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ABSTRACT

THE FAMILY DYNAMICS IN NANNY-EMPLOYED FAMILIES AND THEIR
IMPACT ON THE CARED CHILD

AKAY, Nazh
Ph.D., The Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Basak SAHIN ACAR
Co-supervisor: Prof. Dr. Pasco FEARON

May 2022, 184 pages

The present dissertation is aimed towards examining whether the nanny-child
relationship has an impact on the psychological well-being of cared child. In the first
study, we have examined relationships among the coparenting dynamics between
mothers and nannies, their sensitivities towards the child, and child well-being,
through home-visit observation of the mother-nanny-child play interaction. In the
second study, through administering an online survey in Turkey and UK, we have
sought to explore mothers’ and fathers’ perceptions on families’ nanny care processes,
nanny-family relationships and child well-being, and to understand the associations
between nanny-child relationship, child well-being, and relationships in the family.
The results pointed out at a positive direct relationship between nanny-child
relationship and child well-being, and a relatively weak indirect influence of parent-
nanny, parent-child, and interparental relationships on this association. This
dissertation is important as a first quantitative step in understanding nannies, nanny-

child relationship and their impact on child well-being.
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0z

BAKICI ISTIHDAM EDEN AILELERDEKI AILE DINAMIKLERI VE BAKILAN
COCUGA ETKISI

AKAY, Nazh
Doktora, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Assist. Prof. Dr. Basak SAHIN ACAR
Ortak Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Pasco FEARON

Mayis 2022, 184 sayfa

Bu doktora tezi bakici istihdaminin bakilan ¢ocugun psikolojik iyi olusu tizerindeki
olas1 etkilerini anlamay1 amaclamaktadir. ilk arastirmada, anne-bakici-cocuk oyun
etkilesimini ev ziyareti ile gozlemleyerek, anneler ve bakicilar arasindaki ortak
anababalik dinamikleri, onlarin ¢ocuga yonelik duyarliklart ve cocuk iyi olusu
arasindaki baglantilari inceledik. Ikinci arastirmada ise, ¢evrimigi bir anket araciligiyla
Tiirkiye ve Birlesik Krallik’ta annelerin ve babalarin ailelerin bakict bakim siirecleri,
bakici-aile iliskileri ve ¢ocuk iyi olusu konusundaki algilarin1 kesfetmeye ve bakici-
cocuk iliskisi, ¢ocuk iyi olusu ve aile i¢i diger iligkiler arasindaki baglantilari anlamaya
calistik. Sonuglar, bakici-¢ocuk iliskisi ile ¢ocugun iyi olusu arasinda olumlu bir
dogrudan iliskiye ve anababa-bakici, anababa-¢ocuk ile anne-baba iliskilerinin bu
iliski iizerinde gorece zayif bir dolayli etkisine isaret etmistir. Bu tez, ¢ocuk
bakicilarinin ve bakici-gocuk iliskisinin ¢ocuk 1yi olusu {iizerindeki etkilerinin

anlasilmasi acisindan alanyazindaki ilk nitel adim olarak énemlidir.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Cocuk bakicisi, anababalik, aile, cocuklarin psikolojik iyi olusu,

bakici-¢ocuk iligkisi
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Family is considered the core of society (Durant, 1946; as cited in Odland, 2010).
Traditionally, the core of the family is counted as the mother, the father, and their
children. However, families may consist of other members or different settings. In
addition, there are other people, mostly professionals, who are in direct interaction

with the family even though they are not counted as core members.

Nannies are among these people. As of 2009, the number of nannies were estimated
to fall between 30-36 thousand only in England (NurseryWorld, 2009). For Turkey,
the numbers are unknown, but in 2013, around 5% of working mothers with children
under the age of 6 have employed a nanny for childcare, with the percentage being as
high as 11% for women who are high school or college graduates (Hacettepe
Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri Enstitiisii, 2014a). Approximately 15 thousand women
were reported to have started working as nannies as a part of a Ministry of Labor and
Social Security project in 2017 (Calik, 2017). Additionally, according to a private
agency’s annual report in 2019, 66% of their client families (which made
approximately 14 thousand clients) reached them for the care of a minor, and the mean

age of those children was 2.5 years old (I¢zii, 2020).

Nannies are unique in the sense that they are both professionally linked to their
employer families and emotionally invested with them. They spend an amount of time
with the cared children that is oftentimes comparable to those children’s parents. They
also seem to leave their mark on the cared child’s inner world: Sigmund Freud is
claimed to have attributed living and surviving during his early years to his nanny
(Magagna, 1997). Despite their unique role, there is scarcity of research concentrated
around nannies and their interactions with the employer families, especially the cared

1



children. Consequently, it is harder to pinpoint the impact of nannies on childcare or

the cared child’s development.

This dissertation is aimed towards exploring the impact of nannies and their
interactions with the employer families in more detail. It consists of two studies: The
first study (Chapter 2) is planned to get more details about the mother-nanny-child
interaction, the carers’ sensitivity and the cooperation and conflict dynamics in those
interactions, as well as the relationship between these factors and the cared child’s
well-being, operationalized as low levels of internalizing and externalizing problems
(two ends of the spectrum of child behavior problems, where former is the group of
problems containing anxiety and mood disturbances, and the latter is the group with
oppositionality and impulsivity-related issues (American Psychiatric Association,
2013; Hartz & Williford, 2015). The second study (Chapter 3) is aimed towards a
cross-cultural exploration of family care patterns, relationships among the family
members and nannies, and how these patterns are related to the cared child’s well-

being, with a multiple-informants approach.

Before explaining our aims and study design in more detail, we would like to provide
an in-depth summary of the literature pertaining to childcare, parenting and nannies in
terms of child well-being.

1.1. Caregiving

Human infants, like the infants of some other species, need the supervision and
monitoring of adults to survive (Sakman, 2020). Therefore, adults take care of human
infants until they reach a certain level of maturity. These adults have almost always
been the biological mothers of the children (Chodorow, 1999). According to the
Turkish Statistical Institute, 94.4% of children in Turkey are under the daily care
responsibility of their mothers, with an increase from the 2016 figure of 86% and the
2006 figure of 92.1% (Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, 2016, 2022). Moreover, 19% of
adult mothers in Turkey and 15% in the UK have reported staying home (as opposed
to going to work) to care for their children (Hacettepe Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri
Enstitiisii, 2014a; Office for National Statistics, 2022).



Human fathers also take responsibility for child and family care, but a bit differently.
According to a survey conducted in 2015, when working New Yorker mothers were
mostly responsible for domestic chores like cleaning, cooking, vacuuming, and
tidying, fathers were relied on more for financial management, car maintenance, and
landscaping (Working Mother, 2015). The situation is similar in Turkey: According to
one study, less than half of the fathers did domestic chores like cooking and cleaning
and almost half did weekly grocery shopping (ACEV, 2017). Additionally, 91% of the
fathers named mothers as the primary carer for their children and the main decision-
maker in issues related to childcare (ACEV, 2017). Even though the majority of them
have reported having shown behaviors of intimacy (e.g., hugging), fathers in Turkey
were also argued to have avoided childcare chores (e.g., feeding, taking to the 100),
especially in early years (ACEV, 2017). In the UK, the fathers have recently had an
increasing trend in involvement in care practices, which consisted of socially
interacting with the child, while they were reported to give less physical care to their
children (Henz, 2019). When compared in terms of the time that they spend with their
children, Turkish and British fathers have seemed to be more similar than different:
For Turkey, ACEV (2017) has reported a daily time of 2 hours and 20 minutes, and
for the UK Henz (2019) reported that fathers spent a little more than an hour and a half

in the weekdays and a bit over two hours at weekends.

Some recent studies from around the world report that there has been an attitude
change on parental involvement, which leads to the endorsement of fathers’
involvement in childcare (e.g., Churchill & Craig, 2021; Henz, 2017; Pekel Uludagli,
2017). This endorsement also reflects on the actual involvement of fathers, as reported
by Mangiavacchi et al. (2021) in Italy. However, the pace of change seems to be slow:
the relative increase in childcare due to COVID lockdowns in Germany, for instance,
was reported to be higher for mothers than fathers, even though fathers stepped in too
(Kreyenfeld & Zinn, 2021). The aforementioned increase in father involvement has
plateaued in the UK and is seen mostly with fathers with higher SES (Henz, 2019).
The Turkish family structure also seems to still support a relatively traditional
perspective in terms of parental involvement: Even though modern Turkish fathers
have emphasized intimacy and involvement in childcare in interviews (Togay, 2019),

Izci and Jones (2021) have found that preschoolers’ care is still heavily the mothers’
3



responsibility, whereas the responsibility in decisions concerning the child’s health,
education, socialization, and material needs lie on both parents. Data collected from

preschoolers support this observation (Unlii Cetin, 2015).
1.2.  The Parent-Child Relationship

An inseparable part of caregiving is the parent-child relationship, defined as the quality
of affinity in the parent-child interactions (Lezin et al., 2004). Perhaps in relation to
this traditional view, historically, the quality of mother-child relationship was
considered more in understanding child development than father-child relationship.
After a paradigm shift has taken place to focus on both relationships, the researchers
discovered that these two relationships had different dynamics and qualities as well as
similarities (Malmberg & Flouri, 2011).

Even though studied through various operational definitions, parenting and parent-
child relationships are related to child well-being closely (e.g., Acar et al., 2019;
Pinquart, 2017. The connection between the mother-child relationship and child well-
being has been found even after controlling for other factors, and it seems to have a
moderating impact on relationships between other predictors and child well-being
(Bornstein & Putnick, 2021; Okorn et al., 2021; Winstone et al., 2021; Wolchik et al.,
2002; Xu et al., 2021). The association between the mother-child relationship and child
well-being was also found to be similar among Turkish and English families (Aytac,
2014. Additionally, the positive impact of increased paternal involvement and father-
child relationship on child well-being is well-established (e.g., Amato, 1994; Deutsch
etal., 2001; Liuetal., 2021; Mangiavacchi et al., 2021) and this finding is also repeated
with a few samples in the UK (e.g., Emmott & Mace, 2021; Opondo et al., 2017) and
in Turkey (e.g., Kuzucu & Ozdemir, 2013; Ozdal & Aral, 2005; Sagkal et al., 2018).

We think that caregiver sensitivity deserves a separate emphasis here, in understanding
the parent-child relationship. Sensitivity, a gift of evolution that is crucial to offspring
survival especially in the first three years of life (DePasquale, & Gunnar, 2020;
Mesman et al., 2016), could be summarized in three parts: A sensitive caregiver is able
to receive, can correctly interpret and respond appropriately to the signals that the child

sends them in their interaction (Mesman et al., 2016). In other words, the sensitive
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caregiver is open to interacting with the child, understands them and can answer the
child’s need. This sensitive responding, in turn, gives the child a sense of security and
encouragement to explore their surroundings (Cabrera, 2020). Parental sensitivity in
general is linked to more positive internal working models of the child, leading to more
secure attachment representations, and to higher well-being that spans from childhood
to adulthood (Bohr et al., 2018; Bornstein et al., 2012; Bowlby, 1980; Dumont &
Paquette, 2013; Ereky-Stevens et al., 2018; Hartz & Williford, 2015; Hirsh-Pasek &
Burchinal, 2006; Main et al., 1985; Schoppe-Sullivan et al., 2006).

Sensitivity in parent-child relationship has mostly been examined in terms of maternal
sensitivity and has demonstrated the positive impact of sensitivity on child well-being
(Cabrera, 2020; Favez et al., 2017; Mills-Koonce et al., 2015). A recent finding by
Langlois and colleagues (2021) suggested that lower levels of maternal sensitivity
were associated with higher comorbidity in 1-5-year-olds’ mental health diagnoses.
With lesser number of publications, the literature on fathers also has suggested a link
between paternal sensitivity and child well-being (Rodrigues et al., 2021).
Additionally, paternal sensitivity is argued to be related to maternal sensitivity
(Shoppe-Sullivan et al., 2006).

Having mentioned maternal and paternal care, it is also worth mentioning that in
addition to their parents, human infants have received the care of other adults (who are
mostly female) throughout the history and around the world (Fisher et al., 2017).
Alloparenting is the parenting provided to children by people other than their parents
and is a strategy for survival that is shared by a small portion of mammals (Emmott &
Page, 2019). Sometimes, the alloparent is a relative, like the grandmother, but at times,
especially if the family does not have relatives in proximity, the alloparent is an
employee hired by the family to parent the children when they are unavailable
(Bornstein & Giingor, 2013; Sakman, 2020). In the modern day, with the burden of
daily work schedules and overlapping timetables added to the parents’ load, a new
type of alloparent, one who is paid for alloparenting, is added to the equation: The

nanny.



1.3. The Nanny

As mentioned above, for parents, sharing the care of the offspring with others has not
been new. Usually, the offspring has been cared for by relatives of the parents or
members of the same flock (Hrdy, 2009). However, this has changed for humans with
industrialization. Industrialization led to two outcomes: One, jobs required the practice
of work shifts, which made handling care and work together impossible (Kaya, 2008),
and two, people started migrating to cities, where they had no kin for childcare (inan
& Dogan-Temur, 2010). In the UK, nearing 72.4% of the mothers of under 5s have
been actively working (Office for National Statistics, 2022). As a result, employing an

unfamiliar person for childcare became mainstream (Kaya, 2008).

However, nannies’ unfamiliarity is a bit different. Also mentioned previously, nannies
are unique in the sense that they have both a professional and an intimate relationship
with the family members. The nanny-family relationship is professional in the sense
that nannies are paid for intimacy. This makes nannies expandable and governable.
Put differently, they are the employees of the child’s family, and should follow their
instructions (Kaya, 2008). However, the working conditions of nannies are not that
finely structured (Akay, 2013). Cox (2011) has argued that the nannies’ work hours
and pay depended on the employers’ work hours and pay and was determined based
on those conditions. There is a lack of governmental regulation and/or protection as
well: To our knowledge, there are not any rules and regulations governing nanny care
in Turkey. We could only come across information about one certificate program led
by the Ministry of Labor and Social Security and the Social Security Institution that
have taught stay-at-home women about childcare in hopes that they would find
employment as nannies (Oguz et al., 2017). In the UK, there are a few childcare
qualifications that one can obtain (Rough, 2009), and carers are monitored by Ofsted,
but not regulated very well (NurseryWorld, 2009) in the sense that one can still work
as a nanny without holding these qualifications and be preferred for one’s cheaper
labor. The employing families also do not seem to run health or security checks on

their potential nannies (inan & Dogan-Temur, 2010).

Even though a nanny’s job is simply childcare, because of the nature of the job and

the shortage of official regulatory mechanisms, there seems to be a lack of clarity in
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the industry about what a nanny’s job is (Akay, 2013), which leads to different
interpretations by different employers and unique agreements in each employment.
Akay (2013) reported that most of the nannies in her sample were demanded extra
work, which included the overall care of the household. This demand is also reflected
in nanny ads placed on websites: The ads tend to demand lower wages, more work and
leave pay and job description vague (Lair et al., 2016).

On the other side of the coin, the family’s relationship with nannies is intimate, in the
sense that nannies are relied for childcare when the parents are not there. This
potentially includes gratifying the child’s basic physiological needs like food,
grooming and sleep as well as their psychological needs like love, nurturance, and
trust, child associated tasks like cooking, washing clothes and ironing, and sometimes
their logistic and intellectual needs like attending activities, learning concepts, and
doing homework (Akay, 2013; Elden & Anving, 2019; Kaya, 2008; Romero, 2013;
Rough, 2009). These duties are best summarized by Macdonald (1998) in naming
nannies as “surrogate mothers”. Indeed, nannies are expected to act as mothers when
the mothers are not around (Akay, 2013; Cox, 2011; Kaya, 2008). Both families and
nannies usually count the nanny as “one of the family” wholeheartedly, and the stories
in which the family members and nannies support each other are not rare (Akay, 2013).
Clinician observations support this finding too (Magagna, 1997). On the other hand,
nannies suffer from the consequences of what’s best described by Akalin (2007, p.220)
as not being able to “take time off from being a family member”: Usually, nannies
work longer hours and are expected to attend to the cared child’s and the household’s
needs whenever they are at work (Akay, 2013; Romero, 2013). Moreover, nannies
reportedly have harder time having open negotiations about their work conditions with

their employers (NurseryWorld, 2009).

Because nannies do parent when parents are not around, one might expect the issues
and associations governing parent-child relationships to be present in the nanny-child
relationship as well. Unfortunately, this has still not been explored in detail, except for
a few attempts in understanding whether multiple attachments are possible. Main et
al. (1985) have argued that they are, so that a child may be securely attached to one
caregiver while insecurely attached to another. Magagna (1997) has generalized this

7



notion to nannies in her commentary. Of importance here would be caregiver
sensitivity towards the child, which is a crucial precursor to child’s attachment

security.

Like parental sensitivity, the sensitivity of various types of other care figures in the
early years were demonstrated to be a factor on a child’s cognitive and social well-
being (e.g., Ereky-Stevens et al., 2018 for caregivers in daily care centers; Hirsh-
Pasek, & Burchinal, 2006 for a mixed group of caregivers and teachers; Hartz &
Williford, 2015 for teachers in early years settings; Hawk et al., 2018 for
institutionalized children). To the best of our knowledge, nanny sensitivity has not
been specifically assessed yet, therefore more research is needed to understand the

exact patterns with nannies.

One of the oldest attempts of understanding the nanny-child relationship is rooted in
studies examining children’s attachments to their mothers and caregivers (called
metapelet) in the Israeli care system, where infants with working parents stayed in care
homes with caregivers responsible for 3-4 children at the same time (Sagi et al., 1985).
Comparing children’s attachment to their mothers and metaplot, Fox (1977) found that
both caregivers were interchangeable attachment figures: Presence of either one was
sufficient for the child to feel secure in a typical Strange Situation. Sagi et al. (1985)
added the father-child relationship to the comparisons and did not find significant
relationships between any of the comparison groups, meaning that young children
might tend to form different attachment relationships with their mothers, fathers, and
metaplot. van IJzendoorn and colleagues (1992) also conducted a series of studies,
after which they concluded that children could attach to non-parental caregivers and
that those attachments could serve as a protective factor when the child’s parental
relationships lack attachment security. In addition, there are psychoanalytic arguments
that nannies may serve as an outlet for children’s aggressive impulses since they are a
less punitive version of the mother, thus they are needed (Sachs, 1971; as cited in
Magagna, 1997).

Reversing the argument, it is possible to also assume that the nanny-child relationship
might mess with the child’s otherwise secure attachment pattern if constructed

insecurely. In addition, nannies’ presence might interfere with a child’s development
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of the internal world — the child can, through the presence of the nanny, avoid working
through the merging of a mother’s good and bad qualities (Magagna, 1997). Or
according to Hardin (1985; as cited in Magagna, 1997), the presence and loss of
nannies might lead to an increase in sensitivity towards separation and loss, which lead
to difficulties in intimacy in adulthood, especially when the child had attached to the
nanny earlier than 1.5 years and had separated from her before 3 years of age.

Unfortunately, these are only prepositions that are yet to be explored.

There seems to be only one study which recently focused on the nanny-child
relationship in particular: Hoiting (2022) has sought to explore the perceptions of
nannies and children that they have cared for (young adults at the time of the interview)
about the nanny-child relationship and found that for both the cared adults and nannies,
the nanny-child relationship was intensely positively perceived, with intimacy and

affection on the children’s side, and pride on the nannies’ side.

Another interesting finding, derived largely from sociological studies, is the impact of
the nanny-child relationship on the nanny and her adjustment to this impact. It seems
like, just the way children are attached to their nannies, nannies are also attached to
the children that they care for. This attachment, though, is a bit different than the
attachment between a parent and a child on a crucial detail: The nanny-child
relationship is destined to end in separation. Due to this notion and the competitive
dynamics with the mother (which we will touch upon in more detail in the following
sections), the literature reported that some nannies tended to form detached
attachments with the child (Hoiting, 2022; Hondagneu-Sotelo et al., 1997). That is,
nannies were attached to cared children but tended to repress of conceal it (Macdonald,
1998). This was partly supported, at least with migrant nannies, by Akay (2013):
Nannies tended to attach strongly to the children that they cared for, as if they were
their biological children. This attachment served a reparatory purpose for the nanny’s
separation with her own children and the care that they were deprived of.

1.4.  Family Dynamics

So far, we have focused on the dyadic relationships and their comparisons. However,

parent- child or nanny-child interactions do not always take place in isolated bubbles;
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rather, they sometimes influence each other or become triadic and even quadratic
relationships, where the family members mutually interact with each other.

According to the family systems theory, individuals have an ongoing exchange with
their immediate social circles; they cannot be separated from the relationship systems
that surround them (Dallos & Draper, 2015; Smith & Acuna, 2010). Family is one
such unit. Therefore, in understanding an individual’s well-being, their intrafamilial
relationships would vyield insight to researchers. Similarly, Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological model (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006) and Masten and Cicchetti’s (2010)
developmental cascades model have put forward the idea that there are various factors
that exist on different levels of the child’s life, from micro to macro level, that act in

interaction and unison in shaping that child’s development (and hence functioning).

Stemming from the arguments above, there can be two different ways of adding the
family dynamics into the picture: One would be assessing the impact of each dyadic
relationship on each other, where the other would be assessing the family in triads or
quads for the dynamics that might occur. This is similar with Favez and colleagues’
(2016) conceptualization of family research as measuring the relationship
representations versus measuring actual interactions. According to McHale and Fivaz-
Depeursinge (2010), coparenting can be assessed via surveys and interviews (arguably
tapping into relationship representations) or observation (arguably tapping into actual

interactions).

The first way has been adopted by researchers more, thus there is a considerable
number of findings using this methodology. With this method, relationships of family
members with each other can be taken in dyadic units and their influences on one
another, as well as on other variables can be examined. Probably the best instance is
the research on multiple attachments that we previously mentioned, comparing the
child’s relationships with multiple caregivers. These multiple relationships, as in the
example of the moderate level of correlation between mother-child and father-child
relationships (Wilson & Durbin, 2013; e.g., Kochanska et al., 2008) and children’s
responses to both parents in interactions (e.g., Kochanska & Aksan, 2004), are also

related to each other when they are assessed separately.
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A question at this point could be whether one of these relationships would be more
salient than the other. Perhaps in line with the differences in care responsibility, Main
and colleagues (1985) found that children in their study were influenced by their
relationships with their mothers more than with their fathers. They interpreted this
finding as there being a hierarchy of internal working models (with the mother-child
relationship being at the top of such a hierarchy) even though both mothers and fathers
have an impact on the development of children’s internal working models. Another
study by Malmberg and Flouri (2011) found for 3-year-olds that the mother-child
relationship was stronger than the father-child relationship or was the only variable in
predicting all subscales of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire.

There are findings which have supported the opposite claim as well: For instance,
Barnett et al. (1992) found that for grown-up sons, the father-son relationship mattered
more than the mother-son relationship. Some other findings proposed that the child’s
relationship dynamics or the impact of those relationships were more similar than
different. For instance, children were equally directed at their parents and were equally
responsive to them in dyadic parent-child interactions (Kochanska & Aksan, 2004).
Videon (2005) and Volling et al. (2002) found the impact of the mother-child
relationship and the father-child relationship to be similar. Another example is by
Amato (1994), who has found that the mother-child and father-child relationships were
both important in predicting child well-being, with a separate and unique influence

made by the father-child relationship.

Finally, another group of researchers reported that even though each relationship
affected child well-being, their specific impacts were different. For instance, Favez
and colleagues (2011) found that although the mother-child relationship seems to have
more predictive power on child well-being, the mother-child relationship quality is
linked more with internalizing problems, whereas the father-child relationship quality
is linked more with externalizing problems. In addition, the relative impact of the
child’s relationship with the parent with psychopathology is higher than the child’s
relationship with the other parent (Favez et al., 2011). A somewhat opposite distinction

has been made by Mathijssen and colleagues (1998): They found that the mother-child
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relationship quality has been linked to externalizing, and the mother-father
relationship has been linked to internalizing problems.

These differences among researchers might be due to their conceptualizations of
parent-child relationships: It seems like there is a vagueness in definition, which
sometimes has been tended to divert into measuring parenting behaviors or attitudes.
Some researchers have used parental support and control to define parent-child
relationships (e.g., Greenberger et al., 1994), some have used parental acceptance and
rejection (e.g., Khaleque & Rohner, 2012), some have coined new terms like mutually
responsive orientation (Kochanska et al., 2008) and some have brought together
concepts like restrictiveness, justice, recognition and trust (Mathijssen et al., 1998), or
“parental supervision, time spent with family, parent-child communication, and
mutual sharing of feelings” (Vitaro et al., 1995, as cited in Xu, 2017, p. 10). Finally, a
few researchers developed their own questionnaires (Cinamon et al., 2007; Kamphaus
& Reynolds, 2006, as cited in Vieira et al., 2016; Roe & Siegelman, 1963; To et al.,
2014). One of these also seemed to tap into concepts about warmth, discipline, and
power assertion (Furman & Giberson, 1995, as cited in Xu, 2017). Even more
confusingly, in their meta-analysis Pritchett and colleagues (2011) found that the
measure most commonly used for measuring parent-child relationship were Parenting
Stress Index and Child Abuse Potential Inventory, neither of which are direct or
overarching measures of the parent-child relationship. We have decided to measure
the parent-child relationship with single-item questions, in a more perception-based
and global level. This perspective is not theory-driven or does not focus on specific
aspects while neglecting other facets of the parent-child relationship, thus has higher
external validity. It is also beneficial in the sense that it is less time-consuming, and it
allows for asking the participants to rate multiple relationships at once, compared to
filling different versions of the same questionnaire for each relationship. Finally, we
expected different levels of intimacies in each rated relationship, which could not be

tested by only one questionnaire.

Additionally, Amato (1994) as well as Erel and Burman (1995) found that the parent-
child relationships were influenced by the romantic relationship of the parents, which
can be counted as yet another dyadic relationship. Similarly, Cowan and colleagues
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(2005) found that the couple and parent-child relationships each had unique predictive
power on the young child’s internalizing and externalizing problems when they started
kindergarten and first grade, a finding supported by Favez et al. (2011) as well. El-
Sheikh and EImore-Staton (2004) have also found a unique contribution of the parent-

child relationship after controlling for marital conflict.

The relationship between interparental relationship dynamics and child outcomes
might be even more complex: Belsky & Fearon (2004) proposed that there could be
even more variables mediating the relationship between marital conflict and parenting.
An example of a possible complexity is Kaczynski and colleagues’ (2006) proposal
for parenting to be a mediator in the relationship between marital conflict and child
well-being for boys, but not girls. Therefore, further research is needed to visualize a

more detailed web of associations.

Nevertheless, perhaps by the relative ease of conducting research in the first way, the
literature seems to have focused on dyadic relationships more than other combinations.
For instance, parenting has usually been investigated in terms of mother-child or
father-child relationships. However, parents seldom parent individually. Instead,
parents support each other in different ways to do their parenting duties and make
parenting decisions, called coparenting (Favez et al., 2012; McHale, 1997). Even the
mere presence of the other parent reportedly changes the interactions of the parent-
child dyad (Favez et al., 2011, 2017) so that, for instance, mothers tend to be less
sensitive and more emoting in interactions in a parent-child triad in comparison to the
mother-child dyad (Lindsey & Caldera, 2006). Similarly, fathers decreased all their
affection and play behaviors towards the child when in triadic exchanges involving
mothers compared to their dyadic interactions with the child (Goldberg et al., 2002).

Thus, assessing more complex interactions are equally needed.

In that sense, the second way could be best understood through forming an
understanding of each individual’s dyadic to nth level relationship, where n is the total
number of people in the given family system. Even though designs incorporating
siblings are also used, the most frequently examined relationship is the triadic one

between the parents and the child on the basis of coparenting (e.g., Favez et al., 2016).
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In a triadic relationship, coparenting behaviors can be overt or covert (Favez et al.,
2012) and can take different directions: Coparents might facilitate or obstruct each
other’s parenting, or they could form an alliance at the expense of the child. An
effective coparenting takes place when coparents act in unison, cooperate, and
collaborate in coordinating childcare and decisions related to it, as well as when they
avoid conflicts of actions that exclude at least one family member from the triad
(McHale & Fivaz-Depeursinge, 2010).

In various coding schemes, coparenting is conceptualized in two subsections:
cooperation/affection and conflict/competition (i.e., Fauchier & Margolin, 2004,
Favez et al., 2011). Cooperation happens when parents ease each other’s parenting,
either by explicitly helping or supporting, or by implicitly confirming (Scaiola et al.,
2013; Teubert & Pinquart, 2010). Cooperation can also be conceptualized as
instrumental or emotional (Favez et al., 2011). Cooperative coparenting encourages
the child to have a consistent understanding of their coparents and family as positive
(McHale, 1997). Cooperative coparenting also facilitates father’s sensitivity towards
the child (Brown et al., 2010).

Although coparenting seems to have a positive connotation, it might not always be the
case. In some situations, parents might have conflictual interactions. Conflict is
defined as the negative interactions among the coparents in relation to childcare
(Teubert & Pinquart, 2010). Overt conflict takes place when parents express their
conflicts directly and verbally, when covert conflict may be through one parent’s
interferences on the other’s task or passive aggression or competition among parents

that is masked with positivity (Favez et al., 2011; Scaiola et al., 2013).

Conflict could occur in a lot of ways between the two parents. Sometimes parents
compete for the child’s love and attention or carry the potential conflict among each
other to their coparenting interaction. Another dynamic of conflict may appear when
one parent thinks that they know better. Puhlman & Pasley (2013) have written about
“maternal gatekeeping” to refer to the instances when fathers’ parenting practices are
prevented or encouraged by mothers. Conflict also happens in the form of coalition
when the parents cooperate but at the expanse of the child. In this type of conflict,

there actually appears to be a cooperative relationship between the parents but pointing
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at the child’s problems or shortcomings seems to be the only way that the parents could
agree with each other (Scaiola et al., 2013). Therefore, the child becomes the
scapegoat, which might lead to a conflict this time between the parents and the child.
The family systems theory calls children in this position the “identified patient”
because families with this dynamic usually approach mental health services due to a
problem that is attributed to the child (McHale & Rasmussen, 1998).

As discussed above, coparenting can be counted as one of the many domains that the
two parents define and redefine their relationship to handle tasks or make decisions as
a unit. It would not be a surprise to find that the coparenting relationship is affected by
and does affect a couple’s romantic relationship, which is widely supported by findings
from the coparenting literature (e.g., Favez & Frascarolo, 2013; Korja et al., 2016;
McHale, 1995).

Likewise, coparenting dynamics have an impact on the child’s level of internalizing
and externalizing problems through shaping family interactions (McHale & Fivaz-
Depeursinge, 2010). Parental conflict has specifically been found to have a toll on
child well-being (Buehler & Gerard, 2002; Kaczynski et al.,, 2006; McHale &
Rasmussen, 1998). For instance, Sturge-Apple and colleagues (2010) have found that
the families’ dominant pattern of interaction (e.g., enmeshed) was related to the type
of maladaptive behaviors that their children had at school. According to Favez and
colleagues (2017), this impact can take place directly (i.e., through the child witnessing
conflict and developing emotion regulation problems), or indirectly (i.e., through the
impact of interparental conflict on parent-child relationship). Recent research by
McRae et al. (2021) has reported that the level of dyadic conflict that the parents had
subsequently affected their level of conflict during triadic play, where the parents were
coparenting. Buehler and Gerard (2002) have mentioned the idea of a spillover effect
from marital relationship to parenting and there is a growing body of research
suggesting that this idea might have good ground (Erel & Burman, 1995): For instance,
Lindahl and Malik (1999) have found that marital conflict had an impact on fathers’
parenting (but not mothers’ parenting). Stroud and colleagues (2011) have additionally

found a spillover from the parents’ romantic relationship to warmth in triadic play.
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Another study, by Kouros et al. (2014), has found a spillover from the parental
relationship to the parent-child relationship instead of the opposite way around.

To conclude, we think that there is a need to further explore exact patterns through
more research. Adding to this need is the need to understand how nannies are

integrated to these dynamics.
1.5. Nanny as a Part of the Family

Unfortunately, there aren’t such complex explanations driven for nannies or how they
are integrated into the family dynamics yet (Akay & Sahin-Acar, 2021), especially
concerning their relationships with other family members and their parenting.
However, nannies can also be argued to be a part of the family, from the point that
they enter it (Akay & Sahin-Acar, 2021). The families’ choice of a particular nanny
might mark the beginning of her introduction to the family. Magagna (1997) has
posited that the couple’s nanny choice and a nanny’s family choice is based on their
inner worlds and the dynamic representations in those worlds. Magagna continued to
state that the dynamic interplay among family members helped reshape these inner

representations and also their reactions in the outer world.

Given the tenets of the family systems theory, one could speculate that the same
dynamics between the mother and father’s coparenting possibly appear in the mother-
nanny coparenting relationship. The father-nanny relationship might also carry these
dynamics, albeit to a lesser extent, since the nanny’s presence in the family is
organized by the mother to a great extent. According to Pieper and Pieper (2011, as
cited in Hitt, 2016), this similarity in dynamics could be interpreted based on continuity
of care: When the continuity of good-quality care is disrupted by nanny-child or
nanny-parent dynamics, or the nanny’s premature leaving, the child’s well-being
would be impacted negatively. To make sure that this discontinuity does not happen,
Hitt (2016) suggested that the match between the parents and the nanny should be
targeted.

It is possible to find cooperation and mutuality in the mother-nanny relationship due

to the nature of the job which requires sharing mothering duties (Akay, 2013;
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Macdonald, 1998). At the same time, there is an emotional connection between the
mother and the nanny, so that they share emotions, or assume familial positions with
each other (Akay, 2013; Souralova, 2015). This intimate connection might be based
on the fact that the nanny is still a foreigner, and because of the tension of letting

someone into the privacy of the family life, is familiarized with effort (Moody, 2015).

According to Magagna (1997), the competition dynamic can take place in mother-
nanny coparenting relationships as well: When both caregivers fail to acknowledge the
joint and cooperative nature of coparenting, they might let envy and jealousy prevail.
Kaya (2008) and Magagna (1997) mention mothers who are afraid that their children
do not love them, upon seeing their child’s closeness with the nanny, or seeing the
nanny give children what they cannot. This fear may lead some mothers to devalue
nannies’ importance. Additionally, Magagna has recited Bowlby’s (1970) observation
that mothers who have not been able to overcome their feelings of inadequacy had
difficulties acknowledging their children’s affection towards a nanny, and thus
subconsciously avoided employing nannies with whom they could work for longer
terms. From a more ethological side, cooperative and competitive maternal behaviors
are observed phenomena both among human females and among the females of other
species, when parental investment is high (Fisher et al., 2017). Since both cooperation
and competition are needed for survival, the best way to balance this out has been
using indirect aggression (Fisher et al., 2017), something that might also play a part in
mother-nanny relationships. Fisher and colleagues have underlined that research is
needed to understand these dynamics and how children under care receive these

dynamics.

Despite our ability to have informed guesses about the mother-nanny relationship, we
know even less about the father-nanny relationship. To the best of our knowledge,
none of the researchers focused on the father-nanny relationship so far, an observation
that we have also shared in Akay & Sahin Acar (2021). There is some research on the
positive relationship between father’s involvement in the preschool context and child’s
socioemotional development (Baker, 2018) but another study failed to find and impact
of the father-teacher relationship on the child’s well-being (Jeon et al., 2021). The only
significant association of the father-teacher relationship was a moderate yet highly
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significant correlation with the mother-teacher relationship, which had separate
predictive value on child well-being. Using these findings as our starting point, we
think it is possible to predict that the father-nanny relationship will be less salient than
the mother-nanny relationship. Of course, this assumption might be falsified given that

nannies have different roles in the families and work under different contexts.
1.6. About This Dissertation

As explained in more detail above, there is a well-established literature on parenting
(especially about mothering), parent-child interactions, parental satisfaction with
romantic relationship, and coparenting. The connection of these variables with child
well-being has also been explored by some researchers. However, there is a scarcity
of research about whether and how this knowledge applies to nanny care and nanny-
child relationships. Therefore, in this dissertation, we had aimed to unpack these

possibilities with an exploratory perspective.

This dissertation is planned with a multiple informants-multiple methods perspective
in mind. In the first study we have focused on observation of triadic interactions
involving mothers, nannies and children, and dyadic mechanisms in those interactions,
whereas in the second we have focused on the mothers’ and fathers’ perspectives on
their dyadic relationships and family structuring around nannies, in two different

countries.
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CHAPTER 2

STUDY 1: MOTHER-NANNY-CHILD PLAY DYNAMICS AND CHILD
WELL-BEING

2.1. Introduction

Considering the literature, it is possible to argue that the most connected family
members to nannies are children and mothers. The former family member receives

care from the nanny, and the latter organizes the care given by the nanny.

Among the relationships between these agents, the relationship between the mother
and the child is probably the most investigated and most well-known relationship, both
in terms of its qualities, depth, and implications. Nanny-child and nanny-mother
relationships are much less known. Further, these agents interact with each other in a
more complex communication web involving all three. Therefore, a study which
allows for considering three-way relationships between them would provide more in-
depth information. Another added benefit is the ability to see how two members with

a similar role interact when they are faced with the task of co-parenting the child.

One of the best ways of understanding more complex (e.g., triadic) relationships in
family research is observation, due to their relatively objective and precise nature
(Grotevant & Carlson, 1987; Gridley et al., 2018). In this study, we sought to create
an environment where the mother and nanny are simultaneously interacting with the
child and each other in an observational, semi-structured play setting. We thought that
the coparenting dynamics between the mother and the child, as well as their

sensitivities towards the child would play a role on the child’s well-being.
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The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

1. When the mother-nanny relationship quality is rated higher, mother-nanny in-
play cooperation is expected to be higher.

2. When the mother-nanny relationship quality is rated higher, mother-nanny in-
play conflict is expected to be lower.

3. Maternal sensitivity, in-play cooperation and child well-being are expected to
be significantly correlated.

4. Maternal sensitivity, in-play conflict and child well-being are also expected to
be significantly correlated.

5. Higher levels of maternal in-play sensitivity are expected to lead to a higher
cooperation to conflict ratio.

6. A higher cooperation to conflict ratio is expected to be related to higher child
well-being.

7. Higher levels of nanny sensitivity is expected to be related to higher child well-
being.

Additionally, we aimed to explore whether there were an association between
dominance, an observational measure created for this study, and our other variables of

concern.
2.2.  Method
2.2.1. Participants

The participants for this study were 83 mother-nanny-child triads from intact
heterosexual families, who have employed a nanny for the care of that child at least
for the past 3 months. We did not include potential participants in this study if their

children had a diagnosed developmental or psychological problem.
2.2.2. Measures
2.2.2.1. Video Recording

One of the two main measures for this study was the video recording of the triadic

interaction (i.e., mothers, nannies and children participated together in this part). The
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participants’ play was recorded using two Sony (2013) HDR-PJ230E Full HD video
cameras and two Addison (n.d.) ATR-101 tripods. As explained further in the
following section, a bag of Mattel (n.d.) MEGA Bloks® Let'S Get Building lego
blocks and a Fisher-Price (n.d.) Hippo Projection Soother were provided to
participants during video recording to foster triadic interactions. The videos were later
transferred to a laptop and were coded through VLC player. For more details about the
coding of these videos and the instruments used in video coding, the readers may see

the Video Coding section below.
2.2.2.2. Survey Battery for Mothers

For the present study, in addition to the triad’s participation in video recording, the
mothers filled a form which comprised of demographic questions, two single-item
questions about the mother-nanny relationship, and Child Behavior Checklist 1¥2-5
(CBCL 1Y2-5), all further explained below.

2.2.2.2.1. Demographic Questions

This part of the battery comprised of fourteen questions. Demographic information
that we obtained through these questions were the ages of the mother and the child,
child’s gender, number of siblings, information about marital status, childcare
characteristics, family SES, the mother and father’s education levels, and the mother’s

employment status.

We have added two single-item questions to the demographic form to understand the
mother’s perception of the mother-nanny relationship. These questions were how
satisfied the mother was with her relationship with the nanny and how satisfied she
was with nanny’s work. Participants were asked to rate these two questions on a Likert

scale from 1 to 6, with 1 being “not satisfied at all”, and 6 being “very satisfied”.
2.2.2.2.2. Child Behavior Checklist for Ages 12-5 (CBCL 1*2-5)

Child Behavior Checklist is a survey filled by the parents to denote various behavior
problems that their children might have (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). For each item,

the parent can score their child ranging from O (not true) to 2 (very true or often true).
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In the original scoring, the scores of certain items are added up to reach syndrome
profiles, which are later converted to t scores for comparison with the country’s
scoring norms of the same age group. Raw scores for some syndromes are added up
to see a child’s internalizing and externalizing CBCL scores, and raw scores from all
syndromes are added up for getting a total CBCL score. Different forms of CBCL exist
for different age groups. For this research, the Turkish version of CBCL for Ages 1%/2-
5 was used. Yurdusen et al. (2013) demonstrated good psychometric properties for
CBCL 125,

For this research, we calculated and used the raw scores for internalizing and
externalizing scales. Since the Turkish standardization of CBCL 1Y2-5 has not been
done yet and given that we have not used CBCL to diagnose our participants, we have
not applied t score standardization. Therefore, the following results must be interpreted
with caution that they do not indicate the existence of psychopathology, or they cannot
be used to infer any diagnosis.

2.2.3. Procedure

This research has been approved by the Middle East Technical University Human
Subjects Ethics Committee with the number of 2018-SOS-009 (see Appendix A).

The participants were reached through multiple channels. In the beginning, for the
dissemination of this research, flyers, leaflets, and an announcement message were
created. These tools were then used to spread the research via social media accounts
(i.e., in Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, and WhatsApp) and community e-mail groups.
Additionally, a snowballing approach was adapted to reach participants.
Acquaintances who might be familiar with the target group of participants, as well as
the actual participants of both studies within this dissertation research were contacted
for potential participants that they might know. Additionally, undergraduate students
were trained as a part of a workshop course provided in the METU Department of
Psychology in two cycles, and undergraduate interns from various universities were
trained to collect or code data. The students followed the same participant recruitment,

data collection and coding protocol.
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At the next step, potential participants were contacted through e-mails, phone calls or
WhatsApp messaging to give more detailed information about the study and to address
their concerns (if there were any). For participating in this study, both mothers and
nannies were asked for assent to arrange a home visit. The researcher responsible for
data collection visited the house that the child has received care in the arranged time
with the material kit. The researcher prepared the setup in a room relatively free of
toys and wide enough for the play setting. The play setting consisted of two tripod-
supported cameras facing each other, with a gap in between to make the play area with
the lego bag in the middle of the play area (see Figure 1). We borrowed the positioning
of the cameras and the participants from the setting of the third step in Lausanne
Trilogue Play (LTP, Fivaz-Depeursinge et al., 1996). After setup, the researcher
obtained informed consent from the mother and the nanny, as well as verbal assent
from the child (if possible). The researcher started recording and invited participants
to the play area, where the mother and the nanny were instructed to sit side-by-side

and child to sit opposite them.

Play consisted of three phases. In the first phase, the researcher asked the triad to play
just as they normally would and exited the scene. The triad was let play for five
minutes, which was kept by the researcher with the timer app of their cell phone. In
the second phase, the researcher asked the triad to make a tower together using all the
blocks, again for five minutes. In the final phase, which lasted for two minutes, the
researcher brought the hippo, placed it in between the mother and the nanny, and
instructed the triad to postpone playing with it until s/he is back. After this final phase,

the child was given the hippo (if not already given) to play until s/he lost interest.
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Figure 1
The Play Setting
Note. This figure was prepared by the author using Canva web interface.

Following play, the mother was handed the survey battery to fill. After the mother
filled the survey, the visit was finalized by giving both the mother and the nanny a

copy of the debriefing form. In total, a home visit took approximately 40 minutes.
2.2.3.1. Video Coding

The videos were coded globally (i.e., different phases were not coded separately) using
five dyadic and triadic codes in total, from three different sources. To assess the
mother’s and nanny’s sensitivity levels, Ainsworth Maternal Sensitivity Scale
(Ainsworth et al., 1974) was used. Two of the codes were from Family Alliance
Assessment Scales (FAAS, Scaiola et al., 2013). And finally, a mother-nanny
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dominance code was created by the researcher and her supervisor. Details about each
code could be read below.

The codes used in this research was determined by the researcher and her supervisor
and was piloted by simultaneously coding five videos and discussing discrepancies.
After this, the researcher taught the codes to five undergraduate students, who did the
coding of all videos as a part of an internship. Each student was given responsibility
of one code. The researcher and coders met regularly to discuss simultaneously coded
videos, which constituted approximately 20% of all videos. The interrater reliabilities
were calculated using two-way mixed intraclass correlations (ICCs) with absolute
agreement. The ICCs were high, being .98 for cooperation (95% CI .95-.99), .92 for
conflict (95% C1 .77-.99), .97 for maternal sensitivity (95% CI .92-.99), .88 for nanny
sensitivity (95% CI .68-.96), and finally .99 for dominance (95% CI .96-1.00).

2.2.3.1.1. Ainsworth Maternal Sensitivity Scale

Also called Ainsworth Sensitivity versus Insensitivity Scale (Mesman et al., 2016),
this scale has been developed by Ainsworth and colleagues (1974) to measure the
adult’s sensitivity (i.e., ability to sense infant’s/child’s signals and respond
appropriately) towards the child in adult-child interactions. Observers watch the
dyadic interaction and rate the overall pattern of the adult’s sensitivity between 1 and
9, with 9 signifying perfect sensitivity (Mesman et al., 2016; National Institute for
Health and Care Excellence, 2015). In this research, we rated both mothers’ and

nannies’ sensitivities towards the child.

Ainsworth Maternal Sensitivity Scale was translated to Turkish by the researchers of
a study set out to explore the effectiveness of VIPP-SD in Turkey (Alsancak-Akbulut
et al., 2021) with ICC estimates ranging from .66 to .85.

2.2.3.1.2. Family Alliance Assessment Scales (FAAS)

FAAS is a coding scheme developed by Favez and colleagues (2011) to understand
the triadic interactions between mothers, fathers, and children. FAAS is mostly used

for coding Lausanne Trilogue Play (LTP), a play scheme developed by Fivaz-
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Depeursinge and colleagues in 1996, the third of the four phases of which is done in a
very similar setting with this thesis research.

We have borrowed two codes from FAAS in this study. Cooperation measures the
extent to which the parents’ implicit or explicit behaviors facilitate each other’s
parenting (Scaiola et al., 2013). On the other hand, conflict measures the extent to
which the parents’ implicit or explicit behaviors hamper each other’s parenting
(Scaiola et al., 2013). We have used these two dimensions together as they are not
complete opposites of each other (e.g., a play can be high in both cooperation and

conflict).

In the original coding scheme, both cooperation and conflict were coded using an
ordinal 3-point zoomed-out measure with labels appropriate, moderate, and
inappropriate (Favez et al., 2019). The label appropriate (scored by 2) was used for
the triadic interactions that reflected ideal interactions, inappropriate (0) was used to
label interactions which did not indicate coparenting — instead, weak, broken, or hostile
interactions. Moderate (1) was assigned to interactions that fell in the middle of the
former two (Favez et al., 2019). For this research, we thought that more variability in
the scales were needed to capture more nuances in the coparenting relationship.
Therefore, we added one more point to create a 4-point Likert scale. The new scale
was scored using numbers 0, 1, 2, and 3 instead of 0, 1, and 2, where the extremes of
the scale are still the same with the previous labels inappropriate and appropriate,

respectively, but the mid-range was divided in two different scores.
2.2.3.1.3. Maternal Dominance

Maternal dominance is an additional code created by the researcher to capture the
amount to which the mother dominates the play relatively to the nanny. This is a score
ranging from 1 to 9, where 9 is given when the mother is fully and consistently taking

the lead during the play, and 1 is given when the opposite is the case.

To our knowledge, this is a new coding scheme used in research of this area. There is
a similarly named dominance code in McHale’s (1995) work (i.e., leadership/power),

but it is slightly different from ours in the sense that it was used to rate the couple’s
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interactions during a semi-structured interview, and the rating range is from balanced

to imbalanced, when ours range from mother-dominant to nanny-dominant.
2.2.3.2. Data Analysis

We used IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 28) for data analysis. The statistical method

for testing each hypothesis is listed in Table 1 below:
Table 1

Hypotheses and Corresponding Statistical Tests

Hypothesis Statistical Test

When the mother-nanny relationship quality is higher,  Hierarchical regression
mother-nanny in-play cooperation is expected to be
higher.

When the mother-nanny relationship quality is higher,  Hierarchical regression
mother-nanny in-play conflict is expected to be lower.

Maternal sensitivity, in-play cooperation and child inter-class correlation
well-being are expected to be significantly correlated.  (ICC)

Maternal sensitivity, in-play conflict and child well- inter-class correlation
being are also expected to be significantly correlated. ~ (ICC)

Higher levels of maternal in-play sensitivity are Hierarchical regression
expected to lead to a higher cooperation to conflict
ratio.

A higher cooperation to conflict ratio is expected to be  Hierarchical regression
related to higher child well-being.

Higher levels of nanny sensitivity are expected to be Hierarchical regression
related to higher child well-being.

We also ran a series of regressions to see whether child age and child gender led were
related to our hypothesized variables. Results revealed that none of the variables,
except for the impact of child gender on nanny sensitivity scale (B = -.726, SE = .341,
t=-2.128, p =.036) and CBCL externalizing problems scale (B = 4.428, SE = 1.245,
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t = 3.558, p < .001). Following up with these results, we added child gender to the
regressions with nanny sensitivity and CBCL externalizing problems at the second
step (i.e., tests of Hypotheses 6 and 7). The tests revealed that, for both hypotheses the
direct impact of the first step predictor was not significant but the relationship became
significant after adding child gender to the model, leading us to suspect that the effect
depended on child gender. Further moderation analyses of child age were also
nonsignificant. Therefore, neither child age nor child gender were added to the tests

presented below as covariates.
2.3. Results
2.3.1. Data Cleaning

We excluded the videos of participants which had missing data in the degree of
interference with coding. One participant’s data was not added to analyses for this

reason, resulting in 83 participant triads.
2.3.2. Demographic Characteristics of Participants

More details on the demographic characteristics of the participants can be found on

the table below:
Table 2

Demographic Characteristics

Characteristic n %
Child’s gender

Girl 45 54.2
Boy 38 45.8

Mother’s level of education

Below higher education 5 6

28



Table 2 (continued)

Higher education or above 78 94

Monthly household income

Lower than 6000 5 6.2
6000-10000 21 25.9
10000-15000 23 28.4
15000-20000 18 22.2
Higher than 20000 14 17.3
M SD
Child’s age (in months) 32.14 9.14
Mother’s age (in years) 34.87 4.24
Marriage duration 8.77 6.96

2.3.3. Variable Characteristics

The means and standard deviations of the hypothesized variables can be found on
Table 3 below.

In the initial analyses, correlations were found among nanny sensitivity and
cooperation (r = .24, p = .03), as well as maternal sensitivity and nanny sensitivity (r
=.31, p =.004).
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Table 3

Variable Characteristics

Characteristic M SD

Mother-nanny relationship 5.48 73

Coparenting variables

Cooperation 2.08 .79
Conflict 2.35 .78
Dominance 5.55 1.32
Sensitivity

Maternal sensitivity 6.49 1.39
Nanny sensitivity 591 1.6
Child well-being

CBCL internalizing scale 7.81 5.51
CBCL externalizing scale 10.09 6.07

2.3.4. Hypothesis 1: When the mother-nanny relationship quality is higher,

mother-nanny in-play cooperation is expected to be higher.

We tested the first hypothesis concerning the relationship between mother-nanny
relationship and cooperation through a linear regression with cooperation as the
outcome, and the mother-nanny relationship as the predictor. The model was not

significant.
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2.3.5. Hypothesis 2: When the mother-nanny relationship quality is higher,
mother-nanny in-play conflict is expected to be lower.

We tested the proposed relationship in a similar fashion to the first hypothesis, with
conflict being the outcome instead of cooperation this time. This regression did not

reveal any significant pattern either.

For the first two hypotheses, a possible explanation might be related to the range of
our predictor, mother-nanny relationship quality. We observed that this variable was
negatively skewed, with only 9.4% of the participants rating their relationship
something other than 5 or 6 out of 6, and the lowest rating being 3. Perhaps, the
variability is too low to detect a relationship between the mother-nanny relationship

quality and their in-play interactions.

2.3.6. Hypothesis 3: Maternal sensitivity, in-play cooperation and child well-being

are expected to be significantly correlated.

To test this hypothesis, an inter-class correlation was executed involving maternal
sensitivity, cooperation, and internalizing and externalizing CBCL scales. None of the
correlations were significant. CBCL’s internalizing and externalizing scale scores
were also positively correlated (r = .59, p < .001), which is consistent with the
literature: Tan et al. (2007) found this correlation to be .52, whereas Achenbach and

Rescorla (2002) found it to be .59 when they first developed this scale.

2.3.7. Hypothesis 4: Maternal sensitivity, in-play conflict and child well-being are

also expected to be significantly correlated.

Another inter-class correlation was executed to test this hypothesis. None of the

correlations were significant, except for the intra-CBCL correlation reported above.

2.3.8. Hypothesis 5: Higher levels of maternal in-play sensitivity are expected to

lead to a higher cooperation to conflict ratio.

The third hypothesis concerned the relationship between maternal sensitivity and
mother-nanny in-play interactions. For this hypothesis, we calculated a cooperation to

conflict ratio by subtracting the conflict score of each triad from their cooperation
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score. Because higher conflict scores meant that the level of conflict within the play
session was lower, the scores were reversed to find the actual level of conflict. The
resulting variable (Range = -3, 3) was used as the outcome in this regression. Scores
over zero meant more cooperation than conflict was observed within the triads, while

scores below zero meant the opposite.

The linear regression with cooperation to conflict ratio as the outcome and maternal

sensitivity as the predictor did not yield a significant result.

2.3.9. Hypothesis 6: A higher cooperation to conflict ratio is expected to be related

to higher child well-being.

For this hypothesis, we aimed to see the relationship between mother-nanny
interactions and child well-being. Like with the previous hypotheses, we tested this
via two linear regressions, one with internalizing and the other with externalizing as

the outcome. Neither of these regressions yielded significant results.

2.3.10. Hypothesis 7: Higher levels of nanny sensitivity are expected to be related to

higher child well-being.

We tested for the final hypothesis using two separate regressions as done previously,
with one having internalizing scale as the outcome, and the other having externalizing

scale. Neither regression led to significant results.
2.3.11. Additional Analyses

We conducted a few additional analyses for a deeper exploration of our data. These
analyses were not related to any of our hypotheses, but we thought they would form

compelling leads for future studies.
2.3.11.1. Logarithmic and Quadratic Testing of The Hypotheses

Since none of the hypotheses for this study were supported, we wanted to additionally
explore the possibility that the proposed relationships were nonlinear and hence
undetected, as suggested by Favez et al. (2011). We had five hypotheses which could
be tested for curvilinear patterns. Additionally, because the relationship between
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maternal sensitivity and CBCL were tested indirectly in our hypotheses, we added a
curvilinear test exploring the presence of a direct relationship between these two

variables.

To test for curvilinear relationships, we used the curve estimation function of SPSS,
with the same predictors and outcomes in our hypotheses. We sought to explore linear,
as well as logarithmic and quadratic relationships between our predictors and

outcomes.

Only two of the models were significant: One was the quadratic model testing for the
relationship between cooperation to conflict ratio and CBCL externalizing scale (F (2,
76) = 3.525, p =.034). The quadratic model explained approximately 8% of the total
variance (R? = .085), which carried most of the weight in comparison to the linear
relationship between cooperation to conflict ratio and CBCL externalizing scale (R? =
.011; AR? = .074). The coefficients for only the quadratic model was significant, and
the relationship was concave (B = -1.004, SE = .405, t = -2.477, p = .015). This meant
that when the mother-nanny interaction involved more of conflict or cooperation than
the other, children had fewer externalizing problems. However, when both coexisted
at the same level (i.e., when the relationship was equally cooperative and conflictual),
children seemed to have more externalizing problems. Figure 2 is a demonstration of

all tested models.

The other significant model was the quadratic relationship between nanny sensitivity
and CBCL internalizing scale (F (2, 76) = 4.944, p = .01). The quadratic model
explained approximately 12% of the total variance (R? = .115), which explained an
additional 10% variance from the linear relationship between nanny sensitivity and
CBCL internalizing scale (R? = .019). The coefficients for both linear and quadratic
models were significant, and the relationship was convex (for the linear model, B = -
7.231, SE = 2.370, t = -3.051, p = .003; for the quadratic model, B = .613, SE =.213,
t =2.880, p =.005). This finding could be interpreted as both very high and low nanny
sensitivity being related to more internalizing problems. Figure 3 is a demonstration

of all tested models. The logarithmic model here was not significant.
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Linear and Curvilinear Demonstrations of the Relationship Between Cooperation-to-
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Internalizing problems

@ Chserved
65 —Linear
® =+ Logarithmic
= = Quadratic
60
e
55 o e
o
] °
[} °
S0 L]
S o e -
] ~ L o -
-~ (-] (-] -
= S o ° ° e .~
43 — @ e
1] - o - e _. -
] S~a__ 8 4 P
e 2 o
e e e e
40 L 2 L 2 L2 1+
e ] e o e
] ] e o
® ® ]
[} °®
35
2 4 [ 8
Nanny sensitivity
Figure 3

Linear and Curvilinear Demonstrations of the Relationship Between Nanny Sensitivity
and CBCL Internalizing Problems Scale
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2.3.11.2. Dominance and its Relationship to Other Variables

In addition, we sought to explore linear and curvilinear relationships between
dominance and cooperation, conflict, cooperation to conflict ratio, and CBCL (i.e.,
externalizing and internalizing scales). An inter-class correlation among these
variables revealed two significant correlations: a negative correlation between
cooperation and dominance (r = -.267, p = .03), and another between nanny sensitivity
and dominance (r =-.592, p <.001).

In terms of linear and curvilinear relationships, we have found a few meaningful
results. First, both linear and quadratic models of the dominance-cooperation
relationship were significant, but the logarithmic model was not (linear: F (1, 77) =
3.958, p = .05, R? = .049, quadratic: F (2, 76) = 3.978, p = .023, R? =.095). The graph
containing the visualization of these models can be found in Figure 4 below.
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Linear and Curvilinear Demonstrations of the Relationship Between Cooperation and

Dominance

As could also be seen above, the relationship was concave, but the logarithmic

coefficient was marginally significant, hinting at a weak association between these

variables (B = -.078, SE = .04, t =-1.962, p = .053). This finding could be interpreted
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as both very high and low dominance being related to lower cooperation, and more
cooperation being linked to the mother and nanny’s balanced dominance, with the best
option seeming to be when the mother is slightly more dominant than the nanny. This
model explained an additional 5% of the variance compared to the linear model (AR?
=.046).

The second significant relationship was found between dominance and maternal
sensitivity in the quadratic model (F (2, 76) = 3.880, p = .025, R? = .093). Both linear
and logarithmic coefficients were significant as well (quadratic coefficient: B = -.190,
SE =.07,t=-2.726, p = .008), with a concave relationship, as demonstrated in Figure
5 below:

Maternal sensitivity

® Cbserved
e e = Linear
=+ Logarithmic
= ~Quadratic
8 o o L] L L
° --_ e e .
- - — — m—. Gm——
- e s i
— o -
" - -
- ~
6P - o 13 < e -~
- ~
- -~
s ~
-~
L] o ] e ~
~
1 e ® ]
2
3 4 3 [ 7 i) g
Dominance

Figure 5

Linear and Curvilinear Demonstrations of the Relationship Between Maternal

Sensitivity and Dominance

We interpret these findings as the ideal dominance environment for maternal
sensitivity being the one where the mother is a bit more dominant than the nanny (rated
at 6 out of 9). In this setting, the mother is clearly more dominant than the nanny, but
the nanny is also active. In both cases where dominance is less balanced, maternal

sensitivity is lower.
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Finally, all three models were significant for the relationship between dominance and
nanny sensitivity (linear: F (1, 77) = 36.348, p < .001, R? = .321, B = -.648, SE = .108,
t=-6.029, p <.001; logarithmic: F (1, 77) = 28.276, p < .001, R? = .269, B = -3.19, SE
= .6, t = -5.318, p < .001; and quadratic: F (2, 76) = 25.294, p < .001, R = .4, B = -
200, SE =.063, t = -3.161, p = .002). Similarly with maternal sensitivity, in the ideal
environment for boosting nanny sensitivity, nannies must be slightly more dominant
than or equally dominant with the mother. Differently, when nannies are more
dominant, they still have high sensitivity but as the mothers get more sensitive, hanny

sensitivity starts to suffer. Please refer to Figure 6 for the graph.
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Figure 6

Linear and Curvilinear Demonstrations of the Relationship Between Nanny Sensitivity

and Dominance
2.4. Discussion

In this study, we sought to explore mothers’ and nannies’ coparenting dynamics and
sensitivities towards the child, as well as to understand whether these factors were
associated with child well-being. We had seven hypotheses, none of which were

supported by tests.

37



The first two of these hypotheses were about testing the influence of the mothers’
ratings of mother-nanny relationship quality on the mother-nanny coparenting
interaction during play. When we examined the variables, we found that the mothers’
rating of the mother-nanny relationship was almost always high: The mean rate was
5.48 out of 6 (SD = .72), with the mode being 6. This ceiling effect might be a reason
why the hypotheses that involved the mother-nanny relationship as the predictor (i.e.,
hypothesis 1 and hypothesis 2) did not yield any significant results. At the same time,
a ceiling effect might have been unavoidable, since we have asked for the participation
of families who had worked with their current nannies for at least three months.
Arguably, the possibility of the continued employment of a nanny who has a relatively
bad relationship with the main employer, the mother, would be low. Ergo, an
observational measure of the mother-nanny relationship with more nuances noted in

coding scheme might be a better measure for future researchers.

In our second group of hypotheses, we had aimed to see possible relationships between
maternal sensitivity, coparenting and child well-being. The first subgroup looked
simply at correlations between these variables. The second subgroup tested the
association between maternal sensitivity and cooperation to conflict ratio, and

subsequently between cooperation to conflict ratio and CBCL.

There are two expected findings which were not appearing in our results. The first one
is the link between cooperation, conflict, and CBCL. Even though there are findings
pointing at the link between coparenting and child well-being (Teubert & Pinquart,
2010), there are others that failed to find it (e.g., McHale et al., 2013). Palkovitz and
colleagues (2013) concluded after their findings that coparenting might be secondary
to the parent-child relationships in understanding child well-being. Given that one of
the coparents in this study is the nanny, it would not be surprising if we failed to find
an effect that already has low explanatory power when two parents are examined in
coparenting (Teubert & Pinquart, 2010). Starting from that, we think higher sample

sizes may be needed in future studies.

The second surprising failure of findings in these hypotheses is maternal sensitivity’s
link to child well-being, since this finding has been repeatedly reported in the literature

(Bernier et al., 2021). We separately ran linear and curvilinear regressions to test the
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direct association of maternal sensitivity with CBCL internalizing and externalizing
scales to see if the literature was replicated in our findings, and surprisingly found that
none of these tests were significant, despite sufficient variability in measures.
According to a recent review by Deans (2020), there are also studies which failed to
find a significant relationship like ours. One reason might be the different
combinations of demographics and the impact of maternal sensitivity having a stronger
effect on certain combinations more than the others. Another reason, as suggested by
Bernier and colleagues (2021), might be that maternal sensitivity is not a unitary
measure and different dimensions of sensitivity contribute differently to child well-
being. In our sample, these dimensions and their impacts might not be appropriately
represented, or their effects might be cancelling each other out in tests. Finally, specific
to our study, the measurement of a dyadic exchange during a triadic interaction might

not be sufficient to reach enough good-quality observations for testing.

Additionally, our setting’s triadic nature might have caused mothers and nannies to act
differently than they normally would. What’s more, the triadic setting might have
impacted some mothers and/or nannies more than the others. Some might have thrived
because there was another carer in the play (they might have felt better when executing
or sharing care), and some might have suppressed their attention to the child (either
because they felt that the other person should have taken the lead or to not overshadow
them).

As a reflection of that, the setting might have prevented some mothers from reacting
sensitively to the child, especially when dominance is patterned. Or even more
compellingly, our mothers’ sensitivity towards the nannies might have been in a
balanced relationship with their sensitivity towards the child. Our results have hinted
at this possibility: There was a curvilinear relationship between maternal sensitivity
and dominance. The same association is also significant for nanny sensitivity; thus, we
can argue that sensitivity in general is linked to dominance in triadic settings. We think
that for future researchers, taking dyadic and triadic measures separately, or
additionally measuring the sensitivities of coparents to each other might be a more

methodologically sound option.
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What’s more, mother and nanny sensitivities have slightly different patterns: When
nannies are dominant, both nanny and mother sensitivities are higher, with higher
sensitivity on the mother’s side. In contrast, as mothers’ dominance increased, both
mothers and nannies got less sensitive. This could be interpreted differently for
mothers and nannies: For nannies, their job is replacing the mother, so this could be a
pattern that indicates that they were trying to fulfill their main job requirement. On the
other hand, being a mother is a natural and unpaid process, which perhaps keeps

mothers alert at their child all the time, except for when they are highly dominant.

A similar case could be argued for the relationship between nanny sensitivity and child
well-being (tested in hypothesis 7). The failure to detect a linear relationship might
have been due to dyadic measures not working on triadic domains or because the

relationships in question are not linear but curvilinear.

Sturge-Apple and colleagues (2010) underlined the importance of focusing on
processes and nonlinear relationships when studying families and argued that variable-
based and linear testing might fail to catch the interactional patterns in families.
Similarly, Favez and colleagues (2011) had shared the same perspective for moving
from dyadic to triadic interactions. We think that our study is an embodiment of such
a perspective: Upon following some suggestions in the literature, we also ran
curvilinear tests for further exploration, some of which were significant. These were
the association between the cooperation-conflict ratio and CBCL externalizing
problems (hypothesis 6, partly supported) and the association between nanny
sensitivity and CBCL internalizing problems (hypothesis 7, partly supported). The first
finding is significant for suggesting that it might not be beneficial for the child when
these two caregivers’ relationship has elements of conflict at a level that is similar to
cooperation, which might be vague and confusing for the child, hence, leading to
acting-out behaviors. The second finding is significant for pointing out to a possible

direct association between nannies and child’s internalizing problems.

One possible explanation for finding significant curvilinear relationships might be that
some of the relationship difficulties are not the cause but the outcome of the child’s
behavior problems. It is previously demonstrated that psychological difficulties impact

parent-child interactions negatively, with a higher negative impact on the mother-child
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relationship compared to father-child relationship (i.e., Gerdes et al., 2003). Similarly,
Serbin and colleagues (2015) found a negative impact of child psychopathology on
parenting, and Zemp and colleagues (2018) found a bidirectional relationship between
interparental conflict and child’s externalizing problems. Therefore, we think that one
should consider the possibility of testing for a two-way association, where both the
nanny-mother-child relationship and child well-being mutually affect each other. Of
course, at this point it is important to note that all our curvilinear findings are

exploratory, and they are yet to be confirmed with further research.

Around the same time with this study’s data collection, Bureau and colleagues (2021)
have examined the relationship between the mother-child attachment security, father-
child attachment security, and the coparenting dynamics (i.e., cooperation and
competition) in triadic play with 83 parent-preschooler triads. Using a similar
methodology and SEM modeling for analysis, they have also failed to find significant
relationships between attachment and coparenting. Also similarly with our results,
they have found significant associations between mother and father attachment. Even
though they have recruited fathers instead of nannies, the similarity in patterns is

striking.

Likewise, deriving results from the parent-child triadic interaction (Goldberg et al.,
2002), it makes sense to find that nannies were less intimate than mothers with
children, and less sensitive in most of the triadic interactions. Since mothers are their
employers and the actual parent of the child, nannies might have been downgrading
their responses to the children in an attempt to make room for the mother-child
interaction, or even conceal their attachment with the child to avoid jealousy, as

mentioned by Magagna (1997).

Dominance was a new observation code that we have added during the pilot data
collection to our coding scheme. We have realized that the same cooperation and
conflict score combinations still differed on one aspect of the mother-nanny
interaction: for instance, in some triads, a lower conflict score was due to the
supportive and egalitarian relationship among the coparents, whereas in some others,
it was because one parent stepped back and only complied with a dominant other.

Since dominance was a novel code, we did not add any hypotheses about dominance
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to our list, and rather chose to explore the relationships of dominance to our other
variables. Compellingly, we found that dominance was related to cooperation (linear
and curvilinear), maternal sensitivity (curvilinear), and nanny sensitivity (linear and
curvilinear) but not to conflict or child well-being. These results point to the
conclusion that dominance is a variable that perhaps does not have a direct relationship
with child well-being but is related to other relational variables. From the results, we
can also conclude that a slightly higher dominance of the coparent in question (i.e., the
mother is only slightly dominant from the nanny or vice versa) is optimal for observing

the highest sensitivity of that coparent towards the child.

Finally, some demographic characteristics of participating children might have
affected the associations. Child’s gender and age are usually controlled characteristics
in developmental research, but we did not find a moderating impact of child gender.
In dyadic research concerning child gender, Schoppe-Sullivan and colleagues (2006)
have demonstrated that mothers were more sensitive to daughters than sons, which
might have resulted in higher sensitivity rates in both mother and nanny’s interactions
with the girls in our study. On triadic interactions, mothers treated girls and boys
differently in interactions involving the father in comparison to dyadic interactions
with the child (Lindsey & Caldera, 2006). In another, fathers were found to be less
attentive to daughters than sons during triadic interactions if the marital relationship
had problems (McHale, 1995). Also, girls experienced problems in coparental
involvement, whereas boys received more conflictual interactions (McHale, 1995).
Gender of the child impacted CBCL 4-18 years results in some countries (Crijnen et
al., 1999). However, opposing findings were also found (e.g., Kochanska & Aksan,
2004; Yiiceol, 2016). We were unsure whether the impact of child gender implied to

triadic relationships where both caregivers are female, like mothers and nannies.

Secondly, we thought that variety in the age of the target child might have affected the
impact of the parent-child, parent-parent relationships and family relationships with
the nanny on child well-being. There is a wide range of child age in the literature
starting from infancy (e.g., McHale & Rasmussen, 1998) that spans to adulthood (e.g.,
Barnett et al., 1992). Some researchers have found an impact of age (e.g., Crijnen et
al., 1999; Kochanska & Aksan, 2004 for child and parent bids; Wilson & Durbin,
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2013), but there are others who did not (e.g., Kochanska & Aksan, 2004 for child and
parent responsiveness) and similarly with them, we did not find an impact of child age
on our variables. One reason might be the smaller variability in child age in this study:
Children were supposedly 1.5-4 years old, with most children being around 3 years of
age. A comparison might not be meaningful unless the age difference is higher among
participants, such as Margolin et al. (2001).

Our final note concerns the methodology of the play observation. We were inspired by
a few researchers in designing the play procedure, involving the third step of LTP.
Nevertheless, we designed the structure and order of the tasks and materials. We also
made a few additions to the coding, including the introduction of dominance coding
and the widening of the coding range for coparenting codes. We are hoping for these
additions and changes to inspire future researchers who would like to focus on

observing family processes.
2.4.1. Limitations and Future Directions

This study has a few limitations. First, we would like to note that our participants,
especially nannies, might have felt and acted upon the Hawthorne effect. Hawthorne
effect, the impact of participants’ awareness of being recorded on their behavior
tendencies (Pesch & Lumeng, 2017), is reported to have been observed in parent-child
interactions before (e.g., Vanden Abeele et al., 2020) and is difficult to disentangle
and control. Given that we observed our triads with a camera, our study design might
have altered their behaviors during play, albeit differently for each member of the triad.
Children have been demonstrated to be impacted from video recordings, especially in

relation to topics that are sensitive (Sparrman, 2005).

Because mothers were mostly the people who mitigated the home visits, they might
also have felt responsible to attend to the researcher’s needs. At times, some mothers
felt that they needed to check in with the researcher, asking whether what they did was
sufficient for the study. In addition, given that nannies are the employees of the family,
at least some of them might have perceived this study as a means for evaluating their
performance. This was evident in some nannies’ attempts during recordings to

demonstrate the things that they taught to the children. This might be linked to lower
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conflict scores and lack of significant variable relationships to conflict because
conflictual interactions with her employer would have negative consequences for the
nanny. An obtrusive observation is the gold standard to avoid this type of bias,
however, because mothers and nannies alternate in childcare, they rarely spend time
all together, including the child. The triadic nature of the measurement is needed,
therefore we preferred unobtrusive observation in this study. Having stated that, it is
also important to note that this observation setting has relatively low ecological
validity, given that mothers and nannies do not usually jointly take care of children.
Nevertheless, it was this artificial setting that has helped us see the interactions
between mothers and nannies. Future researchers may also focus on the dyadic
interactions between this caregiver dyad, whose relationship also becomes
qualitatively different as they interact in different settings (e.g., before birth, during
maternal leave, when the mother is working). The creation of a dominance code has
helped uncover one aspect of these unique dynamics in the mother-nanny relationship

but discovering and addressing more nuances in future research is needed.

The period of data collection was another limitation. Data for this research was
collected in a long timeframe, in the middle of which COVID-19 happened. We paused
data collection for almost a year when the pandemic hit the world, due to health
concerns and the uncertainty around families’ financial situations — which led many
families to let go of their nannies temporarily or permanently. Even if they did not, the
lockdowns brought a period of uncertainty which made potential participants uneasy
in accepting people outside of their family in their houses, including nannies and
researchers. Therefore, we think that a future replication of this study would help rule

out a potential third variable problem.

We have previously noted that our participant mothers have rated the mother-nanny
relationship quite high. In addition to the possible explanations mentioned above, we
think that the order of the tasks might have led to a recency effect — mothers might
have rated their nannies based on their play interaction. We propose future researchers
to have their participants fill their self-report forms a day prior to play observation, to
be able to capture more variability. Another explanation may be rooted in sampling.
This is understandable twofold: First, there is a very low possibility for an employee
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to continue working with an employer, or the employer to keep working with that
employee when one or both are not satisfied with their relationship. Our inclusion
criterion of a nanny having worked with the same family for at least the past 3 months
therefore eliminates families where a mother would rate a nanny low. Second, even
though a mother’s satisfaction with her relationship with the nanny is low or moderate
after 3 months, one or both might hesitate to join the study due to a need to avoid each
other or feel that their play would be conflictual. Similarly, the employment
relationship between our coparents might have impacted their coparenting, based on
selection effect. Per Magagna (1997), a specific mother and nanny’s choice to work
with each other has the power to impact their relationship dynamics.

Another limitation concerns the measurement of sensitivity. We coded the mother and
nanny sensitivity variables using the video recordings of triadic interactions. Even
though dyadic exchanges do exist in triadic interactions, even the presence of the other
coparent might have changed how dyads interacted in the play. For instance, nannies
might have been gentler to children due to being in the mother’s presence (and possibly
under scrutiny), since the mothers are their employers. Bureau et al. (2021) and Sturge-
Apple et al. (2010) have separated their dyadic and triadic examinations, but they had
to meet their families in a few different sessions, which possibly prolonged their
process of data collection. We believe that our method was more convenient, but it
also risked being less efficient. Future research replicating our study with separated

dyadic and triadic interactions might confirm if this is really the case.

For sensitivity, we also do think that parents’ attachment securities might have had an
impact on the relationships tested in this study. It is a well-established finding that
parents’ attachment security is related to their child’s (Doyle et al., 2000). In addition,
McRae et al. (2021) recently found that the relationship between couples’ conflict in
dyadic and triadic play has been moderated by each parent’s attachment security.
Future researchers might specifically focus on the role of attachment security in
understanding parent-nanny-child relationships. Another factor that has been
mentioned in the literature to affect sensitivity is the cultural patterns of sensitivity

behaviors (DePasquale & Gunnar, 2020). This study’s results were obtained on a
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Turkish sample; therefore, we advise the readers to take caution in generalizing our
results to different populations.

On demographics of participants, some characteristics were overrepresented in our
sample. This notion might have limited the generalizability of our results. One
example is SES, mostly limited to the mid-to-high range. On the other hand, nanny
employment is an economical decision. It is possible that only families who have
reached some financial stability can hire nannies, which would mostly correspond to
families who have middle or high SES. This is consistent with the literature on nanny-
employing families (Cox, 2011; Hacettepe Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri Enstitiisii,
2014a). Therefore, it is also possible that we have worked with a generalizable sample,
given the conditions. Nevertheless, it would be useful if future researchers focused on
comparisons of different SES groups in understanding nanny-child interactions.
Another common characteristic of this demographic is the relatively higher education
level (The impacts of social class, 2022), which was also reflected in our sample. As
a final note on demographics, we think that future researchers can reach more robust
results by controlling for a few demographic characteristics more rigorously than we
have. A great example is the duration of care by the nanny who has participated in the
study. Another example is the need for further clarification of the target child in this
study, as some parents had more than one child who was eligible to be considered by
the participant. We have sought to obtain this information via open-ended questions,
which some participants left blank. This piece of information can be obtained in forced

response question format in future studies.

Finally, we have two statistical warnings: First, this study has a combination of
methods: We have used both observational and self-report measures. Even though
multiple sources strengthen results, bringing them together in tests might not be ideal,
due to a possible discrepancy in reporting. Smith (2007) has stated this to be the case
when some of the measures are observational, and some are based on self-report. Ergo,
we urge our reader to take this into account when interpreting results. In addition, one
missing source of information in this study, the child, could be incorporated into future
studies by using observational coding related to their participation in the play, to fully
focus on family dynamics. Second, even though we have statistically tested for a
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direction of effect, it is impossible to determine this direction with confidence before
replicating this study with a longitudinal study design. Thus, we suggest future
researchers to design longitudinal studies in understanding the nannies’ impact on

children and their well-being.
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CHAPTER 3

STUDY 2: MOTHERS’ AND FATHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF THE NANNY-
CHILD AND NANNY-FAMILY RELATIONSHIPS AND CHILD WELL-
BEING

3.1. Introduction

As mentioned previously, one channel where the nanny-child relationship might
impact the cared child is proposed to be the intrafamilial dynamics and the addition of
nannies’ presence to them. The child’s mother seems to be an important figure, as she
seems to be the person who selects, runs, delegates, and negotiates the family
processes with the nanny. Thus, the first study focused on the mother’s presence in the

child’s relationship with the nanny.

Even though the first study touched upon the momentary dynamics between children
with their mothers and nannies, there are other dynamics when other family members
and their care responsibilities come into play, like the fathers. In this study, we sought
to understand these dynamics, and if and how they were related to child well-being.
As a result, we aimed to understand how relationships among family members and
nannies were associated with child well-being, with the focus on the nanny-child

relationship. We had two research questions in mind:

1. Does the quality of the nanny-child relationship affect the child's well-being?
2. Is the impact of the nanny-child relationship on the child's well-being affected
by other relationships within the family (i.e., mother-nanny, father-nanny,

mother-father, mother-child, father-child)?
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We also wanted to get more information about the care dynamics in the household
(e.g., taking care of the child in the absence of the nanny, the division of domestic

responsibilities and household chores).

3.2. Method
3.2.1. Participants

Data from this study has been collected from both Turkey and the UK. Inclusion
criteria were for the participants to be from intact heterosexual partnerships with the
child’s other parent, to have at least one child aged between 1.5-5 years during data
collection, for that child to be cared by a nanny, for the nanny to be working with the
family for at least three months and to have an employment-based relationship with
the family. Children cared by unpaid relatives (e.g., grandmothers) were excluded

from this study.
3.2.1.1. Participants from Turkey

Citizens and residents of the Republic of Turkey made this group. In total 122 mothers
(60.1%) and 81 fathers participated in this study. The participants were not obligated
to be from the same couple; in other words, the mothers and fathers were not matched.
The mean age of the participants was 36.92, with an SD of 6.993. Most of the parents
had one child (64.9%), followed by parents with two (27.2%), three children (5.4%),
and four children or more (2.5%). Among the 1-5-year-old children of the participants,
47 (21.9%) were 1 year old, 56 (26%) were 2, 58 (27%) were 3, 31 (14.4%) were 4,
and 23 (10.7%) were 5 years old, whereas 94 (46.3%) were female and 109 (53.7%)

were male.
3.2.1.2. Participants from the United Kingdom

Citizens and residents of the United Kingdom received the survey battery as a part of

this group. There were 105 mothers (48.6%) and 111 fathers in the final dataset,

similarly with Turkey, not matched to one another. The mean age of the participants

was 35.33, with an SD of 5.698. In this sample, most of the parents had two children

(45.4%), followed by one child (37.5%), three children (14.4%), and four children or
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more (2.8%). The eligible children of the participants were distributed as follows: 53
(19.1%) were 1 year old, 73 (26.4%) were 2, 61 (22%) were 3, 49 (17.7%) were 4, and
41 (14.8%) were 5 years old, whereas 132 (48.9%) were female and 138 (51.1%) were

male.
3.2.2. Measures

For this study, we administered all participants a survey battery comprising of
demographic questions (Nanny and the Family), CBCL 1Y2-5, and Perceived Partner

Responsiveness Scale (PPRS).
3.2.2.1. Nanny and the Family

The first part of the survey battery was Nanny and the Family, an online survey
prepared in Turkish by the researcher and her supervisor for this study. In the survey,
we designed the questions to get detailed information about the family care
organization from the parents. The survey includes questions about the family's nanny
employment history, the distribution of care in and out of the nanny's working hours,
nanny responsibilities in the house, parental distribution of responsibilities regarding
housework and childcare, and the participant's relationships with their nanny and other
family members. For this research, this scale was translated by the researcher to
English, back translated by another researcher to Turkish, and was controlled by the

researcher’s co-SUpervisor.
3.2.2.2. CBCL 125

We used CBCL in this study to measure child well-being. Detailed information about
the scale can be found in Section 2.2.2.2.2. We used the Turkish version mentioned in
the same section for our Turkish participants, and we used the original version for our
UK participants (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001). The scoring was the same for both

versions.
3.2.2.3. Perceived Partner Responsiveness Scale (PPRS)

PPRS is an 18-item Likert-based survey that aims to measure how responsive the

participants feel their significant others are. Each item is rated between 1 and 9. PPRS
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was developed by Reis and Carmichael (2006) and was adapted to Turkish by Selguk
(2018). We collected data using this version from our Turkish participants, whereas
participants from the UK filled the original version — again, the scoring was the same
for both versions. In this study, we used this scale to understand the mother-father

relationship.
3.2.3. Procedure

For this research, ethics approval was obtained from METU Human Subjects Ethics
Committee with the approval number of 2017-S0OS-049 (see Appendix A), and from
UCL’s Research Ethics Committee with the Project ID of 19251/001 (see Appendix
B). In the UCL part, the project has been amended to add Prolific as an additional

medium for data collection.

We reached participants through convenience sampling and online announcements,
like it was done in the first study. For each country, we prepared and disseminated an
invitation letter and a flyer through Facebook, Instagram, Twitter, WhatsApp,
mumsnet (UK only) and METU and UCL’s Sona systems. In the ads participants were
provided with a QR code and a link, using either of which directed them to a Qualtrics
survey battery (prepared using METU’s service in Turkey, and UCL’s service in the
UK) consisting of all the measures in the order of Nanny and Family, PPRS and CBCL.

There were three types of participation in this study. Initially, we designed this study
without any incentives or rewards for participation. In other words, participants whom
we reached via convenience sampling, social media and/or e-mail channels were not
paid or given any credit or discount for participation. Later, we added recruitment via
Sona, a cloud-based participant management tool used by universities (Sona Systems,
n.d.). Both METU and UCL’s Sona systems were used for data collection; students
who helped find a participant to successfully complete the survey received course
credit (one credit for METU, half credit for UCL) in line with the rules of each

university’s own Sona accreditation.

Due to difficulties in participant recruitment in the UK, with UCL REC’s approval,

we additionally chose to recruit some of our participants via Prolific, a website
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designed to bring potential participants and researchers together. The participants still
completed the survey via Qualtrics, Prolific acted as an intermediary. Each participant
was paid 7.5 £/hour for their participation in this study.

3.2.3.1. Data Analysis

Because data was collected using two Qualtrics accounts, we first downloaded data
directly from Qualtrics in .sav format and prepared one SPSS document containing

data from both countries. We used the 28" version of SPSS Software for data analysis.

With participants who had one-year-old children, we have realized that some of the
responses about the child’s age was unclear. We conducted a series of t-tests to
compare all one-year-old responses with the other age groups to see whether we could
include the responses with ambiguity on child age in the final analyses. The results
revealed that the parents of one-year-olds had less children, their nannies were taking
care of less children, and they attributed more responsibility to themselves for
shopping for the home. However, since none of the hypothesized variables
significantly differed among these groups, we included all one-year-olds in the final

dataset.

Additionally, we ran a set of hierarchical regressions with our predictor variables and
child age on our outcome variables (i.e., CBCL internalizing and externalizing scales)
to see whether child age should be added as a covariate in hypothesis testing. For the
data from mothers, child age was not a significant predictor. For the fathers, child age
made significant contributions to the models with internalizing problems as the
outcome, with the p values between .016 and .042, and R? changes between .02 and
.03. Consequently, we ran the regressions which are a part of the first hypothesis, and
the five moderated moderations from the father data of the second hypothesis with
internalizing problems as the outcome, by adding child age as a covariate. In these
regressions, age did not make a significant contribution. Therefore, we did not include

child age as a variable in our final analyses.

Due to problems in response quality, child gender could not be controlled in this

study’s analyses. This will be evaluated further in the limitations section.
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3.3.  Results
3.3.1. Data Cleaning

Before conducting main analyses, the researcher checked the data for the answers to
questions validating exclusion criteria. Responses indicating that the participants who
did not fulfill the inclusion criteria (e.g., child age is out of the 1-5 years range) were
excluded from all analyses.

3.3.2. Nanny Care Characteristics and Relationship Patterns
3.3.2.1L. Data From Turkish Parents

Approximately 80% of the participants’ nannies cared for only one child in the family
(N = 118). Approximately 88% of the participants had live-out nannies (N = 179),
whereas the remaining had their nannies stay with them. Eighty-four per cent of the
participants employed Turkish nannies, followed by Uzbek nannies (5.7%), Turkmen
nannies (3.4%), and Filipina and Georgian nannies (1.7% each). In addition, 3
Kurdish, 1 American and 2 Russian nannies were reportedly employed by the

participants. Most of the nannies (approximately 79%) had children.

To understand the responsibilities of the nannies within the house that they were
employed, we asked the participants to select the jobs that their nannies did from a list.
As would be expected, the main responsibility of the nannies was taking care of the
children (selected by 98% of the participants). The second most selected nanny
responsibility was cooking for the child (selected by 68.5% of the participants).
However, most nannies were not expected to care for the children alone. The third
most selected responsibility was tidying up the house (selected by 55% of the
participants), which overlapped with the literature. The detailed numbers and

percentages are presented in Table 4 below.
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Table 4

Nanny Responsibilities According to Parents in Turkey

Type of responsibility Number of participants  Percentage of
participants

Shopping for the home 10 4.9
Taking care of the child 199 98
Tidying up the house 111 54.7
Cooking for the household 80 39.4
Cleaning for the household 44 21.7
Doing laundry for the 38 18.7
household

Doing the dishes of the 52 25.6
household

Washing the child's clothes 76 37.4
Washing the child's dishes 106 52.2
Cooking for the child 139 68.5
Ironing the child's clothes 58 28.6
Other 8 3.9

To understand how the responsibilities of different household members during and out
of the nanny’s shift, we asked participants to evaluate mothers’, fathers’, nannies’, and
others’ responsibilities, in terms of percentages reflecting their share during daytime.
In the days that the nanny worked, on average 20.6% of a child’s time was spent with
the mother (SD = 19.1, Range = 0-100, Mode = 0%) and 11.4% was spent with the
father (SD = 12.9, Range = 0-100, Mode = 0%), whereas 53.8% of the time the child
was with the nanny (SD = 32, Range = 0-100, Mode = 100%) and 4.9% of the child’s
time was spent with someone other than these three (SD = 14.9, Range = 0-100, Mode
= 0%). In the days that the nanny did not work, the mothers took 52.1% of the child’s
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time (SD = 22.4, Range = 0-100, Mode = 50%), the fathers took 33.4% (SD = 17.4,
Range = 0-100, Mode = 50%), and the others took 4.9% (SD = 15, Range = 0-100,
Mode = 0%) of the child’s time. One could see a trend for the nannies to be the main
agent of care in the days they worked, which is expected given that they are paid to do
so. Despite high variation, nannies seemed to be the main actors in taking the
responsibility of children, and some children spent their whole day with their nannies.
For the remaining time, the families of our participants relied more on the mother
compared to the father. The same trend is also visible when the nanny was off. These
results may also show that the nanny is not only the mother’s surrogate as the literature
suggested, but also the father’s (although on a smaller scale). In other words, when
nannies are gone, childcare is still shared between the mother and the father, so the

father is involved.

In addition to involvement, each parent was asked to rate each family member’s
relationships with each other and with the nanny in 10-point Likert scales. Regardless
of gender, all participants rated these relationships high. All mean scores were above
8 out of 10, except for the mothers’ ratings of the nanny-father relationship (M = 7.3,
SD = 2.36). For a summary of these scores, please see Table 5 below:

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics of the Parents’ Ratings of Nanny and Family Relationships

M SD
Relationship Mother Father Mother Father
Nanny-child 8.66 8.79 1.69 1.16
Mother-child 9.26 9.33 1.04 1.05
Father-child 8.87 9.28 1.49 0.98
Nanny-mother 8.25 8.61 1.83 1.56
Nanny-father 7.3 8.05 2.26 1.8
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T-tests revealed that or female and male participants rated relationships similarly,
except for nanny-spouse (t(200.672) = -4.912, p <.001, 95% CI [-1.859, -.794],d = -
.655) and child-spouse (t(197.235) = -2.603, p = .01, 95% CI [-.823, -.114], d = -.35)

relationships. Mothers rated both significant relationships lower than fathers.
3.3.2.2. Data From British Parents

Among the parents who answered this question, approximately 53.7% of the
participants’ nannies cared for two children in the family (N = 72), followed by one-
child-care (32.8%, N = 44). Approximately 92% of the participants had live-out
nannies (N = 197), whereas the remaining had their nannies stay with them. Just like
with the Turkish families, most of the nannies that the UK families employed were
from their country of residence: 76.4% of the participants employed English, Welsh,
Scottish, Northern Irish, or British nannies and an additional 2% employed Irish
nannies. This was closely followed by nannies from unspecified White background
(10.6%). Differently from the nannies in Turkey, a bit over half of the nannies in the
UK (55.6%) did not have any children.

Just like in Turkey, the main responsibility of the nannies was taking care of the
children (selected by 99% of the participants). The second most selected nanny
responsibility was the same with Turkey as well: cooking for the child (selected by
74% of the participants). Finally, again similarly with the Turkish participants, the
third and fourth most selected nanny responsibility were washing the child’s dishes
and tidying up the house, although the participants from Turkey picked tidying up the
house third, when the participants from the UK picked it fourth. The detailed numbers

and percentages are presented in Table 6 below.

In the days that the nanny worked, on average 25.23% of a child’s time was spent with
the mother (SD = 17.32, Range = 0-100, Mode = 20%) and 18.21% was spent with the
father (SD = 13.79, Range = 0-100, Mode = 10%), whereas 40.87% of the time the
child was with the nanny (SD = 26.15, Range = 0-100, Mode = 60%) and 1.97% of the
child’s time was spent with someone other than these three (SD = 8.89, Range = 0-60,
Mode = 0%). All numbers seemed close to the numbers from the Turkish participants,

with one difference: In the UK, nannies were a lesser part of the child’s day. However,
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nannies still spent more of the day with the child than mothers, which pattern showed
a similarity with Turkey. In the days that the nanny did not work, the mothers took
50.74% of the child’s time (SD = 22.29, Range = 0-100, Mode = 50%), the fathers
took 35.16% (SD = 17.88, Range = 0-100, Mode = 50%), and the others took 1.31%
(SD =6.75, Range = 0-63, Mode = 0%) of the child’s time. In the UK too, the families
seemed to rely more on the mother for childcare when the nanny is absent, and nanny

absence is filled by both mothers and fathers.
Table 6

Nanny Responsibilities According to Parents in the UK

Type of responsibility Number of participants  Percentage of
participants

Shopping for the home 16 7.4
Taking care of the children 213 98.6
Tidying up the house 84 38.9
Cooking for the household 28 13
Cleaning for the household 38 17.6
Doing laundry for the 32 14.8
household

Doing the dishes of the 37 17.1
household

Washing the child's clothes 72 33.3
Washing the child's dishes 112 51.9
Cooking for the child 160 74.1
Ironing the child's clothes 30 13.9
Other 2 0.9

Just like the Turkish parents, the British parents rated all family and nanny

relationships above 8 out of 10, but this time the fathers’ ratings of the mother-child
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and nanny-mother relationships were also above 8 and were much higher than the
Turkish fathers’ ratings. For a summary of these scores, please see Table 7 below:

Table 7

Descriptive Statistics of the Parents’ Ratings of Nanny and Family Relationships

M SD
Relationship Mother Father Mother Father
Nanny-child 9.32 8.75 0.85 1.06
Mother-child 9.5 9.37 1.09 0.97
Father-child 9.46 9.14 0.84 1.09
Nanny-mother 8.96 8.68 131 1.21
Nanny-father 8.45 8.32 1.56 1.54

T-tests revealed that female and male participants rated nanny-child (t(213) = 4.271,
p <.001, 95% CI [.302, .819], d = .583), nanny-parent (t(211.254) = 3.32, p < .001,
95% ClI [.262, 1.03], d = .451), and child-parent (t(211) = 2.401, p = .017, 95% ClI
[.064, .654], d = .329) relationships differently. Females rated all significant
relationships higher than males.

3.3.3. Coparenting And Parental Relationship
3.3.3.1. Data From Turkish Parents

As mentioned above, when the nanny is not around, childcare is divided between the
mother and the father, despite the mothers being more heavily relied on. Just like with
nanny responsibilities, we asked parents to rate their own responsibilities in the house
and related to childcare. This time, each parent compared their level of responsibility
with the other parent and used a slider to indicate the division of responsibility between
both parents. Positive scores meant that the participants saw themselves more

responsible than their partner (Range = 1-5), and negative scores meant that the

58



participants saw their partner more responsible for that job (Range = (-5) - (-1)). When
the participants thought they had equal responsibility for the job, they left the slider at
0. Table 8 and Table 9 indicate the mothers’ and fathers’ allocation of responsibilities

in percentages, respectively.
Table 8

Division of Parent Responsibilities Related to Childcare, According to Mothers

Percentage of Equal More More
mothers who responsibility (%) responsibility to responsibility to
assigned... the mother (%) the father (%)
Jobs

Fixing up the house 8.8 175 73.7
Shopping 19.8 60.4 19.8
Taking care of the

children 155 80.4 4.1
Tidying up the house 9.4 88.7 1.9
Cooking 7.5 85.9 6.6
Cleaning 10.9 86.1 3
Doing the laundry 8 89.3 2.7
Washing the dishes 8.6 80 114
Outdoor activities 35.6 55.2 9.2
Playing at home 22.1 47.4 30.5
Dealing with

care/education 35.4 53.2 11.4
Helping with

homework 33.8 52.1 14.1
Reading 24.7 63 12.3
Feeding 12.6 81.6 5.8
Putting to bed 17.3 71.8 10.9
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Table 8 (continued)

Bathing 14.1 72.8 13.1
Changing the nappy  19.6 78.3 2.1
Table 9

Division of Parent Responsibilities Related to Childcare, According to Fathers

Percentage of fathers Equal responsibility More More
who assigned... (%) responsibility to responsibility to
the mother (%)  the father (%)
Jobs
Fixing up the house 3.9 9.1 87
Shopping 19.7 30.3 50
Taking care of the
children 20 60 20
Tidying up the house 14.9 66.2 18.9
Cooking 6.7 65.3 28
Cleaning 11 74 15
Doing the laundry 6.8 76.7 16.5
Washing the dishes 7 66.2 26.8
Outdoor activities 37 24.1 38.9
Playing at home 18.8 18.8 62.4
Dealing with
care/education 38.9 315 29.6
Helping with
homework 35.7 304 33.9
Reading 20.6 44.4 35
Feeding 11.3 67.6 21.1
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Table 9 (continued)

Putting to bed 18.9 55.4 25.7
Bathing 15.1 69.9 15
Changing the nappy  14.7 67.6 17.7

In both informants’ perspectives, most of the jobs were under the mothers’
responsibility. But male participants had a more balanced view of the responsibilities,

whereas females reported that the mothers were more heavily relied on.

Finally, most females (Mean = 113.98, SD = 36.32) and males (Mean = 126.57, SD =

21.12) seemed satisfied of the responsiveness of their partners.
3.3.3.2. Data From British Parents

Table 10 and Table 11 indicate the mothers’ and fathers’ allocation of responsibilities

in percentages, respectively.
Table 10

Division of Parent Responsibilities Related to Childcare, According to Mothers

Percentage of Equal More More

mothers who responsibility (%) responsibility to responsibility to
assigned... the mother (%) the father (%)
Jobs

Fixing up the house 2.1 34.7 63.2

Shopping 5.3 71.3 23.4

Taking care of the

children 12.8 84.9 2.3

Tidying up the house 5.5 79.1 15.4

Cooking 5.3 60.7 34
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Table 10 (continued)

Cleaning 9.2 75.9 14.9
Doing the laundry 3.2 81.9 14.9
Washing the dishes 8.5 53.7 37.8
Outdoor activities 16.9 51.9 31.2
Playing at home 11 69.5 19.5
Dealing with

care/education 8.1 87.2 4.7
Helping with

homework 18.8 725 8.7
Reading 12.0 76 12
Feeding 6.3 83.7 10
Putting to bed 18.7 64 17.3
Bathing 12.7 55.7 31.6
Changing the nappy  22.7 68.2 9.1

Similarly with the Turkish participants, British mothers rated themselves as more
responsible in most of the tasks, whereas fathers were also tending to report a more
balanced division of responsibility.

The parent-child relationship had a direct positive impact on child well-being (for
internalizing, b = -1.692, SE = .341, p <.001, for externalizing, b =-1.609, SE =.317,
p <.001), as has been predicted in the literature.

Finally, most females (M = 117.35, SD = 30.66) and males (M = 126.22, SD = 24.02)
seemed satisfied of the responsiveness of their partners, with very close numbers to
the Turkish participants. An additional independent samples t-test did not reveal any

significant differences between the Turkish and British participants’ PPRS scores.

62



Table 11

Division of Parent Responsibilities Related to Childcare, According to Fathers

Percentage of fathers Equal responsibility More More
who assigned... (%) responsibility to responsibility to
the mother (%)  the father (%)
Jobs
Fixing up the house 6.4 13.6 80
Shopping 13.1 44.9 42
Taking care of the 27.7 55.4 16.9
children
Tidying up the house 25.5 40.6 33.9
Cooking 10.3 52.3 374
Cleaning 16.8 43.9 39.3
Doing the laundry 11.8 56.4 31.8
Washing the dishes 19 26.7 54.3
Outdoor activities 13.6 22.3 64.1
Playing at home 15.1 37.7 47.2
Dealing with 30.5 40 29.5
care/education
Helping with 32 26 42
homework
Reading 30 33 37
Feeding 21.2 45.2 33.6
Putting to bed 28.4 33.3 38.3
Bathing 23.6 39.6 36.8
Changing the nappy 39 35 26
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3.3.4. Child Well-Being
3.34.1. Data From Turkish Parents

CBCL internalizing scale scores of the participants were on the mostly lower to mid
side of the spectrum (Range = 0-43, M = 9.17, SD = 7.49). The case was similar with
the externalizing scale (Range = 0-37, M = 9.78, SD = 6.79).

The most prevalent ratings of the CBCL items were 0, followed by 1, even though all
scores were used by at least one parent for most of the items. The most problematic
behavior rated by the parents was “Doesn’t want to sleep alone” (M = 1.07, SD = .79,
Mode = 1). It was followed by “Can’t stand waiting; wants everything now” (M = .97,
SD =.72, Mode = 1). The least problematic behavior was “Cruel to animals” (M = .03,
SD =.17, Mode = 0). T-tests revealed that females and males did not report child well-

being differently.
3.34.2. Data From British Parents

The CBCL scores were also low among the parents in the UK (for internalizing, Range
= 0-49, M = 6.11, SD = 7.36; for externalizing, Range = 0-48, M = 7.97, SD = 7.2).
The most problematic behavior was “Can’t stand waiting; wants everything now” (M
= .75, SD = .68, Mode = 1), followed by “Easily frustrated” (M = .6, SD = .58, Mode
= 1). The least problematic behavior was “Vomiting, throwing up (without medical
cause)” (M = .02, SD = .15, Mode = 0). Females and males did not report child well-
being differently.

T-tests with the participants’ country as the predictor and CBCL items as the outcomes
revealed that around 55% of the items were rated similarly by the Turkish and British

parents. The ones that were different are reported on Table 12 below:
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Table 12

CBCL Items Which Were Rated Differently by Turkish and British Parents

Item t df p 95% ClI Cohen’s  Higher
d scoring

Lower Upper parents

Can’t sit still, restless, or 2.164  399.3 .031 .014 .294 213 Turkish

hyperactive

Can’t stand waiting; wants 3.222 417 .001 .086 .355 .315 Turkish

everything now

Constantly seeks help 4832 3916 <.001 .161 .383 477 Turkish

Defiant 2859 417 .004 .054 .290 279 Turkish

Demands must be met 4526 417 <.001 .167 424 442 Turkish

immediately

Doesn’t want to sleep alone 8.596 416 <.001 472 751 .841 Turkish

Doesn’t answer when people -3.237 4116  .001 -.253 -.062 -.315 British

talk to him/her

Doesn’t get along with other 4.166 329.6 <.001 .089 .249 413 Turkish

children

Doesn’t know how to have fun; 2987 3326 .003 .039 .188 .296 Turkish

acts like a little adult

Easily frustrated -2.693 417 .007 -.266 -.041 -.263 British

Easily jealous 7235 3771 <001 .307 537 713 Turkish

Eats or drinks things that are not  4.691  332.1 <.001 .126 .308 .466 Turkish

food—don’t include sweets

Fears certain animals, situations, 3.290 417 .001 .071 .284 322 Turkish

or places

Feelings are easily hurt 8.132 3769 <.001 .349 572 .804 Turkish

Gets hurt a lot, accident-prone 2501 4053 .013 .028 .238 .246 Turkish

Gets in many fights 2.634 3428  .009 .023 .162 261 Turkish

Gets too upset when separated 4.508 4015 <.001 .158 404 443 Turkish

from parents

Has trouble getting to sleep 4661 3817 <.001 .157 .387 46 Turkish

Looks unhappy without good 1.966 361.1 .05 0 128 .195 Turkish

reason
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Table 12 (continued)

Nervous, highstrung. or tense
Overtired
Physically attacks people

Picks nose, skin, or other parts of
body

Plays with own sex parts too
much

Poorly coordinated or clumsy

Quickly shifts from one activity
to another

Refuses to eat

Refuses to play active games
Repeatedly rocks head or body
Resists going to bed at night
Screams a lot

Self-conscious or easily
embarrassed

Shows too little fear of getting
hurt

Too shy or timid

Sleeps less than most Kkids
during day.

Rapid shifts between sadness
and excitement

Stubborn, sullen, or irritable

Sudden changes in mood or
feelings

Temper tantrums or hot temper

Too concerned with neatness or
cleanliness

Unusually loud

Upset by new people or
situations

2.566

-8.07

2.644

-2.561

2.349

4.495

4.640

3.087

2.542

3.366

4.33

3.111

4.934

2.812

3.010

2.001

2.362

-3.990

2.323

-5.822

12.56

3.973

4.587

359.3

283.6

358.9

413.4

356.8

372.3

417

387.2

3131

323

394.4

377.6

338.3

400.3

381.3

397.2

393.5

406

388.4

391.1

289.2

368.2

380.5

.011
<.001
.009

.011

.019

<.001

<.001

.002
.012
.001
<.001
.002

<.001

.005

.003

.046

.019

.003

.021

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001
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.019

-.388

.023

-.250

.014

112

.160

.059

.023

.051

146

.061

138

.047

.052

.002

.015

-.209

.017

-.364

.583

116

138

.146

-.236

.156

-.033

155

.285

.396

.266

A77

194

.389

272

321

.265

247

212

.169

-.043

.203

-.180

344

.345

.254

-771

.262

-.249

.232

444

454

.304

.253

.334

426

.307

489

.276

.297

197

.233

-.290

.229

-.564

1.252

.393

452

Turkish

British

Turkish

British

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

British

Turkish

British

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish



Table 12 (continued)

Vomiting, throwing up (without 2.561  278.2  .011 .015 116 .255 Turkish
medical cause)

Wants a lot of attention 4184 416 <001 .147 407 A1 Turkish

The Turkish and British parents also differed on the level of total internalizing and
externalizing problems that they reported, with the Turkish parents reporting more
difficulties than British parents for both scores (for internalizing, t(417) = 4.226, p <
.001, 95% CI [1.640, 4.492], d = .413; for externalizing, t(417) = 2.638, p = .009, 95%
Cl [.46, 3.152], d = .251). These results also can be interpreted as the need to account
for the participants’ country in hypothesis testing.

3.3.5. Cross-Cultural Variable Comparisons

For the aim of exploring our variables further, we compared Turkish and British
participants using separate t-tests for the mother and father samples. Turkish and
British mothers tended to rate all variables differently except for the mother-child
relationship and PPRS.

Turkish mothers rated CBCL internalizing (t(225) = 3.764, p < .001, 95% CI [1.623,
5.191], d = .501) and externalizing problems (t(225) = 2.855, p = .005, 95% CI [.741,
4.042], d = .38) higher, whereas British mothers gave higher scores to all remaining
variables: nanny-child relationship (t(181.162) = -3.756, p < .001, 95% CI [-1.014, -
.315], d = -.48), nanny-mother relationship (t(217.224) = -3.425, p < .001, 95% ClI [-
1.14, -.307], d = -.445), nanny-father relationship (t(214.437) = -4.575, p < .001, 95%
ClI [-1.679, -.668], d = -.593), and father-child relationship (t(195.96) = -3.767, p <
.001, 95% CI [-.908, -.284], d = -.482).

On the contrary, the Turkish and British fathers rated all variables similarly, except for
CBCL internalizing problems (t(190) = 2.706, p = .007, 95% CI [.856, 5.466], d =
.395), on which the Turkish fathers had a tendency for higher ratings.
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3.3.6. The First Research Question: Does the quality of nanny-child relationship
affect child well-being?

The relationship between the nanny-child relationship and child well-being was tested
twofold: First, separate regressions testing the same relationship for internalizing
problems and externalizing problems were run for each country (two for Turkey, two
for the UK). Second, the moderating effect of country of residence was tested using
Model 1 in Hayes’ (2022) SPSS PROCESS macro.

In both countries and for both internalizing and externalizing problems, the
relationship between nanny-child relationship and child well-being was significant and
negative (please refer to Table 13 below for coefficients). Put differently, when the
parents rated the nanny-child relationship higher, the child’s CBCL scores tended to
be lower, suggesting less prevalent or severe problematic behaviors. It is additionally
important to note here that even though the Turkish and British parents differed in their
perceptions in child problems, the association of nanny-child relationship with child

well-being was significant.
Table 13

Regression Coefficients for Research Question 1

Syndrome scale  Country b SE p R? 95% CI

Internalizing Turkey -977 342 .005 .039 -1.653, -.302
UK -2332 479 <.001 10 -3.276, -1.387
Externalizing Turkey -960 .309 .002 .046 -1.570, -.350

UK -1.047 49 .034 .016 -2.012, -.082

The moderating effect of the country of participants was also significant, but only for
the CBCL internalizing scale (F(1, 413) = 5.1952, p = .0232, AR? = .0112) suggesting

that the nanny-child relationship was related to child well-being more strongly for the
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UK (b =-2.3315, SE = .492, p <.0001, 95% CI [-3.2977, -1.3654]) than for Turkey (b
=-.9772, SE = .334, p = .0036, 95% CI [-1.6336, -.3209]).

In informant- and country-specific analyses, we have found that all tests were
significant, except for two instances: One, when internalizing disorders is the outcome
and Turkish mothers are the informants, and two, when externalizing disorders is the
outcome and British fathers are the informants. Detailed results are presented in Table
14 below:

Table 14

Detailed Analysis for Research Question 1

Syndrome  Country Informant b SE p R? 95% ClI
scale

Internalizing Turkey Mother -.668 .366 .07 .027 -1.392, .057
Father -2.116 .753 .006 .091 -3.615, -.616

UK Mother -2.984 719 <.001 .144 -4.41, -1.557

Father -1.726 .693 014 .054 -3.101, -.352

Externalizing Turkey Mother -784 341  .023 .043 -1.459, -.11
Father -1.629 .666 017 .07 -2.955, -.303

UK Mother  -1.538 .69 .028 .046 -2.906, -.169

Father -349 728 632 .002 -1.793, 1.094

3.3.7. The Second Research Question: Is the impact of nanny-child relationship on
child well-being affected by other relationships within the family (mother-nanny,
father-nanny, mother-father, mother-child, father-child)?

To determine the impact of family dynamics on the relationship between nanny-child
relationship and child well-being, ten moderated moderation analyses were conducted
by using Model 3 on Hayes’ (2022) PROCESS macro. In detail, these models tested
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whether there were impacts of mother-nanny, father-nanny, mother-father, mother-
child or father-child relationships (W) on the association between nanny-child
relationship (X) and CBCL score (Y), and if there was, whether those impacts were
country (Z) dependent (see Figure 1). For each W variable, two models were tested
using two syndrome scales from CBCL: internalizing and externalizing problems,
which denoted two total raw scores of the syndrome scales related to internalizing and

externalizing symptoms in CBCL.

Mother-nanny, father-
nanny, mother-father,

Primary
mother-child, and father-
. . . Moderator
child relationships (W)
Secondary
Moderator
: Internalizing and
Nanny-child ] Y ~( externalizing
relationship (X) J TL behaviors (Y)
Figure 7

Conceptual Diagram of Moderated Moderation Analyses

Since participants from both genders and different families have participated in this
study, we analyzed the mothers’ and fathers’ data separately. To achieve this, we
created a separate dataset containing data from the mothers and another for fathers.

The aforementioned analyses were conducted separately for each dataset.
3.3.6.1. Mothers

Among the ten moderated moderation analyses, all models were significant (see Table

15). Total variance explained by the models ranged between 12% and 25%.
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Table 15

The Model Summaries of Moderated Moderation Analyses

Model DV df2  F(7,df2) R? P

1. NCR*MNR*Country Internalizing 217 7.8207 .2015 <.0001
2. NCR*MNR*Country  Externalizing 217 42204 .1198 .0002
3. NCR*FNR*Country Internalizing 217 9.0644 .2262 <.0001
4. NCR*FNR*Country Externalizing 217 44861 .1264 .0001
5. NCR*MCR*Country Internalizing 216  10.2639 .2496 <.0001
6. NCR*MCR*Country Externalizing 216 7.383 .1931 <.0001
7. NCR*FCR*Country Internalizing 216 7.0418 .1858 <.0001
8. NCR*FCR*Country Externalizing 216 5.5877 .1533 <.0001
9. NCR*MFR*Country Internalizing 217 6.5236 .1739 <.0001

10. NCR*MFR*Country  Externalizing 217 55869 .1527 <.0001

Note. NCR = Nanny-child relationship, MNR = Mother-nanny relationship, FNR =
Father-nanny relationship, MCR = Mother-child relationship, FCR = Father-child
relationship, MFR = Mother-father relationship, Internalizing = CBCL internalizing
problems total raw score, Externalizing = CBCL externalizing problems total raw

score.
3.3.6.1.1. The Moderating Role of the Mother-Nanny Relationship

The first moderated moderation, using the mother-nanny relationship as the primary
moderator and internalizing problems as the outcome variable was significant
(F(1,217) = 16.3106, p = .0001, AR? = .06), but only in effect in the UK sample
(F(1,217) = 14.6063, p = .0002), and specifically when the mother-nanny relationship
was rated 1 SD below the mean (b =-6.0081, SE =1.3198, p <.0001, 95% CI [-8.6094,
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-3.4068]) and at the mean (b = -2.0509, SE = .9563, p = .0331, 95% CI [-3.9358, -
.166]). This means that the negative predictive power of the nanny-child relationship
on child internalizing problems is present only when the mothers rate their own

relationship with their nannies closer to or lower than the average rating.
Table 16

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by
Mother-Nanny Relationship and Country

Variable b SE t p 95% ClI

NCR 23.9735 5.6369 4.2529 <0001  12.8634  35.0837
MNR 247478 6.147 4.026 0001  12.6324  36.8632
NCR*MNR -2.7708 6752 -4.1036 0001 -4.1016 -1.44
Country 206.8361  48.0351 4.3059 <0001 1121609  301.5112
NCR*Country -23.3197 54309  -4.2939 <0001  -34.0239  -12.6156
MNR*Country -23.4472 5.8136 -4.0331 .0001  -34.9056  -11.9887
NCR*MNR*Country 2.5858 6403 4.0386 .0001 1.3239 3.8477

With externalizing problems as the outcome variable, the three-way interaction was
also significant (F(1,217) = 4.7088, p = .0311, AR? =.019) but the interaction effect

was not significant on any of the countries.
3.3.6.1.2. The Moderating Role of the Father-Nanny Relationship

For both internalizing (F(1,217) = 19.866, p < .0001, AR? =.0708) and externalizing
(F(1,217) = 6.2464, p = .0132, AR? =.0251) problems, the father-nanny relationship
was found to moderate the nanny-child relationship and CBCL association, along with

the participants’ country of residence.
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Nanny-child relationship
Figure 8

The Three-way Interaction Plot Using Mother-Nanny Relationship as the Primary

Moderator and Internalizing Problems as the Outcome

For internalizing problems, the country*FNR interaction was significant for both
Turkish (F(1,217) = 4.679, p = .0316) and British participants (F(1,217) = 16.5204, p
=.0001), albeit in different patterns. For Turkish participants, the interaction reached
significance when the rating of the father-nanny relationship was at the mean (b = -
1.1488, SE = .5095, p =.0251, 95% CI [-2,153, -.1446]) or 1 SD above the mean (b =
-1.6382, SE = .6766, p = .0163, 95% CI [-2.9718, -.3046]). This could be interpreted
as the nanny-child relationship being significantly associated to internalizing problems
when the father-nanny relationship was reported by Turkish mothers to be better. On
the contrary, for the British participants the interaction was significant only when the
rating of the father-nanny relationship was rated 1 SD below the mean (b = -5.3864,
SE = 1.2826, p < .0001, 95% CI [-7.9143, -2.8584]), meaning that in the UK, the
nanny-child relationship was negatively related to child internalizing problems only

when the father-nanny relationship was worse.
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Table 17

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by

Father-Nanny Relationship and Country

Variable b SE t p 95% ClI

NCR 178801 39311 45483 <0000l 45913 256282
FNR 218354 47563 45909  <00001 95461 312099
NCR*FNR -2.374 516  -4.6003 <0000l 33917 _13569
Country 156.4284 333026  4.6972  <00001 957005 2220664
NCR*Country 171342 37525  -45661 <0000l 545301 97382
FNR*Country 200086 4.4026  -45447 00001 ogge59 113313
NCR*FNR*Country 2.1324 4784 44571 <0000 94895 30754
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For externalizing problems, the results from both countries indicated moderated
moderation effects (F(1,217) = 5.7744, p = .0171 for Turkey and F(1,217) = 3.974, p
=.0475 for the UK). In detail, for Turkey, the nanny-child relationship had a negative
impact on CBCL scores for all ratings of the father-nanny relationship (for -1 SD b =
-.9082, SE =.3928, p =.0217, 95% CI [-1.6825, -.134], for the mean b =-1.436, SE =
4946, p =.0041, 95% CI [-2.4109, -.4611], and for +1 SD b = -1.9638, SE = .6569, p
=.0031, 95% ClI [-3.2585, -.6692]), but the relationship was stronger when the father-

nanny relationship was rated higher, when for the UK, the impact was not significant.
Table 18

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Externalizing Problems by
Father-Nanny Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% ClI

NCR 8.8192 3.8164 2.3109 0218 1.2973  16.3412
FNR 13.2525 4.6175 2.8701 .0045 41517  22.3534
NCR*FNR -1.4213 501 -2.8371 .005 -2.4088 -4339
Country 76.2746  32.3307 2.3592 0192 125522  139.9969
NCR*Country -8.2118 3.643 -2.2542 0252 -15.3919 -1.0317
FNR*Country -11.0885 4.2741 -2.5943 0101 -19.5125 -2.6644
NCR*FNR*Country 1.1608 4645 2.4993 0132 2454 2.0763
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3.3.6.1.3. The Moderating Role of the Mother-Child Relationship

The three-way interaction between the nanny-child relationship, the mother-child
relationship and country of residence was significant in predicting both child
internalizing and externalizing behaviors. For internalizing, the nanny-child
relationship and mother-child relationship interaction was present for participants
from both Turkish (F(1,216) = 8.4756, p = .004) and British backgrounds (F(1,216) =
13.3699, p = .0003). The interaction effect was present when Turkish mothers rated
the mother-child relationship at -1 SD (b = -1.0689, SE = .4398, p = .0159, 95% ClI [-
1.9358, -.202]). Similarly, the British mothers the effect was present at — 1 SD (b = -
5.7274, SE = 1.1389, p < .0001, 95% CI [-7.9722, -3.4826]), but the effect was also
significant at the mean (b =-2.4352, SE = .7469, p = .0013, 95% CI [-3.9073, -.963]).
Therefore, for both countries, the moderating role of the mother-child relationship was

present when it was rated lower by the mothers.
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Table 19

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by
Mother-Child Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% CI
NCR 16.1307 9.3298 1.729 .0852 -2.2583 345197
MCR 13.9363 8.7601 1.5909 1131 -3.3299  31.2025
NCR*MCR -1.512 .9968 -1.5168 .1308 -3.4767 4528
Country 218.4113  73.7469 2.9616 0034  73.0555  363.7672
NCR*Country -23.673 8.2568  -2.8671 0046 -39.9472 -7.3987
MCR*Country -21.4887 7.9299  -2.7098 0073  -37.1187  -5.8587
NCR*MCR*Country 2.2924 8821 2.5988 01 5538 4,031
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The Three-way Interaction Plot Using Mother-Child Relationship as the Primary
Moderator and Internalizing Problems as the Outcome
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For the externalizing scale, the interaction was only significant for the UK (F(1,216)
= 10.7682, p = .0012) and was only present when the mother-child relationship was
rated 1 SD below the mean (b = -3.8805, SE = 1.0775, p = .0004, 95% CI [-6.0042, -
1.7568]). Put differently, the interaction between the nanny-child relationship and the
externalizing scale was present for the families where the mothers rated the mother-
child relationship relatively lower.

Table 20

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Externalizing Problems by
Mother-Child Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% ClI

NCR 16.3056 8.8264 1.8474 .0661 -1.0913  33.7026
MCR 13.4426 8.2875 1.622 .1063 -2.8921  29.7774
NCR*MCR -1.6824 943 -1.784 .0758 -3.5411 1764
Country 183.6934  69.7684 2.6329 0091 461793  321.2076
NCR*Country -20.913 78114  -2.6773 008 -36.3093  -55167
MCR*Country -19.0449 75021  -2.5386 0118  -33.8317  -4.2582
NCR*MCR*Country 2.1456 8345 2.5712 .0108 5008 3.7905

3.3.6.1.4. The Moderating Role of the Father-Child Relationship
The analyses revealed that neither model tested here was significant.
3.3.6.1.5. The Moderating Role of Mother-Father Relationship

The final two models tested whether there was a three-way interaction between nanny-
child relationship, mother-father relationship and country in understanding child well-
being. For internalizing problems, the interaction was present for only the British
participants (F(1,217) = 4.611, p =.0329). In detail, when British mothers rated PPRS
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lower than the mean (b =-5.6632, SE = 1.4432, p = .0001, 95% CI [-8.5077, -2.8187]),
or at the mean (b = -3.4563, SE =.7789, p <.0001, 95% CI [-4.9914, -1.9211]), there

was a negative impact of the nanny-child relationship on CBCL internalizing scores.
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The Three-way Interaction Plot Using Mother-Child Relationship as the Primary

Moderator and Externalizing Problems as the Outcome
Table 21

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by
Mother-Father Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% ClI

NCR 12.006 4.2022 2.8571 .0047 3.7236  20.2883
MFR 8863 3318 2.6715 .0081 2324 1.5402
NCR*MFR -.0912 0355  -2.5669 .0109 -1612 -.0212
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Table 21 (continued)

Country 108.9993  36.6416 2.9747 0033 367804  181.2183

NCR*Country -11.4979 3.8957  -2.9515 0035 -19.1761  -3.8198

MFR*Country -.7697 .2986 -2.5773 .0106 -1.3583 -.1811

NCR*MFR*Country .0782 .0318 2.4633 .0145 .0156 1408
. Mo

O 82- Low

C 115 - Moderate
O 149 - High
Interpolation Line

Intemalizing problems

75 8,0 85 ap 95 100 75 8,0 85 a0 95 100

Nanny-child relationship

Figure 13

The Three-way Interaction Plot Using Mother-Father Relationship as the Primary

Moderator and Internalizing Problems as the Outcome

Finally, for externalizing problems, the nanny-child relationship and CBCL

association was not significant for any of the countries.
3.3.6.2. Fathers

Among the ten moderated moderation analyses, only the models demonstrated on

Table 22 were significant or marginally significant, and most were related to
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internalizing problems. Total variance explained by the models ranged between 7%
and 15%.

Table 22

The Model Summaries of Moderated Moderation Analyses

Model DV df2  F(7,df2) R? P

1. NCR*MNR*Country Internalizing 184 4.4153 141 .0002
2. NCR*MNR*Country  Externalizing 184 2.0642 .0728 .0495
3. NCR*FNR*Country Internalizing 184 3.966 .1311 .0005
4. NCR*MCR*Country Internalizing 181 41558 .1385 .0003
5. NCR*FCR*Country Internalizing 183 4.6087 .1499 .0001

6. NCR*MFR*Country Internalizing 184 45984 .1489 .0001

3.3.6.2.1. The Moderating Role of the Mother-Nanny Relationship

The first moderated moderation with internalizing score as the outcome was significant
(F(1,184) = 6.3327, p = .0001, AR? = .0127), and similar to the mothers’ data, only in
effect in the UK sample (F(1,184) = 4.8231, p = .0293). However, none of the
conditional effects in the Johnson-Neyman output were significant.

With externalizing problems as the outcome variable, the three-way interaction was

not significant.
3.3.6.1.2. The Moderating Role of the Father-Nanny Relationship

For either internalizing or externalizing problems, the father-nanny relationship was
not found to moderate the nanny-child relationship and CBCL association, along with

the participants’ country of residence.
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Table 23

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by
Mother-Nanny Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% ClI

NCR 11.1237 6.5442 1.6998 .0909 -1.7876 24.035
MNR 15.2649 6.5371 2.3351 .0206 2.3675  28.1622
NCR*MNR -1.7489 7682 -2.2767 024 -3.2644 -.2333
Country 84.9893  36.8347 2.3073 0222 123167  157.6619
NCR*Country -9.9275 45539 -2.18 0305  -18.9122 -.9429
MNR*Country -12.093 4.5875 -2.6361 0091  -21.1438 -3.0421
NCR*MNR*Country 1.3476 5355 2.5165 127 2911 2.4041

3.3.6.1.3. The Moderating Role of the Mother-Child Relationship

The three-way interaction between the nanny-child relationship, the mother-child
relationship and country of residence was significant in predicting child internalizing
(F(1,181) = 6.3637, p = .0125, AR? =.0303) but not externalizing problems. The
moderating effect of the mother-child relationship was significant only for the British
participants (F(1,181) = 5.1739, p = .0241). In detail, the effect was significant when
the fathers rated the mother-child relationship lower (b = -2.1088, SE = .8096, p = .01,
95% CI [-3.7062, -.5114]). This could be interpreted as the association between the
nanny-child relationship and internalizing scale being present when British fathers rate

the mother-child relationship relatively lower.
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Table 24

Conditional Effect(s) of Nanny-Child Relationship on Internalizing Problems by
Mother-Child Relationship and Country

Variable b se t p 95% CI

NCR 16.5643 9.3417 1.7732 0779 -1.8683  34.9969
MCR 18.2611 7.9314 2.3024 .0225 26113  33.9109
NCR*MCR -2.1782 1.0077 -2.1616 032 -4.1665 -.1898
Country 106.63  43.9315 2.4272 0162  19.9462  193.3137
NCR*Country -13.2655 57085  -2.3238 0212 -245293  -2.0016
MCR*Country -13.0638 49095  -2.6609 0085 -22.7511  -3.3765
NCR*MCR*Country 1.5596 6182 2.5226 0125 3397 2.7794

3.3.6.14. The Moderating Role of the Father-Child Relationship
The father-child relationship was not a significant factor for any of the problem scales.
3.3.6.1.5. The Moderating Role of Mother-Father Relationship

The final two models tested whether there was a three-way interaction between nanny-
child relationship, the parental relationship (as measured by PPRS) and country in
understanding child well-being. However, for neither internalizing nor externalizing
problems, mother-father relationship and country did moderate the association

between the nanny-child relationship and CBCL.
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The Three-way Interaction Plot Using Mother-Child Relationship as the Primary

Moderator and Internalizing Problems as the Outcome
3.4.  Discussion

In, this study, we aimed to understand nanny employment and care dynamics, as well
as the relationships between family members and nannies, and the association of these
dynamics with child well-being. We will start this section with an overview of our
results and focus on the limitations and future directions in the second part of this

section.
3.4.1. Summary of the Results

The first research question was supported by our findings: For both Turkish and British
participants, the nanny-child relationship had a negative association with both
internalizing and externalizing problems. In other words, when the nanny-child
relationship was rated as better, the child’s well-being was higher. We found that this
association was also moderated by the participant’s country: This association was

stronger for the British participants.
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We tested the second research question, the moderated moderation effect of the

intrafamilial relationships and the participants’ country, separately for mothers and

fathers. For mothers, 6 of the 10 moderated moderations were significant:

The moderating effect of the mother-nanny relationship was significant for
internalizing problems and for the British participants. In detail, when British
mothers rated the mother-nanny relationship both as worse and moderate, the
internalizing problems were higher when the nanny-child relationship was
worse, with the effect being stronger for lower ratings of the mother-nanny
relationship.

The moderating effect of the father-nanny relationship was significant for both
internalizing and externalizing problems. The regressions with internalizing
problems as the outcome were significant for both Turkish and British
participants, whereas regressions with externalizing problems were significant
only for the British participants. In detail, for internalizing problems, the
moderated moderations were significant in Turkey only when the mothers
rated the father-nanny relationship relatively higher, indicating that when the
father-nanny relationship was perceived better, the child showed fewer
internalizing problems as the nanny-child relationship got better. In the UK,
the same relationship became significant only when the father-nanny
relationship was worse, and the direction of effect was similar: When the
father-nanny relationship was rated lower than the mean, the child showed less
internalizing problems as the nanny-child relationship got better.

For externalizing problems, the three-way interaction was significant for all
levels of the father-nanny relationship in Turkey, albeit with higher b
coefficients, so that the impact of the nanny-child relationship was stronger
when the father-nanny relationship was better.

The moderating effect of the mother-child relationship was also significant for
both internalizing and externalizing problems. Similarly, the regressions
aiming internalizing problems were significant for both Turkish and British
participants, whereas regressions with externalizing problems were significant
for only the British participants. For internalizing problems, the relationship

was significant only for lower scores of the mother-child relationship: When
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the mother-child relationship was rated lower (or additionally at the mean for
British participants), better nanny-child relationship was associated with lower
internalizing problem scores.
For externalizing problems, the same pattern was present for the British
participants and for lower scores.

e Finally, the moderating effect of the mother-father relationship was only
significant for internalizing problems and for the British participants. In detail,
for lower and moderate total scores of the PPRS, the higher scores of the

nanny-child relationship were associated with less internalizing problems.

For fathers, only one of the moderated moderations was significant. That moderated
moderation, with internalizing problems as the outcome and mother-child relationship
as the primary moderator was significant for only the British participants on lower
ratings of the mother-child relationship. The results demonstrated that the internalizing
problems were highest when both the nanny-child relationship and the mother-child
relationship were worse, and lowest when the nanny-child relationship was better, but
the mother-child relationship were worse. This could be interpreted as the nanny-child
relationship not having any impact when the mother-child relationship is better but

becoming an important buffer when the mother-child relationship is worse.
3.4.2. Interpretation of the Results

We interpret our findings overall as demonstrating the protective impact of the nanny-
child relationship on child well-being. Finding the similar pattern in all our tests,
whether significant or not, constitutes a particular salience: For the first research
question, we found a direct impact of the nanny-child relationship across informants
and countries. For the significant results of the second research question, when
intrafamilial relationships were rated lower (or sometimes at the mean), nanny-child
relationship was a factor in estimating child well-being, especially in terms of
internalizing difficulties like anxiety or mood problems. This is in line with Main et
al. (1985), Sagi et al. (1985) and van lJzendoorn et al.’s (1992) suggestions that
multiple attachments are possible, and one attachment relationship may serve as a

buffer for another attachment relationship that is not working for the child at the time.
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This premise is already evident for the association between the mother-child and
father-child relationships (Vakrat et al., 2018). Mitchell-Copeland and colleagues
(1997) had similar findings regarding the interaction of the mother-child and teacher-
child attachment security in the preschool setting, leading us to conclude that this
notion may extend to nanny-child relationship, and thus understanding nanny-child
dynamics is important for building child resilience.

Another domain of relationships that we had questioned to be influential on the nanny-
child relationship was the nanny’s relationships with the other family members. Even
though the possible impact of the mother-nanny relationship on nanny’s interaction
with the child could be more predictable (given that mothers are the main employers
of nannies), surprisingly, our tests did not find a moderating impact of the mother-
nanny relationship (except for internalizing problems, rated by British mothers).
Instead, we found a stronger moderating role of the father-nanny relationship.
Especially for Turkey, father-nanny relationship interacted with nanny-child
relationship, so the worst-case scenario for a child’s well-being was when the nanny’s
relationships with both the child and the father were relatively worse. This is a
surprising finding, given the lack of father involvement in nanny-care processes and
given that the lowest-rated relationship among all our participant groups was the
father-nanny relationship. The father-nanny relationship has not been studied
previously, so with caution, this finding could be interpreted in two ways: One, it could
be taken as an indication that the father, even though he seems to have been free from
arranging nanny care, does have a key role in understanding nannies in family
dynamics and that role should be further understood. Two, the high-rated father-nanny
relationship could be taken as a sign of higher father involvement in child-related
processes (here we count the nanny-father interaction as an indicator of the father’s
involvement in childcare). This involvement, in turn, might be associated with a
healthier family, and ergo, a higher child well-being. In this interpretation, the father-
nanny relationship might not be important per se, but might matter as the indirect

indication of father’s involvement in family processes.

Aside from the father-nanny and the mother-child relationships, not many moderated

moderations were significant. Besides, none of the results testing for the moderation
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of the father-child relationship were significant. This absence of the moderating role
of other intrafamilial relationships and nanny-family relationships are worth
discussing. Belsky (1999) found an impact of nonmaternal care on child well-being
which evaporated when parenting was added into the analyses, concluding that the
effect depended more on the parents than nonmaternal carers. In our sample, parent-
child relationship was associated with child well-being (as it is in the literature), but
nanny-child relationship also appeared to have a separate impact. For this study, we
did not aim to compare these two relationship types, but we strongly advise future
researchers who aim to understand relative impact of the relationships in a child’s life

to consider nanny-child relationships as well.

Even though we did not compare maternal and paternal relationships, we did still
acknowledge the presence of different parental contributions, using a multiple
informants perspective. The value of using multiple informants for increasing the
richness of results and external validity has been repeatedly underlined in the literature
(van der Ende et al., 2012). Our mothers and fathers converged and diverged in their
self-reports on a few key points. Perhaps most importantly, results from both mothers
and fathers converged on the impact of nanny-care on child well-being. Another set of
important shared results by both parents concerned the mother-child relationship. Both
informants rated the mother-child relationship the highest, and the mother-child
relationship moderated the main association between nanny-child relationship and
child well-being for both informants. The fact that both Turkish and British parents
found the same association for internalizing problems strengthens this association
further. Similarly, across informants and countries, the lowest rated relationship was
the father-nanny relationship, which was not surprising, given that fathers and nannies

are perhaps the least associated dyad in the bunch.

Coming to divergences among the parents, perhaps the most visible difference is in
the patterning of significant results: Contrary to the tests where mothers were the
primary informants, the tests with fathers revealed only one significant result. This
incongruence between the mothers’ and fathers’ results can create controversy about
the relative validity of the data provided by each parent. Duhig and colleagues (2000),
while also advising against a comparison of parent reports, reported that the mother-
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father correspondence in ratings of internalizing problems was moderate, and in
ratings of externalizing problems it was high. Similarly, a moderate agreement among
mothers and fathers in their ratings of perceived partner responsiveness was reported
in the literature (Fletcher & Kerr, 2010, as cited in Cross et al., 2021). In their
longitudinal study, van der Ende and colleagues (2012) also concluded that agreement
among mothers and fathers were moderate, and that the amount of agreement was
independent of the child’s age or type of problem. In addition, even though the
reporting patterns of mothers and fathers showed similarity, mothers were found to be
more reliable for reporting both internalizing and externalizing problems (Phares,
1997). In this study we were unable to collect data from the mothers and fathers who
were from the same family unit; therefore, comparing our informants might not yield

reliable results, but we found mother and father reports of child well-being to be stable.

Here, we think that the mothers’ data might be taken as being based on more
experience as they are the main negotiator of nanny employment (Kaya, 2008) and
traditionally more responsible for childcare (Chodorow, 1999). However, the fathers’
presence is also important as their relationships with nannies (but not with children)
moderate the nanny-child relationship and child well-being association. Even after the
relatively recent increase of curiosity about fathers, there still is a lack of focus on the
role of fathers on child well-being in research (Cabrera, 2020). With this study, we

hope to have added another dimension for understanding fathers and their role.

The similarities and differences between the two countries that we recruited
participants from are also intriguing. Turkey and the UK have different cultural
backgrounds. Despite an ongoing cultural transformation tending to the adaptation of
Western values (Aytac & Pike, 2018; Hacettepe Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri Enstitiisii,
2014Db), Turkey is a collectivistic and feminine country with an individualism score of
37 and a masculinity score of 45, whereas the UK is an individualistic and masculine
country with an individualism score of 89 and a masculinity score of 66 (Country
comparison, 2022). These countries are also more different than similar in Hofstede’s
other dimensions. The differences have made finding similarities in patterns
compelling. In fact, Turkey and the UK were similar on the tests pertaining to research
question 1 and had only a few diverging results on the tests pertaining to research
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question 2 (specifically 4 out of 10 on the mother sample and 1 out of 10 on the father
sample). Besides, most of the demographics and variable patterns of our participants
were similar, which made sense knowing that there are a few key commonalities
among these two countries: For instance, both countries endorse traditional family
roles, or in both countries families stay connected to their extended families (Ataca,
2006; Goodwin et al., 2006). Thus, we suggest that our findings point at global

patterns, especially regarding the importance of understanding nannies.

It is perhaps necessary to note that, despite similarities, in regressions results derived
from the UK sample had higher significance, and the relationships also had more
extreme beta coefficients. These findings are like Aytac and colleagues’ (2019) results,
where they compared associations between parenting and child well-being in Turkish
and English families. Here, cultural differences among the Turkish and British
participants might be leading to different perceptions of intrafamilial relationships,
nanny-child relationship, and child well-being. We tested this assumption by
conducting separate t-tests for mother and father data, where the country was the
predictor and the variables in hypotheses were outcomes. These tests showed that
Turkish mothers were evaluating everything a bit more negatively than the British
mothers, but Turkish and British fathers had similar perceptions. This is in line with
some studies (e.g., Aytac & Pike, 2018; Bengi-Arslan et al., 1997), but not with
Ivanova et al. (2010), a previous comparison of 23 countries involving Turkey (but not
the UK), which found that the fit structure of CBCL 1.5/5 was similar in all countries.

Another way of looking at cultural differences between these two countries might be
through examining the structure of the CBCL ratings. It is visible through Table 12
that most of the issues that the Turkish parents rated higher than British parents were
related to issues with anxiety, whereas British parents tended to significantly rate
oppositional problems higher. This could be explained by parents’ cultural tendencies
to report child behavior. For instance, externalizing problems are reported more on
individualistic cultures due to their promotion of independence and competition (Chen
& French, 2008). Crijnen and colleagues (1999) have found that CBCL subscale scores
of children aged 6-17 from 12 different countries depended on country. Two of these

subscales had a moderate impact of country, and the remaining six were impacted on
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a small scale. In addition, Turkish children in Bengi-Arslan et al. (1997) were found
to score higher on CBCL internalizing scale compared to Dutch children. Therefore,

our participants’ differences fit in with the literature.

Even though we have found that our Turkish participants scored higher than British
participants on both internalizing and externalizing problems, the impact of the nanny-
child relationship on child well-being was not affected by this difference. This notion
shows that the impact of nanny-child relationship may be universally sound. Our
measure of nanny-family relationships may also be contributing. Culture reportedly
impacts parenting style and beliefs about parenting (Bornstein & Giingdr, 2013), but
the carer-child relationship is a global and general rating of relationship quality.
Therefore, when parenting practices and parental teachings differ by culture, the parent
perceptions of how well a relationship is might be more immune to cultural
differences. At the same time, culture might cause differences on parent perceptions
of child difficulties, but on a small scale as Crijnen and colleagues (1999) have
suggested. Therefore, using a simpler and more global measure like ours might be

more beneficial.

As a final note, we would like to mention that we have spotted some demographic
similarities across countries. An example is nannies’ work conditions. In this study,
we asked our participants to select responsibilities that their nannies were assigned as
a part of their job. Our findings were similar across countries and similar to the ones
listed in the literature from different parts of the world (Akay, 2013; Akalin, 2007;
Romero, 2013; Rough, 2009). From the lists, it is possible to see that even though
nannies’ primary responsibilities are related directly to the child, other responsibilities
unrelated to the child were assigned to them too. This is consistent with the vagueness
of nanny job description in the literature, as well as Akalin’s (2007) argument that

nannying is acting as a member of the house.

Similarly, we had asked our participants to rate their household distributions of work.
We have a few notes on this portion of data: First, our findings closely match data
collected with cohabiting couples from governmental and non-governmental
institutions in Turkey (e.g., Tiirkiye Istatistik Kurumu, 2022) and the UK (e.g.,

Ibbetson, 2020). Our second note is an interesting match in patterns between Turkey
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and the UK: In both countries, mothers assumed that they carried the bulk of the
responsibility and fathers agreed, but with lower rates. In other words, a clear burden
on mothers was visible across informants, but fathers claimed that they had more
weight in responsibility than mothers reported that they did. Finally, the data from the
mothers seemed to match the data in the literature more than the data from the fathers.
This match is also in line with reports stating that in cohabiting heterosexual couples,
housework and childcare is heavily depended on women (Office for National
Statistics, 2016; Oxfam, 2016). It is hard to explore the exact reasons for this higher
accuracy on mothers’ data, but this could be related to the higher responsibility and
mitigative power of the mothers on family affairs, as mentioned in the literature.

3.4.3. Limitations and Future Directions

This study too has its own limitations. First of all, to our knowledge, this study is the
first attempt at understanding the direct relationship of nanny care with the well-being
of young children. This area has lots of unknowns and associations yet to be
discovered. Additionally, difficulties in reaching participants because of precisely
detailed inclusion criteria and the negative impact of the coronavirus pandemic on
nanny employment rates made it especially difficult to control for some parent, nanny
and child characteristics. Perhaps the best example of this problem is nanny
characteristics. Nannies could be classified into two groups, native and non-native, and
these groups tend to differ in some characteristics (Akalin, 2007; Akay & Sahin-Acar,
2021). For instance, non-native nannies have to deal with the additional emotional
burden of migration, and we know at least some of these nannies use their closeness
with the child as a way of coping with these difficulties (Akay, 2013). Even though a
higher portion of our participants from both countries had native nannies, we could
not control the nationality of our participants’ nannies and we think that future

researchers would reach more robust results if they considered this in their studies.

In addition, hardships in recruitment led us to use Sona System, a course credit reward
platform for college students, in both Turkey and the UK. With continued recruitment
problems in the UK, especially for recruiting fathers, we switched to using Prolific, a
monetary reward platform. These decisions led to another area of diversity: Our

sample consisted of volunteered, grade-rewarded, and financially rewarded
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participants at the end of data collection. Any uncontrolled diversity carries a risk to
cause unforeseeable demographic differences among our participants. Due to our
inability to collect SES (mentioned in more detail below), we could not compare our
participants demographically to disentangle any imbalance that this might have
caused. On one hand, this is a methodological weakness of our study. On the other
hand, these different methods of recruitment might have widened our participant pool

and increased external validity.

Furthermore, there are some situational differences between participating countries.
Variability in nanny-care arrangements is one of these differences. In Turkey, parents
have three care alternatives: Care centers or kindergartens (governed by the Ministry
of Family and Social Services and Ministry of Education, respectively), informal care
by kin, and hiring a nanny (Development Analytics, 2015). A nanny is mostly hired
by one family at a time and takes care of that family’s children. In the UK, though, in
addition to the former two options, there is childminding, which is when a carer
provides childcare to a few children at the same time in her own house (Himmelweit
& Sigala, 2004; NCT, n.d.). Additionally, nanny share is a widespread practice among
families, when in Turkey a nanny usually cares for one family’s child(ren). In this
study, even though we have specifically asked for participants using nanny care, the
families who use nanny care and childminders might have different socioeconomic
characteristics. Additionally, we have not controlled for nanny share during data

collection, and we think that it is another factor to be controlled in future research.

Finally, there are also some measurement issues which might have affected the course
of the current study and the findings. Because of an error in question formatting,
child’s gender and SES level have not been directed as a question to the participants;
although we did not have any specific hypotheses regarding this demographic
information. Future studies should also examine whether child’s gender would have

any effect in terms of explaining nanny-child and parent relationships.
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CHAPTER 4

GENERAL DISCUSSION

We conducted two studies for this dissertation. In the first study, we sought to learn
more about the relationship dynamics between mothers, nannies, and children in a
semi-structured play observation. In the second study, we obtained mothers’ and
fathers’ perceptions about nanny care, intrafamilial dynamics and child well-being, in
addition to detailed information about in-home care practices. We hoped to understand
whether nannies had a direct impact on child well-being, and/or have an indirect

impact through nannies’ other relationships in the family.

There were two common findings in both studies. One is the robust association
between nanny-child relationship and child well-being. In the first study, this is evident
in the link between nanny sensitivity and CBCL internalizing problems. In the second
study, the first research question looking for the impact of the nanny-child relationship

on child well-being was fully supported, regardless of country and type of informant.

The second derivation from both studies is the relatively weak influence of family
relationships on the association between nanny-child relationship and child well-
being. In the first study, only one of the hypothesized relational influences on child
well-being (i.e., cooperation-conflict ratio on externalizing problems) was significant.
In the second study, even though nanny-child relationship had predictive power,
further tests looking for mothers’ and fathers’ relational influences on this association
yielded few significant results, with the most consistent moderators being the mother-

child relationship and father-nanny relationship.

We can argue for a few contributions of this dissertation to the literature. First and
foremost, the importance of this research lies on its role as the leading piece on a new

field that is focused on understanding nannies and child well-being. To our knowledge,
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children’s close relationships to certain adults that are based on care and trust are
investigated with great enthusiasm, but research investigating the child’s relationship
with the nanny, who also has a care-based long-term relationship with the child, is
very scarce. Nannies are the “shadow mothers” of the children especially in the most
vulnerable years of their lives, yet their relationships with the family and their impact
on child well-being have not yet been thoroughly understood. We hope to have added
a new channel of research to the agenda of development and family researchers by

studying nannies.

Second, we hope to have made a methodological contribution by the design of our play
observation and the introduction of a new coding scheme (in the first study), as well
as the introduction of single-item relationship measures (in the second study) to the
literature. Most of the research in the literature on nannies are based on qualitative
methods, like interviews, or are descriptive in nature. To our knowledge, this
dissertation contains the first quantitative and observational studies in the field.
Additionally, we have adopted a family systems perspective, which we hope has also
opened a new frame of understanding of nannies, after publications with feminist or

anthropological perspectives on the subject.

Third, this dissertation has contributed to the literature by examining patterns and
relationships in two different countries. The continuity of nanny-child relationship’s
impact on child well-being in these countries raises curiosity about the universality of
patterns. We think that more cross-cultural replications are definitely needed to further

the field’s understanding.

Using this dissertation as a starting point, future researchers interested in studying
nannies and families can actually take a plethora of directions, including studying the
role of parent and nanny personalities, child temperament, parent psychopathology,
parents’ and nannies’ attachment patterns and the unique matches and mismatches
between these characteristics. Additionally, future researchers can choose to focus on
families from different demographic backgrounds, like LGBTIQ+ families, or families
with low SES, as well as nannies with different demographics, like non-native nannies,

or nannies with their own children.
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Finally, we have adopted a “multiple informants, multiple methods” perspective in this
dissertation and found similarities in the contribution of nannies to the well-being of
the children that they have cared for. Despite some methodological weaknesses, this
dissertation is a valuable first effort in understanding nannies, family dynamics and
child well-being. As a last word, we hope to will have evoked curiosity among future
researchers with these findings and are hopeful about the future of developmental and
clinical research, as well as practice, counting nannies as a factor on the well-being of

cared children.
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Sayin Yrd. Dog. Dr. Bagak Sahin ACAR ;
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baba etkilesimi” baghkli arastirmasi Insan Arastmalan Etik Kuruu tarafindan uygun
goriilerek gerckli onay 2017-S0S-049 protokol numarasi ile 07.11.2017 - 30.12.2018 tarihleri
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B. APPROVAL OF UCL RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE

UCL RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE

OFFICE FOR THE VICE PROVOST RESEARCH E H @ —_—

04/02/2021

Professor Pasco Fearon

Division of Psychology & Language Sciences
Faculty of Brain Sciences

ucL

Cicz Mazli Akay
Dear Professor Fearon
Naotification of Ethics Approwval

Project ID/Title: 19251/001: The Family Dynamics in Nanny-Employed Families and Their Impact on the
Cared Child's Well-Being

Further to your satisfactory responses to the reviewer's comments, | am pleased to confirm in my capacity as
Joint Chair of the UCL Research Ethics Committee (REC) that your study has been ethically approved by the
UCL REC until 04/02/2022.

Ethical approval is subject to the following conditions:

Notification of Amendments to the Research

You must seek Chair's approval for proposed amendments (to include extensions to the duration of the
project] to the research for which this approval has been given. Each research project is reviewed separately
and if there are significant changes to the research protocol you should seek confirmation of continued ethical
approval by completing an ‘Amendment Approval Request Form’

htrp:/fethics grad.ucl ac uk/responsibilities php

Adverse Event Reporting — Serious and Mon-Serious

It is your responsibility to report to the Committee any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving
risks to participants or others. The Ethics Committes should be notified of all serious adverse events via the
Ethics Committes Administrator ([ mmediately the incident occurs. Where the adverse
incident is unexpected and sericus, the loint Chairs will decide whether the study should be terminated
pending the opinion of an independent expert. For non-serious adverse events the loint Chairs of the Ethics
Committee should again be notified via the Ethics Committee Administrator within ten days of the incident
occurring and provide a full written report that should incdlude any amendments to the participant information
sheet and study protocol. The Joint Chairs will confirm that the incident is non-serious and report to the
Committee at the next meeting. The final view of the Committee will be communicated to you.

Office of the Vice Provost Reseanch, 2 Taviton Strest
University Col Longdon
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Final Report

At the end of the data collection element of your research we ask that you submit a very brief report (1-2
paragraphs will suffice] which includes in particular issues relating to the ethical implications of the research
i.e. issues obtaining consent, participants withdrawing from the research, confidentiality, protection of
participants from physical and mental harm etc.

In addition, please:

*  ensure that you follow all relevant guidance as laid gut in UCL's Code of Conduct for Research:
wiww_ucl.ac ukfsrs/rovernance-and-committees/research-governance

* npote that you are required to adhere to all research data/records management and storage
procedures agreed as part of your application. This will be expected even after completion of the
study.

With best wishes for the research.

Yours sincerely

Professor Michael Heinrich
Joint Chair, UCL Research Ethics Committes
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C. FORMS AND MEASURES USED IN STUDY 1

GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Sevgili Anneler,

Cocuk bakicisi ile galisan ailelerdeki bakim siireglerini arastirdifimiz calismamiza katihminizi rica
ediyoruz. Bu arastirmanin amaci, bakici istihdam edilen ailelerdeki bakici, cocuk ve anne yasantilarini
ve bu yasantilarin cocuk tistiindeki etkilerini 6Erenmektir.

Bu arastirmaya katilmaniz durumunda, sizden bir anket doldurmaniz rica edilecektir. Bu ankette size
dair bilgiler ve aile ici iliskilere dair sorular bulunmaktadir. Ayrica cocugunuzun, sizin ve bakicinizin bir
serbest oyun, bir yapilandinlmis oyun ve bir dokunmayi engelleme oyunu oynamaniz istenecektir.
Oyunlar sirasinda 2 kamera ile video kaydi alinacaktir. Tim veri toplama siireci evinizde
gerceklesecektir.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda verdiginiz kisisel bilgiler, arastirmacilar disinda kimse ile higbir kosul
altinda paylasilmayacaktir. Bu formu imzaladifiniz andan itibaren, acik isminiz gibi dnemli bilgiler
yerine arastirmaya ait belgelerde sadece size verilmis olan katiimci numarasi olacaktir. Arastirmanin
sonuglari toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve sunulacaktir; bireysel degerlendirme ve sunum
yapilmayacaktir. Kisisel bilgileriniz bu arastirmadan ¢ikan herhangi bir yayin ve sunumda
kullanilmayacaktir.

Katilim gondlliilik esasina dayanmaktadir. Sizi zorladi@ini hissettiginiz noktada bu ¢alismay
istediginiz zaman birakma hakkina sahipsiniz. Bunun size olumsuz bir geri donGs( olmayacaktir.
Calismayi birakmaniz halinde, size dair bitiin bilgiler ve belgeler silinecektir.

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Gelisim Psikolojisi Doktora Programi 6&rencisi Uzm. K.
Psk. Nazh Akay ve ayni bélimde &gretim iiyesi olan Dr. OFr. Uyesi Basak Sahin-Acar tarafindan
yiiritilmektedir. Arastirma ile ilgili herhangi bir soru igin Nazh Akay’a ( )
ulasabilirsiniz.

Asagidaki alani imzalamaniz durumunda yukandaki aciklamayi okudugunuzu, anladigimizi ve kendi
rizaniz ile bu arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ettiginizi belirtmis olursunuz.

Ad-Soyad
imza

Tarih
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GONULLU KATILIM FORMU

Sevgili Bakicilar,

Cocuk bakicisi ile galisan ailelerdeki bakim sureglerini arastirdigimiz galismamiza katiliminizi rica
ediyoruz. Bu arastirmanin amaci, bakici istihdam edilen ailelerdeki bakici, gocuk ve anne yasantilarini
ve bu yasantilarin ¢ocuk Usttindeki etkilerini 6renmektir.

Bu arastirmaya katilmaniz durumunda, baktiginiz gocugun, sizin ve gocugun annesinin bir serbest
oyun, bir yapilandiriimi$ oyun ve bir dokunmayi engelleme oyunu oynamaniz istenecektir. Oyunlar
sirasinda 2 kamera ile video kaydi alinacaktir. Tim veri toplama siireci iSvereninizin evinde
gerceklesecektir.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda verdiginiz kisisel bilgiler, arastirmacilar disinda kimse ile higcbir kosul
altinda paylasiimayacaktir. Bu formu imzaladiginiz andan itibaren, agik isminiz gibi 6nemli bilgiler
yerine arastirmaya ait belgelerde sadece size verilmis olan katilimci numarasi olacaktir. Arastirmanin
sonuglari toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve sunulacaktir; bireysel degerlendirme ve sunum
yapilmayacaktir. Kisisel bilgileriniz bu arastirmadan ¢ikan herhangi bir yayin ve sunumda
kullanilmayacaktir.

Katihm gondallalik esasina dayanmaktadir. Sizi zorladigini hissettiginiz noktada bu galismayi
istediginiz zaman birakma hakkina sahipsiniz. Bunun size olumsuz bir geri doniisti olmayacaktir.
Calismayi birakmaniz halinde, size dair biitiin bilgiler ve belgeler silinecektir.

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Gelisim Psikolojisi Doktora Programi égrencisi Uzm. KI.
Psk. Nazli Akay ve ayni béliimde 68retim iiyesi olan Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Basak Sahin-Acar tarafindan
yurattlmektedir. Arastirma ile ilgili herhangi bir soru igin Nazl Akay’a (| 1)
ulasabilirsiniz.

Asagidaki alani imzalamaniz durumunda yukaridaki agiklamayi okudugunuzu, anladiginizi ve kendi
rizaniz ile bu arastirmaya katilmayi kabul ettiginizi belirtmis olursunuz.

Ad-Soyad
imza

Tarih
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AILEYE iLiSKiN SORULAR
1. Cocugunuzun nesi oluyorsunuz?

0O Oz anne

O Koruyucu anne

O Evlat edinen anne

O Uvey anne

O Diger (liitfen belirtiniz) .......ccccccceveeeennnee

2. Kag yasindasimz?

3. Cocugunuzun dogum tarihi (giin/ay/yil)?

4. Cocugunuzun cinsiyeti:
Kiz  Oglan

5. Cocugunuzun kag kardesi var? (biiyiik ya da kiiciik)

O Hig
O Bir
O Iki
O Ug veya daha fazla

6. Cocugunuz dogum sirasina gore kacinci?

O ilk (en biiyiigii)

O Ikinci

O Ugiincii

O Dérdiincii veya daha fazla

7. Ailenizde ¢ocuklarimz disinda sizinle yasayan baskalari var m?

O Hayir
O-Evet (lutfen beliftifiz) : v«s vossesmossesvmmssssvsssssssassvsnansss

7a. Cocugunuza sizden baska bakan oluyor mu?
O Evet O Hayir (soru 8’ye geginiz)
b. Cocugunuza sizden baska kim bakiyor? (birden fazla cevap miimkiin)

O Kres

O Babasi

O Aileden biri (ltitfen belirtiniz) .........cccceeveevveneeerencniennn.
O Evde c¢ocuk bakicisi

O Bakici kendi evinde bakiyor

O Komsular

O Diger/(litfen belittiniz) ..ovanmannnnnannnnna
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c. Haftada toplam kag saat bakiyorlar?
O Ssaattenaz O 5-10 saat aras1 O 10-20 saat aras1 O 20 saatten fazla
8. Tamamladifiniz egitim diizeyinizi isaretleyiniz.

O Okuma yazma bilmiyorum
O lkokul

O Ortaokul

O Lise

O Yiiksek okul (2 yillik)

O Universite (4 yillik)

O Yiiksek lisans

O Doktora

9. Esinizin tamamladig egitim diizeyini isaretleyiniz.

O Okuma yazma bilmiyor
O flkokul
O Ortaokul
O Lise
O Yiiksekokul (2 yillik)
O Universite (4 yillik) ve tizeri
10.
a. Aile durumunuzu sizin, esinizin ve ¢cocugunuzun durumunu en iyi yansitacak
sekilde isaretleyiniz.

O Evli ve anne-baba birlikte

O Evli ve anne baba ayr yasiyor

O Bosanmus ve ¢ocuk anne ile yasiyor

O Bosanmus ve gocuk babayla yasiyor

O Bosanmus ve ¢ocuk akraba ile yasiyor

O Diger (Liitfen belirtiniz).......c.cocoovvviiiiiiriciieniieiiens

b. Evliyseniz:

Ne kadar siiredir evlisiniz? .............. )41 IS ay
Bu kaginei evliliginiz? ............

11. Size en uygun secenegi isaretleyiniz.
O Ev hanimiyim O Tam zamanh c¢alisiyorum
O Issizim O Emekliyim O Yari-zamanh ¢aligiyorum
Varsa, mesleginiz ........ocooviciiiiiiiiiicnn
12. Eve giren ayhk gelir miktarim isaretleyiniz.
(1) 0- 1000 TL

(2) 1000 -1500 TL
(3) 1500 -2000 TL
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(4) 2000 - 3000 TL
(5) 3000 - 4000 TL
(6) 4000 - 5000TL
(7) 5000 - 6000 TL
(8) 6000- 10000 TL
(9) 10000- 15000 TL
(10) 15000- 20000 TL
(11) 20000- 30000 TL
(12) 30000- 40000 TL
(13) 40000- 50000 TL
(14) 50000 ve tizeri TL

15. Genel olarak bakicinizla iliskinizden ne kadar memnunsunuz?

1 2 3 4 6
Hi¢c memnun  Memnun  Biraz memnun Biraz ~ Memnunum Cok
degilim degilim degilim  memnunum memnunum

16. Genel olarak bakicimizin ¢alismasindan ne kadar memnunsunuz?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Hi¢c memnun  Memnun  Biraz memnun Biraz ~ Memnunum Cok
degilim degilim degilim  memnunum memnunum
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Asagida gocuklarm 6zelliklerini tammlayan bir dizi madde bulunmaktadir. Her bir
madde ¢ocugunuzun su andaki ya da son 2 ay icindeki durumunu belirtmektedir. Bir
madde SIZINLE BIRLIKTE CALISMAYA KATILAN COCUGUNUZ icin ok ya
da siklikla dogru ise 3, bazen yada biraz dogru ise 2, hi¢ dogru degilse 1 sayilanm

yuvarlak igine ahmz Litfen tim maddeleri isarctlemeye ¢ahsimz. Maddelerin Biraz Cok ya

cocufunuza uygun olmadigim diisiinseniz bile liitfen maddeleri ¢ok iyi doldurmaya |Dogru ya da da

caligin. Degil Bazen Siklikla

Dogru Dogru

1 2. 3

Dogru Degil Biraz ya da Bazen Dogru Cok ya da Siklikla Dogru
1. Agn ve sizilar vardir (tibbi nedeni olmadan). 1 2 3
2. Yagindan daha kigik gibi davranir. 1 2 3
3. Yeni geyleri denemekten korkar. 1 2 3
4. Bagkalanyla goz gdze gelmekten kaginir. 1 2 3
5. Dikkatini uzun sire toplamakta ya da strdirmekte guglik geker. 1 2 3
6. Yerinde rahat oturamaz, huzursuz ve gok hareketlidir. 1 2 3
7. Esyalannin yerinin degistiriimesine katlanamaz. 1 2 3
8. Beklemeye tahammild yoktur, her geyin aninda olmasini ister. 1 2 3
9. Yenmeyecek seyleri agzina alip gigner. 1 2 3
10. Yetigkinlerin dizinin dibinden ayrilmaz, onlara gok bagimiidir. 1 2 3
11. Surekli yardim ister. 1 2 3
12. Kabizdir, kakasini kolay yapamaz (hasta degilken bile). 1 2 3
13. Cok aglar. 1 2 3
14. Hayvanlara eziyet eder. 1 2 3
15. Kargi gelir. 1 2 3
16. Istekleri aninda kargilanmalidir. 1 2 3
17. Esyalarina zarar verir. 1 2 3
18. Allesine ait egyalara zarar verir. 1 2 3
19. Ishal olur, kakasi yumusaktir (hasta degilken bile). 1 2 3
20. Soz dinlemez, kurallara uymaz. 1 2 3
21. Yagam dizenindeki en ufak bir degisiklikten rahatsiz olur. 1 2 3
22. Tek basina uyumak istemez. 1 2 3
23. Kendisiyle konuguldugunda yanit vermez. 1 2 3
24, Istahsizdir (@GIKIAYINIZ).......ccoviererier e 1 2 3
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Dogru g'af::nvﬂ da g: ke
Degil Dogru Sikhikla

Dogru
25. Diger gocuklarla anlasamaz. 1 2 3
26. Nasil eglenecegini bilmez, blyimis de kigUlmis gibi davranir. 1 2 3
27. Hatal davranigindan dolayi sugluluk duymaz. 1 2 3
28. Evden digar ¢ikmak istemez 1 2 3
29. Guglukle kargilastiginda gabuk vazgeger. 1 2 3
30. Kolay kiskanir. 1 2 3
31. Yen_ilip }gilmeyecek seyleri yer ya da icer (kum, kil, kalem, silgi gibi) 4 5 3

(belirtiniz)........ccocimii
32. Bazll hayvanlardan, ortamlardan ya da yerlerden korkar. 1 2 3
(BEIIFtINIZ) e

33. Duygulan kolayca incinir. 1 2 3
34. Cok sik bir yerlerini incitir, bagi kazadan kurtulmaz. 1 2 3
35. Cok kavga-dévis eder. 1 2 3
36. Her seye burnunu sokar. 1 2 3
37. Anne-babasindan ayrildiginda ¢ok tedirgin olur. 1 2 3
38. Uykuya dalmada glglik ceker. 1 2 3
39. Bas agnilan vardir (tibbi nedeni olmadan). 1 2 3
40. Baskalarina vurur. 1 2 3
41. Nefesini tutar. 1 2 3
42. Dustinmeden insanlara ya da hayvanlara zarar verir. 1 2 3
43. Higbir neden yokken mutsuz gérunar. 1 2 3
44. Ofkelidir. 1 2 3
45. Midesi bulanir, kendini hasta hisseder (tibbi neden olmadan). 1 2 3
46. Bir yerleri seyirir, tikleri vardir (gIKIayINIZ)...........ccoceerineecnicccecs 1 2 3
47. Sinirli ve gergindir. 1 2 3
48. Gece kabuslar vardir, korkulu ruyalar gérar. 1 2 3
49. Asin yemek yer. 1 2 3
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ICok ya
Dogru g:::nya da da
Degil ISikhikla
Dogru Dogru

50. Asgiri yorgundur. 1 2 3
51. Higbir neden yokken panik yasar. 1 2 3
52. Kakasini yaparken agrisi, acisi olur. 1 2 3
53. Fiziksel olarak insanlara saldirir, onlara vurur. 1 2 3
54. Burnunu kan§t\r\r cildini yada vicudunun diger taraflarini yolar 1 2 3

(agiklayiniz)....
55. Cinsel organlariyla gok fazla oynar. 1 2 3
56. Hareketlerinde tam kontrolll degildir, sakardir. 1 2 3
57. Tibbi nedeni olmayan gbrme bnzuk\ugu disinda géz ile ilgili sorunlan vardir 1 2 3

(agiklayiniz)... .
58. Cezadan anlamaz; ceza, davranigini degistirmez. 1 2 3
59. Bir ugras ya da faaliyetten digerine gabuk geger. 1 2 3
60. Daékantileri ya da baska cilt sorunlar vardir (libbi nedeni olmayan). 1 2 3
61. Yemek yemeyi reddeder. 1 2 3
62. Hareketli/canli oyunlar oynamayi reddeder. 1 2 3
63. Basgini ve bedenini tekrar tekrar sallar. 1 2 3
64. Gece yatagina gitmemek igin direnir. 1 2 3
65. Tuvalet egmmme kar$| direnir (kars\la$l|g|mz zorluklar 4 2 3

belirtiniz)...
66. Cok baginr, caginr ¢iglik atar. 1 2 3
67. Sevgiye, sefkate tepkisiz géranar. 1 2 3
68. Sikilgan ve utangagtir. 1 2 3
69. Bencildir, paylasmaz. 1 2 3
70. Insanlara karsi gok az sevgi, sefkat gésterir. 1 2 3
71. Gevresindeki seylere cok az ilgi gosterir. 1 2 3
72. Caninin yanmasindan, incinmekten pek az korkar. 1 2 3
73. Cekingen ve Urkektir. 1 2 3
74. Geceve gunduz gocuk\arm ;ogundan daha az uyur. 1 2 3

(agiklayiniz)....
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Dogru Blar:z nva da 5: ke
Degil Dogru glokg::a
75. Kakaslyla oynar ve onu etrafa bulastinir. 1 2 3
76. Konugma sorunu vardir. (agiklayiniz) 1 2 3
77. Bir yere bog gozlerle uzun sire bakar ve dalgin géranar. 1 2 3
78. Mide-karin agnisi ve kramplar vardir (tibbi nedeni olmayan). 1 2 3
79. Uzgtinken birden negeli, neseli iken birden tizgiin olabilir. 1 2 3
80. Yadirganan, tuhaf davraniglar vardir. (agiklayiniz)............................... 1 2 3
81. Inatgi, somurtkan ve rahatsiz edicidir. 1 2 3
82. Duygulari degiskendir, bir ani bir anini tutmaz. 1 2 3
83. Cok sik kiiser, surat asar, somurtur. 1 2 3
84. Uykusunda konusur, aglar, bagirir. 1 2 3
85. Ofke nébetleri vardir, gok gabuk &fkelenir. 1 2 3
86. Temiz, titiz ve diizenlidir. 1 2 3
87. Cok korkak ve kaygihidir. 1 2 3
88. Isbirligi yapmaz. 1 2 3
89. Hareketsiz ve yavastir, enerjik degildir. 1 2 3
90. Mutsuz, Uzgin, gdkmus ve keyifsizdir. 1 2 3
91. Cok glralttctdar. 1 2 3
92. Yeni tanidigi insanlardan ve durumlardan gok tedirgin olur 1 2 3
(AGIKIAYINIZ).....cve e
93. Kusmalari vardir (tibbi nedeni olmayan). 1 2 3
94. Geceleri sik sik uyanir. 1 2 3
95. Alip bagini gider. 1 2 3
96. Cok ilgi ve dikkat ister. 1 2 3
97. Sizlanir, mizirdanir. 1 2 3
98. Ige kapaniktir, baskalariyla birlikte olmak istemez. 1 2 3
99. Evhamlidir. 1 2 3
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Dogru gl;::nya da g: kye

Degil Dogru Sikhikla

Dogru
100. Baskalarinin esyalanni ellerinden alir. 1 2 3
101. Baskalarini 1sirir. 1 2 3
102. Bagskalarina tekme atar. 1 2 3
103. Bagskalarini vurmakla tehdit eder. 1 2 3
104. Kavga, dévis baglatir. 1 2 3
105. Bagkalarina eziyet eder. 1 2 3

106. Cocugunuzun burada deginilmeyen bagka sorunu varsa lutfen yaziniz.
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Katihm Sonrasi Bilgilendirme Formu

Sayin Katihmci,

Bu aragtirmanin amaci anne ve bakicinin arasindaki etkilegimin, bakicinin ve annenin ¢ocuga yénelik
davraniglarini etkileyip etkilemedigini bulmak ve eger béyle bir etki var ise, bunun gocuk tstiindeki
etkilerini incelemektir. Cocugun birlikte en ¢ok vakit gegirdigi ve cocuda dair en ¢ok sorumlulugu
birlikte paylagan anne ve bakici, gocugun hayatinda énemli kigilerdir. Bu kigilerin gocukla kurduklari
bag kadar birbirleriyle kurduklar iletigimin kalitesinin de gocugun geligimi igin dnemli oldugunu
dasiinmekteyiz.

Video kayitlari, iki agidan incelenecektir: Sizin cocukla iletigiminizdeki genel hassasiyetiniz ve tiglii
oyun sirasinda her oyun igin oyunu oynayan diger kisilerle (anne igin bakici ve gocuk, bakici igin anne
ve cocuk) aranizdaki iletigim hassasiyeti. Cocugun davraniglarina dair doldurulan formdan edinilen
bilgiler, gbzlemlenen verilerin gocuk tstiindeki etkilerini 8grenmek igin kullanilacaktir.

Aragtirmamiza katiiminiz gok de@erlidir. Destekleriniz ile gocuk geligimi alaninda gittikge daha biiyiik
6nem kazanan bir degiskeni kegfetmek igin adim atiyor olacadiz. Herhangi bir soru, bilgi talebi veya
yorumunuz igin bize | |adresinden ulagabilirsiniz.

Tesekkiir ederiz,
Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Bagak Sahin-Acar

Uzm. KI. Psk. Nazli Akay
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D. FORMS AND MEASURES USED IN STUDY 2

Turkey

(Note. The survey was administered in mother and father versions, which were similar except for
differential usage of the terms “mother” and “father”. For convenience, only the mother version is
shared in this section.)

Sevgili Anneler,

Cocuk bakicist ile calisan ailelerdeki bakim siireglerini arastirdigimiz ¢alismamiza
katiliminiz1 rica ediyoruz. Bu arastirmanin amaci, bakici istthdam edilen ailelerdeki
bakici, ¢ocuk, anne ve babalarin yasantilarini ebeveynlerin géziinden 6grenmektir.
Aradigimiz katilimcilar,

18 yasindan biiyiik olan,

1.5-5 yas arasinda bir cocugu olan,

bu cocugun bakimi icin en az son 3 aydir bir ¢cocuk bakicisiyla ¢calisan ve
cocugun babasi ile birlikte yasayan

annelerdir. Bu arastirmaya katilmaniz durumunda, sizden bir anket doldurmaniz rica
edilecektir. Bu ankette bakiciniza dair bilgiler, evde sorumluluklarin dagilimi ve aile
ici iliskilere dair sorular bulunmaktadir. Cocugunuza bakim veren Kisi, yani
bakiciniz birden fazla sayida olduysa, son bakicimzi, eger tek bir bakiciniz
olduysa da o kisiyi diisiinerek sorulari cevaplandirmaniz istiyoruz.

Bu arastirma kapsaminda verdiginiz kisisel bilgiler, arastirmacilar disinda kimse ile
hicbir kosul altinda paylasilmayacaktir. Bu formu imzaladiginiz andan itibaren, agik
isminiz gibi onemli bilgiler yerine arastirmaya ait belgelerde sadece size verilmis olan
katilime1 numarasi olacaktir. Arastirmanin sonuglari toplu halde degerlendirilecek ve
sunulacaktir; bireysel degerlendirme ve sunum yapilmayacaktir. Kisisel bilgileriniz bu
arastirmadan ¢ikan herhangi bir yaym ve sunumda kullanilmayacaktir. Katilim
goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Sizi zorladigin1 hissettiginiz sorular1 cevaplamama
ve bu calismayi istediginiz zaman birakma hakkina sahipsiniz. Bunun size olumsuz
bir geri doniisii olmayacaktir. Caligmay1 birakmaniz halinde, size dair biitiin bilgiler
ve belgeler silinecektir.

Bu arastirma, Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi Gelisim Psikolojisi Doktora Programi
ogrencisi Uzm. KI. Psk. Nazli Akay, ayn1 boliimde 6gretim iiyesi olan Dr. Ogr. Uyesi
Basak Sahin-Acar ve University College London Division of Psychology and
Language Sciences Ogretim Uyesi Prof. Dr. Pasco Fearon tarafindan yiiriitiilmektedir.
Arastirma ile ilgili herhangi bir soru i¢in Nazli Akay’a (----------- ) ulasabilirsiniz.
Asagidaki alami isaretlemeniz durumunda yukaridaki agiklamayir okudugunuzu,
anladigimiz1 ve kendi rizaniz ile bu arastirmaya katilmay1 kabul ettiginizi belirtmis
olursunuz.

Bu aragtirmaya katilmay1

O Kabul ediyorum

O Kabul etmiyorum
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Su ana kadar ¢ocuk bakiminda size yardimci olan bir bakiciniz oldu mu?
O Evet
O Hayir

Cocugunuz ile iliskiniz nedir?
O Anne
O Baba
O Diger

Kag yasindasiniz?

Medeni durumunuzu isaretleyiniz.

O Evli veya anne-baba birlikte yasiyor
O Evli ve anne baba ayr1 yasiyor

O Bosanmis ve ¢ocuk anne ile yasiyor
O Bosanmis ve ¢ocuk babayla yasiyor
O Bosanmis ve ¢ocuk akraba ile yastyor
O Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)

Kag ¢ocugunuz var?
O 1 ¢ocuk

O 2 ¢ocuk

O 3 ¢ocuk

O 4 ¢ocuk ve tisti

Cocugunuzun ya da ¢ocuklariizin yas (yil ve ay olarak) ve cinsiyetini yaziniz. Liitfen
cocuk sayis1 birden fazla ise her birinin yas ve cinsiyetini kutucuklara virgiille ayirarak
belirtiniz.

Yas (y1l ve ay)
Cinsiyet

Su andaki veya en son bakicinizla ne kadar stiredir ¢alisiyorsunuz?

Su andaki veya son bakiciniz ka¢ cocugunuz ile ilgileniyor(du)?
O 1 ¢ocuk

O 2 ¢ocuk

O 3 ¢ocuk

O 4 veya daha fazla

Su andaki veya son bakiciniz hangi ¢ocugunuz ile ilgileniyor(du)?
O Birinci ¢ocugum (yasi en biiyiik olan gocugum)

O Ikinci gocugum

O Ugiincii gocugum

O Dérdiincii gocugum
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Liitfen arastirmanin buradan sonraki kismini bakicinizin ilgilendigi 1.5-5 yas
arasindaki ¢ocugunuzu diisiinerek cevaplayiniz. Bu yas araliginda bir ¢ocugunuz
yoksa arastirmay1 pencereyi kapatarak sonlandirabilirsiniz.

Eger bakicimiz 1.5-5 yas araliginda birden fazla c¢ocugunuzla ilgileniyorsa,
cocuklarinizin birini segerek onun yas ve cinsiyet bilgisini asagidaki kutucuga yaziniz
ve sorular1 bu ¢ocugunuzu diisiinerek cevaplayiniz.

Su andaki veya son bakiciniz hangi milletten(di)?
O Tiirk

O Tiirkmen

O Filipinli

O Ozbek

O Giircii

O Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)

Su andaki veya son bakicinizin ¢ocuklar1 var mi1?
O Evet
O Hayir

Bakiciizin kag ¢ocugu var ve biliyorsaniz yaslari ve cinsiyetleri neler? Liitfen ¢cocuk
sayist birden fazla ise her birinin yas ve cinsiyetini kutucuklara virgiille ayirarak
yaziniz.

Bakicimin ¢ocuk sayis1
Cocuklarin yaslari
Cocuklarin cinsiyetleri

Bakicinizin evde hangi islerden sorumlu oldugunu isaretleyerek belirtiniz (birden fazla
secenegi isaretleyebilirsiniz).

O Ev i¢in aligveris yapmak

O Cocuklarla ilgilenmek

O Evi toplamak

O Ev halki igin yemek yapmak

O Ev halki i¢in temizlik yapmak

O Ev halki igin ¢amasir yikamak

O Ev halkinin bulagiklarini yikamak
O Diger

O Cocugun ¢camasirlarini yitkamak
O Cocugun bulagiklarii yikamak

O Cocuga yemek yapmak

O Cocugun camagirlarini ttiilemek

Bakicinizin ¢aligma saatlerini kutucuklarin yanina yaziniz.
Hafta ici |
Hafta sonu |

Bakiciniz sizinle birlikte mi yastyor?
O Evet
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O Hayir

Bakicinin ¢alisma saatleri i¢inde, giin boyunca ¢ocukla gecirilen zamanin ne kadarinin
kiminle gectigini yaziniz (tiim alanlarin toplami 100 olmalidir).

Anne

Baba

Bakict

Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)
Total

Bakicinin c¢aligma saatleri disinda, giin boyunca c¢ocukla gegirilen zamanin ne
kadarinin kiminle gectigini yaziniz (tlim alanlarin toplami 100 olmalidir).

Anne

Baba

Diger (liitfen belirtiniz)
Total

Bakicinizla ¢ocugunuzun iligkisini O (sifir) ¢ok kotii, 10 ¢ok iyi olmak {izere agagidaki
cetvel iizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Bakici ile cocugumun iliskisi 012345678910

Bakicinizla sizin iligkinizi 0 (sifir) ¢ok koétii, 10 ¢ok iyi olmak iizere asagidaki cetvel
tizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Bakaic ile iliskim 012345678910

Bakicinizla esinizin iligkisini O (sifir) ¢ok kotii, 10 ¢ok iyi olmak tizere asagidaki cetvel
tizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Bakici ile esimin iligkisi 012345678910

Cocugunuzla sizin iliskinizi 0 (sifir) ¢ok kotii, 10 ¢ok iyi olmak iizere asagidaki cetvel
tizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Cocugum ile iligkim 012345678910

Cocugunuzla esinizin iligkisini 0 (sifir) ¢cok kotii, 10 cok iyi olmak {izere asagidaki
cetvel iizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Cocugum ile esimin iliskisi 012345678910

Bakicinizin ¢ocugunuza verdigi bakim ile tutum ve davranmislarini diisiindiigiiniizde,
bu unsurlarin ne kadar sizin kontroliiniizde oldugunu diisiiniiyorsunuz?
Bakim tistiindeki kontrolim 01020 30 4050 60 70 80 90 100

Cocugunuz bir egitim veya bakim kurumuna (okula/yuvaya/krese) gidiyor mu?
O Evet
O Hayir

Cocugunuz haftada kag saatini bir egitim veya bakim kurumunda gegiriyor?
O 1-2 saat
O 2-3 saat
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O 3-4 saat
O 4-5 saat
O 5-6 saat
O 6 saatten fazla

Asagidaki islerden esinizin ve sizin ne oranda sorumlu oldugunuzu cetvel lizerinden
degerlendiriniz. Bu cetvelde ibre tam ortada durmaktadir. Ibreyi ortada birakmaniz,
esinizin ve sizin s6z konusu isten esit oranda sorumlu oldugunuzu belirtmektedir.
Ibreyi sola kaydirdikca esinizin, saga kaydirdikga da kendinizin daha fazla sorumlu
oldugunu belirtmis olursunuz. Liitfen isaretlemenizi yaparken tabloda yukarida
goriinen sayilari dikkate almayiniz.

Tamamen esim Tamamen ben

-5-4-3-2-1012345

Evdeki tamirat ve bakim isleri
Ev i¢in aligveris yapmak
Cocuklarla ilgilenmek
Evi toplamak
Yemek yapmak
Temizlik yapmak
Camagsir yikamak
Bulasik yikamak

Esinizin ve sizin ¢ocuklarin bakimina ne oranda katki saglamakta oldugunuzu cetvel
tizerinden degerlendiriniz.
Tamamen esim Tamamen ben
-5-4-3-2-1012345
Beraber gezme
Oyun oynama
Kres/okul sorunlartyla ilgilenme
Ders ¢alisma
Kitap okuma
Yemek yedirme
Uyutma
Yikama
Alt degistirme
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Liitfen su anki romantik partnerinizle (yani sevgiliniz ya da esinizle) ilgili asagidaki sorulari cevaplayiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
hi¢c dogru biraz orta derecede oldukca tamamen
degil dogru dogru dogru dogru

Partnerim (esim, sevgilim) ¢ogu zaman:

... nasil biri oldugumu ¢ok iyi bilir.

... “gercek ben”i goriir.

... iyl yonlerimi ve kusurlarimi, benim kendimde gordiigiim gibi goriir.
... s0z konusu bensem yanilmaz.

... zay1f yonlerim de dahil her seyimi takdir eder.

... beni iyi tanir.

... ogu zaman en iyi yonlerimi goriir.

...ne diistindiigiimiin ve hissettigimin farkindadir.
... beni anlar.

... beni gergekten dinler.

... bana olan sevgisini gosterir ve beni yiireklendirir.
... ne diigiindiigiimii ve hissettigimi duymak ister.
... benimle birlikte bir seyler yapmaya heveslidir.
... yetenek ve fikirlerime deger verir.

... benimle ayn1 kafadadir.

... bana saygi duyar.

...ihtiyaclarima duyarldir.

©WoNoOOA~WNE
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... iyisiyle kotiisiiyle “gercek ben”i olusturan her seye deger verir ve saygi gosterir.

Asagida ¢ocuklarin 6zelliklerini tanimlayan bir dizi
madde bulunmaktadir. Her bir madde ¢ocugunuzun su
andaki ya da son 2 ay icindeki durumunu
belirtmektedir. Bir madde SIZINLE BIRLIKTE
CALISMAYA KATILAN COCUGUNUZ igin ¢ok ya Bira
da siklikla dogru ise 3, bazen yada biraz dogru ise 2, hi¢ Z ya
dogru degilse 1 sayilarin1 yuvarlak i¢ine aliniz. Liitfen da
tiim maddeleri isaretlemeye calisiniz. Maddelerin ..| Baze
< < - L 1 Degi
cocugunuza uygun olmadigini diislinseniz bile liitfen
maddeleri ¢ok i1yi doldurmaya calisin. Dogr

Dogr

Dogru Degil Biraz ya da Bazen Dogru Cok
ya da Siklikla Dogru

Cok
ya da
Sikhk
la
Dogr
u

1. Agn ve sizilar1 vardir (tibbi nedeni olmadan).

Yasindan daha kiigiik gibi davranir.

| = | = | =
NN NN

2
3. Yeni seyleri denemekten korkar.
4

Bagkalariyla g6z géze gelmekten kaginir.

W w | w|w
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5. Dikkatini uzun siire toplamakta ya da siirdiirmekte

glicliik ceker. 1 2 3
6. Yerinde rahat oturamaz, huzursuz ve ¢ok hareketlidir. |1 2 3
7. Esyalarinin yerinin degistirilmesine katlanamaz. 1 2 3
8. Beklemeye tahammiilii yoktur, her seyin aninda 1 5 3

olmasini ister.
9. Yenmeyecek seyleri agzina alip ¢igner. 1 2 3
10. Yetiskinlerin dizinin dibinden ayrilmaz, onlara ¢ok

bagimlidir. . 2 3
11. Siirekli yardim ister. 1 2 3
12. K_ablzdlr, kakasin1 kolay yapamaz (hasta degilken 1 9 3

bile).
13. Cok aglar. 1 2 3
14. Hayvanlara eziyet eder. 1 2 3
15. Kars1 gelir. 1 2 3
16. Istekleri aninda karsilanmalidar. 1 2 3
17. Egyalarina zarar verir. 1 2 3
18. Ailesine ait esyalara zarar verir. 1 2 3
19. Ishal olur, kakas1 yumusaktir (hasta degilken bile). |1 2 3
20. S6z dinlemez, kurallara uymaz. 1 2 3
21. Yasam diizenindeki en ufak bir degisiklikten rahatsiz 1 2 3

olur.
22. Tek basina uyumak istemez. 1 2 3
23. Kendisiyle konusuldugunda yanit vermez. 1 2 3
24. Istahsizdir (aIKIAYINIZ)........o.coovvereeeeeerererceeeeenenen, 1 2 3
25. Diger ¢ocuklarla anlagamaz. 1 2 3
26. Nagﬂ eglenecegini bilmez, biiylimiis de kii¢iilmiis 1 5 3

gibi davranir.
27. Hatali davranisindan dolay1 sugluluk duymaz. 1 2 3
28. Evden disar1 ¢ikmak istemez. 1 2 3
29. Giigliikle karsilastiginda ¢abuk vazgecer. 1 2 3
30. Kolay kiskanur. 1 2 3
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31.

Yenilip i¢ilmeyecek seyleri yer ya da iger (kum, kil,
kalem, silgi gibi)
(Belirtiniz)......cccovvveeee e

32.

Bazi hayvanlardan, ortamlardan ya da yerlerden
korkar. (belirtiniz).........ccccocvvveveiieiieicce,

-

N

w

33.

Duygular1 kolayca incinir.

34.

Cok sik bir yerlerini incitir, bas1 kazadan kurtulmaz.

35.

Cok kavga-doviis eder.

36.

Her seye burnunu sokar.

37.

Anne-babasindan ayrildiginda ¢ok tedirgin olur.

38.

Uykuya dalmada gii¢liik ¢eker.

39.

Bag agrilar1 vardir (tibbi nedeni olmadan).

40.

Bagkalarina vurur.

41.

Nefesini tutar.

42.

Diistinmeden insanlara ya da hayvanlara zarar verir.

43.

Higbir neden yokken mutsuz goriiniir.

44,

Ofkelidir.

[ e = = Y =N S S N S
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45.

Midesi bulanir, kendini hasta hisseder (tibbi neden
olmadan).

46.

Bir yerleri segirir, tikleri vardir
(ag1KIaYINIZ)...ooueieiiiiieiiieeeee

47.

Sinirli ve gergindir.

48.

Gece kabuslar1 vardir, korkulu riiyalar goriir.

49.

Asirt yemek yer.

50.

Asirt yorgundur.

51.

Higbir neden yokken panik yasar.

52.

Kakasini yaparken agrisi, acis1 olur.

53.

Fiziksel olarak insanlara saldirir, onlara vurur.

54.

Burnunu karistirir, cildini ya da viicudunun diger
taraflarini yolar
(ag1KIaAYINIZ)...ooevieiieeiieiiieee e

55.

Cinsel organlariyla ¢ok fazla oynar.

56.

Hareketlerinde tam kontrollii degildir, sakardir.
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S7.

T1ibbi nedeni olmayan, gérme bozuklugu disinda goz
ile ilgili sorunlar1 vardir
(aGIKIAYINIZ)...ocvieiieeiieieeee e

58.

Cezadan anlamaz; ceza, davranigin1 degistirmez.

59.

Bir ugras ya da faaliyetten digerine ¢abuk gecer.

60.

Dokiintiileri ya da bagka cilt sorunlari vardir (tibbi
nedeni olmayan).

61.

Yemek yemeyi reddeder.

62.

Hareketli/canli oyunlar oynamay1 reddeder.

63.

Basini ve bedenini tekrar tekrar sallar.

64.

Gece yatagina gitmemek i¢in direnir.

= | = | = | =
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65.

Tuvalet egitimine kars1 direnir (karsilastiginiz
zorluklart belirtiniz)...........cccceevverieeniienieenenne,

-

N

w

66.

Cok bagirir, ¢agirir ¢1glik atar.

67.

Sevgiye, sefkate tepkisiz goriiniir.

68.

Sikilgan ve utangactir.

69.

Bencildir, paylasmaz.

70.

Insanlara kars1 ¢ok az sevgi, sefkat gosterir.

71.

Cevresindeki seylere ¢ok az ilgi gosterir.

72.

Caninin yanmasindan, incinmekten pek az korkar.

73.

Cekingen ve iirkektir.

[ RSy g R I R .
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74.

Gece ve glindiiz, cocuklarin ¢ogundan daha az uyur.
(ag1KIAYINIZ)...ooueieiiiiieiiieiee e

75.

Kakastyla oynar ve onu etrafa bulastirir.

76.

Konusma sorunu vardir.
(ag1KIaYINIZ)...ooueieiiiiieiiceee e

77.

Bir yere bos gozlerle uzun siire bakar ve dalgin
goruntr.

78.

Mide-karin agris1 ve kramplar1 vardir (tibbi nedeni
olmayan).

79.

Uzgiinken birden neseli, neseli iken birden iizgiin
olabilir.

80.

Yadirganan, tuhaf davraniglar1 vardir.
(AGIKIAYINIZ) ..o

81.

Inatg1, somurtkan ve rahatsiz edicidir.
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82. Duygular1 degiskendir, bir an1 bir anin1 tutmaz.

83. Cok sik kiiser, surat asar, somurtur.

84. Uykusunda konusur, aglar, bagirir.

85. Ofke nobetleri vardir, cok cabuk dtkelenir.

86. Temiz, titiz ve diizenlidir.

87. Cok korkak ve kaygilidir.

88. Is birligi yapmaz.

89. Hareketsiz ve yavastir, enerjik degildir.

90. Mutsuz, iizgiin, ¢okmiis ve keyifsizdir.

91. Cok giiriiltiictidiir.

92. Yeni tanidig1 insanlardan ve durumlardan ¢ok
tedirgin olur (agiklay1niz).........ccccceeeveeeenveeennnen.

93. Kusmalar1 vardir (tibbi nedeni olmayan).

94. Geceleri sik sik uyanir.

95. Alip basim gider.

96. Cok ilgi ve dikkat ister.

97. Sizlanir, mizirdanir.

98. i¢e kapaniktir, baskalariyla birlikte olmak istemez.

99. Evhamlidir.

100. Cocugunuzun burada deginilmeyen bagka
sorunu varsa liitfen yaziniz.
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Aragtirmaya dair eklemek istediklerinizi asagidaki kutucuga yaziniz.

Bu sorular igerisinde anlamadiginiz ya da cevaplamakta zorlandiginiz kisimlar oldu
mu? Oldu ise liitfen belirtiniz.

Katilimmiz igin tesekkiir ederiz! Tanidiginiz anne-babalara arastirmamizdan
bahsederseniz minnettar oluruz.

Ayrica, bakicilarla ilgili diger arastirmamiz icin
https://forms.gle/FdGY C4qpY4pjAjkC7 adresine bilgilerinizi birakabilirsiniz. Size en
kisa siirede ulagacagiz.

Herhangi bir soru veya yorumunuz ic¢in bizimle nakay@metu.edu.tr adresinden
baglantiya gecebilirsiniz.

UK

Dear Parents,

We would like to invite you to take part in our research, which is looking at the role
of nannies as childcare providers for families with young children. Please read the
information below before deciding whether to participate in this research and ask us
when something is not clear. Thank you for taking up your time to read the information
below.

What is the purpose of this research?

The aim of this research i1s to learn more about families’ experiences of childcare
provided by nannies. We would like to gain a better understanding of the relationships
between family members and nannies and the well-being of children receiving nanny
care.

Why have | been invited?
We are specifically looking for parents who:

Have a child between the ages of 1.5-5 years

Live in a two-parent household,

Rely on a paid nanny for some proportion of their child’s care,
The nanny has worked for at least the past three months.

What will happen if | take part?

If you participate in this survey, you will be asked to fill out a questionnaire online.
This questionnaire includes information about your nanny, the distribution of
responsibilities at home, and questions about family relationships. If your child has
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had more than one nanny, we would like you to answer the questions by thinking about
your current or most recent nanny.

What are the possible disadvantages or risks of taking part?

We do not expect there to be any risks or disadvantages to taking part in this survey,
other than the time taken to complete it. Your responses are entirely anonymous, so
the answers you give could never be linked to you. Some questions in the survey
address personal matters about you and your relationships. You are free to skip any
question you do not feel comfortable answering.

What are the possible benefits of taking part?

A nanny can be a crucial part of a child's daily care and may have an important
influence on a child's development and wellbeing. However, currently, we lack good
information about the extent to which this is the case and what factors might be most
important. Therefore, the main benefit of participation would be to take part in an
effort to better understand these issues.

Expenses and payments

The research procedure does not entail additional expenses for you.

Your participation is entirely voluntary for this research. We are not able to pay you
for your time.

What do | have to do to take part?
After you tick all boxes in the consent form, you will be directed to the survey.

What happens to the results of the research study?

Since we will not ask you for any contact information and will not be able to identify
which responses are yours, we cannot share the results with you individually.
However, the e-mail address of one of the researchers is shared with you at the end of
the survey, so that you can reach us if you have any questions.

Voluntary participation and discontinuation
Participation is voluntary. You have the right not to answer questions you don’t want
to answer, and you are free to leave the survey at any time.

What will happen to my data?

The individual responses you provide will not be shared with anyone other than
researchers under any circumstances. The results of the research will be evaluated and
presented collectively and will not identify any individuals.

Who is organising, funding and monitoring the research?

This research has been organised by Nazli Akay (doctoral candidate, Middle East
Technical University Developmental Psychology Doctorate Program), Prof. Pasco
Fearon UCL Division of Psychology & Language Sciences), and Assist. Prof. Basak
Sahin-Acar (Middle East Technical University Psychology Department).
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This research is sponsored by University College London and funded by The Scientific
and Technological Research Council of Turkey.

Ethical approval
The University College London Ethics Committee has approved this research with the
reference number 19251/001.

What to do if something goes wrong?

University College London, as the Sponsor, has appropriate insurance in place in the
unlikely event that you suffer any harm as a direct consequence of your participation
in this study.

However, if you have a concern about any aspect of this study, you should ask to speak
to Nazli Akay, who will do her best to answer your questions.

Safeguarding and confidentiality
All information you provide to us anonymous and cannot be linked to you individually.
All data will be stored securely and not passed on to any third parties.

How can | contact the researchers?
For any questions about the research, you could contact Nazli Akay (----------------- ).

If you check all the boxes in the field below, you indicate that you have read and
understood the above statement and agree to participate in this research with your own
consent.

Study Title: The Family Dynamics in Nanny-Employed Families and Their Impact on the
Cared Child's Well-Being

UCL REC Approval ID: 19251/001

Researchers: Pasco Fearon (UCL, -------------- ), Nazli Akay (UCL, -------------------- ), Bagak
Sahin-Acar (METU, )
UCL Data Protection Officer: Alex Potts ( )

I confirm that | understand that by ticking/initialling each box below I am consenting to
this element of the study. | understand that it will be assumed that unticked/initialled
boxes mean that | DO NOT consent to that part of the study. | understand that by not
giving consent for any one element that | may be deemed ineligible for the study.

Tick
Box

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the Information Sheet for the
above study. | have had an opportunity to consider the information and
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what will be expected of me. | have also had the opportunity to ask
questions which have been answered to my satisfaction.

2. I understand that the data | am giving is fully anonymous and that |
will not be identifiable by the research teams or anyone else.

3. I consent to participate in the study. | understand that the information
I provide will be used for the purposes explained to me.

4, I understand that my information may be subject to review by
responsible individuals from University College London, Middle East
Technical University and The Scientific and Technological Research
Council of Turkey for monitoring and audit purposes.

5. | understand that my participation is voluntary and that | am free to
stop at any time without giving a reason. | also understand that once |
complete the survey, | cannot withdraw that information as the
researchers will not be able to identify my record.

6. I understand that the data will not be made available to any commercial
organisations.

7. I agree that my anonymised research data may be used by suitably
qualified researchers for future research.

8. I understand that the information | have submitted, along with other
data, will be published as a part of a dissertation, conference/congress
presentations and/or research articles. | understand that | will not be
identified in any of these publications.

9. I am aware of who | should contact if | wish to lodge a complaint.

10. | I voluntarily agree to take part in this study.

11. | Overseas Transfer of Data

| understand that my anonymised responses to the survey will be
securely transferred and securely stored by the research team in Turkey
on password-protected computer systems.

Have you had a nanny to help you with child care?
O Yes
O No

What is your relationship with your child?
O Mother

O Father

O Other

Are you a UK citizen or resident?
O Yes, I am
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O No, I am not

Please indicate your marital status below.
O Living with the child's other parent
O Separated with the child's other parent

Do you live in a same-sex or different-sex parent household?
O 1 live in a same-sex parent household
O 1 live in a different-sex parent household

How old are you?

How many children do you have?
O 1 child

O 2 children

O 3 children

O 4 or more children

Please write the ages (year and month) and genders of your children below. If you
have more than one child, please separate their ages and genders by using commas.
Ages (year and month) |

Genders | |

How long have you been working with your current nanny?

How many children is your nanny caring for?
O 1 child

O 2 children

O 3 children

O 4 or more children

Which of your children has your current nanny cared for?
O My first child (oldest)

O My second child

O My third child

O My fourth child

O Other (please write)

Please choose one option that best describes your nanny's ethnic group or background.
O English, Welsh, Scottish, Northern Irish/British

O lIrish

O Gypsy or Irish Traveller

O Any other White background, please describe

O White and Black Caribbean

O White and Black African

O White and Asian
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O Any other Mixed/multiple ethnic background, please describe
O Indian

O Pakistani

O Bangladeshi

O Chinese

O Any other Asian background, please describe

O African

O Caribbean

O Any other Black/African/Caribbean background, please describe
O Arab

O Any other ethnic group, please describe

Does your nanny have children?
O Yes
O No

If you know, please write the number of children your nanny has and state their ages
and genders. If she has more than one child, please separate their ages and genders by
using commas.

Number of nanny's childrer
Their ages

Their genders

Please mark the responsibilities of your child's nanny in your house (you may mark
more than one option).

O Shopping for the home

O Taking care of the child

O Tidying up the house

O Cooking for the household

O Cleaning for the household

O Doing laundry for the household
O Doing the dishes of the household
O Other

O Washing the child's clothes

O Washing the child's dishes

O Cooking for the child

O Ironing the child's clothes

Does your nanny live with you?
O Yes
O No

Please write the working hours of your nanny.
Weekdays
Weekends

Please write the amount of time that each person spends with the child during a typical
day that the nanny works (all fields should add up to 100).
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Mother

Father

Nanny

Other (please specify)
Total

Please write the amount of time that each person spends with the child during a typical
day that the nanny does not work (all fields should add up to 100).

Mother |

Father

Other (please specify)
Total

Evaluate the relationship between your nanny and your child on the following table:
The range is from 0 (zero) meaning "very bad" to 10 meaning "very good".
Nanny-child relationship 012345678910

Evaluate the relationship between you and your nanny on the following table: The
range is from 0 (zero) meaning "very bad" to 10 meaning "very good".
Self-nanny relationship 012345678910

Evaluate the relationship between your nanny and your spouse on the following table:
The range is from 0 (zero) meaning "very bad" to 10 meaning "very good".
Spouse-nanny relationship 012345678910

Evaluate the relationship between you and your child on the following table: The range
is from 0 (zero) meaning "very bad" to 10 meaning "very good".
Self-child relationship 012345678910

Evaluate the relationship between your spouse and your child on the following table:
The range is from 0 (zero) meaning "very bad" to 10 meaning "very good".
Spouse-child relationship 012345678910

To what extent do you feel the care your nanny gives to your child is under your
control?
My sense of control over nanny care 010 20 30 4050 60 70 80 90 100

Does your child attend nursery, preschool education, playgroup or a childcare facility?
O Yes
O No

How many hours does your child spend a week in nursery, preschool education,
playgroup or a childcare facility?

O 1-5 hours

O 6-10 hours

O 11-15 hours

O 16-20 hours

O 21-25 hours
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O 26 or more hours

Evaluate to what extent your spouse and you are responsible for the following chores
on the scale.

On this scale, the pointer is in the middle. Leaving it as is indicates that you and your
spouse are equally responsible for the work in question. As you move the pointer to
the left, you indicate that your partner is more responsible, and the more you move it
to the right, the more responsible you are. Please ignore the numbers that appear above
in the table while making your mark.

Completely on my spouse  Completely on me

-5-4-3-2-1012345

Fixing up the house
Shopping
Taking care of the children
Tidying up the house
Cooking
Cleaning
Doing the laundry
Washing the dishes

Evaluate on the scale how much your spouse and you contribute to the care of the
children.
Completely on my spouse  Completely on me
-5-4-3-2-1012345
Outdoor activities
Playing at home
Dealing with the care/education
Helping with homework
Reading
Feeding
Putting to bed
Bathing
Changing the nappy

Please answer the following questions about your current romantic partner.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Not at Somewhat Moderately Very Completely
all true true true true true

My partner usually:

.. 1s an excellent judge of my character.
.. sees the “real” me.
... sees the same virtues and faults in me as I see in myself.
.. “gets the facts right” about me.
.. esteems me, shortcomings and all.

orwdPE
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6 .. knows me well.

7. ... values and respects the whole package that is the “real” me.
8 .. usually seems to focus on the “best side” of me.

9. ... 1s aware of what I am thinking and feeling.

10. ... understands me.

11. ... really listens to me.

12. ... expresses liking and encouragement for me.

13. ... seems interested in what | am thinking and feeling.
14. ... seems interested in doing things with me.

15. ... values my abilities and opinions.

16. ... 1s on “the same wavelength” with me.

17. ... respects me.

18. ... 1s responsive to my needs.

Below is a list of items that describe children. For each item
that describes THE CHILD THAT YOU ARE
REFERRING TO IN THIS RESEARCH now or within
the past 2 months, please circle the 2 if the item is very
true or often true of the child. Circle the 1 if the item is
somewhat or sometimes true of the child. If the item is not
true of the child, circle the 0. Please answer all items as |\ true
well as you can, even if some do not seem to apply to the
child.

1 2 3
Not True Somewhat or Sometimes True Very True or Often True

me

at
or
So
me
ti
me

Tr
ue

Very
True or
Often
True

1. Aches or pains (without medical cause; do not include
stomach or headaches) (1)

[

N

w

. Acts too young for age. (2)

. Afraid to try new things. (3)

. Avoids looking others in the eye. (4)

. Can’t concentrate, can’t pay attention for long. (5)

. Can’t sit still, restless, or hyperactive. (6)

. Can’t stand having things out of place. (7)

X N N L] B WD

. Can’t stand waiting; wants everything now. (8)

9. Chews on things that aren't edible. (9)

10. Clings to adults or too dependent. (10)

e = =Y [ N R S R E N R

11. Constantly seeks help. (11)

NN IDNIDNNIDNIDND DN IDND DD

Wl W W W W W w|w|w|w
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12. Constipated, doesn’t move bowels (when not sick).
(12)

[

13. Cries a lot. (13)

14. Cruel to animals. (14)

15. Defiant. (15)

16. Demands must be met immediately. (16)

17. Destroys his/her own things. (17)

R P | ==~

N TN NN

Wl w | w | w|w

18. Destroys things belonging to his/her family or other
children. (18)

-

N

w

19. Diarrhea or loose bowels (when not sick). (19)

20. Disobedient. (20)

21. Disturbed by any change in routine. (21)

22. Doesn’t want to sleep alone. (22)

23. Doesn’t answer when people talk to him/her. (23)

24. Doesn’t eat well. (24)

25. Doesn’t get along with other children. (25)

[ e S = I =N =N =

NN NN IDN NN
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26. Doesn’t know how to have fun; acts like a little
adult. (26)

|

N

w

27. Doesn’t seem to feel guilty after misbehaving. (27)

28. Doesn’t want to go out of home. (28)

29. Easily frustrated. (29)

30. Easily jealous. (30)

= | = | = =

NN NN

w | W W w

31. Eats or drinks things that are not food—don’t
include sweets. (31)

|

N

w

32. Fears certain animals, situations, or places. (32)

33. Feelings are easily hurt. (33)

34. Gets hurt a lot, accident-prone. (34)

35. Gets in many fights. (35)

36. Gets into everything. (36)

37. Gets too upset when separated from parents. (37)

38. Has trouble getting to sleep. (38)

[ e = =N = =
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39. Headaches (without medical cause). (39)

40. Hits others. (40)

41. Holds his/her breath. (41)

42. Hurts animals or people without meaning to. (42)

43. Looks unhappy without good reason. (43)

44. Angry moods. (44)

45. Nausea, feels sick (without medical cause). (45)

46. Nervous movements or twitching. (46)

47. Nervous, highstrung, or tense. (47)

48. Nightmares. (48)

49. Overeating. (49)

50. Overtired. (50)

51. Shows panic for no good reason. (51)

P | = | =B =[P | =B | B |[~F|[FP|=B]|B|[F]|F&
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52. Painful bowel movements (without medical cause).
(52)

[

N

w

53. Physically attacks people. (53)

54. Picks nose, skin, or other parts of body. (54)

55. Plays with own sex parts too much. (55)

56. Poorly coordinated or clumsy. (56)

57. Problems with eyes (without medical cause). (57)

58. Punishment doesn’t change his/her behavior. (58)

59. Quickly shifts from one activity to another. (59)

N NN DN NN

W W W Wl w|w|w

60. Rashes or other skin problems (without medical
cause). (60)

N

w

61. Refuses to eat. (61)

62. Refuses to play active games. (62)

63. Repeatedly rocks head or body. (63)

64. Resists going to bed at night. (64)

65. Resists toilet training. (65)

66. Screams a lot. (66)

[ R = = =
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67.

Seems unresponsive to affection. (67)

68.

Self-conscious or easily embarrassed. (68)

69.

Selfish or won’t share. (69)

70.

Shows little affection toward people. (70)

71.

Shows little interest in things around him/her. (71)

72.

Shows too little fear of getting hurt. (72)

73.

Too shy or timid. (73)

74.

Sleeps less than most kids during day. (74)

75.

Smears or plays with bowel movements. (75)

76.

Speech problem. (76)

77.

Stares into space or seems preoccupied. (77)

[ [ S R T N T
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78.

Stomachaches or cramps (without medical cause).

(78)

-

N

w

79.

Rapid shifts between sadness and excitement. (79)

80.

Strange behavior. (80)

81.

Stubborn, sullen, or irritable. (81)

82.

Sudden changes in mood or feelings. (82)

83.

Sulks a lot. (83)

84.

Talks or cries out in sleep. (84)

85.

Temper tantrums or hot temper. (85)

86.

Too concerned with neatness or cleanliness. (86)

87.

Too fearful or anxious. (87)

88.

Uncooperative. (88)

89.

Underactive, slow moving, or lacks energy. (89)

90.

Unhappy, sad, or depressed. (90)

91.

Unusually loud. (91)

92.

Upset by new people or situations. (92)
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93.

Vomiting, throwing up (without medical cause).

(93)

|

94.

Wakes up often at night. (94)
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95. Wanders away. (95)

96. Wants a lot of attention. (96)

97. Whining. (97)

98. Withdrawn, doesn’t get involved with others. (98)

= | == ]| =
NN N NN
W W | w ]| w|®

99. Worries. (99)

100. Please write in any problems the child has that were
not listed above.

If you would like to add anything that you think might be relevant with this research,
please add here.

Were there any parts of this survey that you did not understand or had difficulty
answering? If yes, please specify.

Thank you for your participation!

We appreciate the time you have taken to tell us about your family and your child. If
you have any concerns at all about your child's health, development or well-being, we
would recommend that you contact your GP, who would be able to offer you advice
and direct you to the sources of support if needed.

We would be glad if you mentioned our research to other mothers and fathers.
You could contact us via ----------------- anytime.
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F. TURKISH SUMMARY / TURKCE OZET

Giris

Aile toplumun merkezi olarak goriilmektedir (Durant, 1946, akt. Odland, 2010).
Ailenin geleneksel iiyeler olan anne, baba ve ¢cocuklara bazen ailenin iiyesi olmasa da
aile dinamiklerinde rolii olan baska kisiler eklenmektedir. Bu kisilerden biri ¢ocuk
bakicisidir. Bakicilar, calistiklart aileyle is iliskisi i¢inde olmalarina ragmen, basta
bakimindan sorumlu olduklar1 ¢ocuk olmak iizere, aile ile ayn1 zamanda samimi
iligkileri olan ¢alisanlardir. Bununla birlikte, alanyazinda bakicilarin bakim verdikleri
cocukla ve aile tiyeleriyle iligkilerinin gocugun psikolojik iyi olusuna (i¢sellestirici ve
dissallastirici problemler agisindan) etkisini inceleyen yaym bulunmamaktadir. Bu
doktora tezi ile bu iliskileri ve etkilerini, iki farkli arastirma ile kesfetmeyi

amaclamaktay1z.
Cocuk Bakim

Insan yavrular1 hayatta kalabilmek icin ilk yillarinda bir veya birden fazla yetiskinin
bakimina ihtiya¢ duyarlar (Sakman, 2020). Bu bakim, ¢ogunlukla anne tarafindan,
kismen de baba tarafindan verilmektedir (Chodorow, 1999). Anne ve babalarin gocuk
bakiminda aldig1 sorumluluklar ve verdikleri bakimin kalitesi birbirinden farklh
olabilmektedir (ACEV, 2017; Working Mother, 2015). Geleneksel is bolimiine uygun
olarak, anneler ¢ocuk bakimina dair ve ev diizenine dair ¢cogu is i¢in temel sorumlu
durumundadir ve bu bulgu Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere merkezli bulgularda tekrarlanmaktadir
(ACEV, 2017; Henz, 2019). Giinlimiizde babalarin ¢gocuk bakiminda daha aktif bir rol
aldig1 gorilmektedir, ancak geleneksel rollerde radikal bir degisiklik olmamistir
(Churchill & Craig, 2021; Henz, 2017, 2019; lzci ve Jones, 2021; Pekel Uludagli,
2017).
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Anababa-Cocuk Iliskisi

Cocuk bakiminin en 6nemli unsurlarindan biri de bakimveren ve ¢ocuk arasindaki
iliskidir. Belki de yukarida belirtilen geleneksel aile rolleri nedeniyle, anababa-¢ocuk
iliskisi cogunlukla anne-c¢ocuk iliskisi lizerinden arastirilmis ve tanimlanmistir. Ancak
yakin ge¢miste, baba-¢ocuk iliskisinin anne-cocuk iligkisi ile benzerlikleri kadar
farkliliklarinin da oldugu kesfedilmis ve baba-¢ocuk iligskisine odaklanilmaya
baslanmistir (Malmberg ve Flouri, 2011).

Anababa-¢ocuk iliskisinin, farkli arastirmacilar tarafindan farkli isevuruk tanimlar
kullanilarak arastirilsa da, ¢ocuk iyi olusu tlizerinde etkili oldugu bulunmustur (Acar
ve dig., 2019; Pinquart, 2010). Hem anne-¢ocuk iliskisi, hem de baba-¢ocuk iliskisi ile
cocuk 1iyi olusu arasindaki iligki birden fazla arastirma ekibi tarafindan gosterilmistir
(Amato, 1994; Bornstein ve Putnick, 2021; Deutsch et al., 2001; Liu et al., 2021;
Mangiavacchi ve dig., 2021; Okorn ve dig., 2021; Winstone ve dig., 2021; Wolchik
ve dig., 2002; Xu ve dig., 2021). Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere’de de anababa-gocuk iliskisinin
cocuk 1yi olusuna katkisin1 gésteren bulgular mevcuttur ve iki iilkede benzer driintiiler
goriilmiistiir (Aytac, 2014; Emmott ve Mace, 2021; Kuzucu ve Ozdemir, 2013;
Opondo ve dig., 2017; Ozdal ve Aral, 2005; Sagkal ve dig., 2018).

Burada bahsedilmesi gereken onemli bir faktor anababa duyarligidir. Duyarlik ¢
unsurdan olugsmaktadir: Cocugun sinyallerini fark etme, onlar1 dogru anlama ve onlara
uygun yaniti verme (Mesman ve dig., 2016). Duyarli bir bakimveren, ¢cocugun kendini
giivende hissetmesini saglar ve kesfetmesi ve 6grenmesi igin ona gii¢ verir (Cabrera,
2020). Ayn1 zamanda ¢ocugun igsel ¢alisma modellerini sekillendirmek suretiyle onun
giivenli baglanma 6riintiisii olusturmasini saglar (Bohr ve dig., 2018; Bornstein ve dig.,
2012; Bowlby, 1980; Dumont ve Paquette, 2013; Ereky-Stevens ve dig., 2018; Hartz
ve Williford, 2015; Hirsh-Pasek ve Burchinal, 2006; Main ve dig., 1985; Shoppe-
Sullivan ve dig., 2006). Tipki anababa-¢ocuk iliskisinde oldugu gibi, anababa
duyarhigi da genelde anne duyarlig1 ekseninde arastirilmis ve duyarligin ¢ocugun iyi
olusuna olumlu etkide bulundugu goriilmiistiir (Cabrera, 2020; Favez ve dig., 2017;
Mills-Koonce ve dig., 2015). Benzer sonuglar baba duyarligi i¢in de raporlanmistir
(Rodrigues ve dig., 2021).
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Cocuk Bakicisi

Cocugun gelisim siirecinde anne veya babasi olmayan baska yetiskinler de ¢ocuga
bakim vermektedir. Bu iivey-ebeveynler (alloparents) agirlikli olarak ¢ekirdek aileyle
akrabadir ve kadindir, ancak sehirlesme ve kadinin da is siireglerine katilimiyla aileden
olmayan bakicilarin istihdami devreye girmistir (Bornstein ve Giingor, 2013; Hrdy,
2009; Kaya, 2008; Sakman, 2020).

Bakicilar her ne kadar aileye sonradan giren birer yabanci olsalar da, igveren aileyle
0zel bir iligkileri bulunmaktadir. Bir acidan, bakicilar ailenin is verdigi
profesyonellerdir (Kaya, 2008). Bu durum bakicilarin yonetilebilir ve yeri geldiginde
gbzden ¢ikarilabilir olmast demektir. Ek olarak, bakicilarin ¢aligma kosullar1 ve is
tanimlarinda bir belirsizlik mevcuttur ve bu (en azindan Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere icin)
devletin de yakindan kontrol ettigi bir olgu gibi goriinmemektedir (Akay, 2013; Cox,
2011; NurseryWorld, 2009; Rough, 2009). Is tanimlarindaki belirsizligin, bakicilarin
her igvereniyle calisma kosullarinin farkli olmasi ve onlardan fazladan is istenmesi

gibi sonuglari olmaktadir (Akay, 2013).

Bir diger agidan, bakicilarin igveren aile ile iligkileri duygusal bir yakinlik
icermektedir, zira bakicilar ailenin ¢ocuklarindan sorumludur. Bakicilarin {istlendigi
islerin arasinda c¢ocugun temel fizyolojik ihtiyaclarinin karsilanmasimndan onun
psikolojik ve sosyal, hatta entelektiiel ihtiyaclarmin karsilanmasina kadar genis bir
yelpazede igler bulunmaktadir (Akay, 2013; Elden ve Anving, 2019; Kaya, 2008;
Romero, 2013; Rough, 2009). Bu isler, geleneksel aile diizeninde bir annenin
istlenecegi giinliikk islerdir ve bu nedenle bakicilik suret annelik olarak
nitelendirilmektedir (Macdonald, 1998). Dolayisiyla bakicilar ¢aligtiklari evde iken
evin o siradaki annelik ihtiyaglarina gore, anneymis gibi hareket etmektedir (Akay,
2013; Cox, 2011; Kaya, 2008; Romero, 2013). Ayrica bakicilar ve ailelerin arasinda
yakin bir iliski vardir; hem aileler hem de bakicilar birbirinden “ailenin bir parcasi

gibi” ifadesi ile bahsetmektedir (Akay, 2013).

Bu yakinlik baglaminda, anababa-¢ocuk arasindaki iliskiyi olusturan dinamiklerin
bakici-cocuk iliskisinde de bulunmasi beklenebilir. Ancak bu konu Onceden

arastirilmadigi i¢in bilinmeyenler olduk¢a fazladir. Benzer bir sekilde, bakici duyarligi
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ile ilgili de alanyazinda arastirmaya rastlanmamistir. Bakici-¢ocuk iligkisini anlamak
adina alanyazinda basvurulabilecek en degerli kaynaklar, israil bakim sisteminde
anneler ve bakimverenler lizerinden c¢ocuklarin ¢oklu baglanma iligkileri kurup
kuramadiginin anlasilmasimni hedefleyen aragtirmalardir. Bu arastirmalara gore,
cocuklar anneler ve bakimverenleri ile farkli baglanma iliskileri kurabilmekte, ayrica
bu iliskiler ¢ocuk igin birbirinin alternatifi olabilmektedir (Fox, 1977; Sagi ve dig.,
1985; van 1Jzendoorn ve dig., 1992).

Bakici-¢ocuk iligkisi ¢ocugun aile iliskilerinin kotii oldugu durumlarda bir tampon
gorevi gorebilecegi gibi, kotii oldugu durumda ¢ocugun uyum siireglerini de sekteye
ugratma potansiyeli tasimaktadir. Psikanalitik bir bakis agisiyla ise, bakicinin
varhigmin, ¢ocugun iyi Ve kotii kavramlarin biitiinlestirmesine engel olacagi veya
kayip ve yas duyarlifinin artmasina neden olacagi hakkinda goriisler de mevcuttur

(Magagna, 1997).

Ozel olarak bakici-cocuk iliskisine odaklanan bir tane arastrma mevcuttur; bu
arastirmaya gore bakicilar ile geg¢miste bakim verdikleri yetiskinlere bakim
deneyimleri sorulmus ve katilimcilarin deneyimlerinden olumlu bahsettikleri
goriilmistiir (Hoiting, 2022). Sosyolojik aragtirmalarin ulastigi bir baska bulgu ise
cocuklarin bakicilara baglandigi gibi bakicilarin da ¢ocuklara baglandigidir. Ancak bu
baglanma iligkisi bakicinin isten ¢ikmasi ile bitecegi i¢in, bakicilarin gocuklarla kopuk
baglanma (detached attachment) kurduklari tartisilmigtir (Hoiting, 2022; Hondagneu-
Sotelo ve dig., 1997; Macdonald, 1998). Cocugundan ayr1 kalan bakicilarin, baktiklari
cocukla olan iligkilerini 6zlem hisleri ile basa ¢ikmak icin kullandiklar1 da

bulunmustur (Akay, 2013).
Aile Dinamikleri

Aile ici iligkiler ikili iligki dinamikleri lizerinden sik¢a incelense de, bu iliskiler giinliik
hayat icerisinde ¢oklu iliskiler olarak yasanmaktadir. Aile Sistemleri Kurami’na gore,
bireyler sistemler (6rn. aile) iginde etkilesim yasar; bu etkilesimleri anlamanin yolu bu
sistemleri de géz Oniine almaktir (Dallos ve Draper, 2015; Smith ve Acuna, 2010).

Benzer fikirler Bronfenbrenner’in Ekolojik Model’i (Bronfenbrenner ve Morris, 2006)
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ve Masten ve Cicchetti’nin (2010) Gelisimsel Caglayan Modeli’nde (Developmental
Cascades Model) de mevcuttur.

Aile dinamikleri iki sekilde incelenebilir: Birincisi, ikili iligkilerin birbiri tizerindeki
etkisine odaklanmalk, ikincisi ise aile etkilesimlerini ti¢lii, dortlii veya daha fazla kisilik
katilime1 gruplar {izerinden incelemektir. Ik gruptaki arastirmalar daha fazladir ve
bunlara 6rnek olarak yukarida bahsettigimiz ¢coklu baglanma arastirmalari verilebilir.
Buradaki 6nemli sorulardan biri, bu iliskilerin hangisi ya da hangilerinin daha 6nemli
olduguna karar vermektir. Bu konuda anne-gocuk ya da baba-¢ocuk iliskisinin daha
onemli oldugunu savunan yayinlar oldugu gibi, iki iliskinin de 6nemli oldugunu ve
cocuga farkli acgilardan etkilerinin oldugunu savunan yayinlar da bulunmaktadir
(Amato, 1994; Barnett ve dig., 1992; Favez ve dig., 2011; Kochanska ve Aksan, 2004;
Main ve dig., 1985; Malmberg ve Flouri, 2011; Mathijssen ve dig., 1998; Videon,
2005; Volling ve dig., 2002). Alanyazinda bu kadar farkli bulgularin olmasinin nedeni,
anababa-gocuk iligkisinin farkli arastirmalarda farkli sekillerde tanimlaniyor olmasi

olabilir.

Aile i¢i ikili iligkilerin birbirine etkisi agisindan bir bagska 6rnek de anne ve babanin
arasindaki romantik iliskinin anababa-gocuk iliskisi iizerindeki etkidir (Amato, 1994;
Erel ve Burman, 1995). Bu etkinin de son asamada ¢ocuk iyi olusunu yordadigi
sOylenebilir (Cowan ve dig., 2005; El-Sheikh ve EImore-Staton, 2004; Favez ve dig.,
2011).

Aile dinamiklerini inceleyen ikinci gruba mensup arastirmalar ise, ¢ogunlukla ticlii
olmak tizere, cocuklar ve diger bakimverenler arasindaki ¢oklu iligkilere
odaklanmaktadirlar. Bu yaklasimin beslendigi bilgiler, anababalarin birbirleriyle
etkilesim icinde olarak bakim verdikleri bilgisi ile, baska bir bakimverenin varliginin
bile bakimverenlerin bakim davraniglarinin degistirdigi bilgisidir (Favez ve dig., 2011,
2012, 2017; Goldberg ve dig., 2002; Lindsey ve Caldera, 2006; McHale, 1997).

Uclii bir iliskide ortak anababalik (coparenting) agik veya ortiik davranislarla
gerceklesebilir ve ortaklar birbirleriyle is birligi veya c¢atisma igerisinde olabilirler
(Favez ve dig., 2012). Bir baska deyisle, bakimverenlerden biri digerinin gocukla
iliskisini kolaylastirict ya da engelleyici bir rol iistlenebilir. Is birligi iceren bir ortak
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anababalikta anne ve baba birbirlerine ¢ocuk bakiminda destek olur veya birbirlerini
onaylarlar (Scaiola ve dig., 2013; Teubert ve Pinquart, 2010). Bu, ¢ocugun olumlu bir
aile semasi olusturmasini saglar ve babanin ¢ocuga yonelik duyarligini arttirir (Brown
ve dig., 2009; McHale, 1997). Catismal1 ortak anababalik ise anne ve baba arasindaki
bakim esnasinda gelisen olumsuz etkilesimlerdir ve bekgilik veya koalisyon seklinde
gerceklesebilirler (Favez ve dig., 2011; Puhlman ve Pasley, 2013; Scaiola ve dig.,
2013; Teubert ve Pinquart, 2010).

Ortak anababalik, anne ve babanin romantik iliskisinden etkilenir ve romantik iliski
ile ¢ocugun iyi olusunu etkiler (Favez ve Frascarolo, 2013; Korja ve dig., 2016;
McHale, 1995; McHale & Fivaz-Depeursinge, 2010). Ozellikle catismali ortak
anababaligin ¢ocuk iizerindeki olumsuz etkisi yiiksektir (Buehler ve Gerard, 2002;
Kaczynski ve dig., 2006; McHale ve Rasmussen, 1998). Bu etki dogrudan, ya da
anababa-¢ocuk iligkisini etkilemek suretiyle dolayli yoldan gergeklesebilir (Favez ve
dig., 2017).

Ailenin Bir Parc¢asi Olarak Cocuk Bakicisi

Bakicilarin aile dinamiklerine nasil katildigi ile ilgili alanyazinda ¢ok az bilgi
bulunmaktadir (Akay ve Sahin-Acar, 2021). Oysa, bir bakic1 ise basladig1 anda ailenin
dinamiklerine dahil olmaktadir, hatta bakic1 ve aile arasindaki etkilesimlerin tiim aile
tiyelerinin ve bakicilarin igsel dinamiklerini sekillendirdigi diisiiniilmektedir
(Magagna, 1997). Aile Sistemleri Kurami’ndan yola ¢ikarak, anne ve bakicinin
arasinda, anne ve baba arasinda gergeklesen ortak anababalik etkilesimlerine benzer
bir etkilesimin olmas1 beklenebilir. Benzer ama daha diisiik bir dozda etkilesim baba-

bakici iligkisi i¢in de tartisilabilir.

Bakicilik annelik gorevlerinin bakici ve anne arasinda paylagimini igerdigi i¢in, anne
ve bakici arasinda is birligi dinamiklerinin olugmasi olasidir (Akay, 2013; Macdonald,
1998). Ek olarak, bakicilar ve annelerin arasinda duygusal bir bag oldugu da
bilinmektedir (Akay, 2013; Souralova, 2015). Bu bag, bakicinin aileye dahil edilen bir
yabanci olmasi ve bu nedenle onun tanidiklastirilmasi ig¢in harcanan g¢aba nedeniyle
olabilir (Moody, 2015). Anne-bakici ikilisinin arasinda ayni zamanda ¢atisma da

beklenebilir, zira bu iligski kiskanglik ve ¢ocugun sevgisi i¢in rekabet igerebilir (Kaya,
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2008; Magagna, 1997). Etoloji alanindaki g¢alismalarda iivey-ebeveynlik yapan
disilerin arasinda hem is birligi hem rekabet goriilmiis ve rekabetin iliskiye dolayli
saldirganlik olarak yansidigi gézlemlenmistir; anne ve bakicilarin arasinda da benzer

bir davranig oriintiisiiniin gozlenebilecegi ongoriilebilir (Fisher ve dig., 2017).

Anne-bakici iliskisine dair bazi1 bulgulardan yola ¢ikarak 6ngoriilerde bulunabilsek de,
baba-bakici iligkisi hakkinda alanyazinda arastirma bulunmadigi i¢in Ongériide
bulunamamaktayiz. Babalarin okul katiliminin veya baba-6gretmen iligkisinin ¢ocuk
iyl olusuna katkisi oldugunu bulan aragtirmalar oldugu gibi bu etkiyi bulamayan
aragtirmalar da mevcuttur (Baker, 2018; Jeon ve dig., 2021). Bu bilgilerden yola

cikarak, baba-bakici iligkisinin daha az 6ne ¢ikacagini 6ngérmekteyiz.
Bu Tez Hakkinda

Yukarida agiklandigi gibi, anneler ve babalar ve onlarin ¢ocuk ile etkilesimleri
hakkinda alanyazinda yayinlar bulunmasina ragmen, bakicilari bu agilardan konu eden
arastirmalara dair bir eksiklik bulunmaktadir. Bu tezin amaci, bu boslugu doldurmak

adma bir adim atmaktir.

Arastirma 1: Anne-Bakici-Cocuk Oyun Dinamikleri ve Cocugun Psikolojik Tyi

Olusu
Giris

Yukarida belirtildigi gibi, anne ve c¢ocuk arasindaki etkilesim farkli sekillerde
arastirilmis olsa da bakici-¢ocuk ve anne-bakici etkilesimi i¢in alanyazinda benzer bir
bilgi birikimi bulunmamaktadir. Dahasi, anne, bakic1i ve c¢ocugun karmasik {i¢li
etkilesim dinamigi hakkinda bilgi bulunmamaktadir. Bu arastirmanin hedefi, bu ti¢li

etkilesim dinamiklerini kesfetmektir.

Bu aragtirmada anne-bakici-¢ocuk ticlii etkilesimleri yar1 yapilandirilmig gézlem yolu

ile incelenmis ve asagidaki hipotezler test edilmistir:

1. Anne-bakici iliskisi yliksek puanlandik¢a anne-bakict oyun i¢i is birligi daha
yluksek olacaktir.
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2. Anne-bakicr iligkisi yiiksek puanlandik¢a anne-bakici oyun i¢i ¢atisma daha
diisiik olacaktir.

3. Anne duyarlig, is birligi ve Cocuk Davranmisin1 Degerlendirme Olgegi
(CDDO) arasinda korelasyon bulunmaktadir.

4. Anne duyarligi, catisma ve CDDO arasinda korelasyon bulunmaktadir.
5. Anne duyarlig1 arttik¢a is birligi-¢atisma orani yiikselecektir.
6. Is birligi-catisma oran1 arttikca CDDO puanlari diisecektir.
7. Bakici duyarligr arttikca CDDO puanlar diisecektir.
Yontem
Katilimcilar

Bu arastirmaya birlikte yasayan heteroseksiiel ailelerdeki 83 anne ve c¢ocuk ile
katilimc1 ¢ocuklarin bakicilart katilmistir. Bakicilar ¢ocuklarla 3 ay ya da daha uzun
stiredir calismaktadirlar. Herhangi bir davranis problemi i¢in tani almis ¢ocuklarin

oldugu aileler bu arastirmaya dahil edilmemistir.
Olciim Araclart
Goriintii Kaydt

Bu arastirmada kullanilan iki 6l¢iim aracindan biri iiclii etkilesimin goriintli kaydidir.
Kayaitlar i¢in iki adet Sony (2013) HDR-PJ230E Full HD kamera ve iki adet Addison
(n.d.) ATR-101 tripod kullanilmistir. Katilimcilara gézlem sirasinda kullanmalari igin,
asagida agiklanacagi sekilde, Mattel (n.d.) MEGA Bloks® Let'S Get Building marka

bloklar ve bir adet Fisher-Price (n.d.) Hippo Projection Soother verilmistir.
Anneler i¢in Anket Bataryast

Anne-bakici-cocuk etkilesiminin yani sira, annelere doldurmalar i¢in demografik
sorulardan, anne-bakici iliskisine dair sorulardan ve Cocuk Davranisini

Degerlendirme Olgegi 1.5-5 Yas Formu’ndan olusan bir anket bataryasi verilmistir.
Demografik Sorular

Bataryanin bu boliimii on dort sorudan olusmustur. Annenin ve c¢ocugun yaslari,
cocugun cinsiyeti, kardes sayisi, medeni durum, ailenin sosyoekonomik durumu
istenen bilgilerden bazilaridir. Ayrica annelere annenin bakici ile iligkisi ve bakicinin
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calismasindan ne kadar memnun oldugu sorulmus, annelerden bu sorular1 1’den 6’ya

kadar, 6 en yiiksek olacak sekilde puanlamasi istenmistir.
Cocuk Davranisim Degerlendirme Olcegi 1.5-5 Yas Formu (CDDO)

CDDO anababalar tarafindan doldurulan, cocuklarinin sahip olabilecegi baz1 davranis
problemlerini i¢eren bir formdur (Achenbach ve Rescorla, 2001). Formu dolduran kisi,
her davranigi yogunluguna gore 0 ile 2 arasinda puanlayabilir. Orijinal formda ham
puanlar standardizasyon orneklemi tizerinden t puanlarina doniistiiriilmektedir. Anket
Tiirkceye Yurdusen ve digerleri (2013) tarafindan gevrilmistir. Bu arastirmada,
Tiirkiye’de standardizasyon heniiz ger¢eklesmedigi i¢in ham puanlar kullanilmigtir.

Bu nedenle, burada raporlanan bulgularin tani i¢in kullanilmasi miimkiin degildir.
Islem

Bu arastirma, ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu tarafindan 2018-SOS-009

numarasi ile onaylanmistir (Appendix A).

Katilimcilara birden fazla kanaldan ulagilmistir. Sosyal medya araciligiyla yapilan
duyuru i¢in afisler ve el ilanlari hazirlanmistir. Katilimeilarin tanidigi katilimcilara
aragtirmadan bahsetmesi de saglanmistir. Ek olarak, ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii
tarafindan verilen bir dersin ytikiimliiliikkler: kapsaminda lisans 6grencileri veya farklh
tiniversitelerden stajyerler katilimci bulmus, veri toplamis ve veri kodlamiglardir.

Ogrenci ve stajyerler ayn1 protokol kullamlarak egitilmis ve siipervize edilmislerdir.

Arastirma ile ilgilenen katilimcilar ile iletisime gecilerek daha detayli bilgi verilmis ve
varsa sorular1 yanitlanmistir. Hem anne hem de bakicilarin ev ziyareti oncesi sozlii
onayl alinmistir. Ev ziyareti i¢in ayarlanan tarihte arastirmaci eve gitmis, oyunun
kurulabilmesi i¢in uygun bir alanda tripodlar1 ve kameralar1 gorseldeki (bkz. Figure 1)
bicimde kurmus, tiim katilimcilardan izin alarak aileyi alana davet etmis ve kaydi

baslatmustir.

Oyun {i¢ asamadan olusmaktadir. ilk asamada ii¢liiden her zaman oynadiklar1 gibi
oynamalari, ikinci asamada tiim bloklar1 kullanarak birlikte bir kule yapmalari

istenmistir. Son asamada ise aile oynarken hippo anne ve bakicinin arasina

168



yerlestirilmis ve t¢liiye arastirmaci donene kadar hippoyla oynamamalar1 talimati
verilmigtir. Oyunun tiim asamalar1 bittikten sonra hippo oynamasi i¢in ¢ocuga
verilmistir. Oyunun ilk iki asamas1 bes dakika, son asamasi ise iki dakika siirecek

sekilde uygulanmistir.

Oyunun ardindan anne anket bataryasin1 doldurmus ve anne ile bakiciya geribildirim

formlar1 verilmistir. Tiim oyun siireci yaklasik 40 dakika stirmiistiir.
Goriintii Kodlama

Cekilen goriintiiler ii¢ farkli kaynaktan derlenmis olan genel kodlar kullanilarak
kodlanmistir. Kodlar arastirmaci (NA) ve tez danismani (BSA) tarafindan belirlenmis
ve bes goriintiiniin pilot kodlanmas: ile teyit edilmistir. Ardindan, lisans 6grencisi
stajyerler her bir kodu bir 6grenci iistlenecek sekilde egitilmistir. Arastirmact ve
kodlayicilar diizenli olarak ortak kodlama yapmis ve bulusarak kodlar iizerine
tartismiglardir. Kodlayici arasi giivenirlik katsayisi olarak hesaplanan ICC degerleri

.88 ile .98 arasindadir.
Ainsworth Anne Duyarlig1 Olgegi

Bu o6l¢ek, Ainsworth ve digerleri (1974) tarafindan, yetiskin-gocuk ikili
etkilesimlerinde yetiskinin ¢ocuga yonelik duyarligint degerlendirmek i¢in
olusturulmustur. Gozlemciler etkilesimi genel olarak degerlendirir, 1-9 arasinda (9 en
yiiksek duyarlik seviyesi olmak {izere) bir puanlamada bulunurlar. Bu arastirmada,
bizler bu 6l¢egi hem anne hem bakici duyarligim1 degerlendirmek ic¢in kullanmis
bulunmaktayiz. Bu arastirmada, 6lgegin Alsancak-Akbulut ve digerleri (2021)

tarafindan ¢evrilmis olan Tiirkge versiyonu kullanilmistir.
Aile Isbirligini Degerlendirme Olgekleri

Bu olgek grubu, Favez ve digerleri (2011) tarafindan anne, baba ve ¢cocuk arasindaki
gl etkilesim dinamiklerini anlamak ig¢in olusturulmustur. Bu arastirma igin Aile
Isbirligini Degerlendirme Olgekleri’nden iki dlcek (is birligi ile catisma) kullanilmistir
(Scaiola ve dig., 2013). Olgek, tipk1 Ainsworth Anne Duyarlig1 Olgegi’nde oldugu

gibi, bagimsiz bir gézlemcinin oyun goriintiisiinii genel olarak kodlamasi seklinde
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kullanilmaktadir. Olgeklerin orijinalindeki kodlama araligi 0-2 iken, bu aralik bu
aragtirmada daha fazla ayrint1 yakalayabilmek adina 0-3 olarak (3 en ideal durumu

temsil eden kod olacak sekilde) giincellenmistir (Favez ve dig., 2019).
Anne Baskinligi

Anne baskinlig1, aragtirmaci tarafindan 1-9 araliginda (1 en yiiksek bakici baskinligini
ve 9 en yiiksek anne baskinligini temsil edecek sekilde) ve yine oyunun genel olarak
degerlendirilmesi iizerine olusturulmus olan bir koddur. Oyunun yonetimi, kararlarin
alimmas1 gibi acilardan annenin ne kadar baskin oldugunu belirlemeyi
hedeflemektedir. Bilgimiz dahilinde bu tarzda bir kod aile arastirmalarinda yenidir. Bu
kod bu arastirma iginde olusturuldugu icin hipotezlere degisken olarak dahil

edilmemis, ancak kesif amagh olarak diger degiskenlerle iliskisi incelenmistir.
Veri Analizi

Bu aragtirmanin veri analizi i¢in IBM SPSS Statistics (28. versiyon) kullanmis
bulunmaktayiz. Korelasyon igeren hipotezler ICC ile, diger tiim hipotezler ise agamali
regresyon kullanilarak test edilmistir. Analizlere baglamadan once, ¢ocugun yas1 ve
cinsiyetinin degiskenlerimiz tizerindeki etkisini test ettigimizde sadece g¢ocugun
cinsiyetinin iki degiskende etkisinin oldugunu gordiik. Ancak, s6z konusu degiskenleri
iceren hipotezleri ¢ocuk cinsiyetini kontrol ederek test ettigimizde, Oriintiilerde
degiskenlerimiz agisindan ¢ocuk cinsiyetinin kontrol edilmedigi versiyonlara gére bir
farklilik bulunmadig: i¢in ve ¢ocuk cinsiyetinin diizenleyici etkisi anlamli ¢ikmadigi
i¢in, bu aragtirmanin sonuglarinda ¢ocuk cinsiyetini analizlere katmadan raporlama

yaptik.
Sonuglar
Veri Temizligi

Bir katilimcimin verisi kodlamaya mani olacak kadar pargali oldugu i¢in analizlere

katilmamuistir.
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Katilmcilarin Demografik Ozellikleri ve Degisken Ozellikleri
Okuyucular, s6z konusu 6zelliklere Table 2 ve Table 3 iizerinden ulagabilirler.
Hipotez Analizleri

Hipotezlerin analizleri sonucunda, CBCL’in igsellestirici ve dissallastiric1 6lgekleri
arasinda bulunan korelasyon (r = .59, p < .001) haricinde anlamli sonug
bulunamamaistir. Analizleri takiben, aile i¢i etkilesimlerde iligkinin dogrusal olmama
ihtimalini gbz Oniinde bulundurarak kesif amacli yaptigimiz logaritmik ve egrisel
testlerde ise iki egrisel iliskinin anlamli oldugunu gordiik. Bunlardan ilki is birligi-
catisma orant ile digsallastirict problemler, ikincisi ise bakict duyarligi ve igsellestirici
problemler arasindaki iligkilerdir. Figure 2 ve Figure 3 bu iligki Oriintiilerini i¢eren
grafiklerdir. Bu grafiklerden ilki yorumlandiginda, anne ile bakici arasinda is birligi
ve catigmanin yakin seviyede oldugu durumlarin ¢ocugun dissallastirict
problemlerinin yiiksek olmasiyla iliskili oldugu gériilmiistiir. Ikinci grafige gore ise,
bakici duyarliginin ortalamanin biraz iistiinde oldugu durumun ¢ocugun igsellestirici

problemlerinin en diisiik oldugu durum oldugu goriilebilir.
Anne Baskinhigi’nin Diger Degiskenlerle Iligkisi

Benzer bir sekilde, anne baskinliginin diger degiskenlerle iliskisi dogrusal, logaritmik
ve egrisel olarak test edilmistir. Burada anlamli ¢ikan iligkiler anne baskinliginin is
birligi (dogrusal ve egrisel), anne duyarlig1 (dogrusal, logaritmik ve egrisel) ve bakici
duyarlig1 (dogrusal, logaritmik ve egrisel) ile iliskileri olmustur. S6z konusu iligkilerin
grafikleri Figure 4, Figure 5 ve Figure 6’da goriilebilir. Bulgulardan, is birliginin en
yuksek oldugu noktanin annenin bakicidan baskin oldugu ancak bakicinin da aktif
oldugu nokta oldugu goriilebilir. Bu nokta, ayn1 zamanda anne duyarliginin da en
yiiksek oldugu nokta gibi gdriinmektedir. Bakicilarin en duyarli oldugu nokta ise

kendilerinin daha baskin oldugu ancak annenin de aktif oldugu noktadir.
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Tartisma

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, anne-bakici ortak anababalifinin ve c¢ocuga yonelik
duyarliklarinin ¢ocuk iyi olusu ile arasindaki iligkiyi incelemektir. Bu amagla

olusturulan hipotezlerin hi¢biri anlamli ¢itkmamustir.

Ik iki hipotez i¢in bu durumun anne-bakici iliskisi puanlarindaki tavan etkisinden
kaynaklaniyor olabilecegini diislindiik. Bu etki, bakict istthdaminin ancak karsilikli
memnuniyet temelinde devam edecegi diisiintildiiglinde, bakicilar hakkinda calisan
arastirmacilarin sik¢a karsilasabilecegi bir etki gibi goriinmektedir. Takip eden dort
hipotezde ise alanyazinda yer bulan ancak bizim bulamadigimiz iki adet iligki
bulunmaktadir: Birincisi, alanyazini is birligi, ¢atisma ve CDDO arasinda ngordiigii
iligkidir. Alanyazinda bu iliskiyi gésteren bulgular oldugu gibi, tam tersi bulgular da
mevcuttur (McHale ve dig., 2013; Teubert ve Pinquart, 2010). Ayrica, bakicilarin Giglii
iliskilerde incelenmesinin anne-baba-gocuk iliskisine nazaran daha diisik etki
boyutuna neden olabilecegi diisiiniilebilir. Ikincisi ise anne duyarliginin gocuk iyi
olusu iizerindeki etkisidir. Bu bulguyla ilgili de alanyazinda farkli sonug¢lar mevcuttur
(Deans, 2020). Bu bulguyu tekrarlayamamis olmamiz, farkli demografik etkenlerin bir
araya gelisi nedeniyle ongoremedigimiz farkliliklardan otiirii olabilir. Bernier ve
digerlerinin (2021) onerisi cer¢evesinde anne duyarliginin farkli alt unsurlarinin
olmasi ve bu unsurlarin farkli 1yi olus 6zelliklerine farkli etkilerinin olmasi olabilir, ya
da ikili etkilesimde 6l¢iilen duyarlig: {iglii etkilesim {lizerinden 6lgmemiz nedeniyle

yeterince kaliteli gézlemsel veri elde edememis olabiliriz.

Benzer bir sekilde, iiclii gdzlemin anne ve bakicilarin davranislarini degistirmis
olabilecegi hesaba katilmalidir. Uclii etkilesim, bazi katilimcilarin katilimini
arttirirken bazilarinin geri planda kalmasina neden olabilir. Ornegin bir yetiskinin
cocuga yonelik duyarligi, diger yetiskine yonelik duyarligindan etkileniyor olabilir.
Nitekim, anne ve bakici duyarliginin anne baskinligi ile egrisel iliskisi bu egilime

isaret etmektedir.

Bir baska ilgi ¢ekici bulgu, anne ve bakict duyarligmin gosterdigi egrideki
farkliliklardir: Bakict daha baskinken iki bakimveren de duyarlidir; anne baskinligi

arttikga iki bakimverenin de duyarliklari azalmaktadir. Ayrica annenin hep daha
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yiiksek duyarliga sahip olmasi, bakicilarin {iglii etkilesimlerde kendini geri plana

atryor olabilecegine isaret edebilir.

Bu arastirma, Uglii etkilesim konusunda gesitli aragtirmacilarin dogrusal olmayan
dinamiklere odaklanma Onerisini yerine getirmistir (Favez ve dig., 2011; Sturge-Apple
ve dig., 2010). Buldugumuz egrisel iliskiler, degiskenlerimiz ve ¢ocuk iyi olusunun
iliskinin bazi1 noktalarinda sebep, bazi noktalarda ise sonug¢ olabilecegini
gostermektedir. Ilk bulgu, bakici-anne iliskisinde is birligi ve c¢atismanm ayn
seviyelerde olmasinin daha yliksek seviyede cocuk digsallastirici problemlerinin
goriilmesi ile, ikinci bulgu ise bakici duyarliginin daha diisiik seviyede ¢ocuk
icsellestirici problemleri ile iligkisini gostermistir. Dolayisiyla, her ne kadar soz
konusu bulgularimiz kesif amacl olduklar1 i¢in arastirmalarla dogrulanmalarin
Onersek de bu aragtirmanin okuyucular1 burada test edilmis olan iliskileri tek degil ¢ift

yonli olarak kurabilirler.

Anne baskinlig1 pilot veri kodlama siirecinde aragtirmaya ekledigimiz bir koddur
ancak yeni oldugu icin sadece kesif amagl olarak degerlendirilmistir. Anlamli ¢ikan
bulgularin sonucunda, anne baskinliginin ¢ocuk iyi olusuna bagka degiskenler
tizerinden dolayli bir etkisinin bulundugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Benzer bir sekilde, oyun
siireci bu arastirma i¢in tasarlanmis ve kodlamada bu arastirma i¢in baz1 degisiklikler

yapilmustir. Bu degisikliklerin de alanyazina katkida bulunmasini umuyoruz.

Son olarak, katilimcilarimizin bazi demografik 6zelliklerinin bulgulara etkisi
olabilecegini ongorerek yaptigimiz analizlerde cocugun cinsiyeti ve yasiin anlamh
bir etkisi bulunamamistir. Bunun olasi sebeplerinin tasarladigimiz ti¢lii etkilesimdeki
iki bakimverenin de ayni cinsiyetten olmasi veya yas araligimizin sinirli olmasi

olabilecegi diisliniilmiistiir.
Arastirmanmin Kisithliklart ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmanin kisithiliklarindan ilki katilimcilarin Hawthorne etkisi ile hareket
etmeleri ihtimali olabilir (Pesch ve Lumeng, 2017). Bakici igvereninin Oniinde
performans gosterdigi i¢in, anne ise ziyareti yoneten kisi oldugu igin, ti¢lii gozleme

dair yliksek farkindalikla oyun oynamis olabilirler. Bununla birlikte, bakict ve anne
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genelde ayni ortamda bulunmadigi i¢in de bu farkindalik gelismis olabilir. Bizler
kisitliliklarina ragmen bu yontemin bilgilendirici oldugunu diislinliyoruz. Yine de bu
etkilesimin farkli bakici diizenlerinde daha detayli arastirilabilecegini diisliniiyoruz.
Ikinci kisitlilik, veri toplama siirecinin COVID-19 pandemisinin de etkisiyle uzun
zamana yayilmis olmasidir. Arastirmanin pandemi kosullari disinda tekrarlanmasinin
faydali olacagini disiiniiyoruz. Kisitlilik olarak goriilebilecek iiglincii durum ise
yukarida da bahsettigimiz gibi anne-bakici iliskisinin aslinda isveren-is¢i iliskisi
olmas1 ve bunun ¢ogunlukla arasi iyi olan anne ve bakicilarin katilimc1 olmasina neden
olabilme ihtimalidir. Dérdiincii kisithilik, annelerin anne-bakici iliskini gogunlukla
yiiksek puanlamis olmasidir. Bunun olas1 bir sebebi, arastirmaya katilan annelerin
once oyun oynayip, sonra anket doldurdugu i¢in olusmasi muhtemel olan sonralik
etkisidir. Bir diger sebep ise anne ve bakicinin halihazirda birbirini se¢gmis ve belli bir
stiredir birbiriyle calistyor olmasidir. Besinci kisithilik katilimeilarin duyarligr ile
ilgilidir. Duyarlik, normal sartlar altinda ikili etkilesimde Slgiilen bir degisken iken
bizim Uglii etkilesimde duyarlik kodlamamiz sonuglarin giivenilirligini olumsuz
etkilemis olabilir. Ek olarak, bu degisken anne ve bakicinin kendi baglanma
stillerinden  etkilenebilir.  Altincisi, demografik agidan katilimci annelerin
sosyoekonomik statiisiiniin (SES) cogunlukla orta-yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bir
kisitlilik oldugu gibi, aslinda bakici istihdam eden ailelerin ortak bir 6zelligi oldugu
i¢in sonuglarn genellenebilirligi sarsiimamis olabilir (Hacettepe Universitesi Niifus
Etiitleri Enstitiisti, 2014a; Cox, 2011; Lumen, 2022). Bununla birlikte, gelecek
arastirmalarda bakicinin bakim verme siiresi gibi bazi ek degiskenlerin daha 1yi kontrol
edilebilecegini diisiinmekteyiz. Son olarak, iki yontemsel 6nerimiz bulunmaktadir:
Bir, bu aragtirmada birden fazla yontem kullanilmistir ve bu yontemlerin nasil daha iyi
bir araya getirilebilecegi ile ilgili daha fazla bilgiye ihtiyag bulunmaktadir. iki, bu
arastirma ¢ocugun bakis agisini ve oyuna katilimini hesaba katmamistir. Gelecekteki

arastirmalarin ¢ocugu da hesaba katmasini 6neririz.
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Arastirma 2: Anne ve Babalarin Bakic1-Cocuk ile Bakici-Aile iliskisine ve

Cocugun Psikolojik Iyi Olusuna Dair Algilar
Giris

[k arastirmada anne, bakici ve ¢ocuk arasindaki anlik dinamiklere odaklanmis olsak
da, babalar gibi bagka aile bireyleri devreye girdiginde farkli dinamikler ve
sorumluluklar da resme eklenmektedir. Bu arastirmada bu dinamikleri ve
sorumluluklar1 anlamay1 ve g¢ocuk iyi olusuyla iliskilerini kesfetmeyi amaglamis

bulunmaktayiz. Bu arastirma iki soruyu yanitlamak iizere sekillenmistir:

1. Bakici-cocuk iligki kalitesi gocugun psikolojik iyi olusunu sekillendirmekte
midir?

2. Bu sekillendirmeye aile i¢indeki diger iliskiler (anne-bakici, baba-bakici,
anne-baba, anne-g¢ocuk, baba-gocuk) etki etmekte midir?

Yontem
Kattlimcilar

Bu arastirma i¢in Tiirkiye ve Birlesik Krallik’tan veri toplanmistir. Arastirmaya dahil
edilen katilimcilarin ortak 6zellikleri, ¢ocugun diger bakimvereniyle devam etmekte
olan heteroseksiiel iliskide olmalar1 ile 1.5-5 yas arasinda ¢ocuk bakicisi tarafindan en
az li¢ aydir bakilan en az bir ¢cocugunun olmasidir. Katilimci anne ve babalarin ayni
aileden olma zorunlulugu yoktur. Bakic1 ve aile arasinda is¢i-igveren iliskisinin olmasi
gerekmektedir. Tirkiye’deki katilimcilar 122 anne ve 81 babadir. Katilimcilarin
ortalama yas1 36.92 (SD = 6.993)’tlir ve ¢ogunun bir c¢ocugu bulunmaktadir.
Katilimcilarin cogunun ¢ocuklari 2 veya 3 yasindadir. Birlesik Kralliktaki katilimcilar
ise 105 anne ile 111 babadan olusmaktadir. Katilimcilarin ortalama yas1 35.33 (SD =
5.698), en sik goriilen ¢cocuk sayis1 2°dir ve ¢gocuklarin ¢ogu Tiirkiye’deki gibi 2 veya
3 yasindadir.
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Olciim Araclart
Bakici ve Aile

Olgiim bataryasinin ilk pargasi olan Bakici ve Aile, arastirmaci ve tez danismani
tarafindan Tiirk¢e hazirlanmis bir ankettir ve bazi demografik sorularin yani sira
ailedeki bakim siireglerini ve sorumluluk dagilimlart ile bakici ve aile iligkilerini
anlamay1 hedefleyen sorulari icermektedir. Bu anket, aragtirmaci tarafindan
Ingilizceye ¢evrilmis, bir baska arastirmaci tarafindan Tiirkgeye geri cevrilmis ve

arastirmacinin tez es danismani tarafindan kontrol edilmistir.
CDDO 1.5-5 Yas Formu

[k arastirmada kullandigimiz CDDO, burada da ¢ocugun iyi olusunu 6lgmek igin
kullanilmistir. Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimcilarimiz ise anketin orijinal versiyonunu

doldurmustur.
Algilanan Partner Duyarligi Olcegi (APDO)

APDO, katilimcilarin algisinda romantik partnerlerinin ne kadar duyarli oldugunu
Olgen 18 maddelik bir 6l¢ektir (Reis ve Carmichael, 2006). Her 6lgek 1°den 9’a kadar
puanlanmaktadir. Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilarimiz 6lgegin Selguk (2018) tarafindan
Tirkgeye uyarlanmis olan versiyonunu, Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimcilarimiz ise

Olcegin orijinal versiyonunu doldurmuslardir.
Islem

Bu arastirma, ODTU Insan Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu tarafindan 2018-SOS-009
numaras1 ile, University College London Research Ethics Committee tarafindan

19251/001 numarasi ile onaylanmistir (Appendix A ve B).

Katilimeilarimiza, ilk arastirmadaki gibi, uygun Orneklem ydntemi ve cevrimigi
duyurularla ulasmis bulunmaktayiz. Arastirmanin siirdiirildiigii her iilke igin,
arastirmact davet mektubu ve poster hazirlamis ve bunlarin sosyal medya kanallari ile
ODTU ve UCL Sona sistemleri iizerinden yayilmasim saglamistir. Duyurulara

katilimcilarin tiim 6lgeklere bir batarya halinde Qualtrics’ten ulagsmasini saglayan bir
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link ve karekod eklenmistir. Katilimcilar linki tiklayarak Bakici ve Aile, APDO ve

CDDO siralamasiyla ankete ulagmislardir.

Bu arastirmanin katilimcilart lice ayrilmaktadir: Goniilli  katilimcilar, Sona
araciligiyla gelen katilimcilar ve Prolific araciligiyla gelen katilimcilar. Bu katilimer
gruplarindan ilki aragtirmanin orijinal desenine uygun olarak katilimlar1 igin
odiillendirilmezken, katilime1 bulmada yasanan zorluklar nedeniyle eklenen ikinci ve

ticlincii grup katilimcilar ders kredisi ve para 6diili almiglardir.
Veri Analizi

Bu arastirmanin veri analizi, iki ayn lilkeden gelen veri birlestirilerek IBM SPSS
Statistics (28. versiyon) programinda yapilmistir. Cocuklarmin yasimin 1.5 istii olup
olmadig1 net olmayan katilimcilarin verisi da karsilagtirmali analizler sonucunda ana
veriye dahil edilmistir. Dolayisiyla bu arastirmanin sonuglar1 1-5 yas aras1 ¢ocuklarin
ailelerinden toplanan veriyi kapsamaktadir. Ek olarak, ¢ocugun yasinin testlerde
belirgin bir etkisi olmadig1 i¢in ¢ocuk yast analizlerde kontrol edilmemistir. Cocuk

cinsiyetinin etkisi ise bu arastirmada 6l¢iim sorunu nedeniyle kontrol edilememistir.
Sonugclar
Veri Temizligi

Aragtirmaci analizlere baglamadan 6nce veriyi kriterler agisindan kontrol etmistir ve
kriterlere uymamasia ragmen anketleri dolduran katilimcilarin verisi analizlerde

kullanilmamustir.
Bakici Bakimu Ozellikleri ve Aile Iliskileri

Tirkiye’deki katilimcilarin ¢ogunun bakicisi evde bir ¢ocukla ilgilenmektedir ve ¢ogu
bakic1 katilimcilardan ayr1 yasamaktadir. Bakicilarin ¢ogu Tirk’tiir ve ¢ogunun
cocuklart vardir. Bakicilarin evdeki temel isi ¢ocukla ilgilenmek iken, ikinci olarak en
cok isaretlenen bakici isi ¢cocuk i¢in yemek yapmak, ligiincii is ise evi toplamaktir.
Bakicilarin galistigi giinlerde ¢ocugun sorumlulugu ¢ogunlukla bakicida, ikincil olarak
annededir. Bakic1 izindeyken hem annenin hem babanin sorumlulugu artmakta ancak

ana sorumluluk anneye gecmektedir. Hem anneler hem de babalar aile i¢i iligkilere ve
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bakici-aile iliskilerine yiiksek puanlar vermislerdir. Bakici-es iliskisi ve ¢ocuk-es
iligkisi disinda tiim iligkilere anne ve babalar benzer puanlar vermistir. Bu iki iliskiye

ise kadinlar erkeklerden daha diisiik puan vermislerdir.

Birlesik Krallik’ta, katilimcilarin yaklasik yarisinda bakici iki ¢ocukla ilgilenmektedir.
Tiirkiye’deki ailelerde oldugu gibi, katilimecilarin ¢ogunun bakicist onlarla
yasamamaktadir ve memleketi Birlesik Krallik’tir. Tiirkiye’den farkli olarak,
bakicilarin yaridan biraz fazlasinin ¢ocugu yoktur. Burada da bakicilarin temel gorevi
cocukla ilgilenmek, ikinci gorevi ¢ocuk i¢in yemek yapmaktir. Bakici ve anababa
sorumluluklart Tiirkiye’dekine benzemektedir ancak Birlesik Krallik’ta bakicilar
Tiirkiye’dekine nazaran giinlin daha azinda g¢ocuktan sorumlu gibidirler. Yine
Tiirkiye’de oldugu gibi tiim iliskilere Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimeilar yiiksek puanlar
vermislerdir. Kadinlar, bakici-cocuk, bakici ebeveyn ve ebeveyn-cocuk iligkilerine

erkeklere nazaran daha yiiksek puanlar vermislerdir.
Ortak Anababalik ve Anne-Baba Iliskisi

Tiirkiye’deki ve Birlesik Krallik’taki anne ve baba sorumlulugu dagilimlarina Table
8-11°den ulasilabilir. ki iilkede de hem anneler hem de babalar annelerin ¢ogu isten
daha yiiksek oramda sorumlu oldugunu belirtmislerdir, ancak erkekler kadinlara
nazaran is dagilimimi iki cinsiyet arasinda daha esite yakin dagilacak sekilde

puanlamaktadir.

Iki iilkede de katilimcilar esleriyle aralarindaki romantik iliskiyi yiiksek puanlamustir.
Anababa-¢ocuk iligkisinin ¢ocuk iyi olusu iizerinde olumlu dogrudan bir iliskisi

bulunmaktadir.
Cocuk iyi Olusu

Tiim katilimcilarrmiz CDDO’nun  igsellsetirici ve dissallastirict  problemler
6l¢eklerinde diisiik puanlar vermislerdir. Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilarin en yiiksek puan
verdigi maddeler sirasiyla “Tek basina uyumak istemez.” ile “Beklemeye tahammiilii
yoktur, her seyin aninda olmasinmi ister.” iken en diisiik puan verdigi madde
“Hayvanlara eziyet eder.” olmustur. Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimcilarin en yiiksek

puan verdigi maddeler sirasiyla “Beklemeye tahammiilii yoktur, her seyin aninda
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olmasini ister.” ile “Giigliikle karsilastiginda ¢abuk vazgecer.” iken en diisiik puan
verdigi madde “Midesi bulanir, kendini hasta hisseder (tibbi neden olmadan).”
olmustur. Table 12, iki lilke katilimcilarinin farkli puanladigi maddeleri ve hangi tilke
katilimcilarinin - s6z konusu maddelere daha yiliksek puanlar verdiklerini

gostermektedir.

Tiirkiye’deki katilimcilar, Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimcilara nazaran hem igsellestirici

hem digsallastirici problem 6lgeklerinde daha yiiksek puanlar vermislerdir.
Kiiltiirleraras: Degisken Karsilastirmalari

Tiirkiye ve Ingiltere katilmcilarinin yamtlama &riintiilerindeki  benzerlik ve
farkliliklarini anlamak i¢in anne ve baba verileri i¢in ayri ayri t-test analizleri
yapilmistir. Tiirkiye’deki anneler Birlesik Krallik’taki annelere nazaran daha yiiksek
CDDO puanlamasi yaparken, Birlesik Krallik’taki anneler bakicinin aile iiyeleriyle
iliskilerine ve baba-gocuk iligkisi i¢in daha yiiksek puanlar vermislerdir. Anne-gocuk
iliskisi ile APDO ayni sekilde puanlanmistir. Babalar ise CDDO igsellestirici
problemler 6lgegi hari¢ (Tirkiye’deki babalarda daha yiiksek olmak iizere) tiim

Ol¢ekleri ayni oriintiide puanlamigtir.

Birinci Arastirma Sorusu: Bakici-Cocuk Iliski Kalitesi Cocugun Psikolojik Iyi
Olusunu Sekillendirmekte Midir?

Bakici-¢ocuk iliskisinin ¢ocuk iyi olusu tizerindeki etkisi dnce her iilke i¢in ayr1 ayr1
regresyon analizleri yapilarak, ardindan iilkenin araci degisken oldugu bir araci
degisken analizi yapilarak test edilmistir. Ilk grup analizlere gére bakici-cocuk iliskisi
ile cocuk 1yi olusu arasinda (iki alt 6l¢ek i¢in de) iki lilkede de anlamli bir iligki oldugu
bulunmustur. Katilimemin cinsiyetine gore analiz yapildiginda ise, Tirkiye’deki
annelerin perspektifine gore igsellestirici problemler i¢in ve Birlesik Krallik’ta
babalarin perspektifine gore dissallastirict problemler icin iligki bulunamamistir.
Bunun disinda tiim alt grup analizleri anlamlidir. Araci degisken analizlerine gore ise
igsellestirici problemler i¢in {lilkenin araci roliiniin oldugu, iki tilkede de iliski anlamli

iken Birlesik Krallik’ta iliskinin daha giiclii oldugu goriilmiistiir.
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Ikinci Aragstrma Sorusu: Bu Sekillendirmeye Aile I¢indeki Diger Tliskiler Etki
Etmekte Midir?

Bu soru, arac1 degisken iizerinde araci degisken (moderated moderation) analizleri ile,

anneler ve babalar i¢in ayr1 ayr dlgiilmiistiir. Annelere gore,

1. Anne-bakici iliskisi, igsellestirici problemler i¢in Birlesik Krallik’ta,

2. Baba-bakici iliskisi, igsellestirici problemler igin iki iilkede de, digsallastirici
problemler icin Tiirkiye’de,

3. Anne-¢ocuk iliskisi, i¢sellestirici problemler igin iki tilkede de, dissallastiric
problemler i¢in Birlesik Krallik’ta,

4. Anne-baba iliskisi, i¢sellestirici problemler i¢in Birlesik Krallik’ta anlaml
aracilardir.

Iliskiler yukarida belirtilen arac1 degisken aracilarinin seviyelerine gore degiserek
anlamli olmakla birlikte, genel egilim s6z konusu iliski diisiik puanlandiginda, bakici-
cocuk iligkisi ne kadar olumlu degerlendirilirse ¢ocuk iyi olusunun o kadar arttig1

yoniindedir.

Babalara gore anne-cocuk iliskisi, i¢sellestirici problemler i¢in Birlesik Krallik’ta

anlaml1 bir araci olarak bulunmustur. Iliskinin yonii annelerde oldugu gibidir.
Tartisma

Bulgularimizi bakici-gocuk iliskisinin ¢ocugun psikolojik iyi olusu iizerinde koruyucu
etkisi olmasi seklinde yorumluyoruz. Birinci arastirma sorusunda bakici-gocuk
iligkisinin dogrudan etkisi goriilmiis, ikinci arastirma sorusunda ise anlamli olan
iliskilerde, s6z konusu iliski gorece diisiik puanlanmis iken bakici-¢ocuk iliskisi 6n
plana ¢ikmustir. Bulgularimiz ¢oklu baglanma iligkilerinin miimkiin olduguna dair
alanyazindaki bulgularla uyumludur (Main ve dig., 1985; Mitchell-Copeland ve dig.,
1997, Sagi ve dig., 1985; Vakrat ve dig., 2018; van 1Jzendoorn ve dig., 1992).

Alanyazinla farkli olabilecek bir bulgu, anne-bakici iliskisinin giiglii bir etkisi
bulunamamasina ragmen, baba-bakici iligkisinin anlamli araci roliiniin olmasidir. Bu
bulgu, babalarin sanildigindan fazla 6nemli oldugu ve baba-bakici iliskisinin daha

detayli anlagilmasinin iyi olacagi anlamia gelebilecegi gibi, baba-bakici iliskinini
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baba dahil olusu kapsaminda diisiiniirsek, babalarin aile siireclerine dahil olusunun aile

esenligini ve ¢ocuk iyi olusunu arttirdig1 olarak yorumlanabilir.

Aract degiskenlerin {lizerindeki araci iligkilerinin oldukca genis bir kismi anlamli
citkmamustir. Alanyazinda oldugu gibi, anababa-cocuk iliskisinin ¢ocuk iyi olusu
tizerinde etkisi olmasina karsin, bu etkiden bagimsiz bir bakici-¢ocuk iligkisi

etkisinden bahsedilebilir (Belsky, 1999).

Anneler ve babalarin arasindaki ilk goze carpan farklilik babalarin bilgi kaynagi
oldugu analizlerde ¢ok az anlamli sonu¢ bulunmasidir. Arastirmalar, anneler ve
babalarin arasinda orta seviye bir raporlama uyumu oldugunu gostermekte, bazi
aragtirmacilar annelerin daha giivenilir oldugunu belirtmektedir (Duhig ve dig., 2000;
Fletcher & Kerr, 2010, akt. Cross et al., 2021; (van der Ende ve dig., 2012). Bu
arastirmada ayni aileye mensup anneler ve babalardan veri toplamadigimiz igin
karsilagtirma yapmamanin daha dogru olduguna inantyoruz, ancak genel olarak anne
ve baba raporlarinin tutarli oldugunu belirtebiliriz. Annelerin bakici siireclerinde daha
aktif olmas1 nedeniyle yorumlarinin daha fazla deneyime bagli oldugu sdylenebilir,
ancak analiz sonuglarimizdan yola ¢ikilarak babalarin da dikkate alinmasi gerektigini

one siirmek miimkiindiir (Cabrera, 2020; Chodorow, 1999; Kaya, 2008).

Iki iilke arasindaki benzerlik ve farkliliklara da deginmek isteriz. Tiirkiye ve Birlesik
Krallik kiiltiirel olarak farkli yapilarda iilkelerdir (Aytac ve Pike, 2018; Hacettepe
Universitesi Niifus Etiitleri Enstitiisii, 2014b; Country comparison, 2022). Bu
farkliliklara ragmen iki iilke arasindaki Oriintlilerin benzerlik gdstermesinin degerli
olduguna inantyoruz. Ek olarak, iki iilkenin aile yapilar1 arasindaki bazi benzerliklerin
(6rn. geleneksellik) de etkili oldugunu diisiiniiyoruz (Ataca, 2006; Goodwin ve dig.,
2006). Bu benzerliklere ragmen, ¢ogu analiz i¢in Birlesik Krallik’ta oriintiilerin daha
giiclii oldugunu gostermek miimkiindiir. Ek analizlere gore, Tiirkiye’deki katilimeilar
Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimcilara nazaran daha olumsuz degerlendirme yapmaktadir.
Bu 6riintii ¢ogunlukla alanyazin ile ayni ¢izgidedir (Aytac ve Pike, 2018; Bengi-Arslan
ve dig., 1997 ama Ivanova ve dig., 2010). Bir baska farklilik, CDDO &zelinde iki iilke
arasindaki farkliliklarin yapisidir. Kiiltiirel problem raporlama egilimlerine uygun
olarak, Tiirkiye’deki katilimeilarimizin daha yiiksek puanladigi problemler kaygi ile,

Birlesik Krallik’taki katilimeilarimizin daha yiiksek puanladigi problemler ise karsi
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gelmeyle ilgilidir. Ancak bu egilimler, aragtirma sorularimizdan O&zellikle ilki
hakkinda iki iilke katilimecilarimizin ayni ¢izgide olmasini engellememistir. Burada,
gorece kiltir etkisinden bagimsiz olabilecek basit bir 6l¢iim yontemi kullanmamizin

da etkili oldugunu diistinmekteyiz.

Son olarak, bakicilarin ¢alisma sartlar1 ve anababa bakim sorumluluklari agisindan iki
tilke benzer oriintiiler gostermektedir ve bu Oriintiiler alanyazin ile uyumludur (Akay,
2013; Akalin, 2007; Ibbetson, 2020; Romero, 2013; Rough, 2009; Tiirkiye Istatistik
Kurumu, 2022). Burada ilging olan bir bulgu, kadinlar ver erkeklerin arasindaki bakim
sorumlulugu yorumlamasindaki farkliliktir. Kadinlarin raporlamasinin alanyazin ile
daha uyumlu oldugu goriilmistiir (Office for National Statistics, 2016; Oxfam, 2016).
Nedeni tam bilinmemekle birlikte, bu durumun annelerin bakim ve bakict yonetimi

konularinda daha fazla s6z sahibi olmasindan kaynaklanabilecegini diistindiik.
Arastirmanin Kisithliklari ve Oneriler

Bu arastirmanin ilk kisithiligi, bakicilarin yerli mi yabanct m1 oldugu konusunda bir
ayrim yapilamamasidir. Yerli ve yabanci bakicilarin arasinda bazi 6zellik farkliliklar
bulunmaktadir (Akalin, 2007; Akay, 2013; Akay ve Sahin-Acar, 2021). Gelecekteki
arastirmacilara bu durumu goéz oniinde bulundurmalarmi Sneririz. ikinci kisitlilik,
katilimcilarimizin  arastirmaya katilm kanallar1 ve katilm sonucu aldiklar
pekistireclerin farkli olmasidir. SES verisi toplayamadigimiz i¢in bu farkli tiir
katilimcilar1  karsilastirma sansimiz olamamustir. Bununla birlikte bu farkh
yontemlerin katilimer gesitliligini arttirmis olmasi da olasidir. Ugiincii olarak, bizler
sadece cocuk bakicisi olan katilimcilar i¢in ¢agrida bulunsak da, iki iilkenin birinde
olup digerinde olmayan bazi bakimveren tiirlerine sahip katilimcilar arastirmamiza
dahil olmus ve genellenebilirligi etkilemis olabilir. Son olarak, ¢cocugun cinsiyeti ve
SES 6l¢limlerini alamamis olmamiz, bu degiskenleri igeren bir hipotezimiz olmasa da

kisithilik olarak sayilabilir.
Genel Tartisma

Bu doktora tezi i¢in iki arastirma yapmis bulunmaktayiz. Bu arastirmalarin ilkinde

anneler, bakicilar ve cocuklar arasindaki iliski dinamiklerini ve bu dinamiklerin ¢ocuk
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iyi olusu tizerindeki etkilerini anlamayi, ikincisinde ise anneler ve babalarin bakig
acistyla bakicilar, aile dinamikleri ve ¢ocugun iyi olusu hakkinda bilgi edinmeyi ve
bakici-¢ocuk iliskisinin dogrudan ya da aile iligkileri araciligiyla dolayli yoldan ¢ocuk
iyi olusuna etkisi olup olmadigini kesfetmeyi hedefledik. Iki arastirmada ortak olan iki
sonuctan bahsedebiliriz: Birincisi bakici-gocuk iliskisi ve ¢ocuk iyi olusu arasindaki
giiclii iliskidir. Ikincisi ise diger aile iiyelerinin bu iliski {izerindeki gorece zayif

etkisidir.

Bu arastirmanin alanyazina 6nemli katkilari bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle, anababalik
lizerine ¢okga arastirma bulunmasina ragmen bakici-¢ocuk iliskisi tizerine arastirmalar
yok denecek kadar azdir. Bu arastirmalarin yeni bir alan actigim umuyoruz. ikinci
olarak, ilk arastirmamizin tasarimi ve ikinci arastirmamizdaki iliski 6l¢limii ile alana
metodolojik bir katkida bulunmus olmayr umuyoruz. Ek olarak, aile sistemleri
diistiniilerek hazirlanmig bu tezin alana farkl bir bakis acis1 kattigint da umuyoruz. Bu
arastirmanin alana ti¢iincii katkisi, birden fazla tilkedeki dinamikleri gormeye yardimet

olmus olmasidir. Daha fazla bu tarzdan kiiltiirleraras1 kesfin yapilmasini umuyoruz.

Bu tezin agtig1 yolda, ileride bu konuyu arastirmak isteyecek arastirmacilarin 6ntinde
say1siz yol bulundugunu diisiinmekteyiz. Bakici, anababa ve ¢ocuk kisilikleri, anababa
ruh sagligi, bakici ve anababalarin baglanma stilleri ve bu faktorlerin arasindaki uyum
ve uyumsuzluk bu yollarin bazilaridir. Ayrica, LGBTQI+ aileler gibi, farkl aile

yapilarinin da bu baglamlarda arastirilmasi alanyazina yeni ufuklar kazandiracaktir.

Son s6z olarak, bu tezin alan agan bir ilk adim olarak, metodolojik zorluklarina
ragmen, gelecek arastirmacilarda ve pratisyenlerde ¢ocuk bakicilari ve ¢ocuk 1yi olusu

hakkinda ilgi uyandirmis olmasini umuyoruz.
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