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ABSTRACT

A COMPARISON OF PARENTAL AND TEACHER PERCEPTIONS OF
CHILDREN’S ACTION IN RELATION TO FAMILY
' PSYCHOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING

By

Nilay Doganalp (Eksioglu)

This study was designed to look for possible relationships between
parental perception of the family’s psychological functioning and the
elementary school — child’s action in the classroom as evaluated by the
teachers and in the home environment as evaluated by their mothers.
Significant differences were to be observed between the mothers’ and the
teachers’ evaluations of the children, Furthermore, we hypothesized that
the more the mother and the teacher agreed on the child’s behavioral
patterns, and the less problem behaviors, more abilities were reported by
both parties, the higher perceived family’s psychological functioning would
be reported.

The participants of this study were the teachers and the parents of
193 first and second grade students aged between 7 to 8. The schools they
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attended were located in higher SES neighborhoods. The families
and the teachers were contacted by the researcher who worked as

a school counselor in these schools.

The mothers were given the Child Behavior Checklist
(CBCL/ 4 - 18) to evaluate the ability areas and problem behavior of this
age group children. A Teachers Report Form (TRF / 5-18) was given
to the teachers to evaluate the school life and the problem behavior of the
same children. A Family Structure Assessment Device (AYDA) was
administered to the family members to assess the family system.

For the analysis of the data t-tests for paired samples and the

Pearson Correlation Coefficient were used.

The results supported most of the hypotheses and revealed that
there was a significant discrepancy between the Children Behavior
Checklist (CBCL) and the Teacher Report Form (TRF) scores reported
by teachers and mothers. Those children who had higher CBCL scores
and TRF scores had families with low AYDA scores. On the other hand,
those children who had families with high AYDA scores had a high
discrepancy between their CBCL and TRF scores.
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As a conclusion, although the high perceived family system has a
significant positive impact on the action of children at home and in the
classroom, such an effect of perceived family system on the

discrepancy between CBCL and TRF was not found in this study.
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OZET

AILENIN PSIKOLOJIK ISLEYISI ILE ILGILI OLARAK
COCUKLARIN DAVRANISLARININ AI{LELERI VE
OGRETMENLERI TARAFINDAN ALGILANISLARININ
KARSILASTIRILMASI

Nilay Doganalp (Eksioglu)

Bu tez ¢alismasi, ailenin psikolojik isleyisinin aile tarafindan
algilarusi ve ilkokul ¢ocugunun davraniglarinin sinifta 6gretmentler, ev
ortaminda anneler tarafindan tarafindan degerlendirilmesi arasindaki

iligkiyi aragtirmak {izere diizenlenmistir..

Bu ¢alismaya katilanlar yaglar: 7 ve 8 olan 193 birinci ve
ikinci sinif 6grencilerinin §gretmenleri ve ailelerinden olugmaktadir.
(")grencilerin devam ettikleri okullar ekonomik seviyesi yiiksek cevrelerde
yer almaktadir. Aileler ve 6gretmenler ile, bu okullarda okul psikologu

olarak ¢aligmis olan arastirmacimn kendisi tarafindan baglant1 kurulmustur.

Bu yas gurubu gocﬁklarda yeterlilik alanlar1 ve problem davraniglari
degerlendirmek amaci ile annelere Cocuk Davranig Formu (CBCL/4-18),
ayni ¢ocuklarin okul hayat: ve okuldaki problem davranmsglarint
degerlendirmek amaci ile 6gretmenlere Ogretmen Bilgi Formu (TRF/5-18)

ve aile yapi sistemini incelemek amaci ile aile iiyelerine Aile Yapisim
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Degerlendirme Araci (AYDA) verilmigtir.

Verilerin analizi t-testi ve Pearson Korelasyon yontemleriyle

yapilmigtir.

Sonuglar hipotezlerin ¢ogunu desteklemistir. Anneler ve
Ogretmenler tarafindan bildirilen gocuk davranislarinda (TRF ve CBCL
puanlarinda) belirgin farkliliklar oldugunu géstermistir. Ayrica, CBCL ve
TRF’de yiiksek puan alan ¢ocuklarin diigitkk AYDA puanl ailelerden
geldigi gorlilmiistiir. Diger taraftan, yilksek AYDA Puanl ailelerden gelen
cocuklarin CBCL ve TRF puanlarinda yiiksek farkliliklar bulunmugtur.

Sonug olarak, yiiksek ailé sistemi algisinin ¢ocuklarin ev ve okul
davraniglar {izerinde 6nemli pozitif bir etkisi goriiliirken; yiiksek aile
sistemi algisinin, ¢ocugun algilanan ev davramglar ve okul davraniglan
(CBCL ve TRF puanlar) farkhiliklar izerinde boyle bir etkisi

gorilmemistir.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Statement of the Problem

For many years, studies targeting children yield higher than
expected prevalence rates for behavioral and emotional problems. For
instance, Verhulst and Koot (1992) recently in the U.S. reported that
one out of five children in the population is suffering from a behavioral
or emotional disorder. However, only a small number of families with
problem children seek professional help. In most cases, therefore, school

personnel are instrumental in bringing attention to the child.

However, it is a must to take into account both the child’s behavior
and the perception of an adult about this behavior, when evaluating a
child’s behavior disorder (Weisz and Eastman, 1995). Children can not
decide for themselves that they want help with their problems. It is for
this very reason various evaluation instruments to point out the problems
in children have been developed for external observers. The most well
known of these are the instruments developed by Thomas Achenbach.
They have been standardized, adapted and used in 50 countries,
including Turkey (Erol, 1995).



In Turkey, there has not been a study investigating the behavioral
and emotional problems as well as the ability areas of children aged 2 - 18
based on the collection of data from parents, teachers and the child himself
in general population for many years. The Mental Health Profile Survey
of Turkey is the first study in Turkey which collects multiple data for
children and makes appropriate assessment without generalizing the
children’s behavior (Erol, 1995).

One of the purposes of this study is to investigate whether there
is a significant discrepancy between the young student’s reported action
in the classroom and at home through different observers, namely the
teacher and the mother. The ultimate goal of the study, however, was to
examine the relational pattern between the family psychological

functioning and the children’s behavior in both settings.

What we know is that, the family system, relationship and
communication of its members affect the behavioral problems of the
child generally, whether centered in the school, home or community.
For example, if the overall communication pattern in the home is
confused and contradictory; as a consequence the child has difficulty
in integrating information and behavioral guidelines at school

(Lachenmeyer, 1982).



Therefore, in the present research it is intended to find out the
relationship between familial psychological patterns and the behavioral-
patterns of first and second graders in schools and at home by comparing

teachers’ and mothers’ evaluations.

B. Review of the Related Literature

1. The Need to look at a child’s behavior

Behavior, as Kurumboltz (1972) defined in his book Changing Children's
Behavior refers to any activity of children, whatever they

do or say and how often they do it. Children have their own way of
expressing their feelings or distress, and one can learn more about them
simply by observing their behavior. Some understanding of their inner
world is necessary for the adults for early detection of problems.
Indeed, a study on public awareness of mental health showed

that childhood psychopathology is not well appreciated in

Turkey (Giilerce, 1991). Unlike adults, children can not decide for
themselves that they want help with their problems. This decision

is usually made for them by parents, educators, physicians,

and other adults. Because they are not able to verbalize themselves

properly, it is possible to overlack some behaviors (Achenbach, 1974).



Further, some important psychological behaviors such as
displacement, withdrawal and hyperactivity are easily dismissed when
adults don’t recognize the significance these behaviors carry. Indeed,
only if their meanings and high potentials for turning into more serious
psychological and social problems, including criminal activity, were
known they would taken seriously (Moore, 1982). There are
no explicit and uniform standards for distinguishing healthy from
disturbed behavior. It is therefore important to be aware of the kinds of
subjective standards applied in labeling behavior pathological and
deciding what needs to be changed about a child in harmony with the
subculture in which the child lives (Achenbach, 1974).

Targeted programs designed to prevent conduct problems in
childhood rely on screening systems to identify high - risk individuals.
For example, in Lochman's study (1995) the proximal usefulness of
multiple— informants to screening, using teacher and parent ratings in
a 2 - step procedure with a sample of 382 kindergarten children were
examined. The study explored differences in the accuracy of the 2 steps
of screening information and whether parents’ reports of parenting
practices augments the prediction of negative outcomes. The 2 - step
screening system was found to effectively predict negative behavior
outcomes over one year later. The Parenting Screen did not add to

prediction accuracy.



2. The Need for Classroom Behavior Observation

Elementary schools in Turkey offer the very first opportunity for
most children to be in a more or less standardized social environment
and to interact with their peers (Akkdék, 1997). In most societies,
schools provide supportive and preventive models for intervention in the
life of the child. Since children are able to express themselves via certain
behaviors, elementary school teachers are in an exceptionally good position
to observe and report on children's behavior problems and social

competencies (Berlin, 1979).

The famous educator Rudolf Dreikurs, posited that people’s actions
are always purposeful and goal directed. His educational philosophy,
therefore, focused on understanding children and correcting their
deficiences both of which require knowledge about the development of
their personality. Dreikurs (1968) asserted that a child’s every action has
a purpose, to secure a place in the group. School is the ideal group
setting for the child’s mastery of various social skills. The teacher
can be the best source of information, if he carefully observes the
behavior of students in the classroom. For example, in their four year
follow up study, Verhulst and Van der Ende (1991) examined the
stability and change in teacher reported problem behaviors for 811

children (aged 4-12 yrs). Subjects were assessed twice with the



Teacher’s Report Form (TRF). High stability was found in the level
of TRF total problem scores. The highest stability was found for agressive

and other externalizing behaviors.

Similarly in another study, Verhulst (1994) investigated the
ability of teacher ratings of problem behavior in children to predict
outcome measures that were external to the initial measurements across
a six year interval. The subjects were 946 children (aged 4-11year) from
the general population. Teachers’ ratings were obtained via the
Teacher’s Report Form (TRF). The total problem scores in the deviant

range on TRF were significantly associated with poor outcomes 6 yrs later.

On the other hand, pupil behavior is influenced in many ways by
the behavior and perceptions of the teacher (Hall, 1961). Often the teacher
is unaware that he is influencing his pupil by his tone of voice, his choice
of activities for children, and the like. Ojerman (1955) argues that most
children learn to behave and to view themselves in the way in which their
teachers expect. Altough some children behave in their own way at home,
the school situation provided for them plays a tremendous role in
influencing the same behavior. In another study, parental perceptions of
the development and treatment of children’s emotional and behavioral
problems were investigated (Phares,1996). 200 parents rated their
perceptions of responsibilities for the child’s problems (6 to 15 years old).



Teachers were seen as more responsible for younger rather than older
children’s problems. However, teachers were seen as more responsible for
children’s internalizing problems and children were seen as more
responsible for their own externalizing problems. Overall, internalizing

problems were perceived as more severe than externalizing problems.

In most studies about child behavior problems, teacher reports are
given great importance because the teacher is the person who defines the
social tasks of the classroom and then judges the adequacy of the child’s
social responses, responses to orders, and responses to tasks requiring
attention and persistence, through observations of children and interactions
with children in the classroom (Kellam,1983).

3. The Need for Home Behavior Observation

The family still keeps its position as the first social group that the
children socialize in and exists as a significant group for the children while
they grow up (Ozbay, 1985). Within the family, a child learns styles of
interaction that must suffice to provide the child with basic and social
affiliative needs, both within the home setting and in environments outside
the home. A social learning perspective of behavior postulates that
behavior patterns are acquired through learning processes that take place in
the home environment which plays a primary role in the development of a

child’s behavior repertoire (Bernal, 1977).



A large body of evidence additionally suggests that family members
teach by example. Bandura's Social Learning Theory postulated that
“Modeling” and “Imitation” are the primary mechanisms which affect the
behavior development in children. The child learns how to behave by the
way he is treated and by the way he sees other members behave toward the
people and objects that surround him. The child receives message from the
family unit about values, conditions, ways of behaving (Whitman, 1970).
Because the child is dependent on his family, controlled by them, directly
involved in their conflicts shaped by the models, rewards and punishments
they provide and usually brought for help only at their initiative, his
problems can not be assessed in isolation from his family context. The
emerge of psychiatric disorder in a child is regularly preceded by family
conflict (Ackerman, 1968). Examining the dysfunctional aspects of the
family interaction by objective data will serve as the basis for describing
attributes of problem behaviors (Bernal and North, 1977). The Social
Learning Theory (Bandura, 1977) places importance on modeling effects
in the home as determinants of child behavior. For example, Patterson
(1976) investigated the relationship between parental behavior patterns
and behavior in probiem children. He found out that parental behavior
patterns were related to similar patterns of behavior in problem children.
Mothers of control problem children engaged in high rates of aversive
behaviors, i.e., excessive commands, disapproving statements.

Likewise, control problem children engaged in high rates of aversive
behavior (Patterson, 1976).



Patterson (1967) also focused on the relationship of family
interaction to problem behavior and developed a theory of coercive
interaction in problem families. The coercion theory, based on principles
of social learning, postulates that deviant child behavior is the result of
inappropriate and inconsistent contingencies applied to children behavior
by parents. Within a framework of inconsistency the child learns that the
most advantageous method for producing predictable patterns in the home
environment is to use aversive behaviors, such as crying, demanding and
tantrums to achieve desired outcomes and to alter the behavior of others
(Patterson and Raid, 1980). Patterson (1980) investigated the coercive
dimension of family interaction. He reported that problem families
engaged in higher rates of aversive behaviors than nonproblem behaviors.
The parents of problem children were more likely than parents of
nonproblem children to respond negatively to positive child behavior or
positively to negative child behavior. This finding supports the contention
that the parents of the problem children provide unpredictable or
inconsistent consequences for child behavior. It was also reported that
both problem and nonproblem children were more likely to engage in
aversive behavior when responding to aversive intrusions from other family
members than at other times. Therefore, some children may learn aversive

modes of responding to terminate the aversiveness of others.

With respect to psychoanalytical theory it is claimed that a

person's uniqueness is partly determined by external realities,



eg -, parental attitudes, behavior‘ and social norms. Because the child is
not able to express himself clearly with words, his inner state of
excitation can be understood by observing the child in his natural
environment. During playing, the child can relieve unconscious
conflicts (Freud, 1917). Generally children tend not to perceive
themselves in emotional distress. Their capacities to externalize are
legendary and they tend to perceive themselves as victims of outside

" forces rather than suffering from internalized conflicts. Therefore it is
often parents or teachers who desire treatment for them

(Vandersall, 1982). An individual’s own childhood inevitably
influences his reaction to children, The parent’s memories of his
childhood also serves as a source for interpreting or empathizing with a
child; he may for example, strongly identify with some children or some
kinds of problems, while reacting against others as he did when he was a
child (Ackerman, 1960).

It is widely believed that mothers have more opportunity to
observe children’s behavior at home therefore are more accurate in
reporting behavior disorders of the child. Having mothers fill out
structured rating forms describing their children’s behavior may
improve the reliability and validity of the data upon which inferences,
and diagnostic conclusions are predicted (Peter,1996). Wimberger and

Gregory (1968) have tried out a procedure in which mothers fill out a

10



behavioral checklist consisting of 66 symptoms scored on four point scales.
Agreement between mothers’ and therapists’ ratings for the items was

highly significant.

4. Discrepancy between teachers’ and mothers’ reports

The child’s behaviors at home and in school are different
expressions of who she is and what she is (Thomas, 1968). In Lochman’s
study (1992), it was found that the best indicator of the observed behavior
of children are by parents and teachers. Lochman and his Conduct Problem
Prevention Research Group aimed to prevent later conduct problems in
elementary school students and called it the Fast Track Program which
was a school-family based prevention intervention. The sample
consisted of 382 children at entry into first grade and 362 children
at the end of the first grade. The sociometric status of the sample was
largely lower to lower middle class. The first part of the multiple gate
screening procedure involved the teacher screen which used 14 items
such as stubborn, breaking the rules,etc. From the Teacher Observation
of Classroom Adaptation (TOCA-R) (Werthamer-Larsson, Kellam and
Wheeler etal) (1991). At the second stage of screening, parents of these
children were contacted, and the parents responded to 38 items about child
externalizing behavior problems and 32 items about Internalizing scales in

the Children’s Behavior Checklist (Achenbach, 1991). The parents were

11



also given a 22- item questionnaire assessing the consistency of their
discipline efforts. It was hypothésized that the screening variables would
better predict externalizing outcomes than non externalizing outcomes.

The Parent Screen accounted for a significant portion of the variance. The
amount of variance accounted for in the prediction of externalizing
outcomes was substantially higher than in the prediction of
nonexternalizing outcomes. The parent screen clearly added to the
effectiveness of the teacher screen in the regression analyses in predicting
first grade problem behavior. They concluded the best indicator of conduct
problems for first grade children was the combined behavioral reports of
parents and of teachers. Parentiﬁg practices did not contribute significantly
to the prediction of the combined parent and teacher rated externalizing
outcomes. The results supported that screening variables were predictive of
a broad range of externalizing and non externalizing behavioral problems

for first grade children.

Further, Achenbach in his well-known study examined the
degree of consistency between different informants’ reports of the
behavioral and emotional problems of subjects aged from 1.5 to
19 years. Data were sought from parents, teachers, and peers.
Correlations were significantly higher for 6 to 11 year olds. It was also
concluded that three types of informants are needed in most cases.

Parents are almost always needed as informants, whereas teachers are

12



needed for many school-aged children. Considerable progress has been
made in constructing norms for standarized ratings by parents and
teachers (Achenbach, 1986). For children above the age of about 10,

self report instruments parelleling those completed by parents and teachers
served as a third source of data (Achenbach, 1987).

Similarly, in a 2— phase survey in Puerto Rico, the Child Behavior
Checklist (CBCL) was used as a screening instrument for psychopathology
in the 1% stage and 386 children were evaluated clinically in the second
stage. Data indicate that, in using the CBCL for screening for
psycpathology in children, parent information is the most informative.
Data also reinforce the need to obtain teacher information with the Teacher
Report Form to enhance screening sensitivity. The Youth Self — Report

was of limited usefulness for screening purposes (Bird, 1991).

In another study, Phares (1997) investigated the accuracy of
informants. 200 parents rated the accuracy of a variety of informants
(mothers, fathers, teachers, children) for a variety of behaviors
(internalizing problems, externalizing problems, adaptive functioning and
family problems) exhibited by a hypothetical child. Overall, mothers were
perceived to be more accurate in reporting internalizing problems, mothers
and teachers were perceived to be more accurate in reporting externalizing

problems, mothers, fathers and teachers were seen as more accurate in

13



reporting children’s adaptive behaviors, and mothers, fathers and children
were seen as more accurate in reporting family problems. In-a similar
study, Sawyer (1996) investigatéd the course of childhood emotional and
behavioral problems (EBPs) over time and determined how well mother
reports of children’s EBPs at the age of 5 years predicted mother -, teacher-
and self — reports when the children were aged 11-12 years. 147 girls and
130 boys from Port Pirie, South Australia were available for analysis at
both ages. Childhood EBPs were identified at the age of 5 years using
Child Behavior Checklists completed by mothers. When the subjects
were aged 11-12 years, problems were identified using checklists
completed by mothers, children, and teachers. Attention problems,
aggressive behavior, and anxious/depressed problems were the most
persistent problems over the period. In general, the strongest relationship
over time occurred when reports were obtained from mothers on each
occasion. A weaker relationship existed between earlier mother- reported

problems and later teacher — reported problems.

On the other side of the issue, when mothers sympathize with their
children, they can no longer evaluate the behavior of the child objectively
(Sawyer, 1996). Therefore, Graudenz stressed the need for communication
between mothers, teachers and children. In his study with 96 preschool
children, their 96 mothers and 20 teachers answered 35 questions

concerning emotionality and striving for contact. 71% of the mothers’

14



answers differed from those of the teachers and almost always toward a

more positive evaluation,

However, the study of child behavior requires attention to the
reporter of the behavior and the context in which such behavior occurs
(Lambert, 1993). In a study carried out with Jamaican children ,
Micheal (1993) compared parent and teacher reports on behavioral /
emotional problems for 359 nonreferred Jamaican 6-11 year olds, using
the Jamaican Youth Checklist and the Jamaican Youth Checklist Teacher
Report Form. Similar to clinic — referred findings, low to moderate
correlations emerged for parent and teacher reports on nonreferred
children. Correlations were also _sigrﬁﬁcantly higher for ratings of
undercontrolied (e.g., disobedience, stealing, fighting ) than for ratings
of overcontrolled (e.g., shyness, depression, fearfulness) behavior.
However, correlation coefficients varied across referral status for ratings

of overcontrolled problems in girls and undercontrolled problems in boys.

With respect to children’s problems, Verhulst (1989) compared
parents’ and teachers’ reports of behavioral and emotional problems
in 161 4-12 year olds, using the Child Behavior Checklist. Moderate
agreement was found, with parents reporting more problems than teachers.
Agreement was higher for externalizing problems than for internalizing

problems. Further, in the Mental Health Profile Survey of Turkey, parents

15



were given the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL /2-3, CBCL / 4-18),
teachers were given the Teacher’s Report Form (TRF) and Youth Self —
Report were given to children to find out the problem areas of the children.
Teachers tended to score higher ,problems on Attention Problems (7.9) and

Anxiety (7.0) than the parents (Erol, 1997).

Although some parents are aware of problem behaviors in their
children, they do not view them as signs of maladjustment. Such parents
have to witness a wider variety of deviant actions before seeking
assistance (J ohnson,1975); The study by Moore (1975) compared problem
and nonproblem children who were referred by their school teachers.

With one exception, the parents of the referred children did not consider
them problems in the home. Obéervations were obtained in both home and
school settings, and teachers and parents rated the child daily on overall
behavior and recorded the occurrence of low —rate problem behaviors
(e.g., fighting, lying, and stealing). School observations showed that the
referred children were more oppositional to rules and instructions,
engaging in less schoolwork and other appropriate behaviors than the
nonreferred children. The teachers rated the referred children more
negatively and also reported more problem incidents for this group.

The referred children had significantly lower rates of sustained activitiy
(toy play, work, and so forth) and higher rates of seeking adult attention.

Parents of referred children interacted with their children more frequently

16



and were more likely to use aversive styles when interacting. These parents
reported much higher rates of problem incidents, but did not rate their

children more negatively than parents of nonreferred children.

5. Importance of Perceived Family Psychological Functioning

Family structure is a crucial concern for many researchers because
of its strong impact on the child . The need for same information about the
family functioning is pointed up by the fact that the family is the first social
unit, that the patterns of socialization and learning are first acquired in the
family setting, and that the parents of the child are indeed his first teachers.
Thus, the impact of the family interaction on school learning and behavior
disorder is considerable (Meyer, 1967). The family system has been
defined by Meyer as a related group of persons and the characteristics of
their interactions. To understand the family it is necessary to understand the
characteristics of its interactions. Papp (1983) emphasized that in the
system theory events are explained within the sphere that they are
occurring, the emphasis is on relations and connections rather than
personalities of the family members. Further, Russell (1983) studied
parental characteristics and interactional dysfunction in families with child
behavior problems and assessed them relative to the family systems
theory. Russell assessed 36 families with a behavior — problem child

(aged 4-12 years) on measures of marital discord (e.g. Marital Status
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Inventory), parental psychopathology (e.g. , Self- Rating Depression
Scale), and 3 parental cognitive factors: knowledge of behavioral
principles, tolerance for child deviancy, and expectations regarding their
child’s behavior. Nine nonproblem families with demographic
characteristics similar to the problem families were-also assessed.
Correlational analyses across all families revealed a strong association
between marital discord and the parental index of child behavior
problems. While a number of significant associations were discovered
between the various measures of marital discord, parental
psychopathology, and parental cognitive factors, only marital discord

was associated with parental perception of child behavior problems.

Similarly, theorized by Bertalanffy (1968), the general syStem
theory stresses the importénce of the interaction between the complexes
of elements. A system is formed by the interaction of its inderdependent
elements. Therefore any change in one element of the system influences
others. To understand the family the connections of their elements should
be analyzed. Robert Friedman in his book Family Roots of School Learning
and Behavior Disorders claimed that parallel to the developmental process
of each child, a developmental process goes on in each parent and in the
family as a whole. The family system, relationship, and communication
factors affect the behavior problems of the child generally, whether

centered in the school, home or community. Therefore, Brody, Mahler,
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Spitz and Solnit (1945) studied the different phases of children and
focused on the interaction between parents and children. When there is
generalized mutuality and warmth in the family, children and adults feel
safe. They are comfortable about exploring their environment, asking
questions of each other, sharing findings and thoughts and showing
enthusiasm for each other’s achievements. A posivite attitude about
learning and experiencing arises out of such a family milieu. The family
style and standards about how one person listens to another have long
lasting and powerful effects on children. Their openness to ideas at

school and elsewhere grows out of a listening attitude at home.

In his work on Effects of Family Structure on Child Adjustment
Kerig (1995) used the Family Cohesion Index with 75 families to type
their family system as cohesive (all close), separate (all distant),
triangulated (cross generational coalitions) or detouring (child
excluded from the parental subsystem). Mothers and fathers rated
- child behavior on the Child Behavior Checklist. It was concluded
that parents in triangulated families, rated their marriages highest in
marital conflict and maladjustment. Parents in detouring or triangulated
families rated their children higher in total problems. Mothers in
detouring families also rated their children higher in internalizing and
externalizing than did those in cohesive families. However, mothers who

depicted the family as separate rated their children highest in externalizing

symptoms.
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- On the other hand, if the overall communication pattern in the
home is confused and contradictory; as a consequence the child
has difficulty in integrating information and behavioral guidelines
at school (Weiner, 1971). The development of the Family Communication
Theory by Jackson has evolved as a result of considerable interest in
family — unit psychodynamics. According to his findings; in the
“pathological family system” roles are inconsistent, role reversals are
common, communication is a closed system of distortion, confusion or
double — binding and the relationships are mutually destructive whereas
in the well — functioning family system communication serves to meet the
needs of family members, permits open expression of strong feelings
(including love, hate, warmth, anger, fear etc.) and healthy communication
facilitates internal role consistency within the individual and mutually
enhancing interrelationships within the family. With respect to familial
relations, Verhulst (1985) studied the prevalence of child psychiatric
disorders in 116, 8 and 11 year old children by administering the Child
Behavior Checklist (CBCL) and the Teacher Report Form (TRF) and by
conducting standardized parent and child interviews. Poor marital
relationships, parental lack of empathy, maternal hostility and frequent
conflicts with the child were some of the family and social factors

associated with psychiatric problems in the subjects.
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Similarly, Tschann (1996) examined the effects of stressful family
functioning on child behavior problems among 145 school children aged
5-6 years. Subjects were evaluated by teachers, mothers and independent
observers. Both teachers and independent observers rated child behavior
problems with the Child Behavior Checklist (Achenbach). Subjects who
were in high conflict families had the most internalizing and externalizing

behavior problems.

In another research, after studying 60 families, Malone and
Parenstedt (1963) described the pathological family environment with its
lack of predictability of emotional response, high degree of physical abuse
and danger and pointed out the effect of this environment on the children’s
development as conflicts in parent — child, marital or family — unit
relationships are upsetting to the child; the upset is manifested in school
behavior. The expressed family value is ﬁonconformity; the child loyally
identifies with the value and acts upon it by not conforming to school rules.
Strong parental disagreement in regard to behavioral expectations
or management is confusing to the child and leads to erratic classroom
behavior; home standards that are contradictory or inconsistent may result
in the child’s nondeliberate distortion of class rules. When the overall
communication patterh in the home is confused and dishonest, the child has
difficulty in integrating information and behavioral guidelines at

school. In school they do not lend themselves to guidance from teachers
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and they resist shared activities and pleasures. Their maturity and
autonomy are at the expense of gratifying basic needs. Understanding a
child’s behavior in the light of his family experience by the teacher was

emphasized to be an important factor.

Similarly, in Campbell’s study (1996) 112 hard-to-manage
preschool boys and comparison boys were studied at age 4 yrs and
followed at ages 6 and 9 years. Externalizing problems at ages 4 and 9
were associated with concurrent family stress. Problems were more
likely to persist in the context of chronic family stress, negative life
events, marital dissatisfaction, and maternal depressive symptoms.

When problem boys who met diagnostic criteria for Oppositional

Disorder and / or Attention Deficit Disorder were compared with boys
who had improved by age of 9 years, family stress and earlier symptom
levels, as well as maternal control differentiated between them .

Teacher ratings suggested that these boys were on a clear pathway to
persistent problems by age of 6 years. In another research, the relationship
between family conditions and fighting across settings was investigated
(Loeber, 1984). Boys reported to fight at home, at school and in both
settings were compared in terms of their behavior and family backgrounds.
210 families completéd the Child Behavior Checklist and Marital
Interaction Scale. Data was collected from the teachers through use of the

Teacher Report Form. It was concluded that in families with a boy that
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identified to fight in two settings family problem solving is more impaired,
the parents experience more marital stress than in families with boys

reported to fight by only one adult or boys who do not fight.

On the other side of the issue, Forehand (1986) tested the
hypothesis that a combination of marital dissatisfaction and child
disruptive behavior is more important than either variable alone in
effecting parent perceptions of child behavior problems. 51 mothers and
their young referred children (aged 27 to 108 months) served as subjects.
Child behavior was assessed in the home by 'indépendent observers, and a
marital adjustment test was used to establish marital satisfaction. A parent
attitude test served as the measure of parent perceptions of child behavior.
It was supported that a high level of marital dissatisfaction plus a high level
of child disruptive behavior (noncompliance, deviance, and conflict) were
associated with greater perceptions of behavior problems than either a high
level of marital dissatisfaction alone or a high level of child disruptive

behavior alone.
Therefore, in this study, it is attempted to examine parental and

teacher perceptions of young children’s behavior profile in relation to

family psychological functioning,
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C. Statement of Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant difference between the teachers’
reports and mothers’ reports on the child’s action as a comparison

of the Children Behavior Checklist (CBCL) and Teacher Report Form
(TRF) scores.

Hypothesis 2: There will be a negative correlation between the Children
Behavior Checklist (CBCL) scores and Family Structure Assessment
Device (AYDA) total scores.

Hypothesis 3: There will be a negative correlation between the Teacher
Report Form (TRF) scores and Family Structure Assessment Device

(AYDA) total scores.

Hypothesis 4: There will be a negative correlation between the total
Family Structures Assessment Device (AYDA) scores and the
discrepancy between Children Behavior Checklist (CBCL) scores
and Teacher Report Form (TRF) scores.
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II. METHOD

A. Participants

The parents of 193 first and second grade students enrolling at two
private schools in Istanbul and 16 teachers formed the participants of the

study.

All families were included. The age of the students ranged from
6 to 8 years old and the number of boys and girls were equal from each
school. All parents were estimated to be within high SES, since both
schools involved were private and required the most expensive school fees
in Istanbul. Yet families were given a demographic data sheet about
their socio-economic status level. The expectation was validated as most
~ of the participants reported a high income on the demographic data
| sheet administered. The mean age of the mothers was 36 and of the
fathers 39. The range for the mothers age was 13 years whereas for
the fathers was 20 years.

\

About 85.50% of the mothers were university graduates, 13.47%

lycee graduates and 1.03% holding masters degrees. Frequency distribution

of the mothers according to the schools they graduated from is presented in

Table 1.
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Table 1. :
Frequency Distribution of the mothers by last graduated school

MOTHERS
f %
Primary _ _
Secondary = o
Lycee 26 1347
University 165 85.50
Masters 2 1.03

TOTAL 193 100.00

90.16% of the fathers graduated from university, 8.29% graduated from
high school and 1.55% hold masters degrees. Frequency distribution of the

fathers according to their graduation is presented in Table 2.
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Table 2.
Frequency Distribution of the fathers by last eraduated school

Fathers
f %
Primary _
Secondary = _
Lycee 16 8.29

University 174 90.16
Masters 3 1.55
TOTAL 193 100.00

In both schools the classroom teacher who evaluated the students,
attended all the classes every day from 9:00 to 15:00. The mean age of the
teachers was 36 ranging from 45 years old to 30 years old. Both schools
were chosen for their success in adapting Active Learning philosophy
where children learned through active experiences with people and, in the
process, developed their own understanding of the world around them
(Weikart, 1996). There were no comparisons of the two schools. The
schools were thought to be similar because of their students coming from
high SES level families and the adopted education model. It was also

convenient for the researcher to work with these schools because of her
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school psychologist position in both. Therefore, the researcher was an

inside and outside observer.

B. Instruments

For the three main variables of the study, three separate instruments
were used. Namely, children’s home behavior was assessed with the
Children Behavior Checklist (CBCL), children’s classroom behavior was
assessed with the Teacher Repoft Form (TRF), and family psychological
functioning was evaluated with the Family Structure Assessment Device

(AYDA). A demographic data sheet was also administered.

1. Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL / 4-18)

The Child Behavior Checklist, which was developed by
Achenbach (1978) is an assessment instrument designed to obtain the
parents’ reports of their children (agé 4-18) and to provide a standardized
frame of a child’s behavior reiated to behavioral and adaptive
competencies (See Appendix A). CBCL includes behavior problems
and social competence items designed to be reported by parents and is
scorable in terms of the Child Behavior profile. The checklist consists of

20 competence and 118 problem items.
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Competency items consist of the sports activities the child is
interested in and the work the child does at home or outside home such as
the child’s membership of a social club or sports club, parent and siblings
relations, ability to play by himself and the degree the child participates
in the school activites. In addition to Competency items, open ended
questions regarding the personality and health of the child were asked
in the first part of Children Behavior Checklist (CBCL). The profiles |
are scored from the CBCL, which was designed to obtain parents reports
of their children’s competences and problems in a standardized format.
For scoring the Activities section and Social Competence section, if the
parent reported 0 or 1 item, it is scored as 0, if two answers are reported it
is scored as 1, and three or more answers are scored as two. In the school
section being in a special class because of behavioral and emotional
problems, repetition of a class and any school problems are scored as 0
and other items carrying the opposite meaning as 1. Total competence
score is calculated by taking the sum of Activites, Social Competence

and school submeasures (Achenbach, 1991).

The second part of the measurement consists of 118 problem
items about the child’s perceived emotional and behavior problems and
these items are grouped in various submeasures. Problem behavior items
are rated as 0, 1, 2 according to the frequency of the problem behavior in

the last 6 months. 0 meaning “not true”, 1”sometimes true” and
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2 “mostly true’’. From the items. two different behavior scores can be
obtained. These are Externalizing scale and Internalizing scale. The sum of
subtests such as “ Socially Withdrawn”; ’Somatic Complaints” and
Anxious / Depressed” form the Internalizing Scale Score. The sum of
subtests such as “Aggressive’’ and ’Delinquent behavior” form the
Externalizing Scale Score. Social problems, thought problems and
attention problems do not fit in these two groups but the “Total problem

- score” is obtained from the sum of these subtests. For scoring the total
problem score, scores rated as-0,1,2 in CBCL are added. The T score of
each problem score is listed for girls and boys separately. The scores
obtained from both parts and each subtest are recorded for each age group
to form the profile of that child. The idea is to evaluate the problem areas

and social competency of the children.

CBCL/4-18 was revised to Turkish by Ak¢akin and Savagir in
1983 (Akgakin, 1983). Due to the lack of normative data regarding
different age groups and gender, it was not used in Turkey in the
following years. The CBCL 1991 form was revised and adapted to the
Turkish culture by Nese Efol and Cengiz Kilig. After checking the
differences and similarities with the 1983 revision, it was translated
into English and then to Turkish twice to test the test — retest reliability.

The correlations were found to be .78 in Total Competency and .84 in

Total Problem.
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Cronbach Alpha coefficients were used in calculations for the internal
consistency of the scale and found to be .73 for competency subtests and
.85 in problem behavior. The high results made it possible

to use the CBCL in specific age groups and gender groups safely.

2. Teacher’s Report Form TRF / 5-18

The Teacher’s Report Form was aimed to obtain the reports of the
teachers in connection with their students’ problems and adaptive
functioning in a standard format (See Appendix B). It was standardized
for boys and girls at ages 5-18 to reflect the age and sex differences in

prevalance of behavioral patterns.

The nofms of each scoring profile were established by a
representative sampling of nonreferred children in order to provide
comparisons of data or individual children with the baselines for normal
peers. The TRF which was modeled on the CBCL was developed by
Edelbrock and Achenbach in 1986 to make use of the teachers perceptions
of children’s performances at school and behaviors, since apart from the

parents, teachers have more contact with school children than adults do.

The first 2 pages of the TRF cover demographic information

including the child’s age, sex, grade, parent’s occupation, questions
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about the child’s academic performance and basic information about
the school. Space is provided for teachers to report on the child’s work,
behavior or potential. The measure intends to gather data on the
student’s “School Adaption”. The Total Adaptation Score is obtained
by subtests which are “School Success”, ”Hard-working”,

“Appropriate Behavior” and “Happiness” (Achenbach, 1991).

The second part of the Teacher Report Form (TRF 5-18) is parellel
to the second part of the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL / 4-18).
Scoring the Teacher Report Form (TRF) is identical with the Children
Behavior Checklist (CBCL). TRF 5-18 was adapted and standardized by
Fiisun Akkok only for the “boys”. Melda Ak¢akin and Nege Erol worked
on the 1991 version of the TRF in order to find out the differences with
the previous version. In 1992 Akkdr and her friends developed TRF 5-18
by making some changes in the format but keeping its original content.
The measurement was given to the teachers of 49 students twice in
30 days for Turkish test-retest purposes and calculated the test-retest
correlation as .88. The internal consistancy of the scales was calcuted by
scoring 2340 children’s answers and using Cronbach Alpha Coefficients.

Cronbach internal consistency of the scale scores was .84 in “Total

Problem”.
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3. Family Structure Assesment Device (AYDA)

AYDA (Giilerce, 1992) is a self-report measure which can be
applied to literate people above the age of twelve. It consists of 36 items
each of which respond on a 5 point scale ranging between “just like us” to
“just the opposite.” The maximum score from each item is 5 and minimum
is 1 hence the total maximum score is 180. The higher the score one gets
the healthier the reported family functioning is regarded. AYDA intends to
measure five domains of the family system. Various index scores can be

obtained from AYDA in addition to these domains.

Communication within the family; this is all kinds of behavior that
transmits interpersonal messages. Contradictory, hostile and conflicting
communication is regarded unhealthy, whereas open and mutual
communication, self-disclosure and overlap between expressed and
received messages are defined as healthy. The communication index

score is the total score of the items 1t0 9.

Unitedness within the family is defined as togetherness, attachment ,
dependency and boundries that maintain the system. Too much closeness

and distance are not healthy. The unitedness index score is the total score

of the items 10 to 18.
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Management within the family is the implicit and explicit rules that define
the way of ongoing activities. These are discipline rules and decision
making. Clealfly defined rules and equal responsibilites represent a healthy

management and organization. The management index score is the total

score of the items 19 to 26 .

Competency within the family, is the ability to cope with problems by

finding effective solutions and adapting to changes. Competency within
a family is regarded as healthy. The competency index score is the total

score of the items 27 to 31 .

Emotional context within the family is the emotional climate such as

support, tension and emotional satisfaction. Flexibility of the emotional
context is regarded as healthy. The emotional context score is the total

score of the items 32 to 36 .

In order to find the content validity of AYDA, one social
psychologist’s, one clinical psychologist’s, one psychiatrist’s and two
other psychologists’ views were taken. They evaluated each item on
a scale from 1 to 10 considering how much they reflected the properties
of the area they are supposed to represent. The interjudge reliability was
calculated to be 73 for‘categoriz.ing and .58 for ordering items.

For criterion related validity 100 people between the ages 16 to 60 coming
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from different socio-economic levels and nonbroken families with no
psychiatric problems received AYDA. Sixty of them also received the
Family Environment Scale. Pearson moment product correlation
coefficient between the total scores of two scales was .53 (P<.001).

12 families received Beavers — Timber Family Assessment Scale,

and AYDA and were clinically interviewed. These interviews were
video taped and analized by a clinical psychologist who was unaware
of the results obtained from AYDA. The total scores of the families
obtained from both scales showed a meaningful correlation (r =.78,

P<.001).

In a study with 100 high school students, the correlaﬁon between
the total scores of AYDA and Minnesota Counseling Inventory Family
Relations subscale was found to be .69 (P<.01). |

A one month test retest reliability was found to be .79 by Pearson’s
Moment Product Coefficient. The split — half reliability was found as .85
by Stanley Correlation Coefficient. The internal consistency of AYDA
was found to be .70 by Cronbachalpha. For the construct validity 42
psychiatric patternts, and 42 peopie of the similar age, gender and social
status considered as healthy were taken as samples. When AYDA
individual scores are compared in terms of the t-test meaningful

differences are found (t = 3.74, P<.001).
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4. Demographic Variables :

Demographic variables of the study were the educational level of

participants, employment and age (See Appendix C).

C. Procedure

The families were sent the Family Structure Assessment Device
(AYDA) forms and Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL) with a letter,
explaining the purpose of this academic study. The package also
included a demographic data sheet for the family.

The parents were also informed that they did not have to write any
names on the forms. Each participant was informed and assured all data
would be kept confidential. Each student was assigned a code number
and only the code number was written on the envelope. Only mothers
were asked to reply to the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL). After
answering each item, the parents returned the AYDA and CBCL forms
to the researcher using the same envelope within one week. The researcher
also called each participant personally to make sure that they did not have

any questions about the forms .



Teachers Report Forms (TRF) were given to the teacher of each

student who was asked to fill out the forms only for the students he

knew well .

193 families from both schools were given the AYDA forms.
CBCL’s were given to 193 mothers in total. TRF’s were answered
by 16 teachers for 193 students. Each student was rated by one

classroom teacher.
The questionnaires were given to the parents (Family Assessment

Structure Device-AYDA), mothers (Child Behavior Checklist-CBCL)
and the teachers (Teacher Report Form —TRF) directly by the researcher.
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III. RESULTS

o Scores derived from the subtests of the Child Behavior Checklist
(CBCL), Teachers Report Form (TRF), and Family Structure Assessment
Device (AYDA) served as data for the analysis.

Hypothesis 1: |

Asa teét of_ Hypqthesis' 1, prédicting a significant discrepancy between
CBCL and TREF scores, t-tests for paired samples were applied to the
subtests of CBCL and TRF. Table 3 shows the means and standard
deviations of subtests of CBCL and Table 4 shows the means and
standard deviations of subtests of TRF.

Table 3.
Means and Standard Deviations of CBCL Scores

CBCL Scores Mean SD
Competency 36.8 8.05
Total Problem : 48.9 12.62
Internalizing 49.1 9.59
Externalizing 48.7 13.54
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Table 4.

Means and Standard Deviations of TRF Scores

TRF Scores - | , Mean SD
Competency 45.3 5.02
Total Problem 55.8 9.11
Internalizing 55.2 8.34
Externalizing 56.9 10.27

T-tests for paired samples revealed that the competency score of
TRF was significantly higher than that of the competency score

of CBCL [t (187) = -14.53, p<.001]. The total problem score of TRF
was significantly higher than the total problem score of CBCL

[t (187)=-11.84, p<.001]. The Internalizing score of TRF was
significantly higher than the internalizing score of CBCL

[t (187) =-12.31, p<.001]. The externalizing score of TRF was
significantly higher than the externalizing score of CBCL

[t (188) =-9.41, p<.001].

Hypothesis 2:

Table 5 presents the means and standard deviations of subtests

of AYDA scores of the mothers and fathers.
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Table 5.

Means and Standard Deviations of subtests of AYDA Scores of mothers
and fathers.

AYDA Scores
Mother Father
Mean  SD Mean SD
Individual 1246  47.61 122.9 48.69
Family 1233  48.74 123.3 48.74
Communication  33.3 16.72 31.7 14.55
Unitedness 283  11.87 28.1 12.58
Management 27.5 12.75 26.8 11.79
Competency 18.9 7.30 19.3 8.20
Emotional 17.6 6.05 ; 17.9 6.99

The Pearson Correlation Coefficient test was carried out to test
hypothesis 2, predicting that those children who have higher CBCL

scores will have families with lower AYDA scores.
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The analyses revealed a positive relationship between the competency
score of CBCL and total score of AYDA, a negative relationship between
total problem score of CBCL and total score of AYDA, a negative
correlation between internalizing score of CBCL and total score of AYDA,
and a negative relationship between externalizing score of CBCL and total

score of AYDA.

Table 6 shows a summary of the correlation analyses.

Table 6.

Correlation Coefficients between Subtests of CBCL and Total Score of
AYDA

LCBCL - AYDA

r P
Competency 44 . p<.001
Total -.74 p<.001
Internal -.59 p<.001

External -. 66 p<.001

41



The Pearson Correlation Coefficient was computed also to see the

degree of correlation between the subtests of CBCL and submeasures

of AYDA. The analyses show that there is a positive relationship

between the competency score of CBCL and communication scores,
unitedness scores, management scores, competency scores, emotional
scores of AYDA both for the fathers and the mothers. There is a negative
correlation between the total problem scores of CBCL and all the
submeasures of AYDA, a negative relationship between the internalizing
score of CBCL and all submeasures of AYDA and a negative correlation
between the externalizing scores of CBCL and all submeasures of AYDA.

Table 7 shows a summary of correlation coefficients.
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Table 7.

Correlation Coefficients between Subtests of CBCL and Measures of

AYDA

~ CBCL Scores
AYDA Scores Competency Total Problem  Internalizing Externalizing
Father (F) T p T p r P T P
Mother(M)
Communication -F .38 p<001 -66 p<001 -52 p<001 -60 p<001
Communication -M 43 p<.001 54 p<001 -43 p<.001 -51 p<001
Unitedness - F 45 - p<.001 -66 p<00l -51 p<001 -60 p<.001
Unitedness -M 37  p<.001 -67 p<001 -54 p<001 -56 p<.001
Management- F 41 p<001 =73 p<001 -57 p<001 -65 p<.001
Management- M 38 p<001 -66 p<.001 -52 p<.001 -58 p<001
Competency-F 41  p<.001 -58 p<001 -50 p<.001 -52  p<.001
Competency-M 38 p<.001 -66 p<001 -52 p<.001 -58 p<.001
Emotion-F 40 - p<.001 -67 p<001 -56 p<.001 -60  p<.001
Emotion-M 49  p<.001 -75 p<001 -58 p<001 -67  p<.001
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Hypothesis 3:

To test Hypothesis 3, predicting a negative relationship between TRF
scores and AYDA scores, Pearson Correlation coefficients were computed.
Analyses showed that there is a positive relationship between competency
score of TRF and total score of AYDA, a negative relationship between
total problem score of TRF and total score of AYDA, a negative
relationship between internalizing score of TRF and total score of AYDA
and a negative relationship between externalizing score of TRF and total

score of AYDA. See Table 8 for a summary of correlation coefficients.

Table 8.
Correlation Coefficients between Subtests of TRF and AYDA

TRF AYDA
r p
Competency 46 P<.001
Total -.64 p<.001
Internalizing -41 ' p<.001
Externalizing -42 p<.001
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Analyses also reveal that there is a positive correlation between the
competency scores of TRF and communication scores, unitedness scores,
competency scores, emotional scores of AYDA. There is a negative
correlation between the total problem scores of TRF and submeasures of
AYDA , negative correlation between internalizing scores of TRF and
submeasures of AYDA, negative correlation between externalizing scores
of TRF and submeasures of AYDA. See Table 9 for a summary of

correlation coefficients.
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Table 9.

Correlation Coefficients between Subtests of TRF and Submeasures of

AYDA
AS:{DA Scores TRF Scores
Father (F)
Mother (M)

Competency Total problem Internalizing Extemalizihé

r P r P r P r p
Communication-F .39 p<.001 -.56 p<.001 -.34 p<001 -40 p<.001
Communication-M .31  p<.001 -43 p<.001 -.26 p<.001 -22  p<.001
Unitedness-F .38 p<.001 -.56 p<.001 -.38 p<.001 -34 p<.001
Unitedness-M 48  p<.001 -.63 p<.001 -39 p<001 -.38 p<.001
Management-F 43 p<.001 -.62 p<.001 -.37 p<.001 -41 p<.001
Management-M 38  p<.001 -.55  p<o001 -.33 p<001 -38 p<.001
Competency-F 43 p<.00l -.51 p<.001 -.31 p<001 -36 p<.001
Competency-M 42 p<.001 - .56 p<.001 -.37 p<.001 -38 p<.001
Emotional-F .33 p<.001 -.53 p<.001 -.36 p<.001 -37  p<.001
Emotional-M .39 p<.001 -.59 p<.001 . -. 42 p<.001 -42  p<.001
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Hypothesis 4:

The Pearson Correlation Coefficients tests were carried out to test
Hypothesis 4, predicting that those children who have families with high
AYDA scores will have a low discrepancy between the CBCL and TRF
scores. Results of correlations were as follows: There is a negative
relationship between CBCL and TRF competency difference score and
total score of AYDA, a positive relationship between total score of AYDA
and total problem difference score of CBCL and TRF, a positive
relationship between total score of AYDA and internalizing score
difference of CBCL and TRF, a positive relationship between total score of
AYDA and externalizing score difference of CBCL and TRF.

See Table 10 for a summary of correlation coefficients.

Table 10.
Correlation Coefficients between Total Score of AYDA and Difference
Scores of CBCL and TRF

AYDA
CBCL and TRF

r P
Competency difference -17 p<.05
Total difference 44 p<.001
Internalizing difference 29 p<.00i
Externalizing difference .37 - p<.001
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The Pearson Correlation Coefficients were also carried out to see
results of correlations between submeasures of AYDA and different
scores of CBCL and TRF. Results were as follows: There is a
negative correlation between the competency difference scores of
CBCL and TRF and comunication, unitedness, management,
competency, emotional submeasures of AYDA. In addition,
positive correlation exists between the internalizing difference
scores of CBCL and TRF and submeasures of AYDA, positive
correlation between externalizing difference scores of CBCL

and TRF and the submeasures of AYDA.

See Table 11 for a summary of correlation coefficients.
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Table 11.

Correlation Coefficients between Submeasures of AYDA and

Difference Scores of CBCL and TRF

Comp-difference  Total Problem difference  Internalizing  Externalizing
r P r P r P r p
Father (F) R ’ - v
Mother (M)
Communication -16 p<.001 40 p<.001 .27 p<.001 .33 p<.001
((I]cznmunication -26 p<.001 35 p<:001 - - .23 p<.001 .37 p<.001
%JMngtedness -24  p<.001 40 p<.001 .22 p<.001 .38 p<001
glzitedness -10  p<001 32 p<.001 .25 p<.001 .30 p<001
g\I/\IIIa)nagement -17  p<.001 45 p<.001 .30 p<.001 - .38 p<.001
gj{?magement -17  p<.001 41 p<.001 .28 p<.001 .32 p<001
g\(/)lr)npetency -16  p<.001 33 p<.001 .28 p<.001 .28 p<.001
ggmpetency 16 p<00l 40 p<00] .22 p<00l .33 p<.00l
(grr)lotional -21 p<.001 45 p<.001 .33 p<.001 .36 p<.001
gx?xotional -26 p<.001 50 p<.001 .30 p<.001 40 p<.001
M)
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IV. DISCUSSION

In this study it was claimed that there would be a significant
discrepancy between the young student’s reported behavior in the
classroom and at home reported by the teacher and the mother in relation
to a family’s psychological functioning. Thus the hypotheses were

constructed accordingly.

The first, second, third hypotheses were supported whereas

the last hypothesis was not supported.

The first hypothesis suggested a significant discrepahcy between
TRF scores and CBCL scores. It was concluded that the competency score,
total problem score, externalizing score and internalizing score for TRF
were significantly higher than CBCL scores. That is children behave quite
differently in the classroom than they do at home. The result of this
hypothesis is consistent with the opinion of Thomas (1968). In his study
with young children he found that the child often behaves quite differently
in two completely different surroundings. When sharp differences in
behavior are observed at home and at school a variety of factors may be
contributory. One factor is that parent and teacher may have different
norms relative to acceptable and nonacceptable behavior. Extreme

differences may have to do with greater restrictiveness and exercise of
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adult control in one situation and greater freedom of choice and broader
limits in the other. Children from homes where few limits are set feel
strange at first in a situation where certain limits are imposed.

He may be rebellious and have difficulty accepting new limits, or even be
resentful and hostile towards adults, as well as toward children in the new
setting. On the other hand, a child who is used to excessive freedom, may
feel secure and safe within reasonable boundries set for him and be more

productive and more socially outgoing than he may have been in his home.

On the other side of the issue, children identified with behavior
problems by their teachers are likely to have mothers who try to gain
control over their child’s behavior at home. It may well be, as some
research indicates, that the parents’ strictness is an individual factor

responsible for the child’s behavior problems outside of the home

(Dielman, 1972; Patterson, 1982).

When the results were analyzed in relation to the Turkish families
a traditional type of family in Turkey is the authoritarian, patriarchal
family (Wolf, 1966). In this kind of family, roles are very differentiated
and authority is well established; Adults dominate children in all ascepts of
life. Men dominate women at all levels. The most dominant member of the
family, therefore, is the father. Data from the 1968 Turkish National

Survey suggests that the man is dominant in most families, since both sexes
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are very likely to report that he is the decisionmaker in general. Husbands
were reported to see themselves as having more control over the family and
having more control over what their wives do.(Olson, 1976). The lack of
clear boundries is especially evident with regard to rules governing
economic support and desicion making. Among all the nine countries
which attended Values of Children Study (VOC), the highest levels of male
decision making and lowest levels of role sharing are found in Turkey

(Kagitgibagi, 1979).

Turkish nuclear family structure could be seen as a mixture of high
role differentiation and low personal differentiation. The status distinction
between husband and wife and the seperation of their spheres of activity
would result in a spouse subsystem which is differentiated along the sex
roles dimension, with clear boundries between the selves of the two
spouses. The relative lack of emotional expression and communication

between the spouses is an indication of these boundries (Fisek, 1980).

In previous descriptions of husband - wife relationships in Turkey,
the family is seen as evolving from a traditional form characterized by a
patriarchal structure to a modern form characterized by an egalitarian
structure. In addition, duofocality of family structure is analyzed as a
reflection of the sexual seperation which characterizes Turkish society

in general (Olson, 1971). Sexual seperation appears to be most marked on
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the dimension‘of social interaction. Even within family, the most initimate
relationships tend to be among members of the same sex. This is a result of
the seperation of male and female spheres. The female members of the

family seek emotional support and companionship primarily from each
other (Mansur, 1972).

On the otherside of the issue, the western model posits that the
Turkish family is evolving into the familiar modern form with egalitarian,
companianate husband -wife relationships and joint desicion making

(Timur, 1972).

The second hypothe.sis claimed that those children who have
higher CBCL problem scores will have families with lower AYDA
scores and the third hypothesized that the children with higher TRF
problem scores will have families with lower AYDA scores.

The results showed a negative relationship between the total problem
scores, internalizing scores and externalizing scores of TRF, CBCL and
AYDA scores. That is to say; children with behavior problems such as
Social withdrawn, anxiety, depression, somatic complaints, agression and
delinquency at home and in the classroom had families with low
psychological functionihg.l Children with the above mentioned behavioral
problems at home and in the classroom came from families where

communication level was lower than families having children with lower

behavioral problems.
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On the other hand, children who are highly competent at home and
in the classroom came from families where there is higher communication,
unitedness, management, competency and emotionality between its
members. If we consider that much of the communication between spouses
revolves around negotiations of role sharing allocation of responsibilites
we should not be very surprised at the relative lack of communication
in a traditional Turkish family. Desicion on major issues involving the
household are the husband’s responsibility. For example, in one survey,
only 1% of male respondents acknowledged that their wives could make
important decisions, while only 3% of the women made such an
acknowledgement (Timur, 1972). This pattern does not seem to differ
between rural and urban couples (Gokge, 1976). Among all the nine
countries which attended Values of Children Study (VOC), lowest level of
communicatioh is found in Turkey (Kagit¢ibasi, 1979). On the subject of
status differentiation and gender, we can make one single generalization
regarding Turkey: despite all changes, women’s status is clearly lower
than that of men (Kagitgibagi, 1981). The lives of women in Turkey present
sex-segregated socializing (Kandiyoti, 1978). The results of the VOC Study
reflect the traditional intro-family sex role segregation and low status of

women in Turkey (Kandiyoti, 1977).
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The Turkish VOC Study has shown that socio-economic cultural
factors affect people’s perceptions and values and are reflected in intra
family relations (Kagitcibagi, 1982). Since the subjects in this study came
from high SES, a closer examination of their styles was needed. Many of
the educated elite in Turkey have tended to be active and self-conscious
advocates of modernization and even westernization, at least since the latter

part of nineteenth century (Tirkdogan, 1976).

Compared to other categories of women, relatively little is known
about the lives of upper class or elite women (Kandiyoti, 1978).
These women may also be considered a transitional generation with regard
to their way of entering marriage, their conception of their roles as women
and their leisure activities. Thus it is possible to conclude that mothers have
developed new role strivings without making ;nymf;;i;mental changes in
their traditional domestic expectations. When asked what attributes they
considered a successful woman to possess, 32.9% defined the successful
woman in exculisevely domestic terms as a good mother and wife. On the

otherhand, Le compte (1978) found that higher SES women reject the

homemaker role more than middle class women.
Kuyas (1980) observed the class differences on women’s norms

about male power or dominance in the family, which indicate a normative

change in the high class towards a more egalitarian marital ideology.
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The difference of means across classes was enermous in male control
atittude scores, lower class women prefering male domiantion to a

significantly higher extent than high class women who had a very low

group mean.

Mothers who are satisfied with the emotional context and the
problem solving mechanisms in the family perceived their children as
having less behavior problems at home. Related to the general values in the
VOC Study, the most important sex difference was found in “being close to
spouse” which is highly important for women but not for men. This
indicates that women value their relationship with their spouses more than
men do. Indeed, men stress values implying social recognition, such as
“achievement” and being ‘.‘accepted by others” more than women do
(Kagitcibasi, 1982). If husband wife don’t have much open expression of
emotional closeness, it is than natural for the wife to seek closeness with
her children (Siimer, 1969). With respect to relations between parents and
children, the general atmosphere surrounding children is one of love and

control (Kagitgibasi, 1972).

Mothers have the highest positive correlation between competency
scores of CBCL and erriotional scores of AYDA. Mothers also have the
highest negative correlation between the internalizing scores of CBCL and

emotional scores of AYDA, between the emotional scores of AYDA and
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total problem scores of CBCL, between the emotional scores of AYDA and
the externalizing scores of CBCL. When Family Structure Assessment
Device (AYDA) was given to 2050 individuals to find out the OTA values,
no significant difference was found between the mothers and fathers in
AYDA Emotional in an avarage Turkish family. The difference between
the two results may be because of the variance in the income and culture of
the families chosen. In this study, high SES women showed greater

emphasis on the emotional context of the family than men did.

On the other hand, fathers have the highest positive correlation
between unitedness AYDA scores and the competency scores of CBCL
whereas the strongest negative correlation was between AYDA
management scores and internalizing score of CBCL , between AYDA
management scores and externalizing score of CBCL , between AYDA

management scores and total problem scores of CBCL .

Interesting results were found by examining the Average Turkish
Family (OTA) values. The results were as the following; the psychological
situation of the average turkish family were perceived better by the fathers
than the mothers. When looked at AYDA Communication submeasures in
the average Turkish family, fathers have significantly higher scores than
the mothers. Also fathers have higher AYDA-Unitedness scores than the

mothers which leads to the assumption that the individual is alone in the
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family. When members are compared in terms of management, in the
average Turkish family fathers have higher management scores than the
mothers (Giilerce, 1996). But the fact that the mother and the children are
also powerful as individuals or subsystems can hot be underestimated. For
the Competenéy meausures of AYDA in the average Turkish family it is
interesting to find out that the mothers’ scores are significantly higher than
the fathers. There is no significant difference between the mothers and
fathers in AYDA-Emotional in an average Turkish fémily. This shows that
the members of the average Turkish family find themselves sufficient for

their emotional necessities.

Children who are competent in the classroom have mothers with
balanced attachment and dependency in the family. The same children also
have fathers who believe in the importance of discipline rules and decision
making in the family. The results are also consistent with the VOC Study in
which the highest levels of male decision making are found in Turkey
(Kagitgibast, 1979).

On the other side, upper class men seem more willing to share their
power with women on an egalitarian basis, chiefly because education has
exposed them to more liberal sex role standards (Safilios, 1967). TRF

competency scores is the highest positively correlated score with
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AYDA unitedness score whereas fathers’ management and competency
scores are positively correlated with the TRF competency

scores. Children having problems in the classroom had mothers who
perceived their family lower in unitedness as well as children who are
socially withdrawn, with sbmatic complaints, anxious, agressive and
delinquent in the classroom had mothers who perceived the family system
lower in emotional context. There is a negative correlation between
mothers’ AYDA unitedness scores and total problem scores of TRF,
between AYDA emotional scores and internalizing scores of TRF,
between AYDA emotional scores and externalizing scores of TRF.
Fathers have the highest negative correlation between AYDA management
scores and TRF total problem score, AYDA unitedness score and TRF
internalizing score and AYDA management scores and TRF externalizing

SCore€s .

The data clearly reveal that the family’s structure is important to
children’s action at home and in the classroom. Altough some other studies
have shown that unhealthy family structures can have an adverse impact on
child behavior (Kellam, 1991), this is one of the few studies in Turkey to
show such effects in an epidemiologically defined sample of first and
second grade children. ‘Furthermore, the TRF and CBCL are the very
instruments in Turkey to report teachers’ and mothers’ perceptions

systematically to interpret the scores based on standardized
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norms (Akkok et al, 1988). Therefore it is expected to be a good source for
clinicians to learn about the referred children’s school performance
behavior. Also they may be regarded as tools to describe the relationship
of behavior problems to specific student characteristics such as sex, age,
grade, SES and achievement. Moreover, this study is expected to lead to
further research related to the applicability of the TRF and CBCL to

different age, SES and education level groups.

Low correlations between informants may indicate that the
target variables differ from one situation to another, rather than that the
informants reports are invalid or unreliable. Behavior disorder reported
by a particular informant does not necessarily mean, however, that
the child should be changed. Instead, interventions may sometimes
more appropriétely focus changing the informants perceptions of or
behavior toward the child (Achenbach, 1987). The best indicator
of behavior problems for elementary school children is the combined

behavioral reports of parents and teachers (Lochman, 1995).

et e "

CBCL can be satisfactorily administered, scored and profiled for young
children. Differences in teachers’ expectations of their young students

seem to be influential factors. This could be further investigated.
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On the other hand, children who display problem behaviors in
more than one setting (eg. home and the school) are likely to persist with
such behavior through time (Loeber, 1982). One potential explanation of
the effect of teacher student interaction on these children’s behavior
is that teachers may have a harder time managing children at risk and
these children are more likely to behave inappropriately in response
to lower levels of teacher attention than children who are not at risk.
Teachers may also spend more time interacting with high achieving,
well behaving students than with low achieving and misbehaving

students (Leder, 1987).

The 4™, hypothesis was not supported. It claimed that those
children who have families with high AYDA scores will have a
low discrepancy between the CBCL and TRF scores. The data
revealed that although there is a negative correlation between TRF
scores and AYDA scores, CBCL scores and AYDA scores, those
children who have families with high AYDA scores have high
discrepancy between CBCL and TRF total scores. A positive
correlation was found between AYDA total scores, AYDA
communication, AYDA unitedness, AYDA management,

AYDA competency, AYDA emotional and a discrepancy
between TRF Internalizing scores and CBCL Internalizing scores,

between AYDA total scores, AYDA submeasures and the discrepancy
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between CBCL Externalizing scores and TRF Externalizing scores.

On the other hand, there was a negative correlation between AYDA
scores, AYDA submeasures and the discrepancy between TRF
competency scores and CBCL Competency scores. That is, children
with high AYDA scores have a lower discrepancy between their TRF
competency scores and CBCL Competency scores. In this study, almost
in all cases, there was a tendency to score a child’s behavior in the same
direction by mothers and teachers. Altough there was a discrepancy
between the TRF and CBCL scores, children with high TRF and CBCL
scores came from families with lower AYDA scores. Due to this fact,
the discrepancy between TRF and CBCL does not show a negative effect

on the family’s psychological functioning.

In conclusion, although the high perceived family system has a
significant positive impact on the behavior profile of children at
home and in the classroom, such an effect of the perceived family
system on the discrepancy between CBCL and TRF was not
found in this study.

It is also important to note that data was not available on the
child’s classroom environment. This means that in the next stage
of work, the effect of classroom climate and the teacher’s
classroom management procedures on the misbehaving child
needs to be understood. This research should involve direct

child-child and teacher-child interactions.
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Further investigations of mechanisms operating in the
relationship between family, teacher and child behavior will
contribute to the understanding and prevention of child behavior

problems.
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APPENDIX A

CHILDREN BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST
(CBCL/4-18)
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4-18 YA§ COCUK VE GENCLER ICIN DAVRANIS DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGL

IlD H
(COCUGUN EV ADRESINIZ VE TEL. NO : ANNE BABANIN 151, BGITIMI VE YASI
ADI, SOYADI : BABANIN 1§l : TEL NO. ~eereeee——- EGITIMI YASI: —
ANNENIN 1§ : «mooeeoeeeeeeoeoee— TEL NO, oo ESITIM : YASE: o
CINSIYETT : YASI :
|_IERKEK 1_t KIZ
BUGUNUN TARIHI QOCUGUN DOGUM TARIHE
[FORMU DOLDURAN :
AY --- GON - YIL -—- AY -~ GON - YIL - I_I ANNE
Cocujunuzun davranylanyla ilgilibu  [|__I| BABA
OKULUN ADI : Ifonml ltitfen goeOylerinizi yansitacak  |I__I DIGER eeveseoeeeeee Cocukia olan iligkisi
bigimde yanitlaymnez. Her bir madde ile
SINIF] : -osemmeemeemoeceeeenconmem il gilli bilgi verebilir ve 2. sayfadaki
OKULA DEVAM ETMIYOR I_I§boghuklara yazabilirsiniz.
Tegekkitrierimizle.
L. COCUGUNUZUN YAPMAKTAN EN QOK HOSLANDIGI SPORLARI
SIRALAYINIZ Omegin:Yitzme, futbol, besketbol, voleybol, atletizm,
tekvando, jimnastik, bisiklete binme, gires, belik tutma gibi.
Yagitlanoa oranls cocugiunuz Yagitlarina oranla gocufunuz her birinde
I__| Higbiri her birine ne kadar zaman ayme? e kadar baganilsdir?
' Bilmiyorun Nommaldmnaz Normal Ni iden fazis Bilmiy N lden 2z Normal Normalden fazia
. (] _ (W} [} [} (] (] "
b. (] [ [N} (] (] s (] [
c. (] [ u ) J [ [ U
. COCUGUNUZUN SPOR DISINDAKI LGl ALANLARI
UGRAS, OYUN VE AKTIVITELERIN] SIRALAYINIZ.
Ormegin:Pul, bebek, araba, skvaryum, el igi, kitp
satrang, miizik aleti calmak, gark: s5ylemek, resim yspmak
gibi (Radyo dinlemeyi ya da televizyon izlemeyi katmayinz)
- Yagitlarma oranla gocujumz Yagitiarma oranla gocujunuz her birinde
I_| Hicbiri ber birine ne kadar zanan sywn? ne kadar baganhdir 7
Bilmiyorun Normaldenaz Normal Normaldesi fazla Bilniyorum Normaldensz Normnal Normalden fazla
a. [ [ [ [ i [ U J
b. L [ [ - J (] v [
c. ) . u ) o u U
1. COCUGUNUZUN UYES! OLDUGU KURULUS,
KULOP, TAKIM YA DA GRUPLARI SIRALAYINIZ
(Spor, milzik, izcilik, folklor gibi.) -
I__) Higbiri Yagitlarma orania cocujiunuz her birinde ne kadar aktiftir?
Bilmiyarun Azakif  Normal Colc aktif
(9 J (W) u [}
b, i (] u J
c. (] L} I [

IV. COCUGUNUZUN EVDE YA DA EV DISINDA YAPTIGI ISLER!
SIRALAYINIZ Oregin:Gazete abna, bakkala gitme, pazara gitme,
elcktrik-su faturasi yatama, cocuk bakmny, yatak dzelome, sofra kurma,

kaldirma, bir ditkkanda galigma gibi Sdeme yapilan ve yspilmayan her

tiirkd igleri katmz.
I__I Higbiri Yagilarna ocanls her birini oe kadar bagan ile yapar?
Bilmiyorwn Normakien xz Normal Normalden fazis
a [ [} [ [
b. [ [} o [
c. [} [ (W] (]

Copyright 1991 T.M. Achenbech, U. of Vermont, 1.91 Baskon

Tirke geviri ve uyarlamas : Nege Erol tarafindan
T.M. Achenbach' mn izniyle yapilnug ve basibmsg (2-1991).
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V. 1- Cocuggunuzun yaklagik olarak kag tane yakm arkadag) varder?

(Kardeslerini katmaymiz) Hig yok 1 2yada3 4 yadafazla
: (I 1 L (I
2- Cocuffunuz okul digt zamanlarda haftada kag kez arkadaglartyla birlikte olur 7
(Kardeslerini katmayimiz) ldenaz lyada2 3yadadshafazia
I I )
VI. Yapitlanna oranla gocugunuzun : Normal Oldukca
K&  sayihr lyidir Kardesi yokur.
a. Kardegleriyle aras: nasildir? ) 1 i Il -
b. Diger gocuklarla arasi nasildir? I [ U
¢. Anababasina karg: davramgi nasildr? 1 I -
d. Kendi bagina oyun oynamas: ve is yapmast nasildir? _l L !

Bagansiz Orta Baganh Cok Basanh
a. Okuma yazma, Titrkce . (] '
b. Hayat bilgisi, Sosyal bilgiler 4
¢. Aritmetik . [}
d. Fen bilgisi ' I
Diger derslerde nasildir? Omegin: Yabana dil, bilgisayar.
(Beden eitimi, resim ve miizi§i katmaymz)
e. ' I — I i
f. _ It 11 I_d
& . (] L1 i _

C
C

2- Cocugunuz alt 5zel siif ya da bir 8zel efitim kurumunda okuyor mu ?
|__| Hayrr 1__l Evet - Ne tiir bir siuf ya da okul? ’

3- Cocugunuz hi¢ simfta kald: ma? . “
|__| Hayr |1 Evet - Kaginc: simufta ve nedeni ) ‘

4- Cocugunuzun okulda ders ya da ders digt sorunian oldu mu? ‘

|_{ Hayr |__| Evet - agiklaymmz |
Bu sorunlar ne zaman bagiad:? i {
Sorunlar bitti mi? 3
|__{ Hayrr |__| Evet - Ne zaman }

5- Cocugunuzun herhangi bir hastah, fiziksel rahatsizli: ya da zihinsel 5ziirld var midu?
|_I Hayir |__| Evet - agiklaymz

6- Cocugunuzun sizi en gok izen, kaygilandiran zellikleri nelerdir?

7- Cocugunuzun en begendiiniz dzelliklerini belirtiniz :

-2 |



Asafida gocuklarn dzelliklerini tammlayan bir dizi madde bulunmakuadir, Her bir madde gocuunuzim su andaki ya da son 6 ay icindeki

durumunu belirtmekiedir. Bir madde gocugunuz igin ok ya da siklikla dofru ise 2, bazen ya da biraz dojru ise 1, hig dogru degilse 0 sayilanm

yuvarlak igine ahruz. Lutfen tim maddelerj igaretlemeye ¢aliguuz.

0 : Dogru Degil (bildiginiz kadariyla) 1: Bazen ya da Biraz Dogru 2 : Cok ya da Sikhikla Dogru

01 2 1.Yapndan daha kiictk bir gocuk gibi davramr 01 2 33Kimsenin onu sevmedigine inanur ve bundan yakunr

01 2 2.Allerjisi vardir (Yeme, koklama ile, tozlu bir yerde bulunmak-{0 1 2 34.Bagkalannun ona zarar verecegini, kotoltk yapacagun dlistintr
la kagmt, dékintll, g8z yagarmas) vs. olmast) ; 01 2 35.Kendini degersiz hisseder

01 2 3.Coktarugr ‘ 01 2 36.Cok sik bir yerlerini incitir, bas: kazadun kurmlmaz

01 2 4.Asum (nefes darhh) vardir 01 2 37.Cok kavga, divils eder

01 2 5.Kars cinsten biri gibi davranur 01 2 38.Onunla cok alay edilir (Arkadaslan onunia gok alay eder)

0 12 6.Kakasiu tuvaleuen bagka yerlere yapar 01 2 39.Bag belada olan kigilerle dolagir

01 2 7.0viinir, yiksekten atar, hava yapar 01 2 40.Olmayan sesler iitir (sgiklayimz):

01 2 8.Dikkatini uzun sire bir konu izerinde toplayamaz

0 1 2 9.Baz disiinceleri kafasina takar ve bunlar: aklindan ¢ikaramaz{0 1 2 41.Digiinmeden ya ds sniden harcket eder (aklina eseni yspar)
(agiklayimiz) 01 2 42Baskalanyla beraber clmakiansa yalmz kalmay: tercih eder

0 1 2 10.Yerinde rahat duramaz, ¢ok hareketlidir 01 2 43.Yalan s8yler ve hile yapar

0 1 2 11.Yetigkinlerin dizinin dibinden aynimaz, onlara ok bagimiidir{ 0 1 2. 44.Trmaklarm yer

01 2 12.Yalmzhikan yakir 101 2 45.Snirli ve gergindir

0 1 2 13.Kafas; kangikur, saskin gériniir 01 2 46.Kas segirmeleri, tikleri vardir :

01 2 14.Cok aflar 01 2 47.Gece kabuslan, korkulu rityalan vardir

0 1 2 15.Hayvanlara eziyet eder 0 1 2 48.Diger cocuklar tarafindan sevilmez

0 1 2 16.Baskalanna eziyet eder, zalimce ve kit davranir 01 2 49Kabizlik ceker

0 1 2 17.Hayale dalip gider, kendini unutur 01 2 50.Cok korkak ve kaygilidir

0 1 2 18.Bile bile kendine zarar verir ya da intihar girisiminde bulunur {0 1 2 51.Bas donmesi vardir

0 1 2 19.Hep dikkat gekmek ister 0 1 2 52.Kendini gok suglu hisseder.

0 1 2 20.Egyalarma zarar vesir 01 2 53.Asinyemek yer

0 1 2 2l.Ailesine ya da bagkalanna ait egyalara zarar verir 01 2 54.Agmn yorgundur

0 1 2 22Evde sz dinlemez 01 2 55.Cokkiloludur

0 1 2 23.0kulda stz dinlemez 56.Tibbi nedeni bilinmeyen bedensel sikayetleri vardir:

0 1 2 24lstahsizdir, az yemek yer 012 aAgnlarsizilar

0 1 2 25.Diger ¢ocuklarla geginemez 012 b.Bagagnlan

0 1 2 26.Yanhg davramgindan dolay: suclanmug gibi griinmez 012 c.Bulanti, kusma hissi

0 1 2 27.Genellikle kiskangtr ‘ 01 2  dGozeilgili sikayetler (agiklaymuz):

01 2 28.Yenilip icilmeyecek seyleri yer, ya da iger (kum.kil, kalem,
silgi gibi) (agiklaymuz) : 012 e.Dokuntiller ya da bagka cilt sorunlan

0 1 2 29Bazi hayvanlardan ve okul disi ortamlardan yada yerlerden |01 2 fMide-karm agns: ve kramplar
korkar (agiklaymuz): 012 g-Kusma

01 2 30.0kula gitmekten korkar 012  hDiger (agiklaymuz):

0 1 2 31.Katl bir sey disinmek ya da yspmakian korkar

01 2 32Mikemmel olmasimun gerektifine inanr




0 : Dogru Deil (bildiginiz kadanyla) 1 : Bazen ya da Biraz Dogru 2: Cok ya da Sikhkla Dogru

01 2 57.Insanlara fiziksel saldinda bulunur 01 2 B5.Acayip, whaf digiinceleri vardir (aciklaymz):
01 2 58Burmyls, cildiyle, vicudunun bagka ksimlanyla oynar
. ve yolar (sgiklaymuz): 01 2 861natgs, somurtkan ve rahatsz edicidir
0 1 2 59.Herkesin ortasinda cinsel organlanyla oynar 01 2 87.Duygu durumunda ani degisiklikler olur
0 1 2 60.Cinsel organlanyla gok fazla oynar 01 2 88.Cok sik kiiser
0 1 2 61.0kul besans: diigtkrir : 01 2 89.Suphecidir
0 1 2 62.Dengesiz ve sakardr 01 2 90.Kafirld ve agik sagik konugur
0 1 2 63.Kendinden biyilk gocukiarla olmay tercih eder 0 1 2 91.Kendini slditrmekten s3z eder
01 2 64.Kendinden kilghk cocuklarla olmay tercih eder 01 2 92.Uykuds yiirilr ve konugur (agiklayiniz):
0 1 2 65.Konugmay reddeder
0 1 2 66.Baz hareketleri tekrar tekrar yaper (tammlaymuz): {01 2 93.Cok fazla konusur
0 1 2 94.Bagkalanyla gok dalga geger, alay eder
0 1 2 67.Evden kagar . 01 2 95.0fke nBbetleri vardr, gok gabuk dfkelenir
0 1 2 68.Cok bagnr, cagmr 01 2 96.Cinsel konulan fazlaca dilgitnitr
0 1 2 69.S1r vermez, diigiincelerini kendine saklar 01 2 97.Insanlan tehdit eder
0 1 2 70.Olmayan seyleri griir (agiklaymiz): 01 2 98.Parmak emer
’ 01 2 99.Temizlige ve titizlige agn duskndir
0 1 2 71.Siklgan ve utangagir 01 2 100.Uyku sorunu vardrr :
01 2 72.Yangmn gikarur _ 01 2 101.0kuldan kagar, dersini asar
0 1 2 73.Cinsel sorunlan vardir (agiklaymz): 01 2 102.Hareketsiz ve yavagur, enerjik degildir
01 2 103.Mutsuz, fizgiin, ¢dkkiln ve bezgindir
0 1 2 74.Gusteristen hoglanir, maskaralik yapar 01 2 104.Cok gtrilticidiir
0 1 2 75.Cekingen ve tirkektir 01 2 105.Tibbi amag dx;xhda alkol yada ilag kullarur (agiklaymmz):
0 1 2 76.Cocuklarm gogundan daha az uyur
0 1 2 77.Cocuklarm gofundan gece ve giindiz daha gok uyur 01 2 106.Ewrafmndaki egyalara amagsiz olarak zarar vermekten zevk alir
(agiklaymz): 01 2 107.Gundiiz alum slatr
0 1 2 78.Kakasiyla oynar yada etrafa bulagtirir 01 2 108.Yatagimslanr
01 2 79.Konugma gigligi vardir (agaiklaymiz): - |01 2 109.Sizlanm, muzirdanr
0 1 2 80Bos gozlerle uzun uzun bakar 01 2 110.Kary: cinsten olmay: ister
0 1 2 81.Evden galmalan vardir 01 2 111Jce kapaukur, baskalanyla birlikie olmak istemez
0 1 2 82.Evin disinda galmalan vardir 01 2 112.Evhamhdr, herseyi dert edinir
0 1 2 83.Ihtiyaci oimayan nesneleri toplar, birikirir (tammlaymz): _ 113.Cocufunuzun yukandaki listede belirtiimeyen baska sorunv varsa
litfen yanmz:
0 1 2 84.Acayip, whaf davraniglan vardr (agiklaysmuz): 101 2
TOM MADDELER! LUTFEN CEVAPLAYINIZ. $1ZI KAYGILANDIRAN MADDELERIN ALTINI CIZINIZ
* Son 6 aylik stirenin digmda yukanda sozi edilen ozellikler
gocugun yasamnm herhangi bir dSneminde goriildi mi? |__|Haysx |__IEvet

* Son 1 yil iginde gocuk ruh saghg: Kliniklerine bagvurdunuz mu? |__I Hayir |_| Evet

* Cocugunuz Kur'an Kursuna gitti ya da halen gidiyor mu? |_iHayrr i_JEvet
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Obrencinisie i vedibil oo OGRETMEN BILGI FORMU
& itgili §iniz y .IY'"Yqukidb!ncilwdmeldnediknvodl]uhymkhtdualhnnm_'_--|. Layuniacakia. Her bir maddeden elde editen pusa

| Lo |

Ofrencinizin genel davranigin belirl katkida bul kur. Maddeler
Y Wimind 1 1 i s L s N
boglukiars ve arka sayfalars yazinz. N 7¢ Galipnz. Eklemek istediginiz bilgiler ve dueriler olursa Mifen
OGRENCININ - IID :
ANNE BABANIN 151, EGITIN! (Sou bitirilen okula gére egitim durumian) :
ADI, SOYAD1 .
BABANIN I§1 : —ome oo EGITIMI oo .
~— ANNENIN 1§ : cooereeeeeeees EGITIM ; :
CINSIYET!: YASI:
I__1ERKEK 1_I KIZ
BUGUNON TARIHI DOGUM TARIHI (Bijiniyorsa)
FORMU DOLDURAN :
GUN - AY - YIL -~ AY--GUN--YIL . I__! Seuf 8gretmeni (ads)
I_| Rebber 8re
SINIFT: OKULUN ADI : I_{Diger
L Bu frerciyi ne kadar d y ?
I1. Bu 8grenciyi ne kadar iyi nmyorsunuz ?
1. 1_1 lyi tmumiyorum 2.1_ 1 Otduksa iyi aniyorum 3.1__I Cok iyi tamiyorum
IIL Bu 8frenciye haftada kas seat dersiniz var 7
IV. Okulun titril ve uygulanan egitim sisiemini litfen belintiniz.
1. 1__) Deviet okulu 1.1_| Tam giin
2.1_10zel okul 2.1_ Yanm gln
' 3.1_ Usld jretim
t
V. Orencinizin hethangi bir alanda dzel effitime ihtiyac: var muder ?
I__} Bifmiyorum 0. 1_IHayr 1.1_! Evet-Ne tir
4
VL Ogrenciniz hig sunfia kaldi nu ?
1__) Bilmiyonum 0.1__| Hayrr 1.1_1Evet-Kagmas sinufta

VIL Su andaki okul bagansi nasildir-Dersleri swelayip vygun sGtunu 1atfen igaretieyiniz:

DERS 1. Sunf ditzeyinin 2. Swuf dizeyinin 3. Sauf duzeyinde 4. Smf dzeyinin S. smnf dzeyinia
¢ok alunda altinds dstiinde cok Ustiinde
1 S Lt 3 ) )
2 N it ) o It
3 Ll i i ) i
4 ! Il il ) [
5' i ) ) 1l 1
6. 1 i 3 ) )
191 Bs:

Copyright 199! T.M Acheabach, U. of Vermont,
Torkes geviri ve uyarlamast ! Nege Erol wrafindan
T.MAchenbach’ m zniyle yapiimes ve basilmugiy (2-1992).
Aakars Opiversites] Tep Fakohesi Cocuk Psiiyai Bilim Dal

»
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OGRETMEN BILGI FORMU
. ‘quxu-'ml oranla Sgrenciniz : L.Cok &z 2.0ldukes a2 3Az 4 Noemal sayilir SFala - 6.0ldukea fazla 7.Cok fazla
1.Derslerinde b-gmh madz? Il ot It I - [ (I
2. Uyumly mudur? o ] N L L (I )
3.Kolay 8@renir mi? ' Lt Lt ! o (] () [
4.Mutlu mudur? I ] O (K 1t i 1

%, Bu y1l Sfrencinize okulds herhingi bir anket ya da Sicck uyzulends mu?

|__t Hayrr v I_lEva-Ad

. Bu yil 6Frencinize okulda zeks ya da yetenek testleri uyguland: m?
{__t Hayyr I__ Bvet - (Testlerin adi)

H

——————e

’
1 Grencinin herhangi bir hastalis, fiziksel rahataizli: ya da zthinse! &eiind var muchr?
_Hayxr I__! Bvet-agikiaymiz

1 Gfrencinizin sizi en gok kayg:landiran Sz<iligi nedir?

1 Grenciyi en iyi amimiayan olumlu &elliklerini belininiz:

3 Sgrencinin dors durumu, davranuglar ve becerilerd ile ilgili goi§ ve Snerilerinizi Wtfen yazmuz:




OGRETMEN BILG} FORMU

da Strencilerin Saellikleric: .
Anpes CA :::‘:‘:"z““;:m":-yﬂ:‘ rsddees bulunnaktadr Hes bis madde sireacnin o andaki ya da s 2.y gindcki duromums beli
. gok ya da pikhikia i . . . . . .

Lutfen tiln maddsler iznrstlemeys qabgmnez, ofru ise 2, bazen ya da biraz dogru ise 1, hig dogru degilse 0 sayilanm yuvarlak igine aliniz

”

0 : Dogru Degil (bildiginiz kadaryla) 1: Bazen ya da Biraz Dofru 21 Cok ya da Sikitkia Dogru

012 1.Yapndan daha kigilk bir cocuk gibi davran 01 2 33Kimsenin onu sevmediginé inanir ve bundan yaksns
012 2.Smfta punldanm, garip sesler gikanr 01 2 34 Baskalarin ona zarar vereosfini, kittlik ynpacafin: digtin
01 2. 3.Cok tartiyrr . . 01 2 35Kendini defersiz hisseder ,
01°2 4Basladifisi bitiremez . 01 2 36.Cok sk bir yerlerini incitir, bag kazadan kurtulmaz
01 2 5.Karsi cinsten biri gibi davranir : 01 2 37.Cok kavga dovilg eder
01 2 6.0gectmenlerine ve diger okul personeline 01 2 38.Onunla gok alay edilir (Arkadaglar: onunls gok alsy eder)’
- kary gelis . 01 2 39.Bag belada olan ki;ila:le. dolagr
01 2 ,7.0viiniir, yliksekten atar, hava yapar 2 01 2 40.0lmayan sesler isitir (cqiklaywniz):
01 2 8.Dikkatini uzun sitre bir konu Gzerinde toplayamaz
012 9Ban dh';ﬂnccle:; kafasina takar ve bunlar: aklindan gikaramaz{0 1 2 41.Diiglinmeden ya da aniden harcket eder (aklina eseni yapar)
(agiklayiniz) 01 2 42Bagkalanyls beraber olriaktansa yalniz kalmay: tercih eder
0 1 2 10.Yerinde rahat duramaz, gok hareketlidir 01 2 43.Yalan sSyler ve hile yapar
0 1 2 11.Yexgkinlerin dizi’nin dibinden aynimaz, onlaa cok bafnmhdir[0 1 2 44.Tunaklanm yer
01 2 12.Yalnzhktan yakmsr 01 2 45.Sinirli ve gergindir
0 1 2 13.Kafas: kangikdrr, gagkin géniiniir 01 2 46.Kaslar: oynar, seirir, tikleri vardir :
01 2 14.Cok aglar Kaslan oynar, seyirir
01 2 15Kiprr kprdir 01 2 47Kurallara gok fazla uyar
0 1 2 16.Baskalanna eziyet eder, zalimce ve kit davranir 01 2 48.Diger Sgrenciler tarafindan sevilmez
0 1 2 17.Hayale dalip gider, diigiincelerinde kaybolur 01 2 49.0prenme gliliigt vardm
01 2 18.Bilebile ke;id’ine zarar verir ya da intihar girigiminde bulunur |0 1 2 50.Cok korkak ve kaygibdir
01 2 19.Hep dikkat gekmek ister o 01 2 51.Bagdénmesi varde
0 1 2 20.Esyalanna zarar verir 01 2 52Kendini ¢ok suglu hisseder
0 1 2 21.Ailesine ya da bagkalanna ait egyalara zarar verir 101 2 53.Swasun bekleraeden konugur
0 1 2 22.Siylenenleri anlamakta gligliik geker ' 01 2 54.Agqn yorgundur
0 1 2 23.0kulda s5z dinlemez 01 2 55.(ok kiloludur
0 1 2 24.Diger 6grencileri rahatsiz eder 56.Tibbi nedeni bilinmeyen bedensel gikayetleri vardir:
0 1 2 25.Diger dgrencilerle iyi geginemez 01 2  a Agnlx sizle
0 1 2 26.Yanhs davramgindan dolay: suglanmug gibi goriinmez 01 2 b.Bagagnlan
01 2 27.Genellikle kiskangns~ 01 2  cBulant, kusma hissi
0 1 2 28.Yenilip igilmeyecek geyleri yer, yada iger (kum, kil, kalem, J0 1 2 d.Gozle ilgili yikayetler (agiklayiniz):
silgi gibi) (agiklayimz) :
0 1 2 29.Bazi hayvanlardan ve okul diss ontamiardan yada yerlerden [0 1 2 e.Dokiintiiler ya da baska cilt sorunlan
Korkar (agiklaymiz): 01 2 f.Mide-kanin agnsi ve koamplar
0 1 2 30.Okula gitmeken korkar 012 gKuma
01 2 31.Katl bir ey yapmakian ya da distinmekien korkas 012  hDiger (agiklayniz) :
01 2 32.Mikemme) olmasinin gescktigine inamr
’ 01 2 57.Insanlara fiziksel saldinda bulunur

3-



0 : Dogru Defil (bildiginiz kadariyla)

= OGRETMEN BILGI FORMU

1: Bazen ya da Biraz Dogru

2 : Cok ya da Sikikia Dogru

0 1 2 53.Bumnuyla, cildiyle, viicudunun bagka kisunlanyla oynar yada

01
01

©C o o o o
—

© O o o
-

OO O O O o o
-

©c © ©o o
e

NONON RN NN N

yolar (agiklayimz) :

59.Sinifta uyur
60.Hevessiz, isteksiz ve durgandur

. ﬁl.gkul bagansa dilgilkiir
62.Dengesiz ve sakardir )
63.Kendinden bisyiik qwuﬂmh olmayi tercih edcr‘
64 Kendinden kiigiik ¢ocuklarla olmay tercih eder -
65.Konugmayt wfidédcr 4
66.Bazny ha:ekede;i tekrar tekrar yapar (agiklayimz): e

67.S1mf disiplinini bozar

2

2 68.Cok bagnr, gagurr

2 69.S1r vermez, diiglincelerini kendine saklar
2

70.Olmayan seyleri gériir (agiklaymz):

01 2 85.Acayip, whaf diginceleri vardir (agiklayimz):

01
01

01

01
01
01

01

01
01
01
01
01
01

“lo1

2 71.Sialgan ve utangagtir
2 72.Daginik, dilzensiz galigir
2 73.Sorumsuzca davranyr (agiklaymniz):

74.Gésterigten hoglanw, maskaralik yapar
75.Gekingen ve firkektir

76 Beklenmedik ani, fewri hareketieri vardir

77 Istekleri yerine getirilmezse hevesi gabuk kinlr
78.Dikkati gabuk daflrr, dikkatsizdir
79.Konugma gligligi vardr (agiklaymiz):

NN NN NwW

2 80.Bog gozlerle uzun uzun bakar
2 81Elestirildiginde incinir, gilcenir
2 82Evin diginda galmalan vardir »
2 83.lhtiyaci olmayan nesnel;i toplar, biriktirir (agiklaymiz): ____|

2 84.Acayip, tuhaf davranigian vardir (aqiklayimz):

O.l
01
01
01
01
01

01
01
o1
01
01
01
01

01
01

01

NOORBONON NN NN NN RN NN NN NN NN

[ N N A N N O S )

86.Inatg1, somurtkan ve rahatsiz edicidir _
87.Duygu duruminda ani degigiklikler olur, bir ant bir ann tutmaz
88.Cok sik kilser '

89.Siphecidir

90.Kiifuirli ve aqik saqik konugur

91.Keadini 5ldirmekien sz eder

92.Basansizdir, yeterince gaba giistermez

93.Cok fazla konugur

94.Baskalanyla gok dalga geger, alay eder

95.01fke nébetleri vardir, gok gabuk Sfkelenir

96.Cinsel konulan .razlzca digtiniir

97.Insanlan tehdit eder

98.0kula ve derse geg kalir

99.Temizlie ve titizlige agn dﬂgk.tlndﬁr. ¢ok dnem verir
100.Kendine verilen gérevleri yerine getirmez

101.0kuldan kagar, dersini asar

102.Hareketsiz ve yavagtir, enesjik degildir

103.Mutsuz, iizgiin, ¢Skkiln ve keyifsizdir

104.Cok giirilltiiciidiir :

105 Tibbi amag duginds alkol ya da ilag kullanir (agiklaymma):

106.Bagkalanin memnun etmeye gok meraklidir

107.0kulu sevmez

108.Hata yapmaktan korkar

109.S1zlanw, muzrdanur

110.Dug goriiniigit temiz degildir

111.Jge kapaniker, bagkalanyla birlike olmak istemez

112 Evhamlidrr, herseyi dext edinir

113.0grencinizin yukandaki listede belirtilmeyen bagka sorutu varsa

liitfen yaziniz:

2

2

2

BUTUN MADDELERI CEVAPLAYIP CEVAPLAMADIGINIZI LOTFEN KONTROL EDINIZ

' ‘A,
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AILE BILGI FORMU

Evinizde yasayanlarin sayisi

Kimler olduklar:

Kardes sayisi-----mnn=-

Oz-Uvey---------

Cinsiyetleri

Kardeglerin devam ettikleri okul tipleri
a) Anaokulu b) Ilkokul ¢)Orta d)Lise e) Universite f)devam etmiyor

Cocuklarimiz igin 6dediginiz toplam okul taksidi
a) 0-200 milyon b) 200 -milyon-500 milyon c) 500 milyon-1 milyar
d)1 milyar ve istii

Egitim gordigi yil say1s1 -------------

Son aldig1 diploma derecesi _

a) Ilkokul b) Orta c) Lise d) Universite e)Yiiksek Lisans
Meslegi
Caligtin Kurum

a) Ozel sektor b)Devlet ¢) Kendiigi d) Ev Hamim

]?aba:

Egitim gordugu yil sayisi----------

Son aldig1 diplama derecesi

a) Ilkokul b)Orta c) Lise d) Universite €) Yuksek Lisans
Meslegi---------------

Caligtizn Kurum

a) Ozel Sektor b) Devlet ¢) Kendiisi d) Caligmiyor
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