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ABSTRACT

ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT AND PEER RELATIONSHIP OF CHILDREN IN
CARE: THE MODERATOR ROLE OF TEMPERAMENT AND SOCIAL
SUPPORT

EREL GOZAGAC, Sema
M.S. Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Sibel Kazak Berument

September 2018, 107 pages

The present study aimed to investigate whether children in care differ from home-
reared children in academic achievement and peer relationships and to examine the
factors underlying individual differences in these developmental outcomes. Perceived
social support and negative affect were taken as moderators. The present study
included 365 children; 142 of them were from residential care settings, and 223 of
them were selected from the classrooms that these youngsters were attending. Child-
Adolescent Social Support Scale, Peer Victimization Scale, and measurement of peer-
acceptance/rejection were filled by children in order to measure perceived social
support and peer relationships. Caregivers or mothers filled in the temperament
questionnaire. Academic achievement of children was evaluated by behavioral
academic engagement and grades of children. To compare children in care and family-
reared children, MANOVA analyses were conducted. Results indicated children in
care showed poorer academic achievement and peer relationships than children living
with their parents, except peer-acceptance. In addition, hierarchical regression

analyses were conducted for each developmental outcome to assess the direct and

iv



moderator roles of social support and temperament. Social support perceived from
caregivers/mothers and teachers, and temperament (i.e. effortful control and
perceptual sensitivity) significantly predicted child outcomes. Moreover, the
interaction between rearing condition and negative affect was marginally significant
in predicting peer-rejection. Also, three-way interaction between rearing condition,
teacher support, and negative affect was marginally significant in predicting academic
engagement. To be more precise, perceived teacher support increased academic

engagement of children in care when they were with low negative affect.

Keywords: Children in Care, Academic Achievement, Peer Relations, Social

Support, Temperament



0z

DEVLET KORUMASI ALTINDAKI COCUKLARIN AKADEMIK BASARILARI
VE AKRAN ILISKIiLERI: SOSYAL DESTEK VE MiZACIN DUZENLEYICI
ROLU

EREL GOZAGAC, Sema
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Sibel Kazak Berument

Eyliil 2018, 107 sayfa

Bu calisma, kurum bakimi altindaki g¢ocuklar ile aile yaninda kalan c¢ocuklarin
akademik basar1 ve akran iligkileri bakimindan farklilasip farklilagsmadiklarini
aragtirmay1 ve bu gelisimsel sonuglardaki bireysel farkliliklarda rol oynayan faktorleri
incelemeyi amaglamistir. Algilanan sosyal destek ve olumsuz duygulanim diizenleyici
degisken olarak ele almmistir. Mevcut c¢alismanin &rneklemi 365 ¢ocuktan
olusmaktadir; bu ¢ocuklarin 142’si kurum bakimindan, 223’ kurum bakimi altindaki
cocuklarin biyolojik aileleri ile yasayan sinif arkadaslarindan se¢ilmistir. Cocuk-Ergen
Sosyal Destek Olgegi, Akran Zorbaligim1 Belirleme Olgegi, akran kabulii ve akran
reddi Ol¢liimii ¢ocuklardan alinmistir. Bakim personelleri/anneler mizag¢ 6lgegini
doldurmuslardir. Cocuklarin akademik basaris1 smif i¢i davranigsal akademik
katilimlar1 ve notlart ile degerlendirilmistir. Kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklar ile aile
yaninda biiyliyen ¢ocuklar1 karsilastirmak icin, ¢ok degiskenli varyans analizi
kullanilmistir. Sonuglara gore, devlet korumasi altindaki ¢ocuklar diger ¢ocuklardan

daha diisiik akademik basar1 gdostermekte ve daha olumsuz akran iliskileri (akran
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kabulii hari¢) belirtmektedir. Sosyal destek ve mizacin dogrudan ve diizenleyici
etkilerini gérmek amaciyla her bir sonu¢ degiskeni i¢in hiyerarsik regresyon analizi
yapilmistir. Bakim personelleri/anneler ve 6gretmenlerden algilanan sosyal destek ile
mizag Ozellikleri (kendini denetleme ve algisal hassasiyet) sonu¢ degiskenlerini
anlamli olarak yordamaktadir. Buna ek olarak, yetistirilme kosullar1 ve olumsuz
duygulanim arasindaki etkilesim akran reddini yordamada marjinal olarak anlamli
bulunmustur. Ayrica, yetistirilme kosullari, 6gretmen sosyal destegi ve olumsuz
duygulanim arasindaki ii¢ yonlii etkilesim de akademik katilimi1 yordarken marjinal
olarak anlamlidir. Ogretmen sosyal destegi kurum bakimi altindaki cocuklarin
akademik basarilarin1 yalnizca diisiik olumsuz duygulanimi olan ¢ocuklarda anlaml

olarak artirmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kurum Bakimindaki Cocuklar, Akademik Basari, Akran
Miskileri, Sosyal Destek, Mizag
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Overview

Children’s rearing environment has a substantial impact on their development
(Bronfenbrenner, 2005; Evans, 2006). Psychosocially deprived conditions negatively
affect child outcomes in terms of cognitive, emotional and social development
(MacLean, 2003; Bos, Fox, Zeanah, & Nelson, 2009). One of these conditions is to
grow under the care of social services. Over two million children worldwide have been
placed in government care for various reasons such as negative family environment,
economic difficulties, death of parents, neglect, or abuse (Petrowski, Cappa, & Grossi,
2017). According to Ministry of Family and Social Policy (2017), 14189 children are
under the government protection in our country. Being raised in institutions put
children under the risk of developmental latencies and problems (MacLean, 2003;
Roy, Rutter, & Pickles, 2004). To be more precise, children in institutions are more
likely to show cognitive deficits (Nelson et al., 2007), problem behaviours (Wiik et
al., 2011), attachment problems (Zeanah, 2000), and socioemotional difficulties
(Tarullo, Bruce, & Gunnar, 2007).

This study focused on the school-related variables outcomes of children in care. One
of the school problems that institutionalized children are more likely to show is the
failure in school life. Several studies came to the same conclusion that children under
government protection had lower grades when compared to their peers (MacLean,
2003). In addition to academic achievement, children raised in institutions also have
more problems in their peer relationships. The most common problems that children
in care experience are avoiding contact with their classmates, teasing between peers,
and being overwhelmed by peers’ attention (Fisher, Ames, Chisholm, & Savoie,
1997).



Negative effects of being raised in institutions show differences from child to child. In
the literature, there are several models (e.g. diathesis-stress, vantage sensitivity, and
differential susceptibility models) to explain these individual differences (Slagt,
Dubas, Dekovic, & van Aken, 2016). It is important to assess which factors have a
moderator role in the relationship between institutionalization and developmental
outcomes in order to understand mechanisms underlying these differences. When
looked at the studies in the literature, it is seen that several environmental and
individual factors play a moderating role in developmental outcomes of children at
risk (Werner, 2000). However, there is limited research examining the protective role
of social support and temperamental susceptibility of children in care. Therefore, the
goals of the present study to investigate whether children in care differ from home-
reared children in academic achievement and peer relationships and to examine the
factors (social support and temperamental characteristics) underlying individual
differences in these developmental outcomes of children.

With these aims, in the following sections first, government protection and its effects
on child development; secondly, academic achievement and peer relations (i.e. peer-
acceptance, peer-rejection, and victimization) will be reviewed. Finally, literature
about the direct and moderating role of social support sources and temperament will

be discussed in the third part.
1.2 Government Protection and Its Effects on Child Development
1.2.1 Characteristics of Government Protection

For children at risk, there are different government protection services. Some of those
are providing economic support for families without separating children from their
home; others are adoption, foster care, or residential care (Aile ve Sosyal Politikalar
Bakanligi, 2017). As stated above, a large number of children are taken in care for
several reasons (e.g. loss of parents, abuse, violence, and poverty). These children
reside in different types of residential care settings which are institutions, group homes,
and care villages with various characteristics (Aile ve Sosyal Politikalar Bakanligi,

2017). Institutions, in other words, orphanages are places where a large number of
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children stay in one building. Physical conditions of institutions are not always optimal
for healthy child development such as inappropriate furniture and insufficient toys
(MccCall, 2013). In addition to physical environment, growing up in a large group and
lack of sensitive care is also a negative factor for children’s development (The St.
Petersburg—USA Orphanage Research Team, 2008). In Turkey, Aydin (1997) revealed
that one caregiver is responsible for 8-10 children and groups can consist of almost 20
children in some institutions (as cited in Atli, 2008). Another characteristic of
institutions is inconsistency of caregivers that negatively affects children’s emotional
and social development. Because of the disadvantages, since 2005 these places have
replaced with home-based care types (Yolcuoglu, 2009). These alternative care types
to institutions are care villages and group homes. In the current study, children living
in care villages or group homes were included since none of the children in the targeted

age group were residing in institutions.
1.2.1.1 Care Villages

Care villages consist of several detached houses in one campus. 6-10 children stay
together in one house. Caregivers cook, help children for their homework, and spend
most of their times within the house with children. These characteristics make care
villages more family like settings when compared to institutions. However, living in a

campus still separates those children from the community.
1.2.1.2 Group Homes

Different from care villages, group homes are located in different neighborhoods of
cities across the country. Thus, children residing in group homes are raised within the
local community similar to children living with their own biological parents. Group
homes, in other words, group homes are generally apartment flats in which 5-6
children stay. Caregivers cook, help children doing their homework, and do housework
in these homes. In addition, children residing in group homes go to neighborhood
schools, do shopping with their caregivers, and make friends from their neighborhood
as their family-reared peers. Also, it was attempted to reduce inconsistency of

caregivers in these settings. Therefore, children in group homes get in contact with less
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number of caregivers that enables children to form more stable relationships compared

to large settings.
1.2.2 Effects of Government Protection on Child Development

There are a large number of studies in the literature examining the development of
children under government protection of social services. Findings indicated that
children reared in institutional settings show more problems in their cognitive,
physical, social and emotional development (McCall, 2013; van ljzendoorn et al.,
2011).

Children growing in care show poorer physical development when compared to their
home reared age peers. For instance, their height, weight, weight for height, size, and
head circumference were found to be delayed (Smyke et al., 2007). Those children’s
brain development is also under risk because of deficiencies in nutrition, lack of
micronutrients (e.g. iron), infections, and chronic stress (Nelson, Bos, Gunnar, &
Sonuga-Barke, 2011). In addition to negative conditions in institutional settings, these
children are highly likely to have an exposure to prenatal risks, like maternal

alcoholism or negative experiences before being taken under government care.

Furthermore, children under protection differ from their family-reared peers in terms
of cognitive development. First, the meta-analysis conducted by van ljzendoorn, Luijk
and Juffer (2008) indicated that children living in government protection of social
services had lower 1Qs when compared to children living in family environment. Also,
those children show poorer theory of mind skills (Yagmurlu, Berument, & Celimli,
2005), memory (Bos et al., 2009), and executive functioning (McDermott et al., 2013)
than their peers during pre-shool and first years of primary school. According to
longitudinal studies, the detrimental effects of institutionalization on cognitive

development persist into early adolescence period (Beckett et al., 2006).

As another developmental area, institution-reared children have difficulties in socio-
emotional development such as attachment formation (Zeanah, Smyke, Koga, Carlson,
& BEIP Core Group, 2005). According to Bowbly’s attachment theory (1977),



sensitive, stable, and warm relationship with caregiver is important for development
of secure attachment. Since caregivers in social service system are not generally stable
and not able to offer one to one interaction, children do not have a chance to form
secure relationship with an adult during early years of life, so they are more likely to
show attachment disturbance (Smyke, Dumitrescu, & Zeanah, 2002). Vorria et al.
(2006) examined the attachment of adopted children spending their first two years in
the settings of government protection. Findings indicated that they were less secure
than children living with biological parents even after spending two years with a stable
family. Furthermore, children with a history of institutional care exhibit more
indiscriminant social behaviors to strangers (Gleason et al., 2014).

In addition to the attachment related outcomes, children under government protection
have more difficulty in emotion understanding (Vorria et al., 2006) and regulation
(Tottenham et al., 2010). Moreover, these children exhibited more internalizing and
externalizing behaviors when compared to family-reared children (Zeanah et al., 2009;
Roy, Rutter, & Pickles, 2000). In detail, depression, anxiety, aggression, and rule
breaking behaviors were more frequent among those children (Erol, Simsek, & Miinir,
2010).

In addition to the difficulties in cognitive and socio-emotional development of children
growing in care, they also have more problems in their school life. As stated above,

the present study focused on school-related outcomes of children in care.

1.3 School-Related Outcomes of Children

Children under government protection have more difficulties in their school life in
terms of both academic achievement and peer relationships when compared to their
family-reared peers (MacLean, 2003, McCall, 2013). In this section, academic

achievement and peer relationships of children will be reviewed.

1.3.1 Academic Achievement of Children

There are different definitions for academic achievement in the literature. According

to Deary, Strand, Smith and Fernandes (2007), academic achievement is knowledge
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obtained thorough learning. The level of knowledge learned by individuals generally
evaluated by grades obtained from exams and performance in classroom. Wang and
Holcombe (2010) stated that children with higher engagement in class have higher
success. Classroom engagement includes being interested in learning, fulfilling the
class responsibilities, and behavioral involvement in the course (Finn, Pannozzo, &
Voelkl, 1995). In the current study, academic achievement was evaluated by children’s

behavioral engagements in classroom and their grades.

Children’s academic achievement in the early years plays an important role in their
future life. Higher academic achievement during middle childhood is positively
associated with better health (Lé-Scherban, Roux, Li, & Morgenstern, 2014), higher
self-efficacy in their business life (Kelly, 1993), and better career (Arbona, 2000).
Several individual and environmental factors have an impact on children’s academic
achievement (Crisp, Taggart, & Nora, 2015). As instance for environmental factors,
being raised in a stimulus-rich environment (Eamon, 2005) and having authoritative
parents (Cohen & Rice, 1997) positively predicted academic achievement. On the
other hand, being minority (Burchinal, Roberts, Zeisel, & Rowley, 2008), or being
reared in a family from low socioeconomic status (Sirin, 2005) or poverty (Lacour &
Tissington, 2011) have a negative effect on children’s success in school. In addition,
exposure to violence in family (Thompson & Massat, 2005), having a mother with
depression (Downey & Coyne, 1990), and growing up in a multi-child family
(Gutmann, Sameroff, & Eccles, 2002) are risk factors for children’s academic

achievement.

As mentioned before, being raised under government care is also a risk for children’s
school life. In the review conducted by MacLean (2003), it was indicated that children
in care have lower achievement when compared to home-reared children since
residential care settings generally lack of sufficient stimulus that is necessary for
children’s learning and performance. Furthermore, children under government
protection are more likely to have attention problems that also negatively related to
their academic achievement. In addition to attention problems, since children’s

vocabulary knowledge was limited during early childhood, they have more problems
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in later academic life (Merz, McCall, & Wright, 2013). Studies examining the effect
of care duration also indicated that the more time children spend in care, the worse
academic achievement they have. To be more precise, children who stay more than 6
months in institutions showed more difficulties in reading, comprehension, and math
than the children adopted before 6 months (Beckett et al., 2007).

1.3.2 Peer Relationships

Peer relationships have either positive or negative influences on children’s
socioemotional and cognitive functioning depending on the nature of the relations
(Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006). In the literature, there are several aspects to
measure peer relationships. For instance, number of friends, friendship quality,
frequency of contact with peers, sociometric status, prosocial or aggressive behaviors
towards friends, bullying and victimization were examined in the studies under the
name of peer relationship (Bukowski, Laursen, & Rubin, 2018; Parker & Asher, 1993).
Among those domains, in the current study peer-acceptance, peer-rejection, and
victimization are included. Peer-acceptance and peer-rejection are defined as being
liked or disliked by their peers, respectively (Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, & Hymel,
1979). In the literature, these concepts are seen as indicators of sociometric status and
usually are measured via nomination method. Although there are five dimensions of
sociometric status, which are accepted (popular or being liked), rejected (being
disliked), controversial (being both liked and disliked), neglected (received very few
positive and negative nominations), and average (received average number of positive
and negative nominations) children (Cillessen & Bukowski, 2000; Gifford-Smith &
Brownell, 2003), this study only focused on accepted and rejected ones. As the other
peer-related variable, victimization has defined as active exposure to maltreatment by
their friends (Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988). These maltreatments include physical,
verbal, relational, and indirect bullying (Hawker & Boulton, 2000).

It is obvious that peer-acceptance, rejection, and victimization have important effect
on children in terms of their academic development, psychological adjustment, and
social functioning. For instance, peer-acceptance is positively related to children’s

school performance but negatively related to loneliness. However, peer-rejection was
7



positively associated with academic failure, school avoidance, and adjustment
problems in their later life (Buhs & Ladd, 2001; Ladd, 1990; Parker & Asher, 1993;
Rubin et al., 2006). Furthermore, victimized children also reported to have academic
maladjustments such as school avoidance, low enjoyment and feeling unsafe in school
(Card & Hodges, 2008). Moreover, those children showed psychological problems
such as depression, anxiety symptoms, and somatic complaints (Hawker & Boulton,
2000; Rigby, 2000).

There are several factors affecting the peer-acceptance, rejection, and victimization.
For instance, child-related variables such as children’s verbal abilities, emotion
knowledge (Mostow, lzard, Fine, & Trentacosta, 2002) and children’s attachment
security predicted higher levels of peer-acceptance. A longitudinal study conducted by
Bohlin, Hagekull, and Rydell (2000) investigated that securely attached children
during infancy were more likely to be positive, popular and socially active in primary
school years. In addition to individual variables, several environmental factors have
influences on children’s peer relationships. For instance, negative parental attitudes
(Dekovic & Meeus, 1997), low socioeconomic status (Fergusson, Woodward, &
Horwood, 1999), and family violence (McCloskey & Stuewig, 2001) are associated
with problems in peer relationships.

Institutional care experience also has an important role in peer relations. Since those
children could not have a secure relationship with an adult in their early life, they have
more difficulties in establishing and maintaining social relationships. According to the
study conducted by Vorria, Rutter, Pickles, Wolkind, and Hobsbaum (1998) showed
that institutionalized children had less intimate and harmonious relationships with
peers than children living with biological parents. Also, those children were more
likely to avoid contact with peers and being teased by their peers when compared to
normative sample (Fisher et al., 1997).

Considering the studies focusing on sociometric status and victimization of children,
there is limited research examining these domains in children residing in institutional
settings. Only one study compared the social status of children in institutional settings.

They reported that children from institutions were less likely to be popular, but more
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likely to be ignored. Furthermore, they were more likely to be rejected by their peers,
but this difference was not found significant (Palacios, Moreno, & Roman, 2013). All
other studies in the literature examining children’s social status and victimization had
participants with institutional care history rather than currently institutionalized
children. Therefore, several factors such as age of adoption, characteristics of adoptive
families, and cross national adoption status were effective in their findings. For
instance, being adopted before the age of six months and spending more time in
adoptive family (Stams, Juffer, Rispens, & Hoksbergen, 2000) eliminated the
difference in peer-acceptance between adopted children and non-adopted children. On
the other hand, children adopted after age of six were more likely to be exposed to
victimization when compared to non-adopted children (Raaska et al., 2012). Since
children currently residing in institutional settings experience different conditions
from adopted children, it is important to examine peer relationships of this risk group
in order to investigate difficulties they can face in their life.

1.4 The Role of Social Support and Temperament in Developmental Outcomes

There are individual differences in the developmental outcomes of children in care.
Therefore, in the present study the role of perceived social support and temperament
traits of children on child outcomes are investigated. Thus, in the following sections

the literature about these environmental and individual factors will be reviewed.
1.4.1 The Direct and Moderator Role of Social Support in Child Outcomes

According to Gottlieb (1983), social support defined as “verbal and non-verbal
information or advice, tangible aid, or action that is proffered by social intimates or
inferred by their presence and has beneficial emotional or behavioral effects on the
recipients.” . In line with the definition, social support makes changes in behaviors,
social cognition and self-related values (Danielsen, Samdal, Hetland, & Wold, 2009)
and reduces stress of person who receives support (Heinrichs, Baumgartner,
Kirschbaum, & Ehlert, 2003). According to ecological and developmental
perspectives, children benefit from social support especially if it comes from

individuals whom they have secure relationships (Cicchetti, Toth, & Maughan, 2000).
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In the literature, there are various support sources including parent, close friend,
teacher, and school, which have influences on child outcomes (Rueger, Malecki, &
Demaray, 2010). For instance, social support from family members delays the onset
of problem behaviors of children under risk (Appleyard, Egeland, & Sroufe, 2007). In
addition, support from parents predicted less internalizing and externalizing behaviors
through increased school satisfaction (King, Huebner, Suldo, & Valois, 2006).Beside
family members, perceived social support from teachers and peers is positively

associated with life satisfaction and self-efficacy of children (Danielsen et al., 2009).

While, for children with normal life conditions, social support play a promotive role
in their healthy development, perceived social support has a protective role in child
outcomes against negative life conditions such as poverty, dangerous neighborhood,
and stress (Malecki & Demaray, 2006; Murray, Nettles, Mucherah, & Jones, 2000).
For instance, children exposed to natural disasters benefit from social support. To be
more precise, among children and adolescents exposed to earthquake (Derivois,
Mcérisier, Cénat, & Castelot, 2014) and hurricane (Banks & Weems, 2014), there was
a negative relationship between post-traumatic stress disorder and perceived social
support. Considering the sources of social support, studies emphasize the importance
of social support perceived from non-family individuals beside family members. For
instance, Banks and Weems (2014) indicated that support perceived from peers is as
effective as parental support in psychological symptoms of children exposed to

hurricane.

1.4.1.1 The Direct and Moderator Role of Social Support in Academic

Achievement

When examined the effects of social support on children’s academic achievement,
emotional support from parents was beneficial for children’s academic outcomes such
as school success and motivation during middle childhood (Song, Bong, Lee, & Kim,
2015). Positive influence of social support is also seen in later period of life. Studies
in the literature indicated that social support perceived from parents was positively
correlated with GPA of undergraduate students (Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline,

& Russell, 1994). In addition to parental support, children who perceived support from
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their teachers and classmates were more motivated in their academic life (Wentzel,
Battle, Russell, & Looney, 2010). Perceived teacher support and emotional support in
classroom even in kindergarten is important for children’s learning engagement and
literacy skills during primary school (Lee & Bierman, 2015). On the other hand, even
if they are few, some studies showed inconsistent findings. For instance, a study
conducted with minorities stated that perceived teacher support did not predict
academic achievement at the end of year (Elias & Haynes, 2008). Another study
indicated that the relationship between mother and teacher support and academic
achievement changed depending on grade level of children. To be more precise, the
role of support in academic achievement disappeared in higher grades (Chen, 2008).

Social support also moderated the association between life conditions and academic
outcomes. For instance, a study including migrating families indicated that social
support positively related to resilience and academic effort in school while negatively
associated with school dropout (Wu, Tsang, & Ming, 2012). As another risk group,
support perceived from parents mitigated the negative influences of low
socioeconomic status on children’s grades (Ong, Phinney, & Dennis, 2006). In
addition to negative life conditions, support has a moderator role for children at risk
of school failure because of their problem behaviors. To be more precise, social
support had a protective role for children with early behavioral, attention, and social
problems posing a risk for academic achievement of first graders (Hamre & Pianta,
2005).

1.4.1.2 The Direct and Moderator Role of Social Support in Peer Relationships

Social support also has an effect on children’s peer relationships. In detail, a positive
relationship found between teacher support and peer liking. On the other hand, having
conflict with teacher positively related to peer disliking (Hedrickxa, Mainharda, Boor-
Klipb, Cillessenb, & Brekelmans, 2016). In addition, several studies indicated that
supportive and caring relationships with teachers negatively related to peer
victimization. Teachers in the schools had mentoring role and positive relationship
between teacher and student was associated with more effective behaviors and feeling

safe (Marachi, Astor, & Benbenishty, 2007; Furlong, Chung, Bates, & Morrison,
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1995). To the best of our knowledge, there is no study examining the relationship
between perceived maternal support and peer-acceptance, rejection, and victimization
of children. However, several studies examined the relations between some variables
that might be closely related to social support and children’s sociometric status and
victimization. For instance, emotional connectedness to parents and secure mother-
child relationship positively related to peer-acceptance (Clark & Ladd, 2000; Kerns,
Klepac, & Cole, 1996). Furhermore, the findings indicating the negative relationship
between social support and problem behaviors (Bender & Losel, 1997) and positive
relationship between maternal social support and social competence (Taylor et al.,
2015) suggests a significant relationship between social support and peer-

acceptance/rejection and victimization.

Considering the moderator role of social support in peer relations, one study examined
the moderator role of parental support on peer-rejection (Ato, Galian, & Fernandez-
Vilar, 2014) and reported that boys were more likely to be rejected by their peers, and
parental support eliminated this gender differences through effortful control. The
literature lacks studies examining the relationship between negative environmental
conditions and peer-acceptance, rejection, and victimization. However, research
focusing on the moderator role of social support in children’s adjustment indicated that
perceived parent and peer support had buffering effects on problem behaviors against
stressful life events (Dubow & Tisak, 1989). Thus, it can be concluded that perceived

social support has a protective role for children’s peer relationships.
1.4.2 The Direct and Moderator Role of Temperament in Child Outcomes

In addition to environmental factors, studies indicated that individual factors (i.e.
genetic factors or temperamental characteristics) have a moderating impact on the
relationships between environment and child outcomes (Belsky, 2005). As one of the
individual factors, temperament has an effect on children’s developmental outcomes.
The way individuals approach, react and experience situations have been impacted by
their temperamental characteristics which are innate and relatively consistent
(Rothbart, 1991). In the literature, there are different dimensions of temperament such

as affectivity, perceptual sensitivity, inhibitory control, sociability, and shyness
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(Mervielde & De Pauw, 2012). The current study addressed the moderator role of
negative affect in the academic achievement and direct role of effortful control and
perceptual sensitivity. Negative affect defined as the tendency to experience negative
emotions such as distress, discomfort from novelty, hopelessness, fear, anger /
disappointment, sadness, and difficulty in soothability. As another temperamental
characteristic, effortful control is to suppress unwanted behaviors by using behavioral
and attentional control, so enable to show adaptive behaviors (Rothbart & Bates,
2006). This trait involves three subdomains, which are activation control (ability to
continue with doing an acitivity in despite of a strong tendency to stop), attention
focusing (ability to sustain attention on a task and shift attention), and inhibitory
control (ability to plan and control inappropriate reactions) (Rothbart, 2007). Since
effortful control was most related temperamental characteristics to school-related
outcomes (Morris et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2010), its role was investigated in the
current study. Lastly, perceptual sensitivity defined as being sensitive to stimuli
perceived by all five senses of individuals; so, high perceptual sensitivity can be
interpreted as the ability to detect even low intensity stimuli (Ellis & Rothbart, 2001).
This temperamental trait has been recently studied in child outcomes such as social
competence (Memisoglu, 2015), self-recognition, and self-regulation (Ertekin, 2014).
Although there is no study examining the effect of perceptual sensitivity on school-
related outcomes, being sensitive to cognitive and social stimuli could also be related

to academic achievement and peer relationships.

Considering the moderator role of temperament, there are several models in the
literature. One of the wvulnerability models is dual-risk which posits that some
characteristics (e.g. difficult temperament) make individuals more vulnerable to
negative environmental conditions (Sameroff, 1983). Another model is vantage
sensitivity which states that some individuals benefit from positive environment
disproportionately (vantage sensitivity), while others do not benefit from the same
enriched environment (vantage resistance). It focuses only on the differences in
benefiting from positive environmental condition (Pluess & Belsky, 2013). The final
model focusing on the sensitivity to environmental characteristics is differential
susceptibility (Belsky, 2005). This model proposes that certain characteristics of
13



children make them sensitive to positive and negative environment. In other words,
children with particular genetic and temperamental traits show better outcomes when
they are exposed to positive environmental conditions but the same characteristics
pose a risk when there is a negative condition (Belsky, 1997). In the present study,
differential susceptibility hypothesis is tested by examining the moderator role of

negative affect that was indicated as a susceptibility marker (Slagt et al., 2016).

1.42.1 The Direct and Moderator Role of Temperament in Academic

Achievement

Temperamental characteristics of children have shown to be a predictor for academic
achievement (Guerin, Gottfried, Oliver, & Thomas, 2003). For instance, persistence
and adaptability (Martin & Holbrook, 1985) positively predicted children’s grades
whereas negative affect (Mullola et al., 2010), anger/frustration (Zhou et al., 2010),
higher activity and distractibility (Mullola et al., 2011) negatively predicted the
children’s academic achievement. Considering the role of effortful control, there was
a positive association between academic achievement and effortful control for children
in primary school (Zhou, et al., 2010). Regardless of gender and ethnicity, effortful
control of children positively predicted academic achievement in terms of math,
reading, and school readiness (Morris et al., 2013).

Studies in the literature examined the moderator role of different temperamental
characteristics in various child outcomes. For instance, a study showed that effortful
control played a moderator role in math and reading of children living with family
from low socioeconomic or minority (Liew, Chen, & Hughes, 2010). Within the scope
of differential susceptibility, there are very few studies taking difficult temperament
as a moderating variable in predicting academic achievement. According to the study
conducted by Pluess and Belsky (2010), children with difficult temperament which
was reported at 6 months were found more susceptible to the care conditions when
their cognitive-academic functioning was assessed during middle childhood. In
addition, executive function that is related to academic achievement has examined on
children reared in families with chronic poverty and financial hardship (Raver, Blair,

& Willoughby, 2013). Results indicated that children with high reactivity had lower
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executive functioning when their families experienced more episodes of financial
strain whereas they had the higher executive functioning in less economically
difficulties. However, this pattern has not detected with chronic poverty. Thus, the role
of negative affect as a susceptible factor may change depending on the context and

outcome.
1.4.2.2 The Direct and Moderator Role of Temperament in Peer Relationships

Child temperament is also influential in predicting peer relationships. A study
examining the relationship between temperament and peer-acceptance/rejection
(Szewczyk-Sokolowski, Bost, & Wainwright, 2005) of preschoolers indicated that
children with difficult temperament were more likely to be disliked by their peers. As
parallel with this study, rejected and neglected children were shown to have higher
distractibility and activity level, lower persistence and adaptability (Walker,
Berthelsen, & Irving, 2001). The association between activity level and social status
was mediated by children’s aggressive and prosocial behaviors (Sterry et al., 2010).
Furthermore, negative affect was negatively associated with prosocial and co-
operative behaviors in the first and third grades that might negatively affect peer
relations (Laible, Carlo, Murphy, Augustine, & Roesch, 2014). Moreover, shyness as
a temperamental trait was negatively related to sociability of children that can be an
important factor in making close friends (Russel, Hart, Robinson, & Olsen, 2003). The
role of effortful control in peer relationships was also examined. Studies indicated that
children with high effortful control were more likely to regulate their emotions, be
socially competent and have positive peer relationships, while children with low
effortful control had social difficulties, and more likely to be victimized by peers (lyer,
Kochenderfer-Ladd, Eisenberg, & Thompson, 2010; Spinrad et al., 2006).

Children’s temperamental characteristics also moderated the correlation between
environmental factors and peer relationships. For instance, effortful control had a
moderating effect between interparental conflict and peer relationship which
indicating children with high effortful control show lower problems in their relations
(David & Murphy, 2007). As a domain of negativity, children with high social fear

were found more susceptible to positive and negative environmental conditions in
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terms of having good peer relations (Volling & Feagans, 1995). Also, children with
high negative temperament have more difficulties in social functioning when they
exposed to low quality parenting (Pluess & Belsky, 2010). Thus, in the present study,
negative affect has selected to test children’s differential susceptibility to

environmental conditions.
1.5 Effects of Social Support and Temperament on Children in Care

Considering the children in care, it is obvious to see that every child is affected
differently by the shared environmental conditions (van lJzendoorn et al., 2011).
Several factors including genetic, brain activity, temperament, care history, and gender
of children accounted the individual differences in developmental outcomes (Almas et
al., 2012; van lJzendoorn et al., 2011; Vorria et al., 1998). However, only few studies
examined the effect of social support and temperament on academic achievement and
peer relationships of institutionalized children. One study examined the impact of
social support showed that positive relations with caregivers are associated with
resilience, self-efficacy, and avoidance from risky behaviors (Drapeau et al., 2007). In
our country, a study conducted by Simsek, Erol, Oztop and Miinir (2007) indicated
that children’s total social support scores negatively correlated with problem behaviors
and attention difficulties reported by teachers. However, they did not examine the
effects of different social support sources and the moderator role of social support in
academic achievement and peer relations. Therefore, present study aimed to fill in this
gap by investigating the moderator role of different social support sources on school-

related outcomes of children under government protection.

In institutional care literature, only few studies investigated the moderator role of
temperamental characteristics. Studies targeting the preschoolers in care indicated that
temperament (e.g. perceptual sensitivity and inhibitory control) had a moderator role
in children’s problem behaviors, self-development, and social competence (Ertekin,
2014; Memisoglu, 2015). However, no study has investigated the moderating effect of
temperament on academic achievement and peer relations of children during middle
childhood. Therefore, present study aimed to fill this gap by examining the effect of

negative affect as a temperament domain on children’s school-related outcomes.
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In addition to the interaction between temperament and rearing condition, the effect of
perceived social support on child outcomes can show differences depending on
children’s negative affect. In the literature, studies showed that children with difficult
temperament were more susceptible to supportive rearing on different child outcomes
(Boyce & Ellis, 2005). For instance, infants high on irritability benefited more from
maternal support for their attachment security (Crockenberg, 1981). Also, children
with high negative affect had the highest scores on externalizing problems when they
received least supportive parenting (Belsky, Hsieh, & Crnic, 1998). In addition,
difficult temperament has significantly interacted with maternal responsiveness and
parental care quality while predicting children’s cooperation and externalizing
behaviors (Belsky & Pluess, 2012; Kochanska, Aksan, Carlson, 2005). Since there
was no study examining the interaction between negative affect and perceived social
support in predicting academic achievement and peer relationships, the present study
examined this interaction in both children in care and children living with biological

families as exploratory.

In the lights of findings, first the current study attempts to examine the academic
achievement and peer relations (peer-acceptance, peer-rejection, and victimization) of
children in care and children living with their own parents. Second aim of the present
study was to assess the role of social support and temperament on child outcomes.
Thirdly, the study aimed to examine whether social support acts as a protective factor
for children in care. Forth aim was to investigate differential susceptibility to social
support and rearing conditions. Last aim of the present study was to test whether
susceptibility to social support differed for children in care. In line with these aims,

hypotheses of the present study are stated below.

1- Children in care will show poorer academic achievement compared to children
living with their own biological families.
2- Children in care will be less accepted, more rejected and victimized by their peers

compared to children living with their biological families.
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Children who perceive more teacher and caregiver/maternal support will be better
at academic achievement and peer relationship when compared to those who
perceive less support.

Considering the role of effortful control and perceptual sensitivity, children with
higher effortful control will be better at academic achievement and peer
relationship when compared to those with lower level of effortful control. The role
of perceptual sensitivity will be examined explanatory.

Children who perceive less teacher and caregiver support will have poorer
academic achievement and worse peer relationship in governmental protection
compared to children living with their parents, but no difference is expected for
children who receive more teacher and caregiver support across rearing condition
(protective role of social support).

From the differential susceptibility perspective, children with higher level of
negative affect will have poorer academic achievement and worse peer relationship
in governmental protection whereas they will more benefit from the family
environment when compared to children with lower negative affect.

Children with higher level of negative affect will also have poorer academic
achievement and worse peer relationship at low level of perceived support whereas
they will more benefit from high perceived support when compared to children
with lower negative affect.

The three-way interaction between negative affect, perceived social support, and

rearing condition will be examined explanatory.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

Participants of this study consisted of children who were in care of General Directorate
of Children Services of Ministry of Family and Social Policy, their classmates,
teachers, and caregivers as well as mothers of children living with their biological
families. 400 children who were from 3™ to 6" grades participated in the study. 35 of
them were excluded because of more than 5% of incomplete data. Thus, the present
study included 365 children; 81 of these were from care villages, 61 of them from
group homes, and 223 of them were selected from the classrooms that these youngsters
were attending. Random selection for their classmates was not possible since teacher
and school administration informed that participation rate was low in previous studies.
Therefore, teachers invited families who were more likely to participate to this study.
Children’s age range were between 7 years and 13 years (M = 10.18, SD = 1.20). Of
these children, 233 (63.4%) were boys and 132 (36.6%) were girls. Demographic

information about children across groups were presented in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1 Demographic Information about Children

Age (Year) Gender (N) Grades (N)
Groups Mean SD Female Male 3 4t 5t g
Childrenincare 10.29 1.26 48 94 27 35 45 34
Children with 10.11  1.15 84 139 42 56 75 50
biological
family
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Among children in care, duration of care ranged between 4 to 121 months (M= 37.94,
SD= 27.11). In addition, causes of care placements such as abuse, neglect and death
of parents were add up. The sum of all risk factors constituted total risk as a composite
score. Total risk factors ranged between 1 and 11 (M= 3.20, SD= 1.70). Children in
care are residing in care villages and group homes in Ankara. Considering
demographic information about caregivers in these care settings, the age range of
caregivers was between 22 and 53 (M= 35.57, SD= 6.62) and their education levels
were high school (N = 93) and university (N = 68). Demographic information about

mothers of children living with biological family can be seen in Table 2.2.

Table 2.2 Demographic Information about Mothers

Mothers

N Percentage
Education Levels
Iliterate 1 0.4%
Literate 1 0.5%
Primary School 83 37.2%
High School 95 42.6%
University (undergraduate) 38 17%
Graduate school 5 2.2%
Income Levels
0-1000 TL 3 1.4%
1000-2000 TL 67 30.5%
2000-3000 TL 76 34.4%
3000-4000 TL 30 13.6%
4000-5000 TL 22 10.0%
+5000 TL 18 8.2%
Job
Unemployed 172 77.8%
Employed 47 21.2%
Marriage Status
Married 209 95.0%
Divorced 7 3.2%
Other 2 1%
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2.2 Measures

2.2.1 Academic Achievement
2.2.1.1 Grades

Children’s grades in Math, Turkish, social studies, and science were assessed through
school reports. Grades were out of 100 for fourth, fifth and sixth graders, while third
graders were evaluated out of 3 as “very good”, “good”, and “should be developed”.

In order to equalize all scores third graders grades were multiplied by 33.
2.2.1.2 Academic Engagement

This report measures the academic engagement of children with 15 items. 10 items
were translated by researchers from the Behavioral Academic Engagement Scale
(BAES) (Hughes & Coplan, 2010). Five additional items were written by the
researchers (e.g. “Do not attend the class” (reversed item)). Items of the teacher report
were rated on 4-likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (always)(see Appendix A).
After adding new items, exploratory factor analysis was conducted and one-factor
solution was suggested (See Table 2.3). Higher scores indicated higher academic

engagement. Internal consistency was .96.
2.2.2 Peer Relationships
2.2.2.1 Peer Victimization Scale

This scale was developed by Giiltekin and Sayil (2005) in order to assess peer
victimization. Giiltekin and Sayil (2005) formed this measure by using item pool of
Multidimensional Peer Victimization Scale (Mynard & Joseph, 2000) and added new
items addressing aggressive behaviors. This 28-item measure consisted of five factors,
which are teasing, relational victimization, overt victimization, terror, and attacks on
property. 27 items rated on 3-point Likert scale (“0 = not at all”, “1 = once” and 2 =
“more than once”) assess the frequency of exposure to victimization. Higher scores

indicate that the child is a victim of peer bullying. Internal consistency of the scale was
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.86 in the study conducted by Giiltekin and Sayil (2005). In the current study, internal

consistency was .93.

Table 2.3 Summary of Principle Component Analysis of Academic Engagement

Scale
Academic Item Total
Engagement Correlations
Item
Loadings
1. Contributes positively to class. 91 .89
2. Listens attentively. .90 .88
3. Focuses on tasks. .89 .88
4. Shows an interest in learning. .89 .88
5. Completes assignments in a timely fashion. .88 .86
6. Tries to answer gquestions when called upon. .87 .85
7. Does homeworks completely. .86 .86
8. Has materials ready in a timely fashion (books open). .86 .84
9. Fulfills responsibility in group work. .85 .83
10. Raises hand in class. .84 .83
11. Asks questions about course topic. .83 .81
12. Comes to school with necessary materials. .83 .81
13. Do not attend the lesson. .63 40
14. Do not do his/her homework. .45 .65
15. Talks with others during course, do not listen to the lesson. 42 43
Eigenvalue 10.05
Reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) .96
Percentage of Variance Explained 65.05
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2.2.2.2 Measurement of Peer Acceptance and Rejection

In the literature, peer acceptance and rejection generally measured by a nomination
method. However, in the current study, nomination method was not an option, since
only some of the children from each class participated in the study. Therefore, a child
self-report questionnaire was formed. In order to measure peer acceptance, 4 out of 6
items of the “Self-Perception Profile for Children-Social Acceptance Subscale”
(Harter, 1985) were selected and two additional items were written by the researchers,

considering commonly used nomination statements.

In order to measure peer rejection, six items out of seven selected from exclusion
subscale of Child Behavior Scale (CBS) (Ladd & Profilet, 1996; Gulay, 2008). One
item “ridiculed by peers” in this subscale was excluded since there was an overlapping
item in the “Peer Victimization Scale”. Items in this scale were rated on 4-point Likert

scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.).

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted and results suggested 2-factor solution for
11 items (See Table 2.4). Since one item (i.e. | wish other children would like me
more) did not load to any factor, it was removed from the scale. In our sample, internal
consistencies were.77 and .72 for peer-acceptance and peer-rejection subscales,
respectively.

2.2.3 Social Support
2.2.3.1 Child-Adolescent Social Support Scale

This scale was developed by Malecki and Demaray (2002) in order to measure
perceived social support from parents, classmates, teachers, school, and close friends.
Yardime1 and Bagbakkal (2009) adapted this scale into Turkish. New factor structure
was found in the Turkish version as mother, father, teacher, classmates and close
friends support. In the current study, mother and teacher support subscales —each
including 12 items- were used (see Appendix B). Children’s perception of support
was measured for frequency and importance. In the present study, only frequency

responses, which are rated on 4-point Likert scale (1 = Never and 4 = Always) were
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evaluated. For children under protection of social services, mother support subscale
was titled as “caregiver support”. Internal consistencies were.88 and .89 for perceived

mother/caregiver and teacher support, respectively.

Table 2.4 Summary of Principle Component Analysis of Peer Acceptance/Rejection

Scale
Peer Peer Item
Acceptance Rejection Total
Item Item Correlations
Loadings Loadings
1. Other children ignore me. .68 .52
2. Other children exclude me from activities. .64 52
3. Other children do not choose me as .59 48
playmate.
4. Other children refuse to let me play. 57 A7
5. Other children avoid me. 40 .36
6. | wish other children would like me 29 15 .05
more.*
7. 1 have lots of friends. .67 .58
8. Other children like me. 57 .59
9. lam chosen to group activities. .55 .57
10. I am popular among my peers. .53 45
11. 1 usually do a lot of things with my 51 48
friends.
12. Other children want to play with me 44 47
during breaks.
Eigenvalue 4.17 1.44
Reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) A7 74
Percentage of Variance Explained 29.75 6.70

Note. * This item was deleted to increase reliability of Peer Rejection Factor.
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2.2.4 Temperament
2.2.4.1 The Temperament in Middle Childhood Questionnaire (TMCQ)

This scale was developed by Simonds and Rothbart (2004) in order to measure
temperamental characteristics of children aged between 7 and 10. This self-report
consists of 157 statements which assess four higher-order scales including 17 lower-
order subscales such as activity level, anger/frustration, assertiveness, attentional
focusing, discomfort, high intensity pleasure, impulsivity, inhibitory control,
perceptual sensitivity, fear, sadness, shyness, and activation control. Items in this scale
were rated on 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost never true, 5 = almost always true). In
the current study, 8-item inhibitory control as a subscale of effortful control, 8-item
soothability/falling reactivity as a subscale of negative affect, and 10-item perceptual
sensitivity were used. These subscales were translated into Turkish by translation and
back-translation method by the developmental psychology graduate students. Internal
consistencies were .76, .84, and .82 for inhibitory control, perceptual sensitivity,

soothability/falling reactivity subscales, respectively.
2.2.4.2 The Early Adolescent Temperament Scale-Revised Form (EATS-R)

Capaldi and Rothbart (1992) developed this scale in order to measure temperamental
characteristics of early adolescents (9- to 15-year-olds). The short version (65 items)
of this original scale was used in present study (Ellis & Rothbart, 2001). This form
consists of 4 higher-order factors and each factor includes three lower-order subscales.
These subscales are effortful control (activation control, attentional focusing,
inhibitory control), surgency (high intensity pleasure, shyness, fear), negative affect
(frustration, aggression, depressive mood), and affiliativeness (affiliation, perceptual
sensitivity, pleasure sensitivity). In this study, 6-item attention focusing and 7-item
activation control as lower-levels factor of effortful control, and 6-item aggression as
a lower level of negative affect were selected. These subscales were translated to
Turkish by translation and back-translation method. Internal consistencies of these
subscales were .73, .78, and .71 for attention focusing, activation control, and

aggression subscales.
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In the present study, temperamental characteristics of effortful control (inhibitory
control, attention focusing, and activation control), perceptual sensitivity, and negative
affect (aggression and soothability/falling reactivity) were assessed. Reliability
analyses were conducted for composite scores of subscales. Internal consistencies
were .90, .84, and .81 for effortful control, perceptual sensitivity, and negative affect.
In negative affect subscale, one item was excluded because its item total correlation

was very low. After that, the reliability of this scale was increased to .84.
2.2.5 Experience History

Experience History Scale included several questions addressing demographic
characteristics and care history of children. Information related to children’s gender,
age, length of institutionalization, causes of placement, and number of movement
between care settings were obtained from children’s files in the General Directorate of

Children’s Services or from social service staffs (see Appendix C).
2.2.6 Demographic Information

Demographic information form filled in by mothers consisted of several questions
related to mothers’ and fathers’ age, education levels, professions, incomes, marital

status, and number of children (see Appendix D).

2.3 Procedure

This study was a part of a project addressing developmental outcomes of children in
care during middle childhood. Ethical approval was obtained from Institutional
Review Board in Middle East Technical University (see Appendix E). In addition, the
permission from General Directorate of Children's Services and Ministry of Family
and Social Policy, and Ministry of Education was taken in order to collect data from
children in group homes/care villages and public schools. Researchers visited group
homes or care villages to complete child and caregiver assessments. Caregivers who
gave inform consent and children who gave verbal assent, completed questionnaires.
Participant children’s schools were determined and sixty-two schools in total were

visited to recruit their classmates as comparison group of children living with their
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biological parents. After explaining the study to classroom teacher, classmates of
children in care were given an envelope including informed consent and questionnaires
in order to deliver it to their mothers. Afterward, children whose parents accepted to
participate in the study were included as a control group. Child questionnaires were
given to children in groups of 2-3 students in an available classroom in the school
during their school time. Then, teachers filled in the questionnaires related to
academic engagement for all children who participated in the study. Researcher
thanked to children and teachers for their participation and answered their questions if
they had. At the end of the semester, researcher revisited schools and got information

about grades from vice-principal/assistant principal.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Data Screening

Before analysis, data were screened using Statistical Package for Social Science
(SPSS) version 23.0. First, missing value analysis were conducted for all subscales in
child, mother, and teacher assessments, separately. Since social support and
temperament domains were included in all models, thirty-four cases with more than
5% missing values on these scales were deleted from the data set. Regarding dependent
variables, some cases out of the remaining 365 cases had more than 5% missing values
for academic achievement (N = 10) and grades (N = 9) subscales. Therefore, these
cases were kept in the analyses by coding their mean scores as missing in these
outcome variables. Other missing values that were below 5% were replaced by
Expectation-Maximization method. Second, univariate and multivariate outliers were
checked for each group separately. In total, there were twenty-four univariate outliers
that were identified as not between -3.29 and 3.29 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). For
children under protection, five univariate outliers were found in variables of maternal
support, teacher support and effortful control. For children living with their parents,
nineteen univariate outliers were found in victimization, peer acceptance, peer
rejection, grades, maternal support, and teacher support domains. After, outliers were
replaced with the scores created by adding one unit to the nearest acceptable value.
Multivariate outliers were also checked by using Mahalanobis distance. No
multivariate outlier was found for both samples. Moreover, multicollinearity
assumption was checked. According to Pearson correlations, highest correlation
between variables was identified as .73 which showed that the assumption was not
violated. Lastly, assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were controlled with

scatter-plots. Further analyses were carried out on remaining 365 cases.
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3.2 Descriptive Statistics

Sample sizes, means, and standard deviations for temperament domains (effortful
control, perceptual sensitivity, and negative affect), perceived social support (mother
and teacher social support), academic achievement (academic engagement and
grades), and peer relationships (victimization, peer acceptance and rejection) were
given separately for two groups in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics for Study Variables

Children under Children living with
government protection biological parents
Variables Mean SD N Mean  SD N
Temperament
Effortful Control 3.21 0.64 142 3.72 0.61 223

Perceptual Sensitivity — 3.82 0.73 142 4.23 0.52 223
Negative Affect 2.81 0.68 142 2.54 0.69 223

Social Support

Maternal Support 3.53 0.58 142 3.66 0.36 223
Teacher Support 3.52 0.61 142 3.63 0.38 223
Academic

Achievement
Academic Engagement  2.56 0.65 138 3.47 0.49 213

Grades 66.87 1498 137 88.41 1045 214

Peer Relationships

Victimization 041 041 142 0.30 0.28 223
Peer-Acceptance 3.30 0.72 142 3.38 0.53 223
Peer-Rejection 164  0.73 142 1.34 0.48 223
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3.3 Correlation Analysis

Pearson bivariate correlation analysis was performed and correlation matrix included
correlations between study variables (academic achievement, peer relationships,
temperamental characteristics, and perceived social support) and demographic
variables (gender and age) for all participants (see Table 3.2).

3.4 One-Way Between Subject MANOVAs for Comparison between Groups in
Predicting Child Outcomes

A series of multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) were conducted to compare
academic outcomes consisting of behavioral engagement in class and grades between
groups. There was a significant difference between children in care and children living
with their biological parents in their academic achievement, A = 0.53, F (2, 345) =
153.03, p < .001. Considering separate univariate statistics, rearing environment of
children had a significant effect on both behavioral engagement, F (1, 346) = 222.57,
and grades, F (1, 346) = 249.99, p < .001. To be more precise, children in care (M =
2.56, SD = .05) showed less engagement in class than children living with their
families (M = 3.48, SD = .04). Also, children under government protection (M = 66.81,
SD = 1.06) had lower grades compared to their peers (M = 88.20, SD = 0.84).

Another one-way between subjects MANOVA was carried out for peer relationships.
Results with Bonferroni correction indicated that children significantly differed from
each other based on their rearing condition, A = 0.93, F (3, 361) = 8.82, p < .001.
Univariate analyses showed that there were significant differences between children
in care and children living with their biological parents in terms of victimization, F (1,
363) = 9.38, p < .05, and peer rejection, F (1, 363) = 21.68, p < .001, but not in peer
acceptance. To be more precise, children who were under protection exposed to more
victimization (M = 0.42, SD = .41) than children living with their biological parents
(M =0.30, SD =.29). In line with this finding, children in care (M = 1.64, SD = .73)
perceived more rejection by their peers than other children (M = 1.35, SD = .48).
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3.5 Hierarchical Regression Analyses

Second aim of the study was to investigate whether children’s perceived social support
and temperamental characteristics moderated the relationship between rearing
condition and child outcomes. For this aim, a series of hierarchical regression analyses
were carried out. For the moderation analyses, two-way and three-way interactions
between group, social support, and temperament were computed. While examining the
moderation effect, the continuous variables were centered in order to avoid possible

multicollinearity problem.

Two hierarchical regression analyses consisting of six steps were run for each outcome
variable. In the first step, age and gender (0 = male, 1= female) were entered to the
model. Second step included group- rearing condition of children. In the third step,
temperamental domains were entered. Social support sources were added to the model
in the fourth step. Fifth step included two-way interaction terms (group*temperament,
group*social support, temperament*social support). In the sixth and final step, a three-

way interaction (group*temperament*social support) was entered to the model.

These regression analyses were also conducted only for children under government
protection in order to test whether results show differences in those children after their
residential care history (i.e. the total risk, number of residential settings, and ratio of
duration in care to children’s ages) was controlled. Results of these analyses were

given at the end of the chapter?.

3.5.1 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Academic Achievement

Four hierarchical regression analyses were performed in order to assess moderator role
of social support sources (maternal and teacher support) and negative affect as a
temperamental characteristic in the prediction of academic engagement and grades of

children.

3.5.1.1 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Academic Engagement

The first step which included age and gender was significant, R? = .08 (adjusted R? =

.08), F (2, 352) = 15.32, p < .001. Both age (5 = -.14, p < .01) and gender (5 = .26, p
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<.001) were significant predictors for academic engagement. In the second step, group
variable was added to the model, and this step contributed significantly to the
explained variance, R? = .44 (adjusted R? = .44), Fehange (1, 351) = 228.69, p <.001. In
addition to age and gender, rearing condition of children significantly predicted
academic engagement (# = .61, p <.001). Temperamental characteristics were entered
in the third step and made a significant contribution to the model, R? = .51 (adjusted
R? = .50), Fchange (3, 348) = 14.43, p < .001. Age (8 =-.10, p <.01), gender (8 =.19, p
< .001), and group (8 = .50, p < .001) remained significant in this step. Among
temperamental characteristics, effortful control positively predicted academic
engagement (5 = .22, p < .01). Also, perceptual sensitivity approached to significance
(8 = .08, p = .07). In the fourth step, social support sources which are perceived
maternal support and teacher support, were added, but these domains did not contribute
to the model significantly, R? = .51 (adjusted R? = .49), Fchange (2, 346) = .99, ns. Fifth
and sixth step included two-way and three-way interactions. In the fifth step,
group*negative affect, group*maternal support, and negative affect*maternal support
were entered. These interactions did not make a significant contribution, R? = .51
(adjusted R? = .49), Fchange (3, 343) = .07, ns. In the last step, a three-way interaction
(group*negative affect*maternal support) were added, but no significant increase in
explained variance, R? = .51 (adjusted R? = .49), Fcnange (1, 342) = .00, ns. Results
indicated in Table 3.3. Since there was no significant interaction, their values were not

shown in the table.

For the moderator role of teacher support, all steps were repeated. Statistical values in
the first four steps stated above were the same in this hierarchical regression analysis.
In the fifth step, teacher support were entered to the interaction terms instead of
perceived maternal support. Interactions did not make a significant contribution to the
model, R? = .51 (adjusted R? = .50), Finc (3, 343) = 1.31, ns. However, teacher social

support had unique effect on academic engagement in this step, (f = .12, p < .05).

In the last step, three-way interaction between group, negative affect, and teacher
social support was added and this step made a marginally significant contribution to
the model, R? = .52 (adjusted R? = .50), Finc (1, 342) = 3.30, p = .07. The interaction
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between children’s rearing condition, negative affect, and teacher support was found

marginally significant, (8 = .10, p =.07) (see Table 3.3).

Table 3.3 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Academic

Engagement: Temperament and Social Support as Moderators

Predictors R RZ  AR? F Fehange B SE B
Stepl 28 .08 .08 1532 15.32

Age -08 .03 - 14%*

Gender .38 .08 2677
Step2 67 .44 .36 93.05 228.69

Age -.05 .02 -.09*

Gender .34 .06 23F**

Group .88 .06 BLFFx
Step3 .71 51 .06 59.08 14.43

Age -.06 .02 -.10**

Gender .28 .06 19xx*

Group 72 .06 50**x

Perceptual .089 .05 .08?

Sensitivity

Effortful Control 232 .06 22Fx*

Negative Affect -.02 .04 -.02
Step4 .71 51 .003 44.56 .99

Age -.06 .02 - 10**

Gender .28 .05 19**

Group 72 .06 A49%*

Perceptual .08 .05 .08?

Sensitivity

Effortful Control .23 .06 21FF*

Negative Affect -.02 .04 -.03

Maternal Support -.04 .07 -.03

Teacher Support .09 .06 .07
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Table 3.3 (continued)

Negative Affect and Teacher Support as Moderators

Step5 .72 51 .01 3285 131

Age -.06 .02 -10**
Gender .29 .06 20***
Group 71 .06 A9QFr*
Perceptual .09 .05 .08?
Sensitivity
Effortful Control .24 .06 2%
Negative Affect -.03 .06 -.03
Maternal Support -.03 .07 -.02
Teacher Support .16 .08 J12*
Group* Negative .00 .08 .00
Affect
Group*Teacher -.20 A1 -.092
Support
Negative Affect -.08 .08 -.04
*Teacher Support

Step6 .72 52 .01  30.59 3.30
Age -.06 .02 -10**
Gender 29 06 20%xx
Care Type 71 .06 AGHH*
Perceptual .08 .05 202
Sensitivity
Effortful Control .23 .06 2%
Negative Affect -.03 .06 -.03
Maternal Support -.02 .07 -.01
Teacher Support .16 .08 J12*
Group* Negative .01 .08 .00
Affect
Group *Teacher -19 A1 -.09?
Support
Negative Affect -22 A1 -.11¢8
*Teacher
Support
Group* Negative .28 15 102
Affect *Teacher
Support

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001, @ marginally significant.
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The interaction between children’s rearing condition, negative affect, and teacher
support was shown in Figure 3.1. According to this figure, two pairs of interaction was
significant in predicting academic engagement. First, interaction between negative
affect and teacher support was significant for children living in institutional care, but
this interaction was not significant for children living with their biological parents.
Among children in care, perceiving higher social support from teacher made a
significant increase in academic engagement for children with low negative affect.
However, there was no significant change depending on perceived support for children
with high negative affect. Also, the interaction between rearing condition and social
support was significant only for children with low negative affect. Among children
with low negative affect, academic engagement of children in care significantly
increased when they perceived higher social support from their teachers, but there was
no difference in academic engagement of family-reared children depending on the
levels of teacher support.

S)
45 | —o— (1) biological family,
' high negative affect
4 A —e—(2) biological family,
c low negative affect
£3.5 -
] ——(3) in care, high
g 3 | negative affect
=3 > R
I} 25 - —&—(4) in care, low
E ~ negative affect
P
S 2 — =
3
<15 1
1 ‘
low teacher support high teacher support

Figure 3.1 The Interaction between Rearing Condition, Negative Affect, and

Teacher Support in Predicting Academic Engagement.
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3.5.1.2 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Grades

The first step which included age and gender was found significant, R? = .11 (adjusted
R? =.10), F (2, 353) = 21.52, p < .001. Both age (8 = -.30, p < .001) and gender (8 =
.16, p < .01) had significant effects on children’s grades. In the second step, group
variable was entered and this step contributed significantly to the explained variance,
R? = .49 (adjusted R? = .49), Fcnange (1, 352) = 267.08, p < .001. Temperamental
characteristics were added in the third step and they made a significant contribution to
the explained variance, R? = .53 (adjusted R? = .52), Fchange (3, 349) = 8.74, p < .001.
In addition to age (# = -.26, p <.001), gender (5 = .10, p <.01), and group (5 = .56, p
<.001), effortful control was also a significant predictor for grades (# = .20, p <.001)
in this step. In the fourth step, maternal support and teacher support, were entered,
however these variables did not contribute to the model significantly, R?> = .53
(adjusted R? = .52), Fehange (2, 347) = 1.11, ns. In the fifth and sixth steps, two-way and
three-way interactions were included to the model. In the fifth step, group*negative
affect, group*maternal support, and negative affect*maternal support were added.
These interactions did not make a significant contribution, R? = .53 (adjusted R? = .52),
Fehange (3, 344) = .39, ns. In the last step, a three-way interaction (group*negative
affect*maternal support) was entered, but no significant contribution was found, R? =
.53 (adjusted R? = .52), Fechange (1, 343) = .00, ns.

In order to investigate the moderator role of teacher support, the first four steps were
performed in the same way as the previous analysis. Therefore, statistical values were
identical in these steps stated above. In the fifth step, two-way interactions were
entered by changing the variable of maternal support with teacher support. These
interaction effects did not contribute to the model significantly, R? = .53 (adjusted R?
= .52), Fchange (3, 344) = .46, ns. Last step including group*negative affect*teacher
support interaction also did not make a significant contribution, R? = .53 (adjusted R?
=.52), Fchange (1, 343) = .42, ns. Table 3.4 demonstrated the main effects of predictors

for grades of children in the first four steps.
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Table 3.4 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Grades

Predictors R R? AR? F Fehange B SE B
Stepl .33 A1 11 2152 21.52
Age -4.02 .68  -.30***
Gender 530 170 .16**
Step2 .70 49 39 114.18 267.08
Age -3.42 52 -25*%*
Gender 4.07 128 .12**
Group 20.74 127 .62***
Step3 .73 53 .04  65.23 8.74
Age -353 50  -.26***
Gender 3.42 1.26 .10**
Group 1856 1.35 .56***
Perceptual -1.11 106 -.04
Sensitivity
Effortful 497 124 20%**
Control
Negative -44 97 -.02
Affect
Step4 .73 53 .003 49.23 1.11
Age -354 .05  -.26%**
Gender 344 126 .10**
Group 1854 135 .56***
Perceptual -1.14 108 -.05
Sensitivity
Effortful 4.83 1.24 20***
Control
Negative -.57 97  -04
Affect
Maternal -1.25 153 -04
Support
Teacher 2.04 1.37 .06
Support

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .00L.
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3.5.2 Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Peer Relationships

There were three outcomes related to peer relationships, which are victimization, peer
acceptance, and peer rejection. Two hierarchical regression analyses were conducted
for each outcome in order to assess moderator role of temperamental characteristic of
negative affect, and social support.

3.5.2.1 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Victimization

In the first step, gender and age were included and accounted for a significant variance
in victimization, R? = .02 (adjusted R? = .02), F (2, 362) = 3.74, p < .05. Children’s
age had a unique effect on their victimization (5 = -.10, p < .05). Rearing condition of
children were entered in the second step and variance explained by the model was
increased significantly, R? = .05 (adjusted R? = .04), Fchange (1, 361) = 10.07, p < .05.
Findings indicated that children living with their parents were less likely to be
victimized by their peers when compared to children in care (f = -.16, p < .01). Third
step in which temperamental characteristics were entered also made a significant
contribution, R? = .09 (adjusted R? = .07), Fechange (3, 358) = 5.46, p < .01. In the fourth
step, social support sources were entered and significantly contributed to the model,
R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .20), Fchange (2. 356) = 29.78, p < .001. Both perceived maternal
support (6 =-.23, p <.001) and teacher support (5 = -.20, p < .001) negatively predicted
peer victimization (see Table 3.5). In the fifth and sixth steps, interactions between
group, negative affect, and maternal support were entered. The fifth step (R? = .22
(adjusted R? = .20), Fchange (3, 353) = 0.31, ns) and sixth step (R? = .23 (adjusted R? =
.20), Fehange (1, 352) = 1.87, ns) did not significantly contributed to the variance.

Considering teacher support as moderator, in the fifth and sixth steps, interaction of
this variable instead of maternal support with care type and negative affect was
included. The fifth step which included two-way interactions did not make a
significant contribution, R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .20), Fehange (3, 353) = 0.19, ns. Also,
three-way interaction in the sixth step did not increase the variance significantly, R? =
22 (adjusted R? = .20), Fehange (1, 352) = 1.37, ns.
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Table 3.5 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Victimization

Predictors R R? AR? F Fehange B SE B
Stepl .14 .02 .02 3.74 3.74

Age -.03 02  -10*

Gender -.07 .04 .092
Step2 .22 .05 .03 5.92 10.07

Age -.03 .02 -12*

Gender -.06 .04 -.09

Group -12 .04 - 16**

Step3 .30 .09 .04 5.80 5.46

Age -.03 .02 -11*
Gender -.06 .04 -.06
Group -.06 .04 -.08
Perceptual -.05 .03 -.09
Sensitivity

Effortful -.06 .04 -11
Control

Negative .04 .03 .09
Affect

Step4 A7 22 13 12.49 29.78

Age -.04 .01 -.14*
Gender -.04 .03 -.06
Group -.04 .04 -.06
Perceptual -01 .03 -.02
Sensitivity

Effortful -.04 .03 -.07
Control

Negative .04 .03 .10
Affect

Maternal -17 .04 - 23%**
Support

Teacher -14 .04 - 20%**
Support

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001, @ marginally significant.
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3.5.2.2 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Peer-Acceptance

In the prediction of peer acceptance, the first step of hierarchical regression indicated
that gender and age did not account a significant variance, R? = .003 (adjusted R? = -
.003), F (2, 362) = 0.50, ns. Rearing condition of children were entered to the model
in the second step and variance explained by the model did not change significantly,
R? = .01 (adjusted R? = -.001), Fchange (1, 361) = 1.63, ns.

When temperamental characteristics were entered in the third step, a significant
contribution were found, R? = .05 (adjusted R? = .03), Fchange (3, 358) = 5.41, p < .01.
Perceptual sensitivity positively predicted peer acceptance (f = .15, p < .01) while
effortful control approached to significance (f = .12, p =.08). In the fourth step, social
support sources were added and made a significant increase in variance, R? = .22
(adjusted R? = .20), Fchange (2. 356) = 37.34, p < .001 (see Table 3.6). Both maternal
support (5 =.23, p <.001) and teacher support (5 = .25, p <.001) positively predicted
peer acceptance. In the fifth and sixth steps, interactions between care type, negative
affect, and maternal support were entered. Two-way interactions in the fifth steps did
not account a significant variance, R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .19), Fchange (3, 353) = 0.56,
ns. In addition, last step did not make a significant contribution to the variance, R? =
.22 (adjusted R? = .19), Fehange (1, 352) = 0.70, ns.

In order to assess the moderating role of teacher support, the same steps were
conducted by replacing maternal support with teacher support in fifth and sixth steps.
The fifth step including two-way interactions did not make a significant contribution,
R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .19), Fecnange (3, 353) = 0.23, ns. Also, in the sixth step, three-
way interaction did not increase the variance significantly, R? = .22 (adjusted R? = .19),
Fchange (1, 352) = 0.88, ns.
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Table 3.6 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Peer-

Acceptance
Predictors R R? AR? F Fehange B SE B
Stepl .05 .00 .00 0.50 0.50
Age 0.01 .03 .02
Gender 0.06 .07 .05
Step2 .09 .01 .004 0.88 1.63
Age 0.01 .03 .02
Gender 0.06 .07 .05
Group 0.08 .07 .07
Step3 .22 .05 .04 3.16 5.14
Age 0.01 .03 .02
Gender 0.02 .07 .01
Group -0.03 .07 -.02
Perceptual 0.15 .06 16**
Sensitivity
Effortful 0.11 .07 122
Control
Negative 0.03 .05 .03
Affect
Step4 .46 22 A7 12.19 37.34
Age 0.02 .02 .04
Gender 0.02 .06 .02
Group -0.05 .07 -.04
Perceptual 0.08 .05 .09
Sensitivity
Effortful 0.08 .06 .08
Control
Negative 0.02 .05 .02
Affect
Maternal 0.30 .07 23Fr*
Support
Teacher 0.30 .07 25%**
Support

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001, @ marginally significant.
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3.5.2.3 Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Peer-Rejection

The first step of the regression analysis showed that gender and age account a marginal
significant variance in peer rejection, R? = .02 (adjusted R? = .01), F (2, 362) = 2.86, p
=.06. Gender of the children had unique variance in peer rejection (f = -.11, p <.05).
Group were added in the second step and variance explained by the model increased
significantly, R? = .07 (adjusted R? = .07), Fehange (1, 361) = 22.12, p <.001. Children
in care perceived more rejection than children living with their biological parents, (8
=-.24,p <.001). In the third step, temperamental characteristics were entered and they
made a significant contribution, R? = .13 (adjusted R? = .11), Fchange (3, 358) = 7.70, p
< .001. In addition to care type, perceptual sensitivity (f = -.15, p < .01) and effortful
control (8 = -.16, p < .05) negatively predicted peer rejection. Social support sources
were added in the fourth step and a significant increase in variance explained by the
model, R? = .18 (adjusted R? = .16), Fchange (2, 356) = 10.91, p < .001. Both mother (8
= -.13, p < .05) and teacher support (5 = -.14, p < .05) negatively predicted the peer
rejection in this step. In the fifth and sixth steps, interactions between group, negative
affect, and maternal support were entered. Two-way interactions in the fifth step
showed a marginally significant increase in the explained variance, R? = .19 (adjusted
R? = .17), Fehange (3, 353) = 2.11, p = .09. The interaction effect between group and
negative affect approached to significance, (5 = .15, p = .06) (see Table 3.7). The last
step did not make a significant contribution to the variance, R? = .20 (adjusted R? =
17), Fehange (1, 352) = 0.97, ns.

While investigating the moderating role of teacher support, the first four steps were
identical with the previous hierarchical regression analysis. In the fifth and sixth steps,
interactions of teacher support were examined instead of maternal support. In the fifth
step, two way interactions between care type, and negative affect and teacher support
did not make a significant contribution, R? = .19 (adjusted R? = .17), Fchange (3, 353) =
1.63, ns. However, the interaction between group and negative affect was found
marginally significant, (# = .13, p = .09). Moreover, the sixth step which included
three-way interaction did not increase the variance significantly, R? = .19 (adjusted R?
=.16), Fchange (1, 352) = 0.24, ns.
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Table 3.7 Results of the Hierarchical Regression Analyses in Predicting Peer

Rejection

Predictors R RZ  AR? F Fehange B SE B
Stepl .13 .02 .02 286 2.86

Age -.03 .03 -.06

Gender -.14 .07 -11*
Step2 .27 .07 .06 9.39 22.12

Age -.04 .03 -.08

Gender -12 .06 -.102

Group -.30 .06 - 247
Step3 .36 .13 .06 8.81 7.70

Age -.04 .03 -.07

Gender -.07 .06 -.06

Group -17 .07 -.13*

Perceptual -14 .05 - 15%*

Sensitivity

Effortful Control -15 .06 -.16"

Negative Affect -.01 .05 -.01
Step4 .42 18 05 971 10.96

Age -.04 .03 -.092

Gender -.08 .06 -.06

Group -15 .07 -.12*

Perceptual -.10 .05 -11*

Sensitivity

Effortful Control -13 .06 -14"

Negative Affect -.01 .05 -.01

Maternal -17 .07 -13*

Support

Teacher Support -.16 .07 -.14*
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Table 3.7 (continued)

Negative Affect and Maternal Support as Moderators

Step5 44 19 01 7.70 2.11

Age -.05 .03 -.092
Gender -.09 .06 -.07
Group -.16 .07 -13*
Perceptual -.10 .05 -11*
Sensitivity
Effortful Control -13 .06 -14"
Negative Affect -.09 .07 -11
Maternal -.26 .09 -.20%*
Support
Teacher Support -.16 .07 -13*
Group * .16 .08 152
Negative Affect
Group * 22 A3 10
Maternal
Support
Negative Affect .06 .09 .03
*Maternal
Support
Negative Affect and Teacher Support as Moderators

Step5 44 19 .01 7.55 1.63
Age -.05 .03 -.092
Gender -.09 .06 -.07
Group -.16 .07 -13*
Perceptual -.10 .05 -11*
Sensitivity
Effortful Control -12 .06 -14"
Negative Affect -.09 .07 -11
Maternal -.20 .08 -.15*
Support
Teacher Support -.16 .08 -132
Group * 14 .08 132
Negative Affect
Group *Teacher .04 12 .02
Support
Negative Affect .10 .08 .06
*Teacher
Support

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001, @ marginally significant.
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Interaction between children’s rearing condition and negative affect was shown in
Figure 3.2. According to this figure, there was a significant difference between
children in care and children living with their biological parents when they were with
low negative affect. However, this difference disappeared for children with high
negative affect.

5
4.5
c 4]
2
© —e— low
= 3.5 1 negative
nd affect
s 3 ----- high
[<B] .
a negative
25 - affect
2 _
1.5 -
1 ‘
children in care  children with biological family

Figure 3.2 The Interaction between Rearing Condition and Negative Affect in

Predicting Peer-Rejection

LAfter controlling experience history of children in care, results were similar in terms
of predictors for child outcomes except for peer-rejection. The predictive role of
teacher support was not significant in predicting peer-rejection after controlling care-
related factors. Among those factors, ratio of duration in care to children’s age
negatively predicted victimization. In addition, total risk negatively predicted peer-
acceptance, but positively predicted peer-rejection.
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

Present study aimed to investigate the effects of being reared in residential care settings
on children’s academic achievement and peer relationships. The second aim of the
study was to examine the role of perceived social support and temperament of children
on their school achievement and peer relations. Lastly, present study attempted to
examine the roles of social support and temperament namely negative affectivity on
the individual differences in these developmental outcomes. In the first part, findings
will discussed in the light of the literature. Afterwards, strengths and contributions,

limitations, implications and future suggestions will be mentioned, respectively.
4.1 Discussion of Findings Related to Hypotheses

Before explaining the predictive effects of main variables, it was seen that age and
gender as demographic variables predicted some child outcomes. First, age of children
negatively predicted academic engagement, grades, and victimization. Considering the
age of children, almost half of the children are in adolescence period. In the literature,
there are different trajectories of academic engagement during adolescence (Li &
Lerner, 2011). Decline in academic engagement with age might be related to changes
in biological, psychological and social contextual factors (Eccles & Roeser, 2011). As
an instance of social changes, moving from primary school to secondary school affects
children-teacher relationships because of changes in number of teachers. Closer
relationship with teacher and greater monitoring during primary school might be
related to more academic engagement. In addition, results indicated that age of
children predicted less victimization. Pellegrini and Long (2002) stated that children
start to learn how to avoid being a victim, ignore, and cope with bullies as their social
and cognitive skills increase with age. Moreover, gender of children significantly

predicted academic achievement. To be more precise, girls showed more academic
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engagement and had higher grades than boys, as consistent with the literature (Lam et
al., 2012).

4.1.1 The Direct Role of Rearing Condition on Child Outcomes

The first aim of the current study was to assess the effects of rearing condition on
children’s academic achievement and peer relationships during middle childhood. In
line with this aim, it was hypothesized that children under government protection
would show poorer school-related outcomes when compared to children living with

their own parents.

There is a substantial literature indicating that being reared under government
protection has negative influences on child outcomes (MacLean, 2003; Merz, McCall,
Wright, & Luna, 2013; Smyke, Zeanah, Fox, Nelson, & Guthrie, 2010). When
compared to children living with their biological parents, children in institutional care
are more likely to have difficulties in social, emotional, and cognitive development
(McCall, 2013). As the first developmental outcome, academic achievement of
children was measured by both academic engagement in classroom and grades in
school reports. Consistent with the literature (MacLean, 2003), our results supported
the hypothesis that children under care showed poorer academic engagement and
lower grades than their family-reared peers. When looked at the characteristics of
institutional settings, several negative conditions are thought to play a role in
differences between those children. First of all, it is well known that cognitively
stimulating environment is important for children’s school success. To be more
precise, number of books and educational plays in home, attending scientific and
cultural activities predicted children’s academic motivation and achievement (Davis-
Kean, 2005; Gottfried, Fleming, & Gottfried, 1998). However, institutional care
settings are usually lack sufficient stimulations (e.g. educational toys and books) which
are necessary for children’s normal intellectual development (van 1Jzendoorn et al.,
2011). In addition, children’s academic achievement is affected by parental factors
such as their education level and involvement in academic activities (Fan & Chen,
2001; Makewa, Role, Otewa, 2012). Although caregivers graduated from high school

and university, they are not able to involve in children’s academic life adequately.
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Since the number of caregivers are still insufficient to meet needs of children in all
areas (e.g. physical, social, and educational areas) despite of attempts to reduce the
caregiver child ratio in family based care types. Moreover, the difference between
children under care and children living with their biological parents in academic
achievement can be explained with delays in cognitive development of disadvantaged
children. Studies showed that children in institutional settings have lower 1Q points
(van ljzendoorn, Luijk, & Juffer, 2008), worse performance in memory and executive
functioning (Bos et al., 2009), poorer attention and language skills (Merz et al., 2013)

which are very closely related to children’s academic achievement.

The second developmental outcome is peer relationship of children. When reviewed
the literature, it was shown that children under government protection had more
problems in their peer relationships. For instance, children in institutional care
demonstrated less harmonious and trustful relationships with their friends when
compared to children living with their biological families (Vorria et al., 1998). Also,
studies including adopted children indicated that early social-emotional deprivation
was associated with more difficulties in getting contact with peers, having intimate
relations and showing prosocial behaviors in their relations, especially when they were
adopted at older ages (Fisher et al., 1997; Hawk & McCall, 2014; Merz & McCall,
2010). In the current study, peer relationship was addressed by examining peer-
acceptance, peer-rejection, and victimization and findings partially supported
hypotheses. More precisely, children in care reported more peer-rejection and
victimization than their family-reared peers while there was no significant difference
in peer-acceptance between those groups. In the literature, researchers seem to have
neglected this topic, especially on children not previously but currently residing in
institutional settings. One study investigated sociometric status of children in care
using nomination method, and found that institutionalized children were less likely to
be popular, but more likely to be ignored. (Palacios, et al., 2013). Different from that
study, in the present study peer-acceptance and rejection were measured by children’s
perceptions. In the literature, it was indicated that peer status showed differences in
nominations and children’s perceptions. The study conducted by Parkhurst and
Hopmeyer (1998) showed only 31% of children sociometrically popular were also
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high on perceived popularity. According to children’s perceptions, there was no
difference in peer-acceptance between institutional-reared and family-reared children
might be related to children’s friends in their living settings. Children in child homes
and care villages establish close relationships with peers from their institutional
settings. Since there was no specific instruction given to the participants about whom
to think of as a peer while responding to the questions, children in care might have
reported perceived peer-acceptance from their care settings rather than their schools.
Considering the differences in peer-rejection and victimization between groups, it was
thought that children might perceive acceptance from one group, but also perceive
rejection or exposed to victimization from other groups. When the finding that children
were more likely to be rejected or victimized was considered, it is important to
emphasize that children’s early interactions with an adult play a crucial role in their
later relationships (Bohlin et al., 2005). Since children under care are less likely to
have a stable and secure relationship with a caregiver, they miss opportunities to learn
how to make friends and maintain peer relationships competently. It was shown that
children in care had more socioemotional problems when compared to children living
with biological parents. For instance, children living in institutional care had more
difficulties in perspective-taking abilities (Tarullo et al., 2007), emotional regulation
(Tottenham et al., 2010), and secure attachment (van 1Jzendoorn et al, 2011) which are
important factors to have good relationships with their peers. Also, several studies in
the literature indicated that institutionalized children were more likely to exhibit
aggressive behaviors. According to Hay, Payne, and Chadwick (2004), children
showing aggressive behaviors are not liked by their peers, and both overt and relational
aggression cause more rejection. In addition, studies focusing on peer relations in
residential care stated that children were also exposed to peer victimization in these
settings because of individual (e.g. low self-efficacy) and institutional (e.g. insufficient
monitoring) risk factors (Attar-Schwartz & Khoury-Kassabri, 2015). Thus, findings of

the current study supports the literature about the peer relations of children in care.
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4.1.2 The Direct Roles of Social Support and Temperament on Child Outcomes

The role of social support from teacher and mother and temperamental characteristics
of effortful control and perceptual sensitivity were examined in predicting academic
achievement and peer relationships. First of all, it was hypothesized that children
perceiving more mother and teacher support would be better at more academic
achievement. The findings of this study showed that teacher support positively
predicted children’s behavioral engagement in classroom, but not grades. Also,
perceived support from mother was not related to academic outcomes. Perceiving
teacher support is important for children’s engagement in classroom since students
need to feel comfortable and cared by their teachers in classroom environment (Klem
& Connell, 2004). When examined the items in teacher support subscale, they are
related to treating students fairly, being sensitive to children’s needs, and encouraging
them to ask questions. Therefore, children perceiving teacher support may feel
comfortable to engage in the academic activities. As consistent with the finding,
studies also indicated that teacher support and involvement predict higher academic
motivation, behavioral and emotional engagement (Skinner & Belmont, 1993; Tucker
et al., 2002). Considering the effects of teacher support on grades, studies generally
indicated that teacher support affected children’s academic achievement through
academic engagement (Chen, 2005; Perry, Liu, & Pabian, 2010). Therefore, further
research is needed to assess whether teacher support has direct or indirect effect on

children’s grades.

In addition, children’s other characteristics such as self-discipline (Duckworth &
Seligman, 2005), memory and executive functioning (Bull, Espy, & Wiebe, 2008)
might have stronger influences on grades. In addition, maternal support was not a
significant predictor of academic achievement in this study. Studies yielded mixed
results in the literature. For instance, one study demonstrated that support from
mothers positively predicted academic achievement (Bean, Bush, McKenry, &
Wilson, 2003) while another study indicated that academic support from mothers was
negatively related to children’s academic achievement in higher grades (Chen, 2008).

Thus, there might be different mechanisms underlying the role of support from
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mothers in academic achievement. Even if the direct role of maternal social support in
academic achievement was not found, perceived support from mothers might
indirectly affect children’s academic outcomes through their self-efficacy (Alivernini

& Lucidi, 2011), career preparation, and class engagement (Perry et al., 2010).

Moreover, in addition to academic achievement, it was hypothesized that perceived
social support from mother or teachers would predict more peer-acceptance, less peer-
rejection and victimization, and results supported this hypothesis. In the literature, the
role of teacher support in these outcomes was examined (Hendrickx et al., 2016), but
no study related to the role of maternal support was found. Considering the role of
teacher support in peer status, one reason might be related to social referencing theory.
Teacher-student relationship or teacher attitudes towards a student have an impact on
other students’ reactions to that child since children viewed their teachers as a social
referent (Hendrickx, Mainhard, Boor-Klip, & Brekelmans, 2017). In addition, children
who perceived more social support had better outcomes in their peer relationships
since they had more self-efficacy (Danielsen et al., 2009) and felt more secure in
school environment (Furlong et al., 1995) which might positively affect peer relations.
As mentioned before, effect of perceived support from mother on peer-acceptance,
rejection, and victimization was not studied. However, findings that maternal social
support being negatively related to problem behaviors and positively related to social
competence (Bender & Losel, 1997; Taylor et al., 2015) seem to be in line with
explanations of those findings since problem behaviors were positively associated with
rejection and victimization, and social competence was closely related to peer-
acceptance (Hay et al., 2004; Lindsey, 2002)

When looked at the role of temperament on child outcomes, it was hypothesized that
children with higher effortful control would show better outcomes at academic
achievement and peer relationships. The role of perceptual sensitivity was tested as
exploratory since no study was found in the literature. First of all, findings indicated
that effortful control positively predicted both academic engagement and grades of
children, while perceptual sensitivity did not predict. As consistent with the finding,
studies in the literature showed that higher effortful control predicted more academic
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achievement (Liew, McTigue, Barrois, & Hughes, 2008; Valiente, Lemery-Chalfant,
& Swanson, 2010). Effortful control is an umbrella term including inhibitory control,
attention focusing, and activation control (Rothbart & Bates, 2006). Accordingly,
children with higher effortful control are more likely to sustain their attention, regulate
their behaviors, and have self-discipline (Rothbart, 2007), and these factors are known
to contribute to academic achievement of children (Duckworth & Seligman, 2005;
Blair & Razza, 2007). As the other temperamental trait, the role of perceptual
sensitivity was not found significant. More research is needed to understand the role

of perceptual sensitivity in child outcomes.

Considering the role of temperament in peer relations, it was expected that effortful
control would positively predict peer-acceptance and negatively predict peer-rejection
and victimization. Results supported the hypotheses, only for peer-rejection and
effortful control relationship. Since children with low effortful control are more likely
to have problems in self-regulation and show more externalizing behaviors (Murray &
Kochanska, 2002), they can be more disliked by their peers.

On the other hand, insignificant effect of effortful control on victimization was
inconsistent with the most of the literature (Valiente, Swanson, Lemery-Chalfant, &
Berger, 2014). However, similar to the present study, a research (lyer et al., 2010) also
did not find a significant prediction even there was a negative correlation between
effortful control and victimization. The reason for failure to show significant role of
effortful control might be related to functions of aggressive behaviors resulting from
poor effortful control. Although children showing externalizing problems are more
likely to be disliked by their peers, exhibiting aggressive behaviors might make those

children more involved in bullying groups rather than victimized ones.

Furthermore, perceptual sensitivity which was examined as exploratory, negatively
predicted peer-rejection in the last step of analyses. High perceptual sensitivity might
be related to more understanding of social cues and emotions of others; in turn, they

are less likely to be disliked by their peers.
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4.1.3 The Moderating Role of Social Support on Child Outcomes

In the present study, it was hypothesized that perceived social support from teacher or
mother would play a protective role for children under protection of social services. In
other words, it was expected that children who perceive less social support would
have poorer academic achievement and worse peer relationship in governmental
protection compared to children living with their parents, but no difference was
expected for children who receive more teacher and caregiver support across rearing
condition. However, findings obtained from two-way interactions between social
support and rearing conditions did not support the hypotheses except academic
engagement. The interaction between rearing condition and teacher support were
marginally significant in predicting academic engagement. It was shown that children
in care showed less engagement in classroom than family reared children when they
perceived less support, but this difference was reduced when they perceived more

support.

When looked at the literature, the moderator role of perceived social support on child
outcomes (e.g. academic achievement, well-being, psychological adjustment) was
studied in different disadvantaged groups such as poor minority (Gutman & Midgly,
2000), low socioeconomic status (Ong et al., 2006), and exposure to bullying (Holt &
Espelage, 2007) or abuse (Bal, Crombez, Van Oost, & Debourdeaudhuij, 2003).
However, to the best of our knowledge, the protective role of social support on
academic achievement and peer relations was not studied in children under the

government protection.

In the present study, the reason for teacher support only having had a partially
protective role for academic engagement might be related to persistency of outcomes.
In other words, academic engagement which is a behavioral involvement in academic
activities might be more likely to change depending on the contextual factors (e.g.
feeling comfortable or secure in class) whereas the effects of institutionalization might
be more permanent on other child outcomes. First, it was thought that grades of
children are more likely to be related to cognitive development when compared to

academic engagement, thus it might be difficult to buffer negative effect of
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institutionalization on difficulties in cognitive development. Although academic
engagement and grades were found to be positively related (Wang & Holcombe,
2010), children who engage more in the classroom settings might not be successful in
exams. Instead of social support, cognitive factors such as attention, memory, 1Q and
executive functioning might play a moderating role on individual differences in the

grades of children.

Similarly, establishing good relationships is also related to factors (e.g. attachment
security, social cognition, and emotion understanding) which are relatively more
difficult to change. For these reasons, social support measured concurrently with the
outcomes might not have protective role. However, further studies might find the
protective role of social support by examining effects early social ties / social support
on later outcomes longitudinally. Moreover, beyond perceiving support from
caregivers and teachers, being raised under government protection in itself might affect
the social status of children in care. Since those children reported to perceive
stigmatization (Simsek et al., 2007), their social status might be influenced by

stigmatization by other children in school environment (Link & Phelan, 2001).

Considering the protective role of maternal/caregiver support on child outcomes,
contrary to our expectations results were not significant. When looked at the literature,
protective role of support from mothers was shown for children living with their
biological parents (Song et al., 2015). However, in the present study, caregiver support
was examined for children in care and the function of perceived support from them
might differ from the biological maternal support. As another explanation might be
that child outcomes in this study are more school-related factors and the protective role

of caregiver support may not expand to other environments, yet.
4.1.4 The Moderator Role of Temperament on Child Outcomes

From differential susceptibility perspective, children with higher negative affect were
thought to be more susceptible to both positive and negative environmental conditions.
It means that children high on negative affect show worse outcomes in negative

conditions (i.e. in care or low support condition) and better outcomes when faced with
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positive conditions (i.e. biological family or high support condition) (Pluess & Belsky,
2010). In the present study, it was hypothesized that children with higher level of
negative affect would have poorer academic achievement and worse peer relationship
in governmental protection whereas they would benefit more from the family
environment when compared to children with lower negative affect. Also, it was
expected that children with higher level of negative affect would have poorer academic
achievement and worse peer relationship at low level of perceived support whereas
they would more benefit from high perceived support when compared to children with

lower negative affect. None of the findings of the study supported these hypotheses.

When looked at the interactions between temperament and rearing condition, the
interaction between them was found marginally significant only in predicting peer-
rejection. According to this finding, there was a marginal difference in peer-rejection
between children under care and children living with their biological parents for
children with low negative affect, while children with high negative affect did not
differ based on their rearing conditions. This finding did not support the differential
susceptibility hypothesis. However, result that low negative affect were related to the
less peer-rejection in biological family environment, but more-rejection in institutional
settings is not surprising since the function of low negative affect might show
differences depending on conditions. To be more precise, for children living with their
biological families, having low negative affect is an adaptive temperamental
characteristic, since it predicted better peer relationships in normal samples (Laible et
al., 2014). On the other hand, under the condition of institutional settings, low negative
affect might be dysfunctional since caregivers are more likely to take care of children
with high negative affect. Since it was thought that children with low negative affect
are more likely to be ignored by their caregivers, they might have a tendency to
perceive rejection from their peers. Also, those children might have more difficulty in
developing social skills because of the lack of caring; in turn, they may be more

rejected by their peers.
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Interactions between negative affect and other child-outcomes —peer acceptance,
victimization and academic achievement- were not significant, so further studies are

required to understand factors underlying mechanism.

Considering the interaction between negative affect and social support, results
indicated that only the interaction between negative affectivity and teacher support
was significant in predicting academic engagement. The interaction indicated that
teacher support significantly increased academic engagement of children with low
negative affect, while there was no significant difference between the levels of teacher
support for children with high negative affect. Directions of relationships did not
support the differential susceptibility hypothesis; however, this result is also feasible
to interpret. It is not surprising that children with low negative affect and high teacher
support showed the highest academic engagement since both of the predictors is
positively associated with the academic engagement as mentioned above (Hughes &
Kwok, 2006; Bryce et al., 2018). On the other hand, children with high negative affect
did not benefit from teacher support. The reason for the finding might be related to
that children with high negative affect were highly likely to show externalizing and
internalizing problems. Even those children perceived teacher social support, their
academic achievement may not be improved because of their psychological

maladjustments.

To conclude, hypotheses related to differential susceptibility were not supported in any
child outcomes. A general explanation for these findings might be the age of the
children in the study. According to a meta-analysis (Slagt et al., 2016), negative
emotionality was stated as a susceptibility marker for the effects of parenting only
when it was assessed during infancy. This inference might also be valid for the effect

of being reared in institutional settings on child outcomes in the present study.

4.1.5 Three-way Interactions between Rearing Condition, Social Support, and

Temperament

The last aim of the present study was to test whether susceptibility to social support
differed for children in care. Three way interactions between rearing condition,
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perceived social support, and negative affect were tested as explaratory since there was
no study examining this relationship in the literature. Results indicated that three-way
interaction between teacher support, negative affect, and rearing condition was
marginally significant in predicting academic engagement of children. After probing
the plots, two pairs of interaction slopes were significant in predicting academic
engagement of children. First, the interaction between teacher support and rearing
condition was significant among children with low negative affect while this
interaction was not significant for children with high negative affect. In other words,
the partially protective role of teacher support was found only for children with low
negative affect. In addition, the interaction between negative affect and teacher support
was significant among children under care while this interaction was not significant
for children living with their families. According to results, among children with low
negative affect, perceived teacher support significantly increased academic
engagement of children in care, but there was no change in engagement of children
with biological parents depending on teacher support. As stated before, having low
negative affect in institutional settings might make children more vulnerable to poorer
outcomes unlike other populations. Since low negative affect in large settings might
make children more invisible, they might be more likely to have difficulties in
developmental areas because of the lack of monitoring and caretaking. Therefore,
those children might show greater improvement when they received support from their

teachers.

On the other hand, findings of the study showed that the three-way interactions
between social support sources, negative affect, and rearing condition were not found
significant for the outcomes related to peer relationships (i.e. peer-acceptance,
rejection, and victimization). Although, the moderator roles of temperament and social
support on peer relations of disadvantaged children were not investigated in the
literature, other child outcomes (e.g. aggressive behaviors and social competence)
which might have influence on peer-acceptance, rejection and victimization were
previously examined (Davidson & Demaray, 2007; Dubow & Tisak, 1989). This non-
significant three-way interaction showed that the interaction between perceived social
support and negative affect on peer relationships did not differ across children in care
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and children living with their own families. Further studies might examine the different
factors such as self-efficacy, social competence, and effortful control in order to

investigate mechanisms underlying individual differences in peer relations.
4.2 Strengths and Contributions of the Study

As mentioned before, the effects of being reared in institutional settings on child
outcomes were examined in the literature extensively. Although many child outcomes
such as psychological adjustment, academic achievement, and cognitive development
of children were addressed in the institutional care literature (MacLean, 2003), there
is only one study examined children’s peer-acceptance, rejection, and victimization
which play an important role in social and academic development (Nelson & Dishion,
2004). Therefore, the current study contributed to the literature by assessing peer

relationships from different perspectives.

Also, this study made contributions to the literature by including children staying in
child homes and care villages which are home-based care settings. In the literature,
some studies targeted children in large institutional settings while some of them were
focusing on developmental outcomes of children after adoption. Although smaller care
types are encouraged because of their favored characteristics, it is important to see that
children living in those settings have still poorer outcomes when compared to children

living with their biological parents.

In addition, literature lacks studies investigating moderators in the relationship
between rearing conditions and child outcomes. It is important to examine moderating
variables in order to understand individual differences in reactions to the shared
environmental factors. Both perceived social support and temperament were not

studied in this risk group while predicting children’s school-related outcomes.

Beside contributions to the literature, the current study has methodological strengths.
First of all, this research has a special sample including children from institutional
settings. To get permissions for studying with this group and selecting participants

among those children is a difficult process which requires labor. Also, in this study,
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including different sources (i.e. child, mother/caregiver, and teacher) in order to get

accurate information is a strength of this study.
4.3 Limitations of the Study

The current study, on the other hand, also has some limitations. First of all, peer-
acceptance, rejection, and victimization were measured by child reports without asking
them to specify whether they considered a peer from school or residential place while
responding to the questions. This leads to a restriction while making interpretation
about child peer relationships in school. In addition, social status of children were
evaluated only by child perceptions. Teacher report or nomination method could
provide additional information about peer-acceptance and rejection. Furthermore, self-
report of children were conducted with each child one-to one. Even all children were
instructed about that there was no right/wrong answer and answers would be

confidential, the problem of social desirability might have affected their answers.
4.4 Implications of the Study and Future Suggestions

Present study has important implications for children under government protection.
This study replicated the finding that children in institutional care settings, even in
smaller ones, had worse academic achievement than their peers. Therefore, it is
important to determine which factors should be improved in institutional settings for
children’s academic achievement. Also, the current study also showed that children
in care were exposed to more rejection and victimization by their peers. In line with
this finding, caregivers and teachers should be informed about that children in care
perceived more rejection and victimization by their peers. Staff and teachers should be
more careful while interacting with other children and intervene when necessary. In
addition, the role of mother and teacher support in child outcomes is important for
social policies. Caregivers and teachers can be educated in terms of how to approach
children. Also, number of caregivers might be increased so that caregivers are able to
involve in children’s academic and social development. Considering the limitations of
this study, several suggestions can be offered for future studies. First of all, researchers

can conduct longitudinal studies in order to understand mechanisms in a time-line.
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Also, future studies can examine other school-related outcomes of children such as the
quality of peer relationships, bullying behaviors, and academic motivation of children

in order to look at the picture from a broader perspective.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Measurement of Academic Engagement

1 2 3 4
(Higbir | (Ara (Genellikle) | (Her
zaman) | sira) zaman)
1. Odevlerini zamaninda tamamlar.
2. Derse istenilen materyallerle
gelir.
3. Derse olumlu yonde katkida
bulunur.
4. Derse katilmaz, s6z hakki almaz.
5. Yapilan iglere / gorevlere
odaklanir.
6. Ders materyalleri gerektigi
zamanlarda hazirdir (6rnegin,
konu islenirken ders kitab1 agik
midir?)
7. Ogrenmeye karst ilgilidir.
8. Verilen 6devleri yapmaz.
9. Grup calismalarinda iizerine
diiseni yapar.
10. Smufta parmak kaldirarak derse
katilim gosterir.
11. Dersi dikkatli bir sekilde dinler.
12. Derste sorulan sorulari cevaplar.
13. Ders sirasinda baskalariyla
konusur, anlatilan1 dinlemez.
14. Dersi dinledigini gosteren ders
ile ilgili sorular sorar.
15. Odevlerini eksiksiz yapar.
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Appendix B: Child-Adolescent Social Support Scale

Bu ¢aligmada sizden, anneniz ve sinif 6gretmeninizden aldiginiz destekler konusunda
ilgili maddeleri yanitlamaniz istenecektir.

Her climleyi dikkatlice okuyup, diiriistce yanitlayin. Yanitlarda dogru veya yanlis
cevap yoktur. Onemli olan sizin igin gercekte gegerli olami belirtmenizdir. Tiim

climleleri atlamadan yanitlayiniz.

ANNEM Ne Kadar Siklikla?

1. 2.Evet, | 3.Evet, | 4.Evet,
Hayir nadiren | bazen her

zaman

1. Benimle gurur duydugunu gosterir.

Beni anlar.

3. Konugmaya ihtiyacim oldugunda beni
dinler.

4. Ne yapacagimi bilmedigimde

Onerilerde bulunur.

5. Bana 6giit verir.

Bana bilgi vererek, problemlerimi

cozmeme yardimet olur.

7. Bir seyi iyi yaptigimda, bana aferin
der.

8. Hata yaptigimda bana bunu uygun bir

dil ile anlatir.

9. Bir seyi iyi yaptigimda beni
odiillendirir.

10. Aktivitelerimi  yapmamda  bana

yardimci olur.

11. Karar vermeme yardimci olmak i¢in

bana zaman tanirlar.

12. ihtiyacim olan pek ¢ok seyi bana alir.
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Ne Kadar Siklikla?

OGRETMENIM 1. 2.Evet, | 3.Evet, | 4Evet,
Hayir nadiren | bazen her
zaman
13. Bana ilgi gosterirler.

14.

Bana adil davranirlar.

15.

Soru sormama izin verirler.

16.

Anlamadigim seyleri agiklarlar.

17.

Isleri nasil yapacagimi gosterirler.

18.

Bana bilgi vererek, problemlerimi

cozmeme yardime1 olurlar.

19.

Bir seyi iyi yaptigimda, bana aferin
derler.

20.

Hata yaptigimda bana bunu uygun bir

dil ile anlatirlar.

21.

Gorevlerimde ne derecede basarili

oldugumu bana soylerler.

22.

Okulda neye ihtiyacim oldugunu
bilirler.

23.

Bir seyi 1yl yapmay1 0grenmem ig¢in

bana zaman ayirip, yardim ederler.

24,

Yardima ihtiyacim oldugunda bana

zaman ayirirlar.
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Appendix C: Experience History

GENEL BILGILER

Adi soyadu: 551?122;1:
Sehir: Kurum adz:
Cinsiyet: K EC O ?e(;%um e -

GELIS BILGILERI
Gelis

tarihi: | J— [ Gelis yasu:
Gelis nedeni: (Gelis nedenleri birden ¢ok ise hepsi igsaretlenmelidir)
O Kimsesiz olmasi (sokakta Fiziksel istismar
bulunmasi)
") Cinsel istismar (_Duygusal istismar
C 7 Annenin hastalig1 (fiziksel) C :,)Babamn hastalig (fiziksel)

__Babanin hastaligi (psikolojik)

) Annenin hastahig1 (psikolojik)

C ) Anneni evi terk etmesi ( )Babanin evi terk etmesi

C D Aile ici siddet ( Ailenin ekonomik sikintilari
C 7 Annenin hapiste olmasi C :,)Babamn hapiste olmasi

__ Annenin 8liimii (_Babann §liimii

_ ) Anne babanin bosanmasi —«:‘Dlger (ltfen belirtiniz)
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BAKIM OYKUSU

Daha 6nce baska bir kurumda N

Kaldi mi? Evet () Hayir

Cevap EVET ise, birden fazla kurumda kaldiysa veya ayni1 kurumda farkli zamanlarda
kaldrysa, her kurum veya her kalis donemi i¢in bilgileri ayr1 ayr1 doldurunuz.
Birinci Kurum Ikinci Kurum

Kurum Kurum

Adi Adi

ili ili

Kabul Kabul

tarihi tarihi

Ayrilig Ayrilis

tarihi tarihi

Uciincii Kurum Dordiincii Kurum

Kurum Kurum

Adi Adi

Ili ili

Kabul Kabul

tarihi tarihi

Ayrilis Ayrilis

tarihi tarihi

GECMIS OYKUSU

Su anda bulundugu kuruma Ik kez kaldig1 kuruma

gelmeden once kim tarafindan Stire gelmeden Once kim tarafindan | Siire
bakiliyordu? bakiliyordu?

C_Anne-baba CDAnne-baba

(__Biiyiikanne — biiyiikbaba (_Biiyiikanne — biiyiikbaba

(Akraba C DAkraba

(__Koruyucu aile C_Koruyucu aile

_Evlathk ( Evlatlik
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AILE BILGILERI

Oz anne babasi sag ise goriigiiyorlar mi1? | Evet () Hayir

Gorligme sekli Sikligr (ve siiresi)

Cevap EVET ise, ne sekilde ve hangi (_TTelefonla

siklikta?
(Birden ¢ok sik isaretlenebilir)

(_Mektupla

~— Kurumda
~— Ziyaret

(_Evine giderek

Kardesleri var m1? Evet () Hayir () Evet ise asagidaki
sorulart yanitlayin

Kardes sayist: Kaginci ¢ocuk oldugu:

Ayni kurumda kalan kardes Bagka kurumlarda kalan

sayist: kardes sayisi:

Goriisme sekli | Siklig1 (ve siiresi)

Kardesler ayn1 kurumda

degil ise, ( JTelefonla
ne sekilde ve hangi siklikla
goriisiiyorlar? (_Mektupla
(Birden ¢ok s1k ~— Kurumda
isaretlenebilir) ~— Ziyaret
~—Evine
~—giderek

Su anda ya da daha 6nce goniillii aile
tarafindan alindig1 zamanlar var m1?

GONULLU AILE BILGILERI

Evet () Hay1r

Cevap EVET ise, ne sekilde ve hangi ZETE Sikligs (ve stiresi)

siklikta?
(Birden ¢ok sik isaretlenebilir)

(_ Hafta sonlar1

D Tatillerde

OKUL ONCESI BILGILERI
Okul 6ncesi bir kuruma Evet C o
devam etti mi? Hayr — Evetse, siiresi:
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Appendix D: Demographic Form

Aciklama: Asagida size ve ailenize dair bilgiler vermeniz istenmektedir. Liitfen
sizden istenen bilgileri dikkatlice okuyun. Size uygun olan bilgiler i¢in “X” (¢arp1)
isareti koyun.

1) Sizin:

Yasimz:

Egitim Durumunuz:

__ Okur-yazar degil __ Okur-yazar _ ilkdgretim mezunu __Lise mezunu
__Universite mezunu _ Yiiksek lisans __Doktora ve tizeri
Calisma durumunuz:

__ Calismiyorum __ Emekliyim.

__ Yar1 zamanli ¢alistyorum (Isiniz: )

_ Tam zamanh c¢alistyorum (Isiniz: )

*Caligan annelerimiz:

D Ailemin ihtiyact olmasaydi ¢alismazdim. DAilemin ihtiyaci olmasaydi da ¢alisirdim.
Medeni durumunuz:
__ Evliyim __Bosandim __Esim vefat etti.
__ Diger (Liitfen agiklayn: )

Herhangi bir dine inaniyor musunuz?

D Evet D Hayir D Acgiklamak istemiyorum.

*Herhangi bir dine inaniyorsaniz, bu dine ne dereceye kadar inantyorsunuz?

1-Hi¢ |2 3 4-Orta |5 6 7-Cok
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2) Cocugumun babasinin
Yasi:
Egitim Durumu:
__ Okur-yazar degil __ Okur-yazar _ Ilkdgretim mezunu __Lise mezunu
_ Universite mezunu _Yiiksek lisans ~ Doktora ve iizeri
Calisma durumu:
__ Calismiyor __ Emekli
_ Yar1 zamanli ¢alisiyor (1si: )
_ Tam zamanl calistyor (Isi: )
3) Ailenizin
Aylik toplam geliri:
___1000TL’denaz  __1000-2000 TL __2000-3000TL __3000-4000TL
__4000-5000TL __5000TL ve iizeri

3) Cocugunuz /Cocuklarimz:

Dogum | Dogum | Cinsiyeti | Okul/is durumu Ayn1 evde mi
sirast Tarihi yagiyorsunuz?

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Bu calismadaki sorulara hangi ¢ocugunuzu diisiinerek cevap veriyorsunuz?

(Litfen dogum sirasin1 yaziniz.)
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Appendix E: Ethics Committe Permission
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Appendix F: Turkish Summary/Tiirk¢e Ozet

1. Giris

Psikososyal agidan yoksun bir ¢evrede yetisen ¢ocuklarin bilissel, duygusal ve sosyal
gelisimleri risk altindadir (Bronfenbrenner, 2005; Evans, 2006). Bu riskli ¢evrelerden
biri de kurum bakimi altinda biiyiimektir. Diinya genelinde iki milyondan fazla ¢ocuk
ebeveynlerinin 6liimii, ihmal, istismar, ekonomik giicliik gibi nedenlerle korunma
altina alinmaktadir (Petrowski, Cappa, ve Grossi, 2017). Devlet korumas: altinda
biiyliyen ¢ocuklar, aile yaninda kalan ¢ocuklara gore daha fazla sorun davranis, bilissel
zorluk, baglanma sorunlari ve sosyo-duygusal giicliikler gostermektedir (Merz,
McCall, Wright, ve Luna, 2013; Roy, Rutter, ve Pickles, 2004; Wiik ve ark., 2001).
Bu calismada korunma altindaki c¢ocuklarin okul ile ilgili sonuglarina
odaklanmaktadir. Kurumda biiyliyen cocuklarin akademik hayatlarinda ve akran
iligkilerinde diger c¢ocuklara gore daha fazla problem yasadiklari bilinmektedir
(MacLean, 2003). Korunma altinda biliylimenin olumsuz etkileri ¢ocuklar arasinda
farklilik gostermektedir. Bu iliskide diizenleyici rol oynayan faktorlerin belirlenmesi

bireysel farkliliklarin altinda yatan mekanizmay1 anlamak agisindan 6nemlidir.

Bu nedenle, mevcut ¢aligma korunma altindaki ¢ocuklarin akademik basar1 ve akran
iliskilerinde ailesi yaninda kalan cocuklardan farklilasip farklilasmadigimi ve bu
gelisimsel sonuclarda etkili olan diizenleyici faktorleri (sosyal destek ve mizac)

aragtirmay1 amaclamaistir.
1.1 Devlet Korumasi ve Cocuk Gelisimi Uzerindeki Etkileri
1.1.1 Devlet Korumasmin Ozellikleri

Risk altinda olup kurum bakimina alinan ¢ocuklar i¢in ¢esitli bakim tiirleri mevcuttur.

Bunlar ¢ocuk yuvalari, ¢gocuk evleri ve sevgi evleridir (Aile ve Sosyal Politikalar

Bakanligi, 2017). Cocuk yuvalari ¢ok sayida c¢ocugun tek bir binada kaldig
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kurumlardir. Bu kurumlarin fiziksel ve psikososyal kosullar1 saglikli bir ¢ocuk gelisimi
i¢cin genellikle uygun degildir (McCall, 2013). Tiirkiye’de, bir bakim personeli 8-10
cocukla ilgilenmek durumunda kalmaktadir (Atli, 2008). Cocuk yuvalarinin bir diger
sorunu da bakim personellerinin sik¢a degismesidir. Bu olumsuz o6zelliklerinden
dolay1, 2005°ten beri bu kurumlar daha kiigiik bakim cesitlerine doniistiiriilmeye
baslanmistir (Yolcuoglu, 2009). Alternatif bakim tiirleri cocuk evleri ve sevgi
evleridir. Bu calismada, sevgi evlerindeki ve ¢ocuk evlerindeki ¢ocuklar katilimci
olarak secilmistir. Sevgi evleri, 6-10 ¢ocugun birlikte kaldig: tek bir kampiiste yer alan
miistakil evlerdir. Bakim personelleri evin i¢inde yemek pisirmekte, cocuklarin bakimi
tistlenmekte ve zamanlarmin ¢ogunu evin i¢inde ¢ocuklarla gecirmektedirler. Bu
ozellikler sevgi evlerini aile ortamina benzetmekle birlikte ¢ocuklarin toplumdan uzak

ayr1 bir kampiiste yasamalar1 onlar1 diger ¢cocuklardan farklilasmaktadir.

Sevgi evlerinden farkli olarak, ¢ocuk evleri farkli semtlerde kiralanan apartman
dairelerinden olugmaktadir. Bdylece kurum bakimi altindaki g¢ocuklar, biyolojik
aileleri ile yasayan akranlar ile birlikte mahalle okuluna gidebilir, onlarla okul disinda
da vakit gecirebilir. 5-6 cocugun kaldig1 bu ¢cocuk evlerinde bakim personelleri yemek
pisirir, cocuklarin 6devlerinde yardimct olur ve ev islerinden sorumludur. Ayrica bu
kurumlarda ¢ocuklarin iliski i¢inde olduklar1 bakim personellerinin sikca
degistirilmemesine, bdylelikle az sayida yetiskin ile giivenli bag kurmasina dikkat

edilmektedir.
1.1.2 Devlet Korumasinda Biiyiimenin Gelisimsel Sonuclara Etkileri

Kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklar, ailesi ile beraber biiyiiyen ¢ocuklarla kiyaslandiginda,
daha fazla gelisimsel zorluk gostermektedir. ilk olarak, kurum bakimindaki cocuklarin
fiziksel gelisimleri (0rn. kilo, boy, kafa c¢evresi) akranlarina goére gecikme
gostermektedir (Smyke ve ark., 2007). Bu ¢ocuklarin beyin gelisimleri de beslenme
yetersizligi, enfeksiyonlar ve kronik stres gibi nedenler ile risk altindadir (Nelson, Bos,
Gunnar, ve Sonuga-Barke, 2011). Ayrica, kurum bakiminda biiyiimek biligsel gelisimi
de olumsuz etkilemektedir. Bu ¢ocuklarin zeka diizeyleri, zihin kuram1 becerileri ve
yiiriitiicli islevleri genellikle akranlarindan daha diisiiktiir (Bos ve ark., 2009). Bir diger

gelisimsel sonug olarak, kurumda biiyiiyen ¢ocuklar sosyo-duygusal gelisimlerinde de
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daha cok giicliik ¢ekmektedir. Kurum bakiminda yetisen cocuklarda daha fazla
baglanma sorunu (Gleason ve ark., 2014), duygu anlamada giicliik, i¢sellestirme ve
digsallastirma davranislar1 goriilmektedir (Roy, Rutter, ve Pickles, 2000). Bu
calismada, kurum bakimi altindaki c¢ocuklarin okul ile iligkili sonuglarina

odaklanilmistir.
1.2 Kurum Bakimindaki Cocuklarin Akademik Basar1 ve Akran Iliskileri

Deary, Strand, Smith ve Fernandes (2007)’e gore, akademik basar1 6grenme yoluyla
edinilen bilgilerdir ve genelde sinavlardaki notlar ile ya da sinif i¢i performans ile
degerlendirilir. Sinifta katilimin yliksek olmasi basar1 ile pozitif yonde iliskili
bulunmustur (Wang ve Holcombe, 2010). Bu ¢alismada akademik basar1 hem sinif i¢i

katilim hem de karne notlar1 ile degerlendirilmistir.

Cocuklarin akademik basarilart daha iyi bir saglik, daha yiiksek 6z yeterlik ve daha iyi
kariyer gibi olumlu sonuglar ile iliskilidir. Cesitli ¢evresel ve bireysel faktorler
cocuklarin akademik basarilarini etkilemektedir. Ornegin, uyaran acisindan zengin bir
ortam (Eamon, 2005) ve yetkili ebeveynlik ¢ocuklarin akademik basarilarini olumlu
yonde yordamaktadir. Kurum bakimi altinda biiylimek de ¢ocuklarin akademik
basarilarini olumsuz yonde yordamaktadir. Bu cocuklarin daha fazla akademik zorluk
yasamasi, kurumlarin uyaran bakimindan eksik olmasi, kurumdaki ¢ocuklarda dikkat
sorunlarinin daha sik goriilmesi, kelime dagarciklarinin kisitli olmas1 gibi nedenlerle

iliskili olabilir (Merz, McCall, ve Wright, 2013).

Bir diger sonug degiskeni olarak, ¢ocuklarin akran iliskileri de onlarin sosyoduygusal
ve biligsel gelisimleri i¢in olduk¢a dnemlidir (Rubin, Bukowski, ve Parker, 2006).
Alanyazinda akran iliskileri, arkadas sayisi, arkadaslik kalitesi, akranlar ile iletigim
siklig1, zorbalik gibi pek cok agidan degerlendirilmektedir. Bu c¢alismada, akran
kabulii, reddi ve zorbaliga maruz kalma ele alinmistir. Akran kabulii ve akran reddi
sirastyla akranlar1 tarafindan sevilme ya da sevilmeme olarak degerlendirilmektedir
(Asher, Singleton, Tinsley, ve Hymel, 1979). Zorbaliga maruz kalma ise akranlari
tarafindan aktif olarak kotli muameleye maruz kalma olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Perry,

Kusel, ve Perry, 1988).
93



Cocuklarin sozel becerileri, duygu bilgileri, baglanmalar1 oriintiileri gibi bireysel;
diisiik sosyoekonomik diizey ve olumsuz ebeveyn tutumu gibi ¢evresel faktorler akran
iliskilerini olumlu ve olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir (Mostow, Izard, Fine, ve

Trentacosta, 2002; Dekovic ve Meeus, 1997).

Kurum bakimi altinda yetisen c¢ocuklar da bir yetiskin ile gilivenli bag
kuramadiklarindan, sosyal iliskilerinde zorluk ¢ekmektedirler. Bu cocuklar
akranlaria gore daha az yakin ve uyumlu iligkiler gostermektedirler (Vorria ve ark.,
1998). Kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklarin sosyometrik statiileri ve akran zorbaligina
maruz kalmalara yonelik c¢alisma oldukga kisithidir. Yalnizca bir ¢alisma halen
kurumda kalan ¢ocuklarin akran kabul ve reddini ele almistir. Bulgularina gore, kurum
bakimindaki ¢ocuklar daha az popiiler olup akranlar tarafindan daha ¢ok goz ardi

edilmektedir (Palacios, Moreno, ve Roman, 2013).
1.3 Sosyal Destegin Gelisimsel Sonuclardaki Dogrudan ve Diizenleyici Rolii

Sosyal destek, bireylerin, cevresindeki kisilerle kurdugu iliskilerden beslenen
arkadaslik, yardim, karsilikli duyarlik gibi 6zellikleri kapsayan ve kisilerin davranis,
sosyal bilis ve degerlerinde degisiklikler yaratan, destek goren kisideki stres seviyesini
azaltan bir siire¢ olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Danielsen, Samdal, Hetland, ve Wold,
2009). Alanyazinda, yakin arkadas, ebeveyn, 6§retmen, okul gibi ¢esitli sosyal destek
kaynaklar1 bulunmaktadir (Rueger, Malecki, ve Demaray, 2010). Algilanan sosyal
destek ¢ocuklarin sorun davranislarinin baslamasini geciktirir ve daha az i¢sellestirme-
digsallastirma sorunlar1 gostermelerini yordar (Appleyard, Egeland, ve Sroufe, 2007).
Sosyal destek risk altindaki ¢ocuklarin gelisimi i¢in de koruyucu rol oynamaktadir.
Ornegin, yoksulluk, tehlikeli ¢evre, dogal afete maruz kalma, stres gibi durumlara
kars1 sosyal destegin koruyucu rolii oldugu goriilmektedir (Malecki ve Demaray, 2006;
Murray, Nettles, Mucherah, ve Jones, 2000).

Sosyal destegin akademik basar1 iizerindeki etkisine bakildiginda, ebeveynlerden
algilanan destegin okul basarisini, motivasyonunu ve not ortalamasini olumlu yonde
etkiledigi goriilmektedir (Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline, ve Russell, 1994,

Song, Bong, Lee, ve Kim, 2015). Ogretmenden ve smif arkadaslarindan algilanan
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sosyal destek de cocuklarin akademik motivasyonlarini artirmaktadir (Wentzel, Battle,
Russell, ve Looney, 2010). Sosyal destek, yasam kosullarinin akademik sonuglar
iizerindeki etkisinde de diizenleyici bir rol oynamaktadir. Ornegin, diisiik
sosyoekonomik destegin notlar {izerindeki olumsuz etkisi ebeveynlerden algilanan

sosyal destek ile azalmaktadir (Ong, Phinney, ve Dennis, 2006).

Sosyal destek ayn1 zamanda akran iliskileri iizerinde de etkilidir. Ornegin, dgretmen
destegi ve akranlar tarafindan sevilme arasinda olumlu yonde bir iligki bulunmaktadir
(Hedrickxa, Mainharda, Boor-Klipb, Cillessenb ve Brekelmans, 2016). Anne sosyal
destegi ile akran kabulii, reddi ve zorbaliga maruz kalma arasindaki iligkiyi inceleyen
calismaya rastlanilmamigstir. Fakat akran iliskileri ile oldukea iliskili olabilecek
davranig sorunlar1 ve sosyal yetkinlik anneden algilanan sosyal destek tarafindan

anlamli olarak yordanmaktadir (Bender ve Losel, 1997).

Sosyal destegin akran iliskilerindeki diizenleyici rolil, cinsiyet ve akran reddi arasinda
calisilmigtir ve erkeklerin kizlara gore daha fazla akran reddi rapor ettikleri, ebeveyn
desteginin bu cinsiyet farkini ortadan kaldirdigi goriilmiistiir (Ato, Galian, ve
Fernandez-Vilar, 2014). Fakat alanyazinda, sosyal destegin diizenleyici rolii olumsuz
cevre kosullari ile akran kabulii, reddi ve zorbali§a maruz kalma arasindaki iliskide

arastirilmamustir.

1.3.1 Mizag¢ Ozelliklerinin Gelisimsel Sonuclardaki Dogrudan ve Diizenleyici

Rolii

Cevresel faktorlere ek olarak, mizag 6zellikleri de gelisimsel sonuclari etkilemektedir.
Dogustan gelen ve gorece kalici olan mizag¢ bireylerin durumlara yaklasimlari,
tepkileri ve deneyimleri tizerinde etkilidir (Rothbart ve Bates, 2006). Bu g¢alisma
kapsaminda, mizag 6zellikleri arasindan kendini denetleme becerisi (effortful control)
ve algisal hassasiyetin dogrudan etkisi, olumsuz duygulanimin ise diizenleyici rolii ele
alimmistir. Mizacin diizenleyici etkisine yonelik ¢esitli modeller bulunmaktadir. Bu
calismada odaklanilan farklilasan hassasiyet teorisine gore, olumsuz duygulanim

mizag 6zelligi cocuklarin ¢gevresel kosullara hassasiyeti artirmaktadir (Belsky, 2005).
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Cocuklarm mizaci akademik basarilarini yordayan faktdrlerden biridir. Ornegin,
sebatkarlik ve uyumluluk ¢ocuklarin notlarini pozitif yonde; olumsuz duygulanim ve
dikkati toplamada gii¢clik negatif yonde yordamaktadir (Mullola ve ark., 2010).
Kendini denetleme mizag 6zelligine bakildiginda, cinsiyet fark etmeksizin kendini
denetleme becerisi yiiksek olan ¢ocuklarin akademik basarilar1 daha yiiksektir (Morris

ve ark., 2013).

Mizacin diizenleyici roliine bakildiginda, kendini denetleme becerilerinin
sosyoekonomik diizey ve matematik-okuma basarisi arasindaki iliskide diizenleyici bir
rolii oldugu gortilmektedir (Liew, Chen, ve Hughes, 2010). Farklilagan hassasiyet
teorisi kapsaminda, zor mizacin diizenleyici etkisini ele alan ¢alisma sayis1 oldukca
azdir. Var olan ¢aligsmalara gore, zor mizag 6zelligi ve tepkisellik ¢ocuklari ¢evresel
kosullara daha duyarl yaparak onlarin biligsel-akademik islevleri ve yiiriitiicti islevleri

tizerinde diizenleyici rol oynamaktadir (Pluess ve Belsky, 2010).

Cocuklarin mizag 6zellikleri onlarin akran iliskileri iizerinde de etkilidir. Ornegin, zor
mizaglh ¢ocuklarin akranlari tarafindan sevilmeme ihtimali daha yiiksektir (Szewczyk-
Sokolowski ve Bost, 2005). Olumsuz duygulanim sosyal ve isbirlik¢i davranislari ters
yonde yordadigindan akran iligkileri de olumsuz etkilenebilir. Cocuklarin kendini
denetleme ozellikleri daha olumlu akran iliskilerini yordarken, kendini denetleme
glicliikkleri daha ¢ok akran zorbaligina maruz kalmalarini yordamaktadir (Spinrad ve
ark., 2006).

Cevresel faktorlerin akran iligkileri tizerindeki etkisinde miza¢ diizenleyici rol
oynamaktadir. Ornegin, kendini denetleme becerileri yiiksek olan ¢ocuklarda, aile ici
catigmanin akran iligkileri iizerindeki olumsuz etkileri daha az goriilmektedir (David
ve Murphy, 2007). Olumsuz duygulanimi yiiksek olan ¢ocuklar, olumsuz ebeveynlik
karsisinda sosyal islevsellikte daha fazla gii¢liik cekmektedir (Pluess ve Belsky, 2010).
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1.4 Sosyal Destek ve Mizacin Kurum Bakim Altindaki Cocuklarin Gelisimsel

Sonuclarina EtKisi

Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklara bakildiginda, ¢ocuklarin ayni ¢evresel kosullardan
farkli sekilde etkilendigi goriilmektedir (van IJzendoorn ve ark., 2011). Genetik,
mizag, bakim ge¢misi, cinsiyet gibi pek ¢ok neden bu bireysel farkliliklarda etkili
olabilir. Algilanan sosyal destek ve mizacin akademik basar1 ve akran iliskileri
tizerindeki etkisini kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklarda inceleyen bir c¢alismaya
rastlanilmamistir. Mevcut ¢alisma alanyazindaki bu boslugu doldurmay1 amaglamaistir.
[lk olarak, kurum bakimi altindaki cocuklarin akademik basar1 ve akran iliskileri ailesi
ile kalan c¢ocuklarla kiyaslanmistir. Ardindan, sosyal destek ve mizacin dogrudan
etkisi ele alinmistir. Dogrudan etkiye ek olarak, sosyal destegin ve olumsuz
duygulanimin diizenleyici rolleri incelenmistir. Son olarak, sosyal destek, mizac ve

yetistirilme kosullar1 arasindaki ti¢lii etkilesim etkisi ele alinmistir.
2. Yontem
2.1 Katihmeilar

Bu calismanin katilimcilart koruma altinda olan ¢ocuklar, bakim personelleri, bu
cocuklarin simif ogretmenleri, smif arkadaslari ve annelerinden olusmaktadir.
[Ikogretim 3., 4., 5., ve 6. sinifa giden 400 ¢ocuk calismaya katilmistir. Bu ¢ocuklardan
35 tanesi Olgeklerinde %5’°ten fazla kayip veri oldugu icin ¢alismadan ¢ikarilmstir.
Dolayisiyla, mevcut ¢aligma 142 kurum bakimi altinda, 223 aile yaninda olmak tizere
toplam 365 cocugu kapsamaktadir. Cocuklarin yaslar1 7 ile 13 arasindadir (Ort =
10.18, SS = 1.20).

Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklar igin, bakim siiresi 4 ile 121 ay arasinda
degismektedir (Ort= 37.94, SS= 27.11). Koruma altina alinma nedenleri ihmal,
istismar, ebeveyn kayb1 gibi olumsuz durumlar1 icermektedir. Bakim personellerinin
yas aralig1 22 - 53, egitim diizeyleri ise lise (N = 93) ve {iniversite (N = 68) olarak
belirtilmistir.
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2.2 Olgekler
2.2.1 Akran Zorbahgim Belirleme Olcegi

Bu olgek Giiltekin ve Sayil (2005) tarafindan akran zorbaligini belirlemek amaciyla
gelistirilmistir. “Cok Boyutlu Akran Zorbaligi Olgegi” nde (Mynard ve Joseph, 2000)
yer alan maddeler kullanilarak ve yeni maddeler eklenerek bu form olusturulmustur.
Olgek korkutma/sindirme, alay, iliskisel saldir1, kisisel esyalara saldir1 ve acik saldir1
olmak tlizer 5 alt boyuttan olusmaktadir. Toplam puan olarak ele alinan akran

zorbaligina maruz kalma 6l¢eginin i¢ tutarlilik katsayisi .93 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.2 Akran Kabul/Akran Ret Ol¢iimii

Akran kabulii “Cocuklar i¢in Benlik Algisi-Sosyal Kabul Alt 6l¢egi” (Harter, 1985)
ve yeni eklenilen maddeler ile akran reddi “Cocuk Davranislar1 Olcegi-Dislama Alt
dlgegi” (Ladd ve Profilet, 1996) ile dlgiilmiistiir. I¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 akran kabulii
i¢in .77, akran reddi i¢in .72 olarak bulunmustur.

2.2.3 Notlar

Cocuklarin matematik, Tiirk¢e, sosyal bilimler ve fen bilgisi derslerinden aldiklar
notlar karnelerinden 6grenilmistir. 4.5. ve 6. Sinifa giden 6grenciler i¢in notlar 100
tizerinden degerlendirilirken, {igiincii siniflarin notlar1 “cok 1iyi, 1yi ve gelistirilmeli”
seklinde belirtilmistir. Tiim puanlart esitlemek amaciyla ticlincii sinifa devam eden

Ogrencilerin notlar1 33 ile carpilmistir.
2.2.4 Akademik Katilm

Cocuklarin sinif i¢i derse katilimlart 6gretmen formu ile degerlendirilmistir. Bu form
15 maddeden olusmaktadir. 10 madde “Davramissal Akademik Katilm Olgegi
(Hughes ve Coplan, 2010)” nden alinmistir. Diger bes madde arastirmacilar tarafindan

yazilmustir. Olgegin i¢ tutarlik katsayisi .96 bulunmustur.
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2.2.5 Cocuk-Ergen Sosyal Destek Olcegi

Bu o6l¢cek Malecki ve Demaray (1999) tarafindan g¢ocuklarin ebeveynleri, sinif
arkadaslari, okulu ve yakin arkadaslarindan algiladiklar1 sosyal destegi Olgmek
amactyla gelistirilmistir. Yardimc1 ve Basbakkal (2009) bu o6lgegi Tiirkce™ ye
uyarlamiglardir. Mevcut ¢alismada, anneden ve 6gretmenden algilanan sosyal destek

kullanilmis olup i¢ tutarlik katsayisi sirasiyla .88 ve.89 bulunmustur.
2.2.6 Orta Cocukluk Déneminde Mizac Olcegi

Bu 6lgek Simonds ve Rothbart (2004) tarafindan 7-10 yas arasindaki ¢ocuklarin mizag
Ozelliklerini degerlendirmek amaciyla gelistirilmistir. Bu ¢aligma kapsaminda,
mizacin engelleme denetimi, algisal hassasiyet ve azalan tepkisellik/sakinlesme alt

boyutlar1 se¢ilmistir. i¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 sirasiyla .76, .84 ve .82 olarak bulunmustur.
2.2.7 Erken Ergenlik Miza¢ Olcegi

Bu 6l¢ek 9-15 yas arasindaki ¢ocuklarin mizag 6zelliklerini degerlendirmek amaciyla
Capaldi ve Rothbart (1992) tarafindan gelistirilmistir. Mevcut ¢alismada mizacin
dikkati odaklama, harekete gegcme kontrolii, ve saldirganlik alt boyutlar1 bu 6lgekten
alinmustir. Belirtilen alt dl¢eklerin i¢ tutarlik katsayilari sirasiyla .73, .78 ve .71 olarak

bulunmustur.
2.2.8 Deneyim Hikayesi

Bu formda, kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklarin bakim ge¢cmislerini ve demografik
bilgilerini degerlendiren sorular yer almaktadir. Cocuklarin cinsiyeti, yasi, kurum
bakimi altina alinma nedenleri, bakim siiresi gibi bilgiler ¢ocuklarin dosyalarindan ya

da sosyal hizmet ¢alisanlarindan elde edilmistir.
2.2.9 Demografik Bilgi

Anneler tarafindan doldurulan demografik bilgi formu anne-babanin yasi, egitim

diizeyleri, meslekleri, gelirleri, medeni halleri gibi bilgilerden olusmaktadir.
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2.3 islem

Ik olarak, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Etik Komisyonu’ndan etik izin, Aile ve
Sosyal Politikalar Bakanlig1 ve Milli Egitim Bakanligi’ndan ¢alisma izinleri alinmistir.
Bu arastirma kapsaminda, ¢ocuklara ve bakim personellerine iliskin Slgiimlerin
tamamlanmas1 amaciyla ¢ocuk evleri ve sevgi evleri ziyaret edilmistir. Katilimci
olmayr kabul edip onam veren bakim personelleri ve c¢ocuklar oOlgekleri
doldurmuslardir. Kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklarin okullar1 ziyaret edilerek aileleri ile
yasayan sinif arkadaslarindan bir kag1 calismaya kontrol grubu olarak dahil edilmistir.
Olgekler okuldaki uygun smiflarda 2-3 kisilik gruplar halinde ¢ocuklara
uygulanmistir. Ardindan, Ogretmenler ¢alismaya katilan c¢ocuklarin akademik
basarilarina iliskin 6l¢iimleri doldurmustur. Dénem sonunda arastirmaci okullari

tekrar ziyaret ederek miidiir yardimcisindan ¢ocuklarin notlar1 hakkinda bilgi almistir.

3. Bulgular

3.1 Veri incelemesi ve On Analizler

Analizlere gegcmeden Once, eksik veriler incelenmis olup %5’°ten az eksik veriler
Beklenti Biiyiitme teknigi ile doldurulmustur. Ardindan, u¢ deger analizi her grup igin
ayr1 ayr1 incelenmis olup -3.29 ve 3.29 araliginda olmayan degerler kabul edilebilir en

yakin z puanina karsilik gelen puanlar ile degistirilmistir.

3.2 Tek Yonlii Gruplar Aras1 Cok Degiskenli Varyans Analizi (MANOVA)

Sonuglar

Cocuklarin akademik basarilarin1 (akademik katilim ve notlar) ve akran iliskilerini
(akran kabulii, reddi ve zorbalifa maruz kalma) gruplar arasinda karsilastirmak
amaciyla ¢ok degiskenli varyans analizi yapilmistir. Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklar
ile ailesi yaninda kalan c¢ocuklar akademik basar1 yoniinden anlamli olarak
farklilagsmaktadir, A = 0.53, F (2, 345) = 153.03, p <.001. Devlet korumasi altindaki
cocuklarin sinif i¢i katilimlar1 (Ort = 2.56, SS = .05) ve notlar1 (Ort = 66.81, SS = 1.06),
ailesi yaninda kalan ¢ocuklarin katilimlar1 (Ort = 3.48, SS = .04) ve notlarindan (Ort
= 88.20, SS = 0.84) anlamli olarak daha diisiiktlir. Akran iliskilerini degerlendiren
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MANOVA analizi sonucuna gore, gruplar arasinda anlamli farkliliklar bulunmaktadir,
L=0.93, F (3, 361) = 8.82, p <.001. Devlet korumasi altindaki ¢ocuklarin akran-red
(Ort = 1.64, SS = .73) ve zorbaliga maruz kalmalar1 (Ort = 0.42, SS = .41), ailesi
yaninda kalan cocuklarin ret algilar1 (Ort = 1.35, SS = .48) ve zorbalia maruz
kalmalarindan (Ort = 0.30, SS = .29) anlamli olarak daha yiiksektir. Akran kabuliinde

gruplar arasinda fark bulunmamaktadir.
3.3 Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizleri

Cocuklarin algiladiklar1 sosyal destegin ve miza¢ Ozelliklerinin dogrudan ve
diizenleyici etkilerini gormek amaciyla bir dizi hiyerarsik regresyon analizi
yapilmistir. Moderasyon analizlerinde grup, sosyal destek kaynaklari (anne/bakim
personeli ve 6gretmen) ve miza¢ (olumsuz duygulanim) arasindaki iki yonlii ve ii¢

yonlii etkilesimleri yer almaktadir.

3.3.1 Akademik Basariy1 Yordayan Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizleri

[k olarak, akademik katilim icin yapilan analizlerde, grup anlamli olarak akademik
katilimi yordamustir (f = .61, p < .001). Mizag 6zellikleri modele eklendiginde ise
kendini denetleme becerilerinin akademik katilimi pozitif yonde anlamli yordadig:
goriilmektedir (f = .22, p < .01). Sosyal destek kaynaklarinin dogrudan rollerine
bakildiginda, yalnizca 6gretmen sosyal desteginin akademik katilimi olumlu yonde

yordadig1 gériilmistiir (f = .12, p <.05).

Grup, olumsuz duygulanim ve &gretmen sosyal desteginin ili¢ yonlii diizenleyici
degisken analizi yapildiginda ise, bu etkilesimin marjinal olarak akademik katilim1
yordadigi goriilmiistiir (6 = .10, p = .07). Etkilesim etkisi yorumlandiginda, kurum
bakimi kosulunda, olumsuz duygulanimi diisiik olan ¢ocuklarda 6gretmen desteginin
yiiksek olmasi akademik katilimi pozitif yonde yordamistir; ev ortaminda yasayan
cocuklar i¢in bu etkilesim anlamli degildir. Ayrica, sosyal destegin yetistirilme
kosullar1 iizerindeki koruyucu etkisi sadece diisiik olumsuz duygulanimi olan

cocuklarda anlamli bulunmustur.
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Not sonug degiskeni i¢in yapilan analizlerde, yetistirilme kosulu anlamli olarak notlar1
yordamistir (f = .62, p < .001). Mizag¢ 6zellikleri modele eklendiginde ise, kendini
denetleme becerileri gocuklarin notlarini pozitif yonde yordamistir (5 = .20, p <.001).
Ancak, sosyal destek kaynaklarmin (0gretmen ve anne destegi) notlar iizerinde
dogrudan etkisi bulunmamigtir. Sosyal destek ve olumsuz duygulanimin diizenleyici

rolleri de not degiskeni i¢in anlamli bulunmamastir.
3.5.2 Akran iliskilerini Yordayan Hiyerarsik Regresyon Analizleri

Akran zorbaligina maruz kalma sonug degiskeni icin yapilan regresyon analizlerinde,
ailesi ile yasayan ¢ocuklarin kurumda kalan ¢ocuklara gore akranlari tarafindan daha
az zorbaliga maruz kaldigi bulunmustur (f = -.16, p < .01). Cocuklarin mizaci
aciklanan varyans iizerinde etkili olsa da (R? = .07, p <.01), mizag 6zellikleri bu sonug
degiskenini anlamli olarak yordamamaktadir. Destek kaynaklari modele eklendiginde,
hem 6gretmen desteginin (f = -.20, p <.001) hem de algilanan anne desteginin (f = -
23, p < .001) akranlar1 zorbaligima maruz kalmayir olumsuz yonde yordadigi
goriilmustiir. Algilanan sosyal destek, yetistirilme kosullar1 ve olumsuz duygulanim

arasindaki iki ve ti¢ yonlii etkilesim etkileri anlamli bulunmamuistir.

Akran kabulii sonu¢ degiskeni igin yapilan hiyerarsik regresyon analizlerinde,
yetistirilme kosullar1 akran kabuliinti anlamli olarak yordamamistir. Mizag 6zellikleri
eklendiginde ise, algisal hassasiyet (f = .15, p < .01) ve kendini denetleme becerileri
(8 = .12, p = .08) akran kabuliinii pozitif yonde yordamistir. Diger bir adimda modele
destek kaynaklar1 eklendiginde, algilanan anne destegi (5 = .23, p <.001) ve 6gretmen
desteginin (f = .25, p <.001) akran kabuliinii pozitif yonde anlaml1 olarak yordadig:
griilmiistiir. Mizag 6zelliklerinin anlamli etkileri bu adimda kaybolmustur. Iki yonlii

ve li¢ yonlii etkilesimler akran kabuliinii anlamli olarak yordamamustir.

Akran reddi sonug degiskeni i¢in yapilan hiyerarsik regresyon analizlerinde, kurum
bakiminda kalmanin akran reddini negatif yonde yordadig gortilmiistiir. (8 = -.24, p <
.001). Modele mizag 6zellikleri eklendiginde, algisal hassasiyet (8 = -.15, p < .01) ve
kendini denetleme ( = -.16, p < .05) negatif yonde akran reddini yordamistir. Benzer
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sekilde, sosyal destek kaynaklart modele son adimda eklendiginde, anne (5 =-.13, p <
.05) ve dgretmen (S = -.14, p <.05) destegi negatif yonde akran reddini yordamaistir.

Iki yonlii etkilesim etkisi analizlerinde, anne destegi ve Ogretmen desteginin
diizenleyici rolii analizlerde ayri incelendiginde her iki analizde de, yetistirilme
kosullar1 ve olumsuz duygulanim etkilesiminin akran reddini marjinal olarak yordadigi

gorilmistir (6 = .15, p =.06; p = .13, p = .09, sirasiyla).

Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklar ve aileleri ile yasan ¢ocuklar arasinda, sadece diisiik
olumsuz duygulanim kosulunda akran reddi agisindan gruplar arasi anlamli bir fark

bulunurken, yliksek olumsuz duygulanim kosulunda bu fark kaybolmustur.

4. Tartisma

4.1 Sonuclarin Tartisilmasi

4.1.1 Yetistirilme Kosullarimin, Sosyal Destegin ve Mizacin Dogrudan Etkileri

Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklarin gelisimsel sonuglart degerlendirildiginde, bakim
altindaki cocuklarin ailesi yaninda kalanlara kiyasla daha diisiik akademik basari
gostermeleri, yetistikleri ortamin uyaran agisindan fazla zengin olmamasi, bakim
personellerinin ¢ocuklarin akademik aktivitelerine katiliminin az olmasi ve biligsel
gelisimlerindeki gecikmeler ile aciklanabilir (Fan ve Chen, 2001; van 1Jzendoorn ve
ark., 2011). Cocuklarin akran iligkileri gruplar arasinda incelendiginde, akran
kabuliinde herhangi bir fark ¢ikmazken, kurum bakimindaki ¢ocuklarin daha fazla
akran reddi ve zorbalia maruz kalma bildirdikleri goriilmektedir. Erken donemde
bakim veren ile kurulan giivenli ve duyarl bir iliski cocuklarin ilerleyen donemlerdeki
akran iligkilerini sekillendirmektedir (Bohlin ve ark., 2005). Bu ¢ocuklarin giivenli
iligki kuracaklar1 bir yetiskin olmadigindan, arkadas edinme ve arkadaslik iliskilerini
stirdiirme konusunda giicliikleri bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, akran iligkilerinde 6nemli rol
oynayabilecek bakis acis1 alma ve duygu diizenleme becerileri kurum bakimindaki
cocuklarda daha diisiik oldugundan, daha fazla reddedilme ve zorbalik kurbani olma

gbzlemlenebilir (Tarullo ve ark., 2007).
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Sosyal destek ve mizacin ¢gocuk sonuglari lizerindeki dogrudan etkilerine bakildiginda,
ogretmenden algilanan sosyal destegin akademik katilimi olumlu yonde yordadig:
goriilmiistiir. Ogretmenden sosyal destek algilamak, ¢ocuklarn smif icinde daha rahat
hissetmesine yol agacagindan ¢ocuklar derse daha gok katilim gosterebilirler (Klem ve
Connell, 2004). Sosyal destegin notlar1 yordamamasi, sinav basarilarinin daha ¢ok
bilissel faktorlerle iliskili olabilecegi ile agiklanabilir (Bull, Espy ve Wiebe, 2008). Ote
yandan, anne ve Ogretmen destedi daha fazla akran kabulii, daha az akran reddi ve
zorbaliga maruz kalmayi yordamaktadir. Algilanan sosyal destek, ¢cocuklarin sosyal
becerilerini gelistirebileceginden akran iliskileri de olumlu yonde etkilenebilir (Bender

ve Losel, 1997).

Mizacin ana etkisine bakildiginda, kendini denetleme becerilerinin ¢ocuklarin
akademik katilim ve notlarini olumlu yonde yordadigi goriilmektedir. Alanyazin ile
tutarl olarak, dikkatini siirdiirebilen, davranislarini diizenleyebilen ve 6z-disiplini
yiiksek olan cocuklar daha basarili olmaktadirlar (Rothbart ve Bates, 2006). Akran
iligkileri ile miza¢ 6zellikleri arasindaki iliskiye bakildiginda, kendini denetleme ve
algisal hassasiyetin yalnizca akran reddini olumsuz yonde yordadigi goriilmiistiir.
Kendini denetleme becerileri diisiik olan g¢ocuklar daha fazla problem davranis
gostermeye ve arkadaslar1 tarafindan daha az sevilmeye yatkin olarak
diistiniilmiislerdir (Murray ve Kochanska, 2002). Algisal hassasiyeti yliksek olan
cocuklar da sosyal ipuclarini ve bagkalarinin duygularin1 daha iyi anlayabileceginden

akranlar tarafindan dislanmaya daha az maruz kalabilirler.
4.1.2 Yetistirilme Kosullari, Sosyal Destek ve Mizacin Etkilesim Rolleri

Sosyal destegin kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklarin akademik basarilar1 ve akran
iligkileri iizerindeki koruyucu etkisi incelendiginde, yalnizca akademik katilim i¢in
Ogretmen sosyal desteginin kismi bir koruyucu rolii oldugu goriilmiistiir. Kurum
bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklar ile ailesi ile kalan ¢ocuklar arasindaki akademik katilim
farki, ¢ocuklar Ogretmenden sosyal destek algilandiginda azalmaktadir. Sosyal
destegin yalnizca g¢ocuklarin smif i¢i katilimlarinda koruyucu roliiniin olmasi
gelisimsel sonuclarin kaliciliklar ile iligkili olabilir. Akademik katilim, ¢ocuklarin

sinif i¢cindeki davraniglar1 ile degerlendirildiginden g¢evresel faktorlerden daha kolay
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etkilenebilir. Fakat cocuklarin notlar1 daha ¢ok bilissel gelisimleri ile akran iligkileri
de sosyoduygusal gelisimleri ile iliskili olabileceginden es zamanli olarak Olgiilen

sosyal destek bu sonug¢ degiskenlerinde koruyucu rol oynamamuis olabilir.

Farklilasan hassasiyet teorisi kapsaminda, ¢ocuklarin olumsuz duygulanimlar ile
cevresel faktorlerin etkilesimine bakildiginda, yetistirilme kosullari ve olumsuz
duygulanimin akran reddini yordamada marjinal olarak anlamli oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Kurum bakimi altindaki ¢ocuklar ile ailesi yaninda yasayan ¢ocuklarin akran reddi

yalnizca diisiik olumsuz duygulanima sahip olanlar i¢in farklilasmaktadir.

Buna ek olarak, akademik katilim yordanirken, olumsuz duygulanim ile 6gretmen
sosyal destegi arasinda marjinal bir etkilesim etkisi bulunmaktadir. Ogretmenden
algilanan sosyal destek yalmizca diisik olumsuz duygulanimi olan ¢ocuklarin

akademik katilimlar1 anlamli olarak artirmaktadir.

Etkilesimlere bakildiginda, farklilagsan hassasiyet teorisi desteklenmemistir. Olumsuz
duygulanim1 diisiik olan c¢ocuklarin, yetistirilme kosullarindan ve sosyal destekten
daha fazla etkilenmesi bu mizag¢ 6zelliginin gruba gore islevselliginin degismesi ile
aciklanabilir. Ug yonlii etkilesimlere bakildiginda, 6gretmen sosyal destegi yalnizca
diisiik olumsuz duygulanimi olan ¢ocuklar i¢in koruyucu bir rol oynamaktadir.
Cocuklarin olumsuz duygulaniminin diisiik olmasi1 kurum ortaminda onlarin daha fazla
gozardi edilmesine sebep olabileceginden islevsel bir mizag 6zelligi degildir. Bu
cocuklar bagka bir kaynaktan yani 6gretmenlerinden destek algiladiklarinda akademik

katilimlarinda daha fazla bir artis gozlemlenebilir.
4.2 Calismanin Katkilar1 ve Dogurgular:

Bu ¢aligma, aile-temelli bakim tiirlerindeki ¢gocuklarin akran kabulii/reddi ve zorbaliga
maruz kalmalar1 gibi daha 6nce calisilmamis sonug¢ degiskenlerini incelemesi ile
alanyazina onemli bir katki saglamaktadir. Ayni zamanda sosyal destek ve mizacin
etkilesim etkileri daha oOnce akademik basar1 ve akran iliskilerinde
degerlendirilmediginden, bu ¢aligma gelisimsel sonuglardaki bireysel farkliliklar

incelemek adina biiyiik 6nem tagimaktadir.
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Calismadan elde edilen bulgular 1s181nda, sevgi evi ve ¢ocuk evlerindeki ¢ocuklarin
ailesi ile yasayan ¢ocuklara gore daha olumsuz sonuglar gostermesi sosyal politikalara
bu degiskenlere yonelik kurum 6zelliklerinin gelistirilmesi gerektigi konusunda yol
gostermektedir. Ayni zamanda sosyal destegin olumlu etkileri bakim personellerine

anlatilarak, ¢ocuklara nasil yaklagmalar1 gerektigine yonelik egitimler verilebilir.
4.3 Calismanin Simirhiliklan ve Gelecek Calismalara Tavsiyeler

Akran kabulii, reddi ve zorbaliga maruz kalma ile ilgili cocuklardan bilgi alirken, hangi
arkadas ¢evresini diislineceklerine yonelik bir yonerge verilmemistir. Cocuklarin okul,
ev ya da mahalle arkadaglarinin onlara kars1 yaklasimi farklilik gosterebileceginden,
sonuclar yorumlanirken dikkat edilmelidir. Buna ek olarak c¢ocuklarin sosyometrik
statiileri yalnizca onlarin algilari ile degerlendirilmistir. Ogretmen bildirimi ya da aday

gosterme teknigi de bu degisken icin ek bilgi saglayabilir.

Gelecek c¢aligmalar, sosyal destek ve mizacin uzun siireli etkileri agisindan boylamsal
calismalar yapabilir. Ayn1 zamanda, baska okulla ilgili degiskenler de incelenerek

daha biitlinciil bir yaklasim saglanabilir.
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