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ABSTRACT

PERFECTIONISM AND PERCEIVED PARENTING STYLE AMONG
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

Alvan, Gizem
MSc., Department of Educational Sciences

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Esin Tezer

January 2015, 85 pages

In this study, the relationship between perceived parenting styles and
perfectionism was investigated among male and female university students. Two
questionnaires, namely, Almost Perfect Scale-Revised (APS-R) Turkish version and
Parenting Styles Scales were administered to 530 (245 males and 285 females)
undergraduate students of METU. The results of two separate multivariate analysis
of variance conducted for mothers and fathers revealed that those who perceived
their mothers and fathers as authoritative and authoritarian had significantly higher
maladaptive perfectionism scores than those who perceived them as
permissive/indulgent. The results also yielded that those who perceived their fathers
as authoritative had significantly higher adaptive perfectionism scores than those
who perceived their fathers as authoritarian. No gender differences were found

between female and male students.

Keywords: Adaptive Perfectionism, Maladaptive Perfectionism, Parenting Styles.



oz

UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERI ARASINDA MUKEMMELIYETCILIK VE
ALGILANAN COCUK YETISTIRME STILI

Alvan, Gizem
Yiiksek Lisans, Egitim Bilimleri Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Esin Tezer

Ocak 2015, 85 sayfa

Bu ¢aligmada, algilanan ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri ve mikemmeliyetcilik
arasindaki iliskiler incelenmistir. Olumlu- Olumsuz Milkemmeliyetgilik Olgegi ve
Cocuk Yetistirme Stilleri Olcegi 530 (285 kiz ve 245 erkek) ODTU lisans
ogrencilerinden olusan bir 6rnekleme uygulanmistir. Anne ve babalar i¢in yUrdtilen
iki ayr1 gok yOnll varyans analizi sonuglari, hem annelerini hem de babalarini
otoriter ve agiklayici/otoriter algilayan 6grencilerin onlar1 izin verici/simartan
algilayanlardan daha yiiksek olumsuz mikemmeliyetcilik puanina sahip olduklarini
goOstermistir. Sonuglar, ayrica, babalarini agiklayici/otoriter olarak algilayan
ogrencilerin olumlu miukemmeliyetgilik puanlarinin babalarini otoriter olarak
algilayanlardan daha yiiksek oldugunu ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Kiz ve erkek 6grenciler

arasinda anlamli bir cinsiyet farki bulunmamustir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Olumlu Mikemmeliyetcilik, Olumsuz Mikemmeliyetcilik, Anne

Baba Cocuk Yetistirme Stilleri
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

The construct of perfectionism has increasingly drawn the attention of
psychologists in recent years. However, in spite of all the interest, several issues
regarding the definition of the construct have been discussed in the literature. For
example, Hewitt and Flett (2002) mentioned three issues that should be considered in
the conceptualization of perfectionism: 1)whether perfectionism has trait or state
characteristics; 2) whether its unidimensional or multidimensional in nature; and 3)
whether it has, adaptive or maladaptive outcomes. Regarding trait and state
characteristics, studies yielded significant correlations between perfectionism and
some personality characteristics such as assertiveness, interpersonal maladjustment
and distress (Hill, Zrull, & Turlington, 1997); motivation, achievement, and
wellbeing (Stoeber & Rambow, 2007); conscientiousness (Stumpf & Parker, 2000),
self-efficacy (LoCicero & Ashby, 2000); self-criticism, dependency, and self-esteem
(Grzegorek, Slaney, Franze, & Rice, 2004; Stumpf & Parker, 2000).

As for the dimensionality of perfectionism, the results of factor analytic
studies stated that the multidimensional nature of the perfectionism construct resulted
in adaptive and maladaptive outcomes (Frost, Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990;
Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia, & Neubauer, 1993; Rice, Ashby, & Slaney, 1998;
Slaney, Ashby, & Trippi, 1995; Suddarth & Slaney, 2001). Hamachek (1978) is
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among the first researchers who categorized perfectionism as “normal and positive”
and “neurotic and dysfunctional”. After Hamachek’s definition, Slaney and Ashby
(1996) described perfectionism’s three basic features: setting high standards for
performance: experiencing discrepancy between personal standards and self-
performance which causes distress: and being organized and neat. Based on these
three aspects of perfectionism, the subscales of “High Standards”, “Discrepancy”,
and “Order” of the Almost Perfect Scale-Revised were created (APS-R; Slaney,
Rice, Mobley, Trippi, & Ashby, 2001). After required reliability and validity studies,
researchers (Slaney, et al., 2001) found that High Standards subscale assesses
adaptive perfectionism, and Discrepancy subscale measures maladaptive
perfectionism. Even though Order subscale was originally established to determine
adaptive features of perfectionism , studies (see Slaney, Rice, & Ashby, 2002 for a
review) revealed inconsistent results; that is, Order subscale was not a measure either
foradaptive or maladaptive perfectionism but instead it measures normal neatness.
Adaptive and maladaptive aspects of perfectionism have also been
investigated in respect to their developmental nature. As suggested by the scholars of
perfectionism (Flett, Hewitt, Oliver, & McDonald, 2002), one of the best ways to
understand the adaptive and maladaptive aspects of perfectionism is to examine the
factors contributing to its development. In this line of study, the association between
perfectionism and parenting styles was investigated. Results demonstrated that
adaptive perfectionism was predicted by parental nurturance (e.g., DiPrima, Ashby,
Gnilka, & Noble, 2011) whereas maladaptive perfectionism was found to be
associated with harsh, demanding, overly critical and authoritarian parenting (Enns,
Cox, & Clara, 2002; Flett, Hewitt, & Singer, 1995; Frost, Lahart, & Rosenblate,
1991; Kawamura, Frost, & Harmatz, 2002; Rice, Ashby, & Preusser, 1996; Soenens,
Berzonsky, Vansteenkiste, Beyers, & Goossens, 2005). Although these studies
provide knowledge regarding the relationships of parenting with perfectionism, the
variables used in these studies are so varied that they make the conclusions limited.

Thus, in the present study, we used more commonly used conceptualizations for
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parenting styles, as well as more recently developed constructs of adaptive and
maladaptive perfectionism, both of which were also adapted to, and widely studied,
with Turkish samples (Stimer & Giingér, 1999; Ulu, 2007).

In the literature, Baumrind (1966) was considered as the pioneer who
proposed three different types of parenting styles: these are authoritarian,
authoritative and permissive. Authoritarian parents create strict rules to child,and
they place value on discipline and obedience. Authoritative parents, on the other
hand, encourage their children to be independent individuals but set limits and
control on their actions. Permissive parents, however, have a tendency to be less
demanding on their children and provide an accepting and affirmative environment

for the children to regulate their own behavior.

Later, in 1983, Maccoby and Martin identified two forms of permissive
parenting styles, neglectful and indulgent. In addition, they described four parenting
styles based on the two dimensions: demandingness and responsiveness.
Demandingness dimension refers to parental control, expectation of a certain level of
maturity and providing close supervision in parenting. Responsiveness refers to
parental affection and warmth, acceptance and involvement in the child’s life. From
the intersecting of two dimensions, four parenting styles were described:
authoritative, authoritarian, permissive indulgent and permissive neglecting.
Authoritative parents are found to be high in both demandingness and
responsiveness. They are controlling in every sense but not restrictive to their
children. They show acceptance, responsiveness and demand for maturation. Even if
authoritarian parents are very demanding, they are not very responsive. They show
rejection and unresponsiveness, but they demand maturation. Although both
authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles are characterized by demanding and
controlling behaviors, the difference between two exists in them being responsive or
nonresponsive. Permissive indulgent parents are less demanding, but they are highly

responsive. They are highly involved with their children but hardly demanding or



controlling. In comparison, permissive neglectful parents are defined as being very
low in demandingness and responsiveness. They show rejection, unresponsiveness,
are undemanding for maturation, and do not control their child’s behavior. Both
indulgent and permissive parents are low in control and undemanding. Again the

difference lies in responsiveness.

In the literature, studies conducted with adolescents consistently yielded that
authoritative parenting is associated with “healthy” or “normal” behavior in
adolescents (e.g., Milevsky, Schlechter, Netter, & Keehn, 2007). Studies also
investigated whether authoritative parenting leads to higher psychosocial competence
and maturity and lower psychological and behavioral dysfunction during adolescence
(Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991). Studies also showed that parents
who encourage autonomy and psychological maturity, convey a two way
communication, high in control but with affection and acceptance (i.e., having
authoritative parenting style), allow their children to develop more adaptive
behaviors (i.e. Rinaldi & Howe, 2012).

1.1. Purpose of the Study

In light of all these findings, it can be argued that although some studies
aimed to investigate the relationship between parenting styles and perfectionism, the
relationships of different parenting styles and their associations with adaptive and
maladaptive perfectionism which is the focus of this study, are still needed for
further examination, particularly in Turkish literature. Besides, based on the more
recent suggestions of the researchers (Gfroerer, Kern, Curlette, White, & Jonyniene,
2011; Kawamura et al., 2002; McGillicuddy-De Lisi & De Lisi, 2007), the effects of
fathers’ and mothers’ parenting styles in adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism
needed to be examined separately to see gender based differences for male and

female participants.



Thus, the present study aimed to investigate the relationships of perceived
parenting styles and dimensions of perfectionism. More specifically, the following
research question was asked: Are there significant differences between dimensions of
perfectionism  (high standards, discrepancy, order) scores of male and female
students as a function of four perceived types of parenting styles (authoritative,
authoritarian, permissive indulgent, permissive neglectful) separately measured for

mothers and fathers?

1.2. Significance of the Study

The role of parenting styles in the psycho-social development of individuals
has been widely emphasized in psychology literature. This emphasis has been so
widespreaded that it covers various experiences and behaviors from childhood such
as school achievement (Paulson, 1994; Spera, 2005; Steinberg, Lamborn, Dornbusch,
& Darling, 1992), bullying (Baldry & Farrington, 1998; 2000; Georgiou, 2008), and
even some adult related choices and behaviors such as mate selection (Geher, 2000;
Zietsch, Verweij, Heath, & Martin, 2011), and marital relationship qualities (i.e.
Krishnakumar & Buehler, 2000; Margolin, Gordis, & John, 2001; Webster-Stratton
& Hammond, 1999). Especially among university students, parenting style were
found to have an effect on academic achivement, intrinsic motivation (Turner,
Chandler, & Heffer, 2009), self-efficacy and achievement motivation (Abesha,
2012). All these studies suggested that parenting was the most influential effect on
the life of individuals, depending particularly on how the individuals perceived the
parental styles of their parents.

Similarly, perfectionism has taken serious attention in psychology literature
in relation to many personal characteristics such as self-efficacy (i. e. LoCicero &
Ashby, 2000) , achievement (i. e. Stoeber & Rambow, 2007), motivation (i. e.,
Stoeber & Rambow, 2007), and psychological disorders like obsessive compulsive
behaviors (i. e. Ashby & Bruner, 2005), and depression (i.e. Hewitt et al., 2002).
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Early investigations in perfectionism focused on it from more of a negative
perspective and possible treatments for perfectionism addressed it as a problem (i.e.
Shafran & Mansell, 2001). However, with changing understanding due to research
findings in the psychology field, it is recognized that perfectionism is a
multidimensional construct in nature that leads to different consequences according
to perceptions of individuals (i.e. Bieling, Israeli, &Antony, 2004; Terry-Short,
Owens, Slade, & Dewey, 1995).

Thus, the current study placed emphasis on the importance in examining the
relationship between parenting styles and perfectionism constructs which play an
important role in the life of individuals. Besides, in the present study, these
relationships were investigated by considering the differences between mothers’ and
fathers’ parenting styles and their effects on their sons’ and daugthers’ psychosocial
developments, which might be significant predictors, particularly in Turkish culture.
Parents through their parenting styles might differently expect their sons and
daughters to be perfect without acknowledging the adaptive/maladaptive outcomes of
perfectionism. By examining perceptions of university students, the study results aim
to fulfill a gap in the literature concerning the interaction between parenting style and
multidimensional perfectionism in Turkish literature.

In counseling processes and practices, the results of the present study would
provide some important suggestions to the clients. Counselors may help university
students to understand the role of perfectionism in their academic life and
achievements (Bieling et al., 2004) and psychopathological tendencies such as
depression (Rice & Leffert, 1997). It is important to increase awareness about how
they are affected by setting high standards for self and how to deal with
consequences as a result of their performance in the helping process. Besides that,
understanding their perceptions and reactions related to high expectations in their
daily life would help young adults increase their self awareness about self and

personality.



Moreover, learning about their perceptions of parenting styles in their family
would help young adults to recognize the relationship dynamics with their parents.
Study results may serve as a guide to university students on how to become aware of
various parenting styles, the roles those styles play in the family environment, and
help them prepare for their future roles as parents.

1.3. Definitions of Terms

Definition of important terms of the study are presented below.

Perfectionism is defined as a construct with high personal standards for
self, being orderly and organized, and experiencing discrepancy between an
individual’s standards for self and their real performance (Johnson & Slaney, 1996).

Adaptive Perfectionism refers to setting high standards and embrace
orderliness for self (Slaney et al., 2001).

Maladaptive Perfectionism refers to a discrepancy between an individual’s
perception of personal standards and actual performance (Slaney et al., 2001).

Parenting Style is a combination of parental attitudes, child rearing
practices and interaction with children that is shaped according to demanding and
responsive features of parenting practices (Baumrind, 1966).

Authoritative Parenting Style occurs when parental demandingness and
responsiveness is balanced “...to direct child’s activities in a rational, issue-oriented
manner. She (parent) encourages verbal give and take, shares with the child the
reasoning behind her policy...” (Baumrind, 1966, p.891).

Authoritarian Parenting Style ensures high demandingness with low
responsiveness “...to shape, control, and evaluate the behavior and attitudes of the
child in accordance with a set standard of conduct, usually an absolute
standard,...She (parent) does not encourage verbal give and take, believing that the
child should accept her word for what is right” (Baumrind, 1966, p.890).



Permissive Indulgent Parenting Style is observed when parents are highly
responsive to their child but less demanding in their interaction with their child
(Maccoby & Martin, 1983).

Permissive Neglecting Parenting Style occurs when parents are neither
demanding from children nor responsive to them (Maccoby & Martin, 1983).



CHAPTER I

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

This chapter presents the studies related with parenting styles and
perfectionism. The first section is devoted to the presentation of adaptive and
maladaptive features of perfectionism and research on related variables. The second
section includes the parenting styles and related research. The third section presents
the research regarding parenting styles and perfectionism interaction. Finally, the

fourth section reviews the Turkish literature on parenting styles and perfectionism.

2.1. Perfectionism

Perfectionism has been the subject of various studies and a number of
different issues have been underlined with every definition of perfectionism. For
example, Hollender (1965) pointed out the demand for much higher work quality
than necessary for self-performance in perfectionism. Later, Hamachek (1978)
underlined the need for a difference between striving for better within personal limits
and dissatisfaction with personal performance and looking for approval from
significant others. In the dictionary definition, from a unidimensional perspective,
perfectionism is defined as “a disposition to regard anything short of perfection as

unacceptable” (Merriam-Webster Online Dictionary, 2014). In light of most research
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in psychology, there are three main debates concerning perfectionism which will be

summarized in the following sections.

2.1.1. Debates in Perfectionism

Perfectionism, being a much debated subject in many senses, has been
conceptualized according to three different aspects in the field. The first aspect is the
trait or state debate on conceptualization of perfectionism. Many researchers in the
field of psychology approached perfectionism as a personality trait which would
develop and remain constant throughout the years (i. e. Hewitt & Flett, 1991). In
many studies, perfectionism was examined as a personality style with negative
outcomes in relationship to personality disorders (Hewitt, Flett, & Ediger, 1995). In
Saboonchi and Lundh (1999)’s study the trait vs. state case of perfectionism was
investigated from a multidimensional perspective. Even if results were found to be
unstable in defining perfectionism in interpersonal situations, it was pointed out that
a state-approach to perfectionism would be more meaningful in the case of priming
of perfectionist thinking and being observed by others. Moreover, results suggested
another debate for future studies: that trait-approach would also be explanatory to
perfectionistic behaviors when perfectionism is examined from adaptive and
maladaptive perspective.

Secondly, the unidimensional and multidimensional debate on
perfectionism has been an issue for many years in psychology. In recent years, focus
on the conceptualization of  perfectionism has been changed to different
explainations for multidimensionality (i.e. Frost et al., 1990; Hewitt et al., 1991).
Hewitt and Flett (1991) explains perfectionism according to the direction of
perfectionistic demands. The types of perfectionism were defined as the demands of
an individual by oneself affects the person according to self-oriented perfectionism;

expectations of an individual from other people causes other-oriented perfectionism;
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and other people’s expectations of an individual is explained as socially prescribed
perfectionism (Hewitt et al., 1991).

Frost and collegues (1990) also suggested a multidimensional explanation to
the conceptualization of perfectionism. Accordingly, subdimensions of perfectionism
were defined according to an individual’s self evaluation in respect to concerns with
mistakes, doubt about the quality of the work an individual performs, extreme
concern with parents’ expectations and evaluations, and concern with orderliness and
organization. Underlining parental criticism and fulfilling their expectations,
considerations of self-doubts and concerns about actions focus asserted new
correlations for understanding perfectionism in an individual’s life. Frost and his
colleagues (1991) developed the Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale to measure
perfectionism with the following subdimensions: Concern over Mistakes, Personal
Standards, Parental Expectations, Parental Criticism, Doubts about Actions, and
Organization. Even though Frost’s Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS)
brought up a new perspective in multidimensionality of perfectionism and suggested
meaningful explanations to perfectionistic behaviors, further studies criticized many
concepts in FMPS and its findings (Stéber, 1998). Subdimensions and factorial
incongurity in various studies with differents samples revealed contradiction in
results of investigating perfectionism.

Having only a neurotic and problem-based approach to defining
perfectionism was not fulfilling the need to fully conceptualize the term. A quest to
develop a positive side as well as a negative point of view of perfectionism has
gathered attention in the last decade (Terry-Short et al., 1995). Slaney and Ashby
(1996) suggested a different multidimensional perspective to explain perfectionism.
Referring to other explanations in multidimensionality, Slaney and Johnson (1992, as
cited in Slaney et al., 1995) focused on a positive side to perfectionism in parallel to
Hamachek (1978)’s study. Positive and negative perfectionism, and related literature,

has been discussed in detail in the following section.
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2.1.2. Adaptive and Maladaptive Nature of Perfectionism

Adler presented a theory of perfectionism in psychology literature with his
concept of striving for perfection for the first time. Adler (1959) stated that striving
for perfectionism and inferiority feelings as a natural drive of human beings to
achieve better in his studies (Stoltz & Ashby, 2007). He also argued that normal
perfectionism leads to working hard to achieve attainable goals while neurotic or
maladaptive perfectionism is closely related to criticism of others and obsessive
unattainable goals (Adler, 1956, as stated in Khodarahimi, 2010). Similarly, as it is
mentioned in the previous section, Hamachek (1978) was one of the pioneers who
made a distinction between maladaptive and adaptive perfectionism in the literature.
He underlined the difference for adaptive or normal perfectionism as an individual’s
satisfaction with the results of his/her own performance from maladaptive or neurotic
perfectionism in which individual ends up with harsh self- criticism and is never
satified with the outcome of their performance.

Studies in literature pointed out the relationship between perfectionism and
many negative outcomes such as eating disorders (Boone, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, &
Braet, , 2012); body image and apperance self-esteem (Hewitt et al., 1995); excessive
responsibility (Bouchard, Rheaume, & Ladouceur, 1999); procrastinatory behaviors
(Flett, Blankstein, Hewitt, & Koledin, 1992); negative self-concept (Choy &
Mclnerney, 2005); depression proness (Enns et al., 2002; Hewitt & Dyck, 1986);
interpersonal maladjustment and distress (Hill et al., 1997; Hewitt & Dyck, 1986);
self-criticism, dependency, and lower self-esteem (Grzegorek et al., 2004) which
supported the neurotic point of view for the conceptualization of perfectionism. In
recent years, Slaney (Slaney & Ashby, 1996; Slaney et al., 2001) focused more on
the differentiation of adaptive and maladaptive nature of perfectionism leaving the
neurotic focus on perfectionism aside. Even though different names have been given
to these concepts, adaptive and maladaptive conceptualization gained recognition
and was supported in the psychology field of study (Stoeber & Otto, 2006; Terry-
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Short et al., 1995). Emphasizing both adaptive and maladaptive characteristics of
perfectionism, Johnson and Slaney (1996) developed the Almost Perfect Scale to
measure perfectionism of college students. They asserted four factors to identify
perfectionism based on their practical experiences in counseling, which were
interpersonal relationships, personal standards and being orderly, extreme anxiety
for performance outcomes, and procrastination. Results of the study revealed that
standarts and being orderly does not lead to negative outcomes in every individual,
but extreme anxiety for expectations from self creates a conflict for some indviduals.
Later Slaney and his collegues developed a revised version of the perfectionism scale
(Almost Perfect Scale- Revised: APS-R, 2001) which was found to be more valid
with three dimensions (high standarts, order, and discrepancy) arguing that
perfectionism is not an inherent maladaptive personality dimension but
multidimensional in nature indeed with maladaptive and adaptive aspects (Rice,
Ashby, & Slaney, 2007; Slaney & Ashby, 1996). They stated high standards and
orderliness are indicators of adaptive perfectionism while discrepancies experienced
between actual performance and personal standards lead to identification of
maladaptive perfectionism. Many studies were conducted in the light of adaptive
and maladaptive multidimensionality of perfectionism. Rice and Ashby (2007)
asserted the interrelatedness of perfectionism dimensions, life satisfaction, and
depression in their studies based on classification of perfectionism with adaptive and
maladaptive dimensions with a sample of adult men and women. Also the
relationship between procrastination, anxiety, interpersonal problems, and
perfectionism were researched and a positive relation was found between
maladaptive perfectionism and other variables among university students (Johnson &
Slaney, 1996). Similarly, a positive association was found between self-esteem and
high personal standards which is an indicator of adaptive perfectionism (Ashby &
Rice, 2002). Considering the increasing attention in the big five model of personality,
it was asserted that five factor personality model would be helpful in understanding

perfectionism conceptualization in the process (Ulu, 2007). In their study, Ulu and
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Tezer (2010) found a significant relationship between the Big Five Personality traits
and perfectionism dimensions among university students. Similarly, Rice and his
collegues (2007) found the relation between neuroticism from the Five-Factor
Personality (FFP) model and maladaptive perfectionism while adaptive
perfectionism was suggested as an important factor for self-esteem and
Concientiousness of FFP. The interest in personality characteristics and
perfectionism relation was also the subject of Stumpf and Parker (2000)’s study.
Even if their study variables were examined with intercorrelated factors of Frost’s
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS: Frost et al., 1990) (Concerns and
Doubts, Personal Standards, Organization and Parental Pressure) intercorrelations
suggested meaningful correlations between healthy or adaptive perfectionism and
conscientiousness, and between unhealthy or maladaptive perfectionism and lack of
self-confidence (Stumpf & Parker, 2000). Different personality types in relation to
dimensions of perfectionism were studied concerning Adlerian lifestyle definitions in
a study by Stoltz and Ashby (2007). Results supported multidimensional
perfectionism with diversity in scores of Taking Charge, Entitlement, Being
Cautious, Liked by All, Wanting Recognition, and Softness scales. Maladaptive
perfectionists were found to have higher scores in given subscales than others. As
Stoltz and Ashby (2007) asserted, maladaptive perfectionists have a tendency
towards competitiveness, are looking for approval by others and predictability in
their life. Similarly, when Adler’s personality priorities and dimensions of
perfectionism  were investigated, Outdoing and Achieving characteristics were
parallel to high standarts of adaptive perfectionism (Ashby, Kottman, & Stoltz,
2006). Also, Outdoing and Detaching were found to be preliminary factors for
maladaptive perfectionists in organizing their lifestyles.

Perfectionism has also been widely researched with a focus on gender
differences and cultural characteristics (i.e. Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Wang, Slaney, &
Rice, 2007). Hill and collegues (1997) found a meaningful difference between

scores of males and females in other-oriented perfectionism, suggesting that males
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tend to fulfill other’s expectations more than women, with a sample of
undergraduate students. In respect to cultural differences and gender,
multidimensional perfectionism was examined in relation to life satisfaction in a
different study among university students (Gilman et al., 2005). Scores of American
and Croatian students were found to be parallel; adaptive perfectionists were more
satisfied with their lives than maladaptive perfectionists and non-perfectionists in
both cultural settings with no gender difference. However, Castro and Rice (2003)
reported a meaningful difference for subscales of Frost’s Multidimensional
Perfectionism; Concerns Over Mistakes, Parental Criticism and Doubts About
Actions for Asian, African and Caucasian Americans. Asian and African Americans
were found to be more exposed to high Parental Expectations and Asian students
were more exposed to Parental Criticism than others. Besides relational focus on
psychological variables and perfectionism, many studies gave emphasis to
perfectionism interaction with developmental variables. Even though there are still
differences in explanations, it is widely accepted that perfectionism is closely related
to parental expectations, and critical attitudes of parents and parental perfectionism
(Shafran & Mansell, 2001; Snell Jr., Overbey, & Brewer, 2005), which will be

reviewed in detail in the following section.

2.2. Parenting Styles

Starting from childhood, the family environment influences the personality
development of a child by providing a setting where certain assumptions about life
and expectations from a child were revealed (Dinkmeyer & McKay, 1973; as cited in
Olander, 1989). In this family environment, children are exposed to different parental
styles which determines how children develop their personality characteristics and
interact with their primary social environment. According to Olander, parents’
personality priorities and goals determines their parenting style which had a direct

effect on “family atmosphere and child characteristics” (1989, p.18). Being one of
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the pioneers in the psychology field, Baumrind suggested three different parenting
styles based on commitment and balance between demandingness and
responsiveness (Baumrind, 1966, 1967). She called these parenting styles are named
as permissive, authoritarian, and authoritative. The permissive parenting style
embraces a nonpunitive, affirmative attitude toward the child, where parents share
the responsiblity with the child about rule making and policy decisions in the home.
Permissive parents act as a reference guide whenever child asks for something,
without trying to shape or change the child’s behavior (Baumrind, 1966, 1967). In
the authoritarian style, the parent has more control because they attempt to change
and evaluate the child’s behaviour. Parental demands are high with an expectation of
obedience and when rules are not obeyed, there are required consequences. On the
other hand, the authoritative parenting style suggests a controlled environment with
rational, issue-oriented style. The child’s autonomy is supported by valuing the
child’s present qualities besides using reasoning, power, reinforcement, and shaping
for setting standards of future achievements (Baumrind, 1966, 1967). Studies based
on parenting groups with three different styles revealed expected results. Dornbusch,
Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, and Fraleigh (1987) investigated adolescent school
performance and their parents’ child rearing styles. Results suggested a meaningful
relation between higher grades and authoritative parenting while authoritarian and
permissive parenting styles showed a negative association with grades. Similarly,
using Baumrind’s three parenting prototypes correlations where obsessive
compulsive behaviors were investigated (Timpano, Keough, Mahaffey, Schmidt, &
Abramowitz, 2010), it was found that authoritarian parenting characteristics related
to obsessive compulsive tendencies while authoritative style was negatively related
with obsessive symptoms. It was underlined that under high control and
demandingness, parental responsiveness and care creates differences in affecting
behaviors.

After Baumrind’s initiation in defining parenting styles, Maccoby and

Martin (1983) characterized two forms of permissive parenting style, as neglectful
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and indulgent parenting based on a differentiation within responsiveness dimension.
Parents who are high in responsiveness but low in demandingness in their interaction
with their child are referred to as indulgent parents. Parents who are neither
demandingor responsive to their children are referred to as neglecting parenting
style.

Researchers have conducted numerous studies while building on the two
basic dimensions, responsiveness and demandingness.Responsiveness in parenting
refers to being present with providing sufficient warmth, love, support, and
nurturance. Parental responsiveness was found to be related to children’s emotion
knowledge, emotion understanding and emotion regulation (Alegre, 2011) which are
accepted as dimensions of emotional intelligence. Also, parental responsiveness was
identified with positive outcomes in children with higher self-esteem and
independence (Rohner, 1990, as cited in Alegre, 2011), more self-regulation, less
externalizing behaviors (Eiden, Edwards, & Leonard, 2007), and a healthy balance
between individuation and connectedness in development (Baumrind, 1991).
Parental demandingness is a more complex issue than responsiveness which can be
grouped as negative and positive according to its outcomes (Alegre, 2011). Some
demanding parental practices (i.e. monitoring and supervision, inductive discipline,
behavioral control) were found to be correlated with positive outcomes such as
higher prosocial behavior (Krevans & Gibbs, 1996), increased self-confidence
(Baumrind, 1991), and higher academic success (Aunola, Stattin, & Nurmi, 2000;
Steinberg, Elmen, & Mounts, 1989). Other parental practices like inconsistent and
punitive discipline, psychological control, harsh rule settings, and over protection are
negatively demanding practices. These were associated with undesirable outcomes
and developmental problems such as difficulties with emotional well-being (Driscoll,
Russell, & Crockett, 2008), personality disorders (Johnson, Cohen, Chen, Kasen, &
Brook, 2006), problems in prosocial behaviors and psychosocial maturity (Steinberg

et al., 1989), and cognitive anxiety and lower self-esteem (Herz & Gullone, 1999).
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In recent years, in the light of Baumrind (1991) and Maccoby and Martin’s
(1983) conceptualizations, parenting styles were studied following four different
typologies in relation to many variables. Garcia and Garcia (2009) investigated
parenting effects on psychosocial maladjustment, self-esteem, personal competence,
and problem behaviors of adolescents. In a Hispanic sample, authoritative and
indulgent parenting styles were associated with positive outcomes (i.e. higher self-
esteem, better personal competence) in comparison with authoritarian and neglecting
parenting styles. Specifically, permissive indulgent parenting practices were
associated with better outcomes than other types, suggesting that indulgent parenting
was ideal within Hispanic families’ systems according to a teenager sample (Garcia
& Garcia, 2009). Many studies, on the other hand, revealed that children who grew
up under an authoritative parenting style are more independent, and have less
psychosocial (i.e. depression, anxiety) and behavioral problems (e.g. Baumrind,
1967; Dornbusch et al., 1987; Driscoll et al., 2008; McGillicuddy-De Lisi & De Lisi,
2007) in comparison with those raised under the influence of other parenting styles.
Academic success has been a closely related characteristic that was studied in respect
to parenting practices and family environment. Lately, the authoritative parenting
style and its effect on the academic performance of children was subjected to a study
by Turner et al., (2009). Positive association between those factors created a
meaningful effect underlining the importance of supportiveness and warmth by
parents in every stage of their children’s life. Also, the authoritative parenting style
was said to create a more positive and nurturing family environment for all family
members (McGillicuddy-De Lisi & De Lisi, 2007). Considering relevant research in
these areas, authoritative parenting was found to be the optimal parenting style
considering overall positive outcomes for children and the family in general as
suggested in the literature. It is important to underline that cultural differences may
result in variations with best practices in parenting (Garcia & Garcia, 2009) that

prove the need for further research in different cultural settings.
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2.3.Relationship between Perfectionism and Parenting Style

Even though studies for relational investigation between parenting styles
and multidimensional perfectionism were limited in the literature, relevant examples
are stated in this section.

When developmental factors are considered, family environment and
parental attitudes are found to be indispensable agents contributing to the
development of perfectionism. Some researchers have asserted that there is a direct
relation between expectations from parents and developing perfectionism (i.e. Frost
et. al, 1990; Hamachek, 1978; Hewitt & Flett, 1991), underlying “to fulfill
expectations and  gain significant others’ approval” aspect of multidimensional
perfectionism (i. e. Other-oriented perfectionism). Many studies suggested a direct
relationship between maladaptive perfectionism and authoritarian parenting (Frost et.
al, 1990; Hewitt & Flett, 1991), and between adaptive perOfectionism and
authoritative parenting (Cook, 2012). From a multidimensional perspective, Miller
and her collegues (2012) found that the authoritarian parenting style was related to
socially prescribed perfectionism where high control, close supervision, and
acceptance from others were preliminary characteristics among university students.

Similarly, Kawamura and colleagues (2002) addressed the relationship
between parenting style and perfectionism from a multicultural perspective with a
sample of undergraduate students. It is suggested that being exposed to harsh
parenting practices and parental criticism would result with internalizing harsh
criticism and developing maladaptive perfectionism. The authoritarian parenting
style was found to be related with Concern Over Mistakes and Doubts about Actions
which were addressed as negative perfectionism indicators (Kawamura et al., 2002).
Even if gender based differences in respect to cultural differences and perfectionism
were discussed, how genders of parents interacted with other variables remained

questionable.
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2.4. Turkish Literature on Perfectionism and Parenting Styles

Studies that take part in Turkish literature related to parenting styles and

perfectionism are examined in this section seperately.

2.4.1. Turkish Literature on Perfectionism

There have been many studies conducted about perfectionism and various
psychological and demographic variables with Turkish samples. A group of studies
used Frost’s Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (FMPS) to find out association of
perfectionism to variables of anxiety, loneliness, and parental perfectionism. Frost’s
MPS was translated to Turkish (Misirhi-Tasdemir & Ozbay, 2004) and reliability
and validity studies were conducted with high school students. Also, Tuncer and
Voltan-Acar (2006) studied the relationship between anxiety and perfectionism and
found a significant difference among a sample of university students using Frost’s
MPS. Erbzkan (2008) also investigated perfectionism and depression levels of
university students and found that male students had higher perfectionism scores
compared to female students. Similarly, an association was found between
perfectionism and loneliness with a sample of university students (Arslan, Hamarta,
Ure, & Ozyesil, 2010). It was reported that loneliness was positively correlated with
Concern Over Mistakes, Parental Criticism, and Doubts about Actions while it was
negatively correlated with the organization subscale of perfectionism. Camadan
(2010) studied parental perfectionism and how it is related to children’s perfectionist
tendencies using a sample of secondary school students. A meaningful relationship
was found between mothers’ and female participants’ scores on the following
subscales of perfectionism: Organization, Doubts About Actions, and Parental
Expectations. Besides, there was a positive relationship between male participants’
perfectionism and their parents’ perfectionism scores on Parental Expectations of

FMPS. However, Concern Over Mistakes and Personal Standards did not have any
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meaningful relationship in respect to parental perfectionism in both genders
(Camadan, 2010). Most recently, Yildizbas and Topuz (2014) investigated
demographic variables and achievement as indicators of  prospective language
teachers’ perfectionist tendencies. Findings revealed that demographic variables
such as gender and parenting attitudes creates a significant difference in the
perfectionism scores of teacher candidates. While male teacher candidates had higher
scores on Concern Over Mistakes and Parental Criticism subscales, female teacher
candidates had higher scores for Organization subscale. For perceived parental
attitudes, participants with authoritarian families were significantly higher than other
groups according to the Parental Expectations of FMPS. Also, Organization scores of
authoritarian families were found to be higher than protective families.

There are other studies that used Flett’s Multidimensional Perfectionism
Scale (MPS) to measure perfectionism scores with Turkish samples. The relationship
of perfectionism with psychological variables such as depression and shyness were
examined in the studies. Flett’s MPS was translated to Turkish by Oral (1999).
Reliability and validity analysis were conducted with a sample of university students.
In the study, the relationship between dimensions of perfectionism, depressive
symptoms and stressful life events were investigated. While self-oriented and other-
oriented perfectionism were found to be negatively correlated with depression,
socially-prescribed perfectionism was positively related to depression. Also, results
revealed that participants varied according to some demographic variables in relation
to perfectionism scores. Sun-Selisik (2003) studied perfectionism and helpless
explanatory style as a function of gender in a university sample. Findings showed no
significant relation between those variables. Similarly, Saya (2006) studied the
relationship between attachment styles and perfectionism as a function of gender
among high school students. No significant results were found between
perfectionism scores and attachment styles with respect to gender. Koydemir (2006)
investigated the relationship between perfectionism and shyness with a sample of

university students. Results of the study revealed a significant relation for socially-

21



prescribed perfectionism and shyness and a positive relationship between socially-
prescribed perfectionism and fear of negative evaluation. In Blyiikbayraktar and
Ure (2014)’s study, relationship between perfectionism and anger was examined
among university students and a positive relationship was found. Also, gender
differences among subscales of perfectionism was reported in the study.

Another perfectionism scale that has been used in Turkish literature was
Kirdok (2004)’s “Olumlu ve Olumsuz Miikemmeliyetgilik Olgegi” (Positive and
Negative Perfectionism Scale) that consist of two factors for positive and negative
perfectionism to measure the perfectionism trait of early adolescents. Content and
construct validity studies were done based on interviews with teachers and
reflections of students. Validity and reliability studies were held with middle school
students. It was found that reliability and validity results met expectations (Kirdok,
2004). Altun and Yazici (2010) investigated the relation between academic success
of primary school students and positive- negative perfectionism. Positive
perfectionism was positively related to academic success of primary graders while
negative perfectionism was found to be negatively correlated with success.

Lastly, there were four different translations and adaptation studies of APS-
R to Turkish literature (Slaney et al., 2001). First, Sapmaz (2006) translated APS-R
and investigated the relationship between levels of psychological symptoms for non-
perfectionists, adaptive perfectionists, and maladaptive perfectionists. Reliability
and validity studies were held among university students and results displayed a
four-factor model for Turkish adaptation of APS-R. These factors were High
Standards, Order, Discrepancy as parallel to Slaney’s study, and Dissatisfaction as an
additional one. Researchers defined Standards and Order factors as indicators of
adaptive perfectionism, and Discrepancy and Dissatisfaction factors as indicators of
maladaptive perfectionism. Study results showed significant differences between
perfectionism factors (adaptive, maladaptive, and non-perfectionism) and obsessive-

compulsive symptoms, interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, hostility and
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phobic anxiety, while somatic symptoms were not related to any type of
perfectionism.

Also, Ulu (2007) translated APS-R by Slaney and colleagues (2001) and
investigated multidimensional perfectionism in respect to adult attachment and the
Big Five personality traits in her study. Reliability and validity studies of the
perfectionism scale revealed parallel results with a sample of university students
from preparatory classes. Referring to the initial hypothesis and a two factor structure
to identify adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism in the original study (Slaney,
2001), Ulu examined the two factor model excluding Order subscale questions and
crossloaded items in the two factor structure, three-factor structure of the original
scale, and four-factor structure as suggested by factor loadings according to Varimax
Rotations. However, the three-factor model with Standards, Order, and Discrepancy
was used for analysis in reference to multiple validity and reliability results of
Turkish Almost Perfect Scale-Revised. Ulu (2007) found that adaptive perfectionism
(measured by Standards) was related to Conscientiousness, Openness and
Extraversion, maladaptive perfectionism (measured by Discrepancy) was related to
Neuroticism, Anxiety and Avodience dimensions of attachment scale. Order subscale
scores were found to be related with Neuroticism, Extraversion, Conscientiousness,
and Openness traits. Later in Ulu, Tezer, and Slaney (2012)’s study was held to re-
examine the adaptation of Turkish Almost Perfect Scale-Revised and reliability
coefficients for the three-factor structure indicated good internal consistencies.

Besides, Ongen (2009) translated APS-R to Turkish and studied life
satisfaction association to multidimensional perfectionism. Reliability and validity
studies were executed with a high school student sample and results for reliability
coefficents with the three-factor structure (Standards, Order, and Discrepancy) were
satisfactory. Findings showed that maladaptive perfectionism had a negative
correlation with life satisfaction, while order and high standards as predictors of
adaptive perfectionism were positively correlated with life satisfaction. Ongen had

similar results in predicting adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism in her later
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studies. Maladaptive perfectionism was found to be a predictor of anger while high
standards were a positive indicator of verbal aggression and a negative indicator of
hostility (Ongen, 2010). In another study, adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism,
self criticism, and identity styles were found to be correlated with each other among
university students (Ongen, 2011). Results revealed an association between
information-orientation indentity style, adaptive perfectionism, and internalized self-
criticism just as a normative-orientation identity style was related to adaptive
perfectionism. While diffusive-avoidant style was found to be negatively related with
adaptive perfectionism, it was positively related to comperative self-criticism. In
addition, commitment was positively associated with adaptive perfectionism but also
negatively related with maladaptive perfectionism scores.

The last and latest crosscultural translation and adaptation of APS-R was
conducted by Aydin (2013). Validity and reliability studies were conducted with a
sample of university students from America to compare with the original study. With
a two-factor structure, omitting Order factor, with 19 item questionnaire, researchers
reported satisfactory results. Also, factor analysis was done for a Turkish university
student sample excluding Order related questions. Findings of Turkish sample
suggested a three-factor structure with High Standards, Discrepancy, and
Dissatisfaction subdimensions and revealed satisfactory coefficient reliabilities. The
cultural differences among the Turkish and American sample was discussed by
Aydin (2013).

It is evident that interest in perfectionism in Turkish literature and adaptation
studies of perfectionism scales have been increased in recent years. Research
findings support the reliability and validity of Hewit and Flett’s, Frost et al.’s
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales and translation variations of Slaney et al.’s
Almost Perfect Scale-Revised. Also, Sapmaz’s Negative and Positive Perfectionism
Scale attracted quite a bit of attention being the first generated multidimensional
perfectionism scale in Turkish literature. Study findings showed that there has been a

growing body of research about perfectionism in relation to many psychological and
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demographic variables within Turkish culture and lots of studies are of interest to

many students and people from different age groups.

2.4.2. Turkish Literature on Parenting Styles

Turkish literature related to parenting styles has found associations with
culture specific characteristics, psychological variables such as learned
resourcefulness, self-esteem, self-perception, and demographic variables such as
gender.

The parenting style measure of Lamborn and colleagues (1991) which was
translated to Turkish by Yilmaz (2000) was used in some studies in Turkish
literature. Reliability and validity studies were conducted with high school and
primary school children revealing satisfactory results for a four parenting typology:
authoritarian, authoritative, permissive/neglecting, and permissive indulgent.
Yilmazer (2007) studied associations between perceived parenting styles,
development of authonomy, and academic achievement with an early-adolescent
group of students. Authoritative parenting, either perceived from the mother or
father, was found to be a predictor of behavioral authonomy, emotional authonomy
and academic achievement of members of the early-adolescent group. Tirkel (2006)
investigated the relationship between learned resourcefulness and parenting style in
respect to gender differences among high school students. Findings disclosed that
authoritative and indulgent parenting styles led to higher levels of learned
resourcefulness compared to neglectful and authoritarian styles. Researchers
underlined the importance of high acceptance/involvement to create a difference in
learned resourcefulness in an adolescent sample.

Another measurement tool was the Parenting Style Inventory that was
developed by Kuzgun (1972, as cited in Yaprak, 2007) and revised by Eldeleklioglu
(1996). While Kuzgun suggested three parenting types according to democratic,

authoritarian, and neglecting subdimension, Eldeleklioglu increased the number of

25



subscales to five. They are as follows: democratic, authoritarian, protective-
demanding, neglecting, and repudiative including demanding, protective and
repudiative parenting subdimensions to the scale. Eldeleklioglu (1996) investigated
the association between the parental attitudes and decision making strategies of
university students. Findings revealed a positive relation for rational decision making
strategies and democratic parental attitude, and a negative correlation between
authoritarian parental attitude and rational decision making strategies. Yaprak (2007)
studied the relationship between parenting styles and self-esteem within elementary
school students. Researchers made a different classification for parenting styles
conducting a discriminant analysis with the sample and suggested four parenting
typologies as democratic, authoritarian, protective, and uninvolved. Results
suggested that higher self-esteem scores were correlated with a democratic parenting
style in comparison to other parenting styles.

Stmer and Giingdr (1999) developed a parenting style questionnaire based
on Maccoby and Martin (1983)’s suggestion based on two dimensions
(demandingness and responsiveness) to define four different parenting styles with a
university student sample in Turkish culture. Crossing dimensions of perceived
parental acceptance/involvement and strict control, Simer and Glngor (1999)
defined authoritarian, authoritative, permissive/indulgent, and permissive/neglecting
parenting styles. Findings revealed that authoritative and indulgent parenting styles
were related to having secure attachment, higher self-esteem and self-concept clarity,
and lower trait anxiety in comparison to authoritarian and neglectful styles among

university students.

2.4.3. Turkish Literature on Perfectionism and Parenting Styles

In addition, there were some specific studies focusing on perfectionism and
parenting style interaction in Turkish literature. Using Yilmaz (2000)’s Turkish
adaptation of Parenting Style Inventory and Kirdok (2004)’s Negative-Positive
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Perfectionism Scale, Tire (2011) analysed the relationship between parenting style
and perfectionism among elementary school students in relation to some
demographic variables. Perceived parenting styles showed a meaningful difference
for positive and negative perfectionism scores of students. More specifically, a
democratic parenting style for both parents correlated with positive perfectionism
with higher scores. On the other hand, a neglecting parenting style for both parents
had the lowest scores for positive perfectionism in comparison with other styles.
However, results did not disclose any consistent correlations for negative
perfectionism in respect to gender and parenting styles. Another study was conducted
by Oran-Pamir (2008) on the relatsonship between high school student’s
perfectionism and parental attitudes in respect to gender differences. Frost’s
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (Frost et al., 1990) and Parents Attitude Scale
(Kuzgun & Eldeleklioglu, 1993; 2005, as cited in Oran-Pamir, 2008) were
instruments used to investigate the relationship between variables. Findings
suggested siginificant differences between protective, democratic, and authoritarian
parenting styles of mothers and fathers for Personal Standards, Orderliness, Parental
Expectations, and Parental Criticism. Meaningful differences were obtained
according to various demographic variables including gender, grade, and educational
level of parents, as well.

In summary, there were studies in Turkish literature investigating parenting
style in respect to many variables including perfectionism. Even if there were
inconsistencies among age the groups they were studying using the same scales, the

results supported correlations and meaningful differences among the variables.
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CHAPTER 111

METHODOLOGY

Methodological details of the study are presented in this chapter. The first
section demonstrates the characteristics of the participants. The second section
introduces the data collection instruments. The procedure followed in the study is
explained in the third section. In the fourth section, the data analyses employed to
obtain the data are presented. Finally, the fifth section displays the limitations of the

study.

3.1. Participants

A convenient sampling procedure was used in the present study. Data were
collected from 613 volunteered students of five faculties at Middle East Technical
University (METU). After completing data cleaning and assumption checking
procedures, analyses were carried out with a sample of 530 (285 female and 245
male) students. Age of the students ranged between 15 and 29 with the mean of
20.40 (SD = 1.89). The distribution of the students in terms of gender, departments

and grades is presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1.
The distribution of the students by gender, faculties and grades according to number

and percentages

Female Male Total
(n=285) % (n=245) % (N=530) %
Faculty
Architecture 57 11 22 4 79 15
Arts and Sciences 70 13 53 10 123 23
Economics and Administrative 25 5 26 5 51 10
Sciences
Education 69 13 21 4 90 17
Engineering 64 12 123 23 187 35
Grade Level
Preparatory school 34 6 39 7 73 14
Freshmen 109 21 93 18 202 38
Sophomores 76 14 56 11 132 25
Juniors 47 9 29 6 76 14
Seniors 19 4 28 6 47 9

As can be seen from the table, in the sample, there were 79 (15%) students
from Faculty of Architecture, 123 (23%) students from Faculty of Arts and Sciences,
51 (10%) students from Faculty of Economics and Administrative Sciences, 90
(17%) students from Faculty of Education, and 187(35%) students from Faculty of
Engineering. There were 73 (14%) preparatory, 202 (38%) freshmen, 132 (25%)

sophomore, 76 (14%) junior, and 47 (9%) senior students.

3.2. Instruments

In the present study, two instruments were administered to the participants,
the Almost Perfect Scale to measure perfectionism (Appendix A) and the Parenting
Style Questionnaire to measure parenting styles separately for mother and father
(Appendix B).
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3.2.1. Almost Perfect Scale-Revised

The Almost Perfect Scale-Revised (APS-R) is a self-report instrument
which was developed by Johnson and Slaney (1996) and revised to measure adaptive
and maladaptive dimensions of perfectionism by Slaney and colleagues (2001). The
APS-R contains 23 items with 7 point rating scale 1 referring “strongly disagree” to
7 referring “strongly agree”. The APS-R has three subscales; Standards (7 item
referring to personal standards for performance), Discrepancy (12 items referring to
distress as a result of a perceived discrepancy between real performance and
standards), and Order (4 items referring to being organized and need for orderliness)
(Ulu, 2007; Ashby et al., 2005). Standards and Order scores were used as indicators
of adaptive perfectionism while Discrepancy scores were related to maladaptive
perfectionism.

APS-R was translated into Turkish by Ulu (2007). It was reported that the
Turkish version of APS-R also yielded three subscales as in the original scale which
are high standards, discrepancy, and order. The results of confirmatory factor
analysis yielded a GFI of .90. Factor loadings of the items ranged from .80 to .87.
Cronbach alphas were .80 for the high standards subscale, .87 for the discrepancy
subscale, and .87 for the order subscale (Ulu, Tezer, & Slaney, 2012).

3.2.1.1. Factor Structure of Turkish Version of APS-R for Present Study

Factor analysis was done using varimax rotation for APSR to examine the
dimensions with data from the present study. Preliminary factor analysis revealed
that the scale had four factor loadings with eigenvalues greater than 1. Following
primary study by Ulu (2007), factor structure was forced to three components. The
initial eigenvalues for three factor structure were as follow 7.48, 3.65, and 2.20. First
factor explores 32.53% of variance, 15.89% of variance for the second factor, and

9.58% of variance for the third factor were explained and factor loadings including
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some items being distributed among first and second factors. Results are shown in

Table 3.2.
Table 3.2.

Factor Analysis Results for Turkish Version of ASP-R for the Present Study

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
1 2

P21 81

P16 7

P19 .76

P20 15

P23 75

P13 73 34

P17 71 32

P15 .67

P11 .66 37

P9 .63

P6 .61 44

P3 40

P14 7

P8 15

P12 .33 73

P1 .66

P18 .56

P22 40 55

P5 51

P4 .92
P2 .88
P7 .85
P10 .80

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

As seen in Table 3.2., factor loadings and items grouped under subscales

were found parallel to Ulu (2007)’s findings.
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loadings on the components, three groups were attained in line with the original
study (Ulu, 2007; Ulu & Tezer, 2010; Ulu et al., 2012) and matrix loadings for
expected groups were higher than others and satisfactory.

In the present study Cronbach alpha coefficient reliability of the Standards
subscale was found as .81, .91 for Discrepancy subscale, and .90 for Order subscale.

3.2.2. Parenting Styles Questionnaire

The Parenting Style Questionnaire is a self-report instrument which was
developed by Sumer and Giingor (1999) based on dimensions suggested by Maccoby
and Martin (1983) and classification system suggested by Steinberg et al. (1992). It is
a 22 item questionnaire with 5 point rating scale 1 referring “not at all true” to 5
referring “completely true”. Participants were expected to fill out questionnaires for
their mothers and fathers separately. Close supervision/control and acceptance/love
are the dimensions that were used to define four different parenting styles:
authoritative, authoritarian, permissive/indulgent, and permissive/neglecting.

Accordingly, those whose scores are above the median on both dimensions
were grouped as ‘“authoritative”; those scores which are above the median on
acceptance/love and below the median on close supervision/control dimensions are
grouped as “permissive/indulgent”; scores which are above the median on close
supervision/control dimension and below the median on acceptance/love dimension
are grouped as “authoritarian”; and finally, scores which are below the median on
both dimensions are labeled as “permissive/neglecting”. Siimer and Giingdr (1999)
reported Cronbach alpha reliabilities of acceptance/love dimension for mothers and
fathers as .94, while close supervision/control was reported for mothers as .80 and
for fathers as .70.
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3.2.2.1. Factor Structure of Parenting Style Questionnaire for Present Study

To investigate the dimensions data were factor analyzed using varimax
rotation for Parenting Style Inventory separately for fathers and mothers. The first
factor analysis for fathers’ parenting style suggested that the scale consisted of three
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. Some of the items were found to be
distributed among other factors. Component factor analysis was run for the second
time with limiting the factor numbers to two as it was suggested in the original study
(Simer & Giingdr, 1999). The findings supported factor loading (See Table 3.3.) and
commonalities in two components with explaining 32.60% of variance for first factor
and 20.21% of variance for second factor. The eigenvalues were 7.17 for the first and

4.44 for the second factor.
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Table 3.3.
Factor Loadings of Parenting Styles Questionnaire-Analyze for Fathers

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
1 2
F7 .84
F5 .82
F15 .80
F1 .80
F3 7
F19 A7
F9 75
F11 -74
F21 -.73
F13 =72
F17 46 -.33
F6 .78
F2 .76
F18 12
F12 12
F4 67
F22 .64
F16 .62
F8 -.35 .61
F14 .59
F10 .56
F20 34 52

Similar to the factor analysis for fathers’ parenting style, the first factor
analysis for data collected for mothers suggested that the scale consisted of four
factors with eigenvalues greater than 1. Some of the items had loadings for more than
one factor without any meaningful cluster. Component factor analysis was run for
one more time with limiting the factor numbers to two in accordance with original

study. The factor analysis results indicated commonalities in two components with
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explaining 31.15% of variance for first factor and 15.40% of variance for second
factor. The eigenvalues of factors were 6.85 for the first one and 3.38 for the second

one and factor loadings are stated in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4.
Factor Loadings of Parenting Styles Questionnaire-Analyze for Mothers

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component
1 2
M7 80
M5 79
M15 77
M1 76
M3 72
M9 69
M11 -,68
M19 68
M13 -,66
M21 -50 43
M4 71
M6 70
M12 ,66
M2 ,66
M3 64
M22 ,62
M18 62
M10 61
M16 61
M14 ,58
M17 -,46
M20 41




In the present study, for mothers, Cronbach reliabilities were found for
acceptance/love dimension as .89, for close supervision/control dimension as .84. For
fathers, reliabilities were .92 for acceptance/love dimension, and .86 for close

supervision/control dimension.

3.3. Procedure

Before implementing the instruments, required permissions were gathered
from METU Human Research Ethics Committee. Appointments were arranged with
instructors of various departments before administering the questionnaires. Data
were collected in November-December 2013. All participants volunteered to take
part in the study. Anonymity of participant responses and confidentiality of data were
guaranteed. Questionnaires were administered to the students in the classrooms
during class hours. Completion of all instruments took approximatelyl5 to 20

minutes.

3.4. Data Analysis

The statistical tests used to analyze the data were exploratory factor
analysis, Cronbach alpha coefficients for internal consistency estimates of reliability,
Pearson product moment correlations, and multivariate analysis of variance. As for
the main analyses, two separate, i.e., one for mother and one for father, 2 (gender) X
4 (parenting styles) MANOVA was employed to three perfectionism scores
(Standards, Discrepancy, Order) of the participants. Before conducting MANOVA,
participants were assigned to four parenting style categories based on their scores
obtained from each of the two dimensions: demandingness (supervision/control) and
responsiveness (acceptance/love). As it was previously explained, participants whose

scores were above the median on both dimensions (close supervision/control and
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acceptance/love) were assigned to the group of authoritative parenting style.
Participants with scores below the median on both dimensions (close
supervision/control and acceptance/love dimensions) were assigned the
permissive/neglecting parenting style type. Participants with scores below the
median on acceptance/love and above the median on close supervision/control
dimensions were assigned to the group of authoritarian parenting style. Finally, those
whose scores were above the median on acceptance/love and below the median on
close supervision/control dimensions were considered as permissive indulgent

parenting style. IBM SPSS 22.0 program was used to analyze data.

3.5. Limitations of the Study

There were some limitations to the current study. First, via convenient
sampling procedure the data was collected from only one campus university in
Ankara. Therefore the sample may not be generalized to all university students.
Second, the sample included university students which may display certain
developmental characteristics, therefore it should be remembered they may differ
from other age groups of individuals in terms of the variables. Third, all measures of
the study were self-reported in nature which may be a threat to internal validity.
Lastly, the correlational design of the current study does not allow us to verify causal

link among variables.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

In the first section of this chapter, descriptive statistics of the study variables
are presented. The second section includes the presentations of the assumptions of
multivariate analysis of variance. Finally, the third and the fourth section present the

results of multivariate analysis of variance for mothers and fathers, respectively.

4.1. Descriptive Statistics of the Study Variables

The means and standard deviations of the variables used in the present study
were presented in Table 4.1. These variables were Standards, Discrepancy and Order
subscale scores of Almost Perfect Scale-Revised and acceptance/love
(responsiveness) and close supervision/control (demandingness) dimensions of

Parenting Style Inventory.
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Table 4.1.
Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables of the Study by Gender

Variables Female Male Total
(n = 285) (n = 245)
n M SD N M SD N M SD

Perfectionism

Standards 285 5.08 107 245 516 116 530 512 111
Discrepancy 285 3.67 134 245 371 130 530 3.69 132
Order 285 452 165 245 433 166 530 4.43 1.66

Parenting
Style
Dimensions

Mother

Close
supervision/control

285 243 74 244 242 68 529 242 71
Acceptance/love 285 400 .73 244 384 66 529 393 .70
Father

Close

. 282 226 .79 239 235 .75 521 230 .77
supervision/control

Acceptance/love 282 3.56 91 239 344 .86 521 350 .89

As can be seen from the table, female participants’ mean scores for
perfectionism subscales were ranged from 3.67 to 5.08 while male participants’
perfectionism subscale scores were between 3.71 and 5.16. In parenting style
dimensions mothers’ close supervision/control scores were 2.42 in all groups in
respect to gender and mean scores of mothers’ acceptance/love dimension were

between 3.84 and 4.00. Similarly father parenting style scores for acceptance/love
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were ranged from 3.44 to 3.56 and for close supervision/control participants’ mean

scores were ranged from 2.26 to 2.35 for fathers.

4.2. Assumptions of Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Before conducting analysis for this study, all assumptions for multivariate
analysis were checked. All dependent variables were expected to be distributed
normally. In order to test normality assumption, Skewness, Kurtosis values, visual
inspection of histograms and Q-Q plots were checked. Skewness and Kurtosis values
for standards variable (-.428 and -.196), discrepancy variable (.213 and -.536), and
order variable (-.249 and -.799) were within normal values. Besides, Standards
variable with M =5.12 (SD = 1.11), Discrepancy variable with M = 3.68 (SD = 1.32),
and Order variable with M = 4.43 (SD = 1.65) values suggested normal distribution.

Pearson correlations were implemented for all dependent variables to test
MANOVA assumption which requires a moderate correlation between all dependent
variables (Meyer, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006). The results have shown that a
meaningful correlation was observed among all variables (See Table 4.2.) and
linearity assumption was not violated with all variables. In addition, a moderate
correlation between all dependent variables revealed that absence of multicollinearity
assumption was not violated. Moreover, the Box’s M values were 40,480 for
mothers’ parenting style (p = .576) and 53,583 for fathers’ parenting style (p = .128)
suggesting a non-significance according to p < .05 which indicates that
homoscedasticity assumption was not violated (Meyer, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006).
Bearing in mind that Turkish version of APS-R is a self-reported questionnaire
administered to participants individually: independence of observation assumption
was not violated. However, fulfilling same questions for both parents in Parenting
Style Scale could be a treat to independent observation assumption for the scale.

Considering all the findings besides large sample size (n = 530), the covariance
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matrix between groups were assumed to be equal for the purposes of multivariate
analysis of variance.

Table 4.2.
Correlations Matrix of All Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Gender 1

2.Standards .038 1

3.Discrepancy 013  413** 1

4.0rder -055  .343** |190** 1

5.MothersCS/C  -.118** 099 -.153** ,134** 1

6.MotherL/A -.069 059  -164** [119** 542** 1

7.FathersCS/C -.002 099  244** 067 -.366** -.141** 1
8. FathersL/A .058 035 .171** 051 -.203** -215** .540** 1

**1<0.01

4.3. Results of Multivariate Analysis of Variance

Before MANOVA, as it was explained in the Method Chapter, four groups of
parenting styles, namely, authoritative, authoritarian, permissive/indulgent, and
permissive/neglecting, were identified separately for mothers and fathers.
Accordingly, those whose scores are above the median on both acceptance/love and
close supervision/control dimensions were grouped as “authoritative”; those scores
which are above the median on acceptance/love and below the median on close
supervision/control dimensions are grouped as “permissive/indulgent”; scores which
are above the median on close supervision/control dimension and below the median
on acceptance/love dimension are grouped as “authoritarian”; and finally, scores
which are below the median on both dimensions are labeled as

“permissive/neglecting”.
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For the purpose of investigating the differences between three perfectionism
scores of male and female students as a function of authoritative, authoritarian,
permissive/indulgent, and permissive/neglecting parenting styles, a 2 (gender) X 4
(parenting style groups) MANOVA was employed to the three perfectionism scores
(Standard, Discrepancy, Order) of the participants, separately for mothers and for

fathers.

4.3.1. Results of Multivariate Analysis for Mothers

The means and standard deviation of perfectionism scores of female and male
students in terms of four groups of parenting styles of mothers are presented in Table
4.3.

Table 4.3.
Means and Standard Deviations of Perfectionism Scores According to Gender and
Parenting Style for Mother’s Scale

Perfectionism Dimensions Gender Parenting Style of Mother n M SD

Standards Female Authoritative 54 5.17 1.02
Authoritarian 76 5.09 1.09

Permissive Indulgent 108 5.10 1.08

Permissive Neglecting 47 4.90 1.08

Male  Authoritative 37 5,57 1.05

Authoritarian 97 5.03 1.07

Permissive Indulgent 61 5.25 1.32

Permissive Neglecting 49 5.06 1.14

Total Authoritative 91 5.33 1.05

Authoritarian 173 5.06 1.08

Permissive Indulgent 169 5,16 1.17

Permissive Neglecting 96 4.98 1.11

Discrepancy Female Authoritative 54 3.85 1.22
Authoritarian 76 4.14 1.34

Permissive Indulgent 108 3.24 1.32

Permissive Neglecting 47 3,71 1.24

Male  Authoritative 37 3.96 1.15
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Authoritarian 97 3.90 1.19

Permissive Indulgent 61 3.36 1.43
Permissive Neglecting 49 3.57 1.35

Total  Authoritative 91 3.89 1.19
Authoritarian 173 4.01 1.26
Permissive Indulgent 169 3.28 1.36
Permissive Neglecting 96 3.64 1.29

Order Female Authoritative 54 475 1.54
Authoritarian 76 4.34 1.79
Permissive Indulgent 108 4.66 1.65
Permissive Neglecting 47 4.20 1.50

Male  Authoritative 37 476 151
Authoritarian 97 447 155
Permissive Indulgent 61 4.10 1.88
Permissive Neglecting 49 4.07 1.66

Total  Authoritative 91 475 1.52
Authoritarian 173 4.41 1.66
Permissive Indulgent 169 4.46 1.75
Permissive Neglecting 96 4.13 1.58

The results of MANOVA yielded significant multivariate effects for mothers’
parenting style groups (Wilk’s Lambda = .915, partial eta squared = .998). No
significant main effects for gender and gender X mothers’ parenting style groups’
interaction effect were found.

Given the significance of the overall test, the univariate main effect results
for mothers’ parenting style groups for each perfectionism dimension were
examined. The significant univariate main effect of mothers’ parenting style groups
were obtained for Discrepancy F (3, 521) = 9.394, p<.05, partial eta squared =.051.
However, there were no significant main effect for Standards (F (3,521) =2.3,
p=.076, partial eta squared=.013) and for Order (F (3,521) = 2.205, p=.087, partial
eta squared =.013) dimensions.

The results of post hoc analyses to the MANOVA by using the Benferroni

method revealed only one significant difference in Discrepancy scores (F (3,528) =
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9.394, p = .000, partial eta squared = .997). The results of Tukey test showed that,
the Discrepancy scores of those who perceived their mothers as permissive/indulgent
(M = 3.28) significantly different from those who perceived their mothers as
authoritative (M = 3.89) and who perceived their mothers as authoritarian (M = 4.01).

Differences between other groups were not found as significant.

4.3.2. Results of Multivariate Analysis for Fathers

The means and standard deviation of perfectionism scores in respect to
gender of students and four parenting styles of fathers were presented in Table 4.4

Table 4.4.
Standard Deviations and Means of Perfectionism Scores According to Gender and

Parenting Styles of Fathers

Perfectionism Dimensions Gender Parenting Style of Father n M SD

Standards Female Authoritative 75 5.28 1.09
Authoritarian 66 4.88 1.02

Permissive/Indulgent 82 5.05 1.03

Permissive/Neglecting 59 5.06 1.14

Male Authoritative 54 5.36 .88

Authoritarian 84 5.02 1.18

Permissive/Indulgent 58 5.08 1.39

Permissive/Neglecting 43 5.27 1.09

Total Authoritative 129 5.31 1.01

Authoritarian 150 4.96 1.11

Permissive/Indulgent 140 5.06 1.18

Permissive/Neglecting 102 5.15 1.12

Discrepancy Female Authoritative 75 3.60 1.10
Authoritarian 66 4.01 1.30

Permissive/Indulgent 82 3.31 1.37

Permissive/Neglecting 59 3.84 1.49

Male Authoritative 54 3.85 1.02

Authoritarian 84 3.93 1.27
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Permissive/Indulgent 58 3.28 1.35

Permissive/Neglecting 43 3.82 1.42

Total Authoritative 129 3.70 1.07
Authoritarian 150 3.96 1.28
Permissive/Indulgent 140 3.30 1.36
Permissive/Neglecting 102 3.83 1.45

Order Female Authoritative 75 4.66 1.52
Authoritarian 66 4.44 1.63
Permissive/Indulgent 82 4.70 1.66
Permissive/Neglecting 59 4.10 1.78

Male Authoritative 54 439 171
Authoritarian 84 4.41 1.60
Permissive/Indulgent 58 4.29 1.81
Permissive/Neglecting 43 4.19 1.56

Total Authoritative 129 4.55 1.60
Authoritarian 150 4.42 1.61
Permissive/Indulgent 140 453 1.73
Permissive/Neglecting 102 4.14 1.68

The results of MANOVA yielded significant multivariate effects for fathers’
parenting style groups (Wilk’s Lambda = .923, partial eta squared = .993). No
significant main effects for gender and gender X fathers’ parenting style groups’
interaction effect were found.

Univariate main effect results for fathers’ parenting style groups for each
perfectionism dimension were examined in light of multivariate results. Significant
univariate main effect of fathers’ parenting style groups were obtained for
Discrepancy (F (3, 513) = 6.830, p<.05, partial eta squared =.038) and Standards (F
(3, 513) =2.629, p=.05, partial eta squared =.015). However, there was no significant
main effect for Order dimension, F (3,513) = 1.171, p=.320, partial eta squared
=.007.

The results of post hoc analyses to the MANOVA by using the Benferroni
method elicited significant differences both in Standards scores F (3,520) = 2.629, p
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= .05, partial eta squared = .643) and Discrepancy scores (F (3,520) = 6.830, p =
.000, partial eta squared = .977). The results of Tukey test showed that Standard
scores of those who perceived their fathers as authoritative (M = 5.31) significantly
differed from those who perceived their fathers as authoritarian (M = 4.96). The
results of Tukey test also indicated that Discrepancy scores of those who perceived
that their fathers as permissive/indulgent (M = 3.30) significantly differed from
authoritative (M = 3.71) and authoritarian (M = 3.97). Differences between other

groups were not found to be significant.
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CHAPTER YV

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter is devoted to conclusions acquired from the findings of the
current study. In the first section, the relationship between dimensions of
perfectionism and parenting styles of mothers and fathers are discussed in light of
findings; in the second, and third sections the implications and recommendations for

future studies are presented respectively.

5.1. Discussion

Reseach results revealed that those who perceived their mothers as
authoritative and authoritarian had significantly higher Discrepancy scores than those
who perceived their mothers as permissive/indulgent. A similar pattern obtained for
fathers, indicating that Discrepancy scores of those who perceived their fathers as
authoritative and authoritarian were significantly higher than those who perceived
their fathers as permissive/indulgent. The results also yielded that those who
perceived their fathers as authoritative had significantly higher Standards scores than

those who perceived their fathers as authoritarian.

Overall, the findings of the study seemed to suggest one common pattern for
mothers and fathers indicating that, as compared to permissive/indulgent parenting,
authoritative and autoritarian parenting led participants to experience more

maladaptive perfectionism, i.e., sense of distress as a result of a perceived
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discrepancy between real performance and standards set or imposed by their parents
or society at large. That is, parental expectations and demandingness function as
indicators for developing maladaptive perfectionism. When dimensions defining
parenting were taken into account, close supervision and control determine the
difference between authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive/indulgent parenting
characteristics. Similar results were obtained with earlier studies in the literature. As
Frost and his collegues (1991) indicated demanding parents and perceived parental
harshness suggested direct a relation with developing perfectionism. Similarly,
Kawamura and colleagues (2002) asserted a direct connection between harsh,
authoritarian parenting and maladaptive perfectionism in children. Considering
difference between perceptions of children and parents’ self-reflections for parenting
styles, further research is needed for explanation of maladaptive perfectionism in

connection with parenting styles among different age groups of children.

The differences in fathers’ authoritative parenting style leading to higher
Standards scores of perfectionism than authoritarian style seemed worthy of
emphasis. That is, participants who perceive their fathers as embracing an
authoritative style (giving verbal reasoning with higher acceptance, expressing
attention and love) develop more adaptive perfectionism than authoritarian style
(obedience demanding and controlling). Since fathers, in comparison to mothers,
were found to be more dominant and leave little authority to children in the Turkish
family system (Schonpflug, 2001), current research supported the idea of an
authoritative family system and giving fathers a role with control dimension besides
showing their love and acceptance to support adaptive perspective of perfectionistic
tendency. Considering the adaptive nature of Standards scores of perfectionism,

these results needed further examination.

When Order dimension of perfectionism is considered, no significant result
was found for either parenting style of fathers or mothers with the sample in this

study. As it was suggested by Slaney and collegues (2006), Order dimension
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measures only normal orderliness but is not related to adaptive perfectionism as it
was originally designed. In the present study, results did not reveal any meaningful

explanation for being neat and orderly in relation to parenting styles.

The gender of participants was not a determining factor on perfectionism or
the interaction of perfectionism and parenting styles. In the present study, we
expected to find significant gender difference both in participants and on their
perceptions regarding their mothers and fathers. A study by Flett and colleagues
(1995) suggested a meaningful gender difference for males reporting higher
perceived authoritarian parenting from their mother. Similarly, Kawamura and
colleagues (2002) suggested a difference between female and male college students
for adaptive and maladaptive perfectionism scores in respect to their cultural
backgrounds. While Asian females but not males, Caucasian male and females
showed a difference in maladaptive perfectionism scores in relation to authoritative
parenting, no meaningful gender based difference was found for adaptive
perfectionism. Moreover, supporting a gender difference, Brand and colleagues
(2011) found meaningful difference between perceptions of female athletes and male
athletes regarding parenting styles. Female athletes were asserted to report on more
positive and supportive parenting characteristics and less in negative ones. Different
from all related previous research findings, the current study revealed no significant
difference in respect to gender.

When nature of study and implementation of scales are considered, acquiring
similar results for mothers’ and fathers’ parenting styles in relation to perfectionism
was questionable. Implementing a parenting style scale that requires evaluating
fathers and mothers separately was intentional to elicit gender differences in parent-
child relationships. As it was suggested in studies that were held among university
students, significant gender difference was found in the ways parents interact with
their daugthers and sons (Stephens, 2009). However, answering same scale for both
parents, one after another, might have jeopardized the independence of observation

in students’ reflections for parents. Also, without emphasizing differences in their
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relations with each parent may have resulted in a generalization of perceptions for
mothers’ and fathers’ parental attitudes. It is suggested that for future studies,
emphasisshould be placed on gender differences for participants and parents, with

additional means of obtaining information.

5.2. Implications

The current study fulfills the expectations of possible interaction between
perceived parenting styles and perfectionism tendencies of individuals. Significant
findings among different parenting styles to perfectionism underlines an important
factor: child-parent relationship. Working with families and parents to increase their
awareness about how their parenting styles have an effect on their child’s healthy
development would be best preventive practice. Results of the study serve as a guide
for young adults, and future parents to understand their parenting styles. Moreover,
it would be helpful for university students to make sense out of relationship with
their parents and understand how they are affected

Also, practitioners and counselors working with young adults may benefit
from the study results. Understanding university students’ developmental milestones
and their interactions with family would be assistance in working on perfectionism
related outcomes in students’ life. It is crucial to underline the multidimentional
nature of perfectionism, as supported with the study results. Evaluating perfectionism
as a trait characteristics to shape perceptions and attitudes toward every day
experiences would make a difference in individuals’ lives. Undestanding the
perfectionism concept would help practitioners and university students work on
their perceptions and experienced discrepancies in counseling process. Also,
underlying perfectionism as an adaptive concept which is defined with personal
high standards would lead both young adults and professionals working with them

to obtain a more positive focus on setting high self expectations.
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However, the sample of university students with a convenient sampling
comes up as a restriction to a generalization of the study. First, participants are from
one of the high achieving universities of Ankara and Turkey in general. An ideal
random sampling method was not possible to have an actual representation of all
university students and from different universities considering applicability of the
study with present conditions. Therefore volunteer students from various
departments were provided to take part in the study. For future studies, paying
attention to student characteristics and chosing a sample from universities randomly
would provide support for literature in related area.

It should be noted that working with a high achieving group of university
students had its own consequences in the study. Naturally, the sample group
consisted of university students who are achievement-oriented based on their
preferences in university choice. Therefore, setting high standards for themselves is
one of the characteristics of current sample that cannot be ignored which is also a
defining factor of perfectionism. Parallel to sample features, study results revealed
higher mean scores of High Standards dimension in comparison to other dimensions
of perfectionism.

Moreover, working with university students for evaluating self in terms of
perfectionism and their parents to find out their perceived parenting styles had both
positive and negative aspects. The university education process and being in the
young adult period of their life was a defining factor in choosing university students
as a sample. As explained before, perfectionism is still a compelling issue in the
literature with various perspectives in definitons, in respect to abstract nature of
concepts, evaluating self requires a certain frame of mind to reflect properly. Also,
considering their relations with their parents and how they are effected from their
attitudes throughout their lives demands a certain level of maturity and critical
approach. A sample consisting of university students was fulfilling those

requirements for the benefit of the study. As a suggestion for future research
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addressing same subject, parental reflections about their parenting styles besides

students’ evaluation of their parents may be collected as additional data.

5.3. Recommendations

This study functions as a base to study in detail perfectionism and parenting
styles in different age groups and with sample of university students. To look for
indepth information for reasons of perfectionism trait, a qualitative research style
would be more effective in exploring interaction between perfectionism and other
related factors. Since the current study only reveals the interaction between
perfectionism, gender, and parenting style, further research is needed to obtain
causation from a wider perspective. Based on their academic success and
achievement oriented characteristics, a convenient sample of a campus university
students’ perceptions for parenting styles had been examined. However, variations in
results are more likely to be obtained with university students from other universities
all over Turkey. Last but not the least, drawing students’ attention to differences
between interactions with mothers and fathers would be helpful in identifying
gender based differences among a new sample for future research.
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APPENDIX A

TURKISH VERSION OF ALMOST PERFECT SCALE- REVISED
(OLUMLU-OLUMSUZ MUKEMMELIYETCILIK OLCEGI)
Liitfen her bir ifadenin size ne kadar uydugunu, size uygun rakama (X) isareti
koyarak belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Hic Tamamen
Katilmiyorum Katiliyorum

1.Iste veya okuldaki performansimla ilgili standartlarim
yuksektir.*

4. Derli toplu olmak benim i¢in 6nemlidir.* 1123|415

6. Elimden gelenin en iyisi bana asla yeterince iyi gibi
gelmez. *

*Example items were given for each dimension of APS-R.
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APPENDIX B

PARENTING STYLE QUESTIONNAIRE
(COCUK YETISTIRME STILLERI OLCEGI)

Asagida, anneniz ve babanizla olan iligkileriniz hakkinda climleler verilmistir.
Sizden istenen, ¢ocuklugunuzu ve genel olarak anne-babamzla iliskinizi
diisiinerek her bir cimlenin sizin i¢in ne derece dogru oldugunu ilgili yeri
isaretleyerek belirtmenizdir. Bunu anne ve babaniz i¢in ayr1 ayr1 yapmanizi
istemekteyiz. Higbir maddenin dogru veya yanlis cevabi yoktur. Onemli olan her
ctimle ile ilgili olarak kendi durumunuzu dogru bir sekilde yansitmanizdir. Anne
ve/veya babanizi1 kaybetmisseniz yetismenizde en cok katkisi olan Kisiyi goz
oniine alimz.

Hic dogru degil Dosdru degil Kismen dogSru Dogru Cok dogru
1 2 3 4 5

ANNE M/BABAM

Her davranigim siki sikiya kontrol 1 2 3 4 3)
etmek isterdi *
Nasil davranacagim ya da ne 1 2 3 4 )

yapacagim konusunda bana hep
yararl fikirler vermistir *

*Example items are given for each dimension
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APPENDIX C
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

(DEMOGRAFIK BiLGI FORMU)

Degerli Katilimei,

Bu ¢alismada kisilerin kendileriyle ilgili diisiincelerini ve anne-babalart ile
iligkilerini tanimlamaya yonelik sorular yer almaktadir. Liitfen anketi bireysel
diisiincelerinizi ve deneyimlerinizi dikkate alarak cevaplayiniz. Sorularin dogru veya
yanlig cevabi yoktur. Vereceginiz her tiirlii bilgi gizli tutulacak ve sadece arastirma

icin kullanilacaktir.

Yardiminiz ve katiliminiz i¢in simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederiz.

Gizem Alvan

ODTU Egitim Bilimleri BSliimii

Demografik Bilgiler

1. Cinsiyet: ( )Kadin ( )Erkek

2. Y aSINIZ: oot

3. BOIIMUNUZ: ..o

4.SIIfINIZ: Lo

5. Anne-babaniz hayatta mi1? ( ) Evet () Hayir (Hangisini

kaybettiginizi belirtiniz): .......................

72



APPENDIX D
TURKISH SUMMARY

(TURKCE OZET)

UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERT ARASINDA MUKEMMELIYETCILIK VE
ALGILANAN COCUK YETISTIRME STiLI

Mikemmeliyetcilik psikoloji alanyazininda son yillarda ¢ok ragbet goren bir
konu olmustur. Cok caligilan bir konu baslig1 olmasina ragmen miikemmeliyetciligin
tammina iliskin degisiklik goriisler mevcuttur. Ornegin, Flett ve Hewitt (2002) bu
farkliliklar1 ii¢ baglik altinda toplamislardir. Bunlar; miikkemmeliyetciligin degismez
bir 6zellik mi yoksa bir durum mu oldugu, tek boyutlu ya da ¢ok boyutlu bir yapiya
sahip olmas1 ve olumlu veya olumsuz sonuglar dogurdugudur. Ozellik ve durum
karsilagtirmasin1 goz Onilinde bulundurdugumuzda kaynaklarda miikemmeliyetgilik
ile motivasyon, basari, iyilik hali (Stoeber & Rambow, 2007); 6zsaygi (Stumpf &
Parker, 2000); oOzelestiri, baghlik (Grzegorek ve digerleri, 2004) gibi kisilik
ozellikleri iliskisini inceleyen bir ¢ok arastirmaya rastlanir. Boyutlar agisindan
incelendiginde ise ¢ok boyutlu miikemmeliyet¢iligin olumlu ve olumsuz sonuglar
doguran yapisiyla birbirinden ayrildig: gériilmektedir (Frost ve digerleri, 1990; Rice,
Slaney ve Ashby, 1998; Suddarth ve Slaney, 2001). Hamachek (1978)
miikemmeliyetciligi “normal ve olumlu” ya da “nevrotik ve islevsiz” olarak
gruplandiran arastirmacilarin  basinda gelir. Bu gruplamaya dayanarak Slaney ve
Ashby (1996) miikemmeliyet¢iligi agiklayan {i¢ onemli 6zelligi ortaya koymuslardir;
kisisel performans i¢in ylksek standartlar belirlemek, gercek performans ve beklenen
performans arasindaki farkliliktan kaynaklanan celigkiyi ve stresi yasamak ve son
olarak diizenli ve tertipli olmak. Bu ayirici tanimlamalart kullanarak Slaney ve

arkadaslar1 (2001) “Yiiksek Standartlar”, “Celiski” ve * Diizen” alt gruplariyla

73



Olumlu- Olumsuz Miikemmeliyetcilik Olgegini (Almost Perfect Scale- Revised)
olusturmuslardir. “Yiiksek Standartlar” alt oOlgegi olumlu miikemmeliyetcilik
degerlerine isaret ederken “Celigki” alt Ol¢egi olumsuz mikemmeliyet¢iligi
belirlemektedir. Temelde “Diizen” alt Olgeginin de olumlu miikkemmeliyetgilik
Olcmesi beklense de daha sonraki arastirmalar ( 6rnegin Slaney, Rice ve Ashby,
2002) Diizen alt 6l¢eginin normal seviyede bir diizenlilik 6l¢tiigiinii, olumlu-olumsuz

miikemmeliyetcilik arasinda ayirt edici bir rol tistlenmedigini géstermistir.

Frost ve arkadaslar1 (1990) miikemmeliyetciligi aciklarken ¢ok boyutlu bir
yaklasim benimsemistir. Alt boyutlar bireyin kendini degerlendirmesi, yaptig isteki
performans kaygisi ve siiphe, ebeveynlerin beklentileri konusunda kaygi duyma ve
diizenli, tertipli olma endisesi gibi 6zellikleri kapsamaktadir. Belirtilen 6zelliklere
dayanarak  Frost'un  Cokboyutlu  Miikemmeliyetgilik ~ Olgegi  (Frost’s
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale, 1991) olusturulmustur. Alt boyutlar “Hata
yapma kaygist”, “Kisisel standartlar”, “Ebeveyn beklentiler1”, “Ebeveynden gelen
elestriler”, “Yaptiklar1 konusunda kuskuya diisme” ve “Diizenlilik” olarak
belirlenmistir. Anne baba ile olan etkilesimi dikkate alan bu yaklagimda sadece
olumsuza  odaklanilmaktadir. ~ Sonra  yapilan  arastirmalarda  Frost’un
mitkemmeliyetcilik 6lcegi kullanilarak celigkili sonuglar elde edilmistir ve 6lgegin

yapisal ozellikleri tartisilmistir (Stober, 1998).

Miikemmeliyetgilige baska bir ¢ok boyutlu bakis agis1 Hewitt ve Flett (1991)
tarafindan getirilmistir. Beklentilerin yonelimine gore ¢cok boyutlu bir kisilik 6zelligi
olarak kabul edilen miikemmeliyetcilik i¢in ii¢ farkli ¢esit belirlenmistir; kendine
yonelik (self-oriented), baskalarma yonelik (other-oriented) ve baskalarinca
belirlenen  (socially  prescribed)  mikemmeliyetcilik.  Kendine  yonelik
miikemmeliyetgilikte, kisi kendine gergekci olmayan standartlar koyarak fazla
elestirel bir bakis agisiyla kendini degerlendirmektedir ve her zaman mikemmele
ulasmaya c¢aligmaktadir. Baskalarina yonelik miikemmeliyetcilik, kisinin belirledigi

yiiksek beklentilerin ¢evresindekiler tarafindan karsilanmasini istemesi, agir1 elestirel
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tutumu ¢evresindekilere yoOneltmesi ve basgkalarinin  miikemmel olmalarin
beklemesi olarak tanimlanmistir. Bagkalarinca belirlenen miikemmeliyetcilik, kisinin
algisina gore baskalarinin kendisine karsilanmasi gii¢ standartlar koydugunu ve
kendisini asir1 miktarda elestirdigini varsaydigi ve buna algiya goére davrandigi
mukemmeliyetgilik tipidir. Depresyon egilimi, kaygi, erteleme davranislari, sosyal
problemler gibi bir ¢ok kisisel sorunla miikemmeliyetciligin boyutlar1 arasinda
olumlu iliski bulunmustur (Flett, Blankstein, Hewitt ve Koledin, 1992; Hewitt ve
Flett, 1991; Hill ve ark., 1997). Yalnizca olumsuz odakli olan miikemmeliyetciligi

anlamlandirma ve agiklama ¢abasi alanda yeterli olmamustir.

Slaney ve arkadaslarinin (2001) ortaya koydugu olumlu-olumsuz yaklasimda
cok boyutlu miikemmeliyetcilik gelisimsel faktorler agisindan da incelenmistir.
Miikemmeliyetciligin olusmasina katkida bulunan etkenlerden biri de anne babalarin
cocuk yetistirirken benimsedikleri tutumlar olarak belirlenmistir. Alanyazinda
olumlu miikemmeliyetcilikle ebeveynlerden gelen ilgi ve yakinlik arasinda bir
baglant1 bulunurken (6rnegin, DiPrima ve ark., 2011) olumsuz mikemmeliyetgilik
ile de kati, elestirel, yiiksek beklentili ebeveyn tutumlari arasinda anlamli bir iligki
ortaya konmustur (6rnek olarak, Enns, Cox ve Clara, 2002; Frost, Lahart ve
Rosenblate, 1991). Farkli degiskenler de hesaba katilarak yapilan bu arastirmalar
cocuk yetistirme stilleri ve mitkemmeliyetgilik arasindaki iligkiye 151k tutsa da alanda
yetersiz kalmaktadir. Bu amagla, bu ¢alismada yaygin olarak kullanilan anne baba
stilleri ile son =zamanlarda gelistirilen ve kabul goren olumlu olumsuz
miikemmeliyetgilik tanimlamalart temel alimmis ve aradaki iliski Tiirk
orneklemlerine uygun bir bigimde arastirilmigtir (Stimer ve Gungor, 1999; Ulu,
2007). Baumrind (1966) anne babalarin ¢ocuk yetistirme stillerine bir agiklama
getiren ve bunlarin ¢ocuk {iizerindeki etkisini gbz Oniinde bulundurarak {i¢ temel
cocuk yetistirme stili tanimlayan oncii kisilerden biri olarak kabul edilir. Tanimlanan
bu stiller; otoriter (authoritarian), aciklayici/otoriter (authoritative) ve izin verici
(permissive) cocuk yetistirme bigimleridir. Daha sonra Maccoby ve Martin (1983)
izin verici ¢ocuk yetistirme stilini ihmalkar (neglecting) ve simartan (indulgent)
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olarak iki gruba ayirinca ileri siirdiikleri talepkarlik(demandingness) ve karsilik
verme (responsiveness) boyutlarina dayanarak dort farkli stil kabul gormiustiir.
Baumrind’in sonraki yillarda yaptigi calismalar da bu ayrimi desteklemektedir
(1991). Talepkarlik boyutunun yiiksek oldugu stillerden otoriter stilde ebeveynler
kat1 kurallar koyarak ¢ocuktan kosulsuz itaat beklemektedirler. Agiklayici/otoriter
anne babalar ise kurallar koyup bunlara uyulmasini beklerken c¢ocuklarin
bagimsizligin1 kazanmalarini desteklemektedirler. Cocuklarin davraniglarin1 kontrol
altinda tutarken aciklamalar yaparak cocuklar i¢in anlamli bir siire¢ olustururlar.
Aciklayici/otoriter stili, otoriter stilden ayiran Ozellik karsilik verme boyutunda
aciklayici/otoriter ebeveynlerin daha yiiksek ilgi ve sevgi gdstermesidir. izin
verici/simartan ve izin verici/ihmalkar anne babalarda kontrol ve talepkarlik boyutu
diisiiktiir. Fakat izin verici/simartan ebeveynler ihmalkar tipten farkli olarak ylksek
ilgi ve sevgi gosterip cocuklarin hayatiyla yakindan ilgilidirler. izin verici/ihmalkar
ebeveynlerde ise ne gocuktan olan beklentileri, cocuga sagladiklart kontrol seviyesi

yuksektir ne de ilgilenme, kabul etme ve sevgi gosterme dizeyleri yuksektir.

Kaynaklarda genclerle yapilan caligmalar, agiklayici/otoriter ebeveynlerin
cocuklarinda olumlu miikemmeliyetciligi destekledigi (Milevsky ve ark., 2007),
ergenlerin olgunluk duzeylerinin daha yiiksek oldugunu ve psikolojik veya
davranigsal sorunlarimin daha az oldugunu (Lamborn ve ark., 1991) gdstermistir.
Aciklayici/otoriter stilin aile yapisini olumlu etkiledigi, daha olumlu ve destekleyici
bir aile ortam1 yarattigi ortaya koyulmustur (McGillicuddy-De Lisi & De Lisi,
2007). Farkli kiiltiirlerde yapilan bazi g¢aligmalar da izin verici/simartan stilin
digerlerine oranla en yliksek degerlerle yiiksek Ozgiliven, kisisel beceri gibi
ozelliklerle iliskili oldugunu gostermistir (Garcia ve Garcia, 2009). Kdltirel
farkliliklar g6z 6nilinde bulundurularak alanda daha fazla ¢alismaya ihtiya¢ oldugu

anlasilmaktadir.

Tiirk alanyazininda da ilgi ¢eken konular olarak cocuk yetistirme stilleri de

mitkemmeliyetcilik degisik yaklasimlarla incelenmistir. Frost'un c¢ok boyutlu
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mitkemmeliyetcilik Slgegi kullanilarak miilkemmeliyetgilik ile endise (Tuncer ve
Voltan-Acar, 2006), yalmzlik (Arslan ve ark., 2010), basar1 (Yildizbas ve Topuz,
2014), annelerdeki ve cocuklardaki mikemmeliyetcilik (Camadan, 2010) iliskileri
aragtirtlmistir. Flett’in ¢ok boyutlu miikemmeliyetcilik dlcegi ile baglanma stilleri
(Saya, 2006), utangaclik (Koydemir, 2006), 6fke (Biiyiikbayraktar ve Ure, 2014) ve
miikemmeliyetcilik iligkisi yapilan aragtirmalar arasindadir. Bunlardan  baska,
alanyazindaki orneklerden esinlenerek Tiirk¢e olarak hazirlanmis Olumlu-Olumsuz
Miikemmeliyetcilik Olgegi ¢alismalar1 da bulunmaktadir (Kirddk, 2004). Gegerlilik
ve giivenirlik ¢aligsmalari yapilan ilk ve orta 6gretim 6grencilerine yonelik hazirlanan
Olcek, basar1 ve mitkemmeliyetgilik iligkisini inceleyen calismalarda kullanilmigtir
(0rnegin, Altun ve Yazici, 2010). Slaney ve arkadaslarinin irettigi Olumlu ve
Olumsuz Miikemmeliyetcilik Olcegi bir ¢ok arastirmaci tarafindan degisik
calismalarda Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanmistir (bknz. Aydimn, 2013; Ongen, 2009; Sapmaz,
2006; Ulu, 2007). Farkli yaklagimlarla uyarlamasi alanyazina sokulan 6lgegin Ulu
tarafindan yapilan calismada baglanma stilleri, bes faktor kisilik o6zellikleri ile
olumlu ve olumsuz mikemmeliyet¢ilik iliskisi  arastirilmistir.  Olumlu
miikemmeliyetcilik ile 6zdisiplin, deneyime aciklik, disadoniikliik arasinda pozitif
bir iliski varken nevrotiklik, baglanma kaygis1i ve kagmmanin olumsuz

mitkemmeliyetgiligi tanimlayan 6zellikler oldugu bulunmustur (Ulu, 2007).

Cocuk yetigtirme stilleri konusunda en ¢ok rastlanan, biri uyarlama {i¢ farkl
olcek kullanilmaktadir. Ilki, Lamborn ve arkadaslari (1991) tarafindan gelistirilen ve
Yilmaz (2000) tarafindan Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlanan anne baba stilleri 6l¢egidir. Yilmazer
(2007) algilanan ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri, bagimsizlik kazanma ve akademik basari
arasindaki iligkiyi arastirdiginda agiklayici/otoriter c¢ocuk yetistirme stilinin
davranigsal bagimsizlik kazanmada, duygusal bagimsizlik gelistirmede ve ylksek
akademik basarida agiklayici bir rolii oldugunu bulmustur. Diger 6lgek, Kuzgun
tarafindan gelistirilen Eldeleklioglu (1996) tarafindan  revize edilen Cocuk
Yetistirme Stilleri Envanteridir. Anne baba tutumlar1 ve karar verme stratejileri

arasindaki iliski ¢aligsilmis ve mantikli karar verme ile agiklayici/otoriter stil arasinda

77



olumlu iligski varken mantikli karar verme ile otoriter stil arasinda olumsuz iliski
oldugu saptanmistir (Eldeleklioglu, 1996). Sonuncusu, Maccoby ve Martin (1983)’
in talepkarlik ve karsiik verme iki boyutu tizerine kurulu yaklasimindan yola
cikarak kabul/ilgi ve siki denetim/kontrol boyutlarindan olusturulmus Cocuk
Yetistirme Stilleri Olgegidir (Siimer ve Giingér, 1999). Kabul/ilgi ve siki/denetim
kontrol boyutlar1 ¢aprazlanarak agiklayici/otoriter, otoriter, izin verici/simartan ve
izin verici/ihmalkar stiller tanimlanmistir.Yaptiklar1 ¢aligmada giivenli baglanma,
yiksek 6zgiliven ve belirgin benlik algisina sahip olma agiklayici/otoriter ve izin
verici/simartan ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleriyle agiklanirken bu 6zellikler otoriter ve izin

verici/ihmalkar stillerle olumsuz iliskisi ortaya konmustur.

Tiirk alanyazinda miikemmeliyet¢ilik ve ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri baz alinarak
iliskisel arastirmalar yapilmistir. Oran-Pamir (2008) ¢alismasinda kisisel standartlar,
diizenlilik, anne baba beklentileri ve ebeveynlerin elestirmesi alt basliklariyla
koruyucu, demokratik, otoriter ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri arasinda anlamli iligkiler
oldugunu gostermistir. Tire (2011)’nin arastirmast da demokratik stil ile olumlu
miitkemmeliyet¢ilik arasinda olumlu yiiksek bir skor elde etmisken ihmalkar stil ile

olumlu miikemmeliyetcilik arasinda diisiik degerler elde etmistir.

Ozetlemek gerekirse gerek milkkemmeliyetcilik gerek cocuk yetistirme stilleri
alanda ¢ok ¢alisilmis konular olmasina karsin tanimlamalarda farkli bakis agilarinin
yer almasi arastirmalarin ¢ok farkli yonlerden sonuglar elde etmelerine neden
olmustur. Son yillarda kabul goren calismalar1 6rnek alarak ve siklikla kullanilan
Olceklerden faydalanilarak (Siimer ve Glingor, 1999; Ulu, 2007) bu ¢alismada ¢ocuk
yetistirme stilleri ve olumlu olumsuz ¢ok boyutlu miikemmeliyetcilik arasindaki
iligki incelenmektedir. Bu nedenle su arastirma sorusu cevaplandirilmaya
calisilmistir: Miikemmeliyetciligin boyutlar1 olan Yiiksek Standartlar, Celiski, Diizen
ile erkek ve kiz 6grencilere gore algilanan c¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri olan otoriter,
aciklayici/otoriter, izin verici/simartan, izin verici/ihmalkar arasinda anlamli bir

farklilik var midir?
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Yontem
Orneklem

Bu arastirmaya 530 (285 kiz ve 245 erkek) Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
lisans dgrencisi goniillii olarak katilimda bulunmustur. Ogrencilerin yaslar1 15 ile 29

arasinda degisirken yas ortalamalar1 20.40’tir (SS=1.89).

Kullanilan Ol¢me Araglan
1. Olumlu Olumsuz Miikemmeliyetcilik Ol¢egi (OOMO)

Johnson ve Slaney (1996) tarafindan gelistirilen Olumlu Olumsuz
Miikemmeliyetcilik Olgegi 2001 yilinda Slaney ve arkadaslari tarafindan revize
edilmistir. 23 maddeden olusan Olgekte Standartlar, Uyusmazlik ve Diizen alt
Olgekleri bulunmaktadir. Standartlar alt 6lgegi  kisinin kendi belirledigi yiiksek
standartlar1 agiklarken olumlu miikkemmeliyet¢iligi Olgmek i¢in tasarlanmustir.
Uyusmazlik alt 6lgegi kisinin performansi ve hedeflenen standartlar arasindaki
farktan kaynaklanan huzursuzlugu agiklar ve olumsuz miikkemmeliyetgiligi
6lgmektedir. Diizen alt 6lcegi ise kisinin tertipli ve duzenli olmaya verilen dikkati,
onemi Ol¢mektedir. Gegerlilik gilivenirlik calismalar1 bir ¢ok calisma ile
kanitlanmistir (6rnek olarak Suddarth ve Slaney, 2001). Tiirk¢e’ye cevirisi ve
gecerlik, giivenirlik ¢alismalart Ulu (2007) tarafindan yapilmistir. Cronbach alfa
katsayilar1 6l¢egin toplami igin .83 iken sirasiyla alt dlgekler icin .78 .85 ve .86
olarak bulunmustur. Yapilan calismalar OOMO’nun Tiirkce versiyonunun,
amaglandigr gibi, olumlu ve olumsuz miikkemmeliyet¢iligi 6lcen giivenilir bir arag
oldugunu ortaya koymustur (Ulu, 2007). Benzer sekilde simdiki calisma i¢in alt
gruplar ayni sekilde ayrilmis ve Cronbach alfa katsayilar alt dlgekler icin sirasiyla
.81, .91 ve .90 olarak bulunmustur.
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2. Cocuk Yetistirme Stilleri Olcegi

Kisinin kendi kendine uygulayacagi bir 6lgek olan Cocuk Yetistirme Stilleri
Olgegi Siimer ve Giingdr (1999) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Temel aldiklar1 yaklasim
Maccoby ve Martin (1983) tarafindan onerilen iki boyutlu talepkarlik ve karsilik
vermeye benzer olarak kabul/ilgi ve siki denetim/kontrol olarak belirlenmistir. Bu iki
boyutun c¢aprazlanmasindan elde edilen dort c¢ocuk yetistirme stili  siki
denetim/kontroliin yliksek veya diisiik iken kabul/ilgi boyutunun yiiksek veya diisiik
olmasina baghdir. Diger bir deyimle her iki boyutta da aldiklar1 skorlar medyandan
yiiksek olan kisiler “agiklayici/otoriter” gruba dahil edilirken siki denetim/kontrol
boyutunda medyanin iizerinde puan alip kabul/ilgi boyutunda medyanin altinda
olanlar “otoriter” olarak gruplanmistir. Her iki boyutta da puanlart medyanin altinda
olan kisiler “izin verici/ihmalkar” grubunda yer alirken siki denetim/kontrol
boyutunda medyandan diisiik, kabul/ilgi boyutunda medyanin {izerinde puan alanlar
“izin verici/simartan” grubunda tanimlanmislardir. Orjinal ¢alismada Cronbach alfa
degerler1 kabul/ilgi boyutu icin hem annelerde hem babalarda .94, siki
denetim/kontrol boyutu i¢in annelerde .80 ve babalarda .70 olarak rapor edilmistir
(Stimer ve Giingor, 1999). Simdiki ¢alismada bu bulgulara paralel olarak Cronbach
alfa katsayilar1 kabul/ilgi boyutunda babalar i¢in .92 ve anneler i¢in .89 iken, siki

denetim/kontrol boyutunda babalar igin .86 ve anneler igin .84 olarak bulunmustur.
Demografik Bilgi Formu

Demografik bilgi formu ile katilimcilarin cinsiyeti, yasi, bolimii, simifi ve

anne babalarinin hayatta olma durumlart ile ilgili bilgiler alinmagstir.
Islem

Uygulama yapilmadan énce ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu’ndan

gerekli izinler alinmistir. Gontlliliik esasina dayanan katilimda  degisik
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departmanlardaki 6gretim iiyeleri ve gorevlileriyle iletisime ge¢ilmis ve dersten
once/ sonra anket uygulamak icin izin alinmistir. Tiim sorular1 cevaplamak 15-20

dakika stirmektedir.
Verilerin Analizi

Toplanan verileri analiz etmek icin c¢oklu varyasyon analizi yontemi
kullanilmistir. 2 (cinsiyet) X 4 (¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri) ¢oklu analizi ii¢ farkh
mitkemmeliyetcilik puanlartyla karsilastirilmistir. Coklu varyans analizinden dnce
katilimcilar siki denetim/kontrol ve kabul/ilgi alt boyutlarinda aldiklar1 puanlara gore
dort cocuk yetistirme stilinden birine atanmistir. Analizi yapmak i¢in IBM SPSS 22.0

programi kullanilmistir.
Calismanin Sinirlamalar

Bu calismada bir takim smirlamalar bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle kolaylik
orneklemi kullanilarak Ankara’daki tek bir kampis Oniversitesinden veri
toplanmistir.  Orneklemden alinan sonuglarm tiim {iniversite ogrencilerine
genellenmesi miimkiin olmayacaktir. Ikinci olarak  Orneklemi belirli gelisim
Ozelliklerine sahip iniversite seviyesindeki bir grup olusturmaktadir. Bunun bir
sonucu olarak, degiskenlere bagli olarak yas grubu 6zellikleri yiizinden farkli bir
sonug¢ isaret etmis olabilirler. Ayrica, tim Olgekler katilimcilarin kendi basina
uyguladiklar1 araglar olduklar1 i¢in i¢ gecerlilik i¢in bir tehlike olusturabilir. Son
olarak da calismada korelasyon dizayni tercih edildigi i¢in degiskenler arasinda

nedensellik gosterilemez.

Bulgular

1.Betimleyici istatistik Analizi Bulgular

Ortalama ve  standart sapma  degerleri  c¢alismada  kullanilan

miikemmeliyetcilik alt boyutlar1 (standartlar, uyusmazlik, diizen) ve ¢ocuk yetistirme
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stili boyutlar1 (hem anne hem baba i¢in siki denetim/kontrol ve kabul/ilgi) olan
degiskenler icin hesaplanmis ve Tablo 4. 1.’de gosterilmistir. Bulgulara gore kiz
ogrencilerin milkemmeliyetcilik ortalama puanlar1 3.67 ile 5.08 arasinda degisirken
erkek 6grencilerin ortalama puanlari 3.71 ile 5.16 arasinda degisir. Cocuk yetistirme
stillerinin sik1 denetim/kontrol boyutunda anne 6lgegi icin kizlarin ortalamasi 2.43,
erkeklerin ortalamasi 2.42; baba Olgegi i¢in kizlarin ortalamasi 2.26, erkeklerin
ortalamasi 2.35 olarak bulunmustur. Kabul/ilgi boyutunda anne 6lcegi i¢in kizlarda
ortalama 4.00, erkeklerde ise 3.84; baba olgegi icin kizlarda ortalama 3.56 ve

erkeklerde ortalama 3.44 olarak saptanmistir.

2. Korelasyon Analizi Bulgular:

Tablo 4. 2 ‘de goriildiigii gibi miikemmeliyetgilik alt 6l¢ekleri birbirileriyle
.19 ve .41 arasinda degisen degerlerde iligkili bulunmustur. Cinsiyet degiskeninin
sadece annelerin siki denetim/kontrol boyutuyla negatif yonde iliskisi saptanmistir
(r=-.12, p<0.01). Standartlar alt 6l¢eginin hi¢ bir ¢ocuk yetistirme boyutuyla iligkisi
olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Uyusmazlik alt 6lgegi ise, annelerin siki denetim/kontrol (r=-
15, p<0.01) ve kabul/ilgi (r=-.16, p<0.01) boyutlartyla negatif yonde iliskili
babalarin siki denetim/kontrol (r=.24, p<0.01) ve kabul/ilgi (r=.17, p<0.01)
boyutlariyla pozitif yonde iliskili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Diizen alt 6l¢egi annelerin siki
denetim/kontrol (r=.13, p<0.01) ve kabul/ilgi (r=.12, p<0.01) boyutlariyla pozitif ve
anlaml iliskiliyken babalar i¢in verilen degerlerde iliskisiz oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Cocuk yetistirme stilleri anneler i¢in olan boyutlardaki degiskenler kendi aralarinda
pozitif yonde iligkiliyken babalarla ilgili degiskenlerle negatif yonde iliskili olduklari
saptanmustir (Tablo 4.2.).
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3. Anneler i¢in Coklu Varyans Analizi Bulgular:
Tablo 4.3. ‘te kiz ve erkek Ogrencilerin annelerinin ¢ocuk yetistirme
stilleriyle ilgili olarak miikemmeliyetcilik alt 6lgeklerindeki ortalamalar1 ve standart

sapmalar1 verilmistir.

Coklu varyans analizi annelerin gocuk yetistirme stilleri arasinda anlamli
farkliliklar ortaya koymustur (Wilk’s Lambda=.92, p=.99). Cinsiyet ile iliskili veya
cinsiyet ve annenin ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleriyle etkilesimli bir etki bulunmamaistir.
Benferroni post hoc analizleri sadece Uyumsuzluk alt dl¢egi i¢in anlamli bir farklilik
ortaya koymustur (F (3,528) = 9.394, p=.000, partial eta squared=.997). Annelerini
izin verici/simartan (M=3.28) olarak degerlendiren &grencilerle annelerini
aciklayici/otoriter (M=3.89) ve otoriter (M=4.01) olarak degerlendiren 6grenciler
arasinda Uyumsuzluk oOlgeginde anlamli bir fark ortaya koyulmustur. Diger

gruplamalar arasinda anlamli farklar bulunamamaistir.

4. Babalar icin Coklu Varyans Analizi Bulgularn

Kiz ve erkek dgrencilerin babalarinin ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleriyle ilgili olarak
miitkemmeliyetgilik alt 6lgeklerindeki ortalamalar1 ve standart sapmalar1 Tablo 4.4.’te
verilmistir.

Babalarin ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleri arasinda ¢oklu varyans analizine gore
anlamli farkliliklar bulunmustur (Wilk’s Lambda=.923, p=.993).Anne OJlgeginde
oldugu gibi, cinsiyet ile iliskili veya cinsiyet ve babanin ¢ocuk yetistirme stilleriyle
etkilesimli anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir. Benferroni post hoc analizleri hem
Standartlar (F (3,520) = 2.629, p=.05, partial eta squared=.643) hem de Uyumsuzluk
(F (3,520) = 6.830, p=.000, partial eta squared=.997) alt Olgegi igin anlamli
farkliliklar ortaya koymustur. Tukey test sonuglari Standartlar alt Olgeginde
babalarini agiklayici/otoriter (M=5.31) olarak gorenlerle babalarini otoriter (M=4.96)

bulanlar arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugunu gdstermistir. Ayrica, Uyumsuzluk alt
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Olgeginde babalarini izin verici/simartan (M=3.30) olarak algilayan &grencilerle
babalarmi agiklayici/otoriter (M=3.71) ve otoriter (M=3.97) olarak algilayan
Ogrenciler arasinda anlamli bir fark ortaya koyulmustur. Diger gruplamalar arasinda

hi¢ bir anlaml1 fark bulunamamastir.
Tartisma

Anneler ve babalar icin yapilan degerlendirmelerde, benzer sekilde
mitkemmeliyetgiligin Uyumsuzluk alt dlgeginde, yani olumsuz mikemmeliyetgilikte,
otoriter ve agiklayici/otoriter ebeveynlerin izin verici/simartan olanlardan daha
yiiksek puanlarla degerlendirildigi goriilmiistiir. Diger bir ifadeyle anne ve babalarin
tutumlarinda sik1 denetim ve kontroliin yiiksek olmas1 olumsuz miikemmeliyet¢iligin
ortaya ¢ikmasi i¢in zemin hazirlar. Yiiksek siki denetim/kontrol altinda, kisisel
standartlarin getirdigi beklentilerin ve asil performansin dogurdugu sonuglarin
uyusmamast kiside stres ve sikinti yaratmaktadir. Ogrencilerin yasadiklari bu
uyumsuzluk hissi ve sikinti ile anne ve babalarindan algiladiklar1 tutum arasinda
dogrudan bir 1liski kurduklar ¢ikarilmaktadir. Frost, Lahart ve Rosenblate (1991) ‘in
bulgulariyla dogru orantili olarak ebeveynden gelen yiiksek beklenti ve sert, otoriter
tutumlar miilkemmeliyetgilik olusturulmasiyla baglantlidir. Benzer sekilde Kawamura
ve arkadaglar1 (2002) sert, otoriter ebeveynlikle olumsuz = mukemmeliyetgilik
arasinda dogrudan baglanti kurmustur. Babalarin  aciklayici/otoriter stilleri ile
otoriter  stilleri arasindaki anlamli  farkin  Standartlarla, yani olumlu
miikemmeliyetcilikle olan iligkisi 1ilgi c¢ekicidir. Babalardan algilanan siki
denetim/kontroliin yiliksek olmasinin beklendik oldugu bu aragtirma sonuglariyla
dogru orantilidir. Ancak ¢ocuklarin saglikli sinirlar igerisinde daha basarili olmak
icin kendilerine gercekci ve yiksek standartlar koyduklarina belirleyici etkenin

babalarindan gordikleri ilgi ve sevgi oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir.
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APPENDIX E

TEZ FOTOKOPISI iZIN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitiisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitls X

Uygulamali Matematik Enstitiisii

Enformatik EnstitlisU

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitusi

YAZARIN

Soyadi : Alvan
Adi : Gizem
Bolumu : Rehberlik ve Psikolojik Danismanlik

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce): Perfectionism and Perceived Parenting Style among
University Students

TEZIN TURU: Yiksek Lisans X Doktora

1. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

2. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan ve/veya bir X

boliminden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

3. Tezimden bir bir (1) y1l siireyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESLIiM TARIHI:
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