt-ure or COU11..111 ty values and prof essional expertise 

to be ina.pproprit\te and dama.ging" (1) 

Based on the definitions developed the International Conference on 

Psychological Abuse of Children and Youth and their ref inement by a 

wide variety of parties and organizations, a filial list which 

classifled a.cts of lllal t.rea tment was formed. The ca te(Jories of 

l!li9.1 trea.tIrl.ent and 301l1e behavioural examples are as follows: 

Rejecticlq. To refuse to recognize the value of the child, to 

decline to e.ccept, to discard as useless or tUlsatisfactory. 

Examples: actively refusing to help the child, t.reating a 

child differently from siblings or peers in ways that ShOVl 

dislike for the child. 

Deglading. To reduce f rom a higher to lower degree, 

deprecia tlng the child ';5 accomplishnlents. Examples: To use 

deragatory adjectives for the cbild, publicly hUllliliatinq and 

bellttllT1(L puttin'J interior labels on tbe cl1illj. 

(1) Br8.33a.:rd, HR., Genaain, R. Ha.rt, S.N. (Ed.s.) (1987) . 

P~ychologlcal J.Il.alt rea tlllent of children and yout.h . New York: 

Pergamon PreBs (p.6) 
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TerroriziIlq: To intimidate, to crea te an a tmospbere of fear 

tind. violence, Examples: Threa tenil;'J to physically burt or 

kill. to verbally assault, or forcing the cbild to watcb 

violence directed to people signif icant to him/her, to put 

the child in double bind situations by presenting 

inconsistent demands ,to leave a YOlillg child unattended by an 

adult. 

15olating: To place apart, to seperate the child from other 

people. Examples: to lock up in a closet for lonq periods of 

time, not permittir~ the child to have relationships with 

peers. keeping the child f rom school or play wi th friends to 

perform household duties. 

Corrupt:i..ng: To misspcialize, to force the child into 

antisocial behaviour=:, to maladapt to social needs. Examples: 

To reinforce behaviours that degrade other races or ethnic 

groups.. en.couraging drug e.n.d alcohol use, teaching and 

reinforcirw aggressive and delinquent bet~viours. 

!xploitinq: Using f or one's benef it. to take advantage of 

the child tor one's mm needs. Examples: Keeping the child at. 

hOme as a 5c:rvant, exposing the child to pornography, 

InvolvinrJ the clnld with prostitution. 

Denyinq hutlonal Re3p~ivene35: Not providing adequate 

nUl turance and aft ectlon Failing to prQ~!ide sensitive, 

ret.ponsi ve cctteg 1 Vltlg EXct1Jlples: l1echani.s tl c handling ot the 

ChIld. avoiding the child's 8. t tempts to interact.. Denying 
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elilotional respon:Hvenes3 refers to passively ignoring the child's 

emotional needs as opposed to active rejecting (Brassard et. a1., 

1987) . 

Adultityinq: To put unreasonable demands on the child, to expect 

success above the cttild's capacity, to give inappropriate 

responsibilities for :his/her age,to have high expectations that 

the child C8.lmot meet (Finkelhor and Korl:.in, 1988). 

Anotfler effort to develop definitions ot em.otional abuse came from 

Bailey and Bailey (1986) lITho conducted a project which inclu.ded 207 

protecUve service practitioners living in five differe.nt state~; in 

the U.S.A. Tfie respondents ,were asked to: 

- develop statem.ents of maltreatment 

- categorize these statements 

indica te if any psychological or legal service is nece3:::ary for 

that particular parent child interaction. 

The results can be tnmslated into spesitic parental actions and a 

list is provided below. 

1. The parent falls to pro'llde nurturance and attacb.laent. 

2. The pt1rent trea.ts tile child differently trGIll other siblings; 

con;nstently punishe3, critIcIzes, gi ves ~ e'fer l-c!iolards or praise 

to lum/her. 

:3 The parent hd3 high expectations trom t.he child whict! are above 

Ius/her l'wrmal abilities and pl.mi.shes, criticiz~f.; tl1e child 

vlflen s/lle does not meet that. level 
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-1 The parent e:<plC,l b the ctnld by forcing tr!e child to perf o rill 

difficult household tasks, an.d take care of the parent. 

5. The parent ignores the child I s need for physical clo3enes~;; 

expresses no affection. 

o Tl1e parent conruses t.tle 3exual laent.J.ty or rne cnlla DY 

treating or teasing him/her tt.3 if s/he were from. the opposite 

sex. 

7. The parent does not shm\T stability and predicUbility about. 

what is expected from the child. 

8. The parent exposes the child to maladaptive influences and 

forces the child to be involved in it.. 

9. The parent exp0f..es the child to malada.ptive influences a.nd 

allows the child. to be involved in it. 

10 The pe.rent ritiicules and belittles the child. 

11. The parent exposes tL~ child to pornographic materials by 

force. 

12. The perent allo~;j the chtld to watch pornographic m8.tertals. 

13. The p8.rent threatens the child excessively and uses 

psychological pu~nishment. 

l't The custodial parent does not allow the chill1 to develop 

a ttf.tChJ1Jell.t and visit the other parent. 

15. The parent refuses to have any professional help for the 

ChIld':3 probleJns and torbi:js the child to receive tlny cOlU"lselin'J 

As can be seen, these acts (of maltreatment can be categorized 

willer the seven categorizes t.fluch were mentioned earlier. In addItion 

to UH;: ':1, t temp t:3 of det ining emotiont.l.l abut-a.. dif f erent theoreti.cal 

per E;pecti ve:; l"ere develuped CRo3enberg an Germb.in, 19137). One of rnhictl 

15 the PtHerHal AGC~pt8.nc~ ReJeCtlon Theory (F'A.~) (ROlmec 1980n). 
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B. PARDffAL ACClTTJ\NC£ REJECTIO}1 THEORY (PART) 

PART is a theory of emotional abuse that attempts to predict the 

mEl.jor consequences ot parental acceptance and rejection for 

beha.viouraL cogniti ve and emotiof.Jfil development of children. The 

theory 13 based on the phylogenetic per3pective which tries to 

esta.blish empirically derived principles ot specieswide regularities 

(unlversal~) ot hUJilan behaviour. Theref ore the main assumption 

Uf.lderlying the theory is that. human beings all around the "rorllj have 

a need to receIve 1rarmth t rOIl!. the people important to them. This need 

is inlHH~ent in all hUIlR1n beings regardless of culture, race.. physical 

type, 30C181 cle.53, 18.nguage, geographic region or other limiting 

condItIons TIli8 need i5 phylogenetically acqu.ire1j through evolution. 

PART predlct3 tr.l.a.t withdrawal of parental acceptance will lead to 

nelJatlve outcomes (Rohner, 1975,1986). 

1. 'l'he COD.<j:truct of PtHentiil Accej}tan.ce-Rejection 

Parentctl acceptanCt and reJectIon is the ~ro.nii.th dimension of 

parenting Part'Ilta.l wafmtfl IS a t,ipolar dimension that htl.s acceptance 

on on.e end and reJection on th.e other end. Every individuEtl can be 

plaCf.":1. 3 ome1ciliere on tins hypothetical continuum because everyone 

recelve~:; llJ0re or less 'ATarm.th trom his/her parents (Sa.laJll.8., 1987; 

If;:.i~me _ 19':J? " It3.1em;;:u·l , 19i36). 

P6.renUll 1..:)v(; and .sHeetion finds its expression in t.wo major 

(yuys, physic;:il and verbal. \yarmth can .be shown physically through 

}dssing, hold.ing. f ondlir:u] _ caressing, smiling, hugging and the like. 

On ttw uther hL\ud, expreSSions of verbal rl1tlf]u.t.h consist of stwinq nice 

t.hii.ifJ t"i, cOlll.pli1l.entillY or praising. In other words, wa.rmt.h (:&.n be 
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expre~sed through all forms of behaviour:>. that. give the message t.o a 

child that he is loved and cared tor. 

On the other hand, rejection in PART, is defined as absence or 

withdrawal of acceptance and warmth. In the theory, rejection is 

postulated to take t.hree different forms; hostility-aggression, 

indif ference-neglect and tmdif f erentia ted rej ection. Hostility ref ers 

to the int.ernal feelings of en:m.ity, resentment and anger toward the 

child. Hostility Tfli'J.y shorN itself behaviourally in forms of verbal and 

physical 8.ggres::~ion. Aggression ref ers t.o behaviours t.ha t. aim. 8. t 

physically or psychologically hurting another person. Physical 

aggression includes behaviours like pinching, shaking, hitting, 

pU3hing, bitinr,J, scalding, burning, scratching. tying u.p and the like. 

Verbal aggression includes sarcasm, cursing, belittling, scapegoatil'4', 

.1enigratinq and the like. 

Indifference IS sl.1D.ply not showing concern for the child which 

.uw.y show i t.self as neglect in behavioural f o rIll. Physical or 

psychological nonavailibiliy of t.he parent can reveal itself in form.s 

of emctlone.l unresponsiveness and distance or failing t.o attend t.o t.he 

Illedical and physical needs of the child. 

Urlljifferentiated rejection refers to tbe child's feelings of 

reJ ection without I.:t dJ.scriroination of parental behaviour as either 

neglect or 8.g9 resstol1, but the child 's glol::.al feelings of being 

ur.lloved. 
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In PART, rejection is viewed from the perspective of t.he child, rather 

than measuring the observable parental behaviour objectively (Rohner, 

1986). J:1any researchers today believe that parental behaviour effects 

the child's developlIl.ent to the extent and in the form he perceives it 

(Herzberger ,Potts a.nd Dillon, 1985) so it is not the event itself, but 

the interpret.a tion of it that determi:::'s the impact on the individual 

(Ney, Hoore, lie Phee and TroughL 1986). For this reason, in t.he ... 

theory subjective experiences of the individua.ls are emphasized. -------- .. , ... 

2. PART 8.3 an ~tiODdl Abu:Je 'lheory 

The conceptualization of parental accepta.nce and rejection 

embraces, to a. great extent, psychological child abuse and neglect 

definitions. PART encompasses the categories of rejecting, degrading 

terrori.zing, isolating, adultifying and denying emo t.i ona 1 

respon~n veness wbile leaving exploiting and corrupting out. The 

detinitlon!l of child abuse a:nd neglect can change from froIll one nation 

to it.nother, iroH! cuI ture to culture, \Jhereas PART comes along with 

tIie unIversalist approach which tries to establish principles for all 

human beIngs. Allot-her dif terence IS, tha t ~50IIle det ini t.ions of 

pElychologiull child abuse and neglect solely rely on the parentB.I 

behnviouc ,j:Lnegarding t.he perceptiQ;t;ls ot t.he child. PART, on the 

other hand.. tth-lays relies on the subjective perceptions of the 

cl111dren (Rohner, 1986). 

Re.:;ea!:ch Oll out.comes of parental rejection and EtSStS3I1lents of 

Chlld abuse f:!Jl\j neglect ~hm~ 5iIDn~rities. 

reJection hh3 consist.ent negative 
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a great dlverslty, PART focuses on a limited constellations of 

personality clw.r:8.cteristic3. To be more specific, PART 8.sserts that 

reJected children everywhere will tend to be more hostile and 

aggressive, more dependent and "Yith a more impaired self esteem than 

accepted children. Rejected chlldren are also expected to be more 

eruoti01l8.11y unstable, emotionally unresponsive and have a negative 

"lOrld view These predictions were supported by numerous research 

findinl;.!3 (Rohner. 1980b; Salama .. 1987; Haque, 1987; Kit-ahara, 1987; 

Polat, 1988). 

Herrenkohl and Herrenkohl (1981) defining psycholo':]ical 

mal trea tment 8.S parental rej ection, m.ental cruelty and terrorizinq 

found that the subjects were ~.uff ering t rom Im1 f rust.8.tion t.olerance 

B.nd aggres3ion (cited in Bras36.rd et. a1., 1987). Aber and Zigler 

(1981) and Fontana (1973)· report tfJ.8.t abused and neglected children 

frequer .. tly become 8.nxiou5, aggre.3;:d.ve and hostile. Their aggression 

can be 111t.erna1ized which manifests itself in self destructiveness, 

depres::noll, tlVoidance of socializing with people and pa3sivity. 

Children who extern.t~lize tend to be impulsive, overactive, violent 

toward ot.her people an.d environifient 8.nd disobedient (Cl t.elj in 

Garba.rino, GuttJllan.'a anj Seeley, 1986). 

Ner.vell 0934, 1936) tmd ZiDilll.erIilann (1931) u5ing neglect, 

Clverprotectlon and jnconsistent di;~cipline as the criteria of maternal 

rejectlo!l, found feelings ot insecurity, le33 stable and more 

aggre~~ive tn:;llt.wiourB in th.e reJected children then tl1e control~. 
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Knight (1933) compared the mao ternal at ti tudes of subm.issi ye and 

aggressive children. He found that maternal attitudes tended to be 

overprotectiye for submissive children and rejective tor aggresive 

children (cited in Rad},e, 1945). 

Green (1978) exaJllined 60 abused, 30 neglected and 30 control 

children. Abused and neglected groups were found to have poor impulse 

controL low self esteem., aggressiye behaviours and school related 

problelils and poor academic perf ormance (cited in Browne and SaqL 

1989) . 

11artin and Beezley (1977) studied 50 abused children; oyer half 

of these children were described as having low self esteem, hostile 

and socially L:iOlated (cited in Lynch, 1988). 

Egeland, Sroufe and. Erickson (1983) in their longitudinal st,.lIiy, 

found that young children who tad been exposed to abusive and 

neglect.ful acts by their parents, showed Imv self esteem, school 

related adJust~ent proble~s.lack of affection for mother, less 

persist.ence in learning tasks, distractibility 8.nd noncompliance 

(CIted in Brassard et al .. 1987). 

Starkey (i 980) examined t.he rela tionsip of achievement and 

pa.rent8.1 relectlol1 on 220 ~chool c:hildren. He found that. achieveJUent 

t e':Jt scores as 1Ile11 8S grade point averages changed directly wi tb the 

children's perceptions ot parental warm.th.TIle c11ildren who perceived 

their parent5 8.B acceptin'J; perf ormed tletter on both 1JleaSUre3 Cit 

6.cadeullc success (Cl ted ill Rohner, 19BOb). 
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Aber and Allen (1987) found that maltreated children 

demonstrated significantly less readiness to learn which referred 

to low effectan.ce motivation and cognitive maturity (cited in 

AWJoustinos, 1987). l1B.ny abused children show overall poor 

performance, are underachieving in 8.11 areas and very frequently 

3how delays in speech development (Lynch, 1978). 

Kent (1976) reported that in his sample which was :made up of 

three groups namely abused, neglected and control groups, 53% of 

the abused group, 82% ot the neglected group and 28% of the 

controls were doin!] below average or failing work at school. 

Furtl1enilore, IQ scores revealed that 78% of the neglected children 

and 41% of the a.bused children halj IQs less than or equal to 89 

(cite,j in Brmme and SaqL 1989). 

Causal at.tribution3 play a ma.jor role in the individual t s 

f eelinqs of gaIning a sense of meaning, coherence, predictibili ty 

and control in tbeir ,wrld (Stricklan(L 1989). Rejected children 

attribute their painful and lUlple8.sant family experiences to the 

e53ence of lite and universe «~rbarino, Guttmann and Seeley, 

1986) 'I'berefore reJecte.:l children are characterized by a negative 

T~Torld view tI.nd. pe5S:1.m..1.3!ll (Rohnel-, 1986). 

Barat.6.1. W':'1tenllan and l1arlin (1981) reported that abused 

crnldren were fowld to attribute the caU3es of events to external 

torcej 5ignitlcdntly more than the nona.bu.selj cbildren. They had 

little confilience in ttAeir pm·ler to shape their experiencej, 

e5pecially the lJnplea~8nt 8.nd t rU5t.ra ting 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. l'act.o£5 Related to Parental Acceptance am Rejection and/or 

EaotiODfll AbU3e 

In this 5ection, the factors that are related to parental 

abuse and neglect will be discussed. 

There 

parents are 

punish.lllent 

is considerable empirical evidence that abusive 

more likely to have experienced aggression, physical 

B.nd/or emotional maltreatment during their own 

childhood than nonabusive parents. Abusing parents lea.rn their 

child rearlng techniques from their own parents. These parents can 

not .5 !i 0 \>1 aft ec tion to theil," children as they had not received it 

themselves. Hence, the rejection cycle is perpetuated (Rohner, 

1980b, 1986, Belsky, 1980; Berger. 1983a; Bergec1.983b;tJarbarino 

et 801. ,1986; Kita.hara, 1987; Tricket t and SusIil8.n, 1989; Stern, 1989) . 

Di::;;brO\;¥ et 3.1. (1977) tm.md that <:tbusing mothers fl8.Ve lower 

self estee1l1 8.nd Illore difficulty to empat.hize with others than the 

control melthers. Blumberg (1974) and Ten (1970) found that these 

panmts 5.re narci3s1.5t:ic, i.mlllature and iIllpulstve (cit.ed in Berqer, 

1983b; G3..rt!flfino et al , 1986). 

Abusive incidents occur wi thin the disciplinary behaviour 

repertQue Qr Uv: pe.rent. ~~eid and Taplin (1976) found tru.l. t. 

abusive p8.rents ljiscipline tbeil: children inconSistently and. 
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display more verbal and physical aggressive behaviours than the 

nonabusive parents. YOlrrIg (1964) also supported that abusive 

parents do not have consistent disciplinary techniques and the 

children often have difficulty in guessing what is expected of 

ttlem (cited in Berger, 1983a). The inconsistent parenting style 

gives the child contradictory messages, therefore making the 

parental reactions and actions lmpredictable to the child 

(Garbarino et. 8.1. .. 1986). 

Abusive parents mostly lack respect for the child 's 

personali ty, thoUt]hts and feelings and tail to see the child as a 

seperate entity and f reCIuently undervalue his/her accomplishments. 

They 1£\8.y have irrational expecta.tions of perf ormance f rom their 

children and maltreat ttlem 11hen these expectations are not met 

(Belsky. 1geO; Berger. 1983b.: Garbarino et a.1., 1986). 

11arital relationships in the abusing tam.ilie.3 have also been 

f.i.n area of Investigation. 5i11o;}le parent families were iOlUld to be 

at the greatest risk tor rejection because the mother is to bear 

the burden of child care alone. Presence of father at home 

relieves the mother froIil this continuous burden. Presence of 

8.lter:na ti.ve eEl ret;,.kers 301,:)0 tree the Iilother f rOIil the tension of 

lrr!reIlti tt.lng lut eraction \-1i th the child (Rohner, 1986). 

Sall. th( :l97E,) l'ou.nd tl)fJ: t a.busing parents were Iilore 

dissaU:;tied \vith their Dlarria.ge than the cont.rols. The abusing 

SpCll,t:1e abuse and lack of spouse 

cooperatlon in chIld rec..rin9~ YCtUllg (1964) eX8.mined caBe reports 
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of 300 abusing s.nd neglecting families and tound marital dL~cord 

in both family types. She reported that fighting and lack ot 

support \.taS common in both neglecting and rejecting fam.ilies 

(cited in Berger, 1983b). 

Parents tend to use the sam.e strategies to resolve spousal 

dIsputes in disClplining their cbildren. 'i'heretore. the verbal and 

physical aggressive tactics in the spousal relationship are 

applled to chlldren (Belsky, 1980; Berger. 1983b; Garbarino et 

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

Anotfier factor ttJat has a role in the ecology of the abusing 

family is the lack of SOCial support and alienation. The abusing 

familIes are rourid to be isolated trom cOIlllilunity. supportive 

net,mrks and f rierlllstiips, Verttally and physically aggressive 

behaviours are easily triggered as the parents have lost the 

pos:tt.ive coustructive coping skilb necessary when faced \vith 

stressors ( Belsky. 1980 ; Berger. 1983a;Garbarino et a1.. 1986 

Roru'1el' , 1986 ). 

Other Ulan the above cited, economic and SOCial hardships, 

inadequ.8 te me. t.eri'::'tl resources, exposure to stressful conditions 

and tme1ll.ploYJl,lent problem.s lead to parental abusive behaviours 

(Bels}:;y, 19EiO; Rohner. 1.986; Stern, 1989;). 

4, CopintJ nth Im..~tioml AbW:le or Pacental Rejection 

Every child ~lho i~ subjected to em.otional abuse or rejection 

Ijoe~ not nece5:3arily exhibit the negative outcom.e3. Some children 

can J1JiH'W.ije to deal wHh hurt m.ore effectively ttrufl t)tllers. 
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Lourie and Stephano (1978) found that children differ in 

their respollse3 to parental treatment and some children can be 

competant and pro30cial even though they grow up in llostile and 

1".i8.rsh envirolill.\ents. They ha.ve come to call these children "stress 

resistant 11 (ci t.ed in Garbarino et aI., 1986). 

Such chilijren are called· copen:} in PART. The factofs that 

allmv t.hese children to cope with perceived rejection are not 

completely known. PART predict that there are at least ttLree 

fact.or::> that help rejected children cope more effectively. These 

factoIs are; sense of self, self determination and capacity to 

depersonalize. 

Sense Gt sdt refers to the child 1:3 awareness of his orm 

indIviduality, Hi othE:f lA'ords, the child I s differentiation of 

hill.l..::,elt and oU.lers. It is the ability to l.lllderstand what other 

person t.huiks and feels and to differentiate these from what 

oneself t!dnks and. t eels. In this w.y, the ChIld y,Tith 8. clearly 

differentiated Sfnse of ~ielf is less effected by the negative 

mC:3Sagt5 sent by the abtt3inl} p8.rents. 

Self det.erlunation b the child' 5 sense of personal control 

uver lIte events .It: 13 theteeli!ilJ that events are not externally 

controlled by forc.e.:; IH;e fEtte, chance or parents, but can be 

cri8rlJ.]e!.i by Hle indi vidual. Children ~-1ho have les3 self 

deteuJl.lna t.ion experience hopelessness, tutili ty a.nd helplessness. 

11te thHd cd.dor IB !jepersonal1zingwhlcfl refers to the 

ChIld 1"3 6blllty of perspectIve taJnng or decentring. A c()per does 
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not rela te lIfe events to him/her5elt. in other \wrds. does not 

take events per~wnally. If a cflild can lUlderstand "Thy his/her 

parents act the way they do. s/he can be able to cope more 

effectively (Rotl.n.ee 1980b. 1986). 

There tIre other fact.ors that cont.ribute t.o effective coping, 

ll}.;e the child' s sex. int.elligence and t emper8.llI.ent. but. st.udies 

sho'W cont Uctlng results One consistent finding is tha L the 

presence ot an 8.1 tern8.te caretaker. a peer or a teacher with ,·;hom 

t1:tt:: child can estat,llsh a warm supportive relationship. helps in 

coping (Rosenberg. 1987; Garbarino and Vondra. 1987). 

Pe.rent.al Accepta.nce Rejection Questionnaire (PARQ) child 

f ')[Jll was developed by Roh.n.e::r. Saavedra and Grtt.nu .. m. in 1980. It. is a 

seH report questionnaire mea:.mring the respondent· 3 perception of 

the 'ilay s/he is treated by the mother. PARQ a150 tlti.S an adult form 

which IIlea::;ures the adult I s perception of the ~V8.y s/he v1as treated 

by" the lllot.rler and a mother form measurinl] t.he mother's perceptions 

PARQ ch.i .. ld form is lllEilje up of four 3(:a188 wtt.b 8. toti3.1 of 

60 itt.\Ji.3 (see Appe~\dix A). The subscales !!lea3ure: 

parental WarlXl.t.ll a.:n.d aft ection (20 il\;;A\S) , 

(15 F.ema ) \ •. u , 

par l3ntt; 1 indlt f t:t'eflCe anj neglect (15 items) . 

,., 0 
Iv!. I i teIl.l.~l \ .. } . 



19 

Representa ti ve i te!ll.s include: 

"l1y mot.her says nice things about me" (perceiyed 

vlarmth/aff ection). 

lilly mother treats me harshly" (perceived hostilityiaggression). 

"l1y mother totally ignores Dle ll (perceived indifference/neglect). 

"11y lIl.otl1er vieVl3 me 8S a burden (perceived lmdHferentiated 

rejection) . 

Itellis are scored on a '4 point likert scale with "Almost 

AhJays True II as;:,ilJned a score of -1 and U .A.lmost Never True" 

assigned a 3(:ore (If 1. Some are reverse items to avoid response 

set bia~. IteIu.3 7,1·L2L28.35,·12~49 and d11 ot t.he items falling 

1.1nl.1e1- the '.varmtb su.bscale are reyerse scored. Theref ore, a hig:h 

8core received on PARQ 1I1e8.n3 a hIgh level of percei ve.i rej ection 

, 
"-. 

r e\' -) The reliabil ity and validity studies of the child PARQ ~~ere 
~\.: 
J can:ie,j out on a .:;-.. ample of 220 children whose ages ranged from 9 

to 12 The 3alliple Ii/as dtel.Tn from metropolitan Washington, D.C. 

area The 3l..tbJect;:; J,lere almost equally distributed in se:c 

ethnicl ty and 30cio·-eCfJ1101llic statu::;. 

Cronba.ch's coeUi.Clent tilpha \~hich ",a3 u3ed to aSSe3g the 

0-rellablHty rarlJ]ect f rOllt .72 to .90 (3ee Table 1). 



Table 1 

Cronbach al~ coefficients of the original PARO 

Cronbacb 
alpba coefficient 

lilarllth . 90 

Aggression/Hostility .87 

Neglect! Indifference .77 

Undifferentiated rejection 7"1 
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!lote: From lIan1book for Jhe Stwy of Parental Acceptance and 

Fejection (p. 32) by R. Rohner. 1980 , Center f or the Study 

ot Parenl!3.). Accepta.nce 8.nd Rej ection. University of 

Connecticut 

The concurrent ·validi ty of the PARQ was achieved tay using 

three 5:ulJt.cales trom. Schaefer's (1964) Child':3 HeporLot Parental 

Behavl.our Inventory (CRPBI) and one 5u.bscale from. Bronfen."':trenner' s 

Part.mtal Be:havtour Questionaire (BPB) along with the PARQ child 

form. The correIa tion::. ran.ged from. .55 to .83 (See Table 2). 

'fi1ble 2 

Validation scales r 

--------_._-------,---_._-------

\Ja.m.th CRPBI Accepte.nce .83 

Ag(]ression/Hostility BPB Pbysical P1..mislunent .55 

Negl. cctl IndH f erence crlPBI HO;3tile Detactllllent .64 

Umllfferentia.ted Rejection CPPBI Rejection .7-1 

IDlb! From HaI~JJ)(H)K. for the Stl~L.2LJ~:£t:".n!;;aJ .. A~~t?WI!,ce .fWd 
'R,~i~fwU',lKt (p. 33) by 1:. Rol1.ne.c 1980 Center t 01: the Study 

or Peletlti.d },ccepb:H'lCe and. ReJection. Universlty of 
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Factor analysis was com.puted to assess the construct validity 
-------

of the ql.lestionrJ8-i~~-.--'fWo prima-iy tactors were tound to account tor 

58. OX of HIe variance. The correlation between two primary factors 

was .50. 

~other supporting evidence for the construct validiy of the 

PARQ subsea.Ies wa.;:; 8.ccomplished by three undergraduate students who 

were tauqht t.he theoreU.cal def ini tions of the constructs measured 

by the PARQ. The students were told to sort the items into four 

piles and were a150 given the information of the item sizes of each 

subscale. Affect.ion items were sorted with 100% accuracy. 

Aggression/Hostility and Indif t erence/Neglect i tems ~yere sorted with 

1'ni error UndIfferentiated rejection items were sorted with 40% 

error. most1y confused with IndIfference/Neglect it.em.s. 

PJ..RQ was used in many different cotUltries. It has been 

translated into BengalLCzechoslavakian, French. HindL Korean .. 

11encan, Tehll;1u, Puerto Rican, Tiv. Urdu and Turkish. 

Polat (1988) tmdertool: the translation of the P.ARQ int.o 

Turkish by usinlJ btlCk translation techniques. She adm.inistered the 

questionl18.ire to 120 fHth graders eyenly chosen from to prilllary 

schools one repr E:::;entilllJ upper middle SIS and the ot.her lOTN SES. 

She found alpfJ..9. coefi icients of the PARQ subscales ranging froID. .76 

tc. .89. The Cronr:ach alpha coetiicient of the total scale was .80. 

'fa.tle .3 sbotv3 the Cronbach alpha coef t icients of the 

3u.bscf.\les. 
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T8.ble 3 

Cronbach alpha coefficients of the P4RQ subscales 

Cronbach 
Scales Alpha Coefficient 

Warmth .89 

Aggression/Hostility .86 

NeglectlIndit f erence . 79 

Undifferentiated Rejection .76 
----.~------.--------------

Note: From Parcptal Accep~e Rejection. Unpublished md5ter's 

the;:-ds (p.27) by S. Polat,1988, Bo¢"aziCi University, Istanbul. 

The item total correlations of the warmth subscale ranged from. 

.38 to .71, neglect-Indifference subsea.Ie .40 to .62 and 

undifferentiated rejection subscale .44 to 71. Item total 

correlations for the Aggression- Hostility subscale i~ere not 

reported. On the other hend, the 3ubscale total correlations fanged 

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

"I\wle 4 

Suhscule 
Subsca.le-total 
Correlations 

Ne{rlect/I1.1ditterenct: .90 

On(Utterentiated reject-ion .78 

--"------------------- .. _-------
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D. STUDD.:S COlIDlX:T.!D YmI PARQ (Child FOI1l) 

Studies conducted in different cotmtries using PARQ support 

Rohner's hypothesis about crOS3 cuI tural validity of the 

construct. TIlUS sOlile of these studies are presented below. 

Rohner (1980) administered the PARQ to a sample of 220 

students in the 8.ge range of 9 to 12 who were living in the 

m.etropoli tan vh~shington D. C. 8.rea. The subj ects equally represented 

! et.hnic group, socitll class and sex. The res1.1l ts showed no signif icant 

difference in term.s of sex, age, social class or ethnic group in the 

level of perceived rejection. 

The re;:;ult~ of Rohner and Rohner (1980) study on 171 Kore8.n 

Am.erican families lllfl8.biting in the U. S. A. wtw came from v70rking and 

middle (;1833 families indicated that the children in working class 

Korean Art,en.can ra!llilit:3 perceive their mottiers 8.S m.ore hostile and 

neqlectlUtJ 8.nd le33 want t.t18.11 the children in m.iddle cla33 families. 

Korean AlUerican bOy3 percetve themselves slightly, but significantly 

1l0re accepted than t.tle 1~ore8.n Araencan gjrls. 

Former et. al (1980) tn 8.nother study conducted on 8. l1exican 

sample, however, f (lund the m.idd Ie clas3 children perceiving their 

parents t (I lie b,:.s vf3.fUl, mc·re aggr e~isive and more neglecting than did 

thtlr iYorkinlJ C.l::t33 countcrpe.r t.3 (cited in ROf111er, 19136). 

In India, ca3te IHtterBnces were fourill in terms of perceived 

rej ec tl on In /) r1eng.'111 sample. the 11igher t.he caste.. the less 

Iflve3tlgd,tlng the ~ex differences In t.he level of perceived rejection 

gave cont lIe tIng results in tins COtUltry (cited tn ROMer, 1986). 
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On the other hand, Haque (1987) found no social clas3 

dHferences j.n the Pakistani 3aIllple of 200 students com.ing from 

middle and working class fam.ilies. Where8.s there were sex 

differences; Haque reported thad Pakistani boys perceived Irlore 

rejection th.an the girls. 

Family is embedded in the society and in the culture 

At ti tudes ot these two 3ystems toward child rearing have im.portant 

int luences on the parent child interactions which take place in the 

tft!Aily. Thus it is necessary to exaIrline these attitudes which mold 

the perception of the individuals (Belsky, 1980). 

Turkish family 18 generally vTarlll rather than hostile, loving 

fa,ther tlw.n rejecting (Oh.l,30n-Prather, 1978; Gleanson, 1989). In 

addit.lon to thi;) , Turkish family is described as patriarchal,. 

coerCl ve and authon tarian. The general attitude is controlling and 

protect i ve Compliance, qUiet.ness, su.bmisstve and respectful 

be:ba.viour3 are rewarded 'tlhereas curiousity, indepe!ldency ~.nd 

iJ:-l.iti,':Iti.ve are pu.nished. Beating, s1Jam.iru;.L sca.ring t.hrough threats 

l:tnd callui.Q upon 3Upenl9.tural betr.tg;:; constitute the CODon means ot 

discj_pline, 'I'he dynslliic3 in the Turkish family are li},ely to foster 

pe.:'!::Hye.' d epen1.J.'::nt pE'l'sonali U.es, with 8. relia.nce on external locus 

ot control (fl;ek. 1932). 

AccordilllJ to 0111son-'Pra.ther (1978), in the Turkish family 

int::'.nt.3 and 8lllall cluldren are indulged and expec.tations from t.hem 

·~,re llmHed .. but by tl1i:: Cl,ge of stx or seven \ihen tile ctnld st8.rts 

, 1 t ' . 'h t·-I .. prlllitUY 5CnOO..l ·_O.l.erance 01 t e paten .3 uecreas8, expect8,tlons 01 
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obedience and the use of physical punishment increase. The overall 

patt.ern of child rearing is nonpurposive and unsystematic, without 

the presence of long term. goals in the discipline; which is mostly 

directed toward controlling the iuediate situation. Thus the rules 

in discipline are set upon t.he criteria of the child irritating the 

parent at that mom.ent. 

The use of verbal reasoning is very rare and physical 

ptmishlllent is the most commonly need discipline technique (Yort~oglu, 

1982; Zeytinoglu 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 

constrast to Western families where love accompanies permissiveness 

and use of control im.plies in sutt iciency of aft ection (Kagl t91t1a;}1, 

1970) 

Kaglt.91ba.$1 (1982), in the Turkish Value of Cbildren (VOC) 

st1ldy f01And the economic/utilitarian value of the child to be 

prevalant. Children, sons in particular. were found to be seen as 

sources of old a.qe security as well as having psychological value as 

prOVIding com.pan:i.onship and strengthening the marriage. (hild 13 

depen.dence, otledience and loyalty to parents were valued behaviours 

whereas independence and self reliance ",lere found t.o be the least. 

deSIred behaviours. 

Other than the voe study _ 30111e 3tudies ,,,ere carried out to 

Investlga te the rela t lon3hip of ptl.renta 1 at ti tude3 onttle personality 

characten.:.t.ic,:l o.t ttle oft.3pring in Tur~~ey Erba;l (198:3) invBsti(ia.ted 

the relationship ot parentb,l attitu.des and ego ~trength. Sl1e found 

KlnU?HA,N£S\ 
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negative correlations between ego strength and perceived maternal 

overprotection; ego strengt.h and perceived maternal rejection of home 

making role. Findings of her study indica.ted that high SES 

adolescent.s perceived les3 overprotection and less rejection of 

maternal homemaking role and had higher ego strength. Other 

researchers like Peker (1985) and Kozacloglu (1982) t ound posi ti ve 

relationsips between maternal overprotection 8.nd dependency and 

higher anxiety levels of children. Odaba~ (1985) report that extreme 

mot.hering a11l1 etrict discipline were found to be significantly an.d 

nega ti vely correlated with children's self con.cepL on the other 

tJ8.nd, maternal dem.ocratic attitude was positively correlated with 

self concept. 

Kuc;uk (1987) found mother's attitudes toward the rejection of 

hom.eJb.8.king role and marital conflict to be significant predictors of 

adolescent' 3 psycl",ological characteristics like self concept, anxiety 

or soci81 a.nd fam.il18.1 relationsllips whereas ·mother's democratic 

attItude "laS seen to be related to adoloscent.';:; having 1e33 trait 

annety and fa.ther':3 democratic attitude was related to the 

a.dole3ctmt '3 Itwre posHive family and 30ci8.l relationsips. 

SO I\U the li tefCl. ture rela. ted to Turkisl1 I8.lIl.ily and parental 

d t ti tudes 118 ve tq:~en lllt:nti oned. In the recent yeers there has been 8. 

qrow:in";i sum of l"e~\earc:h in the area of pa.renta.l rejection and/or 

erltotlOD.5.1 u.buse in Turkey. 

\Poli).t (19[1£i) in h,er ::.tudy investlgated the relf.l.t.lof!3hip of 

J.\ia terna.1 [tccepttU1Ce rejectlon and child' ;3 seH evaluation and 

perceived cont.rol .Her iindiI"lIl3 sflot4ed Lhat ~",o.r:ro.tl"i had 8. 3trong 

ltlVerBe reId. tion;::;htp rill th neg[, t.i ve self cvtiJua tion. 
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No signIfica.nt correlation THaS fotmd between perceived rejection and 

perceived control Her findings also revealed that maternal 

employment and 3ex had no effect on perceived acceptance al~ 

rejectIon. Upper middle class children were found. to score 

signit icantly hi.gher on perceived accept.a.nce t.han lower class 

children, on the other hand, control was perceived more in upper 

middle class families than the lower class. 

Zeytinoglu (1988) in her stu.dy asked experts to give Uleir 

definitions of child i'.Duse and neglect in Turkey. 78. 33%of the 

abusive behaviours ci ted by the experts f ell into the category of 

p~qchologic8.l mal treatment. Behaviours like: belittling, lack of love 

and care, putting emotional pressures on the crrild, not giving them 

decision making power or opportunity, forcing the child to meet the 

expecta tions ot the family, favouring the male child were reported to 

be abU31ve. 

Alantar and Erkro.an( 1989) like Zeytinoglu asked experts their 

deiimtic.n;:; of emotional abuse and t'ehavlours that feel into this 

category They utili.zed the abusive behaviours which \Tere reported by 

the experts 5.:3 the basis of the emotional abuse invent.ory t.hey 

deve loped ArJro.inj.st.ering Perceived Emotional Abuse Inventory for 

Adolescents (PEAIFA) to 337 adolescents from. upper, m.iddle and low 

S]i~S groups, it. ':.va.:, found that the adolescents who perceived hjcrh 

elll.otlorkll abuse, had lower self concept, poorer fam.ily and social 

rela ti (m5, hIgher annet)f and depresslon 8S compared t.o the low 
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em.otional abuse group It was also found that the same adolescents 

perceived their mothers Significantly more rejecting, more 

aggressive, more neglecting and les3 ~mrm as assessed by the Parenta.l 

Acceptance-Rej ection Quest ionnaire. 

Erkman (1989) investigated the perceived em.otional abuse and 

IIlB.ternal reJection experienced by the remigrant adolescents from 

Germany. The relAlo;:Jn:!.nt group was made up of 359, ninth and tenth 

'Jrade students v;rlw ~lere compared to 337 nonmigrant subjects. Her 

fUidings in.dtc;~.te that the remigrant group perceived hi1Jtlef levels of 

eJAotional abuse inf licted by t.heir parents and 1;81-e experiencing more 

rejection from their mothers than the nonmigrant group. There was no 

significant difference found between the two groups in terms of 

perceived liI.8.tent:~l aggres!'don or neglect. Imles Tcere fotUld to 

perceIve more reJ ec:Uon than females. 

Zeytinoglu and Kozeu (1.987) investigat.ed the attitude:::: of the 

general population towardtl ptlysi cal child abuse. 'n-leir results ;3how 

tha t. 66% of their salliple was a.gainst. physico.l abuse and ~muld 

interfere H they r.fHnessed it.. Tl1e people TNho physically abu3e their 

chIldren ·were de;:;criitf.'.d as nonheal thy people '-Tho needed tree. t.:ment. 

'11ielr fi.ndings al::~o shOT;] that the l!l.B.jority of the physically abused 

clul!jren ~;e[e !l"tttle3 ol(ier than three years old r,.,rhose parent::. \Vere 

The existin!J data in rrurkey, support to a great extent the 

conct:ptualizutiollS u.nd. flndu~J3 relat.ed to child abuse and l)arental .- ~ 

acceptance rejection In other we5tern socIeties. 
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5·rA~ OF Tm: PROm..nt MID llYPOTfIE:SES 

TI1e purpo;:.e of the present study ~re.s to provide evidence for 

the construct validity of child PARQ, through hypothesis testing and 

factor an8.1ys.i:-j Internal conststency and reliability analysis TJere 

also conducted. 

General Hypothe5i.s 

The children who perceive higher rejection are expected to 

have iltore psychological problems. 'T'bey are also expected to perceive 

their mothers to have more negative attitudes. 

Operational Hypolbeses 

1) Tl"le chiMren who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expect.ed 

to filive signIficantly lower scores on Piers Harris Children's Self 

Concept Scale (WIF Ali) as compared to those ~1ho fJ.8.Ve IO'Yler 

rejection Bcores. 

2) The ctuldren l,fho have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected 

to [ii.we 5"lgmricantly Ingber scores on the State Trait 

Anxiety Inventory (STAI), Trait Anxiety Scale as com.pared to 

Ule c.hildren who have lower rejection scores. 

3 j TJ:1t chi.ldren ,,frIO have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected 

to have signiflcantly higher scores on Children's Attributional 

Style QuesUonlll'tire (CASQ) as cODlpared to children who tJ.8.ve lower 

reJection 3cor~s. 
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4) The chlldren who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are 

expected to have significantly higtter scores on mother's 

perceived overprotection as measured by PARI Factor I. 

compared to those who have lower rejection scores. 

5) The children who r~ve higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected 

to t~.ve significantly lower scores on mother's perceived 

defllocratic behaviour a3 measured by PARI Factor IL compared to 

t.hose who h.a.ve lower rejection scores. 

6) TIle children who t~ve hl.gher rejection scores on PARQ are expected 

to 11ave signHicant.ly higher scores on mother's perceived 

rejection of hOlilemaking role 8.S me8.3ured by PARI Factor III 

8.S compared to chlldren who have lower rejection scores. 

7) The children who have higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected 

to have fdgnlficantly higher scores on perceiyed marital conflict. 

as meiL3ured by PARI Factor IV. as compared to children who 

t1.8.ve Imler reject.ion 3core3. 

8) The children "lho have higher rej ection scores on PA.~O are expected 

to l"ld~le either signif icantly :higher or lower scores on 

perceivt:!u stn.ct. d:i.3cipline as mes.sHred by PARI Factor V. 

C;) TIle chthtren v1flO have tdgfler rej ection scores on PARQ 8.re expectefj 

to 11i~ve 5ignif icantl}7 lower academic achievement a3 m.easured 

Ltt Lhe G P.A.S, as compared to children 'iho have Im~er reiecUol1 

3CDH'B. 
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1. Subjects 

The su.bject population was drawn troll nine high schools in 

Istanbul through convenience sam.pling. Ibrahim Turban Lisesi, Giil t.epe 

Lise,31 and [tiler Lisesi represented the low socioeconom.ic status 

group. Beyoglu Anadolu L:tsesL Ni~anta~l Anadolu LisesL Be~ikta~ 

M.I.8.dolu Lisesi represented the middle S[S group ~l1hile Ozel Selin 

Lisesi. Robert Lisesi and SeIlnh.a Sakir Lisesi represented the upper 

middle S[S group 

According to the cl8.sS size in each school, one or two classes 

of eight graders were administered the questionnaires. 58% of the 

sample ~]a3 me,de up of 14 yes:r olds and 31% was 13 year olds. Table 5 

shows t.he nUIliber of titudents taken from each high school. 

Table 5 

lfa.le aoo_ fe~le Subjects f!oa each high school 

-----
Schools reJtales }hles 

-------
Ibra.him Turan L. 22 31 

Giilt epe L. 17 15 
Etih![ L 20 13 

Beyoglu A. L. 38 0 

Hi ?,iiln·~?1;;;l 1 L. 17 32 a. 

Be;~ir;t.a;7 A. L. 1 34 

Ozel SeEn L. 17 j.4 

Robert L. 14 1'-' ,) 

Sellllha $akir L. 23 23 

Total 169 175 
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The fina.l subject population consisted of 341 students, 169 

t emale;:t and 175 Iflales. From. low SES schools there were 118 subj ects 

59 te~les, 59 males, from middle SES schools there were 122 subjects 

56 teIilales, 66 lilitles and from upper middle SES schools there were 104 

subjects 54 females and 50 lIidles 

For the_~e~_iabt!~_~¥_3~.~~{~_76~_t\ldents were taken from three 

higl~~c!~ool3, each representing one SES, na.mely Etiler Lisesi .. 

Be~ikta~ Anadolu Lisesi and Semitm Sakir Lisesi. 

SaBple Characteristics 

In this findings on the demographic 

characteristics of the 3a.m.p~e will be presented. Among the subject 

population 12. 8~ vere found to be the only children in their family. 

Among the rest. '19.7% had two and 37.6 % had three or more children 

in their family. Table 6 parents the family size of the sul)ject 

populs tiOli. 

Table 6 

~ec of Siblings 

Only Child 

Tw (I S 1 h1 ifllJ S 

Three Sthlin!;J5 

Four Sibllng5 

five Siblulgj 

)1X Siblings 

'rotal 

--. -. -~-. - .. --~.~--

N 

44 

171 

72 

35 
1':> 
... '" 
5 

4 

311 

12.8 

'19.7 

20.9 

10.2 

3.8 

1.5 
1.2 

100 

.. ,"~'-;""-.-~""""---
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In terms of level of education of IIlothers, as can be seen in Table 

7. 9. 6% of the IIlothers had no schooling. 24. 1% were primary school 

gra.duates, 1.5% THere jtmior high school graduates. 30.5% were high 

school graduates and 34 .. 3~o ,~ere university and post graduates. 

1\ible 7 

110ther Iduca tion 

F.d.w::a tional Level 

No t .JrJJ:Lal education 

Prilliary 3cho01 

Junlor high school 

High school 

UnIversity 

Graduate 

Total 

33 

83 

5 

105 

108 

10 

344 

9.6 

24.1 

1.5 

30.5 

31. 4 

2.9 

100 

As tor the tathers, 2.4% had no schooliTh]. 24.1% were primary 

school g radua tes, 1. 2 % were jtUlior high school graduates, 14. 0% were 

high school graduates and 58.4% had graduated from lUliversity or had 

8. graduate ,jegree (see Table 8). 

Tnt.}le 8 

ri:!!be~ !'d~ypi t ion 

._-_._-------- -------
E.duca tiona.l I. eve 1 

No t o r!l'La 1 educB. t.ion 

PrliJi.ary 3L.:lJ.ool 

Junior lIiyl1 school 

H19h .3cho(ll 

Un1 venn t}f 

Graduate 
Total 

H 

8 

83 

4 

48 

184 

17 
Jot4 

2.4 

24.1 

1.2 

14 

53,5 

4.9 

100 



34 

2. Instnments 

In addHion to t.he PA.R(~ ctuld torm.: 

1) Demographic Information nuestionnaire 

2) Parental AttHude Research InstrUJ.Clent 

3) PIers Harrts Cbildren' 3 Self Conce~t Scale 

4) Trait Annety Scale 

5) Grade Point Averages 

6) Clnldren';3 Attributional Style Questionnaire 

vwre used. 

This in::.trull!ent was developer:l by ttle researcher to otltain 

Int On!!8. tion about the cluld'.5 ~·ex ag~, family t'ockgrolmd like 

educa t.lon of parents and muti.ber of siblings (See Append.ix B). 

2) Parental .A.t.t:Hucte Research InstruJlent (PARI) 

Thi.3 inventory ~vas developed by Sct!8.ef er and Bell in 1958 t.o 

measur e the t eel in.:;::! of mothers about their f8.mily lit e and c:hildren. 

The Jtl::,t.r'Jruent rlas a150 been used to measure the inljividual'::3 

percepi::ions ct the other faJnily meIll.bers' attitudes toward family, 

the clnld's l)e r ce:p t i0113 of his/her mother's pet.rental 

i:\ t t.:t tudes. 

It r ... 'I'-o.3 8.d;-).pted to Turk:lsh by LeCompte and LeCompte and i)zer in 

.1.970. TlH': 'I\H}~ish tOrI!t consistt; of. 60 item;:; fa.lling into five 

tactoIs 

3ubsc:ale of 

overpruttl tlon" (;Onblstinq ot 1.6 HellS show1ng illother';3 B.pproval of 

intru::n on lnto (1.111'1'.'J. 11t e and prj~mcy an:i ft:inf or-cement of t.he 
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child's dependency on parents. 

E'actor II is the subscale of "Democracy or Equality" containing 9 

items r e la t ed to the pa r en t 's sha ring wi th the chi ld and enc onrag ing 

::self expression. 

Factor III is the subscale of "Rej ection of Homemaking Role" 

wlth 13 Hems that state the dissatisfaction of woman 1fho is tied 

down to ber lwm.e vlith her children. 

r'ac tor IV, "l"lari tal Conflict" consists of 6 items showing 

tension and quarreling of the spouses. 

Factor V 13 the 3ubscale of "Strict Discipline" consistin{l of 

16 1 te1ils wtlich involve pdrental attitudes toward the suppression of 

respoH8es ot children and pt~i5hInent. 

These ftve If1ctors have te;:3t retest reliability ranging between 

.59 and .90. Construct validity of the instrurllent was supporte1j by 

Kflpik (Kilt;-lU<;. 1987). 

In the present study perceived PARI t.ha t aims to assess the 

clJiJdren's perceptlon on th.e above factors.was utilized. (See 

Appendix C j 

3. f:'ters Har:r13 Children: 5 ScU Concept Scale (Vll'AlI) 

ThE' H!struIueI".It \;raB developed by PIers and Harris in 1969 and 

~re.;3 adapted into Turkish by Catakll and Oner in 1985. The instrument 

t\j;:,tt·;:<t;;:\ tt"lt ctnld's attltu!.:ies tOT.,rard "self". 

TIi.e te3t rete3t rellability coefficienta iJre between .72 ijJid 

.91 tQr pnlJ18.fY sctJOQl cluldren 8.n~1 .79 ana .98 for JlU110r 111911 
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school chi.ldren oyer one t.o seven day i.nt.ervals. Kuder Richardson 20 

reliilblli ty coefficient 'vas found to be .87 for priJllary school 

clull1ren and .86 tor juni.or high school, children. The item total 

correlat.lon codtlCients range between. 09 and. 50. The total median 

correlation wat. .30 (<;atakll, 1985; Ramazan 1988)(See Appendix D). 

4. Sta.te Trait Anl.it"!ty Inventory (STAl) 

The inventory was developed by Spielberger in 1970 and was 

adapted into TurkIsh by Oner and LeCoIllpte in 1976. STA! consists of 

two scales m.ade up of 40 item.s; State Anxiety Scale contains 20 items 

and It measures the individual's feelings in situational context. On 

the other tliind, Trait Anxiety Scale which also contains 20 iteIlls, 

measures the individual';3 general anxiety proneness. 

Kuder Richardson 20 alpha coefficients for Trait Anxiet.y Scale 

~T83 found between. En and .87, for St.ate Anxiety Scale bet:~".een . 9-1 

a.lid .96. Item remainder correlations for Trait Anxiety Scale ranges 

between.31 a.nd .72, for State Anxiety Scale between. 42 and .85. The 

test retest reliability coefficients were fotmd t.o be between. 71 and 

.86 tor the State Anxiety Scale and .26 to .68 ior the Trait Anxiety 

Scale 

VlHiClut; reDe;j.r(:he~5 supporterj the construct or criterion 

v:;lHhty of. the <]",1)xki3h STA1 such as Rustemli (1975). White (1978). 

ZulelilYcH! (1979), Koz8.Clo(/lu (1%2) (Cited in Oner and LeCompte, 

F'or th~ purpo~e.s of t.he pre5ent study, only THt.i t Anxiet.y Scale W8.B 

utIli zell (See AppendIx r.:) 
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5 . A.cruleaic AclliC'Yelllen.t 

Grb.de POj.nt Averages f or the eigHl grade, the grade the 

subjects were in, ,,,ere used to measure school achievement. 

6. Children' 5 Attributional Style Que5tionnaire (CASQ) 

CA5Q 'HaS developed by Seligman et a1. in 1984. It IS a forced 

choice instr1.l1nent which contaIns hypothetical positive or negative 

events invol Vlrtg the child [ach event is t 011 owed by tw-o possible 

explanations The child's explanatory style of the causes of events 

is conceptual1zed in three dimenSions. Global-spesif ic, 

stable-1.U1stable, j.nt ernal-external Attributing the cause of events 

to externaL stable (1'(ld 1J1obal tactors indicate a helpless 

explana. tory style 

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

ea.ch of the t.hree ~xplanatory dimensions. 

TIle questiolUialre was t\.ljapt.ed into Turkistl by Aydlfl 1985. The 

4 week test retest reliability of the inst.rument ~l8.S .83. The mean 

[a t ing g 0 f the J udg e S Tullo ra t ed t.he it eIllS 0 f the ins t rUIllen t a s va lid 

was 96 L~ for B.ll ite1li3. '1'his (l8.ve support f or the content validi ty 

of the qt~c;::U.onnaire (Ral'llaZi..'tfl, 1ge5) (See Appendix F)_ 

3. Procedure 6Di Design 

The t'leL3 Harns Children' 3 Self Concept Scale, Trait Anxiety 

Scale of t.he St.ate Trait Anxiety Inventory, Children';3 Attributional 

Style QUB~' t.ionn~ire, p~~ rentflJ At ti tude Research. 111$ trulIlent 8.l111 
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Parental Acceptance ReJection Questionnnaire were administered to 

Orta II ~tudents. According to the class size in each school, one or 

two classes ot students TJere taken. The administration of the 

que3tionruures ~ms completed in consecutive two or three class 

periods except in two 3choo13 ~lhere the assessment was completed in 

t.r.w seperate (lays. PARQ lias readministered to 76 students out of the 

same sdJlI.ple t",'o or three weeks after the first administration, to 

assess lts temporal stabiHty. 

At the end. of the school year. G. P. A. s of that school yettC 

c0115isting of tuo report card averages, ,.,rere obtained f rom the 

administration. 

The scores of the student.s on PARQ were divided int.o four 

groups. Lowest score to Orle standard deviation tlelow the mean, 

betl.veen one standard devia.tion 8.nd the mean, between the mean and one 

standfJ.rd devIat.ion e.tlove the mean and one standard devi8.tion above 

ttle mean to the llighest score GonsU tuted the low, low moderate, high 

me,derate and hiqh rejection groups, respectively. The different 

groups of reJection can be seen in Table 9. 

WHlble 9 

~}A~raUl)3 

LOll 

L 

Score level below 67 

H 26 

Lav Ilooerate 

Y.. 

67.01 to 92 

191 

high aoderate 

r. 

92.01 to L17 

76 

high 

L 

above 117.01 

51 
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Tbe (tiff erent levels ot rejection groups were cOJO.pared on the 

identified varia.bles. Rohner origina.lly suggested that there are no 

sex differences on the children's PARQ results (Rohner, 1980b) and 

£lola t (1988) supported this finding. Thus in the present study, t.he 

ini Ual analY:Hs was computed ~li thout taking sex as a fact.or, yet in 

the ANOVA computed for PARQ by sex, slightly significant sex 

difference was found (F=4616, p<.05). Based on this finding, 

further analys13 was also carried out to investig8.te the possible 

eft eets of sex. 

One standard ,jevia tion below and above the mean were 

identifIed as the extreme groups which were also compared on the 

related variables Correlational relationship between the PARQ and 

other In~.trum.ents ",ele also invest1.gated. Statistical 9rouping of 

the tactors was 5tudied as well. The reliability study was carried 

out 

The score::. o! the subjects on PA.'QQ and other instruments T.vere 

lela tiOfl;:;li.ip of cit f erent levels of rejection 8.S mea8ured by PARQ 

and ottler variable::: 1,;'8.3 computed by one v.T8.y analysiS of 'Variance. 

Scheff e proced.ure ~,'t\S u;3ed to identify t.he groups responsible for 

the 51gnlLi.cftnt (lit terence. 'f"(.;o \va¥ ANOVA takirJl;,J four groups of PARQ 

and. sex on each ot ttle other variables was also carried out. 

\\'rlenever sex tactor i3bowed sllJnitic8.nt difference. t-tests between 

l!If..1.1t;.!s and t elUales In the tour PARQ groups was ca.rriedout. . , 
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T tests was 8.1so used to compare ttJ.e extreme PA..1;:Q groups on nle 

related variables. The Pearson Product l10ment Correla.tion technique 

was utilized to determine the correlations of the different 

imst.rum.ents. Analysis of varia.flce vas utilized to find out t.he 

ditferinq etfect;j of sex and SES on perceived reject.ion Factor 

analysis w.s carried out to explore the factor structure of the 

Tur}dBh PARQ 

Internal consistency was determined by Cronbach's Alpha 

Coet f icient and the test retest reliability was carried out by t.he 

use of Pearson Product tloment 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 t.o differential 

respon3es to PA_RQ wlll be presented. Two way A.NOVA. results will only 

be included in this section if significant relation is found and the 

other two way Al~OVA results will be presented in table form in the 

Appendix G When two way ANOVA. indicated sex difference to be 

present, t-test analysis was com.puted to explore this phenomenon 

further. The mean and standard deviations of t.he responses to each '. 

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

add.Uion factor: analy=:ds results will a18:: be presented. 

A.. ile:rults on the Construct Validation of the PAW. 

In this se(;tlon. the. mode, median and standard deviation of 

the scores on ttle tour su.bscales and the total scale of the PARQ are 

shown in Table 10 The total mean score was 91. 86 and t.he standil.rd 

deviatIon was calculated to be 25.07. 

Table 10 

~}e ~ll...:...-1\{lde. lle4itln and. sbmdard deviation of the PARQ subsgtles 

~nd the to~l scale li=34i 

-.... --._----------------------

TJarlllttl 

Aggre3ion/Hostllity 

Indif f erellce/Negltc:t 
T J , .. 4 . t" t· t 01 ~I "" J . ~ t 1· •. v _1~l[_eren~la.ew ~~ eG. U~ 

Total 

30.27 

22.86 

22.27 

16.17 
9LB6 

110de 

25.00 

15.00 

18.00 

13,00 

72.00 

l1edian S.D. 

28. O? t:. 76 

20. 28 8. 10 

20. 50 6. 4") 
'"' 

15, 0-1 5. 19 

85.12 25.07 
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Among Ute 314 su.bjects~ the lO'<.Test total score obtained was 

61 and the highest total score was 216 v]hile the highest 8.M lowest 

p05sible total scores were 60 and 210. 

The PARQ scores of the whole sample ttJ.8. t yms divided into 

four group::> of. 3lIDjects, constituted the low rejection group~ the low 

and high rejection groups and the high rejection group (See Table 

11) . 

"l'6.ble 11 

Four groups of subject3 of PARQ 

Group5 Score level frequency Percentage 

1. Low R belm.; 67 26 7.6 
? LOTI1-Il).od. R. 67.01 <.0. - 92 191 55.5 
') 
J. High-mod. R 92.01 - 1 A ~I .i. 76 ;~2. 1 

4. High P above 117. 01 51 14.a 

~rotal 344 100 

Tatlle 11 shows that while only 7. o~:t, perc:etved loTN :ma t.ernal 

reJect.ion .. t-YJice as :many cllildren perceive.d high reject.ion 

One W:1.y analysis of variance yms used to find out tfle 

variance of the va. r.iabl e;:l Uu':!.t are considered to tee related to 

perceIved p&ff":ntal rej'::ct.ion a.:~ aEIsessed by PARQ. 

'The ... 1.,..NOVA results will be presented as it relates to each. of 

the hypotrlese3 of the study alongw.itb the Iil.ean3 arJl:l. st.anda.rd 

deviations of n~e scores on nit l.nstru.m.ent assessing the related 

varlable 
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Al~OVA results supported the fi rst hypothesis that the 

children with higher scores on the PARQ are expected to have 

sign:i.t icantly lower scores on Piers Harris Children's Self Concept. 

Scale (WIFAl1) com.pared to children with lower scores on the PARQ. 

Thble 12 

lIoons 8M standard deviati0n3 of ¥HAll by sex 

Sex 

Hales 
Females 

Total 

Table 13 

.J.100ns rulI;1 S.D. 

PARO 

GROUPS 

GRP 01 

GRP 02 

GF!P 03 

GRP 04 

'I'otal 

of four 

Ii 

26 

191 

76 

51 

341 

H 

175 
169 

344 

Jt 

58.07 
58.47 

58.21 

S.D 

10.06 
10.67 

10.34 

rejection gr~~~ on IIfAH 

II1All 

m:AH S.D. 

65.08 12.50 

61.15 8.47 

54.51 9.47 

49.59 9.71 

58.27 10.34 

In Ta.ble~ 12 and 13, the self concept scale (WIF Al1) means and 

S. D. of tfit me.Ies ar.u.i ft!,.i.8.1e~ and the four PARQ groups are presenteel. 

5eparately. One way arl8.1ysi3 of va.riance of self concept bv . . 
reJection 3hoW3 that there is Significant difference of seH concept 

scores in relation to different level~ of perceived rejectic,t1 as can 

be seen in Te.hle 14 (F""30. 110. p< 0001). 
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"mble 14 

One ~y At.fI)YA ,~_e5l:l,.!.~8 of .. IFAli by tour PARO q~ 

Sua of r 
Source Squares Squares Ratio 

Bett.o1een groups 

Witbin groups 

Total 

3 7701.9019 2567.3005 30.140* 

*p<.0001 

340 

343 

28960.7498 85.1787 

36662.6484 

rro determine the groups responsible f or the signif icant 

dif f erence, ScheU e pl·ocedure Ttl3.S ca.rried out vlhictl Indica ted tr.18. t 

10\0,1 and 10Til moderate rejection subjects had significantly (p<.05) 

l1ig!ler self concept scores than hiUh moderate 9 roup which in turn 

ws significantly different. in terms of level of self concept than 

the high rejectIon group (see Table 15). 

Table 15 

~£.~ff~ Pl':occdure 

---_._---------------
5UBSFT 1 

GROUP 

l1EAN 

SUBSlIT 2 

GROUP 

SUB~" 3 

GROUP 

tlEAH 

P<.05 

GRP 04 

49.59 

GRP 03 

54.51 

GRP 02 GRP 01 

61.15 65.03 
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The second hypothesis put. i orth that the ddldrl;'n t"rho have 

higher 3cores on PARQ a.re expected to ooye signif ic:antly higher 

scores on the St.ate Trait Anxiety Inyentory , Trait Anxiet.y Scale, 

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

Trai t. Anxiet.y means and standard deYia t.ions of the males and females 

and the four PARQ groups are shown respectively. 

'nIDIe 16 

Deans and S.D. of Trait Anxiety by 3e~ 

Sex / S.D. 

11ales 175 40.94 7.58 

Females 169 43.39 8.09 

Total 344 42.15 7.92 

Table 17 

Ueans and S.D. of four rejection qroup3 on Trait Anxiety 

PARQ 

GROUPS 

GRP 01 

GRP 02 

GRP 03 

GPP 04 

Total 

R 

26 

191 

76 

51 

344 

lfetlll S.D 

37.50 9.80 

40.53 7.77 

H 41 5. 67 

47.18 7.04 

42.15 7.92 
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One TiIf1Y analysis of variance of trait anxiety by rejection 

shows that there i3 signif icant dit f erence of trai t anxiety scores 

in rela tj.on to dif f erent levels of perceived rej ection as can be 

seen in Table 18 (F=16.525, p<.0001). 

Table 18 

9ne my J;JY\JYA rcsult5 on Trnit Anxiety Section by four. PARO group!} 

Source D.r. 

Between groups 3 

Within groups 340 

Total 343 

p<.OOOl 

SUa of 

Squares 

2736.9848 

18771.4978 

21508.4805 

912. 32Cil 

55.2103 

1 

Ratio 

16.525~ 

SCl'leffe procedure vai run to find out the groups causing tt~e 

significant lilfterence, It can be seen in Table 19 that lO'I! and 10111 

llloderate rejection subjects bad significantly· (p<. 05) lower' trait 

anxiety scores than moderate high and high rejectiOl'l groups. 

'-ruble 1,9 

5cheUe Procedu:ce 

--------- --_._----------
srmsrr 1 

GROUP 
l1I'~AN 

SUBS£T 2 

GROUP 

lfEAN 

GRP 01 

37.50 

GRP 03 

Hl1 

GRP 02 

40.53 

GRP 04 

47.18 

--------_. ----~--~~-
p< 05 
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Thble 20 

Tvo wy Ml:)YA. result.:! on 'frait Am:iety by PARQ groups by sex 

lIain sources of 

w.riation 

11ain Effects 

ReJectIon 
Sex 

" "'- WAY Interaction 
Explained 

Residuit.l 

Total 

p<.0001 

sua of 

squares 

3621.271 

3106.192 

&84 335 

263.212 

3884.484 

17623.648 

21508.133 

D.l. 

4 

3 

1 

" .) 

7 

336 

343 

llean 

Square 

905.318 

1.035.397 

884.335 

87.737 

554.926 

52.451 

62.706 

17.260* 

19.740* 

16.860* 

1. 673 

10.580* 

As can be seen in Table 20, there is sii;Jnificant difference 

betvleen the !ilit.les and females in the le'l,rel of trait anxiety < t.l"toug 

interact.ion eft ect 13 not seen.. Results of t-test. analysis can be 

seen in Table 21. 

'fuble 21 
T t.~st r:~sults of _Ie!! and femies on four P~'l!.9Jm1! 

PARO 
qroup,3 sex 

Low' fe 
tIi:: .. 

liod. LortI fe. 
11::. .. 

l10d High F' e 
l1a. 

16 
10 

100 
91 

34 
12 

---ihgh -----Yf.-:---------19----
1'1a. 32 

11 

40.50 
32. 70 

41.97 
38.96 

45.00 
43.93 

50.42 
45.25 

S.D. 

10.15 
7.30 

7.66 
7.63 

5 44 
5 ~'"1 . \,.~ I 

8.49 
5.28 

t wlue 

2.11* 

0.82 
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As can be seen in this table, f em.ales score signif icantly 

higher on trait al1xiety than m.ales except in. the high m.oderate 

group. 

The th1rd hl~othe313 stated that the Children Who have higher 

rejection scores on PARQ are expected to h8.ve Significantly higher 

scores on Children's Attributional Style Questionnaire as compared 

to chj.ldren who htwe Imo1er rejection scores. In Tables 22 and 23, 

Children's Attributiol~l Style Questionnaire(CASQ) m.ean and sta~jard 

deviations accordir>.g to sex and the four PARQ groups are given. 

nillle 22 

neans and S.D. of males and fe.ales on CASQ 

Sex S.D. 

t1ales 175 20.05 4.72 

F' e:m.alt3 169 20.23 3.94 

Total 344 20.14 4.35 

Table 23 

l1eans and S.D. of four rejection groups on CASQ 

Gt~P 0·' j. 26 17.62 5.31 

GRP no) 
l;'" 191 20.09 4. 40 

GRP 03 76 20.78 3.88 

(:;f,:'P 04 51 20.65 3.88 

TDtnl 311. 20.14 4.35 

-----
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One way analysj.s ot variance on CASQ by rejection indicates 

tha t t.here is signit icant dif terence of at trihutional style scores 

in relation to different levels of perceived rejection as can be 

seen In Table 24 (F=3.798, p<.Ol). 

Table 2i 

One vay AW:JVA re3Ults on CASQ by four PARQ groups 

Source D.r. 

Bet'ween Groups 3 

Witln.n Groups 

"rotal 

* p<.Ol 

340 

343 

Sua of 

squares 

210.0181 

6267.2676 

6477.2852 

1fean 

Squares 

70.0060 

18.4331 

r 
Ratio 

3. 798* 

The group responsib'le f or the signif icant dif f erence 'V7ere 

identified by the use of Scheffe procedure. It was fOlmd out t.hat 

lOvl re] ection subj ects had signif iC8.ntly (p<. 05) lower CA5Q .scores 

than moderate high and 11igh rejection groups since tile IO~T moderate 

rejection group is included in both of the subsets attained as the 

result of Scheffe procedure, it ce.n be said that the group 

re3ponsible tClr the difference is the IOyl rejection group (Table 

?~\ --.I-

Table 25 

SCheft~ Procedure 

SU"B5:E"r 1 
GROUP 
l1JUu~ 

SUBsrl" 2 
GROUP 
t1IUu1 

p<.05 

GRP 01 
1762 

GRP 02 
20.09 

GRP 02 
20 09 

GRP 01 
20.65 

GRP 03 
20. 78 
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The fourth hypothesis put forth that the children who have 

higher reJectlon scores on PARQ are expected to have significantly 

htgher scores on mother' 3 perceived overprotection as m.easured by 

PARI F8.ctor L comps.red t.o children who have lower reject.ion scores. 

Table 26 

1:Ie.an3 and S. D. of :.ales and fem.les on PARI 11 

Sex H 11 5.D 

t1ales 175 47.14 6.70 

Females 169 45.81 8.40 
Total 344 46.49 7.60 

Table 27 
11ean.<J am _5. D. of four rejection groups on PARI 1"1 

FARO PARI 1;1 

GROUPS :nuB 5.D 

GRP 01 26 48.69 8.58 

GRP 02 t91 46.54 7.70 

GRP 03 76 15.20 7.10 

GRP 04 51 47.03 7.30 

Tota.l 344 46.49 7.60 

Tables 26 tHld 27 present the IIl.eans and standa.rd Ijeviations of 

the liIales and females and the four PARQ groups. As can be seen in 

Table 28, the ANOVA. statistics indicated a variance between t.he 

group~ only at Q. 31lJnificance level of p<. 5, thus not 3upportiriiJ 
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Table 28 

One ¥a.y AROVA results on PARI Ft by four PAm qroops 

Source D.1. 

sua of 

Squares 

Between groups 3 271.4362 
\h thin groups 

Total 

*p<.5 

340 1.9550.3667 

343 19821.8008 

1lean 

Squares 

90.4787 

57.5011 

l 

Ratio 

1.574* 

A closer investigation of the IAeans 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 

tollowed by the tligh rejection group. 

In the fifth hypothesis. the children who have higher rejection 

scores on PARQ are expected to have significantly lower scores on 

IAother's perceived democratic behaviour as IAeasured by PARI E'actorII 

compared to those who have lower reject.ion scores. The results met 

the expectations 'Tl'3.Coles 29 ar:.d 30 display :!ARI F2 means and standard 

deVIatlons ot U1e 5exes and four rejection groups as measure,:! by 

PAF:Q. 

Th.ble 29 

!1.J~n3 aDd. S .. D. of sexes on PARI 1"2 

Sex N 11 \:! D k'. 

tfu.Je3 175 26.97 4.79 

fe~le~ 169 27.16 5. 16 

Total 314 27.21 4.97 
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Thble 30 

~ns and S.D. of tour rejection groups on PARI r2 

PARO 
GROUPS 11 S.D. 

GRP 0:1. 26 29.62 9.39 
GRP 02 191 27.95 4.18 
GRP 03 76 25.70 4.51 

GRP 01 51 25.49 4.11 

Total 344 27.21 4.97 

iulaly;::5i3 of vanance on PARI F2 by rejection supports tf.l8.t 

there is ~ngnitlcant difference of mother's perceived democratic 

behaviour in relation to different le'''t~ls of perceived rejection 

(1"=8 306, p<.OOOl). Table 31 di3plays t.hese l'esults. 

"fuble 31 

One VIlV ~VA re:nuts· on PARI r2 by four PARQ groups 

sua of 

Source D.r. !U}UIlres 

Betll'een groups 3 579.0372 

''li thlll groups 

Total 

340 7900.3794 

343 8479.4141 

*p<.OOOl 

Squares Ratio 

193.0124 8.306* 

23.2364 

Schefte procedure revealed that moderate high alllj high 

rej ec bon groups ha.d sillnif ic:antly (p<. 05) lmler scores on mother IS 

percei'·n::f..l. del1locrat.ic behaviour than the moderat.e low and 10\-1 

reJection groups. These results can be seen in 'fuJ)le 32. 



Table 32 
Schcffe Procedure 

=-~------.. --
5OBSFI' 1 

GROUP GRP 04 
ltEAN 25.49 

SUBSFl' 2 
GPOUP GRP 02 
l1EAN 27.95 

GRP 03 
25. 70 

GRP 01 
29.62 
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In the sixth hypothesis it was put fort.h that tha children wbo 
t...ave higher rejection scores on PARQ are expected to [...ave 
significantly higher scores on perceived mother's rejection of 
homelil.8.king role which \fas measured by PARI F3 as com.pared to 
chlldren who score lower in perceived rejection. This expectation 
was also supported by the findings. Tables 33 and 34 present. thi 
PARI F3 means 8.00 standard deviations belonging to sexes and the 
four PARQ groups. 

Table 33 
:I1eans aIWl S. D. of sexes on PARI l3 

Sex B l[ S.D. 

11ales 175 33.14 6.92 
Fe.IlJ.8.les 169 31.76 6.71 

Total 344 32.46 6.84 

Table 34-
Hean3 ~ S.D. of four rejection groups on PARI f3 

PM!t.1 
~)m>s 

---_ .. -_ .. _._--_ ... ---. 
GRP 01 
GRP 02 
GPP 03 
GPP 04 

'rot.al 

26 
191 

", .• * 

10 

51 
341 

PARI "3 
:m:MI S.D. 

3027 
31. 81 
32.05 
36.63 
32.46 

7.75 
6 98 
5.58 
6.20 
6.1:14 
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when Analy::lis of Variance Toas run to see the relation of the 

four rejection groups with PARI F3, the results indicated 

significant difference in perceIved mother' 3 reject.ion of homemaking 

[ole in relation to different levels of perceived rejection 

(F=8.365, p<.OOOl) which can be seen in Table 35. 

Table 35 

One wy AWJVA results on PARI 13 by four PARO qr~s 

Sua of !1ean 1 

Source D.l. squares square5 Ratio 

Betl/teen grou{:13 3 1103. 4341 367.8113 8.365* 

Within groups 340 14949.7817 43.9699 

Total 343 1.6053.2148 

*p<.OOOl 

Utilizilll] Scheffe pro~:edure, it was four.lCi that t.he low, low 

Ili.oderate and high Ili.oderate rejection groups had significantly lower 

3cores on mother's perceived rejection of hom.eIii.8.king role tha.n the 

11ig[! re] ect.ion iJroup TtThicb was by itself responsible f or tile 

significant difference (p<.05). 

'fuble 36 

Scheffe Procedure 

---_._----_._----------
srmsr.r 1 

GR.I)UP 

.tfEAN 

SUHSl."f 2 

GRP 01 

30 27 

GROllI' GRP o-t 
llEAN 36 63 

GRP 02 

31.61 

G~~P 03 

32.05 
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The seventh hypothesis stated that the children who have higher 

reJection score3 on PARQ are expected to score significantly higher 

on perceive,j marital conflict measured by PARI Factor IV as compared 

to children who score lower in rejection. 'rtlis hypothesis was also 

supported. Tbe PARI F1 m.eans and 3tan,jard deviations of the IliEl.Ies 

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

38 

Th.ble 37 

noons 8Ild S.D. of sexes on PARI F1 

Sex If 11 S.D. 

l1ales 175 14.67 4.30 

Females 169 13.92 4.96 

Total 344 14.30 4.64 

'l\t.ble 36 

l1eru18 aM S. D. of four PARQ qroyps on PARI F4 

PARO PARI F4 

Groups mr~ S.D. 

GRP 01 26 12.19 3. 79 

GRP 02 191 14.16 5.10 

GRP. 03 76 14.25 3.67 

GPP CH. 51 15.98 4.04 

Total 314 14.30 ,~. 64 

---. ._---

TIle results of analysis of variance on marital conflict by 

rejection 3tlOW~ ~liJnificant difference ot perceived m.arital conflict 

5cores In relatlon to different levels of percelved rejectlon 

These Lindin;J~ (:ett be Stell in Table 39. 
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"Dible 39 

One w.y_ A~VA. results on PARI 14 by tom: rejection groups 

5mLl"ce 

BetvIeen group3 3 

ihthin group3 340 
Total 343 

*p<.Ol 

Sua of 

263.3199 

7127.0769 

7390.3945 

squares 

87.7733 

20.9620 

f 

Ratio 

4.187* 

Scheffe procedure revealed that the low rejection group hil.d 

signi t ica.nt1y (p<. OE;) lower perceived l!iari tal cont lict 3core;:; than 

the Ili1:JIl rejection group since the lOl.v moderate and higrL lUoderate 

rejection groups were included in both subsets. it can be concluded 

ttJ.8.t the low o.nd htgh rejection groups are responsible for the 

'Ihl>le {O 

Scbeffe Pcoccdur~ 

SOBSE"f 1 

GROUP 

tlEAN 

GRP 01 

12.19 

-----.--~-.. --.---. 

GROUP GRP 02 

14 16 

GRP 02 

14.16 

GRP 03 

14.25 

GRP 03 

14.25 

GRP 04 

15.98 

It "Ta;;; stated HI t11e eigth h~rpothesi3 that the children y,Tho 

5COfB 111(Jllf>r on percel ved rejectiofl are expected to score ei tfie,r 

Hie .:nlbJtct;ii vIera dlvi.jed int.o tour group3. LOitre3t score to one 
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standard deviation, forming the low strict discipline group (group 

01 L between one standard deYia tion below the IIlean and the mean, 

forming the low moderate strict discipline 'Jroup (group 02). behTeen 

the m.ean and one standard deviation above the mean, form.ing the high 

moderate strict discipline group (group 03) and one standard 

devia tion above the mean to highest score, f orIlling the high strict 

discipline group (group 04). Table 41 shows the different levels of 

percei ve,j strict discipline and the nUlllber of subjects in each 

group. 

Table 41 

Strict discipline groups 

low 
aoderate 

109 

aoderate 
high high 

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

N 54 131 98 61 

Table 42 presents the perceived rejection scores of the tour 

perceive1j strict di3cipline groups. 

"l'hllle 42 

.J:.!R2- 3COre5i of the tour strict discipline qroups 

Strict PARO 
Discipline Groups Iloo.n S.D. 

._----
GRP 01 54 80.33 14.25 

GRP 02 131 92.43 27.21 

GRP 03 98 93.76 25.05 

GRP 04 61 97.135 25.18 
Total 344 91.61 25.01 
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Orle way ana lysis of variance results showed tt18. t the four 

5trict. dL~cipline groups significantly differed on perceived 

rejection (F=5 37L p< 001) (See Table 43;'. 

Table 43 

One ¥liy analysis of ~ri8IlCe on PARO by PARI l'5 

--_ .. _---
Sua of lleen l' 

Source D.l. ~quares squares Ratio 

-~.-------. 

Betveen groups 3 9759.5146 3253.1711 5.371* 

Within groups 3'10 205917.7734 605.6404 
Total 343 215677.2500 

p<.001 

When Scheff e procedure was earned out to find out the IJroup 

respon:nble for the signIficant difference, the 1mV' st.rict 

diSCIpline groupt.ffi.s f Otmd to perceive 3ignif iC8.ntly (p<. (5) less 

perceived rejectlon than t.he other groups. These results can tie seen 

in Table H 

1Wlle 1:4 

Scheffe ProcooUI'e 

SunSEf 1 

GROUP 

J1EAN 

tlIA1'{ 

GRP 01 

80.33 

GRP 02 
92 43 

GRP 03 

93.76 

Accordingly, the hypothesis liTas rejected. 

GRP 04 
97.85 
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The relationship of tour rej ect;.on groups with strict 

discipline was investigated as THell. Tables 45 and 46 list the PARI 

F5 m.ean and standard deviation calculations ot sexes and the tour 

rejection groups separately. 

Thble 45 

liMns 8.IXl S. D. of sexes on PARI 15 

Sex II 11 S.D 

l1ales 175 38.72 8.09 

females 169 36.33 8.64 

Total 344 37.54 8.43 

Table 46 

I1e6.ns o.nd SD of four rejection groups on PARI l'5 

PARO PARI l5 

GROUPS H aean. SD 

GRP 01 26 36. 58 11.37 

GRP 02 191 36.43 8.25 

GRP 03 76 38.43 '1 80 I. 

GRP 04 51 40.88 '1 
I. 44 

'!"otal 344 37.54 6.43 

One way An.a.lysis of variance on perceived strict diSCipline by 

rejection indic6.tes ttJi!t tbere is significant difftn'ence in 

perceived strict discipllne scores in relation to the level of 

perceived rejection (F;;;;1.292 p":. 01). Tbese results Can l)e s~eli in 

Table 47 
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Table 47 

One w.y JJ.fjYA results on PARI 15 by tour PARO qroups 

Sua of 1 
Source D.l. squares 5quares Ratio 

Bet.ween groups 3 890.2287 296.7427 4.292* 
Witttin groups 340 23506.7546 69.1375 

Total 343 24396.9805 

p<.Ol 

Scheffe procedure sort.ed out the groups which caused the 

slgnificant differences in the scores of perceived strict 

di5cipllne. It was found that the low, moderate low and liloderate 

hHJt! rejection groups and luli, moderate high and high rejection 

groups formed ttle two subsets, indicating that ttle groups 

responsible tor the JIIi1jor difference to be the low :moderate and hitJh 

reJection subJects (p<.05): These results can be seen in Table 18. 

Thble 48 

Scbeie .Procedur~ 

SUBSET 1 

GROUP GRP 02 GRP 01 GRP 03 

tJEAN 36.43 36.58 38.43 

--,--,-

5UBst"T 2 

GRUUP GRE' 01 GRP 03 GRP 0-1 

llEAN 36.58 38.43 40.88 

_._---
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Table 19 

Tvo m.y _~YA results on PARI "5 by PARO groups.by sex 

Sources of Sua of Ifetm 
variation sqwues D_F_ Squares 

l1ain effects 1243.125 '1 310.781 4.547*** 
Rejection 750.160 3 250.053 3.659** 
Sex 352.886 1 352.886 5.163* 
Two way Interaction 189.148 3 63.049 0922 
Explained 1432.273 7 204.610 2.994** 
Residual 22964.508 336 68.347 

Total 24396_781 343 7L128 

*p<.05 **p<.Ol *** p<.OOl 

As can be seen in Table 49.. there is signif icant d it f erence 

between the 1I1ale3 and f em.ales in the level of perceived strict 

disClpllne, though interaction effect is not seen. Result.s of the t. 

test an.it.lysis can be seen in Table 5. 

Table 50 
T te!)t results of wales and faoles on four PARO groUDs 

PARQ 
GROUPS Sex N 11 S.D. t. Value 

Low Fe. 16 37.69 13.49 0.62 
l1a . 10 34.80 7.10 

Low mod. Fe. 100 35.05 7.71 -2.45* 
tIa . 91 37.94 8.60 

High lllod 1"e 34 37.59 8.31 -0.85 
t1a .. 42 39.12 7.39 

High Fe 19 39.63 8 12 -0 92: 
11a . 32 11. 63 7.03 



63 

Table 50 shows that there are no significant differences 

between males and femles in terms of strict discipline except in 

nIt low IIloljerate group. 

The last hypothesis which put fort.h :hat the children who have 

higher rejection scores on PARQ are excepted to have signif icantly 

lower acadellllC achievement as -compared to children who have lower 

rejection scores, was also supported by the results. The means and 

standarlj deviations ot the student GPAs in the sexes and the tour 

PARQ groups can be seen in 'rabIes 51 and 52. 

Th.ble 51 
~ and S_D_ of sexes on the G_P_A_ 

Sex S_D_ 

llales ·175 6 23 1. 23 

Fe.r.o.ales 169 6.80 1. 48 

Total 344 6_51 L39 

-------

Table 52 

!1ee)lS aM _.~1J- of .tour r.ejection qrollps on the G_ ~~~-=-

PMlQ 

GROUPS N S_D. 

GRP 01 26 6 92 1. 86 

GRP 02 191 6 .,.;. 
. I .... 

1 ~ .. ) 
. ,) ... 

(;RP 03 76 6.25 1. 34 

GRP 01 51 5.90 1. 18 

!rotlll 314 6. 51 1.39 

-.-~-
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One way analysis ot variance ot academic achievement by 

re] ection reveals tt.l8. t there is signit icant dit terence ot academic 

achIevement in relation to ditferent levels of perceived rejection 

(f::;6 784, p<.OOl) These results can be seen in Table 53. 

1h.ble 53 

One w.y .AlI)VA results of aca.d.eai.c achieve.llent by PAR(} groups 

SUa of lfea.n l 

Source D.l. squares squares Ratio 

Between groups 3 37.3613 12 4538 6.784* 

vIi thin Groups 340 624.1907 1.8359 

Total 343 661.5518 

* p<.OOl 

According t.o Scheff~ procedure results, the high rejection 

group hf.t.d signH ice.ntly(p<. 05) lower 8.cademic a.chievement than the 

modera. te 10111 and 1m., rej ection groups ~Yhile tb.e moderate lU'Jh 

rejection group w&s included in both subsets. These resul t,s c;~.n be 

seen in Table 54. 

Table 54 

ScheJ t e Procoom:f! 

GPO UP 

llEAN 

SUB5!.'1· 2 

GROUP 
tlEAN 

GPP 04 

5.90 

GRP 03 

6 25 

GPP 03 

625 

GRP 02 GRP 01 
6.72 6.92 
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Table 55 

l'!Io vny AB:>VA. result~ on ftca.deaj.c achieveaen.t by four PARQ groups by 

5ex 

Sources of 

Variation 

i1ain effects 

Rejection 

Sex 

1\10 wo.y interactio!l 

Exla1ned 

Resi(iual 

Total 

*p< 001 

Sua of 

57 737 

30 151 

20.357 

8.389 

66.126 

595 404 

661.530 

D.l. 

'1 

3 

1 

3 
'7 , 

336 

343 

14 434 

10.050 

20.357 

2.796 

9.447 

1.772 

1.929 

8 146** 

5.672* 

11. 488* 

1.578 

5. 331:+:* 

As can be seen 1n Table 55, there is 3itJIIif iC8.nt dit f erence 

betTtYeen the Ilililes alii! fem.ales 111 the level of academ.ic achievement, 

though Int.eraction eft ect i3 not seen The results of t-t.est 

an.aly:ns can be seen in Table 56. 

"IUble 56 
:r_te3t~_H;;;mJ~t.3 _QJ,,-~le9 and fe:l!tlles on four P.~s 

P1J:(~ 
GROUPS 

Low 

K 

16 
1'1'::'. 10 

_._._--_ .. _._._---_ .. _. __ .. _._-----
LOH mod Fe. 

Ud. 

Ji'e. 
it:'l. 

-.-------------.. -.~ 
HiiJh fe 

I~.~:l. 

100 
91 

19 

11 

6. ",.-, 
,"..,) 

7. 24 

'1 05 f 

6 36 

6. 44 
D. 09 

6. 1? 
5. '7 .-. ,J 

S.D. t Va.lue 

") 17 -0 .- ~, 

w. t, " 
1. 29 

1. 33 3. 72* 
1. ':>? 

...~ 

1. 53 1. 13 
1. 17 

1. 29 1. ·-.r, 
i.O 

1 11 .I.. 
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Table 56 shows that. there are no significant differences 

between Iil8.les and females in terms of academic achievement except in 

the low moderate group. 

For further analyses, only the two extreme groups, n8.mely the 

low and high reJection groups were compared. To see if the groups 

dif fer slgniflcantly on the variables, t- test was utilized. 

As can be seen 1n Table 57, group A is the low and group B in 

the t1igh rejection group. The results showed that the lOTN rejection 

group had Significantly higher self concept (t=6.00. p<. 0001), 

perceived their Illothers a3 being more democratic (t=2.68, p<.Ol). as 

~.olell as having higher academ.ic achievement (t=2.93, p<.Ol) tt'..B.n the 

high rejection group 

The re~mlt3 also showed that the rejection group had 

Si(JTlificantly Im·ler neIJative attributiorU1l style (t=-2.86. p< 01), 

lOJ,.,Ter tra.it anxiety (t='-4 98, P<. 0001), perceived their mother 8.3 

nonrejecUng of their homem.akulg role (t.=-3.91 ,p<. 0001) .. perceived 

less m.arital conflict. (t=-3.97, p<.OOOl) and less strict di3cipline 

(t=-200, p.05) t.han the high rejection group 

Sigrnficant dit f erence va.3 not f Otmd bet.,,,een the 10\" and hi'Jh 

rejection IJroups Hl terms of mothers' perceived overprot.ection 

(t;:O.86, p< 5). 



Table 57 
'r-te!jt re8ults of. el:.treJl.e groUDs 

CASQ 

srr'AI 

PARI F1 

PARI E'2 

PARI F3 

PARI f4 

PARI I5 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Gro·l.!p B 

Group A 
Group B 

Group A 
Group B 

ACHIEVE11EN'T' G roup A 
Group B 

.t-p<.05 **p< 01 

Low R 
High R 

Low R 
High R 

Lm" R 
High R 

LO\lI R 
High R 

Low R 
High R 

Lm.;! P 
HiiJh R 

LOTN R 
High R 

LOH R 
High R 

frequency 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

26 
51 

***p<.OOOl 

65.08 
49.59 

17.62 
20.65 

37.50 
47.18 

48.69 
17.0B 

29.62 
25.49 

30.27 
36.63 

12.19 
1598 

36.58 
40.88 

6.92 
5.90 
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S.D. T Value 

12 50 6.00*** 
9.71 

5.31 -2.86** 
3.88 

9.80 -4.98*** 
7.04 

8.58 0.86 
7.30 

9.40 2.6B** 
4.11 

7.75 -3.91ii** 
6.20 

3.80 -3.97*** 
4.04 

11. 38 -2.00:+: 
7.44 

1 0'1 . o. 2.93** 
119 

Pearson Prvduct Correlation coefficients were calcul.:ited to 

IllVt.st:iiJdte the pos:nble correlations betT/Teen PARQ il.nd the other 

'lana.tll;:;:). A.s can be seen in Table 58. reject.ion scores obt.ained 

from PAPQ hi1.ve a nega.tlve correlaUon ot-.52 witt! self concept. 

(p< OOl), - 20 l,oJith mother' 3 perceived democratic behaviour3 (p<. 001) 

a.nd - 27 rn.th tn:8.dt~mic ac!u.e:vem.ent (p<:. 001). 

On tt.e Cit\"!tr the reJectIon scores 3ho~led a positive 

conele,tlon Dt .16 \!I'J-th neq;;,.tJ,ve ;;ttrtbutionel etyle (p<: 0(1) .. 37 

. 15 in tfi percei vBd lm1.fl tal contlht 
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Tw~le 58 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients of PARO vith other Y8.riables 

WIFA.l1 CASQ STAI 
PARI 
F1 

PARI 
F2 

PARI 
F'") 

.J 

PARI PARI 
F 4 F 5 ACHIEVEtlE1IT 

PARQ -.52** .16** .37** -.02 - .20** .25** .15* .17** -.27** 

*P<.Ol **P<.001 

Apart form the hypothesis testing, factor analysis was carried 

out to have further information about the conceptual validity of the 

PARQ. The rC3ponses of 344 students were used to explore the 

cOIil.parabillty ?11th the onglli.8.1 study. In Hle original study two 

prImary factofs were obtallied therefore in the present study, ttle 

groupll1JJ of the lte1i3 f or t~m factors y1ere initially investl'Ja ted. 

.-.(:: 
.J;) and above correlation "1ere taken into 

'fable 59 stimJ3 the i telll.3 according to the +-.-' .-.. ..... -."-"'" 
l.Q.L-I,-IJ1. ,:. 

f ormtd based on the present study and the original 31.1bscale3. A:.; can 

be 3t.en HI thl;:; table Factor I contains the i teIll.3 of the warIllth 

3utl3cale and a130 5even iteIl~3 froIll indifference-neglect subscale. On 

the oHler 11anc1 factor II contaHl~' almost all of the items belorllJing 

to aggrcss:i_on-·hos tility and urllHtt erented rejection 3ubscales while 

ei>Jht tIt Ute IncUff.::.reli.Cti--negltict It.ems fall under thIS tactor. 
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r~ctor ~lpi3 

S.ub-

5cs.le 

1 

Sub

Scale 

2 

Factor 1 

1.5.8.12.15.19.22. 

26.29 33.36.40.43. 

17.50.54.55.57.58.60 

~ . ., 
.J. 

factor 2 

,2.6,9.13.16.20.23, 

27.30.34.41.44.48. 

51 
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Items 

ttJ.8. t. 

have 

below .. 

28 .. 4 

---------------------------------------------------------
Sub
Scale 

3 

7.14.21.28.35.42. 

49 

-----_._--_._--
Sub- 4 

----
5ubsCftle 1: I'6.rath 

Sub50!tle '). 
L.. ~;Hl lUost. 

Subsoale 3: 1M. /Neg. 

Sul~3Cdle 4: HM. Rej. 

3,10.17.24.31.38. 

45.52 

11.18,25.32,39.46. 

53.56.59 

B Resu.lt!} on Ute relitillilit~f an1 intcrml consistency: 

In UU;:i sec t 1t);:;, t indinqs ot test -- r e t.est 1'e liabi 1 ity. Cron1a(:11 

A1f,t.l,j COt~ftjCl'~nL? EHJ.ll item tot6.1 correla.tio1l3 of the PARQ Inll be 

As Gan be ~een In 'fu.l:)le 60. tbc:~ test. retest reliabili tv . . 
cnlcul:.:d.['d by Pe~H.son Product Correl6ttion Coefficient ~Ja3 tC:1.md to 

be . 70 t or the. total PARQ. .61 t or the. warm.th subscale, .62 tor the 
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15 the lowf::st aIllonq the other 3ubscales Allot the correlations 

were f OUIl.d to be signif iC;9.nt. at p<. 001 level f or the 76 st.udents 

fuho were 8.QlUnistered the test Tllith a tlilo or three weeks interval. 
1\ibl~; 60 

Thf.:: .test-.r.tltest reliability correlation coefficients tor the p~ 

~ub~caJes and the total scale score 

Scales 
Correlation 

Coeft icients 

Aggre.::oion/Hostili ty Subseaie 
.64* 

6?* 

In,(htt erence/Neglect Subscale .64* 

Undifferentiated Rejection Subscale .48:+: 

TOtal .70* 

'p<.OOl 

Interm.l consistency. was cOIllputed in terms of Cronbach AlpfJ.8. 

tor tl"le 60 lteIUs and also t or each subscale. These results can be 

seen in 'I'able 61. 

'I'able 61 

~f.QJ.1bach CoeffiJj.ent Alplwi for PARO subsC8.les and total scale H: 344 

Cconbtich 

Seale Alpba 

----------------
Warmth 

Agg IHo.:lt. 

1nl.1 iNeg 

UnJ. He). 

Total Scale 

.09 

.90 

83 

.78 

.95 

Standacdized 

Itea Alpha 

.90 

.90 

.84 

.78 

.95 
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Further support f or the int.ernal consistency came t rom tt'1e 

correct.ed itelll tot.a.l sta.tistics -vihich C;3.11 be seen in Tatlle 62, item 

3u.bsci':1.1e correlations "'hich are c8.lculated in terms of Pear::;on 

CorreIa tlon Coet f icj.ent which can also be seen in Table 63. 

'l\tble 62 
C~crected itea total correlation coefficients of the PAR2 iteas 
N:3i4 

Itea Ho 

1 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
H 
12 
1"3 
11 
15 
16 
17 
1.8 
19 
20 
21 
.).~, 

oL...;"", 

.,,", 

.~o 

29 
:30 

40 
11 

Corrected Itea Total Cor. 

.19 

.54 

.55 
.43 

.35 

.42 

.55 
50 

.35 

.49 

.62 

.58 

.15 

.61 

.41 

.52 

.34 

.62 

.49 

.66 

.64 

.40 

.60 

.15 
64 

.08 

.56 

.66 

.52 
· 35 
.44 
· 59 
.59 
.4':' 
.49 

.1 -:, 
· ~~ 

.60 

.43 
51 
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'12 
43 
14 
45 
46 
47 
48 
19 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 

Table 63 

Corrected Itea Total Cor_ 

.60 

.60 

.61 

.54 

.53 

.49 

.56 

.61 

.21 

.52 

.39 

.40 

.63 

.42 

.49 

.57 

.66 

.57 

.64 

Itell--Subscale Cor'relation Coefficient5 Ii: 344 

Scale5 

y,IarIllth 

AgfJ·/Rost. 

IntI. /Neg. 

Und PeJ. 

p< 001 

Average Itea-Sub5cale 

Correlation 

.58* 

.64* 

.55* 

72 

A':! can be seen in T~ble 62, corrected item total correlation 

coeffICIent:. provide evi,jence tor tt!e internal con;;~istency of t.lltl 
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PARQ (Nlmnaly .. 1967. p.285). The subscale-total correlation tor the 

warIilt.l1 sut,scale is .87. tor the 8.g'Jressiol"l.-llostilit.y subsca.le it is 

.90 . for the uruiifference-neglect subscale it is .90 and for the 

undifferentiated rejection 3ubscale it is .85 (See Table 64). 

Thble 6i 

Sub5cale and s~~le total correlation coefficients for the PARO 

y AlB liB Total 

'N 1. 00 

A/H o. 63 1. 00 

IIN 0 78 0.72 1. 00 

R o. 56 0.82 0.69 1.00 

Total 0 87 o 90 0.90 0.85 1. 00 

---_., 
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DISCUSSION 

The purpose of the present study was to establish the 

reHabili ty and validity of tlle Turkisf1 version of the Parental 

Acceptance Rejection Questionna.ire (PARQ). The construct ·validation 

of the PARQ "as accomplished though hypothesis testing and factor 

Ea.sed on the stUdies tha.t sho';1 the inverse relation~hip of 

self concept and perceived rejection or abuse (Rohner, 1980; Polat; 

19B8) the first hypothesis stated that the cr..Hdren '-1ho perceive 

b1qher re]tcti on 'Nere expected to have lower self concept than those 

who perceive lmier rejection. Tins expectation ",'as supported by t.he 

.AJJOVA fir.li:1lnt}S (F=30 140, p< 0001). 

Tne second hypothesis put fort.h that the children who perceive 

higher parental reJection were expected to have higher trait anxiety 

than those vtlO perceive Imver reject.ion This expectation ioTaS 

supported by the AH()VA findings (F=16.525, p<. 0001). This tir.l.l.1ing 

Wf1:3 also SUppolttcl by the study of Aber and Zigler (1981) which 

reported at-used chIldren to be anxiolls. aggressive and hostile 

(cj ted In Garb3flno et a1. 1936). FeIll.8.1es were f o1.md to have more 

'The thirdbypottll:'S13 vas based on the st.udies of Bi1.rahal et 

8.1 (193:1) and F:ohner (1980). The cfiildren \~ho percel ve higher 

reJectIon were expected to be attributing the cause of events to 

extenlctl ~()urcts liud have a helpless e::~lana tory style more than 

those who perCelVij Im.,er rejectlon. TIns hypothesis was supported 

as well (F=3 798 p<.Ol) 
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The t ourth hypothesis '{las constructed based on the Western 

studies \Ttlich conceptualize overprotection or overly nurturant. 

t,ehaviours as rejectlng the child's individuality and fostering 

dependent beli..aviour3 such as Newell (193'1- 1936) and Knight (1933) 

studIes (cIted in Radke, 1945) St.udies in Turkey also shor.~ed 

po,ntive relationship ot maternal overprotection wit.h dependency and 

an:nety (Peker, 1985; KozaCloglu, 1982) as well as negat.ive 

relatioll.ehip ',\Tith self concept (Odaba~, 1985). Accordingly it was 

hypothesized tha.t the children vlho perceive higher maternal 

re] ection ~!ere expected to perceive m.ore overprotection than t.hose 

who perceive lor..,er rejection. This expectat.ion "'Y8.S not :met by the 

results of )J·10VA which showed no Significant differences as well as 

the Pear::wn Product results which showed no correIa t.ions between 

t.ho;3e contructt;. 'r.hi.s re~,ult3 can be explained by nle t indings of 

the Turkish YOC study (~agltpba$l, 1982) which indicated th.at. 

dependent, ot;edient behaviours were rew-arded where8.S self reliant 

and independent behaviours ,~ere punished by the Turkish parents. As 

reported by fi;H~k (1982) Turkish family is autbori tarian and 

protective .. in accordance i\l"Hh these, overprotective parenting TNa;:; 

not necess;;Hily perceived 3.S rejecting, but was an expected 

belia.viour of the parents. 

The fHth llypotl1esi5 'thich stated that the children \-"ho 

perceive higher rejection were expected to perceive less democratic 

attltu.de co.mpttrei.1 to those ,.)110 perceive lower reJection TN"as also 

supported (f=3.306, p<.OOOl) 

The t.lXU.l l1YPOtlH~Bl~ pu.t tot th that. t.he clnldnm who perceive 

rUQher teJe~,:tFm were expected mor maternal rejectIon of h01ll8Iiltt.klll'J 
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role as co~pared to those who perceive lower rejection. Ttlis 

expecta tion was met by the ANOV! results (F=8. 365, p<. 0001) as well. 

The seventh hypothesis s ta ted that the children who perceive 

higher rejection were expected to perceive more marital conflict in 

their parents than those who perceive less rejection. Ttlis 

hypothesis was supported as well (F=4. 187, p<. 01). This result in 

supported by the findings of Smith (1975) and Young (1964) which 

indIcate the existence of marital discord and spousal disputes in 

abusing families (cited in Berger,1983b). 

1'he eigth hypothesis was based on the relationsihp of warmth 

and control in Turklsh families. KagItpba~l (1970) reports that 

control is not perceIved as parental rejection in Turkey ,because in 

Turkey love and control go together in contrast to Western societies 

where love accompanies permissiveness and the use of control i~plie3 

lack of effection Consequently the children who perceive lo,.,er 

rejection "Fere expected to perceive 30~e degree of control whereas 

hIghly reJected children were expected to perceive either too low or 

too hIgh strict discipline. This expectation was not ~et by tbe 

tin:jing3. ANOVA results showed that the children who perceive higher 

rej ection were perceiving higher strict discipline as well (F=5. :371.

p<.OOl). So the rel;:"'tiollship W'<3.S found to be a rather linear one, 

just lil:e in the ~<Je3tern findings, instead of being cu.rvilinear as 

hypothesized. Ttlis finding might suggest the greater need in 

cluldren for Iilore flexibility a.nd democracy in t.heir lives. Slight 

;;;;t'x dltitrence \-!tI.:3 .tOlmd In the perceptL~l of 8trict discipline. The 

males ivho perceived low moderate rejtjctlon i-lHe fOlU1i1 to be 
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perceiving more Btrict discipline. This can be due to different 

treatlllent received by boys and gir13 (Kagltpba$l, 1982; Zeytinoglu 

and Kozcu, 1987). 

The la.st l1ypc.tl1esis stated that the children vho perceive 

higher reJection were expected to have lower academic achievem.ent 

than those -who perceive lower rejection was supported as well 

(F=6784, p<.OOl). 'TIus result is congruent vith the findings of 

Lynch (1978) and Starkey' 3 results (cited in Rohner ,1980) which 

state that rejected or abused children to be underachieving at 

school . 

. J--
I factor analysis which was used in the construct validation 

yielded t.r.w tactor3 as found in the original study (Rohner, 1980). 

Factor 1 cont.:xirled the itero.;5 of warmth subseale and half of t.Ile 

indlfterence-neglect stibscale whereas Factor 2 contained aggression 

hosti1.i t.y and undifferentiated rejection subsca.les. When the items 

in the ractof3 (He clo3ely investigated, it can be concluded one 

tactor represents warmth and the other rejection like Rohner's 

The relationship of sex "ritn rejection yielded conflicting 

results 111 the li.tera.ture. In the research conducted by Rohner 

(1980) no SIgnificant :.:;ex difference ~Ja3 round. Polat.' s (1988) and 

ErkJ.!ldn find Alan.t~.r· 5 (1989) findillJJs support.ed this result in Turkey 

wherea8 Erkman (1%9) in her ;,:;tudy ~.,.it.h Turki::;h remigrants f01.md 

1I.tales tl) percelve mote .lila t.enw.l rejectio'1 In the present. st.udy, 

!n61es were f(iu.nd to be perceiving more lIlat.errl8.1 rejection tb.all the 
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These re5ul ts can be seen In Appendix I in table form. 

Accord illlJ to Oh15on- Prather (1978) in the Tu.rkish tamil y infants 

and SInall chIldren are Indulged, but by the age of six or seven when 

the cluld starts primary schooL expectations and the use of 

physIcal punbt!lf!ent Increase Kayl tCItla~l (1982) reports that. the 

• .tun targets of these expectations are males as they are expected to 

IrIdlntain the famIly name and constitute an old age security f or the 

p8.rents. In additjofl, Zeytilloglu and Kozeu (1987) fOluld male 

children t.o receive m.ore physical pUllishment than the girls 

The SES variable \ro.3 also one that ahrays gave conflicting 

re:mlt3 in ttie literature Rohner (1980) found no social clas3 

differences, whereas Polat' 3 (1988) findings revealed t.hat the upper 

middle class children were perceiving more acceptance th;;.n their 

lower Cl8.3S counterpart~3. Therefore in the present ;:;tudy, three 

highschoob f rOIll each SES were t.aken. The low SES children, like in 

Polat';:-:. study, \-Jere found to perceive more rejection (F=1:3 028, 

p< 00(01). Ttle3e results ctln be seen in Appendix 1...1 in table form. 

The te3t retest. reliability was not calculated in t.he studies 

of R,)li.ner (1980) or Polat (1988). In the present study the test 

rete::,t. rellabilHy coefficients of the 3lu)3cales ranged bet'.Jeen .. 48 

to 64 on.e 8. 1;1':0 or three wee}( period an,j it "78.3 .70 for the total 

score. The re.1L!l.bllit.y coefficients are rather lliodest, this lilay be 

due to the s.<;t!I,ple :nze 1,o71"1ich 'll::<;3 !ilade up of only 76 ;:;ubjects or tl1e 

t::\ct nidl tlltrt 'iiere more males than feL..."\les in t.h.8.t group of 76 
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The Cronbach alpha coett icients of the 3ubscales ranged 

between.72 and .90 in the origInal study. In Polat':3 study, it ll8.S 

f oU.nil to range between . 76 and. . 89 In the present research, it 

ranged between .78 and .89. The alpha. coetticient was found to be 

. 95 t or the lotal scale The item. rem.a.iuder correlations ranged 

between .34 and .67. Item.s 28 and 50 had low correlations and are 

<iccordingly recomm.elided to be deleted from the questionnaire. 

The 3ubscale total correIa lions ranged between. 85 and .90 in 

t.he pre;;:.ent s tu.dy, these correlations fanged between .73 and .90 in 

Polat's study. As can be seen, the results of internal consistency 

·9.re very congruent with Polat's and RoImer';3 findings. In the li,JI'lt 

of these eVIdence, it can be concluded tJF"". ~ Turkish PARQ is malje up 

of l'loliJ.ogeneous :i.t.eIll;:"l that have internal consistency and moderat.e 

;3 tabili ty over tIme. TIle t~.ndif f erentia ted rej ection sutlscale T,.;a3 

found to have .48 correlation coefficient in the test retest 

rellatiility study end .78 CrOl'l...tla.ch' 3 alpha coeitictent which are the 

lowest fiIil.Ong the resulte. of the other su.bscaleE;. In fut.ure 

research. it is recouended to go over the item.s of this slwE;cale 

ancl. vork on the :'3t.rurt.ure of the statements. 

These re3ul ts lncluding other usages of P.ARQ supports ttJ.8.t 

PART 13 anemot] onal atluse theory. 

One of the liliJ.i t..a tions of the 5tudy is related to the tim.e 

. intervals in rela tlon to testing the st6.bili ty of PARQ. As the 

admInIstratlon ot the questiollliinres W8.':; achieved towards the end of 

the iicaJellilc yectr .. It.''iB.~, not pO':':Hble to obta.in te.ijt retest score.:::; 

tor longer t.l1.IJ.t pencil.!;) lllCludlhtJ the whole sample group 
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The subJects were select.ed froIll some sctwols in Istanbul and 

randoIll saIllpling could not. be achieved f or practical reasons. 

It is su.ggested for future researchers that the reliability 

and vali1hty ot PARQ should be replicated on a larger randoIll sample 

and further investigation on the lIr!:iiff erentia ted rej ection 

31..ID5Cale is recoIlU!lended. 
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El1nlZIlekl ifadeler 

bulurwii}:;ta.d.l r. Bu ltadelerin annenizin size olan davrs.nl.;}lan.na 

uygun olup olmadlyllll d.tl~tinun. 

Her Hadeyi ukuduk tan 50nra o Hade annenizin .nze kar~l 

d~iVr8.n191arl l:onwmr.da tie kadar dogruysa Benim i.;:in "HeIllen heIlLen 

her Z.dJJift.n o.o.j1'u", uBlizen dogru" "Nodiren doy-ru" veya Hil;:bu Z:':tIiv.Hl 

dogru degl}" ~8hllnde i~aretleYlniz. 
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[Jol~.Im DOGRU DEGIL 
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1. Annem benim hak},llllda gl:izel ;;eyler 
s':'Yler. 

2. .b.n.nelli koUt d6.vn,.ndlYlliJ. ZaliJ.tlll beni 
kl~j~~u.Iil.;3eyere}( <i2;j.rlar. 

::i ./;llrteill ben bi:~~ yo};:mu.;.uIii. 9:Lb:l. 
d6.Vl<':I.l'nr. 

5. Planltl.nIiilz fJbJd:ulIja benimle 
}.;:1:.ml;;ur ve ::;byle;i'ecetlenmi dUller. 

t, l)r,ul1 ozttc\ti dlnle:lliedig:uo. Zl3.man beni 
b;j~kalarln8. ;'lka.yc:t eder. 

7. BenIffiIe cal~an llgllenir: 

8. Arkada~larlml eve getirmem ICln beni 
ce~\aretler.li.hn r, (lnla.nn ho~ vaki t 
geci'.~31hl BsQlar 

9. Benl huCill( dD~urDr ve benlmle alay 
eder 
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Beni ba~kalarH19. Liver. 

KIZdlgl zaman beni cok sert bir 
~er:llde ceza.landHH. 

Benlm gerer:ll rJ l.,jaYl alIiL8.liI. i,;in 
gayret eder. 

Benimle sleak ve sevgi Ijolu bir 
$elal,je konu;sur. 

Bana hemen luddetlenir. 

Benim sorUlalTIiL8. cevap ve rmeme.1c: 
t~:in i:;Sl o Idu..gumu soyler. 

Ber.u:ien lw;;lar.ilalyor glt'i 

Ha.ket ti,)im zaman bana gO.zel 
:;seyler sayler. 

(;abuk klzar ve J:uddetuH benden 
pkanr. 
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ArkadaslarlIli.ln kUll olduguTlu mera};: 
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Yt:tptlYlIli. ;.eylerle gercekten 
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Ban.a kIne]. ~eyler sC'yler. ) 

Ya f,j 11ll1!i.o. If.l.tiyaClIll. oldu(lmld8. beni 
dUYI1l8.Z,llh t.8.11 gel1r ( ) 

Od.?lIl1 de-rUe ohlugunda [19. taYl 
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B8Illi is I: em h1ig-llli..1. ve ih t i Y::t 1;: 
duyul(iuJJlU1U hi.5;:;ettirir ( ) 

Suunne d () ktmd UI)tllitU soyler. ( ) 

BerH - _." l:JnemBer ( ~·Uj'. 

IYl dn'lxondlyllll ~~a.J.\l;.:.m belllmle Gurur 
(1uydu(p.U1U soyler. ( ) , 

Nadiren 
Bazen Dogn1 

{ ... ( ) \ .. 

( ) ) 

( 
, 

( \ J .. 

( ) ( ) 

i 
, 

( ) , J 

( ) ( ) 

.', .) .. 

( ... ( 
, 

J ) 

i ) ( .. \ , 

( ) { , 

) ( ) 

( ... ( ) .. , 

( 
., 

( 
, 

} ) 

( ) ... 
.' 

( ) \ ) 

( ) ( 
, 
) 

.• 
l 

( ) ) 
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Hir;bir 
Zaman 
Dogru 
De')il 

( ) \ 

( 
., 
J 

( ) , 

., 
} 

.:: ) 

I 
, 

) , 

.( ~ .. 

, 
) ~. 

( ) 

( ) 

... .. 

( 'I .. 

( ) 

( "\ 
J 

( ") 

\ 

( I 

( ) , 



37. Beni klr!ll.5.k i.;:in ellnden gelenl 
yapar. 

38. Onun hatHlam.a;H gerektigini 
du~u.ndug(i.m ~eyleri unut.ur. 

39. Ketti. hare}<;et et.ti¢iIllde art.lk 
sevilmediOiml hissettirir 

40 Yapt1g1m geyln onemll olduOlUlU 
biHl8. hisset tirir. 

4.1. KijtI:l davral"iIil.adll'lUl zaIilB.n beni 
korkutur veya tetllll t eder. 

4-::> ZamB.lnnl benlIlile gepm.ekten 

Hemen 
Hem en 

Her 
Zaman 

<: ) 

( ) 

, 
) \ 

( ) '. 

( ) 

ho;>lam.r ( 

13 tJ:tih!11l}Um veya CttfllIli ;nl:lldlylnda 
b8na yardlIll et.meye t;:al1~lr ) 

44. k~otll l:iavranrJlglIll zaIll.8n arkad6.;51anmln 
drninde beni utan.d.u H ( ) 

45. BendcH uzak l:alllidya t;;all;'lr. ( ) 

16 Benl ~]kayet eder ( :. 
47. Ne d.(i~(m.dw~(iw.ll fuer8.k ed.er ve ,j 

beni.!ule ]:;onu9liI8.Yl sever. 
konuda 

( ) 

'18 Nt y~3.p.3;~1..lli y3.payull bfJ.;;.ka ~:ocu.klarln 
bendE'fl l;/i clt1ul)\.lllU sbyler. ( ) 

49. Plan yapt)..i~l :a.m.an benilil i3tedi:;'ji:m. 
;,ey1ere dEL .. '!. t. eder. ( ) 

SO. ':!ll;::l.I.ll..l ol,:lui]'.mu dCl;;Ci.ncll.l.(lu.Dl ;.e;yltrl 
onu.n l~: In UYlJl.U1 (I lr\lf:l ;7;':\' b i 1 t. ya pIil..B . .Dl8. ( 

inn. veri.!:.". 

51. B':'L;,ttl ~: I) CJ}: 1:::<. r 11i bend eIi daha 1 yi 
davr6nd111~1 e0yler. ( ) 

bHulu. ( ) 

( ) 

Nadiren 
Bazen Doyru 

( ) ( .:-

( ) <: ) 

( ) ( ) , > 

{ ) ( ) , 

) \ ) 

( ) ( 
, 

" i 

,.. 'i 'i , > , 

( ) ( 

~ ~ 

( ) ( ::0 

.. , { ; 

J '" 
I 

'. J 

\ ( ) , J 

( ) ) , 

( ) r' ) , '. 

,.. ) \. , 

{ ", ( ) , , 

i ) " , 
'. "\ 

) 
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Hi.;blr 
Zam.an 
Dogru 
Degil 

( ::. 

( ) 

t' ) , 

( 'I 
.-

( ) \ 

{ 

.:, \. 

( ) 

<- ) 

( ", 
) 

\ 
; 
1 

; 

) 
J 

( "1 
.' 

", 
J 

( "1 , J 

( 

{ 
'. 
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BDfirl i~ilI 
DOCRu 

BDIill igm 
l)(;IGRU DE 1L 

Hemen Hil;:bir 
Hemen Zaman 
her Nadiren Dogru 
Zaman Bazen Doyru Deyil 

51. Yapug1lil. ~eylerle ilgilenir. ( ) ( ) ) ( 
., , , , 

55. CanlIli. aCId. 1y 1 zaman veya hasta 
oldugum ZaIiAiill kendimi datJd iyi { ) { ) ( 

, 
( 

, 
) } 

hissetmem 1I;in gayret eder. 

56. Kbtu davrand1g1m zaman benden 
utandly1n1 soyleL ( { 'I 

\ ( ) , J ) 

57. Beni seVd1yini sbyler. ( ) 
,. 

) ( ) ( ) \ 

58. Bana nazik ve YUIllu~8.k davran1r. , 
) i , , 

) ( ) "- \. } \. 

59. K6tu davrandlylIll zaman beni 
utand1nr ve suClu hissettirir. ( , ( , ( ) ( 

., 
I I , .. 

60. Beni lIlutlu etm.eye l;al1~lr ( , ( ) ) ( ) , 



APPDIDIX B 

AlJINIZ SOYADIHIZ: 
KOD NO 

1 CIDsiyetiniz. KIZ ( ) 

2. Slnl! lr11Z 

Erke}~ ( ) 

3. Do<JuIll. 'I'ari.hiniz: GUn __ Ay __ _ 

4. Dogu1Jl. Yerinlz: _________ _ 

5 Su an£le. oturdugul1uz semt: 

6. tae karde~slniz? 

7. Karde~lerden kaC1nclslnlz ? 

8. Anneniz ve Babanlz 
(jz 

BABA ()Z ( 

9. Anne ve Babam 
8.. Beraberler 

b BO;janct 1103. r 

\ , 
, 
) 

c. Ayn ya;nyorlar 

rjvey ( ) 

Dvey ( ) 

5ag ( ) 

5ag ( ) 

d. Annem ve/VBya babe.Ill htl.ya t te. degil 

Hi Anne ve Bnbali.1Zl11 6qrenim. durumu 

ANNE 
OkU.lil8. yazma;.H yok ( ) 

Se.,.lece ohm'!. tilir ( 

()h:ula g i tl!l.em:l.;. ckur YB.zd.r ( ) 

ilkokulu bitirffii~ ( ) 

Liseyi bitirffii~ ( ) 

'j'\iJ<:.:q:kclljrenillli biti nui;; ( ) 

D ICEI~ (Uitt en bel ir tuuz) 

11. hlme ve Bctb8.nlZ1D. i;;-:. duruJ.'l1u '? 

T_ -r'''-r J.~ 0 ..... 11.1 

YanIil gu.n ~:C\ l1~lyor 

'I'dIli !J1.1..11 ~:[t.l191 yor 

ANNE 
( 

( 

( ) 
( ) 

Y11 

BABA 
( ) ~ 

( ) ~. 

.. ) 
~ > 

( ) 

( 'I 
J 

( 
, 
) 

BABA 
{ } , } 

( 'I 
! 

( ) 

( ) 

---

61i.i ( ) 

OUi ( ) 
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APPDIDIX C 

Ail.! HAYATI VF. COCUI n:TiSTiR1.1E 'IUI'Ol1IJ M«E'fi* 
(IISALT1lJ1IS romm) 

1. ~oculc yorucu veya zor l;olerden konm!ilil.lldu_ 

93 

2 _ Anne ve babahlr cocukial-lnl dertlerini anIat:w.aya te~vik ederier. 
Fakat bazen coc:uklann dertlerinin hie a~:1Imama31 gerekti'lini 
anlayamazlar. 

3 _ ~ocu};: bo~a geeen t1a.kikalann bir daha hi<;: geri gelmeyecegini ne 
kadar cabuk ogrenirse, kendi3i il;in 0 kadar iyi olur. 

4. Elf alUle Cocu(p_mun dti.;; klnkllglna ttgraIJi.,3.:w.aSl icin elinden geleni 
yapmaIldlf. 

5. ';OGu}-;: ne kalj6.r erken ytirUrJieyi ogrenirse, 0 kadar iyi terbiye 
e(iilebllir 

6. COCl~ yeti~tirmek sinir bozucu, Ylpratlcl bir i$tir. 

7 CocUJJlJl1 hay:,. t ta ogrenIilesi .Jereken 0 Kadar ~ey var ki, zamanlnl 
bo~a gecirmesl affedilemez. 

o. B;;j)al.f.i.f, lnraz daf18. ~ef}.:at1i 0138.1ar, anneler cocuJ::lanrll daha 
iy~ y6netebllirler 

9. (~()cu.k yeti;;:tlrmenlH kbt1..i taratl8.nndan biri de anne ya d.a babalun 
l.'5tedigini yapabi.l1ll.esi il;:in yeterince ozgur olma:m.asldlr. 

10 S:.!la kurallal"1L\ yeti;;tlIllen l;ocu.klardan en iyi yeti;;kul1er 
~:lkar _ 

11 Blf aU.fte l~:ocuQmlUn mutlulugu lcin }~endl IllutluluguYlu f eda 
etae31lii bilmelidlr 

12. D;.=tufta k();,}u;ituran, h.a.reketli bir 90cuk tl11)'1ik bir olasllltla .Iil.utlu 
blr Insan olacaktlr 

:t:3 BuyUklco:r t;Ocu}:;lt,nn ~6l}~al8.rn.l.8. gtiler, on18.ra eglendirici ,:qktUer 
e..nla t 1.11 r.sa , evd ek i d Liz en (1alla l:rL da t·~ alienk Ii 01 ur . 

1-1 (:ocl_bJlm en glzJl d!l;llncelenni kesinlH:le bEmek, bir annenin 
gorevid.i.r 

*- r.l~8.1 tllii.l~ deney-~el (PARI) forml!' G(mey LeCompte, He.cettepe 
Univer:nte;:n. Pstkoluji hClhillli..i (1978). 
fiu tOfIt sadece ar8.~t.u:m.t'l.larda }·;ulhuulm.dk ljzere f.L8.zulallJi.ll;-;t olup, 
inr.'::lz ~1)YB.HlJaIfJ.EJ.z, kopyc;. el111cfii.ez ve kull&Jull:i.!U&.z. iZln- il;in 
B U EljltlI!I. F.:.d"tilte!51 EIJitiltl Bllllilleri B6hiltH:i.ne Y8.zabllHsirnz 



15 An.ne-babalar cocuklarl1i8., sorgusuz sua13iz kendilerine sadlk 
ka J.Illa 10. run cHJre truel id i r le r . 

16 Bt!U.in gene almeler. bebek baklIlllnda beceri}(siz olacatlannd8.n 
~:ork8.rlar . 

17. Hangi 8.1me olursa olsun. el~er bilttin. glll1l1.nu ,;ocliklarla ';;Jecinuek 
zOfl.mda ka.lHsa 30nunda 90cuklar sinirine doktinur. 

13. Alme 'Ie ba.balar her Zal!l.8.n yocuklannlfl ker..d.ilerine UyYil.8.51fl1 
beklemellielL biraz da kendileri ~:ocuJdann.a uym.>3.l1dH. 

19. Eger anneler dileklerinin tabul edileceyH'li bi15elerdi .. 
babala.rlnlll datill anl8.Yl~ll ollll8.1annl isterlerdi. 

20 Blf eocuga.. ne olur ~8. OlSUfl, d6gu~mekten kapnIn.8.S1 gerekti'Ji 
clIJretilmelidir. 

21. t;ocuklar bencil oldU}::larnill.a.. hep bil ~eyler lstedltlerinde 
annenin tepesinin 8.tm.aSl ~ok nOrInaldir. 

22 Eger cocuklar ailedeki kurallan uygun bulmuyorloE<.rsa .. tll.mu 
anne-babal6.nna 3c1yleIilelen ho~ kar~llan:lilalldlr 

23. Atmeler 90'JU z.aman cocuklarl1l8. bir dakika daha dayana:w.ayacaklarl 
duygu3\.m.a kapl11rlar. 

24 '~ocUJJu .n:tl tcfbiye ederseniz sonra ~ize te;;ekkiir eder 

25 Ki_lptk blr 90cuk.. cinsly.et kOfl1.13urill.afl 3aklliIilb.lldH. 

26 Bir a.rmenin, ';:;OCU!JUflI..Ul hayatl tlilkklIlda her~eyi bilmesi rl;~k}adlr. 
1;\JCU.yU onun clI!emll p8.r~a~ndlr. 

27. UyCi.fnk bl.r amle.-baba 90cuglUiUn hilA dU$ll.ncelerini oyIenmeye 
~(;t.ll:;JM lldH. 

28. <;ocu}d.~r, anne t,abalanrllll }:endileri i9in neler teda ettiklerini 
1t~;lmIli.elidHler . 

29 1£.;p-:r ,;ocu.l-; LHln dertlerini sbylemelerine izin verilir5e biisblitli.n 
~jkayetci o]urlaf 

30.51kl terblye, saY-lam ve lyl karakter geli~tirlr 

31 Gen(~ blf },ad ln llentlz gew;:ken yaplll.dk 13tedi(H pek cok ~ey oldugu 
i.;;:in. anne olunca kend13ini tutuklanllU:? Ijuygu:nm8. kaptHlr. 

32 i1.n.tltde.r. ";:OC1J};1.afl il/i.n hehlen helllen bilUin eglencelerini fecta 
ederler 

33. bE\tl.~.Jar, dl.'lI:;d d2 liencll olsi!.lttf, kendllerine dll$en gc,revl 
'/8. pt!. r 18. rtl 1 

35. Bu \::1)CtllJd. cume Vf:. blib1i31f11 flerkestr3n llsUin gClc.l.lesi 
oi~retllmelldir . 
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36. ~ocuk tticbir zaman ailesinden 3lr saklamama11du. 

37. C;ocuklardan. 31k :nk Mun verlilelerini, anne-babaya uYIJi.8.1ann1 
istelilek doOru deOildir 

38 CoOu 6.nneler bebeklenne bakarken onu inciteceklerinden 
korkarlar. 

39. Bir cocuga ba~l derde girdiyinde, doyu~IIlek yerine, buyU},lere 
b8~vurmasl oYretillllelldir. 

40 )..nne-baba ara~nndaki baz1 }c;onular kuCUk bir tartl$ma. ile 
~:oz(lmlenem.ez . 

41. Ev bak1Dll.nda ve idaresinde en kotu ~eylerden biri de, ki~inin 
kendi evinde tutuklanm1~ gibi ttissetmesidir. 

12. Hieblr kadlndan yeni doOlllu~ bir bebeOe tek ba~lrl8. bakIJl..9.31 
bekienmelll.elidir. 

43.0'Jlan ve klZ cocuklan soyunurken birbirlerini gormemelidir. 

'14. ~ocuJdann sorunlanna eOilirseniz. sizi oyalaIll.8.k i.;ill ee;.itli 
masallar uydururlar. 

45. EOer anne babalar (,;ocuJdarl ile ~akala;'lp beraber eOlenirler3e, 
cocuklar onltulll bgtitlerini ,jlnleIlleye d~ . .ha istekli olurlar. 

16. Anneleri kendileri ~"izunden zorluk cektigi icin cocuklar, on18.ra 
kar;'l daha anlaYl~ll ol~.lldlrlar. 

47 Bir 90cuk ernnde 50nunda anne-babasllldan ak1111 o1am.ayacagllll 
ogrenir 

48. Eqer bu alUle .;ocuklannl iyi yeti;}tireIAiyors8. beUd de bu, 
babam.ll kenljlne du~en gore'li iyi yapmama~nndan· 11er1 geliyordur. 

49. Gene bir anne ipn ilk bebegin baKull 31raslnda yahllZ kal:m.aktan 
daha ldJtu bir $ey o1aIUaz. 

50. Bir ~:ocuyu.n dl'Jer bir 90c1.19a vurmaSl hi.;bir ~ekilde hO$gc'rliyle 
kB.r~11Ei.n8.IU.e.z . 

51 Anne-babalElr .;ocuJ.::lctnna haya Ua 11erleyet,ilme1eri i';:in hep 
bir~eyler yapIUS.larl 'Ie bo~a zaman gecinl1eme1eri gerektiyini 
ogretlll.elidirltr. 

52. Alalll bir kaljUi., yeni bir bebeg1n dogU!lllmdan once ve sonra 
yalnlz kalInaJl.l8.k i9in elinden geleni yapar. 

53.ivde olup bitenleri sadece an.ne bil,Hgi i9in ev fw.Y'[,tlnl onilli 
plE,nlam8.31 gereU.r. 

55. BlHun ZdIfl,:inllU ~;ocukl.j.G'll,i lJeprme, bir }:adui8. }<;a.naljl f:0PfuU:) lnL;
duygusu venr. 
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56. Eger anne kollannl 51 var, butUn yUku. 3Utlll8. allrsa butflll aile 
raha t eder. 

57. Mille babalar cocuklannl kendi kendilerine olu;tturduklan gi.iveni 
5arsabilecekleri b(i.tun gu~: i~lerden saku.LIiL8.11dlrlal-. 

53. ';ocuklar, asllnda, slkl dlsiplin icinde Ili.utlu olurlar. 

59. C;ocu}darln arkada~llklarl ve s05yal hayaUanyla ya}nndan 
ilgilenen anne babalar onlann iyi yeti~Ili.elerine saglarlar. 

60. Arme ve bab8.ya 5adakat her~eyden once gelir. 



Aru HAYATI VE COCUI n:rtSTiRJ:!!; TOTUI!U J.HD:Ti 
(XlSAL TIlJ1IS lORl1U) 

avAIl nGIDI 

ArLkttl Doldurarnn 

1 Adl, Soyadl: 
2 Cinsiyeti K ( ) E ( ) 
3. Ya:}l 
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A;}ag1daJo sorulan anne 'Ie be.baluz1li tutUlJ). 'Ie dayran1$lan nas11 
o1dui}l.UlU dtt$tinerek yarll tlaYlrllz. 

Soru t orIlH.mdaki if8.deleri okuyup gorU$lmUZll (1) t.ok UygtUl BuluyonUil; 
(2) Oldukca Uygtm BuluyonUli.; (3) Bira.z Uygun Buluyorum.; (4) HiC 
Uygun BulIil.uyofllili. se,;eneklerinden birini daire icine alar8.k 
belirtilHz. Bu Hadelerde dogru ya da yalnl~ cewp yoktuc sa.:1ece 
kendl goru;;UllUZl.t i$,'Hetlemeniz istenmekt.e,llr. Ara;stlrI.ll.a i,;in, but-un 
sorulann cevap18.ndulIIli.8.S1 cok onem1idir. Bazl ifadeler 
birb1:rlenne benzel' qibi gbrili1se de her birin1 ceva.plariClHI.Il.atllZl 
rica ederiz. 

1. 

3. 
-'1. 
5. 
6. 
7 

10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
i~;. 

16. 
17 
18. 
19 
2U. 
21 
22 
-\ --~ 

~.j 

24, 
2~, . 
26. 
27 
28. 
29. 
30 

t.ok Uygml 
Buluyorw.li. 

(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1} 
t.4, 1 
I I , 
\ --' 

(J.) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
i, 1..' 
(1) 
( :1 ) 
(1 ') 
(A \ 
, .L.! 

(1) 
(1 ) 
(1) 
(1) 
'-t " 
\1/ 
(1 ) 
(1) 
(1) 
(1) 
( 1 ) 

o 1d u.\ ';:0. Uygun 
Buluyofmu' 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
i .-, \ 

\t.} 
, ..... \ 
, ... i 
\. ...... > 

( ., ' 
'-'} 

(2) 
/ -. \ 

,'::') 
(., ) , .. } 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

(2) 
(2) 
(2) 

(2) 
.. ·"tl 

\. (~ I 
(2) 
(2) 
(2) 
( ~:! 

B ira z Uyg1.Ul 
BuluyorUJll 

(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(3) 
(:3) 
( J) 
(3) 
.'-en 
\ J-, 

{J-' ., , ,i 

(3) 
(3) 
i~, .. 

\.'::'} 

(3) 

HiC UY'Jun. 
Bulmuy,j::: U.lil 

( '1 ) 
(4) 
( 4) 
(4) 
(4) 
(4) 
«n 
( .t) 
('n 
(4) ,.. 4. 
'I, ..... 

(4) 
(4) 
(4) 
(4) 
(4) 
(1) 
(4) 
(4) 
(~} ) 
(4) 
( +) 
('1) 
< 4 ~I 
(i) 
( -1) 
('i) 
(4) 
i ) 
\ ~.t 
(4) 



98 

(ok Uygtm Oldukca Uygtm Biraz Uyg1.m HIC Uygilll 
BuluyotUll Buluyorum. BuluyoruIll. BulIll.uyoru1ll. 

31 (1) , -; \ 

\~.1 (3) (4) 
32. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
33. (1) (2) (1\ 

~ J (4) 
31 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
35. (1) ( .-. \ (j) (4) ~~) 

36 (1) (2) (3) (1) 
37. ' 1 ) \.L 

.. ? \ ...... ) (3) (4) 
38. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
39. U) (2) (3) (4) 
10. (1) (2) (3) (i) 
41. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
'l? 
~. (1) (2) (3) (4) 

1:3 . (1) (2) { .-, " 

(4) \.J} 

H. (1) (2) (3) ....... 
i •. "i) 

45. (1) (2) ( ....... (4) \ . .J ) 

16. (1 \ -L) (2) (3) (4) 
47. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
4" o. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
49. (1) (~. ; 

.:.) (3) (4) 
50 l,~ \ 

" .L ) 

1,")-. 

" " ) (3) (4) 
51. (1) (-")", 

\.:..) (3) (4) 
1=:'-' __ 1~. (1 ) (2) (3) (1:) 
53. (1.) (2) (3) (4) 
54_ (1) (2) C" "') } (4) 
55_ (1) (2) i""".\ {4) P) 
56. (1-: 

- , (2) (-") \ 

'. ,J ) (~) 
57. j-t " 

\1 } (2) (3) (4) 
5i3 _ (1) (2) (3) (4) 
~Q (.1) ,; .-, .. 

(3) (4) ........ 
'" t...} 

60. (1) l? -) , .... , (3) (1:) 
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APPYJIDIX D 

Adl, SOy8.dl: _____________ _ 
Okulu 

M;lXLAti!: A~aglda 80 cilmle var. Blmlardan sizi t.anllillayanla.rl evet, 
tam.mlayanlan. ise mYlr ile cevaplandlrlll. Bazl cUIillelerde karar 
verlilek zor o18.bilir Allla Hit! en biitttli cUIIlleleri i~aretleyin. 
UllutmaYln, cliluledeki Hade genellikle sizi anlat1yorsa evet, 
genellikle SiZl anlatmlyorsa haYlf ~ek1inde i$aretleyeceksiniz. 
C(Uillenin size uygun olup olIl'lftdlQ'llll en iyi siz bilebilirsiniz. Bunun 
ia;in ken[lilllZl gerCtkten nasl1 gbri.iyorsarllz. eyle cev8.plandHll1 

1 Iyi re3i~ cizerim. 
2. Ohtl bdevlertmi bitirIlem UZilll surer. 
3. Elleri:lld kuIlClllIi1f1da becerikliyillldir. 
4. Okulda ba;sanil blr ogrenciyiIlldir 
5. A:1.1e i.,;;iOOe bnemli bir yerilll va rd 11: . 

6 SW.t! arkada$larllll belllUlle a1ay E.~iyor. 
7. l1utluyum 
8. (;oqunlukla ne;SeS1ZIIn 
9 Aklll1yull 
10 (i'jret.m.enler Ij,':rse taldHlnca btyecanlanlyorUlll. 
11 D1 $ gorl.l:nu~l.lli beni raha t:nz ediyor. 
1:1 Gene 11 ikl e ~ekint] enifll 
13 Arkada;s edllilll.ekte gli~lill: t;ekiyonm. 
1 i. Buyudtig'looe onelilli bir kim,se ola.cagHl. 
15. Ailer;~e SOfill'i yara tlYOHUIi 

16. Kuv"v'etli saY11lrllll. 
17. Slrliivla rdan once heyecanlaluyorulli.. 
18.0kulda terlnyel1. uYllmlu davranlnm. 
19. Herkes tdr6.t lrid,8.n pek sevllen bU'-I deYiliIll.. 
20 ParJ.ak flJ.:.trJ,.::ri1!l. vbrcllr 
~~l.Genel11U.e kf.:ndl dediklen.IIl1l! (tlmas1.fl1. bteriIll.. 
22. BU$eyden kolayca va:::ge~ebllirim. 
23. t1lizlkte lYlyim 
24. Hep kdtu ~eyler yaparlm 
2E .. Evde ~:OI~U zaman hUY3uzluJ<: ederiIll 
26. 'Jlluf ta arkil1ja;;.tarlltl. beni s;:tyarlar. 
27 Slnirli blr181yim 
2B.Gozlerlhl gu~~ldil 
29. Suuf ttl. det: ~)I:' La.Ix tl'J'11u.d;1 bildiklerimi 

slkllIll.adan anla tl nm 
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e.$allJ.a.:;~ Boyazi.;::i Ulllversite::d. Eiji tiro. Bilim.leri B61u.m.un.de Prot. Dr. 
Necla One]:"' in df..ilu;:::uanllg1. ile llell;;e (:at::ir:11 ! Hln lIlaster t.ell oltt.n!.k 
ytiHittilru.u;;Uir. EIW~inter bu ;Sekllyle }'alm.zca ara$tlnlt.l. aDlaclyla 
kulJttmJlab:j,Jjr J('.z;~.rbrm lULl o11l1ttdan ~:o'Jaltlli;.(Dl(;!.Z ve l:uCbJX 
$eJ.~lldt: kullanllaIlL4<:' (1939). . 



30. Derslerde SlK 31k hayal kuranJa. 
31. (Karde~leriniz varsa) Karde$(ler)ime 

sata~H1Ja 
32 Arkada$lan.m t ikirlerimi beyenir. 
33 Ba$lJa slk belaya girer. 
3'1. Ewe buyill:leriIhin 30zunu dinlerim.. 
35.S1k slk uztilur, m.eraklanlrlJa. 
36. AileIa beliden 90k $ey bekliyor. 
37. Halimden lI'lemntUl'Ulll 
38.rvde ve okulda pek cok $eyin dl$lnda 

blrakJ IdlylIln sanlyorum. 
39.SaclarlJa guzeldir 
40. (:ogu zaman okul taaliyetlerine gonullu 

olarak katlllflIa 
41. Simdiki halimden daha ba$ka olmaYl isterdim. 
42.Gecelerl ratrot uyurum. 
43 . 0 kuldan hi C ho $ 1 ar!ll 1 yo nUlL 
44. Arkada~lar ara~nnda oyunlara ka tllmak icin 

1yi bir sepm yaplllrken en son secilenlerden 
bH1SiyiIiL 

45.S1k slk hasta olurum 
46. Ba $ka la r Ina ka r ~ 1 1 yi da vral"J.ma1ll. 
'7.0kulddki arkada;tlanlll iyi tikirlerill'l oldugtulU 

dU$unurler 
48.l1utsuzuIIi. 
49 Pek cok arkada$llil var. 
50. Ne$eliYllll 
51.Pek cok $eye akllm ermez. 
52. Yakl$lkllYllil (IJuzelilll). 
53. Hayat dolu bir tnsanlm. 
54. Slk :nk kavgaya kan$lnm. 
55 Erkek axkad.'i$lanm arasllida sevHiriJa. 
56. Arkade.$lanm bane :nk 31k sa ta~Hlar. 
57. Ai 1 eIl1i du~ klrl.kllglllfl. ugrattl.Ill. 
58. Ho~ bir y(lZtUll vardlL 
59. Evde hep benle tliJra;nrlar. 
60.0ytmlarda, ve sporda ba~n hep ben cekerim. 
61. Ne zarua,n biqey yttpIilaya l:alks8.m her;iey 

lers glder. 
62. Hareketlerllilde sakanIl1. 
630yunlarda Vi:: 8pord8., oyn8.Illak yerine seyrederim. 
64. OgrendikleriIl1i ~dbuk tu1uturUIil.. 
65 Herkesle 1Y1 geciniriIl1 
66. (.abuk Inzanm.. 
67. KIZ 8.rk8.l.iu;;J.anIil ar8.Slfllia sevlliri:m. 
68. I;ol: okurU1J! 
69 Blf grupla ~~d.l~lllakt8.nsa, tek ba~nn8. 

~all~lUi.:.1.kt6.n ho;;lb.rnrlliJ.. 
70. (Karde~\lerlniz v;;)r38.) Karde$(ler)imi 3everim.. 
71. Thicut.t;;8. g(izel saYllInlll. 
72 Slk slk korkuya kaplllr1m.. 
73 Herzaman bir~~yler d\'i~tir'1r ve ]\1ranm, 
71.GtiVtnllll bir hlmseyim. 
75 Bfj~k~.lf\rlndt1x! tar};llyuL 
76. KiHtl ~eyler j.lti~ll,JltirflI!L 
7?Ko16yaglefllli. 
~g IV·l bl r ~rlQN~lm , I,.). ... 1...l~ t-~ ..... \..l.ll. ~, 

79. I~ler htp benim YllzlihlClen ters gi,:ier 
80. St1ns 11 bIl' k llit3eyim. 
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APPDID IX I': 

C. D. Spielberger, R. L. Gorsuch ve P. Luhene taraflndan Ingilizce 
olar8.k geli$tirilm.i;;; ve Ha.cettepe tTniversi tesi Psikoloji B6himl:i'de 
Neela ONER ve Ayt.l.8.n LECOl1PTE tarafurlan 'furk.;:eye adapte edilmi$tir. 

STAI FORH TX-I 

ISiIll. ________ Cinsiyet __ Ya$ __ l1eslek Tarih ._-- ._---
YONERGE: A$aglda ki$ilerin kendilerine ait duygulann1 anlatmada 
kullaY.Il:hklar1 bir ta}am. itadeler verilm.i$tir. Her ifadeyi OkUyUIL 
sonnl. da genel 01arak nas11 hissettig1nizi ifadelerin sag 
ta rat uj.diiki parant.ezlerden uygun olanInl karalamak suretiyle 
bellrtln. Dogru ya da yanll$ cevap yoktur. Herhangi bir lfadenin 
uzerinde tazla zaman sarfetm.eksizln genel olarak r.ta.sll 
lus5ettl.Yinizi go:)teren ceVCl.bl i$aret1eYln. 

He!llen ("file· !:er .'?' '.,.J." 

Hic Bazen Zam.an ZE1.U!.an 

---
1. Genellikle keyflm. yerh.u:1edir. (1) (2) '-') \. ,) (-1 'I 

. J 

2. Genellikle I;abuk yorulurUlll. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
" Genelllkle tolay aglanm. (1) (?' (3) (4) .,) . ~} 

4. Ba~kalarl kadar Iflutlu olm.ak 
isterdim. (1) (2) (3) (4) 

5. t;abuk kanH verellledlgllli. it;:in 
tlrSathHl b:l~ l.r ~r Hi.. (1) (2) (3) (4) 

6. Kenr.ilIDl dinlenmi~ hissederilll.. (1) (2) (~. \ 

,,":'.J (1) 
7. Genelllkle sakill.. kerrlillle hakim 

ve 8ogu};:kanllYlll!. (1) (2) P'i (4) - , 
8. Gli..;;lIIklerin yenelll.eyece,)jm 1<:a.dar 

lnnktigini his sed i yorv.l!l.. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
9. Onemslz geyler. hD.kklnda 

end] ;;elenlyonnQ (1) (2) (3) (4) 
10 Genelllkle Ill.utluyulll. (1.) ( .-.... 

(3) (4) '\ i,.) 
1:1.. He r.;; eyi clddiye ~.llr Ve 

etkilenirim.. (1) (2) (3) (1) 
12. Genelllkle kendlme guveniIA yoktur. (1) (2) (3) (4) 
13 Genelllkle kend illli eroniyette 

hl.33ed erlIJl. (1) (2) ( " . (4) .j .J 
14 Slk1.ntl.lJ. ve gt.l.I; dun.uda.rla 

kar ;;'11ii~111itk ttlll kt\~:HllrlIfi (1) (2) (3) ('4,\ 
15.Genellikle kend:i.ml htlztud.tl 

hi 5seder 11ll. (1) (2) (3) (-1 ) 
16 GenelU.kle li.::1. yo. t lJ.lid a Il1 melllntUiU.m. . (1) (2) (3) (4) 
l?Oluf ollli£tz d(l$\inceler beni 

ratrut::;lZ eder. l1 ) ~.) .. 
(3) (4) \ ..... J~ ..... } 

Hi. Ud.yal k.1 r 1.k.llklt1 r llU Lly leSlflt 
uddlye 6.1H110. ti tUI; llilU taIli.iiIli.. (1) (2) l·"'" ( '1 ) \ J" 19 AJ~11 bf:l. Yll1da he tt:t! 11 bu ln8tm:UIl (1) (2) ( .;;) (4) 

20 Son za~.nlarda J;:atJ.Ili.3 tatlle.n 
konular bCln ted irglIl eder. (1) (2) ( ::;) (4) . - .' 



JJ>PDIDIX 1 

&:11, SOyadl: 

Sln1t1 

KIZ-·Erkek 

Ya~ 

._--_._------_. 

Sevgill 6j~rE:nciler, 

Elullzddn anket ortaokul o~rencilerinin 

102 

ban 

Mi~lincelerini 09 renm.ek iCili haZlrla:tlIil.l~tlr. AnJc:etin her soru3Ullda 

blr olay anlfJ.tl.l.I1n~ ve bu olay kar$lS1nda kalan bj.f kL:;drnn 

5e~:etll1eceOl a ve tl harfleri ile gi:'steriltal iki seyenek verill!l.i:;;tir. 

SlZ hi)yle bir olayla kar;nla:;ssayd1nlz, bu seyeneklerden hanglsini 

~el;erdiniz ? Dti.~(l.nUnuz ve e~er a secenegi sizin dU:juncenize d.fJ.tw. 

uyqun l.'3e 8.'Y1, b secenegi 8izin dU$\.lncenize UygUll ise b'yi yuvttrl6.}~ 

i ,;:ine 8.11n1z Unutm.f!.Yln, bu bir dogru-yanl1~ t.esti degildir. ()nemli 

olan sizin g!~rl;eJ( dli$ul1CelilZi belirtmenizdir. Sizin dli;-1..incenize 

ha.n;;n se.;:eneJ<: uyuyorsa onu i;-aretleyiniz. 

a Ballk tutIll.aYl !nlIlled il~im. icin tutamadlIfl. 

b. Avlarullg1lli yerde t'co,llk &'z oldl.tYu i.;in tutaIil.;9.du.ll.. 
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1. Blr testte en yiiksek puanl 8.ldllllZ. 
a. Ben ber testte ba~arlll. oldwJUIIl i.;:in vine en yiu<sek puanl 

aldl!il. 
b Bu test benim en 1yi bildl'~iJ!l konuda olduqu 1.;:in ell yi.iksek 

puanl aldlIrt. 

2. Birkac artada~lnlzla birlikte bir oytm oynadlnlz ve siz 
kazandllllz. 

a Birlikte oynadlglIll arkada~lar bu oyunu iyi oynayaIllB.dlklarl 
i~:in ben kazandlJ!l 

b. Bu O)nwnu iyi OynadlglIll lCin ben kazandlm. 

3 Bir arkada~lnlzln eVlne kont~ gittiniz ve cok iyi bir gim 
ge';:lrdinlz. 
a. Arkada~lIll. 0 gUn ba118. candan ve yakln davrandlgl i~:in iyi bir 

gun gecirdiJ!l. 
b. Arkada;;nIlnn ailesindeki berkes bana candan ve yaklll 

davrar.!.dH}l l,;in iyi bir gill:.. gecirdiIll. 

4. Bu grup arkada;nlHzla geziye gi t tiniz ve cok eglendiniz. 
a. Ben ne~eli oldugum lcin eglendik 
b BirlH:te qlttigiJ!l arkada;\lar ne~eli olduyu i9in eglendik. 

5 'I\iln. arka(la$lau.luz grip oldu, bir tek olmadllilz. 
a. Son zam.anlarda sagllO"11!l. yerinde oldugu lrin gribe 

yaka lanru.ad 1 III 

ti Hef Z8.lJillfl S8,)1l}:11 o,lduyum tcin gribe yaka18.flIJl8.dlJ!l. 

6. Be.sledigim.z bn' hayvani araba ezdi. 
a Ben on;:; 1y1 bakam.adlYllll 1';;lr1 ezildi 
b, Sot6rler dikkatsiz oldl~u i.;;1n ezildi. 

7. 'fumdlYllUz. t:azl coc~lar SiZl sevmediklerini soylediler. 
d. 0 CoclJ<:lar Dan.a kdtu duvrarliilklarl 1Cin b\:ly1e 

30ylemi91erdir. 
b Ben 0 90cuklare. k6tl1 davrandlglm i~:in bClyle ~\l)yleI.i.L~lerd ir. 

8. Derslerinlzden cok iyi not aldlnl~ 
a Dersler kolay oldl~u lcin lyi notlar aldlID, 
b. ~'ok (;:al1;;;t::i.lJUl li;:in iY1 notlar aJ.dHl.. 

9. 13u nrkade.;nn.lzla kctr;nl8.~tUU2 ve ;3ize sevimli gor(indilQ"illlUZLt 
3~jyle(!i . 
tl. 

,. 
v. 

iO En 
d. 

tl. 

O.glin. artade.;;;lIlIB. herke5 3eYimli gbrfuidiiqu i9in bdyle 
30yle.lH.i;;t.lr. 
;,rhd,~;:lIt1 her Z;j.wi'JB ba9kalarll1a sevllli.ll g6r(indill:lerini 
5ttY:'E'tilyl 11:'1n bema 11.<3 (lyle demi;:tir 

iyi arkada~larlnlzdan 1iri sizden nefret ettiOini s6yledi 
(! qll!1 tl.rke,ti6.;illli,W. htf/Buzlu(Ju 11Zerin . .::h-:: oldu,~u lein ijyle 
5b11emi~tir . 
B'i'i"l arf;;j)J('.;llJjjf~ (I IJiin iyi d~VHHjJllttdlqll~ i9iu ciyle ~:oyleID.i$tir. 

11. Arlla t tl~ 11HZ t lkraY'a hi!; kiIU.BB gtUmedl. 
a .Ben h.1(,: 1"1 t~J;ra, elt3nV'1ulfiTID J.'r:il·l \,.::t'm<\f\ 1,,','1;'''1'''.1 J ..... ", ... ~. jt.4....., .ut. .... _. ~ .... "A,W,"'ld. 

b, FlkraYl herke5 bildiQl icin ki~5e gQlmedi 



12. Ogretmenizin derste anlattlgl konuyu anlayaIil.8.dllilz. 
a. 0 gun hie bir ~eye dikkatlmi veremedigim icin dersi 

a.lila yaIil.8.d 1m. 
b. egretmen anlatlrkan dikkatli dinlemedigim icin dersi 

anla yama.d lllL 

13. i)gretmenizin uyguladlgl bir testte ba~arlSIz oldlU1Uz. 

104 

a. Ogretmenimiz her zaman zor testtler ugula.dlgl iCin ba~8.rls1Z 
olduIll. 

b. 30n b1rkac hart-adlr ugretmenlmlz zor testler uyguladlQl 191n 
ba:}8,f131Z oldUIii.. 

14. Kilo aldlnl.Z ve oldukCa ~i~:&an gorlinmeye ba$ladlnlz. 
a. Ye!llek zonmd.ll olduqUlrt yeIllekler ~i~manla tICl oldugu icin 

~i$:&anladlm. 
b Ben ;:>i:;Sllldnlatlcl yemekleri sevdigim icin ;;i~manlad1m 

15. Birisi paranlzl caldl. 
a. Durust olm.ayan birisi paraml ca1m1;>tu. 
b. insanlar zaten dttrust degildir. 

16 Yaptlglnl.Z bir ~ey icin anne-babanlz SiZl 6dtillen.dirdi. 
a. Ben bazl. ~eyleri iyi yaptl.glIa icin ooullend.irildim. 
b. Annem babam yaptlQ'lIll. baZI ~eyleri begendikleri i~:in l)eni 

Odullen.(llrH ler. 

1.7. Bilya 0yuliunda hila raisketleri kaZanClnl.z. 
a. Her~eyde ~an511 oldtlOum it;lli bilya oytmunda da kazarl,ljlIiL 
b. Oyunlarda ~nsll. oldugum. iPli bllya oyum.mda da kazandlIll. 

18. Denizde ytlzerken neredeyse boljulacaktllilz. 
a. Her zaman dikkatsiz olduqUlll icin az daha bogulao.ktl!l1. 
b. BaZl. gitnler dl1<.:ka tsiz oldugUlll icin az daM bogulacak tlIiI. 

19. Per: I;O}\ iiIkttd8.~H!lZ 5izi ya~guml partisine caglnyor. 
B. Son zttIAanlarlja arkada~l8.nl1i beni cana yakin bulduklan i~:in 

ya~gunlerine .:;;ai)lrlyorlar. 
b Son z8.:ro.aula.rda ben arkada~lanTlla yaJnn davraruhgull 19in 

ye?Junlenne i;aglnyorlar. 

20 B~yuklerinizden bIrlsi size baOlrdl. 
8.. ilk ra:3tltt.dlYl in58.n ben oldutnun i,;tn (lfkesinj. benden 

Clkar~l$tlr. -
b 0 giin herkese baglnlll~tl.r. 

21. Bir grup B.:rkada;;lnlzlfl, bir .;a11$OO yapt11HZ ve ba;.an:nz 
oldunuz. 
a 0 grupti!.kl kl;;;ilerle lYl 8.nla$8.lll.8.dlglIli 1.;i11 ba$anS1Z ol!j1.Uil 
b. Grup 98.1l~Iil.Ed.arlnda hi.;hil" zaman iyt olmadlglIll i';:ln ba;;;arlslz 

oldu:m . 

22. Yeni bH: arkada~ edulduuz. 
a Iyi btr In;;-an 01\:tUI~lJlll i.;tn e.rkeda9 e1jinebilirim 
b. KtU$116.>tlglIh ~OCU.klt.H lYl InS,ln oldu(nlIl!. i9111 firkada~ 

n ',1,\,('''''';:. ·1" " 1. • .1 -! "- .l~" .. 

23. Ailernzdeki }<;i;;ilerle iyi g~phiyorsunuz. 
a AHt;Jllileki kl}llerle her ZeIf1[il1 iyi !le';'inirtru 
b, AilcJadeLi l>;ii}llerle kllll.l Z·~1m"an iyi gel;iJurilll. 
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24 Clklet satma'll denedlniz 8.Ili.8. ki.lll.se ah~8.dl. 
a. Son za.m.anlarda cocuJdar (I kadar cok $ey sa t1yorlar k1, artlk 

insanlar 90c1..lklardall bir;;ey almak 1stemiyor. 
b. Insanlar genellikle cocuklardan bir$ey sat.ln alm.aktan 

hO$lanIll1.yor. 
25 Bir oyunda siz kazandlluz. 

a. OzelJ.ikle cyw:l.larda ba;;anll ol.m.ak i~in 90k ~:abl:). l.J(.s terd igilll 
i~:in ben k8.zand11D.. 

b. Hemen her konuda ba$ar111 ol:m.a.k icin r;ok 1;;;8.ba g,)sterdi(rim 
iCln ben kazanclllD.. 

26. Dti$UK tlir not ald1111z. 
a. A}nl:Hz olduyUlll iCin l:iu$Uk not aldlILl. 
b. Oqret1Jlenler dU$Uk not veriyorlar. 

27. Kaplya .;arptlnlz ve burmmuz kanadl. 
a. 0 anda onfune bak.m.adlglJii. iCin kap1ya carptlJl.l.. 
b. Son zali1~nlarda cok dikkatsiz oldu.Iil.. 

28. Top oyn.~rken bir hata ya.pt1nlz ve taklIlllnlz kaybett.i. 
a. 0 gtin iyi oyn.a..m.ak il;in iazla ugra$.m.adlIil. 
b. Top oytmlarulda iyi oyTIamk icin tazla uyra~maJ1l.. 

29. Beden eqitim.i dersinde ayag1nlzl burktunuz. 
a. Son haftalarda beden egitimi dersinde tehlikeli haretet.ler 

yt'l.ptlglllUZ icin burkuldu. 
b. Son llaft.alarda beden eyitimi dersinde beceriksiz oldugum icin 

burkuldu 

30. Anne babarllz 31Zi deniz klY1311la goturdil ve cok iY1 vaki t 
gecirdinlz 
8.. 0 gUn her~ey cok g1..lzel oldu~u icin iyi vaki t ge9irdi1Jl. 
b. 0 glln have guzel oldugu icin iyi va).;it gecirdiIil. 

31. S.ineIli.8.ya 9 ltm.ek i9111 bineceginiz ot.obus gecikti ve ! ilm.i 
kaprdullZ. 
8. Ot(Jbu.51er z8.IiIil.m .. nda gehnyor. 
b Zaten otobusler hlcbir zaIll.dn z8..!Il.8.1unda gelillez. 

32. A.nneniz en sevd1giniz yemegl pi~irdi. 
a. A.nnem her zaman beni Iil.utlu etmek il;in 98.11$lr. 
b. Armell beni Il!l.utlu etlllek icin cok az $ey ya.pa.r. 

33. Oynadly lnlZ takun bir OyilliU kl:tybet ti 
8.. Takuil.dakl oYllnculaf hi;blr zam.an e.nla~amadlklan i9in oyunu 

kaybettik. 
b. TakllIidaki 0YI.1nculor 0 gl.'ili e.nla~aIll6.dlklan i~:in oyunu 

kaybettJk 

34. Ev 6devlerlnizi cabucak bitirdlniz 
tl. Son za.lll.d.nlanla ber~eyi 98.l:mcak yaptlyl1ll i~:in erken bitirdilii.. 
b Sun zaluanla.rda ev odevlerill1i .;abucak yaptlglID. 1.;in el"ken 

hi tlrdlJll.. 

35. Oqret!ll(;-nHH? bi r BOnt bordu Ve ~lZ yanll.;; c.evap verd.in.iz. 
11 Ih;).l:l'l soru ::WtuJ(tugunda hep heyecanlandl(j lIu ipn Y8n:'l:;> C&V;~.p 

'ltn1ull 
b. 0 gun heyeu;nliJ.ndlg HI Ipn yanll; ceV8.p verd Uti.. 
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36. Yanll~ otobuse bindiniz ve kayboldunuz. 
a. 0 g\ill cevreme dlkkat etmediO'lJll icin kayboldum. 
b. GeneIlik1e cevreme dikkat etmediO'im i9in kayboldum. 

37. Lurmparka gidip cok eglendiniz 
a. GeneIllkle lunaparkta cok etjlenirim. 
b. Genellikle her verde eglenirim. 

38. Sizden buyUk bir 90cuk sizi cok dowu. 
a. Karde~iyle alay ettigi i9in d6vmu~tur. 
b. Karde~l orm "benimle alay etti U dedigi i~:in dOVIlll1$tUr. 

39. Ya~ gununuzde istediginiz tUm oytlllcaklar armagan edillji. 
a. Yaklnlarlm 1~$ gUrllWde har~i oytrrlcaklar1 istedigimi doO'ru 

bilirler. 
b. Bu ya.:, gllrllWde llan.gi oytlllcaklarl istedigimi dogru bEirIer. 

40. Tatilde bir koye gidip ~ok iyi vakit gecirdiniz. 
a. Koy ya~amak icin guzel bir yer oldugu iein iyi \~kit geeirdim. 
b. Koy bu mevsimde guzel oldugumdan iyi vakit gecirdim. 

41. Kom~u cocuk1ar sizi yemeqe caqlrd11ar. 
a. Insanlar bazen rmzik oluyorlar. 
b Insanlar her zaman naziktirler. 

42. Ogretmeninizin yerinde bir ba~ka ogretmen geldi ve sizden 
ho~landl. 
a. (I gi.in SHllfta her zaman uslu oldugUJii ir;in benden ho~landl. 
b. SUllt ta her zaman uslu oldugum i9in benden ho~lafJd.l. 

43. Bir1ikte gezdiqiniz arkada;;nm.z sizin1e birlikte cok iyi vakit 
gecirdigini soyledi. 
a. Her Z8.wn ne~eli bir in3an oldugUlll ir;in iyi vakit 

gecirllli~tir. 
b. 0 gi.l.n ne.,eli olduqUili i9in iyi vakit ge9irmi~tir. 

44. Bakkal size bir ;;seker ikr8.IIl etti. 
a . 0 gun bakk8.1a k iDa r da vrand 10' 1I1l. i 9 in tlana ~ ek erik raIi1 e t t i. 
b. 0 gUn bakkala iyi1iO'i uzerinde o1duyu i91n bana ~eker 1kr8.111 

etti. 

15. Gittigu:liz bir kukla tiya.tr031.U1da kuJ<:lacl sizden yard1m istedi. 
d.. G6ztine iU; ben ili~tiuiIU. l,;in benden yardlIll. i3tedi. 
b. Benim 0Y1.U11a geq~ekten ilO'llendigimi 8.n18odl9"1 icin benden 

~HdlIll tstedi 

46. Bir a.rr:ada~lfl1z1 :Hzinle birlikte 3ineIll.8.ya gi tmek icin 
ka.ruhn.!1.'1ya call~tllnz a.ma gelmedi. 
a 0 gUrl can1 hicbir~ey yapmak istemediqi iyin gelmedi. 
b. 0 gUn can1 51nemaya qi tmek istemedigi icin gelmedi. 

'17. UZ1.ll1 ~uredir samiml 01an lkl arkada;;lnlz tlirbirine klisttUer. 
a. Arkada$llkta gepmll.ek zor olduqu il,...ln r:t13tlller. 
1 Onlarln ge9il~elerl tor oldt~U i91n ktisttiler. 

48 Blt ~O(:ltk khiLune uye olIilaya call~t111lZ ama 3izt allilad11ar. 
a. Hi~bir t¥1)utlda l.yi ge~ineIlH;dlglIl lCln allllalU~latdlr 
b. 0 KlupteJn f;ocuklarltl. lyi ge~ineIllediQ"iDl. ll;tn almalfll$lardlf 



APPDIDlX G 

Tdble 1 

Two wy AMOVA on 'lIFA11 by PARO grpyps. by sex 

llain sources of SUa of 1fesn 

't'tlI: :iA ti on :tquftre:t D.l'. squares 

Hain Effects 7760.6808 4 1940 170 

Rejection 7747.000 3 2582.333 

Sex 58.837 1 58.837 

Two way Interactlon 281.915 3 93.982 

Exp181ned 8042.625 7 1148.946 

Re31dual 28619.688 336 85.178 

Total 36662.313 343 106.887 

* p< 0001 

Thble 2 

Tv(L ¥fl'y_.AliOVtt._J~m gSQ by PARq qrOlWs" by.~ex 

HaiD. sources of SUB. ot lIedn 

variation squares D.l. sqaue 

l1ain Effects 219.980 '1 51.995 
Rejection 217.215 ') 

,J 72.405 
Sex 9.930 1 9.980 

TtiKi vl,j.y ir.lteractton 26.547 ') 
.J 8.8-19 

Expli.i:ined 246.527 7 35.2:18 

Re.ndual 6230.496 336 18.543 
Total 6,177.023 343 18.833 

107 

F 

22.778* 

30.317* 

0.691 

1.103 

13. 4a9:+: 

2.966* 

3.90!:,+::+: 

0.538 

0.477 

1. 899 

------- .---~------------.. -- ........ ~-. 
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Table 3 

Tvo lRly J1i¥jYA on PARI II by PARQ qroups by sex 

lfain sources Sua of 1fean. 

mriation sqtDres D.r. ~quares l 

Hain Effects 449.549 4 112.387 1.957 

Rejection 296.965 
,.. 

98.988 1.724 ,) 

Sex 178.232 1 17'(:.232 :3 104 

Two way interaction 78.2~3 3 26.084 o. 454 

Explained 527.805 7 75.401 1. ... , -1 .-, 
,).l.,) 

Residual 19293.586 336 57.421 

Total 19821.391 343 57.788 

'l\ible 4 

Tvo w.y Ml>YA on PARI f2 by PARQ qroupse by sex 

J:fain sources of Sua. of 1toon 

-w.riation squares D.l. squares 1 

l1a.in Eft ects 581.535 4 145.384 6.1c;8*:+: 
ReJection 560.884 3 1.86.961 7.958** 
Sex 2.442 1 2.442 0.104 
Two way in.teraction 3.4E;6 3 1.152 0.049 
E'xplalned 584.992 7 83.570 3.557* 

Resldu8.1 7894.195 336 23.495 

Total 8479.188 343 24.721 

---.... ----
lp<.OOi •. i.p< 0001 



Table 5 

Tvo 1i8y AJIOVA on PARI 13 by PARO groups. bY sex 

1:Iain sources of sua ot I1oo.n 

'¥tlriiition squares D.l. squares 

ttain Eft ects 1185.321 4 296.330 

Rejection 1023.053 3 341.0l8 

Sex 81.853 1 81.853 

Two Il8y interaction 156. 826 " 52.275 .J 

Expliuned 1342148 7 191.735 

Residual 14710.809 336 43.782 

Total 16052.957 3.3 46.802 

*p<.OOOl 

"fable 6 

Tvo way AJfJOVA qn PARI 14 by PARQ groups. by sex 

]hin sources of SUJl of 

variation squares 

11ain Et t ects 288.834. 

ReJection 241.051 

Sex 25.514 

11<10 way interaction 3. 791 

ExplaIned 292.629 

ReSIdual 7097,547 

Toldl 7390.1"/6 

4·P<.05 Hp< 01 

D.l. 

.-, 

.) 

1 

3 

7 

336 

343 

ttean 
squares 

72.209 

80.351 

25.515 

1. 264 

41.801 

21.124 

21~516 

109 

r 

6. 768* 

7.789* 

1.870 

1. 194 

4.379* 

f 

3.4Hi** 

3.604** 

1.20e 

0.060 

1.979* 

-~-.----



APPDIDIX H 

Table 7 

Iteftn5 and StaMard Deviati~ for the 60 iteIlS 

ot~ 

Itea Htmber 

1 

2 

3 

5 

b 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 
'j":
" .J 

24 

26 

28 

29 

31 

Stamard Dev. 

i. 42 0.63 

1. 91 0.99 

126 0.69 

1. 19 0.66 

1. 59 0.86 

1. 66 0.93 

1. 33 0.70 

1. 72 0.94 

1. 24 0.67 

1. 47 0.87 

2.53 0.98 

1. 65 0.89 

1. 43 0.78 

1 -:.~ . ,-I~ 0.68 

1. 31 0.66 

1. 26 0.68 

1. 66 0.92 

1.35 o 78 
~ 94 083 .... 
1. 46 0.80 

1. 15 0.53 

1. 31 0.66 

1. 64 0.86 

1 ,- ... 
80 0.86 

1. 33 0.82 
• .l... 

'J'} 
'-" ~ 0.75 

1. 63 0.94 

1,88 0,90 

1. 48 0.76 

1. 41 0.78 

1. 29 0.70 
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Itea 110 Standard Dey. 

----
32 1 99 0.99 

33 168 0.88 

34 1. 43 (I 84 

35 1. 52 077 

36 1. H 0.74 

37 1. 27 0.71 

38 1 81 096 

39 161 0.94 

40 1. 51 0.78 

41 1. 38 0.79 

42 1. 61 0.78 

"i3 130 0.65 

44 1.36 0.75 

15 1 y{ 
· _"oJ O~66 

16 1. 55 0.85 

'17 1.61 0.85 

48 1. 84 1. 02 

49 1 .,.) · ,"- 0.88 

50 2.14 0.93 

51 1. 82 0.96 
j;? 
~Jw 1. 35 0.78 

53 1.43 0.93 

54 1. 41 0.68 

55 '1 ~'5:; ...... '-"*0 0.67 

56 1. 72 0.95 
57 1. 34 0.69 

58 1.41 0.72 

59 1 'Y> 
· I u 0.95 

60 1. 25 0.63 

Total 91.86 25.01 



APP[H])IX I 

1\tble 8 

1ietm5 8Dl SD of sexes on PARO 

Groups H Jf.een S_D_ 

-----
female~ 169 88 93 25_ 74 

t1ales 175 94 71 2415 

Total 344 91 .. 86 25_07 

T6.ble 9 

9ne VJ1~Af¥)VA on PARO by sex 

SUB. of 1100n 

Source D_F_ s qua. res 

BetTtleen Group~ .4 Za71.9348 2871.9346 1. 

Within Groups 342 212802.5000 622.2295 

Total 343 215671_3750 

*p<.05 

112 

r 
Ratio 

4.616* 



APPDIDIX J 

"nlble 10 

n~~~ 8Dd S.D. of the SES grQ"l.ws on~ 

PARQ 

GROUPS If I1ean S.D. 

Low SES 118 101.10 28.43 

Biddle SES 122 87.00 19.14 

Upper l1iddle SES 104 87.10 24.42 

Total 344 91.86 25.07 

Table 11 

One V1ff. AiJ)VA on pm by SES qroups. 

SUa of F 

Source D.F . squares squar.es Ratio 

Betr...1een Groups 2 15310.5474 7655 2734 13.028* 

Wi tl:dn Groups 
Total 

*p-::.OOOOl 

Thble 12 

341 200367.0820 

343 215671.6250 

587.5867 

Sc-J:.wffe Proceduxe 

SUBSET 1 

GROUP 
11EA..~ 

SUBSET ;;: 

GPOUP 

11EA1I 

p< 05 

l1iddle SES 

87.00 

Low SES 

101 10 

Upper l1iddle SES 
87.10 

113 
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