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ABSTRACT

PROSOCIAL ACTS IN EARLY CHILDHOOD: TRANSMISSION OF
MATERNAL SELF-CONSTRUALS THROUGH PARENTING

MEMISOGLU-SANLI, Aybegiim
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sibel KAZAK BERUMENT

February 2023, 157 pages

The current thesis aims to investigate the transmission of maternal self-construals
through parenting. For this aim, two different studies were conducted. Study 1 was
conducted as a preliminary study to explore whether there is an association between
self-construals and parenting practices. The aim was to identify which parenting
practices were associated with maternal self-construals. Study 2 focused on how
various parenting practices (warmth, reasoning, corporal punishment, deceiving lying)
mediate the relationship between maternal self-construals (related, and autonomous
self-construals) and child prosocial behavior outcomes (proactive helping, reactive
helping, sharing, mother-report prosocial behaviors). Overall, the results suggested
that self-construals are related to the child's outcomes through different parenting
practices depending on the type of prosocial behaviors. Reasoning practices
significantly mediated the relationship between children's self-construals and reactive
helping behaviors in both models. Deceiving and lying practices significantly
mediated the relationship between self-construals and sharing behaviors only for the
model with related self-construals. Lastly, parental warmth significantly mediated the

relationship between self-construals and mother-report prosocial outcomes of children



only for the model with related self-construals. Results were discussed considering the

relevant literature.

Keywords: Self-construals, parenting, prosocial behaviors, helping, sharing.



0z

ERKEN COCUKLUKTA OLUMLU SOSYAL DAVRANISLAR: BENLIK
KURGULARININ EBEVEYNLIK DAVRANISLARI UZERINDEN AKTARIMI

MEMISOGLU-SANLI, Aybegiim
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Sibel KAZAK BERUMENT

Subat 2023, 157 sayfa

Bu tezde annelerin benlik kurgularinin ¢ocuklarinin olumlu sosyal davranislarina
ebeveynlik davranislari tizerinden aktariminin incelenmesi amaclanmistir. Bu amagla,
iki farkli calisma yapilmistir. Birinci calisma, benlik kurgulari ile ebeveynlik
davraniglar1 arasinda bir iliski olup olmadigini, ve hangi benlik kurgular: ile hangi
ebeveynlik davranislar1 arasinda iliski oldugunu test etmek i¢in bir 6n ¢aligma olarak
diizenlenmistir. Ikinci ¢alisma ise gesitli ebeveynlik davranislarinmn (yakinlik/sicaklik,
aciklayict akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza, kandirma ve yalan sdyleme) annenin benlik
kurgular (iliskisel ve 6zerk) ile ¢ocuklarin olumlu sosyal davraniglar1 (reaktif yardim
etme, proaktif yardim etme, paylasma ve annenin degerlendirdigi olumlu sosyal
davraniglar) arasindaki iliskideki araci rollerine odaklanilmistir. Genel olarak,
sonuclar olumlu sosyal davranislarin tiiriine bagli olarak, benlik kurgularinin farkl
ebeveynlik davranislari tizerinden iliskili oldugunu gostermistir. Cocuklarin proaktif
yardim etme davraniglar1 s6zkonusu oldugunda, hicbir ebeveynlik davranisin araci
roli anlamli olarak bulunmamistir. Ebeveynlerin agiklayict akil yiiriitme
davraniglarinin araci roliinlin, annelerin benlik kurgular1 ile ¢ocuklarinin reaktif
yardim etme davranislari arasindaki iliskide hem iligkisel benlik hem de 6zerk benlik
kurgularmin oldugu modelde anlamli oldugu bulunmustur. Ebeveynlerin kandirma ve

yalan sdyleme davraniglarinin araci roliiniin ise annelerin iliskisel benlik kurgular ile

Vi



cocuklarinin paylasma davranislart arasindaki iliskide anlamli oldugu bulunmustur.
Son olarak, ebeveynlerin yakinlik/sicaklik davraniglarinin araci rolii, annenin iliskisel
benligi ile annenin rapor ettigi olumlu sosyal davraniglar arasindaki iliskide anlamli

olarak bulunmustur. Calismanin sonugclari ilgili alanyazin 1s181nda tartisilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Benlik kurgulari, ebeveynlik, olumlu sosyal davranislar, yardim

etme, paylasma.
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May your little soul rest in peace
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CHAPTER 1

OVERVIEW

Nature embraces life, but on the other hand, it creates very harsh conditions to survive.
Those who have survived had some kind of advantages over other species and these
characteristics abled them to cope with the environmental circumstances. Throughout
the history of earth, different species succeeded to live and transfer their genes to the
next generations and humans are among the most recent survivors of the planet earth.
One of the most prominent factors that protects us human beings is the fact that “we
are social beings”. Building a coordinated social life is critical for humans because it
gives the advantage of companionship that one cannot thrive otherwise. This is made
possible by the development of culture, which acts as a barrier against the severe
demands of nature. The continual stability that supports human existence is provided

by culture.

Culture, as Schein (2006) defines, is shared beliefs, values and assumptions of a
particular group of people who learns from one another and transmits to the next
generations by showing them how to behave, think and even feel in the right way. As
for this, culture we are born into, significantly shapes our cognitions, emotions, and
behaviors as an individual (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The process of defining
oneself in relation to others, as Markus and Kitayama originally coined, self-construal,
is accounted as the most accurate indicators of culture affecting individual’s behavior
(Kim et al., 1994; Smith & Bond, 1998).

Self-construals are culturally shaped orientations of self which are embedded within
the family context because family is the place where socialization starts. These
orientations of self /cultural patterns shape socialization theories, goals and practices

which creates a developmental niche mediating the path from culture to children’s



development (Keller & Kartner, 2013; Super & Harkness, 1997). Thus, values and
ideas about proper socialization contribute to children’s social development (Harwood
et al., 1996; Trommsdorff, 2014). The most commonly practiced way of transmitting
cultural values to children’s developmental outcomes occurs is through parenting
(Rothbaum & Wang, 2010). The relationship between self-construals and parenting
practices was underlined in some studies (Trommsdorff et al., 2012), however to our
knowledge, there is a limited literature examining this association (Corapci et al.,
2018; Rothbaum & Wang, 2010; Trommsdorff et al., 2012). Therefore, the aim of
Study 1 is to identify which parenting practices are associated with maternal self-

construals.

Since the term self-construal is already based on the social context of individuals, it is
closely related to social behavior outcomes. Culture may either encourage or restrict
particular components of socio-emotional functioning through facilitating or
repressing. All human cultures have relied on prosocial and cooperative actions in
order to guarantee their survival, although they show differences in type, extent,
organization of the norms, institutions, and practices evolved to promote prosociality.
Therefore, prosocial behaviors and culture is closely associated, not only for adult’s
(Feygina & Henry, 2015), but also for children’s behaviors as well (de Guzman et al.,
2014). Children’s prosocial behaviors cultivates from the environment. If they grow
up in a culture where prosocial behaviors are valued, they may internalize, and perform
these activities as adaptive strategies to help them achieve interdependent goals which
may result in performing higher levels of prosocial behaviors (Davis et al., 2018).
Parenting is amongst one of the strongest routes for transmission of culture to prosocial
outcomes due to the fact that the family an infant is born into constitutes the first place
en route to socialization (Kértner, 2018; Zhou et al., 2022). With consideration to the
literature, and findings of the Study 1 which reveals significant correlations between
autonomous, related and autonomous-related self construals and parenting practices of
warmth, reasoning induction, democratic participation, easygoing, verbal hostility,
corporal punishment, non-reasoning punitive strategies, directiveness and
permissiveness, Study 2 will be focusing on how specific parenting practices mediates
the relationship between maternal self-construals and child prosocial behavior

outcomes.



CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN SELF CONSTRUALS AND
PARENTING PRACTICES

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 Self as a Sign of Cultural Values

Kagitgibas1 (2017) states that studying human development exempt from the context
would be an inadequate approach. Self is a reflective social product that appears from
the social interactions one experiences within specific contexts. Since it is accepted as
the culturally shared model of the person, cultural construal of self is amongst the most
appropriate forms for capturing context on the realms of social development (Smith et
al., 2006). Self-construal refers to individual’s perceptions about themselves, their

behaviors and their relationships with the outer world (Markus & Kitayama, 2010).

Past literature on cross-cultural studies focused on the dichotomy of selves, one side
being individualistic, self-contained, separate from others, and the other side of the
axis being connected to the others, having fluid boundaries with other’s selves (Markus
& Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman et al., 2002b; Singelis, 1994). As Singelis suggests
(1994), self-construals can be distinguished as interdependent or independent.
Independent self-construal can be defined as putting emphasise on separateness and
personal autonomy, whereas in an interdependent self-construal, the emphasise is on
connectedness on the social context, living in harmony and being related with others
(Singelis, 1994). This two-end approach is derived from the differentiation of cultures
as individualistic and collectivistic (Hofstede, 1994; Oyserman et al., 2002a).
According to this widely known model, in Western societies individual and
individualistic values are pronounced, whereas in other cultures such as Asian and
Eastern societies, cultural harmony and collectivism are pronounced. Later, Markus

and Kitayama (2010) broadened their definition of individualism and collectivism with
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reference to the dominant schemas in cultures. If the independence schema is
dominant, the main emphasis is on the individual's own thoughts, feelings and
behaviors which are clearly separate from other individuals aims, attitudes and goals.
When collectivism schema is dominant in the culture, other people’s thoughts, feelings
and behaviors with whom the individual interacts come to the fore, and self-construal
is intertwined with others. In other words, the self is focused on understanding the
views of other individuals who make up the society. The emphasis of
independent/interdependent constructs varies according to the context even within the
same culture, however, cultures differ based on how they form and balance these two
self-construals and which is more pronounced (Ertekin, 2021; Markus & Kitayama,
2010).

There is an abundant literature which concentrates on a dichotomous view
(independent/interdependent or collectivist-individualist) both in past (Aygigegi-Dinn
& Caldwell-Harris, 2011; Hofstede, 2001; Oyserman 2002b;), and recent studies
(Card, 2022; Uchida et al., 2022; Park et al., 2022). Although this classification
provides a valuable tool for understanding and studying cross-cultural work, and
sustains being useful, using dichotomous model has important drawbacks as
Kagitgibagt (1998) points out. Categorizing cultures based on a “either or” approach
is reductionist and therefore, it is not adequate to explain diversity in individuals across
cultures. Furthermore, it is also problematic in terms of empirical terms since there are
findings in the literature stating that individuals in Western cultures were not
necessarily lower in interdependency measures from individuals living in Eastern
cultures (Chen et al., 2002; Snibbe et al., 2003). These findings demonstrate the fact
that more complex models including their combinations is needed (Kagit¢ibasi, 1997).
Furthermore, the change in demographic structure of the families living in cities also
caused a shift in the family structure. With this shift, individuals who are still
connected to their family became autonomous in their decisions (Kagitgibasi et al.,
2010). Ryan and Deci (2008) also place a considerable emphasise on the distinction
between the concepts of autonomy and independence in Self Determination Theory
(SDT). They contend that an individual can be autonomous while yet relying on others
than acting independently of them. The research has advanced to the point where it is

recognized that the development of autonomy no longer requires being separate from

4



others. In fact, individuals could deliberately rely on others because they find
relationships to be reassuring and fulfilling (Deci & Ryan, 2008). Therefore, cross-
cultural scholars examine a dimensional model in which these constructs to coexist
(i.e. relational interdependent agency, autonomous-related, related individuation)
(Kagitgibasi, 1996; imamoglu, 1998; Cross et al., 2003; imamoglu, 2003; Kagit¢ibas,
2005; Yeh et al., 2009). While examining self construals, in order to provide an
elaborate understanding, this thesis will adopt the view of Kagitgibasi’s cultural self-
construals (1996).

Individual’s self-construals may also vary in their degrees of autonomy and
relatedness. Regarding caregiver’s value orientations and self-construals, as well as
intercultural, intracultural differences are also reported in the literature (Friedimeier et
al., 2008; Bond & van de Vijver, 2011; Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2008). With the
increase in modernization and industrialization, Turkish culture continued to preserve
some characteristics regarding the domains of connectedness and relationships. But
there were also major changes in autonomy and agency related characteristics
(Kagitcibasi, 2005). Therefore, it would be valuable to study self-construals of mothers

within a culture which possesses both autonomous and related characteristics.

2.1.2 Autonomous-related Self

Although autonomy had been prioritized since the scholarship was governed by the
Western world, and separation from others was seen as a necessary condition to be
able to gain autonomy (Kroger, 1998). For decades, individual characteristics such as
agency, independence, self-reliance and self-sufficiency were endorsed in different
social science theories. However, Kagit¢ibasi (2013) stated that if autonomy is defined
as self-governing agency and separateness from others at the same time, a conceptual
problem emerges because these are two distinct categories. Kagitgibasi conceptualizes
self in two different dimensions which are agency and interpersonal distance
(Kagitgibasi, 2005; Kagitcibasi, 2007). Interpersonal distance is conceptualized as
relatedness and separation, whereas agency dimension ranges from heteronomy to
autonomy (see Figure 2.1). This framework argues that high level is essential for both

autonomy and relatedness for effective social functioning, happiness, and wellbeing.
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Figure 2.1
Four types of self-construals (Kagit¢ibasi, 2005)

In Kagitcibast’s (2005) framework, four cultural construals exist. A person is
considered to have an autonomous-separate (A-S) self-construal if they score high on
autonomy but low on relatedness. This represents the concept of an independent, self-
sufficient individual. Individuals who are low on autonomy and high on relatedness
(H-R) are characterized by being highly reliant on other people’s wishes (Kagitgibast,
2003), as being similar to the collectivist or interdependent construals. The third
dimension, heteronomous separate (H-S) is characterized by lacking both relatedness
and autonomy. In this concept, none of the personal needs are satisfied, so they lack
fundamental human needs. They may come from authoritarian or distant families and
may be neglected as children. The last and more balanced type is autonomous-related
(A-R) self-construal, and it is represented when both autonomy and relatedness are
high. It is characterized with emotional connectedness and autonomy and implies both
needs are satisfied. The individual can be defined as self-reliant in terms of decisions
and good at their interpersonal relationships (Merdin-Uygur & Hesapci, 2018). As
McElhaney and colleagues suggest, individuals who are securely attached to their
caregivers and have a close and warm relationship had more autonomous selves.
Studies with adolescents living in cultures where individuation is more nuanced

reveals close family relations were found to be supporting their well-being (Jose et al.,



2012; Wrzus et al., 2012), so they are both supported in terms of agency and
relatedness and become in balance.

2.1.3 Parenting and Culture

Culture has ways of retaining social norms and practices and transmitting them to the
next generations. One of the strongest routes that culture is transmitted is through
parenting. As discussed in the previous sections, self-construals are culturally shaped
orientations and they are embedded within the family context because family is the
place where socialization starts. Children are born into the families and learn the social
life through observing their families’ relationships (Rogoff et al., 2007). These
orientations of self /cultural patterns shape socialization theories, goals and practices
which creates a developmental niche mediating the path from culture to children’s

development (Keller & Kartner, 2013; Super & Harkness, 1997).

Parent’s beliefs about proper ways of raising children varies from culture to culture
(Senese et al., 2012). Culturally constructed beliefs are strong predictors of parent’s
behaviors, and they may even determine whether talking to infants makes sense before
they produce language or not (Bornstein, 2012). Parental ethnotheories of child
development plays a directive role in child rearing experiences (Harkness & Super,
1994). Ethnotheories can be defined as schemas including parental beliefs related to
the development of children, their needs, and aims for successful caregiving (Harkness
& Super, 1994). It has an impact on different aspects such as decision making (Parmar
et al., 2004) and values (Durgel et al., 2009). Moreover, how children perceive the
behavior of their parents also matters. To illustrate, overprotection is perceived as a
positive parenting practice in Turkey and Asian cultures, whereas it is negatively
perceived in Western culture (Janssens et al., 2016; Sumer & Kagitcibasi, 2010; van
Der Briggen et al., 2008).

Apart from the ethnotheories, self-construals are important for what values and beliefs
to be transmitted across generations (Harkness & Super, 1996). Cultural practices and
habits are so inextricably intertwined with individual values that they influence

parental cognitions and parenting practices (Bornstein, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 1992).



Thus, values and ideas about proper socialization contribute to children’s social
development (Harwood et al., 1996; Trommsdorf, 2014). Another point that should be
noted here is, shared belief systems of cultures also changes according to the relative
emphasise a culture places on independence and interdependence. When raising
competent generations, cultural models guides parents to what type of values (self-
reliance, autonomy, harmony etc.) should be desired and prioritized (Rothbaum &
Tromsdorff, 2007; Tromsdorff et al., 2012). Past literature mainly articulates a
bipolarized context such as American mothers with independent self-construals value
and encourage their children to be assertive whereas Japanese mothers with
interdependent self-construals value harmony and encourage emotional control
(Conroy et al., 1980).

2.1.4 Parenting

There is no one theory of parenting that applies to all individuals or families, as
parenting styles and approaches can vary greatly depending on cultural, societal, and
personal beliefs and values. However, there are several theories that have been
proposed by researchers that can provide a framework for understanding and guiding
parenting practices. The most widely known classification of parenting is Baumrind’s
framework of authoritarian, authoritative and permissive styles. Baumrind (1971)
made this classification based on the level of responsiveness, expectations, and control
over children. In authoritarian parenting, the level of control is high,
responsiveness/care is low and obedience is expected, whereas in permissive parenting
there is no control over children, but responsiveness/care is high (Ertekin, 2021). In
authoritative style parents have both responsiveness and control, and family can be

defined as having a democratic family climate.

Studies suggest that parenting style which results in the most optimal child outcomes
is authoritative parenting (McKinney & Renk, 2008; Newman et al., 2015), and least
optimal outcomes is encountered in authoritarian parenting (Pinquart, 2017; Lansford
et al., 2018). However, it is hard to generalize these findings because specific types of
parenting behaviors which are instrumental in some cultural contexts, might

encountered more negatively in other cultural contexts. To illustrate, authoritarian



parenting has less negative effects on academic success of Hispanic children compared
to non-Hispanic families (Pinquart & Kauser, 2018), and even positive effects on
Chinese children and adolescents (Cheung & McBride-Chang, 2008). Moreover,
discipline and care behaviors does not have to be contradictory to each other. In
Turkish culture, they are perceived as going together (Kagitcibasi, 2007; Siimer &
Kagitcibasi, 2010). Furthermore, the fact that parents use of one specific parenting
practices does not always enough to generalize as the style of parenting. To illustrate,
being directive can be related with obtaining obedience, however, it would be false to

assume that the same parent has authoritarian style in general (Baumrind et al., 2010).

Apart from generalizability, parenting styles include many specific sub-categories of
parenting practices that could also differentiate. As parents carry out socialization
practices, a global style of parenting is reflected partially through parenting practices
(Wu et al., 2002). Although prior research assessed more general interaction styles
(Eisenberg et al., 1995; Macoby & Martin, 1983), many scholars prefer examining
parenting with specific practices rather than styles for an elaborate understanding
(Barber, et al., 2005; Carlo et al., 2007; Gryczkowski et al., 2018). Thus, this study
examined parenting considering the spesific parenting practices of warmth, inductive
reasoning induction, democratic participation, easygoing, verbal hostility, corporal
punishment, non-reasoning discipline strategies, lack of follow through, ignoring
misbehavior of children, having low self-confidence, directiveness, permissive acts,

and deceiving lying practices.

Parental warmth can be defined as parents’ acceptance of child’s emotions, caring,
and giving positive support to them (Rothenberg et al., 2020). It is associated with
intimate engagement with children and being responsive to their needs (Rohner &
Lansford, 2017). Findings from cross cultural studies indicates similar experiences for
children living in different cultural settings. This universality can be explained by
interpersonal-acceptance theory (Rohner & Lansford, 2017) which indicates that
warmth from caregiver is a basic biological need for human’s survival. Regardless of
the cultural values, studies show that warmth is associated with positive outcomes
(Dost-Gozkan, 2022; Khaleque & Ali, 2017; Lansford, 2022). Explaining rules,

discussing expectations, and outlining how a child's actions affect others are all
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examples of inductive reasoning (Kim & Ge, 2000). Because reasoning and induction
behaviors of parents makes use of a child’s aptitude for empathy and perspective
taking, induction is thought to be particularly significant for internalizing moral
behaviors (Grolnick, 2003). Past studies showed that reasoning and induction
behaviors of parents’ is associated with positive adjustment and prosocial behaviors
of children and adolescence across cultures (Bush et al., 2002; Chen et al., 1997; Kim
& Ge, 2000). Democratic participation can be exemplified by taking children into
account while making plans in the family (Lie & Xie, 2017). This allows children to
have a speech in the family by autonomy granting. Although this may be regarded as
a positive domain in contexts where agency and autonomy are pronounced, parents
living in obedience cultures may practice this behavior less. In a study comparing
China and North America, Chinese mothers had significantly lower scores on
democratic participation (Wu et al., 2002). Good natured/ easy going parenting
practices can be characterized with being patient and respectful with children
(Robinson et al., 1995). To the best of our knowledge, only one study examined easy
going parenting practices in cultural domains (Xie & Li, 2019). In their study, they
examined major parenting profiles observed among Chinese parents, and stated that
easy-going parenting practices are one of the three major clusters encountered in
China. Easy-going practices of parents may allow children to have more freedom and
autonomy, which can help them develop self-reliance and independence. Therefore, it

is included in the current study as exploratory.

Parenting practices of verbal hostility, corporal punishment, non-reasoning discipline
strategies, and directiveness construe discipline-related parenting practices that are
used in the current study. Although they are seperately measured in the current study,
the literature about the negative parenting discipline strategies is usually interwoven
due to the different names used in the literature. Given the cultural variability in child-
rearing standards, it is possible that views on what constitutes discipline and what
constitutes abuse show variations, which affects perceptions of the severity of abuse
in turn. In a study comparing perceived severity of child maltreatment types in three
different cultural settings, Lee and colleagues (2014) reported that Koreans were more
likely than Korean Americans to accept verbal aggression such as yelling, shouting,

screaming behaviors as examples of moderate levels of abusive behaviors. This

10



finding may indicate that even though the same ethnicity, the culture parents live in
results a variation in their understandings of aggression. Furthermore, previous
literature underlines some differences between West vs East (Douglas, 2006; Mercurio
et al., 2006; Zhai & Gao, 2010), African-American vs European American (Lee &
Watson, 2020; Silveira et al., 2021), and between ethnic groups (Gershoff & Grogan-
Kaylor, 2016) in terms of the emphasis given on physical discipline as a custom and
approval. Studies propose that parents from collectivistic cultures in where obedience
and hierarchy emphasised are more likely to use nonreasoning discipline strategies
(Sorkhabi, 2012). Directive parenting behaviors also show differences across groups
(Grau et al., 2015). For instance, Latina mothers have more directive parenting
behaviors than European American mothers (Carlson & Harwood, 2003). In both
studies, mothers with higher Latina culture-orientations are found as employing more

directive behaviors in their parenting practices.

Parenting practices of lack of follow through, ignoring misbehavior of children, having
low self-confidence, and having no clear rules for children at home are examples of
permissive parenting practices. Apart from these factors, permissive indulgent parents
can be characterized by having high warmth and low control over children’s behaviors.
Past studies state that permissive parenting as not common as other practices among
American parents (McKinney & Renk, 2008; Newman et al., 2015). American mothers
had lower ratings for permissiveness compared to Chinese and Turkish mothers.
However, in their review Sahithya et al. (2019) reported that permissive parenting is a
common practice in India as well as in other Western countries. Another study
examined the association between permissive parenting and self-construals regarding
parental desires for breach confidentiality in their adolescent’s mental health sessions
within a Chinese sample (Yao et al., 2021). They examined whether interdependent
and independent self-construal’s of parents have an effect on their attitudes towards
mental health professions through parenting styles. Indirect effect of permissive
parenting in this model was not significant, still, permissive parenting was positively
correlated with interdependent self-construals. However, as far as our knowledge,
there is not any study examining permissive parenting considering its association with
cultural construals. Therefore, in the current study permissive parenting practices and

its relationship with maternal self-construals will be explored.
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In addition to the above-mentioned behaviors, one specific practice that may also be
related to cultural parenting is deceiving and lying. In order to obtain a specific goal
(gain obedience, behavioral compliance etc.) or influence their children’s behavioral
states, parents sometimes lie and deceive their children (Heyman et al., 2013). Only a
number of studies exist to address parenting by lying in United States (Heyman et al.,
2009; Heyman et al., 2013), Canada (Santos et al., 2017), China (Heyman et al., 2013),
and Mexico (Brown, 2002). Therefore, there isn’t any study investigating cultural
differences in parenting by lying other than Heyman and colleagues’ study (2013).
Their results suggested that parents in China reported significantly more use of
instrumental lies compared to the parents in the US.

Considering the given literature about the associations between parenting and culture,
it can be stated that parenting is a concept embedded within the culture. However,
there is limited information related to the cultural construals of self and parenting.

2.1.5 Current study

Although cross-cultural differences on parenting practices has been widely studied
(Wu et al., 2002; Sorkhabi, 2005; Hill & Tyson, 2008; Shuster et al., 2012; Pinquart,
2021; Lansford, 2022), only few studies examined the relationship between maternal
self-construals and parenting practices (Salehuddin & Winskel, 2016; Corapci et al.,
2018; Benga et al., 2019; Chen-Bouck & Patterson, 2021). It is important looking at
intracultural differences in a culture where modernity and traditional attitudes can be
both encountered such as Turkey. Therefore, the aim of the first study is to investigate
whether there is a relationship between maternal self-construals and parenting
practices within a population of Turkish mothers. Maternal self-construals will be

examined based on the model suggested by Kagitcibasi (2007).

12



2.2 Methods

2.2.1 Participants

A total of 1082 parents who have either one or more children between the ages of 0-
18 were recruited for the first study. They were reached through electronic distribution
of the study link via Qualtrics in different social media family groups. Because only
mothers are within the scope of this study, 44 father answers were excluded. Also, 54
of the mothers declined participation in the first place, 15 left with 0% progress, 75
left with 4% progress, 97 left with 19% progress, and 144 of them left with 81%
progress. Analysis were conducted with 653 participants who completed at least 85%
of the questions. Their age was ranged between 22 to 69 (M = 36.24, SD = 6.89). 598
of them (91.6 %) were in heterosexual marriages and living with their spouses at the
time being, whereas 55 of the participants (8.4 %) were caring their children on their
own. They reported their income (M = 5.48, SD = 1.65), religiosity (M = 5.56, SD =
2.23), and relationship satisfaction levels (M = 7.06, SD = 2.34) on a 10-point scale.
For household chores, they had a mean of 7.17 (SD = 2.19). Child care related
responsibilities also had a similar mean 7.07 (SD = 2.19), showing mothers were
mainly responsible in both house and child care and the fathers are in the help-giver
position. Other demographic information about participants is listed in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1
Sociodemographic characteristics of participants in study 1

n %
Education

<High school degree 67 10.3
High school degree 157 24
University degree 346 53
Graduate degree 84 12.8

Employment
Not employed 309 47.3
Retired 24 3.7
Part-time jobs 61 9.3
Full-time jobs 259 39.7

# of children
Mother of 1 child 275 42.1
Mother of 2 children 300 45.9
Mother of 3 children 69 10.6
Mother of 4 children 5 0.8

Note. N = 653 There were 4 missing cases in # of children.

2.2.2 Measures

2.2.2.1 Demographic information

Participants answered a range of questions related to their demographic characteristics
including age, gender, level of education, marital status, number of children they have,
employment, perceived economic status, and religiosity. Furthermore, they were asked
how they share the responsibilities related to household chores, and child care on a 1
to 10-point scale (1= Totally my partner is responsible, 5 = Equal share, 10 = Totally

me).

2.2.2.2 Self-construals

Mother’s autonomy, relatedness and autonomous-relatedness were measured with
Kagitgibagi’s  Autonomous, Related and Autonomous-Related Self Scales
(Kagitgibasi, 2007). There were 9 items in each scale with 5-point Likert scale items
ranging from “1= definitely agree” to “5= definitely disagree”. In the original report,

Cronbach’s o were found as .77 for autonomous-related self scale, .84 for autonomous
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self scale, and .84 for related self scale. In the current study, reliabilities were found
as autonomous-related self scale (Cronbach a =.72), autonomous self scale (Cronbach
a =.76), and related self scale (Cronbach a = .60).

2.2.2.3 Parenting Practices

To measure parenting practices of deceiving and lying, items from two different scales
were used (Heyman et al., 2013; Kog, 2017). Heyman and colleagues’ scale had 16
instrumental lies concerning four untrue statements related to eating, four statements
about leaving/staying, four statements related to misbehaviors and four statements
related to spending money. In the comparison lies subscale, there were four untrue
statements about positive feelings and four statements related to fantasy characters. In
this study, only instrumental lie statements were used. Among them, three items were
not used because of uncommon use in our culture (“You need to finish all your food or
you will get pimples all over your face”, “If you swallow a watermelon seed, it will
grow into a watermelon in your stomach’’, and ‘“If you don’t behave, we will throw
you into the ocean to feed the fish’”). Questions were translated to Turkish with
translation back translation method. Furthermore, five items from the questions
developed by Kog (2017) were also used. In total, 19 different 5-point Likert scale
items (ranging from 1= never to 5= always) were used to measure deceiving and lying
practices (see Appendices). The main themes were money, leaving, and misbehaviors.

Cronbach o reliability for the current study was found as .82.

Secondly, parenting practices of warmth & involvement, reasoning/induction,
democratic participation, good natured/easy going, verbal hostility, corporal
punishment, non-reasoning punitive strategies, directiveness, lack of follow through,
ignoring misbehavior, and self-confidence were measured with Parenting Practices
Questionnaire Constructs-PSDQ (Robinson et al., 1995) as it covers many different
parenting practices. Items were scored using 5-point Likert Scale. There are three
different parenting styles measured in the scale, namely, authoritarian, authoritative
and permissive. Since, the current study’s focus is on the practices rather than styles,

parenting practices subfactors were used.
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There were 11 items for warmth & involvement subscale. The items could be
exemplified as “I know the names of my child’s friends”. Cronbach a reliability was
.85. Reasoning/induction subscale had seven items such as “l emphasise the reasons
for rules” with .87 reliability. Democratic participation had five items with .78
reliability. The items could be exemplified as “l take into account my child’s
preferences in making family plans”. There were four items in good natured/easy
going subscale. It had .72 a value for reliability. “I am easy going and relaxed with my
child” is one of the items that characterizes this subscale. Verbal hostility (Cronbach
a = .70) consisted of four items (“I yell or shout when my child misbehaves”).
Corporal punishment had six items with .84 reliability (“I spank when our child is
disobedient™). In non-reasoning punitive strategies subscale, there were originally six
items. However, one item (“When two children are fighting, I discipline children first
and ask questions later’) was dropped because of low inter-item correlation to increase
reliability to .62.

Directiveness subscale had four items, similarly, one item having low inter-item
correlation (“I demand my child does/do things) was dropped to increase Cronbach a
reliability to .50. There were six items for lack of follow through and one item was
dropped (“I carry out discipline after my child misbehaves™) to increase reliability
(Cronbach o = .62). Ignoring misbehavior subscale had four items (“I ignore my
child’s misbehavior”) with .27 Cronbach a. Self-confidence consisted of five items,
with .57 reliability. The items could be exemplified as “l appear unsure on how to
solve my child’s misbehavior.”. Since items in the self-confidence were in positive
direction, they were reversed to match with directiveness, lack of follow through and

ignoring misbehavior subscales.

Permissive acts were measured with three items from the Parenting Attitudes Scale-
PAS (Karabulut Demir & Sendil, 2008) which contains phrases that are not covered
in PSDQ. Items were “We let our child to decide which TV show to be watched in our
home”, “I let my child to use my personal belongingness without asking”, “I let my
child to sleep whenever (s)he wants”. Those three items had .45 Cronbach o reliability.

Overall permissiveness was measured with self-confidence, lack of follow through and
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items from PAS. Since ignoring misbehavior subscale had low reliability, it is dropped

from further analysis. Cronbach a for 13 items was .74.

2.2.3 Procedure

Ethical approval for this study was obtained from the Human Subjects Ethics
Committee of Middle East Technical University (see Appendix A). Data was collected
online via Qualtrics software. Mothers having children aged between 0 to 18 were
reached from different social media platforms such as Facebook, and Instagram. All
participants approved voluntary participation before getting started. It took

approximately 15 minutes to fill out the questionnaires.

2.3 Results

2.3.1 Analysis

Among 984 participants, 331 of them who completed less than 85 % of the questions
were excluded from the analysis. Furthermore, univariate and multivariate outliers are

checked. After deleting outliers, analysis was continued with 648 cases.

In order to examine data structure of parenting practices Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA) was performed for parenting practices. The models were tested with AMOS
version 22. Goodness of fit (GFI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Root Mean Square
Error of Approximation (RMSEA) fit indices were used to test the CFA model's
suitability. Rather than chi square, chi square/df ratio is used given the fact that it is
affected by sample size especially if it is larger than 400 (Cole, 1987; Hu & Bentler,
1999). After deciding the items of factors based on Cronbach alpha and CFA models,
correlations between self-construals and parenting practices were checked using SPSS

version 28.0.

2.3.2 CFA for Deceiving and Lying

CFA results for deceiving and lying parenting practices the model suggested the given
fit indices as y2 (148, N = 648) = 444.777, p < .001; y2/df = 3.00; RMSEA = 0.056,
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90% CI = [.050, .062]; GFI = 0.928, CFI = 0.518. Considering these indices, y2/df
ratio, RMSEA and GFI values showed acceptable fit in model (Hooper et al., 2008).
Only CFI had low fit. Factor loadings ranged from 0.37 to 0.65.

Figure 2.2
CFA results for parenting by deceiving and lying

2.3.4 CFA for Warmth

For the parenting practice of warmth, the model fit was as 2 (44, N = 648) = 120.277
p <.001; y2/df = 2.79; RMSEA = 0.053, 90% CI = [.042, .064]; GFI = 0.966, CFI =
0.963. These results showed a good fit to the model. Factor loadings ranged from 0.44

to 0.75.
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Figure 2.3

CFA results for parental warmth

2.3.5. CFA for Reasoning/Induction

The model fit indices for reasoning/induction were as following; y2 (14, N = 648) =
75.398 p < .001; y2/df = 5.38; RMSEA = 0.082, 90% CI = [.065, .101]; GFI = 0.968,
CFI = 0.972. Although RMSEA was higher than the recommended cut-off a value of
.06, (.00 <RMSEA <.06; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Comparative fit index and Goodness
of fit indices showed good fit to the model with factor loadings ranging from 0.56 to
0.95.
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Figure 2.4

CFA results for reasoning induction

2.3.6 CFA for Democratic Participation

CFA results for democratic participation parenting practices suggested the given fit
indices as y2 (5, N = 648) = 15.028, p < .010; y2/df = 3.00; RMSEA = 0.056, 90% ClI
= [.025, .089]; GFI = 0.991, CFI = 0.988. Considering these indices, y2/df ratio,
RMSEA and GFI values showed good fit in model. Factor loadings ranged from 0.54
to 0.71.

demoggatic
participation

Figure 2.5

CFA results for democratic participation
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2.3.7 CFA for Good Natured/ Easygoing

Confirmatory factor analysis results revealed a very good fit to the model for the five
items. The model fit indices were as following; y2 (2, N = 648) = 3.341 p = .188; x2/df
= 1.67; RMSEA =0.032, 90% CI = [.00, .09]; GFI = 0.997, CFI = 0.997. All indices
showed good fit to the model with factor loadings ranging from 0.54 to 0.73.
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Figure 2.6
CFA results for good natured/easy going parenting

2.3.8 CFA for Verbal Hostility

The model fit indices for reasoning/induction were as following; y2 (1, N = 648) =
0.382 p < .001; y2/df = 0.382; RMSEA = 0.002, 90% CI = [.000, .088]; GFI = 0.997,
CFI = 0.999. The results showed good fit to the model. Factor loadings for items
ranged from 0.35 to 0.82.
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Figure 2.7
CFA results for verbal hostility
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2.3.9 CFA for Corporal Punishment

For the parenting practice of corporal punishment, the model fit was as 2 (8, N = 648)
=17.33 p =.027; y2/df = 2.17; RMSEA = 0.042, 90% CI =[.014, .070]; GFI = 0.991,
CFI = 0.993. These results showed a good fit with the model. Factor loadings ranged
from 0.43 to 0.80.
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Figure 2.8

CFA results for corporal punishment

2.3.10 CFA for Non-reasoning Punitive Strategies

There were six items in the non-reasoning punitive strategies subfactor originally.
CFA results also revealed that item 36 had very low loading to the factor (.17).
Therefore, subsequent analysis was conducted with five items. Five item model had
very good fit with following indices: ¥2 (5, N = 648) = 12.279 p =.031; y2/df = 2.45;
RMSEA = 0.047, 90% CI = [.013, .082]; GFI = 0.992, CFI = 0.973. Factor loadings
ranged from 0.24 to 0.60.
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Figure 2.9

CFA results for nonreasoning punitive strategies

2.3.11 CFA for Directiveness

Directiveness subfactor had four items in the original form. As being parallel to the
reliability analysis, CFA results also revealed that item 9 had very low loading (.12).
Therefore, subsequent analysis was conducted with three items. The model had
following indices: ¥2 (1, N = 648) = 3.438 p =.064; y2/df = 3.48; RMSEA = 0.061,
90% CI1 =[.000, .138]; GFI = 0.996, CFI = 0.982. Factor loadings ranged from 0.29 to
0.70.

ebe22
Factor
Directiveness
ebe30
ebe49

Figure 2.10

CFA results for parental directiveness
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2.3.12 CFA for Permissiveness

Items related to the permissiveness subfactor was also tested for CFA model. Since
the first model had fit indices below cut-off, the modification indices were examined
to have better fitting. Six modification indices were applied between error covariance
considering the similarities in terms of meanings and possible shared variance. Fit
indices of the 13-item model were found as y2 (58, N = 648) = 167.827, p <.001; y2/df
= 2.894; RMSEA = .054, 90% CI = [.045, .064]; GFI = .962, CFI = .891. Based on

these results, the indices were thought to be a good fit to the data.
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Figure 2.11

CFA results for parental permissiveness

2.3.13 Correlations Between Self-Construals and Parenting Practices

In order to determine which parenting practices are related with self-construals,
correlation analysis between study variables were examined. Mean values, and

standard deviations and correlations between autonomous, related, autonomous related
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self-construals of mothers and their parenting practices are graphed in Table 2.2.
Minimum and maximum scores for study variables were found as following
(Autonomous Min=9 Max= 44; Related Min= 16 Max= 44; Autonomous-related Min=
22 Max= 44; Deceiving and lying Min= 19 Max= 57; Warmth Min= 26 Max= 50;
Corporal Punishment Min=6 Max= 20; Self-confidence Min= 10 Max= 25; Easygoing
Min= 6 Max= 20; Ignoring misbehavior Min= 4 Max= 16; Nonreasoning punitive
strategies Min= 6 Max= 18; Lack of follow through Min= 6 Max= 25; Verbal hostility
Min= 4 Max= 17; Reasoning induction Min= 10 Max= 35; Democratic participation
Min= 10 Max= 25; Directiveness Min=5 Max= 17; Permissiveness Min= 23 Max=
52).

25



10" >4d,, 50" >4,

—  LIT L6E L0V LLE 9T €€ LIb- 0 L9¢- LS ,0T- LTl W8T S8'S  LE9T SSAUSAISSTUIIR "€
S S L S 5 A €0 0T vo-  L.8T 50~ S0° LCIm €TT sE0l ssauaAnRaN( Tl
— L9 LIV e 08 8T LbE- L6 b 10 W61 1TT 8T8 SuTUOSLAITON 11
— LS LV 8¢ 8T L Iv- . fv 00 €0° WST SPT o eLL yuawystung “dio) T
— b g8 L€T- L£8- 0 68 0T 90 01~ TIT 188 ANNSOH [8QI2A °6
— A W8S LSLT LT L bT 0’ LO 68T  TIST guroBAsed ‘g
— R AN VAR € S A 90" 80° 6L°€ 1881 anerowa( ‘L
— WEL L0E- 6T 90 90° ILS  vL9T “puy Sutuoseay ‘9
— 08 Ig 60’ LO° €09 €9°TH muep 'S
— .80 .80’ L1T- 8§99 1T6C Suf T 2 Suareda( 't
— WFT 2607 9I't  SI'SE DS PaB[aI-snowouomy ‘¢
— WSS—  6EF  6T0F DS pawayd ¢
— 80°S  6T6T DS snowouomy |
€1 A 1 o1 6 8 L 9 S 14 € z I as W SI[QEIIEA

S2]qPLIDA APNIS AOf SUOCIID]2.4140D pUD $IISIIPIS 2A13d1.152(

CCRIqEL

26



2.4 Discussion for Study 1

Parenting practices are closely tied up to the cultural settings in which parents were
raised in and raising up their children. These settings are reflected upon the self as a
result of individual’s interactions with their environment (Kagitcibasi, 2017). Cultural
construal of self is important for transmitting values and beliefs to the next generations
(Harkness & Super, 1996). Since they are intertwined with individual values
(Bornstein, 2012; Eisenberg et al., 1992), cultural models are effective on parents’
cognitions about proper ways of raising children, what type of values to be cherished
or discredited (Rothbaum & Tromsdorff, 2007; Tromsdorff et al., 2012).

Past literature demonstrated close associations between culture and parenting, but few
studies examined this relationship with consideration to self-construals. Hence, the
purpose of this study was to investigate factor structure of different parenting practices,
and to test the relationship between mother’s autonomous, related and autonomous-

related self-construals and their parenting practices.

Although PSDQ items are useful to assess parenting styles, the factors needed
significant modification for an application in Turkish culture. In a study conducted in
Turkey (Onder & Gulay, 2009) 32-item version was examined for reliability and
validity, however the original version of PSDQ (Robinson et al., 1995) had 62 items.
Also, the original paper had three subscales; authoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive styles. To be able to use parenting practices which are classified under the

styles, confirmatory factor analyses were carried out.

First, CFA for deceiving and lying behaviors provided acceptable fit apart from the
comparative fit index (CFI). Cheung and Rensvold (2002) article states, low
correlations between indicators may be related with unacceptable CFI value. Current
study also had comparatively low CFI scores, however, it should be noted that despite
taking these items from two different scales, apart from CFl, other fit indices provided

acceptable fit and 19-item model had good Cronbach alpha reliability.

When CFA was conducted for the indicators of warmth, democratic participation and

good natured/ easygoing subscales, data showed good fit to the models without any
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modification. However, for reasoning induction, RMSEA value was higher than the
range recommended by Hu & Bentler (1999). On the other hand, it is still within the

acceptable limits indicated by other sources (Hooper et al., 2008).

CFA results for verbal hostility, and corporal punishment had good fit to the model.
One item from non-reasoning punitive strategies was dropped due to low inter-item
correlations. It is possible that this item (When two children are fighting, I discipline
children first and asks questions later) may be too wordy and was hard to understand
for participants. Also, one item from directiveness (I demand that child does/do things)
was dropped. Both scales had good fit to the model after removing the items.

Parenting practices under permissive style in PSDQ constituted of lack of follow
through, ignoring misbehavior and self-confidence. Among them, ignoring
misbehavior factor had low reliability scores and did not show acceptable fit to the
data even after dropping items with low inter-item correlation. Therefore, dropped
from the analysis. Still, CFA results for lack of follow through and self-confidence did
not show good fit to the model in the first place. A possible explanation for this
problem that items in the different subscales of permissiveness may not differentiated.
To illustrate, item 60 (“I set strict well-established rules for our child”) is under self-
confidence subscale, however, it may not be related with confidence but with the main
theme of permissiveness. Therefore, accepting items under permissiveness as one
factor helped to solve low reliability scores and low fit in CFA results. After suggested

modifications were added, the 11-item model showed good fit to the data.

Secondly, the relationship between maternal self-construals and parenting practices
were examined. The results suggested that mother’s autonomous self-construal was
negatively correlated with deceiving and lying, verbal hostility, non-reasoning

punitive strategies, directiveness and permissiveness.

For deceiving and lying, although it has been reported that all parents usually lie
regardless of the country they live (Heyman et al., 2013) the purpose for telling lies
may vary. In Heyman and colleagues’ study, parents in US reported lying more often

to fulfill their children’s self-esteem and promote positive feelings, whereas Chinese
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parents lied to gain behavioral obedience. As Markus and Kitayama (1991) points out,
individuals with independent self-construal stress the appreciation of one’s difference
from others. Considering these explanations, in the current study, it is possible that
mothers who are high in autonomy also value their children’s authentic self, show
respect to their wishes and practice less deceiving and lying practices. Moreover, at
the individual level, people who are high in autonomy value honesty more (Vauclair
& Fischer, 2011) which may result in lesser lies. This explanation is also valid for the
findings for the negative association between autonomous-related and positive

association between related self-construal and deceiving and lying practices.

Few significant associations were found for relatedness. First, it was positively
correlated with warmth. It can be expected that individuals who value themselves
based on their relationship with others may engage in higher numbers of social
relationships that enables them to show their caring behaviors in a more prominent
manner. Moreover, the sample of this study constituted of Turkish mothers in which
majority had high related construals. As a result, people who are high in relatedness
have also high warmth in terms of parenting (Dost-Gozkan, 2022). Second, it was
positively correlated with permissiveness. Though permissive practices are the least
encountered parenting practices among both Asian American and American parents
(Chao, 2000; McKinney & Renk, 2008; Pong et al., 2010), in the current study there
was a positive correlation with related self-construal of mothers. This finding is also
similar to what Newman and colleagues’ (2015) study had found. Comparing to the
USA, Chinese and Turkish mothers had higher permissive parenting scores.
Furthermore, in a study investigating confidentiality breach expectations of parents,
permissive parenting style was found to be positively correlated with maternal
interdependent self-construal (Yao et al., 2021). Considering past research, it is
possible that in cultures which are accepted as collectivist or interdependent,

permissive practices may be encountered slightly more.

Apart from its negative association with deceiving and lying mentioned above,
autonomous-related self-construal was positively associated with warmth, reasoning-
induction, democratic parenting, easygoing, and negatively associated with verbal

hostility corporal punishment, non-reasoning punitive strategies, and permissiveness.
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This picture with parenting practices which are generally accepted as positive is also
in line with what Kagitcibasi (2007) argues in her model about autonomous-related
self: A balanced self. From this perspective, mothers with autonomous related self are
parents who practice positive parenting behaviors more than negative parenting

behaviors.

To conclude, this study illustrates findings for the associations between related,
autonomous, and autonomous-related self-construals and parenting practices of
deceiving and lying, warmth, reasoning induction, democratic participation,
easygoing, verbal hostility, corporal punishment, nonreasoning punitive strategies,
directiveness, and permissiveness. These results provide a preliminary base for
studying the indirect relationship between child prosocial outcomes and self-
construals. Therefore, the findings of Study 1 shed light to the associations between
maternal self-construals and parenting practices, and based on these results mediation

models in Study 2 were tested.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: THE MEDIATING ROLE OF PARENTING PRACTICES ON THE
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN MATERNAL SELF CONSTRUALS AND
CHILD PROSOCIAL BEHAVIORS

3.1 Introduction

As mentioned in the overview, prosocial behaviors have an important place in our
behavioral repertoire. They increase the odds of survival in nature and able species to
transmit their genes to the next generations (Haidt, 2006). Along with some close
species (Warneken et al., 2007; Warneken & Tomasello, 2009), humans participate in
prosocial acts too. Human prosociality is a widely studied topic; still, the literature
does not have an agreement about the emergence and the course of development of
prosocial behaviors (Dahl, 2015). Since the family environment is the first place for
socialization, parents are the very first and most important socializers. There is a well-
grounded literature conceptualizing parenting as a predictor of prosocial outcomes in
children’s development (Padilla-Walker, 2014; Streit et al., 2021; Yavuz et al., 2022a).
During this process, parents not only direct their children to practice prosocial acts but
also constitute models about the appropriate social behaviors. Expectations about what
is appropriate find place in the cultural settings and varies accordingly. As for this,
culture that individuals live in, significantly shape their cognitions, emotions, and
behaviors as a parent. The process of defining oneself in relation to others, self-
construal, is accounted as one of the most accurate indicators of culture affecting
individual’s behavior (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Kim et al., 1994; Smith & Bond,
1998). These orientations of self/cultural patterns shape socialization theories, goals
and practices which creates a developmental niche mediating the path from culture to
children’s development (Keller & Kartner, 2013; Super & Harkness, 1997). Therefore,
to have a better understanding of prosocial development in children, both parenting
behaviors and how parents construe themselves should be considered. In Study 1, the

relationship between maternal self-construals and parenting practices is examined.
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Building upon these findings, in Study 2, the transmission of maternal construals to
the prosocial behavior outcomes of children via parenting practices will be examined.

Specifically, helping and sharing behaviors of children will be examined.

3.1.1 Prosocial behaviors

Prosocial behaviors include behaviors that individuals act with the intention of helping
others regardless of their own interests such as helping, sharing, donating, caring,
consoling, comforting, and cooperating (Batson, 2011; Dunfield et al., 2011;
Eisenberg et al., 2015; Padillo-Walker & Carlo, 2014; Underwood & Moore, 1982).
As Eisenberg & Spinrad (2014) discuss in their chapter “multidimensionality of
prosocial behaviors”, the definition of prosocial behaviors changes by the perspective
of the researchers. Past researchers (Lee, 1988) used categories such as altruistic
actions (sharing, helping), affective behaviors (expressions of love and caring), and
control over negative predispositions (resisting temptation), whereas others limited
prosocial acts to only altruism or helping and sharing behaviors (Smith et al., 2006).
Thus, altruism and prosocial behaviors often used as interchangeably even though they
partially overlap. Two important points are important for this differentiation: Cost and
the motive. For an action to be altruistic, it needs to require a personal cost, and as
their definitions suggest they need to be performed with concern for others (Hawley,
2014). It is argued that all altruistic behaviors are prosocial but not all prosocial
behaviors are altruistic. With this explanation, it can be inferred that altruistic
behaviors are categorized under prosocial behaviors (Eisenberg et al., 2006; Salerni &
Caprin, 2022).

To be able to identify what behaviors can be defined as prosocial acts, Hawley (2014)
proposes several key factors should be present in a prosocial act. First requisition is
voluntariness. For a specific behavior to be prosocial, it should be voluntarily
performed. Second, the actor should have an “intentional benefit”, that is the intention
should be the benefit of the recipient. Lastly, motivation lying behind the behavior is
important. For a behavior to be proscocial, it should have other-concerning motives
which includes empathic or sympathetic concerns (Eisenberg, 1991; Eisenberg et al.,
1991). To be able to perform these self-oriented behaviors, individuals should have a

certain degree of empathic skills because empathic concern is one of the most
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important factors creating a foundation for prosocial motivation (Jensen et al., 2014,
Hoffman, 1982). For this reason, in the next part empathy and its course of

development throughout the childhood will be mentioned.

3.1.2 Empathy

Empathy can be defined as the affective response resulted from someone else’s
emotional situation or condition and is in line with the other’s affective response
regardless of the observer’s situation (Hoffman, 1982; Stietz et al., 2019). Basically,
the components of empathy can be described in two points: Affective resonance and
the ability to distinguish one's self from others (Jensen et al., 2014). Affective
resonance is the state of attunement between two people in terms of observable
gestures, facial expressions, and vocal responses in a certain situation and can be
observed for both parties interacting in synchrony. This dynamic interaction allows
the transfer of emotional experiences (Miihlhoff, 2015). Behaviors such as newborns
imitating facial expressions, crying when they hear the sound of crying another baby
occur automatically and indicates that human are born with the capacity to understand
the internal states of others with whom they interact (Bard, 2007; Jensen et al., 2014).

Although it is an emotional state, feeling someone else's feelings requires cognitive
skills such as making sense of other’s emotions and taking perspective (Silke et al.,
2018). These skills are a very important part of children's socio-emotional
development. Past studies examining the relationship between empathy and prosocial
behaviors, stated that there was no significant relationship (Underwood & Moore,
1982), however, with the new methods studies showed that, children are able to convey
their own emotional states from physiological arousal and facial expressions
measurements. Studies using these methods found positive associations between
empathy and prosocial behaviors (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987), and negative
associations with aggression (Miller & Eisenberg, 1988). Therefore, to be able to
understand the nature of prosocial behaviors and its foundations, it is important to

examine empathy related processes as well.

However, for prosocial behaviors empathetic concern is not sufficient on its own, self-

other differentiation is another important capability to be achieved. We can only
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empathize if a specific situation is not happening to us. Otherwise, it would not be
empathy since we would be giving reaction to the situation as if it happened to us, such
as getting stressed (Eisenberg et al., 2006). Therefore, according to some sources,
empathy skills appear around 18-24 months which coincides with the ability to
distinguish their physical selves (Amsterdam, 1972). Other researchers proposed that
rather than knowledge of physical self, empathy is related with more simplistic forms
of self-knowledge and infants can show more complex empathy skills as their
mentalization skills develop (Davidov et al., 2013). Infants show contagious crying as
early as 3 day-olds (Dondi et al., 1999), and 9-month-olds show signs of empathic
concern when someone is in a stressful situation (Abraham et al., 2018).

The literature about empathy classifies two types of empathy as cognitive and affective
(Decety & Jackson, 2004; Eisenberg & Eggum, 2009; Tampke et al., 2020). Cognitive
empathy includes understanding how can other think in a specific situation and taking
perspective, whereas affective/emotional empathy as the name suggests, includes
being able to feel other’s emotions in a specific situation. The maturation for emotional
empathy and related cognitive skills emerges in early childhood and shows increases
afterwards as the child develops new skills. As can be expected, it is closely related to
the prosocial outcomes (Eisenberg et al., 2010; Molchanov et al., 2014; Silke et al.,
2018).

3.1.3 Views About Prosocial Behaviors

The course of development for prosocial behaviors is a complex issue. Since prosocial
behaviors is a widely studied topic, several views about the emergence and
development exist in the literature (Dahl, 2015). Building on the findings of early
emergence, some researchers argue that prosocial behaviors are instinctual and does
not affected from the environment (Warneken & Tomasello, 2009a; Warneken &
Tomasello, 2009b). The perspective which proposes that infants show prosocial
behaviors with an inborn tendency, is Natural-Tendency View (Warneken &
Tomasello, 2006; Warneken & Tomasello, 2007). On the other hand, other researchers
supporting the Social-Interactional View proposes that every child have their own

unique ways of developing prosocial behaviors and this process is mostly affected
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from the social environment they live in because they have a chance to practice social
skills under the guidance of parents or other adults (Brownell et al., 2013; Carpendale
et al., 2013; Dahl, 2015). The fact that there are findings in the literature supporting
two views indicates both can be true in different domains. Along with other species,
as human beings we may have a natural tendency to help and share, still, to whom do
we help/share, under what circumstances we help/share, and the frequency is mostly
shaped by the social environment we live in. This interactional part may explain the

individual differences about why some people share or help more than others.

3.1.4 Components of Prosocial Behaviors

Various categorizations of prosocial behaviors exist in the literature. Several
categories are defined based on factors such as the behavior type, motivation, the
object of the behavior, the context, and the cost. Also, some studies choose to examine
prosocial behaviors as one factor. Still, to be able analyze in detail, specific
categorization based on the type of act is suggested (Dunfield & Kruhmeier, 2013,
Dunfield, 2014). Moreover, prosocial behaviors of helping, sharing and comforting
are reported having at least partially distinct cognitive and social processes in the
literature (Svetlova et al., 2010) suggesting differences according to their development
(Dunfield et al., 2011; Dunfield & Kuhlmeier, 2013). Other researchers also point out
the fact that developmental trajectories of instrumental helping and sharing differs
(Dahl & Paulus, 2019).

To illustrate, toddlers may practice spontaneous helping and comforting behaviors
earlier in their life (Warneken & Tomasello, 2006; Dunfield, 2011), whereas, they
display other types of prosocial behaviors requiring a cost such as spontaneous sharing
and cooperating later in their life (Hamann et al., 2011; Smith et al., 2013). Since
helping and sharing are the two most common prosocial behaviors measured with
observational methods, in the current study, helping and sharing behaviors of children
were included. Still, since the literature also has widespread applications for one
factor, a general prosocial behavior outcome including items for all types of prosocial

acts such as comforting was measured with the mother-report.
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3.1.5 Helping in Children

Helping refers to actions that are intended to assist or support another person or group
of people in different ways (Hammond, 2014). As the experimental studies reveal,
children start helping others between 14 to 18 months of age (Warneken & Tomasello,
2007). The first helping activities are examples of instrumental helping behaviors
which includes spontaneous actions to complete other’s actions (Dunfield, 2014). In
instrumental helping the interest is on the person without showing concern. Infants
perceive the need of other’s and intervene to complete the goal of others even without
an encouragement (Svetlova et al., 2010). Scenarios in the studies mostly include
giving out-of-reach objects, or picking up dropped objects such as pen or book
(Drummond et al., 2014). In order for infants to show instrumental helping behaviors,
there are two aspects should be met: Cognitive and motivational. First, infants should
understand the aim of the goal. It is now known that by the time they are one year old,
infants can understand the intentions of others (Tomasello et al., 2005). Secondly, they
should be motivated for achieving the goal. Later in their life, 18-months-old infants
can perform more complex forms of instrumental helping tasks such as they can infer

the action what is needed to complete the goal (Warneken & Tomasello, 2009).

As can be expected, as children get older, helping behaviors increases in both quantity
and quality. In their studies, Warneken and Tomasello employed several tasks varying
by difficulty. 14 months-old helped the experimenter for an out-of-reach object
(Warneken & Tomasello, 2007) and 18 months-old helped for the dropped clothespins
(Warneken & Tomasello, 2006). Around the second year of their lives, children helped
the experimenters by opening doors when the experimenter was carrying books.
Further, children helped in the “flap task™ by understanding that experimenter is trying
a wrong strategy and changing their strategy to help to retrieve the spoon (Warneken,
2013) which shows that they get more proficient and flexible in their helping

behaviors.

Children also develop in terms of their empathy skills as they get older. Their
understandings of other’s internal states give them another motivation for helping
(Eisenberg & Eggum, 2009). When they are capable of recognizing other’s negative

emotional states, they astart to perform helping behaviors to alleviate their emotional
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stress (MacGowan & Smith, 2021). This type of helping is referred as empathic
helping in the literature and emerges between 18 to 24 months of age (Zahn-Waxler et
al., 1992), parallel with their empathy skills. Giving blanket to the experimenter who

looks cold can be given an example to empathic helping.

Another type of helping that can be encountered in the literature is altruistic helping
or costly helping. Altruistic behaviors can be defined as the behaviors that are
performed for a cost by the performer (Warneken, 2013). Studies show that even
children show altruistic behavior examples. In Warneken and Tomasello (2008)
experiment, children even helped to the experimenter while they were playing with an
attractive toy. Although the altruistic act in the experiment may not be as subtle as in
other tasks, it is noteworthy considering it is quite hard to give up the fun toy for
children that age. Findings show that even if some of the children performed, it was a
difficult act for both 18 months-old and 30 months-old group (Svetlova et al., 2010).
It is stated that increased focus on their own interests, understanding of possessions,
and not maturely developed regulation skills may explain why children have
difficulties (Svetlova et al., 2010).

To whom children are expected to help or share may also lead to different results.
Children help their mothers more and show them they're worried compared to a
stranger (Knafo et al., 2008). In a meta-analysis, both in infancy and toddlerhood
(under 3 years) and in early childhood (3-6 years), there is a general increase in
prosocial outcomes, however no significant difference was found between the age
groups (Eisenberg et al., 2006). Despite this overall increase in prosocial behaviors, it
can be said that as well as other prosocial behaviors, helping is selective based on the
strict norms and rules about to whom can be helped and friendships (Hay & Cook,
2007). In this period, especially with increasing group belongingness, children prefer
to help someone in their group (Weller & Lagattuta, 2013). These in-group out-group
tendencies become more prominent when they reach to school age. They also help
their close friends more than friends to whom they feel neutral to, and friends they do
not like (Berndt, 1985).
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Helping behaviors of children can also be classified based on whether they are helping
with a request from others or not, namely, reactive and proactive helping behaviors.

3.1.5.1 Reactive and Proactive Helping

As the term “reactive” suggests, reactive helping refers to the situations when help is
performed when requested. This type of helping is usually prompted by a specific need
or problem that arises, and the helper responds by offering support or assistance in
some way (Lee et al., 2019). Even in the absence of a verbal request, most of the
studies in the literature conducted with children have examples of overt cues
representing the experimenter’s request for help such as gazing eyes, trying to reach
out to the objects, expressing their sadness (Dunfield & Kuhlmeier, 2010; Dunfield et
al., 2011; Svetlova et al., 2010; Warneken & Tomasello, 2006). Similarly, literature
conducted with adult helping is also based on the reactive helping tasks (Mittal et al.,
2020). Reactive helping situations requires recognition of the situation, being

motivated to help and responding to the cues (Lee et al., 2019).

However, there is not an overt request in all helping situations. ldentifying the
intentions or desires of someone and helping them even when the helpee is not aware
of the situation is defined as proactive helping (Aime et al., 2017). Although, it is one
of the most critical types of prosocial acts for human survival, proactive helping
behaviors are practiced so often in the everyday life that they go unnoticed most of the
time. Picking up the jacket of someone sitting in another table who is in the middle of
a heated discussion with friends that did not realize dropping it, putting a bar of
chocolate to your children’s bag with anticipating that s/he will need extra energy due
to having an exam that day are all examples of proactive helping in everyday

situations.

Although both proactive and reactive helping is very common in everyday life, there
is a limited literature examining their differences. Spitzmiiller and Van Dyne (2013),
Mittal et al., (2020), Zhou et al., (2021), Lee et al., (2019), and Qian et al., (2022)
examined proactive helping behaviors in organizational settings. The literature related
to children’s proactive helping starts with Warneken’s study in 2013. In this study,

proactive helping is tested by retrieving the cans dropped with an experimental design,
38



and the results refuted the hypothesis that children can only help if they are directly
asked (Warneken, 2013). Aime et al. (2017) studied proactive and reactive helping
behaviors of children in two different cultural settings, an indigenous culture and
Canadian culture. Results suggested a similarity between the cultures, and proactive
helping behaviors were observed among children aged between 2 to 5 years in both
cultures. However, the sample in the study was very limited.

Despite the scarcity in literature, one can still expect to find distinctions between
proactive and reactive helping behaviors according to the cultural characteristics. In
Zhou et al (2022) study, proactive helping behaviors are considered as autonomous
since individuals help with their own will, without a request from others. In this sense,
the level of autonomy in decision making processes could be related with helping
outcomes. Secondly, the value and expectations attributed to children are specific to
the cultural settings the child is reared in (Kagit¢ibasi et al., 2010). Based on these
expectations, they have different responsibilities in different cultures (Crittenden et al.,
2013; Daniel et al., 2015). To illustrate, their responsibilities at home, such as caring
for their younger siblings, preparing meal, helping dishes differ. It can be expected
that children living in cultural settings in where they have more responsibilities
perform helping behaviors as a duty and therefore show higher rates of reactive
helping. In line with this hypothesis, Koster and colleagues’ article (2016) reported
that children in rural Brazil identified with larger family members and children to be
taken care of had higher levels of reactive helping compared to children in Germany.
The findings could also be interpreted in terms of obedience. Since mothers in rural
Brazil are identified as higher in assertive scaffolding which is described with serious

and insistent requesting, children may be helping to obey their parent’s rules.

3.1.6. Sharing in Children

The emergence of sharing behaviors and the factors influencing those behaviors has
been a widely studied topic among the prosocial literature. Since sharing requires the
knowledge of possession (Hay, 2006; Brownell et al., 2013), a certain level of
numerical understanding (Chernyak et al., 2019) and knowledge of inequality

(Brownell et al., 2009; Zhu et al., 2022), it may be more challenging to acquire
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comparing to the other types of prosocial behaviors. Therefore, the first acts of sharing
are usually seen later than helping behaviors. Still, many cultures acknowledge sharing
positively, adults raising caring children usually encourage sharing as early as
possible. Though parent reports of naturalistic sharing examples can be traced back to
9 months (Ziv & Sommerville, 2017), earliest signs of sharing observed in
experimental settings can be found in studies examining looking times of infants. In
Geraci and Surian’s study (2011) infants aged 12 to 18 months looked more to the
agent who shared equally implying that they have signs of understanding about
distributive justice. Schmidt and Sommerville (2011) study examined infant’s fairness
expectations in a sharing task using violation-of-expectation paradigm and found 15
months old infants expect fairness. It was also underlined that in a fair number of

infants even altruistic sharing was observed.

Developmental research on sharing documented that it can be affected by many factors
such as children’s age (Blake & Rand, 2010; Rochat et al., 2009; Wu & Su, 2014),
inhibitory control and self-regulation skills (Hao, 2017; Paulus et al., 2015),
attachment securities (Paulus et al., 2016), false belief understandings (Cowell et al.,
2015; Wu & Su, 2014), the amount available resources (Hay et al., 1991) and
characteristics of the recipient (Paulus & Moore, 2014). Along with those factors,
performance of sharing can be affected from the cues of the recipient, as it is in the
case for helping. Previous studies report that infants share foods and toys with parents
by the time they are 1 year old, but most of the time they do not share without a request.
Since sharing in early years depend on mostly explicit cues, it could be said that it is
based on the recipient’s behavior. Infants as early as 18 months shared if the
experimenter extended her arm with a sad face (Dunfield et al., 2011). Other types of
subtle cues such as eye gaze of recipient can also influence sharing behaviors in some
cultures (Wu et al., 2018). Twenty-five months old toddlers share their snack only if
the experimenter demonstrated their wish with a verbal cue (Brownell et al., 2009;
Brownell et al., 2013).

Children’s sharing behaviors can also show variations in terms of the cost. Studies
measuring costly sharing are usually based on tasks which require giving up their own

resources to others (altruistic sharing scenarios). Dictator game is among the most
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encountered measures that includes earning and dividing the earned rewards between
themselves and others (Blake & Rand, 2010). Other study methods employed resource
allocation tasks such as stickers (Chernyak & Kushnir, 2013), crackers (Reschke et al.,
2022) or chocolate (Abramson et al., 2018). The literature related to costly sharing
points out a strong tendency to decrease in sharing behaviors if children’s own interest
Is at stake (Smith et al., 2013; Fehr et al., 2008).

Contrasting findings related to the sharing behavior of children are prevalent in the
literature. Children younger than 5-year-old tend to reserve most of their belongings
to themselves (Blake & Rand, 2010; Wu & Su, 2014), on the other hand, they are also
reported to have a strong tendency for equal sharing (Fehr et al., 2008). In Fehr et al.
study, at age 3- 4 majority of children demonstrated selfish behavior in sharing game,
however the frequency of egalitarian choices increased in 5- 6-year-olds, and 7- and
8-year-olds showed egalitarian sharing. At this point, besides age, one other important
factor was significant: To whom they are sharing. Even in preschool ages, children
fairly shared resources with their friends even at a cost, but this situation was not true
for strangers (Moore, 2009). Equal sharing behaviors are reported to increase with age
(Smith et al., 2013), however they did not show a significant increase in their sharing

with age if the recipient was a stranger (Fehr et al., 2008).

These findings were also supported in later studies. As they get older, children shared
significantly more to a friend in their class compared to the strangers, implying that
in-group out-group bias increasing with age (Giiroglu et al., 2014). Still, in another
study (Paulus & Moore, 2014), it was reported that 4-5-year-old children differentiated
between recipients (friend and a disliked peer), whereas 3-year-olds lacked this
differentiation and shared regardlessly in majority of the trials. In another study
(LoBlue et al., 2011) children between 3-5 years old even reacted when stickers were
not shared equally between themselves and their friends. Similarly, recent studies
found that ingroup bias may exist as early as 3 years old but become stronger at ages
5- 6 (Lin et al., 2022; Vonk et al., 2020). Recipient characteristics is another factor
could have an effect on sharing. In a study comparing 4- and 8-year-old children in a
costly sharing task, both groups of children shared more when the recipient is in

physical or emotional need, and acted morally appropriate on previous scenarios.
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However, if there was a recipient who acted morally inappropriately, older group of
children shared less (Malti et al., 2016).

Cultural differences might be an explanation for these mixed results. The age variation
for in-group out-group decisions of children may result from cultural context. Studies
conducted with Western children suggesting a preference for friends at 4 years old
(Paulus & Moore, 2014), still, this is not the case for Chinese sample of children (Yu
et al., 2016). The environment children raised in greatly matters for their prosocial
development (House et al., 2013). Adult sharing behaviors also show cross-cultural
variations revealing parallel results with individualistic-collectivistic differentiation
(Gachter et al., 2010), as well as children. Past studies focusing on cross-cultural
differences reported more spontaneous sharing happening in Chinese children than
American children (Rao & Stewart, 1999), and less self-interest bias in children from
Asian countries than Brazil and United States (Rochas et al., 2009). The degree for
compliance also shows difference between countries. To illustrate, experimenter’s
alternating gaze influenced Chinese preschoolers more than their American peers
suggesting that Chinese children are more compliant to the cues which is also
consistent with cultural constructs of individualism and collectivism (Wu et. al., 2018).
Other studies also showed differences in children’s sharing behaviors relative to their
cultural characteristics (Callaghan & Corbit, 2018; Rochat et. al., 2009; Scharpf et al.,
2016; Stewart & McBride-Chang, 2000). But these types of studies are not common,
have methodological drawbacks, and they lack focus on cultural similarities (House et
al., 2013).

3.1.7 Culture and Prosocial Behaviors

Emergence and development of prosocial behaviors of children can only be fully
comprehended by taking into consideration of social factors (Giner Torréns & Kartner,
2017), and their prosocial development cannot be exempt from the cultural settings
they are raised (Kagitcibasi, 2007). As well as other types of prosocial behaviors,
helping and sharing behaviors of children are closely related to the cultural norms and

values.
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Past literature examining culture from the individualistic-collectivistic perspective
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991) accepts prosocial behavior outcomes to be more common
among individuals in collectivistic cultures where harmony and other-centered
orientations in relations are valued (Grusec et al., 2002). However, accepting those
two dimensions as opposites would limit our understandings of cultural characteristics
as described in detail in Chapter 2. Prosocial behaviors of children not necessarily have
to be lower based on the country they live in. The literature also has mixed findings
regarding cultural comparisons. In a study examining adult prosocial behaviors in 66
different countries in terms of Hofstede’s national cultures, a positive association
between individualism and prosocial behaviors was reported (Luria et al., 2015). In
another study including a cross-cultural comparison in terms of prosocial behaviors
(Zahn-Waxler et al., 1996), results revealed that children in US had higher prosocial
behaviors than Japanese children. On the other hand, there are also studies found a
positive association between collectivism and prosocial behaviors (Lampridis &
Papastylianou, 2014; Marti-Vilar et al., 2019).

On the relationship about prosocial behaviors and culture association, the results of the
past studies need a different approach for examination. Since individuals may both be
high in relatedness and autonomy (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007), the results should be interpreted
in terms of dimensions (Padilla-Walker & Carlo, 2014). Individuals who are high in
relatedness can also be high in terms of prosocial outcomes. In an empirical study
when relatedness was primed, higher prosocial tendencies over control conditions was
reported (Pavey et al., 2011). However, this finding does not imply information about
the relationship between prosocial behaviors and other cultural constructs such as

autonomy.

Apart from the dimensional interpretation of culture, while examining this
relationship, behavior specific examination of the prosocial behaviors rather than a
general variable may provide more comprehensive assessment. As mentioned in the
previous parts, there are different trajectories for helping and sharing (Dahl & Paulus,
2019). Indeed, some specific types of prosocial acts may be accepted and valued more
in one culture than others, so children in that society have more chance to observe,

experience and practice these behaviors. Spontaneous helping without expectations is
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accepted as more valuable in some cultures whereas, in other cultures it may be more
acceptable to help upon the demand of others (Miller & Bersoff, 1994). Another type
of prosocial acts could be costly helping behaviors. When there is no cost involved in
the helping scenarios, children in Peru, Canada, and India all showed increased helping
with age. In the scenarios for costly helping, age-related trends differ between three
groups. In other words, altruistic helping behaviors of children is closely related with
the early social environment they were raised in (Corbit et al., 2020). Similarly, in a
study conducted with children from different cultures, costly helping is identified as
the most culture specific prosocial behavior, and observed differences were higher for
school age children (House et al., 2013).

In addition, the factors above, other aspects of the culture can have an effect on the
prosocial behavior outcomes. For example, children living in cultures where obedience
Is high may accept sharing as a necessity to obey the rules and share more. Or, in some
cultures parents may motivate their children to show more prosocial behaviors by
embarrassing them when they do not obey. In a study examining prosocial behaviors
of 3 to 5 years old children in living in China and US, children played dictator game
and were asked to distribute the resources they have between themselves and the
experimenter. When the researcher makes an eye contact with children, Chinese
children shared more (Wu et al., 2018). Similarly, in another study examining
Australian and Turkish children’s prosocial behaviors (Yagmurlu & Sanson, 2009),
although children were similar in their levels of prosocial development in both
cultures, obedience demanding behaviors of parents facilitated prosocial acts only

among Turkish children.

3.1.7.1 Parenting as the Pathway from Culture to Prosocial Behaviors

A well-documented literature exists related to the prosocial behavior outcomes of
children raised in different sociocultural environments and many of this information
comes from cross-cultural studies (Callaghan & Corbit, 2018; Cowell et al., 2017;
Koster et al., 2016). However, there are mixed findings which can be explained with
the complexity of this association. The results should be handled differently than
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country-level comparisons because, rather than a simple direct relationship, the effects
of culture is usually implemented through other social factors such as parenting.

It is possible that parents living in different cultural settings employ different parenting
practices which will result in differences in terms of prosocial behavior outcomes in
return. To illustrate, when Brazilian and German children were compared in terms of
helping, mother’s deliberate scaffolding (by explaining) was related to the helping
behaviors of children in the Germany whereas mother’s assertive scaffolding (by being
directive) was related to the helping behaviors of children in Brazil which supports the
idea of culture-specific developmental pathways (Koster et al., 2016). To further
examine these pathways within Turkish culture, a preliminary study (Study 1) was
conducted to investigate the associations between cultural self-construals and

parenting practices.

In Blake et al. (2016) study, parents expressed that their children learned how to
behave prosocially from them. Although they believed that they taught their children
the appropriate prosocial behaviors via acting as role models, they may also
transmitted their beliefs through more active mechanisms such as parenting. As far as
our knowledge, there is not any study examining the mediating role of parenting
between cultural constructs and child outcomes. Still, findings about the significant
role of parenting practices between parenting cognitions and child outcomes could
represent an example (Bornstein et al., 2018).

Taken together, the current study will examine the pathways between self-construals
and prosocial behavior outcomes of children with consideration to the mediator role
of parenting practices. Therefore, in the next part, the relationship between parenting
practices and prosocial behaviors will be identified.

3.1.8 Parenting Practices and Prosocial Behaviors in Early Childhood

Expectations about what is appropriate find place in the cultural settings. As for this,
culture that individuals live in, significantly shape their cognitions, emotions, and

behaviors both as an individual and as a parent. Consequently, the use of specific
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parenting practices such as giving explanations to children may be emphasised more
in some cultures whereas other parenting practices such as lying to children may be
practiced less frequently based on the cultural characteristics. Parents, as being the first
socializers, have an influence on their children’s prosocial development. There is a
well-grounded literature pointing out to the associations between different parenting
behaviors and child prosocial outcomes (Ngai et al., 2018; Padilla-Walker, 2014; Streit
et al., 2021; Yavuz et al., 2022a; Zarra-Nezhad et al., 2014). As can be expected,
parenting practices such as warmth, and reasoning induction (Padilla-Walker, 2014;
Yavuz et., 2022a) were reported to have positive relationships, whereas harsh or
hostile parenting and corporal punishment had negative relationships (Romano et al.,
2005) with children’s prosocial outcomes. On the other hand, considering deceiving
and lying which a culture specific parenting practice, no studies examined its
relationship with prosocial outcomes, rather, studies mostly focused on problem
behavior outcomes (Dodd & Malm, 2021; Santos et al., 2017). Therefore, within the
scope of the current thesis, four parenting practices will be covered considering their
strong associations with child prosocial outcomes and cultural variations documented

in the literature.

3.1.8.1 Warmth and Prosocial Behaviors

Parental warmth can be characterized with accepting children’s needs and emotions,
and offering care and support in a positive way (Rothenberg et al., 2020). Parents who
are high in terms of warmth are also high in responsiveness and intimacy (Rohner,
1986). Since it promotes feelings of connection and togetherness, it is closely related
to the prosocial outcomes of children (Zhou et al., 2002). As can be expected, it is
related with positive child outcomes (Dost-Gozkan, 2022; Khaleque & Ali, 2017,
Lansford, 2022; Zhou et al., 2002), and plays a protective role for negative child
outcomes (Rothenberg et al., 2020) in different cultural settings. Past studies with
cross-cultural comparisons showed that parental warmth is a universal construct and
children living in different cultures have similar experiences (Jackson-Newsom et al.,
2008; Pastorelli et al., 2021; Rohner & Lansford, 2017).

Warmth is included in the current study considering its close association with prosocial

outcomes of children from all age groups. Among school aged children, their
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perceived parental warmth was positively related with helping behaviors (Ruiz-Ortiz
etal., 2017), and prosocial behavior outcomes in general (Acar-Bayraktar et al., 2018;
Carlo et al., 2010; Luengo Kanacri et al., 2021; van der Storm et al., 2022). Studies
conducted in early childhood also highlights the strong relationship between warmth
and prosocial outcomes (Daniel et al., 2015; Eisenberg et al., 2015; Xiao et al., 2018).
Considering these findings, parental warmth is accepted as a key factor for prosocial

development (Pastorelli et al., 2021).

However, there are a few exceptions for these universal findings in the literature. In
Laible et al. (2017) study conducted with 4-year old Turkish children, although their
correlations were significant in the first place, direct effects between parental warmth
and sharing, comforting, cooperating, and helping behaviors were not significant when
other variables are included in the model. Similarly, in Pastorelli and colleague’s
(2021) study comparing 11 countries, warmth and prosocial behaviors association was
not significant for Kenya, Thailand and Jordan. Those three countries are reported to
have similar cultural values about obedience and conformity to authority as for the
case in Turkey which reveals the need for more research to be done. Thus, current
study will include warmth, a positive parenting practice, as a mediator between

cultural values and child prosocial outcomes.

3.1.8.2 Reasoning and Prosocial Behaviors

Reasoning induction is characterized with explanation of rules, and consequences of
our actions with reference to other’s perspectives. Since taking perspective of others
is an essential part of empathy, it is an important parenting practice for children’s

social development as well as warmth (Grolnick, 2003).

Inductive reasoning could have an influence on children’s prosocial outcomes in
several ways. Firstly, parents who use reasoning induction techniques as a strategy
also supports their children’s perspective taking skills, and empathy as a result.
Secondly, it helps children to understand the relationships and connections between
different concepts and ideas. Research has shown that children who are able to engage

in inductive reasoning are more likely to exhibit prosocial behaviors, such as sharing
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and helping others (Helwig et al., 2014). For example, a child who is able to engage
in inductive reasoning may be more likely to help a classmate who is upset because
they understand that their actions can have a positive impact on the other child's
emotional well-being. On the other hand, a child who struggles with inductive
reasoning may be less likely to engage in prosocial behaviors because they may not
fully understand the consequences of their actions or how they can affect others.

Previous studies showed that reasoning and induction behaviors of parents’ is
associated with positive adjustment and prosocial behaviors of children and
adolescence across cultures (Brajsa-Zganec & Hanzec, 2014; Bush et al., 2002; Chen
etal., 1997; Kim & Ge, 2000; Wang et al., 2007). But, the use of reasoning induction
practices changes between cultures. The literature has mixed result suggesting no clear
cultural patterns. To illustrate, inductive reasoning was evaluated as positively in both
China and Canada (Helwig et al., 2014). Therefore, it would be valuable to examine
reasoning induction considering the effects of cultural constructs. Further, parenting
by reasoning promotes a positive and supportive home environment (Trecca, 2022),
which can promote children's overall wellbeing and happiness (Gartu, 2019). Children
who are raised in this way may be more likely to engage in prosocial behaviors
themselves (Slobodskaya et al., 2020), which can lead to a more positive and
harmonious society. Thus, as the second positive parenting practice current study will

examine the indirect pathway through reasoning induction.

3.1.8.3 Corporal Punishment and Prosocial Behaviors

Corporal punishment, or the use of physical force as a way of disciplining children is
a method encountered all over the world despite the negative outcomes (Gershoff,
2002). It includes behaviors such as spanking, shoving, and slapping (Robinson et al.,
1995). Cultural variations exist related to the perceptions and approval of use as
mentioned in the second chapter (Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016; Lee & Watson,
2020; Silveira et al., 2021; Zhai & Gao, 2010). The use of corporal punishment is
reported as more common in early childhood (Clément & Chamberland, 2014).
Previous studies examining corporal punishment and child outcomes mainly focus on
the externalization problems (Bombi et al., 2015; Dodge et al., 1990; Gershoff, 2002;

Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016; Li et al., 2022). Considering their negative
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relationship, prosocial behaviors and corporal punishment practices of parents would
have a negative relationship, however, few studies addressed this relationship
(Romano et al., 2005). Findings of Gryczkowski et al (2018) study reveals a negative
association between prosocial behaviors and father’s corporal punishment use only in
girls. Longitudinal investigations also revealed a significant effect of corporal

punishment on children’s prosocial outcomes at 5 years old (Piché et al., 2017).

Different cultures may have different approaches to child-rearing and discipline in
general. Some cultures may place a greater emphasis on obedience and conformity,
while others may place a greater emphasis on independence and self-expression. In
line with this argument, findings from a cross-cultural study reveals a difference
between the use of punitive practices and child prosocial outcomes. Helping behaviors
of children had a negative relationship with punitive practices of German mothers,
whereas, positive relationship in Indian mothers (Giner Torrens & Kartner, 2017).
Thus, current study will include corporal punishment, a negative parenting practice, as

a mediator between cultural values and child prosocial outcomes.

3.1.8.4 Deceiving & Lying and Prosocial Behaviors

Parents occasionally deceive and lie to their children in order to control their children’s
behavior. The literature about parenting by lying practices is scarce, and similar to the
corporal punishment practices, existing studies focused mostly on the negative child
outcomes. A positive link between externalizing problems and retrospective reports of
lying practices of their parents was reported (Setoh et al., 2019). Expanding the
findings of this study, other researchers tested the paths between being lied as a child
to lying to their parents as an adult and negative outcome in the adulthood, and found
associations with depression (Dodd & Malm, 2021), and psychosocial adjustment
problems (Santos et al., 2017). The link between parental lying and depression (Hua
& Meiting, 2021), and anxiety (Meiting & Hua, 2020) was also prominent among
adolescents in Singapore. Deceiving and lying practices are also very common among
Turkish parents with very culture specific sayings such as “I will put hot pepper in
your mouth if you don’t behave.” In a study conducted with Turkish university
students, being lied as a child was found to be related with psychopathy (Jackson et

al., 2021). However, this study was also based on the past recollections.
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Cross cultural variations also occur regarding the perceptions about deceiving and
lying practices of parents. To illustrate, parents in America reported telling more lies
to their children if they have an Asian background comparing to the parents with
European background (Heyman et al., 2009). Themes of lying behaviors may also
varies in different societies. In Heyman et al. (2013) study, there is a factor about
positive lies parents tell to boost their children’s self-esteem which is not very common
in cultures such as China and Turkey where deceiving and lying practices are mostly
used to gain obedience to parent’s authority. Thus, to further explore its associations
current study will include deceiving and lying, as a mediator between cultural values

and child prosocial outcomes.

3.1.9. Current Study

In the light of the given literature, the main aim of the current study was to investigate
the pathways for transmitting cultural self-construals of mother’s (Related and
autonomous self-construals) to prosocial outcomes (Proactive helping, reactive
helping, sharing, mother-rated prosocial behaviors) of children between 3 to 5 years
old. For this reason, the mediating roles of parenting practices of warmth, reasoning
induction, corporal punishment and deceiving lying were analyzed. To be able to
decide whether or not to act prosocially, children should first need to develop a sense
of autonomy (Zhou et al., 2022). After gaining autonomy, different types of prosocial
acts such as proactive and reactive helping behaviors can be performed as mentioned
in the previous sections (Aime et al., 2017). The most suitable age to observe those
acts is early childhood since they show an increase both in quantity and quality
(Hoffman, 2000; MacGowan & Schmitt, 2021). Moreover, during this period children
are first learning to interact with others and to regulate their own emotions and
behaviors at the kindergarten. It is also a time when they are learning to be a part of a
community and to consider the needs and perspectives of others. Studying prosocial
behaviors in early childhood can provide insight into how these behaviors develop and
how they can be promoted during this critical period of development. Additionally, as
mentioned in the previous sections, research has shown that the foundations for social
and emotional development are laid in early childhood. Therefore, the current study

focused prosocial behavior outcomes of children between 3 to 5 years old.
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Hypotheses of the study;

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

Maternal related self-construals will be associated with child proactive helping
behaviors through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction, corporal
punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal autonomous self-construals will be associated with child proactive
helping behaviors through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction,
corporal punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal related self-construals will be associated with child reactive helping
behaviors through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction, corporal
punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal autonomous self-construals will be associated with child reactive
helping behaviors through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction,
corporal punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal related self-construals will be associated with children’s sharing
through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction, corporal
punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal autonomous self-construals will be associated with children’s sharing
helping behaviors through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning induction,
corporal punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal related self-construals will be associated with children’s mother-rated
prosocial outcomes through parenting practices of warmth, reasoning
induction, corporal punishment and deceiving lying.

Maternal autonomous self-construals will be associated with children’s
mother-rated prosocial outcomes through parenting practices of warmth,

reasoning induction, corporal punishment and deceiving lying.
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3.2 Method

3.2.1 Participants

The study involved 122 child-mother couples (63 boys, 51.6%) aged between 37
months to 65 months (Mage= 54 months, SD= 9.22). Mothers age ranged between 23
and 48 (Mage= 35.14, SD= 5.00). Both mothers and children were native Turkish
speakers. Majority of the mothers were married and living together with husbands
(91.8%), 3.3 % of them identified themselves as single, 1.6 % lost their husbands,
2.5% was living separate from their husbands. One mother was illiterate, whereas, 9%
of them graduated from primary school, 23.8% high school, 46.7% university, and
18.9% of them had graduate degree. 71 of them (58.2%) were working full time, 12 of
them (9.8%) were working part-time, and 37 (30.3%) of them were not working.

3.2.2 Measures

3.2.2.1 Demographic Information

Mothers were asked to answer questions related to their demographic characteristics
such as age, gender, level of education, marital status, number of children they have,
employment, perceived economic status, and religiosity. Furthermore, as being similar
to Study 1, they were asked how they share the responsibilities related to household
chores, and child care on a 1 to 10-point scale (1= Totally my partner is responsible, 5
= Equal share, 10 = Totally me).

Economic situation and religiosity were rated over 1 to 7. Furthermore, mothers who
are married had rated their relationship satisfaction over 1 to 10. How much husbands
share household chores, and child care related chores were rated on a 5-Likert scale
accounting 1 as “I do all the job” and 5 “My partner does all the job”. Answers
indicated that mothers had main responsibility for housework and child care mostly
(see Table 3.1).
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Table 3.1

Descriptive statistics for demographic information (N=111)

Min Max M SD
Socioeconomic level 1 7 4.35 1.11
Religiousity 1 7 4.29 1.51
Marriage satisfaction 1 10 7.61 241
Number of children 1 4 1.71 0.72
Share of housework 1 4 2.09 0.81
Share of child care 1 4 2.20 0.79

3.2.2.2 Self-Construals

Mother’s autonomy, and relatedness were measured with Kagitcibasi’s Autonomous,
and Related Self Scales (Kagitcibasi, 2007). For Study 2, Cronbach alpha reliabilities
for self-scales were found as a = .83 for relatedness, and o = .87 for autonomous self-

scales. Details about the measurement was given at study one.

3.2.2.3 Parenting Practices

Parenting practices were measured in the same way as the first study. Deceiving and
lying practices of parents was measured with the 19 items taken from Heyman et al.,
(2013) and Kog¢ (2017) studies which was mentioned in Chapter 2. For the second
study, reliability of the deceiving lying scale was found as .88. Other parenting
practices (warmth & involvement, reasoning/induction, and corporal punishment)
were measured with Parenting Practices Questionnaire Constructs-PSDQ (Robinson
et al., 1995). 11 items in warmth & involvement subscale had a Cronbach a reliability
of .79. Reasoning/induction subscale had .77 Cronbach a reliability with seven items.

Corporal punishment subscale had six items with .79 reliability.

3.2.2.4. Prosocial Behaviors: Mother-report

Mother report for children’s prosocial behaviors was measured with Prosocial and
Aggressive Behaviors Questionnaire (Bayraktar et al., 2010) and Prosocial Behavior
Scale (Yagmurlu et al., 2005). Prosocial and Aggressive Behaviors Scale was

originally developed by Boxer et al (2004) and had two item groups with different
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subscales which are aggressive behavior (Proactive and reactive subscales), and
prosocial items (Altruistic, proactive, and reactive). In the current thesis, only altruistic
prosocial behavior subscale was used. In Bayraktar et al. (2010) study, five items had
a reliability of .75. Furthermore, two more items related to comforting from Prosocial
Behavior Scale were included. This scale was originally developed by lannotti (1985)
and adapted to Turkish by Yagmurlu et al. (2005). Items were ranged between 1=

never to 4= always, with .84 Cronbach alpha reliability.

3.2.3 Materials

There are three phases in application of the prosocial tasks which are warm-up session,
proactive helping task, and sharing and reactive helping tasks. For warm-up session,
three white colored pinpon balls and a bigger orange-colored ball were used. Proactive
helping tasks included, pieces of block puzzle for making tower, robot and house, a
coffee table in where 20 empty plastic water bottles/a bunch of paper were scattered
on, and two boxes for picking up bottles/papers. For sharing and reactive helping task,
a study table and two chairs, two white A4 sized papers for drawing, four crayons
(black, red, yellow, and blue), a bottle filled with water to put on puppets as a
weighting, two fluffy puppets (26 cm x 23 cm yellow duck and 30 cm x 28 cm white
rabbit puppets in Figure 3.1), two 10 cm x 5 cm x 3 cm clear boxes (One for child, and

one for puppet), 10 smiley face stickers, and two cups of playdough as gift.

Figure 3.1

Puppets, clear boxes and stickers used in sticker sharing task
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3.2.4 Procedure

Ethical approval was taken from the Human Ethics Committee at Middle East
Technical University. Ankara National Education Directorate was also applied to
conduct this study in public kindergartens and to be accepted in private daycare
centers, as well. Participants were reached by flyers were and posters inside in the
university campus and social media ads. To our call, 32 mothers communicated
with us and participated to the study in our lab. Furthermore, 5 other kindergartens
were contacted (2 state, 2 private and university’s kindergarten) and mothers who
are willing to participate filled out the questionnaires and informed consent for
their children’s participation. Children completed a battery of different tasks either
in a quiet room at their own kindergarten or in our laboratory. The settings were
identical for both places. Overall, the assessment lasted for one hour. While
employing the tasks, two experimenters were present at the room (Experimenter
1: E1 & Experimenter 2: E2). 90% of the time E1 was stable and E2 was another
female student who had an in-depth training. E2 was mainly responsible from the
coding, still, E1 and E2 double checked the coding after each session. A schematic

of the tasks employed is given in Figure 3.2 in detail.

Warm-up task was applied in order to make child feeling comfortable with
approaching to the experimenters and comfortable moving around the room. Also,
it gave us opportunity to test whether children were able to follow verbal

instructions.

A similar protocol with Warneken (2013) paper was employed for proactive
helping task. In the current study, instead of milk cans, empty water bottles and
paper were used in three different trials. Experimenter two stayed in a far end of
the room for observation. A drop zone was chosen at approximately the same
length for each child (see Figure 3.2 for detailed information). Experimenter
dropped the bottles/paper approximately to the same spot at each trial. Successful
attempts to retrieve the objects were coded as 1 point and verbal utterances to alert

the experimenter were coded as 0.5 point, and no attempt to help was coded as 0
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point. Sum of three trials were calculated to measure proactive helping ranging
between 0-3.

Reactive helping was measured with the procedure used in Aime et al (2017) study.
Helping was coded as 4 points if the child helped in first 2 seconds when E1 said
‘Ah’, 3 points if the child helped when E1 alternated gazes between child and the
crayon (2 seconds), 2 points if the child helped when E1 said ‘My crayon’, 1 point
if the child helped when El said ‘Can you give my crayon?’, and 0 point if the
child did not help at all. Minimum score for children to get from this task was 0

and maximum score was 4.

Spontaneous sharing of children was measured with two different tasks, crayon
sharing and sticker sharing. For crayon sharing, children’s sharing was coded as
spontaneous sharing and scored as 4 if they shared spontaneously. If they shared
after 3 seconds with experimenter’s verbal request, how many crayons they shared
was coded. Crayon sharing task had scores ranged between 0 and 4. Sticker sharing
task was employed with puppets in order to avoid including SES, gender, and racial
related cues. The procedure was similar to the Chernyak et al (2017) with some
changes. In the current study, duck and rabbit puppets were used. Instead of
wooden boxes, clear see-through boxes were used. Also, stickers used in the
current study had identical colored (yellow) smiley faces. In each trial either six or
four stickers were used in counterbalanced order. How many stickers children
shared in two trials was scored and their scores ranged between 0 to 10. To be able
to calculate a total score for sharing, sum of the scores for crayon sharing and

sticker sharing tasks were used.
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3.3 Results

3.3.1 Data Screening and Analysis

Current study aimed to examine the association between mother’s autonomous and
related self-construals and reactive helping, proactive helping, sharing, and mother-
rated prosocial behaviors of children through parenting practices of warmth, inductive
reasoning, corporal punishment and deceiving & lying. Firstly, correlation between
the variables were examined and then regression analyses were conducted for each
child outcome to see the relationship between variables. Secondly, to be able to test
the mediator role of parenting practices, 10 different mediation models were tested.

The analysis was conducted using SPSS version 26.0. To be able to test assumptions
univariate and multivariate outliers were checked. Z-scores were calculated for
identifying univariate outliers, and cases identified as outliers were replaced by
changing with the closest raw score as suggested in Tabachnik and Fidell (2007).
Residuals were screened for multivariate outliers, and 10 cases identified as
multivariate outliers were removed from the further analysis. When normality was
assessed, some of the variables had higher kurtosis/error of kurtosis ratios. There were
no absolute values of kurtosis greater than seven and no absolute values of skewness
greater than two. Furthermore, mediation hypotheses were tested with bootstrapping
method which is a non-parametric test. Therefore, no transformation is conducted as
suggested by Kim (2013) and Hayes (2018). The rest of the analyses was continued
with a sample of 111 child-mother pairs. For correlations, Pearson r correlation
coefficient, for regression model’s linear regression and hierarchical regressions, and

for mediation analysis PROCESS macro (Hayes, 2018) were used.

3.3.2 Descriptive Statistics and Bivariate Correlations of Study Variables

Descriptive statistics and bivariate correlations for study variables reported by mothers
and observed prosocial outcomes of children were summarized in the Table 3.2, and
Table 3.3. Furthermore, to be able to examine whether there is a difference between
ages, age was split into two groups (0 for children between 37-51 months-old; 1 for
children 51-65 months-old). There were 45 children in the first group and 66 children
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for the second group. Group comparisons were conducted for each child outcome (See

Table 3.4). There was no difference between the age groups.

Table 3.2
Descriptive statistics for mother report and observed variables (N=111)

Min Max M SD
Autonomous self-construal 9 43 28.23 7.43
Related self-construal 11 45 31.21 6.73
Autonomous related self-construal 23 46 35.81 4.79
Warmth 30 55 47.04 5.21
Reasoning/induction 14 35 24.78 4.57
Deceiving & lying 20 63 31.48 8.73
Corporal punishment 6 17 7.85 2.38
Mother report prosociality 13 28 21.94 3.69
Proactive helping 0 3 1.31 1.10
Reactive helping 0 4 2.77 1.39
Sharing 0 14 6.89 2.82
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Table 3.4
Independent samples test for the comparison of age groups

Levene's Test for Equality

of \Variances t-test for Equality of Means

F t p  Mean Difference SE
Mother-report 21 -74 46 52 71
Prosociality
Sharing 1.46 -67 .50 -.36 54
Proactive Help 1.73 112 .26 .23 21
Reactive Help .80 -1.75 .09 -.49 .28

3.3.3 Results of Regression Analysis for Children’s Prosocial Behaviors

Before conducting mediation analysis, five linear regression analyses were run in order
to examine whether factors explain a significant amount of variance in child outcomes.
Autonomous self, related self, warmth, reasoning, deceiving, and corporal punishment
were entered to the regression model. In predicting proactive helping outcomes of
children, regression model yielded insignificant results, R? = .05 (adjusted R?=-.006),
F (6, 103) = .90, p = .49. For the outcome of reactive helping [R? = .15 (adjusted R? =
10), F (6, 103) =.2.92, p < .005], there was a negative association between reasoning
(6 =-.35, p <.005). Children whose parents used more reasoning induction strategies
in their parenting, performed less reactive helping behaviors.

Related and autonomous self-construals, warmth, reasoning, deceiving, and corporal
punishment explained %22 of change in sharing behaviors of children [R? = .22
(adjusted R?=.17), F (6, 103) = 4.82, p < .001]. Those variables also explained 20%
change in observed total prosocial behaviors of children [R? = .20 (adjusted R? = .15),
F (6, 103) = 4.15, p = .001]. However, none of the variables in those two models had
significant associations with dependent variables (See Table 3.5).
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For mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children [R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .18), F (6,
103) =4.94, p <.001], warmth of mothers had positive (5 = .41, p=.001), and corporal
punishment had negative associations (8 = -.26, p < .005). Children whose mothers
have more warmth towards them, had significantly more prosocial behaviors, whereas,
children whose mothers use more corporal punishment, had significantly less prosocial

behaviors.
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Table 3.5

Regression models for the child outcomes

B SE p F df  p AdjR?
Proactive Helping .90 109 49 -.01
Autonomous .06 .02 .73
Related .16 .03 .33
Warmth .00 .03 .99
Reasoning -.10 03 .42
Deceiving .09 02 .48
Corporal Punishment .01 05 .95
Reactive Helping 2.92* 109 .01 .10*
Autonomous -12 03 .44
Related -.03 .03 .83
Warmth .18 .03 .16
Reasoning -36** .04 .00
Deceiving .08 02 .54
Corporal Punishment -.07 .06 .51
Sharing 4.83*** 109 .00 .17***
Autonomous -.27 .06 .08
Related .02 07 .92
Warmth -.00 06 .97
Reasoning A4 07 .22
Deceiving .20 .04 .09
Corporal Punishment A3 12 .20
Total Prosocial Behaviors 4.15** 109 .00 .15**
Observed
Autonomous -.22 .08 .17
Related .04 10 .78
Warmth .05 .09 .68
Reasoning -.04 10 .75
Deceiving 19 05 11
Corporal Punishment .07 18 .50
Mother-rated Prosocial 4.93** 109 .00 .18***
Behaviors
Autonomous -11 .08 .45
Related -.09 .09 .56
Warmth A41** 09 .00
Reasoning -12 .09 .30
Deceiving 15 05 .21
Corporal Punishment -.26* 16 .01

** p value is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* p value is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
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3.3.4 Overview of Mediation Analyses

To be able to test the relationship between maternal self-construals, and prosocial
behavior outcomes of children (proactive helping, reactive helping, sharing, and
mother rated prosocial behaviors) of their children through parenting behaviors of
warmth and reasoning, eight different mediation models were calculated. In order to
test the indirect effects with multiple mediators, Parallel mediation analysis with
PROCESS for SPSS Model 4 (Hayes, 2013) were utilized for each child outcome and
maternal construal. Model 4 is capable of jointly testing different mediators within the
same mediation model with bias-corrected confidence intervals. The indirect effect is
identified as significant if the confidence interval of the path does not contain zero.
5000 bootstrap calculations were made with 95% CI.

3.3.4.1 Mediating Role of Parenting Practices on the Relationship Between
Maternal Self-construals and Child Proactive Helping Behaviors

The mediating role of parenting practices of warmth, reasoning, and corporal
punishment in the relationship between related self-construal of mother’s and
proactive helping behaviors of children was analyzed as described in Figure 3.3.
Related self-construal of mothers significantly predicted warmth (5 = .34, SE = .07, p
<.001), and deceiving (5 = .37, SE = .12, p <.001) positively, and reasoning (5 = -
.25, SE = .06, p < .01) negatively. But it was not a significant predictor of corporal
punishment (5 = .16, SE = .03, p = .09). None of the parenting practices had a direct
relationship with proactive helping behaviors of children (fwarmth= .01, SE = .03, p =
.95; PBreasoning= -.10, SE = .03, p = .42; Beorppun= .01, SE = .05, p = .94; Bdeceiving= .07,
SE= .01, p =.53). Moreover, the indirect effects were also not significant (Bwarmth =
.00, 95 % CI [-.017, .016]; Breasoning= -00, 95% CI [-.006, .018]; Bcorppun= .00, 95% CI
[-.008, .010]; Bdeceiving= .00, 95% CI [-.011, .023]).
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Warmth
34%%* (31) 0006
Reasoning '
A:Z) m‘

Mother’s .03 (.02) Children’s Proactive
Related Self c(c) Helping

16 (a3)

.01(b3
Corporal

punishment

07 (b4)

Deceiving
&Lying

Figure 3.3

Mediation between maternal related self, parenting practices and proactive helping
behaviors of children

Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of related self on proactive helping, whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct effect
of related self on proactive helping.

The same parallel mediation model was tested for the independent variable of
autonomous self-construal’s of mothers (Figure 3.4). In this model, mother’s
autonomous self-construal did not have a significant relationship with warmth (5 = -
15, SE= .07, p = .10), but with reasoning (5 = .29, SE= .05, p < .01), corporal
punishment (= -.27, SE= .03, p<.01), and deceiving (5 =-.53, SE=.10, p <.001).

Similar with the first model, none of the parenting practices had a significant
relationship with proactive helping behaviors of children (Bwarmth= .06, SE = .02, p =
.61; Breasoning= -.14, SE = .03, p=.25; Beorppun= .01, SE = .05, p=.91; Bdeceiving= .08, SE
=.02, p=.55). Moreover, the indirect effects were also not significant (Bwarmth = -.00,
95 % CI [-.008, .004]; Breasoning= -.01, 95% CI [-.020, .003]; Bcorppun= -.00, 95% CI [-
.012, .009]; Bdeceiving= --01, 95% CI [-.027, .015]).
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Warmth

-15 (al) .06(b1)

Reasoning

29%*(a2) -14(b2)

-.02 (-.01)

Mother’s c(c’)
Autonomous Self

Children’s
Proactive Helping

-27**(a3)

01(b3)

Corporal
punishment

08(b4)

Deceiving
&Lying

Figure 3.4

Mediation between maternal autonomous self, parenting practices and proactive
helping behaviors of children

Note: p<.001*** p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent
variable on mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent
variable. Path c stands for the total effect of autonomous self on proactive helping, whereas, ¢’ stands
for the direct effect of autonomous self on proactive helping
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3.3.4.2 Mediating Role of Parenting Practices on the Relationship Between

Maternal Self-construals and Children’s Reactive Helping Behaviors

Mediating role of the parenting practices of warmth, reasoning, and corporal
punishment in the relationship between mother relatedness and reactive helping
behaviors of children was analyzed with the model described in Figure 3.5. In this
model, mother’s related self-construal had a significant relationship with warmth (8 =
.34, SE = .07, p <.01), reasoning (B = -.25, SE = .06, p <.01), and deceiving (5 =
.37, SE =.12, p<.001), but not with corporal punishment (= .16, SE=.03, p =.087).
Furthermore, only reasoning had a direct negative relationship with reactive helping
behaviors of children (Bwarmih= .16, SE =.03, p =.19; Breasoning= -.35, SE = .04, p <.01;
Peorppun= -.07, SE = .06, p = .51; Pdeceiving= .02, SE = .02, p =.33). Furthermore, the
indirect effect in this model was significant only through reasoning (Bwarmth = .01, 95
% CI [-.003 .032]; Breasoning= .02, 95% CI [.002, .039]; Bcorppun= -.00, 95% CI [-.016,
.008]; Bdeceiving= .01, 95% CI [-.011, .026]). The total effect of mother’s related self on
children’s reactive helping (Biota= .05, p < .05, 95% CI [.008, .088]) was significant
and direct effect was not significant (Bairect= .01, p = .65, 95% CI [-.038, .060])
concluding to a full mediation.

Warmth

.34*** (al)
/ Reasoning \iG(bl)
-.25**(a2) -.35%* (h2)
Mother’s .05* (.01) Children’s
Related Self c(c’) Reactive Helping
-.07(b3) . Behaviors
Corporal /
punishment
.02 (b4)
Deceiving
&Lying

Figure 3.5

Mediation between maternal related self, parenting practices and reactive helping
behaviors of children



Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of related self on reactive helping, whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct effect
of related self on reactive helping.

The same parallel mediation model was tested for the independent variable of
autonomous self-construals (Figure 3.6). In this model, mother’s autonomous self-
construal had a significant relationship with reasoning (# = .29, SE = .06, p < .01),
corporal punishment (5= -.27, SE= .03, p <.01), and deceiving (#=-.53,SE=.10, p
<.001), but not with warmth (5 = -.15, SE = .07, p =.11). For the direct effects of
mediators on reactive helping behaviors of children, only reasoning had a negative
association with reactive helping behaviors of children (Swarmth= .16, SE =.03, p =.15;
Preasoning= -.34, SE = .03, p <.01; Beorppun= -.07, SE= .06, p = .50; Sdeceiving= .08, SE =
.02, p =.52). Furthermore, the indirect effect of reasoning was also significant, but
other mediators did not have significant indirect effects (Bwarmth = -.05, 95 % CI [-.017,
.001]; Breasoning= -.02, 95% CI [-.037, -.003]; Bcorppun= .00, 95% CI [-.010, .018];
Bdeceiving= -.01, 95% CI [-.031, .018]). Similar to the above mentioned model, the total
effect of mother’s autonomous self on children’s reactive helping (Biota= -.05, p < .01,
95% CI [-.082, -.012]) was significant and direct effect was not significant (Bdirect= -
.02, p=.38, 95% CI [-.062, .024]) concluding to a full mediation.

Warmth
. .16(b1)
Reasoning
29%%(a2) ~34*(b
Mother’s _(OE,): (-02) Children’s
Autonomous uc » Reactive
Self -.27**(a3) Helping
-07(b
Corporal
punishmen
t
- 53xxk .08(b4)
(a4) Deceiving
&Lying
Figure 3.6

Mediation between maternal autonomous self, parenting practices and reactive
helping behaviors of children
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Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of autonomous self on reactive helping, whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct
effect of autonomous self on reactive helping.

3.3.4.3 Mediating Role of Parenting Practices on the Relationship Between
Mother Self-construals and Children’s Sharing Behaviors

The mediating role of the parenting practices of warmth, reasoning, and corporal
punishment in the relationship between mother relatedness and sharing in children
was tested as the model depicted in Figure 3.7. As can be seen in the figure, only
deceiving and lying behaviors of parents had a positive relationship with sharing
(Pwarmth= -.03, SE = .06, p =.79; Preasoning = .14, SE = .07, p =.23; Seorppun= .13, SE =
12, p = .21; Pdeceiving= .27, SE = .04, p <.05). Furthermore, the indirect effect of
deceiving and lying was also significant (Bwarmth =-.01, 95 % CI [-.039 .027]; Breasoning=
-.01, 95% CI [-.043, .014]; Bcorppun= .01, 95% CI [-.010, .044]; Bdeceiving= .04, 95% CI
[.059, .096]). The total effect of mother’s related self on children’s sharing (Biotai= .12,
p < .01, 95% CI [.041, .201]) was significant and direct effect was not significant
(Bdirect= .09, p = .07, 95% CI [-.009, .183]) concluding to a full mediation through
deceiving and lying.
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Figure 3.7

Mediation between maternal related self, parenting practices and sharing behaviors
of children
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Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of related self on sharing, whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct effect of related
self on sharing.

The same model was tested for the independent variable of autonomous self-
construal’s (Figure 3.8). This time, neither the direct (Swarmh= .00, SE = .06, p =.99;
Preasoning= .14, SE = .07, p =.20; Beorppun= .13, SE= .12, p =.20; Bdeceiving= .19, SE= .04,
p =.09), nor the indirect effects (Bwarmth = -.00, 95 % CI [-.013 .013]; Breasoning= .01,
95% CI [-.011, .042; Bcorppun= -.01, 95% CI [-.049, .010]; Bgeceiving= --04, 95% CI [-
.085, .006]) were significant.
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Figure 3.8

Mediation between maternal autonomous self, parenting practices and sharing
behaviors of children

Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of autonomous self on sharing, whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct effect of
autonomous self on sharing.

3.3.4.4 Mediating Role of Parenting Practices on the Relationship Between

Mother Self-construal’s and Mother-rated Prosocial Behaviors of Children

Mediating role of warmth, reasoning, deceiving, and corporal punishment in the

relationship between maternal related self-construal and mother-rated prosocial
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behaviors of children was analyzed as depicted in Figure 3.9. Warmth had a positive
(6 = .40, SE = .04, p <.01), and corporal punishment had a negative (f=-.26, SE=
.16, p <.05) association with children’s prosocial behaviors. But reasoning (f = -.12,
SE =.09, p=.29), and deceiving (# = .18, SE =.04, p =.10) did not have a significant
association with prosocial behaviors. Only the indirect effect of warmth was found as
significant (Bwarmth = .08, 95 % CI [.022, .135]; Breasoning= -02, 95% CI [-.017, .058];
Beorppun= -.02, 95% CI [-.082, .017]; Baeceiving= .04, 95% CI [-.010, .096]). The total
effect of mother’s related self on child prosocial outcomes (Biotar= .10, p = .06, 95%
Cl [-.004, .209]) and the direct effect were not significant (Bgirect= -.00, p = .93, 95%
CI[-.130, .119]) concluding to a partial mediation through warmth.
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Figure 3.9

Mediation analysis for the relationship between mother relatedness, warmth,
reasoning, and mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children

Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of related self on mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children, whereas, ¢’
stands for the direct effect of related self on mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children.

When independent variable was mother’s autonomous self-construals (see Figure

3.10), it was not a predictor of their warmth (5 = -.15, SE = .07, p =.11). However, it
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was a significant predictor of their reasoning (5 = .29, SE = .06, p < .01), corporal
punishment (f = -.27, SE = .03, p <.01), and deceiving lying practices (# = -.53, SE
= .10, p <.001). Similar to the previous model, mother’s warmth had positive ( =
.38, SE = .08, p <.01), and corporal punishment had negative (5 =-.26, SE =.16, p
< .05) association with children’s prosocial behaviors. But reasoning (4 = -.10, SE =
.09, p =.37), and deceiving (# = .15, SE = .05, p =.18) did not have significant
associations with mother-rated prosocial behavior outcomes. In this model, none of
the indirect effects were significant (Bwarmth = -.03, 95 % CI [-.072, .004]; Breasoning= -
.01, 95% CI [-.051, .019]; Bcorppun= .04, 95% CI [-.003, .090]; Bdeceiving= -.04, 95% ClI
[-.011, .025]).

Warmth
15 (a1 . 38%(b1)
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Autonomous c(c) Prosocial Behaviors
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15 (b4)
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Figure 3.10

Mediation analysis for the relationship between mother autonomy, warmth &
reasoning, and mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children

Note: p < .01 **, p<.05*. Path al, a2, a3, a4 stands for the direct effect of independent variable on
mediators. Path b1, b2, b3, b4 stands for the direct effect of mediators on the dependent variable. Path
¢ stands for the total effect of autonomous self on mother-rated prosocial behaviors of children,
whereas, ¢’ stands for the direct effect of autonomous self on mother-rated prosocial behaviors of
children.
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3.3.4.5 Summary of the Mediation Models

A summary of the results for the mediation models is given in the Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 Summary of the Findings of the Mediation Analyses

Qutcome

v

Significant mediators of parenting practices

Hypotheses

Proactive helping behaviors

Related self-construals

None

Hypothesis 1, not supported

Autonomous self-construals

None

Hypothesis 2, not supported

Reactive helping behaviors

Related self-construals

Reasoning induction

Hypothesis 3, partially
supported.

Mother relatedness was
associated with more
reactive helping in children
through decreases in
reasoning induction
practices.

Autonomous self-construals

Reasoning induction

Hypothesis 4, partially
supported.

Mother autonomy was
associated with less
reactive helping in children
through increases in
reasoning induction
practices.

Sharing

Related self-construals

Deceiving lying

Hypothesis 5, partially
supported.

Mother relatedness was
associated with more
sharing in children through
increases in deceiving
practices.

Autonomous self-construals

None

Hypothesis 6, not
supported.

Mother-report
Prosocial Behaviors

Related self-construals

Warmth

Hypothesis 7, partially
supported.

Mother relatedness was
associated with higher
prosociality in children
through increases in
maternal warmth.

Autonomous self-construals

None

Hypothesis 8, not
supported.
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3.4 Discussion

The current thesis was designed to examine the transmission of cultural values to child
outcomes through positive and negative parenting practices within a Turkish sample
of mother-child dyads. Therefore, in this study it was aimed to take the individual level
differences into account with the use of autonomous and related self-construals. The
two self-construals were included in the separate models in order not to make
comparisons with each other but to explore how related and autonomous self-
construals were transmitted to children’s prosocial outcomes through parenting

practices.

3.3.1 Relationships Between Self-construals and Parenting Practices

Self-construals are one of the most eminent factors through which we can observe
cultural effects on the individual level. One of the strongest routes that culture is
transmitted is through parenting. Still, the literature about the relationship between
parental self-construals and parenting practices was very scarce as mentioned in the
introduction part. However, past studies conducted with a cross cultural perspective
could help us to interpret findings of this study. To illustrate, related self-construal of
mothers was positively associated with warmth, but this association was not significant
for autonomous self-construals which can be expected considering the characteristics
attributed to the collectivistic cultures. Parental warmth is defined with intimacy
towards the child (Rohner, 1986). The intimacy aspect could also be attributed to the
interpersonal level of intimacy of mothers. Mothers who were high in relatedness
could also be high in intimacy. It is also in line with the literature about parents in
collectivistic cultures are defined as high in warmth (Rothenberg et al., 2020; Rudy &
Grusec, 2001). Although parental warmth/intimacy is a universal characteristic that
exists in both individualistic and collectivistic cultures, in our sample, autonomy was
characterized with discipline related practices rather than intimacy aspect which can
explain the insignificant association. To illustrate discipline related examples,
autonomous self-construals was positively associated with reasoning-induction, and
negatively associated with corporal punishment and deceiving lying practices.
Although this study had no directional hypothesis, considering the characteristics of

the cultures where autonomy and individuation is valued, our results can be expected.
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Firstly, the items for measuring reasoning practices were mainly about explanation of
the rules and consequences to the children which was related to a more cognitive level
aspect than warmth. Making explanations to children may not be a common practice
in the contexts where obedience to authority is expected (Park et al., 2014; Zeng &
Greenfield, 2015) on the contrary to the contexts where individual agency is
emphasised. This point of view also explains the positive associations between
autonomous self-construal and reasoning in the models since mothers who are high in
autonomy may also value their children’s agency and employ reasoning induction
techniques more often to help their children make their own decisions. Secondly, for
corporal punishment, and deceiving lying, it can be expected that these types of
parenting practices to be less frequent among parents who value their children’s
agency and individuality. Our findings were in line with this expectation. The corporal
punishment was measured with items such as “I spank my child when h/she is
disobedient” or “I slap my child when he/she misbehaves”, and deceiving lying was
measured with items such as “If you don’t behave I will give you to the police”. As
maternal autonomy increased, they may answer negatively high scores as a way of
showing they never apply this type of practices since those behaviors are less
acceptable in contexts where autonomy is emphasised (Douglas, 2006; Mercurio et al.,
2006; Zhai & Gao, 2010). Furthermore, parents usually report lying to their children
to gain obedience (Heyman et al., 2013), but if they are high in autonomy, they will
value their children’s agency and they are not likely to discipline their children by
lying. On the other hand, contrary to the expectations, no associations occurred
between corporal punishment and related self. Although corporal punishment is very
common in early childhood (Clément & Chamberland, 2014), and encountered
throughout the world (Gershoff, 2002; Lansford et al., 2014), in the current study no
significant association with related self-construals exist. Past studies proposed that
parents from collectivistic cultures where obedience and hierarchy emphasised are
more likely to use nonreasoning discipline strategies such as physical discipline
(Sorkhabi, 2012). The corporal punishment was measured with items such as “I spank
my child when h/she is disobedient” or “I slap my child when he/she misbehaves”.
Since they include negative applications as given, mothers might not feel comfortable

answering out of social desirability.
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3.3.2 Relationships Between Parenting Practices and Child Prosocial Outcomes

There is a well-established link between parenting practices and children’s prosocial
outcomes in the literature (Ngai et al., 2018; Padilla-Walker, 2014; Streit et al., 2021;
Yavuz et al.,, 2022a; Zarra-Nezhad et al., 2014). However, different prosocial
outcomes could be linked with different parenting practices due to their developmental
path. Therefore, the associations for different prosocial outcomes such as sharing,
helping are examined in different models. In line with the previous findings (Laible et
al., 2017), it is also found that distinct links exists for each prosocial outcome. To
illustrate, in the current study it was found that parental warmth and corporal
punishment to be associated with only mother-report prosocial behaviors, reasoning
induction only associated with reactive helping behaviors, and deceiving lying only
associated with sharing behaviors of children.

Firstly, as can be expected, literature related to the parental warmth indicates a positive
relationship with child prosocial outcomes (Jackson-Newsom et al., 2008; Pastorelli
et al., 2021; Rohner & Lansford, 2017; Zhou et al., 2002). The findings of the current
study suggested a positive link between warmth and prosocial behaviors of children
only for mother-report prosocial outcomes. The reason for this finding could be that
the way mothers report on their child's prosocial behaviors may be influenced by their
own perceptions of warmth in the parent-child relationship. Mothers may be more
likely to observe and report on prosocial behaviors that align with their own values
and expectations, which could be influenced by their level of warmth towards their
child. Additionally, corporal punishment is one of the parenting practices which is
known with negative developmental outcomes (Gershoff, 2002), and less prosocial
behaviors (Piche et al, 2016). As being similar to warmth, only mother-report prosocial
behaviors were negatively associated with corporal punishment practices. The
mother's personal beliefs and experiences with corporal punishment may influence her
ratings, leading to a biased assessment of the child's prosocial behavior. Also, mothers
may rate the items as highly negative for social desirability, and when mother-reports
were used for measuring both parental practices and child prosocial outcomes, their

effect could increase.

79



Secondly, reasoning induction parenting practices involves explaining consequences
of actions with reference to other’s perspectives, therefore closely related with the
empathy skills (Grolnick, 2003) and helping and sharing behaviors (Helwig et al.,
2014). Based on the literature, although it can be expected that a child who is able to
engage in inductive reasoning may be more likely to act prosocially because they may
comprehend the results of their actions on other people, the direct paths for reasoning
induction and prosocial outcomes were not parallel to this expectation. Reasoning
induction practices had associations only with reactive helping, in negative direction.
But this relationship was not observed for other prosocial outcomes. It will be
discussed in the next sections with consideration to the mediation analyses in detail.

Lastly, literature reports deceiving lying practices to be related with negative outcomes
(Dodd & Malm, 2021; Jackson et al., 2021; Meiting & Hua, 2020). These studies were
based on the past recollections of being lied by their parents as a child. Although
Heyman and colleagues’ study (2019) examined cross-cultural comparison, to date, as
far as our knowledge no study examined its associations with child prosocial
outcomes. Therefore, the current study examined its role as exploratory and found that
it was only related with sharing behaviors of children, in the positive direction.
Although the literature underlines negative outcomes for parenting by lying practices,
it may not be negatively perceived from the perspective of the children. This

explanation is further discussed in detail in the next parts.

Together, these results indicate that different types of parental behavior have specific
impacts on different aspects of a child's prosocial behavior. For example, parental
warmth is related to a child's prosocial behavior as rated by their mother, but not
necessarily to the child's behavior in observed tasks such as helping and sharing.
Meanwhile, reasoning induction, which refers to the use of reasoning and explanation
to control a child's behavior, is associated only with reactive helping behaviors, rather
than sharing behaviors. And, deceiving lying is related to only sharing behaviors, but
not to reactive helping behaviors. These findings suggest that different aspects of a
child's prosocial behavior are influenced by different parenting practices, and highlight
the importance of considering the specific context in which prosocial behavior occurs.
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3.3.3 Mediation Models for Proactive and Reactive Helping

In the current study, we included two types of helping behaviors, which are proactive
and reactive helping. Reactive helping referred helping with an overt cue such as a
verbal request or a facial expression, whereas, proactive helping referred helping
without an overt cue and awareness of the helpee most of the time. Past literature
provided evidence for emergence of proactive helping around 2 years old (Aimee et
al., 2017; Warneken, 2013), still no other studies examined proactive and reactive
helping behaviors in early childhood. Current study aimed to examine proactive and
reactive helping within a sample of 3- 5 years old Turkish children, and searched
whether cultural characteristics are related with children’s reactive and proactive
helping behaviors and which parenting practices are significant in this process.
Although some children performed proactive helping in this sample also, as the results
shows majority of the children did not perform proactive helping. Reactive helping,
on the other hand, were performed in higher rates which can be expectable considering
the lower cognitive effort it necessities. Parallel to this, neither the direct effects
between self-construals, parenting practices, and proactive helping nor the mediating
role of parenting practices in the models were significant. At this point, it would be
valuable to consider the tasks that were aimed to measure helping. The procedures
applied for the proactive helping tasks (dropping bottle, paper) may not represent the
real-life settings as they were conducted in the school or laboratory settings. Further,
proactive acts require children to understand the situation, and later decide on helping.
Thus, higher cognitive skills may have needed to be achieved. Children need to
carefully monitor other’s behaviors, understand their goal and help them to achieve
their goal. In line with this view, previous work conducted with children 2 to 5 years
old reported lower percentages of children performing proactive helping compared to
the reactive helping (Aime et al., 2017). The age range of the children may be more
suitable for the task of reactive helping rather than proactive helping. This finding was
supported with the previous literature as children in this age group are more likely to
help in the case of overt cues (Svetlova et al., 2010). Further studies are needed with

older children to be able to make comparisons.
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For reactive helping, the direct effect of related self-construals on reactive helping was
positive, whereas the direct effect of autonomous self-construals was negative. The
model with the related self-construal revealed that children whose mothers were high
in relatedness had higher reactive helping behaviors through the effects of reasoning.
The model with autonomous self-construal also had a significant indirect path. For this
model, maternal autonomy was positively related to the reasoning practices which in
turn negatively predicted children’s reactive helping. First, the effects of reasoning on
reactive helping should be discussed in relation to the application of the task. It did not
involve children to make inferences, or elaborate thinking since the experimenter
simply asked children to retrieve the crayon after a number of verbal cues. It is possible
that children whose mothers usually apply reasoning strategies as a part of their
parenting, made inferences and questioned the necessity and of helping situation and
rather continued drawing, because the experimenter was an adult and could retrieve
her own crayon. Second, when someone requests help, this kind of behavior is referred
to as requested behavior, but it may be perceived as simply obedience or conformity
rather than true prosocial behavior. There are significant cultural differences in the
way people interpret helping behavior and its motivations. For US-Americans, helping
must be self-motivated and free of external influence, whereas for Hindu Indians,
helping is closely tied to social and interpersonal obligations (Miller & Bersoff, 1994).
This difference has implications for the way prosocial behavior is viewed and taught.
In agriculture-based cultures, helping and obedience are highly valued and taught to
children through daily tasks and responsibilities (Kartner et al., 2012). In contrast, in
Western urban middle-class families, children are taught to value individuality and
autonomy over obedience and responsibility (Keller, 2007). This issue could be
interpreted in terms of individualism and collectivism. It is possible that increase in
related self-construals may represent a context which emphasises conformity such as
the case in collectivistic cultures (Zhang et al., 2017). In a family environment where
conformity emphasised, children’s prosocial behaviors may be obligatory actions
which are done without reasoning (Krettenauer & Jia, 2013). These findings are in line
with the literature considering the positive association between parent’s collectivism
goals and helping outcomes of their adolescents which was also significantly mediated

by autonomy support (Zhou et al., 2022).
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3.3.5 Mediation Models for Sharing

The third type of prosocial behavior included in the current study is sharing. It was
hypothesized that parenting practices of warmth, reasoning, corporal punishment, and
deceiving lying would significantly mediate the relationship between mother’s related
self-construals and children’s sharing. The direct effect of related self-construals on
sharing was positive, whereas the direct effect of autonomous self-construals was
negative. Cross-cultural studies comparing sharing behaviors of children report mixed
findings. Literature has findings of children from collectivistic cultures sharing more
(Rochat et al., 2009; Wu et al., 2018), which is parallel to the findings of the current
study. But there are also findings in the literature reporting Chinese and Turkish
children sharing less than their North American peers (Cowell et al., 2017). Therefore,
the direct effects should be interpreted considering the role of other factors such as

parenting practices.

There was a full mediation between maternal related self-construals and sharing
behaviors of children through deceiving and lying practices. Specifically, related self-
construals of mother’s resulted in more parenting by lying practices which facilitated
children’s sharing in return. This mediation was not significant when autonomous self-
construal was independent variable in the model. Contrary to the previous literature
which indicates an association between deceiving and negative child outcomes (Dodd
& Malm, 2021; Hua & Meiting, 2021; Setoh et al., 2020), the findings in the current
study indicates a link with a positive child outcome. This difference should be
interpreted with a cross-cultural perspective. Outcomes of different practices should
be interpreted within the context, which means practices which have negative
outcomes in one culture, does not necessarily be interpreted as negative in another
culture. To illustrate, although literature findings showed that authoritarian parenting
style has negative child outcomes (Camisasca et al., 2022; Thompson et al., 2003),
there are also studies conducted in Chinese culture finding positive child outcomes of
authoritarian parenting (Bi et al., 2017). Chinese mothers employ authoritarian
parenting to maintain harmony. The findings related to deceiving and lying also is an
example. Deceiving and lying practices could be the culturally accepted way of

gaining obedience from children, and mothers may make children share by lying. To
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date, only one study compared US and Chinese parent’s lie telling behaviors and
underlined the differences in terms of the reasons for lying (Heyman et al., 2013).
Parents from the US, which is a country characterized with autonomy and agency,
reports lying to their children to influence emotional states, whereas Chinese parents
often lies to influence their children’s behavioral state. Parental lying motives in
Turkish culture is similar to Chinese culture (Jackson et al., 2021). With respect to the
significant mediator role of deceiving lying practices, it can be concluded that mothers
employ parenting by lying to gain obedience and through this path, their children

shared more.

3.3.6. Mediation Models for Mother-report Prosocial Outcomes

Apart from the observation and experimental tasks, mother-report measures of
prosocial behaviors are frequent in the literature (Laible et al., 2017; Pastorelli et al.,
2016; Yavuz et al., 2022b). Due to the fact that mothers generally have more
interaction with their children, they give accurate assessments. Previous studies
reported an association between the parenting practices of warmth (Laible et al., 2017),
reasoning induction (Yavuz et al., 2022b), corporal punishment (Piché et al., 2017),
and mother-report prosocial behaviors of children. Also, longitudinal associations of
prosocial behaviors among different countries was assessed (Pastorelli et al., 2016;
Yagmurlu & Sanson, 2009). Current study aimed to extend the previous work by
examining the mediating roles of parenting practices between cultural construals and
child outcomes. The results showed that warmth had a positive impact while corporal
punishment had a negative impact on a child's prosocial behavior. Reasoning and
deceiving, however, did not have a significant association with prosocial behavior.
The total effect of the mother's self-construal on the child's prosocial behavior was not
significant, with the full mediation found to be through warmth. When the mother's
autonomous self-construal was used as the independent variable, it was found to have
a significant impact on the mother's reasoning, corporal punishment, and deceiving
practices, but not on her warmth. Although they did not include self-construals, other
studies have examples of maternal relatedness influencing their warmth which in turn
resulting in higher prosocial behaviors which is in line with the literature (Rothenberg

etal., 2020; Rudy & Grusec, 2001; Zhou et al., 2022). This supports previous research
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that has emphasised the importance of warm and nurturing parenting in promoting
children's prosocial behaviors. Increase in parental warmth and intimacy is closely
associated with an increase in children’s prosocial behavior outcomes (Carlo et al.,
2010; Lee et al., 2016). In Zhou et al. study (2022) there was a significant mediation
between collectivism goals and prosocial outcomes through authoritative parenting
style (included autonomy support and warmth). On the other hand, reasoning and
deceiving were found to have no significant impact, suggesting that when mother-
report was used for measuring all three of the variables, rather than discipline related
practices their focus was on the positive aspects such as warmth. However, it is worth
noting that the results showed that none of the indirect effects were significant for the
model with autonomous self-construals, indicating that the relationship between a
mother's self-construal and her child's prosocial behavior is complex and may involve
other factors beyond the parenting practices studied in this research. Further research
IS needed to better understand the mechanisms underlying this relationship and how

different parenting practices interact to shape children's outcomes.

3.3.7 Strengths, Limitations and Future Directions

The sociocultural context children raised in represents a developmental niche for the
child development (Super & Harkness, 1994). Many studies examined the direct
relations between culture and child development (Giner Torréns & Kartner, 2017;
Lampridis & Papastylianou, 2014; Marti-Vilar et al., 2019; Zahn-Waxler et al., 1996).
However, their focus was on the cross-cultural differences mostly. Although the
scarcity of the research, examining within culture processes is and should be an
important aspect of the cultural research (Wang, 2016). Using self-construals to
capture the influence of the larger culture on individual level differences is
instrumental for its close associations with cognitions and behaviors (Cross et al.,
2011; Feygina & Henry, 2015). Thus, current study gains importance for extending
the literature about the cultural values and their associations from an individual level
orientation. Further, although cross-cultural studies existed, this is the first study to
examine the transmission of cultural values to the child outcomes with the use of self-
construals. The findings of this study extend the literature about the associations

between cultural characteristics and child prosocial outcomes through revealing the
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mediator roles of warmth, reasoning induction, and deceiving lying parenting

practices.

Another strength of this study is to test prosocial outcomes separately. As it is known
from the literature that some types of prosocial outcomes such as helping and sharing
does not follow a general trajectory. Therefore, it is important to test each outcome in
separate models. Moreover, proactive helping behaviors were studied within the scope
of organizational psychology (Spitzmiiller & van Dyne, 2013; Wu et al., 2018; Zhou
et al., 2021), still, only two studies examined proactive helping among children
(Warneken, 2013; Aime et al., 2017). Aime et al (2017) study tested the presence of
proactive helping and reactive helping behaviors of children in different cultural
settings (Aime et al., 2017). Our findings provide further information by revealing that

proactive helping follows a different path from reactive helping in Turkish children.

Current study applies a multi-method approach for measuring prosocial behaviors.
Incorporating both observed measures such as child applications and mother-report
measures is an important strength of this study for assessing the tasks. Additionally,
there was also a positive correlation between child observed tasks and mother-report

measures.

As last but not least, this study is important for focusing on what behaviors are
associated with positive outcomes rather than trying to change the negative behaviors.
The results have applicability for guiding prevention studies which focuses on
supporting families in terms of positive parenting practices for raising prosocially

competent children.

Despite its strengths, current study holds a number of limitations as well. First,
following limitations regarding the sample size exists. The current study was
conducted in a Turkish city which could be considered as a representative of urban
culture along with Kagit¢ibast’s family change model (2005), still mothers who
perceive themselves as having related self-construals, had rated themselves as low in
autonomy. This differentiation existed in the correlations between autonomous self-

construal and related self-construals which is in negative direction. Although four
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categories (low autonomy high relatedness, high autonomy low relatedness, low
autonomy low relatedness, and high relatedness high autonomy groups) using median
split were also analyzed as suggested in imamoglu (1998) and Sahin & Mebert (2013),
the comparisons did not yield significant results due to the small sample size (see
Appendices). Thus, further investigations with higher sample sizes should apply
categorizations to shed more light into the sample characteristics. Another reason for
their highly negative correlation could be the differences in SES levels of the sample.
The sample had both extremes of low SES and illiterate mothers and high SES and
graduate degree mothers which could also have an effect on the results. Later studies
should be conducted with less skewed samples such as only including middle SES.

Moreover, our sample size only allowed including a limited number of parenting
characteristics. Therefore, specific parenting practices which are highlighted in the
literature for their close associations to prosocial outcomes or varying cultural
applications were selected. Next studies with bigger sample sizes should also consider

testing different parenting practices such as material reward.

Another point that should be noted is the nature of the tasks. Spesifically in reactive
helping, it may not be clear whether children are helping for the sake of helping, or
helping out of obedience. Although their correlations with mother-report prosocial
outcomes, the validity of the tasks should be further investigated with helping
situtations in more symmetrical relationships, such as a close friend or disliked friend.
A similar concern can be valid for the self scales used in the study. Items included
double-barrelled statements such as “I would like to be distant with my close ones”
which may be confusing to understand and result in shared variance. There are also
statements tapping to the very rear ends of the dimensional model such as “Giving
importance to the opinions of my close ones means ignoring my own thoughts”.

Therefore, later studies comparing the validity of the self scales is needed.

Lastly, during the transmission of cultural values with parental applications to child
outcomes, children’s role may not be as passive as assumed. They may also influence
these processes with their own characteristics such as temperament. Comprehensive

models including child temperament could shed more light in the process.
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3.3.8 Conclusion

This study examined the pathways between cultural characteristics and child prosocial
outcomes through the influence of specific parenting practices. Despite the limitations,
it is important for being first study to consider how maternal self-construals are
transmitted to the children’s proactive, reactive helping, sharing and mother-rated
prosocial outcomes. Overall, results of the direct relationships between self-construals
and parenting provides an example for within culture differences can exist in terms of
parenting practices. Second part emphasises the specificity of the parenting practices
and prosocial outcomes. Results of the mediation models enlights the process of
transmission to prosocial outcomes by revealing which type family context have an
impact on which parenting practices. As the findings highlight, different parenting
practices are responsible for different child outcome

88



REFERENCES

Abraham, E., Raz, G., Zagoory-Sharon, O., & Feldman, R. (2018). Empathy networks
in the parental brain and their long-term effects on children's stress reactivity
and behavior adaptation. Neuropsychologia, 116, 75-85.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.04.015

Abramson, L., Daniel, E., & Knafo-Noam, A. (2018). The role of personal values in
children’s costly sharing and non-costly giving. Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 165, 117-134. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.03.007

Acar-Bayraktar, A. V., Cakmak, Z., & Saritas-Atalar, D. (2019). Parenting and
children’s prosocial and problem behaviors in middle childhood: The role of
Turkish mothers’ emotion socialization practices. Social Development, 28,
333-346. https://doi.org/10.1111/so0de.12344

Aime, H., Broesch, T., Aknin, L. B., & Warneken, F. (2017). Evidence for proactive
and reactive helping in two-to five-year-olds from a small-scale society. Plos
One, 12(11), Article 187787. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0187787

Amsterdam, B. (1972). Mirror self-image reactions before age two. Developmental
Psychobiology, 5(4), 297-305. https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420050403

Aygigegi-Dinn, A., & Caldwell-Harris, C. L. (2011). Individualism-collectivism
among Americans, Turks and Turkish immigrants to the US. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 35, 9-16.
https://doi:10.1016/j.ijintrel.2010.11.006.

Barber, B. K., Stolz, H. E., & Olsen J. A. (2005). Parental support, psychological
control, and behavioral control: Assessing relevance across time, culture, and
method. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Development,
70(4), 1-137. http://www.jstor.org/stable/3701442

Bard, K. A. (2007). Neonatal imitation in chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) tested with
two paradigms. Animal Cognition, 10, 233-242. https://doi: 10.1007/s10071-
006-0062-3

89


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2017.04.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12344
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0187787
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420050403

Batson, C. D. (2011). Altruism in Humans. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Baumrind, D. (1971.) Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental
Psychology, 4(1), 1-103.

Baumrind, D., Larzelere, R. E., & Owens, E. B. (2010). Effects of preschool parents'
power assertive patterns and practices on adolescent development. Parenting:
Science and Practice, 10, 157-201.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290790

Bayraktar, F., Kindap, Y., Kumru, A., & Sayil, M. (2010). Olumlu sosyal ve
saldirgan davraniglar Olgegi'nin ergen Ornekleminde psikometrik agidan
incelenmesi. Tiirk Psikoloji Yazilar, 13(26), 1-13.
https://doi:10.1111/sode.12344

Benga, O., Susa-Erdogan, G., Friedlmeier, W., Corapci, F., & Romonti, M. (2019).
Maternal self-construal, maternal socialization of emotions and child emotion
regulation in a sample of romanian mother-toddler dyads. Frontiers in
Psychology, 9, Article 2680. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02680

Berndt, T. J. (1985). Prosocial behavior between friends in middle childhood and early
adolescence. The  Journal of Early Adolescence, 5(3), 307-317.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431685053005

Bi, K., Wu, L. Y., Shi, J. N., & Zhang, Z. (2017). Research on developmental
characteristics and influencing factors of helping and sharing behaviors of
children aged 3-5 years. Chinese General Practice, 20, 2407-2413.

Blake, P. R., & Rand, D. G. (2010). Currency value moderates equity preference
among young children. Evolution and Human Behavior, 31(3), 210-218.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.012

Blake, P. R., Corbit, J., Callaghan, T. C., & Warneken, F. (2016). Give as | give: Adult
influence on children’s giving in two cultures. Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 152, 149-160. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.07.010

Bombi, A. S., Di Norcia, A., Di Giunta, L., Pastorelli, C., & Lansford, J. E. (2015).
Parenting practices and child misbehavior: A mixed-method study of Italian
mothers and children. Parenting, 15(3), 207-
228. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2015.1053326

90


https://doi.org/10.1080/15295190903290790
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02680
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431685053005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2009.06.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.07.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2015.1053326

Bond, M. H., & van de Vijver, F. J. R. (2011). Making scientific sense of cultural
differences in psychological outcomes: Unpackaging the magnum mysterium.

In D. Matsumoto & F. J. R. van de Vijver (Eds.), Cross-cultural research
methods in psychology (pp. 75-100). Cambridge University Press.

Bornstein, M. H. (2012). Cultural Approaches to Parenting. Parenting, 12(2-3), 212
221. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.683359

Bornstein, M. H., Putnick, D. L., & Suwalsky, J. T. D. (2018). Parenting cognitions,

parenting practices — child adjustment? The standard model. Development
and Psychopathology,

30, (2), 399-416.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000931

Boxer, P., Tisak, M. S., & Goldstein, S. E. (2004). Is it bad to be good? An

exploration of aggressive and prosocial behavior subtypes in adolescence.
Journal of Youth and

Adolescence, 33, 91-100.
http://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOY0.0000013421.02015.ef

Brajsa-Zganec, A., & Hanzec, I. (2014). Social development of preschool children in
Croatia: Contributions of child temperament, maternal life satisfaction and

rearing practices. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 23(1), 105-117.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9696-8

Brownell, C. A., lesue, S. S., Nichols, S. R., & Svetlova, M. (2013). Mine or yours?
Development of sharing in toddlers in relation to
understanding. Child

ownership
Development, 84(3),
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12009

906-920.

Brownell, C. A., Svetlova, M., & Nichols, S. (2009). To share or not to share: When
do toddlers respond to another's

needs?. Infancy, 14(1), 117-130.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000802569868

Brownell, C. A., Svetlova, M., Anderson, R., Nichols, S. R., & Drummond, J.

(2013). Socialization of early prosocial behavior: Parents’ talk about

emotions is associated with sharing and helping in toddlers. Infancy, 18(1),
91-119. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2012.00125.x

Bush, K. R., Peterson, G. W., Cobas, J. A., & Supple, A. J. (2002). Adolescents’
perceptions of parental behaviors as predictors of adolescent self-esteem in
mainland China. Sociological

Inquiry, 72(4), 503-526.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-682x.00031

91


https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2012.683359
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579417000931
http://doi.org/10.1023/B:JOYO.0000013421.02015.ef
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-012-9696-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12009
https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000802569868
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2012.00125.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-682x.00031

Callaghan, T., Moll, H., Rakoczy, H., Warneken, F., Liszkowski, U., Behne, T., &
Tomasello M. (2011). Early social cognition in three cultural contexts.
Monographs in Society for Research in Child Development, 76, 1-142.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2011.00603.x PMID: 21767264

Callaghan, T., & Corbit, J. (2018). Early prosocial development across
cultures. Current opinion in psychology, 20, 102-106.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.039

Camisasca, E., Miragoli, S., Di Blasio, P., & Feinberg, M. (2022). Pathways among
negative co-parenting, parenting stress, authoritarian parenting style, and child
adjustment: The emotional dysregulation driven model. Journal of Child and
Family Studies, 31(11), 3085-3096. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-
02408-9

Card, K. G. (2022) Collectivism, individualism and COVID-19 prevention: A cross
sectional study of personality, culture and behavior among Canadians. Health
Psychology and Behavioral Medicine, 10(1), 415-438, doi:
10.1080/21642850.2022.2069571

Carlo, G., Mcginley, M., Hayes, R., Batenhorst, C., & Wilkinson, J. (2007).
Parenting Styles or Practices ? Parenting, sympathy, and prosocial behaviors
among adolescents. The Journal of Genetic Psychology, 168(2), 147
176. https://doi.org/10.3200/GNTP.168.2.147176

Carlo, G., Mestre, M. V., Samper, P., Tur, A, & Armenta, B. E. (2011). The
longitudinal relations among dimensions of parenting styles, sympathy,
prosocial moral reasoning, and prosocial behaviors. International Journal of
Behavioral Development, 35(2), 116-124.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025410375921

Carpendale, J. 1., Hammond, S. I., & Atwood, S. (2013). A relational developmental
systems approach to moral development. Advances in child development and
behavior, 45, 125-153. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-397946-9.00006-3

Chen, X., Dong, Q., & Zhou, H. (1997). Authoritative and Authoritarian parenting
practices and social and school performance in Chinese children. Inter
national Journal of Behavioral Development, 21(4), 855-873.
https://doi.org/10.1080/016502597384703

92


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.039
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02408-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-022-02408-9
https://doi.org/10.3200/GNTP.168.2.147176
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-397946-9.00006-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/016502597384703

Chen, Y. R., Brockner, J., & Chen, X. P. (2002). Individual—collective primacy and
ingroup favoritism: Enhancement and protection effects. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology, 38(5), 482-491.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S00221031(02)00018-5

Chen-Bouck, L., & Patterson, M. M. (2021). Relations of Chinese mothers’ cultural
values and parental control to early adolescents’ self-construals. Journal of
Early Adolescence, 41, 607-633.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431620931202

Chernyak, N., & Kushnir, T. (2013). Giving preschoolers choice increases sharing
behavior. Psychological Science, 24(10), 1971-1979.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613482335

Chernyak, N., Harris, P. L., & Cordes, S. (2019). Explaining early moral hypocrisy:
Numerical cognition promotes equal sharing behavior in preschool-aged
children. Developmental Science, 22(1), Article e12695.
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12695

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit indexes for
testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Modeling, 9(2), 233-255.
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Clément, M. E., & Chamberland, C. (2014). Trends in corporal punishment and
attitudes in favour of this practice: Toward a change in societal
norms. Canadian Journal of Community Mental Health, 33(2), 13-29.
https://doi.org/10.7870/cjcmh-2014-013

Cole, D. A. (1987). Utility of confirmatory factor analysis in test validation
research. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 55, 584
594. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.55.4.584

Conroy, M., Hess, R. D., Azuma, H., & Kashiwagi, K. (1980). Maternal strategies
for regulating children’s behavior: Japanese and American families. Journal
of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 11(2), 153-172.

Corapci, F., Benveniste, H., & Bilge, S. (2018). Does mothers’ self-construal
contribute to parenting beyond socioeconomic status and maternal efficacy?
An exploratory study of Turkish mothers. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article
1245. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01245

93


https://doi.org/10.1016/S00221031(02)00018-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431620931202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613482335
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12695
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5
https://doi.org/10.7870/cjcmh-2014-013
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0022-006X.55.4.584
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.01245

Corbit, J., Callaghan, T., & Svetlova, M. (2020). Toddlers’ costly helping in three
societies. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 195, Article 104841.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104841

Cowell, J. M., Lee, K., Malcolm-Smith, S., Selcuk, B., Zhou, X., & Decety, J. (2017).
The development of generosity and moral cognition across five
cultures. Developmental Science, 20(4), Article 12403.
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12403

Cowell, J. M., Samek, A., List, J., & Decety, J. (2015). The curious relation between
theory of mind and sharing in preschool age children. Plos One, 10(2), Article
117947. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117947

Crittenden, A. N., Conklin-brittain, N. L., Zes, D. A., Schoeninger, M. J., & Marlowe,
F. W. (2013). Evolution and human behavior juvenile foraging among the
Hadza: Implications for human life history. Evolution and Human Behavior,
34(4), 299-304. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.04.004

Cross, S. E., Gore, J. S., & Morris, M. L. (2003). The relational— interdependent self
construal, self-concept consistency, and well-being. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 85, 933-944. https://doi:10.1037/0022-3514.85.5.933

Cross, S. E., Hardin, E. E., & Gercek-Swing, B. (2011). The what, how, why, and
where of self-construal. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 15(2),
142-179. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868310373752

Dahl, A. (2015). The developing social context of infant helping in two U.S. samples.
Child Development, 86, 1080 —1093. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12361

Dahl, A., & Paulus, M. (2019). From interest to obligation: The gradual development
of human altruism. Child Development Perspectives, 13(1), 10-14.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12298

Daniel, E., Madigan, S., & Jenkins, J. (2016). Paternal and maternal warmth and the
development of prosociality among preschoolers. Journal of Family
Psychology, 30,(1), 114-124. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000120

Davidov, M., Zahn-Waxler, C., Roth-Hanania, R., & Knafo, A. (2013). Concern for
others in the first year of life: Theory, evidence, and avenues for

94


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2020.104841
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12403
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0117947
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.04.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12361
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12298
https://search.crossref.org/?q=From+interest+to+obligation%3A+The+gradual+development+of+human+altruism.+&from_ui=yes

research. Child Development Perspectives, 7(2), 126-131.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12028

Davis, A. N., Carlo, G., Streit, C., Schwartz, S. J., Unger, J. B., Baezconde
Garbanati, L., & Szapocznik, J. (2018). Longitudinal associations
between maternal involvement, cultural orientations, and prosocial
behaviors among recent immigrant Latino adolescents. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 47(2), 460-472. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0792-3

De Guzman, M. R. T., Do, K. A., & Kok, C. M. (2014). The cultural contexts of
children’s prosocial behaviors. In L. M. Padilla-Walker, and G.  Carlo
(Eds), Prosocial Development: A Multidimensional Approach, New
York. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199964772.003.0011

Decety, J., & Jackson, P. L. (2004). The functional architecture of human
empathy. Behavioral and Cognitive Neuroscience Reviews, 3(2), 71-100.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2008). Facilitating optimal motivation
andpsychological ~ well-being  across life’s  domains.  Canadian
Psychology, 49(1), 14 —23. https://doi.org/10.1037/0708-5591.49.1.14

Devine, J., Camfield, L., & Gough, I. (2008). Autonomy or dependence - or both?:
Perspectives from Bangladesh. Journal of Happiness Studies, 9, 105-138.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9022-5

Dodd, B., & Malm, E. K. (2021). Effects of parenting by lying in childhood on adult
lying, internalizing behaviors, and relationship quality. Child Psychiatry &
Human Development, 54, 9-16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-021-01220-8

Dodge, K. A., Bates, J. E., & Pettit, G. S. (1990). Mechanisms in the cycle of
violence. Science, 250, 1678-1683. doi:10.1126/science.2270481

Dondi, M., Simion, F., & Caltran, G. (1999). Can newborns discriminate between their
own cry and the cry of another newborn infant?. Developmental
psychology, 35(2), 418-426. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.418

Dost-Gozkan, A. (2022). Adolescent—parent relationships and youth well-being in
Turkey. Child Development Perspectives, 16(3), 173-179.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12459

95


https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12028
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0792-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199964772.003.0011
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0708-5591.49.1.14
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-006-9022-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-021-01220-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.418
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdep.12459

Douglas, E. M. (2006). Familial violence socialization in childhood and later life
approval of corporal punishment: A cross-cultural perspective. American
Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 76(1), 23-30. https://doi:10.1037/0002
9432.76.1.23

Drummond, J., Paul, E. F., Waugh, W. E., Hammond, S. I., & Brownell, C. A. (2014).
Here, there and everywhere: Emotion and mental state talk in different social
contexts predicts empathic helping in toddlers. Frontiers in Psychology, 5,
Article 361. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00361

Dunfield, K. A. (2014). A construct divided: Prosocial behavior as helping, sharing,
and comforting subtypes. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, Article 958.
doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00958.

Dunfield, K. A., & Kuhlmeier, V. A. (2010). Intention-mediated selective helping in
infancy. Psychological Science, 21(4), 523-527.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610364119

Dunfield, K. A., & Kuhlmeier, V. A. (2013). Classifying prosocial behavior:
Children’s  responses to instrumental need, emotional distress, and
material desire. Child Development, 84, 1766-1776. doi:10.1111/cdev.12075.

Dunfield, K., Kuhlmeier, V. A., O’Connell, L. & Kelley, E. (2011). Examining the
diversity of prosocial behavior: Helping, sharing, and comforting in infancy.
Infancy, 16, 227-247. d0i:10.1111/j.1532-7078.2010.00041.x.

Durgel, E., Leyendecker, B., Yagmurlu, B., & Harwood, R. (2009). Sociocultural
influences on German and Turkish immigrant mothers’ long-term
socialization goals. Journal of Cross Cultural Psychology, 40, 834-852. Doi:
10.1177/0022022109339210

Eisenberg, N. (1991). Values, sympathy, and individual differences: Toward a
pluralism of factors influencing altruism and empathy. Psychological
Inquiry, 2, 128-131. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0202_5

Eisenberg, N., & Eggum, N. D. (2009). Empathic responding: Sympathy and personal
distress. In J. Decety & W. Ickes (eds) The Social Neuroscience of
Empathy (pp.71-84), Cambridge.
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262012973.003.0007

96


https://doi:10.1037/0002
https://doi:10.1037/0002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00361
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610364119
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327965pli0202_5
https://doi.org/10.7551/mitpress/9780262012973.003.0007 

Eisenberg, N., & Fabes, R. A. (1998). Prosocial development. Social, emotional, and
personality development. In N. Eisenberg (Ed.), Handbook of child
psychology (5th ed., Vol. 3, pp. 701-778). In W. Damon (Editor in chief),
New York:  Wiley.

Eisenberg, N., & Miller, P. A. (1987). The relation of empathy to prosocial and related
behaviors. Psychological Bulletin, 101(1), 91-119.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.101.1.91

Eisenberg, N., & Spinrad, T. L. (2014). Multidimensionality of prosocial behavior:
Rethinking the conceptualization and development of prosocial behavior.
In L. M. Padilla-Walker & G. Carlo (eds), Prosocial Development (pp 17-39).,
Oxford Academic
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199964772.003.0002

Eisenberg, N., Carlo, G., Murphy, B., & Court, P. (1995). Prosocial development in
late  adolescence: A longitudinal study. Child Development, 66(4), 1179
1197.

Eisenberg, N., Eggum, N. D., & Di Giunta, L. (2010). Empathy-related responding:
Associations  with  prosocial behavior, aggression, and intergroup
relations. Social Issues and Policy Review, 4(1), 143-180.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-2409.2010.01020.x

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., & Spinrad, T. L. (2006). Prosocial Development. In N.
Eisenberg, W. Damon, & R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology:
Social, emotional, and personality development (pp. 646-718). John Wiley &
Sons, Inc.

Eisenberg, N., Miller, P. A., Shell, R., Mcnalley, S., & Shea, C. (1991). Prosocial
development in adolescence: A longitudinal study. Developmental
psychology, 27(5), 849-857. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.5.849

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., & Knafo-Noam, A. (2015). Prosocial development. In

R. M. Lerner (Ed.), Handbook of child psychology and developmental
science(7th ed., Vol. 3, pp. 610-658). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T., & Sadovsky, A. (2006). Empathy-related responding in
children. In Handbook of moral development (pp. 535-568). Psychology Press.

97


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.101.1.91
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199964772.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-2409.2010.01020.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.5.849

Eisenberg, N., Taylor, Z. E., Widaman, K. F., & Spinrad, T. L. (2015). Externalizing
symptoms, effortful control, and intrusive parenting: A test of bidirectional
longitudinal  relations  during early childhood. Development and
psychopathology, 27(4), 953-968.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579415000620

Ertekin, Z. (2021). Toplumda ¢ocuk: Kiiltiir baglami. In H. Isik, B. Goniil, D. Tiire
Sakar (Eds.). Gelisim Psikolojisi Bakis Agist ile Toplum icinde Cocuklar,
Nobel Yayincilik.

Fehr, E., Bernhard, H., & Rockenbach, B. (2008). Egalitarianism in young
children. Nature, 454(7208), 1079-1083. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07155

Feygina, I., & Henry, P. J. (2015). Culture and prosocial behavior. In D. A. Schroeder
& W. G. Graziano (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of prosocial behavior (pp.
188-208). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195399813.013.009

Fréchette, S., & Romano, E. (2017). How do parents label their physical disciplinary
practices? A focus on the definition of corporal punishment. Child Abuse and
Neglect, 71, 92-103. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.02.003

Friedlmeier, W., Schifermeier, E., Vasconcellos, V., & Trommsdorff, G. (2008).
Self-construal and cultural orientation as predictors for developmental goals:
A comparison between Brazilian and German caregivers. European Journal
of Developmental Psychology, 5(1), 39-67.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405620600751085

Gachter, S., Herrmann, B., & Thoérni, C. (2010). Culture and cooperation.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 365,
2651-2661. doi:10.1098/rstb.2010.0135

Gartu, M. L. (2019). The level of positive socio-human behaviour in young school
children. Journal of Innovation in Psychology, Education and Didactics,
23(1), 37-48.

Geraci, A., & Surian, L. (2011). The developmental roots of fairness: Infants’ reactions
to equal and unequal distributions of resources. Developmental science, 14(5),
1012-1020. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01048.x

98


https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579415000620
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature07155
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195399813.013.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2017.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405620600751085
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01048.x

Gershoff, E. T. (2002) Corporal punishment by parents and associated child
behaviors and experiences: A meta-analytic and theoretical review.
Psychologicial Bullettin, 128(14), 539-579. https://10.1037//0033
2909.128.4.539

Gershoff, E. T., & Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2016). Spanking and child outcomes: Old
controversies and new meta-analyses. Journal of family psychology, 30(4),
453-469. https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000191

Giner Torréns, M., & Kirtner, J. (2017). The influence of socialization on early helping
from a  cross-cultural  perspective. Journal  of  Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 48(3), 353-368. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117690451

Grolnick, W. S. (2003). The psychology of parental control: How well-meant
parenting backfires. Hillside, NJ: Erlbaum.

Grusec, J. E. (2002). Parenting socialization and children's acquisition of values. In M.
H. Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting: Practical issues in parenting (pp.
143-167). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers.

Grusec, J. E., & Goodnow, J. J. (1994). Impact of parental discipline methods on the
child’s internalization of values: A reconceptualization of current points of
view. Developmental Psychology, 30(1), 4-19. https://doi.org/10.1037/ 0012
1649.30.1.4

Gryczkowski, M., Jordan, S. S., & Mercer, S. H. (2018). Moderators of the relations
between mothers’ and fathers’ parenting practices and Children’s prosocial
behavior. Child Psychiatry and Human Development, 49, 409-419.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-017-0759-3

Giiroglu, B., van den Bos, W., & Crone, E. A. (2014). Sharing and giving across
adolescence: An experimental study examining the development of prosocial
behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, Article 291.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00291

Haidt, J. (2006). The happiness hypothesis: Finding modern truth in ancient wisdom.
Basic books.

99


https://10.0.4.13/0033
https://10.0.4.13/0033
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000191
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022117690451
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10578-017-0759-3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00291

Hamann, K., Warneken, F., Greenberg, J. R., & Tomasello, M. (2011). Collaboration
encourages equal sharing in children but not in
chimpanzees. Nature, 476(7360), 328-
331. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10278

Hamlin, J. K., & Wynn, K. (2012). Who knows what’s good to eat? Infants fail to
match the food preferences of antisocial others. Cognitive Development, 27,
227-239. doi: 10.1016/j.cogdev.2012.05.005

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K. (2011). Young infants prefer prosocial to antisocial
others. Cognitive Development, 26, 30—39. doi:10.1016/j.cogdev.2010.09.001

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K., & Bloom, P. (2007). Social evaluation in preverbal infants.
Nature, 450(7169), 557-559. doi: 10.1038/nature06288

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K., & Bloom, P. (2010). Three-month-olds show a negativity
bias in their social evaluations. Developmental Science, 13, 923-929. doi:
10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00951.x

Hamlin, J. K., Wynn, K., Bloom, P., & Mahajan, N. (2011). How infants and
toddlers react to antisocial others. PNAS Proceedings of the National
Academy of  Sciences of the United States of America, 108(50), 19931-
19936. d0i:10.1073/pnas.1110306108

Hammond, S. I. (2014). Children’s early helping in action: Piagetian developmental
theory and early prosocial behavior. Frontiers in Psychology, 5, Article 759.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00759

Hao, J. (2017). Do children with better inhibitory control donate more? Differentiating
between early and middle childhood and cool and hot inhibitory
control. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 2182.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02182

Harwood R. L., Schoelmerich A., Ventura-Cook E., Schulze P. A., & Wilson S. P.
(1996). Culture and class influences on Anglo and Puerto Rican mother’s
beliefs regarding long-term socialization goals and child behavior. Child
Development, 67, 2446-2461. 10.2307/1131633

Hawley, P. H. (2014). Evolution, prosocial behavior, and altruism: A roadmap for
understanding where the proximate meets the ultimate. In L. M. Padilla-Walker
& G. Carlo (Eds.), Prosocial development: A multidimensional approach (pp.

100


https://doi.org/10.1038/nature10278
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.02182 

43-69). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199964772.003.0003

Hay, D. F. (2006). Yours and mine: Toddlers' talk about possessions with familiar
peers. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 24(1), 39-52.
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151005x68880

Hay, D. F., & Cook, K. V. (2007). The transformation of prosocial behavior from
infancy to childhood. In C. A. Brownell & C. B. Kopp (Eds.), Socioemotional
development in the toddler years: Transitions and transformations (pp. 100-
131). The Guilford Press.

Hay, D. F., Caplan, M., Castle, J., & Stimson, C. A. (1991). Does sharing become
increasingly” rational” in the second year of life? Developmental
Psychology, 27(6), 987-993. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.6.987

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional
Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York, NY: The
Guilford Press.

Helwig, C. C., To, S., Wang, Q., Liu, C., & Yang, S. (2014). Judgements and reasoning
about parental discipline involving induction and psychological control in
China and Canada. Child Development, 85(3), 1150-1167.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12183

Heyman, G. D., Hsu, A. S., Fu, G., & Lee, K. (2013). Instrumental lying by parents
in the US and China. International Journal of Psychology, 48, 1176-
1184. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.746463

Heyman, G. D., Luu, D. H., & Lee, K. (2009). Parenting by lying. Journal of Moral
Education, 38, 353-369. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240903101630

Heyman, G. D., Sweet, M. A., & Lee, K. (2009). Children's reasoning about lie-telling
and truth-telling in politeness contexts. Social Development, 18(3), 728-746.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00495.x

Heyman, G., Barner, D., Heumann, J., & Schenck, L. (2014). Children's sensitivity to
ulterior motives when evaluating prosocial behavior. Cognitive science, 38(4),
683-700. https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12089

101


https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199964772.003.0003
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151005x68880
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.27.6.987
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12183
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057240903101630
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2008.00495.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12089

Hill, N., & Tyson, D. (2008). Excavating culture: Ethnicity and context as predictors
of parenting behavior. Applied Developmental Science, 12(4), 188-197.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690802388110

Hoffman, M. L. (1982). Development of Prosocial Motivation: Empathy and Guilt. In
N. Eisenberg (Ed.), The Development of Prosocial Behaviour (pp. 281-313).
New York: Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-234980-
5.50016-X

Hoffman, M. L. (2000). Empathy and moral development: Implication for caring and
justice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hofstede G. (2001). Culture’s consequences: Comparing values, behaviors,
institutions, and organizations across nations. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Hofstede, G. (1994). Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind. London,
UK: McGraw-Hill.

Hooper, D., Coughlan, J., & Mullen, M. (2008). Evaluating model fit: A synthesis of
the structural equation modelling literature. 7th European Conference on
Research Methodology for Business and Management Studies, 195-200.

House, B. R., Silk, J. B., Henrich, J., Barrett, H. C., Scelza, B. A., Boyette, A. H., &
Laurence, S. (2013). Ontogeny of prosocial behavior across diverse
societies. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 110(36), 14586-
14591. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221217110

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure
analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation
Modeling, 6, 1-55.

Hua, W., & Meiting, L. (2021). Dramaturgical perspective mediates the association
between parenting by lying in childhood and adolescent depression and the
protective role of parent-child attachment. Child Abuse and Neglect, 114,
Article 104985. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.104985

lannotti, R. J. (1985). Naturalistic and structured assessments of prosocial behavior
in preschool children: The influence of empathy and perspective-taking.
Developmental Psychology, 21(1), 46-55.

102


https://doi.org/10.1080/10888690802388110
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-234980-5.50016-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-234980-5.50016-X
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1221217110
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2021.104985

Imamoglu, E. O. (1998). Individualism and collectivism in a model and scale of
balanced differentiation and integration. Journal of Psychology, 132, 95-105.

Imamoglu, E. O. (2003). Individuation and relatedness: Not opposing, but distinct and
complementary. Genetic, Social, and General Psychology Monographs, 129,
367-402.

Jackson, R., Ekerim-Akbulut, M., Zanette, S., Sel¢uk, B., & Lee, K. (2021). Parenting
by lying in Turkey: associations with negative psychosocial outcomes and
psychopathy ~ in  adulthood. Humanities and  Social Sciences
Communications, 8(1), 1-9. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-021-00877-9

Jackson-Newsom, J., Buchanan, C. M., & McDonald, R. M. (2008). Parenting and
perceived maternal warmth in European American and African American
adolescents. Journal ~ of  Marriage and  Family, 70(1), 62-75.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00461.x

Janssens, K. A., Oldehinkel, A. J., & Rosmalen, J. G. (2009). Parental overprotection
predicts the development of functional somatic symptoms in young
adolescents. The Journal of Pediatrics, 154, 918-923.
d0i:10.1016/j.jpeds.2008.12.023.

Jensen, K., Vaish, A., & Schmidt, M. F. (2014). The emergence of human prosociality:
aligning with others through feelings, concerns, and norms. Frontiers in
Psychology, 5, 822. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00822

Jose, P. E., Ryan, N., & Pryor, J. (2012). Does social connectedness promote a greater
sense of well-being in adolescence over time? Journal of Research on
Adolescence, 22, 235-251. doi:10.1111/j.1532-7795.2012.00783.x

Kagitgibasi, C. (1996). The autonomous-relational self: A new synthesis. European
Psychologist,1(3), 180-186. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040.1.3.180

Kagitgibasi, C. (1997). Individualism and collectivism. In J. W. Berry, M. H. Segall
& C. Kagitcibasi (Eds.), Handbook of cross-cultural psychology (2nd ed.,
Vol. 3, pp. 1-50). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Kagitgibasi, C. (1998). Whatever happened to modernization? Cross-Cultural
Psychology Bulletin, 32, 8-12.

103


https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-021-00877-9 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2007.00461.x
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00822
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1027/1016-9040.1.3.180

Kagitcibasi, C. (2005). Autonomy and Relatedness in Cultural Context: Implications
for Self and Family. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 36(4), 403
422. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275959

Kagitgibasi, C. (2007). Family, self and human development acrosscultures: Theory
and applications. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Kagitgibasi, C. (2013). Adolescent autonomy-relatedness and the family in cultural
context: What is optimal?. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 23, 223-235.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12041

Kagit¢ibasi, C. (2017). Family, self, and human development across cultures,
Classical Edition, Routledge, Newyork.

Kagitcibasi, C., Ataca, B., & Diri, A. (2010). Intergenerational relationships in the
family: Ethnic, socioeco-nomic, and country variations in Germany,
Israel, Palestine and Turkey. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology,41, 652
-667. https://doi: 10.1177/0022022110372193

Kartner, J. (2018). Beyond dichotomies-(m)others' structuring and the development
of toddlers' prosocial behavior across cultures. Current Opinion in
Psychology, 20,  6-10. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.040

Kartner, J., Keller, H., Chaudhary, N., & Yovsi, R. D. (2012). The development of
mirror self-recognition in different sociocultural contexts. Monographs of the
Society for Research in  Child Development, 77(4), 1-87.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/23361846

Keller, H. (2007). Cultures of infancy. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum

Keller, H., & Kirtner, J. (2013). Development: The cultural solution of universal
developmental tasks. In M. J. Gelfand, C. Y. Chiu, & Y.Y. Hong
(Eds.), Advances in culture and psychology (pp. 63-116). Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199930449.003.0002

Khaleque, A., & Ali, S. (2017). A systematic review of meta-analyses of research on
interpersonal acceptance—rejection theory: Constructs and measures. Journal
of Family Theory & Review, 9(4), 441-458. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12228

104


https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022105275959
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12041
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.07.040
http://www.jstor.org/stable/23361846
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199930449.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12228

Kim, M. S. (1994). Cross-cultural comparisons of the perceived importance of
conversational constraints. Human Communication Research, 21(1), 128-151.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1994.th00343.x

Kim, S. Y., & Ge, X. (2000). Parenting practices and adolescent depressive symptoms
in Chinese American families. Journal of Family Psychology, 14(3), 420-435.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.14.3.420

Kim, U., Triandis, H. C., Kagitcibasi, C., Choi, S.-C., & Yoon, G. (1994).
Introduction. In U. Kim, H. C. Triandis, C. Kagitcibasi, S.-C. Choi, G.
Yoon (Eds.), Individualism collectivism: Theory, method, and applications,
(pp. 1-19). Sage.

Knafo, A., Schwartz, S. H., & Levine, R. V. (2009). Helping strangers is lower in
embedded cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40(5), 875-879.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022109339211

Knafo, A., Zahn-Waxler, C., Van Hulle, C., Robinson, J. A. L. & Rhee, S. H.
(2008). The developmental origins of a disposition toward empathy:
Genetic and environmental contributions.  Emotion, 8(6), 737-752.
https://doi.org.10.1037/a0014179

Kog, G. (2017). The Relationship between culture specific parenting and conduct
problems and internalization of rules of children from disadvantaged
backgrounds (Unpublished Master Thesis). Middle East TechnicalUniversity,
Graduate School of Social Sciences, Ankara.

Koster, M., Cavalcante, L., Vera Cruz de Carvalho, R., D6go Resende, B., & Kértner,
J. (2016). Cultural influences on toddlers’ prosocial behavior: How maternal
task assignment relates to helping others. Child development, 87(6), 1727-
1738. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12636

Krettenauer, T., & Jia, F. (2013). Investigating the actor effect in moral emotion
expectancies across cultures: A comparison of Chinese and Canadian
adolescents. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 31(3), 349-362.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12012

Kroger, J. (1998). Adolescence as a second separation-individuation process: Critical
review of an object relations approach. In E. E. A. Skoe, A. L. von der Lippe
(Eds.), Personality development in adolescence: A cross-national and life

105


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1994.tb00343.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.14.3.420
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022109339211
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12636
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12012

span perspective. Adolescence and society (pp. 172-192). New York:
Routledge.

Laible, D. J., Kumru, A., Carlo, G., Streit, C., Selcuk, B., & Sayil, M. (2017). The
longitudinal associations among temperament, parenting, and Turkish
children's prosocial behaviors. Child Development, 88(4), 1057-1062.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12877

Lampridis, E., & Papastylianou, D. (2017). Prosocial behavioural tendencies and
orientation  towards individualism—collectivism of Greek young
adults. International Journal of Adolescence and Youth, 22(3), 268-282.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2014.890114

Lansford, J. E. (2022). Annual research review: Cross-cultural similarities and
differences in parenting. The Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 63,
466-479. https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13539

Lansford, J. E., Godwin, J., Al-Hassan, S. M., Bacchini, D., Bornstein, M. H., Chang,
L., ... Zelli, A. (2018). Longitudinal associations between parenting and youth
adjustment in twelve cultural groups: Cultural normativeness of parenting as a
moderator. Developmental Psychology, 54(2), 362-377.
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000416

Lansford, J. E., Sharma, C., Malone, P. S., Woodlief, D., Dodge, K. A., Oburu, P.,
Pastorelli, C., Skinner, A. T., Sorbring, E., Tapanya, S., Tirado, L. M. U., Zelli,
A., Al-Hassan, S. M., Alampay, L. P., Bacchini, D., Bombi, A. S., Bornstein,
M. H., Chang, L., Deater-Deckard, K., & Di Giunta, L. (2014). Corporal
Punishment, Maternal Warmth, and Child Adjustment: A Longitudinal Study
in Eight Countries. Journal of Clinical Child & Adolescent Psychology, 43,
670-685. https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2014.893518

Lee, B. (1988). Prosocial content on prime-time television. Applied Social
Psychology Annual, 8, 238-246.

Lee, S. L., Kim, J. A,, Golden, K. J., Kim, J. H., & Park, M. S. A. (2016). A cross
cultural examination of SNS usage intensity and managing interpersonal
relationships online: The role of culture and the autonomous-related self
construal. Frontiers in Psychology, 7, Article 376.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00376

106


https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12877
https://doi.org/10.1080/02673843.2014.890114
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.13539
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000416
https://doi.org/10.1080/15374416.2014.893518
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00376

Lee, H. W., Bradburn, J., Johnson, R. E., Lin, S. H. J., & Chang, C. H. D. (2019). The
benefits of receiving gratitude for helpers: A daily investigation of proactive
and reactive helping at work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 104, 197-213.
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000346

Lee, Y., & Watson, M. W. (2020). Corporal punishment and child aggression: ethnic-
level family cohesion as a moderator. Journal of interpersonal violence, 35(15-
16), 2687-2710. https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517704227

Li, X., & Xie, J. (2017). Parenting styles of Chinese families and children’s social
emotional and cognitive developmental outcomes. European Early Childhood
Education Research Journal, 25(4), 637-650.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2017.1331077

Li, Z., Yu, C., Nie, Y., & Liu, Q. (2022). Parental Corporal Punishment, Peer
Victimization, and Aggressive Adolescent Behavior: The Moderating Effect of
Parent-Adolescent Relationship. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 31(4),
949-961. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-02157-1

Lin, Z., Yu, J., Jiang, Y., Wang, X. T., & Zhu, L. (2022). Longitudinal development
of children's sharing behaviour: Only children versus children with siblings
from rural China. Child: Care, Health and
Development, 1- 7. https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.13050

LoBue, V., Nishida, T., Chiong, C., DeLoache, J. S., & Haidt, J. (2011). When getting
something good is bad: Even three-year-olds react to inequality. Social
Development, 20(1), 154-170. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9507.2009.00560.x

Luengo Kanacri, B. P., Pastorelli, C., Thartori, E., Lunetti, C., di Giunta, L., Bacchini,
D., & Lansford, J. E. (2020). Longitudinal relations among maternal self-
efficacy, maternal warmth, and early adolescents’ prosocial behavior.
Parenting: Science and Practice, 21(2), 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2020.1777791

Luria, G., Cnaan, R. A., & Boehm, A. (2015). National Culture and Prosocial
Behaviors: Results From 66 Countries. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector
Quarterly, 44(5), 1041-1065. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014554456

Maccoby, E. E., & Martin, J. A. (1983). Socialization in the context of the family:
Parent-child interaction. In P. H. Mussen (Ed.) & E. M. Hetherington (Vol.

107


https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000346
https://doi.org/10.1177/0886260517704227
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-02157-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/cch.13050
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00560.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00560.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2020.1777791

Ed.), Handbook of Child Psychology: Vol. 4. Socialization, Personality,
and Social Development (4™ ed., pp. 1-101). New York: Wiley.

MacGowan, T. L., & Schmidt, L. A. (2021). Helping as prosocial practice:
Longitudinal relations among children’s shyness, helping behavior, and
empathic response. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 209, Article
105154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2021.105154

Malti, T., Gummerum, M., Ongley, S., Chaparro, M., Nola, M., & Bae, N. Y. (2016).
“Who is worthy of my generosity?” Recipient characteristics and the
development of children’s sharing. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 40, 31-40. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414567007

Malti, T., Ongley, S. F., Peplak, J., Chaparro, M. P., Buchmann, M., Zuffiano, A., &
Cui, L. (2016). Children's sympathy, guilt, and moral reasoning in helping,
cooperation, and sharing: A  6-year longitudinal study. Child
Development, 87(6), 1783-1795. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12632

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self: Implications for cognition,
emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (2010). Cultures and selves: A cycle of mutual
constitution.  Perspectives on Psychological Science, 5, 420-430.
d0i:10.1177/1745691610375557

Marti-Vilar, M., Serrano-Pastor, L., & Sala, F. G. (2019). Emotional, cultural and
cognitive variables of prosocial behaviour. Current Psychology, 38(4), 912-
9109. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-0168-9

McElhaney, K. B., Allen, J. P., Stephenson, J. C. & Hare, A. L. (2009). Attachment
and autonomy during adolescence. In R. M. Lerner L. Steinberg (Eds.),
Handbook  of adolescent psychology: Individual bases of adolescent
development (pp. 358-403). John Wiley Sons Inc.
doi:10.1002/9780470479193.adlpsy001012.

McKinney, C., & Renk, K. (2008). Differential parenting between mothers and
fathers: Implications for late adolescents. Journal of Family Issues, 29(6), 8
06-827. https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07311222

108


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2021.105154
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414567007
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12632
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-019-0168-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X07311222

Meiting, L., & Hua, W. (2020). The dark side of white lies: Parenting by lying in
childhood and adolescent anxiety, the mediation of parent-child attachment and
gender difference. Children Youth Services Review, 119, Article 10535.
https://doi.org/ 10.1016/j.childyouth.2020.105635

Mercurio, M. R. (2006). Parental authority, patient's best interest and refusal of
resuscitation at borderline gestational age. Journal of perinatology, 26(8), 452-
457. https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.jp.7211547

Merdin-Uygur, E., & Hesapci, O. (2018). Alone but together, autonomous but
related: Self-construal effects on happiness in social experiences. Journal of
Consumer Behaviour, 17, 313-325. https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1713

Miller, J. G., & Bersoff, D. M. (1994). Cultural influences on the moral status of
reciprocity and the discounting of endogenous motivation. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 20(5), 592-602.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205015

Miller, P. A., & Eisenberg, N. (1988). The relation of empathy to aggressive and
externalizing/antisocial behavior. Psychological bulletin, 103(3), 324-344.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.324

Mittal, S., Sengupta, A., Agrawal, N. M., & Gupta, S. (2020). How prosocial is
proactive: Developing and validating a scale and process model of knowledge-
based proactive helping. Journal of Management & Organization, 26(4), 625-
650. https://doi.org/10.1017/jm0.2017.80

Molchanov, S. V. (2014). Empathy as the Factor of Moral Dilemma Solving in
Adolescence. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 146, 89-93.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.08.091

Moore, C. (2009). Fairness in children's resource allocation depends on the
recipient. Psychological Science, 20(8), 944-948.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02378.x

Miihlhoff, R. (2015). Affective resonance and social interaction. Phenomenology and
the Cognitive Sciences, 14(4), 1001-1019. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-
014-9394-7

109


https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.jp.7211547 
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.1713
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205015
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.324
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2017.80
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.08.091
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02378.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-014-9394-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11097-014-9394-7

Newman, J., Gozu, H., Guan, S., Lee, J. E., Li, X., & Sasaki, Y. (2015). Relationship
between maternal parenting style and high school achievement and self-esteem
in China, Turkey and U.S.A. Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 46(2),
265-288. https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.46.2.265

Ngai, S. S. Y., Xie, L., Ng, Y. H., & Ngai, H. L. (2018). The effects of parenting
behavior on prosocial behavior of Chinese adolescents in Hong
Kong. Children and Youth Services Review, 87, 154-162.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.02.030

Onder, A., & Giilay, H. (2009). Reliability and validity of parenting styles &
dimensions questionnaire. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 1(1),
508-514. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2009.01.092

Oyserman, D., Kemmelmeier, M., & Coon, H. (2002a). Cultural psychology, a new
look: Reply to Bond (2002), Fiske (2002), Kitayama (2002), and Miller
(2002). Psychological Bulletin, 128, 110-117.

Oyserman, D., Kemmelmeier, M., & Coon, H. (2002b). Rethinking individualism
and  collectivism: Evaluation of theoretical assumptions and meta analyses.
Psychological Bulletin, 128, 3-72.

Padilla-Walker, L. M. (2014). Parental socialization of prosocial behavior: A
multidimensional approach. In L. M. Padilla-Walker & G. Carlo
(Eds.), Prosocial development: A multidimensional approach (pp. 131-155).
Oxford University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199964772.003.0007

Padilla-Walker, L. M., & Carlo, G. (2014). Prosocial Development: A
Multidimensional Approach. (L. M. Padilla-Walker & G. Carlo, Eds.). Oxford
University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199964772.001.0001

Park, B., Vepachedu, S., Keshava, P., & Minns, S. (2022). Culture, theory-of-mind,
and  morality: How independent and interdependent minds make moral
judgments. Biological Psychology, 174, Article 108423.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2022.108423

Park, H., Coello, J. A., & Lau, A. S. (2014). Child socialization goals in East Asian
versus Western nations from 1989 to 2010: Evidence for social change in

110


https://doi.org/10.3138/jcfs.46.2.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2009.01.092
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199964772.003.0007
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199964772.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2022.108423

parenting. Parenting, 14(2), 69-
91. https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2014.914345

Parmar, P., Harkness, S., & Super, C. M. (2004). Asian and Euro-American parents’
ethnotheories of play and learning: Effects on pre-school children’s home
routines and school behavior. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 28(2), 97-104. doi: 10.1080/01650250344000307.

Pastorelli, C., Zuffiano, A., Lansford, J. E., Thartori, E., Bornstein, M. H., Chang, L.,
Deater-Deckard, K., Di Giunta, L., Dodge, K. A., Gurdal, S., Liu, Q., Long,
Q., Oburu, P., Skinner, A. T., Sorbring, E., Steinberg, L., Tapanya, S., Uribe
Tirado, L. M., Yotanyamaneewong, S., ... Bacchini, D. (2021). Positive youth
development: Parental warmth, values, and prosocial behavior in 11 cultural
groups. Journal of Youth Development, 16, 379-401.
https://doi.org/10.5195/jyd.2021.1026

Paulus, M., & Moore, C. (2014). The development of recipient-dependent sharing
behavior and sharing expectations in preschool children. Developmental
psychology, 50(3), 914-921. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034169

Paulus, M., Licata, M., Kristen, S., Thoermer, C., Woodward, A., & Sodian, B. (2015).
Social understanding and self-regulation predict pre-schoolers’ sharing with
friends and disliked peers: A longitudinal study. International Journal of
Behavioral Development, 39(1), 53-64.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414537923

Pavey, L., Greitemeyer, T., & Sparks, P. (2012). “I help because I want to, not because
you tell me to” empathy increases autonomously motivated
helping. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 38(5), 681-689.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211435940

Piché, G., Huynh, C., Clément, M. E., & Durrant, J. E. (2017). Predicting
externalizing and prosocial behaviors in children from parental use of
corporal punishment. Infant and Child Development, 26, 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.2006

Pinquart, M. (2017). Associations of parenting dimensions and styles with
externalizing problems of children and adolescents: An updated meta
analysis.  Developmental  Psychology, 53, 613-640. https://doi.
0rg/10.1080/01494929.2016.1247761.

111


https://doi.org/10.1080/15295192.2014.914345
https://doi.org/10.5195/jyd.2021.1026
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034169
https://doi.org/10.1177/0165025414537923
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211435940
https://doi/

Pinquart, M. (2021). Cultural differences in the association of harsh parenting with
internalizing and externalizing symptoms: A meta-analysis. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 30(12), 2938-2951.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826 021-02113-z.

Pinquart, M., & Kauser, R. (2018). Do the associations of parenting styles with
behavior problems and academic achievement vary by culture? Results from
a meta-analysis. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology, 24, 75
100. https://doi.org/10. 1037/cdp0000149

Qian, S., Wang, J., & Shi, W. (2022). When helping can turn into unethical behavior:
depending on helping is proactive or reactive. Current Psychology, 41(7),
4860-4870. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01003-9

Rao, N., & Stewart, S. M. (1999). Cultural influences on sharer and recipient behavior
sharing in Chinese and Indian preschool children. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 30, 219-241. doi:10.1177/0022022199030002005

Regev, R., Gueron-Sela, N., & Atzaba-Poria, N. (2012). The adjustment of ethnic
minority and majority children living in Israel: Does parental use of corporal
punishment act as a mediator? Infant and Child Development, 21, 34-51. doi:
10.1002/icd

Reschke, P. J., Fraser, A. M., Picket, J., Workman, K., Lehnardt, H., Stockdale, L. A.,
Padilla-Walker, L. M., Cox, K., Holmgren, H. G., Hagen, S., Summers, K.,
Clifford, B. N., Essig, L. W., & Coyne, S. M. (2022). Variability in infant
helping and sharing behaviors across the second and third years of life:
Differential roles of target and socialization. Developmental Psychology.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001441

Robinson, C. C., Mandleco, B., Olsen, S. F., & Hart, C. H. (1995). Authoritative,
authoritarian, and permissive parenting practices: Development of a new
measure. Psychological Reports, 77(3), 819-830.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.77.3.819

Robinson, C. C., Mandleco, B., Roper, S. O., & Hart, C. H. (1995). The parenting
styles and dimensions questionnaire (PSDQ) Authoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive parenting practices: Development of a new measure. Psychological
Reports, 77, 819-830.

112


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826
https://doi.org/10.%201037/cdp0000149
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-01003-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0001441
https://doi.org/10.2466/pr0.1995.77.3.819

Rochat, P., Dias, M. D., Liping, G., Broesch, T., Passos- Ferreira, C., Winning, A., &
Berg, B. (2009). Fairness in distributive justice by 3-and 5-year-olds across
seven cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 40, 416-442.
doi:10.1177/0022022109332844

Rogoff, B., Moore, L., Najafi, B., Dexter, A., Correa-Chavez, M., & Solis, J. (2007).
Children's development of cultural repertoires through participation in
everyday routines and practices. In J. E. Grusec & P. D. Hastings
(Eds.), Handbook of socialization: Theory and research (pp. 490-515). The
Guilford Press.

Rohner, R. P. (1986). The warmth dimension: Foundations of parental acceptance
rejection theory. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Rohner, R. P. (1994). Patterns of parenting: The warmth dimension in worldwide
perspective. In W.J. Lonner, R. S. Malpass (Eds.), Psychology and culture
(pp.113-120). Allyn and Bacon

Rohner, R. P., & Lansford, J. E. (2017). Deep structure of the human affectional
system: Introduction to interpersonal acceptance- rejection theory. Journal of
Family Theory & Review, 9, 426— 440. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12219

Romano, E., Bell, T., & Norian, R. (2013). Corporal punishment: Examining attitudes
toward the law and factors influencing attitude change. Journal of Family
violence, 28(3), 265-275. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-013-9494-0

Romano, E., Tremblay, R. E., Boulerice, B., & Swisher, R. (2005). Multilevel
correlates of childhood physical aggression and prosocial behavior. Journal of
Abnormal Child Psychology, 33(5), 565-578. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-
005-6738-3

Rothbaum, F. & Trommsdorff, G. (2007). Do roots and wings oppose or complement
one another? The socialization of autonomy and relatedness in cultural context,
in J.E. Grusec and P. Hastings (Eds) The Handbook of Socialization, (pp. 461-
489), New York: Guilford Press.

Rothbaum, F. & Wang, Y. Z. (2010). Fostering the child’s malleable views of the self
and the world: Caregiving practices in East Asian and European American
communities. In B.  Mayer and H. J. Kornadt (Eds), Psychologie — Kultur —
Gesellschaft, (pp. 101-120), Springer.

113


https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12219
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10896-013-9494-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-6738-3 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-005-6738-3 

Rothenberg, W. A., Lansford, J. E., Bornstein, M. H., Chang, L., Deater-Deckard, K.,
di Giunta, L., Dodge, K. A., Malone, P. S., Oburu, P., Pastorelli, C., Skinner,
A. T., Sorbring, E., Steinberg, L., Tapanya, S., Uribe Tirado, L. M.,
Yotanyamaneewong, S., Alampay, L. P., Al-Hassan, S. M., & Bacchini, D.
(2020). Effects of parental warmth and behavioral control on adolescent
externalizing and internalizing trajectories across cultures. Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 30, 835-855. https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12566

Roth-Hanania, R., Davidov, M., & Zahn-Waxler, C. (2011). Empathy development
from 8 to 16 months: Early signs of concern for others. Infant Behavior and
Development, 34, 447-458. https://10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.04.007.

Rudy, D., & Grusec, J. E. (2001). Correlates of authoritarian parenting in individualist
and collectivist cultures and implications for understanding the transmission of
values. Journal  of  Cross-Cultural Psychology, 32(2),  202-212.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032002007

Ruiz-Ortiz, R., Braza, P., Carreras, R., & Mufioz, J. M. (2017). Differential effects of
mother’s and father’s parenting on prosocial and antisocial behavior: Child sex
moderating. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26(8), 2182-2190.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0726-4

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2008). A self-determination theory approach to
psychotherapy: The motivational basis for effective change. Canadian
Psychology, 49 186-193. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012753

Sahin, B., & Mebert, C. J. (2013). The role of culture and self-construal in
autobiographical memories of US and Turkish college students. Memory,
21(8), 1004-1017. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2013.774418

Salehuddin, K., & Winskel, H. (2016). Developmental milestone expectations,
parenting styles, and self-construal of caregivers from Malay, Chinese and
Indian backgrounds in Malaysia. Journal of Comparative Family Studies,
11(7), 147-167.

Salerni, N., & Caprin, C. (2022). Prosocial behavior in preschoolers: Effects of early
socialization experiences with peers. Frontiers in Psychology, 13. Article
840080. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.840080

Santos, R. M., Zanette, S., Kwok, S. M., Heyman, G. D., & Lee, K. (2017). Exposure
to parenting by lying in childhood: Associations with negative outcomes in

114


https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12566
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032002007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0726-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0012753
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658211.2013.774418
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.840080

adulthood. Frontiers in Psychology, 8, Article 1240.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01240

Scharpf, F., Paulus, M., & Worle, M. (2017). The impact of social relationships on
Ugandan children’s sharing decisions. European Journal of Developmental
Psychology, 14(4), 436-448. https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2016.1231062

Schein, E. H. (2006). Organizational culture and leadership. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Schmidt, M. F., & Somerville, J. A. (2011). Fairness expectations and altruistic
sharing in 15-month-old human infants. Plos One, 6, Article number 23223.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0023223.

Senese, V. P., Bornstein, M. H., Haynes, O. M., Rossi, G. & Venuti, P. (2012). A
cross-cultural comparison of mothers’ beliefs about their parenting very
young children. Infant Behavior and Development, 35, 479-488.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2012.02.006.

Setoh, P., Zhao, S., Santos, R., Heyman, G. D., & Lee, K. (2019). Dataset on childhood
exposure to parenting by lying and its associations with adulthood psychosocial
outcomes in a Singapore sample. Data in brief, 26, 104472.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2019.104472

Setoh, P., Zhao, S., Santos, R., Heyman, G. D., & Lee, K. (2020). Parenting by lying
in childhood is associated with negative developmental outcomes in
adulthood. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 189, 104680.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104680

Shuster, M. M., Li, Y., & Shi, J. (2012). Maternal cultural values and parenting
practices: Longitudinal associations with Chinese adolescents’ aggression.
Journal of Adolescence, 35(2), 345-355.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.08.006

Silke, C., Brady, B., Boylan, C., & Dolan, P. (2018). Factors influencing the
development of empathy and prosocial behaviour among adolescents: A
systematic review. Children and Youth Services Review, 94(2), 421-436.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.07.027

115


https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01240
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2016.1231062
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2012.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dib.2019.104472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2019.104680
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.07.027

Silveira, F., Shafer, K., Dufur, M. J., & Roberson, M. (2021). Ethnicity and parental
discipline practices: A cross-national comparison. Journal of Marriage and
Family, 83(3), 644-666. https://doi.org/ 10.1111/jomf.12715.

Singelis, T. M. (1994). The measurement of independent and interdependent self
construals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 20, 580-591.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294205014

Singelis, T. M., Triandis, H. C., Bhawuk, D. S., & Gelfand, M. (1995). Horizontal
and vertical dimensions of individualism and collectivism: Theoretical and
measurement refinement. Cross-Cultural Research, 29,  240-275.
https://doi.org/ 10.1177/106939719502900302

Singelis, T. M., & Sharkey, W. F. (1995). Culture, self-construal, and
embarrassability. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 26(6), 622-644.
doi:10.1177/002202219502600607

Slobodskaya, H. R., Petrenko, E. N., Loginova, S. V., Kornienko, O. S., & Kozlova,
E. A. (2020). Relations of child effortful control to personality, well-being
and parenting. International Journal of Psychology, 55(2), 144-153.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12568

Smith, C. E., Blake, P. R., & Harris, P. L. (2013). I should but I won’t: Why young
children endorse norms of fair sharing but do not follow them. Plos One, 8(3),
Acrticle number 59510. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059510

Smith, P. B.,, & Bond, M. H. (1998). Social psychology across cultures.
London,United Kingdom: Prentice Hall.

Smith, P. B, Bond, M. H., & Kagit¢ibasi, C. (2006). Understanding social psychol-
ogy across cultures. London: Sage.

Smith, S. W., Smith, S. L., Pieper, K. M., Yoo, J. H., Ferris, A. L., Downs, E., &
Bowden, B. (2006). Altruism on American television: Examining the amount
of, and context surrounding, acts of helping and sharing. Journal of
Communication, 56(4), 707-7217.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].14602466.2006.00316.x

116


https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12568
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460

Snibbe, A. C., Kitayama, S., Markus, H. R., & Suzuki, T. (2003). They saw a game:A
Japanese and American (football) field study. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology,34(5), 581-595. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103256480

Sorkhabi, N. (2005). Applicability of Baumrind’s parent typology to collective
cultures: Analysis of cultural explanations of parent socialization effects.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 29(6), 552-563.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250500172640

Sorkhabi, N. (2012). Parent socialization effects in different cultures: Significance of
directive parenting. Psychological Reports, 110(3), 854-878.
https://doi.org/10.2466/10.02.17.21.pr0.110.3.854-878

Spitzmuller, M., & Van Dyne, L. (2013). Proactive and reactive helping: Contrasting
the positive consequences of different forms of helping. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 34(4), 560-580. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1848

Stewart, S. M., & McBride-Chang, C. (2000). Influences on children’s sharing in a
multicultural setting. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 31(3), 333-348.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022100031003003

Stietz, J., Jauk, E., Krach, S., & Kanske, P. (2019). Dissociating empathy from
perspective-taking: Evidence from intra and inter-individual differences
research. Frontiers in Psychiatry, 10, 126.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00126

Streit, C., Carlo, G., Knight, G. P., White, R. M. B., & Maiya, S. (2021). Relations
among parenting, culture, and prosocial behaviors in U.S. Mexican youth: An
integrative socialization approach. Child Development, 92(4), 383-397.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13550

Stimer, N. & Kagitcibasi, C. (2010). Culturally relevant parenting predictors of
attachment security: Perspectives from Turkey. In P. Erdman and K. M. Ng
(Eds.), Attachment: Expanding the cultural connections (pp. 157-179).
Routledge/Taylor.

Super, C. M., & Harkness, S. (1994). Temperament and the developmental niche. In
W. B. Carey & S. C. McDevitt (Eds.), Prevention and early intervention:
Individual differences as risk factors for the mental health of children: A
festschrift for Stella Chess and Alexander Thomas (pp. 115-125).
Brunner/Mazel.

117


https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022103256480
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250500172640
https://doi.org/10.2466/10.02.17.21.pr0.110.3.854-878
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1848
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022100031003003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyt.2019.00126
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13550

Super, C. M., & Harkness, S. (1997). The cultural structuring of child development. In
J. W. Berry, P. R. Dasen, & T. S. Saraswathi (Eds.), Handbook of cross-
cultural psychology: Basic processes and human development (pp. 1-39).
Allyn & Bacon.

Svetlova, M., Nichols, S. R., & Brownell, C. A. (2010). Toddlers’ prosocial behavior:
From instrumental to empathic to altruistic helping. Child Development, 81(6),
1814-1827. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01512.x

Tamis-LeMonda, C. S., Way, N., Hughes, D., Yoshikawa H., Kalman, R. K., & Niwa,
E. Y. (2008). Parents’ goals for children: The dynamic coexistence of
individualism and collectivism in cultures and individuals. Social
Development, 17(2), 183-209. https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-
9507.2007.00419.x

Tampke, E. C., Fite, P. J., & Cooley, J. L. (2020). Bidirectional associations between
affective empathy and proactive and reactive aggression. Aggressive
behavior, 46(4), 317-326. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21891

Thompson, A., Hollis, C., & Richards, D. (2003). Authoritarian parenting attitudes as
a risk for conduct problems: Results from a british national cohort study.
European  Child and  Adolescent  Psychiatry, 12(1), 84-91.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-003-0324-4

Tomasello, M., Carpenter, M., Call, J., Behne, T., & Moll, H. (2005). Understanding
and sharing intentions: The origins of cultural cognition. Behavioral and Brain
Sciences, 28(5), 675-691. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0140525x05000129

Trecca, F., Bleses, D., Hojen, A., & Laursen, B. (2022). Direct and indirect effects
from parenting self-efficacy and parenting practices to social-emotional
adjustment in 3 to 5-year-old children. Acta Psychologica, 229, Article 103673.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2022.103673

Trommsdorff, G. (2014). Cultural roots of values, morals, and religious orientations
in adolescent development. In L. A. Jensenn (Ed.), Oxford Handbook of
Human Development and Culture: An Interdisciplinary Perspective, Oxford
Library of Psychology.

Trommsdorff, G., Cole, P. M., & Heikamp, T. (2012). Cultural variations in mothers'
intuitive theories: A preliminary report on interviewing mothers from five

118


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01512.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9507.2007.00419.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.21891
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-003-0324-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0140525x05000129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2022.103673

nations about their socialization of children's emotions. Global Studies of
Childhood, 2(2), 158-169. https://doi.org/10.2304/gsch.2012.2.2.158

Uchida, Y., Nakayama, M., & Bowen, K. S. (2022). Interdependence of emotion:
conceptualization, evidence, and social implications from cultural
psychology. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 31(5), 1-15.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221109584

Underwood, B., & Moore, B. (1982). Perspective-taking and altruism. Psychological
Bulletin, 91(1), 143-173. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.143

van der Bruggen, C. O., Stams, G. J. J., & Bogels, S. M. (2008). Research review:
The relation between child and parent anxiety and parental control: A meta
analytic review. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 49(12), 1257
1269. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2008.01898.x.

van der Storm, L., van Lissa, C. J., Lucassen, N., Helmerhorst, K. O., & Keizer, R.
(2022). Maternal and paternal parenting and child prosocial behavior: A meta-
analysis using a structural equation modeling design. Marriage & Family
Review, 58(1), 1-37. https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2021.1927931

Vonk, J., Jett, S. E., Tomeny, T. S., Mercer, S. H., & Cwikla, J. (2020). Young
children's theory of mind predicts more sharing with friends over time. Child
Development, 91(1), 63-77. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13112

Wang, Q. (2016). Why should we all be cultural psychologists? Lessons from the
study of social cognition. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 11(5),
583-596. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616645552

Wang, Q., Pomerantz, E. M., & Chen, H. (2007). The role of parents’ control in early
adolescents’ psychological functioning: A longitudinal investigation in the
United States and China. Child Development, 78(5), 1592-1610.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01085.x

Wang, W. M., Cheung, C. F., Lee, W. B., & Kwok, S. K. (2007). Knowledge-based
treatment planning for adolescent early intervention of mental healthcare: a
hybrid case-based reasoning approach. Expert Systems, 24(4), 232-251.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0394.2007.00431.x

119


https://doi.org/10.2304/gsch.2012.2.2.158
https://doi.org/10.1177/09637214221109584
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.143
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2021.1927931
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13112
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616645552
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0394.2007.00431.x

Warneken, F. (2013). The development of altruistic behavior: Helping in children
and chimpanzees. Social Research, 80(2), 431-442.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/24385609

Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2006). Altruistic helping in human infants and
young chimpanzees. Science, 311(5765), 1301-1303.
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.11 21448

Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2007). Helping and cooperation at 14 months of
age. Infancy, 11(3), 271-294. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532
7078.2007.tb00227.x

Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2008). Extrinsic rewards undermine altruistic
tendencies in 20-month-olds. Developmental Psychology, 44(6), 1785-1788.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013860

Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2009). The roots of human altruism. British Journal
of Psychology, 100(3), 455-471. https://doi.org/10.1348/000712608X379061

Warneken, F., & Tomasello, M. (2009). Varieties of altruism in children and
chimpanzees. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 13(9), 397-402.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2009.06.008

Warneken, F., Hare, B., Melis, A. P., Hanus, D., & Tomasello, M. (2007). Spontaneous
altruism by chimpanzees and young children. Plos Biology, 5(7), Article 184.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0050184

Weller, D., & Lagattuta, K. H. (2013). Helping the in-group feels better: Children’s
judgments and emotion attributions in response to prosocial dilemmas. Child
Development, 84(1), 253-268. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2012.01837.x

Wrzus, C., Wagner, J. & Neyer, F. J. (2012). The interdependence of horizontal
family relationships and friendships relates to higher well-being. Personal
Relationships, 19(3), 465-482. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475
6811.2011.01373.x.

Wu, C., Parker, S. K., Wu, L., & Lee, C. (2017). When and why people engage in
different forms of proactive behavior: Interactive effects of self-construals and

120


http://www.jstor.org/stable/24385609
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013860
https://doi.org/10.1348/000712608X379061
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475

work characteristics. Academy of Management Journal, 61(1), 293-323.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1064

Wu, P., Robinson, C. C., Yang, C., Hart, C. H., Olsen, S. F., Porter, C. L., ... Wu, X.
(2002). Similarities and differences in mothers’ parenting of preschoolers in
China and the United States. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 26, 481-491. https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250143000436

Wu, Z., & Su, Y. (2014). How do preschoolers’ sharing behaviors relate to their theory
of mind understanding? Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 120, 73-
86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2013.11.007

Wu, Z., Chen, X., Gros-Louis, J., & Su, Y. (2018). ‘She is looking at me! Shall 1
share ? > How Chinese and American preschoolers respond to eye gaze during
sharing. Social Development, 27(2), 447-460.
https://doi.org/10.1111/s0de.12278

Xiao, S. X., Spinrad, T. L., & Carter, D. B. (2018). Parental emotion regulation and
preschoolers’ prosocial behavior: The mediating roles of parental warmth and
inductive discipline. Journal of Genetic Psychology, 179(5), 246-255.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2018.1495611

Xie, S., & Li, H. (2019). ‘Tiger mom, panda dad’: A study of contemporary Chinese
parenting profiles. Early Child Development and Care, 189(2), 284-300.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2017.1318870

Yagmurlu, B., & Sanson, A. (2009). Parenting and temperament as predictors of
prosocial behaviour in Australian and Turkish Australian children. Australian
Journal of Psychology, 61(2), 77-88.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530802001338

Yagmurlu, B., Sanson, A., & Koymen, S. B. (2005). Ebeveynlerin ve c¢ocuk
mizacinin olumlu sosyal davramig gelisimine etkileri: Zihin kuraminin
belirleyici rolii. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 20(55), 1-20.

Yavuz, H. M., Colasante, T., & Malti, T. (2022a). Parental warmth predicts more child
pro-social behaviour in children with better emotion regulation. British Journal
of Developmental Psychology, 40(4), 539-556.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12425

121


https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.1064
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250143000436
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12278
https://doi.org/10.1080/00221325.2018.1495611
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2017.1318870
https://doi.org/10.1080/00049530802001338
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12425

Yavuz, H. M., Dys, S., & Malti, T. (2022b). Parental Discipline, Child Inhibitory
Control and Prosocial Behaviors: The Indirect Relations via Child
Sympathy. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 31(5), 1276-12809.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-02224-7

Yeh, K. H., Bedford, O. B., & Yang, Y. J. (2009). A cross-cultural comparison of the
coexistence and domain superiority of individuating and relating autonomy.
International Journal of Psychology, 44(3), 213-221. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00207590701749146.

Yu, J., Zhu, L., & Leslie, A. M. (2016). Children's sharing behavior in mini-dictator
games: The role of in-group favoritism and theory of mind. Child
Development, 87(6), 1747-1757. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12635

Zahn-Waxler, C., Friedman, R. J., Cole, P. M., Mizuta, 1., & Hiruma, N. (1996).
Japanese and United States preschool children's responses to conflict and
distress. Child Development, 67(5), 2462-2477.

Zahn-Waxler, C., Robinson, J. L., & Emde, R. N. (1992). The development of empathy
in twins. Developmental Psychology, 28(6), 1038-1047.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.28.6.1038

Zarra-Nezhad, M., Kiuru, N., Aunola, K., Zarra-Nezhad, M., Ahonen, T., Poikkeus,
A. M., Lerkkanen, M. K., & Nurmi, J. E. (2014). Social withdrawal in
children moderates the association between parenting styles and the
children’s own socioemotional development. Journal of Child Psychology
and  Psychiatry and  Allied Disciplines, 55(3), 1260-12609.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12251

Zelenski, J. M. & Nisbet, E. K. (2014). Happiness and feeling connected: The
distinct role of nature relatedness. Environment and Behavior, 46(1), 3-23.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013916512451901.

Zeng, R., & Greenfield, P. M. (2015). Cultural evolution over the last 40 years in
China: Using the Google Ngram viewer to study implications of social and
political change for cultural  values. International  Journal  of
Psychology, 50(1), 47-55. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12125

Zhai, F., & Gao, Q. (2009). Child maltreatment among Asian Americans:
Characteristics and explanatory framework. Child maltreatment, 14(2), 207-
224. https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559508326286

122


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-021-02224-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12635
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.28.6.1038
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12251
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12125
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077559508326286

Zhang, W., Wei, X., Ji, L., Chen, L., & Deater-Deckard, K. (2017). Reconsidering
parenting in Chinese culture: Subtypes, stability, and change of maternal
parenting style during early adolescence. Journal of Youth and
Adolescence, 46, 1117-1136. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0664-x

Zhou, K., Gui, C., Yin, W. J., Ouyang, X., & Yuan, C. (2021). A resources gain
perspective on family outcomes of proactive helping behavior. Journal of
Managerial Psychology, 36(8), 577-591. https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-
2020-0473

Zhou, Q., Eisenberg, N., Losoya, S. H., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Guthrie, I. K.,
Murphy, B. C., Cumberland, A. J., & Shepard, S. A. (2002). The relations of
parental warmth and positive expressiveness to children's empathy-related
responding and social functioning: A longitudinal  study. Child
development, 73(3), 893-915. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00446

Zhou, Q., Eisenberg, N., Losoya, S. H., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Guthrie, I. K.,
Murphy, B. C., Cumberland, A. J., & Shepard, S. A. (2002). The relations of
parental warmth and positive expressiveness to children's empathy-related
responding and social functioning: A longitudinal  study. Child
development, 73(3), 893-915. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00446

Zhou, Z., Qu, Y., & Li, X. (2022). Parental collectivism goals and Chinese
adolescents’ prosocial behaviors: The mediating role of authoritative
parenting. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 51, 766-779.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01579-4

Ziv, T., & Sommerville, J. A. (2017). Developmental differences in infants’
fairness expectations from 6 to 15 months of age. Child Development, 88(6),
1930-1951. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12674

123


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-017-0664-x
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2020-0473
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmp-09-2020-0473
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00446
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00446
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-022-01579-4

APPENDICES

A. APPROVAL OF THE METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS
COMMITTEE

DUMLUPINAR BULVARI OSBOO 1
GANKAYA ANKARA/TURKEY
T: 490 312 210 22 91

oS3 28620816 / AR

www.ueam.metu.edu.tr
Konu: Degerlendirme Sonucu

Gonderen: ODTU insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu (JAEK)
ilgi: insan Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu Basvurusu

Sayin Prof.Dr. Sibel Kazak BERUMENT

s

Danismanligini yaptiginiz Aybg_g;im Memisoglu SANLI'nin ke
Davranislar: Annenin Benlik Kurgusunun Ebeveynlik Davranislari
arastirmasi insan Arastirmalari Etik Kurulu tarafindan uygun ;érﬁlmti

numarasi ile onaylanmistir. P XA -

Saygilarimizla bilgilerinize sunariz.

124




B. CURRICULUM VITAE

PERSONAL INFORMATION

Surname, Name: Memisoglu-Sanli, Aybegliim
Date and Place of Birth: 5 Nov 1986, Denizli
Marital Status: Married

email: aybegummemisoglu@gmail.com

EDUCATION
Degree Institution Year of Graduation
MS METU Developmental Psychology 2015
BS METU Psychology 2010
High School Denizli Anadolu High School 2005

WORK EXPERIENCE

Year Place Enroliment
2014- Present METU-Deparment of Psyc. Research Assistant
2011-2014 Ministry of Family and Social Affairs Psychologist
2010-2011 Special Education Center Psychologist

PUBLICATIONS

A. Articles Published in International Journals

Al. Yamada, Y., Cepuli¢, D-B., Coll-Martin, T., Debove, S., Gautreau, G., Han, H., Rasmussen, J., Tran, T. P.,
Travaglino, G. A., COVIDISTRESS Global Survey Consortium, and Lieberoth, A. (2021). COVIDISTRESS
Global Survey dataset on psychological and behavioural consequences of the COVID-19 outbreak. Scientific Data,
8, Article number 3. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41597-020-00784-9

AZ2. Lieberoth, A., Lin, S., Stockli, S., Han, H., Kowal, M., Gelpi, R., Chrona, S., Tran., T. P., Jefti¢, A., Rasmussen,
J., Cakal, H., Milfont, T. L., and COVIDIiSTRESS Global Survey Consortium (2021). Stress and worry in the
2020 coronavirus pandemic: Relationships to trust and compliance with preventive measures across 48 countries
in the COVIDISTRESS global survey. Royal Society of Open Science, 8, Article number 200589.
http://doi.org/10.1098/rs0s.200589

A3. Ikizer, G., Kowal, M., Dilekler, ., Jefti¢, A., Memisoglu-Sanli, A., Najmussagib, A., Lacko, D., Eichel, k.,
Turk, F., Chrona, S., Ahmed, O., Rasmussen, J., Kumaga, R., Uddin, M. K., Reynoso-Alcantara, V., Pankowski,
D., & Coll-Martin, T. (2021). Testing the Associations Between Big Five Traits, Stress and Loneliness During the
COVID-19 Pandemic: Evidence from a Large-Scale Multi-Country Survey. Personality and Individual
Differences, 190, Article Number 111531. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111531

A4. Kowal, M., Sorokowski, P., Pisanski, K., Valentova, J. V., Varella, M. A. C., Frederick, D. A., ...Memisoglu-
Sanli, A.,... Zumarraga-Espinosa, M. (2022). Predictors of enhancing humanphysical attractiveness: Data from 93
countries. Evolution and Human Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2022.08.003

125


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111531

A5, Iplikei, A. B., Ilgiin, Y., Memisoglu-Sanli, A., Aydogdu, E., Anacali, E., Sahin-Acar, B., Dogan, A., Tahiroglu,
D., Berument, S.K. (2023). Parenting during the Covid-19 pandemic: Role of pandemic-related experiences and

psychological distress on maternal rejection. Family Relations (Under Revision).

B. Articles Published in National Journals:

B1. Memisoglu, A., Ertekin, Z., & Tasfiliz, D. (2015). Siddete taniklik etmis ¢ocuklarin sosyal ve dil gelisimleri
ile ebeveynlerine yonelik miidahale programi: Koza projesi. Hacettepe University Faculty of Health Sciences
Journal, 1(2), 717-729.

B2. Sumer, N., Metin Orta, 1., Alsancak, C., Salman Engin, S., [lden Kogkar, A. Z., Sahin-Acar, B., Memisoglu-
Sanh, A., Sagel Cetiner, E., Tiire, D., & Ustiinel Balc1, A. O. (2020). Olumlu ebeveyn davranislarini artirmaya
yonelik video geri bildirimli miidahale programinin anne duyarlig: {izerindeki etkisinin Tiirkiye’de incelenmesi.
Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 35(85), 100-116. doi:10.31828/tpd1300443320190219m000018

B3. Sayilan, G., Ikizer, G., Dilekler, I., & Memisoglu-Sanl, A. (2021). Covid-19 salgmninda Tiirkiyede stres,
yalnizlik, ve dnlemlere uyum: COVIDISTRESS kiiresel caligmasi bulgulari. T#irk Psikoloji Dergisi, In Press, TIP-
2021-01-014.

C. Book chapters:

C1. Giines, S., Memisoglu-Sanli, A., & Erel-Gozagag, S. (2020). Cognitive self-regulation as a key to academic
success: Predictors of cognitive self-regulation among children living under social service care and children living
with biological families. In . Cinkir (Ed.) Changing Educational Paradigms: New Methods, Directions, and
Policies (pp. 331-346). Berlin: Peter Lang.

C2. Memisoglu-Sanli, A. (2021). Toplumsal hayat igerisinde sosyal davranislarin gelisimi. In Goniil, B., Isik, H.,
& Tiire Sakar, D. (Eds) Gelisim Psikolojisi Bakis Agis1 ile Toplum Iginde Cocuklar (pp. 45-57). Ankara: Nobel
Yayincilik.

D. International Congress Presentations:

D1. Memisoglu, A., & Berument, S. K. (2015). The effects of care types and temperament on problem behaviors
of children under the care of social services. 14th European Congress of Psychology, Milan, Italy.

D2. Memisoglu, A. (2015). Domestic violence: The current situation in Turkey, developmental effects and
implications for policy. 14th European Congress of Psychology, Milan, Italy.

D3. Memisoglu A., Ertekin, Z., & Berument, S. K. (2015). The effects of care types and temperament on children
under the care of social services in turkey in terms of social competence. Paper presented in 17th European
Conference on Developmental Psychology, Braga, Portugal.

D4. Siimer, N., Sahin Acar, B., ilden Kogkar, A., Metin Orta, 1., Salman Engin, S., Aran, O., & Memisoglu, A.
(2015). The effectiveness of video-feedback intervention on maternal sensitivity and attachment security in Turkey.
Poster presented in 7th International Attachment Conference, New York, US.

D5. Metin Orta, 1., Siimer, N., Ilden Kogkar A., Sahin Acar, B., Salman Engin, S., Aran, O., Memisoglu, A. &
Akkol, S. (2016). Effectiveness of early parenting intervention on different aspects of maternal sensitivity among
Turkish mothers. Symposium presented in the 24th Biennial Meeting of the International Society for the Study of

Behavioural Development, Vilnius, Lithuania.

126



D6. Memisoglu Sanli, A., Berument, S. K., & Ertekin, Z. (2017). Moderating effects of perceptual sensitivity
on the language development growth rates of children in care: Turkish care types study. Individual Paper
Presented in the Biennial Meeting of Society for Research in Child Development (SRCD) in April 6 - 8,
2017, Austin, Texas, US.

D7. Ertekin, Z., Memisoglu Sanli, A., & Berument, S. K. (2017). Examining the effects of institutional care
and temperament on executive functioning of children longitudinally: Turkish care types study. Individual
Paper Presented in the Biennial Meeting of Society for Research in Child Development (SRCD) in April 6
- 8, 2017, Austin, Texas, US.

D8. Akkol Solakoglu, S., Memisoglu Sanh, A., Tire, D. & Siimer, N. (2017). Effects of video-feedback
intervention for positive parenting on marital functioning. Poster presented in 8th International Attachment
Conference, London, UK.

D9. Gunes, S., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Erel Gozagag, S., & Berument, S. K. (2018). Bir basari faktorii olarak biligsel
Ozdiizenleme: Devlet korumasi ve aile yanindaki g¢ocuklarda bilissel 6zdiizenlemenin yordayicilari. Paper
presented in Vth International Eurasian Educational Research Congress, Antalya/Tiirkiye.

D10. Gunes, S., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Erel Gozagag, S., & Berument, S. K. (2018). Well-being among children
under social service care: Preliminary analyses for the interplay of social support temperament. Paper presented in
European Association for Research on Adolescence (EARA),Ghent,Belgium.

D11. Memisoglu Sanli, A., Erel Gozagag, S., Berument, K. S., & Gunes, S. (2019). Problem behaviors of children
under protection: The Moderating role of temperament and social support. Paper presented in 19th European
Conference on Developmental Psychology, Athens, Greece.

D12. Erel Gozagag, S., Gunes, S., Berument, K., & Memisoglu Sanli, A. (2019). Academic achievement of
children under government protection: Moderating role of temperament and social support. Paper presented in
19th European Conference on Developmental Psychology, Athens, Greece.

D13. iplik¢i B. A., Memisoglu-Sanli, A., Ilgiin, Y., Anacali, E., Aydogdu, E., Sahin-Acar, B., Dogan, A.,
Tahiroglu, D., & Berument, S.K. (2021). Parenting during the pandemic: Antecedents and consequences of change
in mother's psychological distress. Poster presented in 21st Biennial Meeting of Society for Research in Child
Development (SRCD)

D14. Memisoglu-Sanli, A., Berument, S. K., Bayram Gulacti, H., & Ertekin, Z. (2022). The longitudinal
investigation of infant's behavior problems in institutional care: Turkish care types study. Poster presented at the
26th Biennial Meeting of the International Society for the Study of Behavioural Development in 2022, Rhodes,
Greece.

D15. Bayram-Giilagti, H., Ertekin, Z., Golciik, M., Memisoglu-Sanli, A., Kiyak, B., Anagali, E., Sahin-Acar, B.,
Tahiroglu, D., Dogan, A. & Berument, S. K. (2023). Sibling experiences of parental differential treatment during
COVID-19: The role of individual and environmental factors. Individual Presentation will be presented at the
Biennial Meeting of Society for Research in Child Development (SRCD) in March 23-25, Salt Lake City, USA.
D16. Ertekin, Z., Bayram-Giilagti, H., Golciik, M., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Akkaya, S., Durmus, R., Sahin-Acar, B.,
Dogan, A., Tahiroglu, D. & Berument, S. K. (2023). Prospective associations between parenting practices,
temperament, and sibling conflict during COVID-19. Individual Presentation will be presented at the Biennial
Meeting of Society for Research in Child Development (SRCD) in March 23-25, Salt Lake City, USA.

E. National Congress Presentations:

E1l. Memisoglu Sanli, A., & Berument, S. K. (2016). Korunma altindaki ¢ocuklarda problem davraniglar. Panelist.
19. Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, 5-7 Eyliil, Izmir.

127



E2. Salman Engin, S., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Isilay, D. S., Siimer, N., Sahin Acar, B., [lden Kockar, Z. A., Metin
Orta, 1., Alsancak, C., Aran, O., Kavakli, B., Sagel, E., Tiire, D., Ustiinel, A. O. & Yasar, B. (2016). Tiirkiye’de
anne duyarligma yonelik video temelli olumlu ebeveynlik miidahale programinin uyarlanmasi. Sozel Sunum,
19.Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Izmir.

E3. Memisoglu Sanli, A., & Berument, S. K. (2018). Korunma altindaki ¢ocuklarda dil gelisimi. Panelist. 20.
Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Ankara.

E4. Memisoglu Sanli, A., Iplikci, B., Sumer, N., Altmoz, Z., Canoglu, B., Goksu, Z., Guvenc, B., Kiyak, B., Tezci,
B., Tireli, G., & Yoruk, H. (2018). Anne duyarlig1 ve ¢ocugun baglanma profilleri arasindaki iliskiler. Poster
Sunumu, 20. Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Ankara.

E5. Gunes, S., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Erel Gozagacg, S., & Berument, S. K. (2018). Devlet korumasi altindaki
cocuklarda iyi olus: Sosyal destek ve mizacin rolil. S6zel Sunum, 20. Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Ankara.

E6. Bayram-Giilagt1, H., Ertekin, Z., Golciik, M., Memisoglu Sanh, A., Kiyak, B., Anagali, E., Sahin-Acar, B.,
Tahiroglu, D., Dogan, A. & Berument, S. K. (2022). COVID-19 pandemisinin kardes etkisi: Ebeveynlerin
farklilasan yaklasiminda bireysel ve gevresel faktorlerin rolii. Sozel Sunum, 21. Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Istanbul.
E7. Ertekin, Z., Bayram-Giilagti, H., Golciik, M., Memisoglu Sanli, A., Akkaya, S., Durmus, R., Sahin-Acar, B.,
Dogan, A., Tahiroglu, D. & Berument, S. K. (2022). COVID-19 sirasinda ebeveynlik uygulamalari, mizag ve

kardes catigmasi arasindaki iliskiler. Sozel Sunum, 21. Ulusal Psikoloji Kongresi, Istanbul.

128



C. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

CALISMA 1: BENLIK KURGULARI VE EBEVEYNLIK UYGULAMALARI
ARASINDAKI ILISKILER
GIRIS

1.1 Kiiltiirel Degerlerin Bir Gostergesi Olarak Benlik

Benlik, kisinin belirli baglamlar i¢inde deneyimledigi sosyal etkilesimlerden ortaya
¢ikan yansitict bir sosyal tirlindiir. Kisinin kiiltlirel olarak paylasilan modeli olarak
kabul edildiginden, kiiltiirel benlik kurgusu, sosyal gelisim alanlarindaki baglami
yakalamak i¢in en uygun formlardan biridir (Smith ve ark., 2006). Benlik kurgusu,
bireyin kendisi, davranislar1 ve dis diinya ile iligkileri hakkindaki algilarini ifade eder
(Markus ve Kitayama, 2010). Kiiltiirler aras1 ¢aligmalarla ilgili ge¢mis alanyazin,
benliklerin ikiligine odaklanmigtir. Singelis'in de belirttigi gibi (1994), benlik
kurgulart birbirine iliskisel veya bagimsiz olarak ayirt edilebilir. Bagimsiz benlik
kurgusu, ayriliga ve kisisel 6zerklige vurgu yapmak olarak tanimlanabilirken,
karsilikln iliskili benlik kurgusunda sosyal baglama baglilik, uyum i¢inde yasamak ve
bagkalartyla iliskili olmak vurgulanmaktadir (Singelis, 1994). Bu iki uglu yaklagim,
kiltiirlerin bireyci ve kolektivist olarak farklilastirilmasindan tiiretilmistir (Hofstede,
1994). Yaygin olarak bilinen bu modele gore, Bat1 toplumlarinda bireysel ve bireyci
degerler one ¢ikarken, Asya ve Dogu toplumlar: gibi diger kiiltiirlerde kiiltiirel uyum
ve kolektivizm One ¢ikmaktadir. Hem gegmiste (Aygigegi-Dinn ve Caldwell-Harris,
2011; Hofstede, 2001; Oyserman 2002b;) hem de yakin zamanda yapilan ¢alismalarda
(Card, 2022; Uchida vd., 2022; Park vd., 2022) ikili bir goriise (iliskisel/bagimsiz veya
kolektivist-bireyci) odaklanan ¢ok miktarda ¢calisma bulunmaktadir. Bu siiflandirma,
kiltlirler aras1 ¢alismay1 anlamak ve incelemek i¢in degerli bir ara¢ saglamasina ve
yararli olmaya devam etmesine ragmen, Kagitcibasi'nin (1998) da belirttigi gibi, ikili
model kullanmanin 6nemli dezavantajlar1 vardir. Kiiltiirleri "ya, ya da" yaklagimina
gore siniflandirmak indirgemeci bir yaklagimdir ve bu nedenle kiiltiirler aras1 birey
cesitliligini acgiklamak i¢in yeterli degildir. Ayrica, ampirik agidan da sorunludur
¢linkii literatiirde Bati kiiltiirlerindeki bireylerin iligkisellik olgiimlerinde Dogu
kiiltiirlerinde yasayan bireylerden daha diigiik olmadigina dair bulgular vardir (Chen

vd., 2002; Snibbe vd., 2003). Bu bulgular, kombinasyonlarini da i¢ceren daha karmagik
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modellere ihtiya¢ duyuldugunu gostermektedir (Kagitgibasi, 1997). Bireylerin benlik
kurgulart 6zerklik ve iliskisellik derecelerine gore de degisebilir. Bakim verenlerin
deger yonelimleri ve benlik kurgulari ile ilgili olarak kiiltiirleraras1 oldugu kadar kiiltiir
i¢i farkliliklar da literatiirde rapor edilmektedir (Friedlmeier vd., 2008; Bond ve van
de Vijver, 2011). Benlik kurgularini incelerken, ayrintili bir anlayis saglamak

amaciyla, bu tezde Kagitgibasi'nin kiiltiirel benlik kurgular1 goriisii benimsenecektir.

1.1.2 Ozerk-Iliskisel Benlik

Kagiteibasi (2013), 6zerkligin ayn1 anda hem kendi kendini yoneten eylemlilik hem
de digerlerinden ayr1 olma olarak tanimlanmas1 durumunda kavramsal bir sorun ortaya
ciktigini, ¢linkii bunlarmn iki ayr1 kategori oldugunu belirterek, benligi bireylesme ve
kisileraras1 mesafe olmak {izere iki farklt boyutta kavramsallastirmaktadir
(Kagitgibasi, 2005). Kisileraras1 mesafe iliskisellik ve ayrilik olarak
kavramsallastirilirken, eylemlilik boyutu heteronomiden otonomiye kadar
uzanmaktadir. Kagit¢ibasi'nin modeline gére dort kiiltiirel yorum mevcuttur. Bir kisi
ozerklikten yiiksek, iliskisellikten diisiik puan aliyorsa Ozerk-ayri (A-S) benlik
kurgusuna sahip olarak kabul edilir. Bu, bagimsiz, kendi kendine yeten birey
kavramini temsil eder. Ozerklik puam diisiik ve iliskisellik puani yiiksek olan bireyler
(H-R), toplulukgu ya da karsilikli bagimli benlik kurgularina benzer sekilde, diger
insanlarin isteklerine yliksek oranda bagimli olarak karakterize edilirler (Kagitgibasi,
2003). Ugiincii boyut olan heteronom ayr1 (H-S), hem iliskisellik hem de &zerklikten
yoksun olma ile karakterize edilir. Bu kavramda, kisisel ihtiyaglarin higbiri
karsilanmaz, bu nedenle temel insani ihtiyaglardan yoksundurlar. Otoriter veya
mesafeli ailelerden gelebilirler ve ¢ocukken ihmal edilmis olabilirler. Son ve daha
dengeli tip ise Ozerk-iligskili (A-R) benlik kurgusudur ve hem o6zerkligin hem de
iliskiselligin yliksek oldugu durumlarda temsil edilir. Duygusal baglilik ve 6zerklik ile

karakterize edilir ve her iki ihtiyacin da karsilandig1 anlamina gelir.

1.1.3 Ebeveynlik ve Kiiltiir

Onceki béliimlerde tartisildigr iizere, benlik kurgular kiiltiirel olarak sekillendirilmis

yonelimlerdir ve aile baglamima gomiiliidiirler ¢linkii aile sosyallesmenin basladigi
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yerdir. Cocuklar ailelerin icine dogar ve sosyal hayati ailelerinin iliskilerini
gozlemleyerek Ogrenirler (Rogoff ve ark., 2007). Bu benlik yonelimleri/kiiltiirel
kaliplar sosyallesme teorilerini, hedeflerini ve uygulamalarini sekillendirerek
kiltiirden ¢ocuklarin gelisimine giden yolda aracilik eden gelisimsel bir nig yaratir

(Super ve Harkness, 1997).

Ebeveynlerin ¢ocuk yetistirmenin dogru yollarina iliskin inanglar1 kiiltiirden kiiltiire
degismektedir (Senese vd., 2012). Kiiltiirel olarak insa edilen inanglar, ebeveynlerin
davraniglarinin  giiglii  yordayicilaridir. Ebeveynlerin ¢ocuk gelisimine iliskin
etnoteorileri, ¢cocuk yetistirme deneyimlerinde yonlendirici bir rol oynamaktadir
(Harkness ve Super, 1994). Benlik kurgular1 da hangi deger ve inanglarin nesiller
arasinda aktarilacagi konusunda onemlidir (Harkness ve Super, 1996). Kiiltiirel
uygulamalar ve aligkanliklar bireysel degerlerle o kadar i¢ ice gegmistir ki ebeveyn
bilislerini ve ebeveynlik uygulamalarini etkilerler (Bornstein, 2012; Eisenberg vd.,
1992). Dolayisiyla, uygun sosyallesmeye iliskin degerler ve fikirler ¢ocuklarin sosyal
gelisimine katkida bulunur (Harwood vd., 1996; Trommsdorf, 2014).

1.1.4 Ebeveynlik

Ebeveynlik stilleri ve yaklagimlar: kiiltiirel, toplumsal ve kisisel inan¢ ve degerlere
bagl olarak biiyiik 6l¢iide degisebileceginden, tiim bireyler veya aileler i¢in gegerli
olan tek bir ebeveynlik teorisi yoktur. Arastirmalar, en optimal ¢ocuk sonuglarina yol
acan ebeveynlik tarzinin yetkili ebeveynlik oldugunu (Newman vd., 2015), en az
optimal sonuglara ise yetkeci ebeveynlikte rastlandigini gostermektedir (Lansford vd.,
2018). Ancak, bu bulgular1 genellemek zordur ¢iinkii bazi kiiltiirel baglamlarda
islevsel olan belirli ebeveynlik davraniglari, diger kiiltiirel baglamlarda olumsuz olarak
karsimiza c¢ikabilir. Ayrica, ebeveynlerin belirli bir ebeveynlik uygulamasini
kullan1yor olmasi, ebeveynlik tarzi olarak genelleme yapmak icin her zaman yeterli
degildir. Ornegin, yonlendirici olmak itaat elde etmekle iliskili olabilir, ancak ayni
ebeveynin genel olarak otoriter bir tarza sahip oldugunu varsaymak yanlis olacaktir

(Baumrind ve ark., 2010).
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Ebeveynlik stilleri, genellenebilirligin yan1 sira, farklilagabilen ebeveynlik
uygulamalarmin bircok spesifik alt kategorisini de icerir. Onceki arastirmalar daha
genel ebeveynlik stillerini degerlendirmis olsa da (Eisenberg vd., 1995; Macoby ve
Martin, 1983), birgok akademisyen daha ayrintili bir anlayis i¢in ebeveynligi stillerden
ziyade belirli uygulamalarla incelemeyi tercih etmektedir (Barber vd., 2005; Carlo vd.,
2007; Gryczkowski vd., 2018). Bu nedenle, bu c¢alismada ebeveynlik; sicaklik,
tiimevarimsal akil yiirlitme, demokratik katilim, yumusak baslilik, sozel diismanlik,
fiziksel ceza, akilc1 olmayan disiplin stratejileri, takip eksikligi, ¢cocuklarin yanlis
davraniglarin1 gérmezden gelme, diisiik 6zglivene sahip olma, yonlendiricilik, izin
verici davraniglar ve aldatict yalan sdyleme uygulamalar1 gibi spesifik ebeveynlik

uygulamalari dikkate alinarak incelenmistir.

Ebeveynlik ve kiiltiir arasindaki iligkilere dair verilen literatiir g6z oniine alindiginda,
ebeveynligin kiiltiirlin i¢ine gdmiilii bir kavram oldugu sdylenebilir. Ancak, benlik ve

ebeveynligin kiiltiirel yorumlarina iliskin sinirl bilgi bulunmaktadir.

1.1.5 Mevcut Calisma

Ebeveynlik uygulamalarinda kiiltiirler aras1 farkliliklar yaygin olarak c¢alisilmis olsa
da (Wu vd., 2002; Sorkhabi, 2005; Hill ve Tyson, 2008; Shuster vd., 2012; Pinquart,
2021; Lansford, 2022), sadece birkag ¢alisma annelik benlik kurgular1 ve ebeveynlik
uygulamalari arasindaki iliskiyi incelemistir (Salehuddin ve Winskel, 2016; Corapci
vd., 2018; Benga vd., 2019; Chen-Bouck ve Patterson, 2021). Tiirkiye gibi hem
modernligin hem de geleneksel tutumlarin bir arada goriilebildigi bir kiiltiirde kiiltiir
i¢i farkliliklara bakmak 6nemlidir. Bu nedenle, ilk ¢alismanin amaci, Tiirk annelerden
olusan bir popiilasyonda annelik benlik kurgulari ile ebeveynlik uygulamalar arasinda
bir iliski olup olmadigini arastirmaktir. Annelik benlik kurgular1, Kagitcibasi (2007)

tarafindan Onerilen model temel alinarak incelenecektir.
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1.2 Metod

1.2.1 Katilimeilar

[k ¢alisma igin 0-18 yas arasinda bir ya da daha fazla ¢ocugu olan toplam 1082
ebeveyn ¢alismaya dahil edilmistir. Bu kisilere, ¢alisma linkinin Qualtrics araciligiyla
farkli sosyal medya aile gruplarina elektronik olarak dagitilmasi yoluyla ulasilmistir.
Analizler, sorularin en az %85'ini tamamlayan 653 katilimci ile gergeklestirilmistir.
Katilimcilarin yaslar1 22 ile 69 arasinda degismektedir (M = 36.24, SD = 6.89).
Katilimeilarin 598'i (%91,6) heteroseksiiel evlilikler yapmakta ve su anda esleriyle
birlikte yasamakta, 55'1 (%8,4) ise ¢ocuklarina tek basina bakmaktadir. Katilimcilar
gelir (M = 5.48, SD = 1.65), dindarlik (M = 5.56, SD = 2.23) ve iliski memnuniyeti
(M =7.06, SD = 2.34) diizeylerini 10 puanlik bir dl¢ek lizerinde degerlendirmislerdir.
Ev isleri i¢in ortalama 7,17 (SS = 2,19) degerine sahiptirler. Cocuk bakimiyla ilgili
sorumluluklarin ortalamasi da benzer sekilde 7.07 (SS = 2.19) olup, annelerin hem ev
hem de ¢ocuk bakiminda esas sorumlu, babalarin ise yardimci verici konumunda

oldugunu gostermektedir.

1.2.2 Ol¢iimler

1.2.2.1 Demografik Bilgiler

Katilimeilar yas, cinsiyet, egitim diizeyi, medeni durum, sahip olduklar1 ¢ocuk sayisi,
istihdam, algilanan ekonomik durum ve dindarlik gibi demografik 6zellikleriyle ilgili
bir dizi soruyu yanitlamistir. Ayrica, ev isleri ve gocuk bakimryla ilgili sorumluluklar
1 ila 10 puan arasinda nasil paylastiklart sorulmustur (1= Tamamen esim sorumlu, 5 =

Esit paylasim, 10 = Tamamen ben).

1.2.2.2 Benlik Kurgulari

Annenin 6zerkligi, iliskiselligi ve 6zerk-iliskiselligi Kagitcibasi'nin Ozerk, Iliskisel ve
Ozerk-iliskisel Benlik Olgekleri ile l¢iilmiistiir (Kagitcibasi, 2007). Her dlgekte "1=

kesinlikle katiliyorum" ile "5= kesinlikle katilmiyorum" arasinda degisen 5'li Likert
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6lgekli 9 madde bulunmaktadir. Orijinal raporda Cronbach o degerleri dzerk-iligkisel
benlik 6l¢egi igin .77, 6zerk benlik 6lgegi igin .84 ve iligkisel benlik 6lgegi igin .84
olarak bulunmustur. Bu c¢alismada ise giivenirlikler 6zerk-iliskisel benlik olgegi
(Cronbach a = .72), 6zerk benlik 6l¢egi (Cronbach a = .76) ve iliskisel benlik 6lgegi

(Cronbach a = .60) olarak bulunmustur.

1.2.2.3 Ebeveynlik Davramslar:

Ebeveynlerin aldatma ve yalan séyleme davranislarin1 6lgmek i¢in iki farkli 6l¢ekten
maddeler kullanilmistir (Heyman vd., 2013; Kog, 2017). Heyman ve arkadagslarinin
Olceginde yemek yeme ile ilgili dort ifade, ayrilma/kalma ile ilgili dort ifade, yanlis
davranislarla ilgili dort ifade ve para harcama ile ilgili dort ifadeyi igeren 16 aragsal
yalan bulunmaktadir. Karsilastirma yalanlar alt 6l¢ceginde ise olumlu duygularla ilgili
dort gercek disi ifade ve fantezi karakterlerle ilgili dort ifade bulunmaktadir. Bu
calismada sadece aragsal yalan ifadeleri kullanilmistir. Ayrica Kog (2017) tarafindan
gelistirilen sorulardan bes madde de kullanmilmistir. Aldatma ve yalan sdyleme
pratiklerini 6lgmek i¢in toplamda 19 farkli 5'li Likert 6l¢egi maddesi (1= higbir zaman
ile 5= her zaman arasinda degisen) kullanilmistir. Mevcut calisma i¢in Cronbach o

giivenirligi .82 olarak bulunmustur.

Ikinci olarak, ebeveynlik uygulamalari olan sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiiriitme,
demokratik katilim, iyi huylu/kolay ebeveynlik, sozel siddet, fiziksel ceza, akil
ylriitmeyen cezalandirma stratejileri, yonlendiricilik, izin verici, yanlis davranisi
gormezden gelme ve 6zgiiven, Ebeveynlik Uygulamalari Anketi-PSDQ (Robinson ve
ark., 1995) ile dlciilmiistiir. Maddeler 5'li Likert Olcegi kullanilarak puanlanmistir.
Olgekte otoriter, yetkeci ve izin verici olmak iizere ii¢ farkli ebeveynlik tarzi
Olctilmektedir. Mevcut ¢alismanin odak noktasi tarzlardan ziyade uygulamalar oldugu

icin ebeveynlik uygulamalari alt faktorleri kullanilmigtir.

1.2.3 Prosediir

Bu ¢alisma i¢in Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi insan Denekleri Etik Kurulu'ndan etik

onay alinmistir (bkz. Ekler). Veriler Qualtrics yazilimi araciligiyla ¢evrimigi olarak
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toplanmistir. Facebook ve Instagram gibi farkli sosyal medya platformlarindan 0-18
yas araliginda ¢ocugu olan annelere ulasilmistir. Baglamadan 6nce tiim katilimcilar
gontlli katilimi onaylamistir. Anketlerin doldurulmasi yaklasik 15 dakika stirmiistiir.

1.3 Sonugclar

984 katilimec1 arasindan, sorularin %85'inden azimmi tamamlayan 331 katilimer
analizden ¢ikarilmistir. Ayrica, tek degiskenli ve ¢cok degiskenli aykir1 degerler kontrol
edilmistir. Aykir1 degerler ¢ikarildiktan sonra analize 648 katilimci ile devam

edilmistir.

Ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin  veri yapisini  incelemek amaciyla ebeveynlik
uygulamalari i¢in Dogrulayict Faktor Analizi (DFA) yapilmistir. Modeller AMOS
versiyon 22 ile test edilmistir. DFA modelinin uygunlugunu test etmek i¢in uyum
iyiligi (GFI), Karsilastirmali Uyum Indeksi (CFI) ve Yaklasik Hatalarm Ortalama
Karekokii (RMSEA) uyum indeksleri kullanilmistir. Cronbach alfa ve DFA
modellerine dayali1 olarak faktor maddelerine karar verildikten sonra, benlik kurgular
ve ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 arasindaki korelasyonlar SPSS versiyon 28.0 kullanilarak
kontrol edilmistir. Ebeveynlik davranislari i¢in DFA sonuglart Figiir 2.2-2.11 arasinda
listelenmistir. Hangi ebeveynlik uygulamalariin benlik kurgulari ile iliskili oldugunu
belirlemek icin ¢alisma degiskenleri arasindaki korelasyon analizi incelenmistir.
Annelerin 6zerk, iliskisel ve o6zerk iligkisel benlik kurgulari ile ebeveynlik
uygulamalari arasindaki ortalama degerler, standart sapmalar ve korelasyonlar Tablo

2.2'de verilmistir.

1.4 Tartisma: Calisma 1

Ebeveynlik uygulamalari, ebeveynlerin icinde yetistikleri ve c¢ocuklarim
yetistirdikleri kiiltiirel ortamlarla yakindan iligkilidir. Bu ortamlar, bireyin gevresiyle
etkilesimlerinin bir sonucu olarak benligine yansir (Kagitcibasi, 2017). Benligin
kiiltiirel olarak yorumlanmasi, degerlerin ve inanglarin sonraki nesillere aktarilmasi
acisindan onemlidir (Harkness ve Super, 1996). Bireysel degerlerle i¢ ice olduklar
icin (Bornstein, 2012; Eisenberg vd., 1992), kiiltiirel modeller ebeveynlerin ¢ocuk

yetistirmenin dogru yollar1, ne tiir degerlerin el tistiinde tutulacagi ya da tutulmayacagi
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konusundaki bilisleri tizerinde etkilidir (Rothbaum ve Tromsdorff, 2007; Tromsdorff
vd., 2012).

Gegmis literatiir, kiiltiir ve ebeveynlik arasinda yakin iliskiler oldugunu gostermistir,
ancak c¢ok az calisma bu iliskiyi benlik kurgularini dikkate alarak incelemistir. Bu
nedenle, bu calismanin amaci farkli ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin faktdr yapisinm
arastirmak ve annelerin Ozerk, iliskili ve ozerklikle iligkili benlik kurgulari ile

ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 arasindaki iliskiyi test etmektir.

CALISMA 2: ANNE BENLIiK KURGULARI ILE COCUKLARIN OLUMLU
SOSYAL DAVRANISLARI ARASINDAKI iLISKIDE EBEVEYNLIK
UYGULAMALARININ ARACI ROLU

GIRIS

Ebeveynligin ¢ocuklarin olumlu sosyal davraniglarini yordadigini gosteren pek ¢ok
calisma bulunmaktadir (Padilla-Walker, 2014; Streit ve digerleri, 2021; Yavuz ve
digerleri, 2022a). Bu siiregte anne babalar ¢ocuklarini olumlu sosyal davraniglara
yonlendirmekle kalmaz, ayn1 zamanda uygun sosyal davraniglar konusunda onlara
modeller olustururlar. Neyin uygun olduguna dair beklentiler kiiltiirel ortamlarda yer
bulur ve buna gore degiskenlik gosterir. Bu baglamda, bireylerin i¢inde yasadiklari
kiltiir, ebeveyn olarak bilislerini, duygularimi ve davraniglarint 6nemli Olgiide
sekillendirir. Kendini bagskalariyla iligkili olarak tanimlama siireci, yani benlik
kurgusu, bireyin davranisini etkileyen kiiltiiriin en dogru gostergelerinden biri olarak
kabul edilmektedir (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991). Bu benlik yonelimleri sosyallesme
teorilerini, hedeflerini ve uygulamalarim1 sekillendirerek kiiltiirden c¢ocuklarin
gelisimine giden yolda aracilik eden gelisimsel bir nis yaratir (Super ve Harkness,
1997). Bu nedenle, ¢cocuklarda olumlu sosyal gelisimi daha iyi anlayabilmek i¢in hem
ebeveynlik davraniglart hem de ebeveynlerin kendilerini nasil yorumladiklar1 dikkate
alinmalidir. Caligma 1'de, annelerin benlik kurgular ile ebeveynlik uygulamalar
arasindaki iligki incelenmistir. Bu bulgulara dayanarak, Calisma 2'de, anne
yorumlarmin ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 yoluyla c¢ocuklarin prososyal davranis

sonuglarina aktarimi incelenmistir.
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2.1.1 Olumlu Sosyal Davranislar

Olumlu sosyal davranislar, bireylerin kendi ¢ikarlari ne olursa olsun bagskalarina
yardim etme niyetiyle yaptiklar1 yardim etme, paylasma, bagis yapma, dnemseme,
teselli etme, igbirligi yapma gibi davranislari igermektedir (Batson, 2011; Dunfield ve
ark., 2011; Eisenberg ve ark. , 2015; Padillo-Walker ve Carlo, 2014). Eisenberg ve
Spinrad'n  (2014) “olumlu sosyal davranislarin ¢ok boyutlulugu” bdéliimiinde
tartistiklart  gibi, bu davramislarin tanimi arastirmacilarin  bakis agisina gore
degismektedir. Onceki arastirmacilar (Lee, 1988) 6zgecil eylemler (paylasma, yardim
etme), duygusal davranislar (sevgi ve ilgi ifadeleri) gibi kategorileri kullanirken,
digerleri ise toplum yanlis1 davranislart yalnizca 6zgecilik veya yardim etme ve
paylasma davraniglariyla smirlamistir (Smith ve digerleri, 2006). Ayrica, kendine
yonelik bu davraniglart sergileyebilmek icin bireylerin belirli bir diizeyde empatik
beceriye sahip olmasi gerekir ¢iinkii empatik ilgi olumlu sosyal davranislar i¢in temel
olusturan en onemli faktorlerden biridir (Jensen vd., 2014; Hoffman, 1982). Bu
nedenle bir sonraki bdliimde empatiden ve cocukluk boyunca gelisim siirecinden

bahsedilecektir.

2.1.2 Empati

Empati, baska birinin duygusal durumundan kaynaklanan ve gozlemcinin
durumundan bagimsiz olarak digerinin duygusal tepkisiyle uyumlu olan duygusal
tepki olarak tanimlanabilir (Hoffman, 1982; Stietz ve digerleri, 2019). Temel olarak
empatinin bilesenleri iki noktada agiklanabilir: Duygusal rezonans (Affective
resonance) ve kisinin kendini baskalarindan ayirt edebilme yetenegi (Jensen ve
digerleri, 2014). Duygusal rezonans, belirli bir durumda gozlemlenebilir jestler, yiiz
ifadeleri ve sesli tepkiler agisindan iki kisi arasindaki uyum durumudur ve eszamanli
olarak etkilesime giren her iki taraf i¢cin de gdzlemlenebilir. Bu dinamik etkilesim,
duygusal deneyimlerin aktarilmasina olanak saglar (Miihlhoff, 2015).

Empati ile ilgili literatiir, empatiyi biligsel ve duygusal olmak iizere iki sekilde
simiflandirir (Decety ve Jackson, 2004; Eisenberg ve Eggum, 2009; Tampke ve
digerleri, 2020). Biligsel empati, baskalarmin belirli bir durumda nasil

diisiinebilecegini anlamay1 ve bakis agis1 almayi icerirken, duyusal/duygusal empati,
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adindan da anlagilacagr gibi, belirli bir durumda digerlerinin duygularini
hissedebilmeyi icerir. Duygusal empati ve ilgili biligsel becerilerin olgunlagmasi erken
cocukluk déneminde ortaya ¢ikar ve daha sonra ¢ocuk yeni beceriler gelistirdikge artis
gosterir ve tahmin edilebilecegi gibi olumlu sosyal davraniglarla yakindan iliskilidir

(Eisenberg vd., 2010; Molchanov vd., 2014; Silke vd., 2018).

2.1.3 Olumlu Sosyal Davranislarin Bilesenleri

Alanyazinda prososyal davraniglara iliskin c¢esitli smiflandirmalar mevcuttur.
Davranis tiirli, motivasyon, davranisin nesnesi, baglam ve maliyet gibi faktorlere
dayal olarak gesitli kategoriler tanimlanmistir. Ayrica, bazi ¢alismalar olumlu sosyal
davraniglar1 tek bir faktor olarak incelemeyi tercih etmektedir. Yine de, ayrintili bir
sekilde analiz edebilmek icin davranigin tiirline dayali spesifik bir siniflandirma
onerilmektedir (Dunfield ve Kruhmeier, 2013, Dunfield, 2014). Ayrica, yardim etme,
paylagma ve teselli etme gibi olumlu sosyal davraniglarin en azindan kismen farkli
biligsel ve sosyal siire¢lere sahip oldugu alanyazinda (Svetlova ve ark., 2010)
bildirilmekte ve bu davranislarin gelisimsel siire¢lere bagli olarak farkliliklar
gosterdigi bilinmektedir (Dunfield vd., 2011; Dunfield ve Kuhlmeier, 2013). Diger
aragtirmacilar da aragsal yardim ve paylagimin gelisimsel yoriingelerinin farklilik
gosterdigine dikkat cekmektedir (Dahl ve Paulus, 2019). Ornegin, yeni yiiriimeye
baslayan c¢ocuklar yasamlarinin erken donemlerinde yardim etme ve rahatlatma
davraniglarin1 kendiliginden sergileyebilirlerken (Warneken ve Tomasello, 2006;
Dunfield, 2011), spontane paylasim ve isbirligi gibi bir maliyet gerektiren diger
olumlu sosyal davraniglari yasamlarinin ilerleyen dénemlerinde sergilerler (Smith ve
digerleri, 2013). Yardim etme ve paylasma gozlem yontemiyle 6lgiilen en yaygin iki
olumlu sosyal davranis oldugundan, bu c¢alismada cocuklarin yardim etme ve
paylasma davranislarina yer verilmistir. Yine de literatiirde tek faktor uygulamasi da
oldugu icin, anneden alinan bilgilerle genel bir olumlu sosyal davranis sonucu da

Olciilmiistiir.
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2.1.4 Cocuklarda Yardim Etme ve Paylasma Davranislari

Yardim etme, bagka bir kisiye veya bir grup insana farkli sekillerde yardim etmeyi
veya desteklemeyi amaglayan eylemleri ifade eder (Hammond, 2014). Deneysel
calismalarin ortaya koydugu gibi, cocuklar 14 ila 18 aylikken baskalarina yardim
etmeye baslarlar (Warneken ve Tomasello, 2007). Ik yardim faaliyetleri, baskalarmin
eylemlerini tamamlamak i¢in kendiliginden eylemleri igeren aragsal yardim
davraniglarina bir 6rnektir (Dunfield, 2014). Tahmin edilebilecegi gibi, ¢ocuklar

biiylidiik¢e yardim etme davranislari hem nicelik hem de nitelik olarak artmaktadir.

Cocuklar biiytidiikkge empati becerileri agisindan da gelisirler. Baskalarinin igsel
durumlarina iliskin anlayislari, onlara yardim etmek i¢in baska bir motivasyon saglar
(Eisenberg ve Eggum, 2009). Baskalarinin olumsuz duygusal durumlarini fark
edebildiklerinde, duygusal streslerini hafifletmek i¢in yardim etme davraniglari
sergilemeye baslarlar (MacGowan ve Smith, 2021). Bu tiir yardimlasma literatiirde
empatik yardimlagma olarak gegmektedir ve empati becerilerine paralel olarak 18-24
aylikken ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (Zahn-Waxler vd., 1992). Alanyazinda rastlanabilecek bir
diger yardim tiiri de 6zgeci yardim veya maliyeti olan yardimlardir (costly helping).
Ozgeci davranislar, kisi tarafindan bir bedel karsihiginda gerceklestirilen davranislar
olarak tanimlanabilir (Warneken, 2013). Arastirmalar, ¢gocuklarin bile 6zgeci davranis
ornekleri gosterdigini gostermektedir. Warneken ve Tomasello (2008) deneyinde,
cocuklar ¢ekici bir oyuncakla oynarken bile deneyi yapan kisiye yardim etmislerdir.
Deneydeki 6zgecl davranis diger gorevlerdeki kadar incelikli olmasa da o yagtaki
cocuklar i¢in eglenceli oyuncagi birakmanin olduk¢a zor oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde

dikkat ¢ekici bir bulgudur.

Diger olumlu sosyal davranislarda oldugu gibi yardim etmenin de kime yardim
edilebilecegi ve arkadasliklar hakkindaki kat1 norm ve kurallara dayali olarak secici
oldugu soylenebilir (Hay ve Cook, 2007). Ozellikle grup aidiyetinin arttigi bu
donemde ¢ocuklar, gruplarindaki birine yardim etmeyi tercih ederler (Weller ve
Lagattuta, 2013). Bu grup i¢i ve grup dis1 egilimler, okul cagina geldiklerinde daha da
belirginlesir. Ayrica yakin arkadaslarina, tarafsiz hissettikleri arkadaglarindan ve

sevmedikleri arkadaslarindan daha fazla yardim ederler (Berndt, 1985).
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Cocuklarin yardim etme davranislari, baskalarindan gelen bir istek tizerine yardim
edip etmemelerine gore de reaktif (reactive) ve proaktif (proactive) yardim etme
davraniglart olarak smiflandirilabilir. Reaktif kavramindan da anlasilacagi gibi,
tepkisel yardim, talep edildiginde yardimin yapildigir durumlari ifade eder. Bu tiir bir
yardim, genellikle ortaya ¢ikan belirli bir ihtiya¢ veya sorun tarafindan baslatilir ve
yardim eden kisi, bir sekilde destek veya yardim sunarak yanit verir (Lee ve digerleri,
2019). Sozlii bir talep olmasa bile, ¢ocuklarla yapilan literatiirdeki ¢alismalarin ¢ogu,
deneyi yapan kisinin yardim talebini temsil eden acgik ipuglar1 igermektedir (Dunfield
ve Kuhlmeier, 2010). Ancak, tiim yardim durumlarinda agik bir istek yoktur. Birinin
niyetlerini veya arzularmi belirlemek ve yardim alan kisi durumun farkinda
olmadiginda bile onlara yardim etmek proaktif yardim olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Aime
vd., 2017). Proaktif yardim etme davranislari, insanin hayatta kalmasi i¢in en kritik
olumlu sosyal davranis tiirlerinden biri olmasina ragmen, giinliik yasamda o kadar stk
uygulanmaktadir ki ¢ogu zaman fark edilmemektedir. Baska bir masada oturan ve
arkadaslariyla hararetli bir tartismanin ortasinda olan ve diisiirdiigiinii fark etmeyen
birinin ceketini almak, fazladan enerjiye ihtiyag duyacagimi tahmin ederek
cocugunuzun cantasina bir paket ¢ikolata koymak giinliik rutinlerimizde proaktif

yardimin ornekleridir.

Paylasma davraniglarinin ortaya ¢ikisi ve bu davraniglan etkileyen faktoérler, olumlu
sosyal literatliirde genis ¢apta incelenen bir konu olmustur. Paylasim, sahip olma
bilgisini (Hay, 2006; Brownell vd., 2013), belirli bir diizeyde sayisal anlayis
(Chernyak vd., 2019) ve esitsizlik bilgisini (Brownell vd., 2009; Zhu vd., 2022), diger
olumlu sosyal davranis tiirlerine kiyasla edinilmesi daha zor olabilir. Bu nedenle, ilk
paylasma eylemleri genellikle yardim etme davranislarindan sonra goriiliir. Yine de
bircok kiiltiir paylasmayr olumlu bir sekilde kabul eder, yetiskinler genellikle

paylasmay1 olabildigince erken tesvik eder.

Paylasma iizerine yapilan gelisimsel aragtirmalarda, ¢ocuklarin yasi (Blake ve Rand,
2010; Rochat ve digerleri, 2009; Wu ve Su, 2014), 6z diizenleme becerileri (Hao,
2017; Paulus ve digerleri, 2015), giivenli baglanma (Paulus ve digerleri, 2016), yanlis
inang anlayislar1 (Cowell ve digerleri, 2015; Wu ve Su, 2014), mevcut kaynaklarin
miktar1 (Hay ve digerleri, 1991) ve alicinin 6zellikleri (Paulus ve Moore, 2014) gibi
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pek cok faktorden etkilendigi goriilmektedir. Bu faktorlerin yani sira, yardim etme
durumunda oldugu gibi, paylasma performansi alicinin ipuglarindan etkilenebilir.
Cocuklarin paylasim davranislart maliyet agisindan da farkliliklar gosterebilmektedir.
Maliyetli paylasimi 6lgen ¢alismalar genellikle kendi kaynaklarindan bagskalar i¢in
vazgeemeyi gerektiren gorevlere (fedakar paylasim senaryolar) dayanmaktadir.
Alanyazinda c¢ocuklarin paylasma davranislarina iligkin ¢eligkili bulgulara
rastlanmaktadir. 5 yasindan kii¢lik ¢cocuklarin esyalarinin cogunu kendilerine ayirma
egiliminde olduklar1 goriilmektedir (Blake ve Rand, 2010; Wu ve Su, 2014), ote
yandan esit paylasima yonelik gii¢lii bir egilimleri oldugu da bildirilmektedir (Fehr ve
digerleri, 2008). Kiiltiirel farkliliklar bu ¢eliskili sonuglarin bir agiklamasi olabilir.
Cocuklarin grup i¢i grup disi kararlart i¢in yas farkliligi, kiiltiirel baglamdan

kaynaklanabilir.

2.1.5 Kiiltiir ve Olumlu Sosyal Davranislar

Cocuklarin olumlu sosyal davraniglarinin ortaya ¢ikisi ve gelisimi ancak sosyal
faktorler dikkate alinarak tam olarak anlasilabilmektedir (Giner Torréns ve Kértner,
2017) ve olumlu sosyal davranmiglarinin gelisimi yetistirildikleri kiiltiirel ortamlardan
muaf tutulamaz (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007). Bu sebeple ¢ocuklarin yardim etme ve paylasma
davraniglar1 da kiiltiirel norm ve degerlerle yakindan iliskilidir. Kiiltiirii bireyci-
topluluk¢u bakis agisiyla inceleyen gecmis literatiir (Markus ve Kitayama, 1991),
uyum ve iliskilerde 6teki-merkezli yonelimlere deger verilen toplulukcu kiiltiirlerdeki
bireyler arasinda toplum yanlis1 davranig sonuglarinin daha yaygin oldugunu kabul
etmektedir (Grusec ve digerleri, 2002). Ancak, bu iki boyutu zit olarak kabul etmek
kiiltiirel ~ 6zellikleri anlamamizi  smirlayacaktir. Cocuklarin  olumlu sosyal
davraniglarinin yasadiklari tilkeye gore daha diisiik olmasi gerekmez. Alanyazinda
kiiltiirel karsilagtirmalara iligkin karigik bulgular da vardir. Olumlu sosyal davraniglar
ve kiiltlir arasindaki iliski konusunda, ge¢cmis ¢alismalarin sonuglarinin incelenmesi
icin farkli bir yaklasima ihtiya¢ vardir. Bireyler hem iligkisellik hem de 6zerklik
acisindan yiiksek olabileceginden (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007) sonuglarin boyutlar agisindan
yorumlanmasi gerekmektedir (Padilla-Walker ve Carlo, 2014).
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Kiiltiirtin boyutsal olarak yorumlanmasinin disinda, bu iliskiyi incelerken olumlu
sosyal davranislarin genel bir degiskenden ziyade davranisa 6zgii incelenmesi daha
kapsamli bir degerlendirme saglayabilir. Onceki boliimlerde bahsedildigi gibi, yardim
etme ve paylasma konusunda farkli boyutlar vardir (Dahl ve Paulus, 2019). Aslinda,
bazi olumlu sosyal davranis tiirleri bir kiiltiirde digerlerinden daha fazla kabul edilip
deger gorebilir, bu nedenle o toplumdaki ¢ocuklarin bu davraniglar1 gézlemleme,

deneyimleme ve uygulama sansi daha fazla olabilir.

2.1.6.1 Kiiltiirden Olumlu Sosyal Davranislara Giden Yol Olarak Ebeveynlik

Farkli sosyokiiltiirel ortamlarda yetisen ¢ocuklarin sosyal davranis sonuglarina iliskin
o6nemli bir alanyazin mevcuttur ve bu bilgilerin ¢ogu kiiltiirler aras1 ¢aligmalardan
gelmektedir (Callaghan ve Corbit, 2018; Cowell vd., 2017; Koster vd., 2016). Bununla
birlikte, bu iliskinin karmasikligi ile agiklanabilecek karisik bulgular vardir. Sonuglar,
ilke diizeyindeki karsilagtirmalardan farkli bir sekilde ele alinmalidir ¢iinkii kiiltiiriin
etkileri basit bir dogrusal iliskiden ziyade, genellikle ebeveynlik gibi diger sosyal

faktorler araciligiyla uygulanmaktadir.

Farkli kiiltiirel ortamlarda yasayan ebeveynler, olumlu sosyal davranis sonuglar
acisindan farkliliklara yol agacak cesitli ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 kullanabilirler. Bu
ebeveynlik uygulamalarin1  detayli incelemek igin, kiiltiirel benlik kurgulari ile
ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 arasindaki iliskileri arastiran bir 6n ¢alisma (Calisma 1)
yapilmistir. Blake ve ark. (2016) calismasinda, ebeveynler c¢ocuklarmmin olumlu
davranmay1 kendilerinden ogrendiklerini ifade etmislerdir. Rol model olarak
cocuklarina uygun olumlu sosyal davraniglar1 6grettiklerine inansalar da, inanglarini
ebeveynlik gibi daha aktif mekanizmalar araciligiyla da aktarabilirler. Bu ylizden bu
ikinci calismada, ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin araci roliinii g6z oniinde bulundurarak
cocuklarin benlik kurgulari ile olumlu sosyal davranis sonuglar1 arasindaki iligkileri

incelenmistir.
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2.1.7 Erken Cocuklukta Ebeveynlik Uygulamalari ve Olumlu Sosyal Davranmislar

Hangi davraniglarin uygun olduguna dair beklentiler kiiltiirel ortamlarda yer bulur.
Buna gore, bireylerin i¢inde yasadiklar1 kiiltlir, onlarin hem birey hem de ebeveyn
olarak bilislerini, duygularimi ve davraniglarii 6nemli Slglide sekillendirmektedir.
Cocuklara davranislarinin sonuglar1 hakkinda agiklama yapmak gibi belirli ebeveynlik
uygulamalarinin kullanimi bazi1 Kkiiltiirlerde daha fazla vurgulanirken, kiiltiirel
Ozelliklere bagli olarak ¢ocuklara yalan soylemek gibi diger ebeveynlik uygulamalari
daha az uygulanabilir. Ik sosyallestiriciler olarak ebeveynler, ¢ocuklarmin olumlu
sosyal davranis gelisimi tizerinde etkilidirler. Farkli ebeveynlik davraniglar ile
cocuklarin olumlu sosyal davramislar1 arasindaki iliskilere isaret eden onemli bir
literatiir vardir (Ngai vd., 2018; Padilla-Walker, 2014; Streit vd., 2021; Yavuz vd,
2022a; Zarra-Nezhad vd., 2014). Tahmin edilebilecegi gibi, sicaklik ve agiklayici akil
yiirlitme gibi ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin ¢ocuklarin olumlu sosyal davranis sonuglari
ile pozitif yonde (Padilla-Walker, 2014; Yavuz vd., 2022a), sert veya diismanca
ebeveynlik ve fiziksel cezanin ise negatif yonde iliskili oldugu (Romano vd., 2005)
goriilmektedir. Ote yandan, kiiltiire 6zgii bir ebeveynlik uygulamasi olan kandirma ve
yalan sOylemenin olumlu sosyal davranislarla iliskisini inceleyen higbir ¢alisma
bulunmamaktadir, bunun yerine kandirma ile ilgili aragtirmalar ¢ogunlukla problemli
davranislar ile olan iliskisine odaklanmistir (Dodd ve Malm, 2021; Santos vd., 2017).
Bu nedenle, mevcut tez kapsaminda, literatiirde belgelenen kiiltiirel farkliliklar ve
cocugun olumlu sosyal davranislari ile gii¢lii iliskileri dikkate alinarak dort ebeveynlik
uygulamasi ele alinacaktir. Bunlar: sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza, ve

kandirma/yalan soylemedir.

2.1.8. Mevcut Calisma

Bu bilgiler 1siginda mevcut c¢alismanin temel amaci, annelerin kiiltiirel benlik
kurgularmin (iliskisel ve 6zerk benlik kurgular1), 3-5 yas arasi ¢ocuklarin olumlu
sosyal davraniglarina (Proaktif yardim, reaktif yardim, paylagsma, anne tarafindan
degerlendirilen olumlu sosyal davranislar) aktarilmasini incelemektedir. Bu nedenle,
ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin sicaklik, akil yiirlitme, fiziksel ceza ve kandirma/yalan

sOylemenin araci rolleri incelenmistir. Cocuklarin olumlu sosyal davranislarda
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bulunup bulunmamaya karar verebilmeleri i¢in Oncelikle bir 6zerklik duygusu
gelistirmeleri gerekir (Zhou vd., 2022). Ozerklik kazandiktan sonra, oOnceki
boliimlerde bahsedildigi gibi proaktif ve reaktif yardim davranislar1 gibi farkli olumlu
sosyal davramis tiirleri gergeklestirilebilir (Aime vd., 2017). Bu davranislari
gbzlemlemek i¢in en uygun yas, hem nicelik hem de nitelik olarak artis gosterdigi i¢in
erken c¢ocukluktur (Hoffman, 2000; MacGowan ve Schmitt, 2021). Ayrica bu
donemde gocuklar ilk olarak anaokulunda bagkalariyla etkilesim kurmay1 ve kendi
duygu ve davraniglarin1 diizenlemeyi 6greniyorlar. Aynm1 zamanda bir toplulugun
par¢ast olmayr ve baskalarinin ihtiyaglarim1i ve bakis agilarmni dikkate almayi
ogrendikleri bir zamandir. Erken ¢ocukluk doneminde olumlu sosyal davranislari
incelemek, bu davranislarin nasil gelistigine ve bu kritik gelisim doneminde nasil
desteklenebilecegine dair fikir verebilir. Ayrica, dnceki boliimlerde de belirtildigi gibi,
aragtirmalar sosyal ve duygusal gelisimin temellerinin erken ¢ocukluk déneminde
atildigin1 gostermistir. Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢aligma 3-5 yas arasi ¢ocuklarin olumlu

sosyal davranis sonuglarina odaklanmistir.

2.1.9 Calismanin hipotezleri;

1) Annenin iliskisel benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayict akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglar1 araciligi ile gocugun proaktif

yardim etme davranislartyla iliskili olacaktir.

2) Annenin 6zerk benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiirtitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglari araciligt ile cocugun proaktif

yardim etme davraniglartyla iligkili olacaktir.

3) Annenin iliskisel benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglari araciligi ile ¢ocugun reaktif

yardim etme davraniglartyla iligkili olacaktir.

4) Annenin 6zerk benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglari araciligi ile ¢ocugun reaktif

yardim etme davraniglartyla iligkili olacaktir.
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5) Annenin iligkisel benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayici akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davranislar1 aracilii ile cocugun paylasma

davraniglariyla iliskili olacaktir.

6) Anne 6zerk benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayict akil yiiriitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davranislar1 araciligi ile cocugun paylasma

davraniglariyla iliskili olacaktir.

7) Anne iliskisel benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, aciklayici akil yiirtitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglart araciligl ile g¢ocugun anne

tarafindan degerlendirilen olumlu sosyal davranislartyla iliskili olacaktir.

8) Anne 6zerklik benlik kurgulari, sicaklik, agiklayict akil yiirtitme, fiziksel ceza ve
kandirma/yalan sdyleme gibi ebeveynlik davraniglari araciligi ile gocugun anne

tarafindan degerlendirilen olumlu sosyal davranislartyla iliskili olacaktir.

2.2 Yontem

2.2.1 Katihhmcilar

Calismaya yaslar1 37 ay ile 65 ay arasinda degisen (Mage= 54 ay, SD= 9.22) 122
cocuk-anne ¢ifti (63 erkek, %51.6) dahil edilmistir. Annelerin yaslar1 23 ile 48
arasinda degismektedir (Myas= 35.14, SS=5.00). Annelerin ¢gogunlugu evli ve esiyle
birlikte yasiyordu (%91,8), %3,3"i kendini bekar olarak tanimliyordu, %1,6's1 esini
kaybetmisti, %2,5'1 esinden ayr1 yasiyordu. Bir anne okuma yazma bilmezken, %9'u
ilkokul, %23,8' lise, %46,7's1 liniversite ve %18,9'u yiiksek lisans mezunuydu. 71'i

(%58,2) tam zamanli, 12'si (%9,8) yar1 zamanli ve 37'si (%30,3) ¢alismiyordu.

2.2.2 Ol¢iim Araclar

Annelerin benlik kurgulari, birinci ¢alismada da bahsedildigi sekilde Kagit¢ibasi'nin
Ozerk ve Iliskisel Benlik Olgekleri (Kagitgibasi, 2007) ile dl¢iilmiistiir.
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Ebeveynlik davraniglar1 da ilk calisma ile ayni sekilde Ol¢iilmiistiir. Ebeveynlerin
kandirma ve yalan soyleme davranislari Heyman ve digerleri, (2013) ve Kog (2017)
caligmalarindan aliman 19 madde ile Olglilmiistiir. Diger ebeveynlik uygulamalari
(sicaklik, agiklayici akil yliriitme ve fiziksel ceza Ebeveynlik Uygulamalar1 Anket
Yapilari-PSDQ (Robinson ve digerleri, 1995) ile l¢iilmiistiir.

Annelerin ¢ocuklarimin olumlu sosyal davraniglarina yonelik degerlendirmeleri,
Olumlu Sosyal ve Agresif Davranislar Anketi (Bayraktar ve ark., 2010) ve Olumlu
Sosyal Davranis Olgegi (Yagmurlu ve ark., 2005) ile dl¢iilmiistiir. Olumlu Sosyal ve
Agresif Davranislar Olgegi ilk olarak Boxer ve digerleri (2004) tarafindan gelistirilmis
olup, saldirgan davranis (Proaktif ve reaktif alt 6l¢ekler) ve olumlu sosyal davranig
maddeleri (Ozgeci, proaktif ve reaktif) olmak iizere farkli alt dlceklere sahip iki madde
grubuna sahiptir. Mevcut tezde sadece 6zgeci olumlu sosyal davranis alt 6lgegi
kullanilmistir. Ayrica Olumlu Sosyal Davranis Olgegi'nden rahatlatma (comforting)
ile ilgili iki madde daha eklenmistir. Ilk olarak Iannotti (1985) tarafindan gelistirilen
bu 6lcek, Yagmurlu ve arkadaslar tarafindan Tiirkce'ye uyarlanmistir. (2005).

2.2.3 Materyaller

Isinma asamasi i¢in li¢ adet beyaz renkli pinpon topu ve turuncu renkli daha biiyiik bir
top kullanilmistir. Proaktif yardim gorevleri, kule, robot ve ev yapmak icin blok
yapboz parcalari, lizerine 20 bos plastik su sisesinin/bir deste kagidin dagildigi bir
sehpa ve siseleri/kagitlar toplamak i¢in iki kutuyu igeriyordu. Paylagsma ve reaktif
yardim gorevi i¢in, bir calisma masast ve iki sandalye, ¢izim i¢in iki adet A4
boyutunda beyaz kagit, dort adet boya kalemi (siyah, kirmizi, sar1 ve mavi), agirlik
olarak kuklalarin iizerine koymak icin suyla dolu bir sise, iki adet pofuduk kukla, iki
adet 10 cm x 5 cm x 3 cm boyutlarinda seffaf kutu (Biri ¢cocuk, biri kukla i¢in), 10 adet

giilen yiiz ¢ikartmasi, ve hediye olarak iki bardak oyun hamuru kullanilmistir.

2.2.4 Islem

Calismanin etik onayr Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Insan Arastirmalari Etik

Kurulu'ndan alinmigtir. Ankara Milli Egitim Midiirligi'ne de anaokullar1 ve
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kreslerden veri toplamak igin basvurulmus ve resmi izin alinmustir. Universite
kampiisii icerisinde yer alan el ilanlari, afigler ve sosyal medya reklamlar ile
katilimcilara ulasilmistir. Cagrimiz {izerine 32 anne bizimle iletisime gecerek
laboratuvarimizda g¢alismaya katilmistir. Ayrica 5 anaokulu (2 devlet, 2 6zel ve
tiniversite anaokulu) ile temasa gecilmis ve katilmak isteyen anneler, ¢cocuklarinin
katilimi i¢in anketleri doldurmus ve onamlar1 almmistir. Cocuklar kendi
anaokullarindaki sessiz bir odada veya laboratuvarimizda bir dizi farkli goérevi
tamamlamiglardir. Ortam her iki yer i¢in de aymi tutulmustur. Genel olarak,
degerlendirme bir saat siirmiistiir. Gorevler uygulanirken odada iki deneyci hazir
bulunurken (Deneyci 1: E1 ve Deneyci 2: E2), zamanin %90'inda E1 stabil ve E2
derinlemesine egitim almis baska bir 6grencidir. E2 esas olarak kodlamadan sorumlu
olmasina ragmen, yine de E1 ve E2 her oturumdan sonra kodlamayi iki kez kontrol

etmistir.

Proaktif yardim gorevi igin Warneken (2013) makalesine benzer bir protokol
kullanilmistir. Mevcut ¢alismada, ti¢ farkli denemede siit kutular1 yerine bos su siseleri
ve kagit kullanilmistir. Deneyeci ki, gézlem i¢in odanin uzak bir ucunda kalmistir. Her
cocuk icin yaklasik olarak ayni uzaklikta bir birakma bolgesi se¢ilmistir (ayrintili bilgi
icin bkz. Sekil 3.2). Deneyci siseleri/kagitlart her denemede yaklasik olarak ayni
noktaya birakmistir. Nesneleri almak i¢in yapilan basarili girisimler 1 puan, deneyciyi
uyarmak i¢in yapilan sozel ifadeler 0,5 puan ve higbir yardim girisiminde
bulunulmamasi 0 puan olarak kodlanmistir. Proaktif yardimi 6l¢mek i¢in 0-3 arasinda

degisen li¢ denemenin toplam1 hesaplanmustir.

Reaktif yardim Aime ve arkadaglarinin (2017) ¢alismasinda kullanilan prosediir ile
Olctilmiistiir. E1 "Ah" dediginde ¢ocuk ilk 2 saniyede yardim ettiyse 4 puan, E1 ¢ocuk
ve boya arasinda bakislarini degistirdiginde (2 saniye) yardim ettiyse 3 puan, El
"Kalemim" dediginde yardim ettiyse 2 puan, E1 "Kalemimi verir misin?" dediginde
yardim ettiyse 1 puan ve hi¢ yardim etmediyse 0 puan olarak kodlanmistir. Cocuklarin

bu gbrevden alabilecekleri minimum puan 0, maksimum puan ise 4'tiir.

Cocuklarin spontane paylagimlari pastel boya paylagimi ve ¢ikartma paylagimi olmak

tizere iki farkli gorevle Slgiilmiistiir. Pastel boya paylasimi i¢in ¢ocuklarin paylagimi
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spontane paylagim olarak kodlanmis ve spontane paylagim yapmalari durumunda 4
olarak puanlanmistir. Eger deneycinin sdzel istegi ile 3 saniye sonra paylasmiglarsa
kag boya kalemi paylastiklar1 kodlanmistir. Boya kalemi paylagsma gorevinin puanlari
0 ile 4 arasinda degismistir. Cikartma paylasma gorevi, SES, cinsiyet ve 1rkla ilgili
ipuclarin1 dahil etmekten kacinmak i¢in kuklalarla uygulanmistir. Prosediir, bazi
degisikliklerle Chernyak ve arkadaslarinin (2017) ¢alismasina benzemektedir. Bu
calismada Ordek ve tavsan kuklalar1 kullanilmistir. Tahta kutular yerine seffaf kutular
kullanilmistir. Ayrica, mevcut calismada kullanilan ¢ikartmalar aynmi renkte (sar1)
giilen yiizlere sahiptir. Her denemede alt1 ya da dort ¢ikartma dengelenmis sirayla
kullanilmistir. Cocuklarin iki denemede ka¢ c¢ikartma paylastiklari puanlanmis ve
puanlar1 0 ile 10 arasinda degismistir. Paylasim i¢in toplam bir puan hesaplayabilmek
icin pastel boya paylasimi ve cikartma paylagimi gorevleri i¢in puanlarin toplami

kullanilmistir.

2.3 Bulgular

Ik olarak, degiskenler arasindaki korelasyonlar incelenmis ve ardindan degiskenler
arasindaki iligkiyl gérmek i¢in her bir olumlu sosyal davranis 6l¢limii i¢in regresyon
analizleri yapilmistir. ikinci olarak ise, ebeveynlik uygulamalarinmn araci degisken

rollerini test edebilmek i¢in 10 farkli aracilik modeli test edilmistir.

2.3.1 Annenin Benlik Kurgular ile Cocugun Proaktif Yardim Davramslar:

Arasindaki Iliskide Ebeveynlik Uygulamalarinin Araci Rolii

Annelerin iliskisel benlik kurgusu, sicaklik (f = .34, SE = .07, p < .001) ve kandirma
(6 =.37, SE = .12, p <.001) davranislarini pozitif yonde, akil yiiriitme (f = -.25, SE =
.06, p <.01) davranigini ise negatif yonde anlamli olarak yordamistir. Ancak fiziksel
cezanin anlamli bir yordayicist degildir (f = .16, SE = .03, p = .09). Ebeveynlik
uygulamalarinin hig¢birinin ¢ocuklarin proaktif yardim davraniglart ile dogrudan bir

iliskisi yoktur.

Annenin 6zerk benlik kurgusunun sicaklik (f = -.15, SE= .07, p = .10) ile anlaml1 bir
iligkisi bulunmazken, akil yiirtitme (5 = .29, SE= .05, p < .01), fiziksel ceza (f = -.27,
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SE= .03, p < .01) ve aldatma (# = -.53, SE= .10, p < .001) ile anlaml bir iligkisi
bulunmustur.  Ilk modele benzer sekilde, ebeveynlik uygulamalarmin higbiri

cocuklarin proaktif yardim davranislar ile anlaml bir iliskiye sahip degildir.

2.3.2 Annenin Benlik Kurgulan ile Cocuklarin Tepkisel Yardim Davramslar

Arasindaki Iliskide Ebeveynlik Uygulamalarinin Araci Rolii

Annenin iligskisel benlik kurgusunun sicaklik (8 = .34, SE = .07, p <.01), akil yiiriitme
(6 =-.25, SE = .06, p < .01) ve kandirma (f = .37, SE = .12, p <.001) ile anlaml1 bir
iligkisi oldugu, ancak fiziksel ceza (= .16, SE= .03, p = .087) ile anlaml1 bir iligkisi
olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, sadece muhakeme ¢ocuklarin tepkisel yardim
davranislariyla dogrudan negatif bir iligki gostermistir. Ayrica, bu modeldeki dolayl

etki sadece agiklayici akil yiiriitme yoluyla anlamlidir.

Annenin 6zerk benlik kurgusunun akil yiiriitme (4 = .29, SE = .06, p < .01), fiziksel
ceza (f=-.27, SE= .03, p < .01) ve kandirma (f = -.53, SE = .10, p <.001) ile anlamli
bir iligkisi oldugu, ancak sicaklikla (f = -.15, SE = .07, p = .11) anlaml bir iliskisi
olmadigi goriilmistiir. Aracilarin ¢ocuklarin reaktif yardim davranislari tizerindeki
dogrudan etkilerine bakildiginda, yalnizca akil yiiriitmenin ¢ocuklarin reaktif yardim
davraniglari ile negatif bir iligkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ayrica, akil yiirtitmenin dolayl

etkisi de anlamlidir, ancak diger aracilarin anlamli dolayl: etkileri yoktur.

2.3.3. Annenin Benlik Kurgular1 ile Cocuklarin Paylasma Davramslan

Arasindaki Iliskide Ebeveynlik Uygulamalarinin Araci Rolii

Annenin iliskisel benlik kurgusunun oldugu modeldeki sonuglara bakildiginda,
yalnizca ebeveynlerin kandirma/yalan séyleme davraniglarinin paylasimla pozitif bir
iligkisi bulunmaktadir (Bsicaklik=-.03, SE = .06, p =.79; fmuhakeme = .14, SE = .07,
p =.23; Beorppun= .13, SE = .12, p = .21; Paldatma= .27, SE = .04, p <.05). Ayrica,

kandirma/yalan sdylemenin dolayl etkisi de anlamlidur.

Ayn1 model 6zerk benlik kurgular1 bagimsiz degiskeni i¢in de test edildiginde, ne

dogrudan ne de dolayl etkiler anlamli bulunmamustir.
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2.3.4 Annelerin Benlik Kurgular1 ile Cocuklarin Anne Tarafindan
Degerlendirilen Prososyal Davramislar1 Arasindaki Iliskide Ebeveynlik

Uygulamalarinin Araci Rolii

Anneye iligkin benlik kurgusu ile cocuklarin anne tarafindan degerlendirilen prososyal
davraniglar1 arasindaki iligkide sicakligin ¢ocuklarin prososyal davraniglari ile pozitif
(B = .40, SE = .04, p < .01) ve fiziksel cezanin negatif (B= -.26, SE= .16, p <.05) bir
iliskisi vardir. Ancak akil yliriitme (B =-.12, SE = .09, p =.29) ve kandirma ( = .18,
SE = .04, p = .10) prososyal davranislarla anlamli bir iliskiye sahip degildir. Sadece

sicakligin dolayl etkisi anlamli bulunmustur.

Bagimsiz degisken annenin 6zerk benlik kurgulari oldugunda (bkz. Sekil 3.10),
sicaklikligin bir yordayicist olmamistir (f = -.15, SE = .07, p = .11). Ancak, akil
yuriitme (f = .29, SE = .06, p < .01), fiziksel ceza (p = -.27, SE = .03, p < .01) ve
aldatic1 yalan sdyleme pratiklerinin (f = -.53, SE = .10, p < .001) anlamli bir
yordayicisidir. Onceki modele benzer sekilde, anne sicakliginin gocuklarin prososyal
davraniglari ile pozitif (5 = .38, SE = .08, p <.01) ve fiziksel cezanin negatif (§ = -.26,
SE = .16, p < .05) iliskisi vardir. Ancak akil yiiriitme (8 = -.10, SE = .09, p = .37) ve
kandirma (# = .15, SE = .05, p = .18) anne tarafindan degerlendirilen prososyal
davranis sonugclari ile anlamli bir iligki gostermemistir. Bu modelde, dolayl: etkilerin

hicbirt anlamli degildir.

2.4. Tartisma

Araci degisken modellerindeki direk iligkiler incelendiginde sonuglar, farkli ebeveyn
davraniglarinin ¢ocugun prososyal davraniginin farkli yonleri tizerinde belirli etkileri
oldugunu géstermektedir. Ornegin, ebeveyn sicaklifi ¢ocugun annesi tarafindan
degerlendirilen olumlu sosyal davranisiyla iliskilidir, ancak ¢ocugun yardim etme ve
paylasma gibi gozlemlenen gorevlerdeki davranisiyla iligkili degildir. Bu arada, bir
cocugun davranisini kontrol etmek icin aciklamanin kullanilmasini ifade eden
aciklayici akil yiiriitme, paylasim davraniglarindan ziyade sadece reaktif yardim
davraniglariyla iliskilidir. Kandirma yalan sdyleme ise reaktif yardim davranislariyla

degil, yalnizca paylasim davraniglariyla iligkilidir. Bu bulgular, bir cocugun sosyal
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davraniginin farkli yonlerinin farkli ebeveynlik uygulamalarindan etkilendigini ortaya
koymakta ve olumlu sosyal davranisin meydana geldigi 6zel baglamimn dikkate

alinmasinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir.

Cocuklarin proaktif davraniglarinin incelendigi modellerde higbir ebeveynlik
davraniglarinin anlamli araci degisken etkisine rastlanmamistir. Reaktif yardim
davraniglarin1 inceleyen modellerde ise annelerin aciklayic1 akil yiirlitme
davramislarmin arac1 degisken etkisi anlamli olarak bulunmustur. iliskili benlik
kurgusunun bagimsiz degisken oldugu model, annelerinin iligkiselligi yiiksek olan
cocuklarin, akil yiiriitme yoluyla daha yiiksek reaktif yardim davraniglaria sahip
oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Ozerk benlik kurgusuna sahip model de anlaml1 bir
dolayli yola sahiptir. Bu modelde, annenin 6zerkligi akil yiirlitme pratikleriyle pozitif
yonde iligkilidir ve bu da ¢ocuklarin reaktif yardimlarini negatif yonde yordamaktadir.
Bu sonuglar uygulanan gorevlerin igeriginin talep lizerine gerceklestigi i¢in itaat
davranisi olarak reaktif yardim gostermis olabilecekleri seklinde alanyazindaki bilgiler

1s181nda tartisilmistir.

Paylasma davraniglarin1 inceleyen modellerde ise yalnizca iliskiselligin bagimsiz
degisken oldugu modelde kandirma yalan sdyleme davranislari tizerinden anlamli bir
aract degisken etkisi goriilmiistiir. Annenin iligskisel benlik kurgusu daha yiiksek
kandirma yalan sdyleme davranislar ile iligkili olarak bulunmustur, bu yolla da
cocuklart daha fazla paylasma davranislar1 gostermektedirler. Her ne kadar gegmis
alanyazinda kandirma davraniglar1 olumsuz ¢ocuk sonuglar ile ilgili bulunmus olsa
da, bu baglamdaki bulgu alanyazindaki ¢alismalar 1s181nda tartisilmistir. Kandirma ve
yalan sdyleme pratiklerinin 6nemli aracilik roliine iliskin olarak, annelerin itaat
kazanmak icin yalan sOyleyerek ebeveynlik yaptiklart ve bu yolu kullandiklari

sonucuna varilabilir.

Son olarak, anneye sorulan olumlu sosyal davranislara baktigimizda, anne sicakliginin
arac1 degisken etkisinin anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Annelerin iliskisellikleri
yiikseldik¢e, cocuklarina olan sicakliklarinda da bir artis goriilmiis, boylelikle,
cocuklarin da olumlu sosyal davranislar1 daha yiiksek olarak tanimlanmigtir. Ama bu

etki 6zerk benligin bagimsiz degisken oldugu modelde anlamli olarak bulunmamustir.
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Bu da bir annenin benlik kurgusu ile ¢ocugunun prososyal davranisi arasindaki
iligskinin karmagik oldugunu ve bu arastirmada incelenen ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin

Otesinde bagka faktorleri de icerebilecegini gostermektedir.

Bu ¢aligma, kiiltiirel degerlerin gocuklarin olumlu sosyal davraniglarina aktarimini ve
ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin bu siiregteki roliinli incelemektedir. Caligma, kiiltiiriin
bireysel diizeydeki etkisini anlamak i¢in benlik kurgularimi kullanmaktadir.
Calismanin, prososyal davranislart 6lgmek i¢in ¢oklu yontem yaklagimi, olumlu
davraniglara odaklanma ve proaktif yardim davraniglarinin incelenmesi gibi ¢esitli
giiclii yonleri vardir. Giiglii yonlerine ragmen, ¢alismanin 6rnekleminin kiigtikliigii ve
dahil edilen ebeveynlik uygulamalarinin sayisindaki sinirlamalar da dahil olmak {izere
bazi sinirlamalar1 bulunmaktadir. Kullanilan gorevlerin ve 6z dlgeklerin dogasi da
gecerlilik ve netlik konusunda endiselere yol agmaktadir. Bu siirece daha fazla 151k
tutmak i¢in daha genis 6rneklemli ve ¢ocuk mizacini dikkate alan bagka ¢alismalara
ithtiyag vardir. Genel olarak bu ¢alisma, kiiltiirel degerler, ebeveynlik uygulamalar: ve
cocuklarin prososyal sonuglart arasindaki iligkiler hakkinda degerli bilgiler

sunmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, siirliliklara ragmen, annenin benlik kurgularinin ¢ocuklarin proaktif,
reaktif yardim etme, paylagsma ve anne tarafindan degerlendirilen olumlu sosyal
sonuglarina nasil aktarildigini ele alan ilk ¢alisma olmasi agisindan 6nemlidir. Genel
olarak, benlik kurgulari ve ebeveynlik arasindaki dogrudan iligkilerin sonuglari,
ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 acgisindan kiiltiir i¢i farkliliklarin var olabilecegine dair bir
ornek sunmaktadir. Ikinci béliim, ebeveynlik uygulamalarmin ve olumlu sosyal
davraniglarin 6zgiilliigiinii vurgulamaktadir. Aracilik modellerinin sonuglari, hangi tiir
aile baglamimin hangi ebeveynlik uygulamalar iizerinde etkisi oldugunu ortaya
koyarak olumlu sosyal sonuglara gegis siirecini aydinlatmaktadir. Bulgularin
vurguladigr gibi, farkli ebeveynlik uygulamalar1 farkli g¢ocuk sonuglarindan

sorumludur.
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D.FURTHER EXAMINATION OF THE ANALYSIS

To examine whether the related and autonomous self-construals' of mothers have a
significant interaction, moderation analyses was conducted. When IV was
related self-construal, the moderator was autonomous self; and the was DV reactive
helping behaviors of children (p = .14), when DV was proactive helping behaviors
of children (p = .72), and when the DV was sharing behaviors of children (p = .26),
there was not any significant interaction between autonomous self and related self (all
DV are observed child outcomes). However, when children's  mother-rated
prosocial behaviors were the dependent variable, the interaction between autonomous

and related self was significant (8 = .01, p = .02).

When we plotted the interaction graph for mothers with high levels of relatedness (+1
SD), there was no difference observed in their children's level of prosocial behaviors
according to their autonomous self-construals. However, among mothers who are low
in relatedness (-1 SD) their children had higher prosocialness if they are also low in
autonomy, compared to the children whose mothers are high in autonomy.
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Furthermore, to analyze in detail, data was split at the median to form the four groups
described below.

e Low autonomous — Low related (N= 20)

e High autonomous- High related (N= 11)

e Low autonomous- High related (N=38)

e High autonomous- Low related (N=42)

One-way ANOVA was conducted. Each dependent variable (proactive helping,
reactive helping, sharing, and mother rated prosocialness) was compared in terms of
this four groups with post-hoc analyses. Results suggested a significant effect only for
the outcome of sharing, F(3, 107) = 4.71, p = .004.

"Post hoc comparisons using the Bonferroni correction indicated that the mean score
for the low autonomous high related group (M = 7.89, SD = 3.11, N=38) was
significantly different from the high autonomous low related group (M = 5.76, SD =
2.10, N=42)."

When only low-low (N= 20) and high-high (N=11) groups were compared with
independent samples t-test analysis, no significant difference between the groups was
found.
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E. QUESTIONNAIRES

Demografik Bilgi Formu

Aciklama: Asagida size ve ailenize dair bilgiler vermeniz istenmektedir. Liitfen
sizden istenen bilgileri dikkatlice okuyup, size uygun olan bilginin yanina carp1
isareti koyunuz.

Yasmz:
Medeni Durumunuz: Evli_ Bekar Esini
kaybetmis Esinden ayr1 yasiyor

Diger

Evliyseniz esinizle olan iliskinizden memnuniyet diizeyiniz icin birden ona
kadar bir say1 veriniz.
Memnuniyet diizeyim:
Hi¢ 0 orta 5 yiikksek 10

| |

Evle ilgili isleri esinizle ne kadar paylasmaktasiniz, liitfen sizi temsil ettigini
diisiindiigiiniiz ciitmlenin yanina carp isareti koyunuz.

Tamamini esim yapiyor
Tamami1 olmasa da biiytlik kismini esim yapiyor
Esit paylasiyoruz
Tamami olmasa da biiylik kismini ben yapiyorum
Tamamini ben yapiyorum

Cocuk bakimyla ilgili isleri esinizle ne kadar paylasmaktasiniz, liitfen sizi
temsil ettigini diisiindiigiiniiz ciimlenin yanina ¢arpi isareti koyunuz.

Tamamini esim yapiyor

Tamami olmasa da biiytik kismini esim yapiyor
Esit paylasiyoruz
Tamami olmasa da biiytlik kismini ben yapiyorum
Tamamin1 ben yapiyorum
Egitim Durumunuz:
Okur-yazar degil Okur-yazar [Ikdgretim mezunu__ Lise
mezunu __

Universite mezunu Yiiksek lisans Doktora ve tlizeri __

Calisma durumunuz:

___ Calismiyorum __ Emekliyim.

__ Yar1 zamanli galistyorum (Isiniz: ) _ Tam zamanl ¢alistyorum
(Isiniz: )

Hanenize giren aylik toplam gelir miktar:

Ekonomik durumunuzu nasil olarak degerlendirirsiniz.
Diisiik Orta Yiiksek

)
J

Kendinizi ne kadar dindar olarak tanimlarsiniz
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Hi¢ Orta Tamamen

Ka¢ ¢cocugunuz var: __

Cocuklarmizin yaslar nelerdir (ikinci, iiciincii cocuk gibi secenekler size uygun

degilse bos birakimiz).
1. Cocukyas
2. Cocuk yas
3. Cocuk yas
4. Cocuk yas
5. Cocuk yas

Ailede kronik rahatsizligi olan, bakim gerektiren herhangi birisi var midir?
Evet ] ] Hayiwr
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