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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate expectations and child-
rearing practices of Turkish urban middle class mothers along with some of
their consequences. Maternal expectations were explored in the domains of
sex preference, educational attainment, marriage age and marriage type.
Parenting practices were compared on dimensions of control, affection,
discipline and independence. A short, third-person form of Block’s Child
Rearing Practices Report (CRPR) and the Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI)
were administered to 90 children, 13-16 years old, who were attending
either eighth or ninth grade of two private high schools in Istanbul, and the
“Expectations questionnaire” was completed by their mothers. The first
hypothesis, proposing that mothers will prefer daughters over sons, was
supported. As predicted, mothers were found to hold egalitarian attitudes
toward both sexes in educational attainment and marriage patterns. Mothers
expected both sexes to complete university education and encouraged sons
and daughters to have a love marriage. The results also supported the
universal pattern that girls are expected to marry at a younger age than sons.
The impact of mothers’ parenting styles on daughters’ sex-role
identification was also explored. As hypothesized, daughters of affectionate
and controlling mothers were found to endorse more feminine

characteristics. However, the hypothesis suggesting that mothers exert more
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control over daughters was not supported. Boys are found to perceive more
maternal control compared to girls. Lastly, sex-role stereotyping of children
as a function of maternal employment was studied. No such effect of
maternal employment upon children’s stereotyping was found. The findings

are discussed and suggestions are offered for further research.



Ozet

Bu calismanin amaci orta sosyoekonomik diizeydeki sehirli
annelerin beklentilerini ve cocuk yetistirme bi¢imlerini incelemektir.
Annelerin beklentilerinin egitim ve evlilik alanlarinda kiz veya erkek
cocuklarina gore farklilik gosterip gostermedigi ve annelerin cinsiyet
tercihleri arastinlmistir. Cocuk yetistirme bigimleri baslica kontrol, sefkat,
disiplin ve bagimsizligin desteklenmesi boyutlari iizerinden
degerlendirilmistir. Istanbul’daki iki 6zel okulun sekizinci veya dokuzuncu
siniflarina devam eden 13-16 yaslan arasindaki 90 ¢ocuga Cocuk Yetistirme
Bi¢imleri Raporu’nun (CRPR) iigiincii sahis, kisa formlar1 ve Bem Cinsiyet
Rolleri Anketi (BSRI) uygulanmustir. ‘Beklentiler Anketi’ bu cocuklarin
anneleri tarafindan doldurulmustur. Annelerin tek ¢cocuklari olsa kiz cocugu
tercih edeceklerine iligkin ilk hipotez dogrulanmistir. Beklenildigi gibi,
annelerin egitim diizeyi ve evlenme tipi olarak her iki cinsten de esit
beklentiler i¢inde oldugu bulunmustur. Anneler hem kiz hem de erkek
cocuklarinin mutlaka tiniversiteyi bitirmelerini beklemekte ve kendi eslerini
kendilerinin se¢melerini desteklemektedir. Sonuglar ayn1 zamanda kizlarin
erkeklerden daha erken yasta evlenmelerine iliskin evrensel beklentiyi
dogrular niteliktedir. Annelerin tutumlarinin kiz cocuklarinin cinsiyet rol
gelisimi iizerindeki etkisi de arastirllmistir. Sefkatli ama kontrolcii

annelerin kiz ¢ocuklarinin daha kadins1 6zellikler gosterdigi bulunmustur.
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Diger yandan annelerin kiz ¢ocuklarina daha kontrolcii yaklastiklarma
iliskin hipotez dogrulanmamstir. Kiz ¢ocuklarina oranla erkek ¢ocuklarin
annelerini daha kontrolcii olarak algiladiklar: bulunmustur. Son olarak,
cocuklarin cinsiyetlere iliskin dnyargilarinin annenin ¢alisma statiisiine gore
farklilik gosterip gostermedigi arastirilmistir. Annenin is hayatinin
cocuklarin cinsiyete yonelik onyargilarini etkilemedigi bulunmustur.

Sonuglar tartisilip ileri arastirmalar i¢in 6neriler sunulmaktadir.



vii

Acknowledgements

I would like to thank many people whose contributions in various
ways give me courage to go a step further until the completion of this thesis.

I would like to express my special thanks to Prof. Dr. Diane Sunar
for her encouraging attitude, interest and supporting remarks she gave me in
every step of the study.

I would like to thank to Dr. Zeynep Catay for her helpful comments
and contributions in the study.

I would like to thank to Dog¢. Dr. Ayse Aycicegi Dinn for her
valuable advice in this study.

I would like to express my thanks to the teachers and students of
Avrupa Koleji and Tag Koleji for their participation and help in this study.

I would like to thank to Alev Cavdar for her help in the statistical
analyses of the data.

I am grateful to my sister (Zeynep), Yiicel Dikmen and Erhan
Duman for their patience and eagerness to help me entering data.

Last but not least, I would like to thank my parents, Nefise and
Orhan Kayrakli for their continuous support and encouragement all
throughout my years of education and for supporting me in every step of

this study.



viii

Table of Contents

Tl Page. ..o et i
APPIOVAL ..o ii
ADSITACT. ..ottt e iii
OZE. ..o v
Acknowledgements. ...... ..ot vii
L. INtroduCtion. .....ououeit it 1
1.1. Sex-Role Identification.............c.ccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 2
1.2. Sex-Role Stereotypes. ... ...evuuiiiniiiiiii i 8
1.3. Gender Stereotypes and Sex Role Identification in Turkish
CUITUTE. .o 14
1.4. Sex Typing in Expectations..............cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinen.. 16
1.5. Expectations in Urban Middle Class Turkish Family............... 21
1.6. Sex-typing in Child-Rearing Practices.....................coeeeee.n. 27
1.7. Child Rearing Practices in Turkish Urban Middle
Class Family.......coooiiiiiiii 33
1.8. A Summary of the Literature and Hypotheses........................ 37
20 Method. ... 39
2.1, ReSpondents ...........oouiiuiiiiitiii e 39
2.2, INSITUMENLS. .. .etettittt e e ettt e 40
2.3, Procedure...........ooooiiiiiii 44
3. Results. ..o 46
4. Discussion and Conclusion............c.oeveiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i, 51

5. References.......ooovviiiiiiii 62



1X

6. APPENAICES. ...neitit it 77
Appendix A: Block’s Child Rearing Practices Report (CRPR)...78
Appendix B: Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI)...................... 83

Appendix C: Expectations Questionnaire..............c...ccoeeeeenn. 93



Table 1.

Table 2.

Table 3.

Table 4.

List of Tables

Frequency and percentages (in parentheses) of mothers’
education level...........oooii 39
Frequencies and percentages (in parentheses) of maternal

working status as a function of the sex of the

Means and standard deviations of each variable by sex
of the child....... ... 46
Sex preference of mothers as a function of sex of their

ChIlAren. .o e 47



1. Introduction

The impact of parents on children’s psychological development is
undeniable. Many parental variables such as gender, SES and education
influence the values and attitudes of the parents toward their children. From
birth, parents develop some expectations and attribute some stereotypic
characteristics to their sons and daughters. Such gender stereotypes also
affect childrearing practices of parents. However, the family does not exist
in a vacuum. There is an interrelationship between the family and the
culture (Brown, 1948; Stern, 1939). Many family values and norms have
their roots in the culture. Thus, cultural changes always have an influence
on the family and vice versa (Stern, 1939). In recent years, major economic
and sociocultural changes have taken place in Turkey. Turkey is rapidly
becoming a modern, urban, and industrial society (Ataca, 2006). This shift
in Turkish society has also influenced the Turkish family, which plays a
vital role in psychological and social development of children.

One way parents influence their children is through sex-role
identification. Although both parents are involved in the development of
children, various psychological theories put a special emphasis on the role
of mother in children’s gender-role development (Scott-Jones & Peebles-
Wilkins, 1986; Starrels, 1992 as cited in Ex & Janssens, 1998; Thornton,
Alwin & Camburn, 1983). This thesis aims to study mothers’ expectations
in the urban middle class Turkish family. In addition, maternal child-

rearing practices and their impact on gender-role development will be



examined. The influence of culture, particularly gender stereotypes, will be
also explored to gain a better understanding of parental expectations and

child-rearing practices.

1.1. Sex-Role Identification

Sex-role identification refers to the internalization of the role typical
of a given sex and to the unconscious reactions characteristic of that role
(Lynn, 1966, p. 466). Sex-role identification can be easily confused with
“parental identification,” so differentiation among these concepts is vital.
“Sex-role identification” involves developing a feminine or masculine
identity constructed within a particular culture (Lynn, 1963). Parental
identification, on the other hand, involves internalization of a parent’s
personality characteristics and behaving in a similar way (Lynn, 1966).
Thus, a child can be poorly identified with the parent but well-identified
with his/her sex-role or vice versa (Lynn, 1966).

Many theories have been formulated to account for the sex-role
identification process. Psychodynamic theories claim that both sexes first
identify with the mother and then around the age five, with the resolution of
the Oedipal conflict, children identify with same sex parent (Lynn, 1961;
Maccoby, 2000; Wittig, 1983). During this period, boys are expected to
experience more difficulty than girls, because they have to shift from the
initial mother identification and develop a new masculine identification
(Lynn, 1976; Maccoby, 2000).

Another perspective on gender development is “social learning



theory”. This theory suggests that children learn gender-appropriate
behaviors through reinforcement, punishment and imitation (Mischel, 1966
as cited in Wittig, 1983). This theory assumes that parental identification
precedes sex-role identification. According to social learning theory,
children first identify with their mother since she is the first available role
model and the primary reinforcer of the children. Then, as children are
exposed more to the environment they begin to learn sex-role stereotypes
(Meyer, 1980). One drawback of this theory is that it underestimates the
child’s capacity to construct his/her own meaning. In other words, it
attributes a passive role to the child in his/her sex-role development process
(Bem, 1983).

Cognitive-developmental theory (Kohlberg, 1966), on the other
hand, assigns a primary role to the child in the gender-role development
process. This theory assumes that first the child’s cognitive development
allows him/her to become aware of his/her gender and then, around the age
of eight, the child starts to internalize the same-sex parent’s behaviors
(Helwig, 1998; Meyer, 1980; Wittig, 1983). Therefore, this theory assumes
that gender identification precedes parental identification. The reasoning
behind this theory is that children need more elaborated cognitive abilities to
accomplish parental identification, so that they first have to develop gender
identification. A study conducted by Meyer (1980) indicated that younger
girls have more sex-typed behaviors than older girls and older girls are
found to have sex-role attitudes very similar to their mothers. Thus, the

research supported cognitive-developmental theory. O'Keefe and Hyde



(1983), however, found little evidence for Kohlberg’s cognitive theory. In
their study the stereotypical aspirations of children did not decrease with age
(as cited in Helwig, 1998). Thus, the results of research on the validity of
this theory are inconclusive.

Gender schema theory, developed by Bem (1981), emphasized the
role of culture in sex-role development. Gender schema theory states that
each society develops its own definitions of masculinity and femininity.
Children learn about what it means to be feminine and masculine in that
particular culture and they slowly develop a tendency to process information
on the basis of these gender schemas. Therefore, the new incoming
information is always biased since it is evaluated based on the preexisting
views about gender. Such biased perceptions not only strengthen existing
gender schemas, but also influence the development of the self-concept
(Bem, 1981). In time, children start to choose their behaviors solely
according to the gender role definitions of the society (Bem, 1983). Thus,
the personality of the child also becomes consistent with the sex roles
ascribed to his/her sex by the society (Bem, 1981; Bem, 1983).

Gender schema theory has some similarities with both social
learning and cognitive-developmental theories. Like cognitive-
developmental theory, it emphasizes the role of cognitive associations in
acquiring sex-appropriate behaviors. However, gender schema theory
further argues that it is the societal values and norms that lead to gender-
schematic processing. Thus, like social learning theory, gender schema

theory recognizes the role of learning in sex-role development (Bem, 1983).



In a way, gender-schema theory provides a synthesis of social learning and
cognitive-developmental theories.

The emphasis on the role of culture in the sex-role identification
process is evident in early studies. In his definition of sex-role
identification, Lynn (1966) stated that in every society there are
characteristics that are traditionally associated with males and those
associated with females (Hoffman & Borders, 2001). Barry, Bacon and
Child (1957) argued that female and male children are expected to develop
feminine and masculine identities, which are already defined by the culture
they live in.

Despite the recognition of the role of culture in sex-role
identification, it is interesting that the concept of androgyny was developed
in the 1970’s (Hoffman & Borders, 2001). Androgyny means that a healthy
woman or man can possess masculine and feminine characteristics
simultaneously (Bem, 1975; Hoffman & Borders, 2001). Until the 1970’s,
femininity and masculinity were accepted as two distinct constructs and
each sex was expected to internalize only the traits which are defined as
desirable characteristics for that sex in that particular culture. Thus, women
were expected to possess only feminine traits and men were expected to
possess only masculine traits (Bem, 1975). The women’s liberation
movement in the 1960’s led people to question these gender roles and
“androgyny” was introduced as an alternative way of being (Bem, 1975).

Parents play an important role in sex-role identification of the

children. Their personal beliefs, expectations and child-rearing attitudes are



very influential in shaping sex-role identity of the child (Lynn, 1963).
However, mother and father are not involved in gender-role development of
the child in the same way. A mother usually thinks of and accepts both
sexes simply as “children” and acts towards them almost the same way.
She adopts an expressive role and uses love-oriented techniques to control
children. Usually a mother is understanding and solicitous so that she gives
rewarding responses in order to receive rewarding responses (Johnson,
1955). Fathers, on the other hand, are usually more concerned with
appropriate sex-role development of their children. By treating each sex in
a different way, fathers significantly contribute to gender development of
both sexes (Johnson, 1963; Lynn, 1976; Russell & Ellis, 1991). To
accomplish this task, fathers adopt either expressive or instrumental roles
depending on the sex of the child. They enhance femininity by adopting an
expressive role toward their daughters’ and reinforce their sons’ gender role
by adopting an instrumental role (Johnson, 1963). For instance, fathers
show more affection, attention and praise to girls, whereas they put more
pressure on boys (Bronfenbrenner, 1961 as cited in Lynn, 1976). It was
found that attentive and protective fathers were more likely to enhance
femininity in daughters. Less feminine women described their fathers as
critical, distant and cold (Johnson, 1963). Several studies showed the
correlation between masculinity in fathers and in sons (Lamb, 1987 as cited
in Yang, 2000). Masculine-oriented boys also described their fathers as
more punitive (Mussen & Rutherford, 1963 as cited in Lynn, 1976).

However, it was also argued that fathers have only a small impact on their



sons’ gender development. Lynn (1976) found that boys are “no more
likely to imitate their fathers than they were to imitate their mothers or a
man who was a stranger” (Lynn, 1976, p. 403).

Identification theory suggests that the roles of mother and father are
equally important since children imitate both parents (Yang, 2000). Ideally
both mother and the father should be involved in the gender role
identification process (Biller, 1981 as cited in Yang, 2000). Therefore, the
role of mothers in children’s sex role development is no less important than
that of fathers. Smith and Self (1980) found that maternal sex-role attitudes
influence sex-role attitudes of their daughters. Russell and Ellis (1991)
investigated sex-role development of children in single parent households.
Results showed that when the single parent was the mother, both boys and
girls were more likely to become androgynous individuals since mothers
modeled non-traditional roles in the home. Therefore, mothers are
influential in the sex-role development of both genders (Russell and Ellis,
1991).

In conclusion, various parental variables influence sex-role
identification of children. Gender of the parent, parental beliefs,
expectations, child-rearing practices and culture are all involved in this
process. Therefore a further elaboration of these factors would be useful to

gain a complete understanding of the gender-role development process.



1.2. Sex-Role Stereotypes

Gender or sex-role stereotypes are beliefs about characteristics, traits
and behaviors that are accepted as appropriate for men and women (Berndt
& Heller, 1986; Miller, Bilimoria & Pattni, 2000). These stereotypes are
socially constructed (Draper, 1975; Harris, 1994; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990;
Miller, Bilimoria & Pattni, 2000; Rosenberg, 1973; Sugihara & Katsurada,
1999; Vanfossen, 1977) and they are mainly transmitted through family and
mass media (Martin & Ruble, 2004; Vanfossen, 1977). Advertisements,
films, magazines, etc. implicitly communicate gender-roles (Kacerguis &
Adams, 1979; Rosenberg, 1973; Vanfossen, 1977). Research indicates that
children by the age of three have a good repertoire of stereotypes (Stoller,
1968 as cited in Goshen-Gottstein, 1981). Three year old children displayed
toy preferences and they can successfully identify which activities are
appropriate for each sex (Flerx, Fidler & Rogers, 1976).

Gender stereotypes are highly prescriptive (Prentice & Carranza,
2002). Historically, in many societies men were associated with
instrumental qualities whereas women were associated with expressive
qualities (Bem, 1974). “Instrumentality” involves assertiveness,
independence, engaging in performance-oriented behaviors and making
decisions (Gerber, 1993; Spence, 1991). “Expressiveness” involves
warmth, altruism, supportive behavior and ability to display emotions
openly (Gerber, 1993; Spence, 1991). These stereotypes provide definite
descriptions of male and female roles and both sexes are expected to show a

strong compliance with these roles. The violation of these stereotypes can



result in some kind of punishment (Rudman & Glick, 1999 as cited in
Prentice & Carranza, 2002). For instance, although “agentic” women were
more likely to be hired for leadership positions, they were more disliked by
other people since they do not fit the stereotype of “niceness” for women
(Rudman & Glick, 2001). These stereotypes continue to exist in the society
despite the fact that they limit the adaptability of men and women across
different situations (Bem, 1975; Hoffman & Hurst, 1990; Rosenberg, 1973;
Sharpe, Heppner, & Dixon, 1995). The reason is that these stereotypes give
a sense of stability and security in the society (Hoffman & Hurst, 1990;
Rosenberg, 1973).

Different theories have been developed to understand the
development of gender stereotypes. Some of these theories such as social
learning theory, cognitive-developmental theory and gender schema theory
were mentioned above under sex-role development. These theories are also
used to account for acquisition of gender stereotypes, so they are
reexamined briefly here. Social learning theory argues that children develop
gender role stereotypes by observing and imitating the selected role models
in their lives. The rewards and punishments employed in response to
children’s behaviors further enhance gender stereotypes. Cognitive
developmental theory emphasizes the development of cognitive abilities in
the acquisition of stereotypes (Albert & Porter, 1988). Gender schema
theory synthesizes social learning and cognitive developmental models to

some degree. This theory suggests that although cognitive structures
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provide a basis for the acquisition of gender stereotypes, environment also
contributes to its development (Albert & Porter, 1988).

Other theories have also been formulated to explain gender
stereotype development in children. Evolutionary theory states that
instrumental and expressive traits have their roots in human beings’ efforts
to adapt to environmental conditions. Prehistorically, men and women
developed different strategies based on the differences in their reproductive
roles. Males were not required to have a great investment in offspring, but
they had to compete with other males to transmit their genes to as many
offspring as possible. Thus, they adopted instrumental characteristics which
ensured a more advantageous position in this competition. Females, on the
other hand, were responsible for the survival of the offspring. Thus, they
adopted more expressive traits such as altruism, nurturance, etc. (Lueptow,
Garovich-Szabo & Lueptow, 2001). Social role theory states that
stereotypes arise because men and women play different roles in society and
these roles cause people to attribute different personality traits to each other
(Eagly & Steffen, 1984 as cited in Hoffman & Hurst, 1990). The
Rationalization Hypothesis, on the other hand, argues that stereotypes are
simply the result of an effort to rationalize the division of labor in society.
In other words, these stereotypes are developed to explain why men are the
breadwinners and women are the homemakers. Attributing some inherent
characteristics to both sexes provides a satisfactory explanation for this

unequal distribution of responsibilities and it prevents people from further
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questioning the rationale behind this division of labor (Hoffman & Hurst,
1990).

Gender stereotypes have always been an important area of interest in
the field of psychology (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). However, systematic
research on the content of gender stereotypes started with studies of sex-role
identity (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). To construct masculinity and
femininity scales, Bem (1974) asked male and female participants to rate a
large pool of items on the basis of social desirability of these characteristics.
Thus, Bem (1974) identified 20 feminine and 20 masculine traits which
represent the gender stereotypes of the American society (Prentice &
Carranza, 2002). The feminine traits are: affectionate, cheerful, childlike,
compassionate, does not use harsh language, eager to soothe hurt feelings,
feminine, flatterable, gentle, gullible, loves children, loyal, sensitive to the
needs of others, shy, soft spoken, sympathetic, tender, understanding, warm
and yielding (Bem, 1974, p. 156). The masculine traits are: acts as a leader,
aggressive, ambitious, analytical, assertive, athletic, competitive, defends
own beliefs, dominant, forceful, has leadership abilities, independent,
individualistic, makes decisions easily, masculine, self-reliant, self-
sufficient, strong personality, willing to take a stand and willing to take risks
(Bem, 1974, p. 156).

Recent studies indicate that the stereotypes identified by Bem (1974)
continue to exist in societies (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). A study
conducted by Harris (1994) reveals that 19 of 19 masculine items (item

“masculine” was not included) and 16 of 19 feminine items met Bem’s
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criteria, suggesting the persistence of gender stereotypes in the U.S culture.
Holt and Ellis (1998) also found that all masculine items and 18 of feminine
items met Bem’s criteria. However, they also found a decrease in the
magnitude of difference scores for social desirability of the items for men
and women. This finding shows that although these stereotypes prevail,
they are not as rigid as before (Holt & Ellis, 1998).

Further studies of gender-stereotypes showed that not only desirable
traits, but also socially undesirable qualities should be included in gender
stereotypes (Prentice & Carranza, 2002). Thus, certain feminine traits like
“gullible” and some masculine traits like “arrogant” were also included
(Prentice & Carranza, 2002).

The role of culture in the development of gender stereotypes has
been already mentioned. Societal values and expectations are important
determinants of sex-role stereotypes and they vary among different cultures
and ethnic groups (Draper, 1975; Harris, 1994; Miller et al., 2000).
Societies that hold more conservative religious beliefs are more likely to
adopt traditional gender roles (Williams & Best, 1990 as cited in Miller et
al., 2000). In addition, traditional cultures are found to maintain more
conservative stereotypes compared to more modern cultures (Miller et al.,
2000). Williams and Best (1990) also indicated that the difference between
men and women on the variance of gender-stereotypes was smaller in highly
developed countries (as cited in Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005).

As the primary agent of socialization, parents transmit values and

norms of the society to the child. Therefore, they also have a considerable



13

impact on the acquisition of sex-role stereotypes (Jones & Wilkins, 1986).
Parents start to communicate gender differences beginning at birth and they
continue to convey gendered messages through adolescence (Balswick &
Avertt, 1977; Jones & Wilkins, 1986). Moreover, by acting as role models
they further reinforce the development of gender stereotypes (Lynn, 1963).
However, parental variables such as socioeconomic status and educational
level influence the degree of these stereotypes (Johnson, Johnson & Martin,
1961). Parents from low SES are found to have a tendency to discriminate
sex roles earlier and more strictly compared to parents from middle SES
(Johnson, Johnson & Martin, 1961).

Many studies report that as the educational level and work status of
the mother increases, children adopt more egalitarian sex-role beliefs
(Spitze, 1988; Stephan & Corder, 1985; Thornton, Alwin & Camburn, 1983
). Marantz and Mansfield (1977) studied the effect of maternal employment
on the development of sex-role stereotyping in five to eleven year old girls.
In this study, daughters of working mothers were found to have significantly
less stereotypes than daughters of nonworking mothers. Another study on
the effect of maternal employment on daughters’ sex-role stereotypes
revealed similar results. Daughters of employed mothers had less
stereotyped views for both female and male roles (Hansson, Chernovetz &
Jones, 1977). From the perspective of social-learning theory, the employed
mothers would cause them to develop few gender stereotypes by providing a

less traditional role model for their daughters (Hansson, et al., 1977).
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Stereotypes also affect self-concept of individuals. Research
indicates that individuals score higher on self-concept dimensions that are
stereotypically associated with their gender (Jackson, Hodge & Ingram,
1994). Therefore, less stereotypic individuals are more likely to develop an
androgynous self-concept and feel more comfortable enjoying cross-sex

activities (Hansson, et al., 1977).

1.3. Gender Stereotypes and Sex Role Identification in Turkish

Culture

Kagitcibasi (1996) described Turkish culture as a “culture of
relatedness” since it involves characteristics of both individualistic and
collectivistic cultures (Kagitcibagsi, 1985 as cited in Ataca, Kagitcibast &
Diri, 2005). The Turkish family provides a good example of this synthesis.
In the modern urban family, individuals are not economically, but
emotionally interdependent with each other. Family members are
emotionally very close to each other (Kagitcibasi 1982, as cited in Ataca,
Kagit¢ibast & Diri, 2005). These characteristics of Turkish culture suggest
that there could be some stereotypes particular to Turkish society.

Turkish society can be identified as a culture containing highly
prescriptive stereotypes. Turkish parents start to develop expectations
before the child is born (Kagit¢cibasi & Sunar, 1992). Therefore,
socialization of gender roles starts very early.

Studies revealed that gender stereotypes in Turkish society are

different from Western cultures (Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005). Sunar (1982)
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found that Turkish men evaluated Turkish women as more childish, more
dependent, less intelligent, more emotional, more irrational, more
submissive, less straightforward, more passive, more ignorant, more honest,
more industrious and weaker than men. Giirbiiz (1985) also studied gender
stereotypes in Turkish society. She found that in Turkish society certain

XT3

traits such as “affectionate”, “cheerful,” “gentle,

EEINA3

sympathetic,” “soft-

29 ¢ 29 ¢

spoken,” “eager to soothe hurt feelings,” “sensitive to the needs of others”
and “loyal” were equally descriptive for both men and women. The same
research also revealed that while certain male-associated traits like

99 ¢

“independent,” “aggressive”, and “individualistic” were undesirable
characteristics for both sexes, “dependency” was defined as a desirable trait
for both sexes.

Recently, Ozkan and Lajunen (2005) examined the gender
stereotypes in Turkish society. The BSRI was administered to 536
university students in Ankara. The results indicated a change in the values
of Turkish society. For instance, characteristics like “affectionate,”
“sympathetic,” and “sensitive to needs of others”, which were previously
reported as desirable for both men and women were defined as feminine
traits by this sample. In addition, the findings suggested that Turkish female
students had developed a more masculine gender role within the last 10
years. Traits which were previously associated only with males became
desirable also for females. Such change in gender roles of women can be

explained by rapid urbanization and increased educational opportunities

provided to females. However, there were also traits such as
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“aggressiveness” which were still defined as undesirable for both sexes
(Ozkan & Lajunen, 2005). Therefore, despite the changes occurring in

Turkish society, certain values continue to persist.

1.4. Sex Typing in Expectations

From birth, parents develop different expectations for their sons and
daughters, and attribute some stereotypic characteristics to them (Chick,
Heilman-Houser & Hunter, 2002; Goshen-Gottstein, 1981). Thus,
expectations contained within the stereotypes form a part of the cultural
background and guide the social construction of gender (Miller et al., 2000).
Most parents start to develop some expectations as soon as they learn the
gender of the infant (Sandnabba & Ahlberg, 1999). Rubin, Provenzano and
Luria (1974) found that parents tend to describe their newborn sons as more
alert, stronger, and firmer than daughters with equivalent size and weight
(Kacerguis & Adams, 1979). The daughters, on the other hand, were
perceived as delicate, softer and more awkward (Kacerguis & Adams,
1979). In another study, people are observed that they responded differently
to the same 3-month old infant when the baby was labeled as boy or girl
(Seavey et al., 1975 as cited in Goshen-Gottstein, 1981).

Although parents have many expectations, studying all of them is
beyond the scope of this paper. Therefore, three of them, namely, sex
preference, educational attainment and marriage type will be discussed.

Sex preference is a parental expectation that has been extensively

studied. Compared to developed countries, a strong boy preference is
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reported in developing countries (as cited in Hank & Kohler, 2002) and in
rural areas (Liu & Gu, 1998; Malhi, 1995 as cited in Gonzalez & Koestner,
2005). Improvements in women’s rights and educational system,
participation of women in the work force, and mass media significantly
influence sex preference of parents (Coleman et al., 1989; Dinitz, Dynes &
Clarke, 1954). Currently, well-educated, high SES parents value
psychological reasons such as joy or love in having children, and show a
daughter preference (Hank & Kohler, 2002). In rural settings, on the other
hand, boy preference still prevails since parents put more emphasis on the
economic benefits of children. These parents expect their male children to
contribute to the family economy and support their parents in their old age.
Preference for sons is also more prevalent in patriarchal societies, where the
child is expected to continue the family name (Hank & Kohler, 2002).
Although there seems to be a rural-urban difference in parental sex
preference, there are also studies indicating that son preference prevails
even in some developed countries. For instance, strong boy preference was
found in the U.S. and Canada (Gonzalez & Koestner, 2005).

Educational attainment of children is influenced by several factors
such as state policies, economy and family. It is the state that determines
the duration of compulsory education and is responsible for the allocation of
educational resources. Industrialization and urbanization also reinforce
educational achievement since well-educated, skilled individuals are more
likely to get good, high-paying jobs (Rankin & Aytac, 2006). Familial

variables such as social and economic resources, size of the family and
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family values also influence school attainment of children (Rankin & Aytag,
2006). Research indicates that in developing countries, girls are less likely
to attend school (Knodel, 1997; Wils & Goujon, 1998). In these countries,
lack of a social welfare system causes parents to expect their children to
look after them when they get old. Daughters are not good candidates to
support their elderly parents since they are not the breadwinners and they
leave the family when they get married. Thus, males become the candidates
for providing economic and social resources to the parents and, with that
expectation, get the biggest share of the family resources including
schooling (Wei, 2005). Secondly, the prevalence of patriarchal attitudes
increases the gender gap in educational achievement. In patriarchal
societies, boys are valued over girls, so parents are more willing to invest in
boys’ education (Lee, 1998; as cited in Wei, 2005; Rankin & Aytag, 2006).
In all Asian counties, families invest more in their male children (Wei,
2005). However, research also shows that as the level of education and
socioeconomic status of the society improves parents adopt a more
egalitarian view (Knodel, 1997; Moore, 1987; Shu, 2004) and equal
educational opportunities are likely to be provided for girls and boys
(Knodel, 1997; Wils & Goujon, 1998). For instance, in the past more boys
were attending primary and secondary schools in Taiwan. However,
socioeconomic developments and cultural changes coupled with compulsory
education policy of the state increased the number of female students (Wei,
2005). Inthe U.S, a developed, industrialized society with a high literacy

rate, the number of girls is equal to the number of males who complete



19

college education (Mare, 1995; as cited in Carter & Wojtkiewicz, 2000).
Therefore, educational and socioeconomic factors play an important role in
parental attitudes toward education of sons and daughters.

Lastly, parents develop a set of expectations regarding the marriage
type of their children. Basically there are two types of marriage: arranged
marriage and love marriage. In arranged marriage older family members
choose whom their child will marry (Fox, 1975; Xiaohe & Whyte, 1990).
Thus, older people maintain control and do not let young people make their
own decisions for marriage. In arranged marriage, mates are selected based
on their family status and economic status (Xiaohe & Whyte, 1990;
Pimental, 2000). Love marriage, on the other hand, encourages the
independence of young people since it allows them to choose their own
mate (Fox, 1975; Xiaohe & Whyte, 1990) and love is the primary criterion
for choosing a mate (Pimental, 2000). Arranged marriage is common
among rural, traditional families whereas love marriage is seen in modern,
urban settings (Fox, 1975; Pimental, 2000). Although love marriage is more
common in Western culture, the widespread availability of mass media has
transmitted Western values to other cultures, which influenced marriage
patterns in these cultures as well (Theodorson, 1965).

In almost every culture, women marry at a younger age than men
(Bozon, 1991, Witwer, 1993). Different theories have been developed to
account for this age gap between men and women. One theory states that
women exchange their youth and beauty for men’s social status and

economic power. However, the age gap is also observed in relationships
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where men have equal or less economic power than their mates. Therefore,
an alternative explanation is needed. One possible explanation could be the
fact that men and women feel ready for their “adult” roles at different ages
(Bozon, 1991). In other words, women may reach emotional maturity
earlier than men. Research also indicated that emotional maturity played an
important role in marital adjustment of spouses (Cole, Cole & Dean, 1980).
Although this age gap continues to exist, the average age at first
marriage is rising for both sexes in most industrial countries. For instance,
in the United States the mean age at first marriage was 22.7 for men and
20.3 for women in 1968 (Bayer, 1968). In the period from 2000 to 2003,
this age increased to 27 for men and 25 years old for women (Johnson &
Dye, 2005). Such increase in individuals’ age at first marriage is not only
evident in European countries, but also in other developing countries like
Japan, Korea and Malaysia (Elm & Hirschman, 1979; Lapierre-Adamcyk &
Burch, 1974; Retherford, Ogawa & Matsukura, 2001). Different factors
such as increased educational attainment, women’s participation in the labor
force, and urbanization influenced this increase in the age at marriage
(Bozon, 1991; Lapierre-Adamcyk & Burch, 1974). High rate of school
attendance is typically associated with delayed marriage since it can change
one’s life view and provide employment opportunities (Bozon, 1991;
Lapierre-Adamcyk & Burch, 1974). Employment status is also an
important factor in a marriage decision, because partners need to earn
necessary income to look after the household. Currently, more women

participate in the workforce and contribute to the family economy (Lapierre-
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Adamcyk & Burch, 1974). Lastly, urbanization enhances delayed marriage
by providing more educational and occupational opportunities to individuals
(Lapierre-Adamcyk & Burch, 1974).

Several studies report a decrease in the sex-typed expectations of
parents. It is argued that parents have similar expectations from their
children in terms of personality traits, interests and abilities (Minuchin,
1965). This tendency (less dichotomous sex-role standards) is especially
common among middle class, well-educated parents (Minuchin, 1965).
Fisher (1978) stated that in rural areas parents are more likely to hold
conventional beliefs and their opportunity to adopt new values is quite
limited due to the a limited relationship with people outside the family (as
cited in Coleman, Ganong, Clark & Madsen, 1989). Thus, their existing
values are further strengthened and cultural change occurs more slowly
(Coleman, Ganong, Clark & Madsen, 1989). In urban areas, on the other
hand, people are exposed to a variety of information, which renders them
more open to new ways of thinking (Coleman, Ganong, Clark & Madsen,
1989). In recent years, improvements in technology, particularly mass-
media lowered the urban and rural discrepancy. However, some difference
still remained between these two settings (Hennon & Marotz & Baden,

1987).

1.5. Expectations in Urban Middle Class Turkish Family
Turkey is at the crossroads between Asia and Europe and this unique

geographic position has a profound impact on social and cultural values and
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norms (Ataca et al., 2005; Ataca, 2006). At present, Turkey’s population is
quite heterogeneous, including ethnic Turks, Kurds, Armenians, Greeks,
Circassians, Laz, Gypsies, Syriacs, and Sephardic Jews as well as other
smaller groups. In other words, different subcultures coexist in Turkish
society. In addition to this cultural multiplicity, for the past several years
Turkey has been undergoing a rapid social change. Traditional, rural,
patriarchal society has been transformed to a modern, urban, industrial and
egalitarian one (Ataca et al., 2005). Thus, cultural diversity coupled with
rapid socioeconomic changes in Turkey led to the emergence of various
family types in Turkey (Ataca et al., 2005; Ataca, 2006). Now, more
modern, western values exist in the urban setting, which influence middle
class urban parents’ expectations for their children including sex preference,
educational attainment and type of marriage.

Research indicates that low-SES rural parents and middle class urban
parents differ in their sex preference for children. Son preference is
particularly widespread among rural parents (Ataca et al., 2005; Sunar,
2002, Ataca, 2006), whereas urban middle class families show a preference
for daughters over sons (Ataca & Sunar, 1999). Such differences between
rural and urban areas can be explained with the type of value parents
attribute to their children.

Three types of values were defined to identify reasons for parents to
have children, namely psychological, social and economic reasons
(Kagitcibasi, 1982; Klaus & Suckow, 2002). The economic/ utilitarian

values involve children’s material contribution to the family. For instance,
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when they are young, children can help with housework and when they
grow up they can fulfill old age security function for their parents.
Psychological value includes emotional reasons for having children such as
love, joy, pride and companionship. Lastly, social values involve social
benefits of having a child such as continuation of family name and social
status (Kagit¢cibasi & Ataca, 2005).

Kagit¢cibagi (1982) emphasized the relationship between the
developmental level of the society and type of value assigned to children. It
is argued that the economic value of the child is heavily emphasized in less
developed, rural settings; whereas psychological value of the child has
priority in more developed, urban areas (Kagitcibasi, 1982). Research
supported this hypothesis and showed that as the SES and education level of
the family improves the economic value of the child decreases and the
psychological value of the child increases (Kagitcibasi & Ataca, 2005).

This relationship between the developmental level of the society and type of
value attributed to children also influence the sex preference of parents. In
Turkey, son preference is more prevalent in rural areas, where the economic
value of the children is the primary motivation behind childbearing
(Kagteibasi, 1982 as cited in Sunar, 2002). As breadwinners, sons are
expected to contribute to family economy (Sunar, 2002) and act as old age
security (Kagitcibasi, 1982). Sons are also preferred because they can carry
the male line and the birth of a son brings the mother considerable status
and security within the family (Sunar, 2002). Urban middle class parents,

on the other hand, stress psychological values as the primary motivation for
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having children and they show a daughter preference (Ataca et al., 2005). A
cross-generation study conducted by Sunar (2002) indicated that this
tendency increased over three generations in upper-middle class families.
Ataca and Sunar (1999) showed that urban class women emphasized
psychological reasons such as “to love” and “to be loved” rather than
financial expectations for having children (as cited in Ataca, 2006).
Moreover, urban middle class mothers are found to perceive daughters as
better supporters in the old age (Ataca & Sunar, 1999 as cited in Ataca,
2006). The reason is that with the term “support” these mothers perceived
an emotional support from their children (Ataca, et al., 2005).

Parents’ expectations about educational attainment of their children
also vary depending on the sex of the child. Following the establishment of
Republic in 1923, several educational reforms were carried out in Turkey.
In this period, the state strongly encouraged female attendance to school
(Rankin & Aytag, 2006). Although these reforms succeeded in reducing the
illiteracy rate in the society, they did not eliminate gender inequality.
Research indicates that although gender inequality in education continues to
exist in Turkey, the degree of this gender gap varies with the level of
industrialization and urbanization of the context in which the family lives.

Rankin and Aytag (2004) studied the effect of region, city size and
family background on junior high school attainment. In their study, they
included 16 year-old adolescents. The results revealed that in economically
developed Western regions and in metropolitan areas educational attainment

of both girls and boys were higher and the gender gap was smaller
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compared to rural, Eastern regions of Turkey. Their study also showed that
parental education influences children’s, particularly girls’, school
attendance in a positive way. Another study conducted by Rankin and
Aytag¢ (2006) examined the factors influencing post primary education of
children. The results showed that living in an urban area and higher
educational level of parents increased girls’ chances of attending
postprimary education. The emphasis on psychological value of children
also encourages parents to treat their sons and daughters in a more
egalitarian way (Ataca, 2006). Thus, urban middle class parents started to
provide equal educational opportunities for boys and girls (Erkut, 1982).

Maternal employment and the presence of younger siblings, on the
other hand, are among the factors which decrease girls’ educational
attainment. The reason is that girls were expected to look after younger
siblings or complete household chores in the absence of the mother. Lastly,
fathers who hold very traditional gender-role expectations or have religious
traditional beliefs are likely to favor sons’ education over daughters.
Therefore, fathers’ sex-role beliefs and religiosity also affect girls’
educational attainment (Rankin and Aytag, 2004).

Socio-economic changes in Turkey also influence parental
expectations regarding the marriage type of their children. The type of
marriage usually varies between rural and urban settings. Arranged
marriage is more common in rural areas, where the concept of honor is a
highly valued cultural practice. Honor is about the sexual behavior of

women and it is protected by the men of the family. In traditional families,
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men are given the right to control females’ behavior for protecting their
honor. Such restriction in female behavior is also present in their decisions,
including marriage decisions. In rural areas, women are expected to
conform to marriage decisions taken by older members of the family (Ataca,
2006). In urban settings, on the other hand, honor is a less important value
and more emphasis is put on love, personal fulfillment and happiness
(Sunar, 2002). In addition, middle class urban families give more autonomy
to young a person, which also enables them to choose their own marriage
partners (Ataca, 2006). However, despite the relative freedom given to
young people, cohabitation without marriage is still rare in Turkey (Sunar &
Fisek, 2005).

According to the present Civil Code, the minimum age of marriage
is 18 years and the consent of both bride and groom is required for legal
marriage (Ataca, 2006). In Turkey, mean age at first marriage has also
gradually increased over time. In 1995, the mean age at marriage was 22
for women and 25 for men (SIS, 1995; as cited in Ataca et al, 2005). In
2006, the averages were 23 for women and 26 for men (NVI, 2006). Turkey
Demographic and Health Survey (TDHS), which was conducted in 2003,
also showed a significant increase of the mean age at first marriage for both
men and women. This research also indicated a high nuptiality rate in
Turkey. Overall, 88% of women age 25-49 were found to marry before they
reach their 30’s and only 2% of these women have never married (TDHS,
2003). Another important finding of this study was the positive correlation

between women’s education level and mean age at first marriage. The mean
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age of marriage of women with at least a high school education was found
to be approximately 7 years higher compared to women with no education

(TDHS, 2003).

1.6. Sex-typing in Child-Rearing Practices

To what extent parents treat girls and boys differently and its impact
on children’s psychosocial development has been an important area of
interest of social scientists. In the literature, parents are repeatedly found to
treat their sons and daughters differently (Coleman et al., 1989; Goshen-
Gottstein, 1981; Lewis, 1972; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974 as cited in Lytoon
& Romney, 1991; Scott-Jones & Peebles-Wilkins, 1986).

Cross-cultural studies also validate the existence of such differential
treatment (Whiting & Whiting, 1975 as cited in Goshen-Gottstein, 1981).
From birth, parents are found to behave in a gender-specific way
(Campenni, 1999; Chick et al., 2002). For instance, they buy different toys
and clothes for boys and girls (Scott-Jones & Peebles-Wilkins, 1986) or
they simply decorate the rooms of male and female children differently
(Rheingold & Cook, 1975). In addition, parents have a tendency to interact
differently with girls and boys. For instance, parents use loving words such
as “honey” to call girls while they call boys simply by their name (Chick et
al, 2002).

Martin (1995) emphasized that parents’ gender stereotypes influence
their behaviors toward their children. Parents use these stereotypes as a

reference point for evaluating children’s behavior (Kohlberg, 1966 as cited
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in Martin, 1995) and reward or punish them accordingly (Chick et al, 2002;
Mischel, 1966 as cited in Martin, 1995). While girls were praised for their
dress, hairstyle and helping behavior, boys were praised for their size and
physical abilities.

Expectations contained in the stereotypes further influence the way
parents interact with their children (Miller et al., 2000). Chick et al. (2002)
conducted a study to investigate the variations in parental attitudes toward
boys and girls. The results revealed that caregivers showed different
reactions to boys and girls’ high activity level. Boys’ high activity level
was not questioned by the caregivers and accepted as an inherent
characteristic of boys. On the other hand, girls were repeatedly cautioned
by caregivers and sometimes they were even asked to stop their play.
Several studies also indicate that aggressiveness displayed by boys is more
tolerated compared to girls’ aggressiveness (Goshen-Gottstein, 1981).
Parents also exert more control over girls (Pomerantz & Ruble, 1998).

Research indicates that caregivers believe that there are socially
appropriate toys for each gender (Chick et al., 2002; Martin, 1995; Fisher &
Thompson, 1990). For instance, girls were provided with kitchen sets and
baby dolls, whereas boys were given cars and blocks. Langlois and Downs
(1980) observed that parents not only encouraged their children to play with
gender-appropriate toys, but they also reacted to them negatively when
children showed interest in cross-sex toys. Caregivers even selected the
color of the toys in a gender stereotyped way (Chick et al, 2002). Campenni

(1999) argued that even though both sexes are provided gender appropriate
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toys, parents put a special emphasis on boys’ socialization with gender-
appropriate toys.

The gender of the parent also influences their child-rearing practices.
It seems that mothers and fathers put different emphasis on different
domains of child development. While mothers focus on social and
emotional development of children, fathers emphasize physical and
intellectual development (Coleman et al., 1989). This division of labor
between mother and father in raising their children also supports the
expressive and instrumental role theory of gender roles (Coleman et al.,
1989). Fathers are more concerned with the socialization of boys (Nye,
1976 as cited in Coleman et al., 1989; Harris & Morgan, 1991). Mothers,
on the other hand, encourage more helping behavior in girls (Goshen-
Gottstein, 1981) and they talk more to their daughters and encourage them
to verbalize their experiences (Cherry & Lewis, 1976). Interestingly,
mothers are usually unaware of their gender-typed behaviors (Goshen-
Gottstein, 1981).

Parents’ socioeconomic status and level of education also affect their
child rearing practices (Coleman et al., 1989; Ex & Janssens, 1998). In the
literature, the relationship between SES of the parents and their child-
rearing practices has been repeatedly shown. Kohn (1963) suggested that
social class of the family influences parental values, which cause parents to
employ different child-rearing practices (as cited in Luster, Rhoades &
Haas, 1989). Probably, economic factors influence the way masculinity and

femininity are conceptualized in a particular family (Johnson, et al., 1989).
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Children of working-class parents are found to adopt more traditional sex-
role characteristics compared to children of middle class families (Rabban,
1950; Romer & Cherry, 1980). Low-SES parents have a tendency to
emphasize conformity to external authority. These parents expect their
children to be obedient and display good manners and they are more likely
to differentiate between sex-roles (Johnson et al., 1989; Kohn, 1963). High-
SES parents, on the other hand, value other qualities such as self-control and
responsibility (as cited in Luster et al., 1989).

Culture is a very important factor since many principles about
parenting are learned from cultural beliefs (Coleman et al., 1989). Cross-
cultural studies showed that child-rearing practices may vary from one
society to another since each society has some values and norms unique to
that particular community. Karr and Wesley (1966) compared American
and German child-rearing practices. They found that American and German
parents were more controlling in different domains. German mothers were
more controlling in toilet training, homework, and table manners, whereas
American parents were more likely to exert control for personal hygiene,
sex behavior, sports and church. Moreover, German parents were found to
use more punishment compared to American parents (Karr & Wesley,
1966). Lin and Fu (1990) studied cultural differences in child-rearing
practices among Chinese and immigrant Chinese, and Caucasian-American
parents. In this study, both Chinese, immigrant Chinese groups were found
to exercise more control and put more emphasis on achievement than

Caucasian-American parents. Therefore, cross-cultural studies also
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confirmed the cultural variations in child-rearing practices (Ryback,
Sanders, Lorentz & Koestenblatt, 1980).

Although child rearing practices vary both within culture and cross-
culturally, it is possible to identify some general patterns in parenting
styles. Baumrind (1966) described three parenting styles based on the
degree of control exercised by parents and their responsiveness to children,
namely “permissive”, “authoritarian”, and “authoritative” parenting.
Permissive parents do not exert firm control over children’s behavior and
impulses. Instead they are very tolerant of children’s desires and actions
and they expect children to regulate their own behaviors. Authoritarian
parents emphasize obedience to their strict rules. These parents are highly
demanding, but rarely responsive to the needs of the child. They usually
use punishment instead of rewards. Authoritative parents are able to exert
firm control on children’s behavior. In addition, they share the reasoning
behind their rules with children and allow children to exercise some
independency within the existing limits (Baumrind, 1966; Carter & Welch,
1981).

Parenting styles have important consequences on children’s academic,
social and psychological development. For instance, authoritarian
parenting style is usually negatively related to academic achievement
(Baumrind, 1966). A cross-cultural study conducted in Hong Kong, United
States, and Australia revealed that children of over demanding and non
rewarding authoritarian parents had poor academic performance (Leung,

Lau & Lam, 1998). In another study, Asian American children who had
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authoritarian parents were found to perform poorly at school (Dornbusch et
al., 1987 as cited in Leung, Lau & Lam, 1998). Interestingly, permissive
parenting style was also found to contribute to a significant decrease in the
academic performance of children (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts
& Fraleigh, 1987). Research indicates that children of authoritative parents
had higher academic achievement than those whose parents adopted
authoritarian or permissive parenting styles (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman,
Roberts & Fraleigh, 1987). Parenting styles play an important role in the
development of self-concept formation and self-esteem of children.
Parental evaluations create a basis for children to evaluate themselves.
Klein, O’Bryant and Hopkins (1996) found that children of authoritative
parents are likely to develop a more positive self-concept compared to
children of authoritarian parents. In addition, maternal acceptance was
strongly associated with child self-esteem (Burger, 1975). All children
need to be loved and accepted by their parents and when such need is
unmet, the child may have difficulty in psychological adjustment (Khaleque
& Rohner, 2002).

Parenting styles also influence discipline strategies used by parents.
These strategies have important consequences on children’s development.
For instance, punitive punishments, which are usually practiced by
authoritarian parents may cause emotional problems such as personality
disorders, acting out, hostile behaviors in children (Baumrind, 1966). Itis
important to differentiate firm parental control from punishment. For years,

parental control has been described as a negative parental attitude, which
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can cause psychological problems in children. However, the degree of
parental control and how it is exercised are the most important criteria in
predicting children’s developmental outcomes. For instance, while rigidity
may provoke passive aggressive behavior or rebelliousness, moderate
control helps children to learn how to regulate their own behaviors
(Baumrind, 1966).

Child-rearing practices also play an important role in the sex-role
identification process of children (Hastings, Utendale & Sullivan, 2007 as
cited in Hastings, McShane, Parker & Ladha, 2007). Mothers’ authoritative
style fosters femininity in daughters and masculinity in sons. In other
words, mothers who were affectionate and able to exert firm control on
their children have children who display more sex specific characteristics.
Authoritative parents may enhance sex role development by creating a
positive atmosphere in which children are willing to receive parents’ values
and messages (Hastings et al., 2007). Other studies also have shown the
impact of parental variables such as nurturance and power on children sex-
role development (Luetgert, Barry and Greenwald, 1972). McDonald’s
(1977) social power theory emphasizes that the parent who holds the power
in the family is more likely to be chosen by the child as the sex-role

identification figure (Acock & Yang, 1984).

1.7. Child-Rearing Practices in Turkish Urban Middle Class Family
In all societies parents mainly rely on their own socialization

experiences in raising their children. In addition, they take cultural norms
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and values as a reference point to determine their child-rearing goals
regarding authority, affection (Smith & Mosby, 2003). Although each
culture has some unique aspects, they can be mainly grouped as
individualistic and collectivistic cultures. Individualism refers to a cultural
organization where the individual’s goals and desires have priority over the
family or group needs and the “self” is described as independent of other
group members. Collectivism, on the other hand, is marked by
interdependence and the priority of group needs over individuals’ goals
(Brand, 2004; Sunar, 2002; Triandis, 1994 as cited in Gire, 1997). This
individualistic or collectivistic nature of the society has certain implications
for child-rearing practices. For instance, in an individualistic culture,
parents are likely to encourage independence in children, whereas in a
collectivistic culture, parents put more emphasis on interdependence in the
family (Sunar, 2002). Although Turkey was first identified in the
collectivistic spectrum, later studies indicated that both individualistic and
collectivistic values are present in Turkish culture. Therefore, child-rearing
practices of Turkish parents are expected to combine both individualistic
and collectivistic values (Sunar, 2002).

As a small representative of the wider culture, the Turkish family
provides a good example of this synthesis. In the modern urban family,
individuals are not economically, but emotionally interdependent with each
other. Although the family structure is predominantly nuclear, there are
strong ties among extended family members. They are emotionally very

close to each other and they frequently interact with each other (Kagit¢cibasi



35

1982, as cited in Ataca, Kagit¢ibasi & Diri, 2005). Such interdependence is
also evident in child-rearing practices. For strengthening family unity, high
emphasis is placed on conformity, obedience and dependence and
characteristics like autonomy and assertiveness are discouraged in both
sexes (Sunar, 2002). Thus, to maintain the harmonious functioning of the
family, parents exert considerable control over their children, particularly
their daughters. Research showed that parents allow more independence
and aggressiveness for the boys (Basaran, 1974 as cited in Ataca, 2005)
whereas they tend to be more protective of their daughters and limit their
activities due to the honor tradition (Ataca et al, 2005; Sunar, 2002).
Therefore, girls are expected to be more obedient and dependent on their
parents compared to boys (Ataca, 2006).

Turkish mothers express their affection toward children in both word
and action. Fathers are also affectionate to their children, but as children
grow up they become the authority figure of the family, which prevents
them from showing their affection openly. Although children are
encouraged to express their positive feelings toward parents, they are not
allowed to communicate their anger toward parents (Ataca, et al, 2005). In
the traditional Turkish family, control tends to be expressed in anxiety or
shame inducing terms (Sunar, 2002) and physical punishment is also used in
disciplining children (Kagit¢cibasi, Sunar & Bekman, 1988, as cited in
Sunar, 2002).

In recent times, urban middle class, educated parents have been

using less gendered child rearing practices. Significant increases in the
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psychological value of the child and decreased importance of family honor
have led urban parents to treat their sons and daughters in a more egalitarian
manner (Sunar, 2002). In the urban setting, the economic value of the child
has significantly decreased due to the presence of alternative old-age
security sources. Moreover, raising a child itself became a major cost in the
urban setting, which led urban parents to put less emphasis on loyalty to the
family. Parents started to encourage independence of their children since
success at school and work life also became important criteria (Kagit¢cibast
& Ataca, 2005). Thus, urban parents started to give more autonomy to their
children despite the relative control of daughters (Sunar, 2002). The
increase in the psychological value of the child also strengthened the
emotional ties in family, particularly between mother and children (Sunar,
2002). In the urban setting, parents, particularly mothers express their
affection openly. In addition, use of physical punishment is also replaced
by more supportive techniques such as reward and reasoning (Sunar, 2002).
A research conducted by Sunar (in press) investigated Turkish
parents’ child rearing practices based on four dimensions, namely affection,
control, discipline, and autonomy. Results revealed that while mothers
were perceived as more affectionate, fathers were perceived as exercising
more control and discipline, but at the same time encouraging autonomy of
children. The relationship between child rearing practices and sex-role
development of children was also examined. Father’s discipline was
negatively related to girls’ sex-role identification (Sunar, in press).

Masculine sex-role identification, on the other hand, is reinforced in the
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presence of a father who uses reasoning as a discipline method and
encourages autonomy of the child. Masculinity is further reinforced in the
presence of a critical, controlling mother since she does not represent a very

inviting model for imitation (Sunar, 2002).

1.8. A Summary of the Literature and Hypotheses
From birth, parents develop different expectations for their sons and
daughters, and attribute stereotypic characteristics to them. Such gender
stereotypes also influence childrearing practices. In addition, expectations
contained within sex-role stereotypes influence the social construction of
gender. Therefore, there is an interplay between expectations, stereotypes,
child rearing practices and the cultural norms and values of society.

For the past several years Turkey has been undergoing a rapid social
change due to industrialization and urbanization together with expanded
educational opportunities. Such socioeconomic changes influence existing
gender stereotypes in the society. Now, more modern, western values exist
in the urban setting, which influence urban middle class parents’
expectations of their children including sex preference, educational
attainment and marriage patterns. This study aims to study the following
hypotheses:

Hypotheses Related to Maternal Expectations:
Hypothesis 1. Urban middle class Turkish mothers will prefer daughters

OVEr sons.
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Hypothesis 2. Urban middle class mothers’ educational aspirations will not
differ for boys and girls.

Hypothesis 3. Urban middle class mothers will encourage both their sons
and daughters to choose their own mates and have a love marriage.
Hypothesis 4. Urban middle class mothers will expect daughters to marry
at a younger age than their sons.

Hypothesis Related to Child Rearing Practices:

Hypothesis 5. Compared to boys, girls will perceive their mothers as
exerting more control over their behaviors.

Hypothesis Related to Maternal Expectations and Sex-Role
Identification:

Hypothesis 6. Daughters who perceive their mothers as more affectionate
and controlling will endorse more feminine characteristics.

Hypothesis Related to Gender Stereotypes in Turkish Sample:
Hypothesis 7. Children of mothers with work experience will have less
stereotypic, more egalitarian sex role stereotypes than children whose

mothers have never had work experience.
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2. Method

2.1. Respondents

A total of 90 students, 46 females and 44 males, and their mothers
participated in this study. The respondents consisted of middle class
individuals. Students were attending either eighth or ninth grade of Avrupa
Koleji or eighth grade of Tas Koleji, two private secondary schools in
Istanbul. The child respondents’ ages ranged from 13 to 16. The mean age
of the female students was 14.22 (SD = 0.59) and the mean age of male
students was 14.39 (SD = 0.72). Mean age of mothers was 41.29 (SD =
4.25), ranging from 34 to 55. The mean number of years of education
mothers had completed was 12.7 years. Table 1 shows years of education
for mothers. Almost half of the mothers are working (47 %). Table 2
shows maternal working status as a function of the sex of the child.

Table 1. Frequency and percentages (in parentheses) of mothers’

education level

Education level of Mothers
Elementary 3 (3%)
Middle School 4 (4%)
High School 37 (41%)
Vocational School 10 (11%)
University 27 (30%)
MA / PhD 9 (10%)
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Table 2. Frequency and percentages (in parentheses) of maternal

working status as a function of the sex of the child

Mother Working Status

Gender of Child Yes No
Female 20 (44%) 26 (56%)
Male 22 (50%) 22 (50%)

2.2. Instruments

Child Rearing Practices Report (CRPR): The Child Rearing Practices
Report (CRPR) was developed by Block (1965) as an instrument to measure
child-rearing attitudes, values and behaviors (Block, 1965; Dekovic,
Janssens & Gerris, 1991). The CRPR is a Q-sort procedure that includes 91
socialization-relevant statements (Block, 1965; Roberts, Block & Block,
2007).

To meet different needs of researchers, two forms of the Child
Rearing Practices Report (CRPR) were developed. The first-person form of
CRPR is administered to mothers and fathers to describe their child-rearing
attitudes and values (Block, 1965; McNally, Eisenberg & Harris, 1991). A
third-person form, on the other hand, is completed by young people and
provides a description of the way they perceive the child-rearing attitudes of

their mothers/fathers (Block, 1965).
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Block (1965) conducted two test-retest studies to assess the
reliability of CRPR. The results indicated that cross-time correlations were
high for both the first and third-person forms of the CRPR. For the first-
person form the average correlation between two tests ranged from .35 to
.85. For the third-person form, the correlation ranged from .61 to .69. Thus
the results suggest an adequate reliability for the test (Block, 1965).

The construct validity of the CRPR was also studied by Block
(1965). The results indicated that there is a correspondence between actual
child-rearing behaviors and descriptions of these behaviors (Block, 1965).
Cross-cultural validity of CRPR has also been supported (Block and
Christiansen, 1965 as cited in Block, 1966; Dekovic, Janssens & Gerris,
1991). A Turkish version of the CRPR was developed by Sunar (1989)
using translation - back translation method.

In the present study, 33 items from the third-person (mother) Turkish
form were used to measure children’s perceptions of the child rearing
orientations of their mothers. The CRPR items were presented in the form
of a questionnaire, using a 7-point Likert scale, with responses ranging from
1 = not at all descriptive to 7 = highly descriptive. Rickel and Biasatti
(1982) suggested that using the CRPR in questionnaire form has practical
value. They argued that as a questionnaire, CRPR is easier to administer
and less time consuming than in the original Q sort format. In the present
study the respondents were asked to describe their mothers’ child-rearing
attitudes when they were between 6 and 10 years old. The 33 items

were those that comprised four factors derived from data from the CRPR in
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an earlier study (Sunar, in press). The four factors were as follows: (1)
Affection: this factor includes items that refer to the display of affection
such as comfort, acceptance of child’s feelings and negatively-loaded items
like parental anger and parent-child conflict. Cronbach alpha for this factor
in the current study was .78. (2) Control: this factor contains items which
refer to rules, authoritarian parenting style, and discouragement of
emotional expression of children. Cronbach alpha was .43. (3) Discipline:
this factor refers to discipline methods, power exercised by parents and
some negatively-loaded items, which refer to reward and induction.
Cronbach alpha was .76. (4) Autonomy: this factor involves items referring
to encouraging the child to explore, wonder and experience new things.
Cronbach alpha for this factor was .81.

Bem Sex-Role Inventory (BSRI): This inventory was developed by
Bem (1974) as an instrument to measure gender-role orientation (Hoffman
& Borders, 2001). The BSRI includes 60 items, of which 20 are
stereotypically masculine, 20 are stereotypically feminine and the remaining
20 are neutral items. Ten of the neutral items represent desirable
characteristics for both sexes and the other 10 items describe undesirable
characteristics for both sexes (Hoffman & Borders, 2001).

The BSRI is used to measure sex-role identification as well as
masculine and feminine stereotypes. To measure gender-role identification,
the respondent is asked to indicate how well each of the 60 items describes

herself/himself by using a 7-point scale (1 = almost never true, 7 = almost
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always true). To measure gender stereotypes, the respondent rates the 60
items for how well they describe “women” and “men”.

The Turkish version of BSRI was prepared by using translation-back
translation method (Giirbiiz, 1988). Reliability of the Turkish version has
been found to be satisfactory (Sunar, unpublished data); Cronbach’s alpha
for self ratings was .81. Cronbach’s alpha for ratings of women was .71,
and Cronbach’s alpha for ratings for men was .8.

Although the BSRI was standardized on adult (including university
student) samples, Giirbiiz (1988) included high school students in her
development of the Turkish version of the inventory, and it was successfully
used with 14-16 year old respondents by Sunar (1989). In the present study,
this inventory was administered to children of ages 13-16.

Expectations Questionnaire: This questionnaire was designed for the
present study. It includes demographic information as well as questions
regarding mothers’ aspirations regarding education, sex preference,
marriage patterns of children and occupational expectations. Mothers’
occupational expectations are not included in this report because of
inadequate response. The questionnaire is shown in Appendix C.

Picture: An irrelevant task between BSRI for “women” and BSRI
for “men” consisting of describing a picture was administered to all
children. The picture contained several figures like a cat sitting in front of a
red door, partial views of a tree and a bicycle, and people sitting around a

table in the background.
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2.3. Procedure:

The data were collected from students who were attending Tas
Koleji or Avrupa Koleji and their mothers. All participants were informed
about anonymity and confidentiality. Informed consent of parents was
obtained for their children’s participation.

A short form of the CRPR and the BSRI were administered to
students in a 50 minute class period by the researcher and a teacher. At the
beginning all students wrote demographic information including their age
and sex. Then, students developed a four-digit code representing their
identity and the scales were administered. First BSRI for “self” was
administered to children. Then, CRPR items and BSRI for “women” were
given. To minimize priming effects, a picture-description task was
interpolated between the ratings of “women’ and “men” on the BSRI. A
picture including a number of figures and objects, printed on 64.5 x 48.5
paper was shown to the class for 10 seconds and the students were asked to
write down whatever they remembered about the picture in the following 30
seconds. Lastly the BSRI for “men” was administered. Questionnaires
were collected after all the subjects completed the tasks.

The expectations questionnaire was sent to children’s mothers in a
sealed envelope. Mothers were asked to fill out and return these
questionnaires to the school. Those children whose mothers did not return
the questionnaire to the researcher were excluded from the study. Mothers

who responded to the questionnaire also used the same four-digit code



created by their children. Thus, questionnaires filled out by children and

their mothers were matched for statistical analysis.
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Results
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Means were calculated for both “self” and “gender stereotypes”

forms of BSRI and the “mother form” of the four CRPR factors. Table 3

shows the means and standard deviations of each variable by sex of the

child.

Table 3. Means and standard deviations of each variable by sex of the

child.

Female (N = 46) Male (N= 44)

Mean SD Mean SD
Affection 5.95 1.00 5.84 1.40
Independence 5.17 0.90 4.84 0.88
Control 2.90 0.66 3.20 0.74
Discipline 2.52 1.06 291 1.17
Femininity 5.27 0.77 4.72 0.57
Masculinity 4.74 0.77 5.42 0.67
Female

5.79 0.51 5.51 0.75
Stereotypes
Masculine

5.80 0.69 5.77 0.63
Stereotypes
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Hypotheses Related to Mother’s Expectations
Hypothesis 1. Urban middle class Turkish mothers will prefer
daughters over sons.

Although a majority of the respondents (59 %) indicated no sex
preference, chi-square test revealed that the remaining respondents showed
a girl preference (x2= 15.36,
df =2, p=.0001). All of the mothers who already had a daughter showed
girl preference whereas only half of the mothers who had a son showed girl
preference. Therefore the sex of their own children also influences

mothers’ sex preference.

Table 4. Sex preference of mothers as a function of sex of their children

Sex Preference of Mother (only mothers who

expressed a preference; N = 30)

Gender of Actual Child Female Male
Female (n = 20) 100 % 0%
Male (n=10) 50 % 50 %
Total (n=30) 83.3 % 16.7 %

Hypothesis 2. Urban middle class mothers’ educational aspirations will
not differ for boys and girls.

The data were analyzed by comparing mean years of schooling desired
by mothers as a function of the sex of the child. Paired t-tests revealed no

significant difference between boys’ and girls’ educational attainment
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expected by mother (t =0.37, df = 72, p =.70). Mothers’ educational
aspiration for girls was 15.99 years and 16.01 years for boys. These results
indicate that mothers expect both their daughters and sons to get a
university education.

Hypothesis 3. Mothers will encourage both their sons and daughters to
choose their own mates and have a love marriage.

Chi-square test was carried out to investigate whether the type of
marriage desired by the mother varies as a function of the sex of the child.
The results showed that there is no significant difference between girls and
boys regarding marriage type expected by mothers (2 =4.27, df =4, p =
.37). About two thirds (67.8%) of mothers stated that children should be
allowed to choose their own mates, but at the same time they should ask for
the consent of the parents.

Hypothesis 4. Mothers will expect their daughters to marry at a younger
age than their sons.

Paired t-test revealed that there is a statistically significant difference
between the age at which daughters and sons are expected to marry (t = -
14.76, df = 86, p = .0001). The mean expected ages at first marriage for
daughters and sons are 26.25 and 29.73 respectively. Therefore, girls are
expected to marry at a younger age than boys. Chi-square analysis indicated
that mothers emphasize completion of education and emotional maturity as
two major determinants of marriage age for both daughters and sons (y? =

3.86,df =5, p=.57).
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Hypotheses Related to Child Rearing Practices
Hypothesis 5. Compared to boys, girls will perceive their mothers as
exerting more control over their behaviors.

Independent t-test was carried to investigate whether perceived maternal
control varies as a function of the sex of the child. Results showed that
female and male children’s perceptions of maternal control differ
significantly (t = -2.00, df = 86, p =.04). Contrary to expectations, the
results suggest that boys perceive more maternal control compared to girls.
Mean score of perceived maternal control is 3.195 for boys and 2.898 for
girls.

Hypothesis 6. Daughters who perceive their mothers as more affectionate
and controlling will endorse more feminine characteristics.

Respondents’ ratings of “self” on the femininity items of the BSRI were
analyzed using multiple regression, with the four parenting factors (control,
affection, independence, discipline) as the predictor variables. Mother’s
perceived affection was significantly positively related to femininity score
of daughters (beta = .98, t =4.2, p=.0001). Mother’s perceived control
was also significantly positively related to femininity score of female
participants (beta = .49, t = 2.33, p = .026). The analysis indicated that
affection and control explain 30% of the variance of the femininity score of
female respondents.

Further analysis was carried out to investigate the interaction effect

of affection and control on sex-role identification of daughters. Multiple
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regression analysis revealed that the interaction of these variables had no
significant effect on femininity score.

Hypothesis 7. Children of mothers with work experience will have less
stereotypic, more egalitarian sex-role stereotypes compared to children
whose mothers have never had a work experience.

Mothers who had worked in the past and those who were still actively
working were labeled as “mothers with work experience”. Then,
independent t-test was carried to investigate whether mother’s work
experience influences the degree of stereotypes held by children. Results
showed that mothers’ work experience had no significant effect either on
stereotypes for males (t =-1.57, df = 81, p =.118) or female (t =-1.93, df =

81,p=.118).
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4. Discussion and Conclusion

The aim of the present study was to investigate maternal
expectations in the urban middle class family. Mothers’ child rearing
practices and their relation to sex-role identification and sex-role stereotypes
were also explored. Lastly, the relationship between mother’s work
experience and children’s gender stereotypes was studied.

Expectations of urban middle class mothers were one of the major
interests in this study. Although many parental expectations exist, covering
all of them was beyond the scope of this thesis. Therefore, mothers’ sex
preference and their expectations regarding educational attainment and
marriage patterns of their children were analyzed. Previous studies have
demonstrated that various factors such as environment (rural vs. urban),
socioeconomic status, and educational level of parents affect these
expectations (Hank & Kohler, 2002; Kagit¢ibasi, 1982; Minuchin, 1965)..
For the past years, significant socio-cultural changes have occurred in
Turkey. Turkish society is becoming a more modern, urban, industrial and
egalitarian one (Ataca et al., 2005). Such changes also influenced urban
middle class parents’ views and led them to develop more egalitarian
attitudes toward their children. Despite this more egalitarian approach,
parents may behave in a gender specific way in some domains such as
parental control (Ataca, 2006; Sunar, 2002).

Child-rearing practices also have important consequences for
children’s sex-role identification process. Investigating maternal

involvement in the development of femininity of daughters was one the
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goals of this study. Maternal variables also influence gender stereotyping of
children. One of the maternal factors which is widely studied in the
literature is maternal employment. In this study, the effect of maternal
employment on children’s level of gender stereotyping was explored. In
this respect, the social learning perspective which emphasizes the role of
reward, punishment and parental imitation was further tested.

The first hypothesis proposed that urban middle class Turkish
mothers would prefer daughters over sons. The results supported this
hypothesis. In this sample, mothers displayed either gender indifference or
daughter preference. Pollard and Morgan (2002) argued that parents who
hold more egalitarian attitudes towards boys and girls do not show any sex
preference. Therefore, parental gender indifference can be explained on the
basis of a high level of gender equality among urban middle class mothers.
The finding on daughter preference is consistent with the findings of the
Kagit¢ibast and Ataca (2005), who also reported a significant increase in
daughter preference as a result of an increase in the psychological value of
the child. In the urban setting, children no longer provide an economic
utility; instead they become major economic costs. In other words, the
economic value of children decreased in more developed, industrialized
areas. Therefore, with socioeconomic development and urbanization,
psychological reasons became the primary motivation behind childbearing,
which enhanced daughter preference of parents (Kagitcibas1 & Ataca,

2005). Further support came from the study of Marleau and Saucier (2002),
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who found that first-time pregnant women showed a daughter preference
over sons (as cited in Hank & Kohler, 2002).

An interesting finding in this study was the influence of sex of the
existing child on mother’s sex preferences. All of the mothers who already
have a daughter showed a girl preference, whereas only half of the mothers
who have a son showed a girl preference. One reason could be that mothers
of daughters enjoyed raising a girl. Probably these mothers also value
psychological reasons, so that they preferred their only child to be a girl.
Marleau and Saucier (2002) argued that women enjoy the companionship of
girls more or they find it easier raising girls. Moreover, each parent usually
prefers to have at least one child of their own sex, so mothers would prefer
to have a daughter (Hank & Kohler, 2002). Mothers of sons who showed a
daughter preference could also be the ones who value psychological reasons
for having children, so that they would prefer to have a daughter. Zucker et
al. (1994) also found that mothers’ wish for a daughter was more common
among mothers of boys. The mothers’ preference for a son can be
explained with the pleasure that mothers feel in raising a son. Son
preference could also be the result of an effort to minimize dissonance.
These mothers are already committed to raising their sons, so they may tend
to focus on positive aspects of having a son and devalue positive sides of
having a daughter.

The second hypothesis suggested that urban middle class mothers’
educational aspirations will not differ for boys and girls. This hypothesis

was also supported. Results indicate that mothers expected both their
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daughters and sons to complete a university degree. This finding can be
explained with modernization theory. Industrialization and urbanization
coupled with the increase of psychological value of children caused parents
to adopt more egalitarian attitudes toward both sexes, including schooling
opportunities. The finding of Wei (2005) is also consistent with the result.
Wei (2005) investigated gender differences in schooling in Taiwan between
1976 and 2000. He concluded that socioeconomic developments, decrease
in economic value of children, and the presence of alternative old age
security sources in the urban context together contributed to gender equality
in schooling. The results are also supported by Alva, all names (1998), who
conducted a cross cultural research on gender gap in schooling in 36
countries. The results clearly illustrated that rising income enhances gender
equality in schooling (as cited in Wei, 2005). Therefore, socioeconomic
status of parents plays an important role in children’s school attainment.
The mothers who participated in the present study were also from middle
class families, so their socioeconomic status may have further reinforced
their egalitarian attitudes.

The third hypothesis, stating that urban middle class mothers will
encourage both their sons and daughters to choose their own mates and have
a love marriage, was also supported. About two thirds of mothers believed
that their children should be allowed to choose their own mates, but at the
same time they should ask for the consent of the parents. The findings of

Sunar and Fisek (2002) are consistent with this result. They suggested that
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although urban middle class parents give more autonomy to children they
still intervene in children’s lives.

It was proposed that mothers will expect their daughters to marry at
a younger age than their sons. Consistent with past research (Bozon, 1991;
Witwer, 1993) girls were found to be expected to marry at a younger age
than boys. In this study, the mean “expected” ages at first marriage for
daughters and sons were 26.25 and 29.73 respectively. Although the results
are above the 2006 averages of Turkey, they reflect the trend toward
delayed marriages. Considering mothers’ equal aspirations in the
educational realm for boys and girls, emotional maturity seems to be the
primary reason affecting mothers’ expectations about children’s marriage
age. This finding may mean that urban middle class mothers believe that
boys mature later than girls. Bozon (1991) also emphasized that men and
women may differ in of the time at which they become ready to become
adults. In addition, men have to do military service and are also expected to
begin their careers before marrying. Therefore, they may become ready to
marry at a later age.

Another research question in this study was concerned with how
daughters and sons perceive their mothers’ control. It was hypothesized that
compared to boys, girls would perceive their mothers as exerting more
control over their behaviors. The findings are contradictory with this
hypothesis. The results revealed that sons perceive more maternal control
than daughters. However, the reliability of this factor was less than

satisfactory; therefore the results must be interpreted cautiously. Although
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several studies suggested that parents exert more control on daughters, the
empirical evidence on sex-differentiated socialization of parents is
inconclusive (Pomerantz & Ruble, 1998). Lytton and Romney (1991)
conducted a meta-analysis to investigate whether parents employ different
child-rearing practices with girls and boys. They found that parent
differential socialization practices including control are not significantly
different for the two sexes. Thus, the explanation for the finding might be
the discrepancy between actual and perceived maternal control of children.
The study of Tein, Roosa and Michaels (1994) showed that parents’ and
children’s reports on parental behaviors were incongruent. Therefore, they
concluded that reports of parental behaviors from any single informant may
be biased. Tein, Roosa, and Michaels (1994) also identified child gender,
child developmental level and children’s well-being as the factors which can
influence the consistency between children’s and parents’ reports of
parenting behaviors. For instance, maladjusted children showed a tendency
to perceive their parents’ attitudes as more negative or rejecting than they
actually are (Schaefer, 1965; Tein et al., 1994). Children’s personality can
also affect children’s perceptions of parental behaviors (Pomerantz &
Ruble, 1998; Tein et al., 1994). In addition, children usually take their peers
as a reference point in evaluating their own parents’ attitudes, which can
further distort their objectivity (Pomerantz & Ruble, 1998). The gender of
the child may also account for this finding. Boys generally tend to perceive
both mothers and fathers as more controlling compared to girls

(Droppleman & Schaefer, 1963).
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It was also hypothesized that daughters of affectionate and controlling
mothers will endorse more feminine characteristics. Results indicated that
affection and control were responsible for 30% of the variance of the
femininity score of female respondents. This finding is also supported by
Hastings et al. (2007). Their study showed that authoritative mothers
enhance femininity in daughters and masculinity in sons. Hastings et al.
(2007) reasoned that children of authoritative mothers become more open to
internalizing mothers’ values and goals. Developmental identification
theory also states that children are more likely to choose affectionate parents
as role models (Mussen & Rutherford, 1963). Therefore, the emotional
intimacy between mother and daughter plays an important role in girls’ sex-
role development. The more positive the mother-daughter relationship is,
the more likely daughters are to develop feminine characteristics (Mussen &
Rutherford, 1963). Further support came from the study of Luetgert et al.
(1972). They investigated the main characteristics of parents who are
selected by male graduate students as identification figures. Luetgert et al.
(1972) identified nurturance and power as two main parental variables
involved in children’s identification process. They concluded that children
choose the most affectionate and dominant parent as the identification
figure. Social power theory is also consistent with these results. According
to this theory, children identify with the parent who is perceived as the
dominant, powerful figure in the family (Acock & Yang, 1984).

However, girls’ femininity development cannot be explained only

with maternal control and affection. The results indicated that control and
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affection of mother accounted for only 30% of the variance in girls’
femininity development. Therefore, there are other factors which are
involved in feminization of girls. One of these factors is parental
reinforcement of sex-appropriate behaviors (Mussen & Rutherford, 1963).
Parents explicitly or implicitly communicate their gender specific
expectations to their children and expect them to behave accordingly. Thus,
they reward or punish children’s behaviors on the basis of their own belief
system (Martin, 1995; Mussen & Rutherford, 1963). Secondly, personality
characteristics of parents such as maternal acceptance also influence sex role
development of girls (Mussen & Rutherford, 1963). Fathers may also
enhance daughters’ femininity (Mussen & Rutherford, 1963). The role
fathers play in their children sex-role development was emphasized in many
studies (Johnson, 1963; Lynn, 1976; Russell & Ellis, 1991). Peers also play
an important role in the socialization process by rewarding or punishing
gender appropriate and gender inappropriate behaviors (Lamb &
Roopnarine, 1979; Massad, 1981; Mahalik, Morray, Coonerty-Femiano,
Ludlow, Slattery, & Smiler, 2005). Lastly, it is important to consider the
impact of prevailing social norms in the society. Gender role norms provide
a reference point from which individuals’ responses can be evaluated
(Mahalik, et. al, 2005). Research shows that by the age of three children
know gender appropriate behaviors for each sex (Goshen-Gottstein, 1981).
Lastly, sex role stereotypes of children were examined as a function of
mothers’ working experience. It was hypothesized that children of mothers

with work experience would have less stereotypic, more egalitarian sex role
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beliefs compared to children of mothers with no work experience. This
hypothesis was not supported. The results revealed that the children’s
stereotypes did not differ as a function of mothers’ employment status.
Therefore, social learning model was not supported. Smith and Self (1980)
argued that mothers’ sex role attitudes rather than maternal demographic
variables like employment status are important in predicting daughter’s sex
role attitudes. Another explanation would be that children’s characteristics
or demographic variables influence the degree of children’s gender
stereotyping. Albert and Porter (1988) also studied factors involved in
children’s gender stereotyping. They identified age and sex of the children
as the main predictors of children’s gender stereotyping. In their study,
children between the ages of four and six were found to have highest level
of gender stereotypes. Thus, Albert and Porter (1988) reasoned that
cognitive developmental theory would be more useful in explaining gender
stereotype development. However, race was also found to be an important
variable affecting the degree of gender stereotyping among children. Thus,
Albert and Porter (1988) concluded that gender schema theory would best
account for gender stereotype development in children since it includes both
social and cognitive components.

The present study provides some insight into the relations among
maternal expectations, child-rearing practices and gender stereotyping of
children. The present results suggest that compared to the past, urban
middle class mothers currently hold more egalitarian beliefs and attitudes

towards their sons and daughters. Social, economic and cultural transitions
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which Turkey has undergone in the past years have significantly contributed
to gender equality. For instance, in industrialized, urban areas the increase
in the psychological value of the child caused either parental gender
indifference or daughter preference. Parents also did not discriminate
between sons and daughters in terms of their educational attainment and
marriage decisions. Mothers expect both girls and boys to complete
university education and encourage both of them to have a love marriage.
The expectations of mothers regarding marriage age of children are
consistent with the universal tendency to marry daughters at a younger age
than men. The gap at the age at first marriage is present almost in every
culture and it is not because of gender discrimination, but because of the
belief that men and women mature at different ages and more requirements
need to be completed by men.

In this study, mothers’ sex discrimination in child-rearing practices
was also examined. Contrary to general belief that daughters are subject to
more strict control of the mothers, boys were found to perceive greater
degrees of maternal control. One explanation would be that the two sexes
perceive parental control differently even though mothers may behave
similarly towards them.

The impact of child rearing attitudes on sex-role identification has
also been widely studied in the field of psychology. Authoritative mothers,
who are affectionate but at same time able to exert firm control on their

children, are found to enhance femininity in daughters.
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Maternal employment did not predict the degree of children’s gender
stereotyping. Other factors such as age and sex of the children, mothers’
education level and maternal sex-role attitudes were identified as the main
factors affecting the degree of gender stereotyping among children.

One limitation of this study is that the results may not be widely
generalizable due to the number and demographic characteristics of the
participants. The sample was composed of urban middle class mothers and
their children which does not represent the heterogeneous family types in
Turkey. Therefore, the results may differ for various ethnic groups and
socioeconomic groups existing in Turkey. Moreover, childrearing practices
were not directly reported by mothers. The data only consist of children’s
perceptions of their mothers’ parenting styles, so that the data can be biased.
The results might have been different if mothers’ self-reported perceptions
had been included in the study. In addition, BSRI should be administered to
mothers to explore whether mothers’ sex role attitudes rather than maternal
demographic variables like employment status important in predicting
daughter’s sex role attitudes. The inclusion of fathers might also be
beneficial to obtain more comprehensive results. Lastly, the low internal
reliability of the Control factor may make interpretation of data from this
variable difficult.

Despite its limitations, the study contributes to an understanding of
current trends in childrearing practices and their correlates in contemporary

urban Turkish families.
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Cinsiyet: (E) (K) Yas:........ KOD:

Bu anket tez ¢alismasinin 8. sinif 6grencileriyle yapilan bir
boliimiidiir. Katilim goniillii olup istediginiz noktada anketi birakabilme
hakkiniz vardir.

Bu anket sizinle ilgili birtakim sorulari icermektedir. Bu arastirmada
kullanilacak olan sadece cevaplarinizdir ve cevaplariniz tamamiyla gizli
kalacaktir. Bu nedenle adiniz1 yazmayiniz.

Sorularin dogru yada yanlis cevaplar1 yoktur. Cevaplarimizi verirken
sadece kendi goriislerinizi géz oniinde bulundurunuz. Liitfen soru atlamadan

ve hicbir soru lizerinde fazla diisiinmeden cevaplandirimiz.

Tesekkiirler



80

Bir sonraki sayfada annenizle ilgili bazi ifadeler yer almaktadir. Liitfen siz 6
ve 10 yaslan arasindayken annenizin davranislarini diigiiniin ve her bir ifade

icin annenizi ne kadar iyi tarif ettigine karar verin.

Ornek:
‘Annem beni her zaman yapabildigimin en iyisini yapmaya tesvik ederdi’
ifadesinin annenizi ‘¢ok iyi’ tarif ettigini diisiiniiyorsaniz liitfen ‘Cok

Uygun’ sikkina bir ‘X’ isareti koyun.

Hig Pek
Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
(D 2 @ @ &6 © O
Annem beni her zaman _ - - X
yapabildigimin en iyisini
yapmaya tesvik ederdi’



81

Hi¢ Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
- @ 3 “ & © O

1. Annem goriislerime saygi gosterir - - . o
ve beni onlar1 belirtmeye tesvik ederdi.

2. Annem bana sik sik kizardi. - .

3. Annem beni cezalandirmak i¢in
bir siire tek basima bir yerde oturturdu .

4. Annem korktugum ya da tiziildigim __ ___ . - o
zamanlar beni rahatlatir ve
anlayis gosterirdi.

5. Annem dayagin en iyi terbiye - . - _
yontemi olduguna inanirdi.

6. Annem ¢ocuklarin goz oniinde _ _ _ -
fakat sessiz durmalar1 gerektigine
inanirdi.

7. Annem sevgisini beni - - - —
kucaklayip 6perek gosterirdi.

8. Annemin en biiyiik zevklerinden - - . _
biri ¢cocuklarrydi.

9. Annem beni hayat hakkinda - - - _
diistinmeye ve merak etmeye
tesvik ederdi.

10. Aile ile ilgili planlar yapilirken - - - -
¢ogu kez benim tercihlerim de
g6z oniinde tutulurdu.

11. Annem arada sirada diisiinmem, o - _ o
hayal kurmam ve tembellik yapmam
i¢in vaktim olmasi gerektigine inanirdi.

12. Beni cezalandirmak anneme - - - __
zor gelirdi.

13. Annem beni bir ¢ok konuda - - - _
kendi kararlarimi vermekte
serbest birakirdi.

14. Annem bana, kotiiliik yaparsam - . - N
su veya bu sekilde cezalandirilacagimi
ogretti.

15. Annem kendisine kizmama - _
izin vermezdi.

16. Annem kendisini hayal - . . _
kirikligina ugrattigima inanirdi.

17. Annem her zaman gercegi - - - _
sOyledigime inanirdi.



Hicg Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun

Degil Degil Degil
1 @ 3

18. Annem yaramazlik yaptigim - o
zamanlar durumu bana mantikli
bir sekilde anlatirdi.

19. Annem, kendi yoklugunda bile = __ o
gerektigi gibi davranacagima
giivenirdi.

20. Annem benimle oynar . N
ve sakalasird1.

21. Annemle bir ¢ok tatl ve - o
yakin anlarimiz oldu.

22. Annem benim i¢in kati - o
ve kesin olarak belirlenmis
kurallar koymustu.

23. Annem ben bityiidiikce yeni - o
seyler denemeyi goze almamin
gerektigine inanirdi.

24. Annem merakli olmam, sorular
sormam ve arastirict olmam igin
beni tesvik ederdi.

25. Annem bana baz1 seyleri - o
doga tistii gii¢ ve varliklardan
s0z ederek agiklardi.

26. Annem kotii bir sey yaptigim  __ _
zamanlar ceza vermekten ¢ok,

iyi bir sey yaptigim zaman

odiillendirmeye 6nem verirdi.

27. Annem beni sorunlarim . -
konusmaya tesvik ederdi.

28. Annem beni cezalandirmak - o
i¢in bazi haklarimdan
yokun birakirdi.

29. Annem azar ve elestirinin - o
bana faydali olacagina inanirdi.

30. Annemle aramizda - —
epey catisma vardi.

31. Annem kararlar1 hakkinda
soru sormama izin vermezdi.

Emin
Degilim
@

32. Annem baskalarina satagmama  ___ ___ -

ve muziplik yapmama izin vermezdi.

33. Annem cocuklarin sik sik - -

biiytiklerin ~ gozetiminden uzak
kendi kendilerine oynamalarini
sakincali bulurdu.

Biraz Cok
Uygun Uygun Uygun
& © O
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Bir sonraki sayfada bazi kisilik 6zellikleri verilmistir. Her 6zelligin sizi ne

kadar iyi tarif ettigini diisiiniin ve sayfanin iist kisminda bulunan

secenegin altina ‘X’ isareti koyarak cevaplayin.

Ornegin, ‘sadik’ 6zelliginin sizi cok iyi tarif ettigini diisiiniiyorsamz

litfen ‘Bana Cok Uygun’ sikkina bir ‘X’ isareti koyun.

Sadik

Hig Pek
Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
) 2 @d @ & © O
X



Bana Bana

Hicg Bana Pek Bana Bana

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Bana Cok

Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
)] (€3 3 @ & © O

1. Liderlik eden

2.Saldirgan

3.Sevecen

4. Neseli

5. Sartlara Uyan

6.Kendini Begenmis

7.Hirsh

8. Olaylar1 tahlil eden

9. Cocuksu

10. Sefkatli

11.Vicdanh

12. Geleneksel

13. Kendi fikrini ortaya koyan
14.Atletik

15. Sert sdz soylemeyen

16. Goniil almaya istekli
17.Dost

19. Rekabetci

20. Inanglarini savunan

21. Kadinsi

22. Pohpohlanmaktan etkilenen
23. Mutlu

24. Kiskang

25. Hilkkmeden

26.Giiglii

27. Nazik

28. Kolay aldanan

29. Yardimsever

30. Giinii giiniine uymayan
31. Lider yetenegi olan

32. Bagimsiz

33. Cocuk seven

34. Sadik

35. Sevimli

36. Diistince ve duygularini gizleyen
37. Bireyci

38. Kolay karar verebilen
39.Baskalarinin gereksinimlerine
duyarl

40.Utangag



Bana Bana

Hicg Bana Pek Bana Bana

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Bana Cok

Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
)] (©)) 3 @ & © O

41.Giivenilir - —
42.Asik Surath - -
43 Erkeksi - N
44 Kendine giivenen - -
45.Tath dilli - [ —
46. Derde ortak olabilen . [
47.Samimi - —
48.Yapmacikl - N
49.Kendine yeterli . -
50.Saglam kisilikli - [
51.Yumusak - —
52.Anlayish - -
53.Yol-yordam bilen - -
54.Sag1-solu belli olmayan - -
55.Fikrini a¢18a vurmaya istekli - -
56.Riskleri goze alan - -
57.S1cak - -
58.Uysal - -
59. Dogru Sozlii - -

60. Diizensiz . -
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Bir sonraki sayfada bazi kisilik 6zellikleri verilmistir. Her 6zelligin

kadinlari ne kadar iyi tarif ettigini diisiiniin ve sayfanin tist kisminda

bulunan secenegin altina ‘X’ isareti koyarak cevaplayin.

Ornegin, ‘Sadik’ 6zelliginin bir kadini ¢ok iyi tarif ettigini

diisiiniiyorsaniz liitfen ‘Cok Uygun’ sikkina bir ‘X’ isareti koyun.

Sadik

Hig Pek
Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
) 2 @d @ &6 © O
X



Hicg Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
ey (©)) 3 @ & © O

1. Liderlik eden

2.Saldirgan

3.Sevecen

4. Neseli

5. Sartlara Uyan

6.Kendini Begenmis

7.Hirsh

8. Olaylar1 tahlil eden

9. Cocuksu

10. Sefkatli

11.Vicdanh

12. Geleneksel

13. Kendi fikrini ortaya koyan
14.Atletik

15. Sert sdz soylemeyen

16. Goniil almaya istekli
17.Dost

19. Rekabetci

20. Inanglarini savunan

21. Kadinsi

22. Pohpohlanmaktan etkilenen
23. Mutlu

24. Kiskang

25. Hilkkmeden

26.Giiglii

27. Nazik

28. Kolay aldanan

29. Yardimsever

30. Giinii giiniine uymayan
31. Lider yetenegi olan

32. Bagimsiz

33. Cocuk seven

34. Sadik

35. Sevimli

36. Diistince ve duygularini gizleyen
37. Bireyci

38. Kolay karar verebilen
39.Baskalarinin gereksinimlerine
duyarl

40.Utangag



Hicg Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
)] (©)) 3 @ & © O

41.Giivenilir - —
42.Asik Surath - -
43 Erkeksi . -
44 Kendine giivenen - -
45.Tath dilli - [ —
46. Derde ortak olabilen . [
47.Samimi - —
48.Yapmacikl - -
49.Kendine yeterli . -
50.Saglam kisilikli - [
51.Yumusak - —
52.Anlayish - -
53.Yol-yordam bilen - -
54.Sag1-solu belli olmayan - -
55.Fikrini a¢18a vurmaya istekli - -
56.Riskleri goze alan - -
57.S1cak - -
58.Uysal - -
59. Dogru Sozlii - -

60. Diizensiz . -
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Bir sonraki sayfada bazi kisilik 6zellikleri verilmistir. Her 6zelligin

erkekleri ne kadar iyi tarif ettigini diisiiniin ve sayfanin iist kisminda

bulunan secenegin altina ‘X’ isareti koyarak cevaplayin.

Ornegin, ‘Sadik’ 6zelliginin bir erkegi ¢ok iyi tarif ettigini

diisiiniiyorsaniz liitfen ‘Cok Uygun’ sikkina bir ‘X’ isareti koyun.

Sadik

Hig Pek
Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
) 2 @d @ &6 © O
X



Hicg Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
ey (©)) 3 @ & © O

1. Liderlik eden

2.Saldirgan

3.Sevecen

4. Neseli

5. Sartlara Uyan

6.Kendini Begenmis

7.Hirsh

8. Olaylar1 tahlil eden

9. Cocuksu

10. Sefkatli

11.Vicdanh

12. Geleneksel

13. Kendi fikrini ortaya koyan
14.Atletik

15. Sert sdz soylemeyen

16. Goniil almaya istekli
17.Dost

19. Rekabetci

20. Inanglarini savunan

21. Kadinsi

22. Pohpohlanmaktan etkilenen
23. Mutlu

24. Kiskang

25. Hilkkmeden

26.Giiglii

27. Nazik

28. Kolay aldanan

29. Yardimsever

30. Giinii giiniine uymayan
31. Lider yetenegi olan

32. Bagimsiz

33. Cocuk seven

34. Sadik

35. Sevimli

36. Diistince ve duygularini gizleyen
37. Bireyci

38. Kolay karar verebilen
39.Baskalarinin gereksinimlerine
duyarl

40.Utangag



Hicg Pek

Uygun Uygun Uygun Emin Biraz Cok
Degil Degil Degil Degilim Uygun Uygun Uygun
)] (©)) 3 @ & © O

41.Giivenilir - —
42.Asik Surath - -
43 Erkeksi - N
44 Kendine giivenen - -
45.Tath dilli - [ —
46. Derde ortak olabilen . [
47.Samimi - —
48.Yapmacikl - N
49.Kendine yeterli . -
50.Saglam kisilikli - [
51.Yumusak - —
52.Anlayish - -
53.Yol-yordam bilen - -
54.Sag1-solu belli olmayan - -
55.Fikrini a¢18a vurmaya istekli - -
56.Riskleri goze alan - -
57.S1cak - -
58.Uysal - -
59. Dogru Sozlii . _

60. Diizensiz . -



APPENDIX C

Expectations Questionnaire
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KOD:

(Liitfen cocugunuzun
sectigi 4 haneli
rakami yaziniz )

Bu anket tez ¢alismasinin 8. sinif 6grencileriyle yapilan bir
boliimiidiir.

Bu anket sizinle ilgili birtakim sorulari icermektedir. Bu aragtirmada
kullanilacak olan sadece cevaplarimizdir ve cevaplarimiz tamamyla gizli
kalacaktir. Bu nedenle adiniz1 yazmayiniz.

Sorularin dogru yada yanlis cevaplar1 yoktur. Cevaplarimizi verirken
sadece kendi goriislerinizi géz oniinde bulundurunuz. Liitfen soru atlamadan
ve hicbir soru lizerinde fazla diisiinmeden cevaplandirimiz.

Tesekkiirler
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Anket toplam 57 sorudan olusmaktadir. Liitfen cevaplari tamamlayiniz veya

uygun buldugunuz yanmitin yanina ‘X’ isareti koyarak cevaplayimiz.

Ornegin, ‘Kac kardessiniz? ___ ’ sorusuna kendi kisisel yanitinizi
yazmaniz gerekmektedir. Eger toplam 3 kardesseniz soyle yanitlamaniz
gerekmektedir:
Kag kardessiniz? _3_
‘Calistyor musunuz’

1__ Evet

2 ___ Hayrr
sorusunda ise size sunulan seceneklerden birini ‘X’ ile isaretleyerek
cevaplamaniz beklenmektedir. Eger calismiyorsaniz:

1__ Evet

2 _X Hayir sikkini isaretlemelisiniz.
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ANNE ANKETI
Tarih:

1- Cocugunuzun Cinsiyeti: ( ) Kiz () Erkek
2- Cocugunuzun Yast:
Sizin Yasiniz: Esinizin Yasi:

3- Egitiminiz (en son mezun oldugunuz okul )

1____ Ilkokul

2 ____ Ortaokul

3___ Lise

4 Meslek Yiiksek Okulu (2 yillik)

5 __ Universite (4 y1llik)

6 ___ Lisans Ustii

7 ___ Baska (belirtiniz )
4-Esinizin Egitimi (en son mezun oldugu okul )

1____ Tilkokul

2 Ortaokul

3__ Lise

4 Meslek Yiiksek Okulu (2 yillik)

5 __ Universite (4 y1llik)

6 Lisans Ustii

7 ___ Baska (belirtiniz )
5-Halen calisiyor musunuz?

1___ Evet ise Isiniz:

2 ____ Hayrr

(Hayir ise)

6-Daha 6nce hi¢ ¢alistiniz mi?
1 Evet
2 ____ Hayir (soru 8’e geginiz)

7- (Soru 6’ ya verilen cevap ‘evet ise): Cocugunuz kiiciikken ¢alistiniz m1?
1___ Evet

2 Hayir



8- Esinizin isi:

9-Ka¢ cocugunuz var?

10- Kizlarimzin yaslarini belirtiniz:

11- Ogullarinizin yaslarini belirtiniz:

12- Siz ¢cocukken anneniz calisir miydi?

1___ Evet
2 ____ Hayrr
13- Bildiginiz kadariyla esinizin ¢cocuklugunda annesi ¢alismis mi1?
1 Evet
2 ____ Hayrr

14- Siz evlendiginizde ka¢ yasindaydiniz?
15- Esiniz ka¢ yasindaydi?
16- Sizce, ideal olarak bir kadin ka¢ yasinda evlenmeli?

17- Neden?

18- Esinize gore, ideal olarak bir kadin ka¢ yasinda evlenmeli?

19- Neden?

20- Sizce, ideal olarak bir erkek ka¢ yasinda evlenmeli?

21- Neden?

22- Esinize gore, ideal olarak bir erkek kac yasinda evlenmeli?

23- Neden?

24- Sizce kari-koca arasinda yas farki olmali mi1?

1 Evet Kag yas?
2 Hayir
Neden?
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25- Esinize gore, kari-koca arasinda yas farki olmali mi1?

1 Evet Kag yas?

2 Hayir
Neden?




26- Sizin evliliginize nasil karar verildi?

1

2.
3_
4
5.
6
7

Aile biiyiikleri anlastilar

Aileler anlast1 fakat eslerin fikri soruldu

Esler birbirlerini goriip begendiler ve aileler anlasti

Esler birbirlerini sevip anlastilar fakat ailelerin onay1 alindi
Esler birbirlerini sevip kendileri anlastilar

____Ailelerin kars1 ¢ikmasina ragmen evlendiler

__ Baska:

27- Cocuklarinizin nasil evlenmelerini istersiniz?

1
2.
3_
4
5.
6

____Alle biiyiikleri anlagmal1

Aileler anlagmali fakat genglerin fikri sorulmali

Gengler birbirlerini goriip begenmeli ve aileler anlagmali
Gengler birbirlerini sevip anlagmali fakat ailelerin onay1 alinmali
Gengler birbirlerini sevip kendileri anlagmalilar

__ Baska:

28- Neden?

29-Esiniz ¢ocuklarinizin nasil evlenmelerini ister?

1

Aile biiyiikleri anlagsmali

Aileler anlagmali fakat genglerin fikri sorulmali

Gengler birbirlerini goriip begenmeli ve aileler anlagmali

Gengler birbirlerini sevip anlasmali fakat ailelerin onay1 alinmali

Gengler birbirlerini sevip kendileri anlagmalilar

2
3
4
5
6

Baska:

30- Neden?

31- ik ¢ocugunuzun dogumunda kag yasindaydiniz?

32- Esiniz kag yasindaydi?

33- Sizce ideal olarak bir kadm ilk cocugunu ka¢ yasinda dogurmal1?

34- Esinize gore, ideal olarak bir kadin ilk ¢ocugunu kag¢ yasinda

dogurmal1?
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35- Sizce ideal olarak bir erkek ka¢ yaginda baba olmali?

36- Esinize gore, ideal olarak bir erkek ka¢ yasinda baba olmali?
37- Sizce ideal olarak bir ailenin ka¢ cocugu olmal1?

38- Esinize gore, ideal olarak bir ailenin ka¢ cocugu olmal1?

39- Siz kendiniz kag¢ ¢ocuk isterdiniz?

40- Esiniz kag¢ ¢cocuk isterdi? ___

41- Tek ¢cocugunuz olsayd: kiz m1, erkek mi olmasini isterdiniz?

1 Kz

2 FErkek

3____ Fark etmez
42- Neden?

43- Sizce esiniz tek ¢cocugu olsaydi kiz mi, erkek mi olmasini isterdi?

1 Kz

2 Erkek

3__ Fark etmez
44- Neden?

45- Oglunuz varsa veya olsa ne kadar okumasini isterdiniz?
1____ Ilkokul
___ Ortaokul
__ Lise
___ Meslek Okulu

2

3

4

5 ____ Universite
6 ___ Lisans Ustii
7

Kendisi ne kadar isterse
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46- Esiniz oglunuz varsa veya olsa ne kadar okumasini isterdi?
1___ ilkokul
2 Ortaokul
3___ Lise
4 Meslek Okulu
5 ____ Universite
6 ___ Lisans Ustii
7 __ Kendisi ne kadar isterse
47- Kiziniz varsa veya olsa ne kadar okumasini isterdiniz?
1____ llkokul
2 ____ Ortaokul
3__ Lise
4 Meslek Okulu
5 ____ Universite
6 Lisans Ustii
7 ____ Kendisi ne kadar isterse
48- Esiniz kiziniz varsa veya olsa ne kadar okumasini isterdi?
1____ Tlkokul
2 Ortaokul
3__ Lise
4 Meslek Okulu
5 ____ Universite
6 ___ Lisans Ustii
7 _ Kendisi ne kadar isterse
49- Cocugunuz icin diisiindiigiiniiz belirli meslekler var mi1?
1 Evet
2 ____ Hayrr
(Cevap evet ise: )

50- Kiziniz varsa veya olsa onun i¢in hangi meslegi diisiiniirdiiniiz?
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51- Neden?

52- Esiniz kiziniz varsa veya olsa onun i¢in hangi meslegi diistiniirdii?

53- Neden?

54- Oglunuz varsa veya olsa onun i¢in hangi meslegi diisiiniirdiiniiz?

55- Neden?

56- Esiniz oglunuz varsa veya olsa onun i¢in hangi meslegi diisiiniirdii?

57- Neden?

Anket burada sona ermistir. Katiliminiz icin tesekkiirler.



