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ABSTRACT 

The present study was conducted to investigate the relationship 

between mother's child-rearing attitudes plus the type of preschool 

attended (the context of socializing environment) and children's 

cognitive styles and autonomous behavior. 

Mothers' child-rearing practices wsre reflected in variables such 

as discipline styles (po~r assertive versus inductive), behavior 

rewarded (obedience versus independence), concept of a "good child" 

(defined in terms of obedience versus independence). The context 

of socialization wae divided into three categories I educational 

preschools, custodial preschools, home-reared. 

One of the dependent variables, cognitive style, was measured by the 

Children's Embedded Figures Test (CEFT),and the Wechsler' Analytic 

Triad (WAT). The other dependent variable was autonomy which had 

7 subdimensionsl project initiative, independent activity, social 

initiative, self care, persistence, assertion of rights, dependence 

on adults. 

J. 

The sample was composed of 1)6 five-year-old low SES preschool children 

(78 males, 58 females) and their mothers. 

Data relevant to mothers ,. child-rearing attitudes and practices, 

and children's autonomous behavior were collected through interviews 

with the mothers. Cognitive style was measured by the CEFT and the 

'lAT. 

Hypotheses expected that children, whose mothers used power assertive 

discipline, rewarded obedience, defined "a good child" in terms of 

obedience, would have less differentiated cognitive style and would 

be less autonomous than children, whose mothers used inductive 

techniques, rewarded independence, defined "a good child" in terms 

of independence. 

It was also hppothesized that children going to educational preschool 
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centers who are reared at home. 

SeX differences were hypothesized not to exist for this age group. 

Results did not support the relationship between mothers' child-rearing 

attitudes and children's cognitive styles, and autonomous behavior. 

However an extra-family context of socialization, the preschool 

institution, did affect the children"s cognitive styles. Children 

attending educational preschools had more differentiated cognitive 

styles and more autonomous behavior than the rest. 

Finally the hypothesis concerning no ses differences among five year 

olds was supported. 

The results were affected by methodological and cultural factors. 

Probably, the mother child interaction was not so ilnportant in affecting 

the child"s cognitive style and autonomy. Other socializing agents 

could have considerable impact on the child such as the preschool 

institution. 



UTrlODUCTION 

A child's earliest development in all realms, social, emotional and 

cognitive, takes place in the context of his family. The family is 

the first social group the child encounters. Therefore the family 

teaches the child the norms of the sooiety, sooially aoceptable 

behaviors, and slowly the child becomes a member of the society he 

lives in. 

In the early years, the child's most important relationship is the 

one established with the mother. Even though the father is typically 

an authoritative figure, the mother-child interaction ia widely 

considered to be the primary agent in influencing the childts per-

sonal, social and cognitive development. During this interaction 

the mother may either be overprotective, or foster independent 

development in the child. She may hamper the child's autonomous 

functioning or encourage his/~er independence in personal and 

family matters. As a consequence of the mother's child-rearing 

practices, the child may remain dependent on the mother or on 

others, or may begin to stand on his awn feet. Cumulatively these 

interactions form part ~f the basis for the child to discriminate 

) 

"self" from "non-self" and thus take his first steps towards 

differentiation. The boundaries separating him from the outer world . 

become clearer and stronger. As a result of this mother-child interaction 

the child develops either towards more autonomous behaVior and greater 

cognitive differentiation or towards more dependent behavior and 

less cognitive differentiation. Just as the child learns a great 

deal in the context of his family, in the same way he or she learns 

much more in social settings outside the home. One of these social 

contexts, a very important one in early childhood, is the type of 

preschool education the child receives. This context helps form the 
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basis tor later schooling, and more important, affects many aspects 

ot child·s social, emotional and personal development. Preschool 

centers may have a variety of orientations. which may be roughly 

classified as educational or custodial.Preschools with an educational 

aim attempt to stimulate and promote the child's cognitive, emotional 

and social development. In this kind of preschools children have been 

found to acquire more socially complex behaviors, more autonomy and 

initiative, and more facilitaty in establishing social interactions., 

(Bekman, 1982), On the other hand, preschool centers which aim primarily 

to provide with maintenance/~ustody services tend to inhibit rather 

than stimulate the child's development. In this type of of prsschool 

the teachers typically initiate the activities in a highly structured 

atmosphere, and required to respond in ·~Jai!ormly. as a group, with 

no expression of individuality or initiative. Also, since most of 

the activities initiated by teachers are related to physical care 

of the children (dressing, undressing. tOileting, handwsshing, meals 

and snacks, naptimes), a good deal of the time the children are lett 

relatively unsupervised. Social interactions in such preschools tend 

to be fewer and less complex than in the educationallY-oriented 

preschools. (Bekman,1982). 

The aim of this study is to explore the effects of the mother's child

rearing practices and the type of preschool education the child re

ceives on the preschool child·s cognitive style and autonomous 

functioning, since very little research has been conducted in this 

area. 
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Th.or.t1QBl Backrround 

The "Cognitive Style" Concept and Differentiation TheorYI 

"Cognitive Style" is a global concept which refers to an individual's 

level of perceptual, cognitive and social differentiation. It is 

refleoted in the way the individual perceives the world, in problem 

solving, in social interaotions, and in organizing information. Wit~in 

and his colleagues first developed the theory of psychological dif

ferentiation, one of the main components of whioh is the concept 

of field-dependenoe-independenoe, or cognitive style. 

Differentiation refers to the "Complexity of structure of a psychologicsl 

system and the naturl of its relation to its environment or surround" 

(Goodenough and Within, 1978~. It is hypothesized that people differ 

in their ability to differentiate, in other words to extract an item 

from its context or "field" (Werner, 1979»). 

Greate~'differentiation in the perceptual domain is reflected in 

e~tracting the parts of the field as separate from the whole, rather 

than ex.per1Bncing them aa global, which indicates less differenti

ation (Werner, 1979)', At one e%treme p.rception is dominated by the 

whole, and this perceptual style is labeled as "field dependence". 

at the other extreme the parts are experienced aa separate, which 

is labeled as "field-independence" (Witlnin et al., 1971)', Thua a 

field-independent cognitive style is marked by greater differentiation 

and therefore greater complexity of structure, while a field-dependent 

styli is marked by less differentiation and presumably simpler 

structure. 

The development of differentiation is an organism-wide process, there

fore it manifeats itself in various domains of development, such as 

perceptual, cognitive, personal and social. 
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In the perceptual and cognitive domaina, the field-dependent cognitive 

style is characterized by placing greater reliance on external referents 

and the field-independent cognitive style by placing emphasis on inter

nal referents in information processing. 

In the development of self-concept, differentiation is reflected in the 

formstion of boundaries between self and the world outside, particularly 

other people. With increasing self-nonself discrimination internal 

referents become increasingly important compared with external referents 

in guiding behavior. Less self-nonself segregation encourages greater 

reliance on external referents:(Goodenough and Within, 1978). Greater 

differentiation refers to a separate identity which the person has 

developed including inner referents which guide perception, thinking, 

acting and feeling. They rely on these internal frames of reference 

which are distinct from others. There is considerable evidence that 

relatively field-dependent persons are more likely to rely on what is 

provided by the social surround. For example, in a study by Bell (1955), 

subjects who where field dependent relied on the authority's standards 

whereas field-independent subjects relied more on inner sources (the 

EFT Manual, 1971). 

In the social domain, field-dependent people are found to be more 

attentive to social cues (Ruble and Nakamura,1972j cited in Goodenough 

and Witkin, 1978). They prefer to be with people and even prefer to be 

physically close to them (Holley, 1972; Justice, 1969; as cited in 

Witkin, 1976). 

The Assessment ~ols: 

Cognitive differentiation or field dependence-independence haa been 

assessed with a variety of procedures and instruments. Witkin and his 

colleagues used two spatial orientation tests, the Rod and Frame Test 

and the Body Adjustment test in their original investigations. Later 



the Embedded Figures Test and the Wechsler Analytic Triad (a group of 

three subtests from Wechler's Intelligence Scales)' come into use as 

measures of cognitive differentiation. 

In the Rod and Frame Test (RFT), the subject is seated in a completely 

dark room and is asked to adjust to the upright, a tilted, luminous 
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rod, within a tilted, luminous, square frame; while in the case of field 

independence, the subject brings the rod close to the upright without 

attending to the surrounding frame {Witkin et al., 1972)'1. 

In the Body Adjustment Test (BAT)\ subject is seated in a tilted chair, 

in a small tilted room, and is asked to adjust his body to the upright. 

Some subjects tend to align their bodies with the tilted room (field 

dependence)\ whereas others bring their bodies close to the actual uprigt 

regardless of the tilt of the room (field independence )'. 

The Embedded Figures Test (EFT) requires the subject to find a simple 
he 

figure (such as a triangle) which has previously seen in a complex desigr 

which has been organized to hide the simple design (Witkin et a1. 1972). 

Significant correlations between scores on the EFT, RFT and B~~ were 

found in numerous studies (Gardner, 1957, 1961; Jackson, 1955, 1958. 

Newbigging, 1954; Perez, 1955; as cited in Witkin et al., 1971). 

Intellectual differentiation is assessed by means of three subteats 

of the Wechsler Intelligence Scales. These tests collectively are 

called the Wechsler Analytic Triad (WAT) and they include the Block 

DeSign, Object Assembly and Picture Arrangement subtests. Like the 

EFT, these tests require disembedding, which makes them suitable for 

use as a measure of cognitive differentiation. 

~ Development of Autonomy in the Preschool Years: 

The psychosocial developmental theory of Erik Erikson(196)i emphasizes 

the importance of the child's socisl environment in development. Eriksor 

describes human development in eight consecutive stages, the first 
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three of which include inf:,ncy, and early childhood. Each st"ge involves 

a "nuclear conflict" which the individual mllst resolve. The nuclear confU 

of infancy and early childhood bre trust versus mistrust; autonomy versus 

sJ.,ame and doubt; and ini tiati ve ve rsus gUil t. Wi thin the fr:·mework of this 

p~per it is the second and third steges which are crucial for the develope 

of autonomy. 

The second stage approximately corres:conds to 8 chronological age of 

1 1/2 -) years. The conflict here has to do with the assertion of will or 

submission to control by others (uS\l<,lly parents). During this time childr 

begin to acquire more complex skills in dealing with the world around them 

(such·s l"nguage, walking etc.) They "Iso begin to see themselves as 

cap"ble of manipulating 80me things, "8 executo~s of some of the 

behaviors they intend. GraduAlly they developa sense of autonomy. However, 

shame and doubt alsoexist. They arise from the child's rem ining dependenc: 

and on f·ar of going beyon~ one's capacities. Toilet training reflects the 

conflicts of this stage, where shame and doubt result from fa11u:'e to meet 

parent,;l expectations and an inability to be assertive, whereas a sense ot' 

autonomy is the outcome of self contr,l and assertion. 

By the age of four or five, children have resolved the crises of auto-

nomy and hhve discovered that they "re somebodY (Lefranc01s, 1977\). 

Erikson calls the ~~h;·, C" t ';8 c.tage initie.tive versus guilt. The 

environment of three to five year aIds now invites them to assume some 

res)onsibility and master new tasks such as establishing peer relHtlons, 

imitating adult 1 nguage. The child must initiRte actions in differ .nt 

spheres. After all, they are not only autonomOllS but they are respon-

sible for initibting behavior. 

As discussed at some length above, the child's ~evelopment. obviously 

takes plNce in a social environment dominRted by the parents. Schaefer 
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(1958) emphaaizes two dimensions of parental behavior whioh are impor

tant in their roles as sooializers: acceptance - rejection and per

missiveness - restrictivenesa. 

Acceptance and rejeotion refer to the respect and love (or thsir lack) 

that parents show to their children. Accepting parents parents show 

warmth, love, affection, understanding and approval. In terms of dis

ciplinary methods, they use praise and encouragement and little phy

sical punishment. Rejecting parents behave in a cold, distant, hostile, 

or disapproving manner towards,their children and tend to use harsh 

punishment with them. 

Permissiveness-restrictiveness refers to the degree to which parents 

exercise control over their ohildrenPs actions. Permissive parents are 

liberal in their attitudes towards their children, and they allow them 

freedom in decision making and in carrying out these deciSions. They 

do not exert much control or enforce rigid rules on their children • 

However,Ba~nd (1967») and Coppersmith (196r) have suggasted that 

extreme permissiveness does not produce a well-aocialized ohild. A 

very permissive, rejecting parent is perhaps better described as neg

leoting. Even when the parent is warm, the absenoe of at least mode

rate control is likely to be associated with low impulse control in 

the child and low levels of achievement (Maccoby, 1968). 

The most positive outcome in child behavior is believed to appear as 

a consequenoe of accepting and moderstely permissive parental behavior, 

where the ohild tends to be independent, autonomous, out-gOing, oreative 

and active (Liebert and Wioks-Nelson, 1981)'. 

Considerable differences in autonomy / dependenoe may be observed in 

ohildren of presohool age. The dependent ohild seeks for help fre

quently, stays olose or next to adults and his initiative in aotions 

is direoted towards adults rather than peers. When there is no adult 
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near, he reacts in a passive and shy way. The autonomous child, in 

contrast, relates to peers as well as adultsj he can play alonej when 

faced with a problem he tries to solve it himself firat and he seeks 

h.lp from others only if h. cannotjhe asserts himself and his opinions 

(llaccoby et al., 1968)'. r; .. _.-------

In Turkey. the general tplmd,1B toward a controlling-authoritarian pa-

rental attitude towards children. Children are ..s treated as babies 

until they are three years old, therefore they are treated more under-

etandingly and not so authoritatively as they are treated later. 

Girls, especially, are trained to be dependent, passive and obedient 

(Ozgediz et al.,1979, KA~tQ1ba'1, 1982). 

Turkish socialization processes emphasize obedience to authority be-

ginning in early childhood. The family structure hinders independence 

in the cognitive and social behavior of Turkish children (KBknel, 1970; 

OztUrk, 1969»). i:'arents want their children to obey them,'11 t. tb.-. 

to turn to them for guidance, in other words to be dependent on them. 

In schools and other social media this theme of obedience to authority 

inhibits the development autonomy and discrimination between self and 

other. Thus social and cognitive development suffer from such a cultu-

ral norm. 

Sex Differences I 

Though small in magnitude, in Western Societies there is a difference 

between the sexes in cognitive style, with females tending to be more 

field dependent than males. The reason is probably greater emphasis 

on self-nonself s.gregation in the raising of bOys than of girls. These 

differenc.s do not beoome regular or Significant until sround early 

adolescence (Within, 1975; 811 cited in Diaz-Guerrero and Holtzman, 

1978)'. 

1 stud~es of Non-Western 1I0cieties, sex difterences tend not to be 

'nd in samples trom migratory, hunting societies I where significant 



sex differences do appear, they are largely in samples from sedentary, 

agricultural societies (Clausen,196a);·' 
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In migratorr or hunting economies, social pressure is loose, and so

cialization practices value independence, self-reliance and achievement. 

In theae societies the level ot differentiation is quite high and mem

bers are relatively field independent because ot greater tolerance of 

autonomy. Females are relatively more independent and valued in the 

economic life ot the family. In these groups, there is little or no 

sex difference on field dependence-independence (Berry, 1975). 

Among Eskimos, no sex differences were tound (Berry, 1967). Among Aus

tralian Aboriginals, a migratory community, minimal sex difterences 

were encountered (Berry, 1975). 

Sex differences seem to appear most strongly in sedentary, agricultu

ralist cultures where there is tight social pressure and where sociali

zation practices require responsibility and obedience to authority 

figures. The family dynamiCS are characterized by stress on conformity 

to parental authority. Females are generally expected to behave more 

dependently and uhder the control. These cultures tend to have a low 

differentiation because of emphasis on obedience, dependence and aut

hority. 

Both sexes tend to be less field-independent in these cultures, but 

socialization pressures are even stronger on females than malea there

fore producing greater field 4~ctimb. in females. 

Among African agricultural and paatoral cultures and Jamaican children, 

greater sex differencea were found (Berry, 1967; Okonji, 1969; cited 

in Werner, 1979). Holtzman and his colleagues (1975) found sex differen

ces among mexican girls and boys, where the girls had more household 

duties than boys and the parents' expectations were highe]!" for boys 

than girls. This case is similar to that ot Turkey, where females are 



raised to obey authority thus turningaut to be more field dependent 

(KAg1t01ba§1, 1982). 

Antecedents of Cognitive Style: 

Cross-cultural studies in Non-Western samples have focused on four 

major categories of antecedents of cognitive style. 

1) Child-Rearing practices 

2)' Socialization practices within the larger social context 

3) Ecological factors 

4) Biological (hormonal)' determinants 

1)' Effects of Child Raaring Practices Within the Family: 

12 

Variations in modes of child-rearing may be seen in different societies. 

These practices foster or hamper· the development of differentiation in 

cognitive style. Children who are encouraged to function separately , 

autonomously, with initiative snd gradual separation from family control 

seem to have greater field independence. In contrast, child-rearing 

practices which encourage continued reliance on parental authority, 

severe socialization pressures and strong identification with the mother 

are likely to make for less differentiation and a more field-dependent 

cognitive style (Busse, 1969}. 

In an early study by Dyk and Witkin (1965) mothers of field dependent 

and independent boys handled separation issues in opposite ways. Mothers 

of field dependent boys were likely to encourage continued connections 

between mother and son (limiting child's activities, emphasizing con

formity, discouraging assertive and aggressive behavior, not stimulating 

the child for responsibil1 ty taking)'. They also tended to use severe 

discipline as a means of controlling the behavior of their children • 



Finally, less differentiated mothers tended to have less difterenti

ated children. 

Seder (1957; cited in Maloney, 1974) also tound differences in child 

rearing among mothers of field dependent and independent lO-year-old 

boys and girls. The findings showed that mothers of field independent 

children were permissive, democratic, encouraging of independent be

havior and tended to allow their children to set their own standards. 

On the contrary, mothers of field dependent children were authoritarian 

in administering punishment and coercive in their methods of child

rearing. 

In an early study by Dawson (1967; cited in Sinhs, 1981), the Mende 

and Temne groups ot Sierra Leone were etudied. The Temne parents were 

found to stress authority more, to use more physical punishment and be 

less consistent in their child rearing methods. As predicted, the Temne 

were found to be more field dependent than the Mende. In a similar 

study by Berry (1966. cited in Sinha, 1981);, he compared the Temnes 

and the Eskimos. The Temne children, who were severely disciplined and 

physically punished, were more field dependent than the Eskimo children, 

who had much more freedom, received punishment rarely and were encourage 

to have responsibilities early in life. 

Busse (1969) worked on child rearing antecedents of flexible thinking. 

In conducting his research he worked with mothers and fathers from a 

lower-class Negro community. Flexible thinking was defined as the abi

lity to consider alternative means to an end. Conditions which limit 

flexible thinking were found to be over-controlling mothers, severe 

punishment, lack of controversy and argument at home (where impulaes 

are denied expressions), and father absence leading to maternal domi

nation. Results showed that fleXible thinking is related to parental 

child rearing practices is the predicted way. 
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In a study of mothers, Hess and Shipman (1965) compsred lower and 

middle SES mothers and children, they compared mothers' teaching 

strstegies and their effects on children's learning styles and in-

formation strategies. Lower SES mothers were found to control their 

children more strictly snd were more authoritarian than middle or 

high SES mothers. As a result, their children were more passive, 

dependent and compliant in their modes of engagement whereas middle 

or high SES children were more assertive and initiating. 

Laoss (1978) hypothesized that children whose mothers use maternal 

teaching strategies which encourage autonomous functioning and cog-

nitive restructuring will develop a relatively field independent 

cognitive style, and thst children whose mothers use teaching stra-
, 

tegies which encourage the child to rely on external referents as 

sources of information and stress strict, dominant control, conform-

ity to authority and harsh punishment will develop a relatively field 

dependent cognitive style. The results supported the hypotheses. 

C~e'ys and De Boeck (1976) worked with 5-to-7 year old children. They 

studied the influence of parental characteristics on children's pri-

mary mental abilities and field independence. Their results also 

showed a relation between children "s field independence and paren-

tal emphasis on independence and achievement. 

There are also a few studies which have failed to find relationships 

between parental attitudes and behavior and children"s cognitive style. 

Domash and Bolter (1976~ found no significant relationship between 
-

mother's authoritarianism and child's psychological differentiation. 

They also found no sex difference with regard to psychological 

differentiation among these, preschool children. 



J!jbback. (1957):, in an early atudy, found no relationship between mate 

nal attitudes and cognitive functioning. She suggested that certain 

variables such as age and sex which were not controlled in her study 

might have obscured the relationship (Ribback, 1957; cited in Maloney 

1974). 

i) Child Rearing praotioes and oognitive styles in Turkey 

There have been a number of studies oonducted on the relationship bet 

ween ohild-rearing methods and cognitive styles of ohildren in Turkey 

The findings, however, do not indioate a definite trend. 

OztUrk (1969): and KlSknel (1970Y, reported that the conservative and 

inhibitive nature of the Turkish family hampers the development of 

independenoe in Turkish children. 

Le Compte and Le Compte (1978)' worked with mothers representing lower 

middle and upper SES in Ankara, Turkey. Lower SES mothers were found 

to be more overproteotive and less demooratio in their relations with 

their ohildren. 

GUrkaynak (1979) found that lower· SES ohildren reoeived harsh punish

ment and more oontrol from their parents than middle SES ohildren. 

As a result they were more dependent, aggressive and had less power 

with regard to family issues. 

Korkmazlar (1980) found that children of overproteotive parents tende< 

to be more field dependent than ohildren of less overproteotive paren

It was also found that parental educational-oocupational levels influ

enoed children"s cognitive styles. Children of university educated 

parents were more field-independent than children of elementary schoo: 

eduoated parents. 

Erer (1983)\ hypothesized that in Turkey dependence is praised. She 

found that the tendency to raise dependent ohildren decreases as the 



educational level of the parent increases. 

In terms of sex differences, there were no significant differences 

in field articulation or dependent behavior found either in Korkmsz

lar's study (1980) or in Erer"s study (1983). 

Canborgil (1973), on the other hsnd, found that village mothers' 

attitudes did not affect their children's success on Piaget's cognitiv 

performance tasks. 

Okman"s (1979) findings were rather opposing. She dealt with the re

lationships between parental child-rearing attitudes and field arti

culation of their 13 year old children. Children who percsived their 

parents as fostering autonomy were more field-dependent than those 

who perceived their psrents as fostering conformity and dependence. 

This finding was not consistent either with Okman's expectations or 

previous research results. 

2) Socialization Practices within larger social context 

Socialization can be regarded as a process which focuses upon the 

development of the individual as s social being and as a member of 

a society. As the structure of the society varies, the norms inherent 

in the culture and socialization patterns also vary. 

Where family structure has changed from an extended family structure 

to a nuclear family structure, child-rearing practices have also 

changed (Clausen, 1968)'. Dominant interactions and influences in 

the.e two different type. of families are ver~ different. Joint fa

milie. are large groups with members belonging to three or more ge

nerations, whereas nuclear families are small groups with members 

from only two generations. These two fsmily types present entirely 

two different kinds of social environment to the child. An extended 

family structure provides an atmosphere where the child has less 

freedom to develop his self identity and individuality because ~ an 



authoritarian structure.In the nuclear family, the child has more 

independence and distinctive self development. Therefore children 

in these two types of families will differ in their psychological 

differentiation (Clausen, 1968). 

3)" Ecological Fac tors: 

Ecology here refers to the density of population in the home and 

surrounding areas; the form and arrangement of houses in the com-

munity; and the type of space available to the individual and his 

family. Ecological patterns may be hypothesized to affect the nature 

of an individual's eelf conception, his ability to develop a sharpl 

differentiated impression of himself. {Berry, 1976)'-. Members of mobil 

groups (hunting, fishing, migrating communities) seem to be more fit 

independent, with developed spatial abilities, analytical skills 

and self reliance. In agricultural groups (pastoralists, sedentary 

communities) social conformity, control over individuals are valued 

which in turn leads to field-dependent styles (Berry, 1967). 

In Turkey there are three main family types. The nuclear family is 

predominant, but is different from the Western nuclear family. Nuc
with 

lear families tend to be structurally nuclear but function close-

knit ties with their families of origin, kin and neighbors (Olson, 

1981; Dub en , 1982; Qt' :I 'ft Ka~l.t~l.bal}l., 1982). The extended famili, 

are divided into two; patriarchally extended (the oldest man, the fa" 

is the head of household»), and transient extended (the married son i. 

the household head and this family is on the way to becoming nuclear: 



4) Biological Factors: 

Some researchers have suggested that field dependence independence 

and autonomy may be influenced by sex hormone levels. They have 

suggested that the androgen/estrogen ratio plays an important role 

in determining cognitive style. For example, Dawson (1972, cited in 

Goodenough and Witkin, 1977) suggested that a high androgen/.strogen 

ratio during a critical prenatal period may result in a field in

dependent cognitive style. 

Another sex based line of research suggests that cognitive style is 

affected by the rate of maturation. There is evidence, although not 

consistent, that within each sex, individuals who reach puberty re

latively late, tend to score higher on the mFT , Block DeSign and 

other differentiation tests (Weber, 1976; cited in Goodenough and 

Witmin, 1977). 

In shaping. one's cognitive style all of these factors tend to work 

together instead of being "the antecedent". It is quite clear, how

ever, that environmental variables playa very important role in the 

development of psychological differentiation. In examining cognitive 

style in young ohildren, it would be helpful to conside~etail the 

effects on children of another environmentsl variable namely, Pre -

school Education. 

Effects of Preschool Education: 

18 

It may be said that all of a child·s experiences from birth to school 

age comprise his preschool education. Life is the currioulum and the 

child is the learner at the center of the process. However, our 

concern here is with formal, or institutional presohool education, 

the main concern of this education iB to promote some curiosity in 

the child about the world around him BO that he develops competence 
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from his experiences. Obviously educational aims are somewhat different 

for younger and older children, for talented or less gifted children , 

and for advantaged or deprived children. It may' be helpful to turn to 

understand how to evaluate these educational programs. 

The earliest attempts to evaluate the effects of early education 

utilized the measurement of changes follOwing nursery school atten

dance. The measurement devices were intelligence tests (Jensen, 1963; 

cited in Clarke and Clarke, 1976)'. The assessment method. ranged from 

testing by quantitative methods to observational one. {Le FranCOiS, 

1972},. 

Preschool education is desirable for all children, but it is a neces

sity for the dissdvantaged. What is meant by the term "diadvantaged"? 

Children coming from low SES familie. are disadvantaged from birth. 

They come from economically poor families which are caught up in a 

cycle of poverty and failure. The jobs the poor hold are undeSirable 

and 10. in sslaries. As a group they are less successful in school, 

therefore they have a low educstion level. The picture is thst the 

disadvantaged individual, in this case the adult, is poor, undereducated, 

snd under - or - unemployed. Children coming from these families typi

cally obtain lower IQ scores, snd perform more poorly in school than 

their advantaged peers. On the other hand, their advantaged peers coming 

from higher SES groups have received adequate nutrition, stimulation, 

parental support from an adequate, enriched environment (Lieb~l·t aJ"l 

Vd,,!{s-Nelson, 1981). The disadvantaged children's academic difficul

ties increase over the years, and they are more likely to drop out 

of school at an early age. Then they face a life of marginal jobs 

or unemployment. To break this cycle, compensatory education programs 

are needed. 

What is compensatory education? What are the main goals? It is apparent 



20 

that disadvantaged children are those who are in greatest need of 

compensatory education. Therefore the main goal of compensatory 

programs is to provide children from various socioeconomic back -

grounds with equal opportunities for education. Proponents of pre-

school education conclude that compensatory programs must be carefully 

focused to make up for what the home environment lacks, and that 

compensatory preschool education must be followed by a compensatory 

school program. Also, improving the home environment may be an essen-

tia1 link in compensatory educations1 programs (Clarke snd Clarke, 

1976) • were designed 

Early programs beginning in the 1960's, to promote the intellectual 

and physical growth of the children by providing an enriched envi-

ronment. Among these programs, the following were w~ll known. 

1)Ear1y Training Project (Gray and Claus, 1965, 1968; cited' in Mussen, 

Conger and Kagan, 1975>': This study waa carried out with deprived 

preachoo1 children. Intervent~on caused a sharp increase in measured 

intelligence. However, thia trend leveled off by the end of fourth 

grade and then began to decline. The reason was that without massive 
the 

changea in life situation of the child, home Circumstances will 

continue their adversive effect upon the child even though the pre-

school environment has been enriched (L~fr.aao~as, 1977). 

2)The Ypsilanti Project (Weikart and Schweinhart, 1981): This program 

combined a dai1Y-c1asroom component with a weekly home-teaching visit. 

At the age of 15, the experimental group still maintained relative 

success in school achievement and aocia1 relations. Therefore the' 

YpSilanti Project brings forward the very important hypothesis that 

programs are more successful if they involve both the mother and 

the child. 
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3)Project Head Start: Thie program was designed to help disadvantaged 

children by providing an intensive preschool education program for a 

short period of time. Re.ults showed an increase in performance which 

declined rapidly after the termination of the project. The failure 

might be due to the use of short programs, offering little education, 

treating the child out of his home environment, and failing to re

inforce gains (Clarke and Clarke, 1976). 

4):Parent Education Project: Ira Gordon (1969; cited in Lef1'lmaailsJ, 

1977) developed a program in which impoverished children were not 

removed from their homes. Parent-educators were trained to go into 

home. to orient parents. The children appeared to benefit from this 

prolonged program. 

An ideal preschool center with a comprehensive approach, incorporates 

the child's social environment and constitutes a supportive environment 

for the overall development of the child can be analyzed in terms 

of four main headings (Ozgediz et al., 1979): 

1) Development of self: Development of trust, self-control, 

independence, positive self evaluation, sex role learning. 

2) Cognitive Development: Development of creativity, problem 

solVing, productivity, language development, differentiated thinking 

ability. 

3) Physical Development: Learning the body, bodily hygiene, 

muscle development. 

4) Social-emotional Development: Developing positive interper

sonal relationships, love, social responsibilities, learning cultural 

and humanitarian values, and learning the environment. 

These categories must be the primary concerns of a preschool center. 

However differences are expected to appear between centers with educa

tional aima and custodial aims. 



Educational centers aim to foster the overall development of the 

child. Staff behavior, in line with the aim, is more stimulating 

and promoting the development of the children. They show more po

sitive control, suggestions, instructions. They share the activity 

with the children and carryon ,:1 organized group activities and 

teaching sessions. Staff working at centers with custodial aime 

22 

show low quality of relation with children and negative control 

(depending on strict discipline and punishment)'. They accepted their 

job only to mind the children. The cognitive content of their behavior 

was very poor or no.existent (Bekman, 1982). They did little or nothing 

to instruct or stimulate cognitive development in the children. 

Keeping the orientation of the center and the staff behavior in mind, 

children attending custodial centers may be expected to be less crea

tive in their activities and less imaginative. The nature of the 

custodial center (no variety in facilities and materials, highly 

structured atmosphere) 1JliiY; be expected to inhibit the child's cognitive 

development. 

Social development is also expected to be hindered in the centers 

with custodial aims. The childran's individual~ty is ignored. Self

expression, initiative behavior are denied. They are expected to 

display complete obedience and behave in accordance with the wishes 

of the staff (Bekman, 1982). Therefore, with regard to autonomy, 

children attending custodial centers may be expected to behave less 

autonomously than children attending educational centers. 

Now let us take a look at the studies carried out in Turkey on the 

effects of preschool education. In a study by Bekman (1982»), the 

effects of the orientstion (sim) of the preschool center on the 

children'. behavior was studied. Results showed that the sim of the 

center affected the child's level of social participation and type 

and complexity of activity that he engaged in. 
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In centers with a maintenance/custodial aim, the children's behavior 

was at a lower level Of complexity in terms of social interaction 

and the type of the activity than the children's behavior at centers 

with educational aims. 

Purpose of the Study: 

This study is part of an overall project, the Comprehensive Preschool 

Education Project, which aims to investigate the impact of different 

types of preschool enVironments, in combination with a program of 

home intervention, on the cognitive, personality, and social develop

ment of working-class children in tstanbul. 

The purpose of the present study is to investigate the impact of the 

mother"s child-rearing practices and attitudes, and the type of the 

preschool attended on the child's cognitive style (field dependence 

-independence)' and on the child's autonomous or dependent behavior. 

Hypotheses: 

According to Busse (1969), Dyk and WitHin (1965)', Hess and Shipman 

(1965), Laosa (1978), Erer (1983) and Korkmazlar (1980,. it has been 

found that mother's child-rearing methods affect the child's cog

nitive and social development. Children of overprotective, authori

tative, coercive mothers who emphasize obedience, dependence, power

assertion, conformity and control, have been found to be less autono

mous and more field-dependent. Therefore it may be hypotheSized that; 

l)Children whose mothers use power-assertive discipline will 

have less differentiated cognitive styles than children whose mothers 

use inductive discipline. 

2)'Children whose mothers use power-assertive discipline will be 

less autonomouS than children whose mothers use inductive discipline. 

3)Children whose mothers reward obedience will have less differen-
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tiated cognitive styles than children whose mothers reward independence. 

4) Children whose mothars define a "good child" in terms of depen

dence and obedience will have less differentiated cognitive styles 

than children whose mothers define a "good child" in terms of autonomy. 

Another line of research, on tha effects of preachool education on 

child "a cogni t1 ve and 80cial development, has concluded that praschool 

education affecta the childos behavior and that preschool programs 

with different methoda and aims have differing impacts on child 

development (Clarke and Clarke, (1976); Gray and Claus, ,1968' i Weikart 

and Schwe1nhart,(198lii Gordon, :1969)'; tineY,(1981;'; Bekman, :1982):~. 

Therefore it was hypothesized thatj 

5)~hildren who attend educational preschool centers will hava 

more differentiated cognitive styles than childran who attend cuatodial 

centers or who are reared in deprived at homes with no formal pre

achool education. 

6) Children who attend educational preschoola will show more 

autonomous behavior than children who attend custodial centers or 

who are reared at home. 

Among the 8tudies of cognitive styles, sex differences do not seem 

to be significant until adolescent years. According to many re

searchers (Berry, 1975; Korkmazlar, 1980; Within, 1976; Clausen, 

1968) , ). sex differences do not appear in 

children. Therefore it was hypothasizad that; 

7) There will be no sex diffarencea with regard to cognitive 

styles among fiva-year-old Turkish boys and girls. 
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lIiETdOD 

SUBJECTS 

Subjects were 136, fi7e-year-old children (born between May, 1977 

and May, 1978) coming from intact families snd their mothers. Forty 

of the children were home-resred, did not attend nursery schools. 

Of those attending pre-school centers, 40 attended centers with edu-

cational aims and 56 attended centers with custodial/maintenance 

aims. Seventy-eight of the subjects were boys and 58 were girls. 

Table 1 

Distribution of Children According To Sex 

And The Center Attended 

Educational Centers Custodial Centers Home-Reared 

20 19 19 

20 35 22 

41 54 41 

Children who went to preschool centers were randomly chosen from a 

list obtained from the headmasters, according to age and unbroken 

family background. Information on family·s background and birthdate 

was obtained from the children's files at the centers. 

Since the l.ngth of att.ndance at the center might affect the child's 

behavior, only childr.n who att.nded the center more than three months 

were included in the sample. The mean length of nursery attendance 

was 1.5 years. 
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The home-reared group were selected from a group of home reared children 

(satisfying the age and family background criteria) who lived in the 

ssme neighborhoods as the nursery school children. They were located 

by referrals from the mothers of the nursery school children. 

SEL~CTION OF C~NTEHS 

All subjects in the preschool sample were chosen from children attending 

preschool centers in istanbul, which serve children of parents of low 

socio-economic-ststus (SES). Low SES is operationally defined as s 

combination of lack of education, low income, unskilled or ssmi-skil1ed 
poor 

worker status, and residence in one of the shanty town or other quslity 

h~sing areas. 

The preschools were claSSified as educational or custodial in aim accordi 

to the results from (1) a questionnaire directed to the headmaster of 

the center (2) an observation sheet which was filled out by an observer 

after visiting the center for five days. Both the questionnaire and 

the observation sheet consisted of items about the materials present at 

the center, physical setting of the center in detail and daily activities 

Copies may be found in Appendices A and B. 

Six preschool centers, three of them custodial and three educational, 

were selected for the study. Two of the educational centers are run by 

private sector factories, for children of their workers and one is run 

by Union For Chi1dren's Welfare (an institution of the Red Crescent). 

All of the custodial centers serve the children of workers in cigarette 

factories run by the Turkish State Monopolies. The centers with educa-

tiona1 sims hsd a fsvorab1e staff ratio, with an average of 15-20 

ohildren per teacher. They had a daily, organized activity program aimed 

at comprehensive education of the children. The children were free in 

their choioR of activity during the beginning hours. Later they were 
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asked to clear and tidy and then to form a group in whioh they had 

singing or story telling and were given simple information about the 

world. After that the children worked on a creative activity if they 

wished. The settings (indoor or outdoor)'. and play materials available 

to the children were attraotive and stimulating. 

Th. oenters with custody/~aint.nance aims had a ataff ratiO with an 

average of 25-30 o-hlldren per teacher. The daily program was primarily 

direoted to the physical _ne.ds of the children suoh as .ating. dr.ssing 

and tOileting. Equipment was limited and toys consisted of only plastic 

toys and a few dolls. The children oould not act fr.ely. Their activi ti.: 

wer. mostly t.acher initiated. They spent most of their time sitting 

aimlessly. Outdoor facilities were better than indoors but again 

equipment and supervision were minimal. 

MATERIALS 

lNTli:RVlli:W SCHEDULES: 

Child Interviewbach 

The mother of _~.xa..k child in the sample was intervi.wed during a 

home visit by one of s group of .ight inv.stigators about their childrer 

b.havior. The schedule for this "child interview" contained 55 closed

ended qu.stions. 25 of which concerned autonomy. Th.s. items were 

pr.tested in a pilot study. and in some cases were r.vised. Seven sub

cat.gori.s of behavior w.re included in the autoncmy dimension. 

1. Prcj.ct Initiative: Coded when the child was reported to initiate 

a play activity or the us. of the play mat.rial without direction or 

sugg.stion from an adult or another child. This category does not 

inc Iud. self-stimulation. i •••• thumb-sucking. 

2. Independent Activity: This category was coded when the child was 

reported to carry out an organized. purposeful activi-ty with minimal 
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or no supervision by an sdult. This activity might have been initiated 

by the child himself or might have been suggested by an adult or by 

another child, but in either case the child was reported to carry out 

the activity independently. 

3. Social Initiative: This category was coded when the child was re-

ported to initiate social interaction with another child, such aa an 

inVitation to play, asking to join a game and the like. 

4. Self-Care: In this category, the child waa reported to carry out 

some kind of aelf-caring activity independently. 

5. Persistence: When the child waa reported to persiat in an activity 

despite its difficulties or frustrations, this category was coded. 

6. Assertion of Rights: This category included instances in which the 

child was reported to defend his interests against children and adults. 

He might have resisted interferences, directions, interruptions in a 

reasonable manner; without tautrums and aggression. 
Dependence 

7.-~-~.on Adults: This category was a negative sign; showing lack 

of autonomy, If the category was codedj the child was reported to lack 

autonomy; showing orientation toward the mother by clinging on, ssking 

for constant help from the mother or complaining about his brothers 

and Sisters, A copy of the schedule may be found in Appendix C. 

Mother Interview: 

A second interview; the mother interview, conducted by five interview' 

was also carried out in a separate home visit. This interview involve 

,. total of 76 questions including closed and open-ended questions, 

This interview was designed to assess mothers" child-rearing practicel 

and attitudes. Agsin, this interview was also pre-tested in a Pilot 

study and modified where necessary. 

From the items in this interview, question 9 showed the type of behav 

rewarded by the mother. Question 14 was an indicator Of the mother's 



style of punishment. Queation 43 was the indicator of the mother's 

definition of the concept of a "good child". The relevant portion 

of the interview schedule is reproduced in Appendix D. 

T~ CrlILDHEN'S ~EDDED FIGUHES TEST: 

ThiS teat waa administered by four experimenters, to test the child's 

field-dependence or independence (cognitive style)!. The Children "S 

Embedded Figures Test (CEFT} was developed to measure cognitive style, 

by Karp and Konstadt (197l~. This teat ia the children"s version of 

the EFT (Embedded Figur .. Test). The CEFT' is applicable to children 

between the ages 5-to-12. Although the CEFT has not been standardized 

for Turkey, it has been applied in Turkey by Korkmazlar (1980~. The 

CEFT' is a visual discrimination test, involving two simple forms 

hidden in pictures of varying complexity. Each form is presented in 

four series. The first three series are designed to familiarize the 

child with the materials and discrimination prOblem, while the fourth 

series is a test series. These series are as follows: 

1. Discrimination Series: Eight cards including one exact copy of 

each of the forms and three false copies on each card. 

2. Demonstration Series: Two cards having three consecutive pictures 

on which one of the original forma is embedded in a more complex 

figure. 

3. Practice Series: Three complex pictures allow the child to practice 

finding embedded figures. 

4. Test Seriea: A total of 25 cards, 11 with one of the forms and 

14 with the other form embedded in more complex figures. Each figure 

accurately pointed out by the child receives a score of one. 

The stimulus materials and instruction. from the CEFT are reproduced 

in AppendiX' E. 

30 



31 

Ttl!!: IIJ>CHSLJ>1i ANALY'l'lC TltIAD (IIAT),: 

The WAT administered by four experimenters consists of three subtests 

of the Wechsler IntelJ.igence Scale for Children-Revised Form (WISC-R)l; 

Block Design (BD)" Object Assembly (OAY, and Picture Arrangement (PA)' 

testS. These tests are used as measures of analytical thinking and 

also as supportive tests for the CEFT. The Block Design (BD) especially 

has been found to correlate highly with the CEFT (Sinha, 1981; Werner, 

1979). The CEFT scores also correlated Significantly (.32 -.49r with 

the WAT scores in several studies (Goodenough and Karp, 1961; Elitcher, 

1967; Pascual and Leone, 1969; all cited in the CEFT Manual, 1971). 

The WAT has a composite score, derived from averages of the three sub

test.. A stop-watch is used for timing all three tests. 

1. Block Design: This test requires six flat blocks with one red and 

one white side; eight flat blocks painted red on one side and one-half 

red and one-half white on the other; Bnd three cards with printed 

designs of blocks, bound into 8 booklet. 

2. Object Assembly: The test material contains five separate boxes, 

each containing cardboard shapes which can be assembled to produce 

a representation of an Object familiar to the child, such as an apple, 

a girl, a hor.e, a car, and a face. The first object (apple) is used 

for demonstration purposes. A paper on which to layout the piecesj 

and an original sheet to locate the pieces according to a standard 

format were also used during the administration of the test. 

3. Picture Arrangement: This test includes 13 sets of cards with 

pictures and a box container. On the back of the cards, numbers in

dicate the correct order from the child's left to right. 

Standardization of the WISC te~ts in Turkey was done by Semin et al. 

1967-1970 (~emin, 1978). 

A copy of instructions and score sheets for each has been reproduced 

in AppendiX F. 



PROC~DURE 

The Interviews 

The mother and the child interviews were conducted during home visits. 

When possible, the interviews with the mothers were conducted alone 

to avoid the influence of other family members on the answers. In some 

cases this proved impossible because of the limited number of rooms 

and large number of family members present in the home. 

The CEFT 

To develop proficiency in application of the CEFT, the investigator 

and three assistants applied the test to 20 children who were randomly 

chosen from the Bogazi9i Univeraity Preachool Center. These children 

came from the families of university professors, as well as those 

of administrative personnel, and workers at the Univeraity. In other 

words it included children from various SESe 

In administering the CEFT, each child was tea ted alone. Where possible 

the test was administered in a quiet and comfortable room at the center 

or in a separate room in the homes. 

During the administration of the test, the researcher and the child 

sat lide by Side. The numbers on the cards were kept in the upper

right. The procedure begins with showln~ the child the simple forms 

(a tent shape and a house spape). Then the Discrimination Series is 

presented. The child is then asked to find the exact replica of the 

originala in four items in the Discrimination-series. If the child 

cannot choose correctly twice conaecutively, the test il discontinued 

at that point. If he does make two consecutive correct choicel the 

test continues with the Demonstration-series. 

The Demonstration series requires the child to locate the tent-form 

in Simple pictures. 

The Practice series requires the child to practice dis embedding. The 
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researoher paints out the pictures are getting more complex. 

Actual scoring starts with the Test series. First there is a series 

using the tent (T) form, which the child must looate in each pioture. 

If the child fails all the trials between T7-Tll, the test is dis-

continued. If at least one success is scored between T7-Tll, the 

test continues with the House (H)' series. 

Before applying the House-test-cards, the child is first shown addi-

)J 

tional Demonstration and Practice carda with exactly the same prooedure. 

Then he goee on to the test cards from Hl-Hl4. Testing is stopped 

when the child fails in five consecutive trials in the H-series. 

The possible maximum score is 25. 

Tho Weohsler Analvtic Triad (WAT)' 

To gain facility with the procedures, the researcher applied the three 

tests to five children randomly chosen from the Bo~azi9i University 

pre.chool center. Actual te.ting took place at the oenter., in a 

separate room, or in a separate room in the child's home. 

Block Design: 

The child is given a block model for the designs 1 to 7, presented 

on the Record Form and the designs 8 to 10, on separate cards bound 

to a booklet, with the tops of designs facing the child. 

The child has 30 .econds for each trial, starting after the last word 

of the instructions. The child has a chance of two trials. Each design 

reoeives a score of 0, 1 or 2. If reproduced on the first trial, the 

design receives a two; one for the second trialj zero if both triala 

are failed. Reproduotions in rotated forms only for Designs 1 to 4 

are counted as correct. Each design presented must bs prearranged 

behind a soreen. TDials with gaps between the blocks are scored as 

failures. The test is discontinued after two consecutive failures, 

beginning with Design 3. The maximum score is 20. 



Object Assembly: 

In this test, the examiner and the child sit facing each other. The 

examiner first puts the pieces into a standard position while hiding 

it with a sheet of paper. After exposing the array, the instructions 

are give •• Timing starts when the last word of the directions is given. 

The sample item is not scored. Each item has a different time limit, 

varying from 120 to 180 minutes. Points are given for partial arrange

ments, and bonus pOints are given for quick arrangements. Completed 

before the time limit. The entire test is given to all children regard

less of scores on earlier items. The maximum score is 33 points. 

Picture Arrangement: 

In this test, the examiner sits facing the child. For each item, the 

child is presented with a series of pictures in a mixed-up order, and 

is a.ked to arrange them in an order which tell. a story. The orde~ 

in which the child arranges the items and the time it takes him to 

complete the job are recorded. Each item has a time limit which begins 

with the last word of the instruction •• 

For item. 5 to 12 bonus points are given for fa.t and perfect perfor

mances. The child ha. two trials for each set of pictures. If he has 

three consecutive failures (fsiling on both trial.) the te.t is dis

continued. There are varying time limit. for the different items. 

There is one sample item for practice purposes. ~e poasible maximum 

score is 48 points. 

Responses to the Mother Interview were u.ed to classify mothers with 

regard to their disciplinary styles (power assertive or inductive)', 

their concept of the "good child" (obedient or independent)', and the 
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type of behavior that they typically reward in their children (obedient 

or independent}. In each case the children of each group of mothers 

.ere compared with regsrd to their CEFT and WAT scores; their behaviors 

as reported on the Child Interview~utonomous or dependent) were also 

compared. In addition, children .ere grouped according to their pre

school settings (educational preschool, custOdial preschool, and home 

care) and their CEFT and WAT scores were compared across groups. Their 

reported autonomous /' dependent behaviors were also compared across 

group •• 

RESULTS 

Mean. and standard deviations for all children's WAT and CEFT scores 

.ere computed. A summary of mean scores and standard deviation by 

context of socialization is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2' 

Means and Standard Deviation. of CEFT and WAT 

Scores For All Children 

CEFT 

Context of socialization N X S.D. X 

Educational Preschools 40 9.5 3.9 7'.3 

Custodial Preschools 56 5.3 2.97 5.9 

Home-Reared 40 5.6 3.9 4.9 

Total Sample 136 6.8 3.6 6.1 

WAT 

S.D. 

4.4 

2.7 

2.9 

3.3 

In order to te.t the fir.t hypothesis on the relation.hip bet.een 

the mother.' dilciplinary method. and the children"l cognitive styles, 

the motherl .ere categorized al "power assertive" (using phYlical 



punishments, withdrawal of love, threats and other punishments 

involving power assertion)" or "inductive" (explaining the out-
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come., having the child pay back for what he has done, telling the 

child not to repeat the misbehavior and making the child apologize), 

according to their responses to the items corresponding to the mothers" 

disciplinary methods. The children of these two groups of mothers were 

compared with regard to cognitive style, as measured by the CEFT and 

the WAT as can be seen from Table 3. 

Table 3 

Children's Cognitive Styles and Mothers' 

Disciplinary Styl.s 

CEFT. IIAT, 

N X SD t P X SD t P 
Power Assertive Mothers 84 6.02 4.5 5.45 4.14 

.84 .4 .47 .6 
(N.S. ) (n ••• )' 

Inductive Mothers 52 5.4 4'.1 5.76 3.2 

There is no .ignificant difference between children of power assertive 

mothers and children of mothers who use induction, either in terms of 

CEFT scores (t=.84, pooled variance estimate; df=1341 p=.4, l-tailed)', 

or the WAT scores (t=.47; separate variance estimate, df-134, p=.6, 

l-tailed) • 

The second hypothesiS was that the children of power-assertive mothers 

would behav. less autonomously than children of mothers who use induc-

tion. The Kolmogorov - Smirnov Two-Sample Nonparametric Test was used 

to test the differences between the groups on each subcategory of the 

autonomy dimension. Since direction was predicted, a chi-square 

approximation was adequate for analysis. However the hypotheSis was 

not supported. There wsre four items to be analyzed for the sub-

category "project initiative", four for "independent activity", three 
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for "Bocia1 initiative", four for "se1f-csre", two for "persistence", 

three for "assertion of rights", snd four for "dependence on aou1ts". 

There were no significant differences on any of those items. 

Data relevant to the third hypothesis. concerning the relation between 

behaviors rewarded by the mothers and cognitive styles of their children 

were also analyzed by a two-sfimple t-test, as can be seen from Table 4'. 

Table 4 

Effects of Mothers' Rewarding Behe-vior on Children's 

Cognitive Styles 

Mothers Rewarding 
Obedince 

Mothers Rewarding 

Independence 

Total 

N 
4) 

11 

54 

CE~'T 

X S.D. 
4.95 ).8 

5.64 5,2 

WAT 

t P X s. D. 
4.6 2.6 

.5 .6 
(N.S) 

6.4 ).5 

t 

1.8) 

There was no significant difference between children whose mothers 

reward obedience and children whose mothers reward independence in 

terms of either CEFT scores (t: .5, pooled variance estimatejdf : 52; 

P:.6 , l-tailed), or .. Ar scores (t:l.8) , pooled variance estimate; 

P 

.07 

(n.s.) 

df: 52; p:.07,1-tailed). According to thes results, the second hypothesis 

was not supported even though according to the liAr scores the difference 

came very close to conventional significance. 

For hypothesis 4 , again applicaton of the t-test was appropriate. It 

was hypothesized that children whose mothers :~efine:l a "good child" 

in terms of cognitive style than children whose mothers defined the 

"good child" in terms of Butonomy. The results are summarized in 

Table 5. 



Mothers' Concept of a "Good Child" Affecting 

Children"s Cognitive Styles 

Defined in terms 
of Obedience 

Defined in terms 
of Independence 

Total 

CEFT 

N X SD 
84 5.6 4.3 

34 5.2 4.0 

118 

t P I 
5.6 

.53 .6 
(n.s.) 

WAT 

SD 
3.7 

t p 

.47 .6 
(n.s.) 

Again, there is no significant difference between the groups. The 

hypothesis was not supported either with regard to CEFT scores 

(t=.53 , pooled variance estimahi df-116j p •• 6, l-tailed») or IIAT 

scores (t-.47 , pooled variance estimatel df-116 , p=.6 , l-tailed). 

One-Way Analysis of Variance was utilized to test the results of the 

fifth hypothesis concerning comparisons among children going to educa-

tional preschool centers, custodial preschool centers and home

reared children in terms of cognitive styles (see Table 6 and 7)'. 

Table 6 

Conhxt of Socialization and Children's 

CEFT scores 

Mean 
Sums of Squares DF Squares 

Total SS 2523.4 135 18.7 

p 

Betw.en SS 408.7 2 204.4 12.9 .001 

Within SS 2114.7 133 15.9 
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Tabla 7 

Context of Socialization and Children-. 

WAT scores 

Mean 
Sums of Squarel!l DIl' Squares Ii' p 

Total SS 1943. T 135 14.4 

Between 5S 150.6 2 75.) 5.6 .005 

Within SS 179).1 133 13.5 

The result. indicated significant differences among the groups in 

terms of both CEFT: scores (~EFT=12.9' , df::2.l33 , p=.OOl)l , and 

WAT'scores ( ~A'Il=5.6 , df=2.l33 , p=.005)'. Therefore the hypothesis 

was supported. 

Data relevant to Hypothesis 6, concerning the relation between con-
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text of socialization and children's autonomous behavior were analyzed 

by Kolmogorov - Smirnov Test. The number of autonomy items per sub-

category were the same as in Hypothesis 2. 

ResultB indicated that there was no significant difference between 

the educational preBchool group verSUB the cUBtodial group or the 

educational group verSUB the home-reared group in terml!l of autonomous 

behavior. 

There was only one item of independent activity where the difference 

between the educational preschool group and custodial preschool group 

was significant (X2=6. T , df=2 , p=.05 ,l-tailed). Therefore, the 

hypotheBis was not supported. 

The last hypotheBis waB that there would be no sex difference among 

ohildren on either CEFT or WAT scoreB (Bee Table 8~. 



Table 8 

Sex Differences With Regard to Cognitive Styles 

lIIal811 

Femalell 

N 
77 

57 

Total 134 

x 
5.6 

5.9 

CEFT 

SD 
3.8 

t 

.47 

WAT 

P X SD t 
5.7 3.6 

.6 .49 
(n.II.y. 

5.4 4.1 

40 

p 

.6 
(n.s.) 

All can be lIeen in Table 8, results indicated that there was no signifi-

cant difference between males and femalell either in CiFT scores 

(t=.47 ; lIeparate variance e.timate, df-132 , p·.6 , l-tailed) , or 

WAT IIcores (t=.49 ; pooled variance elltimate , df=132 , p=.6 , l-tailed). 

Therefore the hypothellis that there would be no sex differences was 

lIupported. 
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DISCUSSION 

The aim of thia reaearch waa to investigate the relationship between 

mothers' child rearing attitudes and practices, and preschool education 

and children"11 cognitive atyle and autonomous or dependant bahavior. 

Mothara' disciplinary atylas (powar assert iva versua inductive) the 

behavior they reward in the child (autonomoua verllull dependent}., their 

concept of a "good child" (obedient versus autonomous), and the type 

of preachool education (educational, cuatodial, or no preschool) were 

hypotheaized to ba the variables affecting the children"s cognitive 

atylea (field dependent ver.ua field independent~ and autonomoua behavior. 

Sex differancea in cognitive atyle were hypotheaized not to exiat in 

thia group 0 five-year-old, low SES,pre.chool children. 

In general, no significant relationahip waa found between maternal 

child rearing atrategiea and children'. cognitive atyle. and autono-

mous behavior. The other variable, the type of preachool education, 

ahowed a aignificant relationship with the children~. cognitive style. 

but not with the autonomy variable. 

The hypothe.iB concerning the lack of sex: differences in cognitive 

atyle waa aupported. 
e 

Four hypothe.tf dealing with the effects of mothera' child-rearing 

attitudes and practices on the child'a cognitive style and autonomoua 

behavior were not .upported. 

One general explanation can be that the.e variable. were not related. 

However there are a number of atudie. ahowing that mothers' child -

rearing attitudes and practicea and child'. cognitive and .ocial 

development are clo.ely related (Seder, 1957. Berry,1966j Laoaa, 1978j 

Korkmazlar, 1980 )'" 

The firat specific hypoth •• is atated that children who.e mothers uae 



power ass.rtive t.chniqu.s of disciplin. would have 1 ••• diff.r.n

tiat.d (mor. fi.ld d.pend.nt) cognitiv •• tyl •• than children whose 

moth.r. u •• inductiv. disciplin •• Comparing power assertive mother. 

(N=S4») with inductiv. mother. (N=52), the re.ult •• how.d no .ignifi-

c.nt .ffect on childr.n'·. cognitive .tyl ••• The childr.n" •• cor •• 

on the CEFT and the WAT w.re quite .imilar. It is po •• ibl. that if 

the moth.r. were given more concr.te and re.li.tic item. rather 

than hypothetic.l ones, they migh~ r.v.al • more power .ss.rtiv. 
ti.tl'1s 

.pproach to pun1ahmentf thst i.:' possible that the mother. are more 

homogen.ou. in their .ctu.l disciplinary pr.ctice. th.n the re.pons.s 

to the interview indic.te. 

The .econd hypoth •• is compared children who.e mother. u •• d pow.r 

•••• rtiv. di.ciplin. to childr.n whose moth.rs us.d inductiv. 
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di.ciplin. with r.gard to th.ir autonomous b.havior. Th. r.sult. 

war. not .ignificant. Her. aga1n moth.r.' re.pons •• diff.ring 

.ccording to the hypoth.tical ver.u. r.al c •••• may b. an artifact. 

The third hypoth •• i. was that children who •• moth.rs r.ward ob.dienc. 

would have 1 ••• diff.rentiated cognitiv. styl •• than children whose 

moth.r. r.ward indep.ndenc •• Th. findings failed to support this 

exp.ctation. A majority of moth.rs (N=4J) r.port.d that th.y r.ward.d 

obedi.nc., wh.re only .l.v.n mother. r.port.d that they reward.d in-

d.p.nd.nc •• Howev.r there waS a near-significant r •• ult on the WAT 

.cor •• (p=.07). The majority of moth.rs in the .ampls would not b. 

includ.d in the analy.i. becaus. they eith.r did not an.wer this item 

or they r.warded both ob.di.nc and indep.ndenc •• Perhaps the moth.r.' 

value .y.t.m and actual b.havior are not par.llel to .ach other. 

Variation. in mothers' actual behavior. in child r.aring •• em to 

c.u •• diff.rence. in the child's cognitiv •• tyle with r.gard to the 

WAT .core •• (W. may al.o .ay that the WAT t •• t is a more r.liabl. 



mea.uretor a Turki.h 8ample beoau.e it has been standardized). 
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V 

The fourth hypothesis was that ohildren whose mothers define a 

"good ohild" in terms of dependenoe and obedienoe would have a less 

differentiated oognitive style than ohildren whose mothers define 

• "good ohild" in terms of autonomy. The relation was not found to 

be significant. A majority of mothers (N=S4) favored obedienoe, 

where only 34 mothers favored autonomy but the ohildren of these 

two groups did not differ significantly in oognitive styles. 

All of these four hypotheses were based on the importence of mother 

-child interaotions in shaping the ohild's cognitive and sooial 

development. The results failed to support this relation. The 

reaeon may be that perhape the mother ohild interaction i. less 

important than hypothesized in determining the sooialization patterns 

and the oognitive development. Other socializing agents, inside or 

outSide the home, such as the father, older brothers or Sisters , 

peers, grand parent., neighbours eto. may be very important in the 

ohild's sooialization praotioes and oognitive development. For example, 

even if the mother value. autonomy, these persons may value and require 

obedienoe. 

The fifth hypothesis dealt with the affects of preschool education 

on ohildren's cognitive styles. Results showed that children attend

ing educational preschool centers soared significantly higher on 

both the CEFT and the WAT. Therefore it is possible to olaim that 

the ohildren going to eduoational preschool. have more differentiated 

cognitive style. than the ohildren who attend custodial presohools 

or who are reared at home; that is, they are more field independent. 

In this case an agent outeide the home, the presohool educational 

in.titution, wae found to affect the children>e cognitive etyles 

more strongly than their mothere' attitudee or disciplinary etyles. 



Centers with educational aims seemed to promote the cognitive develop-

ment of the children. 

The sixth hypothesis predicted greater autonomy in children attending 

educational preschools than for those attending custodial preschools 

or those attending no presc.hool. The resul til did not support thill 

expectation. In this casa the institution did not seem to affect the 

children's social development. We may speculate that even in educational 

canters (where the children are allowed to behave more independently 

than the rest) children are expected to follow the cultural norm 

and be obedient. Therefore their autonomous behavior might not always 

be allowed. However these results are based on answers to the inter-

views. Utilizing the data from observation. of autonomous behavior 

of the children in the nursery schools might give different results. 

In fact, in another part of the Comprehenllive Preschool Education 

Program results of observation indicate that preschool centers with 

educational aims showed more project initiative and social initiative 

than the children going to preschool centers with custodial aims (Kag1t-

<;;1ba'lI1, Sunar and Bekman, in Progress). 

The last hypothesis was that there would be no significant difference 

between the cognitive styles of 5 year old boys and girls as measured 

by their CEFT and WAT scores. The findings supported the hypothesis. 

It was found that there were no significant sex differences on either 

the CEFT or the WAT. This is consistent with the results of previous 

studies, which indicate that significant sex differences do not 

typically appear until early adolescence (Korkmazlar, 1980). 
;/"'-

~When methodological factors are analyzed, standardization of the 

instruments used in the study seems to be a problem. The WAT test 

has been standardized by U~rel-~emin (1978) but the CEFT has not 

been standardized for Turkish samples although it has been used in 

previous research (Korkmazlar, 1980). 



All of the data concerning the mothers were gathered by means of 

interviews. These answers definitely involve subjective judgments 

in the part of the mothers. For further implications, relying more 

on observational data rather than interviewa would be more meaning

ful. 

Because of time limitations, it proved neces.ary to use versions 

of the CEPT which differed in color (a disembedding factor). How

ever, no systematic differences in performance were found between 

the two verSions. 

Another factor is that the age of the children may be too young 

for .ome of the tests (particularly the CEFT) to yield valid re

sults. Age 5 is the earliest age at which the CEFT can ordinarily 

be u.ed; therefore the entire sample in this study was at the lower 

age limit for testing. 

The CEFT may involve 80me culture bias even though many studies 

have been conducted in various cultures. The pictures if stan

dardized for Turkish culture, might affect the results. 

Por further studies, interviews with the children themselves and 

perhaps with the fathers may add new explanations. 

To generalize the results, much more research is needed. Children 

from various ages and socio-economic backgrounds would provide more 

extensive data for generalizability. 

In the framework of this study it was assumed that cultural norms 

and values would affect mother's child-rearing attitudes and prac

tices. Since the child's socialization starts within the family 

via hi. I'her interactions with the mother. Therefore difference. 

in child-rearing attitudes and practices would lead to differences 

in the child's cognitive style and autonomous behavior. However, 

the results did not show any significant differences. 
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All of these children and their mothers come from low SES families. 

Most of the.e families have migrated to istanbul from rural part. 
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of Turkey, therefore the family structure and dynamics are still 

.imilar to thOSe of traditional families where authority and obedience 

are highly valued. Typical discipline styles are ba.ed on power

assertion and external control. The good child is expected to obey 

the rules and do what the grown ups .ay. The family into which a 

child is born is one of the media for the child to acquire the social 

norms of the society. The family's social cla.s determines many things. 

For example, the child's status in the SOCiety, the first role models, 

the type of education he will receive are determined by his social 

clas •• Moreover, it orients the child to the larger society (Sinha, 

1981)". Each social clas. may be considered as a !!ubcul ture which i. 

oriented to different value •• In this case the sample is from the 

working class or low SES group. Compared to middle clas. parents , 

low SES parents have been found to focus more on immediate compliance 

and ob.dience and l •• s on long range character development of their 

children (Kohn, 1959). Since the families maintain a rather traditional 

orientation, in which age and sex roles are highly differentiated , 

inter-dependence and obedience to authority are valued, and autonomy 

and independence are devalued (Ka~1tQ1ba~1, 1981), the children are 

expected to be obedient and compliant, and thus may be expected to 

be more field-dependent, In studies by Erer (1983)'- and Korkmazlar 

(1980), child-rearing practices and attitudes were found to be in

versely related to mothers' educational backgrounds. A. the level 

of education increased, children were raised more autonomously and 

were more field independent. 

In this group of low SES familie., other socializing agents and 

persons around the child also occupy a rather traditional role. 



They have their traditional attitudes, values, expectations and 

behaviors. Since they also play an important role in determining 

the child "s socialization patterns, their traditional value systems 

and behaviors I praising obedience, affect the child in turn. As 

we look at the CEFT and the WAT scores, the overall means are quite 

low. The average score on the CEFT was 6.8 out of 25 and 6.1 out 

of 34 fol!' the WAT. 
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Comparing the results with middle class families would be meaning

ful. Difference8 or similarities between the two SES ~roups in terms 

of mothers' child-rearing attitudes and practices, the aims of the 

preschool centers, children's cognitive styles and autonomous beha

vior are important for generalizability. As we have said different 

social classes form subcultural groups. Therefore results in that 

case will be very helpful to explain the differences or similarities 

between group •• 

Comparisons within the middle class (power assertive mothers versus 

inductive mothers, the types of preschool and their implications) are 

also important in understanding the general trends in that class with 

regard to mother's child-rearing attitudes, practices and aims of 

different preschools in determining the child's cognitive style and 

autonomy. 

The results clearly show the importance of an institution, the pre

school center, in the development of working class children with 

respect to cognitive and social development. It can be argued that 

the preschool education was even more important in determining the 

child's cognitive style an~ autonomous behavior than mother"s child

rearing attitudes and practices. 
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APPENDIX A OBSERVATION SHEET OF THE PRSCHOOL C~1TERS 

A. FtZIKSEL NiTE[,IKLER 

1. Okul binas~ kaq katl~? 

2. Gruplar bag~m6~z m~? 

3. yocuklar~n kulland~klar~ e~y~ar onlar~n boyutlar~nda m~? 

Sandalye 

Masa 

Tuvaletler vs. 

4. Bu e~yalar qocuk say~s~ 11e orant~l~ m~? 

5. yoculclar~n ozel e~yalar~n~ koyacak bolUrnler var m~? 

6. Bahqe var m~? 

7. Gruplardan bahqeye q~k~~ var m~/veya? 

XGozlem sUresi iqinde gozlenmeyenler sorulabilir. 
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8. Bah~ey& ula~mak ~ocuklar i~in kolay m1? 

9. IS1nma nas11 oluyor? 

10. Yapay ve do gal ayd1nlatma yeterli mi? 

B. YUVADA KULLANILDIGI GIjZLENEN ARAG-GEllEG LlsTESi 

I. "Yarahc1 Sanat Etkinlikleri" 19in Kullarn lan ArBg ve Ge!pegler 

-Resim sehpas1 

-Pazen kapl1 tahta 

-Kukla 1~1n ta~1nabilen oyun sehpas1 

-Boya 

sulu 

toz 

krayon 

kuru 

-makas 

-boya f1r~as1 

_kag1t, <;e~itl1 

-kil 

-yogurma maddelfll'i 

_di8erleri-art1k materyaller 



II. "MUzik Etkinlikleri" 1((in "ullan11an Ara(( ve Geregler 

Davullar 

Ziller 

Ka~1klar 

Uqgenler 

Marakas 

FlUt 

Tener 

Tahta 

Armoniks 

DUmbelek 

Radyo 

Teyp 

Pikap 

III. BLOK KO§ESi 

Bloklar, qe~itli 

BUyUk 

Uqgen 

Dortte bir 
qubuk 

Gat1 bloklar1 

KUqUk 

Tam qubuk 

X.Y.bi'1illinde 
sopalar 

IV. EVCtL1K Ktl§ES1 VE TE11S1L1 OynN Ktl§ESt 

bebekler bebek yataklarl.· 

Silindir 

Yar1m '1ubuk 

egimli 
blok 

bebek arabss1 bat taniyeler;~11 tlllel':.ve 'yastl:klar 

eveilik oyunu i'1in eski plastik e~ya 

ufak masa ve sandalyeler do lap 

tahta oyuncak Oyuneak telefon 



mutfak araqlar~ temizlik araqlar~ 

qe~itli erkek/kad~n giysi1er1 si1ifonlar 

qe~it1i mes1ekleri sirngeleyen giysi1ar: 

Dr. qantas~ va giysileri 

hern~ira ba~l~klar~ itfaiyeci 

kaptan, subay ~apkalar~ 

de~i~lk zorluk seviyesinda tahta bilrneceler 

resimli ele~tirrneli oyunlar 

ufak blok tak~mlar~ 

renkli tahtadan sayrna boncu:tlar 

rnarangoz alatleri 

SO OYUNLARINDA KULLANIT.AJi ARAC VE GERECLER 

ufak testiler sUzgeqli kovalar 

qe~itli boyutlarda taslar, la~enler 

plastik ~i~eler kepqa1er karn~~lar 

i laq darnl,"1~klar~ 

sUzgeqler 

hortumlar 

~ampuan ~i~eleri 

yumul'ta q~rp~c~s~ 

sabun (kal~p veya toz) 

huniler 

f~rqalar 

AGIKHAVA ETKiNLiJ,T,lRiNDE KOLLAtHLAN ARAG VE GEI,ECLBR 

Ge~itli boyda toplar 

1p atlarnak iq1n kal~ll 1pler 

kovalar kaplar 

qernberler 

kum havuzu 

ka~~klar 

ufak tabak-qanak t~rrnanma merdivenleri 

ip ya da tahta rnerdiven bisiklet 

ip ve bahqe hortumu otomob11 tekerlekleri 

denge tahtas~ atlaa beye;il'i/t~rmanma beygiri 

sa1~ncaklar 

kayd~rak 

tahtaraval11 

oyun sand~klar~ 
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DOGA VE FEN BtLGist VERMEK tCtN KULLANIT,AH ARM; VE GERECLER 

M~knat~slar BUyUtec;ler 

B. boy bahc;e ve oda termometresi Cetveller 

(l1C;U a letleri EI aynalan 

MakAralar, di,,111er, vidalar, somunlar,kancalar 

Hayvan kii"esi 

KiTAP K(l§f;si 

Ge"itli hikaye kitaplar~ l1ecmualar 

C. YUVADA GtlZLENI L8N ETKtNLIKLEi,tN LisTESi 

I. YARATIC! A'lLATI!1 Vg SANAT ETKINT,1<:LERt 

Bloklar ve kUplerle yap~lan faalijetler 

"il ve diger yo,';urma faaliyetleri 

Evcilik ko"esi faaliyetleri kum oyunu 

su oyunu 

boyama ve ba9ka resim etkinIikleri: 

sulu boya parmak boyas~ 

~~i<:artma boyasl. sa bun boyasl. 

mum boya, tebe"ir, boya kalemi 

ruloya sarl.lml.!;l ip baskl. 

kuma!;la boys damlatma 

keame yapl.!;ltl.rma i"ler1 

II. TEt1StLI OYUNLAR 

eveilik kO!;lesindek1 oyunlar 

s1metr1k desen c;~kartma 

dramatize ed11en h1kayeler 
ve oyunlar 

kukla oynatl.ml. aembolik oyunlar 
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MUzilUi-miiziksiz hareket qa1g~ qa1ma etkinligi 

mUzik din1emek liark~ soy1emek 

IV. DOGA VE FEN BiLi'1LERi ETKtNLiKLERi: 

Fizik qevrey1e ve konu1ar1a i1gi1i ornek1er: 

Tali~tlar Tabiat hareket1eri 

iletiliim araqlar1 Denge tart~ 

Hava durum1ar~ Duyusa1 
dereceler 

CANLILARLA ILGtLi DOSA BtLGISt ORNEKLERI : 

hayvanlar insanlar bitkiler yiyecekler 

V. BEDENSEL ETKINLil(LER ( ac~khava ve oyun odas~l1da) 

top oyunlar~ engelli oyun uygulaiflas~ 

qizginin Uzerinde yilriime karenin ortas1na basma 

oyun alan~n~, bahqeyi temizlemek 

canbaz1~k yada clmnastik minderi hareket1eri 

kolay cimnastik uygu1ama1ar1 - bedeni ;al~~t1rma oyun1ar1 

a;1khavada organize olmu~ oyun1ar oynanmas1 

VI. DiL G8LISTt,,;'IE ETKiNLi:(LERI 

kitap okuma kitap haz1r1ama 

masal ciykii anlatma oyklileri canIand~rma 

kukla oynatma parmak oyun1ar~ 

pazen kap11 tahtada oykU anlatma resimli an1atma 

bi1rnece1er tekerlemc!er ~iir 

VII. GEztL'm TERTtPLt YOR MUSIJNIJZ? (soru1abi lir) 

hqyvan1ar1a i1gi1i gezi yerleri 



1nsanlar ve qevreleri 

dogaya ve meveimlere gore canl~lar~n, b1tk11erin geli~mee1n1, 

bUyUmeeini 1z1emek 

ta~~tlar ve makinalar konuk ~agr~m~ 

D. I. Qocuklar yeni b1r etk1n11ge grup hallnde m1 ba~l~yorlar/ 

b1r dlger etklnllge grup hallnde m1 geqlyorlar 

60 

yokea blrblrlerlnl beklemeden etk1n11k deg1~tlreb11lyorlar 

veya ba~layab11iyorlar m~? 

II.Ogretmenler qocuklar~ keeln tav~rlara yoneltlyorlar m~, 

yo'~a ~ocugu kendl ee~lmlnl yapmakta Serbest b~rak~p 

gerekt1glnde ml onerl1erde bulunuyorlar 
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APPENDIX B INTERVIEW SHEET FOR TH~ HEADMASTERS 

M1JLAKAT FORMU 

1. OKUL ADI 

2. 9ALI~MA SAATLER! 

3. HANG! Y~ GRUPLARINA SERvis VER1YOR? 

4. 90CUK SAYISI 

5. OGRETMEN SAYISI 

6. YARDIMCI SAYISI VE NiTELiGl 

7. GRUP SAYISI 

8. GRUPLARDAKl OOCUK SAYISI 

9. GRUPLARDAKl OOCUK - OGRETMEN ORANI 

10. OOCUKLAR UNiFORMA G1Y1YORLAR MI? 

11. VELil,ER NERDEN (FABRIKA i~c;:lLER1. OEVREDEN) 

12. GUNLUK PROGRAMINIZ NED1R? 

13. E,UTSEL FAALtYETLERINiz NELERDtR? 

14. SERBEST OYUN SAATLERINDE OOCUKLAR NE Tt1R ETKINL1KLER YAPARLAR? 

15. BU SAATLERDE OOCUKLARA NE TUR ARAO GEREC;:LER VERtL1R? 
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16.GRUP FAALt YETLER! NE1,n:niR? NE SIKLIKTA? (Her soylenen faal1yet 

iC;in sorulur.) 

17. QEVHEYE GEZ!LBR DUZENLiYOR MUSUNlJZ? NE GIBt? NE SIKLIKTA? 

18. QOCUKLARA Q&9iTL1 MESLEK GRUPLAHINI TANITMAYA QALlqIYOH MUSIJNUZ? 

OGRETMEN 

HEMqiHE 

POLis V.S. 

19. QOCUKLAH, UYGULANM! FAALIYETLEHE KATILIP KATILMAYACAKLARINA 

KENDILERI Mi KAHAR VERi \oRLAR OGHETI4],ll MI? 

20. QOCUKLAR MEVCUT OYUNCAK, ARAQ, GEl<EQLERDEN HANGiLEHINt 

iSTEDIKLER1 ZA)lAN KULLANIRLAH, HANGILBRtNi MRETMEN DA~ITIR? 

21. QOCUKLARA BtR}~YSEL OLARAK MI YOKSA GHUP HALINDE Mt 

YAKLAqIYORSUNUZ? 

-BUtUn c;ocuklarJ.n ayn~ etkinlikte ayn~ snda yer alma"~n~ 

istiyor musunuz't 

-Bir etkinlikten diger bir etkinlige gec;i~te c;ocuklar 

birbirlerini bekler mi? 

22. UYGULADIGINIZ/BENI'1SEDIiilNtZ DtsiPLIN ytlNTEIlLERi NEf,BRDtH? 

NE GtBi DUHUMLAHDA UYGULAHSINIZ? 
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23. MRETMENLEHiNi:',iN BU PROGRAMDAKi ROLU NEDIR? 

a) Program~n planlanmas~ 

b) Ytineltilmesi 

c) Uygulamada ~ocuklarla e~ dUzeyde payla~t~klar~ etkinlik~er 

oluyor mu? Neler? 

d) Qocuklar tigretmenlere nas~l hitap eder? 

24. AiLELERLE NASIL tLI$KiNiZ VAH? 

NE GiB! DUR1JMLARDA ANNELER Si7,? GELiR? 

NE GiBI DURm!LMIDA siz ONLARI QAilIRIRSINIZ? 



APPENDIX C Child Interview (with the Mothers) 

30. Kimse ••••••••••••• i18 ilgilenmedigi zaman kendini oyalay~p 

e~lendirecek bir ~eyler bulur mu? 

3 ----- s~k s~k 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- ba~kas~ndan bekler (ba~kas~n~n onu oyulamas~ gerekir) 

9 ----- DK/NA 

31 •••••••••••••• emzik veya parmak emer mi? 

4, ----- hiq emmez 

3 ----- nadiren 

2 ----- arada s~rada 

1 ----- s~k s~k 9 ----- DK/NA 

32 • •••••••••.•.• resim yapar m~, veya boya boyar m~? 

3 ----- s~k s~k 

2 ----- bazen 

1 -._-- hiq 

o ----- not applicable (kale~i, kag~d~ yOk; anne izin vermez vb.) 

9 ----- DK/NA 

(32 de "SIK SIK" VEYA "BAZEN" CEVABI GEL1RSE) 

33. Peki boyle resim yaparken size veya bir ba,?:\as~na "Ne resmi 

yapay~m?" diye sorar m~? 

3 ----- kendi karar verir 

2 - ____ bazen sorar, bazen kendi karar verir 

1 ----- senellikle sorar 9 ----- DK/NA 

34. • •••••••••••••• I e "Kap~y~ kapat", "gazeteyi getir" gibi 

bir,?ey yapmas~n~ soylerseniz, bu soylediginizi kendi kendine 



yer1ne get1r1r m1? 

3 ----- genel11kle 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- nad1ren / h1~ 9 ----- DK/N A 

35 • •••••••••••••••• bakkaldan ufak tefek ~eyler sat~n al~r m~? 

3 ----- s~k s~k 

2 ----- bazen 

1 -----·hemen hemen h1q almaz 9 ----- DK/NA 

36. tyi hnvada ••••.••••.•••.••• d~~ar1da oynar m1? 

3 ----- genel11kle k1msen1n bakmas~na lUzum kalmacian 

2 ----- bazen k1msen1n bakmas~na lUziim kalmadan 

1 ----- sadece b1risi g~zkulak olursa 

9 ----- DK/NA 
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37. Evde bas1t 1,?lere yard~m eder m1 ? (Oyuncaklar~n~, e,?yalar~n~ 

toplar m~?) 

3 ----- qogu zaman 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- h1qb1r zaman 

38. Kom~ular~n1zdan b1r1ne g1derken 

9 ----- DK/NA 

3 _____ k1mse arkas~ndan bakmadan tek b~1na g1deb111r m1? 

2 .;.,;; ___ sadece arkas1ndan b1ri bakarsa m~ g1deb111r? 

1 ----- yoksa h1q g1tmez m1 9 ----- DK/NA 

39 • •••••••••••••• oyun oyna~ak 1q1n eve arkada,? get1rir mi? 

3 ----- s1k s1k 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- h1q get1rmez 9 ------ DK/NA 

40 • •••••••••••••• yen1 bir qocukla kar~~la'?~nca ne yapar? 

4 ----- ~nce Kendi mi konu,?ur? 

3 ----- bazen kend1 konu~up bazen ~biirUnUn konu,?mas~n~ m1 bekler? 



2 ----- obUr ~ocugun konu~masLnL mL bekler? 

1 ----- ~ocu"tan uzak durmaya mL ~alL~Lr? 9----- DK/NA 

41 ••••••••••••••••• qevredeki qocu .lara g1dip onlarla oyun 

oynamak lsted18ini hl~ seyler mi ? 

3 ----- SLk SLk 

2 ----- arada sLrada 

1 ----- pek seylemez 

42. ~ ••••••••.•.•••• yUznumaraya gidince 

9 ----- DK/NA 

4 ----- hi~ yardLmsu kendlendine halledebilir ml ? 

3 ----- bazen yardLm lster bazen yardLmsLz mL halleder? 

2 ----- blraz yardLm et~eniz ,yeter ml? 

1 ----- tamamen sizln yardLmLnLz mL gerekir? 

43 •....•...•.•.•.. ellerini 

3 ----- ~ogu za~en kendi kendine mi YLkar? 

2 ----- bazen yardLm mL ister? 

1 ----- ~ogu zaman yardL~ mL lster ? 

44. • ••••••..•••••• kendi l{endine giyinir mi? 

3 ----- evet. ~og~ zaman 

2 ----- bazen yardLmla giyillir 

1 _____ ~ogu zaman ba~kasJ. onu giydirir 

45. . ..•........... yemegi n1 

3 ----- c;ogu zaman kendisi mi yer? 

2 ----- bazen yardJ.mla mL yer? 

9, -----DK/NA 

9 -----DK/NA 

9 ------DK/NA 

1 _____ ~ogu zaman ba~kasL mL ona yedirir? 9 ----- DK/NA 

46. Soba • elektrik prizi 0;1 b1 tehlil,eli ~eylerden kendiliginden 

hatLrlatLlmadan uzak durur mu? 

3 ----- evet. ~ogu zaman 

2 ----- bazen 

1 _____ nadiren (hatLrlatllmak lster) 9 ----- DK/NA 
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47 •••••••••••••• bir~ey yapmaya ba~lad~i;~ zaman -resim yapmak. 

ayakkab~lar~n~ g1ymek g1b1-

3 ----- genel11k1e bu ba~lad~gl 1$1 b1t1r1r m1? 

2 ----- bazen b1t1rir. bazen ba~ka ~ey1e mi 11g11en1r? 

1 ----- gene11ik1e bu 1$i bitirmeden ba9ka b1r $eye mi da1ar? 

9 ----- DK/NA 

48 •••••••••••••• b1rye<;l yaparken zorluk ~ekerse mesela paltosunu 

111klerken veya 1skem1enir arkas~na dU$mU$ olan b1r oyuncag~n~ 

oradan a1maya ~al~'i~rken. boyle b1r zorluk durumunda 

3 ----- qogu zaman ugra<;l~r m~? 

2 ----- bazen mi ugra$~r? 

1 ----- ugra$maktan hemen vazgeqer mi? 9----DK/NA 

49 ••••••••••••••• n~n oynad~[,~ bir <;leyi ayn~ ya<;ltak1 ba<;lka b1r 

qocUk el1'lden almaya ka1karsa •••••••••••••••• elindgkini ver-

memeye qah9~r m~? 

3 ----- qogu zaman 

2 ----. bazen 

1 ----- nadiren/hiq 9 -----DK/NA 

50. Qocuk1ar s~rayla b1r oyunu oynarlarken. bir qocuk ••••••••••••• 

• • I nl.n Sl.raSl.nl almaya qa11~l.rsa, •••••••••••••••• Sl.raSl.tll. koruma-

ya c;al~'i~r m~? 

3 ----- qogu zaman 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- nadiren /hiq 9 ----- DK/NA 

51. B1r oyunun veya i9in ortas~ndayken •••••••••••••••• 'yi ~ag~r

san~z. oyununu bitirmek 1qin biraz da'la 1zin 1ster mi? 

3 ----- c;ogu zaman 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ~---- nadiren /h1C; 9------DK/NA 
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52 • ••••••••••••••• • olur olmaz t;leyler i~ill dikltatin1zi 

;e~meye ga11,1r ml? 

3 ----- s1k s1k 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- nadiren 9 ----- DK/NA 

53. Hergtin birgok ",ey 1;1n ktigtik ;ocuklar annelerinden yard 1m 

ister. Sizce ••••••••••.•••. sizden 

3 ----- az m1 yard1m 1ster? 

2 ----- orta karar m1 yard1m ister? 

1 ----- yoksa ;ok mu yard1m 1ster 9 ----- DK/NA 
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54. Siz evde 1", yaparken • •• , ••••••••••••• s1zin yan1n1zda dolat;l1r m1~ 

3 ----- nadiren 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- ;ogu zaman 9 ------ DK/NA 

55 • •••••••.•••••••• m1zm1z1an1P. karde",lerini ",ikayet eder mi 

3 ----- nadir en 

2 ----- bazen 

1 ----- s1k s1k 9 ------- DK/NA 



APPENDIX D Mother Interview 

yOK YtlNLU OKUL ONCESi EaiTiMt, yOCUK GELi~!M! VE 

ANNE EaITiMi ARA$TIRMA PROJES! 

-ANNE MULAKAT-

9 -BugUn veya son birkaq gUn iqinde ......... sizin qok ho~unuza 

giden, sizi memnun eden bir~ey yapt~ m~? 

14. :;iz ne yapt~rnz? (Ne yapars~n~z?) (CEVAP " onu'l1a konu~tum/ 

konuo;;urum" !SE , "Ne dediniz/dersiniz" DiYE SOHUN. UYGIJN OLANI! 

OLANLARI !$ARETLEY!N) 

---1. dovdU, ku1ag~n~ qekti , v.s. (fizikse1 eeza) 

---2. bag~rd~, soylendi, sozlli kotliledi (sozlU eeza) 

---3. ba~ka eeza (odaya kapamak, oyun oynamas~n~ yac;aklamak, 

harql~g~n~ kesmek, vs.) 

---4. klistU, onu sevmedieini soyledi (sevgiyi esirgenek) 

---5. tehdi t et ti , ("bir daha yapt~g~n~ gCir~leyeyim". "bir daha 

yaparsan diiverim, kliserim" gibi) 

---6. nasihat etti , konu~tu: "bir daha yapma" dedi (iqeriksiz) 

---7. yapt~g~nln kotli bir~ey oldugunu anlatt~ (qoeugun pi~man 

olmas~n~ sagla'nak iqin) (ikna ederek pi~manl~k duyurmak) 
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---8. telafi ettirdi (Cizlir dilettirdi, yapt~g~ zarar~ odettirdi, vs.) 

---9. bao;;ka. ~elirtin: 

43. IIlyi bir qocuk" deninee siz bundan ne anl~yorsunuz? Yan1 sizee 

"iyi qocuk" nas~ldu? (SORU$TURUN) 
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APPENDIX E Instructions and score sheet for the CEFT 

Materyal 

1) Kartondan bir QADIR ve bir EV ~ekli 

2) Dil.-D8 : 8 tane kart (her yUz 1 doi!;ru 3 yanll.~ QADIR / EV resmini 

iqerir) 4 U QADIR, 4 U EV serisi iqin. 

3) El-E2: 2 kart Uzerindekl 3 kar1~1k flgUr ve her blrlnde QADIR 

sak11 (Ev lqln benzer seri yoktur) 

4) Pl-P3: Qocuga a11~ma yapmas1n1 saglayacak 3 reslm • 2 slnde 

(Pl-2) QADIR, P3 ~e EV gizll 

5) Tl-Tll: QADIR'1n glzli oldugu 11 kart (Test seris1) 

Hl-H14: EV In glz!.i oldugu 14 kart (Test seris!) 

XReslmler gosterilirken reslm no. su sag Ust kosede olmal1d1rll 

6) Qocugun buldugu fiekli ifiaret etmesi lqln uqsuz bir kalem.(parmag1yla 

fiekli qizmesl de yeterll) 

YONERGE (ALI9TIR~ALAR iQiN) 

1) Dl-D4 19in yonerge: ilk once 90cuga kart on QADIR flgUrtinU goster1n 

ve "Bu bir qad1ra benziyor, deglL.mi? Alttakl bu slyah q1zgi qad1r1-

m1Z1n yere degdigi k1s1m, baka11m sen burad-, bizim qad1ra benzer blr 

qad1r bulabilecek misin?" Bu s1rada Dl kart1n1 gosterJn. Qocugun 

her i~aret ettigi fiekille orijinal karton qad1r1 karfi1la~t1r1n 

(gerekirse orijinali 90cu,un gosterdigi ~eklin Uzerine koyun) 11k 

denemelerde dogruyu bulsa bile yan11~lar1n neden yanl1~ oldugunuo 

Uzerinden gidin. "Bu b1zim qad1r1m1za benzemiyor qUnkU qok kUQtik veya 

ters duruyor vs· diye aQ1klayabilirsiniz. Ayr1ca ~eklin, bUyUklUgUn 

ve sayfada dUz durufiun onemini vurgulaY1o. Mesela "Sak11 qad1rda 



bizim Qad1rla ayn1 boyda, ayn1 bUyUklUkte , ayn1 ,ekilde 01mal1 ve 

saYfada dUz durmal1, siysh Qi"gisi altta 01mal1" denebilir. 

Sonra slrayla 2. kart a (D2' ge,ilir)ve digerlerine geQilir. 

Qocuk arka arksya 2 dogruyu ya lAna dek devam edilir. J>t:er ';OCUK 

Llk denemenin sonunda arka arkaya 2 dogru standard1na eri~memi,se 
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(4 kartta) tekrar Dl den ba~lan111r. TUm seri 3 kere tekrar edilebi

lir. 3. tekrar1n sonunda hala arka arkaya 2 dogru standard1na 

eri~meTIi,se test b1rak111r. 

2) D4 kart1ndan sonra (eger .;ocuk arka arkaya 2 dogru yapm1,sa) 

Qocuga orij1nal karton QADIR verilir ve slrayla El ve E2 kartlar1nda 

"Burada bizim QADIR 1 bul be, k811m" denir. Eger Qocuk bulam'nsa t es

ti veren qad1rln yerin1 gbstermelidir. Bu arada "Bak bu qad1r bi

zimkinin ayn1s1, Uzerinden bir qizgi geQse bile, ba~ka renkte 

olsa bile, ~ekil , bUyUklUk olarak ayn1s1"denmelidir. 

3) PI-P2: "Burada b1z,1m Qad1r1n ayn1s1 sakl1. 9imdi oyunumuzun 

kural1 bu Qad1r1 bulmak. Bana c;ad1r1n nerede oldugunu gosterir misin" 

Qocuk orijinal karton "'ormlar1 elinde tutabi lir ve Pl ile kar~11a,

t1rab1Ur. Dogruyu buLunca "Bakal1m bizim Qad1rla kar~11a,t1ral1m" 

deyin ve Qocuga yardl.n ederek orijinali sakll Qad1r111 Uzerine 

koymas1na yard1J1 adin. Eger Qocuk dogruyu bula.'llazsa uygulayc1 ona 

qad1r1n yerini gostermeU ve c;ocuita "9imdi bana gosterir misin'l" 

demelidir. Aynca ,ekillerin gittikqe dana zorlafjltlg1 (PI-P2) 

vurgulanmal1d1r. UygulaY1c1 sonra P2 yi .;ocuga gosterir ama Hnce 

orijinali qocuktan almal1d1r. Burada uygulaY1c1 "Bu resim neye 

benziyor'l" diye sormal1, gerekirse cevaplamaya yard1mc1 01mal1d1r. 

Onemli olan C;ocutun art1k yar1m fjlekillerledegil , resimler iQer

sinde orijinalleri bulacai';ld1r. Sonra "9imdi daha Hnce yapt1g1n 

gibi c;ad1r1lU1z1 bul ve bana goster" denmeli ve dogru cevaplar 

orijinalle kar~l.la9hr1 hp kan1 tlanmal1d1r. Uygulayl.cl. gerekli 



72 

gordugu yerde yard~m edebl1ir, gerekirse qad~r~n Y'lrini gosterebil~r. 

C;oeuk yine de bulamazsa uygulay~c~ qad~r~n etrahnda parmai';~yla 

liekli belirleyerek bunu orljinal c;ad~rla ayn~ olduij;unu belirtme

lidlr. "Bak bu bizim qad~r~m~z~n ayn~s~ ama 2 renkll ve Uzerinden 

bir Qlzgl geQiyor, zarar1 yoke Hadl bak31~m lilmdi de sen goster" denir. 

Testin verilmesi Tl ile ba~lay~n. Her kartta "Bu resimde qad~r~m~-

z1n aYnl_s~n~ bul bakal~m" diYflrek baSlla . .,.~n. C;oeuk T7-ll aras~nda 

hie; dof,ru yanAmaZsa test b~rak~l~r. Eij;er b1r dotru bile yapabi1irse 

EV ser1sine geq1lir. Once D5-8 seris1 ver111r(Dl-~teki yonergenin 

ayn1s~) sonra pratik iQin P3 gosteri1ir. (PI-2 yonergesinin ayn~s~) 

Sonra d.~ HIlle teste ba~lao~r. Birbiri ardwa 5 hata yapElOa dek 

teste devam edilir. Her seride- ilk tiQ karh gosterirken "Bu(nlar) 

sence neyo benziyor"deyip Qoeuk dogru cevab1 verinee "Peki bu resim 

1qinde sak11 C;ADIHIMIZI!EV1Mlzt bul ve bans gHster" deyin. Kart 

verilirken ol'ijioaller qocugun gHrmeyecei!;i bir yerde 01ma11d~r. 

Uygula.Y1C1 Qocuga test verilil'ken yardBl edi.p dogruy .• gHsterebilir 

ama bunlar dogru say~lmaz. (Bu yard1m qocuk Qad~r veya evin yerini 

belirttikten sonra olmal~dlr.) 

Her serideki 3. karttan so ra, eger Qocuk oze11ikle gormeyi iste

mezse , orijina11er sak1anma11d~r. 

Ayr~ca her test sertsinin 11k 3 ~ek11nin ne oldugunu "Bu neye 

benziyor?" dlye sorun, dogru cevap al~rsan~z "l/imd1 bur ada sak11 

qad~rlmlz1 (ev1mizi) bulur mia1n " deyin. 

Dogru lsimlendiremezse siz ~eklin dogru adln1 sHylpyip sonra 

orijinal gekil1eri aramaS1fll soyleyin. 

Puanlama: Dogrular1 1, yanllSllarl 0 puan saYln. C;ocuk orljinali gHr

meden dogruyu bulursf.I 1 - buJ.am,qzsa O. 

Test S1raS1: 

DI-D4 

EI-E2 

(3. denemede hale ardarda 2 doeru yapamazsa test b~rak~l~r) 



Pl - P2 

Tl - T11 (7-11 aras~ hap "0" sa test bU'ak~l1r) 

D5 - D8 

P3 
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APPENDIX F Instructions and Score Sheet for the Block Design 

KUPLEliLE §EKiL 

MATERYAL: 6 adet bir yUzU k~rmlz~. bir yUzU beyaz blok 

8 adet bir yUzU klrmlzl. bir yUzU beyaz ve klrmlz~ 

blok 

3 adet ljiel<illi kUp resmi. 

YdNEI<GE: 

Qoeuga son Uq ljieki 1 hariq olmak Uzere her ljiekil i<;in model veri lire 

1 den 7 ye kadar olan ljiekiller degerlendirme formundad~r. :;;ekildeki 

koyu k~Sl!fllar k~rmlzlYl gosterir. 8 den 10 a Kadar olan ,.ekiller ise 

ayr~ olarak resimle gosterilmi,.tir. (,:oeuga bu res" mler ,~o!iterilir. 

MOdelleri yaparken yapt1g;~n~z ,.ek11n hangi kenar~nln qoeuga hangi kJl. 

narlnln si?e di:inUk olaeae;lna ozellikle diklwt edin. D"gerlendirme 

formundaki ljiekil 1 de gosterildtgi gibi "Ql' yazan kecar qoeuga 

"A" yazan kenar ise size donUk oimalldlr. Bu 1 den 7 ye kadRr olan 

ljiekiller i~in yapliaeak tUm modeller iqin geqerlidir. 8 den 10 a 

Kadar olan ljiekiller iqin ise model olarak resimler telli olmayan 

k~s~mlarl qoeu::;a donUk olarak kullanll~r. drnek yap1.lmaSl gereken 

ljieki1lerde arneiti yaparken a a,.tlT·mae~ "bak buraya bir k1.rmlZl 

kUp koydum ya da • bir tane daha k1.rmlZl kUp koydum; burda da yarlsl 

ku·m1.z~. yar1.Sl oeyaz kUp kullanmak lazlm" gibi eUm1e1erle ornekleme 

aq1.k1amaL~dlr. Her ,.ek11 i;in zaman sUresi ydnergenin hemen bitimin

de baljilar. <;:oeugun her ljiekil i<;in iki del1e!lle hakkl vard1.r. Qocuk 

e, ,er biriltei denemede ba,.arll1. ise ondan sonraki ljiekle geqilir; 

balji3rlslzsa ;oeula i~inei cir dsneroe hakkl verilir. Qoeuk 1 den 

4 e Kadar olan ljiekillerde ktipler araslnda belirgin arallk1ar blraklr 

sa "bu dot;ru rou oldu?" diye ara,.tlrmael sormalldlr. Eger qoeuk bu 

aral~klarl kapamazsa ljiekil ba,.ar~slz olarak deger1endirilir. Yine 
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de ara"tl.rmacl. ondan sonraki "ekle ge~meden. kUpleri birbir1ne 

yakla"tJ.rarak dogru "ekli gostermelidir. 

~EKLIN TERSTEN YAPILMASI X 

1 den 4 e Kadar olan "ekillerde r,oster~len modelin tersten yapl.lmasl. 

ba"arl.ll. olarak degerlendiri.lir. Tersten yapl.lmaya renklerin tersten 

kullanl.ml. girmez. 

Ornegin: 4. "elin a"aCl.da gosterilen hall. tersten yapl.lml." saYl.lmaz 

ve ba"arl.sl.z olarak degerlendirilir. 

1 den 4 e Kadar olan "ekillerdeki tersten yapl.lan "ekiller yonlendir-

me a~l.sl. 'Idan gerekl1 oldugu'1dan ara"tl.rmacl. tarafl.ndan dlizel tilme11-

dir. Ara"tl.rmacl.nl.n. bloklarl. dlizeltip "Fakat gorliyor musun bu tara

fa dogru duruyor" demesi gerekir. 5 den 10 a kadar olan "ekil1erde 

ise "eklin tersten yapl.lmasl. ba"arl.sl.z olarak degerlendirilir. 11k 

denemede ~ocuk "ekli tersten yaparsa. ara"tl.rmacl. ~ocugun dikkatin1 

Qekmelidir ve "ama gortiyor musun bu tarafa dogru duruyor" demelidir. 

Bu 1kazdan sonra klipler karl."tl.rl.ll.r ve Qocuga ikinci deneme yaptl.rl.-

ll.r. 

NEREDF. BA~LANACAK NE ZAMAN BIRAKILACAK 

6 ya9l.ndan kli~lik '1ocuklarda ~ekil 1 Ie ba"lanl.r. Qocuk bu "el<11de 

ba"arl.ll. da, ba"arl.sl.z da olsa "ek11 2 ye gec;111r. Eger Qocuk hem 

"ekil 1 hem de "ekil 2 de ba"arl.sl.z is~ test bl.rakl.1l.r. Hem "sk11 1, 

hem de .. ekil 2 de ba,.arl.ll 1se ~ekil 3 e ge~111r (yocutun b1r "ek11-

de ba"arl.sl.z saYl.lmasl. 1'11n her ik1 denemede de bs .. arl.sl.z olmasl. ge-

reklid1r) • 

x~eklin tersten yapl.lmasl., .. ek11de klipler1n yanll. .. yane dogru '1evr11-
m1,. olmasl.dl.r. 



Sekil 1 ve SekU 2 i9in bir yUzU kJ.rm1z1, bir yiizU beyaz 6 

blok kullan111r. 

SekU 1 

«ocugun gormeyecegi bir ~ekilde (bir Kitab1n arkas1nda) degerlen

dirme formunda gosterilen ~ekil 1 i yaphktan sonra c;ocuga modeli 

gosterin. Nodeli bozmadan diger tiC; ktipti c;ocugun ontine koyun (ktipler 

bir sHa haUnde degil de; kar1~1k olarak ve birinin yiizti k1rmu.1 

~kisininki beyaz olarak konur). 

7E 

«ocuge. "bu kUpleri gorUyorsun. Bir ytizleri beyaz, bir yUzleri k1rm1zl 

deyin. Elinizde kUpleri c;evirerek degi~ik ytizlerini gosterin. Sonra 

da modeli gostererek "ktiplerle burdaki 'leklin ayn1s1n1 yap1yorum'i' 

beni izle" deyin. «ocucun kUplerini kullanal'ak modeldeki ayn1 ~ekli 

herbirinin konumunu a'11klayarak bir kere daha yap1n. 

yocugun bu ~ekli izlemes1 1<;1n bir sUre b1rakt1lttan sonra ~ekli 

bozun. KUpleri '1ocugun ~nUne evvelden belirtildi~i g1:i bir k1rm1z1, 

ik1 oeyaz yUz gorlinecek ~ekilde tekrar koyun. 11k yapt1g1n1z mode11 

bozmadan onun ktipler.Lni topla,Y1n "HaYH bak boyle olacak" deyin ve 

dogru olarak ~ekli tekrar yap1n. wonradan bu ikinci defa yapt1g1n1z 

~ekli bozun, ktipleri gene evvelce belirtildig1 ~ekilde '1ocugun onUne 

koyun ve "~imdi sen Kendi ba'l1na yap, had1 ba",la" deyin. 

Zaman sUrAsi: Her deneme ic;in 30 saniyedir. 

Sekil 2 

Gocuk ~ekil 1 de ba~ar1l1 da, ba'lar1S1Z da olsa , ~ek11 2 i'1in 

gerekli mOdeli (~ekil 1 de belirtildigi gibi) c;ocuk gormeden yap1n. 

Diger tiC; blogu '1ocugun online koyun (~ekil 1 de belirtild1g1 gibi 

b1r k1rm1Z1 ik1 beyaz olmak tizere), HOdeli gostererek "~imdi bunun 

ayn1n1 ban a yap. Had1 ba~la" deyin. -';ocuk ba~ar1s1zsa "HaY1r bu 

boyle olacak" diyerek , C;ocu!~un yan11~ yapt1€;1 ~ekli her bir konumu 



a'tl.klayarak dlizeltin. Sonra bu "ekli bozup, kU _'leri ilk· baf,lta 

oldugu g1bi koyun. "';;1mdi sen yap" deyin • (iocuga ikinci denemeyi 

yaptl.rl.n. 

Zaman sUresi: Her deneme i~ n 30 saniyedir. 

3 den 7 ye kadar olan §ekiller i5in 8 adet bir tarafl. kl.rml.zl., bir 

tarafl. kl.rml.zl.-beyaz klipleri kullanl.n. 

Sekil 3,1, 

liekillerden 2 sini all.n ve ~ocugun goremeyecegi bir "ekilde modelin 

yapl.n sonra da 'tocuga gosterin. D1ger ik1 klipli alarak "burada iki 

klip var, herbirlnin bir yUzli kl.rml.zl. diger ylizU kl.rml.zl.-beyaz. 

Bu kUpler:. bir araya koyarak bu modele benzer bir f,lekil yapacafl.m." 

Modeli i"aret ederek ""imdi bani izle" deyin. KUpleri bir araya 

geti ,-irken , "bu se fer bloklar yukarl. ~l.kl.yor ve a"agl.ya iniyor" 

deyin, yaparken de aql.klaYl.n (Modeli ve yaptl.gl.nl.zl. gostererek ) 

"Bak f,limdi aynl. oldular" deyin. Sonra da yine modeli gostererek "9: 

di sen buna benzer bir tane yap"deyin. Eger qocuk ba"arl.sl.zsa 

"beni tekrar izle" deyin ve "ekli yenic!en yapl.n. Sonradan f,lekli 

b07.un, kUpleri qocu,'a verin ve modeli gosterarek "li'imdi buna benze 

bir tane yap" deyin. yocuc.a ikinci denemeyi yaptl.rl.n. (iocuk geki1 

3 'de ba"arl.h veya ba"arl.sl.z da olsa gekil 4 e devam edin. gekil 

3 de YElptl.klarl.n1zl. aynen tekrarla·l.n yalnl.z bu kez "kUp1er bu 

defa yuicarl. ~l.kl.yor ve af,lai';l.ya iniyor " cUmlesini kullanmaYl.n. 

Zaman sUresi: Her deneme iqin 30 saniyed1r. 

Sekil 5 

Dart klip kullanarak, qocugun garmeyece~i bir f,lekilde ~ekil 5 1n 

b1r modelini yapl.n. ~unu qocuGa gasterin. Ger1 kalan dort klipli 

karl.f,ltl.rl.n, belirg1n bir f,lek11de deg1l fakat hepsinin ylizleri ayn: 
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renk olmayaeak ~ekjlde ;oeulun HnUne koyun. "~lmdi burda gene blr 

taraf~ k~rm~z~, blr taraf~ k~rm~z~-beyaz kUpler var" modell 

gHstererek, "bu kUpleri bu modelln ayn~n~ yapmak 1<;1n b1r araya koyu

yorum, beni lzle" deyln. Yaparken de <;oeula iz,,". edin. o1tlrdikten 

sonra yaph:;~n~z ~ekl1 bozun ve kU'leri Qoeugun HnUne koyun ve 

modell gHstererek "~1mdi den sen bana buna benzer b1r tane yap, 

hadi ba~la" deyin. Qoeuk baljl'.ir~s~z olursa , b1r Ijlekll daha yap~n ve 

Qocu~a ik1nei b1r deneme daha yapt~r~n. 

Zaman sUresi : Her deneme 1;1n 45 san1yedir. 

Sek1l 6 

Qocugun gHrmeyecell blr ~ekll __ e i,>ek1l 6 1<;ln blr model yap~n ve 

gerl Kalan kUpleri kar~ljl~k blr ~ekilde Qoeugun HnUne b~rak~n. Bu 

kez arnek ljlek1l yapmadan model1 gostererek Qoeuga "Ijllmdi bana bunun 

gib1 bir Ijlekil yap, hella1ni kendin yapacaks~n, hadi baljlla" deyin. 

Eler Qoeuk baljlar~s~z olursa bu kez aQ~klayarak Ijlekli siz yap~n. 

GHsterdi~ten sonra ornek Ijlekli bozarak kUpleri Qocugun HnUnde kar~ljl

t~r~n ve "~1mdi tekrar dene" deyin. 

Zaman sUresi : Her dene i;in 45 saniyedir. 

Seki 1 7 

~ekil 6 da oldu8u gibi modeli yap~n, ornek Ijlekli yapmadan modeli 

gostererek "Ijlimdi bunun gibi b1r tane yap" deyin. Eger ;ocuk 

baljlar~s~z olursa Ijlekil 6 da oldugu gib a;~klayarak Ijlekli yap~n 

ve Qocu~a lkine1 denemesini yapt~r~n. 

~aman sUresi: Her deneme i;in 60 sanlyedir. 

8 den 10 a Kadar olan eekiller 19in elinizdek1 resimlerl model 

ol&iieJr. kullahil!.. Bu §ek1ller i"in de bir evvelki §ekiLde kulla

n~lan dHrt kUp kullan~l~r. 

SekE 8 



:;ieldl 8 i gosteren resmin telsiz tarafl. "ocu,~a doniik olarak konur. 

yocu~a'''~imdi bu kiiplerle res;rndeki ~eklin aynl.n yapacagl.m, beni 

izle" deyin. Kiiplerleresimdeki IiIeklin aynl.sl.nl. yapl.n ve yaparken 

soz ve hareketlerinizle resmi kopye etti~inizi belirtin. Drnek ~ek

Ii yapmayl. bi tirdikten so '1ra, kiipleri karl.'iltl.rl.n ve "ocuga resmi 

gostererek "Hadi bU'lUn aynl.Sl.nl yap" deyin. yocuk balilarl.SlZ olursa, 

ornek IiIekli tekrar yapln ve "ocuga ikinci bir deneme yaptl.rl.n. 

Zaman siiresi: Her deneme i"in 60 saniyedir. 

Seki! 9 ve 10 

Drnek ~ekli yapmadan, resmi ve kiipleri "ocugun oniine koyun ve resmi 

gostererek "kiiplerle bu ~eklin aynl.sl.nl. yap" deyin. yocuk ba~arl.

Sl.Z olurss "ornek IiIekli yapl.n, "ocu~a izlettirdiktan sonra bunu 

bozun ve "ocuga ikinci denemeyi yaptl.rl.n. 

Zaman sUresi : Her deneme i .. in 75 saniyedir. 

PUANLA~A 

Her ~ekil 2, 1 veya 0 puan alabilir. 

Zaman siiresi iqinde ve 1. denemede dogru yapl.lan :;iekil 2 pua:], 

i!>aman siiresi i .. inde ve 2. denemede dogru yapl.lan :;iekil 1 puan, 

Her iki denemede de ba'i'arl.8l.Z yapl.lan Iilekil 0 puan. 

1 den 4 e kadar olan Iilekiller i"in tel'S oLarak yapl.lanlar baqarl.ll., 

5 den 10 a kadar olan i .. in tel's yapl.lanlar ise ba~arl.sl.z olarak 

degerlendiri 111'. 
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De~erlendirme t'ormundaki "ge"ti/kaldl." kolonurta .. ocuk kabul olurtan 

bir ~eldl yaptl.gl. zaman G, ba~arl.8l.Z oldu,Su zaman K yazl.l.J.r. Puan 

koionunda, eger .. ocuk 1. den mede ba~arl.ll. ise "2" yi 2. denemede 

ba'ilarl.ll. ise"I"i, her iki denell'.ede de b"'Garl.SlZ ise "O"l. i~aretley1n. 

vocugun toplam puanl.nl. eide etmek i"in biitiin puanlar toplanl.r. 

vir "ocuk en fazla 20 puan alabilir. 



PLERLE DESEN Testl blrakma : 3. Deaenden baijlayarak arka arkaya 

2 Daijar1s1111kian sonra 

• Ba~arlh-Deneme Ba~arlh- Deneme 
Desen SUr .. 1 Baijarlsll Puan Desen SUr .. l Baearlell 
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A 2 10" G 2 45" G 

I 30" 
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Kart_ I 75" 

yaG ve eonraal • Burdan bqlaYln 9. Bakln • 2 75" G 

~ 
I 10" G 

l'Caz-ia I 75" 
2 

0 I 10. Bakln 2 10"; 2 75" G 

I 10" G I TOPL.UI .Jill Ii 2 

10" G 1', 
0 I 

2 

~ 
I WG 

2 
0 I 

2 45" G 

"IJ" : Araet1rmaCl deaenl yaplp ~tiaterlr. 

PUI 

0 I 

0 I 

0 I 

0 I 

0 I 

'---



APPENDIX G Instructions and score Sheet for the Object Assembly 

PARCA RiRLfC£cTtm'!E (OBJECT ASfEl1BLY) 

i"ATERYAL 

5 parca birle9tirme maddesinin herb1rini.n parqalar1n1n bulundulu 

kulular. 

Par;alar1 Uzerinda yer19~t1rmek i;1n bir karton. 

BASLA'~A 

Crnek maddeyle ba~laj1n ve ondsn so"ra tUm ;ocuklar i;1n 1 e 

ge<;in. 

~'ESTi BBAK~lA 

TUm ;ocuklara biit"n maddeler1 verin. 

yO:: ERG E 

Her bir madde 1.in sa.tanm1~ belli b1r sUre vurd1r. YdllBr~enln 

veriliiii tamamlalllr tamamlanmaz, 0 madde i<;~n Z",mcln tutulmay" 

ba~lan1r. Gocugun bir maddeyi ne kadar zamanda tamamlad1':1.I11. 

dikkatle kaydc,din. 9Akil k1sa zam",llda ynn11$s1z olilr:1k tam"mla

n1rsa HdUl olarak ek pURn verllir. 

SUre doldu~u halde <;ocuk hala uBra~1yorsa, testi veren, qocu~u 

gUdUle,nek ve iyi ili$ki kurabilmek 1;1n devam etmesine 1zin 

verebilir. Ancak sUre dolduBu zg~an parcal',r1n birleHtirilmis 

ol.n ~izenlemesine gHre puan ver11ir. 

EBer b1r qocuk herhangi bir parqaY1 ters ;ev1rirse , siz he~en 

onun doBru ylizUnl i ;evirin. 
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ORN,:K MAL,DE: .fd1.:1! Par;alan kartonun Uzerj.ne, belirti len dlizende 

c;ocuga gostermeden yerle$tirin. D;,;"a sonra kartor,u masan1n UZerine kc 

yu,J , " EelER FlU PAf'yALAII DOIiRlJ BiR §EKll.Di'; BtRLE."'P·i "':T.tRSr~ OW'AI.A. 

BIll EP!A 9I;{AH. NASI[, YAP'rr~I'1A RIIK" dHyin ve c'$ili',hia g;jsteril-



digi ~ekilde parqalar1 bir araya getirit" 

90cu~un 10 sani19 kadar tamamlanm1§ §ekle bakmas1na izin verin. 

Ondan sonra bu parqalar1 toplaY1p madde 1 e ge;in. 

(1) KIZ Par;alar1 qocuga gostermeden ~ekilde gosteriidici gibi 

yerle/itirin. Soora kartonu ortaya q1kart1p " EGEH BU PARCALARI 

DOORU BtR §EKILDE BIRLE§TI"TRSEN ORTAYA BIR KIZ COCU(}U CIKAR. HAYD! 

BA§LA VE BUNLA1H BiRLE§TiR. RtTiNCE BANA HABER VER"deyin. Zaman 

tutmaya ba/ilaY1n ve 120" izin, verin. Eger qoeugun dlizenlemesi 

tam hatas1z degilse, siz dogrusunu yap1n ve "tSTE BAK BdYLE OLU'{OR" 

deyin. Ondan sonra madde 2 ye ge;in ve ba~ka bir maddede yardlm 

etmeyin. 

Parqa saY181:7 

(2) AT Par,alarl belirtilefi dlizende, qoeuea gostermeden kartonun 

Uzerine yerle~tirin. Ondan sonra qoeula kartonu gHsterip "BU PAR

CHAR BIIlLE§trlcE OH'rAYA ATCtKAR. ELi~~DEN GELDiGi KADAR CABIlK BU 

PARCALARI B!RLESr!R" deyin • ~aman tutmaya ba,laYln va en fazla 

150" belcleyin. 

(3) ARABA Parqalar1 belirti len dlizende, qocuga gHstermeden karton'.tn 

lizerine yerle/itirin. Ondan sonra e;ocuga gHsterip "BUNLARI ELtNDEN 

GELD1GI KADAR 9ABUK BtRLE§TIR"deYin. Zaman tutmaya ba/ilaY1n ve 

en fezla 150" bekleyin (Not: Objenin adl verilmez) 

(4) Y1JZ Pare;alarl belirti1en dlizende , c;oeuga gostermeden kartonun 

lizerine yerle,t1rin. Ondan so"ra e;ocuga kartonu gosterip "BUNLARI 

ELI1'DEf'; GELD!(j! KADAR CABllK BtRLE§TiR" deyin. "aman tutmaya ba,,

laYln ve en fazla 180" bekleyin. (Not: Objenin .dl verilmez.) 

PUANLA~1A 

Madde I(Klz) dan dogru alarak Y3n yana getirilen her kesim i;in 

1 puan verilir. Eger k1sa zaNanda hie; hatas1z alaral< dlizenleme 

yaplldl ise 2 ek Hdlil puan1 verilir. 

81. 



Madde 2 (At) da dolru ol·rak yan yana getirl1en her kesim 1;ln 

1 puan ver111r. Odlil l;in ek 3 puan verileblL1r. 

Madde 3 ve 4 (Araba ve !liz) de lse, doi~ru olArak YAn yan~ 

getlrilen her kesim i;in yar1mpuan verlllr. Ek odlil puan1 yine 

3 dlir. 
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Oil' maddeyi puanlamak 1;in tes veren1n 11k tinee kaY1t formun~ dolru 

olarak birle,tir11m1~ kes1m SSY1S1n1 yazm~s1 gerek1r. (eekillerde 

her kesim yer1 b1r "X" i,areti 11e gosterilmi,tir). KaY1t for

munda 1 ile mi yoksa 1/2 i 1e mi ;arp11mas1 gerektli':l bel1rtl1ml,.

tlr. Her madde l;ln yar1m puanlar~ b1r list tUme tamamlaY1n. Bu 

tUme tamamlama test i;in tUm puan hesaplanmadan once yap11ma11-

dl.r. 

lk1 par;a dogru olarak birle,.tirild1 ise, onlarla birlegen d1ger 

par;alar dogru olmasa bile, bu iki par;a aras1ndaki kesim i;in puan 

veriLir. Orne~in. madde 4 de (!liz) ;oeuk bir ;ok par;aY1 iki,er 

i:d,er dogru olarak bir ara ,a getlrmi~ olabi 1ir. Bu durumda her 

dogru bir1e,.tirilmi,. kesim i:ln ~eklin bUtlinUne onem vermeden 

puan veri lir. 

euanlsma sistemine yeterin~e a,l"a olup ;oeuk bitirir bitirmez 

puan1n verilebilmesi gereklidir. 



PARyA BIRLESTiRl"E PUANLA'1AS I 

(ZAMAN ODULLER! HAHiQ) 
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EN y1\ KS F:K PU AN 
MADDE ZA'1AN SURESt EN FAZLA KES!" SAns I yAI,P ZA'IAN OD1JLU HARt 

1.K~z 120" 6 1 6 

2.At 150" 5 1 5 

3.Araba 150" 9 1/2 5 

4.YUz 180" 12 1/2 6 

ZA"1AN ODULLEi!! iLl:: BERABER PARyA BiYLEoi TIm! E 

PUANLA'1ASI 

ZM1AN ZAIHN (jDU f,t) tLE B RAB,:R PU ANLAR 
MADDE SUIIES! 9 8 7 6 5 

1.K~z 120" 1-20" 21-30" 31-120" 

2.At 150" 1-15" 16-20" 21-35" 36-150" 

3.Araba 150" 1-25" 26-35" 36-50" 51-150" 

4.YUz 180" 1-35" 36-50" 51-75" 76-180" 

EN FAZLA PUAN: 33 

Zaman odUlU puanlarl. sadece hiq hatasJ.z diizenlemeler iqin verilir. 



lARQA l:tm,E~T:tRb:E VB BES1M DOZENLE1.E DEGEBLENDlp.J,:E FORMU 

QOCUGUN ADI' : 

YA:;;I 

OKULU ve,a Y~REsl 

PUBD 

KK,Z 
1 '20" 

A :50" 
.' A ISO" 

Arabi 

Y 180" 
Yiiz 

Parr;a Birle~lirme 

AR~TIRMCININ ADI I 

TARlE: 

. 
~ .. ~ 

Bulun ~ocuklara tumtesti uygula 

MA Birl"~lirilen 
. zaman Oduller' puanlar 

kesim saYISI kcsim saYIS! 

1-20" 21"-30" 31"-PO" 
6 (I) 

8 7 6 
----

I-I S" 16-20" 21-35" 31-150" 
S (I) 

8 7 6 S 

,1-25" 26-3S" 36-50" 51150" 
9 (1/2) 

' . 8 7 6 5 

1-35" 36-S0" SI-75" 76 .. 180" 
(2 (1/2) 

9 8 7 6 

Topiam I 
........ 

. 



APPENDIX H Instructions and Score Sheet for the PLcture Arrangement 

RESI'! DUZENLEME (PICTURE ARHANGE,'lENT) 

MATERYAL 

B1r kutu 1~1nde Uzerinde resimler olan 18 takLm kart 

BA§LAMA 

6-7 ya~larL",da veya daha bUyUk olup, geri zekalL olmasLndan ku~

kulanLlan ~ocuklar 1<;in terazi ornek maddesi",den ba~laYLn ve 1-

madde BOksla devam edin. 

8-16 ya~larLnda, Terazi orneliyle ba~laYLn ve ,. madde YangLn 

11e devam edin. 

8-16 ya~Lndaki bir ~ocuk ,. maddenin 11k denemesi~i ba~aramazsa 

2. denemeyi uygulaYLn. ikinc1 denemeyi ba~arsa da ba~armasa da 

geri donUn ve teste devam etmeden once 1. ve 2. maddeleri verin. 

TEST! BIHAKMA 

Arka arkaya , baf!arLsL"lL'" tan so nra (Eeer her ikj denemede ba"arL

sLzsa, bir ba""rLsLzlLk obrak kabul edilir) 

YONERGE 

Her ma,ide i~in <;acula karl<;llk bir dUzende bir seri resim goster1-

11r ve ondan resimler1, bir hikaye anlatacak ,ek11de dUzenle~es1 

1sten1r. KartlarHI arkasLndak1 saYLlar- bunlarL <;ocu2;un online , 

soldan ba"layarak nesLl sLralayacaeLnL gosterir, harfler ise puan

lama kodunu goster1r. 

KaYLt formuna <;acu(un h1r bir madde 1<;1n kartlarL dlizenleme SLraSLnL 

yazLn. (1-4 maddelerin1n her denemes1 1~1n). AynL zA'Oar,da her madde

nin (veya her denemen1n) tamamlanmasL 1<;1n ~ocutun kullandLgL 

zamanL da kaydedin. Zaman lim1tler1 kaYlt formunda vardlr.Her madde 

1<;in zaman tutUlmaya , yonergen1n son kelimes1 soylendikten sonra 



'b.§1am.r. 5-12. maddeler i<;in ZBtn'ln tutma c;ok onem1idir. Giinkii 

bu maddelerin c;abuk ve dogru bitirilmesinde odiil puanlar ver1-

11r. (A~aeldaki puanlama tablosuna gore). 

6-16 YASLAR: Ornek madde: Terazi: Gocu~'un oniine 3 kal'tl 1 numaral1 

kart c;ocucun soluna gelmek iizere saYlsal diizende koyun. ~oyle 

soyleyin: " BU RESi'·lLER TEHAZiDB TARTILAN BiR KADININ HiKAYEStNI 

ANLATIYOR. RESiML8R SiHDi YANLI§ SIIHLANMI$.BANA BAK VE RESIMLERi 

NASH Ht,\IlIE ANLA'rACAK §EKtLDE DUZGUN SIRAYA KOYACAGIMA DtKKAT ET." 

Kartlarl dogru olarak (ABC) dlizen1edikten sonra her kartl g6ste

rerek 'iloy1e soy1ey1n: "iLK ONCE KADIN TERAZiH DOGRU YURUYORi 

SONRA TARTILIWR SONRA DA U2IAKLA§IYOR." 

Kart1arl dogru olarak dlizenledikten so',ro 10 saniye !<adar <;ocugun 

bakmasl 1'11n bek1ey1n. Sonra kartlarl kaldlrln ve teste devam 

edin. (Birinci madde 6-7 ya'i!lar ve daha bli.Ylik o1up ger1 zekal1 

olmaSlndan kU'i!kulan11an <;ocuklar 1<;1n, 3. madde 8-16 ya~1ar 1'11n). 

6-7 YA§LAR:1 Boks : (2 trial hakk1 var) Gocue;un online saYl.sa1 Sl.ra

Slna c;ore 3 kart konur. 1 J!lumarall. kart C;OCU,;'ln solundadl.r. "ill!.... 

RESI;.ILr;H SiR BOKS MACININ Hi): A n;sl:: i ANLA"r;·IAK'r ADIR. REShILF:,: 

§IMDI YANLI§ STRADA. BD RESil'ILERi DOGRU SIHALA Kt BtR HiJ{AYE 

ANLATSIN" deyin. Zaman tutmaya balillaYl.n ve 4:> sanl.ye izin verin. 

Eger <;ocuk1ar verilen zaman i'11nde kart1arl. dogru olarak (OUT) 

dlizenlerse, 2.maddeye ge'1in. 

Eger '1ocuk kartlarl. dogru olarak dUzenleyemezse "NASIL YAPTIGl'-IA 

D!KKAT 1'T" deyin. (focugun online kartlarl. dogru olarak diizenleny1n. 

Socra her kartJ. gostererek 'i'oyle deyin: "11,\\ ONCE tK' llDAt1 DtlVtJ

fiUYORLAR ,SO;mA ADAi'lLARDAN BIRtsi YEll i [,'lIs, EN SO :UNDA DA DISARIYA 

TA$ANEOR." 

8' 



DoBru s1raya, goculun 10 saniye kadllr bakmas1n1 saRlaY1n ve 

sonra kartlan ilk 'i'ekliyle (saY1sal) sualaY1n. list MDt TEKRAR 

DENEMENI tSTIY()RUM RESI"iLERI UYGfN BtR SEKl',DE SIRAtA Kt ORTA ~,\ 

BtR HIKAYE CIKSIN." deyin, zaman tutmaya ba'i'laj1n ve 45 saniye 

bekleyin. 

2.P1KN1K: (2 trial hak) 3 kart1 gocugun onUne arkadaki saY11ar1na 

gore koyun "BU HESiMLER KIIlA aim;NT,;;:RIN ntl<AEsI'Z: ANLA'r'·iAKTADIIl. 
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RESi'1LER SIHDt YANLIS SIRADM~iIR. SEN BU REStl~LE'"t DOl1RlJ SIllilLA KI OR

'J'AYA BtR HI KAYE IiIKSIN- deyin. Zaman tutmaya ba'i'laY1n ve 45 saniye 

bekleyin. Eeer ;ocuk kartlar1 dogru S1raiJ1na' (DOG) koyarsa, teste 

devam edin. Efter gocuk kartla'r1 yanl1,. dUzenlerse, "BENtH NASIL 

YAPTIGIMA BAK" deyin. (,:ocu!':un onUne kartlar1 dogru bir 'i'ekilde 

dUzenleyin. Qonra her kart1 gosterin ve 'i'oyle soyleyin, II ILK ONCE 

BtH ;(ADIN VE EHKEK YUIlUYORLAR V8 3tH KOPEK ONLAln i7,LtvOR. ;'·ONRA 

SO':HA KUPEK TAVUGU KAPIYOR. DAf{A SO .RA KADIN VE ERKEK TAVUG']N 

YOK OLDUGU1W GUIlU WHLAR." 

liocutun dogru s1raya bakmas1 igin 10 saniye izin verine Sonra 

kartlan saY1sal dlizenine koyun. "S1'1[;1 TE:KRAR DEN1'~MENt 1STI'IO"ur1. 

RESII1LEIlI BIR HIKAYE Ar::LATACAK SEKILDE DUZEt'LE"H~NI ISTIYORUM" deyin. 

Zaman tutmaya ba'i'laY1n ve 45 saniye bekleyin. 

8-16 YASLAH: (2 trial ama once veri len help 1. kart1 gosterjp) 

3.YANGIN: Kartlar1 saY1sal S1raS1na gbre koyun. $oyle soyleyin 

(kartlar1 koyarken): " BIT RES hiLER Btll YANGIN HtKAYES IN t ANLAT"IAK

TADIR. KAPTLARI 0 §EKiT,DT' SIRATL 4 KI OHTAYA BtR HtKAYE crKSIN" 

-aman tutmaya ba~laY1n ve 45 saniye bekleyin. Eger ~ocuk kartlar1 

dogruAUzenlerse (FIRE) , 4. maddeye gegin. 

Efter gocuk kartlar1 dogru olarak dUzenleyemezse, "BU T 4M DOGRI] 

DEiHL" deyin. Kartlar1 saY1sal S1raS1na koyun. Sonra "F" kartln1 

S1radan al1n ve di;;er U~ kart1n alt1na koyun, (liocugun soluna gele-



eek qeki ldG "F" kartJ.nJ. go,;tcrin ve"HtKAYE BU REst 'iL'~ BASLHOR. 

BtR ANNENIN OGLU;'U KIBRITLr,: OYNADI' I t GIN AZARLA YIs INI GbSTERIYOR. 

slim! HIKAEY! BITIRi~EK 19tN BU R,:siMLERI KULLAN (di2;er U'1 kartJ. 

gosterin) gOCUGUN KIBRl7LE OYNADIGI R'~siMLE B1\8L1\. Dt'1ER KARTLARI 

DOGRU SIRASINA KOY" deyin. 

Tekrar Za'.1an tutmaya ba91aJJ.l' ve 45 saniJe bekleyin. 

4.KERESTE: (2 trial + 2. trialdaki help 1. kartJ. gostermek) 

KartlarJ. s"./J.sal sJ.rasJ.na koyun ve " BIJ RBS l'lLBR YIJR1)Yi.!s E 9IKAN 

BIR COCU :UN HiKAYESiN i 1\NLATIYOR. 0 SicKi],D8 SIIlALA KI ORTAY1\ BtR 

HtK~YE CIKSIN" deyin. ~aman tutmaya ba~layJ.n ve 45 saniye bek-

leyin. Eger c;oeuk kartlarJ. dO,;ru sJ.ralarsa (WALK) 5. maddeye gec;in. 

Eger <;oeuk kartlarJ. dogru olarak dUzenleyemezse " BU TAH DOORU 

DEGIL " deyin. KartlarJ. ilk dizi li~ (saYJ.sall sJ.raSJ.ca kOJun. 
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Sonra "W" kartJ.rtJ. sJ.r,~dan alJ.n ve onu e;ocugun soluna gelecek ~ekilde 

diger lie; kartJ.n altJ.na koyun "VI" kartJ.nl gosterin ve ~oyle soyleyin. 

" HtKAYE BU RESiMLE BASLIYOR. 90CU'1UN NEHIR" DOGRU YURnYUSUNU 

GbS"'ERIYOR. S!MD' HIKAYEyt TA~!1\HLA>!AK IetN DiG m RESj\fLE:fit KULLAN 

(d12;er 3 kartJ. goster1n ) COCUCUN NEIlRl'; DOOFm YURI! YU8UII1) Gb:'T i,Rf:N 

RESiMLE BA§LA Dt"ER KARTLARI DOGR:I SIRASINA KOY" ~'ekrar za!llan 

tutmaya ba~laJJ.n ve 45" beklayin. 

5. madde ic;in kartlarJ. koymadan once. "SENiN DUZEI~Lr;··lr~Nt iSTEDiliiH 

BAZ1 RBSiHLER D.A·'A VAR. HBR SEl"ERrNDE OJ/LAPI SA":A K~RI§IK BtH SIRADA 

VERECE'!M" deyin. KartlarJ. koyarken "KARTLARI BtR HiKAYE ANLATACAK 

sEKILI:E SIRlILA ELiNDEN GELDtlit KADAR 9ABUK YAP BiTIRDiGtN ZAMAN 

HABER VER" dey1n. Zaman tutmay" ba~laJJ.n ve 45" bekleyin. Dii;er madde. 

ler i<;1n de bonzer bir i91em uygulaYJ.n. lIer madden1n kartlarJ.nJ. 

kOJarken "SiHD! BU RES!'lLERl 0 SEKiLDE SIRr-LA Kt ORTAYA BiR HiKAYE 

CIKSIN ELiNDEN GELDiOi KADAR CABUK YAP BITiRDidiN ZA'.!AN HABER VER" 

iliVill' (C;ocuk ne yapJ.laeagJ.nJ. aC;J.k olarak anladJ.ysa talirnatlar 
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k1salabilir. ) Sonra zaman tutmaya ba~laY1n. 

PUANLAMA 

1-4. maddelerde 11k deneme ba~ar111 1se 2 puan, 1k1nc1 deneme 

ba~ar111 1se 1 puan. 

ZAnAN SINIRI 

Madde (l. ve 2. denemeler 1,,1n) Dogru S1ra 

l.Baks 45" OUT 

2. P1kn1k 45" DOG 

3. Yang1n 45" FIRE 

4. Kereste 45" WALK 

5-12. maddeler : Zaman S1n1r1 1~1nde yap11an da~ru dUzenlemeler 1~1n 

U~er puan, ~abuk ve do~ru ba~ar11anlar 1~1n ek en raz1a 2 puan 

ver111r.(A~ag1daki tab1aya balunu) 9-12. maddelerde 8e~ellek 

dUzenleme1er 1~1n k1smi kredi (2 puan) ver11ir ancak ayr1ca zaman 

S1n1r1 1~1n veri1en ek puanlardan yararlan11maz. 

ZAHAN ODULLERI tLE BtRLtKTE 5-12. 

MADDELER tQtN PUANLAR 

MADDE ZAHAN SINIRI DOURU SIRA ZA~AN 0RULl! PUA~LAR 

5. H1rS1Z 45" THUG 1_10" 11-15" 16-45" 

6. Uykuda 45" RUSH 1-10" 11-15" 16-45" 

7. Artist 45" Vamp 1-10" 11-15" 16-45" 

8. Kement 45" CASH 1-10" 11-15" 16-45" 

9. KaY1k 60" CHASE 1-10" 11-20" 21-60" 

(liCASE-2 puan, zaman 1~in ek puan yak) 

10.Bah~1van 60" WORMS 1-15" 16-25" 26-60" 

(WROMS-2puan , zaman 1~1n ek puan yak) 
11. S1ra 60" BENCH 1-15" 16-25" 26-60 
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BECHN- 2 puan • zaman iqin ek puan yak 

12. Yagmur 60" CLOUD 1-15" 16-25" 26-60" 

COLUD - 2 puan zaman iqin ek puan yak 

EN YUKSEK PUAN 48 



. ... . . . - _., .. . . . -_. -- .- "--- . .. 
Reaim DUl.cnlcmc 

Teste ,,"on vcr: Arb arka)'a 3 ba~arlsllhk 

Zam.-n ~lra Puan - 2 I 0 I I. OUT 4S"- • OUT OUT - - I 2 I 0 2. DOG 4!1i" - DOG DOG I 

«8-16 YIf> I 0 I 2 - FIRE FIRE' 3. FIRE 4!1i" • - I 2 I 0 4. WALK 4!1i" - ---,----
WALK WALK • 

Odlillil Puanlar 

16 - 45 1/-15 I - 10 5. THUG 45" 0 I J 4 5 I --'---
/I - IS I - 10 16 - 45 6. RUSH 4!1i" 0 I 3 4 5 I 

16 - 45 II - 15 I - )0 
7. VAMP 45" 0 I 3 4 5 I . 

16 45 /I IS I - 10 8. CASH 45" 0 I 3 4 5 I 
2 21 til /I - 20 I - 10 9. CHASE 60" 0 HCASE I 3 4 5 I , 26 - 40 16 -25 I IS 10. WORMS 60" 0 WROMS I 3 4 5 I 

II. BENCH 2 26 - 60 16 - 25 I 15 60" 0 OECHN I 3 4 5 I 
2 26 til 16 25 I 15 

12. CLOUD 60" 0 COlUD I 3. 4 5 I 
Toplam I 



iCORE SHEET FOR 

, ..... .. 
CHILDREN'S 
EMBEDDED 

:IGURES TEST 
,yyyyyy 

TENT DESCRIPTION 

PI 

P2 

TI 

T2 

T3 

T4 

TS 

T6 

T7 

TS 

T9 

TIO 

Tll 

NAME ________________________________ __ 

CLASS ____________________________________ _ 

BI RTH DATE _______________ _ 

DATE _________ EXAMINER ___________ _ 

SCORE HOUSE DESCRIPTION SCORE 

P3 

HI 

H2 

. H3 

H4 .. 
HS 

H6 

H7 

HS 

H9 

HlO 

Hll 

HI2 

H13 

HI4 

Total Scorl TENT Totel Score HOUSE 

• ' I. 0;-

=-'0' . ,'\ . : 
o • 
" ' - .. . ' . • . , . 

TOTAL TEST SCO,RE 
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