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ABSTRACT

The pregent 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 atyles and autonomous behavior.

Msthers! child-rearing practices were reflected in variables such
as discipline styles (pouor assertive versus inductive), behavior
rewarded (obedience versus 1ndependence), concept of a "good child"
(defined in terms of obedience versus independence), The context

of socialization was divided into three categorles; educational
preschools, custodial preachools, home-reared.

One of the dependent variables, cognitive style, was measured by the
Children's Embedded Figures Test (CEFT), and the Wechaler Apalytic
Triad (WAT), The other dependent variable was autonomy which had

7 subdimensions: project initiative, independent activity, social
initiative, self care, persistence, assertion of rights, dependence
on adults.

The sample was composed of 136 five-year-old low SES preschool children
(78 males, 58 females) and their mothers.,

Data relevant to mothers" ghild~-rearing attitudes and practices,
and ghildren's autonomous bshavior were collected through interviews
with the mothers. Cognitive style was measured by the CEFT and the
WAT,

Hypotheses expected that children, whose mothers used power assertive
discipline, rewarded obedience, defined "a good child" in terms of
obedience, would have less differsntiated cognitive style and would
be less autonomous than children, wﬂoae mothers used inductive
techniques, rewarded independence, defined "a good child" in terms
of independence,

It was also hppothesized that children going to educational preschool



centers who are reared at home,

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

Results did not support the relatiornship 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 preaschcols had more differentiated cognitive
styles and more sutonomous behavior than the rest,

Finally the hypothesis concerning no sex differences among five year
olds was supported,

The results were affected by methodological and cultural factors,
Probably, the mother child interaction was not sc important in affecting
the child's cognitive style and autonomy. Other socializing agents
could have considerable impact on the child such as the preschool

institution,
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INTRODUCTION

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 sociel group the child encounters, Therefore the family
teaches the child the norms of the socisty, socially acceptable
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 esatablished with the mother. Even though the father is typically
an authoritative figure, the mother-child jinteraction is widely
considered to be the primary agent in influencing the child*s per-
sonal, soclal and cognitive development. During this interaction

the mother may either be overprotective, or foster jindependent
development in the child, She may hamper the child's autonomous
functioning or encourage his/her independence in personal and
family matters. As a consequenca of the mother's child-rearing
practices, the child may remain dspsndent on the mother or on
others, or may begin to stand on his own feet., Cuymulatively these
interactions form part of the hasis for the child to discriminate
"3elf" from "non-gelf™ end 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 desvelops 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 ones in early childhood, is the type of

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

of child's social, smotional and personal development. Preschool
centers may have a variety of orientationa, 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 soccial interactions.
(Bekman, 1982),0n the other hand, preschool centers which aim primarily
to provide with maintenance/custody services tend to inhibit rather
than stimulate the child's development, In this type of of preschool
the teachers typically initiate the activities in a highly structured
atmosphere, and required to respond in .umiformly, as a group, with

no expresajon of individuality or initiative, Also, since most of

the activitiea initiated by teachers are related to physical care

of the children (dreasing, undressing, toileting, handwashing, meals
and snacks, naptimes),6 a good deal of the time the children are left
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'g child-
reﬁring 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

aresa.
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Insoretical Background

The "Cognitive Style" Concept and Differentiation Theory:

"Cognitive Style™ is a global concept which refers to an individual's
level of perceptual, cognitive and social differentiation, It is
reflected in the way the individual perceives the world, in problem
solving, in social interactiona, and in organizing information. WitKin
and his colleagies first developed the theory of psychological dif-
fersntiation, one of the main components of which is the concept

of field-dependence-indspendences, or coghitive style,

Differentiation refers to the "Complexity of structure of a psychological
gsystem and the nature 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),

Greater differentiation in the perceptual domain is reflected in
extracting the parts of the field as separate from the whole, rather
than experiencing them as global, which indicates less differen¢i-~
ation (Werner, 1979), At one sxtreme parception is dominated by the
whole, and this perceptual style is labeled as "field dependence™;

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

is labeled as "sield-independence” (Witkin et al., 1971), Thus a
field-indepsndent cognitive style is marked by greater differsntiation
and therefore greater complexity of structure, while a field-dapendent
style is marked by less differentiation and presumably simpler
structure.

The development of differentiation is an organism~wide process. There~
fore it manifests itself in various domains of development, such as

perceptual, cognitive, personal and social,



In the perceptual and cognitive domains, the field-dependent cognitive
style is characterized by placing greater reliance on external referents
and the field-{ndependent cognitive style by placing emphasis on inter-
nal referents in information processing,

In the development of self-concept, differentiation is reflected in the
formation of boundaries between self and the world outside, particularly
other people. With increasing self-nonself discrimination internal
referents beacome increasingly important compared with external referents
in guiding behavior, Less self-nonsslf 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 svidence 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 (19%55),
subjects who where fleld dependent relied on the authority's standards
whereas field-independent subjects relied more on inner sources (tha
EFT Manual, 1971),

In the social domain, field-jependent people are found to be more
attentive to social cues (Ruble and Nakamura,1972} 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 Asseasment Tohols:

Cognitive differentiation or fisld dependence~indepsndence has 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
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the Embedded Figures Test and the Wechsler Analytic Triad {(a group of
threes 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

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},

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 subjectas tend to align their bodies with the tilted room (gield
dependence);, whereas others bring their bodies close to the actual uprig
regardless of the tilt of the room (field independence),

The Embedded Figures Test (EFT) requires the subject to find a simple
figure (such as a triangle) which g:s previcusly seen in a complex desig
which has been organized to hide the simple design (Witkin et al. 1972).
Significant correlations between scores on the EPT  RFT and BAT 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 subtests

of the Wechsler Intelligence Scales., These tests collectively are

called the Wecheler Analytic Triad (WAT) and they include the Block
Design, Object Assembly and Picture Arrangement subtests, Like the

EPT, these teats require disembedding, which makes them suitable for
use as & measures of cognjitive differentiation.

Development of Autonomy in the Freschool Years:

The psychosocial developmental theory of Erik Erikson(1963) emphasizes
the importance of the child's social environment in development, Erikso

describes human development in eight consecutive stages, the first
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three of which include infincy, und early childhood. Each st:ge involves

a "nuclear conflict"™ which the individual must resolve. The nuclear confli
of infuncy and early childhood are trust versus mistrust; autonomy versus
shame snd doubt; and initiative versus guilt. Within the fr:mework of this
paper it 1s the second and third st-ges which are crucial for the develope
of autonomy.

The second stage approximately corres-onds to & chronological age of

1 1/2 «3 years. The conflict here has to do with the assertion of will or
submission to control by others (usuwlly parents). During this time childr
begin to scquire more complex skills in dealing with the world around then
{such ~s language, walking etc.) They ~lso begin to see themselves as
capible of manipulating some things, as executors of some of the

behaviors they intend. Graduaslly 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 beyond one's capacities, Toilet training reflects the
conflicts of this stage, where shame and doubt resuvlt from failure to meet
parentsl expectations and en inability to be assertive, whereas s sense of
autonomy is the outcome of self contr:l and assertion.

By the age of four or five, children have resolved the crises of muto-
nomy and have discovered that they =re somebody (Lefrancois, 1977'),
Zrikson calls the cri=iz o” t g atage initizstive versus guilt. The
environment of three to filve year o0lds now invites them to assume some
ressonsibility and muster new tasks such zs establishing peer relutions,
imitsting adult 1 nguage. The child must initinte actions in differ-.nt
spheres, After all, they are not only autonomous but they are respon-
8ible for initiating behavior.

As discussed at some length above, the child'as development obviously

tckes place in a social environment dominsted by the parents. Schaefer
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(1958) emphasizes two dimensions of parental behavior which are impor-
tant in their roles as socializers: acceptance -~ rejection and per-
missiveness - restrictiveness,
Acceptance and rejection refer to the respect and love ({(or their lack)
that parents show to their children. Accepting parents parents show
wareth, love, affection, understanding and approvel, In terms of dis-
eiplinary methods, they use praise and encouragement and little phy-
gical punishment, Rejecting parents behave in a cold, distant, hostile,
or disapproving manner towards . their children and tend to use harsh
punishment with theﬁ.
Permissivensss-restrictiveness refers to the degree to which parents
exercise control over their children®s actions., Permissive parents are
liberal in their attitudes towardstheir children, and they allow them
Ireedom in decision making and in carrying out these decisions. They
do not exert much eontrol or enforce rigid rules on their children ,
However ,Baumrund (1967)' and Coppersmith (1967) have suggasted that
extreme permissiveness does not produce 8 well-socialized child, A
very permissive, rejecting parent is perhaps better described as neg-
lecting. Even when the parent ias warm, the abaence of at least mode-
rate control in likely to be associated with low impulse control in
the child and low levels of achisvement (Maccoby, 1968).
The most positive outcome in child behavior is believed to appear as
a consequence of accepting and moderately permissive parental behavior,
where the child tends to be independent, autonomous, out-going, creative
and active (Liebert and Wicks-Nelson, 198l),
Considerable differences in autonomy / dependence may be observed in
children of preschool age. The dependent child seeks for help fre-
quently, stays close or next to adults and his initiative in actions

is directed towards adults rather than peesrs, 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 adults; he can play alone; when
faced with a problem he tries to solve it himself first and he seeks
help from others only if he cannot;he asserts himself and his opinions
(Maccoby et al., 1968), T A R
In Turkey, the general 4rend is toward a controlling-authoritarian pa-
rental attitude towards children, Children are mmt treated as babies
until they are three years old, therefore they are treated more under-
standingly and net so authoritatively as they are treated later.
Girls, especlially, are trained to be dependent, passive and obedient
(Ozgediz et al.,1979, KAfitgibagx, 1982),

Turkish socialization processes emphasize obedience to authority be-
ginning in early childhocod. The family structure hinders independence
in the cognitive and social behavior of Turkish children (Ksknel, 1970;
Oztirk, 1969)), farents want their children to obey them, tueeimjmdisnm;
to turn Yo them for guidance, in other words to he dependent on them.
In achools and other social media thia 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:

Though small in magnitude, in Western Socleties there 18 a differsnce
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 segregation in the raising of boys than of girls.These
differences do not become regular or significant until around early
adolescence (Within, 1975; as cited in Dyaz-Guerrero and Holtzman,
1978),

1 studies of Non-Western asccleties, sex differences tend not to be

'nd in samples from migratory, hunting societies; where significant
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sex differences do appear, they are largely in samples from sedentary,
agriculiural societies (Clausen,1968),

In nigratory or hunting economies, sociasl pressure is loose, and so-
clelization practices value independence, self-reliance and achievement,
In these cocieties the level of differentiation is quite high and mem~-
bers are relatively field independent because of greater tolerance of
autonomy, Fsmales are rclafivcly more independent and valued in the
sconomic life of the family, In these groups, there is little or no

sex difference on field dependsnce-independencs (Berry, 1975).

Among Eskimos, no sex differences were found (Berry, 1967). Among Aus-
tralian Aboriginals, a migratory community, minimal sex differences
were encountered (Berry, 1975).

Sex differences seem to appear mosat strongly in sedentary, agricultu-
ralist cultures where there is tight social pressure and where sociali-
zation practices require responsibility and ohedience to authority
figures., The family dynamics are characterized by siress on conformity
to parental authority. Females are generally expected to behavs more
dependently and under 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 thess cultures, but
socialization pressures are sven sironger on females than males there-
fors producing greater field dependenye in females,

Among African agricultural and pastoral cultures and Jamaican children,
greater sex differences 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 higher for boys

than girls. This case is similar to that of Turkey, where females are
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raised to obey authority thus turningait to be more field dependent

(Kagitgaibagy, 1982),
Antecedents of Cognitive Style:

Crogss-cultural studies in Non-Western samples have focused on four
major categories of antecedents of cognitive style,
1) Child-Rearing practices
2)\Sodialization practices within the larger social context
3) Ecological factors

4) Biological (hormonal) determinants
1) Effects of Child Rearing Practices Within the Family:

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 and gradual separation from family control
sesm to have greater field independencs. In contrast, child~-rearing
practices which encourage continued reliance on parental authority,
severe sccialization pressures and strong identification with the mother
are likely to make for less differentiation and a more fisld-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 connsctions
between mother and son (limiting child*s activities, emphasizing con-
formity, discouraging assertive and aggressive behavior, not stimulating
the child for responsibility 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 differenti-~
ated children,

Seder (1957; cited in Maloney, 1974) also found differences in child
rearing among mothers of field dependent and independent 10-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 sst their own standards.
On the contrary, mothers of field dependent children were authoritarian
in administering punishment and coercive in their methods of child-
rearing.

Iﬁ an early study by Dawson (1967; cited in Sinha, 1981), the Mende

and Temne groups of Sierra Leone were studied., The Temne parents were
found to stress authority more, to use more physical punishment and he
less consistent in their child rearing methods, 4s predicted, the Temne
wers 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 Egkimos., The Temnhe 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-coniroclling mothers, severe
punishment, lack of controversy and argument at home {where impulases
are Jdenisi 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.



% 14

In a study of mothers, Hess and Shipman (1965) compared lower and
middle SES mothers and children, they compared mothers!' teaching
strategiea and their effects on children‘'s learning styles and in-
formation strategies. Lower SES "mothers were found to control their
children more strictly and 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 ghildren were more assertive and initiating.
25233~£1978) hypothesized that children whose mothers use maternal
teaching strategies which encourage autonomous functioning and cog-
nitive restructuring will develcop a relatively field independent
cognitive style, and that children whose mothers use teaching stra-
tegies which encourage the child to rely on external referents as
sources of information and streas strict, dominant contrel, conform-
ity to authority and harsh punishment will develop a relatively field
dependent coghitive style. The results supported the hypotheses,
Claeys and De Boeck (1976) worked with 5-t{o-7 year old children,They
studied the influence of parentael characteristics on children's pri-
mary mental abilities and field independence. Their results also
showsed a relation between children's field independence and paren-
tal emphasis on independence and achisvement,

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
ﬁﬁfﬂ;f}é"authoritarianism and child's psychological differentiation,
They also found no sex difference with regard to psychological

differentiation among these preschool children,



Ribback (1957), in an early study, 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).

1) Child Rearing practices and cognitive styles in Turkey

There have been a number of studles conducted on the relationship bet
ween child-rearing methods and cognitive styles of children in Turkey
The findings, however, do not indicate a definite trend.

Oztirk (1969) and Ksknel (1970) reported that the conservative and
inhibitive nature of the Turkish family hampers the development of
independence 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 overprotective and leas demccratic in their relations with
their children,

Girkaynak (1979) found that lower SES ghildren received harsh punish-
ment and more control from their parents than middle SES children,

A8 a result they were more dependent, aggressive and had less power
with regard to family lssues,

Korkmazlar (1980) found that children of overprotective parents tende:
to bes more field dependent than children of less overprotective paren
It was also found that parental educational-occupational levels influ
enced children®™s cognitive styles. Children of university educated
parents were more field-independent than children of slementary schoo
educated parents.

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

found that the tendency to raise dependent children 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 Korkmaz-
lar*s study (1980) or in Erer's study (1983),

Canborgil (1973), on the other hand, found that village mothers!
attitudes did not affect their children's success on Piaget's cognitiy
performance tasks,

Oxman's (1979) findings were rather opposing, She dealt with the re-
lationships betwsen parental child-rearing attitudes and field arti-
culation of their 13 year old childéren, Children who percsived their
parents as fostering autonomy wers more field-dependent than those
who percsived their parents as fostering conformity and dependence.
This finding was not consistent either with Okman's expectations or

prsvious research results,
2) Soclialization Practices within larger social context

Socinlization can be regarded as B process which focuses upon the
developrent of the individual as a social being and as a member of

a society. Az 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
these two different types of families are very different, Joint fa-
milies are large groups with members belonging to three or mors ge-
nerations, whereas nuclear families are amall groupe with members
from only two generations, These two family types present entirely
two differsnt kinds of social environment to the child., An extended
family structure provides an atmosphers where the child has less

freedom to develop his self identity and individuality because af an



authoritarian structure.In the nuclear family, the child has more
independence and distinctive self dsvelopment. Therefore children
in these two types of families will differ in their psychological

differentiation (Clausen, 1968).
3): Ecological Factors:

Ecology here refers to the density of population in the home and
surrounding areas; the form and arrangement of houses in the com-
nmunity; and the type of space available to the individual and his
family. Fcological patterns may be hypothesized to affect the nature
of an individual's #&elf 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 fie
independent, with developed apatial abilities, analytical skille
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 fami}y. Nuc-
lear families tend to be structurally nuclsar but functioﬂm;?:se-
knit ties with their families of origin, kin and neighbors (Olson,
1981; Dubeﬁ, 1982; odtwd=<in Kafitgibagi, 1982), The extended famili
are divided into i{wo; 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

(Kagitgibagi, 1982),
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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 androgsn/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/sstrogen
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 ia
affected by the rate of maturation, There is evidence, although not
consiatent, that within each sex, individuals who reach puberty re-
latively late, tend to score higher on the BFT , Block Design and
other differentiation tests (Weber, 1976; cited in Goodenough and
Witkin, 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 play a very important role in the
development of psychological differentiation. In examining cognitive
style in young children, it would be helpful to considermdetail the
effects on children of another environmental variable namely, Prg-

school Education.

.

Effects of Preschool Educationt:

18

It may be said that all of a child"as experiences from birth to aschool

age comprise his preschool education, Life is the curriculum and the
child is the learner at the center of the proceas, However, our
concern here is with formal, or institutional preschool education,
the main concern of this education is to promote some curiosity in

the child about the world around him so that he dsvelops competencs
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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 sarliest 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 methods ranged from
teating by quantitative methods to observational ones (Le Franéois,
1972},

Preschocl education is desirable for all children, but it is a neces-
sity for the disadvantaged. What is meant by the term "giadvaentaged"?
Children coming from low SES families 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 low in salaries. As a group they are less successful in sachool,
therefore they have a low sducation level., The picture is that tha
disadvantaged individual, in this case the adult, is poor, undereducated,
and under - or - unemploysd. Children coming from these families typi-
cally obtain lower IQ scores, and perform more poorly in school than
their advantaged peers. On the other hand, their advantaged peers coming
from higher SES groups have received adeﬁuate nutrition, stimulation,
parental support from an adequate, enriched environment (Liebart and
Vi{rk8-Nelson, 1981), The disadvantaged children's academic difficul-
ties increase ovef 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
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that disadvantaged children are those who ares in greatest need of
compsnsatory education. Therefore the main goal of compensatory
programs is %to provide children from various socioeconomic hack -
grounds with equal opportunities for education., Proponents of pre-
school education conclude that compsnsatory programs must be carefully
focused to make up for what the home environment lacks, and that
coqpensatory preschool education must be followed by a compensatory
achool program, Also, improving the home environment may be an essen-
tial link in compensatory educational programs (Clarke and 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 wall known.

1)Early Training Project (Gray and Claus, 1965, 1968; cited in Mussen,
Conger and Kagan, 1975): This study was carried out with deprived
preschool children, Intervention caused a sharp incresase in measured
intelligence, However, this trend leveled off by the end of fourth
grade and then began to decline. The reason was that without massive
chenges 1nt§ffe situation of the child, home circumatances will
continue their adversive effect upon the child even though the pfo-

gchool snvironment has been enriched (Leffzamowas, 1977).

2)The Ypsilanti Project (Weikart and Schweinhart, 1981): This program
combined a daily-clasroom component with a weekly home-teaching visit,
At the age of 15, the experimental group still maintained relative
guccess in school achievement and social relations. Therefore the
Ypsilanti Project bringa 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: This program was designed to help disadvantaged
children by providing an intensive preschool education program for a
short period of time, Results 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 snvironment, and failing to re-

inforce gains (Clarke and Clarke, 1976).

4)Parent Education Project: Ira Gordon (1969; cited in Leftamcais ;,
1977) developed a program in which impoverished children were not
removed from their homes, Parent-educators were trained to go into
homes t¢ 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 hygiens,
muscle development,

4) Social-emotional Development: Developing positive interper-
sonal relationships, love, social responsibilities, learning cultural

and humanitarisn values, and learning the environment,

These categories must bes the primary concerns of a preschool center.
However differences are sxpected to appear between centers with educa-

tional aims and custodial aims,
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Educational centers aim to foster the overall development of the
child. Staff behavior, in line with the aim, is morse stimulating

and promoting the development of the children. They show more po-
sitive control, suggestions, instructions, They share the activity
with the children and carry on 1 organized group activities and
teaching sessions, Staff working at centers with custodial aims

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 nonpexistent (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 leas imaginative, The nature of the
custodial center (no variety in facilities and materials, highly
structured atmosphere) pay be expected to inhibit the child's cognitive
development,

Soclal development is 8lso expected to be hindered in the centers

with custodial aims. The children's individuality is ignored. Self-
expression, initiative behavior are denied. They are expected to
display complete obsdience and behave in accordance with the wishes

of the staff (Bekman, 1982), Therefors, with regard to autononmy,
children attending custodial centers may be expected to behave less
autonomously than children attending educational centers,

Now let us take & look at the studies carried out in Turkey on the
effects of preschool education., In a study by Bekman (1982)), the
effects of the orientation (2im) of the preschool center on the
children's behavior was studied, Results showsd that the aim 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 Istanbul.

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 depsndence

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

Hypotheses:
According to Busse (1969), Dyk and WitHin (1965), Hess and Shipman
(1965), Lao=a (1978), Erer (1983) and Korkmazlar (1380), 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 obedlence, dependence, power-
assertion, conformity and control, have been found to be less autono-
mous and more fisld~-dependent. Therefore it may be hypothesized that;

1)Children whose mothers use power-assertive discipline will
have less differentiated cognitive astyles than children whose mothers
use inductive discipline.

2YChildren whose mothers use power-assertive discipline will be
less autonomous than childrern 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 mothers 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 the effects of preschool education on
child"s cognitive and social development, has concluded that preschool
sducation affects the child®s behavior and that preschool programs
with different methods and aims have differing impacts on child
development (Clarke and Clarke (1976); Gray and Claus, 1968 ; Weikart
and Schweinhart,K(1981;; Gordon, (1969}; Oney,b(1981); Bekman, 1982}y,
Therefore it was hypothesized that;

5)Children who attend educational preschool centers will have
more differentisted cognitive styles than children who attend custodial
centers or who ars rearesd in deprived at homes with ne formal pre-
school education.

6) Children who attend educational preschocols will show more
autonomous behavior than children who attond custodial centers or
who are rsared at home,
Among the studies of cognitive styles, sex differences do not seem
to be significant until adolescent years. According to many re-
searchers (Berry, 1975; Korkmezlar, 1980; witMin, 1976; Clausen,
1968} , Y, sex differences do not appear in
children, Therefore it was hypothesized that;

7} There will be no sex differences with regard to cognitive

styles among five-year-old Turkish boys and girls,
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SUBJECTS

Subjects were 136, five-year-old children {born between May, 1977

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

of the children wers 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 custodiel/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 cbtained from the headmasters, asccording to age and unbroken
family background., Information on family's background and birthdate
was obtained from the children's filea at the centers,

Since the length of attendance at the center might affect the child's
behavior, only children who aitended the center more than three months
were included in the sample, The mean length of nursery attendance

was 1.5 years, |

gy i) TERSITES! AT
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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
same nsighborhoods as the nursery school children. They wers located

by referrals from the mothers of the nursery school children,

SELSCTION OF CLNTERS

All subjects in the preschool sample were chosen from children attending
preschool centers in Istanbul, which serve children of parents of low
socio-economic-status (SES). Low SES is operationslly defined as a
combination of lack of education, low income, unskilled or semi-skilled
worker status, and residence in one of the shanty town or otherésj:lity
h#using 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 gquestionnaire 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 factorisa, for children of their workers and one is run
by Union For Children's Welfare (an institution of the Red Crescent).
All of ihe cuastodiaml centers serve the children of workers in cigarette
factories run by the Turkish State Monopolies., The centers with educa-
tional aims hed a favorable staff ratio, with an average of 15-20
children per teacher, They had a daily, organized activity program aimed
at comprehensive education of the children, The children were free in

their choice 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 which 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 outdcor) and play materiala available
to the children were attractive and stimulating.

The centers with custody/maintenance aims had a staff ratio with an
average of 25-30 children per teacher. The daily program was primarily
directed to the physical needs of the children such as eating, dressing
and toileting, Equipment was limited and toys consisted of only plastic
toya and a few dolls., The children could not act fresly., Their activitie
were mostly teacher initiated. They spent most of their time sitting
aimlessly. Outdoor facilities wers better than indoors but again

equipment and supervision were minimal,

MATERIALS

INTERVIEW SCHEDULES:
Child Intnrviow&ach
The mother of iNmxhmsk child in the sample was interviewsd during a
home visit by one of a group of eight investigators about their childrer
behavior, The schedule for this "ehild interview" contained 55 closed-
ended questions, 25 of which concerned autonomy. These items were
pretested in a pilot study, and in some cases were revised. Seven sub-
categories of bshavior were included in the autonomy dimension.

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

a play activity or the use of the play material without direction or
suggestion from an adult or another child, This category does not
include self-stimulation, i.e., thumb-gucking.

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

reported to carry out an organized, purposeful activify with minimal
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Or no supervision by an adult, 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 as an
invitation to play, asking to join a game and the like,
4. Self-Care: In this category, the child was reported to carry out
some kind of self-caring activity independently.
5., Persistence: When the child was reported to persist in an activity
despite its difficulties or frustrations, this category was coded,
6. Assertion of Rights: This category ihcluded 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
T+ -Ddpatd& 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, asking
for conatant help from the mother or complaining about his brothsrs

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

Mother Interview:

A second interview; the mother interview, conducted by five interviews
was also carried out in a separate home vimit, This interview involve
a total of 76 questions including closed and open-ended questions.
Thie intarview was designed to assesas mothers"® child-rearing practicet
and attitudes, Again, 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. Question 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,

THi CHILDHEN'S EMBEDDED FIGURES THST:

This test was administered by four'oxperiment;rs, 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 {1971). This test is the children®s version of
the EFT (Embedded Figures Test), The CEFT is applicable to children
between the ages 5-t0-12, 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 problesm, while the fourth
series is a test meries, These series are as follows:

1. Discrimination Series: Eight cards including one exact copy of
each of the forms and three false coples on each card,

2. Demonstration Series: Two cards having three consecutive pictures
on which one of the original formes is embedded in a more complex
figure.

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

4, Test Series: 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 instructions from the CEFT gre reproduced

in Appendix E.

30
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THE WECHSLER ANALYTIC TRIAD (WAT).:

The WAT administered by four experimenters consists of three subtestis
of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised Form (WISC-R);
Block Design (BD), Object Assembly (OA), and Picture Arrangement (PA)
tests, Thess 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 -.49) 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-
teats. A stop-watch i3 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; and three cards with printed
designs of blocks, bound into a 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 horss, a car, and a face. The first object (apple) is used
for demonstration purposes. A paper on which to lay out the pleces;

and an original sheet to locate the pieces according to a standard
format were also used during the administration of the test,

3, Pisture Arrangsment: This teat 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 tests in Turkey was done by Semin et al.

1967-1970 (Semin, 1978).

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

in Appendix F,
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The Intervisws

The mother and the child interviews were conducted during home visits,
When possible, the interviews with the mothers wers conducted alone

to avoid the influence of other family members on the answers. In some
cases this proved impossible bescause of the limited number of rooms
and large number of family membsrs 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 Bogazig¢gi Univeraity Preschool Center. These children
came from the families of university professors, as well as those

of administrative peracnnel, and workers at the University. In other
words it included children from various SES,

In administering the CEFT, each child was tested alone, Where possible
the teat was administered in a quiet and comfortable room at the center
or in a peparate room in the homes,

During the administration of the test, the researcher and the child
sat side by side, The numbers on the cerds were kspt in tﬁe upper
right. The procedure begins with showing the child the simple forms

(a tent shaps and a house shape), Then the Discrimination Series is
presented. The child is then asked to find the exact replica of the
originals in four items in the Discrimination-geries. If the child
cannot choose correctly twice consecutively, the test is discontinued
at that point, If he does make two consecutive corresct choices the
test continues with the Demonstration-series,

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

in simple pictures.

The Practice series requires the child to practice disembedding. The
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researcher paints out the pictures are getting more complex,

Actual scoring atarts with the Test meries, First there is a series
using the tent (?) form, which the child must locate in each picture,

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-
tional Demonstration and Practice cards with exactly the same procedure,
Then he goes on to the teat cards from Hl~Hl4, Teating is stopped

when the child fails in five consecutive trials in the H-geries,

The possible maximum score is 25,

The Wechsler Anglytic Triad (WAT)

To gain facility with the procedures, the researcher applisd the three
testas to five children randomly chosen from the Bogazigi University
preschool center, Actual testing took place at the centera, 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 deﬁigns facing the child,

The child has 30 seconds for each trial, starting after the last word
of the instructions, The child has a chance of two trials. Each design
receives & score of 0, 1 or 2, If reproduced on the first trial, the
design receives & two} one for the second trial; zero if both trials
are failed. Reproductions in rotated forms only for Designs 1 to 4
are counted as correct., Each design presented must be prearranged
behind a sereen, Twials with gaps betwsen the blocks are scored as
failures. The test is discontinued after two consscutive failures,

beginning with Design 3. The maximum score is 20,
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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 given, Timing starts when the last word of the directions is given,
The sample item is not scored. Each item has a differsnt time limit,
varying from 120 to 180 minutes, Points are given for partial arrenge-
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 acore 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 asked to arrange them in ar ordsr which tells a story. The order

in which the child arranges tho items and the time it takes him to
complete the job are recorded., Each item has a time limit which begins
with the lzst word of the instructionws,

For items 5 to 12 bonus points are given for fast and perfect perfor-
mances, The child has two trials for each set of pictures, If he has
three consecutive failures (rgiling on both trials) the test is dis-
continued, There are varying time limita for the different items,
There is one sample item for practice purposss, The possible maximum

score is 48 points.
ANALYSES
Responses to the Mother Interview were used to classify mothers with

regard to their disciplinary styles (power assertive or inductivo);

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
were compared with regard to their CEPT and WAT scores; their bshaviors
as reported on the Child Interview (autonomous or dependent) were also
compared. In addition, children were grouped according to their pre-
school mettings (educational preschool, custodial preschool, and home
care) and their CEFT and WAT scores were compared across groups. Their
reported autonomous /' dependent behaviors were also comparsd across

groups.

RESULTS

Means and atandard deviations for all children's WAT and CEFT scores
were computed., A summary of mean scores and standard deviation by

context of sociamlization is presented in Table 2,

Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations of CEFT and WAT

Scores For All Children

CEFT WAT
Context of socialization ¥ X S.D. X S.D.
Educational Preschools 40 9.5 3.9 7.3 4.4
Custodial Preschools 56 5.3 2.97 5.9 2.7
Home-Reared 40 5.6 3.9 4.9 2.9
Total Sample 136 6.8 3,6 6.1 3.3

In order to test the first hypothesis on the relationship betwsen
the mothers® disciplinary methods and the children's cognitive styles,

~the mothers were categorized as "power assertive" (using physical
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punishments, withdrawal of love, threats and other punishments
involving power assertion), or "inductive" (explaining the out-
comes, having the child pay back for what he has done, telling the
child not to repeat the misbehavior and meking the child apologize),
according to their responaes to the items corresponding to the mothers®*
disciplinary methods, The children of these two groups of mothers wers
compared with regard to cognitive styls, as measured by the CEFT and

the WAT as can be seen from Table 3,

Tabls 3
Children's Cognitive Styles and Mothers®

Disciplinary Styles

CEFL WAT.
N X st p X SD t op
Power Assertivs Mothers 84 6,02 4.5 5.45 £4.14
84 .4 4T 6
(N.SC)\ (na’o)"
Inductive Mothers 52 5.4 4.1 5.T6 3,2

There is no significant difference betwsen children of power assertive
mothers and children of mothers who use induction, either in terms of
CEFT scores (45,84, pooled variance estimate; df=134; p=.4, l-tailed),
or the WAT scores (t=,47; separate variance estimate, dfil34, P=.6,
1-tailed). |

The second hypothesie wes that the children of power-assertive mothers
would behave less autoncmously 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 were four items to be analyzed for the sub-

category "project initiative", four for "independent activity" three



for “social initiative™, four for "self-care®™, two for "psrsistence",

three for "assertion of rights", and four for "dependence on adults",

There were no significant differences on any of those items,
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Data relevant to the third hypothesis, concerning the relation between

behaviors rewarded by the mothers and cognitive styles of their children

were also anzlyzed by a two-ssmple t-test, es can be seen from Table 4.

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

Cognitive Styles

Mothers Rewarding
Obedince

Mothers Rewarding

Independence

Total

Table 4

N X
43 4.95
11 5.64
54

CEFT WAT
S.D. ¢ p X s.D,
3“8 4.6 2.6
.5 .6
(N,8)
5.2 6.4 3.5

1.83

There was no significant difference between children whose mothers

revard obedience and children whose mothers reward independence in

terms of either CEFT gcores (t: .5, pooled variance estimate;df :

52

P:e6 , l-tuiled), or wal scores (t:1.83 , pooled varisance estimate;

-

.07

{n.s.)

df: $2; p:,07,l-tailed). According to thes results, the second hypothesis

wag not supported even though according to the “Al gcores the difference

came very close to conventional significance.

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

wa8 hypothesized that children whose mothers :efined & "good child"

in terms of cognitive style than children whose mothers defined the

"zood child" in terms of sutonomy. The results are summarized in

Table 5,



Table 5

Mothers' Concept of a "Good Child"™ Affecting

Children's Cognitive Styles

N

Defined in terms 84

of Obadiencs
Defined in terms
of Independence 34

Total 118
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CEFT WAT
X SO t p X sD t p
506 4.3 5.6 3.7
53 .6 AT .6
(n.s.) (n.s,.)
5.96 4.2

5.2 4.0

Again, thers is no significant difference between the groups, The

hypothesis was not supported either with regard to CEFT scores

(t=.53 , pooled variance estimate; dr=116;

pm.6 ,

1-tailed) or WAT

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

One-%ay Analysis of Variance was utilized to test the resulis of the

fifth hypothesis concerning comparisons among children going to esduca-

tional preschool centers, custodial preschool centers and home-

rearsd children in terms of cognitive styles (mes Table 6 and 7),

Table 6

Context of Socialization and Children's

CEFT scores

Sums of Squares

Total SS 2523.4
Betwsen SS 408,7T
Within S8 2114.7

DF
135
2

133

Mean
Squares

18,7
204.4

15.9

12.9 .001
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Table 7

Context of Sociamlization and Children's

WAT smcores

Mean
Sums of Squares DF Squares 13 p
Total S3 1943,T 135 14,4
Between 5SS 150.6 z 75-3 5.6 0005
Within S8 1793.1 133 13.5

The results indicated significant differences among the groups in
terms of both CEFT scores ( gEFT=12.9;. df=2,133 , p=.001) , and

WAT' scores ( gAm=5.6 , 4£72,133 , p=.005). Therefore the hypothesis
was supported,

Data relevent to Hypothesis 6, concerning the relation between con-
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,

Results indicated that there was no significant difference hetween

the educational preschool group versus the custodial group or the
sducational group versus the home-reared group in terms of autonomous
behavior,

There was only one item of independent activity where the difference
between the sducational preschool group and custodial preschool group
was significant (X2=6.7‘, ar=2 , p=.05 , l-tailed), Therefors, the
hypothesis was not supported.

The last hypothesis was that there would be no sex difference among

children on either CEFT or WAT scores (see Table 8),
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Table B

Sex Differences With Regard to Cognitive Styles

CEFT WAT
N X SD ¢ P X sSD ¢ p
Males 77 5.6 3.8 5.7 3.6
AT «6 +49 .6
(n.s,) {n.s.)
Females 57 5,3 5.1 5.4 4,1

Total 134

As can be seen in Table 8, results indicated that there was no signifi-
cant difference between males and females either in CEFT scores

(t=.47 ; meparate variance estimate, dfwl3Z , p=,6 , l-tailed) , or

WAT scores (t,49 ; pooled variance estimate , 4f=132 , p=,6 , l-tailed),
Therefore the hypothesis that there would be no sex differences was

supported,
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DISCUSSION

The aim of this research was to investigate the relationship between
mothers! ghild rearing attitudes and practices, and preschool education
and children's cognitive style and autonomous or dependent behavior,
Mothers? disciplinary styles (powar asgertive versus inductive) the
behavior they reward in the child (autonomous versus dependent), their
concept of a "good child" (obedient versus autonomous), and the type
of preschool education (educational, custodial, or no preschool) were
hypothesized to be the variables affecting the children's cognitive
styles (field dependent versus field independent)’ and autonomous behavior
Sex differences in cognitive style were hypothesized not to exist in
this group o five~year-old, low SES,preschool children,

In general, no significant relationship was found between maternal
child rearing strategies and children's cognitive styles and autono-
mous behavior. The other vafiable. the type of preschool education,
showed a significant relationship with the children®s cognitive styles
but not with the autonomy variable,

The hypothesis concerning the lack of sex differences in cognitive
style was supported.

Four hypothes;g dealing with the effects of mothers' child-rearing
attitudes and practices on the child's cognitive style and autonomous
behavior were not supported.

One general explanation can be fhat these variables were not related.
However there are a number of studies showing that mothers' child -
rearing attitudes and practices and child's cognitive and social
development are closely related (Seder, 1957; Berry,1966; Laosa, 1978;
Korkmazlar, 1980),

The first specific hypothesis stated that children whose mothers use
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power assertive techniques of discipline would have less differen-
tiated (more field dependent) cognitive styles than children whose
mothers use inductive discipline. Comparing power assertive mothers
(N=84)) with inductive mothers (N=52), the results showed no signifi-
cant effect on children's cogunitive styles. The children'™s scores

on the CEFT and the WAT were quite similar. It 1s possible that if
the mothers were given more concrete and realistic items rather

than hypothetical ones, they mighy reveal a more power assertive
approach to punishmenty: that 1332;::ib10 that the mothers are morse
homogenecus in their sctual disciplinary practices than the responses
to the interview indicate.

The second hypothesis compared children whose mothers used power
assertive discipline to children whose mothers used inductive
discipline with regard to their autonomous bLehavior. The results

were not significant, Here agein mothers' responses differing
according to the hypothetical versus real cases may be an artifact.
The third hypothesis was that children whose mothers reward cbedience
would have less differentiated cognitive styles than children whonse
mothers reward independence, The findings failed tc support this
expectation. A majority of mothers (N=43) reported that they rewarded
obedience, where only eleven mothers reported that they rewarded in-
dependence, However there was a near-significent result on the WAT
scores (p=.07). The majority of mothers in the sample would not be
included in the analysis because they either did not answer this item
or they rewarded both obedienc and independence. Perhaps the mothers!
value system and actual behavior are not parallel to each other,
Variations in mothers' actual behaviors in child rearing seem to
cause differences in the child's cognitive style with regard to the

WAT gcores. (We may also say that the WAT test is a more reliable
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measurefor & Turkish sample because it has been standardized),

The fourth hypothesis was that children whose mothers define a

"good child™ in termm of dependence and obedience would have a less
differentiated cognitive style than children whose mothers define

& "good child" in terms of autonomy. The relation was not found to

be significant. A majority of mothers (N=84) favored obedience,

where only 34 mothers favored autonomy but the children of these

two groups did not differ significantly in cognitive styles.

All of these four hypotheses were based on the importence of mother
=child interactions in shaping the child's cognitive and social
development. The rasultﬁ failed to support this relation. The

reason may be that perhaps the mother child interaction is less
important than hypothesized in determining the socialization patterns
and the cognitive development. Other socializing agents, inside or
outside the home, such as the father, older brothers or sisters ,
peers, grand parents, neighbéura etc. may be very important in the
child's socialization practices and cognitive development, For example,
even if the mother values autonomy, these persons may value and require
obedience,

The fifth hypothesis dealt with the affects of preschool education
on children's cognitive styles., Results showed that children attend-
ing educational preschool centers scored significantly higher on
both the CEFT and the WAT, Therefore it is possible to c¢laim that

the children going to educational preschools have more differentiated
cognitive styles than the children who attend custodial preschools

or who are reared at home; that is, they are more field independent.
In this case an agent outside the home, the preschcool educational
institution, was found to affect the children®s cognitive styles

more strongly then their mothers' attitudes or disciplinary styles.
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Centers with educational aims sesmed 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 preschocl, The results did not support this
expectation. In this case the institution did not smeem to affect the
children's social dévelopment. We may speculate that even in educational
centers (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 observations of autonomous behavior
of the children in the nursery schools might give different results.
In fact, in sasnother part of the Comprehensive Preschool Education
Program results of observation indicate that preschool centers with
educational aims showed more project initiative and scocial initiative
than the children going to preschool centers with custodial aims (Kagit-
¢gi1bagi, 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 measuraed
by their CEFT and WAT mcores. The findings supported the hypothesis,
It was found that there were nc 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),

%iﬁﬁen methodological factors are analyzed, standardization of the
‘instruments used in the study seems to be a problem. The WAT test
has been standardized by Upurel-Semin (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 snswers definitely involve subjective judgments
.1n the part of the mothers. For further implications, relying more
on observational data rather than interviews would be more meaning-
ful.

Because of time limitations, it proved necessary to use versions

of the CEFT which differed in color {a disembedding factor), How-
ever, no systematic differences in performance were found betwean
the two versions,

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

for some of the tests (particularly the CEFT) to yield valid re-
sults, Age 5 is the earliest age at which the CEFT can ordtnarily
be used; therefore the entire sample in this lthdy was at the lower
age limit for testing,

The CEFT may involve some culture bias even though many studies
have been conducted in various cultures. The pictures if stan-
dardized for Turkish culture, might affect the results,

For further studies, interviews with the children themselves and
perhaps with the fathers ﬁay add new explanationa,

To generalize the results, much more research is needed . Children
from various ages and soclo-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 attitvdes and prac-
tices. Since the child's socializatibn starts within the family
via his /' her interactions with the mother. Therefore differences
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,

45
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All of these children and their mothers come from low SES families.
Most of these families have migrated to Imstanbul from rural parts

of Turkey, therefore the family structure and dynamics are still
similar to those of traditional familises where authority and obedience
are highly valued. Typical discipline styles are based on power-
assertion and external control, The good child is expected to obey

the rules and do what the grown ups say. The family into which =&
child is born ims one of the media for the child %o acquire the social
norms of the society. The family's social class determines many things.
For example, the child's status in the society, the firat role models,
the type of education he will receive are determined by his social
class, Moreover, it orients.tha child to the larger society (Sinha,
1981). Each social class may be considered as a subculture which is
oriented to different values., In this case the sample is from the
working class or low SES group. Compared to middle class parents ,

low SES parents have been found to focus more on immediate compliance
and obedience and less on long range character development of their
children (Kohn, 1959). Since the families maintain a rather traditional
oriéntation, in which age and sex roles are highly differentiated ,
inter-dependence and obedience to authority are valued, and autonomy
and independence are devalued (Kgzitgibagi, 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' sducational backgrounds, As the level

of education increased, children were raised more autonomously and
were more field independent.

In this group of low SES families, other socializing agents and

persons around the child also occupy a rather traditional role,
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They have their traditional attitudes, values, expectations and
behaviors. Since they also play an important role in determining
the child's sociallzation patterns, their traditional value systems
and behaviors; 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 for the WAT,

Comparing the results with middle class families would be meaning-
ful., Differences or similarities between the two SES groups in terms
of mothers' ghild-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 saild different
social classes form subcultural groups. Therefore resulis in that
case will be very helpful to explain the differences or similarities
between groups,

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 thet
the preschool education was even more important in determining the
child's cognitive style and autonomous behavior than mother's child-

rearing attitudes and practices.
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APPENDIX A OBSERVATION SHEET OF THE PRSCHOOL CENTERS

GO LEM FORMUX

A. FIZIXSEL NITELIKLER

1. Okul binasi kag¢ katli?
2+ Gruplar bagimsiz =17
3. Gocuklarin kullandiklari esyelar onlarin boyutlarinda m?
Sandalye
Masa
Tuvaletler vs.
4+ Bu esyalar gocuk saylsi ile orantili mi?
5. Gocuklarin dzel egyalarini koyacak bdlimler var ma?

6. Bange var mi?

?. Gruplardan bahgeye g¢ikig var mi/veya?

XGozlem sliresi iginde gdzlenmeyenler sorulabilir.

o



8. Bahgeye ulasmak gocuklar igin kolay ma?

9. Isainma nasail oluyor?

106. Yapay ve dogal aydinlatma yeterli mi?

B. YUVADA KULLANILDIGI GHZLENEN ARAG-GEREC LIsTESI

I. "Yaratici Sanat Etkinlikleri®™ lein Kullanilan Arac ve Gerecler

~Resim sehpasi

=Pazen kapli tahta

=Kukla i¢in taginabilen oyun sehpasi

-Boya :

sulu

toz

krayon

kuru
~makas
~boya firgasi
-kaifit, ¢esitli
~kil
=yogurma maddeleri

~digerleri-artik materyaller



II. "™iizik Etkinlikleri" tcin ®ullaniian Arag ve Geregler

Davullar
Ziller
Kagiklar
Uggenler
Marakas
Fliit
Tefler
Tahta
Armonika
Dimbelek
Radyo
Teyp
Pikap

III. BLOK KUSESI

Bloklar, gesitll :

Bliyitk Kiliglik Silindir
Uggen Tam gubuk Yarim gqubuk
Dértte bir X.Y.bigiminde egimli
gubuk sopalar blok

Gati bloklara

1V, EvCinik xOsesi Ve TEMSILI OYUN KUsEST

bebekler bebek yataklari' -

bebek arabasi battaniyeler, siltelepr . vée-yastiklar
evcilik oyunu igin eski plastik egya

ufak masa ve sandalyeler dolap

tahta oyuncak firain oyuncak telefon



mutfak araglara temizlik araglari
Gegitll erkek/kadin giysileri sillifonlar
gegitli meslekleri simgeleyen glysiler:
Dr. gantasi ve glysileri
hemgire bagliklari itfaiyecl
kaptan, subay gsapkalari
degigik zorluk seviyesinde tahta bilmeceler
resimli elegtirmeli oyunlar
ufak blok takimlara
renkli tahtadan sayma boncuklar

marangoz aletleri

SU_OYUNLARINDA KULLAMITAN ARAC VE GERECLER

ufak testiler siizgeg¢li kovalar

gesilll boyutlarda taslar, legenler

plastik sigeler kepgeler kamiglar

ilag damluliklara sampuan siseleri huniler
sizgegler yumurta g¢airpicisi firgalar
hortumlar sabun (kalip veya toz)

ACIKHAVA ETKINTIKLIRINDE KULLANILAN ARAGC VE GENECLER

Gesitli boyda toplar gemberler

ip atlamak i¢in kalain ipler kum havuzu
kovalar kaplar kagiklar

ufak tabake-ganak tirmanma merdivenleri

ip ya da tahta merdiven bisiklet

ip ve bahg¢e hortumu otomobil tekerlekleri
denge tantasi atlaa beygiri/tirmanma beygiri
salincaklar tahtaravalli

kaydirak oyun sandiklara



DOGA VE FEN BiLGIsi VERMEK icin KULLAMILAN ARAG VE GEREGLER

Miknatislar Bilylitegler
B. boy bvahge ve oda termometresi Cetveller
0OlgU aletleri - El aynalari

Makaralar, disliler, vidalar, somunlar,kancalar

Hayvan kisesi

KITAP KOSEST

Gesitll hikaye kitaplara Mecmualar

Co YUVADA GUZLENILEN ETKINLIKLERIN LisTESI

I. YARATICI ANLATIM VE SANAT ETKINLIZLERt

Bloklar ve kiiplerle yapilan faaliyetler
nil ve diger yoiurma faaliyetleri
Evcilik kdgesi faaliyetleri kum oyunu
Bu oyunu tahta isieri
boyama ve baska resim etkinlikleri:
sulu boya parmak boyasi
Glxartma boyasl sabun boyasa
mum boya, tebesir, boya kalemi
ruloya sarilmis ip basky
kumaga boya damlatma simetrik desen gikartma

kesme yapigtirma islerl

II. TEMsiLi OYUNLAR

evcilik kdgesindeki oyunlar dramatize edilen hikayeler
ve oyunlar

kukla oynatimi sembolik oyunlar
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IITI. MUZEK BTRINLIKLIMNGE

Mlizillji-miiziksiz hareket ¢algl ¢alma etkinligi

mizik dinlemek garkl stylemek

IV. DOGA VE FEN BiLivLERI ETKINLIKLERI

Fizik gevreyle ve konularla ilgili drnekler:

Tagitlar Tabiat hareketleri

Iletigim araglara Denge tarta

Hava durumlara Duyusal
dereceler

CANLILARLA Ingiti Do%a BiLgisi ORNEKLERT :

hayvanlar insanlar bitkiler yiyecekler

V. BEDENSEL ETKINLIKLER ( agakhava ve oyun odasinda)

top oyunlari engelli oyun uygulamasi

¢lzginin Uzerinde yiuriime karenin ortasina basma
oyun alanini, bahgeyi temlzlemek

canbazlik yada cimnastik minderi hareketleri

kolay cimnastik uygulamalari - bedeni galistirma oyunlara

agikhavada organize 0lmus oyunlar oynanmasl

VI. DIiL GELISTIRME ETKINLIXLERE

kitap okuma kitap hazirlama

masal Jykili anlatma bykiileri canlandirma

kukla oynatma parmak oyunlara

pazen kapli tahtada dykii anlatma resimli anlatma
bilmeceler tekerleme!ler siir

VII. GEZiL®R TERTIPLIYOR MUSUNUZ? (sorulabilir)

hayvanlarla il1gill gezi yerlerl
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insanlar ve gevreleri

dogaya ve mevsimlere gdre canlilarain, bitkilerin gelismesini,

bliyiimesini izlemek
tagitlar ve makinalar konuk ¢agraima
D. I. Gocuklar yeni bir etkinliZe grup halinde mi bagliyorlar/

bir diger etkinlife grup halinde ml geg¢iyorlar

yoksa birbirlerinl beklemeden etkinlik deglstirebiliyorlar
veya baglayabiliyorlar mai?

II.0fretmenler gocuklari kesin tavarlara yoneltiyorlar mzi,

yoxsa gocugu kendl segimini yapmakta serbest birakip

gerektiginde mi onerilerde bulunuyorlar
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APPENDIX B INTERVIEW SHEET FOR THE HEADMASTERS

1.
2
3.
e
5.
6.

7
8.

10.
11.

12.

13,

14,

15.

MULAKAT FORMU

OKUL ADI

GALISMA SAATLERE

HANGI YAS GRUPLARINA SERVIS VERIYOR?
GOCUK SAYISI

OGRETMEN SAYISI

YARDIMCI SAYISI VE NiTELiGi

GRUP SAYISI

GRUPLARDAKI GOCUK SAYISI

GRUPLARDAKI GOCUK - OGRETMEN ORANI
GOCUKLAR UNIFORMA GIYIVYORLAR MI?

VELILER NERDEN (FABRIKA 1SCILERY, GEVREDEN)

GUNLUK PROGRAMINIZ NEDiR?

EGITSEL FAALIYETLERINIZ NELERDIR?

SERBEST OYUN SAATLERINDE GOCUKLAR NE THR ETKINTLIKLER YAPARLAR?

BU SAATLERDE GOCUKLARA NE TUR ARAG GERKGLER VERILIR?
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16 .GRUP FAALIYETLERI NELERDIR? NE SIKLIKTA? (Her sbylenen faaliyet

i¢in sorulur,.)

17. GEVREYE GEZiLER DUZENLIYOR MUSUNUZ? NE GIBi? NE SIKLIKTA?

18. GOCUKLARA CESITLI MESLEK GRUPLARINI TANITMAYA GALISIYOR MUSUNUZ?
OGRETMEN
HEMSIRE
POLIS V.S.

19. GOCUKLAR, UYGULANAN FAALIYETLERE KATIT.IP KATILMAYACAKLARINA

KENDILERI MI KARAR VERI YORLAR OGRETMEN Mi?

20. GOCUKLAR MEVCUT OYUNCAK, ARAG, GEREGLERDEN HANGILERINT

ISTEDIKLERTI ZAMAN KULLANIRLAR, HANGILERINI OGRETMEN DAGITIR?

21. GOCUKLARA BIREYSEL OLARAK MI YOKSA GRUP HALINDE Mt
YAKLASIYORSUNUZ?

=-Bitiin gocuklarin ayni etkinlikte ayni anda yer almasini
istiyor musunuz%

~Bir etikinlikten diger blr etkinlife gegiste gocuklar

birbirlerini bekler mi?

22. UYGULADIGINIZ/BENIMSEDIitNI?Z DISIPLIN YUNTEMLERI NELERDIR?

NE GiBi DURUMLARDA UYGULARSINIZ?
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23, UGRETMENLERINI“IN BU PROGRAMDAK? ROLU NEDIR?

a) Programin planlanmasi

b) Y6neltilmesi

¢) Uygulamada gocuklarla eg diizeyde paylastiklari etkinlikler

oluyor mu ? Neler ?

d) Gocuklar dgretmenlere nasil hitap eder?

24« AILYLERLE NASIL ILisKiniz var?

NE Gis!t DURUMLARDA ANNELER 5177 GELIR?

NE GIB! DURUMLARDA S17 ONLARI GAZIRIRSINIZ?
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APPENDIX C Child Interview (with the Mothers)

30¢ KimSCoeseesvosnsnss 110 ilgilenmedigl zaman kendini oyalayip
eflendirecek bir seyler bulur mu?

5 ===eea g1k B1k

2 ===~- bazen

1 =-~-- bagkasindan bekler (baskasinin onu oyulamasi gerekir)

3le evevecsenssese emzik veya parmak emer mi?
+ mmwm= hi¢ emmez

L
% we—we nadiren

2 ==~== arada sirada
l

-==a= g1k s1k 9 ~=-== DK/NA

32¢ seeevssessnss T'E8im yapar mi, veya boya boyar ma?
===w= g1k sik

=am== hazen

~==== hig

=s=e= not applicable (kalemi, kagidi yok; anne izin vermez vb.)

W O o AV RN |

=—w~= DK/NA
(32 de "SIK SIK" VEYA "BAZEN" CEVABI GELIRSE)

3%, Pekl bdyle resim yaparken size veya bir bag:iasina "Ne resmi
yapayim?" diye sorar mi?

3 wwwes kendi karar verir

2 =m=es hazen sorar, bazen Eendi karar verir

1 =---- genellikle sorar : 9 mamua DK/NA

3“0 estesaresns e ‘e “Kaplyl kapa't.", “gazeteyi thirﬂ gibi

birsey yapmasinl sOylerseniz, bu sdylediginizi kendi kendine
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Yerine getirir mi?

) ===== genellikle

2 =~=w- bazen

1 ~-=-- nadiren / hig 9 ==-=~ DK/NA

554 seeeesraicernnss bakkaldan ufak tefek geyler satin alir mi?

3 mem-- g1k B1k

I hemen hemen hig¢ almaz 9 ===== DK/NA

36+ 1yi havada evvvesececssseses disarida oynar mi?

5 «=a=- genellikle kimsenin bakmasina liizum kalmauan

2 w=a~~ bazen kimsenin bakmasina liiziim kalmadan

l —cea sadece birisi gbzkﬁlak olursa

Q9 ===~ DK/NA

37. Evde basit islere yardim eder mi ? (Oyuncaklarini, esyalarini

toplar mi?)

2 am—m- gogu zaman
2 mm——- bazen
1l «=w-- higbir zaman G mweww DK/NA

38. Komgularainizdan birine giderken

3 eew== Rimse arkasindan bakmadan tek bagina gidebilir mi?
2 amem= gadece arkasindan biri bakarsa mi gidebillr?

l cocme yoksa hig gitmez mi Q ~==== DK/NA

294 asssssssssseee Oyun Oynamak igin eve arkadag getirir mi?

3 wem== g1k s1k

1 «==-= hig getirmez 9 mawmwse DK/NA
BOs seessnssacsese yeni bir gocukla kargilaginca ne yapar?
ly ===we Once kendi mi konusur?

3 emem- bazen kendi konusup bazen Obiirinin konusmasini mi bekler?
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e mmma=a Oblir gocugun konugmasini m1 bekler?

) R gocuictan uzak durmaya mi galasir? 9-em== DK/NA

4le eveviieenessnses Gevredeki gocu.lara gidip onlarla oyun

Oynamak istedigini hig sByler mi ?

3 m=e=w 81k B1k

2 ==--~ arada sirada

l --~-- pek sbylemez 9 =m==e DK/NA
b2e ¢ssesvecsennsssss yliznumaraya gidince

L hi¢ yardimsiz kendi ‘:endine halledebilir mi %

3 wm——- bazen yardim ister bazen yardimsiliz m1 halleder?

2 w===we biraz yardim etmeniz yeter mi?

l wwaew tamamen sizin yardiminiz mr gerekir? 9 amw==DK/NA

B3 eetaveseesnsene €llerini

% eam-e gOFu zanen kendi kendine mi yikar?

2 ~=~=== bazen yardim mi ister?

l cemea GOgu zaman yardimw mi ister °? 9 =—==-DK/NA

l-}l-}t sesasesssscnsse Kendi kendine Slyinlr mi?

3 e evet, gog« zaman
e —mm=ma- bazen yardimia giyinir
1l ~—«w- gofu zaman baskasi onu glydirir 9 e DK/NA

450 ' E N B I N BN R B I yemegini

3 ema— gogu zaman kendisi mi yer?
2 mmem—— bazen yardimla mi yer?
l cemem gogu zaman bagkasl m1i ona yedirir? 9 we=-= DK/NA

46. Soba , elektrik prizi #ibi tehlikeli geylerden kendiliZinden
hatirlatilmadan uzak durur mu?

3 me~w- svet, GoZu zamnan

2 ~==-= bazen

1 =w=~= nadiren (hatirlatilmak ister) Q ===== DK/NA
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47¢ eeesviivies.. birgey yapmaya bagladigl zaman =-resim yapmak,

ayakkabilarini giymek gibi-

3 em—-- genellikle bu bagladaigi isi bitirir mi?

2 === bazen bitirir, bazen baska geyle mi 1lgilenir?

l meeen genellikle bu isi bitirmeden baska bir geye mi dalar?
9 —m—e- DK/NA

L8+ seesssessssss biryes yaparken zorluk gekerse meseld paltosunu
iliklerken veya iskemlenir arkasina dilismis olan bir oyuncagini
oradan almaya Galisirken, bdyle bir zorluk durumunda

5 =w——- goZu zaman ugragir mi?

2 me==~ pazen mi ugrasir?

1 mewe- ygrasmaktan hemen vazgeger mi? Jem==DK/NA

L9: sesacsasessers N1n Oynadis1l bir geyli ayni yagtaki baska bir
gocuk eiinden almaya kalkarsa, esssescecessses €lindekini ver=
memeye galigir ma?

3 ww=== gOgu zaman

g ====- bazen

i nadiren/hig 9 ee-aa DK/NA

50, Gocuklar sirayla bir oyunu oynarlarken, bir GOCUK essssavescesns
.« 'Nin sirasini almaya GAll$lrS8, sessssscscnseees BLrasinl koruma=-

ya ¢aligir mi?

3 e Gogu zaman
e mm——- bazen
1 ~=--~ nadiren /hig 9 ~~mes DK/NA

51. Bir oyunun veya isin ortaslndayken, eseesescecesseses'yi gagir=
saniz, oyununu bitirmek igin biraz daha 1zin ister mi?

3 mm=es GOZu zanman

2 ==w== bazen

1 =+==-- nadiren /hig Gemnmm- DK/NA



68

52¢ sresesnscscnens , 0lur olmaz geyler igin dikkatinizi

¢ekmeye galigir mi?

2 ===== bhazen
l ceana nadiren 9 cm—n- DK/NA
53. Herglin birgok gsey ig¢in kiiglik gocuklar annelerinden yardim

ister, SizC€enescessenerass 8izden

3 wmmwa az mi yardim ister?
2 m~wmaa- orta karar mi yardim ister?
l ——cee yoksa ¢ok mu yardim ister 9 =e=-= DK/NA

She Siz evde 1§ yaparken, eesseseessessses 8lzin yaninizda dolagir mi3

3 wme== pnadiren

l =—moma ¢OZu zaman 1 S - DK/NA
5 e sessrsesssssssss mIZMizlanip, kardeglerini sikayet eder mi

3 «=a~- nadiren

1l ~-=--=- 81k slk ' 9 mmmem—a— DEK/NA



APPENDIX D Mother Interview

GOK YUNLU OKUL ONCEst EGITIMI, COCUK GELIciMi VvE

ANNE EGITIMI ARASTIRMA PROJESE

~ANNE MULAKAT-

9 =Bigiin veya son birkag gin iginde «vevv.... 8izin ¢ok hosunuza

glden, sizi memnun eden birsey yapti mi?

ly, 5iz ne yaptiniz? (Ne yaparsiniz?) (CEVAP " onunla konugtum/
konusurum" ISE , "Ne dediniz/dersiniz" DIYE SORUN. UYGUN OLANI/
OLANLARI ISARETLEYIN)

--=1, dovdii, kulagina qekti., v.8. (fiziksel ceza)

--~2, bagirdi, sdylendl, sozli kotiiledi (s806zli ceza)

===~%, bagka ceza (odaya kapamak, oyun oyhamasini yasaklamak,
hargliginl kesmek, vs.)

-==l, kilstil, onu sevmedifinl sdyledl (sevgiyi esirgemnek)

-~=5, tehdit etti , ("bir daha yaptiZini gbrmeyeyim", "bir daha
yaparsan ddverim, kiiserim" gibi)

-=-6., nasihat etti , konustu: "bir daha yapma" dedi (igeriksiz)
-==7. yaptiZainin kotil birsey oldugunu anlatti (gocuiun pisman

olmasini saglanak i¢in) (ikna ederek pismanliik duyurmak)
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a=-8, telafi ettirdi (Ozir dilettirdi, yaptigi zarari odettirdi, vs.)

---9. bagka., Belirtin:

43, "Iyl bir gocuk" denince siz bundan ne anliyorsunuz? Yani sizce

" yi gocuk" nasildar? ( SORUSTURUN)
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APPENDIX E Instructions and score sheet for the CEFT

Materyal

1) Kartondan bir GADIR ve bir EV sekli

2)_D1-D8 : 8 tane kart (her yiz 1 dogru 3 yanlig GADIR / EV resmini

igerir) 4 U GADIR, 4 i EV serisi igin.

3)_E1-B2: 2 kart fizerindeki 3 karisik figiir ve her birinde CADIR

sakll (Ev i¢in benzer seri yoktur)

4) P1.P3: (Gocuga alisma yapmasini saglayacak 3 resim , 2 sinde

(P1l-2) GADIR, P3 te EV gizli

5) T1-T1l: GADIR'an gizli oldugu 11 kart (Test serisi)

Hl-Hl4: EV in gizli oldugu 14 kart (Test serisi)

XResimler gosterilirken resim no. su sag iist késede olmaladarll

6) Gocugun buldugu gekll igaret etmesi igin ugsuz bir kalem.(parmagiyla

gekli ¢izmesi de yeterli)

YUNERGE (ALISTIRMALAR I¢in)

1) D1-D4 ig¢in yonerge: 11k dnce gocuga karton GADIR figiiriini gésterin

ve "Bu bir gadira benziyor, deZil.mi? Alttaki bu siyah ¢izgi ¢adiri-
mizin yere degdiZl kisim, bakalim seﬁ burad- bizim g¢adira benzer bir
gadir bulabilecek misin?" Bu sirada D1 kartini gisterine. Gocufun

her isaret ettizi gekille orijinal karton gadiri kargilagtirin
(gerekirse orijinali gocu un gosterdigl seklin lzerine koyun) 1lk
denemelerde doZruyu bulsa bile yanliglarin neden yanlig oldufunun
izerinden gidin. "Bu bizim gadirimiza benzemiyor ¢linkll gok kiigiik veya
ters duruyor vs® diye agiklayabilirsiniz. Ayrica seklin, biiyliklugin

ve sayfada dilz durugun dnemini wvurgulayin. Mesela "Sakli gadirda
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bizim gadirla ayni boyda, ayni bilyiikliikte , ayni gekilde olmalil ve
sayfada diz durmali, siyah gizgisi altta olmali" denebilir.
Sonra sirayla 2. karta (D2' gecilir)ve diferlerine gegilir.

Cocuk arka arkaya 2 dogruyu yapana dek devam edilir. wier ¢ocuk

1lk denemenin sonunda arka arkaya 2 dogru standardina erigmemisse

(4 kartta) tekrar D1 den baslanilir. Tiim seri 3 kere tekrar edilebi-
lir. 3. tekrarain sonunda hala arka arkaya 2 dogru standardina
erismenigse test birakilar.

2) D4y kartindan sonra (efer gocuk arka arkaya 2 dogru yapmissa)
gocuga orijinal karton GADIR verilir ve sirayla El ve E2 kartlaranda
"Burada bizim GADIR 1 bul bukalim" denir. Efer gocuk bulam:szsa tes-
ti veren gadirin yerini gdétermelidir. Bu arada "Bak bu gadair bil-
Zimkinin aynisi, iizerinden bir gizgi ge¢se bile, bagka renkte

olsa bile, gekil , biiylikliik olarak aynisi'denmelidir,

3) P1-P2: "Burada bizim g¢adirin aynisi sakli. $imdi oyunumuzun
kurali bu gadiri bulmak. Bana g¢adirin nerede oldugunu gosterir misin"
Gocuk orijinal karton rormlari elinde tutabilir ve Pl ile karsilas-
tirabilir. DoZruyu bu'unca "Bakalim bizim g¢adirla karsilagtiralaim®
deyin ve g¢ocuga yardan ederek orijinali sakl: gadiran lizerine
koymasina yardim edin. Efer gocuk doZruyu bulamazsa uygulayci ona
gadairin yerini gdstermeli ve gocuga "$imdi bana gdsterir misin?"
demelidir. Ayrica sekillerin glttikge dana zorlastigi (Pl=-P2)
vurgulanmalidir. Uygulayici sonra P2 yl gocuZa gosterir ama Once
orijinali gocuktan almaladir. Burada uygulayici "Bu resim neye
benzivor?" diye sormali, gerekirse cevaplamaya yardimci Olmalidar.
Onemli olan g¢ocufun artik yarim gekillerle degil , resimler iger-
sinde orijinalleri bulacafidir. Sonra "$imdi daha dnce yaptigin

gibi g¢adarimizi bul ve bana goster™" denmell ve dogru cevaplar

orijinalle karsilastirilip kanitlanmalidir. Uygulayici gerekli
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g0rdugl yerde yardim edebilir, gerekirse gadirain yorini gdsterebilir.
Gocuk yine de bulamazsa uygulayici gadirin etrafinda parma@iyla
gexli belirleyerek bunu orijinal gadirla ayni oldufunu belirtme-
lidir. "Bak bu bizim gadiramizin aynisl ama 2 renkli ve iizerinden

bir ¢izgi gegiyor, zarari yok. Hadi bakalim simdi de sen goster" denir,

Testin verilmesi : Tl ile baslayin. Her kartta "Bu resimde gadirimi-

Zin aynisinl bul bakalim' diyerck baglayin. Gocuk T7-1]1 arasinda

hig¢ dofru yavamazsa test birakilir. Eger bir dofru bile yapabilirse

EV serisine gegilir. Unce DS=8 serisi verilir(Dl-Ateki ydnergenin
aynisi) sonra pratik igin P3% gdsterilir. (Pl=-2 ydnergesinin aynisi)
Sonra da Hl ile teste baglanir. Birbiri ardina 5 hata yapana dek
teste devam edilir. Her seride 11k lig karti gosterirken "Bu{nlar)
sence neyc benziyortdeyip gocuk dogru cevabil verince "Peki bu resim
i¢inde sakli GADIRIMIZI/EVIMIZI bul ve bana gdster" deyin. Kart
verilirken orijinaller gocugun gdrmeyecegi bvir yerde olmalidir.
Uygulayicyr ¢ocuga test verilirken yardim edip dogruy. gosterebilir
ama bunlar dogru sayilmaz. (Bu yardim gocuk ¢adir veya evin yerini
belirttikten sonra olmalidir.)

Her serideki 3, karttan so ra, efer gocuk Gzellikle gbrmeyi iste=-
mezse , orijiraller saklanmalidar.

Ayrica her test seriginin 11k 3 geklinin ne oldugunu "Bu neye
benziyor?" diye sorun, dogru cevap alirsaniz "$imdl burada sakli
¢adirimizi (evimizi) bulur misin " deyin.

Dogru isimlendiremezse s8iz sgeklin dogru adini sdyleyip sonra
orijinal zekilleri aramasinl sO0yleyin.

Puanlama: Dogrulari 1, yanlaslari O puan sayin. Gocuk orijinali gér=-

meden dogruyu bulursa 1 - bulamazsa 0.

Test sirasi:

D1-D4y (3. denemede hala ardarda 2 dogru yapamazsa test birakilir)

El-E2



Pl - P2

test birakilar)
asl hep "O" sa
Tl - Tll (7=11 aras

D5 - D8

P3
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APPENDIX F Instructions and Score Sheet for the Block Design

KUPLERLE SEKIL

MATERYAL: 6 adet bir yiizii kairmizi, dir yiizi beyaz blok

8 adet bir yiizi karmizi, bir yiizii beyaz ve kirmizi

blok

3 adet gekilli kiip resmi.
YONERGE:
Gocuga son iig gekil hari¢ olmak iizere her gsekil ig¢in model verilir.
1 den 7 ye kadar olan gekiller degerlendirme formundadir. Sekildeki
koyu kKisimlar kirmiziyl gosterir. 8 den 10 a kadar olan sekiller ise
ayri olarak resimle gosterilmistir. Gocuga bu res'mler -dsterilir.
Modelleri yaparken yaptiginiz geklin hangl kenarinin ¢ocufa hangi ke
narirln size doniik olacagina Ozellikle dikkat edin., Degerlendirme
formundaki gekil 1 de gosterildigi gibi "G" yazan kenar ¢ocuga
"AY yazan kenar ise sirze doniik olmaliadar. Bu 1 den 7 ye kadar olan
gekiller igin yapilacak tim modeller igin gegerlidir. 8 den 10 a
kadar olan sekiller igin ise model olarak resimler telli olmayan
kisimlari g¢ocuza doniik olarak kullanilir., Ornek yapilmasi gereken
geklllerde Srnefi yaparken a astirmaci "bak buraya bir kirmiza
kilp koydum ya da , bir tane daha kirmizi kilp koydum; burda da yaris:
kirmizi, yarisi ceyaz kiip kullanmak lazim" gibil ciimlelerle drnekleme
agiklamalidir. Her gekil ig¢in zaman siiresi yonergenin hemen bitimin-
de baglar. Gocugun her gekil igin ikl deneme hakki vardir. Gocuk
e er birincil denemede bagarili ise ondan sonraki sekle gegilir;
bagarisizsa gocuga ixinci cir deneme hakkiy verilir. Gocuk 1 den
L4 e kadar olan geklllerde kﬁpier arasinda belirgin araliklar birakair

ga "bu dofru mu 0ldu?" diye aragtirmaci sormalidir. Efer gocuk bu

araliklarl kapamazsa gekil bagarisiz olarak deferlendirilir, Yine
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de aragtirmaci ondan sonraki gekle gegmeden, kilpleri birbirine

yaklagtirarak dogru gekli gdstermelidir.

SEKLIN TERSTEN YAPILMASI®

1 den 4 e kadar olan gekillerde gosterilen modellin tersten yapilmasi
bagarili olarak degerlendirilir. Tersten yapilmaya renklerin tersten
kullanimi girmez,

Ornegin: 4. se lin asafirda gosterilen hali tersten yapilmis sayilmaz

ve basarisiz olarak degerlendirilir.

1 den 4 e kadar olan gekillerdeki tersten yapilan gekiller ydnlendir=
me ag¢lsindan gerekli oldugundan aragtirmacil tarafindan diizeltilmeli-
dir. Aragtirmacainin, bloklari diizeltip "Fakat goriyor musun bu tara=-
fa dogru duruyor"™ demesi gerekir. 5 den 10 a kadar olan gekillerde
ise seklin tersten yapilmasi basarisiz olarak degerlendirilir. Ilk
denemede ¢ocuk sekli tersten yaparsa, arastirmaci gocufun dikkatini
gekmelidir ve "ama goriiyor musun bu tarafa dogru duruyor" demelidir.
Bu ikazdan sonra kiipler karistirilair ve gocuZa i1kinci deneme yaptiri-

lar.

NEREDE BASLANACAK NE ZAMAN BIRAKILACAK

6 yasindan kiigiik gocuklarda Sekil 1 le baglanir. Gocuk bu gekilde
bagarili da, bagarisiz da olsa gekil 2 ye gegilir. Eger gocuk hem
gekil 1 hem de gekil 2 de basarisiz ise test birakilir. Hem gekil 1,
hem de sekil 2 de bagarili ise Sekil 3 e gegilir (Gocuitun bir gekil=
de basarisiz sayilmasl igin her ikl denemede de basarisiz olmasi ge=-

rekklidir).

x$eklin tersten yapilmasi, gekilde kliplerin yanlis ycne doZru gevrile
mis olmasidir.



Sekil 1 ve Sekil 2 igin bir yizi kirmizi, bir yiizii bevyaz 6

blok kullanilir,

Sekil 1

Gocugun gbrmeyeceZi bir sekilde (bir xitabin arkasinda) deZerlen=~
dirme formunda gtsterilen Sekil 1 1 yaptiktan sonra gocuga modelil
gosterin, Hodeli bozmadan diger iig kipii gocugun tniine koyun (kiipler
bir sira halinde defil dej karigik olarak ve birinin yiizii kirmiza

ikisininkl beyaz olarak konur).

Gocuiz "bu kilplerl goriiyorsun. Bir yiizleri beyaz, bir ylizleri kirmiz
deyin. Elinlzde kiipleri gevirerek degisik ylizlerini gbsterin. Sonra
da modell gtstererek "kﬁplefle burdaki seklin aynisini yapiyorumyg
beni 1zle" deyin., Gocujun kiiplerini kullanarak modeldekl ayni gekli

herbirinin konumunu agiklayarak bir kere daha yapin.

Gocugun bu sekli izlemesi igin bir siire baraktiktan sonra gekli
bozun. Kiipleri gocuiun Oniine evvelden belirtildifgi gi=-i bir kirmizi,
i1kl beyaz yiiz gériinecek sekilde tekrar koyun. Ilk yaptijiniz modeli
bozmadan onun kiiplerini toplayin "Hayir bak bdyle olacak™ deyin ve
dogru olarak gekll tekrar yapin. Yonradan bu ikinci defa yaptiginiz
gekli bozun, kiipleri gene evvelce belirtildifi gekilde gocugun Gniine
koyun ve "gimdi sen kendi bagsina yap, hadi bagla" deyin.

Zaman sliresi: Her deneme ig¢in 30 saniyedir.

Sekil 2
Gocuk gekil 1 de bagarili da, bagarisiz da olsa , sekil 2 igin

gerekli modell {gekil 1 de belirtildigi gibi) gocuk gdrmeden yapin,
Diger ii¢ blogu g¢ocufun Oniine koyun (Sekil 1 de belirtildigi gibi
bir kirmizi iki beyaz olmak iizere). Modeli gostererek "$imdi bunun
ayninl bana yap. Hadi bagla" deyin. Yocuk bagarisizsa "Hayir bu

bsyle olacak" diyerek , gocuiun yanlig yaptigi gekll her bir konumu



&¢ilklayarak diizeltin. Sonra bu sekli bozup, kil leri ilk.bagta

oldugu gibi koyun. "Simdl sen yap" deyin . Gocuga ikineci denemeyi

Yaptairan,

Zaman siiresi: Her deneme ig n 30 saniyedir.

3 den 7 ye kadar olan sekiller igin 8 adet bir tarafi kairmizi, bir

tarafi kirmizi-beyaz kiipleri kullanin.

Sekil 3k

Sekillerden 2 sini alin ve gocugun goremeyecefi bir gsekilde modelir
yapin sonra da gocufa gosterin, Diger iki kiipli alarak "burada iki
kiip var, herbirinin bir yiizii kairmiz1 dijer yiizi kirmizi-beyaz.

Bu kiipler: bir araya koyarak bu modele benzer bir gekil yapacagim.'
Modelil igaret ederek "gimdl beni izle" deyin, Kiipleri bir araya
getirirken , "bu sefer bloklar yukarai ¢ikiyor ve asagiya iniyor"
deyin, yaparken de aquléyln (Modeli ve yaptifinizi géstererek )
"Bak gimdi ayni oldular" deyin, Sonra da yine modeli gdstererek "3:
di sen buna benzer bir tane yap“"deyin. Eger gocuk bagarisizsa
"beni tekrar izle" deyin ve sekli yeniden yapin. Sonradan sekli
bozun, kiipleri gocu-a verin ve modeli gistererex "gimdi buna benze
pir tane yap" deyin. Yocu_ a ikinci denemeyi yaptirin, Gocuk Sekil
3 'de bagarili veya basarisiz da olsa Sekil 4 e devam edin. Sekil

Z de yaptiklarinizi aynen tekrarla-in yalniz bu kez 'kiipler bu
defa yuhari ¢ikiyor ve asagiya iniyor " cimlesini kullanmayin.

Zaman siiresl: Her deneme ig¢in 30 saniyedir.

Sekil 5
Dért kiip kullanarak, gocufun gérmeyece’i bir gekilde wvekil 5 in

pir modelini yapin. Punu gocuga giésterin. Geri kalan dort kiipl

karistiran, belirgin bir gekiide degil fakat hepsinin yiizleri ayn:
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renk olmayscak gekilde gocufun online koyun. "Simdi burda gene bir
tarafi karmizi, bir tarafi kirmizi-beyaz kiipler var" modeli
gostererek, "bu kiipleri bu modelin aynina yapmak ig¢in bir araya koyue
yorum, beni izle™ deyin. Yaparken de gocufa izan edin. Bitirdikten
sonra yaptiiiniz gekli bozun ve kiicleri g¢ocugun Oniine koyun ve
modeli gostererek "gimdi den sen bana buna benzer bir tane yap,

hadi bagla™ deyin. Gocuk bagurisiz olursa , bir sekil daha yapin ve
gocupga ikineci blr deneme daha yaptiran.

Zaman sliresi : Her deneme igin 45 saniyedir.

Sekll 6
Gocugun gormeyecegi bir gekil.e 4¥ekil 6 1gin bir model yapln ve

geri kalan kilpleri karigsik bir gekilde ¢ocuZun &niine birakin. Bu

kez drnek sekil yapmadan modell gostererek gocugZa "simdi bana bunun
gibi bpir gekil yap, hepsini kendin yapacaksin, hadl bagla"' deyin.
Eger gocuk basarisiz olursa bu kez agiklayarak gekll siz yapin.
Gosterdikten sonra drnek gekli bozarak klipleri gocugun ©niinde karig=-
tirin ve "$imdi tekrar dene" deyin.

Zaman suresi : Her dene ig¢ln 45 saniyedir.

Sekil 7

Sekil 6 da oldufu gibi modeli yapin, Ornek sekli yapmadan modeli
gostererek "gimdi bunun gibi bir tane yap" deyin. EZer gocuk
bagarisiz olursa gekil 6 da olduBu gib agiklayarak gekli yapain
ve gocufa ikinci denemesini yaptaran.

“gman sliresi: Her deneme i¢in 60 saniyedir.

8 den 10 a kadar olan gekiller igin elinizdek] resimlerj model

olarek lkullahih, Bu sekiller igin de bir evvelki gekilde kulla-

nilan doért kip kullanilir.

Sekil 8
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Sekil 8 i gdsteren resmin telsiz tarafa gocuZa doniik olarak konur.
Gocuga'"gimdi bu kilplerle resimdeki geklin aynini yapacaglm,.beni
1zle" deyin. Kiplerleresimdeki seklin aynisihi yapin ve yaparken
50z ve hareketlerinizle resmi kopye ettiginizi belirtin. Ornek sek-
11 yapmayi bitirdikten soura, kiipleri karigtirin ve g¢ocuga resmi
géstererek "Hadi bunun aynisini yap" deyin. Gocuk basarisiz olursa,
ornek sekll tekrar yapin ve gocuga ikinci bir deneme yaptiran.

Zaman sliresi: Her deneme igin 60 saniyedir,

Sekil 9 ve 10

Ornek gekll yapmadan, resmi ve kiipleri gocugun Oniine koyun ve resmi
gostererek "kiiplerle bu seklin aynisini yap" deyin. Gocuk bagari-
817 olursa "Grnek gekli yapan, ¢ocufa lzlettirdikten sonra bunu
bozun ve gocuga ikincl denemeyl yaptirin.

Zaman siiresi : Her deneme ig¢in 75 saniyedir.

PUANLAMA

Her sekil 2, 1 veya O puan alabilir.

Zaman siiresi iginde ve 1. denemede dofru yapilan $ekil 2 puan,
Zaman sliresi ig¢inde ve 2. denemede dogru yapilan $ekil 1 puan,

Her iki denemede de basarisiz yapilan sekil O puan.

1 den 4 e kadar olan gekiller 1gin ters olarak yapilanlar bagarila,
5 den 10 a kadar olan i¢in ters yapilanlar ise bagarisiz olarak

degerlendirilir.

Degerlendirme formundaki "gegti/kalda" kolonuna g¢ocuk kabul olunan
bir gekil yaptifi zaman G, basarisiz olduiu zaman K yeszilar. Puan
kolonunda, eger gocuk 1. den mede bagarili ise "2" yi 2. denemede
bagarili ise"1"i, her iki denemede de bagarisiz ise "O"i igaretleyin.
Yocugun toplam puaninl elde etmek 1gin biitlin puanlar toplanir.

oir gocuk en fazla 20 puan alabilir.
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APPENDIX G Instructions and score Sheet for the Object Assembly

PARCA BIRLESTIRME (OBJECT ASSEMBLY)

MATERYAL

5 parca birlestirme maddesinin herbirinin pargalarinin bulundugu
kutular.

Pargalari iizerinde yerlestirmek ig¢in bir karton.

BASLAVA

Urnek maddeyle baglayin ve ondan sorra tiin gocuklar ig¢in 1 e
gegin.

TESTI BIXAKMA

Tum gocuklara biitin maddeleri verin,

Y TERGE

Her bir madde i.in sa tanmig belli bir siire vurdir., Yonergenin
veriligi tamamlanir tamamlanmaz, © madde ig¢in zzmen tutulmaya
baglanir. Gocuiun bir maddeyi ne kadar zamanda tamamladi®in:
dikkatle kaydodine. $ekil kisa zamundz yanligsiw olarak tamamla-
nirsa 0dil olarak ek puan verilir.

Stire doldugu halde gocuk hala ugrasiycrsa, testi veren, gocuiu
giudiilenek ve iyi 1liski hkurabilmek ig¢in devam etmesine izin

verebilir. Ancak siire dolduZu zaman parg¢alarin birlestirilumis

0l:n diizenlemesine gbdre puan verilir.

Eger bir gocul herhangi bir pargayi ters gevirirse , siz hemen
onuv dogru yiizinii gevirin.

ORN®K MALDE: ELMA Pargalari kartonun lizerine, belirtilen diizende

gocufa gdéstermeden yerlegtirin, Dezha sonra kartonu masanin tizerine k¢

yu. , " EMER_BJ PARCALAR DOGRI BIR SEKILD: BIRLECTIRITIRSKE ORTAYA

]

BIRr ELMA CINAR. NASIL YAPTI®IMA BAK™M deyin ve agajida gisteril-
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digi gekilde pargalari bir araya getirin.

Gocugun 10 saniye kadar tamamlanmis sekle bakmasina izin verin,

Ondan sonra bu pargalar:i toplayip madde 1 e gegin.
(1) KIZ Pargalara gocuga gostermeden gekilde gisterildifi gibi

yerlegtirin, Sonra kartonu ortaya ¢ikartip " EGER BU PARCALARI

DOGRU BIR SEKILDE BIRLESTIRTRSEN ORTAYA BiR KI7Z COCURU CIKAR. HAYDE

BASLA VE BUNLARI BIRLESTiR. RITINCE BalA HABER VER"deyin. Zaman

tutmaya baglayin ve 120" izin verin. Efer gocupun diizenlenesi

tam hatasiz defilse, siz dofrusunu yapin ve "ISTE BAK BOYLE OLUJOR"

deyin. Ondan sonra madde 2 ye gec¢ln ve baska bir maddede yardam
etmeyin,

Parga sayisi:7

(2) AT Pargalari belirtilen diizende, ¢ocufa gdstermeden kartonun
{izerine yerlestirin. Ondan sonra gocuga kartonu gosterip "BU PAR-

CAT.AR BIRLESTNCE ORTAYA AT GIKAR.ELIVDEN GELDiG1 KADAR CABUK BU

PARCALARI BIRLESTIR" deyin . “aman tutmaya baglayin ve en fazla

150" belileyin.
552 ARABA Pargalari belirtilen diizende, gocufa gistermeden kartonun

izerine yerlestirin. Ondan sonra gocuga gisterip "BUNLARI ELINDEN

GELDIGI KADAR GARUK BIRLESTIR"deyin. Zaman tutmaya baslayin ve

en fazla 150" bekleyin (Not: Objenin adi verilmez)

{4) YUZ  Pargalari belirtilen dilzende , gocufa gistermeden kartonun
tizerine yerlestirin. Ondan sonra gocuga kartonu gisterip "BUNLARI

ELIVDER GELDIGI KADAR GABUK BIRLESTIR" deyin. 4aman tutmaya bag-

layain ve en fazla 180" bekleyin. (Not: Objenin adi verilmez.)

PUANLAMA
Madde 1(Kiz) dan dogru olarak yan yana getirilen her kesim igin

1 puan verilir. Eger xisa zamanda hi¢ hatasiz olaralk diizenleme

yapildi ise 2 ek Gdiil puani verilir.
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Madde 2 (At) da dogru ol~rak yan yana getirilen her kesim 1ig¢in

1 puan verilir. Udiil igin ek 3 puan verilebitir.

Madde 3 ve 4 (Araba ve Yiz) de ise, dojiru clarak yan yana

getirilen her kesim ig¢in yaraim puan verilir. Ek &6diil puani yine

3 dir.

Bir maddeyi puanlamak ig¢in tes verenin ilk once kayit formuna dogru
olarak birlestirilmis kesim sayisini yazmisl gerekir. (Sekillerde
her kesim yeri bir "X" isareti ile gdsterilmistir). Kayit for-
munda 1 ile mi yoksa 1/2 ile mi garpilmasi gerektifi belirtilmig-
tir. Her madde igin yarim puanlari bir Ust time tamamlayin. Bu

time tamamlama test ig¢in tim puan hesaplanmadan dnce yapilmali-
dir.

Iki parga dogru olarak birlegtirildi ise, onlarla birlesen digZer
pargalar dogru olmasa bile, bu iki par¢a arasindaki kesim ig¢in puan
verilir., Ornegin, madde 4 de (Yiz) gocuk bir gok pargayi ikiser
ixiger dofru olarak bir ara-a getirmis olabilir. Bu durumda her
dogru birlestirilmis kesim i.in seklin biitiniine Snem vermeden

puan verilir.

“nanlamz sistemine yeterince asina olup gocuk pitirir bitirmez

puanin verilebilmesl gereklidir.
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PARCA BIRLESTIRME PUANLA“ASI

(ZAMAN UDULLERI HARIG)

EN YUKSEK PUAN

MADDE ZAMAN SUREST EN FAZLA KESTM SAYISI GCARP ZA'AN OTULU HaRJ
1l.K1z 120" 6 1 6
2.4t 150" 5 1 5
3.Araba 150" 9 1/2 5
I + Yiiz 180" | 12 1/2 6

7ZAYAN ODULLERI 1LY BERABER PARGA BIRLESTIRME

PUANLAMAST
ZAMAN ZAWMAN ODUTU ITLE B RABER PUANLAR
MADDE SURESI 9 8 Vi 6 5
l.K1z 120" 1-20" 21=30" 31~-120"
2.At | 150" 1-15¢ lp-20" 21-35" 36-150"
5+Araba 150m 1-25" 26-35" 36=50" 51=-150"
L.Yiz 180" 1-35" 36-50" 51-75" 76-180"

EN FAZLA PUAN : 33

Zaman 0diilu puanlari sadece hig¢ hatasiz dlizenlemeler igin verilir,



. TARCA FIRIESTIRME VE BES1N DUZENLEME DEGERLENDIRLE PORMU

COCUGUN ADI :
YAST
OKULU veya YﬁRESI

~ ARASTIRKACININ ADI:
TARIE:

Parca Birlegtirme
Bitin gocuklara timtesti uygula
MA Birlegtirilen . _
Puan , . _ zaman &dalleri puanlar
: kesim sayisi kesim sayist
Kiz 1-20  217-30" 31-1707
ra” §(I) 8 7 6
' =15 18-20" 21-35" 31150
t 5Q) | '
150 8 7 B 5
’ ' J1=25" 26-35° 36-50 511507
150 9 (1/2)
Araba |. v 8 7 6 5
" 1-35" 36-50" 51-7%" 176--!80"
180 @A .
Yiiz 9 8 7 6
Toplam




APPENDIX H Instructions and Score Sheet for the Picture Arrangement

RESIM DUZENLEME (PICTURE ARRANGEMENT)

MATERYAL

Bir kutu i¢inde lizerinde resimler olan 18 takim kart

BASLAMA

6~7 yaslarinda veya daha bliylik olup, geri zekali olmasindan kus-
“ kulanilan gocuklar i¢in terazi ornek maddesi~den baglayin ve 1l.
madde Boksla devam edin.

8=16 yaglarinda, Terazi orneZiyle baglayin ve 3. madde Yangih
ile devam edin,

8=16 yagindaki bir ¢ocuk 3. maddenin ilk denemesinl basaramazsa
2. denemeyl uygulayin. lkinci denemeyi basarsa da basarmasa da

geri doniin ve teste devam etmeden once l. ve 2. maddeleri verin.

TRSTT BINAKMA

Arka arkaya 3 basarisizliwtan sonra (Efer her iki denemede basari=-

sizsa, bir bagarisizlik ol=rak kabul edilir)

YONERGE

Her madde igin gocuga karigsik bir diizende bir serl resim gosteri-
lir ve ondan resimleri, bir hikaye anlatacak sekilde diizenlemesi
istenir. Kartlarain arkasindaki sayilar bunlari gocufun Oniine ,
soldan baslayarak nasil siralayscagini gosterir, harfler ise puan=
lama kodunu gisterir.

Kayit formuna g¢ocusun hir bir madde 1gin kartlari diizenleme sirasini
yazin. (1=4 maddelerinin her denemesi 1¢in). Ayni zama~da her madde-
nin (veya her denemenin) tamamlanmasi igin gocufun kullandizi

zamani da kaydedin. Zaman limitleri kayit formunda vardir.Her madde

igin zaman tutulmaya , yOnergenin son kelimesi sdylendikten sonra




baglanir. 5-12, maddeler igin zaman tutma gok Gnemlidir. Giinki
bu maddelerin gabuk ve dogru bitirilmesinde 6dill puanlar veri-

lir. (Agajidaki puanlama tablosuna gdre).

6-16 YASLAR: Ornek madde:Terazi:Gocufun oniine Z karti 1 numarall

kart g¢ocujun soluna gelmek lizere sayisal diizende koyun. S$dyle

sbyleyin: " BYU KRESIMLER TERAZIDE TARTITAN BIR KADININ HiKAYESINI

ANLATIYOR., RESIMLER $iMDI YANLIS STRILANMIS.BANA BAK VE RRSIMLERI

NASIL HI<AYE ANLATACAK SEKILDE DUZGUN SIRAYA KOYACASIMA DIKKAT ET."

Kartlari doZru olarak (ABC) diizenledikten sonra her karti giste-

rerek gbyle styleyin: "1LK ONCE KADIN TERAZ'YFR DOGRU YURUYOR;

SONRA TARTILIYOR SONRA DA UZAKLASIYOR.™

Kartlari dogru olarak diizenledikten so.ura 10 saniye kadar ¢ocugun
bakmasi ig¢in bekleyin, Sonra kartlari kaldirin ve teste devam
edin. (Birinci madde 6-7 yaglar ve daha bliylik olup geri zekala

olmasindan kugkulanilan gocuklar ig¢in, 3. madde 8-~16 yaslar igin).

6-7 YASLAR:1 Boks : (2 trial hakki var) Gocufun Oniine sayisal sira=-
s1na pdre 3 kart konur. 1 mumarali kart ¢ocujun solundadir. "BU

RESIMLER BIR BOKS MACININ HInAyYesiyi ANLATMAKTADIR, RESIMLER

SIMDI YANLIS STRADA. BU RESIMEERI DOGRY STRALA Ki BIR HIKAYE

ANLATSIN" deyin. 2Z2aman tutmaya baglayin ve 4> saniye izin verin.
Eger gocuklar verilen zaman iginde kartlari dogru olarak {OUT)

diizenlerse, 2.maddeye gegiln.

Eger gocuk kartlar: dogru olarak diuzenleyemezse "NASIL YAPTIGIMA
DIKKAT EP" deyin. GocuZun Oniine kartlari dogru olarak diizenlenyin,

Sonra her karti géstererek goyle deyin: "1iK ONCE Ix' ADAM DOVYU-

SUYORLAR,SO#WRA ADAMLARDAN Birisi yEwirMis, EN SO UNDA DA DISARIYA

TASANI/OR."
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Dogru siraya, gocuiun 10 saniye kadar bakmasini sailayin ve

sonra kartlari ilk gekliyle (sayisal) siralayin. "SIMDI TEKRAR

DENEMENT ISTIvoRUM RESIMLERT y¥G N BIR SEKIDE SIRALA KI ORTAVA

BIR HIKAYE CIKSIN." deyin, zaman tutmaya bagslasin ve 45 saniye

bekleyin.

2.PIKNIK: (2 trial hak) 3 karti gocufun dnline arkadaki sayilarina

gore koyun "BU RESIMLER KIRA GIDENTERIN HIKAYESIW! ANLATHMAKTADIR.

RESIMLER SIMDI YANLIS SIRADADIR. SEN BU RESIMLERI DOZRY SIRALA KI OR-

'AYA BIR HIKAYE GIKSIN® deyin. Zaman tutmaya baglayin ve 45 saniye
bekleyin. Efer gocuk kartlari dogru sirasinar{Db0G)} koyarsa, teste
devam edin. Efer gocuk kartlari yanlis diizenlerse, "BENIM NASIL

YAPTIGIMA BAK" deyin. Yocupun Oniine kartlari doZru bir sekilde

diizenleyin. “onra her karti gosterin ve style soyleyins " ITK ONCE

BIR 4ADIN VE ERKEK YURUYORLAR VE BIR KUPEK ONLARL I%ZLIYOR. {ONRA

S0RA KUPEK TAVUGU KAPIYOR,., DAHA SO RA KADIN VE ERKEK TAVUGYUN

YOK OLDUGUNU GURU {ORLAR.M

Gocufun dogru siraya bakmasi i¢in 10 saniye izin verin. Sonra

kartlari sayisal dizenine koyun. "SiMCI TEKRAR DENVMENT ISTIvoRyuM.

RESIMLERI BIR HIKAYE ANLATACAK SEKILDE DUZENLEMENT TSTTYORUM"™ deyin.

Zaman tutmaya baglayin ve L5 saniye bekleyin.

8-16 YASLAR: (2 trial ama once verilen help l. karti gosterip)

3, YANGIN: Kartlari saylsal sirasina gore koyun. $S6yle sdyleyin

(kartlari koyarken): " B RESIMLER BIR YANGIN HIKAYESINI ANLATYAK=

TADIR. KAPTLARI O SEKIT.D¥ SIRATLA Ki ORTAYA BIR HIKAYE CIKSIN"

Taman tutmaya baslayin ve 45 saniye bekleyin. Eger ¢ocuk kartlari

~

dogru .diizenlerse (FIRE) , 4. maddeye gegin.

Efer gocuk kartlari dogru olarak diizenleyemezse, "BU TAM DOGRY

PEFIL " deyin. Kartlari sayisal sirasina koyun. Sonra "F" kartini

siradan alin ve dijer ii¢ kartin altina koyun, (Gocugun soluna gele=
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cek gekilde "F" kartiniy gésterin ve"HIKAYE BU RESTMLW BASLIYOR.

BIR ANNENIN OGLUMU KIBRITLE OYNADI ‘I TCIN AZARLAYISINI GOSTERIVYOR.

SIMpl HIKAY©YI BITIRMEK I¢iN BU RuSIMLERI KULLAN (dijer g karti

gosterin) GOCUSUN KIBRITLE OYNADIGI RuSIMLE BASTA, DITER KARTLARI

DOGRU_SIRASINA KOY" deyin.

Tekrar zaman tutmaya bagla;in ve 45 saniye bekleyine

4 KERESTE: (2 trial ¢ 2. trialdaki help 1., karti gostermek)

Kartlari snyisal sirasana koyun ve " BY RESIMLER YURUYUSE CIKAN

BIR GOCU UN HIKAVESIN! ANLATIYOR, O gukKIiLDR SIRALA KI ORTAVA BIR

HIKMYE GIKSIN " deyin. “aman tutmaya baslayin ve 45 saniye bek-

leyin. Efer gocuk kartlari de/ru siralarsa (WALK) 5. maddeye gegin.

Efer gocuk kartlari dogru olarak diizenleyemezse " BU TAM DOGRIJ

DEGIL " deyin, Kartlari ilk dizilis (sayisal) sirasira koyun.

Sonra "W" kartini siradan alin ve onu gocugun soluna gelecek sekilde
difer li¢ kartan altina koyun "W" kartini godsterin ve gUyle styleyin,

" HIKXAYE BU RESIMLE BASLIYOR, COCUTUN NEHIrR® DOGRU YURDYUSUNU

GOSTERIYOR, SIMD" HIKAYEYI TAMAMLAMAK ICIN DIG-R RESIMLERT KULLAN

(diZer 3 karti gdsterin ) COCUGUN NEHRiI, DOGRU YURUYUSUNU GOSTEREN

RESIMLY BASLA DI"ER KARTLARI DOGR! SIRASINA KOY " Tekrar zaman

tutmaya baslayin ve 45" beklayin.

5. madde i¢in kartlarl koymadan dnce , "SENIN DUZENLEMENI ISTEDIGIM

BAZI RESIMLER DA''A VAR, HER SEFERINDE ONLARI SAMA KARISIK BTR SIRADA

VERECE‘IM® deyin. Kartlari koyarken " KARTLARI BIR HIKAYE ANLATACAK

SEKILDE SIRALA ELINDEN GELDIGI KADAR GABUK YAP BITIRDIZIN ZaMaN

HABER VER" deyin. Zaman tutmays baglayin ve 45" bekleyin. Dizer madde-

ler igin de benzer bir iglem uygulayin. ler maddenin kartlaraini

ko,arken "giMpl BU RESIVLERI O SEKILDE STRALA Ki ORTAYA BIR HIKAYE

GIKSIN ELINDEN GELDIGI KADAR GABUK YAP BITIRDIGIN 7A1AN HABER VER"

aiyig. (Gocuk ne yapilacaginl agik olarak anladiysa talimatlar



kisalabilir., ) Sonra zaman tutmaya baglayin.

PUANLAMA

88

l«l4. maddelerde ilk deneme bagarili ise 2 puan, ikinci deneme

bagarili ise 1 puan,

ZA¥AN SINIRI

Madde {1, ve 2. denemeler igin)
1l.Boks L5n
2. Piknik L5n
2. Yangin 45"

L. Kereste

45"

Dogru sira

oyT
DOG
FIRE

WALK

5-12, maddeler : Zaman siniri iginde yapilan dogru diizenlemeler igin

iiger puan, g¢abuk ve dogfru bagarilanlar i¢in ek en fazla 2 puan

verilir.(Asagidaki tabloya bakiniz) 9-12. maddelerde segenek

diizenlemeler i¢in kismi kredi (2 puan) verilir ancak ayrica zaman

siniri igin verilen ek puanlardan

yararlanilmaz.

ZAMAN UDULLERI ILE BIRLIKTE 5-12.

MADDELER 1GIN PUANLAR

MADDE ZAMAN SINIRI  DOGRU SIRA
5. Hirsaz 45" THUG

6. Uykuda y5" RUSH

7. Artist Lon Vamp

8. Kement s CASH

9. Kayik 60" CHASE

10.Bahgivan 60"

11, Sara 60

ZAgAN UEELU PU%gLAR

l-10"
l1-10"
1-10"
1-10"
1-10"

(HCASE=-2 puan, zaman igin

WORMS

1-15"

(WROMS-2puan , zaman ig¢in

BENCH

1=15"

11-15"  16-45"
11-15"  16-45"
11-15"  16-45"
11-15"  16=45"

11-20" 21-60"
ek puan yok)
16=-25" 26-60"

ek puan yok)
16-25"  26-60



12. Yagmur

EN YUKSEK PUAN

60!!

48

BECHN~ 2 puan , zaman i¢in ek puan yok
CLOUD 1-15" 16=~25" 26=-60"

COLUD - 2 puan zaman i¢in ek puan yok
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Resim Dizenieme
Tesle son ver: Arka arkaya 3 basansizlik
Zaman Sira Puan l \
Y 0 1 2 . -
Lour 45 i ouT our | |
e 1 o l 2
, 2.D0G 45"l ‘ DOG DOG
A(8-16 yap) ] 0 i 2
3. FIRE 45" 7 - FiRE FIRE -
- ranr 1 M o 1 2
4 WALK 4 Y WALK  WALK
Odiila Puaniar
S THUG 45" | 0 16 : 35 1 p 15 1 ; 10
6. RUSH 45" 0 |"’ PR
7. VAMP 45" o fesas iois o u;
8. CASH = 45" 0 l"’ P A "i
: " i 20-60 11 -20 1~ 10
. REE ’ 2 26 - 60 16 =25 1 - 15
10, WORMS 60 0 WROMS | 3 4 5
. - - -2 - 15
1. BENCH 60" O BECHN |26 30 0
el t 2 26-60 16-25 1-15
12. CLOUD 60 0 CoLUD l 3. 4 5 ‘
] . Toplam ‘
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