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This study aims to develop a scale that can measure parentification levels for adults in
a valid and reliable way. A total of 705 people (510 females, 195 males) participated in
the study. The Filial Responsibility Scale-Adult Version developed by Jurkovic, Thirkield
and Morel (2001), adopted to Turkish by Karagébek (2014) was used for Convergent
and Discrimant Validity. It was found that the Parentified Child Scale Adult Version
(PCS-A) scale consists of two sub-scales and the first sub-scale has four factors and the
second sub-scale has one factor through explanatory and confirmatory factor analysis.
The Cronbach Alpha coefficient of PCS-A is found as .88. The item total correlation
coefficients were between .37 and .71. Confirmatory factor analysis of the first sub-
scale of the scale shows that 22 items had four factors and the chi-square fit
(x2=506.42, df=203, p=.00) was significant. The x2/df result for model fit was
determined to be 2.49. In addition, RMSEA = .073, CFI = .95, NFI =.92, NNFI = .94, IFI =
.95, RFI.91 and GFI = .86 were calculated. The test-retest correlation coefficient was
found to be .91. The relationship between the PCS-A and the FRS was analysed as .81.
The results suggest that Parentified Child Scale-Adult Version is a valid and reliable
instrument.
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Ebeveynlestirilmis Cocuk Olgegi

Bu galismanin amaci yetigkin bireyler icin ebeveynlestiriime dizeylerini gegerli ve
guvenilir bir sekilde Olgebilecek bir 6lgme araci gelistirmektir. Arastirmaya iki farkh
¢alisma grubu olarak toplam 705 kisi (510 kadin, 195 erkek) katilmistir. Benzer 6lgek
gecerliligi icin Jurkovic, Thirkield ve Morel (2001) tarafindan gelistirilen, Karagobek
(2014) tarafindan Tiirkce uyarlamasi yapilan Filial Sorumluluk Olgegi — Yetiskin
Versiyonu kullanilmistir. ECO-Y'nin faktér yapisini belirlemek amaciyla agimlayici ve
dogrulayici faktér analizleri yapilmis ve bulgular 1si8inda 6lgegin iki alt olgekten
olustugu, ilk alt olgegin dort faktorll, ikinci alt 6lgegin tek faktorli bir yapi oldugu
bulunmustur. ECO-Y’nin Cronbach alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .88 olarak hesaplanmustir.
Madde toplam korelasyon katsayilari ise .37 ile .71 arasinda bulunmustur. Olgegin ilk
alt dlgeginin dogrulayici faktor analizi sonucunda 22 maddenin dort faktorli oldugu
sonucu elde edilmistir ve ki-kare uyum degerinin (y2=506.42, sd=203, p=.00) anlaml
oldugu gorulmustir. Modelin uyumuna iliskin xz/sd sonucu 2.49 olarak tespit
edilmistir. Ayrica RMSEA= .073, CFI=.95, NFI=.92, NNFI=.94, IFI=.95, RFI=.91 ve GFI=.86
olarak hesaplanmistir. Test tekrar test giivenirlik katsayi .91 bulunmustur. ECO-Y'nin,
FSO ile arasindaki iliskideki korelasyon katsayisi .81 olarak analiz edilmistir. Yapilan
gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari sonucunda, ECO-Y yeterli degerlere sahip gegerli ve
guvenilir bir 6lgme araci oldugu gorilmustar.
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Introduction

In the development process that begins with the birth of the individual, the most basic needs are
protection and caregiving. For a child who cannot provide self-care, it is important that his/her parents
are in the position of a caregiver parent. The concept of parentification emerges when the parents turns
to their own needs and expects their needs to be met by their own child by lacking to meet or to fulfill
the requirements. In this context, Minuchin, Montalvo, Guerney, Rosman and Schumer (1967) firstly
described the child as the parental child to whom the parents put their own roles and responsibilities
during childhood and underlined that parents transfer their own roles and responsibilities to their own
children. When the literature on the concept of parentification is examined, it is seen that there is no
single compromised definition (Chase, 1999). Due to the many different theoretical perspectives (e.g.
Bowenian, Structural), it is necessary to address different aspects of the concept of parentification.
When the literature is looked through, behavioral, emotional, or both (Hooper, 2007) definitions are
found. In addition, Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark (1973) have also associated to parentification with the
concept of symbolic loss by evaluating aspect in the Contextual Therapy. Hence, they highlighted the
fact that the parents put his / her own roles and responsibilities on the child, and this was done in a
developmentally negative manner. Furthermore, Burt (1992) and Searles (1975) also describe the
concept of parentification in terms of narcissistic injury of the basic assumptions of psychoanalytic
theory (Quoted from Chase, 1999). Various psychodynamic definitions of parentification have been
considered, and it has been evaluated in terms of psychosocial development as well as development of
the self through object relations (Chase, 1999).

The first use of the concept in the literature, Minuchin et al. (1967) have done as ‘parent child’;
considered that parents' own responsibilities and roles were burdened on the child. Minuchin et al.
(1967) said instrumental parentification of the concept of parentification related to housework, cooking,
making economic contributions, and managing the economic situation; and emotional parentification,
which is related to situations such as fulfilling emotional needs of siblings or parents. There are also
researchers who point out that emotional parentification is the child’s emotional abuse (Frank, 2001,
Loch 2014; quoted from Emre, 2016). There is no constructive interpretation of emotional
parentification in the literature. Even if it is not mentioned as abuse, it is considered to have negative
consequences for the child (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark, 1973; Chase, 1999; Minuchin et al., 1967).

In the family system of Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark (1973), the concept was renamed as
parentification within the context of children completing parents’ roles. Moreover, the concept had
alternative definitions: adultification (Burton, 2007), spousification (Morris, 1979; quoted from Sroufe
and Ward, 1980), role reversal (Macfi et al., 2005, quoted from Chase, 1999), adultoids (Greenberger
and Steinberg, 1986, quoted from Chase, 1999), little parent (Byng-Hall, 2008) and young caregivers
(Aldridge and Becker, 1993). The parentification in the most basic and general terms is referred to as a
role change between the parent and the child, except for emotional and developmental appropriateness
(Chase, 1999; Hooper & Wallace, 2010; Mika, Bergner & Baum, 1987; Minuchin et al., 1967; Morris &
Gould, 1963; Shaffer & Sroufe, 2005).

Parentification describes the sharing of the role and responsibilities of the child’s parent and thus
develops behaviors unsuitable for their natural development (Boszormenyi-Nagy & Spark, 1973; Chase,
1999; Hooper, 2007; Minuchin et al., 1967). It is also a situation in which the child fulfills the needs of
his/her siblings or parents by completing the roles of the missing or non-existent parent and ignoring his
or her basic needs (Chase, 1996; Fiztgerald, 2005; Jurkovic, 1997). With parentification, the individual
learns to ignore his / her basic needs and desires by taking on the roles and responsibilities of the parent
since the childhood. For parentification, Kerig (2005) states that the needs of the child are left to one
side, and priority is the elimination of the needs of the parents. From this point of view, parentification
is generally known as a condition where boundaries are damaged (Chase, 1999; Jurkovic, 1997).

Necessarily, there will be those who argue that the parentification of a child is not a desperate
situation. Parentification is sometimes confused with taking responsibility for the child. For instance, in
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Turkish culture, it is expected to support the parents from the older child. It should be noted that; some
forms of instrumental parentification, such as starting to earn their own allowance at an early age, may
enhance the people in terms of that the individual gains both individuality and knowledge and has
experience about the outside world. However, recent studies indicate the negative aspects that
parentification brings. Many possible outcomes such as depression, anxiety, psychological stress, shame,
eating disorders, adjustment problems, substance abuse, low self-esteem and socio-economic problems
are mentioned (Burnett, Jones, Bliwise & Ross, 2006; Chase, Deming, & Wells, 1998; Fitzgerald, 2005;
Hooper & Wallace, 2010; Jones & Wells, 1996). Earyley and Cushway (2002) stated that parentified
individuals may experience similar problems and face difficulties in interpersonal relationships as well as
somatic disorders. It is seen that parentified children also experience many problems such as
depression, anxiety, low self-esteem, low academic achievement, somatic problems, health problems,
and difficulties in interpersonal relationships (Earley & Cushway, 2002). When looked at the concept of
parentification created in the family styles, basic issues such as unhealthy attachment and lack of sense
of trust are mentioned (Chase, 1999). The main issue in the foreground is that the child learns to ignore
his/her own needs and wishes during the parentification. In such a case, the child can experience a
developmental adventure reflected in his/her youth and adulthood experiences.

Parentification could emerge as a phenomenon common in Turkish society. Kagitcibasi (1982), in the
study of the child's economic value, refers to the economic benefit that children provide to their families
when they are young and grown up in sub-dimension of the value-for-money work of the child. For
example, the more the number of children in a farmer's family, the more economically they will
contribute. Kagitcibasi (2017) says that the children are seen as "old age security" at such families that
adopt this kind of value. Not only instrumental parentification, the forms of emotional parentification
frequently encountered in Turkey. In general, parents share their problems and troubles with their
children; in some cases, the child becomes the "fellow sufferer" of the parents. Whereas a young person
who supports his/her parents with the money he earns is declared a "dutiful child" and this behavior is
reinforced; an opposite behavior is labelled as unfaithfulness. It is also clear that the concept is cultural.

Chase (1999) also indicated that the concept of parentification can vary according to ethnic and
cultural influences. For example, Kagitcibasi (1982) expressed that individuals experience ‘having a child’
as an extension of their own life and see the child as ‘investment in the future’ and ‘caregivers in their
own old age’ in Turkish culture. To illustrate, in Turkey as a collectivistic culture, advantages and benefits
of the society and family as the public’s basic unit comes before the interests of individuals. Because
individualization is not welcomed, it is unlikely that the child will only make choices for their own
development regardless of a child's family. The most obvious example of this situation is the families
who do not want to send their child to another city or abroad to study at university due to that the
family union will be hurt.

Though parentification is such a familiar concept for Turkish society, it is interesting that it has not
been subject to much research yet. When Turkish literature is examined, some descriptive and scale
adaptation studies related to parentification are encountered but there is no an instrument specific to
Turkey's culture. It is known that the family structure is not independent of culture (Goldenberg &
Goldenberg, 1996) and the concept has cultural elements (Chase, 1999). It is aimed to make such a
contribution to the literature in this study.

Method
Participants

Initially, the scale’s trial form was carried out in a private school in Ankara with 32 parents (19
females, 13 males). Trial implementation aims to investigate misspelling and meaning errors of the
scale’s items. For that, student's parents were preferred because they were an adult group. Then, the
scale, which was prepared after the trial form, was applied to 424 (307 females, 117 males) adults who
are not students and older than 22 years in 2018 for the factor analysis study. The scale was developed
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by studying with the study group which was qualitied as adults. The scale consists of two sub-scales; the
first sub-scale (general parentification) is directed at all the individuals and the second sub-scale (sibling-
focused parentification) is directed at the individuals who have one and more siblings. For the items of
sibling-focused parentification sub-scale, the criteria of having at least one brother are included. While
the first sub-scale was applied to the whole study group, the second sub-scale was applied to those
having at least one brother. 380 participants (276 women, 104 men) completed the second part.

Data were then collected from 281 adults (203 women, 78 men) who are not students and older
than 22 years and for a convergent and discriminant validity and Confirmatory Factor Analysis study. 218
participants (157 women, 61 women) participated in the second part of the scale. In order to analyze
the test-retest reliability, 39 individuals (31 female, 8 male) were studied.

Instrument

The Filial Responsibility Scale-Adult Version was used to test convergent and discriminant validity of
the scale.

Filial Responsibility Scale-Adult Version: FRS is developed by Jurkovic, Thirkield & Morrel (2001),
adopted to Turkish culture by Karagobek (2014). The scale with 30 items is of the Likert type of 5 and is
rated as 1 = Totally Disagree and 5 = Totally Agree. Re-analyses of this scale were conducted by Hooper
and Wallace (2010), and in a study in which the psychometric properties were re-determined, a three-
factor structure was found, and the scale explained 49% of the total variance. Instrumental
parentification accounted for 6.5%, emotional parentification accounted for 13.4% and perceived
fairness accounted for 29%. Some of the items of your scale are as follows: 'l feel like a referee in my
family' or 'l worked to bring money back to the residence'. The high score on the scale indicates more
parental level. In the Turkish adaptation study, the scale was analyzed as a two-factor structure. While
the total variance explained by the scale is 37.67%, the first factor accounts for 27.50% of the total
variance and the second factor accounts for 10.16%. The Cronbach alpha coefficient of the scale was
.84.

Data Analysis

To begin with, the literature was analyzed, and the items thought to qualify parentification were
written. Based on the books written by Boszormenyi-Nagy and Spark (1973), Chase (1999), Minuchin et
al. (1967) and Jurkovic (1997) about parentification, the studies of Hooper (2007) and Hooper and
Wallace (2010) was looked through. After that, the item pool was created in a format specific to Turkish
culture. In addition, the item pool was created with a view to prioritizing individuality within family
systems. The scale developed in this study is composed of the items measuring the level of
parentification of adult individuals stemming from the experiences of their parents. Therefore, the
concept of family explains that the individual is born into the family. Item pool consisting of 47 items has
been established for the first sub-scale (general parentification) of the scale, which is directed to all
individuals, and the second sub-scale (sibling-focused parentification), which is directed to the
individuals having one or more siblings, has 17 items. Scale form prepared as five-point Likert type, '1'
'strongly disagree’, '5' ‘strongly agree'. Based on the opinion that the number of experts to be
interviewed for the items in the pool should be at least between five and seven (Lester and Bishop,
2000), the pool of the items has been presented to five experts. By reviewing the feedbacks from the
experts, two items were removed from the scale and seven items were revised. After the expert
opinion, the form was applied by the researchers to 32 parents in a private school in Ankara for trial
application. The scale was made ready for pilot implementation by editing items that participants did
not find clear or difficult to understand. The corrected form consisting of 45 items for the first sub-scale
(general parentification) and 17 items for the second sub-scale (sibling-focused parentification), was
applied to 465 adults in the fall semester of the 2017-2018 academic year. The control item is placed on
the application form, and the different markers of this item are not analyzed. The first validity and
reliability study was performed by analyzing the internal consistency coefficient by exploratory factor
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analysis on 424 (307 female, 117 male) respondents who answered the scale correctly and
appropriately. Since the first part of the scale was prepared for the whole study group and the second
part was prepared for individual having 'at least one brother', validity and reliability studies were
performed separately. Therefore, the explanatory factor analysis and the internal consistency coefficient
of the second part were performed on data of 380 (276 female, 104 male) individuals. The form, which
was conducted after factor analysis, was applied to 281 (203 female, 78 male) subjects in order to
perform validity and reliability studies once again.

To conclude,exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, the concept of validity, and the
convergent and discriminant validity within the context of the validity studies of the concept of
parentification were examined for adults. Furthermore, within the scope of reliability studies, internal
consistency coefficients were analyzed and the correlation between the measurements obtained with
the test retest study was calculated. SPSS.21 for Explanatory Factor Analysis, Lisrel.8 for Confirmatory
Factor Analysis, and Factor Analysis 10.7.01 for Parallel Analysis were used.

Result
Findings Related to Construct Validity

The exploratory factor analysis is utilized to determine the number of factors to be measured
(Comrey and Lee, 1992). For explanatory factor analysis, firstly, 45 items in the first part of the scale
(PCS-A) were analyzed. Primarily, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) coefficient (.906) and the Bartlett
Sphericity test results (.00) were examined and found to be appropriate for factor analysis.

In the analysis of the factors, it is a good measure that the load values of the items are 0.40 and
higher (Guris & Astar, 2015). However, it is seen in the literature that 0.30 is accepted for a small
number of items (Buyukozturk, Kilic-Cakmak, Akgun, Karadeniz & Demirel 2015; Guris & Astar, 2015). As
a result of the analysis of PCS-A, the load values change from 0.472 to 0.762. Load values can be viewed
from table 1.

Table 1.

Factor Analysis Results Related to General Parentification of PCS-A.

Item Factor Item Factor-1 Iltem Factor Iltem Factor-1
No \C/:?ar:(c): No Load No SZ:‘;:S; No Load
3 .517 40 714 29 .762 25 .555
4 A72 36 .709 30 .550 28 .550
5 .566 37 .688 33 .637 38 .540
10 .584 12 .657 36 .641 42 .538
11 .,706 29 .653 37 .575 27 .535
12 .542 45 .643 38 .507 33 .507
15 511 15 .629 40 .586 3 .502
21 .661 2 .626 42 .536 13 .500
25 723 11 .602 45 .636 4 473
27 .685 30 .587 2 .557 10 .337
28 .567 21 .561 13 .572 5 478
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The varimax technique is used as the axis rotation technique for the factor rotation (Guris & Astar,
2015) in order to see which factor construct, the items come together. For the first part of PCS-A,
varimax axis rotation technique was used. In a four-factor structure, seven items (3, 10, 12, 13, 15, 37
and 40) in the first factor; six items in the second factor (2, 21, 30, 36, 42 and 45); five items in the third
factor (25, 27, 28, 29 and 38); in the fourth factor, four items (4, 5, 11, and 33). Items with loads in the
same factors were removed and a minimum .10 difference was expected between the load values of the
items in the factors. The results are shown in table 2.

Table 2.

Post-Rotational Load Values for General Parentification of PCS-A.

Item No
M10
M13
M3
M15
M37
M40
M12
M21
M45
M42
M2
M30
M36
M25
M29
M27
M28
M38
M11
M33
M5
M4

Post Rotational Load Values

Factor-1
.729
.719
.671
.625
.613
.605
.587

.330

482

.369

Factor-2

334
.360

.769
741
.696
.645
.635
.617

Factor-3

.306

335

.827
.812
.809
.720
.651

Factor-4

772
741
.695
573

Explained Variance: Total 59.524%

Factor-1: 33.49%

Factor-2: 11.184%

Factor-3: 8.305%

Factor-4: 6.545%
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There are many criteria for determining the factor construct in the literature. The number of factors
is decided by paying attention to eigenvalues which are the sum of squares of the item load values
showing the weights of the items at each factor. The eigenvalues greater than 1 and 1 are considered as
dimensions (Aldrich & Cunningham, 2016; Guris & Astar, 2015). In PCS-A, four factors, whose
eigenvalues be greater than one and more, were found. The total variance explained by these four
factors together is 59.52%. The first factor alone accounted for 33.49% of the total variance. Factor
loadings of the items were observed to change from 0.34 to 0.71 in the first factor.

Another method used to determine factor construct is called as a scree plot in the literature. The
eigenvalues are on the y-axis and the factor number is on the x-axis (Aldrich and Cunningham, 2016;
Field, 2000). According to the result of the scree plot in the factor analysis of the first section of the PCS-
A, a 4-factor construct was analyzed. The eigenvalues of the first four items are between 1 and 8,
respectively, while the eigenvalues of other items are very close to one another and less than 1.

Parallel analysis method is also used in determining the factor number. Even Floyd and Widaman
(1995) pointed out that the number of factors determined by eigenvalues of 1.00 and greater is not very
enough. In addition, Cliff (1988) also explained that the eigenvalues are greater than 1 and that the
factor specification is not correct and that the reliability of the factor numbers is dependent on the
observations, not the eigenvalues. For this reason, a parallel analysis method was used to prevent this
loss in factor analysis of PCS-A. Thereby, the number of factors was re-analyzed by a different method
with parallel analysis, not only by eigenvalues greater than 1 and 1.

In the parallel analysis made, the KMO test was found to be 0.907 and Bartlett’s statistic is
significant as .000. the 4-factorial structure explains 59.8% of the total variance in the parallel analysis.
The factor is determined to the extent that the real data eigenvalues are greater than the mean of the
random eigenvalues in parallel analysis (see table 3).

Table 3.

General Parentification Sub-scale’s Parallel Analysis Results Based on Principals Components Analysis.

Results of Parallel Analysis Analysis According to Eigenvalues in
Parallel Analysis
Iltems Real-data 95% of Mean of (Eigenvalues) Proportion Cumulative
. Random Random Proportion
eigenvalues . of
eigenvalues Eicenvalues of Total
8 Variance Variance

1 7.46443%* 1.50049 1.43038 7.46443 0.33929 0.33929
2 2.44239* 1.40746 1.35680 2.44239 0.11102 0.45031
3 1.81448* 1.34729 1.30320 1.81448 0.08248 0.53279
4 1.43118* 1.29418 1.25507 1.43118 0.06505 0.59784

*Advised number of dimensions: 4

Explained Total Variance: 59.784%

For exploratory factor analysis of ‘sibling-focused parentification’ sub-scale, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin
(KMO) coefficient and Barlett Spchericity test results were examined and found to be suitable for factor
analysis (KMO = .893; Barlett Spchericity test = .00). Thus, factor analysis was done. Factor analysis of
sibling-focused parentification is presented in Table 4.
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Table 4.

Factor Analysis Results Related to Sibling-Focused Parentification Sub-scale of PCS-A

Item No Factor Common Values Factor-1 Load
48 471 .687
49 .651 .807
50 .520 721
51 .501 .708
54 .541 .735
55 468 .684
56 433 .658
57 .594 771
59 423 .651
60 417 .646

In the table 4, in the factor analysis of sibling-focused parentification sub-scale, it is seen that the
items’ load values were between .42 and .65. Hence, these load values are expected and good values in
the literature. ‘Sibling-focused parentification’ sub-scale of the scale, the test form consisting of 17
items via the varimax rotation technique in the SPSS program was finalized as 10 items (48, 49, 50, 51,
54, 55, 56, 57, 59 and 60). Parallel analysis was then performed. As a result of the parallel analysis, the
second part is proposed as one dimension. Then the total variance explained in the parallel analysis of
the second part (10 items) of the scale was found to be 62.1% because of parallel analysis based on
minimum rank factor analysis. In the SPSS analyzes, the total variance explained as the single factor in
the factor analysis made according to the single factor was calculated as 50.11%.

Additionally, Scree Plot’s result shows also that sibling-focused parentification sub-scale was one
factor. When first item’s eingenvalue is 5, other items’ eingenvalues are close to 1 and under 1. One-
dimensional suggested by the Parallel Analysis results of the sibling-focused parentification subsub-scale
is corroborated via exploratory factor analysis fixed one-dimensional. As a result of that, total variance
explained was 50.192%.

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of General Parentification Sub-scale of PCS-A

The CFA is used in the process of developing the scale to analyze latent variables in a scale
development (Brown, 2006). A model is preconfigured in CFA (Bollen, 1989). The first part of the scale
was tested with confirmatory factor analysis, where 22 items had a four-factor structure and the second
sub-scale called as sibling-focused parentification has not been analyzed by CFA due to that the number
of data is insufficient.

Confirmatory factor analysis was performed with 22 items, the first part of the scale. The analysis
concluded that 22 items had four factors. The chi- square fit of the DFA result (y2=506.42, df=203,
p=.00) was found to be significant. The xz/df result for model fit was determined to be 2.49. CFI=.95 and
IFI=.95 values were analyzed at the perfect level of fit, while the values of xz/df=2.49, RMSEA=.073,
NFI=.92, NNFI=.94, RFI=.91 and GFI=.86 were acceptable. The 't' values should also be observed for
model fit in DFA (Figure-1).
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Figure-1

The factor load values of the scale items is found to be between .48 and .90 when the factor load
values of the items is examined. It has been analyzed that all items have enough load values and the first
part of PCS-A tested in the DFA analysis is assumed to be configured as four factors. Otherwise,
confirmatory factor analysis could not be done via sibling-focused parentification sub-scale due to not
reaching a sufficient number of individuals.

Findings of Convergent and Discriminant Validity

The Filial Responsibility Scale Adult Form was used to test the convergent and discriminant validity of
the PCS-A. The correlation between the data obtained from the PCS-A and the data from the Filial
Responsibility Scale was examined; There was a positive and high level of correlation between of PCS-A’s
first sub-scale (general parentification) and second sub-scale (sibling-focused parentification) and FRS
(respectively r = .81, r =.86).

Reliability Analysis Findings

The reliability study of the PCS-A has been tested in two different ways. First, the internal
consistency coefficient Cronbach alpha is looked at. The internal consistency coefficient Cronbach alpha
of general parentification sub-scale of the scale was found to be .91. Cronbach Alpha coefficient of
Sibling-focused parentification is .88. For the Cronbach Alpha value, .70 and above are reported as
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acceptable levels in the literature (Buyukozturk et al., 2015). Secondly, the Pearson correlation
coefficient between the two measurements was found to be .91 of general parentification; .77 of
sibling-focused parentification (p<.01). This value also indicates that the reliability of the scale is very
high.

Discussion & Conclusion

.Parentification is a concept with cultural dimensions. Many countries that have adopted the concept
of parentification have developed scales specific to their own cultures (Alexander, 2003; Hooper, 2009;
Jurkovic & Thirkield, 1998; Kerig, 2006; Mika et al., 1987). The study aims to gain a valid and reliable
instrument specific to Turkish culture.

In this study, the validity and reliability studies of the PCS-A were made, and it was seen that the
obtained findings could be used as valid and reliable to measure the parentification levels of adults.
There is a total of 32 items in PCS-A and four items (8, 10, 12 and 22) in all are reversed. The scale is of
the five-point Likert type, rated 1= strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree. For individuals with at least one
sibling, the highest score that can be taken from general parentification sub-scale of the scale is 110, the
lowest score is 22. The highest score of sibling-focused parentification sub-scale is 50, the lowest score is
10. The highest and lowest scores available from general parentification sub-scale of the scale will be
valid for individuals with non-siblings. The high score on the scale indicates a high level of
parentification. The scale consists of two sub-scales, the first sub-scale (general parentification) has four
dimensions and the second sub-scale (sibling-focused parentification) is unidimensional. The general
parentification sub-scale of the scale consists of four factors and the total variance explained is
calculated as 60% (1st Factor 34%, 2nd Factor 11%, 3rd Factor 8% and 4th Factor 7%) and the total
variance explained in sibling-focused parentification sub-scale is calculated as % 62 via parallel analysis.
The general parentification’s Cronbach alpha coefficient .88 and subdimensions of the first sub-scale
(general parentification) was analyzed as .86 in the first factor, .83 in the second factor, .84 in the third
factor, .82 in the fourth factor and Cronbach alpha coefficient of the second sub-scale (sibling-focused
parentification) as single dimension is found as .88. This shows the coherence of the items in the
subdimensions of the scale to each other (Karasar, 2015). Secondly, test-retest reliability was examined;
in this direction, the same scale was re-applied to the same individuals in the same environment with an
interval of three weeks. The Pearson correlation coefficient between the two measurements was .91 of
general parentification; .77 of sibling-focused parentification. This value shows that the correlation
coefficient is very high.

The scores obtained from the sub-scales only measure the concept of the sub-scale. While there are
four factors in the general parentification sub-scale, the factors are not sub-scales and are evaluated
according to the total score. The high score obtained from the general parentification sub-scale shows
that the level of parentification is high and the low score indicates low level of parentification. In
addition, in the sibling-focused parentification sub-sub-scale, the high score means that the level of
sibling-focused parentification is high, while the low score indicates that the level of sibling-focused
parentification is low.

It is significant to work with different adult groups (soldiers, police, doctors, nurses, university
students, people living in different cities, people living in different settlements) on parentification. In
particular, it may be advisable to develop a measuring tool that measures the concept of ‘parentifying
children’ for parents of parentified children. The determination of levels of ‘parentifiying children’ of
mothers and fathers can be the basis of preventive studies. It is also advisable to work with individuals
with different cultures. The scale developed can be used by both field practitioners (psychologists,
psychological counselor, school counselor, social workers, educators, etc.) and researchers. The scale
can be used in descriptive studies in which variables related to parentification are addressed. Moreover,
preliminary testing can be used as a posttest in experimental studies aimed at influencing the level of
parentification. It is possible to use the scale to measure the level of parentification of the clients of
experts working in the psychological counseling and psychotherapy fields with individual and group.
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Tiirkge Siirimu

Giris

Bireyin dogumuyla gergeklesen gelisim siurecinde, en temel ihtiyaglarindan biri, korunmasi ve bakim
verilmesidir. Oz bakimini heniiz kendisi saglayamayan gocuk icin anne ve babanin, bakim veren bir
ebeveyn pozisyonunda olup olmadigi 6nem kazanmaktadir. Ebeveyn, s6zi edilen ihtiyaglari
karsilamayarak ya da eksik karsilayarak, kendi ihtiyaglarina yoéneldiginde ve kendi ihtiyaglarinin
kargilanmasini gocugundan beklediginde ebeveynlestirilme kavrami ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bu baglamda ilk
olarak Minuchin, Montalvo, Guerney, Rosman ve Schumer (1967) cocukluk déneminde ebeveynin
rollerini ve sorumluluklarini yikledigi ¢ocugu, ebeveyn gocuk (parental child) olarak tanimlamis ve
ebeveynin rol ve sorumluluklarini ¢gocuga yiklemesinin altini gizmiglerdir. Aile Gyelerinin rollerinin ve
sorumluluklarinin  birbirine kanstigl, bu durumun saghkli gelismedigi ailelerde ¢ocuklukta
ebeveynlestiriime olgusunun gelismesi muhtemeldir (Morris ve Gould, 1963). Ebeveynlestiriime kavrami
ile ilgili literatlr incelendiginde, Gzerinde uzlasilmis tek bir tanimin olmadigl gérilmektedir (Chase,
1999). Bircok farkh kuramsal bakis agisi (6rnegin, Bowenyen, Yapisal gibi) olmasi nedeniyle,
ebeveynlestirilme kavrami ile ilgili farkli yonleri ele alma geregi dogmaktadir. Literatiir incelendiginde,
davranissal, duygusal ya da her ikisini igine alan (Hooper, 2007) tanimlamalara rastlanmaktadir. Ayrica,
Boszormenyi-Nagy ve Spark (1973) da kavramsal terapi agisindan degerlendirerek ¢ocuklukta
ebeveynlestiriimenin sembolik kayip kavrami ile iliskilendirmislerdir. Buradan hareketle, ebeveynin kendi
rollerini ve sorumluluklarini ¢ocuga yiklemesinin ve bunun da gelisimsel olarak olumsuz bir sekilde
yapilmasinin altini ¢izmislerdir. Ek olarak, Burt (1992) ve Searles (1975) de ¢ocuklukta ebeveynlestiriime
kavramini, psikoanalitik teorinin temel varsayimlarindan ‘narsisistik yaralanma’ kavramindan yola
cikarak agiklamaktadirlar (Akt., Chase, 1999). Cocuklukta ebeveynlestiriimenin degisik psikodinamik
tanimlari distinilmis, psikososyal gelisimi ya da nesne iliskileri araciligiyla da kendiligin gelisimi
acisindan degerlendirilmistir (Chase, 1999).

Alanyazinda kavramin ilk kullanimi Minuchin ve ark. (1967) tarafindan ebeveyn cocuk (parental
cocuk) olarak yapilmis; ebeveynlerin kendi sorumluluklarinin ve rollerinin ¢ocuga yiklenmesi olarak
degerlendirmislerdir. Minuchin ve ark. (1967), cocuklukta ebeveynlestiriime kavraminin ev islerini,
yemekleri yapma, ekonomik olarak katkida bulunma ve ekonomik durumlara iliskin yonetme durumu ile
iliskili halini aragsal ebeveynlestirilme (instrumental parentification); kardeslerin ya da ebeveynin
duygusal ihtiyaglarini karsilama gibi durumlarla iliskilendirilmesi yoniini ise duygusal ebeveynlestirilme
(emotional parentification) olarak ayirmistir. Duygusal ebeveynlestiriimeyi ¢ocugun duygusal olarak
istismari olarak belirten yazarlar da vardir (Frank, 2001; Loch, 2014’den aktaran: Emre, 2016).
Alanyazinda duygusal ebeveynlestiriime ile ilgili yapici bir yoruma rastlanmamaktadir. istismar olarak
s6z edilmediginde bile, cocuk i¢in olumsuz sonuglar dogurdugu kabul edilmektedir (Boszormenyi-Nagy
ve Spark, 1973; Chase, 1999; Minuchin ve ark., 1967).

Boszormenyi-Nagy ve Spark’in (1973) aile sistemi icinde ebeveyne ait rollerin tamamlanmasi
asamasinda ¢ocuklarin  Ustlendigi role iliskin g¢ocuklukta ebeveynlestiriime (parentification)
tanimlamasiyla, kavramin c¢ocuklukta ebeveynlestiriime olarak yeniden adlandirilmasini saglamistir.
Ayrica, yetiskinlestirme (adultification) (Burton, 2007), esin yerine koyma (spousification) (Morris, 1979;
akt., Sroufe ve Ward, 1980), rol degisimi (role reversal) (Macfi ve ark., 2005, akt. Chase, 1999), adultoids
(Greenberger ve Steinberg, 1986, akt. Chase, 1999), kiicliik ebeveyn (little parent) (Byng-Hall, 2008) ve
kiguk bakici (young caregivers) (Aldridge ve Becker, 1993) olarak da alternatif tanimlamalar yapilmistir.
En temel ve genel haliyle ebeveynlestiriime kavrami, alanyazinda ebeveyn ile ¢cocuk arasinda, duygusal
ve gelisimsel uygunlugun disinda kalircasina olusan bir rol degisimi olarak anilmaktadir (Chase, 1999;
Hooper ve Wallace, 2010; Mika, Bergner & Baum, 1987; Minuchin ve ark., 1967; Morris & Gould, 1963;
Shaffer ve Sroufe, 2005).
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Ebeveynlestirilme, cocugun ebeveyninin rollerini ve sorumluluklarini paylasmasini ve bdylece kendi
dogal gelisimine uygun olmayan davranislar gelistirmesini agiklamaktadir (Boszormenyi -Nagy ve Spark,
1973; Chase, 1999; Hooper, 2007; Minuchin ve ark, 1967). Ayrica ¢ocugun eksik kalan ya da olmayan
ebeveyninin rollerini tamamlamak yoluyla, kendi temel ihtiyaglarini goz ardi ederek, kardeglerinin ya da
ebeveyninin ihtiyaclarini karsiladigi bir durumdur. (Chase, 1996; Fitzgerald, 2005; Jurkovic, 1997).
Ebeveynlestirilme ile birey, cocuklugundan itibaren ebeveynin rol ve sorumluluklarini alarak, kendi temel
ihtiyaclarini ve isteklerini goz ardi etmeyi 6grenmektedir. Kerig (2005) ebeveynlestiriimede, gocugun
ihtiyaclarinin  bir kenara birakildigini, 6nceligin ebeveynin ihtiyaglarinin giderilmesi oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Buradan hareketle, ebeveynlestirilme genel olarak sinirlarin zedelendigi bir durum olarak
bilinmektedir (Chase, 1999; Jurkovic, 1997).

Elbette, bir gocugun ebeveynlestiriimesinin vahim bir durum olmadigini savunanlar olacaktir.
Ebeveynlestiriime zaman zaman cocugun sorumluluk almasi ile karistirilir. Ornegin Tirkiye kiiltiriinde
blylk ¢ocugun anne babasina destek olmasi beklenir. Sunu belirtmek gerekir ki; aragsal ebeveynligin
kimi formlar, 6rnegin erken yasta kendi hargligini kazanmaya baslamak bireyi hem bireyselligini
kazanmasi hem de dis diinya hakkinda bilgi ve deneyim sahibi olmasi anlaminda gelistirebilir. Ancak son
dénemdeki galismalar, ebeveynlestiriimenin beraberinde getirdigi olumsuz yonlere isaret etmektedir.
Depresyon, kaygl, psikolojik stres, utang yasama, yeme bozukluklari, uyum sorunlari, madde kullanimi,
disuk benlik saygisi, sosyo-ekonomik sorunlar gibi pek ¢ok olasi sonugtan s6z edilmektedir (Burnett,
Jones, Bliwise ve Ross, 2006; Chase, Deming ve Wells, 1998; Fitzgerald, 2005; Hooper ve Wallace, 2010;
Jones ve Wells, 1996). Earyley ve Cushway (2002) de ¢ocuklukta ebeveynlestirilmis bireylerin benzer
sorunlar yasayabilecegini belirtmis ve somatik rahatsizliklarin yani sira kisilerarasi iliskilerde zorluklar ile
karsilasabileceklerinin altini ¢izmistir. Ebeveynlestirilmis cocuklarin, depresyon, kaygi, disiik benlik
saygisi, diisiik akademik basari, somatik problemler, saglik problemleri ve kisilerarasi iliskilerde zorluklar
gibi pek ¢ok sorunu deneyimledikleri de gorilmektedir (Earley ve Cushway, 2002). Ebeveynlestiriime
kavraminin olustugu aile tarzlarina bakildiginda ise giiven duygusunun olusmamasi, baglanmanin saglkli
olmamasi gibi temel konulardan s6z edilmektedir (Chase, 1999). Burada 6n plana ¢ikan temel konu,
cocugun ebeveynlestiriime siirecinde kendi isteklerini ve ihtiyacglarini géz ardi etmeyi 6grenmesidir.
Boyle bir durumda g¢ocuk, genclik ve vyetiskinlik yasantilarina da yansiyan bir gelisim serlveni
deneyimleyebilmektedir.

Ebeveynlestiriime kavrami, Tirkiye toplumunda siklikla rastlanabilecek bir olgu olarak karsimiza
¢ikar. Kagitgibasi (1982) cocugun degeri adli genis capli ¢alismasinda, ¢ocugun ekonomik degeri alt
boyutu icinde, ¢ocuklarin hem kiigiikken hem de buyudiklerinde ailelere sagladiklari ekonomik faydadan
bahseder. Ornegin; ciftci bir ailede ¢ocuk sayisi ne kadar fazla olursa ekonomik anlamda o kadar katki
saglayacaktir. Kagitcibasi (2017), bu tip degeri benimseyen ailelerde ¢ocuklara “yaslilik glivencesi” olarak
bakildigini belirtmektedir. Yalnizca aragsal degil, duygusal ebeveynlestirilme formlarina da Tirkiye'de
¢okga rastlanir. Genelde anne babalar yasadiklari problemleri, sikintilarini gocuklariyla paylagsmakta; kimi
durumlarda ¢ocuk, annenin babanin “dert ortagl” haline gelmektedir. Kazandigi para ile anne babasina
destek olan bir geng “hayirli evlat” ilan edilmekte ve bu davranis pekistirilmekte; aksi yonde davranis ise
vefasizlik olarak etiketlenmektedir. Kavramin kiltlrel yanlari oldugu agiktir. Chase (1999) de ¢ocuklukta
ebeveynlestiriime kavraminin etnik ve kiltiirel etkilere gdre degisebildigini belirtmistir. Ornegin,
Kagitcibasl (1982) da Turkiye kiiltiirlinde insanlarin gocuk sahibi olmayi, kendi yasamlarinin bir uzantisi
seklinde deneyimledigini ve ebeveynlerin kendi yashligina iliskin bir destekleyici, yashliginda onunla
ilgilenecek bir bakimveren kisi, gelecege yapilan bir yatirim olarak gordigini belirtmistir. Buradan
hereketle, toplulukgu kiiltlir 6rnegi olarak Tiirkiye’de, toplumun ve toplumun temel birimi olarak ailenin
yarari, ailenin menfaatleri bireyden dnce gelir. Bireylesme hos karsilanmadigi igin, bir cocugun ailesinden
bagimsiz yalnizca kendi gelisimi yoninde segimler yapmasi yadirganir. Bu duruma en belirgin 6rnek;
ailenin dagilacagi gerekgesi ile ¢ocugunu baska bir sehre ya da yurtdisina liniversite 6grenimi gérmeye
gondermek istemeyen ailelerdir.

Tlrkiye toplumu igin bu denli tanidik bir kavramin heniiz ¢ok fazla arastirmaya konu olmamis olmasi
ise dikkat cekicidir. Turkce alanyazin incelendiginde, ebeveynlestirilme kavramiyla ilgili kimi betimleyici
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¢alismalara ve 6lgek uyarlama galismalarina rastlanmis ancak Tirkiye kiltiiriine 6zgu bir 6lgme aracinin
olmadigr gorilmiustir. Aile yapisinin kiltirden bagimsiz olmadigi (Goldenbeg ve Goldenberg, 1996) ve
kavramin da kiltirel 6geleri oldugu (Chase, 1999) oldugu bilinmektedir. Bu galismada alanyazina bu
yonde bir katkida bulunulmasi amaglanmistir.

Yontem
Katilimcilar

Oncelikle &lcegin deneme uygulamasi Ankara’da bir 6zel okulda 32 veliye (19 kadin, 13 erkek) ile
gerceklestirilmistir. Deneme uygulamasi ile 6lgek maddelerinin yazimi ve anlam hatalarinin ortaya
¢ikarilmasi amaglanmistir. Yetiskin bir grup oldugu igin veliler tercih edilmistir. Daha sonra deneme
uygulamasi sonrasi dizenlenen Olgek, faktor analizi ¢alismasi igin, 2018 yilinda 424 (307 kadin, 117
erkek) 22 yasindan biiyiik ve &grenci olmayan yetiskine uygulanmistir. Olgme araci yetiskinler icin
gelistirilmis ve yetiskin olarak nitelenen calisma grubuyla calisiimistir. Olcek iki bolimden olusmaktadir;
ilk bolim genel ebeveynlestiriime tiim bireylere yonelik olup ikinci bolim olan kardes odakh
ebeveynlestiriime en az bir kardesi olan yetiskin bireylere yoneliktir. Kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt
dlcegine ybnelik maddeler oldugu icin en az bir kardese sahip olunmasi kriteri konulmustur. Olcegin
genel ebeveynlestirilme alt Olgegi tim c¢alisma grubuna uygulanirken, ikinci bélimi kardes odakli
ebeveynlestirilme ez az 1 kardesi olanlara uygulanmistir. Katilimcilardan 380 kisi (276 kadin, 104 erkek)
kardes odakl ebeveynlestirilme bolimini de doldurmuslardir.

Ardindan, benzer 6lgek gecgerligi ve Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi ¢alismasi icin 281 yine 22 yasindan
biylk ve 6grenci olmayan yetiskinden (203 kadin, 78 erkek) veri toplanmistir. Katilimcilardan 218’i (157
kadin, 61 kadin) 6lcegin kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt 6lgegine de katilmistir. Test-tekrar-test
guvenirligini analiz etmek igin de 39 kisi (31 kadin, 8 erkek) ile calisma yUratilmustir.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Olgegin benzer 6lgek gegerligini sinamak amaciyla, Filial Sorumluluk Olgegi- Yetiskin Formu
kullantimustir.

Filial Sorumluluk Olcegi — Yetiskin Formu: Olgek Jurkovic, Thirkield ve Morrell (2001) tarafindan
gelistirilmis olup, Turkceye uyarlamasi Karagdbek (2014) tarafindan yapilmistir. 30 madde iceren olgek,
5’li likert tipinde olup, 1=Tamamen Katilmiyorum ve 5=Tamamen Katiliyorum olacak sekilde
derecelendirilmektedir. Bu 6lgcegin yeniden analizleri Hooper ve Wallace (2010) tarafindan yapilmis ve
psikometrik 6zelliklerinin yeniden belirlendigi ¢alismada Ug faktorli bir yapi bulunmus ve 6lgek toplam
varyansin %49’unu aciklamaktadir. Aragsal ebeveynlestiriime %6.5'ini, duygusal ebeveynlestirilme
%13.4’inli ve algilanan adalet %29’unu agiklamaktadir. Olgegin bazi maddeleri su sekildedir: ‘Kendimi
aile icinde bir hakem gibi hissederim’ ya da ‘Aileme para getirmek icin calistim’. Olgekten alinan yiiksek
puan daha fazla ebeveynlestirilme seviyesini gostermektedir. Tirkce Uyarlama galismasinda ise, dlgek iki
faktérli bir yapi olarak analiz edilmistir. Olgcegin acikladigi toplam varyans %37.67 iken birinci faktor
toplam varyansin %27.50’sini, ikinci faktér ise %10.16’sini agiklamaktadir. Olgegin Cronbach alpha
katsayisi .84 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Veri Analizi

Olgek gelistirme calismasinin ilk adimi olarak, dlgiilecek kavramin literatiir incelemesi yapilmistir.
Boszormenyi-Nagy ve Spark’a (1973), Chase’e (1999), Minuchin ve ark.’na (1967) ve Jurkovic’e (1997) ait
cocuklukta ebeveynlestirilme Uzerine yazilan kitaplar temel alinarak, Hooper 72007) ile Hooper ve
Wallace (2010)’'un c¢alismalari incelenmis, ardindan madde havuzu Tirkiye kiltlriine 6zgi bir bicimde
olusturulmustur. Ayrica, aile sistemleri icinde bireyselligin onceliklendirildigi bir bakis acisiyla madde
havuzu olusturulmustur. Bu c¢alismada gelistirilen 0&lgek, yetiskin bireylerin, kok ailelerindeki
yasantilarindan kaynakli gocuklukta ebeveynlestirilme dizeylerini 6lgen maddelerden olusmaktadir.
Olgegin ilk bélimii olan genel ebeveynlestiriime alt dlcegine “Annemin/babamin sorumlulugunda olan
islerde bile kendimi sorumlu hissederim” maddesi; ikinci boliimi olan kardes odakli ebeveynlestirilme alt
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Olgegine ise “Kardeslerimin basina bir is gelse benden bilinirdi” maddesi 6rnek olarak verilebilir.
Dolayisiyla aile kavrami ile kast edilen bireyin icine dogdugu ailesidir. Olgegin tiim bireylere yénelik olan
ilk béluml (genel ebeveynlestirilme) i¢in 47 madde, kardesi olan bireylere yonelik olan ikinci bolimu
(kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime) icin de 17 maddeden olusan bir madde havuzu olusturulmustur. Olgek
formu 5’li Likert tipi, ‘1’ ‘kesinlikle katilmiyorum’, ‘5’ ‘kesinlikle katiliyorum’ olacak sekilde hazirlanmistir.
Havuzda yer alan maddeler igin gorlsi alinacak uzman sayisinin en az bes ile yedi olmasi gerektigi
(Lester ve Bishop, 2000) gorisiinden hareketle, olusturulan madde havuzu alaninda uzman olan 5 kisiye
sunulmustur. Uzmanlardan gelen donitler incelenerek, 6lgekten 2 madde gikarilmistir ve 7 madde
Uzerinde de duzeltmeler yapilmistir. Uzman gorislerinden sonra olusturulan form, deneme uygulamasi
icin Ankara’da bir 6zel okulun 32 velisine, veli toplantisinin oldugu bir giin arastirmaci tarafindan direkt
uygulanmistir. Katilimcilarin anlamakta zorlandigi veya agik bulmadigi maddeler diizenlenerek 6lgek pilot
uygulama icin hazir hale getirilmistir. Dizenlenen haliyle genel ebeveynlestiriime alt olgegi icin 45
madde, kardes odakl ebeveynlestirilme icin 17 maddeden olusan form, 2018 giliz déneminde 465
yetiskine uygulanmistir. Uygulama formuna kontrol maddesi konulmus ve bu maddeyi farkli
isaretleyenler analize alinmamistir. Olgegi dogru ve uygun bigimde cevaplayan 424 (307 kadin, 117
erkek) kisiden elde edilen veriler Gzerinde agimlayici faktor analizi ile ig tutarlik katsayisi incelenerek ilk
gecerlik ve giivenirlik galismasi yapilmistir. Olcegin ilk bdlimi genel ebeveynlestiriime alt dlgegi tim
¢alisma grubuna yonelik, ikinci bolimi kardes odakl ebeveynlestiriime ise ‘en az bir kardesi olan’
bireylere yonelik hazirlandigi icin; ayri ayr gegerlik glivenirlik galismasi yapilmistir. Dolayisiyla, kardes
odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt dlgeginin agimlayici faktor analizi ve i¢ tutarlk katsayisi 380 (276 kadin, 104
erkek) veri Gzerinde gercgeklestirilmistir.

Faktor analizi sonrasinda diizenlenen form, tekrar gegerlik ve glivenirlik calismasi yapmak amaciyla,
281 (203 kadin, 78 erkek) kisiye uygulanmistir. Bu verilerle benzer olgek gegerligi, dogrulayici faktor
analizi ve test tekrar test glvenirligi incelenmistir.

Yetiskinler i¢in ebeveynlestiriime kavraminin gegerlik g¢alismalari kapsaminda kavram gegerligi,
acimlayici ve dogrulayici faktor analizi ve benzer dlgeklerler gegerligi incelenmistir. Glvenirlik galismalari
kapsaminda, i¢ tutarlik katsayilari incelenerek, test tekrar test galismasi ile elde edilen dlgiimler arasi
korelasyon hesaplanmistir. Verilerin analizinde AFA igin SPSS.21, DFA igin Lisrel.8, Paralel Analiz i¢in
Faktor Analysis 10.7.01 istatistik paket programlari kullaniimistir.

Sonuglar
Yapi Gegerligine iligkin Bulgular

Acimlayicl faktér analizi ile 6lgllecek yapinin faktér sayisini belirleme islemi yapilmaktadir (Comrey
ve Lee, 1992).Acimlayici faktér analizi icin 6ncelikle, dlgegin genel ebeveynlestiriime alt dlgegindeki
(ECO-Y) 45 madde ele alinmistir. Oncelikle Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) katsayisi (.91) ve Barlett Sphericity
testi sonuglari (.00) incelenmis ve faktor analizi icin uygun oldugu goralmistir.

Faktorlerin analizinde maddelerin yiik degerlerinin .40 ve daha yliksek olmasi iyi bir élcidir (Glris ve
Astar, 2015). Ancak, alan yazinda az sayida madde icin .30 da kabul edilir olarak gorilmektedir
(Buyuikéztiirk, Kilig-Cakmak, Akgiin, Karadeniz ve Demirel 2015; Giiris ve Astar, 2015). ECO-Y'nin
analizleri sonucunda, yik degerlerinin .47 ila .76 arasinda degistigi gortilmektedir (tablo 1).

544



Tolga ZENCIR, Ozlem HASKAN-AVCI — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 48(1), 2019, 531-553

Tablo 1.

ECO-Y’nin Genel Ebeveynlestirilme Alt Olgegine lliskin Faktér Analizi Sonuclari.

Madde No Fak. Ortak Madde No Faktor-1 Madde No Fak. Ortak Madde No Faktor-1

Varyansi Yuk Varyansi Yuk
Degerleri Degerleri

3 517 40 714 29 .762 25 .555
4 472 36 .709 30 .550 28 .550
5 .566 37 .688 33 .637 38 .540
10 .584 12 .657 36 .641 42 .538
11 .706 29 .653 37 .575 27 .535
12 .542 45 .643 38 .507 33 .507
15 511 15 .629 40 .586 3 .502
21 .661 2 .626 42 .536 13 .500
25 723 11 .602 45 .636 4 473
27 .685 30 .587 2 .557 10 .337
28 .567 21 .561 13 .572 5 478

Maddelerin hangi faktor yapisinda bir araya geldigini gérebilmek adina faktor rotasyonu igin eksen
dondirme tekniklerinden varimax teknigi kullanilmistir (Glris ve Astar, 2015). ECO-Y'nin genel
ebeveynlestiriime icin de varimax eksen déndirme teknigi kullanilmis olup, doért faktorli bir yapida,
birinci faktérde 7 madde (3, 10, 12, 13, 15, 37 ve 40); ikinci faktorde 6 madde (2, 21, 30, 36, 42 ve 45);
Uguncu faktorde 5 madde (25, 27, 28, 29 ve 38); dordiincu faktorde 5 madde (4, 5, 11, ve 33) olacak
sekilde dagilmistir. Ayni faktérlerde yikleri olan maddeler gikariimistir ve faktorlerdeki maddelerin yiik
degerleri arasinda en az .10 fark olmasi beklenmistir. Sonuglar tablo 2’de gosterilmistir.
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Tablo 2.

ECO-Y’nin Genel Ebeveynlestirilmesi Alt icegine lliskin Déndiirme Sonrasi Yiik Dederleri

Dondiirme Sonrasi Yuk Degerleri

Madde No Faktor 1 Faktor 2 Faktor 3 Faktor 4
M10 729

M13 719

M3 .671

M15 .625

M37 .613 334

M40 .605 .360

M12 .587 .306

M21 .769

M45 741

M42 .696

M2 .330 .645

M30 .635 .355

M36 482 .617

M25 .827

M29 .812

M27 .809

M28 .720

M38 .651

M11 772
M33 741
M5 .695
M4 .369 .573

Aciklanan Varyans: Toplam %59.524
Faktor-1: %33.49 Faktor-2: %11.184 Faktor-3: %8.305 Faktor-4: %6.545

Faktor yapisini belirleme asamasinda literatlirde belirtilen bircok belirleme kriteri bulunmaktadir.
Maddelerin her faktordeki agirliklarini gosteren madde yiik degerlerinin kareler toplami olani
dzdegerlere (eigenvalues) dikkat edilerek faktdr sayisina karar verilmektedir. Ozdegeri (eigenvalues) 1 ve
1’den biyik olanlar faktor kabul edilir (Aldrich ve Cunningham, 2016; Giris ve Astar, 2015). ECO-Y'de
ozdegerleri (eigenvalues) 1 ve 1'den biiyiik olan 4 faktér bulunmustur. Bu dort faktoriin birlikte agikladig
varyans orani %59.52°dir. Birinci faktériin toplam varyansin tek basina %33.49’unu acikladig
saptanmistir. 2.faktér %11,18’ini, 3.faktor %8.31'ini ve 4.faktor de %6.55’ini agiklamaktadir. Maddelerin
faktor yliklerinin birinci faktorde 0.34 ila 0.71 arasinda degistigi gozlenmistir.
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Faktor yapisini belirleme asamasinda kullanilan bir diger yontem ise serpilme diyagrami (scree plot)
olarak literatiirde ge¢mektedir. Ozdegerler y ekseninde, faktér sayisi da x eksininde yer almaktadir
(Aldrich ve Cunningham, 2016; Field, 2000). ECO-Y'nin genel ebeveynlestiriimeye iliskin faktor
analizindeki serpilme diyagrami (Scree plot) sonucuna gore de 4 faktorli bir yapr gorildigu tespit
edilmistir. ilk dort maddeye ait 6zdegerlerin degeri sirasiyla 1 ile 8 arasindayken, diger maddelerin
ozdegerleri birbirine ¢ok yakin ve 1'den kiiglktar.

Faktor sayisina karar verme asamasinda, paralel analiz yontemi de kullanilmaktadir. Hatta Floyd ve
Widaman (1995) calismasinda, 6zdegerlerin (eigenvalues) 1.00 ve biiyiik olmasina gore belirlenen faktor
sayisinin ¢ok da yeterli olmadigini belirtmistir. Buna ek olarak Cliff (1988) de 6zdegerlerin (eigenvalues)
1l’den ve buyuk olmasiyla faktor belirlemenin dogru olmadigini ve faktor sayisinin glivenirliginin
ozdegerlere (eigenvalues) degil, gozlemlenen 6lglimlere bagh oldugunu agiklamistir. Bu nedenle, ECO-
Y’'nin faktor analizinde, sadece 6zdegerlerin 1 ve 1’den biyilk olmasina gore degil, paralel analiz ile farkli
bir yontem ile faktor sayisi tekrar analiz edilmistir. Yapilan analizde KMO testi 0.91 ve Barlett istatistigi
.000 olarak anlamh bulunmustur. Paralel analizdeki 4 faktorli yapinin acikladigli toplam varyansin
%59,78'ini aciklamaktadir. Paralel analizde, gergcek veri 0Ozdegerlerinin, rastgele 0Ozdegerlerin
ortalamasindan blyuk oldugu ol¢lide faktor belirlenir (Bkz: tablo 3).

Paralel analiz sonucuna gore, gercek verilerin 6zdegerlerinin, rastgele segilen datalarin 6zdegerlerine
gore ortalamalari karsilastirildiginda, dort faktoriin ortalamalari daha biytktir. Buradan hareketle de PA
sonucuna gore, dort faktorlu bir yapi 6nerilmistir. Acikladigi toplam varyans da %59,78 olarak analiz
edilmistir (tablo 3).

Tablo 3.

Temel bilesenler Analizi Baz alinarak Yapilan Paralel Analiz Sonuglari.

Faktor Gergek verilerin 6zdegerleri Gergek verilerin 6zdegerleri
1 7.46443* 7.46443*
2 2.44239* 2.44239*
3 1.81448* 1.81448*
4 1.43118* 1.43118*

* Onerilen Faktdr Sayisi (Advisednumber of dimensions): 4

Agiklanan Toplam Varyans: %59.784

Olgegin “kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime” alt 6lcegine ait acimlayici faktér analizi icin dncelikle
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) katsayisi ve Barlett Spchericity testi sonuglarina bakilmis, faktor analizi icin
uygun oldugu tespit edilmistir (KMO=.893; Barlett Spchericity testi =.00). Boylece verilerin faktor analizi
icin uygun oldugu gorilmistir. Kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriimeye ait faktor analizi sonucu tablo 4’te
sunulmaktadir.
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Tablo 4.

Kardes Odakli Ebeveynlestirilme Boyutuna iliskin Faktér Analizi Sonucu

Madde No Faktor Ortak Varyansi Faktor-1 Yuk Degerleri
48 471 .687
49 .651 .807
50 .520 721
51 .501 .708
54 .541 .735
55 468 .684
56 433 .658
57 .594 771
59 423 .651
60 417 .646

Tablo 4 incelediginde, kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt 6lgegine ait faktor analizinde maddelerin
yik degerlerinin .42 ila .65 arasinda oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu degerler de alanyazinda beklenen iyi
dlgitlerdir. Olcegin kardes odakli ebeveynlestirilme alt 6lgeginde dncelikle SPSS programinda varimax
dondiirme teknigi araciligiyla 17 maddeden olusan deneme formu madde ekleme-gikarma ile 10 madde
(48, 49, 50, 51, 54, 55, 56, 57,59 ve 60) olarak son halini almistir. Daha sonra paralel analiz yapiimistir.
Yapilan analiz sonucunda ikinci bolimin tek boyut olarak 6nerilmistir. Daha sonra Minimum sira faktor
analizi (minimum rank factor analysis) temel alinarak yapilan paralel analiz sonucunda, 10 maddelik
Olcegin ikinci bolimiinin paralel analiz sonucunda acikladigl toplam varyans %62.10 olarak
bulunmustur. SPSS analizlerinde ise tek faktore gore yapilan faktor analizinde tek faktor olarak agikladig
toplam varyans %50.11 olarak hesaplanmistir.

Ayrica “serpilme diyagrami (scree plot)” sonucu agisindan da, kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt
dlgeginin tek boyutlu yapisini géstermektedir. ilk maddeye ait 6zdeger yaklasik 5 iken, diger maddelerin
o6zdegerleri birbirine ¢ok yakin ve 1 ve 1’den kiigUktlr. Kardes odakl ebeveynlestiriime alt 6lgeginin
“Paralel Analiz” sonuglarinda da 6nerildigi gibi tek boyutlu olarak yapilan agimlayici faktér analizinde, tek
boyutlu oldugu ve agikladigi toplam varyansin da %50.19 oldugu tespit edilmistir.

Genel Ebeveynlestiriime Alt 6lgeginin Dogrulayici Faktor Analizi Bulgulari

DFA bir 6lgme aracindaki gizli yapilari analiz etmek i¢in dlgek gelistirme islemi strecinde kullanilir
(Brown, 2006). DFA’da bir model 6nceden yapilandirilmistir (Bollen, 1989). Bu nedenle, 6lgegin genel
ebeveyenlestirilme alt 6lcegine DFA yapilmistir.

Olgegin ilk alt dlcegi genel ebeveynlestiriime kismi olan 22 madde ile dogrulayici faktér analizi
yapilmistir. Analiz sonucunda 22 maddenin dort faktorli oldugu sonucu elde edilmistir. DFA sonucunda
ki-kare uyum degerinin (%2=506.42, sd=203, p=.00) anlamli oldugu gorilmistiir. Modelin uyumuna
iliskin xz/sd sonucu 2.49 olarak tespit edilmistir ve bu deger de kabul edilebilir uyum diizeyindedir.
RMSEA=.073 olarak analiz edilmistir ve kabul edilebilir uyum diizeyindedir. NFI=.92, NNFI=.94, RFI=.91 ve
GFI=.86 degerleri de kabul edilebilir diizeyde bulunurken, CFI=.95 ve IFI=.95 degerleri miikemmel uyum
diizeyinde analiz edilmistir.
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DFA’da analiz edilen modelin model uyumu igin ‘t’ degerlerinin de gozden gegirilmesi gerekir. ‘t’
degerleri modeldeki herhangi bir maddenin ilgili faktdr yapisindaki diger maddeleriyle olan uyumunu
sunmaktadir.

Figure 1
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Maddelerin faktor yiik yapisina bakildiginda ise 6lcek maddelerinin faktor yik degerleri .48 ile .90
arasinda oldugu goérilmektedir. Maddelerin yeterli ylik degerlerine sahip oldugu analiz edilmis ve DFA
analizinde test edilen ECO-Y'nin genel ebeveynlestiriime alt élceginin dért faktdrli olarak yapilandig,
kabul edilmektedir. Kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt 0&lgeginin DFA vyeterli 06rnekleme
ulagilamadigindan yapilamamistir.

Benzer Olgek Gegerligi Bulgulan

ECO-Y'nin benzer &lgek gecerliligini test etmek icin Filial Sorumlulugu Olcegi Yetiskin Formu
kullanilmistir. ECO-Y'den elde edilen verilerle, Filial Sorumlulugu Olcegi'nden elde edilen veriler
arasindaki korelasyon incelenmis; ECO-Y’nin genel ebeveynlestiriime ve kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime
alt dlgekleri ile FSO arasinda pozitif ve yiiksek diizeyde bir iliski oldugu gérilmistir (sirasiyla, r= .81,
r=.86).

Giivenirlik Analizi Bulgulan

ECO-Y'nin giivenirlik calismasi iki farkli yolla test edilmistir. ilk olarak i¢ tutarlik katsayisi Cronbach
alpha degerine bakilmistir. Olcegin genel ebeveynlestirilme alt dlceginin i¢ tutarlik katsayisi Cronbach
alpha degeri .91 olarak bulunmustur. Kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt 6l¢eginin Cronbach alpha
degeri ise .88'dir. ikinci olarak, test-tekrar test yéntemiyle iki farkh dlgiim arasindaki Pearson korelasyon
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katsayisina bakilmis ve genel ebeveynlestirilme alt olgegiyle yapilan analizde .91 (p<.01); kardes odakh
ebeveynlestirilme alt 6lgegiyle yapilan analizde ise .77 (p<.01) olarak gayet iyi bir deger bulunmustur.

Tartisma ve Oneriler

Ebeveynlestiriime kiiltiirel boyutlari olan bir kavramdir. Ebeveylestiriime kavramina yonelik birgok
tlkenin kendi kiltiiriine 6zgi gelistirdigi dlgcekler (Alexander, 2003; Hooper, 2009; Jurkovic ve Thirkield,
1998; Kerig, 2006; Mika vd. 1987) bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda, Tirkiye kiltirine 6zgi gegerli
ve glivenilir bir 6lgme araci kazandirilmasi planlanmistir.

Bu calismada, ECO-Y'nin gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismalari yapilmis ve elde edilen bulgular isiginda
Olgcegin yetiskinlerin ebeveynlestiriime duzeylerini 6lgmede gegerli ve guvenilir olarak kullanilabilecegi
gorilmistir. ECO-Y’deki 4 madde (8, 10, 12 ve 22 nolu maddeler) tersine cevrilmis (reverse) olmak
lizere toplam 32 madde bulunmaktadir. Olcek besli likert tipinde olup, 1=kesinlikle katilmiyorum,
5=kesinlikle katiliyorum olacak sekilde derecelendirilmektedir. En az bir kardesi olan bireyler icin dlcegin
ilk bolumi olan genel ebeyenlestiriime alt 6lceginden alinabilecek en yiiksek puan 110, en disik puan
22 ve ikinci boélimi olan kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriimede alinacak en yiksek puan 50, en disiik puan
10; kardesi olmayan bireyler icin ise genel ebeveynlestiriime alt 6lgeginden alinabilecek en yiksek ve en
diisiik puanlar gegerli olacaktir. Olgekten alinan yiiksek puan, yiiksek diizeyde ebeveynlestiriimeye isaret
etmektedir. Gelistirilen 6lgek ‘Genel Ebeveynlestirilme’ ve ‘Kardes Odakl Ebeveynlestirilme’ olmak lizere
iki alt dlcege sahiptir. Olcegin genel ebeveynlestiriime alt dlgegi dért faktdrden olusur ve agikladig
toplam varyans %60 (1. Faktor %34; 2. Faktor %11; 3. Faktor %8 ve 4. Faktor %7) olarak hesaplanmistir.
Kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt olgeginin ise acikladigl toplam varyans yapilan paralel analiz
sonucunda %62 olarak hesaplanmistir. Olgegin Cronbach alpha katsayisi .88 ve alt faktdrlerine yénelik
Cronbach alpha katsayisi ilk bolim olan genel ebeveynlestiriimenin birinci faktoriinde .86, ikinci
faktériinde .83, Uglinci faktoriinde .84, dordiinci faktoriinde .82 ve ikinci bolim kardes odakli
ebeveynlestirilme ise tek faktor olarak .88 olarak analiz edilmistir. Bu da 6lgegin alt faktorlerinde yer alan
maddelerin birbiriyle olan tutarligini gostermektedir (Karasar, 2015). Cronbach Alpha degeri igin, .70 ve
Usti literatlirde kabul edilir diizey olarak belirtiimektedir (Biyiikéztiirk vd., 2015). ikinci olarak yapilan
test tekrar test glivenirligi incelenmis; bu dogrultuda ayni 6lgek ayni ortamda ayni kisilere li¢ hafta ara ile
tekrar uygulanmistir. Yapilan iki 6lclim arasindaki Pearson korelasyon katsayisi genel ebeveynlestiriime
boyutunda .91; kardes odakl ebeveynlestiriime boyutunda ise .77 olarak bulunmustur. Bu degerler de
olcekler arasindaki 6l¢time ait korelasyon katsayisinin anlamli diizeyde yeterli oldugunu gostermektedir.

Alt olgeklerden alinan puanlar, sadece alt 6lgege ait kavrami 6lgmektedir. Genel ebeveynlestirilme alt
Olgeginde dort faktér bulunmakla birlikte, faktorler birer alt 6lgek olmayip toplam puana gore
degerlendirilmektedir. Genel ebeveynlestiriime alt o6lgeginden alinan yiksek puan, ¢ocuklukta
ebeveynlestiriime dizeyinin yiiksek oldugunu, diisik puan ise ¢ocuklukta ebeveynlestirilme dizeyinin
disuk oldugunu gostermektedir. Ayrica kardes odakli ebeveynlestiriime alt 6lgeginde de yiiksek puan
almak, kardes odakl ebeveynlestiriime diizeyinin yiksek oldugunu, diisik puan almak ise kardes odakl
ebeveynlestiriime dizeyinin disiik oldugunu gostermektedir.

Bu calismanin arastirma safhasinda, ‘ebeveynlestiriime’ kavrami gec¢mis yasantilari hatirlamaya
déniik olmasi nedeniyle bir sinirlilik olarak sdylenebilir. ECO-Y’nin dogrudan ‘ebeveynlestirilmis ¢ocuk’
olan bireylere yonelik olmasi da gegmis yasantilarin hatirlanmasinin ve seffaf sekilde yansitilabilmesinin
zorlugu muhtemeldir. Ayrica, gelistirilen 6lgegin yalnizca Turk kiltirinde gelistirilmis olmasi nedeniyle
Turkiye kultlire 6zgl oldugu, Turkiye kilttrd ile sinirli oldugu séylenebilir.

Kavramin farkli yetiskin gruplar (asker, polis, doktor, hemsire, Gniversite 6grencisi, farkli sehirlerde
yasayanlar, farkh yerlesim birimlerinde yasayanlar) ile calisiimasi énem arz etmektedir. Ozellikle
ebeveynlere yonelik ‘ebeveynlestirme’ kavramini Olgen bir dlgme aracinin gelistiriimesi onerilebilir.
Annelerin ve babalarin ebeveynlestirme dizeylerinin belirlenmesi ile Onleyici ¢alismalara zemin
hazirlanabilir. Ayrica, farkh kiltirlere sahip bireylerle ¢alisiimasi dnerilebilir. Gelistirilen 6lgek gerek alan
uygulayicilan tarafindan (psikolojik danisman, psikolog, okul psikolojik danismanlari, sosyal hizmet
uzmanlari, egitimciler, vb.) gerekse arastirmacilar tarafindan kullanilabilir. Olgegin bireysel ve grupla
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psikolojik danisma ve psikoterapi alanlari Uzerine ¢alisan uzmanlar tarafindan daniganlarin

ebeveynlestiriime dizeylerini &lgmek icin kullanilmasi miimkiindiir. ECO-Y ayrica, ebeveynlestirilme ile
iliskili degiskenlerin ele alindig1 betimsel arastirmalarda kullanilabilir.
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