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ABSTRACT

PREDICTION OF PARENTING STYLES FROM CHILD AND MATERNAL
TEMPERAMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

Golcik, Merve
M.S. Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sibel Kazak Berument

February 2014, 191 pages

The purpose of the current study is to predict parenting styles from child and
maternal temperamental characteristics in the scope of Goodness of Fit Theory.
Participants were the mothers and teachers of 3 and 4 year-old children recruited from
childcare centres in the low, middle and high class communities in Ankara. Mothers
completed the scales assessing child temperament, adult temperament andparenting
attitudes. Teachers completed the child temperament questionnaire. Three sets of
hierarchical multiple regression analysis were performed for the study. In the first
one, interactions between child and mother temperamental characteristics based on
mother reports were tested after individual temperamental characteristics were added.
In the second one, based on the reports of teachers, the same interactions were tested.
In the last set of regression analysis, the interactions within child temperamental
characteristics was tested. Significant relations were found in three sets of regression

analyses.

Keywords: Child Temperament, Adult Temperament, Parenting, Emotional

Maltreatment
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COCUGUN VE ANNENIN MiZAC OZELLIKLERINDEN EBEVEYNLIK
STILLERININ YORDANMASI

Golcik, Merve
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Sibel Kazak Berument
Subat 2014, 191 sayfa

Bu calismanin amact uyusma diizeyi kurami ¢ergevesinde ¢ocuk ve anne mizag
ozelliklerinden ebeveynlik stillerini yordamaktir.Katilimcilar Ankara’daki diistik,
orta ve yiiksek sosyoekonomik diizeydeki bolgelerde bulunan ¢ocuk yuvalarina
devam eden 3-4 yas grubundaki ¢ocuklarin anneleri ve 6gretmenlerinden
olugmaktadir. Anneler ¢cocuk mizacini, yetigkin mizacini ve ebeveynlik tutumlarini
degerlendiren 6lcekleri doldurmuslardir. Ogretmenler de cocuk mizag dlgegini
doldurmuslardir. Calismada, 3 grup hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir.
Annelerden gelen dlgekler kullanilarak, birinci analiz grubunda, anne ve ¢ocuk mizag
ozellikleri analize tek baglarina girildikten sonra bu 6zellikler arasindaki etkilesimler
test edilmistir. Ikinci analiz grubunda aym etkilesimler gretmenlerden gelen
anketlere gore test edilmistir. En son yapilan regresyon analizi grubunda ise ¢ocuk
mizag &zellikleri arasindaki etkilesimler test edilmistir. Ug analiz grubunda da

anlaml iligskiler bulunmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Cocuk Mizac, Yetiskin Mizaci, Ebeveynlik, Duygusal Istismar
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 General Introduction

Every child is different from one another and perceives world through his/her
own behaviour style or temperament. Behaviour style means that each child responds
to the same environment or situation differently (e.g., teething) (Kristal, 2005). The
term temperament shows relative stability and biological base; however, it is not
independent of the environment (Bates, Schermerhorn, & Petersen, 2012).
Specifically, temperament not only affects children’s reactions to the environment
but also affects the different responses children elicit from the environment. For
example, same parent may react differently to a child who cries when placed in a car
seat than a child who smiles. Thus, parenting can vary based on child’s temperament
(Gallagher, 2002). Besides child temperamental characteristics, maternal personality
characteristics may also influence parenting (Belsky, 1984). For example, when a
less active parent is compared to a more active parent, both of them show different
parenting towards the active child (Kristal, 2005). That is, children’s reactions to the
environment, especially to parenting are due to their temperaments (Kristal, 2005) as
well as maternal personality (Belsky, 1984). In sum, child temperament and maternal
personality /temperament alone or by interacting with each other may shape
parenting characteristics (Belsky, 1984; Kendler, Sham & Maclean, 1997; Thomas &
Chess, 1977).

Therefore, the aim of the current study is to examine the relationship between
child temperament, mothers' temperament and their parenting styles. To this end, in
the following chapters, first child then adult temperamental characteristics and
theories will be examined. Subsequently, Goodness of Fit theory taking the
interaction between child and maternal temperamental characteristics into account

will be explored. Finally, parenting styles will be discussed.
1.2 Child Temperament

Temperament is an innate characteristic of a child that determines his

approach to and experience in life. For instance, while some children approach novel
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objects with no hesitation others find it difficult each time (Kristal, 2005); while
some children have a tendency to stay in the background, others are extravert; while
some are hardly in a bad psychological state, others are easily annoyed; while some
react in an aggressive manner, others respond more gently (Pauw, & Mervielde,
2010). Thus, children's differential responses to environment could arise from their
different temperamental characteristics (Kristal, 2005). Despite the consensus over
relative stability and biological base of temperament among temperament theorists
(Bates, Schermerhorn, & Peterson, 2012; Goldsmith et al, 1987), four different
theories emerged to define temperament and explain the structure of it. In the
following section, definitions of temperament and these four temperament theories

will be described.
1.2.1 Definitions of temperament

There are several definitions of temperament by different theorists. For
example, Thomas and Chess (1977), the pioneers of temperament literature,
conceptualized temperament as behavioural style or behaviour’s stylistic component
(Goldsmith, Buss, Plomin, Rothbart, Thomas, Chess, Hinde & McCall, 1987). These
researchers have particularly focused on the individual differences in the way an
individual behaves (Thomas & Chess, 1977). Another definition by Buss and Plomin
(1984) is that temperament is formulated as a set of inherited personality traits
emerging early in life -. Besides these definitions, Rothbart (1981) defined
temperament as individual differences in reactivity and self-regulation, while,
particularly Goldsmith focused on emotions and explained this term as individual

differences in the expression of primary emotions (Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Although temperament is defined in different ways in various temperament
theories, there are already some common definitions of temperament. For example,
temperament is defined as the cluster of innate characteristics, which specify a
child’s own behavioural style and how he or she approaches and responds to the
world. In addition, temperament explains the behavioural style children have and
specifies the typical behaviours for each child (Kristal, 2005). Another common
definition is that temperament is composed of relatively consistent fundamental
inclinations, with which a person is genetically endowed and which underpin and

regulate the expression of activity, reactivity, emotionality, and sociability



(Goldsmith et al., 1987).The temperamental characteristics of children are
recognizable early in development to parents, primary care providers, child
pediatricians, psychologists, and to anyone in interaction with children (Pauw &

Mervielde, 2010).

Primary components of temperament appear in early life, and biological factors
strongly affect them (Goldsmith et al, 1987; Strelau, 1987). That is, both genetics and
environment have a significant impact on child’s temperament while it is shaped
(Molfose & Molfose, 2000). As a child gets older, environment and experience
increasingly affect expression of temperament (Goldsmith et al, 1987). In other
words, temperament is pertinent to maturation and experience as well as biological
base (van den Akker, Dekovi¢, Prinzie and Asscher, 2010). In sum, the manifestation
and development of temperament involve the interaction between biological factors

and social environment over time (Bornstein & Cote, 2009).
1.2.2 Theories of temperament

Four different theories defined temperament focusing on similar and different
aspects. All theories accept that the dimensions of temperament imply behavioural
tendencies rather than discrete behavioural acts. In addition, they all acknowledge the
biological underpinnings and continuity of temperament. Yet, theorists claim that
complete continuity can be seen in main constructs and only the expression of
temperament is modifiable. The substrates of temperament have a dynamic form,

which is believed to be responsible for continuity (Goldsmith et al, 1987).

The main point of divergence among these temperament theories is that each
theory proposes a different framework for temperament. In other words, theorists
differ in the degree of emphasis on behavioural style, the relation of temperament to
emotions, relative stability, and inheritance. In terms of dimensions, although
different theorists reach a consensus on the activity level and emotionality, they do

not support any other suggested dimensions (Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Although there are four different temperament theories in literature, in the
current study rather than adopting one of them and using the dimensions of that

theory, different dimensions will be selected from different theories to assess child
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temperament.In the following section, these four different temperament theories will

be explored more in detail.

Thomas and Chess: The theory of temperament by Thomas and Chess focused
on the behavioural tendencies in order to explain temperament by questioning
“how”, “what” and “why” of behaviour (Goldsmith et al., 1987). According to this
theory, temperament is different from ability which is related to what of behaviour
and also from motivation which explains why of behaviour. It is actually related to
how of behaviour (Thomas, & Chess, 1977). Although children or adults may
possess the same motivation and a similar level of ability for a specific task or social
activity, they may be obviously dissimilar regarding how they carry out tasks, and
their motor activity, intensity and quality of mood, ease of adaptability, persistence,
or degree of distractibility in the process of functioning. The dissimilar features for
each child would constitute dimensions of temperament (Goldsmith et al., 1987). The

domains of temperament are as follows:

1. Regardless of being an infant, older child, adolescent or adult, temperament is
an independent psychological attribute. It can neither be classified as
secondary to nor derived from other attributes such as cognition, arousal,
motivation or emotionality.

2. Temperament must differ from motivation, abilities and personality all the
time.

3. Temperament, which can be viewed as a dynamic factor that mediates and
forms the impact of the environment on the individual’s psychological
structure, is always expressed as a reaction to external stimulus, opportunity,

expectation or demand (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

Thomas and colleagues, as pioneers in temperament literature, conducted New
York Longitudinal Study (NYLS) starting from 1956. Based on the data from NYLS,
they identified nine categories, namely rhythmicity of biological functions, activity
level, approach to or withdrawal from new stimuli, adaptability, threshold of
responsiveness, quality of mood, intensity of reaction, distractibility, and attention
span/persistence. In addition, three temperamental patterns, which are easy, difficult,
and slow-to-warm-up temperament, were designated (Thomas, Chess & Birch, 1968;

Thomas & Chess, 1977; Goldsmith et al., 1987).



Among the nine categories determined by Thomas, Chess and Birch (1968),
the first dimension of temperament is activity level which refers to the degree,
process, and frequency of motor actions like reaching, crawling and walking. The
second dimension is rhythmicity which is based on the level of rhythmicity or
perpetuation of regular biological activities in a repetitive way (e.g., rest and activity,
sleeping and waking). The third one, approach or withdrawal, characterizes the first
response of a child to any novel stimulus such as food, people, and toys. The fourth
temperament dimension is adaptability, which refers to a child’s responses to novel
or changed conditions. The fifth dimension, intensity of reaction is related to the
energy level of response regardless of the course. Threshold of responsiveness, as the
sixth dimension, reflects to the degree of external stimulation which is required to
recall recognizable reaction. The seventh dimension, quality of mood, exhibits the
quantity of pleasant, happy, friendly acts as opposed to unpleasant, unhappy, and
unfriendly acts. The distractibility dimension, on the other hand, points to the degree
of being affected by environmental stimuli that can hinder or change the direction of
the continuing behaviour. As the last dimension of temperament, attention span and
persistence, subsumes two interrelated categories. While attention span refers to the
duration of a specific activity that a child performs, the other subcategory,
persistence, refers to the child’s continual activity in spite of the impediments to its

perpetuation.

Buss and Plomin: The theory of temperament by Buss and Plomin centred on
two identifying characteristics of temperament. First, according to these researchers,
the traits (temperamental domains) are originally genetic as the other inherited
psychological dispositions (e.g. intelligence). Secondly, the traits distinguish
temperament from other clusters of both inherited and acquired personality traits that
manifest themselves in infancy, especially during the first year of life (Goldsmith et

al., 1987).

Buss and Plomin formulated five criteria in determining which personality
traits should be called as temperament. These criteria are inheritance, stability during
development over a period of time, presence in adulthood, adaptiveness of the
organism and presence in animals. In addition, they proposed four main traits which
form temperament (Buss & Plomin, 1975). The first one is emotionality that refers to

distress. This dimension ranges from lack of emotional response such as being too
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patient to uncontrolled excessive emotional responses. Crying, tantrums, difficulty in
being soothed, a low threshold for the aversive stimuli that trigger distress and
intense activation of the sympathetic division of the autonomic nervous system are
among the high extreme reactions. Emotional arousal and, to a lesser extent,
behavioural arousal are included in emotionality. The second main trait that forms
temperament is activity which primarily comprises tempo and vigor. Within this
dimension, there are two extreme ends which are lethargy and hypomanic push of
energetic behaviour so that individuals diversify from one another. This dimension
includes behavioural arousal, especially increased amplitude and rate of responses.
This type of behavioural arousal is not the same as the physiological and experiential
arousal which occurs in emotionality. The third main trait is sociability that reflects
the preference for being with others instead of being alone. Seeking to share
activities, receiving attention from others, and being involved in the back-and-forth
responsivity that defines social interaction are the needs for sociable individuals
(Goldsmith et al., 1987).The last main trait is impulsivity that refers to the inclination
to react instantly instead of preventing a response (Buss & Plomin, 1975). However,
the researchers excluded impulsivity from the theory as it was not clear whether

impulsivity was inherited or not (Buss & Plomin, 1984).

According to Buss and Plomin (1975), temperamental characteristics stem
primarily from the genes, and aforementioned temperamental characteristics will
exhibit more stability through time than most personality traits. In other words,
emotionality, sociability, and activity lay the foundation for later personality, and
they are also three essential temperamental characteristics, without which an older

child or adult cannot be thoroughly described (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

Goldsmith: Goldsmith puts forward two criteria for temperament. The first one
is inclusion criteria, which proposes that temperament is emotional in nature, it
determines individual differences and it points to behavioural tendencies. According
to these criteria, temperament is indexed by the expressions of emotion. The second
one is exclusion criteria, which proposes that temperament excludes cognitive or
perceptual factors. That is, temperament is identified with the expression of emotions
and emotional arousal instead of equally significant receptive aspects which are
related to cognitive factors. Individual differences in the capability to perceive,

decode and feel others’ emotional expressions are complementary elements for

6



temperament. Both these receptive differences and temperament play essential roles
in social interactions, and affect personality. In conclusion, Goldsmith claims that
temperamental characteristics shape the emotional base of some personality traits

through such factors as cognitive skills (Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Rothbart: Similar to other temperament theorists, Rothbart suggests that
individual differences are relatively stable and substantially biological (Rothbart &
Derryberry, 1981). In her temperament theory, there are two major constructs. The
first one is reactivity which refers to the excitability or arousability of behavioural,
endocrine, autonomic and central nervous system response and this response is
evaluated through threshold, latency, intensity, rise time, and recovery time. The
second construct is self-regulation which is related to attention, approach, avoidance
and inhibition processes. Additionally, self-regulation enables reactivity modulation

either by enhancing or inhibiting (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

In order to assess infant temperament, Rothbart (1986a) conducted a
longitudinal study with 46 infants at 3, 6, and 9 months of age and investigated six
dimensions of temperament which are activity level, smiling and laughter, distress to
limitations, fear, soothability and vocal activity in terms of conceptual overlap and
stability. Soothability was excluded from subsequent analyses as it showed no
stability. Then, Infant Behavior Questionnaire (IBQ) was developed based on the
remaining five dimensions. Based on the IBQ as well as developmental literature,
Rothbart proposed several major dimensions that covered the aforementioned five
dimensions (Goldsmith et al., 1987). The first dimension is negative reactivity, which
is displayed through the experience of distress, expression of distress and
behavioural and attentional avoidance. The second dimension is positive reactivity,
and it is exhibited through the experience and expression of positive affect, and
behavioural and attentional approach. While smiling, laughter and orientation toward
objects reflect positive reactivity, fear and distress to limitations reflect negative
reactivity. The third dimension of temperament is behavioural inhibition. It comes
into prominence with unfamiliar or intense stimuli, begins during the second half of
the first year and is maintained during the preschool years. Fear is also related to
behavioural inhibition as well as to negative reactivity. Lastly, the capacity through
effort to focus and shift attention 1s the potential fourth dimension and it starts

developing by the end of the first year of life.
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Upon assessing temperament in infants, Rothbart and her colleagues expanded
their model in different age groups such as preschool children (Rothbart, Ahadi,
Hershey & Fisher, 2001), toddlers (Putnam, Gartstein & Rothbart, 2006), and adults
(Evans & Rothbart, 2007). Depending on these studies, the structure of temperament
and lower order scales (e.g. fear) can be formulated in at least three major
dimensions, namely Negative Affect, Surgency, and Effortful Control, independent
of the age group (Rothbart & Bates, 2006, as cited in Mervielde & Pauw, 2012). To
illustrate, The Children’s Behavior Questionnairre (Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey &
Fisher, 2001) with 15 primary temperamental characteristics presented Negative
Affect (anger/frustration, discomfort, fear, sadness, and soothability), Surgency
(activity level, impulsivity, high-intensity pleasure, and shyness) , and Effortful
Control (attentional focusing, inhibitory control, low-intensity pleasure, and

perceptual sensitivity).

To sum up, all theories have different dimensions about temperament, but they
all accept that temperament has a biological basis and relative stability, and also it
interacts with the environment (Goldsmith et al., 1987). Therefore, it can be
suggested that child temperament is an important factor to understand adult
temperament and/or personality due to its interaction with the environment

(Rothbart, Ahadi & Evans, 2000), which will be explored in the following chapter.
1.3 Adult Temperament and Personality
1.3.1 The relationship between adult temperament and personality

Although individual differences in traits are exhibited by people throughout
life, these traits are called either as “temperament” or as “personality” (Shiner &
Deyoung, 2011). In other words, the paradigm of individual differences is shared by

both temperament and personality theories (Strelau, 1987).

As mentioned in the literature previously, temperament is biologically-based
(Rothbart, Ahadi & Evans, 2000) so, it shows stability over time and across
situations (Prior, Sanson, Smart & Oberklaid, 2000). It affects and is affected by each
individual’s experience. In other words, there is a bi-directionality between

temperament and each person’s experience. Due to this bi-directionality, personality



is seen as one of the outcomes of this relationship by some researchers (Rothbart,

Ahadi & Evans, 2000).

Similar to the relationship between temperament and the environment, Caspi
(1998, p.312) asserted with an emphasis on the relationship between personality and
environment that “Personality traits are thus organizational constructs; they influence
how individuals organize their behaviour to meet environmental demands and new
developmental challenges.” On the basis of this notion, it cannot be said that the
difference between temperament and personality is rigid and firm (McCrae et al.,
2000). In other words, temperament and personality can be viewed as
comprehensively convergent structures (Goldsmith et al., 1987). Also, temperament
is seen both as the initial structure of personality (Digman & Shmelyov, 1996; Prior
et al., 2000) and as the primary element to understand the personality construct
(Digman, & Shmelyov, 1996; Rothbart et al., 2000). It is even a detailed biological
plan (Prior et al., 2000). Nevertheless, personality is a more detailed development
because it is combined with the impact of experiences and learning in time so as to
develop a more mature, expanded characteristics and individual style (Prior et al.,
2000). Personality traits are developed depending on the maturation as well as the
interaction with the environment (Goldsmith et al., 1987). As a result, it can be said
that adult personality traits arise from temperamental characteristics (Rothbart et al.,
2000) since temperament enables a fundamental biological root in the development

of personality (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

Evans and Rothbart (2007) view temperament as a sub-domain of personality.
In a convergent manner, the temperament theorists accept that temperament is a
component of personality (Goldsmith et al., 1987). Yet, personality lies beyond
temperament since personality involves specific cognitions, beliefs and values
(Evans & Rothbart, 2007). The current notion is that temperament subsumes
dispositional attentional processes (e.g., effortful control) (Rothbart & Bates, 2006,
as cited in Evans & Rothbart, 2007) excluding specific cognitions (Evans &
Rothbart, 2007). That is, a much wider range of individual differences are involved
in personality than temperament (Shiner & Deyoung, 2011). However, temperament
has an impact on specific cognitions. For example, a temperamentally fearful person
has a tendency to develop pessimistic attitudes about the future. Nevertheless, the

domains of temperament and personality remain distinguishable (Evans & Rothbart,
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2007). In sum, temperament and personality complement each other because they
are not completely dissimilar and entirely irrelevant (Pauw, Mervielde & Leeuwen,

2009).

Based upon the aforementioned relationship between temperament and
personality, Evans and Rothbart (2007) suggested an Adult Temperament Model in
parallel with Big Five model of personality. In the following section, this model

which is going to be used in this study will be described.
1.3.2 Adult temperament model

Although temperament and personality are seen as overlapping structures,
(Goldsmith et al., 1987), no studies have yet established the adult temperament
structure except the study carried out by Evans and Rothbart (2007). They explored
the hierarchical relationships among lower level conceptually created constructs of
temperament like fear, and the associations between temperament constructs (e.g.
negative affect) and the lexical Big Five model of personality. They suggested a
structure of adult temperament model which is associated with the personality
models (Evans & Rothbart, 2007). As the Big Five and five-factor model (FFM)
constructs are markedly correlated (McCrae & John, 1992), Evans and Rothbart
(2007) usually refer to the model as the Big Five/FFM. The five-factor model of
personality is a hierarchical pattern of personality traits consisting of five primary
dimensions: Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, and
Openness to Experience (McCrae & John, 1992). Therefore, Evans and Rohtbart
(2007) developed a five-factor adult temperament model with the factors labelled as
Extraversion/Surgency, Affiliativeness, Effortful Control, Negative Affect, and
Orienting-Sensitivity. Then, they tested the relationship between the temperament
model they developed and Big Five, and found that adult temperament reflects
remarkable convergence with the Big Five. As a result, adult temperament model,
which is relevant to the models of personality traits, emerged (Evans & Rothbart,
2007).

Each of the five dimensions of adult temperament model has sub-dimensions.
Negative affect as the first dimension of adult temperament is associated with
potentially aversive stimuli. This dimension includes scales evaluating the aspects of

both aggressive negative affect (frustration, aggression control, and social anger) and
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non-aggressive negative affect (fear, discomfort, and sadness). The second
dimension, Extraversion/Surgency, is related to potentially appetitive stimuli and
positive affect. This domain includes scales assessing sociability, high intensity
pleasure, and positive affect. The third dimension, Effortful Control, includes
inhibitory control, activation control and effortful attention. Orienting Sensitivity, as
the fourth dimension, contains general perceptual sensitivity, associative sensitivity
and affective perceptual sensitivity. Lastly, Affiliativeness dimension involves
concern for others. This dimension contains emotional empathy, empathic guilt, and
social closeness (Evans & Rothbart, 2007).

According to Evans and Rothbart (2007), adult temperament dimensions and
five-factor model of personality are related to each other. For example, Big Five
Neuroticism was associated positively with the Negative Affect and negatively with
the Effortful Control dimension of adult temperament. Moreover, while Extraversion
dimension of adult temperament and Big Five Extraversion were positively related to
each other, adult temperamental Effortful Control was associated positively with the
Big Five Conscientiousness. Lastly, Orienting Sensitivity correlated with the

Intellect/Openness, and Affiliativeness correlated with the Big Five Agreeableness.

1.3.3 The relationship between child temperament and adult

temperament/personality

The literature on the relationship between child temperament and adult
personality traits is limited. However, certain personality traits were found to be
related to some temperament dimensions in previous studies. For example,
Extraversion dimension of personality was related to Approach (Prior et al., 2000)
and Surgency dimensions of child temperament (Grist & McCord, 2010).
Additionally, Conscientiousness dimension of personality was associated with
Persistence (Prior et al., 2000) and Effortful Control of child temperament (Grist &
McCord, 2010). Moreover, Neuroticism dimension of personality was correlated
with Negative Affect in temperament (Grist & McCord, 2010). Based on these
findings, corresponding dimensions of the child and maternal temperamental

characteristics (see table 1.1) that were used in the present study are given.
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Table 1.1 Corresponding dimensions of the child and maternal temperamental

characteristics

Maternal temperamental characteristics Child temperamental characteristics
Negative affect Reactivity

Effortful control Persistence

Extraversion/surgency Approach

Orienting sensitivity Perceptual sensitivity

Soothability

In the following section, Goodness of fit theory will be mentioned in terms of

the relationship between child temperament and environment, especially parents.
1.4 Goodness of Fit Theory

Early approaches (e.g., psychoanalytic and behaviourist theories) suggested
that parents had an overwhelming impact on children (Harris, 1995). On the other
hand, child temperament may influence parents in terms of parenting styles or
practices (Kiff, Lengua & Zalewski, 2011). Therefore, Clark and colleagues (Clark,
Kochanska & Ready, 2000) emphasized the bidirectional relationship between parent
and child.

1.4.1 The bidirectional relationship between parent and child

In general, childrearing refers to all the interactions between parents and
children to encourage the child’s development (Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957;
Brooks, 2004). Besides, it’s a continual process (Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957), not
a one way process in which mother or father affects the child in time (Brooks, 2004).
The interactions subsume not only parents’ caretaking and training behaviour but
also their attitudes, values, interests, and beliefs. Additionally, interactions between
parents and children prepare children, deliberately or unintentionally, for
continuation of their lives (Sears, Maccoby & Levin, 1957), and also these
interactions alter all people who contribute to this process (Brooks, 2004).
Childrearing behaviour also changes as children grow older because of alterations in

the developmental demands and capabilities of them (Bigner, 2010).
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Both child and parent are unique individuals (Brooks, 2004). The core element
of parent-child relationship is that parent or child affects each other in a perpetually
developing duration of interaction. Pre-established parental personality style
designate and specify the parent’s attitudes and behaviour toward the child (Thomas
& Chess, 1977). Temperament and gender of parents also influence parenting
(Brooks, 2004). Likewise, children bring their personal needs, gender, birth order,
temperament and developmental patterns into childrearing (Brooks, 2004). They do
not respond to childrearing behaviours passively. In fact, children shape the
behaviour of mother or father towards them (Hoghughi & Long, 2004). Thus,
parents’ behaviour is affected by children, and it affects children in turn (Brooks,
2004). At this point, it is also said that inclinations of parental behaviour comes from
primary personality characteristics. Overall, personality characteristics are employed
in interactions subsuming childrearing (Hoghughi & Long, 2004). Metsédpelto and
Pulkkinen (2003) asserted that research has not paid enough attention to the
consistent relationship between individual differences in thoughts, feelings,
behaviour, and child care quality. Similarly, they emphasize the necessity of
scrutinizing into parents’ personality traits to examine the association between

parenting and parental personality.

As a result, beyond parental characteristics or children’s characteristics alone,
interactions between them are important to determine the parenting style (Clark,
Kochanska & Ready, 2000). In the following section, the interaction between child

and environment will be explained within the scope of Goodness of Fit Theory.
1.4.2 Defining Goodness of Fit

Interactionist viewpoint suggests that temperament cannot be considered on its
own (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Kristal, 2005). That is, temperament must not be
considered only by itself ignoring the environment where it is expressed (Kristal,
2005). Because behaviour is the part of the interaction between the individual and
the environment, child responds to the environment and the environment reacts to the
child in turn. Therefore, there is a bidirectional relationship between individual and
environment, and temperament must constantly be considered within the interaction
context (Kristal, 2005) taking individual’s capabilities, motivations, opportunities

and external stress, and environmental circumstances including child’s reaction into
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account. Likewise, parent’s response towards the child and parenting practices and
attitudes cannot be sufficiently assessed without simultaneously taking temperament

and its impact on the parent into account (Thomas, Chess, 1977).

“The goodness-of-fit” concept has been defined by researchers as the
opportunities, expectations and demands of the environment which are in conformity
with the temperament and other characteristics of child. In accordance with this
harmony between child and environment, it is probable that optimal development
would occur (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Goldsmith et al., 1987). In other words,
healthy development largely relied on the “goodness of fit” between temperament
and environment. Psychological development of the child which occurs neither by
temperament alone nor by the environment alone is consistent with this notion. In
other words, interaction between child temperament and environmental experiences,
expectations and requests influences whether the development would be normal or
abnormal. In contrast, discrepancies and dissonance between environment and child
induce “poorness of fit”. Hence, distorted development and maladaptive functioning
occur (Thomas & Chess, 1977). Instead of “goodness of fit” and “poorness of fit”,
some researchers prefer using the concepts of “match” and “mismatch”. To
illustrate,Buss and Plomin (as cited in Goldsmith et al., 1987) apply the terms of
matches and mismatches between individual and environment. These concepts
involve social environment. In line with this, if a match occurs between parent and
child in high activity or high sociability, there is a probability that the child may
remain at the high extreme of these dimensions. It also provides a happier
relationship between parent and child. A match between parent and child regarding
low emotionality leads to satisfaction. On the other hand, if parent and child are high

in emotionality, excessive stress and tension can emerge (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

In addition, some researchers (Lerner, 1983; Lerner, Lerner & Zabski, 1985)
tested the goodness of fit model. To illustrate it, Lerner (1983) investigated that
whether temperament provides adolescents’ better adaptation when temperament
matched with contextual demands than mismatched. In addition, Lerner et al. (1985)
examined that whether children would display more positive functioning when
children’s temperament fitted demands or expectations of teachers than not fitted.
Unlike the aforementioned studies, Abrams (2004) employed the goodness of fit

theory to reveal how infant and parent’s temperament relate to the quality of mother-
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infant dyadic interaction. When parents are sensitive and responsive towards their
children's needs, goodness of fit happens. Besides, if there is a mismatch between
children’s temperamental characteristics and parents’ response to the child, poorness
of fit occurs. In the present study, similar to the Abrams’s (2004) study, goodness of
fit theory was taken to reveal how maternal and child temperamental characteristics
relate to the parenting behaviour because goodness of fit concept is seen as the most
important in relationship between children and significant adults (e.g., parent,
teacher, child care provider) (Kristal, 2005). Since children’s responses to similar
environments vary, a good or poor fit may occur because of the adults’s reactions to
the responses. Therefore, if adults are aware of a child’s responses to a specific
situation, they can modify their behaviour towards the child. Then, they may
establish good fit and positive interactions with their children (Kristal, 2005).
Thomas and Chess (1980) assert that development is dynamic and affected by the
interaction of individual capabilities and the environment (as cited in Kirkendall,
1981). As temperament is circumstantially embedded, normal and pathogenic
periods do not rely on temperament alone. Thomas and colleagues (1968) emphasize
the importance of the environment for the temperament by the following quotation:
“In themselves, temperamental attributes are neither good nor bad. Whether a
given temperamental trait of a child meets with approval or disapproval, results in
praise or criticism, or proves convenient or inconvenient to adults and peers can
depend upon its appropriateness to the situations in which it is expressed and upon

the degree to which its manifestations corresponds to the value judgments of
others.” (p. 100).

According to Kristal (2005), parents must take into account their own
temperamental characteristics associated with their children’s temperamental
characteristics. Chess and Thomas (1987) stated that the psychological development
of a child is not specified only by parents’ behavioural style but also children’s.
However, it is determined by the congruence or incongruence between parents’ and
child’s temperamental characteristics. Goodness-of-fit requires working in give-and-
take manner with temperament, not in an opposed to it manner by striving to alter it.
This concept asserts that parents should understand the context where behaviour
manifests itself. Discovering the ways which fit best with a specific child makes life
easier. In terms of poorness of fit, the interaction between opposite dimensions of
temperament does not constantly lead to the poorness of fit. For instance, a child

with low energy may strive with a teacher who has similar temperamental
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characteristics, which is problematic while reaching less assertive and active children
who do not express their needs. Parents’ temperament sometimes prevents creating
good fit. For instance, a parent with low sensitivity in temperament may have trouble
recognizing the child’s vague behavioural clues so this situation leads to difficulty
for the parents to react properly to the child, especially when the child does not make
his/her needs known (Kristal, 2005).

In the next section, parenting concept will be described in terms of the

importance and impact on children or child development.
1.5 Parenting

According to Thomas and Chess (1977), all psychological theories, regardless
of the differences between them, accept essential importance of the parents or parent
substitutes for the development of children in early life. Understanding and adhering
to the rules and roadmaps which manage interpersonal interactions are important for
close relationships like parent-child relationship. This essential socialization function
is provided by parents who are liable for teaching children formative lessons
regarding socio-emotional and behavioural patterns that are suitable for their cultural
context. Parents often provide this type of information to children rather explicitly by

setting limits for them (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011).

As parenting is an essential factor in child development (Thomas & Chess,
1977), researchers suggested and explained components of parenting styles, and
based on these components, different classifications of parenting styles were

formulated.
1.5.1 Components of parenting styles

Parenting styles were categorised and defined by various researchers (Becker,
1964; Collins, Maccoby, Steinberg, Hetherington & Bornstein, 2000; Maccoby &
Martin, 1983; Sears et al., 1957; Skinner, Johnson & Snyder, 2005). For example, in
the early studies (Becker, 1964; Sears et al., 1957), there was an inclination to
classify discipline techniques under two important categories. The first one is
“power-assertive” discipline that includes physical punishment, yelling, shouting,
forceful orders, and threats. The second one is “love-oriented” discipline that

includes expression of disappointment, isolation, love withdrawal, contingent giving
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of affection, and reasoning (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Collins and colleagues
(2000) suggested that love’s provision and limits are the key components of positive
childrearing methods. These dimensions are called responsiveness and
demandingness/control. Responsiveness reflects the awareness of parents about the
child’s individuality (Darling & Steinberg, 1993), the level of acceptance and
sensitivity which parents express to the child (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). On the other
hand, demandingness denotes the parent’s willingness (Darling & Steinberg, 1993),
the clarity of parent’s expectations from the child as well as the supervisory and
disciplinary strategies used to meet these expectations (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011).
Similar to responsiveness and demandingness/control, warmth (acceptance) versus
hostility (rejection) is seen as the domain of childrearing methods by some
researchers (Becker, 1964; Skinner, Johnson & Snyder, 2005). Warmth is often
associated with acceptance, and it comprises the expression of affection, love,
appreciation, kindness, and regard. It refers to emotional availability, support and
genuine caring. The expression of warmth and involvement is observed not only
when a child seeks comfort but also during the process of parent—child interactions
based on teaching or discipline. The opposite of warmth is rejection or hostility.
When parents actively dislike their children, they reject them. Rejection refers to
aversion, hostility, harshness, over-reactivity, irritability, and explosiveness. It also
subsumes overt communication of negative feelings for the child (e.g., criticism,
derision, disapproval). In case of the child’s attempts for help and attention, the
reaction can be in the form of parental rejection or parent may initiate rejection

irrespective of child’s behaviour (Skinner, Johnson & Snyder, 2005).

Based on the intensity of these components and the relationship between them,

researchers asserted different classifications of parenting styles.
1.5.2 Different classifications of parenting styles

Darling and Steinberg (1993) differentiate parenting styles like authoritarian
from parenting strategies like spanking. They assert that parenting styles represent
parent-child interactions across a great number of situations, but parenting practices

are determined by domain specific definition

Baumrind (1966) categorizes parenting styles as authoritative, authoritarian,

and permissive styles based on the models of parental control which involve levels of
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support and control. The first dimension is authoritative style which presents the
optimum relationship. Authoritative parents approach the child in a logical and issue-
oriented manner. Verbal give-and-take is encouraged. The rationale behind the rules
is shared by parents, and also parents ask their children why they object to obey a
certain rule. In this way, parents exert firm control over their children regarding
parent-child divergence, but they do not impose constraints on children. They both

reflect their viewpoints and respect the child’s individuality.

As the second dimension, the authoritarian parents strive to form, control and
assess the child’s acts and attitudes in conformity with a set of standard behaviour.
Obedience is an important morality for authoritarian parents. If the child’s behaviour
and beliefs are in conflict with the parents’ thoughts of right behaviour, parents opt
for punitive and power-oriented acts to restrain the self-will. Authoritarian parents do
not respect their children’s individuality, so they restrain the autonomy of the
children. Additionally, parents in this category believe that what parents say should
be acknowledged by the children to be right. That is, verbal give-and-take is

discouraged by these parents.

The last dimension is permissive parenting style in which parents present few
limitations to a child. They tend to act in a non-punitive, acceptant and affirmative
way to the child’s impulses, requests and actions. Permissive parents are less
demanding towards their children in terms of the responsibility for the household.
The parents offer themselves as a source to use whenever the child wants to. The
children do not take their parents as a model and also do not regard them as an active

agent to change and form their on-going and future behaviour.

Expanding on Baumrind’s typology (1966), Maccoby and Martin (1983)
formulated four parenting styles based on the responsiveness and demandingness
dimensions. These four types of parenting are authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent
and neglectful. Although Baumrind (1966) describes “permissive” type, Maccoby
and Martin (1983) specify two different types of permissive parenting, namely
indulgent and neglectful (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). While authoritative parenting
style is formed of high control and high warmth, authoritarian parenting style is
composed of high control and low warmth. Authoritative parents are accepting,

responsive, and child-centred but also demanding and controlling. Moreover, they
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show bidirectional communication. Although authoritarian parents are demanding
and controlling like authoritative parents, they are also rejecting, unresponsive, and
parent-centred, and also they show power assertive behaviour. Within indulgent and
neglectful parenting styles, both include low control, but indulgent parenting style
includes high warmth, whereas neglectful parenting style consists of low warmth.
Furthermore, both are undemanding and low in control attempts. However, they
differ from each other at responsiveness dimension because indulgent parents are
accepting, responsive, child-centred; yet, neglectful parents are rejecting,
unresponsive and parent-centred. In addition, neglectful parents show ignoring,
indifferent and uninvolved behaviour towards the children (Maccoby & Martin,

1983).

Besides these negative parenting styles, emotional maltreatment with respect to
interactions between children and their parents leads to some harmful effects on
children (Glaser, 2002). Thus, addition to all these classifications of parenting styles,
emotional maltreatment must be explained considering the relationship between

caregiver and child.
1.5.3 Emotional maltreatment in the context of parent-child relationships

Child maltreatment is a comparatively prevalent experience in a child’s life
(Glaser, 2008). When compared to other forms (e.g. physical maltreatment) of child
maltreatment, psychological or emotional maltreatment appears to be more common
and more destructive in children’s development (Hart & Brassard, 1987). As far as
maltreatment is concerned, Glaser (2002) does not distinguish between the terms
“emotional” and “psychological” as cognition and affect influence each other in turn,
and so they are not independent of each other. Thus, these terms will be used

interchangeably in the current study as well.

Although there is no consensus on the definition of psychological maltreatment
(McGee & Wolfe, 1991), several researchers attempted to define psychological or
emotional maltreatment within overlaps among definitions (Glaser, 2002, 2008;
Iwaniec, 2006; Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). McGee and Wolfe (1991) in their review
article discussed the definitions of psychological maltreatment, and they suggested a
conceptual explanation for the concept. According to the researchers (Glaser, 2002;

McGee &Wolfe, 1991), psychological maltreatment refers to the interaction between
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the maltreating parent and the child with particular vulnerabilities. Moreover,
interactions, actual or potential, are harmful as they result in damage to the child’s
development and emotional/psychological health (Glaser, 2002), and they are
developmentally inappropriate (Glaser, 2008) and inconsistent (Glaser, 2002, 2008;
Myers, 2011). Instances of emotional maltreatment involves the use of intense
criticism (Iwaniec, 2006; Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011), denigration (Iwaniec,2006) and
verbal harassment (Iwaniec, 2006; Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011), hostility and rejection
(Glaser, 2008; Twaniec, 2006), negative attributions and misattributions to the child
(Glaser, 2002;2008), use of unacceptable disciplinary techniques, and absence of
physical or verbal affection toward the child (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011), lack of
warmth and sense of belonging (Iwaniec, 2006), emotional unavailability,
unresponsiveness and neglect (Glaser, 2008), failure to yield developmentally
appropriate stimulation/opportunities to the child (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011;) failure
to promote the child’s socialization (Glaser, 2002;2008) , using the child for the
fulfilment of adult needs, failure to recognize and acknowledge the child’s
individuality and psychological boundary (Glaser, 2002; 2008), lack of supervision
and provision (Glaser, 2008), exposure to familial violence, and similar trauma-
stimulating experiences directly or indirectly induced by parents (Wolfe & Mclsaac,
2011). Therefore, cumulative, painful, degrading and confusing experiences which
parent frequently caused without compensatory protective relationship result in
emotional harm for children. In addition, in order to call such behaviours as
emotionally abusive, they must be repeated and maintained in the course of time
throughout the entire relationship, not only in a particular condition (Glaser, 2002;

Iwaniec, 2006).

Beyond these definitions, there is a remarkable debate about whether emotional
maltreatment should include ill-treatment behaviour by parents or the outcomes for
the child, and whether both ill-treatment behaviour and the outcomes for the child
should be present in the description of emotional maltreatment (Glaser, 2002).
McGee and Wolfe (1991) were interested in the meaning of “psychological” and
they similarly focused on whether the term “psychological” refers to the caregiver’s
behaviour or its effects on the child. Eventually, they were concerned on the parental

acts which include at least potential harm.
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Additionally, definition of ill-treatment does not require the intention to harm
the child (Glaser, 2008; Iwaniec, 2006) as some caretakers do not notice that the
behaviour which they exhibit is damaging for the child. For example, parents usually
are not aware that overprotection and unrealistic expectations are harmful to the child
(Iwaniec, 2006) because of unrealistic expectations that result in parent-child
relationship problems and child maltreatment (Iwaniec, Larkin & McSherry, 2007).
Unrealistic expectations of maltreating mothers were shown by experimental studies
as well (Azar, Robinson, Hekimian & Twentyman, 1984; Azar & Rohrbeck, 1986).
For example, when abusive mothers were compared to non-abusive control mothers,
they were found to exhibit unrealistic expectations more than control mothers (Azar
& Rohrbeck, 1986). Moreover, another study involving abusive, neglectful and
control mothers found that abusive and neglectful mothers showed unrealistic
expectations more than control mothers did (Azar et al., 1984). These research
findings and the notion which is related to the harmful effects of unrealistic
expectations on children may be illustrated with an example. Although a child is not
ready to perform a certain task, he/she is expected to perform it by abusive parents. If
the child does not fulfil the expectations of abusive parents, he/she is perceived as
not attempting to obey, and so punished for disobedience to an order. Therefore, as
parents are not satisfied with the performance of the child because of their unrealistic
expectations, they exhibit harmful behaviour such as criticism, depriving the child of
affection and threats towards the child. At this point, emotionally harmful parenting
begins due to unrealistic expectations from the child, and this type of parenting may
lead to adamage in the child (Iwaneic et al., 2007).

Furthermore, McGee and Wolfe (1991) characterize emotional maltreatment
with respect to verbal or nonverbal parent communication excluding physical
contact. According to some researchers, the definition should include omission and
commission as well (Glaser, 2002; Iwaniec, 2006) excluding physical contact
(Glaser, 2002). In terms of excluding or including physical acts in the category of
psychological maltreatment, Hart and Brassard (1991) assert that psychological
maltreatment cannot be sufficiently measured without physical acts as physical and
psychological circumstances are seen as interactive and interdependent. Hart and
Brassard (1991) also employed psychological abuse and neglect classifications to
form a sufficient operational definition of psychological maltreatment. They

determined the following five subdimensions of psychological maltreatment, which
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are in line with American Professional Society on the Abuse of Children (1995) and
with some aspects of other studies (Glaser, 2002; Iwaniec, 2006; Wolfe & Mclsaac,
2011).

1) Spurning is a kind of verbal hostility subsuming rejection and hostile
degradation. It also involves using derogatory names towards the child, stigmatizing

the child as worthless, and humiliating the child in public.

2) Terrorizing includes threats of physical hurting, killing, or abandoning the
child, committing violence against the child or child’s loved ones, and leaving the

child neglected.

3) Isolating refers to the active isolation of a child, confining, and setting

illogical limitations on interaction with peers or adults outside the family.

4) Exploiting/corrupting includes modelling antisocial and inappropriate

behaviours, permitting deviant acts or beliefs.

5) Denying emotional responsiveness involves ignoring a child’s efforts to
interact and failing in reacting to a child with affection. Parents ignore the child, so

they are not available for the child when he/she needs.

These subtypes enable to picture the psychological maltreatment. It is evident
that there is a strong relationship between abuse and neglect in child maltreatment.
However, Burgess and Conger (1978) examined abusive, neglectful, and control
families to reveal if they differ from each other in terms of parent-child interactions.
Their study showed that compared to the parents in the control group, neglectful
parents displayed more excessive negativity and lower rate of positive interactions.
Moreover, when abusive parents were compared to control parents, they showed
lower rates of verbal and physical behaviour. In addition, unlike abusive and control
groups, neglectful parents made more requests from their children and met the needs
of their children at the minimum level. Therefore, neglectful parents are found as the
most negative parents. Bousha and Twetyman (1984) also found similar results in
their study. Compared to abusive and control groups, fewest mother-child
interactions were found in the neglectful group. Abusive mothers showed fewer
interactions than control mothers. They also showed higher levels of physical and

verbal aggression than both neglectful and control mothers. In addition, excessive
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isolation was found in neglectful parents since they were distanced from the
environment. Therefore, Bousha and Twetyman (1984) asserted that overall rate of
parent-child interactions is a key factor to distinguish between these mothers from
each other and to determine the characteristics of the dysfunctional parenting or

abusive and neglectful parents.

On the basis of those studies, both abusive and neglectful parenting styles
probably have negative effects on the child development (Bousha & Twetyman,
1984) despite differences between abusive and neglectful families (Bousha &
Twetyman, 1984; Burgess & Conger, 1978). Thus, abusive and neglectful or
maltreating patterns of parent-child interactions were characterized as parenting
styles (Glaser, 2011; Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). In the next section, the maltreating
parenting styles that were placed on a continuum model with the other types of

parenting styles will be examined.
1.5.4 Childrearing styles related to emotional maltreatment

Wolfe and Mclsaac (2011) suggested a continuum model within the scope of
positive/healthy, poor/dysfunctional and emotionally abusive/neglectful parenting
styles. In terms of caregiver—child interactions, there is a continuum varying from
wholly satisfactory to very harmful (Glaser, 2011).

At the child-centred end of this continuum lies the more appropriate and
healthy patterns of parenting styles which enhance child development. Child’s
development is encouraged by competent caretakers in a variety of ways. Demands
and expectations of these types of parents fit in with the child’s needs and
capabilities (Wolfe, 1991).

Poor parenting styles are in the middle of this continuum. Poor childrearing
styles such as permissive parenting include parental styles that do not have a balance
between responsiveness and demandingness/control (Wolfe, Jaffe & Crooks, 2006).
Greater degrees of irresponsible and possibly harmful childcare are provided within
this type of parenting style (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011).

At the other end of this continuum, emotionally abusive and neglectful
parenting styles are seen (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). In these parenting styles, primary
caregiver or attachment figure is almost always the “abuser”. Emotional abuse might

be displayed by both parents, or one parent does not maltreat the child, but cannot
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protect the child, either (Glaser, 2002). Parents’ or caregivers’ abusive or neglectful
behaviours referring to an emotional maltreatment have resulted in or could result in
serious behavioural, emotional (Glaser, 2002; 2008), cognitive, or mental difficulties
(Glaser, 2002). That is, emotional abuse is considered as a long-term crisis in the
child’s life. Difficulties which are observed in the children seem to pave the way for
dysfunctional cognitive and emotive processing, which leads to maladaptive
functioning in development (Iwaniec, 2006). The extent of emotional maltreatment
includes childrearing styles that ignore the basic needs and dependency status of
children. This type of childrearing methods or specific behaviour towards the child is
consistent with most descriptions of child emotional maltreatment. They reflect

harsh, insensitive, and ineffective patterns of parenting (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011).

According to Brassard and Donovan (2006), emotionally abusive childrearing
methods involve excessive and continuous criticism and denigration (Brassard &
Donovan, 2006; Myers, 2011), and terrorizing and repeated blaming, insults, and
threats against children by their caregivers. Emotionally neglectful parenting
methods involve obvious indifference and inattentiveness to a child’s developmental
or special needs (Brassard & Donovan, 2006). Neglect includes failure to meet the
children’s material, physical, social and emotional needs. For instance, children’s
needs for comfort, support, help or attention do not concern neglecting parents
(Rohner, Khaleque & Cournoyer, 2009). In a sense, parents do not meet the child’s
basic needs, after which neglect occurs (Dubowitz et al., 2005). Moreover, neglectful
parents are responsive and demanding at a low level as this type of parenting stems
rationally from the intersection of the dimensions of demandingness and
responsiveness (Darling & Steinberg, 1993). The operational definition of emotional
neglect also includes lack of maternal warmth and responsiveness toward the child or
lack of consistency and predictability in the environment of the child, especially in
the disciplinary issues context (Harrington, Black, Starr & Dubowitz, 1998). As the
“psychological neglect” or unresponsive parenting is difficult to measure, McGee
and Wolfe (1991) suggested that neglectful parenting can be characterized by the

absence of positive parental attention.

As mentioned earlier, poor parenting and emotionally maltreating parenting are
in different points on the continuum. Yet, there is no clear-cut distinction between

poor parenting and emotionally maltreating parenting styles because of the etiology
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and impact on the child (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). Even though both childrearing
styles share many similarities, emotional maltreatment differs from
poor/dysfunctional parenting because emotional maltreatment includes chronic,

severe, and escalating pattern.

The literature suggests that parenting styles are affected not only by individual
characteristics (e.g. personality disturbance) but also important situational factors
(e.g. unmanageable stress) (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). In the following section,

factors which influence parenting styles will be explained.
1.6 Factors Predicting Parenting Styles

Based on Belsky’s process model (1984), parental functioning has three
determinants, which are parental factors (e.g. personality) (Belsky, 1984; Kendler,
Sham & McLean, 1997), contextual sources-stress and support, and child
temperament (Belsky, 1984; Kendler, Sham & McLean, 1997) in order of
importance (Belsky, 1984). Similar to the process model, Maccoby and Martin
(1983) point out that child abuse within the scope of parenting has multiple
determinants. Pre-existing child characteristics (Friedrich & Einbender, 1983;
Maccoby & Martin, 1983), pre-existing parental characteristics or both may activate
child abuse patterns, and little is enough to perpetuate the abuse patterns once
initiated (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). In addition to child abuse, child temperament
also plays a direct role in emotional neglect (Harrington et al., 1998). Moreover,
social context including social networks, marital relations (Belsky, 1984; Kendler,
Sham & McLean, 1997), occupational experiences (Belsky, 1984), and family
characteristics such as perceived family functioning, family support and stressfulness
of events have effects on parenting (Harrington et al., 1998). While social context
and parents’ developmental histories affect parenting by influencing parental
personality (Belsky, 1984), family context is indirectly associated with emotional
neglect by influencing the mother’s perception about child temperament (Harrington
et al., 1998). In addition, support may lead to improvement in positive parenting by
decreasing the amount of stressors and depression in parents (Lyons et al., 2005).
Besides, mental illness, families with single parent, parental substance abuse,
domestic violence (Glaser, 2008), personality disorder (Glaser, 2008; Spinetta &
Rigler, 1972), and experienced childhood physical abuse (Berlin et al., 2011) are
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claimed to be risk factors for parenting, specifically predicting emotional
maltreatment. The rest of the factors predicting parenting are psychopathology and

religious values of parents (Kendler, Sham & McLean, 1997).

As literature suggests, there are several factors to influence parenting styles. In
the current study, child and mother temperamental characteristics alone and their
interaction with each other will be examined in predicting parenting styles. For this

reason, research on the relationship between these variables will be reviewed.
1.6.1 The relationship between child temperament and parenting

A number of studies have been carried out about the relationship between child
temperament and parenting (Clark, Kochanska & Ready, 2000; Harrington, Black,
Starr & Dubowitz, 1998; Paulussen-Hoogeboom, Stams, Hermanns & Peetsma,
2007; Porter, Hart, Yang, Robinson, Olsen, Zeng, Olsen & Jin, 2005; van den Akker,
Dekovi¢, Prinzie & Asscher 2010). However, while some of them focus on the
relationships between temperament clusters (e.g., difficult) and parenting (Harrington
et al., 1998; van den Akker et al., 2010), some are interested in the relationships
between dimensions of temperament (e.g., emotionality) and parenting (Clark et al.,
2000). To illustrate, according to Harrington and colleagues (1998), emotional
neglect was predicted by difficult child temperament. However, Ganiban and
colleagues’ (2011) study investigated the degree to which child temperamental
characteristics influence parenting during adolescence. They found that parents’
negativity increased when children had high negative emotionality and sociability. In
the study of Porter and colleagues (2005), parents in the United States and People’s
Republic of China were compared considering the similarities and differences
between child temperament and parenting styles. Child activity was associated with
more authoritative and less authoritarian parenting in the Chinese sample. There was
a positive association between child emotionality and authoritarian parenting in both
China and the United States. Lastly, child sociability was negatively associated with
cross-gender patterns of authoritarian parenting in the US sample. On the other hand,
lower sociability in daughters was associated with authoritarian parenting in the

Chinese sample.
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On the basis of the results of these studies, one of the main aims of the current
study is to examine the relationship between child temperamental characteristics and

parenting styles.
1.6.2 The relationship between adult temperament/personality and parenting

Although there is no data available investigating the relationship between
parent temperament and parenting, there are a number of studies about the
relationship between parental personality and parenting (Bornstein, Hahn & Haynes,
2011;Coplan, Reichel & Rowan, 2009; de Haan, Prinzie & Dekovi¢, 2009; Huver,
Otten, Vries & Engels, 2010; Metsédpelto & Pulkkinen, 2003; Prinzie, Stams,
Dekovi¢, Reijntjes, Albert & Belsky, 2009; ). Although personality and temperament
in adulthood are viewed as overlapping structures (Goldsmith et al., 1987), research
on personality as the predictive link of parenting will be reviewed here.

As mentioned previously, Belsky (1984) offered a theoretical model to present
the determinants of parenting, and she claimed that parental personality is the most
essential determinant of parenting. Verhoeven and colleagues (2007) conducted a
study by adopting Belsky’s (1984) process model. In their study, parental
characteristics were found to be the most important variable contributing to parenting
behaviour, followed by contextual and child characteristics in order of importance.
With regard to maternal personality, the parent who had high scores of Openness to
Experience, Extraversion, Conscientiousness as well as low Neuroticism would show
the healthiest parenting. Accordingly, it was emphasized that maternal personality
had significance in the research related to parenting (Bornstein, Hahn & Haynes,
2011).

According to some research studies, higher levels of Agreeableness were
related to more support (Huver et al., 2010; Verhoeven et al., 2007;) and high
warmth (de Haan et al., 2009; Prinzie et al., 2009), more positive discipline
(Verhoeven et al., 2007) and behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009), low over-
reactivity (de Haan et al., 2009) and authoritative parenting (Huver et al., 2010) in
parents. Highly agreeable parents also behaved towards their children in a less
detached and less negatively affective manner (Belsky, Crnic and Woodworth,
1995). Additionally, higher levels of Openness to Experience were associated with

more warmth and behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009) as well as Agreeableness.
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Higher levels of Conscientiousness were associated with more warmth and
behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009) and being structured (Verhoeven et al.,
2007) in parents. Conscientiousness dimension of personality was also linked to
greater parent responsiveness (e.g., being sensitive to the signals of child, offering
suitable support and comfort). Thus, responsive childrearing was exhibited easily
owing to some characteristics of conscientiousness (e.g., being intentional, selfless,
having positive affection in social interactions (Clark, Kochanska & Ready 2000).

High Neuroticism was associated with negative and intrusive parenting, and
less affectively positive (Belsky et al., 1995; Clark et al., 2000), sensitive, and
cognitively stimulating parenting (Belsky et al., 1995). In contrast, low Neuroticism
was associated with more warmth and behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009).
Additionaly, contradictory results were found regarding the relationship between
Emotional Stability and parenting. For example, while emotionally stable parents
were more likely to show support and to be more structured (Verhoeven et al., 2007),
less emotionally stable parents were more likely to be authoritative (Huver et al.,
2010) and to use more psychological control (Verhoeven et al., 2007).

Extraversion dimension of personality, on the other hand, was associated with
low over-reactivity, high warmth (de Haan et al., 2009), behavioural control (Prinzie
et al., 2009), and supportiveness (Huver et al., 2010). This dimension fell under
adaptive childrearing (Clark et al., 2000) and authoritative parenting (Huver et al.,
2010). Extraverted parents were found to be more affectively positive, sensitive, and
cognitively stimulating considering the interactions with their sons (Belsky et al.,
1995).

Depending on the predictive value of personality for parenting styles, the
second aim in the current study is to examine the relationship between parental

temperamental characteristics and parenting styles.

1.6.3 The impact of the interaction between parental personality and child

temperament on parenting styles

Some studies have focused on the impact of the interaction between parental
personality and child temperament on parenting styles (Clark, Kochanska & Ready
2000; Coplan, Reichel & Rowan 2009; Karreman, van Tuijl, van Aken, Dekovi¢,

2008) as well as the unique effects of parental personality, child temperament, and
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contextual factors on parenting dimensions during toddlerhood (Verhoeven et al.,
2007).

Considering parent-child interaction, Clark, Kochanska and Ready (2000)
asserted that interaction between maternal personality and child temperament
predicted parenting behaviour. They found that mothers with low levels of
perspective taking (empathy) were more likely to use high levels of power assertion
when child had high levels of negative emotionality. In addition, while mothers with
high extraversion were more likely to use high power assertion with high child
negative emotionality, mothers with high extraversion were more likely to use low
power assertion with low child negative emotionality. Similarly, Coplan, Reichel and
Rowan (2009) explored the relationship between child temperament, maternal
personality and parenting, focusing on emotions within the goodness of fit theory
(Thomas & Chess, 1977). Coplan et al. (2009) pointed out that child temperament
moderated the relationship between mothers’ personality traits and parenting
practices. When child’s shyness was high and mother’s neuroticism was high,
mothers were more likely to exhibit high over-protective parenting. Besides, when
child’s emotional dysregulation was high and mother’s agreeableness was low,
mothers were more likely to show harsh/coercive parenting. Moreover, Karreman et
al. (2008) explored the relationship between parental personality and parenting with
the moderating effect of pre-schoolers’ effortful control in a Dutch community
sample. They reported that besides weak to modest relations between personality and
parenting, child temperament moderated the relationship between parental
personality and parenting. Specifically, fathers’ neuroticism and extraversion were
significantly and positively related to positive control and negative control
respectively, but only when children’s levels of effortful control are low.

Thus, the third aim of this study is to examine the interaction between child

and adult temperament with an emphasis on its impact on parenting styles.

1.6.4 The impact of the interaction between child temperamental characteristics

on parenting styles

As mentioned earlier, the research to date has tended to focus on the interaction
between child temperament and other variables such as parenting styles and parental
characteristics. However, far too little attention has been paid to investigate the

relationship between child temperament and parenting styles with the moderating
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role of child temperamental characteristics. To illustrate, Ghera and colleagues
(2006) investigated the relationship between infant negativity and maternal
sensitivity with the moderating role of perceived infant soothability, and they found
that infant negative temperament (negative reactivity) was significantly and
positively related to maternal sensitivity for highly soothable infants. However,
infant negative temperament (negative reactivity) was significantly and negatively

related to maternal sensitivity for the less soothable infants.
1.7 Research purpose and hypotheses

The primary objective of the current study was to examine the relationships
between child temperament (approach, reactivity, perceptual sensitivity, soothability
and persistence) maternal temperamental characteristics (effortful control, negative
affect, extraversion and orienting sensitivity) and parenting styles (authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive, over-protective and emotionally maltreating). In the
current study, child temperament scale was composed of dimensions from Short
Temperament Scale for Children (Prior, Sanson & Oberklaid, 1989), Colorado Child
Temperament Scale (Rowe & Plomin, 1977) and Child Behaviour Questionnaire
(Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey & Fisher, 2001). Furthermore, maternal temperament was
measured by Adult Temperament Questionnaire (Evans & Rothbart, 2007). This
study was designed to address the gap in the literature since no research to date has
investigated the relationships between child temperament, mother temperament and
parenting styles within the scope of goodness-of-fit theory. In addition to the
parenting styles which are identified by Baumrind (1966, 1971), and Maccoby and
Martin (1983), and emotionally maltreating parenting (Brassard & Donovan, 2006;
Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011) will be included in this study. Although in general “1)
Child temperamental characteristics are expected to be associated with parenting
styles; 2) Maternal temperamental characteristics are expected to be associated with
the parenting styles; 3) Interaction between child and maternal temperament is
expected to be associated with parenting styles; and 4) The interaction between child
temperamental characteristics is expected to be associated with parenting styles™ are
the expected relations of the present study, there are only few specific hypothesis that
could be made based on the literature. Rest of the tested specific relations will be

exploratory. The following four hypotheses are proposed:
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1) In the literature, child negative reactivity was related to low authoritative
parenting (Coplan et al., 2009), high power assertion (Clark et al., 2000), high
authoritarian (Porter et al., 2005), and high restrictive parenting (Paulussen-
Hoogeboom, Stams, Hermanns & Peetsma, 2007). Thus, in the present study, child

reactivity is expected to predict negative parenting styles such as authoritarian.

In the literature, sociability was found to be negatively associated with
authoritarian parenting (Porter et al., 2005). However, Ganiban et al., (2011) asserted
that sociable children may express their impulsive or angry tendencies through
interactions with others, which in turn may elicit parental negativity. Since there are
contradictory results about the relations between sociability and parenting behaviour,
in the present study direction of the relationship between child approach and

parenting behaviours can’t be predicted.

In the literature, soothability dimension was reversed and examined as emotion
dysregulation. Then, emotion dysregulation (reverse of soothability) was found to be
negatively associated with authoritative parenting (Coplan et al., 2009). Thus in the

present study, soothability is expected to predict authoritative parenting positively.

Persistence may be classified as a subscale of effortful control (Rueda, 2012).
Although there are some studies examining the relationship between effortful control
and parenting (Kiff et al., 2011) or the moderating role of effortful control in the
relation of parental personality and parenting (Karreman et al., 2008), there is no
available study to examine the relationship between child’s persistence and
parenting. Thus, this dimension will be explored as well as child’s perceptual

sensitivity and child’s approach.

2) Maternal temperamental characteristics are expected to be associated with
the parenting styles. Unlike parental temperament, there are several studies about the
relations of parental personality and parenting styles. Thus, these studies will guide
to proposed hypotheses. For example, high neuroticism was associated with negative
and intrusive parenting, and less affectively positive (Belsky et al., 1995; Clark et al.,
2000), less sensitive, and less cognitively stimulating parenting (Belsky et al., 1995).
In contrast, low Neuroticism was associated with more warmth and behavioural

control (Prinzie et al., 2009). In line with the literature, maternal negative affect is
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expected to be related to less warm, but intrusive parenting like authoritarian
parenting.

For high conscientiousness which was highly correlated with effortful control
(Evans & Rothbart, 2007), it was associated with more warmth and behavioural
control (Prinzie et al., 2009) and being structured (Verhoeven et al., 2007), greater
parent responsiveness (e.g., being sensitive to the signals of child, offering suitable
support and comfort) (Clark, Kochanska & Ready 2000). Therefore, effortful control
is expected to predict authoritative parenting.

In terms of extraversion, it was associated with low over-reactivity, high
warmth (de Haan et al., 2009), behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009), and
supportiveness (Huver et al., 2010). Thus, in the present study extraversion is
expected to predict authoritative parenting style.

Lastly, higher levels of Openness to Experience which was correlated with
high orienting sensitivity (Evans & Rothbart, 2007), were associated with more
warmth and behavioural control (Prinzie et al., 2009). Therefore, in the present study,
orienting sensitivity is expected to predict authoritative parenting.

3) Interactions between child and mother temperament are expected to be
associated with parenting styles. This study will be the first to examine the
relationship between child temperament, parent temperament and parenting styles in
the scope of goodness-of-fit theory. In addition, there is not much research about the
interactions between maternal and child temperamental characteristics. As mentioned
previously, in the prediction of parenting only in few studies examined the
interaction between maternal and child temperamental characteristics (Clark et al.,
2000; Coplan et al., 2009; Karreman et al., 2008). In line with Coplan et al.’s study
(2009), interaction between maternal negative affect and approach is expected to
predict over protective parenting. Based on the study of Clark et al. (2000),
interaction between extraversion and reactivity is expected to predict power assertive
parenting such as authoritarian parenting. Based on the Karreman et al.’s study
(2008), interaction between maternal negative affect and child persistence is
expected to predict authoritative parenting. In addition, interaction between maternal

extraversion and child persistence is expected to predict negativity.

4) The interaction between child temperamental characteristics is expected to

be associated with parenting styles. There is only one study (Ghera et al., 2006)
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related to this hypothesis. The role of infant soothability in the relation of infant
negativity and maternal sensitivity was examined. Infant negativity was significantly
positively related to maternal sensitivity when infant soothability was high and
significantly negatively related to maternal sensitivity when infant soothability was
low. In line with, the interaction between reactivity and soothability is expected to

predict sensitive parenting. The rest of the interaction will be explored.

33



CHAPTER 2

ADAPTATION OF ADULT TEMPERAMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
2.1 Participants

Adult temperament questionnaire was distributed to community sample of 340
individuals in Ankara to adapt the scale into Turkish, but 293 participants responded
to the scale. Before factor analysis, accuracy of data entry and missing values were
examined. 24 cases were deleted as these cases had missing values more than 5% of
subjects’ data for Adult Temperament Questionnaire. Then, mean replacement was
done to treat the rest of the missing data. After data cleaning, the sample size reduced
to 269 cases with 126 women (51.7 %), 139 men (46.8 %), and 4 (1.5 %) individuals
did not reported gender. Participants’ age ranged from 17 to 73 years (M=28.22,
SS=8.66). In terms of education level, 8 (3 %) participants had primary school
education, 7 (2.60 %) participants completed secondary school, 61 (22.70%) of them
were graduated from high school, 6 (2.20%) participants were graduated from
college, 149 (55.40%) of them were graduated from university, 24 (8.90%) of
participants had master degree, and finally 10 (3.70%) of them had a Ph.D. degree. 4

(1.5 %) cases did not report the education level.
2.2 Measures

Adult Temperament Questionnaire-short form (ATQ): "The Adult Temperament
Questionnaire" (ATQ) was adapted by Evans and Rothbart (2007) from the

Physiological Reactions Questionnaire (Derryberry and Rothbart, 1988). The
dimensions of the "Adult Temperament Questionnaire" are Negative Affect (e.g., |
become easily frightened), Effortful Control (e.g., I am often late for appointments),
Extraversion/Surgency (e.g., | usually like to talk a lot), and Orienting Sensitivity
(e.g., I often notice mild odors and fragrances). While the general constructs
(negative affect; effortful control; extraversion/surgency; orienting sensitivity) point
to factor scales, the sub-constructs (fear, sadness, discomfort, frustration, inhibitory
control, activation control, attentional control, sociability, high pleasure, positive
affect, neutral perceptual sensitivity, affective perceptual sensitivity, associative

sensitivity) point to scales. Internal consistencies were .81, .78, .75, 85 in Evans and
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Rothbart’s study (2007). There are 77 items in ATQ and it is a 7-point Likert type
scale ranging from 1 (extremely untrue) to 7 (extremely true). 26 items are related to
negative affect, 19 items are associated with effortful control, 17 items are related to

extraversion/surgency, and 15 items are measuring orienting sensitivity.
2.3 Procedure

Firstly, application was made to METU Ethic committee for approval of the
study. The translation and back translation of the questionnaire were made in order
to obtain Turkish version of the Adult Temperament Questionnaire. The
questionnaire was translated to Turkish by the researcher. Then, items were checked
by an undergraduate student in psychology and lexical meaning and semantic context
were checked by associate professor in psychology. Afterwards, the back translation
was made by the author’s supervisor, and original form of the scale was compared
with the back translation of the scale. For some items original authors of the scale
was consulted. Then, copies of the Adult Temperament Questionnaire were

distributed to participants. All the participants signed the informed consent forms.
2.4 Factor and Reliability Analyses of ATQ
2.4.1 Factor Analyses of ATQ

In the current study, factorability of the items was investigated with Kaiser-
Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy and Barlett’s test of sphericity.
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was found .70, values of
.60 and above were recommended for good factor analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2007). Barlett’s test of sphericity was also significant (y’=2224.409, df=741,
p=-000). Although required sample size should include at least 300 participants for
good factor analysis (Comrey, 1973; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007), KMO statistic

showed that the sample size of 269 was adequate for performing factor analysis.

Exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation was conducted for 77 items-
of ATQ with a number of 269 participants. Additionally, principal components
extraction was used for data reduction. For interpretation utility, the factor analysis

was suppressed to .30.
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After performing factor analysis, relevant structure was not extracted based on
the subscales (e.g., fear) of the questionnaire. Thus, analysis was forced to four
factors and was performed based on the items instead of the subscales. The results of
the analysis pointed that four factors accounted for the 31.82 % of the total variance.
As presented in Table 7.1., the results of principle component analyses with varimax
rotation showed that 11 items were loaded under factor 1. Thus, first factor was
composed of 11 items and named as negative affect. It explained 9.03% of the total
variance with eigenvalue of 3.83. Loadings on this factor ranged from .32 to .62. In
the original scale, negative affect included 26 items. However, in this study, 1 item
cross loaded, 8 items loaded irrelavently to the factor and 6 items did not load to any

factors. Therefore, 15 items were eliminated from this factor.

The second factor was composed of 9 items and named as extraversion. This
factor with eigenvalue of 3.77 explained 8.10% of the total variance. Loadings on
this factor ranged from .41 to .65. In addition, although item 3 had high loadings
(over .30) on both the first and second factor, it was included in the second factor
since it had higher loading and conceptually was congruent with the second factor. In
the original scale, extraversion included 17 items. However, in this study, 8 items

loaded irrelavently to the factor. Therefore, 8 items were eliminated from this factor.

The third factor consisted of 11 items and named as orienting sensitivity. It
explained 7.49% of the total variance with eigenvalue of 2.69. Although item 33 had
high loadings (over .30) on both the second and third factor, it was included in the
third factor since it had higher loading, and was conceptually congruent with the
third factor. Loadings on this factor ranged from .33 to .63. In the original scale,
orienting sensitivity included 15 items. However, in this study, one item loaded
irrelavently to the factor, 3 items did not load to any factors. Therefore, 4 items were

eliminated from this factor.

The last factor included 8 items and named as effortful control. This factor with
eigenvalue of 2.13 explained 7.22% of the total variance. Loadings on this factor
ranged from .39 to .66. In the original scale, effortful control included 19 items.
However, in this study, 6 items loaded irrelavently to the factor, 5 items did not load

to any factors. Therefore, 11 items were eliminated from this factor.
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Totally, one item cross loaded on two factors, it was not retained in the study.

14 items were excluded from analysis because they did not load on any of the

factors. Moreover, 23 items were eliminated because they loaded factors irrelevatly

(see appendix A)

Table 2.1 Four-factor varimax rotated loadings of the 39 items for adults (N= 269)

NA E/S OS EC
Loud noises sometimes scare me. ,618
Sometimes, I feel a sense of panic or terror for no apparent ,0611
reason.
I become easily frightened. ,598
Sometimes minor events cause me to feel intense sadness. ,581
I sometimes feel sad for longer than an hour. ,535
When I hear of an unhappy event, I immediately feel sad. 514
When I am enclosed in small places such as an elevator, I feel ,494
uneasy.
Looking down at the ground from an extremely high place ,449
would make me feel uneasy.
Whenever I have to sit and wait for something (e.g., a waiting 412
room), | become agitated.
I find certain scratchy sounds very irritating. ,386
I find it very annoying when a store does not stock an item that [ ,316
wish to buy.
I would not enjoy a job that involves socializing with the public ,654
(reverse).
I usually like to spend my free time with people. ,622
I rarely enjoy socializing with large groups of people (reverse). ,013
I like conversations that include several people. ,559
I usually like to talk a lot. 516
It takes a lot to make me feel truly happy (reverse). ,510
I rarely ever have days where I don’t at least experience brief ,465
moments of intense happiness.
I would probably not enjoy a fast, wild carnival ride (reverse). ,424
Sometimes minor events cause me to feel intense happiness. ,343 ,407
I tend to notice emotional aspects of paintings and pictures. ,633
I am often aware how the color and lighting of a room affects ,563
my mood.
I am often consciously aware of how the weather seems to affect ,545
my mood.
I’m often aware of the sounds of birds in my vicinity. ,532
I sometimes seem to understand things intuitively. ,531
I am rarely aware of the texture of things that I hold (reverse). ,468
Without applying effort creative ideas sometimes present 427
themselves to me.
I rarely notice the color of people’s eye (reverse). ,305 ,409
I often notice mild odors and fragrances. ,389
Barely noticeable visual details rarely catch my attention ,345
(reverse).
When I am listening to music, I am usually aware of subtle ,328

emotional tones.
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Table 2.1 continued Four-factor varimax rotated loadings of the 39 items for adults (N=269)

NA E/S OS EC
[ usually finish doing things before they are actually due (for ,661
example, paying bills, finishing homework, etc.).
If I think of something that needs to be done, I usually get right ,635
to work on it.
It is easy for me to inhibit fun behavior that would be ,538
inappropriate.
It is easy for me to hold back my laughter in a situation when ,500
laughter wouldn't be appropriate.
When interrupted or distracted, I usually can easily shift my ,445
attention back to whatever I was doing before.
I often make plans that I do not follow through with (reverse). 417
I am often late for appointments (reverse). ,402
I can easily resist talking out of turn, even when I’m excited ,387

and want to express an idea.

Note: Abbreviations: NA; Negative Affect, E/S; Extaversion/Surgency, OS; Orienting Sensitivity,

EC; Effortful Control.

2.4.2 Reliability Analyses of ATQ

Reliability analyses were conducted for the four factors of the ATQ.

Cronbach’s alfa coefficients for the negative affect, extraversion, orienting

sensitivity and effortful control were .73, .71, .69, and .65 respectively, indicating

moderate consistencies. Items’ item total correlations were between .23 and .49

for negative affect, between .26 and .52 for extraversion, between .23 and .43 for

orienting sensitivity, and between .21 and .52 for effortful control.
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CHAPTER 3
MAIN STUDY
METHOD
3.1 Participants

205 children aged 36 to 62 months and their mothers participated in this study.
All of the children were recruited from the 48 child care centres in different regions
(Ayranci, Aydinlikevler, Balgat, Batikent, Besevler, Cayyolu, Dikmen, Esat, Emek,
Eryaman, Etimesgut, Etlik, Kegioren, Kizilay, Gaziosmanpasa, Oran, Umitkdy,
Sincan, Yenimabhalle, Yiiziinciiyil, Sokullu, See Appendix B) of Ankara.

The total sample consisted of 205 children whose age range differed from 36 to
62 months with an average of 50.00 months (SD= 5.76). There were 105 girls (M=
49.87 months, SD=6.03) and 100 boys (M= 50.14 months, SD=5.49).

Mothers’ ages ranged from 23 to 50 years (M= 34.39 SD=4.57). 124 families
had one child, 66 families had two children, 6 families had three children, and 2
families had four children. 3 (1.5%) of the mothers had primary school education, 2
(1 %) mothers completed secondary school, 42 (20.5%) mothers were graduated
from high school, 27 (13.2 %) mothers were graduated from college, 97 (47.3%) of
them were graduated from university, 24 (11.7%) of mothers had a master degree,
and finally 10 (4.9%) of mothers had a Ph.D. degree. In addition, 1 (0.5%) of the
mothers perceived herself at low socioeconomic status, 3 (1.5 %) of the mothers
perceived themselves at low- middle socioeconomic status, 118 (57.6%) of the
mothers perceived themselves at middle socioeconomic status, 75 (36.6%) of the
mothers perceived themselves at high-middle socioeconomic status, 8 (3.9%) of the

mothers perceived themselves at high socioeconomic status.
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Table 3.1 Parent’s demographic characteristics (N= 205)

Mothers
Age (Mean; SD) 34.39;4.57
Perceived SES (%)
Low 1(0.5%)
Low-middle 3(1.5%)
Middle 118(57.6%)
High-middle 75(36.6%)
High 8(3.9%)
Education level (%)
Primary school 3(1.5%)
Secondary school 2(1%)
High School 42(20.5%)
College 27(27%)
University 97(47.3%)
Master 24(11.7%)
PhD. 10(4.9%)

3.2 Measures

Demografic scale (see appendix C) was included in the study. Children's
temperament was measured by "Short Temperament Scale for Children" (Prior,
Sanson & Oberklaid, 1989), one dimension of "Colorado Child Temperament Scale"
(Rowe & Plomin, 1977), and one dimension of “Child Behaviour Qestionnaire”
(Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey & Fisher, 2001) that were completed both by mothers and
teachers. For the assessment of adult temperament, "Adult Temperament
Questionnaire-short form" (Evans & Rothbart, 2007) and for the assessment of
parenting behaviours, Parent Attitude Scale (Demir and Sendil, 2008) and 10 items
from Turkish version of Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel &

Erkman, 1993) were used.
3.2.1 Child temperament

Short Temperament Scale for Children (STSC): The scale was developed by
Prior, Sanson, & Oberklaid (1989) to assess the temperamental characteristics of
children. This scale includes 30 items. Parents assess how often the child displays the
behaviour identified on each item. Turkish version of the scale was adapted by
Kumru, Sayil, and Yagmurlu (2006) using translation and back-translation technique.
This scale is composed of four subscales: approach (e.g., “Cocugum ilk defa
tanisti@1 ¢ocuklara kars1 utangagtir.”), persistence (e.g., “Cocugum, yeni bir ise
gecmeden Once baslamis oldugu isini tamamlamayi sever.”), reactivity (e.g.,

“Cocugum bir isle ugrasirken, iiziildiigii ya da cani sikildiginda, onu yere atar, aglar,
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kapilar1 ¢arpar.”) and rhythmicity. Each item is rated on a 6-point Likert Type scale.

6-point Likert Type scale was transformed to 5-point Likert Type scale ranging from
1 (almost never the case) to 5 (almost always the case) (Baydar et al, 2008). Internal

consistencies were .66, .75, .51, 75 respectively in Baydar et al’s study (2008), but in
the current study they were found as .75 for approach, .81 for persistence, .73 for

reactivity, excluding rhythmicity because it was not used in this study.

Colorado Child Temperament Scale (CCTI): The scale was formed to measure
temperamental characteristics of children 1-6 years of age (Rowe, & Plomin, 1977).
The scale includes six subscales that are sociability, soothability, attention-span, and
emotionality, reaction to food and activity. Only the soothability (e.g., Ne zaman
aglamaya baglasa dikkatini kolayca bagka seylere yonlendirebilir), subscale of the
Colorado Child Temperament Scale (CCTI) was used in the current study. Internal
consistency of soothability was .73 (Rowe, & Plomin, 1977), in the present study it

was .69.

Lastly, perceptual sensitivity dimension of temperament was taken from Child
Behaviour Questionnaire (Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey, & Fisher, 2001). It was
translated into Turkish. In this study, some minor changes were made on few items
of the scale for teachers. For example, word the “parents” were changed to word
“other people” for teachers (e.g., “Anne-babasi dig goriiniisiinii degistirdiginde
yorum yapar.” was changed to “Birisi dig goriiniisiinii degistirdiginde yorum yapar.”)
and “home” in the mother form was changed to “kindergarten” in the teacher form.
Internal consistency of perceptual sensitivity was .77 (Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey, &
Fisher, 2001) in the present study it was.70.

To sum up, a scale was generated to assess the child temperament with the
dimensions of approach, persistence, reactivity, soothability and perceptual

sensitivity (see appendix D)
3.2.2 Adult temperament

Adult Temperament Questionnaire-short form (ATQ): This scale was adapted
into Turkish by researchers to use in the current study (see appendix E). According
to factor analysis results, 39 items remained and four factors were extracted, namely

negative affect, effortful control, extraversion/surgency, and orienting sensitivity.
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As mentioned previously, internal consistencies were .73, .65, .71, .69 in the
adaptation study of Adult Temperament Questionnaire into Turkish, and .79, .59, .73,
and .66 in the main study, respectively. The detailed information about the factor

structure was explained in the chapter 2.
3.2.3 Parenting styles

Parent Attitude Scale (PAS): This scale was developed by Demir and Sendil
(2008) to examine the childrearing behaviour of parents who have children between
the ages of 2 and 6. It is a 5-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (it is never like
that) to 5 (it is always like that). High points from the scale refer to the attitude style
which is defined by that dimension. The scale consists of 43 items and four
dimensions that are authoritative (e.g., Cocugumun kisisel goriislerine saygi
gosteririm.), authoritarian (e.g., Cocugum yanlis bir sekilde davrandiginda ona
bagiririm.), permissive (e.g., Cocugumu simartirim.), and overprotective (e.g.,
Cocugumu, kendisi i¢in zor olabilecek islerden korurum.) parenting. Internal
consistencies were .83, .76, .75, .74, respectively, in Demir and Sendil’s study
(2008), and in the current study they were found as .84, .78, .64, .79, respectively.
The first three dimensions of the scale were conceptually chosen from Baumbrind
(1966, 1971, 1995) and Maccoby and Martin (1983). Demir and Sendil added the last
dimension to reflect the parenting behaviour of Turkish parents suggested by some
studies.

In the current study, three scales which are Childhood Trauma Questionnaire
(Sar, Oztiirk & Ikikardes, 2012), The Turkish version of Parental Acceptance
Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel & Erkman, 1993) and Emotional Abuse Scale were
compared conceptually in terms of the items. Some items of Childhood Trauma
Questionnaire (Sar et al., 2012) and the Turkish version of Parental Acceptance
Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel & Erkman, 1993) were similar to the items of the
Emotional Abuse Scale (Kars, 1999). In a study conducted by Uslu, Kap¢i, Yildirim
and Oney (2010), it was found that Recognition of Emotional Maltreatment Scale
(Uslu et al., 2010) were moderately correlated to Parental Acceptance Rejection
Questionnaire (PARQ) in a Turkish sample that supports convergent validity. The
aforementioned study may support that emotional maltreatment can be assessed with
items from the Turkish version of Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire

(Anjel & Erkman, 1993). Additionally, items of the Turkish version of Parental
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Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel & Erkman, 1993) were clearer than other
mentioned scales. Therefore, 9 items were included into the study to measure
emotionally maltreating parenting (0=.64) with hostility (e.g., Cocugumla alay
ederim), neglect-indifference (e.g., Cocuguma sanki orada yokmus gibi davranirim),
and rejection (e.g. Cocugum yanlis davrandiginda onu utandirmaya veya suglu
hissettirmeye c¢alisirim) dimensions of parenting practices from the Turkish version
of Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel & Erkman, 1993), 2 items
from the Emotional Abuse Scale (Kars, 1999), and one item was written by
researchers. In addition, hostility, neglect-indifference, and rejection dimensions of
the Turkish version of Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire (Anjel &
Erkman, 1993) were overlapping with the dimensions of emotionally maltreating
parenting (see introduction chapter).As a result 12 items were used to assess
emotionally maltreating parenting. However, two items (“Cocugumu hig
dogurmamis olmayi dilerim”, “Cocugumu gergekten sevip sevmedigimden siiphe
ediyorum.”) were excluded from the study since they did not work. Therefore, 10
items remained to measure emotionally maltreating parenting style. In addition, one
of the 10 items was the warmth dimension and it was included as reverse item in this
study (e.g., Cocugumun goriislerine saygi duyarim ve agik¢a sdylemesi i¢in onu
cesaretlendiririm). In the current study, to facilitate the understanding of some items,
minor changes were made in terms of lexical meaning. For example, item “Beni
dovmek, oldiirmek ve terk etmekle tehdit eder.” was changed to parent-report form

of the item that is “Cocugumu dovmek, 6ldiirmek veya terk etmekle tehdit ederim.”

As aresult, parenting styles were examined with the Parent attitude scale and
10 items from the Turkish version of Parental Acceptance Rejection Questionnaire

(see appendix F)
3.3 Procedure

Firstly, application was made to METU Ethic committee for approval of the
study and the committee approved the study. Then, to collect the data, several
childcare centres were contacted by phone. Then, 51 of them agreed to participate in
this study, but mothers in 3 child care centres did not complete any of the scales.

Therefore, total number of childcare centres dropped to 48.
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Totally, 340 consent forms were sent to parents via child care centre
administrators, for each class approximately 5 or 6 children were targeted since
teachers were to be asked to complete the child temperament questionnaires. Mothers
who signed the inform consent form were given child temperament, adult
temperament and parenting attitudes questionnaires to respond. Then, pre-school
teachers were asked to complete child temperament questionnaire for children whose
mothers already had returned the questionnaires. All completed questionnaires

collected through child care centre administrators.
3.4 Data Cleaning

Before the main analyses of mother reported temperament and parenting styles,
accuracy of data entry and missing values were examined. Five cases were deleted as
these cases had missing values more than %5 of their data for Adult Temperament
Questionnaire. Then, mean replacement was performed for the rest of the missing
values which were less than %35 of subjects’ data. Additionally, item 46 (“Cocugumu
hi¢ dogurmamis olmay1 dilerim.”) and item 48 (“Cocugumu gergekten sevip
sevmedigimden siiphe ediyorum.”) of Parent Attitude Scale were excluded from the

data as they were rated as 1 by all of the subjects.

After data cleaning, composite scores of each subscale were constituted from
measures. Then, univariate and multivariate outliers were examined. Any
multivariate and substantial univariate outlier was not detected. Therefore, 205 cases
remained in data for mother reports of all measures. Additionally, no skewness and

kurtosis were found in data.

Before main analysis of teacher reports, accuracy of data entry and missing
values were examined. Item6, item8 and item 14 were excluded from the data as
these items had missing values more than %5 of the responses. These items may not
be understood or not suitable for teachers to complete the scale (e.g., item6: Aligveris
yaparken, oyuncak ya da seker istediginde, onun yerine baska bir seyi kolayca kabul
eder). 27 cases were not included in the study because they did not complete the
scales. Then, mean replacement was performed for the missing values less than %5
to treat the missing data. Therefore, 178 cases remained in data for teacher reports of

child temperament.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

In this section firstly, descriptive statistics and then bivariate correlations will
be presented. Secondly, three sets of hierarchical regression analyses which were
conducted to predict parenting styles from child and parent temperamental
characteristics will be reported. In the first and second sets, hierarchical regression
analyses to predict parenting styles from child temperamental characteristics, parent
temperamental characteristics and their interactions based on the mother and teacher
reports will be given respectively. In the third set, hierarchical regression analyses to
predict parenting styles from child temperamental characteristics and their

interactions will be presented.
4.1 Descriptive statistics

Descriptive analyses of child temperamental characteristics, mother
temperamental characteristics and parenting styles are shown in the table 4.1. Mean
score of four temperamental characteristics except for reactivity showed that children
tend to have higher scores on the dimensions of temperament. Moreover, mean
scores of mother temperamental characteristics indicated that mothers have higher

scores on each temperamental characteristic.

Table 4.1 Descriptive statistics for child temperament, mother temperament and parenting styles
(N=205)

Min. Max Mean SD

Child temperamental characteristics

Approach 1,57 5,00 3,33 ,70
Perceptual sensitivity 2,55 491 3,99 ,49
Soothability 1,80 4,60 3,42 ,63
Persistence 1,14 5,00 3,34 ,65
Reactivity 1,22 4,78 2,61 ,61
Mother temperamental characteristics

Negative affect 1,45 7,00 4,36 ,98
Effortful control 3,25 7,00 5,59 72
Extraversion 1,67 7,00 5,29 ,89
Orienting sensitivity 3,36 6,91 5,43 ,71
Parenting styles

Authoritative 3,47 5,00 4,48 ,34
Authoritarian 1,00 3,00 1,93 ,42
Over-protective 1,88 5,00 3,51 ,65
Permissive 1,40 3,70 2,62 ,42
Emotionally maltreating 1,00 2,30 1,30 ,29
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4.2 Correlation analyses
Bivariate correlation analysis was performed in order to investigate the

relationship between child temperament, adult temperament, and parenting styles.

4.2.1Correlations between demographic variables and parenting styles

Bivariate correlation analyses between demographic variables and parenting
styles showed that over-protective parenting was negatively correlated with age of
mother (r = -.24, p<.01), education level of mother (» =-.41, p<.01) and
socioeconomic status (» = -.18, p<.01). Similarly, emotionally maltreating parenting
was negatively correlated with education level of mother (» = -.20, p<.01) and

socioeconomic status (7 = -.23, p<.01).

4.2.2 Correlations between child temperamental characteristics

According to bivariate correlation analysis, persistence was positively
correlated with approach (r = .16, p<.05), perceptual sensitivity (» = .21, p<.01), and
soothability (» = .20, p<.01). Reactivity negatively correlated with approach (» = -.29,
p<.01), persistence (r = -.53, p<.01) and soothability (» = -.28, p<.01). Additionally,

soothability was related to approach in a positive way (» = .31, p<.01).

4.2.3 Correlations between maternal temperamental characteristics

Effortful control and extraversion negatively correlated with negative affect (r
=-.21, p<.01, r=-.23, p<.01, respectively), but positively correlated with orienting
sensitivity (r = .19, p<.01, r = .16, p<.05, respectively).

4.2.4 Correlations between child and maternal temperamental characteristics

Child’s approach negatively correlated with mother’s negative affect (r =-.21,
p<.01), but positively correlated with mother’s extraversion (» = .20, p<.01). Child’s
perceptual sensitivity positively correlated with mother’s orienting sensitivity (» =
.36, p<.01), and child’s soothability was positively correlated with mother’s
extraversion (r = .24, p<.01). There is also significant relationship between child’s
persistence and mother’s effortful control, extraversion, orienting sensitivity in a

positive way (r = .14, p<.05, r = .17, p<.05, r = .15, p<.05, respectively). Lastly,
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child’s reactivity positively correlated with mother’s negative affect (» = .25, p<.01),
and negatively correlated with mother’s effortful control (» =-.15, p<.01),

extraversion (» = -.19, p<.05), and orienting sensitivity (» = -.16), p<.05).

4.2.5 Correlations between parenting styles

Authoritative parenting style negatively correlated with authoritarian (» =.-.35,
p<.01) and emotionally maltreating parenting (r = -.32, p<.01). Over-protective
parenting is significantly related to permissive parenting in a positive way (» = .14,
p<.05). Lastly, authoritarian and maltreating parenting were correlated each other in

a positive way (r = .63, p<.01).

4.2.6 Correlations between parenting styles and both child and maternal

temperamental characteristics

According to bivariate correlation analysis, there were significant correlations

between parenting styles and both child and mother temperamental characteristics.

4.2.6.1 Correlation between parenting styles and child temperamental

characteristics

Positively significant relationship was found between authoritative parenting
and child’s perceptual sensitivity (» = .31, p<.01) and soothability (r = .22, p<.01).
Authoritarian parenting negatively correlated with perceptual sensitivity (» = -.19,
p<.01), soothability (r = -.15, p<.05), persistence (r = -.19, p<.01), and positively
correlated with reactivity (r = .27, p<.01). Permissive parenting negatively correlated
with both soothability (» =-.16, p<.01) and persistence (r = -.24, p<.01). Over-
protective parenting negatively correlated with approach (r = -.15, p<.05), but
positively correlated with reactivity (r = .16, p<.05). As the last relations,
emotionally maltreating parenting negatively correlated with persistence (» = -.16,

p<.05), but positively correlated with reactivity (» = .20, p<.01).

4.2.6.2 Correlation between parenting styles and maternal temperamental

characteristics

Authoritative parenting positively correlated with effortful control (» = .31,

p<.01), extraversion (» = .29, p<.01), orienting sensitivity (» =.26, p<.01), but
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negatively correlated with negative affect (» =-.18, p<.05). Besides, authoritarian
parenting positively correlated with negative affect (» = .28, p<.01) and negatively
correlated with both effortful control (» =-.31, p<.01) and orienting sensitivity (r = -
.20, p<.01). Both effortful control and extraversion were related to permissive
parenting in a negative way (» = -.15, p<.05, r = -.14, p<.05). Over-protective
parenting positively correlated with negative affect (» = .36, p<.01) and negatively
correlated with extraversion (» =-.21, p<.01) and orienting sensitivity (» = -.16,
p<.05). Lastly, there is a positive correlation between emotionally maltreating

parenting and negative affect (r = .26, p<.01)
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Table 4.2 Pearson Product-Moment correlation between all variables

Correlations
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18
1.Child’s gender 1 -0,03 -001 -16 005 -14° -0,10 -0,03 007 008 -0,02 -0,09 -0,06 001 -0,02 003 -0,07 0,10
2 Age - 1 A8 177 237 -0,11 0,03 -0,04 -0,09 -20" 0 0,01 -0,04 006 001 -24" -0,004 -0,10
. - - 1 30 0,01 -0,05 -0,04 -15 -0,06 -19" -0,10 0,05 0,10 0,08 -0,13 -41" 0,04 -20"
3 Education Level
4.Ses - - - 1 0,02 -0,004 0,05 .16 -16° -20" 004 22 0,03 007 -0,13 -18° -004 -23"
- - - - 1 0,07 317 ,16° -29" -21" 0,02 ,20° 0,08 0,13 -0,07 -15 -0,10 0,04
5.Approach

*k *k

6 Perceptual Sensitivity - - - - - 1 0,07 21" 0,03 004 009 013 36" 31" -197 011 -0,02 -0,10
7 Soothability - - - - - - 1 207 .53 0,07 0,112 24" 008 22" -15° -0,03 -16° -0,01
. - - - - - - - 1 -28° -0,05 ,4° 177 ,15 012 -197 0,07 -247 -16
8.Persistence
9 Reactivity - - - - - - - - 1 25" 150 197 160 -0,12 27 16" 0,12 20
10.Negative Affect - - - - - - - - - 1 =217 -23" 0,06 -18" 28" 36 0,14 26
|1 Effortful Control - - - - - - - - - - 1 0,03 ,19™ 317 -31" 004 -15° -0,13
12.Extraversion - - - - - - - - - - - 1 J6° 297 0,09 -210 -14  -0,07
13.Orienting Sensitivity ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ) ! 260 =200 -160 0,10 0,07
- - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 -3 <008 -0,11  -327

14. Authoritative

15.Authoritarian

16.0ver-Protective - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 14 0,05
17.Permissive h - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 0,10
- - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1

18.Emotionally Maltreating

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).



4.3 Regression analyses

In the present study, relations between maternal temperamental characteristics,
child temperamental characteristics and parenting styles were investigated. Child’s
temperament was assessed by mothers and teachers separately. Therefore, for each
outcome variable (for each parenting style) two sets of hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted based on mothers’ and teachers’ reports of child
temperamental characteristics when the interactions between child and maternal
temperament were tested. In addition, for each outcome variable one set of
hierarchical regression analyses were performed when the interactions among the
child temperamental characteristics were tested. In these regression analyses, final
steps of the equations in which interaction terms between temperamental
characteristics of the child and mother were entered, and also interaction terms

between child temperamental characteristics, were varied.

In two sets of the regression analyses in the first step, mothers' age and
education level were entered as control variables, in the second step perceived
socioeconomic status was entered in order to test whether socioeconomic status was
influential above the effects of maternal education level, in the third step child
temperamental characteristics and in the fourth step maternal temperamental
characteristics were entered into the equation. In the final step interaction terms
were entered. Since there were many possible interactions to calculate between child
and maternal temperamental characteristics, one of the child temperamental
characteristic was taken and interactions of that dimension with all maternal
temperamental characteristics were calculated. For example, for approach; negative
affect™ approach, effortful control *approach, extraversion*approach, orienting
sensitivity*approach. Thus, for each child temperamental characteristic (approach,
perceptual sensitivity, soothability, persistence and reactivity) this was repeated and

separate analyses were carried out.
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4.3.1. Regression analyses in predicting different parenting styles from mother’s

perceptions of child temperament
4.3.1.1. Predicting authoritative parenting style

In predicting authoritative parenting style five separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In each of these analyses in the final step, one of the child

temperamental characteristics was taken as a moderator variable.

In the first step, age and education level of the mother were entered into
equation, but they did not account for significant amount of variation in authoritative
parenting scores (R*= .01, F (2,202) =.87, ns). Socioeconomic status was entered in
the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of additional variance
in authoritative parenting scores, (AR?*= .001, AF (1,201) = .30, ns). In the 3™ step,
child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, there was
significant change in R* (AR?= .15, AF (5,196) =6.76, p <.001). In step 4, maternal
temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they significantly
added to the amount of variation explained in authoritative parenting (AR?*= .12, AF
(4,192) =8.26, p <.001). In the final step, interaction terms were added into the
equation, however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any of the five
regression analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a
moderator; approach (AR’= .02, AF (4,188) =1.06, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR*=
.02, AF (4,188) =1.07, ns), soothability (AR’= .01, AF (4,188) =48, ns), persistence
(AR’= .02, AF (4,188) =.10, ns) and reactivity (AR’= .01, AF (4,188) =.84, ns).
However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted authoritative parenting

style in each regression analysis (see table 4.3).
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Table 4.3 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual Sensitivity
Predictors R R’ F AF B  SE B R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age .01 .01 .09 .004 .01 .06

Education level .09 .01 .87 .87 .03 02 .09 09 .01 87 87 02 .02 .08
Step2  Ses 10 .01 .68 30 -02 .04 -.04 10 .01 .68 30 -01 .04 -.02
Step3  Approach -.01 .03  -.01 .002 .03 .004

Perceptual sensitivity .16 05 23%x* 18 .05 26%**

Soothability .09 .04 17* .08 .04 15%

Persistence .01 .04 .02 -01 .04 -.02

Reactivity 40 16 4,52%%%  6.76%** .05 04 .09 40 .16  4,52%%*  6.76%** 04 .04 .07
Step4  Negative affect -02 .02 -07 -02 .02 -.06

Effortful control 12 03 25%* 12 .03 5%k

Extraversion .08 .03 22%* .08 .03 20%*

Orienting sensitivity S3 0 28 6,21%*%  8.26%** .04 .03 .09 S3 0 .28 6,21***%  8.26**% .04 .03 .08
StepS  N.affect*approach -001 .03 -.003

E.control *approach -02 .05 -.03

Extraversion*approach .03 .03 .07

O.sensitivity*approach 54 30 4,93 1.06 .06 .04 .10

N.affect*sensitivity -07 .05 -.09

E.control *sensitivity -04 .06 -.04

Extraversion*sensitivity -03 .05 -.05

O.sensitivity*sensitivity 54 30 4,93%* 1.07 .09 .06 10

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.° p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.3 continued. Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age .004 .01 .06 .004 .01 .05

education level 09 .01 .87 87 .03 02 .10 09 .01 .87 87 .03 02 .09
Step2  Ses Jd0 .01 .68 30 -.03 .04 -.05 Jd0 .01 .68 30 -.02 04 -.04
Step3  Approach .003 .03 .01 .01 03 .02

Perceptual sensitivity 17 05 24%x* .16 05 23%x*

Soothability .09 .04 .16%* .09 04 17*

Persistence -001 .04 -.003 -002 .04 -.003

Reactivity 40 .16  4,52%%*  6.76%** .04 04 .07 40 .16 4.52%%*  6.76%** .04 04 -.07
Step4  Negative affect -.03 .02 -.07 -.03 02 -.09

Effortful control 12 03 25%*x 12 03 27

Extraversion .09 03 23%x* .08 03 21**

Orienting sensitivity 53 .28 6,21%%*  8.26%%* .04 03 .07 S30 .28 6.21%%*  8.26%%* .04 .03 .08
Step5S  N.affect*soothability .03 .04 .05

E.control * soothability -.04 .05  -.05

Extraversion* soothability .03 .04 .06

O.sensitivity* soothability 54 29 473 48 -001 .05 -.001

N.affect*persistence -.03 .03 -.06

E.control * persistence -.09 05 -12°

Extraversion* persistence .001 .03 -.003

O.sensitivity* persistence S54 30 4.91%*%* 10 -.01 05  -.01

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. *** p<.001. p<.06. " p<.07. ° p<.08. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
P 4 P 4 P 4



Table 4.3 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Styles:

Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .004 .01 .05
Education level 09 .01 .87 87 03 .02 .09
Step2  Ses .10 .01 .68 30 -02 .04 -.04
Step3  Approach .003 .03 .01
Perceptual sensitivity A7 .05 24k
Soothability 09 .04 L17*
Persistence 003 .04 .01
Reactivity 40 .16 4.52%%*  6.76*** .04 .04 .07
Step4  Negative affect -03 .02 -.07
Effortful control A1 03 24%*x
Extraversion 08 .03 .21**
Orienting sensitivity S3 .28 6.21%*%*  8.26*%* .03 .03 .07
StepS  N.affect*reactivity 05 .04 .09
E.control * reactivity .06 .05 .07
Extraversion*reactivity -03 .04 -05

O.sensitivity*reactivity .54 .29 4.85%%* .84 02 .06 .02
*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001.% p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken

from the final step of the each regression analysis

4.3.1.1.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (B=.23, p <.001) and soothability (B=.17, p <.05);
mother’s effortful control (f=.25, p <.001) and extraversion ($=.22, p <.01)
significantly and positively predicted authoritative parenting style. These findings
suggested that when children had high scores of perceptual sensitivity and
soothability, mothers were more likely to show high authoritative parenting style.
Similarly, mothers who had high scores of effortful control and extraversion were
more likely to exhibit high authoritative parenting style. None of the interactions

individually predicted authoritative parenting style.

4.3.1.1.2. Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression

analysis, child’s perceptual sensitivity (=.26, p <.001) and soothability (B=.15, p
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<.05); mother’s effortful control (B=.25, p <.001) and extraversion ($=.20, p <.01)
significantly and positively predicted authoritative parenting style. None of the

interactions individually predicted authoritative parenting style.

4.3.1.1.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (B=.24, p <.001) and soothability (B=.16, p <.05);
mother’s effortful control (f=.25, p <.001) and extraversion (f=.23, p <.001)
significantly and positively predicted authoritative parenting style. None of the

interactions individually predicted authoritative parenting style.

4.3.1.1.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (B=.23, p <.001) and soothability (B=.17, p <.05);
mother’s effortful control (B=.27, p <.001) and extraversion (=.21, p <.01)
significantly and positively predicted authoritative parenting style.

Moreover, interaction between effortful control and persistence was
approaching significance in predicting authoritative parenting (f=-.12, p = .08).
Simple slope analysis was conducted to detect which aspects of the relations were
significant. For children with high persistence maternal effortful control levels did
not make a difference to their authoritative parenting behaviours. However, when
child’s persistence was low and mother’s effortful control was high, mothers were
more likely to show high authoritative parenting style. Similarly, when child’s
persistence was low and mother’s effortful control was low, mothers were less likely

to exhibit authoritative parenting (see figure 1).
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Figure 1 Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s effortful control in predicting

authoritative parenting
4.3.1.1.5 Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (f=.24, p <.001) and soothability (B=.17, p <.05);
mother’s effortful control (p=.24, p <.001) and extraversion (=.21, p <.01)
significantly and positively predicted authoritative parenting style. None of the

interactions individually predicted authoritative parenting style.

4.3.1.2 Predicting authoritarian parenting style

Regression analyses were run to predict authoritarian parenting style. In step 1,
education level and age of mother did not account for significant amount of variation
in authoritarian parenting (R*= .02, F (2,202) =1.72, ns.). In step 2, socioeconomic
status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount
of additional variance in authoritarian parenting scores, (AR2= .01, AF (1,201) =1.93,
ns.). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there was significant change in R* (AR*= .11, AF (5,196) =4.99 p <.001). In step 4,
maternal temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they
significantly added to the amount of variation explained in authoritarian parenting
(AR*= .10, AF (4,192) =6.24, p <.001). In the final step, interaction terms were

introduced to the equation but there wasn’t a significant change in R? in any of the
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five regression analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a
moderator; approach (AR?=.003, AF (4,188) =.17, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR*=
.03, AF (4,188) =1.70, ns), soothability, (AR*=.01, AF (4,188)=.73, ns), persistence
(AR’= .03, AF (4,188) =1.97, ns) and reactivity (AR*= .01, AF (4,188) =.70, ns).
However, all variables in the last step significantly predicted authoritarian parenting

style in each regression analysis (see table 4.4).
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Table 4.4 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity

Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .01 .01 .06 .01 .01 .06

Education level A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -.04 03 -.12 A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -.04 .03 -12
Step2 Ses 16 .03 1.79 1.93 -.02 .05 -.03 Jd6 .03 1.79 1.93 .003 .05 -.004
Step3 Approach .02 .04 .03 .02 .04 .04

Perceptual sensitivity -.13 .06 -.15% -12 .06 -.13°

Soothability -.02 .06 -.03 -.02 .05 -.04

Persistence -.06 .05 -.09 -.07 .05 -.10

Reactivity 37 14 3.86%%%  4.99%** 11 06 15" 37 14 3.86%** 4.99%%* 11 .06 5%
Step4 Negative affect .09 .03 20%* .09 .03 20%*

Effortful control -.13 04 -271%* -.13 .04 -2 %%k

Extraversion .02 .03 .05 .02 .03 .04

Orienting sensitivity 49 .24 4.93%**  6.24%*%* -.03 04 -.05 49 24 4.93%%%  6.24***  -.04 .04 -.06
StepS N.affect*approach .02 .04 .04

E.control *approach .04 .06 .04

Extraversion*approach .01 .04 .01

O.sensitivity*approach .49 .24 3.67*** .17 .02 .06 .02

N.affect*sensitivity .01 .06 .01

E.control *sensitivity .15 .08 A28

Extraversion*sensitivity -11 .06 -13°

O.sensitivity*sensitivity S1 .26 4.17*** 1.70 .07 .08 .06

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.* p<.06. " p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysi
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Table 4.4 continued. Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE P R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age .01 .01 .08 .01 .01 .07

Education level A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -05 .03 -14° A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -05 .03 -.14%
Step2  Ses Jd6 .03 1.79 1.93 -02 .05 -.02 d6 .03 1.79 1.93 -03 .05 -.05
Step3  Approach .02 .04 .03 .02 .04 .02

Perceptual sensitivity -14 .06 -.16* -.24 06 -17*

Soothability -02 .05 -.03 -03 .05 -03

Persistence -06 .05 -10 -06 .05 -.10

Reactivity 37 14 3.86%**%  4.99*%** 11 .06 .16* 37 14 3.86%%*  4.99%% 20 06 .15
Step4  Negative affect .08 .03 20%* .09 03 21%**

Effortful control -13 .04 -22%* -23 04 -22%*x

Extraversion .02 .03 .05 .03 .03 .03

Orienting sensitivity 49 24 4.93%%%  6.24***  -03 .04 -.04 49 24 493%%*  6.24***  -03 .04 -.05
StepS  N.affect*soothability .05 05 .07

E.control * soothability .02 .07 .02

Extraversion* soothability .02 .05 .03

O.sensitivity* soothability S50 .25 3.86%%* 73 .09 06 .09

N.affect*persistence -.05 .04 -.09

E.control * persistence .000 .07 -.000

Extraversion* persistence -.10 04 -17%*

O.sensitivity™ persistence 52 27 4.26%%* 1.97 .08 07 .08

#p<.05. ¥ p<.01. *** p<.001.* p<.06.” p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and p values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
P 4 P 4 P



Table 4.4 continued. Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Styles:

Reactivity as moderator

Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .01 .01 .06
Education level A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -04 .03 -12
Step2  Ses 16 .03 1.79 1.93 -02 .05 -.03
Step3  Approach 02 .04 .02
Perceptual sensitivity -14 .06 -.16%*
Soothability -01 .05 -.02
Persistence -06 .05 -.09
Reactivity 37 14 3.86%**% 4.99*** 10 .06 .14
Step4  Negative affect 09 .03 20%*
Effortful control -12 .04 -21%**
Extraversion .03 .03 .06
Orienting sensitivity 49 24 4,93*%*  6.24*%* 04 .04 -.06
Step5 N.affect*reactivity -02 .05 -.03
E.control * reactivity .03 .07 .03
Extraversion*reactivity -04 .05 -.06
O.sensitivity*reactivity .50 .25 3,85%** .70 -09 .07 -.09

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and 3 values were taken from the final
step of the each regression analysis

4.3.1.2.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively and significantly (=-.15, p <.05), but
reactivity positively and marginally significantly (B=.15, p =.07) predicted
authoritarian parenting. Similarly, mother’s negative affect positively (f=.20, p <.01)
and effortful control negatively and significantly (B=-.21, p <.01) predicted
authoritarian parenting style. These findings suggested that when children had low
scores of perceptual sensitivity and high scores of reactivity, mothers were more
likely to show high authoritarian parenting style. Additionally, mothers who had high
scores of negative affect and low scores of effortful control were more likely to show
high authoritarian parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted

authoritarian parenting style.
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4.3.1.2.2. Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively (p=-.13, p =.06) and reactivity
positively (=.15, p =.06) but both of them marginally predicted outcome variable.
While mother’s negative affect positively (f=.20, p <.01) effortful control negatively
(B=-.22, p <.001) predicted authoritarian parenting, style. In addition, two interaction
terms marginally significantly predicted authoritarian parenting. One of them was
between effortful control and perceptual sensitivity (f=.12, p =.06). When child's
perceptual sensitivity was high, mother's effortful control levels did not matter.
However when child’s perceptual sensitivity was low and mother’s effortful control
was high, mothers were less likely to exhibit authoritarian parenting. When both
child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control was low, mothers were
more likely to exhibit high authoritarian parenting (see figure 2). The other
interaction term was between extraversion and perceptual sensitivity (B=-.13, p

=.07). However, simple slope analysis indicated that there was no significant line.
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Figure 2 Interaction graph of child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control in predicting
authoritarian parenting
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4.3.1.2.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator, education level of mother negatively but
marginally significantly predicted authoritarian parenting (f=-.14, p =.06). Child’s
perceptual sensitivity negatively (B=-.16, p <.05) and reactivity positively (f=.16, p
<.05), mother’s negative affect positively (f=.20, p <.01) and effortful control
negatively and significantly (B=-.22, p <.01) predicted authoritarian parenting style.

None of the interactions individually predicted authoritarian parenting style.
4.3.1.2.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator, education level of mother negatively and
significantly predicted authoritarian parenting (B=-.14, p <.05). Child’s perceptual
sensitivity negatively (B=-.16, p <.05) and significantly; reactivity positively and
marginally significantly (f=.15, p <.07) predicted authoritarian parenting. Mother’s
negative affect positively (B=.21, p <.01) and effortful control negatively (f=-.22, p

<.001) predicted authoritarian parenting style.

In addition, interaction between extraversion and persistence was significant in
predicting authoritarian parenting (B=-.17, p<.05). Simple slope analysis was
performed to identify which aspects of the relations were significant and a graph was
constructed to interpret interaction effect. Slope of the regression line showed that
when child’s persistence was high, mother’s extraversion did not matter. However,
when child’s persistence was low and mother’s extraversion was high, mothers were
more likely to exhibit authoritarian parenting. When both child’s persistence and
mother’s extraversion were low, mothers were less likely to exhibit authoritarian

parenting (see figure 3)
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Figure 3 Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s extraversion in predicting authoritarian
parenting

4.3.1.2.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively (B=-.16, p <.05) predicted authoritarian
parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (f=.20, p <.01) and effortful control
negatively (B=-.21, p <.01) predicted authoritarian parenting style. None of the

interactions individually predicted authoritarian parenting style.

4.3.1.3 Predicting over-protective parenting style

Regression analyses were conducted to predict over-protective parenting
style. In step 1, education level and age of mother significantly predicted over-
protective parenting (R*= .20, F (2,202) =24.51 p<001). Socioeconomic status was
entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in over-protective parenting scores (AR*= .002, AF (1,201) = .47,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there wasn’t significant change in R® (AR2= .03, AF (5,196) =1.52, ns.). In step 4,
maternal temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they
significantly added to the amount of variation explained in authoritative parenting
(AR’= .10, AF (4,192) =6.85, p <.001). In the final step, interaction terms were

added into the equation there wasn’t a significant change in R in any of the five
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regression analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a
moderator; approach (AR?= .02, AF (4,188) =1.21, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR*=
01, AF (4,188) =.62, ns), soothability (AR*= .01, AF (4,188) =.67, ns), persistence
(AR’=.004, AF (4,188) =.28, ns) and reactivity (AR?= .003, AF (4,188) =.23, ns).
Although individual predictors and interaction terms did not significantly contribute
to the step which was entered into, all steps significantly predicted over-protective

parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.5)
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Table 4.5 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity

Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age -02 .01 -.13% -.02 .01 -.13°

Education level 44 20 24.51%%*  24.51%**% - 15 .04 -28%** 44 20 2451 24.51%**%  -16 .04 =30
Step2 Ses 44 20 16.45%*%* 47 .02 07 .02 44 20 1645 47 .01 .07 .01
Step3 Approach -04 .06 -04 -.04 .06 -.04

Perceptual sensitivity 18 .09 .14%* 21 .09 .16%*

Soothability .03 .08 .03 .03 .08 .03

Persistence .05 .07 .05 .04 .07 .04

Reactivity 48 .23 7.20%** 1.52 .05 .08 .04 48 .23 7.20 1.52 .06 .08 .05
Step4 Negative affect .16 04 24%** .16 .04 24%%%

Effortful control .07 .06 .08 .07 .06 .07

Extraversion -09 .05 -.13% -.09 .05 -.13%*

Orienting sensitivity 57 32 7.66%** 6.85%** -17 .06 -.18** 57 .32 7.66 6.85%%* -.15 .06 -.16*
Step5 N.affect*approach -10 .06 -.11

E.control *approach .04 .09 .03

Extraversion*approach -02 .06 -02

O.sensitivity*approach .58 .34 6.07%** 1.21 -07 .08 -.06

N.affect*sensitivity .003 .09 .002

E.control *semnsitivity .003 12 .002

Extraversion*sensitivity -.08 .09 -.06

O.sensitivity*sensitivity 58 .33 5,85 .62 .18 12 .10

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001." p<.06. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.5 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age -02 .01 -13% -02 .01 -13*

Education level 44 20 24.51%%%  24.51%%* 15 .04  -27%%* 44 20 24.51%%%  24.51%%* - 15 .04 -28%%*
Step2  Ses 44 20 16.45%*% 47 002 .07 .002 44 20 16.45%** 47 004 .07 .004
Step3  Approach -05 .06 -.06 -04 .06 -04

Perceptual sensitivity .20 .09 15% 18 .09  .14*

Soothability .05 .08 .05 .04 .08 .04

Persistence .06 .07 .06 .05 .07 .05

Reactivity A48 23 7.20%%* 1.52 .05 .08 .04 48 23 7.20%%* 1.52 .05 .08 .05
Step4  Negative affect .16 04 24%%* .16 05 24

Effortful control .07 .06 .07 .08 .06 .09

Extraversion -08 .05 -11 -10 .05 -.13*

Orienting sensitivity S7 .32 7.66%** 6.85%%* -17 .06 -.18%* S7 .32 7.66%** 6.85%%* -15 06 -.17*
StepS  N.affect*soothability .06 .07 .06

E.control * soothability .02 .09 .01

Extraversion* soothability .09 .07 .09

O.sensitivity* soothability S8 .33 5,87%%* .67 -08 .09 -.06

N.affect*persistence .02 .06 .03

E.control * persistence -.04 10 -.03

Extraversion* persistence .01 .06 .01

O.sensitivity* persistence 57 33 5,73%%* 28 -.08 10 -.05

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and p values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.5 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Styles:

Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl  Age -02 .01 -12°
Education level 44 20 24.51%**  24.51**%* -16 .04 -29%**
Step2  Ses 44 20 16.45%** .47 01 .07 .004
Step3  Approach -04 .06 -.04
Perceptual sensitivity 19 .09 .14*
Soothability .05 .08 .05
Persistence .06 .07 .06
Reactivity 48 .23 7.20%%*  1.52 .06 .08 .05
Step4 Negative affect 16 .05 24%%*
Effortful control .06 .06 .07
Extraversion -09 .05 -.13%*
Orienting sensitivity 57 .32 7.66%*%  6.85%** - 15 .06 -.17*
StepS N.affect*reactivity .06 .07 .05
E.control * reactivity .02 .10 .02
Extraversion*reactivity -02 .07 -.02
O.sensitivity*reactivity .57 .33 5,71%** 23 05 .10 .04

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001." p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken

from the final step of the each regression analysis

4.3.1.3.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s age (B=-.13, p <.05) and education level (f=-.28, p <.001) negatively and
significantly predicted over-protective parenting. Child’s perceptual sensitivity
positively and significantly (f=.14, p <.05) predicted over-protective parenting.
Mother’s negative affect positively (=.24, p <.001); extraversion (f=-.13, p <.05)
and orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.18, p <.01) predicted over-protective
parenting style. First of all, when mother’s age and education level were high,
mothers were less likely to show over-protective parenting. Other findings suggested
that when children had high scores of perceptual sensitivity mothers were more
likely to show over-protective parenting style. Additionally, mothers who had high

scores of negative affect; low scores of extraversion and orienting sensitivity were
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more likely to show high over-protective parenting style. None of the interactions

individually predicted over-protective parenting style.
4.3.1.3.2 Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, mother’s age negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.13, p =.06);
education level negatively (p=-.30, p <.001) predicted over-protective parenting.
Child’s perceptual sensitivity positively (B=.16, p <.05) predicted over-protective
parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (B=.24, p <.001); extraversion (f=-.13,
p <.05) and orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.16, p <.05) predicted over-protective
parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted over-protective

parenting style.
4.3.1.3.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s age (f=-.13, p <.05) and education level (p=-.27, p <.001) negatively and
significantly predicted over-protective parenting. Child’s perceptual sensitivity
positively and significantly (B=.15, p <.05) predicted over-protective parenting.
Mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (=.24, p <.001), and orienting
sensitivity negatively and significantly (B=-.18, p <.01) predicted over-protective
parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted over-protective

parenting style.
4.3.1.3.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s age (B=-.13, p <.05) and education level (f=-.28, p <.001) negatively and
significantly predicted over-protective parenting. Child’s perceptual sensitivity
positively and significantly (B=.14, p <.05) predicted over-protective parenting.
Mother’s negative affect positively (f=.24, p <.001); extraversion (f=-.13, p <.05)
and orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.17, p <.05) and significantly predicted over-
protective parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted over-

protective parenting style.
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4.3.1.3.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s age negatively and marginally significantly (f=-.12, p <.07) and education
level negatively and significantly (p=-.29, p <.001) predicted over-protective
parenting. Child’s perceptual sensitivity positively and significantly (B=.14, p <.05)
predicted over-protective parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (f=.24, p
<.001); extraversion (B=-.13, p <.05) and orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.17, p
<.05) and significantly predicted over-protective parenting style. None of the

interactions individually predicted over-protective parenting style.
4.3.1.4 Predicting permissive parenting style

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict permissive
parenting style. In step 1, education level and age of mother did not significantly
predict permissive parenting (R*=.002, F (2,202) =.18, ns.). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in permissive parenting scores, (AR*=.003, AF (1,201) = .63,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
significant change existed in R?(AR?*= .07, AF (5,196) =2.95, p <.05). In step 4,
maternal temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they did not
significantly add to the amount of variation explained in permissive parenting
(AR?=.03, AF (4,192) =1.64, ns). In the fifth step, interaction terms were added into
the equation, but none of the interactions were significant. Thus, analyses up to
fourth step were reported in the table (see table 4.6). For all the moderators,
persistence (p=-.22, p <.01) was significantly and negatively predicted permissive

parenting.
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Table 4.6 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Permissive Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity
Predictors R R? F AF B SE B F AF B SE §
Stepl Age .001 0L o1 .001 oL o1
Education level 04 002 .18 18 01 03 .02 a8 a8 01 03 .02
Step2 Ses .07  .005 33 .63 .02 05 .03 33 .63 .02 05 .03
Step3 Approach -01 05 -0l -01 05 -0l
Perceptual
o 07 07 .08 07 07 .08
sensitivity
Soothability -.07 06 -11 -.07 06 -1
Persistence -.14 .05 -22%* -14 .05 -22%%
Reactivity 27 .07 1.97* 2.95% -.04 06  -.05 1.97* 2.95* -.04 06  -.05
Step4 Negative affect .04 03 .10 .04 03 .10
Effortful control -.05 .04 -.09 -.05 .04 -.09
Extraversion -.03 .04 -.07 -.03 .04 -.07
Orienting
o 32 .1 .1.88* 1.64 -.04 05 -.06 .1.88% 1.64 -.04 05 -.06
sensitivity

*p<.05. ** p<.01. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and 3 values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.6 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Permissive Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age 001 .01 01 .001 .01 .01
Education level .04 .002 .18 18 .01 .03 .02 .04 .002 18 18 .01 .03 .02
Step2 Ses .07 .005 33 .63 .02 .05 .03 .07 .005 33 .63 .02 .05 .03
Step3 Approach -01 05 L1 -01 05 o1
Perceptual .07 .07
sensitivity .07 .08 .07 .08
Soothability -07 .06 -11 -07 .06 -11
Persistence -.14 .05 -2k -.14 05 -22%%
Reactivity 27 .07 1.97* 2.95% -.04 .06 -.05 27 .07 1.97* 2.95% -.04 .06 -.05
Step4 Negative affect .04 03 10 .04 03 0
Effortful control -.05 .04 -.09 -.05 .04 -.09
Extraversion -03 .04 -07 _03 .04 _07
Orienting
o 32 A1 .1.88* 1.64 -.04 .05 -.06 32 11 .1.88* 1.64 -.04 .04 -.06
sensitivity

*p<.05. ¥ p<.01. *** p<.001.” p<.06. " p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.6 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Permissive Parenting Styles:
Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl  Age .001 .01 .01
Education level 04 .002 .18 18 .01 03 .02
Step2  Ses 07 .005 .33 .63 .02 05 .03
Step3  Approach -0l .05 -.01
Perceptual sensitivity .07 .07 .08
Soothability -07 .06 -.11
Persistence -14 .05 -22%*
Reactivity 27 .07 1.97* 2.95* -.04 .06 -.05
Step4  Negative affect .04 .03 .10
Effortful control -05 .04 -09
Extraversion -03 .04 -07
Orienting sensitivity 32 .11 .1.88* 1.64 -04 .05 -.06

*p<.05. ** p<.01. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final step of the
each regression analysis

4.3.1.5. Predicting emotionally maltreating parenting style

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict emotionally
maltreating parenting style. In step 1, education level and age of mother significantly
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting (R*= .04, F (2,202) =4.68, p <.01.).
Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, it accounted for a significant
amount of additional variance in this parenting scores, (AR’= .03, AF (1,201) = 6.68,
p <.01). In step 3, child temperament were entered into the equation, significant
change existed in R? (AR’= .07, AF (5,196) =3.26, p <.01.). In step 4, maternal
temperament were entered into the equation, they significantly added to the amount
of variation explained in this parenting (AR*=.04, AF (4,192) =2.11, p <.08). In the
final step, interaction terms were added into the equation there wasn’t a significant
change in R* in any of the four regression analyses where one of the child
temperamental characteristic was a moderator; approach (AR*= .02, AF (4,188)
=1.20, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR’= .004, AF (4,188) =.21, ns), soothability,
(AR’= .02, AF (4,188) =1.42, ns), persistence (AR’= .03, AF (4,188) =1.55, ns),
reactivity (AR*= .03, AF (4,188) =2.03, p <.09). But, fifth step significantly predicted
emotionally maltreating parenting style in each regression analysis. Although
individual predictors and interaction terms did not significantly contribute to the step
which was entered into, all steps significantly predicted emotionally maltreating

parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.7)
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Table 4.7 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B

Stepl Age -.003 .01 -.06 -.003 .01 -.05

Education level 21 .04 4,68%* 4.68**  -.03 02 -12 21 .04 4,68** 4.68%*  -.04 .02 -15*
Step2 Ses 27 .08 543*%**  6.68** -.05 04 -12 27 .08 543%**  6.68** -.05 .04 -11
Step3 Approach .06 03 .13° .06 .03 14°

Perceptual sensitivity -.07 .04 -13 -.07 .04 -12

Soothability .03 .04 .06 .04 .04 .09

Persistence -06 .03 -13° -.05 .03 -12

Reactivity 38 15 4,19%**  3.26%% .08 04 17* 38 .15 4,19%%*  3.26** .09 .04 19*
Step4 Negative affect .06 02 20%* .05 .02 18%*

Effortful control -.03 .03  -.06 -.03 .03 -.07

Extraversion .01 .02 .01 .01 .02 .02

Orienting sensitivity 43 18 3,56%*%  2.11° .02 .03 .04 43 .18  3,56%**  2.11° .02 .03 .05
StepS N.affect*approach -.02 .03 -.006

E.control *approach Co8 05 .13°

Extraversion*approach -.01 .03 -.04

O.sensitivity*approach .45 .20 2,98***  1.20 01 04 .02

N.affect*sensitivity -.004 .04 -.01

E.control *sensitivity -.01 .06 -.01

Extraversion*sensitivity .02 .04 .03

O.sensitivity*sensitivity 43 .19 2.68%** 21 .04 .06 .05

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.° p<.06. " p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.7 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B

Stepl Age -002 .01 -03 -003 .004 -04

Education level 21 .04  4,68*%* 4.68** -.04 02 -15* 21 .04 4,68%* 4.68** -.04 .02 -17*
Step2 Ses 27 .08  543%** 6.68** -.05 03 -10 27 .08  5,43%%* 6.68** -.05 .03 -11
Step3 Approach .05 .03 12 .05 .03 12

Perceptual sensitivity -.08 04 -13° -.08 .04 -.14°

Soothability .04 .04 .08 .05 .04 .10

Persistence -.05 03 -11 -.05 .03 -.11

Reactivity 38 15 4,19%** 3.26%* .09 .04 .18* 38 15 4,19%** 3.26%* .09 .04 19*
Step4  Negative affect .06 02 19* .05 .02 18%*

Effortful control -.04 .03 -.09 -.04 .03 -.09

Extraversion .002 .02 .01 .004 .02 .01

Orienting sensitivity 43 18  3,56%** 2.11° .02 03 .05 43 .18  3,56%** 2.11° .02 .03 .04
Step5 N.affect*soothability -.003 .03 -.01

E.control * soothability .06 .05 .10

Extraversion* soothability .03 .03 .07

O.sensitivity* soothability 45 21 3.05%** 1.42 .06 05 .10

N.affect*persistence -.06 .03 - 15%

E.control * persistence .01 .05 .01

Extraversion* persistence -.04 .03 -11

O.sensitivity™ persistence 46 .21 3.09%%* 1.55 .05 .05 .07

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.° p<.06. " p<.07. ° p<.08. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.7 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating

Parenting Styles: Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl  Age -002 .01 -.04
Education level 21 .04 4,68%* 4.68** -.03 02 -13
Step2  Ses 27 .08 5,43%%*  6.68**% -.05 03 -10
Step3  Approach .05 03 .12
Perceptual sensitivity -.07 .04 -12
Soothability .04 .04 .09
Persistence -.05 03 -12
Reactivity 38 15 4,19%%*  3.26** .08 04 17*
Step4  Negative affect .06 02 20%*
Effortful control -.03 .03 -.08
Extraversion .01 02 .02
Orienting sensitivity 43 18  3,56%*  2.11° .02 03 .05
StepS  N.affect*reactivity -.01 .04 -.02
E.control * reactivity -.09 05 -14°
Extraversion*reactivity -.08 .04 -15%
O.sensitivity*reactivity .47 .22 3.23%** 2,03 -002 .05 -.004

*p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.° p<.06.° p<.07. ° p<.08. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values

were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis

4.3.1.5.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s persistence (f=-.13, p <.07) negatively and; child’s approach positively but
marginally significantly (B=.13, p <.07); child’s reactivity positively and
significantly (=.17, p <.05) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. Mother’s
negative affect positively and significantly (=.20, p <.01) predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting style. These findings suggested that when children had high
scores of persistence mothers were less likely to show emotionally maltreating
parenting style. Additionally, when children had high scores of approach and
reactivity mothers were more likely to show emotionally maltreating parenting style.
Mothers who had high scores of negative affect were more likely to show

emotionally maltreating parenting style.
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In addition, interaction between maternal effortful control and child’s approach
was marginally significance (f=.13, p <.07) in the prediction of emotionally
maltreating parenting. Constructed graph and conducted simple slope analysis
suggested that for children with high approach maternal effortful control levels did
not make a difference to their emotionally maltreating parenting. However, for
children with low approach, when mother’s effortful control was high, they were less
likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating parenting. But, when mother’s effortful
control was low, they were more likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating parenting

(see figure 4)
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Figure 4 Interaction graph of child’s approach and mother’s effortful control in predicting
emotionally maltreating parenting.

4.3.1.5.2. Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, child’s approach positively and marginally significantly (B=.14, p <.07);
child’s reactivity positively and significantly (B=.19, p <.05) predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting. Mother’s education level negatively (B=-.15, p <.05) and
mother’s negative affect positively (B=.18, p <.05) predicted emotionally maltreating
parenting style. The finding about education level of mother suggested that mothers
who had high education level were more likely to show low emotionally maltreating

parenting style.
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4.3.1.5.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.13, p <.07)
child’s reactivity positively and significantly (B=.18, p <.05) predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting. Mother’s education level negatively and significantly (p=-.15,
p <.05) and mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (p=.19, p <.05)
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style. None of the interactions

individually predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style.

4.3.1.5.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.14, p <.06)
child’s reactivity positively and significantly (B=.19, p <.05) predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting. Mother’s education level negatively and significantly (f=-.17,
p <.05) and mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (=.18, p <.05)
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style.

Interaction between negative affect and persistence significantly (B=-.15, p
<.05) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. According to constructed graph
and conducted simple slope analysis, when child’s persistence was high, mother’s
negative affect did not matter. But, when child’s persistence was low and mother’s
negative affect was high, mothers were more likely to exhibitemotionally maltreating
parenting. When child’s persistence and mother’s negative affect were low, mothers

were less likely to exhibitemotionally maltreating parenting (see figure 5)
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Figure S Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s negative affect in predicting

emotionally maltreating parenting

4.3.1.5.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s reactivity positively and significantly (B=.17, p <.05) predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively and significantly ($=.20, p

<.01) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style.

Two interaction terms were significant in predicting emotionally maltreating
parenting. The first one was between effortful control and reactivity marginally
significantly (B=-.14, p <.07) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting.
Constructed graph and conducted simple slope analysis suggested that for children
with low reactivity maternal effortful control levels did not make a difference to their
emotionally maltreating parenting. However, when child’s reactivity and mother’s
effortful control were high, mothers were less likely to exhibit emotionally
maltreating parenting. When child’s reactivity was high and mother’s effortful
control was low, mothers were more likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating
parenting (see figure 6). The second one was between extraversion and reactivity
significantly (B=-.15, p <.05) predicted emotionally parenting. Simple slope analysis
was conducted to detect which aspects of the relations were significant. It was found
that simple slope analysis was non-significant.
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Figure 6 Interaction graph of child’s reactivity and mother’s effortful control in predicting

emotionally maltreating parenting.

4.3.2 Regression analysis in predicting parenting styles from teacher’s

perceptions of child temperament
4.3.2.1 Predicting authoritative parenting style

In predicting authoritative parenting style five separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In each of these analyses in the final step one of the child

temperamental characteristics was taken as a moderator variable.

In the first step, age and education level of the mother were entered into
equation, but they did not account for significant amount of variation in authoritative
parenting scores (R*= .01, F (2,175) =.83, ns). Socioeconomic status was entered in
the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of additional variance
in authoritative parenting scores, (AR*=.000, AF (1,174) = .07, ns). In step 3, child
temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, there was significant
change in R?(AR*= .14, AF (5,169) =5.74, p <.001). In step 4, maternal
temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they significantly
added to the amount of variation explained in authoritative parenting (AR’= .13, AF
(4,165) =7.35, p <.001). In the final step, interaction terms were added into the

equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any of the five
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regression analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a
moderator; approach (AR?= .02, AF (4,161) =1.03, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR*=
.03, AF (4,161) =1.55, ns), soothability (AR?= .01, AF (4,161) =.77, ns), persistence
(AR’= .02, AF (4,161) =1.17, ns) and reactivity (AR*= .02, AF (4,161) =.93, ns).
However, in each regression analysis fifth step was significant in predicting

authoritative parenting style (see table 4.8)
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Table 4.8 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual Sensitivity
Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age .01 .01 12 .01 .01 .08

Education level .10 .01 .83 .83 .02 .02 .07 10 .01 .83 .83 .01 .02 .04
Step2  Ses 10 .01 .58 .07 -.03 .04 -.06 10 .01 .58 .07 -02 .04 -.03
Step3  Approach -.01 .04 -.03 -0,000083 .04 .000

Perceptual sensitivity 15 05 22%* 17 05 25%**

Soothability .08 .05 .14 .07 .04 13

Persistence .01 .04 .01 -.02 .04 -.04

Reactivity 39 15 3,83%%*  5774%%* .03 .05 .05 39 15 3,83%%%  574%%* .01 .05 .02
Step4  Negative affect -.03 .03 -.08 .03 .04 .09

Effortful control A1 03 24%%x* A3 .05 209%

Extraversion .08 03 22%* .10 .04 25%

Orienting sensitivity S3 28 5,39%%% 735k .05 .04 .10 53 .28 5,39%%%  7.35%%* -.004 .05 -.01
StepS  N.affect*approach .0,000080 .04  -.000

E.control *approach -.01 .05 -.01

Extraversion*approach .04 .03 .08

O.sensitivity*approach S5 30 4,30%%* 1.03 .07 .05 A1

N.affect*sensitivity -.10 05 -22%

E.control *sensitivity -.05 .07 -.09

Extraversion*sensitivity -.04 .05 -.07

O.sensitivity*sensitivity 56 31 4,48*%%* 1.55 .09 .07 14

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.8 continued. Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence

Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl  Age .01 .01 .08 .01 01 .07

education level 10 .01 .83 .83 .02 02 .07 10 .01 83 .83 .02 02 .07
Step2  Ses 10 .01 .58 .07 -.04 04 -.07 10 .01 58 .07 -.04 04 -07
Step3  Approach .002 .04 .003 .01 .04 .03

Perceptual sensitivity .16 05 23%* 15 .05 20%*

Soothability .07 05 13 .08 05 13

Persistence -.01 .04 -01 -.01 .04 -01

Reactivity 39 15 3,83%%* 5.74%**% .01 05 .02 39 15 3,83 5.74%*% .02 05 .04
Step4  Negative affect -.03 .03 -.08 -.04 03 -12

Effortful control A1 03 23 .09 .04 20%*

Extraversion 10 .03 25%* .09 .03 20%*

Orienting sensitivity 53 28 5,39 7.35%%% 05 04 .10 53 28 5,39 7.35%*% .05 04 .10
StepS  N.affect*soothability .05 .04 .09

E.control * soothability -.04 .06 -.05

Extraversion* soothability .03 .04 .07

O.sensitivity* soothability 5S4 30 4.21%** 77 -.01 05 -.02

N.affect*persistence -.03 .03  -.06

E.control * persistence -.11 06 -.14%*

Extraversion® persistence -002 .03 -.004

O.sensitivity* persistence 55 30  4.35%%* 1.17 -.02 06 -.02

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and  values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.8 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Styles:

Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .01 .01 .07
Education level 10 .01 83 83 .02 .02 .06
Step2  Ses 10 .01 58 .07 -03 .04 -.06
Step3  Approach .000 .04 .000
Perceptual sensitivity 15 05 L 22%*
Soothability 08 .05 .15
Persistence -.004 .04 -.01
Reactivity 39 15 3,83%%*  574%%* (2 05 .04
Step4 Negative affect -05 .03 -13
Effortful control .07 .04 15
Extraversion .10 .04 . 26%*
Orienting sensitivity S3 .28 5,39%%*%  735%%% 04 .04 .08
Step5 N.affect*reactivity .04 05 .07
E.control * reactivity .09 .06 .14
Extraversion*reactivity -.04 .04 -08

O.sensitivity*reactivity .55 .30 4.27%** 93 .03 06 .04

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and p values were taken from the final
step of the each regression analysis

4.3.2.1.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (f=.22, p <.01) significantly, mother’s effortful control
(B=.24, p <.001) and extraversion (=.22, p <.01) significantly and positively
predicted authoritative parenting style. These findings suggested that when children
had high scores of perceptual sensitivity mothers were more likely to show
authoritative parenting style. Similarly, mothers who had high scores of effortful
control and extraversion were more likely to exhibit authoritative parenting style.

None of the interactions individually predicted authoritative parenting style.
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4.3.2.1.2. Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, child’s perceptual sensitivity (f=.25, p <.001); mother’s effortful control
(B=.29, p <.05) and extraversion (=.25, p <.05) significantly and positively

predicted authoritative parenting style.

Interaction between negative affect and perceptual sensitivity was significant in
predicting authoritative parenting (p=-.22, p <.05). A simple slope analysis was

conducted to interpret interaction effect. However, slopes were not significant.
4.3.2.1.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (B=.23, p <.01); mother’s effortful control (f=.23, p
<.01) and extraversion (B=.25, p <.01) significantly and positively predicted
authoritative parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted

authoritative parenting style.
4.3.2.1.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (B=.22, p <.01); mother’s effortful control (f=.20, p
<.01) and extraversion (f=.22, p <.01) significantly and positively predicted
authoritative parenting style. Moreover, interaction between effortful control and
persistence was significant in predicting authoritative parenting (f=-.14, p <.05). A
graph was constructed to interpret interaction effect and simple slope analysis was
conducted to detect which aspects of the relations were significant. For children with
high persistence maternal effortful control levels did not make a difference to their
authoritative parenting. However, when child’s persistence was low and mother’s
effortful control was high, mother was more likely to show authoritative parenting
style. Similarly, child’s persistence was low and mother’s effortful control was low,

mother was less likely to exhibit authoritative parenting (see figure 7)
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Figure 7 Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s effortful control in predicting

authoritative parenting.

4.3.2.1.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity (f=.22, p <.01) significantly and soothability
marginally significantly (B=.15, p =.07) and both of them positively; mother’s
extraversion (=.26, p <.01) significantly and positively predicted authoritative
parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted authoritative

parenting style.
4.3.2.2 Predicting authoritarian parenting style

Hierarchical regression analyses were run to predict authoritarian parenting
style. In step 1, education level and age of mother did not account for significant
amount of variation in authoritarian parenting (R>= .02, F (2,175) =1.35, ns.). In step
2, socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a
significant amount of additional variance in authoritarian parenting scores, (AR’=
.01, AF (1,174) =.71, ns.). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered
into the equation, there was significant change in R* (AR?*= .10, AF (5,169) =3.91 p

<.01). In step 4, maternal temperamental characteristics were entered into the
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equation, they significantly added to the amount of variation explained in
authoritarian parenting (AR’= .11, AF (4,165) =5.66, p <.001). In the final step,
interaction terms were introduced to the equation but there wasn’t a significant
change in R? in any of the five regression analyses where one of the child
temperamental characteristic was a moderator; approach (AR*= .01, AF (4,161) =.24,
ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR?= .03, AF (4,161) =1.78, ns), soothability, (AR*= .01,
AF (4, 161) =.66, ns), persistence (AR?= .03, AF (4, 161) =1.80, ns) and reactivity
(AR’= .01, AF (4, 161) =.68, ns). However, all variables in the last step significantly

predicted authoritarian parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.9)
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Table 4.9 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .01 .01 .07 .01 .01 .07
Education level A2 .02 135 1.35 -.04 03 -10 A2 .02 135 1.35 -.04 .03 -11
Step2 Ses 14 .02 113 71 -.01 05 -.01 14 .02 113 71 .01 .05 .02
Step3 Approach -.02 .05 -.04 -.02 .05 -.03
Perceptual sensitivity -11 07 -14 -.10 .07 -12
Soothability -.04 .06 -.06 -.05 .06 -.07
Persistence -.04 .05 -.07 -.06 .05 -.09
Reactivity 35 12 2.90%* 3.91** .09 07 .12 35 12 2.90%* 3.91%* .07 .06 .09
Step4 Negative affect .10 .03 23%* 1 .05 26%*
Effortful control -.11 .04 -19% -21 .07 -36%*
Extraversion .06 .04 11 12 .05 24%*
Orienting sensitivity 48 .23 4.04%**  5.66%%* -.06 05 -10 48 .23 4.04***  5.66%** -.10 .07 -.18
Step5 N.affect*approach .004 .05 .01
E.control *approach .05 .07 .05
Extraversion*approach .02 .04 .03
O.sensitivity*approach .48 .23  3.03*** .24 .03 06 .04
N.affect*sensitivity -.02 .06 -.04
E.control *sensitivity 16 .09 22°
Extraversion*sensitivity -13 .07 -.20°
O.sensitivity*sensitivity S1 .26 3.53%**  1.78 .06 .09 .07

*p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.” p<.06.° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.9 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age .01 .01 .08 .01 .01 .08

Education level A2 .02 135 1.35 -05 .03 -13° Jd2 .02 135 1.35 -.04 03 -12
Step2  Ses Jd4 .02 113 J1 -01 .05 -.01 Jd4 .02 1.13 J1 -.02 05  -.03
Step3  Approach -03 .05 -04 -.03 .05 -.05

Perceptual sensitivity 12 .07 -14° -.13 .07  -15%

Soothability -04 06 -05 -.05 .06 -.06

Persistence -05 .05 -07 -.05 05  -.08

Reactivity 35 12 2.90%* 3.91%* .08 06 .11% 350 12 2.90%* 3.91%* .08 06 .10
Step4  Negative affect 10 .03 23 .08 .04 19%

Effortful control -12 .05 -20% -.11 05 -.18%

Extraversion .06 .04 13 .02 .04 .03

Orienting sensitivity 48 23 4.04%** 5.66%%* -05 .05 -.08 A48 23 4.04%%* 5.66%%* -.04 05 -.06
StepS  N.affect*soothability .05 .05 .08

E.control * soothability .02 .07 .03

Extraversion* soothability .04 .05 .06

O.sensitivity* soothability 50 .24 3.17%** .66 .08 07 .09

N.affect*persistence -.06 04 -12

E.control * persistence -004 .07 -.004

Extraversion* persistence -11 05 -22%

O.sensitivity* persistence S1 26 3.54%%* 1.80 .04 08 .04

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.* p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and P values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.9 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Styles:

Reactivity as moderator

Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl  Age .01 .01 .06
Education level A2 .02 1.35 1.35 -04 .03 -11
Step2  Ses 14 .02 1.13 71 -01 .05 -.02
Step3  Approach -03 .05 -.04
Perceptual sensitivity -13 .07 -.15°
Soothability -04 .06 -.05
Persistence -05 .05 -.07
Reactivity 350 .12 290% 391 07 .07 .10
Step4  Negative affect A1 .04 25%*
Effortful control -12 .06 -21%*
Extraversion .08 05 .17
Orienting sensitivity A48 23 4.04***  5.66%** -03 .06 -.05
StepS  N.affect*reactivity -02 .06 -.03
E.control * reactivity .04 .08 .05
Extraversion*reactivity -05 .06 -.09
O.sensitivity*reactivity .49 .24  3,18*** .68 -08 .08 -.10

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001.” p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken
from the final step of the each regression analysis.

4.3.2.2.1. Approach as a moderator

When approach was moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s negative affect positively (3=.23, p <.01) and effortful control (=-.19, p
<.05) negatively and significantly predicted authoritarian parenting style. These
findings suggested that mothers who had high scores of negative affect and low
scores of effortful control were more likely to show authoritarian parenting style.

None of the interactions individually predicted authoritarian parenting style.
4.3.2.2.2. Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression

analysis, mother’s negative affect (f=.26, p <.05) and extraversion (=.24, p <.05)
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positively and significantly predicted authoritarian parenting, but effortful control

negatively and significantly (B=-.36, p <.01) predicted this parenting style.

In addition, two interaction terms marginally significantly predicted
authoritarian parenting. One of them was between effortful control and perceptual
sensitivity (B=.22, p =.07). According to constructed graph and conducted simple
slope analysis, both for children with high perceptual sensitivity and low perceptual
sensitivity mother’s effortful control levels made a difference to their authoritarian
parenting. When child’s perceptual sensitivity was low and mother’s effortful control
was high, mothers were less likely to exhibit authoritarian parenting. When both
child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control was low, mothers were
more likely to exhibit authoritarian parenting. Similarly, when both child’s
perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control were high, mothers were less
likely to exhibit authoritarian parenting. When child’s perceptual sensitivity was high
and mother’s effortful control was low, mothers were more likely to exhibit

authoritarian parenting (see figure 8).
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Figure 8 Interaction graph of child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control in
predicting authoritarian parenting.
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The other significant interaction was between extraversion and perceptual
sensitivity (B=-.20, p =.06). According to this simple slope analysis, only for
children with low perceptual sensitivity mother’s extraversion levels made a
difference to their authoritarian parenting. Therefore, when child’s perceptual
sensitivity was low and mother’s extraversion was high, mothers were more likely to
exhibit authoritarian parenting. When both child’s perceptual sensitivity and
mother’s extraversion were low, mothers were less likely to exhibit authoritarian

parenting (see figure 9).

2,200

2,100 //

2,000

/ —&— Perceptual Sensitivity -1
SD

1,900
/

v Perceptual Sensitivity
1.800 +1SD

Authoritarian Parenting

1,700

1,600

Extraversion -1 SD Extraversion +1 SD

Figure 9 Interaction graph of child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s extraversion in predicting

authoritarian parenting

4.3.2.2.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator, education level of mother negatively but
marginally significantly predicted authoritarian parenting (f=-.13, p =.06). Child’s
perceptual sensitivity negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.14, p =.07);
child’s reactivity positively (=.11, p <.05) and significantly predicted outcome
variable. Mother’s negative affect positively (=.23, p <.01) and significantly;
mother’s effortful control negatively and significantly (B=-.20, p <.05) predicted
authoritarian parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted

authoritarian parenting style.
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4.3.2.2.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator, child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively
and significantly (B=-.15, p <.05) predicted authoritarian parenting. Mother’s
negative affect positively (B=.19, p <.05) and effortful control negatively and
significantly (B=-.18, p <.05) predicted authoritarian parenting style.

In addition to these findings, interaction between extraversion and persistence
was significant in predicting authoritarian parenting (f=-.22, p<.05). Simple slope
analysis was performed to identify which aspects of the relations were significant
and a graph was constructed to interpret interaction effect. Slope of the regression
line showed that when child’s persistence was high mother’s extraversion did not
matter. However, when child’s persistence was low and mother’s extraversion was
high, mother was more likely to show authoritarian parenting style. When both
child’s persistence and mother’s extraversion were low, mothers were less likely to

show authoritarian parenting. (see figure 10)
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Figure 10 Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s extraversion in predicting
authoritarian parenting.
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4.3.2.2.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively and marginally significantly (=-.15, p =.06)
predicted authoritarian parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (B=.25, p <.01);
mother’s effortful control negatively and significantly (B=-.21, p <.05) predicted
authoritarian parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted

authoritarian parenting style.

4.3.2.3 Predicting over-protective parenting style

Regression analyses were conducted to predict over-protective parenting style.
In step 1, education level and age of mother significantly predicted over-protective
parenting (R*= .20, F (2,175) =21.46, p<001). Socioeconomic status was entered in
the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of additional variance
in over-protective parenting scores, (AR?*=.002, AF (1,174) = .44, ns). In step 3,
child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, there wasn’t
significant change in R* (AR?*= .02, AF (5,169) =.71, ns.). In step 4, maternal
temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they significantly
added to the amount of variation explained in over-protective parenting (AR*= .11,
AF (4,165) =7.04, p <.001). In the final step, interaction terms were added into the
equation there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any of the five regression
analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a moderator;
approach (AR’= .01, AF (4,161) =.75, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR’= .01, AF (4,
161) =.50, ns), soothability (AR?= .02, AF (4, 161) =1.37, ns), persistence (AR*=
.004, AF (4, 161) =.21, ns) and reactivity (AR’= .01, AF (4, 161) =.49, ns). Although
individual predictors and interaction terms did not significantly contribute to the step
which was entered into, all steps significantly predicted over-protective parenting

style in each regression analysis (see table 4.10)
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Table 4.10 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age -.02 01 -13 -02 .01 -12

Education level 44 20 21.46%*%  21.46%** -15 .04 -29%** 44 20 21.46%**  21.46%** -16 .04 -31%**
Step2  Ses 45 20 14.41**% 44 .01 07 .01 45 20 14.41%** 44 02 .07 .02
Step3  Approach -.003 .07 -.003 -01 .07 -.01

Perceptual sensitivity 12 .09 .09 15 10 .12

Soothability .003 .08 .003 .001 .08 .001

Persistence .06 .07 .06 .05 .07 .06

Reactivity 46 .22 5.80%** J1 003 .09 .002 46 22 5.80%*%* 1 01 .09 .01
Step4  Negative affect 17 05 27%** 17 .07  27*

Effortful control .08 .06 .09 .04 .10 .05

Extraversion -12 05 -17* -08 .07 -.11

Orienting sensitivity 57 33 6.77%** 7.04% %% -13 .06 -.14% 57 .33 6.77%** 7.04%%* =22 .10 -.25%
StepS  N.affect*approach -.08 .06 -.08

E.control *approach .01 .10 .008

Extraversion*approach -.04 .06 -.05

O.sensitivity*approach 59 34 5.23%%* 5 -.07 .08 -.06

N.affect*sensitivity -01 .09 -.01

E.control *sensitivity .04 A2 .04

Extraversion*sensitivity -08 .10 -.08

O.sensitivity*sensitivity S8 34 5,14%** 50 .16 A3 .13

*p<.05.

** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.10 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age -02 .01 -.14%* -.02 01 -12

Education level 44 20 21.46%**  21.46***  -14 .04 -27%%* 44 20 21.46*%**  21.46***  -15 04 -29%%*
Step2  Ses 45 20 14.41*%** 44 01 .07 .01 45 20 1441*%** 44 .01 07 .01
Step3  Approach -03 .07 -03 -.01 .07  -.01

Perceptual sensitivity 13 .09 .10 A3 .09 .10

Soothability .01 .08 .01 .01 .08 .01

Persistence .08 .07 .08 .07 .07 .08

Reactivity 46 .22 5.80%** 1 -01 .09 -.004 46 .22 5.80%** J1 .01 09 .01
Step4  Negative affect A7 .05 28%** 17 05 27k

Effortful control .07 .06 .08 .08 .06 .09

Extraversion -09 .06 -.12 -.13 .06 -17*

Orienting sensitivity S7 0 33 6.77%** 7.04%%* -15 .07 -.18* S7 33 6.77%** 7.04%%* -14 07  -.16*
StepS  N.affect*soothability A1 07 .11

E.control * soothability .09 10 .06

Extraversion* soothability 13 07 .15

O.sensitivity* soothability 59 35 546%%* 1.37 -13 .10 -.09

N.affect*persistence .03 .06 .03

E.control * persistence -.01 10 -.01

Extraversion* persistence -001 .06 -.001

O.sensitivity* persistence S8 33 5,03%%* 21 -.08 A1 -.06

#p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001.° p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.10 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Over-protective Parenting
Styles: Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R F AF B SE p
Stepl  Age -02 .01 -13
Education level 44 .20 21.46%**  21.46%%* -16 .04 -31%%*
Step2  Ses 45 .20 14.41%** 44 02 .07 .02
Step3  Approach -01 .07 -.01
Perceptual sensitivity A3 .09 .10
Soothability 02 .08 .02
Persistence .07 .07 .07
Reactivity 46 .22 5.80%%* 71 02 .09 .02
Step4  Negative affect d6 .06 25%*
Effortful control .05 .08 .06
Extraversion -08 .06 -.12
Orienting sensitivity 57 33 6.77%%* 7.04%%* -17 .08 -.19%
StepS  N.affect*reactivity 02 .08 .02
E.control * reactivity 02 11 .02
Extraversion*reactivity -.08 .08 -.09
O.sensitivity*reactivity S8 34 5,13%%* 49 J1 .11 .09

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and  values were taken from the final
step of the each regression analysis

4.3.2.3.1 Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s education level (f=-.29, p <.001) negatively mother’s negative affect
positively (B=.27, p <.001); extraversion (f=-.17, p <.05) and orienting sensitivity
negatively (B=-.14, p <.05) and significantly predicted over-protective parenting
style. Mothers' with higher education level were less likely to show over-protective
parenting. Other findings suggested that mothers who had high scores of negative
affect, low scores of extraversion and orienting sensitivity were more likely to show
over-protective parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted over-

protective parenting style.
4.3.2.3.2 Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, mother’s education level negatively (f=-.31, p <.001) predicted over-

protective parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (=.27, p <.05) but orienting
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sensitivity negatively (B=-.25, p <.05) predicted over-protective parenting style.

None of the interactions individually predicted over-protective parenting style.
4.3.2.3.3. Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s age (B=-.14, p <.05) and education level (p=-.27, p <.001) negatively and
significantly predicted over-protective parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively
(B=.28, p <.001) and orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.18, p <.05) predicted over-
protective parenting style. In addition, interaction between extraversion and
soothability (B=.15, p =.07) was significant. Slope of the regression line showed that
when child’s soothability was high mother’s extraversion did not matter. However,
when child’s soothability was low and mother’s extraversion was high, mother was
less likely to show over-protective parenting style. When both child’s soothability
and mother’s extraversion were low, mother was more likely to show over-protective

parenting (see figure 11)
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\ —o—Soothability -1 SD
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4,800
Extraversion -1 SD Extraversion +1 SD

Figure 11 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and mother’s extraversion in predicting over-
protective parenting.

4.3.2.3.4. Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,

mother’s education level (B=-.29, p <.001) negatively and significantly predicted
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over-protective parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (f=.27, p <.001);
extraversion (B=-.17, p <.05) and orienting sensitivity negatively (=-.16, p <.05) and
significantly predicted over-protective parenting style. None of the interactions

individually predicted over-protective parenting style.

4.3.2.3.5. Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s education level negatively and significantly (f=-.31, p <.001) predicted
over-protective parenting. Mother’s negative affect positively (f=.25, p <.01);
orienting sensitivity negatively (B=-.19, p <.05) and significantly predicted over-
protective parenting style. None of the interactions individually predicted over-

protective parenting style.

4.3.2.4 Predicting permissive parenting style

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict permissive
parenting style. In step 1, education level and age of mother did not significantly
predict permissive parenting (R?=.002, F (2,202) =.18, ns.). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in permissive parenting scores, (AR*=.003, AF (1,201) = .63,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
significant change existed in R* (AR*= .07, AF (5,196) =2.95, p <.05). Instep 4,
maternal temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation, they did not
significantly add to the amount of variation explained in permissive parenting
(AR?=.03, AF (4,192) =1.64, ns). In the final step, interaction terms were added into
the equation there wasn’t a significant change in R? in any of the five regression
analyses where one of the child temperamental characteristic was a moderator;
approach (AR’= .01, AF (4,188) =.64, ns), perceptual sensitivity (AR*= .04, AF
(4,188) =2.02, p =.09), soothability, (AR?= .02, AF (4,188) =.89, ns), persistence
(AR*= .01, AF (4,188) =.267, ns) and reactivity (AR’=.004, AF (4,188) =24, ns).
Additionally, all steps for all moderators were non-significant. Therefore, results and

tables of the prediction for permissive parenting styles will not be mentioned in here.
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4.3.2.5 Predicting emotionally maltreating parenting style

Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict emotionally
maltreating parenting style. In step 1, education level and age of mother significantly
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting (R*= .04, F (2,175) =3.86, p <.05).
Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, it accounted for a significant
amount of additional variance in emotionally maltreating parenting scores, (AR*=
.02, AF (1,174) =4.17, p <.05). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were
entered into the equation, significant change did not exist in R* (AR?*= .05, AF
(5,169) =1.78, ns). In step 4, maternal temperamental characteristics were entered
into the equation, they did not add to the amount of variation explained in
emotionally maltreating parenting (AR*=.04, AF (4,165) =2.02, p =.09). In the final
step, interaction terms were added into the equation there wasn’t a significant change
in R? in any of the five regression analyses where one of the child temperamental
characteristic was a moderator; approach (AR?= .03, AF (4,161) =1.21, ns),
perceptual sensitivity (AR?=.002, AF (4, 161) =.10, ns), soothability (AR*= .03, AF
(4, 161) =1.55, ns), persistence (AR*= .03, AF (4, 161) =1.40, ns) and reactivity
(AR*= .03, AF (4, 161) =1.59, ns). But, all variables in the last step significantly
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style in each regression analysis (see

table 4.11)
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Table 4.11 Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style: Approach and Perceptual Sensitivity as moderators

Approach Perceptual sensitivity
Predictors R R° F AF B SE B R R° F AF B SE B

Stepl  Age -.002 .01 -.03 -.003 .01 -.04

Education level 21 .04 3.86* 3.86%* -.03 02 -11 21 .04 3.86% 3.86** -.04 02  -15
Step2  Ses 25 .07 4.01** 4.17%* -.05 04 -12 25 .07 4.01** 4.17*%* -.05 04  -10
Step3  Approach .03 .03 .08 .04 .03 .09

Perceptual sensitivity -.06 .05  -10 -.06 05  -10

Soothability .02 .04 .05 .04 .04 .09

Persistence -.05 .04 -2 -.04 .04 -10

Reactivity 33 11 2.65%* 1.78 .06 05 11 33 11 2.65%* 1.78 .07 05 .14
Step4  Negative affect .07 02 23%x .07 04 23°

Effortful control -.03 .03 -.07 -.01 .05 -.01

Extraversion .02 .03 .07 .02 .04 .07

Orienting sensitivity 39 .15 2.48** 2.02 .004 03 .01 39 15 2.48%* 2.02 .004 05 .01
Step5  N.affect*approach -.03 .03 -07

E.control *approach .08 .05 .14

Extraversion*approach -.02 .03 -05

O.sensitivity*approach 42 18  2.17** 1.21 .03 04 .06

N.affect*sensitivity -.02 .05 -.05

E.control *sensitivity -.03 .06 -.07

Extraversion*sensitivity -.01 .05 -.01

O.sensitivity*sensitivity 39 16  1.84* 10 .01 07 .02

*p<.05. ¥* p<.01. *** p<.001. p<.06.° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Table 4.11 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style: Soothability and Persistence as moderators

Soothability Persistence
Predictors R R° F AF B SE B R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl Age -.001 01 -02 -.002 .01 -03

Education level 21 .04 3.86* 3.86%* -.04 02 -16° 21 .04 3.86* 3.86%* -.04 02 -.16*
Step2 Ses 25 .07  4.01** 4.17** -.04 04 -.09 25 .07  4.01%* 4.17%* -.05 04 -12
Step3 Approach .03 .03 .08 .03 .03 .08

Perceptual sensitivity -.07 05 -12 -.07 05 -12

Soothability .04 .04 .08 .04 .04 .08

Persistence -.04 .04 -09 -.04 .04 -10

Reactivity 33 A1 2.65%* 1.78 .06 05 .12 33 11 2.65%* 1.78 .07 05 a3
Step4 Negative affect .06 02 21% .04 .03 .13

Effortful control -.03 .03  -.09 -.03 .03  -.07

Extraversion .02 .03 .07 .003 .03 .01

Orienting sensitivity 39 15 2.48** 2.02 .02 03 .04 39 15 2.48** 2.02 .01 .04 .03
Step5 N.affect*soothability .01 .04 .02

E.control * soothability .07 05 .11

Extraversion* soothability .04 .04 .01

O.sensitivity* soothability 43 18  2.27** 1.55 .08 05 12

N.affect*persistence -.07 .03 -18*

E.control * persistence -.01 05 -.02

Extraversion* persistence -.06 .03 -.16

O.sensitivity™ persistence 43 18  2.23** 1.40 .02 05 .02

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p< 001.° p<.06. Note:

B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the each regression analysis



Table 4.11 continued Hierarchical Regression Analysis in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating

Parenting Styles: Reactivity as moderator

Reactivity
Predictors R R® F AP B SEB
Stepl Age -003 .01 -04
Education level 21 .04 3.86* 3.86%* -.03 .02 -13
Step2  Ses 25 .07 4.01%*% 4.17%* -04 .04 -10
Step3  Approach .03 .03 .08
Perceptual sensitivity -06 .05 -.10
Soothability .04 .04 .09
Persistence -04 .04 -10
Reactivity 33 11 2.65** 1.78 .06 05 .12
Step4  Negative affect .07 .03 .24*
Effortful control .01 .04 .02
Extraversion .05 .03 .16

Orienting sensitivity 39 15 2.48*F  2.02 01 04 .02

Step5 N.affect*reactivity -03 .04 -.06
E.control * reactivity -09 .06 -.16
Extraversion*reactivity -.08 .04 -19%
O.sensitivity*reactivity .43 .19 2.28** 1.59 -003 .06 -.01

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and  values were taken from the final

step of the each regression analysis

4.3.2.5.1 Approach as a moderator

When approach was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
Mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (f=.23, p <.01) predicted
emotionally maltreating parenting style. That is, mothers who had high scores of
negative affect were more likely to show emotionally maltreating parenting style.
None of the interactions individually predicted emotionally maltreating parenting

style.

4.3.2.5.2 Perceptual Sensitivity as a moderator

When perceptual sensitivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression
analysis, mother’s education level negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.15, p

=.07); mother’s negative affect positively and marginally significantly (=.23, p
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=.07) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style. None of the interactions

individually predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style.

4.3.2.5.3 Soothability as a moderator

When soothability was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s education level negatively and marginally significantly (B=-.16, p =.06);
mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (p=.21, p <.05) predicted
emotionally maltreating parenting style. None of the interactions individually

predicted emotionally maltreating parenting style.

4.3.2.5.4 Persistence as a moderator

When persistence was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s education level negatively and significantly (B=-.16, p <.05) predicted
emotionally maltreating parenting style.

Interaction between negative affect and persistence significantly (B=-.18, p
<.05) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. Constructed graph and conducted
simple slope analysis suggested that for chidren with high persistence mother’s
negative affect levels did not make a difference to their emotionally maltreating
parenting. But, when child’s persistence was low and mother’s negative affect was
high, mothers were more likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating parenting. When
both child’s persistence and mother’s negative affect were low, mothers were less

likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating parenting (see figure 12).

103



2,000
1,950 /

1,900 /

1,850 / —@—Persistence -1 SD

1,800 y Persistence +1 SD

4

1,750

Emotionally Maltreating Parenting

1,700
Negative Affect -1 SD Negative Affect -1 SD

Figure 12 Interaction graph of child’s persistence and mother’s negative affect in predicting
emotionally maltreating parenting.

4.3.2.5.5 Reactivity as a moderator

When reactivity was a moderator in the final step of the regression analysis,
mother’s negative affect positively and significantly (p=.24, p <.05) predicted
emotionally maltreating parenting style.

Interaction between extraversion and reactivity significantly (B=-.19, p <.05)
predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. According to simple slope analysis,
when child’s reactivity was high mother’s extraversion did not matter. But, when
child’s reactivity was low and mother’s extraversion was high, mothers were more
likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating parenting. When both child’s reactivity and
mother’s extraversion were low, mothers were less likely to exhibit emotionally

maltreating parenting (see figure 13).
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Figure 13 Interaction graph of child’s reactivity and mother’s extraversion in predicting emotionally
maltreating parenting.

4.3.3 Regression analysis in predicting parenting styles from child

temperamental characteristics.

In this section, regression analyses that were run to predict parenting styles
from 2 and 3 way interactions between child temperamental characteristics will be
reported.

For each parenting style, separate sets of hierarchical regression analyses were
carried out. Child temperament data included in these analyses were based on
maternal reports. Only difference between six regression analyses was the fifth step
where three-way interactions were entered to the equation. Therefore, the first three
steps will be presented only once in tables. Then, the last two steps where two-way
and three-way interactions were entered will be presented separately for each
analysis.

Additionally, child reactivity and soothability were taken as predictors since
reactivity are most frequently studied temperamental characteristic and found to be
related to parenting behaviours in the literature. In addition, soothability negatively
correlated with reactivity. For child reactivity and soothability analyses were
performed separately. In all of the regression analyses in the first step, mothers' age
and education level were entered as control variables, in the second step perceived

socioeconomic status was entered in order to test whether socioeconomic status was
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influential above the effects of maternal education level same as previous regression
analyses, in the third step child temperamental characteristics and in the fourth step
two-way interaction between child temperamental characteristics were entered into
the equation. In the final step, three-way interaction terms were entered. Since there
were many possible interactions to calculate for each child temperamental
characteristics -reactivity (reactivity*approach, reactivity*perceptual sensitivity,
reactivity*soothability, reactivity*persistence, reactivity*approach*perceptual
sensitivity, reactivity*approach*persistence etc.) and soothability-separate analyses
were carried out. Although reactivity and soothability were taken as predictors, one

of them was taken as moderator when the other was predictor.
4.3.3.1 Predicting authoritative parenting style

4.3.3.1.1 When predictor was reactivity

In predicting authoritative parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of mother were
entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation in
authoritative parenting scores (R’= .09, F (2,202) =.87, ns). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in authoritative parenting scores, (AR*=.001, AF (1,201) = .30,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there was significant change in R?(AR’= .15, AF (5,196) =6.76, p<.001). In step 4,
two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they significantly added to the
amount of variation explained in authoritative parenting in any of the six regression
analyses (AR?= .06, AF (4,192) =3.43, p<.01). In the final step, three-way
interactions between child temperamental characteristics with the same order of the
table 7.14 were added into the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in
R? in any of the six regression analyses (AR*=.000, AF (1,191) =.03, ns, AR*= .001,
AF (1,191) =14, ns; AR*= .001, AF (1,191) =.15, ns; AR*=.004, AF (1,191) =88,
ns; AR?=.002, AF (1,191) =.59, ns; AR*=.000, AF (1,191) =.10, ns). However, all
variables in the fifth step significantly predicted authoritative parenting style in each
regression analysis (see table 4.12)

Child’s perceptual sensitivity and soothability positively and significantly
(B=.32, p <.001, B=.20, p <.05, respectively) predicted authoritative parenting. These
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findings suggested that when children had high scores of perceptual sensitivity and
soothability mothers were more likely to show high authoritative parenting.

In addition, the two-way interactions between reactivity and approach;
reactivity and persistence, were significant (f=-.16, p <.05, p=.17, p <.05,
respectively) in predicting authoritative parenting. Simple slope analysis was
performed to identify which aspects of the relations were significant and a graph was
constructed to interpret interaction effect. However, none of the simple slopes were

significant.
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Table 4.12 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Reactivity

is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .01 .01 .06
Education level .09 .01 .87 .87 .03 .02 .10
Step2 Ses 10 .01 .68 .30 .01 .04 .01
Step3 Approach .02 .04 .03
Perceptual sensitivity 22 05 32%xx
Soothability .10 .04 .20%
Persistence .04 .04 .08
Reactivity 40 16 4.52%**%  676%¥**  -002 .05 -.003
Regression 1
Step4 Reactivity*approach -.14 .06 -.16%*
Reactivity*p.sensitivity .10 .08 .10
Reactivity*persistence -.14 .07  -.16%*
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  4.31%*%* 343%* 0] .06 .02
StepS React*app*persis 46 21 3.96%%* 03 .02 .09 .02
Regression 2
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.13 .06 -.16%*
Reactivity*p.sensitivity .10 .08 .10
Reactivity*persistence -.14 .06 -.16%*
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  4.31*** 343** (] .06 .02
Step5 Reactivity*app*sens 46 21 3.97F* 14 .04 10 .03
Regression 3
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.14 06 -17*
Reactivity*p.sensitivity A1 .08 .10
Reactivity*persistence -.14 07 -17%
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  4.31%*%* 3.43%* 02 .06 .02
Step 5 Reactivity*app*sooth 46 21 397%* 15 -.04 .09  -.04
Regression 4
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.14 06 -17%*
Reactivity*p.sensitivity 12 08 .11
Reactivity*persistence -.13 .06 -.15%
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  4.31%** 343*%x (2 .06 .02
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sens .46 .22 4.04*** 88 12 13 .07
Regression 5
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.15 06 -17%
Reactivity*p.sensitivity .10 .08 .10
Reactivity*persistence -.16 .07  -.18%*
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  431%*%* 343%% (1 .06 .02
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sooth .46 .22 4.01*%** 59 -.08 10 -.07
Regression 6
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.13 .06 -.16%*
Reactivity*p.sensitivity A1 .08 .10
Reactivity*persistence 14 .06 -.16%*
Reactivity*soothability .46 .21  4.31*** 343** (1 .06 .01
Step 5 Reactivity*sens*sooth .46 .21  3.96*** 10 .04 12 .03

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the final
step of the each regression analysis
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4.3.3.1.2 When predictor was soothability

In predicting authoritative parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the mother
were entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation
in authoritative parenting scores (R’= .09, F (2,202) =.87, ns). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in authoritative parenting scores, (AR*=.001, AF (1,201) = .30,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there was significant change in R? (AR*= .15, AF (5,196) =6.76, p<.001). In step 4,
two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they did not significantly add to
the amount of variation explained in authoritative parenting in any of the six
regression analyses and results of this step were the same for five regression analyses
(AR*= .02, AF (4,192) =1.32, ns) except for the second analysis (AR*= .02, AF
(4,192) =1.06, ns) . In the final step, three-way interactions between child
temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table 7.15 were added into
the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any of the six
regression analyses except for second analysis (AR?*=.002, AF (1,191) =52, ns,
AR?= .002, AF (1,191) =3.44, p=.07; AR*= .000, AF (1,191) =.05, ns; AR*=.000,
AF (1,191) =.03, ns; AR*=.000, AF (1,191) =.03, ns; AR*=.003, AF (1,191) =.63,
ns). However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted authoritative
parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 7.13)

Child’s perceptual sensitivity and soothability positively and significantly (f=-
32, p <.001, B=-.22, p <.05, respectively) predicted authoritative parenting.
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Table 4.13 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Authoritative Parenting Style: Soothability

is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .003 .01 .04
Education level .09 .01 .87 87 .03 .02 .10
Step2 Ses .10 .01 .68 30 .01 .04 .02
Step3 Approach .03 .04 .06
Perceptual sensitivity 22 .05 32k
Soothability 12 .05 22%
Persistence .02 .04 .04
Reactivity 40 d6 452 6.76 .01 .05 .01
Regression 1
Step4 Soothability*approach .07 .06 10
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.09 .07 -.08
Soothability*persistence -.03 .06 -.04
Soothability*reactivity 42 18 3.47 1.32 -.05 .07 -.05
Step5 Sooth*app*persis 43 18 3.24 52 -04 .06 -.06
Regression 2
Step 4 Soothability*approach .04 .06 .06
Soothability*p.sensitivity -11 .08 -.10
Soothability*persistence -.004 .06 -.01
Soothability* reactivity -.05 .07 -.06
Approach*p.sensitivity 42 18 3.19 1.06 .02 .07 .02
Step5 Sooth*app*sens 44 .19 3.25 344 -18 .10 -.14°
Regression 3
Step 4 Soothability*approach .08 .06 A1
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.09 .07 -.08
Soothability*persistence -.02 .06 -.03
Soothability* reactivity 42 18 3.47 1.32 -.04 .07 -.05
Step 5 Sooth*app*react 42 18 3.19 05 .02 .10 .02
Regression 4
Step 4 Soothability*approach .08 .06 A1
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.09 .08 -.09
Soothability*persistence -.02 .06 -.02
Soothability* reactivity 42 18 3.47 1.32 -.04 .07 -.05
Step 5 Sooth*persis*sens 42 18 3.19 .03 -02 A2 -.01
Regression 5
Step 4 Soothability*approach .08 .06 A1
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.09 .07 -.08
Soothability*persistence -.02 .06 -.03
Soothability* reactivity 42 18 3.47 1.32 -.04 .07 -.05
Step 5 Sooth*persis*react 42 18 3.19 .03 .02 .10 .02
Regression 6
Step 4 Soothability*approach .07 .06 A1
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.09 .07 -.09
Soothability*persistence -.02 .06 -.02
Soothability* reactivity 42 18 3.47 1.32 -.05 .07 -.06
Step 5 Sooth*sens*react 43 18 3.25 .63 .10 13 .06

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001.% p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken
from the final step of the each regression analysis.

In addition, the three-way interaction between soothability, approach and
perceptual sensitivity were marginally significant (=-.14, p =.07) predicting
authoritative parenting, Simple slope analysis was performed to identify which

aspects of the relations were significant and a graph was constructed to interpret
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interaction effect. Only the fourth line (high approach, low perceptual sensitivity)
was significant. Slope of the regression lines showed that high soothability was

associated with high authoritative parenting under conditions of high approach but
only among participants with low perceptual sensitivity, and also low soothability

was related to low authoritative parenting under the same conditions (see figure 14).
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Figure 14 Interaction graph of child’s soothability, approach and perceptual sensitivity in predicting
authoritative parenting.

4.3.3.2 Predicting authoritarian parenting
4.3.3.2.1 When predictor was reactivity

In predicting authoritarian parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the mother
were entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation
in authoritarian parenting scores (R*= .13, F (2,202) =1.72, ns). Socioeconomic
status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount
of additional variance in authoritarian parenting scores, (AR*= .01, AF (1,201) =
1.93, ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the
equation, there was significant change in R (AR’= .11, AF (5,196) =4.99, p<.001).
In step 4, two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they did not
significantly add to the amount of variation explained in authoritarian parenting in

any of the six regression analyses (AR*= .01, AF (4,192) =.29, ns). In the final step,
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three-way interactions between child temperamental characteristics with the same
order of the table 7.16 were added into the equation however there wasn’t a
significant change in R? in any of the six regression analyses (AR*= .01, AF (1,191)
=.1.13, ns, AR*= .000, AF (1,191) =.09, ns; AR?=.003, AF (1,191) =.68, ns; AR*=
01, AF (1,191) =2.38, ns; AR?= .01, AF (1,191) =1.41, ns; AR*= .004, AF (1,191)
=.88, ns). However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted authoritarian
parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 7.14)

In these regression analyses same child and mother temperamental
characteristics individually predicted authoritarian parenting style reported above.
Thus, it will not be repeated here. None of the interactions individually predicted

authoritarian parenting style.

4.3.3.2.2 When predictor was soothability

In predicting authoritarian parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the mother
were entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation
in authoritarian parenting scores (R’= .13, F (2,202) =1.72, ns). Socioeconomic
status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount
of additional variance in authoritarian parenting scores, (AR*= .01, AF (1,201) =
1.93, ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the
equation, there was significant change in R*(AR’= .11, AF (5,196) =4.99, p<.001).
In step 4, two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they did not
significantly add to the amount of variation explained in authoritarian parenting in
any of the six regression analyses (AR”=.002, AF (4,192) =.13, ns). In the final step,
three-way interactions between child temperamental characteristics with the same
order of the table x were added into the equation however there wasn’t a significant
change in R? in any of the six regression analyses (AR*= .01, AF (1,191) =.1.84, ns,
AR?= .003, AF (1,191) =.63, ns; AR*=.002, AF (1,191) =45, ns; AR’= .002, AF
(1,191) =45, ns; AR?= .01, AF (1,191) =2.11, ns; AR*= .004, AF (1,191) =.13, ns).
However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted authoritarian parenting
style in each regression analysis (see table 4.15). In these regression analyses same

child and mother temperamental characteristics individually predicted authoritarian
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parenting style reported above. Thus, it will not be repeated here. None of the

interactions individually predicted authoritarian parenting style.

Table 4.14 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Reactivity

is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .004 .01 .05
Education level A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -05 .03 -13
Step2 Ses Jd6 .03 1.79 1.93 -04 .05 -05
Step3 Approach -0l .05 -.01
Perceptual sensitivity -16 .06 -.18**
Soothability -0l .06 -.02
Persistence -07 .05 -.11
Reactivity 37 14 3.86%**  4.99*** 17 06 .24%*
Regression 1
Step4 Reactivity*approach .02 .08 .02
Reactivity*p.sensitivity -05 .10 -.04
Reactivity*persistence -06 .09 -0
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .03 .08 .03
Step5 React*app*persis 38 .15 2.52%¢  1.14 -13 12 -.09
Regression 2
Step 4 Reactivity*approach .03 .08 .03
Reactivity*perceptual -07 .10 -.05
Reactivity*persistence -03 .08 -.03
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .04 .08 .04
StepS Reactivity*app*sens 38 .14 242%*% .09 .04 13 .02
Regression 3
Step 4 Reactivity*approach .02 .08 .01
Reactivity*perceptual -07 .10 -.05
Reactivity*persistence -04 .09 -.04
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .04 .08 .04
Step 5 Reactivity*app*sooth 38 .14 248** 68 -10 .12 -.08
Regression 4
Step 4 Reactivity*approach .02 .08 .02
Reactivity*perceptual -03 .10 -.02
Reactivity*persistence -01 .08 -.01
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .04 .08 .04
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sens .39 .15 2.63** 238 26 A7 .12
Regression 5
Step 4 Reactivity*approach .05 .08 .05
Reactivity*perceptual -06 .10 -.05
Reactivity*persistence .002 .09 .002
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .04 .08 .03
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sooth .38 .15 2.54** 141 A5 A3 .11
Regression 6
Step 4 Reactivity*approach .04 .08 .04
Reactivity*perceptual -07 .10 -.05
Reactivity*persistence -02 .08 -.02
Reactivity*soothability .38 .14 2.63** 29 .03 .08 .02
Step 5 Reactivity*sens*sooth 38 .15 2.49*% 88 15 .16 .08

*p<.05. ** p<.01. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and 3 values were taken from the final step of the

each regression analysis
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Table 4.15 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Authoritarian Parenting Style: Soothability

is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age .003 .01 .03
Education level A3 .02 1.72 1.72 -04 .03 -12
Step2 Ses d6 .03 1.79 1.93 -04 .05 -.06
Step3 Approach -.002 .05 -.003
Perceptual sensitivity -15 .06 -.18%*
Soothability -03 .06 -.05
Persistence -08 .05 -.12
Reactivity 37 14 3.86%FF  4.99%** 16 06 22%*
Regression 1
Step4 Soothability*approach .01 .07 .01
Soothability*p.sensitivity .01 .10 .01
Soothability*persistence .02 .08 .03
Soothability*reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .04 .09 .04
StepS Sooth*app*persis 38 15 2.52*%*  1.84 .10 .08 .12
Regression 2
Step 4 Soothability*approach -.004 .08 -.01
Soothability*p.sensitivity .02 10 .02
Soothability*persistence -01 .08 -.01
Soothability* reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .03 .09 .03
Step5 Sooth*app*sens 38 14 241*%* 63 10 13 .06
Regression 3
Step 4 Soothability*approach -01 .07 -.01
Soothability*p.sensitivity .02 .10 .01
Soothability*persistence .01 .08 .01
Soothability* reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .04 .09 .04
Step 5 Sooth*app*react 38 14 2.40*%* 45 -09 .13 -07
Regression 4
Step 4 Soothability*approach -03 .07 -03
Soothability*p.sensitivity -.001 .10 -.001
Soothability*persistence .001 .08 .001
Soothability* reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .03 .09 .03
Step 5 Sooth*persis*sens 38 14 2.40*%* 45 -10 .15 -.05
Regression 5
Step 4 Soothability*approach -04 .07 -04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .02 10 .02
Soothability*persistence -05 .08 -.05
Soothability* reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .02 .09 .02
Step 5 Sooth*persis*react 38 15 2.55%x 211 .19 A3 .14
Regression 6
Step 4 Soothability*approach -03 .07 -04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .01 .10 .01
Soothability*persistence -.004 .08 -.01
Soothability* reactivity 37 14 2.57%* 13 .02 .09 .02
Step 5 Sooth*sens*react 38 14 243** 85 15 .16 .08

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and p values were taken from the final

step of the each regression analysis
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4.3.3.3. Predicting over-protective parenting
4.3.3.3.1 When predictor was reactivity

In predicting over-protective parenting style six separate hierarchical
regression analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the
mother were entered into equation, they accounted for significant amount of
variation in over-protective parenting scores (R*= .20, F (2,202) =24.51, p <.001).
Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a
significant amount of additional variance in over-protective parenting scores, (AR’=
.002, AF (1,201) = .47, ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were
entered into the equation, there wasn’t significant change in R* (AR?= .03, AF
(5,196) =1.52, ns). In step 4, two-way interactions were entered into the equation,
but they did not significantly add to the amount of variation explained in over-
protective parenting in any of the six regression analyses based on the order in the
table 7.18 (AR?= .01, AF (4,192) =.46, ns; AR?= .01, AF (4,192) =37, ns; AR*= .01,
AF (4,192) =36, ns; AR*= .01, AF (4,192) =37, ns; AR’= .03, AF (4,192) =1.46, ns;
AR?= .01, AF (4,192) =37, ns) . In the final step, three-way interactions between
child temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table x were added
into the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R? in any of the six
regression analyses (AR?= .02, AF (1,191) =5.31, p <.05, AR?=.001, AF (1,191)
=26, ns, AR’= .01, AF (1,191) =3.45, p <.07, AR*=.000, AF (1,191) =.11, ns, AR’=
.01, AF (1,191) =2.20, ns, AR’= .01, AF (1,191) =1.49, ns ). However, all variables
in the fifth step significantly predicted over-protective parenting style in each
regression analysis (see table 4.16)

Mother’s age and education level negatively and significantly (=-.14, p <.05,
B=-.36, p <.001) predicted over-protective parenting. These findings suggested that
mothers who were older and had higher level of education were less likely to show

over-protective parenting.
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Table 4.16 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Over-Protective Parenting Style:
Reactivity is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B

Stepl Age -02 .01 -.14*

. 4420 24.51%F% 24 51**%%  -20 .04 -36%**

Education level

Step2 Ses 44 20 16.45%** 47 -.01 .07 -.01

Step3 Approach -04 .07 -.04
Perceptual sensitivity .10 .09 .08
Soothability .08 .08 .08
Persistence .09 .07 .09
Reactivity A48 .23 7.20%%*  1.52 .14 .08 .13

Regression 1

Step4 Reactivity*approach -.06 12 -.04
Reactivity*p.sensitivity .05 14 .02
Reactivity*persistence .08 A3 .05
Reactivity*soothability -.01 12 -.01
App*persis 49 24 4.54%* 46 -.02 10 -.02

Step5 React*app*persis ST .26 4.69%**  531%* 45 20 21%*

Regression 2

Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.07 12 -.05
Reactivity* p.sensitivity .08 14 .04
Reactivity*persistence -.01 12 -.01
Reactivity*soothability .48 .23 4.86*** 37 -05 .12 -03

StepS Reactivity*app*sens 48 23 4.49%** 26 .09 .18 .04

Regression 3

Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.03 A3 -.02
Reactivity* p.sensitivity .09 14 .04
Reactivity*persistence .04 120 .02
Reactivity*soothability -.07 A3 -.04
App*sooth A48 .23 4.50%* 36 .01 A1 .01

Step 5 Reactivity*app*sooth .50 .25 4.47*%*  345° 34 18 .18

Regression 4

Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.08 A1 -.05
Reactivity* p.sensitivity .10 15 .05
Reactivity*persistence 0000036 .12 000
Reactivity*soothability .48 .23 4.86*** 37 -05 .12 -.03

Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sens .48 .23  4.47** 1] .08 24 .03

Regression 5

Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.03 A1 -.02
Reactivity* p.sensitivity 1 14 .05
Reactivity*persistence 15 A3 .09
Reactivity*soothability .03 13 .02
Sooth*persis ST .26 5.05%**% 148 22 12 .16°

Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sooth .51 .26 4.88*** 220 .29 19 14

Regression 6

Step 4 Reactivity*approach -.06 A1 -.04
Reactivity* p.sensitivity .08 14 .04
Reactivity*persistence .01 12 .004
Reactivity*soothability .48 .23 4.86*** 37 -.07 12 -.04

Step 5 Reactivity*sens*sooth 49 24 4.61*%** 149 29 23 .09

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p< 001.” p<.06. ° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken

from the final step of the each regression analysis
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In addition, the three-way interactions between reactivity, approach and
persistence; and between reactivity, approach and soothability were significant
(B=.21, p <.05, p=.18, p <.07, respectively) in predicting over-protective parenting.
Simple slope analysis was performed to identify which aspects of the relations were
significant and a graph was constructed to interpret interaction effect. For the first
interaction term (reactivity, approach and persistence), slope of the regression lines
showed that second (low approach, low persistence) and third (high approach, high
persistence) lines were significant. For the second line, high reactivity was associated
with high over-protective parenting under conditions of low approach but only
among participants with low persistence, and also low reactivity was related to low
over-protective parenting under the same conditions. For the third line, high
reactivity was associated with high over-protective parenting under the conditions of
high approach but only among participants with high persistence, and also low
reactivity was related to low over-protective parenting under the same conditions

(see figure 15).
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Figure 15 Interaction graph of child’s reactivity, approach and persistence in predicting over-
protective parenting.
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For the second interaction term (reactivity, approach and soothability), second
line (low approach, low soothability) was significant. For a child with low
soothability, child’s high reactivity was related to high over-protective parenting
under the condition of low approach, but child’s low reactivity was significantly

related to low over-protective parenting under the same conditions (see figure 16)
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Figure 16 Interaction graph of child’s reactivity, approach and soothability in predicting over-
protective parenting.

Additionally, three-way interaction between reactivity, persistence and
soothability (f=.19, p<.05) was to be significant. Therefore, two-way interaction
between soothability and persistence was entered into the equation to graph the
interaction. Although three-way interaction was changed to non-significant (=.14,
ns) and added two-way interaction (f=.16, p=.07) was significant, graphs of both of
them were constructed (See figures 18 and 19). For the three-way interaction, third
line (high persistence, high soothability) was significant. For a child with high
persistence, child’s high reactivity was related to high over-protective parenting
under condition of high soothability, but child’s low reactivity was significantly

related to low over-protective parenting under the same conditions (see figure 17)
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Figure 17 Interaction graph of child’s reactivity, persistence and soothability in predicting over-
protective parenting.

4.3.3.3.2 When predictor was soothability

In predicting over-protective parenting style six separate hierarchical
regression analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the
mother were entered into equation, they accounted for significant amount of
variation in over-protective parenting scores (R’= 20, F (2,202) =24.51, p <.001).
Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a
significant amount of additional variance in over-protective parenting scores, (AR*=
.002, AF (1,201) = .47, ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were
entered into the equation, there wasn’t significant change in R* (AR?= .03, AF
(5,196) =1.52, ns). In step 4, two-way interactions were entered into the equation,
but they did not significantly add to the amount of variation explained in over-
protective parenting in any of the six regression analyses based on the order in the
table x (AR?=.02, AF (4,192) =1.12, ns; AR?= .02, AF (4,192) =1.34, ns; AR*= .02,
AF (4,192) =1.34, ns; AR*= .02, AF (4,192) =1.34, ns; AR’= .02, AF (4,192) =1.34,
ns; AR’= .02, AF (4,192) =1.34, ns) . In the final step, three-way interactions
between child temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table 7.19
were added into the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any
of the five regression analyses except for the first analysis (AR?= .01, AF (1,191)
=3.21, p=.07, AR>= .001, AF (1,191) =21, ns, AR>= .01, AF (1,191) =2.09, ns, AR’=
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002, AF (1,191) =53, ns, AR*= .01, AF (1,191) =1.81, ns, AR’= .01, AF (1,191)
=1.47, ns ). However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted over-

protective parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.17)

Table 4.17 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Over-protective Parenting Style:
Soothability is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age -.01 .01 -.09
Education level 4420 24.51%%%k 24 5]%%* -20 04 - 38%*
Step2 Ses 44 20 16.45%*%* 47 .01 .07 .01
Step3 Approach * .07 .07 -.07
Perceptual sensitivity .10 .09 .08
Soothability A1 .08 .11
Persistence .08 .07 .08
Reactivity 48 .23 7.20%** 1.52 .16 .08 .15°

Regression 1

Step4 Soothability*approach -.05 A1 -.04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .04 14 .02
Soothability*persistence .16 A1 12
Soothability*reactivity 0,000057 .12 .000
Approach*persistence S0 .25 4 87H* 1.12 -.03 .10 -.03

Step5 Sooth*app*persis Sl .26 4.81%%*%  321° .22 A2 -17°

Regression 2

Step 4 Soothability*approach -.01 A1 -.01
Soothability*p.sensitivit .02 .14 .01
Soothability*persistence 22 A1 16*
Soothability* reactivity S0 .25 5.28%** 1.34 .02 12 .01

StepS Sooth*app*sens S0 .25 4 87*** 21 -.08 18 -.03

Regression 3

Step 4 Soothability*approach -.03 10 -.02
Soothability*p.sensitivit .02 .14 .01
Soothability*persistence 18 A1 13
Soothability*reactivity S50 .25 5.28%** 1.34 -.01 12 -.003

Step 5 Sooth*app*react S .26 5.06%%*  2.09 .26 18 .14

Regression 4

Step 4 Soothability*approach .01 .10 .01
Soothability*p.sensitivit .05 14 .02
Soothability*persistence 21 A1 .15°
Soothability* reactivity S0 .25 5.28*** 134 .02 A2 .01

Step 5 Sooth*persis*sens S50 .25 4.90%** .53 .16 22 .05

Regression 5

Step 4 Soothability*approach -.01 10 -.01
Soothability*p.sensitivit .03 .14 .01
Soothability*persistence .16 A2 .11
Soothability* reactivity S0 025 5.28%** 1.34 .01 12 .01

Step 5 Sooth*persis*react S1 .26 5.03%** 1.81 .26 19 12

Regression 6

Step 4 Soothability*approach -.004 .10 -.003
Soothability*p.sensitivit .01 .14 .004
Soothability*persistence 21 A1 15%*
Soothability* reactivity S0 .25 5.28**¥* 134 004 12 .002

Step 5 Sooth*sens*react S0 .25 5.00%** 1.47 .28 23 .09

*p<.05. ¥ p<01. *** p<.001.7 p<.06.° p<.07. ° p<.08. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken

from the final step of the each regression analysis
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Mother’s education level negatively and significantly (B=-.38, p <.001)
predicted over-protective parenting. These findings suggested that mothers who have
higher levels of education were less likely to show over-protective parenting. Child’s
reactivity positively and marginally significantly (B=.15, p =.06) predicted over-
protective parenting.

In addition, two-way interaction between soothability and persistence
significantly (B=.16, p <.05), and three-way interaction between soothability,
approach and persistence; were approaching significant (B=-.17, p =.08) in predicting
over-protective parenting. Simple slope analysis was performed to identify which
aspects of the relations were significant and a graph was constructed to interpret
interaction effect. Slope of the regression lines of two —way interaction showed that
for the children with low persistence, soothability did not matter when predicting
mother’s over-protective parenting. However, when children have high scores of
persistence and soothability, mothers were more likely to exhibit over-protective
parenting. When children had high persistence but low soothability, mothers were

less likely to show over-protective parenting (see figure 18).
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Figure 18 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and persistence in predicting over-protective
parenting.

Simple slope analysis of three-way interaction suggested that first line (low

approach, high persistence) was significant. High soothability was associated with
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high over-protective parenting under conditions of low approach but only among
participants with high persistence, and also low soothability was related to low over-

protective parenting under the same conditions (see figure 19).
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Figure 19 Interaction graph of child’s soothability, approach and persistence in predicting over-
protective parenting.

4.3.3.4. Predicting permissive parenting
4.3.3.4.1 When predictor was reactivity

In predicting permissive parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the mother
were entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation
in permissive parenting scores (R*=.002, F (2,202) =.18, ns). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in permissive parenting scores, (AR2= .003, AF' (1,201) = .63,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there was significant change in R* (AR?= .07, AF (5,196) =2.95, p <.05). In step 4,
two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they did not significantly add to
the amount of variation explained in permissive parenting in any of the six regression
analyses (AR?= .02, AF (4,192) =1.20, ns). In the final step, three-way interactions
between child temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table 7.20

were added into the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any
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of the six regression analyses (AR*=.004, AF (1,191) =.76, ns, AR*= .003, AF
(1,191) =.63, ns, AR?= .000, AF (1,191) =.02, ns, AR*=.003, AF (1,191) =.54, ns,
AR’= 01, AF (1,191) =1.73, ns, AR?=.000, AF (1,191) =.06, ns ). However, step 4
and step 5 for all regression analysis marginally significantly predicted permissive
parenting (R*= .10, F'(1,191) =1.72, p =07, R>= .10, F (1,191) =1.64, p=.08). Since
fourth and fifth steps and none of the interactions predicted permissive parenting

styles, these results were not reported.

4.3.3.4.2 When predictor was soothability

In predicting permissive parenting style six separate hierarchical regression
analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the mother
were entered into equation, they did not account for significant amount of variation
in permissive parenting scores (R’=.002, F (2,202) =.18, ns). Socioeconomic status
was entered in the second step, but it did not account for a significant amount of
additional variance in permissive parenting scores, (AR*=.003, AF (1,201) = .63,
ns). In step 3, child temperamental characteristics were entered into the equation,
there was significant change in R?(AR?*= .07, AF (5,196) =2.95, p <.05). In step 4,
two-way interactions were entered into the equation, they significantly added to the
amount of variation explained in permissive parenting in six regression analyses
(AR’= .06, AF (4,192) =3.39, p <.01). In the final step, three-way interactions
between child temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table 7.21
were added into the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any
of the six regression analyses (AR’=.003, AF (1,191) =.67, ns, AR*= .001, AF
(1,191) =.19, ns, AR*= .002, AF (1,191) =.35, ns, AR’= .01, AF (1,191) =1.02, ns,
AR*=.002, AF (1,191) =.56, ns, AR?=.000, AF (1,191) =.000, ns ). However, all
variables in the fifth step significantly predicted permissive parenting style in each
regression analysis (see table 4.18)

Child’s persistence negatively and significantly (f=-.25, p <.001) predicted
permissive parenting. This finding suggested that when children had high persistence

mothers are less likely to show permissive parenting.
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Table 4.18 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Permissive Parenting Style: Soothability is

predictor

Predictors R R F AF B SE B

Stepl Age -003 .01 -.03
Education level .04 .002 .18 18 .002 .03 .01

Step2 Ses .07 .01 .33 .63 -04 .05 -.05

Step3 Approach -03 .05 -.05
Perceptual sensitivity .01 .06 .01
Soothability -07 .06 -.11
Persistence -16 .05 -25%**
Reactivity 27 .07 197*  295%  -03 .06 -.04

Regression 1

Step4 Soothability*approach -.003 .08 -.004
Soothability*p.sensitivity .20 10 .15%
Soothability*persistence -20 .08 -22%
Soothability*reactivity 37 14 2517 339%% 18 .09 -.17*

Step5 Sooth*app*persis 37 14 2360 .67 06 .08 .07

Regression 2

Step 4 Soothability*approach -03 .08 -.04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .20 10 .15*
Soothability*persistence -21 .08 -23%%*
Soothability* reactivity 37 .14 2.51%% 339** -19 .09 -.17*

Step5 Sooth*app*sens 37 .14 232% 19 -06 .13 -03

Regression 3

Step 4 Soothability*approach -03 .07 -.04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .20 10 .15%
Soothability*persistence -23 .08 -25%%*
Soothability* reactivity 37 .14 2.51%% 339*%** 19 .09 -.18%*

Step 5 Sooth*app*react 37 .14 2.33%% 35 .08 .13 .06

Regression 4

Step 4 Soothability*approach -02 .07 -02
Soothability*p.sensitivity 23 100 .17*
Soothability*persistence -22 .08 -25%%*
Soothability* reactivity 37 .14 2.51%% 339** 19 .09 -.17*

Step 5 Sooth*persis*sens 37 .14 239%%  1.02 .16 .15 .08

Regression 5

Step 4 Soothability*approach -02 .07 -.02
Soothability*p.sensitivity .20 10 .15%
Soothability*persistence -20 .08 -21*%
Soothability* reactivity 37 .14 2.51*%F 339%F 18 .09 -.17%

Step 5 Sooth*persis*react 37 .14 235%% 51 -10 .13 -.07

Regression 6

Step 4 Soothability*approach -02 .07 -03
Soothability*p.sensitivity .20 10 .15*
Soothability*persistence =22 .08 -24%*
Soothability* reactivity 37 .14 2.51%% 339** 19 .09 -.17*

Step 5 Sooth*sens*react 37 .14 2.30%% 000 .003 .16 .002

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and f values were taken from the final step of the
each regression analysis

In addition, three two-way interactions were found significant. Fistly,

interaction between soothability and perceptual sensitivity (B=.15, p <.05) were

significant in predicting permissive parenting. For children with high perceptual

sensitivity soothability did not matter. However, when children had low scores of

perceptual sensitivity and soothability, mothers were more likely to exhibit
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permissive parenting. When children had low perceptual sensitivity but high

soothability, mothers were less likely to show permissive parenting (see figure 20).
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Figure 20 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and perceptual sensitivity in predicting permissive
parenting.

Secondly, slope of regression lines for interaction between soothability and
persistence (B=-.22, p <.05) suggested that when child’s persistence was low child’s
soothability levels did not make a difference to mother’s permissive parenting. But,
when children had high scores of persistence and soothability, mothers were less
likely to exhibit permissive parenting. When children had high persistence but low

soothability, mothers were more likely to show permissive parenting (see figure 21).
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Figure 21 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and persistence in predicting
permissive parenting.

Lastly, simple slope analysis of the interaction between soothability and
reactivity (B=-.17, p <.05) suggested that for children with low reactivity child’s
soothability did not matter. However, when children had high scores of reactivity and
soothability, mothers were less likely to exhibit permissive parenting. When children
had high reactivity but low soothability, mothers were more likely to show

permissive parenting (see figure 22).

2,950

2,900

2,850 /0
2,800 —

2,750 === Reactivity -1 SD

Reactivity +1 SD

2,700

Permissive Parenting

2,650

2,600

2,550

Soothability -1 SD Soothability +1 SD

Figure 22 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and reactivity in predicting
permissive parenting.
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4.3.3.5. Predicting emotionally maltreating parenting

4.3.3.5.1 When predictor was reactivity

In predicting emotionally maltreating parenting style six separate hierarchical
regression analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the
mother were entered into equation, they accounted for significant amount of
variation in emotionally maltreating parenting scores (R*= .04, F (2,202) =4.68,
p<.01). Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, it accounted for a
significant amount of additional variance in emotionally maltreating parenting
scores, (AR?= .03, AF (1,201) = 6.68, p<.01). In step 3, child temperamental
characteristics were entered into the equation, there was significant change in R
(AR*= .07, AF (5,196) =3.26, p <.01). In step 4, two-way interactions were entered
into the equation, they did not significantly add to the amount of variation explained
in emotionally maltreating parenting in any of the six regression analyses (AR*= .01,
AF (4,192) =47, ns). In the final step, three-way interactions between child
temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table x were added into the
equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R in any of the five
regression analyses except for the first analysis (AR2= .01, AF (1,191) =1.92, ns,
AR?= .001, AF (1,191) =24, ns, AR*= .01, AF (1,191) =.1.33, ns, AR’= .000, AF
(1,191) =.003, ns, AR*= .001, AF (1,191) =.20, ns, AR*= .01, AF (1,191) =1.97, ns ).
However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.19)

Mother’s education level and SES negatively (=-.15, p <.05, p=-.14, p =.06,
respectively) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. Additionally, child’s
reactivity positively and significantly (3=.21, p <.05) predicted this type of parenting.
None of the interactions individually predicted emotionally maltreating parenting

style
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Table 4.19 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style:

Reactivity is predictor

Predictors R R’ F AF B SE B
Stepl Age -01 .01 -.08
Education level 21 .04 4.68*F  4.68** -04 .02 -.15%
Step2 Ses 27 .08 543%Fk  668%F -07 .04 -.14°
Step3 Approach .03 .03 .08
Perceptual sensitivity -06 .04 -.10
Soothability 05 .04 .11
Persistence -06 .04 -.13
Reactivity 38 15 4.19%**  326%* 10 .04 21%
Regression 1
Step4 Reactivity*approach -02 .05 -.03
Reactivity*p.sensitivity .04 .07 .05
Reactivity*persistence -06 .06 -.09
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92*** 47 -.05 .06 -.07
StepS React*app*persis 40 .16 2.85%**% 192 -12 .08 -.12
Regression 2
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -0l .05 -.02
Reactivity*perceptual .03 .07 .03
Reactivity*persistence -.04 .06 -.05
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92%** 47 -.04 .06 -.05
Step5 Reactivity*app*sens 39 .16 2.70** 24 .04 .08 .03
Regression 3
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -03 .05 -.04
Reactivity*perceptual .03 .07 .03
Reactivity*persistence -05 .06 -.07
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92%** 47 -.04 .06 -.05
Step 5 Reactivity*app*sooth 40 .16 2.80*** 1.33 -10 .08 -.11
Regression 4
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -02 .05 -.02
Reactivity*perceptual .03 .07 .04
Reactivity*persistence -.04 .06 -.05
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92%** 47 -.04 .06 -.06
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sens .39 .15 2.68*%*  .003 .01 .11 .01
Regression 5
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -01 .05 -.02
Reactivity*perceptual .03 .07 .04
Reactivity*persistence -03 .06 -.04
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92%** 47 -04 .06 -.06
Step 5 Reactivity*persis*sooth .39 .16 2.70** .20 .04 .09 .04
Regression 6
Step 4 Reactivity*approach -0l .05 -.01
Reactivity*perceptual .03 .07 .03
Reactivity*persistence -03 .06 -.04
Reactivity*soothability .39 .15 2.92%** 47 -05 .06 -.07
Step 5 Reactivity*sens*sooth 40 .16 2.86*** 1.97 A5 11 .11

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.,001." p<.06. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken from the

final step of the each regression analysis
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4.3.3.5.2 When predictor was soothability

In predicting emotionally maltreating parenting style six separate hierarchical
regression analyses were carried out. In the first step, age and education level of the
mother were entered into equation, they accounted for significant amount of
variation in emotionally maltreating parenting scores (R*= .04, F (2,202) =4.68,
p<.01). Socioeconomic status was entered in the second step, it accounted for a
significant amount of additional variance in emotionally maltreating parenting
scores, (AR2= .03, AF (1,201) = 6.68, p<.01). In step 3, child temperamental
characteristics were entered into the equation, there was significant change in R
(AR’= .07, AF (5,196) =3.26, p <.01). In step 4, two-way interactions were entered
into the equation, they did not significantly add to the amount of variation explained
in emotionally maltreating parenting in any of the six regression analyses (AR*= .02,
AF (4,192) =1.01, ns). In the final step, three-way interactions between child
temperamental characteristics with the same order of the table 7.23 were added into
the equation however there wasn’t a significant change in R* in any of the five
regression analyses except for the first analysis (AR?*=.000, AF (1,191) =.03, ns,
AR’= .01, AF (1,191) =1.40, ns, AR?= .002, AF (1,191) =48, ns, AR*= .001, AF
(1,191) =20, ns, AR’= .01, AF (1,191) =1.81, ns, AR*= .01, AF (1,191) =2.22, ns).
However, all variables in the fifth step significantly predicted emotionally
maltreating parenting style in each regression analysis (see table 4.20)

Mother’s education level and SES negatively (f=-.15, p <.05, p=-.15, p <.05,
respectively) predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. Additionally, child’s
perceptual sensitivity negatively and marginally significantly (=-.13, p =.07);
reactivity positively and significantly (=.22, p <.01) predicted this type of parenting.
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Table 4.20 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Emotionally Maltreating Parenting Style:
Soothability is predictor

Predictors R R F AF B SE B
Stepl Age -01 .01 -.10
Education level 21 .04 4.68%* 4.68%*% -.04 .02 - 15%
Step2 Ses 27 .08  5.43%** 6.68%* -07 .04 - 15%
Step3 Approach .05 .03 A3
Perceptual sensitivity -07 .04 -13°
Soothability .06 .04 13
Persistence -05 .03 -.12
Reactivity 38 15 4.19%** 3.26%% .10 .04 22%%
Regression 1
Step4 Soothability*approach .03 .05 .04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .05 .06 .05
Soothability*persistence -09 .05 -.14
Soothability*reactivity 40 16 3.13%** 1.01 -.08 .06 -.11
StepS Sooth*app*persis 41 16 2.88*** .03 -.01 .05 -.02
Regression 2
Step 4 Soothability*approach .05 .05 .08
Soothability*p.sensitivity .05 .06 .06
Soothability*persistence -09 .05 -.15°
Soothability* reactivity 40 16 3,13 1.01 -07 .06 -.10
Step5 Sooth*app*sens 41 17 3.001*%**  1.40 .10 .08 .09
Regression 3
Step 4 Soothability*approach .04 .05 .07
Soothability*p.sensitivity .05 .06 .05
Soothability*persistence -.08 .05 -.13
Soothability* reactivity 40 16 3.13%** 1.01 -07 .06 -.10
Step 5 Sooth*app*react 41 17 2.92%** 48 -06 .09 -.07
Regression 4
Step 4 Soothability*approach .03 .05 .05
Soothability*p.sensitivity .04 .07 .04
Soothability*persistence -.08 .05 -.13
Soothability* reactivity 40 .16 3,13 1.01 -.08 .06 -.11
Step 5 Sooth*persis*sens 41 16 2.89%** .20 -05 .10 -.03
Regression 5
Step 4 Soothability*approach .02 .05 .04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .05 .06 .06
Soothability*persistence -11 .06 -.18
Soothability* reactivity 40 16 3.13%** 1.01 -.08 .06 -.11
Step 5 Sooth*persis*react A1 17 3.04%** 1.81 A2 .09 A3
Regression 6
Step 4 Soothability*approach .02 .05 .04
Soothability*p.sensitivity .04 .06 .04
Soothability*persistence -.08 .05 -.14
Soothability* reactivity 40 16 3,13 1.01 -.09 .06 =12
Step 5 Sooth*sens*react 42 17 3.08%** 2.22 .16 A1 12

*p<.05. ** p<.01. *** p<.001.” p<.06.° p<.07. Note: B, Standard Error (SE) and B values were taken

from the final step of the each regression analysis

In addition, a two-way interaction was found significant for only one

regression analysis. Interaction between soothability and persistence (f=-.15, p =.08)

were approaching significant in predicting emotionally maltreating parenting. When

child’s persistence was high soothability levels did not make a difference to mothers’

emotionally maltreating parenting. For this interaction, when children had low scores
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of persistence and soothability, mothers were less likely to exhibit emotionally
maltreating parenting. When children had low persistence but high soothability,

mothers were more likely to show emotionally maltreating parenting (see figure 23).
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Figure 23 Interaction graph of child’s soothability and persistence in predicting emotionally
maltreating parenting.

131



CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The main purpose of the current study was to examine the relationship between
maternal temperamental characteristics (negative affect, extraversion, effortful
control, orienting sensitivity) and parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian, over-
protective, permissive, emotionally maltreating) with the moderating role of the child
temperamental characteristics (approach, perceptual sensitivity, soothability,
persistence, reactivity) in the scope of Goodness of Fit Theory. Additionally, the
influences of demographic variables on parenting styles and correlations among all
the variables were investigated. There are a number of studies examining the
relationships between parental characteristics especially focusing on maternal
personality and child characteristics (e.g. temperament). Some of them focus on the
goodness of fit theory in predicting quality of mother-infant dyadic interaction (see
introduction chapter). Moreover, there is a study investigating the interactions
between child and parent temperament and child outcomes of externalizing,
internalizing, and attention problems (Rettew, Stanger, McKee, Doyle & Hudziak
2006). Despite these studies, no accessible data was found on the association
between maternal temperament and child temperament in predicting parenting styles
in the scope of Goodness of Fit Theory. It is important to identify these relationships
as it might help to parents, caregivers and clinicians to understand the best fit in
parent-child relationship for parenting. This may guide us to work with
temperament; not against it.

Therefore, in this chapter, firstly, findings of the study one reporting the factor
analysis of the Adult temperament Questionnaire and findings of the main study
related to influences of demographic variables on parenting styles will be explained.
Afterwards, in the light of the literature, discussion of the findings from regression
analyses’ will be covered. Finally, contributions to literature, strengths and
limitations of the study, clinical implications and suggestions for future research will
be stated.

Briefly speaking, the results of the current study showed that child

temperament, maternal temperament and interactions between them predicted
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different parenting styles. Additionally, interactions between child temperamental

characteristics also had varied influence on parenting styles.

5.1 Review of the Hypotheses

In the present study, there are four hypotheses. Firstly, after controlling
demographic variables, it was expected that child temperamental characteristics
would individually predict parenting styles. Secondly, in a similar way, it was
expected that maternal temperamental characteristics would predict parenting styles.
Thirdly, interaction between mother and child temperamental characteristics was
expected to be associated with parenting. As the last and fourth hypothesis,
interaction between child temperamental characteristics themselves was expected to

be associated with parenting styles.

5.2 Discussion of factor analysis

After conducting exploratory factor analysis, four factors, namely negative
affect, effortful control, extraversion, and orienting sensitivity, were extracted that
was consistent with the original scale but 38 items did not work and they were
excluded from the analysis. Specifically, 15 items from negative affect, 11 items
from effortful control, 8 items from extraversion, and four items from orienting
sensitivity were excluded from the analysis.

Adult temperament Questionnaire was translated into several languages
(Chinese, Dutch, French, Finnish, German, Hebrew, Italian, Japanese, Portuguese,
Brazilian, Spanish). Only adaptations into French (Laverdiere, Diguer, Gamache &
Evans, 2010) and German (Wiltink, Vogelsang & Beutel, 2006) languages were
reported. Four factors with 77 items were remained for both of the languages as in
the original study. However, in Turkish sample, factor structure remained the same
but 77 items reduced to 39 items. The discrepant results may be due to cultural
differences. That’s because cultural norms and values through socialization
determine the expression and functional importance of temperament in development
(Chen, Yang & Fu, 2012). Specifically speaking, Turkish sample may be less
sensitive to the excluded items or these items may be ambiguous for them.

Adaptation study into French was conducted with a sample of 141

undergraduate students (age range; 19-59 years) and replicated with a sample of 385
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students and employees from university. They performed confirmatory factor
analysis based on the subcales to adapt the scale into French and extracted four
factors which were negative affect, effortful control, extraversion/surgency, orienting
sensitivity. For the German version of the scale, researchers did not make factor
analysis. They examined the correlations between dimensions and reliability
coefficients. They also used NEO-Five Factor Inventory to validate the German
version of Adult Temperament Questionnaire. They tested the impact of effortful
control on the relationship between negative affect and psychological stress with two
samples which were clinical sample of 213 psychosomatic patients (age range; 18-82
years) and non-clinical sample of 116 individuals (age range; 18-62 years). In other
words, they compared clinical and non-clinical samples through temperamental
dimensions. That is, characteristics of these samples were different than Turkish
sample (age range; 17-73 years) that majority of the participants were recruited from
community. Moreover, different methods were applied to adapt the scale into
different languages. Therefore, excluded items may be related to these notions. It was
conducted with community sample because Turkish version of the scale would be
distributed to mothers from different regions, socioeconomic status, and education
level in the main study.

Reliability analyses for negative affect, effortful control, extraversion/surgency
and orienting sensitivity showed that Cronbach’s alfa coefficients were found as .73,
.65, .71 and .69, respectively. In the same order of factors but in original study of the
scale (Evans & Rothbart, 2007), alfa coefficients were obtained as .81, .78, .76, .85.
Additionally, for the first sample (N=141, undergraduate students) in French version
of the scale, internal consistencies were found as .85, .79, .74, and .85, respectively.
For the second sample (N=385, students and employees of university) in French
version of the scale, internal consistencies were obtained as .82, .80, .72, and .75,
respectively. In German version of the scale for the total sample, internal
consistencies were found as .84, .74, .74, and .72, respectively. Regarding these
values, reliability coefficients of the current study were found slightly lower than the
original and other versions of the scale. However, Pallant (2003) suggested that
reliability coefficients may be quiet small based on the number of items in the scale
(e.g. fewer than 10 items). Moreover, DeVellis (2003) explained that if reliability

coefficients are between .70 and .80, they are respectable. Yet, if these coefficients
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are between .60 and .70, they are seen as acceptable. Therefore, it might be said that

the literature supports the results of reliability coefficients as in this study.

5.3. Findings related to regression analyses in predicting parenting styles
5.3.1. Relations between demographic variables and parenting

As mothers' education level increased, their use of authoritarian, over-
protective and emotionally maltreating parenting styles were declined. These results
are in line with the literature. For instance, Fox, Platz and Bentley (1995) found that
mothers who had low levels of education were less likely to exhibit positive
parenting practices. Similarly, Kang and Jaswal (2006) investigated the relationship
between parental education and parenting patterns. They found that mothers who had
higher education were more likely to exhibit positive patterns of parenting (e.g.,
acceptance). They also found a significant relationship between education level and
negative patterns of parenting. It indicated that mothers with low level of education
had higher scores of negative patterns of parenting. In addition, higher parental
education level was related to love type of raising children (Chanchalor &
Sansanwal, 1998).

In addition, mother’s age and perceived SES negatively predicted over-
protective and emotionally maltreating parenting, respectively. In the study of Fox
and colleagues (1995), the determinants of parenting practices of mothers with very
young children were examined in terms of maternal age, marital status, education
level, number of children living at home and family socioeconomic status. They
found that mothers who were at low socioeconomic status were less likely to show
positive parenting that supports the findings of the current study. In addition low
socioeconomic status in ethnic minority families predicted less than optimal
parenting through family stress (Emmen, Malda, Mesman, van [Jzendoorn, Prevoo &
Yeniad, 2013).Consistently, high socioeconomic status of mothers were likely to
show higher levels of warmth (Weis & Toolis, 2008). Thus, relationships found
between demographic variables and parenting styles in the current study is in line

with the previous findings.
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5.3.2 Findings related to predicting authoritative parenting style

First looking at child temperament and parenting relations, child’s soothability
and perceptual sensitivity were positively related to authoritative parenting. In the
literature, there is no study to investigate the relationship between child’s perceptual
sensitivity and parenting styles. However this finding makes sense since children
who are higly sensitive may quickly perceive the changes, read the cues or signals
around them. Therefore, they may be more likely to follow parental requirements
which in turn may elicit authoritative parenting.

Turning to soothability and authoritative parenting relation, if a child calms
down easily which may make the mother feel competent and elicits positive
parenting. This finding is also in line with previous results. For instance, it was
examined the relationship between infant negativity and maternal sensitivity with the
moderating role of soothability (Ghera et al., 2006). It indicates that child’ negativity
was positively related to maternal sensitivity, only for soothable children. In another
study, emotion dysregulation (reverse of soothability) was examined. Then, negative
relationship between emotion dysregulation and authoritative parenting was found.
Other researchers pointed out that, if child’s soothability is high, he/she is more
likely to be soothed while crying or he/she may not probably cry for hours.
Therefore, mother may have less difficulty to sooth her child so that her feelings of
efficacy may increase (Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2002; Lipscomb et al., 2011). Then,
mother may behave in a more positive way.

When looking at maternal temperament and parenting relations, as expected
mother’s effortful control and extraversion positively predicted authoritative
parenting style based on both mother and teacher reports. If mother has high effortful
control she can inhibit inappropriate or harmful behaviour towards the child, and
control her impulses. Thus, she can behave in a more positive manner.

Relation found between the extraversion and parenting, also consistent with the
literature, Koenig, Barry and Kochanska (2010) reported that father’s high
extraversion was related to more positive parenting), more nurturance (Metsapelto &
Pulkkinen, 2003), lower levels of over-reactivity and more warmth (de Haan et al.,
2009). When mother and child temperament interactions were tested, an interaction
between child’s persistence and mother’s effortful control was found to be

significant. For children with low levels of persistence, mothers who had high levels
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of effortful control were more likely to show authoritative parenting. Child with low
persistence may easily give up by an obstacle or having to wait for something. In
addition, child may tend to give up in case of any impediments instead of continuing
the task. Thus, persistence may be seen as a subscale of effortful control by some
researchers (Rueda, 2012; Zhou, Hofer, Eisenberg, Reiser, Spinrad & Fabes, 2007).
Mother with low level of effortful control may not inhibit inappropriate behaviour so
that the mother might show less authoritative parenting. In this context, there occurs
mismatch between child and mother temperamental characteristics. On the other
hand, with the same characteristics of the child, if mother have high levels of
effortful control, her temperamental characteristic may enable her to tolerate the
child’s challenging temperament.

Finally, when interactions between child temperamental characteristics are
inspected, there was a three way interaction between soothability, approach and
perceptual sensitivity. Soothability was positively associated with authoritative
parenting under conditions of high approach and low sensitivity. It might be
explained by the fact that child who has high approach (social or not shy), low
sensitivity (less likely to be affected from negative stimuli) and high soothability
(easily calms down) may be seen as an easy child compared to a child who is not
easily soothed. Therefore high approach, low sensitivity, highly soothable child is
more likely to elicit positive parenting. In line with this finding Kristal, (2005)
suggested that less sensitive child would not catch the negative signals from anyone
around her/him or environment and feel less pain so that it might be a protective
factor for the child. Similarly, Kochanska and colleagues (2004) found that more
joyful infants got more responsive parenting. This finding is also consistent with the
result of van den Akker and colleagues (2010) because typical temperament profile
(low social fear, low anger proneness, low activity level) was associated with more
positive parenting. In addition, Putnam and colleagues (2002) suggested that
soothable and sociable children obtained warm and responsive parenting which

supports the aforementined finding.

5.3.3 Findings related to predicting authoritarian parenting style

Based on both mothers’ and teachers’ reports of child temperament, results of

the regression analyses revealed that child’s perceptual sensitivity negatively but
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reactivity as expected positively predicted authoritarian parenting. It is interesting
that while high perceptual sensitivity predicted authoritative parenting, low
perceptual sensitivity predicted authoritarian parenting. Child with low levels of
perceptual sensitivity may be less likely to read the cues coming from the mother and
follow her requests which may lead to harsh parenting. Another explanation of this
finding might be that less sensitive child doesn’t get hurt compared to a highly
sensitive child, easily. Thus, mother may not understand the child’s vulnerability and
the pain that the child experiences so that she may be harsh towards the child. There
are no studies in the literature that investigated this relationship.

However, relationship between child’s reactivity and authoritarian parenting
has been shown by a number of studies. For instance, Chinese parents who had
children with high levels of anger/frustration, were more likely to exhibit
authoritarian parenting (Lee et al., 2012; Zhou, Eisenberg, Wang, & Reiser, 2004).
Moreover, proactive and reactive aggressions as child temperamental characteristics
were associated with harsh parenting (Xu, Farver & Zhang, 2009). Current findings
support the previous studies.

Turning to mother’s temperament and parenting relationship, negative affect
was positively but effortful control was negatively associated with the authoritarian
parenting. This is consistent with the expectations of the present study. As
mentioned above effortful control was positively associated with authoritative
parenting. Mother who has difficulty to control herself may be more likely to show
harsh behaviours towards her child. On the other hand mother who is good at
controlling herself is less likely to be harsh towards her child. In the literature, there
is no study to investigate the relations of maternal effortful control and authoritarian
parenting. Only one study reported the link between low effortful control and
authoritarian parenting but in that study it was child's effortful control rather than the
mother's (Lee et al., 2012). Thus, this finding of the present study fills the gap in the
literature.

The association between maternal negative affect and authoritarian parenting
supports the literature. For instance, while low neuroticism in mothers was related to
more positive parenting (Koenig et al., 2010), high neuroticism was associated with

more power assertion (e.g. more controlling, forceful style) (Clark et al., 2000), more
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negative affect (Kochanska et al., 1997) and less positive affect (Kochanska et al.,
2004).

Furthermore, based on the results of teacher reports of child temperament,
extraversion was positively related to authoritarian parenting. This finding is also
parallel with the previous studies which found a positive correlation between
extraversion and power assertion (Clark et al., 2000). An explanation for this
situation might be that parents with high extraversion may easily express anger
tendencies (Karreman et al., 2008).

In this study, three interaction effects of maternal temperament and child
temperament were found in the prediction of authoritarian parenting. Firstly, both
according to mother and teacher reports of child temperament, for children with low
perceptual sensitivity, variation in maternal effortful control was important. In other
words, when child’s perceptual sensitivity and mother’s effortful control were at low
level, authoritarian parenting was more likely to be displayed because of poorness of
fit between these characteristics. In this case, child with low level of perceptual
sensitivity may have difficulty reading mother or environmental signals, and may not
detect of slight stimuli from the environment (Rothbart et al., 2001). Mother also
may not control her negative arousal because of low level of effortful control. But
when mothers have high levels of effortful control, she makes the relationship better.

Additionally, in teachers’ reports, high value of perceptual sensitivity was also
found significant. In other words, variation in maternal effortful control was not only
important for less sensitive child but was also important for sensitive child although
to a lesser degree. This might be interpreted by Kristal’s analogy (2005). She
suggested that highly sensitive children are like radios which receive all the stations
so that they perceive everything around them. This may trigger a tantrum because the
child may be overstimulated or overwhelmed by the stimulants (Kristal, 2005).
Mother with low level of effortful control may not manage the tantrum so this
situation may result in negative parenting such as authoritarian parenting.

Secondly, according to teachers’ reports of child temperamental characteristics,
another important and interesting interaction was between extraversion and
perceptual sensitivity. In addition, this finding was parallel with the same
interaction’s trend for mother reports of child temperamental characteristics but not

at good significance level. Mother’s extraversion was positively related to
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authoritarian parenting for children with low perceptual sensitivity. As Karreman and
colleagues (2008) reported that highly extraverted mothers may express their
negativity or negative feelings towards children sooner than less extraverted mothers.
Expectations of mother may not fit the child’s temperament since low perceptually
sensitivity child may not detect slight environmental stimulant, especially social cues
from his/her mother (Rothbart et al., 2001). Thus, the child with low perceptual
sensitivity may not synchronize with his/her mother. Additionally, this finding is
generally consistent with established links between mother’s extraversion and child’s
negative emotionality (Clark et al., 2000). They asserted that regardless of easy or
difficult children, extraverted mothers may have a tendency to use power tactics to
elicit cooperation.

Lastly, in the prediction of authoritarian parenting interaction between maternal
extraversion and child persistence was also significant. Similar to the previous
discussed result, when mother is highly extraverted but children at low levels of
persistent, mismatch may exist so that authoritarian parenting may happen. An
explanation for this interaction might be that a child with low persistence may want
her/his mother around for assistance (Kristal, 2005). In addition, highly extraverted
mother may not want to care about the child whenever she/he needs. Therefore,
mother may express negativity toward the child through high sociability dimension
of extraversion (Ganiban et al., 2011) to deal with this situation. This finding
corresponds with interaction effects found between negative emotionality and
extraversion which suggests that highly extraverted mothers may show more power-
assertive parenting only with children having high negative emotionality (Clark et
al., 2000).

The expectation to find a relation between maternal extraversion and

authoritarian parenting with the moderating role of reactivity was not met.

5.3.4 Findings related to predicting over-protective parenting style

Based on mothers’ reports, results of the regression analyses revealed that
child’s perceptual sensitivity was positively related to overprotective parenting.
Child with high perceptual sensitivity may be affected deeply from external stimuli
and mother may be protective to prevent the child from more pain. High sensitivity

was related to more perceived stress and more frequent symptoms of ill health
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(Benham, 2006). In line with, mothers may provide more care and protection to
sensitive children.

Furthermore, mother’s negative affect positively but mother’s extraversion and
orienting sensitivity negatively predicted overprotective parenting. Mothers how
have high negative affect may show unpleasant affect related to pain or distress
(Evans & Rothbart, 2007). In terms of mother-child relationships, they may
experience fear in case of any risky situation for the child or may worry about the
child due to the threats (Lindhout et al., 2006). Therefore, they may have a tendency
to protect the child from potential risks (e.g., illness). Extraverted mothers may be
considered as very social individuals and they may be flexiable. They like to interact
with people. Unlike fathers, mother’s extraversion was related to being child-centred
(Metsapelto & Pulkkinen, 2005). This finding supports the negative relationship
between extraversion and over-protective because over-protective parents do not give
any responsibility to the child and may see the child as vulnerable. Furthermore,
mother with low orienting sensitivity may not perceive the child’s needs so that she
may tend to be over-protective despite absence of any need of the child.
Additionally, this finding may be explained by using the relationship between
openness to experience and parental restriveness. Low openness to experience was
related to high parental restrictiveness (Metsapelto & Pulkkinen, 2003). Moreover,
openness to experience was associated with orienting sensitivity (Evans & Rothbart,
2007). In line with, mothers who have low levels of orienting sensitivity may not be
child centred and may restrict the child’s behaviour through protective behaviour
towards the child.

In predicting over-protective parenting, several interactions were found. In
consistent with literature, maternal negative affect was positively associated with
over-protective parenting at low level of approach based on mother reports with
approaching significance level (p=.09). Thus, it will not be discussed but this trend
may be observed in future studies.

In predicting over-protective parenting second interaction was found between
maternal extraversion and child's soothability. Interaction indicated that mothers
who had high extraversion were less likely to show over-protective parenting if their
chid showed low levels of soothability. A possible explanation for this might be that

mother may be flexible because of high extraversion so that she may not worry about
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the child while she/he is crying. Another viewpoint was that mother may have
difficulty reading child’s signals or needs as she may lack of empathy because of
high extraversion and happiness (Clark et al., 2000). However, mother with low level
of extraversion may be negative and unhappy so that the child’s low soothability may
evoke the mother’s tendency to exaggerate the problem so that mother may use over-
protection as a soothing technique to quiet the child.

When looking at interactions among child temperamental characteristics, the
first interaction was between persistence and soothability. While high persistent
highly soothable child elicited higher levels of overprotection, high persistent but
low soothable child elicited lower levels of overprotection. It is possible that when a
mother provides firm control and protection, it may work and this successful
soothing may evoke mother’s over-protection. On the other hand, the child who is
persistent but difficult to sooth may exacerbate mother’s feeling of inefficacy
(Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2002; Lipscomb et al., 2011) and this may lead learned
helplessness so that mother may not attempt to soothe the child (Ghera et al., 2006).

Secondly, three-way interaction was found between reactivity, approach and
persistence. Reactivity was positively associated with over-protective parenting
under conditions of both high approach and high persistence; and low approach and
low persistence. As is seen, when one moderator was low and the other one was
high, this situation could be protective combination for children because reactivity
didn’t make a difference to mother’s over-protective parenting. This finding may be
explained by the viewpoint of Kristal (2005), persistent, approaching and reactive
child may be accident prone, stubborn, loud and reacts easily, expresses extreme
emotions. Additionally, the child may bang his/her head on the floor to express
frustration and his/her reactivity may augment this behaviour. Mother may worry
about this child and be eager to keep the child safe not suppressing joy of life.
However, for this trend when child was not reactive mother was less likely to be
over-protective. Similarly, van den Akker and colleagues’ (2010) extracted
expressive profile (low social fear, high anger proneness, high activity level) that was
found to be associated with less positive parenting. This finding also supports that
high reactivity predicted high over protective parenting as less positive parenting
with children having high approach and high persistence. The same trend was

observed on the other extreme points of approach and persistence and also two levels
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of reactivity. The child who has low approach and low persistence may be fearful
and wants mother around for help to continue on a task or to warm up new things
(Kristal, 2005). This fearfulness may result in mother’s worry about the child (Bryan,
& Dix, 2009). Moreover, reactivity may accelerate expression of easily frustration.
For this situation, mother may begin to perform the task (e.g. drawing a picture)
instead of child, to prevent him/her from possible outburst or risks. In terms of
reactivity dimension, this result is consistent with a study conducted by Laukkanen
and colleagues (2013) which is about the positive relationship between child’s
negative emotionality and mother’s controlling attempts. Similarly, van den Akker
and colleagues’ (2010) extracted fearful profile (high social fear, intermediate anger
proneness and activity level) was related to less positive and more negative
parenting. It also supports that high reactivity predicted high over protective
parenting as less positive parenting with children having low approach and low
persistence.

Another significant three-way interaction was between reactivity, approach and
soothability where reactivity was positively associated with over-protective parenting
under conditions of low approach and low soothability. By way of illustration, this
child may begin to cry and keep that behaviour for a long time. Additionally, this
child may be a little bit shy or fearful. Consistently, Bryan and Dix (2009) asserted
that socially fearful child could lead mother’s worry. Herein, mother may be over-
protective towards the child in order not to get hurt. Laukkanen and colleagues
(2013) lends support to the result through the positive relationship between child’s
negative emotionality and mother’s controlling attempts.

Another significant three-way interaction was between reactivity, persistence
and soothability. Child’s reactivity was positively associated with over-protective
parenting under conditions of high persistence and high soothability. When highly
persistent but soothable child is also reactive this child elicits more protection from
the mother than a child who is less reactive. A child who is persistent tries until
he/she succeeds on the task or getting the desired outcome but at the same time when
mother pays attention to him/her easily calms down. If this child is also reactive
mother may prefer to respond to this child or do things for him or her knowing that
soon this crisis will be over. But if a child is not reactive mother may not find herself

in the position of doing things for him/her.
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The last significant three-way interaction suggested that soothability was
positively associated with over-protective parenting under condition of low approach
and high persistence. It is difficult to explain this result but it might be that this child
may be fearful about new things, stubborn but easily soothed. High soothability may
trigger over-protective parenting since successful soothing technique may bring
along protection (Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2002) as similar with the interaction
between soothability and persistence in predicting over-protective parenting.
However, when the child is unsoothable under the same conditions, mother may
develop learned helplessness so she may show less over-protective parenting towards

the child (Ghera et al., 2006).

5.3.5 Findings related to predicting permissive parenting style

Among the child’s temperamental characteristics only persistence had a
negative relation between permissive parenting. When child’s persistence is low
mother may be more likely to display permissive parenting. As mentioned
previously, persistence may be considered as an index of effortful control (Rueda,
2012; Zhou, Hofer, Eisenberg, Reiser, Spinrad, Fabes, 2007). This relationship might
be explained by the relation between effortful control and parenting. That is, mothers
who have children with high effortful control are more likely to provide more
supportive parenting and warmth (Bates, Shermerhorn & Petersen, 2012).

In predicting permissive parenting three two-way interactions among child
temperamental characteristics were found significant. The first interaction was
between soothability and perceptual sensitivity. Soothability was negatively
associated with permissive parenting in children with low levels of perceptual
sensitivity. It can be interpreted that child may have difficulty tuning in to emotions
and reading social signals due to low perceptual sensitivity (Kristal, 2005). Starting
from this point, mother may give up dealing with that challenging temperament and
allow the child to do whatever he/she wants. Moreover, child with low sensitivity but
high soothability may not read social signals but being soothable may be
advantageous in terms of parenting under this condition and mother also behave in a
more positive way than permissive parenting. This is because soothable children

might be handled easily and so that mother may show maternal sensitivity and
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behave in a positive way towards the child corresponding with results found with
similar aspects of child temperament (Karreman et al., 2008; Kochanska et al., 2000)

The second significant finding was that soothability was negatively associated
with this parenting for highly persistent children. By way of illustration, the child
seems stubborn and unsoothable. For example, child wants to eat junk food but
mother does not allow this behaviour. Child perseveres on her/his request and starts
to cry for a long time. Then, mother might be exhausted and allow the child to eat
whatever he/she wants. On the other hand, both persistent and soothable children
may control their impulses or emotions and they may be handled easily when clear
limits were presented to them. Thus, for this interaction mothers may prefer to set
clear limits to handle with them instead of displaying permissiveness that is
consistent with the Karreman et al.’s study (2008). The opposite trend was found for
over-protective and permissive parenting styles. This discrepancy may be due to the
difference about firm control in over-protective parenting. In other words, when child
is highly soothable and persistent, mother may be over-protective to perpetuate this
interaction for the benefit of the child.

The same explanation for the former one may be appropriate for the last
important finding. However, highly reactive children were considered instead of
highly persistent children. Since child may be loud, cries easily and expresses
negative emotions at the extreme levels so that mother may not want to struggle for
power or gives up to do/care about right thing for the child. Another explanation
might be given about a child’s tantrums, when starts it lasts for a long time because
the child is unsoothable, mother may feel deficient about calming down the child

(Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2002) and provides a lot of freedom to the child.

5.3.6 Findings related to predicting emotionally maltreating parenting style

Child’s reactivity and approach, positively predicted emotionally maltreating
parenting. However, child’s perceptual sensitivity and persistence negatively
predicted this parenting. If child’s approach was high, this child is very social. In
other words, when the child meets unfamiliar person, he/she will not be shy. This
finding supports Ganiban et al.’s study (2011). They found that, at high levels of
child’s sociability, parent negativity increased through child’s expression of anger

tendencies. If a child with high reactivity may not obtain whatever she/he wants, this
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child cries. Mother may ignore the child or may threaten her/his with spanking,
abandoning etc. Mothers may use less emotional maltreatment towards the highly
sensitive child. Higly sensitive child may use cues coming from his/her mother and
may behave accordingly so mother is less likely to exhibit emotionally maltreating
parenting. The negative relationship between persistence and emotionally maltreating
parenting may be congruent with the notion of the positive relationship between
effortful control and supportive parenting (Bates, Shermerhorn & Petersen, 2012).
Child with higher level of self-regulation is more likely to elicit supportive parenting.
Similarly, persistent child may continue to perform her/his homework until he/she
finish through self-regulation. But, a child with lower level of persistence gives up
easily. In his case, mother may use threats (e.g., not allowing the child to play
outside) if the child gives up to do homework.

In terms of maternal temperament, as expected mother’s negative affect
positively predicted emotionally maltreating parenting. This finding is in line with
the literature in terms of the relationship between high neuroticism and negative, less
affectively positive (Belsky et al., 1995; Clark et al., 2000), less sensitive, and less
cognitively stimulating parenting (Belsky et al., 1995). To illustrate, mother with
high levels of negative affect may be frustrated because of interruption of behaviour.
In other words, she may abuse or degrade the child because of the frustration she
experiences.

When looking at interactions between maternal temperament and child
temperament, effortful control was negatively associated with emotionally
maltreating parenting for higher levels of reactivity. This result may be explained by
the fact that when child expresses reactivity at high levels, mother may not inhibit
her inappropriate behaviour because of her low levels of effortful control so that she
may display negative parenting practices such as threatening. In parallel with this
finding, Lipscomb and colleagues (2011) found that child’s negative emotionality
was related to high parental over-reactivity. Hemphill and Sanson (2001) supported
that reactive children with observed behavioural problems obtained least warmth and
the most punishment from parents compared with non-reactive children independent
of having behavioural problems. Moreover, Paulussen-Hoogeboom and colleagues

(2007) suggested that child’s negative emotionality was associated with less parental
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warmth more likely in lower-socioeconomic-status than in upper-socioeconomic-
status samples.

Another important finding was that effortful control was negatively related to
emotionally maltreating parenting when children had low levels of approach. Child
with low approach may need time to warm up to a new toy (Kristal, 2005), but
mother with low effortful control may not bear for the child to warm up. For
instance, mother may expect from the child to play as soon as she presents the toy to
the child. Then, unrealistic expectations of mothers may not fit the child’s
temperament and so that this situation may probably be result in emotional
maltreatment (Iwaniec, Larkin & McSherry, 2007). Thus, poorness of fit will
probably occur in this relationship. In addition, mother may exhibit verbal hostility
or hostile degradation towards the child because the child may be incapable of
performing the behaviour which mother expects.

In this study one more finding was that negative affect was positively
correlated with emotionally maltreating parenting at low levels of persistence. This
result may suggests that when mother’s negative affect was high and child has low
persistence, high levels of emotionally maltreating parenting were observed because
of the mismatch between mother and child temperamental characteristics. Child’s
low tolerance of frustration may exacerbate the mother’s negative reactions (e.g.
frustration) which in turn augmenting frustration in the child. This finding was not
supported by Karreman and colleagues (2008). In constrast to the result of current
study, they found that neuroticism in fathers was positively correlated with positive
control (sensitivity, limit setting, provision of structure) under condition of low level
of effortful control. According to the study, more neurotic fathers may set limits and
provides structure to control the child with low levels of effortful control. However,
Kochanska, Clark and Goldman (1997), lending support to the finding of the current
study, found that mothers who had high negative affect were more likely to display
more power assertive discipline (aggregation of physical and verbal) and less
responsiveness/warmth.

Another finding which is extraversion was positively associated with
emotionally maltreating parenting at low levels of reactivity. Mothers may express
negative emotions easily due to high levels of extraversion (Karreman et al., 2008)

even if child has low level of reactivity. But, when both mother’s extraversion and
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child’s reactivity was at low levels, emotionally maltreating parenting are less likely
to be showed because of low levels of extraversion.

In terms of the interactions between child temperamental characteristics, the
last interaction was between soothability and persistence in predicting this type of
parenting. Soothability was positively associated with emotionally maltreating
parenting with low levels of persistence. This finding seems a bit contradictory at
first. Hemphill and Sanson (2000) found that distress-related temperament (e.g.
irritability, difficultness) characteristics were more likely to be associated with
general unresponsiveness and poor parenting. Despite the discrepancy related to the
literature, this dyadic relationship may be illustrated by an example. The child may
be considered as giving up easily about doing homework. Mother may have higher
expectations from the child, but child may not fulfill expectations because of low
level of persistence. Mother may use threats to prevent possible outbursts because of
the child’s low tolerance of patience or she may ignore the child. In case of any signs
of outbursts, the child may be pacified with an inappropriate technique. As a result,
it may be said that mother may abuse or neglect the child due to mismatch between

child and mother characteristics.

5.4 Contribution to literature

As mentioned before (see introduction chapter), there are some studies
investigating the relationship between child temperament and parenting styles, the
relationship between maternal personality and parenting styles, and the impact of the
interaction between them on parenting styles. However, there are no studies
examining the impact of the interaction between child temperament and maternal
temperament on parenting styles within Goodness of fit theory. Similarly, there are
no studies that examined the impact of the interactions between child temperamental
characteristics on parenting styles. Besides in the present study authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive and over-protective parenting styles were taken as outcome
variables. However, emotional maltreatment was previously investigated but it was
not taken as an outcome variable while examining aforementioned impacts of the
interactions. Therefore, this study contributes to the literature in the scope of mother-

child dyadic interaction. To sum up, this study differed from other studies in terms of
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including several temperamental dimensions and their interactions. In other words,

this study is very comprehensive.

5.5 Strengths and Limitations of the study

Before discussing limitations of the study, some strengths of the study should
be reported. Firstly, in the adaptation study of Adult Temperament Questionnaire
into Turkish, the sample not only included university students but also contained
community sample to adapt the Adult Temperament Questionnaire (Evans &
Rothbart, 2007) into Turkish. This is important for the benefit of generalizability of
the scale. Secondly, in the assessment of child temperament multi informants -
child’s mother and teacher -responded to questionnaires. In addition, it may be said
that the sample of the study was probably representative of children attending to
preschools in Ankara because several child care centres were selected from the
different regions of Ankara. Moreover, to obtain higher quality data from the
teachers, they were asked to complete at most 5 child temperament questionnaires.

No study exists without the limitations. First, although child’s temperament
was assessed by two informants, maternal temperament and parenting styles were
assessed through self-reports of mothers. Parenting and child temperament can be
measured by observational methods. Secondly, several hierarchical regression
analyses were conducted separately. Therefore, type 1 error may have increased due
to these regression analyses. Most important limitation of the study is that this study

was cross sectional, and relational, thus we can’t infer causality.

5.6 Implications of the study

As previously reported (see introduction chapter), temperamental
characteristics are not evaluated as good or bad independent from the context
(Kristal, 2005; Thomas et al., 1968) and it is essential to work with temperament; not
against it, in different contexts such as family, school and health settings. In the
family context, since parenting styles were taken as outcome variables, findings may
be used to guide the parents on how they should approach to their children. For
example, interaction between child’s persistence and mother’s effortful control
predicted authoritative parenting. That is, for children with low levels of persistence,

if mother’s effortful control is high, this may result in optimal relationship. When
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looking at interactions between child temperamental characteristics, for children with
high approach, low perceptual sensitivity and high soothability, mothers are more
likely to show authoritative parenting. By the help of these findings, mothers may be
informed about the general child and adult characteristics. Then, they may be
oriented to focus on their and children’ specific temperamental characteristics so that
mother’s awareness may be increased about the relationship with their children.
Futhermore, Kristal (2005) proposed that temperament may guide the people in
health care and educational settings. In health care settings, temperament may guide
professionals in several clinical settings providing a basis to evaluate, understand and
explain the individual’s behaviour. For instance, reasons of child behaviour problems
may be easily evaluated through temperamental characteristics and it may provide a
key to resolve these problems. Moreover, it guides to decide whether a problem is
related to temperamental difficulty or beyond temperament. In other words,
temperament may not provide any explanation for all behaviour or difficulties.
However, it may give support for interventions and serve to prevent psychological
misdiagnosis. Regardless of the findings of this study, in educational settings,
administrators and teachers may benefit from temperament as considering individual
differences so that they may provide a learning environment enhancing strengths of

children and to handle with their weaknesses.

5.7 Suggestions for future research

This study may be replicated with a larger sample and observational methods
or mixed methods. Since mother or teacher reports may be biased about
overestimating or underestimating temperamental characteristics of children,
observational tasks or combining this method with scales might be more objective. In
larger sample size may give more accurate information about the interaction between
temperament and environment. In addition, since the relationship between
temperament and environment or context as reported in introduction chapter,
longitudinal design might give opportunity to see the temperament profiles as well as

parenting styles and quality of dyadic interaction in the long run.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A

Items Excluded From Factor Analysis

Giiriiltiili sesleri ¢ok sinir bozucu bulurum. (NA)

Iki farkli gérev arasinda gegis yapmak benim igin cogu kez zordur. (EC)

Yavas ilerleyen bir sirada beklemek zorunda kaldigimda nadiren sinirlenirim.(NA)

Yiiksek sesli miizikle birlikte lazer 151kl bir gosteride bulunmaktan hoslanmam (uyaran

coklugu nedeniyle). (E/S)

Arkadaslar ya da akrabalarla vedalastiktan sonra nadiren kendimi lizgiin hissederim. (NA)

Kendimi enerji dolu hissetsem bile, gerektiginde genellikle sorun yagamadan sakince

oturabilirim. (EC)

Yapmaya tercih etmesem bile bir igi yapmaya devam edebilirim. (EC)

Normalde hoslandigim olay ve aktivitelerden bazen zevk alamiyorum. (E/S)

Acikli bir film izledigimde nadiren {iziiliiriim. (NA)

Miizik dinlerken, miizigin sesini genellikle diger insanlardan daha fazla agmay1 severim.

(E/S)

Canim istemese bile kendimi gii¢ bir isi denemeye zorlayabilirim. (EC)

Dikkatimi yogunlastirmaya ¢alistigim zaman, dikkatim kolayca dagilir. (EC)

Cok fazla giiriiltiilii, parlak ve yanip sonen 1siklari olan hizli ve zor bir video oyunu

oynamaktan muhtemelen zevk alirim. (E/S)

Asiri parlak 1giklardan ¢ogu zaman rahatsiz olurum. (NA)

Kotii bir olay duydugumda nadiren iiziiliiriim. (NA)

Genellikle sabirl1 bir insanimdir. (NA)

Gozlerim kapali dinlendigimde, gdziimiin 6niine gorintiiler gelir. (OS)

Stresliyken dikkatimi toplamak benim i¢in ¢ok zordur. (EC)

Zihnim bazen birbiriyle pek bagli olmayan ¢ok farkli diistinceler ve goriintiiler ile doludur.

(OS)

Cok canli renkler bazen beni rahatsiz eder. (NA)

Engellenmis ya da 6fkeli hissetmem i¢in ¢ok biiyiik bir sey olmasina gerek yoktur. (NA)
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Mutlu olmam igin ¢ok sey gerekmez. (E/S)

Yakinda gergeklesecek bir olay hakkinda mutlu ya da heyecanli oldugum zaman, dikkatimi

toplama- y1 gerektiren islere odaklanmakta zorlanirim. (EC)

Yiyecek ve iceceklere olan istahimi dizginlemekte sik sik problem yasarim. (EC)

Yanip sonen renkli parlak 1siklar beni rahatsiz eder. (NA)

Kendimi sik sik iizgiin hissederim. (NA)

Isler benim igin diizgiin gitmediginde genellikle 6fkelenmeden sakin kalirim. (NA)

Benim i¢in giirtiltiilii miizik hos bir sey degildir. (NA)

Bir sey hakkinda heyecanlandigim zaman, o seyin olas1 sonuglarini géz 6niinde
bulundurmadan direk onun lizerine atlamaya karsi koymak benim i¢in genellikle zordur.

(EC)

Bazen, uyanikken yasadigim herhangi bir seye benzemeyen, canli ve detayl

sahneler igeren riiyalar goriiriim. (OS)

Bir magazada ¢ekici bir iiriin gérdiigiimde, onu almadan durabilmek benim i¢in genellikle

¢ok zordur. (EC)

Cok sayida parlak ve renkli yanip sonen 1siklar1 olan bir lazer gosterisini izlemekten

hoslanirim. (E/S)

Bir film izledigim zaman, genellikle karakterlerin duygu durumunu yansitmak i¢in

olusturulan ortamin nasil kullanildigini fark etmem. (OS)

Yalniz oldugumu zannederken yanimda aniden birinin oldugunu farketmek beni korkutmaz

(NA)

Bir durumun nasil sonuglanacagindan korktugum zaman, genellikle onunla ugragmaktan

kaginirim. (EC)

Durup diisiinmeden bir seyler anlatabilecegim muhabbetlerden 6zellikle hoglanirim. (E/S)

Yeni bir sey denedigim zaman, basarisiz olma ihtimalinden nadiren endiselenirim. (NA)

Avazim ¢iktig1 kadar yiiksek sesle bagirma hissinden hoglanmam (konser, mag vs. oldugu

gibi). (E/S)

Note: Abbreviations: NA; Negative Affect, E/S; Extaversion/Surgency, OS; Orientinig Sensitivity,
EC; Effortful Control
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APPENDIX C
DEMOGRAFIK BiLGi FORMU

Yasmz:

Egitim seviyeniz:

[] Okuma-yazma bilmiyor
[ ] Okuma-yazma biliyor
[ ] ilkokul terk

[] iikokul

[] Ortaokul

[ ] Lise

[ ] iki yillik yiiksek okul
[ ] Universite

[ ] viiksek Lisans

[ ] Doktora

Kendinizi sosyo-ekonomik diizey acisindan nerede gordiigiiniizii

degerlendiriniz:

Alt Ortanin alt1 Orta Ortanin usti Ust

L] [] L] L] []

Sahip oldugunuz ¢ocuk sayisi:

Cocugun;

[ ] Anne-babas birlikte yasiyor

[ ]Anne-babasi bosanmis/ayr1 yasiyor, cocuk anneyle yasiyor

|:| Anne-babasi bosanmis/ayri yasiyor, anne tekrar evlenmis, ¢ocuk anneyle yasiyor
Cocuk;

[] Koruyucu aile yaninda yasiyor

L] Evlat edinilmis
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Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)

Anketin uygulandigi ¢ocugun;

Dogum tarihi (glin/ay/y1l olarak): ..../..../....

Yast (yil/ay): ... /...

Dogum sirasi (kaginci ¢gocugunuz?): -

Cocugun herhangi bir okuloncesi kuruma baslama tarihi (giin/ay/yil olarak):
v il

Cocugun herhangi bir okuldncesi kuruma basladig1 zamanki yasi (ay/yil olarak):

Bu cocugunuza isteyerek mi sahip oldunuz?

[ ]Evet [ ]Hayrr
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APPENDIX D

COCUKLAR iCiN MiZAC OLCEGI

Asagidaki sorular ¢ocuklarin mizaci ile ilgilidir. Burada miza¢ derken pek
degismeyen, sanki dogdugundan beri ayn1 kalmig gibi olan huylarindan sz
edilmektedir.

Sizden sorulara, ¢ocugunuzun mizag 6zelliklerini degerlendirerek cevap
vermeniz istenmektedir.

eger ifade cocugunuzun mizag ozellikleri icin; say1 daire icine alin

hicbir zaman boyle degilse 1
genellikle boyle degilse 2
bazen bdyle bazen degilse 3
genellikle boyleyse 4
5

her zaman boyleyse

Bazi1 maddelere cevap vermeniz zor olabilir, onemli olan her maddeye
cevap vermenizdir. Dogru ya da yanhs yamit bulunmamaktadir, bir yamitin

digerinden daha iyi oldugunu diisiinmeyiniz.

= = - =
s 5 k! =
E = = g s
300 | b0 o =2 s
NE|Z8| =8|Zx|Ex
s e S o | 8 |2 TN ?a
0 = D = Q= V| 2 2 o
2z 852|355 82 5%
enf-"] CN--TI--N--N-- 1R CIR-S i --F--

1. Tanimadig kisilere karsi utangagtir. 1 2 3 4 5

2. Resim yapmak veya dagittiklarini toplamak gibi bir

L . o 1 2 4

igin Ustlinde, uzun zaman alsa bile, bitirene kadar ¢aligir.

3. Beklenmedik bir durum nedeniyle iiziildiigiinde kolayca 1 ) 3 4

sakinlegir.

4. Anne-babasinin dis goriiniisiindeki degisiklikler hakkinda 1 ) 3 4

yorum yapmaz.

5. Bir isle ugrasirken (yap-boz, resim yapmak vb.) {iziiliir veya 1 5 3 4

cani sikilirsa yaptigi seyi yere atar, aglar, kapilar1 garpar.

6. Aligveris yaparken, oyuncak ya da seker istediginde, onun 1 5 3 4

yerine baska bir seyi kolayca kabul eder.

7. Aglarken ona konusulursa, aglamay1 keser. 1 2 3 4

8. Oturma odasindaki birkag yeni esyanin hemen farkina varir. 1 2 3 4
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9. Bir faaliyete basladiginda bununla uzun zaman ugrasir. 1 2 3 4 5
10. Parkta ya da misafirlikteyken tanimadigi ¢ocuklarin yanina 1 ) 3 4 5
gider ve onlarin oyununa katilir.
11. Yeni tanistig1 bir yetiskinin yaninda ilkin utanga¢ davransa
= A 1 2 3 4 5
da, yarim saat gibi, kisa bir siire i¢erisinde 1sinir.
12. Bir seye kizginsa bunu gegistirmek zor olur. 1 2 3 4 5
13. Ailece yolculuga veya gece yatisina bir yere gittigimizde,
. . 1 2 3 4 5
yeni yere hemencecik aligir.
14. Beraber aligveris yaparken istedigini almazsam (6rnegin:
N 9 1 2 3 4 5
seker, oyuncak gibi), aglar ve bagirir.
15. Uziintiilii ise onu rahatlatmak zordur. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Anne-babasi dis goriiniisiinii degistirdiginde yorum yapar. 1 2 3 4 5
17. Bir oyuncak ya da oyun zor geldigi zaman ilgisini hemen
1 2 3 4 5
kaybeder.
18. Sevdigi bir oyun ya da oyuncakla istedigini yapamazsa, buna
o 1 2 3 4 5
¢ok tiziiliir.
19. Anne-babasinin yiiz ifadelerini fark etmiyor gibidir. | 2 3 4 5
20. Bir seyi iyice dgreninceye kadar (yap-boz, yeni sarki veya
S . o AP 1 2 3 4 5
yeni bir kelime gibi) o faaliyetin {izerinde calisir.
21. Nesnelerin iizerindeki en ufacik lekeleri bile fark eder. 1 2 3 4 5
22. Bir seyle oynamaya basladiginda, birakmasini istersem ¢ok
1 2 3 4 5
zorluk ¢ikarir.
23. Kitap okumak, kitaplara bakmak veya el isi yapmak gibi | ) 3 4 5
faaliyetlerle uzun zaman ugrasir.
24. 1lk kez tanistig1 ¢ocuklara kars1 utangactir. 1 2 3 4 5
25. Ne zaman aglamaya baslasa dikkatini kolayca baska seylere
N . 1 2 3 4 5
yonlendirebilir.
26. Tamamlamadigi bir isi ya da oyunu birakmayi istemez. 1 2 3 5
27. Hayal kirikligimin {istesinden kolayca gelebilir. 1 3 5
28. Parfiim, sigara, yemek kokusu gibi kokular1 fark etmez. 1 3 5
29. Dokundugu nesnelerin piiriizlii ya da piiriizsiiz olmasin fark 1 ) 3 4 5
eder.
30. Yeni bir ise gegmeden Once baslamig oldugu isi 1 ) 3 4 5
tamamlamay ister.
31. Anne-babasi yeni bir kiyafet giydiginde bunu fark eder. 1 3 5
32. Kisik sesleri bile fark eder. 1 3 5
33. ilk kez evimize gelen birine yaklasir ve dostca davranir. 1 2 3 5
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34. Insanlarin burun ya da agizlarmin biiyiikliigii gibi yiiz
o 1 2 3 4 5
hatlarma iligkin yorum yapmaz.
35. Sacinin taranmasi gibi bir ise karsi ¢ikarsa, buna direnmeyi 1 ) 3 4 5
aylarca siirdiiriir.
36. Birinin alisilmadik bir ses tonu varsa, bunun hakkinda 1 5 3 4 5
yorum yapar.
37. Bir kiyafeti giymek istemediginde bagirir ya da aglar. 1 2 3 4 5
38. Yiyeceklerin farkli dokularina (6rn; kat1 gidalara gegerken
zorlanma, tiiylii seylere tepki verme, piitiirlii gidalar1 reddetme,) 1 2 3 4 5
tepki verir.
39. Annesinin olmadig1 yeni bir yere (yuva, komsu ya da 1 ) 3 4 5
arkadas evi gibi) ilk kez birakildig1 zaman tiziiliir.
40. Ne zaman biri onunla konussa ya da onu kucagina alsa 1 ) 3 4 5

huysuzlanmay1 keser.
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APPENDIX E

YETIiSKIN MiZAC OLCEGI

Bu ankette, bireylerin kendilerini tanimlamak icin kullanabilecekleri bir dizi ifade
goreceksiniz. Burada dogru ya da yanlis cevap bulunmamaktadir. Her birey
digerlerinden farkhidir, ve bizim Ogrenmeye calistigimiz sey de bu farkliliklardir.
Liitfen her ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyun ve bu ifadelerin sizi ne kadar dogru tanimladigiyla

ilgili en dogru segenegi daire igine alin.

eger ifade sizin icin: sayiy1 daire icine alin:
son derece yanlis 1
oldukg¢a yanlis 2
biraz yanlis 3
ne dogru ne yanlis 4
biraz dogru 5
olduk¢a dogru 6
son derece dogru 7

Eger ifadelerden herhangi biri size uygun degilse (6rnegin, climle ara¢ kullanmay1
igeriyor ve siz ara¢ kullanmiyorsaniz) o zaman X (s6z konusu degil) secenegini daire

icine aliniz. Her bir maddeyi cevapladiginizdan emin olunuz.
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1. Kolayca korkuya kapilirim. 1 213 4 516 7 X
2. Randevularima siklikla ge¢ kalirim. | 2|13 4 516 7 X
3. Kiigiik hadiseler benim son derece mutlu 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
olmama sebep olur.
4. Cogu zaman sonuglandiramadigim planlar 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
yaparim.
5.. Zar. zor farkedilebilen gorsel detaylar nadiren 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
dikkatimi ¢eker.
6. As}rl y.ukself blr yerden agagiya bakmak beni 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
tedirgin hissettirir.
7. Miizik dinlerken duygusal tinilarin (tonlarin)
siklikla farkindayimdir. ! 23 4 >0 7 X
8. Insanlarla etkilesime girmeyi gerektiren bir isten 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
hoslanmam.
9. Almak 1sted1g1rp tirtiniin magazanin stogunda | 213 4 s |e 7 X
kalmamasini ¢ok sinir bozucu buluyorum.
10. Tablo ve re§1m1§r1n 'duygusal yonlerini 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 x
farketmeye meyilliyimdir.
11. Genelde ¢ok konugmay1 severim. 1 2 13 4 516 7 X
12. Etrafimdaki kus seslerinin siklikla 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 x
farkindayimdir.
13. Asangor glbl. kapali ve kiigiik yerlerde kendimi | 213 4 s |s 7 X
rahatsiz hissederim.
14. Sanirim bazen olaylari sezgisel olarak 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 x
anltyorum.
15. Bazen kiiciik olaylar ¢ok iiziilmeme neden olur.| 1 213 4 516 7 X
16. Iginde bulundugum durum uygun degilse,
kahkahami tutmak benim i¢in kolaydir. ! 2|3 4 > |6 7 X
17. Hemen hemen her giin, kisa da olsa ¢ok mutlu 1 213 4 s | e 7 X

oldugum anlar vardir.
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18. Ne zaman oturmak ve bir seyler i¢in (6rn:bir
bekleme odasinda) beklemek zorunda kalsam, 1 2|3 4 516 7 X
huzursuz olurum.
19. Insanlarin g6z rengini nadiren fark ederim. | 2|3 4 s |e 7 X
20. Soziim kesildiginde ya da dikkatim
dagildiginda, dikkatimi 6nceden yaptigim seye 1 213 4 516 7 X
genellikle kolayca geri ¢evirebilirim.
21. Cizirtilt sesleri ¢ok sinir bozucu bulurum. 1 2 |3 4 516 7 X
22. Cok kisiyi kapsayan muhabbetleri severim. 1 213 4 516 7 X
23. Heyecanl1 oldugum ve fikrimi ifade etmek
istedigim zaman bile, siram gelmeden 1 213 4 516 7 X
konusmamaya kolaylikla dayanabilirim.
24 "M.u}.l.temelen hizli ve ¢ilgin bir festival 1 2|3 4 s |e 7 X
yiirliylisiinden hoslanmam.
25. Be}%fzn bir saatten daha uzun siire lizgiin 1 > | 3 4 s |6 7 X
hissettigim olur.
26. .Kalabahk insan gruplariyla sosyallesmekten 1 s |3 4 s |6 7 X
nadiren hoslanirim.
27. Bir seyin yapilmasi gerektigini diisiiniiyorsam,
genellikle o seyin iizerinde ¢aligmak i¢in hemen 1 2|3 4 516 7 X
harekete gegerim.
28. Bazen, goriiniirde bir sebep yokken panik ya
1 213 4 516 7 X

da korku hissine kapilirim.
29. Hafif kokularin ve parfiimlerin siklikla farkina | |3 4 s |e 7 X
varirim.
30. Genellikle yapilacak seylerin zamani
gelmeden ben onlar1 yapmis olurum (6rnegin, 1 213 4 516 7 X
faturalar1 6demek, 6devi bitirmek gibi).
31. Bir odanin renk ve aydinliginin benim ruh
halimi nasil etkileyeceginin ¢cogu kez 1 213 4 516 7 X
farkindayimdir.
32. Giiriiltiilii sesler bazen beni korkutur. 1 213 4 516 7 X
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33. Koétii bir olaydan haberdar oldugumda, aninda
e . 1 213 4 516 7
kendimi iizgiin hissederim.
34. Bos zamanlarimda genellikle insanlarla birlikte | 213 4 s |e 7 X
olmaktan hoglanirim.
35; Hava durumunun, ruh halimi nasil etkilediginin 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
¢ogu kez farkindayimdir.
36. Bem gercekten mutlu hissettirmek i¢in ¢ok sey | 213 4 s | e 7 X
gerekir.
37. Tuttugum seylerin dokusunun nadiren 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X
farkindayimdir.
38. Yaratici diigiinceler bazen ben gaba
gostermeden, bana kendiliginden gelir. ! 2|3 4 >0 7 X
39. Uygunsuz olabilecek sakaci/eglenceli 1 2|3 4 s |6 7 X

davraniglarimi engellemek benim i¢in kolaydir.
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APPENDIX F

EBEVEYN TUTUM OLCEGI

Bu soru formu ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklarimi yetistirirken gosterdikleri tutumlar
hakkindadir. Sizden soru formundaki her bir soruyu degerlendirerek cevap vermeniz
istenmektedir. Her maddede belirtilen ifadenin sizin i¢in ne kadar uygun oldugunu

diisiinerek cevap veriniz.

Eger ifade sizin icin; sayiyl daire icine alimiz

hi¢bir zaman gegerli degilse 1
cok seyrek olarak gegerliyse
bazen gegerliyse

¢ogu zaman gegerliyse

(U, T~ VS I \)

her zaman gegerliyse

Baz1 maddelere cevap vermeniz zor olabilir, bizim i¢cin 6nemli olan her
maddeye cevap vermenizdir. Dogru ya da yanhs yanit bulunmamaktadir, bir

yamitin digerinden daha iyi oldugunu diisiinmeyiniz

Hicbir | Cok Bazen Cogu | Her
Zaman | Seyrek Zaman | Zaman
1. Ben bir bagkasiyla konusurken ¢ocugumun araya 1 2 3 4 5
girmesine izin veririm.
2. Cocugumun kendine 6zgii bir bakis ag¢ist oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5
kabul ederim.
3. Cocugumla ayni fikirde olmadigimiz zaman, benim 1 2 3 4 5
fikirlerimi kabul etmesi i¢in onu zorlarim.
4. Cocugumu, hayatin ufak tefek giicliiklerinden 1 2 3 4 5
korurum.
5. Cocuguma sanki orada yokmus gibi davranirim. ! 2 3 4 3
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Hicbir | Cok Cogu | Her
Bazen

Zaman | Seyrek Zaman | Zaman
6. Cocuguma, kurallara neden uymasi gerektigini 1 2 3 4 5
aciklarim.
7. Cocuguma yaptigi seyin énemli oldugunu 1 2 3 4 5
hissettiririm.
8. Cocugum yanlis hareket ettigi zaman onu artik 1 2 3 4 5
sevmedigimi sdylerim.
9. Cocugum soz dinlemediginde ona vururum. 1 2 3 4 3
10. Cocugumun iyi ve kotii davranisi karsisinda neler 1 2 3 4 5
hissettigimi ona aciklarim.
11. Cocugumu yola getirmek i¢in onu azarlarim. ! 2 3 4 >
12. Cocuguma kars1 koruyucu davranirim. ! 2 3 4 >
13. Cocugumun istedigi her seyi yapmasina izin 1 2 3 4 5
veririm.
14. Cocugumun kigisel goriiglerine sayg1 gosteririm. ! 2 3 4 >
15. Cocugumu dévmek, 6ldiirmek veya terk etmekle 1 2 3 4 5
tehdit ederim.
16. Arkadaglari gocuguma satastigi zaman onu 1 2 3 4 5
korurum.
17. Cocugumun bagkalar1 konusurken araya girmesine 1 2 3 4 5
izin veririm.
18. Cocugumun cinsel konularda sordugu sorulari 1 2 3 4 5
anlayacag bir dilde dogru olarak cevaplarim.
19. Cocugum yanlis bir sekilde davrandiginda ona 1 2 3 4 5
bagiririm.
20. Ebeveynlik konusunda bir yanlis yaptigimda 1 2 3 4 5
¢ocugumdan 06ziir dilerim.
21. Cocugum yanlis davrandiginda onu utandirmaya 1 2 3 4 5
veya suglu hissettirmeye ¢aligirim.
22. Cocugumun hastalanmasindan endise ederim. ! 2 3 4 3
23. Cocugumun duygularini serbestce ifade etmesine 1 2 3 4 5

izin veririm.
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Hicbir | Cok Cogu | Her
Bazen
Zaman | Seyrek Zaman | Zaman

- - - 1 2 3 4 5
24. Cocuguma kizdigimda ¢ocugumu cezalandiririm.
25. Cocugum yanlis davrandiginda, bunun neden 1 2 3 4 5
yanlis oldugunu ona agiklarim.

- e . . 1 2 3 4 5
26. Cocugumun istedigi saatte uyumasina izin veririm.
27. Fiziksel cezayi, ¢ocugumu disipline sokmanin bir 1 2 3 4 5
yolu olarak kullanirim.
28. Cocugumun hayal kirikligina ugramamasi igin 1 2 3 4 5
elimden geleni yaparim.
29. Cocugumu olumsuz bir sekilde baska ¢ocuklarla 1 2 3 4 5
kiyaslarim.

- . . 1 2 3 4 5
30. Cocugumun yanlis davranigini gérmezden gelirim.
31. Cocugumun simarikliklarina géz yumarim. ! 2 3 4 3
32. Cocuguma karsi ¢abuk 6fkelenirim. 1 2 3 4 3
33. Cocugumla her konuyu konusabilirim. 1 2 3 4 3
34. Cocugum bana birsey anlatirken soziinii kesmeden 1 2 3 4 5
dinlerim.
35. Cocuguma bir sey alirken onun da fikrini alirim. ! 2 3 4 3
36. Cocuguma kars1 sabirsizim. 1 2 3 4 3
37. Cocugumu simartirim. 1 2 3 4 3
38. En ufak bir hatasinda, cocugumu cezalandiririm. 1 2 3 4 3
39. Cocugumun biiylidiik¢e yeni seyler denemeyi goze 1 2 3 4 5
almasi gerektigine inanirim.
40. Cocugum i¢in hemen hemen biitiin 1 2 3 4 5
eglencelerimden fedakarlik ederim.
41. Cocugum yanlis bir sey yaptiginda artik annen 1 2 3 4 5
olmayacagim derim.
42. Cocuguma bana sormaksizin sahsi esyalarimdan 1 2 3 4 5

herhangi birini alip kullanmasina izin veririm.
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Hicbir | Cok Cogu | Her
Bazen

Zaman | Seyrek Zaman | Zaman
43. Evimizde hangi televizyon programinin izlenecegi, 1 2 3 4 5
cocugumun istegine gore belirlenir.
44. Cocugumu yapabileceginden fazlasini yapmasi 1 2 3 4 5
i¢in zorlarim.
45. Cocugumu, onun cesaretini kirabilecek zor 1 2 3 4 5
islerden uzak tutarim.
46. Cocugumu hi¢ dogurmamis olmay1 dilerim. ! 2 3 4 >
47. Cocugumu bir seyleri kendi basina yapmast 1 2 3 4 5
konusunda cesaretlendiririm.
48. Cocugumu gergekten sevip sevmedigimden siiphe 1 2 3 4 5
ediyorum.
49. Cocuguma bagimsiz olmay1 6grenmesi konusunda 1 2 3 4 5
yardimci olurum.
50. Cocuguma kizdigimda seni “beceriksiz”, “tipsiz”, 1 2 3 4 5
“gerizekal1”, “aptal” gibi kotii sozler sdylerim.
51. Cocugumu, onun yaninda baskalarina sikayet 1 2 3 4 5
ederim.
52. Cocugumun kendi basina becerebilecegi seyleri 1 2 3 4 5
denemesi i¢in ona firsat tanirim.
53. Cocugumu, kendisi i¢in yorucu olabilecek islerden 1 2 3 4 5
korurum.
54. Cocugum sinirime dokunur. 1 2 3 4 5
55. Cocugumun goriislerine saygi duyarim ve agikca 1 2 3 4 5
sOylemesi i¢in onu cesaretlendiririm.
56. Cocugumla alay ederim. 1 2 3 4 5
57. Cocugum iyi davrandiginda onu dverim. 1 2 3 4 5
58. Cocugumu, kendisi i¢in zor olabilecek iglerden 1 2 3 4 5

korurum.
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APPENDIX G

TEZiN TURKCE OZETi

COCUGUN VE ANNENIN MiZAC OZELLIKLERINDEN EBEVEYNLIK
TARZLARININ YORDANMASI

Bu ¢aligmanin amaci, Uyusma Diizeyi Kurami (Goodness of fit) ¢er¢evesinde
¢ocuk ve annenin mizag 6zelliklerinden ebeveynlik tarzlarini yordamaktir.
Katilimcilar Ankara’da bulunan alt, orta ve {ist sosyoekonomik diizeylere sahip
yuvalardaki 3-4 yas ¢ocuklarinin annelerinden olugmaktadir. Anneler ¢ocuklarinin
mizaci, kendilerinin mizaci ve ebeveynlik tutumlarini1 degerlendiren 6lcekleri
doldururlarken, 6gretmenler de sadece ¢cocuk mizacini degerlendirmislerdir. Bu
caligma icin 3 farkli hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Birinci analizde
annelerin degerlendirmelerine dayanarak, mizag 6zellikleri girildikten sonra ¢ocuk ve
annenin mizag dzelliklerinin etkilesimleri test edilmistir. Ikinci analizde ayn1
etkilesimler 6gretmenlerin degerlendirmelerine dayanilarak yapilmistir. Son
regresyon analizinde ise ¢gocuk mizag 6zelliklerinin birbirleriyle etkilesimleri test
edilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Cocuk mizaci, Yetiskin mizaci, Ebeveynlik, Duygusal istismar
GIRIS

Her ¢ocuk birbirinden farkli olup ¢evresindeki uyaranlara kars1 mizacinin
gerektirdigi sekilde tepki vermektedir. Cocugun davraniglarini nasil sergiledigi
bireysel mizag 6zelliklerinden etkilenmektedir (Kristal, 2005). Ayrica, miza¢ sadece
cocugun c¢evreye nasil tepki verecegini degil ¢evreden nasil tepkiler alacagini de
etkiler. Ornegin, bir annenin sessiz ve utangag bir ¢cocukla herkese giiliimseyen bir
cocuga verecegi tepki ayni olmayabilir. Bu nedenle ebeveynlik cocugun mizacina
gore de degisiklik gosterebilmektedir (Gallagher, 2002). Mizag goreceli olarak
degismeyen biyolojik bir temele sahip olmakla birlikte 6zellikle ebeveynlik kavrami
g6z Oniinde tutuldugunda ¢evreden tamamen de bagimsiz degildir (Bates,
Schermerhorn & Petersen, 2012). Ayrica cocugun mizacindan baska annenin kisiligi
gibi faktorler de ebeveynligi etkilemektedir (Belsky, 1984). Ornegin, enerji diizeyi
cok yiiksek ve ¢ok diisiik iki annenin yine enerji diizeyi ¢cok yiiksek ve oldukga
hareketli bir cocuga olan tepkisi ayn1 olmayacaktir (Kristal, 2005). Sonug olarak,
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ebeveynlik ¢ocugun mizag 6zelliklerinden, annenin mizag 6zelliklerinden ve bu
Ozelliklerin birbirleriyle etkilesimlerinde etkilenmektedir (Belsky, 1984; Kendler,
Shami & Maclean, 1997; Thomas & Chess, 1977).

Bu noktadan yola ¢ikarak, bu ¢alisma ¢ocuk mizaci, anne mizaci ve ebeveynlik
stilleri arasindaki iligkiyi incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu amagla giris boliimiinde
sirasiyla cocugun mizaci, annenin mizaci, ebeveynlik stilleri ve uyusma diizeyi

teorisi (goodness of fit) lizerinden gecilecektir.
Cocuk Mizaci

Mizag, ¢ocugun dogustan getirdigi ve onun ¢evresindeki uyaranlara tepki
verme bi¢imini etkileyen bir 6zelliktir. Yani farkli mizaglar farkl tepkilere yol
acmaktadir. Diger bir deyisle, cocugun mizaci ¢evresine tepki verme bi¢iminin
yaninda ¢evresindekilerin ¢ocuga tepki verme bicimini de etkilemektedir (Kristal,
2005).Mizacin biyolojik temelleri ve goreceli devamliligi iizerinde kuramlar arasinda
bir fikir birligi olmakla birlikte, her kuram mizaci farkli bir noktadan degerlendirerek

tanimlamistir.

Mizac¢ tamimlari

Mizacin farkli kuramlar ¢er¢cevesinde bir¢ok tanimi bulunmaktadir. Mizag
kuraminin ilk temsilcileri olan Thomas ve Chess mizaci (1977) davranisin
sergilenme tarzi konusundaki bireysel farkliliklar iizerinden tanimlamiglardir. Buss
ve Plomin (1984; Goldsmith, Buss, Plomin, Rothbart, Thomas, Chess, Hinde &
McCall, 1987) ise dogustan gelen ve yasamun ilk yillarinda ortaya ¢ikan kisilik
ozellikleri olarak tanimlamislardir. Bu tanimlarin yaninda Rothbart (1981) tepkisellik
(reactivity) ve kendini diizenleme (self-regulation) alanlarindaki bireysel farkliliklar
tizerinden tanimlarken Goldsmith temel duygular {izerinde yogunlagarak
tanimlamistir (Goldsmith et al., 1987).

Mizag farkli kuramcilara gore degisik sekillerde tanimlansa da genel mizag
tanimlar1 da yapilmistir. Kristal’a (2005) ek olarak McCall da (Goldsmith, Buss,
Plomin, Rothbart, Thomas, Chess, Hinde & McCall, 1987) mizac1 goreceli olarak
tutarli temel egilimler olarak tanimlamistir. Bu egilimler de dogustan gelmekle
birlikte aktivite, tepkisellik, duygusal hassasiyet (emotionality) ve sosyallik gibi
boyutlarin disavurumunu belirlemektedir (Goldsmith et al., 1987).
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Mizac Teorileri

Dort farkli teoriye gére mizacin tanimi benzerliklerin yaninda farkliliklar da
tasimaktadir. Mizacin bu ekollere gore bircok ortak noktasi bulunmaktadir.
Bunlardan birisi mizag¢ boyutlar1 davraniglardan ziyade davranigsal egilimleri ifade
etmektedir. Ayrica kuramcilar mizacin biyolojik temelleri ve devamliligi konusunda
da ortak bir goriise sahiptir. Bunun yaninda ana yapilarda tam anlamiyla devamlilik
olsa da mizacin disavurumunda degisiklikler olabilecegini soylemektedirler
(Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Kuramcilarin miza¢ konusunda ayrildiklari en biiyiik nokta ise mizag
konusunda vurgu yaptiklari ve olusturduklari boyutlarin farkli olmasidir. Bu
baglamda her kuramei mizacin ne oldugu konusunda davranigsal disavurum,
duygularla baglanti, goreceli olarak tutarlilik ve kalitsallik gibi yonlerine farkli
diizeylerde vurgu yapmiglardir. Ayrica tiim kuramecilar aktivite diizeyi ve duygusal
hassasiyet boyutlar1 hari¢ diger boyutlarda tam bir fikir birligine varamamislardir
(Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Thomas and Chess: Davranisin ne oldugu ya da ni¢in sergilendigi ile degil
nasil sergilendigiyle ilgilenmektedirler (Thomas & Chess, 1977). Yastan bagimsiz
olmak tizere mizag, tutumdan farkli bir yap1 olmakla birlikte motivasyon, yetenek ve
kisilikten de farklilasmalidir. Ayrica mizag ¢cevreden gelen digsal uyaranlara,
beklentilere ve taleplere yonelik bir cevap olarak goriilebilir (Goldsmith et al., 1987).
Thomas ve arkadaslari, (Thomas & Chess, 1977; Thomas, Chess & Birch, 1968)
1956°da baslattiklar1 New York Boylamsal Calismasindan elde ettikleri sonuglara
gore 9 mizag boyutu belirlemislerdir: ritmiklik, aktivite diizeyi, yaklagma veya
uzaklasim (approach or withdrawal), uyumluluk, tepki esigi (threshold of
responsiveness), duygu durumu kalitesi (quality of mood), tepki yogunlugu (intensity
of reaction), dikkat daginiklig1 ve dikkat uzami/sebatkarlik.

Buss ve Plomin: Genel olarak mizagtan s6z edebilmek i¢in bu 6zelliklerin
genetik olmas1 ve yasamin ilk yillarinda ortaya ¢ikmasi gerektigini savunmuslardir.
Ayrica bir karakteristigin mizag¢ olabilmesi i¢in 5 kriter ortaya belirlemislerdir. Bu
kriterler kalitsal yoniiniin olmasi, gelisim asamasinda belli bir siire degismezlik
gostermesi, yetiskinlerde var olmasi, bireyin ¢evreye adapte olmasi i¢in bir

fonksiyonunun olmasi ve hayvanlarda da bulunmasidir. Tiim bunlara dayanarak,
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duygusal hassasiyet (emotionality), aktivite, sosyallik olmak iizere ii¢c ana boyut
belirlemislerdir (Buss & Plomin, 1975).

Goldsmith: Diger kuramcilardan farkli olarak mizag¢ temel duygularin
disavurumu ¢ercevesinde degerlendirilmis (Goldsmith et al., 1987), ve igeren
(inclusion criteria) ve disarda tutan (exclusion criteria) olmak iizere iki kriter
belirlemistir. Birinci kritere gére mizag 6ziinde duygularla alakali olup davranisin
kendisinden ziyade davranissal egilimlere isaret etmektedir. Ikinci kritere gore ise
mizag biligsel ve algisal faktorleri disarda tutmaktadir (Goldsmith et al, 1987).

Rothbart: Mizaci1 tanimlarken tepkisellik ve kendini diizenleme kavramlarini
kullanmistir. Burada tepkisellik derken davranissal sistem, sinir sistemi gibi
sistemlerdeki uyarilabilirlik kastedilmektedir. Kendini diizenleme i¢in de dikkat,
kacinma gibi siireclere isaret edilmistir. Bu kurama gore, bahsedilen yapilardan yola
cikarak temelde 3 boyut olan pozitif tepkisellik, negatif tepkisellik ve davranig
ketlemesi iizerinden miza¢ kavramsallastirilmistir (Goldsmith et al., 1987). Ancak
daha sonra, Rothbart ve arkadaslar farkli yas gruplarinda yaptiklar ¢alismalara gore
(Rothbart, Ahadi, Hershey & Fisher, 2001; Putnam, Gartstein & Rothbart, 2006;
Evans & Rothbart, 2007) mizacin yapisini ve alt boyutlarini en az 3 ana boyut
kapsaminda belirlemislerdir. Bu ana boyutlar ise Negatif duygulanim (Negative
Affect, Kabarma (Surgency) ve Caba gerektiren kontrolden (Effortful Control)
olusmaktadir (Rothbart & Bates, 2006, as cited in Mervielde & Pauw, 2012). Bu ana
boyutlar1 olusturan 15 tane de alt boyut belirlemislerdir (Rothbart et al., 2001). Bu alt
boyutlar ise 6tke/engellenme (anger/frustration), huzursuzluk (discomfort), korku
(fear), liziintii (sadness), yatistirilabilirlik (soothability), aktivite diizeyi (activity
level), diirtiisellik (impulsivity), yiiksek diizeyde memnuniyet (high-intensity
pleasure), utangaclik (shyness), dikkat gerektiren odaklanma (attentional focusing),
ketleyici kontrol (inhibitory control), diisiik diizeyde memnuniyet (low-intensity

pleasure), ve algisal hassasiyettir (perceptual sensitivity).

Tiim bu mizag teorileri biyolojik temel, goreceli devamlilik ve ¢evreyle
etkilesimi kabul etmektedir (Goldsmith, Buss, Plomin, Rothbart, Thomas, Chess,
Hinde & McCall, 1987). Bundan dolay1 ¢ocuk mizacinin ¢evreyle etkilesimi goz
oniinde bulunduruldugunda yetiskin mizaci ya da kisiligini anlamada énemli bir

faktor oldugu sdylenebilir (Rothbart, Ahadi & Evans, 2000).
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Yetiskin Mizac1 ve Kisilikle iliskisi

Bireysel farkliliklar hem mizag¢ hem de kisilik kuramcilar tarafindan kabul
edilmektedir (Strelau, 1987) ve bu farkliliklar bazen “miza¢” bazen de “kisilik”
olarak isimlendirilebilmektedir (Shiner & Deyoung, 2011).

Mizacin biyolojik temelli (Rothbart et al., 2000) ve devamlilik gdsteren bir
yap1 olmasina ragmen (Prior, Sanson, Smart & Oberklaid, 2000) kisinin
yasadiklariyla da bir etkilesim i¢inde oldugu ve bu ikisi arasinda ¢ift yonlii bir iliski
oldugu belirtilmistir (Rothbart et al., 2000). Bu iliskiye benzer sekilde kisilik ile
yasantilar arasinda da bir iliski olduguna vurgu yapilmistir (Caspi, 1998). Tiim
bunlardan yola ¢ikarak, mizag ve kisiligin tamamen birbirinden bagimsiz olmadigi
(McCrae et al, 2000) ve hatta ortlisen yapilar olduklari ifade edilmistir (Goldsmith et
al, 1987). Bunlarin da 6tesinde mizacin kisilik olusumunda baslangi¢ noktasi oldugu
(Digman, & Shmelyov, 1996; Prior et al., 2000) ve kisiligi anlamak i¢in mizacin ilk
basamak oldugu ileri siirlilmiistiir (Digman, & Shmelyov, 1996; Rothbart et al.,
2000). Ancak kisiligin gelisiminde 6grenme ve deneyimin de etkisi oldugu i¢in
mizaca gore daha detayl bir gelisim planina sahip oldugu belirtilmistir (Prior et al.,
2000). Ayrica belirli bilisleri, inanglar1 ve degerleri de kapsadigi i¢in kisiligin
mizactan da 6te bir yap1 oldugu ileri siiriilmektedir (Evans & Rothbart, 2007).

Kisilik ve mizag arasindaki bahsedilen iligkilerle baglantili olarak, Evans ve
Rothbart (2007) kisilik kuramlariyla da ortiisen 5 boyutlu yetiskin miza¢ modelini
gelistirmislerdir. Bu modele gore mizag negatif duygulanim, disadoniikliik, caba
gerektiren kontrol, uyaranlara duyarlilik ve iliskililik (affiliativeness) boyutlarindan

olusmaktadir.

Uyusma Diizeyi Teorisi (Goodness of Fit Theory)

Birtakim yaklagimlara gore (psikoanalitik, davranisci) ebeveynligin ¢ocuklar
tizerinde ¢ok biiylik ve direkt bir etkisinin oldugu (Harris, 1995), ve ayrica ¢ocuk
mizacinin da ebeveynlik iizerinde etkisinin oldugu belirtilmistir (Kiff, Lengua, &
Zalewski, 2011). Dolayisiyla anne ve ¢ocuk arasinda ¢ift yonlii bir iliskinin var

oldugu da savunulmaktadir(Clark, Kochanska & Ready, 2000).
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Etkilesimci yaklagima gore birey ve ¢evre arasinda ¢ift yonlii bir iligki
bulundugu i¢in mizag tek basina degerlendirilmemelidir (Kristal, 2005; Thomas, &
Chess, 1977). Anne-¢ocuk iliskisinde de annenin ¢ocuga kars1 tutumlar1 mizag goz
oniinde bulundurulmadan yeterince iyi bir sekilde degerlendirilemeyecektir (Thomas
& Chess, 1977). Uyusma diizeyi kuramina gore ¢evre ile cocugun mizaci ya da diger
Ozellikleri uyum i¢inde olursa iyi bir uyusma yakalanmis olmaktadir. Boylece, ¢ocuk
acisindan en uygun gelisim ortaya ¢ikacaktir. Ancak tersi s6z konusu olursa da ¢evre
ve ¢ocuk arasindaki iliskide bir uyumsuzluk meydana gelmektedir. Bu da ¢ocugun

gelisimini olumsuz etkileyecektir (Thomas & Chess, 1977).
Ebeveynlik

Ebeveynlik stilleri farkl1 kuramcilar tarafindan farkl sekillerde
kategorilenmistir (Becker, 1964; Collins, Maccoby, Steinberg, Hetherington, &
Bornstein, 2000; Maccoby, & Martin, 1983; Sears et al, 1957; Skinner, Johnson, &
Snyder, 2005). Baumrind (1966) destek ve kontrol kavramlar iizerinden ebeveynligi
demokratik, otoriter ve izin verici olmak iizere li¢ boyuta ayirmistir. Bu tipoloji
tizerinden giderek Maccoby ve Martin (1983) de dort boyut belirlemistir. Bu boyutlar
icerisinde Baumrind’deki (1966) gibi yine demokratik ve otoriter boyutlar
bulunmaktadir. Fakat izin verici boyutu da ikiye ayirip miisamahakar ve ihmalkar
seklinde iki boyut lizerinden degerlendirmislerdir. Demokratik ebeveynlikte ¢ocuk
merkeze alinir ve anne-cocuk arasinda en uygun iligski gézlenir. Koyulan kurallarin
mantig1 ¢cocukla paylasilir (Baumrind, 1966), hem kontrol hem sicaklik yiiksek
diizeyde sergilenir (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Otorite ebeveynlikte ise ebeveynler
cocuklarinin bireyselligine saygi duymazlar ve ¢cocukla ¢atigsma igine girdiklerinde
itaat beklerler (Baumrind, 1966). Bu tarz ebeveynlikte kontrol yiiksektik ancak
sicaklik diisiiktiir (Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Izin verici ebeveynlikte ise ebeveynler
cocuga ¢ok az sinir koymaktadirlar. Ayrica ¢ocuga cezalandirmayan ve kabul edici
bir tarzda yaklasirlar (Baumrind, 1966). Maccoby ve Martin’in (1983)
kategoriledigi miisamahakar ve thmalkar ebeveynlik tarzlarinin her ikisinde de diisiik
diizeyde kontrol vardir. Ancak miisamahakar ebeveynlerde sicaklik yiiksek diizeyde

goriiliirken, ihmalkar ebeveynlerde diisiik diizeyde goriilmektedir.

Tiim bu ebeveynlik tarzlarindan ayr1 olarak duygusal istismar igeren

ebeveynlik tarzi da literatiire eklenmistir (Wolfe, Mclsaac, 2011). Anne-¢ocuk
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iligkisinde en kotii ucta yer alan duygusal istismar ve ihmal (Glaser, 2002) ¢cocukta
ciddi davranigsal, duygusal (Glaser, 2002; 2008), bilissel ve zihinsel problemlere yol
acabilmektedir (Glaser, 2002). Bu tarz ebeveynlik ¢ocugun ihtiyaglarinin gz ardi
edilmesini icermektedir. Ayrica duyarsiz ve etkisi olmayan sert bir ebeveynlige de
isaret etmektedir (Wolfe & Mclsaac, 2011). Bu tarz ebeveynlik, siirekli olarak
cocuga yonelik asagilayici ve elestirel davranma, ¢ocugu tehdit etme (6rn., terk
etmekle), cocugun ihtiyaglarina kayitsiz kalma ve dolayisiyla bu ihtiyaglari

kargilamama gibi davranislar1 igermektedir (Brassard & Donovan, 2006)
YETIiSKIiN MiZAC OLCEGI’NIN TURKCE’YE ADAPTASYONU
Orneklem

Oncelikle Yetiskin Mizag¢ Olgegi’nin Tiirk¢eye adaptasyonu igin yapilan
calismanin 6rneklemi farkli meslek gruplarini igeren yaslar1 17 ile 73 arasinda
degisen 269 kisiden olusmaktadir. Olgegin Tiirkceye adaptasyonu icin agimlayici

faktor analizi yapilmis ve giivenirlik katsayilari incelenmistir.
Faktor Analizi

Yetiskin Mizag Olgegi’nin Tiirk¢eye adaptasyonu igin Varimax dondiirme
teknigi kullanilarak Ac¢imlayici Faktor analizi yapilmistir. Analiz dort boyuta
zorlanmis ve toplamda 39 maddeden ve negatif duygulanim, digadoniikliik, caba
gerektiren kontrol ve uyaranlara duyarlilik olmak tizere 4 boyuttan olusan bit dlgek
elde edilmistir. Higbir faktore yliklenmeme, yiiklendigi faktore teorik olarak uymama
ve iki faktore birden yiiklenme gibi sebeplerden dolay1 38 madde 6lcekten
cikarilmistir. Elde edilen alt boyutlarin giivenilirlik diizeyleri ise .65 ile .73 arasinda

degismektedir.
YONTEM
Orneklem

Orneklem yaslar1 36 ile 62 ay arasinda degisen 205 ¢ocugun annelerinden ve
Ogretmenlerinden olugmaktadir. Annelerin yaglar ise 23 ile 50 arasinda

degismektedir.

185



Olcekler

Bu ¢aligmada ¢ocuk mizacini degerlendirmek i¢in Cocuklar icin kisa Mizag
Olgegi ‘nden sicakkanlilik, sebatkarlik ve tepkisellik boyutlar1; Colorado Mizag
Olgegi’nden yatistirilabilirlik ve Cocuk Davranis Olgegi’ nden (Child Behaviour
Questionnaire) de algisal hassasiyet boyutlar1 alinarak olusturulan 6lgek
kullanilmistir. Yetiskin Mizag Olgegi’nin Tiirkgeye adaptasyonu yapildiktan sonra da
anne mizacini degerlendirmek i¢in bu 6lgek kullanilmistir. Ebeveyn tutumlarini
degerlendirmek icin ise Ebeveyn Tutum Olgegi ve Aile-Cocuk iliskileri-Anne

Formu’ndan alinan 10 madde kullanilmustir.
Veri toplama

Tezin verilerini toplamak icin ise Ankara yer alan 48 kres araciligiyla bu
kreslere devam eden ¢ocuklarin annelerine ve 6gretmenlerine ulasilmistir. Bu
kreslerdeki ¢ocuklarin 6nce annelerine doldurmalar1 i¢in ¢ocuk mizacini, annenin
kendi mizacini ve ebeveynlik tutumlarint degerlendirmesi i¢in dlgekler dagitilmistir.
Annelerdeki 6l¢ekler topladiktan sonra ise 6gretmenlere degerlendirmeleri igin

sadece ¢ocuk mizag dlgekleri dagitilmastir.

Korelasyon Analizi

Yapilan iki degiskenli korelasyon analizlerine gore ¢ocuk mizag 6zellikleri
arasinda, annenin mizag 6zellikleri arasinda ve birbirleriyle anlamli korelasyonlari
bulunmustur. Ayrica, ebeveynlik stillerinin de birbirleriyle anlamli korelasyonlari
bulunmustur. Bunlara ek olarak, anne ve cocuk mizag¢ 6zelliklerinin ebeveynlik

stilleriyle de arasinda anlamli korelasyonlar bulunmustur.

SONUCLAR

Calisma kapsaminda 3 set hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yapilmistir. Tlk 2 set
analizde; annenin yasi, egitim diizeyi birinci, algilanan sosyoekonomik diizey ikinci
asamada kontrol degiskeni olarak analize eklenmis, {i¢lincli asamada ¢ocuk mizag
Ozellikleri, bir sonraki asamada da anne mizag¢ 6zellikleri analize dahil edilmistir.
Son asamada ise ¢cocuk-anne mizag etkilesimleri de dahil edilerek bu degiskenlerle

ebeveynlik stilleri arasindaki iliskiye bakilmistir. Son setteki analizde ise, yukarida
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bahsedilen analizlerden farkli olarak dordiincii asamada ¢cocuk mizag 6zelliklerinin

ikili etkilesimleri, son asamada ise liclii etkilesimleri analize dahil edilmistir.
Cocuk ve Anne Mizac¢ Etkilesim Sonuclari
Demokratik Ebeveynlik

Demokratik ebeveynligi yordamada ¢cocugun algisal hassasiyeti ve
yatistirilabilirligi ile, annenin ¢aba gerektiren kontrolii ve disadoniikliigii arttikca
annenin demokratik tutum sergileme ihtimali de artmaktadir. Ayrica sebatkarlik araci
degisken olarak alindiginda, sadece daha az sebatkar ¢ocuklar i¢in annenin ¢aba

gerektiren kontrolii arttikca demokratik ebeveynlik de artmaktadir.

Otoriter Ebeveynlik

Annenin egitim diizeyi, ¢aba gerektiren kontrolii ve cocugun algisal
hassasiyeti arttik¢a otoriter ebeveynligin sergilenme ihtimali azalmaktadir. Ayrica
direkt etkilerden annenin negatif duygulanimi ve ¢cocugun tepkiselligi arttikca da

annenin bu tarz ebeveynligi gosterme ihtimali artmaktadir.

Anne ile cocugun mizag 6zelliklerinin birbirleriyle etkilesim sonuglarina gore
ise hassas olmayan ¢ocuklarda annenin ¢aba gerektiren kontrolii arttik¢a otoriter
tutum azalmaktadir. Buna ek olarak yalniz gretmenlerin degerlendirmelerine
dayanarak hassas ¢ocuklarda da ayni iligki goriilmiistiir. Diger bir sonuca gore de
hassas olmayan ¢ocuklarda annenin disadoniikligi arttik¢a otoriterlik de artmaktadir.
Benzer sekilde, sebatkar olmayan ¢ocuklarda da disadniikliik ile otoriterlik arasinda

pozitif iliskili bulunmustur.

Koruyucu Ebeveynlik

Annenin yags1, egitim diizeyi, disadoniikliigii ve uyaranlara duyarliligi koruyucu
ebeveynlikle negatif yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Cocugun algisal hassasiyeti ve

annenin negatif duygulanimi arttik¢a da otoriter ebeveynlik artmaktadir.

Anneden gelen sonuglara gore sicakkanlilig1 diisiik olan ¢cocuklarda annenin
negatif duygulanimi arttik¢a koruyucu tutumun sergilenme ihtimali de artmaktadir.
Ogretmenden gelen sonuglara gore ise farkli bir etkilesim anlamli bulunmustur.

Kolay yatistirilamayan ¢ocuklarda annenin disadoniikliigii ile koruyuculuk arasinda
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negatif yonde bir iligki bulunmustur. Yani bu ¢cocuklarin annelerinin disadontikliigii

arttikca koruyuculuklar1 azalmaktadir.

Izinverici Ebeveynlik

Ogretmenden gelen sonuglara gore tiim stepler anlamsiz ¢ikmakla birlikte anne
sonuglarinda steplerin anlamlilik diizeyleri farklilik gostermektedir. Bu nedenle,
analizin besinci degil dordiincii asamasina gore, ¢ocuklarin sebatkarlik diizeyi tim

analizlerde izin verici tutumla negatif yonde iliskili bulunmustur.

Duygusal Istismar ve Thmal i¢ceren Ebeveynlik

Annenin egitim diizeyi ve ¢cocugun algisal hassasiyeti ile sebatkarlig1 duygusal
istismar ve ihmal igeren ebeveynlikle negatif yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Ayrica,
cocugun sicakkanliligi, tepkiselligi ve de annenin negatif duygulanimi arttik¢a bu

tarz ebeveynligin sergilenme ihtimali de artmaktadir.

Anne ve ¢ocuk mizag etkilesimlerine gore sicakkanlilik diizeyi diisiik
cocuklarda da annenin ¢aba gerektiren kontrolii ile duygusal istismar ve ihmal iceren
tutum arasinda negatif bir iliski bulunmustur. Benzer sekilde, tepkisel cocuklarda
annenin ¢aba gerektiren kontrolii arttikca duygusal istismar ve ihmal iceren
ebeveynlik azalmaktadir. Bagka bir analize gore de daha az sebatkar ¢ocuklarda ise
annenin negatif duygulanimi arttik¢a bu tarz ebeveynligin sergilenme olasiligi da
artmaktadir. Bu sonuglara ek olarak 6gretmen raporlarina dayanarak tepkisel
olmayan ¢ocuklarda annenin disadoniikliigii arttik¢a duygusal istismar ve ithmal

iceren ebeveynligin de arttig1 gorilmiistiir.

Cocuk Mizag¢ Ozellikleri Etkilesim Sonuclar

Demokratik Ebeveynlik

Cocugun algisal hassasiyeti ve yatigtirilabilirligi demokratik ebeveynlikle
pozitif yonde iliskili bulunmustur. Anlamli bulunun tglii etkilesim sonucuna gore
ise, sicakkanlilik diizeyi yiiksek ve algisal hassasiyeti diisiik ¢ocuklarda

yatistirilabilirlik arttikca demokratik tutumun sergilenme ihtimali de artmaktadir.
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Otoriter Ebeveynlik

Annenin ¢ocugun hassasiyeti arttik¢a otoriterlik azalirken, gocugun tepkiselligi

arttik¢a otoriterlik artmaktadir. Hig bir etkilesim sonucu ise anlamli ¢gitkmamustir.

Koruyucu Ebeveynlik

Koruyucu ebeveynligi yordamada annenin yas1 ve egitim diizeyi arttik¢a bu
ebeveynlik tarz1 daha az sergilenmektedir. Cocugun da tepkiselligi arttik¢a bu tarz
ebeveynligin sergilenme ihtimali de artmaktadir.

Ayrica ¢ocugun mizag 6zelliklerinin birbirleriyle etkilesimlerinden elde edilen
sonuglara gore bes anlamli sonug bulunmustur. Bunlardan bir tanesi ikili etkilesim
iken digerleri {iclii etkilesim sonuglaridir. Ikili etkilesim sonucuna gore, sebatkar
cocuklarda ise yatistirilabilirlik arttik¢ca annenin koruyucu ebeveynlik sergileme
ihtimali de artmaktadir.

Uclii etkilesim sonuglarindan ilkinde, hem sicakkanliligin hem sebatkarligin
birlikte diisiik ve yliksek oldugu iki grup i¢in ¢ocugun tepkiselligi arttik¢a annenin
koruyucu ebeveynlik sergileme olasilig1 da artmaktadir. Ikinci olarak, sicakkanlilik
diizeyi diisiik olup kolay yatistirllamayan ¢ocuklarin tepkiselligi arttikga annenin
koruyucu tutumu da artmaktadir. Ugiincii olarak, sebatkar ve kolay yatistirilabilen
cocuklarin tepkiselligi arttik¢a annenin koruyucu tutumu da artmaktadir. Benzer
sekilde sicakkanlilik diizeyi diisiik ancak sebatkar olan ¢ocuklarda yatistirilabilirlik
arttik¢a yine koruyucu tutum da artmaktadir.

izin Verici Ebeveynlik

Bagimsiz degiskenlerden direkt olarak anlamli olan tek bir sonug elde
edilmistir. Buna gore ¢cocuk ne kadar sebatkar olursa annenin izin verici tutum
sergileme ihtimali azalmaktadir. Cocugun mizag 6zelliklerinin etkilesim sonuglarina
gore ise sebatkar ¢ocuklarda yatistirilabilirlik arttik¢a izin verici tutum azalmaktadir.
Diger bir sonuca gore, tepkisel ¢ocuklarda da yine yatistirilabilirlik arttik¢a 1zin
vericilik azalmaktadir. Benzer sekilde algisal hassasiyeti diisiik cocuklarda da

yatistirilabilirlik ile izin verici tutum arasinda da negatif bir iliski bulunmustur.
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Duygusal Istismar ve Ihmal i¢ceren Ebeveynlik

Demografik 6zelliklerden annenin egitim diizeyi ve algiladig1 sosyoekonomik
diizey duygusal istismar ve ihmal i¢eren ebeveynlikle negatif yonde iliskili
bulunmustur. Ayrica ¢ocugun algisal hassasiyeti arttikca duygusal istismar ve ihmal
igeren ebeveynlik azalirken, tepkiselligi arttikca bu tarz ebeveynlik de artmaktadir.
Anlamli bulunan bir tek etkilesim sonucuna gore, sebatkar olmayan ¢ocuklarda
yatistirilabilirlik arttikca duygusal istismar ve ihmal igeren ebeveynlik de

artmaktadir.

TARTISMA

Analiz sonuglarina gére annenin ve ¢ocugun mizag dzelliklerinin tek baslarina
ebeveynlik iizerinde etkisi olmakla birlikte birbirleriyle etkilesimlerinin de yine
ebeveynlik iizerinde etkisinin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Benzer sekilde, cocugun kendi
mizag 6zelliklerinin birbirleriyle etkilesimi de ebeveynligi yordamaktadir. Ayrica
annenin ve ¢ocugun mizag 6zelliklerine bagli olarak bir uyum yakalamis olmasi ya

da olmamasi sergilenen ebeveynligin pozitif ya da negatif olmasini etkilemektedir.

190



APPENDIX H

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstittsi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisti

Enformatik Enstittisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitiisi

YAZARIN

Soyadi: GOLCUK
Adi  : MERVE
Béliimii: PSIKOLOJI

TEZIN ADI: PREDICTION OF PARENTING STYLES FROM CHILD
AND MATERNAL TEMPERAMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS

TEZIN TURU: Yiiksek Lisans X Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin i¢indekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir (1) y1l siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIM TARIHI:
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