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Abstract
This research is carried out to determine the predictive status of parental attitudes and prosocial behaviors of mothers and the age variable on 48- to 72-month-
old children’s prosocial behaviors. For this purpose “Personal Information Form” in which demographic information of the sample takes place, “Child Prosocialness 
Scale—Mother and Teacher Form”, “Adult Prosocialness Scale—Mother Form” and “Parent Attitude Scale” were utilized. The sample of the research consists of 
198 preschool children, who study in independent kindergarten and official nursery classes, in the central province of Bursa and the mothers and teachers of these 
children. According to the results of the research, it was determined that the gender variable did not indicate any difference regarding the prosociality of children. In 
addition, it was observed that the duration of preschool education did not have any effect on child prosociality. Unlike the results of these findings, it was revealed 
that the age variable indicated a significant difference regarding the prosocial scores of children in favor of the 60- to 72-month-old group. Pearson Correlation 
Analysis was conducted to determine the relationship between child prosocialness, mother, and teacher form sub-dimensions of parental attitude, adult prosocial-
ness, child’s gender, and age variable. Among the scales and sub-dimensions, it was determined that age, adult prosocialness, and authoritarian attitude were related 
to child prosocialness. A multiple hierarchical regression model was conducted in order to determine to what extent the variables affect child prosocialness, consider-
ing these four dimensions that are related. As a result of the research, the authoritarian attitude, adult’s prosocialness, and age-predicted child’s prosocialness were 
determined.
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Introduction

The development process that occurs with the cycle of growth, matu-
ration, and readiness is defined as physiological changes from birth to 
death. In early childhood, which is the period when development is the 
fastest, children’s cognitive, physical, and language development prog-
ress rapidly and children begin to develop behavior patterns by getting 
to know themselves and their environment. The behaviors described as 
prosocial occur and develop in the early childhood period. Via the inter-
action of children with their environment and the synthesis of biologi-
cally existing factors in children, the foundation of prosocial behavior 
is laid (Bayhan & Artan, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 2015; Santrock, 2016).

Prosocial behavior, also known as positive social behavior, refers 
to the behaviors that an individual performs for the benefit of another 
person without any obligation (Eisenberg, 2003; Eisenberg et. al. 2007). 
Prosocial behavior is composed of the main factors such as altruism, 
empathy, sympathy, and perspective taking (Bağcı, 2015). Among these 
factors, the concept of altruism is defined as the behaviors that an indi-
vidual performs for another person, which benefits the other person and 
is performed without waiting for a response (Mateer, 1993). Empathy, 
on the other hand, is defined as interpreting emotions by putting one-
self in somebody else’s position in order to understand the thoughts of 

others and what they feel (Clarke, 2003). Another factor is the concept 
of sympathy and although it is confused with empathy, they are actually 
opposite concepts. While empathy is an effort to understand others, a 
biased perspective is presented in sympathy skills. In sympathy, par-
ticipation is a matter with the influence of emotions rather than under-
standing the person (Dökmen, 2013; Eisenberg, 2020; Wispé, 1986). 
The concept of taking perspective is also a front step that allows the 
use of empathy and sympathy skills. It is expressed as the ability to 
perceive others’ moods and to understand the uneasy situation they are 
in (Eisenberg et. al. 2007; Griese, 2011).

While the researchers investigating the factors that influence the 
development of prosocial behaviors consider the emergence of proso-
cial behaviors beginning from a young age as biological origin, they 
attributed these behaviors indicating different developmental in every 
individual to environmental factors (Bağcı, 2015; Schroeder, 1995). 
Researches revealed that prosocial behaviors develop in direct propor-
tion to the ages of children. The maturing child begins to show behav-
ioral changes in the development process and these behavioral changes 
increase the social skills of the child in parallel with the socialization 
process and provide a basis for the development of prosocial behaviors 
(Avcıoğlu, 2007; Fabes, 1999). There are also studies that determined 
that gender (Kirschner & Tomasello, 2010; Wan et al., 2019; Yoleri 
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& Seven, 2014), socioeconomic status, and culture affect children’s 
prosocial behaviors (Deckers et al., 2017; Kosse et al., 2020; Köster 
et al., 2016). Yazgan İnanç et al., 2015 state that another factor, which 
affects the individual’s prosocial behaviors, is educational environ-
ment. Providing proper educational environments, especially in the 
preschool period, contributes positively to the child’s self-knowledge 
and cooperation with other peers.

The first environment in which the child begins to socialize is the 
family. Many variables such as parents being role models for children, 
their attitudes toward behavior, and reward–punishment approaches are 
effective in the development of prosocial behaviors. Considering this 
situation, parents’ attitudes in raising children are also very important 
(Carlo et al., 1999; Grusec, 2011; Yavuzer, 2012). Parents draw differ-
ent road maps in their minds when their children are born, and every 
parent tries to direct their child accordingly, just as they want them to 
have. Sometimes they use reinforcers, sometimes they use disciplinary 
methods, and they develop different attitudes in accordance withunder 
their expectations and goals (Baumrind, 1971;  Grusec & Danyliuk, 
2014). Among these attitudes, the authoritarian attitude is suppressive, 
limiting, and compelling to obey the rules of parents unconditionally. 
Authoritarian or, in other words, oppressive and strict parents set some 
precise and unchangeable rules for their children and force them to stay 
in this pattern built by them. Parents with a democratic attitude set the 
rules and the boundaries with their children. Parents, who are compas-
sionate and sensitive to their children, prepare the children for indepen-
dence and communicate strongly with the children. Children, whose 
parents are democratic, become individuals who can make decisions on 
their own, they are self-confident and have high social skills and also 
they feel responsible. In another attitude, which is a tolerant attitude, 
parents take care of their children personally, but control and rules are 
almost nonexistent. They accept their children’s requests without ques-
tion; their children always act according to their own wishes. Parents 
with a negligent attitude do not feel any responsibility for their chil-
dren. Inconsistent parents, who have unstable behaviors, sometimes 
accept the requests of their children and sometimes prefer to punish 
them (Baumrind, 1972; Derman & Başal, 2013; Leyendeckera et al., 
2011; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Sümer et al., 2010).

Prosocial (positive social) behaviors, which are one of the basic 
elements of social behavior, are positive behaviors indicated sponta-
neously without any expectations. Prosocial behaviors started to be 
examined in the 1990s have also been the subject of many different 
studies on what kind of changes are revealed in the preschool period. 
In the literature, there are various studies related to prosocial behaviors 
mostly with adolescents and preservice teachers (Acar-Bayraktar et al., 
2019; Aktaş & Güvenç, 2006; Çalık et al., 2009; Duru, 2002; Gözün-
Kahraman & Kurt, 2013; Greitemeyer, 2009; Olagundoye et al., 2018; 

Pratt et al., 2004; Quain et al., 2016; Sünbül & Sonay Güçray, 2016). In 
their study, which was carried out in eight different countries, 57deter-
mined that the prosocial behaviors of 9-year-old children were directly 
proportional to the quality of the relationship between parents and 
children. Unlike these studies, there are also studies that investigate 
the relationship between prosocial behaviors of preschool children and 
their social skills, parental acceptance–rejection, cognitive, social, and 
emotional development, moral and social rule perceptions, tempera-
ment, biological factors, and emotion regulation skills (Acar, 2013; 
Bağcı, 2015; Edwards et al., 2005; Eisenberg et al., 1995; Eisenberg 
et al., 2019; Gülay, 2011 Knafo & Plomin, 2006; Özcan, 2017; Reio 
et al., 2002; Vaish et al., 2009; Williams & Berthelsen, 2017; Yenidede, 
2018; Yoleri & Seven, 2014; ; Zhu et al., 2015; Zimmer-Gembeck 
et al., 2005). In addition, within the literature there are also studies 
that provide training to families, children, and teachers on prosocial 
behaviors ((Irving, 1988), examining prosocial behaviors via the con-
duction of empathy programs (Özer, 2016), and assessing the influence 
of illustrated children’s books on the prosocial behavior of children 
(Uzmen & Mağden, 2002).

When studies were examined; no studies investigating the relation-
ship between mothers’ child-rearing attitudes and prosocial behaviors 
and their children’s prosocial behaviors were found. This research is 
important in terms of determining the level of prosociality of children 
in the 48- to 72-month-old group and revealing the effects of preschool 
education, age, gender, mother, and teacher prosociality on the proso-
cial of children. In addition, it will be determined whether there is a rela-
tionship between the mother’s and teacher’s views regarding the same 
child’s prosocial behaviors, thus the consistency of the teacher’s and the 
mother’s views will be examined. Therefore, this study aims to reveal 
the effects of the mother’s parental attitudes and prosocial behaviors and 
the variables of the child’s age, gender, and preschool education period 
on the prosocial behaviors of 48- to 72-month-old children.

To achieve this aim in the research, answers were searched to the 
following questions:

1. Do the prosocial behavior scores of 48- to 72-month-old children 
differ according to age?

2. Is there a relationship between mother and teacher forms of child 
prosociality?

3. Do the behaviors and prosocial behaviors of mothers predict the 
prosocial behaviors of children?

4. To what extent do the variables, which predict the prosocial 
behaviors of 48- to 72-month-old children, predict the prosocial 
behaviors of children?

Method

Research Design
In this study, in which the effects of parents’ parental attitudes and 

prosocial behaviors on the prosocial behaviors of 48- to 72-month-old 
preschool children were examined, a relational screening model was 
used, which is one of the quantitative research methods that examined 
the co-variation of two or more variables (Büyüköztürk et al., 2012).

The relational survey model, which is one of the quantitative 
research methods that examine the covariance of two or more variables, 
was used in this study, in which the relationship between parental atti-
tudes and prosocial behaviors of mothers and the prosocial behaviors of 
their 48- to 72-month-old preschool children and the predictive levels 
of the related variables were investigated. (Büyüköztürk et al., 2012).

Study Group
The study group was chosen according to the “appropriate sam-

pling” approach, which is one of the “non-random sampling” methods. 

Table 1. 
Study Group

Groups Frequency (n) Percentage
Gender Male 103 52

Female 95 48
Age 48–60 months 89 44.9

60–72 months 109 55.1
Preschool education duration 1 year 96 48.5

2+ years 102 51.5
Mother age 20–30 27 13.6

31–40 142 71.7
41+ 29 14.6

Mother education status Elementary 22 11.1
High school 69 34.8
University 107 54.0
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In the appropriate sampling method, units are selected according to 
their accessible and applicable conditions due to material and moral 
restrictions (Büyüköztürk et al., 2012).

Since the sample range to support the research findings is difficult 
to reach due to time and distance limitations; the random sampling 
method was preferred for this research, and units that could be assumed 
as equal were selected in this direction.

The study group consists of 198 children in the kindergartens and 
nursery classes in Nilüfer and Osmangazi districts in the city of Bursa, 
and their mothers in the 2017–2018 academic year. 52% of the children 
participating in the research are male and 48% are female. In addition, 
44.9% of children were 48–60 months old and 55.1% of them were 
60–72 months old. In addition, 48.5% of those who have 1 year of pre-
school education; those who have two years or more had 51.5% distri-
bution. Considering the demographic information of mothers, 13.6% 
of mothers were at the age of 20–30 years, 71.7% of mothers were at 
the age of 31–40 years, and 14.6% of mothers were at the age of 41 
years and more, and according to mothers’ education level mothers 
who had primary education graduation indicated 11.1%, high school 
graduates indicated 34.8%, and university graduates indicated 54% 
distribution. Before starting the data analysis, it was checked whether 
all variables indicated normal distribution, and the data numbered 187 
and 146 were excluded because they had extreme values. Therefore, 
the analysis process, which started with 200 data, was continued with 
198 data.

Data Collection Tools
In the research, the Child Prosocialness Scale, Adult Prosocialness 

Scale, and Parental Attitudes Scale were used.

Child Prosocialness Scale. “Child Prosocialness Scale,” which 
was developed and validity and reliability studies were performed 
by Bağcı (2015), was created based on Child Rating Questionnaire 
developed by Strayer (1985) and formed by Bower and also Prosocial 
Behavior Questionnaire developed by Weir et al., (1980). The “Child 
Prosocialness Scale—Mother Form” consisted of 21 one-dimensional 
items, and the “Child Prosocialness Scale—Teacher Form” consisted 
of 22 one-dimensional items. The reliability coefficient of the mother 
form was found as 91) and the reliability coefficient of the teacher form 
was found as 96 by Bağcı (2015). The “Child Prosocialness Scale”, 
which was scored by both teacher and mother, was ranked according 
to the frequency of 1 (never) to 5 (always) in a 5-point Likert type. The 
high scores obtained from the scale state that the prosocial behaviors 
of children are high.

Within the scope of the research, the reliability of the “Child 
Prosocialness Scale” was examined; the Cronbach’s alpha reliability 
coefficient for Mother Form was found as 90; it was determined as 
97 for the teacher form. Accordingly, it can be stated that the “Child 
Prosocialness Scale” is reliable for this research group.

Adult Prosocialness Scale. “Adult Prosocialness Scale” which 
was developed and validity and reliability studies were conducted by 
Bağcı (2015), was developed by Caprara et al., (2005). The high scores 
obtained from the scale reveal that prosocial behaviors are high.

The “Adult Prosocialness Scale—Mother Form” consists of 16 one-
dimensional items. The reliability coefficient of the scale, which was 
ranked according to the frequency between 1 (never) and 5 (always) 
in 5-point Likert type, was found as 70 by Bağcı (2015). As a result 
of the analysis made for this research, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability 
coefficient of the “Adult Prosocialness Scale” was determined as 85. 
Accordingly, it can be stated that the scale is reliable for this research.

Parental Attitude Scale. “Parental Attitude Scale” was developed 
by 42 to determine the parenting behavior of parents who have chil-
dren between the ages of 2 and 6. The scale consists of 46 items in the 
5-point Likert types, ranging from 1 (always) to 5 (never), and consists 
of four sub-dimensions: “democratic, authoritarian, overprotective and 
permissive”.

According to the results of the reliability analysis conducted by 
researchers, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient of sub-dimen-
sions was determined as 83 for democratic attitude, 76 for authoritarian 
attitude, 75 for overprotective attitude, and 74 for permissive attitude.

As a result of the reliability analysis conducted within the scope of 
this research, Cronbach’s alpha values of sub-dimensions were deter-
mined as 87 for “democratic attitude,” 79 for “authoritarian attitude”, 
82 for “overprotective attitude,” and 72 for “permissive attitude.” In 
this regard, it can be stated that all sub-dimensions are reliable for the 
research group.

Data Collection Process
Necessary permissions were obtained from the developers regard-

ing the use of scales determined by the researcher, and then passed 
through the Bursa Uludag University Ethics Committee (November 24, 
2017, 2017/16) process and sent to the Bursa Provincial Directorate of 
National Education for application permission. After obtaining approval 
from the Bursa Provincial Directorate of National Education, the data 
collection process was started by going to the schools beginning from 
December 2018 with the permission document received. In the inter-
viewed schools, firstly the necessary approval was obtained from school 
administrators, and then the teachers of classes who complied with the 
age criteria were interviewed. Firstly teachers were asked to deliver 
the “Personal Information Form,” “Adult Prosocialness Scale,” “Child 
Prosocialness Scale,” and “Parental Attitude Scale” to mothers on a 
voluntary basis. Besides the scales, a written form was sent to moth-
ers as well, explaining the scope of the research, and it was stated that 
when they fill in the scales, their children would be evaluated by their 
teachers, but no interviews would be held with the children and their 
information would be kept confidential. Codes were given to mothers 
and children. In addition, teachers were given a “Child Prosocialness 
Scale—Teacher Form” for each form filled by mothers. Two hundred 
sixty forms were handed, and feedback was received from 200 forms.

Data Analysis
The data obtained from the study were analyzed using Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences 22.0 program. In this study, in which 
the relationship between preschool children’s prosocial behaviors 
and parental attitudes and prosocial behaviors was examined, firstly 
descriptive statistics of the variables were determined and it was 
checked whether all the data were filled completely or not. Then, the 
normality of distribution was examined in terms of all variables, scales, 
and sub-dimensions, and it was determined that the data numbers 187 
and 146 were at extreme values and these were extracted. Therefore, the 
analysis process, which started with 200 data, continued with 198 data.

As is seen in Table 2, skewness kurtosis values of all scales and 
their sub-dimensions are between −1 and +1 values and indicate nor-
mal distribution (Büyüköztürk, 2011). Since child prosocial behaviors 
were examined with regard to both mother and teacher perspectives, 
both mother and teacher forms of the Child Prosocialness Scale were 
included in the analysis. In addition, Pearson correlation analysis was 
conducted to determine the relationship between child prosocialness 
mother and teacher form, sub-dimensions of parental attitude, adult 
prosocialness, child’s gender, and age variable. Among the scales 
and sub-dimensions, it was found that age, adult prosocialness, and 
authoritarian attitude were related to child prosocialness. A multiple 
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hierarchical regression model was conducted in order to determine to 
what extent the variables affect child prosocialness regarding these 
four dimensions that are related. The reason for using multiple hier-
archical regression was to determine the variables that explain the 
child’s prosocialness best, which is the dependent variable. Before 
conducting the multiple hierarchical regression model, it was checked 
whether the data indicated multicollinearity. Correlation values meet-
ing multiple connection conditions, tolerance values (lowest .965), 
and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values (highest 1.037) were 
checked, and it was determined that there was no multiple connection 
problem (Büyüköztürk, 2011). In addition, Mahalanobis distances 
were examined and it was determined whether they were extreme 
values or not. Determining that all the assumptions required to imple-
ment the model were provided, Multiple Hierarchical Regression was 
performed.

Findings
In this part of the study, the factors affecting the prosocial behavior 

of preschool children are examined.

Considering Table 3, it is seen that there is a moderate positive lin-
ear relationship between child prosocial behaviors and adult prosocial 
behaviors (r = .324; p < .01). At the same time, there is a weak positive 
linear relationship between the scores of Child Prosocialness Scale and 
the teacher prosocialness scale (r = .198; p < .01). In addition, when the 
scores of child prosocialness and parental attitudes are analyzed, it is 
seen that there is a weak positive linear relationship between authori-
tarian attitude and child prosocialness (r = .239; p < .01).

When the results of the stepwise regression analysis in Table 4 were 
analyzed, it was seen that the first stable age corresponded to 6.5% 
of the variance (F(1–196) = 13.57; p < .05). When adult prosocialness, 
which was the second stable, was included in the analysis, the influence 
rate on variance increased to 16.6% (F(1–195) = 19.46; p < .05). When 
the third stable, authoritarian attitude, was included in the analysis, 
it was seen that the stables corresponded 19.4% of the total variance 
(F(1–194) = 15.52; p < .05).

Discussion and Results

In this study, which aims to examine the predictive status of the 
48- to 72-month-old preschool children’s mothers’ prosocial behav-
iors, their parental attitudes, and child’s age, it was determined that 

the authoritarian attitude, which is one of the parents’ attitudes, adult 
prosocialness, and age predicted the child’s prosocialness. It was deter-
mined that the level of all these variables predicting child prosocial-
ness was 19% and the relationship between them was .44. In addition, 
it was determined that adult prosocialness affects child prosocialness 
at higher levels of compared to age and authoritarian attitude. As the 
parents’ prosocial behaviors increase, the child’s prosocial behaviors 
increase as well. In this case, it can be stated that mothers’ prosocial 
behaviors affects their children’s prosocial behaviors. In the study of 
Bağcı (2015), in which the relationship between child and adult proso-
cialness was examined, it was revealed that there was a positive rela-
tionship between both mother’s and father’s prosocial behavior scores 
and their children’s prosocial behavior scores. Researches indicate that 
positive parental behaviors are associated with children's prosocial 
behaviors (Jeon & Neppl 2016; Pastorelli et al., 2016), and the applica-
tion of emotional socialization activities of the parents is an important 
factor in this relationship (Acar-Bayraktar et al., 2019). Therefore, sup-
portive social behaviors such as parent’s playing, caring, and chatting 
affect the child's prosocial behaviors positively.

It is seen that the age of children has an effect on their prosocial 
behaviors. As the age increases, the social behaviors of children increase 
as well. Many studies in the literature reveal that the frequency of pro-
social behaviors increases with age (Diener & Kim, 2004; Eisenberg & 
Fabes, 1998; Olagundoye et al., 2018; Özdemir, 2010; Romano et al., 
2005). Some studies in the literature contradict with the findings of this 
research. Zhu et al. (2015) examined the effect of intergroup competi-
tion on prosocial behaviors in terms of two age groups, 2.5–3.5 and 
5.5–7.5. As a result of the research, it was seen that the 5.5–6.5 age 
group behaved more fair; it was observed that the 2.5–3.5 age group 
was more prosocial in intergroup competing. In studies in the literature 
and also in this study, in general, it was seen that prosocial behaviors 
increase as age increases. It can be thought that the self-perception that 

Table 2. 
Normality Distributions of All Scales and Subscales

Variables X S Skewness Kurtosis
Adult Prosocialness Scale 66.08 6.96 −.382 −.009
Child Prosocialness Scale 77.63 11.72 −.356 .430
Teacher Prosocialness Scale 83.11 16.38 −.630 .547
Permissive Attitude 34.15 4.65 −.180 −.289
Protective Attitude 21.41 6.14 .436 −.339
Democratic Attitude 26.74 7.31 .889 .304
Authoritarian Attitude 45.38 5.25 −.714 .364

Table 3. 
Correlation Analysis Results Regarding Child Prosocialness

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Adult Prosocialness Scale 1 .324** .198** .057 −.083 .239** −.012
Child Prosocialness Scale .324** 1 −.036 .140* −.255** .140* .170*
Teacher Prosocialness Scale .198** −.036 1 .043 −.053 .172* .080
Permissive .057 .140* .043 1 −.233** .272** .204**
Democratic −.083 −.255** −.053 −.233** 1 −.437** .030
Authoritarian .239** .140* .172* .272** −.437** 1 .193**
Protective −.012 .170* .080 .204** .030 .193** 1

Table 4. 
Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis Regarding Child Prosocialness, 
Adult Prosocialness, and Authoritarian Attitude
Child 
Prosocialness B SHB Β T F R R2 ∆R2
(Stable) 68.35 2.64 25.849 13.579 .255a .065 .060
Age 5.98 1.62 .255 3.685
(Stable) 33.12 7.64 4.33 19.466 .408b .166 .158
Age 5.84 1.53 .248 3.798
Adult 
prosocialness

.537 .110 .319 4.876

(Stable) 19.45 9.24 2.105 15.529 .440c .194 .181
Age 5.34 1.52 .227 3.497
Adult 
prosocialness

.498 .110 .296 4.541

Authoritarian .375 .147 .168 2.559
Note: Dependent variable: child prosocialness. SHB: Standart Hata B.
aPredictor: (stable), age.
bPredictor: (stable), age, adult prosocialness.
cPredictor: (stable), age, adult prosocialness, authoritarian.
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increases with age, perspective on events, developing personality, and 
experiences gained affect the behaviors of children during events.

Considering the findings of the research, it was determined that there 
was a positive relationship between mothers’ authoritarian attitudes 
and children’s prosocial behaviors and authoritarian attitude had a sig-
nificant effect on a child’s prosocialness. Researches in the literature 
refer to the opposite of this situation. In Farrant et al.’s (2011) study, 
in which the importance of parenting practices regarding the develop-
ment of prosocial behaviors of children, it was found that a warm and 
sensitive parenting style improves children’s empathic point of view 
and facilitates the development of prosocial behaviors. In McGrath 
et al.’s (2003) research, in which the effect of peers and parents on the 
prosocial behavior of children at the age of 6, 8, and 10, it was revealed 
that the parenting style with a sensitive and positive attitude was posi-
tively associated with the prosocial behaviors of children and that the 
parenting style with a punitive attitude affected prosocial behaviors of 
the children negatively. In another study; Ogelman et al. (2013) exam-
ined the effects of maternal attitudes on children at the age of 5–6 and 
revealed a negative relationship between mothers with authoritarian 
attitudes and their children's behavior scores. In some studies, it was 
determined that authoritarian attitudes have effects on children such 
as having introversive and shy temperaments (Paulussen-Hoogeboom 
et al., 2008) and showing externalization behaviors (Jewell et al., 
2008). Unlike the findings of this study, in Nicholson et al.’s (2005) 
study, in which the change of parental attitudes toward children’s 
behaviors was investigated, it was revealed that the positive social 
behaviors of children between the ages of 2–5 do not differ according 
to their parental attitudes. It is also seen that in the literature, there are 
studies that are consistent with the findings of this study. In Fatima 
et al.’s (2020) study, in which they examined the relationship between 
adolescents’ prosocial behaviors and parenting styles, it was found that 
fathers’ authoritarian attitude positively predicted children's prosocial 
behaviors. In another study in which the target orientation of high 
school students was examined, Gonzales et al. (2002) concluded that 
authoritarian attitudes of mothers positively affect the performance of 
children and provided motivation. Baumrind (1972) states that parents’ 
authoritarian attitude affects girls’ self-confidence and independence. 
In Yağmurlu & Sanson's (2009) study, which was conducted regard-
ing Austrian and Turkish children, it was stated that Austrian mothers’ 
behaving warmly affects their children’s prosocialness positively; on 
the other hand, it was determined that obedience expecting behavior 
of Turkish mothers positively affected the child prosocialness. In this 
study, it was determined that the authoritarian attitudes of mothers 
predicted the prosocial behaviors of their children. Kağıtçıbaşı (2010) 
states that the love and control of parents can be considered indepen-
dent of each other, in Turkish family culture. In Turkish family culture, 
the authoritarian attitudes of parents can be considered together with 
love for their children, and this situation can be positively received by 
their children. Thus, the prosocial behaviors of children can increase. 
In this context, it can be stated that social values and cultural structure 
also affect the attitude toward raising children.

In this study, it was determined that gender did not have a rela-
tionship with child prosocialness. However, in some studies, it was 
concluded that girls are more collaborative, helpful, and therefore 
prosocial than boys (Kirschner & Tomasello, 2010; Yoleri & Seven, 
2014). However, in the study of Wan et al. (2019) it was determined 
that Chinese boys are more prosocial than girls. From the past to the 
present, girls and boys have different gender roles due to social norms, 
and sociological and cultural structures. A number of gender stereo-
types imposed on girls and boys can also influence the development 
of prosocial behaviors. Especially in early childhood, gender-related 
color, and toy choices, and also in the later ages, raising girls more 
emotionally and domestically and raising boys more freely and harder 
can direct the behaviors of individuals (Trawick-Swith, 2013).

A significant relation was found between teachers’ level of deter-
mining the prosocial behaviors of children and mothers’ prosocial 
behaviors. In this case, it is an expected result that mothers and teach-
ers have similar opinions. It is seen that the view of parents and teach-
ers about the child is similar. In this respect, it is thought that parents' 
perceiving their children positively is avoided.

The results obtained from this study are important in terms of 
revealing the effects of parents’ prosocial behaviors, authoritarian atti-
tudes, and the child’s age on the prosocial behaviors of children in the 
Türkiye sample. In our country, it is observed that the studies carried 
out regarding prosocial behaviors in the preschool period are limited. 
The number of studies conducted regarding the factors affecting the 
prosociality of preschool children is not adequate both in Türkiye and 
abroad. Studies in the literature reveal contradictory results in terms of 
variables that affect children’s prosociality.

The lack of studies also makes it difficult to make inferences about 
the variables that affect child prosociality. The findings of this study 
revealed the variables that are thought to have an effect on prosociality 
of preschool children. It can be stated that this study, which offers sug-
gestions that can be studied on child prosociality, especially in the pre-
school period, contributes to the field, as well as leads to future studies.

With this study, it was determined that the prosocial behaviors of 
adults affect the prosocial behaviors of children. Although child pro-
socialness increases with age, parental prosocial behaviors affect the 
child’s prosocialness in the early period. In this context, it is thought 
that it is important to organize training programs for parents to develop 
prosocial behaviors. Considering the fact that prosocial behaviors 
increase with age, the development of prosocial behaviors in early 
childhood can be examined via longitudinal studies in Türkiye sample. 
Researches can be conducted by considering variables such as cultural 
factors and socioeconomic level that are not discussed in this research.
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