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Article Info Abstract

The purpose of this research is to examine the effect of social skills education on social

DOI: 10.14812/cufe).684738 skills, social and emotional adaptations and problem-solving skills of children who

Article history: emigrated from Syria. The research was designed in quasi-experimental design with a
Received  04.02.20 pretest-posttest group. The study group of the research consists of experiment (9
Revised 11.09.20 female, 9 male) and control (7 female, 9 male) group totally 34 60-69 month old
Accepted  14.09.20 preschool period children who attend a preschool in the central district of Kilis. Social

Skills Evaluation Scale (at the age of 4-6), Marmara Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale

and Wally Child Social Problem—Solving Detective Game Test were used. As a result of
this research it was determined that Social Skills Education Program had a positive
influence on social problem solving skills, social and emotional adaptations and social
skills of children who emigrated from Syria.
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Sosyal Beceri Egitiminin 60-69 Aylik Suriyeli Cocuklarinin Sosyal Beceri,
Problem C6zme ve Uyumlarina Etkisi

Makale Bilgisi Oz

DOI: 10.14812/cufej.684738 Bu galismanin amaci, Sosyal Beceri Egitimi Programinin Suriye’den géglg gglen 60-69
aylik ¢ocuklarin sosyal duygusal uyumlari, sosyal problem ¢ézme becerileri ve sosyal

Makale Gegmisi: becerileri lizerindeki etkisinin incelenmesidir. Ontest-sontest kontrol grubundan

Gelis 04.02.20 olusan yari deneysel desen arastirmada uygulanmistir. Kilis ili Merkez ilgesinde yer alan

Duzeltme 11.09.20 bir anaokulundan 18 deney (9 kiz, 9 erkek),16 kontrol (7 kiz, 9 erkek) grubunda toplam

Kabul 14.09.20 34 okul 6ncesi donem g¢ocugu arastirmanin kapsamini olusturmaktadir. Arastirmada

Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olgegi (4-6 Yas), Marmara Sosyal Duygusal Uyum

Olgegi ve Wally Cocuk Sosyal Problem Cézme Dedektiflik Oyun Testi uygulanmistir.
Bulgular, Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programinin Suriye’den gogle gelen gocuklarin sosyal
duygusal uyumlari, sosyal becerileri ve sosyal problem ¢ézme becerileri tizerinde
olumlu etkisi oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler:
Suriyeli cocuklar,
Sosyal beceri egitimi,
Sosyal uyum,

Sosyal problem ¢ézme.

Introduction

Pre-school education institutions are one of the essential institutions to prepare the child for social
life after the family. Pre-school education institutions are of great importance for the child to acquire
basic habits, to establish healthy communication, to express his/her feelings and thoughts easily, and to
develop social skills such as helping, problem-solving, cooperation, sharing, through the programs
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prepared considering the child's development level by his/her interests and needs (Oktay 2007; Sahin,
Sak & $Sahin, 2013). Thus, pre-school education helps develop social skills, social problem-solving skills
and the socio-emotional adaptation of the child. Warnes, Sheridan, Geske and Warnes (2005) reported
that especially social skills are of critical importance in the child's development process and whether
social skills are improved or not significantly affects the child’s life either positively or negatively.

Socially acceptable and acquired skills that facilitate communication among individuals, enabling
them to establish social communication through verbal or non-verbal behaviors are defined as social
skills (Avsar & Oztiirk Kuter 2007; Giilay & Akman, 2009). Social skills include skills to build positive social
relationships with others such as problem-solving, communication, self-management, empathy,
decision-making, assertiveness, sharing, cooperation, taking responsibility and development of peer
relationships (Cubukgu & Giiltekin, 2000; Kapikiran, ivrendi & Adak, 2006; Lynch & Simpson, 2010).
These skills acquired in the pre-school period have permanent impacts on all development areas of the
child (Choi & Kim, 2003). Jozsa and Barett (2018) emphasized that social skills play an important role in
improving school success. Children with inadequate social skills face some problems in socio-emotional
and cognitive development areas as well as in their professional life (Durualp & Aral, 2010; Hay, Payne &
Chadwick, 2004). It is stated that social skill deficits can be resolved with early intervention, otherwise
the children would fall behind their peers in terms of social development and academic performance
(Avcioglu, 2005; Yukay, 2006). In particular, negative parental behaviors may play an effective role in
children to have inadequate social skills. It is also concluded that the cultural values and education level
of the family affect the social skills of their children (Okumura & Usui, 2014; Sari, 2007). In this regard, it
is believed that the social skills of the children are adversely affected by problems experienced by
families that were forced to emigrate from Syria and the cultural differences between the host country
and the country of origin.

People had to emigrate for many reasons such as natural disasters, safety concerns, war, alterations
of the political structure of the country, etc. (Saglam & Kanbur, 2017; Uzun & Butiin, 2016). As a result
of the crisis that occurred in Syria in 2011, causing them to leave the country, the majority of Syrian
refugees emigrated to Turkey. Turkey is the country that hosts the highest number of refugees, with
over 3,6 million refugees. It is stated that about 130,000 Syrian and 100,000 Turkish citizens have been
living in Kilis only. The people had to leave behind their families, belongings and lives when migrating
from Syria to Turkey. Therefore, the children have been the most affected by these adverse conditions.
It was stated that about 1,6 million Syrian children have emigrated to Turkey, and these children have
faced with certain problems such as education, health, psychological, economic, language, culture shock
(Erdogan, 2017; Strekalova, 2012; Sirin & Aber, 2018, UNICEF, 2016; UNICEF, 2018). Refugee children are
known to experience difficulties in adapting to a new language, environment, peers, school, teachers
and education system. Besides, these children attending school may have some difficulties in certain
aspects such as adaptation to school, social problem solving, communication, etc. in the pre-school
period as the first years of education as well as in other education steps. Education is of top priority to
smoothly overcome these problems and to ensure refugees to adapt socially and culturally (Block, Cross,
Riggs & Gibbs, 2014; S6hn & Ozcan, 2006; Uluocak, 2009). Thus, children need to have a good education
to easily adapt to the hosting society and to develop the necessary social skills.

Although recent years have witnessed studies have to support social skills of children in pre-school
period (Boz, Uludag & Tokug, 2018; Can Yasar, Uyanik Aktulun, Karaca & Teke, 2018; Ceylan & Yigitalp,
2018; Durualp & Aral, 2010; Ekinci Vural 2006; Goktas, 2015; Kilic & Giingér Aytar, 2017; Ozyiirek &
Ceylan, 2011; Pekdogan, 2016; Villares, Brigman & Peluso, 2008), no study has been found in the
literature review, where the social skills of children of Syrian refugees were supported and the change
on these skills was observed. The Turkish researches on Syrian refugee children seem to have focused
mostly on interviews with school administration, teachers and parents ( Balkar, Sahin & Babahan, 2016;
Cakan, Mercan & Mercan Uzun, 2018; Karaaga¢ & Guiveng, 2019; Kilic & Toker Gokce, 2018; Kiremit,
Akpinar & Tufekgi-Akcan, 2018; Levent & Cayak, 2017; Sakiz, 2016; Uzun & Butin, 2016). However,
considering the number of Syrian refugee children, it can be said that the researches made with
teachers, parents and administrators are insufficient in general. Supporting the education and
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development of these children is considered essential for their healthy development and adaptation
into society. It can be said that supporting, especially social skills, social adaptation and social problem
solving would contribute to their social skills such as self-expression, sharing, cooperation, being at
peace with themselves and others, seeking a solution for problems, and enable them to face fewer
problems, thus improving their school success. Hence, the researches have shown that especially war-
related migrations bring along problems and behaviors such as withdrawal, aggression, adaptation
problems, school failure, lack of self-confidence, development delay and tentation (Anthony, Olu &
Bazza, 2020; Goézubuyuk, Duras, Dag & Arica, 2015; Honkanen, 2016; Ugurlu, Akca & Acarturk, 2016). It
was stated that some of the variables that get the child away from post-migration problems and
facilitate his/her adaptation are good peer relationships, cognitive skills and verbalization ability. Thus, it
was stated that especially language is an important problem (Levent & Cayak 2017; Ozger & Akansel,
2019), however, teachers, who exhibit sensitive and supportive behaviors and attitudes towards these
refugee children, and organize the class environment, have supported their healthy development (Baysu
& Phalet, 2014; Kagitcibasi, 2014; Moinolnolki & Han; 2017; Rose, 2019). In this respect, the school
should provide an appropriate environment for the child to more easily adapt into this new
environment. This research was conducted on two classes with only Syrian children. Therefore, there is
no peer relationship due to the language problem since they speak the same language. However, it is
thought that there are problems and thus the children have adaptation difficulties since the teacher is
Turkish in both experiment and control groups and the children have to learn a new language, even
though there is a translator in the classroom. The general purpose of this research was to investigate
whether the social skill education given to 5 years-old Syrian refugee children with single parent affects
their social adaptation, skills and problem-solving skills. For this purpose, the following research
questions were analyzed:

e Is there a significant difference in social skills between the experiment and the control group
due to the Social Skills Education Program?

e s there a significant difference in social problem-solving skills between the experiment and the
control group due to the Social Skills Education Program?

e s there a significant difference in socio-emotional adaptation between the experiment and the
control group due to the Social Skills Education Program?

Method

This research was designed in a quasi-experimental design with a pretest-posttest group to
determine the effects of the social skills education provided to Syrian refugee children on their social
skills, problem-solving skills and socio-emotional adaptation. Quasi-experimental design can be applied
if the controls of true experimental patterns cannot be provided (Karasar, 2008). The patterns which
involve the assessment of the participants before and after the experimental procedure are the patterns
with a pretest-posttest control group. Since the research has a research model with Pretest-Posttest
Control Group, the pretest and posttest were administered to the experiment and control groups in line
with the purpose of the study (Buyukoztirk et al., 2012). Since the research was conducted on the two
selected classes, it was designed in a quasi-experimental design. The education was provided to the
children in experiment group four hours a week for nine weeks. The children in experiment group have
continued their pre-school education in times other than education. The children in control group
continued their pre-school education and were not subjected to any additional procedure. Socio-
emotional Adaptation Scale, Social Skills Evaluation Scale (4-6 years old) and Social Problem-Solving
Skills Scale were used as the pretest and posttest.

The pattern of the research is given in Table 1.
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Table 1.
Research Pattern

Group Pretest Procedure Posttest
Experiment DO, X DO,
Control KO, KO,

Participants

The study group of the research consisted of a total of 34 preschool period children aged 60-69
months old (18 in experiment group (9 girls and 9 boys) and 16 in control group (7 girls and 9 boys) who
have been enrolled in either of two classes in a preschool affiliated with the Kilis Provincial Directorate
of National Education, which were determined using an easily accessible sampling method. After
necessary permits were obtained from the Kilis Provincial Directorate of National Education, the families
of the children in the classes where the research will be conducted were informed about the program,
and consents were obtained from them. All of the children were born in Syria. 28 of them had lost
his/her father and one of them had lost his/her mother due to a missile attack in Syria. Four of them had
a father living in another city and a parent without an official marriage. Also, one of the children has
known his/her father as dead even he is alive. Only two of the children are in good financial condition.
Others live on the financial support received from the Turkish Red Crescent. This amount is around 150
TL depending on the number of family members.

Data Collection Tools Used

In the research, “Social Skills Evaluation Scale (SSES) (4-6 years old)”, “Wally Child Social Problem—
Solving Detective Game Test (WCSPSDGT)” and “Marmara Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale (MSEAS- 5
years old) were used.

Social Skills Evaluation Scale (SSES) (4-6 years old)

The Social Skills Evaluation Scale (4-6 years old) developed by Avcioglu (2003) is in the form of five-
point Likert scale. The scale allows for evaluation of social skills of children aged 4-6 years old based on 9
different sub-categories; Anger Management and Adjustability Skills (8 items), Interpersonal Skills (13
items), Accepting Consequences Skills (4 points), Self-Control Skills (10 items), Listening Skills (5 items),
Verbal Explanation Skills (7 items), Coping with Peer Pressure Skills (9 items), Task Accomplishment Skills
(3 items) and Goal Setting Skills (3 items). The scale is in the form of five-point Likert scale, and the
scores obtained from the scale varied between 62 and 310. The reliability coefficients of the scale were
determined as .93 for Anger Management and Adjustability Skills subscale, .94 for Interpersonal, .93 for
Self-Control Skills, .92 for Coping with Peer Pressure, .86 for Listening, .84 for Accepting Consequences,
.93 for Verbal Explanation, .69 for Task Accomplishment, .79 for Goal Setting and .97 for the entire scale.
Based on the reliability analysis with the children included in this research, the reliability coefficient of
the scale was determined as .83 for Interpersonal, .94 for Coping with Peer Pressure, .86 for Verbal
Explanation, .86 for Self-Control, .97 for Task Accomplishment, .87 for Anger Management and
Adjustability, .94 for Accepting Consequences, .95 for Goal Setting, .97 for Listening and .96 for the
entire scale. The teachers filled in this scale by observing the children in the classroom.

Wally Child Social Problem-Solving Detective Game Test (WCSPSDGT)

The Turkish version of the Wally Social Problem-Solving Test, which was developed by Webster-
Stratton (1990) for quantitative and qualitative evaluation of social problem-solving skills, was
developed by Dereli-iman (2013) for 6 years old children and then by Yilmaz (2013) for 60-72 months old
children. The scale has separate forms for girls and boys, and consists of illustrated stories addressing
15 different problems. The child is asked questions about the stories with social problems in the scale,
and is asked to answer each question. The answers by the child are recorded in written by the
researcher. The positive answers are scored as one (1) point, the negative ones as minus one (-1) point
and the non-scorable ones as zero (0) point. The scores obtained from the scale varies from 0 to 15. A

737



ARABACIOGLU & BAGCELI KAHRAMAN — Cukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 49(2), 2020, 734-768

high score indicates a high social problem-solving skill. In the adaptation study by Yiimaz (2013), the
reliability coefficient of the scale was determined as .79. Based on the reliability analysis with the
children included in this research, the reliability coefficient of the scale was determined as .62. It is a
scale to be filled by the teacher by observing the children in the classroom.

Marmara Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale (MSEA-5 years old)

The MSEA is a 19-item scale, whose reliability and validity for -6 years old children has been proved
by Guven and Isik (2006). The subscales of the scale are 3-item Positive Approach to Social Environment
subscale, 4-item Appropriate Response to Social Situations subscale, 9-item Appropriate Behavior to
Social Living Requirements, and 3-item Interactions with Peers subscale. The items are evaluated with
the words of “Always”, “Sometimes” and “Never”, and a high score obtained from the scale also
indicates a high socio-emotional level. The scale can be evaluated based on the total score as well as the
score of sub-scales. Based on the reliability analysis with the children included in this research, the
internal consistency coefficient of the scale was calculated as .93 for the entire scale, .77 for Interactions
with Peers subscale, .76 for Appropriate Response to Social Situations, .78 for Positive Approach to
Social Environment and .91 for Appropriate Behavior to Social Living Requirements. The teacher was
asked to fill in the scale by observing the children in the classroom.

Social Skills Education Program for Children

The Social Skills Support Training Activity Book (SSSTA) prepared by Omeroglu, Biiyiikéztirk,
Aydogan, Cakan et al. (2014) for 60 months old or older children was taken as a basis. The Social Skills
Education Program consisted of 45 Turkish drama, game and motion, art, music and preparation for
reading and writing activities. The administration method of the program is given in Table 2.

Table 2.
Example Social Skills Education Program for 60 Months old and older Children
Administration Content Duration
time
Week 1 Day 1 Hello 45 minutes
2 Week 2 Day 6 The Little Bunny that forgets to 45 minutes
3 say 'Thank you!”
{_—3 Week 3 Day 14 What is going on here? 50 minutes
IS Week 4 Day 16 The postman is coming 45 minutes
Day 17 Fuzzy Colors 45 minutes
a Week 5 Day 21 Figure Me Out 45 minutes
< “» Week 6 Day 26 Let’s Do Play Dough 60 minutes
FE
2
- ‘S’ Week 7 Day 31 My feelings 45 minutes
S % © Week 8 Day 36 The Magical Word: Other 60 minutes
g W  Week9 Day 41 The Hasty Bee 50 minutes
S
g
Procedure

Necessary permissions were obtained from the Ministry of National Education (MoNE) for the
children included in the research. The school management and the parents were informed, and the
consents were obtained from the families for the participation of the children. For the study, two classes
with only Syrian children were determined and all of the children in these classes were included. No
child was excluded. One of the two classes was determined as the experiment group, while the other
class was determined as the control group, and the pretests were administered. The children have
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continued to learn Turkish, and the teachers have not spoken Arabic. There was a translator in both
classrooms. The program was administered to the children in experiment group in their classroom; they
were not taken to another classroom. The experiment procedure was conducted by the pre-school
teacher, as one of the two researchers conducting the research. The experiment procedure was
administered every day for nine weeks in March, April and May. Any information on the experiment
procedure was not provided to the teacher in control group. The activities lasted about 45-60 minutes.
Since social skills deficits were also observed in the children, the Social Skills Education Program was
initiated. Before starting the education, efforts were made to support the Turkish receptive and
expressive language skills of the children and to promote them to learn Turkish words. Attention was
paid to frequently use the Turkish words known by the children during the performance of activities.
The activities in the Social Skills Education Program was adapted as required so that the children could
understand. When using a new word was required, such words were taught using the Turkish words
known by the children and the body language. When required, support was received from the translator
who was present in the classroom during the procedure. To check the understanding level of the
children during the activity processes, they were asked to express what they listened in Arabic, and if
the children correctly understood the education given in Turkish was checked through the translator.
The children were able to successfully tell the stories, game rules etc. in Arabic, which they listened in
Turkish. They were able to successfully translate what they listened in Turkish into Arabic, while they
had some difficulties in translating from Arabic to Turkish. The pretests and posttest administered
before and after the Social Skills Education were administered by the original classroom teachers in
experimental and control groups. The children, who were in control group during the experimental
procedure being administered to the experiment group, received education through their classroom
teachers under the pre-school education. The activities performed in the control group were not
changed in any way.

The study was conducted as follows:
1. Necessary preparations were made based on the Social Skills Education Program for Children.
2. The data collection tools were identified and prepared.
3. The experiment and control groups were determined, and the pretest was administered.
4. Necessary permissions were obtained.
4. The activity plans were organized.
5. The posttests were administered to the control and experiment groups simultaneously.
6. The collected data were analyzed.

7. The Social Skills Education Program was administered to the children in experiment group for
about 1 hour a day for 9 weeks.

8. The posttests were administered to the study groups.
9. The data were analyzed.
Analysis of the Data

The descriptive statistics for arithmetic average, standard deviation, skewness and kurtosis values of
the Social Skills Evaluation Scale, the Social Problem-Solving Scale, the Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale
and the sub-scales are given in Table 3.

Table 3.

Descriptive Statistics
Variables wT: Sd Skewness Kurtosis
Social Skills Evaluation 152.21 32.68 -.299 -.004
Interpersonal Skills 34.29 7.33 113 -.348
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Coping with Peer Pressure Skills 23.18 6.22 -.275 .067

Accepting Consequences Skills 11.18 3.48 -.240 .012

Anger Management and Adjustability Skills 27.18 5.89 -.365 1.428
Goal-Setting Skills 7.68 2.40 .646 319

Verbal Explanation Skills 15.85 3.92 271 -1.307
Listening Skills 13.53 4.70 .730 .826

Task Accomplishment Skills 8.76 3.32 .050 -.653

Self-Control Skills 9.65 3.95 .582 -.076
Social Problem-Solving Skills 12.41 2.20 -1.084 974

Interactions with Peers 6.41 1.73 -.086 -.825

Appropriate Response to Social Situations 7.85 2.062 .033 -.573

Appropriate  Behavior to  Social  Living 19.59 5.09 -.011 -1.026
Requirements

Positive Approach to Social Environment 7.26 1.58 -.709 .247

Socio-emotional Adaptation 41.12 8.80 .008 -.956

As can be seen in Table 3, the skewness and kurtosis values were examined for each variable, and
these values were found be in the range from -1.5 to +1.5. In this case, parametric tests can be
administered (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).

In this study, the “Independent Samples t-Test” was used to determine whether there was a
difference in the average pretest scores between the experiment group and the control group. “Two-
way ANOVA with a repeated measure on one factor” was used to determine whether there was a
difference between the average scores of the pretest and posttests administered to the experiment and
control groups. The first factor was determined as experiment and control group, while the second
factor was determined as pretest and posttest. Before running the analysis, whether the model met the
assumptions or not was checked (Buyikdztiirk, 2012), and it was found to have met the assumptions.

Findings
1. Results for the Social Skills Scale

Table 4 shows the results of t-test for the pretest scores from the total score and subscale scores of
the Social Skills Scale.

Table 4.
The “t-test” Results for the Total Score and Subscale Scores of the Social Skills Scale.
Group N X sd t p
Experiment 1 222 4
Interpersonal Skills | 8 32. 6.43 -1.808 .080
Contro 16 36.63 7.76
Experiment 18 23.17 7.55
Coping with Peer Pressure Skills | ' ’ -.010 .992
Contro 16 23.19 4.53
Anger Management and Experiment 18 27.72 5.48 ce8 574
Experiment 1 11.61
Accepting Consequences Skills | 8 -6 3.74 .768 448
Contro 16 10.69 3.2
Experiment 1 15.22
Verbal Explanation Skills 8 > 3.98 -.996 327
Control 16 16.56 3.85
Goal-Setting Skills Experiment
g | 18 7.50 2.62 -.450 656
Contro 16 7.88 2.19
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Experiment
Listening Skills 18 14.7 >.27 1.525 137
Control 16 12.25 3.73
Self-Control Skills Experiment
18 10.78 4.49 1831 076
Control 16 8.38 2.87
Experiment
Task Accomplishment Skills | 18 9.00 3.07 .433 .668
Contro 16 8.50 3.67
S Experiment 18 151.89 32.50
Social Skill Total Score -.059 .953
Control 16 152.56 33.96

There was no significant difference in the pretest scores from the Social Skills Scale (t=.953; p>.05)
and its subscales between the control group and the experiment group.

Table 5 shows descriptive statistics for the arithmetic mean and standard deviations of the scores of
the experiment and control groups from the Social Skills Scale.

Table 5.
Descriptive Statistics for the Total Score and Subscale Scores of the “Social Skills Scale”

Pretest Posttest
Social Skill Group N X sd N X Sd
_ Experiment 18 32.22 6.43 18 71.06 4.18

Interpersonal Skills

Control 16 36.63 7.76 16 40.50 9.88
Coping with Peer Pressure EXperiment 18 23.17 7.55 18 46.50 5.09
Skills Control 16 23.19 4.53 16 25.06 4.95
Anger Managementand ~ Experiment 18 27.72 5.48 18 53.00 4.34
Adjustability Skills Control 16 26.56 6.44 16 29.63 7.92
Accept|ng Consequences EXperiment 18 1161 374 18 1900 2169
Skills Control 16 10.69 3.198 16 11.75 3.82

Experiment 18 15.22 3.98 18 33.17 2.26
Verbal Explanation Skills

Control 16 16.56 3.85 16 19.38 4.515

Experiment 18 7.50 2.62 18 14.39 1.2
Goal-Setting Skills

Control 16 7.88 2.19 16 8.50 2.31

Experiment 18 14.67 5.27 18 24.22 1.80
Listening Skills

Control 16 12.25 3.73 16 13.38 3.96

Experiment 18 10.78 4.49 18 19.06 2.15
Self-Control Skills

Control 16 8.38 2.87 16 9.56 3.25
Task Accomplishment Experiment 18 9.00 3.068 18 14.44 1.54
Skills Control 16 8.50 3.67 16 9.94 4.09

Experiment 18 151.89 32.49 18 294.83 17.06
Social Skill Total Score

Control 16 152.56 33.96 16 167.69 37.46

As is seen in Table 5, the average score of the experiment group from the Social Skills Scale is X =
151,89 before the Social Skills Education, and x = 294,83 after the experiment procedure. For the control
group that did not receive the Social Skills Education and carried on their pre-school education, the
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average pretest score was determined as X=152,56, and the average posttest score was determined as
x=167,69. Accordingly, when the average scores of the experiment and control groups from the pretest
and posttest are examined, it is seen that there is an increase in the scores of both groups from the
Social Skills Scale and its subscales.

Table 6 shows the Two-Way Anova results for the pretest and posttest scores from the Social Skills
Scale and the subscales.

Table 6.

Two-Way Anova Results for the Pretest and Posttest Scores from the Social Skills Scale and the Subscales
Source of Variance KT Sd KO F p Partialn’
Intergroup
Group 2896.81 1 2896.81 29.478 .000 0.479
Error 3144.68 32 98.271

Interpersonal Skills Intragroup
Evaluation (Pretest- 7725.184 1 7725.184 1107.93 .000 0.972
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation 5175.89 1 5175.89 742.313 .000 0.959
Error 223.125 32 6.973
Intergroup
Group 1942.618 1 1942.618 37.41424 .000 0.538
Error 1661.5000 32 51.922

Coping with Peer Intragroup

Pressure Skills Evaluation (Pretest- 269136 1 2691.36 203.662 .000 0.864
Posttest)
Group*Measurement 1950.184 1 1950.184 147.58 .000 0.821
Error 422.875 32 13.214
Intergroup
Group 2549.446 1 2549.446 39.09 .000 0.55
Error 2087.0243 32  65.2195

Anger Management Intragrou

and Adjustability group

Skills Evaluation (Pretest- 3401.667 1 3401.667 355.41 .000 0.917
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation 2090.196 1 2090.196 218.39 .000 0.872
Error 306.274 32 9.571
Intergroup
Group 282.951 1 282.95 15.474 .000 0.326
Error 585.108 32 18.28

Accepting Intragroup

Consequences Skills gya1yation (Pretest- 302.51 1 30251 91.663 .000 0.741
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation 169.51 1 169.51 51.362 .000 0.616
Error 105.61 32 3.3002

Verbal Explanation 'Ntergroup

Skills Group 656.63 1 656.63 29.19936 .000 0.477
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Goal-Setting Skills

Listening Skills

Self-Control Skills

Task
Accomplishment
Skills

Social Skill Total
Score

Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation

Error

Intergroup
Group

Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-
Posttest)
Group*Evaluation

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error
Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest-

719.607

1824.78

969.78
163.69097

128.76552
228.7639

239.118

166.18
63.764

745.118
765.76389

483.138

301.02
206.0972

599.34
571.719

379.446

212.917
132.024

106.177
561.19

200.59

68.000
92.190972

67744.47
55342.306

105822.84

32

1

1
32

32

32

[EN

32

[EN

32

32

32

32

32

1
32

1

22.488

1824.78

969.78
5.1153

128.77
7.14887

239.118

166.18
1.9926

745.118
23.930122

483.138

301.02
6.440538

599.34
17.866

379.446

212.917
4.1258

106.176
17.53

200.59

68.000
.880968

67744.47
1729.447

105822.84

356.7 .000
189.58 .000
18.012 .000
120.002 .000
83.396 .000
31.137 .000
75.015 .000
46.7384 .000
33.546 .000

91.97 .000
51.6067 .000

6.054 .000
69.625 .000
23.603 .000
39.171 .000
573.05 .000

0.918

0.856

0.36

0.789

0.723

0.493

0.701

0.594

0.512

0.742

0.617

0.159

0.685

0.424

0.55

0.947
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Posttest)
Group*Evaluation 69195.43 1 69195.43 374.70 .000 0.921
Error 5909.3472 32 184.6671

As is seen in Table 6, there is a significant difference in the total pretest and posttest scores from the
Social Skills Scale between the experiment group that received the Social Skills Education and the
control group that did not receive the Social Skills Education [F(;.3,= 39.171; nz =0.55 p<.05]. Thus, there
is significant differentiation in the social skills of the experiment and control groups, regardless of the
evaluation time. Considering the pretest and posttest scores of the children from the Social Skills Scale
without group discrimination, a significant difference is also seen between the pretests and the
posttests [F(;.35= 573.05; n2 =0.947; p<.05]. Based on the examination without group discrimination, the
social skills of the children varied by the implemented program. This research also revealed that the
average social skill scores of the experiment and control groups were found to have varied by the
evaluation time [F(1.32= 374,70; n2 =.921; p<.05]. These results show that the Social Skills Education
Program and the pre-school education had different effects in improving the social skills of the children.
It is seen that this difference in the social skills of the children was due to the Social Skills Education
Program that provided more increase compared to the pre-experiment period, and that the program
had more effect on the social skills of them.

2. Results for Social Problem-Solving Skills

Table 7 shows the t-test results for the pretest scores from the Social Problem-Solving Skills Scale.

Table 7.

The t-test Results for the Pretest Scores from the Social Problem-Solving Skills Scale
Group N i ss t P
Experiment

Social Problem-Solving Skills 18 11.54 2.13
Control 16 12.94 2.24 -1.327 .194

As is seen in Table 7, there is no difference in the pretest scores from the Social Problem-Solving
Skills Scale between the groups (t=-1.327; p>.05)

Table 8 shows descriptive statistics for the arithmetic mean and standard deviations of the scores of
the experiment and control groups from the Social Problem-Solving Skills Scale.

Table 8.
“Descriptive Statistics for Social Problem-Solving Scale

Pretest Postest
Group _ —
N X sd N X sd
Experiment 18 11.94 2.127 18 13.94 1.162
Social Pr0b|em_50|v|ng Skills Control 16 12.94 2.235 16 12.94 2.235

As is seen in Table 8, the average score of the experiment group from the Social Problem-Solving
Skills Scale is X = 11.94 before the Social Skills Education, and x = 13.94 after the experiment procedure.
For the control group that did not receive the social skills education and carried on their pre-school
education, the average pretest and posttest scores were determined as x=12.94. Accordingly, an
increase was seen in the average scores of the experiment group, while any increase was not seen in the
average scores of the control group.
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Table 9 shows the Two-Way Anova results for the pretest and posttest scores from the Social
Problem-Solving Skills Scale and the subscales.

Table 9.
Two-Way Anova Results for the Pretest and Posttest Scores from the Social Problem-Solving Skills Scale
and the Subscales

Source of Variance Partial
KT sd KO F p n’

Intergroup

Group .001 1 .001 .000 .992 0.000

Error 237.76 32 7.43012

Intragroup

Evaluation (Pretest- 16.9411 1 16.9411 45.176 .000 0.585

Posttest)

Group*Evaluation 16.9411 1 16.9411 45.176 000 0.585

Error 12.00 32 0.3750 12.00

As is seen in Table 9, there is no significant difference in the total pretest and posttest scores from
the Social Problem Solving Skills Scale between the experiment group that received the Social Skills
Education and the control group that did not receive the Social Skills Education [F(;.33= .000; r]2 =.000;
p>.05]. This revealed that there was no differentiation in problem-solving skills of the children between
the experiment group and the control group, regardless of the evaluation time. However, when the
social problem-solving skills of the children were examined without group discrimination, a significant
difference was found between the pretest and posttest scores of the children [F(;.33= 45.176; n2=,.585
p< .05]. The average scores of the Social Problem Solving Skills Score administered to the experiment
and control groups were found to have varied by the evaluation time [F;.3;= 45.176; n2= .585; p< .05].
The obtained results show that the Social Skills Education Program was effective in increasing the social
problem-solving skills of the children since it caused differentiation between the pretest and posttest
scores of the experiment group.

3. Results Obtained from the Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale

Table 10 shows the results of t-test for the pretest scores of the children in experiment and control
groups from the total score and subscale scores of the Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale.

Table 10.
The “t-test” Results for the Total Score and Subscale Scores of the Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale
Group N X sd t p
Appropriate Behavior to Social Experiment 18 21.89 4.28
. . 3.148 .004
Living Requirements Control 16 17.00 4.77
Appropriate Response to Social Experiment 18 7:89 2.52 106 916
Situations Control 16 7.81 1.47
Experiment 18 6.61 1.61
.709 .483
Interactions with Peers Control 16 6.19 1.87
Positive Approach to Social Experiment 18 7.89 1.28 2.654 012
Environment Control 16 6.56 1.63
Total Score of Socio-emotional Experiment 18 44.28 777 2.370 024
Adaptation Scale Control 16 37.56 8.75
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As is seen in Table 10, there is a significant difference in the pretest scores from the Socio-emotional
Adaptation Scale (t=2.370; p<.05), Appropriate Behavior to Social Living Requirements subscale (
1=3.148; p<.05) and Positive Approach to Social Environment (t=2.654; p<.05) in favor of the experiment
group. It is also seen that there is no significant difference in the scores from the Appropriate Response
to Social Situations (t=.106; p>.05) and Interactions with Peers subscales (t=.709; p>.05).

Table 11 shows descriptive statistics for the arithmetic mean and standard deviations of the total
score and subscale scores of the experiment and control groups from the Socio-emotional Adaptation
Scale.

Table 11.
Descriptive Statistics for the Total Score and Subscale Scores of the “Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale”

Pretest Postest

Socio-emotional Adaptation Group N X sd N X sd
Appropriate Behavior to Experiment 19 21.89 4.28 18 26.72  .669
Social Living Requirements  Control 16 17.00 4.77 16 18.06 4.64
Appropriate Response to Experiment 1 7.89 2.518 18 11.61  .698
Social Situations Control 16 7.81 1.47 16 8.06 1.06

Experiment 12 6,61 161 18 8.83  .515
Interactions with Peers

Control 16  6.188 1.87 16 6.313  1.85
Positive Approach to Social ~ ExPeriment g 7.89 1.28 18 9.00  .000
Environment Control 16 6.56 1.63 16 6.75  1.65
Total Score of Socio- Experiment 13 44.28 7.77 18 56.17 1.29
emotional Adaptation Scale  Control 16 37.56 8.748 16 39.19 8.19

Table 11 shows that the average socio-emotional adaptation score of the children in experiment
group receiving the social skill education is X = 44.28 before the experiment procedure, and X = 56.17
after the experiment procedure. For the control group that did not receive the social skills education
and carried on their pre-school education, the average pretest score was determined as x=37.56, and
the average posttest score was determined as x= 39.19. The average scores of the experiment and
control groups were seen to have increased.

Table 12 shows the Two-Way Anova results for the pretest and posttest scores of the experiment
and control groups from the Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale and the subscales.

Table 12.

Two-Way Anova Results for the Pretest and Posttest Scores from the Socio-Emotional Adaptation Scale
and the Subscales.

Source of Variance KT sd KO F p Parr]tzial
Intergroup
Group 777.451 1 777.4512 29.666 .000 0.481
Appropriate Error 838.61 32  26.20649
Behavior to Social Intragroup
Living Requirements Evaluation

147.2224 1 147.2224 32.780 .000 0.506
(Pretest-Posttest)

Group*Evaluation 60.2224 1 60.22243 13.409 .001 0.295
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Appropriate
Response to Social
Situations

Interactions with
Peers

Positive Approach to

Social Environment

Total Score of Socio-

emotional
Adaptation Scale

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error

Intragroup

Evaluation
(Pretest-Posttest)

Group*Evaluation

Error

Intergroup
Group

Error

Intragroup

Evaluation
(Pretest-Posttest)

Group*Evaluation

Error

Intergroup
Group

Error

Intragroup

Evaluation
(Pretest-Posttest)

Group*Evaluation

Error
Intergroup
Group
Error

Intragroup
Evaluation
(Pretest-Posttest)

Group*Evaluation

Error

143.7187

55.65441
120.125

66.8268

51.06209

36.71895

133.222

23.334

18.628

19.431

54.17177

93.60764

7.1424

3.6129

15.108

2377.81
2796.72

773.4714

446.177
413.764

32

1
32

1

1

1

32

32

32

32

32

1

1
32

4.491211

55.65441
3.753906

66.8268

51.06209

36.71895

4.1632

23.334

18.628

0.6072

54.17177

2.925239

7.1424

3.6129

0.472

2377.81
87.398

773.4714

446.177
12.93012

14.826

47.200
78
36.065
93

8.8198
99

38.428
79
30.678
72

18.518
75

15.128
48
7.6527

27.207

59.819

34.507

.001

.000

.000

.006

.000

.000

.000

.000

.009

.000

.000

0.317

0.596

0.530

0.216

0.546

0.489

0.367

0.321

0.193

460

0.651

0.519

As is seen in Table 12, there is a significant difference in the total pretest and posttest scores from
the Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale between the experiment group received the Social Skills
Education and the control group that did not receive the Social Skills Education [F;.5;= 27.207; r]2 =0.460
p<.05]. There is a significant difference in socio-emotional adaptation between the children in
experiment control and the children in control group, regardless of the evaluation time. A significant
difference is also seen between the pretest and posttest scores of the children [F(;.3;= 59.819; n
Based on the examination without group discrimination, the socio-emotional

=0.651; p<.05].
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adaptations of the children varied by the implemented program. This research also revealed that the
average socio-emotional adaptation scores of the experiment and control groups were found to have
varied by the evaluation time [F;.3;= 34.507; r]2 =.519; p<.05]. This result shows that the Social Skills
Education Program and the pre-school education were effective in improving the socio-emotional
adaptation of the children.

Discussion & Conclusion

Turkey has received a great number of refugees from Syria, especially in recent years. Sirin and Aber
(2018) reported that these Syrian refugees have experienced many traumas such as losing a family
member in the war, poverty, violence, poor nutrition, which have affected mostly the children. These
negative experiences adversely affect the development of the children (Sirin & Aber, 2018). The Syrian
children who have continued to their education have also various difficulties in adapting to school,
establishing communication and being accepted by the community. This research was conducted to
determine whether the Social Skills Education provided to the 60-69 months old children with a single
parent, who had to leave from their country due to internal conflicts and disturbances and came from
Syria to Kilis, on their social adaptation, social skills and social problem-solving skills.

The research revealed that the Social Skills Education Program has positively affected the social
adaptation, social skills and social problem-solving skills of the Syrian refugee children. The average
social skills scores of the experiment and control groups also varied by the groups, evaluation time and
program after the experiment procedure. The average scores from the Social Problem-Solving Skills
Scale did not vary by groups, however, it was found to have varied by the evaluation time and program.
The pretests revealed no difference in the Interactions with Peers and Appropriate Response to Social
Situations subscales of the Socio-emotional Adaptation Scale, while the posttests administered at the
end of the experiment procedure revealed a difference in these subscales. These results can be
interpreted as the Social Skills Education Program has more affected the social skills, social problem-
solving skills of the children, their interactions with peers and appropriate respond to social situations.
The studies conducted to improve social skills reported that education is effective in improving skills of
children such as problem-solving, using communication techniques, establishing and keeping
interpersonal relationship, ability to express feelings and thoughts (Boz, Uludag & Tokug, 2018; Celik
2007; Durualp & Aral, 2010; Goktas, 2015; Kilig & Glingér Aytar, 2017; Kim, Doh, Hong 6 Choi, 2011;
Kutnick & Marshall 1993; Lane 1999; Ozyiirek and Ceylan, 2011; Pekdogan, 2016). In parallel with the
conclusion of this research, Mohlen, Parzer, Resch and Brunner (2005) also reported that a psychosocial
support program implemented to refugee children promoted the well-being of the children. A study
conducted by Uysal and Balkan (2015) comparing the social skills of three preschool children groups
(those receiving social skills education, those both receiving social skills education and with a mother
participating in this education, and those not receiving any education) found that the group not
receiving education showed no improvement, while those in other two groups improved and
maintained social skills and self-conception.

A significant difference was also found in social skills and social adaptations of those in control group
due to pre-school education, even though they did not receive the social skills education. It can be said
that preschool education affected the social skills of the children during the nine weeks. The average
social problem-solving skills scores were also found to have changed only in the children receiving the
Social Skills Education. In this respect, it is thought that the activities performed in the class receiving
only preschool education did not include any activities for social problem-solving. Unlike this research,
Ozyiirek and Ceylan (2014) concluded that the preschool teachers implemented activities to support
especially problem-solving skills of the children. It was also concluded that having interactions with
peers in the school environment played an important role in the improvement of social skills (Garton &
Pratt, 2001; Lau, 2012). The studies also showed that preschool education improved social skills of
children (Buliikbasi, 2002; Dervisoglu Mavi, 2007; Kapikiran, ivrendi & Adak, 2006; Kok, Tugluk & Bay,
2005; Pekdogan & Kanak, 2019; Yildiz, Ozkal & Cetingdz, 2003). Can Yasar, Uyanik Aktulun, Karaca and
Teke (2018) also concluded that preschool education had a significant impact on the developmental
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areas of Syrian children. Kiremit, Akpinar and Tufekgi Akcan (2018) conducted a research with the
teachers of Syrian children and concluded that according to the majority of teachers, Syrian children had
difficulties in adapting to school and their peers, which was caused by the language problem. The
studies showed that Syrian children had the language problem as well as experienced difficulties in
communication and adaptation (Anthony, Olu & Bazza, 2020; Hek, 2005; Karaaga¢ & Giiveng, 2019;
Levent & Cayak 2017; Uzman & Kdsten, 2016; Uzun & Biitiin, 2016; Ozger & Akansel, 2019).

This research was conducted with the Syrian refugee children with a single parent in classes only
with Syrian children. The fact that all of the children in the class were Syrian suggests that they had no
language problem among themselves and no more difficulties in peer relationships. There was a
translator in each class. This facilitated to interact with the children. The presence of a translator in the
class provided an important advantage to more clearly determine whether they could understand the
dialogs in Turkish. However, since this research was conducted with only Syrian children, it is thought
that it did not include the problems caused by the coexistence of Turkish and Syrian children in the same
class a large part of our country. Given that the applications are conducted by teachers who speak only
Turkish in classes with a few children as an inclusive student, the fact that they lag behind socially and
have adaptation difficulties is also an important problem. Thus, it is thought that, as in this study, it is
important for especially preschool teachers to provide education with different applications to improve
skills and to support peer relationships, and that the study should be conducted in preschool education
institutions where both Syrian children and Turkish children are together. It is also thought that like
preschool teachers, classroom teachers who spend a long time with children should consider social
skills, problem-solving skills and socio-emotional adaptation when teaching Turkish to them, and give
education accordingly.

This research was conducted with children with a single parent, and found that the majority of them
lost their parents in the war. A study reported that Syrian children who lost a family member or those
whose a relative was killed or injured had more problems than their peers, thus showed post-trauma
stress disorder symptoms (Sirin & Rogers Sirin, 2015). Thus, it is thought that a school psychological
counselor should deal with such children and support for them to cope with the problems they
experience. Thus, the stress on children will be reduced, and they can adapt more easily. In this sense,
the collaboration of classroom teacher and psychological counselor gains prominence. In this study, the
families were not included in the process. Given the impact of families on children, further social skills
education studies involving the families need to be considered.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris

Okul oncesi egitim kurumlari aileden sonra ¢ocugun toplumsal yasama hazirlanmasinda en énemli
kurumlardan biridir. Cocugun ilgi ve ihtiyaglari dogrultusunda gelisim diizeylerine uygun olarak
hazirlanan programlarla onlarin temel aliskanlklari kazanmasinda, saglikh iletisim kurmasinda, duygu ve
distncelerini rahatlikla ifade etmesinde, yardimlasma, problem ¢dzme, isbirligi, paylasma gibi sosyal
becerileri gelistirmesinde okul 6ncesi egitim kurumlarinin 6nemi biylktir (Oktay 2007; Sahin, Sak
&Sahin, 2013). Dolayisiyla okul 6ncesi egitim ile gocugun sosyal becerilerinin, sosyal problem ¢ézme
becerilerinin ve sosyal duygusal uyumunun gelisimi desteklenmektedir. Warnes, Sheridan, Geske ve
Warnes ( 2005) de ozellikle sosyal becerilerin gocugun gelisim sirecinde kritik bir 6nemi oldugunu ve
sosyal becerilerin gelisip gelismemesinin cocugun yasamini olumlu ya da olumsuz olarak buyik oranda
etkiledigini belirtmektedirler.

Bireylerin baskalari ile iletisim kurmasini kolaylastiran, sézel olan ya da olmayan davranislar yoluyla
sosyal iletisim kurmasini saglayan, sosyal agidan kabul edilebilir ve 6grenilmis beceriler sosyal beceriler
olarak ifade edilmektedir (Avsar & Oztiirk Kuter 2007; Giilay & Akman, 2009 ). Problem ¢6zme, iletisim
kurma, kendini ydnetme, empati, karar verme, atilganlik, paylasma, isbirligi, sorumluluk sahibi olma ve
akran iliskileri gelistirme gibi baskalari ile olumlu sosyal iliskiler kurma becerileri sosyal becerilerin
kapsaminda yer almaktadir (Cubukcu & Giiltekin, 2000; Kapikiran, ivrendi & Adak, 2006; Lynch &
Simpson, 2010). Okul 6ncesi dénemde edinilen bu becerilerin, ¢cocugun tim gelisim alanlar tizerinde
kalici etkisi bulunmaktadir (Choi & Kim, 2003). Jozsa ve Barett (2018) de sosyal becerilerin okul basarisini
arttirmada 6nemli oldugu (izerinde durmaktadir. Sosyal becerilerin yetersiz olmasi ise ¢ocuklarin, sosyal-
duygusal ve bilissel gelisim alanlarinda ve meslek hayatlarinda birtakim sorunlarla karsilasmalarina
neden olmaktadir (Durualp & Aral, 2010; Hay, Payne & Chadwick, 2004). Sosyal becerilerdeki
yetersizliklerin erken miidahale ile ¢ozulebilecegi, erken midahale edilmediginde ise ¢ocuklarin sosyal
gelisimlerinin ve akademik performanslarinin akranlarindan geride kalacag belirtilmektedir (Avcioglu,
2005; Yukay, 2006). Ozellikle olumsuz ebeveynlik davranislari ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerinin yetersiz
olmasinda etkili olabilmektedir. Ayrica ailenin kiltiirel degerlerinin, egitim dizeyinin de g¢ocuklarinin
sosyal becerileri tGizerinde etkili oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Okumura & Usui, 2014; Sari, 2007). Bu agidan
ozellikle Suriye’den zorunlu olarak gé¢ eden ailelerde yasanan sorunlarin ve gég edilen dlke ile aradaki
kiltarel farkhhklarin gocuklarin sosyal becerilerini de olumsuz etkiledigi diisinilmektedir.

insanlar dogal afetler, giivenlik kaygisi, savas, llkenin siyasal yapisindaki degisiklikler gibi bircok
nedenlerden dolay! go¢ etmek zorunda kalmislardir (Saglam & Kanbur, 2017; Uzun & Butiin, 2016).
Suriye’de 2011 yilinda gergeklesen ve insanlarin yasadiklari bu dlkeyi terk etmelerine neden olan kriz
sonucunda, Suriyeli miilteciler en fazla Turkiye’'ye go¢ etmislerdir. Turkiye, 3,6 milyonu asan miilteci ile
en fazla milteci barindiran (ke konumuna gelmistir. Sadece Kilis ilinde 130.000 civarinda Suriyeli,
100.000 civarinda Turklerin yasadigi belirtilmektedir. Suriye’den Tiirkiye'ye yapilan bu gocler sirasinda
insanlar ailelerini, esyalarini ve hayatlarini arkalarinda birakmak zorunda kalmislardir. Dolayisiyla
cocuklar da bu olumsuz kosullardan en fazla etkilenenler olmustur. Yaklasik 1,6 milyon Suriyeli gocugun
gocle birlikte Tarkiye'ye geldigi belirtilmekte ve bu gocuklarin egitim, saglk, psikolojik, ekonomik, dil,
kaltur soku gibi problemlerle karsi karsiya kaldiklari ifade edilmektedir (Erdogan, 2017; Strekalova, 2012;
Sirin & Aber, 2018, UNICEF, 2016; UNICEF, 2018). Gocle gelen cocuklarin yeni bir dile, cevreye,
akranlarina, okula, 6gretmenlerine, egitim sistemine uyum saglamada gli¢likler yasadigi bilinmektedir.
Bununla birlikte okula devam etmekte olan bu ¢ocuklar diger egitim basamaklarinda da yasayabildikleri
gibi egitimin ilk yillari arasinda yer alan okul 6éncesi donemde de okula uyum saglama, sosyal problem
¢6zme, iletisim kurma gibi boyutlarda birtakim sorunlar yasayabilmektedir. Bu sorunlarin kolaylikla
istesinden gelinmesinde ve gocmenlerin basarili bir sekilde sosyal ve kiiltirel olarak uyum
saglamalarinda egitim onceliklidir (Block, Cross, Riggs & Gibbs, 2014; Séhn & Ozcan, 2006; Uluocak,
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2009). Bu nedenle gog edilen topluma kolaylikla uyum saglayabilmesi ve gerekli olan sosyal becerileri
gelistirebilmeleri icin 6zellikle cocuklarin iyi bir egitim gérmeleri sarttir.

Son yillarda okul 6ncesi déonemde gocuklarin sosyal becerilerini desteklemeye yonelik ¢alismalar
gozlense de (Boz, Uludag & Tokug, 2018; Can Yasar, Uyanik Aktulun, Karaca & Teke, 2018; Ceylan ve
Yigitalp, 2018; Durualp & Aral, 2010; Ekinci Vural 2006; Goktas, 2015; Kilic & Gilingor Aytar, 2017;
Ozyiirek & Ceylan, 2011; Pekdogan, 2016; Villares, Brigman & Peluso, 2008 ) alan yazin incelendiginde
ozellikle Suriye’den gog¢ yoluyla cocuklarin sosyal becerilerinin desteklenerek degisimin gozlendigi bir
¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Tirkiye’de Suriye’den gogle gelen gocuklarla ilgili arastirmalarin daha gok
okul idaresi, 6gretmen ve ebeveynle yapilan gorismelere dayandig gorilmektedir ( Balkar, Sahin &
Babahan, 2016; Cakan, Mercan & Mercan Uzun, 2018; Karaaga¢ & Gliveng, 2019; Kilig & Toker Gokge,
2018; Kiremit, Akpinar & Tifekgi-Akcan, 2018; Levent & Cayak, 2017; Sakiz, 2016; Uzun & Biitiin, 2016).
Oysa Suriye’den gocle gelen cocuk sayisi distnildiginde; arastirmalarin genel olarak 6gretmen,
ebeveyn ve idarecilerle yapilmasinin yetersiz oldugu soéylenebilir. Bu c¢ocuklarin egitimlerinin ve
gelisimlerinin desteklenmesinin cocuklarin saglikli gelisimleri ve topluma uyum saglamalarinda 6nemli
oldugu disinilmektedir. Ozellikle sosyal becerilerin, sosyal uyumun ve sosyal problem ¢ézmenin
desteklenmesinin, onlarin kendilerini ifade etme, paylasma, isbirligi, kendisiyle ve cevresiyle barigik
olma, duygularini ifade etme, sorunlara ¢6ziim yolu arama gibi sosyal becerilerinin desteklenmesini ve
daha az problemle karsilasarak okul basarilarinin da artmasini saglayacagi séylenebilir. Nitekim yapilan
arastirmalar, 6zellikle savas nedeniyle gociin, cocuklarda ice kapanma, saldirganlik, uyum sorunlari,
okulda basarisizlik, 6zgliven eksikligi, gelisim geriligi ve suca yonelme gibi davranis ve sorunlari
beraberinde getirdigini géstermektedir (Anthony, Olu & Bazza, 2020; Gozubuyik, Duras, Dag & Arica,
2015; Honkanen, 2016; Ugurlu, Akca & Acarturk, 2016). Go¢ sonrasi ¢ocugu yasadigl problemlerden
uzaklastiran ve uyumunu kolaylastiran degiskenlerden bazilari iyi akran iligkileri, bilissel yetenekler,
sozellestirme yetenegi olarak belirtilmistir. Dolayisiyla 6zellikle dil probleminin énemli bir sorun oldugu
belirtilse de (Levent & Cayak 2017; Ozger & Akansel, 2019), gégle gelen bu g¢ocuklara yénelik olarak
duyarh ve destekleyici tutum ve davranis gelistiren ve sinif ortamini dizenleyen 6gretmenlerin, bu
cocuklarin saglikh gelisimlerini de destekledikleri ifade edilmektedir (Baysu & Phalet, 2014; Kagitcibasi,
2014; Moinolnolki & Han; 2017; Rose, 2019 ). Bu agidan okul, cocuk icin yeni olan bu cevreye daha
kolay uyum saglayabilmesinde uygun ortami saglamalidir. Bu arastirma sadece Suriyeli gocuklarin
bulundugu iki sinifta arastirma yuritilmustir. Dolayisiyla cocuklar ayni dili konustuklari igin dil
probleminden kaynaklanan akran iliskileri bulunmamaktadir. Ancak sinifta bir terciiman olsa bile deney
ve kontrol gruplarinin ikisinin de 06gretmeninin Tirk olmasi ve c¢ocuklarin yeni bir dil 6grenmek
durumunda olmalarindan kaynaklanan sorunlarin oldugu ve bu nedenle ¢ocuklarin uyum problemlerinin
de oldugu disliniilmektedir. Bu arastirmanin genel amaci Suriye’den gocle gelen, tek ebeveynli
cocuklara uygulanan sosyal beceri egitiminin 5 yas cocuklarinin sosyal uyumlari, sosyal becerileri ve
sosyal problem ¢6zme becerileri lizerinde etkisinin olup olmadigini incelemektir. Bu amagla asagidaki
arastirma sorularina yanit aranmistir:

e Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanan deney grubundaki cocuklarin sosyal becerileri ile
Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanmayan kontrol grubundaki ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerileri
arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir?

e Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanan deney grubundaki ¢ocuklarin sosyal problem ¢ézme
becerileri ile Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanmayan kontrol grubundaki cocuklarin sosyal
problem ¢6zme becerileri arasinda anlamli bir farklilik var midir?

e Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanan deney grubundaki ¢cocuklarin sosyal duygusal uyumlari
ile Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi uygulanmayan kontrol grubundaki ¢ocuklarin sosyal duygusal
uyumlari arasinda anlamli bir farklihk var midir?

Yontem

Suriye’den gogle gelen c¢ocuklara uygulanan sosyal beceri egitiminin ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerileri,
sosyal problem ¢ézme becerileri ve sosyal duygusal uyumlari Gzerindeki etkisini belirlemek amaciyla
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yapilan bu galisma 6ntest-sontest kontrol gruplu yari deneysel desende planlanmistir. Gergek deneysel
desenlere iliskin kontroller saglanamadiginda yari deneysel desenler uygulanabilmektedir ( Karasar,
2008). Deneysel islemden 6nce ve sonra katilimcilarin dlgiilmesini igeren desenler 6ntest-sontest
kontrol gruplu desenlerdir. Arastirma Ontest-Sontest Kontrol Gruplu bir arastirma modeli oldugu icin,
Ontest ve sontest arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda deney ve kontrol gruplarinda uygulanmistir
(Buyilkoztirk ve dig., 2012). Arastirma iki sinif secilerek uygulandigl icin yari deneysel desende
planlanmigtir. Egitim deney grubunda yer alan ¢ocuklara dokuz hafta ve haftada dort saat olacak sekilde
uygulanmistir. Deney grubu egitim disinda kalan zamanlarinda okul dncesi egitime devam etmektedir.
Kontrol grubu ise okul 6ncesi egitimlerine devam etmis, bu grupla ek bir uygulama yapilmamistir.
Ontest ve sontest olarak Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgegi, Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olcegi (4-6 Yag)
ve Sosyal Problem Cézme Becerileri Olgegi uygulanmistir.

Arastirmanin deseni Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1.
Arastirma Deseni

Grup Ontest  islem Sontest

Deney DO, X DO,
Kontrol KO, KO,
Katilimcilar

Arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu kolay ulasilabilir drnekleme yéntemi kullanilarak belirlenen Kilis il Milli
Egitim MidUrlGgine bagl bir anaokulunda iki sinifta egitimlerine devam eden 9 kiz, 9 erkek olmak lzere
18 deney, 7 kiz, 9 erkek olmak lzere 16 kontrol grubunda toplam 34, 60-69 aylik okul dncesi donem
gocuklar olusturmaktadir. Kilis il Milli Egitim MidarlGgiinden gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra arastirma
kapsaminda degerlendirilecek olan siniflardaki g¢ocuklarin ailelerine programla ilgili bilgi verilmis ve
ailelerinden izin alinmistir. Cocuklarin tamaminin dogum vyeri Suriye’dir. Cocuklarin 28’inin babasi ve
birinin annesi Suriye’de flize diismesi sonucu vefat etmistir. Diger cocuklardan dordinin babalari baska
illerde yasamakta ve anne-baba arasinda resmi nikah bulunmamaktadir. Ayrica ¢ocuklardan birinin
babasi ise yasamasina ragmen cocuk tarafindan 6ldu olarak bilinmektedir. Cocuklarin sadece ikisinin
ekonomik durumu iyidir. Digerleri Kizilay’dan aldigi destekle gegimini siirdirmektedir. Bu da ailedeki kisi
sayisina gore aylik 150 lira gibi bir Gcrettir.

Kullanilan Veri Toplama Araglari

Arastirmada “Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olgegi (SBDO) (4-6 Yas)”, “Wally Cocuk Sosyal Problem
Cézme Dedektiflik Oyun Testi (WCSPCDOT)” ve “Marmara Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgegi ( MASDU-5
Yas)” kullaniimistir.

Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olgedi (SBDO) (4-6 Yas)

Avcioglu’nun (2003) gelistirdigi Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olcegi (4-6 Yas) besli likert tipinde
hazirlanmistir. Olcekte 4-6 yas cocuklarinin sosyal becerilerine iliskin olarak; Kizginlik Davranislarini
Kontrol Etme Becerileri (8 madde), Kisiler Arasi Beceriler (13 madde), Sonuglari Kabul Etme Becerileri (4
madde), Kendini Kontrol Etme Becerileri (10 madde), Dinleme Becerileri (5 madde), Sozel Agiklama
Becerileri (7 madde), Akran Baskisi ile Basa Cikma Becerileri (9 madde), Gérevleri Tamamlama Becerileri
(3 madde) ve Amag Olusturma Becerileri (3 madde) olmak lizere 9 farkli beceri degerlendirilmektedir.
Olgek besli likert tipinde olup, 6lcekten alinan puanlar 62 ile 310 arasinda degismektedir. Olcegin
glvenirlik katsayilari; Kizginlik Davranislarini Kontrol Etme .93, Kisiler Arasi .94, Kendini Kontrol Etme .93,
Akran Baskisi ile Basa Cikma .92, Dinleme .86, Sonuglari Kabul Etme .84, Sézel Agiklama .93, Gérevleri
Tamamlama .69, Amag¢ Olusturma .79 ve toplam puanda .97’dir. Bu arastirma kapsamina alinan
cocuklarla yapilan giivenirlik analizi sonucunda; o6lgegin givenirlik katsayilari Kisiler Arasi .83, Akran
Baskisi ile Basa Cikma .94, Sézel Aciklama .86, Kendini Kontrol Etme .86, Gérevleri Tamamlama .97,
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Kizginlik Davranislarini Kontrol Etme .87, Sonuglari Kabul Etme .94, Amag Olusturma .95, Dinleme .97 ve
toplam puanda .96 olarak belirlenmistir. Ogretmenler bu 6lgcegi cocuklarin sinif icindeki durumlarin
gozlemleyerek doldurmuslardir.

Wally Cocuk Sosyal Problem C6zme Dedektiflik Oyun Testi (WCSPCDOT)

Sosyal problem ¢ézme becerilerini nitelik ve nicelik bakimindan 6lgmeyi amaglayan Webster-Stratton
(1990) tarafindan gelistirilen Wally Sosyal Problem Cozme Testinin Turkge uyarlamasi ilk olarak 6 yas
cocuklar igin Dereli-iman (2013) tarafindan; ikinci olarak 60-72 aylik cocuklar icin Yilmaz (2013)
tarafindan yapilmistir. Kiz ve erkek formu olan 6lgek, 15 farkh problem durumunu ele alan resimli
hikayelerden olusmaktadir. Olcekte, sosyal problemleri iceren bu hikdyeler cocuga sorulmakta ve gocuk
her bir problemi cevaplamaktadir. Cocugun cevaplari yazi olarak arastirmaci tarafindan
kaydedilmektedir. Pozitif sonuglar bir (1) puan, negatifler eksi bir (-1) puan ve puanlanamaz sifir (0) puan
olarak kaydedilmektedir. Olgekten alinan puanlar 0 ile 15 arasinda degismektedir. Yiiksek puan yiiksek
sosyal problem ¢dzme becerisini gostermektedir. Yimaz (2013) tarafindan yapilan uyarlama
calismasinda Olcegin glivenirlik katsayisi .79 olarak saptanmistir. Bu arastirma kapsamina alinan
¢ocuklarla yapilan guvenirlik analizi sonucunda; o6lgegin glvenirlik katsayisi .62 olarak belirlenmistir.
Ogretmenin cocuklarin sinif icindeki durumlarini gézlemleyerek doldurmasi gereken bir &lcektir.

Marmara Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgegi ( MASDU-5 Yas )

Guven ve Isik (2006) tarafindan 5-6 yas cocuklari icin glvenirligi ve gecerligi yapilan MASDU 19
maddelik bir 6lgektir. Olgegin alt boyutlari; 3 maddelik Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Yaklasim, 4 maddelik
Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Gosterme, 9 maddelik Sosyal Yasamin Gereklerine Uygun Davranma ve 3
maddelik Akranlarla Etkilesimdir. Maddeler “Her zaman”, “Bazen” ve “Higbir Zaman” olarak
degerlendirilmekte ve alinan puanlarin arttikga cocugun sosyal duygusal diizeyi de artmaktadir. Olgek,
toplam puan ve alt 6lgeklere baglh olarak da degerlendirilebilmektedir. Bu arastirma kapsamina alinan
cocuklarla yapilan giivenirlik analizi sonucunda; 6lgegin i¢ tutarlik katsayilarinin toplam puanda .93,
Akranlarla Etkilesimde .77, Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Gostermede.76, Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Yaklasim
alt boyutunda ise .78 ve Sosyal Yasamin Gereklerine Uygun Davranmada .91 oldugu belirlenmistir.
Ogretmenden cocuklarin sinif icindeki durumlarini gézlemleyerek doldurmasi istenmistir.

Cocuklar icin Sosyal Beceri E§itim Programi

Omeroglu, Blyiikdztiirk, Aydogan, Cakan ve digerleri (2014) tarafindan hazirlanan 60 Ay ve Uzeri
Cocuklar icin Sosyal Beceri Destek Egitimi Etkinlik Kitabi (OSBEP) temel alinmistir. Uygulanan Sosyal
Beceri Egitimi Programi 45 adet Tirkge, drama, oyun ve hareket, sanat, mizik ve okuma yazmaya
hazirlik etkinliklerinden olugsmaktadir. Programin uygulama sekli Tablo 2’de verilmistir.

Tablo 2.
60 Ay ve iizeri Cocuklar igin Sosyal Beceri Egitimi Ornek Programi
Uygulama icerik Siire
zamani
1. hafta 1.glin Merhaba 45 dakika
oz 2.hafta 6.gln Tesekkiir Etmeyi Unutan Kuglik 45 dakika
:’c: % Tavsan
A 3. hafta 14.gin Burada Neler Oluyor? 50 dakika
@ a 4.hafta 16.gin Postaci Geliyor 45 dakika
17.gln Ugusan Renkler 45 dakika
o~ 5.hafta 21.gln Haydi Beni Anla 45 dakika
r_c?; % 6.hafta 26.gln Oyun Hamuru Yapalim 60 dakika
< Qo
2 ¥ 5 i 7.hafta 31.gin Duygularim 45 dakika
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8.hafta 36.gln Sihirli S6zciik “Bagka” 60 dakika
9.hafta 41.gln Aceleci Ari 50 dakika

Siire¢

Arastirma kapsamina alinan gocuklar i¢cin MEB’ den gerekli izinler alinmistir. Okul ydnetimi ve veliler
bilgilendirilmis ve cocuklarin katilimi igin ailelerinden de izin alinmistir. Calismada sadece Suriyeli
cocuklarin oldugu iki sinif belirlenmis ve bu siniflardaki ¢cocuklarin timi arastirma kapsamina alinmistir.
Arastirma disinda kalan ¢ocuk bulunmamaktadir. Bu iki siniftan birinin deney, digerinin ise kontrol grubu
olmasi kararlastiriimis ve ontestler uygulanmistir. Cocuklar Tirkceyi 6grenmeye devam etmekte olup,
ogretmenler Arapga bilmemekte, her iki sinifta da terciman bulunmaktadir. Deney grubundaki
cocuklara program kendi siniflarinda uygulanmis, cocuklar ayri bir sinifa alinmamistir. Deneysel islemler
¢alismayi yuriten iki arastirmacidan biri olan okul 6ncesi 6gretmeni tarafindan yurittlmustir. Deneysel
islem Mart, Nisan ve Mayis aylarinda dokuz hafta boyunca her giin uygulanmistir. Uygulanan deneysel
islem ile ilgili kontrol grubunun 6gretmenine herhangi bir bilgi verilmemistir. Etkinlikler ortalama 45-60
dakika strmastir. Cocuklarin sosyal becerilerinde de eksikler gézlemlendigi icin Sosyal Beceri Egitimi
Programina baslanmistir. Egitime baslamadan 6nce ¢ocuklarin Tirkge alici ve ifade edici dil becerilerini
desteklemeye ve Tirkce kelime Ogrenimini artirmaya yonelik calismalar yapilmistir. Yine etkinlikleri
uygulama sirasinda ¢ocuklarin bildigi Turkge kelimelerin siklikla kullanilmasina 6zen gosterilmistir. Sosyal
Beceri Egitimi Programinda yer alan etkinlikler cocuklarin anlayabilecekleri sekilde gerektiginde
uyarlanmistir. Yeni bir kelime kullanilmasi gerektiginde, beden dili ile kelimenin anlami verilmeye
cahsilmistir. Gerekli oldugu durumda silire¢ boyunca sinifta bulunan terciimandan da destek alinmistir.
Etkinlik slrecleri boyunca c¢ocuklar tarafindan anlasiima durumunun kontroliinii saglamak igin
cocuklardan dinlediklerini Arapca olarak ifade etmeleri istenmis ve terciman araciligl ile ¢ocuklarin
Tirkge olarak gerceklesen egitim sirecini dogru anlayip anlamadiklarinin kontroll saglanmistir. Cocuklar
Tirkce olarak dinledikleri hikayeleri, oyun kurallarini vb. basarili bir sekilde Arapca olarak
anlatabilmislerdir. Cocuklar dinlediklerini Tirkceden Arapgaya basaril bir sekilde tercime edebilirlerken,
cocuklarin Arapgadan Tirkgeye terciime etmekte ise biraz daha zorlandiklari gériilmistir. Sosyal Beceri
Egitimi 6ncesinde ve sonrasinda uygulanan ontest ve sontesler deney ve kontrol gruplarinin kendi sinif
o6gretmenleri tarafindan uygulanmistir. Deney grubuna uygulanan deneysel islem siresince kontrol
grubunda yer alan cocuklar, sinif 6gretmenleriyle okul 6ncesi egitim kapsaminda egitim almislardir.
Kontrol grubunda yapilan etkinliklere herhangi bir miidahalede bulunulmamistir.

Calismanin gerceklestirilme sireci su sekildedir:
1. Cocuklar igin Sosyal Beceri Ogretim Programinin incelenerek hazirliklarin yapilmasi.
2. Etkinlik planlarinin diizenlenmesi.
3. Veri toplama araglarinin belirlenerek hazirlanmasi.
4. Gerekli izinlerin alinmasi.
5. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin belirlenerek dntest uygulamasinin yapilmasi.
6. Toplanan verilerin analiz edilmesi.

7. Deney grubuna 9 hafta siresince gilinde yaklasik 1 saat olmak lizere Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programi
uygulanmasi.

8. Sontestlerin deney ve kontrol gruplarina es zamanli olarak yapilmasi.

9. Verilerin analiz edilmesi.
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Verilerin Analizi

Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme Olgeginin, Sosyal Problem Cézme Olgeginin, Sosyal Duygusal Uyum
Olgeginin ve alt dlceklerin aritmetik ortalama, standart sapma, carpiklik ve basiklik degerlerine iligkin

betimsel istatistikler Tablo 3’te gosterilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Betimsel istatistikler
Degiskenler X S Carpikhk Basikhk
Sosyal Becerileri Degerlendirme 152.21 32.68 -,299 -,004
Kisiler Arasi Beceriler 34,29 7,33 ,113 -,348
Akran Baskisi ile Basa Cikma Becerileri 23,18 6,22 -,275 ,067
Sonuglari Kabul Etme Becerileri 11,18 3,48 -,240 ,012
Kizginhk Davranislarini Kontrol Etme Becerileri 27,18 5,89 -,365 1,428
Amag Olusturma Becerileri 7,68 2,40 ,646 ,319
Sozel Agiklama Becerileri 15,85 3,92 ,271 -1,307
Dinleme Becerileri 13,53 4,70 ,730 ,826
Gorevleri Tamamlama Becerileri 8,76 3,32 ,050 -,653
Kendini Kontrol Etme Becerileri 9,65 3,95 ,582 -,076
Sosyal Problem Cozme Becerileri 12,41 2,20 -1,084 ,974
Akranlarla Etkilesim 6,41 1,73 -,086 -,825
Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Gosterme 7,85 2,062 ,033 -,573
Sosyal Yasamin Gereklerine Uygun Davranma 19,59 5,09 -,011 -1,026
Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Yaklasim 7,26 1,58 -, 709 ,247
Sosyal Duygusal Uyum 41,12 8,80 ,008 -,956

Tablo 3’te gorildiga gibi; her bir degisken icin basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri incelenmis ve degerlerin
-1,5- +1,5 araliginda oldugu belirlenmistir. Bu durumda parametrik testler uygulanabilmektedir

(Tabachnick ve Fidell, 2013).

Yapilan bu calismada “Bagimsiz Orneklemler t-Testi”, deney ve kontrol gruplarinin éntest puan
ortalamalarinda farklilik olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla kullaniimistir. Deney ve kontrol gruplarina
uygulanan oOn test ve son test puan ortalamalarinda anlamh bir farkhlik bulunup bulunmadigini
saptamada “tek faktor Uzerinde tekrarli 6lgiimler igin iki faktdrlic ANOVA” kullaniimistir. Birinci faktor
deney ve kontrol grubu, ikinci faktor ise dntest ve sontest olarak belirlenmistir. Analizden énce modelin
varsayimlarini karsilayip karsilamadigina bakilmistir (Blyikoztiirk, 2012) ve karsiladigi belirlenmistir.

Bulgular

1. Sosyal Beceri Olgegine iliskin Bulgular

Tablo 4’ te Sosyal Beceri Olgeginin alt dlcekleri ve genel toplamindan alinan &ntest puanlarina ait t-

Testi sonuglari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 4.
“Sosyal Beceri Olgedinin” Alt Olgekleri ve Genel Toplamindan Alinan Ontest Puanlarina Ait “t-Testi”
Sonuglari
Grup N i Ss t p
Deney 1 222
Kisiler Arasi Beceriler | 8 32, 6,43 -1,808 ,080
Kontro 16 36,63 7,76
Akran Baskis! ile Basa Cikma Deney 18 23,17 7,55 010 99
Becerileri Kontrol 16 2319 453 ! !
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Kizginlik Davranislarini Kontrol Etme ~ D€ney 18 27,72 5,48 c68 574
Becerileri Kontrol 16 26.56 6.44 ! !
Deney 1 11,61 74
Sonuglari Kabul Etme Becerileri | 8 /6 3 ,768 ,448
Kontro 16 10,69 3,2
Deney
So6zel Agiklama Becerileri | 18 15,22 3,98 -,996 ,327
Kontro 16 16,56 3,85
Amag Olusturma Becerileri Deney
¢ $ | 18 7,50 2,62 - 450 656
Kontro 16 7,88 2,19
Deney
Dinleme Becerileri | 18 14,7 >27 1,525 ,137
Kontro 16 12,25 3,73
Kendini Kontrol Etme Becerileri Deney 1 10,7 4.4
| 8 0,78 49 1,831 ,076
Kontro 16 8,38 2,87
Deney
Gorevleri Tamamlama Becerileri | 18 9,00 3,07 ,433 ,668
Kontro 16 8,50 3,67
_ Deney 18 151,89 32,50
Sosyal Beceri Toplam Puan -,059 ,953

Kontrol 16 152,56 33,96

Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin Sosyal Beceri Olgegi (t=,953; p>.05) ve alt dlceklerinden aldiklari 6ntest
puanlarinda anlamli farkliliklar bulunmamaktadir.

Tablo 5’ te deney ve kontrol gruplarinin Sosyal Beceri Olgeginden aldiklari puanlarin aritmetik
ortalama ve standart sapmalarina iliskin betimsel istatistikler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 5.

“Sosyal Beceri Olgedinin” Alt Olgekleri ve Genel Toplamina iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler

Grup Ontest Sontest

Sosyal Beceri N X Ss N X Ss
o ) Deney 18 32,22 6,43 18 71,06 4,18

Kisiler Arasi Beceriler

Kontrol 16 36,63 7,76 16 40,50 9,88
Akran Baskis! ile Basa Deney 18 23,17 7,55 18 46,50 5,09
Cikma Becerileri Kontrol 16 23,19 4,53 16 25,06 4,95
Kizginlik Davranislarini Deney 18 27,72 5,48 18 53,00 4,34
Kontrol Etme Becerileri Kontrol 16 26,56 6,44 16 29,63 7,92
Sonu(;'an Kabul Etme Deney 18 11,61 3,74 18 19,00 2,169
Becerileri Kontrol 16 10,69 3,198 16 11,75 3,82

Deney 18 15,22 3,98 18 33,17 2,26
S6zel Agiklama Becerileri

Kontrol 16 16,56 3,85 16 19,38 4,515

Deney 18 7,50 2,62 18 14,39 1,2
Amag Olusturma Becerileri

Kontrol 16 7,88 2,19 16 8,50 2,31

Deney 18 14,67 5,27 18 24,22 1,80
Dinleme Becerileri

Kontrol 16 12,25 3,73 16 13,38 3,96
Kendini Kontrol Etme Deney 18 10,78 4,49 18 19,06 2,15
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Becerileri Kontrol 16 8,38 2,87 16 9,56 3,25
Gorevleri Tamamlama Deney 18 9,00 3,068 18 14,44 1,54
Becerileri Kontrol 16 8,50 3,67 16 9,94 4,09

Deney 18 151,89 32,49 18 294,83 17,06

Sosyal Beceri Toplam Puan
Kontrol 16 152,56 33,96 16 167,69 37,46

Tablo 5’te gériildigi gibi; Sosyal Beceri Egitimi &ncesi deney grubunun Sosyal Beceri Olgeginden
aldigi ortalama puan x = 151,89; deneysel islemin sonunda x = 294,83’tiir. Sosyal Beceri Egitiminin
uygulanmadigi ancak okul 6ncesi egitime devam eden kontrol grubunda ise, ©6ntest puan ortalamasi
x=152,56 ve sontest puan ortalamasi %= 167,69 olarak belirlenmistir. Buna gore; deney ve kontrol
gruplarinin Ontest ve sontestten aldiklari puan ortalamalari incelendiginde;
her iki grupta da Sosyal Beceri Olceginden ve alt dlgceklerinden aldiklari puanlarda artis oldugu
gorilmektedir.

Tablo 6’ da Sosyal Beceri Olgeginin ve alt dlgeklerin dntest-sontest puanlarina iliskin iki Yonlii Anova
sonuglari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 6.

Sosyal Beceri Olgeginin ve Alt Olceklerin Ontest-Sontest Puanlarina Yénelik iki Yénlii Anova Sonuclari
Varyansin Kaynagi KT Sd KO F p Klsminz
Gruplararasi
Grup 2896,81 1 2896,81 29,478 ,000 0,479
Hata 3144,68 32 98,271

i
Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 7725,184 1 7725,184 1107,93 ,000 0,972
Grup*Olciim 5175,89 1 5175,89 742,313 ,000 0,959
Hata 223,125 32 6,973
Gruplararasi
Grup 1942,618 1 1942,618 37,41424 ,000 0,538

Akran Baskisi ile Hata 1661,5000 32 51,922

Basa Cikma Gruplarici

Becerileri Olciim( Ontest-Sontest) 2691,36 1  2691,36 203,662 ,000 0,864
Grup*Qlgiim 1950,184 1 1950,184 147,58 ,000 0,821
Hata 422,875 32 13,214
Gruplararasi
Grup 2549,446 1 2549,446 39,09 ,000 0,55

Kizginhk Hata 2087,0243 32 65,2195

o oo

Becerileri Ol¢lim( Ontest-Sontest) 3401,667 1 3401,667 35541 ,000 0,917
Grup*Olciim 2090,196 1 2090,196 218,39 ,000 0,872
Hata 306,274 32 9,571

Sonuclari Kabul Gruplararasi

Etme Becerileri Grup 282,951 1 282,95 15,474 ,000 0,326
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Sozel Agiklama
Becerileri

Amac Olusturma
Becerileri

Dinleme Becerileri

Kendini Kontrol
Etme Becerileri

Gorevleri
Tamamlama
Becerileri

Sosyal Beceri

Hata 585,108
Gruplarigi

Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 302,51
Grup*Qlgiim 169,51
Hata 105,61
Gruplararasi

Grup 656,63
Hata 719,607
Gruplarigi

Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest)  1824,78
Grup*Olciim 969,78
Hata 163,69097
Gruplararasi

Grup 128,76552
Hata 228,7639
Gruplarigi

Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 239,118
Grup*Qlgiim 166,18
Hata 63,764
Gruplararasi

Grup 745,118
Hata 765,76389
Gruplarigi

Olciim( Ontest-Sontest) 483,138
Grup*Olciim 301,02
Hata 206,0972
Gruplararasi

Grup 599,34
Hata 571,719
Gruplarigi

Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 379,446
Grup*Olciim 212,917
Hata 132,024
Gruplararasi

Grup 106,177
Hata 561,19
Gruplarigi

Olctiim( Ontest-Sontest) 200,59
Grup*Olciim 68,000
Hata 92,190972

Gruplararasi

32

32

32

32

32

[EEN

32

[EEY

32

[

32

32

32

32

32

18,28

302,51
169,51
3,3002

656,63
22,488

1824,78
969,78
5,1153

128,77
7,14887

239,118
166,18
1,9926

745,118
23,930122

483,138
301,02
6,440538

599,34
17,866

379,446
212,917
4,1258

106,176
17,53

200,59
68,000
,880968

91,663
51,362

,000
,000

29,19936 ,000

356,7
189,58

18,012

120,002
83,396

31,137

75,015
46,7384

33,546

91,97
51,6067

6,054

69,625
23,603

,000
,000

,000

,000
,000

,000

,000
,000

,000

,000
,000

,000

,000
,000

0,741
0,616

0,477

0,918
0,856

0,36

0,789
0,723

0,493

0,701
0,594

0,512

0,742
0,617

0,159

0,685
0,424
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Toplam Puan Grup 67744,47 1 67744,47 39,171 ,000 0,55
Hata 55342,306 32 1729,447
Gruplarigi
Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 105822,84 1 105822,84 573,05 ,000 0,947
Grup*Olgiim 69195,43 1 69195,43 374,70 ,000 0,921
Hata 5909,3472 32 184,6671

Tablo 6’da gorildugu gibi; Sosyal Beceri Egitimi alan deney grubu ve almayan kontrol grubunun
Sosyal Beceri Olgegi éntest ve sontest toplam puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farkhlik belirlenmistir(F ;.35=
39,171; r]2 =0,55 p<.05]. Bu durumda deney ve kontrol gruplarinin sosyal becerilerinde 6l¢im zamanina
bakilmaksizin anlamli bir farkhlasma oldugu gérilmektedir. Grup ayrimi yapilmadan ¢ocuklarin Sosyal
Beceri Olgeginden aldiklari &ntest ve sontest puanlari incelendiginde; &ntest ve sontestler arasinda da
anlamli bir farklilik oldugu gériilmektedir [F;.32= 573,05; n’ =0,947; p<.05]. Yani grup ayrimi yapilmadan
incelendiginde; cocuklarin sosyal becerileri uygulanan programa bagl olarak degismektedir. Ayrica bu
arastirma sonucunda deney ve kontrol gruplarinin sosyal beceri puan ortalamalarinin 6l¢gim zamanina
bagl olarak degistigi de belirlenmistir [F(;.3= 374,70; nz =,921; p<.05]. Bu bulgu Sosyal Beceri Egitim
Programinin ve okul 6ncesi egitimin ¢ocuklarin sosyal becerilerini arttirmada farkh etkilerinin oldugunu
gostermektedir. Cocuklarin sosyal becerilerinde gozlenen bu farkliligin, deney 6ncesine gére daha fazla
artisin oldugu Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programindan kaynaklandigi ve programin c¢ocuklarin sosyal
becerilerini daha fazla etkiledigi gorilmektedir.

2. Sosyal Problem Cdzme Becerileri Olgegine iligkin Bulgular

Tablo 7’ de Sosyal Problem Cézme Becerileri Olgeginden alinan &ntest puanlarina iliskin t-Testi
sonuglari yer almaktadir

Tablo 7.

“Sosyal Problem Cézme Becerileri Olcedinden” Alinan Ontest Puanlarina Ait “t-Testi” Sonuglari
Grup N i 3 t P
Deney 18 11,94 2,13

Sosyal Problem Cdzme Becerileri ’ !
Kontrol 16 12,94 2,24 -1,327  ,194

Tablo 7’de goriildiigiu gibi; Sosyal Problem Cézme Becerileri Olgegi 6ntest puanlarinda gruplar
arasinda farklilik bulunmamaktadir (t=-1,327; p>.05)

Tablo 8de deney ve kontrol gruplarinin Sosyal Problem Cézme Becerileri Olgeginden aldiklari
puanlarin aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapmalarina iliskin betimsel istatistikler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 8.
“Sosyal Problem Cézme Olgedine” lliskin Betimsel istatistikler
Ontest Sontest
Grup — _
N X ss N X ss
Sosyal Problem Cozme Deney 18 11,94 2,127 18 13,94 1,162
Becerileri Kontrol 16 12,94 2,235 16 12,94 2,235

Tablo 8'de goruldugi gibi; Sosyal Beceri Egitimi 6ncesi deney grubunun Sosyal Problem Cézme Beceri
Olgeginden aldigi ortalama puan % = 11,94, deneysel islemin sonunda aldigi ortalama puan ise % =
13,94’tlir. Sosyal beceri egitiminin uygulanmadigi ancak okul dncesi egitime devam eden kontrol

grubunda ise, Ontest ve sontest puan ortalamalarinin = 12,94 oldugu gorilmektedir. Buna gore; deney
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grubu puan ortalamalarinda artis gdzlenirken, kontrol grubu puan otalamalarinda herhangi bir artig
belirlenmemistir.

Tablo 9’ da Sosyal Problem Cézme Olgegi ve alt dlcekleri 6ntest-sontest puanlarina iliskin iki Yénlii
Anova sonuglari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 9.

Sosyal Problem ¢6zme Olgedinin ve Alt Olgeklerin Ontest-Sontest Puanlarina fliskin iki Yénli Anova
Sonuglar

o . 2
Varyansin Kaynagi KT sd KO F p Kismin
Gruplararasi
Grup ,001 1 ,001 ,000 ,992 0,000
Hata 237,76 32 7,43012
Gruplarigi
Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 16,9411 1 16,9411 45,176 ,000 0,585
Grup*Olgiim 16,9411 1 16,9411 45,176 ,000 0,585
Hata 12,00 32 0,3750 12,00

Tablo 9’da gorildugi gibi; Sosyal Beceri egitimi alan deney grubu ve almayan kontrol grubu Sosyal
Problem Cézme Olgegi ntest ve sontest toplam puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farkhilik belirlenmemistir
[F(1:32= .000; r]2 =,000; p>.05]. Bu durumda deney ve kontrol grubunda yer alan ¢ocuklarin dlgim
zamanina bakilmaksizin sosyal problem ¢6zme becerilerinin farklilasmadigi ortaya ¢ikmistir. Ancak grup
ayrimi yapilmadan c¢ocuklarin sosyal problem ¢6zme becerileri incelendiginde; ¢ocuklarin 6ntest ve
sontest puanlari arasinda anlamh bir farklilik oldugu belirlenmistir [F(;.35= 45,176; n2=,585 p<,05]. Ayrica
deney ve kontrol gruplarina uygulanan Sosyal Problem Cézme Olgegi puan ortalamalarinin 8lgiim
zamanina bagh olarak da degistigi saptanmistir [F(;.35= 45,176; n2= ,585; p< ,05]. Elde edilen bulgular;
Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programinin deney grubunun ontest ve sontestlerinde farklilasmaya neden oldugu
icin cocuklarin sosyal problem ¢6zme becerilerini arttirmada etkili oldugunu géstermektedir.

3. Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Ol¢eginden Elde Edilen Bulgular

Tablo 10’ da deney ve kontrol gruplarinda yer alan ¢ocuklarin Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olceginin alt
olgekleri ve genel toplamindan aldiklari 6ntest puanlarina ait “t-Testi” sonuglari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 10.
“Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgedinin Alt Olcekleri ve Genel Toplamindan Alinan Ontest Puanlarina Ait “t-
Testi” Sonuglari

Grup n )_( ss t p

i Dene 18 21,89 4,28

Sosyal Yasamin Gereklerine Uygun Yy 3148 004
Davranma Kontrol 16 17,00 4,77

Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Deney 18 7,89 2,52 106 916
Gosterme Kontrol 16 7,81 1,47
Deney 18 6,61 1,61

,709 ,483
Akranlarla Etkilesim Kontrol 16 6,19 1,87
Deney 18 7,89 1,28

2,654 ,012
Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Yaklasim Kontrol 16 6,56 1,63
Deney 18 44,28 7,77

2,370 ,024
Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Toplam Puan Kontrol 16 37,56 8,75
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Tablo 10’da gériildiigii gibi; Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgegi (t=2,370; p<.05), Sosyal Yasamin
Gereklerine Uygun Davranma ( t=3,148; p<.05) ve Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Yaklasim (t=2,654; p<.05) alt
oOlgceklerinden alinan dntest puanlarinda deney grubu lehine anlamli bir farklilk bulundugu belirlenmistir.
Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Gosterme (t=,106; p>.05) ve Akranlarla Etkilesim (t=,709; p>.05) alt
olgeklerinden alinan puanlarda ise anlamli farklilik olmadigi da gérilmektedir.

Tablo 11’ de deney ve kontrol grubundaki cocuklarin Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgeginin alt élgekleri ve
genel toplamindan aldiklari puanlarin aritmetik ortalama ve standart sapmalarina iliskin betimsel
istatistikler yer almaktadir.

Tablo 11.
“Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olceginin” Alt Olgekleri ve Genel Toplamina Ait Betimsel istatistikler

Ontest Sontest
Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Grup N i ss N i ss
Sosyal Yasamin Gereklerine ~ Deney 18 21,89 4,28 18 26,72 ,669
Uygun Davranma Kontrol 16 17,00 4,77 16 18,06 4,64
Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki  Deney 18 7,89 2,518 18 11,61 ,698
Gosterme Kontrol 16 7,81 1,47 16 8,06 1,06
o Deney 18 6,61 1,61 18 8,83 ,515
Akranlarla Etkilesim
Kontrol 16 6,188 1,87 16 6,313 1,85
Sosyal Cevreye Olumlu Deney 18 7,89 1,28 18 9,00 ,000
Yaklagim Kontrol 16 6,56 1,63 16 6,75 1,65
Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Deney 18 44,28 7,77 18 56,17 1,29
Toplam Puan Kontrol 16 37,56 8,748 16 39,19 8,19

Tablo 11’de sosyal beceriye yonelik egitim alan deney grubundaki ¢cocuklarin deney 6ncesi sosyal
duygusal uyum ortalama puaninin X = 44,28, deneysel islemin sonunda ise X = 56,17 oldugu
gorulmektedir. Sosyal beceri egitiminin uygulanmadigi ancak okul 6ncesi egitime devam eden kontrol
grubunda ise, Ontest puan ortalamasi x= 37,56 iken, son test puan ortalamasi x = 39,19 olarak
belirlenmistir. Deney ve kontrol gruplarinin puan ortalamalarinda artis oldugu gortlmektedir.

Tablo 12’de deney ve kontrol gruplarinin Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olceginden ve alt dlgeklerinden
aldiklar 6ntest-sontest puanlarina iliskin iki Yonli Anova sonuglari yer almaktadir.

Tablo 12.
Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olgedinin ve Alt Olceklerin Ontest-Sontest Puanlarina Yénelik iki Yonlii Anova
Sonuglari

. Kismi
Varyansin Kaynagi KT sd KO F p ':;m
Gruplararasi
Grup 777,451 1 777,4512 29,666 ,000 0,481
Sosyal Yasamin Hata 838,61 32 26,20649
Gereklerine Uygun  Gruplarigi
Davranma Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 147,2224 1 147,2224 32,780 ,000 0,506
Grup*Olciim 60,2224 1 60,22243 13,409 ,001 0,295

Hata 143,7187 32 4,491211
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Gruplararasi

Grup 5565441 1 5565441 14,826 001 0,317

Sosyal Duruma Hata 120,125 32 3,753906

Uygun Tepki Gruplarigi

Gosterme Olcim( Ontest-Sontest) 66,8268 1 66,8268 47,2007 ,000 0,596
Grup*Ol¢iim 51,06209 1 51,06209 36,06593 ,000 0,530
Hata

Gruplararasi
Grup 36,71895 1 36,71895 8,819899 ,006 0,216
Hata 133,222 32  4,1632
Akranlarla Etkilesim  Gruplarigi
Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 23,334 1 23,334  38,42879 ,000 0,546

Grup*QOlgiim 18,628 1 18,628 30,67872 ,000 0,489
Hata 19,431 32 0,6072
Gruplararasi
Grup 54,17177 1 54,17177 18,51875 ,000 0,367
Sosyal Cevreye Hata 93,60764 32 2,925239
Olumlu Yaklagim F-.]ruplari?i
Olgim( Ontest-Sontest)  7,1424 1 7,1424 15,12848 ,000 0,321
Grup*Qlgiim 3,6129 1 3,6129 7,65271 ,009 0,193
Hata 15,108 32 0,472
Gruplararasi
Grup 2377,81 1 2377,81 27,207 ,000 ,460
. . | Hata 2796,72 32 87,398
Uc\)/suy:w Tourzlli:wsaPuan (Eruplari?i
Olgiim( Ontest-Sontest) 773,4714 1 773,4714 59,819 ,000 0,651
Grup*Qlgiim 446,177 1 446,177 34,507 0,519
Hata 413,764 32 12,93012

Tablo 12’de gorildigi gibi; Sosyal Beceri Egitimi alan deney grubu ile almayan kontrol grubu Sosyal
Duygusal Uyum Olgegi 6ntest ve sontest toplam puanlari arasinda anlamli bir farklilasma oldugu
belirlenmistir[F(;.35= 27.207; n2 =0,460 p<.05]. Deney ve kontrol grubundaki ¢ocuklarin élgim zamanina
bakilmaksizin sosyal duygusal uyumlarinda anlamli bir fark vardir. Cocuklarin éntest ve sontest puanlari
arasinda da anlamli bir farklilik oldugu gorilmektedir [F(;.3,= 59,819; r]2 =0,651; p<.05]. Yani grup ayrimi
vapilmadan incelendiginde; cocuklarin sosyal duygusal uyumlari uygulanan programa bagli olarak
degismektedir. Ayrica bu arastirma sonucunda deney ve kontrol gruplarinin sosyal duygusal uyumlari
puan ortalamalarinin 6lgiim zamanina bagl olarak degistigi saptanmistir [F(1.3,= 34,507; r]2 =,519; p<
,05]. Bu bulgu, Sosyal Beceri Egitiminin ve okul 6ncesi egitimin ¢ocuklarin sosyal duygusal uyumlarini
arttirmada etkili oldugunu gostermektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Tirkiye son yillarda 6zellikle Suriye’den yogun sekilde go¢ almaktadir. Sirin ve Aber (2018) Suriye’den
gocle gelen bu ailelerin, savas sonucunda bir aile Gyesinin kaybi, yoksulluk, siddet, yetersiz beslenme gibi
travmalar yasadiklarini ve bu travmalardan en ¢ok ¢ocuklarin etkilendigini belirtmektedirler. Yasanan bu
olumsuz deneyimler ¢cocuklarin gelisimlerini olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir (Sirin & Aber, 2018). Ayrica
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okula devam eden Suriyeli gocuklarin okula uyum saglamada, iletisim kurmada, toplum tarafindan kabul
gérmede cesitli sorunlar yasadigi sdylenebilmektedir. Bu arastirma da kendi Ulkelerinde yasanan ig
¢atisma ve karigikliklardan kagarak ve kendi yasam alanlarini terk ederek Suriye’den Kilis iline gelen, tek
ebeveynli 60-69 aylik cocuklara uygulanan Sosyal Beceri Egitiminin ¢ocuklarin sosyal uyumlari, sosyal
becerileri ve sosyal problem ¢dzme becerileri tzerinde etkisi olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla
yapilmistir.

Arastirma sonucunda; Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programinin Suriye’den gogle gelen cocuklarin sosyal
uyumlarini, sosyal becerilerini ve sosyal problem ¢6zme becerilerini olumlu yoénde etkiledigi
belirlenmistir. Ayrica deney ve kontrol gruplarinin sosyal beceri puan ortalamalari gruplar, 6lgim zamani
ve programa bagli olarak deneysel slirecin sonunda farkllik géstermistir. Sosyal Problem Cézme Beceri
Olgegi puan ortalamalarinin da gruplar agisindan farklilik gdéstermese de, 6lgiim zamanina ve programa
bagl olarak degisim gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Sosyal Duygusal Uyum Olceginin Akranlarla Etkilesim ve
Sosyal Duruma Uygun Tepki Verme alt boyutlarinda ontestlerde farkhlik gériilmezken, deneysel islem
sonunda uygulanan sontestlerde farklilik gosterdigi saptanmistir. Bu bulgular, c¢ocuklarin sosyal
becerilerini, sosyal problem ¢6zme becerilerini, akranlarla etkilesimlerini ve sosyal duruma uygun tepki
vermelerini uygulanan Sosyal Beceri Egitim Programinin daha fazla etkiledigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Sosyal becerilerin gelistirilmesi amaciyla yapilan ¢alismalarda ¢ocuklarin problem ¢6zme, iletisim
tekniklerini kullanabilme, kisilerarasi iliskiyi baslatma ve sirdirme, duygu ve dislincelerini ifade
edebilme gibi becerilerinde egitimin etkili oldugunu belirlemislerdir (Boz, Uludag & Tokug, 2018; Celik
2007; Durualp & Aral, 2010; Goktas, 2015; Kilig¢ & Giingor Aytar, 2017; Kim, Doh, Hong 6 Choi, 2011;
Kutnick & Marshall 1993; Lane 1999; Ozyiirek ve Ceylan, 2011; Pekdogan, 2016 ). Bu arastirma sonucuna
paralel olarak Mohlen, Parzer, Resch ve Brunner (2005) de miilteci ¢ocuklara uyguladiklari psikososyal
destek programinin ¢ocuklarin kendi iyi oluslarina katkida bulundugunu ifade etmislerdir. Uysal ve
Balkan’in (2015) sosyal beceri egitimi alan, sosyal beceri egitimi alip anneleri de bu egitime katilan ve
herhangi bir egitim almayan (¢ grup okul 6ncesi ¢ocugun sosyal beceri diizeylerini karsilastirdiklar
calismada; egitim almayan grupta gelismeye rastlanmadigini, diger iki grupta ise sosyal beceri ve benlik
kavrami diizeylerinin gelistigini ve kaliciligin korudugunu belirlemislerdir.

Kontrol grubunda da okul Oncesi egitime bagh olarak sosyal beceri egitimi almasalar da sosyal
becerileri ve sosyal uyumlari Gizerine anlamh farkliigin oldugu da saptanmistir. Dokuz haftalik siirecte
okul dncesi egitim almanin gocuklarin sosyal becerileri Gizerinde etkisi oldugu séylenebilir. Ayrica sosyal
problem ¢6zme becerisi ortalama puanlarinin ise sadece Sosyal Beceri Egitimi alan ¢ocuklarda degisim
gosterdigi belirlenmistir. Bu agidan okul 6ncesi egitim uygulanan sinifta, etkinlikler igerisinde sosyal
problem ¢dzmeye yonelik etkinliklerin yer almadigi dislintilmektedir. Bu arastirmadan farkh olarak,
Ozyiirek ve Ceylan (2014) okul 6ncesi dgretmenlerinin dzellikle cocuklarin problem ¢ézme becerilerini
desteklemeye yonelik etkinlikler uyguladiklarini belirtmektedirler. Ayrica ¢ocuklarin akranlariyla okul
ortaminda bir arada olmasinin sosyal becerilerin gelisiminde 6nemli etkiye yol actigi da ifade
edilmektedir (Garton & Pratt, 2001; Lau, 2012). Yapilan galismalar da okul 6ncesi egitimin gocuklarda
sosyal beceriyi arttirdigini géstermektedir (Biiliikbasi, 2002; Dervisoglu Mavi, 2007; Kapikiran, ivrendi &
Adak, 2006; Kok, Tugluk & Bay, 2005; Pekdogan & Kanak, 2019; Yildiz, Ozkal & Cetingdz, 2003). Can
Yasar, Uyanik Aktulun, Karaca ve Teke (2018) de okul oncesi egitimin Suriyeli ¢ocuklarin gelisim
alanlarina etkisinin anlamli diizeyde oldugunu belirlemislerdir. Kiremit, Akpinar ve Tufekgi Akcan (2018)
Suriyeli ¢cocuklarin 6gretmenleri ile yaptiklari arastirmada; 6gretmenlerin biyilik cogunlugunun, Suriyeli
cocuklarin okula ve akranlarina uyum saglama sorunlarinin oldugunu ve bunun dil problemi
yasamalarindan kaynaklandigini belirttiklerini tespit etmislerdir. Yine yapilan c¢alismalar Suriyeli
cocuklarin dil problemi ile beraber iletisim ve uyum sorunu yasadiklarini gostermektedir (Anthony, Olu &
Bazza, 2020; Hek, 2005; Karaaga¢ & Giiveng, 2019; Levent & Cayak 2017; Ozger & Akansel, 2019; Uzman
& Kosten, 2016; Uzun & Biitln, 2016).

Bu arastirmada Suriye’den gocle gelen tek ebeveynli ve sadece Suriyeli cocuklarin oldugu siniflardaki
cocuklarla gahisilmistir. Siniftaki cocuklarin tamaminin Suriyeli olmasinin, kendi aralarinda dil problemi ve
akran iliskilerinde de ¢ok fazla problem yasamamalarina neden oldugu dislniilmektedir. Her iki sinifta
da birer terciman bulunmaktadir. Bu agidan da gocuklarla daha kolay etkilesime girilebilmektedir. Sinifta
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bir terciimanin bulunmasi ¢ocuklarin Tiirkge olarak konusulanlari anlayip anlayamadiklarini daha net
belirleyebilmek agisindan énemli bir avantajdir. Bununla beraber yapilan bu arastirmada sadece Suriyeli
cocuklarla galisiimasinin, tlkemizin biliylk bir kesiminde Tirk ve Suriyeli gcocuklarin beraber ayni sinifta
olmasindan kaynaklanan sorunlari tam olarak icermedigi de dustntlmektedir. Birka¢ c¢ocugun
kaynastirma o6grenci olarak yer aldigi siniflarda uygulamalarin sadece Tirkce bilen 6gretmenler
tarafindan yarataldiga dustnaldiginde; ¢ocuklarin sosyal agidan geri kalmalari ve uyum problemleri
yasamalari da onemli bir sorundur. Bu nedenle 0Ozellikle okul 6ncesi 6gretmenlerinin yapilan bu
¢alismada oldugu gibi becerileri gelistirmeye yonelik farkli uygulamalarla ve 6zellikle akran iligkilerini
destekleyecek sekilde egitim vermelerinin énemli oldugu ve calismanin hem Suriyeli hem de Tirk
¢ocuklarin bir arada oldugu okul dncesi egitim kurumlarinda da yapilmasi gerektigi distiniilmektedir.
Ayrica okul oncesi 6gretmenleri gibi cocuklarla uzun sire beraber olan sinif 6gretmenlerinin de
cocuklara Tirkge Ogretirken sosyal becerileri, problem ¢6zmeyi ve sosyal duygusal uyumu dikkate
almalari ve bu konuda egitim vermeleri gerektigi diistinilmektedir.

Bu arastirmada tek ebeveyni olan ¢ocuklarla ¢alisilmis ve ¢ocuklarin ¢ogunlugunun ebeveynini savas
sirasinda kaybettigi belirlenmistir. Yapilan bir ¢alismada da Suriyeli gocuklarin ailelerinden bir kisiyi
kaybeden, yakinlarindan biri 6ldiriilen ya da yaralanan gocuklarin, akranlarindan daha fazla sorun
yasadiklari, bu nedenle de travma sonrasi stres bozuklugu goésterdikleri belirlenmistir (Sirin & Rogers
Sirin, 2015). Dolayisiyla okul psikolojik danismanlarinin bu c¢ocuklarla calisarak, onlarin yasadiklar
problemlerle bas edebilmelerinde destek olmalari gerektigi de dislinlilmektedir. Boylece gocuklarin
Uzerindeki stres hafifleyecek ve uyumlari kolaylasacaktir. Bu agidan da sinif 6gretmeni ile psikolojik
danismanin isbirligi icerisinde olmasi 6Gnem kazanmaktadir. Bu arastirmada aileler siirecin igerisine dahil
edilmemistir. Ailelerin gocuklar Gzerindeki etkisi dustunuldigiunde, aileleri de igine alan sosyal beceri
egitimine yonelik calismanin da yapilabilecegi disiiniilmektedir.
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