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Abstract

This study aimed to examine the levels of parentification among adolescents aged 14 to 18 in
relation to various sociodemographic variables. In this context, the sample group consisted of
702 adolescents attending high schools in the Adapazari district of Sakarya province. The study
was designed using the survey model, one of the quantitative research methods. The researchers
developed a sociodemographic information form ,and the Short Form of the Parentification
Scale for Adolescents were utilized. The results revealed significant differences in
parentification scores among adolescents whose parents were divorced, whose parents had
physical illnesses, who had siblings younger than six years old, who had three or more siblings
argued.
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Adolescence is a time when young people crave both emotional and physical
support from their parents. In addition to the needs their families can meet, young
people during this period may also have socialization needs that their parents cannot
meet, such as socializing with friends, participating in sports activities, playing a
musical instrument, learning a new language, and discussing ideas they develop. In
such situations, parental support for adolescents is beneficial for their social
development and helps them experience a healthy adolescence. However, when
parents, instead of supporting their children and adolescents, set expectations that
exceed their developmental level, the outcome can become negative (Karatas & Kiran,
2023).

Parentification occurs when children are expected to fulfill instrumental or
emotional caregiving roles that exceed their developmental capabilities, effectively
reversing typical parent-child responsibilities (Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark, 1973;
Ozbiler, 2022). While the role reversal between parents and children is more
frequently referred to as parentification (Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark, 1973), it can
also be termed as "pairing” (Schleider and Weisz, 2017) or “adultification" of
childhood (Burton, 2007). In this scenario, unlike conventional family relationships,
it is the children and adolescents who take on the caregiving role for their parents,
rather than the other way around (Ozbiler, 2022). According to Jurkovic (1997),
parentification can be divided into two types: instrumental parentification and
emotional parentification. In instrumental parentification, parents expect children to
take on more behavioral roles such as household chores, cooking, sibling care, and
medical care. In emotional parentification, children are expected to provide emotional
support to parents, mediate between parents, offer solutions to emotional issues faced
by family members, and assist with emotion regulation skills within the family
(Jurkovic, 1997).

Parentification may blur intergenerational boundaries between children and their
caregivers (Hooper et al., 2008). The excessive burden associated with parentification
can constrain children's socialization opportunities that are developmentally expected,
potentially causing them to miss critical experiential milestones of childhood and
adolescence. Such role distortions within the family system may also lead to
deviations in normative filial responsibilities (Borchet et al., 2016; Byng-Hall, 2008).
Psychological boundaries, particularly those between children and their parents,
define appropriate family roles and demarcate developmental differences, thus being
crucial for maintaining healthy child development (Johnson & Ray, 2016).
Parentification may lead to the dissolution of psychological boundaries within the
family system (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark, 1973). Consequently, weakened or
dissolved boundaries (boundary diffusion or boundary dissolution) can impair a
child's capacity for developmental progression throughout their growth (Hazen et al.,
2005). In such cases, as noted by Karatas et al. (2022), when children subjectively
evaluate parentification, the concept of "perceived injustice of parentification™
emerges. These children tend to experience detrimental effects of parentification.
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Another concept emerging in children's evaluation of parentification is the
perceived benefits of parentification. This construct refers to the adaptive effects of
parentification on the child's personality development (Karatas et al., 2022).
Lewandowska-Walter et al. (2017) study found that adolescents in their sample did
not perceive injustice in parentification. Rather, fulfilling assigned roles and
responsibilities enhanced their perceived benefits of parentification, which in turn
strengthened their sense of self-efficacy. These differential outcomes may stem from
variations in adolescents' parentification experiences, influenced by cultural context,
environmental factors, and individual differences in role perception. Multiple
contextual factors including the child's age at parentification onset, expected
caregiving tasks, gender, and parental characteristics may moderate this process.
However, empirical evidence suggests that earlier initiation of parentification
behaviors and developmentally inappropriate role assignments predict more severe
psychosocial outcomes (Polomski et al., 2021).

According to Hooper (2019), situations such as divorce, chronic illnesses of
parents, personality disorders, migration, and substance abuse significantly affect
parentification. Familial factors are also among the elements influencing
parentification (Iplik¢i and Sahin-Acar, 2019). For instance, Cook et al. (2009) found
in their study that parents tend to direct their daughters to provide more caregiving at
home compared to their sons (Shute et al., 2015). Peris et al. (2008) similarly reported
that both instrumental and emotional parentification occur more frequently among
girls than boys. However, according to Masiran et al. (2023), there is no significant
difference in parentification between girls and boys. In a study conducted in Tiirkiye,
families indicated that they expect their children to provide both financial and
emotional support to the family (Carkoglu, 2016). Family communication and
interaction are other factors that influence parentification. Callaghan et al. (2016)
highlighted that sibling-focused and parent-focused parentification are most prevalent
among children and adolescents affected by domestic violence. Supporting this, Khafi
et al. (2014) noted that in environments where the quality of the parent-child
relationship diminishes, both emotional and instrumental parentification increases.
Furthermore, Chen and Panebianco (2019) stated that instrumental and emotional
parentification is more intense among adolescents. Collectively, these studies suggest
that parentification may be influenced by various familial factors, including parental
marital status (e.g., divorce or cohabitation), family communication patterns,
socioeconomic status, sibling dynamics (number of siblings, age distribution, and
relationship quality), and parental education level. In essence, social, psychological,
and economic factors within the family system may significantly shape children's
parentification experiences.

Based on all this information, it can be stated that social, economic, or
psychological problems in certain contexts or situations may lead children to assume
adult roles (Masiran et al.., 2023). The literature shows a shift in the understanding of
parentification in light of sociodemographic information, highlighting a scarcity of
studies focusing on adolescents who are both socio-culturally and economically
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disadvantaged. The aim of this study is to investigate the parentification experiences
of adolescents aged 14 to 18 in relation to their sociodemographic information and
family relationships. The sample of the study consists of adolescents aged 14-18 who
have siblings, as the scale used includes questions related to siblings.

Parentification levels of adolescents between the ages of 14-18;

1. Does it differ according to their gender?

2. Does it differ according to whether the adolescent has a sibling under
the age of 67

Does it differ according to whether their parents are together or apart?
Does it differ according to their mothers' and fathers' physical health
conditions?

Does it differ according to their family income levels?

Does it differ according to the number of siblings?

Does it differ according to the birth order in their families?

Does it differ according to the education levels of their mothers and
fathers?

oW

o ~No G

Method

This section will present information regarding the research design, population
and sample, data collection instruments, data collection procedures, and data analysis
methods.

Research Model

This study aims to determine the levels of parentification among adolescents
based on various sociodemographic characteristics. The research is designed using a
quantitative approach, specifically following a survey research design. Survey
research is a method used to examine certain characteristics of a specific group
(Bliyiikoztiirk et al., 2018).

Study Group

In determining the research population, the official records of Adapazari District
National Education Directorate were examined to identify the number of adolescents
aged 14-18 studying in Adapazari district of Sakarya province (Adapazari District
National Education Directorate, 2023). Accordingly, the data revealed that 14,569
high school students within this age range constituted the study population. For
sample size determination, a 5% margin of error was considered using Israel's (1992)
sample size calculation table. While the representative sample size was calculated as
385 based on the population size, we aimed to reach three times this number (n=1,155)
to account for potential data loss, outliers, and other risks. After preliminary data
screening, 702 valid forms were included in the final analysis. Thus, the study sample
consisted of 702 high school students aged 14-18 from Adapazar district. Five high
schools that admit students without centralized exams were selected for the study,
based on the 2022 placement list published by the Ministry of National Education
(MoNE, 2022). This criterion led to the inclusion of adolescents from schools with
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lower academic achievement levels. Since the Short Form of Adolescent
Parentification Scale contains items and a subscale related to siblings, only
adolescents who reported having siblings were included in the study. Therefore,
purposive sampling was employed. Purposive sampling involves selecting
participants with specific characteristics relevant to the research questions, allowing
for in-depth examination of these cases (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2018). Participants'
sociodemographic characteristics are presented in Table 1.

Table 1

Information on Sociodemographic Variables

M Sd
Age 15.43 1.07
n %
Gender
Female 387 55.13
Male 315 44.87
Grade Level
9th Grade 243 34.62
10th Grade 254 36.18
11th Grade 118 16.81
12th Grade 87 12.39
Number Of Siblings
One Sibling 284 40.46
Two Siblings 235 33.48
Three and More Siblings 175 24.93

As presented in Table 1, the mean age of participants was 15.43 years (SD =
1.07). Regarding gender distribution, 55.13% of participants were female (n = 387)
and 44.87% were male (n = 315). By grade level, 34.62% were 9th graders (n = 243),
36.18% were 10th graders (n = 254), 16.81% were 11th graders (n = 118), and 12.39%
were 12th graders (n = 87). In terms of number of siblings, 40.46% had one sibling (n
= 284), 33.48% had two siblings (n = 235), and 24.93% had three or more siblings (n
=175).
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Data Collection Tools

In the study, the Parentification Short Form for adolescents and a
sociodemographic information form created by the researchers were used as data
collection instruments.

Sociodemographic Information Form

The information form created by the researchers aims to examine gender,
number of siblings, health status, parents' educational levels, the adolescent's
caregiving situation for siblings, birth order of the adolescent, and the ability to
mediate family disputes.

Adolescent Parentification Short Form

The Adolescent Parentification Short Form (APS-SF), developed by Karatas,
Uzun, and Giindiiz (2022), is a self-report measure designed to assess parentification
levels in adolescents aged 14-18. The scale consists of 29 items across five subscales:
(1) perceived benefits of parentification, (2) sibling-focused parentification, (3)
perceived injustice of parentification, (4) emotional parentification toward parents,
and (5) instrumental parentification. Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha)
coefficients for the subscales were as follows: perceived benefits (o = 0.91), sibling-
focused parentification (oo = 0.77), perceived injustice (a0 = 0.83), emotional
parentification (o = 0.78), and instrumental parentification (a = 0.72). The first
subscale comprises 9 items, the second and third subscales each contain 6 items, the
fourth subscale includes 5 items, and the fifth subscale consists of 3 items. The APS-
SF employs a 5-point Likert-type scale, with responses ranging from 1 (Strongly
Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). Higher scores on each subscale indicate a greater
degree of the respective parentification dimension. The scale is scored in seperate
sub-dimensions, and the parentification score for the parent is obtained by summing
items from the 4th and 5th sub-dimensions. In the present study, the internal
consistency estimates (Cronbach’s alpha) for the APS-SF were as follows: perceived
benefits (o = 0.84), sibling-focused parentification (a = 0.68), perceived injustice (o
= 0.70), emotional parentification (oo = 0.71), and instrumental parentification (o =
0.71).

Ethical Committee Approval

Ethical approval, dated 09.08.2023 and numbered E-53286536-302.08-
00003007616, was secured from a state university. Subsequently, an application was
made to the Sakarya Provincial Directorate of National Education in November 2023,
and permission was granted for the research. Five schools with low academic
performance, as identified by the Ministry of National Education, were selected in the
Adapazar district of Sakarya Province, and the data collection phase commenced.

Data Analysis

A total of 702 data were collected within the scope of the study. The normality
of the data set was carefully examined to assess its suitability for parametric analysis
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methods. To this end, the normality of the distribution and the homogeneity of
variances for each dependent variable (total scale score and subscale scores) were
individually evaluated for each group formed by the independent variables being
compared. For this purpose, the normality of the distribution of the relevant dependent
variables (total score and subscales of the scale) was evaluated separately for each
group of independent variables compared. This evaluation was conducted using
Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests, along with visual examination of skewness and kurtosis
values and histograms, and expected probability graphs.

As a result of the analyses, it was determined that all dependent variables
(Perceived Benefits of Parentification, Perceived Injustice from Parentification,
Sibling-Focused Parentification, Emotional Parentification towards Parents, and
Instrumental Parentification towards Parents) showed skewness values ranging from
-0.64 to 0.53 and kurtosis values ranging from -0.61 to 0.55 within each comparison
group. In the literature (Byrne, 2013; Hair et al., 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) it
is stated that skewness and kurtosis values between -1.5 and +1.5 are within
acceptable limits for a normal distribution. Additionally, histograms and expected
probability graphs suggest that the distributions do not deviate significantly from
normal, and thus the data set is considered to meet the assumption of normal
distribution. Levene's test results indicated that variances were homogeneous across
all comparisons (p > .05). The large sample size (n=702) also makes parametric tests
more resistant to the normality assumption.

In this context, the Independent Samples t-test was used to identify differences
between the scale total scores and sub-dimensions for categorical variables consisting
of two groups. For categorical variables with three or more groups, a One-Way
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to examine the differences among the scale
scores and sub-dimensions. The Bonferroni post-hoc test was applied to determine
from which groups the differences originated.

Descriptive statistics regarding the mean scores obtained by participants from
the Parentification Scale (PS) are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Descriptive Statistics

Mean Sd Min Maks Skewness Kurtosis
Perceived ~  Benefits of 2419 851 900 4700 0.15 -0.60
Parentification
Perceived ~ Injustice  from ., 60 535 600 3000 053 027
Parentification
Sibling-Focused Parentification 14.97 508 6.00 3000 0.26 -0.39
Emotional Parentification towards 13.96 480 5.00 2500 0.9 -0.64
Parents
Instrumental Parentification 709 332 3.00 15.00 052 -0.55

towards Parents

**p < 0.01

As presented in Table 2 the mean scores obtained from the subdimensions of
parentification were as follows: 24.19 (Sd = 8.51) for perceived benefits of
parentification, 14.67 (Sd = 5.36) for perceived unfairness of parentification, 14.97
(Sd = 5.08) for sibling-focused parentification, 13.96 (Sd = 4.80) for emotional
parentification toward the parent, and 7.09 (Sd = 3.32) for instrumental parentification
toward the parent.

Results

This section presents the research findings.

Findings Regarding the Differentiation of Parentification Levels According to
Sociodemographic Variables

a One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and independent samples t-test
were conducted to examine whether there are significant differences in the mean
scores of the participants on the subdimensions of the Parentification Scale based on
various sociodemographic variables. The results of these analyses are presented
below.
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Table 3

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the Parentification
Scale subdimensions by gender

Female Male
(n=387) (n=312)
M. sd. M. sd. t p d

Perceived Benefits of

e 22.24 8.38 26.61 8.05 -6.97 <.001 053
Parentification

Perceived Unfairness of
Parentification 15.30 5.62 13.88 4.90 3.59 <.001 0.27

Sibling-Focused Parentification
14.42 5.20 15.65 4.84 -3.20 .001 0.24

Emotional Parentification Toward

the Parent 13.46 4.87 1457 464 -3.05 .002 0.23
Instrumental Parentification
Toward the Parent 7.08 351 7.10 3.07 -0.09 .930 0.01

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presented in Table 3, a statistically significant difference was found in the
mean scores of perceived benefits of parentification among adolescents based on
gender (t(697) = -6.97, p < .001, d = .53). The mean score for boys in perceived
benefits of Parentification (M = 26.61, Sd = 8.05) was significantly higher than that
of girls (M = 22.24, Sd = 8.38). Similarly, a statistically significant difference was
also observed in the mean scores of perceived unfairness of parentification based on
gender (t(692.82) = 3.59, p < .001, d = .27). The mean score for girls in perceived
unfairness of parentification (M = 15.30, Sd = 5.62) was significantly higher than that
of boys (M = 13.88, Sd = 4.90). Furthermore, a statistically significant difference was
identified in the mean scores of sibling-focused parentification between genders
(t(697) = -3.20, p = .001, d = .24). The mean score for boys in sibling-focused
parentification (M = 15.65, Sd = 4.84) was significantly higher than that of girls (M
=14.42, Sd = 5.20). Additionally, there was a statistically significant difference in the
mean scores of emotional parentification toward the parent based on gender (t(697) =
-3.05, p =.002, d = .23). The mean score for boys in emotional parentification toward
the parent (M = 14.57, Sd = 4.64) was significantly higher than that of girls (M =
13.46, Sd = 4.87). However, no statistically significant difference was found in the
mean scores of instrumental parentification toward the parent based on gender (p >
0.05).
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Table 4

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the subdimensions
of the Parentification Scale (PS) based on the presence of younger siblings under the
age of six

No Sibling Has SIb'Iﬂg

(n=533) (n= 162)

M. sd. M. Sd. t p d
Perceived Benefits  of ,, 5  g59 2308 8.22 037 713 003
Parentification
Perceived Unfairness of
Parentification 14.59 5.41 14.98 5.22 -0.81 .420 0.07
Sibling-Focused
Parentification 14.70 5.13 15.91 4.84 -2.67 .008 0.24
Emotional Parentification
Toward the Parent 13.96 4.85 13.91 4.60 0.10 .920 0.01
nstrumental Parentification
Toward the Parent 7.05 3.27 7.24 3.49 -0.64 524 0.06

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presented in Table 4, a statistically significant difference was found in the
mean scores of sibling-focused parentification among adolescents based on the
presence of younger siblings under the age of six (t(693) = -2.67, p =.008, d = .24).
Adolescents with younger siblings under the age of six had a higher mean score in
sibling-focused Parentification (M = 15.91, Sd = 4.84) compared to those without
younger siblings (M = 14.70, SD = 5.13).

However, no statistically significant differences were observed in the mean
scores of perceived benefits of parentification, perceived unfairness of parentification,
emotional parentification toward the parent, and instrumental parentification toward
the parent between adolescents with and without younger siblings under the age of six
(p > 0.05).
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Table 5

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the subdimensions
of the Parentification Scale (PS) based on parental relationship status

Married parents

(n= 625)

Single parents

(n=74)
M. sd. M. sd. t p d

Perceived Benefits  of ,, 7 g55 2350 8.11 074 462 009
Parentification

Perceived Unfairness of

Parentification 14.32 5.18 17.64 5.92 -462 <.001 0.60
Sibling-Focused

Parentification 14.97 5.08 14.96 5.11 0.02 .985 0.00
Emotional Parentification

Toward the Parent 14.02 4.82 13.39 4.55 1.07 .284 0.13
Instrumental Parentification

Toward the Parent 7.03 3.29 7.58 3.53 -1.35 176 0.16

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presented in Table 5, a statistically significant difference was found in the
mean scores of perceived unfairness of parentification based on the parental
relationship status (t(697) = -4.62, p < .001, d = .60). Adolescents with separated
parents reported a higher mean score for perceived unfairness of parentification (M =
17.64, SD = 5.92) compared to those whose parents are together (M = 14.32, SD =

5.18).

However, no statistically significant differences were observed in mean scores
for perceived benefits of parentification, sibling-focused parentification, emotional
parentification toward the parent, and instrumental parentification toward the parent
based on parental relationship status (p > 0.05).
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Table 6

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the subdimensions
of the Parentification Scale (PS) based on the mother's physical health status

Yes No

(n=65) (n=634)

M. sd. M. sd. t p d
Perceived Benefits  of  »305 911 2420 8.45 033 745 004
Parentification
Perceived Unfairness of
Parentification 17.42 5.45 14.38 5.27 4.40 <.001 057
Sibling-Focused
Parentification 14.86 553 14.98 5.03 -0.18 .857 0.02
Emotional Parentification
Toward the Parent 13.55 4.62 14.00 4.82 -0.71  AT7 0.09
Instrumental Parentification
Toward the Parent 8.15 3.50 6.98 3.28 2.73 .006 0.35

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presetend in Table 6, there is a statistically significant difference in the mean
scores of perceived unfairness of Parentification based on the mother's physical health
status (t(697) = 4.40, p < .001, d = .57). Adolescents whose mothers have physical
health issues reported a higher mean score for perceived unfairness of parentification
(M = 17.42, Sd = 5.45) compared to those whose mothers do not have health issues
(M =14.38, Sd =5.27).

Additionally, a statistically significant difference was found in instrumental
parentification toward the parent (t(697) = 2.73, p = .006, d = .35), with adolescents
of mothers with physical health issues scoring higher (M = 8.15, Sd = 3.50) than those
with healthy mothers (M = 6.98, Sd = 3.28).

However, no significant differences were observed in mean scores for perceived
benefits of parentification, sibling-focused parentification, and emotional
parentification toward the parent based on the mother's physical health status (p >
0.05).
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Table 7

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the subdimensions
of the Parentification Scale (PS) based on the father's physical health status

Yes No

(=73) (n= 626)

M. sd. M. Sd. t p d
Perceived = Benefits  of = ,, 7y gg5 2413 8.46 054 589 007
Parentification
Perceived Unfairness of
Parentification 16.74 5.69 14.42 5.27 3.52 <.001 042
Sibling-Focused
Parentification 14.67 5.24 15.00 5.06 -0.53  .596 0.06
Emotional Parentification
Toward the Parent 13.68 497 13.99 4,78 -0.51 .609 0.06
Instrumental
Parentification Toward the 7.82 3.55 7.00 3.28 2.00 .046 0.24
Parent

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presented in Table 7, there is a statistically significant difference in the mean
scores of perceived unfairness of parentification based on the father's physical health
status (t(697) = 3.52, p < .001, d = .42). Adolescents whose fathers have physical
health issues reported a higher mean score for the perceived unfairness of
parentification (M = 16.74, Sd = 5.69) compared to those with healthy fathers (M =
14.42, Sd = 5.27).

Additionally, a statistically significant difference was found in instrumental
parentification toward the parent (t(697) = 2.00, p = .046, d = .24), with adolescents
of fathers with physical health issues scoring higher (M = 7.82, Sd = 3.55) than those
with healthy fathers (M = 7.00, Sd = 3.28).

However, no significant differences were found in mean scores for perceived
benefits of parentification, sibling-focused parentification, and emotional
Parentification toward the parent based on the father's physical health status (p > 0.05).
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Table 8

Results of the t-test regarding the differentiation of mean scores of the subdimensions
of the Parentification Scale (PS) based on perceived family income

Good Middle and Below

(n=297) (n=402)

M. sd. M. sd. t p d
Perceived ~ Benefits  of 3 g73 2410 8.35 032 747 002
Parentification
Perceived  Unfairness of
Parentification 14.02 5.30 15.15 5.36 -2.77  .006 0.21
Sibling-Focused
Parentification 14.70 4.93 15.17 5.18 -1.21 228 0.09
Emotional  Parentification
Toward the Parent 14.16 4.80 13.81 4.79 0.95 341 0.07
Instrumental Parentification
Toward the Parent 6.76 3.25 7.33 3.35 -2.22  .027 0.17

Note: PS: Parentification Scale, d: Cohen's d

As presented in Table 8, a statistically significant difference was found in the
mean scores of perceived unfairness of parentification based on family income (t(697)
=-2.77, p =.001, d = .21). Adolescents from families with medium and low income
reported a higher mean score for perceived unfairness of parentification (M = 15.15,
Sd =5.36) compared to those from families with good income (M = 14.02, Sd = 5.30).

Additionally, a statistically significant difference was found in the mean scores
of instrumental parentification toward the parent based on family income (t(697) = -
2.22,p =.027, d = .17). Adolescents from families with medium and low income had
a higher mean score in instrumental parentification (M = 7.33, Sd = 3.35) compared
to those from families with good income (M = 6.76, Sd = 3.25).

However, no statistically significant differences were found in the mean scores
for perceived benefits of parentification, sibling-focused parentification, and
emotional parentification toward the parent based on family income (p > 0.05).
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Table 9

Results of ANOVA on the mean scores of the subdimensions of the Parentification

Scale based on the number of siblings

. Post Hoc
Sibling count n M. Sd F p np2 Comparisons
One Sibling 282 2391 858
Perceived Benefits -
of Parentification Two Siblings 235 2397 825 1.05 .349 0.00 -
Three and 47, 9500 g4
More
One Sibling? 282 1416 540
Perceived
Unfairness of Two Siblings® 235 14.60 5.06
Parentification 383 022 001 c>a
Three - and 17, 1553 562
More
One Sibling? 282 1449 484
Sibling-Focused G
Parentification Two Siblings 235 1507 417 422 015 001 c>a
Three = and 470 4590 564
More
One Sibling 282 1378 4.74
Emotional -
Parentification Two Siblings 235 1417475 042 657 000 -
Toward the Parent
Three —and 47, 1400 496
More
One Sibling 282 6.83 3.17
Instrumental
Parentification Two Siblings 235 7.07 3.29 296 053 001 -
Toward the Parent
Three and 4., 760 356
More

In examining Table 9, significant differences were found in adolescents'
perceived unfairness of parentification scores based on the number of siblings [F(2,
688) =3.83, p=.022, )* = 0.01]. The results of the Bonferroni post hoc test indicated
that adolescents with three or more siblings had a higher mean score for perceived
unfairness of parentification (M = 15.58, Sd = 5.62) compared to those with one
sibling (M = 14.16, Sd = 5.40).
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Additionally, there was a significant difference in sibling-focused parentification
scores based on the number of siblings [F(2, 688) = 4.22, p = .015, n*> = 0.01].
Adolescents with three or more siblings reported a higher mean score for sibling-
focused parentification (M = 15.90, Sd = 5.64) compared to those with one sibling (M
=14.49, Sd = 4.84).

However, no statistically significant differences were found in the mean scores
for perceived benefits of parentification, emotional parentification toward the parent,
or instrumental parentification toward the parent based on the number of siblings (p
> 0.05).

Table 10

Anova results regarding the differences in mean scores of the PS sub-dimensions
according to birth order

Post Hoc

Birthorder  n ort.  Ss F p np2 Comparisons

First born 258 23.98 8.45
Perceived Benefits
of Parentification Middleborn 191 23.94 8.47 0.45 .640 0.00 -

Last born 250 24.60 861

Perceived First born 258 1454 544

Unfairness of

Parentification Middle born 191 1495 527  0.38 .686 0.00 -

Last born 250 1458 5.35

First born? 258 1558 4.78

Sibling-Focused

Parentification Middle 191 1604 514 1708 <. 005 absc

born® .001

Last born® 250 1352 5.02

First born 258 6.84 3.16
Emotional
Parentification Middle born 191 7.39 3.40 1.52 219 0.00 -
Toward the Parent

Last born 250 7.11 3.42

First born 258 13.77 475
Instrumental
Parentification Middleborn 191 13.81 4.87 0.78 459  0.00 -
Toward the Parent

Last born 250 1426 4.78
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In examining Table 10, significant differences were found in adolescents'
sibling-focused parentification scores based on birth order [F(2, 696) = 17.08, p <
.001, n?> = 0.05]. The results of the Bonferroni post hoc test indicated that the average
score for sibling-focused parentification among the youngest siblings (M = 13.52, Sd=
5.02) was significantly lower than those of the middle siblings (M = 16.04, Sd = 5.14)
and oldest siblings (M = 15.58, Sd = 4.78).

However, there were no statistically significant differences in the mean scores
for perceived benefits of parentification, perceived unfairness of parentification,
emotional parentification toward the parent, or instrumental parentification toward the
parent based on birth order (p > 0.05).

Table 11

Anova results regarding the differences in mean scores of the PS sub-dimensions
according to the mother's education level

Moner Post Hoc
Education —n Ot S F P "2 Comparisons
Level
Primary
Education 287 2426 861
Perceived Benefits Ezconfia?’ 185 2469 873 132 267 001 -
of Parentification ucatio
High School
and above 227 2321 8.18
Primary
Education 287 1486 5.15
Perceived Secondary
Unfairness of Education 185 1462 544 025 779 000 -
Parentification
High School
and above 227 1445 554
Primary
Education 287 1526 5.17
Sibling-Focused Egconf.aw 185 1499 497 104 353 001 -
Parentification ucation
High School

and above 227 1455 5.04
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Table 11 (continued)

Primary

Education 287 13.86 4.66
Emotional Secondary
Parentification Education 185 1418 500 023 192000 -
Toward the Parent

High School 507 1390 483

and above

Primary

Education? 287 7.34 3.40
Instrumental Second
Parentification Education® 185 7.34 351 324 .039 001 a>c
Toward the Parent

High School 57 656 300

and above

In examining Table 11, significant differences were found in adolescents'
instrumental parentification scores based on maternal education level [F(3, 695) =
3.24 p = .039, n? = 0.01]. The results of the Bonferroni post hoc test indicated that
adolescents whose mothers had a primary education level had a significantly higher
average score for instrumental parentification (M = 7.34, Sd = 3.40) compared to those
whose mothers had a secondary education level (M = 6.56, Sd = 3.00).

However, there were no statistically significant differences in the mean scores
for perceived benefits of parentification, perceived unfairness of parentification,
sibling-focused parentification, or emotional parentification toward the parent based
on maternal education level (p > 0.05).
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Table 12

Anova results regarding the differences in the mean scores of the PS sub-dimensions according
to the father's education level

Father Post Hoc
education n M. Sd F P 2 Comparisons
Primary
Education 201 2439 848
Perceived Benefits Ezcon‘tjia? 176 2416 891 021 810 000 -
of  Parentification ucatio
High School
and above 322 24.05 8.30
Primary
Education 201 15.02 537
Perceived Secondary
Unfairness of  Education 176 1453 552 0.38 .687 0.00 -
Parentification
High School
and above 322 1451 5.26
Primary
Education 201 1543 5.24
Sibling-Focused EZCO”??‘W 176 1454 500 142 242 001 -
Parentification ucation
High School
and above 322 1490 4.99
Primary
Education 201 1418 463
Emotional Secondary
Parentification Education 176 1397 498 0.58 561 0.00 -
Toward the Parent
High School 55, 1383 4.0

and above
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Table 12 (continued)

Primary
Education 201 751 3.33

Instrumental
e Secondary
Parentification Education 176 698 354 ;49 152 001
Toward the Parent
High School

and above 322 6.87 3.17

As presetend in Table 12, there were no statistically significant differences in
the mean scores of adolescents regarding perceived benefits of parentification,
perceived unfairness of parentification, sibling-focused parentification, emotional
parentification toward the parent, and instrumental parentification toward the parent
based on the father's education level (p > 0.05).

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

This study examines the differentiation of parentification levels among
adolescents aged 14 to 18 based on sociodemographic variables. In this regard, a
Parentification Scale and a form containing sociodemographic questions were
administered to adolescents within this age range.

Initially, the variable of gender was addressed. In this study, the scores of female
adolescents regarding perceived unfairness of Parentification were found to be
significantly higher than those of male adolescents. Conversely, male adolescents
scored significantly higher than their female counterparts in perceived benefits of
parentification, sibling-focused parentification, and emotional parentification.
Cultural factors may play a role in these differences. For instance, a study conducted
in China found that the rate of parentification among boys was notably higher, which
could be explained by the influence of China’s patriarchal and traditional culture
(Wang et al., 2017). According to Masiran et al. (2023), there is no significant
difference in parentification experiences between girls and boys; however,
Zarczynska-Hyla et al. (2019) noted that girls are more frequently engaged in parental
roles. The results of this study are thought to be rooted in the societal gender
stereotypes imposed on boys within Turkish society. For example, phrases like "you
are the elder brother; you are the man of the house" reflect the numerous expectations
placed on male adolescents. Additionally, teachings such as "the male individual is
the one who holds power and authority" (Senol and Calar, 2018) suggest that male
adolescents are perceived as the group that provides more care for their siblings and
supports the emotional relationships within the family.
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When examining the parentification situations of adolescents based on whether
their parents lived together or separately, it was found that adolescents with separated
parents reported significantly higher scores for perceived unfairness of parentification
compared to those whose parents were married. There are numerous risk factors
associated with the concept of parentification. For instance, the illness of one parent,
divorced parents, socioeconomic and sociocultural levels, loss of a parent, and the
mental and physical health of parents can all contribute to this phenomenon (Byng-
Hall, 2008; Zarczynska-Hyla et al., 2019). The living situation of the parents, whether
together or divorced, can lead to shifts in the responsibilities children are expected to
undertake. This is because the expectations of divorced parents may differ from those
of couples who remain married, as the boundaries between them may not be the same
(Perrin et al., 2013). The data from the current study also yielded expected results.
This perception of unfairness may stem from the overwhelming expectations placed
on them when they take on parental roles. Unfortunately, according to Jurkovic et al.
(2001), this situation can lead to a problematic parentification pattern that persists into
adulthood. Having a sick parent at home can create differences in the responsibilities
children manage within the household. In this study, when examining the physical
health of parents, it was observed that adolescents with physically ill parents reported
significantly higher scores for perceived unfairness of parentification and instrumental
parentification compared to those whose parents did not have physical ailments. This
suggests that the adolescent is engaged in essential caregiving tasks such as cleaning,
cooking, and household chores, yet is dissatisfied with this role. Tedgard et al. (2019)
noted that children of parents with chronic illnesses or substance dependencies could
engage in parentification, while Chen and Panebianco (2019) supported the findings
of this study by indicating a relationship between a parent's physical health and
adolescents' parentification.

When examining the relationship between maternal education levels and
adolescents' parentification levels, it was found that adolescents whose mothers had
only primary education reported significantly higher scores for instrumental
parentification than those whose mothers had completed high school. When
considering paternal education levels in conjunction with the concept of
parentification, no significant differences were found in any subdimensions of the
parentification scale based on paternal education. From this result, it can be inferred
that Parentification is more closely related to the mother’s education level.

The perceived unfairness scores and instrumental parentification scores related
to parentification among adolescents from families with low to moderate income were
found to be significantly higher than the average scores of those from families with
good income. Similarly, Karagdbek (2014) found that children from families with low
socioeconomic status exhibited more sibling-focused parentification. Although there
are findings that approach parentification from different perspectives, these results
indicate that adolescents are aware of their parentification and perceive it as an
injustice.
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In the present study, alongside the concept of parentification, variables such as
having a younger sibling under the age of six, the number of siblings and birth order
were examined. Adolescents with a younger sibling under six scored higher in sibling-
focused parentification compared to those without. When examining the relationship
between the number of siblings and parentification, it was found that adolescents with
three or more siblings had significantly higher scores for sibling-focused
parentification and perceived unfairness compared to those with one sibling. When
examining parentification levels based on birth order, it was found that the eldest
adolescents had significantly higher sibling-focused Parentification scores compared
to the youngest ones. Btazek (2018) and Zagefka et al.(2021) also indicated that the
parentification status of the oldest child in the household is higher than that of the
other children. According to Barbaro (1999), sibling-child relationships are a social
laboratory environment where a person first experiences peer interaction (Borchet et
al., 2020). Therefore, they hold significant importance in a person's life. In their
studies examining parentification, sibling relationships, and self-esteem, Borchet et
al. (2020) found that parentification enhances the quality of sibling relationships.
According to Jurkovic (1997), a person's experience of parentification is related to
how they experience and interpret this process. The positive or negative nature of
parentification can vary according to whom it is directed and the quality of the
relationship (Borchet et al., 2020;Burton, 2018). Therefore, this issue may be related
to both perceived benefits and emotional, instrumental, and sibling-focused
parentification. For example, while Borchet (2020) states that there is a positive
relationship between parentification and sibling relationships, and this situation
positively affects the self-esteem of those who take on parental roles, Beffel and
Nuttall (2020) suggest that if a child does not have a positive experience in caring for
their sibling, this may negatively impact positive social behaviors. As mentioned
above, the effects of parentification may differ based on the individuals involved and
the nature of the relationship.

Examining the precursors, predictors, and outcomes associated with
parentification during adolescence is crucial for maintaining the mental health of this
age group, especially considering the complex psychological issues often seen during
this period (Burton et al., 2018;Holder and Blaustein, 2014). Thus, it is important to
identify situations that positively or negatively impact adolescents' mental health.
Parentification is one of these situations. However, especially in local literature,
studies on parentification are generally conducted with adult age groups, with very
few addressing adolescents. This study is significant in that it examines the concept
of parentification within the adolescent period in a low sociocultural environment.
Naturally, our study has certain limitations. Due to the distribution among groups,
effect sizes and relevant comparisons have been presented in the tables above.
However, the distribution of participants across groups within the sample is not
balanced. Therefore, future research should take this issue into account during the data
collection phase and aim to obtain an equal number of participants from each group.
As the measurement scales were normed for 14-18-year-olds, the study's sample was
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restricted to this adolescent age group. The examination of parentification phenomena
could be extended to earlier adolescence (age 12+) through instruments validated for
younger populations.

The current sample comprised adolescents with low academic performance and
socioeconomic status, where multiple risk factors for parentification were markedly
present. Future research employing comparable methodology with high-achieving
adolescents from more advantaged socioeconomic backgrounds-while controlling for
confounding risk factors-could produce theoretically significant contrasts in the
parentification literature.

Conclusion and Recommendations

This study was conducted with adolescents aged 14 to 18 who have low
academic achievement and live in low socio-cultural environments. In the existing
national literature, research on parentification has predominantly focused on adults.
This highlights the significance of the present study, as early identification of this
concept can enable timely psychoeducation for families and help prevent potential
problems that may emerge in adulthood. While the findings of this study are generally
consistent  with the existing literature, it also provides alternative
perspectives,particularly in relation to sibling dynamics in instrumental
parentification, and the regulatory role adolescents assume in interparental
relationships within the context of emotional parentification.

Parentification is a concept that has been normalized in Turkish society,
particularly in regions that place an emphasis on traditional culture. Family education
programs aimed at raising awareness among families are of great importance in this
context. These educational programs can be conducted through local government
initiatives or organized as parent seminars in schools via the Ministry of National
Education.

Children's rights may be compromised through parentification processes. Early
participation in rights-based programs and age-appropriate rights education from
preschool onward could mitigate many risk factors associated with parentification.
Children who develop rights awareness are better positioned to construct informed
life trajectories, creating intergenerational benefits that extend from their immediate
families to future descendants.

Emotional parentification particularly affects children with underdeveloped
emotional awareness. In contrast, children exhibiting age-typical socioemotional
development and emotional literacy demonstrate enhanced capacity for both self-
recognition and interpersonal emotional understanding, enabling more conscious
behavioral responses in caregiving situations.
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Ergenlik donemi iginde bulunan gengler, ebeveynlerinden gerek duygusal gerek
fiziksel anlamda destek gormek istedikleri bir donemdir. Bu dénemdeki genglerin
ailelerinin karsilayacagi ihtiyaglari disinda arkadaslariyla sosyallesmek, sportif
faaliyetlere katilmak, miizik aleti ¢almak, yeni bir dil 6grenmek, olusturduklari
fikirlerle ilgili tartigmalar yapma gibi ebeveynlerinin karsilayamacagi birtakim
sosyallesme ihtiyaglar1 da bulunabilmektedir. Bu gibi durumlarda ebeveynlerin
ergenleri desteklemeleri, onlarin hem sosyal gelisimi agisindan faydali olmakta hem
de saglikli bir ergenlik donemi gecirmelerine destek olmaktadir. Ancak ebeveynler
cocuk ve ergenlere destek olmak yerine onlardan, onlarin gelisimsel diizeyinin
tistiinde birtakim beklentilere girdiklerinde bu durum olumsuz bir hale
gelebilmektedir (Karatas ve Kiran, 2023).

Ebeveynlesme, ebeveynlerin ¢ocuktan gelisimsel doneminin getirdigi
becerilerin disinda kendi rol ve sorumluluklarini ger¢eklestirmeleri ve onlar1 aragsal
ve duygusal anlamda desteklemelerini beklemesidir (Boszormenyi-Nagy ve Spark,
1973; Ozbiler, 2022) Ebeveyn-gocuk rol degisimi daha siklikla ebeveynlestirme
(Boszormenyi-Nagy ve Spark, 1973) olarak bilinmesine ragmen, aym zamanda
"eslestirme" (Schleider ve Weisz, 2017) veya cocukluk "yetigkinlestirmesi" (Burton,
2007) olarak da adlandirilabilmektedir. Bu durumda alisilagelmis olan aile
iligkilerinin aksine, ¢ocuk ve ergenlerin bakimimi ebeveynler degil, ebeveynlerin
bakimini gocuk ve ergenler saglamaktadir (Ozbiler, 2022). Jurkovic’a (1997) gore
ebeveynlesme ikiye ayrilir. Bunlar aragsal ebeveynlesme ve duygusal
ebeveynlesmedir. Aragsal ebeveynlesmede ebeveynin g¢ocuktan beklentisi, ev
temizligi, yemek yapmak, kardes bakimi, tibbi bakim gibi daha davranigsal rollerken;
duygusal ebeveynlesme de ise ebeveyne duygusal anlamda destek olmasi, esler
arasindaki orta yolu bulmasi, ailedeki herhangi bir bireyin duygusal sorunlarina
yonelik ¢oziimler getirmesi ve ailedeki kisilerin duygu diizenleme becerilerini
desteklemesi beklenir (Jurkovic,1997).

Ebeveynlesme, cocuklar ve ebeveynleri arasindaki sinirlari seffaflastirabilir
(Hooper vd., 2008). Ebeveynlesme ile birlikte cocuklara yiiklenen asir1 yiik, onlarin
geligimsel donemlerinin getirdigi sosyallesme imkanlarini kisitlayabilir. Yetiskinler
tarafindan onlara yiiklenen yiikler sebebiyle c¢ocukluk ve ergenlikte
deneyimleyebilecekleri bircok deneyimi atlayabilirler. Aile sisteminde yer alan evlat
gorevlerinde de sapmalar meydana gelebilir (Borchet, 2016; Byng-Hall,2008).
Psikolojik sinirlar, 6zellikle cocuklar ve ebeveynleri arasindakiler, uygun aile rollerini
tanimlar ve geligimsel farkliliklar1 belirler ve bu nedenle saglikli cocuk gelisimini
stirdiirmek i¢in ¢gok 6nemlidir ( Johnson ve Ray, 2016 ). Ebeveynlestirme, aile sistemi
igindeki psikolojik simirlarin ortadan kalkmasina neden olabilir (Boszormenyi-Nagy
ve Spark, 1973 ). Sonug olarak zayif veya kaybolmus sinirlar (sinir ¢éziilmesi veya
sinir yayilmast) bir ¢ocugun gelisimi boyunca ilerleme kapasitesine engel olabilir.
(Hazen vd, 2005). Bu durumda Karatag vd. (2022) gére ¢ocuk ebeveynlesmeyi 6znel
olarak degerlendirirken “ebeveylesmeden algilanan adaletsizlik” kavrami ortaya
¢ikmaktadir. Bu c¢ocuklar ebeveynlesme olgusunun daha ¢ok yikict etkilerini
gorebilmektedirler.
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Cocuklar ebeveynlesmeyi degerlendirirken ortaya ¢ikan bir diger kavram ise
“ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yarar”dir. Bu kavram da ise ebeveynlesmenin yikici
etkilerinden ziyade ¢ocugun kisilik gelisimi i¢in olan yapici etkilerinden bahsedilir
(Karatas vd., 2022). Lewandowska-Walter ve ark. (2017) ¢alismasindaki ergenlerin,
ebeveynlesmeden adaletsizlik algilamadigini aksine onlara verilen rol ve
sorumluluklar1 yerine getirdiklerinde ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yararin arttigini,
ergenlerin 6z yeterlilik duygusunu destekledigini bulmustur. Bu iki kavram arasindaki
farkliligin sebepleri ergenlerin ebeveynlesme deneyimlerinde yasadiklar: farkliliklar,
yasadiklar1 kiiltiir, cevre vb. olabilir. Ornegin, ¢ocugun ebeveynlestigi yas,
ebeveynlesmede beklenen gorev, cinsiyet, ebeveynler vb. bir¢ok farkli faktdr bu
stirecte etkili olabilmektedir. Ancak su belirtilmeli ki, bir cocuk ne kadar erken yasta
ebeveynlesme davranigi gosterirse, ¢ocuga ne kadar erken donemde yasina uygun
olmayan gorevler verilirse ebeveynlesmenin sonuglari ve siddeti o denli yiiksek
olacaktir (Polomski vd., 2021).

Hooper’a (2019) gore bosanma, ebeveynlerin kronik rahatsizlari, kisilik
bozukluklari, go¢ etme, madde kullanimmi gibi durumlar ebeveynlesmeyi
etkilemektedir. Ailesel faktorler de ebeveynlesmeyi etkileyen unsurlardan biridir
(iplik¢i ve Sahir-Acar, 2019). Ornegin, Cook vd. (2009) caligmalarinda ebeveynlerin
kiz ¢cocuklarimi erkek ¢ocuklarina gére daha ¢ok ebeveynlerine evde bakim vermeye
yonlendirdiklerini bulmuslardir (Shute vd., 2015). Peris vd. (2008)’e gore de hem
aragsal hem de duygusal ebeveynlesme de kiz cocuklar: erkek ¢ocuklarina gére daha
fazla ebeveynlesmektedir. Ancak Masiran vd. (2023) gore kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklarinin
ebeveynlesmeleri arasinda herhangi bir fark bulunmamaktadir. Tiirkiye’deki bir
aragtirmada ise ailelerin gocuklarindan bekledigi aile i¢i sorumluluk davranislari
incelendiginde, ebeveynler ¢ocuklarindan aileye maddi ve manevi destek vermelerini
beklediklerini belirtmigledir (Carkoglu, 2016). Aile igi iletisim ve etkilesim de
ebeveynlesmeyi etkileyen bir diger unsurdur. Callaghan vd. (2016) gore kardes odakl
ebeveynlesme ve ebeveyn odakli ebeveynlesmenin en ¢ok gergeklestigi grup aile igi
siddetten etkilenen ¢ocuk ve ergenlerin oldugu gruptur. Khafi vd. (2014) buna destek
olarak ebeveyn cocuk iligki kalitesinin azaldigi ortamlarda hem duygusal hem de
aragsal ebeveynlesmenin arttigini belirtmistir. Chen ve Panebianco (2019) da aragsal
ve duygusal ebeveynlesmenin ergenlerin arasinda daha yogun oldugunu
sOylemislerdir. Bu c¢aligmalar  dogrultusunda ebeveynlesmenin  ebeveyn
birlikteliginin, bosanmanin, aile igi iletisimin, aile gelir durumunun, kardes
iligkilerinin, kardes sayisinin, kardeslerin yaslarinin, ebeveyn egitim durumunun
kisacasi aile igerisinde yer alan sosyal, psikolojik ve ekonomik faktorlerin gocuklarin
ebeveynlesmesinde etkili olabilecegi soylenebilmektedir.

Literatiirde ebeveynlesme kavramimin sosyodemografik bilgilerle birlikte
degiskenlik gosterdigi gorilmektedir. Ebeveynlesme ile ilgili hem sosyokiiltiirel hem
de ekonomik agidan dezavantajli olup ergen yas grubunu kapsayan ¢aligma sayisi
oldukga azdir. Bu ¢aligmanin amaci 14-18 yaslarindaki ergenlerin sosyodemografik
bilgileri ve aile iliskileri dogrultusunda ebeveynlesme deneyimlerini incelemektir.
Kullanilan 6l¢ekte kardes ile ilgili sorular bulundugu i¢in ¢alismanin 6rneklemini 14-
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18 yaslarinda olup kardesi olan ergenler olusturmaktadir. Bu dogrultuda ¢alisma su
arastirma sorularina cevap aramay1 amaglamaktadir:

14-18 yas arasindaki ergenlerin ebeveynlesme diizeyleri;
1. Cinsiyetlerine gore farklilagsmakta midir?

2. Ergenin 6 yasindan kiigiik kardesi olup olmamasi durumuna gore
farklilagmakta midir?

3. Ebeveynlerinin birlikte ve ayr1 olma durumlaria gore farklilasmakta midir?

4. Anne ve babalarinin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumlarina gore farklilasmakta
midir?

5. Aile gelir durumlarma gore farklilagsmakta midir?
Kardes sayilarina gore farklilagsmakta midir?

Ailelerinde yer aldiklar1 dogum siralarina gore farklilagsmakta midir?

o N o

Anne ve babalarinin egitim diizeylerine gore farklilagmakta midir?

Yontem

Bu béliimde arastirmanin modeli, evren ve 6rneklemi, veri toplama araglari, veri
toplama siireci ve veri analiziyle ile ilgili bilgiler verilecektir.

Arastirma Modeli

Bu calismada ergenlerin ebeveynlesme diizeylerinin farkli sosyodemografik
Ozelliklere gore incelenmesi amaglanmigtir. Caligsma, nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden
tarama modeline gore tasarlanmigtir. Tarama modeli, ¢caligmalarda belli bir grubun
belirli 6zelliklerini incelemek admna kullanilan bir yontemdir (Biytikoztirk vd.,
2018).

Evren-Orneklem

Arastirmanin evrenini belirleme asamasinda Sakarya ili Adapazari ilgesinde 14-
18 yas arasinda 6grenim géren ergen sayisina erismek amaciyla Adapazari ilce Milli
Egitim Midirligi’niin ilgili sayfasi incelenmistir (Adapazar1 Mem, 2023). Bu
cercevede, erisilen veriler lizerinden Sakarya ili Adapazari ilgesinde 6grenim goren
14-18 yas dilimi igerisindeki 14.569 lise 0Ogrencisi arastirmanin evrenini
olusturmustur.

Aragtirmanin 6rneklem biyiikligii belirlenirken %5 hata payr gbéz Oniinde
bulundurularak Israel’in (1992) “drneklem biiyiikligii hesaplama” tablosundan
faydalanilmis, evren biiyiikliigiine gore temsiliyet yeterliligi 385 iken veri kayb riski,
u¢ deger sorunu ve diger farkli riskler nedeniyle ii¢ kat fazla ergene ulagilmus, verilerin
on incelemesi sonucunda degerlendirmeye alinabilecek 702 forma ulasildig:
goriilmiistiir. Bu kapsamda arastirmanin 6rneklemini Sakarya ili Adapazar ilgesinde
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O6grenim goren 14-18 yas grubundaki 702 lise dgrencisi arastirmanin drneklemini
olusturmustur.

Aragtirmaya, Milli Egitim Bakanliginin 2022 yilinda yayimladig1 yerlestirme
listesi baz almarak, bu listenin disinda kalan sinavli alim yapmayan 5 lise dahil
edilmistir (MEB, 2022). Bu kriter baz alindiginda arastirmaya akademik basar diizeyi
diistik liselerde 6grenim goren ergenler dahil olmustur. Ergen Ebeveynlesme Kisa
Formu’nda kardes ile ilgili bilgiler yer almakta ve kardes ile ilgili bir alt boyut
bulunmaktadir. Veri toplarken ergenlere kardesi olup olmadig: sorulmus ve kardesi
oldugunu beyan eden ergenler arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. Bundan dolay:
aragtirmada amagsal 6rneklem yontemi kullanilmistir. Amagsal drnekleme belli bir
bilgi bakimindan iligkili olan konularin se¢ilmesi ve bunlarin ayrintili bir bigimde

incelenmesidir (Biyiikoztirk vd., 2018).  Katilimcilarin sosyodemografik
degiskenlerine iligkin bilgiler Tablo 1°de sunulmustur.
Tablo 1

Sosyodemografik Degiskenlere Iliskin Bilgiler

Ort. Ss
Yas 15.43 1.07
n %
Cinsiyet
Kiz 387 55.13
Erkek 315 44.87
Simf
9. Simif 243 34.62
10. smif 254 36.18
11. Siuf 118 16.81
12. Smif 87 12.39
Kardes Sayisi
Bir Kardes 284 40.46
iki Kardes 235 33.48

Ug ve Uzeri Kardes 175 24.93
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Tablo 1’de goriildiigli {izere katilimcilarin yas ortalamasi 15.43 (Ss = 1.07)
olarak belirlenmistir. Cinsiyet dagilimi incelendiginde, katilimcilarin %55.13"i kiz (n
= 387) ve %44.87'si erkektir (n = 315). Smuf diizeyine gore dagilimda, %34.62'si 9.
siif (n = 243), %36.18'1 10. smif (n =254), %16.81'i 11. sinif (n = 118) ve %12.39'u
12. smuf (n = 87) 6grencisidir. Kardes sayisi agisindan, %40.46's1 bir kardese (n =
284), %33.48'1 iki kardese (n = 235) ve %24.93"1 li¢ veya daha fazla kardese sahiptir
(n=175).

Veri Toplama Araclar

Aragtirmada veri toplama araci olarak Ergen Ebeveynlesme kisa formu ve
arastirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan sosyodemografik bilgi formu kullanilmigtir.

Sosyodemografik Bilgi Formu

Aragtirmacilar tarafindan olusturulan bilgi formunda katilimcilara cinsiyeti,
kardes sayisi, anne ve babalarinin tani almig olduklari hastalik durumu, ebeveynlerin
egitim durumu, ebeveynlerinin evli ya da bosanmig olma durumu, aile gelir durumlari,
kardesine bakma durumu, dogum sirasi sorulmustur.

Ergen Ebeveynlesme Kisa Formu

Ergen Ebeveynlesme Kisa Formu Karatas, Uzun ve Gilindiiz (2022) tarafindan,
ebeveynlesme diizeylerini belirlemeye yonelik 14-18 yas arast ¢ocuklar igin
gelistirilen bir aragtir. Form 29 madde, ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yarar, kardes
odakli ebeveynlesme, ebeveynlesmeden algilanan adaletsizlik, ebeveyne yonelik
duygusal ebeveynlesme, aragsal ebeveynlesme olmak 5 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir.
Olgegin i¢c tutarlihigim incelemek icin Cronbach alfalarina bakildiginda
ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yarar alt boyutu i¢in 0.91, kardes odakli ebeveynlesme alt
boyutu icin 0.77, ebeveynlesmeden algilanan adaletsizlik alt boyutu igin 0.83,
ebeveynlesme yonelik duygusal ebeveynlesme alt boyutu icin 0.78, aragsal
ebeveynlesme alt boyutu i¢in 0.72’dir. Birinci faktdr 9 madde, ikinci faktor 6 madde,
tglincti faktoér 6 madde, dordiincii faktor 5 madde, besinci faktér 3 maddeden
olusmaktadir. Form 5°li likert tipli bir 6l¢ektir. Ergen ebeveynlesme formunda
yanitlar 1 (Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum) ile 5 (Kesinlikle Katiliyorum) arasinda
puanlanmaktadir. Olgegin her bir alt boyutundan alinan puanlar arttik¢a o alt boyutun
diizeyinin arttigina isaret etmektedir. Olgek alt boyutlar olarak puanlanmakta 4. ve 5.
alt boyuta iligkin maddelerin toplanmasiyla ise ebeveyne yonelik ebeveynlesme puani
elde edilmektedir. Mevcut calisma icin ergenler ebeveynlesme formunun i¢
tutarliligina ait Cronbach alfa katsayilar ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yarar boyutunda
0.84, kardes odakli ebeveynlesme alt boyutunda 0.68, ebeveynlesmeden algilanan
adaletsizlik al boyutunda 0.70, ebeveyne yonelik duygusal ebeveynlesme alt
boyutunda 0.71, ebeveyne yonelik aragsal ebevynlesme alt boyutunda ise 0.71°dir.
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Etik Kurul Karan

Hacettepe Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Arastirmalar Etik Kurulu’ndan
09.08.2023 tarihli ve E-53286536-302.08-00003007616 sayili onay alinmistir. Kasim
2023 tarihinde Sakarya Milli Egitim Miidiirligiine arastirma izni ig¢in basvuruda
bulunulmus, arasgtirma i¢in Sakarya Milli Egitim Midiirligiinden de izin alinmgtir.
Sakarya ilinin Adapazari ilgesinde Milli Egitim Bakanliginin agikladigi akademik
basarisi diisiik bes okul segilip, veri toplama agamasina geg¢ilmistir.

Veri Toplama Siireci

Hacettepe Universitesi’nden etik onay alindiktan sonra, arastirma izni alabilmek
adina Sakarya Milli Egitim Midiirliigii’'ne bagvuruda bulunulmustur. Sakarya ili
Adapazan Ilge Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii’nden alinan izin sonrasinda &nceden
belirlenmis olan bes okula veri toplamak adina ziyaretlerde bulunulmustur.
Arastirmaci belirlenen okullara ziyaretler yapip ilgili idari personel ile birlikte lisenin
her kademesinden en az bir sinifi dahil etmek kosuluyla rastgele siniflar se¢mistir.
Belirlenen her smifi ¢aligmanin giivenirliligini saglamak adma idari personelle
birlikte ziyaret eden arastirmaci, ergenlere ¢aligmanin amacini, gizliligini, gontlliik
esasina dayandigini, ¢aligmadan istedikleri zaman ayrilabileceklerini, verdikleri
bilgilerin bu ¢aligma diginda herhangi bir platformda paylasilmayacagini agiklamustir.
Calismaya katilan ergenlere 18 yasinin altinda olduklar i¢in dncelikle ebeveynlerine
onam formu iletildi. Bir hafta sonra ayni okulu ziyaret eden arastirmaci, ebeveynleri
onay veren ergenlere arastirmada kullanilacak oOlgekleri dagitti. Bu dlgekleri
doldurmasi igin ergenlere bir ders saati (40 dakika) siire verildi.

Verilerin Analizi

Calisma kapsaminda 702 veri toplanmistir. Veri setinin normal dagilim gosterip
gostermedigi, parametrik analiz yontemlerinin  kullanimma uygunlugunu
degerlendirmek amaciyla titizlikle incelenmistir. Bu amagcla, karsilagtirma yapilan her
bir bagimsiz degisken grubu icin, ilgili bagimli degiskenlerin (6l¢egin toplam puant
ve alt boyutlar1) dagiliminin normalligi ve varyanslarin homojenligi ayr1 ayri
degerlendirilmistir. Bu degerlendirme, Kolmogorov-Smirnov testleri ile birlikte
carpiklik (skewness) ve basiklik (kurtosis) degerleri ve histogram ile beklenen olasilik
grafiklerinin gorsel incelemesi yoluyla yapilmistir.

Yapilan analizler sonucunda, tiim bagimli degiskenlerin (Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik, Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik
Aragsal Ebeveynlesme) her bir karsilastirma grubu i¢indeki ¢arpiklik degerlerinin -
0.64 ile 0.53 arasinda, basiklik degerlerinin ise -0.61 ile 0.55 arasinda degistigi
belirlenmistir. Alan yazinda (Byrne, 2013; Hair vd., 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013)
-1.5 ile +1.5 arasindaki ¢arpiklik ve basiklik degerlerinin normal dagilim gosterdigi
kabul edilebilir sinirlar i¢cinde oldugu belirtilmektedir. Ayrica, histogram ve beklenen
olasilik grafiklerinin de dagilimlarin normalden 6nemli bir sapma gostermedigini
desteklemesiyle, veri setinin normal dagilim varsayimm karsiladigi  kabul
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edilmistir. Levene testi sonuglari, tiim karsilagtirmalarda varyanslarin homojen
oldugunu géstermistir (p > .05). Biiyiik 6rneklem biiyiikligii (N=702) de parametrik
testlerin normallik varsayimina kars1 daha direngli olmasini saglamaktadir.

Bu dogrultuda, iki gruptan olusan kategorik degiskenler icin dl¢ek toplam puan
ve alt boyutlar1 arasindaki farkliliklar1 tespit etmek amaciyla Bagimsiz Orneklemler
t-testi kullanilmigtir. Grup sayisi ii¢ ve daha fazla olan kategorik degiskenler igin ise
6lcek puanlart ve alt boyutlart arasindaki farkliliklar: incelemek iizere Tek Yonli
Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) kullanilmistir. Gruplar arasindaki farklarin hangi
gruplardan kaynaklandigini belirlemek i¢in Bonferroni post-hoc testi uygulanmuistir.

Katilimcilarin Ebeveynlesme Olgeginden (EO) elde ettikleri puan ortalamalarina
iliskin betimsel istatistik degerleri Tablo 2°de verilmistir.

Tablo 2

Betimsel istatistikler

Ort Ss Min Maks Skewness Kurtosis

Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar  24.19 851 9.00 4700 0.15 -0.60
Ebeveynlesmeden Algllanan 1,67 536 600 3000 053 0.27
Adaletsizlik

Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme 14.97 5.08 6.00 30.00 0.26 -0.39
Ebeveyne  Yonelik — Duygusal 4395 489 500 2500 0.9 0.64
Ebeveynlesme

Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal 709 332 300 15.00 052 055

Ebeveynlesme

Tablo 2’de gériildiigii iizere EO alt boyutlarindan elde edilen puan ortalamalarr;
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar i¢in 24.19 (Ss = 8.51), Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik i¢in 14.67 (Ss = 5.36), Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme i¢in 14.97
(Ss = 5.08), Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme igin 13.96 (Ss = 4.80),
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme igin 7.09 (Ss = 3.32) olarak hesaplanmuistir.

Bulgular
Bu béliimde aragtirmanin bulgular: sunulmustur.

Ebeveynlesme Diizeylerinin Sosyodemografik Degiskenlere Gore
Farkhlasmasina iliskin Bulgular

Cesitli sosyodemografik degiskenlere gére katilimeilarin Ebeveynlesme Olgegi
alt boyutlar1 puan ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark olup olmadigini sinamak i¢in
“Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi (ANOVA) ve bagimsiz 6rneklemler t-testi” yapilmistir.
Analiz sonuglar1 asagida verilmistir.
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Tablo 3

EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarinin cinsiyete gore farklilasmasina iligkin t-testi
sonuglart

Kiz Erkek

(n= 387) (n=312)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan - <
Yarar 2224 838 26.61 8.05 697 001 0.53
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan <
Adaletsizlik 1530 5.62 13.88 4.90 3.59 001 0.27
Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme -

1442 520 1565 4.84 3.20 001 0.24
Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal -
Ebeveynlesme 13.46  4.87 1457 4.64 305 .002 0.23
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal -
Ebeveynlesme 7.08 351 710 3.07 0.09 930 0.01

Not. EO: Ebeveynlesme Olcegi, d: Cohen’s d

Tablo 3’te goriildiigii gibi cinsiyete gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan
Yarar puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml fark bulunmustur (t(697)
=-6.97, p <.001, d = .53). Bu anlamh farkliligin orta biiyiikliikte bir etkisi oldugu
sOylenebilmektedir. Erkeklerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar puan ortalamasi
(Ort. = 26.61, Ss = 8.05), kizlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 22.24, Ss = 8.38)
anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur. Ayrica, cinsiyete gore ergenlerin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalari arasinda da istatistiksel
olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (t(692.82) = 3.59, p < .001, d = .27). Kizlarin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 15.30, Ss = 5.62),
erkeklerin ortalamasindan (Ort. = 13.88, Ss = 4.90) anlamli diizeyde yiiksek
bulunmustur.

Benzer sekilde, cinsiyete gore ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan
ortalamalar1 arasinda da istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (1(697) = -3.20,
p =.001, d = .24). Erkeklerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. =
15.65, Ss = 4.84), kizlarin ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.42, Ss = 5.20) anlaml1 diizeyde
yiiksek bulunmustur. Ayrica, cinsiyete gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar1 arasinda da istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark
bulunmustur (t(697) = -3.05, p = .002, d = .23). Erkeklerin Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 14.57, Ss = 4.64), kizlarin
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ortalamasindan (Ort. = 13.46, Ss = 4.87) anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.
Cinsiyete gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmamistir (p > 0.05).

Tablo 4

EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarinin alti yasindan kiigiik kardesin olup olmamasina
gore farklilasmasina iliskin t-testi sonuglar

Yok Var

(n=533) (n=162)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden 2426 859  23.98 8.22 037 713 003
Algilanan Yarar
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik 14.59 5.41 14.98 5.22 -0.81 420 0.07
Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme 14.70 5.13 15.91 4.84 -2.67 .008 0.24
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal Ebeveynlesme 13.96 4.85 13.91 4.60 0.10 .920 0.01
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme 7.05 3.27 7.24 3.49 -0.64 524 0.06

Not. EO: Ebeveynlesme Olcegi

Tablo 4’te goriildiigi gibi alt1 yasindan kiigiik kardesin olup olmamasina gore
ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (t(693) = -2.67, p = .008, d = .24). Alt1 yasindan
kiigiik kardesi olan ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. =
15.91, Ss = 4.84), olmayanlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.70, Ss = 5.13) anlamli

diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Alt1 yasindan kiiglik kardesin olan ve olmayan ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik, Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan

ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmamustir (p > 0.05).
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Tablo 5

EO alt boyutlari puan ortalamalarinin ebeveyn birliktelik durumuna gore
farklilasmasina iliskin t-testi sonuglart

Birlikte Ayn

(n= 625) (n: 74)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden 2427 855 2350 8.11 074 462  0.09
Algilanan Yarar
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algllanan Adaletsizlik 14.32 5.18 17.64 5.92 -4.62 <.001 0.60
Kardes Odakl
Ebeveynle$me 14.97 5.08 14.96 5.11 0.02 .985 0.00
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal Ebeveynlesme 14.02 4.82 13.39 4.55 1.07 .284 0.13
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme 7.03 3.29 7.58 3.53 -1.35 176 0.16

Tablo 5°te goriildiigii gibi anne ve babanin birliktelik durumuna gore ergenlerin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (t(697) = -4.62, p < .001, d = .60). Bu durumda orta
biiyiikliikte bir etki biiyiikliigii elde edildigi sdylenebilmektedir. Anne ve babasi ayri
olan ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamasi (Ort. =
17.64, Ss = 5.92), anne babas birlikte olanlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.32,
Ss = 5.18) anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Anne ve babanin birliktelik durumuna gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmamustir (p > 0.05).
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Tablo 6

EO alt boyutlart puan ortalamalarinmin annenin fiziksel rahatsizlvk durumuna gore
farklilasmasina iligkin t-testi Sonuglar

Evet Hayir

(n=65) (n= 634)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden 2386 911  24.22 8.45 033 745 004
Algilanan Yarar
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik 17.42 5.45 14.38 5.27 4.40 <.001 057
Kardes Odakl
Ebeveynlesme 14.86 553 14.98 5.03 -0.18  .857 0.02
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal Ebeveynlesme 13.55 4.62 14.00 4.82 -0.71 477 0.09
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme 8.15 3.50 6.98 3.28 273  .006 0.35

Tablo 6’da goriildiigii gibi annenin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gére ergenlerin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlaml fark bulunmustur (t(697) = 4.40, p < .001, d = .57). Bu durumda orta
biiytiikliikte bir etki biiyiikliigii elde edildigi soylenebilmektedir. Annesinin fiziksel
rahatsizlig1 olan ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamasi
(Ort. = 17.42, Ss = 5.45), annesinin fiziksel rahatsizligi olmayanlarin puan
ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.38, Ss = 5.27) anlaml1 diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Annenin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik
Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark
bulunmustur (t(697) = 2.73, p = .006, d = .35). Annesinin fiziksel rahatsizligi olan
ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 8.15, Ss
= 3.50), annesinin fiziksel rahatsizlig1 olmayanlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 6.98,
Ss = 3.28) anlaml1 diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Annenin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml fark
bulunmamugtir (p > 0.05).
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Tablo 7

EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarinin babann fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gore
farklilasmasina iliskin t-testi sonuglart

Evet Hayir

(n=73) (n=626)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Y 2470 895 2413 8.46 054 589 007
arar
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik 16.74 5.69 14.42 5.27 3.52 <.001 0.42
Kardes Odaklt
Ebeveynlesme 14.67 5.24 15.00 5.06 -0.53  .596 0.06
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusa_] Ebeveyn]e$me 13.68 497 13.99 4,78 -0.51 .609 0.06
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme 7.82 3.55 7.00 3.28 2.00 .046 0.24

Tablo 7°de goriildiigii gibi babanin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gére ergenlerin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel
olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (t(697) = 3.52, p <.001, d = .42). Babasinn fiziksel
rahatsizlig1 olan ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamasi
(Ort. = 16.74, Ss = 5.69), babasinin fiziksel rahatsizlig1 olmayanlarin ortalamasindan
(Ort. = 14.42, Ss = 5.27) anlaml diizeyde yiliksek bulunmustur.

Babanin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik
Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark
bulunmustur (t(697) = 2.00, p = .046, d = .24). Babasinin fiziksel rahatsizlig1 olan
ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 7.82, Ss
= 3.55), babasinin fiziksel rahatsizligi1 olmayanlarin ortalamasindan (Ort. = 7.00, Ss =
3.28) anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Babanin fiziksel rahatsizlik durumuna gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlaml fark
bulunmamugtir (p > 0.05).
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Tablo 8

EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarinin algilanan aile gelirine gore farklilasmasina
iliskin t-testi sonuglari

iyi Orta ve Altt

(n= 297) (n: 402)

Ort. Ss. Ort. Ss. t p d
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan 5, 31 873 24.10 8.35 032 747 002
Yarar
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan
Adaletsizlik 14.02 5.30 15.15 5.36 -2.77  .006 021
Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme 14.70 4.93 15.17 5.18 -1.21 228 0.09
Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme 14.16 4.80 13.81 4.79 0.95 .341 0.07
Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme 6.76 3.25 7.33 3.35 -2.22 027 0.17

Tablo 8’de goriildiigii gibi aile gelirine gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark
bulunmustur (t(697) = -2.77, p =.001, d = .21). Aile geliri orta ve alt1 olan ergenlerin
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 15.15, Ss = 5.36),
aile geliri iyi olanlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.02, Ss = 5.30) anlaml diizeyde
yiiksek bulunmustur.

Aile gelirine gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan
ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmustur (1(697) = -2.22, p
=.027, d = .17). Aile geliri orta ve alt1 olan ergenlerin Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 7.33, Ss = 3.35), aile geliri iyi olanlarin puan
ortalamasindan (Ort. = 6.76, Ss = 3.25) anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur.

Aile gelirine gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar, Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli fark bulunmamustir (p > 0.05).
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Tablo 9
EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarinin kardes sayisina gore farklilasmasina iliskin
Anova sonuglar

Kardes Sayisi n Ort. Ss F p Np2 Fark
Bir Kardes 282 23.91 8.58
Ebeveynlesmeden 0 o e 235 2397 825 105 349 000 -
Algilanan Yarar
Ug ve Uzeri 174 25.02 8.64
Bir Kardes® 282 14.16 5.40
Ebeveynlesmeden )
Algilanan iki Kardes® 235 14.60 506 383 .022 001 c>a
Adaletsizlik
Ug ve Uzeri® 174 1558  5.62
Bir Kardes® 282 14.49 4.84
Kardes Odaklt i Kardes? 235 1507 477 422 015 001 c>a
Ebeveynlesme

Ug ve Uzeri® 174 15.90 5.64

Bir Kardes 282 13.78 4.74
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Duygusal iki Kardes 235 14.17 475 042 657 000 -
Ebeveynlesme

Ug ve Uzeri 174 1400 4.96

Bir Kardes 282 6.83 3.17
Ebeveyne Yonelik
Aragsal iki Kardes 235 7.07 329 29 .053 001 -
Ebeveynlesme

Ug ve Uzeri 174 7.60 3.56

Tablo 9 incelendiginde, kardes sayisina gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Adaletsizlik puan ortalamalar1 arasinda anlaml bir fark bulunmustur [F(2,
688) = 3.83, p = .022, 12 = 0.01]. Yapilan Bonferroni ¢oklu karsilagtirma testi
sonucunda, ii¢ ve {lizeri kardesi olan ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan
Adaletsizlik puan ortalamast (Ort. = 15.58, Ss = 5.62), bir kardesi olanlarin puan
ortalamasindan Ort. = 14.16, Ss = 5.40) anlamli diizeyde daha yiiksek bulunmustur.

Kardes sayisina gore ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari
arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur [F(2, 688) = 4.22, p = .015,12 = 0.01]. Ug ve
iizeri kardesi olan ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. =
15.90, Ss = 5.64), bir kardesi olanlarin puan ortalamasindan (Ort. = 14.49, Ss = 4.84)
anlaml diizeyde daha yiiksek bulunmustur.
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Kardes sayisina gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar, Ebeveyne
Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan
ortalamalar1 arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmamustir (p > 0.05).

Tablo 10
EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarimin dogum swrasina gore farkhilasmasina iliskin
Anova sonuglart

Dogum Sirast  n Ort. Ss F p N2 Fark
En biiyiik 258 2398 845
Ebeveynlesmeden 6405 191 2394 847 045 640 000 -
Algilanan Yarar
En Kiigiik 250 24.60 8.61
En biiyiik 258 14.54 544
Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Ortanca 191 1495 527 0.38 .686 0.00 -
Adaletsizlik
En Kiigiik 250 14.58 5.35
En biiyiik® 258 15.58 4.78
Kardes =~ Odaklt gppncer 191 1604 514 1708 .. 005 ab>c
Ebeveynlesme .001

En Kiigiik® 250 1352  5.02

En buyiik 258 6.84 3.16
Ebeveyne  Yonelik
Duygusal Ortanca 191 7.39 3.40 1.52 219  0.00 -
Ebeveynlesme

En Kiigiik 250 7.11 3.42

En biiyiik 258 1377 475
Ebeveyne  Yonelik
Aragsal Ortanca 191 13.81  4.87 0.78 459  0.00 -
Ebeveynlesme

En Kiigiik 250 1426 478

Tablo 10 incelendiginde, dogum sirasina gore ergenlerin Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalar1 arasinda anlamli bir fark bulunmustur [F(2, 696) =
17.08, p <.001, n2 = 0.05]. Yapilan Bonferroni ¢oklu karsilastirma testi sonucunda,
evin en kiigiigli ergenlerin Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. =
13.52, Ss = 5.02), ortanca (Ort. = 16.04, Ss = 5.14) ve en biiyiik (Ort. = 15.58, Ss =
4.78) olanlarin puan ortalamasindan anlamli diizeyde daha diisiik bulunmustur.

Dogum sirasina gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar,
Ebeveynlesmeden  Algilanan  Adaletsizlik, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal
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Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari
arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark bulunmamustir (p > 0.05).

Tablo 11
EO alt boyutlar puan ortalamalarinin anne egitim diizeyine gére farklilasmasina
iliskin Anova sonuglart

Anne Egitim  n Ort. Ss F p N2 Fark
Ilkokul 287 2426 8.61
Ortaokul 185 24.69 8.73 1.32 267 001 -

Ebeveynlesmeden

Algilanan Yarar Liseveiizeri 227 2351 8.8

Ilkokul 287 1486 5.15
Ebeveynlesmeden Ortaokul 185 1462 544 0.25 J79 000 -
Algilanan
Adaletsizlik Lisevelizeri 227 14.45 554

Ilkokul 287 1526 5.17
Kardes Odakli Ortaokul 185 1499 497 1.04 353 001 -
Ebeveynlesme Lise veiizeri 227 1455 504

Ilkokul 287 13.86 4.66
Ebeveyne Yonelik  Ortaokul 185 1418 5.00 0.23 792 0.00 -
Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme Lise veizeri 227 13.90 4.83

ilkokul? 287 7.34 3.40

b

Ebeveyne Yonelik  Orteokul 185 734 351 554 039 001 asc
Aragsal Lise ve
Ebeveynlesme P 227  6.56 3.00

tizeri

Tablo 11 incelendiginde, anne egitim diizeyine gore ergenlerin Ebeveyne
Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari arasinda anlamli bir fark
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bulunmustur [F(3, 65) = 3.24 p = .039, n2 = 0.01]. Yapilan Bonferroni ¢oklu
karsilastirma testi sonucunda, anne egitim diizeyi ilkokul olan ergenlerin Ebeveyne
Yonelik Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamasi (Ort. = 7.34 Ss = 3.40), anne egitim
diizeyi lise ve iizeri olanlarin ortalamasindan (Ort. = 6.56, Ss = 3.00) anlaml1 diizeyde
daha yiiksek bulunmustur.

Anne egitim diizeyine gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Yarar,
Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik, Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne
Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir fark bulunmamaigstir (p > 0.05).

Tablo 12
EO alt boyutlar: puan ortalamalarimin baba egitim diizeyine gore farklilasmasina
iliskin Anova sonuclar

Baba Egitim n Ort. Ss F p M2 Fark
Tlkokul 201 2439 848
Ortaokul 176 2416 891 0.21 .810 0.00 -

Ebeveynlesmeden

Algilanan Yarar Lise ve tizeri 322 24.05 8.30

flkokul 201 15.02 5.37
Ebeveynlesmeden Ortaokul 176 1453 552 0.38 .687 000 -
Algilanan
Adaletsizlik Lise ve tizeri 322 1451 5.26
ilkokul 201 1543 5.24
Kardes Odakh Ortaokul 176 1454  5.00 1.42 242 001 -

Ebeveynlesme Lise veiizeri 322  14.90 4.99

Tlkokul 201 1418  4.63

Ebeveyne Yonelik  Ortaokul 176 1397 498 0.58 561 0.00 -
Duygusal
Ebeveynlesme Lise ve izeri 322 13.83  4.80
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Tablo 12 (devami)

Ebeveyne  Yénelik Ilkokul 2010 751 3.33
Aragsal
Ebeveynlesme Ortaokul 176 6.98 3.54 1.89 152 0.01

Lise ve iizeri 322 6.87 3.17

Tablo 12 incelendiginde baba egitim diizeyine gore ergenlerin Ebeveynlesmeden
Algilanan Yarar, Ebeveynlesmeden Algilanan Adaletsizlik, Kardes Odakli
Ebeveynlesme, Ebeveyne Yonelik Duygusal Ebeveynlesme ve Ebeveyne Yonelik
Aragsal Ebeveynlesme puan ortalamalari arasinda istatistiksel olarak anlamli bir fark
bulunmamastir (p > 0.05).

Tartisma, Sonu¢ ve Oneriler

Bu c¢alismada 14-18 yaslarindaki ergenlerin ebeveylesme diizeylerinin
sosyodemografik degiskenlere gore farklilagip farklilasmadigi incelenmistir. Bu
dogrultuda 14-18 yaslarindaki ergenlere Ebeveynlesme Olgegi ve sosyodemografik
bilgi formu uygulanmustir.

Ik olarak cinsiyet degiskeni ele almmugstir. Calismamizda 14-18 yaslarindaki kiz
ergenlerin ebeveynlesmeden algilanan adaletsizlikten aldig1 puanlar erkek ergenlerin
aldiklar1 puanlardan anlamli diizeyde yiliksek bulunmustur. Erkek ergenlerin ise
ebeveynlesmeden algilanan yarar, kardes odakli ebeveynlesme ve duygusal
ebeveynlesmeden aldiklart puanlar kiz ergenlere gore anlamli derecede yiiksek
cikmugtir. Bu farklihiklarda kiiltiirel dgeler etkili olabilmektedir. Ornegin Cin’de
yapilan bir c¢alismada erkeklerin ebeveynlesme oraninin daha yiiksek oldugu
saptanmistir. Bu durumun Cin’in ataerkil ve geleneksel kiiltiiriiniin etkisinden
kaynaklanabilecegi belirtilmistir (Wang vd., 2017). Masiran vd. (2023) gore kizlar ve
erkeklerin ebeveynlesme deneyimleri arasinda bir fark bulunmazken, Zarczynska-
Hyla vd. (2019), kiz cocuklarinin daha sik ebeveynlestiklerini belirtmistir. Bu
¢alismanin sonucunun ise Tiirk toplumunda erkek ¢ocuklarina dayatilmaya calisilan
toplumsal cinsiyet kalip yargilarindan kaynaklanabilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. Ornegin
toplumuzda “sen agabeysin, sen evin erkek adamisin” gibi erkek ergenlerin {izerine
yiiklenen birgok durum mevcuttur. Erkek birey gii¢ ve iktidari elinde tutan bireydir
(Senol ve Calar, 2018), seklinde olan dgretiler nedeniyle erkek ergenlerin kardeslerine
bakimi daha ¢ok veren ve ailenin duygusal iligkilerini destekleyen grup oldugu
diigiinilmektedir.

Ergenlerin ebeveynlerinin bosanmis ya da evli olma durumuna goére ebeveynlesme
durumlar1 incelendiginde ebeveynleri ayri olan ergenlerin, ebeveynleri evli olan
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ergenlere gore ebeveynlesmeden algiladiklari adaletsizlik puanlarmin anlaml
derecede yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Ebeveynlesme kavraminda birgok risk
faktorii bulunmaktadir. Ornegin, ebeveynlerden birinin hasta olmasi, bosanmus
ebeveynler, sosyoekonomik ve sosyokiiltirel diizey, bir ebeveynin kaybi,
ebeveynlerden birinin ruhsal ve fiziksel saghg gibi (Byng- Hall, 2008; Zarczynska-
Hyla vd.,2019). Anne ve babanin bir arada yasamasi ya da bosanmig olmasi
cocuklarin  hayata karst sorumluluklarinda  birtakim gorev  degisikligi
olusturabilmektedir. Ciinkii bosanan ebeveynlerin ve evliliklerini devam ettiren
ciftlerin cocuklarindan beklentileri, aralarindaki sinir ¢éziilmeleri ayni olmayabilir
(Perrin vd., 2013). Mevcut calismanin verileri de beklendik bir sonu¢ ortaya
cikarmistir. Ergenler ebeveynlestiklerinde onlara gelen beklentilerin fazlaligi
sebebiyle bdyle bir adaletsizlik oldugu kanisina varmis olabilirler. Maalesef bu durum
Jurkovic ve ark.(2001)’e gore yetiskinlige kadar devam eden sorunlu bir
ebeveynlesme tablosuna sebebiyet verebilir.

Evde hasta olan bir anne babanin bulunmasi ¢ocuklarin ev igerisinde yer alan
sorumluluklarinda bazi farkliliklar meydana getirebilmektedir. Mevcut ¢aligmada
ebeveynlerin fiziksel hastalik durumlari incelendiginde anne ve babalarin da fiziksel
rahatsizlig1 bulunan ergenlerin, anne ve babalarin da fiziksel rahatsizligi bulunmayan
ergenlere gore ebeveynlesmeden algilanan adaletsizlik, ebeveyne yonelik aragsal
ebeveynlesme puanlarint anlamli diizeyde yiiksek ¢ikmistir. Bu durum ergenin ailenin
temizlik, yemek, ev isleri gibi temel bakimini gerektiren isleri gergeklestirdigini,
ancak bu durumdan memnun olmadigim ortaya koymustur. Tedgard vd. (2019),
kronik  hastaligi, madde bagimliligi olan ebeveynlerin  ¢ocuklarinin
ebeveynlesebilecegini belirtirken, Chen ve Panebianco (2019), ¢alismalarinda mevcut
caligmanin sonuglarin1 destekleyerek ebeveynin fiziksel sagligi ile ergenlerin
ebeveynlesmesi arasinda iligki bulundugu belirtmistir.

Mevcut calismada anne ve babanin egitim seviyesi ile ergenlerin ebeveynlesme
diizeylerini incelendiginde anne egitim diizeyi ilkokul olan ergenlerin aragsal
ebeveynlesme puanlari, anne egitim diizeyi lise ve {izeri olan ergenlerin aragsal
ebeveynlesme puanlarindan anlamli derecede daha yiiksektir. Babanin egitim durumu
ile ebeveynlesme kavrami birlikte incelendiginde, babanin egitim durumu
ebeveynlesme Glgeginin higbir alt boyutunda anlamli bir fark elde edilememistir. Bu
sonugtan yola c¢ikarak ebeveynlesme kavraminda annenin egitim seviyesinin
belirleyici bir unsur oldugunu sdylenebilir.

Aile geliri orta ve alti olan ergenlerin ebeveynlesmeden algilanan adaletsizlik ve
ebeveyne yonelik aragsal ebeveynlesme puanlari, aile geliri iyi olanlarin puan
ortalamasindan anlamli diizeyde yiiksek bulunmustur. Bu sonuca benzer olarak
Karagobek (2014) de caligmasinda mevcut ¢aligmaya benzer olarak sosyoekonomik
diizeyi diisiik olan ailelerin ¢ocuklarinda kardes odakli ebeveynlesmenin daha fazla
oldugunu bulmustur. Bu sonuglar birbirini destekler nitelikte olup aslinda ergenlerin
ebeveynlestiklerinin farkinda olduklarini ve bunu bir adaletsizlik olarak gordiiklerini
belirtiyor.
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Mevcut ¢aligmada ebeveynlesme kavrami ile birlikte 6 yasindan kii¢iik kardesi olma,
kardes sayist, dogum sirasi degiskenleri incelenmistir. 6 yasindan kiigiik kardesi olan
ergenlerin kardes odakli ebeveynlesme puani olmayanlara gore daha yiiksek ¢ikmustir.
Kardes sayist ve ebeveynlesme arasindaki iliski incelendiginde, ii¢ ve daha fazla
kardesi olan ergenlerin kardes odakli ebeveynlesme ve ebeveynlesmeden algilanan
adaletsizlik puanlari, bir kardesi olan ergenlere goére anlamli diizeyde yiiksek
cikmistir. Dogum sirasina gore ebeveynlesme diizeyleri incelendiginde, evin en
biiytigii olan ergenlerin kardes odakli ebeveynlesme puanlari, evin en kiigiigiine gore
anlaml derecede yiiksek ¢ikmistir. Blazek (2018) ve Zagefka ve ark. (2021) bu
bulguyu destekler nitelikte evdeki en biiyiik ¢ocugun ebeveynlesme durumu evdeki
diger ¢ocuklara gore daha yiiksek oldugunu belirtmistir. Kardes-cocuk iliskileri
Barbaro’ya (1999) gore kisinin akran etkilesimini ilk defa deneyimledigi bir sosyal
laboratuvar ortamidir (Borchet vd., 2020). Bu sebeple kisinin yasaminda biiyiik bir
Onem arz etmektedir. Borchet vd. (2020), ebeveynlesme, kardes iliskileri ve 6zsaygiy1
inceledikleri ¢alismalarinda, ebeveynlesmenin kardes iliskilerinin kalitesini
arttirdigin1 saptamuglardir. Jurkovic’e (1997) gore kisinin ebeveynlesme deneyimi, bu
stireci nasil deneyimledigi ve anlamlandirdig ile iligkilidir. Ebeveynlesmenin olumlu
ya da olumsuz olmasi ebeveynlesmenin kime kars1 yapildigina ve iliskinin kalitesine
gore degisim gosterebilmektedir (Burton, 2018; Borchet vd., 2020). Bu sebeple de
mevcut ¢aligmada bu sorunun hem algilanan yarar ile iliskili olmas1 hem de duygusal,
aragsal ve kardes odakli ebeveynlesme ile iligkili ¢ikmast bundan kaynaklanabilir.
Ornegin Borchet vd. (2020) de ebeveynlesme ve kardes iliskileri arasinda olumlu bir
iliski varken ve bu durum ebeveynlesen kisilerin 6z saygisini pozitif anlamda
etkiledigini belirtirken Beffel ve Nuttall (2020), kardes odakli ebeveynlestirmenin, bir
¢ocugun kardesine bakma konusunda olumlu bir deneyimi olmadiginda, bu durumun
olumlu sosyal davraniglart da olumsuz yonde etkileyebilecegini 6ne siirmiistiir. Bu
durumun etkileri yukarida da belirtildigi gibi ebeveynlesmenin yasandig: kisiler ve
iligki niteligine gore farklilik gosterebilmektedir.

Ergenlik doneminde ebeveynlesmeyle iliskili 6nciillerin, yordayicilarin ve sonuglarin
incelenmesi, bu yas grubunda siklikla goriilen karmasik ruh halini de dikkate
alindiginda, ergenin ruh sagligint korumak adma olduk¢a onem arz etmektedir.
(Burton ve ark., 2018 ;Holder ve Blaustein 2014). Bu sebeple bu dénemde ergenlerin
ruh saghigmi olumlu ya da olumsuz etkileyen durumlari saptayabilmek &nemlidir.
Ebeveynlesme de bu durumlardan bir tanesidir. Ancak &zellikle yerli alanyazinda
ebeveynlesme calismalar1 genellikle yetiskin yas grubu ile yiiriitiilmekte, ¢ok az bir
kismu ergenleri ele almaktadir. Bu ¢aligma ebeveynlesme kavramini ergenlik donemi
igerisinde, diisikk sosyokiiltiirel bir ortamda incelemesi ada olduk¢a 6nemlidir.
Calismamizin elbette sinirliliklart mevcuttur. Gruplar arast dagilimdan dolay: etki
biiyiikliigii ve buna gore karsilastirmalar yukarida verilen tablolarda mevcuttur.
Ancak orneklem grubunda yer alan gruplar arasi dagilim esit ¢ikmamistir. Bu
kapsamda ilerleyen ¢aligmalarda veri toplama agamasinda bu konuya dikkat edilerek
tiim gruplardan esit sayida veri toplanabilir. Olgeklerin kullanim araligi 14-18 yas
arasini kapsadigi i¢in ¢alismada bu yas araliginda yer alan ergenlerle siirh
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kalinmigtir. 12 yastan itibaren kullanilabilen bir 6lgek ile birlikte ergenlik doneminin
bagindan itibaren ebeveynlesme olgusu incelenebilir. Caligma grubumuz akademik
basaris1 ve sosyokiiltiirel diizeyi diigsilk olan ergenlerden olustugu icin bdyle bir
ortamda ebeveynlesme adina bir ¢ok risk faktorii gozlenebilmektedir. Bu sebeple
calismay1 akademik basarisi ve sosyokiiltiirel diizeyi yiliksek olan ergenlerle, risk
faktorlerini minimalize ederek gerceklestirmek literatiir adina farkli sonuglar
sunabilir.

Sonug¢ ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alisma 14-18 yas arasinda akademik basarisi diisiik, diisiik sosyokiiltiirel ortamda
yasayan ergenler ile gergeklestirilmistir. Ebeveynlesme ¢alismalar1 6zellikle yerli
literatiirde daha ¢ok yetiskinler ile ¢alisilmaktadir. Bu durum mevcut galismanin
Onemini ortaya cikartmaktadir. Clinkii bu kavram ne kadar erken tespit edilirse
ailelere bu konu ile ilgili erkenden bilgilendirme saglanabilir ve yetiskinlik
doneminde ortaya cikabilecek sorunlarin Oniine gegilebilir. Mevcut g¢alismanin
bulgulan ilgili literatiire paralel olmakla birlikte aragsal ebeveynlesme de kardes
kavramu ile ilgili, duygusal ebeveynlesme de ise ebeveynler arasi iliskide ergenlerin
diizenleyici rolii listlenmesiyle ilgili farkli bakis agilari sunmaktadir.

Ebeveynlesme Tiirk toplumunda &zellikle de geleneksel kiiltiire dnem veren
bolgelerde normallestirilen bir kavramdir. Bu konuda gergeklestirilecek aile
egitimleri ailelerin bilinglenmesi adina oldukca 6nem arz etmektedir. Bu egitimler
belediyeler araciligiyla yerel yonetimin ¢agrisiyla gergeklestirilebilecegi gibi Milli
Egitim Bakanlig1 araciligiyla okullarda veli seminerleri seklinde de gergeklesebilir.
Cocuklarin bazi haklari ebeveynlesme ile birlikte ihmal edilebilmektedir. Bu sebeple
¢ocuklarin, ¢ocuk haklart ile ilgili ¢alismalara katilmasi, okul 6ncesi donemden
itibaren haklarinin tanitilmasi, ebeveynlesmeyi dogurabilecek birgok risk faktoriinii
en aza indirebilir. Haklarinin farkinda olan ¢ocuklar bilingli bir gelecek insa edebilir.
Bu durum kendi ailesinden baslayarak gelecek nesillere de faydali olabilir. Duygusal
ebeveynlesme, duygusal farkindaligi yiiksek olmayan ¢ocuklart daha ¢abuk etkisi
altina alabilir. Sosyal duygusal gelisimi yasitlarina paralel olan ve duygusal
okuryazarlig1 olan ¢ocuklar hem kendisinin hem de ¢evresindekilerin duygularini
tanir ve bu konuda daha bilingli davranislar sergileyebilir.
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