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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this thesis is to adapt and complete the psychometric work for the
Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS) and to prepare it for use with
Turkish families. Observational method provides an important source of information
about the nature of the interactions between a parent and a child. Therefore, valid
observational and coding systems are necessary for a complete assessment of parent-
child interactions. The current study aimed to accomplish the Turkish adaptation of the
DPICS which is a widely used observational coding system. The observational data
collected by the ECDET (Early Childhood Developmental Ecologies in Turkey) from
a sample of mothers and their-3 year-old children representing four metropolitan areas
in Turkey were used for the study. The results indicated that the inter rater reliability
of DPICS-TR was satisfactory. Additionally, the scores of parent and child behaviors
measured by parent reports were significantly correlated with the DPICS-TR scores.
Besides preparing a reliable and valid coding system, an important contribution of this
thesis was identifying some culture specific characteristics of parent-child interaction
of families in Turkey. Turkish mothers often used threat as a control strategy.
Furthermore, the mothers in Turkey were found to be dominant in the interaction.
They have a disproportionately high share of the input in their interactions with their
children. The mothers in the sample showed a high level of behavioral control over

their children and they displayed a low level of overt affection.

Keywords: Parent-child interaction, observation, reliability, validity, adaptation study,

culture



OZET

Bu tezin amaci Ebeveyn-Cocuk Etkilesimi Kodlama Sistemi (Dyadic Parent-Child
Interaction Coding System; DPICS)’nin uyarlanmasi, gerekli psikometrik ¢aligmalarin
tamamlanmasi ve Tiirk aileleri ile kullanilmak tizere hazirlanmasidir. Gézlem
yontemi, ebeveyn ¢ocuk arasindaki iliskinin niteligi hakkinda 6nemli 6lgiide bilgi
saglar. Bu ylizden, ebeveyn ¢ocuk etkilesiminin biitiiniiyle degerlendirilebilmesi i¢in
gegerli gozlem ve kodlama sistemlerine ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu ¢alisma, yaygin olarak
kullanilan bir gézlem kodlama sistemi olan DPICS’in Tlrkce’ye adaptasyonunun
tamamlamlamasini amaglamistir. Calismada, Tiirkiye’nin dort metropolitan bdlgesini
temsil eden anneler ve 3 yasindaki ¢ocuklarini olusturdugu bir 6rneklemden TECGE
(Tirkiye’de Erken Cocukluk Gelisim Ekolojileri) Projesi tarafindan toplanan
gozlemsel veri kullanilmistir. Arastirmanin sonuglari, DPICS-TR’nin degerlendiriciler
aras1 giivenirliginin yeterli diizeyde oldugunu gostermistir. Ayrica, ebeveyn
degerlendirmeleriyle 6l¢iilen ebeveyn ve ¢cocuk davraniglari puanlari ile DPICS-TR
pualar1 arasindaki korelasyonun anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir. Gegerli ve giivenilir bir
kodlama sisteminin hazirlanmasinin yanisira, bu tezin 6nemli bir katkis1 Tiirkiye’deki
ailelerin ebeveyn ¢ocuk iligkilerinin kiilltiire 6zel 6zelliklerinin tespit edilmesidir.
Turk anneleri, bir kontrol yontemi olarak tehditi siklikla kullanmiglardir. Ayrica,
Turkiye’deki annelerin ¢ocuklartyla iliskilerinde baskin olduklari, gereginden fazla
miidahaleci davrandiklart goriilmiistiir. Calismaya katilan anneler ¢ocuklarina yiiksek

seviyede davranigsal kontrol, az seviyede acik sekilde yakinlik gdstermislerdir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Ebeveyn-cocuk etkilesimi, gézlem yontemi, gecerlik, glivenirlik,

adaptasyon ¢aligmasi, kiiltiir
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

This Master’s thesis is a study of the adaptation of Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction
Coding System (DPICS) which is an empirically validated observational research tool. Since
translation is not adequate for a research tool to be used in a different culture, the translated
version was used in a pilot study and revised according to the characteristics of the Turkish
culture. The psychometric work establishing the reliability and validity of the adapted version

was completed in the present study.

This adaptation study was conducted because a valid observational tool measuring the
components of parent-child interaction was needed for use with samples in Turkey. Indeed,
the inadequacy of measurement tools for child development research is an important problem
in Turkey (Baydar & Aydemir, 2008) and the quality of parent-child interaction is one of the
most important concepts that must be assessed in child development research. Therefore, the
aim of this study is to meet the need of a valid measurement tool for parent-child interaction.
The remainder of this section discusses why parent-child interaction and its measurement are

important in child development research.

Parent-child interaction, including verbal and nonverbal communication and physical
behaviors, plays an important role in the development of the child. During the early years of
life, parents are important for children because the relationship with the parents is the
predominant interaction in the child’s microsystem in this period, occurring on a regular
basis, over extended periods of time (Bronfenbrenner, 2001). Their parenting practices have
both immediate and long term effects on children’s functioning in many areas such as
behavioral development, peer relationships and academic achievement (Bornstein &

Bornstein, 2007).
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Research on parent-child interaction is important because it allows the specification of
optimal parenting behaviors and effective parenting practices (Bornstein & Bornstein, 2007).
What should be taken into account in research is that parents prepare the children for the
physical, economic and psychosocial situations of the particular culture that the children have
to survive in (Bornstein, 2002). Therefore, the culturally relevant elements embedded in the
interaction between parents and their children should be considered when measuring effects

of parenting on child development.

For contemporary research on parent-child interaction, it is important to explore the
effects of parenting practices on child development in a broad variety of cultural groups rather
than just Western cultures. In order to conduct research on parenting and child development
in a non Western culture, a reliable and valid research tool is necessary. In Turkey, for
instance, self report parenting measures and mother reported child behavior measures are used
in research. However, a lay observer cannot provide the details of a parent-child interaction as
well as a professional observer who is an expert in paying attention to these details. In other
words, self or third party report measures have some inherent problems which are presented
in the next section in detail. In summary, observational method is a necessity in child
development research and the current study attempted to meet the need for an observational

tool in the developmental research in Turkey.

This thesis aimed to contribute to developmental research in Turkish with a validated
instrument for measuring parent-child interaction in this culture. Dyadic Parent-Child
Interaction Coding System (DPICS) was chosen as an observational tool to be adapted for use
with families in Turkey. This coding system is widely used in assessing the quality of the
interaction between parents and their 2-7 year old children in Western societies. It has not

been used with samples from non-Western societies, yet (Eyberg, personal communication,
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September, 2008). DPICS focuses on the overt verbal and physical behaviors during the
interaction between the parent and the child. The frequency of specified parent and child
behaviors during the interaction are counted in this coding system. The detailed information

about the DPICS is presented in the next section.
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Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This section starts with examining the observational method for measuring parent-
child interaction by presenting the advantages and the inherent validity problems of the
observational method. Second, the alternative observational instruments in order to measure
parent-child interaction are introduced. Third, the content, history, the reliability and validity
information of the DPICS and studies using the DPICS are presented. Last, the comparison of

the DPICS with the other observational coding systems is provided.

2.1. Observational Method for Measuring Parent-Child Interaction

2.1.1. Advantages of the Observational Method

The quality of parent-child interaction may be measured using different methods such
as questionnaires, interviews, and observations. Although each of these methods has certain
strengths, observational method may be favored over the others. This can be because
observation is a good measurement tool for both basic and applied research. What makes
observational method good for basic and applied research is discussed in the following

paragraphs.

In basic developmental research, observations are valuable tools because they address
questions about the nature of the causal processes embedded in parent-child interaction. A
dyadic interaction is a dynamic process that can be influenced by the social conditions
including the behavioral triggers and reactions of others (Gardner, 2000). In this process, a
behavior can be a reaction to another person’s behavior and it can act as a trigger itself. Thus,

an interaction is nothing other than series of non-recursive causal processes, each micro
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causal process consisting of a behavior, its reaction and its counter-reaction. Causal processes
include details about complex interchanges in the interaction (Gardner, 1997). It is difficult
for parents to identify the behavioral triggers and their reactions in this process and provide
self reports of these because the behaviors may not be conscious and they may occur too fast
for self-awareness (Stafford & Bayer, 1993). However, observation allows researchers to
understand how behaviors unfold over time and how they are influenced by behavioral
triggers and reactions of others. Therefore, complex interchanges within the dyadic
interactions can be better identified and understood by the observational measures than the

self reports.

Observation is a preferred approach to measurement for applied developmental
research because it is easier to identify the interactional behaviors using observation than
using self reports so that they could be targeted by interventions. The child’s interaction with
the parent may have a direct influence on the child’s development (Bell & Eyberg, 2002);
therefore, intervening in this interaction may contribute to the child’s positive development
(Baydar, Reid & Webster-Stratton, 2003). In the course of planning an intervention program
intending to change parent-child interactions, observational data provide detailed information
about the interaction. Understanding the causal processes embedded in this interaction allows
identifying the target behaviors that must be changed. Identifying the interaction patterns that
produce problems for the child’s optimal development and effectively changing these patterns
bring about positive outcomes for the parent-child interaction and the child’s development

(Gallagher, 2003; Nixon, Sweeny, Erickson & Touyz, 2004).

Besides planning of interventions, observational method can be adopted for evaluating
the effectiveness of intervention programs. Observational data can provide more objective
information about the change in the quality of the interaction after an intervention program
than parent reports (Rodriguez, Davis, Rodriguez & Bates, 2006). Especially when the

intervention program includes parent training, parent reports can be biased in two aspects in
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terms of providing information about the improvement (Patterson & Forgatch, 1995). First,
parents can overestimate the improvement in the interaction or in the children’s positive
development after the intervention as a result of their positive expectations from the program
(Patterson, 1982, cited in Aspland & Gardner, 2003). Second, after an intervention program,
parents can underestimate the enhancement in their positive parenting and the decrease in
their ineffective parenting which can be due to a bias in their self evaluation (Baydar, Reid
and Webster-Stratton, 2003). Similarly, parents with negative feelings and perceptions toward
the child can provide biased information by underestimating the improvement. In that case,
parents can overrate the child’s behavior problems after an effective intervention program
(Eddy, Dishion & Stoolmiller, 1998 ; Prescott et al., 2000). Maternal characteristics related to
mood and personality may also influence the accuracy of maternal reports (Forman et. al.,
2003; Leerkes & Crockenberg, 2003). However, biased evaluations are less likely to occur
with observational methods because the observed interactions are generally assessed by
coders who are trained, reliable, objective and may be blind to the aim of the study.
Therefore, observational method is likely to provide more valid estimation of the

effectiveness of parent training programs than parent reports.

2.1.2. Inherent Validity Problems of Observational Method

Despite the strengths of using observation for measuring parent-child interaction, there
are number of potential threats to the validity of the observational data. Using an
inappropriate task for the observation, observer’s presence, and observing the behaviors in an
unnatural environment (Merrell, 1999) and the relatively short duration of observation
(Haworth, 1996) constitute a few of these problems. This section addresses those potentially

problematic issues surrounding the use of behavioral observations.

When using observational method in psychological research, an observer can

intervene in an observational setting to set up a situation. In this way, the behaviors of interest
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may become overt even in a short time during observation. (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister,
1997). These kinds of observations can be highly structured or semi-structured. In structured
observation, what to observe is decided beforehand and observational protocol is devised.
Observers create an environment in which they focus on just what they will observe. In semi-
structured observation, some aspects of the situation are controlled and events and behaviors
that are not the primary focus can also be recorded and assessed (French, Reynolds & Swain,
2001). A researcher may use structured observation to observe 3-year-olds’ behavioral self
regulation by using a self regulation task; on the other hand, another researcher can use a
semi-structured observation for parent-child interaction with the focus on child’s deviant
behaviors but parenting practices and child’s interactions with the parents can be also
observed and coded. In this way, structured observation helps observers identify the triggers
for behaviors in a social interaction. In both structured and semi-structured observations, a
structured environment is developed to stimulate everyday situations or behaviors of interest.
An observer instructs the parent to play a specific game with the child, for instance, to
stimulate the parent-child interaction. In this way, standardization between observations and
some control for external effects such as the inherent influence of the activity the parent and

the child are doing is ensured (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister, 1997).

In observations for measuring parent-child interaction, using an inappropriate task
may result in having data that yield measures that lack validity. A task with which the parents
are completely unfamiliar because they have not experience before may be an appropriate task
(Gardner, 2000). When the parent is not familiar with the task during observation, he/she can
behave in an unnatural way. Rather than observing the natural interaction between the parent
and the child, an aberration of their daily interaction is observed which may threaten the
validity of the information about the interaction. Not only familiarity of the task, but also
nature of the task itself can influence the validity of the data. Some tasks inherently produce

positive interaction patterns whereas some produce negative patterns. For instance, imposing
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a clean-up task can encourage negative interaction between parent and child while an
enjoyable joint play task will tend to elicit positive interaction. There is research evidence
indicating little consistency between the observed parent-child interaction during a joint play
task and during a natural mealtime interaction (Webster-Stratton, 1985). Therefore, selecting
appropriate tasks for the research question is important for having valid information from

observational data.

Another important threat to the validity of observational data is subject reaction to the
observer’s presence. Subject reactivity refers to the influence of the observer’s presence on
the behavior of the subjects (Merrell, 1999). Since the presence of an observer is not a part of
the natural setting, subjects may make an effort to behave in a way that they perceive as in
line with the expectations of the observer. By paying attention to the procedure of the study or
to the implicit cues given by the observer, the subjects may modify their behaviors. Reactivity
effect is a threat for both the external and the internal validity. When the subject behaves in a
manner that is not representative of his or her usual patterns of behavior, it limits the
generalizability of the observed behavioral patterns which is a threat to external validity. In
addition, subjects may behave in a way they think is expected of them and this may lead some
infrequent behaviors to be observed as frequent behaviors that may influence the validity of a
research study. (Shaughnessy & Zechmeister, 1997). Therefore, subject reactivity should be
taken into account and be controlled. It can be controlled by using unobtrusive measures such
as hidden tape recorders and video cameras but this approach may be unethical because it
would be similar to observing somebody without consent. Another way to control reactivity
effect is adapting the subjects to the presence of observer. The initial period of an observation
may include a stronger reactivity effect but generally this effect diminishes in later periods.
Therefore, comparing first sessions with the later ones can be a way to understand whether

there is a reactivity effect. If there is, later sessions might be valid to use.
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Location of the observation for parent-child interaction also influences the validity of
an observational method. Observations are sometimes conducted in unnatural settings such as
a laboratory or a clinic. However, these observations may not be representative of natural
interactions (Gardner, 1997; 2000). For obtaining data which can be generalized or is
ecologically valid, observing the parent-child interaction in a natural setting is necessary.
There are several early studies comparing interactions in the home and in a clinic (Webster-
Stratton, 1985; Zangwill & Kniskern, 1982; Forehand & McMahon, 1981). These studies
generally found moderate to high correlation between home and clinic observations in terms
of interaction patterns such as directiveness of the parent and compliance of the child.
However, frequency of the behaviors indicated changes which were a result of different kinds

of activities in the home and the clinic.

Duration of the observation is another important issue that should be taken into
consideration. In order to provide a reliable estimate of frequencies, researchers should
guestion how long the observation should be. Patterson (1982) suggested that at least one hour
unstructured home observation is necessary for reliable data. Roberts and Powers (1988)
suggested that the time could be shorter for structured observations. In a more recent study
(Kemppinen et al., 2005), observational data were collected from infants throughout a one
year period and compared with a 5-min video recording taken at the end of the year. The two
sets of observational data provided similar information about the mother-child interaction.
The task used in both 1-year-observation and 5-min video recording included an unstructured
task as free play. Although the short video recordings were found to be representative of the
long observations, it was difficult to catch some parental behaviors such as positive parental
contact in the former source. Therefore, an observation of short duration might have

questionable validity in terms of representing some relatively infrequent behaviors.

To conclude, observational method is a unique approach for measuring complex

parent-child interactions in terms of its ability to eliminate subject biases, to understand causal
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mechanisms in social interactions and triggers of behaviors. However, it has some

disadvantages. “Faking good” in the presence of observer is a problem resulting in observing
behaviors which are not representative for the usual behaviors. Making generalizations from
the observed parent-child interactions may be problematic due to the effects of observation’s

location, duration, and type of the activity being observed.

2.2. Alternative Observational Methods for Measuring Parent-Child Interaction

Using the observational method for measuring parent-child interaction requires
selecting an appropriate coding scheme that enables researcher to quantify the interaction.
Using an existing coding scheme is better than developing a new one for the specific study
because the existing coding schemes may produce data that are valid and comparable with
other studies. Which of the existing schemes will be used for coding generally depends on the
research question. A study for the evaluation of an intervention program for parents; for
instance, can require observing the changes in parents’ inappropriate behaviors toward the
child after the program. In this case, behavior of interest would be parent’s verbalizations and
behaviors during parent-child interaction and a coding scheme assessing verbalizations and
overt behaviors may be a good choice. On the other hand, a study aiming to investigate the
relation between parents’ responses to their children’s emotions and the children’s emotion
regulation skills can require observing the interaction in terms of emotional expressions. In
this case, behavior of interest would be children’s emotional expressions and parents’
responses. Therefore, identifying the behaviors of interest can be helpful for selecting a

coding scheme (Gardner, 2003).

Observational systems are differentiated in terms of their characteristics such as the
tasks being imposed during the observations, the domains of the interaction being assessed,
and target individuals of the observation. These characteristics can also play a role in the

process of selecting the coding system. Since different tasks used in the observation generate
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different patterns of interaction, as reported in the previous section, the task being used should
be taken into account. Additionally, coding systems focus on different aspects of the
interaction such as responsiveness, positive or negative affect, and nurturing. Target
individuals of the observation can identify which system to be used because some systems are
designed to rate dyadic interaction whereas some focus on the interaction at the family level.
Similarly, targeted age group of children can also play a role in selecting the coding system.
Therefore, an appropriate coding system can be selected by considering the task used, the

interactional domains measured and target individuals for the observation.

A literature review for the measures of parent-child interaction indicated that there are
several coding systems. Some of the commonly used observational systems which are
comparable to the Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS) in terms of their
structure and purpose such as Marschak Interaction Method Rating System (MIM-RS),
Parent-Child Interaction System (PARCHISY) and Young Family Interactions Coding
System (YFICS) were selected to review. In addition, some newly developed observational
systems such as Parenting Interactions with Children: Checklist of Observations Linked to
Outcomes (PICCOLO) and Parent Instruction-Giving Game with Youngsters (PIGGY) were
also selected for the review because they were developed by taking the problems of
previously developed coding systems into consideration. In other words, these new systems
are developed to meet the need for more standardized methods than the existing ones to assess

parent-child interaction.

Some widely used observational systems in the literature such as Home Observation
for Measurement of the Environment (HOME), Maternal Behavior Q-Set (MBQS), Behavior
Coding Scheme (BCS) and System for Coding Interactions and Family Functioning (SCIFF)
were not included in the review. The reasons for not including them are explained in the

following paragraphs.
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HOME, (Bradley & Caldwell, 1984), which is administered via a semi-structured
observation, is commonly used in parenting research. It provides an assessment of parent-
child interaction at a macro level rather than providing the details of an interaction. Since it is
not comparable with the coding systems that score interactions at a micro level such as the

DPICS, it was not included into the review.

Maternal Behavior Q-Set (Pederson et. al., 1990) is another measure commonly used
in research. The measure is based on observer impressions about maternal behavior especially
maternal sensitivity during interaction, rather than child behaviors. Since it focuses only on
the maternal behavior, it is not included in the review for alternative measures for parent-child

interaction.

BCS (Forehand & McMahon, 1981) is an observational system for coding parent and
child behaviors. Since it is an old measurement with a small number of categories, it is not

used in recent research. Therefore, BCS was not included in the review.

SCIFF (Lindahl & Malik, 2000) is an observational coding system used for assessing
dyadic (marital and parent-child) interaction. In fact, the system was developed to capture the
whole family interaction rather than dyadic relations. How family members handle conflict,
disagreement and problems is assessed by instructing the family members to discuss a recent
family argument that involves all family members (father, mother and the child). Since the
task being imposed during observation is not appropriate for young children, it is not
comparable with the observational systems reviewed here. Therefore, SCIFF is not included

in the review.

In the following review, selected observational systems (MIM-RS, PARSCHISY,
YFICS, PICCOLO, PIGGY) are compared in terms of the procedure that is applied during
observation, the domains of parent-child interaction assessed by the observational scheme and

their available psychometric properties.
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2.2.1. MIM-RS

Marschak Interaction Method Rating System (MIM) was developed by Marschak in
1960 to assess quality of parent-child interaction (Martin, Snow & Sullivan, 2008). It was
appropriate only for mothers and their preschool age children when it was developed first.
However, its revised version (Jernberg, et al., 1991 cited in McKay, Pickens & Stewart, 1996)
is appropriate for measuring caregiver-child interaction and for children from preschool to
eight years of age. However, these systems did not have a quantitative coding system. O’
Connor (2001) developed a rating system (MIM-RS) that allows researchers to use a scoring

system for the observations.

MIM-RS is a structured interaction procedure that asks the parent to perform several
interactive tasks such as teaching the child something new and singing a song together.
During MIM-RS procedure, the parent and child are seated side by side at a table and the
parent is instructed to perform the given tasks. The sessions are videotaped or watched

through a one-way mirror.

MIM-RS is used to score four domains of parenting: structuring, challenging,
engaging, and nurturing. Additionally, a separation-reunion period, summary ratings, and an
overall attachment style are scored. 42 items including these domains are scored on 5-point
Likert-type scales. There are also 15 critical items that are indicative of potentially harmful or
dangerous behaviors of the parent toward the child such as the parent’s aggressiveness toward
the child. These items are scored on 3-point Likert-type scales. Child’s regulatory processes,
ability to explore the environment and reciprocity with the parent are also assessed by the

MIM-RS.

The MIM-RS demonstrated high internal consistency (.96). Convergent validity was
demonstrated by comparing MIM-RS with Parent Stress Index (Hitchcock, Ammen,

O’Connor & Backman, 2008).
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2.2.2. PARCHISY

Parent-Child Interaction System (PARCHISY) is another observational coding scheme
(Deater-Deckard, Pylas, & Petrill, 1997). It has a 7-point Likert-type format for assessing
preschool children’s and their mother’s affect and behavior. The observational system is used
in home setting during an unstructured free play and structured play tasks using an “Etch-a-

Sketch” drawing toy.

PARCHISY has parent, child and dyadic codes. Parent codes include positive and
negative control, positive and negative affect, responsiveness toward the child, verbalizations
and on task behavior. Child codes include positive and negative affect, responsiveness to
mother, non-compliance, autonomy and independence, verbalizations, activity and on task

behavior. Dyadic codes include reciprocity, conflict, and cooperation.

PARCHISY has good reliability and validity. Interrater reliability was
found as .75 and above in the previous research. (Corapci, Radan & Lozoff, 2006). In a study
of identical twin pairs of non-referred sample, behaviors measured by PARCHISY was found
to be related to children’s socio-emotional adjustment based on parent-reports such as
Strenghts and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ) and Parent Feelings Questionnaire (PFQ)

(Deater-Deckard et. al., 2001).

2.2.3. YFICS

Young Family Interactions Coding System (YFICS) (Paley, Cox & Kanoy, 2001) is
developed for measuring family interactions in addition to dyadic relations. The idea behind
measuring the interaction in family context is that the children also have experiences within
family that cannot be represented by the summation of the scores of the interactions with
father and with mother (Paley, et al., 2005). Therefore, young parents and their 2-3 year-old

children are observed within the family context.
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The task being used for YFICS includes playing with kids with blocks. During the
task, the parents are instructed to build something with the child. After the task is completed,
the parents are instructed to ask their child to clean-up. By using this task, information about
the affective quality of family exchanges, parents’ strategies for making the child participate
in the activity, and parents’ support for the development of the child’s autonomy and emotion

regulation can be elicited (Paley, Cox & Kanoy, 2001).

YFICS is found to be a reliable and valid coding system for observations of European-
American families (Paley, Cox & Kanoy, 2001). In another study conducted with Chinese,
inter-coder reliability was found as .85 or over. Test-retest reliabilities were .96 and .97 for
Chinese coders and .88 and .89 for European-American coders (Wang, Wiley and Zhou,

2007).

Coding the family interaction by YFICS is based on based 7-point Likert-type scales.
The quality of family interaction is scored by observer impressions about positive affect,
parental sensitivity, negative affect, intrusiveness, detachment, alliances, and parents’

confidence. Observers use the definitions in the manual to assess the interactions.

2.2.4. PICCOLO

Parenting Interactions with Children: Checklist of Observations Linked to Outcomes
(PICCOLO) is newly developed observational instrument for measuring positive parenting.
The instrument was developed by using a sample including Eurepean-American, Latino
American and African-American families. Therefore, it is appropriate for families from
diverse ethnicity and culture. It is also appropriate for low socio-economic status families
because the sample included those families from Early Head Start Research and Evaluation

Project (Roggman et.al.,2008).
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Observations for PICCOLO consist of three bag-tasks. Parents are given three bags
with books, pretend toys and other toys and told to play with the child using the toys in each
bag dividing the total time of 10 minutes how they wished. The parent-child interaction while

playing is video-recorded and then coded by three observers.

Parenting is measured by PICCOLO in four domains: Affect/affection,
responsiveness, encouragement of autonomy and teaching/ talking. Affect/affection domain
measures whether the parent shows physical and verbal affection, warmth, positive emotional
expressions and positive statements. Responsiveness domain refers to giving responses to a
child’s cues, emotions, verbal and physical expressions and following child’s lead in play or
conversation. Encouragement of autonomy refers to parent’s providing child with active
support for exploration, initiative, independence, play and effort. Teaching and talking
measures to what extent parents support the child’s cognitive development by providing
cognitive stimulation, asking questions, making explanations for the child’s questions and
playing pretend play with the child. Each of the first three domains includes seven items but
the last domain includes eight items. The items are scored on 3-point Likert-type scales based
on observer impression. The observer scores the frequency of occurrence of defined behaviors

on a 3-point scale.

Inter-rater agreement across items was .85. In terms of validity, researchers found that
each domain of PICCOLO has construct validity for sensitivity, cognitive stimulation and
positive regard. In addition, PICCOLO predicted cognitive development measured by Bayley
MDI at 36 months and by Woodcock Johnson at pre-kindergarten. It also predicted the
development of vocabulary measured by Peabody Picture VVocabulary Test at 36 months and
at pre-kindergarten. In addition, it had predictive validity for social behavior measured by
Bayley Behavior Rating Scales at 36 months and by Leiter Emotion Regulation at pre-

kindergarten (Roggman et. al., 2008).
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PICCOLO seems to be easy to learn and practical to use. It requires typically 5 hours
of training. It can be scored from a 10-minute observation. It can be coded live or from video.
It is a practical tool for assessing parenting, identifying the strengths of the parent-child

interaction, designing interventions and tracking the outcomes of the training programs.

2.2.5. PIGGY

Parent Instruction-Giving Game with Youngsters (PIGGY) (Hupp, et. al., 2008) is a
newly developed observation system for assessing the interaction between parents and their
preschool children. It combines the strengths of DPICS 11 (Dyadic Parent -Child Interaction
Coding System) and BCS (Behavioral Coding System) and attempts to provide a standardized
measure for parent-child interaction. It is easier to code than DPICS-I1 and BCS and it can be

administered in different settings such as the home, clinic and the school.

During PIGGY, children are instructed by their parents to comply with 4 tasks. In each
task, 5 commands were given to the child; thus, there are 20 commands. The tasks include
clean-up tasks such as placing blocks in a box, and other tasks such as sitting in the chair.
Parents are instructed to give a certain command every 35 seconds. Importantly, the
commands are reminded to the parent by pictures (e.g. picture of chair means give sit down
command) instead of sentences. This application assumes that parents can say the command

in their own words rather than repeating researcher’s instruction.

Coding based on PIGGY includes mainly three parts as parent commands, child
behaviors and parent consequences. Most codes of the PIGGY were derived from DPICS-II,
therefore, direct and indirect commands and whether the parent provides the child with
enough time to initiate compliance are coded. Additionally, child’s behavior is coded for

immediate and slow compliance, non-compliance, inappropriate verbal and physical behavior.
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Following compliance, the parent’s labeled and unlabeled praise is coded. Some discipline

strategies such as time out and physical guidance of parents can also be coded by PIGGY.

Agreement between two raters for the coded parent and child behaviors ranged from
.86 t0 .99 which indicated that PIGGY had good interrater-reliability. Discriminant validity
was established by comparing families with non-compliant children to families with
compliant children. Non-compliant children engaged in more defiant behaviors than
compliant children. Parents of non-compliant children used more repeated commands and
showed higher overreactivity than comparison families. Regarding convergent validity, the
PIGGY scores were correlated with the parent reports of Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory

and Connor’s Parent Rating Scale (Hupp et. al., 2008).

2.2.6. Summary

Review of the observational systems for coding parent-child interaction indicates that
the systems are similar in terms of the observation procedure, scoring type, target age group
and psychometric characteristics. Observational systems reviewed here have similar
procedures in which a structured task is developed to trigger everyday situations or behaviors.
They generally give parent-child dyad a task such as free play or a structured play and the
behaviors of the target individuals are coded live or recorded for later coding. In all of the
systems except PIGGY, Likert-type scales are used to score the interactions. Scoring depends
on observer impressions on the presence, frequency or intensity of the defined behaviors. All
of the observational systems are appropriate for preschool children (between 2 and 6) except
one of them (MIM-RS) which can be used for children from preschool through eight years of
age. The systems have similarity in terms of psychometric characteristics. All of the measures
reviewed have adequate reliability, above .80. The comparison of these coding systems with

DPICS coding system is presented in Section 2.4.
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2.3. Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System

2.3.1. Content

Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS) (Robinson & Eyberg, 1981)
is a behavioral observation system used in assessing the quality of the interaction between
parents and their 2-6 year-old children. The system was specifically designed for evaluation

of childhood disorders and parenting skills.

DPICS focuses on the specific verbal and physical behaviors during the social
interaction between the parent and the child. Since these behaviors generally occur in a
sequence, two sequences of behavior are taken into account: the parent’s responses to a
child’s behaviors and the child’s responses to a parent’s behaviors. Parent behavior measures
(e.g. direct and indirect command, praise, physically positive and negative, warning, and
critical statement) give information about parenting styles. Child behavior measures (e.g.
cry/whine/ yell, smart talk, physically negative and positive affect) capture overt defiant and

prosocial behaviors but not internalizing behaviors.

During observations, the parent-child dyads are given toys such as toy animals,
furniture, vehicles, blocks or Legos and drawing materials. The toys eliciting highly active or
aggressive behavior such as balls are not recommended for use during observations (Eyberg,

et. al., 2005).

In the original manual of the DPICS, three standard situations (child-led play, parent-
led play and clean up) were defined for the structure of the observations. In child-led play, the
parent lets the child choose the activity he/she wishes and play with the child. In parent-led
play, the parent makes the child follow his/her directions for an activity chosen by the parent.

For the clean-up situation, parent commands the child to put the toys away (Eyberg, 2000).
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Observation coding is based on frequency of each verbalization, vocalization and
physical behavior. A data recording sheet is used to code these sequential behaviors; each
time the behavior occurs, the appropriate space for the behavior is marked on the coding

sheet.

2.3.2. History

DPICS was developed by Eyberg as an assessment measure for the parent-child interaction
therapy. In developing the behavior measures in the coding system, the behaviors were
derived from the definitions in Hanf (1968) coding manual and from Patterson coding manual
(Paterson, Ray, Shaw & Cob, 1969). Some additional behavior measures were developed by
authors to be able to code every sentence or phrase of the parents. Child behavior measures in
the coding system were selected from the defiant behaviors provided by Adkins and Johnson

(1972).

DPICS categories were first standardized by Eyberg and Robinson (1981) with
children at the age of 2 through 6. The standardized version was used by the clinicians for
parent-child therapy. It was also used by researchers for intervention program evaluations and

basic research.

Second and third editions of the DPICS (Eyberg, 2000; Eyberg et. al., 2005) were
developed to provide more precisely defined behavior measures than the previous versions.
Dependent on the coders’ feedback about difficult sentences, phrases or problems, some of

the behavior measures were edited, combined and their reliabilities were re-analyzed.

2.3.3. Reliability of DPICS Behavioral Categories

Observed behaviors can be coded both live and from videotape using DPICS.
However, using video recordings is relatively recent and the previous standardization studies

were conducted with live coding. When developing DPICS-11 (Eyberg, 2000), observations
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for 20 mother-child dyads were examined with live coding. Parent and child behavior
measures that were observed with adequate frequency revealed adequate inter-rater reliability.
Mean reliability for parent behavior measures was .78 and for child behavior measures was

3.

Reliability for coding from videotape was checked during development of the third
edition of the DPICS (Bessmer, Brestan & Eyberg, 2005). Reliability was examined for 60
mother-child dyads; half of them were referred for treatment of oppositional deviant disorder
(ODD) and the other half were non-referred. Almost all DPICS behavior measures indicated

strong inter-observer reliability (mean reliability was .81).

In addition to inter-observer reliability, DPICS behavior measures were examined in
terms of test-retest reliability. Brinkmeyer, (2005), demonstrated one-week test-retest
reliability of parent “critical statement”, “parent praise” and child “negative talk” behavior
measures. She found that all of the three behavior measures indicated significant moderate

stability (r =.44).

2.3.4.Validity of the DPICS

Several studies demonstrated the validity of DPICS behavior measures. When DPICS
was first standardized (Robinson & Eyberg, 1981), discriminant validity for the behavior
measures was estimated by comparing referred and non-referred children. Referred children
showed more deviant behaviors than non referred children and parents of referred children

used more critical statements and direct commands than parents of non-referred children.

The studies conducted to evaluate the effectiveness of parent-child interaction therapy
also studied the validity of DPICS behavior measures. Indicating the treatment sensitivity of
DPICS, significant decreases in mothers’ commands, critical statements and increases in

labeled praise and descriptive statements were found (Eyberg & Matarazzo, 1980).
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Recent studies demonstrated discriminant validity by indicating the difference
between referred and non-referred children in terms of disruptive behaviors coded by DPICS.
Brestan, Foote and Eyberg (2005) studying with father-child dyads found that referred and
non-referred children differed in some behavior measures of the DPICS such as child
compliance, father inappropriate behavior and father prosocial behavior. Another study
conducted with mother-child dyads (Bessmer, Brestan & Eyberg, 2005) also found significant
differences in most of the behavior measures of the DPICS. Mothers’ of referred children
showed less prosocial behaviors, but more commands and inappropriate behaviors than
mother’s of non-referred children. Referred children showed more inappropriate behaviors but

less compliance than non-referred children.

Convergent validity, referring to the correlation between the scores of a particular
measure and other similar measures, was demonstrated for the DPICS. The composite
behavior measures such as parent and child inappropriate behavior, prosocial behavior, child
compliance ratio were associated with Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) intensity
scale scores (.40), Parenting Stress Index (PSI) child domain scores (.22), PSI parent domain
scores (.19) and parental locus of control scores (.22) (Kelley, Reitman & Noell, 2003). Child
disruptive behavior which is a construct measured by ECBI is correlated with child behaviors

observed with the DPICS (Eyberg.et. al., 2005)

Querido, Eyberg and Boggs (2001) conducted a study for children with disruptive
behavior disorders and their mothers. In this study, Beck Depression Inventory scores of the
mothers and maternal verbalizations during parent-child interaction scored by DPICS yielded

a significant negative correlation.

2.3.5. Studies Using DPICS

DPICS has been widely used in the clinical research to guide and evaluate the

processes in the treatment programs for parent-child interaction or for child behavior
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problems and to identify the patterns of parent-child interaction when there is
psychopathology in parents or children (Eyberg et. al., 2005). Additionally, it is used for basic
research to describe and understand the parent-child interactions and for applied research to

evaluate parent training programs.

DPICS was developed as an assessment tool for the parent-child interaction therapy
(PCIT) which was a training program for the families with children who had behavioral and
emotional problems. It is still used for evaluating the outcomes of PCIT (Eyberg &
Matarazzo, 1980; Schuhmann et. al., 1998, Chaffin et. al., 2004; Nixon, Sweeney, Erickson,
Touyz, 2003; Bagner& Eyberg, 2007; ) and for directing the treatment process in PCIT (e.g.
Harwood & Eyberg, 2004). It was used in clinical work to examine the influence of the
quality of parent-child interaction on the course of children’s behavior problems such as
conduct problems (Beauchaine, Webster-Stratton & Reid, 2005; Querido, Eyberg & Boggs,
2001), oppositional deviant disorder (Calzada, Eyberg, Rich & Queirdo, 2004), and attention-

deficit/hyperactivity disorder (Chronis et. al., 2007).

In basic research, the studies with the aim of understanding the processes in
interactions between parents and their children used DPICS as a measurement tool. For
instance, Timmer, Borrego & Urquiza (2002) used DPICS in their study that examined the
nature of interaction between abusive parents and their children with behavior problems. In
another study (Borrego, Timmer, Urquiza & Follette, 2004), DPICS was used as an
observational measure to determine the differences between mothers with a history of
physical abuse versus with no abuse history in terms of their responses to the child’s non-
compliance. Additionally, Reid, Webster-Stratton and Beauchaine (2001) used DPICS in their
study aiming to compare the responses of parents from different ethnic backgrounds to the

Head Start Program.
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DPICS has been used for the evaluation studies of some intervention programs for
parents and children (e.g.; Hartman, Stage & Webster-Stratton, 2003; Gross et. al., 2003;
Reid, Webster-Stratton & Baydar, 2004). These studies generally compared the outcomes of
different conditions of certain training programs or examined the parent and child moderators
of training outcomes. For instance, the effectiveness of the programs that included parent
training alone, child training alone and combined parent and child training were tested
(Webster Stratton & Hammond, 1997; Webster-Stratton, Reid & Hammond, 2001). As
another example, DPICS was used in a study to test the effectiveness of a combined training
program involving both parent and teacher training on parent and toddler behaviors (Gross et.
al., 2003).Additionally, DPICS was used to detect the differences of responses of mothers
with differing psychopathologies to a parent training program developed to decrease harsh
and ineffective parenting and increasing supportive parenting (Baydar, Webster-Stratton &

Reid, 2003).

2.4. Differences of the DPICS from Other Observational Coding Systems

DPICS differs from the observational systems reviewed in the present study in terms
of its scoring. Whereas scoring in the systems reviewed above is based on Likert-type scales,
scores for the DPICS involve frequencies of specified and defined behaviors. Scores reflect
how many times target behaviors are observed in a limited time interval (e.g. 5 minutes). This
difference is important because scoring in DPICS eliminates the inherent problems of Likert-
type scales. These problems are two types: (1) problems arising from subjectivity, and (2)
problems arising from limited range of coding. Subjectivity problem itself may arise because
of two factors: the dimensions of the interactions assessed by the coding system are
predetermined, and the coders’ may have their own biases. In the following paragraphs, these

issues are discussed.
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When an observational system is based on Likert-type scales, behavioral dimensions
are defined by certain behaviors and observers score the pre-specified dimensions according
to the operational definitions provided by the assessment. For instance, in PICCOLO, the
“affection” dimension of parenting is defined as showing physical and verbal affection,
warmth, positive emotional expressions and positive statements. However, this definition may
not be appropriate for another culture because behaviors have different meanings in different
cultures and expression of warmth may vary across cultures. Especially for a population that
has not been studied before, it is difficult to predetermine what will be observed because the
behaviors and attributes of the population are unknown. For instance, spanking may be an
expression of rejection in a culture while it is not perceived as rejection in another culture
(Kagiteibasi, 2007). Therefore, predetermined operational definitions for behavioral domains
may lead the observers to assess the interactions from a single point of view which is a

reflection of culturally shaped expectations that may not be valid cross-culturally.

Additionally, coder’s subjective evaluation for the quality of observed interaction may
be problematic. Using Likert-type scales requires scoring the interactions based on the
impressions of the observers that are inherently subjective. A coder observes the interaction
by using his/her paradigm which can be very different from the subjects’. Social and cultural
background of the observer influences what he/she expects to observe about the interaction
between parent-child dyad. These expectations are likely to be reflected in the impressions
about the interactions. Drawing conclusions about the quality of interaction based on the
coder impressions which are influenced by coder’s expectations is troublesome because it is
likely to influence the psychometric quality of the coding negatively especially if the coder
expectations and the expectations of the normative system influencing the family do not

coincide.

Limited gradation problem means that Likert-type scales offer a limited range to score

the defined pre-domains of interactions. For instance, maternal affection is rated in a 3-point
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Likert-type scale as none, sometimes and always in the PICCOLO. However, this range of
scoring is inadequate to assess the affection in the interaction because it most likely shows
more variability than just three degrees. Similarly, in PARCHISY, negative control is rated on
the 7-point Likert-type scale but negative control has many dimensions with further gradation
than this simple rating allows. The interaction is more likely to have many other patterns than
predetermined the scale offers in. Consequently, the gradation in the dimensions may not be
adequate to describe and understand nuanced differences across populations if likert-type

ratings are used.

DPICS stands out as a good observational system for measuring parent-child
interaction because its scoring, which is based on the frequency of behaviors, eliminates the
potential problems of Likert-type scales. First, DPICS gives the opportunity to redefine the
dimensions of interaction according to the cultural or contextual norms because specific
behaviors such as parent’s commanding, praising and child’s yelling are coded rather than
behavioral dimensions such as responsiveness, behavioral control and psychological control.
Second, in DPICS, quality of interaction is assessed by counting behaviors rather than scoring
based on coder impressions. Therefore, the influence of coder’s subjectivity is minimized by
scoring based on frequency. Last, the limited gradation problem of Likert-type scales is

eliminated by DPICS because the frequency of behaviors can vary without any limit.



Chapter 3 : METHOD 27

Chapter 3

METHOD

In this chapter, detailed information about the sample characteristics, data collection
procedures in the pilot study and in the main study, observational and self report measures

used in the present study and their psychometric properties are presented.

3.1. Participants

The sample includes the participants of the Early Childhood Developmental Ecologies
in Turkey (ECDET)) study, that is a 5-year longitudinal study with the aim of examining
developmental ecologies and their influence on the development of children in Turkey. A
nationally representative sample of 1,052 children and their mothers were recruited from a
stratified sample from 24 communities that participated in ECDET. From this sample, a
subsample of 123 participants were selected in four metropolitan areas of Turkey (Istanbul,
Ankara, Izmir and Adana) to participate in an observational protocol. The participants who

participated in the video protocol constituted the sample of this study.

The characteristics of the participants are presented in Table 3.1. The children were
between 36-47 months of age (M = 41.59, SD = 3.64) and 47.2 % were boys. The mothers’
ages ranged between 18 and 49 (M = 29.54, SD = 5.68). Of the 123 mothers, 73.2 % (n = 90)
had low levels of education, that is, they had not completed high school or college. In order to
group the mothers according to their SES, a factor score was computed based on the years of
completed education of the mother and the father, material belongingness of the family and
total expense of the family. The mothers with the factor scores between -.5 and .5 were
included in middle SES group. The mothers with the factor scores above .5 were included in

high SES and below -.5 were included in low SES group. Of the mother-child dyads, 26 % (n
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= 32) were from low SES, 32.5 % (n = 40) were from middle SES and 38.2 % (n = 47) were
from high SES. 78.9 % (n = 97) of the mothers had urban origin and the rest 21.1 % (n = 26)

had rural origin.

Table 3.1

Characteristics of the Study Sample

Characteristics Sample
(N=123)
Age of the study child (in months) 41.59
(3.64)
Male study children 47.2 %
Age of the study mother (in years) 29.54
(5.68)
Mother’s education level
Less than high school 73.2%
More than high school 26.8 %
Mother’s SES level
Low SES (%) 26 %
Middle SES (%) 32.5%
High SES (%) 38.2 %
Urban origin study mother (%) 78.9 %
Cities the participants live
Ankara 24.4 %
Istanbul 26.8 %
Izmir 24.4%
Adana 24.4 %

3.2. Procedure

3.2.1. Pilot study

Before starting the data collection for the study, a pilot study was conducted to test the
feasibility of the proposed protocol. This pilot study included 50 participants in Istanbul from

five low and middle-low SES neighborhoods. Mother-child interaction was measured by both
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semi-structured observation and unstructured observation. During the semi-structured
observation, mother-child dyads were instructed to do a play task. During unstructured
observation, their natural interaction was intended to be observed in 10 minutes without any
structure. The aim was to capture their normal daily interactions. However, the mothers could
not behave as if they were not observed. They preferred to be filmed without a conversation,
activity or interaction instead of their usual daily routine. Therefore, the unstructured

observation was not included in the main study.

3.2.2. Main Study

The data for the ECDET study were collected by 57 interviewers who were trained by
the research team or their supervisors, who were trained by the research team. The
interviewers (57 people) were trained to understand the purpose of the ECDET and to learn
how to apply the protocols and administer assessments. They were trained to strictly follow a
standardized protocol. They were also trained in establishing rapport with the participating
mothers and children. After the training, the interviewers simulated applications via role play

and they were given feedback about their performance by the ECDET team.

The interviewers were provided with interview manuals prepared by the research
team. The manuals included general instructions on how to conduct home visits, ideal
sequence of application of the assessments, explanations and examples for each item in the

questionnaires, and how to resolve problems that could occur during home visits.

The observational data were collected by videotaping the interactions of 123 mother-
child dyads during 10 minute semi-structured observation. A play task was used to develop a
semi-structured situation to stimulate interaction between the mother and the child. The

mothers were given the following instructions for the observational protocol:
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“Now we are going to do something different. We want to observe you and
(name of child) while you are working on a task together. For this, we will give
you some Legos. These can be fitted together and taken apart. Look, there is a
shape made with these Legos. | want (name of child) to build the shape as
shown in this picture with these Legos. Of course, we ask that you to help

(name of child)”.

10-minutes of interactions between the mother and the child were recorded by the

interviewers who were instructed not to intervene in the play activity.

3.3. Measures

In the present thesis, besides observational measures, self-report parenting behavior
measures and mother-report child behavior measures were used in order to validate the two
different methods of data collection. In this section, information about observational and self

report measures and their psychometric properties are presented.

3.3.1. Observational Parenting and Child Behavior Measures

The observational assessments in the present thesis were collected by Dyadic Parent-
Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS), Coder Impression Inventory (CIl) and Home

Observation for Measurement of the Environment (HOME).

3.3.1.1. Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS)

Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding System (DPICS) (Robinson & Eyberg, 1981)
is a behavioral observation system used in assessing the quality of parent-child interaction.
DPICS focuses on the overt verbal and physical behaviors during the interaction between the

parent and the child. In the Turkish adaptation of DPICS, the frequencies of observed
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behaviors are coded in 23 specific parent behavior measures and 8 specific child behavior

measures (see Appendix A, the Turkish adaptation of the full DPICS manual).

The videotaped interactions in the ECDET data were scored by using the Turkish
adaptation of the DPICS. In the process of developing the manual of the DPICS-TR, the
original manual of the DPICS was translated into Turkish by three researchers and its
feasibility for Turkish families was tentatively established in the pilot study with several
observations from the pilot assessments of ECDET. The revisions in the original manual are
presented in the next paragraph. In addition to an adapted coding manual (see Appendix A), a
quick reference card, a guide including the general principles of coding DPICS-TR and a

coding sheet were constructed to facilitate coding. (See Appendix B, C, D)

Different from the original version, DPICS-TR does not include compliance and
noncompliance child behavior measures and no opportunity for compliance and time out
parent behavior measures. Since mothers in Turkey use a large number of commands without
waiting for the child to comply with the command normatively, it was not possible for coders
to separately count child compliance and noncompliance. In fact, the noncompliance
behaviors of the children generally resulted from a high exposure to commands and they
could not be interpreted as negative or oppositional behaviors in the Turkish sample.
Similarly, counting the behaviors of parents not giving opportunity to the child to comply was
very difficult. Therefore, “no opportunity” behavior measure was not included in the DPICS-
TR. Time out was not included in the Turkish adaptation of DPICS because it was not used as
a disciplinary method by the Turkish parents. On the other hand, four new parent behavior
measures and one child behavior measure were added because these culture-specific
behaviors were not present in the original manual. These parent behavior measures were
physical threat, emotional threat, giving in to child negative behavior, and parent not attentive.
The newly added child behavior measure was oppositional behavior. These behavior

measures and their examples are presented in Table 3.2 and Table 3.3.
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Table 3.2

Examples of DPICS Parent Specific Behavior Measures
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Measures of maternal behaviors

Examples

Direct command
Indirect command
Negative talk

Question

Statement

Irrelevant verbalization

Measures of maternal behaviors

Reflective statements and questions

Descriptive statement
Descriptive question
Acknowledgement

Labeled praise

Unlabeled praise

Grandma’ rules

Warning

Physical threat

Emotional threat

Ignoring child negative behavior
Giving in to child negative behavior
Parent not attentive

Parent physically positive

Parent physically negative

“Come here.”

“Remember what | said, OK?”

“Stop shouting.”

“What color is it?”

“Now, | am singing a song for you.”
“Your grandmother will arrive tomorrow.”
Examples

Child:*Give me the car.”

Mother:*“You want the car.”

“You are building a truck.”

“You are building a truck, aren’t you?”
“OK.”

“You sing so well.”

“Great.”

“If you eat your peas, then you can have dessert.”

“If you kick your friend, he will be hurt”
“l am getting angry.”

“I will not love you anymore.”

Not responding to child’s negative behavior.

Laughing when the child swear.
Giving no answer to the child’s questions.
Hugging the child.

Hitting the child.
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Physical intrusion in child’s activity Grabbing the block from the child.

Parent positive affect Smiling to the child.

Table 3.3

Examples of DPICS Child Specific Behavior Measures

Measures of child behaviors Examples

Whine/yell/cry Crying loudly.

Smart talk “You are stupid.”

Oppositional behavior Expectorating on the mother.
Destructive Child throws blocks at the wall.
Child physically negative Pulling parent’s hair.

Child positive affect (verbal) “Thanks Mom.”

Child positive affect (nonverbal) Smiling to the mother.

Child physical warmth Kissing the mother.

In the present study, some parent and child behavior measure composites were
constructed on the basis of the conceptualizations of parenting in the previous studies and
culture specific characteristics of the parent-child interaction in Turkey. The effective
parenting behaviors were grouped in two: supportive and verbally expressive parenting.
Supportive parenting included behaviors indicating that the parent approved and gave positive
feedback to the child. Thus, supportive parenting behaviors involved the behaviors of
affection and warmth towards the child. These behaviors were labeled and unlabeled praises,
acknowledgement, descriptive statement and question, and parent positive affect. Verbally
expressive parenting referred to the parent’s verbal stimulations to the child and included
statement, question, reflective statement and questions, and irrevelant verbalizations. These

behaviors especially play an important role in supporting the child’s cognitive development.
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The negative parenting behaviors were grouped into four: controlling parenting,
maladaptive parenting, commands and ineffective parenting. The controlling parenting
behaviors included the direct and indirect commands, negative talk, parent physically negative
behaviors and physical intrusion in the child activities. The parents have an intention to make
the child comply their commands by using these controlling behaviors. For the Turkish
culture, the behaviors that constituted the controlling parenting composite were also grouped
into two: Maladaptive parenting and commands. Maladaptive parenting included all of the
controlling behaviors except commands because the influence of the commands were
different in Turkey than the case in the US. This issue is further presented in the discussion
section. The ineffective parenting composite included the the parenting behaviors that are not
effective to modify the child behaviors. These behavors were grandma’s rules, physical and
emotional threats, ignoring child negative behavior, giving in to child’s negative behavior and

inattentive parent behaviors.

Child behaviors were categorized as externalizing behaviors and prosocial behaviors.
Externalizing behaviors were child’s negative behaviors such as whine, cry, yell, smart talk,
oppositional and destructive behaviors, and physically negative behaviors towards to the
mother. Child prosocial behaviors were the ones displaying verbal and nonverbal physical

affect and physical warmth towards the mother.

Before coding the video-taped interactions in the main study, the two coders coded
some pilot recordings simultaneously until they reached 80% agreement on the number of
behaviors they coded. The agreement between the two coders in coding of the interactions
between 123 mother-child dyads in the main study was quite high. The inter-rater reliability
for all behavior measures taken together was .85. It was .90 for parent behaviors and .79 for

child behaviors.
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3.3.1.2. Coder Impression Inventory (CII)

Coder Impression Inventory (CI1) is a questionnaire developed for observers to assess
parenting and child behaviors using a Likert-type scale. The questionnaire was adapted from
the Oregon Social Learning Center’s Impression Inventory (Webster-Stratton, 1996). It was
translated to Turkish by the Study of Early Childhood developmental Ecologies (ECDET)
team (Baydar, et al., 2008). The Cll included 71 questions, each rated on a 4-point Likert
scale (from never observed to 4 times or more), and two questions assessing child and parent
inappropriate behaviors, each rated on a 12 point Likert scale (from zero percent to a hundred
percent). One additional question assessed the child conduct generally, and was rated on a 7-

point Likert scale (from 1-perfect to 7-very bad).

Procedure. Two coders independently completed the CII after coding videotaped 10

minute semi-structured parent-child interaction using DPICS-TR.

Psychometric analysis. Exploratory Factor Analyses (EFA) were conducted using the
Cll items. First, 14 items of the CII related to child behaviors were analyzed using EFA with
Varimax rotation. Three factors were extracted that explained 66.7% of the joint variance.
One of the factors included only two items related to the child’s affectionate behaviors and
explained only 9.3% of the joint variance. The EFA with a two factor solution yielded a
substantively meaningful solution. These two factors were labeled as “child negative
behaviors” and “child affectionate/prosocial behaviors”. The former accounted for 42.5% and
the latter accounted for 16.5% of the joint variance. The “child negative behaviors” subscale
had 8 items (e.g., “Child did not comply the parent’s request”, “Child showed anger, “Child
was physically aggressive”), and had an internal reliability of .94. The “child
affectionate/prosocial behaviors” subscale had 6 items (e.g., “Child was physically

affectionate”, “Child enjoyed verbal rewards”, etc.) and had an internal reliability of .55.
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The original conceptualization of parenting items of Cll consisted of six subscales
(preventive parenting, harsh parenting, ineffective parenting, detached parenting, parenting
supportive of prosocial behaviors, and affectionate parenting (Baydar, Reid, & Webster-
Stratton, 2003). Two of the items in the questionnaire were not included in the present
analysis. One of them had no variability in the responses (i.e., the item was “timeout, other
social isolation” and it was never observed in video-recordings) and another (“Child lacks
grooming and attention to personal hygiene”) could not be used when coding videotaped
interactions. Factor analyses for the present study did not support the six factor solution
because just a few items loaded onto two of these factors and the factor solution was not

substantively meaningful.

In order to have a meaningful basis for an exploratory factor analysis, items related to
positive and negative parenting behaviors were separated. Thus, 21 items representing the
effective parenting (e. g., Parent gave rationales when appropriate”, “Parent appropriately
monitored child”, “Parent was verbally affectionate to child”) were not included in the factor

analyses.

33 items related to negative parenting behaviors were analyzed using EFA with
oblique (Oblimin) rotation because of the concern that the underlying factors may be non-
orthogonal. A two-factor solution yielded a solution that was substantively meaningful. The
first factor accounted for 33.5 % of the joint variance of 33 items (represents the joint
variance before the item wih low factor loading was excluded) and consisted of 19 items.
These items were related to parenting behaviors that represented ineffective attempts to
control the behaviors of the child (e.g., “The parent used guilt induction to get compliance”,
“The parent labeled misbehavior but no follow-through or punishment”, “Overly permissive,
negligent”). This factor was labeled as “ineffective parenting”. The second factor consisted of
13 items and accounted for 11.5 % of the joint variance. These items were related to negative

and hostile parenting behaviors, and coercive authority styles (e. g., “Anger, irritability or
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frustration”, “Parent was physically intrusive toward child”, “The parent used sarcasm in a
denigrating or hurtful way”), thus the subscale was labeled as “maladaptive parenting”. One
of the items was excluded due to a low factor loading on any of the factors. The internal
reliabilities of the parenting subscales were .92 for effective parenting, .92 ineffective

parenting, and .88 for maladaptive parenting.

The total subscale scores for the two child behavior and three parent behavior factors
were calculated for each of two coders. Inter-rater reliabilities of the subscale scores were
high. The inter-rater reliabilities were .92 for the “child negative behaviors” subscale, .78 for
the “child affectionate/prosocial behaviors” subscale, .80 for the “effective parenting”
subscale, .82 for the “ineffective parenting” subscale, and .84 for the “maladaptive parenting”

subscale.

The subscales were significantly associated with each other. The two subscales of
child behaviors were correlated significantly (r = -.32, p <.01). Maladaptive parenting
subscale was correlated with ineffective parenting subscale (r = .51, p < .01). Effective
parenting subscale was negatively correlated with both maladaptive parenting (r =-.45, p <

.01) and incompetent parenting subscales (r = -.43, p <.01).

3.3.1.3. Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (HOME) -TR

The original Home Observation for Measurement of the Environment (HOME; Bradley &
Caldwell, 1984) measures the effects of environment on child development.

This inventory aims to measure the factors that affect the child development in the home
environment by systematic observation (Bradley, 1981; Bradley, & Caldwell, 1979).
Although the original inventory relied on observation and unstructured interview, almost in all
implementations for large samples, observation and a structured interview were used. The
original HOME consists of 55 items for 3 years old children. The Turkish version of HOME

adapted by Baydar & Bekar (2007) includes 52 items. In consideration of ease in
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administration and ease in and coding, it was changed into a structured interview with closed-
ended items. Also, the content of the items was adapted according to the living conditions of

Turkish children.

The items allow the estimation of 7 subscales: learning materials (o = .91; e.g., “Child
has toys which teach colors, sizes, and shapes”), language stimulation (o = .84; e.g., “Parent
teaches child simple verbal manners: please, thank you, I’m sorry”), physical environment
(0=.72; e.g., “Building appears safe”), responsivity (¢=.82; e.g., “Mother holds child close at
least 5 minutes during the visit.”), academic stimulation (a=.82; e.g., “Do you help your child
to learn the name of colors?”’), experience variety (a=.55; e.g., “Did you go to a trip to
somewhere else (to a prairie, village, town or city) with your child during last year?”), and use
of harsh discipline to the child (o = .61; e.g., “Mother conversed with the child in a harsh
manner, scolded or derogated him more than once during visit”) (Baydar et al., 2008). The
convergent validity of HOME-TR was demonstrated in ECDET study and found as

satisfactory (http://home.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/olcekler.htm).

3.3.2. Self-Report Parenting Behaviors and Maternal Psychological Well-being

Parenting behaviors were measured by Parenting Questionnaire (PQ) as a self-report
measure as well as observational measures. Some concepts expected to be related to parenting
behaviors such as psychological symptoms and parenting attitudes were also used in the
present thesis. These attributes were assessed with the Brief Symptom Inventory and the

Parenting Goals Questionnaire.

3.3.2.1. Child-Rearing Questionnaire-TR

The original Child-Rearing Questionnaire (CRQ); Paterson & Sanson, 1999) is a self-
report measure for parenting practices. It consists of 49 items. Parents rate the frequency of

their own parenting behaviors. The Turkish version of the questionnaire was developed by
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Yagmurlu and Sanson (2009a). CRQ-TR includes 30 items and maintains the original
structure that the frequencies of behaviors are rated on 5 point Likert scales. The items allow
the estimation of 4 subscales: obedience demanding behavior (e.g., “I expect unquestioning
obedience from my child.”), punishment (e.g., “When my child misbehaves, | use physical
punishment.”), parental warmth (e.g., “There are moments in which my child and I are very
close.”), and inductive reasoning (e.g., “I discuss the reasons for rules with my child.”).
Previous studies demonstrated the superior psychometric attributes of these scales (Yagmurlu
& Altan, 2010; Yagmurlu & Sanson, 2009). The internal reliability of these scales for the
ECDET sample were .67, .82, .88, and .82 for obedience demanding behavior scale,
punishment scale, parental warmth scale, and inductive reasoning scale respectively (Baydar

et al., 2008).

The CRQ-TR had satisfactory convergent validity. Its subscales were associated with
the related subscales of HOME-TR, Brief Symptom Inventory and maternal vocabulary

scores (http://home.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/olcekler.htm).

3.3.2.2. The Brief Symptom Inventory

The original Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI; Derogatis, 1992) is a 53-item self-report
assessment used to reflect the symptom patterns of psychiatric and medical patients and non-
patients. The measure was adapted and validated for Turkish population by Sahin & Durak
(1994). The version used in the ECDET project has 53 items and maintains the original
structure including the same subscales and same rating on 5 point Likert scales with the
original version. This inventory reports profiles of nine primary symptom dimensions :
somatization (o = .77; e.g., “Faintness and dizziness”), obsessive-compulsive (o = .76; e.g.,
“Having to check and double check what you did), interpersonal sensitivity (o = .71; e.g.,
“Feeling that people are unfriendly or dislike you”), depression (o = .82; e.g., “Feeling

lonely), anxiety (o = .81; e.g., “suddenly scared for no reason”), hostility (a = .66; e.g.,
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“Feeling easily annoyed or irritated”), phobic anxiety (a = .60; e.g., “Having to avoid certain
things, places, or activities because they frighten you”), paranoid ideation (o0 = .77; €.9.,
“Feeling that most people cannot be trusted”), and psychoticism (a = .63; e.g., “The idea that
someone else can control your thoughts™). There are four additional items (o = .58; e.g.,

“Feeling of guilt™) (all reliability figures were for the ECDET data; Baydar, et. al., 2008).

The satisfactory convergent validity of the Brief Symptom Inventory for the ECDET
sample was demonstrated for hostility, somatization, interpersonal sensitivity, depression and

anxiety subscales (http://home.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/olcekler.htm).

3.3.2.3. Parenting Goals Questionnaire

The original Parenting Goals Questionnaire (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1985) measures
mothers’ and other family members’ approach to child rearing and parenting. It consists of 18
items and the parents are asked to rate these items based on the importance. The Turkish
version of Parenting Goals Questionnaire was adapted by Yagmurlu and Sanson (2009b) and
it was subsequently revised by Baydar et al. (2008). Turkish version includes 11 items that are
rated on 4-point Likert scales. The mothers are asked to rate the importance of each item in a
list of characteristics of the child. The items allow the estimation of two parenting goals
subscales: social skills goals (e.g. “Be able to get along with people”), compliance goals (e.g.
“Be quiet when asked”). The internal reliability of these scales for the ECDET data, are .88

and .86 respectively (Baydar et al., 2008).

3.3.3. Mother-Report Child Behavior Measures

Child behaviors were measured by using both observational method and mother
reports. Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) was used to get information from mothers
about their children’s externalizing behaviors and Adaptive Social Behavior Inventory was

used to get information about children’s prosocial behaviors.
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3.3.3.1. Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) -TR

The original Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI; Eyberg & Robinson, 1983)
measures the conduct problems for children between the ages of 2 and 17. It consists of 36
items that describe negative child behaviors. These items are first rated by parents with
respect to frequency, and next regarding whether they perceive each behavior as a problem.
The Turkish version of the ECBI used in the present study was adapted by Baydar et al.
(2008). It includes 36 items and maintains the original structure except that the frequencies of
behaviors are rated on 5-point Likert scales instead of 7-point scales. The items allow the
estimation of a total behavior problem intensity scale (o = .93) as well as 3 intensity
subscales: aggression intensity (o = .80, e.g., “Fights with the peers”), demand for attention
intensity (a = .63, e.g., “Whines”), and conduct problems intensity (o = .88, e.g., “Argues

with the parents about rules.”) (Baydar et al., 2008).

The Eyberg-TR items are also used to generate “problem” scales. In order to create
problem scales, each item score representing the frequency is weighted by the corresponding
problem score coded 2 if the mother declared the behavior a “problem” and 1 if the mother
did not consider that behavior a problem. The resulting “problem” scales have the following
reliabilities: total problem scale .94; aggression problem scale .83; demand for attention
problem scale .69; and, conduct problems problem scale .90. In general, intensity scale scores
are highly correlated with the problem scale scores (coefficients range between .90-.95,

Baydar et al., 2008).

3.3.3.2. Adaptive Social Behavior Inventory

The original Adaptive Social Behavior Inventory (ASBI; Hogan, Scott & Bauer, 1992)
is a 30 item questionnaire, addressing social competence in preschool children. The items are
rated on a 3 point Likert scale with respect to frequency. Initially, ASBI was used as three

separate subscales: Express (e.g., “Understands others’ feelings, like when they are happy, sad
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or mad.”), Comply (e.g., “Does comply with the rules of play?”), and Disrupt (e.g., “Is bossy,
needs to have his/her way.”). The Inventory was translated into Turkish by the ECDET team
(Baydar et al., 2008). The Turkish version also has 30 items, however the response format
was changed into a 5-point Likert scales to make consistent with the other scales used in the
ECDET and some of the items were modified. The items allow the estimation of a total
adaptive social behavior frequency scale and the internal reliability of the total scale is .85

(Baydar, et. al., 2008).

3.3.4. Cognitive Tests for Mothers

Mothers’ cognitive skills were measured because these skills were expected to be
associated with their parenting skills such as verbal expressiveness. Mothers’ language skills
were measured by ACEP Vocabulary Test and their memory skills were measured by Digit

Span Task.

3.3.4.1. ACEP Vocabulary Test

The vocabulary test developed by Gulgéz (2004) was used in order to measure
mothers’ knowledge of Turkish vocabulary. Gullgéz (2004) reports satisfactory reliability and
validity for the test. Although the original test contains 30 items, in the present study a 24-
item short form was used with a multiple-choice response format. Incorrect answers were
scored as 0, correct answers were scored as 1. The internal reliability of the test was found as
.77 by Kagitcibasi et. al. (2009). The convergent validity of the ACEP Vocabulary Test was
demonstrated by correlating it with HOME-TR and mothers’ educational level in ECDET

study and found to be satisfactory (http://home.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/olcekler.htm).

3.3.4.2. Digit Span Task-for Mother

In order to determine mothers’ working memory capacity, forward (DF) and backward

digit (DB) span tasks developed by Glilgoz (2008) were used. DF task consists of six tasks;
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one 3-digit, two 4-digit, two 5-digit and one 6-digit. It begins with 3 digits and if the subject
correctly repeats it, increasingly long sequences were given until the subject repeated
incorrectly in two consecutive trials. The DB task consists of 6 tasks; one 2-digit, two 3-digit,
two 4-digit and one 5-digit. It begins with 2 digits and if the subject correctly repeats the
sequence, increasingly long sequences are given until the subject makes incorrectly in two

consecutive errors.

Scoring of the DF and DB is based on both the given order of the numbers and
correctness of the numbers. If both of them are wrong it is scored as 0, if numbers are right

but order is wrong it is scored as 1, if both numbers and sequence are right it is scored as 2.
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Chapter 4

RESULTS

Results chapter of the present thesis includes four sections: Descriptive analyses of
DPICS specific and DPICS composite behavior measures; analyses of the correlations among
these specific and composite behavior measures; analyses for establishing the construct
validity of the DPICS measures; basic descriptive analyses and international comparisons of

parent and child behaviors of the Turkish sample as measured by DPICS.

4.1 Descriptive Analyses for DPICS Specific and DPICS Composite Behavior Measures

The means of the DPICS specific parent and child behavior measures are provided
in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, respectively. The means represent the average frequency of each
behavior per minute. The most frequently observed parent behaviors were direct commands
(M = 10.87), indirect commands (M = 3.60), negative talk (M = 2.71), acknowledgements (M
= 2.30) and parent positive affect (M = 2.01). Parent physically positive (M = .04), physical
threat (M = .03), emotional threat (M = .02), irrelevant verbalization (M = .02) and labeled

praise (M = .01) were the least frequent parent behaviors.

The most frequently observed child behaviors were verbally expressed positive
affect (M = 2.84), smart talk (M = .46), and nonverbal positive affect (M = .43). Physical
warmth (M = .04) and child destructive behavior (M = .03) were the least frequent child

behaviors.

The means of the DPICS composite behavior measures per minute are provided in
Table 4.3. The mothers in the present study indicated a higher number of controlling

parenting behaviors (M = 18.49) than supportive (M = 5.82) and verbally expressive
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parenting behaviors (M = 3.63). However, their children showed a higher average number of

prosocial behaviors (M = 3.25) than externalizing behaviors (M = .62).

Table 4.1

Means of the DPICS Parent Specific Behavior Measures

Measures of maternal behaviors (N =123)
Direct command 10.87
(4.12)
Indirect command 3.60
(2.08)
Negative talk 2.71
(2.08)
Question 1.89
(1.58)
Statement 1.53
(1.07)
Irrelevant verbalization .02
(.05)
Reflective statements and questions 23
(.27)
Descriptive statement .90
(.64)
Descriptive question .04
(.10)
Acknowledgement 2.30
(1.72)
Labeled praise 01
(.07)
Unlabeled praise .70
(.82)
Grandma’ rules .05

(.11)
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Warning .04
(.10)
Physical threat .03
(.10)
Emotional threat .02
(.10)
Ignoring child negative behavior 15
(:35)
Giving in to child negative behavior .38
(.72)
Parent not attentive 22
(:28)
Parent physically positive .04
(.10)
Parent physically negative .50
(.55)
Physical intrusion in child’s activity .96
(.66)
Parent positive affect 2.01
(1.77)
Note. DPICS scores are the number of behavior occurances per minute.
Table 4.2
Means of the DPICS Child Specific Behavior Measures
Measures of child behaviors (N =123)
Whine/yell/cry 13
(.48)
Smart talk 46
(.77)
Oppositional behavior 14
(:25)
Destructive .03

(.15)
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Child physically negative 07
(.22)
Child positive affect (verbal) 2.84
(2.03)
Child positive affect (nonverbal) 43
(.48)
Child physical warmth .04
(.14)

Note. DPICS scores are the number of behavior occurances per minute.

Table 4.3

Means of the DPICS Composite Behavior Measures

Composite Behavior Measures (N =123)
Supportive parenting 5.82
(2.98)
Verbally expressive parenting 3.63
(2.35)
Controlling parenting 18.49
(6.51)
Maladaptive Parenting 4.05
(2.20)
Commands 14.43
(5.33)
Ineffective parenting .79
(.76)
Externalizing child behaviors .62
(77)
Prosocial child behaviors 3.25
(2.02)

Note. The means in Tables 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 are standardized counts, and their
standard deviations in parenthesis are not meaningful compared to the standard
deviations of variables with interval/ratio level measurements.



Chapter 4 : RESULTS 48

4.2 Correlations between the Frequencies of Specific Behaviors within Each Composite

Behavior Measure

When calculating correlations, Spearman rank order correlations were used. These
non-parametric correlations tend to be more robust than Pearson correlations when used with
count data that typically have highly skewed distributions with long tails. When outliers are
present in the data, non-parametric correlation coefficients tend to perform better than the

Pearson correlation coefficients that are sensitive to the distribution of the data (Ro, 2006).

4.2.1 Supportive Parenting

The numbers of parenting behaviors within the supportive parenting composite were
moderately correlated with each other except labeled praise. These latter correlations were
neither significant nor meaningful because of the very low frequencies of occurrence of
labeled praise in this sample. The number of occurrences of unlabeled praise was significantly
correlated with the numbers of acknowledgements (r = .35, p <.01), descriptive questions (r
=.19, p < .05), descriptive statements (r = .38, p < .01) and occurrences of parent positive
affect (r = .41, p < .01). The number of acknowledgements was significantly correlated with
the number of descriptive statements (r = .29, p < .01) but not significantly correlated with the
numbers of descriptive questions and occurrences of parent positive affect. The number of
descriptive statements was significantly associated with the numbers of descriptive questions

(r=.30, p <.01) and occurrences of parent positive affect (r = .34, p <.01) (see Table 4.4).

Table 4.4

Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Supportive Parenting Composite

2 3 4 5 6
1. Labeled praise .08 .07 .06 -.13 -.00

2. Unlabeled praise 35**  19* 38**  41**
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3. Acknowledgement .09

4. Descriptive question
5. Descriptive statement

6. Parent positive affect

49
29%* 17
30** .10
34**

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.2.2 Verbally Expressive Parenting

Within verbally expressive parenting composite, the numbers of statements, questions,

and reflective statements were significantly correlated with each other but they were not

significantly correlated with the number of irrelevant verbalizations. The number of

statements was moderately correlated with the numbers of questions (r = .51, p <.01) and

reflective statements (r = .39, p < .01) but not significantly correlated with the number of

irrelevant verbalizations. Similarly, the number of questions was not associated with the

number of irrelevant verbalizations but associated with the number of reflective statements (r

=.38, p <.01) (see Table 4.5).

Table 4.5

Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Verbally Expressive Parenting

Composite

2 3
1. Statement SI*F*  39**
2. Question .38**

3. Reflective statement

4. Irrelevant verbalization

.09

-.10

-.06

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01
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4.2.3 Controlling Parenting

Controlling parenting composite consists of the behavioral control strategies used by
parents to encourage their children to perform the desired behaviors. Within the controlling
parenting composite, the numbers of direct commands, indirect commands, and occurrences
of negative talk, parent physically negative behaviors and occurrences of parent intrusion in
child’s activity were found to be significantly correlated. The number of direct commands
were associated with the numbers of indirect commands (r = .40, p < .01), occurrences of
negative talk (r = .45, p <.01), and occurrences of physical intrusion in child’s activity (r =
.20, p < .05). The number of indirect commands were associated with the numbers of
occurrences of negative talk (r = .27, p < .05), parent physically negative behaviors (r = .18,
p < .05) and physical intrusions in child’s activities (r = .19, p <.05). The number of
occurrences of negative talk was significantly correlated with the numbers of physically
negative behaviors (r = .35, p < .01) and physical intrusions in child’s activities (r = .43, p <
.01). The number of physically negative behaviors was highly correlated with the number of

physical intrusions in child’s activities (r = .82, p < .01) (see Table 4.6).

In order to differentiate the maladaptive controlling strategies of Turkish parents from
the commands—the most common controlling behaviors of Turkish mothers— two composite
behavior measures were composed. Maladaptive Behavior composite included negative talk,
parent physically negative behaviors and physical intrusion in child’s activities. These three
behaviors were highly associated with each other as shown above. Commands included direct

and indirect commands that were found to be highly correlated (see Table 4.6).
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Table 4.6

Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Controlling Parenting Composite

2 3 4 5)
1. Direct command A40**  45%*% 17 .20*
2. Indirect command 27* 18* 19*
3. Negative talk 35*F*  43F*
4. Parent physically negative 82**

5. Physical intrusion in child’s

activities

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.2.4 Ineffective Parenting

Ineffective parenting is a composite that includes a variety of ineffective parenting
strategies that are not always observed together but they all have the common characteristic of
being ineffective in modifying child behaviors. The ineffective parenting behaviors are
grandma’s rules, physical threats, emotional threats, occurrences of ignoring child negative
behaviors and occurrences of giving in to child negative behaviors and inattentive behaviors.
The composite, therefore, is, by definition, consists of disparate behaviors that attempt to
control child behavior.

Within the parent behaviors that constitute the ineffective parenting behaviors the
numbers of grandma’s rules, physical threats, emotional threats, occurrences of ignoring child
negative behaviors and occurrences of giving in to child negative behaviors were associated.
However, the number of inattentive behaviors was not associated with the numbers of other
behavior measures that constitute the ineffective composite behavior measure. The number of
Grandma’s rules were associated with the numbers of physical threats (r = .28, p < .05),
emotional threats (r = .25, p <.05), and occurrences of giving in to child negative behavior (r

= .27, p <.05), but not associated with the numbers of occurrences of ignoring child negative
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behavior and parent not attentive behaviors. The number of physical threats was associated
with the numbers of emotional threats (r = .24, p <.05) and occurrences of giving in to child
negative behavior (r = .40, p < .05) but not associated with the number of occurrences of
ignoring child negative behavior. The number of emotional threats was associated with the
numbers of occurrences of ignoring child behavior (r = 23, p < .05) and occurrences of giving
in to child negative behavior (r = .28, p <.05). The number of occurrences of ignoring child
negative behavior was highly associated with the number of occurrences of giving in to child

negative behavior (r = .50, p <.05) (see 4.7).

Table 4.7

Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Ineffective Parenting Composite

2 3 4 5) 6
1. Grandma’s rules .28* .25* 16 27* -5
2. Physical threat 24* 18 40* .09
3. Emotional threat 23* 28* 01
4. Ignoring child negative behavior .50* 17
5. Giving in to child negative behavior .04

6. Parent not attentive

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.2.5 Child Externalizing Behaviors

All of the behaviors that constitute the child externalizing behaviors composite were
significantly correlated with each other. The number of whine/yell/cry behaviors were
associated with the numbers of occurrences of smart talk (r = .47, p < .01), oppositional
behaviors (r = .41, p < .01), destructive behaviors (r = .28, p < .01), and physically negative
behaviors (r = .29, p <.01). The number of occurrences of smart talk was highly correlated

with the number of oppositional behaviors (r = .60, p < .01) and moderately associated with
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the numbers of destructive behaviors (r = .29, p <.01) and physically negative behaviors (r =
41, p <.01). The number of oppositional behaviors was associated with the numbers of
destructive (r = .46, p < .01), and physically negative behaviors (r = .39, p <.01). The
numbers of destructive behaviors and physically negative behaviors were significantly

correlated (r = .29, p <.01) (see Table 4.8).

Table 4.8
Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Externalizing Child Behavior

Measures Composite

2 3 4 5}
1. Whine/yell/cry AT** 41%*% 28*%*  209**
2. Smart talk 60**  20%*F  41**
3. Oppositional behavior A46**  39**
4. Destructive 29**

5. Child physical negative

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.2.6 Child Prosocial Behaviors

Among the prosocial behaviors of the child, the number of occurrences of physical
warmth was not associated with the number of other positive behaviors. The correlation
between the numbers of occurrences of verbal positive affect and nonverbal positive affect
was significant (r = .30, p <.01). However, the number of occurrences of physical warmth
was not significantly correlated with the numbers of occurrences of verbal and nonverbal
positive affect. This correlation was probably low because of the very low incidence of

physical warmth in this sample. (see Table 4.9).
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Table 4.9

Correlations between the Behaviors that Constitute the Child Prosocial Behaviors Composite

2 3
1. Child positive affect (verbal) 30** .09
2. Child positive affect (nonverbal) -.03

3. Child physical warmth

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.3. Correlations between the Frequencies of Composite Behavior Measures

The correlations between the composite behavior measures were calculated. The
controlling parenting composite was highly associated with maladaptive parenting (r = .71, p
<.01) and commands (r = .94, p <.01) because these composites included some common
behaviors. The controlling parenting composite was also associated with supportive parenting
(r = .45, p < .01). This finding indicated that the mothers who showed high numbers of
controlling behaviors also displayed high numbers of supportive behaviors. This is a cultural
difference in non-Western countries which is discussed in the discussion section. The
controlling behaviors of the mothers are found to be associated with child externalizing
behaviors (r = .18, p < .05). Maladaptive parenting—similar to the controlling behaviors—
was associated with commands (r = .47, p <.01), ineffective parenting (r = .18, p < .05),
supportive parenting (r = .21, p < .05) and child externalizing behaviors (r = .18, p < .05).
Commands were also significantly correlated with supportive parenting (r = .49, p <.01).
There was a significant correlation between supportive parenting and verbally expressive
parenting (r = .32, p < .01). Child prosocial behaviors were associated with both supportive
parenting (r = .25, p < .01) and verbaly expressive parenting (r = .34, p < .01) (see Table
4.10). Therefore, the mothers embracing effective parenting practices are likely to display

supportive and verbally expressive parenting behaviors simultaneously. Additionally, if the
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mothers display high numbers of these effective parenting behaviors, the children of these

mothers show high numbers of prosocial behaviors.

Table 4.10

Correlations between the frequencies of the DPICS composite behavior measures

2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.Controlling Parenting J1F* 0 04%* 11 A45*%* .02 18* -12
2.Maladaptive Parenting A7 > 18* .21* -.13 18* -.01
3. Commands .04 A49** .06 12 -12
4. Ineffective Parenting -15 -.02 83**  -.03
5. Supportive Parenting 32**  -.03 25%*
6. Verbally Expressive 14 34**
Parenting
7. Child Externalizing 10
Behaviors

8. Child Prosocial

Behaviors

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.4 The Construct Validity of DPICS Behavior Measures with Respect to Other

Parenting and Child Behavior Measures

Construct validity of the DPICS was demonstrated by calculating its correlation with
other measures of parenting and child behaviors. First, the correlations between DPICS and
other observational methods such as Coder Impression Inventory (CIl) and HOME are
presented. Second, the correlations between DPICS and parent report measures such as
Parenting Questionnaire (PQ), Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) and Adaptive Social

Behavior Inventory (ASBI) are presented.
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4.4.1 Correlations with Observational Measures

Behavior measures of the DPICS were found to be highly associated with the
comparable subscales of the Coder Impression Inventory (CIl) and moderately associated
with punishment, language stimulation and academic stimulation subscales of the HOME

Inventory.

Similar with the previous analyses, Spearman rank order correlations were used when
calculating the correlations between the scores of DPICS and CIl. DPICS scores were found
to be significantly correlated with CII parenting and child behavior subscales (see Table 4.11).
Ineffective parenting composite behavior measure of DPICS was highly associated with
ineffective parenting subscale of ClIlI (r =.76, p < .01) and moderately correlated with
maladaptive parenting subscale of Cll (r = .54, p < .01). It was negatively correlated with CII
effective parenting subscale (r =-.40, p < .01). Controlling parenting composite behavior
measure of DPICS was moderately associated with maladaptive parenting (r =.55, p < .01)
subscale of CIl. Maladaptive parenting composite behavior measure of DPICS was highly
associated with maladaptive parenting (r =.64, p <.01) subscale of CII. It was also found to
be positively correlated with ineffective parenting (r =.22, p < .05) and child negative
behaviors (r =.26, p <.01) subscales and negatively correlated with effective parenting
subscale (r =-.24, p < .01) of CII. The number of commands measured by the DPICS was
found to be associated with the scores of maladaptive parenting (r =.40, p < .01) and negative
child behaviors subscales (r =.18, p < .05) of CII. Verbally expressive parenting was found to
be associated with effective parenting subscale of CII (r = .48, p <.01), and child
affectionate/ prosocial behaviors subscale of CIl (r = .32, p < .01). Similarly, supportive
parenting composite behavior measure of DPICS was associated with effective parenting (r =
.58, p < .01) and child affectionate/ prosocial behaviors (r = .44, p < .01) subscales of CII.
The externalizing child behaviors composite behavior measure of the DPICS was highly

associated with child negative behaviors subscale of CII (r =.79, p <.01). It was positively
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correlated with maladaptive parenting (r = .47, p < .01) and negatively correlated with
effective parenting (r = -.25, p <.01) subscales of the CII. Prosocial child composite behavior
measure of DPICS was associated with child affectionate/prosocial behaviors (r = .45, p <
.01), effective parenting (r = .40, p < .01) and negatively correlated with maladaptive

parenting (r = -.24, p < .01) subscales of CII.

Table 4.11

Correlations between DPICS Composite Behavior Measures and CIl Subscales

CIl Measures

DPICS measures Ineffective Maladaptive Effective  Child Child
parenting  parenting parenting negative  affectionate/

behaviors prosocial

behaviors

Ineffective parenting 6% AB** -.40** 6% -.23*
Controlling Parenting 10 55%* -.04 25%* -1
Maladaptive parenting 22* 64** -.24%* 26%* .09
Commands .01 A0** .06 18* .05
Verbally expressive -.10 -.20* A48** -.07 32**
parenting

Supportive parenting -12 -.05 58** -.13 A47F*
Externalizing child 5% AT** -.25%* 9% -.19*
behaviors

Prosocial child -.16 - 24%* A40** -.19* A5**
behaviors

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

DPICS scores and HOME observational measures were associated with each other

(see Table 4.12). HOME language stimulation subscale was positively associated with
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verbally expressive parenting (r = .32, p < .05) and negatively associated with ineffective
parenting (r = -.23, p <.05), controlling parenting (r = -.23, p < .05) and maladaptive
parenting (r = -.27, p <.01) composite behavior measures of DPICS. HOME academic
stimulation subscale was positively associated with verbally expressive parenting composite
behavior measure of the DPICS (r = .33, p < .05). Responsivity subscale of HOME was
negatively associated with maladaptive parenting composite behavior measure of DPICS (r =
- .19, p < .05). However, punishment subscale of HOME was not significantly associated
with any of the behavior measures of DPICS. Punishment scale of the HOME inventory
focuses on physical and harsh punishment, the behaviors that were seldom observed during
the observational protocol. In addition, responsivity scale of the HOME inventory focuses on
verbal interaction and affect of the mother-child interactions. This scale score was expected to
be correlated with the verbally expressive parenting behaviors. The low frequency of
occurrence of these behaviors in the presence of the interviewer may have accounted for the

lack of a significant correlation.

Table 4.12

Correlations between DPICS Composite Behavior Measures and HOME Subscales

HOME Measures

DPICS Measures Punishment Language Academic Responsivity

stimulation  stimulation

Ineffective parenting 14 -.23* -.03 -5
Controlling parenting .09 -.23* -17 -17
Maladaptive parenting A7 - 27** -.10 -.19*
Commands .04 -.16 -.16 -12
Verbally expressive parenting -.09 32* 33* A7
Supportive parenting -.07 12 .07 .08

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01
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4.4.2 Correlations with Self-Report Measures of Parenting

The mothers’ self reports about parenting practices were used to assess the convergent
validity of the DPICS. The punishment, obedience demanding, inductive reasoning and
warmth subscales of the Parenting Questionnaire (PQ) were associated with the related
specific and composite behavior measures of the DPICS. The punishment subscale of the PQ
was found to be associated with controlling parenting composite (r = .18, p < .05) and
commands (r = - .18, p < .05) composite behavior measures of the DPICS. Obedience
demanding subscale of PQ was found to be associated with maladaptive parenting composite
behavior measure of DPICS (r = .23, p <.05). Verbally expressive mother composite
behavior measure of the DPICS was found to be associated with inductive reasoning (r = .33,

p <.01) and warmth (r = .27, p <.01) subscales of PQ (see Table 4.13).

Table 4.13

Correlations between DPICS Behavior Measures and PQ

Parenting Questionnaire Measures

DPICS Measures Punishment Obedience Inductive Warmth

demanding  reasoning

Ineffective parenting 12 14 -.09 -.05
Controlling parenting 18* 14 -14 -13
Maladaptive parenting .08 23* -17 -.08
Commands .18* .09 -.10 -.13
Verbally expressive -.00 .02 33* 2T**
parenting

Supportive parenting -.02 .02 15 A3
Negative talk 10 16 -.09 .00
Physical intrusion -.04 17 -.19* -11

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01



Chapter 4 : RESULTS 60

4.4.3 Correlation with Mother-Report Measures for Child Behaviors

Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI) and Adaptive Social Behavior Inventory
(ASBI) as mother-report measures were used to demonstrate the convergent validity of the

DPICS for the assessment of child behaviors (See Table 4.14).

Child externalizing behaviors measured by the DPICS were associated with ECBI
total intensity scores (r = .23, p <.05), aggression intensity scores (r = .28, p < .01) and
conduct problems intensity scores (r = .20, p < .05). The correlation between DPICS
externalizing child behaviors composite and ECBI attention demanding subscale was not
significant. ECBI total intensity scores were significantly correlated with smart talk (r = .21,
p < .05) and child physically negative behavior (r = .26, p <.01) specific behavior measures
of the DPICS. ECBI aggression intensity scores were significantly correlated with smart talk
(r =.27, p < .01) and child physically negative (r = .29, p <.01) specific behavior measures.
DPICS child physical negative was also associated with attention demanding (r = .21, p <

.05) and conduct problems (r = .22, p < .05) subscales of ECBI (see Table 4.14).

Table 4.14

Correlations between DPICS Behavior Measures and ECBI Intensity Scales

ECBI Intensity Measures

DPICS Measures Total Aggression  Attention Conduct

demanding  problems

Child externalizing behaviors .23* 28** 18 20*
Smart talk 21% 27** 16 16
Child physically negative 25%* 29.%* 21% 22*
behavior

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01
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The correlations between ECBI problem scales and DPICS child behavior measures
are presented in Table 4.14. Child externalizing behaviors measured by DPICS were
associated with ECBI total problem score (r = .20, p < .05), ECBI aggression problem scores
(r =.24, p < .01) and ECBI attention demanding problem scores (r = .23, p < .05) but not
associated with conduct problems scores. Smart talk specific behavior measure of the DPICS
was associated with ECBI aggression (r = .23, p < .01) and attention demanding problem
scores (r = .20, p < .05). DPICS child physically negative behavior measure was associated
with ECBI total problem score (r = .26, p < .01), aggression (r =.29, p <.01), attention
demanding (r = .28, p <.01) and conduct problems (r = .23, p < .05) problem scores (see

Table 4.15).

Table 4.15

Correlations between DPICS Behavior Measures and ECBI Problem Scales

ECBI Problem Measures

DPICS Measures Total Aggression Attention  Conduct

demanding problems

Child externalizing behaviors 20* 24%* 23* 16
Smart talk 17 23%* .20* 11
Child physically negative 26%* 29%* 28** 23*
behavior

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

Adaptive Social Behavior Inventory (ASBI) was used to assess the convergent validity
of prosocial behaviors composite of the DPICS. It was found that ASBI total score and the
DPICS prosocial behavior composite were not associated (see Table 4.16). The reason for the
lack of a significant correlation might be because the ASBI and DPICS measures the two

different situations. ASBI asks mothers to rate the child’s prosocial behaviors towards adults
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and other children. However, DPICS counts the positive affectionate behaviors towards the
mother during a situation that mother is focused on a task. Therefore, the prosocial behaviors
observed during thesnteraction measured by the DPICS could be different from the behaviors

the mothers assessed the child on the ASBI items.

Table 4.16

Correlations between DPICS Behavior measures and ASBI

ASBI Measures

DPICS Measures Total score
Prosocial behaviors 14
Verbal positive affect 14
Nonverbal positive affect 12

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.5 Association of the DPICS Behavior Measures with Constructs that Influence

Parenting and Child Behaviors

Construct validity of the DPICS was demonstrated not only in terms of the convergence
between the measures of parenting but also with respect to the constructs that could be related
to parenting. This kind of construct validity was demonstrated by correlating DPICS with
measures of parents’ psychological health, cognitive skills, and attitudes. Specifically, the
correlations of DPICS parent specific and composite behavior measures with Brief Symptom
Inventory, Digit Span Test and ACEP Vocabulary Test, and Parent Goals Questionnaire were

calculated.
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4.5.1 Psychological symptoms

The psychological symptoms of the mothers measured by Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI)
were expected to be related to their parenting behaviors. Thus, the Spearman rank order
correlations between BSI subscales and DPICS parent composite behavior measures were
calculated (See Table 4.17). Controlling parenting composite behavior measure of the DPICS
was associated with the depression subscale of the BSI (r = .18, p < .05). Maladaptive
parenting composite of the DPICS was associated with depression (r = .23, p < .05), anxiety
(r=.27, p < .01), interpersonal sensitivity (r = .23, p <.05) and obsessive compulsive (r =
.20, p < .05) subscales of the BSI. The commands of the mothers was not associated with any
of the subscale scores of the BSI. Ineffective parenting composite behavior measure was
found to be correlated with anxiety subscale of the BSI (r = .18, p <.05). The correlations
between BSI scores and the specific and composite behavior measures of the DPICS were
calculated to examine the relation between psychological problems and specific parenting
behaviors. Depression, anxiety, and interpersonal sensitivity subscale scores were found to be
associated with the numbers of physically negative parenting behaviors, physical intrusions in
child’s activities, occurrences of negative talk and giving in to child negative behavior (see

Table 4.17).

Table 4.17

Correlations between DPICS Behavior Measures and BSI

BSI Measures

DPICS Measures Depression  Anxiety Interpersonal Obsessive

sensitivity compulsive

Controlling Parenting 18* 15 A7 12
Maladaptive Parenting 23* 27%* 23* 20*

Commands A3 .08 .10 .07
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Ineffective Parenting
Physically negative
Physical intrusion in child’s
activities

Negative talk

Giving in to child negative

behavior

13

21*

21*

22*

22*

18*

25**

26**

22*

22*

.09

22*

26**

21%

18*

A1

.20*

23*

A7

.20*

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01

4.5.2 Parents’ Cognitive Skills

ACEP vocabulary test which measures mothers’” Turkish vocabulary knowledge was

expected to be related to the mothers’ verbally expressive parenting behaviors. Therefore, the

correlations of ACEP scores with verbally expressive parenting, statement and question were

calculated. ACEP scores were found to be correlated with verbally expressive parenting

composite (r = .37, p <.01), the number of statements (r = .41, p < .01), and questions

assessed by the DPICS (r = .27, p < .01).

Mothers’ cognitive stimulation of their children was expected to be related to their

cognitive abilities. Thus, mothers’ scores of Forward and Backward Digit Span task were

expected to be associated with their verbally expressive parenting behaviors. It was found that

verbally expressive parenting was correlated with digit span total score (r = .31, p <.01),

forward digit span score (r = .23, p < .05) and backward digit span score (r = .31, p <.01).

The number of statements was also significantly associated with digit span total score (r =

27, p < .01), forward (r = .18, p < .05) and backward (r = .41, p < .01) scores. Similarly, the

number of questions was found to be associated with digit span (r = .28, p <.01), forward (r

= .22, p <.05) and backward (r = .27, p <.01) scores. (see Table 4.18).
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Table 4.18

Correlations of DPICS with Cognitive Tests

DPICS Measures ACEP Digit Span Forward Backward
Task Digit Span  Digit Span
Verbally expressive parenting .37** 31 23* 31**
Statement A1** 27 18* A1**
Question 27** 28%* 22* 27**

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.5.3 Parenting attitudes

Parenting Goals Questionnaire (PGQ) assessing the attitudes of the parents about child
rearing was expected to be associated with the supportive and verbally expressive parenting
behaviors measured by the DPICS. However, there was no significant correlation between
social skills goals of the parents and DPICS supportive and verbally expressive parenting
scores. (see Table 4.19). Additionally, the scores of compliance goals subscale of PGQ and
the scores of controlling parenting and commands composite behavior measures of the DPICS
were not associated. Parenting Goals Questionnaire is related to the expectations of the
parents from their children about having social skills and showing compliance. However, the
DPICS measures a difererent concept—overt parenting behaviors towards the children—than

attitudes and this can be the reason for the lack of association between the two measures.
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Table 4.19

Correlations between DPICS Behavior Measures and PGQ

PGQ Measures

DPICS Measures Social skills  Compliance

goals

Verbally expressive parenting .02

Supportive parenting .08
Controlling parenting .06
Commands .09

Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

4.6. Group Differences of DPICS Parent and Child Behavior Measures

The behavior patterns measured by DPICS were expected to vary due to sample
characteristics such as the family SES, parent education, and sex of the child. In order to test
the group differences, the mothers with high and low education, and coming from high and
low SES families were compared in terms of their parenting behaviors and their children’s
behaviors. Additionally, mothers’ parenting behaviors toward their sons and daughters were

compared.

4.6.1. Differences in the DPICS Scores by the Levels of Maternal Education

Mothers with low level of education (i.e., mothers who did not complete high school)
differed from mothers with a high level of education (i.e., mothers who completed high school
or college) in terms of their parenting practices measured by the DPICS. Mothers with a high
level of education had higher scores for verbally expressive parenting behavior measure (M =
5.43, SD = 1.91) than mothers with a low level of education (M = 2.95, SD = 2.51) (F(1,121)
= 33.35, p <.00). Mothers with a low level of education had higher scores for controlling

parenting behavior measure (M = 19.17, SD = 6.44) (F(1,121) =5.69, p < .05) and
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maladaptive parenting behavior measure (M = 4.54, SD = 2.73) (F(1,121) = 18.63, p < .00)
than mothers with high level of education (M = 16.22 SD = 6.12). Athough the mothers with
low level of education did not differ from the mothers with high level of education in terms of
number of indirect commands they used, the former indicated higher numbers of direct
commands (F(1,121) =5.30, p < .05). This finding might indicate that the mothers with high
level of education are more likely to have a democratic parenting style showing low levels of
dominance over the child than the mothers with low level of education. They might prefer to
give their children the opportunity to initiate the activity. The mothers with low level of
education indicated higher numbers of incidences of negative talk (F(1,121) =10.67, p < .00),
physically negative behaviors (F(1,121) = 10.72, p < .00) and physical intrusions (F(1,121) =
15.72 , p < .00); but lower numbers of questions (F(1,121) = 20.03, p <.00) , statements
(F(1,121) = 31.11, p < .00) reflective statements and questions (F(1,121) = 5.15, p <.05), and
labeled praise statements (F(1,121) = 5.84, p < .05) than the mothers with a high level of

education (see Table 4.20).

Children’s behaviors were also influenced by their mothers’ level of education (see
Table 4.19). Children of mothers with high level of education indicated higher number of
prosocial behaviors (M = 3.91, SD = .35) than children of mothers with low level of
education (M = 3.03, SD =.21) (F (1,121) = 5.08, p < .05). Specifically, highly-educated
mothers’ children (M = 3.42, SD = .33) showed higher number of occurrences of verbally
expressed positive affect than the children of mothers with low level of education (M = 2.60,

SD =.20) (F (1,121) = 4.95, p < .05).
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Table 4.20

The comparisons DPICS Measures across the Levels of Maternal Education

Verbally expressive parenting

Controlling parenting

Maladaptive parenting

Commands

Direct command

Indirect command

Negative talk

Physical negative

Physical intrusion

Question

Statement

Reflective statement and question

Labeled praise

Child prosocial behaviors

Positive affect (verbal)

Low

education education

High

(N=90) (N=33)
2.95 543
(1.91)  (2.52)
19,17 16.22
6.44)  (6.12)
4.54 273
(2.22)  (1.53)
14.78 13.49
(5.46)  (4.92)
11.29 9.48
(4.16)  (3.47)
3.41 4.01
(2.00)  (2.05)
2.83 1.89
(1.58)  (.99)
56 25
(.51) (.39)
1.06 59
(.60) (.60)
1.48 2.83
(1.24)  (1.82)
1.26 2.28
(.88) (.99)
19 31
(.22) (.28)
00 02
(.02) (.05)
2.87 4.03
(1.98)  (2.02)
2.44 3.55
(1.85)  (1.88)

F

33.35

5.69

18.63

1.42

5.30

2.13

10.67

10.72

15.72

20.03

31.11

5.15

5.84

5.08

4.95

.00

.02

.00

24

.02

15

.00

.00

.00

.00

.00

.03

.02

.03

.03

Notes. The values are the means with the standard deviations in parentheses.

DPICS scores are the number of behavior occurances per minute
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4.6.2. Differences in the DPICS Scores by the Levels of SES

Parenting and child specific and composite behaviors measured by DPICS showed
substantial differences by the SES of the families. In order to group the mothers according to
their SES, a factor score was computed based on the years of completed education of the
mother and the father, material belongings of the family and total expenditures of the family.
The mothers with factor scores (normalized z-scores) between -.5 and .5 were included in
middle SES group. The mothers with factor scores above .5 were included in the high SES
and below -.5 were included in the low SES group. The mothers with low (M = 20.05, SD =
5.77) and middle SES (M = 20.24, SD = 7.22) indicated more controlling parenting than the
mothers with high SES (M = 15.88, SD =5.18) (F (2,116) = 7.03, p < .00). Additionally the
mothers with low SES (M = 4.46, SD = 2.24) and middle SES (M = 4.62, SD = 2.15)
indicated more maladaptive parenting (F (2,116) = 7.05, p < .00) than the mothers with high
SES (M = 3.14, SD = 1.15). The mothers with low SES (M = 15.60, SD = 4.75) and the
mothers with middle SES (M = 15.62, SD = 6.14) used higher numbers of commands (F
(2,116) = 4.45, p < .01) than the mothers with high SES (M = 12.74, SD = 4.23) . Similarly,
the mothers with high SES (M = 4.82, SD = 2.54) indicated more verbally expressive
parenting than the mothers with low SES (M = 2.54, SD = 1.63) and middle SES (M =3.19,

SD = 2.04) (F (2,116) = 12.04, p < .00).

In terms of child prosocial behaviors, there was a trend indicating differences by SES.
The children of the families with low (M = 2.87, SD = 1.52) and middle SES (M = 2.93, SD
= 1.94) showed less prosocial behaviors than the children of families with high SES (M =
3.90, SD = 2.24) (F (2,116) = 3.62, p < .10). When compared the specific behaviors measured
by DPICS, the mothers with high SES differed from the mothers with lower SES with respect
to the occurrences of negative talk (F (2,116) = 4.91, p < .01), numbers of their direct
commands (F (2,116) = 6.73, p <.00), questions (F (2,116) = 9.28, p < .00), statements (F

(2,116) =9.71, p < .00), and physical intrusions (F (2,116) = 4.05, p < .05). The number of
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occurrence of verbally expressive positive affect which is a specific child behavior measure

had a trend towards difference by SES (F (2,116) = 3.82, p < .10) (see Table 4.21).

Table 4.21

The comparisons DPICS Measures across the Levels of Family SES

Low SES Middle SES HighSES F p

N= 32 N=40 N= 47
Verbally expressive parenting ?15;:) ?22092) ?28522) 12.04 .00
Controlling parenting ?50%5; ?32224; gfg)‘) 7.03 .00
Maladaptive parenting ?24264; ?2612;) ?11740; 7.05 .00
Commands (15765?)61 (165{54?)61 (f;;) ° 445 01
Direct command (1315?21; (14179{3; ?32{52) 6.73 .00
Indirect command ?27(;37) ?26261) ?14535) 22 .80
Negative talk ?18&;; ?1963::) 51083;) 491 .01
Physical intrusion (1.'70(%& (1505; (753) 405 .02
Question (11250) %15215) ?1576;) 20 0
Statement (17005)a (11461;) 182; 9.71 .00
Child prosocial behaviors ?1857;) ?1952) ?29202) 362 .03
Positive affect (verbal) ?1425; ?15&?2&1) ?2402;) 3.82 .03

Notes. The values are the means with the standard deviations in parentheses.
a, b indicate a significant difference of means , based on post-hoc comparisons.
DPICS scores are the number of behavior occurances per minute
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4.6.3. Differences in the DPICS scores between boys and girls

Whether parents treat their sons and daughters differently was tested by comparing the
numbers of parent behaviors measured by the DPICS by sex of the child. Mothers indicated
more negative talk towards their sons (M = 2.93, SD =1.58) than their daughters (M = .43, SD
= 1.50) (F (1,121) = 4.48, p < .05). They also used higher number of physically positive
behaviors towards their daughters (M = .05, SD = .09) than their sons (M = .02, SD = .05)
(F(1,121) = 6.90, p <.05), suggesting that daughters received more positive parenting than

sons.

With respect to child behaviors, the only difference between girls and boys was
whine/cry/yell behavior measure of the DPICS. Girls indicated a higher number of whine, cry
and yell behaviors (M = .15, SD = .31) than boys (M = .05, SD =.13) (F (1,121) =4.80,p <
.05), suggesting that these behaviors may be tolerated more from daughters than sons (see

Table 22).

Table 4.22
The Comparisons of the Behaviors of the Mothers Towards Their Sons and Daughters and

Behaviors of Boys and Girls

Girls Boys F p
(N= 65) (N=58)

Negative talk 2.34 2.93 4.48 .04
(1.50) (1.58)

Parent physically positive .05 .02 6.90 01
(.09) (.05)

Whine/cryl/yell 15 .05 4.80 .03
(:31) (13)

Notes. The values are the means with the standard deviations in parentheses.
DPICS scores are the number of behavior occurances per minute
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4.7. International Comparisons of Parent and Child Behaviors as Measured by DPICS

Parent-child interactions measured by the DPICS in the present study were compared
to the comparable measures obtained from various studies with US samples. In order to
compare the patterns of parenting and parent-child interactions in Turkey and in the US, first,
the numbers of commands the mothers in Turkey and in the US used during the interaction
were compared. Additionally, comparable values pointing out these patterns were calculated.
The proportion of positive and negative behaviors of the mothers and children, mother’s
tendency to give negative responses (e.g. negative talk, physically negative, physical threat,
and emotional threat) to the externalizing behaviors of their children (e.g. smart talk,
physically negative) and their tendency to give positive responses (e.g. praise, positive affect,
physically positive) to prosocial behaviors of their children (positive affect, physical warmth)
were defined quantitatively. These quantities for the sample of the present study were
compared to the quantities for the samples of seven other studies with US samples, some non-
clinical, some clinical (Baydar et.al., 2003; Eyberg et. al., 2005; Bessmer, Brestan Eyberg,
2005; Werba, Eyberg, Boggs, & Algina, 2006; Timmer, Borrego Jr. & Urquiza, 2002;
Chronis et. al., 2007). (see Table 4.23 the detailed information for the studies). This section
presents a discussion of the differences between Turkish mothers’ parenting behaviors and the

parenting behaviors of the mothers in the US .

Compared to the mother in the US, the mothers in Turkey used considerably higher
numbers of commands during the interaction with their children. The average number of
commands the participants of the present study used per minute was 14.47. However, the
other studies indicated that the average number of commands the mothers in the study
conducted by Eyberg and her collegues (2005), the mothers of Head Start children (Baydar et.
al., 2003), the mothers of children with Oppositional Deviant Disorder (Bessmer, Brestan, &
Eyberg, 2005; Werba, Eyberg, Boggs, & Algina, 2006), the mothers of the children with

ADHD (Chronis et. al., 2007) and abusive mothers in the US (Timmer, Borrego Jr. &
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Urquiza, 2002) ranged between 2.95 and 9.18. Thus, Turkish mothers used even higher
number of commands than abusive mothers in the US. However, using high number of
commands during the interaction could be normative in Turkey. This issue is is further

discussed in Chapter 5, below.

In the present study, 67% of the mothers’ total behaviors were negative behaviors.
This proportion ranged from 29% to 46% for the mothers in the US studies. Proportion of
Turkish mothers’ positive behaviors to their total behaviors was similar to the other samples.
It was 20% in the present study and 24% (Baydar et. al, 2003), 22% (Eyberg et. al, 2005), and
19% (Bessmer, Brestan,& Eyberg, 2005) in the other studies. The children in the present
study indicated less negative behaviors than the children in the other studies. 19% of their
behaviors were negative whereas the negative behaviors ranged between 11% and 71% in the

US based studies.

Parent-child interaction patterns in the Turkish sample suggested by the maternal
behaviors in response to the behaviors of their children were considerably different between
the Turkish and US samples. The ratio of the mother’s negative behaviors to child’s
externalizing behaviors was 26.5 for the present sample. This ratio was 6.77 for Head Start
children and their mothers (Baydar et. al., 2003), 2.95 (Bessmer, Brestan, & Eyberg, 2005)
and 2.67 for the mother-child dyads referred for the treatment of Oppositional Deviant
Disorder (ODD) (Werba, Eyberg, Boggs, & Algina, 2006), 7.14 for the mothers and their
children with ADHD (Chronis et. al., 2007) and 9.69 for the mothers and their children with
family history of child abuse (Timmer, Borrego Jr. & Urquiza, 2002). However, the responses
of the mothers in Turkey when their children showed prosocial behaviors were not different
from the mothers in the US. Mothers in the present study responded by 1.82 positive
behaviors on average to the each prosocial behavior of their child. This ratio ranged from 1.36

to 3.89 for the parent-child dyads in the US.
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International comparisons of parent and child behaviors as measured by DPICS
indicated that especially negative parenting behaviors dominated by the parent in Turkey.
This pattern sharply differed from the mothers in the US. Nevertheless, positive parenting

behaviors were similar in Turkey and in the US.

74
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Table 4.23
International Comparisons of Parenting and Child Behaviors Measured by DPICS
_ _ _ Ratio of mom's  Ratio of
) Proportion of  Proportion of  Proportion of _ -
Frequencies of _ negative mom's positive
mom's mom's child's ) )
Study Sample & Task commands ) . ) behaviors to behaviors to
) negative positive negative _ _ _ -
(per minute) ) ] ] child's negative child's positive
behaviors behaviors behaviors _ _
behaviors behaviors
Baydar et. al. N=122
(TECGE Project, 10-min structured 14.47 .67 20 19 26.5 1.82
2009)* observation
N= 819
Baydar et. al.
30-min unstructured 2.95 29 24 35 6.77 2.95
(Head Start,2003)°
observation
Eyberg et. al. N=25
(Manual for 5-min structured 9.18 37 22 71 2.46 3.56

DPICS I1,2005)°  observation
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Table 4.23 (continued)

International Comparisons of Parenting and Child Behaviors Measured by DPICS

Ratio of Ratio of
Proportion of  Proportion of mom's mom's
Frequencies morFr)l's mor?fs Proportion of negative positive
Study Sample & Task of commands neaative ositive child's negative  behaviors to behaviors to
(per minute) gati P . behaviors child's child's
behaviors behaviors ) o
negative positive
behaviors behaviors
N=30
Bessmer, Brestan,  (Children with ODD)
4.72 46 19 71 2.95 2.94
Eyberg (2005)° 5-min structured
observation
N=99
Werba, Eyberg,
_ (Children with ODD)
Boggs, & Algina 8.01 - - 48 2.67 1.36
5 min-structured
(2006)° )
observation
Timmer, Borrego  N=15
Jr. & Urquiza (Child abuse) 5-min 6.43 035 - 11 9.69 3.89

(2002)"

structured observation
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Table 4.23 (continued)

International Comparisons of Parenting and Child Behaviors Measured by DPICS

Ratio of Ratio of
) ) mom's mom's
_ Proportion of  Proportion of _ _ .
Frequencies . ' Proportion of negative positive
mom's mom's _ _ _ _
Study Sample & Task of commands _ - child's negative  behaviorsto behaviors to
_ negative positive _ _ _
(per minute) ) ) behaviors child's child's
behaviors behaviors ) .
negative positive
behaviors behaviors
N= 108
Chronis et. al. (Children with ADHD)
7.47 - - - 5.50 -
(2007)¢ 13-min structured
observation
N=108
Chronis et. al. (Children with ADHD)
2.89 - - - 7.14 -

(2007)" 10-min semi-structured

observation




Chapter 4 : RESULTS 78

Notes: 122 mother-child dyads were randomly selected from a larger group participating in the Early

Childhood Developmental Ecologies in Turkey (ECDET) project. The sample consisted of 3-year-old
children and their moms from four metropolitan cities of Turkey (Ankara, Istanbul, izmir & Adana).
During 10 minute-sructured observation, the dyads were given some legos. The mother was instructed
to play with the child and do the same shape as shown in a given picture with the Legos. Among the
composite behavior measures, parent negative behaviors consisted of commands, negative talk,
grandma’s rules, threats, ignoring child negative behaviors, inattentive behaviors, physically negative
behaviors, and physical intrusions; parent positive behaviors included acknowledgments, physically
positive behaviors, positive affect, praises, descriptive questions and statements; child negative
behaviors included whine, cry, yell, smart talk, oppositional behaviors, destructive behaviors, physically
negative behaviors; child prosocial behaviors included verbal affection, nonverbal affection, and
physical warmth.

®The sample consisted of 819 mothers and their preschool-aged children attending to Head Start
program. They were low SES families. Mothers were at risk for displaying poor parenting skills. The
ethnic composition was 51% White, 19% African American, 10% Hispanic, 8% Asian/pasific Islander,
12% mixed or other races. Unstructured observation was conducted during 30 minute-home visits in
which mothers were asked to do what they would do normally at the time of the observation. Among
the composite behavior measures, parent negative behaviors included commands, negative talk,
grandma’s rules, physically negative behaviors, physical intrusions; parent positive behaviors included
acknowledgments, physically positive behaviors, positive affect, praises, descriptive questions and
statements; child negative behaviors included whine, cry, yell, smart talk, oppositional behaviors,
destructive behaviors, physically negative behaviors; child prosocial behaviors included verbal
affection, nonverbal affection, and physical warmth.

°The sample included 25 mother-child dyads. The data included the pretreatment scores of randomly
selected cases attended in Parent-Child Interaction Therapy. The children were between 3-6 years.
During 5-min-structured observation, the mothers decided on the play and gave directions to the child.
Among the composite behavior measures, parent inappropriate behavior consisted of commands,
negative talk, warning, and physically negative behaviors; parent prosocial behavior included
acknowledgment, physically positive behaviors, positive affect, praises, descriptive questions and

statements; child inappropriate behaviors included whine, cry, yell, smart talk and physically negative
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behaviors; child prosocial behaviors consisted of verbal affection, nonverbal affection, and physical
warmth.

9 The sample consisted of 30 mother-child dyads referred for the treatment of Oppositional Deviant
Disorder (ODD). During 5-min-structured observation, the mothers decided on the play and gave
directions to the child. Among the composite behavior measures, parent inappropriate behavior
included commands, negative talk, physically negative behaviors; parent prosocial behaviors included
physically positive behaviors, praises, descriptive question and statements; child inappropriate
behaviors were whine, cry, yell, smart talk, oppositional behaviors, destructive behaviors, and
physically negative behaviors; child prosocial behaviors were verbal affection, nonverbal affection, and
physical warmth.

¢ Participants were 99 mother-child dyads who had been referred for treatment and screened or
inclusion in an outcome study of 3-to-6 year-old children with ODD. The ethnic composition: 78%
white not Hispanic, 14% Black, not Hispanic, 8% Hispanic, Asian or biracial. 3 five-min-structured
observation included child directed activity, parent directed activity and clean up situation. Among the
composite behavior measures, parent total commands consisted of direct and indirect commands.
Demandingness behavior measure referred to direct command ratio; parent inappropriate behavior
included criticism and smart talk; parent prosocial behavior consisted of acknowledgments, praises,
answers, behavioral descriptions, reflection, laugh, and physically positive behaviors; child
inappropriate behavior included whine, yell, criticism, and smart talk; child prosocial behavior included
acknowledgments, answers, behavioral descriptions, praises, laugh, and physically positive behaviors.
15 mother-child dyads were selected from a larger group of mother-child dyads participating in Parent-
Child Interaction Therapy (PCIT). Children were referred to treatment because of the parent's inability
to manage the child's difficult behavior. This group consisted of the children had a family history of
child abuse and their internalizing problems are greater than the non abused children. Three distinct 5-
minute-structured observation including child directed activity, parent directed activity and clean up
situation were conducted. The behavior measures were parent questions, neutral comments, commands,
negative behaviors (criticisms, yelling, whining, destructive behaviors and physical negatives), child
answer and nonanswer.

9108 parent-child dyads were recruited during the first wave of a longitudinal study of young children
with ADHD. The children were between 4 to 7 years. The ethnic composition was 66,7% non-Hispanic

White, 26,9% African American, 6,5% other. During 13 min-structured observation, the mother was
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instructed to make the child complete the predetermined tasks such as returning the toys to the shelf,
putting clothes to the box, putting the crumpled paper and trashing in the wastebasket, sitting at the
table and counting geometric shapes, copying a set of geometric shapes on paper, dusting the table with
the cloth, working cooperatively with the parent to draw a diagonal line on the Etch-a-sketch. Then, the
mother was asked to choose one toy and have the child play quietly while the she was reading a
magazine and taking a one-minute-phone call from the interviewer. Among the composite behavior
measures, positive parenting included praises, positive affect, physically positive behaviors; negative
parenting included negative commands, critical statements, physically negative behaviors; total
commands consisted of direct and indirect commands; total child deviance consisted of whine, cry, yell,

smart talk, destructive behaviors and noncompliance.
"108 parent-child dyads were recruited during the first wave of a longitudinal study of young children

with ADHD. The children were between 4 to 7 years. The ethnic composition was 66,7% non-Hispanic
White, 26,9% African American, 6,5% other. During 10 min-semi-structured observation, the mother
was invited to play with her child freely with the toys in one way mirror room. Among the composite
behavior measures, positive parenting included praises, positive affect, physically positive behaviors;
negative parenting included negative commands, critical statements, physically negative behaviors;
total commands included direct and indirect commands; total child deviance included whine, cry, yell,

smart talk, destructive behaviors, and noncompliance.
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Chapter 5

DISCUSSION

This section presents the contributions of the present study. Those contributions are:
providing a new valid and reliable observational coding scheme that is culturally adapted;
and, presenting a description of parenting behaviors of Turkish mothers based on this
observational tool. The last two subsections discuss the limitations of the present study and

offer suggestions for future studies.

5.1. Purpose of the Thesis and Summary of the Outcomes

The purpose of the present thesis was to adapt the Dyadic Parent-Child Interaction Coding
System (DPICS) to the Turkish context and language and complete the psychometric work for
it. The adapted version of the DPICS was expected to be used with Turkish families in further
studies. As a result of this study, a valid and reliable observational research tool was
devpeloped. Importantly, it was clear that just translating DPICS to Turkish was not sufficient
to be able to use it for the observations of Turkish families. It was necessary to adapt the
measurement tool to the Turkish culture rather than simply translating it to Turkish language
due to the need to identify and code parent-child interactions that tend to be relatively
common in Turkey (but may be uncommon in the U.S.). As a result, the cultural adaptation
process consisted of adding some new behavior categories into the DPICS and adding some
new examples from Turkish culture to the coding categories that were already present.
Additionally, this process included giving appropriate names to the redefined composites that
represents the dimentions of parenting in Turkey. The benefits of the cultural adaptation are

presented in the following paragraphs.
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Adaptation of the measure provided three important benefits. First, adding new behavior
codes gave the researchers the chance to capture culture-specific behaviors of Turkish
mothers. One of these culture specific behaviors was “threat,” which was not present in the
original coding system. Threat was a negative verbalization that is defined as a warning of a
punishment for a negative behavior. A threat is used in an effort to prevent a potential deviant
behavior of the child by scaring the child. It is different from a warning because it is not
related to the natural consequences of the child’s negative behaviors, it is phrased to evoke
fear, and it does not usually reflect the real intent of the parent (e.g. “Look, that woman will

give you an injection if you don’t stop misbehaving”, “I will not take you to the playground

anymore”, and “Nobody will love you if you continue to behave like this™).

Threat was included in the Turkish version because it is used often by Turkish mothers,
especially for controlling the behaviors of the child. When mothers were faced with the
child’s defiant behavior, some of them used physical (e.g. *“ If you do not stop, I—or
somebody else in the room—will beat you™) and emotional threat (e.g. “I will not be your
Mom anymore”) in order to make the child stop negative or undesirable behavior. The
mothers in the U.S. use warning which refers informing the child with the potential outcomes
of the defiant behavior that are not necessarily phrased to scare the child, in addition to
warnings about non-physical punishments such as “time-out” (Eyberg et. al., 2005). Although
Turkish mothers in our sample used warning as a disciplinary method, they resorted to threats
almost as frequently as they employed warnings. They generally threatened their children
with giving harsh responses (i.e., physically painful consequences) and depriving him/her of
her love (emotionally painful consequences). Unlike the U.S. mothers, they never used time-

out as a disciplinary strategy.

Other new behavior measures added in the Turkish version of the DPICS were “ignoring

the child’s negative behavior” and “making a concession in response to the child’s negative
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behavior”. The original version included only “parent ignore” code (Robinson & Eyberg,
1981). However, behaviors that may be construed as an “ignore” among Turkish mothers are
qualitatively different from the families in the U.S. For instance, Turkish mothers sometimes
ignored the negative behaviors of their children by paying no attention to the child’s negative
behaviors. These behaviors were coded as “ignoring the child’s negative behavior”. On the
other hand, they sometimes responded positively to the negative behaviors of their children.
These latter behaviors were coded as “making a concession in response to the child’s negative
behavior”. For instance, satisfying the child’s demand when he/she expresses it negatively,
such as by crying, shouting and hitting, was coded in this newly constructed category. These

kinds of behaviors of mothers were observed often enough to warrant a new code.

The second benefit of the adaptation was related to adding culturally relevant examples
to the coding manual. Coding well defined and exemplified parenting behaviors was likely to
be reliable when it was guided by culturally relevant examples. For instance, the commands
of Turkish mothers were different from those of the U.S. mothers. Turkish mothers used
abbreviated commands (dropping the verb of a command) such as “the blue one” instead of
“give me the blue one”. They generally say the verb just once and the next commands are
given without the verb. For instance, first the mother says “put the red one here”. Then, for
the next steps she just says “the blue one, here”, without saying “put”. Turkish mothers very
often say “Shame on you” when the child displays an undesirable behavior. This expression is
not present in the original coding system, so this example was added in the Turkish version of
the manual. Thus, adding these culturally relevant examples made the coding manual of the
Turkish version of the DPICS *“coder friendly” for training, and facilitated achieving inter-

rater reliability.

The third benefit of the adaptation was related to the reinterpretation of the dimensions

of parenting in Turkey. In the present study, two kinds of positive (supportive and verbally
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expressive) and four kinds of negative parenting dimensions (ineffective, controlling,
maladaptive parenting and using commands) were defined. Especially the negative parenting
behaviors were categorized differently in the present study than the previous studies using
DPICS as an observational system in the US. In the studies conducted in the US, the
maladaptive parenting behaviors consisted of all kind of commands, criticisms and physically
negative behaviors of the mothers. However, the commands were not included in the
maladaptive parenting composite in the present study. Instead, the commands (direct and
indirect commands) and maladaptive parenting behaviors (negative talk, parent physically
negative and physical intrusion in child activities) were grouped as different composites and
the composite involving both maladaptive behaviors and commands were labeled as
controlling parenting. The separation of commands from maladaptive parenting behaviors was
due to the cultural differences in Turkey and in the US in terms of the function of commands

in child rearing practices.

In the present study, commands were not associated with the obedience demanding
attitudes of the mothers whereas maladaptive parenting was found to be associated with it.
Furthermore, maladaptive parenting behaviors were found to be associated with the
psychological symptoms measured by Brief Symptoms Inventory whereas commands were
not related to these symptoms Thus, giving commands to children in Turkey might function
differently from the case of the US. The use of commands may be a parenting strategy that is
frequently used and considered normative in Turkish families and may not have the same
negative influence on children’s behaviors. However, a very recent study using the same data
found that there was an optimum level of behavioral control (i.e. giving commands) which led
to lower levels of externalizing behaviors of children. Specifically, if the number of
commands the mother gave was lower than 11 and higher than 17 per minute, the child was at
risk for having externalizing behaviors (Akginar, 2009). Therefore, a reasonable level of

instruction and limits enable children to gain self regulation skills (Barber et al., 1994)
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whereas low and high levels of behavioral control might increase the behavior problems of
children. Among the mothers participated in the present study, 46% of the mothers gave the
commands in the optimum level defined in the study of Ak¢inar (2009). However, 31% of the
mothers used high levels of behavioral control. Although the mothers in Turkey give higher
number of commands to their children than the mothers in the US, and commands seem to be
normative in the Turkish culture, the frequency of commands higher than an optimal level can
transform controlling parenting to maladaptive parenting. Thus, the present adaptation study
provided with reinterpretation of the maladaptive and controlling parenting behaviors of the

mothers in Turkey.

5.2. Contributions

The present study revealed some important characteristics of mother-child interactions
in Turkey. The most noticeable characteristic was the imbalance in the interaction. When the
numbers of children’s and mothers’ behaviors were compared, it was seen that mothers were
much more active in the interaction than the children — almost to the point of domination.
Mothers displayed negative behaviors 26.5 times more frequently than children’s negative
behaviors. Mothers had a dominant role in their interactions with their children, where they
initiated and completed interactions with very little input or response from the child. The
frequency of parents’ positive behaviors was also higher than the frequency of children’s
positive behaviors. While mothers were active almost all the time during the observations,
children were generally the passive audience. Thus, the mother-child interaction in Turkey

generally cannot be characterized as one of a reciprocal democratic relationship.

Turkish mothers used a high level of behavioral control in their interactions with their
children. Mothers tried to control the behaviors of their children by frequently giving direct
and indirect commands at a rate that was practically impossible for a 3-year-old child to

follow and comply. As reported in the previous paragraphs, nearly one third of the mothers in
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the present study used high level of behavioral control towards their children. Additionally,
they frequently used negative commands (e.g. “stop doing.....” and “do not do....”) to stop
their children’s ongoing behaviors or initiations of behaviors without providing an alternative
course of action. They rarely gave any opportunity to the child to initiate and complete a
behavior on his/her own. Some mothers used physical intrusion to stop their children. For
example, they took the Legos from the child and started to do the task without interacting with
the child, actively discouraging the child from participation. Therefore, this study revealed a
substantial lack of reciprocity and a high level of behavioral control in mother-child

interactions in Turkey.

The finding that Turkish mothers used a great number of commands during their
interactions could be related to how repeated commands are coded in the Turkish version of
the DPICS. The same as the original version, every repeated command was counted as an
additional command. For instance, when the mother said “come come come” to her child, it
was regarded as three commands. Nevertheless, repetition of phrases could be a culture—or
language—specific behavior for Turkish people. However, no previous studies could be
identified that indicated that repeating a command, a question or an answer in daily
conversations is linguistically more common in Turkish than other languages (especially

English).

Another attribute of Turkish mothers emerged as showing a low level of warmth.
Although they self reported that they are affectionate towards their children (Ak¢inar, 2009),
they generally did not show physically positive behaviors such as hugging, kissing and
touching during the observations. They rarely showed their affection by smiling, laughing and
expressions of love to their children, but almost never showed physical affection during the
observations. In contrast, in the ECDET study, many Turkish mothers responded to self-report

questions about warmth in parenting behaviors (Child Rearing Questionnaire; Paterson &
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Sanson, 1999) with maximum possible ratings (indicating “always”) for a large proportion of
items (Akciar, 2009). Therefore, they perceived that they had a high level of affection to
their children all the time, whereas the actual displays of affection (at least during the

observational protocol) were rare.

The displays of warmth and affection may have failed to be observed during the semi-
structured observation due to four reasons. First, Turkish mothers may have preferred not to
show their affection in front of others because of the perception that the others might find this
inappropriate (Kagit¢ibasi, 2008; Onur, 2005). The reason behind this perception could be the
common belief that showing affection very often, especially in the presence of others, spoils a
child. Also parents may be shy in displaying love to their children, and this feeling might

discourage them from showing affection (Onur, 2005).

The second reason may be differences of scoring between observational and self-report
measures. Although the Child Rearing Questionnaire, as a self report assessment, measures

the mothers’ “perception” about their warmth towards their children, the DPICS, the
observational assessment, measures the “overt behaviors” of mothers showing their affection
towards their children. Therefore, the affection in the relationship of Turkish mothers and
their children might be perceived by the parent-child dyad based on something else other than
the overt behaviors that DPICS measures. In other words, Turkish mothers could show that
they love their children in other ways (e.g., by behaviors that may be interpreted as over
involvement in other cultures), and both they and their children could perceive the affection.

(D. Sunar, personal communication, January 12, 2010). Thus, warmth may be difficult to

measure by observation of overtly affectionate behaviors in the context of the Turkish culture.

Third, mothers may have been focused on the task and not the child during the semi
structured observation. It was observed that most of the mothers supposed the aim of the task

used during observation to be measuring the child’s capability of completing a given task as
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soon as possible (despite the protocol that was administered explaining the contrary).
Therefore, instead of showing interest in the child’s play, the mothers may have thought it
important to put pressure on the child to complete the task as soon as possible. This may have

resulted in a high frequency of controlling behaviors.

Finally, the length of the observation may have failed to allow the observers to see warm
behaviors. In a study by Kemppinen et. al. (2005) that compared a one-year observation and a
5-minute video recording concluded that although short recordings are representative of the
general patterns of the interaction, it was difficult to catch positive parental contact.
Observer’s presence during the observation might be effective on the mothers’ avoidance of
showing overt affection to their children. Turkish parents might be less likely to show their
affection than their controlling behaviors to their children in front of others (N. Sumer,
personal communication, September 22, 2010). Thus, in order to measure level of warmth, a
longer observational period may be necessary. Specifically, the mother-child dyad could be
observed for 20 minutes and the first and the last 5 minutes could be thrown away in order to
remove the effects of observer presence and the remaining 10 minutes could be coded by the

DPICS. Consequently, observer effect during the observation can be tested and controlled.

A culture specific characteristic of the mother in Turkey was that parental control and
parental warmth in the interaction between the mothers and the children coexisted.Although
high level of parental control predicts low level of warmth and has a negative effect on
children’s behaviors in Western societies, parental control may play a supportive role on the
prosocial development of the children in Turkey (Yagmurlu & Sanson, 2009). In the present
study, controlling parenting behaviors of mothers, such as commands, negative talk,
physically negative behaviors and physical intrusion were found to be associated with the
supportive parenting behaviors such as praises, acknowledgement, descriptive statements and

positive affect. This finding supported the previous findings about the parenting patterns in
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collectivistic cultures that the parents show behavioral control and warmth towards their

children simultaneously (Kagit¢ibasi, 2007; Wu, 2002).

Another characteristic of the Turkish mothers was that they did not use labeled praise
when they were giving positive feedback to their children’s positive behaviors. Labeled praise
refers to “any specific verbalization that expresses a favorable judgment upon an activity,
product or attribute of the child” (Eyberg, et. al., 2000). Therefore, a labeled praise must
clearly specify the child’s behavior that merited the praise so that the child can understand
what can or should be done or displayed again to receive approval. During observations, few
Turkish mothers used labeled praise, whereas they usually used unlabeled praise, especially
the phrase “well done!” This preference could be related to the educational level of the
mothers. In the present study, there was an association between the use of labeled praise and
mother’s education. The mothers with high levels of education used labeled praise more often
than the mothers with low levels of education. This finding supported the outcomes of
previous studies showing that the quality of verbal interaction between parents and their
children is strongly related to their level of education (Laosa, 1984; Savasir & Sahin, 1988;
Hart & Risley, 1995; Hoff, 2003). Laose (1984) pointed out that less educated mothers were
found to have less verbal interaction with their children; they used less praise, less inquiring,
but more modeling directives and negative physical control than highly educated mothers.
Labeled praise requires generally longer utterances than unlabeled praise, an attribute that is
associated with language skills as well as the level of education. In the same vein, Turkish
mothers generally expected from their children to do what they asked him/her to do by
imitating and modeling them in the present study instead of teaching them what to do by

verbal description, inductive reasoning, and labeled praise.
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5.3. Limitations

Limitations of this study can be grouped into two categories: the task used during
observations and the difficulties of reliable coding. First, observing the mother-child dyads
during a semi-structured play session with the Legos may have induced certain behaviors in
mothers. The mother-child dyad was given a model depicted in a picture and asked to
construct that model. The mother was asked to “help” the child. This instruction may have led
Turkish mothers to behave in a task-oriented way as reported in the previous paragraphs.
Most of the mothers focused on completing the task as soon as possible and they often took
complete control of the construction task. In other words, they were focused on the task that
the “child” must do, and not on the child and their support of the child. As Gardner (2000)
argued, the nature of the task itself inherently produces different patterns of interaction.
Therefore, there is a possibility that the Lego task inherently results in observing high
numbers of commands and low warmth. In the pilot study, an unstructured observation,
instructing the mother to do what they normally do, was also conducted. However, Turkish
mothers could not display their usual interactions, as reported in the Methods section. Thus,
another kind of play task such as a pretend-play task may have elicited more child-led play
instead of parent-led play. Future studies may consider two alternative 5-minute play tasks
with Turkish mothers to be able to see the effect of the nature of the task. Nevertheless, in this
study, which aims to follow the children through their transition into formal school at age 7,
mothers’ task-oriented behaviors may be predictive. This may be an early sign of how

mothers will handle schoolwork and assignments that are given to the children.

Second, the inherent characteristics of the observational method resulted in some
limitations of the present study. DPICS is a difficult coding system in terms of the time and
skills needed for training the coders and the coding process. It takes a long time to master

DPICS and it needs lots of practice before coders can code reliably. Additionally, the coding
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process itself takes long time because it is necessary to count almost every single verbal and
nonverbal behavior. In order to eliminate this limitation, a shorter version of DPICS that is
still structured but that requires less training than original DPICS could be developed. For
instance, it could be reformulated as a kind of coder-impression inventory in which the coder
may code his/her personal impression of the interaction in pre-specified time intervals (e.g.,
10 second intervals). While this approach could eliminate the difficulty of coding each
behavior in an interaction, it may also introduce interdependency in coded impressions for

each time interval when coded by the same coder.

5.4. Future studies

The present study suggests four important issues for future studies: using observational
tools in research on parent-child interaction, creating versions of DPICS for school-age
children and adolescents, exploring the possibility of using the DPICS for unstructured

observations and identifying the optimum length of observation.

In support of the previous findings, the present study indicates the importance of the
observational method in studying parent-child interactions. Observational data assessed by the
Turkish version of the DPICS provided more detailed and objective information about the
quality of interaction among Turkish mother-child dyads than self-report questionnaires. As
Webster-Stratton and Spitzer (1996) argued about qualitative data, the DPICS provided
inductive, context sensitive, and descriptive information about the parenting patterns of
Turkish families. Therefore, it is suggested that researchers use a valid and reliable
observational assessment in their research on parent-child interaction in addition to
questionnaires. It is now possible to disseminate the DPICS-TR for use in further studies

measuring parent and child behavior in Turkey.
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The Turkish adaptation of DPICS is a measure for the children between the ages of 2-6.
Nevertheless, creating new versions for school age children and adolescents is proposed. The
quality of parent-child interaction still functions as an important factor influencing child
behaviors, especially on children’s conduct throughout school years and adolescence (Gross,
et. al., 2003). The behavioral measures of the DPICS-TR are probably not appropriate to
assess the interaction between older children and their parents because parenting behaviors
are expected to change depending on the child’s age. Hence, DPICS may need to be adapted

for use with older children in Turkey.

Although the DPICS was used to code mother and child behaviors during a semi-
structured observation in the present study, the possibility of using it for unstructured
observation can be explored further. In order to eliminate the problems of using a structured
task as stated before, and to reveal other culture-specific parenting behaviors in Turkey, the
interaction between parents and their children can be observed without assigning a task. It was
not possible to observe the Turkish families without a task in the ECDET study. However, the
DPICS has been used for unstructured observations in other studies in the US (Webster-
Stratton, 1989, Chronis et. al., 2007) and provided very detailed information about families.
Thus, it is suggested to further explore the use of unstructured observations and the use of the

DPICS for assessment of those observational data.

Finally, the DPICS-TR can be used to identify the optimum length of an observation in
order to obtain representative information about the characteristics of an interaction. There are
contradictory arguments about the ideal length of an observation to capture usual and frequent
behaviors of parent-child dyads as indicated above (see Section 2.1.2). For instance, Roberts
and Powers (1988) argued that a short duration of time is adequate to capture parent-child
interaction whereas Kemppinen and his collogues (2005) argued that positive parental

behaviors are especially difficult to observe in a short period of time. For the purpose of
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getting valid and reliable data, the optimal length of an observation can be examined by
comparing the data from a few minutes of recorded interaction and the data obtained from
longer observations. For instance, 30 minute video recording can be coded by DPICS-TR
using a coding sheet divided into equal time intervals such as 2 minutes. The measures
obtained from hypothetical shorter segments of the recording, such as a 10 minute, 6 minute
and 2 minute recording, can be selected randomly and the frequencies of the behaviors can be
compared with the frequencies in the whole video record. As another suggestion, the data of
10-minute parent-child interaction collected in the study of ECDETcould be separated into 2
pieces of 3 minute and one piece of 4 minute time intervals first and could be compared to test
the reliability of these itervals. The comparison between the time intervals with different
lengths can enable a researcher to identify the optimal length of an observation to capture

representative information on a parent-child interaction.

To sum up, this thesis provided an adapted observational measure to Turkish to be
used in research on parent-child interactions. The DPICS-TR, as a research tool eliminating
the potential problems of Likert-type scales, is available for use in further studies in Turkey.
Besides providing a reliable and valid research tool, this study gave the opportunity to specify
the specific behaviors embedded in parent-child interactions in the Turkish context. The
culture specific behaviors of the parents in Turkey such as threat and different kinds of
parental ignore were identified. Furthermore, some important characteristics of the families in
Turkey such as the dominance of the role of the parents, their tendency for high level of
control over the child coexisting with supportive parenting practices and the lack of overt
displays of affection towards the child were revealed in the present study. Specifying these
parent behaviors in the context of a specific culture can allow researchers a better
understanding on the causal processes that shape parent-child interactions. Thus, the

interventions that will be developed by taking into account the information about specific
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aspects of parent behaviors in Turkish culture are more likely to be effective than the

interventions ignoring these cultural differences.
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A. EBEVEYN DAVRANISLARI

1. DOGRUDAN KOMUT

Tanim

Beklenen davranisin agikga ifade edildigi, istek, emir ya da yénlendirme bildiren ciimlelerdir.
Gocuga kendisinden beklenen davranisin tam olarak ne oldugu agikga bildirilmeli ve olumlu
ciimle yapisinda olmalidir.

Ornekler

Birak Yanindakini al.

O legoyu buraya birak. Tabaklar: kutudan gikart.
Litfen ayakkabilarini bagla. Kumsaldaymisiz gibi yap.
Buraya gel. Bilyeyi tikiir.

Bunun gibi bir tane yap. Beni dinle.

Legolari kutusuna geri koy. Bir at gizmeye ¢alis.
Civiye tepesinden vur. Otur simdi.

Buna bak. Masadan kalk.

Bir kule yap. Bir saniye bekle.

Bak (isaret ederek). Toparlan.

Dikkat eft. Gabuk (ol).

Bana sayle. Maviyi (al).

Yénergeler

a) Dogrudan komutlar genellikle emir fiili ile baslarlar. Ancak, emir fiili ile birlikte ‘cocugun
adl’, 'sen’ ya da 'litfen’ kelimeleri de kullanilabilir.

Ornekler
Oyuncak bebegini mama iskemlesine koy. Sen buraya otur.

Kovayi buraya getir. Arda, paltonu giy.
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Bunu maviye boya. Ozlem, simdi buraya gel.
Bana gekici ver. Litfen 15191 yak.
Ekin, bana kalemi ver. Bana kirmizi kalemi ver.

Irem! (2 saniye) Bana kalemi ver (dolayli komut + dogrudan komut).

b) Dogrudan komutlar, en azindan cocugun kendisinden beklenen davranisa baslayabilmesi
icin gerekli olan bilgiyi vermelidir. Cocuktan beklenen davranisin belirsiz oldugu komutlar
dolayli komutlardir.

Ornekler

Nazli, bana bak. (dogrudan komut)
Nazh! (dolayli komut)

Bak (isaret ederek) (dogrudan komut)
Bak (isaret etmeden) (dolayli komut)

c) Eger gocuga, ayni ciimle igerisinde yapmasi gereken bir dizi sey séyleniyorsa ve bu
komutlar ‘ve' kelimesi ile birlesiyorsa, sadece bir dogrudan komut kodlanir. Ancak
soylenen dizi komutlar arasinda 've' kelimesi yoksa her bir komut ayri kodlanir.

Ornekler

Kamyonu, arabay! ve legoyu kutuya koy. (1 dogrudan komut)

Kamyonu kutuya koy (1 saniye ara) ve arabayi da koy. (1 dogrudan komut)
Bana yesil olani ve kirmizi olani ver. (1 dogrudan komut)

Gel, gel, bak buraya (3 dogrudan komut)

d) Eger ebeveyn, dolayl bir komut ile baslayip, onu dogrudan komuta cevirirse, bu dogrudan
komut olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Nedenn...Otobiisii oyuncak kutusuna koy. (dogrudan komut)
Yapalim mi... Nuran, evi buraya koy. (dogrudan komut)

Haydi... Sen kirmizi olani al. (dogrudan komut)
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e) Dogrudan komutlar her zaman ‘olumlu’ ifadelerdir. (gocuga ne yapacagini sdyler, ne
yapmayacagini degil)

Ornekler

Kalemleri cekmeceye koy. (dogrudan komut)
Duvarlari boyamay! kes. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Cekici alet kutusuna koy. (dogrudan komut)
Aynaya gekigle vurmayi kes. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Buraya gel. (dogrudan komut)
Perdelere asilma. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Legolari kulenin igine yig. (dogrudan komut)
Legolari firlatmaktan vazgeg. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Makasi asagiya dogru tutarak dikkatli yiirid. (dogrudan komut)
Su makasla kogmay! kes. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Simdilik ellerini kucagina koy. (dogrudan komut)
Kardesini rahatsiz etme. (Olumsuz Konusma)

f) Ebeveyn bazen komut ve ifadeleri bir arada kullanilir. Béyle durumlarda yalmizca komut
kodlanir.

Ornek
Ben masay! temizleyecegim_ve sen de bulasiklari kaldiracaksin. (dogrudan komut)
Bulagiklar: kaldiralim ve sonra ben masay: temizleyecegim. (dolayl komut)

g) Hedef cocuga ve kardeslerine birlikte ydneltilen komutlar da kodlanir.

Ornek
Ikiniz de simdi toparlanin. (dogrudan komut)

h) Cocuktan ne beklendigini ifade eden ciimle, cocuktan baska birine séyleniyorsa (6rnegin
diger ebeveyne), bu komutu gocuk duysa bile kodlanmaz.

Ornekler
Berna bu aksam 6dev yapmali. (anne esiyle konusuyor - kodlanmaz)

Ekin'in masay! hazirlamasini istiyorum. (anne esiyle konusuyor - kodlanmaz)
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i) Heceleme kelimeleri ebeveyn tarafindan verilmis ama bir kitaptan ya da kagittan
okunmamissa, komut emir fiili olan 'hecele'yi iceriyorsa, bunu dogrudan komut olarak

kodlayiniz.

Ornek

'Inek'i hecele. 'Kopek'i hecele. (2 dogrudan komut)
'Inek'i hecele.'Kopek'. '‘Ordek'’. (1 dogrudan komut, 2 dolayh komut)
(Bir listeden okunur) 'Inek’, hecele. 'Kopek'. 'Ordek’ (1 dogrudan komut)

J) Bazen birden gok nesne igin ayni eylem kullanilabilir. Boyle durumlarda eylem nesne ile
birlikte kullanilsin ya da kullamilmasin, bu komutlar dogrudan komut olarak kodlanir.

Ornek:

Kirmiziyi al. Maviyi. Sariyt. (maviyi ve sarityi da al anlaminda) (3 dogrudan komut)
Yanina koy, yanina, yanina. (3 dogrudan komut)

Ustiine bir tane daha (koy anlaminda) (dogrudan komut)

Kediyi, kdpegi, ayiyi al. (1 dogrudan komut)

Kediyi al, kopegi de al. (2 dogrudan komut)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir ciimlenin dogrudan komut mu yoksa dolayli komut mu oldugu belirsiz ise dolayli
komut olarak kodlayiniz.

Dogrudan komut érnekleri:

Merig, bak! (Eliyle gosteriyorsa dogrudan, gostermiyorsa dolayli komut)
Parmaklarini ayni bu sekilde buraya sokmalisin.

Pisi pisin burada kalsin.

Buraya gel.

Onu buraya birak.

Cocuga bir komut verilir ve yerine getirmesi igin saymaya baslanirsa:

Onu yere birak. (dogrudan komut) Bir, iki lg, dort, bes, alt1,... (dolayli komut)

(Sayarken her sayinin arasinda 2 saniyeden fazla duraklaniyorsa, her saytyi ayri bir dolayh

komut olarak kodlayiniz)

Citi birlestir. Onu tahtanin lstiine birak. (dogrudan komut, dogrudan komut)

Bunun kag lira oldugunu séyle bana.

Legolar: say.

'B','C’,'D’ de.
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(listeden kelimeleri okuyarak) elmay: hecele.. portakal....seftali. (3 dogrudan komut)

Liitfen, yatagina git.

Oyuncaklarini toplamalisin.

Bana yardim et.

Pinar! Buraya gel. (Dolayli komut + dogrudan komut)

Hapsirmadan once agzini kapat. (dogrudan komut,)

Gezmeye ¢ikmadan dnce yemegini ye. (dogrudan komut)

.... Yapman gerekiyor}

..yapmalisin} (bunlarin hepsi komut gocuk igin yeteri kadar agik oldugu
siirece dogrudan komutlardir).

..yapman lazim}

..yapmani bekliyorum}

.. yapman gerek}

Elinde kirmizi gigekler futuyormus gibi yap. (dogrudan komut)
Elinde gicek varmis gibi yapalim. (dolayli komut)
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2. DOLAYLI KOMUT

Tanim

Dolayli komut, beklenen davranisin agikga belirtilmedigi, yalnizca ima edildigi ya da soru
olarak ydneltildigi, sonucunda davranigsal bir tepkinin talep edildigi istek, emir ya da
yonlendirme bildiren olumlu ciimlelerdir.

Ornekler

Onu buraya koy, tamam mi? Bak (isaret etmeden)
Bakalim. Boyle

Legoyu neden bana vermiyorsun? Kirmizi Legolari gikartalim.
Oyuncaklari simdi kaldiryoruz. Haydi

IIk 6nce onu kaldirdigini farz et. Temizleyecek misin?

Onu bana vermeye ne dersin? Biitiin sutd sil, tamam mi?
Burcul Istedigimi yapacak misin?
Gordin? Onu kapat, tamam mi?
Onu simdi alabilir miyim? Litfen.

Yénergeler

a) Komutlarin sonuna eklenen soru sézciikleri komutu dolayli komut yapar.

Ornekler
Bunu sariya boya, famam mi? (dolayli komut)
Mama iskemlesini kaldir, famam mi? (dolayli komut)
Legolari yig, olur mu? (dolayl komut)
b) Soru seklinde ifade edilen komutlar dolayli komut olarak kodlanir. Dolayli komutun

gocuktan bir davranigsal tepki bekliyor olmasi gerekir. Oysa soru davranigsal tepki
beklemez.

Ornekler

Oturacak misin? (dolayli komut)
Yanina oturayim mi? (soru)
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Kapiy! agmaya ne dersin? (dolayl komut)
Kapiyi senin igin agabilir miyim? (soru)

Neden kirmizi elbiseyi oyuncak bebege giydirmiyorsun? (dolayli komut)
Verir misin onu? (dolayli komut)

..yapman gerekmiyor mu? (dolayli komut)

Litfen suraya oturur musun? (dolayl komut)

c) Ebeveynin duygusal ifadeleri veya tercihleri, gocuktan herhangi bir davranisi talep
ediyorsa dolayli komuttur.

Ornekler

Sagini taramani istiyorum. (dolayl komut)

Yanima gelmene ihtiyacim var. (dolayli komut)

Bir resim gizmeni istiyorum. (dolayl komut)

Eger yeni sarkini soylersen mutlu olurum. (dolaylr komut)

Eger Legolar: kaldirirsan giizel olur. (dolayl komut)

Onu istiyorum. (gocuktan bir davranis bekliyorsa dolayli komut)

d) Bir komuttan sonraki 5 saniye icinde, komutu tekrarlayan, detaylar ekleyen ya da
gliclendirmeye yarayan soru ya da agik olmayan bir ifade kullanilirsa, bunlar dolayli komut
olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: Arabalari geri getir. (dogrudan komut)
Ebeveyn: Duydun mu beni? (dolayli komut)

Ebeveyn: Uzay istasyonu yapalim. (dolayli komut)
Ebeveyn: Haydi. (dolayli komut)

Ebeveyn: Ev yapmama yardim et. (dogrudan komut)
Ebeveyn: (2 saniyeden daha fazla ara) Tamam mi? (dolayl komut)

Ebeveyn: Buraya gelecek misin? (dolayli komut)
Ebeveyn: Ozlem! (dolayl komut)

Ebeveyn: Simdi otobiise gitmek igin kalkalim. (dolayli komut)
Ebeveyn: Dinliyor musun? (dolayli komut)

e) Dolayli komutlar her zaman olumlu ifadelerdir (Cocuga ne yapacagini séyler, ne
yapmayacagini degil.)

Ornekler

Yanima oturur musun? (dolayl komut)
Odanin etrafinda kosmayi kesecek misin? (Olumsuz Konusma)
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Boya kalemlerini cekmeceye koymaya ne dersin? (dolayli komut)
Duvari boyamayi neden kesmiyorsun? (Olumsuz Konusma)

f) Bazen, ebeveyn hem dogrudan hem de dolayli komutu duraksamadan ardi ardina verir.
Boyle durumlarda, eger iki komut birbirinden 've' kelimesi ile ayriliyorsa ciimlenin basindaki
komut hangisiyse o komut kodlanir. Eger iki komut arasinda baska herhangi bir kelime yoksa
her bir komutu ayri ayri kodlayiniz.

Ornekler
Legolari kaldiracagiz ve sonra sen yatmaya gideceksin (dolayli komut)
Gel, gel, buraya gel tamam mi? (2 dogrudan komut, 1 dolayli komut)

g) Komut ayni anda hem cocuga hem kardes(ler)ine yoneltilmisse, béyle komutlar da kodlanir.

Ornek
Simdi ikinizin de toparlanmasini istiyorum, tamam mi? (dolayli komut)

h) Cocugun ismi bir ciimleden bagimsiz olarak kullanilirsa bu dolayli komut olarak kodlanir.
Not: Cocugun adi ve bir sonraki komut arasinda 2 saniye olmak zorunda degildir. Onemli
olan, gocugun isminin ya da gocuga sdylenen kelimenin tek basina bir komut islevi gorip
gormedigi ve gocugun dikkatini gekmek icin yapilip yapiimadigidir.

Ornekler
Sema! Buraya gel. (dolayli komut + dogrudan komut)
Tatlim. (dolayll komut)

Hey! (eger gocugun ismi yerine kullaniimigsa-dolayli komut)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir ciimlenin dogrudan komut mu yoksa dolayli komut mu oldugu agik degilse dolayh
komut olarak kodlayiniz.

2. Bir ciimlenin dolayli komut mu yoksa soru mu oldugu agik degilse soru olarak
kodlayimiz.

Dolayli komut érnekleri:

..istiyor musun? (eger rutin bir faaliyet ya da belli bir davranigin beklentisi demek ise)

Oyuncaklarini kaldirmaliyiz, tamam mi?
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Bana yardim etmeyecek misin?
Oyuncaklarla isimiz bittigi zaman onlari kaldiracagiz.
Haydi, oyuncaklar: simdi kaldiralim.
Onlari sirayla yapalim mi?

Biz bir tane ¢izebiliriz.

Buraya. (eliyle isaret etmeden)
Yapabilecek miyiz bakalim.

Haydi boyayalim. Ne dersin?
Oyuncaklarin toplanmasini istiyorum
Biitin “yapmali miyiz” lar.

..... yapmani istiyorum ... yapsan iyi olur

.. yapmak ister misin...? ..yapabilir misin? (Eger bir davranis bekleniyorsa, dolayli komut olarak
kodlayiniz. Eger gergekten bir soruysa, bunu soru olarak kodlayiniz.)

Ebeveyn: Paltonu as (dogrudan komut)
Gocuk: Hayir! (karsit konusma)
Ebeveyn: Evet! (dolayli komut)
Litfen. (dolayl komut)
Gocuk: Hayir! (karsit konusma)
Ebeveyn: Evet! (olumsuz giinkii tartisiyorlar)

(Toparlanma sarkisi soyleyerek) Toparlan, toparlan, herkes toparlansin.... (1 dolayli komut olarak
kodlayin, sdylenene uyuluyor mu diye kontrol edin. Eger gocuk uymazsa ve ebeveyn tekrar sarki
soylemeye baslarsa 1 dolayli komut olarak kodlayin ve sdylenene uyuluyor mu diye kontrol edin.
Eger cocuk soylenene uyarsa ve ebeveyn sadece eglence igin sarki soylemeye devam ederse, bunu
kodlamayin.)
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3. OLUMSUZ KONUSMA

Olumsuz Konusma igin iki farkli ana kategori ve dolayisiyla kosul vardir. Bu kategoriler
asagida ayri ayri tanim ve kosullarla agiklanmistir (Olumsuz Konusma 1 ve Olumsuz Konusma
2 olarak).

Olumsuz Konusma 1

Tanim

Olumsuz Konusma, gocugun herhangi bir zelliginde, ortaya ¢ikardigi seylerde ya da
faaliyetlerinde bir kusur bulundugunu bildiren elestirel séylemlerdir.

Ornekler

Hayir (bir soruya cevap verme diginda)

Yaramazlagiyorsun. Girkin oluyorsun.
Bu yarim yamalak bir resim. Senden bikmaya bagladim.
Bu gok kot Onu yanhis kolona koydun.
Berbatsin. Senin tavrini begenmedim.
Bu aptalca. Denemiyorsun, gabalamiyorsun.
Cok dikkatsizsin. Ne kadar 6zensiz bir is.
Hop! (gocugun yaptigi bir seye eger yargilayarak sayleniyorsa)
Higstl Bunu yiiziine goziine bulastirdin
Kahretsin, Aysel! Ayip!
Bunu beceremedin. Bu hi¢ olmadi.
Kiistiim!

Yénergeler

a) Cocugun bir hareketine, ortaya ¢ikardigi bir seye_ya da 6zelligine ydnelik yapilan ve
olumsuz degerlendirme iceren sifat ya da zarflar, bir ‘yorum'u Olumsuz Konusma yapar.

Ornekler

Ne kadar siradanl! Bu hasarica.
Bunu yapmak berbat bir sey. Ozensizsin.
Ne kadar igreng bir gizim. Dikkatsizsin.
Buglin bir sapsalsin. Bu hos degil.
Aptalsin. Tembelsin.

b) Olumsuz Konusma, gocugun bir faaliyetine, ortaya gikardigi bir seye_ya da 6zelligine
yoneliktir.

Ornekler

Bu evi yaparken gok iyi bir is ¢tkarmadin. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Kalenin tasarimini sevmedim. (Olumsuz Kohusma)
Oyuncak bebegi aptalca bir yere koydun. (Olumsuz Konusma)
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Bunu yapmak hos bir sey degil. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Bugiin ¢ok dikkatsiz davraniyorsun. (Olumsuz Konusma)

c) Baskalarinin ortaya gikardigi seylerde ya da faaliyetlerde veya gevredeki nesnelerde bir
hata bulan ya da onlari olumsuz bir sekilde elestiren ifadeler, ifade olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Su kamyon ¢ok kiigiik. (ifade)

Bu perdeleri sevmedim. (ifade)

O ev diismek lizere. (ifade)

Bu oyuncak bebek kirik. (ifade)

Kale, biitiin adamlari igine almayacak. (ifade)

d) Hos/tath bir ses tonuyla séylenmis olsa bile, yanlis olan bir seyi gostererek gocugu
diizelten yorumlar, olumsuz konusma olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Bu boyle kurulmuyor. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Hayir, tatlim. O buraya konmuyor. (2 Olumsuz Konusma)

Tiirk bayragini yapmak igin yanhs renkleri kullaniyorsun. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Bu yanlis yol. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Evet, dyle. (gocukla geliskiye diiserek) (Olumsuz Konusma + ifade)
Yanimizda biri oldugunda boyle davranmiyoruz. (Olumsuz Konusma)

e) Onaylamama ifadeleri, olumsuz konusmadir.

Ornekler

Bu gok komik degil. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Karsilik vermeni sevmiyorum. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Esyalar! firlatmani sevmiyorum. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Senin kedi resmini sevmedim. (Olumsuz Konusma)

f) Ebeveyn tarafindan cocugun ortaya gikardigi bir seye, faaliyetine ya da ézelligine yonelik
yapilmis ve acikca alay edilen sézler, Olumsuz Konusma olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Amman he kadar giizel! (Olumsuz Konusma)

Saka yapryor olmalisin! (Olumsuz Konusma)

Buna ev mi diyorsun! (Olumsuz Konusma)

Cok tesekkiirler! (alayci/igneleyerek) (Olumsuz Konusma)
Pardon. (alayci/igneleyerek) (Olumsuz Konusma)

g) Ebeveynin karsit konusmasi, olumsuz konusmadir. Bu ebeveynin gocugun istegine kars
isteksiz olmasi durumudur. Bu, isbirlikgi olmayan, bencil, reddedici, gurur kirici veya saygisiz
olmaktir.




APPENDICES 110

Ornekler

Gocuk: Ne ¢iziyorsun?
Ebeveyn: Beni rahat birak.

Gocuk: Legoyu bana ver.
Ebeveyn: Bu benim. (olumsuz) (bencil ebeveyn)

Ciinkii ben oyle diyorum.
Giinkii ben hayir dedim.

Cocuk: Bu sekil ne?
Ebeveyn: Git basimdan.

h) Gozlemlenen ebeveyn tarafindan yapilmis ve hedef cocukla ilgili olan her tiirli Olumsuz
Konusmayi, cocugun disinda bir baskasina séylenmis olsa bile kodlayin. Ornegin, eger ebeveyn
gozlemciye, diger ebeveyne ya da gocugun kardesine, gocukla ilgili elestirel bir s6z
soylemisse, bunu Olumsuz Konusma olarak kodlayin. Eger ebeveyn, kodlama esnasi diginda
Olumsuz Konusma kullanirsa, bu sézii kodlama sayfasindaki ‘Diger' kutusuna not edin.

Ornek
Ebeveyn: (kodlayiciya) Onu bugiin en kétii halinde gériyorsunuz. (Olumsuz Konusma)
Ebeveyn: (kodlayicrya) Bizim kiz gok yaramaz ablasi. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir soylemin olumsuz konusma mi yoksa diger kategorilerden biri mi (6rnegin ifade,
yansitici ifade, yansitici soru/ifade, dolayli komut, dogrudan komut, konu disi ifadeler ya da
tasdik) oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu Olumsuz Konusma olarak kodlamayin.

Olumsuz Konusma Ornekleri

Agaglari, yelkenli teknenin Gstiine koymak istiyorsun? (agikca alayci bir sekilde soylenmis)
Sirin, hayatinda neden bir kez olsun uslu durup yerinde oturmuyorsun?

Oyle degil!

Bana yardimci olmuyorsun.

Hiiggst!

Hayir, Hayir, Hayir, Hayir, Hayir! (5 Olumsuz Konusma; 'Diger’ kutusuna not ediniz)

Yok yok olmaz (3 olumsuz konusma)

3'e kadar saymam mi gerekiyor?
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Hayir. Daha degil. (2 Olumsuz Konusma)

Aaaa! (Olumsuz Konusma )

Hop! Hop! Hop! (Olumsuz Konusma x 3)

Bunun igin ¢ok fazla endiseleniyorsun.

Hoppala! (¢ocugun yaptigi bir seye karsilik olarak elestirel bigimde séylenmis)

Oh-oh! (gocugun yaptigi bir seye karsilik olarak elestirel bigimde séylenmis)

Bahse girerim sen .....yapamazsin... (Olumsuz Konusma) (olumlu duygulanimla beraber olsa bile)
Bahse girerim sen .... yapabilirsin...(tanimlayici yorum /tesvik)

Olumsuz Konusma 2

Tanim

Olumsuz Konusma, gocuga ne yapmamasi gerektigini sdyler. Bir Olumsuz Konusma gesididir,
ama Olumsuz Konugma daha belirli bir davranigsal bilgi tasir.

Ornekler

Dur! Yeter. (Artik Lego koyma anlaminda). (2 Olumsuz Konusma)

Bir dakika durmamiz lazim. Kes sunu.

Bagirmay: kes, Asl. Oyuncaklari etrafa atmayacagiz.
Kesinlikle hayir/olmaz. O kadar zor degil.

Ben baslayana kadar kimse yemeyecek. Konusmak yok.

O tabancayi oyuncak kutusuna koyma. Bitirdik ya. (‘dur’ anlaminda)
Mobilyanin lizerinde durmamalisin. Ayse'ye vurup durma.

Sana duvarin iizerine yazmamani séyledim. Onu yere diigiirme.

Bunu bir daha yapmani istemiyorum. Hayir. Daha degil! (2 Olumsuz Konusma)

Onlarin ne oldugunu anlamak igin kaldirmana gerek yok. (ses tonu, davranisi kesin onaylamama
ifade ettiginde)

Bu kadar yeter. (eger fiziksel kisitlama ya da diger fiziksel olumsuz ile birlikte olursa Olumsuz
Konusma olarak kodlayin).
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Onu (nesneyi) birak. Beni birak. Onu (kisiyi) birak.
Kendini yakmadan onu birak.

_____'ytunutma.

_____'yi yapamazsin.

_____'yi durdurmani istemiyorum.

Yere yemek dokiilmesini istemiyorum.
Ayakkabilarini unutma.

Odanin etrafinda kogmay neden kesmiyorsun?
Dur!

Hey! ( dur anlaminda)

Cocuk: Bunlari yere koyabilir miyim?
Ebeveyn: Cizmeden olmaz. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Oraya oturmaman igin goziim iistiinde.
Endiselenme.

Ydnergeler

Ayni ciimle igerisinde ebeveyn gocugun ne yapamayacagini séyledikten sonra ne

yapabilecegini de sdylerse, ya da tam tersi, bunu Olumsuz Konugsma ve dolayli komut

olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler
....... yapamazsin ama ....... yapabilirsin (Olumsuz Konusma + dolayl komut)

........ yapabilirsin ama ......... yapma (dolayl komut + Olumsuz Konusma)

Onu kanepenin Ustiine koyabilirsin, ama onu yerde istemiyorum. (dolayh komut + Olumsuz

Konusma)

Monopoli oyununu kaldirmadan bu kartlarla oynayamazsin. (dolayli komut + Olumsuz
Konusma)

Kurdun beni yemesini istemiyorum, ama o diger hayvanlari yiyebilir. (Olumsuz Konusma +

dolayl komut)
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4. SORU

Tanim

Soru seklinde ifade edilen yorumlardir. Ebeveyn ve gocuk arasindaki iletisim sirasinda olan
durum ya da faaliyetteki nesne veya kisilerle ilintilidir. Soru, gocugun faaliyetini baslatmaz
aksine gocugun faaliyetinden sonra gelir. Ebeveynin gocuga herhangi bir sorunu ¢ézmesi igin
sorulan ifadeler de soru olarak kodlanir. Sorun ¢6zme, gocugu sorununu ¢ézmek igin gocuga
agik-uglu bir sekilde ydneltilen ifade, sorulardir. Bu, gocuktan diisiinmesini, plan yapmasini,
fikirler, goziimler ya da sonuglar iiretmesini istemeyi igerir.

Ornekler

Gordiin mi? ( Anladin mi? gibi)

Arabayi dikkatli kullantyorum, degil mi?

Ayakkabilarini kendin baglayabilir misin? (soru anlaminda soruldugunda, bir istek ya da komut
olarak degil)

Bu eglenceli degil miydi?

Ne oldugunu tfahmin et?

Bu glizel bir oyuncak bebek, degil mi?

Ne oldugunu bildin mi?

Kopri yapmak igin bu Legolari kullanmak ister misin?

Ben polis olayim mi? (ortada bir segenek oldugunu varsayarak)
Ismini nasil hecelersin?

10 eksi 7 kag eder?

Kopek ne diyor?

Onun ne oldugunu merak ettim.

Cocuk: Mavi olana ihtiyacim var.
Ebeveyn: Aaa, 6yle mi? (soru)

Cocuk: (giftlige dogru uzanir)
Ebeveyn: Ciftlikle mi oynamak istiyorsun?

Cocuk: (sandalyede kivraniyor)
Ebeveyn: Tuvalete gitmen gerekiyor, degil mi?

Ikimizin de topla oynayabilecegi bir yol diigiinebilir misin? (soru)
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Eger biri seni tekrar kizdirmaya baslarsa ne yaparsin? (soru)
Bir sorunum var ve bana yardim edebilir misin diye merak ediyorum. (soru)

Kimin ilk 6nce yapacagina nasil karar verecegiz? (soru)

Ydnergeler

a) Ciimle soru biciminde olmalidir.

b) Bazi sorular, soru formatinda degildirler ve ifadelerden sadece tonlama farkiyla
ayrilirlar (ctimledeki ses tonundan soru oldugu anlasilabilir). Ses tonu ciimlenin sonuna
azalmaz, aksine yiikselir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Kirmizi olani istiyorum.

Ebeveyn: Kirmizi mi? (yansitici soru)

ya da

Ebeveyn: Sari gizgilileri olan kirmiziyi? (soru)

ya da

Ebeveyn: Yesil lego kirmizinin altinda olacak? (soru)

Gocuk: (arabalarla oynuyor)
Ebeveyn: Arabalarini aldin? (soru)

¢) Bir ifadenin sonuna bir soru eklenirse, o ifade her zaman soru olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Onu bana ver. (oyuncak bebegi gostererek)
Ebeveyn: Oyuncak bebekle oynamak istiyorsun, degil mi? (soru)

Ebeveyn: Bu kirmizi olan, degil mi? (soru)

Cocuk: (cay koyuyormus gibi yaparak)
Ebeveyn: Ben de gay igecegim, degil mi? (soru)

d) Bazen ebeveyn bir soru sorar ancak cocuktan herhangi bir sézel ya da davranissal
tepki beklemez. Bu sorular cevabi beklenmeyen sorulardir. Bunlar, soru ya da
yansitici soru olarak kodlanir. Bunu belirleyen, gocugun kelimelerinin tekrarlanip
tekrarlanmadigidir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bu bir apartman binasi.
Ebeveyn: Bu o mu? (soru)

Gocuk: Haydi evcilik oynayalim!
Ebeveyn: Evcilik mi? (yansitict soru)
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ya da
Ebeveyn: Ne? (soru)
ya da
Ebeveyn: Neden olmasin? (tasdik)

Gocuk: (palyago gizerek)
Ebeveyn: Bu komik bir palyago degil mi? (soru)

e) Soru, genellikle gocugun sézel bir cevap vermesini beklerken, davranissal tepki
beklemez. (Not: Yansitici sorular, sézel tepki beklemezler.)

Ornekler
Gocuk: Biiyiik bir taneye ihtiyacimiz var.
Ebeveyn: Buna ne dersin? (soru)

Gocuk: Yuppil

Ebeveyn: Bu legoyu kapi yapmak igin kullanabilir miyim? (soru)
Cocuk: Tamam.

Ebeveyn: Bu oyuncak bebek anne mi olacak? (soru)
Cocuk: Hayir.

f) Gocugun duygulari, fikirleri ya da tercihleriyle ilgili sorular da soru olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Egleniyor musun? (soru)
Buna ne dersin? (soru)
Hangi oyuncakla oynamak istersin? (soru)
Evimi yapmami istedigin yer burasi mi? (soru)
Nasil hissediyorsun? (soru)
g) Soru, tasdik ile igerigi bakimindan farklidir. Sorularin bir icerigi vardir, hdlbuki

tasdigin bir icerigi yoktur. (Soru, bilgi almak icin sorulur, hdlbuki yansitici sorular
bunun icin sorulmaz.)

Ornekler

Cocuk: Arabam igin garaj yapryorum.
Ebeveyn: Garaj ha? (yansitici soru)
ya da
Ebeveyn: Haa! (tasdik)

ya da
Ebeveyn: Gergekten! (tasdik)
Ebeveyn: Ne? (soru)
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h)

J)

Ebeveyn: Neden? (soru)

Gocuk: Haydi evcilik oynayalim.
Ebeveyn: Evcilik mi? (yansitici soru)
Ebeveyn: Simdi mi? (soru)

Ebeveyn: Neden olmasin? (tasdik)

Sorunun, soru seklinde ifade edilen dolayli komuttan fark: sudur; soru ile gocuktan

soruya cevap disinda herhangi bir eylem beklenmezken, dolayli komut ile gocuktan bir

davranis beklenir. (Gocuktan bilgi almaya galisirken, soru kullamirsimiz.)

Ornekler

Bu ne renk? (soru)
Oyuncaklari simdi toplamaya ne dersin? (dolayli komut)

Bu yiik kamyonu, degil mi? (soru)
Neden kamyonla oynamiyorsun? (dolayli komut)

1 art1 1 kag eder? (soru)
Buraya iki lego koyar misin? (dolayl komut)

Elinde ne var? (soru)
Neden bana o silahi vermiyorsun? (dolayli komut)

Bir sorunu coézerken kullanilan sorular, bu sorunun tanimiyla, sorunun céziimiiyle ya da

sonuclariyla ilqgili olabilir.

Ornekler

Kardesine oldukga dargin oldugunu goriiyorum. (ifade)
Ne oldu? (soru)

Ondan topu aldigin zaman, sence o nasil hissetti? Bunu nasil anlarsin? (soru x 2)
Ona sence ne diyebilirsin? (soru)

Eger bunu yaparsan, sence ne olur? (soru)

Bagka fikirlerin var mi? (soru)

Eger bu ise yaramasaydi, o zaman ne yapardin? (soru)

Ebeveynler bazen bir sorunu cézmeye ydnelik kullandiklar: sorularini varsayimsal

durumlarla kullanabilirler. Bu, kuklalarla oynama sirasinda, hareket figiirleriyle,
oyuncak hayvanlarla ya da baska bir oyuncakla olabilir. Ebeveynler sorun gézme
ifadelerini kitaplarla da kullanilirlar.

Ornekler

(Ebeveyn kitap okuyarak) Bu ay! ne yapabilir sence? (soru)
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Sence simdi ne olacak? (soru)

(Ebeveyn, elinde kuklayla) Haydi, bu gocuk erkek kardesinin arkadaslariyla oynamak
istiyormus gibi yapalim ve onlarin da ‘hayir’ dedigini diisiinelim. (dolayli komut)
O ne yapabilirdi? (soru)

k) Genellikle, sorun g6zmeye yénelik kullanilan soru ifadesinin oldugunu gosteren anahtar
kelimeler vardir. Bunlara asagidakileri érnek verebiliriz:

sorun ¢0ziim sonuglar Eger....olsaydi ne olurdu?
fikirler beyin firtinasi Ya eger baska?
O ne yapabilirdi? Nasil hissederdin? O nasil hissederdi?

I) Eger ebeveyn, cocugun, kendisinin ya da baskasinin duygularini anlamasina yardimci
oluyorsa, bunu soru olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Bu senin nasil hissetmene sebep oldu? (soru)

Bu ayinin nasil hissettigini disiinliyorsun? (soru)
Ayni sey senin basina gelse nasil hissedersin? (soru)

m) Birden fazla ¢6ziimii olabilen agik-uglu sorular, soru kategorisinde kodlanirlar.

Ornekler

Baska bir sey yapabilir misin? Baska ne yapabilirdin?

Baska fikirlerin var mi? Deneyebilecegin baska bir yol var mi?
Ne yapardin? O ne yapabilirdi?

n) Eger ebeveyn, gocuga elestirel diisiince gelistirerek bir seyleri c6zmeyi Ggretiyorsa,
bunu soru olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler
Usiimemek igin bugiin ne giyebilirsin? (soru)

Ayakkabindaki gamurlari gikarmak igin ne yapabilirsin? (soru)

Soru Ornekleri
Zarin Ustiinde '6' oldugundan emin misin? (soru)
Cemlerin evinde ne yaptik hatirliyor musun? (soru)

Biraz meyve ister misin? Elma? Uzim? (soru x 3)
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Burnunu siimkiirmek ister misin? (soru)
Elmayi nasil hecelersin? (soru)

Aksam yemeginde ne yemek istersin? (soru)
Simdi ne oynayacaksin? (soru)

Neden silah yapmak istiyorsun? (soru)
Kuleni bitirdin mi? (soru)

Korsan mi olmak istersin yoksa terkedilmis adadaki bir kisi mi? (soru)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir sdylemin dolayli komut mu soru mu oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu soru olarak
kodlayn.
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5. IFADE

Tanim

Ifade, gozlemlenen bir durumda olusan bir faaliyeti ya da faaliyetlerde rol alan kimseleri ya

da bu kimselerin kullandiklari nesneleri bildiren ciimle ya da deyislerdir.

Ornekler
Oyuncak bebek altini 1slatmis gibi goziikiiyor.
Bu deponun, mallari otomatik olarak bosaltan bir asansérii var.
Sirkin kaptani burada oturuyor, makine arabasinda.
Iste kovboy burada. (gocuga uzatmadan)
Bir, iki, ti¢ koyun!
Simdi ip atlama oyunu oynamak igin gok yorgunum.
Yénergeler
a) Bir ifade asagidakilerden bahsedebilir:

I. Annenin o andaki faaliyeti (sadece kendi yaptigiyla ilgili)

Ornekler

Arabami seninkinin yanina koyuyorum. (ifade)

Bu gizdigim senin resmin. (ifade)

Benim soférim gok yavas ve dikkatli siiriyor. (ifade)

II. Odadaki esyalar ya da oyuncaklar

Ornekler
Ne sevimli bir oyuncak bebek. (ifade)
Oyuncak kutusu gergekten bir oyun firini. (ifade)

III. O anki durum ile ilgili genel yorumlar
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Ornekler

Bence yapbozun bazi pargalari kaybolmus. (ifade)
Legolarla oynamak gok zevkli. (ifade)

10 dakika iginde eve gitme zamani olacak. (ifade)

IV. Cocugun dile getirmedigi duyqularinin veya giidiilerinin yorumlanmasi

Ornekler
Kizmis gibi goriintiyorsun. (ifade)
Eminim biitiin bu kayip pargalardan dolay: gok sinirlisin. (ifade)

V. Oyunda cikarilan sesler (bir sayfada en fazla 5 sesi kodlayiniz, geri kalanlari kodlama
sayfasindaki diger kismina yaziniz)

Ornekler
Guf-guf-guf-guf..
bip biiip

VI. Annenin kendi kendine sdyledigi ciimleler

Ornekler

Bu araba buraya gidebilir.
Sanirim bu galismayacak.
Oglum, bunu gergekten bozdum.
Simdi, onu nereye koydum?

Bu ¢alismiyor, degil mi?

(Bu ciimlelerden dnce gelen baslangi¢ ifadelerini ya da kendi kendine tasdikleri kodlamayiniz)

Peki..  Himmm.. Tamam.. Peki simdi..  Bakalim... Opsss...

b) Ifade o anda siiregelen faaliyeti tanimlamalidir. O anin digindaki bagka olaylardan
bahseden ifadeler konu digi ifadelerdir.

Ornekler

Eve giderken dondurma diikkdnina ugrayacagiz. (konu disi ifade)
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Babanin resmini giziyorum. (ifade)

Diin ylizmeye gittin. (konu digi ifade)

c) Ifade nétr olmali, évgii ya da elestiri icermemelidir. Anne gocugun davranislarini ya da
yaptiklarini 6vme ya da yerme niyetinde olmus olsa da bu niyet ciimlede
gorilmemelidir.

Ornekler

Bir siiri araba buraya dizilmis. (ifade)

Arabalari dizme seklini sevdim. (belirli ovgli)

Sen biitiin arabalar: dizdin. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Sanki bir kasirga gizmigsin gibi goziikiiyor (ifade)

Boyle sagma sapan karalayacagina daha giizel gizebilirsin (Olumsuz Konusma)

d) Ifadeler herhangi bir istek ya da emir icermezler. Yakin gelecekte gocuktan herhangi
bir davranis beklendigi anlamini veren ifadeler dolayli veya dogrudan komuttur.

Ornekler

Eve gitme zamanimiz neredeyse gelmis. (ifade)
Haydi, eve gitmek igin hazirlanalim. (2 dolayli komut)

Bu odanin her yerinde bir siirii oyuncak var. (ifade)
Bazi oyuncaklari kaldiriyorsun gibi goziikiiyor. (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Bazi oyuncaklari yerlerine koymani istiyorum. (dolayli komut)

Gocuk: (arabalarla oynuyor)
Ebeveyn: (Legolari gocugun oniine koyuyor) Simdi bir tane kale yapacaksin. (dogrudan komut)
Ebeveyn: (odadaki gesitli oyuncaklari gosteriyor) Burada oynayacak bir siirii oyuncak var. (ifade)

e) Art arda sdylenen ancak aralarinda 2 saniye ya da daha fazla zaman gecen ifadeler
ayri ifadeler olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Simdi arabayi vince gatiirliyorum (2 saniye ara) ve simdi onu g¢atiya dogru itiyorum (2 saniye
ara) ve onun yagini degistiriyorum. (3 ifade)

Bu kule gok uzun (2 saniye) diisecek gibi goriiniiyor. (2 ifade)

Bir, iki, li¢, dort, beg! (1 ifade)
Bir (2 saniye ara), iki (2 saniye ara), ig. (3 ifade)

A,BCDEFG. (1ifade)
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f) Cocugun sordugu bir soruya verilen bir cevap eger basit bir evet ya da hayir dan daha
fazla bilgi iceriyorsa, bunu ifade olarak kodlayiniz.

Ornekler
Cocuk: Etiyopya nerde?
Ebeveyn: Afrika'da. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu nhe?
Ebeveyn: Cengele benziyor. (ifade)

Gocuk: Cikolata yiyebilir miyiz?
Ebeveyn: Hayir. Birazdan yemek yiyecegiz. (tasdik ve ifade)

g) Ebeveynin oyun ya da mis gibi yaparak séyledigi ciimleler (6rnegin kukla konusmasi,
oyuncak bebek konusmasi ya da oyuncak telefon konusmasi) da ifade olarak kodlanir;
ancak diger kismina da oyun konusmasi olarak not edilmelidir. NOT: BUTUN OYUN
KONUSMALARI OYUN KONUSMASI OLMAYAN IFADELERLE AYNI BICIMDE
KODLANMALIDIR.

Ornekler

Merhaba kiigilik kiz! (ebeveyn oyuncak giftgi yerine konusuyor - ifade)

Ben kocaman yesil bir devim. (ebeveyn bir kukla yerine konusuyor - ifade)

Zirr zirr zir. Alo! (oyuncak telefonla konusuyormus gibi yaparlar - 2 ifade)

Sen korkung, igreng ve girkin bir canavarsin (oyun konusmasi) (Olumsuz Konusma X 1)
Baba! Liitfen gitme! (oyun konusmasi) (dolayli komut + Olumsuz Konusma)

h) Gocugun istedigi bir seye izin verildigini belirten ciimleler de ifade olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Digari gikmak istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Digari gikabilirsin. (ifade)

Cocuk: Cizgi film izleyebilir miyim?
Ebeveyn: Evet. Izleyebilirsin. (tasdik ve ifade)

i) Selamlasmalar ve bazi kibar ifadeler de ifade olarak kodlanir. (Elestiri ya da tasdik
olmadiklar: siirece)

Ornekler
Merhaba! Giile Giile! Hey!

Uzgiiniim. Pardon! Hist
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Karar Verirken

1. Bir ciimlenin, ifade mi yansitici ifade/soru mu, belirli vgii mii, belirsiz 6vgli md, dolayl
komut mu, dogrudan komut mu, konu disi ifadeler mi, ‘mis' gibi yapmak ya da olumsuz
konusma mi oldugu gok agik degilse, bunu ifade olarak kodlayiniz.

2. Bir ciimlenin ifade mi yoksa tasdik mi oldugu gok agik degilse bunu tasdik olarak
kodlayimiz.

Diger érnekler (ifade)

Saat 9 buguk .

Neredeyse oyuncaklari toplama zamani geldi. Son bir sey koyabilirsin. (ifade + dolayli komut)
... yYapmak zorunda degilsin. (ifade)

Dedenlere gidebilirsin. (izin veriliyorsa)

Sen onu agamazsin ( fiziksel olarak imkansiz anlamina geliyorsa. Eger ki kiigiimseme anlamina
geliyorsa, olumsuz konusma olarak kodlayiniz)

Bakayim simdi. (anne oyuncaklara bakarken kendi kendine soyliiyorsa)

Bu tamam. (ifade)
Hepsini yaptinl (belirsiz 6vgt)
Dogru! (belirsiz 6vgli)

Gocuk: Kirmizi top burada.
Anne: Senin topun mavi. (bknz. Yansitici ifade, yonerge c)

Buraya koymak istiyorum
Bence oyle.

Bilmiyorum.
Burada (anne gocuga yardim etmek lizere)

Anne ¢ocugun telaffuzuna yardim ediyorsa:
Berber de. (dogrudan komut)
ber ber (dolayli komut)
beerr (ifade)

Oyle.

Anne: Sana bu oyunu gostermek istiyorum. (ifade)

Cocuk: Hayir. (karsit konusma)

Anne: Evet. (dolayli komut, glinkii bir komutun devami niteliginde)
Gocuk: Hayir. (karsit konusma)

Anne: Evet! (Olumsuz Konusma)
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6. KONU DISI IFADELER

Tanim

Gocukla ebeveyni arasindaki diyalog veya faaliyetle ilgisi olmayip, baska herhangi bir olay,
kisi ya da nesneyle ilgili yorum ya da sorulardir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bunlar gigek.
Ebeveyn: Anneannenin yeni terlige ihtiyaci var. (konu disi ifadeler)
Ebeveyn: Anneannenin bahgesinde de bunlar gibi gigekler var. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu ftren Ankara'ya gidiyor.
Ebeveyn: Bence bir tatile ihtiyacimiz var. (konu disi ifadeler)
Ebeveyn: Gegen yaz Ankara'ya gittik. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu araba hizl.
Ebeveyn: Babana dogum giinii hediyesi aldin mi? (konu digi ifadeler)
Ebeveyn: Ayni bizim evdeki pille ¢calisan oyuncak araba gibi. (ifade)

Gocuk: Baska bir resim gizmek istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Eve gittiginde Begiimle oynayabilirsin. (konu disi ifadeler)
Ebeveyn: Eve gittigimizde bagka bir resim gizebilirsin. (ifade)

Ydnergeler

a)

b)

Konu disi ifadeler, ebeveyn tarafindan séylenmelidir.

Ornekler
Yarin saat kagta okulda olman gerekiyor? (konu disi ifadeler)
Eve giderken biraz bakkal aligverisi yapmam gerekiyor. (konu disi ifadeler)

Neredeyse unutuyordum, Avrupa Yakasi bu geceydi. (konu disi ifadeler)

Bahse girerim anneannen adadaki piknikte gok egleniyordur. (konu disi ifadeler)

Cocugun actigi bir konuda devam ettirilen diyalog veya diyalogun gelistirilmesi, konu

disi ifadeler olarak kodlanmaz.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bugiin matematikte bes aldim.
Ebeveyn: Cok galismis olmalisin. (ifade)
Ebeveyn: Kag soruyu dogru yaptin? (soru)
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Gocuk: Bu sabah Minnosu besledin mi?
Ebeveyn: Evet, ona biraz mama verdim. (ifade)

Cocuk: Mert yeni bisiklet almis.
Ebeveyn: Bahse girerim 18 vitestir. (ifade)
Ebeveyn: Senin de yeni bir bisiklete ihtiyacin var. (ifade)

c) Konu disi bir ifadeyle baslayan bir konusma gocuk igin ilgi gekici hale gelir ve gocuk
bu konusmaya katilirsa bu konu artik konu disi degildir ve devamindaki etkilesimler
kodlanir.

Ornekler

Anneannenin hediyesi bugiin geldi. Onu nereye koyalim? (gocuk ilk ciimleye cevap
vermedigi middetge konu disi ifadeler x2)

Karar Verirken

1. Yapilan yorumun konu disi ifade mi yoksa diger kategoriler (ifade, yansitici ifade/soru,
soru, dolayli komut, dogrudan komut, belirli 6vgii, belirsiz 6vgli ya da olumsuz konusma) mi
oldugundan emin degilseniz, konu disi ifade olarak kodlamayin.

2. Eger ebeveyn gocugu konusmaya dahil etmeye galistyorsa, (6rnegin ‘Zeyneplerin evine
ziyaretin nasildi?’) bunlari konu disi ifadeler olarak kodlamayin. Bu tip yorumlar, ebeveynin
niyeti gocukla bir iletisime gegmek oldugunda konusma baslangici olarak adlandirilir.
Ebeveynler, bazen gocuk normalde oldugundan daha utangag ya da sessiz olursa bu yolu
kullanirlar.
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7. YANSITICI IFADELER VE SORULAR

Tanim: Yansitici Ifade

Yansitici ifade, gocugun séylediklerinin famaminin ya da bir kisminin tekrarlandigi
ifadelerdir. Cocugun séyledigi kelimelerin aynisi tekrarlanabilir, es anlamli kelimeler ya da
soylediklerinin daha gelismis bir hali kullanilabilir. Onemli olan, ifadenin, gocugun verdigi

mesajla ayni anlami tasimasidir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Domuz sisman.
Ebeveyn: Domuz sisman.

Cocuk: Cufguf vinlayarak gidiyor.
Ebeveyn: Tren gok hizl gidiyor.

Cocuk: Arabay! buraya, kamyonu da buraya koyuyorum.
Ebeveyn: Arabayi ve kamyonu birbirlerinin yanina koydun.

Gocuk: Bana arabay: ver.
Ebeveyn: Arabay: istiyorsun.

Gocuk: Bu komik bir palyago.
Ebeveyn: Palyago komik diyorsun.

Ydnergeler

a)

b)

Yansitici ifade, soru bigiminde degil, ciimle bigiminde olmalidir.
Ornekler

Cocuk: Benim oyuncak bebegimin ismi Ekin.
Ebeveyn: Onun adi Ekin. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Onun adi Ekin? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Boyayi bulastirdim.
Ebeveyn: Biraz boya bulastirmissin gibi goziikiiyor. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Boyay! bulastirdin? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Oyuncak kutusu dolu.
Ebeveyn: Oyuncak kutusu gok dolu. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Oyuncak kutusu dolu mu? (yansitici soru)

Yansitici ifadede, gocugun kullandigi kelimelerin en azindan bazilari tekrarlanarak ya

da tam olarak es anlamlilar: kullanilarak, gcocugun sézel ifadelerinin icerigi

korunmalidir.
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d)

Ornekler

Cocuk: Ogretmenim bizi hayvanat bahgesine gatiiriiyor.

Ebeveyn: Aaa, hayvanat bahgesine gidiyorsunuz. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Ogretmenin sizi hayvanlari gérmeye gotiiriiyor. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Bir siiri farkl hayvani izleyebileceginiz bir yere gidiyorsunuz. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bazi hayvanlari goreceksiniz. (ifade)

Gocuk: Kopegimiz kasiniyor ¢iinki tiylerinde kasindirici bocekler var.
Ebeveyn: Kopegimiz kasiniyor ¢iinkii pirelenmis ve 6zel bir ilaca ihtiyaci var. (yansitici
ifade)

Gocuk: Annem, babam ve kardesim yemek yiyor.
Ebeveyn: Biitiin aile yemek yiyor. (yansitici ifade)

Gocuk: Hasir sapkali adam tavuklar: besliyor.
Ebeveyn: Ciftgi tavuklar: besliyor. (yansitici ifade)

Cocuk: Oyuncak bebek okula hazirlaniyor.
Ebeveyn: Aaaa, hazirlaniyor, 6yle mi? (tasdik ve soru)

Gocuk: Onu bana ver. (kamyonu gostererek)
Ebeveyn: Aaa, kamyonla mi oynamak istiyorsun? (tasdik ve soru)

Yansitici ifade, cocugun ifadesindeki temel anlami_korumalidir. Es anlamli olmayan
kelimelerle farkh sekilde séylenmis ve gocugun niyetini degistiren ifadeler varsa, bunu
ifade olarak kodlayin. (Yeni bir ifadeyle gocugun sdyledigini diizelten sdylemleri ifade
olarak kodlayin; neyin yanlis oldugunu gdostererek gocugun sdylediklerini diizelten
soylemleri olumsuz konusma olarak kodlayin.)

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bir duvar yap.
Ebeveyn: Benden bir duvar yapmami istiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bizim bir kale yapmamizi istiyorsun. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu oyunu sevmedim.
Ebeveyn: Sen bu oyunu sevdin aslinda. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu istteki biiyiik ve kirmizi bir lego.
Ebeveyn: O ustteki yesil bir lego. (ifade)
Ebeveyn: Hayir. O kirmizi bir lego degil. (2 Olumsuz Konusma)

Gocuk: Babam saat 10:00'a kadar uyanik kalabilecegimi séyledi.
Ebeveyn: Baban saat 9:00'a kadar uyanik kalabilirsin dedi. (ifade)
Ebeveyn: Hayir, baban 9:00 dedi. (Olumsuz Konusma ve ifade)

Cocugun verdigi mesaj korundugu siirece, yansitici ifadeler gocugun ciimlesindeki
dilbilgisi hatasini diizeltebilir ya da onu tanimlayici bir sekilde gelistirebilir.
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Ornekler

Gocuk: Kiz, yesil arabada.
Ebeveyn: Yesil arabanin iginde kiz ve gocuk var. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Cocuk da arabanin iginde. (ifade)

Gocuk: Biyiik bir kare yaptim.

Ebeveyn: Dairenin igine biiyiik bir kare yaptin. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Biiyiik bir daire yaptin. (ifade)

Ebeveyn: Hayir, biiyiik bir kare yapmadin. (Olumsuz Konusma x 2)

Cocuk: M&66 inek.
Ebeveyn: Inek moé der. (yansitici ifade)

Gocuk: Bu parga buraya olmad:.
Ebeveyn: Bu parga buraya olmadi ve sen bu tahtanin iistiindeki hemen hemen biitiin
delikleri denedin. (yansitici ifade)

e) Yansitici ifade, ifade edilen duyguyu yansitabilir ancak ifade edilmemis bir duyquyla
ilgili yorum iceremez.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Bu Legolarla oynamay: seviyorum.
Ebeveyn: Bu oyunu seviyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bu Legolarla oynamay! seviyorsun. (yansitici ifade)

Gocuk: Bu aptal bir oyun.
Ebeveyn: Sence bu oyun sagma. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bence sen yoruluyorsun. (ifade)

Gocuk: Sana kizginim.

Ebeveyn: Bana kizginsin. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Bana kizgin oldugun igin iizgiinim. (ifade)

Ebeveyn: Bana 6fkelendin. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Bana kizginsin ¢iinkii daha gok oynaman igin sana izin vermedim. (ifade)

Gocuk: Onu daha yiiksek yapmaya trkiyorum.

Ebeveyn: Urkiiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Korkuyorsun. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Ustiine daha bagka lego koymaktan iirkiiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Sen gergekten basbayagi fembelsin. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Gocuk: Yap-bozu bir araya getiremiyorum.

Ebeveyn: O yap-bozu yapmakta zorlaniyorsun. (ayni anlaminda) (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bu yap-bozu yapmaya galisirken gok zorlanmis hissediyorsun. (ifade edilmemis
duygunun yorumu - ifade)

Ebeveyn: O yap-bozu bir araya getirebilmek igin ok ugrastyorsun. (cocugun demek
istedigi seyi degistirir- ifade)

Ebeveyn: Pargalar: bir araya getiremiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
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f)

Gocuk: Kurabiye canavarini buldugumuz igin mutluyum.
Ebeveyn: Onu buldugumuz igin memnunsun. (yansitict ifade)
Ebeveyn: Onu buldugumuz igin mutlusun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Kurabiyeleri senin de canin gekiyor. (ifade)

Cocuk: Daha fazla beyaz kart bulamiyorum.

Ebeveyn: Onlari bulamadigin igin {izgiin goziikiiyorsun. (ifade)

Cocuk: Bu oyun gok uzun zaman aliyor.
Ebeveyn: Bu uzun bir oyun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bu oyunu oynamaktan sikiliyorsun. (ifade)

Yansitici ifadeler, degerlendirme agisindan nétr ciimlelerdir, 6vgii ya da elestiri

icermez.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Bu bir kule.
Ebeveyn: Kuleni sevdim. (belirli dvgii)
Ebeveyn: Bu uzun kirmizi bir kule. (yansitici ifade)

Cocuk: Bir ev ¢izdim.
Ebeveyn: Ozensiz bir ev gizdin. (Olumsuz Konugma)
Ebeveyn: Ciftlik evi gibi bir ev gizdin. (yansitici ifade)

Cocuk: Bu tahtay! benim ¢itim yapacagim.
Ebeveyn: Tahtay git olarak kullanmak iyi bir fikir. (belirli ovgi)
Ebeveyn: Bu tahtayi ¢it olarak kullaniyorsun. (yansitici ifade)

Gocuk: Bunu yapabilmek igin cok sapsalim.

Ebeveyn: Bunu yapmak igin gok sapsalsin. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Ebeveyn: Bunu yapmak igin gok sapsal oldugunu diigiiniiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Aptal oldugunu diisiiniiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Sen akilli bir gocuksun. (belirsiz ovgii)

Karar Verirken

1. Séylemin yansitici ifade mi ya da belirli dvgii mi, belirsiz dvgii mii, olumsuz konusma mi
ya da dogrudan komut mu oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu yansitici ifade olarak kodlayin.

2. Soylemin ifade mi, tasdik mi ya da yansitici ifade mi oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu
ifade ya da tasdik olarak kodlayin.

3. Soylem, hem yansitici ifade hem de tanimlayici yorum/tesvik ise, bunu yansitici ifade
olarak kodlayin.
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Tanim: Yansitici Soru

Yansitici soru, gocugun sdylediginin tekrarlandigi soru bigimindeki ifadelerdir. Cocugun
soyledigi kelimelerin aynisi tekrarlanabilir, es anlaml kelimeler ya da sdylediklerinin
gelistirilmis hali kullanilabilir; ancak séylenen ifade gocugun verdigi mesajla ayni anlami
tagimalidir. Ayrica, gocugun davramisini yonlendirmek ya da bilgi toplamak yerine, gocugun
davranisindan sonra gelerek onun séylediklerini yansitmahidir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Sen polis ol.
Ebeveyn: Ben polis mi olmaliyim? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Bu domuz sisman.
Ebeveyn: Bu domuz sisman, degil mi? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Bana arabayi ver!
Ebeveyn: Arabay: istiyorsun? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Bu komik bir palyago.
Ebeveyn: Komik degil mi? (yansitici soru)

Cocuk: Tekerleklerden pervane yapiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Aaaa, pervane? (tasdik ve yansitici soru)

ya da
Ebeveyn: Tekerleklerden pervane yapiyorsun? (yansitict soru)

Yénergeler
a) Ciimle, soru biciminde olmalidir.

b) Biitin sorular gibi, yansitici sorular da yansitici ifadelerden, ciimlede kullanilan
vurgu ile ayirt edilebilir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Kirmizi olani istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Kirmizi olan, ha? (yansitici soru)

Cocuk: Iste bebek burada.
Ebeveyn: Bebek? (yansitici soru)

Cocuk: Iste bebek burada.
Ebeveyn: Iste kiigiik bebek orada. (yansitici ifade)

c) Yansitici soru tasdikten, igerigi ile ayirt edilebilir. Yansitici sorunun bir igerigi
varken, tasdik'in herhangi bir igerigi yoktur.

Ornekler
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Cocuk: Hayir.
Ebeveyn: Hayir? (tasdik)

Gocuk: Ben bir garaj yaptyorum.
Ebeveyn: Garaj, ha? (yansitici soru)
ya da

Ebeveyn: Haaal (tasdik)
ya da
Ebeveyn: Gergekten! (tasdik)

d) CGocugun mesajinin tekrarlanip tekrarlanmadigina bagli olarak, cevabi beklenmeyen
sorular, soru ya da yansitici soru olarak kodlanir. Dikkat: Biitiin yansitici sorular
cevabi beklenmeyen sorulardan degildir. Baska bir deyisle, bazi yansiticilar sézel bir
cevap isterler. Bazen ebeveyn bir soru sorar ancak gocuktan herhangi bir sézel ya
da davranigsal tepki beklemez. Bu sorular cevabi beklenmeyen sorulardir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Anneanneminki gibi olsun diye yapryorum.
Ebeveyn: Anneannenin kuliibesi gibi bir kuliibe mi giziyorsun? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Bana arabayi ver!
Ebeveyn: Arabay! istiyorsun? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Bu komik bir palyago.
Ebeveyn: Komik degil mi? (yansitici soru)

Gocuk: Deniz kiyisina gidiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Aaa, deniz kiyisina? (tasdik ve yansitici soru)

Karar Verirken

1. Sdylemin yansitici ifade mi ya da yansitici soru mu oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu
yansitici ifade olarak kodlayin.

2. Bir dizi yansiticilar verildigi zaman, sadece ilk olani yansitici olarak kodlayin.

3. Soylem, hem yansitici hem de tamimlayici yorum/tesvik ise, bunu yansitici olarak kodlayin.
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8. TANIMLAYICI YORUM/TESVIK

Tanimlayici Yorumun Tanimi

Tamimlayici yorum, gocugun ya da gocukla beraber ebeveynin o anda ne yaptigini ya da
hemen tamamlanacak olan (5 saniyeden az bir zamanda) aktiviteyi anlatan ifade ve
ciimlelerdir. Tanimlayici yorum gocugun gézlemlenebilen s6zel ya da sézel olmayan
davraniglariyla ilgilidir. Tamimlayici yorum ciimlelerinde radyo sunuculugu yapiliyor ya da kér
birine olan biten anlatiliyormus gibi bir hava vardir. Bu yorumlar, gocugun orada ve o anda
ne yaptigina duyulan ilgiyi ifade eder. Cocugun daha 6nce yapmis oldugu ya da gelecekte
yapacag: seylerle ilgili degildir.

Ydnergeler

a) Tanimlayici yorum, cocugun o anda yaptigi, siiregelen faaliyeti anlatir.

Ornekler

Inegi ciftlige koyuyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/+egvik)

Biitlin mavileri st lste koyuyorsun. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Mor renkli kalemi segtin. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Simdi bunun gatisini bitiriyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Kirmizi lego yesil legonun Gstiine gidiyor. (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Diin biitiin yabani otlar: temizledin. (ifade veya konu disi ifadeler)
Yarin hayvanat bahgesine gideceksin. (ifade)

b) Tanimlayici yorum, cocugun beden dilini ya da fiziksel faaliyetini anlatabilir.

Ornekler
Kollarini dans6z Asena gibi oynatiyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Uglincii basamaktan atliyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Basin asagida, popon yukarida ve dyle goziikiiyor ki parende atabilmene az kaldi
(tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Kiireginle kumu topluyorsun ve kumdan biiyiik bir tepe yapiyorsun! (tanimlayici
yorum/tesvik)

O kadar yiiksege uzaniyorsun ki bulutlara erisiyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
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c) Tanimlayici yorumlar, degerlendirme agisindan nétrdiir ve gocugun yaptigi bir seyle,
faaliyetiyle veya duygulariyla ilgili 6vgii ya da elestiri icermez.
Ornekler

Biitiin arabalar: ytkanmalart igin siralamigsin. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Biitiin arabalar: siralama seklin gok diizgiin. (belirli 6vgii)
Senin araba siran gok diizgiin degil. (Olumsuz Konusma)

Suyu benim suratima dokiyorsun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Suyu benim suratima ne kadar giizel dokiiyorsun. (belirli 6vgii)

d) Tanimlayici yorumlar, cocuga odakhdir, oyuncaklara ya da ebeveynlere odakh
degildir.

Ornekler

At1, inegin yanina koydun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Inekle ve at arkadas gibi goziikiiyorlar. (ifade)
Benim inegim senin ineginle tanismaya geliyor. (ifade)

e) Tanimlayici yorumlar, herhangi bir cikarim yapmaz sadece gercekleri ifade eder.

Ornekler

Biitiin koseleri kivirtyorsun. (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Bir ugurtma yapiyorsun gibi goziikiiyor. (ifade)

Bir agag giziyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

f) Tanimlayici yorumlar, herhangi bir istek, beklenti ya da komut icermez. Tanimlayici
yorum, gocugu yonlendirmek yerine, onu takip eder.

Ornekler

Gocuk Legolarini toplamaya baslar.
Ebeveyn: Once Legolar: kaldirtyorsun. (tanimlayict yorum/tegvik)

Cocuk Legolarla oynuyor.
Ebeveyn: Biitiin Legolari simdi kaldirtyorsun. (dolayli komut)

g) Tamimlayici yorumlar, cocugun o anda ne yaptigiyla ilgilidir, ne yapmadigiyla ilgili
degil. Cocugun ne yapmadigini anlatan ciimleler ifade olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Kirmizi legoyu mavinin Ustiine koyuyorsun (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Heniiz kirmizi legoyu mavinin iistiine koymuyorsun (ifade)
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h) Ebeveyn ve gocugun o anda birlikte yapmis oldugu davranislar: anlatan ciimleler de

)’

tanimlayici yorum olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Bir ev giziyorsun (tanimlayict yorum/tesvik)

Bir ev giziyoruz (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Ebeveyn, cocugun o anki faaliyetini anlatirken birden daha fazla fiil kullanarak
ciimleleri birlestiriyorsa, bu ciimlelerin hepsini ayri birer tanimlayici yorum olarak
kodlayiniz.

Ornekler

Bir ev giziyorsun ve ¢atisini boyuyorsun (2 tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Kirmizi legoyu koyuyorsun ama sadece biiyiik kirmizi olanlari koyuyorsun (‘ama'dan sonra
ciimlenin olumlu bir davranisi tanimladigina dikkat ediniz - 2 tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Mavi Legolari koyuyoruz, kirmizilari kenara koyuyoruz (2 tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

-Ecek, -acak’ fiilleri igeren sdylemler sadece eger gocuk, ebeveyn bu ciimleyi

kurmadan once faaliyete zaten baslamissa tanimlayici yorum olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: (kirmizi legoyu mavinin lstiine koyar)
Ebeveyn: Kirmizi legoyu mavinin iistiine koyacaksin

Karar Verirken

1. Bir soylemin, ifade mi, ya da yansitici ifade veya soru, belirli 6vgii, belirsiz 6vgii, konu
disi ifadeler, dolayli komut, tasdik veya tanimlayici yorum/tesvik mi oldugundan emin
degilseniz, bunu ifade olarak kodlayiniz.

2. Bir sdylemin ifade mi ya da tanimlayici yorum/tesvik mi oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu
ifade olarak kodlayimiz.
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Tesvik'in Tanimi

Tesvik, gocugun gabalarina, 6zelligine ya da yaptigi seylere yénelik onay, takdir ya da olumlu
ciimle ve ifadelerdir.

Ornekler

Vayy!/Vay caninal Kazandin! Eglenceli gibi goziikiiyor!
Heyo! Bagardinl Sen abi olmugsun!
Yasasinl Sen abla olmugsun! Onu ¢ozdiin.

Evet! Rica ederim. Bir fikrin var.

Hadi bakalim! Pekil 10 puan, arkadasim!
Iste bir fikirl Cok yasa. Sanshisin!

Yardimci oluyorsun. Tek ayakiistiinde duruyorsun!

Neselisin. Eminim yemegini bitirebilirsin!

Yénergeler

a) Ovgiiden farkh olarak, tesvik degerlendirici bir kelime igermez.

Ornekler

Iste bu kadar! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Biitiin harflerini hatirladin! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Biitiin oyuncaklar: kaldirdin! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Her seyi kaldirarak gok giizel bir is yaptin! (belirli 6vgii)

Cocuk: Ben onu yapamam ki
Anne: Yaparsin!

b) Ovgiiye benzer olarak, tesvik de genellikle cosku, sicaklik ya da olumlu ses tonu
ifade eder.

Ornekler

Kavga etmeden konusuyorsunuz. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Masayi kuruyorsun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Tathm, biitiin kdselere kagik koydun. (tfanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Tabagindaki her seyi bitirdin! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
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Suna bak! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Buna ne demeli! (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

c) Tesvik, genellikle belli belirsiz bir iltifattir, iltifat olmaya cok yakindir.

Ornekler

O kadar sessizce yiiriidiin ki, ayak sesini duyamadim! (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Okumaya basliyorsun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Bu ilging bir hikayeydi! (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Iste simdi 1sinmaya bagladin! (bir oyun oynarken) (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

*Gittikge kopuyorsun! (bir oyun oynarken, ‘daha kétii yaptyorsun' anlaminda.) (ifade olarak
kodlayin. Olumsuz olarak kodlamayin).

d) Cocugun ve oynadigi oyunun olumlu ve olumsuz duygularinin icerigini ifade eden
ciimleler tamimlayici yorum/tesvik olarak kodlamir.

Ornekler

Bu eglenceli goziikiiyor. (tfanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Gok glizel bir ev yapacagiz!

Seninle gok giizel bir oyun oynayacagiz!

Ne kadar biiyiik bir mutluluk! (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Oldukga mutlusun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Ne kadar cogkulusun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir sdylemin belirsiz dvgii md, belirli 6vgii mi ya da tamimlayici yorum/tesvik mi
oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu tanimlayici yorum/tesvik olarak kodlayiniz.

2. Bir soylemin, ifade mi ya da tanimlayici yorum/tesvik mi oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu
ifade olarak kodlayiniz
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9. TANIMLAYICI SORU/TESVIK

Tanimlayici Soru/Tesvik'in Tanimi

Tanimlayici Soru/Tesvik, gocugun gabalarina, 6zelligine ya da yaptigi seylere ydnelik onay,
takdir ya da olumlu sézler igeren sorulardir. Daha ayrintili agiklama igin ‘tesvik' bélimiine
bakiniz.

Ornekler

Onu ¢ozdiin, degil mi?

Onu gabucak yaptin, degil mi?

Biitlin harflerini hatirladin, degil mi?

Okumaya basgliyorsun, degil mi?

Bu ¢ok kolay, degil mi?

Ne kadar biiyiik bir mutluluk, sence de oyle degil mi?

Oldukga mutlusun, degil mi?

Kendinle gurur duyuyorsun, degil mi?

Bunlari biraz farkl bir sekilde yapiyorsun, degil mi? (yaratici olarak anlaminda)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir soylemin, belirsiz 6vgii mi, belirli 6vgii mii ya da tamimlayici soru/tesvik mi oldugundan
emin degilseniz, bunu tanimlayici soru/tegvik olarak kodlayimiz.

2. Bir sdylemin, soru mu ya da tanimlayici soru/tesvik mi oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu
soru olarak kodlayiniz.
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10. TASDIK

Tanim

Tasdik, gocugun sdylediklerine ya da davranislarina yonelik verilen kisa sézel cevaplardir. Bu
sozel cevaplar, bir soruya evet-hayir cevaplarindan baska agik bir igerik kapsamayan ya da
tanimlayici bir igerik sunmadan gocugun soyledigi veya yaptigi bir seyin farkina varildiginin
bildirildigi cevaplardir.

Ornekler

Evet Tabii ki Oyle mil Iste boyle.
Hayir Peki Oyle! Galiba

Himm Hi hi Buna ne demeli  Off

Tamam Ha ha Aman Allahim Oooo0!
Neden olmasin! Eminim evet Tyyyy Gorecegiz.
Merhaba (cevap olarak) Hee-hee, evet Biliyorum.
Aa, canim Anliyorum Tabii canim. Gergekten?
Ayy Fena degil. Belki

Aman! (eger elestirel degilse-gocugun yaptigi bir seye yonelik)
Bu famam/iyi. Orada! Ahaa!

Gok yasa. (hapsirdiktan sonra)

Ydnergeler

a) Sdylenen seyler cocuga karsilik/cevap niteliginde olmalidir.

I. Cocugun sdyledigi bir seye cevap/tepki olabilir.
Ornek

Cocuk: Bu eglenceli.
Ebeveyn: Hi hi.
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b)

c)

d)

II. Gocugun verilen komuta itaat etmesinin farkinda olundugunun ifadesi olabilir.
Ornek

Ebeveyn: Kamyonu rafin iistiine koy. (dogrudan komut)

Gocuk: (koyar)

Ebeveyn: Tamam. (tasdik)

Cocugun sorularina verilen 'evet’ ve ‘hayir' cevaplari da tasdik olarak kodlanir.

Ornek

Gocuk: Burasi dogru yeri mi?
Ebeveyn: Hit hu! (tasdik)
ya da
Ebeveyn: Hayir. (tasdik)
ya da
Ebeveyn: Tabii ki. (tasdik)

Tasdik kategorisinin, diger kategorilerden (yansitici ifade, ifade, tanimlayici/yansitici
soru, dolayli komut ya da belirsiz 6vgii) ayrildigi nokta herhangi bir icerige sahip
olmamasidir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bu yesil bir traktor.

Ebeveyn: Hee-hee, evet. (tasdik)

Ebeveyn: Bir traktor. (yansitict ifade)

Ebeveyn: Hee-hee, evet, bir traktor. (tasdik ve yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Himm, traktor bir tekerlegini kaybetmis. (tasdik ve ifade)

Cocuk: Evet.
Ebeveyn: Evet. (tasdik)

ki saniye kural tasdiklerde uygulanmaz. Onun yerine, séylenme bigimindeki
noktalama isaretlerine (arada virgiil varmisgasina duruluyor mu) dikkat ediniz.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Bunlarla oynamak istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Tamam. (1 saniye duraklama) Ama dnce biitiin bunlari toplaman gerekiyor..
(tasdik + dogrudan komut)

‘Tamam' ve komut arasinda 2 saniyeden daha az zaman olmasina ragmen, bunlar iki farkl
disiincelerdir. "Tamam' agtkga gocugun fikrini onayliyor ve sonraki komutun bir pargasi
degil.

Icerigi olmayan séylemlerin cocuga verilen bir cevap olup olmadigi acik degilse, bu
kodlanmaz.
Ornekler
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Ebeveyn: (yap-bozu masanin iizerine hazirlar)

Ebeveyn: Tamam. . . (3 saniye.) Simdi yap-bozla oynayalim. (dolayl komut)
(Tamam kodlanmadi, glinkii ebeveyn kendi davranisini onayladi.)

Ebeveyn: (yliksek sesle diisiinerek) Aman Allahim. (kodlanmaz)
Cocuk: Ne?
Ebeveyn: Utiiyii fisten gekmeyi unuttum. (konu digi ifadeler)

f) Ebeveyn 'Himmm' (diislinir gibi) derse, bunu kodlamayin.

Ornek
Himm....Sanirim kirmizi olani kullanacagim. (1 ifade)

Him, himm, himm. Sanirim sen gok ag gériiniyorsun. (1 ifade)

Karar Verirken

1. Soylemin tasdik mi ya da diger kategoriler (yansitici ifade, ifade, soru, yansitici soru,
dogrudan komut, dolayli komut, belirli Gvgli ya da belirsiz 6vgii) mi oldugundan emin
degilseniz, bunu tasdik olarak kodlayin.

Tasdik ilave érnekler

Gocuk: (hapsirir)
Ebeveyn: Cok yasa.

Gocuk: Bu bir kare ya da sekizgen.
Ebeveyn: Himm, neyse.

‘Hayir' bir soruya cevap olarak verilmigse, bunu tasdik olarak kodlayin.

'Hayir' bir davranisa ya da ifadeye (diizeltme olarak) yonelik soylenmisse, bunu olumsuz
olarak kodlayin.

Iste! (Iste, bitti!' anlaminda)

'Iste bu kadar'. (eger herhangi bir jestle ya da yénelmeyle séylenmemisse)

Aaaq, gergekten? (1 tasdik)

Himm, famam. (2 tasdik)

Himm, anliyorum. (2 tasdik)

Oyle mi? (1 tasdik)

Evet, canim (1 tasdik)
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11. BELIRLI OveU

Tanim

Belirli vgli, cocugun herhangi bir faaliyetine, yaptigi bir seye ya da gocugun bir 6zelligine
yonelik yapilmis olumlu yargilar iceren her tiirlii belirli sozlerdir.

Ornekler

Yaptigin bu ev gok giizel.

Bu kuleyi yaparak ¢ok giizel bir is gikarmigsin.

O daireyi gizme tarzini gok begendim.

Resmin gok giizel.

Cok glizel bir giiliisiin var.

Harika bir hayal giiciin var.

Bu, ¢ozlimi distinmenin mikemmel bir yolu.
Kurabiyeni benimle paylastigin igin gok disiincelisin.
Bu yaptigin ne kadar giizel bir tasarim!

Bu miikemmel kuleyi sen mi yaptin?

Ne kadar giizel saglarin var!

Sen benim kiigiik yatak yapma yardimcimsin.

Onu rafa geri koydugun igin tesekkiirler.

Bunu kaldirmamda bana yardim ettiginde kesinlikle gok seviniyorum.

Ydnergeler

a) Belirli 6vgli, cocuga benzer bir dvgiiyii tekrar almak icin ne yapilabileceginin ya da
gosterilebileceginin bilgisini yeteri kadar acik veriyor olmalidir.

I. Belirli vgili, gocugun belli bir davranisi {izerine degerlendirme saglayabilir.

Ornekler

Senin boyaman ¢ok giizel. (belirli 6vgii)
Bu ¢ok giizel. (belirsiz ovgii)
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Bu sekilde sessizce oturman hosuma gidiyor. (belirli 6vgi)
Davranis bigimin hosuma gidiyor. (belirsiz 6vgii)

Legolari gok giizel ist iiste dizdin. (belirli 6vgi)
Bunu ¢ok giizel yaptin. (belirsiz ovgli)

II. 'Oynamak’, 'yardim etmek’, ‘calismak’ ve '‘davranmak’ gibi fiiller, belirli olmadiklarindan
ovgliniin belirli évqgii olarak tanimlanmasi icin yeterli degildirler.

Ornekler

Glizel oynuyorsun. (belirsiz 6vgti)
Bu kuleyi glizel yapryorsun. (belirli 6vgii)

Yardim etmen hosuma gidiyor. (belirsiz 6vgii)
Bana oyuncaklari kaldirmada yardim etmen hosuma gidiyor. (belirli 6vgii)

Dikkatli galistyorsun. (belirsiz dvgli)
Sayilarini dikkatli yaziyorsun. (belirli 6vgii)

III. Belirli 6vgii, gocugun belirli davranis neticelerinin degerlendirmesi olabilir.

Ornekler

Hikdyen ¢ok iyi kurgulanmis. (belirli 6vgii)
O ¢ok iyi kurgulanmis. (belirsiz 6vgli)

Cizdigin képek ¢ok glizel. (belirli vgii)
O ¢ok giizel. (belirsiz 6vgii)

Benim igin yaptigin cayi ok begendim. (belirli ovgi)
Bunu ¢ok begendim. (belirsiz 6vgii)

IV. Cocuqgun iiriinii olmayan nesnelere yéneltilen 6vqgii, ifade olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ittigin cok diizgiin bir kamyon. (ifade)
Gizdigin kamyon gok diizgiin. (belirli ovgli)

Bu giftlik hayvanlarini sevdim. (ifade)
Oynamak igin segtigin giftlik hayvanlarini sevdim. (belirli 6vg)

Onlarin oyunu gok giizel. (ifade)
Sen gok giizel bir oyun yaptin. (belirli 6vgti)

V. Belirli vgli, gocugun belli bir fiziksel ya da psikolojik 6zelligiyle ilgili degerlendirme
saglayabilir.
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Ornekler

Sacin gok giizel. (belirli vgli)
Sen ¢ok giizelsin. (belirsiz 6vgi)

Fikirlerin cok zekice. (belirli ovgi)
Sen ¢ok zekisin. (belirsiz 6vgi)

Oyuncaklarini paylasiyor olman ¢ok diisiinceli bir davranis. (belirli 6vgii)
Sen ¢ok diisiincelisin. (belirsiz dvgli)

b) Belirli dvgii, agikca olumlu olan bir degerlendirme unsuru igermelidir.
Ornekler
Bu yap-bozu yapmak igin bu kadar gok galisman gok giizel. (belirli 6vgi)
Bu yap-bozu yapmak igin gok galisiyorsun. (fanimlayici yorum /tesvik)

Bu resmi bu kadar hizli giziyor olman hosuma gitti. (belirli 6vgii)
Bu resmi hizh gizdin. (fanimlayici yorum /tesvik)

Anlattigin olaganisti heyecanh bir hikaye. (belirli 6vgi)
Anlattigin heyecanl bir hikdye. (tfanimlayici yorum /tesvik)

c) Soru biciminde olsa bile olumlu degerlendirmeleri belirli bir sekilde ifade etmek,
belirli 6vgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Gok giizel bir gigek gizdin, degil mi? (belirli 6vgii)
Senin tasarimin ok giizel oldu, degil mi? (belirli 6vgii)
Senin yaptigin ugak siiper degil mi? (belirli 6vgii)

d) Cocugun ifadelerini yansitan ya da onun sorularini cevaplayan belirli 6vgiiler, yansitici
ifade yerine belirli vgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Yaptigim giizel eve bak! (s6zel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)
Ebeveyn: Giizel bir ev yaptigini goriyorum. (belirli 6vgii)

Gocuk: Miikemmel bir kale yaptim! (s6zel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)
Ebeveyn: Miikkemmel bir kale yaptin. (belirli 6vgii)

Cocuk: Resmimi sevdin mi?
Ebeveyn: Evet, yaptigin resmi sevdim. (tasdik + belirli 6vgii)
e) Cocugun duygularini yorumlayan sézler, belirli dvgiidense tanimlayici yorum/tegvik
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ya da ifade olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Tamir ettigin pargadan dolayr mutlu goriiniyorsun. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Yeni 6grendigin sayilardan dolay! kendinle gurur duyuyorsun. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Yeni sag kesiminden dolayi oldukga heyecanl oldugunu diisiiniyorum. (tanimlayici
yorum/tesvik)

f) Belirli évgiiniin olumlu degerlendirme unsuru benzetme olabilir.
Ornekler

Uslu durdugun icin kiiciik sevgilimsin. (belirli ovgii)

Kutuyu bana getirdigin icin sen babanin kiiciik yardimcisisin. (belirli dvg)

Legolarini paylastigin icin ne kadar da tatlisin. (belirli 6vgii)

g) Ovgii, cocugun bulundugu ortamda yapilmis ama gocuda yénelik degilse, bunu da
kodlayin (hangi 6vgii kategorisine giriyorsa: belirli ya da belirsiz vg).

Ornekler
Anne babaya: Merig bana bugiin gok giizel bir resim gizdil (belirli dvgi)
Baba, hedef gocugun kardesine: Hilal bugiin okulda 6zel bir 6diil kazand:. (belirli ovgi)

h) Eger cocuk 6vgii isterse ve ebeveyn de karsilik verirse, bunu yansitici ifade olarak
degil de évgii (belirsiz ya da belirli 6vgi) olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Glizel bir kule yaptim mi? (s6zel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)
Ebeveyn: Giizel bir kule yaptin! (belirli 6vgii)

Gocuk: Tepsimi temizlemekte iyiyim, degil mi? (s6zel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)
Ebeveyn: Tepsini temizlemekte iyisin! (belirli 6vgl)

i) Ebeveyn, belirsiz 6vgliniin ardindan neyin éviildiigiinii belli eden bir ifade kullansa
bile, bu dvgii hala belirsiz évqiidiir.

Ornekler

Bu harikaydi. Mor rengi yapmak igin kirmizi ve maviyi karigtirdin. (belirsiz ovgii +
tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Giizell Her seyi olmasi gereken yere koydun. (belirsiz 6vgii + fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
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J) Ebeveynin cocukla beraber yaptigi faaliyetler hakkinda yapmis oldugu Gvgiiler de
belirli 6vgii olarak kodlanir. Bu dvgiiler soru formatinda da olabilir.

Ornekler
Beraber gok giizel bir ev yaptik (belirli 6vgii)
Ne kadar giizel bir gemi yaptik, degil mi? (belirli 6vgii)

k) Eger sdylem, belirli/agik bir sekilde gocugun yapmis oldugu bagimsiz davranislara
yonelik iki ya da daha fazla fiil igeriyorsa, her fiil degistirildiginde bunlari ayri
belirli ovgiiler olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler
Cok giizel bir ev yapiyorsun ve bugiin davranis bigimini gok sevdim.
Bana yesil rengi verdigin ve kirmizi legonun da nereye konacagini gosterdigin igin tesekkiir

ederim.

Karar Verirken

1. Eger soylenen seyin belirli ya da belirsiz dvgii oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu belirsiz
ovgli olarak kodlayin.

2. Ifadenin belirli vgii mii ya da bagka bir kategori (yansitici ifade/soru, tanimlayici
yorum/tesvik, soru, dogrudan komut, dolayli komut ya da tasdik) altinda mi
isimlendirildiginden emin degilseniz, bunu belirli 6vgii olarak kodlamayin.

Belirli 6vgii: Ilave Ornekler

Oyuncaklari kaldirdigin igin tesekkiirler. (ya da herhangi belirli bir davranis)

Bu iyi bir fikir.

Orasi yatagi koymak igin miithis bir yer.

Mizmizlanmadigin igin tesekkiirler.  Ayakkabilarini gamur yapmadigin igin tesekkiirler.
Belirli olan herhangi iyi bir sey.

Biiylik bir kiz gibi konugtugun igin tesekkiirler.



APPENDICES

146

12. BELIiRsiz OveU

Tanim

Belirsiz 6vgl, gocugun herhangi bir faaliyetine, yaptigi bir seye ya da gocugun bir 6zelligine
yonelik yapilmis olumlu yargilar iceren ancak agikga/belirli bir sekilde ifade edilmeyen

sozlerdir.
Ornekler
Fevkalade!

Harika.

Siiper!

Dogru!
Harikulade!
Mikemmel!
Tesekkiirler!
Simdiye kadar gok iyil
Bunu takdir ettim.
66z alicll

Akillica diigiinme.

Seninle gurur duyuyorum.

Glizel!
Birincisin.
Miithis!
Ha soyle.
Sagol!
Cesursun.
Iyi ig!

Bu daha iyil

Aferin

Bu zekice.
Tebrikler!

Sen hakhisin.
Cok tegekkiirler
Cok isbirlikgisin.
Sen ¢ok haklisin.

Bu glizel.

Bu ¢ok diizgiin, degil mi? (gocugun yaptigi bir seyi gostererek)

Parlak fikir!
Gok glizel oynuyorsun.

Iyi atig! (basketbol)

Sen bugiin benim kiigiik yardimcimsin.

Naziksin.
Cok kibarsin.

Bu ¢ok komik.

Zekisin.
Cok sabirhsin.

Sen en iyisisin.

Sen yaraticisin.
Sen ¢ok komiksin.
Gok diisiincelisin!
Bu miikemmel.
Akillisin.

Cok dikkatlisin.

Yaraticisin.
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Yénergeler

a)

b)

c)

Belirli olmayan ve bir ya da daha cok olumlu degerlendirme ifadesi iceren sézler,
(fiil, zarf ya da sifat) belirsiz dvgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Bu giizel Giizel ¢alisma. Harika. (belirsiz ovgii x2)
Bunu sevdim. Miithis, tatlim!

TLyi ¢alisma. Biiyiik is.

Belirsiz dvg, belirli degildir ve belirli bir hareket, nesne ya da sifat icermez. Bu
ayrintilari igeren évgliler, belirli 6vgii olarak kodlamir.

Ornekler

Miithis! (belirsiz 6vgi)
Miithis boyama! (belirli 6vgi)

Giizel. (belirsiz ovgii)
Giizel sarki soyliyorsun. (belirli ovgi)

Gok diisiincelisin. (belirsiz dvgi)
Bu kadar sessiz bekledigin igin gok diisiincelisin. (belirli 6vgi)

Bir ifade ya da tanimlayici yorum/tesvikten énce ya da sonra kullanilan kisa ve olumlu
bir degerlendirme kelimesi, belirsiz évgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Gok iyi! Legolari yerine kaldirmayi bitirmissin. (belirsiz ovgi + tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Bir at gizdin. Ne giizel! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik + belirsiz 6vgii)

Cici kizl Iste kapegin evi orda olmali. (belirsiz évgii + ifade)

d) Belirsiz 6vgii cocugun yaptigi bir seye, faaliyetine ya da &zelligine ydnelik olmalidir.
Odadaki bir nesnenin, faaliyetin ya da baskalarinin yaptigi seylerin onaylanmasini ifade eden
sézler, ifade olarak kodlanir. Ebeveyn, éverken kendisini iceren sézler sdylerse bu yine 6vgii
olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Harika bir kule yapmadik mi? (belirli dvgii)

Giizell (gocugun kulesine atifta bulunarak) (belirsiz 6vgi)
Giizell (ebeveyn kendi kulesini begenir) (ifade)
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Aferin bize! (belirsiz ovgii)

Bu hos. (¢ocugun gizimine atifta bulunarak) (belirsiz ovgi)
Bu hos (odadaki oyuncak bebege atifta bulunarak) (ifade)

Sen miikemmelsin. (belirsiz ovgii)

Senin bebegin mikemmel oldu. (ifade)
Biz bugiin miikemmeliz. (belirsiz ovgii)

e) Asagidakiler belirsiz iltifatlardir ve tamimlayici yorum/tesvik olarak kodlanir.
Yardimci oluyorsun! (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Sessizsin, degil mi? (fanimlayici soru/ tesvik)

Toparlaniyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Bu, heyecan verici. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

f) Belirsiz ovgi, olumlu degerlendirmenin agik ve sézel seklini icermelidir. Tek basina
ebeveyn coskusu ile kastedilen onay belirsiz Gvgii olarak tanimlanmaz.

Ornekler

Harikal! (belirsiz ovgi)
Vayyy! (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Fena degil! (ifade)

Muhtesem! (belirsiz ovgii)
Bunlarin hepsini dogru yaptin! (belirsiz 6vgi)

Iste annesinin kiigiik yardimcisi. (belirsiz ovgii)
Tesekkiirler! (belirsiz ovgli)

g) Gocugun faaliyetini olumlu bir sekilde degerlendiren olumlu degerlendirmelerin belirli
olamayan ifadeleri, soru biciminde olsalar bile belirsiz dvgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Bu miikemmel, degil mi? (belirsiz ovgii)

Bence bu giizel, sence de degil mi? (belirsiz 6vgii)
Onu dogru yaptin, degil mi? (belirsiz 6vgli)

h) Gocugun olumlu duygu durumunu agiklayan olumlu sézler tanimlayici yorum/tesvik olarak
kodlanir belirsiz dvgii olarak degil.
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Ornekler
Gok mutlu goziikiiyorsun! (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Bugiin oldukga neselisin. (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)
Coskulu goziikiiyorsun! (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

i) Cocuga ydnelik olumlu benzetmeler veya sevgi iceren sézler belirsiz Gvgii olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Sen benim kiigiik yardimcimsin. (belirsiz 6vgi)
Kocaman bir kiz gibi davrandin. (belirsiz ovgii)

i) Ovaii, cocugun bulundugu ortamda yapilmis ancak cocuda yénelik degilse, bunu da évqii
olarak (belirsiz ya da belirli dvqii) kodlayin.

Ornek
Anne babaya: Ozcan bugiin miilkemmeldi! (belirsiz 6vgii)

k) Eger gocuk &vgii almak isterse ve ebeveyn de karsilik verirse, bunu yansitici ifade olarak
degil de belirsiz ya da belirli dvgii olarak kodlayn.

Ornek

Cocuk: 1yi is yaptim mi?
Ebeveyn: 1yi is yaptin! (belirsiz ovgii)

I) Eger séylem, belirli/agik bir sekilde gocugun yapmis oldugu bagimsiz davranislara yénelik
iki ya da daha fazla fiil igeriyorsa, her fiil degistirildiginde bunlari ayri belirsiz évgiiler
olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Bunu giizel yaptin ve onu yerine koyma seklini begendim (2 belirsiz vgti)

Bugiin ¢ok iyi ve cici bir gocuk oldun (1 belirsiz 6vgii)
m) Cogu zaman ifadeler de gocugun yaptigi bir seyi ya da davranigini 6vmek igin kullanilabilir.
‘Iste yaptin', 'Tamam' ve 'Evet’ ifadeleri de 6vgii olarak kabul edilebilir ancak sadece sézel
olmayan bir beden hareketi ya da mimik (el girpmak, giilmek, olumlu bir bicimde dokunmak,
vb) yapildiginda belirsiz 6vgii olarak kodlanir. Aksi takdirde bunu ifade olarak kodlayiniz.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (cocugun sacini oksayarak) Tamam (belirsiz ovgii)
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Ebeveyn: (herhangi bir beden hareketi olmadan) Tamam (ifade)

Karar Verirken

1. Eger soylenen seyin belirli ya da belirsiz dvgii oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu belirsiz

ovgli olarak kodlayin.
2. Ifadenin belirsiz évgii mii yoksa bagka bir kategori (yansitici ifade/soru, ifade,
tanimlayici yorum/tesvik, dogrudan komut, dolayli komut ya da tasdik) altinda mi

isimlendirildiginden emin degilseniz, bunu belirsiz 6vgii olarak kodlamayin.

Belirsiz ovgii 6rnekler

Bu glizel.

Ne kadar akillisin.

Bu ¢ok diizgiin yapilmis.

Yaraticisin.

Benim yaptigimdan gok daha iyi yapryorsun.

Birlikte galistigin igin tesekkiir ederim. (belirli 6vgii olmasi igin yeteri kadar spesifik degil)

Kesinlikle dogrul Dogru! Bunlarin hepsini dogru yaptin.
Haklisin. Kesinlikle!
Giizel.

Bunu gergekten takdir ediyorum. Buna gergekten minnettarim

Bunu sevdim. (gcocugun yaptigi ya da séyledigi bir seyle ilgili)

Seninle gurur duyuyorum.

Evinle ilgili neyi seviyorum biliyor musun? (belirsiz 6vgii) Renkleri seviyorum (belirli 6vgii)
Sen kiigiik bir yardimseversin, degil mi?

Seninle oyun oynarken egleniyorum.

Bu giizel, ama eger daha giizel yapabilirsen daha iyi olacak. (belirsiz 6vgii /olumsuz konusma
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NOT: BELIRSiZ OVGU
Iyi ig!
Iyi ¢alisma.

Giizel diigiinme.

BELIRLI OveU
Tyi fikir.
Iyi segim.

Giizel eglestirme.
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13. BUYUKANNE KURALLARI

Tanim

Biyikanne kurallari, eger gocuk séylenilene uyarsa olumlu sonuglarin olacagimi belirten olumlu

ya da olumsuz konusmalardir.

Ornekler

Eger bezelyeni yersen, tatlini alabilirsin.

Tatlini bezelyeni yedikten sonra alabilirsin.
Banyonu bitirdigin zaman sana kitap okuyacagim.

Gocuk: Digarida oynamak istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Yemegini bitirene kadar olmaz. (Biiylikanne Kuralr)

Ydnergeler

a)

b)

Biyikanne Kurallari genellikle asagidaki gibi olur:
Eger sen ... yaparsan ondan sonra...
Sen... yaptigin zaman...

Sen... dan sonra ... yapabilirsin

(Kosulun ve sonucun sirasi degisebilir.)

Ornekler

Eger yemegini bitirirsen, tatlini alabilirsin.
Sen paltonu astiktan sonra saklambag oynamaya baslayabiliriz.

Pijamalarini giydikten sonra sana hikdye okuyabilirlim.

Sonug, cocuk icin acikga olumlu olmalidir. Bazen bu sadece durumun baglamini

disindiigiimizde anlagilabilir.

Ornekler

Sen odani temizledikten sonra, kiitiiphane'deki gok sevdigin okuma saatine gidebiliriz.

(Biiyiikanne Kurali)

Futbol antrenmanindan sonra benimle alisverise gelebilirsin. (eger gocuk alisverigten
hoslanmiyorsa olumlu bir sonug olmayabilir (Biyiikanne Kural ya da ifade)

Eger ebeveyn bir kosul (komut) igin olumlu sonug belirtirse ve bu sdylendigi baglamdan

anlasiliyorsa, bu Biyiikanne Kurali'dir.
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Ornekler
Cocuk: Tatlr alabilir miyim?
Ebeveyn: Makarnani bitirdigin zaman. (Biylikanne Kuralr)

Ebeveyn: Makarnani bitirmeden olmaz. (Biiyiikanne Kurali)

Gocuk: Odami temizlemek zorunda miyim?
Ebeveyn: Eger sinemaya gitmek istiyorsan. (Bliylikanne Kuralr)

Cocuk: Legolarla simdi oynayabilir miyim?
Ebeveyn: Simdi yapacagimiz ilk is evi toparlamak, sen daha sonra legolarla oynayabilirsin.

(Biiyiikanne Kuralri)

Cocuk: Benim bayram kiyafetim igin simdi aligverise gidebilir miyiz?
Ebeveyn: Kiyafeti alacagiz, ama dnce oyun hamurlarini toparlamalisin. (Blyiikanne Kuralri)

Eger ismini dogru yazarsan, sana birseyler ismarlayacagim, tamam mi? (Biylikanne Kuralr)

Ornek olamayacaklar

Ebeveyn: Burada oynamay bitir, daha sonra yaris arabalarinla oynayabilirsin. (dogrudan
komut, Biyiikanne Kurali degil - yaris arabasi gocugun tercihi degil.)

Ebeveyn: Eger odanda kalma cezani yerine getirmezsen aksamki gizgi filmi izleyemezsin
(uyart)

Ebeveyn: Bunu bitirdigimiz zaman yemege gidecegiz. (ifade - gocuk yemek yemekle ilgili
herhangi istek ifade etmedi).
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14 UYARI

Tanim
Uyari, gocugun sdylenene uymamas! durumunda, davranisinin dogal sonucu olarak meydana
gelecek olumsuz durumu bildiren ve genellikle komut iceren ifadedir.

Ornekler

Eger oyuncaklarini toplamazsan, sinemaya gidemezsin.

Eger bunu bir kez daha yaparsan, o oyuncagi elinden alacagim.

Eger oturmazsan yemegini getirmeyecegim.

Sandalyene otur yoksa yemegini getirmeyecegim.

Ya bunu simdi yaparsin ya da erken yatarsin.

Ydnergeler

a) Uyarilar genellikle asagidaki ¢ bicimden biri gibi olur:

Eger ..... 'i yaparsan, (o zaman) ..... (olumsuz sonug)
Eger ..... 'y1 yapmazsan, (o zaman) ..... (olumsuz sonug)
..... 'y yap ya da .....(olumsuz sonug)

Ornekler

Eger bunu bir daha yaparsan, sahile oynamaya gitmeyecegiz.
Eger Ali'yle dalga gegmeyi kesmezsen, bugiin seninle oynamak istemeyecek.
Simdi okul sonrasi iglerini yap yoksa kaymaya gidemezsin.

b) Uyarilar bazen yukarida verilen bigimlerde olmayabilir. Onlenmek istenilen davranis
ya da durum agikga belirtilmeden, sadece sonug sdylenmis olabilir. Béyle ifadeler de
uyar: olarak kodlanmalidir.

Ornekler

Elini yakacaksin (Cocuk sobaya dogru yaklasiyor- Sobaya dokunursan, elini yakacaksin,
anlaminda)

Hasta olursun bak! (Cocuk dondurma yemek igin israr ediyor- Dondurma yersen hasta
olursun, anlaminda)

Diisersin annem! (Cocuk kosuyor- Kosarsan diisersin, anlaminda)
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15. FIZIKSEL ve GENEL TEHDIT

Tanim

Tehdit, gocugun yapmis ya da yapmakta oldugu veya ileride yapacagindan siiphelenilen
davraniglari cezalandirmak ya da énlemek amaciyla séylenen; sonuglari gocuk igin agikga
olumsuz olan, gogunlukla gergekgi olmayan ifade ve deyislerdir. Tehditler uyarilardan
farkhdir giinkii uyarilar davranislarin dogal sonuglarina yéneliktir. Oysa tehditler gocugun
yanhs davranisinin dogal sonuglariyla ilgisi olmayan ve hemen uygulama niyeti icermeyen
cezaya referans verir.

Tehditler (Fiziksel ve Genel) gocuga Gzellestirilmis olabilir ya da bir insan grubuna
genellestirilmis olabilir. Bu tehditler gocugun tamidigi belirli bir kisiden gelecek tehlikeleri
(belirli 6zne) ya da sahis olarak taninmayan fakat belirli bir pozisyona sahip kisilerden
(belirsiz 6zne) gelecek tehlikeleri kullanabilir.

Fiziksel tehdit: Cocugun fiziksel bitinligiini hedef alan, ona fiziksel olarak aci ya da
rahatsizlik vermeye yonelik tehditlerdir.

Ornekler
Yaramazlik yaparsan seni doverim. (fiziksel tehdit- 6zellestirilmis - belirli 6zne)

Hemen yatagina yatmazsan igneci teyze sana igne yapar (fiziksel tehdit- 6zellestirilmis - belirsiz
ozne)

Simdi oraya geliyorum! (Fiziksel tehdit, seni dovecegim mesajini veriyor)

Yénergeler

a) Bir davranigin fiziksel tehdit olarak kodlanabilmesi igin gocugun, canini acitacak ve
onu fiziksel olarak yipratacak tiirde bir tehditle kars: karsiya olmasi gerekmektedir.

Ornekler

Susmazsan agzina biber siirerim.

Simdi tokat geliyor.

Sana giiniinii gosterecegim!

Dediklerimi yapmazsan saglam bir sopa yiyeceksin benden.

b) Fiziksel tehditler, gogunlukla gergekci olmayan ifade ve deyislerdir.

Ornekler

Yalan sdylersen agzini kibritle yakarim.
Sus yoksa seni balkondan asag atarim.
Bir daha benden habersiz gidersen bacaklarini kirarim.
Kulaklarindan duvara givilerim bak senil
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c) Tehdit ciimlesinde, gocugun karsilasacagi fiziksel ceza agikga sGylenmemis olsa bile
gocugun fiziksel bir tehditle karsi karsiya oldugu ebeveynin ciimlesinden anlasiliyorsa,
boyle ciimleleri de fiziksel tehdit olarak kodlayiniz.

Ornekler

Bak ¢ok kotii olacak! (Fiziksel tehdit)
Sabrimi tasiriyorsun! (Fiziksel tehdit)
Bak geliyor heel! (Fiziksel tehdit)

Genel Tehdit: Cocugun, siiresi belli olmayan bir sekilde deger verdigi etkinliklerden ya da
objelerden mahrum kalacagini ifade eden tehditlerdir. Genel tehditlerin uyaridan farki,
sadece o andaki yanlis davranisindan dolay! gocuga verilen bir cezadan gok, bundan
sonras! igin hep gegerli olan bir yoksun birakmanin s6z konusu olmasidir. Bu tehditler
aslinda gocugun benlik anlayisina zarar verirler.

Ornekler
Bir daha oyuncaklarini géremezsin. (genel tehdit)
Biitiin bu bebekleri ¢ope atarim bak! (genel tehdit)

Bundan sonra parka gitmene izin vermeyecegim. (genel tehdit)
Anneanneyle giizel konusmazsan, bugiin parka gidemezsin. (uyart)

Aglamay: kesmezsen bir daha bahgeye gikamazsin. (genel tehdit) (Burada, gocugun deger verdigi
etkinliklerin veya nesnelerin tehdit edilmesi vardir).
Aglamay! kesmezsen, yarin bahgede oynayamayacaksin. (uyart)
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16. DUYGUSAL TEHDIT

Tanim

Gocugun duygusal giivenligini hedef alan, gocukta sugluluk duygusu ve gelecekle ilgili endise
veya korku yaratan tehditlerdir. Duygusal tehditler, gocuga sevilecek biri olmadigi ya da
degersiz oldugu mesajini verir. Cocuk, onun igin dnemli kimselerin bundan sonra onu
sevmeyeceklerini, onunla vakit gegirmek istemediklerini, giinkii artik sevilmeyi hak etmedigini
hisseder.

Ornekler

Kiserim ama.

Annen olmam bir daha.

Seninle konusmayacagim bir daha.

Seni sevmem bak.

Bdyle davranirsan seni kimse sevmez.
Oyle yaparsan bir daha seninle oynamam.

Ydnergeler

a) Duygusal tehdit, gocuga ebeveynin ya da baska kimselerin gocuga olan sevgisini
gekecekleri mesajini verebilir.

Ornekler

Sevmiyorum artik senil
Anneannen artik seni sevmeyecek
Artik annen degilim

Kiiserim ama

Baban sana kiiser amal

*Kiistim! (olumsuz konusma)

b) Duygusal tehditler, gocukta sucluluk duygusu yaratir.

Ornekler

Kimse konusmaz senin gibi bir gocukla

Tabi kimse seninle oynamaz

Ben bu kadar huysuz bir gocugun annesi olmam

Baban bir daha eve gelmeyecek iste! (Cocuk yaramazlik yaptigi igin)
Uziiliiriim, hasta olurum.

Yalniz kalirsin bak!



APPENDICES 158

c) Ebeveynin, cocukla birlikte vakit gecirmeyi olumsuz bir deneyim olarak
degerlendirmesi de duygusal tehdide 6rnektir. Bdyle tehditler gocuga seninle birlikte
olmak keyifli degil mesajini verir.

Ornekler

Seninle oynamayacagim bir daha.
Bundan sonra sana masal okumam.
Bir daha odana gelmeyecegim.
Benimle uyuyamayacaksin artik.
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17.0LUMSUZ DAVRANISI 60Z ARDI ETME

Tanim

Ebeveyn sessiz kaldiginda, tarafsiz bir surat ifadesi takindiginda, gocukla g6z kontagindan
kagindiginda ya da kestiginde ve baska tarafa yonelmek disinda gocuga tepki olarak higbir
harekette bulunmadiginda uygunsuz davranis géz ard: edilmis olur. Bu, en az 5 saniye
boyunca siirmelidir ya da g6z ardi etme oldugu agikga belli olmalidir.

Yénergeler

a)

b)

Bu kurallarda uygunsuz davranis sadece asagidaki alti gocuk davranigini kapsar:
aglamak, mizmizlanmak, bagirmak, karsit konusma, tahrip edici ve fiziksel olumsuz-
gocuk.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (higkirarak aglar) (aglar/mizmizlanir/bagirir)
Ebeveyn: (higbir sozel ya da fiziksel tepki vermez) (g6z ardi etme)

Gocuk: (duvara resim gizer) (tahrip edici)
Ebeveyn: (kasitl ve sessizce masanin iizerindeki oyuncaklara bakar) (g6z ardi etme)

Cocuk: Bence sen kotiisiin. (kargit konusma)
Ebeveyn: (oyuncaklari toplamaya devam eder) (g6z ardi etme)

Ebeveynin g6z ardi etme olarak kabul edilebilecek tepkileri sunlarla sinirhidir:
gocuktan uzaga bakmak ya da cocuktan uzaklasmak: ya da agikca gocukla alakasi
olmayan bagimsiz bir faaliyete baslamak. Eger ebeveyn gocugu sakince izlemeye
devam ederse ya da gocukla higbir sey olmamis gibi konusmaya devam ederse, bunu
g6z ardi etme olarak kodlamayin.

Eger ebeveyn vyiiriiyerek uzaklasirsa, bunu g6z ardi etme olarak kodlamayin. Uzaklagmak

gocuga gli¢/yetki kazandirir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (Legolar: kaptya dogru firlatir) (tahrip edici)
Ebeveyn: (baska higbir hareket ya da surat ifadesi yapmadan dergi alip ona bakar) (g6z
ardi etme)

Gocuk: Ayakkabilarimi giyemiyorum. (mizmizlanmak)
Ebeveyn: (¢ocuktan uzaga bakar ve bos bos duvardaki resimlere goziini diker) (goz ardi
etme)
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c) Ebeveyn g6z ardi etmesini 5 saniyelik araliklarda kodlayin. (5 saniye sonlarini
kodlayarak)

Ornekler

Gocuk: Sen kaka (kati) annesin! (karsit konusma)
Ebeveyn: (12 saniye boyunca sessice yere bakar) (g6z ardi etme x2) (ilk g6z ardi etmeyi
5inci saniyede, ikinciyi 10uncu saniyede kodlayin)

Gocuk: (€iglik atar, bagirir ve devamli ayagini yere vurur) Hayir! Toplamak istemiyorum!
Ebeveyn: (13 saniye boyunca uzaga bakar ve yemek tariflerini okumaya baslar) (olumsuz
davranisi g6z ardi etme x 2)
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18. OLUMSUZ DAVRANISA ODUN VERME

Tanim

Olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme, gocugun olumsuz bir davranisinin -bu davranis aglamak,
mizmizlanmak, ¢ighk atmak, karsit konusma, tahrip edici, fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk olabilir
ebeveyn tarafindan olumlu ya da gocugun istegi dogrultusunda karsilanmasi ve bu sekilde
olumsuz davranisin pekistirilmesidir.

Yénergeler:

a) Eger ebeveyn, gocugun olumsuz davramsini takiben onu sakince izlemeye devam eder,
cocukla hicbir sey olmamis gibi konusur ya da yiiriiyerek uzaklasirsa ve gocugun
dedigini yaparsa bunu ‘6diin verme olarak kodlayin. Bu davraniglar gocuga giig ve yetki
kazandirir.

Ornekler:

Cocuk: Birak diyorum! (yiiksek ses tonuyla ve oyuncagi gekerek)
Anne: Cocuga giiliimser ve oyuncagi birakir. (olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme)

Cocuk: (Anneye dogru tiikiirir) Git!
Anne: Odadan ayrilir. (olumsuz davraniga 6diin verme)

Gocuk: Anneye vurur.
Anne: Tamam oglum. (olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme)

b) Ebeveynin bir davranigini, ‘olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme’ olarak kodlamak igin, 5
saniyelik bir siire gegmesini bekleyin. Eger ebeveyn 5 saniye icinde bu kategorinin
sartlarini saglayacak sekilde davranirsa, ‘olumsuz davranisa édiin verme’
kodlayabilirsiniz.

c) 'Olumsuz davranigsa &diin verme’, ‘olumsuz davramisi g6z ardi etme’ kategorisinden su
sekilde ayrilir: Ebeveyn gocugun olumsuz davranisina édiin verdiginde, gocuk talep
ettigi nesneyi ya da sonucu, olumsuz davranisi sayesinde kazanmis olur. Buna karsilik
olumsuz davranisi g6z ardi etmede bdyle bir kazanim yoktur. (Bknz. 'Olumsuz
davranigi g6z ardi etme’, Béliim 17)

d) Eger ebeveyn, gocugun olumsuz davranisini takiben gocuktan uzaga bakar, gocuktan
uzaklasir ya da agikga gocukla alakas! olmayan bir faaliyete baslarsa, bunu ‘olumsuz
davranisa 6diin verme’ olarak degil ,'olumsuz davranisi g6z ardi etme’' olarak kodlayin.
Bu davranislar gocugun davramisinin yanhs oldugu mesajini verir, gocuga giic ve yetki
kazandirmaz ve bu nedenle &diin verme olarak kodlanmaz.
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19. ILGISIZ KALMA

Tanim

Tigisiz Kalma, ebeveynin gocuga ve kendisine verilen aktiviteye sézel ya da fiziksel olarak
dahil olmamasi, verilen gérevle ilgilenmemesi, gocugun herhangi bir sorusunu karsiliksiz
birakmasi ya da ilgi ihtiyacina tepkisiz kalmasi, duymazliktan gelmesidir.

Tigisiz Kalma, gocugun normal sinirlar icindeki davranislar: igin gegerli bir kategoridir,
olumsuz davraniglar: takiben kodlanmaz. (Cocugun olumsuz davranislarina karsi ebeveynin
tepkisiz kalmasi ebeveynin olumsuz davranisa 6diin vermesi ya da ebeveynin olumsuz davranisi
g6z ardi etmesi olarak kodlamir. Bakiniz, ilgili béliimler)

Yénergeler

a) Ebeveyn cevaplanabilecek bir soruya sézel ve sézel olmayan higbir cevap vermezse,
bunu Ilgisiz Kalma olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Ne yapryorsun?
Ebeveyn: (Tepki yok) (ilgisiz kalma)

Cocuk: (Legolarla oynayarak) Hangisi kirmizi?
Ebeveyn: (Cevapsiz birakip oynamaya devam eder) (ilgisiz kalma)

Gocuk: Bunu nereye koyacagiz?
Ebeveyn: ..

Cocuk: (Ebeveynin kolunu oksar/diirter)
Ebeveyn: ..

Cocuk: (Lego pargalarini ebeveyne gosterir)
Ebeveyn: ..

b) Ebeveyn-Ilgisiz Kalma kodlanabilmesi igin, verilen aktiviteye dahil olmama durumunun
en az 15 saniye siirmesi gerekir. Her 15 saniye sonunda 1 Ilgisiz Kalma kodlanir.

Ornek:

Cocuk: (Legolarla ornek resimlerdeki sekilleri yapmaya ¢alismadan kendi kendine oynar)
Ebeveyn: (15 sn. Boyunca / Mutfaga gider-Anketarlerle sohbet eder-Etrafa bakinir) (Ebeveyn-
Iigisiz Kalma)

c) Ebeveyn soruya cevap vermeye baslamis ancak tamamlamamigsa, yalnizca soruya
uygun bir cevabi heniiz vermemis olmasi durumunda veya 5 saniye iginde soruyu
cevaplamaya devam etmemesi halinde, Ilgisiz Kalma olarak kodlayin.
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Cocuk: (Birkag lego pargasina isaret eder)
Gocuk: Kag tane var?
Ebeveyn: Bir.. Iki.. (cevaplamayi keserek aksam yemeginden bahsetmeye baslar) (ilgisiz kalma)

Cocuk: Ismim nasil heceleniyor?
Ebeveyn: O. Z. (2 saniye ara) Kendi ismimi de yazacagim. (ilgisiz kalma)

Cocuk: (Kutuyu oyuncak garaj pargalariyla masanin iistiine koyar) Iginde ne var?
Ebeveyn: (3 saniye boyunca garaji kurar) Garaj var. (ifade) (ilgisiz kalma olarak kodlanmaz)
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20. FIZIKSEL OLUMLU-EBEVEYN

Tanim

Fiziksel olumlu, ebeveyn ve gocuk arasindaki olumlu bedensel temastir.

Ornekler

Kucaklamak Gocugun omzuna kolunu dolamak

Sagini oksamak Diz dize olmak

Opmek Bacagina elini koymak Gocugu kucagina almak
Kolunu oksamak Havaya kaldirmak Gocugun burnuna dokunmak

Bir seye ulasmaya galisirken ¢ocuga hafifge dokunmak (bilerek dokunmak).

Ydnergeler

a) Ebeveyn tarafindan baslatilan bircok fiziksel temas, ya fiziksel olumlu ya da fiziksel
olumsuz (ebeveyn) olarak kodlanir. Eger temasin olumlu ya da olumsuz oldugundan
emin degilseniz, bunu kodlamayin.

Eger ebeveyn, hedef gocugun yanina oturursa ve ikisi birbirine dogru ydnelirlerse, bunu
ebeveyn igin fiziksel olumlu ve gocuk igin fiziksel sicaklik olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler
Ebeveyn: (gocugun omzunu ovalar) (fiziksel olumlu)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun omzuna dokunarak onu ileriye dogru hareket ettirir) (fiziksel olumsuz)

Ikili: Baba gocugun yanina oturur ve beraber birbirlerine yénelirler. (fiziksel olumlu +
fiziksel sicaklik)

Ebeveyn: (aglayan gocugu kucagina alir) (fiziksel olumlu + aglamak)
Ebeveyn: (cocugun sagini oksar) Iyi ig! (fiziksel olumlu + belirsiz vgii)

b) Ebeveyn, cocuga karisirken ona dokunursa, bunu fiziksel olarak karisma + fiziksel
olumsuz olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

(Ebeveyn, cocuktan kalemi alirken onun eline dokunur) (fiziksel olarak karisma + fiziksel
olumsuz)
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(Ebeveyn, gocuktan oyuncak kagirirken onun koluna siirtiiniir) (fiziksel olarak karisma +
fiziksel olumsuz)

(Ebeveyn, cocugun elinden cips paketini alirken gocugun parmaklarina dokunur.) (fiziksel
olarak karisma + fiziksel olumsuz)

c) Fiziksel olumlu s6zel olmayan bir davranistir ve sé6zel davranisiarla ayni anda
kodlanabilir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun sagini goziiniin niinden geker) Senin sagini kestirmemiz lazim. (fiziksel
olumlu + ifade)

Ebeveyn: (aglayan gocugu kibarca kanepenin iizerine kaldirir) Burada benim yanimda
oturmak ister misin? (fiziksel olumlu + soru + aglama)

Ebeveyn: (g¢ocuga kucaklar) Sen bugiin gok iyi bir gcocuk oldun. (belirsiz ovgii + fiziksel
olumlu)

d) Her bir kucaklama, dpiiciik, kaldirma ya da diger fiziksel olumlu davraniglar, ayri bir
fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlanir. Burada 2 saniye kurali gegerli degildir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugu sandalyeye dogru kaldirir...2 saniyelik ara...hafifge gocugun kolunu
oksar) (2 fiziksel olumlu)

Ebeveyn: (gocugu kucaklar...1 saniyelik ara...cocugu kucagina alir) (2 fiziksel olumlu)

Ebeveyn: (konusurken gocugun koluna dokunur...1 saniyelik ara... parmagtyla burnunu sever)
(2 fiziksel olumlu)

e) Eger gocuk devam ya da tekrar eden bir olumlu fiziksel temas durumunda ise, her
dakika icin bir fiziksel olumlu kodlayin. Temas basladiginda fiziksel olumluyu kodlayin
ve her bir dakikada tekrar kodlayin: linci dakikada, 2inci dakikada, 3iinci
dakikada, vb.

0..60..120...180 saniyeler (fiziksel olumlu x 4)
Ornekler
Ebeveyn: (130 saniye boyunca gocugun kolunu tutar) (3 fiziksel olumlu)
Ebeveyn: (10 saniye boyunca gocugun kolunu oksar) (1 fiziksel olumlu)

f) Ayni anda birden cok fiziksel olumlu davranis olursa, her bir fiziksel olumluyu ayri
kodlayin. (Fiziksel olumsuzdan farkl olarak)
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Ornekler
Ebeveyn: (bir harekette gocugu kucaklar ve oper) (2 fiziksel olumlu)

Ebeveyn: (ayni anda gocugun sagini oksar ve diger kolunu gocugun omzuna koyar) (2
fiziksel olumlu)

Ebeveyn: (16 saniye boyunca bir eliyle gocugun goziindeki yaslar: silerken digeriyle devamli
olarak gocugun sirtini oksar) (2 fiziksel olumlu, bir tane sirtini oksamak igin, bir tane
goziindeki yaglar: silmek igin)

Ebeveyn: (gocugu 65 saniye boyunca bir yandan dokunup, 6piip, sarilirken, vb. diger yandan
kucaginda tutmak) (kucaginda oturtmak igin 2 fiziksel olumlu, ayrica her bir ayri ek
davranis icin birer fiziksel olumlu)

g) Birbirinin devami seklinde yapilan fiziksel olumlu ebeveyn davramislari, bu davranisin

sonunda sadece bir kez kodlanir.
Ornek

Ebeveyn gocuga dogru yonelir (heniiz kodlanmaz) ve sonra gocugu 6per (1 fiziksel olumlu)

h) Ebeveynin gocuga bakmasi fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlanmalidir ve her bir famamlanan

is sayilmalidir. Cocugu giydirmek bir is olarak sayilir. Ancak, eger ebeveyn cocuga
bakma faaliyeti sonrasinda ona sevgi dolu bir sekilde dokunursa, bu ayri olarak
kodlanmalidir. Igerigi daha hos olan ilgilenmelerde, érnegin sa¢ taramasi ya da
giines losyonu siirmek gibi, her bir dakika igin 1 fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun kiyafetlerini gikartmak ve pijamalarini giydirmek) (1 fiziksel olumlu)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun sagini sarmak) (1 fiziksel olumlu)

Not: Hos olmayan ama zorunlu olan ¢cocuga bakma davranisiar: (kiymik gikarmak, yara

temizlemek, vb.) kodlanmaz. Cocugun aglamasi da kodlanmaz. Bu faaliyet sirasinda olan
diger iletigimleri kodlamaya devam edin.

Ebeveyn normalde fiziksel olumlu olarak sayilan bir davranis yaninda ayrica olumsuz
konusma da verirse, bunu fiziksel olumsuz olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugu kucaklar) Biliyor musun kardesine vurdugun zaman bundan hig
hoslanmiyorum! (Olumsuz Konusma + fiziksel olumsuz)

Ebeveyn: (gocugun omzuna dokunur) Ayse, sunu yapmay! hemen simdi kesmen lazim!
(Olumsuz Konusma + fiziksel olumsuz)
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Karar Verirken

1. Temasin olumlu ya da olumsuz oldugundan emin degilseniz, durumu biitiindyle
degerlendirin. Eger hala emin degilseniz, bunu kodlamayin.

2. Ebeveyn eglenceli ve sevgi dolu temasta bulunuyor ama bu gocuk tarafindan olumsuz
olarak kabul gériyorsa (6rnegin ‘Bana dokunma’ ya da 'Hayir!’), eger ebeveynin niyeti agikga
olumlu ise, bunu ebeveyn fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlayin.

3. Eger temas olumsuz gibi goziikiiyor ama fiziksel olumsuzun él¢iitlerine uymuyorsa, bunu
kodlamayin.

4. Eger yanhslikla olan temasin kimin tarafindan baslatildigindan (ebeveyn mi gocuk mu) emin
degilseniz, bunu ebeveyn igin fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlayin.
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21, FIZIKSEL OLUMSUZ-EBEVEYN

Tanim
Fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn, ebeveyn tarafindan baslatiimis ve gocuga aci gektirmek, gocugu
kisitlamak, gocugu gcekmek ya da zorlamak, ya da olumsuz konusma ile beraber yapilan
temaslar olarak tanimlanir. Fiziksel olarak karisma ile beraber yapilan temaslar fiziksel
olumsuz-ebeveyn olarak kodlanir.
Ornekler
Ebeveyn gocuga vurur, tokat atar, poposuna saplak atar, iter ya da sarsar.
Ebeveyn gocugun bir seyi firlatmasini engellemek igin onun kolunu tutar.
Ebeveyn ¢ocugun odadan gikmasini engellemek igin onu omzundan tutar.
Ebeveyn kendine vurulmasini engellemek igin gocugu kendine mesafeli tutuyor.
Ebeveyn "Hayir" der ve gocugun elini iter.
Ebeveyn bir yandan ¢ocugun kolundan tutarak onu kisitlarken “Sunu atmay: kes” der.
Ebeveyn "Sunu yapmay! kes" derken gocugu kucaklar.
Ebeveyn zorla oyuncagi alirken gocugun eline dokunur.
Yénergeler

a) Ebeveyn tarafindan baslatilan fiziksel temaslarin gogu ya fiziksel olumlu ya da
fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn davraniglaridir. Eger temasin olumlu ya da olumsuz
olduguna karar veremiyorsaniz, bunu kodlamayin.

b) Cocukta sézel olan ya da sézel olmayan bir aci belirtisine yol agan herhangi bir
temas, ebeveyn bunu saka olarak ya da giilerek yapsa bile fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn
olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun genesini gimdikler)
Gocuk: Ahhh! (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gocugun poposuna saplak atar)
Gocuk: Acitti! (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)
Ebeveyn: (sakayla karisik gocugun kolunu arkasina biiker)

Gocuk: (yliziini eksitir) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gocugun bilegini tutar ve gocugu yerden kaldirir)
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Gocuk: (aglamaya baslar) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

c) Cocugu kisitlama fiziksel olumsuz olarak kodlanir. Koruyucu kisitlama (6rnegin gocugu
sicak ocaktan uzak tutmak igin) da fiziksel olumsuz olarak kodlanir ama kodlama
sayfasindaki 'Diger’ kutusuna aciklanarak not edilir.

Gocuk: (oyuncaklara dogru gitmeye galisiyor)
Ebeveyn: (gocugu bileginden tutuyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Cocuk: (aynaya dogru oyuncak kamyonunu firlatmaya baslyor)
Ebeveyn: (kolunu tutuyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Gocuk: (kaprya dogru kosuyor)
Ebeveyn: (gocugu koluyla zaptediyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

d) Olumsuz Konusmayla beraber yapilan fiziksel temas, hos olan bir davranis olsa da
fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun bilegini tutuyor) Cekigle vurma. (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn + Olumsuz
Konusma)

Ebeveyn: (¢ocugun kolundan tutuyor) Hayir, sari kalem degil. (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn +
Olumsuz Konusma + Olumsuz Konusma)

Ebeveyn: (kollarini gocugun omzuna dolar) Esyalar: firlatmay: kes. (fiziksel olumsuz-
ebeveyn + Olumsuz Konusma)

e) Fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn, sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve ebeveynin sézel
davraniglariyla beraber de yapilabilir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun elini vurarak uzaga itiyor) Bu parga bir sonrakine takiliyor. (fiziksel
olumsuz-ebeveyn + ifade)

Ebeveyn: (genesini gimdikler) Sen gok tatlisin! (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn + belirsiz 6vgii)
Cocuk: Ahhhl

Gocuk: Senden nefret ediyorum. (karsit konusma)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun poposuna vurur) Tabii tabii! (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn + Olumsuz
Konusma)

f) Egder cocuk devamh fiziksel temas ile karsi karsiyaysa, her 5 saniyede bir fiziksel
olumsuz-ebeveyn kodlanir. Fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn davranislarini temas basladigi
anda kodlayin ve daha sonra éinci saniyede, 1linci saniyede, 16inci saniyede, 21linci
saniyede, vb. kodlayin. (NOT: Bu, devamli temaslarda her bir dakika igin 1 olarak
kodlanan fiziksel olumlu kodlamasindan farkhidir.)
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1...6...11...16...21 saniyeler, vb.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (saate ulagmak igin sandalyenin lstiine tirmaniyor)

Ebeveyn: (11 saniye boyunca onu bileginden tutarak kisitliyor) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-
ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (4 saniye boyunca gocugu sarsiyor) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Gocuk: (ebeveyni tekmelemeye galisiyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
Ebeveyn: (16 saniye boyunca gocugun ayaklarini tutuyor) (4 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

g) Ayni anda sadece_bir fiziksel olumsuz kodlanabilir. (NOT: Bu, ayni anda olan

fiziksel olumlulari kodlamaya izin veren fiziksel olumlu kodlamasindan farklidir.)
Ornekler
Ebeveyn: (gocugu kisitlar ve tokat atar) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)
Ebeveyn: (ayni anda gocugu sarsar ve iter) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gocugu kisitlar ve eline vurur) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

h) Her bir farkh tokat, saplak, itme ya da vurma ayri bir fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn

i)

J)

olarak kodlanir. Burada dnemli olan arada gecen saniye degil, ayni ya da farkl
fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn davranisinin ardi ardina yapiliyor olmasidir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (gocugun eline vurur...2 saniye ara...gocugu kolundan tutarak sarsar) (2 fiziksel
olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (saplak...1 saniye...saplak...1 saniye...saplak) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gocugu hizlica dort kere pespese diirter) (4 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)
Gidiklamak, eger Olumsuz Konusmayla beraber yapilmamissa, genellikle fiziksel
olumlu olarak kodlanir. Ama burada belirleyici nokta gocugun tepkisi olmalidir. Eger

ebeveyn, gocugu gidiklayarak kisitliyorsa, bunu fiziksel olumsuz olarak kodlayin.

Fiziksel olarak kisitlama ile birlikte ve yanlislikla olmus temas fiziksel olumsuz-
ebeveyn olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: (zorla oyuncagi alirken yanlislikla gocugun eline dokunur) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-
ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gocugun oyun kalemini zorla almaya galisirken yanlislikla omzuna siirtiiniiyor)
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(1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Karar Verirken

1. Temasin olumlu ya da olumsuz oldugundan emin degilseniz, durumu biitiindyle
degerlendirin. Hala emin degilseniz, bunu kodlamayin.
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22 FIZIKSEL OLARAK KARISMAK

Tanim

Fiziksel olarak karismak, gocugun siire giden faaliyetine ya da ona ydnelik, ebeveyninin
onceden yapilmis midahalesi olarak tanimlanabilir. Bu, gocugun galistigi alana karisma veya
rahatsiz edici bir sekilde ve gocuk istemedigi halde onun faaliyetine girme veya faaliyetini
ya da elindeki nesneyi elinden alma davranisidir. Fiziksel engelleme, dniine gegme, kars:
gelme, elinden bir seyi kagirmak ve bir seye/yere ulasimi engellemek &rnekleri de dahildir
ancak bunlarla simirli degildir.

Ornekler

Takdim edilmeden ya da izinsiz olarak bir seyi gocugun elinden almak, almaya yeltenmek ya da
kagirmak. (1 fiziksel olarak karigmak)

Takdim edilmeden ya da izinsiz olarak bir seyi gocugun elinden alirken, almaya yeltenirken ya da
kagirirken gocuga dokunmak. (1 fiziksel olarak karismak t 1 fiziksel olumsuz)

Bir seyi almak igin iki faraftan gekistirmek. (1 fiziksel olarak karismak)

Cocugun oniinde ona yakin olacak bigimde diger tarafa egilmek ve gocugun aktivitesini kisitlamak.
(1 fiziksel olarak karismak)

Bir nesneyi fiziksel olarak arka planda tutmak veya onu viicudunun arkasina saklamak ki boylelikle
gocugun ona ulagsmasini engellemek (6rnegin, cocuk yazamasin diye kagidin iizerine elini koymak. (1

fiziksel olarak karigsmak)

Ornek olmayanlar

Kitabindaki bir sayfayi gevirmesin diye gocugun elini tutmak. (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Cocugu sandalyenin iistiine kaldirmak ya da sandalyeden indirmek (1 ebeveyn fiziksel olumsuz
/olumlu)

Cocugun suratindan regel silmek (eger genel olarak bakicilik ve ilgilenme gibiyse bunu kodlamayin).
Cocugun burnunu gimdiklemek. (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)
Cocuk bir seyi keserken onun el hareketlerine yardimci olmak. (1 fiziksel olumlu- ebeveyn)

Yénergeler

a) Bir ciimlenin, ‘fiziksel olarak karismak' basligi altinda kodlanabilmesi icin, ebeveyn
gocugun oyun alanina ya da faaliyetine karistigi zaman, ortada bu girisimin gocugun
kendi yaptigi seyi bozduguna dair agik bir kanit olmalidir. Eger gocuk izin veriyorsa,
fiziksel olarak karigmak kodlanmaz.
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b) Fiziksel olarak karigmak, gocugun elindeki nesnesine ya da alanina karismak
demektir. Cocugun yaptigi bir seyi agikga engellemedigi siirece, drnegin gocugun
kdgidindaki bir seyi géstermek gibi, fiziksel olarak karismak kodlanmaz.

c) Ebeveynin her farkli davranisi 1 fiziksel olarak karismak sayilir.

Ornekler

Bir kitabi gocugun alamayacagi sekilde 3 dakika boyunca elde sikica tutmak (1 fiziksel
olarak karigmak)

Ebeveyn ve gocuk bir seyi almak igin iki ucundan gekistirirler. Ebeveyn gocugun her
cekmesine gekme ile karsilik verdiginde, fiziksel olarak karismak sayilir. Cocuk geker,
ebeveyn geker, cocuk geker, ebeveyn geker. (2 fiziksel olarak karismak)

d) Ebeveyn, gocugun giivenligi sebebiyle karisirsa, bu kodlanmaz.
Ornekler
Ebeveyn kibritleri cocuktan alir.

Ebeveyn bigagi cocugun elinden kagirir.

e) Fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn_ve fiziksel olarak karismak ayni anda olabilir. Ebeveyn,
karisirken cocuga dokunursa, fiziksel olarak karismak ve fiziksel olumsuz olarak

kodlayin.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn, bir eliyle gocugun kagmasini kisitlarken, digeriyle de ondan oyuncagi alryor (1
fiziksel olumsuz + 1 fiziksel olarak karigmak)

Ebeveyn, kitabi gocuktan zorla alirken gocugun koluna dokunur. (fiziksel olarak karismak t
fiziksel olumsuz)

f) Temizlik ya da Ebeveyn Yénlendirmeli Etkilesim (EYE) kodlarken, gok belirgin
durumlar (6rnegin, ebeveyn gocugun elinden oyuncagi aldigi zaman) disinda fiziksel

olarak karisma kodlamayin.

Karar Verirken

1. Ebeveynin davramisinin fiziksel olarak karismak olup olmadigindan emin degilseniz, bunu
fiziksel olarak karismak olarak kodlamayin.
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B. COCUGUN OLUMSUZ DAVRANISLARI

1.

Tanim

AGLAMAK/MIZMIZLANMAK/CIGLIK ATMAK

Aglamak, mizmizlanmak ya da ¢iglk atmak, aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk atmak olarak
tanimlanan ¢ok amagh kategori adi altindadir ve gocugun genel olumsuz davranislari olarak
disiindlir. Bu kategorideki gocugun olumsuz davramislari, asagidaki l¢ tanimdan birine
uymalidir:

Aglamak, normal konusmanin ses tonundan daha diisiik ya da normal tonda (sesli
aglama) disa vurulan zor anlasilir/anlasiimaz sézel ifadelerden olusur. G6zyasi olmasi
zorunlu degildir. Sahte aglamak, mizmizlanmak ve burun ¢cekmek de bu kategoriye
girer.

Mizmizlanmak: gocuk tarafindan agizda gevelenerek, genizden (kafa sesiyle), yiiksek
perdeden veya tiz seste sdylenen kelimeleri igerir. Kelimedeki ya da deyisteki sesin
niteligi, mizmizlanmay: kodlarken en 6nemli ayirt edici 6zelliktir.

¢ighk atmak: yiiksek sesle feryat etmek, bagirmak veya yiiksek sesle aglamaktir.
Ses, yeteri kadar yiiksek olmalidir. Ses, normal ve kapali yerde yapilan konusmanin
ses yogunlugundan agikga fazla olmalidir. Digerlerini rahatsiz edecek ve ebeveynlerin
birbirleriyle konusmasini duymak igin daha fazla ¢aba harcamalarini saglayacak
yikseklikte olmalidir.

Yénergeler

a)

b)

Aglamak veya ciglik atmak, davranisin baslangicinda ve siirdiigii miiddetce her 5
saniyelik araliklarla 1 kez kodlanir.
0..6...11_.16..

Ornekler

2 saniye boyunca ¢iglik atmak veya aglamak = (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)
5 saniye boyunca ¢iglk atmak veya aglamak = (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)
6 saniye boyunca ¢iglhk atmak veya aglamak = (2 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)
12 saniye boyunca ¢iglik atmak veya aglamak = (3 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)

Siirekli aglamak veya gighk atmak su durumlar oldugunda yarida kesilmis kabul edilir
(a) 2 saniye ya da daha fazla sessizlik, (b) karsit konusma, (c) mizmizlanmak, (d)
baska bir olumsuz davranisa baslamak. (6rnegin, aglayan gocuk gighk atmaya baslar
veya ¢iglk atan gocuk aglamaya baslar).

Ornekler

Gocuk: 4-saniye ¢iglik atmak...2-saniye ara...3-saniye ¢ighk atmak = (2
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)
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Cocuk: 4- saniye ¢iglk atmak...2-saniye ara... Senden nefret ediyorum! , 3-saniye giglik
atmak= (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak + karsit konusma + 1
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk atmak).

Gocuk: 4-saniye aglamak, Liitfen oynamama izin ver, 3-saniye ¢ighk atmak = (3
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)

Gocuk: 1-saniye ¢iglk atmak, 5-saniye aglamak, 1-saniye ¢iglik atmak =(3
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)

Cocugun olumsuz davranislarindan iki tane sézel olani (aglamak, mizmizlanmak, ¢ighk
atmak, karsit konusma) ayni_anda kodlanamaz.

e (Cocuk ayni anda aglar ve cighk atarsa (yani, feryat ederse) sadece 1
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk atmak olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (6 saniye boyunca gok yiiksek sesli aglar) (2 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak)
Gocuk: (2 saniye boyunca feryat eder) (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)

e (Cocuk ayni anda mizmizlanir ve aglarsa, sadece 1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/ciglik
atmak olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (burnunu gekerken) Liitfen ayakkabimi bagla. (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik
atmak)

Gocuk: (aglayarak) Eve gitmek istiyorum. (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)
Gocuk: (higkirarak) Bu cok zor. (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)
Gocuk: Bu cok zor. (higkirikla devam eder) (2 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak)

e (Cocuk ayni anda mizmizlanir ve ¢iglik atarsa, sadece 1
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/ciglik atmak olarak kodlayin.

Ornek

Gocuk: (gok yiiksek ve genizden) Bagka bir oyun oynamak istiyorum. (1
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)

Gocuk: (cok yliksek geniz tonu) Ne zaman peki? (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/giglik atmak)

Gocuk: (cok yliksek geniz sesiyle ve agizda geveleyerek) Oyuncak bebegim kirildi. (1
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak

Gocuk: (gok yiiksek ve tiz bir sesle) Seker istemiyorum! (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk
atmak)



APPENDICES 176

d)

e Cocuk ayni anda c¢iglik atar ve karsit konusma yaparsa, veya aglar ve karsit
konusma yaparsa, bunu karsit konusma olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (gok yiiksek sesle) Sen bir domuzsun! (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (giglik atar) Hayir! (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (tiz sesle haykirarak) Bana asla bunu yaptiramazsin! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (burun gekerek) Onu kendin kaldir! (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (higkirarak) Seninle oymaktan nefret ediyorum! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (aglayarak) Sen sisman ve aptalsin! (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (aglayarak) Sen katiisiin! (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (aglayarak) Beni yalniz birak! (karsit konusma)

e (Cocuk ayni anda mizmizlanir ve karsit konusma yaparsa, bunu karsit konusma
olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler
Gocuk: (geniz sesiyle ve agizda geveleyerek) Hayir, onu yapmayacagim. (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (yiiksek perdeden tiz bir sesle) Kopriiyili yapma seklini sevmedim. (karsit konusma)

Gocuk: (yiiksek perdeden agizda geveleyerek) Seni sevmiyorum. (karsit konusma)

Her bir mizmizlanma ciimlesi ayri bir mizmizlanma davranisi icerir. 2 saniye veya
daha fazla bir _arayla birbirinden ayrilan mizmizlanma ciimleleri, ayri mizmizlanma
davraniglar: olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Gocuk: Basim agriyor. Eve gitmek istiyorum. (2 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak)

Gocuk: Kirmizi bloklari sevmiyorum...2-saniye ara...ve Legolari sevmiyorum (2
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk atmak)

Gocuk: Liitfen bunu eve gotiirmeme izin ver...2-saniye ara. Liitfen. (2
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢i1ghk atmak)
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e) Mizmizlanma kelimesi veya deyisinin icerigi karsit konusma disinda her sey olabilir.

Ornekler

Eve ne zaman gidebiliriz?

Anne parmagimi incittim.

Tuvalete gitmem gerek.

Bu gok zor.

Daha fazla bunu oynamak istemiyorum.

Ornekler: Mizmizlanmay: karsit konusmadan ayirt etmek

Artik bunu sevmiyorum. (aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)
Senden nefret ediyorum. (karsit konusma)

Kendimi hasta hissediyorum. (aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk atmak)
Beni hasta ediyorsun. (karsit konusma)

Benim duygularimi incittin. (aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gi1ghk atmak)
Sen bir pisliksin (karsit konusma)

f) Aglamak, mizmizlanmak ve ciglik atmak sézel davranislardir ve sézel olmayan olumsuz
gocuk davranislariyla ayni anda olabilir (tahrip edici veya fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk).

Ornekler
Gocuk: Bu tekerlegi cikaramiyorum. (tekerlegi kirar) (mizmizlanir + tahrip edici)

Gocuk: Artik oynamak istemiyorum. (ebeveyne vurur) (karsit konusma veya mizmizlanmak +
fiziksel olumsuz -¢ocuk)

g) Cocuk fiziksel olarak incindigi ya da yaralandig: icin aglarsa, bunu
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/giglik atmak olarak kodlamayin. ‘Aglamak’ genel olarak olumsuz
davraniglar olarak kodlandigi igin, gocuk bir sekilde incindigi ya da yaralandigi igin
aglarsa bu kodlanmaz.

Ornekler

Gocuk: yere diiser, bir yerini keser, gimdiklenir, darbe alir, itilir, tekmelenir ya da duvara,
mobilyaya vb. ¢arpar.
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Karar Verirken

1. Cocugun ses niteliginin aslinda mizmizlanmak veya normal ses niteligi olup olmadigindan
emin degilseniz, bunu aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢giglik atmak olarak kodlamayin.

2. Bir cevabin aglamak olup olmadigindan emin degilseniz, bunu aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk
atmak olarak kodlamayin.

3. Gocugun sdyleminin mizmizlanmak, karsit konusma veya aglamak olup olmadigindan emin
degilseniz, bunu aglamak/mizmizlanmak/giglik atmak olarak kodlayin.
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2. KARSIT KONUSMA

Tanim

Karsit konusma, kiistahga ya da saygisizca yapilan konusmalar: igerir.

Ornekler

Sen aptalsin Senden nefret ediyorum.
Seni aptal! Kaka baba.

Hayir! (herhangi bir komutu takiben) Hey, goril suratli.

Eger bana toplatirsan, seninle bir daha asla konusmam. Oyle!

Neden ki Artik seni sevmiyorum.
Eger onu yaparsam bana ne vereceksin? Bu adil degil!

Aman Allahim! (tasdik olarak verilmesi diginda)
Agziyla 'pirt’ sesi gikarmak.
Homurdanmak

Ydnergeler

a)

b)

Ebeveynin bir komutuna tepki olarak tartismak, itiraz etmek veya komutla karsilik
vermek, karsit konugsma olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: Siitiini ig.
Gocuk: Hayir! (karsit konusma)
Neden igeyim ki? (karsit konusma)
Sen ig! (karsit konusma)
Onu kendin ig! (kargit konusma)
I¢meyecegim! (kargit konusma)
Eger icersem bana ne vereceksin? (karsit konusma)
Icirtemezsin. (karsit konusma)

Ebeveyn: Legolar! kutusuna koy.
Gocuk: Kamyonla oynamam bitmeden koymam. (karsit konusma)

Ebeveyne yédnelik elestiri, ya da kendi ile ilgili bir degerlendirme bekleyen bir soruya
verilen olumsuz cevaplar karsit konugsmadir.

Ornekler

Bu sagma bir fikir. (karsit konusma)

Hicbir seyi dogru yapamiyorsun. (karsit konusma)
Senden nefret ediyorum. (karsit konusma)

Gizdigin girkin bir resim. (karsit konusma)
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d)

Babami senden daha gok seviyorum glinkii o senden daha iyi. (karsit konusma)
Sen katiisiin. (kargit konugma)

Anne: (rujunu siirer) Giizel oldum mu?
Gocuk: Hayir! (karsit konusma)

Baba: Giizel ¢izdim mi?
Gocuk: Hig giizel olmadi! (karsit konusma)

Yemin etmek, kiifiir etmek veya argo terimler kullanmak karsit konugsmadir. Ancak,
baglamdaki biitiin ipuclarini g6z éniinde tutmak onemlidir (6rnegin o ailede bu sekilde
konusmak uygun bir davranis mi?). Ornegin, bir komuta cevap olarak sdylenen Aman
Allahim karsit konugmadir, ama baska bir durumda sadece sasirma inlemi olarak
kullanilabilir. Sadece, agikga belli olanlari karsit konusma, mizmizlanmak vb. olarak
kodlayin.

Ornekler
Bu bisiklet galismiyor. (karsit konusma)
Bu yapbozla galisamiyorum. (karsit konusma)

Aman Allahim! Basparmagimi ezdim. (karsit konusma)
Bu mide bulandiricil (kargit konusma)

Ebeveyne yénelik yapilan taklitcilik ya da alay davranislari, karsit konusma olarak
kodlanir.

Ornekler

Aaa, bu harikal (kargit konusma)

Saka mi yapryorsun! (karsit konusma)

Eminin oylesindir! (karsit konusma)

Aaa, bu gergekten miikemmel. (karsit konusma)

Ebeveyne yénelik yapilan sézel tehdit karsit konusmadir. (Eger iki ebeveyn de varsa,
hedef ebeveyn ve hedef olmayan ebeveyne yénelik karsit konusmalar: kodlayin).

Ornekler

Eger bana o makineyi vermezsen seni tekmelerim. (karsit konusma)
Eger bana temizlememde yardim etmezsen evi terk ederim. (karsit konusma)
Bana biraz seker almazsan, bunlarin hepsini yere firlatirim. (karsit konusma)
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f)

9)

h)

Hedef ebeveyn: Sirin, liitfen simdi yemek masasina gel.

Hedef olmayan ebeveyn: Biitiin kalemlerini birak ve gel simdi, Sirin

Gocuk: (hedef olmayan ebeveyne) Kalemlerimi kaldirmak istemiyorum! Sen benim patronum
degilsin! (aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak x 2 kodlayin)

Karsit konusma sézel bir davranistir ve gocugun sézel olumsuz davranislariyla
(aglamak/mizmizlanmak/ciglik atmak) ayni anda kodlanamaz.

e Cocuk ayni anda hem aglar hem de karsit konusma yaparsa, karsit konusma'y!
kodlayn.

Ornekler

Cocuk: (burun ¢ekerek) Kendin kaldir onu! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (higkirarak) Seninle oynamaktan nefret ediyorum! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (aglayarak) Sen sisman ve girkinsin! (karsit konusma)

e Cocuk aym anda hem giglk atar hem de karsit konusma yaparsa, karsit
konusma'y: kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (gok yiiksek sesle) Sen bir domuzsun! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (g1glik atarak) Hayir! (karsit konusma)
Cocuk: (feryat ederek) Bana bunu asla yaptiramazsin! (karsit konusma)

e Cocuk ayni anda hem mizmizlanir hem de karsit konusma yaparsa, karsit
konusma'y: kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (genizden/kafa sesiyle) Onu kendin kaldir! (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (tiz sesiyle) Neden yapayim? (karsit konusma)
Gocuk: (lafi agzinda geveleyerek, ince sesle) Seni artik sevmiyorum. (karsit konusma)

Karsit konusma sézel bir davranistir ve gocugun sézel olmayan olumsuz davranislariyla
ayni_anda olabilir (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk ya da tahrip edici).

Ornekler
Gocuk: (ebeveyne vurur) Artik seni sevmiyorum! (karsit konusma + fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

Cocuk: (ebeveynin sagini geker) Sen maymun surathsinl (karsit konusma + fiziksel olumsuz-
gocuk)

Gocuk: (tarak firlatir) Hayir. Sagimi taramayacagim! ( 2 karsit konusma + tahrip edici)

Bir képege, oyuncak bebege, oyuncak hayvana ya da bir figiire, vb. yéneltilen karsit
konusmalar da kodlanir.
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Ornekler
Kes sesini, seni aptal kopek! (karsit konusma)
Dinle, oriimcek adam, sen kotd, pis bir oriimcek adamsin! (karsit konusma)

i) Hedef olmayan ebeveyne ydnelik karsit konusma da kodlanir.

Ornekler

(Babayla, yani hedef ebeveynle iskambil oynarken) Aksam yemegi igin pisirdigin seyden
nefret ediyorum Anne! (karsit konusma)

(Anneyle, yani hedef ebeveynle, masada otururken) Baba, sen kotii bir adamsin ginkii
yemekten sonra benimle futbol oynamiyorsun! (karsit konusma)

J) Kardeslere yonelik yapilan karsit konusma da kodlanir.

Ornekler

Senden nefret ediyorum! Hep benim esyalarimi aliyorsun ve hig geri vermiyorsun! (karsit
konusma x 2)

Tiim diinyadaki en kotii agabey sensin! (karsit konusma)

k) Cocugun kendi kendine yapmis oldugu kendi daranisi veya faaliyetiyle ilgili bir elestiri
karsit konusma olarak kodlanmaz.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: Cok giizel bir gemi yaptin.
Cocuk: Bu lego pargasini diizgiin koyamadim yerine (sozel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)

I) Ayni ya da farkh kelimeyle ara vermeden ardi ardina yapilan karsit konusmalarin her
biri ayri ayri karsit konusma olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler
Ebeveyn: Legonu kaldir
Gocuk: Hayir!, hayir!, hayir! (3 karsit konusma)
Gocuk: Hayir, banane, sen kaldir (3 karsit konusma)
Karar Verirken
1. Bir yorumun karsit konusma ya da nétr bir s6z olup olmadiginda emin degilseniz, bunu

karsit konusma olarak kodlamayin. Ancak, eger size gére karsit konusma olmus gibiyse, o
zaman bu biyik ihtimalle karsit konugsmadir.
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Karsit konusma: Tlave érnekler

Hayir, hayir, hayir, hayir, hayir! (ebeveynin komutuna cevap olarak) (karsit konusma x 5;
bunun gibi tekrarlanan karsit konusmalar: kodlama sayfasindaki ‘Diger’ kutusuna not
ediniz)

Bu yeterli degil! (eger ebeveynin faaliyetine elestiri ise)

Hayir, degilsin. (2 karsit konusma)

Hayir, o degil. (2 karsit konusma)

Hayir, o olmayacak! (2 karsit konusma)

Hayir, o degil (her zaman sanki ‘hayir’ dan sonra bir nokta varmig gibi diigiiniin ve bunu 2
karsit konusma olarak kodlayin- ebeveynin elestirisini kodlarken oldugu gibi.)

Hayir, ...... yapmak istiyorum. (1 karsit konusma)
Kdopege ya da oyuncak bebege yénelik karsit konusma.

Hedef olmayan ebeveyne veya kardese yonelik herhangi bir karsit konusma.
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3. KARSIT DAVRANIS
Tanim

Karsit davranis, gocugun, ebeveynin verdigi dolayli ya da dogrudan bir komuta kars: yapilan
sozel olmayan tepki bigimidir. Eger gocuk, ebeveynin herhangi bir komutuna uymamigsa, bunu
hemen ‘karsit davranis olarak kodlamayiniz. Karsit davranis davraniglarinin kodlanabilmesi
igin gocugun o komutu duydugundan ve algiladigindan emin olunmalidir. Burada 6nemli olan
gocugun aktif ve bilingli bir sekilde ebeveyne karsilik vermesidir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn komutu verdikten sonra;

Ebeveyne arkasini dsnmek

Omuz silkmek

Basini ‘hayir’ anlaminda saga sola gevirmek

Ebeveynin elini ittirmek (ebeveynin verdigi bir komuttan sonra)
Tiikiirmek (ebeveynin komutuna karsi cevap olarak)

Dil gikarmak.

Bilerek gegirmek.

Kameraya haylazca yiiz ifadeleri yapmak (¢ekim sirasinda)

Ebeveyne dogru oyuncak silah ateslemek.
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4. TAHRIP EDIct

Tanim

Tahrip edici davranig; gocugun, hayvanlar ddhil herhangi bir nesneyi tahrip ettigi, zarar
verdigi ya da zarar vermeye tegebbiis ettigi davranislaridir. Ornegin, duvarlari gizmeye,
etrafa boya sagmaya, mobilyalara gentik atmaya, cam kirmaya, perdeleri gekistirmeye
yonelik faaliyetler tahrip edici davranislar olarak tanimlanir. Basini bir yere bilerek vurmak
veya diger kendine ydnelik tahrip edici davranislar da bu kategoriye girer.

Ornekler

Gocuk, bir oyuncagin gikarilmayan pargasini gtkarmaya tesebbiis eder, ornegin oyuncak
bebegin sagini ya da kamyonun tekerlegini.

Gocuk, duvara Legolar: firlatir.

Cocuk, yarim metre mesafeden oyuncak kutusuna bir oyuncak firlatir.
Cocuk, masanin istiindeki oyuncak bebegi ya da kamyonu daver.
Cocuk, Legolarin kutusuna tekme atar.

Cocuk, kiyafetini yirtar.

Cocuk, duvara kafasini hizla vurur.

Gocuk, bir nesneye tiikiirdr.

Gocuk, kedinin kuyrugunu geker.

Cocuk, bilerek kusar.

Cocuk, kamerayi sallar ya da onu tekmelemeye veya vurmaya tesebbiis eder. (gekim
sirasinda)

Ydnergeler

a) Eger garpma ya da firlatma oyuncagin bir Gzelligi degilse, oyuncak carpmak ya da
firlatmak da bu kategoriye girer. Arabalari garpistirmak, tahrip edici olarak
kodlanmaz.

Ornekler
(oyuncak bebegin kafasini masaya g¢arpar.) (tahrip edici)
(Legoyla masaya vurur.) (tahrip edici)

(odanin bir ucundan diger ucuna Lego firlatir.) (tahrip edici)
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b)

c)

d)

(tahta giviye oyuncak gekigle vurur.) (tahrip edici degil)
(odaya dogru topu firlatir.) (tahrip edici degil)

Eger bir onceki tahrip edici davranistan 2 ya da daha fazla saniye ara ile
ayriliyorsa, her bir carpma, tekme ya da firlatma bir tahrip edici olarak kodlanir. 2
ya da daha fazla saniye ara ile ayrilmayan vurma, ¢arpma veya tekmeleme davranig
dizileri, 1 tahrip edici olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

(vurur...2 saniye... vurur...2 saniye... vurur.) (Legoyla radyatére vurur) (3 tahrip edici)
(tekmeler...2 saniye...tekmeler...2 saniye...tekmeler.) (duvari tekmeler) (3 tahrip edici)
(¢arpmak, garpmak, carpmak) (ara yok) (1 tahrip edici)

Tahrip edici davranis, ebeveyn cocuk tahrip edici davranisa basladiktan sonra onu
kisitlamadikca, tamamlanmalidir. Baska bir deyisle, eger kisitlama disinda herhangi

bir sebepten dolay! gocuk tahrip edici davranisi famamlamazsa, bunu tahrip edici
olarak kodlamayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (saate vurmak igin yumrugunu kaldirir ama vurma davranisini famamlamaz.) (tahrip
edici degil)

Gocuk: (oyuncak bebegi tekmelemek igin bacagini kaldirir ama tekmeleme davranisini
tamamlamaz.) (tahrip edici degil)

Cocuk: (aynaya dogru kamyonu firlatmak igin kolunu kaldirir.)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun kolunu kavrar.) (tahrip edici + fiziksel olumsuz- ebeveyn)

Gocuk: (Porselen bebege vurmak igin gekici kaldirir.)
Ebeveyn: (gekici cocugun elinden alir.) (tahrip edici)

Giriiltili_ ama potansiyel olarak zararli olmayan davranislar, tahrip edici olarak
kodlanmaz.

Ornekler

(kaba bir sekilde Legolari oyuncak kutusuna koymak, ama onlari firlatmadan ya da zarar
vermeden) (tahrip edici degil)

(arabay! masanin ucuna dogru siirmek) (tahrip edici degil)
(kendi Lego kulesini itmek) (tahrip edici degil)

(baskasinin Lego kulesini itmek) (tahrip edici)
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e)

f)

Tahrip edici davranis gocugun sézel olmayan olumsuz bir davranisidir ve gocugun sézel
olmayan olumsuz diger davranislariyla (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk) ayni anda kodlanamaz.
Cocuk ebeveyne karsi tahrip edici davranisi ve fiziksel saldiriyr ayni anda yaparsa,
bunu fiziksel olumsuz-cocuk olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

(Lego firlatir ve ebeveyne vurur) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

(Ebeveynin gozliigiini kaba bir sekilde gikarir) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
(Ebeveyne tabakla vurur) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

Tahrip edici davranis sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve cocugun olumsuz sézel

davranislariyla ayni anda kodlanabilir. (aglamak, ¢iglk atmak, mizmizlanmak, karsit
konusma).

Ornekler
Gocuk: (aglar ve duvari tekmeler) (aglamak + tahrip edici)

Gocuk: (giglik atar ve odanin bir ucundan diger ucuna oyuncak bebegi firlatir) (¢1glik atmak
+ tahrip edici)

Gocuk: (kalemi kirar) Bu oyunu sevmedim! (mizmizlanmak + tahrip edici)

Cocuk: (resmi yirtar) Bu kagitlar: kaldirmayacagim! (karsit konusma + tahrip edici)

Karar Verirken

1. Bir davranisin kaba oldugunu disiinlyorsaniz ancak bunun uygun mu yoksa tahrip edici mi
oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu tahrip edici olarak kodlamayin.

2. Bir davranigin fiziksel olumsuz mu yoksa tahrip edici mi oldugu belirsiz ise, bunu tahrip
edici olarak kodlayin.
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5. FIZIKSEL OLUMSUZ-COCUK

Tanim

Fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk, birine bedensel olarak saldirmak/vurmak ya da vurmaya tesebbiis
etmektir.

Ornekler

Herhangi bir komuta karsilik olmaksizin,

vurmak ¢imdiklemek sag ¢ekmek

tokat atmak parmak biikmek birinin ayagina basmak
1sirmak tekmelemek birine bir sey firlatmak
birinin elinden oyuncak kapmak birini itmek

birine tikirmek

Ydnergeler

a)

b)

Saldirgan davranisin baglami énemli degildir. Cocuk, yukaridaki davranislardan
herhangi birini oyun sirasinda yapabilir ve fiziksel olumsuz yine kodlanir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (ebeveynin sagini geker) Bu oyuncak bebek senin sagini gekiyor. (fiziksel olumsuz-
gocuk)

Gocuk: (ebeveynin elinin iistiinden kamyonla gegiyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
Gocuk: (boksarmiis gibi davranip ebeveyni yumrukluyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

Her bir vurma, i1sirma, tokat atma vb. davramig, bir dnceki fiziksel olumsuzdan 2 ya
da daha fazla saniye ara ile ayriliyorsa bir fiziksel olumsuz olarak sayilir (Ara
vermenin gerekli olmadigi fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn ile farkina dikkat ediniz).

2 ya da daha fazla saniye ile ayrilmayan vurma, tokatlama, tekmeleme vb.
davraniglar serisi, 1 fiziksel olumsuz-¢ocuk olarak kodlanir. (Her bir tokat, tekme,
vb. davranisin ayri olarak kodlandigi fiziksel olumsuz- ebeveyn ile farkina dikkat
ediniz.) Eger fiziksel temas devam eder veya tekrarlanirsa (2 ya da daha fazla
saniye ile ayrilmadan), her 5 saniyede bir fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk kodlanir. (Bu,
fiziksel olumsuz- ebeveyn ile aynidir.)

1..6...11._.16..

Ornekler

(tokatlamak...2 saniye...tokatlamak) (2 fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

(tekmelemek...5 saniye...tekmelemek...3 saniye...tekmelemek) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
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(tekmelemek, tekmelemek, tekmelemek, tekmelemek....) (ara vermeden 12 saniye boyunca
devam eder) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

c) Ebeveyne yapilan saldiri, gocuk saldiriya basladiktan sonra ebeveyn gocugu
kisitlamadigi miiddetge, tamamlanmis olmalidir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (ebeveyne yumruk atmak igin kolunu kaldirir)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun bilegini kavrar) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk + fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Gocuk: (ebeveyni isirmaya tesebbiis eder)
Ebeveyn: (gocugu geri iter) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk + fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Cocuk: (ebeveyni tekmelemeye yeltenir, ama onun yerine ayagini yere vurur) (fiziksel
olumsuz-gocuk degil)

Gocuk: (kolunu kaldirir) Sana vuracagim. (vurmaz) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk degil)
d) Ebeveyne saldiri sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve tahrip edici ile ayni anda

kodlanamaz. Onun yerine, Fiziksel Olumsuz'u kodlayin (Bu daha gok olumsuz bir
davranigtir).

Ornekler
Gocuk: (araba firlatir ve ebeveyne vurur) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
Gocuk: (ebeveynin yakasini kavrar ve onu kabaca iter) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
Gocuk: (oyuncak bebegi ebeveynin kafasina vurur) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
e) Ebeveyne yapilan fiziksel saldiri sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve gocugun sézel olan

olumsuz davranislariyla ayni anda olabilir (aglamak, ¢iglik atmak, mizmizlanmak,
kargit konugma).

Ornekler

Gocuk: (aglarken ebeveyni isirir) (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk + aglamak/mizmizlanmak/gighk
atmak)

Gocuk: (ebeveynin ayaginin lizerinde ziplar ve ¢iglk atar) Yakaladim seni! (fiziksel
olumsuz-gocuk + aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak)

Gocuk: (ebeveynin sagini geker) Sen gok giciksin! (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk + kargit
konusma)

Gocuk: (Sandalyeyi ebeveynin lizerine iter) Bu sikici. (fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk +
aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢ighk atmak)



APPENDICES 190

Karar Verirken

1. Fiziksel olumsuzun olup olmadigindan emin degilseniz, fiziksel olumsuz olarak kodlamayin.

2. Bir davranigin fiziksel olumsuz mu tahrip edici mi oldugundan emin degilseniz, bunu tahrip
edici olarak kodlayin.
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C. EBEVEYN VE COCUK DUYGULANIM

1. EBEVEYN OLUMLU DUYGULANIM

Tanim

Olumlu duygulanim, zevkin, sicakligin ya da sevincin sézel ya da sézel olmayan bir bigimde
gocuga yoneltilmesidir.

Ornekler

Giilimsemek. (ebeveyn gocukla g6z kontagi kurdugunda)

Kahkaha atmak.

Sinirli kahkaha.

Sicak, sen kahkaha.

Baba 3 saniye boyunca kahkaha atar. (ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim x 1)
Baba 7 saniye boyunca kahkaha atar. (ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim x 2)

Annecigim Bebegim Bitanem benim
Glizel kizim Oglum benim Askim
Yénergeler

a) Ebeveyn olumlu duygulanimin kodlanmasi igin, bunun gocuk tarafindan gériimesi ya
da duyulmas: gerekir.

b) Devam eden ebeveyn olumlu duygulanimi durumlarinda, her bir 5 saniye igin bir
olumlu duygulanim kodlanir.

c) Ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve ebeveynin sézel bir
davranisiyla ayni anda olabilir.

d) Her tirli kahkahayi, keyif yerine sinirden dolay:! yapilmis olsa bile, olumlu
duygulanim olarak kodlayin.

e) Eger giilimsemek ve kahkaha ayni anda olursa, sadece birini kodlayin.

f) Sadece hedef ciftin arasinda olan olumlu duygulanimi kodlayin.

Ornekler
Ebeveyn oyun sirasinda hedef gocuga giiliimser. (ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim)

Ebeveyn oyun sirasinda hedef olmayan gocukla kahkaha atar. (kodlanmaz)
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2. SOZEL OLUMLU DUYGULANIM-COCUK

Tanim

Sozel olumlu duygulanim, ebeveyn-gocuk iliskisine olumlu katkisi olan sézel ifadelerdir.
Duyulan zevki, sicakligi, coskuyu veya minneti anlatan, ebeveynin davranisini tanimlayan ya
da ona herhangi bir bilgi veren sozel ifadeler ve gocugun ebeveyne verdigi olumlu tepkiler
sozel olumlu duygulanimdir.

Ornekler

Eminim iyi is yaptim! Seni seviyorum anne.

Bu eglencelil Harika bir kule yaptin.
Okumada gittikge iyi oluyorum. Bu filmi gercekten begendim.
Ayy, sekerim! Tegsekkiirler anne.

Dort oyuncak bebegimiz oldugu igin sansli degil miyiz? Gok komiksin babal

Iyi bir fikrim var. Tesekkir ederim!

Ben kazandim! Rica ederim/ Bir sey degil.
Cok sanslisin annel Bunda iyiyim, dogru degil mi?
Mis gibi yemek. Bu oyunu oynamayi sevdim.
Seninki siiper gériiniyor. Sarki soyliyorsun.

Babaannem onu ziyaret ettigimde bana gok iyi davraniyor.

Anladim. Simdi kart ¢ekme sirasi sende.
Peki. Simdi mavileri koyacagim.

Ben sana yardim edeyim. Cok giizel yaptik.

Yénergeler

a) Kendine, ebeveyne, kardesine ve bu kimselerin davranislarina veya bir nesneye
yonelik yapilan 6vgi, sézel olumlu duygulanim olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Kopek gizmede ¢ok iyiyim. (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)
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(kardesine) Sema, ne glizel fikralar anlatiyorsun. (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)
Ebeveyn: (Cocuga ebeveynin ¢izdigi resmi verir.)
Gocuk: Bunu gok sevdim. (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Anne-Gocuk: (birlikte kule yapiyorlar)
Gocuk: Seninle oynamak gok eglenceli. (s6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Gocuk: Bir dinazor ¢gizsene.
Baba: (dinazor gizer)
Cocuk: Cok giizel yaptin. (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk )

Cocuk: Harika bir ev yapmadik mi?

b) Cocugun ebeveyni_dinledigini ya da onu izledigini gosteren kisa cevaplar sézel olumlu
duygulanim olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Anne: Legolardan oldukga yiiksek bir kule yapryor.
Gocuk.: Oo0000. (s6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Baba: Aaa kulemiz devriliyor.
Cocuk: Hooop! (s6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk )

c) Sozel olumlu duygulanim,_cocugun kendi davranislari, ortamdaki oyuncaklar, nesneler,
insanlar, hareketler, duyqular ve ebeveynin davranislari hakkinda nétr bilgi verebilir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: (ebeveyne) Ben duvar yapryorum. (s6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Cocuk: (ebeveyne)Tren simdi daha hizli gidiyor. (s6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk )
Cocuk: (Masanin iistiine siitii doker) Uzgiiniim Anne! (sézel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)
Cocuk: (babasina) Iki tane kapek ¢izdin. (sézel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

d) Sozel olumlu duygulanim,_sadece sasirma duygusunu ifade eden siirpriz dnlemleri ile
otomatik olarak verilmis sosyal ibareleri de icerir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: Bak dinazor yaptim.
Cocuk: Oooo! (so6zel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Ebeveyn: (hapsirir)
Cocuk: Cok yasal (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk )
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f)

9)

Ebeveyn: Tesekkiir ederim
Cocuk. Bir sey degil. (sozel olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Eger bir ciimle ebeveynin bir davranisini tanimlayan birden fazla eylem igeriyorsa,
her bir eylem icin ayri bir s6zel olumlu duygulamim kodlanir.

Ornek

Cok giizel resim yapiyorsun ve giizel renklere boyuyorsun (2 sozel olumlu duygulanim -
gocuk )

Ebeveynin davraniglari ya da yaptigi seyler ile ilgili olumlu degerlendirmeler soru
formatinda olsalar bile olumlu sézel duygulanim olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Miikemmel yaptin, degil mi?

Bence siiper oldu, sence de dyle degil mi?

Seni ne kadar sevdigimi biliyor musun?

Cocuk ebeveynin bir sorusuna ya da ifadesine hayir cevabi ile karsilik veriyor ancak

ardindan bir aciklama ya da diizeltme ekliyorsa, bu agiklama ya da diizeltme ciimlesi
olumlu sézel duygulanim olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyn: O bir tamirci.
Cocuk: Hayir, o bir benzinci. (Karsit konusma + olumlu s6zel duygulanim - gocuk)

Ebeveyn: Gitme zamant.
Cocuk: Hayir. Oyunum daha bitmedi. (Karsit konusma + olumlu s6zel duygulanim - gocuk)
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3. SOZEL OLMAYAN OLUMLU DUYGULANIM- ¢OCUK

Tanim

Sozel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gocuk, ebeveyne yénelik zevkin, sicakligin veya coskunun
sozel olmayan bir bigcimde ifade edilmesidir.

Ornekler

Giilimsemek (gocuk ebeveynle g6z kontagi kurdugunda)
Kahkaha

Yénergeler

a) Sozel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gcocuk davranisinin kodlanabilmesi igin ebeveyn
tarafindan duyulmasi veya gériilmesi gerekir.

b) Devam eden sézel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gocuk durumlarinda, her 5 saniye icin
bir sézel olmayan olumlu duygulanim kodlanir.

c) Sozel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gocuk, sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve sézel olumlu
duygulanim- gocuk ile ayni anda gerceklesebilir.

d) Her tirli kahkahayi, keyif yerine sinirden dolay! yapilmis olsa bile, sézel olmayan
olumlu duygulanim olarak kodlayin.

e) Eger giilimsemek ve kahkaha ayni anda olursa, sadece birini_kodlayin.

f) Sadece hedef giftin arasindaki davraniglar: kodlayin.
Ornekler
Cocuk oyun sirasinda ebeveyne giiliimser. (s6zel olmayan olumlu duygulanim - gocuk)

Cocuk oyun sirasinda kardesiyle bol miktarda kahkaha atar. (kodlanmaz)
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4. FIZIKSEL SICAKLIK-COCUK

Tanim

Fiziksel sicaklik-gocuk, gocuk tarafindan baslatilan ve sevginin agikga belirtildigi fiziksel
davranigtir.

Ornekler
hafifce dokunmak kucaklamak ebeveynin kucagina tirmanmak
‘cak’ yapmak opmek kafa kafaya vermek

yumusak dokunus el sikmak (tebrik etmek)
sa¢ oksamak basini, omuzlarini ovmak
ayagini siirtmek (kedi gibi siirtiinmek)

Ydnergeler

a) Fiziksel sicaklik, gocuk tarafindan baslatilan fiziksel olumlu dur. Eger gocuk
ebeveynin yaninda oturur ve ikisi de birbirlerine dogru egilirlerse, bunu gocuk icin
fiziksel sicaklik ve ebeveyn icin fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlayin.

b) Birbirinin devami seklinde yapilan fiziksel sicaklik davramiglari, bu davranigin sonunda
sadece bir kez kodlanir.

Ornek

Cocuk ebeveynin kucagina dogru tirmanir (heniiz kodlanmaz) ve sonra ebeveyni per (1
fiziksel sicaklik - ¢ocuk)

c) Eger birden fazla ayni veya farkh fiziksel sicaklik davranisi ardi ardinda yapilirsa,
gecen her 2 saniyede bir fiziksel sicaklik davranisini kodlayin.

Ornek

Cocuk kollarini ebeveynin boynuna doladi ve ayni anda ebeveyni optii (1 fiziksel sicaklik -
gocuk )

Cocuk kollarini ebeveynin boynuna doladi (2 saniye ara) ve ebeveyni optii (2 fiziksel
sicaklik - gocuk)

Cocuk ebeveyni optii, optii, opti (1 fiziksel sicaklik - gocuk)

Cocuk ebeveyni 6ptii (2 saniye ara), 6ptii (2 saniye ara), o6ptii (3 fiziksel sicaklik - gocuk )
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d)

Eger ebeveyn Bana kocaman bir saril/beni kucakla derse ve gocuk da yaparsa,
buradaki fiziksel temasi gocuk baslatmadigi igin bu davranis fiziksel sicaklik olarak
kodlanmaz. Bunu, ebeveyn igin fiziksel olumlu olarak kodlayin.

Cocuk ebeveyne yonelik fiziksel sicaklik baslatirsa ve ebeveyn de buna hayir der ya
da bagka bir olumsuz konusmayla cevap verirse, bunu yine de gocuk igin fiziksel
sicaklik olarak kodlayin.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (Annesinin kucagina tirmanir) (fiziksel sicaklik - ¢cocuk)
Ebeveyn: Seni su anda kucagimda istemiyorum! (Olumsuz Konusma)
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D. DUYGUSAL iCERIK

Tanim:

Duygusal igerik muhtelif davraniglarin duygusal tonunu tanimlar ve sézel olmayan jestler, viicut
durugu, mimikler ve ses tonu ya da sesin yiikselip algalmasi dikkate alinarak kodlanir. Igeriksel
olarak kodlanan her davranis ayni zamanda duygusal igerik bakimindan da degerlendirilir, bu
degerlendirme kontrol edilmemis olumsuz duygulanim ile coskulu duygulanim arasinda degisen bir
skala kullanilarak yapilir.

DEGERLIK SKALASI:

1 2 3 4 5
Coskulu Olumlu Né6tr duygulanim Olumsuz Kontrol edilmemis
duygulanim duygulanim duygulanim olumsuz
duygulanim

Duygusal igerik, davranislari igeriklerinden bagimsiz bir boyutta degerlendirmeyi amaglar.
Ornegin, olumsuz sézel ifadeler gibi olumsuz davraniglar olumlu duygusal ierik ile ya da olumlu
davranislar olumsuz duygusal igerik ile degerlendirilebilirler. Yukaridaki skalanin karsilikli
etkilesimdeki davraniglarin duygusal niteliginin normal dagilimini yansitmasi amaglanmistir. Normal
bir dagilimda, davranislarin asagi yukar: % 60't ngtr duygusal igerik olarak, % 30'u ya hafif
olumsuz ya da hafif olumlu; geri kalan %10'u ise ¢ok olumlu ya da olumsuz olarak degerlendirilir.
Ancak, bu dagilim genel olarak ailedeki etkilesim igin gegerlidir. Sadece bir bireyin digeriyle
karsilikli etkilesimde gogunlukla olumlu ya da olumsuz duygusal igerik gostermesi de olasidir.
Asagida bes duygusal igerik degerlendirmesini agiklayan fanimlamalar ve sifatlar verilmistir.

5- Kontrol Edilmemis Olumsuz Duygulanim:

Karsiliklr etkilesimde kisi agikga kendini gosteren 6fke, onaylamama, memnuniyetsizlik ya da
karsidakini kiigiik distiriicii duygulanim gosteriyorsa boyle davraniglar 5 ile degerlendirilir. Bu
degerlendirmede etkilesimcinin duygusal tonu ¢ok olumsuzdur; bir kisiden ya da olaydan duyulan
rahatsizlik agik¢a belli olur. Saldirganlik, 6fke, agiri kizginlik ve rahatsizlik, depresyon ya da
onaylamama ifade eden yiiz ifadeleri ve jestler 5 ile degerlendirilir. Bu kategori igin ses tonu
yliksek, sert, gergin, tehditkar, ofkeli, kigkirtici, agiri lizgiin, depresif ya da mutsuzdur. Herhangi
bir saplak ya da yikici hareketler '5' olarak kodlanir.

Kontrol edilmemis olumsuz duygulanim igin tanimlayici sifatlar:

Katii davranan (hor géren), kavgaci, agikga onaylamayan, 6fkeli, azgin, kinci, alayct, yenik,
zorlayict, saldirgan, miidahaleci, sugluluk duygusu yaratici, igine kapanik, vahsi, feryat eden,
kontrolsiizce elini kolunu sallayan, 6fke nobetleri, ¢iglk, yogun karsi gelme/meydan okuma.
4-Olumsuz Duygulanim:

Bu kategori 5 ile kodlanan olumsuz duygulanimdan daha az belirgin ve onun kadar agik ifade

edilmeyen Olumsuz Konusmaler igindir. Ses tfonu veya mimikler ya da her ikisi birden
etkilesimcinin orta diizeydeki memnuniyetsizligini, kizginlik ve rahatsizligini, mutsuzlugunu, hor
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gormesini, clizi saldirganligini ya da orta diizeyde onaylamamasini gésteriyorsa 4'ii kodlayiniz. Yiiz
ifadeleri ve ses tonu kontrol edilmemis olumsuz duygulanim ile aynidir ancak daha hafif
seviyededir.

Olumsuz Duygulanim igin tanimlayici sifatlar:

Sikayet eden, mizmizlanan, soguk, hafife alan, ters, reddedici, savunmaci, memnuniyetsiz,
elestirici, sert, aglamakli, umursamaz, mutsuz, sikayetgi, hirgin, kiiglimseyici, zorlayici, ofkeli,
manipiile edici, yardimci olmayan, ilgisiz, sikkin, satasan, savunmaci, keyifsiz, cocukga,
olgunlasmamis, tehditkar, yalvaran, huysuz, kiistah, huysuz, hirgin, hiikmedici.

3- Nétr Duygulanim:

Coskulu ya da diismanca jestler olmadan ngtr bir ses fonu ile ifade edilen davraniglar notr
duygulanim olarak kodlanir. N6tr duygulanim, samimi olmayan tanidiklarla ve is ortaklariyla olan
tipik gorigmelerdeki, ya da aile igindeki ve arkadaslarla genel goriismelerdeki iletigimin seviyesini
yansitir. Sadece duygulanimdaki kiigiik degisiklikler 3 ile kodlanarak birakilir, daha biiyiik
degisiklikler olumlu ya da olumsuz duygusal igerik olarak kodlanmalidir. Bir kimse canli veya
enerjik ama agik olarak olumlu ya da olumsuz duygusal igerikte degil ise (3) notr duygulanim olarak
kodlayiniz.

No6tr Duygulanim igin tamimlayici sifatlar:
Sakin, miilayim, sessiz, samimi, nazik, memnun

2-Olumlu Duygulanim

Bu degerlendirme, etkilesim iginde olan kimsenin davranisinda fark edilebilir bir sicaklik, ilgi,
memnuniyet, destekleme ya da sevgi oldugunda kullanilir. Bir davranig giilen, memnun bir yiiz
ifadesi, sevgi ve/veya hevesli ilgi ile ifade edildiginde (2) kodlanir.

Olumlu Duygulanim igin tanimlayici sifatlar:
Yakinlik, ihtiyaglara cevap veren, alakadar, sevgi dolu, hevesli, ilgili, neseli, memnun, mutlu, kabul
edici, tegvik edici, istekli, sakaci, isbirligi yapan.

1-Cogkulu Duygulanim:

Bu degerlendirme yogun mutlulugun, yakinhgin, sevginin, memnuniyetin ya da desteklemenin agikga
ifade edildigini gosterir. 1 ile 2 arasindaki fark sudur: 1 agik bir sekilde zevk veren, daha az
kontrol edilir olumlu duygulanimlarin yogun bir sekilde ifade edildigini gosterir. Yogunluk yiiksek
ses, jestlerin siiresi ya da jestlerin veya tonlamanin siddeti ile ifade edilebilir. Ornegin,
etkilesimci fisildarken mimikleri ve jestleri yogun mutluluk, kabul etme ya da destekleme
isaretleri gosteriyorsa boyle durumlar (1) kodlanabilir. Cocuk siirekli bir kikirdama igine giriyorsa
1'i kodlayiniz.

Cogkulu Duygulanim igin tanimlayici sifatlar:
Nese dolu, neseli, sevingli, sevecen, heyecanli, gok hevesli, kahkaha patlatma

Duyqusal icerik yoénergesi:

a) Ikili tizerine odaklanin. Duygusal igerik, ebeveyn ve gocugun birbiriyle etkilesimlerinin
duygusal tonunu yakalamalidir, aile igindeki baska birileriyle olan iliskilerinin tonunu
degil.
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b) Gozlemlenen gocuk ile ebeveyn birbirleriyle etkilesim halinde olmadiklari zaman 3'G
kodlayimiz ve duygusal igerik iistiindeki bu etkiyi not ediniz.

c) Ortalama almayiniz. Onun yerine, #4'e bakiniz.

d) Eger 5 dakikalik siirede, duygusal igerik degisiklik gosterirse, daha baskin olan
duygusal igerigi yuvarlak igine alimiz ve degisimi en iyi tanimlayan diger duygusal
igerige dogru bir ok giziniz.

e) Eger gozlemlenen ebeveynin gozlemlenen gocuk ile duygusal igerigi 3: ancak, baska
bir aile tyesi ile gok farkli ise, sadece hedef ebeveyn ve gocuk arasindaki etkilesimi
kodlamaya devam ediniz. G6zlem raporunuza diger aile lyesi ile olan duygusal icerigi
gosteren bir not yaziniz.
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APPENDIX B: Quick Reference Card

EBEVEYN DAVRANISLARI

DOGRUDAN KOMUT
Tanim

Beklenen davranisin agikca ifade edildigi, istek, emir ya da ydgnlendirme bildiren ciimlelerdir. Cocuga
kendisinden beklenen davramigin tam olarak ne oldugu agikga bildirilmelidir.

Ornekler

Buna bak. Bir saniye bekle.

Bak (isaret ederek). Gabuk ol

Dikkat et. Bunun gibi bir tane yap.

Legoyu kaldirayim. Legolari kutusuna geri koy.

Sunu da koyman lazim Maviyi gikar, yesili koy. (2 dogrudan komut)

Asli, bana bak. (dogrudan komut)
Asli! (dolaylr komut)

Bana yesil olani ve kirmizi olani ver. (1 dogrudan komut)
Gel, gel, bak buraya (3 dogrudan komut)

komut)

Nedenn...Otobiisii oyuncak kutusuna koy. (1 dogrudan komut)

Kirmiziyi al. Maviyi. Sartyi. (maviyi ve sartyi da al anlaminda) (3 dogrudan komut)

Ustiine bir tane daha (koy anlaminda) (1 dogrudan komut)

Kediyi, kopegi, ayy al. (1 dogrudan komut)

DOLAYLI KOMUT

Tanim

Dolayl komut, beklenen davranisin agikga belirtilmedigi, yalnizca ima edildigi ya da soru olarak
yoneltildigi, sonucunda davranigsal bir tepkinin talep edildigi istek, emir ya da ydnlendirme bildiren
ciimlelerdir.

Ornekler

Burcu! Boyle Hadi Bak (isaret etmeden)

Kirmizi Legolari gikartalim

Pes etmek yok, tamam mi? (dolayl komut) Yanina oturayim mi? (soru)

Bunu sariya boya, famam mi? (dolayl komut) Oturacak misin? (dolayli komut)

Liitfen suraya oturur musun? (dolayli komut)
Sagini tfaramani istiyorum. (dolayli komut)
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Taragi kaldirmana ihtiyacim var. (dolaylt komut)

Legolar: kaldiracagiz ve sonra sen yatmaya gideceksin (dolayli komut)

Gel, gel, buraya gel tamam mi? (2 dogrudan komut, 1 dolayli komut)

OLUMSUZ KONUSMA
Tanim

Bir olumsuz konusma, gocugun herhangi bir 6zelliginde, ortaya ¢ikardigi seylerde ya da faaliyetlerinde
bir kusur bulundugunu bildiren sdylemlerdir. Suglama ifadeleri ve “sugluluk duygusu doguran” ifadeler,
olumsuz konusma olarak kodlanir.

Olumsuz konusma, gocuga ne yapmamasi gerektigini soyler. Bir olumsuz konusma gesididir, ama olumsuz
konusma daha belirli bir davranigsal bilgi tasir.

Ornekler

Oyle degil! Hayir. Daha degil. (2 olumsuz konusma)
Dur! Bitirdik. (2 olumsuz konusma) Bagirmay! kes, Ayse.

Onu unut. Ayip!

Onu yere diisiirme. Vurmak yok.

Hayir, Hayir, Hayir, Hayir, Hayir! (5 olumsuz konusma) Bunu yapmak hos bir sey degil. (1 olumsuz)
Su kamyon ¢ok kiiglik. (ifade)

Oyuncak bebegi aptalca bir yere koydun. (olumsuz konusma)
Gocuk: Bu sekil ne?

Hayir, tfathm. O buraya konmuyor. (2 olumsuz konusma) Ebeveyn: Git basimdan (olumsuz konusma)

....... yapamazsin ama ....... yapabilirsin (olumsuz konusma + dolayl

komut)
........ yapabilirsin ama ......... yapma (dolayli komut + olumsuz konusma)
SORU
Tanim

Soru seklinde ifade edilen yorumlardir. Ebeveyn ve gocuk arasindaki iletisim sirasinda olan durum ya da
faaliyetteki nesne veya kisilerle ilintilidir. Soru, gocugun faaliyetini baslatmaz aksine gocugun
faaliyetinden sonra gelir. Ebeveynin gocuga herhangi bir sorunu gézmesi igin sorulan ifadeleri de soru
olarak kodlanir. Sorun gzme, gocugu sorununu gézmeye agik-uglu bir sekilde ydnelten ifade,
sorulardir. Bu, gocuktan diisiinmesini, plan yapmasini, fikirler, goziimler ya da sonuglar iiretmesini
istemeyi igerir.

Ornekler
"“Koprii yapmak igin bu Legolar: kullanmak ister misin?" "Bu eglenceli degil miydi?"
Bu ne renk? (soru) Oyuncaklari simdi toplamaya ne dersin? (dolayli komut)

Ondan topu aldigin zaman, sence o nasil hissetti? Bunu nasil anlarsin? (soru x 2)



APPENDICES 203

Eger bu ise yaramasaydi, o zaman ne yapardin? (soru)

Cocuk: Mavi olana ihtiyacim var.
Ebeveyn: Aaa, dyle mi? (soru)

IFADE
Tanim
Ifade, gozlemlenen bir durumda olusan bir faaliyeti ya da faaliyetlerde rol alan kimseleri ya da bu

kimselerin kullandiklari nesneleri bildiren ciimle ya da deyislerdir.

Ornekler

Legomu seninkinin yanina koyuyorum. Ne giizel bir sekil.

Legolarla oynamak gok zevkli. Sanirim bu buraya konmayacak.
Guf - guf - guf - ¢uf.. Simdi, onu nereye koydum?

Bir siirii araba buraya dizilmis. (ifade)
Arabalari dizme seklini sevdim. (belirli 6vgii)
Sen biitiin arabalari dizdin. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Bir, iki, li¢, dort, bes! (1 ifade)
Bir (2 saniye ara), iki (2 _saniye ara), ii¢. (3 ifade)

Bak Selguk abin almisti ya onlara benziyor (Legolari gostererek)

KONU DISI IFADELER
Tanim

Cocukla ebeveyni arasindaki diyalog veya faaliyetle ilgisi olmayip, baska herhangi bir olay, kisi ya da
nesneyle ilgili yorum ya da sorulardir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: Baska bir lego yapmak istiyorum. Gocuk: Bugiin matematikte bes aldim.
Ebeveyn: Eve gittiginde Begiimle oynayabilirsin. (konu disi Ebeveyn: Cok ¢alismis olmalisin. (ifade)
ifadeler) Ebeveyn: Kag soruyu dogru yaptin? (soru)
Ebeveyn: Eve gittigimizde baska bir legoyla oynayabilirsin.

(ifade)

Yarin saat kagta okulda olman gerekiyor? (konu disi ifadeler)

YANSITICI IFADELER VE SORULAR

Tanim: Yansitici Ifade

Yansitici ifade, gocugun sdylediklerinin tamaminin ya da bir kisminin tekrarlandigi ifadelerdir. Cocugun
soyledigi kelimelerin aynisi tekrarlanabilir, es anlamli kelimeler ya da séylediklerinin daha geligmis bir
hali kullanilabilir. Onemli olan, ifadenin, gocugun verdigi mesajla ayni anlami tagimasidir.
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Ornekler
Gocuk: Bana legoyu ver. Gocuk: Benim oyuncak bebegimin ismi Ekin.
Ebeveyn: Legoyu istiyorsun. Ebeveyn: Onun adi Ekin. (yansitici ifade)

Ebeveyn: Onun adi Ekin? (yansitici soru)
Cocuk: Bir duvar yap.
Ebeveyn: Benden bir duvar yapmami istiyorsun. (yansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Bizim bir kale yapmamizi istiyorsun. (ifade)

Tanim: Yansitici Soru

Yansitici soru, gocugun sdylediginin tekrarlandigi soru bigimindeki ifadelerdir. Cocugun sdyledigi
kelimelerin aymisi tekrarlanabilir, es anlamli kelimeler ya da sdylediklerinin gelistirilmis hali
kullanilabilir; ancak séylenen ifade gocugun verdigi mesajla ayni anlami tagimalidir. Ayrica, gocugun
davranisint yonlendirmek ya da bilgi toplamak yerine, gocugun davranisindan sonra gelerek onun
soylediklerini yansitmalidir.

Ornekler
Gocuk: Sen polis ol. Gocuk: Bana legoyu ver!
Ebeveyn: Ben polis mi olmaliyim? (yansitici soru) Ebeveyn: Legoyu istiyorsun? (yansitici soru)

Cocuk: Kirmizi olani istiyorum.
Ebeveyn: Kirmizi olan, ha? (yansitici soru)

TANIMLAYICI YORUM/TESViK

Tanimlayici Yorumun Tanimi

Tanimlayici yorum, gocugun ya da gocukla beraber ebeveynin o anda ne yaptigini ya da hemen
tamamlanacak olan (5 saniyeden az bir zamanda) anlatan ifade ve ciimlelerdir. Taimlayici yorum
gocugun gozlemlenebilen s6zel ya da sézel olmayan davraniglariyla ilgilidir. Tammlayici yorum
ciimlelerinde radyo sunuculugu yapiliyor ya da kor birine olan biten anlatiliyormus gibi bir hava vardir.
Bu yorumlar, gocugun orada ve o anda ne yaptigina duyulan ilgiyi ifade eder.

Ornekler

Biitlin mavileri ist iste koyuyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Kirmizi lego yesil legonun istiine gidiyor. (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

At1, inegin yanina koydun. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
Inekle ve at arkadas gibi goziikiiyorlar. (ifade)

Gocuk Legolarini toplamaya baslar.
Ebeveyn: Once Legolari kaldiriyorsun. (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

Gocuk Legolarla oynuyor.
Ebeveyn: Biitiin Legolari simdi kaldiriyorsun. (dolayl komut)

Bir ev ciziyorsun (tanimlayici yorum/tesvik)
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Bir ev ciziyoruz (tfanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Mavi Legolari koyuyoruz, kirmizilart kenara koyuyoruz (2 tanimlayict yorum/tesvik)

Heniiz kirmizi legoyu mavinin Ustiine koymuyorsun (ifade)

Tesvik'in Tanimi

Tesvik, gocugun gabalarina, 6zelligine ya da yaptigi seylere yonelik onay, takdir ya da olumlu ciimle ve
ifadelerdir.

Basardin! Iste bir fikir. Rica ederim. Ne kadar hizlisin.
Biitiin oyuncaklar: kaldirdin! (tanimlayici yorum/+esvik)

Her seyi kaldirarak gok giizel bir is yaptin! (belirli 6vgii)

Bu eglenceli géziikiiyor. (fanimlayici yorum/tesvik)

Uzgiin géziikiiyorsun (tanimlayici yorum/tegvik)

TANIMLAYICI SORU/TESVIK

Tanimlayici Soru/Tesvik'in Tanimi

Tanimlayici Soru/Tesvik, gocugun gabalarina, dzelligine ya da yaptigi seylere yonelik onay, takdir ya da
olumlu sézler igeren sorulardir. Daha ayrintili agiklama igin ‘tesvik’ béliimiine bakiniz.

Ornekler

Onu ¢6zdiin, degil mi? Onu gabucak yaptin, degil mi? Oldukga mutlusun, degil mi?
TASDIK

Tanim

Tasdik, gocugun sdylediklerine ya da davranislarina ydnelik verilen kisa sézel cevaplardir. Bu sézel
cevaplar, bir soruya evet-hayir cevaplarindan baska agik bir icerik kapsamayan ya da tamimlayici bir

icerik sunmadan gocugun sdyledigi veya yaptigi bir seyin farkina varildiginin bildirildigi cevaplardir.

Ornekler

Evet Tabii ki Oyle mil Iste boyle.
Hayir Peki Oyle! Galiba

Himm Hi hi Buna ne demeli Tamam

Ha ha Aman Allahim Ooool

Cocuk: Bu yesil bir traktar.

Ebeveyn: Hee-hee, evet. (2 tasdik)

Ebeveyn: Bir traktor. (yansitict ifade)

Ebeveyn: Hee-hee, evet, bir traktér. (2 tasdik ve lyansitici ifade)
Ebeveyn: Aaaa, traktor bir tekerlegini kaybetmis. (1 tasdik ve lifade)
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“Himm, tfamam.” (2 tasdik- 2 saniye kurali burada gegerli degildir)

BELIRLI Ov6U
Tanim

Belirli 6vgli, gocugun herhangi bir faaliyetine, yaptigi bir seye ya da gocugun bir &zelligine ydnelik
yapilmis olumlu yargilar igeren her tirli belirli sézlerdir.

Ornekler
Legolari gok giizel st iiste dizdin. (belirli dvgii) Ittigin gok diizgiin bir kamyon. (ifade)
Bunu ¢ok giizel yaptin. (belirsiz 6vgii) Gizdigin kamyon ¢ok diizgiin. (belirli

ovgi)
Cocuk: Yaptigim giizel eve bak! (s6zel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)
Ebeveyn: Giizel bir ev yaptigini goriiyorum (belirli vgii- yansitici ifade
degil)

BELIRSIZ OVGU

Tanim

Belirsiz 6vgli, gocugun herhangi bir faaliyetine, yaptigi bir seye ya da gocugun bir &zelligine ydnelik
yapilmis olumlu yargilar igeren ancak agikga/belirli bir sekilde ifade edilmeyen sézlerdir.

Ornekler

Fevkalade! Giizel! Harika. Aferin

Siiper! Miithis! Tebrikler! Cok iyil

Giizel galisma. Harika. (belirsiz 6vgii x2) Sen miikemmelsin. (belirsiz ovgi)

Bu miikemmel, degil mi? (belirsiz 6vgii) Senin bebegin miikemmel oldu. (ifade)

Biz bugiin miikemmeliz. (belirsiz dvgii)

BUYUKANNE KURALLARI
Tanim

Biyikanne kurallari, eger gocuk sdylenilene uyarsa olumlu sonuglarin olacagini belirten olumlu ya da
olumsuz konusmalerdir.

Ornekler
Eger yemegini bitirirsen, tathni alabilirsin. Cocuk: Tath alabilir miyim?
Ebeveyn: Makarnani bitirdigin zaman. (Biiyiikanne
Sen paltonu astiktan sonra saklambag oynamaya Kurali)
baslayabiliriz. Ebeveyn: Makarnani bitirmeden olmaz. (Biiyiikanne

Kural)
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UYARI
Tanim

Uyari, sdylenene uymama durumunda, duruma uygun bir olumsuz sonugla birlikte séylenen ve bir komut
iceren ifadedir.

Ornekler

Egder bunu bir daha yaparsan, sahile oynamaya gitmeyecegiz.
Eger Ali'yle dalga gegmeyi kesmezsen, bir siire igin daha fazla arkadas edinemezsin.
Simdi okul sonrasi iglerini yap yoksa kaymaya gidemezsin.

TEHDIT
Tanim

Tehdit, gocugun yapmis ya da yapmakta oldugu, ya da ileride yapacagindan siiphelenilen davranislari
cezalandirmak ya da dnlemek amaciyla sdylenen; sonuglari gocuk igin agikga olumsuz olan gogunlukla
gergekgi olmayan ifade ve deyislerdir. Tehditler uyarilardan farkhdir giinkii uyarilar davramislarin dogal
sonuglarina yéneliktir. 'Tehdit' in kapsadigi 2 alt etkilesim kiimesi vardir: (1) Fiziksel ve genel tehdit,
(2) Duygusal tehdit

Ornekler
Yaramazlik yaparsan seni doverim (fiziksel Oyle yaparsan seninle bir daha parka gatiirmem (genel
tehdit) tehdit)

Boyle olursan seni kimse sevmez (duygusal
tehdit)

OLUMSUZ DAVRANISI 6OZ ARDI ETME
Tanim

Ebeveyn sessiz kaldiginda, tarafsiz bir surat ifadesi takindiginda, gocukla g6z kontagindan
kagindiginda ya da kestiginde ve baska tarafa yonelmek disinda gocuga tepki olarak higbir
harekette bulunmadiginda uygunsuz davranis g6z ardi edilmis olur. Bu, en az 5 saniye
boyunca siirmelidir ya da g6z ardi etme oldugu agikga belli olmalidir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: (higkirarak aglar) (aglar/mizmizlanir/bagirir)
Ebeveyn: (higbir s6zel ya da fiziksel tepki vermez) (g6z ardi etme)

Cocuk: Ayakkabilarimi giyemiyorum. (mizmizlanmak)
Ebeveyn: (gocuktan uzaga bakar ve bos bos duvardaki resimlere goziini diker) (goz ardi
etme)

Ebeveyn g6z ardi etmesini 5 saniyelik araliklarda kodlayin. (5 saniye sonlarini kodlayarak)

Ornek:

Gocuk: Sen kaka (kotii) annesin! (karsit konusma)
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Ebeveyn: (12 saniye boyunca sessice yere bakar) (g6z ardi etme x2) (ilk g6z ardi etmeyi 5inci
saniyede, ikinciyi 10uncu saniyede kodlayin)

OLUMSUZ DAVRANISA ODUN VERME
Tanim:
Olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme, gocugun normalden sapan bir davranisinin -bu davranis aglamak,

mizmizlanmak, ¢ighk atmak, karsit konusma, tahrip edici, fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk olabilir-, cocuga
glic/yetki verecek sekilde ebeveyn tarafindan yok sayilmasidir.

Ornekler

Cocuk: Birak diyorum! (yiiksek ses tonuyla ve oyuncagi gekerek)
Anne: Gocuga glilimser ve oyuncagi birakir. (olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme)

Cocuk: Anneye vurur.
Anne: Tamam oglum. (Olumsuz davranisa 6diin verme)

iL6isiz KALMA
Tanim

Tlgisiz Kalma, ebeveynin gocuga ve kendisine verilen aktiviteye sézel ya da fiziksel olarak
dahil olmamasi, verilen gérevle ilgilenmemesi, gocugun herhangi bir sorusunu karsiliksiz
birakmasi ya da ilgi ihtiyacina tepkisiz kalmasi, duymazliktan gelmesidir.

Ornekler
Cocuk: Bunu nereye koyacagiz? Cocuk: Ne yapiyorsun?
Ebeveyn: ... (Tepki yok) Ebeveyn: ..... (Tepki yok)

Cocuk: (Legolarla ornek resimlerdeki sekilleri yapmaya ¢alismadan kendi kendine oynar)
Ebeveyn: (15 sn. Boyunca / Mutfaga gider veya Anketorlerle sohbet eder veyaEtrafa bakinir)
(Ebeveyn-Ilgisiz Kalma)

FIZIKSEL OLUMLU-EBEVEYN
Tanim

Fiziksel olumlu, ebeveyn ve gocuk arasindaki nétr ya da olumlu olan bedensel temastir.

Ornekler
Kucaklamak Cocugun omzuna kolunu dolamak Opmek
Cocugu kucagina almak Kolunu oksamak

Bir seye ulasmaya ¢alisirken gocuga hafifge dokunmak (bilerek dokunmak).

Ebeveyn: (gocugun omzunu ovalar) (fiziksel olumlu)
Ebeveyn: (gocugun sagini oksar) Tyi ig! (fiziksel olumlu + belirsiz vgii)
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Ebeveyn: (cocugu kucaklar...1 saniyelik ara...gocugu kucagina alir) (2 fiziksel olumlu)

Ebeveyn: (gocuga kucaklar) Sen bugiin ¢ok iyi bir gocuk oldun. (belirsiz 6vgii + fiziksel olumlu)

FIZIKSEL OLUMSUZ-EBEVEYN

Tanim

Fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn, ebeveyn tarafindan baslatilmis ve gocuga aci gektirmek, cocugu kisitlamak,
gocugu gekmek ya da zorlamak, ya da olumsuz konusma ile beraber yapilan temaslar olarak tanimlanir.
Fiziksel olarak karisma ile beraber yapilan temaslar fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn olarak kodlanir.

Ornekler

Gocuk: (aynaya dogru oyuncak kamyonunu firlatmaya basliyor)
Ebeveyn: (kolunu ftutuyor) (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (gcocugu kisitlar ve tokat atar) (1 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (saplak...1 saniye...saplak...1 saniye...saplak) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (11 saniye boyunca onu bileginden tutarak kisitlyor) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn)

Ebeveyn: (cocugun kolundan tutuyor) Hayir, sari kalem degil. (fiziksel olumsuz-ebeveyn + olumsuz konusma +
olumsuz konusma)

FIZIKSEL OLARAK KARISMAK
Tanim

Fiziksel olarak karismak, gocugun siire giden faaliyetine ya da ona ydnelik, ebeveyninin 6nceden
yapilmis miidahalesi olarak tamimlanabilir. Bu, gocugun galistigi alana karisma veya rahatsiz edici bir
sekilde ve gocuk istemedigi halde onun faaliyetine girme veya faaliyetini ya da elindeki nesneyi elinden
alma davranisidir. Fiziksel engelleme, dniine gegme, kars: gelme, elinden bir seyi kagirmak ve bir
seye/yere ulasimi engellemek &rnekleri de ddhildir ancak bunlarla sinirl degildir.

Ornekler

Takdim edilmeden ya da izinsiz olarak bir seyi cocugun elinden almak, almaya yeltenmek ya da kacirmak. (1
fiziksel olarak karigsmak)

Takdim edilmeden ya da izinsiz olarak bir seyi ¢ocugun elinden alirken, almaya yeltenirken ya da kagirirken
gocuga dokunmak. (1 fiziksel olarak karismak t 1 fiziksel olumsuz)

Bir seyi almak igin iki taraftan cekistirmek. (1 fiziksel olarak karismak)

Ebeveyn ve gocuk bir seyi almak igin iki ucundan cekistirirler. Ebeveyn gcocugun her gekmesine gcekme ile
karsilik verdiginde, fiziksel olarak karismak sayilir. Cocuk geker, ebeveyn geker, gocuk geker, ebeveyn geker.
(2 fiziksel olarak karismak)

Ebeveyn, bir eliyle gocugun kagmasini kisitlarken, digeriyle de ondan oyuncagi alryor (1 fiziksel olumsuz + 1
fiziksel olarak karismak)
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COCUGUN NORMALDEN SAPAN DAVRANISLARI

AGLAMAK/MIZMIZLANMAK/CIGLIK ATMAK
Tanim

Aglamak, mizmizlanmak ya da ¢iglk atmak, aglamak/mizmizlanmak/giglik atmak olarak tamimlanan gok
amagh kategori adi altindadir ve genel normalden sapma davranmislar: olarak disiindiliir.

Ornekler

2 saniye boyunca ¢iglik atmak veya aglamak = (1 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglk atmak)
12 saniye boyunca ¢iglik atmak veya aglamak = (3 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak

Cocuk: 1-saniye ¢iglhk atmak, 5-saniye aglamak, 1-saniye ¢iglik atmak =(3 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik
atmak)

Cocuk: 4-saniye ¢iglik atmak...2-saniye ara...3-saniye ¢ighk atmak = (2 aglamak/mizmizlanmak/¢iglik atmak)

Gocuk: Bu tekerlegi cikaramiyorum. (tekerlegi kirar) (mizmizlanir + tahrip edici)

Cocuk: (aglayarak) Sen sisman ve aptalsin! (karsit konusma)

KARSIT KONUSMA
Tanim

Karsit konusma, kiistahga ya da saygisizca yapilan konusmalart igerir.

Ornekler
Ebeveyn: Siitiinii ig. Ebeveyn: Legonu kaldir
Cocuk: Hayir! (karsit konusma) Cocuk: Hayir!l, hayir!, hayir! (3 karsit konusma)
Neden iceyim ki? (karsit konusma) Cocuk: Hayir, banane, sen kaldir (3 karsit konusma)
Sen ig! (karsit konusma)
Onu kendin ig! (karsit konusma) Bu sagma bir fikir. (karsit konusma)
Icmeyecegim! (kargit konusma)
Eger igersem bana ne vereceksin? (karsit Senden nefret ediyorum. (karsit konusma)
konusma)

Icirtemezsin. (karsit konusma)

Bana biraz seker almazsan, bunlarin hepsini yere firlatirim. (karsit konusma)

Ebeveyn: Cok giizel bir gemi yaptin.
Cocuk: Bu lego pargasini diizgiin koyamadim yerine (sézel olumlu duygulanim- gocuk)

Gocuk: (burun gekerek) Kendin kaldir onu! (karsit konusma)
Cocuk: (ebeveyne vurur) Artik seni sevmiyorum! (karsit konusma + fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
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KARSIT DAVRANIS

Tanim

Karsit davranis, gocugun, ebeveynin verdigi dolayli ya da dogrudan bir komuta kars: yapilan sézel
olmayan tepki bigimidir. Eger gocuk, ebeveynin herhangi bir komutuna uymamissa, bunu hemen ‘karsit
davranis olarak kodlamayiniz. Karsit davranis davranislarinin kodlanabilmesi igin gocugun o komutu
duydugundan ve algiladigindan emin olunmalidir. Burada énemli olan gocugun aktif ve bilingli bir sekilde
ebeveyne karsilik vermesidir.

Ornekler

Ebeveyne arkasini donmek Omuz silkmek Dil gikarmak.

Basini *hayir’ anlaminda saga sola gevirmek
Ebeveynin elini ittirmek (ebeveynin verdigi bir komuttan sonra)

TAHRIP EDIcI

Tanim

Tahrip edici davranis: gocugun, hayvanlar déhil herhangi bir nesneyi tahrip ettigi, zarar verdigi ya da
zarar vermeye tesebbiis ettigi davranislaridir. Ornegin, duvarlari gizmeye, etrafa boya sagmaya,
mobilyalara ¢entik atmaya, cam kirmaya, perdeleri gekistirmeye ydnelik faaliyetler tahrip edici
davraniglar olarak tanimlanir. Basini bir yere bilerek vurmak veya diger kendine yénelik tahrip edici
davraniglar da bu kategoriye girer.

Ornekler

Gocuk, duvara Legolar: firlatir.
Gocuk, Legolarin kutusuna tekme atar.

Gocuk, bir nesneye tiikiirir.

(vurur...2 saniye... vurur...2 saniye... vurur.) (Legoyla radyatdre vurur) (3 tahrip edici)
(¢arpmak, carpmak, carpmak) (ara yok) (1 tahrip edici)

Gocuk: (aglar ve duvari tekmeler) (aglamak + tahrip edici)

FIZIKSEL OLUMSUZ-COCUK
Tanim

Fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk, birine bedensel olarak saldirmak/vurmak ya da vurmaya tesebbis etmektir.

vurmak ¢imdiklemek sag ¢ekmek tokat atmak
1sirmak tekmelemek birine bir sey firlatmak
birinin elinden oyuncak kapmak birini itmek

(tokatlamak...2 saniye...tokatlamak) (2 fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
(tekmelemek...5 saniye...tekmelemek...3 saniye...tekmelemek) (3 fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)

(tekmelemek, tekmelemek, tekmelemek, tekmelemek,...) (ara vermeden 12 saniye boyunca devam eder) (3
fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk)
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EBEVEYN VE ¢OCUK DUYGULANIM

EBEVEYN OLUMLU DUYGULANIM

Tanim

Olumlu duygulanim, zevkin, sicakligin ya da sevincin sézel ya da sézel olmayan bir bigimde gocuga
yoneltilmesidir.

Ornekler

Giilimsemek. (ebeveyn gocukla g6z kontagi kurdugunda) Kahkaha atmak.
Annecigim Bebegim Bitanem benim
Giizel kizim Oglum benim Askim

Devam eden ebeveyn olumlu duygulanimi durumlarinda, her bir 5 saniye icin bir olumlu duygulanim kodlanir.
Ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim sézel olmayan bir davranistir ve ebeveynin sézel bir davranisiyla ayni anda
olabilir.

SOZEL OLUMLU DUYGULANIM-COCUK

Tanim

Sozel olumlu duygulanim, ebeveyn-gocuk iligkisine olumlu katkisi olan sézel ifadelerdir. Duyulan zevki,
sicakhigi, coskuyu veya minneti anlatan, ebeveynin davranisini tanilmayan ya da ona herhangi bir bilgi
veren sozel ifadeler ve gocugun ebeveyne verdigi olumlu tepkiler sézel olumlu duygulanimdir.

Ornekler
Ben kazandim! Ebeveyn: Bak ne yaptim.
Bu oyunu oynamayi sevdim. Cocuk: Ooool! (sozel olumlu duygulanim)

Kopek gizmede gok iyiyim.
Cocuk: Tren gibi yaptyorum bak
Sari bu.

Cocuk: (ebeveyne) Ben duvar yapryorum. (sozel olumlu duygulanim)
Cocuk: (ebeveyne)Tren simdi daha hizli gidiyor. (s6zel olumlu duygulanim)

SOZEL OLMAYAN OLUMLU DUYGULANIM- COCUK
Tanim

Sozel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gocuk, ebeveyne yénelik zevkin, sicakligin veya coskunun sézel olmayan
bir bigimde ifade edilmesidir.

Ornekler

Giilimsemek (gocuk ebeveynle g6z kontagi kurdugunda)
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Kahkaha

Devam eden sdzel olmayan olumlu duygulanim-gocuk durumlarinda, her 5 saniye icin bir s6zel olmayan olumlu
duygulanim kodlanir.

FIZIKSEL SICAKLIK-COCUK

Tanim
Fiziksel sicaklik-gocuk, gocuk tarafindan baglatilan ve sevginin agikga belirtildigi fiziksel davramgtir.

Ornekler
hafifge dokunmak kucaklamak ebeveynin kucagina tirmanmak ‘gak’ yapmak
opmek kafa kafaya vermek yumusak dokunus

Cocuk ebeveyni optii, optii, optii (1 fiziksel sicaklik)
Cocuk ebeveyni 6ptii (2 saniye ara), 6ptii (2 saniye ara), optii (3 fiziksel sicaklik)
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APPENDIX C: The General Principles for Coding DPICS-TR

DPICS-TR Kodlama Genel Prensipleri

1. Kodlamaya baglanmadan 6nce, DPICS uygulama kilavuzu anlasilincaya kadar okunmus
olunmalidir; aksi takdirde kodlama yapacak kisinin kategorileri ve kurallar1 detaylari ile

bilmesi miimkiin degildir. Kurallar kesin olarak bilinmeden de kodlamaya baglanamaz.

2. Kodlama, mutlaka sessiz bir yerde yapilmalidir. Kodlayicinin, kodlama sirasinda bagka

uyaranlardan etkilenmemesi gerekmektedir.

3. Kodlama, mutlaka tek oturumda yapilmalidir. Kodlamaya sik sik ara vermek, baska bir

zaman devam etmek {izere tamamlamadan birakmak dogru degildir.

4.  Kodlama, 5 saniyede bir yapilmalidir. Kodlayici 5 saniyede bir Windows media
player’dan ‘durdur’ diigmesine basarak o 5 saniye iginde olan davraniglar1 kodlamalidir.
Buradaki amag, hi¢bir davranisin gozden kagmadan ve unutulmadan kodlanildigindan emin
olunmasidir. Ancak bu ‘durdurma’ islemi yapildiginda kodlayici, videoyu hangi saniyede
durdurdugunu mutlaka bir kdgida not etmelidir. Béylece, herhangi bir sorunla
karsilagildiginda, hangi saniyede durduruldugu kolayca hatirlanir ve kodlanmis davranislarin

tekrar izlenip kodlanmasi 6nlenmis olunur.

5. Kodlayicinin, davranisi nasil kodlayacagina karar verememesinden dolay1 o davranisin
kodlamadan gecilmesi dogru degildir. Kodlayicin gorevi, her bir s6zel ve fiziksel davranisi ve
de duygulanimlar1 mutlaka kodlamaktir. Karasiz kalinan durumlarda DPICS uygulama

kilavuzundaki yonergelere tekrar bakmak, kodlayiciya yardimei olacaktir.
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Kodlama yaparken...

1. Kodlamaya ebeveyn davranislari kodlanarak baglanmalidir. Oncelikle sadece ebeveyn
davranislari, daha sonra ¢ocuk davranislart kodlanmalidir. Ebeveyn ve ¢cocuk davraniglarinin
ayr1 ayr1 kodlanmasi, sadece kodlanacak davraniglara dikkat edip digerinin davraniglarini hige
saymak demek degildir. O andaki ebeveyn- ¢cocuk etkilesimi bir biitiin halinde dikkate

alinarak, durum i¢inde degerlendirilerek kodlanmalidir.

2. Kodlarken, ebeveyn-cocuk davraniglarinin birbirini izleyen davranislar oldugu goz
oniinde bulundurulmalidir. Ornegin, ¢ocugun ebeveynin komutlarina ve sorularina karsilik
olarak verdigi tepkiler ve cevaplar kodlanmalidir. Ayni1 sekilde, ebeveynin ¢ocugun
normalden sapan davraniglarina ya da olumlu davranislarina verdigi tepkilere de dikkat

edilmelidir.

3. Kodlama yaparken, kodlanmas1 gereken 4 ¢esit davranis oldugu unutulmamalidir.
Bunlar: sozel ifadeler (komut, ifade, soru, vb), sesli davranislar (aglama, mizmizlanma, ¢1glik
atma, vb), fiziksel davranislar (fiziksel olumlu, fiziksel olumsuz, vb) ve tepkiler (6vgd,
cevapsiz birakma, tehdit, vb). Ayn1 kategorideki iki davranigin bir arada kodlanamayacagi
(6rnek: belirsiz ovgii ve tesvik) ancak farkli kategorilerden iki davranisin (6rnek: karsit

konusma ve fiziksel olumsuz ¢ocuk) birlikte kodlanabilecegi unutulmamalidir.

4.  Bazi climlelerin hangi kategoriye daha uygun olduguna karar vermek zor olabilir. Boyle
durumlarda, kodlayicinin mutlaka uygulama kilavuzuna geri donerek, ilgili kategoride “Karar
verirken” baglikl1 boliime bakmasi gerekir. Bazi kategorilerin belirsiz durumlarda kodlanma

oncelikleri vardir. Kodlama bu 6nceliklere gore yapilmalidir.

5. Ebeveyn-gocuk arasindaki etkilesim hizli bir siiregtir. Bu siirecte, konusmalar 6znesi ve

yuklemi olan diizglin climleler seklinde olmayabilir. Bazi tamamlanmamis veya yiiklemi
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olmayan ciimleler kullanilabilir ya da climle yapilar1 bozuk olabilir. Boyle cumleler, ne

sOylenmek istendigi géz oniinde bulundurularak kodlanmalidir.

6. Kodlama yaparken 2 saniye kuralina dikkat edilmelidir. Baz1 davraniglarin ayr1
davraniglar olup olmadigina aralarinda gegen zamana bakilarak karar verilir. Genel prensip
olarak, iki davranisin arasinda 2 saniyeden fazla zaman varsa, bu davraniglar ayr1 davraniglar

olarak kodlanir.
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Tarih :

Gozlemci:

Gozlenen kisi numaras #:

APPENDIX D : Coding Sheet

Cocugun adr:

Ebeveyn: [ Anne [Baba

GOZLEMLENEN
DAVRANISLAR

DAVRANISIN 6OZLENME SIKLIGI

TOPLAM

ebeveyn
davraniglar

Dogrudan komut

Dolayli komut

Olumsuz Konugma (Olumsuz
Komut+Elestirel)

Soru

Ifade

Konu digi ifadeler

Yansitict ifadeler ve sorular

Tanimlayici yorum/tegvik

Tanimlayici soru/tesvik

Tasdik

Belirli dvgii

Belirsiz ovgii

Biiyiikanne kurallari

Uyari

Fiziksel ve Genel Tehdit

Duygusal Tehdit

Olumsuz d.1 g6z ardi etme

Olumsuz d.a &diin verme

Ilgisiz kalma

Fiziksel Olumlu- Ebeveyn

Fiziksel Olumsuz-Ebeveyn

Fiziksel Olarak Karigmak

gocugun
olumsuz
davranislar

Aglamak/mizmizlanmak/giglik
atmak

Karsit konusma

Karsit davranig

Tahrip edici

Fiziksel olumsuz-gocuk

ebeveyn ve
gocuk
duygulanim

Ebeveyn olumlu duygulanim

Sozel olumlu duygulanim-
gocuk

Sozel olmayan olumlu
duygulanim- gocuk

Fiziksel sicaklik-gocuk
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