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ABSTRACT

The Role of Home and Childcare Chaos in Children’s Development

The present study investigated the additive and interactive roles of home and
childcare chaos in predicting preschool children’s social competence and adjustment,
effortful control, and emotionality. The participants of the study consisted of 269
(137 boys, 132 girls) preschoolers, their mothers and preschool teachers. Home and
childcare chaos were measured through mother report of CHAQOS and teacher report
of LECP scale, respectively. The additive and interactive roles between the home and
childcare chaos were tested by using multilevel linear model analyses. The additive
role of home and childcare chaos was documented only in the prediction of
externalizing problems. In the case of internalizing, only home chaos, and in the case
of social competence, only childcare chaos accounted for significant variation.
However, the two-way interaction term between the home and childcare chaos was
not significant in predicting any of the child developmental outcomes. In other
words, the relationship between chaos in one context and child development was not
moderated by the chaos in the other context. Besides, children who were exposed to
double jeopardy (i.e., high levels of home and childcare chaos) were investigated by
using triadic splits on the distribution of home and childcare chaos. Children in this
group displayed more externalizing problems than children who were in the double
protection group (i.e., low levels of home and childcare chaos). Also, children from
low-chaos home environments, but high-chaos childcare environments displayed less
social competence than those experiencing average levels of chaos in both contexts.

These findings suggest policies focusing on the additive role of risky settings.



OZET
Ev ve Okul Oncesi Egitim Kurumlarindaki Kaosun

Cocuklarin Gelisimi Uzerindeki Rolii

Bu c¢alisma ev ve okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarindaki kaosun, okul dncesi donemdeki
cocuklarin sosyal yetkinlik ve uyum, kendini denetleme becerisi ve duygulanim
durumlari iizerindeki arttirici ve etkilesimli roliinii arastirmay1 amaglamistir. 269
cocuk (137 erkek, 132 kiz), ¢ocuklarin anneleri ve okul 6ncesi 6gretmenleri
calismaya katilmistir. Ev ve okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarindaki kaos, sirasiyla anne
tarafindan doldurulan CHAOS 6lgegi ve 6gretmen tarafindan doldurulan LECP
6lcegi araciligiyla Sl¢iilmiistiir. Ev ve okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarindaki kaosun
arttiric1 ve etkilesimli rolii ¢ok diizeyli dogrusal modeller kullanilarak test edilmistir.
Ev ve okul 6ncesi kurumlarindaki kaosun arttirici rolii, yalnizca disa yonelim
sorunlarin yordanmasinda gdsterilmistir. Ice yonelim sorunlarindaki anlaml
farklilig1 yalnizca ev kaosu agiklarken sosyal yetkinlikteki anlamli farklilig1 yalnizca
okul 6ncesi egitim kurumundaki kaos agiklamistir. Ancak, ev kaosu ve okul dncesi
egitim kurumundaki kaos arasindaki iki-yonlii etkilesimin ¢ocuklarin gelisim
sonuglarini yordamadigi bulunmustur. Diger bir ifadeyle, bir ortamdaki kaos ile
¢ocuk gelisimi arasindaki iligkinin bir bagka ortamdaki kaosun diizeyine gore
degismedigi gosterilmistir. Bunlarin yan1 sira, hem ev hem de okul dncesi egitim
kurumunda yiiksek diizeyde kaosa maruz kalan ¢ifte risk grubundaki ¢ocuklar bu iki
ortamdaki kaos dagilimi tizerinde {Giglii ayristirma yontemi kullanilarak incelenmistir.
Cifte risk grubundaki bu ¢ocuklar, hem ev hem de okul 6ncesi kurumunda diistik
diizeyde kaosa maruz kalan ¢ifte korunma grubuna goére daha fazla disa yonelim

sorunlar1 sergilemektedir. Ayrica, ev ortaminda diisiik ama okul 6ncesi ortamda

Vv



yiiksek diizeyde kaosa maruz olan ¢ocuklar, her iki ortamda da ortalama diizeyde
kaosa maruz kalan ¢ocuklara gore daha az sosyal yetkinlik sergilemistir. Bu bulgular,

riskli ortamlarin additif roliine odaklanan politikalar1 akla getirmistir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

According to the ecological perspective by Bronfenbrenner (2005), the microsystem
is as an important starting point for contextual analysis of child—environment
interactions. For the early years of life, the home environment is the principal
microsystem where children’s social and cognitive development occurs
(Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986). The home environment microsystem consists of
social (e.g., caregivers’ beliefs and activities and interpersonal relationships) and
physical (e.g., the setting where parent—child interactions occur) components.
Children’s experiences at home play the most prominent and largest role in
children’s optimal development for cognitive, language and social skills during
preschool years (McCartney, 2006; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network,
2002b; 2003; 2006).

Child care is another prominent environment that plays a role in early
childhood development (Burchinal, Roberts, Nabors, & Bryant, 1996; Burchinal,
Roberts, Riggins, Zeisel, Neebe, & Bryant, 2000; NICHD ECCRN, 2000b; Phillips,
McCartney, & Scarr, 1987). Similar to the home environment, childcare microsystem
also has both physical and social components (Lambert, Abbott-Shim, & Sibley,
2005; Mashburn, 2008; McCartney, 2006; Phillips & Lowenstein, 2011). Studies
pointed to child care’s positive role in children’s cognitive and social competence,
yet with smaller effect sizes compared to parenting effects in the home environment
(NICHD ECCRN, 2006). While both home and childcare environments represent
two distinct microsystems, the relationships between these two have been rarely

examined (Bradley, 2010; Watamura, Phillips, Morrissey, McCartney, & Bub, 2011).



According to the ecological system theory by Bronfenbrenner (2005), the
mesosystem, which refers to the interconnections between different microsystems,
must be considered in order to better understand child development. Therefore, rather
than focusing on one microsystem, it is crucial to examine how home and childcare,
two prominent and influential microsystems, interact and work together on children’s
developmental outcomes. This consideration carries not only theoretical importance,
but also practical importance by directing policies towards focusing on multiple-
setting approach to plan more effective prevention and interventions, especially for
at-risk populations (e.g., children live in crowded and noisy home environments and
low-income families, three or more caregiver changes, family residence changes and
caregiver intimate relationships) (Crosnoe, Leventhal, Wirth, Pierce, & Pianta, 2010;
NICHD ECCRN, 2005; Wasik, Ramey, Bryant, & Sparling, 1990). Therefore, the
focus of the present study was on the additive and interactive roles of environmental

chaos in the home and childcare settings on child development.

1.1 Definition of environmental chaos

Environmental chaos refers to high noise levels (e.g., children, electronics, etc.), high
levels of density or crowding, high context traffic patterns (e.g., many people such as
neighbors, family members, children coming and going all the time) and instability
(e.g., residential moves), as well as a lack of physical and temporal structure (e.g.,
little is scheduled, few regularities or routines in the environment, nothing has its
place) in microsystem contexts such as in the home, day care center or at school
(Evans & Wachs, 2010; Martin, Razza, & Brooks-Gunn, 2012; Matheny, Wachs,

Ludwig, & Phillips, 1995; Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011).



The study of environmental chaos is important because family routines such
as regular meal times are declining because of the compressed domestic time and
changing family structure (Lichter & Wethington, 2010; Roy, Tubbs, & Burton,
2004). More children live in crowded and noisy home environments (Evans et al.,
2005), and family members describe home environment as unstructured and
unpredictable (Bronfenbrenner et al., 1996; Evans et al., 2005).

Given that chaos is associated with increases in interruptions, unpredictable
environment, lack of structure and ambient background stimulation, such contexts
interfere with effective caregiver-child interactions, which are among the important
features to promote healthy child development (Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000;
Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 1998; Evans & Wachs, 2010; Hardaway, Wilson, Shaw,
& Dishion, 2012; Howe, 2002). Therefore, the role of chaos in family functioning as
well as children’s cognitive, behavioral and social-emotional development have been
studied by researchers over the past two decades (Deater-Deckard, Mullineaux,
Beekman, Petrill, Schatschneider, & Thompson, 2009; Evans & Wachs, 2009).

Indeed, various studies have consistently found that a higher level of chaos is
associated with children’s poorer behavioral, emotional and cognitive developmental
outcomes (Deater-Deckard et al. 2009; Evans & English, 2002; Evans et al. 2005;
Pike, lervolin, Eley, Price, & Plomin, 2006). These associations, which will be
reviewed in detail in the following sections, point to the importance of calm,
structured and predictable settings as important factors to contribute to the well-being
of children (Coldwell et al., 2006; Deater-Deckard et al., 2009; Evans, 2006).
Therefore, drawing attention to the physical microsystem and studying the role of
chaos in child development is very important for understanding the etiology of

poorer developmental outcomes and to plan for interventions (Chen, Deater-Deckard,



& Bell, 2014; Kamp Dush, Schmeer, & Taylor, 2013). Educating parents and
teachers about the adverse consequences of chaos for children’s overall development
and how chaos in different ecological systems like home and child care may each
contribute to such outcomes may also contribute to prevention efforts (Martin et al.,

2012; Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011).

1.2 Home chaos
Although households with high levels of chaos are often associated with lower
socioeconomic status (SES) (Brody & Flor, 1997; Evans & English, 2002; Moore,
Vandivere, & Ehrle, 2000), chaos correlates with adverse child outcomes over and
above SES, suggesting its unique predictive role in child outcomes (Deater-Deckard
et al., 2009; Dumas et al., 2005; Evans, Gonnella, Marcynyszyn, Gentile, &
Salpekar, 2005; Hart, Petrill, Deater-Deckard, & Thompson, 2007). This evidence
suggests that the scale measures home environment characteristics that could not be
explained solely in terms of socioeconomic differences (Matheny et al., 1995).
Home chaos predicts children’s cognitive and socioemotional development in
important ways (Deater-Deckard et al., 2009; Evans & Wachs, 2010; Hanscombe,
Haworth, Davis, Jaffee, & Plomin, 2010; Hart, Petrill, Deater Deckard, & Thompson,
2007; Martin et al., 2012). As Toker, Akan and Selcuk (2010) stated, there is a great
increase in population, unhealthy urbanization, social and economic issues and
technological developments in Turkey. These macro level changes resulted in
increasingly crowded, noisy, unstructured and unpredictable home environments,
which in turn highlight the importance of studying the role of home chaos in child

development. Therefore, the relevant literature will be reviewed below with respect



to each child outcome in relation to home chaos. Home chaos in these studies was

mostly measured with the CHAOS scale.

1.2.1 Home chaos and children’s adjustment outcomes

Studies that measured chaos per mother perceptions have found that home chaos
plays a negative role in parent-reported child adjustment that involves children’s
conduct problems (Coldwell et al., 2006; Deater-Deckard et al., 2009; Hardaway et
al., 2012; Pike et al., 2006; Supplee, Unikel, & Shaw, 2007; Valiente, Lemery-
Chalfant, & Reiser, 2007); social problems, hyperactivity, anger-aggression, anxiety-
withdrawal, impulsivity and attentional focusing (Dumas, Nissley, Nordstrom,
Smith, Prinz, & Levine, 2005). Home chaos also negatively correlates with
children’s behavioral self-regulation (i.e. inhibitory control of emotions and
behaviors) (Ackerman & Brown, 2010; Evans & English, 2002; Evans et al., 2005;
Fiese & Winter, 2010) and learned helplessness (Evans et al., 2005). Finally, these
relationships between home chaos and child problems were supported with a sample
from Pakistan, a highly populated non-western country with high levels of societal
chaos at macro level (Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011).

There are also studies that investigated the underlying processes of how chaos
relates to child behavioral problems. One study (Valiente et al., 2007) found that the
link between household chaos and externalizing behavior problems was mediated by
children’s effortful control and parents’ reactions. Valiente et al. (2007) found that
family chaos acts to decrease parents’ positive reactions to children’s negative
emotions, which in turn decreases children’s effortful control, thereby increasing

problem behaviors.



The differential role of home chaos in child development was also
investigated in a study by Chen, Deater-Deckard, and Bell (2014). They examined
the additive and interactive effects of parenting (e.g., maternal negativity and
maternal positivity), child temperament (e.qg., effortful control, surgency and negative
affectivity) and home chaos on child maladjustment. The results of the study
indicated that maternal negativity (negative affect such as rejecting, frowning,
cold/harsh tone and observed negative control such as use of criticism, physical
control) plays a negative role in maladjustment only for those children who have low
effortful control and live in chaotic home environment (Chen et al., 2014). Therefore,
the results of the study implied that effortful control of children was a significant
moderator for the positive association between maternal negativity and child problem
behaviors in the high chaotic home environment, but not in the ordered, calm
environment (Chen et al., 2014).

There are also studies that examine the role of certain indicators of home
chaos in child outcomes separately. Specifically, some evidence showed that home
crowding, as one indicator of chaos, relates to child behavioral adjustment problems
at school and in childcare (Corapci, 2010; Evans, Lepore, Shejwal, & Palsane, 1998;
Evans, Saegert, & Harris, 2001; Maxwell, 1996; Solari & Mare, 2012). Family
instability, which refers to the number of residential moves, changes in caregiver
intimate relationships, caregiver changes, is another component of chaos. Studies
showed that family instability plays a negative role in adjustment and emotional
outcomes such as internalizing problems (Ackerman, Kogos, Youngstrom, Schoff, &
Izard, 1999; Adam & Chase-Lansdale, 2002; Forman & Davies, 2003; Ziol-Guest &
McKenna, 2009) and externalizing problems (Ackerman et al., 1999; Adam &

Chase-Lansdale, 2002; Cavanagh & Huston, 2006; Churchill & Stoneman, 2004;



Cooper, Osborne, Beck, & McLanahan, 2008; Duncan, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov,
1994; Fomby & Cherlin 2007; Forman & Davies, 2003; Keltner, 1990; Ziol-Guest &
McKenna, 2009).

The lack of family routines, which refers to “observable, repetitive behaviors
that involve two or more family members and occur with predictable regularity in the
day-to-day and week-to-week life of the family” (Koblinsky, Kuvalanka, &
Randolph, 2006, p. 555), is also associated with behavioral outcomes. Moreover,
child-reported disorganization and lack of routines, which was measured via The
Child Puppet Interview, was positively correlated with higher levels of teacher-
reported oppositional defiant disorder symptoms. But, this positive correlation was
significant only for children with as high levels of hyperactivity and impulsivity as
reported by teachers (Lanza & Drabick, 2011).

In a more recent longitudinal study by Ferretti and Bub (2014) studied
whether family routines such as parent—child play, parent—child outside activities,
bedtime routine, regular bedtime, and reading routine, assessed through maternal
report when the child was 14, 24, 36 months of age, were related to self-regulation
and cognitive ability of children at 36 months. It was found that concurrent family
routines were important for promoting self-regulation and for the development of
later cognitive abilities (Ferretti & Bub, 2014). In addition to all these results, child
sex and race/ethnicity were found to be moderators for these associations (Ferretti &
Bub, 2014). Concurrent family routines seemed to be more pronounced for boys and
African-American children (Ferretti & Bub, 2014). These findings were consistent
with the research by Brody and Flor (1997), who also revealed that the routines were
positively correlated with self-regulation and negatively correlated with impulsivity

among rural, single-parent, African American families.



Independent contributions of five household chaos indicators (noise,
crowding, lack of routine, family instability and television usually on) to attention,
receptive vocabulary, behavior problems and effortful control were studied by Martin
and colleagues (2012). They measured home chaos at child age 2 and the child
outcomes at age 5. The results of the study indicated that when all other measures of
chaos were accounted for, lack of routines predicted lower scores on receptive
vocabulary and poorer delay of gratification. Television usually on predicted high
levels of aggression and attention problems among preschool children while
controlling other chaos indicators (Martin et al., 2012). As shown in this study, if all
other measures of chaos were controlled, noise, crowding and family instability were
not associated with any child outcomes (Martin et al., 2012).

There are also studies that examined the role of certain indicators of chaos on
adolescent development. For example, Forman and Davies (2003) found that the
association between family instability and adolescent’s externalizing and
internalizing symptoms was mediated by parenting difficulties (i.e., rejection,
behavioral control and psychological control) and adolescent appraisals of family
insecurity (e.g., lack of confidence in their family unit as a source of support and care
even during times of family stress), preoccupation (e.g., distress about the future
welfare) and disengagement (e.g., efforts to disengage from the family). These
researchers have underscored that family instability acts to increase parenting
difficulties, which in turn, correlates with adolescents’ appraisal of family insecurity.
Lastly, the appraisal of family insecurity plays a role in adolescents’ both
externalizing and internalizing symptoms. Another study that investigated whether
family routines moderated the link between caregivers’ financial resource perception

and adolescents’ behavioral outcomes. The results suggested that the family routine



was negatively associated with delinquency only among adolescents from low-

resource homes (Budescu & Taylor, 2013).

1.2.2 Home chaos and children’s temperament

The relationship between home chaos and child temperament was investigated in a
study by Bridgett, Burt, Laake and Oddi (2013). They found that elevated home
chaos were associated with higher maternal ratings on infant frustration/distress to
limitations. Besides, studies revealed that if infants have difficult temperament, they
are more likely to show sensitivity to higher levels of noise than infants with easy
temperament (Wachs & Gandour, 1983). Furthermore, highly active children who
live in poorly organized homes exhibit more difficulties in object manipulation skills
than do highly active infants who live in more organized homes (Peters-Martin &

Wachs, 1984).

1.2.3 Home chaos and children’s cognitive outcomes
Various studies found that parent-reported home chaos interfere with children’s
cognitive performance such as verbal ability (Ackerman & Brown, 2010; Asbury,
Wachs & Plomin, 2005; Gaertner, 2013; Hart et al., 2007; Martin et al., 2012; Petrill,
Pike, Price, & Plomin, 2004), memory (Hart et al., 2007); attention (Martin et al.,
2012) and academic achievement (Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011). Moreover,
the relationships between chronic noise exposure and attention, memory and reading
deficits were also shown (Evans et al., 1995; Evans, 2001; 2006).

The results of studies conducted outside the Western context were also
consistent with the negative impact of the exposure to chronic noise as in research

with western samples (Belojevic, Evans, Paunovic, & Jakovljevic, 2012; Hiramatsu,



Tokuyama, Matsui, Miyakita, Osada, & Yamamoto, 2004; Seabi, Cockcroft,
Goldschagg, & Greyling, 2012). Chronic noise exposure predicted poor executive
functioning in a sample with Serbian children, but only among elementary school
aged boys compared to elementary school aged girls (Belojevic et al., 2012);
impaired reading comprehension and visual attention in a sample with 9- to 13-year-
old South African children (Seabi et al., 2012); long-term memory deficits among 8-
to 11-year-old Japanese children (Hiramatsu et al., 2004).

Such findings about the adverse role of chronic noise exposure on child
cognitive development have been explained with the habituation hypothesis.
Specifically, according to the “habituation hypothesis”, high noise levels lead to
child’s habituating to auditory input, thereby depriving the child of an important
source of cognitive input, namely language (Cohen, Glass, & Singer, 1973; Deutsch,
1964; Evans & Lepore, 1993). Another explanation based on the “overstimulation
hypothesis™ argues that high levels of noise make children overwhelmed with too
much stimulation. This, in return, leads children to acquire strategies to filter out the
unwanted noise (Evans et al., 1998). This filtering also plays a role in the decrease in
children’s ability to be involved in joint-attentional activities and leads them to filter
out developmentally important stimulation (Evans, Kliewer, & Martin, 1991).

Crowding also played a negative role in children’s reading abilities (Evans,
2006; Evans & Lepore, 1993; Solari & Mare, 2012; Wachs & Gruen, 1982),
vocabulary growth and cognitive abilities (Hart & Risley, 1995). Further, studies
showed the indirect role of residential crowding in children’s language development
via less parental responsiveness (Wachs, 1979; Wachs & Camli, 1991; Evans et al.,
1999). Evans and colleagues (1999) stated that there was a link between residential

crowding and parental speech quality and this link was mediated with the parental

10



verbal responsiveness. In other words, high levels of residential crowding are
associated with diminished parental verbal responsiveness, which, in turn, plays a
role in reduced parental speech quality and usage of less diverse and less
sophisticated language to children. Therefore, these findings help explain the delayed
language development of children who lives in a crowded home environment (Evans
etal., 1999).

In addition, Vernon-Feagans, Garrett-Peters, Willoughby and Mills-Koonce
(2012) specifically examined how multiple indicators of household chaos during first
three years of children’s lives were associated to expressive and receptive language
at 36 months. In this study, chaos was measured through objective measures of noise,
crowding and disorganization, which were then aggregated rather than parent
subjective ratings. Factor analysis of the indicators of household chaos indicated two
factors named household disorganization and household instability. The results of the
study revealed that household disorganization that referred to household density, the
numbers of hours of TV watching, the preparation for home visits, the cleanliness of
the home, and the neighborhood noise factors, explained significant and unique
variance in children’s expressive and receptive language at 36 months even after
controlling for possible thirteen covariates such as poverty and maternal education.
This association was partially mediated by both negative (i.e., intrusiveness and
negative regard) and positive (i.e., sensitivity, positive regard, stimulation of
development, animation and reverse-scored of detachment/disengagement) parenting
based on parent-child interaction during free play and puzzle tasks (Vernon-Feagans
et al., 2012). Specifically, household disorganization plays a role in the decrease in

positive parenting and the increase in negative parenting. In turn, reduced positive
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and increased negative parenting predicts the variance in both expressive and

receptive language development of children.

1.3 Childcare chaos versus childcare quality

Besides the home context, chaos has also been measured in childcare centers in a few
studies by asking teachers about their perception of childcare crowding (e.g., There
are too many children in our classroom given the amount of space we have), high
noise levels (e.g., There is often a fuss going on in our classroom), environmental
traffic (e.g., There are many adults in and out of my classroom during the day) and
lack of control of temporal and structural regularities (e.g., No matter what we plan
for, it usually does not seem to work out; Interruptions make it difficult to keep a
schedule in our classroom) (Kontos & Wachs, 2000).

Childcare quality, on the other hand, is primarily defined by two interrelated
components, namely structural and process quality. While structural quality refers to
the aspects of the physical environment that are often regulated by government,
process quality refers to the experiences children have in child care (Clifford, Harms,
Pepper & Stuart, 1992; Helburn & Howes, 1996; Lamb, 1998; Marshall, 2004;
Vandell & Wolfe, 2000). Structural quality includes group size, adult-child ratio,
caregiver’s previous experience in caring for children, caregiver’s formal education,
caregiver’s specialized training in child care, teacher wages and staff turnover
(Lamb, 1998; Helburn & Howes, 1996; Vandell & Wolfe, 2000). Process quality is
primarily determined by the interaction between child and caregiver (i.e., caregiver
sensitivity, harshness, detachment and involvement with children), caregiver’s
attitude toward children, presence of learning activities, health and safety aspects of

the childcare environment and presence of appropriate furnishings, equipment,
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schedule and curricular activities (Marshall, 2004). While process variables are
assumed to play a direct role in children’s development, structural variables are
assumed to play an indirect role via process quality (Carcamo et al., 2014; Friedman
& Amadeo, 1999; NICHD ECCRN, 2002a).

Childcare quality can be either assessed for a whole setting (e.g., childcare
center) or for an individual child (Burchinal, & Nelson, 2000). The childcare level
measures characterize the childcare quality by considering aspects such as the
caregivers’ sensitivity and the appropriateness of activities for all children in the
setting. The most commonly and internationally used childcare level rating scale is
the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R) developed by
Harms, Clifford, and Cryer (1998). ECERS-R (Harms et al, 1998) consists of 7
subscales, which are Space and Furnishings, Personal Care Routines, Language-
Reasoning, Activities, Interactions, Program Structure, and Parents and Staff. The
reliability and validity of the scale have also been demonstrated (Clifford, Reszka, &
Rossbach, 2010). The Profile (Abbott-Shim & Sibley, 1992) and UCLA Early
Childhood Observation Form (Stipek, 1993) are other measures used for this level of
childcare quality. Measuring childcare quality at this level accepts that all children in
the setting have the same childcare quality.

The individual child level measures characterize the quality of care by
considering the caregivers’ sensitivity and the appropriateness of the activities for a
specific individual child. The Observational Record of the Caregiving Environment
(ORCE; NICHD ECCRN, 1996) and the Caregiver Interaction Scale (CIS; Arnett,
1989) are prominent examples for individual child level rating. Measuring childcare
quality at the individual child level accepts that all children in the setting have

different childcare quality.
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Besides, there are some studies showed that childcare chaos and poor quality
are different but complementary concepts of the childcare environment. One of these
studies was conducted by Wachs et al. (2004). They stated that variance in children’s
situational compliance was uniquely predicted by each concept even when the other
measure was statistically controlled. Specifically, while passive compliance was
predicted only by chaos, committed compliance was predicted only by the quality of
child care. Other evidence comes from the NICHD study which showed that positive
caregiving was predicted by chaos over and above the quality measures at 15, 24,
and 36 months, as well as both in home and childcare settings (NICHD ECCRN,
2000a).

As a conclusion, some components of childcare chaos (i.e., group size and
child-adult ratio) coincide with the indicators of structural quality (Corapci, 2010).
However, other components of chaos (i.e., high noise levels, environmental traffic
and variability in the program routines and caregivers) do not overlap with the
indicators of process and structural quality. Therefore, the involvement of both
components in studies that investigate role of childcare context in child development

might improve the prediction of variance in child outcomes (Corapci, 2010).

1.4 Childcare chaos and children’s developmental outcomes

There is consistent evidence that child-care quality has positive association with
children’s social, cognitive and language development (Barnett, Young, &
Schweinhart, 1998; Belsky, 2001; Burchinal & Cryer, 2003; Campbell, Pungello,
Miller-Johnson, Burchinal, & Ramey, 2001; Campbell & Ramey, 1994; Peisner-
Feinberg et al., 1999; Peisner-Feinberg et al., 2000; Vandell & Wolfe, 2000). There

is also growing evidence that chaos in child-care settings interferes with various
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aspects of child development and prevents children from healthy engagement with
their learning environments (Corapci, 2010; Maxwell, 2010). Because of the increase
in mothers’ participation in workforce, especially in low income countries
(Boyacioglu, 2016), there is also an increase in children’s non-parental care
experience. However, as stated in the report by Aktan and Akkutay (2014), childcare
institutions in Turkey have the least proportion of preschool education expenditure
and the largest child-to-adult ratio, as an important childcare chaos indicator, in
comparison to other Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
countries. It is very crucial to understand the adverse role of childcare chaos in child
development in order to develop policies in light of the previous research findings.
Hence, the relevant literature will be reviewed. The majority of the reviewed
childcare chaos studies below are based on the objective reports of childcare chaos

indicators such as crowding, noise, and disorganization.

1.4.1 Childcare chaos and children’s adjustment outcomes
The association of overall daycare chaos on preschool children’s compliance
behavior was investigated by Wachs, Gurkas and Kontos (2004). This study assessed
childcare chaos per teacher ratings on use of space, crowding, environmental traffic,
and the degree of control and organization in the classroom. Findings revealed that
childcare chaos predicted the variance in children’s both situational compliance and
passive noncompliance, even after controlling for the childcare quality (Wachs et al.,
2004). They also showed that these associations were neither moderated by difficult
temperament of child nor mediated by caregiver behaviors (Wachs et al., 2004).

A relatively recent review of research has concluded that crowding in child

care, one childcare chaos indicators, relates to poorer behavioral outcomes in
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children (Corapci, 2010). More specifically, crowding was related to less positive
social behaviors, poor language skills; more hostile, disruptive and aggressive
behaviors; poor attachment security even after possible confounding family variables
such as income and maternal education were controlled.

Chronic noise exposure, another chaos indicator, has been associated with
children’s learned helplessness (Evans & Stecker, 2004; Maxwell & Evans, 2000),
emotional well-being (Linting, Groeneveld, Vermeer, & van 1Jzendoorn, 2013),
psychological stress, and decreased motivation (Maxwell, 2003; Maxwell, 2010).
According to the “diminished control hypothesis,” children chronically exposed to
ambient background noise, which is out of their control, might feel unable to control
events. Perceived uncontrollability has been proposed to explain the increase in
learned helplessness.

Childcare instability also carries the potential for detrimental effects on early
social development of children (Bratsch-Hines, Mokrova, Vernon-Feagans, & The
Family Life Project Key Investigators, 2015; Love et al., 2003). As reviewed by
Corapci (2010) various studies showed that “daily instability”” in childcare centers,
defined as the variability in the number of caregivers, unpredictability in the schedule
and instability in the peer group of children plays a negative role in the children’s
well-being such as school readiness skills, social competence, problem behaviors,
and attachment. Later studies have also corroborated previous research and showed
that long-term instability (i.e., big changes in provider, location and quantity) up to
age 3 is correlated with higher mother ratings of children’s externalizing problem
behaviors (Pilarz & Hill, 2014) and lower social competence (Bratsch-Hines,
Vernon-Feagans, & The Family Life Project Key Investigators, 2013). Furthermore,

if children received stable family childcare or stable center-based care throughout

16



their preschool years, they displayed some gains in fine motor, language, and teacher
reported-social skills and moderate gains in pre-academic skills and teacher-reported
social skills, respectively (Ansari & Winsler, 2013).

Besides, studies found that the association between daily instability and
child’s well-being was moderated by some child variables. Specifically, if children
had better emotion regulation competence, they were less likely to display
adjustment problems even in unstable daycares (De Schipper, Tavecchio, Van
IJzendoorn., & Linting, 2003). Also, if there were available trusted caregivers,
children, who had easy temperament, were more likely to exhibit well-being and
accommodate to the unstable childcare setting (De Schipper, Tavecchio, Van
IJzendoorn, & Van Zeijl, 2004). However, if children had difficult temperament,
they exhibited adjustment problems in unstable groups even when there were trusted

caregivers (De Schipper, et al., 2004).

1.4.2 Childcare chaos and children’s cognitive outcomes

Noise is the most frequently studied childcare chaos indicator on children’s cognitive
outcomes. Specifically, noise in childcare interferes with communication in the
classroom (Manlove, Frank, & Vernon-Feagans, 2001; Maxwell, 2010); attention
skills (Evans & Lepore, 1993; Hambrick-Dixon, 1988; Hambrick-Dixon, 2002;
Maxwell, 2010); memory (Hygge, 1993; Maxwell, 2010); and cognitive as well as
language discrimination skills of children (Corapci, 2010; Manlove et al., 2001;
Maxwell & Evans, 2000). Impairment of reading and language acquisition by noise
exposure was shown in almost all research studies with elementary-school-age
children (Evans & Lepore, 1993). Also, Maxwell (1996) showed that children from

high density classrooms had lower scores on Children’s Embedded Figure Test,
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which measures cognitive styles, sense of separate identity and perceptual and
problem solving functions, than children from low-density classrooms did (Maxwell,
1996). The two reasons were stated for children’s poor language development in
noisy childcare centers (Manlove et al., 2001). First reason is that noise in childcare
centers might create the need to raise children’s voice and which in turn lead them to
talk less. The second reason is that chronic noise exposure might result in the
difficulty to discriminate the speech and lead children to pay attention to speech

(Manlove et al., 2001).

1.5 Home and childcare chaos relationship
As reviewed above, chaos exists not only in the home environment, but also at
childcare. The interrelationships of childcare and family reflect mesosystem effects
(Kamp Dush et al., 2013; Moore, Vandivere, & Ehrle, 2000). Also, as stated in
Bradley (2010), extreme levels of social or physical stimuli or lack of regularity in
one microsystem has an association with what happens in the other microsystem.
Child temperament, child’s stress reactions and communication between parents and
caregivers are the important factors that play a role in the impact of chaos on
mesosystem relationships (Bradley, 2010). However, little research has focused on
the role of chaos between home and childcare systems in child’s well-being.
Therefore, it is becoming increasingly important to examine the cumulative impacts
and complex and dynamic interactions (i.e., compensatory mechanisms) of home and
childcare chaos on child development (Bradley, 2010; Watamura et al., 2011).
Kamp Dush, Schmeer, and Taylor (2013) conducted a study among 3-year
old children from low income families and examined how chaos at microsystem (i.e.

household) and mesosystem level (i.e., maternal work-family-child care) were linked
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to mother ratings of child health at age 3 and 5. All household chaos (defined as
crowding, TV background noise, lack of regular bedtimes, high noise and unclean
and cluttered environment), work chaos (refers to work stress, childcare problems at
work, inflexible work schedule and irregular work schedule) and childcare/overwork
chaos (defined as multiple jobs, change in child care and child care fell through)
were based on maternal reports. The results of the study showed that chaos at
household and maternal work was a significant predictor of poorer child health that
was measured at ages 3 and 5. The researchers did not find a link between
childcare/overwork chaos on child health (Kamp Dush et al., 2013). They argued that
the enrollment in school at age 5 may explain more stability in childcare and explain
the reasons for the lack of mesosystem chaos and child health link.

Maxwell (1996) documented data that crowded childcare settings aggravated
negative behavioral outcomes for children who lived in crowded home settings . For
cognitive outcomes, only childcare density had a negative association with child
performance. Finally, in a study with second- and fourth-grade children, Maxwell
(2003) did not find an interaction between home and classroom density on child
outcomes. Only the main effects of home and classroom density were significant.

Moreover, the role of childcare changes in children’s social development was
studied by also considering the home environment quality by Bratsch-Hines and
colleagues (2013) with a sample of African American children from birth to 3 years
of age. The results of this study showed that the childcare changes were more
strongly associated with poorer social competence of children who were from low
quality home environment. The study indicated that childcare changes and the low
quality child care may act in the same way because various studies has shown the

interactive effects in which children who exposed to both low-quality home and
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childcare environment [termed by Watamura et al. (2011) as “double jeopardy”]
displayed the poorest social and emotional outcomes, and children who exposed to
high quality childcare and low quality home environment [termed by Watamura et al.
(2011) as “compensatory care”] displayed fewer behavioral problems and more
prosocial behaviors in comparison to their counterparts (Bradley, 2010; McCartney,
2010; McCartney, Dearing, & Taylor, 2003; NICHD ECCRN, 2002b; Peisner-
Feinberg, Burchinal, Clifford,, Culkin, Howes, & Kagan, 2001; Pinto Pessanha, &
Aguiar, 2013; Romano, Kohen, & Findlay, 2010; Votruba-Drzal, Coley, & Chase-

Lansdale, 2004; Watamura et al., 2011).

1.6 Social competence and adjustment and effortful control
As reviewed above, previous studies that investigated the associations between
environmental chaos and child social and cognitive development have found that the
chaos plays a negative role in children’s social competence and adjustment (Coldwell
et al., 2006; Deater-Deckard et al., 2009; Dumas et al., 2005; Evans & English, 2002;
Evans et al., 2005; Fiese & Winter, 2010; Hardaway et al., 2012; Pike et al., 2006;
Supplee et al, 2007) and executive function abilities (Belojevic et al., 2012; Chen et
al., 2014; Hart et al., 2007; Valiente et al., 2007). Because of the unique predictive
role of environmental chaos, the two aspects of child functioning (e.g., child social
competence and adjustment and effortful control) are also of particular importance
for the present study.

Social competence refers to the ability to attain personal and social goals in
social interaction, forming and maintaining positive social interactions (e.g., peer
relationships), the quality of the relationships with others, social understanding for

others’ feelings, social knowledge of norms and social skills such as empathy and
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prosocial behaviors (Atkins-Burnett, Nicholson, & Meisels, 1997; Howes & James,
2002; LaFreniere & Dumas, 1996; Raver & Zigler, 1997; Rose-Krasnor, 1997;
Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998).

Moreover, various studies have showed that low social competence has an
association with poorer child adjustment including internalizing (e.g., anxiety,
withdrawal or depression) and externalizing behavior problems (e.g., aggression,
disobedience or conduct problems) (Atkins-Burnett et al., 1997; Burt, Obradovic,
Long & Masten, 2008; Ladd, 2006; Ladd & Troop-Gordon, 2003; Rubin et al., 1998;
Synder, Prichard, Schrepferman, Patric, & Stoolmiller, 2004). It has been stated that
children with high social competence display positive interactions with their peers,
less problem behaviors and more prosocial behaviors and understand others’ emotion
expressions (Denham, 1986; Garner, 1996).

The second child outcome of interest is executive function. Executive
function (EF) is the bunch of interrelated cognitive abilities and self-regulatory
process such as choosing, initiating, implementing, maintaining, controlling and
managing thought, feeling, behavior and specific components of motor and sensory
functions (Roth, Isquith & Gioia, 2005). EF is related to activity of the frontal lobe
(Bialystok & Viswanathan, 2009) and functions as a top down control (Diamond,
2006; Metcalfe & Mischel, 1999; Rueda, Posner, & Rothbart, 2005).

In addition, it has been shown that EF has associated with a variety of
cognitive abilities that young children have such as attentional skills, usage of
knowledge and theory of mind (Zelazo, Carter, Reznick, & Frye, 1997). However,
there was no consensus on the components of this broad abilities and the degree to
which these components improve and function irrespective of each other (Bialystok

& Viswanathan, 2009). One of the most widely accepted models was proposed by
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Miyake and colleagues (Miyake, Freidman, Emerson, Witzk, Howerter, & Wager,
2000). According to this model inhibition (e.g., filtering and suppressing prepotent
thoughts, impulses and behaviors in order to control distractions and maintain
subdominant behaviors), updating (working memory) (e.g., holding information over
short periods of time) and shifting (cognitive flexibility) (e.g., accommodating to
changed demands and perspectives) are three components of executive functions
(Bialystok & Martin, 2004; Kochanska, Murray, & Harlan, 2000; Miyake, et al.,
2000; Welsh, Pennington, & Groisser, 1991). Also, inhibition is the one of the most
studied component (Zelazo, et al., 1997).

Besides, the positive correlation between social competence and EF has been
investigated in previous studies (Hughes & Ensor, 2008; Razza & Blair, 2009; Rueda
et al., 2005). Based on these studies, EF predicts social competence by enabling
children to regulating their desires and behaviors appropriately attending to

necessities during social interactions.

1.7 Study goals, hypotheses and proposed models

Most research to date has addressed the role of home chaos and childcare chaos in
children’s developmental outcomes separately (Bratsch-Hines et al., 2015; Coldwell
et al., 2006, Dumas et al., 2005, Petrill et al., 2004; Pike et al., 2006; Wachs et al.,
2004). As a result, we know little whether home chaos is associated differentially
with such developmental outcomes among children who experience varying levels of
childcare chaos. Specifically, this study investigated the additive and interactive roles
of home and childcare chaos in children’s social competence, adjustment and

executive functions. The following hypotheses were investigated.
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The first goal of the present study was to examine whether home chaos and
childcare chaos would directly and independently predict preschoolers’ social-
emotional and cognitive development. Based on existing research, it was expected
that high levels of chaos at home and in child care would additively predict poorer
social competence, more behavioral problems, and poorer executive functions (i.e.,
inhibitory control, selective attention and information-processing skills) in children.

According to the interactive effects model, the link between chaos in one
context and children’s social adjustment would be moderated by the chaos in the
other context. Therefore, it was hypothesized that the link between home chaos and
child outcomes would be moderated by childcare chaos. Specifically, home chaos
would be expected to be more strongly related to adjustment problems and poorer
cognitive development for children who also experience high levels of childcare
chaos than those who experience low childcare chaos. It was also expected that non-
chaotic, high quality child care would act as a protective, compensatory factor such
that children experiencing chaotic home environments would be less adversely

affected if they attend a non-chaotic child care.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants
A total of 745 families were contacted for the study, and because this study was part
of a big study, 272 of them accepted to participate. Three children were excluded
because both questionnaire data from their mothers and observational data on
children’s behavioral and cognitive outcome were missing. Therefore, the final
sample consisted of 269 (137 boys, 132 girls) preschoolers, their mothers and
preschool teachers. The children’s ages ranged from 40 to 83 months (M = 61.28, SD
= 8.48). Two hundred fifty eight children were enrolled in municipal preschools and
11 children were enrolled in private preschools in various districts of Istanbul.

The mean ages of the mothers and fathers were 34.82 years (SD = 4.62) and
38.25 (SD = 4.97), respectively. Ninety one percent of the families were intact.
Eighty percent of the mothers were employed, either part-time or full-time. The
majority of the fathers (93.3%) were full-time employed. Thirty percent of the
mothers had a high school degree, 44.8% had university degrees including two-year
college degrees and 7.1% had graduate degrees. Also, 24.9% of the fathers had a
high school degree, 38.4% of the fathers were university graduates including two-
year college degrees and 9.6% had graduate degrees. Sixty seven percent of the
families reported an income level of at least 3001 TL per month. The mean number
of household people including the child was 4.05 (SD = 1.1), and the average number
of children below 18 years old not including the child was .71 (SD = .67). A
summary of the descriptive statistics for the child and family demographic variables

of the study is presented in Table 1.

24



Table 1. Descriptive Statistics for Child and Family Demographic Characteristics

Demographic Variable (N = 269) M SD
Child age (months) 61.28 8.48
Maternal age (years) 34.82 4.62
Paternal age (years) 38.25 4.97
Number of family members 4.05 1.10
Number of children in family (other than the child) 71 .67
Household density
Elgléjrrnnsl:))er of family members/Number of 117 40
Hours at preschool 37.73 5.28
TV on time 491 3.08
Demographic Variable (N = 269) %
Child sex (male) 50.9
Change of residences (at least one time) 50
Change of caregivers (at least one time) 19.3
Intact family 91.3
Maternal education

Less than high school 13.7

High school 30.3

At least 2-year college 51.9
Paternal education

Less than high school 21.8

High school 249

At least 2-year college 48
Maternal employment

Unemployed 20

Part-time employed 14.9

Full-time employed 65.1
Paternal employment

Unemployed 3.1

Part-time employed 3.6

Full-time employed 93.3
Monthly income (TL)

<1000 2.6

1000-3000 30.2

3001-5000 38.7

5001-7000 174

7001-10000 7.2

> 10000 3.8
High maternal employment stress 323
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In total, 11 preschools (i.e., 1 private preschool and 10 municipal preschools)
were included. Preschools were selected by convenience sampling. Teachers of
children aged 4-5 years in these preschools were invited to study. Forty seven
teachers participated in the study. Sixty five percent of the teachers were university
graduates including two-year college degrees, 20.6% of them had vocational high
school degree and 14.5% had high school degree. All of the teachers were female.
The teachers’ experience level ranged between 1 and 27 years (M = 6.81, SD = 5.79).
The sense of efficacy of teachers ranged from 2.88 to 5 (M = 4.36, SD =.39). The
number of children in the classrooms varied from 8 to 24 (M = 16.77, SD = 4.29).
The child to adult ratio ranged between 2.67 and 19 (M = 9.69, SD =4.41). A
summary of descriptive information regarding the teacher and classroom

demographic variables is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics for Teacher and Classroom Demographic

Characteristics

Demographic Variable (N = 47) M SD
Experience level (years) 6.81 5.79
Sense of efficacy of teacher 4.36 .39
Number of children in the classrooms 16.77 4.29
Child-to-adult ratio 9.69 441
Demographic Variable (N = 47) %
Teacher sex (female) 100
Education of teacher
High school 145
Vocational High School 20.6
University/2-year College 64.9

Classrooms had at least a child with
behavioral problems 44.4
Classrooms had at least a child with
special needs 27.4
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2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Home chaos

The Confusion, Hubbub, and Order Scale (CHAQOS; Matheny et al., 1995) was used
in order to assess the level of environmental chaos in the home. As stated in the
previous sections (e.g., 1.2), mothers rated the confusion, noise and lack of routines
in the household with 15 items on a 6-point Likert scale format (from 1 = definitely
untrue to 6 = definitely true) (see Appendix A). The scale’s reliability and validity
has been demonstrated in past research with satisfactory internal consistency
(Cronbach’s o.=.79), and 12-month stability (r =.74) (Matheny & Phillips, 2001;
Matheny et al., 1995). Sumer, Solak and Harma (2013) adapted the scale into
Turkish in order to investigate the role of unemployment in family relationships and
home environment. The internal consistency of the Turkish version was satisfactory
with a Cronbach alpha = .82. Supporting the scale’s validity, home environments of
unemployed people were rated as having higher levels of chaos in comparison to the
ones of employed people. Moreover, there was a positive relationship between home
resource loss and home chaos. In the present study, the scale was also shown to

possess a good internal consistency with the Cronbach’s alpha of .81.

2.2.2 Family routines

The Family Routines Inventory (FRI; Jensen, James, Boyce, & Hartnett, 1983),
which is a mother-report of household routines scale, consists of 28 items.
Specifically, there are eight items for work day routines, two items for weekend and
leisure time, five items for children’s routines, one item for parent(s)’ routines, two

items for bedtime, three items for meals, two items for extended family, three items
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for leaving and homecoming, one item for disciplinary routines and the last item for
chores. The mothers’ responses involve the frequency of the routines (almost never;
1-2 times a week; 3-5 times a week; almost every day). The Cronbach’s alpha of the
scale was .67. For this study, the FRI was translated into Turkish and translated back
into English. In this study, a total of five items of the original scale (i.e. two items for
children’s routines, one item for bedtime, one item for meals and one item for
homecoming) and one item for parent(s)’ religious routines were used (see Appendix
B). The Cronbach’s alpha of five items of original scale and the Cronbach’s alpha of
the items after adding the religious routines were .48 and .44, respectively, in the

present study.

2.2.3 Childcare chaos

The Life in Early Childhood Programs Scale (LECP Scale; Kontos & Wachs, 2000)
was used to measure chaos in childcare centers. For this study, LECP Scale was
translated into Turkish and translated back into English by advanced graduate
students in the psychology and translation departments, and directors of childcare
centers. Teachers were asked to rate the childcare chaos with 16 items on a 6-point
Likert scale format (from 1 =definitely untrue to 6 =definitely true) (see Appendix
C). The reliability of the original scale is .67 (Wachs et al., 2004). In the present

study, the internal consistency of the items was .62.

2.2.4 Child social competence and adjustment
Parent-report of Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991) is a commonly
used measure to identify children’s emotional and behavioral problems. The Turkish

version of this measure (CBCL, Dumenci, Erol, Achenbach, & Simsek, 2004) was
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used in the present study (see Appendix D). There are 100 items which includes the
statements of child behavior (e.g., “Acts too young for his/her age”; “Gets in many
fights”; “Cries a lot”; “Can’t concentrate, can’t pay attention for long”), and
parents rate their children on a 3-point Likert scale (from 0 “not true” to 2 “very true
or often true”) (Dumenci et al., 2004). The Cronbach’s alphas of Turkish version of
the CBCL 6/18 for total problem scale, internalizing and externalizing subscales
were .82, .77 and .76, respectively (Erol & Simsek, 1997; as cited in Erol, Simsek,
Oner, & Munir, 2005). Also, test-retest reliability and validity of CBCL were
satisfactory. In the present study, the externalizing subscale consisting of 24 items
(e.g. “Destroys things belonging to his/her family or other children’) and
internalizing subscale consisting of 36 items (e.g., “Avoids looking others in the
eye”) were used. The Cronbach’s alphas for the externalizing and internalizing
subscales were .86 and .82, respectively.

In order to assess children’s peer social competence and behavior problem in
child care, the Social Competence Behavior Evaluation-Preschool Edition, Short
Form (SCBE-30; LaFreniere & Dumas, 1996) was used. Teachers were asked to rate
the frequency of children’s behavior on a 6-point scale (1 = never; 2-3 = sometimes;
4-5 = often; 6 = always) (see Appendix E). The SCBE-30 consists of 30 items that
load on three factors: social competence (SC) reflecting the adaptation of the child
(e.g., being well-adjusted, prosocial and flexible), anxiety-withdrawal (AW)
indicating children’s anxious, depressed, isolated and overly dependent behaviors,
and anger aggression (AA) representing children’s angry, aggressive, and
oppositional behaviors. The psychometric evaluation of the Turkish form of
questionnaire was investigated by Corapci and colleagues (Corapci, Aksan, Arslan-

Yalcin, & Yagmurlu, 2010). They showed that Cronbach’s alphas for internal
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consistency of the SC, AA and AW were .88, .87 and .84, respectively. Also, the
significant relationships of SCBE subscales with behavior problems, emotion
regulation and effortful control skills indicated that the questionnaire has satisfactory
validity (Corapci et al., 2010). In the present study, the Cronbach’s alphas for the SC,
AA and AW were .87, .87, .81, respectively.

Mother reports for externalizing subscale and teacher reports for AA subscale
were significantly correlated (r = .19, p <.004). However, mother reports for
internalizing subscale and teacher reports for AW subscale were not significantly
correlated (r = .09, p > .05). As a result, while mother reports for externalizing
subscale and teacher reports for AA subscale were standardized and averaged to
obtain externalizing composite score, mother reports for internalizing subscale and

teacher reports for AW subscale were not averaged.

2.2.5 Child temperament

Putnam and Rothbart (2006) developed the Children's Behavior Questionnaire Very
Short Form (CBQ-VSF) for the assessment of temperament of children in 3 to 8
years of age. Translated and adapted version of the form by Sari (2009) (see
Appendix F) and teacher-report version of the form (Teglasi, Schussler, Gifford,
Annotti, Sanders, & Liu 2015) (see Appendix G) were used in the present study.
Mothers and teachers were asked to complete the items of this questionnaire on a 7-
point Likert scale (from 1 = extremely untrue of your child to 7 = extremely true of
your child). The very short form of the CBQ consists of 36 items assessing the
following three scales: Surgency, Negative Affect, and Effortful Control. A total
scale score was computed by averaging applicable item scores. According to Sari

(2009), internal reliability of the translated questionnaire was .78 (n=87) and the
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questionnaire had higher internal consistency than the original form. Internal
consistency of the teacher-report version of the questionnaire has also been shown in
the study by Teglasi and colleagues (Teglasi et al., 2015). In the present study, the
Cronbach’s alphas for Surgency, Negative Affect and Effortful Control subscales of
mother-report version were .65, .65, and .67 respectively. In addition, the Cronbach’s
alphas for Surgency, Negative Affect and Effortful Control subscales of teacher-
report version were .83, .64, and .84 respectively.

Teacher and mother reports of Surgency and Effortful Control subscales were
significantly and positively correlated (r = .34, p <.000 and r = .22, p <.001,
respectively). Also, teacher and mother reports of Negative Affect subscale were
marginally correlated (r = .11, p <.09). Therefore, mother and teacher ratings were
averaged to obtain aggregated Surgency, Negative Affect and Effortful Control

Scores.

2.2.6 Childcare quality

The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (ECERS-R; Harms et al.,
1998), a well-documented measure of global classroom quality, was used to observe
the childcare quality in the preschools. ECERS-R consists of 43 items with 7
subscales, which are Space and Furnishings (e.g., space for privacy, gross motor
equipment), Personal Care Routines (e.g. nap/rest, safety practices), Language-
Reasoning (e.g., books and pictures, informal use of language), Activities (e.g., art,
blocks), Interactions (e.g., discipline and staff-child interactions), Program Structure
(e.g., schedule and free play), and Parents and Staff (e.g., provisions for parents and
provisions for personal needs of staff). The items were rated by the observer on a 7-

point scale (1 = inadequate quality; 3 = minimal quality; 5 = good quality; 7 =
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excellent quality). Clifford and colleagues (Clifford et al., 2010) demonstrated that
the scale possesses good reliability and validity scores. The scale was also translated
and adapted to Turkish by Tovim (1996). The reliability coefficient of the adapted
version was .96 (Tovim, 1996). In the present study, it was shown that the subscales

of the ECERS-R had a good internal consistency (Cronbach’s o =.75).

2.2.7 Family demographic form

Mothers were required to complete a demographic form to give information about
child’s age, gender, age of entry to child care and time spent in the child care; the
number of household people, child’s TV exposure time per day, children’s screen
time per day, and developmental and health history of child, as well as parent level
information (e.g., age, education, occupation, marital status; household income;
mother’s employment stress). The form also covered household level information
(e.g., housing type, the number of rooms, household density and TV on time), and
family instability information such as the number of change of residences and

negative life events in the past 12 months.

2.2.8 Classroom and teacher demographic form

Teachers were required to provide information about their classrooms (e.g., age
group of children, type of childcare program, number of children in the classroom,
number of girls and boys in the classroom, number of children with special needs and
behavioral problems, number of assistant teachers) and their job qualification (e.g.,

education level, experience and their sense of efficacy).
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2.2.9 Child executive functions

Six game-like executive function tasks that were used in the present study consisted
of Dimensional Card Change Sorting Task (DCCS) (Zelazo, Frye, & Rapus, 1996);
Tapping Task (Diamond & Taylor, 1996; Luria, 1966); Bridge, Walk-A-Line
Slowly, Bear-Dragon and Day and Night (Kochanska, Murray, Jacques, Koenig, &
Vandegeest, 1996). In these tasks, children were asked to adjust their behavior

according to task demands by using inhibitory control and attentional mechanisms.

2.2.9.1 Dimensional Card Change Sorting Task

DCCS, which was developed by Zelazo, Frye and Rapus (1996), was used to
measure children’s switching and inhibition abilities. In this task, there were two
separate boxes. One of the boxes had a blue rabbit card attached on it, and the other
one had a red boat card. Also, 6 test cards (3 red rabbits and 3 blue boats) were used.
In the pre-switch phase that consisted of 6 trials the child was required to sort the test
cards by shape or color and put the cards to the correct box. Two demonstration trials
were given before testing trials. Children who passed the pre-switch phase proceeded
immediately to the post-switch phase without a pause. In the six post-switch trials,
the child was asked to switch from sorting by shape to sorting by color (or vice
versa). Children who sorted at least five trials correctly proceeded to the border
phase that consisted of 12 trials. In the border phase, the child was asked to play the
color game if he or she saw the cards with a black border. However, when the child
saw the cards with no border, he or she was asked to play the shape game. In order to
pass the border version, children needed to sort at least nine cards correctly. A score

of 1 was given to children who passed only the pre-switch phase. Children were
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given a score of 2 if they passed both the pre- and post-switch phase. Children who

also passed the border version were assigned with the score of 3.

2.2.9.2 Tapping task

The experimenter and the child sat on the same side of table by holding a pencil in
their hand. Children were asked to tap twice with the pencil immediately after the
experimenter tapped once (Rule 1) and tap once with the pencil immediately after the
experimenter tapped twice (Rule 2). There were 16 trials and for a total score, the
correct numbers of taps across 16 trials were summed. The percentage of the correct

taps was also computed.

2.2.9.3 Bridge

In this task, the picture of a land that was dived into two by river was shown to the
child. At the baseline trial, the child was asked to draw a line that represents a bridge
in order to help an animal (i.e. a cat for that trial) reach to its food. In the fast-draw
trial, the child was requested to draw a bridge as fast as possible to help a rabbit
reach to its carrot. Lastly, in the slow-draw trial, the experimenter asked the child to
draw a line as slowly as possible to help a turtle reach its cabbage. The duration
between the start and end time of each trial was coded in seconds. The total score of
the Bridge task was computed by calculating the difference between the durations for

the slow- and fast-draw trial.

2.2.9.4 Walk-A-Line-Slowly
A ribbon of 183 cm in length was used by the experimenter. In the baseline trial, the

child was requested to walk on the ribbon with his/her feet staying on the ribbon and
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without going out of the borders. In the second and third trials representing slow
trials, the experimenter not only gave the same instructions to the child, but also
demanded the child to walk as slowly as possible on the ribbon. For each trial, the
duration between the first step and last step of the child was coded in seconds and the
number of the times the child went out of the borders of the ribbon, representing the
errors, was recorded. The total score for the Walk-A-Line-Slowly task was computed
by averaging the durations for the two slow trials. Because the error scores did not
significantly correlate with latency scores (r = .05, p >.05), they were not included in

the total score.

2.2.9.5 Bear-Dragon

The experimenter introduced two hand puppets, a Bear and a Dragon. While the Bear
is presented as “good”, the Dragon is presented as “bad”. The child was required to
perform what the Bear says but to ignore what the Dragon says. The six commands
such as “touch your ears” and “wave your hands” were given by each puppet. The
coding scores ranged between 0 and 3 (0 = fails to move, 1 = performs a partial
movement aiming self-correction, 2 = performs a wrong movement, 3 = performs
full, correct movement) for the Bear. The reversed version of same coding scheme
was used for the Dragon. For a total Bear-Dragon score, only the scores of six
Dragon trials were summed because the Bear trials did not demand the effortful
control. The trials in which the child failed to respond were counted and subtracted

from the child’s total score as penalty.
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2.2.9.6 Day-Night

The experimenter presented two cards. While one card represented the “day”, other
card represented the “night”. The child was required to show the card representing
the night when the experimenter said “day” and show the card representing the day
when the experimenter said “night”. The coding scores ranged between 0 and 3 (0 =
fails to point, 1 = incorrect and never self-corrects, 2 = self-corrects, 3 = correct on
first attempt and doesn't change mind). For a total Day and Night score, the scores
across ten trials were summed. Same with the Bear-Dragon task, the trials in which
the child failed to respond were counted and subtracted from the child’s total score as

penalty.

2.2.9.7 Effortful control composite score

The total scores of these six tasks except DCC, were standardized and averaged to
compute a total score for effortful control (Cronbach’s o =.69). In order to generate
a composite score for effortful control, the total effortful control score based on an
observation data and teacher and mother reports of effortful control scores was

averaged (Cronbach’s a = .49).

2.2.10 Child emotionality

Knotted Sacks was used in the present study in order to assess child emotionality. In
this task, the experimenter gave the child a knotted sack with a gift inside and waited
outside for a total of five minutes (i.e. three plus two minutes). The child was
instructed to untie the knot to retrieve the gift. As part of the paradigm, the knot was
impossible to untie. Child’s emotionality and behavioral regulation was observed

during this challenging task. At the end of five minutes, the experimenter tried to
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untie the knot and show the child that she was also not able to do it. Then, the
experimenter brought another knotted sack that the child could easily untie and take
his or her gift.

The coding system was generated based on Cole, Zahn-Waxler, and Smith
(1994) and Cole, Wiggins, Radzioch and Pearl (2007). The coders evaluated both the
emotion displays and the regulatory attempts of the child over the 10-second epochs
(a total of 30 epochs). In the emotion coding, the coders judged which of 3 basic
emotions (i.e. anger, sadness and happiness) were present and coded determined the
intensity of each emotion on a 0-3 scale (0 =no sign of any cue, 1 = slight intensity, 2
= clear but moderate intensity, 3 = strong intensity). In the regulatory attempts
coding, the coders decided which of the four behavioral-organizational qualities of
regulatory attempts (i.e. organized-on task, organized-off task, disruptive and
immobilized) were present (or absent). Percentage of the frequency of each emotion

and emotion regulation variable was computed.

2.3 Procedures
Data collection occurred between March 2015 and April 2016. A cross-sectional
design was used. Questionnaire data were collected from children’s mothers and
preschool teachers. In addition, observational data on children’s executive function
skills as well as emotion expression and regulation skills were collected from
children in their preschools.

Necessary permission for the tasks and testing procedure was obtained from
the Bogazici University Ethics Committee. Also, permission was obtained from the

mayoralties and school administrations to collect data from municipal preschools
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(see Appendix H). In the case of private preschool, permission was obtained from the
directorate of this childcare center.

After obtaining consent from the school directors for the participation,
consent forms and questionnaire packages were sent to parents through teachers (see
Appendix I). Consenting mothers completed the questionnaires on their home and
child characteristics. The completed the questionnaires were collected from
classroom teachers in childcare centers by the research assistants.

Preschool teachers who gave their consent for the study (see Appendix J)
were requested to fill out questionnaires on social competence and behavior
evaluation as well as temperament of the participating children. They also completed
a form on the classroom demographic information, their perception of childcare
chaos, and their job qualifications.

Observational data on children’s socioemotional development and executive
function skills were collected in children’s schools during school hours. Two
graduate developmental psychology students and two undergraduate psychology
students were trained on the administration of seven tasks (i.e., one socioemotional
and six effortful control tasks) through lectures, watching videos from previous
researches, role plays, and a pilot study with a child and ongoing supervision. After
extensive training, these trained students introduced themselves as a teacher who
plays game with children and started to conduct their observations. Each child was
tested individually in a quiet room. The observation on children’s executive
functions and emotion regulation lasted around 30 minutes. All the tasks were
videotaped for coding. Coding of the behavioral data was done by eight trained

undergraduate psychology students.
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Observational data on childcare quality was collected by using ECERS-R. A
graduate developmental psychology student and an undergraduate psychology
student were trained on the administration of the ECERS-R through its training
videos and a pilot study. After the training, observations occurred during classroom
activities. The trained observers rated the certain quality criteria by being in the
classroom for at least two and a half hours. The unobserved quality indicators were
asked to teachers when the teachers were not responsible in the classroom. Before

leaving childcare center all quality ratings was completed during observations.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

In the results section, analyses of the present study were presented in five parts. First,
descriptive statistics of the home and childcare chaos as well as other study variables
will be presented. Second, relationships between demographic variables and home
chaos indicators will be presented followed by the relationships between home chaos
indicators and child outcomes. Next, relationships between childcare chaos and
objective classroom variables will be demonstrated. Lastly, multilevel linear models

will be presented to test the main and interactive effects of home and childcare chaos.

3.1 Descriptive statistics of the study variables

Assumptions for the normality, linearity, homoscedasticity and univariate and
multivariate outliers of the study variables were checked before testing the
hypotheses of the study, and scores on the study variables were all found to be
normally distributed except for the percentage of frequency of sadness, disruptive
and immobilized. These variables were skewed. The square root-transformations for
them were successful in reducing only the skewness of the percentage of frequency
of sadness. Means, standard deviations, ranges and reliability analyses of the
CHAOS and FRI scale, home density, family instability and TV-on time scores,
CBCL, SCBE-30 and teacher and mother report of CBQ-VSF subscales, as well as
the externalizing composite, DCCS, child affect and behavioral-organizational
quality score are presented in Table 3. In addition, means, standard deviations,
ranges and reliability analyses of the LECP scale, ECERS-R Total and ECERS-R

Subscales scores are presented in Table 4.
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Home Chaos Indicators and Child Outcomes

Variable (N = 269) M SD Min.  Max. o
CHAQOS (1-6) 2.30 .64 1 4.13 81
FRI (0-3) 2.02 .50 .33 3 44
Home Density 1.17 41 .60 3.33
Family Instability 2.09 1.66 .00 8
TV-on Time (hours) 4.83 2.66 1 14
CBCL
Externalizing 12.87 6.77 .00 33 .86
Internalizing 14.03 7.36 1 42 .82
SCBE-30
SC Subscale (1-6) 5.01 .90 210 6 .87
AA Subscale (1-6) 1.88 .88 1 6 .87
AW Subscale (1-6) 1.69 .69 1 5.10 .81
Externalizing Composite Score .01 .82 -1.45 297
CBQ-VSF
Negative Affect (M) (1-7) 4.72 75 2.7 6.5 .65
Negative Affect (T) (1-7) 4.16 .83 225 6.17 .64
Surgency (M) (1-7) 4.69 12 2.67 6.67 .65
Surgency (T) (1-7) 4.42 1.14 167 7 .83
Effortful Control (M) (1-7) 5.65 .63 333 6.92 .67
Effortful Control (T) (1-7) 5.62 .94 183 7 .84
DCCS 1.65 .55 0 3
Child Affect (percentage of time during the Knotted Sack task)
Anger 23.16 21.88 .00 90
Sadness 6.88 12.44 .00 88
Positive 9.19 10.18 .00 48.28
Behavioral-Organizational Quality (percentage of time during the Knotted Sack task)
Organized On-Task 64.03 27.71 10.34 100
Organized Off-Task 50.50 30.94 .00 100

Note. CHAQS = Confusion, Hubbub, and Order Scale, FRI = Family Routines Inventory, CBCL = Child
Behavior Checklist, SCBE-30 = Social Competence Behavior Evaluation-Preschool Edition, Short Form, SC =
Social Competence, AA = Anger Aggression, AW = Anxiety Withdrawal, CBQ-VSF = Children's Behavior
Questionnaire Very Short Form, DCCS = Dimensional Card Change Sorting Task.

41



Table 4. Descriptive Statistics for LECP, ECERS-R Total and ECERS-R Subscales

Variable (N = 47) M SD Min.  Max. o
LECP 2.15 43 113 3.19 .62
ECERS-R Total 3.28 .58 214 417 .75
ECERS-R

Space & Furnishing 3.74 .36 275 450

Personal Care 3.90 1.61 120 5.60

Language & Reasoning 3.14 .86 125 550

Activities 2.54 .64 130 355

Interaction 4.83 1.48 180 6.80

Program Structure 1.66 27 130 233

Parents & Staff 3.00 31 266 3.67

Note. LECP = Life in Early Childhood Programs Scale, ECERS-R = Early Childhood Environment Rating
Scale-Revised.

3.2 Relationships between demographic variables and home chaos indicators
Correlations between demographic variables and home chaos indicators are
demonstrated in Table 5. Home chaos was associated with all of the home chaos
indicators, except for TV on time. CHAOS scores had a positive correlation with
home density scores (r = .14, p < .05) and family instability index scores (r = .14, p <
.05) such that as home density and family instability increased, home chaos also
increased. Moreover, there was a significant and negative relationship between
CHAOS scores and FRI scores (r = -.34, p < .01). That is to say, as family routines
increased, home chaos decreased. Also, FRI scores were significantly and negatively
correlated with TV-on time (r =-.13, p <.05). Mothers reported that as TV-on time
increased, family routines decreased. FRI scores were marginally and negatively
correlated with the family instability index score (r = -.11, p =.09). Lastly, among
the demographic variables only family SES, which was computed by standardizing
and averaging mother’s education level, father’s education level and monthly income
level, had a significant and negative relationship with home density scores (r = -.37,

p <.01) such that higher SES families had less home density.
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Table 5. Correlations between Demographic Variables and Home Chaos Indicators

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1.Child age -- -01 .03 -11 -.09 -.03 -.00 .00 -.03
2.Child sex - -.02 .08 -.04 -.01 -.06 -.04 .04
3.Mother age -- A1 .04 -.09 -.09 -.04 -.08
4.SES -- -.05 -37%* .03 -.08 -.05
5.CHAOS - 14* -34%*  14* .04
6.Home density -- -.04 -.02 .10
7.FRI - -11 -13*
8.Family instability -- -.10

9.TVON#

Note. Child sex is coded as 0 = boy and 1 = girl.
CHAQOS = Confusion, Hubbub, and Order Scale. FRI = Family Routines Inventory. TVON# = TV-on Time (hours)
*p<.05.**p<.01

3.3 Relationships between home chaos indicators and child outcomes

Correlations between home chaos indicators and child outcomes are presented in
Table 6. Firstly, CHAOS scores were related to many of the child outcomes. It was
shown that CHAQOS scores had a significant and positive correlation with both
externalizing composite scores (r = .23, p < .01) and mother report of internalizing
scores (r = .17, p <.05). That is to say, as home chaos increased, children’s
behavioral problems also increased. In addition, home chaos scores related
significantly and negatively with effortful composite scores (r = -.16, p <.05) and
marginally and positively with the percentage of frequency of sadness expression
during Knotted Sacks task (r = .14, p =.06).

Secondly, home density scores also established significant correlations with
most of the child outcome variables. Home density scores correlated significantly
with teacher report of AW and SC scores, r =.14, p<.05and r =-.19, p < .01,
respectively, such that as home density increased, children were rated by their
teachers as being more anxious and withdrawn as well as less socially competent.

There was also a marginal and positive correlation between home density and
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externalizing composite scores (r = .12, p = .06). Furthermore, home density scores
related significantly and negatively with effortful composite scores (r =-.18, p <.01)
and positively with the percentage of frequency of sadness expression during
Knotted Sacks task (r = .18, p <.05). As home density increased, children showed
less inhibitory control and more observed sadness.

Thirdly, family instability and TV-on time correlated marginally with some of
the child outcomes while family routines did not relate to any of them. Family
instability established a marginal and positive relationship with teacher report of SC
(r =.13, p =.05) and a marginal and negative association with the percentage of
frequency of sadness expression during Knotted Sacks task (r = -.14, p = .08). There
was a marginal and positive correlation between TV-on time and the percentage of

frequency of anger expression during Knotted Sacks task (r = .14, p = .07).

3.4 Relationships between childcare chaos and classroom variables

Correlations between childcare chaos and classroom variables are demonstrated in
Table 7. Firstly, LECP scores correlated significantly and negatively only with EFF
scores (r = -.50, p <.01) such that as the sense of efficacy of teachers increased, the
teacher report of childcare chaos decreased. On the other hand, ECERS-R scores
were related to many of the classroom variables. As shown in Table 7, ECERS-R had
a significant and positive correlation with the number of children in the class (r = .78,
p <.01), child-to-adult ratio (r = .60, p <.01), the presence of children with special
needs (r = .49, p <.01) and education level of the teacher, (r = .65, p <.01), but a
significant and negative correlation with teacher experience (r = -.48, p < .01) and

EFF scores (r =-.41, p <.05).
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Table 6. Correlations between Home Chaos Indicators and Child Outcome

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1.CHAOS - 4% S34**  14* .04 -.16* .02 23*%* 05 .01 A7+ .07 14 .01 .01
2.Home density -- -.04 -.02 10 -18**  -05 12 -19**  14* .09 -.03 18* -.07 -.00
3.FRI - -11 -.13* .08 -.04 -.10 -.07 -.09 -.10 -.06 .05 -.01 -.01
4.Family instability - -.10 .02 -.08 -.04 13 -.02 .09 -.09 -14 .03 .08
5.TVON# - -.04 .04 -.06 .08 -.02 -.05 14 -.09 .00 .01
6.Effortful control composite score -- 28**  -38**  52** . 25*%* .06 -.02 -13 .01 .09
7.DCCS - -.08 .15* -.06 -.00 11 .01 .05 .07
8.Externalizing composite score -- -42%*%  13* A2%* 02 A7* 12 -.04
9.SC subscale -- -39%* 01 .03 -.10 -14 .05
10.AW subscale -- .10 -.08 .00 .02 - 17%*
11.Internalizing -- -.06 .08 .05 .03
12.Anger - -.02 -.01 A43%*
13.Sadness - -.03 -.18**
14 Positive -- -.10

15.0rganized-on task -

Note. CHAOS = Confusion, Hubbub, and Order Scale, FR1 = Family Routines Inventory, TVON# = TV-on Time (hours), DCCS = Dimensional Card Change Sorting Task, SC = Social Competence, AW = Anxiety-
Withdrawal

*p<.05**p<.01
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Table 7. Correlations between Childcare Chaos and Classroom Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.LECP - 11 .07 12 -12 .14 .05 .14 -.10 -.50**
2.ECERS-R -- 78**  60**  -21 A49** 10 B5**  -48*%* - 41*
3.#of chinclass - .60**  -16 A6*%* 12 A1** -26 -.01
4.Child-to-adult ~ .14 56 07 22 -24  -10
ratio
5.Boy-to-girl ratio -- -.24 -.23 =27 -.00 .25
G.Presence of ch _ 34 A% _36%  -19
with sp need
7.Presence of ch
with bhv prb -2 -2 -08
8.Teacher education -- -.60** -26
9.Teaf:her _ 08
experience
10.EFF -

Note. LECP = Life in Early Childhood Programs Scale, ECERS-R = Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-
Revised, EFF = The sense of efficacy of teacher
*p<.05**p<.01

3.5 Test of the main role of home and childcare chaos

The design of present study had a nested structure (e.g., children within classrooms),
and hence children within one childcare classroom might be more similar to each
other than to children in other classroom (Field, 2012). By means of multilevel
linear model analyses, it is possible to overcome the problems about the assumptions
of independence and homogeneity of regression slopes (Field, 2012). For these
reasons, multilevel linear model analyses were conducted in order to investigate the
main and interactive effects of home and childcare chaos in the prediction of child
outcomes. The models were built up from one with only fixed parameters those with
a random intercept only, and then those models with a random intercept and random
slope. In all of the models that were established for each child outcome, including a
random intercept and random slope did not create a difference to the model which
was tested by using the change in the —2 log-likelihood. In other words, the fit of the
models significantly promoted only when the variance of intercepts was included.

Therefore, hypotheses were tested using a one-level random intercept model using
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maximum likelihood (ML) estimation. SPSS (Version 19.0; IBM Corp., 2010) was

used to test these hypotheses.

3.5.1 Home chaos and child outcomes

A total of ten multilevel analyses were conducted to investigate the main role of the
home chaos to predict externalizing composite, teacher report of SC and AW, mother
report of internalizing problems, effortful control composite, DCCS, the percentage
of frequency of anger, sadness, and positive expression and the percentage of
frequency of organized-on task behaviors.

In the models in which the outcome variables were child social competence
and adjustment, the predictors were home chaos, effortful control composite and
SES. On the other hand, when the outcome variables were child effortful control and
emotionality, predictors were home chaos and SES. Results of the multilevel models
for the main role of home chaos in predicting social competence and adjustment are
presented in Table 8. Also, Table 9 demonstrates the main role of home chaos in
predicting child effortful control and emotionality.

After controlling for child effortful control and SES, higher home chaos was
related to higher externalizing problems, F(1, 237.14) = 10.32, p < .01 and to higher
mother report of internalizing problems, F(1, 234.91) = 5.49, p < .05.

On the other hand, home chaos was not related with teacher report of anxiety-
withdrawal, F(1, 210.03) = 1.12, p > .05, social competence, F(1, 201.12) = .18, p >
.05, and DCCS scores, F(1, 239.96) = .27, p > .05.

When SES was controlled, home chaos was not associated with effortful

control composite, F(1, 234.66) = 3.63, p =.06. There was only a marginal
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correlation between them. However, higher SES correlated significantly and
positively with higher effortful control composite, F(1, 234.02) = 5.61, p <.05.
Finally, there was not a significant correlation between home chaos and the
percentage of frequency of anger, F(1, 239.96) = .27, p > .05, sadness, F(1, 177.39)
=3.42, p = .07, positive emotion, F(1, 181) = .04, p > .05, and organized-on task

behaviors, F(1, 214.95) = .04, p > .05, during the Knotted Sacks task.

3.5.2 Childcare chaos and child outcomes

Results of the multilevel models for the main role of childcare chaos in predicting
social competence and adjustment are presented in Table 8. Also, Table 9
demonstrates the main role of childcare chaos in predicting child effortful control
and emotionality.

After controlling for child effortful control, SES and ECERS-R, higher
childcare chaos was related to higher externalizing problems, F(1, 35.35) = 6.67, p <
.05. As childcare chaos decreased, children were also rated by their teachers as being
more socially competent, F(1, 36.71) = 7.73, p < .01.

On the other hand, childcare chaos was not related with mother report of
internalizing problems, F(1, 193) = .00, p > .05, teacher report of anxiety-
withdrawal, F(1, 34.14) = 1.03, p > .05, effortful control composite, F(1, 31.55) =
1.29, p > .05, and to DCCS, F(1, 25.81) = .52, p > .05.

Besides, there was not a significant correlation between childcare chaos and
the percentage of frequency of anger, F(1, 24.73) = .08, p > .05, sadness, F(1, 34.67)
=1.16, p > .05, positive emotion, F(1, 146) = .08, p > .05, and organized-on task

behaviors, F(1, 28.49) = .03, p > .05.
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Table 8. Multilevel Models to Predict Social Competence and Adjustment

Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Home Chaos in Predicting Social Competence and Adjustment

Externalizing Internalizing (M) AW subscale (T) SC subscale (T)
Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE T
CHAOS .01 .00 3.21** 11 .05 2.34* -.00 .00 -1.06 -00 .00 -43
Ef‘fortfu_l control
composite -44 08 -5.73*** -20 .75 -27 -26 .07 -3.76*** 67 .07 9.48%**
SES .04 05 .79 -1.51 57 -2.64** -08 .05 -1.62 .02 .05 .47

Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Childcare Chaos in Predicting Social Competence and Adjustment

Externalizing Internalizing (M) AW subscale (T) SC subscale (T)
Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE T
LECP .02 .01 258* -00 .07 -.02 .01 .01 101 -04 .01 -2.78**
Ef‘fortfu'l control
composite -42 .08 -5.20*** A3 .82 .16 -29 .08 -3.76*** 72 .08 9.35%**
SES .04 .06 .78 -1.52 .61 -2.50* -09 .05 -1.59 .03 .05 .49
ECERS-R A3 .09 142 113 81 1.38 .06 .13 .49 -08 .14 -57

Multilevel Model Results for the Additive and Interactive Role of Home and Childcare Chaos in Predicting Social
Competence and Adjustment

Externalizing Internalizing (M) AW subscale (T) SC subscale (T)
Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t

CHAOS .00 .03 .22 14 .29 48 .00 .02 .13 -.03 .02 -1.39
LECP .01 .03 45 .04 29 15 .02 .02 .95 -06 .02 -2.55*
Ef‘fortfu'l control
composite -40 .08 -5.17*** 21 78 27 -27 .07 -3.73*** TJ1 .07 9.94%**
SES .03 .05 .64 -1.40 59 -2.36* -08 .05 -1.66 01 .05 .18
CHAOSXLECP .00 .00 .34 -00 .01 -11 -00 .00 -.30 .00 .00 1.36

Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Home and Childcare Chaos in Predicting Social Competence and Adjustment
After Controlling For Chaos in the Other Context

Externalizing Internalizing (M) AW subscale (T) SC subscale (T)
Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t
CHAOS .01 .00 3.13** A1 .05 2.12* -00 .00 -94 -.00 .00 -.33
LECP .02 .01 245* .01 .07 .16 .02 .01 164 -03 .01 -2.88**
Effortfu_l control
composite -40 .08 -5.28*** 22 718 .28 -26 .07 -3.72%** 70 .07 9.81***
SES .04 05 .65 -1.40 59 -2.36* -08 .05 -1.68 01 05 .24

Note. AW = Anxiety-Withdrawal, SC = Social Competence, CHAOS = Confusion, Hubbub, and Order Scale,
LECP = Life in Early Childhood Programs Scale, ECERS-R = Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-
Revised.

*p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p <.001
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Table 9. Multilevel Models to Predict Effortful Control and Emotionality

Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Home Chaos in Predicting Effortful Control and Emotionality

Effortful Control Composite DCCS Anger Sadness Positive Organized-on task
Coef  SE T Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t
CHAOS -01 .00 -191 .00 .00 .52 .07 16 46 .03 .01 185 .01 .08 .20 .04 19 .20
SES A1 .04 2.37* .09 .04 2.09* -1.21 188 -.64 -14 17 -82 -1.43 .88 -1.62 -4.83 224 -2.16*
Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Childcare Chaos in Predicting Effortful Control and Emotionality
Effortful Control Composite DCCS Anger Sadness Positive Organized-on task
Coef SE T Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t
LECP -01 .01 -1.13 -00 .00 -72 -.08 30 -.28 .03 .03 1.08 .03 12 .28 -.06 34 -18
SES 11 .05 2.20* .07 .04 1.69 -51 210 -24 .02 .19 .09 -1.74 102 -1.71 -5.59 247 -2.26*
ECERS-R A7 .10 179 14 .06 2.19* 8.63 3.38 2.55* -01 .30 -04 .57 141 40 1.48 3.72 40
Multilevel Model Results for the Additive and Interactive Role of Home and Childcare Chaos in Predicting Effortful Control and Emotionality
Effortful Control Composite DCCS Anger Sadness Positive Organized-on task
Coef SE T Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t
CHAOS 03 .02 125 .02 .02 1.00 19 92 21 -11 .09 -1.22 -.62 46 -1.33 A1 117 .09
LECP .03 .02 126 01 .02 .32 -13 91 -14 -13 .09 -1.49 -.53 45 -1.17 -17 115 -15
SES 12 .05 256* .08 .04 1.89 -.67 194 -35 -15 .18 -81 -1.56 94 -1.65 -486 236 -2.06*
CHAOSXLECP -00 .00 -1.58 -00 .00 -.76 -.00 .02 -.10 .00 .00 154 .02 .01 1.39 -.00 03 -01
Multilevel Model Results for the Main Role of Home and Childcare Chaos in Predicting Effortful Control and Emotionality After Controlling For Chaos in the Other Context
Effortful Control Composite DCCS Anger Sadness Positive Organized-on task
Coef  SE T Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t Coef SE t
CHAOS -01 .00 -1.67 .00 .00 142 .10 16 .62 .03 .02 1.69 .02 .08 21 .09 20 46
LECP -00 .01 -62 -01 .00 -1.49 -22 29 -76 -00 .02 -04 .08 A1 .70 -.18 31 -60
SES 12 .05 2.49* .08 .04 189 -.67 194 -35 -15 19 -78 -1.53 95 -1.61 -486 236 -2.06*

Note. DCCS = Dimensional Card Change Sorting Task, CHAOS = Confusion. Hubbub and Order Scale, LECP = Life in Early Childhood Programs Scale, ECERS-R = Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-

Revised. * p <.05
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Lastly, childcare quality was not associated with the percentage of frequency
of sadness, F(1, 32.35) = .00, p > .05, positive emotion expression, F(1, 146) = .16, p
> .05 and organized-on task behaviors, F(1, 22.96) = .16, p > .05. However, as
quality of child care increased, children displayed less anger during Knotted Sacks

task, F(1, 23.05) = 6.51, p < .05.

3.6 Additive and interactive roles of home and childcare chaos
The additive and interactive roles of the home and childcare chaos in predicting child
outcomes were examined by entering home and childcare chaos, effortful control
composite, SES and the interaction of the home and childcare chaos as predictors of
the mixed models, in which the outcome variables were child social competence and
adjustment.

As shown in both Table 8 and 9, no interactions between home and childcare
chaos were found in predicting child outcomes, such as externalizing composite, F(1,
210.29) = .12, p > .05, teacher report of SC, F(1, 191.07) = 1.84, p > .05, and AW,
F(1, 196.84) = .09, p > .05, mother report of internalizing problems, F(1, 217.37) =
.01, p > .05, effortful control composite, F(1, 203.80) = 2.48, p > .05, DCCS, F(1,
214.66) = .58, p > .05, the percentage of frequency of anger, F(1, 148.84) = .01, p >
.05, sadness, F(1, 155.92) = 2.38, p > .05, and positive expression, F(1, 165) = 1.94,
p > .05, and the percentage of frequency of organized-on task behaviors, F(1,
193.11) = .00, p > .05,

As shown in the Table 8, there were significant main effects of home and
childcare chaos. Home chaos had a significant and positive correlation with
externalizing problems, F(1, 217.19) = 9.82, p < .05, and mother report of

internalizing problems, F(1, 216.70) = 4.51, p < .05, over and above childcare chaos.
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That is to say, as home chaos increased, children’s behavioral problems also
increased.

In addition, the variance in children’s externalizing problems and teacher report
of social competence was uniquely predicted by childcare chaos even after statistically
controlling for home chaos, F(1, 37.47) =6.00, p < .05 and F(1, 41.70) = 8.29, p < .05,
respectively. As predicted, as childcare chaos increased, children’s externalizing

problems increased and their social competence decreased.

3.7 Supplemental analyses

Given that we failed to detect any interaction of home chaos with childcare chaos, as
an exploratory attempt, the additive and interactive role of home and childcare chaos
in child development was investigated by creating five niche groups. Same with
Watamura et al. (2011), niche groups were constituted based on triadic splits on the
distribution of home and childcare chaos. Children who were going through the
Double Jeopardy niche [termed by Watamura et al. (2011); scores in the top third for
home and childcare chaos ratings], the Compensatory Care niche [termed by
Watamura et al. (2011); scores in the top third for home chaos ratings and bottom
third for childcare chaos ratings], the Double Protection niche [termed by Watamura
et al. (2011); scores in the bottom third in both home and childcare chaos] and the
Lost Resources niche [termed by Watamura et al. (2011); scores in the bottom third
on the home chaos ratings and top third on the childcare chaos ratings] were
compared to children in the Reference group [termed by Watamura et al. (2011);
scores in the middle third for both home and childcare chaos ratings]. An illustration
of niche groups was presented in Figure 1. In the present study, 19,6% (n = 22), 25%

(n =28), 15,2% (n = 17), 16,1% (n = 18), and 24,1% (n = 27) of the children could
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be categorized as being exposed to Reference, Double Protection, Lost Resources,
Compensatory Care and Double Jeopardy, respectively.

These supplemental multilevel analyses, in which the control variables were the
same with previous models, indicated that niche groups predicted the externalizing
composite score, F(4, 68.05) = 3.77, p < .01, and teacher report of social competence
of children, F(4, 68.10) = 2.55, p < .05.

In detail, a pairwise comparison with Bonferroni adjustment showed children
in the Double Jeopardy niche (M =.397, SE = .14) displayed more externalizing
problems than children who exposed to Double Protection niche (M =-.293, SE =
.14), with controls for effortful control composite and SES. Also, children in the Lost
Resources niche (M = 4.351, SE = .20) were rated by teachers as displaying less
social competence than those in the Reference group (M = 5.185, SE = .19), after
effortful control composite and SES. Child effortful control composite remained a

significant covariate in both models.

Figure 1. Niche groups
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

Most research to date has investigated the role of home chaos and childcare chaos to
predict children’s developmental outcomes separately (Bratsch-Hines et al., 2015;
Coldwell et al., 2006, Dumas et al., 2005, Petrill et al., 2004; Pike et al., 2006;
Wachs et al., 2004). It was known little about whether home chaos correlated
differentially with such developmental outcomes among children who expose to
varying levels of childcare chaos. Therefore, in the present study, the additive and
interactive roles of home and childcare chaos in predicting preschool children’s
social competence and adjustment, effortful control, and emotionality were
investigated. In this chapter, the predictions made in the hypotheses will be evaluated
and discussed in light of the relevant studies from the literature. Besides, limitations
of the present study and contributions and implications for future studies will be

included.

4.1. Additive relationships of home and childcare chaos in predicting child outcomes

4.1.1 Additive relationships of home and childcare chaos in predicting social
competence and adjustment

It was hypothesized that home and childcare chaos would directly and independently
correlate with preschool children’s social competence and adjustment. In the present
study, we relied on mother as well as teacher report of children’s externalizing and
internalizing symptoms, and teacher report of social competence. The results showed

that after controlling for childcare chaos, child effortful control and SES, higher
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home chaos was associated with higher externalizing problems and higher mother
report of internalizing problems, supporting the hypothesis. As predicted, as home
chaos increased, children’s behavioral problems also increased over and above the
childcare chaos. This finding is consistent with a large body of previous research that
examined the role of home chaos in child social competence and adjustment
(Coldwell et al., 2006; Deater-Deckard et al., 2009; Hardaway et al., 2012; Pike et
al., 2006; Supplee et al., 2007; Valiente et al., 2007). Similar results were also found
in a sample from Pakistan, having high levels of societal chaos at macro level
(Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011).

The significant relationship between home chaos and adjustment outcomes
can be explained through different routes. Firstly, indicators of chaos such as
crowding, lack of routines, noise, and disorganization undermines the proximal
processes such as less socially responsive, supportive and sensitive relationships
between parents and children, which in turn, can lead to low levels of social
adjustment (Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000; Evans et al., 1998; Matheny et al., 1995;
Vernon-Feagans et al., 2012).

Secondly, similar explanations were also provided in the study by Forman
and Davies (2003), in which the participants were younger adolescents. The study
suggested that parenting difficulties and adolescents’ appraisals of family insecurity
mediated the association between the family instability, one of the important
indicators of home chaos, and adjustment problems. In other words, they stated that
high level of family instability predicts higher parenting difficulties. Parenting
difficulties have an influence on adolescents’ appraisal of family insecurity, which in

turn, correlated positively with adolescents’ behavioral problems.
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Furthermore, another study (Valiente et al., 2007), which is in line with the
finding of the present study showed that children’s effortful control and parent’s
reactions mediated the association between the home chaos and externalizing
problems. Also, they stated that home chaos interfere with the positive reactions of
parents to negative emotions of their children. This decreased positive reactions also
weaken children’s effortful control, thereby increase externalizing problem behaviors
(Valiente et al., 2007).

Relatively recent study by Hardaway et al. (2012) also underscored the
importance of self-regulation as a mediator of the correlation between home chaos
and externalizing problems among low-income children. In other words, home chaos
leads to a decrease in self-regulatory skill, which in turn, lower self-regulatory skills
correlated with higher externalizing problems.

On the other hand, contrary to our expectations, we failed to detect significant
associations between home chaos and teacher report of anxiety-withdrawal and
social competence. Although previous researches revealed that children who
experience high level of home chaos were rated by their teacher as having more
behavioral problems at school (Dumas et al., 2005; Evans et al., 1998; Shamama-tus-
Sabah & Gillani, 2011), it is worthwhile to note that these studies focused on the
socio-emotional outcomes concerning school-aged periods (e.g. Evans et al., 1998;
Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011) or only one of the indicators of chaos such as
crowding (Evans et al., 1998) or family instability and disorganization (Berry, Blair,
Willoughby, Garrett-Peters, Vernon-Feagans, Mills-Koonce, & The Family Life
Project Key Investigators, 2016) was used as a predictor. There is a relatively little
research that examined the CHAOS scores as a measure of home chaos in relation to

preschoolers’ social adjustment and competence at school. One study (Dumas et al.,
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2005) showed that high levels of chaos that was measured with CHAOS correlated
with teacher report of internalizing problems. However, as they argued that these
correlations were very small and might result from the sample size. Moreover, in a
more recent study by Hur, Buettner, Cynthia and Jeon (2015) investigated the
mediational role of home chaos for the association between parental depressive
symptoms and school readiness of children. The results of the study indicated that
home chaos, measured with CHAQS, correlated only with cognitive skills, mother
report of social skills and behavioral self-regulations and it mediated only the link
between parents’ depressive symptoms and mother report of social skills (Hur et al.,
2015). That is to say, they found that home chaos was not related with teacher report
of child outcomes (Hur et al., 2015). Therefore, the non-significant correlations of
the present study were consistent with the previous studies that also investigated the
role of home chaos in preschoolers’ social development by using CHAOS as a
measure. So, the non-significant result can be explained by the reporter biases or the
fact that behavioral functioning of children may differ across different contexts (Cai,
Kaiser, & Hancock, 2004; Khabazian Hajiri, 2014; Uyanik, Simsek, & Akman, 2008;
Verhulst & Akkerhuis, 1989).

Besides, even after statistically controlling for home chaos, child effortful
control and SES, the variance in children’s externalizing problems and teacher report
of social competence was uniquely predicted by childcare chaos. Consistent with the
predictions, as childcare chaos increased, children’s externalizing problems increased
and their social competence decreased.

This result was also consistent with previous studies that investigated the role
of indicators of childcare chaos in child social adjustment and competence. Firstly, in

the recent studies the significant role of childcare instability in predicting mother
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report of externalizing behaviors (Pilarz & Hill, 2014), childcare provider report of
social competence (Bratsch-Hines et al., 2013) and teacher ratings of social skills
(Ansari & Winsler, 2013) was underscored. Secondly, as stated in the review of
Corapci (2010), crowding in childcare settings also correlated negatively with the
positive social behaviors and positively with externalizing problems after controlling
the family variables. Moreover, children exposed to more organized classroom were
rated as having fewer behavioral problems (Rutter, Maughan, Mortimore, Ouston, &
Smith, 1979) and more social skills (Ferretti, 2014). Therefore, exploring the role of
teacher report of childcare chaos in predicting social adjustment and development by
using a measure that included all childcare chaos indicators was the important
contribution of the present study.

Several explanations for the association between childcare chaos and
children’s social development can be suggested. First, teachers in the more chaotic
childcare environment may be modeling fewer positive social skills and more
ineffective management skills (Ferretti, 2014; Shamama-tus-Sabah & Gillani, 2011).
In line with Social Learning Theory (Bandura, 1971), children, who observed these
behaviors, were more likely to learn these ineffective management skills.

Second, Evans, Kliewer and Martin (1991) suggested the “overstimulation
hypothesis” in which children were overwhelmed with too much stimulation due to
the high levels of noise, which in turn, leads children to acquire strategies to filter out
the unwanted stimulation (Evans et al., 1998; Evans, 2006). This filtering also results
in the decrease in children’s ability to be involved in joint-attentional activities and
leads them to filter out developmentally valuable stimulation (Evans et al., 1991).

Furthermore, it was shown that exposure to chaotic home environment result

in a decrease in the ability to understand and respond social cues (Dumas et al.,
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2005). This explanation can be also used for the children who experiencing higher

childcare chaos.

4.1.2 Additive relationships of home and childcare chaos in predicting effortful
control

It was expected that home and childcare chaos would directly and independently
correlate with preschool children’s effortful control. The present study used both
mother and teacher report of effortful control and observational data in order to
create an effortful control composite. However, the analyses showed that while
higher levels of home chaos predicted lower effortful control, after controlling for
childcare chaos and SES, it was not associated with the effortful control composite.
However, SES remained a significant covariate. Also, childcare chaos did not
correlate with effortful control after controlling for home chaos and SES. These
findings are contrary to previous researches that investigate the role of home and
childcare chaos in inhibitory control and attentional mechanism (Belojevic et al.,
2012; Evans & Lepore, 1993; Hambrick-Dixon, 1988; Hambrick-Dixon, 2002). One
of the reasons for this inconsistency could be that these previous studies focused only
one of the indicators of chaos, especially noise (Belojevic et al., 2012; Cohen et al.,
1973; Evans & Lepore, 1993; Hambrick-Dixon, 1988; Hambrick-Dixon, 2002;
Maxwell, 2010) and crowding (Evans, 2006; Evans & Lepore, 1993; Solari & Mare,
2012; Wachs & Gruen, 1982). While the study by Vernon-Feagans e al. (2012)
showed the link between chaos and cognitive development by using multiple
indicators of chaos, chaos was measured through objective measures rather than
subjective ratings. It would be good to use objective measures in the present study at

least in measuring childcare chaos.
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4.2 Interactive roles of home and childcare chaos in predicting child outcomes
According to the interactive effects model, it was expected that the link between
home chaos and child outcomes would be moderated by childcare chaos. Contrary to
expectations, the two-way interaction term between the home and childcare chaos
was not significant in predicting any of the child outcomes, such as externalizing
composite, teacher report of SC and AW, mother report of internalizing problems,
effortful control composite, DCCS, the percentage of frequency of anger, sadness
and positive expression, and the percentage of frequency of organized-on task
behaviors. Therefore, the pattern of the link between home chaos and child outcomes
did not differ significantly by the chaos in the childcare context.

Although failing to explore the interaction between home and childcare chaos
was consistent with the study by Maxwell (2003) in which there was also no
significant interaction between crowding in both home and school setting, the finding
was inconsistent with a large body of previous studies that found an interaction
between environmental factors in two different settings (Crosnoe et al., 2010; Kamp
Dush et al., 2013; Maxwell, 1996; Moore et al., 2000; Watamura et al., 2011). As
noted in the Introduction, the most important reason for the non-significant
interaction could be that children’s experiences at home play the most prominent and
largest role in children’s optimal development for social and cognitive skills during
preschool years (McCartney, 2006; NICHD Early Child Care Research Network,
2002b; 2003; 2006). This explanation could also be applied to the non-significant
interaction between home and childcare chaos such that because of the prominent
role of home chaos, childcare chaos did not moderate the negative correlations

between home chaos and child social competence and adjustment.
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4.3 Niche groups to predict child outcomes

In addition to examining the interactions between home and childcare chaos with
continuous range, comparisons between children who experiencing the ends of the
distribution of environmental chaos and children who experiencing average
environmental chaos were made by creating niche groups in order to make a direct
comparison. It was expected that children who were exposed to double jeopardy
would display poorer social competence and adjustment than those who experiencing
average environmental chaos. By showing that children in double jeopardy displayed
more externalizing problems than children who exposed to double protection, as well
as, children from less chaotic home environment, but more chaotic childcare
environment displayed less social competence than those in reference group, the
results of the present study partially supported the hypothesis of additive roles of
home and childcare chaos. This finding was consistent with Sameroff (2000) which
implied the importance of additive role of risky environment. However, because
children who exposed to average home or childcare chaos were excluded, the sample
size decreased from 269 to 112. Therefore, the results should be interpreted

cautiously.

4.4 Limitations and future directions of the present study

This study has limitations that should be acknowledged. First, almost all children
were enrolled in municipal preschools. If children enrolled in the different types of
preschools were tested, a stronger generalization could be made and variability in

childcare chaos would be increased. Second, comparing niche groups with a larger
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sample size would be important for the comprehensive analyses and higher statistical
power.

Furthermore, because the findings of the present study was relying only on
mothers and teachers’ subjective ratings of chaos, further investigation of the
additive and interactive role of home and childcare chaos in child development
should also be continued with the objective measures of home and childcare chaos.
Besides, it would be better to examine the role home and childcare chaos in child
development by creating a composite index for both home and childcare environment
since the term of chaos has multiple indicators.

Moreover, the present study investigated only the role of home and childcare
chaos in social and cognitive development. Further studies can examine the
underlying mechanisms. For example, it would be good to examine whether
children’s temperament characteristics play a role in these associations. Also, child
effortful control may moderate the relationship between environmental chaos and
child outcomes. Specifically, further research should test whether home chaos was
strongly related to social adjustment problems for children who have low effortful
control level.

In addition, the findings of the present study did not show any significant
associations between home chaos and teacher report of anxiety-withdrawal and
social competence. Future studies should investigate whether there is a reporter bias
or there are the underlying reasons for the non-significant results.

Also, the presence of assistant teachers might play a protective role for the
relationship between childcare chaos and child developmental outcomes by

decreasing the child-to-adult ratio. Future studies can statistically control this
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variable in order to investigate the unique predictive role of childcare chaos in child
outcomes.

Besides, we tried to explore the role of home and childcare chaos in child
emotionality by examining affect display and behavioral regulation scores separately.
But, further attempts may explore the link between chaos and child emotionality by
combining them as in the study by Dennis, Hong and Solomon (2010).

Finally, longitudinal studies are needed to investigate the additive roles of the
home and childcare chaos in both early childhood and middle childhood in order to
examine whether there is a cumulative adverse role of environmental chaos on child

outcomes over time.

4.5 Contributions and implications
Most research to date has addressed the role of home chaos and childcare chaos in
children’s socio-emotional and cognitive developmental outcomes separately. As a
result, we know little whether home chaos is related differentially with such
developmental outcomes among children who experience varying levels of childcare
chaos. Therefore, the major contribution of the present study was to investigate the
additive and interactive roles of home and childcare chaos in children’s
developmental outcomes. Because the increase in population, unhealthy
urbanization, social issues, unemployment, mothers’ participation in workforce, the
need for the full-time non-parental care in Turkey might play a role in increasing
levels of chaos in home and childcare microsystems, this type of consideration was
also very important for Turkish policies.

Showing the positive relationship between environmental chaos and child

social adjustment problems has also clinical implications. Because child
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externalizing problems have an important role in the predisposition to adult violence
(Betz, 1995), identifying chaos as a risk factor for these problems provides a
significant step for the prevention programs. Increasing the competence and positive
attitudes of parents and teachers by training programs and using less harsh discipline
may help prevention of social adjustment problems. Also, teachers may give
importance to support of children’s self-concept (Spilt, Lier, Leflot, Onghena, &
Colpin, 2014).

The use of multiple method and multiple reporters of social adjustment and
competence (i.e., mother and teacher) and effortful control (i.e., mother, teacher,
observers) reduced the subjectivity and shared method variance, and allowed for a
more robust evaluation of child outcome variables by capturing them across different
microsystems. For example, externalizing scores provided by the mothers had an
association with the anger-aggression scores provided by the teachers. Also effortful
control scores of CBQ-VSF provided by the mothers and teachers were related to the
direct behavioral observations of effortful control.

The adaptation of LECP scale into Turkish and showing the satisfactory
internal consistency of Turkish version in the present study made an important
contribution by allowing for comprehensive, economical and brief measurement of
childcare chaos.

The other contribution of the present study was that childcare chaos and poor
childcare quality are two different concepts of childcare environment. In other words,
childcare chaos plays a role in children’s externalizing problems and teacher report
of social competence over and above poor childcare quality. Also, although high
levels of chaos are often associated with SES (Brody & Flor, 1997; Evans & English,

2002; Moore, 2000), consistent with previous researches (Deater-Deckard et al.,
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2009; Dumas et al., 2005; Evans et al., 2005; Hart et al., 2007) the study contribute a
support for that chaos correlates with adverse child outcomes over and above SES.
Finally, the findings of the present study about the additive role of risky
settings suggest policies focusing on planning more effective prevention and
interventions, especially for at-risk populations and integrating children’s
experiences at home into childcare environment (Crosnoe et al., 2010; NICHD

ECCRN, 2005; Wasik et al., 1990).
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APPENDIX A

TURKISH FORM OF CONFUSION, HUBBUB, AND ORDER SCALE

EVIM NASIL?

EVINIZLE ilgili goriis, duygu ve diisiincenize en uygun

olan segenegi “Hi¢ Dogru Degil”den “Cok Dogru”’ya = =
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degil Degil Dogru Degil Dogru Dogru Dogry O )%0 ._?40 g )%D %

1 2 3 4 5 6l A @M A O

1. Evimizde kargasa ve daginiklik ¢cok az 1 2 3 4 5 6

2 Bir seye ihtiyacimiz oldugunda 1 2 3 4 5 6
genellikle bulabiliriz.

3. Neredeyse her zaman bir telas 1 2 3 4 5 6

4. Evimizde genellikle her sey yerli 1 2 3 4 5 6

S. Ne kadar ugrasirsak ugrasalim, 1 2 3 4 5 6
genellikle hep ge¢ kaliriz.

6. Evimizde her zaman her sey altistolur. |1 2 3 4 5 6

7. Evde birbirimizin s6ziinii kesmeden 1 2 3 4 5 6

8. Evimizde giiriiltii patirt1 eksik olmaz. 1 2 3 4 5 6

9. Ailecek ne planlarsak planlayalim, 1 2 3 4 5 6
genelde gergeklestiremeyiz.

10. Bizim evde giiriiltiiden kendi sesinibile (1 2 3 4 5 6
duyamazsin.

11. Siklikla, evde bagkalarinin yaptigi 1 2 3 4 5 6
tartismalar i¢ine ben de ¢ekilirim.

12. Evimiz kafa dinlemek i¢in iyi biryerdir. |1 2 3 4 5 6

13. Evimizde telefon konusmasi bitmek 1 2 3 4 5 6
tiilkenmek bilmez.

14. Evimizde ortam sakindir. 1 2 3 4 5 6

15. Evimizde diizenli bir rutin vardir. Gline |1 2 3 4 5 6

baglarken ne olacag: bellidir.
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APPENDIX B

TURKISH FORM OF FAMILY ROUTINES INVENTORY-SHORT FORM

HAFTAICI GUNLERDE NE HER | 3-4 | 1-2 | NERDEYSE
SIKLIKTA.... GUN | GUN | GUN HIC

1. ¢ocugunuza hikaye okursunuz veya
anlatirsiniz?

2. ¢ocugunuzla oyun oynarsiniz?

3. calisan ebeveyn(ler) ayn1 saatte isten eve
gelir?

4. aksam yemeginizi ayni saatte yersiniz?

5. ¢ocugunuz uyumak i¢in ayni saatte
yatagina gider?

6. dua etmek, namaz kilmak, meditasyon
yapmak veya dini kitap okumak gibi manevi
etkinliklerde bulunursunuz?
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APPENDIX C

TURKISH FORM OF LIFE IN EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS SCALE

SINIFIM NASIL?

Sizin goriis, duygu ve diisiincenize en uygun olan segenegi “Hic
Dogru Degil”’den “Cok Dogru”ya giden 1 ile 6 arasindaki uygun

gordiigliniiz rakami daire igine alarak belirtiniz.

Hig . Pek _ & %
Dogru %Ogvr.lll Dogru B'[az 5 COlf % g % ED B
Degil °"  Degil Dogru  Dogru Dogru | & A & 2 ’Sh
2 o) Q A
1 3 4 > 6 A 2 A 5§ E R
R ORI BT )
2 o ¥ = o °
Z A ~ M A U
Sinifimda kargasa ve daginiklik ¢ok az olur. 1 2 3 4 > 6
Sinifta neredeyse her zaman bir telas i¢indeyiz. L2 9 a 9
Siniftaki sorumluluklarimiz1 genellikle verilen siirede yerine
getirebiliriz (6rnegin, egitim faaliyetlerinin planlanip hazir hale 1 2 3 4 S 6
getirilmesi ve uygulanmasi, ebeveynlerle iletisim vb.).
Ne kadar ugrasirsak ugragalim, genellikle hep ge¢ kaliriz (6rnegin, |1 2 3 4 5 6
planlanan bir etkinligi bitirmek, dgrencileri térene yetistirmek vb.)
Sinifimiz karman ¢orman bir durumdadir, kimin ne yaptig: belli 1 2 3 4 5 6
degildir.
Sinif 6gretmeni ve siniftaki diger ¢alisanlar, sozleri kesilmeden 1 2 3 4 5 6
birbirleriyle ve ¢ocuklarla konusabilir.
Sinifimiz genellikle giiriiltiili olur. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Ne planlarsak planlayalim, genelde gergeklestiremeyiz. L
Sinifta bir seye ihtiyacimiz oldugunda genellikle yerinde 1 2 3 4 5 6
bulabiliriz.
Sinifimizda giiriiltiiden kendi sesimizi bile duyamadigimiz olur. AR J 2
Sinifimiz, ¢ocuklari rahat hissettiren bir yerdir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
Giin igerisinde diizeni bozan durumlar sinif programini takip 1 2 3 4 5 6
etmeyi zorlastirir.
Sinifimizda ortam sakindir. 1 2 3 4 > 6
Kullandigimiz etkinlik materyallerini toplayip yerine kaldirmak
. . O ) . 1 2 3 4 5 6
i¢in nadiren zamanimiz kalir ve bunlar gelisigiizel bir sekilde
yigilir.
Mevcut alan géz oniine alindiginda siifimizda gok fazla gocuk 1 2 3 4 5 6
vardir.
1 2 3 4 5 6

Giin boyunca sinifa giren ve ¢ikan yetiskin sayisi ¢ok fazla olur.

68




APPENDIX D

TURKISH FORM OF CHILD BEHAVIOR CHECKLIST

1 % -5 YAS COCUKLARI iICIN DAVRANIS
DEGERLENDIRME OLCEGI

Asagida cocuklarm 6zelliklerini tanimlayan bir dizi madde bulunmaktadir. Her bir madde
COCUGUNUZUN SU ANDAKI YA DA SON 6 AY igindeki durumunu belirtmektedir. Bir
madde ¢ocugunuz icin ¢cok ya da siklikla dogru ise 2, bazen ya da biraz dogru ise 1, hi¢ dogru
degilse 0 sayilarim yuvarlak i¢ine alimz. LUTFEN TUM MADDELERI ISARETLEMEYE

CALISINIZ.

0: Dogru Degil (Bildiginiz kadariyla)
2:CokyadaSikliklaDogru

012
nedeni olmayan).
0 1 2 2. Yagindan daha kiiciik gibi

davranir.

0 1 2 3. Baskalaryla géz goze
gelmekten kaginir.

0 1 2 4. Dikkatini uzun siire
toplamakta ya da siirdiirmekte giigliik
ceker.

0 1 2 5. Yerinde rahat oturamaz,
huzursuz ve ¢ok hareketlidir.

0 1 2 6. Egyalarinin yerinin
degistirilmesine katlanamaz.

0 1 2 7.Beklemeye tahammiilii yoktur,
her seyin aninda olmasini ister.

0 1 2 8. Yetiskinlerin dizinin dibinden
ayrilmaz, onlara ¢ok bagimlidir.

0 1 2 9. Kabizdir, kakasini kolay
yapamaz (hasta degilken bile).

0 1 2 10.Kars gelir.

0 1 2 11. istekleri aninda
karsilanmalidir.

0 1 2 12. Ailesine ait esyalara zarar
Verir.

1. Agn ve sizilart vardir (tibbi
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1: Bazen ya da Biraz Dogru

0 1 2 13. Hasta degilken bile ishal olur,
kakas1 yumusaktir.

012
uymaz.

012

14. S6z dinlemez, kurallara

15. Yasam diizenindeki en ufak
bir degisiklikten rahatsiz olur.
0 1 2 16.Kendisiyle konusuldugunda

yanit vermez.

0 12 17. istahsizdir
(agiklaymmiz)................
0 1 2 18. Hatali davranigindan dolay1

sucluluk duymaz.
0 1 2 19. Giiclikle karsilastiginda
cabuk vazgecer.

0 1 2 20. Duygularn kolayca incinir.

0 1 2 21.Cok kavga doviis eder.
0 12 22. Anne-babasindan
ayrildiginda ¢ok tedirgin olur.

0 1 2 23. Bas agrilar1 vardir (tibbi
nedeni olmayan).

0 1 2 24. Baskalarina vurur.



0 1 2 25. Diigiinmeden, insanlara ya da
hayvanlara zarar verir.

0 1 2 26. Hig bir neden yokken mutsuz
goruntir.

012 27. Ofkelidir.

0 1 2 28. Midesi bulanir, kendini hasta
hisseder (tibbi nedeni olmayan).

0 1 2 29.Biryerleri segirir, tikleri

vardir(agiklay1niz).......ccoccoveeevieniiniieenen.

0 1 2 30. Sinirli ve gergindir.

0 1 2 31. Hig bir neden yokken panik
yasar.

0 1 2 32.Kakasini yaparken agrisi acisi
olur.

0 1 2 33.Fiziksel olarak insanlara
saldirir, onlara vurur.

0 1 2 34. Hareketlerinde tam kontrollii
degildir, sakardir.

0 1 2 35.Cezadan anlamaz, ceza,
davranigini degistirmez.

0 1 2 36.Bir ugras ya da faaliyeti
bitirmeden digerine ¢abuk geger.

0 1 2 37.Hareketli, canli oyunlar

oynamay1 reddeder.
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0 1 2 38.Cok bagirr, cagirr, ¢18lik
atar.

0 1 2 39. Sevgiye, sefkate tepkisiz
goruntir.

0 1 2 40. Sikilgan ve utangagtir.

0 1 2 41.Bencildir, paylasmaz.

0 1 2 42. insanlara kars1 ¢cok az sevgi,
sefkat gOsterir.

0 1 2 43. Cevresindeki seylere cok az
ilgi gosterir.

0 1 2 44. Mide-karin agris1 ve
kramplar1 vardir(tibbi nedeni olmayan).
0 1 2 45. Uzgiinken birden neseli,
neseli iken birden iizgiin olabilir.

0 1 2 46. inatg1, somurtkan ve rahatsiz
edicidir.

0 1 2 47. Duygular degiskendir, bir an1
bir anin1 tutmaz.

0 1 2 48. Cok sik kiiser, surat asar,
somurtur.

0 1 2 56.Alip bagim gider.

0 1 2 57.Cokilgi ve dikkat ister.

0 1 2 58. Sizlanir, mizirdanir.

0 1 2 59.ice kapaniktir, bagkalariyla
birlikte olmak istemez.

0 1 2 60. Evhamhdir.



APPENDIX E
TURKISH FORM OF SOCIAL COMPETENCE BEHAVIOR EVALUATION-

PRESCHOOL EDITION, SHORT FORM

SOSYAL YETKINLIK VE DAVRANIS DEGERLENDIRMESI

Asagidaki listede bir ¢ocugun duygusal durumu ve davramglant ile ilgili ifadeler yer
almaktadir. Verilen numaralandirma sistemini goz Oniinde bulundurarak ifadelerdeki
davraniglar1 6grencinizde ne kadar siklikla gézlemlediginizi isaretleyiniz: Bu davranist
HICBIR ZAMAN (1) BAZEN (2 veya3) SIK SIK (4 veya5) HER ZAMAN (6)
gbzlemliyorum.

HICBIR BAZEN SIKSIK HER

ZAMAN

ZAMAN

1 2 veya 3 4 veya 5 6

1. Yiiz ifadesi duygularini belli 1 5 3 4 5 6
etmez.
2. Zorda olan bir ¢ocugu teselli eder 1 s 3 45 6
ya da ona yardimci olur.
3; Kolayl.lk.la hayal kirikligina 1 5 3 4 5 6
ugrayip sinirlenir.
4. Faaliyeti kesintiye ugradiginda 1 5 3 4 5 6
kizar.
5. Huysuzdur, ¢abuk kizip 6tkelenir. 1 2 3 4 5 6

6. Giindelik islerde yardim eder
(6rnegin sinif toplanirken ya da 1 2 3 4 5 6
beslenme dagitilirken yardimer olur).

7. Cekingen, iirkektir; yeni

ortamlardan ve durumlardan kaginir. 1 2 3 48 6
8. Uzgiin, mutsuz ya da depresiftir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Grup i¢inde i¢e doniik ya da grupta

o 1 2 3 4 5 6
olmaktan huzursuz goriinir.
1(1. En ufak bir seyde bagirir ya da 1 5 3 4 5 5
ciglik atar.
11. Grup iginde kolaylikla ¢alisir. 1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Hareketsizdir, oynayan ¢ocuklari 1 5 3 45 6
uzaktan seyreder.
13. Anlagmazliklara ¢6ziim yollar 1 5 3 45 6

arar.
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14. Gruptan ayr1, kendi basina kalir.

15. Diger ¢ocuklarin goriislerini
dikkate alir.

16. Diger ¢ocuklara vurur, onlar1
1sirir ya da tekmeler.

17. Grup faaliyetlerinde diger
cocuklarla birlikte calisir, onlarla is
birligi yapar.

18. Diger ¢ocuklarla anlagmazliga
diiser.

19. Yorgundur.

20. Oyuncaklara iyi bakar,
oyuncaklarin kiymetini bilir.

21. Grup faaliyetleri sirasinda
konusmaz ya da faaliyetlere katilmaz.

22. Kendinden kiiciik ¢ocuklara karst
dikkatlidir.

23. Grup iginde fark edilmez.

24. Diger ¢ocuklari istemedikleri
seyleri yapmaya zorlar.

25. Ogretmene kizdig1 zaman ona
vurur ya da ¢evresindeki esyalara
zarar verir.

26. Endiseye kapilir.

27. Akla yatan agiklamalar
yapildiginda uzlagsmaya varir.

28. Ogretmenin dnerilerine karst
cikar.

29. Cezalandirilldiginda (6rnegin
herhangi bir seyden yoksun
birakildiginda) baskaldirir, karsi
koyar.

30. Kendi bagarilarindan memnuniyet

duyar.
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APPENDIX F
TURKISH FORM OF CHILDREN’S BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE

VERY SHORT FORM

COCUK DAVRANIS LiSTESI

Son 6 ay1 gbz oniinde bulundurarak, ¢ocugunuzun asagida tarif edilen bazi durumlar
karsisinda nasil davrandigini en iyi gosteren sayiy1 yuvarlak i¢ine alarak belirtiniz.
Dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur.

S < 5 4 S S
ezl Szl 459 BE 25 |2¢
SE|ZE|BfS9cs|825 | gD
s~ |g>|@df 2y ® SO
[ Z Z =

1. Bir yerden bagka bir yere

giderken her zaman ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

aceleci ve telaglhdir.

2. Yapmak istedigi bir seyden

alikonuldugunda hayal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

kiriklig1 yasar.

3. Resim yaparken ya da kitap

boyarken ¢ok iyi konsantre olup| 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

dikkatini yogunlastirir.

4. Yiiksek kaydiraklardan
kaymak gibi heyecan veren 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
etkinliklerden hoslanir.

5. Ufak bir kesik ya da

yaralanmada bir hayli liziiliir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Gezmeye gitmeden Once
ihtiya¢ duyacag seyleri 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
hazirlar.

7. Genellikle bir faaliyete
aceleyle, diisinmeden girigir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Ailesinin yaptig1 planlar
(6rnegin, bir gezi plani) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tasarlandig gibi

gerceklesmezse tiziilir.

9. Kendisine sarki
sOylenilmesini sever. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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10. Hemen hemen herkesin
yaninda rahattir.

11. Hirsiz veya “dcii”’lerden
korkar.

12. Ebeveynleri yeni kiyafet
giydiklerinde farkina varir.

13. Hareketli oyunlara kiyasla
sakin etkinlikleri tercih eder.

14. Bir seye sinirlendiginde
kizginlig1 en az 10 dakika
surer.

15. Pargalarin iist tiste
konmasini veya eklenmesini
gerektiren ugrasilara (lego
gibi) kendini verir ve uzun
siire calisir.

16. Salincakta sallanirken

yiiksege ¢cikmay1 ve hizi sever.

17. Baz1 gorevleri veya
etkinlikleri bagsaramadiginda
uzilir.

18. Talimatlar1 (Dur!, Geri
gbn!, Saga don! vb.) takip
etmekte iyidir.

19. Yeni durumlara aligmasi
uzun zaman alir.

20. Soguk alginligindan hasta
oldugunda pek nadiren
mizmizlanip sikayet eder.

21. Tekerlemelerde oldugu
gibi ahenkli sesleri sever.

22. Uzun zamandir tanidigi
insanlar arasinda bile bazen
cekingendir.

23. Kizdiginda
sakinlestirilmesi ¢ok zordur.
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24. Evin odalarindaki yeni
nesneleri hemen fark eder.

25. Aksamlari bile enerji
doludur.

26. Karanliktan korkmaz.

27. Bazen resimli bir kitaba
gOmiiliir ve uzun siire
bakar/okur.

28. Giirtiltiild, patirtil,
tagkinlik iceren oyunlar1 sever.

29. Kiigiik kesik ve yaralara
cok iiziilmez.

30. Tehlikeli oldugu sdylenen
yerlere yavas ve temkinli
yaklasir.

31. Ne yapacagina karar
verirken yavastir ve acele
etmez.

32. Oynamak istedigi seyi
bulamazsa kizar.

33. Sallanmak gibi sakin
ritmik etkinliklerden hoglanir.

34. Bazen yeni tanistigi
kisilerden utangac bir sekilde
kaginir.

35. Ziyarete gelen sevdigi
akrabalarinin veya
arkadaslarinin gitmeye
hazirlanmalari, onu mutsuz
eder.

36. Ebeveynin dig goriiniimii

degistiginde (6rnegin, yeni sag
modeli) yorum getirir.

37. Genellikle bir faaliyete
aceleyle, diisinmeden girisir.

38. Baskalar1 konusurken
bazen sozlerini keser.
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40. Bir sey yapmaya karar
vermeden dnce genellikle
durup diistiniir.

42. Durup diisiinmeden aklina
ilk geleni sdyleme egilimi
vardir.

44, Istedigi bir seyi (or.
oyuncak) hemen elde etmek
ister.
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APPENDIX G
TURKISH FORM OF CHILDREN’S BEHAVIOR QUESTIONNAIRE VERY

SHORT FORM, TEACHER-REPORT VERSION

COCUK DAVRANIS LiSTESI

Son 6 ay1 goz oniinde bulundurarak, 6grencinizin asagida tarif edilen baz1 durumlar
karsisinda nasil davrandigini en iyi gosteren sayiy1 yuvarlak icine alarak belirtiniz.
Dogru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur.

S < 249N B S, B S
%E Sl yg@g a2 | ez
EE(2E|£5cdP°| 3% |E8
S o D >z A e

1. Bir yerden baska bir yere

giderken her zaman ¢ok 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

aceleci ve telaghdir.

2. Yapmak istedigi bir seyden

alikonuldugunda hayal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

kiriklig1 yasar.

3. Resim yaparken ya da kitap
boyarken ¢ok iyi konsantre 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
olup dikkatini yogunlastirir.

4. Yiiksek kaydiraklardan
kaymak gibi heyecan veren 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
etkinliklerden hoslanir.

5. Ufak bir kesik ya da

yaralanmada bir hayli tiziiliir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
6. Yeni aktivitelerden ya da

rutindeki degisikliklerden 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
once ihtiya¢ duyacag seyleri

hazirlar.

7. Genellikle bir faaliyete
aceleyle, diistinmeden girisir. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8. Ogretmenin yaptig1 planlar
(6rnegin, bir gezi plani) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
tasarlandig gibi

gerceklesmezse {iziiliir.

9. Kendisine sarki
sOylenilmesini sever. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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10. Hemen hemen herkesin
yaninda rahattir.

11. Hirsiz veya “Ocii”’lerden
korkar.

12. Ogretmenin yeni veya
farkl1 bir kiyafet giydiginin
farkina varir.

13. Hareketli oyunlara kiyasla
sakin etkinlikleri tercih eder.

14. Bir seye sinirlendiginde
kizginlig1 en az 10 dakika
surer.

15. Pargalarin iist tiste
konmasini veya eklenmesini
gerektiren ugrasilara (lego
gibi) kendini verir ve uzun
stire galisir.

16. Salincakta sallanirken

yiiksege ¢ikmay1 ve hizi sever.

17. Baz1 gorevleri veya
etkinlikleri bagaramadiginda
tiziilir.

18. Talimatlar1 (Dur!, Geri
gbn!, Saga don! vb.) takip
etmekte iyidir.

19. Yeni durumlara alismasi
uzun zaman alir.

20. Soguk alginligindan hasta
oldugunda pek nadiren
mizmizlanip sikayet eder.

21. Tekerlemelerde oldugu
gibi ahenkli sesleri sever.

22. Uzun zamandir tanidigi
insanlar arasinda bile bazen
cekingendir.

23. Kizdiginda
sakinlestirilmesi ¢ok zordur.
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24. Siniftaki yeni nesneleri
hemen fark eder.

25. Sessiz aktivitelerin
yapildigi zamanlarda bile
enerji doludur.

26. Karanliktan korkmaz.

27. Bazen resimli bir kitaba
gOmiiliir ve uzun siire
bakar/okur.

28. Giiriiltiili, patirtili,

tagkinlik iceren oyunlar1 sever.

29. Kiigiik kesik ve yaralara
¢ok tiziilmez.

30. Tehlikeli oldugu sdylenen
yerlere yavas ve temkinli
yaklagir.

31. Ne yapacagina karar
verirken yavastir ve acele
etmez.

32. Oynamak istedigi seyi
bulamazsa kizar.

33. Sallanmak gibi sakin
ritmik etkinliklerden hoglanir.

34. Bazen yeni tanistig1
kisilerden utangac bir sekilde
kaginir,

35. Arkadaslarinin siniftan
ayrilmak i¢in hazirlanmalari,
onu mutsuz eder.

36. Ogretmeni dis
goriinlimiinii degistirdiginde
yorum getirir.
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APPENDIX H

CONSENT FORM FOR PRESCHOOL DIRECTORS

KATILIMCI BiLGI VE ONAM FORMU

“Okul Oncesi Dénemde Cevre Kosullar1 ve Cocuk Gelisimi” adl1 arastirma ile ilgili
bilgileri okudum ve anladim. Anlamadigim kisimlar hakkinda arastirmacidan gerekli

bilgileri aldim. Formun bir 6rnegini aldim.

Bu arastirma projesine katilmaya onay veriyorum [_|

onay vermiyorum [_]

Okul Oncesi Egitim Kurumu Y6neticisinin Adi:
Tarih:

Imzas:

Telefon:

Adres:
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APPENDIX |

CONSENT FORM FOR PARENTS

KATILIMCI BiLGI VE ONAM FORMU

“Okul Oncesi Dénemde Cevre Kosullar1 ve Cocuk Gelisimi” adl1 arastirma ile ilgili
bilgileri okudum ve anladim. Anlamadigim kisimlar hakkinda arastirmacidan gerekli
bilgileri aldim. Formun bir 6rnegini aldim.

Cocugum ’in bu arastirma projesine katilmasina

onay veriyorum [_]
onay vermiyorum [_]

Velinin Adz:

Tarih:

Imzasi:

Telefon:

Adres:

Cocugun Dogum Tarthi:
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APPENDIXJ

CONSENT FORM FOR PRESCHOOL TEACHERS

KATILIMCI BiLGI VE ONAM FORMU

“Okul Oncesi Dénemde Cevre Kosullar1 ve Cocuk Gelisimi” adli arastirma ile ilgili
bilgileri okudum ve anladim. Anlamadigim kisimlar hakkinda arastirmacidan gerekli

bilgileri aldim. Formun bir 6rnegini aldim.

Bu arastirma projesine katilmaya onay veriyorum [_|

onay vermiyorum [ ]

Adi1 Soyadu:
Tarih:
Imzas:
Telefon:
E-posta:

Adres:
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