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ABSTRACT

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN PERCEIVED PARENTAL REJECTION AND
INTERNALIZING BEHAVIORS: MODERATING ROLE OF SENSORY
PROCESSING SENSITIVITY AND GENDER

ONURSAL OZER, Bilge
M.S., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sibel KAZAK BERUMENT

October 2020, 72 pages

Perceived parental rejection has been studied widely in contemporary literature and
studies show its link to problematic outcomes during adolescence (e.g. Putnick et al.,
2015). Nowadays, it is being discussed that sensory processing sensitivity (SPS), a
term that has been receiving close attention, may be a more salient temperamental
susceptibility marker than other temperamental traits (Slagt et al., 2018). The aim of
the present research was to investigate the association between perceived maternal and
paternal rejection and internalizing behaviors, and whether this association is
moderated by SPS, and, whether this relationship is further moderated by child gender.
This study was part of a nationally representative project carried out by three
universities in two different time points. For this particular study, only data from time
one was used, and children aged between 9-18 years old (5— 11 grades) were selected
as a sample. The models were designed as two separate moderated moderation models
depicted as Model 3 (Hayes, 2018). The associations were analyzed first by running
hierarchical regression analyses and the results revealed that the hypothesized two-

way and three-way interactions did not reach significance, however the main effect of
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gender and the interaction between SPS and gender were significant. This interaction
was further analyzed by Process Macro (Hayes, 2018) and the results revealed that
highly sensitive girls were more inclined to experience internalizing problems. The
findings are discussed in terms of literature on adolescence problems and SPS, and

future directions are suggested accordingly.

Keywords: adolescence, internalizing, parental rejection, sensory processing

sensitivity, gender



oz

ALGILANAN EBEVEYN REDDI VE iCE YONELIM PROBLEMLERI
ARASINDAKI ILISKILER: DUYUSAL DUYARLILIK VE CINSIYETIN
DUZENLEYICi ROLLERI

ONURSAL OZER, Bilge
Yksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Sibel KAZAK BERUMENT

Ekim 2020, 72 sayfa

Algilanan ebeveyn reddi, alanyazinda ¢ok ¢alisilan bir kavramdir ve bir¢ok c¢alisma,
ergenlik doneminde ¢ocugun algiladigi ebeveyn reddinin gesitli olumsuz sonuglarla
iligskili oldugunu gdstermektedir (Putnick vd., 2015). Alanyazinda yapilan yeni
arastirmalar, duyusal duyarlihigin diger mizag 6zelliklerine kiyasla, daha gucli bir
hassasiyet gostergesi oldugunu 6nermektedir (Slagt vd., 2018). Mevcut ¢alismanin ana
amaci algilanan anne ve baba reddinin, ergenlerde ice yonelim davranislariyla iliskili
olup olmadigini, bu iliskide duyusal duyarlilik kavramimin ve ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin
dizenleyici rollerinin olup olmadigini arastirmaktir. Mevcut ¢alisma, ii¢ tiniversite
tarafindan yiiriitiilen ulusal bir projenin bir parcasidir ve ¢alismaya katilan 9-18 yaslar
arasinda ergenler drneklem olarak segilmistir. incelenecek modeller, Hayes (2018)
tarafindan Model 3 olarak adlandirilmis olan Ug-yonlii etkilesimler {izerine
kurulmustur. Hipotezler, iki ayr1 hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yiiriitiilerek incelenmistir
ve sonuclar, hipotezlerde yer alan iki yonlii ve ii¢ yonlii etkilesimlerin anlamli
olmadigin1 gostermistir. Ancak, cinsiyetin ve duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin iki yonli

etkilesimin ige yonelim problemleriyle iligkilerinin anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Vi



Anlamli bulunan iki-yonlii etkilesim, Process Macro (Hayes, 2018) ile detayl olarak
incelenmis ve duyusal duyarlilig1 daha yiiksek olan kizlarin ige yonelim problemlerine
daha yatkin olduklar1 gortilmiistiir. Sonugclar, ergenlik donemi ve duyusal duyarlilikla
ilgili son bilimsel ¢alismalar dogrultusunda tartisilmis ve gelecek calismalar igin

onerilerde bulunulmustur.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ergenlik, ice yonelim problemleri, ebeveyn reddi, duyusal

duyarlilik, cinsiyet
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Adolescence is a critical transitional period between childhood and adulthood
and is marked by biological, cognitive, and social changes (Blakemore & Mills, 2014;
Sawyer et al., 2018). Although the World Health Organization (WHO; 2020) defines
this period as ranging between 10-19 years of age, some experts believe that this
developmental period is longer and may even extend to 24 years of age (Sawyer et al.,
2018; Wise, 2004). Despite the conflicting ideas on the age range of this period,
experts agree that adolescence is a sensitive and challenging time and during this
period, youngsters may be more prone to develop psychological problems, especially
under adverse familial or social conditions (Seiffge-Krenke, 2017). In fact, a report
issued by World Health Organization (WHQO) conveys that nearly half of all
psychological disorders tend to emerge before age 14 and in 2016, self-harm was the
top third cause of death for boys aged between 15-19 years and the top second cause
of death for girls aged between 15-19 years (WHO, 2020).

Concordantly, empirical studies verify that adolescence period might pose a
risk for psychological and behavior problems such as substance use, eating disorders,
externalizing behaviors, depression, anxiety, hostility or suicide (e.g. Costello et al.,
2011; Kim, 2003; Merikangas et al., 2010) and worldwide prevalence rates of these
problems are striking. For instance, a recent meta-analytic study conducted with data
from 27 countries reported that, approximately 13.4% of children and adolescents aged
between 6-18 years old experience some kind of psychological disorder and among
these the prevalence rate for anxiety disorders are 6.5% and depressive disorders are
2.6% (Polanczyk et al., 2015).

It has been long proposed that the psychological problems experienced by
children and adolescents can be conceptualized under two broad categories entitled:

‘internalizing’ and ‘externalizing’ problems (Achenbach, 1966; Achenbach et al.,
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2016) and scholars convey that adolescence may especially be a risky time in terms of
these psychological problems (e.g. Casey et al., 2008; Kim, 2003; Merikangas et al.,
2010). For decades, psychology research has been interested in the risk factors for
these two categories, and unsurprisingly, one of the widely studied risk factors seems
to be non-optimal parenting (for a review please see Rose et al., 2017).

It is discussed that parenting literature is mostly Western-based and generally
focuses on mothers, nevertheless, recent literature acknowledges the importance of
studying fathers and mothers separately. In addition, it is argued that to date, cross-
cultural studies are not sufficient enough to assess these associations effectively in
non-Western countries (Weitkamp & Seiffge-Krenke, 2019). In line with Weitkamp
and Seiffge-Kranke’s propositions, it is thought that in a developing country such as
Turkey, fathers’ and mothers’ roles and behaviors may still differ greatly, and thus it
is critical that these associations are examined separately. Therefore, the first aim of
this study was to investigate paternal and maternal parenting factors’ association with
problem behaviors in adolescents.

Although environmental factors like parenting is associated with child and
adolescent outcomes, there has also been tremendous interest in studying how
individuals’ characteristics moderate the effects of environment on child outcomes.
Most of the earlier studies focus on one of the temperamental characteristics, negative
affect, as an environmental sensitivity marker (e.g. Engle & McElwain, 2010; Lengua,
2008; Morris et al., 2002; Slagt et al., 2018). However, recently, researchers also
became interested in studying another temperament characteristic, Sensory Processing
Sensitivity (SPS; entitled as ‘highly sensitive person’ by many; Aron & Aron, 1997,
Pluess, 2015; Slagt et al., 2018), which is defined as a “genetically determined trait
involving a deeper cognitive processing of stimuli that is driven by higher emotional
reactivity” (Aron et al., 2012, p. 262).

As the conceptualization of sensory processing sensitivity implies, it is highly
likely that transitions may be extra challenging for such individuals. Even though the
studies concerning highly sensitive children and adolescents are yet to be conducted
(see Grevenetal., 2019 for a review), it is seen from the limited number of studies that
high sensitivity during the childhood period may actually pose a risk for several
problems (e.g. Boterberg & Warreyn, 2015). Since adolescence is considered to be one

of the most important transitional times in an individual’s life, this period might be

2



extra challenging for highly sensitive individuals especially under adverse parenting
circumstances. In line with these arguments, the second aim of the present study was
to test the interaction effect of sensory processing sensitivity.

Additionally, studies that take child gender into account convey conflicting
results concerning adolescence internalizing problems, some of them state that girls
experience internalizing problems more (e.g. Carragher et al., 2016; Sentse et al.,
2009), while others propose that these associations are moderated by other different
mechanisms and thus should not be solely based on gender (e.g. Akse et al., 2004).
Considering all these, child gender was also included as another moderator in this
study.

In line with the discussions stated above, the present study aimed to examine
whether sensory processing sensitivity moderated the relationship between perceived
maternal and paternal rejection and internalizing problems in Turkish adolescents and
whether this moderated association was further moderated by the adolescent’s gender.
To clearly convey the proposed research questions, a brief review about the concepts

that are used throughout the study is presented in the following sections.

1.1.  Internalizing Problems During the Adolescence Period and Risk Factors

As discussed in the general introduction, studies show that adolescence period
might be a risk for several problems and especially with the rapid social and
technological changes that are taking place during this decade, this period might be
especially challenging for youngsters nowadays (Seiffge-Krenke, 2017; Shulman &
Scharf, 2018). Presumably because of the elevated risks, psychology research has
shown great interest in child and adolescent maladjustment and as early as the 1960s,
many studies have adopted the dichotomous classification firstly proposed by
Achenbach (1966). Starting with that study, it has been acknowledged that
internalizing behaviors are represented by depressive and somatic complaints, and/or
anxiety, while externalizing behaviors are represented by conduct and aggression
related behaviors or substance use (Achenbach, 1966; Achenbach et al., 2016).

Although the directions and temporal orders are controversial, internalizing
problems as a causal factor for other negative consequences has also been studied
vastly, and studies have found that internalizing problems is associated with

devastating consequences for adolescents such as suicidal attempts or problematic
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substance use (e.g. Liu & Tein, 2005; O’Neil et al., 2011). Moreover, a forty-year
longitudinal study showed that these consequences may be long lasting; in this study
it was found that experiencing repeated internalizing problems during adolescence is
associated with eventual adult psychopathology (Colman et al., 2007).

Risk factors of internalizing problems have also been studied thoroughly in the
literature, and according to a recent review conducted by Liu, Chen and Lewis (2011),
environmental and familial factors as well as temperamental dispositions are among
the risk factors studied when examining internalizing symptoms. In line with this,
studies show that SES level, child gender, friendship quality and various familial
factors are associated with internalizing problems (e.g. Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005;
Gaertner et al., 2010; Glzel & Arkar, 2018; Luyckx et al., 2009; Roelofs et al., 2006;
Rose et al., 2017; Ulu & Fisiloglu, 2002; Weitkamp & Seiffge-Kranke, 2019). The
literature on parenting factors that are associated with child internalizing problems is
vast. Factors such as interparental conflict, maternal and paternal psychopathology,
psychological control, parental knowledge, mindful parenting, child-parent attachment
styles, attachment anxiety of children, parenting styles, psychological rejection have
all been reported to be associated with internalizing problems (e.g. Connell &
Goodman, 2002; Crawford, Cohen, Midlarsky, & Brook, 2001; Davies & Lindsay,
2004; Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005; Gaertner et al., 2010; Geurtzen et al., 2015; Guzel
& Arkar, 2018; Lansford et al., 2014; Luyckx et al., 2009; McLeod, Weisz et al., 2007,
McLeod, Wood et al., 2007; Pinquart, 2017; Roelofs et al., 2006; Rose et al., 2017;
Ulu & Figiloglu, 2002; Weitkamp & Seiffge-Kranke, 2019). The present study also
acknowledges the importance of parenting factors, in line with authors who emphasize
the critical role of familial factors (e.g. Seiffge-Krenke, 2017; Shulman & Scharf,
2018).

One of the parenting factors studied in this context is parental rejection, which
is also the main predictor of the current study. Parental rejection has been found to be
associated with internalizing problems in children and adolescents in Western and non-
Western studies (e.g. Nishikawa et al., 2010; Nunes et al., 2013). The present study
examines parental rejection within the scope of Parental Acceptance — Rejection
Theory (PARTheory, contemporarily called IPARTheory). According to this theory,
parental rejection is manifested by cold, unaffectionate, hostile, aggressive, indifferent

and/or neglectful physical or verbal behavior towards the child (Rohner et al., 2012).
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This theory points out the importance of feeling accepted in interpersonal relationships
and suggests that children have an emotional desire for positive acknowledgement (i.e.
acceptance, warmth) from their ‘significant others’ (defined as an important person
whom the child has a lifelong emotional relationship with, by Rohner et al., 2012),
and, since a parent is the most influential significant other in a child’s life, when that
emotional need is not met from a parent, children are more likely to feel troubled or
anxious (Rohner, 2004; Rohner et al., 2012). In line with this, studies all over the world
put forth that feeling rejected by a caregiver may be associated with an individual’s
maladaptive coping behaviors, and behavioral and psychological maladjustment (e.g.
Hale et al., 2005; Putnick et al., 2015; for a review please see Khaleque & Rohner,
2002; Rohner, 2004; Rohner et al., 2005). Further, as Rohner and Britner (2002) point
out in their comprehensive review, although not yet adequately proved, longitudinal
studies suggest that perceived parental rejection may be an antecedent factor,
preceding the onset of childhood depression.

However, the strength of the relationship between parental factors and problem
behaviors is still argued, for instance, some meta-analytic studies report that parenting
factors explain only 8% of variation in childhood depression and 4% of variance in
childhood anxiety (McLeod, Weisz et al., 2007; McLeod, Wood et al., 2007). The
authors argue that parenting factors are small to modest and other factors (e.g. genetic
dispositions) should also be considered when examining childhood psychopathology.
Moreover, some studies report that the associations between perceived parental
rejection and behavior/psychological problems and adjustment of young and middle
adolescents may be moderated by other mechanisms such as personality type or
adolescents’ perceptions of maternal/paternal power and prestige (e.g. Akse et al.,
2004; Rohner, 2014). Concordantly, studies that take both parenting factors and
temperament are being more acknowledged nowadays, because such studies yield
important results in terms of how temperament interact with familial and parenting
factors in predicting problem behaviors (e.g. Davis et al., 2015; Leve et al., 2005). For
instance, a study conducted in this way about the risk factors of adolescence
externalizing and internalizing problem behaviors found that the risk of temperament
(i.e. fearfulness) is intensified by parental rejection in adolescents even when parental

psychopathology is controlled for (Sentse et al., 2009).



As seen from some of the above examples, studies also show that some
children are more susceptible to these adverse environmental factors; and accordingly,
recent reviews suggest that individual characteristics may have a role in the
relationship between parenting factors and internalizing behaviors, in that some
individuals with particular traits may be more at risk for internalizing behaviors (for a
discussion please see Scaini et al., 2018). The current research also takes into account
parental factors’ main effect, but also examines its interaction with temperament in

line with the environmental sensitivity framework.

1.2.  Environmental Sensitivity

For several decades, developmental science has been trying to find the answer
to how some individuals may be more ‘susceptible’, sensitive or vulnerable to
particular environmental influences (Belsky, 1997; Belsky & Pluess, 2009; Pluess,
2015), and in line with this, developmental research regularly showed that
environmental effects may differ based on the individuals’ characteristics like
genetics, physiology (i.e. respiratory sinus arrythmia) or temperament (e.g. Khurshid
et al., 2019; Lengua, 2008; Pluess et al., 2010).

Psychology literature is rich in such studies and there are several theories that
aim to formulate this sensitivity and explain it in detail, but recently, Pluess (2015) has
proposed a more objective meta-framework (entitled ‘environmental sensitivity’) for
such theories (e.g. differential susceptibility; Belsky & Pluess, 2009; vantage
sensitivity, Belsky & Pluess, 2013; sensory processing sensitivity; Aron & Aron,
1997).

Pluess (2015) defines environmental sensitivity as; “how people vary in their
response to contextual factors, with some more affected than others”, and “how
individuals differ in how they perceive and process environmental features” (pp.138-
139).

Researchers propose that one of the most plausible theory under the
environmental sensitivity framework is the sensory processing sensitivity theory, as it
is among those that support the view that sensitive children may be affected by both
adverse and optimal environments (Pluess, 2015; Lionetti, Aron et al., 2019), and
studies focusing on this association are becoming more popular. For instance, one

study found that sensory processing sensitivity moderates parenting factors’ effect in
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predicting externalizing problems in kindergarten children (Slagt et al., 2018) and
upon this result, the authors suggest that sensory processing sensitivity may actually
be a more salient susceptibility indicator when compared with negative affect, a much
more studied individual characteristic, in the frameworks of environmental sensitivity.

In line with these, the current research was also focused on sensory processing
sensitivity and intended to contribute to the sensitivity literature by examining sensory
processing sensitivity in a non-optimal parenting environment and thus literature

findings on this concept is introduced in the next section.

1.2.1. Sensory Processing Sensitivity

As discussed above, one line of research shows that effects of environmental
factors may differ based on an individual’s characteristics, and recently, researchers
became interested in studying Sensory Processing Sensitivity (SPS, Aron et al., 2012;
described as ‘highly sensitive person’ by many; Aron & Aron, 1997; Pluess, 2015) as
a temperamental trait. Sensory processing sensitivity is defined as a genetic, inherited
temperamental characteristic which involves “high emotional reactivity” and “deep
cognitive processing” (Aron et al., 2012, p.262). It is thought that highly sensitive
people may prefer to pause firstly in unfamiliar situations and analyze the environment
before taking any action; and further, it is suggested that they have a tendency to detect
stimuli in their surroundings more easily (Aron & Aron, 1997; Aron et al., 2012).

Aron (1996) was the first researcher to introduce the concept of ‘highly
sensitive person’ (HSP) to the psychology literature, and suggested that according to
a preliminary research, approximately 15 to 20 percent of the population fits to this
definition and may be defined as ‘highly sensitive’. Accordingly, more recent studies,
one conducted with an adult sample, the other with children and adolescents, yielded
that approximately 30% of the population may be highly sensitive (Lionetti et al.,
2018; Pluess et al., 2018).

Acknowledging the importance of examining this concept further, studies were
conducted with both adult (e.g. Smolewska et al., 2006) and child samples (Boterberg
&Warreyn, 2016) and upon results, the researchers suggested that although at first this
concept was introduced as a unidimensional construct by the original authors, it

actually may have multiple dimensions (i.e. for adults; ease of excitation; EOE, low



sensory threshold; LST and aesthetic sensitivity; AES; for children; overreaction to
stimuli, OS; depth of processing, DP). Subsequent studies have found a similar multi-
factor structure for the self-report sensory processing sensitivity child and adult scale.
However, in these studies, it was also found that these sub-factors loaded on a general
sensitivity factor (Lionetti et al., 2018; Pluess et al., 2018). Before the current project,
only the adult version of the sensory processing sensitivity scale has been used in the
Turkish sample, and the analysis supported the multi-factor structure of the scale,
yielding a four-factor model (Sengiil-inal & Siimer, 2020). There are also studies
which examine how this construct is related to more known and popular personality
traits (e.g. Pluess et al., 2018; Lionetti et al., 2018; Lionetti, Pastore et al., 2019;
Smolewska et al., 2006). In Lionetti, Pastore et al.’s (2019) meta-analytic study, it was
found that sensory processing sensitivity is somewhat strongly correlated to
neuroticism and behavioral inhibition, and moderately related to negative affect in
adult and child populations. Furthermore, in this same study, it was found that while
the aesthetic sensitivity dimension of sensory processing sensitivity is positively
correlated with extraversion and positive affect, the ease of excitation and low sensory
threshold factors were negatively correlated with extraversion in child populations.
Researchers point out that such statistical findings once more show that sensory
processing sensitivity is a multi-faceted theory and is a whole different construct which
should be considered differently from other personality dimensions as proposed
initially by Aron and Aron (1997; Lionetti et al., 2018; Lionetti, Aron et al., 2019;
Lionetti, Pastore et al., 2019; Pluess et al., 2018; for a review please see Greven et al.,
2019).

As the concept’s popularity starts to increase, it is seen that a considerable
amount of research is starting to focus on sensory processing sensitivity, but majority
of these studies focus on young adult and adult samples rather than child and
adolescent ones. Several of these studies showed that some of the sub-factors of
sensory processing sensitivity may be associated with depression, anxiety and/or
academic stress (e.g. Bakker & Moulding, 2012; Brindle et al., 2015; Gearhart &
Bodie, 2012; Liss et al., 2008; Yano & Oishi, 2018). However, it is also discussed that
this association may be dependent on environmental circumstances, either negative or
positive; in other words, sensory processing sensitivity may interact with several

mechanisms in predicting outcomes (see Greven et al., 2019 for a review). One of the
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earlier studies, which was conducted with young adults (undergraduate university
students) yielded important preliminary information about the environmental effects
of sensory processing sensitivity. This study’s findings suggested that when highly
sensitive people experience a poor parental environment, they report lower on a
measure of happiness in childhood when compared to their low sensitive counterparts
(Aron & Aron, 1997). Accordingly, another study showed that highly sensitive college
students are more likely to be affected by adverse familial factors such as non-optimal
parenting (Liss et al., 2005) and another one revealed that sensory processing
sensitivity interacts with non-optimal childhood environment in predicting negative
affectivity in adults, which also mediates shyness (Aron et al., 2005). Additionally, a
more recent study found that highly sensitive people who perceived a negative
environment during their childhood turned up to be those that had lower satisfaction
in life (Booth et al., 2015).

Even though studies with child and adolescent populations are limited
compared to those conducted with adult samples, there are important studies worth
mentioning that look at sensory processing sensitivity’s main effect and its interaction
with environmental factors which are conducted with child samples. For instance, in
one study, highly sensitive children were reported to have more sleep and appetite
problems (Boterberg & Warreyn, 2016), and a more recent finding showed that
sensory processing sensitivity interacts with parenting factors and this interaction
predicts externalizing problems (Slagt et al., 2018). As discussed, this study’s findings
are important as it is suggested that sensory processing sensitivity may be a more
notable susceptibility indicator when compared with negative affect, especially for
older children. In fact, other findings support this proposition for negative outcomes
as well as positive ones; for instance, one study found that highly sensitive girls were
more positively affected by a school depression intervention program when compared
to less sensitive girls (Pluess & Boniwell, 2015), and another study found that it was
actually the highly sensitive children that benefitted more from an anti-bullying school
program (Nocentini et al., 2018), and a more recent study by Lionetti, Aron et al.
(2019) seems to confirm that sensory processing sensitivity moderates the effect of
parenting styles on behavioral problems of preschool children.

Moreover, even though biological studies on sensory processing sensitivity

have only just started to develop, recent study findings suggest that sensory processing
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sensitivity may have biological foundations as well (e.g. Acevedo et al., 2014;
Acevedo et al., 2018). One of these studies that aimed to compare the biological
foundations of sensory processing sensitivity and three disorders indicates that sensory
processing sensitivity has both distinct and similar biological foundations when
compared to autism spectrum disorder, post-traumatic stress disorder and
schizophrenia, and based on the results, the authors suggest that highly sensitive
individuals may be more likely to experience post-traumatic stress symptoms when
faced with an adverse event (Acevedo et al., 2018). Additionally, researchers suggest
that sensory processing sensitivity’s connection with 5-HTTLPR-s (a suggested
biological indicator of differential susceptibility; Belsky & Van 1Jzendoorn, 2017; for
a meta-analytic study, please see van 1Jzendoorn, Belsky, & Bakermans-Kranenburg,
2012) should be examined thoroughly as they may have similarities and associations
(Licht et al., 2011; Greven et al., 2019; Homberg et al., 2016).

As the concept is quite novel, findings about gender differences in terms of
sensory processing sensitivity are also scarce. One mention about gender differences
can be found in an earlier study conducted with young adults (Aron & Aron, 1997); in
this study the authors found that women seemed to score higher on the sensitivity scale
and also, the environmental effects were more salient for highly sensitive men;
perceiving a non-optimal parental environment was associated with lower happiness
in childhood especially for men. Another study found that for adult men, an interaction
between being highly sensitive and adverse parental factors were more salient in terms
of adult shyness (Aron et al., 2005). The studies analyzing gender differences in child
and adolescent samples are also limited, but worth mentioning, for instance one of
these studies found that highly sensitive boys benefitted more from a school anti-
bullying program in terms of their internalizing behaviors (Nocentini et al., 2018) and
another one found that there were no differences in terms of gender (Slagt et al., 2018).
Thus, it may be said that studies are limited to convey any convincing results in terms
of gender differences of sensory processing sensitivity, but as seen, worth studying
further.

In line with the literature findings presented above, this present study suggested
that in the presence of undesirable parental factors, sensory processing sensitivity
would have a moderating role on internalizing behaviors of adolescents and

investigated this association further by taking child gender into account. It is seen that
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literature findings mostly state that girls may be more inclined to experience
internalizing behaviors (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2006), and as discussed in the
introduction, it is thought that mothers’ and fathers’ effect on their sons and daughters
may differ. Thus, the third aim of the current study was to investigate the association
between parental factors, sensory processing sensitivity and internalizing problems
further by taking child gender into account. To clearly convey how child gender might
have acted as a moderator in this model, gender differences in terms of parental factors

and internalizing problems will be discussed in the following section.

1.3. Gender

Recent findings suggest that although mothers’ and fathers’ parenting role may
be equally important, the relationships should be examined independently as they may
have unique effects on child and adolescent outcomes (e.g. Bolkan et al., 2010; Bosco
etal., 2003; Laible & Carlo, 2004; Milevsky et al., 2007; Milevsky et al., 2008; Quach
et al., 2015). Further, researchers also propose that gender of the child should be
considered as well (e.g. Conrade & Ho, 2001; McKinney & Renk, 2008). Indeed, some
of the study findings are consistent with this proposition; mothers and fathers may
differ in their parenting styles for their sons and daughters (e.g. McKinney & Renk,
2008).

As discussed above, literature about adolescence internalizing problems is vast
and comprehensive, and mostly the studies suggest that girls are more inclined to
experience internalizing problems (e.g. Kim, 2003; Rescorla et al., 2007; Sentse et al.,
2009; Ulu & Figiloglu, 2002; for an extensive review please see Zahn-Waxler et al.,
2006). In fact, review articles on this topic put forth that girls may actually be more at
risk. For instance, according to a review conducted in 2006, 39 out of 68 studies
showed that compared to boys, girls were more inclined to develop internalizing
problems when faced with pressure (Grant et al., 2006).

Above all this, even though some study findings suggest that fathers and
mothers’ parental impact may differ as risk factors for their sons’ and daughters’
internalizing problems, when recent studies are examined, the results seem to be
inconsistent and mixed for both child gender and parent gender. For instance, one
study found that while maternal rejection was associated with depression in girls aged

between 9-12 years, paternal rejection was associated with depression in boys aged
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between 9-12 years (Roelofs et al., 2006), but another one found that, for adolescents
aged between 13-18 years old, the association between paternal rejection and anxiety
was significant, but maternal rejection’s association with anxiety was not (Verhoeven
etal., 2012). Another study reported that paternal parenting was more strongly related
to their sons’ internalizing behavior by its association with marital conflict (Kaczynski
et al., 2006) and yet in another study, it was found that mothers’ and fathers’ control
and mothers’ anxious-rearing (but not fathers’ anxious-rearing) was associated with
adolescents’ internalizing problems, and further fathers’ support (but not mothers’
support) served as a protective factor against internalizing problems (Weitkamp &
Seiffge-Kranke, 2019). Concordantly, a Turkish study conducted with young female
adults has shown that although both are related to psychological maladjustment,
perceived maternal rejection was found to be more strongly related to depression than
paternal rejection (Avaz, 2011). As seen from these examples, study findings seem to
be inconsistent in terms of both parent gender and child gender, but these examples
suggest that there may be some kind of difference. However, there are also studies
conveying that there might not be any difference after all. For instance, one
comprehensive meta-analytic study examining associations between parenting
behaviors and child anxiety found that gender of the child and parent as moderators
does not yield significant results (McLeod, Wood et al., 2007), and a more recent
study’s findings yielded that perceived maternal and perceived paternal rejection did
not differ in terms of outcomes for early adolescents in 9 countries (Putnick et al.,
2015).

Furthermore, cross-cultural studies focusing on the IPARTheory reported that
compared to their mothers, adolescents perceived their fathers to be more rejecting
compared to female adolescents, male adolescents felt more rejected (Dwairy, 2010).
Additionally, another comprehensive and cross-cultural meta-analytic study showed
that perceived paternal acceptance had a stronger association with children’s
psychological adjustment (Khaleque & Rohner, 2012). Rohner (2014), father to the
IPARTheory, discussed the differentiating effects of maternal and paternal rejection
and proposed that inconsistent results may be due to children’s perceptions about their
parents (how much power and prestige they attribute to their fathers and mothers). In
this cross-cultural study, it was seen that Turkish respondents characterized their

nation as ‘patriarchic’, and Turkish women reported that they perceive their mothers
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as more powerful than fathers, while this comparison was not differentiated between
mothers and fathers for Turkish men. Furthermore, for women in Turkey, maternal
acceptance was related to psychological adjustment and for men, only paternal
acceptance was related to psychological adjustment (Rohner, 2014). Study findings
such as these once again convey that including the gender factor is highly crucial in

subsequent studies.

1.4.  Research Purpose and Hypotheses

In line with the literature reviewed above, in this study the main aim was to
investigate whether sensory processing sensitivity moderates the relationship between
perceived parental rejection and internalizing behavior in Turkish adolescents and
whether this moderated association was moderated by child’s gender. For this, the
following research questions and hypotheses will be tested:

1. a. Are higher levels of perceived maternal rejection associated with higher
levels of internalizing behavior among adolescents? It was expected that higher levels
of perceived maternal rejection would be associated with higher levels of internalizing
behavior problems in adolescents.

b. Is this association moderated by sensory processing sensitivity; do highly
sensitive adolescents experience more internalizing behavior when felt rejected by
their mothers? It was expected that highly sensitive adolescents would experience
more internalizing behaviors when felt rejected by their mothers.

c. Is this association dependent on the adolescent’s gender? An exploratory
hypothesis was created, and it was expected that child gender would further moderate
the relationship between maternal rejection, sensory processing sensitivity and
internalizing problems.

2. a. Are higher levels of perceived paternal rejection associated with higher
levels of internalizing behavior among adolescents? It was expected that higher levels
of perceived paternal rejection would be associated with higher levels of internalizing
behavior problems in adolescents.

b. Is this association moderated by sensory processing sensitivity; do highly
sensitive adolescents experience more internalizing behavior when felt rejected by
their fathers? It was expected that highly sensitive adolescents would experience more

internalizing behaviors when felt rejected by their fathers.
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c. Is this association dependent on the adolescent’s gender? An exploratory
hypothesis was created, and it was expected that child gender would further moderate
the relationship between paternal rejection, sensory processing sensitivity and
internalizing problems.

The models for three-way interactions depicted as Model 3 by Hayes (2018)

can be seen in Figure 1 and Figure 2.

Sensory Processing Sensitivity
(Child)

Child Gender

\

v

Maternal Rejection Internalizing

Figure 1. Moderated Moderation Model for the Association Between Perceived Maternal
Rejection and Internalizing Behavior
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Sensory Processing Sensitivity
(Child)
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Child Gender
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Paternal Rejection Internalizing

Figure 2. Moderated Moderation Model for the Association Between Perceived Paternal
Rejection and Internalizing Behavior
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. General Information about the Project (Family, Child and Adolescent
Project of Turkey; TACEP)

The current research was part of a comprehensive nationally representative
project (Turkiye Aile Cocuk ve Ergen Projesi; TACEP) (Family, Child and Adolescent
Project of Turkey) funded by The Scientific and Technological Research Council of
Turkey (TUBITAK) and carried out by Middle East Technical University, Ege
University and Bogazi¢i University with the collaboration of Ministry of National
Education. The project’s aim was to collect an exhaustive set of data from families all
around Turkey in two different time points and examine the effects of parenting
attitudes and styles on children’s and adolescents’ development. For this,
approximately 6600 students and their parents were planned to be recruited from 180
schools distributed evenly in 12 districts of Turkey. The schools were randomly
selected by the Turkish Statistical Institute (TUIK). However, due to the COVID-19
pandemic precautions, all schools were closed in Turkey on March 16, 2020 and

remained closed for the rest of the term, thus, the aimed sample was not reached.

2.2.  Sample

This current study’s sample consists of participants that were included in the
first data collection time of TACEP. In the initial proposal of this thesis, it was
calculated that approximately 1099 adolescents and their mothers (with an effect size
of 0.02, 95% power at alpha = .05, and 7 predictors calculated by G*Power) would be
needed to analyze the proposed associations. This calculation was in line with the

aimed sample of the project, as it was proposed that 1500 students from grades 9-12
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would be reached. However, because of the COVID-19 pandemic, the intended sample
was not reached, and 797 mothers and 758 children from grades 1-12 participated in
the study.

As the scope of this current research involves the adolescence period, the
recommendation of WHO was adopted and participants aged 10 years and older (in
the Turkish school system, this is equivalent to the 5" grade) were included in the
analysis and it was seen that 452 students (277 females, 175 males) and 365 mothers
answered the questionnaires from this age range. As the analysis requires paired
mothers and children, only the participants with matched data were included.

After data screening and outlier detection, 351 mother-child pairs were left for
the first analysis (maternal rejection) and as some of the children did not answer
questions about their father, 338 were left for the second analysis (paternal rejection).

Participated mothers were between the ages of 28-60 years (M = 40.02, SD =
5.32) and children were between the ages of 9-18 years (M =12.75, SD = 2.13). 91.7%
of mothers stated that they were currently married to the father of the child. The
gender-grade distribution of the students can be seen in Table 1 and the education level

of mothers can be seen in Table 2.

Table 1
Demographic Information about the Students (n=351)
Grade
Gender 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
n n n n n n n N
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Female 39 33 33 32 25 29 28 219

(63.9)  (62.3)  (647) (55.2) (53.2)  (80.6)  (62.2)  (62.4)

Male 22 20 18 26 22 7 17 132
(36.1)  (37.7)  (35.3) (448) (46.8)  (19.4) (37.8) (37.8)

Total 61 53 51 58 47 38 46 351
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Table 2
Education Level of Mothers

Education Level

Not Not Elementary Middle High  University Graduate Total
Educated Educated School School  School n Level

and but n n n (%) n N
Illiterate  Literate (%) (%) (%) (%)

n n
(%) (%)
Total 7 8 157 66 84 26 3 351
(2.0) (2.3) (44.7) (18.8)  (23.9) (7.4) (0.9)

2.3.  Procedure

Prior to data collection, ethic approvals from the Middle East Technical
University’s Human Subjects Ethics Committee (Appendix A) and necessary
permissions from the Ministry of Education were obtained for the project as a whole.
After the schools were selected by the Turkish Statistical Institute, the schools were
contacted by the project team and the aim and procedure of the project was explained
to the school administration, and the classes were selected randomly. The detailed aim
and the procedure of the project was explained to the selected class by the project team
and consent forms were sent to the parents of the first 14 student listed in the class list.
Mothers who consented to the study were invited to school to answer the
questionnaires via tablets. However, for mothers who were not available to come to
school, a link to an online platform was provided. In terms of the present study’s
sample, out of 351 mothers, 99 of them answered the questionnaires online and 252 of
them answered them at school via tablets. Mostly, the assessment for mothers were
conducted first, and in the beginning of the assessment, mothers were asked whether
their child were in contact with the father and whether they were able to answer
questions regarding their relationship with their father. If answered no, the child did
not answer those scales.

Data collection of Time-1 started in February and ended in March because of
the COVID-19 pandemic precautions in Turkey. For grades 5 and higher, data were
collected from 20 schools in 14 cities. Collected data by cities and child grade can be

seen in Table 3.
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Table 3
Collected Data by Cities and Child Grade

Grade
City 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Total
n n n n n n n N
Amasya - - - - 17 14 15 46
Ankara - - - - 1 1 2 4
Eskisehir 9 7 8 7 - - - 31
Istanbul 5 2 2 - - - - 9
[zmir 7 6 1 5 6 2 9 36
Karaman - - - - 3 7 6 16
Kastamonu 10 10 9 10 - - - 39
Kayseri 6 9 3 10 10 4 8 50
Kirklareli 1 - - - - - - 1
Kirsehir 5 3 4 2 3 6 3 26
Konya 8 6 15 11 - - - 40
Manisa - - - 7 - - - 7
Trabzon - - - - 7 2 2 11
Yozgat 10 10 9 6 - - - 35
Total 61 53 51 58 47 36 45 351

2.4. Measures

The project as a whole consisted of 22 scales for children and 23 scales for
mothers. Children answered questions about perceived parenting, their school life and
peer relationships and social media use. Mothers answered questions about their
familial and marriage life, beliefs about parenting and characteristics and behaviors of
their child.

2.4.1. Demographic Information Form

Children and mothers answered two different versions of demographic
information forms. In the child version, 7 questions were asked regarding the child’s
age, gender, grade, whether s/he has siblings or not and the child’s perceptions about
the family’s economic status. In the mother version, 48 questions were asked regarding
the parent’s age, profession, and their perceptions about the family’s social and

gconomic status.
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2.4.2. Parental Rejection

Parental Acceptance/Rejection Scale (Child Report) developed by Rohner and
Khaleque (2005) was used to assess perceived parental rejection. The children
answered the scale separately for their mothers and fathers. This scale is a 4-point
Likert type scale (1=never, 4=always) which consists of 24 items and four factors
(warmth/affection,  hostility/aggression, indifference/neglect, undifferentiated
rejection). The Turkish adaptation of the scale was conducted by Anjel (1993) and
Varan (2003). In order to calculate the internal consistency of scales, Cronbach alpha
values were conducted for all of the sub-factors. For the Maternal Rejection Scale, the
analysis yielded an alpha value of .73 for the hostility subfactor, .86 for the
warmth/affection subfactor, .75 for the indifference/neglect subfactor, .79 for the
undifferentiated rejection subfactor, and .92 for the scale. In the end, maternal rejection
was calculated as a composite score of three rejection factors (hostility/aggression,
indifference/neglect and undifferentiated rejection) and the reverse-coded acceptance
(warmth) factor. For the Paternal Rejection Scale, the analysis for the hostility
subfactor yielded an alpha value of .75, .88 for the warmth/affection subfactor, .76 for
the indifference/neglect subfactor, .79 for the undifferentiated rejection subfactor and
.92 for the scale. Similar to the maternal rejection scale, the scale was entered into the
analyses as a composite sum score of three rejection factors and the reverse-coded

acceptance factor.

2.4.3. Sensory Processing Sensitivity

Highly Sensitive Child Scale (Mother Report) developed by Aron (2002) was
used to assess sensory processing sensitivity of adolescents. The Turkish adaptation of
this scale was conducted by Akkaya, Ertekin and Berument (Manuscript in
preparation). The initial version of the scale was a 5-point Likert type scale (1=strongly
disagree, 5=strongly agree) which consisted of 38 items. These items were collected
from the parent-report scale and the long and short versions of the self-report scales.
To investigate the structure of the scale, a preliminary study was conducted with 439
mothers of children aged between 6-17. The initial factor analyses showed that the
items derived from the self-report versions of the scale did not load to any of the

factors, thus the analysis was continued with the 23-item version of the scale. Further
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analyses yielded a 2-factor structure with 19 items. However, in order to examine the
structure of the scale with a larger sample, it was decided that those 4 items that did
not load to any of the factors should also be included, thus the scale was included into
the study with 23 items that were originally in the parent report (Akkaya et al.,
Manuscript in preparation).

For this current study, the scale was utilized as a composite score (higher scores
indicating higher sensitivity) and as the correlation between the 19-item version and
23-item version was very high (r = .97), all the items were included when calculating
the composite score. Reliability analysis yielded an alpha value of .80 for the 23-item

version.

2.4.4. Internalizing Behavior Problems

The revised version of Child Behavior Checklist developed by Achenbach
(1991) and adapted to Turkish by Dumenci et al. (2004) was used to assess
internalizing behavior problems. This parent-report scale is a 3-point Likert type scale
(1=not true, 3=often/very true) which consists of 33 items and 3 factors. Internalizing
behavior problems was taken as a composite score that is created by the sum of three
subfactors (anxiety/depression, somatic complaints, withdrawn/depressed). The
Cronbach alpha values for this scale in this present study were calculated to be .75 for
the anxiety/depression sub-factor, .75 for the withdrawn/depressed sub-factor, and .73
for the somatic complaints sub-factor, and .86 for the scale. The scale was entered into

the analyses as a composite sum score.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Data Cleaning and Assumption Testing

As explained in the method section, 452 children from grades 5 and higher and
365 mothers participated in this study. Before analyses were conducted, frequency of
all variables was checked, and it was found that all of the answers were within range.
However, there were missing values; some of the mothers did not complete one or two
of the measures and some of the children did not answer the scales about their father.
Thus, the sample size for the maternal rejection model (n=351) and the paternal
rejection model (n=338) differed. As it is suggested that univariate outliers may not be
very influential in a multi-predictor model with an adequate sample size (Kutner et al.,
2004; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), outliers were detected by analyzing standardized
and studentized residuals (Kutner et al., 2014) and 3 cases were detected that exceed
the amount 3 and those cases were deleted (Blatna, 2006).

Assumptions of regression were examined, and it was found that the sample
met the assumptions of linearity, multicollinearity and homoscedasticity (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2013). The assumption of normality was not met, the distribution was
positively skewed, but after deleting the outliers the results showed a slightly less
positive skewness. As some of the scholars caution against using traditional
transformation techniques for non-normal data (Feng et al., 2014) and some of them
propose that with higher samples, a significant skewness may not result in an important
difference and further, suggest that interpreting the results after transforming variables
may be much difficult (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), the analysis run without
intervening in the normality of the distribution is reported here. However, when

transformation was carried out results did not differ. As proposed by scholars, prior to
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analyzing interactions, the predictors were centered by subtracting the value from the
mean (Hayes, 2018).

Two sets of hierarchical regression analyses were run, the first set of analyses
were run by only entering the predictors in question, and the second set of analyses
were run by controlling child age and mother’s education level. While running the
second set, the control variables were entered in the first step for both analyses
(maternal and paternal rejection). When the results for all these analyses were
examined thoroughly, it was seen that the results did not change neither for maternal
rejection nor for paternal rejection. For the sake of brevity and because the sample size
is not adequate enough, the results without the control variables are reported here.

In the next section, descriptive statistics and the detailed results for regression

analyses are summarized.

3.2.  Descriptive Statistics

Prior to analyses, means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of

variables were calculated. The results of the analysis may be seen in Table 4.
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3.3.  Hierarchical Regression Analysis (Maternal Rejection)

A hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis was run in order to analyze
whether maternal rejection is associated with internalizing behaviors, and whether this
association is moderated by sensory processing sensitivity and, further, by gender. As
the first part of the first research question (1a) intended to analyze the association
between maternal rejection and internalizing behaviors, only maternal rejection as a
predictor was entered into the first step. In the second step, sensory processing
sensitivity as the child’s temperamental characteristic was entered and in the third step,
child gender (coded as 1=boys, 2=girls) was entered into the model. Two-way
interaction between maternal rejection and sensory processing sensitivity was entered
in the fourth step, as the second part of first research question (1b) focused on
analyzing this association. In the fifth step, two-way interactions between maternal
rejection and gender, and sensory processing sensitivity and gender were added. And,
in the last step, the last part of the first research question (1c) was entered as a three-
way interaction between maternal rejection, sensory processing sensitivity and gender.

Model 1 was significant, with an adjusted R? value of .037; F (1,349) = 14.392,
p < .001; 3.7% of variance in internalizing behaviors was explained by maternal
rejection (B = 0.146 SE = 0.039, t(349) = 3.794, p < .001, 95%CI [0.070, 0.222]). As
expected, higher levels of maternal rejection were associated with higher levels of
internalizing behavior in adolescents. Model 2 was also significant with an adjusted
R? value of .057; AR?2=.023; A F (2,348) = 8.496, p =.004. Adding sensory processing
sensitivity (B = 0.087, SE = 0.030, t(348) = 2.915, p = .005, 95%CI [0.028, 0.146])
into the model explained an additional 2.3% of variance in internalizing behaviors;
higher levels of sensory processing sensitivity were associated with higher levels of
internalizing behaviors.

Model 3 was also significant with an adjusted R? value of .072, A R?=.018; A
F (3,347) = 6.705, p = .010; adding gender (B = 2.112, SE = 0.816, t(347) = 2.589, p
=.010, 95%CI [0.508, 3.716]) into the model explained an additional 1.8% of variance
in internalizing behaviors suggesting that for girls, mothers reported higher
internalizing behaviors. Although Model 4 which analyzed the expected interaction
between maternal rejection and sensory processing sensitivity did not reach
significance (A F (4,346) = 1.510, p =.220); Model 5, which included all the two-way
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interactions, did reveal a significant equation with an adjusted R? value of .084, A R?
=.016; A F (6,344) = 3.037, p = .049. In this step, the interaction between sensory
processing sensitivity and gender (B = 0.143, SE = 0.061, t(344) = 2.344, p = .020,
95%CI [0.023, 0.263]) was found to be a significant predictor. For girls, higher levels
of sensory processing sensitivity were associated with higher levels of internalizing
behaviors. However, maternal rejection and SPS were no longer significant from this
step forward.

In the last step, the model with the expected three-way interaction did not reach
significance; A F (7,343) = 0.012, p = .913. However, the effect of gender as a
predictor (B = 2.206, SE =0.814, t(343) = 2.712, p =.007, 95%CI [0.606, 3.807]) and
the interaction of sensory processing sensitivity and gender (B = 0.143, SE = 0.061,
t(343) = 2.338, p =.020, 95%CI [0.023, 0.263]) remained significant. As the proposed
interaction did not reach significance, the model was not entered into Process Macro

(Hayes, 2018). The details of the results can be seen in Table 5.

Table 5
Results of a Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Internalizing Problems
(Maternal Rejection, Sensory Processing Sensitivity and Gender as Predictors)

B SE Y t R AR? F AF
Model 1 037 040  14.39%**  14.39%**
MR 15 03 .19%** 3.79
Model 2 057 023 1159%**  8.49**
MR 16 04 21%%* 4.05
SPS .09 .03 15%* 2.92
Model 3 072 018 10.09%**  6.70*
MR 15 04 21%%* 4.06
SPS .08 .03 147 2.71
Gender 2.11 81 13* 2.59
Model 4 074 004  7.96%** 151
MR 16 04 22 4.18
SPS .08 .03 147 2.75
Gender 2.12 82 13* 2.60
SPS x MR .00 .00 .06 1.22
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Table 5 (cont’d)

B SE B t R2 AR? F AF
Model 5 084 016  6.38%**  3.03*
MR .03 14 .05 23
SPS -15 10 -.26 -1.45
Gender 2.20 81 147 2.71
SPS x MR .00 .00 .08 1.54
MR x G .08 .08 18 95
SPSx G 14 .06 42% 2.34
Model 6 082 000  5.45%** 012
MR .03 14 .04 22
SPS -15 10 -.26 -1.44
Gender 2.20 82 147 2.71
SPS x MR .00 .01 .06 36
MR x G .08 .08 19 95
SPSx G 14 .06 A42% 2.34
MRxSPSXG .00 .00 .02 11

Note. MR, maternal rejection; SPS, sensory processing sensitivity; G, gender; ***p < .001, **p < .01,
*
p<.05

3.4. Hierarchical Regression Analysis (Paternal Rejection)

A hierarchical multiple linear regression analysis was run in order to test
whether paternal rejection is associated with internalizing behaviors, and whether this
association is moderated by sensory processing sensitivity and, further, by gender. As
the first part of the first research question (1a) intended to analyze the association
between paternal rejection and internalizing behaviors, only paternal rejection as a
predictor was entered into the first step. In the second step, sensory processing
sensitivity as the child’s temperamental trait was included and in the third step, child
gender (coded as 1=boys, 2=girls) was entered into the model. Two-way interaction
between paternal rejection and sensory processing sensitivity was entered in the fourth
step, as the second part of first research question (1b) focused on this association. In
the fifth step, two-way interactions between paternal rejection and gender, and sensory
processing sensitivity and gender were added. And, in the last step, the last part of the
first research question (1c) was entered as a three-way interaction between paternal

rejection, sensory processing sensitivity and gender.
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Model 1 was significant, with an adjusted R? value of .026; F (1,336) = 10.143,
p = .002; 2.6% of variance in internalizing behaviors was explained by paternal
rejection (B = 0.119 SE = 0.038, t(336) = 3.185, p = .002, 95%CI [0.046, 0.193]). As
proposed, higher levels of paternal rejection were associated with higher levels of
internalizing behavior in adolescents. Model 2 was also significant with an adjusted
R? value of .040; A R?=.016; A F (2,335) =5.695, p =.018. Adding sensory processing
sensitivity (B = 0.073, SE = 0.030, t(335) = 2.386, p = .018, 95%CI [0.013, 0.132])
into the model explained an additional 1.6% of variance in internalizing behaviors;
higher levels of sensory processing sensitivity were associated with higher levels of
internalizing behaviors.

Model 3 was also significant with an adjusted R? value of .057, A R?=.020; A
F (3,334) = 7.039, p = .008; adding gender (B = 2.204, SE = 0.831, t(334) = 2.653, p
=.008, 95%CI [0.570, 3.839]) into the model explained an additional 2.0 % of variance
in internalizing behaviors. Although Model 4 which analyzed the proposed interaction
between maternal rejection and sensory processing sensitivity did not reach
significance (A F (4,333) = 7.039, p = .890); Model 5, which included all the two-way
interactions, did reveal a significant equation with an adjusted R? value of .067, A R?
=.018; A F (6,331) = 3.329, p = .037. In this step, the interaction between sensory
processing sensitivity and gender (B = 0.160, SE = 0.062, t(331) = 2.568, p = .011,
95%CI [0.037, 0.282]) was found to be a significant predictor. For girls, higher levels
of sensory processing sensitivity were associated with higher levels of internalizing
behaviors. However, paternal rejection and SPS were no longer significant from this
step forward.

In the last step, the model with the hypothesized three-way interaction did not
reach significance; A F (7,330) = 0.001 p = .981. However, the effect of gender as a
predictor (B =2.278, SE =0.830, t(330) = 2.744, p = .006, 95%CI [0.645, 3.911]) and
the interaction of sensory processing sensitivity and gender (B = 0.160, SE = 0.063,
t(330) = 2.556, p =.011, 95%CI [0.037, 0.283]) remained significant. As the proposed
interaction did not reach significance, the model was not entered into Process Macro

(Hayes, 2018). The details of the results can be seen in Table 6.
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Table 6
Results of a Hierarchical Regression Analysis Predicting Internalizing Problems
(Paternal Rejection, Sensory Processing Sensitivity and Gender as Predictors)

B SE Y t RZ  AR? F AF
Model 1 026 .029 10.14**  10.14**
PR A2 .04 A7 3.19
Model 2 040 016  7.99*** 5.70*
PR 12 .04 1% 3.30
SPS .07 .03 13* 2.39
Model 3 .057 .020 T.07T*F* 7.04**
PR A3 .04 J9F*x* 3.54
SPS .07 .03 2% 2.22
Gender 2.20 .83 14%* 2.65
Model 4 054  .000 5.81*** .019
PR A3 .04 19F*x* 3.51
SPS .07 .03 JA2* 2.22
Gender 221 .83 14 2.65
SPS x PR .00 .00 .00 14
Model 5 067 .018  5.04*** 3.33*
PR .09 14 14 716
SPS -.19 A0 -.34 -1.82
Gender 2.27 .83 A5%* 2.75
SPS x PR .00 .00 .02 .35
PRXG .02 .08 .05 .28
SPSx G .16 .06 AT* 2.57
Model 6 064  .000  4.30*** .001
PR .01 A4 A4 71
SPS -.19 A0 -.34 -1.81
Gender 2.28 .83 15%* 2.74
SPSx PR .00 .01 .01 .06
PRxG .02 .08 .05 27
SPSx G 16 .06 48* 2.56
PRxSPSxG .00 .01 .01 .02

Note. PR, paternal rejection; SPS, sensory processing sensitivity; G, gender; ***p < .001, **p < .01,
*
p <.05
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3.5.  Two-Way Interaction Between SPS and Gender

In order to analyze the significant interaction between SPS and gender, a
moderation analyses was run via SPSS Process Macro by selecting Model 1 (simple
moderation model; Hayes, 2018).

The model was significant F (2,347) = 5.773, p = .007 with an R? value of .04.
The equation revealed that the interaction between sensory processing sensitivity and
gender was significant (B = .123, SE = .06, t(347) = 2.0005, p =.046, 95%CI [0.0021,
0.245]). For girls, higher levels of sensory processing sensitivity were associated with
higher levels of internalizing problems. The plot generated via SPSS Process Macro

(Hayes, 2018) showing the interaction can be seen in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Two-way interaction between sensory processing sensitivity and gender
predicting internalizing problems
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

Acknowledging the importance of the adolescence period and the overgrowing
challenges adolescents face in the 21 century (Call et al., 2002; Shulman & Sharf,
2018), this study intended to contribute to the existing literature by examining
internalizing problems in adolescents and its potential predictors. For this, perceived
maternal and paternal rejection as poor parenting factors were included in the model
and sensory processing sensitivity as the child’s individual characteristic was added.
As the influence of gender is also emphasized in terms of adolescence
psychopathology (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008), gender was also included as a potential
moderator. In the end, the main research questions were focused on the three-way
interactions between maternal and paternal rejection, sensory processing sensitivity
and child gender on adolescence internalizing problems.

The results revealed the expected association between maternal rejection and
internalizing problems, and between paternal rejection and internalizing problems.
However, these effects ceased to exist when other variables were entered into the
model. The expected interaction between parental rejection and child temperament
was not found for neither perceived father rejection nor mother rejection, however an
interaction between sensory processing sensitivity and gender was found to be
significant. Further, the effect of gender was found to be significant even when all the
other variables were controlled for. The main research questions focusing on the three-
way interaction between parental rejection, sensory processing sensitivity and gender
on internalizing behaviors were not supported. The results are thoroughly discussed

below.
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4.1.  The Association Between Parental Rejection and Internalizing Behaviors

In line with many studies linking parental factors and internalizing behaviors
(e.g. Hale et al., 2005, Nishikawa et al., 2009; Nunes et al., 2013; Putnick et al., 2015)
in the first four steps of the both hierarchical regression analyses the association
between perceived parental rejection and internalizing behaviors for both fathers and
mothers were significant. Furthermore, in the first step, the effect size of the
association was %3.7 for mothers and %2.6 for fathers. These results are in line with
McLeod, Wood et al.’s meta-analysis on childhood anxiety (2007), in this analysis it
was found that parenting factors (rejection and control) explained approximately 4%
of variance in anxiety. However, it is worth noting that in another meta-analysis
focused on depression, this effect size was found to be 8% (McLeod, Weisz et al.,
2007).

The small effect size in this study might be due to various reasons. Firstly, this
study only took parental rejection as an indicator of poor parenting. However, some
studies show that among other variables, psychological control may be more strongly
related to internalizing behaviors during adolescence (e.g. Doyle & Markiewicz, 2005)
and others show that rather than parenting styles or behaviors, paternal/maternal
psychopathology and parental stress may be more strongly associated with
internalizing problems (e.g. Ormel et al., 2015; Weijers et al., 2018). Second of all, in
the current study, rather than separately examining anxiety and depression, the scores
were analyzed as a composite outcome. However, studies also show that different
parenting factors might have differing effects on childhood anxiety and depression.
For instance, in McLeod, Weisz et al. and McLeod, Wood et al.’s meta-analyses
(2007) it was found that parental control explained 6% of variance in childhood
anxiety, while rejection explained 4%; and parental rejection explained 8% of variance
in childhood depression, while control explained 5%.

Despite all this, it is seen that when the interaction of sensory processing
sensitivity and gender is added to the model, maternal or paternal rejection were no
longer significant; suggesting that other variables are more important in terms of
adolescence internalizing problems. This finding is especially important for practical

implications and will be further discussed in the following sections.
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4.2.  The Association Between Sensory Processing Sensitivity and Internalizing

Behaviors

Even though not hypothesized, in the second step of the regression analyses,
the results showed that higher levels of sensory processing sensitivity predicted higher
levels of internalizing problems when parental rejection is controlled for, however this
effect ceased to exist when interaction between sensory processing sensitivity and
gender was included in the model. As seen in the introduction, there are not many
studies focusing on highly sensitive adolescents and the literature is yet to grow in this
area. Even though the studies are mostly conducted with young adults, it is seen from
the limited number of studies that highly sensitive people may be more prone to
experience anxiety, depression or stress (e.g. Bakker & Moulding, 2012; Brindle et al.,
2015; Gearhart & Bodie, 2012; Liss et al., 2008; Neal et al, 2002; Yano & Oishi, 2018).

This finding is in line with a specific finding in Liss et al.’s (2005) study, in
this study it was found that sensory processing sensitivity was associated with
depression and anxiety in young adults even when parental factors are controlled for.
This finding once again shows the importance of studying high sensitivity in
adolescents in terms of practical implications as well. If being highly sensitive is a risk
factor for psychopathology in adolescents and young adults, early interventions during
toddlerhood and childhood might prove beneficial in building resilience during this
important transition period. However, at the last step of the analyses, it is seen that
sensory processing sensitivity does not have a unique effect on internalizing problems,
while gender (being a girl) and high sensitivity’s interaction with gender has. This
interaction effect points out that there may be a more specific group at risk for

internalizing problems and will be discussed in the following sections.

4.3.  The Association Between Gender and Internalizing Behaviors

Concordant with many contemporary studies, this study also found that girls
are reported to experience more internalizing behaviors when compared to boys
(Rescorla et al., 2007; Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008). Gender was found to be a unique
effect in the last step of the model, mothers reported that girls experience internalizing
problems more. This finding is in line with studies conducted in Western samples (e.g.

Carragher et al., 2016; Sentse et al., 2009) as well as Turkish studies conducted with
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adolescent populations (e.g. Balat & Akman, 2006; Sel¢uk, 2019). Study findings have
repeatedly shown that girls may be at more risk and scholars believe that many
different factors (e.g. cognitive, biological, social and emotional) may be at play in
creating this vulnerability (Zahn-Waxler et al., 2008).

However, scholars also caution against several points before reaching to a
conclusion (Graber, 2004). For instance, studies show that besides gender, trajectory
of internalizing behavior problems may differ according to age as well (e.g. Bongers
et al., 2003) and it is said that gender vulnerability may differ across specific
depression and anxiety disorders (Graber, 2004), but, in general, it is known that after
a certain age, girls may be more at risk (Graber, 2004). This study took child age into
account by controlling it in the second set of analyses and found that the results did
not differ when age is also considered. However, a study comparing different age

groups (i.e. early adolescence vs. late adolescence) might reveal further findings.

4.4. Two-Way Interactions

Studies on sensory processing sensitivity show that poor parenting factors may
interact with high sensitivity in predicting several outcomes (e.g. negative affectivity
and shyness in young adults, Aron et al., 2005; externalizing and internalizing
problems in preschool children; Lionetti, Patore et al., 2019), suggesting that highly
sensitive individuals who have experienced a non-optimal parenting environment may
be more prone to maladjustment and behavior problems. As a matter of fact, the first
study to conceptualize sensory processing sensitivity proposes an interaction between
negative parenting factors and sensory processing sensitivity in predicting an unhappy
childhood (Aron & Aron, 1997) and subsequent studies have also shown great interest
in similar interaction effects (e.g. Booth, Standage,, & Fox, 2015; Lionetti, Patore et
al., 2019; Slagt et al., 2018; for a review please see Aron et al., 2012). Thus, in this
study, it was also expected that a poor parenting factor would interact with high
sensitivity in predicting adolescent behavior problems. However, the results did not
reveal the expected interaction between maternal rejection and sensory processing
sensitivity, and between paternal rejection and sensory processing sensitivity.

Although not that common, similar to this study’s findings, there are studies
that have also failed to find a significant interaction between parental care and sensory
processing sensitivity. For instance, one study conducted with young adults found that
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there was no interaction effect between parenting and sensory processing sensitivity
on anxiety (Liss et al., 2005). However, in this study an interaction between parenting
and sensory processing sensitivity was found predicting depression, highly sensitive
young adults who remembered their parents to be uncaring were significantly more
depressed. But it is worth noting that this relationship was found when sensory
processing sensitivity was treated as a categorical variable, when the relationships
were examined linearly, this interaction also ceased to exist. This holds true for other
studies as well, earlier studies mostly treated the sensory processing sensitivity
variable as a categorical dichotomous variable (e.g. Aron et al., 2005). However, later
studies have treated sensory processing sensitivity as a continuous variable and
contemporary findings reflect a 3-class structure rather than a dichotomous one for
both adults and children (Lionetti et al., 2018; Pluess et al, 2018). Pluess et al. (2018),
the first to analyze clusters of sensory processing sensitivity in a child and adolescent
sample propose that it is best to treat this variable as a continuous variable but also
take into account its 3-class categorical structure. In the current study, anxiety and
depression were parts of a composite sum score for behavior problems and sensory
processing sensitivity was considered a continuous variable. Given the methodology
of previous studies and the latest propositions of scholars, it is believed that such
differences in study designs may also have resulted in contradictory findings across
studies.

Additionally, in some of these studies, the operational definition of a non-
optimal parenting environment seems to be more generalized than the
maternal/paternal rejection construct in this study. For instance, in their first study,
Aron and Aron (1997) operationalized parenting environment by asking general
questions about father involvement and closeness and in a subsequent study, Aron et
al. (2005) assessed parenting environment by items measuring parental mental illness
or whether alcoholism was a problem in the family or not and, in a more recent study
Lionetti, Patore et al. (2019) used parenting styles as the predictor variable. Given the
varied and more generalized definitions of the ‘non-optimal parenting’ variable, it is
believed that the conflicted findings might also be due to different conceptualizations
of poor family environments.

One important finding of this study is the interaction between sensory

processing sensitivity and gender. The interaction between sensory processing
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sensitivity and gender in predicting internalizing problems held true even when all the
other variables were controlled for; mothers reported their highly sensitive girls to be
more inclined to experience internalizing problems. As discussed thoroughly in the
introduction, this finding, once again, points out the importance of including gender in
the analysis.

It has been proposed that girls may be more inclined to experience internalizing
problems because they have been socialized to self-regulate more or to be extra
sensitive to relationships and that the social context they live in supports more
dependent and emotional behaviors (Leadbeater et al., 1999; Zahn-Waxler et al.,
2008). Additionally, the major part of sensory processing sensitivity is its focus on
deeper processing so it may be that highly sensitive girls process such reinforcements
from their social context much deeper (Pluess & Boniwell, 2015), making them more
vulnerable to depression and anxiety.

This finding is important in terms of practical implications as well, if proven
repeatedly in future longitudinal studies, it may be said that being a highly sensitive
girl is a risk factor for internalizing problems above and beyond parental factors.

Scholars suggest that interventions focusing on specific populations may be
more effective in certain cases (e.g. Dodge, 2019), and current studies suggest that
highly sensitive people may benefit more from interventions (Lionetti et al., 2018).
For instance, one study found that highly sensitive boys benefitted more from an anti-
bullying program in terms of their internalizing behavior problems (Nocentini et al.,
2018) and another one found that while highly sensitive girls benefitted from a
depression intervention, their low-sensitive counterparts did not, and more
interestingly, this association was more salient at the one year follow-up (Pluess &
Boniwell, 2015). Authors discuss this finding in terms of sensory processing
sensitivity’s ‘depth of processing’ factor and propose that highly sensitive girls might
have made use the skills they learned from this intervention over time because of their
deeper processing traits. Additionally, it is also proposed that when creating an
intervention on internalizing behaviors, a gender-specific approach may prove
beneficial (Nilsen et al. 2018). All these underlie the importance of interventions
aimed at specific populations and also, point out the advantageous side of being highly
sensitive as proposed by Pluess (2015). In fact, in their comprehensive review Greven

et al. (2019) also suggest that not only highly sensitive people are in need of
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intervention, but they also may benefit from them the most; as may be seen in previous
examples. The authors propose that educating highly sensitive individuals and
teaching them about this trait may be the first step of prevention (Greven et al., 2019).
In view of this proposition, if it is known that highly sensitive girls are more at risk for
depression and anxiety, educating them about their high sensitivity might be the first

step in terms of preventing depression and anxiety.

45. Three-Way Interactions

While developing the construct of sensory processing sensitivity, Aron and
Aron (1997) suggested that highly sensitive people may be more affected by non-
optimal familial environments and their findings revealed this to be true especially for
men; men who perceived their parents to be non-optimal also reported to have an
unhappy childhood. Although gender in terms of sensory processing sensitivity has
not been studied thoroughly yet, in this study it was also expected that mothers and
fathers’ effect on their daughters and sons might differ. However, the expected three-
way interactions which were the main focus of this study did not reach significance;
results failed to reveal an interaction between maternal/paternal rejection, sensory
processing sensitivity and gender. One reason this may be due to is the inadequate
power of the study. As discussed in the method section, the expected sample size was
not reached in this study and thus for a three-way interaction, the power of the analysis
was poor.

As discussed in the previous section, another reason for the lack of significance
in this study may be due to differing operationalization of the constructs; studies show
that the link between parenting factors and internalizing behaviors may differ based
on conceptualizations of parenting, and that sometimes the results may vary depending
on whether depression and anxiety is considered a composite score or separate
constructs. Therefore, it is believed that the findings may have also been affected by
the design of the study.

4.6.  Strengths and Limitations of the Study

One of the strengths of this research was analyzing parental rejection of

mothers and fathers separately; even though the expected association was not

37



supported, it is believed that mothers and fathers’ effects should be examined
differently as they may have differing effects on child outcomes. Furthermore, it is
known that developmental research is mostly focused on mothers, thus analyzing
perceived paternal parenting is a contribution to an area which is in need of growing
(Cabrera et al., 2018; Scaini et al., 2008).

Second strength of this research is utilizing both mother reports and child
reports. As explained in detail in the method section, children were asked about their
parents’ parenting behavior and parents reported on their children’s behaviors and
characteristics. Although this type of design also has its own shortcomings, integrating
both parent reports and child reports may be considered a more reliable way than only
relying on self-reports. Moreover, it is believed that this may hold true especially for
the current study’s sample. Adolescents’ reports on parenting behavior may be
considered a more reliable way, as it is known that a person’s self-report about a
sensitive subject such as parenting might not be reliable for various reasons
(Morshbach & Prinz, 2006). However, scholars also suggest that adolescents’
emotional state at the time of assessment may also have an effect on their objectivity;
and it would be more reliable if the emotional state of the adolescent is controlled for
(Taber, 2010), a critical point which may be considered in similar future studies.

In addition, to the best of the project team’s knowledge, this project is one of
the first to examine high sensitivity in a child and adolescent sample in Turkey and
findings related to the interaction between sensory processing sensitivity and gender
point out the importance of studying this concept thoroughly. In their review, Greven
et al. (2019) mention that even though the popularity of sensory processing sensitivity
increases in public arenas, the research falls behind; and underlie the need for future
comprehensive studies. In view of this, the current research conducted in a non-
Western context may be considered a contribution to the literature.

This contribution is also important in terms of practical implications as well.
As discussed, practical implications of the interaction effect are critical because it is
known that depression and anxiety are one of the major problems of youngsters
nowadays (WHO, 2020), and because of this, international organizations are calling
out for interventions focused on adolescents, and especially adolescent girls (WHO,
2020, p.10). Interventions that target specific groups at specific timings are thought to

be more effective as they allow for tailor-made programs for a specific group that has
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similar needs (Dodge, 2019). Thus, knowing that highly sensitive girls may be more
inclined to depression and anxiety would allow for a tailor-made intervention for that
population.

Furthermore, Dodge (2019) also proposes a ‘tiered approach’; providing the
intervention to the general population and then providing a more specific and tailor-
made intervention to the particular group that may be in need. This suggestion may be
especially useful in this case, it is known that adolescents in general are at more risk
for depression and anxiety, thus a generalized intervention is needed, but a tailor-made
one for the highly sensitive group may even prove to be more effective.

As scholars propose, risk factors for internalizing problems during adolescence
should encompass both environmental factors and individual characteristics (Nilsen et
al., 2018). This study may be considered in line with this proposition as it included
parenting factors and temperament and gender and thus tried to design a model that
covered environmental and individual variables. But, nevertheless, it fell short of
including alternative environmental factors that may have a role, such as peer
victimization (Reijntjes et al., 2010) or poverty and SES (Comeau & Boyle, 2018;
Sentse et al., 2009).

The major limitation of this study is the sample size. As discussed thoroughly
in the method, expected sample size was not reached due to COVID-19 precautions
that took place in Turkey. Furthermore, it was intended that with a greater sample size
a more heterogenous and a nationally representative group would be reached, but in
terms of educational status the current sample seems to be more homogeneous than
intended (44.7% of mothers were graduated from elementary level school while 8.3%
of them were graduated from a higher level education — university or higher).

Additionally, although parent and child reports were both used in this study,
other shortcomings of this research might be not utilizing multiple reports and solely
utilizing scales. Studies show that there might be a discrepancy between parent’s self-
reports and children reporting on parenting behavior and different types of collecting
data might predict different outcomes (e.g. Gaylord et al., 2003). This proposition is
also in line with McLeod, Wood et al.’s meta-analysis conducted in 2007, the authors
found that when observational measures were used to assess parenting, the effects of
the associations were larger. In view of these, as some scholars propose, it is thought

that gathering data by using multiple methods may be more advantageous (Morshbach
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& Prinz, 2006), and with an adolescent sample, it is believed that this may especially
be true. For instance, a review article states that parent-report vs. self-report measures’
findings about environmental stressors differ according to the age range of the sample;
assessments utilizing older children’s self-reports reveal stronger associations with
environmental stressors (Grant et al., 2006). The authors argue these findings by
stating that parents may not be able to capture the internal states of adolescents as
easily as they do their younger children’s, thus self-report measures in the adolescence
period might reveal stronger associations. Other studies have concordant findings, for
instance, in another meta-analysis conducted by Pinquart et al. (2017), it was found
that studies that relied on multiple reports or child reports on parenting revealed more
robust associations between parenting and internalizing problems and yet in another
study, a cross-country study focusing also on the effects of study designs have found
that when problem behaviors are asked to the adolescents rather than their parents, the
amount of reported problems increases (Rescorla et al., 2007).

Additionally, the concept of sensory processing sensitivity also tries to capture
a person’s inner experience and encompasses deep and rich emotional experiences of
a person (Aron et al., 2012), thus a self-report measure might be a more reliable way
of assessing this construct especially in the adolescence period. With this age range,
one another alternative and more reliable way of assessing sensory processing
sensitivity might be to use a semi-structured interview as proposed by Greven et al.
(2019).

Finally, scholars also point out the importance of including externalizing
problems when analyzing such associations as these two dimensions seem to be
correlated (Achenbach et al., 2016). In line with Achenbach et al.’s suggestions, one
limitation of this study may be not including and/or controlling externalizing behavior

problems of adolescents.

4.7. Future Directions

As discussed in the introduction, including other variables that may be
associated with internalizing problems may also be a promising research area in the
future. For instance, integrating other familial factors and temperamental
characteristics might help create a much bigger picture of the relationships between
environmental and temperamental factors and internalizing behaviors in adolescents.
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Moreover, as this study’s sample consists of adolescents, including the effect of peer
relations may be another future direction as studies find that quality of peer
relationships may buffer against poor parenting factors (Gaertner et al., 2015).

Furthermore, it is seen that some studies that examine depression and anxiety
have found differing results. For instance, in Liss et al.’s (2005) study, an interaction
between parenting behaviors and sensory processing sensitivity was not found for
anxiety but a small interaction was found for depression and further when compared
to depression; sensory processing sensitivity more strongly predicted anxiety. Thus,
analyzing these variables separately might reveal further findings in the future.
Moreover, as discussed previously, including externalizing problem behaviors might
also reveal further findings (Achenbach et al., 2016); for instance, highly sensitive
adolescent boys may be at more risk for externalizing behaviors in the Turkish context.

Also, parents’ individual differences may also be taken into account in future
studies. For instance, an exploratory study focusing on highly sensitive mothers and
fathers examined the subjective parenting experiences of highly sensitive parents and
found that highly sensitive parents may be more attuned to their child but may also
perceive parenting difficult (Aron et al., 2019). Although exploratory, this study’s
findings also underlie the importance of taking into account parent’s temperamental
traits and emphasize the importance of longitudinal study designs that examine
reciprocal relationships.

Lastly, studying sensory processing sensitivity in terms of Pluess’ (2015;
environmental sensitivity) unbiased framework in the Turkish context might also yield
further results. Some studies have not found support for this framework, for instance
Booth et al.’s (2015) study found that sensory processing sensitivity is a risk factor in
terms of lower life satisfaction but the study findings failed to support the proposition
that sensitive people are also more susceptive to positive environments. However,
other studies have found concordant results with Pluess’s (2015) meta-framework; for
instance, Slagt et al. (2018) found that effect of poor and good parenting interacted
with sensory processing sensitivity in increasing or decreasing problem behaviors in
kindergarteners, and Lionetti, Patore et al. (2019) found that parenting interacts with
sensory processing sensitivity in predicting both behavioral problems and social
competence in preschoolers. These findings validate the proposition that highly

sensitive individuals are more affected by their environments, either good or bad, and
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once again, emphasize the importance of studying sensory processing sensitivity in
that context (Aron et al., 2012; Pluess, 2015). In line with this, a major research
question might be studying sensory processing sensitivity in poor and good
environments and whether this interaction will hold true for poor and optimal
outcomes in a Turkish context.

In conclusion, although the expected models were not supported in this study,
it is believed that the results convey the importance and criticality of studying high
sensitivity and internalizing behaviors in the Turkish context and point to a direction

of a more in-depth examination of these constructs.
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B. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

BOLUM 1

GIRIS

Ergenlik donemi, ¢ocukluk donemi ve yetiskinlik donemi arasinda dnemli bir
gecis donemidir ve bu donemde gengler, biyolojik, sosyal ve biligsel anlamda bir¢cok
degisiklik yasarlar (Blakemore & Mills, 2014; Sawyer vd., 2018). Diinya Saglik
Orgiitii’ne gore ergenlik dénemi 10-19 yas arasini kapsamaktadir. Bilimsel ¢alismalar
ergenlik doneminin, madde kullanimi, yeme bozukluklari, disa yonelim problemleri,
depresyon, anksiyete, saldirganlik ve intihar gibi psikolojik ve davranigsal bir¢ok
problem igin bir risk donemi olabilecegini gostermektedir (e.g. Costello vd., 2011;
Kim, 2003; Merikangas vd., 2010).

Alanyazinda, c¢ocukluk ve ergenlikte yasanan psikolojik problemlerin ‘ige
yonelim problemleri’ ve ‘disa yonelim problemleri’ olmak iizere iki kategoride
incelenebilecegi onerilmektedir (Achenbach, 1966; Achenbach vd., 2016). Ige
yonelim problemleri, depresif ve somatik sikayetler ve/veya anksiyeteyi
kapsamaktadir ve yapilan caligmalar bu problemlerin gencler i¢in intihar, madde
kullanimi1 vb. ciddi olumsuz sonuglar1 oldugunu gostermektedir (Liu ve Tein, 2005;
O’Neil vd., 2011).

Ice yonelim problemleri igin risk olusturan faktdrler bilimsel ¢alismalarda
etraflica incelenmistir ve Liu, Chen ve Lewis’in (2011) derlemesine gore ¢evresel ve
ailevi faktorler ve belli mizag ozellikleri ice yonelim problemleri igin risk
olusturabilmektedir. Bu faktorler arasinda incelenen kavramlardan biri de ebeveyn
reddidir ve mevcut ¢alismanin ana degiskeni olarak belirlenmistir. Yapilan bazi
calismalar, algilanan ebeveyn reddinin ige yonelim problemleriyle iliskili oldugunu

gostermektedir (Nishikawa vd., 2009; Nunes vd., 2013).
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Mevcut ¢alisma, ebeveyn reddi kavramini ‘Ebeveyn Kabul — Ret Teorisi’
cergevesinde ele almaktadir. Bu teori, kisilerin iliskilerde kabul gérmelerinin ve bunu
hissetmelerinin 6nemini vurgulamakta ve ebeveyn reddini, ebeveynin cocuga karsi
soguk, saldirgan, fiziksel veya sozel ihmal davraniglar1 olarak tanimlamaktadir.

Ebeveynlik ile ilgili yiiriitilen bilimsel g¢aligmalarin genellikle annelere
odaklandig1 bilinmektedir, ancak giiniimiizde annelerin ve babalarinin etkilerinin ayri
ayr1 incelenmesinin 6nemi de vurgulanmaya baslanmustir. Ancak, ginimuzdeki
kiilttirler aras1 ¢caligmalarin bu iliskileri derinlemesine incelemek i¢in yeterli olmadigi
da vurgulanmaktadir (Weitkamp ve Seiffge-Kranke, 2019). Bu onerilere paralel
olarak, Tirkiye’de de annelerin ve babalarin cocuklarina karsi davranislarinin
farklilagabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir ve bu sebeplerle, mevcut ¢alismada da bu iliskiler
ayr1 ayr1 incelenmistir.

Ebeveynlik gibi ¢evresel faktorlerin ¢cocuk ve ergenler iizerinde etkili oldugu
bilinmekle birlikte, bireysel 6zelliklerin bu iliskilerde nasil bir diizenleyici rolii oldugu
da alanyazinda kapsamli bir sekilde ¢alisilmaktadir. Bu yonde kurgulanan calismalar,
genelde mizag 6zelligi olarak ‘tepkisellik” boyutunun diizenleyici roliinli incelemistir
(Engle ve McElwain, 2010; Lengua, 2008; Morris vd., 2002; Slagt vd., 2018). Ancak,
son zamanlarda alanyazinda daha yeni bir kavram olan ‘duyusal duyarlilik’ da
incelenmeye baslanmistir (Aron ve Aron, 1997; Pluess, 2015; Slagt vd., 2018).

Duyusal duyarhlik, ¢evre hassasiyeti teorileri (Pluess, 2015) kapsaminda
degerlendirilen bir teoridir ve duyusal duyarlilig1 ytliksek bireylerin hem olumlu hem
de olumsuz ortamlardan daha c¢ok etkilenebilecegi one stiriilmektedir (Pluess, 2015;
Lionetti, Aron vd., 2019). Duyusal duyarlilik, derinlemesine biligsel isleme ve
duygusal tepkisellik gibi 6geler iceren genetik bir mizag¢ 6zelligidir (Aron ve Aron,
1997). Bu bakis acisna gore, duyusal duyarliligi yiiksek bireyler daha once
karsilasmamig olduklar1 bir ortama girerken temkinli davranmayir ve g¢evreyi
incelemeyi tercih ederler ve ayn1 zamanda, gevrelerindeki uyaricilar1 daha kolay fark
ederler (Aron ve Aron, 1997; Aron vd., 2012). Son donemde yapilan calismalar,
toplumun %20’si ila 30’unun duyusal duyarliliginin yiiksek oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir
(Aron, 1996; Lionetti vd., 2018, Pluess vd., 2018).

Duyusal duyarlilik ile ilgili yapilan ¢alismalar genellikle geng yetigkin ve
yetigkinlerle yiiriitiilmektedir ve bu c¢alismalarin sonuglar1 duyusal duyarliligin

depresyon, anksiyete ve stresle iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir (Bakker ve
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Moulding, 2012; Brindle vd., 2015; Gearhart ve Bodie, 2012; Liss vd., 2008; Yano ve
Oishi, 2018). Yetiskinlerle yapilan ¢aligmalar kadar yaygin olmasa da ¢ocuk ve ergen
orneklemleriyle yiiriitiilen bazi ¢alismalara da rastlanmaktadir ve bu galismalarda da
hem duyusal duyarliligin ana etkisine hem de diizenleyici etkilerine bakilmaktadir.
Ornegin, yapilan bir ¢alismada duyusal duyarlihim gocuklarda uyku ve yeme
problemleri ile iliskili oldugu gosterilmistir (Boterberg ve Warreyn, 2016) ve baska
bir calismada ise duyusal duyarliligin ebeveyn davraniglart ve disa yonelim
problemleri arasinda diizenleyici bir roliiniin oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir (Slagt vd., 2018).
Bu sonuctan yola ¢ikarak, calismay1 gergeklestiren arastirmacilar, tepkisellik mizag
ozelligine kiyasla, duyusal duyarliligin ¢ocuklarda ve 6zellikle yas¢a daha biiyiik
cocuklarda daha gucli bir diizenleyici roliiniin olabilecegini 6ne stirmiislerdir (Slagt
vd., 2018).

Mevcut calismadaki model de duyusal duyarliligin ebeveyn reddi ve ige
yonelim problemleri arasinda dlzenleyici roliiniin olabilecegi diisiiniilerek
olusturulmustur. Ancak, ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin de belirleyici bir faktor olabilecegi goz
oninde tutularak, cinsiyet de ikinci bir dlzenleyici degisken olarak
degerlendirilmistir.

Son donemlerde yapilan ¢aligmalar annelerin ve babalarin ebeveynlik
rollerinin ayni derecede 6nemli oldugunu, ancak bu iliskilerin ayr1 ayr1 incelenmesi
gerektigini ¢linkii ¢ocuklar iizerinde farkli etkileri olabilecegini gostermektedir
(Bolkan vd., 2010; Bosco vd., 2003; Laible ve Carlo, 2004; Milevsky vd., 2007;
Milevsky vd., 2008; Quach vd., 2015). Bunun yani sira, ¢cocugun cinsiyetinin de etkili
olabilecegini One siiren ¢aligmalar vardir (Conrade ve Ho, 2001; McKinney ve Renk,
2008). Ayrica, yapilan calismalar kizlarda ice yonelim problemlerinin erkeklere
kiyasla daha sik goriildiigiinii gostermektedir (Kim, 2003; Rescorla vd., 2007; Sentse
vd., 2009; Ulu ve Fisiloglu, 2002). Diger ¢alismalar ise anne reddinin ve baba reddinin
erkek ve kiz cocuklar iizerinde farkli farkli etkileri olabilecegine isaret etmektedir
(Roelofs vd., 2006; Verhoeven vd., 2012, Weitkamp ve Seiffge-Kranke, 2019). Bu
bulgular 1s181Inda, mevcut calismada anne ve babalarinin iligkilerinin ayr1 ayri
incelenmesine ve ¢ocugun cinsiyetinin de diizenleyici etkisine bakilmasina karar
verilmistir.

Yukarida Ozetlenen kavramlar ve bilimsel caligmalar 1s18inda, mevcut

calismada, duyusal duyarliligin algilanan ebeveyn reddi ve i¢e yonelim problemleri

62



arasinda dlzenleyici bir roliiniin olup olmadigini ve bu iliskide cocugun cinsiyetinin
dizenleyici bir rolii olup olmadigmi arastirmak amaglanmistir. Bu amaglar
dogrultusunda asagidaki arastirma sorular1 ve hipotezler olusturulmustur:

1. a. Ergenler tarafindan algilanan anne reddi, ergenlerin yasadigi ige yonelim
problemleriyle iliskili midir? Daha fazla anne reddi deneyimleyen ergenlerin
daha fazla i¢ce yonelim problemi yasayacaklar1 beklenmistir.

b. Duyusal duyarlilik, algilanan anne reddi ve ige yonelim problemleri arasinda
diizenleyici bir role sahip midir? Duyusal duyarlilig1 yiiksek olan ergenlerin,
anneleri tarafindan algiladiklari ret diizeyi ylikseldikge daha fazla ice yonelim
problemleri yasayacaklar1 beklenmistir.

c. Bu iligki ¢cocugun cinsiyetine bagh degisiklik gdstermekte midir?

2. a. Ergenler tarafindan algilanan baba reddi, ergenlerin yasadigi ige yonelim

problemleriyle iligkili midir? Daha fazla baba reddi deneyimleyen ergenlerin
daha fazla i¢ce yonelim problemi yagayacaklar1 beklenmistir.
b. Duyusal duyarlilik, algilanan baba reddi ve ice yonelim problemleri arasinda
diizenleyici bir role sahip midir? Duyusal duyarlilig1 ytliksek olan ergenlerin,
babalar1 tarafindan algiladiklar ret diizeyi yiikseldik¢e daha fazla ige yonelim
problemleri yasayacaklar1 beklenmistir.

c. Bu iligki ¢ocugun cinsiyetine bagh degisiklik gdstermekte midir?

BOLUM 2

YONTEM

Mevcut ¢alisma, TUBITAK tarafindan desteklenen ve Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi, Bogazi¢i Universitesi ve Ege Universitesi tarafindan Milli Egitim
Bakanlig1 is birligi ile yiiriitiilen Tiirkiye Aile Cocuk ve Ergen Projesi (TACEP) nin
bir parcasidir. TACEP’in amaci, Tiirkiye’deki ebeveynlik tutum ve davranislarini ve
cocuk ve ergen gelisimini incelemektir. Bu dogrultuda, TUIK tarafindan belirlenen
180 okuldan toplam 6600 anne ve ¢ocuktan veri toplanmasi amaglanmistir. Ancak,
Tiirkiye’de Mart 2020 itibariyle gerceklesen COVID-19 6nlemleri kapsaminda okullar

kapanmistir ve hedeflenen 6rnekleme ulasilamamaistir.
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Mevcut ¢alismanin 6rneklemi 5. simif ve lstlinde kayitli olan 6grenci ve
annelerinden olugmaktadir. Analizler, annelerle ilgili olan hipotezleri incelemek i¢in
toplam 351 veri, babalarla ilgili olan hipotezleri incelemek icgin ise toplam 338 veri ile
ylritilmistir. Calismaya katilan anneler 28-60 yaslar1 arasinda (Ort = 40.02, S =
5.32), cocuklar ise 9-18 yaslar1 arasindadir (Ort = 12.75, S = 2.13).

Veri toplamaya baslamadan 6nce, projenin biitiinii i¢in Orta Dogu Teknik
Universitesi Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu ve Milli Egitim Bakanhgi’ndan gerekli
izinler almmustir. Okullarin secimi, Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu tarafindan rastlantisal
bir sekilde yapilmistir. Oncelikle, proje ekibi tarafindan secilen okullarla irtibata
gecilmis ve projenin ayrintilart anlatilmistir ve akabinde rastlantisal olarak smiflar
secilmistir. Secilen siniflara gerekli agiklamalar yapilarak, sinif listesinde bulunan ilk
14 6grencinin velilerine goniillii katilim formu génderilmistir. Subat 2020°de baglanan
veri toplama siireci COVID-19 6nlemleri sebebiyle Mart 2020’de sonlandirilmstir.

Mevcut caligmada oOnerilen iliskileri incelemek igin toplam 4 Olgekten
yararlanilmistir. Demografik Bilgi Formu, anne formu ve ¢ocuk formu olmak iizere
iki ayr1 formdan olugsmaktadir. Cocuk formunda, ¢ocugun yasi, kardesi olup olmadig,
ailesinin ekonomik diizeyi ile ilgili diisiinceleri ile ilgili sorular yer almaktadir. Anne
formunda ise, annenin yas1, meslegi ve ailesinin sosyal ve ekonomik diizeyi ile ilgili
diisiinceleri ile ilgili sorular yer almaktadir.

Cocugun algiladig1 ebeveyn reddi, Ebeveyn Kabul ve Red Olgegi tarafindan
degerlendirilmistir. Bu 6lgek, Rohner (2005) tarafindan gelistirilmis olup, Tiirkce’ye
adaptasyonu Anjel (1993) ve Varan (2003) tarafindan yapilmistir. Cocuklar, anneleri
ve babalar1 i¢in bu dlgegi ayr1 ayr1 cevaplandirmislardir. Olgek, 4°lii Likert tipi bir
Olgektir ve bu calismada hem anne hem baba oOlcekleri i¢in hesaplanan i¢ tutarlilik
degerleri .92 olarak bulunmustur.

Cocugun duyusal duyarliligi Aron (2002) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Akkaya,
Ertekin ve Berument tarafindan Tiirk¢e adaptasyonu yapilan Hassasiyeti Yiiksek Birey
Olgegi araciligiyla degerlendirilmistir. Anneler tarafindan cevaplandirilan bu dlgek
5°1i Likert tipi bir 6lgektir. Olcegin bu c¢alismadaki i¢ tutarlilik degeri .80 olarak
hesaplanmistir.

Ice yonelim problemleri ise Achenbach (1991) tarafindan gelistirilen ve

Tiirkge’ye adaptasyonu Diimenci vd. (2004) tarafindan yapilan Cocuk Davranis
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Kontrol Listesi araciligiyla 6l¢iilmiistiir. Anneler tarafindan cevaplandirilan bu 6lgegin

i¢ tutarlilik degeri .86 olarak bulunmustur.

BOLUM 3

SONUCLAR

Veri temizleme ve artik veri degerlendirme iglemleri tamamlandiktan sonra,
regresyon analizinin varsayimlari incelenmistir. Hipotezleri degerlendirmek i¢in 6nce
sadece ana degiskenler (anne/baba reddi, duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyet) ile analizler
yapilmis sonrasinda ise kontrol degiskenleri olarak ¢ocugun yasi ve annenin egitim
diizeyi eklenerek analizler tekrarlanmistir. Sonuglarin herhangi bir asamada
degismedigi goriildiigli i¢in, kontrol degiskeni olmadan yapilan analizler
raporlanmistir. Hipotezleri degerlendirmek amaciyla, anneler icin ayri, babalar igin
ayr1 olmak iizere iki ayr1 hiyerarsik regresyon analizi yiiriitiilmistiir.

Anne reddi i¢in yiiriitiilen hiyerarsik regresyon analizinin ilk modeline, ilk
hipotezin ilk sorusunu arastirmak amaciyla sadece anne reddi degiskeni eklenmistir.
Bu modelde, beklendigi lizere, anne reddi ve ergenlerin i¢e yonelim problemleri
arasinda anlaml bir iliski bulunmustur. Ergenlerin algiladig1 anne reddi yiikseldikge,
ice yonelim problemleri de yiikselmektedir. ikinci adimda ise, cocugun bireysel
ozelligi olarak duyusal duyarlilik degiskeni eklenmistir. Bu adimda da duyusal
duyarlilik ve ice yonelim problemleri arasinda anlamli bir iligki oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Cocugun duyusal duyarliligi yiikseldikge, yasadigi ice yoOnelim problemleri de
yiikselmektedir. Ugiincii adimda cinsiyet degiskeni eklenmis ve cinsiyet degiskeninin
de anlaml bir sekilde ice yonelim problemleriyle iliskili oldugu gortilmiistiir. Bu
sonug incelendiginde, erkeklere kiyasla, kizlarin daha fazla i¢ce yonelim problemi
yasadig1 goriilmektedir. Dordiincii adimda, hipotezin ikinci amact olan anne reddi ve
duyusal duyarlilik etkilesimi bir degisken olarak eklenmistir ve bu adimim anlaml
olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Besinci adimda, tiim diger iki yonlii etkilesim degiskenleri
(duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin etkilesimi ve cinsiyet ve anne reddinin etkilesimi)
modele eklenmistir ve bu adimdan itibaren cinsiyet degiskeninin anlamli oldugu ve
etkilesim degiskeni olarak cinsiyet ve duyusal duyarliligin etkilesiminin anlamli

oldugu, diger degiskenlerin bu adimdan itibaren anlamli olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Son
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modelde ise, hipotezin son asamasinda beklenen anne reddi, duyusal duyarlilik ve
cinsiyetin ii¢ yoOnlii etkilesiminin igce yOnelim problemleriyle iliskili olmadigi
gOrlilmiistiir.

Baba reddi i¢in yiiriitiilen analizin ilk modeline sadece baba reddi degiskeni
eklenmistir. Bu modelde, baba reddi ve ergenlerin ice yonelim problemleri arasinda
anlamli bir iligki bulunmustur. Ergenlerin algiladigi baba reddi arttikca, ice yonelim
problemleri de artmaktadir. Ikinci adimda ise, gocugun bireysel dzelligi olarak duyusal
duyarlilik degiskeni eklenmistir. Bu adimda da duyusal duyarlilik ve ige yonelim
problemleri arasinda anlamli bir iliski oldugu goriilmiistiir; duyusal duyarhilik arttik¢a
yasanilan i¢e yonelim problemleri de artmaktadir. Ugiincii adimda cinsiyet degiskeni
eklenmis ve cinsiyet degiskenin de anlamli bir sekilde i¢e yonelim problemleriyle
iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu iliski incelendiginde kizlarin, erkeklere kiyasla, daha
fazla ice yonelim problemleri yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Dordiincii adimda, hipotezin
ikinci amact olan baba reddi ve duyusal duyarlilik etkilesimi eklenmistir ve bu adimin
anlamli olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Besinci adimda, tiim diger iki yonli etkilesim
degiskenleri modele eklenmistir (duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin etkilesimi ve cinsiyet
ve anne reddinin etkilesimi) ve bu adimdan itibaren cinsiyetin anlamli oldugu ve
etkilesim olarak cinsiyet ve duyusal duyarliligin etkilesiminin anlamli oldugu, ancak
diger degiskenlerin artik anlamli olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Son modelde ise, hipotezin
son agsamasinda beklenen baba reddi, duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin ili¢ yonlii
etkilesiminin ige yonelim problemleriyle iliskili olmadig1 goriilmistiir.

Duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyet etkilesimin ice yonelim problemleriyle iliskili
oldugu gozlendigi i¢in, bu iliski daha detayli incelenmis ve SPSS Process Macro
(Hayes, 2018) tarafindan yiiriitiilen analizde, erkeklere kiyasla, duyusal duyarliligi

yliksek olan kizlarin i¢e yonelim problemlerini daha ¢ok yasadiklar1 goriilmiistiir.
BOLUM 4
TARTISMA
Ergenlik doneminin énemli bir gegis donemi oldugundan yola ¢ikarak, mevcut

calisma ergenlerin yasadigi ige yoOnelim problemleri ve bu problemlerin olasi

yordayicilart incelemeyi amaglamistir. Bu dogrultuda, ergenler tarafindan algilanan
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anne ve baba reddini gevresel faktorler olarak ele almis, duyusal duyarlilik kavramin
ise ¢ocugun bireysel 6zelligi olarak calismaya katmistir. Ayni1 zamanda, ¢ocugun
cinsiyetinin 6nemi de ¢alismalarda vurgulandigi i¢in (Zahn-Waxler vd., 2008)
cocugun cinsiyeti ayr1 bir diizenleyici faktor olarak ele alinmistir.

Her iki analizin ilk dort modelinde de hipotezlerde beklendigi yonde, anne
reddi ve baba reddinin ergenlerin i¢ce yonelim problemlerini anlamli bir sekilde
yordadig1 goriilmiistiir. Ancak, modele iki yonlii etkilesim degiskenleri (cinsiyet ve
duyusal duyarliligin etkilesimi) eklendiginde bu iligkilerin artik anlamli olmadigi
gorilmiistiir. Arastirma sorularinin ikinci basamaklarinda beklenen, duyusal
duyarliligin ebeveyn reddi ve i¢e yonelim problemleri arasinda diizenleyici bir roliiniin
olacagi yoniindeki hipotezler ne anne reddi icin ne de baba reddi icin
desteklenmemistir. Benzer sekilde, ebeveyn reddi, duyusal duyarlilik, cinsiyetin ii¢
yonlii etkilesiminin de i¢ce yonelim problemleri tizerinde yordayici bir etkisi olmadigi
gorilmiistir.

Ebeveynlik ile ice yonelim problemleri arasinda iliski oldugunu gosteren
birgok ¢aligmaya benzer bir sekilde (Hale vd., 2005, Nishikawa vd., 2009; Nunes vd.,
2013; Putnick vd., 2015), bu c¢alismada da anne ve baba reddinin i¢e yonelim
problemleri ile iliskili oldugu ortaya konulmustur. Ancak, ilk modeldeki etki
biiyiikliiklerinin anne reddi i¢in %3,7, baba reddi i¢in ise %2,6 oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Bu sonug, McLeod, Wood vd. (2007) ve McLeod, Weisz vd. (2007) tarafindan yapilan
meta-analiz ¢aligmalarinin sonuglara paraleldir. Bu sonu¢ c¢esitli yonlerden
tartigilabilir, 6ncelikle bu ¢alisma ebeveynlik faktorl olarak sadece ebeveyn reddini
ele almistir, ancak yapilan diger c¢alismalar baska faktorlerin (psikolojik kontrol,
ebeveynlik stilleri, anne ya da babanin psikolojik durumu vb.) de etkisi olabilecegini
gostermektedir (Doyle ve Markiewicz, 2005, Ormel vd., 2015; Weijers vd., 2018).
Ayrica, bu ¢aligsma anksiyete ve depresyonu ayri ayr1 incelemek yerine, toplam puan
olarak ele almistir ancak baska ¢alismalara bakildiginda bazi ebeveynlik faktorlerinin
daha cok anksiyete ile bazilarinin ise daha ¢ok depresyon ile iliskili oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ornegin, , McLeod, Wood vd. (2007) ve McLeod, Weisz vd. (2007)
tarafindan yapilan meta-analiz ¢alismalarinda, ¢ocugun kaygi diizeyi incelendiginde,
ebeveyn kontroliiniin %6’lik bir varyans agikladig1 ancak ebeveyn reddinin %4’liik bir
varyans agikladigi, cocugun depresyon diizeyi incelendiginde ise ebeveyn kontroliiniin

%S35’lik bir varyans acikladigi ama ebeveyn reddinin %8’lik bir varyans acikladigi
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goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, caligmalarda bu tiir farkliliklarin sonuglar iizerinde de
etkili olabilecegi diistiniilmektedir.

Her iki analizin de ikinci modelinde duyusal duyarliligin ergenlerin ige
yonelim problemleri ile iliskili oldugu goézlemlenmistir. Ancak ebeveyn reddinde
oldugu gibi, duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin etkilesimi modele eklendiginde bu
degiskenin artik anlamli olmadig1 goriilmiistiir. Alanyazinda, duyusal duyarlilig
yiiksek olan ¢ocuk ve ergenlerle yapilan galismalar kisithdir. Ancak, daha ¢ok genc
yetiskinlerle yapilan ¢alismalar, duyusal duyarliligin anksiyete, depresyon ve stresle
iligkili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu ¢alismada da benzer bir bulguya rastlanmistir
ve ebeveynlik kontrolii kontrol edildigi modelde de duyusal duyarliligin ige yonelim
problemleriyle iliskili oldugu gorilmiistir. Bu bulgunun 6zellikle miudahale
calismalar i¢in 6nemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir. Eger mizag¢ 6zelligi olarak duyusal
duyarhilik depresyon ve anksiyete ile iliskiliyse, erken c¢ocukluk ve ergenlik
donemindeki miidahale ¢alismalar1 bu ge¢is donemlerinde etkili olabilir. Bunlarin yan1
sira, yapilan her iki analizde de duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyetin etkilesimi modele
eklendiginde ebeveyn reddi ve i¢e yonelim problemleri arasindaki iligkinin ve duyusal
duyarhilik ve ice yoOnelim problemleri arasindaki iliskinin anlamli olmadigi
gorlilmiistiir.

Benzer sekilde, her iki analizde de cinsiyetin ige yonelim problemleri ile
anlamli bir iligkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Anneler, kizlarinin daha ¢ok ige yonelim
problemi yasadigini bildirmislerdir. Bu bulgu, yapilan bir¢ok ¢alismanin sonucuyla
paralel bir bulgudur (Rescorla vd., 2007; Zahn-Waxler vd., 2008). Yapilan ¢alismalar,
sosyal, biyolojik ve biligsel bir¢ok sebepten otiirli ergenlik déoneminde kizlarin ice
yonelim problemleri yasamaya daha yatkin oldugunu gostermektedir (Balat & Akman,
2006; Selcuk, 2019; Zahn-Waxler vd., 2008). Ancak, ¢alismalar ayrica bu cinsiyet
farkliliginin hem farkli depresyon ve anksiyete semptomlariyla farkli sekillerde iliskili
olabilecegini hem de yasa bagli olarak degisebilecegini gostermektedir (Bongers vd.,
2003; Graber, 2004).

Alanyazinda, duyusal duyarliligin ebeveynlik faktorleri ve olumlu/olumsuz
cesitli sonuglar arasinda diizenleyici bir rolii oldugu tizerinde durulmaktadir (Aron ve
Aron, 1997; Booth vd., 2015; Lionetti, Pastore vd., 2019; Slagt vd., 2018; Aron vd.,
2012). Bu sebeple, mevcut ¢alismada da bdyle bir iliski bulunacagi diistiniilmiistiir.
Ancak, iki yonlii etkilesimler incelendiginde, duyusal duyarliligin beklendigi sekilde,
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anne veya baba reddi ve ice yonelim problemleri arasinda diizenleyici bir rolii
olmadig1 goriilmistir. Cok yaygin olmamakla birlikte, bu etkilesim etkisini
bulamayan baska ¢aligmalara da rastlanmaktadir. Ornegin, Liss ve digerleri (2005)
tarafindan yapilan bir ¢alismada, duyusal duyarliligin ebeveynlik ve anksiyete
arasinda diizenleyici bir etkisi olmadigi, ama ebeveynlik ve depresyon arasinda
diizenleyici bir etkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ancak, bu iliski duyusal duyarlilik
degiskeni kategorik bir degisken olarak analiz edildiginde ortaya ¢ikmistir, bu iliski
lineer bir sekilde incelendiginde yine duyusal duyarlilik degiskeninin diizenleyici bir
etkisi olmadig1 ortaya c¢ikmistir. Aym sekilde, baska calismalarda da duyusal
duyarlilik degiskeninin kategorik bir degisken olarak ele alindigi goriilmektedir
(6rnegin; Aron vd., 2005). Ancak, son zamanlarda arastirmacilar, mevcut ¢calismada
da oldugu gibi, duyusal duyarliligin siirekli bir degisken olarak ele alinmasinin daha
dogru olacagini ifade etmektedir (Lionetti vd., 2018; Pluess vd., 2018).

Aynmi sekilde, mevcut calisma ve Onceki calismalar karsilastirildiginda,
ebeveynlik faktorleri olarak ele alinan faktorlerin ve tamimlarinin da degisiklik
gosterdigi  goriilmiistiir. Ornegin, Aron ve Aron (1997) tarafindan yapilan ilk
calismalarin birinde, ebeveynlik faktorleri, babanin aile ortamindaki katilimi ve ailede
alkolizm vb. problemlerin olup olmadigini iceren maddelerle incelenmistir ve mevcut
calismayla kiyaslandiginda, aile ortamini tanimlamak i¢in daha farkli ve genel
tanimlamalar kullanildigi goriilmiistiir. Calismalar arasindaki farkli sonuglarin bir
sebebin de faktorlerin bu sekilde tanimlanmasindan kaynaklanabilecegi
diistiniilmektedir.

Ana hipotezlerde bulunmasa bile, duyusal duyarlilik ve cinsiyet etkilesimi ile
ice yonelim problemlerinin arasindaki iligkinin anlamli olmas1 mevcut ¢alismanin
onemli bir bulgusudur. Diger tiim degiskenler kontrol edildiginde dahi, iki analizin son
modellerinde bu etkilesimin anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Sosyallesme siiregleri
icerisinde, kiz ¢cocuklarinin daha iliski odakli olma yoniinde motive edildikleri ve bu
sebeple daha bagimli ve duygusal davraniglara yoneldikleri alanyazinda tartisilan bir
konudur (Leadbeater vd., 1999; Zahn-Waxler vd., 2008). Ayni zamanda, duyusal
duyarhiligin bir parcast da uyaricilar1 derin islemeyle ilgilidir, bu sekilde
diisiiniildiiginde duyusal duyarliligi yiiksek olan kizlarin ¢evrelerinden gelen bu
mesajlar1 daha fazla igsellestirdikleri ve bu durumun da onlar1 depresyon ve

anksiyeteye daha yatkin hale getirdikleri diistiniilebilir.
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Bu bulgu, ayn1 zamanda miidahale uygulamalar1 acisindan da 6nem teskil
etmektedir. Gelecekte yapilabilecek boylamsal ¢aligmalarla da tekrarlandig: takdirde,
ergenlik doneminde duyusal duyarhiligi yiiksek kiz cocuklarmin depresyon ve
anksiyete agisindan daha yiiksek risk tasidigi soOylenebilir ve cesitli Onleyici
programlarin gelistirilmesi i¢in 6nemli bir bulgu olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Hipotezlerin son asamasinda beklenen, ebeveyn reddi, duyusal duyarlilik ve
cinsiyet ti¢ yonlii etkilesiminin ige yonelim problemleri ile iligkili oldugu yoniindeki
aragtirma sorusu desteklenmemistir. Bu sonucun bir sebebi calismanin 6rneklem
biiyiikliigliniin ii¢ yonlii bir etkilesimi inceleyecek giicliiliikte olmamasi olabilir. Bir
diger sebebi ise daha Once de tartisildigi lizere, ebeveynlik ile ilgili faktorlerin
calismalar tarafindan farkli bir sekilde tanimlanmasi olabilir.

Genellikle ebeveynlik ile ilgili ¢alismalar annelere odaklandigindan (Cabrera,
Volling ve Barr, 2018; Scaini, Palmieri ve Caputi, 2008), mevcut ¢alismada anne ve
babalara ayr1 ayr1 bakilmasinin alanyazina 6nemli bir katki sagladigi diigiiniilmektedir.
Ayrica, mevcut ¢calismada ebeveynlik faktorleri ¢ocuklar tarafindan cevaplandirilmis,
cocuk mizag ve davranis 6zellikleri ise anneler tarafindan cevaplandirilmistir. Bu tiir
bir 6lgek uygulamasinin daha giivenilir oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bunlarin yani sira,
bilindigi kadartyla bu proje, duyusal duyarlilik kavrammi Tirkiye Srneklemiyle
inceleyen ilk projelerden biridir. Duyusal duyarlili1 yiiksek olan kiz cocuklarin daha
fazla ice yonelim problemleri yasadiklarima dair bulgu da Tiirkiye Orneklemi ve
baglami1 agisindan 6nemli bir bulgu sayilabilir. Duyusal duyarhilik ile ilgili
calismalarin sadece Bati odakli degil, farkli kiiltlirlerde de incelenmesinin ilgili
alanyazina 6nemli bir katk1 oldugu sdylenebilir.

Mevcut calismanin en 6nemli sinirhiliklarindan biri 6rneklem biiyiikliigiidiir.
Gelecek calismalarda daha biiyiik ve heterojen bir 6rneklemle daha farkli ve kapsamli
sonuglar elde edilebilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Calismanin bir diger sinirliligi ise sadece
olgekler iizerinden degerlendirme yapilmig olmasidir. Son olarak, bilimsel ¢caligsmalar
disa yonelim problemlerinin de ice yonelim problemleriyle iliskili oldugunu
gostermektedir (Achenbach vd., 2016), dolayisiyla disa yonelim problemlerinin
calismaya katilmamis olmamasi da bir siirlilik olarak sayilabilir.

Gelecekteki arastirmalarda, ergenlerin ige yonelim problemleriyle ilgili
olabilecek diger degiskenlerin de modele eklenmesiyle daha agiklayict bir modelin

olusacag: diisiiniilmektedir. Ayrica, ornek verilen diger ¢aligmalarda oldugu gibi,
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depresyon ve anksiyetenin ayr1 ayri incelenmesinin de farkli sonuglar doguracagi ve
farkli iliskilerin irdelenmesini saglayabilecegi diistiniilmektedir. Bunlarin yani sira,
gelecek arastirmalarda ebeveynin mizag 6zelliklerinin de incelenmesinin ve ebeveyn
mizaci ve ¢ocuk mizact / ¢iktilari arasinda karsilikli iliskilere de bakilmasinin 6nemli
oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ornegin yapilan bir calismada, duyusal duyarlilig: yiiksek
olan ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklariyla daha uyumlanmis olduklart ama ebeveynligi de daha
zor bulduklar1 goriilmistiir (Aron vd., 2019). Bu tiir ¢calismalar, ebeveynin mizacinin
da galismaya katilmasinin 6nemini vurgulamaktadir. Son olarak, Pluess’un (2015) da
onerdigi lizere, duyusal duyarlilik kavramini ¢evresel hassasiyet teorileri ¢cergevesinde
hem olumlu hem de olumsuz gevresel faktorler 1s1ginda incelemenin de Tiirkiye’de

yapilabilecek 6nemli bir arastirma olacagi diisiiniilmektedir.
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