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ABSTRACT
It is argued that self-regulation skill is necessary both for displaying constructive behavior and
for controlling negative social behavior, and self-regulation might affect social behaviors by
increasing the ability to understand others’ minds. In this research, in order to examine behavioral
and cognitive aspects of self-regulation, we focused on both effortful control and executive
function, and investigated their concurrent associations with socially competent and aggressive
behaviors, and theory of mind (ToM). The participants were 212 preschool children in Turkey.
We assessed executive functions with behavioral measures, and effortful control with mother
reports. We used six tasks for comprehensive assessment of mental state understanding.
Children’s social competency and aggressive behavior were assessed with teacher reports. SEM
results showed that when receptive language was controlled, ToM was significantly associated
with social competence but not aggressive behavior. Both effortful control and executive
functions were significantly related with social competency, aggressive behavior, and ToM; the
pathways from each self-regulation skill were in similar strength. ToM was linked with social
competence, but it did not have a mediating role in the relations of self-regulation with social
competence. The findings highlighted the importance of self-regulation for socio-cognitive and

social development in the preschool years.

Keywords: Social competence, aggression, theory of mind, executive function, effortful control,

preschool period.
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OZET
Oz-diizenleme becerisinin hem yapici davranislar gdsterme, hem de olumsuz sosyal davranislarin
kontrol edilmesindeki rolii birgok ¢alismada vurgulanmis ve aym zamanda bu becerinin
baskalarmin zhnini anlama yetenegini artrarak sosyal davranglar1 etkiledigi tartisilmistir. Bu
cahsmada, 6z diizenleme becerisinin davranigsal ve biligsel yonlerini arastrmak i¢in, hem
yonetici iglevler hem de ketleyici kontrole odaklanimis, sosyal yetkinlik, saldirgan davramglar ve
zihin kurami yetenegi ile iligkileri incelenmistir. Arastrma, Tirkiye’de yasayan 3-6 yas arast 212
cocuk, aileleri ve 6gretmenleriyle yapilmigtr. Cocuklarm yonetici islevleri bireysel
degerlendirmelerle, ketleyici kontrolleri ise anneleri tarafindan doldurulan Glgeklerle
degerlendirilmistir. Zihin kuranmu yeteneklerini Olgmek i¢in alti farkh etkilikten olusan Zihin
Kuramn Olgegi uygulanmistr. Cocuklarm sosyal yetkinlikleri ve saldirgan davranislar1 ise
Ogretmenleri tarafindan degerlendirilmistir. Yapisal esitlk modellemesi sonuglary, cocuklarin
alict dil becerileri kontrol edildikten sonra, zihin kurami yeteneklerinin sosyal yetkinlikleri ile
anlamh diizeyde iligkili oldugunu, fakat saldwrgan davranlar: ile iliskili olmadigini géstermistir.
Hem ketleyici kontrolin hem de yonetici iglevlerin sosyal yetkinlik, saldrgan davranis ve zhin
kuramu ile benzer kuvvetlerde iliskili oldugu bulunmustur. Zihin kuramu yetenegi sosyal yetkinlik
ile anlamh diizeyde iligkiliyken, zhin kuramu 6z diizenleme beceresi ve sosyal yetkinlik
arasindaki iligkiye araciik etmemistir. Bulgular, okul 6ncesi donemdeki ¢ocuklarm sosyal ve

sosyo-bilissel gelisimlerinde 6z diizenleme becerisinin 6nemine dikkat ¢ekmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Sosyal yetkinlik, saldirgan davrams, zhin kurami, yonetici islevler, ketleyici

kontrol, okul 6ncesi donem.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

Preschool period is a time of rapid growth in children’s cognitive and social abilities
(Cutting & Dunn, 1999; Jenkins & Astington, 2000; Walker, 2005), which are necessary for
successful adaptation to school (Bierman, Nix, Greenberg, Blair, & Domitrovich, 2008; Blair,
2002; Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant, Swanson, & Reiser, 2008). Given the significance of early
cognitive and social competencies, there has been a growing interest to investigate their
precursors. A large body of research has shown that self-regulation skills are necessary both for
displaying constructive behavior (Eisenberg, Smith, Sadovsky, & Spinrad, 2004) and for
controlling negative social behavior (Olson, Sameroff, Kerr, Lopez, & Wellman, 2005; Olson,
Lopez-Duran, Lunkenheimer, Chang, & Sameroff, 2011). Self-regulation might affect social
behaviors by increasing the ability to understand others’ minds (Hughes, Dunn & White, 1998;
Riggs, Jahromi, Razza, Dillworth-Bart, & Mueller, 2006 for a review). Although the role of
theory of mind (ToM) in social competency is more clear-cut (Astington, 2003), there is
inconsistency in the reported links between ToM and aggression (see R. Blair, 2003; Sutton,
Smith, & Swettenham, 1999).

Studies on social development mostly focus on behavioral aspects of self-regulation such
as temperamentally based effortful control. In ToM research, however, the focus is more on
cognitively loaded executive function. Executive function and effortful control are related skills,
but they also have unshared elements (Liew, 2012). Coming from different research traditions,
many studies have focused only on one of them, and these two skills have rarely been examined
in the same research. There exists limited work that investigates their relations with ToM, and to
our knowledge, no research exists focusing on their relations with ToM and social behaviors

simultaneously. In this research, in order to examine social and cognitive aspects of self-
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regulation, we focused on both effortful control and executive function and investigated their
concurrent associations with socially competent and aggressive behaviors, and the mediating role

of ToM in these relations.
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Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Effortful Control, Executive Functions and Social Behaviors

Self-regulation is a multi-dimensional construct including behavioral and cognitive
process that enable an individual to manage attention, behavior, cognition and arousal optimally
to guide his/her goal directed activities (Baumeister & Vohs, 2004; Blair & Diamond, 2008,
Calkins & Howse, 2004). This multidimensional nature has given rise to different approaches in
examination of self-regulation, such as a behavioral and temperament-based approach and a
cognitive-neural systems approach (Liew, 2012; Zhou, Chen, & Main, 2012). Researchers who
adopt the temperament-based approach to study self-regulation focus on effortful control,
whereas those who adopt the neural systems approach focus on executive functions.

Effortful control refers to the ability to regulate behavioral tendencies by attentional,
inhibitory control and activational control mechanisms (Rothbart & Bates, 2006). Effortful
control emerges at the end of the first year, develops rapidly in the toddler and preschool years; it
is shaped by heredity and environmental factors, and displays moderate continuity across lifetime
(Eisenberg, 2005; Goldsmith et al., 1987; Nigg, 2006; Posner & Rothbart, 1998; Rothbart, 1989;
Rothbart, Sheese, & Posner, 2007). Executive function is defined as complex and interrelated set
of cognitive processes including inhibition of dominant response, mental set shifting,
maintenance and manipulation of information by working memory processes that are utilized in
planning, problem solving and goal directed thoughts (Garon, Bryson, & Smith, 2008; Miyake,
Friedman, Emerson, Witzki, & Howerter, 2000). Executive function is conceptualized as a higher
order, hierarchical, cognitive ability; basic skills needed for its components emerge before three
years of age, develops and becomes coordinated during preschool years and found to be

moderately responsive to training (Garon et al., 2008; Zelazo, Craik, & Booth, 2004).
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Temperamentally based effortful control and cognitively loaded executive functions have
some conceptual overlap (Liew, 2012). Attentional processes and inhibitory control mechanisms
are crucial self-regulatory processes for both. But despite this partial overlap, there are also subtle
differences and unshared elements between effortful control and executive functions (Blair &
Razza, 2007; Liew, 2012). Working memory and higher order processes such as planning or
hierarchical representations (Zelazo, 2004) are more salient in executive functions and executive
function research focuses more on affectively neutral contexts (for review Garon et al., 2008;
Zelazo, Miiller, Frye, & Marcovitch, 2003), including cognitive outcomes such as ToM and
academic achievement (Blair, 2002; Blair & Razza, 2007; Carlson, Moses, & Breton, 2002).
Effortful control research focuses more on emotion-laden contexts (Valiente et al., 2003), and
emotion-related regulation of behavior including social outcomes such as social competence and
behavioral problems (Olson et al., 2005; Spinrad et al., 2006). Many studies investigated only
one of them and these two aspects of self-regulation have rarely been studied together. In one
study, Blair and Razza (2007) found that both effortful control (teacher reported) and executive
functions predicted mathematics and literacy skills in 3- to 5-years-old children. In this study,
executive function was found to be predictive of both mathematics ability and literacy skills but
with stronger predictions for mathematics compared to literacy skills. Neuenschwander et al.
(2012) examined these two aspects of self-regulation in relation with different aspects of school
adaptation including school achievement such as standardized achievement tests and grades, and
learning related behaviors (teacher reported classroom behavior such as listening to instructions
and following directions, e.g., ‘the child forces himself to do task even though he is tired’) in
kindergarten and first grade children. Their results revealed that executive functions predicted all
aspects of adaptation to school one year later, whereas effortful control predicted learning related

behavior one year later, but not achievement test performance. Moreover, Jahromi and Stifter



Chapter 2: Literature Review 5

(2008) studied emotional, behavioral and cognitive aspect of self-regulation in relation to false
belief understanding in preschoolers, and they found that executive function predicted false belief
understanding one year later while behavioral (effortful control) and emotional control did not
significantly predict false belief understanding when verbal ability was controlled.

Social behaviors are examined more frequently with effortful control, compared to
executive functions. Children who are able to regulate their behaviors focus and shift attention,
and sensitive to stimuli were found to display social competence and low problematic behaviors,
whereas those who display poor effortful control skills were found to experience difficulties with
peers and teachers (Denham et al., 2003; Eisenberg et al., 2003; Liew, Eisenberg, & Reiser, 2004;
Olson et al., 2005; Orta, Corapci, Yagmurlu, & Aksan, 2013; Spinrad et al., 2006). Studies have
also shown that children with better regulatory and attentional skills are low in aggressiveness
since they control their anger by using non-hostile verbal methods rather than explicit aggressive
techniques (Eisenberg, Fabes, Nyman, Bernzweig, & Pinulas, 1994). The vast majority of the
literature examined the relations of effortful control with social behaviors and the association was
also confirmed both longitudinally and cross-culturally. Valiente etal. (2011) found that both
mother and teacher reported (e.g., Children’s Behavior Questionnaire, CBQ) and observed
effortful control at age 6 predicted higher social competence and lower externalizing problems
two years later, when children were 8 years old. Similarly, Zhou, Main, and Wang (2010)
reported that Chinese children with better effortful control (mother and teacher reported, CBQ) at
first or second grade had higher social competence at fifth or sixth grade, respectively.

Different from effortful control, executive function has been investigated less in relation
to socially competent behavior, but quite frequently with mental state understanding in children
(Martin & Failow, 2010). However, components of executive function have also equivalents at

the social-emotional level such as controlling behavioral responses and problem solving, thus
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directly related to social behaviors (Riggs et al., 2006). Research which investigates the links
between executive function and social behavior mostly focus on behavioral problems and
developmental disorders such as attention deficit hyperactivity disorder (Pennington & Ozonoff,
1996; Willcutt, Doyle, Nigg, Faraone, & Pennington, 2005) and autism (Ozonoff, Pennington, &
Rogers, 1991; Lopez, Lincoln, Ozonoff, & Lai, 2005). Many studies have revealed that
impairment in executive function is associated with externalizing problems (Hughes et al., 1998;
Hughes & Ensor, 2008) and antisocial behaviors (Hughes, White, Sharpen, & Dunn, 2000).

Studies which examine executive function in relation to positive social outcomes are
limited in number (Charman, Carrol, & Sturge, 2001; Hughes 1998; Riggs et al., 2006) compared
to the studies that focus on problematic behaviors. Studies mostly found a positive association
both concurrently and longitudinally (Bierman et al., 2008), but others reported a non-significant
link from preschool to kindergarten (Razza & Blair, 2009). In sum, there is good empirical
evidence both for effortful control and executive function predicting different aspects of social
behaviors, with better examinations of effortful control with social competence and for executive
function with aggression.
2.2 Executive Function, Effortful Control and Theory of Mind

The ability to understand other peoples’ minds has been linked with cognitive and
behavioral regulation. ToM refers the ability to understand and infer the mental states of others,
including beliefs, desires, thoughts and intentions in order to predict and explain behavior
(Premack & Woodruff, 1978; Wellman, 1990). It is a fundamental milestone in socio-cognitive
development and an important accomplishment for an adult-like understanding of the social
world. Although new findings suggest that mental state understanding begins earlier in infancy,
around 15-months of age (Onishi & Baillergeon, 2005; Sodian, 2011), a significant advancement

in ToM occurs between 3 and 5 years of age (Jenkins & Astington, 2000; Wellman, Cross, &
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Watson, 2001). This development is also parallel to the major growth of self-regulatory skills
(Kochanska, Coy, & Murray, 2001). A certain level of executive function skills such as
inhibition, attentional processes and mental flexibility are necessary for children to understand
the presence of different mental states by distancing themselves from salient aspects of reality
(Carlson et al., 2002; Moses & Tahiroglu, 2010).

Studies conducted with typical and atypical samples have revealed moderate to strong
correlations between executive function and ToM (Pellicano, 2010; Devine & Hughes, 2014;
Perner & Lang, 1999 for a review). While the nature of the association between the two is
bidirectional (Hughes & Ensor, 2007; Kloo & Perner, 2003; Miiller, Liebermann-Finestone,
Carpendale, Hammond, & Bibok, 2012), Devine and Hughes (2014) in their recent meta-analytic
study showed that early executive function predicted later ToM (i.e., false belief understanding)
more strongly than the reverse direction. In line with this finding, both concurrent (e.g., Carlson
& Moses, 2001; Frye, Zelazo, & Palfai, 1995; Hughes et al., 1998) and longitudinal (e.g.,
Carlson, Mandell, & Williams, 2004, Hughes, 1998, Hughes & Ensor, 2007, Miiller et al., 2012)
evidence suggest that executive function is necessary for the development of ToM (Devine &
Hughes, 2014).

Research which investigates effortful control in relation to ToM is scarce. Blair and Razza
(2007) investigated the relations among effortful control and false belief understanding in
addition to executive function in their study and their relations with children’s mathematical and
literacy ability in Kindergarten. Teacher reported effortful control was found to be moderately
correlated with false belief understanding of preschool children from low income families
whereas mother reported effortful control was not significantly related to false belief
understanding (Blair & Razza, 2007). This finding was interpreted by the authors as a result of

the low-income sample characteristics, and attributed to the possible misunderstanding of the
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items by parents. Similarly, Carlson and Moses (2001) revealed that parent-report inhibitory
control was not significantly related to ToM task performance (four ToM tasks; location false
belief, contents false belief, deceptive pointing, appearance-reality) whereas performances on the
effortful control tasks are found to be correlated with the performances on ToM tasks (Carlson,
Moses, & Claxton, 2004).
2.3 Theory of Mind, Social Competence and Aggressive Behavior

The literature shows that understanding other peoples’ minds is associated with social
behavior (Astington, 2003; Dunn, 1995). During preschool years, there is an increase in the
ability to realize that people may hold different beliefs and some may have mistaken beliefs. This
understanding helps children coordinate their own thoughts and beliefs better, and to engage in
more complex social behaviors. Studies of preschool children have shown that better mental state
understanding was positively related with positive peer interaction and social competence
(Lalonde & Chandler, 1995; Razza & Blair, 2009; Watson, Nixon, Wilson, & Capage, 1999),
smooth connected conservations (Slomkowski & Dunn, 1996), and interpersonal problem solving
(Capage & Watson, 2001). There are also findings which have revealed a non-significant
association between ToM and socially competent behavior (Newton & Jenvey, 2011) and peer
acceptance (Badenes, Estevan, & Bacete, 2000). Although there is mixed evidence, a meta-
analytic study showed that there is a significant but moderate relation between ToM and positive
peer status such as being popular and liked by peers in 3 to 5 years of children (Slaughter, Imuta,
Peterson, & Henry, 2014).

These findings suggest that preschoolers’ inability to understand different perspectives
may lead to difficulties in their relationships with peers and social adjustment (Walker, 2005). It
is also argued that representing the inner states of others leads to suppression of aggression

directly, or results in empathic responding which in turn prevents aggression (Eisenberg etal.,
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1996; Feshbach, 1987). Therefore, lack of socio-cognitive understanding is considered as a
significant predictor of aggressive behavior (Crick & Dodge, 1994; Lemerise & Arsenio, 2000).
Empirical support for this claim comes from both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies. Cross-
sectional studies have revealed that ToM was negatively related to aggressive and disruptive
behavior (Capage & Watson, 2001) even when verbal ability was controlled (Hughes et al., 1998;
Hughes & Ensor, 2006). Longitudinal studies similarly showed that when verbal ability and
regulatory skills were controlled children who had delays in ToM at age two displayed more
aggressive behavior at age four (Hughes & Ensor, 2007).

It is, however, also argued that an advanced ToM does not always guarantee social
success or inhibition of aggressive behavior. Some findings reported a non-significant link
between ToM and emotional and behavioral difficulties (Happé & Frith, 1996) and disruptive
behaviors (Sutton, Reeves, & Keogh, 2000). Moreover, some studies even found a positive
association between ToM and bullying behavior in children (Caravita, Di Blasio, & Salmivalli,
2010; Sutton et al., 1999) and antisocial behavior in adults (e.g., psychopaths; Blair etal., 1996).
These findings suggest that children may also use their mind-reading skills to manipulate and
dominate others in social situations and select aggressive strategies to achieve personal gains
(Crick & Dodge, 1996; Sutton et al., 1999).These mixed findings suggest that the association
between theory of mind and aggressive behavior has a complex nature.

The literature shows that all these abilities, ToM (Happe, 1995; Jenkins & Astington,
1996; Milligan, Astington, & Dack, 2007), effortful control (Blair & Razza, 2007) executive
function (Blair, 2003; Carlson et al., 2004; Hughes & Ensor, 2008) and social behaviors
(Astington & Jenkins, 1995) are related with age and language. Therefore, when investigating the
relation between mental state understanding, executive function, effortful control and social

behavior, the effects of language ability and age needs to be considered.
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Chapter 3
PRESENT STUDY
A review of the literature revealed that two different aspects of self-regulatory skills,
executive function and effortful control, have been linked to social competency and aggressive
behavior in childhood (Blair & Razza, 2007; Eisenberg et al., 2004; Hughes et al., 1998; Olson et
al., 2005). The ability to understand others’ minds has also shown to be necessary for positive
social interactions (Astington, 2003; Capage & Watson, 2001). The links between executive
function and ToM (Carlson et al., 2002; Hughes et al., 1998; Moses & Tahiroglu, 2010 for a
review), and ToM and social behavior (Lalonde & Chandler, 1995; Watson et al., 1999;
Yagmurlu, 2014) have been widely examined, but the limited number of studies which
investigated their associations simultaneously were mostly conducted with specific groups such
as children from low income populations (Razza & Blair, 2009) and children with behavioral
disorders at clinical (Charman et al., 2001; Fahie & Symons, 2003) or nonclinical level (Hughes
et al., 1998). And although cognitively loaded executive function shares some features with the
temperamentally based effortful control, to our knowledge, they have not been studied together in
relation to ToM and social behavior. The present study aimed to explore their individual links
with these domains, and investigated the concurrent associations of executive function and
effortful control with ToM, and socially competent and aggressive behaviors in a sample of
preschool children from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds. We proposed that ToM could play
a mediating role in the relations between self-regulation (executive function and effortful control)
and social behavior (socially competent and aggressive behavior).
It was specifically predicted that executive function and effortful control would be
positively related with ToM and socially competency, and negatively with aggressive behavior.

Similarly ToM would be positively associated with social competency and negatively with
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aggressive behavior, which are hypothesized to have inverse relations with each other. Given the
findings in the extant literature, we expected that the link between executive function and ToM
would be stronger than the one between effortful control and ToM.

In this study, we worked with a large sample of preschool children from diverse
socioeconomic backgrounds. We assessed their executive function with behavioral measures and
effortful control with mother reports. We used six tasks (the Theory of Mind scale of Wellman
and Liu, 2004) for comprehensive assessment of mental state understanding. Children’s socially
competent and aggressive behaviors were assessed with teacher reports. To investigate direct and
indirect associations among self-regulation, ToM and social behaviors, we conducted mediation
analyses in Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). Due to the established role of language and
age in mental state understanding and age in executive function, they are used as additional

control variables in our model.
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Chapter 4
METHOD

4.1 Participants

The participants were 212 preschool children (M = 53.69 months, SD = 10.34) (106 girls),
their mothers and preschool teachers from five different cities of Turkey (see Table 1 for
descriptive statistics). The sample included sixty-four 3-year-olds, eighty-two 4-year-olds, fifty-
seven five-year-olds and nine six-year-olds. Mean age of girls (M =54.24, SD = 10.02) and boys
(M =53.15, SD = 10.66) did not significantly differ from each other (F (1,210) = .58, p = .45).

The mothers’ mean age was 34.88 years (SD = 5.10) and the teachers’ mean age was
29.98 years (SD = 11.07). Among the mothers, 2 were illiterate, 16.9% had a primary school
diploma, 7% graduated from secondary school, 30.2% from high school, 44.8% graduated from a
university. Among the fathers, 1 was illiterate, 16.6% had graduated from primary school, 8%
had a secondary school diploma, 29.2% had a high school diploma and 43% had a university
degree. The total monthly household income ranged from 2,001 TL (905 $) to 7,000 TL (3155 $).
This information revealed that the sample included children coming from diverse socioeconomic
backgrounds.
4.2 Measures

4.2.1 Social competence. We assessed children’s social competence during peer play and
during everyday interactions with peers via two scales, both of which were rated by the child’s
teacher (for similar assessment see Etel & Yagmurlu, in press). Socially competent behavior
during peer play was measured by the Play Interaction subscale (e.g., ‘Help settle peer conflicts’)
of Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale (PIPPS; Fantuzzo, Mendez, & Tighe, 1998). Social

competency during general peer and teacher interactions was assessed by the Social Competence
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Table 1
Descriptive statistics (N = 212)

Variables M SD Min Max
Executive Function
Day-night (0-10) 7.70 3.17 0 10.00
Peg tapping 1 (0-12) 7.98 4.13 0 12.00
Peg tapping Il (0-12) 6.44 4.10 0 12.00

Effortful Control

Attention regulation (1-7) 4.01 97 1.14 6.20
Inhibitory control (1-7) 5.16 .92 2.50 7.00
Perceptual sensitivity (1-7) 6.31 .58 4.25 7.00
Theory of Mind (0-6) 3.21 1.26 0 6.00

Social Competence
PIPPS interaction subscale (1-4) 2.90 .60 1.00 4.00
SCBE social competence subscale (1-4) 3.12 .56 1.57 4.00
Aggressive Behavior
PIPPS disruption subscale (1-4) 1.48 39 1.00 2.83

SCBE aggression subscale (1-4) 1.41 43 1.00 3.30

subscale (e.g., ‘Cooperate with other children in group activities’) of the Social Competence and
Behavioral Evaluation Scale (SCBE; LaFreniere & Dumas, 1996).

Each subscale included 7 items being rated on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = ‘never’ and 4 =
‘always’), and in the present study, both had high internal consistency (o =.81). The subscale

scores were computed by averaging the scores for each item.
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4.2.2 Aggressive behavior. Children’s aggressive behavior was measured similarly, using
the PIPPS and SCBE scale. To assess aggressive behavior during peer play, the Play Disruptions
subscale (e.g., ‘Starts fights and arguments’) of Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale (Fantuzzo etal.,
1998) was used. To compute the Play Disruption score, we took the mean of the 12 items in the
subscale (o =.86). To measure aggressive behavior during general peer and teacher interactions,
the Anger-Aggression subscale (e.g., ‘Hits, bites or kicks other children’) of SCBE (LaFreniere
& Dumas, 1996) was used; the Anger-Aggression score was computed by taking the mean of the
10 items in the subscale (o = .86).

4.2.3 Effortful control. Children’s effortful control was by the three subscales of the
Child Behavior Questionnaire (CBQ; Rothbart, Ahadi, & Herseyh, 1994) completed by the
mothers: inhibitory control, attention regulation, and perceptual sensitivity (see Neuenschwander,
Réthlisberger, Cimeli, & Roebers, 2012 for similar measurement). The Inhibitory Control
subscale assessed the ability to plan and suppress inappropriate responses in novel or uncertain
conditions (10 items; e.g., ‘Can wait before entering into new activities if he/she is asked to’).
Perceptual Sensitivity assessed the capacity for detection of slight and low intensity stimuli from
the environment (8 items; e.g., ‘Notices it when parents are wearing new clothing” and ‘Notices
the smoothness or roughness of objects he/she touches’). Attention regulation tapped both the
tendency to sustain attentional focus in task related issues and capacity to shift attention between
tasks (7 items; e.qg., ‘Has trouble concentrating when listening to a story’ ‘Has a lot of trouble
stopping an activity when called to do something else’ -reverse scored). All the items were rated
on a7 point Likert scale (1 = ‘extremely untrue’, 7 = ‘extremely true’), and the total score was
computed by averaging the items for each subscale. Internal consistency values were .77 for

Inhibitory Control, .65 for Perceptual Sensitivity, and .63 for Attention Regulation.
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4.2.4 Executive function. Executive function was measured with two tasks which require
children to inhibit a dominant response, remember the rule and perform the subdominant
response for correct responding: The day-night and peg-tapping tasks.

The day-night task (Gerstadt, Hong, & Diamond, 1994) is one of the most commonly
used Stroop-like tasks developed to measure EF in young children, where children are required to
point pictures in incompatible ways (Montgomery & Koeltzow, 2010). In the modified version
(Orta etal., 2013) of the day-night task, children were asked to point the picture of nighttime sky
with stars and a moon when experimenter says the word ‘day’, and to show the picture of
daytime with a bright yellow sun when experimenter says the word ‘night’. Three practice trials
were introduced until the child showed correct understanding of the rules, then he/she was
administered a series of 10 test trials. Each correct response scored as 1 point.

In the peg-tapping task (Diamond & Taylor, 1996), a wooden peg was presented to the
child after explaining the rules for the task. The child was asked to tap twice when the
experimenter tapped once (Rule 1) and to tap once when the experimenter tapped twice (Rule 2).
After the practice trials, the child was administered a series of 12 test trials. Each correct response
scored as 1 point (Peg Tapping 1). Next, a new rule (Rule 3) was introduced to the child: not to
tap after the experimenter tapped three times. After the practice trials, the child was administered
a series of 12 test trials with each correct response scored as 1 point (Peg Tapping I1). For each
task (I and 1), the child’s total score was the sum of correct responses on 12 trials with a
maximum possible score of 12.

4.2.5 Theory of Mind (ToM). The Theory of Mind scale of Wellman and Liu (2004)
which includes six tasks was used to measure ToM : diverse desires (DD), knowledge access
(KA), contents false belief (CFB), diverse beliefs (DB), explicit false beliefs (EFB), and hidden

emotion (HE). Earlier studies have not reported any effect of task order (Wellman & Liu, 2004,
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Alayli, Yagmurlu, Etel, Sandikci, & Korucu, 2013); hence, they were presented in the order as
presented above.

In DD task, child judges that different people like and want different things. The child is
asked to predict the snack choice of someone else with opposite preferences after choosing
his/her own preferred food (carrot or cookie). In KA task, child sees a toy in a container and is
supposed to judge is someone who does not see the inside of the container knows what is in the
closed container. In CFB task, child is presented with a distinctive box which is a pencil case and
sees that box contains a band-aid rather than pencils. Knowing that, child predicts the belief of a
person who does not see inside the box. In DB task, child judges that different people can hold
different beliefs about the same thing when true or false belief is not known. The child is asked to
state his/her own belief about the place that a pet is hiding (garage or bushes) and then child
predicts the search behavior of a person who has the opposite belief. In EFB task, child listens to
a story about a boy who has a mistaken belief about the place of his gloves. Child is told that his
gloves are in the backpack, but the boy thinks they are in the wardrobe. Child predicts where the
boy searches for his gloves, either in backpack or wardrobe. In HE task, child is told a story
about a boy being teased by friends and does not want his friends to call him a baby. Child is
asked how the boy really feels inside and looks on his face. Therefore, child judges that a person
can display a different emotion than he/she actually feels.

Each task included a contrast or control question and a target question. Children who
passed both control, contrast and target questions got a score of 1, and all scores were summed to
compute the total ToM score (see Wellman & Liu, 2004).

4.2.6 Receptive language. Children’s receptive language was measured by the Turkish
Expressive and Receptive Language Test (TIFALDI-AD; Berument & Guven, 2010). The test

includes four pictures on one plate and the child is asked to show the one which fits correctly to
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the word read by the experimenter. This scale was found to be a valid and reliable tool to assess
receptive vocabulary skills of 2 to 12 year old children (Berument & Guven, 2010; see also
Baydar et al., 2014). To obtain receptive vocabulary scores regardless of the total number of
items that the child answered, a three parameter Item Response Theory was applied to measure
latent vocabulary scores. These scores were regressed on linear and quadratic indicators of age
(in months), resulting the age standardized z-scores as an indicator of receptive language ability
level (see Baydar et al., 2014, Etel & Yagmurlu, in press for similar computations).

4.3 Procedure

The measures utilized in this study were previously translated into Turkish and used in
research conducted with preschool children in Turkey. The Turkish versions of the PIPPS
(O=iirk, 2011; Etel & Yagmurlu, 2011), SCBE (Corapci, Aksan, Arslan-Yalcin, & Yagmurlu,
2010; Etel & Yagmurlu, 2011), CBQ (Batum & Yagmurlu, 2007), day-night and peg tapping
tasks (Etel & Yagmurlu, 2011; Orta et al., 2013), and the ToM scale (Etel & Yagmurlu, 2011;
Kahraman, 2012) have all been found to be reliable and valid measures.

Majority of the children (n = 199) were recruited from kindergartens and child care
centers. These centers were located in five cities; Istanbul, Bursa, Balikesir, Mugla and Tekirdag.
Thirteen children were recruited via convenience and snowball sampling; they were not attending
preschool.

The data were collected after getting the approval of the University Ethics committee and
written informed consents of the directors of the kindergartens/childcare centers and the mothers.
Individual assessments were done either in the centers or in homes of children by a female
experimenter, in a separate and quite room where no one else was present. During the session, the
child was first given the language test, and then the day-night and peg tapping tasks (lasted about

30-40 minutes). After a 15-minutes break, the theory of mind scale was given (lasted about 20-30
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minutes). The mother (CBQ) and teacher reports (PIPPS, SCBE) were completed within the
following two weeks. For the children who did not attend to preschool (n =13), the teacher-rated
scales were filled out by an adult who knew the child very well, other than the parents (i.e., aunt,
grandparent or close neighbor). At the end of the session, incentives (a t-shirt and a coloring

book) were given to each child regardless of his/fher performance.
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Chapter 5
RESULTS

Data were analyzed with SPSS 20 and Mplus 6.12 (Muthen & Methen, 1998-2011).
Model fit was evaluated with chi-square (y°) value, comparative fit index (CFI), root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR).

5.1 Structural Equation Modeling

SEM was used to examine the associations among regulatory skills (executive function
and effortful control), ToM and social behaviors (social competence and aggression)
simultaneously, and to analyze if ToM mediates the relations of regulatory skills with social
competence and aggressive behavior. SEM allowed us to use multiple indicators to model
comprehensive relations among the constructs and to test the hypothesized mediational model.
First, we analyzed the adequacy of the measurement model which examines how well the
indicators account for the latent constructs. Next, we tested the full structural model to examine
how well the hypothesized model fits the data.

As the first step, a measurement model of 6 latent constructs with 12 observed indicator
variables was tested. Effortful control was indicated by maternal reports of attention regulation,
inhibitory control, and perceptual sensitivity. Executive function was indicated by three measured
variables: day-night, peg-tapping | and peg-tapping Il. The total ToM score computed from the
six tasks was the indicator for ToM. Social competence and aggressive behavior were both
indicated by two teacher-rated scale scores. Receptive vocabulary score was used as the indicator
of the language construct.

5.1.1 Measurement Model. The method of scale setting for latent variables was applied
for three indicators (i.e., peg-tapping I for executive function, inhibitory control for effortful

control and aggressive behavior during general interactions with peers for aggression) before
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running the measurement model. These indicators were chosen as marker variables and made
equal to the scaled latent constructs as the representatives without any effect for the overall fit of
the model (Little, Slegers, & Card, 2006). The measurement model provided good fit to the data
(50, N = 212) = 104.94, p < .01, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .07 (90% confidence interval [CI] = .05
to .09), SRMR =.05), which showed that all indicators loaded significantly on their intended
constructs.

Structural correlations between latent constructs indicated that correlations between all the
variables were significant in expected directions except the correlation between age and effortful
control (see Table 2). Associations between social competence, effortful control, executive
function, ToM, language and age were positive. Aggression correlated negatively with social

competence, effortful control, executive function, ToM, language and age.

Table 2

Structural correlations between latent variables (N = 212)

1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Effortful Control -
2. Executive Function 2277 -
3. Theory of Mind 2177 4T -
4. Receptive Language 2277 46T 37T -
5. Social Competence 2577 3777 337 36 -
6. Aggressive Behavior -2377 23177 L2777 22277 -45TT -
7. Age .06 607 4877 3777 2877 -36

"p<.001; "p<.01; p<.05
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5.1.2 Structural Model. We specified a structural model to assess the hypothesized direct
and indirect relationships among the constructs. Figure 1 provides the SEM results (factor
loadings of each task on its latent construct, standardized parameter estimates among latent
constructs) for the hypothesized model. The loadings of the single indicators (i.e., ToM, receptive
language and age) were fixed at 1 (see Eisenberg etal., 2004; Sandler, Tein, Mehta, Wolchik, &
Ayers, 2000 for similar procedures). The role of age in executive function and the role of age and
language in ToM were controlled in the analysis of the structural model.

The SEM results revealed that the model fit was good®, as indicated in the fit indices
(¢*(56, N = 212) = 150.74, p < .01, CFI = .92, RMSEA = .089 (90% CI = .07 to .11), SRMR =
.08). All the hypothesized paths were significant in expected directions, except the path from
ToM to aggression. ToM predicted higher social competence, but not lower aggression. The
paths from executive function and effortful control to social competence and aggression were
significant. The path from executive function to ToM and the path from effortful control to ToM
were both significant. The indirect effect of executive function on social competence through
ToM was notable but not statistically significant (£ =.03, p <.10). The other indirect paths were
also non-significant.

To examine the strength of the relations between ToM and executive function, and ToM
and effortful control, we conducted further analysis. Specifically, these two paths were set equal
to each other (i.e., constrained model), and then compared with our original hypothesized model
(i.e., without constraints). The model was run twice, once without constraints and once with the

constrained (“nested”) model. The constrained model assumed that the link from executive

! According to Hu and Bentler (1999), the good fit between the hypothesized model and the observed data is
indicated by cutoff values closeto .95 for CFI, .06 for RMSEA within 90% ClI, .08 for SRMR.

Bollen (1989) reported that values of the ratio of y*to df 3 and less indicate good fit.
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function to ToM did not statistically differ from the link from effortful control to ToM. If the
delta-chi square test (with delta df) was significant, it would be proposed that the

constraints significantly harmed model fit. But the constrained model and the model without
constraints did not differ from each other, revealing that the two models were equal (y%itf (1) =
1.64, p > .05).

We also examined the strength of paths from executive function and effortful control to
social competence and aggression, in the same way. We found that effortful control and
executive function predicted social competence equally well (it (1) = 1.89, p > .05). Similarly,
the magnitude of path coefficients from effortful control and executive function to aggression did
not differ from each other (%t (1) = 2.55, p > .05). These results indicated that the predictive
power of executive function and effortful control for ToM, social competence and aggression

were similar.
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Figure 1. Standardized estimates for the structural model predicting social competence and aggression.

Note. Dashed line indicates hypothesized but non-significant paths. *** p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05.




Chapter 6: Discussion 24

Chapter 6
DISCUSSION

The literature makes a distinction between behavioral aspects and cognitive aspects of
self-regulation. The literature on social development focuses more on effortful control
(behavioral aspect), while executive function (cognitive aspect) is studied more in cognitive and
clinical psychology studies (Zhou et al., 2012). Social development research which investigates
executive functioning frequently examines mental state understanding as well, and tests the
mediating role of ToM in the relations between executive skills and social behaviors. But
although ToM is associated with social behavior (Astington, 2003), it has rarely been studied in
relation to regulation skills with a stronger behavioral component. The purpose of the present
study was to investigate the concurrent associations of both behavioral and cognitive aspects of
self-regulation with socially competent and aggressive behavior, and to explore the mediating
role of ToM in the relations between self-regulation skills and social outcomes. In line with the
literature (e.g., Olson et al., 2005; Riggs et al., 2006), we expected that both effortful control and
executive function would be positively related with ToM and socially competent behavior, and
negatively with aggressive behavior. We also predicted that ToM would mediate these relations,
and be associated higher social competency and lower levels of aggressive behavior. We
expected that the association of ToM with executive function would be stronger than its link with
effortful control. The results partially confirmed our predictions.

Our findings indicated that even after the effect of language was controlled, children’s
understanding of mental states was significantly associated with their socially competent
behavior. Previous studies have reported both significant (Razza & Blair, 2009; Watson et al.,
1999) and non-significant associations (Badenes et al., 2000; Newton & Jenvey, 2011), but a

recent meta-analysis study by Slaughter et al. (2014) revealed a positive significant association
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between ToM and social competence (positive peer relations). As Astington (2003) discussed in
detail in her review paper, theory of mind allows individuals to interpret and predict the actions
of others, and the ability to consider different and sometimes conflicting beliefs, desires and
knowledge is necessary for constructive social interactions. But for aggressive behaviors, the role
of ToM was found to be non-significant in our study. While this result was contrary to our
expectations, it is consistent with findings showing that an advanced mental state understanding
does not guarantee the inhibition of aggressive behavior in children (Happé & Frith, 1996;
Renouf et al., 2010; Sutton et al., 2000) and adults (Richell, Mitchell, Newman, Baron-Cohen,
Blair, 2003). A good understanding of the mind can serve different purposes, helping or hurting,
and it depends on many factors, contextual and individual (Carlo, Knight, Eisenberg, &
Rotenberg, 1991; Ronald & Happé, 2005). Different forms of aggressive behavior might also
have differential relations with ToM. Mental state understanding can be positively associated
with indirect and social aggression, but this link for other forms of aggressive behavior such as
reactive and physical is usually negative or non-significant (Renouf et al., 2010). Hence, it might
be argued that ToM is related to aggressive acts in a meaningful way when a specific form of
aggression is tapped; however, in this study our interest was on the general, multi-faceted
aggression displayed by young children toward peers and adults and our measure for aggressive
behavior did not allow investigating these different aggression forms separately.

As predicted, both effortful control and executive functions were directly and
significantly related with social competency and aggressive behavior, and the relations of the two
regulatory skills with the social behaviors were in similar strength. We also found that the
strength of the associations of effortful control and executive functions with ToM was similar.
This was contrary to our expectation which was based on the abundance of studies examining and

showing a link between ToM and executive functions. These findings are remarkable as they
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show that the more behavioral aspect and the more cognitively loaded aspect of self-regulation
are equally needed for understanding others” mental states and for engaging in harmonious social
interactions. Itis also noteworthy that the correlation between effortful control and executive
functions was significant but moderate, indicating that the two are not tapping exactly the same
processes. Working memory and higher order processes are more salient in executive functions,
but attentional processes and inhibition are common elements in both. Executive attention
network consisting of anterior cingulate cortex is highlighted as central and believed to provide
the neural basis for the development of both effortful control and executive function’s attentional
components, and prefrontal cortex is linked with executive function’s higher order rule
representation and switching components (Garon et al.,, 2008; Posner & Rothbart, 1998; Rothbart
et al., 2007). In terms of the underlying mechanisms, activational control processes (inhibiting a
dominant and activating a subdominant response) that resolve conflicts among responses are
emphasized more in effortful control, and found to be related with social and behavioral
competencies. In executive functioning, one generally controls and regulates over cognitive
automatic processes by top down and higher order processes, and this ability is generally linked
with goal directed problem solving with complex rules (Zelazo etal., 2003). So taken together, it
appears that the behavioral and cognitive aspects of self-regulation have commonalities but they
do not overlap; and even when examined together, each self-regulation skill is individually
associated with mental state understanding and social behaviors.

A different pattern found for the two self-regulation skills was for the age-related
changes. Our data revealed that among all the child outcome variables examined, the only one
which did not correlate with age was effortful control. This was an unexpected result given the
common finding that a significant improvement occurs in effortful control in the second to fourth

years of life (Kochanska et al., 2001; Rothbart & Bates, 2006). However, some researchers state
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that some temperamental characteristics display increasing stability after the first two years of life
(Henderson & Wachs, 2007), and effortful control displays moderate continuity across lifetime
(Nigg, 2006; Rothbart et al., 2007). While our findings suggest that temperamentally based
effortful control might be less open to change even in the preschool years, this finding needs to
be replicated.

Our data revealed that none of the indirect paths were significant; that is, mental state
understanding did not mediate the associations between self-regulation skills and social
behaviors. The mediational role of ToM in the relation between executive function and social
competence was notable but non-significant. Earlier studies had conceptually suggested such a
potential mediational role for ToM (Hughes et al., 1998; Watson et al., 1999), but this model is
not be supported widely by empirical evidence (e.g., Kolnik, 2010; Razza & Blair, 2009). In our
study, when we tested the model without controlling for the effect of age, the mediational role of
ToM was significant (£ = .06, p <.05). So, it might be argued that the strength of the associations
between ToM, executive functions and social competency is partially due to age related changes
in these skills, and the role of age must be accounted for while testing these relations in
developmental models. Longitudinal design of this study is also needed to examine whether this
tendency of mediational role of ToM continue over a longer period of time.

While the significant link between self-regulation and social behaviors has been shown in
many research, the current study reveals this link for two aspects of self-regulation that rely
partly on different processes. And it is notable that the results were not affected by shared
reporter/method variance. Children’s effortful control was measured with mother reports, social
behavior with teacher reports, and executive function and theory of mind were measured with
individual assessments. Another strong point was the comprehensive assessment of ToM, which

tapped both understanding of different beliefs and also desires, knowledge and emotions. Studies
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which investigate the relations between regulation, ToM and social behavior frequently focus
solely on false belief understanding as the indicator of mental state understanding. However,
mind reading ability is a complex and multidimensional capacity, and the false belief measures
leave out some of these capacities (Repacholi, Slaughter, Pritchard, & Gibbs, 2003).

Still the cross-sectional nature of the study necessitates being cautious while interpreting
the findings. The data were collected at one time point; so, we cannot draw inferences about
causality. The relations between theory of mind and social competence (Blair & Razza, 2009;
Jenkins & Astington, 2000) and between self-regulatory skills and theory of mind are bi-
directional (Hughes & Ensor, 2007; Miiller et al., 2012). Studies with a longitudinal design will
be more informative about the mediational mechanisms in the complex relations between mental
state understanding, self-regulation, and social behaviors. The present study points at effortful
control and executive functions as two important regulatory skills which are individually and
significantly linked with positive and negative social development, irrespective of improvement

in theory of mind and language.



References 29

References

Alayli, A., Yagmurlu, B., Etel, E., Sandikci, Y., & Korucu, 1. (2013). Social withdrawal in
Turkish institution-reared children: An examination of its stability and early predictors.
Poster presented at the 2013 Society for Research in Child Development Biennial
Meeting, Seattle, USA.

Astington, J. W. (2003). Sometimes necessary, never sufficient: False-belief understanding and
social competence. In B. Repacholi & V. Slaughter (Eds.), Individual differences in
theory of mind: Implications for typical and atypical development (pp. 13-38). New York:
Psychology Press.

Astington, J. W., & Jenkins, J. M. (1995). Theory of mind development and social understanding.
Cognition and Emotion, 9, 151-165. doi: 10.1080/02699939508409006

Badenes, L., Estevan, R., & Bacete, F. J. G. (2000). Theory of mind and peer rejection at school.
Social Development, 9, 271-283. doi: 10.1111/1467-9507.00125

Batum, P., & Yagmurlu, B. (2007). What counts in externalizing behaviors? The contributions of
emotion and behavior regulation. Current Psychology, 25, 272-294. doi:
10.1007/BF02915236

Baydar, N., Kiintay, A., Yagmurlu, B., Aydemir, N., Cankaya, D., Goksen, F., & Cemalcilar, Z.
(2014). "It takes a village" to support the vocabulary development of children with
multiple risk factors. Developmental Psychology, 50, 1014-1025. doi: 10.1037/a0034785

Baumeister, R. F., & Vobhs, K. D. (Eds.). (2004). Handbook of self-regulation: Research, theory,
and applications. New York: Guilford.

Berument, S. K., & Guven, A. G. (2010). Turkish Expressive and Receptive Language Test:

Receptive Vocabulary Subscale (TIFALDI-RT). Turkish Psychological Society.



References 30

Bierman, K. L, Nix, R. L., Greenberg, M. T., Blair, C., & Domitrovich, C. E. (2008). Executive
functions and school readiness intervention: Impact, moderation and mediation in the
Head Start REDI program. Development and Psychopathology, 20, 821-843. doi:
10.1017/S0954579408000394

Blair, C. (2002). School readiness: Integrating cognition and emotion in a neurobiological
conceptualization of children’s functioning at school entry. American Psychologist, 57,
111-127. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.57.2.111

Blair, C. (2003). Behavioral inhibition and behavioral activation in young children: Relations
with self-regulation and adaptation to preschool in children attending head start.
Developmental Psychobiology, 42, 301-311. doi: 10.1002/dev.10103

Blair, C., & Diamond, A. (2008). Biological processes in prevention and intervention: The
promotion of self-regulation as a means of preventing school failure. Development and
Psychopathology, 20, 899-911. doi: 10.1017/S0954579408000436

Blair, C., & Razza, R. P. (2007). Relating effortful control, executive function, and false belief
understanding to emerging math and literacy ability in kindergarten. Child Development,
78, 647-663. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01019.x

Blair, R. J. R. (2003). Did Cain fail to represent the thought of Abel before he killed him? The
relationship between theory of mind and aggression. In B. Repacholi, & V. Slaughter
(Eds.), Individual differences in theory of mind (pp. 143-170). New York: Psychology
Press.

Bollen, K.A. (1989). Structural equations with latent variables. New York: John Wiley.

Calkins, S. D., & Howse, R. B. (2004). Individual differences in self-regulation: Implications for
childhood adjustment. In P. Philippot & R. S. Feldman (Eds.), The regulation of emotion

(pp. 307-332). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0003-066X.57.2.111

References 31

Capage, L., & Watson, A. C. (2001). Individual differences in theory of mind, aggressive
behavior, and social skills in young children. Early Education and Development, 12, 613-
628. doi: 10.1207/s15566935eed1204_7

Caravita, S. C. S., Di Blasio, P., & Salmivalli, C.(2010). Early adolescents’ participation in
bullying: Is ToM involved? Journal of Early Adolescence, 30, 138-170. doi:
10.1177/0272431609342983

Carlo, G., Knight, G.P., Eisenberg, N., & Rotenberg, K.J. (1991). Cognitive processes and
prosocial behaviors among children: The role of affective attributions and reconciliations.

Developmental Psychology, 27, 456-461. doi:10.1037/0012-1649.27.3.456.

Carlson, S. M., Mandell, D. J., & Williams, L. (2004). Executive function and theory of mind:
stability and prediction from ages 2 to 3. Developmental Psychology, 40, 1105-1122. doi:
10.1037/0012-1649.40.6.1105

Carlson, S. M., & Moses, L.J. (2001). Individual differences in inhibitory control and children's
theory of mind. Child Development, 72, 1032-1053. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00333

Carlson, S. M., Moses, L. J., & Breton, C. (2002). How specific is the relation between executive
function and theory of mind? Contributions of inhibitory control and working memory.
Infant and Child Development, 11, 73-92. doi: 10.1002/icd.298

Carlson, S. M., Moses, L. J., & Claxton, L. J. (2004). Individual differences in executive
functioning and theory of mind: An investigation of inhibitory control and planning
ability. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 87, 299-319. doi:

10.1016/j.jecp.2004.01.002



References 32

Charman, A., Carroll, F., & Sturge,C. (2001). Theory of mind, executive function and social
competence in boys with ADHD. Emotional and Behavioral Difficulties, 6, 31-49. doi:
10.1080/13632750100507654

Corapci, F., Aksan, N., Arslan-Yalcin, D., & Yagmurlu, B. (2010). The psychometric evaluation
of the social competence and behavior evaluation scale with Turkish preschoolers.
Turkish Journal of Child and Adolescent Mental Health, 17, 3-14.

Crick, N.R., & Dodge, K. A. (1994). Areview and reformulation of social information-
processing mechanisms in children’s social adjustment. Psychological Bulletin, 115, 74-
101. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74

Crick, N.R., & Dodge, K. A. (1996). Social information-processing mechanisms in reactive and
proactive aggression. Child Development, 67, 993-1002. doi: 10.1111/}.1467-
8624.1996.th01778.x

Cutting, A. L., & Dunn, J. (1999). Theory of mind, emotion understanding, language, and family
background: Individual differences and interrelations. Child Development, 70, 853-865.
doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00061

Denham, S. A., Kimberly, A. B., DeMulder, E., Levitas, J., Sawyer, K., Auerbach-Major, A., &
Queenan, P. (2003). Preschool emotional competence: Pathway to social competence?
Child Development, 74, 238-256. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00533

Devine, R. T., & Hughes, C. (2014). Relations between false belief understanding and executive
function in early childhood: A meta-analysis. Child Development, [Epub ahead of print]
1-18.doi: 10.1111/cdev.12237

Diamond, A., & Taylor, C. (1996). Development of an aspect of executive control: Development

of the abilities to remember what I said and to “Do as I say, not as I do”. Developmental


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.115.1.74

References 33

Psychobiology, 29, 315-334. doi: 10.1002/(SIC1)1098-2302(199605)29:4<315:AlD-
DEV2>3.0.CO;2-T

Dunn, J. (1995). Children as psychologists: the later correlates of individual differences in
understanding of emotions and other minds. Cognition and Emotion, 9, 187-201. do:
0.1080/02699939508409008

Eisenberg, N. (2005). Temperamental effortful control (self-regulation). In R. E. Tremblay, M.
Boivin, R. DeV. Peters (eds.), Encyclopedia on Early Childhood Development [online].
Montreal, Quebec: Centre of Excellence for Early Childhood Development and Strategic
Knowledge Cluster on Early Child Development, 1-6. Available at: http//Awww.child-
encyclopedia.com/documents/Eisenberg AN Gxp2-Temperament.pdf.

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Guthrie, 1. K., Murphy, B. C., Maszk, P., Holmgren, R., & Suh, K.
(1996). The relations of regulations and emotionality to problem behavior in elementary
school children. Development and Psychopathology, 8, 141-162. doi:
10.1017/S095457940000701X

Eisenberg, N., Fabes, R. A., Nyman, M., Bernzweig, J., & Pinulas, A. (1994). The relations of
emotionality and regulation to children’s anger-related reactions. Child Development, 65,
109-128. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.ep9406130683

Eisenberg, N., Smith, C. L., Sadovsky, A., & Spinrad, T. L. (2004). Effortful control: Relations
with emotion regulation, adjustment, and socialization in childhood. In R. F. Baumeister
& K. D. Vohs (Eds.), Handbook of self-regulation: Research, theory, and applications
(pp. 259-282). New York: Guilford.

Eisenberg, N., Spinrad, T. L., Fabes, R. A., Reiser, M., Cumberland, A., Shepard, S. A,, ...

Thompson, M. (2004). The relations of effortful control and impulsivity to children's


http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S095457940000701X

References 34

resiliency and adjustment. Child Development, 75, 25-46. doi:10.1111/j.1467-
8624.2004.00652.x.

Eisenberg, N., Valiente, C., Fabes, R. A., Smith, C. L., Reiser, M., Shepard, S. A,, ...
Cumberland, A. J. (2003). The relations of effortful control and ego control to children’s
resiliency and social functioning. Developmental Psychology, 39, 761-776. doi:
10.1037/0012-1649.39.4.761

Etel, E., & Yagmurlu, B. (in press). Theory of mind, executive function, and social competence:
Findings from institution-reared Turkish children. International Journal of Behavioral
Development.

Etel, E., & Yagmurlu, B. (2011). Social competence in Turkish children from disadvantaged
backgrounds: Relations with executive function and theory of mind. Poster presented at
the 2011 Society for Research in Child Development Biennial Meeting, Montreal, Canada.

Fahie, C. M., & Symons, D.K. (2003). Executive functioning and theory of mind in children
clinically referred for attention and behavior problems. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 24, 51-73. doi: 10.1016/S0193-3973(03)00024-8

Fantuzzo, J., Mendez, J., & Tighe, E. (1998). Parental assessment of peer play: Development and
validation of the parent version of the Penn Interactive Peer Play Scale. Early Childhood
Research Quarterly, 13, 659-676. doi: 10.1016/S0885-2006(99)80066-0

Feshbach, N. D. (1987). Parental empathy and child adjustment/maladjustment. In N. Eisenberg
& J. Strayer (Eds.), Empathy and its development (pp. 271-291). New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Frye, D., Zelazo, P. D., & Palfai, T. (1995). Theory of mind and rule-based reasoning. Cognitive

Development, 10, 483-527. doi: 10.1016/0885-2014(95)90024-1


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0885-2014(95)90024-1

References 35

Garon, N., Bryson, S. E., & Smith, 1. M. (2008). Executive function in preschoolers: A review
using an integrative framework. Psychological Bulletin, 134, 31-60. doi: 10.1037/0033-
2909.134.1.31

Gerstadt, C. L., Hong, Y. J., & Diamond, A. (1994). The relationship between cognition and
action: performance of children -7 years old on a stroop- like day-night test. Cognition,
53, 129-153. doi: 10.1016/0010-0277(94)90068- X

Goldsmith, H. H., Buss, A. H., Plomin, R., Rothbart, M. K., Thomas, A., Chess, S.,... McCall, R.
B. (1987). What is temperament? Four approaches. Child Development, 58, 505-529. doi:
10.2307/1130527

Happé, F. (1995). The role of age and verbal ability in the theory of mind task performance of
subjects with autism. Child Development, 66, 843-855. doi: 10.1111/}.1467
8624.1995.tb00909.x

Happé, F., & Frith, U. (1996). Theory of mind and social impairment in children with conduct
disorder. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 14, 385-398. doi: 10.1111/].2044-
835X.1996.tb00713.x

Henderson, H. A., & Wachs, T. D. (2007). Temperament theory and the study of cognition-
emotion interactions across development. Developmental Review, 27, 396-427. doi:
10.1016/5.dr.2007.06.004

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55.

Hughes, C. (1998). Finding your marbles: Does preschoolers’ strategic behavior predict later
understanding of mind? Developmental Psychology, 34, 1326-1339. doi: 10.1037/0012-

1649.34.6.1326


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.34.6.1326
http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.34.6.1326

References 36

Hughes, C., Dunn, J., & White, A. (1998). Trick or Treat?: Uneven understanding of mind and
emotion and executive dysfunction in ‘“Hard-to-manage” preschoolers. Journal of Child
Psychology & Psychiatry & Allied Disciplines, 39, 981-994. doi: 10.1111/1469-
7610.00401

Hughes, C., & Ensor, R. (2006). Behavioral problems in 2-year olds: Links with individual
differences in theory of mind, executive function, and harsh parenting. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 47, 488-487. doi: 10.1111/].1469-7610.2005.01519.x

Hughes, C., & Ensor, R. (2007). Positive and protective: Effects of early theory of mind on
preschool problem behaviors. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 48(10), 1025-
1032. doi: 10.1111/.1469-7610.2007.01806.x

Hughes, C., & Ensor, R. (2008). Does executive function matter for preschoolers' problem
behaviors. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 36, 1-14. doi: 10.1007/s10802-007-
9107-6

Hughes, C., White, A., Sharpen, J., & Dunn, J. (2000). Antisocial, angry, and unsympathetic:
'Hard-to-manage' preschoolers' peer problems and possible cognitive influences. Journal
of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 41, 169-179. doi: 10.1111/1469-7610.00558

Jahromi, L. B., & Stifter, C. A. (2008). Individual differences in preschoolers' self-regulation and
theory of mind. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 54, 125-150

Jenkins, J. M., & Astington, J. W. (1996). Cognitive factors and family structure associated with
theory of mind development in young children. Developmental Psychology, 32, 70-78.
doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.32.1.70

Jenkins, J. M., & Astington, J. W. (2000). Theory of mind and social behavior: Causal models

tested in a longitudinal study. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 46, 203-220.


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.32.1.70

References 37

Kahraman, O. G. (2012). An investigation of the effects of a theory-of-mind based intervention
program on 48-60months-old children’s cognitive perspective taking and prosocial
behaviors. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Gazi University, Ankara.

Kochanska, G., Coy, K. C., & Murray, K. T. (2001). The development of self-regulation in the
first four years of life. Child Development, 72, 1091-1111. doi: 10.1111/1467-8624.00336

Kolnik, S. (2010). Predicting school readiness: Executive functions, problem behaviors and
theory of mind in preschoolers. (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from:
http://scholarlyrepository.miami.edu/oa_dissertations

Kloo, D., & Perner, J. (2003). Training transfer between card sorting and false-belief
understanding: Helping children apply conflicting descriptions. Child Development, 74,
1823-1839. doi: 10.1046/}.1467-8624.2003.00640.x

Lalonde, C. E., & Chandler, M. J. (1995). False belief understanding goes to school: on the
social-emotional consequences of coming early or late to a first theory of mind. Cognition
and Emotion, 9, 167-185. doi: 10.1080/02699939508409007

LaFreniere, P. J., & Dumas, J. E. (1996). Social competence and behavior evaluation in children
ages 3 to 6 years: The short form (SCBE-30). Psychological Assessment, 8, 369-377. doi:
10.1037/1040-3590.8.4.369

Lemerise, E. A., & Arsenio, W. F. (2000). An integrated model of emotion processes and
cognition in social information processing. Child Development, 71, 107-118.

Liew, J. (2012). Effortful control, executive functions, and education: Bringing self-regulatory
and social-emotional competencies to the table. Child Development Perspectives, 6, 105-

111. doi: 10.1111/5.1750-8606.2011.00196.x



References 38

Liew, J., Eisenberg, N., & Reiser, M. (2004). Preschoolers’ effortful control and negative
emotionality, immediate reactions to disappointment, and quality of social functioning.
Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 89, 298-319. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2004.06.004

Little, T. D., Slegers, D. W., & Card, N. A. (2006). A non-arbitrary method of identifying and
scaling latent variables in SEM and MACS models, Structural Equation Modeling: A
Multidisciplinary Journal, 13, 59-72, doi: 10.1207/s15328007sem1301_3

Lopez, B., Lincoln, A., Ozonoff, S., & Lai, Z. (2005). Examining the relationship between
executive functions and restricted, repetitive symptoms of autistic disorder. Journal of
Autism and Developmental Disorders, 35, 445-460. doi: 10.1007/s10803-005-5035-x

Martin, J., & Failows, L. (2010). Executive function: Theoretical concerns. InJ. Carpendale, G.
Iarocci, U. Miiller, B. Sokol, & A. Young (Eds), Self- and Social-Regulation: Social
Interaction and the Development of Social Understanding and Executive Functions (pp.
35-55). New York: Oxford University Press.

Milligan, K., Astington, J., & Dack, L. (2007). Language and theory of mind: Meta-analysis of
the relation between language ability and false-belief understanding. Child
Development, 78, 622-646. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01018.x

Miyake, A., Friedman, N.P., Emerson, M. J., Witzki, A. H., Howerter, A., & Wager, T. D.
(2000). The unity and diversity of executive functions and their contributions to complex
“frontal lobe” tasks: A latent variable analysis. Cognitive Psychology, 41, 49-100. doi:
10.1006/cogp.1999.0734

Montgomery, D., & Koeltzow, T. (2010). A review of the day-night task: The Stroop paradigm
and interference control in young children. Developmental Review, 30, 308-330. doi:

10.1016/j.dr.2010.07.001


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2010.07.001

References 39

Moses, L. J., & Tahiroglu, D. (2010). Clarifying the relation between executive function and
children’s theories of mind. In J. Carpendale, G. larocci, U. Miiller, B. Sokol, & A.
Young (Eds), Self- and Social-Regulation: Social Interaction and the Development of
Social Understanding and Executive Functions (pp. 218-233). New York: Oxford
University Press.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2011). Mplus user’s guide (6th ed.). Los Angeles, CA:
Muthén & Muthén.

Miiller, U., Liebermann-Finestone, D. P., Carpendale, J. M., Hammond, S. I., & Bibok, M. B.
(2012). Knowing minds, controlling actions: The developmental relations between theory
of mind and executive function from 2 to 4 years of age. Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 111, 331-348. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2011.08.014

Newton, E., & Jenwvey, V. (2011). Play and theory of mind: associations with social competence
in young children. Early Child Development & Care, 181, 761-773. dot:
10.1080/03004430.2010.486898

Neuenschwander, R., Rothlisberger, M., Cimeli, P., & Roebers, C. M. (2012). How do different
aspects of self-regulation predict successful adaptation to school? Journal of Experimental
Child Psychology, 113, 353-371. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2012.07.004

Nigg, J. T. (2006). Temperament and developmental psychopathology. Journal of Child
Psychology and Psychiatry, 47, 395-422. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01612.x

Olson, S. L., Lopez-Duran, N., Lunkenheimer, E. S., Chang, H., & Sameroff, A.J. (2011).
Individual differences in the development of early peer aggression: Integrating
contributions of self-regulation, theory of mind, and parenting. Development and

Psychopathology, 23, 253-266. doi: 10.1017/S0954579410000775



References 40

Olson, S. L., Sameroff, A.J., Kerr, D. C. R., Lopez, N. L., & Wellman, H. M. (2005).
Developmental foundations of externalizing problems in young children: The role of
effortful control. Development and Psychopathology, 17, 25-45. doi:
10.10170S0954579405050029

Onishi, K. H., & Baillergeon, R. (2005). Do 15-month-old infants understand false belief?.
Science, 308, 255-258. doi:10.1126/science.1107621

Orta, I.M., Corapci, F., Yagmurlu, B., & Aksan, N. (2013). The mediational role of effortful
control and emotional dysregulation in the link between maternal responsiveness and
Turkish preschoolers' social competency and externalizing symptoms. Infant and Child
Development, 22, 459-479. doi: 10.1002/icd.1806

Ozonoff, S., Pennington, B.F., & Rogers, S.J. (1991). Executive function deficits in high-
functioning autistic children: Relationship to theory of mind. Journal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatry, 32, 1081-1106. doi: 10.1111/j.1469-7610.1991.tb00351.x

Oziirk, A. (2011). Social competence and parent child system in preschool. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation. Hacettepe University, Ankara.

Pellicano, E. (2010). The development of core cognitive skills in autism: A 3-year prospective
study. Child Development, 81, 1400-1416. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-8624.2010.01481.x

Pennington, B. F., & Ozonoff, S. (1996). Executive function and developmental
psychopathology. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, 1, 51-87. doi:
10.1111/j.1469-7610.1996.tb01380.x

Perner, J., & Lang, B. (1999). Development of theory of mind and executive control. Trends in

Cognitive Sciences, 3, 337-344. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(99)01362-5



References 41

Posner, M. I., & Rothbart, M. K. (1998). Attention, self-regulation, and consciousness.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London Series, Biological Sciences,
353, 1915-1927. doi: 10.1098/rsth.1998.0344

Premack, D., & Woodruff, G. (1978). Does the chimpanzee have a theory of mind? Behavioral
and Brain Sciences, 1, 515-526. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X00076512

Razza, R.A., & Blair, C. (2009). Associations among false-belief understanding, executive
function, and social competence: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 30, 332-343. doi: 10.1016/j.appdev.2008.12.020

Renouf, A., Brendgen, M., Parent, S., Vitaro, F., Zelazo, P. D., Boivin, M,. ... Séquin, J. R.
(2010). Relations between theory of mind and indirect and physical aggression in
kindergarten: Evidence of the moderating role of prosocial behaviors. Social
Development, 19, 535-555. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9507.2009.00552.x

Repacholi, B., Slaughter, V., Pritchard, M. & Gibbs, V. (2003). Theory of mind,
Machiavellianism and social functioning in childhood. In B. Repacholi & V. Slaughter
(Eds.), Individual differences in theory of mind: Implications for typical and atypical
development (pp. 67 - 97). New York: Psychology Press.

Richell, R. A., Mitchell, D. G., Newman, C., Leonard, A., Baron-Cohen, S., & Blair, R. J. (2003).
Theory of mind and psychopathy: Can psychopathic individuals read the “language of the
eyes™ Neuropsychologia, 41, 523-526. doi: 10.1016/S0028-3932(02)00175-6

Riggs, N.R., Jahromi, L.B., Razza, R.P., Dillworth-Bart, J.E., & Mueller, U. (2006). Executive
function and the promotion of social-emotional competence. Journal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, 27, 300-309. doi: 10.1016/j.appdev.2006.04.002

Ronald, A., & Happé, F. (2005). Nice and nasty theory of mind in preschool children: Nature and

nurture. Social Development, 14, 664-684. doi:10.1111/j.1467-9507.2005.00323.x



References 42

Rothbart, M. K. (1989). Temperament and development. In G. A. Kohnstamm, J. A. Bates, & M.
K. Rothbart (Eds.), Temperament in childhood (pp. 187-247), New York: Wiley.

Rothbart, M. K., Ahadi, S. A., & Hershey, K. L. (1994). Temperament and social behavior in
childhood. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 40, 21-39.

Rothbart, M. K., & Bates, J. E. (2006). Temperament. In W. Damon, R. M. Lerner, & N.
Eisenberg (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Vol.3. Social, emotional, and
personality development, 6th ed. (pp. 99-166). New York: Wiley.

Rothbart, M. K., Sheese, B. E., & Posner, M. I. (2007). Executive attention and effortful control:
Linking temperament, brain networks and genes. Child Development Perspectives,1, 2-7.
doi: 10.1111/j.1750-8606.2007.00002.x

Sandler, 1. N., Tein, J. Y., Mehta, P., Wolchik, S., & Ayers, T. (2000). Coping efficacy and
psychological problems of children of divorce. Child Development, 71, 1099-1118. doi:
0009-3920/2000/7104-0025

Slaughter, V., Imuta, K., Peterson, C. C., & Henry, J. (2014). Meta-analysis of children’s theory
of mind and peer status in the preschool and early school years. Invited symposium paper
to be presented at the 23" Biennial Meeting of International Society for the Study of
Behavioural Development (ISSBD), China.

Slomkowski, C., & Dunn, J. (1996). Young children's understanding of other people's beliefs and
feelings and their connected communication with friends. Developmental Psychology, 32,
442-447. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.32.3.442

Sodian, B. (2011). Theory of mind in infancy. Child Development Perspectives, 5, 39-43. doi:

10.1111/5.1750-8606.2010.00152.x



References 43

Spinrad, T., Eisenberg, N., Cumberland, A.J., Fabes, R. A., Valiente, C., Shepard, S. A, ...
Guthrie, 1. K. (2006). The relation of emotion-related regulation to children’s social
competence: A longitudinal study. Emotion, 6, 498-510. doi: 10.1037/1528-3542.6.3.498

Sutton, J., Reeves, M. M., & Keogh, E. E. (2000). Disruptive behaviour, avoidance of
responsibility and theory of mind. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 18, 1-11.
doi: 10.1348/026151000165517

Sutton, J., Smith, P. K., & Swettenham, J. (1999). Bullying and ‘theory of mind’: A critique of
the ‘social skills deficit’ view of anti-social behavior. Social Development, 8, 117-127.
doi: 10.1111/1467-9507.00083.

Valiente, C., Eisenberg, N., Haugen, R., Spinrad, T. L., Hofer, C., Liew, J., & Kupfer, A. (2011).
Children’s effortful control and academic achievement: Mediation through social
functioning. Early Education and Development, 22, 411-433. doi: 10.1080/10409289.
2010.505259.

Valiente, C., Eisenberg, N.,Smith, C. L., Reiser, M., Fabes, R. A., Losoya, S., ... Murphy, B. C.
(2003). The relations of effortful control and reactive control to children’s externalizing
problems: A longitudinal assessment. Journal of Personality, 71, 1171-1196. doi:
10.1111/1467-6494.7106011

Valiente, C., Lemery-Chalfant, K., Swanson, J., & Reiser, M. (2008). Prediction of children’s
academic competence from their effortful control, relationships, and classroom
participation. Journal of Educational Psychology, 100, 67-77. doi: 10.1037/0022-
0663.100.1.67

Walker, S. (2005). Gender differences in the relationship between young children's peer-related
social competence and individual differences in theory of mind. Journal of Genetic

Psychology, 166, 297-312. doi: 10.3200/GNTP.166.3.297-312


javascript:__doLinkPostBack('','ss~~DI%20%2210.1037%2F1528-3542.6.3.498%22%7C%7Csl~~rl','');

References 44

Watson, A. C., Nixon, C. L., Wilson, A., & Capage, L. (1999). Social interaction skills and
theory of mind in young children. Developmental Psychology, 35, 386-391.
doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.386

Wellman, H. (1990). The child’s theory of mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Wellman, H. M., Cross, D., & Watson, J. (2001). Meta-analysis of theory-of-mind development:
The truth about false-belief. Child Development, 72, 655-684. doi: 10.1111/1467-
8624.00304.

Wellman, H.M., & Liu, D. (2004). Scaling of theory-of-mind tasks. Child Development, 75, 523-
541. doi: 10.1111/5.1467-8624.2004.00691.x

Willcutt, E. G., Doyle, A. E., Nigg, J. T., Faraone, S. V., & Pennington, B. F. (2005). Validity of
the executive function theory of attention deficit hyperactivity disorder: A meta-analytic
review. Biological Psychiatry,57, 1336-1346. doi: 10.1016/j.biopsych.2005.02.006

Yagmurlu, B. (2014). Relations among sociocognitive abilities and prosocial behavior. Journal of
Child and Family Studies, 23, 591-603. doi: 10.1007/s10826-013-9726-1

Zelazo, P.D. (2004). The development of conscious control in childhood. Trends in Cognitive
Sciences, 8, 12-17. doi: 10.1016/ j.tics.2003.11.001

Zelazo, P.D., Craik, F.1. M., & Booth, L. (2004). Executive function across the life span. Acta
Psychologica, 115, 167-183. doi: 10.1016/j.actpsy.2003.12.005

Zelazo, P.D., Muller, U., Frye, D., & Marcovitch, S. (2003). The development of executive
function in early childhood. Monographs for the Society for Research on Child
Development, 68 (Serial No. 27), 11-1109.

Zhou, Q.,Chen, S. H., & Main, A. (2012). Commonalities and differences in the research on

children’s effortful control and executive function: A call for an integrated model of self-


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0012-1649.35.2.386

References 45

regulation. Child Development Perspectives, 6, 112-121. doi: 10.1111/;.1750-
8606.2011.00176.x

Zhou, Q., Main, A., & Wang, Y. (2010). Temperament effortful control and angerfrustration to
Chinese children’s academic achievement and social adjustment: A longitudinal study.

Journal of Educational Psychology, 102, 180-196. doi: 10.1037/a0015908


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/a0015908

Appendices 46

Appendix A

Anne Anket Kitap¢igi

Genel Bilgiler:

Anketi doldurdugunuz tarih: Giin Ay Yi

(Cocugunuz herhangi bir yuvaya devam ediyorsa):

Kurumun adz: Smuf’

Calismaya Katilan_Cocuk ile flgili Sorular:

1. Cocugun adi ve soyadt:

2. Cocugun dogum tarihi: Giin Ay Yil

3. Cocugun cinsiyeti (liitfen isaretleyiniz): Erkek [1 Kiz[J

4. Cocuk digarida anaokuluna/okul 6ncesi kuruma devam ediyor mu? Evetl] Hayr []

5. Cocugun ik kez anaokuluna/krese basladigi tarih: Ay Yi

6. Cocukta tanis1 konulmus herhangi bir gelisimsel sorun var mi? (6rnek: otizm, Down
sendromu-mongolizm, dikkat eksikligi, 6grenme giicligli, hiperaktivite)

7. Bu ¢alismada yer alan ¢ocugunuz disinda evde sizinle birlikte yasayan bagka bir
cocugunuz/cocuklarmiz var mi?

L] Hayrr
[ Evet, (Liitfen asagidaki tabloyu doldurunuz)

Cocugunuzun Adi Cinsiyeti Dogum Yih




Appendices 47

Cocupun Saghg1 ve Gelisimi ile Ilgili Sorular:

10. Cocugunuzun gecirdigi 6nemli bir kaza, ameliyat veya ciddi bir hastalk var mi?

Litfen belirtiniz:

11. Cocugunuzun bilinen 6nemli bir kronk (devamli) saghk sorunu (6rnek: kalga ¢ikigi, astim,
kalp, seker, romatoid artrit, depresyon) ve/veya siirekli kullanmasi gereken ilaglar var mu?

Liitfen belirtiniz:

12. Asagida yer alan durumlar kronik (devamli) ve ileri derecede ¢ocugunuzda varsa liitfen
yanma isaret koyunuz:

Kekeleme problemi (Simdi veya ge¢miste)

Konugma gecikmesi (simdi veya ge¢miste)

Altm1 slatma (stirekli olarak ¢is-kaka tutamama)

Norolojik sorun (epilepsi vb.)

Bagisiklik sistemi hastahgi

Ciddi engel (gorme, isitme, ortopedik vb engel.)

13. Cocugunuzun son 6 aydr siirekli olarak kullandig1 bir cthaz veya alet var mi? (6rnek: gozliik,
atel, koltuk degnegi vb.)

Liitfen belirtiniz:

14. Cocugunuzun evde bakicist var mi? Evet[] Hayrr []

14.a. Evet ise; haftada kac saatini onunla geciriyor?

15. Evde konusulan dil nedir?

15.a. Bakicmin ¢ocugunuzla konustugu dil nedir?
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16. Cocugunuzun evde siirekli beraber yasadigi tim yetiskinleri (anne, baba, nine, dede, teyze,

amca vb.) liitfen sralayiniz:

Cocukla olan yakmhigy/ akrabalk iliskisi Yas (yaklasik olarak)

1

2

3

4

5

Anne ile ilgili bilgiler
1. Annenin dogum tarihi: Giin Ay Yil
2. Annenin egitimi
Okuma yazma bilmiyor 0 | Liseden terk 5
Ilkokuldan terk veya okuma-yazma biliyor 1 | Lise mezunu 6
Ikokul mezunu 2 | Yiiksek okul mezunu (2 yillik) 7
Ortaokuldan terk 3 | Universiteden terk 8
Ortaokul mezunu 4 | Universite mezunu (4 yillik) 9
Uzmanlik derecesi var (yiiksek lisans, doktora veya tipta uzmanlk gibi) 10
3. Anne su anda ¢ahsiyor mu? (uygun olan segenegin altindaki rakanmu daire i¢ine alniz)
Evet Evet Hayr
(Tam zamanl, haftada 40 saat) | (Yarrzamanl, haftada 20-25 saat) (Caligmuyor)
1 2 3
4. Annenin su anki medeni hali (uygun olan secenegin altndaki rakamu daire i¢ine almniz)
Evli Bosanmis veya dul Ayr yasiyor Yeniden evlenmis

1 2

3 4
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Baba ile ilgili bilgiler

5. Babann dogum tarihi: Giin Ay

Yi

6. Babann egitimi

Okuma yazma bilmiyor 0 | Liseden terk 5
Ilkokuldan terk veya okuma-yazma biliyor 1 | Lise mezunu 6
Ilkokul mezunu 2 | Yiksekokul mezunu (2 yillik) 7
Ortaokuldan terk 3 | Universiteden terk 8
Ortaokul mezunu 4 | Universite mezunu (4 yillik) 9
Uzmanlk derecesi var (yiiksek lisans, doktora veya tipta uzmanlik gibi) 10

7. Baba su anda calisiyor mu? (uygun olan secenegin altndaki rakamu daire icine ahmz)

Evet Evet Hayrr
(Tam zamanl, haftada 40 saat) | (Yar-zamanli, haftada 20-25 saat) (Cahsmryor)
1 2 3

8. Babann su anki medeni hali (uygun olan secenegin altindaki rakamu daire icine almniz)

Evii Bosanmis veya dul

Ayri yastyor

Yeniden evlenmis

1 2

3

4

9. Hane halkimin toplam geliri (evde siirekli yasayan tiim bireylerin toplam kazanci):

Ayda 630 TL’nin altnda

Ayda 630 — 1000TL

Ayda 1001 —2000 TL

Ayda 2001 — 4000 TL

Ayda 4001 — 7000 TL

Ayda 7001 — 12000 TL

N~N[fojo| bW |IDN|EFE

Ayda 12000 TL’nin {izerinde
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Appendix B- Sosyal Beceri Olcegi

Boliim A

Asagida, ¢ocuklarin serbest oyun zamanminda yasitlanna gosterdikleri bazi davramiglar yer
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almaktadr. Liitfen her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve s6z konusu davranisi (bu ¢ahsmada
yer alan) ¢ocugunuzun son 6 ay icerisinde ne sikhkla yaptigini isaretleyiniz. Sorulart
cevaplarken ¢ocugunuzun soz konusu davranig1 “oyun zamammnda” ne kadar yaptigini
diisliniiniiz. Eger ¢ocuk anlatilan davranigi hichir zaman yapmiyorsa 1°i; bazen yapiyorsa 2’yi;
sik s1k yapiyorsa 3’i; her zaman yapiyorsa 4’ isaretleyiniz.

Higbir Bazen Sik s1k Her
Zaman Zaman
1. Diger ¢ocuklara oyun swrasmda yardimci olur. 1 2 3 4
2. Oyun zamaninda kavga veya tartisma baglatr. 1 2 3 4
3. Oyun zamaninda digerleri tarafindan diglanr. 1 2 3 4
4. Oyunda srasmi beklemeyi reddeder. 1 2 3 4
5. Oyun oynayan c¢ocuklarm g¢evresinde dolanr,
. - 1 2 3 4
aralarma girmeye tereddiit eder.
6. Oyuncaklarini1 paylasr. 1 2 3 4
7. Oyun zamaninda ige kapanr. 1 2 3 4
8. Oyun zamaninda amagsizca ¢evrede dolanr. 1 2 3 4
9. Diger ¢ocuklarm oyunla ilgili fikirlerini reddeder. 1 2 3 4
10. Oyun zamanminda diger ¢ocuklar tarafindan 1 9 3 4
gormezden gelinir/yok sayilr.
11. Oyun srasmda gereksiz yere gevezelik eder,
1 2 3 4
konusur.
12. Oyun srasmda arkadaglar1 arasmda ¢ikan 1 5 3 4
anlagsmazliklar1 yatistrmaya calsir.
13. Oyun zamaninda baskalarmin esyalarina zarar verir. 1 2 3 4
14. Oyun srasmda baskalartyla farkh goriiste oldugunu
. 1 2 3 4
kavga etmeden ifade eder.
15. Oyuna ¢agridiginda katimayi reddeder. 1 2 3 4
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Hicbir Bazen Sik s1k Her
Zzaman Zzaman

16. Oyuna girebilmek i¢cin baskasmin yardmna ihtiyag 1 9 3 4
duyar.
17. Oyun srasmda baskalarma sozli olarak satasir. 1 2 3 4
18. Oyun srasmda aglar, mizmizlanir, huysuzluk eder. 1 2 3 4
19. Digerlerini oyuna katimalar1 i¢in ¢agumr, onlari

1 2 3 4
tesvik eder.
20. Oyun srasmda baskalarmin elindekileri (esya ya da

1 2 3 4
oyuncak) zorla alr.
21. Oyun srasmda birilerinin cam yandiginda veya 1 2 3 4
tiziildiklerinde onlan teselli eder.
22. Oyun kurallarimi anlayp takip etmede zorlanir. 1 2 3 4
23. Herhangi bir oyuna baslayabilmek icin bir

o ; . . 1 2 3 4

yetiskinin yonlendirmesine ihtiyag duyar.
24. Bagkalarmin oyununu bozar. 1 2 3 4
25. Oyun zamaninda mutsuz goriiniir. 1 2 3 4
26. Oyun zamaninda saldirgandir. 1 2 3 4
27. Oyun srasmda olumlu duygular gosterir (0rn: giiler,

1 2 3 4
kahkaha atar).
28. Oyun kurma konusunda yaraticidir. 1 2 3 4
29. Oyunu ve arkadaglarmi yonetmek ister. 1 2 3 4
30. Arkadaslartyla oynarken bir etkinlkten baska bir
etkinlie gegmesi gerektifinde uyumsuz davranip 1 2 3 4

diizeni bozar.
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Boliim B

Asagda, ¢ocuklarm genel olarak gosterdikleri bazi duygu ve davramslar yer almaktadir.
Liitfen her bir ifadeyi dikkatlice okuyunuz ve s6z konusu duyguyu veya davranisi (bu cahsmada

yer alan) cocugunuzun son 6 ay icerisinde “genel olarak” ne siklikla yaptigini isaretleyiniz
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Eger cocugunuz anlatilan davranigi hicbir zaman yapmiyorsa 1°i; bazen yapiyorsa 2’yi; sik sik

yapiyorsa 3’; her zaman yapiyorsa 4’ isaretleyiniz.

Higbir Bazen | Sik sik Her
Zaman Zzaman
31. Yiiz ifadesinden duygularini anlamak zordur. 1 2 3 4
32. Zorda olan bir ¢ocugu teselli eder ya da ona yardimc1 1 2 3 4
olur.
33. Kolaylkkla hayal kirikligina ugrayp sinirlenir. 1 2 3 4
34. Faaliyeti kesintiye ugradiginda kizar. (6rnegin; yemek
zaman elindeki oyunu vb. brakmasi gerektiginde 1 2 3 4
kizgimhk gosterir.)
35. Huysuzdur, ¢abuk kizip 6fkelenir. 1 2 3 4
36. Giindelik islerde yardm eder (6rnegin; sofra 1 5 3 4
kurulurken, ev toplanrken yardimeci olur.)
37. Cekingen ve trkektir; yeni ortamlardan ve
durumlardan ka¢mr (6rnegin; yeni biriyle tamstiginda, 1 2 3 4
yeni bir oyun dgrenilirken vb.).
38. Genel olarak lizgiin, mutsuz ya da depresittir. 1 2 3 4
39. Yasttlar1 arasmda ¢ekingendir ya da yasitlariyla 1 2 3 4
olmaktan huzursuz goriiniir.
40. En ufak bir seyde bagrr ya da ¢iglik atar. 1 2 3 4
41. Hareketsizdir, oynayan ¢ocuklari uzaktan seyreder. 1 2 3 4
42. Anlasmazliklara ¢6ziim yollar1 arar. 1 2 3 4
43. Yasttlarindan ayri, kendi bagma kalr. 1 2 3 4
44. Diger ¢ocuklarin goriislerine 6nem verir. 1 2 3 4
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Higbir Bazen | Sik sik Her
Zaman Zzaman
45. Diger ¢ocuklara vurur, onlar1 swr ya da tekmeler. 1 2 3 4
46. Yasttlariyla yaptig1 faaliyetlerde veya oyunlarda
AN 1 2 3 4

onlarla is birligi yapar.
47. Diger ¢ocuklarla anlasmazlik yasar. 1 2 3 4
48. Genel olarak halsiz ve yorgun goriiniir. 1 2 3 4
49. Oyuncaklara 1y1 bakar, oyuncaklarin kiymetini bilir. 1 2 3 4
50. Yasttlartyla faaliyetlere katidmayi reddeder ya da

. 1 2 3 4
faaliyet srasmda konusmaz.
51. Kendinden kiigiik ¢ocuklara karsi dikkathidir. 1 2 3 4
52. Yasttlar1 arasinda fark edilmez, siliktir. 1 2 3 4
53. Diger ¢ocuklar1 istemedikleri seyleri yapmaya zorlar. 1 2 3 4
54.Annesine kizdig1 zaman ona vurur ya da ¢evresindeki 1 9 3 4
esyalara zarar vertrr.
55. Gernel olarak endiseli gOriiniir. 1 2 3 4
56. Makul agiklamalar yapidiginda, sOyleneni kabul eder. 1 2 3 4
57. Annesinin sOylediklerine karsi ¢ikar. 1 2 3 4
58. Cezalandrrildiginda (6rnegin; herhangi bir seyden 1 2 3 4

yoksun brakildiginda) baskaldirwr, karsi koyar.
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Appendix C

COCUK DAVRANISLARI ANKETI

Bu ankette ¢ocuklarm davranglar: ile ilgili ¢esitli ifadeler yer almaktadwr. Ankette yer alan
sorularin_dogru va da yanhs cevaplari yoktur. Cocuklar, bu ifadelerde sozii gecen davramslar
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bakimmndan birbirlerinden farkhlik gosterebilmektedir. Bizim amacmiz bu farkhliklar1 daha iyi

anlamaktir.

Liitfen son 6_ay1 gbz Oniinde bulundurarak, ¢ocugunuzun asagida tarif edilen durumlar kargisimda
nasil davrandigini en iy1 gosteren sikki isaretleyiniz.

Ne
Tamamen |Oldukc¢a |Biraz |dogru | Biraz | Olduk¢a |[Tamamen
yanhs yanhs |yanhs | Ne dogru | dogru dogru
yanhs

1. k topla i isler bit

Oyunca opv ma gbi isler bitene 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
kadar onunla ugragmaya devam eder.
2. Dokundugu nesnelerin piiriizlii ya da
pliriizsiiz oldugunun hemen farkmna 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
vartr.
3.”(%enelllkle blr faallyete aceleyle, 1 ) 3 4 5 6 7
diistinmeden girigir.
4. Agn hissetmek canm ¢ok sikar. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
5. Annesi veya babasi yeni bir kiyafet
glyfi‘lgm‘de Veye} dis goriinlisiinde bir 1 ) 3 4 5 6 7
degisiklik oldugunda bunun farkmna
vartr.
6. Bagkalar1 konusurken bazen sézlerini

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

keser.
7. Bir seye konsantre olmusken
dikkatini ¢ekmek zordur. ! 2 3 4 > 6 !
8. Ne istedigine g¢abucak karar verir ve 1 9 3 4 5 6 7
yapmaya koyulur.
9. Brr faaliyete akhm vermekte 1 5 3 4 5 6 7

zorlanir.
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Ne
Tamamen |Olduk¢a |Biraz | dogru | Biraz | Olduk¢a |Tamamen
yanhs |yanhs yanhs | Ne dogru | dogru dogru
yanhs
10. Ustii sslandigimda veya iisiidiigiinde
oldukga rahatsiz olur. ! 2 3 4 > 6 !
11. Bir sey yapmaya karar vermeden
Yoy YApIY 1 2 3 | 4 | s 6 7
once genellikle durup diistintir.
12. Oldukga algak seslerin bile farkma 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
vartr.
13. Bagka bir sey yapmast
sOylendiginde yapmakta oldugu isi 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
brakmakta ¢ok zorlanr.
14. Etrafta ilgisini dagitan sesler oldugunda
o R e 1 2 3 | 4 | s 6 7
bir faaliyete konsantre olmakta zorlanir.
15. Ba%en resimli bir kitaba gomiiliir ve 1 5 3 4 5 5 7
uzun siire bakar/okur.
16. Disan1 ¢cikmaya hevesliyken, bazen
heyecan ve telasla iistiine uygun 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kiyafetleri (0rn: palto) giymeden firlar.
17. Yemege gelirken oyununu kolayca 1 9 3 4 5 5 7
brakir.
18. Oturma odasmdaki yeni esyalar1 ve
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
degisiklikleri hemen fark eder.
19 Durup v(‘il.lsu.nmeden aklna ik geleni 1 ) 3 4 5 5 -
sOyleme egilimi vardrr.
20. C;ar?ml acttabilecegi yerlerde 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
temkinli davranr.
21. Onunla k({nu?jcll.gl?‘rnda bazen beni 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
duymuyor gibi goriiniir.
2 Hic bir isi ..
i¢ bir isi tamamlamadan birinden 1 ) 3 4 5 6 ;

digerine geger.
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Ne
Tamamen |Oldukga |Biraz |dogru | Biraz | Olduk¢a |Tamamen
yanhs yanhs |yanhs | Ne dogru | dogru dogru
yanhs
23. Anne ve babasmm yiiz ifadelerini
hizlica fark eder. ! 2 3 4 ° 6 !
24. Kiiciik bir kesik veya clirik keyfini 1 ) 3 4 5 5 -
oldukca kagirrr.
25. Pargalarin st iiste konmasini veya
eklenmesini gerektiren ugrasilara (lego 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
gibi) kendini verir ve uzun siire calsir.
26. Istedigi bir seyi (6r: oyuncak) hemen
= _ eyt { yuncak) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

elde etmek ister.
27. Hikaye dinlerken ilgisi kolayca dagilr. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
28. Nesnelerdeki ufak lekeleri, kirleri bile

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
fark eder.
29. Bir faaliyetten digerine kolaylikla 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
geger.
30. Cok parlak 151k veya renklerden 1 ) 3 4 5 6 7
rahatsiz olur.
31. Yeni bir faaliyeti deneyen en son
¢ocuklardan biridir. ! 2 3 4 > 6 !
32. Istendiginde, yapmakta oldugu isi

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kolaylkla birakabilir.
33. Yemek, sigara veya parfiim gibi

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
kokular1 genellikle fark eder.

4. Tigi i kla k

3 gng b.1r.oyunca oynarken 1 5 3 4 5 6 7
cevresiyle ilgilenmez.
35. Soylendiginde sesini algaltabilir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Ne
Tamamen |Oldukga |Biraz | dogru | Biraz | Olduk¢a |Tamamen
yanhs yanhs |yanhs | Ne dogru | dogru dogru
yanhs
36. Yinli giysiler, kiyafetlerdeki
etiketler gibi piiriizlii/sert maddelerin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
cildne degmesinden rahatsizlik duyar.
37. Hareketlerini kontrol etmesi
gereken oyunlarda (deve-ciice vb) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
iyidir.
38. Talimatlar1 takip etmekte zorlanir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
39. Yeni .blrnfaahyen‘i(? baslamadan ?nce 1 ) 3 4 5 5 5
beklemesi sdylendiginde bekleyebilir.
40. Azick cant yansa bile hemen aglar. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
41. Bir sey i¢in srada beklemekte 1 9 3 4 5 5 ;
zorlanir.
42. Yerinde kiprdamadan oturmasi
sOylendiginde, bunu yapmakta giicliik 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
¢eker (Orn: sinemada, smifta).
43. Tehlikeli (?ld}lgu sOylenen yerlere 1 ) 3 4 5 6 7
yavas ve temkinli yaklasr.
44. Dikkatli olmas1 gereken yerlerde
(0m: karsidan karstya gegerken) 1 2 3 4 5) 6 7
temkinli degildir.
45. “Hayr” dendiginde yapmakta
oldugu seyi kolayca brakabilir. ! 2 3 4 ° 6 !
46. Cok yiiksek ve cuzrtili seslerden 1 5 3 4 5 5 7
rahatsiz olur.
47. Bir seyi yapmamas1 gerektigi
sOylendiginde, genellikle icinden gelen 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

diirtiiye kars1 koyabilir.
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Appendix D
Yonetici islevler Degerlendirmeleri

1. Giindiiz - Gece

Arastrmaci: ‘Simdi ¢ok acayip bir oyun oynayacagiz seninle. Eger ben sana “Giindiiziin
resmini goster” deseydim sen bana bu kart1 gosterirdin, degil mi? Ciinkii giindiiz oldugunda
giines acar. Peki.. ben sana “Bana gecenin resmini goster” deseydim, sen bu bana kartt
gosterirdin, degil mi? Evet, clinkii gece gokyiiziinde ay ve yidizlar olur. Ama biz simdi bunlarin
tam tersini yapacaglz. Ben ‘gece’ dedigimde, senin bana lizerinde giines resmi olan bu karti
gostermeni istiyorum (arastrmaci elini giindiiz resminin iistiine koyar ve bekletmeden geri
ceker). Ben ‘giindiiz’ dedigimde senin bana lizerinde ay resmi olan bu kart1 gbstermeni istiyorum
(arastrmact elini gece resminin {istiine koyar ve bekletmeden geri ¢eker). Haydi biraz ahstirma

yapalm (gercek denemelere ge¢cmeden Once ¢ocuga iki tur yardime1 olunur).

Gergek denemelere gegmeden Once yapilan ahstirma denemelerinde ¢ocuga yanls yaptiysa
diizeltici yonerge verilmelidir: Ornegin, acayip bir oyun bu; gece deyince bunu gdstereceksin,
haydi bir deneme daha yapalm, ‘gece’.... Cocuk dogru yaptiysa &viicii sdzler sdylenir: Ornegin

‘Aferin, gece dedim, sen giindiizii gosterdin’ gibi.

Arastrmaci: “Unutma, eger ben gece dersem giines kartim gostereceksin, giindiiz dersem

ay kartm gostereceksin. Kelimenin tam tersini gdsteren karta isaret edeceksin. Bakalm sen bu

acayip/tuhaf oyunu oynayabilecek misin?
Gece - gece - giindiiz - gece - giindiiz
ARA

Gece - giindiiz - giindiiz - gece - giindiiz
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NOT: Cocugun her denemeden sonra elini kartlardan geri ¢ekmesi, elini herhangi bir kartm
iizerinde birakmamasi ¢ok onemlidir. Bu konuda her deneme Oncesi, gerektiginde hatrlatma

yapihir: Ornegin, “Goster, sonra ¢ek elini, tamam mi?” “Cek elini simdi” gibi.

2. Ritim Tutma
Arastrmaci: “Simdi baska bir oyuna gecelim. Bu kalemleri tiklatarak bir ritim oyunu

oynayacagiz. Oncelikle bu kalemlerden hangisini istersin?”

“Simdi eger masaya bdyle bir kere tiklatrsam (tiklatr ve bitirince kalemi havada tutar),
senin iki kere tklatmani istiyorum (Cocugun dogru yapmasmi saglar). Aferin, aynen boyle”

(Tebesstim).

“Eger boyle iki kere tiklatrsam (iki defa tiklatr), senin sadece bir kere tiklatmani

istiyorum (Cocugun dogru yapmasmi saglar). Aferin, aynen bdyle” (Tebessiim).

Iki kez tek ve ¢ift tklatma ahstrmasi yaparlar. Arastrmaci, cocugun dogru yapmasma
yardimc1 olur, ona ne kadar iyi oldugu konusunda olumlu geribildirim verir, heyecan gosterir:

“Harika! Sen bu oyunu nasil oynayacagii biliyorsun. Haydi, simdi ger¢ekten oynayalim.”

Bir Iki Iki Bir Iki Bir

Arastrmac1: “Benimle ¢ok giizel oynuyorsun hadi biraz daha oynayalim. Unutma ben
bir kere tiklatinca sen iki kere, ben iki kere tiklatinca sen bir kere tiklatiyorsun.”

Iki Br Bir Iki Bir Iki

Aragtrmaci: “Aferin... Hadi biraz daha zorlagtiralim bu oyunu. Bakalm daha zor bir

ritmi oynayabilecek misin? Simdi, eger bdyle bir kere tiklatirsam (tiklatr), senin sadece iki kere

tiklatmani istiyorum (Cocugun dogru yapmasmi saglar), iki kere tiklatrsam (tiklatr) senin bir
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defa tiklatmani istiyorum (Cocugun dogru yapmasimi saglar), ama 3 kere tklatirsam senin hiiiiiig
tiklatmani istemiyorum. Hadi bir deneme yapahm. (Bir Iki Ug deneme yaparlar). “Aferin, sen

bu oyunu 6grenmigsin’.
Bir Iki Ug¢ Iki Bir Ug
Aragtrmaci: “Benimle ¢ok giizel oynuyorsun hadi biraz daha oynayalim. Unutma ben

bir kere tiklatinca sen iki kere, ben iki kere tiklatinca sen bir kere tiklatiyorsun, ben ii¢ kere

tiklatinca, sen hi¢ tiklatmiyorsun.”
Uc¢ iki Bir iki Bir Ug
Arastrmaci: “Aferin ¢ok giizel oynadn benimle.”

NOT: Cocuk eger “Kag tane vurdun hatrlamadim/anlamadimm” derse “Olabilir, devam

edelim” diyoruz; eger “Kurah hi¢c hatwrlamiyorum” derse kural hatrlatiyoruz.
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Appendix E

Zihin Kuramu Yetenegi Gelisimsel Olcegi
Verilis sirasi: Farkh istek, bilgi erisimi, icerik yanhs inamg, farkh inanig, belirgin yanhs mans,
sakl duygu
1. Farkh istek
Materyaller: Kiigik bir erkek oyuncak bebek. Yarismda bir havug, diger yarisinda bir kurabiye
resmi bulunan 22x28 cm boyutlarinda kagt.
Once arastrmac1 oyuncagi ve resimleri gdsterir ve cocuga tanttir: “Bu Ali (oyuncak bebegi
kagidin lizerine, iki resmin ortasma yerlestirin). Ali’nin karm acikmus ve cam bir seyler yemek
istiyor. Burada iki farkh yiyecek var: bir havug (isaret et) ve bir kurabiye (isaret et).”
Sonra ¢ocuga kendi istegi sorulur: “Sen en ¢ok hangi yiyecegi seviyorsun? En ¢ok havucu
(isaret et) mu, yoksa kurabiyeyi (isaret et) mi seversin?”
Eger cocuk “Havugc” derse, “Peki, bu iyi bir se¢im. Ama... Ali ashnda kurabiyeleri sever (isaret
etme). Hawucu sevmez. Onun en ¢ok sevdigi yiyecek kurabiyedir.” denir.
Eger cocuk “Kurabiye” derse, “Peki, bu iyi bir se¢cim. Ama... Al ashnda havucu sever (isaret
etme). Kurabiyeyi sevmez. Onun en ¢ok sevdigi sey havugtur.” denir.
Sonra hedef soruya gecilir: “Evet simdi yemek yeme zamani Al yalmzca bir yiyecegi segebilir,
sadece birini. Ali (Ali’yi isaret et) hangi yiyecegi se¢ecek? ... Havucu mu, kurabiyeyi mi?”
Puanlama: Cocuk hedef soruya, kendi istegi sorusuna verdigi cevabm tersi bigimde cevap
verirse dogru cevap vermis olur.
2. Farkh Inams
Materyaller: Kiiciik bir kiz oyuncak bebek. Yarismda callik ve diger yarismda bir garaj resmi

bulunan 22x28 cm boyutlarinda kagit.
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Once arastrmac1 oyuncagi ve resimleri gdsterir ve cocuga tanitir: * Simdi baska bir oyuna
geciyoruz. Bu Ayse (oyuncak bebegi kagidn lizerine, iki resmin ortasma yerlestirin). Ayse
kedisini bulmak istiyor. Kedisi ¢caliliklarin i¢cinde (isaret et) saklaniyor olabilir ya da garajmn
icinde (isaret et) saklaniyor olabilir.”

Sonra ¢ocuga kendiinanis1 sorulur: “Sence kedi nerede? Calliklarin icinde mi (isaret et)
yoksa... garajm i¢cinde mi (isaret et)?”

Eger cocuk “Cahliklar” derse, “Evet bu iyi bir fikir. Ama... Ayse kedisinin garajn i¢cinde (isaret
etme) oldugunu diisiiniiyor. Kedinin garajmn i¢inde oldugunu diisiiniiyor.” denir.

Eger ¢ocuk “Garaj” derse, “Evet bu iyi bir fikir. Ama... Ayse kedisinin c¢alliklarin i¢inde (isaret
etme) oldugunu diisiiniiyor. Kedinin ¢alliklarin i¢cinde oldugunu diisiiniiyor.” diye cevap
verilir.

Sonra hedef soruya gegilir: “Peki... Ayse (Ayse’yi isaret et) kedisini nerede arayacak?
Calliklarin i¢inde mi yoksa garajn i¢inde mi?”

Puanlama: Bu bolimdeki sorunun cevabmin dogru olarak puanlanmasi i¢in ¢ocugun hedef
SOruyu kendi inanis sorusuna verdigi yantin tersi bicimde cevaplamasi gerekmektedir.

3. Bilgi Erigimi

Materyaller: Kolayca tanimlanamayan (yani dig goriiniisiinden ne kutusu oldugu anlagilmayan,
ornek: ¢ikolata, bardak) kare seklinde kiiclik bir kutu. Kutuya sigacak biiyiiklikte oyuncak bir
kopek. Kiicik bir kiz oyuncak bebek.

Arastrmac1 onceki oyunun materyallerini kaldrr ve yeni materyalleri ¢ikartr: “Burada bir kutu
var (kutunun iizerine parmagmi koy).”

Aragtrmac1 ¢ocuga sorar: “Sence kutunun icinde ne var (kutuyu isaret et)?”

Cocuk cevap verse de vermese de arastrmaci merakh ve heyecanli bir sekilde: “Haydi bir

bakalm... Aaa i¢inde bir kopek varmis!” der.
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Aragtrmact kopegi gostermek icin kutunun kapagm acar ve ¢cocugun kopegi gordiigiinden emin
olduktan sonra kutuyu kapatir.

Cocugun kutunun i¢inde ne oldugunu o6grenip Ogrenmedigi anlamak i¢in kontrol sorusu sorulur:
“Peki...Soyle bakalm, ne vardi kutunun i¢inde?”

Eger cocuk burada hata yaparsa, soruyu dogru yanitlayana kadar igerisinde bulunanlar tekrar
gosterilir.

Aragtrmact eline bebegi alir: “Ve iste Zeynep. Zeynep bu kutunun i¢cindekini daha énce hi¢
gormedi.”

Sonra hedef soruya gecilir. Arastrmaci “Peki... Zeynep kutuda ne oldugunu biliyor mu?” diye
sorar. Cocugun cevabindan sonra hafiza sorusu sorulur. Arastrmaci “Zeynep bu kutunun i¢ini
gordii mii?” diye sorar.

Puanlama: Bu boliimdeki sorunun cevabmin dogru olarak puanlanmasi i¢in ¢ocugun hedef
SOruyu Ve hafiza sorusunu “hayr” olarak yantlamasi gerekmektedir.

4. Belirgin Yanls inans

Materyaller: Erkek oyuncak bebek. Bir yarisinda dolap dier yarisinda sit cantasi resmi bulunan
22x28cm boyutlarinda kag.

Aragtrmac1 Onceki oyunun materyallerini kaldirr ve yeni materyalleri ¢ikartr: “Bak bu Murat.
Murat eldivenlerini arryor. Murat’m eldivenleri ya sirt cantasmda (igaret et) ya da dolapta (isaret
et) olabilir. Ashnda, Murat’'m eldivenleri sirt ¢antasmda. Ama Murat eldivenlerin dolapta (isaret
et) oldugunu diisiiniiyor.”

Aragtirmact ¢ocuga hedef soruyu sorar: “Peki... Murat eldivenlerini nerede arayacak? St
cantasmda mu yoksa dolapta mu?”

Sonra gergeklik sorusu sorulur: “Murat’in eldivenleri gercekte nerede? St ¢antasmda mu dolapta

mi?”
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Puanlama: Cocuk hedef soruyu, “dolap” ve ger¢eklik sorusunu “sut c¢antasr” olarak yanitlarsa
dogru cevap vermis olur.

5. icerik Yanhs Inams

Materyaller: On yiizinde goriiniir bigimde boya kalemleri resimleri olan standart bir boya kalemi
kutusu. Kutunun i¢inden ¢ikacak bir yara bandi Kiicik bir erkek oyuncak bebek.

Arastrmac1 diger materyalleri kaldrrken yeni materyalleri ¢ikarmr: “ Simdi ben sana bagka bir
sey gosterecegim. Burada bir kalem kutusu var.”

Aragtrmac1 boya kalemi kutusunu ¢ocugun Oniine koyar: ““ Sence bu kalem kutusunun i¢inde ne
var?”

Bu soruya cocugun ‘kalem” demesi icin gerekirse ydnlendirmede bulunulur. Ornegin birinci
yonlendirmede arastrmaci “Iginde kalem olabilecek gibi mi gdriiniiyor?” der. Cocuk yine de
“kalem” demezse, ikinci yonlendirme yapilr, “Bu ne gesit bir kutu? Icinde ne olmali?” denir.
Uciincii ydnlendirmede ise arastrmaci “Burada kalemler mi olmali yoksa kitaplar mi?” diye
sorar.

Cocuktan “kalem” cevabmi aldiktan sonra arastrmaci heyecanla: “Hadi bakalm... Aaa i¢inde
bir yara band1 varmig!”

Aragtrmac1 boya kalemi kutusunun i¢cindeki yara bandmi disar1 ¢ikarrr ve gocugun yara bandm
gordiigiinden emin olduktan sonra yara bandm tekrar boya kalemi kutusunun i¢cine koyar ve
kapagm kapatr.

Cocugun boya kalemi kutusunun i¢inde yara bandi oldugunu 6grenip 6grenmedigi kontrol edilir:
“Peki... Nevardi kutunun i¢inde?” (kontrol sorusu)

Eger cocuk burada hata yaparsa, soruyu dogru yanmtlayana kadar kutunun i¢indeki yara bandi

tekrar gOsterilir.
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Arastrmact eline bebegi alr: “Iste Ahmet geldi (Ahmet’i gdsterir). Ahmet bu boya kalemi
kutusunun i¢ini daha 6nce hi¢ gormedi.”

Sonra hedef soruya gecilir. Arastrmaci “Peki... Ahmet kutunun i¢inde ne oldugunu diis tiniir?
Boya kalemi mi yoksa bir yara bandi mi?” diye sorar. Cocuk yanitlamazsa soru tekrarlanir.
Cocugun cevabmdan sonra hafiza sorusuna gegilir. Arastrmact “Ahmet bu kutunun icini gordii
mii?” diye sorar.

Puanlama: Bu boliimdeki sorunun cevabmin dogru olarak puanlanmasi i¢in ¢ocugun hedef
soruyu “boya kalemi” olarak ve hafiza sorusunu (gérme hakkmnda olan son soru) “hayr” olarak
yanitlamas1 gerekmektedir.

6. Sakh Duygu

Materyaller: Arkasi doniik oldugu i¢in yiizii gérinmeyen bir erkek gocugun bagmmn resmi (8x8
cm ebatlarma yakm). Duygu Olcedi: Srastyla mutlu, normal (ne mutlu ne iizgiin) ve iizgiin
ifadeleri olan ig basit yiiz ¢izimi igeren 8x25 cm ebatlarmda bir kagit (yalmzca siyah-beyaz
dairesel ¢izgilerden olusan basit gozler, ¢izgi seklinde agizlar vb. igeren basit yiiz ¢izimleri).
Oyuna hazirhik amactyla arastrmaci duygu Olcegini ¢ikarr ve ¢ocugun Oniine koyar: “Simdi sana
bir cocuk hakkmda hikaye anlatacagim. Bu hikdyede, ¢ocuk mutlu hissediyor olabilir (duygu
dleegi iizerinde isaret eder). Uzgiin hissediyor olabilir (duygu 6lcedi iizerinde isaret eder). Ya da
ne mutlu ne lizgiin hissediyor olabilir (duygu olgegi iizerinde isaret eder).”

Arastrmac1 ¢ocugun yiizlerin hangi duygulari anlattigini 6grenip 6grenmedigini kontrol eder.
Arastrmac1 her ifadeyi teker teker sorar: “Simdi bana gosterebilir misin? Bu yiizlerden hangisi
mutlu? Hangisi {izgiin? Hangisi ne mutlu ne tizgiin?”

Eger cocuk hata yaparsa 6n hazirlik bastan yapihr.

Arastrmaci: “Aferin sana... Tamam, simdi hikayeye gecelim. Hikayeyi anlattktan sonra, sana

cocugun icinde gercekten nasil hissettigini (kendi kalbine dokunarak) ve yiiz olarak nasil
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goriindiigiinii (kendi yanagmma dokunarak) soracagim. Cocuk icinde baska bir sey hissediyor
ama yiizinde bunu farkh gosteriyor olabilir. Senin bana ¢ocugun i¢inde nasil hissettigini ve
yiiziinde nasil goriindiigiinii sdylemeni istiyorum”.

Arastrmact hikdyeyi anlatmaya baslar: “Bu hikdye Mehmet hakkinda (resmi goster). Mehmet’in
arkadaslar birlkte oynuyor ve sakalastyorlardi Biiyilk ¢ocuklardan biri olan Giil, Mehmet
hakkinda kotii bir saka yapti ve herkes buna giildii. Mehmet disnda herkes bu sakanin ¢ok komik
oldugunu diislindii. Ama Mehmet saka hakkinda nasil hissettigini diger ¢ocuklarm gdrmesini
istemedi, clinkii ona bebek derlerdi. Yani, Mehmet nasil hissettigini saklamaya cahst.”

Sonra ¢ocuga 2 hafiza sorusu sorulur:

“Gll, Mehmet hakkmnda kotii bir saka yaptiginda diger ¢ocuklar ne yapti?”

“Hikayede, diger ¢ocuklar Mehmet’in ne hissettigini bilselerdi ne yaparlardi?”

Ug duygu resmini gdstererek: “Peki, herkes giildiigiinde, Mehmet gercekte nasil hissetti? Mutlu
mu, lizglin mii, yoksa ne mutlu ne iizgiin mii?”

Neden?

“Herkes giildiigiinde, Mehmet nasil goriinmeye c¢ahsti? Mutln mu, ilizgiin mii, yoksa ne mutlu ne
Neden?

Cocugun basarii olmasi icin hedef duygu sorusuna, hedef goriiniis sorusundan daha olumsuz bir

cevap vermesi gereklidir.



