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OZET

Helikopter Ebeveynlik Ol¢egi’nin Tiirkce’ye Cevirisi, ve Gegerlilik, Gﬁifenirlik
Calhismasi

Hazirlayan: Emine Ertuna

Ocak, 2016

Bu caligmada Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield ve Weber (2014) tarafindan gelistirilen
Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olcegi’nin Tiirkge’ye gevirilmesi, gecerlik ve giivenitlik ¢alismasimn
yapilmast amaglanmistir.  HEO, Y kusagimn ebeveynlerinin  helikopter ebeveynlik

davraniglar1 hakkindaki algilarini 6lgmekte kullanilan 6nemli bir aragtir.

Ik olarak, HEO Ingilizce’den Tiirkce’ye cevirilmistir. Calismaya Yakin Dogu Universitesi,
Psikoloji B6lumii birinci ve ikinci sinif 6grencisi 200 birey katilmigtir. Katilimeilara sirasiyla
Sosyodemografik Bilgi Formu, Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olcegi, Anne-Baba Tutum Olgegi,
Kisiler Arasi Bagimlilik Olgegi, Problem C6zme Envanteri, Psikolojik Iyi Olus Olcegi,
Yasam Doyum Olgegi uygulanmustir.

HEO’nin Cronbach alfa katsayist .77 olarak tespit edilmistir. Madde-toplam puan
korelasyonlar1 0.18 ile 0.66 arasi degismektedir. Faktdr analizi sonlicunda, Tiirkce’ye
uyarlanan dlcegin, orjinal 6lcekteki gibi tek boyutlu oldugu ortaya ¢ikmustir. Olgiit bagintili
gecerlilik kapsaminda, HEQ ile ABTO’niin Kabul/llgi/Ozerklik, KABO’niin Ozerklik,
PCE’nin Planl yaklasim alt boyutlar1 arasinda anlamli, olumlu iliski bulunurken, KABO niin

Duygusal Giiven alt 6l¢egi ile anlamli, olumsuz iligkisi bulundu.

Ogrencilerin HEQ puanlan ile yas, cinsiyet, dogum yeri, kardes sayisi, ikamet sekilleri
arasinda anlamli iligki bulunmazken, HEO puanlar ile kaginci gocuk olma durumlari arasimda

istatistiksel olarak anlaml1 bir fark oldugu bulundu.

Yapilan ¢alisma sonucunda, HEO nin Tiirk¢e formunun gegerli ve giivenilir oldugu tespit

edilmis, Tiirk toplumunda kullanilabilecegi sonucuna varilmigtir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Helikopter Ebeveynlik, gecerlilik, giivenirlik



ABSTRACT

The Turkish Translation, And Reliability, Validity Study Of Helicopter Parenting
Instrument

Prepared by Emine Ertuna

January,2016

The aim of the present study is to translate Helicopter Parenting Instrument (HPI) which
developed by Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber (2014) to Turkish and conduct
reliability and validity studies. HPI is an important tool used to measure the perceptions of

Millennials about helicopter parenting behaviors of their parents.

The translation of HPI from English to Turkish was conducted, firstly. 200 students attending
to Near East University, Psychology Department first and second class participated in the
study. A -socio-demographic from, Helicopter Parenting Instrument, The Parenting Style
Scale, Interpersonal Dependency Inventory, Problem-Solving Inventory, Psychological Well-

Being Scale, The Satisfaction With Life Scale were administered to the participants.

The Cronbach alpha coefficient of HPI was .77. Item-total correlations ranged between 0.18
and 0.66. As a result of factor analysis, it has emerged that Turkish adaptation of the scale
was single-factor structure as in the original scale. Within the scope of the criterion-related
validity, there was a significant, positive relationship between HPI and
Acceptance/Involvement/Autonomy subscale of PSS, Assertion of Autonomy subscale of ID],
Planned Approach of PSIL. Also, there was a significant, negative relationship between HPI

and Emotional Reliance subscale of IDI.

In addition, there was no significant difference between students’ HPI scores and their age,
gender, birthplace, sibling numbers, accommodation type. However, there was a significant

difference between HPI scores of students and their sequence between siblings.

According to these results, the Turkish form of HPI is reliable and valid scale and can be in
Turkish Society.
Keywords: Helicopter Parenting, validity, reliability.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Family is the primary place and environment where individual’s basic needs are met
in his/her life. Relationship between family members and the family environment is
the place where most interaction of developing individuals from psychosocial
aspects. These relations are major factor on individual’s development (Milli Egitim
Bakanhigi, 2011, 4). Individual’s family environment is closely related with to have
balanced and compatible personalities. Especially, the attitude of parents toward
children plays a role in the child’s psychosocial development. It means that one of
the most important factors in a child's health and positive personality development, is
parents attitudes toward their children (Yavuzer, 2003, 145-160). Aksoy, Kilig and
Kahraman (2009, 21) stated that in children development, parenting styles are
important to shaped children’s every period of lives and be healthy, happy people in
the future. Different parenting styles lead to children exhibit /different behaviors
(Zanden, Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 287). Family environment which include
tolerance, understanding, limitations in a balance, considering the needs and
development level of child is the important for children’s healthy development
(Sezer, 2010, 15). Also, children who grow up in free, compatible family
environment and in a consistent, healthy relationship reach adult life as an
autonomous individual (Yavuzer, 2007, 26). However, negative parental attitudes on
the individual can create psychologically negative outcomes (Cakmak, Hevedanls,
2005, 125). Parent’s negative attitudes or behaviors which include give inadequate
love and to be oppressive against the child lead to child’s unhealthy development like
to have dependent personality and lack of self-esteem (Yamanoglu, 2009, 43).

Parental involvement is important for children’s health development in their lives.
When parents involve in their children lives, children have better social (Grolnick,
Ryan, 1989, 152), academic outcomes (Fan, Chen, 2001, 17). Steinberg et al. (1992,
1278) investigated the effects of parenting practices on adolescent achievement and
they found that adolescents whose parents involved have better school performance
and more engagement to school. A limited form of parental involvement in a child's

life, play an useful and supporting role (Lampert, 2009, 45).

Bradley-Geist and Olson-Buchanan (2014, 325) differentiate parental involvement

and over-parenting which called helicopter parenting from each other. For example;



if a child has an important exam, involved parents ask the child how passed the
exam. On the other hand, helicopter parents ask their children again and again every
assignment. In the research, they found that pareﬁtal involvement was positively
associated with student’s outcomes like higher self-efficacy but over-parenting was
negatively associated with student outcomes like lower self-efficacy as well as
maladaptive job research and work behavior. Relatively, Schiffrin et al. (2014, 554)
stated that parents who adopt the attitude of over-parenting give the message to
children that they do not believe their children’s abilities. For this reason, over
parenting lead to children feel themselves less competent and less able to manage life
as autonomous and it may be cause higher levels of depression and lower level of
satisfaction. In fact, support is more important than control. If parents support
children’s autonomy and they give active role to children solve their problem, it is
beneficial for children to have less anxiety, depression and better social, emotional
adjustment (Grolnick, Ryan, 1989, 151-152; Barber et al., 1994 quoted by Schiffrin
et al., 2014). So, parental attitudes/ behaviors in raising children are important factor

to shaping the child’s development (Zanden, Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 287-290).



1.1 Helicopter Parenting

‘Helicopter parenting’ term firstly was used by Cline and Fay’s (1990) parenting
book series. Helicopter parenting refers to over-involved, ultra protective, ultra
interested, remove obstacles which were in their children life, make decisions for
their children, interfere children’s all of work, save their children from adversity
(Padilla-Walker, Nelson, 2012; LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011; Odenweller, Booth-
Butterfield, Weber, 2014, 419). For examples; when children are not at home,
parents call them a lot, parents intrude to social relationships of their children, they
do their homework, they go to school to check their children bring school supplies
which are needed for child. Also, the parents call the professionals by phone about
their child’s assignment, grades or making excuses about some situation instead of

the students (Lock, Campbell, Kavanagh, 2012, 10-11).

Helicopter parenting is not ancient parenting style, considered that it is new. The
style of parenting includes over-involvement and low autonomy granting (Cornell,
2014, 9-10). These parents control behaviors of their children (Schiffrin et al., 2014,
554). According to Roman et al. (2012, 1170), mothers are the unique providers of
the family and they care, protect their children until become the adult. For this
reason, mothers exhibit controlling behavior and they manage children’s daily lives.
Because of this controlling behavior, young adults cannot make decisions
independently about their lives and they feel anger to their parents. In their study,
results showed that psychological control was positively associated with antisocial
behavior of children. Relatedly, in a study of children, Aunola and Nurmi (2005,
1154) found that mothers who have love with psychological control toward their
children are supportive and establish warm relationships with them. However, the
mothers manage children’s psychological world and children become dependent.
Grolnick and Ryan (1989, 151) stated that children who grow with parents whose
have extreme control are be blocked for assimilate their own behaviors about school-
related. On the other hand, Padilla-Walker and Nelson (2012, 1187) stated that
helicopter parenting differ from behavioral and psychological control. Controlling
behaviors of parents are more harmful for children than helicopter parenting
behaviors because, controlling parents have lack of sincerity and not emotional
support. However, helicopter parenting includes good feelings such as guidance,

emotional support in their relationships with children.



Helicopter parents are called Baby Boomers (Insch, Heames, Mclntyre, 2010, 55).
Baby Boomers are generation who was born between 1946 and 1964 (Zanden,
Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 444) and who was the most inclusive to their children’s
lives. For this reason, they called ‘helicopter parents’. Helicopter parenting style was
most common in Millennials generation (LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011, 412; Haber,
Merck, 2010, 163). According to some reseaches, Millennials who was born between
1980 and 2000 are called Generation Y (Zanden, Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 445).
Millennials were the most protected generation. Communication between parents and
students get easy and increase with the development of technology and electronic
communication (Shoup, Gonyea, Kuh, 2009, 19; Van Dyck, 2015, 108). In earlier
generation of Millennials, technology did not develop and children play outside, ride
bicycle and families did not reach them easily. However, in Millennials generation,
parents met technoiogy and begin to use cell phone, social network, e-mail etc. So,
they started to check their children’s whereabouts easily (Kantrowitz, Tyre, 2006,
quoted by LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011, 400). Basically, technology provides ease to
parents to control their children and take information about all of things of their lives
(Haber, Merck, 2010, 163). Shoup, Gonyea and Kuh (2009, 17) investigated the
frequency of communication and the issues which talked between college students
and their families. They found that the majority students are often communicate with
their parents (especially mother) via electronic media. Students reported that they
talk or discuss with their parents about many topics, especially academic
performance, personal issues and family matters. Academic topics are spoken with
most fathers. University faculty members met first with the effects of helicopter
parenting because of they met with students who live first major separation from
their overprotective parents due to start university (Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield,
Weber, 2014, 419).

Helicopter parents overinvolve to life of their children (LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011,
412) and direct their lives (Graves, 2007; Padilla-Walker, Nelson, 2012, 1186)
because of worry about children’s well-being and success (Padilla-Walker, Nelson,
2012, 1186). One of a study of Lock, Campbell and Kavanagh (2012, 15) was used
128 professionals (psychologists, school counselors, mental health professionals) and
they stated that professions reported that anxious parents have greater intensity of the

parental actions. Relatedly, Segrin et al. (2013, 588) found that there was a positive



relationship between parental anxiety and overparenting. It means that, parents who
are overinvolved or overcontrolling have anxiety. The reason of this was parents feel
that children are vulnerable and they are worried about their children’s progress, so,
they behave more controlling. Yavuz and Ozmete (2012, 24) stated that young adults
are in the level of making decisions and choices and this situation often escapes the
attention of parents, also they found that over the control of parents on their children
who are over 18 years negatively affects the socialization process of the young adult.
Parent’s control and demandingness is very important on children’s development.
The amount of control and the level of demand should be neither too little nor too
much to have positive impacts on children (Chang, 2007, 27). If parent extreme
oversee their children, the situation negatively affects children’s ability to learn and
to experience something. For example; when parents always tell how to behave to
their children in every situation, children cannot do something alone and when they
become adult, they have not ability to success anything on their own. On the other
hand, child’s development is affected negatively by parents who have not lead
(guidance) on a developing child like a child cannot go in the right direction.
Actually, the underlying message of parent’s controlling behavior is that they do not
rely on children about to make their own decisions. Also, when parents behave over
controller, their children think that parents are not satisfied with them. So, their self-
satisfaction ratings decrease (Chang, 2007, 28). In relatively, the other study of Ingen
et al. (2015, 14) found that students who perceived their parents as helicopter parents
have low general self-efficacy and poor peer attachment. They stated that helicopter
parenting damage students independence and self-agency because students who have

intrusive parents felt that they have not sufficient skills to perform and fulfill a task.

According to Locke, Campbell and Kavanagh (2012, 17-18), overparenting means
that high demand of parents for the success of their children and high levels of
responsiveness. On the other hand, they stated that some of parents who with low
demandingness have active role to solve their children’s problems because they do
not want to be disappointed and encounter with the challenges of the child. So, when
parents have low expectations about children’s active role to complete task, the task
is completed by parents or others’ support and effort. Their research results showed
that overparenting behaviors affect children’s negatively. These type behaviors cause

anxiety of child, undeveloped responsibility or self-efficacy sense, inadequate life



skills. Also, helicopter parents intervene to their children’s lives. If this intervention
is without being too overbearing and be controlled, it provides to children’s well-
being and success (Padilla-Walker, Nelson, 2012, 1186). On the other hand, Padilla-
Walker and Nelson (2012, 1187) found that helicopter parenting include parental
involvement which cause to healthy development of children because of include
emotional support, guidance etc. However, these parents have low parental autonomy
granting. Grolnick and Ryan (1989, 151) stated that autonomy support of parents is
associated with children’s self-regulation and competence. When parents encourage
children to be autonomous, they equip them educational life that need independence
and self-regulation. In the other research, Insch, Heames and Mclntyre (2010, 54)
found that Millennials are not view negatively some parental involvement.
According to Millennials, ‘mentoring’ dimension of parental involvement is
appropriate when parents give advice and making suggestion to them, they were
pleased. However, Millennials stated that ‘meddling’ dimension of parental
involvement like intervene to the life is not appropriate. On the other hand, Taris and
Bok (1997, 102) researched the association between parents styles, depression and
locus of control among young adults. They found that involvement of father is
associated with internal locus of control of child but involvement of mother is
negatively associated with internal locus of control. They stated that fathers and
mothers involve in different ways to children’s lives. For example, involved fathers
induce their child to be independent, to be accomplish etc., but involved mothers
provide comfort when something goes wrong in children’s lives. Also, they found

that mothers’ and fathers’ involvement lead to decreasing feelings of depression.

Grolnick and Ryan (1989, 152) found that fathers are less involved than mothers
while raising children because mothers carve out more time to interact actively with
children. In the past year, parents were involve their children’s undergraduate years
but in time, they start to involved their children’s school life after licenses and job
search process (Insch, Heames, McIntyre, 2010, 55). Van Dyck (2015, 108) stated
that helicopter parents love their children and they want their children to succeed.
Shoup, Gonyea and Kuh (2009, 22) investigated that how was parents’ highly
involved affect students’ outcomes of education and students’ engagement. The
results showed that children who have parental involve are better in many aspects.

Like that they have high level of engagement, satisfaction, deep learning activities



vs. children who have high involving parents have high engagement. The other
finding of research was that the students with highly involved parents have
meaningful progress in personal, social development, education and personal
competence and have greater satisfaction with their college experience. Students with
highly involved parents have high engagement in effective educational practices in
college. The cause of the situation is that parents have high expectations, give
encouragement and support to their children during college life (Shoup, Gonyea,
Kuh, 2009, 21). According to Shoup, Gonyea and Kuh (2009, 19), ‘a defining
characteristic of helicopter parents is that they interacted with college officials on
behalf of their child to solve problems’. Also, the students whose parents contact
with college officials to solve their problems reported that they feel they are
supported. Relatedly, Ulusoy and Durmug (2011, 17) reported that in Turkey,

authority of parents is seen natural and therefore a condition accepted by children.

In fact, helicopter parents have hovering behavior which is humane in nature but
destructive to health development (physical, social, emotional) of children
(Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield, Weber, 2014). Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and
Weber (2014, 417) investigate the relationship between helicopter parenting, family
environments and relational outcomes for Millennials. The research found that
helicopter parenting is not associated with authoritative or permissive parenting style
but is positively associated with authoritarian parenting style. The association
includes rigid and dominant parental control and monitoring, definitive child
obedience and dependence. They said that the association led to negative child
outcomes. In addition, they stated that hovering behavior of helicopter parents is
benevolent in essence but it causes several negative outcomes for Millennials and
damage their social, emotional, physical development. According to Odenweller,
Booth-Butterfield and Weber (2014, 419), helicopter parenting was related to
interpersonal dependency and ineffective coping skills of Millennials. Children who
have over-involve parents rely on their family to always they assistance them. So, the
children rely on others (friends etc.) to satisfy their needs. However, when the
children face unfamiliar social settings, they have lack the confidence and they
cannot cope life problems. Relatedly, Hong et al. (2015, 144) stated that children

who are excessively monitored by parents always rely on them. In this case, children



and academic performance affected negatively.




1.2 Other Theories of Parenting Styles
1.2.1 Authoritarian Parents

Authoritarian parents develop clear and certain expectations for their children.
According to the parents, force, threats, punishments are important to shape the
behaviors of children. They considered obédience, order and traditional structure but
they do not reasoning with their children (Zanden, Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 287).
Authoritarian parents use yelling, Scolding or physical punishment methods while
applying the rules (Demir, Sendil, 2008, 23). Parents do not exchange ideas with
their children (Yilmaz, 1999 quoted by Yilmaz, 2011, 18). Parental attitudes have
significant effect on student’s hostility, somatization, depression, anxiety and
negative self-signs. Diizgiin (2003, 159) researched the relationship between parental
attitudes and psychological symptoms of students. According to results, authoritarian
parenting is positively associated with psychological symptoms of students. In
children who grow in authoritarian parents that apply rules and orders, not accept the
wishes of children, anger, aggression and hostility occurs. This is because more
discipline as a result of the family, children had to give up a lot of things that they
receive pleasure. So, these frustrations cause anger. On the other hand, Givertz and
Segrin (2015, 1127) found that authoritarian parenting is negatively associated with
satisfaction of family (both parents and children). Also, they stated that children with
over parental control have low self-efficacy and high psychological entitlement.
According to Cegen (2008, 425), authoritarian parents put strict rules, do not allow to
their children to express themselves and they are not sensitive to the children’s
needs. For this reason, the children are insufficient to get social skills and improve
trust toward around people. In relatively, Erkan, Giigray and Cam (2002, 72)
investigated the relationship between parental attitudes and social anxiety. The
research showed that children who grow up in overprotective parents and
authoritarian parents have more social anxiety than children who have authoritative
parents. Overprotective parents cause to be isolated to children from the environment
experience can be acquired. So, child’s autonomy blocked. Child may not be able to
develop social skills because of his/her attempt is blocked. In this case, the child
learns to associated it with the anxiety and social anxiety will be revealed (Bogels et

al., 2001 quoted by Erkan, Giigray, Cam, 2002, 73).
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1.2.2 Authoritative Parents

Authoritative parents are firm but not extreme restrictive. They set specific standards
with due respect personality of children ahd ’they expect to children obey rules. They
have democratic approach. They are warm, sensitive, patient and they take children
opinions in the family decisions. Authoritative parents take decisions and reason with
their children (Zanden, Crandell, Crandell, 2007, 287). Democratic parents make the
rules to the children as authoritarian parents but they explain the reason of the rules
and accept the children’s individuality (Demir, Sendil, 2008, 23). Democratic parents
have high levels of education (Kaya, Bozaslan, Geng, 2012, 221). The children who
have authoritative parents have more developed sense of responsibility and social
skills, curious, creative and successful than permissive and authoritarian parent’s
children (Bulut, 2006, 52). Similarly, Milevsky et al. (2007, 44) found that
authoritative parenting style was associated with higher self-esteem, life satisfaction
and lower depression. According to literature, children have more self-esteem with
democratic parents who do not interfere to child’s elections, who share the problems,
who respect to their child’s thoughts and feelings, who make explanations when they
do not accept child’s requests (Erbil, Divan, Onder, 2006, 14). Adolescents who
grow up with authoritative parents have more positive social and emotional
development (McClun, Merrell, 1998, 388). According to Cegen (2008, 424),
democratic parents are given the chance to their children to express their thoughts
and feelings. For this reason, the children can develop a relationship of trust toward
people and probably healthy peer relationships. In other research, Steinberg et al.
(1991, 31) found that authoritative parents’ adolescents have better school
performance, self-confident, less anxiety and depression, also, they are not available
in erring behavior. Similar results were found that authoritative attitudes cause
positive outcomes of children behavior and their school achievement. Also, parents
are more authoritative to girls than boys. So, girls are more successful in school

(Talib, Mohamad, Mamat, 2011, 31).

Consistent with the findings in Western countries, researches conducted in Turkey
showed that children who grow up in family environment which include love,
warmth, attention, compassion have positive psychological outcomes. However,
children of authoritarian and overbearing parents probably develop negative

psychological features and behavior. Especially, individuals who perceived the
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democratic family describe themselves as autonomous than individuals who with
authoritarian parents. Democratic parents’ children have less anxiety, depression,
aggression, substance abuse and have more positive social behavior, cognitive ability

and academic achievement (Stimer, Aktlirk, Helvaci, 2010, 55).
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1.2.3 Permissive Parents

Permissive parents think that they resource for their children (Baumrind, 1966, 889).
They give a lot of freedom to their children. They do not control their children
(Y1lmaz, 2011, 62) and not demand a lot of things from their children (Chan, Chan,
2005, 19). Sometimes they act with a tolerance of up neglect and these parent’s
children watch television, eat and lie what time they want (Yilmaz, 1999 quoted by
Yilmaz, 2011, 62). Also, permissive parents do not interfere behavior of their
children (Baumrind, 1966, 889) and they are uninterested to their children (Chan,
Chan, 2005, 19). Permissive parents let a lot of freedom but few or no responsibility.
For this reason, these children have not responsibility sense and they live difficulties
in their relationships with others. In these families, parent-child relationship is like
friend (Berg, 2011, 32). Parents adopt to permissive attitudes for their children to be
curious, to make their own choices and to be confident individuals (Nacak et al,
2011, 94). Permissive parents have high responsiveness and low demandingness
(Lock, Campbell, Kavanagh, 2012, 19). Permissive parents fulfill the wishes of
children and they see them as individual. For this reason, children are satisfied to be
permissive of their parents. However, too permissive parents have not enough control
and boundaries. Due to the uncontrolled children may go out of control, engage in

illegal behavior and loss of your hand (Chang, 2007, 29).

Tung and Tezer (2006, 40) researched that perceived parenting styles and self-esteem
of high school students. They found that high school students who perceived that
their parents are as authoritarian have lower self-esteem than students who perceived
their parents as authoritative and permissive. In relatively, Martinez and Garcia
(2007, 345) investigated the effects of parenting styles on adolescents’ outcomes in
Spain culture. They found that Spain adolescents who with indulgent (permissive)
parents have the same or higher self-esteem (academic and family dimensions) and
internalization of values than authoritative parent’s adolescents. According to them,
indulgent parents have high acceptance/involvement like authoritative parents and
have low level of strictness/imposition. So, they stated that parent’s involvement,
affection, reasoning, acceptance practices have positive effects on adolescents’
outcomes but adolescents have negative outcomes because of parents’ strictness
practices. In other research, Milevsky et al. (2007, 45) found that fathers’ permissive

attitudes has not negative outcomes on children as mothers’ permissive attitudes. On
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the other hand, Kazemi, Ardabili and Solokian (2010, 400) stated that mothers’
permissive parenting styles contribute to be a secure affection environment as
authoritative parenting styles. In research, adolescents reported that their mothers
have permissive parenting styles and the mothers more involved than have control in

their lives.
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1.3 PARENTING STYLE AND INTERPERSONAL RELATION

1.3.1 Interpersonal Dependency

It refers to complex thoughts, behaviors, beliefs and feelings which turning around
the need to establish close relationship, interaction and rely on important others
(Hirschfeld et al., 1977). According to Ulusoy and Durmus (2011, 16), dependent
people are passive, anxious, introverted and docile. They are not take responsibility
and they relies on the others. These people cannot decide on its own and act
independently. Also, they have not self-confidence. Parents’ authoritarian attitudes
lead to interpersonal dependency in children. Overprotective parenting style limits
the child’s independence, autonomy, abilities and this case returns as dependence on

parents (Erkan, Giigray, Cam, 2002, 72).
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1.4 PARENTING STYLE AND PROBLEM SOLVING
1.4.1 Problem Solving

Individual interacts with the outside world from the moment of his/her birth. In this
context, child’s first social environment is composed of parents. When the individual
starts to school life, his/her social environment expands. It is inevitable that
individuals face various problems in social interaction. Children’s coping strategies
with their problems must be supported in term of a healthy personality development.
Individuals who are successful in dealing with the problem develop a positive self-
sense and personalities (Erdogdu, 2006, 103). Students’ problem solving skills are
associated with many variables. One of them is parents’ attitudes (Tiimkaya,

iflazogly, 2000, 153).

There are a lot of definitions of ‘problem solving’ in literature. D’Zurilla, Nezu,
Maydeu-Olivares (2002) quoted by Arslan, Kabasakal (2013, 34) explained that
problem solving refers to cognitive and behavioral process which contain to consider
that choose the most effective way for cope with person’s life problems. According
to Kili¢ and Kog (2003) quoted by Capri and Gokgakan (2008, 136), problem solving
means that ‘knowing that what is to be done in the situation of not knowing what to
do depending on the problem’. People are faced with many problems in their daily
lives. Each individual exhibits different behavior in the face of the problem (Tetik,
Agikgbz, 2013, 95). According to literature, development of problem solving skill is
associated with parental attitudes. According to Kaya, Bozaslan and Gen¢ (2012,
221), protective parents attitudes cause to children to have low problem solving
skills. Also, the research found that university students who grow up with democratic
attitudes of parents have high problem solving skills, academic achievement and low
social anxiety. On the other hand, authoritarian parents’ children have high academic

achievement and social anxiety.

According to Karaday1 (1994) quoted by Serin, Derin (2008, 13), individuals who
grow up with authoritative (democratic) parent attitudes feel less anxiety in the face
of problems, decide on their own to apply them and act more independently.
Relatively, Kazemi, Ardabili and Solokian (2010, 401) used adolescents for
investigate the relationship between mothers’ parenting styles and adolescents’ social

competence in Iranian culture. Results showed that adolescent girls who with
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permissive and authoritative mothers have better social competence in problem-

solving skills dimension.




17

1.5 PARENTING STYLE AND PSYHOLOGICAL WELL-BEING
1.5.1 Psychological Well-Being

Psychological well-being means that administer to challenges which are in person’s
life (Keyes, Shmotkin, Ryff, 2002, 1017). Segrin et al. (2013, 589) stated that
overparenting behaviors damage psychological well-being of young adults. In their
research they found that young adults who grow up with over-parenting behaviors
have greater narcissism and poor coping skills. When parents solve their children’s
problem or remove challenges from their lives, they prevent the children from
negative things to experience and the children cannot develop independent self and
learn coping skills. So, children always want to approval from other people and they

cannot solve their problems.

In the other study, Schiffrin et al. (2014, 554) research the effects of helicopter
parenting behaviors on well-being of college student between 297 college student.
They found that helicopter parenting behavior have negative effects on children’s
well-being such as they have higher levels of depression and lower satisfaction with
life. It is caused by the perceived as their psychological needs (ex: autonomy,
competence) are not met because of parents’ controlling behavior. In an example;
when parents control behaviors of children, children feel that their autonomy lessens.
So, depression occurs due to control. Also, when helicopter parents solve problems
for children, the children cannot feel competence and cannot solve their problems
with self-confidence. Schiffrin et al. (2014, 554) resulted that students who have
over-controlling parents have lower psychological well-being and feel less satisfied

with life.

Also, LeMoyne and Bunchanan (2011, 412) researched the effects of helicopter
parenting on well-being and other outcomes between 317 college students. They
found that there was a negative relationship between helicopter parenting and
psychological well-being but there has a positive relationship between helicopter
parenting and medication use of depression and anxiety. Helicopter parents solve
their children’s problems which may they face and they do not allow to their children
solve their problem in age appropriately and develop ability to face challenges which
they face. Therefore, helicopter parents’ children depend on others. So, children’s

general well-being is affected negatively (LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011, 413). Also,
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students who assert that their family show helicopter parenting behavior reported that

feel more negatively themselves.
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1.6 PARENTING STYLE AND SATISFACTION OF LIFE
1.6.1 Satisfaction of Life

It refers to obtained results by comparing people’s expectations and what they have
(Vara, 1999 quoted by Ozgen, 2012, 1). Also, satisfaction of life refers to satisfaction
with one’s own life (Telman, Unal, 2004 quoted by Ozgen, 2012, 2). Person who are
actively involved in making decisions about himself/herself can develop a sense of
responsibility and have control over his/her life. These features contribute to person
have life satisfaction. Parent attitudes have an impact of on development individual’s
decision-making strategies (Oztiirk, Kutlu, Atli, 2011, 59). According to a research,
perceived democratic parental attitudes were positively associated with life
satisfaction and subjective well-being of university students (Deniz et al., 2013, 172).
The other research found that children who grow up in authoritarian families which
interfere the freedom of children, forcing them to do anything, decide on behalf of
children have low satisfaction and high depression level (Acun-Kapikiran, Koriiketl,

Kapikiran, 2014, 1250).
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2. METHOD OF THE STUDY

2.1. Research Model

In this research the survey model, which is one of the descriptive research model, is
applied in order to determine the attitudes of students toward parenting scale and the
adaptation of Helicopter Parenting Inventory to Turkish. Survey models are the
research approaches, which aspire to describe the current situation as it is existed in

present or past (Biylikoztiirk, 2009).

2.2. Population and Sample of the Research

The population of the research is constituted by 1% and 2™ grade students of
Psychology Department in 2014-2015 school year in Near East University, which is
located in Nicosia, Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. 200 participants, who
would represent the population of the study, are chosen from the population by the

way of convenience sample due to the fact that the time, cost and control hurdles.

2.3. Data Collection Tools

In research, questionnaire is used as the data collection tool. There are 7 categories in
the questionnaire. The categories are Personal Information Form, Helicopter
Parenting Inventory, Parental Attitude Scale, Interpersonal Dependency Scale,
Problem Solving Inventory, Psychological Well-Being Scale and Life Satisfaction

Scale.

2.3.1. Personal Information Form

The Personal Information Form is developed by the researcher and in this from 13
questions, which include the descriptive information such as age, gender, and
birthplace of the students and the descriptive information about the participants’

parents, are found.

2.3.2. Helicopter Parenting Instrument (HPT)
The scale is developed by Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber (2014) and the
scale consists 15 items. The scale measures the apprehension of Y generation’s

parents toward helicopter parenting behaviors. The validity of the scale is found to
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be high and the reliability of the scale is found to be close to ideal reliability (.80)
(Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber, 2014).

The original version of the scale, which has 7-Likert point scale, is converted to 5-
Likert point scale (I=strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree) that is used in this
research. This change is made because of the fact that the more than five choices
cause difficulties in Turkish meaning and clarity (Dogan, Cotok, 2011). In other
words, participants would have difficulty to distinguish the options when they have
similar and close meanings (Dogan, Cétok, 2011; Akin vd., 2009 quoted by Toprak,
Aydin, 2015). Contact established with Kelly G. Odenweller who improved the scale

via e-mail and it was allowed to be converted to a 5-Likert point scale.

The validity-reliability study of the Turkish version of the scale is given at result part
of the thesis.

2.3.3. Parental Attitude Scale

The scale is developed by Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg and Dornbush (1991) and its
reliability and validity is done by Yilmaz (2000). It consists 26 items and it has 3
factors namely Acceptance/Involvement, Control/Inspection and Psychological
Autonomy dimensions. The first dimension is measured by 9 items, second
dimension is measured by 8 items and third dimension is measured by 9 items also.
In Turkish version of the scale for college students consist 3 factors. One of them is
‘acceptance-involvement-autonomy”  factor ~ which  including  ‘acceptance-
involvement’ and ‘psychological autonomy’ dimensions. The other factors are ‘direct

control’ and ‘indirect control’.

Acceptance/Involvement dimension measures the apprehension of children whether
their ~parents are affectionate, concerned, and attendant. —Moreover,
Control/Inspection dimension measures the apprehension of children whether to what
extent their parents are controller. In addition to these, Psychological Autonomy
dimension also measures the apprehension of children whether to what extent their
parents apply democratic manner and they encourage their children to express

themselves.
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The test-retest reliability of the scale is found to be high. Even though the internal
consistency is found to be lower, it is efficient. The internal consistency of these 3

subscales is .76, .66, .65 (Yilmaz, 2000).

2.3.4. Interpersonal Dependency Scale

This scale is developed by Hirschfeld, Klerman, Gough, Barrett and Korchin (1977)
and it is adapted to Turkish culture by Ulusoy (2010). It measures the tendency of the
interpersonal dependency. The scale has 4 grades (very appropriate to me (1)-not
appropriate at all (4)) and it consists 44 iterns. Also, it has 3 subscales, which are
Emotional Reliance, Lack of Social Self-Confidence and Assertion of Autonomy.
Emotional Reliance subscale comprises of 18 items, Lack of Social Self-Confidence

consists 12 items and Assertion of Autonomy consists 14 items.

Emotional Reliance subscale measures the intensity and levels of the relationship
with a person. Besides this, Lack of Social Self-Confidence subscale measures
general personal relationships with people and it almost explains the concept of
dependency. It indicates that person needs help. Assertion of Autonomy subscale
measures independence of person or ignoring the evaluation of others. Being alone
and behave independently is a priority for the person. The test-retest reliability of
these three subscales is .77, .85, .61 (Ulusoy, 2010).

2.3.5. Problem Solving Inventory

Problem Solving Inventory is developed by Hepper and Petersen (1982) and the
adaptation to Turkish is made by Sahin, Sahin and Hepper (1993). This inventory is
an assessment scale and it measures the perception of individual’s problem solving
abilities. It consists 35 items and it is 6-Likert type (‘I always behave like this (1)-“I
never behave like this (6)). It also includes 3 factors: Problem-Solving Confidence,
Approach-Avoidant Style, and Personal Control. In Turkish version of the scale, 6
factors, which are impulsive style, reflective style, avoidant style, monitoring,
problem-solving confidence and planfulness, are created. High points mean that the
person perceives him/herself insufficient to solve his/her problem. It is found that
Cronbach’s alpha value is .82 (Savagir, $ahin, 1997).
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2.3.6. Psychological Well-Being Scale

This scale is developed by Diener and his colleagues (2009) and the name of the
scales is changed as ‘Flourishing Scale’. Itis adapté’d to Turkish by Telef (2013) and
its validity-reliability study is done. This scale measures the individual’s socio-
psychological well-being. It is 7-Likert type (‘I totally agree’-‘I totally disagree’)
scale and it consists 8 items. High points show that the individual has various
psychological source and strength. Also, the reliability and validity is found as high
and Cronbach’s alpha value is .80 (Telef, 2013).

2.3.7. The Satisfaction With Life Scale

This scale is also developed by Diener and his colleagues (1985) and it is adapted to
Turkish by Yetim (1993). It measures the satisfaction that individual get from the
life. It consists 5 items and it is 7-Likert type (‘I totally disagree’ (1)- ‘I totally
agree’(7)) scale. The low point shows that the individual have lower life satisfaction.
The alpha value of the scale is .86 and test-retest reliability is found to be .73 (Ozgen,
2012).

2.4. Data Collection

In the research, the questionnaire form is used as a data collection and this
questionnaire is handed out to the students and they fill in by themselves in spring
semester of 2014-2015 academic year. Participants are informed by the researcher
about the aim of the study and the answering the scale before they start to fill in the

data collection tools.

Questionnaire applied to the classes after giving the necessary information about the
research. Participants, who wanted to participate to the study, filled in the consent
form and signed it. Finally, socio-demographic form and scales were given to

participants to answer them. This research took approximately 25-30 minutes to

complete.

2.5. Data Analysis
The data collected from the questionnaire is analyzed statistically by SPSS 21 and

AMOS 21 packet programs.
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Also, frequency analysis and descriptive statistics are used in order to determine the
answers given to scales and students’ descriptive characteristics.

The reliability of the inventory is identified by internal consistency test and half-split
test and the construct validity is provided by Confirmatory Factor Analysis.

The normal distribution of the data set is tested by Kolmogorov-Smirnov test in order
to determine the hypothesis, which would be used in research and it is seen that the
data set is fitted to the normal distribution by looking Q-Q plot graphic and
skewness-kurtosis values. Because of this reason, parametric hypothesis tests are
used in the study.

While comparing the dependent and independent variables; it is concluded as when
the independent variable has two categories (for example; female-male) then
independent sample t-test is used, but when independent variable has more than two
categories (for example; age group) then Variance Analysis (ANOVA) used. As a
result of Variance Analysis, if there is a difference between the groups then Tukey
test, which is one of the post-hoc tests, is used in order to find out which category
causes the difference. Furthermore, Pearson correlation analysis is applied to

determine relations between the scales.
2.6. Limitations of the Study

There are some limitations of the study. One of them is, the research was conducted
in private university. Another limitation of this study is, data would be collected from
1% and 2™ grade students of Psychology Department. Lastly, the research was done
in Cyprus.
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3. RESULTS

3.1. Content Validity

For the adaptation study of HPJ, the contact with the kscale developer Kell G.
Odenweller via e-mail is established and the necessary permit is obtained for the
scale to adapt. The adaptation process should consist of a series of steps that must be
carried out meticulously because of intercultural contextual differences. This
obligation becomes even more important in step which translated the scale into a

different language.

Firstly, HPI translated into Turkish by two experts. Then, the Turkish version
translated into English by other two experts and it is seen that there are consistency

between Turkish and English form of the scale.

3.2. Construct Validity
Confirmatory Factor Analysis is applied in order to ensure the construct validity of
the unidimensional 15-item scale, which is developed by Odenweller, Booth-

Butterfield and Weber (2014).

3.2.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The fix indices detected by the confirmatory factor analysis is shown in Table 3.1.
When the fix indices of the model is examined, it is seen that y*/df is 1.73, RMSEA
value is 0.06, GFI value is 0.91, NFI value is 0.80 and CFI value is 0.90. According
to these results, it is concluded that the fix index of this scale is in the admissible

limits and the fit of model is good.

When the goodness of fit indices given in Table 3.1. and Path diagram shown in
Figure 3.1. is reviewed, it is determined that both the original scale developed by
Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber (2014) and the Turkish version of the

scale is unidimensional.
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Table 1. CFA goodness of fit indices

y/df

RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation)
GFI(Goodness of Fit Index)

NFI(Normed Fit Index)

CFI (Comparative Fit Index)

0.80

0.90
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Figure 1. PATH diagram related to model
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3.3. Criterion-Related Validity

Within the scope of the criterion-related validity, the relationship between the
students’ scale scores and the similar scaled is anaIyzed and the results are given in
Table 2.

Table 2. The correlations between mean scores of HPI and other scales and
their subscales

Scales Helicopter
Parenting Instrument
. r 0.35
The Parenting Style Scale p 0.00*
Acceptance/involvement/autonom ! 0.38
P Y P 0.00%
. r 0.04
Direct
irect control p 0.57
Indirect control ll; 812
Interpersonal Dependency Inventory ll; (1)88
. r 0.16
Assertion of autonomy p 0.02+
Lack of social self-confidence r 0.05
p 0.51
. . r -0.17
Emotional reliance p 0.02+
. r 0.06
Problem-Solving Inventory p 0.41
Impulsive Style ll; 823
. r 0.00
Reflective Style p 0.96
Planfulness ll; 00.6117*
r -0.04
Avoi 1
voidant Style p 0.53
o r 0.03
Monitoring p 0.68
Problem-Solving Confidence r 0.02
p 0.78
. . r -0.09
Psycholog}cal Well-Being Scale p 0.22
. . . . Y -0.11
The Satisfaction with Life Scale
p 0.13

*n<0,05
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In Table 2, the correlations between the total points taken from HPI and the total

points taken from other scales and their subscales are given.

While Table 2 is examined, it is found that the correlation between the total points
taken from PSS and the total points taken from Acceptance/Involvement/Autonomy
subscales of the scale is statistically sighiﬁcant (p<0,05) and this correlation is
positive and weak. While the points taken from the overall of PSS and
Acceptance/Involvement/Autonomy subscales increase, it is seen that the points
taken from HPI increase too. Moreover, it is determined that the correlation between
the points from the other subscales of PSS and the points from HPI is not statistically
significant (p>0,05).

In addition to this, the correlation between the total points taken from Assertion of
Autonomy subscale placed in IDI and HP1 is statistically significant (p<0,05) and it
is seen that this correlation is positive and weak. While the points from this subscale
increase, also points from HPI increase too. Additionally, it is determined that the
correlation between the total points of Emotional Reliance subscale and the total
points of HPI is statistically significant (p<0,05) and it is occurred that this
correlation is negative and weak. During the total points of Emotional Reliance
subscale ascend, it is observed that the total points of HPI decline. Besides, the
correlation between the total points of IDI and its subscale “Lack of Social Self-
Confidence” and the total points taken from HPI is not resulted as statistically

significant (p>0,05).

Moreover, when the correlation between the total points of Planfulness subscale
placed in PSI and the total points of HPI is analyzed, it is resulted that the correlation
is statistically significant (p<0,05) and this correlation is observed as positive and
weak. While the points taken from Planfulness subscale increase, the points taken
from HPI increase too. Lastly, it is ensued that the correlation between the points
from the overall PSI and other subscales of the inventory and the points from HPT is
not statistically significant (p>0,05).
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3.4. Reliability

The reliability of the inventory is tested by the Cronbach’s alpha and Split-alpha
method. Also, item-total score analysis based on correlation is applied. As aresult of
the analysis applied by the researcher, it is resulted that the reliability co-efficient is
0.65 in consequence of applied both Spearman Brown and Guttman Split-Half
method. Moreover, the Cronbach’s alpha test is applied regarding to the reliability of
the overall inventory and its subscales and as a result of this test, Cronbach's alpha

reliability coefficient of overall scale is found to be 0.77.

Table 3. Item total correlations

Items r
Item 1 0.40%
Item 2 0.43%
Jtem 3 0.18%
Item 4 0.41%
Jtem 5 0.23*
Item 6 0.44%*
Ttem 7 0.57*
Jtem 8 0.56%*
Jtem 9 0.53*
Item 10 0.62%*
Item 11 0.57*
Item 12 0.51%
Jtem 13 0.62%*
Item 14 0.58%
Jtem 15 0.66*
*n<0,05

The item-total correlation coefficients given in Table 3 are between 0.18 and 0.66

and it is resulted that the entire is statistically significant (p<0,05).

In addition to Split-half and Cronbach’s alpha tests, the item-total correlations are
resulted as they are adequate. According to these results, any item is not removed

from the inventory and it is resulted that the inventory is reliable.
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Table 4. The descriptive characteristics of students

Frequency (n) Percent (%)
Age Group 4
18-21 108 54.00
22-24 72 36.00
25-27 15 7.50
28+ 5 2.50
Gender
Female 109 54.50
Male 91 45.50
Place of Birth
TRNC 16 8.00
TR 178 89.00
Other 6 3.00
Number of siblings
None 2 1.00
One 48 24.00
Two 43 21.50
Three 27 13.50
Four and more 80 40.00
Sequence between siblings
First 76 38.00
Second 55 27.50
Third 23 11.50
Fourth and above 46 23.00
Parents
Parents are together 182 91.00
Parents are separate 3 1.50
Parents divorced 5 2.50
Father has died 10 5.00
Accommodation Type
At Home- Alone 16 8.00
At Home- With Parents 55 27.50
At Home- With Friend 77 38.50
At Dormitory- Alone 10 5.00
At Dormitory- With Friend 34 17.00
Others 8 4.00
Total 200 100.00

The distribution by the descriptive characteristics of students, who are included in the

scope of research, is given in Table 4.
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When Table 4 is analyzed, it is seen that 54% of the students are between 18-21 age
range; 36% of them are between 22-24 age range; 7.50% of them are between 25-27
age range; and 2.50% of them are between 28 and above age range. In addition to
this, 54.50% of the students are female and 45.50% of them are male. The students,
who participate in the study, are from different nations; 8% of them are from TRNC,
89% of them are from Republic of Turkey, and 3% of them are from different
nations. Furthermore; 24% of the students have one sibling, 21.5% of them have two
siblings, 13.50% of them have three siblings, and 40% of them have four and more
siblings. Besides these, 38% of them are firstborn, 27.5% of them are second child,
11.5% of them are third child and 23% of them are the fourth child. Also, 91% of the
students in the survey live with their parents. 27.5% of the students live with their
families in the same home, 38.5% of them live with their friends and 17% of them

live in dormitory with their friends.
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Table 5. The descriptive characteristics of students’ parents

Frequency (n) Percent (%)
Age Group of Mother
40 years and under 40 20.00
41-45 years old 75 37.50
46-50 years old 54 27.00
51 years and above 31 15.50
Age Group of Father
45 years and under 55 27.50
46-50 years old 72 36.00
51-55 years old 50 25.00
56 years and above 23 11.50
Education Level of Mother
Illiterate 29 14.50
Literate 8 4.00
Primary school 56 28.00
Secondary school 32 16.00
High School 51 25.50
University or above 24 12.00
Education Level of Father
Illiterate 6 3.00
Literate 7 3.50
Primary school 44 22.00
Secondary school 36 18.00
High School 72 36.00
University or above 35 17.50
Profession of mother
Housewife 155 77.50
Government employee 24 12.00
Self-employment 10 5.00
Others 11 5.50
Profession of father
Government employee 27 13.50
Self-employment 79 39.50
Others 94 47.00
In Table 5, the distribution by descriptive features of students’ parents is given.
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The mother of 20% of the students are 40 years old and below, 37.5% of their mother
are between 41-45 age range, 27% of their mother are between 46-50 age range and
15.50% of their mother are 51 years old and above. When the students’ fathers age
range is examined, it is seen that 27.5% of them are 45 years old and below, 36% of
them are between 46-50 age range, 25% of them are between 51-55 age range and
%11.50 of them are 56 years old and above. Besides these, when the education level
of mothers are analyzed it is observed that 14.50% of the mothers are illiterate, 28%
of them are primary school graduate, 16% of them are secondary school graduate,
25.50% of them are high school graduate and 12% of them have bachelor/master
degree. On the other hand, 22% of the fathers are primary school graduate, 18% of
them are secondary school graduate, 36.00% of them are high school graduate and
17.50% of them have bachelor/master degree. Even though 77.50% of the students’
mothers do not work, 12% of them are state employees. Also, 13.50% of the

students’ fathers are state employees and 39.50% of them work freelance.
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In Table 6, the distribution of students’ answers to the statements, which are

partaking in HPL, is given.

While the Table 3 is reviewed, it is seen that the most of the students answer as “/
agree” to the statements “My parent voices his or her opinion about my personal
relationships’’ , “When I am going through a difficult situation, my parent always
tries to fix it.” and “My parent thinks it is his or her job to shield me from

adversity.”

Moreover, students generally answer the statements “My parent discourages me

2

from making decisions that he or she disagrees with.” , “My parent doesn’t intervene
in my life unless he or she notices me experiencing physical or emotional trauma.” ,
“Sometimes my parent invests more time and energy into my projects than I do.” ,
“My parent considers oneself a bad parent when he or she does not step in and
“save’’ me from difficulty.” , “My parent feels like a bad parent when I make poor
choices.” , “My parent insists that I keep him or her informed of my daily activities”
and “My parent encourages me to take risks and step outside of my comfort zone.”

as “I neither agree nor disagree”.

The overall students answer as “I disagree” to the statements “My parent tries to

>

make all of my major decisions.” , . If my parent doesn’t do certain things for me,
they will not get done” and “My parent overreacts when I encounter a negative
experience.”

In addition to these, students mostly agree to the statement “My parent thinks it is his
or her job to shield me from adversity.”; however they agree at least to the statement

“If my parent doesn’t do certain things for me, they will not get done.”
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Table 7. The mean scores of the participants from the scales and subscales

Scales n X s Min Max.
Helicopter Parenting Instrument 200 4229 8.09 21 62
The Parenting Style Scale 200 60.27 7.58 32 81
Acceptance/involvement/autonomy 200 43.57 6.12 18 62
Direct control 200 244 0.75 2 4
Indirect control 200 1427 294 6 18
Interpersonal Dependency Inventory 200 109.19 15.95 43 153
Assertion of autonomy 200 35.64 6.75 14 49
Lack of social self-confidence 200 3394 6.20 12 79
Emotional reliance 200 39.62 8.23 17 72
Problem-Solving Inventory 200 112.41 17.77 51 171
Impulsive Style 200 4922 6.93 29 66
Reflective Style 200 12.50 4.74 5 27
Avoidant Style 200 17.10 4.35 4 24
Monitoring 200 7.62 3.13 3 17
Problem-Solving Confidence 200 16.56 5.14 6 34
Planfulness 200 943 3.86 4 23
Psychological Well-Being Scale 200 43.98 10.30 8 56

The Satisfaction with Life Scale 200 25.08 6.78 5 35
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The descriptive statistics belong to the total points of students taken from scales and

their subscales are shown in Table 7.

While Table 7 is examined, it is observed that the students get 42.29+8.09 mean
points from HPL The minimum point that students get from this scale is 21 and the

maximum point is 62.

The average point that students get from PSS is 60.27+7.58. They get 32 points at
Jeast and the highest point that they get from this scale is 81 points. Moreovet, it is
observed that the mean point taken from Acceptance/involvement/autonomy
subscale is 43.57£6.12. On the other hand, the average point taken from direct
control subscale is 2.44+0.75 and the average point taken from Indirect subscale is
14.27+£2.94.

In addition to these, students take 109.19£15.95 average points from the thorough
out IDL The lowest score taken from this scale is 43 and the highest score is 153.
The mean point from Assertion of Autonomy subscale is 35.64+6.75; the students
get 33.94+6.20 average points from Lack of Social-Self Confidence subscale and

moreover they get 39.62+8.23 average points from Emotional Reliance subscale.

When PSI is analyzed, it is seen that the students get 112.41%17.77 mean points from
the overall inventory. Also, the lowest score taken from this scale is 51 and the
highest score is 171. It is also observed that they take 49.22+6.93 mean points from
Impulsive Style subscale; 12.50+4.74 average points from Reflective Style subscale;
17.10+4.35 average points from Avoidant Style subscale; 7.62+3.13 mean points
from Monitoring subscale; 16.56+5.14 mean points from Problem-Solving

Confidence subscale and 9.43+3.86 average points from Planfulness subscale.

The total average points that students take from PWB is 43.98+10.30. The lowest
point that they get from this scale is 8 and the highest point is 56.

When SWLS is examined, it is seen that the total average points taken from this scale
is 25.08+6.78. Also, the lowest score is 5 and the highest score is 35 that it is taken

from this scale.
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Table 8. The comparison of the total scores from HPI by the age groups of
students

Age Group n x s Min. Max. F p
18-21 years 108 42.09 8.55 23 58 1.48 0.22
22-24 years 72 42.39 7.23 25 59
25-27 years 15 45.13 7.91 31 62

28+ years 5 36.60 8.99 21 44

In Table 8, the results of Variance Analysis (ANOVA) with respect to the
comparison of the total points from HPI by the age groups of students who attend to
the study.

When Table 8 is assessed, it is seen that the students, who are in 18-21 age range, get
42.09+8.55 average points from HPI. Also, students in 22-24 age range get
42.39+7.33 average points, students in 25-27 age range take 45.13+7.91 average
points and besides students in 28 and above age range get 36.60+8.99 average points
from the scale. It is established that the difference between the total points taken

from HPI by the age groups of students is not statistically significant (p>0,05).

Even though the total points that the students in 28 and above age range take from
the scale is found to be lower than the other age groups, this difference is not

statistically significant.
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Table 9. The comparison of the total scores from HPI by the gender of students

Gender n X 8 t p
Female 109 42.57 7.93 0.53 0.59
Male 91 41.96 8.30

The result of t-test in regard to the comparison of the total points taken from HPI by
the gender of the students is given in Table 9.

The average total points that female participants take is 42.57+7.93 and also male
participants get 41.9648.30 average total points from the scale. With the results, it is
determined that the difference between the total points that is taken from the scale by
their gender is not statistically significant. Although it is observed that the female
students get higher average total points from HPI than the male students, it is found

out that the difference is not statistically significant.
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Table 10. The comparison of the total scores from HPI by the birthplace of
students

Place of Birth n x ) Min. Max. F P
TRNC 16 38.31 8.24 21 50 223 0.11
TR 178  42.69  8.05 23 62

Other 6 41.17  6.94 28 48

The results of Variance Analysis (ANOVA) in respect of the comparison of the total
points taken from HPI by the birthplace of the students are shown in Table 10.

When Table 10 is construed, it is seen that students born in TRNC get 38.3 1+8.24
average points from HPI. Moreover, it is occurred that students born in TR take
42.69+8.05 mean points and students, who born in other countries, get 41.17+6.94
average points. It is detected that the difference between the total points taken from
HPI according to the birthplace of the students is not statistically significant
(p>0,05). Nevertheless it is observed that the total points that TRNC born students
take from the scale is lower than the students born in TR and other countries;

however this difference is not statistically significant.
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Table 11. The correlations between the mean scores from HPI and the age of
students’ mother and father

Ages Helicopter
Parenting Instrument

Pearson Correlation -0.16

Age of mother Sig. (2-tailed) 0.03*
N 200
Pearson Correlation -0.24

Age of Father Sig. (2-tailed) 0.00*
N 200

*9<0,05

In Table 11, the correlations between the total points of HPI and the ages of the

students’ mother and father are shown.

When Table 11 is investigated, it is resulted that the correlation between the total
points of HPI and the ages of the students’ mother is statistically significant
(p<0,05). This correlation is negative and weak. In other words; while the mother

ages of the students increase, the points of HPI also decrease.

Moreover, the correlation between the ages of the students’ fathers and the total
points of HPI is statistically significant (p<0,05). This correlation is also negative
and weak. That is to say; while the ages of students’ fathers increase, the points of

Helicopter Parenting Inventory diminish.
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Table 12. The comparison of the total scores from HPI by the students’
motherhood education status

Education Level of Mother n x s Min. Max. F p
Illiterate 29 46.52 8.89 25 62 3.03 0.01*
Literate 8 43.75 6.02 36 54

Primary school 56 41.14 7.82 21 53

Secondary school 32 42.84 7.18 28 58

High School 51 4229 829 23 58

University or above 24 3863 723 26 50

*<0,05

In Table 12, the comparison of the total points taken from HPI by the education level

of students’ mothers is given.

Students, whose mother is illiterate, get 46.52+8.89 average points. Moreover, when
the comparison is analyzed, it is seen that whose mothers are literate get 43.75+6.02
points; whose mothers have primary school graduate take 41.14+7.82 points; whose
mothers graduate from secondary school get 42.84+7.18 points; whose mothers
graduate from high school take 42.29+8.29 points; and students, whose mothers have
bachelor or higher degree get 38.63+7.23 points from the scale. The difference
between the scale points by the students’ mothers’ education level is found to be
statistically significant (p<0,05). This differentiation is caused by the students, whose
mothers are illiterate; whose mothers have primary school graduation and whose
mothers have bachelor/master degree. It is found that the total points that students,
whose mothers are illiterate, are higher than the total points that the students, whose

mothers have primary school graduation and bachelor/master degree, get.
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Table 13. The comparison of the total scores from HPI by the students’
fatherhood education status

Education Level of Father n x s Min. Max. F p
Illiterate 6 5017 873 33 57 1.95 0.08
Literate 7 4286 1145 25 59

Primary school 44 4145 691 21 54

Secondary school 36 4431 7.15 30 55

High School 72 41.54 853 23 62

University or above 35 4134 8.05 23 56

The comparison of the total points taken from HPI by the participants’ fatherhood

education status is given in Table 13.

It is observed that the students, whose father is illiterate, get 50.17+8.73 mean points
from the scale. Moreover, it is seen that students, whose father is primary school
graduate, take 41.45+6.91 average points. Also, the students, whose father graduate
from secondary school, get 44.31£7.15 points; students, whose father graduate from
high school, take 41.54+8.53 points and whose father has bachelor or above degree
get 41.34+8.05 average points.

When the results are analyzed, it is confirmed that the difference between the scale
points by the students’ fatherhood education level is not statistically significant
(p>0,05). Even though the scale points of the students, whose father is illiterate, is
seen to be higher than the other students, this difference is not statistically

significant.
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Table 14. The comparison of HPI total scores by mothers’ working situation of
students ‘

Working situation n x s t p
Unemployed 155  42.97 8.22 2.60 0.01*
Employed 45 36.27 8.66

*<0,05

In Table 14, the comparison of the total points taken from HPI by mothers’ working

situation of students is given.

When Table 14 is analyzed, the students, whose mothers are unemployed, get
42.97+8.22 average points from the scale. Also, it is seen that students, whose
mothers are employed, take 36.27+8.66 mean points from the scale. Despite the fact
that the difference between the total points of the scale by mothers’ working situation
of students is found to be statistically significant (p<0,5), the students, whose mother
is unemployed, get higher points from the students, whose mother is employed, and

this difference is statistically significant.
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Table 15. The comparison of HPI total scores by fathers’ occupations of

students

Profession of Father n X S Min. Max. F p
Government employee 27 3959 8.62 21 56 2.08 0.13
Self-employment 79 4218 7.78 23 62

Others 94 43.16 8.09 23 59

The compare of the total points taken from HPT by fathers’ occupations of the

students are shown in Table 15.

In Table 15, it is seen that the students, whose fathers are government employees, get
39.59+8.62 average points; whose fathers have self-employment get 42.18+7.78
mean points; and whose fathers work in other occupations take 43.16+8.09 average
points. It is established that the difference between the total points from the scale by
fathers’ occupations of the students is not statistically significant (p>0,5). In spite of
the fact that the students, whose father is government employee, take lower points

from the other students, this difference is not statistically significant.
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Table 16. The compare of the HPI total scores by the students’ number of

siblings

Number of Siblings* n x s Min. Max. F p
One 48 4044 851 23 56 252 0.06
Two 43 4151 731 23 54

Three 27 4159 739 27 56

Four and more 80 44.16 823 21 62

*Who have no siblings are not included to the analysis.

The comparison of the HPI total points according to the number of siblings of the

students is shown in Table 16.

It is seen that the students, who have one sibling, get 0.44+8.51 average points, also
students, who have two siblings, get 41.51+7.31 average points; students, who have
three siblings, take 41.59+7.39 points; and who have four and more siblings get
44.16+8.23 mean points from this scale. It is established that the difference between
the total points from this scale according to number of siblings is not statistically
significant (p>0,05). Even though the average total points that the one sibling
students get is lower than the other students, this difference is not statistically

significant.
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Table 17. The comparison of the total scores of HPI according to the sibling

sequence

Sequence between siblings n x s Min. Max. F p
First 76 39.28 828 23 56  6.25 0.00*
Second 55 4431 634 26 56

Third 23 4326 7.28 30 58

Fourth and above 46 4437 8.69 21 62

*n<0,05

The compare of the total points from HPI according to the sibling sequence that the

students are placed in is given in Table 17.

When Table 17 is analyzed, it is seen that students, who are the firstborn, get
39.28+8.28 average points; students, who are second child in the family, take
44.31+6.34 mean points; students, who are third child in the family, take 43.26-£7.28
points; and students, who are fourth or above child in the family, get 44.37+8.69
mean points from the scale. It is identified that the difference between the total points
that is taken from the scale according to the birth order in the family that students are
placed in is statistically significant (p<0,05). The firstborn students get lower points
from the scale than the other students.
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Table 18. The comparison of the HPI total scores by the togetherness of
students’ parents

Family n x s t p
Live Together 182 42.15 8.11 -0.79 0.43
Not Live Together 18 43.72 7.94

In Table 18, the comparison of the total points taken from HPI according to the

togetherness of students’ parents is shown.

When the Table 18 is analyzed, it is seen that students, whose parents are together,
get 42.15+8.11 average points and students, whose parents are divorced, take
43.72+7.94 mean points from the scale. It is determined that the difference between
the total points of the scale that the students, whose parents are together and
divorced, take is not statistically significant (p>0,05). In spite of the fact that the
students, whose parents are together, have lower scale points than the students,

whose parents are divorced, this difference is not found to be statistically significant.
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Table 19. The comparison of mean scores of HPI of the participants according
to different types of accommodation

Accommodation Type n x s Min. Max. F p
At Home- Alone 16 38.69 6.60 28 52 091 048
At Home- With Parents 55 4320 836 23 62

At Home- With Friend 77 4269 7.75 21 58

At Dormitory- Alone 10 43.00 6.58 32 51

At Dormitory- With Friend 34 4141 952 23 59

Others 8 4225 690 31 56

The comparison of the total points taken from HPI according to the accommodation

type of students is investigated with ANOVA Analysis.

When Table 19 is investigated, students, who ‘live alone at home, get 38.69+6.60
average points; students, who live with their family at home, take 43.20+8.36
average points; students, who accommodate with friends at home, take 42.69+7.75
average points; students, who live at dormitory alone, get 43.00+6.58 average points;
and students, who live at dormitory with friends, take 43.00+6.58 average points

from the scale.

It is confirmed that the difference between the total points taken from the scale
according to the accommodation type of the students is not statistically significant
(p>0,05). Despite the fact that the students, who live alone at home, get lower points

from the other students, this difference is not statistically significant.




51

4. DISCUSSION

In the research, HPI which was developed by Odenweller et al. was translated to
Turkish and reliability, validity study of Turkish version was conducted. The result
of the study which conducted in a sample of university students showed that the

instrument has validity and reliability.

The confirmatory factor analysis was conducted in order to determine the factor
structure. The confirmatory factor analysis was performed to determine the single
factor structure of original form retained as in sample of Turkish university students.
The results revealed that single-factor structure of the scale is protected in a sample

composed of Turkish university students.

Reliability was tested by Cronbach alpha and split-half methods. Also, item-total
correlations were calculated for determine the reliability of Turkish adapted form of
Helicopter Parenting Instrument. In reliability analysis, the Cronbach alpha
coefficient was found .77. The reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is sufficient for
the reliability of test scores for a psychological test (Biiyiikéztiirk, 2009). Item-total
correlations ranged from 0.18 and 0.66. Any items of helicopter parenting scale were
not removed due to the item total correlation was found sufficient and the scale has

been found to be reliable.

In addition, it was examined the correlations between HPI scores of participants and
PSS, IDI, PSI, PWB, SWLS scores within the scope of the criterion-related validity.
The results showed that there is a significant, positive and weak correlation between
HPI and ‘Acceptance/Involvement/Autonomy’ subscale of PSS. It means that
students who have helicopter parents perceived their parents as democratic, loving,
caring and according to them, they are autonomous in expressing themselves.
Consistently with prior research, helicopter parenting behaviors include love (Van
Dyck, 2015, 108), acceptance/warmth and control (Ulutas, Aksoy, 2014, 202). Also,
Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber (2014, 418) stated that helicopter
parenting gives opportunities to their children to express their ideas and feelings
clearly. Maybe for this reason, the participants feel themselves autonomous and
positive correlation was found between HPI and
‘ Acceptance/Involvement/Autonomy’ subscale. However, there was not statistically

significant correlation between HPI and other subscales of PSS.
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There was a statistically significant and positive correlation between HPI and
* Assertion of Autonomy’ subscale of IDI. It means that students who perceived their
parents as helicopter parents assess themselves as ’ihdependent person. In contrast,
according to researches, students whose mother and father interfere too much to their
lives do not feel autonomous (Cullaty, 2011, 435; Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield,
Weber, 2014, 419). Actually, helicopter parents intervene to lives of children to
protect them, they make decisions on behalf of and they do not want them to be
independent from themselves. However, these parents give permission to their
children what they want to do (ipek, 2014, 6). So, maybe, participants feel
independent themselves because most of the participants in the present study come
from Turkey and they live away from their parents. According to other findings,
there was a significant, weak and negative relationship between HPI and ‘Emotional
Reliance’ subscale of IDI. It means that students who perceived their parents as
helicopter parents have low level relationship with other people. Similarly, Segrin,
Givertz and Swiatkowski (2014, 96) stated that overparenting lead to difficulty
young adults® relationship with others. Also, the other research found that children
whose parents adopt protective attitude have higher level of loneliness (Cegen, 2008,
424). There was not statistically significant relationship between HPI and ‘Lack of
Social Self-Confidence’ subscale of IDI.

There was a statistically significant and positive relationship between HPI and
‘Planfulness’ subscale of PSI. Scores of HPI increase, ‘Planfulness’ subscale of PSI
decrease because high scores of PSI indicate negative situations. It means that
students who have helicopter parents have low planned approach in the process of
problem solving. The data of other study findings support that, when children have
helicopter parents who interfere to solve their problems on behalf of the children,
these children do not feel confident to solve a problem without the help of someone
and they are not self-confidence (Schifftin et al., 2014, 554; Evely, Ganim, 2011, 3).
In relatively, helicopter parenting behaviors which included protection of children in
difficult situation and interfere to their lives caused to failure in coping with life
problems of children (Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield, Weber, 2014, 419). According
to our other result, there was not statistically significant relationship between HPI

and other subscales of PSI.
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Also, our study found that there was not statistically significant correlation between
HPI and PWB. In contrast to these findings, literature stated that being satisfied with
the relationship with the parents is one of thel factor that affect well-being
(Cenkseven, Akbag, 2007, 53; Mersin, Oksiiz, 2014, 648). In relatively, according to
one research, helicopter parenting behaviors affected negatively psychological well-
being of university students (LeMoyne, Buchanan, 2011, 412). Participants probably
solve their daily problems and they are capable of managing their lives because of
most of them are living away from their parents. For this reason, they may be see
themselves competent, feel self- confident and make positive assessment of their

OwIn.

There was not statistically significant correlation between HPI and SWLS. In
contrast to these findings, literature stated that life satisfaction of university students
was related with parental attitudes (Dost, 2010, 87; Seydoogullari, Aridag, 2012,
763). In relatively, Schiffrin et al. (2014, 554) stated that helicopter parenting
prevents the fulfillment of people’s basic psychological needs like autonomy and
competence and they found that college students who have helicopter parents have
low satisfaction of life. The result was expected because previous finding showed
that the participants feel themselves autonomous. According to other studies, while
life satisfaction of university students had a negative relationship with authoritarian
and protective parent attitudes (Seydoogullar, Andag, 2012, 763), positive
relationship with democratic parent attitudes (Dost, 2010, 87).

In addition, the relationship between sociodemografic variables with HPI was
examined. In a literature, there are not enough researches on the helicopter parenting.

Therefore, researches about other widely parenting styles viewed.

Our study findings showed that there was a significant correlation between HPI score
and mothers’ age. Maternal age increased, HPI scores of participant decreased. Our
finding was supported in the literature. Prior studies found that mothers who are at
young age have high over-protective and strict discipline attitudes (Sanli, Oztiirk,
2012, 38; Haktanir, Baran, Alisinanoglu, 1998, 29).

There was significant difference between mother education level and scores of HPL
Students who have illiterate mothers have higher scores of HPI than others. Mothers

who have low education level adapt to authoritarian and protective attitudes because
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of based on adherence to traditional child-rearing attitudes (Giirsoy, Coskun, 2006,
155; Haktanir, Baran, Alisinanoglu, 1998, 30). In addition, Ersoy (2015, 174) found
that high educated mothers have less protective attitudes. Relatively, the other
researchers found that parents who are high educated have more democratic attitudes
(Sahin, Ozyiirek, 2008, 409; Kaya, Bozaslan, Geng, 2012, 221). Although there was
no significant correlation between father’s education level and HPI scores of

students.

Additionally, there was significant relationship between mothers’ working situation
and HPI scores. Students whose mothers are employed have significantly lower
scores of HPI than others. Other studies show the similar results with our results.
Sanli and Oztiirk (2012, 36) stated that mothers who are not working have high over-
protective and strict discipline attitudes. In relatively, Kulaksizoglu (1989) found that
mother’s socio-economic and cultural levels increased, their ‘over-protective’ of
motherhood is declining. Also, Tatlilioglu (2010, 153) stated that parents who have
higher socio-economic status leave their children more freedom to make their own
decisions. However, parents who have low socio-economic status make decisions
about the future of their children more than higher socio-economic status parents. In
this case, these parents are more restrictive and controller toward their children. Also,
according to our results, there was no significant difference between father’s

occupation and HPI score of students.

There was no significant difference between the HPI scores and participants’ sibling
numbers. Students who have one sibling have lower scores of HPI than others.
According to Ulutag and Aksoy (2014, 203), helicopter parents with many children
have more monitoring and protective behaviors. Relatively, other researches found
that parents are more protective (Ersoy, 2015, 174) and they have strict/rigid
attitudes because of the patience level of the parents decreases and their love and

interest divided with the increasing number of children (Ozyiirek, Sahin, 2005, 29).

There was significant difference between the HPI scores and participants’ sequence
between their siblings. Students who are first child in the family have lower scores of
HPI than others. Our result was supported in the literature. According to Ozyiirek
and Sahin (2005, 28), parents have more strict/rigid discipline and more protective

attitudes toward child who was born in third or next order than other children who
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was born in first and second order. The cause of this condition was that parents
considered them as small children of house. Also, parents’ ages, experiences,
knowledge were less, so they were more interests toward first children than others.
Also, Yilmaz (2009, 122) found that last offspring perceived their parent’s attitudes
more protective than median offspring and first child perceived them attitudes more

democratic than median and last offspring.
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5. CONCLUSION

The results of the present study ShOWéd‘ that the Turkish version of Helicopter
Parenting Instrument 1is psychometrically sufficient. According to the results of
reliability and validity study of the Turkish form, tend to be said that the scale is
valid and reliable to measure perception of university students about their parents’
helicopter parenting behaviors. This study provides a reliable and a valid scale that
can be used by researchers both in TRNC and Turkey. Suggestions to further studies

should be done is provided below.

1. The study was limited to university students. Further studies should also be
applied the scale to different age groups (high school students) other than
university students.

2. They should also be applied the scale in state universities.

3. They should investigate the relationships between the Turkish version of
scale and different variables.

4. Further studies should be examine cultural differences.
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APPENDIX 1

SOSYODEMOGRAFIK BiLGi FORMU

1. Cinsiyet:
2. Yas:
3. Dogum Yerit..cocooriuinninn
4. Anne Yas$i...oiniiinnnnns Baba Yas:....cccoevruerniinnnin
5. Anne Egitim Durumu:
a) Okur-yazar degil
b) Okur-yazar
¢) Ilkokul mezunu

d) Ortaokul mezunu
e) Lise mezunu
f) Universite mezunu veya Ustil

6. Baba Egitim Durumu:
a) Okur-yazar degil
b) Okur-yazar
¢) Ilkokul mezunu
d) Ortaokul mezunu
¢) Lise mezunu
f) Universite mezunu veya {istli

7. Annenizin Meslegi:
a) Evhammm b) Memur c) Serbest meslek  d)Diger........

8. Babamzin Meslegi:
a) Memur b) Serbest meslek  ¢)Diger........

9. Kardes sayiniz
a)l b2 ¢)3 d)4veiizeri

11. Asagidakilerden hangisi aileniz i¢in dogrudur?
a) Anne-baba bir arada
b) Anne-baba ayr1
¢) Anne-baba bosanmig
d) Anne vefat etmis
¢) Baba vefat etmis

12. Nerede ve kiminle yagsamaktasimiz?
a) evde- tek bagina  b) evde- anne babaile  c) evde- arkadas ile
d) yurtta- tek bagina ) yurtta- arkadas ile fdiger
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HELIKOPTER EBEVEYNLIK OLCEGI (HEO)

Kesinlikle

katilmiyorum

Katilmiyorum

Kararsizim

Katihyorum

Kesinlikle

katiliyorum

1. Buttn 6nemli kararlarimi ebeveynlerim
vermeye ¢aligir.

2. Ebeveynlerim benimle ayni fikirde olmadiklari
kararlar almam konusunda beni vazgegirler.

3. Ebeveynlerim benim igin bazi igleri
yapmazlarsa (6r. Camasir yilkama, oday!
temizleme, doktordan randevu alma), bu igler
hallolmaz.

4., Olumsuz bir deneyim yasadigimda
ebeveynlerim agsir tepki gosterir.

5. Ebeveynlerim fiziksel ya da duygusal travma
yasadigimi farketmedikge hayatima miidahale
etmezler.

6. Bazen ebeveynlerim projelerime benden daha
fazla zaman ve enerji sarf ederler.

7. Ebeveynlerim devreye girip beni giigluklerden
‘kurtaramadiginda’ kendilerini kotii bir ebeveyn
olarak goriirler.

8. Ebeveynlerim, ben kotu segimler yaptigim
zaman kendilerini kétii ebeveyn gibi hissederler.

9. Ebeveynlerim, benim kisisel iligkilerim
hakkinda goruslerini dile getirirler.

10. Ebeveynlerim sorunlari benim igin
¢ozdiklerinde kendilerini iyi ebeveyn olarak
gordrler.

11. Ebeveynlerim, benim giinlik aktivitelerimi
onlara haber vermem konusunda israr ederler.

12. Bir yerlere gitmem gerektiginde (6r. doktor
randevulari, akademik toplantilar, banka, giysi
magzalari), ebeveynlerim bana eslik ederler.

13. Zor bir durum icerisine girecegimde,
ebeveynlerim her zaman bu durumu diizeltmeye
galigir.

14. Ebeveynlerim risk almam ve giivenlik alanimin
disina ¢tkmam konusunda beni cesaretlendirir.

15. Ebeveynlerim, beni giigliklerden korumanin
gorevleri oldugunu dugiindrler.
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APPENDIX 3
ANNE-BABA TUTUM OLCEGI

Agiklama: Liitfen asagidaki sorulara kendi anne ve babanizi diistinerek dikkatle okuyunuz. Asagidaki
durumun anne ve babanizin davranisina ne kadar benzedigini diistiniin.
LUTFEN HICBIiR MADDEY1 BOS BIRAKMAYINIZ.
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1-Herhangi bir sorunum oldugunda, eminim annem ve babam
bana yardim ederler.

2- Annem ve babam biyiiklerle tartismamam gerektigini
soylerler.

3- Annem ve babam yaptigim her seyin en iyisini yapmam igin
beni zorlarlar.

4- Annem ve babam herhangi bir tartisma sirasinda bagkalarini
kizdirmamak igin, susmam gerektigini sdylerler.

5- Annem ve babam bazi konularda “sen kendin karar ver”
derler.

6- Derslerimden ne zaman diisiik not alsam, annem ve babam
kizar.

7- Ders calisirken anlayamadigim bir sey oldugunda, annem ve
babam bana yardim ederler.

8- Annem ve babam kendi gorislerinin dogru oldugunu bu
gorisleri onlarla tartismamam gerektigini sdylerler.

9- Annem ve babam benden bir sey yapmami istediklerinde, nigin
bunu yapmam gerektigini de agiklarlar.

10- Annem ve babamla her tartistigimda bana “blyidigin
zaman anlarsin” derler.

11- Derslerimden diisiik not aldigimda, annem ve babam beni
daha ¢ok ¢alismam igin desteklerler.

12- Annem ve babam yapmak istediklerim konusunda kendi
kendime karar vermeme izin verirler.

13- Annem ve babam arkadaglarimi tanirlar.

14- Annem ve babam istemedikleri bir sey yaptigimda, bana karsi
soguk davranirlar ve kiserler.

15- Annem ve babam sadece benimle konusmak igin zaman
ayirirlar.,

16- Derslerimden diisiik notlar aldigimda, annem ve babam dyle
davraniriar ki sucluluk ve utanirim.

17- Ailemle birlikte hosca vakit gegiririz.

18- Annemi ve babami kizdiracak bir sey yaptigimda, onlarla
birlikte yapmak istedigim seyleri yapmama izin vermezler.
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19. Genel olarak annen ve baban okul zamani hafta icinde gece arkadaslarmla bir yere gitmenize izin verir
mi?

|Evet ( ) Hayir ( )

| Cevabiniz Evet ise, asagidaki soruyu cevaplayiniz.

Hafta icinde en geg saat kaga kadar gece disarida kalmaniza izin verilir (Pazartesi-
Cuma aras1)?

20.00’dan 5“‘3‘?( )

20.00-20.59 aras1 ( )

21.00-21.59 aras1 ( )

22.00-22.59 aras1 ( )

23.00- ya da daha ge¢ ( )

Istedigim saate kadar ( )

20. Genel olarak annen ve baban hafta sonlar1 gece arkadaslarimla bir yere gitmene izin
verirler mi?

Evet ( ) Hayir ()

Cevabmiz Evet ise, asagidaki soruyu cevaplayiniz.

Hafta i¢inde en geg saat kaga kadar gece disarida kalmaniza izin verilir (Pazartesi-
Cuma aras1)?

20.00’dan 6nce ( )

20.00-20.59 aras1 ( )

21.00-21.59 aras1 ()

22.00-22.59 aras1 ( )

23.00- ya da daha gec ( )

Istedigim saate kadar ( )
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Annen ve baban asagidakileri 6grenmek i¢in ne kadar ¢aba gosterirler?

Ogrenmek icin hic caba | Ogrenmek igin cok az Ogrenmek icin cok caba
gostermez gaba gosterir gdsterir

21. Eger gece bir yere
gittiysen nereye
gittigini,

22. Bos zamanlarinizda
ne yaptigini,

23. Okuldan giktiktan
sonra ne yaptigini,

Annen ve babanin agagidakiler hakkinda ne kadar bilgileri vardir?

Bilgileri yoktur Cok az bilgiteri vardir Cok bilgileri vardir

24. Eger gece bir yere
gittiysen nereye
gittigin,

25. Bos zamanlarinizda
ne yaptigin,

26. Okuldan giktiktan
sonra nereye gittigin
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APPENDIX 4

KiSILER ARASI BAGIMLILIK OLCEGI

Bu 6lcek devam etmekte olan bir arastirma igin kullanilmaktadir. Vereceginiz igten
yamtlar bu aragtirmanin saglikli yiiriiyebilmesi agisindan 6nem tagimaktadir. Asagida 48 tane
ifade yer almaktadir. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve sizin tutum ve
davranislariniza uygun olup olmadigma karar verin. Sizden istenen her bir ifadenin karsisina
Tamamen uygun, Oldukea uygun, Biraz uygun, Hi¢ uygun degil seklindeki derecelendirmeleri
dikkate alip (X) kullanarak yanitinizi vermenizdir. Arastirma bilimsel bir nitelik tasidigindan,
sorulara verilecek cevaplar kimsenin kimligini ortaya koymayacak bigimde kullanilacak ve
kesinlikle kisisel bir degerlendirme yapilmayacaktir. Liitfen higbir soruyu bos birakmayaniz.

Tamamen
uygun

Oldukga
uygun

Biraz
uygun

Hic
uygun
degil

1.Kendimle bas bagsa kalmayi tercih ederim.

2.Yaptigim isin takdir edilecegini bildigim zaman,
elimden gelenin en iyisini yapanm

3.Hasta oldugum zaman, Ustiime titreniimesine
tahammiil edemem.

4.Lider olmaktansa geri plandaki kisi olmay! tercih
ederim.

5.inaniyorum ki; insanlar istedikleri takdirde benim
icin daha fazlasini yapabilirler.

6.Cocukken ailemi memnun etmek benim igin gok
onemliydi.

7.Kendimi iyi hissetmek igin bagkalarina ihtiyag
duymam.

8.0Onemsedigim biri tarafindan begenilmemek bana
aciverir.

9.Hayatta kar§||a§acag|m kisisel problemlerimin
coguyla basa ¢lkmada kendime glvenirim.

10.Yalnizca kendimi memnun etmek isterim.

11.Yakin bir arkadagimi kaybetme diigiincesi beni
korkutur.

12.Bagkalarinin fikirlerini gabuk kabul ederim.

13.Bagkasinin yardimi olmadan kendi bagimin garesine
bakabilirim.

14.0zel bir arkadagim olmazsa, kendimi yolumu
kaybetmis biri gibi hissederim.

15.Yaptigim hatayi bagkasi fark ederse gok Gzalaram.

16.insanlarin bana sempatik gériinmeye
cahgmalarindan nefret ederim.

17.Bagkalarindan bekledigimi elde edemedigim zaman
hemen moralim bozulur.

18.Bir tartismada kolay pes ederim.

19.insanlardan ¢ok fazla bir sey beklemem.




76

20.Hayatimda benim igin 6zel olan biri olmali.

21.Bir partiye (sosyal eglence ortami) gittigim zaman,
diger insanlar tarafindan begenilirim.

22.Kontroliin bagka birinin elinde oldugunu bildigim
zaman kendimi daha iyi hissederim.

23.Hasta oldugum zaman, arkadaglarimin beni yalniz
birakmalarini tercih ederim.

24.Beni, insanlarin iyi bir is yaptigimi séylemelerinden
daha mutlu edecek bagka bir sey yoktur.

25.Benim i¢in dnemli olan bir seyi basarmak adina,
baskalarinin duygularini gz ardi etmeye hazirim.

26.Beni diger insanlardan istlin tutan birine ihtiyac
duyarim.

27 Sosyal ortamlarda ¢ok ¢ekingen davranirim.

28.Hic kimseye ihtiyacim yok.

29.Kendi kendime aldigim kararlarin cogunda sorun
yasadim.

30.Sevdigim bir kisi bekledigim siire icinde gelmezse,
aklima en kétu olasihklar gelir.

31. Isler ters gitse bile, arkadaslarimdan yardim
almadan var olan durumla bas edebilirim.

32.Baskalarindan beklentilerim goktur.

33.Tek basima kendime kiyafet satin alamam.

34.Yalniz kalmayi tercih ederim.

35.Insanlardan umdugumu bulamiyorum.

36.Biitlin insanlar bana karsi gelse bile, yanimda
sevdigim kisi oldugu siirece yoluma devam edebilirim.

37.Insanlar tarafindan hayal kirikligina ugratilma
riskini gbze alamadigim i¢in onlardan uzak dururum.

38.Baskalarinin benim hakkimdaki diistinceleri, benim
duygularimi etkilemez.

39.insanlarin ¢ogunun beni nasil kolayca incittiklerinin
farkinda olmadiklarini diistiniiyorum.

40.Kendi kararlarima gok giivenirim.

41.Destegine ve sevgisine ¢ok ihtiyag duydugum
insanlart kaybetmekten her zaman cok korkarim.

42. lyi bir liderde olmasi gerékREn‘ij’zellikler bende yok.

43.Sevdigim biri tarafindan terk edilirsem, kendimi
caresiz hissederim. S

44 Baskalarinin ne sdyledigi beni rahatsiz etmez.
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APPENDIX 5
PROBLEM COZME ENVANTERI (PCE)

Asagida giinliik yasantmizdaki problemlerinize (sorunlariniza) genel olarak nasil tepki
gosterdiginize dair ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen asagidaki maddeleri elinizden
geldigince samimiyetle ve bu tiir sorunlarla karsilastiginizda tipik olarak nasil
davrandigimiz1 g6z dniinde bulundurarak cevaplandirmn. Cevaplarimzi, bu tiir
problemlerin nasil ¢5ziilmesi gerektigini diisiinerek degil, boyle sorunlarla
karstlagtiginizda gergekten ne yaptiginiz diistinerek cevap vermeniz gerekmektedir.
Bunu yapabilmek igin kolay bir yol olarak her soru i¢in kendinize su soruyu sorun:

“ Burada sozii edilen davranigt ben ne siklikla yaparim?

Yanitlarnizi asagidaki 6lgege gore degerlendirin:
1. Her zaman béyle davranirim

2. Cogunlukla boyle davranirim

3. Sik stk béyle davranirim

4. Arada sirada boyle davranirim

5. Ender olarak boyle davranirim

6. Hicbir zaman bdyle davranmam

Ne kadar siklikla boyle davranirsiniz?

Herzaman
Cogunlukla
Sik Stk
Arada sirada
Ender olarak
Hig bir
zaman

1 | Bir sorunumu ¢ézmek igin kullandigim ¢6zim
yollari basarisiz ise bunlarin neden bagarisiz
oldugunu arastirmam.

2 | Zor bir sorunla karsilastigimda ne oldugunu tam
olarak belirleyebilmek icin nasil bilgi
toplayacagimi uzun boylu disinmem.

3 | Bir sorunumu ¢dzmek igin gosterdigim ilk
cabalar basarisiz olursa o sorun ile
basacikabilecegimden siipheye digerim.

4 | Bir sorunumu ¢dzdikten sonra bu sorunu
¢ozerken neyin ise yaradigini, neyin
yaramadigini ayrintili olarak diginmem.

5 | Sorunlari ¢g6zme konusunda genellikle yaratici
ve etkili ¢6zlimler Gretebilirim.

6 | Bir sorunumu ¢6zmek icin belli bir yolu
denedikten sonra durur ve ortaya gtkan sonug
ile olmasi gerektigini disindigliim sonucu
karsilastirinm.

7 | Bir sorunum oldugunda onu ¢6zebilmek igin
bagvurabilecegim yollarin hepsini diisinmeye
calisirim.

8 | Bir sorunla kargilastigimda neler hissettigimi
anlamak icin duygularimiincelerim.
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Bir sorun kafami karistirdiginda duygu ve
distincelerimi somut ve acik-secik terimlerle
ifade etmeye ugragmam.

10

Baslangicta ¢ozimii farketmesem de
sorunlarimin cogunu ¢dzme yetenegim vardir.

11

Karsilastigim sorunlarin ¢ogu,
cozebilecegimden daha zor ve karmasiktir.

12

Genellikle kendimle ilgili kararlan verebilirim
ve bu kararlardan hognut olurum.

13

Bir sorunla karsilastigimda onu ¢ézmek igin
genellikle akhma gelen ilk yolu izlerim.

14

Bazen durup sorunlarim izerinde diiginmek
yerine geligigiizel stiriiklenip giderim.

15

Bir sorunla ilgili olasi bir ¢dziim yolu Uzerinde
karar vermeye caligirken segeneklerimin basari
olasiligini tek tek degerlendirmem.

16

Bir sorunla karsilastigimda, bagka konuya
gecmeden dnce durur ve 0 sorun Uzerinde
dagtnirom.

17

Genellikle aklima ilk gelen fikir dogrultusunda
hareket ederim.

18

Bir karar vermeye caligirken her secenegin
sonuclarini dlger, tartar, birbirleriyle
karsilastirir, sonra karar veririm.

19

Bir sorunumu ¢ozmek lizere plan yaparken o
plani yiritebilecegime guvenirim.

20

Belli bir coziim planini ortaya koymadan Once,
nasil bir sonug verecegini tahmin etmeye
caliginm.

21

Bir soruna yonelik olasi ¢dziim yollarini
dusiiniirken ¢ok fazla se¢enek tiretmem.

22

Bir sorunumu ¢ozmeye calisirken siklikla
kullandigim bir ydntem; daha once bagima
gelmis benzer sorunlari dusinmektir.

23

Yeterince zamanim olur ve ¢aba gosterirsem
karsilastigim sorunlarin cogunu cozebilecegime
inaniyorum.

24

Yeni bir durumla karsilastigimda ortaya
cikabilecek sorunlari ¢Hzebilecegime inancim
vardir.

25

Bazen bir sorunu ¢ozmek icin cabaladigim
halde, bir tiirli esas konuya giremedigim ve
gereksiz ayrintilarla ugrastigim duygusunu
yasarim.

26

Ani kararlar verir ve sonra pigsmanlik duyarim.
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27

Yeni ve zor sorunlari ¢cbzebilme yetenegime
giiveniyorum.

28

Elimdeki secenekleri karsilastirirken ve karar
verirken kullandigim sistematik bir yntem vardir.

29

Bir sorunla basa ¢tkma yollarini diisiiniirken
cesitli fikirleri birlestirmeye calismam.

30

Bir sorunla karsilagtigimda bu sorunun
cikmasinda katkisi olabilecek benim digindaki
etmenleri genellikle dikkate almam.

31

Bir konuyla karsilastigimda, ilk yapti§im
seylerden biri, durumu gdzden gecirmek ve
konuyla ilgili olabilecek her tiirlii bilgiyi
dikkate almaktir.

32

Bazen duygusal olarak dylesine etkilenirim ki,
sorunumla baga ¢tkma yollarimdan pek ¢ogunu
dikkate bile almam.

33

Bir karar verdikten sonra, ortaya ¢ikan sonug
genellikle benim bekledigim sonuca uyar.

34

Bir sorunla karsilastigimda, o durumla basa
cikabilecegimden genellikle pek emin
degilimdir.

35

Bir sorunun farkina vardigimda, ilk yaptigim
seylerden biri, sorunun tam olarak ne oldugunu
anlamaya calismaktir.
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APPENDIX 6

PSIKOLOJIK iYi OLUS OLCEGI

Asagida katilip ya da katilamayacagmiz 8 ifade vardir. 1-7 arasindaki derecelendirmeyi kullanarak,
her bir madde i¢in uygun olan cevabizi belirtiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Kesinlikle Biraz Biraz Kesinlikle
katilmiyorum  Katiimiyorum katilmiyorum Kararsizim katilyorum Katihyorum  katiliyorum

1. Amagl ve anlamli bir yagam stirdirlyorum

2. Sosyal iliskilerim destekleyici ve tatmin edicidir

3. Gunliik aktivitelerime bagh ve ilgiliyim

4. Baskalarmin mutlu ve iyi olmasina aktif olarak katkida bulunurum

5. Benim icin dnemli olan etkinliklerde yetenekli ve yeterliyim

6. Ben iyi bir insanim ve iyi bir hayat yaglyorum

7. Gelecegim hakkinda iyimserim

8. Insanlar bana sayg! duyar
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APPENDIX 7

YASAM DOYUM OLCEGI

Asagida 5 ciimle ve her bir climlenin yaninda da cevaplariniz isaretlemeniz igin

1°den 7’ye kadar rakamlar verilmistir. Her climlede sdylenenin sizin icin ne kadar ¢ok
dogru oldugunu veya olmadigim belirtmek i¢in o cimlenin yarimdaki rakamlardan yalmz

bir tanesini daire icine alarak isaretleyiniz. Bu sekilde 5 climlenin her birine bir isaret koyarak
cevaplarmizi veriniz.

0 5 E g e £ £ | o E
-_— — o = _ «c 3 > - =
s | g |88 |5 |28 & |28
sE| £|3E |& |EZ2| £ %2
*E| 8| g |2 | £ 272
1 | Hayatim birgok ydnden
idealimdekine yakin. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
2 | Hayat sartlannm mikemmel.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3 | Hayatimdan memnunum.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
4 | Hayattan simdiye kadar
istedigim 6nemli seyleri elde 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
ettim.
5 | Eger hayata yeniden
baglasaydim hemen hemen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hicbir seyi degistirmezdim.
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APPENDIX 8

BILGILENDIRME FORMU

HELIKOPTER EBEVEYNLIK OLCEGI TURKCE CEViRiSI VE GECERLILIK,
GUVENIRLIK CALISMASI

Bu ¢aligmanin amact Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olgegi’nin Tiirkge’ye gevirisini ve gegerlilik,
giivenirlik ¢aligmasim yapmaktr.

Bu caligmada size bir sosyo-demografik bilgi formu ve altt 6lcek sunuyoruz. Sosyo-
demografik bilgi formu sizin yas, egitim, medeni durum gibi demografik bilgileriniz hakkinda
sorular igermektedir. Olgeklerde ise, ebeveynlerinizim tutumlan hakkindaki algilarimizi, kisiler
arasi bagimhilik egiliminizi, problem ¢dzme becerilerinizi, yasam doyumunuzu, psikolojik iyi olus
halinizi saptiyoruz.

Olgeklerde verdiginiz cevaplar gizli kalacaktir. Eger calisma ile ilgili herhangi bir sikayet,
gbriis veya sorunuz varsa bu ¢aligmanin aragtirmacilardan biri olan Psk. Emine Ertuna ile iletisime
gegmekten litfen gekinmeyin (emineertuna2008@hotmail.com telefon: 0090 533 847 96 92).

Eger bu caligmaya katilmak sizde belirli diizeyde stres yaratmissa ve bir danigmanla
konugmak istiyorsaniz, tilkemizde {icretsiz hizmet veren su kuruluglar bulunmaktadur:

Eger tniversite Ogrencisiyseniz, devam ettiginiz tniversitede Psikolojik Danigmanlik,
Rehberlik ve Arastirma Merkezine (PDRAM) bagvurabilirsiniz.

Eger 6grenci degilseniz, Baris Ruh ve Sinir Hastaliklar1 Hastanesine bagvurabilirsiniz.

Eger arastirmanin sonuglariyla ilgileniyorsamiz, Haziran 2015 tarihinden itibaren
arastirmastyla iletigime gecebilirsiniz.

Katiliminiz i¢in tesekkiir ederim.

Psikolog Emine Ertuna

Psikoloji Bolimii

Yakin Dogu Universitesi

Lefkosa




&3

APPENDIX 9

AYDINLATILMIS ONAM

Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olgegi ile ilgili yeni bir arastirma yapmaktayiz. Aragtirmanin
ismi “Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olgegi Tiirkce Cevirisi ve Gegerlilik, Gtivenirlik Caligmasi”dur.

Sizin de bu aragtirmaya katilmamzi 6neriyoruz. Bu aragtirmaya katilip katilmamakta
serbestsiniz. Calismaya katilim gontillulik esasina dayahdir. Kararinizdan dnce arastirma hakkinda
sizi bilgilendirmek istiyoruz. Bu bilgileri okuyup anladiktan sonra aragtirmaya katilmak isterseniz
formu imzalayimz.

Bu arastirmayr yapmak istememizin nedeni, Helikopter Ebeveynlik Olgegi'ni
Turkge’ye g¢evirmek ve Olgegin, tiniversite 6grencileri arasinda gecerliligini ve glivenirligini
olemektir. Yakin Dogu Universitesi Fen ve EdeBiyat Fakiiltesi, Psikoloji Anabilim Dah
Uygulamal1 Klinik Yiiksek Lisans’in ortak katilimi ile gergeklestirilecek bu galigmaya katiliminiz
arastirmanin bagarist i¢in Snemlidir.

Eger arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ederseniz, size arastirmaci tarafindan uygulanacak
arastirmanin amactna bagh anket uygulanacaktir. Yaklasik 25-30 dakika stirmesi diistintilmektedir.

Bu calismaya katilmamz igin sizden herhangi bir ticret istenmeyecektir. Caligmaya
katildigmiz igin size ek bir ddeme de yapilmayacaktir.

Sizinle ilgili tibbi bilgiler gizli tutulacak, ancak caligmanin kalitesini denetleyen
gorevliler, etik kurullar ya da resmi makamlarca geregi halinde incelenebilecektir.

Bu caligmaya katilmay1 reddedebilirsiniz. Bu aragtirmaya katilmak tamamen istege
baglidir ve reddettiginiz takdirde size uygulanan tedavide herhangi bir degisiklik olmayacaktir.

Yine caligmanin herhangi bir asamasinda onayimnizi gekmek hakkina da sahipsiniz.
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Katihmcinin Beyani
Saymn Psk. Emine Ertuna tarafindan Klinik Psikoloji Anabilim Dallari’nda Helikopter
Ebeveynlik Olgegi konusunda bir arastirma yapilacagi belirtilerek bu arastirma ile ilgili yukaridaki

bilgiler bana aktarildi. Bu bilgilerden sonra boyle bir arastirmaya “katilimer” olarak davet edildim.

Eger bu arastirmaya katilirsam aragtirmaci ile aramda kalmasi gereken bana ait
bilgilerin gizliligine bu arastirma sirasinda da buyiik 6zen ve saygi ile yaklagilacagina inantyorum.
Arastirma sonuglarmin egitim ve bilimsel amagclarla kullanimi sirasinda kisisel bilgilerimin

ihtimamla korunaca@1 konusunda bana yeterli gliven verildi.

Projenin yliriitlilmesi sirasinda  herhangi bir sebep gbstermeden arastirmadan
gekilebilirim. (Ancak arastirmacilar1 zor durumda birakmamak igin aragtirmadan cekilecegimi
snceden bildirmemim uygun olacaginin bilincindeyim) Ayrica tibbi durumuma herhangi bir zarar

verilmemesi kosuluyla aragtirmaci tarafindan arastirma digt tutulabilirim.

Arastirma igin yapilacak harcamalarla ilgili herhangi bir parasal sorumluluk altina

girmiyorum. Bana da bir tdeme yapilmayacaktir.

ister dogrudan, ister dolayli olsun arastirma uygulamasindan kaynaklanan nedenlerle
meydana gelebilecek herhangi bir saglik sorunumun ortaya ¢ikmast halinde, her tirlii t1ibbi
miidahalenin saglanacagi konusunda gerekli glivence verildi. (Bu tibbi miidahalelerle ilgili olarak

da parasal bir yuk altna girmeyecegim).

Arastirma sirasinda bir saglik sorunu ile kargilastigimda; herhangi bir saatte, Psk.

Emine Ertuna’y1 0090 533 847 96 92 (cep) no’lu telefondan arayabilecegimi biliyorum.
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Bu aragtirmaya katilmak zorunda degilim ve katilmayabilirim. Aragtirmaya katilmam
konusunda zorlayici bir davranigla karsilagmis degilim. Eger katilmay1 reddedersem, bu durumun

t1bbi bakimima ve hekim ile olan iliskime herhangi bir zarar getirmeyecegini de biliyorum.

Bana yapilan tiim agiklamalari ayrmtilarryla anlammg bulunmaktayim. Kendi bagima
belli bir diigiinme stiresi sonunda adi gegen bu aragtirma projesinde “katilime1” olarak yer alma
kararmni aldim. Bu konuda yapilan daveti biiytik bir memnuniyet ve gonilliiliik icerisinde kabul

ediyorum.

imzal1 bu form kagidinin bir kopyasi bana verilecektir.

Katilime1
Ad, soyadi:
Adres:

Tel.

Imza
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APPENDIX 10

434 31 24 -0500

LeE e knowityou have sry other fiiestions gnd howglse i can help you with your feseardi.

Thanks,

| Kelly G. Odenwallm’M A,

Om> Wrote:
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EMINE ERTUNA

Address Sidika Bada Sokak, ¢ 57, Tuzla/GazimaZusa
Phone (533)8479692
E-mail emineertuna2008(@hotmail.com

Gender | Kadin
Date of birth/Birth Place  08/09/1990- Gazimagusa
Nationality K.K.T.C

Bugiine kadar almis oldugum egitimlere, birgok egitim daha katarak meslegimi hakkiyla icra

etmek.

» Yiiksek Lisans Yakin Dogu Universitesi
Klinik Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Program

09/2013- 01/2016

> Universite Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi
Psikoloji Boliimii - (Boliim birincisi)
09/2008 — 02/2013

> Lise Biilent Ecevit Anadolu Lisesi
09/2004 — 06/2008

Derin Nefes Psikolojik Damismanlik ve Terapi Merkezi 2015-...)

Internship

e Baris, Ruh ve Sinir Hastahklar Hastanesi- 2014 (6 ay)

¢ FEtik Hastanesi- 2012 (3 ay)



38

Other Information

Insanlarla iletisimim gok iyidir. Ayrica kendime giivenim her zaman tamdir. Universite hayatimi
boliim birinciligi ile sonlandirdim. Ayrica 3 donem onur, 2 donem ise yiiksek onur §grencisi
oldum.

Seminars: VI Kibris Psikanaliz Giinleri ‘Yerli Yerinde Yersiz Yurtsuz’
7. Ruh Saglig1 ‘Secimlerimiz ve Toplumsal Kabul’ konulu Sempozyumu
6. Ruh Saglig1 “Giinliik Yasamda $iddet’” konulu Sempozyumu
4. Ruh Saglig1 ‘kayplar ve Yas’ konulu Sempozyumu
3. Ruh Saglig: ¢ Tligkiler” konulu Sempozyumu
Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi 5. Psikoloji Giinleri
Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi 4. Psikoloji Giinleri

Thesis:

» The Turkish Tfanslation, And Reliability-Validity Of Helicopter Parenting Instrument
(Yakin Dogu Universitesi- 2016)

Ingilizce Yiiksek Diizey




° YAKIN DO&U UNIVERSITESI
BILIMSEL ARASTIRMALAR DEGERLENDIRME ETiK KURULU

YAKIN DOGU I"JNiVERSiTESi'BiLiMSEL ARASTIRMALAR DEGERLENDIRME
ETIK KURULU

ARASTIRMA PROJESi DEGERLENDIRME RAPORU

Toplanti Tarihi  : 26.03.2015
Toplanti No : 2015/28
Proje No :186

Yakin Dogu Universitesi Psikoloji Boliimii 6gretim {iyelerinden Dr. Deniz Ergiin’iin
sorumlu aragtirmacist oldugu, YDU/2015/28-186 proje numarali ve “Helikopter Ebeveynlik
Olgegi Tiirkce Cevirisi ve Gegerlilik, Giivenirlik Calismast” baglikli proje Onerisi
- kurulumuzca degerlendirilmis olup, etik olarak uygun bulunmustyr. ,

1. Prof. Dr. Riistii Onur
2. Prof. Dr. Timay S6zen
3. Prof. Dr. Nerin Bahceciler Onder

4. Prof. Dr. Tamer Yilmaz

5. Prof. Dr. Hasan Besim
6. Prof. Dr. Sahan S}aygl
7. Prof. Dr. Fiisun Baba
8. Dog. Dr. Umran Dal

9. Dog. Dr. Cetin Liitfi Baydar WYE) pATICmAL

10. Yrd. Do¢.Dr. Emil Mammadov (UYE)
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