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As an institution that guides peoples' lives and enables 
the continuity of societies, through which value judg-
ments and behaviors are shaped and handed down 
from generations to generations, family stands as an 
important subject matter of research in the field of  
social sciences.  

A closer understanding of family as a social institution 
is essential in comprehending the lifestyle of society 
and individuals. In all life stages, from mother's womb 
to babyhood, from babyhood to childhood and to ado-
lescence and further to adulthood and old ages, an in-
dividual builds her/his relations with other actors in the 
social network based on their family relations in many 
different ways. In this context, familial relations play a 
very important role for steady social life.

Individuals and families may, from time to time, fail to 
put their inherent ability to solve problems into action 
in the face of fast social change. Particularly at times of 
crisis and painful social transformation, research on fa-
mily problems and perceptions becomes evidently ne-
cessary in forming a better insight of the problems of 
families and individuals and to cope with the resulting 
problems more effectively.

Research on Family Structure in Türkiye has been con-
ducted by our Ministry and is repeated every five ye-
ars as a part of Official Statistics Program. I feel happy 
on behalf of my Ministry to present the second revised 
publication of this research which was repeated in 2011 
for the purpose of covering the gap of family related 
data and information that represents the entirety of 
Türkiye due to scarcity of research studies in this field. 

I wish such research studies will grow in number to be-
come one of our basic sources of knowledge as a ba-
sis of social policies and thank everyone who put their  
efforts into this study.

Ayşenur İSLAM
Minister
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1.1. Subject and Purpose

Since family is one of the most fundamental units 
of society, gleaning updated scientific data about 
the family and its problems bears significance in 
terms of identifying the structural transformation 
within the social change process and creating social 
policies. Research on Family Structure in Türkiye 
(TAYA) which was held twice- first in 2006 and 
the second in 2011- and which was included in the 
Official Statistics Program, aims at figuring out the 
family structure in Türkiye, life style of individuals 
in the family setting, and their value judgments re-
garding family life. The research reveals the current 
condition of families in Türkiye, gathering infor-
mation about household characteristics, marriage, 
relations within the family, kinship relations, values 
regarding children, elderly and other social values 
as well as family problems; analyzing these factors 
across a number of variables, and collecting data 
that will allow identifying what changes are taking 
place over time.   

1.2. Literature

Research at national level regarding demographics, 
family, health, satisfaction and similar issues has en-
tered the realm of sociology, psychology, and social 
policy disciplines mainly through the assistance of 
statistical science. Research regarding the individu-
al and the family in particular stems from three ma-
jor sources: The first is national records, which can 
be compiled via population, address, insurance, mo-
torized vehicles, deed, justice, social aid and health 
systems. Another source regarding individuals and 
their families is the census that is held every five or 
ten years. A third source is research set within the 
framework of a national sample and conducted pe-
riodically. The first type of resource where electronic 
records are used, gleans tangible and material data 
for the most part, and fails to identify feelings and 
thoughts of individuals about family. The second 
type of resource is expensive and is held with very 
long intervals, and the questionnaire needs to be 
brief; in that sense, it is a reliable source of informa-
tion about individuals and families, but it collects 
data within a narrow framework. The third type of 

source, research with a national sample, has the ca-
pacity to collect various types of data about indi-
viduals and families, which renders it quite handy 
compared to the other two sources. TAYA exempli-
fies the third type of source that collects periodical 
data at a national level. Today sociology and social 
policy research about populations and family follow 
two approaches. One is macro sociological research 
that aims at identifying the functions and structural 
transformations of individuals and families across a 
broad social plane. Another is the effort to under-
stand individual and family at a micro sociologi-
cal level, and it focuses on the roles and relations 
of individuals and family and aims at identifying 
the structural transformation in private and pub-
lic life. The first approach and ensuing nationwide 
quantitative research have begun to get replaced by 
the second type of approach since 1980’s, and have 
been superseded by qualitative research. However, 
especially research on poverty, employment, con-
sumption, saving, use of time and life satisfaction 
is still based on nationwide quantitative methods 
and maintains its data-generation monopoly in 
these areas. Population health, and family structure 
research seems to follow the path of qualitative re-
search more, through the help of psychology, soci-
ology and anthropology both at nationwide quanti-
tative and micro-sociological level. In social policy 
work, there is a tendency to identify problems at 
the macro and regional level in the eyes of the state, 
therefore the statistics-supported macro quantita-
tive work still maintains its power. Nevertheless, be 
it quantitative or qualitative, both methods com-
plement each other. Research output at the micro 
level transforms the study themes or questionnaire, 
if not the measurement tools at the macro level. 
For example, TAYA questionnaire has leveraged on 
questionnaires from several macro-level research 
studies conducted previously in Türkiye (Timur, 
1972; TNNSA, 1973; TDA, 1978; TDASA, 1983; 
TDSA, 1988; TNSA, 1993; TNSA, TNSA, 1998; 
TNSA, 2003; DPT 1992; TurkStat, 2006) as well as 
micro-level regional studies (Yasa 1966; Yasa, 1969; 
Kıray, 1964; Kongar, 1978), and studies conducted 
in villages and towns. In parallel with TAYA 2006, 
there are several international research studies that 
examine family structure at a national level. For ex-
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ample, RAND Corporation’s Family Life Research 
conducted in Malaysia (MFLS, 1978; MFLS, 
1993), Guatemala (EGSF, 1997) and Indonesia 
(IFLS, 1994); Family Resources Study that has 
been going on since 1992 in the UK (FRS, 2002), 
and Generations and Gender Study (GGS, 2008) 
that is practiced in 19 countries, aim at identifying 
family structure, marriage, fertility, health, income, 
savings and family values. TAYA’s questionnaires 
dated 2006 was reviewed after an analysis of the 
questionnaires of past large-scale studies in Türkiye 
with a nationally representative sample (HÜNEE, 
2008, 2003, 1998, 1993, 1990, 1983, 1978; AAK, 
1992, 1991), with a view to understand Internet 
use, family values, divorce reasons, main charac-
teristics of family structure, functions and change, 
reasons of violence against women as well as life 
satisfaction of individuals. 

1.3. Research Design

TAYA 2011 was designed by General Directo-
rate of Family and Social Research (ASAGEM); 
sample design by Turkish Statistical Institute  
(TURKSTAT); field application by ANAR Ankara 
Social Studies Center Ltd. Co.; data control, clean-
ing, internal consistency analyses, tabulation, and 
report writing by Ipsos Social Research Institute.

1.3.1. Data Collection Tools

Preparation for the research study started in 2010. 
Questionnaire was written as a result of a review of 
the study questionnaire prepared upon collabora-
tion of ASAGEM, TURKSTAT and State Plan-
ning Organization (SPO) in 2006, by a group of 
experts and academicians working in the field of 
family studies. The pre-test for the revised ques-
tionnaire was carried out in three different neigh-
borhoods in Ankara in May 2011, after which the 
questionnaire and field guides were finalized. The 
questionnaire comprised closed-ended questions to 
be posed to household members that were 18 and 
older. In the field practice of the study, two separate 
questionnaires were used- one for the household 
and another for the individual. Additionally, a list 

of individuals was used to record main demographic 
data of individuals younger than 18 in a household.  

In the list of individuals in household, the refer-
ence person for gathering demographic data about 
all individuals in the household, was asked ques-
tions about gender, age, educational status, marital 
status and relationship with head of household for 
all individuals living in that household.  

Household questionnaire, on the other hand, is the 
questionnaire that is applied to any individual (ref-
erence person) 18 or older that is capable of an-
swering questions about the household during visit 
to household. This questionnaire covers questions 
on household characteristics, inhabited dwelling, 
goods ownership, household income, and sociali-
zation in family, child and elderly care, sharing of 
housework, decision makers for main issues of fam-
ily, borrowing and savings.

Individual questionnaire is applied to 18 years old 
and older household members who are present at 
household during the visit. This questionnaire cov-
ers questions on individual’s own demographic 
characteristics, individual income, property/ vehicle 
ownership,  having children, marital status, status of 
marriage, desire to be a foster family, divorce, wom-
an’s participation in work life, ideal number of chil-
dren, child-parent relationship, relations in family, 
relations between spouses, domestic violence, re-
lations between neighbors and relatives, religion, 
smoking and alcohol use, leisure time activities, TV, 
vacation, senior age, and life satisfaction.  

Questions on household and individual question-
naires can be categorized into two groups. The first 
group queries conceptual issues such as age, gender, 
profession and marital status that aim at identifying 
tangible/observable features/phenomena/events re-
garding the individual. The second group of ques-
tions aims at measuring the subjective perception of 
an individual vis-a-vis a situation or an event, such 
as reasons for divorce or expectations from senior 
years of life. 
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1.3.2. Sample

Sample design of the study was carried out by 
TurkStat on the basis of the 2010 Address-Based 
Population Registration System. The study universe 
is households within Republic of Türkiye. Sample 
is identified based on multi-phase, layered and ran-
dom sampling method. Study sample was created 
so as to depict variations across areas of residence 
(urban/rural) and regions. The sample was selected 
to represent Türkiye across urban and rural areas of 
residence; Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir cities; and 
Nomenclature of Units for Territorial Statistics 
(NUTS) 1st Level.  

In sample design, urban areas of residence were de-
fined as those with a population of 20.001 and 
more, while rural areas of residence were defined as 
those with a population of 20.000 and less. How-
ever, since it was considered impossible to attain 
adequate sample size areas of residence below 200, 
sheltered housing, nursing homes, prisons, military 
barracks, hospitals, hotels, nurseries which consti-
tute 3% of the society and is described as institu-
tional population, and nomadic population were 
left outside the scope of the study. 

Final sampling unit includes households and all the 
individuals older than 18 years of age in the chosen 
households. Sample size was designed to contain 
16.500 households without applying replacement 
principle and in a way to represent Türkiye in terms 
of urban and rural areas at NUTS 1st level.

For the sake of comparability to European Union 
(EU) data and for performing socioeconomic analy-
ses of regions, Statistical Region Unit Classification  
was defined on the basis of Nomenclature of Units 
for Territorial Statistics (NUTS) criteria which is 
an EU classification. As a result of a grouping of 
cities which recognizes certain population size of 
cities with similar economic, social, cultural and 
geographical characteristics, 12 units were defined 
as 1st level region units. Accordingly; Istanbul clas-
sifies the city of Istanbul; West Marmara classifies 
the cities of Balıkesir, Çanakkale, Edirne, Kırklareli, 
Tekirdağ; Aegean: Afyon, Aydın, Denizli, Izmir, 

Kütahya, Manisa, Muğla, Uşak; East Marmara clas-
sifies the cities of Bursa, Eskişehir, Bilecik, Kocaeli, 
Sakarya, Düzce, Bolu, Yalova; West Anatolia classi-
fies the cities of Ankara, Konya, Karaman; Medi-
terranean: Adana, Antalya, Burdur, Hatay, Isparta, 
Mersin (İçel), Kahramanmaraş, Osmaniye; and 
Central Anatolia classifies the cities of Kırıkkale, 
Aksaray, Niğde, Nevşehir, Kırşehir, Kayseri, Sivas, 
Yozgat; West Blacksea classifies the cities of Zongul-
dak, Karabük, Bartın, Kastamonu, Çankırı, Sinop, 
Samsun, Tokat, Çorum, Amasya; East Blacksea clas-
sifies the cities of Trabzon, Ordu, Giresun, Rize, 
Artvin, Gümüşhane; Northeast Anatolia classifies 
the cities of Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt, Ağrı, 
Kars, Iğdır, Ardahan; Mideast Anatolia classifies 
the cities of Malatya, Elazığ, Bingöl, Tunceli, Van, 
Muş, Bitlis, Hakkâri; Southeast Anatolia classifies 
the cities of Gaziantep, Adıyaman, Kilis, Şanlıurfa, 
Diyarbakır, Mardin, Batman, Şırnak, Siirt.

1.3.3. Implementation

Recruitment and training of interviewers, planning 
of application method, field study, auditing and 
coding were handled by ANAR (Ankara Sosyal 
Araştırmalar Merkezi Ltd. Şti). Field study of the 
research has been carried out between 23 August 
– October 2011 by applying face-to-face interview-
ing method. At the end of the field study, interview-
ing of 12.056 households out of a sample of 16.500 
households was completed. A total of 23.279 indi-
viduals above 18 years of age in these households 
have been interviewed and the demographic data 
of 44.117 family members in these households have 
been compiled.

Interviews in 4.444 households could not be car-
ried out due to reasons such as field study coincid-
ing with summer months and Ramadan, change of 
addresses in some places because of urban trans-
formation, rejection of some households to partici-
pate in the research or failure to find any qualifying 
interviewee in the household. Reasons of non-re-
sponse are recorded on questionnaires for the sake 
of weighing and calibration.

5% of questionnaires have been checked by field su-
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pervisors in the field during the field study and 5% 
have been checked on the phone in the manage-
ment center once field study was concluded.

1.3.4. Definitions and Concepts 

Household: Is a group comprised of 1 or more 
people, who live under one roof or occupying the 
same housing unit or in the part of the same dwell-
ing, and who takes part in the services and manage-
ment of the household.

Individual: Household members who are 18+ years 
old and available at home during the interview are 
ac-cepted as individuals.

Reference person: Eighteen years old or older 
member of the household in charge of the suste-
nance of the household to whom the questionnaire 
was applied face-to-face.

Household member: It’s defined as each of the 
family members to whom questionnaire was ap-
plied face-to-face without limitation of 18 years of 
age.   

Neighborhood: It is a group of households who 
live clo-se to each other; depending on their place 
of residence, who live in the same neighborhood 
but in separate ho-using units side by side/on the 
top of the other.

Nuclear Family: It is a type of family, comprised of 
a wife and husband without a child or a father and 
a mother and unmarried child(ren).

Extended Family: It is a type of household where, 
along with a husband and a wife or a mother and 
a father with unmarried child(ren), other relatives 
live together. The participation of a relative to the 
nuclear family would also be sufficient to describe 
the extended family. At the same time, the cases 
where multiple fa-milies with kinship relations live 
together are also considered as extended families.

Transient Extended Family: It is the type of ex-
tended family in which the household head is the 
married child. In these households, the household 
head’s mother and/or father and other relatives are 
assumed to leave the family in the course of time 
and it is thought that the family will turn to a nu-
clear family type.

Patriarchal Extended Family: Within this family 
type, the household head and his spouse and along 
with them, their married child(ren) and/or the 
household head's married sibling(s) (brother-in-
law, sister-in-law) live together. In this family type 
where the older generation is the household head, 
married child(ren) and other relatives de-pend on 
the household head.

Broken Family: It is a term that is used to describe 
the households without married couples. The ones 
living alone, single parent families, relatives living 
together and even those who are not relatives but 
who live to-gether are classified under this family 
type.

One-person Households: In this type of household, 
there is only one person living alone.

Single Parent:  Families comprised of a single par-
ent and unmarried child(ren) are considered to be 
under this group. These households are formed 
when parents are divorced, not living together or 
due to the loss of either one of them.

Other Broken Family:  It is a type of house-hold 
where relatives live together but there is lack of re-
lationship among parent and children (grandmoth-
er & grandchild(ren), two siblings, aunt & niece(s), 
etc.)

Non-relatives Households: In this type of house-hold, 
any household member living together are not re-
lated to each other by birth or kinship. In addition 
to triple and octal household types, another classi-
fication with 13 elements was made. This household 
type was calculated by taking the age of the parent 
and the number of children into account.
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Nuclear Family without Children (age<45): Family 
type made up of parents younger than 45 years of 
age with no children. 

Nuclear Family without Children (age≥45): Family 
type made up of parents older than 45 years of age 
with no children.

Nuclear Family with Children (1 child/2 children/3 
children and more): The type of family that includes 
mother, father and 1, 2, 3 or more single child/chil-
dren.

It’s a variable that is classified on the basis of close-
ness of household members in terms of family rela-
tions and relations with relatives. The definition of 
household type was based on the household defini-
tions of Research of Population and Health in Tür-
kiye (TNSA-Türkiye Nüfus ve Sağlık Araştırması). 
In the compilation of the book, the classification of 
three household types namely nuclear family, ex-
tended family and broken family was used.

1.3.5. Weighted Calculation

Weighted calculation in the Research on Family 
Structure in Türkiye was carried out on the basis 
of a sample provided by TURKSTAT, comprising 
addresses of 16.500 households representing urban, 
rural, 12 regions, Izmir and Ankara cities. It is a 
total of 768 clusters (blocks), with 1266 clusters 
(blocks) of 100 in the urban, and 768 clusters of 50 
in the rural area.  

Since 16.500 households were not accessed fully 
for various reasons, it was only possible to inter-
view 12.056 households as a result of fieldwork. 
F2 non-response corrections were made for these 
12.056 households. For clusters that were entirely 
inaccessible, F1 corrections were made, based on 
the assumption that clusters in IBBS Level 1 are 
homogeneous. Corrected F1 and F2 were used to 
calculate F0 values, and the approximate number of 
households in Türkiye. The number of households 
calculated for every rural and urban area in every 
region was calibrated on the basis of the distribu-

tion in the TURKSTAT 2011 mid-year estima-
tion of number of households, and the households 
were weighted on that basis. Household Member 
and Individual weighted averages were found out 
by taking the household weighted averages gener-
ated as a reference, and were calibrated according 
to TURKSTAT’s 2011 mid year population predic-
tions, based on the gender distribution in urban and 
rural populations of the regions, and the weighted 
average was found out for household members un-
der 18 and for individuals over 18. 

1.3.6. Variables Produced in the Data Set  

Household, Individual and Household Member 
Factor Base Variables: In order to conduct statisti-
cal analyses (ANOVA, t-test, chi-square test etc.) 
in the data set, household, individual and house-
hold member factor bases were generated.  

Household Factor Base: Household Factor variable is 
formed by multiplying the total value by the num-
ber 0.000618837860138579 so as to make it equal 
to the number of samples.

Household Member Factor Base: Household Member 
Factor variable is formed by multiplying the total 
value by the number  0.000594390440995397 so as 
to make it equal to the number of samples. 

Individual Factor Base: Individual Factor variable is 
formed by multiplying the total value by the num-
ber 0.000453803637621807 so as to make it equal 
to the number of samples.

Socioeconomic Status Variable:Referring to the 
Journal of Sociological Research article “Develop-
ing a tool for the measurement of socioeconomic 
status (SES) from a representative sample: The 
case of Ankara City Center” (Volume:13, Issue: 1 
– Spring 2010) prepared by Sibel Kalaycıoğlu, Kez-
ban Çelik, Ümit Çelen and Sinan Türkyılmaz, the 
socioeconomic status (SES) classification of house-
holds are calculated. Following variab-les are used 
to calculate SES scores: Lastly graduated school, 
income per household member, ownership status of 
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the property lived in, type of heating system in the 
house, automobile ownership, dish-washer owners-
hip, ownership of second television set and DVD 
player, and availability of internet. Based on the cal-
culated scores, households are assigned one of the 
following 5 SES groups: High Upper Class, Upper 
Class, Upper Middle Class, Lower Middle Class, 
and Lower Class.

To converge per capita income in the household, 
average education in the household, ownership of 
dwelling, ownership of a car, heating system of the 
house, ownership of a dishwasher,  ownership of a 
second television, ownership of a DVD player, hav-
ing internet connection and household employee 
score values on the same scale, Z transform was 
applied, and each one of them were transformed 
into scores with 0 average and 1 standard devia-
tion. Later these variables were reduced to a single 
dimension by factor analysis. The variable which 
was reduced to a single dimension was then trans-
formed to T scores with 50 average and 10 standard 
deviation. The calculated score was applied a mul-
tiple regression analysis with the variables used to 
find this score. Within the framework of calcula-
tions, SES = 30.978 + (Average Year of Education) 

x 0.775 + (Per Capita Income) x 0.003 + (Inhabited 
Dwelling) x 1.975 + (Car) x 1.975 + (Heating Sys-
tem of the House) x 1.775 + (Dishwasher) x 1.775 
+ (Second TV) x 1.775 + (DVD Player) x 1.775 + 
(Internet Connection) x 1.775 + (Household Work 
Status Score) x 6.446 equation was found out. 

As a result, SES groups were grouped at standard 
deviation intervals of 1, by considering the SES 
variable with 50 average and 10 standard deviation. 
Accordingly, SES scores were defined as follows: 
(between 30 and 39.99) high upper class, (between 
40 and 49.99) upper class, (between 50 and 59.99) 
upper middle class, (between 60 and 69.99) lower 
middle class, (70 and above) lower class.

Important Note: In some of the tables in the book, 
since the numbers were rounded off in questions 
with a single answer, in questions with multiple 
responses the sum of the rates may not add up to 
100%.  

The margin of error in the study, with a 95% statisti-
cal significance, is 0.5% for the houlsehold member, 
0.6% for the individual and 0.9% for the household.
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In this chapter, population characteristics and eco-
nomic status of the households are explored within 
the scope of Research on Family Structure in Tür-
kiye. Within this scope, matters such as the num-
ber of people living in the household, household 
type, characteristics of the inhabited dwelling, if 
the households are able to meet their basic needs 
or not, real estate ownership of individuals, and 

borrowing and saving behaviors of the households 
were investigated.

2.1. Household Population Characteristics

In Türkiye, the average household comprises 3,6 
members. The average household size is quite close 
to each other in urban and rural areas. Among the 

Number of Household Members

Türkiye 3,57 

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 3,56 

Rural 3,62 

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 3,53 

Ankara 3,30 

Izmir 3,11 

NUTS

Istanbul 3,53 

West Marmara 2,70 

East Marmara 3,19 

Aegean 3,19 

Mediterranean 3,53 

West Anatolia 3,55 

Central Anatolia 3,61 

West Black Sea 3,27 

East Black Sea 3,28 

Northeast Anatolia 4,54 

Mideast Anatolia 4,74 

Southeast Anatolia 5,35 

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 3,65 

Extended 5,61 

Broken 1,87 

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher Upper Class 3,12 

Upper Class 3,29 

Upper Middle Class 3,62 

Lower Middle Class 3,73 

Lower Class 4,31 

Table 1. Household Size throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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2.1.1. Household Types

The most widespread household type in Türkiye is 
the nuclear family (70%). Though extended families 
sustain their presence to this day, they represent a 
smaller portion of the society (12%). The share of 
broken families is 18% (Table 3). 

Nuclear family prevails in the urban areas (71%), 
whereas the extended family is more common in 
rural settlements (16%). Extended families are set-
tled mainly in Central Anatolia (19%), Southeast  

Anatolia (19%), Northeast Anatolia (19%), and 
Mideast Anatolia (18%).

Moving from lower to upper SES levels the share of 
the nuclear family goes up, as that of the extended 
family declines. 70% of the lower SES group is com-
posed of nuclear families while the rate goes up to 
82% in the higher upper SES group. On the other 
hand, the rate of the extended family in higher upper 
SES class is 7% whereas it soars to 14% in the lower 
SES class. 

Number of Individuals in a Household %

1 9,2

2 21,5

3 20,6

4 24,7

5 12,7

6 5,9

7 2,6

8 1,1

9 0,7

Above 10 1,1

Table 2. Number of Individuals in a Household 

three major cities, Istanbul ranks at the top with 
the largest household size on average (3,5 mem-
bers) whereas Izmir ranks the lowest (with 3,1 peo-
ple). A comparison of the regions indicates that the 
Southeast Anatolia Region accommodates the larg-
est household size (5,4 members). Mideast Anato-
lia and Northeast Anatolia Regions follow, with 
4,7 and 4,5 household members respectively. The 
region with the smallest household size in Türkiye 
is West Marmara (2,7 members) (Table 1).    

As expected, extended families are the largest with 
an average of 5,6 household members. This is fol-

lowed nuclear families and broken families with 3,6 
and 1,9 household members respectively. SES level 
and household size are inversely proportional. In 
families with the lowest SES level, household size 
is 4,3 individuals while this drops down to 3,1 peo-
ple in households with the highest SES level.

Across the country, 9% of the households has 1 per-
son, 22% has 2 people, 21% has 3 people, 25% has 
4 people. Nearly 6% of the households have 7 and 
more individuals. Almost half of the households 
(51%) are composed of 3 and fewer people (Table 
2).
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Nuclear families with child outnumber (53%) those 
without a child. The highest level of differentiation 
based on the Residence Area is observed in the nu-
clear family type. Nuclear families with child repre-
sent a higher share in the urban areas (56%) com-
pared to the rural (Table 4). 

On the other hand, nuclear family without a child 
is more common in the rural areas (24%). A com-
parison of household types on the basis of the three 
major cities reveals that the number of nuclear fam-
ily without a child in Izmir (18%) is higher com-
pared to the other two major cities. In Mideast 
Anatolia and Southeast Anatolia, there is a lower 
rate of nuclear families without a child (9%), and a 
higher rate of nuclear families with a child. 

As for the extended family, transient extended 
families represent a higher share (7%). Solely in 
Central Anatolia (10%), Mideast Anatolia (10%) 
and Southeast Anatolia (9%), the share of the pa-
triarchal extended family, in other words, the share 
of households where the older generation is the 
household head is closer to that of the transient ex-
tended family. 

Broken households with one household member, 
with single parent, and other broken families rep-
resent 9%, 5% and 3% of the society respectively. 
The share of one-person households is 11% in the 
rural, 10% in the lower SES class, and 16% in West 
Marmara. On the other hand, this household type 
is represented at a lower rate in Southeast Anatolia 
(3%) and Mideast Anatolia (4%).

Nuclear Extended Broken

Türkiye 70,0 12,3 17,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 71,2 11,0 17,8

Rural 66,8 15,8 17,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 69,3 11,4 19,3

Ankara 70,4 9,9 19,7

Izmir 69,7 8,2 22,1

NUTS

Istanbul 69,3 11,4 19,3

West Marmara 70,8 6,2 22,9

East Marmara 68,3 11,5 20,2

Aegean 72,8 9,2 18,0

Mediterranean 73,0 9,0 18,0

West Anatolia 70,3 12,8 16,9

Central Anatolia 68,3 19,4 12,3

West Black Sea 66,4 15,1 18,6

East Black Sea 68,0 13,3 18,7

Northeast Anatolia 63,6 18,8 17,6

Mideast Anatolia 71,7 17,7 10,5

Southeast Anatolia 69,1 18,9 12,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 81,7 6,8 11,5

Upper class 77,6 8,3 14,1

Upper middle class 75,7 12,8 11,5

Lower middle class 73,9 15,2 10,9

Lower class 70,0 13,7 16,2

Table 3. Household Types throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, and SES
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2.2. The Inhabited Dwelling

This section includes information regarding the 
inhabited dwelling type, condition of property, 
whether there are other inhabited dwellings such 
as summerhouse or rural house, number of rooms, 
whether there are separate rooms for children and 
senior members living in the household, soil mate-
rial of the dwelling, and heating system.

2.2.1. Soil Material of the Dwelling 

Concrete is the most widely available soil material in 
households throughout Türkiye (23%). Concrete is fol-
lowed by parquet (19%) and laminated flooring (15%). 

23% of urban households are equipped with par-
quet material whereas this rate drops down to 6% in 
the rural. In a similar vein, laminate flooring has an 
18% share in the urban areas whereas this is 6% in 
the rural areas. In the rural areas, 18% of the floors 
are covered with wood whereas the rate of wood in 
urban dwellings is 8%. Nevertheless, concrete is the 
most common soil material used in the rural areas 
(39%), whereas the share of urban households with 
concrete flooring represents 18% of the total (Table 
5). 

Parquet is the most common soil material used in 
Istanbul (31%) and Ankara (45%). Laminate floor-
ing (29%) and vinyl (16%) are the two other soil 

Nuclear without 
a child

Nuclear 
with child

Patriarchal 
extended

Transient. 
extended

Single member Single parent Other 
broken

Non-
relative 

Türkiye 17,1 52,9 5,1 7,2 9,2 4,6 3,1 0,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 14,9 56,3 4,4 6,7 8,4 5,1 3,4 0,9

Rural 23,5 43,2 7,2 8,6 11,3 3,4 2,4 0,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 12,2 57,1 4,1 7,3 8,9 6,1 3,5 0,8

Ankara 14,8 55,6 3,9 6,0 9,5 5,9 3,4 0,9

Izmir 18,2 51,5 2,9 5,2 11,3 6,2 3,9 0,7

NUTS

Istanbul 12,2 57,1 4,1 7,3 8,9 6,1 3,5 0,8

West Marmara 28,7 42,2 1,8 4,5 16,2 3,5 2,7 0,6

East Marmara 17,4 50,9 3,5 8,0 12,0 4,7 2,6 0,9

Aegean 21,0 51,8 4,2 5,0 9,1 4,4 3,7 0,8

Mediterranean 16,8 56,2 3,8 5,2 9,5 4,4 3,2 0,8

West Anatolia 15,1 55,2 6,1 6,7 8,3 4,7 3,2 0,6

Central Anatolia 22,7 45,6 9,6 9,9 6,6 2,8 1,8 1,1

West Black Sea 23,8 42,5 6,1 9,0 11,0 4,0 3,3 0,2

East Black Sea 26,1 41,9 4,6 8,7 11,8 2,6 3,6 0,7

Northeast Anatolia 8,9 54,7 6,5 12,3 7,3 6,1 2,5 1,6

Mideast Anatolia 9,1 62,6 9,6 8,1 3,6 3,8 2,1 1,0

Southeast Anatolia 8,6 60,5 9,1 9,8 3,4 5,1 2,8 0,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 19,3 62,4 1,9 4,9 5,9 3,3 1,6 0,7

Upper class 16,4 61,3 3,0 5,4 6,9 4,1 1,9 1,3

Upper middle class 14,7 61,0 5,9 6,9 4,7 3,3 3,0 0,5

Lower middle class 21,4 52,5 6,3 8,9 4,6 3,8 2,4 0,1

Lower class 13,9 56,1 5,6 8,1 10,1 3,9 2,3 0,0

Table 4. 8 Household Types throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, and SES



TAYA 201130 TAYA 201130

materials used widely in Istanbul. Differently from 
the other two major cities, in Ankara, carpet is used 
more widely (12%). In Izmir, floor tile (23%) use 
doubles that in the other two major cities and is the 
most preferred soil material in this province. 

The soil material in inhabited dwellings varies across 
NUTS. Concrete is most widely used in Southeast 
Anatolia (54%), Mideast Anatolia (36%), Central 

Anatolia (34%), Mediterranean (35%), West Mar-
mara (31%) and Aegean (24%). Parquet use is at a 
higher level in West Anatolia (36%) and Istanbul’ 
(31%), whereas in East Black Sea (%35) and West 
Black Sea (%28) wood floor covering is more com-
mon. Differently from all other regions, Northeast 
Anatolia stands out with the highest rate of soil 
(29%) use as floor covering. 

 Concrete Parquet Laminate Tile Wood Carpet Vinyl Soil Mosaic Other

Türkiye 23,1 18,9 15,0 10,4 10,4 8,8 5,7 3,6 2,4 1,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 17,7 23,4 18,4 11,9 7,7 8,2 7,0 0,9 2,8 2,1

Rural 38,7 5,9 5,6 6,1 17,8 10,2 2,1 11,4 1,3 0,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 9,0 31,0 28,6 3,6 3,5 3,9 15,7 0,2 2,1 2,4

Ankara 11,0 44,8 15,3 5,7 3,0 11,9 4,2 0,5 2,6 1,1

Izmir 16,4 20,0 20,0 22,6 5,2 6,1 2,0 1,6 3,2 2,7

NUTS

Istanbul 9,0 31,0 28,6 3,6 3,5 3,9 15,7 0,2 2,1 2,4

West Marmara 30,6 11,1 15,5 11,0 3,0 9,5 10,3 4,7 1,8 2,5

East Marmara 10,1 21,2 18,1 2,9 9,4 26,2 7,1 1,7 0,1 3,2

Aegean 23,8 14,9 19,4 14,5 15,5 3,5 2,0 1,4 3,4 1,6

Mediterranean 34,9 10,4 1,9 30,5 12,2 2,3 0,9 1,9 3,9 1,1

West Anatolia 11,7 35,5 11,3 6,3 9,2 16,9 3,0 3,5 1,8 0,9

Central Anatolia 33,8 13,7 15,0 3,9 6,9 9,4 3,3 8,5 4,0 1,5

West Black Sea 24,7 8,8 17,4 2,5 27,6 8,2 4,3 3,3 1,3 1,9

East Black Sea 25,4 14,0 8,8 7,6 34,7 7,2 0,2 1,1 0,1 0,7

Northeast Anatolia 20,0 9,7 7,7 1,1 16,4 15,5 0,1 29,2 0,2 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 36,3 16,1 6,1 5,2 1,8 16,3 7,7 7,3 2,0 1,2

Southeast Anatolia 53,7 6,6 0,2 20,1 0,4 1,9 0,0 10,8 4,7 1,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 22,0 19,3 16,2 11,2 9,9 8,4 5,7 3,2 2,3 1,8

Extended 31,6 14,4 11,4 7,4 11,0 10,3 5,2 4,9 2,2 1,7

Broken 22,0 20,2 12,7 9,1 11,5 9,3 6,3 4,5 2,7 1,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 6,5 43,6 28,9 7,2 1,4 5,4 4,6 0,0 1,6 0,8

Upper class 6,4 36,3 28,6 10,1 5,7 6,0 3,3 0,0 1,9 1,8

Upper middle class 11,3 28,0 22,4 11,8 9,1 7,1 5,4 0,4 2,8 1,8

Lower middle class 28,0 12,3 11,6 10,0 12,1 10,3 7,5 3,8 2,5 1,9

Lower class 48,4 3,4 2,1 9,9 11,2 9,7 2,9 9,7 1,8 0,9

Table 5. Soil Material of the Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and 
SES
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Though no major variation was observed on the ba-
sis of family structure, 32% of the dwellings of the 
extended families have concrete flooring. In nuclear 
and broken families, the share of households with 
parquet covering (22%) is quite high as well. In the 
nuclear family, the rate of parquet soil material is 
19%, while it stands at 20% in the broken family 
type (Table 5).  

As socioeconomic status rises, the use of parquet 
and laminate flooring rise correspondingly, where-
as the share of dwellings with wood, concrete or 
carpet for flooring diminishes. In the high upper 
class SES group, parquet is used at 3% and laminate 
flooring is at 2%. In the lower SES group, the most 
widely used material is concrete (48%), followed by 
wood (11%), carpet (10%), floor tile and soil. There 
is no dwelling with soil flooring in the high upper, 
upper and upper middle class SES groups. 

2.2.2. Inhabited Dwelling 

In Türkiye, nearly half of the households (49%) re-
side in an apartment/flat, 25% in detached house, 
and 15% in detached-squatter house (Table 6). 

3% of the households reside in a gated community, 
in other words, in an apartment located inside a 
building complex with security; and 1% resides in 
a detached house within a building complex with 
security. Including those dwelling in public/mass 
housing, it is observed that 4% of the households 
live in a gated community. Since there is a relatively 
higher rate of rejection in gated communities dur-
ing the field practice, one can draw the conclusion 
that the share of this type of dwelling in total is 
higher. 

Important differences in dwelling type emerge par-
ticularly with respect to the rural-urban distinction. 
The most common type of dwelling in the urban ar-
eas is apartment/flat with 62%, whereas the rate of 

detached houses reaches 53% in the rural Residence 
Areas. Regarding the total of detached-squatter 
house and detached house, 81% of the dwellings in 
the rural areas is detached, while 72% of the dwell-
ings in the urban areas are within multiple-floor 
buildings, including the apartments in gated com-
munities and apartment- squatter houses. 

An assessment of the three major cities reveals that 
76% of the families in Istanbul reside in apartments 
whereas that is 77% in Ankara. In Izmir, the rate is 
lower (59%). Differently from the other two major 
cities, in Izmir, there is a larger population living 
in detached houses (17%) and detached-squatter 
houses (12%). 

Istanbul (76%) and West Anatolia (64%) accom-
modate the highest number households living in 
apartments/flats. Other than Northeast, Mideast 
and Southeast Anatolia; apartments/flats rank 
at the top as the most common type of inhabited 
dwelling. On the other hand, in Northeast Anato-
lia, there are more households living in detached-
squatter houses (46%), whereas in Mideast Anatolia 
(44%) and Southeast Anatolia (36%) those who live 
in a detached house is at a higher rate. The popula-
tion living in detached-squatter houses is also high 
in Southeast Anatolia (29%), Mediterranean, (26%) 
and East Black Sea (21%) regions.

There are more extended families living in detached 
houses (35%) compared to other types of household 
(24% in nuclear families, 22% in broken families). 
Half of nuclear (51%) and broken families (50%) 
reside in an apartment/flat. 

The type of inhabited dwelling varies across SES 
groups too. 37% of the lower class households dwell 
in a detached house and another 37% in detached-
squatter houses, whereas in the high upper class, 
the share of apartments/flats is 70% and dwelling 
in gated community is 15%
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2.2.3. Number of Rooms 

The questionnaire explored the number of rooms 
including the saloon in the inhabited dwelling. In 
Türkiye, the most common dwelling size is the three-
room (2+1) dwelling (43%), followed by those with 
four rooms (3+1) (41%). However, the breakdown 
varies across the rural and urban Residence Areas. 
In the urban areas, 87% of the dwellings have either 
three (2+1) or four-rooms (3+1). Smaller or larger 

dwellings are relatively fewer in number. Yet, in the 
rural areas, both small (14% with two rooms) and 
very large (10% with five rooms or more) dwellings 
are more widespread compared to the urban areas; 
in other words, the dwelling size in the rural areas 
exhibits more variety (Table 7). 

In parallel with the general landscape in Türkiye, 
households in the three major cities reside in 2+1 
or 3+1 dwellings. However, in Istanbul, 2+1 dwell-

Apartment/
flat

Detached
house

Detach. 
squatter 

house 

Apartment 
squatter 

house

Gated 
community

Detached 
house in gated 

community

Public/
mass 

housing

Villa/
mansion

Other

Türkiye 49,1 25,1 15,2 5,8 2,5 1,1 0,6 0,2 0,3

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 61,6 15,5 10,6 6,9 3,1 1,3 0,6 0,2 0,2

 Rural 13,8 52,5 28,3 2,6 0,9 0,5 0,9 0 0,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 75,8 5,4 4,2 6,7 5,5 1,4 0,4 0,3 0,1

 Ankara 76,8 4,3 9,8 3,5 2,1 0,8 1,5 0,6 0,6

 Izmir 58,7 16,7 11,6 8,5 2,2 1,4 0,7 0,1 0

NUTS

 Istanbul 75,8 5,4 4,2 6,7 5,5 1,4 0,4 0,3 0,1

 West Marmara 52,9 24 15,4 3,4 2,5 0,7 0,4 0,5 0,3

 East Marmara 45,7 28,8 12,4 6,9 3,5 1,9 0,5 0,1 0,2

 Aegean 43,6 31,4 14,2 6,3 1,9 2,3 0,3 0,2 0

 Mediterranean 35 26,2 26,3 10,3 1,3 0,4 0,5 0 0,1

 West Anatolia 63,6 17,8 9,9 2,8 2 1,5 1,2 0,5 0,7

 Central Anatolia 42,4 34,5 17,5 4,5 0,5 0 0,5 0,1 0,1

 West Black Sea 44 44,3 8,6 1,1 0,4 0 0,4 0 1,3

 East Black Sea 43,7 26,2 21,4 1,8 4,3 0 2,6 0 0

 Northeast Anatolia 27,3 23,8 46,2 1,7 0 0,2 0,9 0 0

 Mideast Anatolia 24,8 44,1 17,7 7,4 3,4 0,7 1,3 0,4 0,2

 Southeast Anatolia 26,3 36,2 29,3 6,4 0,5 0,5 0,8 0 0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 51,1 24,2 14,0 5,9 2,7 1,1 0,7 0,2 0,2

 Extended 36,6 34,9 18,5 6,6 2,1 0,7 0,1 0,1 0,5

 Broken 50,2 22,1 17,8 4,9 2,4 1,6 0,6 0,1 0,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher Upper Class 70,3 4,5 1,0 2,1 14,6 4,2 1,5 1,7 0,0

Upper Class 74,7 9,2 1,4 1,7 7,3 2,3 2,7 0,6 0,2

Upper Middle Class 67,5 17,1 4,3 4,7 3,6 1,6 0,8 0,2 0,2

Lower Middle Class 41,3 31,4 18,1 7,4 0,7 0,5 0,3 0,0 0,3

Lower Class 16,9 37,3 36,6 8,4 0,1 0,1 0,0 0,0 0,6

Table 6. Type of Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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ings dominate the scene with 53%, whereas in An-
kara the rate of 3+1 dwellings is higher (65%). It 
is observed that two-room (1+1) dwellings are at a 
noticeably low rate in Ankara (4%). 

Regarding the NUTS breakdown, 2+1 or 3+1 
dwellings are common in all regions. Neverthe-
less, two-room (1+1) dwellings are most common 
in Northeast Anatolia (26%) ensued by Southeast 
Anatolia (17%) and East Black Sea (12%). Another 
conspicuous difference across the regions is that 
dwellings with five rooms or more are predominant 
in West Black Sea (11%), Central Anatolia (11%), 
East Black Sea (10%) and West Anatolia (9%).

As anticipated, in all dwellings, the extended fam-
ily is the most common type of household. For ex-
ample, in dwellings with five rooms (4+1) or more, 
the share of the extended family is 14%, whereas it 
is 6% in the nuclear family and 4% in the broken 
family. On the other hand, the share of the broken 
family in the small-sized dwellings of 1+1 rooms 
(16%) is at a higher rate compared to other house-
hold types. In terms of SES, lower class (49%) and 
lower middle class (47%) households reside pre-
dominantly in three-room (2+1) dwellings, whereas 
four-room dwellings stand out in the higher upper 
class households (53%). 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7+

Türkiye 1,0 8,7 42,8 40,9 5,2 0,9 0,6

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 0,6 6,9 42,7 44,2 4,2 0,8 0,4

 Rural 2,3 13,6 42,8 31,4 7,9 1,1 0,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 0,4 8,4 52,9 33,9 3,1 0,6 0,5

 Ankara 0,5 3,8 23,4 64,7 5,2 1,4 0,9

 Izmir 0,8 9,2 41,4 44,9 3,7 0,1 0,0

NUTS

 Istanbul 0,4 8,4 52,9 33,9 3,1 0,6 0,5

 West Marmara 1,9 8,2 48,3 37,1 4,4 0,0 0,1

 East Marmara 0,5 6,6 41,7 44,3 4,8 1,1 1,1

 Aegean 0,8 8,1 40,8 44,3 5,3 0,3 0,3

 Mediterranean 1,0 9,4 45,7 38,2 4,4 0,9 0,4

 West Anatolia 0,4 3,9 29,3 57,4 6,0 1,8 1,4

 Central Anatolia 0,6 5,5 30,4 52,8 8,7 1,5 0,4

 West Black Sea 0,9 7,3 40,3 40,5 8,4 1,6 1,1

 East Black Sea 1,4 11,7 39,5 37,7 8,4 1,0 0,4

 Northeast Anatolia 3,6 25,5 43,0 25,2 2,2 0,4 0,1

 Mideast Anatolia 1,2 8,1 41,8 41,0 6,0 1,6 0,3

 Southeast Anatolia 3,7 16,5 44,9 29,3 4,9 0,4 0,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 0,8 7,5 43,0 42,6 5,0 0,7 0,5

 Extended 0,1 5,3 36,0 45,1 9,9 2,0 1,5

 Broken 2,5 15,7 46,8 31,3 2,5 0,9 0,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 0,4 2,4 22,9 53,4 15,6 3,2 2,1

Upper class 0,2 2,3 29,2 60,5 5,5 1,1 1,2

Upper middle class 0,2 3,2 40,0 49,6 5,5 0,8 0,6

Lower middle class 0,6 8,7 47,3 36,7 5,4 0,9 0,4

Lower class 3,9 20,2 49,3 23,4 2,4 0,4 0,4

Table 7. Number of Rooms in the Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES



 Firewood/coal 
stove

Room heater combi boiler/
natural gas

Central heating
natural gas

 Central heating
firewood/coal

AC Stove
natural gas

Türkiye 49,9 22,9 8,7 4,3 3,8 2,8

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 38,1 30,5 11,5 4,8 4,8 3,5

 Rural 83,4 1,2 0,5 2,9 0,9 1,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 16,4 54,7 17,6 0,6 0,1 7,3

 Ankara 19,1 54,0 23,4 1,5 0,0 1,0

 Izmir 48,2 8,9 5,5 3,0 20,4 0,7

NUTS

 Istanbul 16,4 54,7 17,6 0,6 0,1 7,3

 West Marmara 60,5 16,1 5,1 10,3 0,8 2,0

 East Marmara 42,6 31,8 11,4 3,5 0,1 7,4

 Aegean 59,5 10,0 3,3 3,5 12,0 0,4

 Mediterranean 70,0 0,6 1,2 1,3 15,2 0,0

 West Anatolia 33,9 42,1 19,1 1,7 0,0 1,1

 Central Anatolia 55,5 16,3 9,8 9,9 0,0 1,8

 West Black Sea 70,6 11,6 3,5 7,2 0,5 2,1

 East Black Sea 74,8 1,3 1,5 14,2 0,0 2,8

 Northeast Anatolia 41,5 9,1 2,7 10,8 0,0 0,7

 Mideast Anatolia 72,9 6,6 6,5 7,4 0,0 0,5

 Southeast Anatolia 67,9 4,5 2,4 6,7 0,6 0,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 49,2 23,4 9,0 4,5 3,7 2,7

Extended 59,4 20,6 5,6 3,2 2,3 2,2

Broken 46,0 22,2 9,4 4,4 5,1 4,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 3,0 50,0 25,0 6,9 6,9 1,2

Upper class 8,7 40,8 19,7 11,3 8,6 1,4

Upper middle class 26,8 37,2 12,3 6,5 7,0 2,7

Lower middle class 65,9 15,3 4,8 2,4 1,8 3,7

Lower class 85,7 1,2 0,6 0,0 0,2 1,4

Table 8. Type of Heating in the Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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2.2.4. Type of Heating in the Dwelling

Households were queried regarding the type of 
heating used in the dwelling and the responses 
are depicted on Table 8. 50% of the households in 
Türkiye use firewood/coal stove for heating. Next 
comes combi boiler with natural gas (23%), and 
central heating with natural gas (9%). 

In tandem with other features, the heating system 
varies across the rural and urban to great extent. The 
most pervasive heating system in the rural areas is 

firewood/coal stoves (83%) in the rural, ensued by 
stoves burning turd (6%). While the firewood/coal 
stoves dominate the rural areas, there is a notable 
variety in the urban areas. The most common heat-
ing system is again the firewood/coal stoves with 
38%. The next most common heating is room heat-
er/ combi boiler with natural gas (31%), and central 
heating with natural gas (12%). 

The breakdown of the three major cities indicates 
a difference as well. In Istanbul and Ankara, room 
heater/ combi boiler/natural gas and central heat-



Stove electricity Stove turd Room heater
other

Room heater
fuel oil gas

Central heating 
fuel oil gas

Central
 heating other

Stove catalytic 
heater

Other

2,0 1,8 1,7 0,7 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,5

RESIDENCE AREA

2,4 0,3 1,6 0,8 0,5 0,3 0,3 0,6

0,8 6,2 1,9 0,4 0,2 0,3 0,1 0,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

1,6 0,0 0,3 0,7 0,5 0,2 0,0 0,1

0,2 0,1 0,1 0,2 0,2 0,1 0,0 0,0

6,7 0,0 1,5 1,1 0,5 1,0 0,6 2,1

NUTS

1,6 0,0 0,3 0,7 0,5 0,2 0,0 0,1

0,2 0,0 1,4 1,5 0,4 1,4 0,0 0,5

0,0 0,4 1,0 0,6 1,0 0,3 0,0 0,0

4,0 0,3 2,0 1,1 0,4 0,5 1,2 1,8

7,1 0,4 2,3 0,7 0,5 0,2 0,3 0,3

0,2 0,1 0,9 0,4 0,1 0,2 0,0 0,0

0,4 2,6 1,3 0,5 0,3 0,1 0,0 1,5

0,6 0,8 2,3 0,4 0,1 0,2 0,0 0,2

1,0 0,0 1,2 1,5 0,1 0,8 0,0 0,7

0,3 32,5 0,9 1,0 0,3 0,0 0,2 0,0

0,4 2,6 2,6 0,0 0,2 0,3 0,0 0,0

1,1 9,9 5,4 0,3 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

1,6 1,7 2,0 0,7 0,4 0,3 0,1 0,5

0,9 3,1 1,2 0,5 0,2 0,3 0,3 0,1

4,2 1,6 0,6 0,8 0,5 0,3 0,4 0,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

1,1 0,0 2,4 1,2 0,8 1,3 0,0 0,0

1,4 0,0 3,9 1,7 0,9 0,9 0,0 0,5

2,0 0,0 2,5 1,3 0,5 0,4 0,3 0,5

2,0 1,4 1,1 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,2 0,5

1,8 8,2 0,4 0,0 0,1 0,0 0,2 0,2
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ing/natural gas use is much more widespread com-
pared to Izmir, while households opt for firewood/
coal stove (48%) and air conditioners (20%) for 
heating purposes. In Izmir, central heating/natural 
gas use is a meager 6 %, and room heater/ combi 
boiler/natural gas use stands at 9%. 

Room heater/ combi boiler with natural gas is the 
most common heating system used in Istanbul 
(55%) and West Anatolia (42%). Although room 
heater/combi boiler with natural gas is quite wide-
spread in East Marmara as well (32%), the most 

widely used heating system is firewood/coal stove 
with 43%. In Istanbul, the use of firewood/coal 
stove is much lower in comparison to other regions 
(16%). In contrast with other regions, central heat-
ing/natural gas system is the most widely used in 
Istanbul (18%). Another region where central heat-
ing/natural gas use is quite common is West Ana-
tolia (19%). The only region that is different from 
all the other regions is Northeast Anatolia. Though 
firewood/coal stove is the most prevalent type of 
heating (42%), the use of stove with turd is the 
highest among all regions with 33%. 
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The heating system used in the inhabited dwell-
ing does not vary greatly depending on the house-
hold type, however the use of firewood/coal stove 
is higher in the extended family (59%) compared 
to the nuclear family (49%) and the broken family 
(46%) (Table 8). 

Significant variation is also observed in the break-
down based on socioeconomic status. 86% of lower 
class households use firewood/coal stove for heat-

ing while this drops to 66% in lower middle class, 
27% in upper middle class, 9% in upper class, and 
as low as 3% in the high upper class SES groups. 
50% of the high upper class households use room 
heater/ combi boiler with natural gas. This is 37% 
in upper middle class households. The second most 
common heating system in the high upper SES 
group is central heating with natural gas (25%), 
while only 1% of the lower class households use this 
type of heating. 

 There is There isn’t

Türkiye 56,6 43,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 60,6 39,4

 Rural 43,6 56,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 63,2 36,8

 Ankara 76,9 23,1

 Izmir 63,1 36,9

NUTS

 Istanbul 63,2 36,8

 West Marmara 70,1 29,9

 East Marmara 66,8 33,2

 Aegean 57,1 42,9

 Mediterranean 52,1 47,9

 West Anatolia 70,6 29,4

 Central Anatolia 58,3 41,7

 West Black Sea 62,2 37,8

 East Black Sea 60,8 39,2

 Northeast Anatolia 36,6 63,4

 Mideast Anatolia 39,7 60,3

 Southeast Anatolia 26,9 73,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 60,1 39,9

 Extended 39,5 60,5

 Broken 58,9 41,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 94,3 5,7

Upper class 87,4 12,6

Upper middle class 76,0 24,0

Lower middle class 48,5 51,5

Lower class 21,3 78,7

Table 9. Availability of a Separate Room for Children in the Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES
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2.2.5. Room for Children and Elderly in the 
Dwelling

Households with children of 17-years-old and 
younger were queried regarding the availability of 
separate rooms for the children in the house. The 
responses are depicted on Table 9. In case there 
is more than one child in the household, even if 
there is a separate room for only child or even if all 
children stay in the same room, this is considered a 
separate room for the children in the house. 57% of 
the households in Türkiye accommodate a separate 
bedroom for children. The breakdown on the basis 
of the Residence Area is 61% for the urban, and 
44% for the rural areas.

The share of households with a separate room for 
children is 77% in Ankara, whereas it goes down 
to 63% in both Istanbul and Izmir. An analysis of 
the results on NUTS basis reveals that the num-
ber of households with a separate room for children 
is higher in West Anatolia (71%), West Marmara 
(70%) and East Marmara (67%). In Southeast Ana-
tolia (27%), Northeast Anatolia (37%) and Mideast 
Anatolia (40%), there is a lower share of households 
with a separate room for children. 

In the extended family, the share of households 
with a separate room for children is 40%, which is 
lower compared to other types of households (60% 
in the nuclear family, and 59% in the broken fam-
ily). As the socioeconomic status rises, the number 

of households with a separate room for children in-
creases. 94% of the households in the high upper 
class versus a meager 21% of the households in the 
lower class SES group comprise a separate room for 
the children in the house.

Within the scope of the study, in households with-
out a household head and with members at age 60 
and older, the reference people were asked wheth-
er they had a separate room for the elderly in the 
house (Table 10).

In Türkiye, in general households spare a separate 
room for the elderly (64%). The breakdown on the 
basis of the Residence Area is 66% for the urban and 
60% for the rural areas. Among the three major cit-
ies, the city with the lowest rare of households with 
a room for the elderly is Istanbul (60%). In Izmir 
and Ankara, the share of such households is above 
70%. On NUTS basis, the share of households with 
a separate room for the elderly is higher in West 
Marmara (79%), West Anatolia (77%), West Black 
Sea (76%) and East Marmara (75%) and lower in 
Mideast Anatolia (33%), Southeast Anatolia (38%) 
and Northeast Anatolia (50%).

On SES basis, 88% of the households in the high 
upper class reserve a separate room for the elderly 
in the house. On the other hand, the rate of such 
households declines to 39% in the lower class 
households. 
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 There is There isn’t

Türkiye 64,3 35,7

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 66,4 33,6

 Rural 60,8 39,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 60,2 39,8

 Ankara 74,4 25,6

 Izmir 71,7 28,3

NUTS

 Istanbul 60,2 39,8

 West Marmara 77,9 22,1

 East Marmara 74,3 25,7

 Aegean 68,1 31,9

 Mediterranean 56,6 43,4

 West Anatolia 76,9 23,1

 Central Anatolia 74,7 25,3

 West Black Sea 76,8 23,2

 East Black Sea 74,8 25,2

 Northeast Anatolia 49,7 50,3

 Mideast Anatolia 33,4 66,6

 Southeast Anatolia 38,3 61,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 87,6 12,4

Upper class 96,7 3,3

Upper middle class 73,5 26,5

Lower middle class 60,4 39,6

Lower class 38,9 61,1

Table 10. Availability of a Separate Room for the Elderly in the Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
NUTS, and SES

2.2.6. Ownership Status of the Dwelling 

Households were asked about the ownership prop-
erty of the dwelling where they live. 61% of the 
households in Türkiye are owned by one of the 
members of the household, and there is no rent 
payment involved. The ratio of tenants in Türkiye 
is 26% (Table 11).

72% of the dwellings in the rural area are owned 
by a member of the household, while this kind of 
ownership is measured at 56% in the urban areas. 
Households with tenants in the urban areas reach 
31% versus 12% in the rural. Ownership status of 
the inhabited dwelling is parallel across the three  

major cities. Among the NUTS, Istanbul is the city 
the highest number of tenants in the households 
(34%). The ratio of households living in a dwelling 
owned by one of the household members is higher 
in Central Anatolia (71%), and lower in Istanbul 
(56%). 

An evaluation on the basis of the household type 
indicates that the broken family has the highest ra-
tio of tenants with 32%. 26% of the nuclear fami-
lies, and 17% of the extended families are tenants. 
In the majority of the households where the ex-
tended families live (74%), the dwelling belongs to 
one of the members of the household. 
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 Ownership of the property varies greatly across the 
SES groups. As socioeconomic status rises, the ra-
tio of households with a tenant declines. 33% of the 
households in the lower class have tenants, while 

this is 25% in the high upper class. On the other 
hand, 70% of the households in the high upper 
class are in a dwelling that belongs to a member of 
the household. This is 43% in the lower class. 

 Owned by 
household  

member

Shared ownership
with someone

 outside the 
household

Owned by the 
relative of the 

household but no 
rent paid 

Owned by the 
relative of the 

household 
but pays rents

 Tenant  Public 
housing

Housekeeper’s 
flat

 Other

Türkiye 60,7 2,2 8,2 1,0 26,3 0,8 0,4 0,3

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 56,6 1,8 7,7 1,2 31,2 0,6 0,6 0,3

 Rural 72,4 3,5 9,6 0,3 12,2 1,6 0,1 0,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 55,6 1,1 7,3 1,2 33,6 0,4 0,5 0,3

 Ankara 58,0 1,4 5,4 1,5 30,3 1,7 1,4 0,3

 Izmir 58,6 1,8 8,4 1,3 28,0 0,9 0,5 0,4

NUTS

 Istanbul 55,6 1,1 7,3 1,2 33,6 0,4 0,5 0,3

 West Marmara 67,0 2,4 5,7 0,4 22,9 1,4 0,0 0,3

 East Marmara 55,9 2,4 12,4 2,0 25,1 0,9 0,5 0,8

 Aegean 59,2 3,8 9,2 0,7 26,0 0,4 0,4 0,3

 Mediterranean 59,7 1,5 9,4 1,0 27,3 0,3 0,8 0,2

 West Anatolia 61,6 1,2 5,3 1,3 28,2 1,2 1,0 0,2

 Central Anatolia 71,2 3,1 5,2 0,8 18,8 0,4 0,4 0,0

 West Black Sea 63,5 4,0 9,4 0,6 21,0 1,2 0,3 0,0

 East Black Sea 69,4 1,2 5,8 0,2 20,2 2,8 0,0 0,4

 Northeast Anatolia 65,4 1,7 6,4 0,6 23,6 0,7 0,0 1,6

 Mideast Anatolia 67,7 4,0 5,3 1,2 18,9 2,9 0,0 0,0

 Southeast Anatolia 60,3 2,0 11,4 0,8 24,2 0,9 0,1 0,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 60,2 1,9 8,6 1,1 26,4 1,0 0,6 0,2

 Extended 73,7 2,7 5,4 0,3 17,3 0,2 0,1 0,3

 Broken 53,5 3,3 8,6 1,0 32,1 0,7 0,1 0,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 70,2 0,6 2,5 0,2 25,1 1,4 0,0 0,0

Upper class 65,4 0,8 3,6 0,6 25,6 3,2 0,1 0,6

Upper middle class 67,4 1,2 5,7 0,7 23,3 1,5 0,1 0,1

Lower middle class 60,2 2,3 8,3 0,9 27,0 0,2 0,7 0,3

Lower class 42,7 3,9 16,0 2,2 33,3 0,1 0,9 0,9

Table 11. Ownership Status of the Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, 
and SES 
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2.2.7.Use of Other Dwelling beside the Inhabited 
Dwelling 

Households were queried regarding their use of 
other housing such as summerhouse, vineyard 
house, country house, or mountain house, in addi-
tion to the inhabited dwelling. 22% of the house-
holds in the urban areas, and 11% of those in the 
rural areas use another type of housing in addition 
to the inhabited dwelling. This other dwelling is 
used during certain times of the year for vacation or 
for visit purposes (Table 12). 

Among the three major cities, use of another dwell-
ing in addition to the inhabited dwelling is the 
highest in Istanbul with 33%. This is 21% in An-
kara and 16% in Izmir. An analysis on the basis of 
NUTS reveals that the use of a second dwelling is 
common particularly in Istanbul (33%) and East 
Black Sea (31%). On the other hand, use of a sec-
ond dwelling is at a relatively lower rate in North-
east Anatolia (4%) and Southeast Anatolia (6%).

No variation is observed across the household type. 
As the socioeconomic status rises, in certain times 
of the year, the ratio of those who live in a second 

 Yes No

Türkiye 19,5 80,5

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 22,2 77,8

 Rural 11,6 88,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 33,3 66,7

 Ankara 21,4 78,6

 Izmir 15,9 84,1

NUTS

 Istanbul 33,3 66,7

 West Marmara 20,2 79,8

 East Marmara 19,4 80,6

 Aegean 16,7 83,3

 Mediterranean 16,1 83,9

 West Anatolia 18,3 81,7

 Central Anatolia 11,4 88,6

 West Black Sea 14,0 86,0

 East Black Sea 30,9 69,1

 Northeast Anatolia 3,9 96,1

 Mideast Anatolia 16,8 83,2

 Southeast Anatolia 6,3 93,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 20,1 79,9

 Extended 17,7 82,3

 Broken 18,2 81,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 37,2 62,8

Upper class 29,9 70,1

Upper middle class 24,5 75,5

Lower middle class 16,1 83,9

Lower class 7,8 92,2

Table 12. Use of Other Dwelling beside the Inhabited Dwelling throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES
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dwelling such as a summerhouse or country house 
during certain times of the year increases. In upper 
class, 37% of the households use a second dwelling 
at certain times of the year, while this is 8% for the 
lower class. 

2.3. The Economic Status of  the Households 
This section analyses the economic opportuni-
ties available to the household. It is explored what 
goods they own, their income and expenditure lev-
els, and whether they borrow or receive any aid. 

2.3.1. Ownership of Goods in the Household 

The existence of certain goods and appliances in 

the household was explored with a view to grasp 
the prosperity level of the house. The table of goods 
ownership depicts the goods and appliances that 
the households own. The goods and appliances that 
are most widely available in the households are re-
frigerator (98%), washing machine (94%), mobile 
phone (91%), TV set (89%) and iron (89%). The 
least common goods and appliances are garbage 
disposer (2%), clothes dryer (4%), cab/minibus/
bus (4%), tractor (5%), motorbike (5%), and home 
sports equipment (5%). Households with landline 
(53%) are at a much lower rate compared to those 
with mobile phone (91%). Desktop ownership is 
much higher compared to laptop ownership (22%) 
(Table 13).

Available Not available

Refrigerator 98,4 1,6

Washing machine 93,7 6,3

Mobile phone 90,5 9,5

Iron 89,2 10,8

TV set 88,7 11,3

Vacuum cleaner 87,0 13,0

Gas/electric furnace 75,4 24,6

Satellite dish 68,3 31,7

Telephone 53,3 46,7

Dishwasher 48,7 51,3

Food processor /mixer/blender 47,5 52,5

Camera 33,5 66,5

DVD/VCD player 32,4 67,6

Private car 31,1 68,9

Desktop computer 30,3 69,7

Laptop computer 22,1 77,9

Microwave oven 21,1 78,9

LCD/plasma TV 20,9 79,1

AC 16,0 84,0

Paid TV channels 12,7 87,3

Video camera 11,7 88,3

Home sports equipment 5,3 94,7

Tractor 4,9 95,1

Motorbike 4,9 95,1

Clothes dryer 4,3 95,7

Cab/minibus/bus 4,2 95,8

Garbage disposer 2,1 97,9

Table 13. Goods and Appliances Available in the Households in Türkiye
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The general ownership status for the most common 
seven products is depicted on the table based on the 
demographics (Table 14). No significant variation is 
observed across the groups in terms of refrigerator 
ownership. As anticipated, there is a higher level of 
ownership in the urban areas regarding the top seven 
products in Turkey with the sole exception of TV set. 
88% of households in the urban areas comprise a TV 
set, while this is 91% in the rural. As for refrigerator 

ownership, no significant differentiation is observes 
across the urban (99%) versus rural (97%) areas. 

Among the three major cities, the major source of 
variation is TV and gas/electric furnace. In Ankara, 
there is a higher ratio of households with a TV set 
(92%) and electric/gas furnace (89%). 

Examining the picture on a NUTS basis, North-

Refrigerator Gas/electric 
furnace

Washing 
machine

 Iron  Vacuum 
cleaner

 TV set  Mobile phone

Türkiye 98,4 75,4 93,7 89,2 87,0 88,7 90,5

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 99,0 81,5 96,3 94,4 92,6 87,9 93,2

 Rural 96,6 58,3 86,1 74,5 71,2 90,9 82,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 99,4 83,0 97,7 97,1 95,1 82,9 95,2

 Ankara 99,3 89,2 97,0 95,1 95,4 92,4 93,9

 Izmir 99,2 83,4 95,8 93,7 92,3 85,3 91,6

NUTS

 Istanbul 99,4 83,0 97,7 97,1 95,1 82,9 95,2

 West Marmara 98,6 84,1 94,2 88,6 87,0 91,0 81,6

 East Marmara 98,8 79,1 95,9 92,9 93,9 88,5 89,3

 Aegean 98,8 77,4 94,4 87,2 85,0 87,2 89,3

 Mediterranean 99,3 69,2 94,1 89,2 83,2 91,7 92,4

 West Anatolia 99,1 86,6 96,6 93,3 93,7 92,8 93,7

 Central Anatolia 99,4 68,5 92,8 84,2 86,9 91,4 87,3

 West Black Sea 97,2 72,5 93,6 85,8 83,4 92,4 87,9

 East Black Sea 98,0 63,5 90,6 83,5 82,1 87,6 87,4

 Northeast Anatolia 91,7 52,7 72,3 79,0 77,2 87,6 79,9

 Mideast Anatolia 95,1 69,5 88,2 85,7 80,7 92,6 89,2

 Southeast Anatolia 95,7 57,5 84,0 75,6 68,2 88,2 90,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 98,9 78,6 95,5 92,0 89,8 88,9 93,3

 Extended 98,7 72,9 94,3 89,0 84,9 91,9 94,8

 Broken 96,1 64,9 85,9 78,3 77,3 85,9 76,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 100,0 97,7 99,1 99,5 98,7 73,4 99,4

Upper class 99,9 94,0 99,2 99,2 99,2 80,5 98,6

Upper middle class 99,7 90,8 98,3 98,7 97,8 87,7 97,9

Lower middle class 99,2 73,3 96,0 91,6 88,4 92,2 91,0

Lower class 94,6 43,6 80,2 64,8 57,4 92,2 79,1

Table 14. Goods and Appliances with the Highest Level of Ownership throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES (Top 7 Goods)
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east Anatolia is the region with the lowest rate of 
ownership for refrigerator (92%), gas/electric fur-
nace (53%), washing machine (72%), TV set (80%), 
and mobile phone (80%). The lowest share of iron 
(76%) and vacuum cleaner (68%) in households is 
observed in Southeast Anatolia. 

The broken family has the lowest rate of ownership 
regarding the seven products in question. Mobile 
phone is the product that exhibits the highest rate 
of variation across the household type. In the ex-
tended family (95%) and the nuclear family (93%), 
mobile phone ownership is at a noticeably high 
level. The ratio is 76% for the broken family. 

As the socioeconomic status goes up, ownership of 
these seven products increases. The main item ex-
hibiting a variation across SES groups is gas/elec-
tric furnace. 98% of the high upper class owns this 
product, while this ratio drops to 44% in the lower 
class. Sharp variation is observed across owner-
ship of vacuum cleaner and iron in households. The 
entirety of the households in the high upper class 
(100%) owns irons and vacuum cleaners (99%). In 
the lower class, iron ownership is at 65% while vac-
uum cleaner ownership is at 57%. 

2.3.2.Support Offered for the Households by  
Organizations or Private Individuals 

Households were queried whether they received 
any support in the past one year. The ratio of house-
holds that received support in the past one year is 
10%. The ratio of those who borrow money or loans 
is higher in the rural areas. 14% of those living in 
the rural areas borrowed money or loans in the past 
one year, whereas this is 8% in the urban areas (Ta-
ble 15). 

Among the three major cities, the share of house-
holds that received support is 13% in Ankara, which 
is higher than in Izmir (7%) and Istanbul (6%). The 
number of households that received support in the 
past one year is the highest in Northeast Anatolia 
with 28%, and the lowest in West Marmara in 5%. 

An evaluation on the basis of the household type 
reveals that the broken family receives the high-
est level of support with 15%. This is 11% for the 
extended family, and 8% in the nuclear family. As 
the socioeconomic status goes lower, the ratio of 
households receiving support goes up. For instance, 
households from the lower class receive support by 
25%, while this is only 1% in the high upper class. 
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Those who received material support in the past one 
year were asked which organizations or individuals 
they received this support from. In Türkiye, 39% of 
the subsidies come from the General Directorate 
of Social Assistance and Solidarity (GDSAS), fol-
lowed by the municipalities (24%). In the urban ar-
eas, municipalities are more prominent in extend-
ing support (32%). On the other hand, in the rural 
areas, GDSAS stands out with 55% (Table 16).

The households receiving subsidies from the munici-
palities vary across the three major cities. The share 
of municipalities offering subsidies is 75% in Ankara, 
40% in Istanbul, and 26% in Izmir. In Izmir, the ratio 

of those receiving subsidies from GDSAS (27%) ap-
proaches those who receive subsidies from the munici-
palities (26%). Those who receive support from GD-
SAS is at 17% in Istanbul and 14% in Ankara. Among 
the three major cities, Izmir is the province where sub-
sidies provided by relatives is the most common type 
(20%). This ratio is 15% in Istanbul and 6% in Ankara. 

In the extended family, those who receive subsidies 
from GDSAS (48%) and those on sick/disability 
allowance (15%) is higher, whereas in the nuclear 
family, there is a higher ratio of households receiv-
ing subsidies from the relatives compared to other 
household types (13%). 

 No Yes

Türkiye 90,5 9,5

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 92,0 8,0

 Rural 86,1 13,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 93,7 6,3

 Ankara 86,9 13,1

 Izmir 93,3 6,7

NUTS

 Istanbul 93,7 6,3

 West Marmara 94,7 5,3

 East Marmara 93,2 6,8

 Aegean 92,3 7,7

 Mediterranean 91,8 8,2

 West Anatolia 89,0 11,0

 Central Anatolia 90,1 9,9

 West Black Sea 92,3 7,7

 East Black Sea 91,0 9,0

 Northeast Anatolia 72,0 28,0

 Mideast Anatolia 83,5 16,5

 Southeast Anatolia 78,0 22,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 92,1 7,9

 Extended 89,1 10,9

 Broken 85,1 14,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 99,5 0,5

Upper class 98,3 1,7

Upper middle class 97,4 2,6

Lower middle class 91,5 8,5

Lower class 74,7 25,3

Table 15. Support Offered for the Households throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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2.3.3. Status of Households Regarding the 
Borrowing of Debt or Loans 

The households were asked whether they borrowed 
any debt or loans in the past one year. The ratio of 
those who have borrowed debt or loans across Tur-
key is 35%. This is 32% in the rural and 36% in the 
urban area (Table 17). 

There is no variation across the three major cities. 
In all three provinces, the ratio of borrowing debt/
loans is over 35% and quite close. Although no dif-
ferences are observed on NUTS basis, Istanbul,  

Aegean and West Anatolia are the regions where 
the borrowing of debt or loans is the highest. The 
lowest rate of borrowing is observed in West Black 
Sea with 27%.

In the broken family, the ratio of borrowing debt/
loans is (20%) is lower than other household types. 
In terms of socioeconomic status, the ratio of those 
who borrow is 25% in the lower class, 42% in the 
upper middle class, and 40% in the high upper class. 
The highest rate of borrowing is in the high upper 
class group with 47%.

 Yes No

Türkiye 34,9 65,1

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 36,0 64,0

 Rural 31,7 68,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 36,9 63,1

 Ankara 39,2 60,8

 Izmir 36,8 63,2

NUTS

 Istanbul 36,9 63,1

 West Marmara 35,2 64,8

 East Marmara 35,8 64,2

 Aegean 37,3 62,7

 Mediterranean 34,2 65,8

 West Anatolia 37,2 62,8

 Central Anatolia 31,0 69,0

 West Black Sea 27,3 72,7

 East Black Sea 30,3 69,7

 Northeast Anatolia 31,3 68,7

 Mideast Anatolia 30,6 69,4

 Southeast Anatolia 35,9 64,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 37,9 62,1

 Extended 38,6 61,4

 Broken 20,3 79,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 39,6 60,4

Upper class 46,7 53,3

Upper middle class 41,9 58,1

Lower middle class 34,5 65,5

Lower class 24,7 75,3

Table 17. Status of Households Regarding the Borrowing of Debt or Loans throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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The families who borrowed cash or loans in the last 
one year were asked about the underlying need for 
borrowing. 17% of the debtors responded that they 
borrowed in order to buy a house. The second out-
standing need underneath the borrowing was buy-
ing a private car/automobile by 13% (Table 18). 

In addition to borrowing for buying a house, 14% 
of the families living in the urban area stated that 
they borrowed for buying a private car/automobile, 
while in the rural area, 9% of families borrowed in 

order to purchase tractor/irrigation systems/live-
stock. 

In congruence with the situation across Türkiye, the 
households in the three major cities mainly borrow 
loans to buy a house. The borrowing reasons of the 
households in these cities are similar in other re-
spects as well. Solely in Ankara, borrowing so as to 
clear commercial debts is lower (3%), compared to 
Istanbul (12%) and Izmir (8%). 

 Buying 
a house

 Buying 
a private 

car

Education  Credit 
card 
debt

 Buying a tractor/
irrigation system/ 

livestock

Buying 
field/ land 

 Clearing 
commercial 

debt 

Vacation  Other

Türkiye 16,6 12,7 6,5 10,5 2,4 1,2 11,1 0,2 41,7

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 17,9 13,9 6,9 12,0 0,5 0,7 11,0 0,3 39,8

 Rural 12,7 8,6 5,0 5,8 8,5 2,7 11,4 0,0 47,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 17,8 13,6 6,9 12,2 0,1 0,2 12,3 0,2 40,1

 Ankara 21,9 14,8 4,2 15,8 0,4 0,3 3,2 0,6 42,2

 Izmir 20,7 15,9 5,3 16,2 0,8 0,2 7,6 0,8 37,5

NUTS

Istanbul 17,8 13,6 6,9 12,2 0,1 0,2 12,3 0,2 40,1

West Marmara 10,8 9,2 6,9 9,8 7,4 0,1 6,2 0,0 50,8

East Marmara 15,4 12,5 4,7 7,5 2,6 1,9 10,4 0,9 46,1

Aegean 16,7 16,0 4,5 10,1 1,8 2,5 10,0 0,3 43,1

Mediterranean 16,3 11,4 7,7 12,8 1,7 2,7 17,2 0,0 32,2

West Anatolia 19,8 12,8 4,4 13,9 1,1 0,2 4,2 0,4 46,0

Central Anatolia 18,3 14,6 3,2 9,9 7,5 1,5 14,3 0,4 31,2

West Black Sea 11,0 12,3 7,3 7,6 6,7 2,0 9,5 0,0 45,6

East Black Sea 16,5 7,5 4,9 7,3 4,6 0,0 8,5 0,0 54,4

Northeast Anatolia 12,0 12,4 3,7 9,9 5,1 0,0 6,9 0,0 51,2

Mideast Anatolia 23,8 6,2 8,6 8,1 0,4 1,2 20,2 0,0 34,3

Southeast Anatolia 16,1 11,6 15,1 6,9 2,1 0,3 11,9 0,0 38,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 17,9 14,0 6,1 10,7 2,4 1,3 11,2 0,2 39,4

Extended 14,9 9,7 5,8 9,1 4,0 1,5 13,0 0,2 43,7

Broken 9,7 6,7 10,2 10,8 0,4 0,4 7,4 0,5 55,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 39,9 37,0 3,6 3,5 0,0 1,4 5,0 0,0 18,8

Upper class 24,6 23,5 4,5 9,4 0,0 1,7 8,0 0,0 31,0

Upper middle class 21,5 15,3 7,0 13,2 1,8 1,2 11,6 0,4 31,1

Lower middle class 11,1 8,2 5,7 11,7 3,7 1,2 11,5 0,2 49,9

Lower class 8,4 3,5 8,9 6,2 3,4 2,2 11,9 0,0 55,8

Table 18. Reasons for Borrowing Cash or Loans throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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The primary reason for borrowing across all regions 
is “buying a house”. However, there is a higher pro-
portion of households borrowing for education in 
Southeast Anatolia (15%), for buying a private/car 
automobile in the Aegean (16%), and for clearing 
commercial debts in the Mediterranean (17%) and 
Mideast Anatolian (20%) regions, compared to the 
rest of Turkey (Table 18). 

The reasons for borrowing cash or loan do not vary 
significantly across household type. Nevertheless, 
the proportion of borrowing in order to clear com-
mercial debts in the extended families (13%), and 
closing credit card debt (11%) and education (10%) 
in the broken families, is as high as the proportion 
of borrowing in order to buy a house. 

In the high upper class households, borrowing 
for buying a house (40%) or a private car (37%); 
in the upper middle class (13%) and lower mid-
dle class (12%) households, borrowing for closing 
the credit card debt rank higher compared to other 
SES groups. The proportion of those who borrow 
in order to clear their commercial debts is higher in 
middle and lower class SES groups (12%). 

The households who borrowed cash or loans were 
asked about the lending individual or the organiza-
tion. With 79%, banks rank at the top of the list 
of lending organizations. This is ensued by other 
relatives (10%) and friends (9%). The lowest rate is 
children older than 18 (2%) and usurers (1%).(Ta-
ble 19).

Banks are the main lending source both in the ur-
ban and rural areas. However, it is observed that 
those who borrow from the bank are at a higher 
proportion in the urban areas (80%). On the other 
hand, the proportion of those borrowing from the 
neighbors is higher in the rural areas (9%). 

The proportion of households borrowing from the 
bank is high in the three major cities. Nevertheless, 
Istanbul ranks the lowest among the three (79%). 
On the other hand, the proportion of those borrow-
ing from the relatives is higher in Istanbul (11%). 

Southeast Anatolia is the region where the propor-
tion of borrowing loans from the banks is the low-
est (44%), and borrowing from other relatives is the 
highest (30%). Southeast Anatolia is followed by 
Mideast Anatolia (20%) when it comes to borrow-
ing from other relatives. Borrowing from friends is 
more common in Southeast Anatolia (20%), Mid-
east Anatolia (19%) and Northeast Anatolia (16%) 
compared to other regions. Borrowing from neigh-
bors is less common in Northeast Anatolia (26%). 

The tendency of borrowing from the bank declines 
as the socioeconomic status rises. Among the bor-
rowers, almost all households from the high upper 
class (98%) borrow from banks, where this propor-
tion falls in the lower class (39%). On the other 
hand, in the lower class, there is a high proportion 
of borrowing from other relatives (26%), siblings 
(16%), or parents (11%). 

The households participating in the research were 
asked who they would prefer to borrow from. Banks 
rank at the top of the preferred lender list with 53%. 
This is followed by siblings (34%) and parents/sen-
ior members of the household (Table 20).

Based on the residence area those who live in the 
urban areas prefer to borrow from their parents and 
senior members of the household (34%) and from 
banks (56%), whereas in the rural areas, top lend-
ers are children older than 18 (27%), other relatives 
(26%), and neighbors (22%). 

Those who prefer to borrow from the bank in the 
three major cities (Istanbul 58%, Ankara 65%, 
Izmir 66%), is higher compared to the trend in Tür-
kiye in general (53%). These results were analyzed 
on NUTS basis and variations were observed across 
regions. 

Across Türkiye, the proportion of those who prefer 
to borrow from their siblings is 34%, while this is 
25% in Aegean and West Black Sea and 49% in 
Mideast Anatolia. Those who turn to their neigh-
bors for borrowing across Türkiye is 14%, while 
this increases to 29% in Northeast Anatolia, 26% 
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in East Black Sea, and 24% in Mideast Anatolia. 
Those who prefer to borrow loans/cash from banks 
is higher in Central Anatolia (62%) and lower in 
Southeast Anatolia (28%). 

The proportion of borrowing from all other sourc-
es aside from children 18 or older is lower in the 
broken family. On the other hand, the proportion 
of those who prefer to borrow from neighbors is 
higher in the extended family (20%). 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the proportion of 
those who prefer to borrow from their parents/sen-
ior members of the household and from banks rises 
whereas the proportion of borrowing from neigh-
bors and other relatives drops. The highest varia-
tion across socioeconomic status is in terms of bor-
rowing from the bank. 80% of the high upper class 
households borrow from the bank whereas this is 
26% in the lower class households. 

 Parents 
(Seniors of the 

household)

Siblings Children 
older than 

18 y.o.

Other relatives Friends Neighbors Banks Usurers Other

Türkiye 5,7 6,4 1,9 10,2 8,6 4,9 78,6 0,6 3,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 5,9 6,6 1,7 9,9 8,4 3,7 79,9 0,3 2,8

 Rural 5,3 6,1 2,7 11 9,4 8,8 74,1 1,5 5,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 6,4 8,1 1,5 11,0 9,0 3,6 79,3 0,1 2,8

 Ankara 6,1 4,6 1,5 6,6 6,0 2,8 85,4 0,4 0,8

 Izmir 3,4 3,7 0,4 6,0 6,7 2,5 86,3 0,8 1,9

NUTS

 Istanbul 6,4 8,1 1,5 11,0 9,0 3,6 79,3 0,1 2,8

 West Marmara 5,9 3,1 0,8 6,6 6,5 4,4 83,3 0,0 4,8

 East Marmara 4,6 7,1 3,5 6,6 7,0 4,5 84,5 0,8 2,3

 Aegean 4,2 4,2 2,1 8,0 8,1 4,0 83,8 1,0 2,5

 Mediterranean 5,5 4,2 2,0 7,3 5,2 1,3 83,8 0,4 4,3

 West Anatolia 6,5 6,2 1,6 7,7 7,5 3,2 85,7 0,3 2,1

 Central Anatolia 3,8 4,0 1,5 3,2 4,0 3,8 87,5 0,9 3,2

 West Black Sea 3,9 3,9 2,2 7,4 4,4 6,1 82,2 0,0 4,9

 East Black Sea 5,1 5,1 1,0 12,8 8,0 8,2 70,1 1,8 4,1

 Northeast Anatolia 7,1 9,4 4,8 12,1 15,5 26,3 50,6 1,9 6,8

 Mideast Anatolia 8,3 12,5 2,0 19,8 19,0 8,5 59,5 0,3 3,2

 Southeast Anatolia 9,2 13,1 1,9 29,5 19,8 11,0 44,0 0,9 6,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 6,3 6,8 1,7 10,1 8,5 4,2 78,8 0,6 3,4

Extended 4,7 6,6 1,7 12,9 9,7 8,3 77,2 0,5 3,8

Broken 2,7 4,0 4,1 7,0 8,0 5,5 78,3 0,3 3,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 2,9 1,1 0,0 0,0 0,9 0,7 97,5 0,4 1,9

Upper class 4,0 3,2 1,3 6,8 4,2 1,2 89,4 1,1 1,8

Upper middle class 4,1 3,4 1,3 6,6 4,7 2,1 89,0 0,1 1,8

Lower middle class 6,3 8,1 2,1 11,7 10,0 5,1 76,6 0,4 3,9

Lower class 10,7 16,2 2,4 26,4 20,5 17,2 39,2 1,6 7,8

Table 19. Lending Organizations or Individuals throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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2.4. The Residence Area and Duration of Living

This section comprises data regarding where house-
hold members live until the age of 18 and how long 
they have been living in their current province of 
residence. 

2.4.1. Accommodation until the Age of 18 

The individuals participating in the research were 
asked about the accommodation unit they lived un-

til the age of 18. The results reveal that throughout 
Türkiye, almost all individuals (99%) have lived in 
Türkiye until the age of 18. 37% of the individuals 
have lived in their respective district center until the 
age of 18. Those lived in a village or town make up 
35% of the total, whereas the proportion of those 
who lived in the province is 27%. 40% of those who 
lived in the urban area were in the district until the 
age of 18, while 35% were in the province. The share 
of those who lived in a village/town is 23%. 64% of 
those who lived in the rural area lived in the village/

Parents 
(Seniors of the 

household)

Siblings Children 
older than 

18 y.o.

Other 
relatives

Friends Neighbors Banks Usurers Other

Türkiye 32,5 33,7 19,7 21,3 20,7 14,3 52,9 0,4 1,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 34,3 34,1 17,2 19,5 19,6 11,6 55,6 0,3 1,4

 Rural 27,2 32,7 26,7 26,4 24,0 22,0 45,5 0,5 1,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 38,9 37,3 12,1 20,5 23,0 13,9 58,1 0,3 1,8

 Ankara 34,0 31,3 17,1 16,5 20,4 10,9 65,2 0,5 1,0

 Izmir 30,0 30,5 18,9 15,6 16,3 9,8 66,2 0,3 0,9

NUTS

 Istanbul 38,9 37,3 12,1 20,5 23,0 13,9 58,1 0,3 1,8

 West Marmara 29,9 31,4 24,6 22,5 14,6 11,7 50,6 0,1 1,6

 East Marmara 32,1 30,8 20,5 19,8 19,8 10,6 57,4 0,5 1,5

 Aegean 26,3 25,4 16,3 17,3 15,8 12,6 60,6 0,3 0,6

 Mediterranean 31,8 36,2 19,5 18,2 16,2 10,0 51,1 0,5 1,9

 West Anatolia 36,2 35,8 21,9 19,5 23,9 14,3 58,6 0,4 1,2

 Central Anatolia 35,5 37,0 27,6 17,3 23,2 14,5 62,1 0,2 1,9

 West Black Sea 26,4 25,3 25,0 19,9 16,4 14,9 51,1 0,1 0,6

 East Black Sea 33,5 39,5 34,7 32,7 27,9 25,5 39,6 0,5 1,2

 Northeast Anatolia 29,2 33,4 22,0 22,9 30,7 29,0 31,5 1,6 2,2

 Mideast Anatolia 39,2 49,3 33,7 34,8 32,0 23,9 39,3 0,3 1,2

 Southeast Anatolia 27,2 34,7 13,9 33,2 24,3 18,3 27,9 0,6 1,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 34,9 35,2 18,5 22,5 21,6 14,0 56,0 0,4 1,4

 Extended 29,9 35,1 21,5 25,4 23,3 20,1 53,1 0,6 1,2

 Broken 24,6 26,7 23,1 13,8 15,6 11,6 40,6 0,3 1,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 40,7 37,0 11,6 16,1 20,9 6,1 80,3 0,0 0,5

Upper class 38,1 33,5 12,9 16,7 20,1 8,9 77,6 0,8 0,7

Upper middle class 34,3 34,2 17,3 19,6 21,4 11,3 66,4 0,3 1,4

Lower middle class 31,4 33,8 22,0 23,2 21,4 15,9 50,9 0,3 1,4

Lower class 31,1 37,2 19,4 27,0 21,5 23,0 26,0 0,4 2,1

Table 20.Preferred Lenders of Debt/Loans throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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town, 6% in the province and 29% in the district 
until 18 (Table 21). 

An analysis of the situation in the three major cities 
shows that the share of those who live in the dis-
trict until the age of 18 is higher in all three cities. 
This is 37% across Turkey and 45%, 46% and 47% 
in Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir respectively.

As per NUTS, the proportion of those who lived in 
the province until 18 were the highest in Central 
Anatolia with 35% and Southeast Anatolia with 
34%; while the proportion of those who lived in the 
village/town is the highest in West Black Sea with 
49% and East Black Sea with 48%. The proportion 
of those who lived in the district is the highest in 
the Aegean Region with 46% and in Istanbul with 
45%.

Province  District  Village or town  Overseas

Türkiye 27,1 37,0 34,7 1,2

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 35,3 40,0 23,1 1,6

 Rural 6,0 29,2 64,3 0,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 29,3 44,7 24,1 1,9

 Ankara 31,1 45,6 22,4 0,8

 Izmir 30,0 46,8 21,9 1,4

NUTS

 Istanbul 29,3 44,7 24,1 1,9

 West Marmara 18,8 39,8 37,8 3,6

 East Marmara 23,1 38,5 34,9 3,5

 Aegean 21,9 45,8 31,1 1,2

 Mediterranean 29,9 35,5 34,1 0,5

 West Anatolia 28,8 43,2 27,3 0,6

 Central Anatolia 34,6 22,0 42,9 0,5

 West Black Sea 21,0 29,4 49,3 0,3

 East Black Sea 21,4 30,7 47,8 0,1

 Northeast Anatolia 28,0 28,6 43,4 0,1

 Mideast Anatolia 31,1 23,8 44,7 0,4

 Southeast Anatolia 34,3 23,7 42,0 0,0

Table 21. Accommodation Unit until the Age of 18 throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

There is no variation across gender regarding the ac-
commodation unit until the age of 18. The higher 
the age of respondents, the lower the rate of those 
living in the province or district. For example, 38% 
of those between 18-24, and 13% of those 65+ years 
of age have lived in the province. On the other hand, 
it is observed that the rate of those who lived in the 
village or town until the age of 18 is higher amongst 
senior members. 21% of individuals aged 18-24 
have lived in the village or town until 18, while this 
is 55% for those aged 65 and up (Table 22).
An evaluation on the basis of marital status reveals 
that the proportion of those who lived in the prov-

ince until 18 is higher among divorced or never-
married individuals (41%), whereas the proportion 
of those who lived in the village/town is higher 
among widows (51%). 

As the level of education rises, the proportion of 
those living in the province and district until 18 
also rises, while the proportion of those who lived 
in the village or town decreases. Among respond-
ents who never went to school, the rate of those 
who lived in the province until 18 is 11% and those 
who lived in the district is 26%. These rates are 47% 
and 42% for university graduates respectively. 
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Almost half of the individuals (45%) from an ex-
tended family have lived in the village or town until 
18. As for the individuals from nuclear and bro-
ken families, the share of those who lived in the 
province and district is high. 38% of nuclear family 
members and 40% of broken family members have 
lived in the district until 18 (Table 22). 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the share of those 
who lived in the province also rises, while the share 
of those who lived in the village or town drops. 
60% of individuals from the lower class have lived 
in the village/town until 18. On the other hand, it 
was identified that 54% of individuals in the higher 
SES group lived in the province until 18. 

Province  District  Village or Town  Overseas

GENDER

Male 28,2 37,6 33,3 0,9

Female 26,0 36,5 36,0 1,5

AGE

18-24 38,0 40,8 20,5 0,6

25-34 32,9 40,9 25,5 0,7

35-44 26,7 38,6 33,3 1,4

45-54 21,5 34,5 42,8 1,2

55-64 19,6 31,5 47,2 1,8

65+ 13,4 28,5 55,3 2,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 10,9 25,5 62,6 1,0

Primary school 18,1 33,0 48,3 0,7

Elementary/secondary school 28,0 41,4 29,5 1,2

High school 40,2 44,7 12,9 2,3

Undergraduate/graduate studies 47,1 42,3 9,2 1,4

MARITAL STATUS

Single 41,4 41,5 16,6 0,5

Married 23,8 36,1 38,8 1,2

Separated/lives apart 24,7 47,8 24,2 3,4

Widowed 14,8 31,0 51,1 3,1

Divorced 41,0 38,9 18,0 2,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 27,5 38,0 33,4 1,1

Extended 22,4 31,0 45,3 1,2

Broken 31,5 40,2 26,4 2,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 54,1 37,5 6,8 1,7

Upper class 44,6 42,8 10,7 1,8

Upper middle class 33,4 43,5 21,4 1,7

Lower middle class 21,3 34,2 43,9 0,7

Lower class 12,2 27,2 60,4 0,3

Table 22. Duration of Living in the Current Province by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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2.4.2. Duration of Living in their Current 
Province 

The individuals participating in the research were 
asked their duration of living in their current prov-
ince. 56% have been in the same province since 
birth. 9% have been in their current province for 
more than 30 years, whereas another 9% have been 
living in their current province for 5 years maxi-
mum (Table 23). 

The rate of those who have been in their current 

province since birth is higher in the rural area 
(80%) compared to the urban (46%). Among the 
three major cities, the proportion of those who have 
been in the same province since birth is the highest 
in Izmir (48%). This is 37% in Ankara, and 27% in 
Istanbul. The results were analyzed on NUTS basis, 
and it was observed that 81% of those who dwell in 
Northeast Anatolia region have lived in the same 
province as of birth. The other two regions where 
the proportion of those who have been living in the 
same province throughout their lives is higher are 
Mideast Anatolia (76%) and West Black Sea (76%). 

 0-5 yrs. 6-10 yrs. 11-20 yrs. 21-30 yrs. 31+ yrs. Since birth

Türkiye 9,4 6,2 12,1 8,1 8,5 55,7

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 10,8 7,5 15,1 10,0 10,6 46,1

 Rural 5,9 2,8 4,6 3,4 3,1 80,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 9,7 9,5 22,9 15,1 15,3 27,4

 Ankara 12,3 8,9 14,1 12,3 15,0 37,4

 Izmir 9,2 5,5 14,0 10,1 13,7 47,6

NUTS

Istanbul 9,7 9,5 22,9 15,1 15,3 27,4

West Marmara 9,4 4,6 8,3 8,6 7,0 62,0

East Marmara 11,3 9,0 16,0 10,9 9,7 43,1

Aegean 10,4 5,2 10,7 7,0 9,1 57,6

Mediterranean 10,6 4,9 9,7 5,9 5,1 63,9

West Anatolia 11,0 8,2 12,1 9,9 12,1 46,7

Central Anatolia 7,8 5,3 6,2 3,5 5,8 71,4

West Black Sea 6,4 3,4 5,4 4,1 4,6 76,2

East Black Sea 7,9 2,5 6,8 4,2 5,4 73,2

Northeast Anatolia 5,3 3,4 5,5 2,5 1,9 81,4

Mideast Anatolia 7,3 4,0 6,6 3,2 2,5 76,3

Southeast Anatolia 7,3 3,9 7,9 4,4 3,4 73,0

Table 23. Duration of Living in the Current Province throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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The proportion of those who have been living in 
the same province for 0-5 years is higher in the 18-
24 (17%) and 25-34 (15%) age groups. The share 
of those who have lived in the same province since 
birth is higher in the 1-24 (64%) an 65+ (64%) age 
group. The proportion of those who lived in the 
same province is higher among individuals who 
never married (64%) (Table 24).

As the educational status rises, the rate of those 
who lived in the same province since birth declines 
whereas the rate of those who live in their current 
province for 0-5 and 5-10 years increases. 63% of 
individuals with no schooling state that they have 
lived in the same province since birth, while this 
falls to 42% among university/graduate studies 
graduates. 

 0-5 yrs. 6-10 yrs. 11-20 yrs. 21-30 yrs. 31+ yrs. Since birth

GENDER

Male 9,4 6,1 11,5 8,3 8,1 56,6

Female 9,4 6,3 12,8 8,0 8,8 54,7

AGE

18-24 17,4 6,0 10,8 1,9 ,0 63,9

25-34 14,8 11,3 13,6 6,4 ,9 53,1

35-44 7,4 6,6 19,0 11,0 5,5 50,6

45-54 3,9 3,5 10,8 15,3 14,0 52,5

55-64 3,6 2,9 7,5 7,7 23,5 54,7

65+ 2,7 1,4 5,1 6,1 20,5 64,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 5,1 3,8 8,7 6,6 12,6 63,1

Primary school 5,2 4,8 12,9 9,9 10,9 56,3

Elementary/secondary school 8,8 6,8 11,8 7,0 5,9 59,6

High school 13,2 7,0 12,9 7,1 4,8 55,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 20,6 10,5 12,6 8,0 6,6 41,9

MARITAL STATUS

Single 14,4 6,1 10,7 3,8 1,0 64,0

Married 8,6 6,6 12,9 9,4 9,3 53,2

Separated/lives apart 11,8 4,5 10,9 11,9 9,2 51,8

Widowed 3,6 1,8 6,7 6,5 21,8 59,5

Divorced 7,1 7,2 14,1 9,8 10,7 51,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 8,1 6,8 13,0 8,9 8,1 55,0

Extended 8,1 4,7 11,6 6,7 7,5 61,4

Broken 18,4 5,0 7,8 5,9 11,8 51,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 20,6 13,9 16,2 9,5 9,0 30,8

Upper class 17,2 9,5 11,9 8,8 9,7 42,9

Upper middle class 9,8 5,6 13,6 10,9 10,4 49,7

Lower middle class 6,1 5,7 12,2 7,8 8,4 59,9

Lower class 6,3 7,3 10,7 3,8 3,9 68,1

Table 24. Duration of Living in the Current Province by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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The share of individuals who have lived in their cur-
rent province for only 0-5 years is higher among 
the broken family members. On the other hand, the 
proportion of those who lived in the same province 
is higher among the extended family members. 

As the socioeconomic status goes lower, the pro-
portion of individuals who lived in the same prov-
ince since birth goes up. For instance, in the high 
upper class, the share of those who lived in the same 
province since birth is 31%, whereas this goes up to 
68% in the lower class. 
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Among the topics researched in detail in this study 
regarding the concept of marriage are the age of the 
individual at the time of first marriage and the mar-
riage age deemed appropriate, how the individual 
met his/her spouse, how the marriage decision was 
taken, how the marriage tie was built, the wedding 

ceremonies, any payment of bride price, whether 
the spouse is a relative or not, how marriage to rela-
tives is viewed, and the characteristics sought in a 
spouse. On the topic of divorce, the perspective of 
the society at large was examined through the lens 
of the rationale underlying divorce. 

3.1 Age at the First Marriage 

All individuals with marriage experience were asked 
what age they got married the first time. It was 
found out that more than half of all the first-time 
marriages throughout Türkiye (57%) took place 
between 18-24 years of age. The rate of marriages 
younger than 18 is not negligible either (17%). The 
first marriage taking place at 35+ is quite rare (1%) 
(Table 25). 

The time of first marriage was also analyzed by gen-
der. Both females (60%) and males (54%) marry for 
the first time in the 18-24 age group. The rate of fe-
males getting married younger than 18 is notewor-
thy. Across Türkiye, more than one fourth of females 
(28%) have got married younger than 18. This is a 
lower rate among males (6%). On the other hand, 
the rate of males marrying between 25-29 years of 
age is higher (32%). Marriage after the age of 35 is 
quite rare both for males and females (Table 25). 

An analysis based on residence area shows that 
majority of males marry between the ages of 18-
24 both in the rural and urban areas. Marriage at 
this age group is more common in the rural area  

(60%). On the other hand, the rate of males who 
marry between the ages of 25-29 in the urban 
area (35%) is higher than in the rural (25%). Mar-
riage younger than 18 is somewhat more pervasive 
among females living in the rural areas. One third 
of women (33%) in the rural area and one fourth of 
those in the urban areas (26%) have married before 
the age of 18 for the first time (Table 26 & 27).

A comparison of the three major cities shows that 
the percentage of males who marry between 18-
24 years of age is lower compared to the other two 
major cities (45%), whereas the percentage of those 
who marry between 25-29 years of age is slightly 
higher (37%). The rate of females marrying before 
the age of 18 is relatively higher in Ankara (28%). 

Moving from the west to the east, getting married 
at an early age becomes more common. The rate of 
women who marry younger than 18 is 21% in West 
Marmara, while this goes up to 39% in South-
east Anatolia. The same is true for males marry-
ing younger than 18. This is 4% in Istanbul, West 
Marmara and East Marmara and goes up to 10% in 
Southeast Anatolia region. 

17 y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25-29 30-34 35+

Türkiye 17,6 57,0 19,8 4,3 1,3

GENDER

Male 5,7 54,0 31,6 6,8 1,8

Female 28,0 59,7 9,4 2,0 0,8

Table 25. Age at First Marriage throughout Türkiye and by Gender 
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 17 y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35+

Türkiye 5,7 54,0 31,6 6,8 1,8

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 4,3 51,3 34,5 7,9 2,0

 Rural 8,9 60,1 25,1 4,5 1,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 3,5 51,6 33,1 8,9 2,8

 Ankara 5,5 53,4 31,1 9,0 0,9

 Izmir 5,1 44,8 37,0 10,7 2,4

NUTS

 Istanbul 3,5 51,6 33,1 8,9 2,8

 West Marmara 4,0 54,1 35,6 4,8 1,5

 East Marmara 4,0 53,9 32,5 7,4 2,3

 Aegean 5,5 52,6 33,8 6,8 1,3

 Mediterranean 4,5 48,4 37,2 7,1 2,7

 West Anatolia 5,9 59,4 26,7 7,5 0,6

 Central Anatolia 8,0 62,6 24,9 4,0 0,5

 West Black Sea 8,6 59,1 24,8 5,8 1,7

 East Black Sea 6,1 52,8 31,6 7,1 2,4

 Northeast Anatolia 5,9 51,0 36,0 5,9 1,2

 Mideast Anatolia 9,3 56,1 28,4 5,4 1,0

 Southeast Anatolia 10,2 54,9 28,0 5,6 1,3

AGE 

18-24 4,4 95,6 0,0 0,0 0,0

25-34 2,3 50,8 41,6 5,3 0,0

35-44 3,8 49,5 34,6 10,0 2,2

45-54 6,4 54,8 28,6 7,1 3,1

55-64 7,6 60,4 24,1 5,9 2,0

65+ 13,4 53,7 25,4 5,1 2,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 14,3 59,7 19,6 3,7 2,6

Primary school 8,3 61,0 24,7 4,7 1,2

Elementary/secondary school 4,5 61,4 28,8 4,6 0,7

High school 1,6 46,4 42,0 7,3 2,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 0,2 31,1 48,8 16,6 3,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 5,2 52,5 33,3 7,2 1,8

Extended 8,0 61,0 25,1 4,5 1,4

Broken 7,1 53,5 26,1 10,3 3,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 0,0 20,8 52,3 21,8 5,1

Upper class 1,1 36,8 44,4 14,4 3,3

Upper middle class 3,7 52,2 35,9 6,6 1,6

Lower middle class 6,8 59,7 27,4 4,7 1,4

Lower class 10,5 60,6 23,4 3,7 1,8

Table 26. Age at First Marriage for Males throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, 
Household Type, and SES
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The percentage of those who married younger than 
18 is higher among the 65+ age group. This is 48% 
among females and 13% among males. Marriage at 
this age is the least common in the age group be-
tween 25-34 (Table 26 & 28). 

As the educational status rises, the rate of early 
marriage falls both among males and females. 14% 
of males and almost half of females (48%) with no 
schooling have married younger than 18. Among 
those who completed their undergraduate/graduate 
studies, the rate of women who married younger 
than 18 is 1%. Half of women who completed their 
undergraduate/graduate studies (52%) have mar-
ried between 18-24 while more than one third 
(37%) have married between 25-29 years of age. As 

the educational status increases across males, the 
rate of marriage between the age of 25-29 and 30-
34 age group also increases. 20% of males with no 
schooling married between 25-29, while 4% mar-
ried between 30-34 years of age. This is 49% for 
25-29 year-old-males with undergraduate/graduate 
degree and 17% for those in the 30-34 age range. 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the age of mar-
riage goes up, particularly among females. In the 
high upper class, the rate of those who married 
younger than 18 is 4%, whereas this is 37% in the 
lower class. On the other hand, the rate of women 
who married between 25-29 is 8% in the lower class 
and 31% is the high upper class. 

 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35+

Türkiye 28,0 59,7 9,4 2,0 0,8

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 25,8 60,7 10,4 2,2 0,9

 Rural 33,4 57,4 7,0 1,5 0,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 22,7 62,5 10,9 3,0 0,9

 Ankara 27,8 58,0 10,7 2,4 1,2

 Izmir 24,0 60,0 12,5 2,9 0,6

NUTS

 Istanbul 22,7 62,5 10,9 3,0 0,9

 West Marmara 21,4 66,3 9,3 1,6 1,4

 East Marmara 25,1 62,5 9,5 2,0 0,9

 Aegean 27,3 60,7 9,7 2,1 0,2

 Mediterranean 27,7 57,7 10,4 2,3 1,9

 West Anatolia 28,0 58,8 10,0 2,3 0,8

 Central Anatolia 36,3 56,1 6,0 1,2 0,4

 West Black Sea 28,7 59,8 10,0 0,6 0,9

 East Black Sea 29,4 61,2 7,6 0,9 1,0

 Northeast Anatolia 32,4 60,5 4,3 2,5 0,4

 Mideast Anatolia 35,3 55,0 8,2 1,2 0,3

 Southeast Anatolia 38,7 51,8 8,0 1,1 0,4

Table 27. Age at First Marriage for Females throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35+

AGE

18-24 24,7 75,3 0,0 0,0 0,0

25-34 17,8 65,0 15,8 1,4 0,0

35-44 22,7 61,4 12,0 3,1 0,8

45-54 28,6 58,4 8,0 3,1 1,9

55-64 36,8 54,6 5,4 1,7 1,4

65+ 47,7 45,6 4,9 1,0 0,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 47,9 45,7 4,6 1,2 0,5

Primary school 29,9 60,8 6,9 1,5 0,9

Elementary/secondary school 23,5 70,0 5,2 1,2 0,1

High school 6,5 75,2 14,5 2,8 1,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 1,3 52,1 37,3 6,7 2,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 23,9 62,3 10,7 2,2 0,9

Extended 35,6 56,6 6,3 1,1 0,4

Broken 39,0 50,6 6,7 2,4 1,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 4,1 52,1 31,1 9,5 3,3

Upper class 10,3 64,0 21,3 3,2 1,3

Upper middle class 23,1 66,0 8,5 1,6 0,7

Lower middle class 31,7 59,3 6,8 1,5 0,7

Lower class 37,4 52,0 8,0 1,5 1,0

Table 28. Age at First Marriage for Females by Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

3.2. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate 

The individuals participating in the research were 
asked about the appropriate age of marriage for 
males and females. 28% of females in Türkiye have 
married before the age of 18 for the first time, 
yet, throughout Türkiye, only 1% of females state 
that the appropriate age of marriage for females is 
younger than 18. 64% of the population in Türkiye 
believes that the ideal age of marriage for females 
is between 18-24. Solely one third (32%) of females 
deem it appropriate for females to marry between 
the ages of 25-29. A mere 3% expresses the ideal 
age of marriage for females to be between 30-34 
(Table 29).

Those who live in the rural area deem it appropri-
ate for females to get married at a younger age. For 
example, around three fourth of those who live in 

the rural area (76%) believe that the ideal marriage 
age for females is between 18-24, while the rate of 
those who think as such is below the Türkiye aver-
age in the urban area (59%).  

The responses to the ideal age for marriage for fe-
males were analyzed across the three major cities. 
In all three cities, the rate of those who believed the 
ideal marriage is between 18-24 is below Türkiye 
average, whereas those who deem 25-29 as the ideal 
age is above Türkiye average. Among the three cit-
ies, the proportion of those who deem it appropri-
ate for females to marry between 18-24 years of age 
is slightly higher in Istanbul (56%). 

The main regions that deem 18-24 as the appropri-
ate age of marriage for females are Northeast Ana-
tolia (76%) and Central Anatolia (75%), while it is 
the lowest in Istanbul with 56%. 
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69% of males believe that the appropriate age of 
marriage for females is between 18-24. This drops 
down to 59% among females. The rate of females 
who deem 25-29 as the appropriate age of marriage 
is higher (37%) than males (28%) who think that 
way (Table 30). 

Individuals across all age groups including 65+ ar-
gue that females should get married after the age of 
18 and mainly between 18-24 years of age. Major-
ity of those 65 and older (75%) think that females 
should marry between 1824, while 21% believe 25-
29 is a more appropriate age range for marriage. 
There is a higher group of younger individuals who 
believe that females should marry between 25-29. 
For instance, the proportion of 18-24 year olds who 
believe that females should marry between 25-29 
is 34%, while it is 38% among individuals of 25-29 
years of age. On the other hand, none of the age 
groups deem it ideal for a female to be married after 
the age of 34. 

An analysis on the basis of marital status indicates 
that the rate of those who deem 18-24 years of age 

an appropriate time for females to marry is higher 
among individuals who are widowed (71%) com-
pared to married individuals (68%). As for divorced 
or separated individuals, almost half of them (49%) 
state that the appropriate age of marriage for fe-
males is between 25-29. This is lower than 30% 
among married individuals and those who are wid-
owed. 8% of divorced individuals and 6% of those 
who live separate deem 3-34 years age more appro-
priate for marriage. 

As the educational status rises, the rate of those 
who believe 18-24 is the appropriate age of mar-
riage for females goes lower, while the rate of those 
who deem 25-29 more appropriate goes higher. 
17% of individuals with no schooling believe that 
it is appropriate for females to marry between 25-
29, while this soars to 53% among individuals with 
undergraduate/graduate diploma. 8% of individu-
als with undergraduate/graduate diploma state that 
the appropriate age of marriage for females is be-
tween 30-34. 

When approached from a marital status perspec-

 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35- 39 40+

Türkiye 1,0 64,0 32,1 2,8 0,1 0,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 0,7 59,2 36,4 3,4 0,2 0,0

Rural 1,6 76,2 21,1 1,1 0,1 0,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 0,4 56,3 38,0 5,0 0,2 0,0

Ankara 0,2 51,6 43,3 4,6 0,3 0,0

Izmir 0,7 49,5 44,0 5,5 0,1 0,2

NUTS

Istanbul 0,4 56,3 38,0 5,0 0,2 0,0

West Marmara 0,5 59,1 38,6 1,5 0,1 0,1

East Marmara 0,7 61,4 35,1 2,6 0,1 0,1

Aegean 0,8 61,0 35,1 3,0 0,0 0,1

Mediterranean 1,0 67,5 28,8 2,6 0,0 0,0

West Anatolia 0,4 60,8 35,1 3,4 0,3 0,0

Central Anatolia 1,1 75,0 22,8 1,0 0,1 0,1

West Black Sea 0,9 67,6 29,8 1,6 0,1 0,0

East Black Sea 0,3 62,8 35,3 1,6 0,1 0,0

Northeast Anatolia 2,7 76,0 20,3 1,0 0,0 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 2,1 69,0 26,7 1,9 0,4 0,0

Southeast Anatolia 3,0 75,0 20,6 1,2 0,1 0,0

Table 29. Age of First Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Women throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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tive, the rate of those who believe that females 
should marry between 18-24 is higher among mar-
ried individuals and those who are widowed. The 
same goes for single individuals, and those who are 
separated or divorced. The rate of those who believe 
that a female should marry between 25-29 years of 
age is higher among single individuals (%43) and 
those who are divorced (49%) (Table 30). 

An analysis on the basis of household type reveals that 
the majority of individuals from extended families 
(73) deem it appropriate for females to marry between 
18-24 years of age. This is 64% among members of 

the nuclear family and 51% among members of the 
broken family. The major type of household where it is 
deemed appropriate for females to marry between 25-
29 is the broken family (42%). This goes down to 32% 
in the nuclear family and 24% in the extended family. 
As the socioeconomic status rises, the age of marriage 
deemed appropriate for females also goes up. For in-
stance, the rate of those who believe that 18-24 is the 
ideal age range for females to marry is 81% in the 
lower class and 28% in the high upper class. The share 
of higher upper class (59%) and upper class (52%) in-
dividuals who believe that 25-29 is a more appropriate 
range for females to marry is higher.

 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35- 39 40+

GENDER

Male 1,2 68,8 27,6 2,1 0,1 0,1

Female 0,7 59,2 36,5 3,4 0,2 0,0

AGE

18-24 0,5 64,1 33,6 1,7 0,2 0,0

25-34 0,9 57,4 37,5 4,0 0,2 0,0

35-44 0,8 62,0 33,8 3,2 0,2 0,1

45-54 1,0 66,2 30,4 2,2 0,1 0,0

55-64 1,2 67,8 28,1 2,9 0,1 0,1

65+ 2,2 75,3 20,9 1,5 0,0 0,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 2,9 79,3 16,6 1,1 0,1 0,0

Primary school 0,9 72,3 25,1 1,5 0,1 0,1

Elementary/secondary school 0,6 68,0 29,6 1,7 0,1 0,0

High school 0,7 51,8 43,7 3,7 0,1 0,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 0,3 38,8 52,5 8,1 0,3 0,0

MARITAL STATUS

Single 0,4 52,1 42,5 4,6 0,3 0,1

Married 1,1 67,5 29,2 2,1 0,1 0,0

Separated/lives apart 0,4 44,5 49,0 5,7 0,4 0,0

Widowed 2,2 70,9 24,6 2,2 0,1 0,0

Divorced 0,2 42,7 48,8 8,2 0,2 0,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 0,8 64,1 32,4 2,5 0,1 0,0

Extended 1,7 72,5 24,2 1,5 0,2 0,0

Broken 0,8 50,9 42,0 6,0 0,2 0,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 0,4 28,0 59,2 12,3 0,1 0,0

Upper class 0,2 41,1 52,2 6,0 0,3 0,2

Upper middle class 0,5 58,2 38,1 3,1 0,2 0,0

Lower middle class 1,2 72,0 25,2 1,5 0,1 0,0

Lower class 2,4 80,5 15,9 1,2 0,0 0,0

Table 30. Age of First Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Women by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and 
SES
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As for the ideal age of marriage for males, it is 
deemed appropriate for males to marry at a later 
age compared to females throughout Türkiye. 64% 
of Türkiye believes that females should get married 
between 18-24, while this rate is 29% for males. 
Only 3% think that the ideal age of marriage for 
females is 30-34 while 19% believe that this is the 
ideal age range for males to marry. Half of the pop-
ulation (50%) deems it appropriate for males to get 
married between 25-29 years of age. A meager 2% 
deem 35+ as the ideal marriage age for males (Table 
31).

No significant variation is observed between the 
rural and urban areas regarding the appropriate age 
for marriage for males, with the exception of 18-
24 years of age. Those who deem it appropriate for 
males to marry between 18-24 is 24% in the urban 
area and 42% in the rural. 

Across the three major cities, the rate of those who 
state that the appropriate age of marriage for males 
as 18-24 is lower in Izmir (16%). 

The appropriate marriage age for males has been 
analyzed on the basis of NUTS. Among those who 
deem 18-24 as the ideal marriage age for males, the 
cities that diverge most from Türkiye average (29%) 
are Istanbul (20%) and Southeast Anatolia (39%). 
The proportion of those who believe 30-34 is the 
ideal marriage age for males is the highest in Is-
tanbul (27%) and lowest in Central Anatolia (11%) 
and Southeast Anatolia (12%).

The share of those who state that both males and 
females should get married between 25-29 years of 
age is higher across the two genders. On the other 
hand, the share of those who deem 18-24 is the 
ideal marriage age for males is higher among males 
(34%) whereas a higher percentage of females 
(23%) deem 30-34 years of age a more appropriate 
time for males to get married (Table 32).

As the age group goes up, the proportion of those 
who believe 25-29 as a more appropriate age range 
for males to marry goes down. More than half 
(57%) of the 18-24 year old participants state that 

 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35- 39 40+

Türkiye  0,2 28,7 49,9 19,2 1,9 0,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 0,2 23,7 51,4 22,2 2,3 0,2

Rural 0,3 41,5 45,8 11,5 0,8 0,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 0,1 19,5 50,1 26,8 3,2 0,1

Ankara 0,1 23,1 48,6 25,7 2,6 0,0

İzmir 0,2 15,8 52,1 28,4 3,0 0,4

NUTS

Istanbul 0,1 19,5 50,1 26,8 3,2 0,1

West Marmara 0,0 22,3 53,5 22,7 1,3 0,2

East Marmara 0,1 24,3 52,4 20,9 1,8 0,4

Aegean 0,1 26,5 50,2 21,1 1,9 0,3

Mediterranean 0,1 30,2 51,9 15,9 1,9 0,1

West Anatolia 0,2 29,4 48,0 20,0 2,3 0,1

Central Anatolia 0,2 38,2 49,8 11,2 0,4 0,1

West Black Sea 0,2 37,9 47,5 13,1 1,2 0,0

East Black Sea 0,2 27,6 47,7 22,4 2,0 0,0

Northeast Anatolia 0,5 35,8 49,0 14,2 0,5 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 0,8 37,1 48,0 13,0 1,0 0,1

Southeast Anatolia 0,6 39,3 46,7 12,0 1,3 0,1

Table 31. Age of First Marriage Deemed Appropriate For Men Throughout Türkiye, By Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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their age group is the ideal age group for marriage, 
while this proportion decreases to 41% among the 
65+ group. The proportion of those who deem 30-
34 years of age the ideal marriage age for males 
is the highest across individuals in the 25-34 age 
group (24%). 

The proportion of those who deem it suitable for 
males to marry at a young age is inversely propor-

tional with educational status. 46% of individuals 
with no schooling deem 18-24 as the ideal age for 
males to marry, while this is only 12% across in-
dividuals with university/graduate degree. On the 
other hand, 50% of those with a university/graduate 
degree believe that males should get married be-
tween 25-29, while one third (34%) deem 30-34 
years of age more appropriate. 

 17  y.o. and younger 18 - 24 25 - 29 30 - 34 35- 39 40+

GENDER

Male 0,3 34,2 48,7 15,3 1,4 0,1

Female 0,1 23,2 51,0 23,1 2,4 0,2

AGE

18-24 0,0 26,5 57,4 15,1 0,9 0,1

25-34 0,2 22,8 49,9 24,2 2,8 0,2

35-44 0,2 26,5 50,1 20,7 2,3 0,3

45-54 0,2 31,5 49,2 17,2 1,8 0,1

55-64 0,3 31,4 47,6 19,3 1,3 0,1

65+ 0,4 42,8 40,8 14,4 1,4 0,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 0,5 45,7 42,0 11,0 0,8 0,1

Primary school 0,2 33,9 49,7 14,8 1,2 0,2

Elementary/secondary school 0,2 28,8 52,3 16,9 1,6 0,1

High school 0,1 19,0 53,1 25,0 2,6 0,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 0,1 11,5 50,0 33,9 4,4 0,1

MARITAL STATUS

Single 0,0 19,7 54,2 22,6 3,2 0,2

Married 0,3 31,0 49,5 17,6 1,5 0,1

Separated/lives apart 0,4 18,0 48,4 29,1 4,0 0,0

Widowed 0,2 35,5 43,8 18,9 1,4 0,1

Divorced 0,0 14,7 40,1 40,6 4,6 0,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 0,2 27,6 51,6 18,9 1,7 0,2

Extended 0,4 38,0 46,7 13,4 1,4 0,1

Broken 0,1 21,4 44,7 29,7 3,9 0,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 0,2 6,8 44,4 42,7 5,9 0,0

Upper class 0,1 12,2 50,9 33,2 3,3 0,3

Upper middle class 0,1 21,0 54,0 22,4 2,4 0,1

Lower middle class 0,2 33,4 50,8 14,4 1,1 0,2

Lower class 0,6 47,0 41,3 10,2 0,8 0,0

Table 32. Age of First Marriage Deemed Appropriate For Men by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and 
SES
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With the exception of divorced individuals, across 
all other types of marital status, the proportion of 
those who believe that 25-29 is the ideal age of 
marriage for males is higher. 41% of divorced in-
dividuals think that males should get married be-
tween 30-34 years of age. This is followed by single 
(23%) and separated (30%) individuals. The share 
of married (31%) individuals and individuals whose 
spouse died (36%) who believe 18-24 is the ideal 
age of marriage for males is higher (Table 32). 

The proportion of extended family members who 
deem 18-24 is the ideal age of marriage for males 
is higher (38%) compared to other types of house-
hold (28% in the nuclear family; 21% in the broken 
family). The share of those who believe that males 
should get married at a later age such as 30-34 is 
higher across the broken family members (30%), 
compared to the nuclear family (19%) and the ex-
tended family (13%). 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the share of 
those who believe that males should get married at 
a young age drops. For instance, the share of those 
who deem 18-24 as the ideal age of marriage is 47% 
in the lower class, while it drops down to 7% in the 
high upper class. The high upper class believes that 
males should get married between 25-34 years of 
age. 

3.3. Number of Marriages

Within the scope of the research, individuals with 
marriage experience were asked how many times they 
got married be it civil or religious marriage. The results 
reveal that majority of the individuals (96%) married 
once. The share of those who married twice is 4% 
across Türkiye, while 3% of the population has mar-
ried three times or more (Table 33). 

  1 2 3+

Türkiye 95,6 4,0 0,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 95,8 3,8 0,3

Rural 95,1 4,6 0,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 96,1 3,6 0,3

Ankara 95,5 4,2 0,3

Izmir 95,2 4,4 0,5

NUTS

Istanbul 96,1 3,6 0,3

West Marmara 94,5 5,2 0,3

East Marmara 95,7 4,0 0,3

Aegean 94,7 4,9 0,5

Mediterranean 95,7 4,0 0,3

West Anatolia 95,6 4,2 0,2

Central Anatolia 94,2 4,5 1,3

West Black Sea 96,2 3,6 0,2

East Black Sea 96,9 3,0 0,2

Northeast Anatolia 97,5 2,3 0,2

Mideast Anatolia 95,1 4,5 0,4

Southeast Anatolia 96,4 3,5 0,1

Table 33. Number of Marriages throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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  1 2 3+

GENDER

Male 94,7 4,8 0,5

Female 96,4 3,4 0,2

AGE

18-24 99,2 0,6 0,2

25-34 98,0 1,9 0,0

35-44 96,6 3,1 0,2

45-54 95,2 4,5 0,3

55-64 93,2 6,3 0,5

65+ 91,1 7,8 1,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 93,7 5,7 0,6

Primary school 95,2 4,4 0,3

Elementary/secondary school 96,3 3,4 0,3

High school 96,9 3,1 0,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 97,2 2,4 0,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 96,1 3,7 0,2

Extended 96,1 3,3 0,5

Broken 90,0 8,9 1,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 96,4 3,6 0,0

Upper class 97,6 2,4 0,0

Upper middle class 96,6 3,1 0,3

Lower middle class 95,4 4,1 0,5

Lower class 94,3 5,2 0,5

Table 34. Number of Marriages by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

There is no observed variation in the number of mar-
riages across the three major cities. On a NUTS ba-
sis, the regions where marrying twice is the highest is 
West Marmara and the Aegean Region with 5%. The 
lowest is Northeast Anatolia with 2%. 

There is a difference in the results in terms of age 
groups. As the age group goes up, the number of mar-
riages naturally goes up. There is a reverse correlation 
between educational background, socioeconomic sta-

tus and second marriage. The rate of second marriage 
is lower across individuals with higher education and 
higher economic status. The group with the highest 
rate of second marriage (6%) is those with no school-
ing. Although no major variation is observed, lower 
class SES presents the highest rate of second marriage 
with 5%. As for the breakdown across household 
types, the proportion of second marriage is higher in 
the broken family (10%) type compared to others (Ta-
ble 34). 
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 Family and 
relative network

 Neighborhood 
network

 School/ educational 
institution  network

 Work 
network

 Friends 
network

 Internet  Marriage 
Agency

 Other

Türkiye 39,4 39,0 4,4 6,1 8,1 0,1 0,0 3,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 39,9 35,0 5,0 7,6 9,3 0,1 0,0 3,0

Rural 38,2 48,1 3,0 2,6 5,1 0,2 0,1 2,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 38,1 37,0 5,0 8,9 8,8 0,0 0,0 2,3

Ankara 45,1 30,8 4,8 8,3 9,1 0,2 0,0 1,7

Izmir 35,4 37,1 4,5 11,3 8,2 0,0 0,0 3,5

NUTS

Istanbul 38,1 37,0 5,0 8,9 8,8 0,0 0,0 2,3

West Marmara 22,7 47,0 4,6 7,1 16,1 0,1 0,0 2,5

East Marmara 31,4 41,5 4,9 8,3 11,5 0,1 0,0 2,2

Aegean 34,2 42,3 5,6 8,9 6,0 0,0 0,0 2,9

Mediterranean 38,7 35,6 5,3 4,9 9,3 0,2 0,1 5,9

West Anatolia 45,6 32,6 4,2 6,6 8,9 0,1 0,0 2,0

Central Anatolia 38,3 48,3 3,8 2,8 5,0 0,1 0,1 1,6

West Black Sea 42,2 41,4 3,2 4,4 5,7 0,0 0,0 3,0

East Black Sea 44,9 39,9 4,3 3,2 5,5 0,0 0,0 2,1

Northeast Anatolia 38,1 53,4 3,5 1,4 1,5 0,0 0,0 2,2

Mideast Anatolia 55,2 33,6 1,4 1,4 7,7 0,0 0,0 0,8

Southeast Anatolia 55,0 30,8 1,9 1,7 5,0 0,5 0,1 5,1

Table 35.Way of Meeting the Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)

3.4. Way of Meeting the Spouse 

Individuals with marriage experience were asked 
how they met their spouse in their first marriage. 
39% met their first spouse through the family and 
relative network, 39% through the neighborhood 
network, and 8% through their friend network. 
There is no observed difference regarding how in-
dividuals met their first spouse between the urban 
and rural areas. However, in the rural area, the pro-
portion of neighborhood network is higher (48%) 
whereas the proportion of work (8%) and friend 
(9%) network is higher in the urban area (Table 35).

A comparison of the three major cities shows that 
in Ankara, the proportion of those who met their 
spouse through their family and relative network is 

higher (45%) compared to the other two major citi-
es, whereas in Istanbul and Izmir the rate of marri-
age with someone from the neighborhood network 
is higher (37%) than in Ankara (31%). 

An analysis of the regions reveals that the propor-
tion of those who meet their first spouse through 
their family and relative network is much lower in 
West Marmara Region compared to the Türkiye 
average and the rest of the regions (23%). This is 
higher than 55% in Southeast and Northeast Ana-
tolia Regions. In Northeast Anatolia, individuals 
have met their spouse mainly through the neigh-
borhood network (53%). In West (16%) and East 
Marmara (12%) the proportion of those who met 
their first spouse through their friend network is 
higher compared to the other regions. 

An analysis across genders shows that males and 
females have met their first spouses through more 
or less the same networks (Table 36). 

As the age group rises, the proportion of those who 
meet through the neighborhood network increases, 
whereas that of those who meet through school, 
educational institutions, courses and friends decre-



Marriage and Divorce 69

ases. 28% of individuals between 18-24 have met 
their first spouse through their neighborhood net-
work. This is a higher rate among individuals 65 
and older (53%). 12% of the 18-24 year-old have 
met their spouse through their friend network whi-
le this is 13% among the 25-34 year-old individuals. 

Based on the educational status, 47% of those with 
no schooling have met their first spouse through the 
family and relative network, while 46% met thro-
ugh the neighborhood network. This proportion is 
lower among university graduates. 25% of univer-
sity graduates met their first spouse through family 
and relative network, while 18% met through the 
neighborhood network. Additionally, 22% of uni-
versity graduates met their first spouse through the 
school and educational institutions network, while 
17% met through the work network.  

Almost half (45%) of individuals from extended 
families have met their spouse through the family 
and relative network, while this is 39% for the nuc-
lear family and 35% for the broken family. 43% of 
individuals from the broken family type have met 
their first spouse through their neighborhood net-
work, compared to  38% in the nuclear family and 
39% in the extended family. 

An analysis based on socioeconomic status reveals 
that 90% of individuals from the lower class have 
met their first spouse through their family and rela-
tive network. This is 74% in the upper middle class, 
and 37% in the high upper class. In the high upper 
class, meeting the first spouse through school and 
educational institutions (27%) or work (21%) net-
works is quit high compared to other SES groups. 

 Family and 
relative 
network

 Neighborhood 
network

 School/ educational 
institution  

network

 Work 
network

 Friends 
network

 Internet  Marriage 
agency

 Other

GENDER

Male 38,8 39,2 4,7 6,3 8,1 0,1 0,0 2,7

Female 39,9 38,8 4,1 5,9 8,0 0,1 0,0 3,2

AGE 

18-24 43,3 27,8 7,1 6,5 11,7 0,5 0,2 2,9

25-34 37,0 29,2 7,7 10,3 12,5 0,3 0,0 3,1

35-44 39,7 36,7 4,2 7,9 8,7 0,1 0,1 2,6

45-54 42,2 42,3 2,8 3,6 6,1 0,0 0,0 3,0

55-64 40,4 46,2 2,6 3,0 4,8 0,0 0,0 3,0

65+ 36,4 52,9 1,8 2,0 3,7 0,0 0,0 3,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 46,7 45,8 0,6 0,9 2,7 0,1 0,0 3,2

Primary school 41,7 45,5 1,1 3,0 5,6 0,0 0,0 3,0

Elementary/secondary school 41,0 37,7 2,4 6,0 9,6 0,2 0,1 3,1

High school 33,9 29,7 6,9 12,9 13,6 0,1 0,0 3,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 25,3 17,6 22,1 16,8 15,6 0,3 0,0 2,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 38,5 38,4 4,8 6,9 8,5 0,1 0,0 2,8

Extended 45,0 39,4 2,8 3,2 6,1 0,1 0,0 3,4

Broken 35,4 42,7 3,9 5,4 8,8 0,1 0,0 3,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 22,6 14,0 26,6 21,1 14,4 0,0 0,0 1,3

Upper class 28,7 25,0 13,4 15,4 15,2 0,3 0,0 1,9

Upper middle class 38,8 35,4 5,1 8,0 9,4 0,1 0,1 3,1

Lower middle class 41,7 43,7 1,6 3,7 6,3 0,0 0,0 3,0

Lower class 46,9 43,0 0,5 1,4 4,8 0,2 0,0 3,1

Table 36. Way of Meeting the Spouse by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)
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There is significant variation across individuals who 
got married more than once, regarding how they 
met their first spouse. The proportion of the family 
and relative network drops, while that of the work 
(12%) and friends network (15%) increases. Even 

in the rural area where the family has the highest 
impact on the marriage process, the rate of meet-
ing the last spouse through the family network goes 
down to 29%. This is 38% for the first spouse. 

 Family and 
relative 
network

 Neighborhood 
network

 School/ educational 
institution  

network

 Work 
network

 Friends 
network

 Internet  Marriage 
agency

 Other

Türkiye 31,0 35,9 1,2 11,5 15,3 0,3 0 4,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 32,4 32,7 1,3 13,7 15,7 0,5 0 3,8

Rural 28,5 41,9 1,2 7,3 14,8 0,0 0 6,4

Table 37. Way of Meeting the Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area (Last Marriage) 
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Last Marriage

 Family and relative 
network

 Neighborhood 
network

 Work circle  Friends 
network

 Other

Family and relative network 62,9 28,5 31,3 33,3 16,7

Neighborhood network 26,7 64,4 29,8 26,0 36,8

School/ educ. Inst. network 1,8 0,3 4,7 0,3 7,2

Work circle 1,1 1,4 22,6 4,2 13,4

Friends network 4,0 4,7 8,7 34,3 2,0

Other 3,3 0,8 3,2 2,0 22,8

Table 38.Way of Meeting the Spouse throughout Türkiye (Comparison of First & Last Marriage) 

The findings for individuals who had multiple mar-
riages were compared to find out how they met. 
63% of those who met their last spouse through 
their family and relative network met their first 
spouse the same way. On the other hand, 27% of 
them had their first marriage with someone from 
their neighborhood. 64% of those who had their 
last marriage with someone from the neighborhood 
network followed the same path for their first mar-
riage, while 29% married through the family and 
relative network for the first time. In other words, 
those who got married through their family and re-
lative network for the first time have met their last 
spouse through the same network. 

On the other hand, this finding is not valid for 
those who met their last spouse via their work net-
work. 31% of such individuals have met their first 
spouse through their family and relative network 
while 30% met through the neighborhood network. 
Those who marry someone from the work network 
both in their first and last marriage rank in the 
third place (23%).  

One third (34%) of those who married a friend the 
last time have married a friend in their first marri-
age too. One third of those individuals (33%) mar-
ried someone from the family and relative network 
while 26% married someone from their neighbor-
hood network the first time (Table 38).

3.5. Decision for Marriage

Individuals with marriage experience were asked 
how they married their first and last spouse, who 
chose the spouse, and if the spouse-to-be was ever 
consulted regarding the decision to marry. 

An evaluation throughout Türkiye reveals that half 
of the first marriages were arranged (51%). The oth-
er half was built upon the decision of the person to 
be married as well as the support and approval of 
the family (41%) (Table 39). 
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As for the rural vs. urban breakdown of the first 
marriage decision; it is observed that arranged mar-
riage takes place at a higher level in the rural area. 
The proportion of those who get married through 
arranged marriage or their own decision is 41% 
in the urban area, while it increases to 46% in the 
rural. A similar situation is observed among indi-
viduals who marry upon the decision of their fam-
ily, through arranged marriage, without their own 
consent. This is 8% in the urban area, and goes up 
to 12% in the rural. The rural-urban difference in 
the first marriage decision is observed in marriages 
upon eloping/abduction. The rate of such marriages 
is 4% in the urban and 6% in the rural area. On the 
other hand, the rate of marriages upon the indi-
vidual’s own consent and approval of the family is 
higher in the urban areas (44%). 

Across the three major cities, the rates are more or 

less the same in Istanbul and Izmir regarding the 
decision to marry. In Ankara, the rate of individual 
decision of arranged marriage (47%), and arranged 
marriage through the decision of the family with-
out the consent of the individual (10%), is higher 
compared to Istanbul and Izmir.

The main regions where individuals get married 
through their own decision and approval of their 
family are Istanbul and West Marmara with 55%. 
This is followed by East Marmara (49%) and Ae-
gean Region (45%). The lowest rate of such mar-
riage is observed in Central Anatolia with 23%. 
Arranged marriage without the individual’s con-
sent is the highest in Central Anatolia (60%). The 
phenomenon of bride exchange is still present in 
the Southeast Anatolia region as a social fact. 3% 
of marriages in the region occur through bride ex-
change.

My decision 
with approval of 

my family

My decision 
without approval 

of my family

Arranged 
marriage, my 

decision

Arranged marriage, 
my family’s decision, 
without my opinion

Eloping/ 
abduction

 Bride 
exchange

 Other

Türkiye 41,0 2,9 42,4 8,9 4,4 0,3 0,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 44,4 3,2 40,7 7,8 3,7 0,3 0,1

Rural 33,2 2,3 46,4 11,5 6,1 0,5 0,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 55,2 4,3 30,9 5,7 3,6 0,1 0,2

Ankara 36,7 3,1 47,1 10,4 2,5 0,2 0,0

Izmir 50,8 2,0 35,3 7,0 4,6 0,1 0,1

NUTS

Istanbul 55,2 4,3 30,9 5,7 3,6 0,1 0,2

West Marmara 54,9 ,6 31,3 4,8 8,4 0,1 0,0

East Marmara 49,2 1,6 33,7 8,6 6,9 0,0 0,0

Aegean 45,4 3,2 38,7 8,3 4,2 0,1 0,0

Mediterranean 34,4 4,0 49,3 7,0 5,0 0,2 0,1

West Anatolia 34,7 2,5 49,4 10,6 2,5 0,1 0,1

Central Anatolia 22,7 2,5 59,6 11,2 3,8 0,2 0,1

West Black Sea 31,8 1,2 50,2 11,9 4,7 0,1 0,0

East Black Sea 29,9 2,2 42,4 17,1 8,4 0,0 0,0

Northeast Anatolia 33,3 5,0 46,9 12,1 2,6 0,0 0,1

Mideast Anatolia 37,7 2,1 46,8 10,8 2,4 0,3 0,0

Southeast Anatolia 30,1 3,0 51,2 10,8 1,6 3,3 0,1

Table 39. Decision for Marriage throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)
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An analysis of findings across genders reveals that 
the rate of males who marry upon their own decision 
and family consent (45%) is higher compared to the 
rate of women who marry under those circumstances 
(37%) (Table 40).

An analysis of marriage decision across age groups in-
dicates that as the age group gets younger, individuals 
marry on the basis of their own decision, yet they get 
the approval of their family. Between 18-24 and 25-
34 the rate of those individuals who make their own 
decisions of marriage and marry upon approval of 
their family is higher compared to other age groups. 
52% of 18-24 year olds, and 54% of 25-34 year-olds 

have married on the basis of their own decision and 
approval of their family. This is as low as 23% in the 
65 + age group. As the age group goes up, there is an 
increase of arranged marriages and marriages with-
out the individual’s own consent. The rate of arranged 
marriage is 23% for 65 + age group, and it goes lower 
with the younger age groups and declines to as low as 
2% in the 18-24 age group. The rate of those who are 
consulted with before an arranged marriage is lower 
among younger populations; 34% in the 18-24 age 
group and 35% in the 25-34 age group. Almost half 
of the individuals in the 45 + age group (47-49%) 
have married under such circumstances. 

My decision 
with approval 
of my family

My decision 
without approval 

of my family

Arranged 
marriage, my 

decision

Arranged marriage, 
my family’s decision, 
without my opinion

Eloping/ 
abduction

 Bride 
exchange

 Other

GENDER

Male 45,2 2,7 41,8 5,6 4,3 0,3 0,1

Female 37,3 3,1 42,9 11,7 4,5 0,4 0,1

AGE 

18-24 52,2 5,3 33,8 2,2 6,2 0,2 0,0

25-34 53,7 3,4 34,6 3,3 4,7 0,3 0,0

35-44 46,0 2,8 41,3 5,7 3,7 0,4 0,1

45-54 34,8 2,8 48,5 9,3 4,2 0,4 0,2

55-64 32,0 2,6 47,4 13,1 4,6 0,3 0,0

65+ 23,3 1,6 47,6 22,5 4,5 0,4 0,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 21,2 2,3 47,9 22,7 4,5 1,3 0,0

Primary school 32,0 2,8 50,2 9,6 5,1 0,2 0,1

Elementary/secondary school 43,5 3,6 42,1 4,6 6,0 0,2 0,0

High school 58,8 3,4 32,1 2,3 3,2 0,0 0,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 78,1 2,4 17,7 0,9 0,7 0,0 0,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 44,1 2,8 41,3 7,2 4,3 0,3 0,1

Extended 33,5 2,6 47,8 10,9 4,5 0,6 0,1

Broken 30,7 4,5 40,3 18,6 5,3 0,4 0,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 84,8 2,2 11,7 0,6 0,4 0,0 0,1

Upper class 67,8 2,3 25,6 2,5 1,6 0,0 0,1

Upper middle class 48,9 2,3 39,5 5,9 3,3 0,0 0,1

Lower middle class 33,6 2,9 47,1 10,6 5,5 0,3 0,0

Lower class 27,8 3,6 49,8 12,6 5,1 1,0 0,0

Table 40.  Decision for Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)
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As the educational status rises, the rate of those who 
marry upon their own will and the approval of the 
family also rises, while the rate of arranged marriage 
declines. 78% of university graduates, and 59% of 
high school graduates make their own marriage deci-
sion and upon approval of their family. On the other 
hand, the rate of arranged marriage upon the decision 
of the family is higher across elementary school grad-
uates and those with lower levels of education. The 
proportion of arranged marriage is 23% among indi-
viduals with no schooling and 1% among university 
graduates. Among individuals with no schooling, the 
rate of those who had an arranged marriage and were 
consulted with is 48%. This is down to 18% among 
university graduates (Table 40). 

The proportion of individuals who chose their spouse 
and married upon consent of their family is 44% in 
the nuclear family, while the proportion of individu-
als who had an arranged marriage without presenting 
their own opinion is 19% in the broken family. In the 
extended family, almost half of the members of the 
household (48%) have had an arranged marriage, yet 
the individual himself/herself also gave consent. 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the proportion of 
individuals who choose their spouse on their own also 

increases. For instance, solely 28% of individuals in 
the lower class marry on the basis of their own deci-
sion and family consent, while this is 85% in the high 
upper class. On the other hand, the rate of arranged 
marriage increases as the socioeconomic status de-
clines. To given an example, only 12% of individuals 
in the high upper class have an arranged marriage and 
present their own opinion in that, while this is 50% 
in the lower class. In a similar vein, arranged mar-
riage without the opinion of the individual increases 
as the socioeconomic status decreases. This is how 1% 
of individuals in the high upper class get married and 
it goes up to 13% in the lower class. 

An assessment throughout Türkiye shows that indi-
viduals who have had multiple marriages have made 
the first marriage decision on their own, though it 
was upon the consent of their family for the major-
ity. This is 41% for the first marriage and 48% for the 
last. Self-decision to marry without the consent of 
the family is higher (6%) compared to the first mar-
riage (3%). In the first marriage decision, “arranged 
marriage, my decision” option (42%) is less common 
among individuals who had more than one marriage 
(35%) and ranks the second. This holds true for indi-
viduals from both urban and rural areas (Table 41).

My decision with 
approval of my 

family

My decision 
without approval 

of my family

Arranged 
marriage, my 

decision

Arranged marriage, 
my family’s decision, 
without my opinion

Eloping/ 
abduction

 Bride 
exchange

 Other

Türkiye 48,4 6,3 34,6 6,2 3,2 0,4 0,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 50,3 7,4 33,2 5,5 2,7 0,3 0,6

Rural 44,7 4,2 37,2 7,5 4,2 0,5 1,6

Table 41. Decision for Marriage throughout Türkiye by Residence Area (Last Marriage)

58% of individuals whose last marriage decision 
was their own choice and supported by their family 
presented a similar picture in their first marriage as 
well. On the other hand, 36% of these individuals 
had an arranged marriage the first time (Table 42). 

Individuals who made their own decision and had 
an arranged marriage the last time, presented the 
same pattern during the time of their first marriage 
(68%). On the other hand, 15% of these individuals 
have married a person of their choice in their first 
marriage. 
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Last Marriage

My decision with 
approval of my 

family

My decision 
without approval 

of my family

Arranged 
marriage, my 

decision

Arranged marriage, 
my family’s decision, 
without my opinion

Fi
rs

t M
ar

ria
ge

My decision with approval of my family 57.9 21,5 10,8 4,5

My decision without approval of my family 3,3 19,0 4,0 1,0

Arranged marriage, my decision 22,3 19,8 67,6 18,4

Arranged marriage, my family’s decision, 
without my opinion

13,4 31,7 14,3 64,3

Eloping/ abduction 3,0 8,7 2,8 10,1

Bride exchange 0,0 0,0 0,2 2,5

Other 0,0 0,0 0,3 0,0

 Table 42.  Decision for Marriage throughout Türkiye (Comparison of First & Last Marriage )

 Only official/civil Only religious Both

Türkiye 3,4 2,6 93,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 4,2 2,5 93,3

Rural 1,7 2,8 95,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 8,1 1,9 90,0

Ankara 4,9 1,4 93,7

Izmir 6,2 2,3 91,5

NUTS

Istanbul 8,1 1,9 90,0

West Marmara 2,3 0,7 97,0

East Marmara 1,5 1,9 96,7

Aegean 3,2 1,4 95,5

Mediterranean 1,6 3,5 94,9

West Anatolia 3,6 1,4 95,0

Central Anatolia 1,0 2,5 96,5

West Black Sea 5,1 3,1 91,9

East Black Sea 0,6 2,1 97,2

Northeast Anatolia 0,6 3,3 96,1

Mideast Anatolia 6,2 5,3 88,5

Southeast Anatolia 0,8 7,5 91,8

Table 43. Form of Solemnization throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)

3.6. Form of Solemnization

Individuals were asked which form of solemniza-
tion was practiced in their first and last marriage. 
An evaluation of findings in their first marriage has 
revealed that majority (94%) of married individuals 
practice both civil and religious ceremony. The rate of 
civil marriage alone is 3% while the rate of religious 
marriage alone is 3% across Türkiye (Table 43). 

The relationship between residence area and the 

form of solemnization reveals that the majority of 
individuals who live in the urban (93%) and rural 
(96%) areas have had both civil and religious mar-
riage. On the other hand, the proportion of urban-
ites that only have civil marriage is 4% versus 2% in 
the rural area. 

There is no variation in the form of solemnization 
across the three major cities. On the other hand, it 
is observed that individuals have different forms of 
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solemnization on the basis of regions. Istanbul is 
the region where the number of individuals with 
civil marriage and without religious marriage is the 
highest (8%). After Istanbul comes Mideast Ana-
tolia (6%). Individuals without civil marriage and 
with religious marriage are concentrated in South-
east Anatolia with 8%. 

There is no significant variation across gender and 
age group. However, in the 18-24 age group, the 
rate of those who only had religious marriage (6%) 
is slightly higher compared to the 25-64 age group 
(Table 44).

Among individuals with the highest level of educa-
tion, the rate of those who only have civil marriage 
(9%) is higher, while the rate of religious marriage 
is the highest among individuals with the lowest 
level of education (7%). The same is true for the 
upper class: 13% of individuals in the high upper 
class have only had civil marriage, while this is 1% 
in the lower class. 

Although there is no variation across household 
types, the rate of individuals who have had both 
civil and religious marriage is slightly lower in the 
broken family (89%) compared to other types. 

 Only official/civil Only religious Both

GENDER

Male 3,6 2,4 94,0

Female 3,3 2,9 93,8

AGE 

18-24 1,4 5,5 93,1

25-34 3,5 2,0 94,6

35-44 3,0 1,7 95,2

45-54 3,7 2,5 93,8

55-64 4,5 3,0 92,5

65+ 3,4 4,2 92,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 1,6 6,5 91,9

Primary school 2,5 2,3 95,2

Elementary/secondary school 3,1 2,2 94,7

High school 4,3 1,4 94,3

Undergraduate/graduate studies 9,2 0,6 90,2

MARITAL STATUS

Married 3,2 2,3 94,5

Separated/lives apart 6,0 8,5 85,5

Spouse has died 3,7 5,2 91,0

Divorced 9,9 4,4 85,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 3,3 2,0 94,8

Extended 3,0 4,1 92,9

Broken 6,1 5,3 88,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 13,1 1,2 85,7

Upper class 5,8 0,6 93,6

Upper middle class 3,5 1,9 94,7

Lower middle class 2,7 2,7 94,7

Lower class 1,3 4,1 94,6

Table 44. Form of Solemnization by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)
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An examination of the form of solemnization in the 
last marriage of individuals shows that the prefer-
ence for both civil and religious marriage (80%) de-
creases significantly compared to the first marriage 
(94%). Furthermore, the rate of religious marriage 
alone soars from 3% to 13% in the last marriage, 

and similarly, the preference for civil marriage alone 
goes up from 4% to 7% (Table 45).

An analysis across Residence Area indicates that, for 
last marriage, only religious marriage is more wide-
spread in rural areas (18%) versus urban areas (10%) 

3.7. Bride Price

Within the scope of the Family Structure Research, 
individuals with marriage experience were asked if 
they paid any bride price during their first and last 
marriage. It is observed that 16% paid bride price 
in their first marriage. This is a more common prac-
tice in the rural area. Bride price is paid in 13% of 
marriages in the urban area, while this is 23% in the 
rural area (Table 47). 

An analysis of regions reveals that bride price is 
most common in Northeast and Mideast Anato-
lia with 40%, and Southeast Anatolia with 39%. 
Bride price is the least common in the Aegean Re-
gion with 5%. In parallel with this finding, across 
the three major cities, Izmir is the city where bride 
price practice is at the lowest level (6%). 

On the basis of age groups, bride price is mostly 
concentrated in the 55 + age group. 25% of those 

between 55-64, and 26% of those in the 65+ group 
paid bride price as they married. As the age group 
gets younger, the rate of bride price practice de-
clines. In the 25-30 group, only 9% of individu-
als have married on bride price basis. Surprisingly 
enough, bride price practice increases in the 18-24 
age group (13%). 

Bride price practice is inversely proportional with 
the educational status and socioeconomic status. 
Merely 2% of university graduates have married 
upon bride price. This is 38% among individuals 
with no schooling. In the high upper class, the pro-
portion of those who married upon bride price is 
only 2%, compared to the 30% in the lower class. 

The practice of bride price is more widespread in the 
extended family compared to other household types. 
24% of individuals from the extended family have 
married upon bride price payment, while this is 15% 
in the broken family and 14% in the nuclear family. 

 Only official/civil Only religious Both

Türkiye 7,0 12,6 80,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 6,9 9,9 83,2

Rural 7,1 17,7 75,2

Table 45.Form of Solemnization throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area (Last Marriage)

Majority of those who had both civil and religious 
marriage the last time (86%) have done the same in 
their first marriage, while 11% had only religious 
marriage the first time (Table 46). 

It is noteworthy that 78% of those who had only 
religious marriage the last time had both civil and 
religious marriage the first time, while 18% of them 
had only religious marriage the first time. 

Last Marriage

Only official/civil Only religious Both

Fi
rs

t 
M

ar
ria

ge Only official/civil 64,3 4,3 1,9

Only religious 1,4 17,9 10,6

Both 33,7 78,1 87,5

Table 46. Form of Solemnization throughout Türkiye (Comparison of First & Last Marriage)
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 Yes No

Türkiye 15,6 84,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 12,6 87,4

 Rural 22,8 77,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 12,9 87,1

 Ankara 12,8 87,2

 Izmir 6,1 93,9

NUTS

Istanbul 12,9 87,1

West Marmara 8,3 91,7

East Marmara 11,1 88,9

Aegean 5,1 94,9

Mediterranean 9,8 90,2

West Anatolia 10,6 89,4

Central Anatolia 23,8 76,2

West Black Sea 21,3 78,7

East Black Sea 11,3 88,7

Northeast Anatolia 39,7 60,3

Mideast Anatolia 39,6 60,4

Southeast Anatolia 38,8 61,2

AGE 

18-24 13,3 86,7

25-34 9,4 90,6

35-44 10,7 89,3

45-54 16,3 83,7

55-64 24,9 75,1

65+ 26,2 73,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 37,6 62,4

Primary school 17 83

Elementary/secondary school 9,3 90,7

High school 4,5 95,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 2,2 97,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 13,6 86,4

 Extended 23,8 76,2

 Broken 14,9 85,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 1,7 98,3

Upper class 4,0 96,0

Upper middle class 9,3 90,7

Lower middle class 18,1 81,9

Lower class 29,9 70,1

Table 47. Bride Price throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
(First Marriage) 
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Individuals who marry more than once sustain the 
bride price tradition in their last marriage as well. 
Across Türkiye, the proportion of bride price prac-
tice is 16% in first marriages, and is maintained in 
the last marriages though at a slightly lower level 

(12%). Based on Residence Area, the share of those 
who pay bride price in the urban area is 13% in the 
first marriage and 8% in the second marriage, while 
this is 23% in the rural area, dropping to 19% in the 
last marriage (Table 48).

3.8. Consanguineous Marriage

Married individuals were asked if they had any kin-
ship with their spouse in their first marriage and 
others. Based on the research results, 21% of indi-
viduals married in Türkiye have kinship with their 
first spouse. This is 20% in the urban and 25% in the 
rural area (Table 50). 

Across the three major cities, Ankara is the city 
with the highest rate of marriage between relatives  

(23%). This is down to 17% in Istanbul. Izmir is the 
city with the lowest rate of marriage between rela-
tives with 12%. 

An analysis of regions indicates that marriage 
between relatives is most common in Southeast 
Anatolia. The rate of first marriage with a relative 
is around 44% in Southeast Anatolia, followed by 
Mideast Anatolia with 36%. This is the lowest in 
West Marmara with 7%. 

Bride price No bride price

Türkiye 11,6 88,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 7,9 92,1

 Rural 18,7 81,3

Table 48. Bride Price throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area (Last Marriage)

In other words, 70% of individuals who married on 
bride price basis the last time have paid pride price in 
their first marriage as well. 10% of those with no bride 

price experience in the last marriage were found to 
have the bride price experience in their first marriage.   
(Table 49).

Last Marriage

 Bride price No bride price

Fi
rs

t 
M

ar
ria

ge Bride price 70,3 9,7

No bride price 30,2 90,2

Table 49. Bride Price throughout Türkiye (Compasion of First & Last Marriage)
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People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

Türkiye 21,3 78,7

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 19,8 80,2

 Rural 24,6 75,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 17,1 82,9

Ankara 23,0 77,0

Izmir 11,5 88,5

NUTS

 Istanbul 17,1 82,9

 West Marmara 6,8 93,2

 East Marmara 13,5 86,5

 Aegean 15,3 84,7

 Mediterranean 23,1 76,9

 West Anatolia 24,5 75,5

 Central Anatolia 25,1 74,9

 West Black Sea 19,4 80,6

 East Black Sea 25,6 74,4

 Northeast Anatolia 22,8 77,2

Mideast Anatolia 35,5 64,5

 Southeast Anatolia 43,6 56,4

Table 50. Consanguineous Marriage throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)

Across age groups, the rate of those related to their 
spouse ranges from 19% to 24%, yet there is no par-
allel trend based on age groups. The proportion of 
kinship with spouse is more or less the same within 
the 45-64 group (23%) and the 18-24 age group 
(24%) (Table 51). 

Differently from age groups, there is a strong cor-
relation between the educational status and kinship 
with spouse. As the educational level rises, the rate 
of kinship to spouse decreases. 31% of those with 

no schooling, 14% of high school graduates, 12% of 
university graduates are related to their spouse. The 
same strong correlation applies to socioeconomic 
status and kinship with spouse. As the SES level 
goes down, the rate of marriage with a relative goes 
up. In the high upper class, the rate of marriage to a 
relative is 8% versus 32% in the lower class. 

The highest rate of marriage to a relative is in the 
extended family with 26%. 
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People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

GENDER

 Male 21,2 78,8

 Female 21,3 78,7

AGE 

18-24 23,6 76,4

25-34 19,4 80,6

35-44 20,3 79,7

45-54 23,4 76,6

55-64 22,8 77,2

65+ 20,7 79,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 30,5 69,5

Primary school 22,8 77,2

Elementary/secondary school 21,4 78,6

High school 14,0 86,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 11,7 88,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 20,4 79,6

Extended 26,4 73,6

Broken 17,8 82,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 8,4 91,6

Upper class 11,7 88,3

Upper middle class 19,2 80,8

Lower middle class 22,9 77,1

Lower class 32,4 67,6

Table 51. Consanguineous Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)

For individuals with multiple marriages, the rate of 
kinship to their spouse in their last marriage is 8%. 
Compared to the first marriage (21%), there is a 
significant decline in preferring to marry a relative 
in the later marriages. The proportion of last mar-
riage with a relative is close in the urban and rural 
areas (Table 52). 

Majority of individuals who are not married to a 
relative the last time (85%) do not have kinship 
with their spouse in their first marriage either. The 
proportion of those who marry a non-relative the 
last time after marrying a relative the first time is 
16% (Table 53).

People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

Türkiye 7,5 92,5

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 7,8 92,2

 Rural 6,9 93,1

Table 52. Consanguineous Marriage throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area (Last Marriage)
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Last Marriage

People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

Fi
rs

t 
M

ar
ria

ge

People who married blood 
relatives

40,1 15,5

People who did not marry 
blood relatives

60,1 84,5

Table 53.  Consanguineous Marriages throughout Türkiye (Comparison of First & Last Marriage)

Those who married a relative in their first marriage 
were asked what kind of kinship they had to their 
spouse. It was found out that most of the time the 
marriage was with a relative from the paternal side 
of the family (59%). 18% of the marriages were with 
“son/daughter of paternal uncle”, 12% with “son/
daughter of paternal aunt”, and 29% with “other 
relatives from the father’s side”. In the rural area, 
the rate of marriage with paternal relatives is higher 
(61%) (Table 54).  

In Ankara, the share of those who marry “relatives 
from the mother’s side” (25%) is higher compared 
to Izmir and Istanbul. 

Marriage with a relative from the father’s side is the 
highest in Mideast Anatolia (67%) and Southeast 
Anatolia (66%), while marriage with a relative from 
the mother’s side is the highest in Aegean (49%), 
Northeast Anatolia (47%), East Black Sea (46%) 
and West Black Sea regions (45%).

 Child of 
paternal 

uncle

 Child of 
paternal 

aunt

 Child of 
maternal 

uncle

Child of 
maternal aunt

Other relative from the 
father’s side

Other relative from the 
mother’s side

Türkiye 18,4 11,8 11,7 11,8 28,7 17,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 17,3 12,1 11,8 12,9 28,5 17,4

Rural 20,5 11,2 11,5 9,8 29,1 17,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 14,9 13,1 12,2 11,7 30,6 17,5

Ankara 15,2 10,6 12,5 9,5 27,2 25,1

Izmir 15,1 8,7 12,1 12,8 33,6 17,7

NUTS

Istanbul 14,9 13,1 12,2 11,7 30,6 17,5

West Marmara 13,0 14,2 7,3 4,8 36,4 24,3

East Marmara 10,4 10,4 10,9 10,5 34,8 23,0

Aegean 10,3 7,7 8,9 14,8 32,9 25,4

Mediterranean 16,2 13,7 12,5v 11,1 28,6 17,9

West Anatolia 17,6 11,6 12,0 11,4 28,2 19,1

Central Anatolia 24,4 13,6 12,0 12,9 24,0 13,2

West Black Sea 14,4 12,4 11,1 11,9 28,2 22,0

East Black Sea 20,1 10,2 11,0 13,4 23,7 21,6

Northeast Anatolia 21,2 18,8 23,6 9,3 13,1 14,0

Mideast Anatolia 23,6 9,8 11,0 12,8 33,1 9,7

Southeast Anatolia 29,2 11,3 11,4 11,2 25,7 11,1

Table 54. Degree of Kinship between Spouses throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)
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An evaluation across age groups reveals that in the 
18-24 age group, those who married a relative from 
the father’s side is higher (66%) while in the 45-54 
age group marriage with a relative from the moth-
er’s side is more common (45%) (Table 55). 

As the educational status goes lower, the rate of 
marriage to a relative from the paternal side in-
creases. In marriage to a relative, 64% of those with 
no schooling are married to a relative from the fa-
ther’s side while this decreases to 48% among uni-
versity graduates, and the rate of those who marry a 
relative from the mother’s side increases.

No significant variation is observed on the basis of 
the household type. Across individuals from the ex-
tended family who married a relative, the rate of 
those who married a relative from the father’s side 
(62%) is slightly higher compared to other types of 
household. 

In marriages with a relative, only in the higher up-
per class marriage with a relative from the mother’s 
side is higher compared to other SES groups (63%) 
In other SES groups, there is no major differen-
tiation between marriages from a relative from the 
mother’s or father’s side. 

 Child of 
paternal 

uncle

 Child of 
paternal 

aunt

 Child of 
maternal 

uncle

Child of 
maternal aunt

Other relative 
from the father’s 

side

Other relative from the 
mother’s side

GENDER

Male 18,4 10,4 12,1 12,6 29,2 17,3

Female 18,5 13,0 11,3 11,2 28,3 17,7

AGE 

18-24 19,3 12,8 5,4 12,5 33,7 16,3

25-34 14,2 11,7 10,9 12,5 31,5 19,3

35-44 19,7 12,5 12,4 11,9 26,1 17,4

45-54 17,4 12,0 13,6 14,3 26,0 16,7

55-64 21,0 10,0 10,2 10,3 30,5 17,9

65+ 22,2 11,9 13,1 7,9 28,6 16,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 25,1 13,0 12,7 9,4 25,5 14,3

Primary school 18,3 12,0 11,3 10,6 29,8 18,1

Elementary/secondary school 14,1 12,9 10,5 14,2 31,2 17,1

High school 14,0 9,3 12,7 15,4 27,8 20,9

Undergraduate/graduate studies 13,0 7,1 12,5 19,1 27,5 20,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 16,4 11,5 11,7 12,4 29,9 18,0

Extended 23,8 12,8 12,0 10,3 25,7 15,4

Broken 21,5 11,0 10,4 10,8 26,7 19,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 8,3 5,3 17,3 21,4 23,7 23,9

Upper class 13,4 14,3 14,1 8,5 26,2 23,5

Upper middle class 17,1 10,8 9,9 15,1 28,8 18,3

Lower middle class 18,7 10,9 11,7 10,6 30,6 17,5

Lower class 18,8 13,5 13,8 10,5 28,3 15,1

Table 55. Degree of Kinship between Spouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)
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There is no variation across gender. As for age 
groups, the rate of approval is more or less equal in 
all age groups. The highest rate is in 25-34 and 35-
44 age groups (14%). The age group that displays 
the lowest level of approval regarding kinship be-
tween spouses is the 18-24 group (11%) (Table 57).

As the educational status rises, the share of those who 
have a positive outlook to kinship between couples 
decreases. 24% of individuals with no schooling deem 
such marriage appropriate, while this is 8% among in-
dividuals with the highest level of education.

The proportion of those who think kinship between 

couples is acceptable is higher among married in-
dividuals (14%) and those whose spouse has died 
(13%), and lower among divorced (8%) and single 
(7%) individuals. As for the level of approval across 
household types, approval of kinship between cou-
ples is the highest in the extended family (18%) and 
the lowest in the broken family (8%). 

As the socioeconomic status rises, the rate of those 
who deem kinship between couples acceptable goes 
lower. For instance, 23% of the lower class deems 
such marriage appropriate while this is 6% in the 
high upper class. 

 Consanguinesous marriages appropriate Consanguinesous marriages not appropriate

Türkiye 12,9 87,1

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 12,5 87,5

 Rural 14,0 86,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 11,1 88,9

 Ankara 10,9 89,1

 Izmir 5,2 94,8

NUTS

 Istanbul 11,1 88,9

 West Marmara 1,8 98,2

 East Marmara 6,1 93,9

 Aegean 6,6 93,4

 Mediterranean 13,6 86,4

 West Anatolia 13,7 86,3

 Central Anatolia 15,0 85,0

 West Black Sea 9,6 90,4

 East Black Sea 11,3 88,7

 Northeast Anatolia 16,2 83,8

 Mideast Anatolia 26,6 73,4

Southeast Anatolia 34,2 65,8

Table 56. Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

3.9. Considering Consanguineous Marriage  
Appropriate 

Individuals participating in the questionnaire were 
asked if they approved of kinship between couples. 
13% answered “yes”, while 87% answered “no”. 
There is no observed variation between the rural 
(14%) and urban (13%) areas (Table 56).

An analysis across the three major cities shows that 

Izmir the city that stands most distant to kinship 
between spouses with 5%, while the rate of approval 
is 11% in Istanbul and Ankara. 

Kinship between spouses receives the highest level 
of approval in Southeast Anatolia with 34%. In 
Mideast Anatolia, marriage with a relative is highly 
approved compared to other regions (27%). The 
lowest rate of approval is in West Marmara (2%), 
East Marmara (6%) and Aegean Region (7%). 
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On the other hand, those who approve of kinship 
between couples were asked the most important 
underlying reason for that. 37% responded “know-
ing and preserving the family roots”. 22% respond-
ed “better relations among children of relatives”. 3% 
(the lowest rate) responded, “Property and wealth 
will not be divided” (Table 58). 

Across all age groups, levels of educational status, 
SES groups and household types, the major rea-

son for approval of kinship between couples was 
knowledge and preservation of family roots. An-
other significant reason was the belief that children 
of relatives would get along better. The perception 
that children of relatives would be more respectful 
to the elderly in the family was the third-ranking 
reason for support of kinship between spouses.

In parallel with the general landscape in Türkiye, 
the most crucial two reasons for approval of kin-

Yes No

GENDER

 Male 13,2 86,8

 Female 12,6 87,4

AGE 

18-24 10,9 89,1

25-34 13,5 86,5

35-44 14,1 85,9

45-54 13,1 86,9

55-64 12,3 87,7

65+ 13,2 86,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 23,6 76,4

Primary school 13,1 86,9

Elementary/secondary school 12,2 87,8

High school 9,3 90,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 8,0 92,0

MARITAL STATUS

Single 8,3 91,7

Married 14,4 85,6

Separated/lives apart 9,8 90,2

Widowed 12,6 87,4

Divorced 6,5 93,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 12,5 87,5

Extended 17,9 82,1

Broken 8,4 91,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 5,6 94,4

Upper class 8,7 91,3

Upper middle class 10,8 89,2

Lower middle class 13,9 86,1

Lower class 22,6 77,4

Table 57. Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and 
SES
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ship between spouses in the rural and urban areas 
is “knowing and preserving the family roots” and 
“better relations among children of relatives”. No 
significant variation is observed in that respect. 

No outstanding variation is observed across the 
three major cities, yet “more respect for elderly fam-
ily members” stands at 15% in Ankara and Izmir 
while it is 9% in Istanbul. In Istanbul “preserving 
traditions and customs” is a more prominent ration-
ale for kinship marriage (20%). 

Obvious variation is observed across regions. In 
Southeast Anatolia, “knowing and preserving fam-
ily roots” is the main rationale for kinship mar-
riage with 54%. Southeast Anatolia is followed 
by Northeast Anatolia (44%) and East Black Sea 
(42%). In general, “better relations among children 
of relatives” ranks at the top in West Marmara and 
Central Anatolia with 36%. Another important dif-
ference is that “preserving traditions and customs” 
is much higher in Northeast Anatolia (30%) com-
pared to all other regions. 

  Property and 
wealth will not 

be divided

Information and 
preservation of 

family roots

 Kids of relatives get 
along better 

 More respect for 
elderly family 

members

 Preserving 
traditions 

and customs

 Other

Türkiye 2,5 37,3 21,5 13,3 13,1 12,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 2,3 36,4 20,7 12,7 13,2 14,7

Rural 2,9 39,4 23,3 14,7 12,8 6,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 2,2 37,5 16,3 9,0 19,5 15,4

Ankara 2,1 32,5 11,5 15,4 13,7 24,8

Izmir 3,2 33,5 13,7 15,2 16,7 17,8

NUTS

Istanbul 2,2 37,5 16,3 9,0 19,5 15,4

West Marmara 6,1 19,6 36,4 4,2 18,9 14,9

East Marmara 2,2 19,8 24,1 9,3 10,6 34,1

Aegean 9,8 29,3 25,3 7,7 11,5 16,5

Mediterranean 1,7 32,4 26,0 13,8 13,0 13,0

West Anatolia 1,5 32,6 16,1 14,7 14,6 20,4

Central Anatolia 3,5 29,4 35,9 15,4 10,2 5,6

West Black Sea 3,1 36,3 12,0 10,5 15,2 22,9

East Black Sea 2,9 42,0 22,8 5,0 14,1 13,3

Northeast Anatolia 5,7 44,2 9,1 5,3 30,1 5,8

Mideast Anatolia 0,7 25,9 30,5 23,8 13,3 5,8

Southeast Anatolia 0,9 54,0 19,1 16,4 6,2 3,2

Table 58. Reasons for Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and 
NUTS

There is no variation observed across gender and age 
group. “Knowing/preserving family roots” is the top 
reason stated at every level of education. The highest 
degree of differentiation on the basis of educational 
status is “better relations among children of rela-

tives”. The rate of those who support kinship mar-
riage on that ground is higher among elementary 
(25%) and primary/secondary school (24%) gradu-
ates, and lower among university graduates (11%).  
(Table 59).  
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The ranking does not vary across types of house-
hold, yet “knowing/preserving family roots” stands 
out as a more significant reason in the broken fam-
ily (43%). In the extended family, “better relations 
among children of relatives” (24%) and “more re-
spect for elderly family members” (17%) stand at 
a higher level compared other types of household 
(Table 59). 

An assessment on the basis of socioeconomic status 
reveals that “more respect for elderly family mem-
bers” in kinship marriages is stated at a higher rate 
in lower middle (14%) and lower class (16%). On 
the other hand, “knowing/preserving family roots”, 
which is at a high level across all groups, is voiced 
less by individuals in the high upper class (23%).

  Property and 
wealth will not 

be divided

Information and 
preservation of 

family roots

 Kids of relatives 
get along better 

 More respect for 
elderly 

family members

 Preserving 
traditions and 

customs

 Other

GENDER

Male 2,1 37,8 20,8 13,1 13,3 12,9

Female 2,9 36,8 22,2 13,5 12,9 11,7

AGE 

18-24 1,7 43,8 20,4 11,9 10,3 12,0

25-34 2,4 35,3 20,6 12,6 12,4 16,7

35-44 2,4 37,1 20,3 13,2 14,2 12,8

45-54 3,0 34,6 24,1 13,1 14,2 11,1

55-64 2,5 36,1 24,1 15,9 10,6 10,7

65+ 3,0 39,3 20,7 14,8 17,1 5,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 2,0 41,7 20,4 16,6 14,2 5,1

Primary school 2,5 35,0 25,0 13,1 12,5 11,8

Elementary/secondary school 2,7 35,2 23,6 13,6 13,1 11,8

High school 3,5 37,4 17,5 9,1 12,5 19,9

Undergraduate/graduate studies 1,7 38,5 11,3 11,2 13,5 23,9

MARITAL STATUS

Single 2,9 42,8 19,9 10,2 13,2 11,1

Married 2,4 36,2 22,0 13,7 12,8 12,9

Separated/lives apart 0,0 31,6 49,7 12,8 5,8 0,0

Widowed 3,0 43,6 15,0 14,5 17,3 6,6

Divorced 2,7 25,5 22,0 14,4 17,8 17,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 2,3 36,8 21,0 12,0 14,0 14,0

Extended 2,8 36,9 24,3 17,1 10,7 8,3

Broken 3,2 43,1 16,8 12,7 13,2 11,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 1,7 23,1 20,0 6,3 6,0 42,9

Upper class 3,4 36,5 13,6 10,0 16,4 20,2

Upper middle class 3,2 32,9 24,6 10,4 12,6 16,2

Lower middle class 1,7 38,0 21,6 14,2 14,3 10,1

Lower class 2,7 41,2 22,4 15,9 11,5 6,3

Table 59. Reasons for Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household 
Type, and SES
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3.10. Marriage Ceremonies

All individuals with marriage experience were 
asked about the ceremonies performed for mar-
riage. The most common type of ceremonies in Tür-
kiye are “wedding” (89%) and “betrothal/asking for 
the hand of a girl”. The least common type of cer-
emony is engagement. However even that has been 
performed by 82% of couples in their first mar-
riage. Therefore, no significant variation is observed 
across demographics of individuals regarding the 
ceremonies performed for marriage (Table 60).

No important difference is observed in the ceremonies 
across the rural and urban areas, however, with the ex-
ception of wedding, the rate of ceremonies is slightly 

higher in the urban area compared to the rural.

All ceremonies performed for marriage are com-
mon across the three major cities. We observe that 
such ceremonies take place at a higher rate in An-
kara compared to Izmir. 

There is no significant variation across regions re-
garding the ceremonies held for marriage. The 
only major difference stems from the finding that 
in Mediterranean, Mideast Anatolia and South-
east Anatolia civil and religious wedding ceremo-
nies take place at a much lower level compared to 
other regions (the rate of civil ceremony varies be-
tween 47%-%63; religious ceremony varies between  
56% -69%). 

Due to the fact that all wedding ceremonies are 
quite common in general, there is no outstanding 
variation across age groups either. However, it is 
possible to assert that 25-34 year-old group per-
form betrothal, engagement, henna night and wed-
ding ceremonies at a higher level compared to the 
18-24 age group and 44 + group (Table 61).  

Aside from religious wedding ceremony, the level 
of any ceremony is relatively lower among individu-
als with no schooling. Betrothal, asking for hand of 
a girl, engagement and civil wedding ceremony is 
relatively higher across the high school and univer-
sity graduates. 

 Betrothal/asking for 
girl’s hand in marriage

 Engagement  Henna 
night

 Wedding 
ceremony

 Civil wedding 
ceremony

 Religious wedding 
ceremony

Türkiye 88,2 81,6 84,9 89,4 84,2 84,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 88,8 82,9 86,0 89,6 85,7 85,0

Rural 87,0 78,6 82,3 88,9 80,8 83,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 85,2 82,4 85,2 86,7 91,8 87,6

Ankara 92,6 86,0 88,5 90,1 92,3 90,6

Izmir 86,5 78,8 78,5 85,9 89,4 87,2

NUTS

Istanbul 85,2 82,4 85,2 86,7 91,8 87,6

West Marmara 87,4 81,0 86,5 91,6 93,3 92,0

East Marmara 88,1 83,1 87,5 91,9 94,3 95,0

Aegean 88,9 82,8 84,2 89,9 93,7 92,1

Mediterranean 86,8 75,7 82,9 90,8 63,2 61,4

West Anatolia 93,1 86,3 88,8 91,0 92,5 91,9

Central Anatolia 90,8 84,3 85,8 89,3 94,4 95,6

West Black Sea 90,7 81,6 87,0 90,7 89,1 89,2

East Black Sea 83,0 69,8 69,4 83,9 94,4 95,6

Northeast Anatolia 86,1 83,0 83,9 91,7 85,6 94,9

Mideast Anatolia 92,6 89,7 91,3 92,8 47,1 56,0

Southeast Anatolia 87,2 78,8 81,4 84,1 57,0 68,5

Table 60. Marriage Ceremonies throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (First Marriage)
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The type of ceremonies performed in the last mar-
riage of individuals was examined. The most promi-
nent issue was that there was a significant decrease 
across all types of ceremonies with the last marriage 
compared to the first one. Comparing the first mar-
riage to the last, it was observed that the rate of be-
trothal/asking for girl’s hand in marriage fell from 
88% to 50%, engagement from 82% to 39%, henna 
night from 85% to 34%, and wedding ceremony 
from 89% to 40% (Table 62). 

Two percentages that exhibited a relatively lower 
decline were civil wedding ceremonies (84% to 
79%) and religious ceremonies (85% to 79%). 

In the urban area; betrothal, asking for the hand of 
girl (53%), engagement (42%), and civil wedding 
ceremony (82%) were observed at a higher level in 
the last marriage compared to the rural area. 

 Betrothal/asking for 
girl’s hand in marriage

 Engagement  Henna 
night

 Wedding 
ceremony

 Civil wedding 
ceremony

 Religious 
wedding ceremony

GENDER

Male 88,4 82,8 85,4 90,0 84,8 85,2

Female 88,0 80,5 84,5 88,9 83,7 84,1

AGE 

18-24 84,9 80,9 86,6 91,0 81,5 85,4

25-34 90,5 85,1 90,3 92,3 85,1 85,6

35-44 89,5 83,2 86,5 90,0 84,3 84,2

45-54 88,4 81,5 84,2 88,7 84,3 84,9

55-64 87,2 80,8 81,1 87,2 85,7 84,5

65+ 83,7 73,3 76,5 85,6 81,9 82,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 83,8 73,5 77,7 84,6 75,0 82,1

Primary school 88,4 81,1 85,4 89,8 84,0 85,3

Elementary/secondary school 86,9 82,5 87,2 91,1 85,1 84,6

High school 90,7 86,4 88,2 91,4 89,3 87,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 92,3 87,4 85,5 89,5 90,1 81,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 89,6 83,3 86,3 90,5 85,3 85,2

Extended 86,8 79,5 84,4 89,0 81,7 83,9

Broken 79,5 71,2 73,7 80,2 80,6 80,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 89,9 85,4 80,8 87,2 93,0 77,9

Upper class 93,0 88,4 88,7 89,5 90,1 86,1

Upper middle class 90,9 85,9 88,2 91,2 88,8 86,9

Lower middle class 87,8 80,2 85,0 90,2 82,8 84,4

Lower class 84,9 74,1 79,5 85,2 75,6 81,7

Table 61. Marriage Ceremonies by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (First Marriage)

Nuclear families perform all ceremonies but reli-
gious ceremony at a higher rate compared to other 
types of household. On the other hand, ceremonies 
in the broken family perform all ceremonies but the 
civil wedding ceremony at a lower rate. 

As it is the case in other types of demographic 

breakdown, the rate of ceremonies is high across 
all socioeconomic groups. On the other hand, the 
rate of upper and upper middle class who perform 
ceremonies is higher compared to the lower classes. 
For example, engagement is 88% in the upper class 
and 86% in the upper middle class, while it is 74% 
in the lower class. 
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3.11. Social Qualifications Sought in Future 
Spouse 

The individuals in the research study were asked 
to categorize the social qualifications of the person 
they would marry as “important” “does not matter” 
and “not important”. For males, the most important 
qualification is “her not being married before” (85%). 
“Similarity of family structures” (75%) and “her be-
ing religious (73%) are the second and third impor-
tant social qualifications (Table 64). 

Females deem all of the qualifications in the ques-
tionnaire more important compared to males. When 
the same question is posed to females, 92% reply “him 
having a job” as the most important qualifications. 
This is the top-ranking qualification females seek in 
their future spouse. “His not being married before” 
ranks the second with 83%. The third is “similarity 
of family structures” with 82%. “His being religious” 
is identified as another important qualification with 
79%. For both females (45%) and males (29%), “his 
or her having a high level of income” ranks at the 
bottom of the list. 

 Betrothal/asking for girl’s 
hand in marriage

 Engagement  Henna 
night

 Wedding  Civil wedding ceremony  Religious wedding 
ceremony

Türkiye 49,5 39,0 33,9 39,8 78,6 78,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 53,0 41,9 34,7 42,1 81,8 76,9

Rural 42,4 33,2 32,2 35,1 72,2 82,0

Table 62. Marriage Ceremonies throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area (Last Marriage)

Last Marriage

Betrothal Engagement  Henna night  Wedding Civil wedding 
ceremony

  Religious wedding 
ceremony

Fi
rs

t M
ar

ria
ge

Betrothal 89,0

Engagement 84,0

Henna night 85,0

Wedding 88,8

Civil wed. cer. 88,8

Religious wed. cer. 94,4

Table 63. Marriage Ceremonies throughout Türkiye (Comparison of First & Last Marriage)

Majority of individuals perform the ceremonies of 
their first marriage in their last marriage as well. 
Those who had a religious ceremony the last time 
have almost always performed it the first time as 
well (94%). In the case of multiple marriage cer-

emonies, the biggest decline is in the rate of those 
who perform an engagement ceremony. 84% of 
those who held an engagement ceremony in their 
last marriage had also performed that in the first 
marriage (Table 63). 

Men Women

 Not important Does not matter Important Not important Does not matter Important

A good education 16,7 24,9 58,5 11,0 21,5 67,5

High income level 31,7 39,0 29,3 18,9 36,2 44,8

Having a job 22,9 24,5 52,7 2,1 6,1 91,7

Not working for long hours 22,4 31,4 46,3 11,6 34,5 53,9

Being married for the first time 6,3 9,0 84,7 6,1 10,5 83,4

Similarity of family structures 8,4 16,4 75,3 4,8 13,7 81,5

Being religious 9,3 17,4 73,3 6,3 14,4 79,3

Being from the same religious sect 14,6 27,8 57,6 10,2 22,0 67,8

Being from the same hometown 25,4 38,5 36,1 21,7 37,1 41,2

Being from the same social circle 19,1 33,7 47,2 15,0 31,9 53,0

Coming from same ethnic origin 19,7 31,0 49,3 14,8 28,8 56,4

Table 64. Social Qualifications Sought by Men and Women in Future Spouse throughout Türkiye
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Table 65 lists the responses regarding the qualifica-
tions that are “important” for males across Türkiye 
and by various demographic subsets. 

Excluding “Having a good education”, “having a 
job”, and “not working for long hours”, the propor-
tion of males who find all the other social qualifica-
tions to be important for a woman is higher in the 
rural area. The main difference between the rural 
and urban regarding the social qualifications sought 
in a woman is “being from the same hometown”. 
The percentage of males that seek this qualification 

in a woman is 47% in the rural and 32% in the ur-
ban area. 

Across the three major cities, the highest level of 
differentiation is observed in “similarity of fam-
ily structures”, “her being religious”, and “her not 
working for long hours”. The percentage of males 
who believe that family structures should be simi-
lar is higher in Ankara (77%), and lower in Izmir 
(52%). “Her not working for long hours” is a social 
qualifications that males in Istanbul find particu-
larly important (51%). 

 A good education High income level Having a job Not working for long hours Being married for the 
first time

Türkiye 58,5 29,3 52,7 46,3 84,7

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 59,9 28,3 53,3 48,1 83,5

 Rural 54,8 31,9 50,9 41,6 87,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 59,6 27,3 56,2 50,7 81,0

Ankara 60,5 25,5 54,2 42,8 80,0

Izmir 52,4 27,5 50,4 38,3 77,3

NUTS

 Istanbul 59,6 27,3 56,2 50,7 81,0

West Marmara 58,4 33,6 55,1 52,3 85,6

East Marmara 59,9 29,7 50,5 48,5 84,7

Aegean 50,1 25,8 54,2 36,9 78,2

Mediterranean 60,9 30,1 50,8 54,1 87,9

West Anatolia 57,8 25,9 49,3 40,6 82,5

Central Anatolia 62,9 45,7 57,6 51,2 88,0

West Black Sea 50,9 20,9 43,6 37,4 91,2

East Black Sea 61,9 31,3 57,8 44,5 92,3

Northeast Anatolia 59,6 35,5 52,8 43,3 84,7

Mideast Anatolia 57,3 26,7 42,9 46,3 86,8

Southeast Anatolia 67,0 34,6 56,3 45,8 89,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 58,9 29,8 53,5 46,5 85,5

Extended 54,5 28,8 49,8 45,3 88,1

Broken 62,2 26,7 51,4 46,2 73,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 74,8 20,9 54,1 45,3 66,8

Upper class 69,2 27,4 53,1 49,8 78,8

Upper middle class 60,4 26,1 51,0 47,6 85,6

Lower middle class 54,6 30,7 53,4 45,6 87,1

Lower class 50,0 33,8 52,6 41,2 85,8

Table 65. Social Qualifications Sought by Men in Future Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES (Important)
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Important variations are observed across regions 
with regard to qualifications males seek in women 
they will marry. The highest level of differentiation 
was in terms of “being from the same religious sect” 
and “coming from the same ethnic origin”. This ex-
pectation is highest in Central Anatolia, and low-
est in Mideast Anatolia. 75% of males in Central 
Anatolia believe that their spouse should be from 
the same religious sect, and 65% believe that they 
should come from the same ethnic background. In 
Mideast Anatolia, these percentages are 45% for 
sect and 35% for ethnic origin. 

Compared across household types, the percentage 
of males who reply “important” for social qualifi-
cations sought in their future spouse is generally 
lower in the broken family. The highest level of dif-
ferentiation is with respect to “her being religious” 
and “her being from the same religious sect”. The 
share of males who expect their future spouse to be 
religious is 58% in the broken family. This is 74% 
in males from the nuclear family, and 79% in males 
from the extended family. The rate of males who 
believe that the woman should be from the same 
sect as the man is 44% in the broken family, 58% in 
the nuclear family, and 65% in the extended family. 

 Similarity of 
family structures

Being 
religious

Being from the same 
religious sect

Being from the 
same hometown

Being from the 
same social circle

Coming from same 
ethnic origin

Türkiye 75,3 73,3 57,6 36,1 47,2 49,3

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 73,9 70,1 54,4 32,1 45,0 45,9

 Rural 78,8 81,6 65,8 46,5 53,0 58,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 70,0 63,9 51,5 32,2 45,2 43,6

Ankara 76,6 64,3 49,3 24,4 42,8 41,7

Izmir 64,7 52,2 42,6 24,0 35,4 37,5

NUTS

 Istanbul 70,0 63,9 51,5 32,2 45,2 43,6

West Marmara 81,1 71,4 62,5 40,8 53,2 54,4

East Marmara 80,1 80,1 56,7 26,8 47,3 44,9

Aegean 69,2 65,2 49,8 28,3 36,7 45,9

Mediterranean 76,7 74,7 66,9 40,3 49,8 56,0

West Anatolia 77,6 71,0 57,5 31,9 48,4 49,6

Central Anatolia 81,4 85,9 75,0 51,1 61,3 65,1

West Black Sea 82,7 81,5 69,1 45,7 59,0 60,1

East Black Sea 80,7 85,1 62,1 37,1 47,1 54,4

Northeast Anatolia 72,3 84,7 51,1 38,4 39,2 41,6

Mideast Anatolia 71,8 67,3 44,8 33,8 38,4 35,1

Southeast Anatolia 74,3 81,7 54,5 47,2 49,0 48,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 76,2 74,0 57,8 35,9 47,4 49,6

Extended 77,1 79,0 64,7 41,5 50,0 53,6

Broken 65,3 58,4 43,7 28,2 41,2 39,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 58,9 36,2 29,2 19,1 33,8 25,3

Upper class 73,3 55,9 42,3 24,1 40,8 35,7

Upper middle class 75,6 70,4 55,7 31,1 46,2 46,7

Lower middle class 76,9 80,6 64,0 41,1 49,9 55,1

Lower class 76,2 83,5 63,5 46,3 53,1 57,3
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An analysis based on socioeconomic status indicates 
that “her being religious”, “her being from the same 
religious sect”, “her being from the same home-
town”, “her coming from the same ethnic origin” “, 
“high level of income”, “being from the same social 
circle” are qualifications that are sought less as the 
socioeconomic status rises. On the other hand, as 
the socioeconomic status rises, the rate of males who 
believe that the woman should have “ a good educa-
tion” increases. The highest level of differentiation 
based on socioeconomic status is about “her being 

religious”. The rate of males who seek this qualifica-
tion in their future spouse is 84% in the lower class 
and 36% in the high upper class (Table 65). 

Table 66 lists the responses regarding the qualifica-
tions that are “important” for females throughout 
Türkiye, by various demographic subsets.

Males and females are seen to have made similar 
assessments by residence area. As it is the case with 
males, with the exception of “having a good educa-

 A good 
education

High income 
level

Having a 
job

Not working for 
long hours

Being married for 
the first time

Similarity of family 
structures

Türkiye 67,5 44,8 91,7 53,9 83,4 81,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 69,7 44,9 93,1 54,9 82,2 80,7

Rural 61,9 44,8 88,1 51,2 86,6 83,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 70,4 43,2 93,7 58,2 80,8 79,7

Ankara 70,8 40,3 93,7 45,8 76,0 82,7

Izmir 63,2 42,0 88,9 44,8 71,5 71,6

NUTS

Istanbul 70,4 43,2 93,7 58,2 80,8 79,7

West Marmara 66,9 49,3 94,3 61,2 87,4 84,1

East Marmara 69,3 42,9 93,8 49,5 82,8 86,6

Aegean 62,2 41,1 90,4 43,5 76,5 77,7

Mediterranean 67,1 48,3 90,5 63,9 85,3 82,9

West Anatolia 69,4 40,6 94,5 46,4 79,6 84,0

Central Anatolia 76,6 65,1 90,9 60,7 91,0 89,5

West Black Sea 54,6 32,6 92,2 46,3 85,8 82,8

East Black Sea 71,7 44,4 92,3 55,5 91,6 88,1

Northeast Anatolia 64,0 45,3 80,1 48,9 83,1 75,8

Mideast Anatolia 62,8 46,6 91,0 58,7 86,3 75,4

Southeast Anatolia 73,3 50,8 88,3 57,3 90,1 75,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 67,5 44,8 92,2 54,7 84,7 81,7

Extended 65,7 45,3 90,0 53,8 86,7 82,8

Broken 69,9 44,5 91,9 50,5 73,5 78,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 85,6 39,4 95,3 41,4 62,7 76,7

Upper class 76,5 38,5 94,3 50,2 76,3 80,9

Upper middle class 70,7 42,6 93,6 52,8 82,0 82,5

Lower middle class 63,6 45,6 91,3 56,0 87,1 82,1

Lower class 60,8 50,6 89,1 55,6 86,3 78,7

Table 66. Social Qualifications Sought by Women in Future Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS
Household Type, and SES (Important)
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tion”, “having a job”, “having a high income level” 
and “not working for long hours”, the proportion of 
females who find all the other social qualifications 
to be important for a man is higher in the rural area. 
The highest level of differentiation between the ur-
ban and rural areas regarding social qualifications 
is “his being from the same hometown”. The rate 
of females who seek this in their future husband is 
51% in the rural and 37% in the urban areas. 

Across the three major cities, the highest level of 

differentiation comes from “his being religious”, “his 
being from the same religious sect”, and “his not 
working for long hours”. The rate of females who 
believe “his being religious” and “his being from the 
same religious sect” are important qualifications are 
lower in Izmir (59%). The rate of males who reply 
“important” to both is the highest in Istanbul (72% 
for being religious, and 62% for religious sect). Fol-
lowing the pattern with males, not working for long 
hours is a major qualification expressed by females 
in Istanbul particularly (58%).

 Being religious Being from the same 
religious sect

Being from the same 
hometown

Being from the 
same social circle

Coming from same 
ethnic origin

Türkiye 79,3 67,8 41,2 53,0 56,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 76,5 65,6 37,4 51,0 53,6

Rural 86,3 73,3 51,0 58,1 63,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 72,4 62,4 38,1 53,5 51,9

Ankara 68,1 59,1 26,3 48,1 46,8

Izmir 58,7 49,3 26,1 38,0 40,1

NUTS

Istanbul 72,4 62,4 38,1 53,5 51,9

West Marmara 80,5 75,3 49,2 59,5 61,0

East Marmara 83,2 71,3 35,5 55,5 57,2

Aegean 71,6 58,6 31,8 41,6 52,2

Mediterranean 81,1 73,2 46,6 57,1 62,3

West Anatolia 76,4 67,5 31,5 50,8 52,8

Central Anatolia 90,9 85,7 56,2 66,4 74,8

West Black Sea 84,6 76,2 49,1 58,9 63,8

East Black Sea 89,8 72,1 48,1 58,0 66,6

Northeast Anatolia 86,9 62,8 45,1 47,2 50,1

Mideast Anatolia 77,9 60,5 41,6 45,0 45,1

Southeast Anatolia 85,7 66,1 51,3 53,5 53,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 79,1 67,7 40,0 52,4 56,0

Extended 85,0 73,3 47,7 56,1 60,7

Broken 72,6 61,6 38,8 51,8 52,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 41,5 35,3 15,2 40,5 31,5

Upper class 63,1 55,6 26,2 46,5 45,6

Upper middle class 76,4 67,0 35,8 50,9 54,0

Lower middle class 84,9 72,5 46,1 55,3 60,6

Lower class 88,9 71,9 50,6 56,4 61,7
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In parallel with males, responses of females show 
great variation across regions regarding the quali-
fications sought in future spouse. The qualifications 
where differences are the highest are again similar. 
“His being from the same religious sect”, and “his 
coming from the same ethnic origin”, are the ar-
eas with the highest level of differentiation. 86% of 
females in Central Anatolia’ believe that the man 
should be from the same religious sect, while 75% 
believe that he should” come from the same ethnic 
origin. These rates are the lowest in Aegean (%59) 
in terms of “his being from the same religious sect”, 
and in Mideast Anatolia in terms of “his coming 
from the same ethnic origin” (%45) (Table 66). 

A comparison of household types displays a simi-
lar pattern of differences with other subsets. “His 
being religious” (85%) and “his being from the 
same religious sect” (73%) is more important for 
females from the extended family. “His being mar-
ried for the first time” is more important for females 
from the nuclear family (85%) and extended fam-

ily (87%). This is 74% for females from the broken 
family. 

An analysis based on socioeconomic status reveals 
that, with the exception of “his having a good edu-
cation”, and “his having a good job”, the share of fe-
males who deem these are all important social qual-
ifications falls as the socioeconomic status rises. The 
highest level of differentiation comes from “being 
religious”. 89% of females from the lower class be-
lieve that their future husband should be religious, 
while this is 42% in the high upper class. 

3.12. Personal Qualifications Sought in Future 
Spouse

At this stage of the research, individuals were asked 
which personal qualifications they sought in the 
person they would marry, and asked to categorize 
those qualifications as “important”, “does not mat-
ter”, and “not important”. It is observed that per-
sonal qualifications are much more important for 

Men Women

Not Important  Doesn’t   
matter

Important Not Important  Doesn’t   
matter

Important

His/her being in love with him/her 5,8 11,6 82,6  6,0  13,0  81,1 

Being handsome/beautiful 14,7 30,2 55,0  18,9       33,1       48,0      

Taking care of herself (such as hygiene) 2,5 6,2 91,4  1,5       5,8       92,7      

Fidelity to partner 0,4 1,5 98,1  0,3       1,7       98,0      

Enjoying to spend time with her family 0,8 3,1 96,1  0,5       2,7       96,9      

Being a reliable person, not lying 0,3 1,4 98,3  0,2       1,4       98,4      

Caring about the feelings of the other person 0,3 1,9 97,8  0,2       1,8       98,0      

Being thrifty 0,6 3,5 95,9  0,6       3,4       95,9      

Being generous 0,8 4,2 95,0  0,4       3,5       96,1      

Being patient and tolerant 0,3 1,8 97,9  0,2       1,3       98,5      

Protecting partner against her family 0,8 2,5 96,7  0,3       1,7       98,0      

Behaving properly in society 0,3 1,5 98,3  0,1       1,4       98,4      

Table 67. Personal Qualifications Sought in Future Spouse throughout Türkiye by Gender
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both males and females compared to social quali-
fications. 

Both females and males deem beauty or good looks 
as a less important qualification compared to oth-
ers. However, males deem physical beauty more im-
portant (55%) compared to females (48%) (Table 
67).

Table 68 depicts responses throughout Türkiye, 
by various demographic subsets as to the personal 
qualifications that are “important” for males. 

There is no significant variation regarding impor-
tant personal qualifications by residence area. 

The highest level of variation across three major cit-
ies is in terms of “her being in love”. The rate of 
males with such expectation is lower in Izmir (76%) 
compared to the Ankara (83%) and Istanbul (89%). 
There is significant variation across regions in three 
topics. Males deem it important that the woman 

they will marry “is in love with him”(90%), “takes 
care of herself ”(98%), and “is beautiful” (65%). 
These rates are the lowest in Northeast Anatolia. In 
that region, the importance of “being in love with 
him” is (60%), while the woman taking care of her-
self is important by 74%, and beauty is important 
by 45%. 

No significant variation is observed across types of 
household in terms of the personal qualifications 
males seek in females. 

On the basis of socioeconomic status, the major el-
ement of differentiation across groups is regarding 
“her being beautiful” and “her being in love”. These 
qualifications gain importance as the socioeconom-
ic status rises. The percentage of males who deem 
it important for their future wife to be beautiful is 
50% in the lower class, and 64% in the high upper 
class. The expectation of woman being in love with 
the man is 74% in the lower class and 88% in the 
high upper class. 
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Being in 
love with 

him

Being 
handsome/

beautiful

Taking care of herself 
(such as hygiene)

Fidelity to 
partner

Enjoying to spend 
time with her 

family

Being a reliable 
person, not 

lying

Türkiye 82,6 55,0 91,4 98,1 96,1 98,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 83,7 54,1 91,9 98,2 95,9 98,4

Rural 79,7 57,6 89,9 97,8 96,8 98,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 89,0 54,5 94,2 97,5 94,8 97,5

Ankara 83,3 51,7 91,3 98,9 97,0 98,9

Izmir 76,4 54,1 88,4 97,8 94,6 97,5

NUTS

Istanbul 89,0 54,5 94,2 97,5 94,8 97,5

West Marmara 89,8 64,6 98,3 99,9 98,8 99,7

East Marmara 82,3 55,4 94,7 99,3 96,7 99,6

Aegean 80,3 52,0 91,0 97,7 95,3 98,1

Mediterranean 86,6 52,4 90,0 98,8 97,8 98,7

West Anatolia 83,5 52,0 91,8 98,8 96,1 99,0

Central Anatolia 72,4 57,4 82,9 97,2 94,7 97,4

West Black Sea 75,7 56,3 92,5 98,3 96,8 98,9

East Black Sea 83,5 55,2 93,6 97,1 96,8 98,4

Northeast Anatolia 59,8 44,8 74,4 96,6 93,9 97,8

Mideast Anatolia 72,3 52,5 90,5 97,7 96,1 98,1

Southeast Anatolia 84,1 64,8 88,7 97,1 96,6 97,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 83,2 55,2 91,6 98,2 96,1 98,4

Extended 79,7 53,8 90,2 97,9 97,7 98,2

Broken 82,8 55,9 91,7 97,4 93,8 97,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 88,3 64,4 94,1 98,8 91,3 98,6

Upper class 87,7 58,5 93,8 97,8 95,1 98,5

Upper middle class 83,8 54,3 93,4 98,6 96,8 98,9

Lower middle class 82,0 55,1 90,5 98,2 96,5 98,1

Lower class 74,4 49,6 85,9 97,6 97,1 98,0

Table 68. Personal Qualifications Sought By Men In Future Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES (Important)
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Caring about the 
feelings of the other 

person

Being thrifty Being 
generous

Being patient 
and tolerant

Protecting part-
ner against her 

family

Behaving properly 
in society

Türkiye 97,8 95,9 95,0 97,9 96,7 98,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 97,8 95,6 94,4 97,9 96,6 98,3

Rural 97,6 96,7 96,5 97,8 97,0 98,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 96,6 93,5 91,8 97,1 95,5 98,0

Ankara 98,7 95,7 95,4 99,2 97,0 98,9

Izmir 96,9 93,9 93,5 97,0 95,9 97,4

NUTS

Istanbul 96,6 93,5 91,8 97,1 95,5 98,0

West Marmara 99,5 98,0 97,5 99,5 98,5 98,8

East Marmara 98,9 98,1 97,3 99,1 97,8 99,5

Aegean 97,2 95,6 94,9 97,1 95,9 97,7

Mediterranean 98,4 97,3 96,2 98,3 97,9 98,6

West Anatolia 98,6 96,0 95,5 98,3 96,7 98,7

Central Anatolia 95,9 94,9 93,6 97,2 95,3 97,3

West Black Sea 98,4 97,3 96,5 98,2 97,8 98,9

East Black Sea 98,9 96,7 94,5 98,6 97,9 99,0

Northeast Anatolia 96,9 94,5 95,9 97,4 95,3 95,8

Mideast Anatolia 97,7 95,6 94,2 98,5 94,7 97,9

Southeast Anatolia 97,8 95,8 96,6 97,2 97,4 97,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 97,9 96,2 95,2 98,0 96,8 98,2

Extended 97,5 96,2 95,5 97,9 97,1 98,7

Broken 97,2 93,0 93,1 97,1 95,1 97,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 95,6 88,5 86,3 96,7 91,8 96,8

Upper class 97,8 95,0 93,3 98,0 96,1 98,7

Upper middle class 98,4 96,5 95,9 98,6 96,8 98,7

Lower middle class 97,6 96,5 95,5 97,9 97,0 98,2

Lower class 98,0 96,6 96,7 97,9 97,7 98,1
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Table 69 depicts responses throughout Türkiye, 
by various demographic subsets as to the personal 
qualifications that are “important” for females. 
The highest level of variation by residence area is 
in the field of “being in love”. Females in the urban 
setting deem this personal qualification more im-
portant (83%). 

The same qualification shows the highest variation 

across the three major cities as well. The share of 
females who deem it important for the man to be in 
love with them is lower in Izmir (77%). 

There is significant variation in two area across 
the regions: In West Marmara, 89% of females ex-
pect the man they would get married to be in love 
with them, whereas this percentage falls to 60% in 
Northeast Anatolia. The rate of females who deem 

Being in 
love with 

her

Being 
handsome/

beautiful

Taking care of himself 
(such as hygiene)

Fidelity to 
partner

Enjoying to spend 
time with his family

Being a reliable 
person, not lying

Türkiye 81,1 48,0 92,7 98,0 96,9 98,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 82,9 47,6 93,8 98,1 97,1 98,6

Rural 76,4 49,1 89,8 97,7 96,3 98,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 87,4 47,3 94,6 97,1 96,6 98,1

Ankara 84,0 43,5 95,1 98,1 96,8 98,4

Izmir 76,8 43,5 90,8 97,8 95,4 96,9

NUTS

Istanbul 87,4 47,3 94,6 97,1 96,6 98,1

West Marmara 89,2 58,0 98,2 99,6 99,1 99,8

East Marmara 80,3 47,2 96,8 99,3 98,0 99,5

Aegean 79,3 43,7 92,7 97,5 95,7 97,5

Mediterranean 86,2 48,6 90,7 98,7 97,1 98,9

West Anatolia 83,1 44,4 95,6 98,5 97,0 98,9

Central Anatolia 72,2 51,6 84,1 98,0 96,1 97,3

West Black Sea 70,9 46,1 90,7 98,1 97,3 98,7

East Black Sea 80,5 47,4 91,7 98,6 97,4 99,4

Northeast Anatolia 59,6 44,0 75,8 95,9 95,5 97,8

Mideast Anatolia 70,4 42,9 93,0 98,2 97,3 98,2

Southeast Anatolia 82,3 60,0 92,4 96,5 96,4 97,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 83,2 48,8 93,2 98,2 97,1 98,6

Extended 78,0 48,0 91,6 97,9 97,0 98,3

Broken 75,2 44,8 91,7 97,2 95,7 98,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 92,1 46,5 97,1 98,9 96,1 98,9

Upper class 85,2 47,1 96,5 98,5 97,6 99,0

Upper middle class 84,7 46,9 95,3 98,6 97,6 99,0

Lower middle class 80,0 49,1 91,4 98,0 96,6 98,4

Lower class 78,2 50,8 88,6 97,5 96,9 97,9

Table 69. Personal Qualifications Sought By Women in Future Spouse throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES (Important)
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good looks an important quality in the man they 
would marry is the highest in Southeast Anatolia 
(60%), and lowest in Mideast Anatolia (43%). 

Regarding personal qualifications females seek in 
males, the highest level of variation across house-
hold types and socioeconomic status is observed in 
the expectation of “him being in love” This is an 
important qualification for females in the nuclear 

family (83%) more than the other types of house-
hold. 

As socioeconomic status rises, the percentage of fe-
males who deem “him being in love” an important 
qualification also increases. 78% of females in the 
lower class deem this important while this soars to 
92% in the high upper class. 

Caring about the 
feelings of the other 

person

Being 
thrifty

Being 
generous

Being patient and 
tolerant

Protecting 
partner against 

his family

Behaving properly in 
society

Türkiye 98,0 95,9 96,1 98,5 98,0 98,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 98,1 95,5 95,9 98,5 98,1 98,5

Rural 97,7 97,0 96,5 98,4 97,9 98,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 97,4 95,1 94,8 97,9 97,2 98,0

Ankara 98,1 93,7 95,5 98,6 97,3 98,7

Izmir 96,6 93,2 93,5 97,1 96,6 97,2

NUTS

Istanbul 97,4 95,1 94,8 97,9 97,2 98,0

West Marmara 99,4 98,0 99,0 99,8 99,4 99,3

East Marmara 99,3 97,7 97,7 99,2 98,7 99,2

Aegean 97,5 95,5 95,7 97,9 97,1 97,6

Mediterranean 98,3 97,4 97,6 99,3 99,4 99,3

West Anatolia 98,7 94,3 95,7 99,0 98,0 99,0

Central Anatolia 97,2 94,5 93,1 97,6 98,1 98,7

West Black Sea 98,0 97,0 97,4 98,4 98,0 98,5

East Black Sea 99,3 95,6 94,5 99,0 99,2 99,2

Northeast Anatolia 97,2 94,9 94,1 98,2 96,0 95,3

Mideast Anatolia 98,0 94,5 95,1 98,4 98,1 98,8

Southeast Anatolia 97,0 96,5 96,6 97,7 97,7 97,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 98,3 96,2 96,4 98,6 98,3 98,6

Extended 97,7 96,2 95,8 98,3 97,8 98,4

Broken 97,3 94,4 94,7 97,9 97,0 97,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 98,4 90,0 95,0 99,3 97,6 99,1

Upper class 98,7 94,2 95,2 98,7 98,3 99,4

Upper middle class 98,6 96,5 96,6 99,1 98,8 99,1

Lower middle class 97,9 96,5 96,2 98,3 98,0 98,3

Lower class 98,0 97,0 96,8 98,2 98,1 98,2
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As expected, in senior ages, the proportion of indi-
viduals whose spouse passed away gets higher. For 
example, 38% of 65+ age group has lost their spouse 
(Table 71). 

As the educational status goes higher, the rate of 
continuing marriages also goes higher. 69% of indi-
viduals with no schooling continue their marriage 
while 26% of individuals with no schooling have 
lost their spouse. As for university graduates, 91% 
continue their marriage relationship. 

In parallel with the expectation, in the broken fam-
ily type, the share of divorced (28%) individuals 
or individuals whose spouse passed away (65%) is 
higher than other types of household. 

In the lower class, the share of those whose spouse 
passed away is higher compared to other SES 
groups. For example, in the high upper class, the 
percentage of those whose spouse passed away is 
2%, while this is 7% in the lower middle class and 
10% in the lower class. 

 Continuing Spouse passed away Divorced Separated/lives apart

Türkiye 85,8 8,3 5,3 0,6

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 86,3 7,2 5,9 0,6

 Rural 84,5 10,9 4,0 0,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 85,9 6,9 6,6 0,6

 Ankara 84,3 7,8 6,9 1,0

 Izmir 83,0 8,9 7,5 0,5

NUTS

 Istanbul 85,9 6,9 6,6 0,6

 West Marmara 81,6 13,1 4,8 0,5

 East Marmara 85,0 8,9 5,5 0,6

 Aegean 85,2 7,6 6,7 0,5

 Mediterranean 85,6 8,5 5,1 0,8

 West Anatolia 85,1 7,6 6,3 0,9

 Central Anatolia 86,5 8,0 5,3 0,3

 West Black Sea 86,1 8,9 4,8 0,2

 East Black Sea 86,3 10,9 2,0 0,7

 Northeast Anatolia 86,1 12,0 1,6 0,3

 Mideast Anatolia 89,2 6,6 3,8 0,5

 Southeast Anatolia 88,9 7,2 3,3 0,6

Table 70. Status of Marriage throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

3.13. Status of Marriage 

Individuals with marriage experience were asked 
about the status of their marriage. The results are 
depicted on Table 70. It is observed that 86% of in-
dividuals continue their first marriage, 8% lost their 
spouse, and 5% took a divorce. 

There is no important variation across rural/urban 

areas, yet the rate of those whose spouse has died 
is 11% in the rural area, and the rate of those who 
divorced is slightly higher (6%) in the urban area. 

An assessment of the regions reveals that the rate 
of continuing marriages is very high in all regions. 
The percentage of those whose spouse passed way 
is higher in West Marmara (13%) and Northeast 
Anatolia (12%).
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3.14. Reason for Divorce 

Individuals who divorced at least once were asked 
the top three reasons underlying the divorce. The 
results are depicted on Table 72.  The most common 
reason for divorce across Türkiye was “irresponsible 
and indifferent attitude” (27%). 

The most important reason for divorce by gender 
was “irresponsible and indifferent attitude” (27%) 
for both genders. This parallels the Türkiye average. 

 
For females, this is followed by “beating/maltreat-
ment” by 21% and “cheating” by 16%. “Being unable 
to provide financially for the family” and “alcohol-
ism and gambling” (14%) are other important rea-
sons for divorce among females.

For males, the second most important reason for 
divorce is “disrespectful attitude towards spouse’s 
family”, (11%) and “in-law interference in family 
matters” (8%). 

 Continuing Spouse passed away Divorced Separated/lives apart

GENDER

Male 90,7 3,8 5,1 0,4

Female 81,5 12,2 5,6 0,7

AGE 

18-24 96,9 0,2 2,4 0,5

25-34 94,2 0,6 4,8 0,4

35-44 91,4 1,7 6,0 0,9

45-54 88,2 4,4 6,9 0,5

55-64 80,6 13,4 5,3 0,7

65+ 57,3 38,3 4,1 0,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 69,2 25,6 4,5 0,7

Primary school 87,5 7,3 4,6 0,6

Elementary/secondary school 90,3 3,7 5,6 0,4

High school 89,8 2,3 7,1 0,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 91,3 1,5 6,6 0,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 96,1 1,3 2,5 0,1

Extended 83,0 10,0 6,2 0,8

Broken 2,5 65,1 28,0 4,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 91,8 1,7 6,5 0,0

Upper class 91,7 3,4 4,2 0,7

Upper middle class 90,0 4,0 5,8 0,3

Lower middle class 87,8 7,1 4,7 0,5

Lower class 84,7 9,8 4,7 0,7

Table 71. Status of Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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Türkiye  Male  Female

 Irresponsible and indifferent attitude 26,8 26,5 27,1

 Beating/maltreatment 11,7 0,7 20,7

 Being unable to provide financially for the family 11,0 7,1 14,1

 Cheating 11,0 4,9 16,0

 Alcoholism and gambling 8,3 1,1 14,2

 Disrespectful attitude towards spouse’s family 7,9 11,3 5,1

 In-law interference in family matters 6,5 7,6 5,7

 Abandoning/being abandoned 6,3 6,7 6,0

 Failing to have a baby 2,7 1,6 3,6

 Maltreatment of kids in the family 1,8 1,4 2,2

 The spouse suffering from a refractory disease 1,7 1,7 1,6

 Infamous crime (robbery, fraud, seizure, harassment etc.) 0,9 1,1 0,7

 Domestic sexual harassment 0,6 0,0 1,1

 Other 31,8 42,7 23,0

Table 72. Reasons for Divorce throughout Türkiye and by Gender

 Yes No No idea

 Wife cheating husband (even for once) 93,3 4,2 2,6

 Husband cheating wife (even for once) 88,2 8,6 3,3

 Husband engaged in theft, robbery type of crime 84,5 10,7 4,8

 Wife engaged in theft, robbery type of crime 84,4 10,8 4,8

 Husband with bad habits such as alcohol and gambling 80,3 15,6 4,1

 Wife with bad habits such as alcohol and gambling 80,2 15,3 4,5

 Wife’s maltreatment towards husband (beating, insulting, etc. ) 78,1 17,5 4,3

Husband’s maltreatment towards wife (beating, insulting, etc. ) 77,9 18,4 3,7

 Irresponsible and indifferent attitude of male towards home/wife 58,6 35,2 6,2

 Irresponsible and indifferent attitude of female towards home/husb. 58,2 35,5 6,3

 Husband failing to provide for the family 31,3 64,0 4,7

 Wife’s family interfering with his family matters 22,7 70,4 6,8

 Husband’s family interfering with family matters 22,0 71,2 6,8

 Wife’s disrespectful attitude towards spouse’s family 16,1 78,2 5,7

 Husband’s disrespectful attitude towards spouse’s family 15,5 78,8 5,7

 Wife failing to do housework properly 14,1 81,8 4,1

 Wife failing to have a baby 7,8 87,6 4,5

 Husband failing to have a baby 7,5 87,9 4,6

Husband suffering from a refractory disease 3,7 93,8 2,6

Wife suffering from a refractory disease 3,5 94,0 2,4

Table 73. Possible Reasons for Divorce throughout Türkiye

3.15. Possible Reasons for Divorce

Individuals participating in the questionnaire were 
read a list of statements and asked if that state-
ment alone would constitute an absolute reason for 
divorce from their perspective. In this section scru-
tinizing the possible reasons for divorce for males 

and females, it was identified that certain behav-
iors constitute an important reason for divorce for 
both genders: Cheating, alcoholism and gambling, 
maltreatment (beating, defamation, etc.), and some 
infamous crimes. An evaluation of the responses on 
the table indicates that “her cheating” is an absolute 
reason for divorce for 93% of males. On the other 
hand, “him cheating” is a reason for divorce for 88% 
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of females. Theft, robbery, and similar crimes (84% 
for both males and females) are the most prominent 
reasons for divorce for both genders. 80% of indi-
viduals deem alcoholism and gambling as definitive 
reasons for divorce regardless of gender. 78% deem 
maltreatment such as beating/ defamation between 
couples as a reason for divorce (Table 73).
 
The issues that are not generally agreed on as a reason 
for divorce are “the spouse suffering from a refrac-
tory disease” (3%) and “failing to have a baby” (8%).  

Table 74 depicts “yes” responses to reasons for di-
vorce under various demographic subsets. 

Across residence areas, the rate of those who deem 
each statement a reason for divorce is higher in the 
urban area. The major variation across urban and ru-
ral is that “wife’s indifferent and irresponsible atti-
tude towards home, spouse, and children”, “husband’s 
indifferent and irresponsible attitude towards home, 
spouse, and children” and “husband’s maltreatment 
(beating, defamation etc.). 82% of individuals in the 
urban area and 69% of those in the rural area deems 
“husband’s maltreatment of wife (beating, defama-
tion, etc.) a reason for divorce. Wife or husband’s 
indifferent or irresponsible attitude towards home, 
spouse and children is rated as a reason by 62% in 
the urban and 49% in the rural area. 

A comparison of regions depicts that the lowest 
rate of deeming those statements a reason for di-
vorce is in Northeast Anatolia. For example, the 
rate of those that deem theft or robbery a reason 
for divorce for both genders is 62% in Northeast 
Anatolia, whereas this is 90% in West Marmara. 

No major variation across genders is observed re-
garding the reasons for divorce. Females deem 
indifferent and irresponsible attitude of spouse, 
maltreatment, and in-law interference in family 
matters reasons for divorce at a higher rate com-
pared to males (Table 75). 

As the age groups increase, the rate of consider-
ing the statements reasons for divorce declines. The 
most important difference is regarding indifferent 
or irresponsible attitude towards home, spouse and 
children by the woman or man. Those who see this 
as an absolute reason for divorce is 69& in the 18-
24 year-old group and 48% in the 65+ group. 

As educational status rises, there is a parallel rise in 
the proportion of those who deem the statements a 
reason for divorce. The biggest variation is regard-
ing “husband’s indifferent and irresponsible attitude 
towards home, spouse, and children” and “husband’s 
maltreatment (beating, defamation etc.). Irrespon-
sible attitude of male is seen as an absolute reason 
for divorce by 44% of those with no schooling and 
69% of university graduates. 63% of those with no 
schooling and 88% of university graduates point at 
maltreatment of woman as a reason for divorce. 

In comparison to other types of marital status, di-
vorced individuals deem most statements a valid 
reason for divorce. “Husband failing to provide for 
the family” and husband or wife’s “indifferent and 
irresponsible attitude towards home, spouse and 
children” are considered reasons for divorce at a 
higher rate across divorced individuals compared to 
other groups. On the other hand, the rate of those 
who deem the questioned statements reasons for 
divorce is lower across married individuals. 

An analysis on the basis of SES groups reveals that 
the rate of those who deem the statements reasons 
for divorce is the lowest in the lower class for the 
most part. For example, 46% of individuals from 
the lowers class believe that “wife’s indifferent and 
irresponsible attitude towards home, spouse, and 
children” will end up in divorce, while this is 66% 
in the high upper class. Another example is “hus-
band’s maltreatment of wife”. The high upper class 
deems this a reason for divorce by 87% versus 62% 
in the lower class. 
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Chapter 4

INTRA-FAMILIAL RELATIONS



The Times Household Members Regularly Get Together

The Activities Household Members Do Together 

Individuals Responsible for Housework 

Day-care of Small Children in the Household 

Attendance of Young Kids to Kindergarten 

Care of Disabled Individuals in Need of Care in the Household

Matters of Conflict between Spouses 

Reactions of Spouses towards Areas of Conflict 

Institutions or Individuals from Whom Support is Sought 
in Case of Conflict between Spouses 

Care of Ill Persons in Need of Care in the Household 

Decision Makers in the Households

Relationship Level between Spouses
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This section shares important clues that help un-
derstand the family structure in Turkey. Habits of 
spending time together, shared activities, job distri-
bution regarding daily chores in the household, how 
household members in need of care (child, disabled, 
sick) are cared for, how family decided around vari-
ous issues, what kind of problems are experienced in 
the family, and how the spouses react when there are 
problems. 

4.1. The Times Household Members Get Together

It was research whether household members get to-

gether during breakfast, dinner and weekends. Re-
sults are shared on Table 76. Family members fre-
quently get together on the weekends (80%) and 
dinners (81%). The rate of families who generally 
have breakfast together is 64%.  

Individuals in the rural area have a high rate of get-
ting together for breakfast (81%). This drops to 59% 
in the urban area. People living in the rural area get 
together more frequently for dinners and weekends 
compared to those in the urban area. Individuals in 
rural area gather around dinner table by 87% where-
as this is 79% in the urban area. As for the weekend 

 Breakfast Dinner Weekends

  Never  Occasionally  Frequently  Never  Occasionally  Frequently  Never  Occasionally  Frequently

Türkiye 6,7 28,9 64,4 2,4 16,4 81,2 2,8 17,8 79,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 8,1 33,2 58,7 2,9 18,0 79,1 3,2 19,0 77,8

Rural 2,6 16,2 81,1 1,2 11,7 87,2 1,5 14,1 84,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 10,7 39,4 49,9 3,6 17,8 78,6 3,1 19,0 77,9

Ankara 12,1 31,3 56,6 3,9 16,5 79,6 3,6 15,8 80,6

Izmir 7,6 33,9 58,5 1,8 20,4 77,8 1,7 19,5 78,8

NUTS

Istanbul 10,7 39,4 49,9 3,6 17,8 78,6 3,1 19,0 77,9

West Marmara 4,6 20,3 75,1 2,3 12,0 85,7 2,4 9,9 87,7

East Marmara 6,4 28,2 65,4 2,1 16,6 81,3 3,1 15,5 81,5

Aegean 6,0 24,5 69,5 1,9 15,3 82,8 2,1 17,0 80,9

Mediterranean 4,9 27,6 67,6 2,4 16,0 81,6 2,7 19,9 77,4

West Anatolia 10,0 27,7 62,3 2,9 14,5 82,5 3,6 14,6 81,8

Central Anatolia 7,0 25,9 67,0 2,7 17,2 80,1 3,5 18,6 77,9

West Black Sea 4,3 21,1 74,6 0,8 12,5 86,7 1,7 16,5 81,8

East Black Sea 5,1 27,7 67,2 2,2 15,9 81,9 4,0 16,8 79,1

Northeast Anatolia 3,8 27,6 68,6 2,3 22,5 75,2 2,9 24,4 72,7

Mideast Anatolia 2,2 33,5 64,3 2,1 20,2 77,8 1,5 21,2 77,3

Southeast Anatolia 3,8 28,7 67,5 1,6 20,6 77,8 2,8 22,3 74,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 7,0 28,5 64,5 2,4 15,6 82,0 2,8 16,9 80,3

Extended 3,9 31,6 64,5 1,6 18,4 79,9 2,2 20,2 77,7

Broken 8,3 28,6 63,1 3,8 19,9 76,3 3,6 21,8 74,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Higher upper class 11,1 27,6 61,3 2,4 11,0 86,6 0,5 12,3 87,2

Upper class 7,7 30,1 62,1 1,6 14,9 83,5 1,3 14,7 84,0

Upper middle class 8,1 32,9 59,0 2,4 17,3 80,2 2,4 17,7 79,8

Lower middle class 6,2 27,4 66,4 2,7 15,7 81,6 3,5 17,4 79,1

Lower class 5,1 26,7 68,2 2,8 19,0 78,2 3,3 22,6 74,1

Table 76. Frequency of Get-Togethers for Breakfast, Dinner and Weekends throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
NUTS, Household Type, and SES 
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get-together it is 84% in the rural area and 78% in 
the urban. 

Across the three major cities, there is a parallel with 
the urban area in terms of getting together for break-
fast, particularly in Ankara (57%) and Izmir (59%). 
In Istanbul, this is a lower rate (50%). Among the 
three major cities, there is no variation in terms of 
getting together for dinners or weekends. 

Regions where families get together most for break-
fast are, in the same order, West Marmara (75%), 
West Black Sea (75%) and Aegean (70%). As for the 
practice of getting together for dinners and week-
ends, these three regions stand out with a rate of 
more than 80%. The other regions that exceed 80% 
for getting together during dinner are Mediterrane-
an (82%), East Black Sea (82%) and East Marmara 
(81%). On the weekends, in addition to these three 
regions, East Marmara (82%) and West Anatolia 
also display high percentages (82%). 

There is no variation of getting together for breakfast 
across household types. Although there is no abso-
lute variation regarding dinners or weekends, in the 
nuclear family this occurs at a higher rate compared 
to other types of household. 82% of the nuclear fam-
ily spends dinners together and 80% spends week-
ends together. These rates are lower in the broken 
family where getting together for dinner is 76% and 
for weekends is 75%.  

An analysis on the basis of SES shows that in the 
lower class getting together for breakfast (68%) is 
higher compared to middle and upper class families. 
Getting together for dinner or weekend is around 
74% to 87% across all SES groups, but the highest 
rate for both situations is in the high upper class 
with 87%. 

4.2. The Activities Household Members Do 
Together 

Within the scope of the research, household mem-
bers were asked about the frequency of engaging in 
social activities together, and asked to choose one of 
the options of ‘never’, ‘occasionally’ and ‘frequently’ in 
order to establish the frequency. 

According to the table, the activity that household 
members in Türkiye get engaged the most together 
is watching TV (60%). Second in the ranking is visit-
ing relatives, neighbors and friends (26%). These two 
activities are at the same time the top two activities for 
which household members gather most often as “oc-
casional” events. Generally speaking, these two activi-
ties gather families at a rate higher than 90%. The pro-
portions of households that watch TV are similar in 
rural and urban areas. All activities except for watch-
ing TV are engaged in together as a family in greater 
proportions across urban households (Table 77).

The activity for which family members get engaged 
with together the least is going to cinema or theatre. 
The proportion of those who haven’t gone to cinema 
or theatre as a family is 78%. The proportion of fami-
lies that go to cinema or theatre occasionally is 19%. 
Only 3% of families stated getting engaged in one 
of these activities frequently and with their family 
members.

56% of households mentioned not ever having eaten 
out with family members. The proportion of families 
that occasionally engage in this activity is 38%. The 
proportion of families that frequently eat out is only 
7%.

45% of households stated not having gone for a pic-
nic with family members. The proportion of families 
that get engaged with this activity occassionally is 
49%. The proportion of families that go for a picnic 
frequently is 6%. 

One of the main activities that household members 
engage in together is going out for shopping. Going 
out for shopping together with family is a frequent 
activity for 23%. 57% of households mention deal-
ing with this activity occasionally. 20% of households 
have never been to shopping together.

61% of households have never gone on a holiday as 
a family before. The proportion of families that oc-
casionally go on holiday with household members is 
31%. The rate of going on holidays with household 
members is low (8%).
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In Table 78, joint activities of household members 
are presented generally for Türkiye and also as bro-
ken down to several demographic characteristics. 
Rates covered in the table are the sums of responses 
given as “occasionally” and “frequently”.

When compared on the basis of residence area, ru-
ral and urban areas differ in all activities except for 
“visiting relatives/neighbors/friends” and “watching 
TV together”. The activities with the highest de-
gree of variation are understood to be “going on a 
holiday” and “eating out”. 45% of urban households 
indicate going on holidays as a family whereas this 
figure drops down to 20% in rural areas. Half of 
those who live in urban areas (50%) eat out occa-
sionally or frequently. This rate is 27% in the rural 
areas. 

There’s no pronounced divergence among the 
three major cities. The highest degree of varia-
tion is seen in the activity of “going on a picnic”. 
64% of households in Istanbul mention going on 
a picnic together. This rate is 60% in Ankara and  
59% in Izmir.  

An overview of regions indicates a declining pro-
portion of households engaging with all activities 
together -except for “visiting relatives/neighbors/
friends” and “watching TV together”- towards 
Western regions. Activities with the highest degree 
of variation across regions are “going on a holiday” 
and “eating out”. More than half of the households 
in Istanbul (55%) mention going on a holiday as a 
family. Istanbul varies from the rest of the regions 
in this regard. Southeast Anatolia is the region with 
the lowest rate of going on holiday together (16%). 
Regions with the highest rates of eating out either 
occasionally or frequently are East Marmara (56%) 
and Istanbul (54%). This rate drops down to 21% in 
Southeast Anatolia.

When analyzed by household type, extended fami-
lies are observed to engage in activities of “eating 
out” (30%), “going to cinema/theatre” (13%), “going 
on holidays” (28%) together less than other house-
hold types whereas broken families “visit relatives/
neighbors/friends” together less often than other 
household types (79%). The proportion of nucle-
ar families that “go on picnic” (58%) and "go out 

Table 77. Activities Household Members Participate in Together throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area

Never Occasionally Frequently

Watching TV together Urban 5,6 33,9 60,5

Rural 6,4 36,6 57,0

Türkiye 5,8 34,6 59,6

Visiting relatives / neighbors /friends Urban 9,8 64,8 25,4

Rural 6,9 65,8 27,3

Türkiye 9,0 65,0 25,9

Going out for shopping Urban 16,2 57,5 26,2

Rural 32,1 53,3 14,6

Türkiye 20,3 56,5 23,3

Going on a holiday Urban 54,9 35,9 9,2

Rural 79,7 16,2 4,1

Türkiye 61,2 30,9 7,9

Eating out Urban 50,0 42,6 7,4

Rural 72,7 22,5 4,8

Türkiye 55,8 37,5 6,7

Going on a picnic Urban 40,4 53,3 6,3

Rural 58,3 36,7 5,1

Türkiye 44,9 49,1 6,0

Going to cinema, theatre Urban 73,7 22,5 3,7

Rural 89,7 7,9 2,5

Türkiye 77,8 18,8 3,4



Intra-Familial Relations 111

shopping” (81%) together is relatively higher. 

An evaluation based on socioeconomic status reveals 
growing proportions of households engaging in all 
activities except for "going on picnic” as the socioec-
onomic status rises. The greatest point of variation is 
seen in “going on holiday”. Almost all of the house-
holds in the high upper class (94%) go on holidays 
together either occasionally or frequently. However, 

this rate drops down to 7% in the lower class. An-
other activity that shows a high level of divergence is 
“eating out”. 96% of the high upper class state eating 
out as a family. This rate is 12% in the lower class. 
“Visiting relatives/neighbors/friends” and “watching 
TV together” are the activities that all socioeconomic 
classes get engaged at similar rates (varying between 
88% and 99%) and that vary the least across socio-
economic classes.

 Visiting 
relatives/

neighbors/friends 

Going out for 
dinner 

Going  
to the 
picnic 

Going to 
cinema & 
theatre 

Going shop-
ping 

Watching TV 
together 

Going on a 
holiday 

Türkiye 91,0 44,2 55,1 22,2 79,7 94,2 38,8

RESIDENCE AREA 

Urban 90,2 50,0 59,6 26,3 83,8 94,4 45,1

Rural 93,1 27,3 41,7 10,3 67,9 93,6 20,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 89,7 54,2 64,4 34,0 85,6 94,7 55,2

Ankara 90,5 56,7 60,0 31,6 86,8 95,9 55,3

Izmir 91,5 55,3 58,8 30,2 87,3 95,2 51,1

NUTS

Istanbul 89,7 54,2 64,4 34,0 85,6 94,7 55,2

West Marmara 92,6 42,0 49,9 19,3 85,9 94,2 36,2

East Marmara 90,9 55,5 63,9 24,0 85,4 93,6 45,3

Aegean 92,4 47,6 59,1 22,5 88,4 95,3 41,3

Mediterrenean 90,4 42,7 54,0 20,1 75,4 95,0 34,7

West Anatolia 91,3 47,7 60,1 24,4 85,9 96,0 47,7

Central Anatolia 92,8 29,4 54,2 12,8 76,3 95,1 22,9

West Black Sea 91,2 39,1 49,6 19,8 78,5 94,5 31,0

East Black Sea 92,4 37,5 35,5 14,1 65,3 95,7 23,8

Northeast Anatolia 94,4 35,1 50,8 20,6 65,1 88,3 26,5

Mideast Anatolia 90,9 36,3 43,1 13,6 67,5 92,9 23,0

Southeast Anatolia 87,3 21,0 31,2 8,8 55,0 88,5 15,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 92,4 46,5 58,4 23,0 81,2 94,7 41,5

Extended 91,3 30,0 46,4 12,9 76,0 94,4 27,9

Broken 78,6 46,2 39,5 29,5 72,9 89,3 32,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 96,4 95,9 76,2 74,0 98,9 98,8 94,1

Upper class 94,8 87,9 81,0 56,5 95,2 96,6 81,4

Upper middle class 92,9 61,4 71,5 30,3 89,7 94,9 54,4

Lower middle class 90,8 29,3 48,5 9,5 77,6 94,3 24,6

Lower class 88,2 12,2 24,2 3,4 54,2 91,0 7,2

Table 78. Activities Household Members Participate in Together throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, 
Household Type, and SES (Occasionally & Often)
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4.3. Individuals Responsible for Housework 

Within the scope of the research, people were asked 
as to who generally takes care of housework in the 
household. Housework tasks requiring technical 
knowledge and skills (maintenance, repair, paint-
ing) or tasks such as bill payment are undertaken by 
fathers/men, and all other tasks are mostly handled 
by mothers/women and girl children. Boy children 
make less of contribution to housework than girl 
children (Table 79).

On the other hand side, daily tasks and issues such 
as preparing food, ironing, doing the laundry, do-
ing the dishes, handling basic needlework, serving 
tea in the evening, setting the table, daily tidying  

of home and monthly/weekly cleaning are taken 
care of by women/mothers by percentages ranging 
between 89-95. The rates at which these tasks are 
handled by men are lower than 5% except for serv-
ing tea in the evening (7%) and setting and clearing 
the table (10%). These tasks are undertaken by girl 
children at rates ranging between 11-18% follow-
ing women/mothers.

Daily shopping is generally a responsibility of the 
women for 74% whereas it’s a duty of men in 42% 
of households. Jobs such as minor repair and main-
tenance work, payment of bills and painting are un-
dertaken by men in higher rates. The said jobs are 
done by men in degrees varying between 47-74%.

 Man/ 
father

Woman/ 
mother

Girl 
child

Boy 
child

A relative out-
side household

Another person 
in return of a fee

Not done in 
our household

Cooking 5,0 95,1 11,0 0,6 1,3 0,4 0,1

Daily shopping for food-beverages 41,6 74,0 8,6 4,3 0,7 0,3 0,4

Paying monthly bills 74,2 26,3 3,6 6,6 1,0 0,4 0,4

Minor repair & maintenance 70,3 11,6 1,4 6,4 2,3 15,8 0,7

Home painting 46,9 13,7 1,7 5,3 3,2 38,4 1,6

Ironing 3,7 89,0 12,9 0,8 1,2 0,8 3,1

Laundry (including using the washing machine) 2,6 94,3 11,2 0,6 1,1 0,5 0,1

Dishwashing (including using the dishwasher) 3,3 93,5 12,7 0,6 1,1 0,5 0,2

Basic needlework, sewing buttons 2,2 93,4 10,0 0,5 1,0 0,6 0,6

Serving tea in the evenings 7,4 89,9 16,5 1,7 1,0 0,3 0,9

Setting & clearing of table 9,7 91,7 18,1 2,7 1,0 0,3 0,1

Daily tidying and cleaning of home 4,4 92,8 15,2 1,1 1,2 0,8 0,1

Weekly & monthly home cleaning 4,6 91,0 15,2 0,9 1,5 3,1 0,1

 Table 79. Individuals Responsible for Housework throughout Türkiye (Generally)
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Table 80 lays out the housework done by women in 
the generality of Türkiye and as split into several de-
mographic breakdowns. 

The main variation in terms of residence area is seen in 
the proportion of women doing the daily food shop-
ping. 78% of ladies in urban areas are in charge of dai-
ly shopping for food whereas this rate is 63% in rural 
areas. The proportion of women who pay monthly bills 
is relatively higher in the urban areas (30%). 

There’s no sharp variation across three major cities in 
terms of jobs that women are in charge of. The wid-
est discrepancy in this field is seen in the payment of 
monthly bills. This task is undertaken by women in 
35% of households in Ankara, 34% in Istanbul and 
%30 in Izmir. 

The greatest variation across regions is observed 
mostly in daily shopping for food and in payment of 
monthly bills. The proportion of households where 
women are in charge of daily shopping for food is 83% 
in West Marmara and 82% in Istanbul. This rate drops 
down to 50% in Central Anatolia and 47% in North-
east Anatolia. Women pay monthly bills in 34% of the 
households in Istanbul. This rate is 12% in Northeast 
Anatolia.

In almost all tasks, responsibilities of women weigh 
heavier in nuclear and extended families. As opposed 
to this, the proportion of women who handle tasks 
such as “payment of monthly bills”, “minor mainte-
nance and repair” and “home painting” which are 
undertaken by men in the generality of Türkiye to a 
greater extent is understood to be relatively higher in 
broken families compared to other household types. 
In broken families, the proportion of women who pay 
bills is 56%, who take care of minor maintenance and 
repair is 27%, and who paint the house is 20%. 

The tasks with greatest rate of variation across socio-
economic classes are "weekly/monthly home clean-
ing", “home painting” and “daily shopping for food”. 
“Weekly/monthly home cleaning” which is mostly 
undertaken by women in middle and middle lower 
classes (ranging between 89-94%) is done by women 
in 71% of households in high upper class. As socio-
economic status rises, the proportion of women do-
ing the daily shopping for food increases, but that 
of women who paint their homes decreases. 69% of 
women in the lower class are in charge of daily shop-
ping for food. This rate is 80% in the high upper class. 
Home painting is usually taken care of by women in 
19% of the households in the lower class whereas this 
rate drops down to 5% in the high upper class.
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 Cooking Laundry (Including 
using washing 

machine)

Dishes (Including 
using  dishwasher)

Basic 
needlework, 

button sewing

Daily tidying/
cleaning of home 

Setting-
clearing of 

table 

Türkiye 95,1 94,3 93,5 93,4 92,8 91,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 95,2 94,5 93,6 93,5 92,8 91,6

Rural 94,8 93,6 93,1 93,0 92,7 91,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 95,8 94,7 93,1 93,4 93,2 90,8

Ankara 96,4 95,9 95,5 94,5 94,1 94,3

Izmir 96 95,9 95,5 94,7 94,2 94

NUTS

Istanbul 95,8 94,7 93,1 93,4 93,2 90,8

West Marmara 96,9 95,8 96,2 96 94,8 95,0

East Marmara 96,0 95,6 95,2 95,4 94,6 93,8

Aegean 95,9 96 95,4 94,7 94,8 94,9

Mediterranean 95,5 94,2 93,8 93,4 92,9 92,7

West Anatolia 95,0 94,6 94 93,4 92,9 91,8

Central Anatolia 94,2 93,2 93 92,8 91,8 89,6

West Black Sea 95,0 94 94,1 92,9 93,5 92,5

East Black Sea 96,0 94,9 95,4 94,3 94,5 94,7

Northeast Anatolia 93,6 91,2 90 91,4 91,7 90,3

Mideast Anatolia 93,3 91,8 89,4 90,2 88,4 87,2

Soutseast Anatolia 90,7 89,9 87,7 88,7 85,9 83,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 97,4 97,0 96,3 95,7 95,5 94,6

Extended 92,6 90,5 89,4 90,4 88,8 86,5

Broken 77,8 75,3 74,2 76 73,9 73,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 94,8 93,9 94,1 91,1 91,2 93,6

Upper class 97,3 97,1 95,7 95,6 95,8 93,8

Upper middle class 96,6 96,0 95,4 95 94,8 93,1

Lower middle class 94,8 93,9 93,3 93,5 92,7 91,4

Lower class 94,6 93,5 92,5 92,1 91,3 90,3

Table 80. Women's/Mother’s Housework Responsibilities throughout Türkiye , by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household 
Type, and SES
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 Weekly/monthly 
home cleaning 

Serving tea in 
the evenings

Ironing Daily shopping 
for food-
beverage 

Paying 
monthly bills 

Painting of 
the house 

Minor 
maintenan-

ce and repair 

Türkiye 91,0 89,9 89,0 74,0 26,3 13,7 11,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 90,6 89,7 90,9 77,9 30,0 12,6 12,3

Rural 92,2 90,5 83,7 62,6 15,7 16,6 9,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 89,6 88,7 91,0 82,1 34,2 11,0 13,9

Ankara 91,9 92,5 91,7 82,3 35,0 11,8 11,9

Izmir 91,0 89,9 91,6 79,2 29,8 13,1 11,1

NUTS

Istanbul 89,6 88,7 91,0 82,1 34,2 11,0 13,9

West Marmara 93,5 92,8 91,5 82,8 27,4 20,2 13,4

East Marmara 92,0 92,9 93,0 72,0 29,1 15,1 10,2

Aegean 92,2 92,3 89,5 80 25,8 16,2 11,6

Mediterranean 92,2 91,3 91,2 79,1 27,1 10,9 11,7

West Anatolia 91,5 89,8 90,1 74,2 29,8 15,8 11,6

Central Anatolia 91,2 87,6 84,7 50,1 14,3 13,6 5,2

West Black Sea 91,5 91,0 89,0 67,3 21,7 12,7 9,6

East Black Sea 94,2 92,8 88,5 73 22,1 9,1 11,6

Northeast Anatolia 88,9 89,1 88,4 46,9 12,1 14,2 10,7

Mideast Anatolia 88,1 83,6 81,1 61,3 18,8 13,6 9,8

Soutseast Anatolia 86,7 82,2 78,4 66,6 19,3 13,3 13,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 93,6 92,9 92 75,9 24,2 13,0 10,3

Extended 89 85 84,4 67,1 20,5 13,5 9,3

Broken 70,3 69,7 68,4 67,3 55,9 20,3 27,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 71,4 89,8 90,0 80,1 30,7 4,5 11,6

Upper class 89,4 92,8 94,1 78,7 27,7 6,4 8,9

Upper middle class 93,8 91,0 93,1 76,7 25,8 9,8 11,0

Lower middle class 92,6 89,7 89 72,5 24,4 16,2 11,2

Lower class 91,4 88,8 80,8 69,1 23,6 19,1 11,9
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4.4. Day-care of Small Children in the Household 
 
Households with kids between 0-5 years of age 
were asked who takes care of their small children 
in daytime. 

Mothers take care of kids in 88% of households 
with small kids who need care in the family. This 
job is undertaken by maternal grandmothers in 4% 
of households and by paternal grandmothers in 5%. 

Daycare is provided by nursery schools in 3% of 
households, and by care-takers in 1%. The propor-
tion of mothers who take care of their kids in the 
urban areas is 87%. This rate rises to 92% in the 
rural areas. Proportions are comparable across three 
major cities (Table 81).

Regionwise, proportion of mothers taking care of 
their kids gets as high as 97% in Northeast Anato-
lia and Mideast Anatolia regions. The proportion of 

 Mother Father Elder sister Elder brother Grandfather Maternal grandmother

Türkiye 88,3 1,6 0,9 0,1 0,4 3,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 86,9 1,5 0,8 0,1 0,4 4,7

Rural 92,4 1,8 1,4 0,0 0,4 1,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 85,2 1,8 0,7 0,2 0,5 4,7

Ankara 80,9 0,4 0,3 0,0 0,0 7,8

Izmir 88,0 1,6 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,4

NUTS

Istanbul 85,2 1,8 0,7 0,2 0,5 4,7

West Marmara 82,2 2,5 0,0 0,0 0,0 6,0

East Marmara 86,2 0,9 0,0 0,0 1,4 3,1

Aegean 83,4 0,6 1,4 0,0 0,5 6,1

Mediterranean 88,2 1,6 1,9 0,0 0,0 4,8

West Anatolia 85,9 0,9 0,2 0,0 0,0 5,5

Central Anatolia 89,9 1,8 1,9 0,0 0,0 2,9

West Black Sea 93,4 1,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 3,1

East Black Sea 89,2 0,8 0,5 0,0 1,0 2,8

Northeast Anatolia 97,3 0,4 1,4 0,0 0,0 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 96,9 6,5 0,8 0,0 2,1 2,3

Southeast Anatolia 93,9 1,4 1,2 0,3 0,0 1,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 88,8 1,5 0,9 0,1 0,2 3,7

Extended 89,2 1,5 0,6 0,0 1,3 3,8

Broken 58,8 5,8 5,0 0,0 0,0 15,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 44,7 2,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 18,0

Upper class 66,9 1,8 0,0 0,0 1,2 10,3

Upper middle class 89,1 1,9 0,2 0,2 0,3 4,4

Lower middle class 94,7 1,3 0,9 0,0 0,5 2,1

Lower class 96,9 1,0 2,1 0,2 0,2 1,1

Table 81. Day-care of Small Children in the Household throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, 
and SES 
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care-takers is low in all regions. 

In broken families, the proportion of mothers tak-
ing care of small kids in need of care is lower com-
pared to other household types (59%). On the other 
hand side, maternal grandmothers (16%), caretak-
ers (12%) and nursery schools (11%) take prec-
edence in this type of families. In these households, 
elder sisters are also seen to be in charge of small 
children’s care. 

In terms of socioeconomic classes, the predomi-
nant role of mothers in the care of children pre-
vails in lowest and middle socioeconomic classes. 
This rate is 97% in the lower class, and 89% in the 
upper middle class. In the high upper class, the pro-
portion of households where mothers take care of 
children lags back to 45% and the proportions of 
households where maternal grandmothers (%18), 
caretakers (%13) and nursery schools (%18) take 
charge increase. 

 Paternal grandmother Close relative Caretaker Neighbor Kindergarten or preschool Other

Türkiye 5,3 0,5 1,4 0,0 2,8 0,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 5,0 0,5 1,6 0,1 2,9 0,4

Rural 6,3 0,3 0,9 0,0 2,6 0,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 4,5 0,7 1,7 0,0 2,0 0,6

Ankara 6,2 0,3 1,3 0,7 7,1 0,0

Izmir 5,6 0,4 0,9 0,0 4,1 0,3

NUTS

Istanbul 4,5 0,7 1,7 0,0 2,0 0,6

West Marmara 5,3 0,8 2,8 0,0 4,8 0,0

East Marmara 6,2 0,5 3,4 0,0 5,2 0,0

Aegean 9,4 0,1 0,9 0,0 6,2 0,1

Mediterranean 5,8 0,0 1,8 0,0 1,1 0,9

West Anatolia 7,1 1,1 1,2 0,4 4,5 0,0

Central Anatolia 4,3 0,4 0,9 0,0 1,1 0,0

West Black Sea 4,2 1,0 2,2 0,0 2,1 0,0

East Black Sea 5,8 0,5 1,6 0,0 5,1 0,0

Northeast Anatolia 1,3 0,0 0,4 0,0 0,5 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 3,3 0,4 0,8 0,0 0,0 0,0

Southeast Anatolia 1,9 0,5 0,2 0,0 1,1 0,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 3,4 0,3 1,5 0,1 3,1 0,4

Extended 13,3 1,1 0,0 0,0 1,2 0,1

Broken 0,8 0,0 11,8 0,0 11,0 0,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 7,5 1,3 13,0 0,0 18,1 0,0

Upper class 12,8 1,4 3,5 0,2 10,6 1,9

Upper middle class 6,1 0,1 0,6 0,1 2,8 0,0

Lower middle class 4,3 0,5 0,4 0,0 0,4 0,3

Lower class 1,3 0,4 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
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4.5. Attendance of  Young Kids to Kindergarten 

Households with kids between 3-6 years of age were 
asked if their kids attended to kindergarten. Accord-
ing to findings, only 25% of children between 3-6 
ages are attending to kindergarten. Among the three 
major cities, Izmir has a higher percentage of chil-
dren attending to kindergarten (30%) (Table 82).

Upon a look, the proportion of respondents who send 
their kids to kindergarten is seen to rise as one moves 
from eastern regions into western regions. 16% of 
children in this age range in Northeast Anatolia at-
tend to kindergarten while 20% of them attend to  

kindergarten in Southeast Anatolia, and this rate is 
33% in Central Anatolia, 31% in West Marmara, 
30% in East Marmara and 29% in Aegean Region.

The rate of kindergarten attendance among the chil-
dren of broken families is notable. 41% of children 
in these households attend to kindergarten. On the 
contrary, this rate is low among extended families 
(21%). When socioeconomic classes are analyzed, 
attendance rates are observed tor ise from the lower 
socioeconomic levels towards high classes. This rate 
is 18% in lower class and lower middle class, but 46% 
in the upper class and 48% in high upper class. 

Attending kindergarten, prep-class or nursery school Not attending kindergarten, prep-class or nursery school 

Türkiye 24,5 75,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 23,9 76,1

Rural 24,6 75,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 23,0 77,0

Ankara 24,2 75,8

Izmir 29,7 70,3

NUTS

Istanbul 23,0 77,0

West Marmara 31,2 68,8

East Marmara 29,9 70,1

Aegean 29,0 71,0

Mediterranean 24,5 75,5

West Anatolia 23,3 76,7

Central Anatolia 32,5 67,5

West Black Sea 20,0 80,0

East Black Sea 25,3 74,7

Northeast Anatolia 16,2 83,8

Mideast Anatolia 24,0 76,0

Southeast Anatolia 20,2 79,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 24,9 75,1

Extended 20,7 79,3

Broken 41,3 58,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 45,8 54,2

Upper class 48,2 51,8

Upper middle class 30,4 69,6

Lower middle class 18,2 81,8

Lower class 18,4 81,6

Table 82. Attendance to Kindergarten throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES
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4.6. Care of the Disabled Individuals in Need of 
Care in the Household 

Within the scope of the research, households were 
asked if there were any disabled persons in the 
household in need of care, and if any, they were 
probed as to who took care of disabled persons. 

5% of the households in Türkiye have a disabled 
person in need of care. The proportion of house-
holds with a disabled person in need of care is 5% 
in the urban areas. This rate rises up to 8% in rural 
areas. There’s no variation among the three major 
cities in this regard. Southeast Anatolia is the re-

gion with the highest proportion of households 
that have disabled persons in need of care (12%) 
and West Marmara has the lowest proportion of 
households with disabled persons in need of care 
(3%) (Table 83).

The household type with the highest proportion of 
disabled persons in need of care is extended fami-
lies (14%). This proportion is 4% in nuclear families 
and 5% in broken families. The proportion of disa-
bled persons in need of care which is 10% in the 
lower class is reduced as socioeconomic status rises. 
In upper middle class this rate is 3% whereas it’s 
drawn back to 1% in high upper class.

Table 83. Households with Disabled Persons in Need of Care throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS,  
Household Type, and SES 

No, there isn’t Yes, there is

Türkiye 95,2 5,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 95,9 4,5

Rural 93,2 7,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 96,3 4,0

Ankara 96,9 3,5

Izmir 96,2 4,1

NUTS

Istanbul 96,3 4,0

West Marmara 97,3 2,7

East Marmara 96,2 4,3

Aegean 96,2 4,4

Mediterranean 94,1 6,4

West Anatolia 96,5 3,9

Central Anatolia 95,7 4,5

West Black Sea 93,7 7,4

East Black Sea 94,5 5,5

Northeast Anatolia 92,9 7,5

Mideast Anatolia 94,5 6,4

Southeast Anatolia 88,9 11,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 96,3 4,0

Extended 88,1 13,5

Broken 95,5 4,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 99,6 0,4

Upper class 98,9 1,3

Upper middle class 97,3 2,8

Lower middle class 94,9 5,7

Lower class 90,3 10,4
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Disabled persons in need of care are taken care of 
by families to a great extent. The care of disabled 
persons in need of care is handled by the spouse in 
28%, by the mother in 27%, by the son in 14% and 
by the daughter in 11% of the households across 
Türkiye (Table 84). 

The highest degree of variation is seen in the care 
of disabled person in the household by his/her chil-
dren. 18% of disabled persons living in the urban 
areas are taken care of by their sons and 13% of 
them are taken care of by their daughters whereas 

this rate drops down to 8% for sons and to 7% for 
daughters. On the other hand side, the proportion 
of households with disabled persons who are taken 
care of by their spouses is higher in rural areas. 

On the basis of household type, disabled persons in 
need of care are mostly taken care of by the spouse 
(24%) or daugther-in-law (25%) in extended fami-
lies. In broken families, the proportions of disabled 
persons taken care of by their mothers (27%), and, 
as differentiated from the other two household 
types, by their daughters (22%) are higher. 

Spouse Mother Father Son Daughter Daughter-in-law Sibling Grandchild

Türkiye 28,4 27,2 5,2 14,4 10,8 7,8 6,2 1,8

RESIDENCE AREA 

Urban 24,5 27,2 4,3 18,1 13,1 6,0 5,1 1,8

Rural 35,0 27,1 6,9 8,1 6,9 11 8,1 1,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 39,1 32,6 5,9 14,6 8,8 0,2 3,2 0,2

Extended 23,5 17,8 3,9 12,6 8,6 25,1 9,0 3,4

Broken 2,4 26,5 5,5 17,4 21,5 0,9 10,6 4,3

Table 84. Caretaking of the Disabled Individuals in Need of Care throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, and Household Type 

4.7. Care of Ill Persons in Need of Care in the 
Household 

Within the scope of the research, households were 
probed if an ill person in need of care was present 
in the household, and if any, who took care of this 
person (Table 85).

According to the research data, 8% of households 
in Türkiye have got an ill person who requires care. 
The proportion of households with ill persons in 

need of care is 7% in the urban areas and 11% in 
rural areas. The proportion of households with ill 
persons in need of care in all three major cities is 
6%. Regionwise, this rate was 15% in Northeast 
Anatolia, and 11% in Southeast Anatolia and East 
Black Sea respectively. The city with the lowest pro-
portion of households that with ill persons in need 
of care is Istanbul (6%). 

The highest rate of ill persons in need of care is seen 
among extended families. 22% of extended family 

Other 
female 

relatives

Other male 
relatives

Grandfather Neighbor Paternal 
grandmother

Care-taker Maternal 
grandmother

Other

Türkiye 0,8 0,8 0,6 0,4 0,3 0,2 0,1 4,6

RESIDENCE AREA 

Urban 0,8 0,8 1,0 0,6 0,5 0,3 0,2 4,0

Rural 0,8 0,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 0 0,1 0,6 0,5 0,6 0,2 0,0 3,3

Extended 2,2 2,4 0 0 0,0 0,0 0,0 5,0

Broken 1,0 0,0 1,9 0,6 0,0 0,5 0,8 8,1
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Table 85. Households with Ill Persons in Need of Care throughout Türkiye and Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, 
and SES 

No, there isn’t Yes, there is

Türkiye 92,8 7,9

RESIDENCE AREA 

Urban 94,1 6,6

Rural 89,2 11,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 94,7 5,7

Ankara 95,1 5,7

Izmir 94,2 6,3

NUTS

Istanbul 94,7 5,7

West Marmara 93,5 7,1

East Marmara 93,6 7,1

Aegean 93,2 7,3

Mediterranean 93,2 7,3

West Anatolia 94,1 7,4

Central Anatolia 91,1 9,1

West Black Sea 91,8 9,7

East Black Sea 89,6 10,8

Northeast Anatolia 85,9 15,1

Mideast Anatolia 91,5 9,6

Southeast Anatolia 89,3 11,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 95,2 5,1

Extended 80,7 22,3

Broken 92,0 8,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 98,7 1,4

Upper class 98,3 2,0

Upper middle class 96,1 4,3

Lower middle class 91,7 9,1

Lower class 91,7 9,1

households have ill persons in need of care where-
as this rate is 9% among broken families and 5% 
among nuclear families. The proportion of house-

holds with ill persons in need of care is 12% among 
lower class whereas this proportion gets as low as 
1% in the high upper class. 
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In households with ill persons in need of care, 
the care is given by spouse (36%), daugther-in-
law (16%) and mother (15%). It’s conspicious that 
daughters-in-law have a higher proportion (16%) 
than the daughter (14%) and son (14%) of the ill 
person. The proportion that shows the highest de-
gree of variation by Residence Area is the that of 
ill persons taken care of by their daughters versus 
daughters-in-law. In 18% of the urban households, 
ill persons in need of care are taken care of by their 
daughters whereas this rate drops down to 7% in 

rural areas. The proportion of ill persons taken care 
of by the daughters-in-law at home is 20% in rural 
areas and 13% in urban areas (Table 86).

Ill persons in need of care in nuclear families are 
mostly taken care of by their spouses (62%). In ex-
tended families, this duty falls to daughter-in-law 
in the household (41%). In broken families, ill per-
sons are taken care of by their daughters (35%) or 
their sons (21%). 

Spouse Daughter-in-law Mother Son Daughter Father Grandchild Sibling

Türkiye 35,7 15,8 14,7 13,8 13,5 3,3 2,3 2,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 34,8 13,4 15,8 13,4 17,6 2,4 2,3 2

Rural 37,2 19,5 13,1 14,5 7,1 4,7 2,3 2,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 62,3 1,6 17,2 9,3 7 3,7 0,1 1,1

Extended 19,1 41,1 12,3 16,2 9,6 3,3 4,9 1,7

Broken 0,3 7,1 13 20,7 35,3 2,5 3,1 5,1

Other 
female 

relatives

Other male 
relatives

Care-taker Paternal 
grand

mother

Neigh-
bor

Son-in-law Grand
father

Türkiye 1,2 1,0 1,0 0,6 0,4 0,2 0,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 1,1 1,2 1,6 0,5 0,4 0,1 0,2

Rural 1,3 0,6 0,0 0,7 0,5 0,3 0,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 0,0 0,4 0,3 0,9 0,4 0,0 0,0

Extended 2,7 2,4 0,0 0,5 0,2 0,5 0,4

Broken 1,4 0 4,4 0 0,9 0,0 0,0

Table 86. Caretaking of Ill Persons in Need of Care throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, and Household Type 

4.8. Decision Makers in the Households 

Households were asked as to who the decision 
maker usually is with regard to the choice of home, 
order of home, children, shopping, relations with 
relatives, relations with neighbors, holidays and 

entertaining. According to the research findings, 
mother/woman has a more predominant role in 
many decisions to be taken about the family. 

It’s understood that man/father and mother/wom-
an take decisions jointly in some matters in Turkey. 

Table 87. Decision Maker in the Household throughout Türkiye 
 Male /father Female /mother Children of the household Seniors of the household

Home choice 75,8 74,4 10,7 1,8

Order of home 47,8 89,6 10,0 1,1

Children related matters 69,8 86,3 7,3 1,1

Shopping 70,0 83,1 9,5 1,0

Relations with relative 77,0 83,7 7,8 1,7

Relations with neighbors 71,5 86,2 7,6 1,6

Holidays and entertaining 80,0 76,3 14,0 1,5
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It’s seen that mother and father may make joint de-
cisions with regard to home choice, holidays and 
entertaining. The priority of women in the deci-
sion-making of matters such as order of the house 
(90%), children-related issues (86%), relations with 
neighbors (86%), shopping (83%), relations with 
relatives (84%) is slightly higher. The participation 
and influence of children into family decisions is 
higher than that of seniors of the family (Table 87).

In Table 88, the matters in which the man/father 
is the decisionmaker are shown both for the gen-
erality of Türkiye and as split into demographic 
breakdowns. The main matter in which the man/fa-
ther plays the role of decisionmaker is holidays and 
entertaining (80%). Proportions of men who make 
the final decision in all matters is higher in rural 
areas than in urban areas. The matters that have the 
highest variation between urban and rural areas are 
relations with neighbors and shopping. 

 Selection of 
house

Order of 
house

Matters regarding 
the kids 

Household 
shopping

Relations with 
relatives

Relations with 
neighbors

Holidays & 
Entertainment

Türkiye 75,8 47,8 69,8 70,0 77,0 71,5 80,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 74,1 45,9 67,3 66,8 74,4 68,2 77,7

Rural 80,6 53,3 77,3 79,2 84,3 80,9 86,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

İstanbul 67,3 35,2 57,8 54,5 65,9 56,9 69,2

Ankara 75,1 49,5 74,0 71,3 79,6 72,3 81,6

İzmir 77,2 53,0 70,4 70,9 74,7 71,2 80,0

NUTS

Istanbul 67,3 35,2 57,8 54,5 65,9 56,9 69,2

West Marmara 84,7 57,3 77,5 79,2 82,5 79,2 86,5

East Marmara 75,8 52,1 78,2 72,9 82,2 77,7 82,6

Aegean 80,0 56,8 72,0 73,8 78,1 75,2 83,4

Meditarrenean 76,6 54,8 68,3 68,7 74,9 70,8 78,3

West Anatolia 76,4 47,9 74,8 73,6 81,1 74,1 82,9

Central Anatolia 74,2 46,9 75,4 80,0 85,4 80,6 85,1

West Black Sea 74,8 37,3 75,4 74,9 82,1 76,9 84,3

East Black Sea 72,9 53,4 70,8 70,1 78,5 77,6 80,3

Northeast Anatolia 73,0 55,6 67,7 75,7 81,4 75,6 77,7

Mideast Anatolia 83,3 40,3 70,7 78,6 81,3 77,2 83,0

Southeast Anatolia 81,1 45,7 68,0 71,6 75,1 66,7 83,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 82,0 51,6 75,5 75,9 83,4 77,4 86,6

Extended 76,6 47,1 70,2 70,2 77,1 72,2 80,9

Broken 15,3 11,7 12,2 13,3 14,7 13,4 14,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 75,9 50,7 73,3 71,5 79,9 72,4 82,1

Upper class 75,8 52,3 74,9 72,0 79,1 74,6 81,6

Upper middle class 76,5 46,4 71,1 69,7 77,6 70,7 81,7

Lower middle class 78,1 49,0 71,3 72,2 79,2 73,6 82,0

Lower class 80,0 48,3 70,3 72,5 79,2 74,9 82,5

Table 88. Topics Where Man/Father is the Decision Maker throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household 
Type, and SES 
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In this regard, among the three major cities, Istan-
bul diverts dramatically from Izmir and Ankara. In 
all matters probed within the scope of the research, 
proportion of households where man/father is the 
decisionmaker is lower in Istanbul. The matter in 
which Istanbul diverts most from the two other 
major cities is the order of home. The proportion 
of households where men are the decision makers 
with regard to the order of home is about 50% in 
Ankara and Izmir, but 35% in Istanbul (Table 88).

As for the regions, West Marmara and Central 
Anatolia stand out of other regions. In these re-
gions, proportion of men making the final decisions 
in any matter is relatively higher than other regions 
while this proportion is lower in Istanbul.
When it comes to household type, broken fami-
lies differ from nuclear and extended families. 
In all fields explored in the research, proportions 
of households where the man/father is the deci-
sion maker are lower in broken families. The sub-
ject matter with the highest rate of differentiation 

is holidays and entertainment. In 87% of nuclear 
families and 81% of extended families, the deci-
sion maker is man/father in this matter. However, 
this percentage drops down to 15% among broken 
families. No variation is seen across different socio-
economic classes in this regard.

4.9. Relationship Level between Spouses

Currently married individuals were asked about 
their relations with their spouses. Married individ-
uals mentioned having “very good relation” (%62) 
and “good relation” (33%) to a greater extent where-
as smaller percentages of them stated having “bad 
relation” (5%) and “very bad relation” (1%) with 
their spouses. Hence, spouses define their marital 
relations as good to a higher proportion (Table 89). 

When responses of married individuals were ana-
lysed by residence area, responses of “good relations” 
weighed heavily in urban areas and responses of 
“very good relations” weighed heavily in rural areas. 

Table 89. Level of Relations between Spouses throughout Türkiyeand by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
 Very good Good Average Bad Very Bad

Türkiye 62,2 32,6 4,6 0,4 0,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 60,0 34,2 5,2 0,4 0,2

Rural 67,6 28,8 3,3 0,3 0,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 62,4 32,1 5,1 0,4 0,0

Ankara 60,3 33,8 5,0 0,8 0,1

Izmir 71,1 23,4 4,9 0,4 0,2

NUTS

Istanbul 62,4 32,1 5,1 0,4 0,0

West Marmara 76,5 21,8 1,6 0,0 0,1

East Marmara 43,2 52,8 3,5 0,3 0,1

Aegean 66,2 29,1 4,1 0,4 0,1

Mediterranean 61,3 30,6 7,2 0,5 0,4

West Anatolia 58,1 35,8 5,5 0,6 0,1

Central Anatolia 57,6 36,4 5,2 0,8 0,0

West Black Sea 60,2 35,7 3,8 0,2 0,1

East Black Sea 67,4 29,2 3,3 0,1 0,0

Northeast Anatolia 85,7 12,1 2,0 0,2 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 79,8 17,9 2,1 0,1 0,1

Southeast Anatolia 61,0 32,3 6,0 0,3 0,4



Intra-Familial Relations 125

Table 90. Level of Relations between Spouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, and SES 

 Very good Good Average Bad Very Bad

GENDER

Male 65,9 30,6 3,1 0,3 0,1

Female 58,5 34,6 6,1 0,5 0,3

AGE

18-24 67,2 28,9 3,5 0,2 0,3

25-34 63,7 31,8 4,1 0,3 0,1

35-44 61,0 33,2 5,2 0,4 0,2

45-54 60,2 33,9 5,2 0,6 0,1

55-64 59,5 35,1 4,9 0,4 0,1

65+ 67,0 29,1 3,5 0,2 0,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 59,8 34,3 5,0 0,5 0,3

Primary school 59,9 34,0 5,4 0,4 0,2

Elementary /secondary school 64,2 31,0 4,3 0,3 0,2

High school 64,7 31,0 4,0 0,3 0,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 67,9 29,6 2,3 0,2 0,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 67,2 31,2 1,6 0,0 0,0

Upper class 67,0 28,9 3,8 0,4 0,0

Upper middle class 62,7 32,1 4,8 0,4 0,0

Lower middle class 61,6 33,5 4,6 0,3 0,1

Lower class 56,9 35,4 6,7 0,7 0,3

Proportions of those who report having “very happy 
relations” with their spouses are higher in North-
east Anatolia (86%) and Mideast Anatolia (80%) 
regions. Similarly, this rate is relatively higher in 
Izmir compared to other two major cities (71%). 

Gender based distribution of responses indicate 
that response of “very good” is slightly higher 
among men in percentage (48%) and the responses 
of “average” and “good” are slightly higher among 
women. For this reason, it can be concluded that 
the proportion of men stating having good rela-
tions with their wives is sligthly higher than that of 
women stating the same despite the fact that there’s 
no great difference between responses of men and 
women (Table 90).

In terms of age groups, there’s no significant varia-

tion among respondents stating that their relations 
with spouses were “average”, “bad” and “very bad”. 
It’s outstanding that proportion of respondents 
who report having “very good” relation with spouse 
in the age range of 18-24 and above 65 years of age 
is relatively higher (67%). 

The proportion of those who report having a very 
good relation with spouse is higher among pri-
mary school, High school, and university gradu-
ates. When analysed by socioeconomic status of 
individuals, some variations between responses of 
“very good” and “average” emerge. The proportion 
of those who reply like this is higher in high upper 
and upper classes (67%). The proportion of those 
who define their relations with their spouses as very 
good in the lower class is relatively lower than indi-
viduals in other classes (57%). 
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Table 91. Matters of Conflict s between Spouses throughout Türkiye

 Never Sometimes Often Irrelevant

Responsibilities regarding the household 62,0 35,4 2,5 0,1

Responsibilities regarding the kids 60,7 30,9 2,7 5,7

Not spending time as a family 78,7 18,0 2,8 0,5

Expenses 67,9 27,4 4,5 0,1

Clothing style 89,4 9,0 1,3 0,4

Difference of religious views 89,4 2,4 0,3 7,9

Relations with in-laws 89,4 8,0 1,2 1,4

Alcoholism 58,4 3,0 0,8 37,8

Smoking 60,6 11,3 3,5 24,6

Gambling 56,0 1,3 0,2 42,5

Reflecting problems at work onto home life 83,4 10,5 0,9 5,2

Insufficient income 68,0 25,1 6,0 0,9

Persons met with 91,2 7,6 0,7 0,5

Not sufficiently taking care of himself/herself 90,8 7,3 0,9 1,0

Internet 70,1 3,9 0,7 25,4

Jealousy 84,4 12,0 1,9 1,7

Cultural differences 92,8 3,5 0,5 3,2

Personality differences 90,6 7,4 0,8 1,3

Differences of entertainment habits 92,4 4,6 0,7 2,4

Sexuality 95,5 2,8 0,4 1,3

Political views 95,1 2,5 0,4 2,0

4.10. Matters of Conflict between Spouses 

Within the scope of the research, married individu-
als were asked if they had any disputes with their 
spouses in several matters and, if any, how often 
they’ve experienced such disputes. 

The table below indicates matters of conflict be-
tween spouses. Accordingly, proportions of individ-
uals ranging between 56% and 96% reported having 
no problems in these matters. The greatest mat-
ter of conflict which is seen in varying degrees is 
“household related responsibilites”. The proportion 
of those who occasionally have problems with their 
spouses in this respect is 35%, and that of those 

who frequently have problems with their spouses is 
3%. The second most commonly seen problem area 
is “responsibilities regarding the kids” (Table 91). 

The proportion of those who experience problems 
with their spouses in this regard is 31%. These two 
problem areas are followed by “expenses”. The pro-
portion of individuals who state having occasional 
problems with their spouses in this regard is 5%. 
Another area that raises frequent problems is “in-
sufficient income” (6%). The areas that cause least of 
problems are “gambling habit” (2%), “differences in 
religious views” (3%), “sexuality” (3%) and “political 
views” (3%).
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4.11. Reactions of Spouses towards Areas of 
Conflict 

In the research, the reactions of spouses in case of 
conflict were asked. The following table covers the 
statements of women regarding reactions of their 
spouses in response to disputes (Table 94).

 

65% of women state that their spouses raise their 
voice in case of conflict. “Raising voice / shouting” 
is generally the most widely given reaction (12%) 
among others. 43% of women state that their hus-
bands remain silent / endure in silence (Table 95). 

Table 94. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict according to Women throughout Türkiye
 Generally Sometimes Never 

Raises voice, shouts 12,0 52,8 35,1

Reprimands 5,9 35,5 58,5

Gets cross with me 5,0 26,8 68,2

Insults me 2,1 8,7 89,3

Leaves the room 2,8 14,9 82,3

Leaves the place (home) 1,0 3,9 95,1

Destroys/smashes the belongings around 0,9 4,5 94,5

Uses force/ physical violence 0,7 3,8 95,5

Remains silent/endures in silence 9,0 34,2 56,8

Separates bedrooms 0,8 3,9 95,2

 Raises 
voice, 
shouts

Reprimands Gets 
cross 
with 
me

Insults 
me

Leaves 
the 

place/
room

Leaves 
the 

home

Destroys 
/ smashes 

belongings 
around

Uses force/
physical 
violence 

Remains 
silent/

endures in 
silence 

Separates 
bedrooms 

Türkiye 64,9 41,5 31,8 10,7 17,7 4,9 5,5 4,5 43,2 4,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 65,5 41,4 33,8 11,4 20,1 5,5 6,0 4,9 43,6 5,6

Rural 63,3 41,7 26,9 9,1 12,0 3,5 4,0 3,7 42,3 2,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 62,0 43,3 33,2 12,1 20,8 4,7 6,1 5,4 38,7 6,5

Ankara 70,8 45,1 39,2 13,4 25,1 5,8 6,0 4,3 48,3 6,8

Izmir 61,7 39,1 33,5 13,3 23,8 7,4 7,6 4,3 43,9 6,6

NUTS 

Istanbul 62,0 43,3 33,2 12,1 20,8 4,7 6,1 5,4 38,7 6,5

West Marmara 68,0 31,9 27,9 4,3 17,4 4,0 5,6 2,3 36,7 2,5

East Marmara 63,1 33,8 28,6 9,5 18,0 4,8 4,2 2,4 45,7 4,7

Aegean 63,5 41,9 29,2 11,1 20,3 6,4 7,2 4,7 40,9 4,1

Mediterranean 65,4 48,2 36,5 11,8 17,5 5,3 5,9 5,7 51,2 6,4

West Anatolia 70,4 46,6 34,4 11,4 22,1 5,0 6,5 4,2 47,9 6,3

Central Anatolia 67,3 48,9 37,9 12,4 13,8 3,9 5,1 5,9 40,7 3,3

West Black Sea 64,3 35,2 23,0 9,2 14,7 4,5 2,3 1,8 39,7 1,1

East Black Sea 63,5 32,7 29,8 6,5 9,9 3,6 3,0 1,3 46,6 3,6

Northeast Anatolia 82,7 46,8 49,6 10,6 7,3 2,8 3,8 8,4 49,8 2,3

Mideast Anatolia 63,6 32,2 28,3 10,7 15,4 3,0 3,4 3,9 46,6 3,3

Southeast Anatolia 60,2 42,5 29,1 12,4 14,0 6,4 5,8 6,8 38,3 5,0

Table 95. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict according to Women throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
and NUTS (Sometimes & Generally)
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The proportion of women who say that their spous-
es “sometimes” reprimand them is 36% whereas the 
proportion of women who say that their spouses 
“generally” reprimand them is 6% (Table 95). 

For the opinion of women, the less frequently seen 
reactions of their spouses are “leaving the place /
home” (5%), “separating bedroom” (5%) and “de-
stroying / smashing belongings around” (6%). The 
proportion of women who state that their spouses 
use force/ physical violence in case of conflict is 5%.

 Raises 
voice, 
shouts

Reprimands Gets 
cross 
with 
me

Insults 
me

Leaves 
the 

place/
room

Leaves 
the 

home

Destroys/
smashes 

belongings 
around

Uses 
force/

physical 
violence 

Remains 
silent/

endures 
in silence 

Separates 
bedrooms 

AGE

18-24 61,6 38,5 30,9 8,1 16,8 3,4 4,4 3,8 44,8 2,4

25-34 67,2 41,4 35,4 11,4 22,4 5,4 7,1 5,5 46,4 5,8

35-44 67,5 43,9 34,2 12,0 20,7 5,8 6,5 4,8 45,6 5,8

45-54 65,2 43,5 29,8 11,4 15,6 5,0 5,2 4,4 39,3 4,6

55-64 62,8 40,4 30,6 9,2 12,0 4,9 3,3 3,8 42,0 3,8

65+ 54,2 33,9 18,3 8,1 6,4 2,3 1,5 2,4 33,2 2,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 61,7 44,1 26,1 11,2 10,3 3,9 3,9 5,6 40,6 3,5

Primary school 67,6 43,4 31,2 11,9 15,7 4,9 5,7 4,4 42,8 4,8

Elementary/secondary school 63,8 41,4 33,9 9,1 18,9 4,6 6,2 4,3 43,0 4,4

High school 63,6 37,7 34,4 9,7 28,2 7,0 5,9 4,5 46,4 6,6

Undergraduate /graduate studies 61,2 30,0 40,6 7,9 27,6 4,7 5,7 2,9 47,0 5,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 65,3 41,2 32,9 10,8 18,7 5,1 5,6 4,6 43,5 5,0

Extended 63,2 42,6 26,8 10,4 13,5 4,2 4,9 4,3 42,0 3,5

Broken 75,8 64,6 37,5 27,1 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 48,7 0,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 65,3 26,7 39,2 9,3 27,9 3,4 2,8 2,1 44,0 6,9

Upper class 65,1 35,3 36,1 8,6 27,1 5,6 6,2 2,6 44,4 5,2

Upper middle class 65,4 40,7 33,3 9,7 20,9 4,9 5,0 3,5 43,5 5,0

Lower middle class 65,3 43,8 30,3 11,5 14,5 4,8 5,7 5,0 43,6 4,5

Lower class 67,9 48,3 30,1 13,6 13,3 5,3 6,5 7,8 43,0 5,1

Table 96. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict according to Women by Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
(Sometimes & Generally)

Table 97 covers the statements of men with regard 
to the reactions of their wives to conflicts with 
them. More than half of men (55%) report that 
their wives remain silent / endure in silence in case 
of a conflict. Generally speaking, the reaction with 
the highest proportion is “remaining silent / endur-
ing in silence” (16%). 39% of men reported that 
their wives sometimes raised their voice/ shouted 
in case of conflict, whereas 5% of them stated that 
their wives generally react like this. For the opin-
ion of men, another widely seen reaction across 
wives is “getting cross with”. 33% of men say that 

their wives sometimes get cross and 6% say that 
they usually react by getting cross with them. For 
the opinion of men, less frequent reactions of their 
wives were “using force / physical violence” (1%), 
“leaving home” (2%) and “destroying / smashing 
belongings around”(2%). 

4.12. Institutions or Individuals from Whom 
Support is Sought in Case of Conflict between 
Spouses 

In order to learn about the attitudes of their  
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spouses, married individuals were probed as to who 
or where they first consider getting support from 
when they have serious problems with their spous-
es. Responses to this question are covered in Table 
98 & 99. Accordingly, 62% of married individuals 
in Türkiye report not considering to get support 
from anyone in such a situation. The proportion of 
those who would get such help from the seniors of 
the family is 23%. Only 3% mentioned having re-
course to expert institutions or individuals.

In rural areas, the proportion of those who state 
that they wouldn’t seek any help (67%) is greater 
than those living in urban areas (60%). Similarly, a 
greater proportion rural residents consider getting 
expert support (4%) compared to urban dwellers. 

In the comparison of three major cities, the propor-
tions of people living in Ankara and Izmir stating 
that they wouldn’t prefer to get help from anyone 
are comparable (61% vs 62%), but higher than Is-
tanbul. In Istanbul this rate lags back to 48% and 
getting the support of particularly the seniors of 
the family takes precedence (31%). Again, Istan-
bul diverts from two other major cities for having 
a higher percentage (8%) of seeking expert support 
from individuals and institutions. 

Regionwise, respondents in West Black Sea , 
Southeast Anatolia and Central Anatolia mark 
percentages higher than 70% in terms of “not get-
ting any help from anyone”. Proportion of those 
who say they would consider getting support from 
expert individuals and institutions reaches 8% only 
in Istanbul, but remains at very low levels in other 
regions. 

A gender-based analysis reveals that the proportion 
of men who state that they wouldn’t get support 
from anyone (66%) is higher than that (58%) of 
women (Table 99). 

42% of respondents in the young age group (18-24 
year olds) state that they would have recourse to 
seniors in the family. As age gets older, the propor-
tion of those who consult with seniors of the fam-
ily is reduced; for instance, it gets down to 26% in 
the age group of 35-44 year olds. Contrastively, the 
option of not getting support from anyone is cho-
sen at higher levels at later ages. Those who would 
not get any support from anyone account for 49% 
in 18-24 age range whereas this proportion rises to 
59% in the age range of 35-44. Additionally, the 
proportion of 45+ respondens who state they would 
get support from their children amounts to 10%.

Getting the support of expert individuals and in-
stitutions rises in proportion to educational status. 
This options is chosen only by 0.3% of respondents 
who have no school graduation and its frequency 
reaches to 6% among university graduates.

In terms of household type, greater percentages of 
broken families consider getting support from ex-
pert individuals or institutions (8%) and from their 
friends (10%) upon having problems with their 
spouses (Table 99). 

In the lower socioceconomic class, there’s a very low 
percentage of people who consider getting support 
from expert individuals and institutions. A relative 
rise is seen in upper middle socioeconomic class, 
and this rate goes up to 10% in the high upper class

Table 97. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict according to Men throughout Türkiye

 Generally Sometimes Never 

Raises voice, shouts 4,9 39,2 55,9

Reprimands 1,4 17,4 81,1

Gets cross with me 6,1 32,7 61,1

Insults me 0,6 4,1 95,3

Leaves the room 1,7 14,3 84,0

Leaves the place (home) 0,2 1,7 98,1

Destroys/smashes the belongings around 0,2 2,1 97,7

Uses force/ physical violence 0,2 1,0 98,8

Remains silent/endures in silence 16,3 38,8 44,9

Separates bedrooms 0,5 4,0 95,5
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Chapter 5

RELATIONSHIPS 
BETWEEN RELATIVES 



Relationships between Relatives

Sharing Feelings and Thoughts with Family Members 

Proximity of Residence with Relatives 

Frequency of Meeting with Relatives 



TAYA 2011136

In this part of the research, the data regarding views 
about relations with relatives, proximity of resi-
dence, frequency of meeting and the types of rela-
tions built are all laid out based on the viewpoint 
that types of kinship relationship should be taken 
into account for understanding family structuring 
in Türkiye. 

5.1. Relationships between Relatives 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked to evaluate their relations with their parents 
and with their relatives in several degrees of kinship 
by choosing one of the options among "very good", 
"good", "average", "bad" and "very bad". A review 
of the data in the Table 100 points to a variety of 
opinions regarding kinship relationships based on 
degree of kinship. Within this framework, options 
of “very good” and “good” are most highly rated 
for children. The response of “very good” is chosen 
by 62% for daughters, and 60% for sons. When it 

comes to relations with parents, the option of “very 
good” is chosen by 54% for mothers and 50% for 
fathers.

The second highest proportion of responses for 
“very good” and “good” are given for relations with 
siblings. Relations with elder/younger sister are de-
fined as “good” by 53% of individuals, and as “very 
good” by 40%. Relations with elder/younger broth-
er are defined as “good” by 54% and as “very good” 
by 37%. The third group consists of other relatives 
such as the parents of the spouse, paternal uncle, 
maternal uncle, maternal aunt and paternal aunt.
Kinship types that were rated as “bad” and “very 
bad” most often were the relationships with pa-
ternal grandmothers and grandfathers. 5% of in-
dividuals that participated in the research defined 
their relations with their paternal grandmothers 
and grandfathers as “very bad” while 3% described 
them as “bad”. 

Table 100. Level of Relationships with Relatives throughout Türkiye

Very good Good Average Bad Very bad 

Mother 53,5 41,6 3,3 0,9 0,7

Father 49,9 42,1 4,9 1,7 1,4

Daughter 62,3 35,2 1,6 0,5 0,5

Son 60,4 36,5 2,1 0,7 0,4

Elder/younger sister 39,8 52,8 5,5 1,3 0,5

Elder/younger brother 37,0 53,6 7,0 1,7 0,7

Paternal uncle 20,0 54,7 18,0 4,5 2,9

Maternal uncle 20,2 56,7 17,3 4,1 1,8

Maternal aunt 21,4 59,7 14,8 2,7 1,4

Paternal aunt 19,5 58,0 16,7 3,5 2,3

Mother-in-law 27,3 60,0 9,3 1,8 1,6

Father-in-law 27,3 59,7 9,0 2,1 1,8

Maternal grandmother 31,3 55,0 9,1 1,5 3,1

Paternal grandmother 28,4 54,4 9,2 3,0 4,9

Grandfather 28,8 55,0 8,4 2,8 5,0
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Tables 101 & 102 cover the proportion of those 
who define their relation with relatives as “very 
good” throughout Türkiyeand by several demo-
graphic breakdowns. No significant variation was 
detected in terms of residence area in this regard.

In the comparison of three major cities, we can see 
a much higher percent of respondents who report 
having “very good” relations with their daughters 
(74%) and sons (72%) in Izmir; and with their fa-
thers-in-law (37%) and mothers-in-law (36%) in 
Ankara. 

A regional analysis shows that the greatest extent 
of variation is in relations with kids. More than 
80% of individuals living in Central Anatolia and 
Northeast Anatolia define their relations with their 
daughters and sons as “very good”. This rate is re-
duced to 39% in East Marmara.

Although not much of variation is seen between 
genders, the proportion of women who define their 
relations with their elder/ younger sister as “very 
good” (43%) is higher than that of men (37%).

The highest degree of variation among age groups 
is seen in relations with siblings. 56% of individu-
als in the 18-24 age range state having very good 

relations with elder/younger sister and 53% men-
tion having very good relations with elder/young-
er brother whereas these rates are 31% for elder/
younger sister and 29% for elder/younger brother 
in 45-54 age range.

The proportion of those who mention having “very 
good” relations with relatives in high educational 
status group is higher. The relationship with highest 
rate of variation by educational status is the relation 
with mother. 44% of elementary school graduates 
state having very good relations with their mothers. 
This rate rises to 60% among high-school graduates 
and 64% among undergraduates/graduates. 

When evaluated on the basis of household type, the 
proportions of those who report having “very good” 
relations with mother-in-law (15%) and with fa-
ther-in-law (12%) are found to be lower in broken 
families than other household types. As opposed 
to this, 67% of individuals in broken families state 
having very good relations with their mothers. This 
rate is 57% in extended families and 51% in nuclear 
families. 

In almost all kinship relations, percentages of those 
who define their relations as “very good” rise in pro-
portion to socioeconomic class. 
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5.2. Proximity of Residence with Relatives 
Families were asked about proximity of their res-
idence to their living relatives. In 60% of house-
holds, individuals live with their daughters and in 
65% of households with sons. For the proximity of 
residence with family members and relatives except 
for the aforementioned ones, the most commonly 
given response is “a different city”. It’s followed by 
responses of “same city, same town” and "same city, 
different town" (Table 103). 

The percentage of households where individuals 
live with their mother-in-law is 5% whereas the 
proportion of households where individuals live 
with their father-in-law is 3%. The proportion of 
those living in the same building/yard with their 
mother-in-law/father-in-law is 6%. Percentages of 
those who live with the same house or same build-
ing/yard with their maternal grandmother, paternal 
grandmother and grandfather range between 1-3%. 
Generally speaking, these family seniors live in a 
different city (in percentages ranging from 47-49).

Table 103. Residential Proximity to Relatives throughout Türkiye 

 Same 
house

Same 
building

Same neighborhood/
district

Same city, same 
town

Same city, 
different town 

Different 
city 

Abroad

Mother 13,8 5,7 14,6 20,4 15,0 29,6 0,9

Father 10,8 5,6 14,4 20,8 15,0 32,0 1,5

Daughter 60,0 2,1 6,3 11,3 7,4 11,7 1,2

Son 65,2 4,8 4,8 7,4 5,2 10,8 1,8

Elder/younger sister 3,8 2,3 16,3 26,6 18,9 30,1 2,0

Elder/younger brother 4,3 4,0 17,0 26,0 17,9 28,5 2,2

Paternal uncle 0,3 1,8 15,0 24,9 18,3 37,7 2,0

Maternal uncle 0,1 0,7 12,2 25,6 19,1 40,5 1,8

Maternal aunt 0,3 0,6 11,5 25,3 20,3 40,4 1,7

Paternal aunt 0,3 0,9 11,8 25,1 19,4 40,6 1,8

Mother-in-law 4,7 6,2 16,1 26,0 17,2 29,0 0,8

Father-in-law 2,6 6,4 15,5 26,4 17,3 30,4 1,3

Maternal grandmother 0,9 1,8 9,9 20,5 17,1 47,4 2,5

Paternal grandmother 2,0 2,7 10,6 19,5 14,9 46,7 3,7

Grandfather 1,9 1,1 10,0 18,5 15,8 48,5 4,3

In Table 104, proportions of relatives living in the 
same house throughout Türkiyeand by demographic 
breakdowns are provided. In 65% of the households 
in Türkiye, individuals live with their sons, in 60% 
with their daughters, in 14% with their mothers, in 
11% with their father, and in 4% with their siblings. 
Proportions of those who live in the same house 
with their mothers-in-law (5%) and their fathers-
in-law (3%) are very low. 

Proportions of respondents who live with their 
daughters (65%) and their sons (70%) in the urban 
areas are higher than in rural areas. In rural areass, 
48% live with their daughters and 54% with their 
sons in the same house. 

In the three major cities and in regions, the great-
est degree of variation is seen in the percentage of 
households where individuals live with their kids. 
The proportion of households where individuals 
live in the same house with their kids in North-
east, Mideast and Southeast Anatolia regions range 
between 70-84%. In West Marmara, the propor-
tion of those who live in the same house with their 
daughters gets down to 43% and those who live 
in the same house with their sons to 44%. Among 
the three major cities, those who live in the same 
house with their kids are understood to account for 
a lower percentage in Izmir, but a relatively higher 
percentage in Istanbul.
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 Mother Father Daughter Son Elder/ younger 
sister 

Elder/younger 
brother

Mother-in-
law

Father-in-law

Türkiye 13,8 10,8 60,0 65,2 3,8 4,3 4,7 2,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 12,8 10,2 64,8 70,0 4,1 4,7 4,4 2,3

Rural 17,6 13,1 48,1 53,5 2,9 3,3 5,6 3,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 13,5 11,1 71,2 77,0 4,6 5,5 4,4 2,3

Ankara 12,6 10,2 64,7 68,0 3,6 3,9 4,2 3,8

Izmir 12,2 8,0 57,8 61,8 2,9 3,6 2,7 1,4

NUTS

Istanbul 13,5 11,1 71,2 77,0 4,6 5,5 4,4 2,3

West Marmara 11,9 8,0 42,7 43,8 1,1 2,3 2,6 0,7

East Marmara 11,3 5,9 56,6 63,6 2,3 2,9 5,2 2,4

Aegean 11,8 8,2 52,2 58,6 2,9 2,7 2,8 1,1

Mediterranean 11,3 9,4 61,7 63,3 3,5 4,0 4,3 1,7

West Anatolia 11,8 10,0 62,6 68,2 2,9 3,9 4,7 3,0

Central Anatolia 18,1 14,7 44,9 51,4 2,8 3,5 4,6 3,8

West Black Sea 16,0 12,3 46,2 53,4 2,5 2,8 5,4 2,1

East Black Sea 13,8 6,9 47,8 51,7 1,4 3,3 6,7 6,2

Northeast Anatolia 22,6 16,7 70,3 74,0 6,3 6,5 6,9 3,8

Mideast Anatolia 23,0 21,5 72,9 78,2 8,0 8,3 8,0 7,6

Southeast Anatolia 18,9 16,2 79,4 84,4 8,1 8,2 7,2 3,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 6,8 8,2 65,0 68,7 2,7 3,0 0,5 0,4

Extended 46,6 35,7 63,3 81,6 6,7 9,5 31,6 20,6

Broken 23,3 4,9 30,4 30,7 6,3 6,6 6,6 2,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 6,9 7,1 83,4 82,7 5,6 4,7 2,2 1,0

Upper class 11,1 8,8 74,6 77,2 3,6 4,4 1,9 1,0

Upper middle class 15,1 13,4 65,6 73,7 4,2 5,0 4,6 2,8

Lower middle class 14,2 11,5 56,8 62,5 3,4 4,3 5,6 3,0

Lower class 9,7 6,4 65,0 70,6 2,3 2,8 4,9 2,9

Table 104. Proximity of Residence with Relatives throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, 
and SES (Same House)

As expected, the rate of living in the same house 
among extended families is much higher com-
pared to other household types. Proportion of bro-
ken families that live in the same house with their 
daughters (30%) and sons (31%) are lower in bro-
ken families. 

The highest degree of variation in terms socioeco-
nomic status is found in the proportion of house-
holds where individuals live in the same house with 
their kids. In 80% of the high upper class house-
holds, individuals live in the same house with their 
kids . This rate drops down to 57% for daughters 
and 63% for sons in lower middle class (Table 104). 
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5.3. Frequency of Meeting with Relatives 

Household members were asked of their frequency 
of face-to-face meeting with relatives that don’t 
live in the same household and they were asked 
to choose an option among “we don’t meet at all”, 
“Several Times a year”, “Several Times a Month”, 
“Several Times a Week” and “everyday” (Table 105).

As for the frequency of seeing their mothers, 41% 
of individuals mentioned everyday, 22% mentioned 
Several Times a Week, 18% mentioned Several 
Times a year, and 18% mentioned Several Times 
a Month. Frequency of meeting with fathers was 
everyday for 39%, Several Times a Week for 21%, 
Several Times a year for 19% and Several Times a 
Month again for 19%. 

Frequency of meeting with elder/younger sister is 
Several Times a Month for 30%, Several Times a 
Week for 25%, Several Times a year for 24% and 
everyday for 18%. Frequency of meeting with el-
der/younger brother is Several Times a Month for 
29%, Several Times a Week for 23%, Several Times 
a year for 24% and everyday for 21%.

Different proportions were found in the frequency 

of meeting with kids. 69% of individuals meet with 
their daughters everyday, 13% of them meet their 
daughters Several Times a Week, 9% meet their 
daughters Several Times a Month and 8% of them 
meet their daughters Several Times a year. The pro-
portion of those who meet with their sons everyday 
is 74% whereas 10% meet with their sons Several 
Times a Week, 8% of them meet with their daugh-
ters Several Times a year, and 7% meet with their 
daughters Several Times a Month.

The highest frequency of seeing maternal grand-
mothers, paternal grandmothers and grandfathers 
is Several Times a year. Again, the highest fre-
quency of meeting relatives of third degree kinship 
such as paternal uncle, paternal aunt and maternal 
uncle is Several Times a year. Frequency of meeting 
with mother-in-law is Several Times a Week for 
29%, Several Times a year for 27%, Several Times 
a Week for 24% and everyday for 17%. Frequency 
of meeting with father-in-law is Several Times a 
Month for 29%, Several Times a year for 28%, Sev-
eral Times a Week for 24% and everyday for 16%. 
Nevertheless, relatives that are not met with at all 
most widely are paternal uncle (7%), maternal un-
cle (7%), paternal aunt (7%), paternal grandmother 
(6%), grandfather (5%) and maternal aunt (5%).

Table 105. Frequency of Meeting with Relatives throughout Türkiye 

 Everyday Several times a 
week

Several times a month Several times a year We don’t meet with 
at all

Mother 40,8 22,2 17,7 18,3 0,9

Father 39,1 21,1 18,9 19,2 1,8

Daughter 68,7 13,3 9,2 8,3 0,6

Son 74,2 10,1 7,2 7,9 0,6

Elder/younger sister 18,4 25,4 30,2 24,3 1,8

Elder/younger brother 21,0 23,2 29,4 24,0 2,4

Paternal uncle 5,6 16,1 32,0 38,9 7,4

Maternal uncle 3,3 14,7 33,0 42,6 6,5

Maternal aunt 2,8 14,8 34,2 42,8 5,3

Paternal aunt 2,9 13,4 34,5 42,4 6,8

Mother-in-law 17,3 23,5 29,2 26,9 3,1

Father in-law 15,8 23,8 29,4 27,7 3,3

Maternal grandmother 6,4 17,2 31,4 41,0 4,0

Paternal grantmother 10,5 18,3 28,6 36,7 6,0

Grandfather 7,4 17,5 30,5 39,2 5,4
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In Tables 106 & 107, proportions of frequently met 
(Several Times a Week or everyday) relatives both 
across Türkiye and as split into demographic break-
downs can be seen.

The most frequently met individuals across Türkiye 
are sons (84%), daughters (82%), mothers (63%) and 
fathers (60%). Proportions of individuals who meet 
with relatives of second degree kinship such as pa-
ternal uncle/paternal aunt/maternal aunt/maternal 
uncle range between 16 and 22%.

Proportions of individuals who frequently meet with 
all relatives apart from kids is higher in rural areas. 
Among the three major cities, the one with the high-
est percentage of households where individuals meet 
with all of their relatives apart from their kids for 
Several Times a Week or everyday is Izmir. Propor-
tion of those who meet with their kids is higher in 
Istanbul. 

A comparison of regions presents variation across re-
gions with regard to frequency of meeting with pa-
ternal grandmother, grandfather, father-in-law and 
mother-in-law. The proportions of individuals who 
meet these relatives in the Mideast Anatolia (in per-
centages ranging from 38–53%) are relatively higher, 
but lower in Istanbul (in percentages ranging from 
15-32%).

Proportions of those who meet with their mothers-
in-law (49%) and fathers-in-law (%48) are higher 
among women as opposed to a higher proportion of 
men who meet with their own mothers (70%) and 
fathers (66%) (Table 107).

When evaluated by age group, as the age of the re-
spondents get older, their frequencies of meeting 
with their mothers/fathers and siblings are seen to 
drop.

An evaluation based on educational status finds high-
er percentages of individuals who frequently meet 
with their relatives of first degree kinship (mother, 
father, kids, siblings) among those with no schooling, 
but lower percentages of individuals who frequently 
meet with their relatives of second degree kinship 
(paternal uncle, maternal uncle, paternal aunt, ma-
ternal aunt, maternal grandmother, paternal grand-
mother, grandfather, mother-in-law, father-in-law) 
among undergraduates/graduates. There’s a higher 
proportion of individuals who frequently meet with 
all of their relatives among primary school/second-
ary school graduates. The greatest extent of variation 
based on educational status emerges in the frequency 
of meeting with parents. 72% of primary/secondary 
graduates meet with their mothers, and 69% of them 
with their fathers Several Times a Week or everyday. 
Among individuals with no schooling, the propor-
tion of those who meet with their mothers with this 
frequency drops down to 50%, and that of those who 
meet with their fathers with this frequency to 46%.

As for household type analysis, the household type 
with the highest rate of meeting with relatives of all 
degrees is extended families whereas broken fami-
lies rank the lowest in this regard. The area with the 
greatest degree of variation is seen in the frequency 
of meeting with father. 33% of individuals in bro-
ken families meet with their fathers Several Times a 
Week or everyday. This percentage is 61% in nuclear 
families and 69% in extended families.

The proportion of those who meet with their rela-
tives of second kinship frequently is lower among 
high upper class. The greatest point of variation 
across socioeconomic classes is seen in the frequency 
of meeting with father-in-law.  27% of the individu-
als in the high upper class meet with their fathers-
in-law Several Times a Week or everyday. This pro-
portion is 43% in the lower class (Table 107).
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5.4. Sharing Feelings and Thoughts with Family 
Members 

Within the scope of the research, all individuals 
were asked questions regarding the frequency of 
sharing their feelings and thoughts with their rela-
tives.

Individuals share their feelings and thoughts most-
ly with their kids. The proportion of those who al-
ways share their feelings and thoughts with their 
daughters is 63% and that of those who share their 
feelings and thoughts with their sons is 60%. When 
the responders of this question were analysed in 
terms of sharing feelings and thoughts with par-
ents, it’s seen that 52% of them always share their 
feelings and thoughts with their mothers, whereas 
39% of them do this occasionally; and that 42% of 
them always share their feelings and thoughts with 
their fathers and 43% sometimes do. The propor-
tion of not sharing feelings and thoughts is 9% for 
mothers, and this rate rises to 15% for fathers (Ta-
ble 108).

Those who always share their feelings and thoughts 
with their sisters account for 34% whereas the pro-
portion of those who occasionally do this is 51%. 
This rate lags back to 28% for elder / younger 
brother in “always” option, and rises to 52% in “oc-
casionally” option. 

When sharings with in-laws are analysed, it’s un-
derstood that 16% always share their feelings with 
their mothers-in-law, 51% occasionally do this, and 
33% don’t share their feelings and thoughts with 
mothers-in-law at all. 14% always share their feel-
ings and thoughts with their fathers-in-law where-
as 50% share them occasionally and 36% don’t share 
them at all with their fathers-in-law.

Among relatives with whom feelings and thoughts 
are not shared at all, there are paternal aunts, ma-
ternal uncle, paternal uncle, maternal aunt, paternal 
grandmother, maternal grandmother and grand-
father. Individuals state not sharing their feelings 
and thoughts with this group of relatives at all with 
proportions ranging from 41-46%
.

Table 108. Frequency of Sharing Feelings and Thoughts with Relatives throughout Türkiye 

 Always Occasionally Never 

Mother 51,9 39,4 8,7

Father 41,5 43,2 15,3

Daughter 62,5 25,8 11,7

Son 60,2 27,6 12,3

Elder/younger sister 33,9 50,6 15,5

Elder/younger sister 27,9 51,9 20,3

Paternal uncle 9,3 44,9 45,9

Maternal uncle 8,7 46,7 44,7

Maternal aunt 9,9 49,0 41,1

Paternal aunt 7,9 48,2 43,9

Mother-in-law 15,8 51,0 33,2

Father-in-law 13,6 50,3 36,0

Maternal grandmother 9,9 47,5 42,5

Paternal grandmother 9,7 45,7 44,6

Grandfather 8,4 46,8 44,8
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In Tables 109 & 110, proportions of individuals 
sharing their feelings and thoughts with their rela-
tives are provided in several breakdowns. Values cov-
ered in the table indicate proportions of individuals 
who state sharing feelings and thoughts “always”. 

Although similar proportions are observed in rural 
and urban breakdowns, rural areas present a higher 
proportion of people sharing feelings and thoughts 
with their parents. Those who share their feelings 
and thoughts with their parents account for 55% in 
the rural areas and 51% in the urban areas whereas 
those who share their feelings and thoughts with 
their fathers account for 45% in the rural areas and 
40% in the urban areas. 

The three major cities differ from one another 
mostly in terms of sharings with immediate rela-
tives (mother, father, kids). The city with the highest 
rate of individuals who always share their feelings 
and thoughts with mother, father and kids is Izmir; 
and Ankara ranks as the lowest in this regard.

Across the regions, it’s generally seen that the pro-
portion of those who state sharing their feelings 
and thoughts with almost all of their relatives is 
relatively higher in East Black Sea , but lower in 
Southeast Anatolia. A wider degree of discrepancy 
is seen among regions in terms of proportion of in-
dividuals sharing their feelings and thoughts with 
their kids. 74% of individuals in Mideast Anatolia 
and 72% of those in East Black Sea mention al-
ways sharing their feelings and thoughts with their 
daughters whereas this rate is 38% in Southeast 
Anatolia. The proportion of those who state sharing 
their feelings and thoughts with their sons accounts 
for 71% in Mideast Anatolia, 68% in East Black 
Sea and 36% in Southeast Anatolia.

Greater proportions of female population always 
share their feelings and thoughts with their daugh-
ters (67%), their elder/younger sisters (41%) and 
their mothers-in-law (20%) compared to male 
population. However, men have a higher propor-
tion who share their feelings and thoughts with 
their fathers (44%) (Table 110).

The age group of 18-24 seems to have a greater 

proportion that always shares feelings and thoughts 
with almost all relatives. Since their kids are at 
younger ages, this rate of sharing drops when it 
comes to their kids. But there’s frequent and higher 
degree of sharing with relatives of secondary kin-
ship such as paternal uncles, maternal aunts, pater-
nal aunts and maternal uncles in the age group of 
65+. 

When evaluated by marital status, the greatest ex-
tent of variation is seen in terms of sharings with 
siblings. 54% of single individuals always share 
their feelings and thoughts with elder/younger sis-
ters and 49% with their elder/younger brothers. This 
proportion gets down to 29% for elder/younger sis-
ters and to 23% for elder/younger brothers among 
married individuals. 

With rising levels of educational status, the pro-
portions of always sharing feelings and thoughts 
with mothers/fathers rise. Among those with no 
schooling, 44% frequently share their feelings 
and thoughts with their mothers, 33% with their 
fathers, 28% with their elder/younger sisters, and 
22% with their elder/younger brothers. Among un-
dergraduates/graduates, these rates rise up to 58% 
for mothers, 48% for fathers, 41% for elder/younger 
sisters and 34% for elder/younger brothers.

When compared by household type, individu-
als from broken families are seen to share feelings 
and thoughts with their mothers (63%), daughters 
(71%), sons (65%), elder/younger sisters (46%) 
and elder/younger brothers (38%) in greater pro-
portions whereas extended families have a higher 
proportion of individuals sharing their feelings and 
thoughts with mothers-in-law(24%) and father-in-
law (21%). 

As socioeconomic class is raised, the proportion of 
those who always share their feelings and thoughts 
with their kids and siblings rises. The greatest point 
of divergence across socioeconomic classes is about 
sharings with elder/younger sister. In the lower 
class, 25% of individuals state always sharing their 
feelings and thoughts with their elder/younger sis-
ters whereas this rate is raised up to 42% in the high 
upper class (Table 110).
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Chapter 6

CHILDREN IN THE FAMILY AND 
APPROACHES TOWARDS 

CHILDREN 



Number of Children

Desired Number of Children 

Desired Gender of Children 

Adopted Children and Kinship with Adopted Kids 

Perceptions regarding Methods that Couples Who Fail to 
Have Child through Natural Means Should Use 

Perceptions regarding Children

Matters of Conflict between Parents and Children

Punishments Imposed on Children

Reasons for Punishing Children

Individuals from Whom Support is Sought 

in Case of Problems with Children 
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The data regarding the Number of Children indi-
viduals have, their willingness to have kids, rela-
tionship parents build with kids, opinions regarding 
kids, areas of conflict with kids and the punish-
ments parents impose on kids are covered.

6.1. Number of Children

32% of individuals who have kids in Türkiye have 
two kids. The proportion of individuals with three 
kids is 20%. In this case, it’s understood that a num-
ber of people slightly higher than half of those who 
have kids have two and three kids. The proportion 
of individuals with four kids is 10%, and that of 
those with five kids is 5%; and 17% of individuals 
have one kid (Table 111).

When analysed by Residence Area, it can be con-
cluded that inhabitants of rural areas have more 
kids than those who live in the urban areas. For in-
stance, the proportion of individuals with four or 
more kids is 18% in the urban areas whereas this 

rate goes up to 34% in the rural areas. Those with a 
single kid account for 12% of rural population, but 
for 19% in the urban. 

A comparison of three major cities indicate similar 
number of children in families. Nevertheless, Izmir 
has a higher proportion of individuals with two 
kids.  

When regions are compared, the Number of Chil-
dren individuals have drops from the East towards 
the West. The proportion of individuals with six or 
more kids is 8% throughout Türkiye, but 30% in 
Southeast Anatolia. West Marmara is the region 
with the highest frequency of having a single kid. 
One fourth of individuals with children (23%) in 
this region have a single kid. The proportion of in-
dividuals with two kids is 32% throughout Türkiye, 
and the regions that vary most from the rest of 
Türkiye are Aegean (41%) and Southeast Anatolia 
(17%) regions. 

 With no living kid 1 Kid 2 Kids 3 Kids 4 Kids 5 Kids 6 Kids+

Türkiye 8,2 16,7 31,9 20,1 10,0 5,1 7,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 8,7 18,8 34,3 19,8 8,8 4,0 5,5

Rural 6,9 11,7 26,4 20,8 12,9 7,8 13,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES 

Istanbul 9,8 19,9 36,5 19,3 7,9 3,0 3,6

Ankara 8,6 19,5 38,0 19,3 7,8 4,0 2,8

Izmir 8,6 20,9 43,6 15,3 6,0 2,7 2,8

NUTS

Istanbul 9,8 19,9 36,5 19,3 7,9 3,0 3,6

West Marmara 8,2 23,2 37,4 21,4 6,2 2,3 1,3

East Marmara 8,8 21,4 34,1 19,4 9,8 3,6 2,9

Aegean 6,8 20,6 40,7 19,3 6,8 3,3 2,6

Meditarrenean 9,0 13,6 32,9 20,2 10,4 4,9 9,1

West Anatolia 8,3 17,2 33,0 22,8 10,1 4,6 4,1

Central Anatolia 8,7 12,7 24,0 21,4 13,5 7,7 11,9

West Black Sea 7,3 12,6 28,4 23,7 15,1 8,0 5,0

East Black Sea 7,3 11,6 26,5 24,9 11,3 7,4 11,0

Northeast Anatolia 5,4 13,1 19,9 18,3 16,3 11,0 15,9

Mideast Anatolia 5,6 10,9 19,9 18,7 12,4 10,7 21,8

Southeast Anatolia 8,2 9,7 17,1 15,0 12,2 8,2 29,5

Table 111. Number of Children throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS 
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In more advanced age groups, proportions of those 
with no kid or a single kid get lower. On the other 
hand, the proportion of those with no kid or a sin-
gle kid in 18-34 age group is relatively higher. The 
age group of 35-44 is has got the highest propor-
tion of individuals with two kids (Table 112).

In broken and extended families, numbers of kids 
are higher compared to nuclear families. The pro-
portion of those with four or more kids is 28% 
among extended families, 32% among broken fami-
lies and 21% among nuclear families. 

As educational status rises, the number kids drops. 
For instance, among the individuals with no school-

ing, those who have a single kid account for 6%, but 
the proportion of those with four or more kids is 
57%. Among university graduates, the proportion 
of those with a single kid is 30% whereas only 3% 
have got four or more kids.

A similar condition prevails in terms of socioeco-
nomic classes. With rising socioeconomic status, 
the Number of Children drops. For instance, 34% 
of individuals in the high upper class have single 
kids whereas the same rate drops as low as 11% in 
the lower class. Individuals with four or more kids 
account for 3% of high upper class, and this rate 
reaches to 38% in the lower class.

 With no living kid 1 Kid 2 Kids 3 Kids 4 Kids 5 Kids 6 Kids+

GENDER

Male 8,8 17,0 32,1 19,8 9,7 4,9 7,7

Female 7,7 16,4 31,8 20,4 10,3 5,3 8,1

AGE

18-24 37,3 40,6 18,7 3,0 ,1 ,2 ,1

25-34 15,3 31,1 36,6 10,9 3,8 1,5 ,7

35-44 4,2 15,1 40,3 24,4 8,5 3,4 4,2

45-54 3,6 9,9 33,5 26,3 12,4 5,6 8,6

55-64 2,9 6,4 25,9 24,9 16,8 9,5 13,5

65+ 3,5 5,0 17,1 21,4 17,3 11,8 23,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS 

No schooling 3,7 6,4 14,3 18,7 15,8 11,9 29,3

Primary school 4,1 11,0 32,5 26,2 13,3 6,2 6,6

Elementary /secondary school 12,4 25,1 34,3 17,4 6,9 2,2 1,6

High school 12,6 26,3 41,4 14,1 3,7 ,9 1,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 19,2 29,9 38,7 9,6 1,5 ,8 ,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 7,5 16,6 34,6 20,5 9,7 4,5 6,5

Extended 10,5 17,3 25,2 18,5 10,5 6,0 11,9

Broken 9,4 16,0 22,9 20,1 11,6 8,9 11,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS 

High upper class 20,1 33,7 37,2 6,0 2,2 ,0 ,8

Upper class 15,2 23,7 40,4 14,5 3,5 1,0 1,7

Upper middle class 8,4 19,1 36,6 22,1 8,2 2,7 2,8

Lower middle class 6,9 14,7 29,9 21,5 11,7 6,4 8,8

Lower class 3,7 10,9 27,2 19,7 14,1 7,3 17,0

Table 112. Number of Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
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6.2. Desired Number of Children

Individuals who participated in the research were 
asked about the number of children they wanted to 
have if they had the means for it. Across Türkiye, 
38% of individuals want two kids and 32% want 
three kids. The proportion of those who want a sin-
gle kid is pretty low (4%). And the proportion of 
those who want to have six or more kids is only 5% 
(Table 113).

Although not much of variation is seen in the num-
ber of children wanted by Residence Area, individ-
uals living in rural areas have a higher proportion 
who want three or more kids. The proportion peo-
ple who want to have two kids in rural areas is 33%, 
and 40% in urban areas. On the other hand, the 
proportion who want to have three or more kids is 
55% in the urban areas and 64% in the rural areas. 

From the East towards the West, the desired num-
ber of children tends to drop. The proportion of in-
dividuals who want to have two kids in Southeast 
Anatolia Region is 19% and who want to have three 
kids is 26%. Again in this region, those who want to 

have four kids account for 26%. In West Marmara 
region an opposite tendency to Southeast Anatolia 
region is seen. Those who want two kids in West 
Marmara Region account for 52%, and those who 
want three kids account for 29% whereas 7% want 
four kids.

In the comparison of three major cities, those who 
want two kids in Izmir account for 53% which is 
higher than other two major cities. Istanbul and 
Ankara have higher proportions of individuals who 
want three kids.

Although not much of differentiation is recorded 
genderwise, there’s a relatively greater proportion of 
women who want to have one or two kids versus a 
higher proportion of men who desire to have five or 
more kids (Table 114).

When age groups are analysed, the number of chil-
dren desired is seen tor ise as the age gets older. 27% 
of individuals at 65 years or older want two kids and 
37% want to have more than three kids. Among the 
18–24 year olds, 52% want to have two kids and 14% 
want to have more than three. 

 Don't want kids 1 kid 2 kids 3 kids 4 kids 5 kids  6+ kids

Türkiye 0,5 3,8 38,1 32,2 14,3 5,7 5,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 0,5 4,3 40,2 31,6 13,7 5,3 4,4

Rural 0,6 2,6 32,8 33,7 15,9 6,7 7,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 0,4 4,5 45,1 31,1 11,9 4,5 2,5

Ankara 0,8 5,3 44,9 30,1 11,6 4,2 3,1

Izmir 0,4 5,9 52,3 24,3 10,3 3,5 3,3

NUTS

Istanbul 0,4 4,5 45,1 31,1 11,9 4,5 2,5

West Marmara 0,8 7,8 51,7 28,6 6,4 3,2 1,5

East Marmara 0,6 4,5 41,5 36,2 10,0 3,7 3,5

Aegean 0,4 4,7 46,4 31,9 10,1 3,6 2,9

Mediterranean 1,1 2,3 30,8 31,5 20,7 7,1 6,5

West Anatolia 0,6 4,3 39,3 33,1 13,4 4,8 4,5

Central Anatolia 0,4 3,3 33,2 34,7 14,3 7,1 7,0

West Black Sea 0,3 4,0 44,7 33,2 10,0 4,7 3,0

East Black Sea 0,4 3,0 30,6 41,0 13,1 6,0 5,9

Northeast Anatolia 0,3 1,0 28,4 30,6 22,6 7,5 9,5

Mideast Anatolia 0,2 1,5 22,9 33,6 19,9 10,2 11,6

Southeast Anatolia 0,2 1,7 18,8 25,9 26,4 11,5 15,5

Table 113. Desired Number of Children throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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Educational status and the desired number of chil-
dren are inversely proportional. As educational sta-
tus raises, the desired number of children is reduced. 
Similarly, as socioeconomic status rises the desired 
number of children drop. Half of university gradu-
ates (51%) intend to have two kids and this figure 
drops down to 33% among primary school gradu-
ates, and to 21% among those with no schooling. 
Among broken families, the desired number of 
children is smaller compared to other household 
types, but higher in extended families. 51% of in-
dividuals in broken families want either one or two 

kids whereas 53% of nuclear families and 36% of 
extended families prefer to have this number of 
children.

The desired number of children increase as socio-
economic class gets lower. 26% of lower class, 43% 
of upper middle class, and 54% of high upper class 
state that they do / would desire to have two kids if 
had the means for it. On the other hand, the pro-
portion of individuals who want four or more kids 
is 17% in high upper class, and 40% in lower class. 

 Don't want kids 1 kid 2 kids 3 kids 4 kids 5 kids  6+ kids

GENDER

Male 0,5 3,1 36,4 33,5 12,9 7,1 6,6

Female 0,6 4,5 39,9 30,9 15,7 4,3 4,1

AGE

18-24 0,4 5,6 51,7 28,5 9,5 2,6 1,7

25-34 0,4 4,0 41,8 33,3 13,1 4,5 2,8

35-44 0,3 3,3 34,1 34,3 16,2 6,1 5,7

45-54 0,5 3,1 33,9 32,8 16,5 6,5 6,7

55-64 0,9 3,0 33,6 31,0 16,1 7,7 7,7

65+ 1,1 3,0 27,0 31,6 15,8 9,5 12,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 1,1 3,0 21,1 27,8 21,7 10,0 15,3

Primary school 0,4 2,7 33,2 35,7 16,2 6,4 5,4

Elementary/secondary school 0,2 4,2 41,4 35,0 12,5 3,7 3,1

High school 0,5 5,4 47,1 29,5 10,7 4,2 2,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 0,6 4,6 50,8 27,3 9,7 4,4 2,5

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 0,5 6,0 52,9 27,9 8,5 2,6 1,6

Married 0,5 3,1 34,3 33,8 16,0 6,4 6,1

Separated / live apart 1,3 10,6 47,9 22,4 10,8 2,9 4,1

Widowed 1,0 3,1 30,6 30,2 16,0 9,2 10,0

Divorced 0,9 8,4 52,8 24,8 7,8 3,0 2,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 0,5 3,6 38,1 32,8 14,4 5,6 5,0

Extended 0,4 2,7 33,6 33,2 16,1 6,7 7,3

Broken 0,9 6,4 45,0 27,2 11,3 4,8 4,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 0,8 5,7 54,2 22,3 9,8 5,2 2,0

Upper class 0,5 4,2 47,0 28,8 12,2 4,3 3,1

Upper middle class 0,3 4,3 43,3 32,2 12,2 4,5 3,2

Lower middle class 0,5 3,3 35,4 34,0 15,2 6,2 5,3

Lower class 0,5 2,3 25,7 31,7 20,1 8,5 11,2

Table 114. Desired Number of Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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6.3. Desired Gender of Children 

Respondents were asked the gender of kids they 
wanted if they had one kid. According to findings, 
15% of individuals in Türkiye indicated their desire 
to have boy child whereas 13% wanted to have girl 
child. 71% of individuals said that the gender of the 
desired kid “didn’t matter” for them (Table 115). 

In terms of residence area, no significant difference 
is detected across the desired gender of kids. Only 
the proportion of those who want girls is higher in 
urban areas (15%) compared to rural areas while a 
relatively larger proportion of individuals (74%) in 
rural areas state that the gender doesn’t matter for 
them. 

Opinions regarding the gender of the kid vary in 
certain regions. Southeast Anatolia stands out with 
the highest proportion of respondents (27%) who 
want to have boy child. This region is followed by 
Mideast Anatolia with 20%. The regions with high-
est proportion of respondents who think that gen-
der doesn’t matter are East Marmara and Aegean 
Regions (77%). An analysis of the breakdown of 

three major cities shows that Ankara has the high-
est frequency of individuals who want to have girl 
child (19%). A greater proportion of respondents 
in Izmir do not mind having either gender of kids 
compared to other two major cities.
 
The proportion of those who want boy child is 
higher among men (19%) whereas a higher pro-
portion of women who want girl child (18%). In 
terms of age, a greater proportion of 18-24 year olds 
stated that they want either girl or boy. Accordingly, 
this is the age group with the lowest proportion of 
respondents who say gender of the kid doesn’t mat-
ter (65%) (Table 116). 

Upon a look at marital status, a greater proportion 
of single individuals is understood to desire boy 
child (20%) compared to other individuals. Di-
vorced respondents have a higher proportion who 
want girl child (22%) than other individuals. 

It’s remarked that there’s no strong corelation be-
tween educational status and the number of peo-
ple who want boy child. 18% of individuals with no 
schooling want boy child whereas this rate is 15% 

 Boy Girl Doesn’t matter

Türkiye 15,4 13,4 71,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 15,3 14,5 70,2

Rural 15,9 10,4 73,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 13,4 15,4 71,2

Ankara 14,8 19,3 66,0

Izmir 11,2 12,8 76,0

NUTS

Istanbul 13,4 15,4 71,2

West Marmara 14,1 14,6 71,3

East Marmara 12,8 9,8 77,4

Aegean 11,3 11,4 77,3

Mediterranean 14,7 12,4 72,9

West Anatolia 16,1 17,9 66,1

Central Anatolia 18,2 13,1 68,7

West Black Sea 15,5 13,3 71,1

East Black Sea 17,8 12,7 69,6

Northeast Anatolia 13,2 11,5 75,3

Mideast Anatolia 19,8 14,0 66,2

Southeast Anatolia 27,0 12,6 60,5

Table 115. Desired Gender of Children throughout Türkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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among university graduates. However, greater vari-
ation is seen in terms of the desire to have girl child. 
It can be concluded that the number of people who 
want to have girl child rises as educational status 
gets higher. The proportion of those who want girl 
child is 12% among respondents with no schooling, 
but it gets as high as 18% among university gradu-
ates.  

A similar finding applies to the corelation between 
the desired gender of kid and socioeconomic class. 
The rate of those who want boy child doesn’t dif-
fer much across socioeconomic classes. For example, 

14% of high upper class want boy child while the 
same rate is 16% in the lower class. The proportion 
of those who want girl child rises as socioeconomic 
class gets higher. 21% of high upper class want girl 
child, and this rate is 12% in lower class. Preferences 
regarding the desired gender of kid varies by house-
hold type. The proportion of those who want boy 
child is higher (18%) in extended families, those who 
want girl child account for a greater proportion of 
broken families (17%) and there’s a greater propor-
tion of people who don’t mind having either gender 
of kids among nuclear families (72%).

 Boy Girl Doesn’t matter

GENDER

Male 19,2 8,5 72,3

Female 11,7 18,2 70,1

AGE

18-24 19,7 15,5 64,9

25-34 15,3 15,7 69,0

35-44 15,1 12,2 72,7

45-54 12,9 12,1 75,0

55-64 14,0 11,0 75,0

65+ 15,1 11,3 73,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 17,5 11,8 70,7

Primary school 13,6 11,6 74,7

Elementary school /secondary school 16,0 12,5 71,5

High school 17,0 15,4 67,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 15,2 17,7 67,1

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 19,5 15,5 64,9

Married 14,6 12,5 72,9

Separated / live apart 8,4 17,9 73,8

Widowed 13,6 12,6 73,9

Divorced 13,0 22,3 64,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 14,9 13,0 72,1

Extended 18,1 12,2 69,8

Broken 15,0 16,9 68,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 14,3 21,4 64,2

Upper class 14,1 17,9 68,1

Upper middle class 14,9 14,2 71,0

Lower middle class 15,4 11,7 72,9

Lower class 16,2 12,2 71,6

Table 116. Desired Gender of Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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6.4. Adopted Children and Kinship with Adopted 
Children 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked if they have foster kids or not, and if any, 
whether they have adopted them or not. Accord-
ing to findings, having foster kids is not a common 
phenomenon in the generality of Türkiye. Only 

 0.4% of individuals throughout Türkiye have foster 
kids and only half of this percentage have adopted 
their foster kids. These findings do not vary in ur-
ban and rural areas (Table 117). 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
found to have kinship relation to their foster kids 
(57%) (Table 118). 

Table 117. Adoption of Children throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area

Table 118. Adoption of Children / Kinship with Foster Children

 Yes, I have adopted Yes, but I haven’t adopted No

Türkiye 0,2 0,2 99,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 0,2 0,2 99,6

Rural 0,2 0,2 99,6

 Yes No

Türkiye 57,0 43,0

Table 119. Perceptions regarding Methods Couples Who Fail to Have Kids through Natural Means Should Use throughout Türkiye 

Yes No No idea

A kid may be fostered (from Social Services and Child Protection Institution) 82,7 12,1 5,2

The kid of a relative may be adopted 60,7 32,5 6,9

They may become foster parents 76,6 15,8 7,7

They may use test-tube baby service 78,4 15,0 6,6

They should not try anything (Act of God) 6,1 88,1 5,8

They may get a divorce and marry someone else 11,7 82,0 6,3

They may apply to sperm bank 15,9 68,3 15,8

They may apply to egg bank 16,2 67,9 16,0

6.5. Perceptions regarding Methods That  
Couples Who Fail to Have Children through 
Natural Means Should Use

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
explained the methods that may be used in case nat-
ural means of having kids don’t work and they were 
asked to indicate their attitudes by choosing one of 
the options of “yes”, “no” and “no idea”. The unnatu-
ral method that individuals regarded most positively 
about having a kid is fostering a kid (83%). The sec-
ond most popular method is test-tube baby service 

(78%). The method of being foster parents follows 
the first two methods with 77% of votes. Adopting 
the kid of a relative is another method which receives 
a higher percentage of positive responses (61%). Al-
though votes for options such as “Applying to sperm 
bank or egg bank" are smaller, 16% of individuals are 
open to this idea. The proportion of those who think 
that one may get a divorce and marry someone else 
in case of failure to have a child is 12%. On the other 
hand, there’s a lower percentage of people who think 
that they should not try any methods at all (6%).(Ta-
ble 119).

Opinions regarding the behaviors of couples who fail 
to have kids through natural means are analysed in 
several breakdowns (Table 120 & 121). Accordingly, 
there’s a greater proportion of respondents who are 
open to adopting the kid of a relative in rural ar-

eas (68%) than in urban areas (58%). As opposed 
to this, having a kid through sperm or egg bank is a 
more acceptable view in urban areas (18%) than in 
(12%) rural areas. 81% of urban residents and 71% 
of rural residents are open to test-tube baby service.
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 Adopting 
child

Adopting one 
the relatives’ 

kids 

Becoming 
foster 

parents

Test-
tube 
baby 

service

Should not try 
anything 

(act of God)

Getting a divorce 
and marrying 
someone else 

Sperm 
bank

Egg 
bank

Türkiye 82,7 60,7 76,6 78,4 6,1 11,7 15,9 16,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 82,9 57,8 78,0 81,3 5,9 11,7 17,3 17,7

Rural 82,1 68,0 72,8 70,8 6,5 11,7 12,2 12,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 81,3 56,1 75,3 81,2 5,0 9,4 17,7 18,0

Ankara 87,2 56,7 83,2 88,3 4,6 10,0 20,8 21,5

Izmir 88,0 55,6 84,8 86,9 4,4 9,0 24,9 24,9

NUTS

Istanbul 81,3 56,1 75,3 81,2 5,0 9,4 17,7 18,0

West Marmara 84,6 62,4 78,5 77,9 9,0 10,5 15,3 15,2

East Marmara 87,0 62,4 85,6 82,6 5,9 14,2 12,0 12,4

Aegean 84,9 54,6 80,1 80,3 3,8 8,1 18,6 18,6

Mediterranean 88,0 69,7 79,8 83,5 6,0 17,6 19,0 19,0

West Anatolia 83,9 57,7 81,9 84,5 5,4 10,8 19,9 20,8

Central Anatolia 88,9 62,2 84,0 78,9 8,6 19,5 16,4 16,9

West Black Sea 79,1 57,7 74,7 79,2 4,2 5,3 7,5 7,8

East Black Sea 78,1 65,5 77,5 77,8 4,6 7,9 7,6 7,5

Northeast Anatolia 68,5 58,5 54,7 51,3 16,0 13,0 14,1 14,8

Mideast Anatolia 79,2 67,1 70,7 65,9 9,3 11,0 15,2 15,8

Southeast Anatolia 74,1 64,7 56,9 63,2 7,9 14,5 13,0 13,9

Table 120. Perceptions regarding Methods Couples Who Fail to Have Child through Natural Means Should Use throughout Türkiye and by 
Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (Yes)

The proportion of people who regard adopting kids 
from Social Services and Child Protection Institu-
tion positively is 83% across Türkiye whereas the re-
gion with the lowest rating in this regard is North-
east Anatolia (69%). This region is at the same time 
the one with the lowest proportion of respondents 
who are open to test-tube baby service (51%) and 
with the highest proportion of respondents who 
think that couples who fail to have kids through 
natural means should not try to do anything (16%). 

The proportion of respondents who regard the 
method of adopting a child of a relative positively is 
61% throughout Türkiye. In this regard, the regions 
that differentiate most from the rest of Türkiye are 
Aegean (55%) and Mediterranean (70%) regions. 
77% of respondents are positive about being foster 
parents across Türkiye. This proportion is 86% in 
East Marmara and 55% in Northeast Anatolia.

Those who are positive about adopting a child 
(89%) and getting a divorce and marrying someone 
else (%19) are divorced individuals. Those who say 
they may apply to a sperm or egg bank are mostly 
single and divorced individuals. 

Opinions with regard to the behaviors of couples 
who fail to have kids through natural means vary by 
socioeconomic class. The proportion of those who 
are open to adopting a relative’s child is 67% in 
lower socioeconomic class whereas this rate drops 
back to 52% in high upper class. The number of 
people who like the idea of becoming foster parents 
and using test-tube baby service rises with rising 
levels of socioeconomic class. In lower class, 66% 
are open to becoming foster parents whereas this 
rate is 89% in high upper class (Table 121). 
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A similar approach is even more sharpened with 
respect to test-tube baby service. 66% of lower class 
and 94% of high upper class are open to test-tube 
baby service. Having a child through sperm or egg 
bank is found acceptable more widely in high so-
cioeconomic class than low socioeconomic class. 
28-29% of high upper class find it appropriate to 
have kids through this method while only 11% of 
lower class find it appropriate (Table 121). 

The proportions of those who regard the idea of be-
coming foster parents, using test-tube baby service 
and sperm and egg bank methods positively rise in 
proportion to increasing levels of educational sta-
tus. However, the proportion of those who are open 
to adopting one of the relatives’ kids is reduced as 
educational status gets higher.

 Adopting 
child

Adopting 
one the 

relatives’ 
kids 

Becoming 
foster 

parents

Test-
tube 
baby 

service

Should not 
try anything 
(act of God)

Getting a 
divorce and 

marrying 
someone else 

Sperm 
bank

Egg bank

GENDER

Male 82,6 63,1 76,3 75,7 7,0 13,0 16,6 17,0

Female 82,8 58,3 76,8 81,0 5,2 10,4 15,2 15,4

AGE

18-24 82,4 51,9 75,3 80,2 6,3 12,4 18,2 19,0

25-34 83,2 55,8 78,3 82,6 5,5 11,1 17,0 17,4

35-44 83,3 61,9 77,9 81,3 5,9 10,8 15,2 15,5

45-54 83,3 66,3 77,3 77,6 5,8 11,4 16,6 16,8

55-64 83,3 68,9 77,7 76,1 6,5 13,3 15,5 15,6

65+ 79,5 66,2 69,7 63,7 7,6 12,3 10,1 10,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 75,4 63,2 62,6 62,4 8,4 12,9 8,7 8,6

Primary school 83,3 66,6 76,6 76,2 5,9 11,4 13,7 13,9

Elementary school /secondary school 82,8 58,8 76,1 78,6 6,8 11,2 16,4 16,7

High school 84,7 54,6 80,5 84,1 5,4 11,6 18,6 19,3

Undergraduate /graduate studies 85,6 53,6 85,2 91,4 4,6 12,3 24,3 24,9

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 83,2 53,9 78,1 81,5 6,2 12,8 20,1 20,8

Married 82,7 62,3 76,4 78,0 6,0 11,1 15,0 15,2

Separated / live apart 84,9 60,6 83,8 81,3 6,8 12,9 15,2 16,0

Widowed 79,1 63,5 70,3 68,9 7,0 12,9 10,7 10,4

Divorced 89,2 59,8 81,5 86,3 5,6 18,8 22,4 23,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 83,3 60,7 77,7 79,6 5,8 11,3 16,1 16,5

Extended 78,6 61,2 70,5 73,0 7,0 11,3 13,5 13,8

Broken 85,2 59,9 78,8 79,0 6,5 14,5 17,9 18,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 87,7 52,3 88,8 94,4 5,4 12,0 27,7 29,0

Upper class 84,7 54,4 83,3 88,4 4,7 10,6 21,7 22,0

Upper middle class 84,2 57,9 80,6 84,4 4,6 10,8 17,2 17,4

Lower middle class 81,9 62,6 74,4 75,1 6,7 11,6 13,9 14,3

Lower class 79,1 67,2 65,5 65,7 7,0 13,9 10,6 10,7

Table 121. Perceptions regarding Methods Couples Who Fail to Have Child through Natural Means Should Use by Gender, Age, 
Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES (Yes)



Children in the Family and Approaches Towards Children 161

6.6. Perceptions regarding Children

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked whether or not they agreed with some state-
ments for the purpose of establishing the value they 
attach to kids. Perceptions around the probed areas 
are presented in Table 122. The opinion individu-
als have the greatest extent of consensus on is that 
“A kid draws couples closer” (87%). Other opinions  

that are agreed upon by 80% or more of respond-
ents are "A daughter is closer to the family” (82%) 
and "The kid takes care of the parents when they 
are old” (80%). 56% of individuals agree that “The 
son enhances the respectability of the mother”. The 
opinion which individuals agree with the least is 
that “Only a son can assure the continuation of the 
bloodline” (47%).

Table 122. Perceptions regarding Children throughout Türkiye 
 I agree I’m indecisive I disagree

Only a son can assure the continuation of the bloodline 46,7 6,3 47,0

A daughter is closer to the family 81,6 7,8 10,6

A son enhances the respectability of a mother 55,6 13,2 31,3

A kid draws couples closer 86,7 6,3 7,0

Once having grown up, the kid should financially support parents 74,2 13,3 12,6

The kid takes care of parents when they are old 79,7 12,7 7,6

Tables 123 & 124 cover kid related perceptions as 
split into some social and demographic breakdowns. 
Although the proportion of respondents who agree 
with the statement that “A kid draws couples clos-
er” is high in all regions, the highest rate is seen in 
Mideast Anatolia Region (93%). Men agree with 
this opinion more widely (90%) than women do 
(83%). Agreement with this statement is found to 
be higher in extended families (89%), but lower in 
broken families (80%). Expectations from kids in 
the extended families are higher than in other fam-
ily types in every matter probed. The proportions 
of people who hold this view are lower in high up-
per class (78%) and upper class (%82) than in lower 
and lower middle classes (90%). Similarly, as the 
educational status drops, agreement levels with this 
statement are reduced.

There’s a higher proportion of respondents who 
agree with the statement that “Only a son can as-
sure the continuation of the bloodline” in rural are-
as. 44% of urban residents agree with this statement 
urban areas, but 55% agree with it in the rural areas. 
The region that agrees with this opinion the most is 
Southeast Anatolia (69%). Conversely, the regions 
with lowest rates of agreement are East Marmara 
(35%) and West Anatolia (33%). Among the three 
major cities, those who live in Istanbul have a high-
er proportion (46%) of agrement than those of oth-

er two major cities and present a similar tendency 
to the generality of Türkiye. When household types 
are compared, the opinion that “only a son can as-
sure the continuation of bloodline” is preponderate 
among individuals in extended families (54%). As 
socioeconomic class and education level drops, ex-
pectations from kids are increased. Agreement with 
all areas questioned increases as educational status 
and socioeconomic class decreases. This is particu-
larly demonstrable in the statement of “A son as-
suring the contintuation of the bloodline”. For in-
stance, the proportion of those who agree with this 
statement is 29% in high upper class, but 57% in 
lower class. 31% of university graduates, 50% of pri-
mary school graduates and 63% of individuals with 
no schooling agree with this statement.

65% of respondents in rural areas, and 52% of re-
spondents in urban areas agree that a son enhanc-
es the respectability of the mother. When genders 
are compared, 59% of men agree with this opinion 
whereas 52% of women hold the same opinion. Indi-
viduals at later ages have higher levels of agreement 
with this opinion. For instance, 63% of respondents 
in 55-64 age range agree with it whereas 50% of 25-
29 year old agree with it. Proportions of agreement 
with this statement are higher in extended families, 
lower classes and lower educational status.
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Another approach which prevails in the rural areas 
(82%) more widely than urban areas (71%) is about 
kids providing financial contribution to their par-
ents when they grow up. In Istanbul too, the propor-
tion of those who agree with this statement (77%) 
is higher than Ankara and Izmir. Agreement with 
the statement rises in 65+ age group (81%), among 
extended families (81%), among lower classes and 
in lower educational status groups. 

The opinion that kids should take care of their par-
ents when they grow up weighs more heavily in rural 
areas (84%) than in urban areas (78%). Among the 
three major cities, Istanbul has a higher percentage 
of agreement with this statement (77%). Southeast 
Anatolia Region differentiates from other regions 

in all areas probed. This is the region with the high-
est level of agreement. The only exception to this is 
about kids taking care of their parents when they 
grow. The highest level of agreement with this state-
ment is seen in Central Anatolia Region (87%). As 
socioeconomic class rises, rate of agreement drops. 
84% of lower class agree with this statement while 
this rate drops down to 62% in high upper class.

The statement that daughter would be closer to 
the family is understood to have wider acceptance 
across rural areas just like other statements (85%). 
In the region-based comparison, Central Anato-
lia (90%) and Southeast Anatolia (90%) indicate 
highest rates of agreement. This opinion is accepted 
more widely by women (85%). A higher propor-

 Only a son can 
assure the 

continuation of the 
bloodline 

A daughter 
is closer to 
the family 

A son enhances 
the respectability 

of mother 

A kid draws 
the couple 

closer 

Once having grown up, 
the kid should 

financially support the 
parents 

The kid takes 
care of the 

parents when 
they are old 

Türkiye 46,7 81,6 55,6 86,7 74,2 79,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 43,6 80,3 51,8 85,6 71,2 77,9

Rural 54,5 84,7 65,3 89,6 81,9 84,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 46,3 76,5 50,6 82,8 70,3 76,7

Ankara 30,0 81,0 38,9 80,7 61,7 68,7

Izmir 37,8 76,9 43,0 81,2 62,1 70,9

NUTS

Istanbul 46,3 76,5 50,6 82,8 70,3 76,7

West Marmara 59,6 86,1 63,9 88,3 75,2 84,2

East Marmara 35,3 80,2 47,0 87,0 74,3 81,7

Aegean 42,5 76,1 43,4 85,1 68,5 76,9

Mediterranean 48,9 82,7 61,0 88,9 78,4 83,8

West Anatolia 33,3 82,0 44,5 83,9 67,4 73,1

Central Anatolia 55,9 89,6 70,5 93,3 83,3 86,8

West Black Sea 46,7 83,9 62,0 89,5 80,5 84,3

East Black Sea 45,4 86,2 65,0 86,6 75,0 79,7

Northeast Anatolia 53,6 78,5 62,3 81,5 72,5 72,8

Mideast Anatolia 41,6 84,5 55,2 88,6 75,3 77,7

Southeast Anatolia 68,5 89,6 77,2 91,6 82,4 83,7

Table 123. Perceptions regarding Children throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (I Agree)
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 Only a son can 
assure the 

continuation of 
the bloodline 

A daugh-
ter is 

closer to 
the family 

A son enhances 
the 

respectability 
of mother 

A kid draws 
the couple 

closer 

Once having grown 
up, the kid should 

financially support 
the parents 

The kid takes 
care of the 

parents when 
they are old 

GENDER

Male 52,3 78,3 58,9 90,0 74,7 81,1

Female 41,1 84,8 52,3 83,4 73,6 78,4

AGE

18-24 44,1 72,6 52,1 86,1 77,3 83,6

25-34 42,3 79,4 50,0 84,9 68,1 76,0

35-44 45,0 83,7 52,8 86,4 71,3 77,1

45-54 46,8 85,4 58,5 87,7 76,5 80,3

55-64 50,9 86,1 63,1 88,6 78,4 82,9

65+ 59,7 86,0 66,6 88,8 80,5 83,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 62,5 88,2 72,8 89,2 84,8 85,2

Primary school 50,2 86,4 62,2 88,9 80,3 83,1

Elementary /secondary school 46,9 81,4 59,2 87,2 76,0 80,8

High school 40,3 75,0 44,3 83,6 67,7 76,4

Undergraduate /graduate studies 30,6 71,8 32,4 82,2 54,0 68,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 45,2 81,9 54,8 87,4 73,1 79,1

Extended 53,5 83,4 63,1 88,8 81,0 84,6

Broken 45,5 76,9 48,8 79,9 70,3 76,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 28,8 73,0 31,5 78,0 42,5 61,9

Upper class 34,4 73,8 35,7 82,2 57,0 70,6

Upper middle class 42,0 80,2 49,8 86,0 72,7 79,5

Lower middle class 50,3 83,6 61,9 88,7 79,8 82,7

Lower class 57,2 87,8 70,9 89,7 81,9 83,5

Table 124. Perceptions regarding Children throughout Türkiye Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (I Agree)

tion of 35+ individuals agree with this statement. 
Among individuals with lower educational status, a 
greater level of agreement is seen. This rate is 88% 
among individuals with no schooling, 75% among 
High school graduates, and 72% among university 

graduates. Similarly, as socioeconomic class rises, 
agreement with this statement drops. 88% of lower 
class agree with this statement while this rate drops 
down to 73% in high upper class. 
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Table 125. Matters of Conflict between Parents and Kids throughout Türkiye

 Never Sometimes Often Irrelevant

Style of clothing 71,7 25,2 2,9 0,2

Choice of friends 68,5 28,1 3,1 0,3

Entertaining 79,3 17,4 1,8 1,5

Choice of school and profession seçimi 82,6 13,8 2,0 1,7

Political views 90,7 4,7 0,6 4,0

Religious views / practices /davranışlar 89,2 8,8 1,2 0,8

Commitment to traditions 87,5 11,1 1,0 0,4

Views on marriage and family life 84,7 9,5 1,1 4,8

Habits pertaining to eating and house order 75,5 20,8 3,4 0,3

Spending and consumption habits 68,2 27,2 4,4 0,2

Relations with relatives 87,6 11,0 1,1 0,4

Intra-familial relations 85,5 13,1 1,2 0,3

Use of Internet /computer games 68,7 15,6 4,6 11,1

Use of mobile phone 78,7 13,4 3,3 4,6

Dating 83,3 9,9 2,0 4,7

Smoking 63,7 8,9 3,7 23,7

6.7. Matters of Conflict between Parents and  
Children 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
probed as to whether or not several issues were mat-
ters of conflict between parents and kids. This ques-
tion was asked to individuals in the age range of 18-
25, living with their parents as well as parents living 
with their kids between the ages of 13-25 (Table 125). 

 
According to findings, the biggest issues of conflict 
between parents and kids are “Spending and con-
sumption habits” (32%), “Choice of friends” (31%) 
and “Style of clothing” (28%). These main issues are 
followed by “Habits pertaining to eating and house 
order” (24%), “The use of Internet and computer 
games” (20%) and “Entertainment” (20%). The least 
problematic area is political views (5%). 



Children in the Family and Approaches Towards Children 165

In Tables 126 & 127, percentages of areas causing 
problems with kids “sometimes” or "often" are pro-
vided for the generality of Türkiye and as split into 
several demographic breakdowns. 

Sixteen areas of potential problems between parents 
and kids have been examined and urban residents 
are found to confront more problems. The area with 
greatest variation between urban and rural areas is 
the use of Internet / computer games. This matter is 
followed by style of clothing, choice of friends, and 
habits pertaining to eating and house order. Among 
the three major cities, Istanbul presents a different 
character. In Istanbul, parents and kids experience 
more problems in most of the these areas than peo-
ple in other cities.

A comparison of regions reveals that regions with 
highest levels of problems between parents and kids 
are Istanbul and Northeast Anatolia (40%). West 

Marmara can be highlighted as the region with 
least of problems. The highest extent of variation 
across regions relates to spending and consumption 
habits and clothing style. For instance, 40% of re-
spondents in Northeast Anatolia experience prob-
lems with respect to clothing style, but this rate is 
18% in West Marmara. 

Types of problems experienced in the family do not 
vary by household type. Habits pertaining to eat-
ing and house order is deemed more of a problem 
by broken families compared to other household 
types (28%). It’s remarkable to observe increasing 
percentages of people experiencing particularly in 
the fields of entertaining, political view, habits per-
taining to eating and house order, relations with 
relatives, intra-familial relations, use of the Interent 
/ computer games, and the use of mobile phone as 
the socioeconomic status rises.
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Style of 
clothing

Choice of 
friends

Entertai-
ning

Choice of 
school and 
profession

Political 
views

Religious views 
and practices

Commitment 
to traditions

Views on 
marriage and 

family life 

Türkiye 28,1 31,2 19,2 15,7 5,3 10,0 12,1 10,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 30,7 33,9 20,9 16,3 5,7 10,3 13,3 11,8

Rural 20,7 23,8 14,3 14,0 4,2 8,9 8,5 7,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 36,7 39,2 24,0 17,8 6,9 12,6 16,7 13,8

Ankara 29,6 33,5 20,6 16,0 6,3 8,9 15,0 11,2

Izmir 24,6 30,4 21,2 15,9 4,7 6,5 9,1 10,9

NUTS

Istanbul 36,7 39,2 24,0 17,8 6,9 12,6 16,7 13,8

West Marmara 18,0 19,7 8,1 7,9 3,3 3,2 3,5 3,7

East Marmara 22,5 27,7 16,7 13,0 2,6 8,5 9,9 9,6

Aegean 22,2 31,6 19,4 17,3 4,0 8,3 9,3 8,9

Mediterranean 30,5 33,4 21,4 14,5 5,9 9,6 13,6 11,9

West Anatolia 29,5 33,3 22,0 16,3 7,0 11,0 14,9 10,9

Central Anatolia 26,2 29,4 19,5 11,4 5,2 8,7 12,5 9,5

West Black Sea 26,8 27,7 12,4 11,2 2,5 6,4 7,4 6,2

East Black Sea 33,1 30,2 18,7 17,8 7,8 12,1 11,0 8,2

Northeast Anatolia 39,5 37,8 23,5 24,9 6,2 18,8 22,8 18,9

Mideast Anatolia 22,8 24,2 18,7 19,6 7,0 13,6 10,8 11,1

Southeast Anatolia 22,2 22,3 12,4 14,3 3,9 7,2 7,0 8,1

Table 126. Matters of Conflict between Parents and Children throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS  
(Often & Sometimes)
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Habits pertaining 
to eating and house 

order 

Spending and 
consumption 

habits

Relations 
with 

relatives 

Intra-
familial 

relations

Use of Internet/
computer games 

Use of 
mobile 
phone 

Dating Smoking

Türkiye 24,2 31,6 12,1 14,3 20,2 16,7 11,9 12,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 26,9 34,1 13,7 16,3 23,4 18,9 13,0 13,8

Rural 16,7 24,6 7,5 8,5 11,2 10,5 9,0 9,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 32,9 40,0 15,8 19,3 24,7 18,7 12,7 12,8

Ankara 27,5 31,8 17,8 18,6 28,1 23,6 14,5 17,9

Izmir 28,9 31,7 14,4 19,4 29,0 23,5 16,6 13,8

NUTS

Istanbul 32,9 40,0 15,8 19,3 24,7 18,7 12,7 12,8

West Marmara 19,1 16,9 3,3 4,4 13,4 10,4 3,7 7,5

East Marmara 23,5 23,6 9,9 11,1 23,0 16,0 9,5 13,1

Aegean 21,6 30,6 9,7 13,4 23,1 20,5 14,7 13,0

Mediterranean 25,0 33,5 14,7 13,3 21,3 17,8 16,4 13,2

West Anatolia 26,5 30,5 16,8 17,3 24,2 21,3 14,0 17,6

Central Anatolia 19,5 27,7 10,5 11,8 13,6 12,3 11,4 9,8

West Black Sea 20,9 26,1 5,7 9,3 17,3 14,3 8,8 12,7

East Black Sea 23,9 34,7 9,8 11,0 20,9 14,6 7,8 8,6

Northeast Anatolia 28,8 38,9 17,8 20,3 13,1 17,0 10,7 11,5

Mideast Anatolia 19,6 25,3 11,0 14,8 15,3 15,9 11,3 12,1

Southeast Anatolia 15,7 31,2 8,0 12,1 11,9 9,2 7,2 10,3
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Style of 
clothing

Choice of 
friends

Entertaining Choice of 
school and 
profession

Political 
views

Religious
 views and 
practices

Commit-
ment to 

traditions

Views on 
marriage and 

family life 

GENDER

Male 25,0 29,9 18,9 15,0 5,4 9,5 12,1 10,0

Female 31,3 32,6 19,4 16,5 5,2 10,5 12,0 11,1

AGE

18-24 24,9 26,1 22,0 13,8 7,8 10,9 13,8 15,2

25-34 26,9 30,9 14,6 13,7 5,7 9,0 11,1 8,9

35-44 34,3 38,5 21,5 19,7 4,1 9,8 11,8 8,0

45-54 27,8 31,2 17,3 15,5 4,9 9,6 11,5 9,4

55-64 19,1 24,0 12,5 11,3 2,8 9,9 10,5 9,1

65+ 13,5 11,6 2,8 2,5 1,6 5,4 7,2 6,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 25,0 26,2 13,4 15,1 4,0 9,2 9,9 10,0

Primary school 28,8 33,6 17,1 16,1 4,1 9,5 10,8 8,2

Elementary/secondary school 30,0 31,9 20,0 15,1 6,4 11,4 13,1 10,4

High school 27,7 30,5 23,5 15,8 7,1 9,5 12,9 13,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 25,8 27,7 21,5 15,9 5,0 10,7 15,4 13,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 29,1 32,3 19,7 15,7 5,4 9,8 12,0 10,2

Extended 23,8 27,7 17,0 16,3 5,0 10,0 12,0 10,9

Broken 26,7 27,9 18,5 14,6 4,7 11,3 13,8 13,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 32,1 26,9 29,7 19,0 10,0 14,9 17,0 14,5

Upper class 32,8 33,9 24,7 22,8 7,0 12,9 17,2 12,4

Upper middle class 26,7 31,5 19,9 14,3 5,4 8,8 12,2 10,1

Lower middle class 28,6 32,1 18,2 15,3 5,0 10,2 11,8 10,8

Lower class 26,8 29,0 16,3 16,7 3,9 8,6 10,3 10,4

Table 127.Matters of Conflict between Parents and Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
 (Often & Sometimes)
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Habits pertain-
ing to eating and 

house order 

Spending and 
consumption 

habits

Relations 
with 

relatives 

Intra-
familial 

relations

Use of Inter-
net/computer 

games 

Use of 
mobile 
phone 

Dating Smoking

GENDER

Male 22,6 31,9 11,9 13,3 19,8 15,9 10,6 13,6

Female 25,9 31,3 12,2 15,3 20,6 17,5 13,3 11,5

AGE

18-24 25,6 34,6 16,6 16,8 17,2 15,2 15,2 14,7

25-34 25,8 29,9 13,3 16,3 20,2 14,5 10,0 7,8

35-44 27,9 33,6 10,6 14,6 27,3 20,9 11,8 9,6

45-54 21,6 29,8 10,1 12,3 18,6 16,4 10,9 14,5

55-64 14,8 22,7 8,5 10,4 11,4 9,9 6,6 14,9

65+ 9,1 17,7 3,7 4,9 5,4 8,3 6,0 6,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 16,5 27,2 7,9 10,2 8,7 8,9 8,6 11,3

Primary school 21,4 29,8 8,4 12,5 19,1 15,6 10,8 12,1

Elementary/secondary school 25,2 35,2 13,3 15,7 20,4 16,6 14,1 14,1

High school 27,9 32,4 16,1 15,9 23,6 19,8 13,8 13,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 32,8 34,3 18,4 18,3 28,6 22,4 10,8 12,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 24,6 32,1 12,2 14,4 21,6 17,7 12,4 12,5

Extended 21,0 28,3 10,5 12,9 14,3 12,9 10,3 11,9

Broken 28,3 34,5 14,5 16,4 19,0 15,3 10,9 15,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 34,6 34,7 20,4 20,8 30,2 24,8 14,2 13,5

Upper class 33,2 35,4 19,1 20,2 31,9 25,1 13,0 13,3

Upper middle class 24,9 29,8 13,2 13,8 24,0 17,4 11,2 12,7

Lower middle class 23,3 31,7 11,0 14,7 17,5 15,6 13,2 13,5

Lower class 20,8 33,8 7,8 11,7 10,7 10,6 11,2 10,0
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Table 128. Types of Punishments Used by Mothers and Fathers throughout Türkiye 

 Father Mother

 Never Sometimes Often Not relevant Never Sometimes Often Not relevant

Locked him/her in a room 93,4 5,8 0,2 0,6 89,1 9,8 0,2 0,8

Banned him/her from playing games 71,4 26,5 1,4 0,8 65,9 31,7 1,9 0,5

Didn’t give him/her pocket money 84,4 13,5 0,9 1,3 82,4 15,2 0,7 1,7

Banned him/her from watching TV 66,3 30,3 2,8 0,5 61,6 34,4 3,5 0,5

Reprimanded him/her 48,3 46,3 5,1 0,3 39,9 52,2 7,7 0,2

Did not talk to him/her for a while 85,3 13,6 0,6 0,6 74,7 23,0 1,9 0,4

Did not buy what s/he likes for a while 77,3 21,5 0,7 0,6 70,8 27,5 1,4 0,3

Did not let him/her see his friends 86,3 12,2 0,8 0,7 80,9 17,5 1,1 0,5

Beat him/her 87,1 11,8 0,4 0,7 78,9 19,6 1,0 0,4

Slapped in the face 78,4 20,3 0,7 0,6 70,0 28,5 1,0 0,4

Banned him/her from using Internet/computer 61,2 16,8 3,8 18,2 58,4 18,6 4,0 19,1

Banned him/her from using mobile phone 67,6 7,4 1,3 23,7 65,3 8,1 1,4 25,2

6.8. Punishments Imposed on Children 

In the research, parents were asked how they pun-
ished their kids over the last one year. Generally 
speaking, mothers are understood to punish their 
kids more than fathers.

As can be viewed on the table, 60% of mothers 
reprimand their kids. This punishment is followed 
by responses of “I banned him/her from watching 
TV” (38%) and “I banned him from playing games” 
(34%). The punishment type that mothers avoid 
most widely is locking kids into a room. The second 

least applied punishment method in the ranking 
is not giving pocket money (82%) and not letting 
them see their friends (81%) (Table 128). 

When the same question regarding the types of 
punishment used over the last one year was asked 
to fathers, it was understood that, just like in the 
case of mothers, the method of punishment used by 
fathers least frequently is locking in a room (93%). 
The most frequently used method of punishment 
used by fathers is reprimanding (51%). This is fol-
lowed by not letting kids watch TV (33%) and not 
letting them play games (28%). 

In Table 129, the proportions of punishments im-
posed “sometimes” or “frequently” by fathers on 
their kids are presented for the generality of Tür-
kiye and as split into demographic breakdowns. In 
line with the greater rate of problems experienced 
between parents and kids in the urban areas, fathers 
in the urban areas have imposed more punishments 
on their kids than fathers in rural areas over the last 
one year. The only exception for this is the punish-
ment by beating and slapping on the face. Propor-
tions of fathers who beat their kids or slap them on 
the face are similar in the urban and rural areas. 

When the punishing style of fathers across three 
major cities is analyzed, not buying what the kid 
likes for a while seems to be a more widely used 
practice in Izmir than two other major cities. Rep-
rimanding and slapping on the face is a rather 
uncommon type of punishment in Izmir when 
compared to two other major cities. In Istanbul, 
reprimanding and slapping on the face are more 
commonly practiced means of punishment, but not 
talking to kids for a while or banning them from 
using the mobile phone is seen less frequently.
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Fathers who have beaten their kids over the last one 
year accounts to 12% in the generality of Türkiye 
whereas this rate goes up to 22% in Central Anato-
lia. The region with the lowest percentage of fathers 
who beat their kids is West Marmara (6%). Punish-
ing kids by slapping on the face is a behavior seen 
in 21% of fathers over the last one year through-
out Türkiye . The regions that diverge most from 
the generality of Türkiye is Central and Northeast 
Anatolia (29%), Southeast Anatolia (28%) and 
West Marmara (12%).

Banning kids from playing games, not letting them 
see their friends, and banning them from using 
Internet/computer is a less frequently used pun-
ishment by fathers in extended families. Fathers 
in nuclear families use the methods of not letting 
kids watch TV, not talking to kids for a while, not 
buying what they like for a while more often than 
fathers in other household types. Fathers in bro-
ken families use several methods such as not let-

ting them watch TV less frequently than fathers in 
other household types.

Among fathers in the high class, methods of pun-
ishment such as locking into a room, not letting 
them watch TV, reprimanding, not talking to them 
for a while and banning them from using the In-
ternet/computer and mobile phone are used more 
widely than fathers in the low class. Beating and 
slapping on the face are methods of punishment 
seen less frequently as socioeconomic class gets 
higher. 

As can be expected, with increasing levels of educa-
tional status, the proportion of fathers who punish 
their kids by beating or by slapping on the face is 
reduced. Nevertheless, all other punishment meth-
ods except for these two and for not letting them 
see their friends are used more frequently as the 
education level drops. 
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 Locked 
him/her 

in a room

Banned him/
her from playing 

games 

Didn’t give 
him/her pocket 

money

Banned him/her 
from watching TV 

Reprimanded 
him/her

Didn’t talk 
to him/her 
for a while

Türkiye 6,0 27,8 14,4 33,2 51,4 14,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 6,6 30,0 15,0 34,9 53,4 15,6

Rural 4,6 22,5 12,9 28,8 46,3 10,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 6,6 32,1 16,8 34,0 58,4 14,1

Ankara 8,6 29,5 15,4 36,3 54,9 20,7

Izmir 5,3 29,1 15,4 38,1 51,5 19,5

NUTS

Istanbul 6,6 32,1 16,8 34,0 58,4 14,1

West Marmara 6,1 26,9 11,1 25,7 44,7 12,5

East Marmara 5,8 36,1 15,4 37,2 48,7 17,2

Aegean 6,2 27,1 16,1 34,7 51,0 15,4

Mediterranean 7,0 29,7 17,1 41,0 51,6 12,6

West Anatolia 7,9 28,8 12,6 34,7 54,9 20,4

Central Anatolia 7,2 34,1 10,7 34,5 56,1 17,3

West Black Sea 3,0 21,3 8,0 27,0 47,2 10,9

East Black Sea 6,3 26,0 10,9 34,9 57,9 7,1

Northeast Anatolia 10,1 37,6 15,9 42,7 47,5 17,7

Mideast Anatolia 4,5 13,4 11,6 22,2 43,6 11,7

Southeast Anatolia 1,6 15,3 13,4 20,5 43,8 9,5

AGE

25-34 9,2 37,3 15,4 39,8 55,2 12,4

35-44 6,5 32,7 16,1 38,6 56,4 16,4

45-54 3,8 17,0 12,4 23,2 44,2 11,6

55-64 2,1 10,0 6,0 13,8 33,4 11,0

65+ ,0 5,7 10,4 16,6 27,2 22,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 2,9 12,6 6,6 17,7 35,4 9,0

Primary school 3,7 24,4 13,5 29,0 48,6 10,5

Elementary/secondary school 8,2 26,9 16,1 31,1 50,5 15,6

High school 7,7 33,7 13,3 38,6 55,1 14,8

Undergraduate/graduate studies 10,0 38,8 20,1 48,7 63,4 26,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 6,2 29,0 15,0 34,3 52,0 14,9

Extended 4,5 21,0 10,8 27,8 47,9 10,2

Broken 6,4 27,8 11,8 13,2 53,3 7,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 14,4 35,9 16,9 45,6 68,4 29,1

Upper class 8,3 38,7 17,3 48,8 63,0 25,2

Upper middle class 6,9 28,7 15,7 34,9 50,9 17,3

Lower middle class 5,8 27,5 13,8 31,8 51,5 12,6

Lower class 3,3 25,4 14,2 27,9 48,7 8,4

Table 129.Types of Punishment Imposed by Fathers on Their Children over the Last One Year throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, 
Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (Often & Sometimes)
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 Didn’t buy what 
s/he likes for a 

while

Didn’t let him/her 
see friends for a 

while

Beat him 
/her

Slapped him/
her on the 

face

Banned him/her 
from using 

Internet/computer 

Banned him/
her from using 
mobile phone 

Türkiye 22,2 13,0 12,2 21,1 20,6 8,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 25,4 14,7 12,3 20,6 24,0 9,2

Rural 14,2 8,9 12,0 22,1 12,2 7,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 25,2 13,6 10,5 22,0 26,7 9,4

Ankara 27,4 17,4 10,2 18,5 25,9 13,5

Izmir 31,7 16,2 9,5 15,2 29,2 13,6

NUTS

Istanbul 25,2 13,6 10,5 22,0 26,7 9,4

West Marmara 14,9 5,8 6,0 12,1 17,5 6,1

East Marmara 30,2 14,7 7,7 13,6 27,0 9,9

Aegean 25,9 13,5 8,8 16,2 24,8 10,3

Mediterranean 21,4 14,6 15,9 24,0 21,4 10,3

West Anatolia 22,9 16,1 12,3 21,7 23,7 12,7

Central Anatolia 26,8 16,3 22,2 28,9 16,1 7,7

West Black Sea 14,9 8,7 8,7 15,7 14,0 5,5

East Black Sea 18,7 8,7 9,9 10,8 17,5 8,3

Northeast Anatolia 16,1 14,8 14,2 28,6 8,4 7,0

Mideast Anatolia 16,7 11,7 14,8 26,2 15,1 7,1

Southeast Anatolia 15,4 9,7 16,6 28,2 9,5 3,1

AGE

25-34 26,1 13,3 17,5 28,0 14,4 3,7

35-44 24,8 14,7 12,6 21,7 25,4 10,5

45-54 17,0 11,1 9,0 16,5 18,7 9,6

55-64 11,9 8,0 8,6 15,5 10,2 5,5

65+ 18,6 6,3 6,4 16,4 7,2 5,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 7,1 8,4 16,2 22,7 8,6 6,5

Primary school 19,8 11,4 13,4 22,4 14,8 7,3

Elementary/secondary school 20,6 15,0 11,7 19,9 17,9 8,6

High school 26,0 15,6 11,4 20,2 28,3 8,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 33,1 14,5 8,4 18,2 38,6 15,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 23,3 13,6 12,7 21,4 21,7 9,2

Extended 16,3 9,6 10,0 19,7 14,1 6,2

Broken 12,0 16,3 4,4 14,5 20,9 5,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 42,1 12,4 8,2 13,8 36,6 16,3

Upper class 29,7 13,3 9,4 18,5 43,4 15,8

Upper middle class 24,0 15,3 8,8 17,4 28,3 12,3

Lower middle class 21,7 13,7 12,9 22,2 17,9 6,9

Lower class 16,3 8,8 19,2 27,8 5,3 3,5
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In Table 130, the proportions of punishment types 
imposed by mothers on their kids “sometimes” or 
“frequently” are laid out for the generality of Tür-
kiye and in demographic breakdowns. In parallel to 
the greater levels of problems experienced between 
parents and kids in the urban areas, mothers in the 
urban areas have punished their children more than 

their rural counterparts over the last one year. 

Mothers who beat their kids over the last one year 
account for 21% across Türkiye, and this proportion 
goes up to 29% in Central Anatolia and Mediter-
ranean regions. The region with the smallest per-
centage of mothers who beat their children is East 

 Locked 
him/her in 

a room

Banned him/
her from playing 

games 

Didn’t give 
him/her 

pocket money

Banned him/her 
from watching TV 

Reprimand-
ed him/her

Didn’t talk to him/
her for a while

Türkiye 10,1 33,6 15,8 37,9 59,9 24,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 10,8 35,4 16,8 39,6 61,9 27,8

Rural 8,2 28,2 13,2 33,1 54,3 16,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 11,9 35,8 17,8 42,3 65,9 27,7

Ankara 11,9 35,8 19,5 39,0 68,3 45,1

Izmir 11,0 36,1 15,4 44,3 64,5 32,8

NUTS

Istanbul 11,9 35,8 17,8 42,3 65,9 27,7

West Marmara 3,1 24,2 10,0 27,0 46,0 16,7

East Marmara 9,5 44,1 15,6 44,8 61,1 30,3

Aegean 11,4 32,1 13,2 39,0 61,6 28,2

Mediterranean 13,5 43,3 22,3 46,9 67,2 22,1

West Anatolia 11,3 34,5 17,8 39,8 68,0 39,6

Central Anatolia 7,6 38,7 15,0 40,8 60,5 25,4

West Black Sea 11,1 33,9 14,1 39,5 56,4 20,3

East Black Sea 4,3 27,4 12,7 29,0 57,2 17,5

Northeast Anatolia 13,7 35,3 14,1 41,0 41,4 17,4

Mideast Anatolia 5,9 20,5 8,4 22,0 51,1 17,5

Southeast Anatolia 5,4 16,5 13,9 19,2 44,0 12,2

Table 130. Types of Punishments Imposed by Mothers on Their Children over the Last One Year throughout Türkiye and by Residence 
Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (Often & Sometimes)
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 Didn’t buy what 
s/he likes for a 

while

Didn’t let him/her 
see friends for a 

while

Beat 
him /

her

Slapped him/
her on the 

face

Banned him/her 
from using 

Internet/computer 

Banned him/
her from using 
mobile phone 

Türkiye 28,9 18,6 20,6 29,5 22,6 9,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 32,3 20,2 21,2 30,5 26,4 10,8

Rural 19,3 14,0 18,9 26,7 11,6 5,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 36,2 21,7 18,4 30,7 31,6 13,0

Ankara 41,4 21,9 20,4 26,5 33,3 15,1

Izmir 39,5 23,4 15,1 24,1 33,4 16,1

NUTS

Istanbul 36,2 21,7 18,4 30,7 31,6 13,0

West Marmara 18,9 11,4 13,8 19,4 21,6 4,9

East Marmara 38,9 19,1 16,0 20,3 27,9 10,9

Aegean 31,5 15,8 14,8 20,5 25,5 13,8

Mediterranean 27,2 20,6 29,4 41,0 24,7 8,4

West Anatolia 37,7 23,6 23,1 30,7 29,9 12,8

Central Anatolia 23,5 20,5 29,0 35,6 13,2 8,6

West Black Sea 22,6 19,0 15,9 24,4 14,3 4,8

East Black Sea 21,3 10,5 11,6 16,5 19,9 8,2

Northeast Anatolia 21,1 21,2 20,4 28,9 5,2 2,7

Mideast Anatolia 17,7 16,2 24,2 36,0 10,7 4,3

Southeast Anatolia 16,1 11,9 24,3 34,7 8,4 3,5

Black Sea (12%). Punishing kids by slapping on the 
face was seen in 30% of mothers across Türkiye. The 
regions that vary most from the generality of Tür-
kiye in this regard have been Mediterranean (40%) 
and East Black Sea Regions (17%).

Among the mothers living in three major cities, 
those in Izmir have the lowest frequency of punish-
ing their kids by beating and slapping on the face. 
Punishing kids by not talking to them for a while is 
a more common practice among mothers living in 
Ankara than those living in two other major cities. 
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 Locked 
him/her in 

a room

Banned him/
her from playing 

games 

Didn’t give 
him/her pocket 

money

Banned him/her 
from watching 

TV 

Reprimand-
ed him/her

Didn’t talk to him/
her for a while

AGE

18-24 16,1 35,1 11,4 34,4 68,2 25,0

25-34 15,4 45,5 18,6 49,7 68,3 26,5

35-44 8,5 31,5 16,5 35,7 58,9 26,1

45-54 3,5 16,2 10,2 22,6 47,8 19,4

55-64 2,7 17,7 6,1 12,3 30,7 18,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 4,6 19,7 12,5 23,1 45,0 11,2

Primary school 9,6 32,6 16,4 37,4 59,9 23,1

Elementary/secondary school 11,7 39,6 16,8 40,8 66,5 28,4

High school 14,3 44,3 16,4 48,3 67,4 36,9

Undergraduate/graduate studies 15,8 40,0 16,7 49,7 67,3 40,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 10,9 34,7 16,4 39,6 60,6 25,3

Extended 7,3 30,5 12,3 34,2 56,3 22,2

Broken 4,6 25,2 16,7 21,9 58,3 26,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 21,8 38,5 21,0 48,6 69,0 50,1

Upper class 10,4 42,3 17,0 49,0 63,7 32,5

Upper middle class 9,0 31,8 14,7 37,7 61,7 32,4

Lower middle class 10,9 34,6 17,2 38,2 61,1 23,4

Lower class 8,3 33,5 16,8 33,1 58,0 14,2

Table 131. Types of Punishments Imposed by Mothers on Their Children Over the Last One Year by Age, Educational Status, Household 
Type, and SES (Often & Sometimes)

Just like in the case of fathers, mothers too pun-
ish their kids by beating and slapping on the face 
least often among broken families. In broken fami-
lies, punishment method of not letting them watch 
TV is practiced less often than in other household  
types (Table 131).

Methods of punishment used more frequently by 
mothers of the high class than the mothers in low 
class are locking in a room, banning him/her from 
watching TV, reprimanding, not talking to him/her 
for a while, not buying what s/he likes for a while, 
and banning him/her from using Internet and mo-
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 Didn’t buy what s/he 
likes for a while

Didn’t let him/her 
see friends for a 

while

Beat 
him /

her

Slapped 
him/her on 

the face

Banned him/her 
from using 

Internet/computer 

Banned him/
her from using 
mobile phone 

AGE

18-24 30,5 14,6 41,1 49,1 4,1 ,0

25-34 35,4 21,4 27,5 37,4 21,0 6,2

35-44 28,4 18,6 17,4 27,0 27,1 12,3

45-54 18,8 13,7 14,1 19,4 17,6 9,7

55-64 12,2 14,9 12,1 19,0 9,6 10,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 16,2 15,3 25,7 33,2 8,3 4,6

Primary school 27,3 20,1 20,5 30,0 19,4 8,3

Elementary/secondary school 33,7 19,2 21,0 30,6 26,9 11,2

High school 37,8 17,8 21,1 27,4 36,3 14,4

Undergraduate/graduate studies 44,7 14,7 6,6 19,1 46,9 16,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 29,8 19,3 20,9 30,1 23,5 9,8

Extended 24,7 16,0 21,2 30,0 16,9 7,1

Broken 26,8 14,7 15,0 18,5 24,4 10,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 49,7 19,7 8,7 18,9 52,0 23,7

Upper class 38,8 16,5 10,9 20,2 48,7 18,1

Upper middle class 30,8 17,1 16,2 24,6 30,5 10,6

Lower middle class 28,7 20,0 23,3 32,9 19,4 8,5

Lower class 22,2 22,1 28,1 38,9 6,8 2,7

bile phone. Beating and slapping on the face are 
seen less commonly as socioeconomic class drops. 

As can be expected, the proportion of mothers who 
punish their kids by beating or slapping on the face 

is reduced as the educational status rises. However, 
all other methods of punishment except for these 
and not letting kids see their friends are used more 
frequently as the educational status increases. 
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Top five reasons for punishing kids have been ana-
lysed in several demographic breakdowns (Table 
133).
 
In the urban areas, proportions of parents punish-
ing kids due to neglecting education (41%), lying 
(16%), failing to perform his/her personal care 
(12%) are higher compared to those in rural areas. 
When results of three major cities are analysed, no 
significant difference is detected.

Across Türkiye, the proportion of individuals who 
punish their kids for lying amounts to 15% whereas 

this rate is goes up to 28% in Northeast Anatolia 
Region and to 25% in Mediterranean Region. The 
regions where parents punish their kids for being 
violent towards their siblings/friends most com-
monly are Southeast Anatolia (13%) and Mideast 
Anatolia (13%). The proportion of those who pun-
ish their kids due to their disrespectfulness towards 
their elderly is 12% throughout Türkiye while the 
same rate goes up to 21% in Mideast Anatolia Re-
gion. The number of those who punish kids due to 
failing to perform duties such as personal care/or-
dering his/her room rises with increasing levels of 
socioeconomic class and educational status.

Table 132. Reasons for Punishing Children throughout Türkiye 

Türkiye

Neglecting his/her education 39,6

Never punish him/her 38,1

Lying 15,0

Disrespectful attitude towards the elders 12,1

Failing to perform duties such as personal care/ordering his/her room 11,3

Being violent towards his/her siblings and friends 7,8

Spending too much time playing on Internet 7,0

Making friends to wrong people 4,3

Committing a theft 2,5

Not assisting to chores 2,1

Smoking 1,6

Excessive spending habits 1,4

Clothing style 1,3

Not performing his religious duties 0,8

Drinking alcohol 0,4

Having friends from the opposite sex 0,4

Using drugs 0,2

Disobedience 0,1

Naughtiness 0,1

Others 2,9

6.9. Reasons for Punishing Children 

38% of parents mentioned not punishing their kids 
at all. When reasons for punishing kids are reviewed, 
40% of parents are understood to punish their kids 

due to negligence of education. This reason of pun-
ishment is followed by lying (15%), by disrespectful 
attitude towards elders (12%) and by failing to per-
form duties such as personal care/ordering of his/her 
room (11%) (Table 132). 



Children in the Family and Approaches Towards Children 179

Women punish their kids more than fathers due to 
reasons of neglecting their education (42%), fail-
ing to perform duties (14%) and being disrespect-
ful towards elderly (13%). Respondents in the age 
range of 25-44 have a higher incidence of punish-
ing their kids due to negligence of education. The 
proportions of those who punish their kids due to 
being violent towards their siblings/friends and be-
ing disrespectful towards elderly are higher in the 
age range of 18-34 (Table 134).

The proportions of those who punish kids due to 
negligence of education are higher in nuclear fami-
lies (41%) compared to extended families (34%). In 

other matters, rates are similar. 

The educational status with the highest rate of 
punishing due to negligence of education is High 
school graduates (45%). The groups with the high-
est proportion of individuals who punish their kids 
due to failing to perform duties are understood to be 
parents who are High school (14%) and university 
graduates (18%). In socioeconomic terms, higher 
socioeconomic classes include greater proportions 
of parents who punish their kids only due to failing 
to perform their duties. There’s no significant varia-
tion in other matters among socioeconomic classes.

 Neglecting his/her 
education

Lying Disrespectful 
attitude towards 

the elders 

Failing to perform duties 
such as personal care/
ordering his/her room

Being violent 
towards his/her 

siblings and friends

Türkiye 39,6 15,0 12,1 11,3 7,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 41,0 15,5 11,9 12,4 7,7

Rural 35,9 13,6 12,7 8,4 7,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 40,4 14,7 12,9 15,2 5,4

Ankara 43,3 13,8 12,4 14,9 5,2

Izmir 41,9 14,8 8,5 14,9 6,2

NUTS

Istanbul 40,4 14,7 12,9 15,2 5,4

West Marmara 36,7 12,6 6,5 12,9 2,7

East Marmara 46,9 9,1 8,5 9,9 6,3

Aegean 37,9 11,5 9,5 12,9 10,0

Mediterranean 46,4 25,3 14,7 10,1 10,0

West Anatolia 40,0 12,0 11,3 12,0 5,3

Central Anatolia 45,6 21,2 15,4 8,8 7,7

West Black Sea 43,8 8,9 8,5 11,8 5,5

East Black Sea 39,0 14,4 10,8 5,7 4,1

Northeast Anatolia 38,3 27,9 15,8 13,2 4,9

Mideast Anatolia 35,8 11,7 20,5 10,8 12,6

Southeast Anatolia 22,0 12,1 11,8 6,1 12,9

Table 133. Reasons for Punishing Children throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (Top 5 Reasons)
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 Neglecting his/her 
education

Lying Disrespectful 
attitude towards 

the elders 

Failing to perform duties 
such as personal care/
ordering his/her room

Being violent 
towards his/her 

siblings and friends

GENDER

Male 37,3 15,1 11,3 8,7 7,3

Female 41,8 14,9 12,9 13,8 8,2

AGE

18-24 15,4 19,9 22,2 17,1 12,5

25-34 43,8 17,5 17,4 13,7 11,3

35-44 41,9 15,6 11,1 12,1 7,9

45-54 33,7 11,3 8,3 8,3 3,7

55-64 23,4 10,2 7,6 2,4 3,7

65+ 17,8 2,0 7,0 5,5 ,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 27,9 12,7 13,6 6,9 8,6

Primary school 40,2 14,8 11,5 10,0 7,1

Elementary/secondary school 38,2 15,8 11,4 11,4 8,8

High school 44,7 14,7 11,9 14,4 8,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 42,6 17,6 15,2 18,1 8,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 40,8 15,2 12,1 11,6 8,1

Extended 33,9 14,3 11,5 9,8 7,0

Broken 34,5 11,5 16,0 11,7 4,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 43,6 17,6 15,2 24,6 10,7

Upper class 43,0 15,5 12,3 16,2 6,1

Upper middle class 43,0 12,3 11,1 13,7 6,0

Lower middle class 38,9 14,6 11,6 9,8 7,8

Lower class 36,5 16,6 15,4 10,2 12,4

Table 134. Reasons for Punishing Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (Top 5 Reasons)

6.10. Individuals from Whom Support is Sought 
in Case of Problems with Children

When asked the question of whose support they 
would seek in case of experiencing problems with 
their kids, 72% of parents said that they would seek 
support from their spouses. This response is followed 
by those who wouldn’t seek any support at all (15%), 
those who would seek the support of expert individ-
uals and institutions (7%), and those who would ask 
for the support of family seniors (6%) (Table 135). 

 

72% of parents in the urban areas and 73% of par-
ents in the rural areas stated getting the help of 
their spouses for the problems they experience with 
their kids. The proportions of individuals getting 
the support of expert individuals or institutions 
vary in rural and urban areas. 8% of parents in ur-
ban areas, and 3% of parents in the rural areas get 
support from expert individuals and institutions for 
the problems they experience with their kids.
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In all regions, the main person from which parents 
seek support for the problems they experience with 
their kid is their spouses. This rate is above 60% in 
all regions. When regions are analysed, Southeast 
Anatolia and East Black Sea (25%) regions stand 
out for having the highest percentage of parents 
who don’t seek support from anyone. This rate is 
followed by Mediterranean Region (21%). As can 
be seen in the table too, the highest proportion of 
individuals seeking the support of expert individals 

and institutions is in Istanbul (13%), and the lowest 
ranking region in this regard is Northeast Anatolia 
(0.4%).

The three major cities do not vary much from one 
another in terms of seeking support. Getting the 
support of spouse is again the first ranking behav-
ior. However, the percentage of seeking the support 
of experts is higher than the average percentage of 
Türkiye. 

  I don’t get 
support from 

anyone 

Spouse Family 
seniors

Relatives Siblings Expert 
individuals or 

institutions

Friends Neighbors Clergy-
men

Other

Türkiye 15,3 71,9 5,9 0,6 0,8 6,6 0,6 0,1 0,1 0,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 14,6 71,5 6,0 0,5 0,9 7,9 0,5 0,1 0,1 0,5

Rural 17,0 73,1 5,5 0,7 0,5 3,2 0,9 0,0 0,1 0,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 9,3 70,8 7,1 0,6 0,6 12,8 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,7

Ankara 13,0 70,1 6,9 0,5 1,1 11,8 0,4 0,3 0,1 0,4

Izmir 13,4 74,4 4,5 0,1 1,3 8,2 1,3 0,0 0,0 0,6

NUTS

Istanbul 9,3 70,8 7,1 0,6 0,6 12,8 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,7

West Marmara 14,0 72,1 5,9 0,2 1,9 5,8 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,6

East Marmara 11,8 74,4 6,6 0,4 0,4 8,2 0,4 0,0 0,0 0,8

Aegean 9,3 77,8 5,1 0,3 1,4 6,8 0,9 0,0 0,3 0,6

Mediterranean 21,0 68,6 4,6 0,5 0,8 5,5 1,6 0,3 0,0 0,5

West Anatolia 14,3 70,5 6,7 0,6 0,8 9,3 0,3 0,2 0,0 0,4

Central Anatolia 19,7 69,4 6,8 0,6 0,8 3,5 0,3 0,0 0,2 0,4

West Black Sea 18,3 74,0 5,3 1,0 0,9 2,7 0,5 0,2 0,0 0,2

East Black Sea 24,5 62,2 6,7 0,1 0,7 7,3 0,3 0,0 0,0 0,2

Northeast Anatolia 17,7 74,8 6,8 0,1 0,1 0,4 0,1 0,0 0,5 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 11,1 81,3 5,7 1,9 0,5 0,8 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,3

Southeast Anatolia 25,3 68,0 4,2 0,8 0,9 0,8 0,3 0,0 0,2 0,1

Table 135. Individuals from Whom Support is Sought in Case of Child related Problems throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three 
Major Cities, and NUTS

The individuals parents have recourse to for sup-
port in case of kid related problems do not vary be-
tween mothers and fathers. Nevertheless, a greater 
proportion of fathers mention not getting support 
from anyone (17%) (Table 136). 

In terms of age groups, those who can’t get any sup-
port from anyone at 55 years of age or older for kid 
related problems is relatively higher than in other 
age groups (35%). This percentage is observed to 
drop in younger age groups. 
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When educational status of individuals is analysed, 
it’s seen in the table that the proportion of indi-
viduals mostly get the support of their “spouses” for 
problems they experience with their kids. This rate 
varies between 74% and 68%. The percentage of 
getting support of expert individuals or institutions 

for problems related with kids is 2% among parents 
with no schooling. This rate rises to 12% among 
university graduates. As the educational status of 
parents rise, their frequency of seeking support of 
expert individuals and insitutions for kids related 
problems increases (Table 136). 

 I don’t get 
support from 

anyone 

Spouse Family 
seniors

Relatives Siblings Expert 
individuals or 

institutions

Friends Neigh-
bors

Clergy-
men

Other

GENDER

Male 17,0 71,8 5,9 0,4 0,5 5,7 0,5 0,0 0,1 0,2

Female 13,6 72,1 5,8 0,7 1,1 7,4 0,7 0,2 0,0 0,7

AGE

18-24 8,6 83,2 6,4 0,0 0,0 3,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

25-34 11,3 73,9 7,7 0,6 0,7 6,8 0,7 0,2 0,2 0,5

35-44 13,9 73,1 5,6 0,6 1,0 7,4 0,5 0,1 0,0 0,4

45-54 21,3 68,1 4,4 0,5 0,6 5,3 0,6 0,0 0,1 0,7

55-64 25,1 65,2 4,6 0,8 0,7 4,4 0,5 0,0 0,1 0,3

65+ 36,1 60,5 1,7 1,8 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 20,0 71,7 5,3 1,3 0,9 1,7 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,8

Primary school 15,7 73,4 5,5 0,6 0,7 4,8 0,6 0,1 0,1 0,5

Elementary/secondary school 15,5 68,0 6,4 0,2 1,3 9,4 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,2

High school 12,7 70,1 7,2 0,4 0,8 9,6 1,1 0,1 0,0 0,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 12,2 73,8 4,8 0,5 0,6 11,7 1,0 0,0 0,5 0,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 14,3 74,8 4,3 0,4 0,6 6,9 0,6 0,1 0,1 0,3

Extended 15,8 70,1 10,4 0,7 0,7 3,6 0,2 0,1 0,1 0,3

Broken 38,0 5,4 25,7 4,6 6,6 13,2 3,0 0,5 0,0 4,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 7,9 78,5 3,7 1,0 1,3 16,2 1,9 0,0 0,0 0,0

Upper class 11,9 73,9 5,8 0,3 0,7 11,1 0,8 0,1 0,6 0,1

Upper middle class 13,0 73,6 5,0 0,3 0,6 8,2 0,4 0,1 0,1 0,4

Lower middle class 16,2 71,9 5,7 0,4 1,0 5,9 0,3 0,1 0,0 0,5

Lower class 17,2 72,2 6,1 0,9 0,5 2,6 1,7 0,3 0,2 0,1

Table 136. Individuals from Whom Support is Sought in Case of Child related Problems by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household 
Type, and SES
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This can be traced also in the socioeconomic sta-
tus distribution. The proportion of parents who 
state getting the support of expert individuals or 
institutions in case of problems with their kids is 
3% the lower class, 8% in upper middle class, and 
16% in high upper class.

When evaluated on the basis of household type, 
marked variations are revealed. The proportion of 
individuals who get the support of their spouses 
is very low among broken families (5%). In con-

trast to this, proportions of individuals who get 
the support of family seniors (26%) and of those 
who get the support of expert individuals and in-
stitutions (13%) are higher than other household 
types. A similar differentiation appears in terms 
of not getting any support from anyone. The pro-
portion of individuals who don’t get any support 
from anyone is 38% in broken families whereas 
this rate is 16% in extended families and 14% in 
nuclear families (Table 136).
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This section aims to portray the value judgments 
of individuals regarding family and community 
life. With this view, individuals were asked several 
questions regarding couples living out of wedlock, 
having kids out of wedlock, participation of women 
into workforce, happiness perceptions of individu-
als about family members and the role of religion in 
the lives of individuals. 

7.1. Attitudes towards Marriage, Living out of 
Wedlock and Having Child out of  Wedlock 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked to state their opinions by choosing the op-
tions of “I disagree”, “I’m indecisive” or “I agree” 
with respect to marriage, living out of wedlock and 
having babies out of wedlock. 

Table 137. Attitudes towards Marriage, Living out of Wedlock and Having Child out of Wedlock 

 I disagree I’m indecisive I agree

A man can get married to a woman of different ethnicity & religion 47,2 8,8 44,0

Being from the same religious sect is not important for marriage 49,6 11,2 39,2

A woman can get married to a man of different ethnicity & religion 53,2 9,0 37,9

One can marry someone that s/he has met online (via Internet) 73,0 11,5 15,5

Couples can live out of wedlock (official or religious) 89,7 2,7 7,6

Couples can have babies out of wedlock 91,1 3,0 5,9

As can be seen in Table 137, the matter on which 
respondents have the greatest extent of consensus 
were the statements that “a man can get married to 
a woman of different ethnicity & religion” (38%) 
and “a woman can get married to a man of differ-
ent ethnicity & religion (%44). Levels of agree-
ment with these judgements are similar in different 
breakdowns. Agreement to both of these state-
ments is higher in urban areas than in rural areas, 
in western regions and especially in Aegean and 
West Anatolia Regions; and when it comes to three 
major cities, agreement to these two judgements 
are higher among men, in the upper class, among 
single and divorced men, among high educational 
status members, younger age ranges and in Ankara 
and Izmir (Table 138 & 139). For instance, level of 
agreement with the statement that a woman can get 
married to a man from a different ethnicity and re-
ligion is 42% in urban areas, but 28% in rural areas, 
46% in Aegean Region, 22% in Northeast Anatolia, 
65% in high upper class, and 22% in lower class. 

The level of agreement with the statement of "Be-
ing from the same religious sect is not important 
for marriage" is 39%, and those who have the op-
posite view account for 50%. Similarly, proportions 
of those who state agreeing with this statement are 
higher in urban areas, in Aegean and West Ana-
tolia Regions, in Ankara and Izmir, among men, 

in young age groups, in high educational status, 
among single and divorced individuals, among bro-
ken and nuclear families, and in upper class. 

According to the data collected, the matters in-
dividuals agree with the least are the judgements 
that “couples may have babies out of wedlock” (6%) 
and "couples may live out of wedlock (official or 
religious) (8%). The level of agreement with the 
statement that couples may have babies out of wed-
lock is pretty low and a similar approach is seen 
in almost all breakdowns in this regard. Just like 
in other matters, individuals living in urban areas 
agree with the statement that couples may have 
babies out of wedlock slightly more (7%). Regions 
that have higher percentages of agreement with this 
statement are Istanbul (8%), Aegean (7%) and West 
Anatolia (7%) Regions with lowest percentages 
of agreement are East Black Sea (3%), Northeast 
Anatolia and Southeast Anatolia (3%). Attitude of 
individuals in high classes (16%), university gradu-
ates (11%), singles (9%) and divorced individuals 
(12%) is more positive than other individuals. 

Another judgement that has received a lower level 
of agreement is about “Couples living out of wed-
lock (official or religious)” presents quite much 
of variation across breakdowns. 9% of individu-
als living in urban areas agree with this statement 
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whereas this rate drops down to 4% in rural areas. 
In terms of regions, Istanbul (11%), Aegean and 
West Anatolia Regions (10%) have the highest lev-
els of agreement with this statement whereas East 
Black Sea and Northeast Anatolia (2%) show the 
lowest level of agreement. Although level of agree-
ment seems to be similar in three major cities, in-
dividuals in Izmir have a more positive regard of it 
than those in Istanbul. Just like in other statements, 
men (9%) and individuals in 18-24 age group have 
a more positive perspective in this matter too. The 
most accentuated variations are seen in the break-

downs of marital status, household type, socioeco-
nomic class and educational status. Level of agree-
ment with this judgement is 19% among divorced 
individuals, 14% among single individuals and 4% 
among widowed individuals. In broken families, it 
goes up to 15%, and drops to 5% in extended fami-
lies. 23% of the high upper class and 15% of upper 
class agree with this statement whereas only 4% of 
lower class have a positive opinion of it. It goes up 
to 18% among university graduates and is between 
3-4% among people with lowest educational status 
(Table 138 & 139).

Table 138. Attitudes towards Marriage, Living out of Wedlock and Having Child out of Wedlock throughout Türkiye and by Residence 
Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (I agree)

 Couples can live 
out of wedlock 

(official or 
religious)

A man can get 
married to a woman 

of different 
ethnicity & religion

A woman can get 
married to a man 
of different eth-
nicity & religion 

Couples can 
have babies 

out of 
wedlock

One can marry 
someone that s/
has met online 
(via Internet) 

Being from the 
same religious sect 

is not important 
for marriage 

Türkiye 7,6 44,0 37,9 5,9 15,5 39,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 8,9 48,5 41,8 6,7 16,7 42,9

Rural 4,1 32,3 27,6 3,6 12,5 29,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 10,9 46,8 39,8 7,9 18,5 43,3

Ankara 12,1 57,6 52,7 8,2 17,3 51,8

Izmir 13,4 55,6 51,3 10,2 19,8 52,5

NUTS

Istanbul 10,9 46,8 39,8 7,9 18,5 43,3

West Marmara 6,8 40,9 39,2 4,1 8,7 34,0

East Marmara 5,8 49,8 43,6 5,4 17,1 44,2

Aegean 9,8 50,5 46,4 7,0 19,0 46,5

Mediterranean 7,3 41,7 35,0 6,1 16,0 37,2

West Anatolia 10,0 52,7 46,3 7,3 16,8 44,7

Central Anatolia 6,1 40,6 29,7 4,0 13,8 25,2

West Black Sea 5,9 35,3 30,2 4,9 13,7 29,0

East Black Sea 2,3 33,1 26,5 2,6 10,1 34,8

Northeast Anatolia 2,4 24,9 21,6 3,3 8,2 27,5

Mideast Anatolia 5,2 43,8 37,6 5,1 13,4 49,6

Southeast Anatolia 3,8 34,1 26,8 3,3 11,3 28,3
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7.2. Approaches to Women’s Working in a Paid Job 

The proportion of women who have a positive opin-
ion of women’s working in paid jobs in the generality 
of Türkiye is 82%. It can be concluded that similar 
percentages are reached in urban and rural break-
downs. 84% of respondents living in the urban areas 
and 78% of those who live in rural areas have a posi-
tive opinion of women’s working in paid jobs.

In terms of variations across regions, the first ranking 
regions that have a more positive opinion are West 
Marmara (92%), Aegean and East Marmara (87%) 
Regions. The regions with lowest percentages of re-
spondents who have the least positive attitude for 
women’s working in paid jobs are Northeast Anato-
lia (61%) and Southeast Anatolia (64%) (Table 140).

Table 139. Attitudes towards Marriage, Living out of Wedlock and Having Child out of Wedlock by Gender, Age, Educational Status, 
Marital Status, Household Type, and SES (I agree)

 Couples can live 
out of wedlock 

(official or 
religious)

A man can get 
married to a 

woman of 
different ethnicity 

& religion

A woman can get 
married to a man 

of different
 ethnicity & 

religion 

Couples 
can have 

babies out 
of wedlock

One can marry 
someone that s/
has met online 
(via Internet) 

Being from the 
same religious 

sect is not 
important for 

marriage 

GENDER

Male 9,3 49,0 41,8 7,5 18,9 44,2

Female 5,9 39,0 33,9 4,3 12,2 34,3

AGE

18-24 10,5 52,9 46,3 7,6 23,1 44,9

25-34 8,7 50,4 43,9 5,7 20,4 44,8

35-44 7,2 45,1 38,3 6,0 14,2 39,2

45-54 7,2 40,6 35,2 6,4 12,0 37,5

55-64 5,9 36,2 31,0 4,7 9,8 34,3

65+ 3,3 25,9 20,8 3,6 6,3 24,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 3,1 20,7 16,6 3,2 7,4 23,4

Primary school 3,6 35,6 29,8 3,6 11,5 32,9

Elementary/secondary school 6,4 45,5 39,7 5,7 17,0 40,4

High school 12,1 58,4 51,5 8,5 20,7 48,3

Undergraduate/graduate studies 17,9 66,4 58,3 11,1 25,0 57,2

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 13,8 56,5 49,8 9,1 26,1 48,4

Married 5,8 41,6 35,5 5,0 13,1 37,6

Separated / live apart 12,3 52,2 43,8 7,0 16,2 42,4

Widowed 3,6 25,5 21,2 3,1 7,4 24,5

Divorced 19,4 56,1 52,9 11,8 21,5 48,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 7,0 45,0 38,7 5,6 15,0 40,2

Extended 5,1 36,1 30,5 4,9 15,4 33,3

Broken 14,6 49,3 43,7 8,6 18,6 42,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 23,3 70,6 64,6 15,6 29,5 62,8

Upper class 15,1 62,4 55,2 8,8 20,8 51,3

Upper middle class 8,3 52,0 45,1 6,3 17,1 44,4

Lower middle class 4,6 37,5 31,6 4,5 13,4 34,4

Lower class 4,3 26,7 22,4 3,6 11,8 30,8
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Individuals in Ankara and Izmir have a more posi-
tive opinion than the urban average of Türkiye in 
this regard. Istanbul, on the other hand, is in greater 
parallelism with urban average and stands as the city 
with the most negative approach (14%).

In terms of gender, women (91%) are seen to sup-
port this matter more than men (74%). Although no 
apparent tendency is detected across age groups, the 
group with the most negative approach to women’s 
working in a paid job the individuals above 65 years 
of age (21%) (Table 141).

Individuals’ approaches vary by their educational sta-
tus. The participants who support women’s working 
in a paid job the least are those with no schooling 

(73%). The support of respondents who are High 
school graduates and above for this matter is higher 
than other respondents in other educational statuses. 
88% of High school graduates, and 94% of univer-
sity graduates find women’s working in a paid job 
appropriate.

When it comes to socioeconomic status, the great-
est support for women’s working in paid jobs comes 
from the high upper class (98%). The least of support 
is given by the members of the lower class (66%).

The household type that supports women’s working 
in paid jobs is broken families (91%). 82% of nuclear 
families and 76% of extended families find the work-
ing of women in paid jobs appropriate (Table 141). 

Table 140. Approach to Women’s Working in Paid Jobs throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

 Yes No

Türkiye 82,2 17,8

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 83,9 16,1

 Rural 77,8 22,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 86,4 13,6

 Ankara 90,1 9,9

 Izmir 90,5 9,5

NUTS

 Istanbul 86,4 13,6

 West Marmara 92,3 7,7

 East Marmara 87,0 13,0

 Aegean 87,3 12,7

 Mediterranean 81,8 18,2

 West Anatolia 84,8 15,2

 Central Anatolia 76,2 23,8

 West Black Sea 80,8 19,2

 East Black Sea 81,9 18,1

 Northeast Anatolia 60,7 39,3

 Mideast Anatolia 77,3 22,7

Southeast Anatolia 64,0 36,0
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Within the scope of the research, individuals 
who stated that women should not work in paid 
jobs were asked about the reasons of their opin-
ions. Across Türkiye, 56% of individuals declared 
that women should not work on the grounds that 
women’s primary duties are household manage-
ment and childbearing. 20% of those who have a 
negative opinion of women’s working think that 
work environments are not safe for women. Among 
those who don’t want women to work, the propor-
tions of those who find it against our traditions and 
customs, who think that working women aggrieve 
their kids and who think that a paid work wears the 

woman out are lower than 10% (Table 142). 

Among the respondents who don’t find women’s 
working appropriate, majority of urban residents 
(55%) hold the view that women’s primary duties 
are household management and childbearing just 
like in the generality of Türkiye. The proportion of 
rural residents is higher in this group (59%). 22% of 
urban residents find working environment danger-
ous for women. This rate is lower among individuals 
who live in the rural areas (16%). 

The proportions of those who object to the idea of 

Table 141. Approach to Women’s Working in Paid Jobs by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes No

GENDER

 Male 73,7 26,3

 Female 90,5 9,5

AGE

18-24 83,8 16,2

25-34 82,2 17,8

35-44 80,5 19,5

45-54 82,6 17,4

55-64 84,4 15,6

65+ 79,3 20,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 73,2 26,8

Primary school 79,9 20,1

Elementary /secondary school 78,5 21,5

High school 87,6 12,4

Undergraduate/graduate studies 93,8 6,2

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 86,8 13,2

Married 80,4 19,6

Separated / live apart 87,8 12,2

Widowed 84,3 15,7

Divorced 91,5 8,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

 Nuclear 82,1 17,9

 Extended 76,3 23,7

 Broken 90,9 9,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 97,8 2,2

Upper class 93,1 6,9

Upper middle class 87,4 12,6

Lower middle class 78,7 21,3

Lower class 65,8 34,2
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working women on the grounds that women’s pri-
mary duties are household management and child-
bearing are high in all regions. This rate is highest 
in Mideast Anatolia Region (79%). The lowest rate 
is seen in West Marmara Region (35%). When the 
proportions of individuals who think that working 
environment is not safe for women are examined, 
West Marmara is in the first ranking with 37%. The 
region that agrees with this idea the least is Mideast 
Anatolia Region (11%). The region with the high-
est proportion of individuals who state that women 
should not work on the grounds that it’s against our 

traditions and customs is Northeast Anatolia (30%). 
In all three major cities, among those who don’t 
have a positive opinion of women’s working, the 
most widely accepted view is that women’s primary 
duties are household management and childbear-
ing. However, this justification is chosen less often 
in Istanbul (46%) than in two other major cities. 
The opinion that working environments are not 
safe for women is the second most widely support-
ed view. Nevertheless, the proportions of respond-
ents who choose this answer in Istanbul (26%) and 
Izmir (24%) are higher than in Ankara (19%). 

Table 142. Reasons for Disapproval of Women’s Working throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

 Women’s primary 
duties are household 

management and 
childbearing

Working
environments are 

not safe
 for women 

Against our 
traditions

Working 
women’s kids are

aggrieved 

Working in a 
paid job wears 
the woman out 

Other

Türkiye 56,3 19,9 9,2 8,4 2,9 3,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 54,7 22,2 7,6 9,2 2,7 3,7

Rural 59,4 15,7 12,2 7,0 3,3 2,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 46,2 25,8 9,6 10,2 2,7 5,5

Ankara 54,5 18,8 7,9 10,2 5,4 3,2

Izmir 55,9 23,4 2,7 8,1 4,3 5,6

NUTS

Istanbul 46,2 25,8 9,6 10,2 2,7 5,5

West Marmara 34,8 37,2 9,8 12,0 2,8 3,4

East Marmara 58,1 24,0 3,1 7,7 3,4 3,8

Aegean 61,0 13,9 7,5 11,2 3,7 2,7

Mediterranean 57,9 17,7 2,2 14,1 5,4 2,6

West Anatolia 47,7 29,8 9,2 5,8 3,7 3,8

Central Anatolia 48,2 26,4 14,2 7,5 ,7 3,1

West Black Sea 56,9 16,2 6,4 12,7 5,4 2,4

East Black Sea 67,9 21,1 2,2 4,8 1,7 2,3

Northeast Anatolia 43,3 18,3 29,9 5,1 ,3 3,2

Mideast Anatolia 69,8 10,8 10,0 4,5 2,0 3,0

Southeast Anatolia 67,4 13,7 11,2 3,8 1,4 2,5

When data are evaluated on the basis of gender, 
women and men interestingly are found to respond 
in a similar fashion. Among both women and men, 
the justification that women’s primary duties are 
household management and childbearing is the 
most widely accepted reason. 57% of women and 
56% of men who don’t find women’s working ap-
propriate agreed with this view. The view agreed at 
similar percentages by both genders is that work-
ing environment is not safe for women (men: 20% 

and women: 19%). Th e opinion agreed the least by 
both genders is that work life wears the women out 
(Table 143).

The view that women’s primary duties are house-
hold management and childbearing is the justifica-
tion which is verbalized with the highest rates by 
all age groups. Among those who object to the idea 
of working women, the proportion of those who 
agree with this view is above 50% in all age groups. 
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In the age group of 65 and above, agreement with 
this view reaches its peak (67%). The age group that 
agrees with this view the least is 18-24 (51%). Al-
though the opinion that working environment is 
not safe for women is the second most widely sup-
ported view in all age groups, it’s been accepted at 
higher rates in the age groups of 18–24 and 25-34. 
The proportions of individuals at 45 years of age or 
older who think that women’s working in paid jobs 

is against our traditions range between 9–12%.
Those who justify their objection to women’s work-
ing by the opinion that women’s primary duties are 
household management and childbearing account 
for highest levels in all educational statuses. How-
ever, as the educational status drops, the proportion 
of those who support this justification is reduced, 
and the percentage of university graduates with 
this view drops down to 45%. It’s notable that the 

Table 143. Reasons for Disapproval of Women’s Working by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

 Women’s primary 
duties are household 

management and 
childbearing

Working 
environments 

are not safe for 
women 

Against our 
traditions

Working 
women’s kids 
are aggrieved 

Working in 
a paid job 
wears the 

woman out 

Other

GENDER

Male 56,2 20,4 9,0 8,4 2,7 3,3

Female 56,6 18,7 9,7 8,6 3,4 3,0

AGE

18-24 51,2 28,0 7,7 6,1 4,7 2,3

25-34 53,1 22,6 8,1 10,8 2,4 2,9

35-44 54,0 17,0 9,6 11,7 2,7 5,0

45-54 59,0 17,2 9,8 7,6 3,0 3,5

55-64 59,7 20,3 9,2 4,4 3,1 3,4

65+ 67,3 12,9 11,8 4,9 1,8 1,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 60,3 14,5 13,1 6,4 2,3 3,5

Primary school 59,2 17,7 10,1 7,7 2,8 2,4

Elementary /secondary school 53,6 25,1 6,7 6,8 3,6 4,2

High school 50,0 25,7 6,2 11,7 3,2 3,2

Undergraduate /graduate studies 44,8 23,1 3,9 20,4 2,1 5,7

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 49,2 29,0 8,7 6,3 5,2 1,6

Married 57,3 18,7 9,2 8,7 2,7 3,5

Separated / live apart 36,4 15,2 24,2 20,7 ,0 3,4

Widowed 62,4 14,4 11,3 9,7 ,2 2,0

Divorced 58,8 21,6 1,1 6,6 3,6 8,3

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 55,6 20,6 8,5 8,5 3,4 3,5

Extended 58,7 17,8 11,4 8,2 1,7 2,2

Broken 56,0 20,6 8,7 8,5 1,8 4,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 40,0 27,7 6,2 10,2 14,0 1,9

Upper class 51,1 22,7 8,0 12,2 2,2 3,7

Upper middle class 53,5 22,2 6,6 10,8 3,5 3,4

Lower middle class 55,8 20,7 9,2 7,4 3,5 3,4

Lower class 63,0 15,4 11,8 6,2 1,3 2,4
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proportion of those who agree that working envi-
ronment is not safe for women rises in proportion 
to rising levels of educational status. Another re-
markable finding is that 20% of university gradu-
ates who are against the working of women believe 
that working women aggrieve their kids. 13% of 
individuals with no schooling hold the view that 
working of women is against traditions (Table 143). 

Divorced individuals support the working of women 
at higher percentages (92%) whereas married indi-
viduals support it to a lower extent (80%). On the 
other hand, when socioeconomic status and house-
hold types are reviewed, no apparent tendency is de-
tected in terms of the justifications of respondents 
for objecting the idea of working women. 

7.3. Individuals’ Perceptions of Their Own and 
Their Family’s Happiness 

When individuals were asked how happy they 
thought their families were, 18% of them said “very 
happy”, and 59% said “happy”. The proportion of re-
spondents who state having unhappy families is only 
3%. Perception of family happiness does not vary in 
urban and rural areas. Although not much of varia-
tion is seen across three major cities with respect to 
this perception, the proportions of those who state 
having very happy or happy families is higher in 
Izmir (81%) two other major cities. An overview of 
regions indicates that around 80% individuals think 
their families are either happy or very happy. On the 
other hand, this rate is lowest in Southeast Anatolia 
Region (65%) (Table 144).

Table 144. Individuals’ Perception on the Happiness of Their Families throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and 
NUTS

 Very happy Happy Average Unhappy Very unhappy

Türkiye 18,0 59,4 19,9 2,3 0,4

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 18,8 58,1 20,2 2,5 0,4

 Rural 16,1 62,7 18,9 1,7 0,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 16,8 58,3 21,7 2,9 0,2

 Ankara 25,8 51,9 19,5 2,4 0,4

 Izmir 19,6 61,1 17,4 1,4 0,5

NUTS

 Istanbul 16,8 58,3 21,7 2,9 0,2

 West Marmara 15,1 66,4 16,2 2,1 0,2

 East Marmara 20,9 57,2 19,8 1,6 0,4

 Aegean 18,3 62,3 17,2 1,7 0,5

 Mediterranean 17,7 56,5 22,9 2,3 0,6

 West Anatolia 25,2 53,3 19,1 2,1 0,3

 Central Anatolia 20,9 62,2 14,1 2,3 0,6

 West Black Sea 12,2 69,1 16,9 1,3 0,6

 East Black Sea 14,9 65,5 17,5 1,6 0,5

 Northeast Anatolia 22,1 63,7 11,3 2,5 0,3

 Mideast Anatolia 26,3 54,8 16,9 1,6 0,5

 Southeast Anatolia 9,0 56,0 29,9 4,6 0,6



TAYA 2011194

Table 145. Individuals’ Perception on the Happiness of Their Families by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household 
Type, and SES
 Very happy Happy Average Unhappy Very unhappy

GENDER

Erkek 19,3 59,1 19,3 2,0 0,3

Kadın 16,8 59,7 20,4 2,6 0,5

AGE

18-24 20,1 58,6 18,8 2,2 0,3

25-34 19,8 58,0 19,6 2,1 0,5

35-44 19,1 58,6 19,9 2,0 0,4

45-54 15,3 60,7 21,4 2,3 0,2

55-64 15,7 62,0 19,4 2,3 0,6

65+ 15,2 60,4 20,2 3,5 0,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 10,8 58,9 24,6 4,8 0,9

Primary school 15,9 60,2 21,2 2,2 0,4

Elementary/secondary school 19,3 57,6 20,5 2,1 0,4

High school 20,7 59,2 18,1 1,7 0,3

Undergraduate/graduate studies 25,3 60,2 13,0 1,3 0,2

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 17,6 57,1 21,8 3,1 0,4

Married 19,1 60,8 18,4 1,4 0,3

Separated / live apart 13,7 36,6 34,2 13,7 1,8

Widowed 9,4 57,4 25,4 6,6 1,2

Divorced 10,3 44,3 32,5 10,2 2,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 19,0 60,8 18,4 1,5 0,3

Extended 17,7 58,8 21,1 2,1 0,3

Broken 12,9 52,5 26,3 6,9 1,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 28,4 62,7 8,4 0,5 0,1

Upper class 25,6 61,9 11,6 0,9 0,1

Upper middle class 21,9 59,4 17,2 1,3 0,2

Lower middle class 15,5 61,0 20,8 2,3 0,3

Lower class 9,5 55,4 29,8 4,3 0,9

In terms of gender and age distribution, no serious 
variation is found with respect to how they regard 
the happiness of their families. Only the age group 
of 18-44 has a greater proportion of individuals who 
think that their families are very happy (Table 145). 

Educational status of individuals has some impact 
on their perception about their families’ happi-
ness. The proportion of those who respond as “very 
happy” rises in proportion to educational status. For 
instance, 11% of people with no schooling mention 
being very happy whereas this rate is 25% among 

university graduates. Similar tendency applies with 
respect to socioeconomic status. Those who respond 
as “very happy” is 10% in lower class, 22% in upper 
middle class and 28% in high upper class.

The proportion of those who indicate having happy 
families is higher among single and married indi-
viduals. In line with this finding, individuals in nu-
clear families think that their families are happier 
(80%) whereas this rate is lower among individuals 
in broken families (65%). 
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Table 146. Personal Perception of Happiness throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

 Very happy Happy Average Unhappy Very unhappy

Türkiye 16,3 56,6 22,8 3,3 1,0

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 16,9 55,1 23,6 3,4 1,0

 Rural 14,8 60,6 20,6 3,0 1,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 14,8 55,6 25,7 3,5 0,4

 Ankara 24,9 49,4 21,6 2,9 1,2

 Izmir 17,5 56,5 21,6 2,9 1,4

NUTS

 Istanbul 14,8 55,6 25,7 3,5 0,4

 West Marmara 14,0 64,6 18,3 2,4 0,7

 East Marmara 18,3 55,5 22,3 3,1 0,9

 Aegean 17,4 58,8 20,4 2,5 1,0

 Mediterranean 16,5 51,7 26,0 4,1 1,8

 West Anatolia 23,6 51,5 20,8 2,9 1,2

 Central Anatolia 19,9 59,9 15,6 3,3 1,4

 West Black Sea 11,0 65,9 20,2 2,2 0,8

 East Black Sea 14,0 63,8 18,3 3,0 0,8

 Northeast Anatolia 15,8 64,0 16,4 3,2 0,6

 Mideast Anatolia 22,2 54,9 19,2 2,7 1,0

 Southeast Anatolia 8,0 51,8 33,0 5,4 1,7

Individuals were asked how happy they regard 
themselves. According to findings, 16% of indi-
viduals responded as “very happy”, 57% of them as 
“happy”, and 23% of them as “average”. The propor-
tion of those who define themselves as “unhappy or 
very unhappy” is 4% (Table 146).
 
17% of urban residents, and 15% of rural residents 
reported being very happy while 55% of urban resi-
dents and 61% of rural residents reported being 
happy.

On the basis of regions, the regions with the high-
est proportions of individuals who regard them-
selves happy or very happy are Northeast Anato-
lia and Central Anatolia (80%). This percentage 
is lowest in Southeast Anatolia Region (60%). In 
other words, 40% of individuals in Southeast Ana-
tolia Region do not feel happy.

Personal perception of happiness is similar across 
three major cities. In Ankara and Izmir, the propor-
tions of those who think they’re happy or very hap-
py (74%) are slightly higher than in Istanbul (70%).
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Happiness levels of women and men are similar; 
however, men have a relatively greater proportion 
who feel happy (Table 147). Similarly, not much 
of variation is seen across age groups. Only people 
above 65 years of age have a higher proportion of 
individuals who feel unhappy (6%).

As the education status rises, the percentage of indi-
viduals who regard themselves happy is understood 
to increase; and as educational status is reduced, the 
percentage of individuals who regard themselves 
unhappy increases. For example, 10% of individuals 
with no schooling report feeling very happy while 

this rate is 22% among university graduates. 

The type of household with the greatest percentage 
of individuals who say that they’re happy or very 
happy is nuclear families (76%); broken families 
rank the lowest in this respect (59%) .

With the rising of socioeconomic status, individu-
als regard themselves happier. On the other hand, 
feeling of unhappiness gets more common towards 
lower classes. This rate is 6% in the lower class, 2% 
in upper middle class, and 1% in high upper class.

Table 147. Personal Perception of Happiness by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

 Very happy Happy Average Unhappy Very unhappy

GENDER

 Male 17,7 56,3 22,1 3,0 0,9

 Female 15,0 56,9 23,4 3,5 1,2

AGE

18-24 18,6 53,9 23,1 2,9 1,4

25-34 17,5 55,5 23,1 2,9 1,0

35-44 16,0 56,2 23,7 3,3 0,9

45-54 14,8 57,5 23,6 3,3 0,8

55-64 14,7 60,3 20,8 3,0 1,1

65+ 14,6 58,9 20,5 5,0 1,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 9,8 56,9 25,3 6,2 1,8

Primary school 14,7 56,7 24,3 3,2 1,0

Elementary/secondary school 17,4 55,5 22,7 3,2 1,3

High school 18,7 56,0 22,2 2,5 0,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 22,3 58,4 16,8 1,9 0,5

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 16,1 52,7 25,6 4,2 1,4

Married 17,4 58,7 21,1 2,1 0,7

Separated / live apart 10,9 32,5 32,7 14,6 9,3

Widowed 7,6 53,6 28,1 8,7 2,0

Divorced 9,2 38,4 34,4 15,3 2,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 17,5 58,1 21,4 2,2 0,8

Extended 15,1 56,9 23,3 3,7 1,0

Broken 11,4 47,7 29,8 8,6 2,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 25,4 63,2 10,5 0,9 0,0

Upper class 23,4 58,6 16,2 1,5 0,3

Upper middle class 20,0 56,8 20,5 2,0 0,8

Lower middle class 14,1 58,4 23,4 3,2 0,9

Lower class 7,8 52,7 31,3 6,0 2,2
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7.4. Personal Perception of Individuals with  
regard to Beliefs 

Individuals were read out several statements about 
beliefs and they were asked to choose the definition 
which they thought to fit themselves. According to 
findings, almost all of the individuals stated being 
religious (99%). 49% of individuals reported trying 
to perform all religious requirements whereas 43% 
mentioned performing some religious requirements 
(Table 148).

When analysed by residence area, those saying they 
perform all the religious requirements account for 
45% in the urban areas whereas this rate increas-
es to 60% in the rural areas. The regions with the 
highest percentages of individuals stating this are 

Northeast Anatolia and East Black Sea (68%). East 
Marmara follows these two regions with 60%. The 
lowest percentage belongs to Aegean Region (35%). 
The percentage of individuals living in the Aegean 
Region and stating that they perform some of their 
religious requirements is higher than other regions.

When three major cities are analysed, individuals 
living in Izmir differ from those living in Istanbul 
and Ankara in terms of the definition they choose 
for themselves with respect to beliefs. Respondents 
in Izmir have a greater percentage of agreement to 
the statement of “I perform some of my religious 
requirements” (58%) whereas individuals living in 
Ankara and Istanbul have a higher level of agree-
ment with the statement of “I perform all of my 
religious requirements” (43%).

Table 148. Personal Perception of Individuals with regard to Beliefs throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and 
NUTS

 I’m religious, trying to 
perform all religious 

requirements 

I’m religious, trying to 
perform some of 

religious requirements 

I’m religious, failing to 
perform religious 

requirementes 

I’m not religious

Türkiye 48,7 44,6 5,9 0,9

RESIDENCE AREA

 Urban 44,5 47,7 6,8 1,0

 Rural 59,5 36,7 3,4 0,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

 Istanbul 43,0 48,0 7,3 1,8

 Ankara 43,3 47,1 8,4 1,2

 Izmir 30,3 57,7 10,2 1,9

NUTS

 Istanbul 43,0 48,0 7,3 1,8

 West Marmara 49,0 41,5 9,2 0,3

 East Marmara 60,1 36,1 3,2 0,6

 Aegean 34,7 56,6 7,6 1,1

 Mediterranean 43,9 47,3 7,9 0,9

 West Anatolia 48,9 43,6 6,7 0,8

 Central Anatolia 53,9 41,9 3,9 0,3

 West Black Sea 55,3 40,2 3,9 0,6

 East Black Sea 68,1 29,3 2,6 0,0

 Northeast Anatolia 68,2 30,5 1,2 0,1

 Mideast Anatolia 60,5 36,2 3,1 0,2

 Southeast Anatolia 49,5 46,2 4,0 0,3
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The percentage of those who say that they try to 
perform all of their religious requirements is higher 
among women compared to men (53%). In advanced 
age groups, the proportion of those who try to per-
form all religious requirements is higher than the 
proportion of those who state performing some reli-
gious requirements in younger age groups. For exam-
ple, the percentage of those who perform all religious 
requirements in the age group of 65 and older is 71%, 
but this rate is 37% in 18–24 year old (Table 149).

As educational status rises, the percentage of indi-

viduals who say that they’re trying to perform all of 
religious requirements drops. This rate is 30% among 
university graduates, but 66% among individuals 
with no schooling. University and high school grad-
uates have higher percentages of individuals who fail 
to perform religious requirements (11%) and who 
are not religious (3%) compared to other educational 
statuses. 

It’s mostly the widowed individuals (68%) who state 
being religious and trying to perform all religious re-
quirements. This rate is lowest among singles (34%) 

Table 149. Personal Perception of Individuals with regard to Beliefs by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household 
Type, and SES

 I’m religious, trying to perform 
all religious requirements 

I’m religious, trying to perform 
some of religious requirements 

I’m religious, failing to per-
form religious requirementes 

I’m not 
religious

GENDER

Male 44,4 46,8 7,5 1,3

Female 52,9 42,4 4,3 0,4

AGE

18-24 37,1 53,8 7,9 1,2

25-34 40,7 51,4 6,5 1,3

35-44 46,7 46,6 6,0 0,7

45-54 52,7 41,4 5,3 0,6

55-64 60,3 34,8 4,3 0,6

65+ 70,8 25,6 3,4 0,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 65,7 31,1 2,9 0,4

Primary school 57,0 39,1 3,7 0,2

Elementary/secondary school 45,7 47,9 6,0 0,4

High school 37,1 53,3 8,4 1,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 30,0 55,9 11,1 3,0

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 34,1 54,9 9,3 1,7

Married 51,4 42,9 5,1 0,6

Separated / live apart 50,7 41,0 7,3 0,9

Widowed 68,2 29,0 2,3 0,4

Divorced 34,3 52,9 11,2 1,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 47,8 45,7 5,8 0,7

Extended 55,7 39,8 4,1 0,3

Broken 43,8 45,2 8,8 2,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 22,8 59,6 12,8 4,8

Upper class 36,3 52,1 10,1 1,5

Upper middle class 46,1 47,1 6,0 0,8

Lower middle class 53,4 41,9 4,5 0,3

Lower class 55,5 40,1 3,8 0,6
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and divorced individuals (34%). 

In the evaluated based on household type, a great-
er proportion of (56%) individuals from extended 
families are found to define themselves as religious 
and 3say that they try to perform all the religious 
requirements. The percentage of individuals who de-
fine themselves with this statement is 48% in nuclear 
families and 44% in broen families.

The response of being a religious person, trying to 
perform all religious requirements is observed to 
drop from lower socioeconomic levels towards high-
er socioeconomic ones. This rate is 56% in the lower 
class, and 23% in the high upper class.

7.5. Source of Religious Knowledge &  
Determinant Effects of Religious Beliefs on  
Daily Life 

Within the scope of the research, individual were 

probed as to the most frequently used sources of re-
ligious knowledge and the matters of daily life influ-
enced most by religion and the extent of this influ-
ence.

Individuals are observed to get influenced mostly by 
their families and relatives (55%). The second source 
of religious knowledge is clergymen (13%). The 
third source of knowledge is Koran courses (11%). 
The proportion of those who get religious informa-
tion from school and religious books is 9%. The total 
percentage of those who state getting their religious 
knowledge from mass media tools such as newspa-
pers, radios and TV is below 1% (Table 150).

In all demographic breakdowns, family and relatives 
stand as the primary source of knowledge. Fam-
ily and relatives (56%), religious books (10%) and 
school (9%) function as sources of information more 
widely in urban areas whereas clergymen (21%) are 
rank higher in rural areas as a source of information. 

I don’t have 
religious 

knowledge 

Family, 
relatives

Clergymen Koran 
course

School Religious 
books

Religious 
community

Friends’ 
circle

TV Other

Türkiye 0,6 54,6 13,3 11,2 8,6 8,5 0,9 0,8 0,7 0,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 0,6 55,6 10,5 10,8 9,2 9,7 0,9 0,9 0,8 0,9

Rural 0,5 52,0 20,5 12,3 7,1 5,4 0,7 0,6 0,5 0,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 1,0 52,8 11,2 9,4 9,8 11,2 1,1 1,2 1,1 1,2

Ankara 0,5 53,6 8,7 10,3 10,5 12,3 0,9 0,9 1,1 0,9

Izmir 0,6 63,9 4,8 5,2 10,1 11,8 0,9 0,7 1,1 0,8

NUTS

Istanbul 1,0 52,8 11,2 9,4 9,8 11,2 1,1 1,2 1,1 1,2

West Marmara 0,6 59,2 14,8 7,4 9,8 6,7 0,2 0,5 0,2 0,5

East Marmara 0,2 52,5 13,9 14,9 8,0 8,1 0,1 0,6 0,9 0,7

Aegean 0,4 58,9 7,9 9,4 11,1 9,0 1,4 0,5 0,9 0,6

Mediterranean 0,8 51,2 16,5 13,6 6,2 7,5 1,1 1,7 0,3 1,2

West Anatolia 0,6 50,0 10,8 15,7 9,3 9,9 0,8 1,1 0,9 0,9

Central Anatolia 0,1 56,2 15,4 10,3 7,8 8,2 1,1 0,3 0,3 0,3

West Black Sea 0,3 48,5 22,5 12,4 7,7 7,2 0,4 0,4 0,3 0,5

East Black Sea 0,0 32,4 32,0 18,9 8,5 6,1 0,4 0,8 0,5 0,4

Northeast Anatolia 1,4 54,3 16,6 13,5 3,3 7,3 0,6 1,3 1,5 0,2

Mideast Anatolia 0,7 61,4 10,3 4,6 9,1 10,8 1,6 0,2 0,7 0,6

Southeast Anatolia 0,5 71,7 7,3 6,4 7,5 4,3 0,6 0,6 0,7 0,4

Table 150. Sources of Religious Knowledge throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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Region wise analysis shows that the region with 
the highest percentage of getting information from 
family and relatives is Southeast Anatolia (72%). 
The regions with higher percentages of getting in-
formation from school are East Black Sea (32%) 
and West Black Sea (23%) respectively. East Black 
Sea is at the same time the region with the high-
est percentage of people who get information from 
Koran courses (19%) (Table 150).

When three major cities are compared, the propor-
tion of those who get religious knowledge from 
their families and relatives is 64% in Izmir, 54% in 
Ankara and 53% in Istanbul. The proportion of in-
dividuals who point to clergymen and Koran cours-
es as their sources of religious knowledge is higher 
in Ankara and Istanbul than in Izmir. 

For both women and men, the first ranking source 
of information is family and relatives. On the other 

I don’t have 
religious 

knowledge 

Family, 
relatives

Clergy-
men

Koran 
course

School Religious 
books

Religious 
community

Friends’ 
circle

TV Other

GENDER

Male 0,7 48,9 16,6 9,6 11,0 9,6 1,2 0,9 0,5 0,9

Female 0,4 60,2 10,0 12,8 6,2 7,4 0,6 0,8 0,9 0,6

AGE

18-24 0,7 56,8 8,3 12,7 10,4 8,1 1,0 1,0 0,5 0,6

25-34 0,6 51,2 10,5 12,4 12,5 9,4 1,1 0,7 0,9 0,8

35-44 0,5 52,0 13,0 12,3 9,4 9,2 0,8 1,1 0,8 0,7

45-54 0,6 54,2 15,9 10,4 6,9 8,6 0,7 1,1 0,9 0,7

55-64 0,2 56,3 17,4 10,1 4,5 8,6 0,8 0,4 0,8 1,0

65+ 0,5 62,8 19,6 6,5 2,5 5,6 0,7 0,6 0,4 0,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 0,7 70,1 15,7 7,1 0,7 2,8 0,6 0,8 0,8 0,6

Primary school 0,4 53,0 18,1 14,0 4,4 6,9 0,8 0,7 0,9 0,6

Elementary/secondary school 0,3 52,5 11,7 14,7 10,4 7,4 1,0 0,9 0,5 0,5

High school 0,6 52,2 9,1 8,7 14,7 11,3 0,9 1,0 0,7 0,6

Undergraduate /graduate studies 1,1 49,6 5,6 6,8 16,7 16,0 0,9 0,8 0,6 1,7

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 0,9 53,9 8,4 10,8 12,6 9,5 1,2 1,1 0,7 0,8

Married 0,5 53,8 14,5 11,7 8,0 8,4 0,8 0,8 0,7 0,7

Separated / live apart 1,5 58,4 5,0 14,9 7,3 7,7 1,4 3,0 0,6 0,0

Widowed 0,4 65,9 17,0 7,5 2,1 5,0 0,3 0,6 0,6 0,5

Divorced 1,1 55,3 8,9 8,1 10,9 11,6 0,1 0,9 1,6 1,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 0,5 53,5 13,2 11,4 9,3 8,9 0,9 0,8 0,7 0,7

Extended 0,4 56,9 14,7 12,6 5,9 6,4 0,7 1,0 0,6 0,6

Broken 1,3 57,6 11,4 7,9 9,0 9,2 0,6 0,9 1,0 1,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 2,1 48,3 5,6 3,5 18,3 18,9 1,3 0,5 0,6 0,9

Upper class 0,5 52,8 7,1 7,4 13,1 14,9 0,9 0,9 0,8 1,5

Upper middle class 0,4 53,2 10,8 11,7 10,7 9,6 1,0 0,9 0,7 0,7

Lower middle class 0,4 54,0 16,2 12,9 6,7 6,8 0,8 0,7 0,7 0,6

Lower class 0,9 59,7 16,8 10,5 4,9 4,5 0,7 0,9 0,9 0,2

Table 151. Sources of Religious Knowledge by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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Table 152.The Extent to Which Religious Beliefs Determine Daily Life 

  Not determining 
at all

Not 
determining

Neither determining 
nor not determining 

Determining Very 
determining

Does not 
want to 
answer

Mate selection/choice of spouse 4,8 11,9 6,7 49,5 26,2 0,9

Choice of friends 8,1 23,6 12,0 40,5 15,1 0,7

In relations with neighbors 8,9 26,3 13,5 36,7 13,9 0,7

Choice of profession 11,1 29,9 15,4 29,8 12,2 1,6

Voting in political elections 9,7 25,3 12,4 36,3 14,7 1,6

Choice of clothing/in dressing 7,8 23,2 11,8 40,2 16,3 0,7

In food-beverage preferences 6,0 15,7 9,1 47,3 21,3 0,7

hand, there’s a higher proportion of women who 
get their religious knowledge from family, relatives 
and Koran courses. Those who say that clergymen, 
schools and religious books are their sources of in-
formation are mostly men (Table 151).

A similar condition applies in terms of educational 
status. As educational status drops, the clergymen 
and Koran courses are accentuated as references 
whereas schools and religious books take prec-
edence at higher levels of education. 
The proportion of widowed individuals who get 
information from family and relatives (66%) and 
clergymen (17%) is higher than other individuals. 
It should be noted that married individuals have a 
higher percentage of getting information from cler-
gymen (15%).

Although the variation among household types is 
not dramatic, there’s a smaller percentage of indi-
viduals who learn from school and religious books 
in extended families, and again a smaller percent-
age who learn from clergymen and Koran course in 
broken families. 

In terms of socioeconomic status, the most signifi-

cant variation is the outstanding position of clergy-
men in low, middle and lower classes as well as the 
schools and religious books taking precedence as a 
source of information in the high upper class and 
upper class (Table 151). 
 
In all the matters probed, the field in which religion 
plays the determining role the most is the mate se-
lection / choice of spouse. 50% of individuals de-
clare that religion is determines their mate selec-
tion/ choice of spouse whereas 26% say that religion 
is very determining in terms of their mate selection 
/ choice of spouse. Food-beverage preferences are 
second in the ranking. The percentage of those who 
say that religion has an impact on their choice of 
food-beverage is 69%. The other two matters influ-
enced by religion are choice of friends (56%) and 
choice of clothing (57%) (Table 152).
 
The field which is least influenced by religion is 
choice of profession. The total percentage of re-
spondents who state that religion is determining or 
very determining in terms of choice of profession 
is 42%. The percentage of respondents who say that 
religion is not determining in terms of choice of 
profession was established as 11%.  

When the extent to which religion is a determing 
factor was examined on the basis of breakdowns, re-
ligion is found to be a more influential determinant 
in any matter probed in rural areas compared ur-
ban areas. The matters that have the greatest extent 
of variation are relations with neighbors, choice of 
clothing and choice of profession (Table 153).

Among three major cities, Ankara and Istanbul 
present a more similar attitude whereas the role and 
determining power of religion is smaller in Izmir 

than in Ankara and Istanbul. 

When it comes to regions, the role of religion is 
more influential in Central Anatolia, West Black 
Sea and Southeast Anatolia, and most influential in 
Northeast Anatolia and East Black Sea compared 
to other regions. For instance, the proportion of 
those who think that religion is influential in the 
choice of friends is 81% in Northeast Anatolia and 
44% in Aegean Region.
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 Mate selection/
choice of spouse

Choice of 
friends

Relations with 
neighbors 

Choice of 
profession

Voting in 
political 
elections

Choice of 
clothing / in 

dressing

Choice of food 
and beverages

Türkiye 75,7 55,6 50,6 42,0 51,0 56,5 68,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 72,8 51,1 45,5 37,0 46,6 51,7 65,9

Rural 83,1 67,1 63,6 55,0 62,2 68,9 75,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 67,4 45,5 39,8 31,1 44,6 45,8 58,9

Ankara 69,3 48,9 43,9 36,1 47,0 49,4 71,1

Izmir 62,2 39,7 35,9 27,4 34,6 40,5 60,0

NUTS

Istanbul 67,4 45,5 39,8 31,1 44,6 45,8 58,9

West Marmara 73,2 55,6 49,3 33,8 39,8 46,6 62,6

East Marmara 77,6 54,8 49,8 39,5 51,4 58,3 79,5

Aegean 64,9 44,0 39,3 29,8 37,9 46,9 59,9

Mediterranean 75,4 51,8 45,5 40,0 47,6 53,7 67,3

West Anatolia 75,5 57,8 54,0 44,5 55,5 55,9 72,5

Central Anatolia 90,6 67,6 58,6 53,8 65,4 66,9 68,3

West Black Sea 85,4 67,6 64,2 57,7 62,7 68,6 76,2

East Black Sea 86,8 70,8 69,1 62,4 65,9 71,6 79,7

Northeast Anatolia 90,7 80,7 79,5 76,1 77,7 78,0 81,1

Mideast Anatolia 74,4 60,5 55,8 46,5 59,6 65,8 70,5

Southeast Anatolia 86,7 68,3 63,4 53,4 55,4 70,9 77,3

Table 153. Determining Power of Religion on Daily Life throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS  
(Determining & Very Determining)

It’s possible to say that religion is more influential 
as a determining factor for women than for men 
(Table 154). 

This applies to all matters. When age groups are 
analysed, higher percentages of older individu-
als feel the determining power of religion on their 
lives. This difference is accentuated even more in 
the choice of friends, voting in political elections 
and the choice of clothing. For instance, 46% of 18-
24 year olds say that religion is a determining factor 
in voting whereas this rate goes up to 55% among 
55-64 year olds, and to 65% above 65 years of age 
(Table 154). 

A higher percentage of widowed individuals per-
ceive religion to be a determining factor in their 
lives compared to single and divorced individuals. 

Widowed individuals are followed by married indi-
viduals in this respect.

For individuals in extended families the impact of 
religion on daily life is greater than other family 
types. Additionally, the percentage of widowed and 
married individuals who think of religion as a de-
terminnig factor in their lives is higher than single 
and divorced individuals. 

The influence of religion in all matters increases as 
education status drops. 90% of individuals with no 
schooling and 82% of primary school graduates say 
that their religious beliefs are influential on their 
mate selection / choice of spouse whereas this rate 
is 58% among university graduates. 31% of univer-
sity graduates stated that religion is not influential 
in this regard. 
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 Mate selection/
choice of spouse

Choice of 
friends

Relations with 
neighbors 

Choice of 
profession

Voting in 
political 
elections

Choice of 
clothing / in 

dressing

Choice of f
ood and 

beverages

GENDER

Male 72,0 52,6 47,8 39,4 48,5 51,8 66,0

Female 79,3 58,6 53,3 44,6 53,5 61,2 71,2

AGE

18-24 72,1 49,8 45,0 38,4 45,5 51,1 63,8

25-34 73,3 50,3 44,7 37,3 47,9 52,6 66,9

35-44 75,0 54,1 48,8 39,1 49,3 54,9 67,6

45-54 75,9 57,9 52,4 42,5 51,1 56,5 69,1

55-64 78,6 60,3 56,4 46,5 54,8 60,9 70,8

65+ 85,0 71,7 67,2 59,0 65,6 72,8 78,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 89,8 74,4 70,4 59,8 68,2 76,9 81,0

Primary school 82,1 64,8 59,6 48,8 58,1 65,1 73,4

Elementary /secondary school 75,6 56,1 50,2 42,3 51,5 55,7 67,3

High school 66,4 41,9 37,4 30,3 38,7 42,4 60,4

Undergraduate /graduate studies 57,8 30,7 25,4 22,4 31,2 34,1 56,5

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 66,8 44,0 38,8 33,8 41,4 44,7 59,7

Married 78,0 58,2 53,0 43,4 53,0 59,0 70,6

Separated / live apart 62,4 47,5 48,3 37,2 42,7 47,8 60,4

Widowed 84,6 69,2 64,8 56,8 62,9 71,0 77,1

Divorced 60,5 40,8 36,8 32,0 38,2 41,7 61,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 75,4 54,9 49,6 40,6 49,8 55,4 67,7

Extended 82,1 63,5 59,1 50,3 59,4 65,4 75,3

Broken 68,0 48,3 44,0 38,4 45,7 49,9 63,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 45,0 19,3 16,1 16,6 22,3 25,1 48,7

Upper class 63,5 37,5 31,3 26,0 36,0 39,5 60,1

Upper middle class 72,5 49,2 43,9 35,9 45,7 50,0 66,2

Lower middle class 80,4 62,5 57,6 47,0 56,3 62,4 71,0

Lower class 85,2 68,9 64,1 54,3 61,2 71,5 76,5

Table 154. Determining Power of Religion on Daily Life by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
(Determining  & Very Determining)

A similar situation holds true across socioeconomic 
status breakdowns. As socioeconomic status rises, 
the impact of religion diminishes. For instance, 

19% of individuals in the high upper class state that 
their religious beliefs play a role in their choice of 
friends while this rate goes up to 69% in lower class.



Chapter 8

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 
ACTIVITIES 



Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquaintances

Giving Presents to Family Members and Relatives

Reading Books 

Reading Newspapers 

Going to the Cinema & Theatre

Going To Places Such As Restaurants, Diners, Pastry Shops, Cafes 

Going to Places such as Local, Club, Fraternity, Association 

Going to Places such as Bar, Night Club 

Watching TV/VCD/DVD 

Watching Sports Games 

Going to Coffeehouses 

Doing Manual Work

Playing Cards, Rummikub, Backgammon and Computer 
Games at Home  

Working out 

Going on Holiday 

Smoking 

Alcohol Consumption
Using the Internet 

Watching Television
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Tables 156 & 157 lay out the proportions of in-
dividuals who “absolutely” or “generally” pay these 
visits across Türkiye and in several breakdowns.  

Analysis of Residence Area reveals that individuals 
living in rural areas have greater proportions who 
visit their acquaintances for almost all occasions. 
However, the greatest extent of differentiation be-
tween rural and urban areas is seen with respect to 
visiting acquaintances who return from pilgrimage. 
65% of urban residents visit their acquaintances for 

this occasion. This rate goes up to 73% in the rural 
areas. 

Among the three major cities, Istanbul has a lower 
percentage of individuals who visit their acquaint-
ances upon all occasions apart from visiting graves. 
The greatest differentiation is seen in the percent-
age of individuals who visit their acquaintances for 
bidding farewell or greet them when they are leav-
ing to do / coming back from military service. The 
percentage of individuals who visit their acquaint-

In this section of the research, social activities of 
family members such as visiting others, giving 
presents, reading books and newspapers, watching 
TV, going to cinema and theatre, locals, clubs, bars, 
night clubs, coffeehouses are reviewed.

8.1. Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquaintances

All individuals who participated the research were 
asked whether or not they visit their friends and ac-
quaintances for occasions such as religious holidays, 
wedding invitations, for celebrating newly purchased 
house, for seeing the newly born babies, bidding 
farewell and greeting an acquaintance who is leav-
ing to do/coming back from military service, seeing 
patients, upon their return from /when leaving for 
pilgrimage, for giving condolences, visiting graves, 
joining funerals. The types of visit which individuals 
necessarily pay in greater percentages are understood 
to be “for paying condolences” and “for exchanging 
greetings in religious holidays”. The percentages of 
individuals who pay visits to their acquaintances for 

the purposes of “Seeing the new home of their ac-
quaintance” and “seeing them after their return from 
pilgrimage” are smaller (Table 155). 

The type of visit which is attached greatest impor-
tance, in other words, the type of visit which is ab-
solutely paid by household members is giving con-
dolences. 39% of individuals reported making sure 
to visit their relatives, friends and acquaintances for 
giving condolences under relevant conditions. The 
proportion of individuals who generally pay visits 
for giving condolences is 45%. The visit type of sec-
ond priority was established as “exchanging greet-
ings in religious holidays”. The percentage of indi-
viduals who absolutely pay this kind of visit goes 
up to 38% whereas the percentage of those who 
generally pay this kind of visit is 45%. However, the 
percentages of individuals who visit those who re-
turn from pilgrimage and who buy new homes are 
comparatively lower. The proportion of individuals 
who do not visit their acquaintances at all for these 
reasons is 11%. 

Never Sometimes Generally Always 

For exchanging greetings in religious holidays 3,1 13,3 45,4 38,3

To ceremonies & celebrations such as wedding 4,4 19,8 47,1 28,6

To celebrate the newly purchased home of acquaintance 10,8 26,6 41,9 20,7

To see the new born baby of acquaintance  7,5 22,6 45,0 24,8

To bid farewell& to greet an acquaintance for military service 10,0 24,7 42,0 23,3

Visiting patients 3,1 17,3 47,9 31,7

Upon their return from pilgrimage 10,8 22,3 41,6 25,4

To give condolences 2,8 13,3 45,0 38,9

Visiting graves 4,8 20,6 43,0 31,5

Table 155. Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquaintances throughout Türkiye
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ances “for bidding farewell / greeting those who go 
/ come back from military service” is 61% in Istan-
bul. This rate is 67% in Ankara and 71% in Izmir. 

The proportion of individuals who visit their ac-
quaintances in almost all occasion is highest in East 
Black Sea Region and lowest in Southeast Anatolia 
Region. The matter in which regions vary most is 
the visits paid to graves. In this case, those who visit 
their acquaintances account for 88% in East Black 
Sea ’de 88% and 55% in Southeast Anatolia. 

In all occasions except for visiting to see a new born 
baby and bidding farewell/greeting acquaintances 
who go to / come from military service, no serious 
differentiation is seen between women and men. 
The proportion of women who visit their acquaint-
ances for their new baby is 74% whereas this rate 
drops down to 66% among men. In contrast to this, 
men have a higher percentage who visit their ac-
quaintances for bidding farewell to / greeting those 
who go to / come from military service (69%).

The proportion of individuals who visit their ac-
quaintances for almost all occasions is relatively 
smaller in the age group of 65 and above compared 
to other age groups. The greatest degree of varia-
tion among age groups is seen in the percentages of 
people visiting their acquaintances for ceremonies 
& celebrations such as wedding. The proportion of 
those who visit their acquaintances for this occa-
sion is 60% in the age group of 65 and above and 
81% in the age group of 45-54. 

In terms of marital status, the proportion of peo-
ple who visit their acquaintances for any occasion 
is higher among married individuals. Demonstra-
tive differentiation is seen among different marital 
statuses with respect to visiting proportions. How-
ever, the matter with the greatest extent of differ-

entiation is visiting acquaintances for ceremonies 
& celebrations such as wedding. 79% of married 
individuals visit their acquaintances for these occa-
sions whereas this rate drops down to 56% among 
widowed individuals. 

The proportions of individuals who visit their ac-
quaintances for almost all occasions are smaller 
among people with no schooling, but higher in 
primary school graduates. A significant variation is 
found with respect to educational status. However, 
the greatest differentiation is seen in the proportion 
of individuals who visit their acquaintances for cer-
emonies & celebrations such as wedding. Among 
individuals with no schooling, the proportion of 
those who visit their acquaintances for this occa-
sion is 62% and this rate is 80% among university 
graduates. 

When household types are analysed, a smaller per-
centage of broken families, and a higher percentage 
of nuclear families are found to visit their acquaint-
ances for any occasion. The highest degree of vari-
ation is seen in terms of visiting to see new babies, 
to farewell/greet those who go to / come back from 
military service. The percentages of individuals who 
visit their acquaintances for these three occasions 
range between 51- 56% among broken families. 
These rates are ranging from 66-72% among nu-
clear and extended families. 

In terms of socioeconomic status, the percentage of 
people who visit their acquaintances for almost all 
occasions is smaller in lower class. The greatest dif-
ferentiation is seen in the proportion of people who 
visit their acquaintances for ceremonies & celebra-
tion such as wedding. The proportion of those who 
visit their acquaintances for this occasion is 83% in 
high upper class, and 63% in lower class. 
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 For exchanging greetings in 
religious holidays

To give condolences Visiting patients Ceremonies & 
celebrations such as

 wedding

Türkiye 83,7 83,9 79,7 75,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 83,7 83,6 79,4 76,1

Rural 83,6 84,5 80,4 74,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 82,9 82,6 78,7 76,4

Ankara 84,6 85,5 81,9 80,0

Izmir 85,8 88,8 84,3 81,7

NUTS

Istanbul 82,9 82,6 78,7 76,4

West Marmara 87,9 90,6 84,4 79,3

East Marmara 83,5 85,6 83,6 78,6

Aegean 87,7 87,2 84,7 83,2

Mediterranean 83,8 86,2 80,7 73,0

West Anatolia 84,6 85,2 81,4 78,8

Central Anatolia 80,7 75,1 69,2 73,2

West Black Sea 87,3 86,5 81,9 73,1

East Black Sea 90,3 91,5 87,1 80,4

Northeast Anatolia 78,2 73,9 65,4 65,2

Mideast Anatolia 81,3 86,0 83,0 77,2

Southeast Anatolia 74,1 72,0 66,4 61,1

Table 156.Visiting Relatives, Friends or Acquaintances throughout Türkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
 (Always & Generally)
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 Visiting 
graves 

To see new born baby 
of acquaintances 

Upon their return 
from pilgrimage 

To bid farewell & to 
greet an acquaintance for 

military service

To celebrate the newly 
purchased home 
of acquaintance 

Türkiye 74,5 69,8 66,9 65,3 62,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 73,2 69,2 64,5 63,5 62,0

Rural 78,0 71,4 73,2 69,9 64,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 74,7 69,4 62,6 60,8 60,4

Ankara 73,0 73,3 66,1 66,7 67,6

Izmir 75,8 76,1 67,1 71,1 67,0

NUTS

Istanbul 74,7 69,4 62,6 60,8 60,4

West Marmara 80,1 74,5 68,7 66,4 69,7

East Marmara 75,8 72,5 70,2 68,5 66,1

Aegean 79,2 78,9 73,1 76,4 71,2

Mediterranean 79,4 70,1 66,8 65,5 60,9

West Anatolia 71,8 73,6 69,0 68,6 66,5

Central Anatolia 67,6 61,1 61,1 58,7 57,7

West Black Sea 80,3 70,5 70,2 67,8 62,6

East Black Sea 88,1 79,0 83,0 74,8 71,8

Northeast Anatolia 57,0 61,7 63,8 55,9 54,2

Mideast Anatolia 77,2 68,5 68,7 65,3 62,8

Southeast Anatolia 55,4 49,1 53,3 48,4 44,7
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 For exchanging 
greetings in religious 

holidays

To give condolences Visiting patients Ceremonies & celebrations 
such as wedding

GENDER

Male 84,4 84,8 79,8 76,0

Female 82,9 82,9 79,6 75,5

AGE

18-24 83,0 78,9 73,9 73,1

25-34 85,2 83,9 79,0 76,8

35-44 86,6 87,2 83,8 79,3

45-54 86,9 87,7 84,4 80,8

55-64 84,8 87,6 83,9 78,3

65+ 69,4 75,5 70,5 60,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 71,9 74,8 70,0 61,5

Primary school 85,7 86,8 83,0 78,2

Elementary/secondary school 84,6 83,2 78,3 77,5

High school 85,1 83,6 79,4 76,8

Undergraduate/graduate studies 86,6 86,1 82,2 79,5

Single 80,8 77,8 72,2 72,0

MARITAL STATUS 

Married 86,4 86,9 83,1 79,0

Separated / live apart 72,7 75,9 73,4 59,7

Widowed 66,1 71,7 65,9 55,8

Divorced 71,5 73,8 72,0 60,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 86,1 85,8 81,6 78,2

Extended 82,4 82,8 78,6 75,6

Broken 72,0 74,4 70,3 62,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 87,0 86,2 79,9 83,4

Upper class 87,8 87,6 84,1 80,6

Upper middle class 86,8 86,3 83,7 80,4

Lower middle class 84,2 84,4 79,7 76,0

Lower class 75,2 76,8 70,9 63,2

Table 157. Visiting Relatives, Friends or Acquaintances by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
(Always & Generally)
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 Visiting 
graves 

To see new born baby 
of acquaintances 

Upon their return 
from pilgrimage 

To bid farewell& to greet 
an acquaintance for 

military service

To celebrate the newly 
purchased home of 

acquaintance 

GENDER

Male 76,0 65,9 66,3 68,7 59,3

Female 73,1 73,7 67,6 61,8 65,9

AGE

18-24 68,9 58,7 55,5 61,8 51,0

25-34 72,2 71,6 63,9 63,8 61,5

35-44 77,1 75,0 70,6 67,5 67,8

45-54 79,2 76,1 74,1 71,9 71,1

55-64 80,9 75,0 75,9 70,6 70,6

65+ 69,9 58,2 64,5 54,0 52,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 65,8 58,9 63,0 54,0 52,0

Primary school 78,7 74,4 74,3 70,6 68,1

Elementary/secondary school 74,5 69,4 65,2 67,6 61,8

High school 73,8 68,0 62,6 64,0 60,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 73,0 71,8 59,4 60,9 63,3

Single 68,2 55,8 51,9 60,7 49,1

MARITAL STATUS 

Married 77,2 75,1 72,1 68,3 67,7

Separated / live apart 71,5 65,2 59,4 58,7 52,3

Widowed 67,3 55,9 61,0 50,0 52,1

Divorced 63,3 60,7 50,9 48,9 49,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 76,0 72,4 68,8 67,6 64,9

Extended 73,6 69,7 69,6 65,9 63,3

Broken 67,5 55,5 52,7 51,0 48,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 66,5 76,5 56,9 56,0 65,9

Upper class 78,2 76,2 65,3 66,1 68,3

Upper middle class 78,5 73,4 69,5 67,8 66,7

Lower middle class 75,6 70,7 69,5 68,1 63,7

Lower class 65,8 58,3 61,8 57,3 50,0
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The rate of those individuals who stated that they 
always buy a present for their relatives and fam-
ily members on New Year’s Eve is 5%. The rate of 
those who stated that they generally get a present 
for family members or relatives on New year’s Eve 
is 11% (Table 158).

Tables 159 & 160 show the overall Türkiye rate and 
the demographic breakdown of those who “always” 
and “generally” give present to family members or 
relatives on various occasions.

According to area of residence, generally on every 
occasion the present-giving rate of those who live 

in the rural areas is lower compared to those who 
live in the urban areas. The differentiation in giving 
presents between urban and rural areas is the high-
est on Mothers’ Day, Fathers’ Day and birthdays.  
On these three occasions almost half of the urban 
dwellers (at varying rates between 38% and 47%) 
give presents to their relatives. In rural, these rates 
are between 21% and 26% (Table 159). 

Amongst the three major cities, it is determined 
that on each occasion the rate of those who give 
presents is lower than in Istanbul. The differentia-
tion between these provinces is noteworthy in giv-
ing presents to relatives departing for military ser-

Table 158. Giving Presents to Family Members and Relatives throughout Türkiye
Never Sometimes Generally Always Irrelevant

On religious fests 23,7 31,0 28,7 16,2 0,4

On birthdays 31,6 26,8 25,5 14,2 2,0

On New Year’s Eve 62,5 16,3 10,6 5,1 5,5

Upon marriage/buying a house 16,9 28,1 35,3 19,1 0,5

Leaving for military service 21,9 28,9 32,4 16,2 0,7

Going to see a baby 12,8 24,6 38,0 23,9 0,7

Visiting of a patient 10,8 23,1 39,3 26,5 0,3

On blessed days 46,0 24,0 19,6 9,6 0,8

On wedding anniversaries 42,0 16,7 14,8 11,0 15,5

On Mothers’ Day 30,5 17,7 22,4 18,4 10,9

On Fathers’ Day 34,8 16,0 18,9 14,5 15,9

On Valentines’ Day 46,6 15,2 14,5 11,9 11,8

8.2. Giving Presents to Family Members and 
Relatives

Within the scope of the research, all individuals 
were asked if and how often they get presents for 
family members and relatives at various occasions.  
It is understood from the answers that the rate of 
those who give presents to relatives on occasions of 
“visiting of a patient” and “going to see a baby” is 
higher. In the table below it can be seen that giving 
presents on “New Year’s Eve” and on “Valentine’s 
Day” has not yet become widespread.

27% of the individuals state that they always take a 
present with them, and 39% state that they gener-
ally take a present when visiting a patient. The rate 
of those who stated that they always take a present 
with them when going to see a baby is 24%, and 
those who generally take a present is 38%. The rate 
of those individuals who bring a present to those 
who get married or buy a house is also high. The 
rate of those who said that they always give a pre-
sent to the acquaintance who buys a house or gets 
married is 19%, and those who generally give a pre-
sent on these occasions is 35%. The occasion where 
giving presents is the lowest is on New Year’s Eve. 
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vice. 44% of those who live in Istanbul give presents 
on departure for the military, this rate is 57% in 
Ankara, and 59% in Izmir. 

Amongst NUTS, Southeast Anatolia is the region 
with the lowest rate of giving presents for every oc-
casion. According the NUTS, it is understood that 
there is a high differentiation on occasions of visit-
ing relatives getting married/buying a house, going 
to see a baby and visiting of a patient. In Southeast 
Anatolia, 20% gives always or generally a present 
to those who get married/buy a house, whereas this 
rate rises to 68% in East Marmara. Again in South-
east Anatolia the rates of 28% who buy a present 
when going to see a baby, and 31% when visiting a 
patient are the lowest. The rate of those who always 
or generally give a present to relatives on these oc-
casions is high in West Marmara. Out of those who 
live in West Marmara, 78% take a present when 
they visit a patient and 73% when they go to see 
a baby. 

It is understood that the rate of giving presents 
amongst women is higher when going to see a baby 
(66%), and amongst men on Valentines’ Day (31%) 
There is not a significant difference between wom-
en and men on other occasions (Table 160). 

The highest differentiation between age groups is 
in the rate of those who give presents on Mothers’ 
Day and Fathers’ Day. 61% of those between 18 and 
24 give presents on Mothers’ Day , however this 
rate drops to 31% in age group 45-54, and to 20% 
in age group 55-64. 52% of age group 18-24 give 
presents on Fathers’ Day. This rate drops down to 
23% in age group 45-54 and to 15% in age group 
55-64.

Almost on every occasion, the rate of those giv-
ing presents amongst the widowed individuals is 
lower compared to those of other marital status. 
Once again, the occasions where the highest dif-
ferentiation occurs depending on the marital status 

is on Mothers’ Day and Fathers’ Day. Those who are 
separated or live apart are the ones with the high-
est rate for giving presents on Mothers’ Day (43%). 
On Fathers’ Day, single individuals have the high-
est rate in giving presents (51%). On both occa-
sions, widowed individuals have the lowest rate in 
giving presents. 11% of this group gives presents to 
relatives on Mothers’ Day and 7% gives presents on 
Fathers’ Day. 

According to educational status, individuals who 
received no schooling have the lowest rate in giv-
ing presents on every occasion. Mothers’ Day and 
birthdays are the occasions of highest differenta-
tion depending on educational status. On both oc-
casions, 67%-68% of university graduates give pre-
sents and this rate drops to 13% on Mothers’ Day, 
and to 16% on birthdays for those who received no 
schooling.

In broken families the rate of those giving presents 
is lower compared to other household types, and it 
is higher in nuclear families. The highest differenti-
ation based on household types is observed on wed-
ding anniversaries. As expected, the rate of those 
giving presents  in broken families on wedding an-
niversary occasions is low (8%). This rate is 22% in 
extended families, and 30% in nuclear families. 
 
According to socioeconomic status, the lower class 
has the lowest rate of giving presents on each occa-
sion. Occasions of highest differentiation are Moth-
ers’ Day and birthdays. Only 14% of the lower class 
mentioned always or generally buying presents for 
relatives on birthdays, whereas this rate goes up to 
76% in the high upper class. The rate of those giv-
ing presents on Mothers’ Day is 17% in the lower 
class, and 74% in the high upper class. Another 
point to note is that the rate of giving presents on 
New Year’s Eve which is very low in overall Türkiye 
(16%) is at high rates like 44% for the high upper 
class and 31% for the upper class.  
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8.3. Reading Books  

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked how often they read books and they were 
asked to choose one from “never”, “sometimes” and 
“often”. As it can be seen at the table below, 41% of 
individuals in Türkiye never read. This rate is 56% 
in rural and 35% in urban area (Table 161).

Amongst the three major cities the rate of those 
who never read is higher in Izmir (37%).This rate is 
31% in Istanbul and Ankara. The rate of those who 
mentioned that they read often is slightly higher in 
Ankara (22%). 

The rate of those who never read reaches high pro-
portions like Güneydoğu Anadolu’da 56% in South-
east Anatolia and 55% in Northeast Anatolia. It does 
not seem possible to state based on the rates of “nev-
er” readers that the reading activity amongst regions 
increases or decreases as one goes from the west to 
the east or from north to south. Nevertheless, it is 
possible to say that rate of reading books is lower in 
eastern regions compared to the others. The highest 
rate of respondents who said they read often comes 
from West Anatolia (19%).

If females and males are compared in terms of read-
ing, 44% of females state that they never read, and 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 40,9 44,3 14,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 35,3 48,0 16,7

Rural 55,5 34,9 9,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 31,0 51,2 17,8

Ankara 31,4 46,9 21,7

Izmir 36,8 45,3 17,9

NUTS

Istanbul 31,0 51,2 17,8

West Marmara 43,0 41,0 16,0

East Marmara 36,7 47,3 16,0

Aegean 42,4 41,2 16,5

Mediterranean 42,3 43,3 14,4

West Anatolia 34 47,5 18,5

Central Anatolia 41,9 49,2 8,9

West Black Sea 45,1 42,5 12,4

East Black Sea 46,1 40,3 13,6

Northeast Anatolia 54,8 34,4 10,9

Mideast Anatolia 49,3 39,7 11,0

Southeast Anatolia 56,2 36,3 7,6

Table 161. Reading Books throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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this rate drops to 38% in males. However, amongst 
females the rate of those who read often is 16% and 
the rate is 14% for males. Although these figures 
show that non-reading females are higher in ratio 
than males, they also demonstrate that the females 
who read books read relatively more often (Table 
162).

As the age group increases the rate of those who 
never read rises and the rate of those who read of-
ten falls. 25% of 18-24 age group state that they 
read often. This rate drops down to 9% at the age of 
65 and above. 

As the educational status improves, the rate of 
those who never read books decreases and the rate 

of those who often read increases. However, there is 
a proportion of 8% amongst the university gradu-
ates who never read books. 

More than half of those individuals from extended 
families (51%) never read. The household type with 
the highest rate of individuals who often read books 
is the broken family with a rate of 24%. 

The rate of those who never read books at the low-
est socioeconomic status is 70%. Only 10% of indi-
viduals form the highest SES mention never read-
ing books, and almost half of this class (45%) state 
that they often read books. The rate at the highest 
SES is well above the Türkiye average (15%).

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 38,4 47,9 13,6

Female 43,5 40,8 15,8

AGE

18-24 22,1 52,5 25,4

25-34 33,4 50,7 15,9

35-44 38,9 48,9 12,3

45-54 48,6 40,9 10,6

55-64 52,4 35,9 11,7

65+ 69 22,1 8,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 89,2 9,4 1,4

Primary school 50,8 42,8 6,4

Elementary/secondary school 34,4 55,4 10,2

High school 18,9 57,0 24

Undergraduate/graduate studies 8,4 49,1 42,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 39,0 46,5 14,5

Extended 50,6 40,6 8,8

Broken 38,1 37,6 24,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 10,8 43,9 45,3

Upper class 14,8 53,2 32,0

Upper middle class 29,6 52,8 17,6

Lower middle class 48,0 43,5 8,6

Lower class 70,2 27,0 2,8

Table 162. Reading Books by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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8.4. Reading Newspapers 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked how often they read newspapers and just like 
in the reading activity, they were asked to choose one 
from “never”, “sometimes” and “often”. The individu-
als gave similar answers to the question regarding 
reading newspapers, although not exactly the same 
way with reading books. In overall Türkiye, 30% of 
individuals never read the newspaper, and 26% men-
tioned often reading the newspaper. (Table 163). 

 
The rate of those who never read newspapers is 
higher in the rural area (47%) than the urban area 
(23%). In terms of based on three major cities, there 
is not a noteworthy differentiation between cities. 
The respondents who often read the newspaper are 
the highest in Istanbul with 35%  and in West Mar-
mara regions with 34%. The rate of those who never 
read the newspaper are higher in Northeast Ana-
tolia (56%) and Southeast Anatolia regions (54%). 

According to the female and male breakdown of 
newspaper reading habit, it is understood that fe-
males read much less newspaper than males. 43% 
of females state that they never read the newspa-
per. This rate is 17% in males. 35% of males men-
tion reading the newspaper often, whereas this rate 
drops to 16% in females (Table 164).

As the age group increases, so does the rate of those 
who never read the newspaper. On the other hand, 

as age progresses, the rate of those who often read 
the newspaper decreases. In age group 65+, 62% 
never read the newspaper. The rate of those who 
mention often reading the newspaper is higher 
amongst individuals from age groups 18-24 and 
25-34 (29%).

As the educational status increases, the rate of 
those who never read the newspaper decreases, and 
the rate of those who often read the newspaper  

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 29,7 44,7 25,6

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 23,1 47,2 29,7

Rural 46,8 38,4 14,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 16,1 48,7 35,1

Ankara 21,4 43,8 34,8

Izmir 18,9 43,8 37,4

NUTS

Istanbul 16,1 48,7 35,1

West Marmara 22,7 43,6 33,7

East Marmara 23,4 48,4 28,3

Aegean 24,5 43,8 31,7

Mediterranean 27,8 48,7 23,5

West Anatolia 26,6 45,5 27,9

Central Anatolia 39,3 46,4 14,2

West Black Sea 36,1 42,9 21,0

East Black Sea 39,2 41,0 19,9

Northeast Anatolia 55,8 30,3 13,8

Mideast Anatolia 48,9 38,5 12,6

Southeast Anatolia 54,0 36,4 9,6

Table 163. Reading Newspapers throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 16,7 48,1 35,2

Female 42,6 41,4 16,0

AGE

18-24 18,4 52,6 29,0

25-34 21,8 49,5 28,7

35-44 23,9 49,8 26,3

45-54 32,9 42,7 24,4

55-64 39,9 36,0 24,0

65+ 61,8 23,3 14,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 87,8 9,8 2,4

Primary school 34,3 49,6 16,1

Elementary/secondary school 20,7 55,2 24,1

High school 8,0 53,3 38,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 5,0 38,5 56,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 26,3 46,9 26,8

Extended 40,6 42,1 17,2

Broken 33,4 36,2 30,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 5,1 33,1 61,7

Upper class 9,0 42,5 48,6

Upper middle class 15,8 51,0 33,2

Lower middle class 35,0 46,7 18,2

Lower class 62,1 30,8 7,1

Table 164. Reading Newspapers by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

increases. The rate of those who mentioned often 
reading the newspaper is 39% in high school gradu-
ates, and 57% amongst university graduates, both of 
which are well above the overall Türkiye rate (26%). 

The household type where the rate of those who 
never read the newspaper is the highest in extended 
families (41%). The household type with the high-
est rate of individuals who often read the news-

paper is the broken family with 30% and nuclear 
families with 27%.

In lower class, the rate of those who never read the 
newspaper is 62%. 5% of the high upper class men-
tion that they never read the newspaper, and 65% of 
this group say they often read the newspaper. This 
rate of the high upper class is well above Türkiye 
average (26%). 
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8.5. Going to the Cinema & Theater

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked how often they go to the cinema/theater. In 
overall Türkiye, 70% mentioned never going to the 
cinema or theater, and the rate of those who some-
times go is 26%, and a mere 4% is the rate for those 
who often go to theater/cinema (Table 165).  

The rate of those who never go to the cinema/theat-
er is higher in rural area (88%). This rate is 63% in  
urban area. The rate of those who sometimes go to 
the cinema/ theater is 32% in urban, 10% in rural. 

When the three major cities are compared, the rate of 
those who often go to the cinema/theater are higher 
in Ankara and Istanbul (7%). The rate of those who 
never go to the cinema/theater is 53% in Istanbul, 
59% in Ankara and 63% in Izmir.

Istanbul is the highest NUTS with a rate of 7% of 
individuals going often to the cinema and theater, 
and the rate of those who said they never go to the 
cinema or theater is higher in Northeast Anatolia 
(86%), Southeast Anatolia (85%) and Mideast Ana-
tolia (84%) regions. 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 70,2 25,6 4,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 63,3 31,5 5,2

Rural 88,2 10,4 1,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 52,5 40,1 7,4

Ankara 58,9 34,0 7,0

Izmir 63,2 32,4 4,4

NUTS

Istanbul 52,5 40,1 7,4

West Marmara 73,7 22,1 4,1

East Marmara 66,0 28,6 5,4

Aegean 69,5 27,3 3,1

Mediterranean 74,4 21,9 3,7

West Anatolia 65,8 28,7 5,5

Central Anatolia 79,3 18,4 2,3

West Black Sea 79,2 17,9 2,8

East Black Sea 78,9 18,7 2,4

Northeast Anatolia 85,6 12,7 1,7

Mideast Anatolia 84,2 13,9 1,9

Southeast Anatolia 85,0 13,9 1,1

Table 165. Going to the Cinema & Theater throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

From the gender perspective, the rate of females who 
often go to the cinema and theater is the same with 
the rate of males (4%). However, the rate of females 
who never go to the theater or cinema is higher 
(74%) than males (67%) (Table 166). 

As the age group drops, educational status increases 
and the socioeconomic status rises, the rate of those 
who say they never go to the cinema or theater drops. 
From the age group aspect, it is understood that 

almost all of the 65+ age group (95%) never go to 
the cinemaya/theater. This rate is 43% in 18-24 age 
group. The highest rate in those who often g oto the 
cinema/theater can be found in 18-24 age group. 
11% of the individuals in this age group often go to 
the cinema/theater and 46% sometimes goes to the 
cinema/theater. 

As the educational status improves, the rate of those 
who often go to the cinema/theater increases, and 
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 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 66,8 28,8 4,4

Female 73,6 22,5 3,9

AGE

18-24 43,2 46,1 10,7

25-34 59,3 35,0 5,7

35-44 73,2 24,6 2,2

45-54 83,1 15,0 1,9

55-64 88,0 11,1 1,0

65+ 94,7 4,7 0,5

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 98,1 1,8 0,0

Primary school 90,7 8,8 0,5

Elementary/secondary school 72,0 26,0 2,0

High school 43,0 48,6 8,3

Undergraduate/graduate studies 25,0 60,1 14,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 70,1 26,2 3,7

Extended 79,5 18,4 2,1

Broken 57,9 32,7 9,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 15,8 63,7 20,5

Upper class 32,4 56,8 10,9

Upper middle class 57,2 38,3 4,5

Lower middle class 84,1 14,2 1,7

Lower class 96,9 3,1 0,0

Table 166. Going to the Cinema & Theater by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 

the rate of those who never go drops. Almost none 
of those who have not graduated from any school 
(98%) go to the cinema/theater. This rate is 25% in 
those who went through undergraduate/graduate 
studies. On the other hand, the rate of those who 
often go to the cinema/theater exceeds the Türkiye 
average (4%) with 15% in university graduates.

Just like in reading books, the type of households 
with the highest rate of individuals who do not go to 
the theater and cinema is the extended family with 
80%. This rate is 70% in nuclear families, and 58% in 
broken households. The rate of those who often go 

to the cinema/theater is higher amongst individuals 
from broken households (9%).

Just like in educational status, as the socioeconomic 
status increases, so does the rate of those who often 
go to the cinema/theater, and the rate of those who 
never go drops. Almost all of the lower class (97%) 
never go to the cinema/theater. This rate is 16% in 
high upper class. The rate of those who often go to 
the cinema/theater is well above the Türkiye average 
(4%) with 11% in upper class, and 21% in high up-
per class.



TAYA 2011222

8.6. Going to Places such as Restaurants, Diners, 
Pastry Shops, Cafes 

As part of the research, one of the questions asked 
to individuals was how frequently they go to places 
such as restaurants, diners, pastry shops, cafes. In 
overall Türkiye, 50% of individuals have mentioned 
never going to places such as restaurants, diners, pas-
try shops, cafes, the rate of those who sometimes go 
to such places 42% and the rate of those who often 
go is 8% (Table 167). 

The rate of those who never go to places such as 
restaurants, diners, pastry shops, cafes is a high fig-
ure like 67% in the rural. This rate is 43% in the 
urban area. 

There is not a huge difference in terms of the results 
concerning the three major cities but in Izmir the 
rate of those who never go to such places (41%) is 
slightly higher. The rate of those who often go is 
slightly higher in Ankara (14%).

Depending on the NUTS, the rate of those who 
said they never go to places such as restaurants, din-
ers, pastry shops, cafes is higher in Northeast Ana-
tolia (72%) and in Southeast Anatolia (70%). As 
the table demonstrates, the rate of those who never 
go to such places is higher in eastern regions. It is 
noteworthy that the rate 12% of those who often go 
to places such as restaurants, diners, pastry shops, 
cafes is higher in Istanbul and in West Anatolia. 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 49,7 42,4 7,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 43,2 47,2 9,6

Rural 66,6 29,9 3,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 37,3 51,2 11,5

Ankara 38,6 47,2 14,2

Izmir 41,1 49,5 9,4

NUTS

Istanbul 37,3 51,2 11,5

West Marmara 50,5 41,9 7,7

East Marmara 44,8 45,7 9,5

Aegean 46,6 46,5 6,9

Mediterranean 51,2 42,5 6,4

West Anatolia 43,8 44 12,2

Central Anatolia 57,3 37,9 4,7

West Black Sea 54,6 37,9 7,5

East Black Sea 59,4 35 5,6

Northeast Anatolia 71,9 24,2 3,9

Mideast Anatolia 56,8 37,9 5,4

Southeast Anatolia 69,8 27,6 2,6

Table 167. Going to Places such as Restaurants, Diners, Pastry Shops, Cafes throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
and NUTS

From the gender aspect, 58% of females said that 
they never go to places such as restaurants, diners, 
pastry shops, cafes, in males this rate drops to 42%.
As the age group increases, the rate of individuals 
who say they never go to such places also rises, but 
the same rate drops as the educational status and 

socioeconomic status increase. 31% of 18-24 age 
group say tey never go to such places, and 16% say 
they often go there. The rate of those who often go 
to places such as restaurants, diners, pastry shops, 
cafes drops down to 2% in 65+ age group (Table 
168). 
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The rate of individuals who often go to such places 
amongst high school (15%) and university gradu-
ates (22%) is above the Türkiye average (8%). 88% 
of those who have not received any schooling men-
tion that they never go to such places. 

As the socioeconomic status increases, the rate of 
those who often go to places such as restaurants, 
diners, pastry shops, cafes  rises considerably, in the 
high upper class it is noteworthy that the rate is 

well above the Türkiye average (8%) with a 33% 
rate. In the high upper class, only 7% says that they 
never go to such places, and this rate reaches 83% 
in lower class. 

An evaluation based on the household type shows 
that those who never go to such places is the high-
est in extended households (61%) and that those 
who often go have the highest rate in broken fami-
lies (14%). 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 41,6 49,1 9,3

Female 57,8 35,7 6,4

AGE

18-24 31,4 52,3 16,3

25-34 38,1 51,2 10,7

35-44 48,6 45 6,4

45-54 57,5 38,5 4,0

55-64 65,3 31,7 3,0

65+ 79,8 18,3 1,9

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 88,4 10,8 0,8

Primary school 65,5 32,2 2,3

Elementary/secondary school 46,0 47,3 6,6

High school 23,7 61,7 14,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 12,0 66,1 21,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 47,5 44,8 7,7

Extended 60,5 34,9 4,6

Broken 46,7 39,6 13,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 7,2 59,6 33,1

Upper class 13,5 67,4 19,1

Upper middle class 33,4 57,5 9,1

Lower middle class 60,4 35,6 4,0

Lower class 83,1 15,8 1,1

Table 168. Going to Places such as Restaurants, Diners, Pastry Shops, Cafes by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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Evaluation based on gender shows that among fe-
males rate of those who say they never go to places 
such as local, club, fraternity, association is 94%, 
and in males the rate drops to 82% (Table 170). 

The rate of individuals who mentioned never going 
to places such as local, club, fraternity, association 
is very high in all breakdown groups. However, this 

rate rises as the age group increases, and decreases 
as the educational status and socioeconomic sta-
tus increase. 82% of the 18-24 age group mentions 
never going to such places and 15% says that they 
sometimes go. The rate of those who sometimes go 
to places such as local, club, fraternity, association is 
4% for 65+. 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 87,8 10,2 2,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 85,4 12,1 2,5

Rural 94,0 5,1 1,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 78,3 18,4 3,3

Ankara 83,9 13,4 2,7

Izmir 83,3 13,3 3,5

NUTS

Istanbul 78,3 18,4 3,3

West Marmara 86,6 10,8 2,6

East Marmara 86,3 11,1 2,5

Aegean 86,9 11,0 2,1

Mediterranean 89,9 8,0 2,0

West Anatolia 86,5 11,4 2,2

Central Anatolia 93,7 5,6 0,7

West Black Sea 92,4 6,4 1,2

East Black Sea 93,1 5,8 1,0

Northeast Anatolia 96,6 2,8 0,6

Mideast Anatolia 94,3 4,2 1,5

Southeast Anatolia 95,9 3,5 0,7

Table 169. Going to Places such as Local, Club, Fraternity, Association throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and 
NUTS

8.7. Going to Places such as Local, Club,  
Fraternity, Association  

Another question asked to individuals in the re-
search was how often they go to places such as local, 
club, fraternity, association. In overall Türkiye, 88% 
of individuals say they never go to places such as 
local, club, fraternity, association. The rate of those 
who sometimes go to such places is 10%, and the 
rate of those who often go is 2% (Table 169). 

The rate of those who never go to places such as  

local, club, fraternity, association is higher in rural 
areas (94%), and the rate of those who sometimes 
go are higher in the urban area (12%). Amongst the 
three major cities, the rate of those who go to places 
such as local, club, fraternity, association is higher 
in Istanbul. The rate of those who sometimes go to 
such places is 18% in Istanbul, and 13% in other 
two cities. Almost all of the individuals who live in 
Northeast Anatolia (97%) and Southeast Anatolia 
(96%) regions say they never go to places such as 
local, club, fraternity, association. The rate of those 
who sometimes go is higher in Istanbul (18%). 
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The rate of those who sometimes (24%) and often 
(7%) go to such places among undergraduate/grad-
uate studies graduates is well above the Türkiye av-
erage. On the other hand, almost none of the indi-
viduals who have not graduated from a school go to 
such places (99%). In primary school graduates the 
rate of those who never go is also very high (95%).

As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
those who often go to places such as local, club, 
fraternity, association also rises, and for high upper 

class, with a rate of 9%, it is noteworthy that the 
proportion is well above the Türkiye average (2%). 
63% of the high upper class mention never going 
to such places, however almost all of the lower class 
(98%) has never been in such a place.
 
According to the household type, the rate of those 
who never go to such places is higher in extended 
households (92%), the rate of those who sometimes 
go is higher in broken households (14%) and in nu-
clear households (10%). 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 81,5 15,4 3,1

Female 94,1 4,9 1,0

AGE

18-24 81,9 15,0 3,1

25-34 85,5 12,3 2,1

35-44 88,8 9,5 1,7

45-54 89,0 9,4 1,7

55-64 91,1 6,7 2,2

65+ 95,3 3,5 1,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 99,2 0,5 0,3

Primary school 94,6 4,7 0,7

Elementary/secondary school 88,9 9,8 1,3

High school 79,6 17,4 3,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 68,5 24,4 7,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 87,6 10,4 2,0

Extended 91,9 6,9 1,2

Broken 83,1 13,6 3,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 62,8 28,7 8,5

Upper class 74,7 20,6 4,7

Upper middle class 83,9 14,0 2,1

Lower middle class 92,6 6,4 1,1

Lower class 97,7 2,2 0,1

Table 170. Going to Places such as Local, Club, Fraternity, Association by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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According to gender, 96% of females say they never 
go to places such as bars or night clubs. This rate is 
89% in males (Table 172).

As the age group increases, so does the rate of those 
who never go to bars or night clubs, however the 
rate of those who sometimes or often go decreases. 

13% of the 18-24 age group mentions sometimes 
going to places such as bars and night clubs and 
4% state that they often go to such places.  In the 
next age range, which 25-34, the rate of those who 
sometimes go to such places drops to 10% and the 
rate of those who often go drops to 2%. 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 92,2 6,6 1,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 90,6 7,9 1,5

Rural 96,3 3,1 0,5

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 86,4 11,2 2,4

Ankara 88,1 10,6 1,3

Izmir 86,9 10,4 2,7

NUTS

Istanbul 86,4 11,2 2,4

West Marmara 90,5 8,0 1,4

East Marmara 91,8 7,0 1,1

Aegean 91,3 7,2 1,5

Mediterranean 91,7 7,0 1,3

West Anatolia 90,7 8,2 1,1

Central Anatolia 97,9 1,9 0,3

West Black Sea 95,5 3,9 0,6

East Black Sea 95,7 3,6 0,7

Northeast Anatolia 97,1 2,5 0,5

Mideast Anatolia 97,5 1,9 0,6

Southeast Anatolia 98,6 1,0 0,4

Table 171. Going to Places such as Bars and Night Clubs throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.8. Going to Places such as Bar, Night Club 

In the research, individuals were asked if they go to 
places such as bars/pubs or night clubs and if yes, 
how often. In overall Türkiye, 92% of individuals 
mention never going to places such as bar sor night 
clubs. The rate of those who sometimes go to such 
places is 7%, the rate of those who often go is only 
1% (Table 171). 

The rate of those who never go to places such as 
bars or night clubs is higher in the rural area (96%), 
and the rate of those who sometimes go is higher 

in the urban area (8%). The rate of those who of-
ten go to such places is very low and there is no 
differentiation between urban and rural. Amongst 
three major cities the rates of going to places such 
as bars and night clubs are similar, and there is no 
differentiation. The rate of those who never go to 
places such as bars and night clubs is very high in 
all regions.  It is noted that the rate of those who 
sometimes go is higher in west NUTS.  The rate of 
those who sometimes go to places such as bars and 
night clubs is higher in Istanbul with 11%, in West 
Marmara with 8%, in West Anatolia 8%, in East 
Marmara, in Aegean and Mediterranean (7%). 
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In terms of educational status, the rate is reversely 
corrolated. As the educational status of individuals 
increases, the rate of those who say they never go 
to places such as bars or night clubs decreases. 85% 
of high school graduates and 78% of the university 
graduates say they never go to places such as bars or 
night clubs. The rate of those who sometimes go is 
13% in high school graduates, and 18% in univer-
sity graduates. 

The highest rate of those who sometimes go to bars 
and night clubs is the highhest in broken house-
holds with 13%. This rate is 6% in nuclear house-
holds, and 4% in extended households. 

As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
those who go to places such as bars and night clubs 
increases. 13% of the upper class and 30% of the 
high upper class mention sometimes going to such 
places. 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 88,5 9,5 2,0

Female 95,9 3,6 0,5

AGE

18-24 83,1 13,4 3,5

25-34 88,8 9,7 1,5

35-44 94,0 5,3 0,7

45-54 96,0 3,5 0,4

55-64 98,1 1,5 0,4

65+ 98,9 0,9 0,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 99,5 0,3 0,2

Primary school 98,1 1,7 0,3

Elementary/secondary school 93,6 5,5 0,9

High school 84,6 12,9 2,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 78,3 18,1 3,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 92,9 6,1 1,0

Extended 95,3 4,0 0,7

Broken 83,7 13,0 3,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 65,6 29,5 4,9

Upper class 84,7 13,2 2,1

Upper middle class 90,2 8,5 1,3

Lower middle class 96,3 3,1 0,6

Lower class 98,6 1,1 0,3

Table 172. Going to Places such as Bars and Night Clubs by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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From the gender perspective, almost all of females 
(99%) say they never go to places such as coffee-
houses. This rate is 59% in males. The rate of males 
who sometimes go to these places is 33% (Table 
174). 

From the age group perspective, the most promi-

nent point is that the rate of those who say they 
never go to places such as coffeehouses (83%) and 
the rate of those who say they often go (7%) is 
higher in the same age group, 65+ group compared 
to other age groups. 21% of 18-24 age group males 
sometimes or often go to coffeehouses. 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 78,9 16,7 4,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 80,3 16,6 3,2

Rural 75,4 17,2 7,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 77,0 19,6 3,5

Ankara 88,3 10,4 1,3

Izmir 74,6 17,7 7,7

NUTS

Istanbul 77,0 19,6 3,5

West Marmara 66,0 23,3 10,8

East Marmara 74,0 19,0 7,0

Aegean 74,3 18,3 7,4

Mediterranean 83,3 13,8 2,9

West Anatolia 86,3 11,7 2,0

Central Anatolia 82,3 14,1 3,5

West Black Sea 79,3 16,4 4,3

East Black Sea 80,7 16,3 3,0

Northeast Anatolia 78,0 18,1 3,9

Mideast Anatolia 83,9 13,5 2,6

Southeast Anatolia 83,3 14,8 1,9

Table 173. Going to Coffeehouses throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.9. Going to Coffeehouses 

As part of research, individuals were asked if they 
go to coffeehouses and if yes, how often. 79% of 
individuals throughout Türkiye say they never go to 
places such as coffeehouses. The rate of those who 
sometimes go is 17%, and the rate of those who 
often go is 4% (Table 173). 

The rate of those who go to coffeehouses is higher 
in rural areas. The rate of those who say they often 
go to places such as coffeehouses is 7% in rural and 
3% in urban areas. Amongst three major cities, the 
lowest rate of those who go to places such as cof-

feehouses is in Ankara. The rate of those who never 
go to such places in Ankara is 88%. This rate is 77% 
in Istanbul, and 75% in Izmir. 

The rate of 11% of those who say they often go to 
places such as coffeehouses is the highest in West 
Marmara, and this rate is 7% in the Aegean and in 
East Marmara. The rate of those who say they never 
go to places such as coffeehouses is the highest in 
West Anatolia with 86%, and the lowest in West 
Marmara with 66%. In the overall comparison of 
regions, the rate of those who never go to places 
such as coffeehouses decreases from the east to the 
west. 
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According to educational status, the rate of those 
who never go to coffeehouses is higher amongst 
those who received no schooling (92%), and the rate 
of those who often go is slightly higher amongst 
primary and Elementary school/secondary school 
graduates (5%). 

Comparison based on household types shows that 
there is no differentiation in terms of often going to 
coffehouses, however the rate of those who some-

times go is a little higher amongst individuals from 
nuclear and extended households with 17%. This 
rate is 13% in broken households. 

Based on socioeconomic status, in lower middle 
class and lower class the rate of those who often go 
to coffeehouses is 5%, slightly higher than other so-
cioeconomic classes. The rate of those who never go 
to such places is higher in high upper class (85%) 
and upper class (83%). 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 58,9 32,6 8,5

Female 98,7 1,0 0,3

AGE

18-24 79,2 17,5 3,3

25-34 78,7 18,1 3,2

35-44 79,0 17,3 3,7

45-54 76,1 18,4 5,5

55-64 78,6 15,5 5,9

65+ 83,4 9,9 6,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 92,1 5,4 2,6

Primary school 77,4 17,2 5,4

Elementary/secondary school 74,0 21,2 4,8

High school 76,1 19,7 4,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 80,3 16,6 3,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 78,3 17,4 4,4

Extended 78,8 16,6 4,6

Broken 82,6 13,3 4,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 85,3 13,1 1,6

Upper class 82,6 14,6 2,9

Upper middle class 78,7 17,4 3,9

Lower middle class 76,5 18,2 5,3

Lower class 78,4 16,2 5,4

Table 174. Going to Coffeehouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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From the gender perspective, 73% of females and 
57% of males say they never work out. As the age 
group progresses, the rate of those who never work 
out increases and reaches 88% in 65+ age group. 
42% of 18-24 age group say they sometimes work 
out, and 11% say they often work out. In the next 
age range of 25-34, these rates decrease, and the 
rate of those who sometimes work out drops down 
to 34%, and the rate of those who often work out 
declines to 8% (Table 176). 

As the age groups get older, there is an increase in 
the rate of those who say they never work out, and 
this rate drops as educational status increases. The 
rate of those who work out at various frequencies is 
7% amongst those who have not graduated from a 
school and 67% amongst university graduates. 

In terms of the frequency of working out, nuclear 
and broken households show similar rates. Indi-
viduals from extended households have a differ-

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 65,0 28,8 6,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 59,6 33,1 7,2

Rural 78,9 17,5 3,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 53,4 39,4 7,3

Ankara 51,1 38,0 10,8

Izmir 60,4 30,8 8,8

NUTS

Istanbul 53,4 39,4 7,3

West Marmara 69,7 24,1 6,2

East Marmara 61,7 31,1 7,2

Aegean 64,8 29,4 5,8

Mediterranean 65,8 27,4 6,9

West Anatolia 55,5 35,1 9,4

Central Anatolia 72,0 23,0 5,0

West Black Sea 71,0 23,9 5,2

East Black Sea 74,8 20,9 4,3

Northeast Anatolia 82,6 14,3 3,0

Mideast Anatolia 75,1 20,9 4,0

Southeast Anatolia 79,2 17,6 3,2

Table 175. Working Out throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.10. Working out 

Within the scope of the research, another question 
asked to individuals was how often they work out. 
Across Türkiye, 65% of individuals say they never 
work out. The rate of those who sometimes work 
out is 29%, and the rate of those who often work 
out is 6% (Table 175).

The rate of those who never work out goes up to 
79% in rural areas. The rate is 60% in urban areas. 
Izmir is the city amongst three major cities, with  

the highest rate (60%) of people who never work 
out. The rates of those who sometimes work out 
are similar in Ankara (38%) and in Istanbul (39%), 
and the rate of those who often work out is slightly 
higher in Ankara (11%). 

West Anatolia is the region where the rate of those 
who say they often work out (9%) is the highest. 
On the other hand, the rate of those who say they 
never work out is the highest in Northeast Anatolia 
(83%) and in Southeast Anatolia (79%).
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ent relation to working out, compared to these two 
household types. 73% of extended families say they 
never work out, the rate is 64% in nuclear house-
holds and 60% in broken households. The rate of 
those who say they often work out is 9% in broken 
households and 6% in nuclear households. 

It is understood that as the socioeconomic status 
increases, the rate of those who never work out de-
creases, and the rate of those who say they often 
work out increases. 17% of individuals in high up-
per class and 14% of upper class say they often work 
out. These rates are well above the Türkiye average 
(6%). 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 56,6 34,5 8,9

Female 73,3 23,1 3,6

AGE

18-24 47,2 42,1 10,7

25-34 58,7 33,7 7,6

35-44 64,8 30,2 5,1

45-54 71,5 24,1 4,4

55-64 75,5 20,1 4,3

65+ 87,7 9,7 2,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 93,0 6,1 0,8

Primary school 78,1 19,2 2,7

Elementary/secondary school 64,0 29,8 6,2

High school 45,0 45,2 9,8

Undergraduate/graduate studies 32,6 51,3 16,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 63,7 29,9 6,3

Extended 73,4 23,0 3,6

Broken 60,4 30,4 9,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High Upper class 25,2 58,1 16,8

Upper class 41,5 44,9 13,6

Upper middle class 54,2 38,2 7,6

Lower middle class 73,8 22,3 3,9

Lower class 88,4 10,1 1,5

Table 176. Working Out by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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It is understood that females do these types of 
manual work at a higher rate and more often than 
males. 57% of males say they never do manual work 
such as needlework, carpentry and repairs, and this 
rate drops to 38% in females. Similarly, the rate of 
females who often do such work (18%) is more than 
twice as much as the rate of males (7%) (Table 178).

Amongst age groups, it is understood that age 

group 25-44 does manual work such as needlework, 
carpentry and repairs at the highest rate and the 
most often. 44% of 35-44 age group does such work 
sometimes, and 15% does such work often. In age 
group 25-34, the rate of those who sometimes do 
such work is 43% and the rate of those who often 
do such work is 13%. 

It is indicated that primary school graduates do 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 47,3 40,1 12,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 46,6 40,4 13,0

Rural 49,3 39,3 11,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 42,2 47,5 10,3

Ankara 41,3 42,0 16,7

Izmir 46,7 38,3 15,0

NUTS

Istanbul 42,2 47,5 10,3

West Marmara 40,2 48,4 11,4

East Marmara 45,7 39,3 15,0

Aegean 47,4 38,8 13,8

Mediterranean 45,4 38,2 16,4

West Anatolia 39,0 43,8 17,3

Central Anatolia 50,0 38,5 11,6

West Black Sea 47,7 41,9 10,4

East Black Sea 53,2 38,0 8,9

Northeast Anatolia 60,6 28,1 11,3

Mideast Anatolia 48,5 40,7 10,7

Southeast Anatolia 68,4 24,7 6,9

Table 177. Doing Manual Work (Needlework, Carpentry, Repairs etc.) throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and 
NUTS

8.11. Doing Manual Work (Needlework,  
Carpentry, Repairs etc.)  

Within the scope of research, individuals were asked 
how frequently they do manual work such as needle-
work, carpentry and repairs. Across Türkiye almost 
half of the individuals (47%) say they never do man-
ual work such as needlework, carpentry and repairs. 
The rate of those who sometimes do manual work 
is 40%, and the rate of those who often do is 13%. 
There is no differentiation between urban and rural.

 
Amongst three major cities the rate of those who 
say they never do such work is higher in Izmir 
(47%), and the rate of those who say they often do 
such work is higher in Ankara (17%). The highest 
rate of those who say they often do manual work 
such as needlework, carpentry and repairs is in West 
Anatolia, with a rate of 17%. The rate of those who 
say they never do manual work such as needlework, 
carpentry and repairs is the highest in Southeast 
Anatolia with a proportion of 68%. (Table 177).



Social and Cultural Activities 233

such work at a higher rate and more often. 44% of 
this group sometimes does manual work such as 
needlework, carpentry and repairs. The rate of those 
who often do such work is 15%. 

Broken households, with a proportion of 55%, have 
the highest rate in terms of those who say they nev-
er do manual work such as needlework, carpentry 
and repairs. This rate is 49% in extended house-

holds, and 46% in nuclear households.

According to socioeconomic status, the highest rate 
of those who say they never do manual work such 
as needlework, carpentry and repairs is the lower 
class (55%). The highest rates of those who do such 
work can be found in upper middle class and lower 
middle class. 14% of individuals in the middle SES 
class say they often do such work. 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 56,7 36,0 7,3

Female 38,1 44,2 17,7

AGE

18-24 52,7 37,3 10,0

25-34 44,7 42,8 12,6

35-44 41,1 44,1 14,8

45-54 41,3 44,5 14,1

55-64 46,8 39,5 13,7

65+ 66,8 24,6 8,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 59,0 29,9 11,0

Primary school 41,5 43,5 15,0

Elementary/secondary school 45,7 40,8 13,5

High school 48,2 41,0 10,8

Undergraduate/graduate studies 52,4 38,7 8,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 45,7 41,6 12,7

Extended 48,5 39,1 12,4

Broken 55,0 33,3 11,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 48,9 39,7 11,4

Upper class 49,0 41,0 10,0

Upper middle class 43,3 43,0 13,7

Lower middle class 45,4 41,0 13,6

Lower class 55,3 34,3 10,4

Table 178. Doing Manual Work (Needlework, Carpentry, Repairs etc.) by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
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It is seen that females and males watch TV/VCD/
DVD at similar rates, 51% of both genders often 
watch TV/VCD/DVD. In terms of the age group, 
53% of 45–64 age group declare that they often 
watch TV/VCD/DVD. The rate of those who say 
they never watch TV/VCD/DVD amongst 65+ age 
group individuals is above the Türkiye average (%8) 
with 18% (Table 180). 

As the educational status improves, the rate of 
those who never watch TV/VCD/DVD drops. For 
example, this rate is 4% amongst university gradu-

ates, and 18% for individuals who have not gradu-
ated from a school. The rate of those who often 
watch TV/VCD/DVD is similar in all educational 
status groups, except for the group who received no 
schooling. 

The rate of those who say they never watch TV/
VCD/DVD is the highest in broken households 
with 14%. This rate is 7% in nuclear households, 
and 9% in extended households. The rate of those 
who say they often watch TV/VCD/DVD is slight-
ly higher in nuclear households (52%). 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 8,2 41,0 50,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 7,5 40,4 52,1

Rural 10,1 42,7 47,2

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 9,4 38,5 52,0

Ankara 6,0 36,4 57,6

Izmir 7,0 36,6 56,5

NUTS

Istanbul 9,4 38,5 52,0

West Marmara 6,0 36,8 57,2

East Marmara 8,1 44,0 48,0

Aegean 6,0 37,3 56,7

Mediterranean 7,9 38,6 53,4

West Anatolia 5,3 36,0 58,7

Central Anatolia 5,4 43,0 51,5

West Black Sea 7,3 47,1 45,7

East Black Sea 10,2 51,0 38,9

Northeast Anatolia 16,9 35,7 47,4

Mideast Anatolia 10,2 37,9 51,9

Southeast Anatolia 12,4 54,8 32,8

Table 179. Watching TV/VDV/DVD throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.12. Watching TV/VCD/DVD 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked how often they watch TV/VCD/DVD. 51% 
of individuals say they often watch TV/VCD/
DVD. The rate of those who say they never watch 
TV/VCD/DVD 8% (Table 179). 

The rate of those who say they often watch TV/ 

VCD/DVD is higher in the urban area (52%). This 
rate is 47% in the rural area. Amongst three major 
cities, the rate of those who say they never watch 
TV/VCD/DVD is slightly higher in Istanbul. This 
rate is 7% in Izmir, and 6% in Ankara. The highest 
rate of those who say they often watch TV/VCD/
DVD is West Anatolia with a rate of 59%. South-
east Anatolia has the lowest rate, which is 33%.
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As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
those who say they never watch TV/VCD/DVD 
decreases, and the rate of those who say they often 
watch TV/VCV/DVD increases. 14% of lower SES 

class say they never watch TV/VCD/DVD. This 
rate is 3% in high upper class. In this SES class, the 
rate of those who say they often watch TV/VCD/
DVD is 57%. 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 7,1 42,0 50,9

Female 9,3 40,1 50,6

AGE

18-24 6,0 43,0 51,0

25-34 6,9 42,4 50,6

35-44 6,7 41,6 51,6

45-54 7,7 39,0 53,2

55-64 9,0 38,2 52,7

65+ 17,6 39,6 42,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 18,1 43,8 38,1

Primary School 8,0 38,9 53,2

Elementary/secondary school 7,2 39,8 53,0

High school 5,5 42,3 52,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 4,3 44,0 51,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 7,0 40,7 52,3

Extended 9,1 43,8 47,1

Broken 13,9 38,9 47,2

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 2,7 40,6 11,4

Upper class 4,9 41,8 10,0

Upper middle class 5,5 39,9 13,7

Lower middle class 8,2 41,1 13,6

Lower class 14,2 44,4 10,4

Table 180. Watching TV/VDV/DVD by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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From the gender perspective, the rate of males who 
say they never watch sports games is 60%, and this 
rate goes up to 92% in females (Table 182). 

As the age group decreases, so does the rate of those 
who say they never go to watch sports games. 26% 
of those in the 18-24 age group say they sometimes 

watch sports games and 11% say they often watch 
sports games. These rates are considerably high 
compared to other age groups. 

It is possible to observe that as the educational sta-
tus increases, the rate of those who say they never 
go to watch sports games decreases. Only 3% of 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 76,2 18,1 5,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 72,7 20,8 6,4

Rural 85,1 11,1 3,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 65,9 26,6 7,5

Ankara 77,2 17,8 5,0

Izmir 70,5 21,8 7,7

NUTS

Istanbul 65,9 26,6 7,5

West Marmara 75,3 16,0 8,7

East Marmara 75,6 18,6 5,8

Aegean 72,0 20,9 7,1

Mediterranean 78,7 16,5 4,8

West Anatolia 78,0 16,8 5,2

Central Anatolia 81,6 13,3 5,2

West Black Sea 80,8 13,3 5,9

East Black Sea 79,0 16,2 4,8

Northeast Anatolia 83,8 12,3 3,9

Mideast Anatolia 83,7 14,3 1,9

Southeast Anatolia 87,2 10,5 2,3

Table 181. Watching Sports Games throughout Türkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.13. Watching Sports Games  

One of the areas which was questioned in the re-
search is how often individuals go to watch sports 
games. As can be seen in the table, 76% of the in-
dividuals say that they never go to watch sports 
games. The rate of those who sometimes go is 18%, 
and the rate of those who often go is 6% (Table 
181).  

The rate of those who never go to watch sports 
games is 85% in rural areas. This rate is 73% in ur-
ban areas. The rate of individuals who sometimes 
do this activity in urban areas is 21% and 11% in 
the rural area. 

The breakdown of three major cities shows that the 
rate of those who go to watch sports games in lower 
in Ankara, compared to Istanbul and Izmir. 77% 
of the individuals in Ankara have never watched 
sports games. This rate is 71% in Izmir and 66% in 
Istanbul. 

The rate of those never watch sports games is the 
highest in Southeast Anatolia (87%) and in Mid-
east and Northeast Anatolia (84%). The highest 
rate of those who often go to watch games is West 
Marmara with 9%. Almost one thirds (27%) of 
those who live in the Istanbul Region sometimes 
go to watch sports games.  
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those who did not graduate from a school watch 
sports games and this is spread at various frequen-
cies as 40% in high school graduates and 46% in 
university graduates.

Although there is not a very sharp differentiation 
based on household type, extended households 
with 81% have the highest rate of those who never 

go to watch sports games. This rate is 75% in nu-
clear households and 74% in broken households. 

As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
those who say they never watch sports games drops. 
9% of individuals of lower class watch sports games. 
This rate is 47% in the highest SES group.

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 60,2 29,6 10,3

Female 92,1 6,8 1,2

AGE

18-24 62,8 25,9 11,2

25-34 71,0 23,1 5,9

35-44 76,3 18,8 4,9

45-54 80,5 14,9 4,6

55-64 85,4 10,6 3,9

65+ 92,8 5,8 1,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 97,3 2,3 0,5

Primary school 86,7 10,4 2,9

Elementary/secondary school 73,0 20,2 6,8

High school 60,3 30,0 9,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 54,2 34,8 10,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 75,2 18,9 5,8

Extended 81,1 14,5 4,4

Broken 74,4 18,8 6,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 52,8 35,9 11,3

Upper class 59,4 31,4 9,2

Upper middle class 67,5 24,6 7,9

Lower middle class 82,4 13,5 4,2

Lower class 90,8 8,0 1,2

Table 182. Watching Sports Games by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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84% of females say they never play cards, rummi-
kub, backgammon and computer games at home, 
and this rate drops to 71% in males (Table 184).

As the age group increases, the rate of those who 
never play such games increases, and reaches 95% 
in 65+. It is noteworthy that in young age groups 
the rates of those who sometimes and often play 

games at home are higher. 29% of age group 18-24 
says they sometimes play games and 11% says they 
often play games as such. 

As the educational status improves, the rate of in-
dividuals who play cards, rummikub, backgammon 
and computer games at home increases considera-
bly. Only 2% of those who have not graduated from 

 Never Sometimes Often

Türkiye 77,4 18,2 4,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 72,9 21,8 5,3

Rural 89,1 9,1 1,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 67,1 27,2 5,7

Ankara 67,7 24,2 8,1

Izmir 70,0 23,1 6,9

NUTS

Istanbul 67,1 27,2 5,7

West Marmara 83,7 12,4 4,0

East Marmara 78,1 16,9 5,0

Aegean 74,1 21,6 4,4

Mediterranean 75,5 20,9 3,6

West Anatolia 70,5 22,4 7,0

Central Anatolia 83,4 12,4 4,2

West Black Sea 86,8 10,1 3,0

East Black Sea 87,0 10,0 2,9

Northeast Anatolia 95,0 3,0 2,1

Mideast Anatolia 85,2 12,8 2,0

Southeast Anatolia 88,5 9,4 2,0

Table 183.Playing Cards, Rummikub, Backgammon and Computer Games at Home throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three 
Major Cities, and NUTS

8.14. Playing Cards, Rummikub, Backgammon 
and Computer Games at Home  

All individuals who participated in the research 
were asked if they play cards, rummikub, backgam-
mon and computer games at home. Across Türkiye 
77% of individuals say that they never play cards, 
rummikub, backgammon and computer games at 
home. 18% sometimes plays these games, and 4% 
often plays such games (Table 183). 

The rate of those who never play these games is 
higher in rural areas (89%), rates of those who 
sometimes play them (22 %) or who often play 

(5%) these games are higher in urban areas. The 
rates of playing cards, rummikub, backgammon and 
computer games at home are similar in three ma-
jor cities, and it is observed that the rate of those 
who sometimes play is slightly higher in Istan-
bul (27%),and the rate of those who often play is 
slightly higher in Ankara (8%).

The rate of individuals who say they never play 
cards, rummikub, backgammon and computer 
games at home has reached the highest rates with 
95% iin Northeast Anatolia and 89% in Southeast 
Anatolia. The rate of those who often play these 
games is high in West Anatolia at a rate of 7%. 
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a school says they play such games at home, this 
rate is 33% at high school graduates and goes up to 
37% in university graduates. The rate of those who 
often play is 8% in high school graduates, and 9% 
in university graduates. 

Broken households are the household type where 
cards, rummikub, backgammon and computer 
games at home are played at the highest rate, which 
is 28%. The rate is the lowest (17%) in extended 

families. 

Similar to the educational status, as socioeconom-
ic status increases, so does the rate of those who 
play such games at home. The rate of those who 
play cards, rummikub, backgammon and computer 
games at home are well above the Türkiye average 
(18%) with 34% in upper class, and 43% in high 
upper class. 

 Never Sometimes Often

GENDER

Male 70,9 23,1 6,0

Female 83,9 13,5 2,6

AGE

18-24 59,9 28,8 11,3

25-34 71,8 23,5 4,7

35-44 78,6 18,9 2,5

45-54 84,1 13,3 2,6

55-64 88,2 10,0 1,8

65+ 94,6 4,4 1,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 97,3 2,1 0,6

Primary school 89,9 8,7 1,4

Elementary/secondary school 75,9 19,4 4,7

High school 58,5 32,8 8,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 54,1 37,0 8,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 76,8 19,0 4,1

Extended 83,3 14,1 2,6

Broken 72,3 19,8 7,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 45,8 43,0 11,2

Upper class 57,4 33,8 8,8

Upper middle class 68,9 25,9 5,3

Lower middle class 85,2 12,0 2,8

Lower class 95,1 4,5 0,4

Table 184. Playing Cards, Rummikub, Backgammon and Computer Games at Home by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, 
and SES 
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According to gender, the study revealed that 77% of 
females and 38% of males do not smoke and 40% 
of males and 13% of females smoke everyday (Table 
186).

The rate of those who smoke everyday is higher in 
25-34 (32%) and 35-44 (33%) age groups. The rate 

of those who quitted smoking is higher in upper 
age groups. This rate is 14% in 45-54 age group, 
18% in 55-64 age group, and 19% in 65+ age group. 

It is not possible to suggest any clear correlation be-
tween the rise and fall of educational status and the 
rise and fall of smoking ratios. The highest rate of 

 Yes, everyday Yes, sometimes No, never I used to but I quitted

Türkiye 26,4 5,8 57,1 10,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 28,1 6,4 55,2 10,3

Rural 22,1 4,2 61,9 11,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 28,5 8,2 54,0 9,2

Ankara 28,9 7,0 53,2 11,0

Izmir 27,6 6,8 51,4 14,1

NUTS

Istanbul 28,5 8,2 54,0 9,2

West Marmara 31,4 4,7 50,6 13,3

East Marmara 30,0 5,4 51,1 13,5

Aegean 26,3 5,5 55,9 12,4

Mediterranean 25,0 5,9 59,9 9,1

West Anatolia 28,8 6,2 53,6 11,3

Central Anatolia 23,8 4,9 58,1 13,2

West Black Sea 23,3 4,4 60,1 12,2

East Black Sea 18,2 3,6 62,3 15,8

Northeast Anatolia 24,8 5,8 63,9 5,5

Mideast Anatolia 23,0 4,6 63,1 9,3

Southeast Anatolia 24,0 4,5 66,3 5,2

Table 185. Smoking throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.15. Smoking 

Another subject which was examined within the 
scope of the research is about smoking. The ques-
tion “do you smoke” was asked and the individuals 
were requested to choose one from the options “yes, 
everyday”, “yes, sometimes”, “no, never” ve “I used 
to but I quitted”. 

The question aimed at measuring the frequency of 
smoking in Türkiye, and as the table indicates 57% 
of individuals responded as “no, never”, and 26% 
as “yes, everyday”. The rate of those who used to 
smoke but who quitted is 11% (Table 185).

Amongst three major cities the rates of smokers 
are different. However, the rate of those who used 
to smoke but quitted is higher in Izmir (14%). The 
rate of individuals who never smoke in urban resi-
dential areas is 55% and 62% in rural areas. The rate 
of those who answered “No, I do not smoke at all” is 
the highest in Southeast Anatolia (66%). This rate 
is the lowest in East and West Marmara (51%). The 
rate of those who quitted is 12% in rural areas, and 
10% in urban residential areas. East Black Sea is 
the region where this rate is the highest with 16%, 
and Southeast Anatolia has a rate of 5%, which is 
the lowest. 
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everyday smokers is elementary/secondary school 
graduates with a rate of 33%. The rate of those who 
quitted smoking is higher amongst primary school 
(13%) and university graduates (11%). 

There is not a very sharp differentiation in terms of 
household type, however the rate of those who used 
to smoke but quitted is slightly higher in nuclear 
household members, with a ratio of 12%. 

As the socioeconomic status increases, it is ob-
served that the rate of those who sometimes smoke 
also increases. 5% of the lower class report that they 
sometimes smoke, and this rate is 10% in high up-
per class. The rate of those who quitted smoking is 
13% in high upper class, 11% in upper class, 10% in 
upper middle class, 12% in lower middle class and 
10% in lower class. 

 Yes, everyday Yes, sometimes No, never I used to but I quitted

GENDER

Male 40,0 6,6 37,5 15,8

Female 13,0 5,0 76,5 5,6

AGE

18-24 22,3 5,7 68,6 3,4

25-34 32,4 7,7 52,6 7,4

35-44 33,1 7,6 50,0 9,2

45-54 28,8 5,1 52,1 14,1

55-64 19,9 3,3 58,4 18,4

65+ 9,7 1,9 69,1 19,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 12,1 3,2 75,7 9,1

Primary school 26,0 5,1 55,7 13,2

Elementary/secondary school 32,8 6,3 52,7 8,3

High school 31,0 7,4 52,5 9,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 26,8 7,3 55,2 10,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 26,4 6,0 56,0 11,6

Extended 25,7 4,8 60,5 9,0

Broken 27,8 6,0 58,5 7,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 27,1 10,5 49,2 13,2

Upper class 27,0 6,9 55,7 10,5

Upper middle class 28,1 6,2 55,4 10,2

Lower middle class 26,0 5,1 57,4 11,5

Lower class 28,0 5,2 57,3 9,5

Table 186. Smoking by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
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From the gender perspective, in terms of individu-
als who said they never use alcohol, it is understood 
that 92% of females and 70% males report never us-
ing alcohol. 12% of males report alcohol consump-
tion only on special occasions. 7% of males say that 
they used to but they quitted. This rate is 1% in fe-
males (Table 188). 

88% of 65+ age group report not using alcohol. 10% 
of 25-44 age group report consuming alcohol only 
on special occasions. 

The rate of alcohol users increases as the educational 
status improves. 37% of university graduates report 
alcohol consumption at various frequencies and 

  Never Every day 1-2 times a week Several times a 
month

Only on special 
occasions

I used to but 
quitted

Türkiye 81,0 0,6 2,3 4,1 8,2 3,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 78,9 0,7 2,7 4,6 9,5 3,7

Rural 86,5 0,4 1,3 2,6 5,1 4,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 76,0 0,8 2,9 5,9 11,4 3,0

Ankara 76,3 0,4 3,1 4,2 12,6 3,4

Izmir 64,8 1,3 6,2 8,8 13,2 5,6

NUTS

Istanbul 76,0 0,8 2,9 5,9 11,4 3,0

West Marmara 70,8 0,9 4,0 6,7 12,1 5,3

East Marmara 79,7 0,4 2,6 3,6 8,2 5,7

Aegean 74,0 0,9 4,0 5,7 11,0 4,4

Mediterranean 81,8 0,8 2,0 4,0 9,1 2,3

West Anatolia 79,1 0,3 2,6 3,8 10,2 4,0

Central Anatolia 87,3 0,3 0,9 2,2 3,0 6,2

West Black Sea 83,4 0,3 1,1 2,8 6,5 5,9

East Black Sea 88,8 0,2 0,5 2,4 3,7 4,4

Northeast Anatolia 94,7 0,0 0,5 1,6 1,6 1,6

Mideast Anatolia 92,3 0,4 0,5 2,3 3,6 1,0

Southeast Anatolia 93,9 0,7 0,5 1,2 1,9 1,8

Table 187. Alcohol Consumption throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

8.16. Alcohol Consumption

Table 187 indicates the responses to the question, 
“Do you use alcohol?”. Across Türkiye 81% of in-
dividuals have stated never using alcohol. The rate 
of those who say they use alcohol only on special 
occasions is 8% and the rate of those who say they 
use alcohol several times a month is 4%. The rate of 
those who never use alcohol is higher in rural areas 
(87%). This rate is 79% in urban areas.

Izmir is the city amongst three major cities with the 
highest rate of alcohol usage. The rate of those who 

say “never” is 76% in Ankara and in Istanbul and 
this rate regresses to 65% in Izmir. On the other 
hand, it is noticed that the rate of those who quitted 
is also higher in Izmir (6%). 

The rate of those who report that they never use 
alcohol is found at highest ratest of 95% in North-
east Anatolia and 94% in Southeast Anatolia. West 
Marmara is the region where the highest rate of 
those who use alcohol several times a month can be 
found, at a rate of 7%. It can be stated that higher 
rates in alcohol usage can be found in western re-
gions, compared to the eastern and central regions.
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occasions, and this rate is 14% in primary school 
graduates. Amongst university graduates, the rate 
of those who use alcohol only on special occasions 
is 19%. In other words, half of alcohol users con-
sume alcohol only on special occasions. 

Broken households are the household types with 
the highest rate (25%) of alcohol users at various 
frequencies. 11% of individuals from these house-

holds (almost half of those who use alcohol) say 
they use alcohol only on special occasions. 

Alcohol usage rate increases from the lower SES 
group to the high SES group. For example, 49% of 
the high upper class use alcohol at various frequen-
cies and occasions, with 24% overwhelmingly using 
alcohol only on special occasions, this rate is 23% in 
upper middle class. 

  Never Every day 1-2 times a week Several times a 
month

Only on special 
occasions

I used to but 
quitted

GENDER

Male 69,6 1,1 4,0 6,8 12,0 6,5

Female 92,3 0,1 0,6 1,4 4,5 1,1

AGE

18-24 80,3 0,6 3,4 5,1 9,1 1,6

25-34 79,3 0,5 2,5 5,1 10,0 2,6

35-44 79,9 0,8 2,4 4,2 9,6 3,2

45-54 80,3 0,6 2,0 3,6 8,3 5,2

55-64 82,4 0,7 2,1 3,3 6,0 5,6

65+ 88,4 0,4 0,6 1,4 2,7 6,5

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 95,6 0,3 0,5 0,8 0,9 2,1

Primary school 86,5 0,4 1,3 2,6 4,4 4,8

Elementary/secondary school 81,4 0,8 2,2 3,5 9,2 2,9

High school 73,0 0,9 4,0 6,1 12,5 3,4

Undergraduate/graduate studies 63,0 0,8 4,3 9,1 18,7 4,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 80,8 0,6 2,1 4,1 8,6 4,0

Extended 86,5 0,4 1,7 2,5 5,1 3,7

Broken 74,9 1,2 4,3 6,4 10,9 2,3

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 50,9 1,1 7,1 12,0 23,6 5,3

Upper class 68,4 1,2 4,0 6,2 17,0 3,2

Upper middle class 77,3 0,6 2,7 5,0 10,2 4,1

Lower middle class 85,7 0,5 1,5 2,9 5,6 3,8

Lower class 90,7 0,4 0,5 1,8 2,8 3,7

Table 188.  Alcohol Consumption by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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8.17. Using the Internet 

Within the scope of the research, households were 
asked if they have internet connection in their 
dwelling. 64% of the households in Türkiye does 
not have internet connection (Table 189).

The rate of those with internet connection in urban 
areas (42%) is much higher compared to house-
holds in rural areas (17%). Amongst three major 
cities, more than half of the households in Istanbul 
and in Ankara have internet connection, and this  

rate is slightly lower in Izmir (46%). 

Istanbul is the region where home internet con-
nection is at the highest rate of 53%, Northeast 
Anatolia has the lowest rate with 14%. Nuclear 
households have the highest rate of 38% in terms 
of households having internet connection. This rate 
is 33% in extended households, and 30% in bro-
ken households. Only 1% of households from lower 
class has internet connection. This rate is 90% in 
high upper class. 

Yes No

Türkiye 35,7 64,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 42,3 57,7

Rural 17,0 83,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 52,9 47,1

Ankara 50,4 49,6

Izmir 45,9 54,1

NUTS

Istanbul 52,9 47,1

West Marmara 34,0 66,0

East Marmara 41,2 58,8

Aegean 36,4 63,6

Mediterranean 27,9 72,1

West Anatolia 43,7 56,3

Central Anatolia 26,9 73,1

West Black Sea 25,1 74,9

East Black Sea 30,9 69,1

Northeast Anatolia 13,8 86,2

Mideast Anatolia 20,0 80,0

Southeast Anatolia 16,4 83,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 37,5 62,5

Extended 32,8 67,2

Broken 30,4 69,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 89,8 10,2

Upper class 76,8 23,2

Upper middle class 58,7 41,3

Lower middle class 21,1 78,9

Lower class 1,0 99,0

Table 189. Households with Internet Connection throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, 
and SES
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The rate of females who never use the internet 
(70%) is higher than males (50%). The rate of males 
and females who use the internet everyday also dif-
fers. 22% of males say that they use the internet 
everyday. This rate is 12% in females (Table 191). 

As the age group increases, so does the rate of in-
dividuals who never use the internet. 27% of 18-
24 age group say they never use the internet and 
this rate reaches 97% in 65+ age group. As the age 
group increases, the frequency of use decreases. 30% 

of 18-24 age group,25% of 25-34 age group, and 
17% of 35-44 age group use the internet everyday. 

As the educational status increases, so does the 
frequency of internet usage. Only 3% of individu-
als who have not graduated from a school uses the 
internet, and this rate is 89% amongst university 
graduates, in various frequencies. However, there 
is an 11% population amongst university graduates 
who never uses the internet. 

 I use it everyday I often use it I occasionally use it I have never used it

Türkiye 16,6 4,8 18,6 59,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 20,1 5,6 21,3 52,9

Rural 7,6 2,8 11,8 77,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 25,1 5,8 23,2 46,0

Ankara 25,3 6,2 21,7 46,8

Izmir 22,6 4,3 19,0 54,1

NUTS

Istanbul 25,1 5,8 23,2 46,0

West Marmara 12,8 8,0 14,2 65,0

East Marmara 17,0 4,8 20,1 58,1

Aegean 18,1 3,6 20,5 57,9

Mediterranean 15,6 5,5 16,9 62,0

West Anatolia 20,5 6,5 20,7 52,3

Central Anatolia 12,4 3,1 14,7 69,7

West Black Sea 11,2 5,4 14,8 68,6

East Black Sea 15,4 2,5 15,8 66,3

Northeast Anatolia 7,3 2,9 14,8 75,1

Mideast Anatolia 10,5 3,2 14,9 71,4

Southeast Anatolia 7,5 2,8 16,3 73,4

Table 190. Using the Internet throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Everyone who participated in the research were 
asked how often they use the internet. 60% of indi-
viduals above the age of 18 across Türkiye reported 
not using the internet at all. The rate of those who 
use the internet everyday is 17%, the rate of those 
who often use the internet is 5%, and the rate of 
those who occasionally use it is 19% (Table 190).

Depending on the area of residence, 78% of indi-
viduals over 18 years of age living in the rural areas 
has stated that they never use the internet. This rate 
is 53% in urban areas. The rate of those who use the 

internet everyday is 20% in urban areas and 8% in 
rural areas. Amongst three major cities, Izmir is the 
city where internet usage is the lowest, with a rate 
of 46%. In Istanbul and in Ankara internet usage 
frequencies are at similar rates. 

Northeast Anatolia Region (75%) is the region 
where the rate of those who never use the internet 
is the highest. Istanbul and West Anatolia have the 
highest rates of those who use the internet every-
day, 25% and 21% respectively. 



TAYA 2011246

Individuals who said they use the internet were 
asked where they use the internet at most. Across 
Türkiye home has the highest rate with 58%. 21% 
of individuals uses the internet at work and 13% 
uses it at internet cafe. The rate of those who use 
the internet at most via mobile/Iphone/Ipad is only 
3% (Table 192). 

Based on area of residence, the highest differentia-
tion between urban and rural areas can be found in 

at home and internet cafe usage rates. It is under-
stood that home usage is more prevalent amongst 
urban dwellers (59%) and internet cafe usage is 
more widespread amongst rural dwellers (20%).

The results of three major cities show that com-
pared to other two cities, home internet usage rate 
in Izmir is higher (68%) and the rate of using the 
internet at work is lower (17%).

 I use it everyday I often use it I occasionally use it I have never used it

GENDER

Male 21,9 6,4 22,1 49,6

Female 11,5 3,2 15,2 70,1

AGE

18-24 30,0 10,5 32,7 26,8

25-34 24,5 6,1 25,2 44,2

35-44 17,1 4,6 20,2 58,2

45-54 9,1 2,7 12,3 76,0

55-64 4,8 1,2 5,9 88,1

65+ 0,8 0,1 1,7 97,4

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 0,6 0,2 2,0 97,2

Primary school 3,3 0,9 10,4 85,4

Elementary/secondary school 12,7 5,0 27,4 54,9

High school 30,7 9,6 34,2 25,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 53,8 12,8 22,7 10,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 17,0 4,9 19,6 58,6

Extended 10,4 3,9 16,3 69,4

Broken 23,5 5,8 16,8 53,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 62,8 11,1 14,1 12,0

Upper class 44,5 10,7 23,6 21,2

Upper middle class 24,1 6,7 25,5 43,7

Lower middle class 6,5 3,0 17,3 73,3

Lower class 1,3 0,3 5,4 93,0

Table 191. Using the Internet by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 

It is noted that the internet usage amongst individ-
uals from extended households is lower compared 
to other household types. 69% of individuals over 
18 from extended households say that they never 
use the internet and this rate is 59% in nuclear 
households, and 54% in broken households. The 
rate of individuals who use the internet everyday 

is 24% in broken households and 17% in nuclear 
households (Table 191). 

Likewise, as the socioeconomic status increases, so 
does the frequency of internet usage. The rate of 
those who use the internet everyday is 1% in lower 
class and this amounts to 63% in high upper class.
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From the gender perspective, 70% of females and 
51% of males use the internet at home. In males, 
the rates of usage at work (25%) and at internet cafe 
(18%) are higher compared to females (Table 193). 

As the age group increases, so does the internet 
usage at home. 52% of 18-24 age group uses the 
internet at home. This rate reaches 75% in 65+ age 
group. Highest differentiation between age groups 
in terms of internet usage places is at work and in-
ternet cafe. The rate of those who use the internet 
at work is higher in 35-44 age group (31%) and the 
rate for using the internet at internet cafe is higher 
in 18-24 age group (25%). 

From the educational status perspective, it is under-
stood that the overwhelming majority of all educa-
tional status use the internet at most at home. Work 
and internet cafe are the two internet usage places 
where differentiation is the highest. The highest 

rate of those who use the internet at most at work 
can be found in university graduates, with a rate 
of 35%. Internet cafe usage can be found amongst 
elementary/secondary school graduates with 24% 
and amongst those who received no schooling with 
a rate of 20%.

There is no sharp differentiation in terms of house-
hold type. It has only been found out that the rate 
of using the internet from work is higher in nuclear 
households (23%) compared to other household 
types. 

The majority of upper middle class (66%) connect 
to the internet at home, and in individuals from 
lower class internet cafe usage (66%) is prominent. 
Amongst individuals from high upper class (36%) 
and upper class (32%) the rate of people who con-
nect to the internet from work is higher (Table 
193). 

 At home At work At Internet cafe At school Via mobile/ iPhone/iPad Other

Türkiye 57,8 21,3 13,2 1,6 3,2 2,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 58,9 21,7 11,9 1,5 3,2 2,8

Rural 52,4 18,8 20,2 2,6 3,0 3,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 60,5 22,4 9,2 1,0 3,9 3,1

Ankara 60,3 24,6 8,3 1,1 3,2 2,5

Izmir 67,6 16,7 9,3 1,0 3,0 2,4

NUTS

Istanbul 60,5 22,4 9,2 1,0 3,9 3,1

West Marmara 57,5 25,3 11,1 0,7 2,4 3,0

East Marmara 63,5 21,8 8,3 1,9 2,3 2,1

Aegean 62,0 19,2 11,3 1,9 2,7 2,8

Mediterranean 53,9 19,2 19,4 2,3 2,2 3,1

West Anatolia 58,5 24,3 8,8 1,1 3,9 3,4

Central Anatolia 59,5 19,4 15,1 1,7 2,9 1,3

West Black Sea 56,1 20,7 13,6 2,1 4,9 2,5

East Black Sea 60,1 21,0 12,1 1,6 3,5 1,7

Northeast Anatolia 35,6 26,4 27,3 6,1 4,3 0,3

Mideast Anatolia 49,0 19,4 24,3 0,7 2,6 4,1

Southeast Anatolia 43,3 17,4 31,0 3,0 2,6 2,8

Table 192. Using the Internet throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

East Marmara, with 64%, has the highest rate of 
internet usage at home and Northeast Anatolia is 
the lowest with 36%. Internet cafe rates are high 

in Northeast (27%), Mideast (24%) and Southeast 
Anatolia (31%). 
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Within the scope of research, another question 
asked to internet users about internet use is the 
purpose of internet use. 

Across Türkiye internet use purposes show that 
38% of individuals uses the internet for research 
and information purposes. The rate of those who 
use the internet to have access to social networking 
sites throughout Türkiye is 26%. Another purpose 
for internet use with a rate of 22% is for job and to 
keep up with business (Table 194).  

According to area of residence, there is a differenti-
ation in terms of job/keeping up with business and 
for research and information purposes. The rate of 
job/keeping up with business is higher in urban ar-
eas (23%) and the rate for research and information 

purposes is higher in the rural areas (42%). 

Purposes of internet use is different amongst three 
major cities. The rate of those who use the internet 
for research and information purposes is higher in 
Ankara (44%) and the rate of those who use the in-
ternet for social networking sites such as Facebook, 
Twitter,etc is higher in Istanbul (29%) and in Izmir 
(27%).

There are regional differences in terms of purpose 
for internet use. The biggest difference is in terms of 
the primary purpose, which is research and infor-
mation. The rate of those who use the internet for 
this purpose is the highest in East Black Sea (47%); 
and the lowest is in the Aegean (34%).

 At home At work At Internet cafe At school Via mobile/ iPhone/iPad Other

GENDER

Male 50,9 25,4 17,5 1,4 2,9 1,9

Female 69,5 14,4 6,0 2,1 3,7 4,3

AGE

18-24 52,0 9,0 25,3 3,8 6,2 3,7

25-34 55,8 25,3 12,2 0,8 2,8 3,1

35-44 61,9 31,2 3,7 0,3 1,2 1,6

45-54 67,4 26,7 3,2 0,8 0,4 1,5

55-64 75,4 18,6 1,8 1,0 0,2 3,0

65+ 75,0 7,2 10,6 0,0 0,0 7,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 95,6 0,3 0,5 0,8 0,9 2,1

Primary school 86,5 0,4 1,3 2,6 4,4 4,8

Elementary/secondary school 81,4 0,8 2,2 3,5 9,2 2,9

High school 73,0 0,9 4,0 6,1 12,5 3,4

Undergraduate/graduate studies 63,0 0,8 4,3 9,1 18,7 4,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 58,0 23,3 11,5 1,2 2,9 3,1

Extended 56,8 17,0 19,3 1,6 4,0 1,3

Broken 58,1 15,0 16,0 4,0 4,0 2,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 58,4 35,7 1,8 1,6 1,8 0,7

Upper class 62,8 32,2 1,3 1,3 1,8 0,6

Upper middle class 65,6 21,6 7,4 1,3 1,9 2,1

Lower middle class 49,1 14,6 25,2 1,2 5,1 4,8

Lower class 9,7 15,2 65,8 2,8 2,9 3,6

Table 193. Using the Internet by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 
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Internet use purposes with the highest differentia-
tion between females and males are for job/to keep 
up with business and for research and information. 
The rate of those who use the internet for job is 
higher amongst males (25%), and the rate of those 
who use it for research and information is higher 
amongst females (43%) (Table 195).

The highest differentiation amongst age groups in 
terms of purpose for internet use is to have access to 
social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, 
etc. 44% of the 18-24 age group uses the internet 
for the mentioned purpose, this rate is 7% in 55-64 
age group, and 9% in 45-54 age group. 

Primary school graduates have the highest rate of 
those who use the internet for research and infor-
mation purposes (47%), individuals who have not 
graduated from a school have the lowest rate (25%). 
Internet use for job/ to keep up with business is 

high amongst university graduates (40%).

Based on household type, it is observed that in 
broken households internet use for accessing social 
networking sites (33%), in nuclear households in-
ternet use for research and information (39%) are 
higher compared to other household types. Nuclear 
households are the type where job/keeping up with 
business is the highest (23%). 

As one proceeds from lower class to higher class, 
the rate of those who use the internet for accessing 
social networking sites such as Facebook, Twitter, 
etc. drops, but the rate of those who use it for job/to 
keep up with business increases. For instance, 16% 
of individuals in lower class uses the internet for 
their job, whereas this rate is 43% in high upper 
class. 38% of lower class uses the internet to have 
access to social networking sites. This rate is 14% in 
high upper class. 

For my job/to 
keep up with 
my business

Chat Mailing Games& 
Entertainment

Social networking 
sites such as 

Facebook, Twitter,etc 

Research and 
information

Banking Other

Türkiye 22,1 4,1 0,4 6,3 26,4 38,1 0,8 1,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 23,2 3,8 0,4 6,3 26,1 37,4 1,0 1,8

Rural 15,9 5,8 0,3 6,7 27,9 41,9 0,2 1,3

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 24,5 4,1 0,8 4,4 29,2 34,1 0,7 2,3

Ankara 22,2 3,8 0,3 7,1 20,3 43,9 1,1 1,3

Izmir 22,9 4,9 1,0 6,7 26,8 33,0 2,0 2,6

NUTS

Istanbul 24,5 4,1 0,8 4,4 29,2 34,1 0,7 2,3

West Marmara 21,7 2,8 0,3 5,1 26,7 39,0 0,9 3,4

East Marmara 23,2 2,7 0,4 7,5 23,1 40,6 1,3 1,2

Aegean 23,0 4,0 0,5 9,2 26,6 33,8 0,9 2,0

Mediterranean 19,6 5,2 0,0 6,6 22,9 44,0 1,3 0,4

West Anatolia 20,9 3,8 0,4 7,6 23,8 40,8 1,0 1,7

Central Anatolia 19,6 4,7 0,0 6,3 30,4 36,8 1,1 1,2

West Black Sea 21,4 3,5 0,0 7,2 30,6 35,4 0,3 1,7

East Black Sea 16,8 4,1 0,1 4,4 26,0 47,2 0,4 1,0

Northeast Anatolia 25,4 6,5 0,0 3,2 26,9 35,9 0,0 2,1

Mideast Anatolia 19,7 4,9 0,1 6,0 24,3 44,7 0,3 0,2

Southeast Anatolia 21,1 6,3 0,2 4,3 26,0 39,7 0,3 2,1

Table 194. Purposes for Internet Use throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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For my job/to 
keep up with 
my business

Chat Mailing Games&
 Entertainment

Social networking 
sites such as 

Facebook, 
Twitter,etc 

Research
and 

information

Banking Other

GENDER

Male 25,3 4,1 0,3 6,6 26,0 35,2 1,1 1,5

Female 16,8 4,2 0,5 5,9 27,0 43,0 0,5 2,0

AGE

18-24 11,0 5,6 0,3 5,8 44,1 31,1 0,5 1,5

25-34 25,3 3,2 0,3 5,8 24,7 38,2 0,8 1,7

35-44 30,8 3,5 0,2 6,4 14,4 41,9 1,1 1,7

45-54 28,1 4,2 0,3 9,1 9,1 46,1 1,4 1,5

55-64 22,9 2,2 1,9 8,3 7,2 52,8 1,6 3,1

65+ 12,9 12,7 6,2 2,8 11,0 49,8 0,0 4,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 15,0 19,7 0,0 6,4 28,9 24,5 0,0 5,5

Primary school 13,0 5,8 0,5 11,2 20,7 46,6 0,3 2,0

Elementary/secondary school 11,0 6,3 0,3 9,5 36,8 33,8 0,6 1,6

High school 17,7 4,0 0,2 5,7 31,4 38,6 0,8 1,4

Undergraduate/graduate studies 39,9 1,6 0,5 2,8 15,2 36,9 1,3 1,8

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 23,3 3,8 0,3 6,3 24,5 39,4 0,9 1,6

Extended 18,3 5,3 0,6 8,5 28,8 35,6 0,9 2,0

Broken 19,9 4,7 0,7 4,7 33,2 34,1 0,6 2,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 43,4 2,3 0,6 3,1 13,8 33,9 1,1 1,8

Upper class 35,4 1,6 0,6 3,9 18,1 37,5 1,2 1,6

Upper middle class 22,1 4,5 0,3 6,9 25,0 39,2 0,7 1,4

Lower middle class 11,5 5,9 0,2 7,7 33,2 39,0 0,9 1,7

Lower class 15,5 6,3 0,1 5,9 38,2 32,2 0,0 1,7

Table 195. Purposes for Internet Use by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES
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8.18. Watching Television

The rate of those who responded as “I never watch 
TV” to the question “Approximately, how many 
hours do you watch TV?” can be found under the 
“no” heading in Table 136.  According to these data, 
the rate of those who never watch TV across Tür-
kiye is 7% (Table 196).

It is observed that the rates of those who do not  

watch television are slightly higher in rural areas 
(8%), in Istanbul amongst three major cities (7%), 
in Northeast Anatolia (11%) and Southeast Anato-
lia (11%) amongst regions, in females (8%), in 18-
24 age group (9%), amongst widowed individuals 
(14%), amongst those who received no schooling 
(15%), amongst individuals from broken house-
holds (12%) and in the lower and high upper classes 
(10%) (Table 197). 

No Yes

Türkiye 7,0 93,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 6,4 93,6

Rural 8,3 91,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 7,1 92,9

Ankara 4,6 95,4

Izmir 5,9 94,1

NUTS

Istanbul 7,1 92,9

West Marmara 8,1 91,9

East Marmara 6,3 93,7

Aegean 6,6 93,4

Mediterranean 5,6 94,4

West Anatolia 5,0 95,0

Central Anatolia 6,6 93,5

West Black Sea 5,3 94,7

East Black Sea 6,8 93,2

Northeast Anatolia 11,1 88,9

Mideast Anatolia 9,5 90,5

Southeast Anatolia 10,9 89,1

Table 196. Watching TV throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS



TAYA 2011252

Durations of watching TV were defined based on 
the answers given to the same question. Across Tür-
kiye daily time to watch TV show that more than 
half of individuals (56%) watch 2-3 hours TV a day. 
18% watches TV 1 hour or less, 22% watches be-
tween 4 to 6 hours. 3% watches TV 7 hours and 
more (Table 198). 

According to area of residence, there is not a high 
differentiation. However, the rate of those who 
watch TV 4-6 hours a day is slightly higher in the 

urban areas (24%) and the rate of those who watch 
TV for 1 hour or less is slightly higher in rural areas 
(20%). 

Amongst three major cities, durations of watching 
TV are similar to the rates across Türkiye, neverthe-
less the rate of those watching TV for 4 hours or 
more in Izmir and Ankara is over 30%, and that is 
higher than in Istanbul. 

A comparison of regions shows that the rate of 

No Yes

GENDER

Male 6,3 93,7

Female 7,6 92,4

AGE

18-24 9,0 91,0

25-34 5,9 94,1

35-44 5,3 94,7

45-54 5,6 94,4

55-64 5,7 94,3

65+ 12,9 87,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 14,5 85,5

Primary school 5,1 95,0

Elementary/secondary school 5,1 94,9

High school 7,0 93,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 7,0 93,0

MARITAL STATUS

Single 10,0 90,0

Married 5,5 94,5

Separated/live apart 4,1 95,9

Widowed 14,4 85,6

Divorced 8,5 91,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 5,9 94,1

Extended 7,5 92,5

Broken 12,1 87,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 9,7 90,3

Upper class 5,1 94,9

Upper middle class 5,2 94,8

Lower middle class 6,1 93,9

Lower class 10,0 90,0

Table 197. Watching TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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 1 hour 2 – 3 hours 4 – 6 hours 7+hours

Türkiye 18,2 56,0 22,4 3,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 17,4 55,4 23,5 3,7

Rural 20,2 57,5 19,6 2,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 15,8 58,1 23,1 3,0

Ankara 16,0 54,0 24,6 5,4

Izmir 14,3 53,5 25,6 6,6

NUTS

Istanbul 15,8 58,1 23,1 3,0

West Marmara 18,4 58,6 19,8 3,1

East Marmara 17,5 56,0 23,1 3,4

Aegean 17,5 54,3 24,1 4,1

Mediterranean 14,7 59,3 22,1 3,9

West Anatolia 20,6 50,2 24,5 4,7

Central Anatolia 17,8 54,0 25,2 2,9

West Black Sea 20,5 56,4 20,6 2,5

East Black Sea 19,6 57,4 20,2 2,8

Northeast Anatolia 16,8 60,0 19,6 3,6

Mideast Anatolia 21,7 56,8 19,9 1,5

Southeast Anatolia 24,6 53,4 18,9 3,1

Table 198. Daily Time Spent to Watch TV throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

those who watch TV for 1 hour or shorter a day is 
higher in Southeast Anatolia (25%), and the rate of 
those who watch TV for 4 hours or more is higher 
in West Anatolia (29%). 

The rate of those who watch TV 2-3 hours a day 
is higher in males (60%) and the rate of those who 
watch TV between 4 to 6 hours is higher in females 
(26%). From the age group perspective, the rate of 
those who watch TV 4 hours or more a day is high-
er in 55-64 age group (30%) and the rate of those 
who watch TV 2-3 hours a day is higher in 35-44 
age group (%59) (Table 199). 

Exploring durations of watching TV based on 
educational status, it is indicated that the rate of 
those who watch 1 hour or less TV a day is higher 
amongst those who received no schooling (26%) 
and the rate of those who watch TV 4 hours or 
more a day is higher amongst elementary/second-
ary school graduates (30%). 

In terms of the durations of watching TV, there is 
not a high differentiation based on household types. 
Based on socioeconomic status on the other hand, 
the rate of those who watch TV 4 hours or more a 
day is higher in upper middle (27%) and lower mid-
dle (26%) classes. 
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 1 hour 2 – 3 hours 4 – 6 hours 7+hours

GENDER

Male 19,0 59,6 19,0 2,3

Female 17,3 52,4 25,8 4,5

AGE

18-24 18,4 53,6 23,8 4,3

25-34 17,5 57,9 21,8 2,8

35-44 19,0 59,3 19,5 2,1

45-54 17,0 56,7 22,9 3,4

55-64 17,4 52,3 25,7 4,6

65+ 20,9 51,5 22,7 4,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 25,8 50,6 19,5 4,1

Primary school 17,5 56,1 22,8 3,5

Elementary/secondary school 14,4 55,2 25,8 4,5

High school 16,9 57,0 23,1 3,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 20,0 60,3 18,1 1,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 17,3 56,9 22,6 3,2

Extended 20,1 55,3 21,5 3,1

Broken 20,5 51,8 22,7 5,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 19,5 62,6 16,3 1,6

Upper class 17,7 58,5 21,6 2,2

Upper middle class 16,1 57,1 23,4 3,4

Lower middle class 18,0 55,6 22,6 3,8

Lower class 23,6 55,8 18,3 2,2

Table 199. Daily Time Spent to Watch TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES 

The individuals who reported watching TV were 
asked when in the day time they mostly watch TV. 
It was found out that throughout Türkiye a vast 
majority of individuals who watch TV (79%) watch 
it in the evening. The rate of those who watch TV 
all day long is 6% (Table 200). 

In urban areas, the rate of watching TV in the 
evening is 78% and this rate is 82% in rural areas. 
In general, the rate of those who watch TV in the 
evenings is the highest in all three cities. However, 
this rate is slightly lower in Izmir (75%) compared 

to the other two cities. Still, the rate of those who 
report watching TV all day long is higher in Izmir 
(10%).

Amongst the regions, Central Anatolia (85%) 
and Mideast Anatolia (84%) are the places with 
the highest rates of watching TV in the evening. 
Northeast Anatolia (10%) is the region where rates 
of watching TV all day are the highest. 11% of indi-
viduals who live in Southeast Anatolia watches TV 
mostly in the afternoon.  
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 Morning Afternoon Evening Night All day

Türkiye 2,2 7,1 79,4 5,2 6,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 2,4 7,6 78,4 5,7 5,9

Rural 1,8 5,8 82,2 3,8 6,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 1,8 8,2 79,4 6,1 4,5

Ankara 3,1 7,4 80,2 3,9 5,5

Izmir 2,2 6,7 75,2 6,4 9,5

NUTS

Istanbul 1,8 8,2 79,4 6,1 4,5

West Marmara 2,3 6,2 80,1 7,6 3,8

East Marmara 1,5 6,0 79,4 6,8 6,4

Aegean 2,4 6,0 79,0 5,1 7,4

Mediterranean 1,9 6,0 79,5 4,3 8,3

West Anatolia 3,2 7,4 79,4 3,9 6,0

Central Anatolia 2,8 6,9 85,4 2,6 2,3

West Black Sea 1,0 6,7 81,8 3,8 6,7

East Black Sea 2,3 4,9 81,4 5,4 6,0

Northeast Anatolia 1,1 8,5 79,2 1,5 9,8

Mideast Anatolia 1,8 7,5 84,2 2,2 4,4

Southeast Anatolia 4,1 10,9 70,9 8,0 6,0

Table 200. Times of Day When Individuals Watch TV throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

The rate of those who watch TV in the evenings is 
higher in males (86%). This rate is 73% in females. 
9% of females report watching TV all day long and 
this rate is 3% in males. The female rate of those 
who say they watch TV mostly in the afternoon 
(12%) is a lot higher than the rate of males (3%) 
(Table 201). 

According the age groups shows that there is not 
a significant differentiation. However, it was found 
out that the rate of 65+ individuals who watch TV 
all day long is 12% and this rate is higher than other 
age groups. 

The rate of those who watch TV all day is higher 
among widowed individuals (14%) and the rate 
of those who watch TV in the evenings is higher 
among married individuals (80%). 

As the educational status improves, so does the rate 
of those who watch TV mostly in the evening and 

at night. 73% of those who have not graduated from 
a school say that they mostly watch TV in the even-
ing, this rate is 86% among university graduates. 
The rate of those who say they watch TV mostly 
in the afternoon among individuals who have not 
graduated from a school (12%) is higher than other 
educational groups.

There is not a differentiation based on household 
types in terms of durations for watching TV during 
the day. 

A tendency similar to educational status can be 
foung in SES groups. As the socioeconomic status 
improves, so does the rate of those who watch TV 
mostly in the evening and at night. For example, 
79% of lower class reports watching TV mostly in 
the evening and this rate is 83% in high upper class. 
In high upper class the rate of those who say they 
watch TV at night (11%) is higher compared to 
other SES groups. 
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Individuals were asked if they watch TV mostly 
alone or with other household members. Accord-
ingly, it was revealed that 77% watches it with other 
household members. As Table 139 shows this rate 
is 80% in rural areas and it is higher than the rate of 
individuals in urban areas (Table 202). 

76% of those in Istanbul and Izmir watches TV 
with other household members, and this rate drops 
to 69% in Ankara. Northeast Anatolia, with a rate 
of 86%, has the highest rate in terms of watching 
TV mostly with other household members. East 
Marmara has the lowest rate with 70%, in terms of 
watching TV with other household members. 

 Morning Afternoon Evening Night All day

GENDER

Male 1,2 2,7 85,9 6,8 3,4

Female 3,2 11,6 73,0 3,5 8,7

AGE

18-24 2,4 9,0 76,1 7,2 5,3

25-34 1,9 7,0 80,0 6,1 5,0

35-44 2,0 5,8 82,6 5,0 4,5

45-54 2,4 6,6 80,6 4,5 5,8

55-64 2,7 7,3 79,4 3,2 7,4

65+ 2,1 7,7 74,9 3,1 12,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 2,8 11,8 73,1 2,8 9,6

Primary school 2,4 7,5 79,3 3,9 6,9

Elementary/secondary school 2,1 8,5 77,0 6,1 6,3

High school 2,2 5,2 81,3 6,8 4,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 1,3 3,0 86,3 7,0 2,3

MARITAL STATUS

Single 1,9 6,3 79,2 8,7 3,9

Married 2,3 7,1 80,4 4,3 5,9

Separated/ live apart 1,8 11,1 72,2 6,1 8,7

Widowed 2,5 11,1 70,1 2,7 13,6

Divorced 2,3 4,7 74,4 9,2 9,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 2,4 7,0 80,2 4,9 5,6

Extended 1,8 8,1 79,0 5,1 6,1

Broken 1,9 6,7 75,9 6,9 8,6

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 0,5 4,0 82,6 10,5 2,3

Upper class 1,9 4,4 84,7 5,1 3,8

Upper middle class 2,5 6,8 79,3 5,9 5,4

Lower middle class 2,5 7,8 78,6 4,6 6,6

Lower class 1,8 8,6 79,0 4,6 5,9

Table 201. Times of Day When Individuals Watch TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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 Alone  With other household members

Türkiye 23,0 77,0

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 24,1 75,9

Rural 20,3 79,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 23,8 76,2

Ankara 30,8 69,2

Izmir 24,5 75,5

NUTS

Istanbul 23,8 76,2

West Marmara 28,5 71,5

East Marmara 30,3 69,7

Aegean 21,3 78,7

Mediterranean 19,5 80,5

West Anatolia 27,7 72,3

Central Anatolia 17,7 82,3

West Black Sea 23,5 76,5

East Black Sea 20,1 79,9

Northeast Anatolia 13,8 86,2

Mideast Anatolia 17,7 82,3

Southeast Anatolia 21,7 78,3

Table 202. Preferences of Individuals while Watching TV throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

There is not differentiation in gender breakdown. 
35–44 age group ranks the highest with a propor-
tion of 84% in terms of watching TV with other 
household members. Another interesting point in 
findings is that 65+ age group watches TV alone 
with a high rate of 38% (Table 203). 

Based on educational status, there is not a signifi-
cant differentiation, still, primary school graduates 
are the highest educational group in terms of watch-
ing TV with other household members (80%).

Widowed (60%), divorced (48%) and separated in-
dividuals (46%) are the groups where the rates of 
watching TV alone are higher. The vast majority 
of nuclear (80%) and extended households (84%) 
watch TV with other household members and this 
rate is 42% in broken households. 

As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
watching TV alone also increases slightly. For ex-
ample, 20% of lower class watches TV alone and 
this rate is 24% in high upper class. 
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As part of research, individuals who reported watch-
ing TV were asked if they had the opportunity, if 
they would prefer to watch TV alone. Across the 
country 24% has responded as “yes” to this ques-
tion. Once again, it is revealed that watching TV is 
thought of as a collective action by the vast majority 
of households (76%) (Table 204).

The rate of those who would prefer to watch TV 

alone is higher in urban areas (26%) than in ru-
ral areas (19%). Among three major cities, the rate 
of those who prefer to watch TV alone is lower in 
Izmir (23%). The regions with highest rates of those 
who prefer to watch TV alone is West Anatolia 
with 30%, East Marmara with 29% and Istanbul 
with 28%; and the regions where the rates are the 
lowest are West Marmara with 12% and Northeast 
Anatolia with 14%.

 Alone  With other household members

GENDER

Male 22,0 78,0

Female 24,1 75,9

AGE

18-24 27,1 72,9

25-34 20,6 79,4

35-44 16,4 83,6

45-54 20,8 79,2

55-64 24,7 75,3

65+ 37,9 62,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 26,5 73,5

Primary school 20,3 79,7

Elementary/secondary school 23,2 76,8

High school 24,5 75,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 24,9 75,1

MARITAL STATUS

Single 32,7 67,3

Married 16,8 83,2

Separated/ live apart 45,7 54,3

Widowed 60,2 39,8

Divorced 47,5 52,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 19,0 81,0

Extended 16,2 83,8

Broken 57,9 42,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 24,1 75,9

Upper class 24,7 75,3

Upper middle class 24,0 76,0

Lower middle class 19,8 80,2

Lower class 19,9 80,1

Table 203. Preferences of Individuals while Watching TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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 Yes No

Türkiye 24,2 75,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 26,1 73,9

Rural 19,2 80,8

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 28,2 71,8

Ankara 27,7 72,3

Izmir 22,9 77,1

NUTS

Istanbul 28,2 71,8

West Marmara 12,1 87,9

East Marmara 28,8 71,2

Aegean 24,0 76,0

Mediterranean 24,1 75,9

West Anatolia 29,8 70,2

Central Anatolia 19,8 80,2

West Black Sea 16,3 83,7

East Black Sea 19,1 80,9

Northeast Anatolia 13,9 86,1

Mideast Anatolia 25,1 74,9

Southeast Anatolia 24,8 75,2

Table 204. Preference to Watch TV Alone throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

There is not a differentiation in females and males 
in terms of preference to watch TV alone. As the 
age group increases, the rate of people who prefer to 
watch TV alone decreases. 33% of individuals be-
tween the ages 18-24 say that they prefer to watch 
TV alone and this rate is 24% in individuals from 
35-44 age group, and 14% in individuals from 65+ 
age group (Table 205). 

In elementary school and higher school graduates, 
the rate of those who prefer to watch TV alone is 
higher. 17% of individuals who have not graduated 

from a school prefers to watch TV alone, this rate 
is 27% in elementary school graduates, 30% in high 
school graduates and 26% in university graduates. 
There is no differentiation in breakdown based on 
households in preference to watch TV alone. 

As the socioeconomic status improves, the rate of 
those who prefer to watch TV alone increases. For 
example, 23% of individuals in lower class, 27% of 
individuals from upper middle class and 28% of in-
dividuals from high upper class say they prefer to 
watch TV alone. 
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Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked who mostly gives the final decision on which 
program and/or channel to watch. As indicated in 
Table 206, it was revealed that across Türkiye it is 
the father who decides which channel to watch on 
TV at the highest rate (57%). The mother/woman 
rate who decide which TV channel and/or program 
to watch is 19%. Grandfather and grandmother are 
the household members who have the least say in 
this subject, at rates lower than 1%.

In terms of urban and rural breakdown, the 20% 
rate of mother’s decision in urban areas is higher 
compared to rural areas (15%) and in rural areas the 
65% rate of father’s decision is higher compared to 
urban areas (54%). 

In terms of channel preference on TV, a similar be-
haviour can be observed in three major cities. The 
impact of both parents’ and children’ on the channel 
decision are similar.

 Yes No

GENDER

Male 23,5 76,5

Female 24,8 75,2

AGE

18-24 33,3 66,7

25-34 26,9 73,1

35-44 24,5 75,5

45-54 20,8 79,2

55-64 17,2 82,8

65+ 13,5 86,5

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 17,4 82,6

Primary school 21,5 78,5

Elementary/secondary school 26,9 73,1

High school 29,5 70,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 26,2 73,8

MARITAL STATUS

Single 36,3 63,7

Married 21,9 78,1

Separated/ live apart 27,0 73,0

Widowed 13,7 86,3

Divorced 28,6 71,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 23,9 76,1

Extended 24,8 75,2

Broken 25,6 74,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 23,9 76,1

Upper class 24,8 75,2

Upper middle class 25,6 74,4

Lower middle class 23,9 76,1

Lower class 24,8 75,2

Table 205. Preference to Watch TV Alone by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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 Mother/ woman Father/man Son Daughter Grandfather Grandmother Other

Türkiye 18,9 56,8 8,6 7,1 0,3 0,2 8,2

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 20,3 53,7 8,9 7,4 0,3 0,2 9,3

Rural 15,3 64,8 7,8 6,3 0,3 0,1 5,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 22,7 48,3 9,1 7,9 0,2 0,3 11,5

Ankara 23,6 47,8 9,1 7,4 0,1 0,2 11,7

Izmir 23,4 51,0 9,0 7,0 0,0 0,3 9,3

NUTS

Istanbul 22,7 48,3 9,1 7,9 0,2 0,3 11,5

West Marmara 26,3 52,8 4,2 7,1 0,0 0,0 9,7

East Marmara 20,1 54,5 8,8 6,3 0,4 0,2 9,6

Aegean 23,6 50,7 7,3 6,8 0,1 0,3 11,3

Mediterranean 14,4 64,7 8,1 6,7 0,1 0,1 5,9

West Anatolia 19,0 52,7 8,8 7,0 0,6 0,6 11,3

Central Anatolia 15,9 64,6 9,6 5,2 0,7 0,0 3,9

West Black Sea 21,7 59,7 8,1 7,1 0,2 0,2 2,9

East Black Sea 19,3 59,3 6,9 6,9 0,4 0,1 7,1

Northeast Anatolia 9,2 76,7 5,7 5,1 0,5 0,0 2,9

Mideast Anatolia 13,2 58,0 10,2 9,5 0,3 0,0 8,8

Southeast Anatolia 11,0 64,9 13,0 7,9 0,0 0,0 3,1

Table 206. Decision on TV Channel throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

51% of females and 63% of males say that it is the 
“father/man” who decides which channel will be 
watched on TV (Table 207).  

Age group evaluation shows that the father’s deci-
sion rate in which TV channel to watch increases 
as the age group increases. 50% of individuals from 
18-24 age group say the father is the decisive one, 
and this rate goes up to 63% in 65+ age group. On 
the other hand, the rate of those who say that the 
son decides which channel to watch on TV among 
18-24 age group is higher compared to other age 
groups, with a rate of 13%. 

The father’s decision rate decreases as the educa-
tional status of the individuals rise. In other words, 
as the educational status increases, the right to 
have a say about the TV channel shifts towards the 
mother. For instance, for individuals who have not 
received any schooling, mother’s decision rate is 

15% and this rate is 24% in university graduates. 

In nuclear (61%) and extended households (58%), 
the father is overwhelmingly decisive, and this rate 
is 9% in broken households. However, in broken 
households the mother decides on the TV chan-
nel to be watched with a rate of 33%. On the other 
hand, in broken households, the children’s influence 
in deciding on the TV channel is higher compared 
to other household types. In broken households 
sons, with a rate of 20% and daughters, with a rate 
of 19% are in the decisive position. 

In terms of socioeconomic status, the father’s su-
periority continues. However, as socioeconomic 
status improves, this rate drops and shifts towards 
the mother. For example, in lower class 14% reports 
that the mother is in the decisive position and this 
rate is 31% in high upper class.

It is the mother in West Marmara with a rate of 
26%, the father in Northeast Anatolia with a rate 
of 77%, the son in Southeast Anatolia with a rate 

of 13% who is in the decisive position in choosing 
the TV channel at a higher rate compared to other 
regions.
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Individuals were asked if they have serious discus-
sions with members of their family while deciding 
which channel or program to watch. Across Türkiye 
91% of individuals say that they do not have discus-
sions. As indicated in the table, there are similar 
tendencies in individuals living in the urban and 
rural areas, in both more than 90% have reported 
that they do not have discussions and this rate is 
slightly higher in rural areas with 93% compared to 
urban areas (90%) (Table 208).

In three major cities, once again the vast majority 
of individuals think that they do not experience any 
discussions in the selection of channel/program. 
However, this rate is slightly higher in Istanbul, 
with a rate of 92%, than the other two major cities. 

Regions where discussions are mostly experienced 
in channel and program selection are West Anato-
lia with 13%, and the region where discussions are 
experienced at the least is West Marmara with 6%. 

 Mother/ woman Father/man Son Daughter Grand-father Grand-mother Other

GENDER

Male 15,1 62,5 9,6 4,1 0,2 0,0 8,4

Female 22,8 50,8 7,6 10,2 0,3 0,3 7,9

AGE

18-24 15,0 50,0 13,4 9,0 0,5 0,2 11,8

25-34 21,0 54,4 9,3 6,2 0,3 0,2 8,4

35-44 19,2 57,4 8,3 8,3 0,2 0,1 6,6

45-54 18,4 59,5 6,9 7,8 0,1 0,1 7,3

55-64 19,1 62,7 5,4 4,2 0,1 0,2 8,3

65+ 19,7 63,1 5,3 4,9 0,4 0,5 6,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 14,6 63,3 8,3 8,3 0,3 0,3 5,0

Primary school 17,4 62,0 7,4 6,5 0,2 0,2 6,4

Elementary/secondary school 18,9 56,3 10,3 7,5 0,5 0,1 6,4

High school 20,9 49,2 9,3 7,8 0,2 0,1 12,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 24,3 47,9 9,1 6,1 0,1 0,2 12,2

MARITAL STATUS

Single 14,9 42,9 16,9 12,1 0,2 0,2 12,9

Married 19,0 62,0 6,1 5,4 0,2 0,1 7,1

Separated/ live apart 32,2 34,4 13,8 14,9 2,5 0,0 2,3

Widowed 27,3 25,3 20,3 14,9 0,7 1,9 9,7

Divorced 35,1 17,8 17,3 19,9 0,3 0,0 9,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 19,1 60,8 6,9 6,3 0,0 0,0 7,0

Extended 13,3 58,2 11,3 5,9 1,2 0,8 9,2

Broken 32,9 9,1 20,0 18,9 0,2 0,4 18,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 31,2 42,4 6,4 6,0 0,0 0,0 14,0

Upper class 24,9 48,8 7,1 6,5 0,0 0,2 12,5

Upper middle class 21,3 53,6 8,2 6,7 0,2 0,3 9,8

Lower middle class 16,3 61,9 8,9 6,5 0,4 0,2 5,9

Lower class 13,8 65,4 9,2 7,4 0,2 0,1 3,9

Table 207. Decision on TV Channel by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 



Social and Cultural Activities 263

 Yes No

Türkiye 9,2 90,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 9,9 90,1

Rural 7,4 92,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 8,5 91,5

Ankara 12,0 88,0

Izmir 10,9 89,1

NUTS

Istanbul 8,5 91,5

West Marmara 6,0 94,0

East Marmara 10,3 89,7

Aegean 10,6 89,4

Mediterranean 7,6 92,4

West Anatolia 13,0 87,0

Central Anatolia 7,4 92,6

West Black Sea 8,9 91,1

East Black Sea 9,7 90,3

Northeast Anatolia 9,1 90,9

Mideast Anatolia 8,3 91,7

Southeast Anatolia 8,3 91,7

Table 208. Having Discussions with Family Members in TV Channel Selection throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, 
and NUTS

In data based on gender, the opinion that discus-
sions on TV channel selection are not experienced 
is dominant. “No” responses for both genders are 
again over 90% (Table 209).

As the age group increases, the rate of those who 
have discussion on TV channel or program selec-
tion decreases. 11% of individuals in 18-24 age 
range report having discussions in their households 
about this subject and this rate is 4% in individuals 
over 65. 

Regardless of the marital status, vast majority of in-
dividuals report having no discussions about which 
channel to watch in their household. However, wid-
owed individuals, with a percentage of 96%, have 
the highest percentage of those who report having 
no problems about that.

Although there is not a significant differentiation 
in terms of educational status, it is observed that 
those who have not graduated from a school have 
the least discussions with 7% and the population 
who has discussions mostly with 10% is elemen-
tary/secondary school graduates and also with 11% 
high school graduates. 

There is not a differentiation in terms of house-
hold type. Nuclear households mostly have discus-
sions about which TV channel and program to be 
watched, with a rate of 10%. 

The table shows similar results in terms of socio-
economic status levels as well. The SES groups who 
have the most discussions are upper middle class 
with 11% and lower SES group with 10%. 
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 Yes No

GENDER

Male 8,7 91,3

Female 9,7 90,3

AGE

18-24 10,6 89,4

25-34 10,0 90,0

35-44 11,4 88,6

45-54 8,3 91,7

55-64 5,9 94,1

65+ 3,8 96,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 6,6 93,4

Primary school 8,9 91,1

Elementary/secondary school 10,4 89,6

High school 10,9 89,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 7,8 92,2

MARITAL STATUS

Single 10,3 89,7

Married 9,1 90,9

Separated/ live apart 9,7 90,3

Widowed 4,3 95,7

Divorced 8,4 91,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 9,5 90,5

Extended 8,2 91,8

Broken 8,0 92,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 6,5 93,5

Upper class 8,4 91,6

Upper middle class 10,8 89,2

Lower middle class 9,2 90,8

Lower class 9,5 90,5

Table 209. Having Discussions with Family Members in TV Channel Selection by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status,  
Household Type, and SES 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked how they would react when they come across 
sexually explicit scenes when watching TV with 
other household members and they were given 
three different options, which were “I would not 
be disturbed, I would continue to watch”, “I would 
feel disturbed and try to distract the younger mem-
bers of the family” and “I would feel disturbed and 
change the channel” (Table 210).

81% of individuals feels disturbed by the sexually 
explicit scenes on TV and changes the channel, and 
13% tries to distract kids and youngsters. Only 7% 
does not feel disturbed and continues to watch TV. 

The rate of people who feel disturbed and change 
the channel is 87% in the rural areas and is higher 
than those who gave that answer in urban areas 
(78%). A larger share of those living in urban areas 
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(14%) compared to those in rural areas (8%) prefers 
to distract kids and youngsters instead of changing 
the channel.

The rates of feeling disturbed and changing the 
channel are quite paralel in three major cities. 
However, in Istanbul “I would feel disturbed and 
try to distract kids and youngsters” response is 
higher (19%), and “I would not be disturbed” re-
sponse is higher in the other two cities.  The rates of 
those who said they would not be disturbed is 12% 
in Ankara, 11% in Izmir, and 7% in Istanbul. 

Southeast Anatolia, Northeast Anatolia and Cen-
tral Anatolia are the places where people are at most 
disturbed by sexually explicit scenes, with a rate of 
98%. In these regions, people who are disturbed by 
sexually explicit scenes behave differently. 95% of 
those in Central Anatolia changes the channel, 78% 
of those in Southeast Anatolia changes the chan-
nel, and 20% tries to distract kids and youngsters. 
People in Northeast Anatolia show a similar reac-
tion with those in Southeast Anatolia. 72% of those 
living in this region changes channel, and 26% tried 
to distract kids and youngsters. 

 I would not be disturbed, I 
would continue to watch

I would feel disturbed and try to 
distract the younger members of 

the family

I would feel disturbed and 
change the channel

Türkiye 6,6 12,6 80,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 7,5 14,4 78,2

Rural 4,4 8,2 87,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 7,1 19,2 73,7

Ankara 12,0 13,5 74,5

Izmir 10,5 15,4 74,1

NUTS

Istanbul 7,1 19,2 73,7

West Marmara 7,2 7,0 85,8

East Marmara 5,8 8,1 86,1

Aegean 8,4 11,9 79,6

Mediterranean 8,3 12,6 79,1

West Anatolia 9,3 10,6 80,1

Central Anatolia 1,7 3,1 95,2

West Black Sea 5,9 7,0 87,1

East Black Sea 7,4 8,6 84,0

Northeast Anatolia 2,2 25,8 72,0

Mideast Anatolia 5,9 9,0 85,1

Southeast Anatolia 2,2 19,5 78,3

Table 210. Reactions to Sexually Explicit Scenes throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

There is not a differentiation based on gender. Eval-
uation of age groups shows that 18-24 age group 
is not disturbed by the sexually explicit scenes and 
continues to watch, with the highest rate of 11%. 
The rate of those who are disturbed is similar in 
other age groups, but their reactions are different. 
Vast majority of people in 55+ group changes chan-
nel (In 55-64 age group 86%, in 65+ 89%), and the 

majority of 45-54 age group changes the channel 
and a 10% also prefers trying to distract kids and 
youngsters (Table 211). 

The rate of those who are not disturbed by the 
sexually explicit programs and continue to watch 
is higher in single and divorced individuals (13%).
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Depending on the educational status, the rate of 
those who are not disturbed and continue to watch 
sharply increases as the educational level increases. 
For example, in individuals who have not gradu-
ated from a school the rate of those who are not 
disturbed is 2%, and this rate goes up to 11% in 
high school graduates and reaches 16% in univer-
sity graduates (Table 211). 

Based on household type, broken households with 
15% have the highest rate of those who are not 

disturbed by sexually explicit scenes. Vast majority 
of individuals from nuclear and extended house-
holds (81% of nuclear households, 85% of extended 
households) is disturbed and changes the channel. 

A similar tendency can be found in data based on 
socioeconomic status breakdown. In high upper 
class 22% is not disturbed by sexual content and 
continues to watch, and in lower class this rate is 
only 2%. 

 I would not be disturbed, I 
would continue to watch

I would feel disturbed and try to 
distract the younger members of 

the family

I would feel disturbed and 
change the channel

GENDER

Male 7,1 12,1 80,8

Female 6,1 13,2 80,8

AGE

18-24 10,6 13,3 76,1

25-34 6,9 15,6 77,5

35-44 4,9 15,6 79,5

45-54 5,5 10,0 84,5

55-64 6,4 7,7 85,9

65+ 4,9 5,9 89,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 2,1 9,8 88,1

Primary school 3,2 11,0 85,9

Elementary/secondary school 5,3 11,8 82,9

High school 11,0 14,1 74,8

Undergraduate/graduate studies 15,9 18,6 65,5

MARITAL STATUS

Single 12,5 12,7 74,9

Married 5,4 12,6 82,1

Separated/ live apart 8,7 10,2 81,1

Widowed 3,0 10,0 87,0

Divorced 12,5 17,9 69,6

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 6,5 13,0 80,5

Extended 4,1 11,4 84,4

Broken 15,2 11,3 73,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 22,4 23,3 54,3

Upper class 14,0 18,0 68,0

Upper middle class 7,4 12,6 80,0

Lower middle class 3,9 11,1 85,0

Lower class 1,9 13,0 85,1

Table 211. Reactions to Sexually Explicit Scenes by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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Within part of the research, the same question 
was asked for scenes of violence and the reactions 
of individuals to scenes of violence on TV were 
measured in terms of feeling disturbed, not feeling 
disturbed and changing the channel. 70% of indi-
viduals throughout Türkiye is disturbed by scenes 
of violence on TV and changes the channel.  13% 
is not disturbed and continues to watch.The rate 
of those who are disturbed in rural areas and who 
change channels is 80% and this is higher than both 
Türkiye average (70%) and urban average (66%) 
(Table 212). 

In scenes of violence, Ankara and Izmir react more 

compared to Istanbul. In such scenes, the rate of 
feeling disturbed and changing the channel is 65% 
in Ankara and 68% in Izmir, and this rate declines 
to 58% in Istanbul.

Those who live in Southeast Anatolia, Northeast 
Anatolia and Central Anatolia are the ones who 
are disturbed the most about scenes of violence. In 
these regions, the rate of those who are not dis-
turbed by the scenes of violence and continue to 
watch is 7% in Southeast Anatolia, 6% in Northeast 
Anatolia and 6% in Central Anatolia. West Anato-
lia is the region with the highest rate, 19% of those 
who are not disturbed by such scenes. 

 I would not be disturbed, I 
would continue to watch

I would feel disturbed and try to 
distract the younger members of 

the family 

I would feel disturbed and 
change the channel

Türkiye 12,7 17,2 70,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 13,9 19,8 66,4

Rural 9,8 10,9 79,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 13,3 28,4 58,3

Ankara 18,6 16,1 65,3

Izmir 14,6 17,5 67,9

NUTS

Istanbul 13,3 28,4 58,3

West Marmara 11,5 9,7 78,8

East Marmara 10,2 11,5 78,3

Aegean 15,0 15,7 69,3

Mediterranean 15,0 15,4 69,7

West Anatolia 18,8 16,7 64,5

Central Anatolia 6,2 11,2 82,6

West Black Sea 10,6 10,6 78,8

East Black Sea 13,2 10,9 75,9

Northeast Anatolia 5,9 26,0 68,1

Mideast Anatolia 15,1 15,1 69,8

Southeast Anatolia 6,7 19,4 73,9

Table 212. Reactions to Scenes of Violence throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Based on gender, there are only minor differences 
between males and females. The rate of those who 
are not disturbed and who continue to watch is 
slightly higher in males with 15%. 73% of females 
is disturbed and changes the channel, this rate is 
68% in males (Table 213).
 

Based on age groups, similar to the sexually explicit 
scenes, 18-24 age group is the least disturbed group 
with a rate of 25%. Again, just like in sexually ex-
plicit scenes, older people prefer to change chan-
nels (in 55-64 age range 81%, and in 65+ 84%), and 
those from 25-44 age group are disturbed and try to 
distract kids and youngsters. 
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The rate of those who are not disturbed by scenes 
of violence and continue to watch is higher in wid-
owed individuals (26%). The rate of those who are 
disturbed and prefer to change the channel is higher 
amongst those whose spouses passed away (81%).

In terms of educational status, the rate of those 
who are not disturbed by the scenes and continue 
to watch sharply increases, as the educational level 
increases. For instance, 7% is not disturbed among 
those who received no schooling, this rate is 20% 

for those from high school and above educational 
levels. Amongst those who are disturbed, people 
who have not graduated from a school prefer to 
change the channel (80%), and amongst those from 
high education level the rate of those who prefer 
to distract kids and youngsters is higher compared 
to other groups. For example, 20% of high school 
graduates and 24% of university gradutes try to dis-
tract kids and youngsters, instead of changing the 
channel (Table 213). 

 I would not be disturbed, I 
would continue to watch

I would feel disturbed and try to 
distract the younger members of 

the family 

I would feel disturbed and 
change the channel

GENDER

Male 15,0 17,4 67,6

Female 10,3 17,1 72,6

AGE

18-24 25,2 16,8 58,0

25-34 13,2 21,2 65,6

35-44 8,7 22,0 69,3

45-54 10,6 14,0 75,3

55-64 9,1 10,4 80,5

65+ 7,5 8,4 84,0

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 6,8 13,2 80,0

Primary school 7,8 15,6 76,6

Elementary/secondary school 14,7 15,7 69,7

High school 19,9 20,0 60,1

Undergraduate/graduate studies 18,8 23,6 57,6

MARITAL STATUS

Single 26,4 17,5 56,0

Married 10,1 17,3 72,7

Separated/ live apart 12,4 26,4 61,2

Widowed 6,5 12,2 81,4

Divorced 12,0 19,2 68,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 12,4 17,9 69,7

Extended 10,7 15,3 74,0

Broken 22,2 15,0 62,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 23,1 29,9 47,0

Upper class 16,4 22,9 60,6

Upper middle class 15,1 17,3 67,6

Lower middle class 10,1 15,8 74,1

Lower class 5,6 17,3 77,1

Table 213. Reactions to Scenes of Violence by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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Evaluation based on household types shows that 
broken household is the household type with the 
highest rate of those, 22%, who are not disturbed 
by scenes of violence, just like in sexually explicit 
scenes. Majority of individuals from nuclear and 
extended households (70% of nuclear households, 
74% of extended households) are disturbed and 
change the channel (Table 213). 

A similar tendency can be found in the data based 
on socioeconomic status levels. In high upper class, 
23% is not disturbed by scenes of violence and con-
tinues to watch. This rate is only 6% in lower class. 
(Table 214).

Table 214 indicates the rates of responses “yes” and 

“no” to the question “Have you ever filed a com-
plaint to an official institution regarding the dis-
turbing content in a TV program?” Across Türkiye 
only 3% reports filing a complaint. 

There is not a sharp differentiation in the responses 
to this question based on rural/urban, gender, three 
major cities, region, age and household type. 
 (Table 214 & 215). 

However, marital status, educational status and so-
cioeconomic status groups differentiate. 7% of indi-
viduals who lives apart, 7% of university graduates, 
7% of individuals from high upper and upper mid-
dle classes says that they file an official complaint 
about the TV content. 

 Yes No

Türkiye 2,6 97,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 3,0 97,0

Rural 1,6 98,4

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 4,5 95,5

Ankara 3,9 96,1

Izmir 3,6 96,4

NUTS

Istanbul 4,5 95,5

West Marmara 0,9 99,1

East Marmara 2,5 97,5

Aegean 2,8 97,2

Mediterranean 1,3 98,7

West Anatolia 3,2 96,8

Central Anatolia 1,7 98,3

West Black Sea 1,3 98,7

East Black Sea 4,4 95,6

Northeast Anatolia 4,5 95,5

Mideast Anatolia 2,0 98,0

Southeast Anatolia 1,4 98,6

Table 214.Filing a Complaint to an Official Institution Regarding TV Content throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major 
Cities, and NUTS
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Within the scope of research, individuals were asked 
what disturbs them most in TV programs and the 
options were "sexuality", "violence", "Tv ads", "biased 
news and comments", "disrespectful, slangy, abusive 
conversations" and "other". According to data gath-
ered, 46% of individuals said they were disturbed by 
TV programs with sexual content. As the table indi-
cates, in second place, at a rate of 15%, “violence” and 
“disrespectful, slangy, abusive conversations” follow.

There is a similar distribution in urban and rural 

breakdown. The rate of individuals in rural areas who 
are disturbed by sexual content is higher than Türki-
ye average and urban areas (52%). Individuals living 
in rural areas are disturbed by biased news and com-
ments at a rate of 7%, this rate is 12% in urban areas.  
Sexuality was reported as the the most disturbing 
program content in all three major cities. The rate 
of individuals who are disturbed by violent content 
is slightly higher in Izmir (19%). The rate of those 
who find disrespectful, slangy, abusive conversations 
disturbing is higher in Istanbul (19%) (Table 216). 

 Yes No

GENDER

Male 3,1 96,9

Female 2,2 97,8

AGE

18-24 2,3 97,7

25-34 3,5 96,5

35-44 3,5 96,5

45-54 2,3 97,7

55-64 1,7 98,3

65+ 0,9 99,1

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 0,6 99,4

Primary school 1,5 98,5

Elementary/secondary school 2,0 98,0

High school 3,5 96,5

Undergraduate/graduate studies 7,2 92,8

MARITAL STATUS

Single 2,9 97,1

Married 2,7 97,3

Separated/ live apart 6,9 93,1

Widowed 0,7 99,3

Divorced 3,1 96,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 2,8 97,2

Extended 2,2 97,8

Broken 2,5 97,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 7,0 93,0

Upper class 7,1 92,9

Upper middle class 2,9 97,1

Lower middle class 1,6 98,4

Lower class 0,7 99,3

Table 215. Filing a Complaint to an Official Institution Regarding TV Content by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, 
Household Type, and SES 
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Evaluation based on gender shows minor differenc-
es, stil the distribution of rates are similar. The rate of 
females (48%) who are disturbed by sexual content 
on TV is higher than males (43%). Males are less 
disturbed by violent content (12%) compared to fe-
males. Likewise, females are less disturbed by biased 
news, comments and TV ads compared to males. For 
example, the rate of females who are disturbed by 
biased news and comments is 6%, whereas this rate 
is 14% for males (Table 217). 

Distibution in terms of age groups resembles more 
or less the distribution across Türkiye. Sexuality is 
the content which disturbs all subgroups at most. 

18-24 age group, with a rate of 40% is the group 
which is the least disturbed by sexuality, and as age 
goes up, the rate of those who are disturbed by sexual 
content also increases. The second ranking content 
which causes the most disturbance based on age 
groups is violence. Similarly, as age progresses, the 
rate of those who are disturbed by this content also 
increases. 18–24 age group individuals, with a rate of 
15%, are disturbed at most by ads. 65+ individuals 
are the least disturbed by biased news and comments 
with a rate of 5%, and the ones who are disturbed at 
most are 18-24 individuals with a rate of 14% and 
25-34 individuals with a rate of 13%. 

 Sexuality Violence Disrespectful/slangy/
abusive conversations

Biased News and 
Comments

TV Ads Other

Türkiye 45,7 15,4 14,6 10,3 9,2 4,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 43,3 15,6 15,5 11,7 9,2 4,6

Rural 51,9 14,7 12,1 6,5 9,1 5,7

THREE MAJOR CITIES

İstanbul 39,4 14,8 19,4 13,8 9,3 3,4

Ankara 38,1 15,0 14,9 16,9 9,6 5,5

İzmir 37,1 19,0 13,7 16,4 11,1 2,7

NUTS

Istanbul 39,4 14,8 19,4 13,8 9,3 3,4

West Marmara 42,3 19,4 15,5 10,3 10,6 2,1

East Marmara 39,3 15,7 17,1 9,6 11,0 7,3

Aegean 43,5 16,7 12,9 11,9 11,1 3,9

Mediterranean 41,3 12,4 7,5 5,7 16,9 16,2

West Anatolia 46,6 13,2 14,2 12,9 9,0 4,1

Central Anatolia 66,7 8,2 6,1 4,7 5,6 8,7

West Black Sea 51,7 17,0 12,2 7,8 7,4 3,9

East Black Sea 46,1 21,3 12,3 7,1 5,0 8,2

Northeast Anatolia 41,3 20,2 22,4 4,1 9,2 2,8

Mideast Anatolia 59,6 12,7 11,5 6,9 4,7 4,6

Southeast Anatolia 49,2 15,2 11,5 7,9 10,0 6,2

Table 216. Contents Found Disturbing on TV throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Based on the regions, Central Anatolia (67%) and 
Mideast Anatolia (60%) are the regions which are 
the most disturbed by sexual content, and Istanbul 
(39%) and East Marmara (39%) are the regions 
which are the least disturbed. Programs with violent 
content disturb at most those living in East Black 
Sea (21%), and the least those who live in Central 

Anatolia (8%). People who live in Istanbul are dis-
turbed by biased news coverages (14%) and pro-
grams with disrespectful, slangy, abusive conversa-
tions (19%), and they report higher disturbance rates 
in these contents compared to other regions. TV ads 
are the most problematic content for those living in 
the Mediterranean, with a rate of 17% (Table 216). 
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The highest differentiation areas based on marital 
status are sexuality and biased news and comments. 
The rate of those who are disturbed by sexuality is 
higher in married individuals (49%), and lower in 
those living apart (32%). 19% of singles is disturbed 
by biased news and comments, this rate is quite low 
in widowed individuals (4%) (Table 217).

According to educational status, the distribution is 
again similar however it is observed that the differ-

ences in rates become sharper. Programs with sexual 
content again are the most disturbing. The rate of 
those who are disturbed is 56% amongst those who 
have not graduated from a school and this rate drops 
to 31% in university graduates. The second content 
which the university graduates find the most dis-
turbing is biased news and comments (25%). Dis-
turbance of biased news and comments is the least 
in individuals who have not received any schooling 
(3%). 

 Sexuality Violence Disrespectful/slangy/
abusive conversations

Biased News and 
Comments

TV Ads Other

GENDER

Male 43,0 11,6 14,0 14,4 11,8 5,2

Female 48,4 19,2 15,2 6,2 6,6 4,5

AGE

18-24 40,2 11,5 14,2 14,0 15,4 4,7

25-34 43,1 15,5 14,9 12,3 9,4 4,8

35-44 47,9 15,9 15,7 8,7 7,4 4,4

45-54 47,6 15,5 15,0 9,0 7,2 5,7

55-64 48,1 18,0 13,1 9,4 7,1 4,3

65+ 50,6 17,4 13,2 5,3 7,7 5,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 55,5 16,0 13,4 3,2 6,2 5,8

Primary school 51,8 16,4 14,1 5,3 7,5 4,9

Elementary/secondary school 45,3 13,8 15,6 8,9 11,1 5,3

High school 38,6 14,1 14,8 15,5 12,3 4,6

Undergraduate/graduate studies 30,8 15,9 15,5 24,9 9,2 3,8

MARITAL STATUS

Single 34,9 12,2 13,7 18,9 15,6 4,8

Married 49,0 15,6 14,7 8,4 7,6 4,7

Separated/ live apart 32,2 21,9 15,8 10,3 13,1 6,8

Widowed 45,7 20,9 15,8 3,6 8,3 5,7

Divorced 32,1 20,6 15,1 13,8 9,5 8,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 45,9 15,3 15,0 10,3 8,9 4,6

Extended 53,2 13,9 12,6 6,7 8,7 4,9

Broken 32,8 18,0 15,4 15,7 11,7 6,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 26,1 16,9 20,1 24,5 10,1 2,4

Upper class 34,3 16,8 15,1 21,2 8,8 3,8

Upper middle class 43,8 14,3 15,1 12,2 9,8 4,8

Lower middle class 50,2 15,0 14,3 6,9 9,0 4,5

Lower class 52,4 17,3 12,5 4,3 6,7 6,7

Table 217. Contents Found Disturbing on TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES



Social and Cultural Activities 273

Individuals from extended households are more 
disturbed by sexual content (53%), and individuals 
from broken households are more disturbed by bi-
ased news and comments (16%) compared to other 
household types (Table 217).

Distribution at socioeconomic status level shows 
similarities with overall Türkiye. High upper class 
individuals feel the least disturbed by sexual content 
(26%) and individuals from lower class feel the most 
disturbed (52%). The rates of those who are dis-
turbed by biased news and comments is 25% in high 
upper class and 21% in upper class and these rates 
are high compared to other SES groups. Individuals 
from lower class feel the least disturbed by biased 
news and comments, with a rate of 4%. 

8.19. Going on Holiday 

The research aimed at indicating how the indi-
viduals spend their holiday. Therefore, individuals 
were asked where they generally spend their hol-
idays longer than one week. The data shows that 
throughout Türkiye people mostly rest at the place 
where they live (35%). As indicated in the table, the 
second option where responses concentrate on with 
a rate of 31% is "I do not have such holidays ". 26% 
of individuals says they go to their hometown or 
village. The rate of those who go to places such as 
hotels, lodging houses is 12% (Table 218).

There are areas of differentiation between urban 
and rural dwellers. 44% of rural dwellers reports 
not finding the time for holiday, this rate is 26% in 
urban areas. As expected, the rate of those who go 

to their hometown/village is higher in urban areas 
(32%). The rate of those who go to places such as 
hotels, lodging houses and to summer cottages for 
holiday is higher than in rural areas. For example, 
the rate of those who go to places such as hotels, 
lodging houses is 15% in urban areas and 5% in 
rural areas. 

Differences can be observed amongst three major 
cities. In general terms, for individuals who live in 
Izmir, not having such holidays (23%) and the habit 
to rest in the place where they live (40%) are higher 
than the other two cities. On the other hand, the 
rates of going to hometown/village are higher in 
Ankara (40%) and in Istanbul (41%). In addition, 
the rate of those who say “I go to a hotel, lodging 
house” is 24% in Ankara and it is higher than the 
other two cities. 

In terms of regional differences, Northeast Anatolia 
(62%) and Southeast Anatolia (58%) have the high-
est rates of those who do not have time for holiday. 
West Marmara (45%) and West Black Sea (45%) 
are the regions where highest rates of resting at 
the place where they live can be observed. Istanbul 
(41%) has the highest rate of those who go to their 
hometown/village, and the Mediterranean differen-
tiates itself from other regions with the highest rate 
of people who go to summer range (11%). Going to 
summer cottage is mostly a holiday preference for 
those who live in Istanbul (10%) and in West Mar-
mara (9%), and spending holidays in places such as 
hotels and lodging houses is a holiday preference 
for those who live in West Anatolia (21%).
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Based on gender, it is observed that males and fe-
males have similar tendencies about holiday (Table 
219). 

In terms of age groups, in all subgroups holiday 
preferences are similar, with few exceptions. One of 
the exceptions is that for individuals who are 65+, 
the tendency to go to their hometown or village 
for holiday (12%) declines sharply however “I rest 
at the place where I live” option (46%) is on the 
rise. 18% of 25-34 age group spend their holiday in 
places such as hotels and lodging houses. This rate 
is higher than other age groups. 

According to marital status, the rate of those who 
report not having time for holiday is higher in wid-
owed individuals (36%). Consistently, the rate of 
those who rest at the place where they live is also 
higher in this group (43%). It is noted that the rate 
of those who spend their holiday in places such as 
hotels, lodging houses is higher in single individu-
als, with a ratio of 18%.  

Distribution in educational status differentiation 
appears to be relatively quite instable. The rate of 
those who say they do not have time for holiday 
decreases as the educational status increases. 46% 
of those who have not graduated from a school says 
they do not have time for holiday tatil, and this rate 
drops to 13% in university graduates. Another im-
portant point is that the rates of those who chose “I 
go to a hotel or to a lodging house” and “I go to my 
summer cottage” options increase, as the education-
al status increases. For example, 2% of those who 
have not graduated from a school go to places such 
as hotels and lodging houses and this rate is 19% in 
high school graduates, 35% in university graduates. 
15% of university graduates go to summer cottages. 
This rate is 1% in those who have not graduated 
from a school. 

In terms of going on holiday, extended households 
differ from nuclear and broken households. 40% of 
individuals from extended households reports not 
having such holidays. This rate is 29% and 28%, in 

 I do not 
have such 
holidays 

I rest at the 
place where 

I live

I go to my 
home-town/ 

village

I go to a hotel 
& to a 

lodging house

I go to my 
summer 
cottage

I go to 
summer 

range

I go 
abroad

I go to my 
vineyard 

house

Other

Türkiye 30,9 35,4 26,0 12,0 5,4 2,8 1,3 0,8 3,1

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 25,7 34,4 31,5 14,6 6,8 2,7 1,7 0,9 2,9

Rural 44,3 37,8 11,7 5,3 1,8 3,1 0,5 0,6 3,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 19,4 34,4 41,4 17,7 10,1 1,8 2,6 0,7 2,4

Ankara 14,0 32,5 40,2 24,4 8,9 2,0 1,6 1,0 2,5

Izmir 23,4 39,6 22,8 17,4 9,6 1,8 1,6 0,9 3,2

NUTS

Istanbul 19,4 34,4 41,4 17,7 10,1 1,8 2,6 0,7 2,4

West Marmara 22,4 44,9 15,7 16,3 9,3 1,2 1,0 1,2 2,8

East Marmara 22,5 41,1 30,5 13,6 4,7 1,9 1,9 0,6 3,0

Aegean 29,7 38,0 20,5 13,1 6,9 1,9 1,1 0,6 3,5

Mediterranean 30,8 33,7 25,1 6,8 4,0 10,8 1,4 0,6 2,2

West Anatolia 19,1 32,2 35,9 21,0 7,0 2,5 1,4 0,9 3,1

Central Anatolia 42,3 30,2 18,1 7,4 1,8 0,9 1,1 2,0 3,5

West Black Sea 35,5 44,7 19,1 7,7 1,6 1,9 0,5 1,3 5,8

East Black Sea 34,5 37,7 18,9 4,1 1,1 3,7 0,6 0,3 4,8

Northeast Anatolia 61,8 20,5 10,7 6,4 2,0 0,3 0,4 0,2 2,0

Mideast Anatolia 45,2 37,0 17,1 3,5 0,8 0,4 0,1 1,5 4,0

Southeast Anatolia 58,0 25,8 12,9 5,9 1,2 0,7 0,4 0,8 1,9

Table 218. Going on Holiday throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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nuclear and broken households. 13% of nuclear and 
broken households spends their holidays in places 
such as hotels and lodging houses and this rate is 
8% in extended households (Table 219). 

According to socioeconomic status, more than half 
(53%) of individuals in lower SES group reports 
not having time for holiday. This rate drops as so-
cioeconomic status improves, and it drops to 7% 

in high upper class. As socioeconomic status im-
proves, the rate of those who go to hotels, lodging 
houses and the rate of those who go to summer cot-
tage increase. For example, 1% of individuals from 
lower class spends their holiday in places such as 
hotels and lodging houses, this rate is 17% in upper 
middle class, 33% in upper class, 53% in high upper 
class. The rate of those who go to their summer cot-
tage is 14% in upper class, 27% in high upper class.  

 I do not 
have such 
holidays 

I rest at the 
place where 

I live

I go to my 
home-
town/ 
village

I go to a 
hotel & to 
a lodging 

house

I go 
to my 

summer 
cottage

I go to 
summer 

range

I go 
abroad

I go 
to my 

vineyard 
house

Other

GENDER

Male 30,1 35,5 26,1 13,4 5,3 3,1 1,6 1,1 3,0

Female 31,6 35,3 25,8 10,7 5,5 2,6 1,1 0,6 3,2

AGE

18-24 29,2 35,8 26,5 12,9 5,3 2,8 1,6 0,9 4,1

25-34 29,2 31,9 30,9 17,6 5,6 3,2 1,6 0,9 2,0

35-44 31,7 31,5 29,9 13,4 5,3 2,7 1,1 0,8 2,0

45-54 33,0 34,6 25,6 10,0 5,0 2,2 1,3 0,8 2,7

55-64 30,9 39,9 20,7 6,3 5,8 3,0 1,1 1,3 4,7

65+ 32,6 46,4 12,1 4,1 5,2 2,8 1,0 0,3 4,7

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 46,3 39,6 14,3 1,6 0,6 1,7 0,1 0,5 2,6

Primary school 35,1 37,4 25,5 4,9 2,8 2,7 0,6 0,7 2,9

Elem./second. school 34,4 34,9 26,6 9,4 3,5 2,5 0,9 0,8 2,8

High school 22,1 33,4 29,1 19,1 8,6 4,0 1,8 1,2 3,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 12,5 29,1 33,4 34,8 14,8 2,9 4,4 1,2 3,4

MARITAL STATUS 

Single 25,9 36,3 24,0 17,7 7,2 2,9 2,8 1,1 4,4

Married 31,7 34,4 27,8 11,1 4,8 2,9 1,0 0,8 2,6

Separated/ live apart 32,0 37,8 21,6 6,1 5,8 3,2 2,2 0,5 1,7

Widowed 36,3 43,1 14,6 4,3 4,7 2,0 0,3 0,3 4,5

Divorced 32,7 35,2 16,4 14,5 9,1 2,1 3,0 0,6 3,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 29,0 35,1 28,0 12,9 5,6 3,3 1,3 0,9 2,9

Extended 40,3 35,3 20,1 8,0 2,6 1,8 0,7 0,8 3,0

Broken 27,9 37,0 22,9 12,9 8,0 1,9 2,4 0,7 3,9

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 7,3 24,0 29,3 52,6 26,8 2,2 9,8 1,8 1,9

Upper class 11,8 30,0 34,7 33,1 14,3 2,7 2,2 1,3 3,3

Upper middle class 21,3 33,4 34,2 17,4 7,1 3,4 1,6 1,2 3,6

Lower middle class 37,3 38,5 22,6 4,5 1,8 2,7 0,5 0,5 3,2

Lower class 52,8 35,4 13,7 0,6 0,6 1,8 0,1 0,3 1,1

Table 219.  Going on Holiday by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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In this part, findings were presented such as if there 
are elderly in need of care in households, who takes 
care of the elderly in households, what sort of life 
preferences individuals under 60 have regarding 
their seniority, reasons of the elderly for living to-
gether with their children or in a separate house 
and who visit the elderly.

9.1. Households with Elderly in Need of Constant 
Care
The table below shows the rates of households with 
elderly individuals in need of care in Türkiye. Ac-
cording to the research data, 6% of all households in 
Türkiye have an elderly in need of care.  The rate of 
households with elderly in need of care is 5% in ur-
ban areas. This rate is 9% in rural areas (Table 220).  

No, there isn’t Yes, there is

Türkiye 94,1 5,9

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 95,1 4,9

Rural 91,4 8,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 96,2 3,8

Ankara 96,4 3,6

Izmir 95,2 4,8

NUTS

Istanbul 96,2 3,8

West Marmara 95,3 4,7

East Marmara 94,0 6,0

Aegean 94,1 5,9

Mediterranean 94,4 5,6

West Anatolia 96,2 3,8

Central Anatolia 91,1 8,9

West Black Sea 92,9 7,1

East Black Sea 90,6 9,4

Northeast Anatolia 91,3 8,7

Mideast Anatolia 93,6 6,4

Southeast Anatolia 90,6 9,4

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 97,8 2,2

Extended 76,0 24,0

Broken 92,3 7,7

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 99,0 1,0

Upper class 98,8 1,2

Upper middle class 96,3 3,7

Lower middle class 93,5 6,5

Lower class 89,9 10,1

Table 220. Households with Elderly in Need of Care throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household 
Type, and SES 
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This rate is in 4-5% range in the three major cities 
of Türkiye, i.e. Ankara, Izmir and Istanbul. In terms 
of regions, it is noted that Southeast Anatolia (9%), 
East Black Sea (9%) and Central Anatolia (9%) are 
the regions with the highest rates of households 
with elderly individuals who need care. The low-
est rates are, in order, Istanbul (4%), West Anatolia 
(4%) and West Marmara (5%). In lower class, the 
rate of households with elderly in need of care is 
10%. This rate declines to 1% in high upper class. 

In households with elderly in need of care, indi-
viduals were asked who takes/take care of these el-
derly.  According to the research data, care work 
for elderly in households is conducted primarily 

by daughters-in-law (32%). The rate of households 
where care is given by the “spouse” is 27%. The rate 
of households where care is given by the son is 22%, 
the rate of households where care is given by the 
daughter is 20%. The rate of households with care-
takers is only 2%. When the research data is evalu-
ated in terms of urban and rural areas, it is observed 
that the rate of households where care is taken by 
the daughter is higher in urban areas (26%) than in 
rural areas (10%). In households in rural areas, care 
work is conducted primarily by the daughters-in-
law (37%). The rate of households with caretakers 
is 3% in urban areas, and there are not any elderly 
in need of care, who is taken care of by a caregiver 
in rural areas (Table 221). 

Table 221. Individuals who Take Care of the Elderly in Need of Care throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area

Türkiye Urban Rural

Daughter-in-law 31,6 28,2 37,0

Spouse 27,3 27,3 27,5

Son 22,0 20,4 24,6

Daughter 19,5 25,7 9,5

Grandchild 4,1 4,6 3,3

Other female relatives 3,1 3,3 2,6

Caretaker 1,9 2,9 0,4

Sibling 1,6 1,1 2,4

Son-in-law 1,2 0,9 1,6

Other male relatives 1,1 1,3 0,7

Neighbor 1,0 1,0 1,0

Other 0,3 0,0 0,7
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9.2. Life Preferences regarding Elderliness 

In the table below, individuals under 60 in the re-
search were asked what they would do once they 
are too old to take care of themselves. According to 
these results, across Türkiye more than one thirds 
of participants over 18 and below 60 (39%) has said 
they have no idea. The majority of individuals who 
answered the question in various forms report that 
they would like to live with their children when 
they are old. 22% of individuals says they can live 
with their son, and 9% says they can stay with their 
daughters. 10% says they would like to move to sen-
iors center when they are old, and 10% would like 
to get care service in their own house (Table 222).

12% of urban dwellers reply as “I would move to 
seniors center”, whereas only 6% of rural dwell-
ers agree with that. The rate of those who say they 
would like to live in urban areas with their chil-
dren is 28% in total. This rate is 43% in rural areas. 
33% of rural dwellers says they would like to live 
with their son when they get old, and 19% says they 

would like to live with their daughter. Amongst 
urban dwellers, 20% would live with their son, 8% 
with their daughter. 

There are quite significant differences amongst 
three major cities. The rate of those who say “I 
would move to seniors center” in Istanbul (10%) 
is parallel with overall Türkiye, however those who 
live in Ankara (20%) and in Izmir (17%) have a 
higher tendency to move to seniors center. 21% of 
those who live in Istanbul says they would like to 
live with their son when they are too old, at a higher 
rate than the other two cities. 

When life preferences regarding seniority are eval-
uated according to regions, it is observed that West 
Anatolia (16%) and West Marmara (15%) are the 
regions with highest rates of those who say “I would 
move to seniors center.” This rate declines to 6% in 
Northeast Anatolia. In West Black Sea, Southeast 
Anatolia, East Black Sea and Northeast Anatolia, 
the rates of those who would like to stay with their 
children in their seniority is 40% and above. Indi-

 I would live with 
my son 

I would get care service 
at my own house

I would live with 
my daughter

I would move to 
seniors center 

Other No idea

Türkiye 22,7 19,6 8,7 10,3 2,5 38,8

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 19,4 20,2 8,2 11,9 2,5 39,8

Rural 32,7 17,8 10,3 5,5 2,3 35,6

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 21,3 20,9 8,5 9,8 2,8 38,4

Ankara 12,6 22,2 7,2 19,6 2,8 38,4

Izmir 15,1 17,1 10,5 16,5 1,4 42,2

NUTS

Istanbul 21,3 20,9 8,5 9,8 2,8 38,4

West Marmara 22,3 19,0 15,3 14,9 0,9 30,0

East Marmara 19,3 21,0 11,0 7,0 1,6 43,7

Aegean 16,9 20,4 10,2 11,0 1,1 44,8

Mediterranean 17,8 18,6 7,3 10,6 3,7 43,3

West Anatolia 16,4 19,9 6,6 16,2 2,6 40,4

Central Anatolia 27,1 16,0 8,2 10,3 1,6 39,3

West Black Sea 28,5 24,6 15,2 8,6 1,9 29,5

East Black Sea 31,5 19,1 9,5 6,8 1,5 34,8

Northeast Anatolia 35,7 19,0 4,3 5,5 2,3 33,3

Mideast Anatolia 33,0 14,0 5,3 9,8 5,5 33,4

Southeast Anatolia 37,2 16,5 3,7 8,3 3,7 30,8

Table 222. Life Preferences regarding Elderliness throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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viduals in these regions say that they would like 
to live particularly with their sons when they are 
old. In Southeast Anatolia, 37% says they would 
live with their son. The highest rates of those who 
would like to get care service at their own house can 
be found in West Black Sea (25%), East Marmara 
(21%), Istanbul (21%) and Aegean (20%). The low-
est rate on that is in Mideast Anatolia, with 14%. 

There is not a high differentiation based on gender, 
nonetheless females say at higher rates that they 
would live with their daughters (10%), that they 
would move to seniors center (11%) or that they 
would get care service at their own house (21%) 
(Table 223).

In terms of age groups, the rates of those who 
would move to seniors center when they are old 
do not differ too much, only 18-24 age group have 
given this answer relatively at a higher rate (13%). 
Young, middle and higher age groups have pre-
ferred the seniors center at similar rates. The rate 
of those who say they have no idea regarding this 
question exceeds 40% in young age groups (18-24 
and 25-34 age groups). In higher age groups, the 
answer to this question primarily is living with their 
children. The rate of those who think of living with 
their daughters or sons is 46% in 45-54 and 55-64 
age groups. 

The rate of those who would live with their children 
when they are old is higher in widowed individuals 
(54%), and it is lower in divorced individuals (20%). 
However, the rate of those who would move to sen-
iors center is higher amongst divorced individuals 
(23%). Married individuals prefer the seniors center 
at the lowest rate (9%).

As the educational level increases, so does the rate 
of those who say they would go to seniors center 
when they are old. This rate is 5% in those who have 
not graduated from a school. This goes up to 19% 
in university graduates. The rate for option “I would 
live with my son/daughter” is 55% amongst those 
who received no schooling, and it drops to 14% in 
university graduates. As the educational status im-
proves, so does the rate of those who would like to 
get care service at their own house. This rate reaches 
27% in university graduates, and it is 21% in high 
school graduates. It drops to 10% in those who have 
not graduated from a school. 

Life preferences of individuals regarding seniority 
from broken households are different than those 
from nuclear and extended households. For ex-
ample, 30% of nuclear households, and 39% of ex-
tended households prefer to live with their children 
when they are old, and this rate is 14% in broken 
households. However, the rate of those who would 
like to move to seniors center when they are old 
is higher in broken households. 19% of individu-
als from these households says they would move 
to seniors center, and this rate is 10% in nuclear 
households, 8% in extended households.

In terms of life preferences of different SES groups 
regarding seniority, it is observed that the seniors 
center preference is low in lower class (5%). This 
rate goes up to 22% in high upper class. As the so-
cioeconomic status improves the rate of those who 
prefer to live with their children declines, and the 
rate of those who prefer to get care service at their 
own house increases. For instance, the rate of those 
who prefer to live with their children is 47% in low-
er class, 28% in upper middle class, and 11% in high 
upper class. The rate of those who prefer to get care 
service at their own house is 10% in lower class, and 
this rate goes up to 34% in high upper class. 
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9.3. Reasons of Preference to Go to Seniors Center 

Within the scope of research, individuals who said 
they would move to seniors center when they are 
old as part of their life preferences were asked for 
the reasons. The table that indicates the reasons why 
people would move to seniors center shows that the 
most importat reason is noted as “I do not want 
to be a burden to my kids”, with 47%. This is the 
highest given reason in all breakdown groups. 13% 
responds, as the rason for living in seniors center, as 

“Since there would be no one to take care of me”. 
The rates of those who think their children might 
not want to live with them and of those who prefer 
to be with their peers are 12%, and 10% thinks the 
facilities in seniors center are more convenient. 

I do not want to be a burden to my kids reply is the 
higher given reason both in rural and urban areas. 
The rate of those who say my kids might not want 
to live with me, is higher in rural areas (16%), com-
pared to urban areas (11%) (Table 224). 

 I would live with 
my son 

I would get care 
service at my own 

house

I would live with 
my daughter

I would move to 
seniors center 

Other No idea

GENDER

Male 22,8 18,2 7,9 9,3 3,0 41,5

Female 22,7 21,0 9,6 11,3 2,0 36,1

AGE

18-24 5,0 19,0 1,9 13,2 3,0 58,1

25-34 17,5 19,2 8,1 10,1 2,3 44,3

35-44 28,2 19,3 11,0 9,8 2,4 32,9

45-54 33,2 20,6 11,5 8,9 2,2 27,7

55-64 34,8 20,5 11,5 10,4 2,6 24,8

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 45,6 10,4 9,1 4,9 1,8 31,1

Primary school 31,7 18,0 11,9 6,7 1,9 34,0

Elementary/secondary school 18,7 18,8 8,0 9,0 2,1 45,1

High school 11,1 21,3 6,5 14,1 3,0 45,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 9,3 27,2 4,5 18,7 3,9 37,7

MARITAL STATUS

Single 0,0 21,9 0,0 15,2 3,2 59,8

Married 28,6 19,3 10,7 8,6 2,3 33,7

Separated/ live apart 16,5 14,1 13,0 13,6 2,2 40,6

Widowed 39,0 13,7 14,9 10,3 0,6 24,3

Divorced 10,4 15,9 9,5 23,4 3,1 38,5

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 22,8 20,4 9,3 9,8 2,5 37,9

Extended 30,5 15,5 8,0 7,6 2,1 38,8

Broken 8,7 20,4 5,4 18,8 2,6 44,8

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 6,1 33,8 4,7 21,9 3,7 30,4

Upper class 11,5 29,6 8,1 16,4 3,2 33,3

Upper middle class 19,4 21,6 8,1 12,4 2,6 38,3

Lower middle class 26,2 16,8 9,9 7,4 2,2 40,6

Lower class 38,8 9,9 8,9 4,8 1,8 38,6

Table 223. Life Preferences regarding Elderliness by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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I do not want to be a burden to my kids reply is 
the most highly given reason not only in all break-
downs, but also in three major cities. However, the 
rate of those who think like that is higher in An-
kara (60%). Another reason where there is highest 
differentiation between three major cities is “My 
children might not like to live with me”. The rates 
of those indicating this reason is lower in Ankara 
(9%) compared to Istanbul (15%) and Izmir (18%). 

The rate of those who prefer the seniors center be-
cause they do not want to be a burden to their kids 
is higher in West Marmara with 63%, and it is low-
er in Northeast Anatolia with 23%. East Black Sea 
has the highest rate of people saying my children 
might not want to live with me (32%). The rate of 
those who say they would go to seniors center be-
cause there would be no one to take care of them is 
higher in Southeast Anatolia (26%). 

 I do not 
want to be 
a burden to 

my kids

Since there 
would be no 
one to take 
care of me

Rather than being 
alone, I prefer to 
be with my peers

My children 
might not like 
to live with me

The facilities in 
seniors center 

are more 
convenient

My daughter-in-
law/son-in-law 

might not like to 
live with me 

Other

Türkiye 47,2 12,9 12,0 11,7 9,7 2,9 3,7

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 47,2 12,5 12,4 11,0 10,5 2,5 3,9

Rural 47,7 15,1 9,3 15,8 4,7 5,3 2,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 48,5 7,3 15,7 9,2 10,5 2,8 6,0

Ankara 53,6 9,6 14,0 8,9 9,5 1,2 3,3

Izmir 49,9 7,2 8,6 17,2 13,0 1,4 2,6

NUTS

Istanbul 48,5 7,3 15,7 9,2 10,5 2,8 6,0

West Marmara 50,6 8,3 15,9 8,5 14,3 2,4 0,0

East Marmara 51,7 13,1 6,3 14,7 12,2 0,0 2,0

Aegean 46,4 11,5 8,6 18,0 8,7 5,2 1,6

Mediterranean 43,5 17,4 15,0 11,8 5,2 2,9 4,3

West Anatolia 53,6 11,3 12,3 9,3 8,6 2,2 2,8

Central Anatolia 48,5 10,9 12,4 15,9 5,3 4,0 3,0

West Black Sea 48,0 8,8 17,5 6,8 9,5 3,5 6,0

East Black Sea 46,3 20,7 4,9 15,3 9,0 1,7 2,1

Northeast Anatolia 19,2 22,9 18,8 10,0 24,5 1,4 3,1

Mideast Anatolia 45,5 10,0 3,7 13,2 9,0 4,6 14,1

Southeast Anatolia 32,3 34,6 5,9 6,6 16,0 1,5 3,1

Table 224. Reasons of Preference to Go to Seniors Center throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Females give the answer “I do not want to be a bur-
den to my kids” at a higher rate than males (52%); 
still, this rate is also quite high in males (41%). 
Males have given the answers “My children might 
not want to live with me”, “There would be no one 
to take care of me”, “I prefer to be with my peers” at 
higher rates than females (Table 225). 

In all age groups, those who say they would go to 

seniors center in order not to be a burden to their 
kids ranks the highest. In 18-24 age group the rea-
son that seniors center will have more convenient 
facilities (28%) is higher compared to other age 
groups. In this age group, there are also higher rates 
of “I would prefer to be with my peers” and “There 
would be no one to take care of me”.
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The rates of those who prefer the seniors center 
because they do not want to be a burden to their 
kids are higher among married individuals (56%), 
divorced individuals (55%) and widowed individu-
als (53%). The reason “My children might not want 
to live with me” is given at higher rates by married 
people (15%), by separated individuals (8%), and 
by divorced individuals (15%). Those who say that 
facilities at seniors center are more convenient are 

higher among single (27%) and widowed individu-
als (11%) (Table 225).

Based on household type, it is observed that the 
reasons are at similar rates. In individuals from bro-
ken households the rate of those who say they do 
not want to be a burden to their kids is lower, and 
the rate of those who say they would like to live 
with their peers is higher. 

 I do not 
want to be 
a burden to 

my kids

Since there 
would be no 
one to take 
care of me

Rather than 
being alone, I 

prefer to be with 
my peers

My children 
might not 
like to live 

with me

The facilities 
in seniors 
center are 

more 
convenient

My daughter-in-
law/son-in-law 

might not like to 
live with me 

Other

GENDER

Male 40,9 15,1 14,0 14,1 10,3 1,8 3,8

Female 52,2 11,1 10,4 9,8 9,2 3,8 3,6

AGE

18-24 10,6 23,4 23,6 1,7 27,7 0,2 12,9

25-34 45,9 12,6 13,1 13,2 9,7 2,2 3,3

35-44 58,1 8,6 6,9 15,5 5,2 3,8 1,9

45-54 51,4 15,0 11,3 9,2 6,9 3,4 2,7

55-64 51,3 9,2 11,8 13,5 8,4 4,2 1,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 40,1 19,0 3,0 16,0 13,0 4,3 4,5

Primary school 47,6 14,8 7,4 17,0 6,2 5,9 1,1

Elementary/secondary school 42,3 19,6 11,3 11,5 6,8 1,0 7,6

High school 51,1 8,8 15,6 5,9 13,5 1,4 3,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 46,6 9,9 15,6 11,2 10,5 1,9 4,3

MARITAL STATUS

Single 0,0 31,0 30,2 0,0 26,8 0,0 12,0

Married 56,3 8,5 8,1 14,8 6,5 3,7 2,1

Separated/ live apart 38,6 21,7 24,1 8,1 4,4 3,0 0,0

Widowed 52,7 15,4 11,2 1,8 10,9 4,6 3,4

Divorced 54,9 17,6 11,3 8,1 5,0 0,0 3,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 51,5 10,0 9,4 13,9 8,9 3,3 3,1

Extended 42,1 16,5 13,5 10,3 9,7 3,5 4,4

Broken 31,2 23,4 22,8 2,6 13,5 0,7 6,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 58,7 0,9 13,3 13,8 6,0 3,4 3,9

Upper class 60,2 7,2 12,8 8,2 9,1 0,8 1,6

Upper middle class 48,2 11,1 15,1 10,3 9,6 2,2 3,5

Lower middle class 39,1 18,7 9,5 14,5 9,2 4,7 4,3

Lower class 42,8 26,4 2,4 16,0 7,1 4,8 0,3

Table 225.Reasons of Preference to Go to Seniors Center by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES 
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In all educational groups the overwhelming reason 
is not being a burden to their kids (Table 225).

The highest differentiation amongst socioeconomic 
status groups is about the rate of those who say they 
would prefer the seniors center since there would be 
no one to take care of them. The rate of those who 
say they would prefer the seniors center because of 
this is only 1% in high upper class and this goes up 
to 26% in lower class. 

9.4. Reasons of the Elderly to Live with Their  
Children at the Same House 

In the research, elderly individuals who are 60+ and 
who live at the same house with their children and/
or daughter-in-law/son-in-law were asked the rea-
son for that and answers to the question “Why do 
you live with your children at the same house?” are 
indicated below.  Table 226 shows that the highest 
rates concentrate on “because I am happy to live 
with my children” (30%), “to support each other” 
(22%) and “because our traditions are customs re-
quire us” (13%). 

There is not a sharp differentiation between rural/
urban areas, however the rate of those who say they 
are in need of care is higher in rural areas (13%). 

This rate is 8% in urban areas. 

In the breakdown based on three major cities, it is 
understood that those who live in Istanbul show 
different reasons than the ones living in Ankara and 
Izmir. In Ankara and Izmir, those who say to sup-
port each other with my children and because I am 
happy to live with my children are more prominent, 
however these reasons are at lower rates in Istanbul 
and other reasons are more prominent. The rate of 
elderly who live with their children to support them 
is over 20% in Ankara and Izmir, and this rate is 9% 
in Istanbul. The rate of those who say they are hap-
py to live with their children is over 30% in Izmir 
and Ankara. This rate drops to 26% in Istanbul. 

Depending on regional differentiation, the rate of 
those who say my children do not want me to live 
alone is higher in Central Anatolia with 23%, the 
rate of those who say our customs are traditions re-
quire us is higher in Northeast and Mideast Ana-
tolia with 26%, the rate of those who say because I 
am happy to live with my children is higher in East 
Black Sea with 42% and in West Marmara with 
41%; and the rate of those who say to support each 
other with my children is higher in the Mediter-
ranean with 36%. 
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There is not a sharp differentiation in terms of gen-
der breakdown, but still, the rate of those who say 
“Because I am happy to live with my children” is 
slightly higher in males (33%). In females, this rate 
is 28% (Table 227). 

Evaluation based on marital status shows that the 
rate of those who say “Because I am happy to live 
with my children” is higher among married indi-
viduals (33%), of those who say “to support each 
other” is higher among divorced individuals (31%), 
of those who say “Customs and traditions require 
us” (19%), “I need care” (24%) and “I do not have 
another chance” (26%) is higher among those who 
live apart with their spouse. 

According to the differentiation in educational 
level, 14% of those who have not graduated from 
a school says they live with their children because 

they need care. This rate is 7% and below in other 
educational levels. Among university graduates, the 
rate 12% of those who say “My children do not 
want me to live alone” is higher compared to other 
educational levels. 

The rate of those who say “My children do not want 
me to live alone” is higher among individuals from 
extended households (10%) and the rate of those 
who say “to support each other” is higher among in-
dividuals from broken households (28%) compared 
to other household types. 

26% of individuals from high upper class say “My 
children do not want me to live alone”. This rate is 
8% and below in other SES groups. Almost half of 
individuals in upper class (45%) say they live with 
their children because they are happy to do so. This 
rate is 32% and below in other SES groups. 

 Because I 
am happy to 
live with my 

children

To sup-
port each 

other

Because our 
traditions 

and customs 
require us

Because 
I require 
special 

care

Because I 
do not have 

any other 
chances

Because my 
children do 

not want me 
to live alone

Because I do 
not have the 

means to live in 
seniors center

Other

Türkiye 30,5 22,2 12,9 9,6 7,1 6,6 0,9 11,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 31,2 22,8 12,7 7,6 7,9 6,7 1,1 11,8

Rural 29,0 21,2 13,4 13,4 5,8 6,5 0,4 11,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 26,1 8,7 16,1 5,1 7,1 7,7 0,5 29,5

Ankara 34,2 29,0 14,7 4,5 7,6 5,9 0,9 9,2

Izmir 39,4 22,0 10,6 4,5 4,5 8,4 0,5 10,7

NUTS

Istanbul 26,1 8,7 16,1 5,1 7,1 7,7 0,5 29,5

West Marmara 41,8 15,9 9,7 11,0 6,6 4,7 1,9 12,6

East Marmara 22,1 28,6 14,4 16,3 5,8 5,3 0,0 10,3

Aegean 40,2 27,3 8,2 6,7 3,2 4,1 0,2 10,3

Mediterranean 24,5 36,2 5,0 11,2 7,7 4,3 1,3 10,8

West Anatolia 36,6 30,4 13,0 8,2 5,1 4,0 0,6 7,7

Central Anatolia 32,5 21,3 8,4 3,8 6,2 23,3 4,0 0,5

West Black Sea 30,3 23,7 7,8 7,0 6,2 3,1 0,0 24,0

East Black Sea 41,6 15,5 7,5 13,7 11,0 3,7 1,0 7,0

Northeast Anatolia 33,8 10,2 25,6 12,2 10,5 5,9 0,6 1,2

Mideast Anatolia 27,4 18,4 24,8 10,6 8,3 6,8 0,6 4,4

Southeast Anatolia 27,0 15,2 20,0 14,0 12,3 8,4 1,1 2,1

Table 226. Reasons of the Elderly to Live with Their Children at the Same House throughout Türkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major 
Cities, and NUTS
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9.5. Reasons of the Elderly to Live in Separate 
Houses with Their Children and How Often They 
are Visited 

60+ individuals who do not live with their children 
were asked why they do not live with their children. 
My spouse and I are self-sufficient (41%), I do not 
want to leave where I live, they cannot come here 
either (17%) and I do not want to live with my chil-
dren (16%) are the replies indicated mostly. (Table 
228).

In rural and urban breakdown, the most important 
three reasons are mainly these options. However, 
we do not want to change where we live, they do 

not want to come here either option is at 12% in 
urban areas, and reaches 22% in rural areas. 

In three major cities breakdown, the answer “my 
spouse and I are self-sufficient” is the most fre-
quently indicated reason for not living with their 
children. However, this reason is reported at 53% 
rate by those who live in Izmir and it is lower in 
Ankara (39%) and in Istanbul (37%). The answer “I 
do not want to leave where I live, they do not want 
to come here either” is the highest in Ankara, with 
a rate of 20%. Another prominent reason in Ankara 
is “I do not want to live with my children” (23%). 
This reason is indicated as one of the important rea-
sons by those who live in Izmir, too. (17%). 

 Because I 
am happy to 
live with my 

children

To 
support 

each 
other

Because our 
traditions 

and customs 
require us

Because 
I require 
special 

care

Because I 
do not have 

any other 
chances

Because my 
children do 

not want me 
to live alone

Because I do not 
have the means 
to live in seniors 

center

Other

GENDER

Male 32,8 21,6 13,8 7,9 7,3 4,3 1,3 12,6

Female 28,5 22,8 12,2 11,0 7,0 8,6 0,5 10,7

AGE

55-64 34,2 25,4 14,9 4,1 5,7 5,2 1,6 10,6

65+ 28,0 20,1 11,6 13,3 8,1 7,6 0,4 12,2

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 26,7 17,9 14,9 13,7 8,8 7,9 0,3 11,0

Primary school 33,3 26,7 11,2 7,1 5,9 5,8 0,7 10,7

Element./secondary school 35,1 21,7 10,3 5,7 9,0 2,0 2,3 16,6

High school 34,2 26,8 16,3 4,9 3,9 5,5 0,7 11,7

Undergraduate/graduate studies 31,2 19,5 9,5 0,0 0,0 11,7 8,5 19,6

MARITAL STATUS

Married 32,9 23,0 13,7 6,7 6,4 3,7 1,3 13,5

Separated/ live apart 0,0 0,0 19,4 24,4 25,6 0,0 0,0 30,6

Widowed 26,9 20,5 12,2 15,3 8,0 11,9 0,2 7,1

Divorced 18,8 31,2 2,6 2,5 14,7 9,1 0,0 21,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 32,7 18,5 15,3 5,0 6,2 2,6 1,9 18,6

Extended 29,8 22,9 12,7 12,5 8,0 10,0 0,3 5,4

Broken 27,3 28,8 8,3 11,3 6,4 5,6 0,2 14,4

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 26,4 14,7 6,5 8,8 7,3 25,8 0,0 17,1

Upper class 44,7 24,7 13,6 2,5 1,2 6,5 4,3 7,5

Upper middle class 32,0 20,0 14,2 7,2 6,3 7,9 0,4 13,3

Lower middle class 29,8 23,0 12,0 9,0 8,1 6,9 0,6 11,5

Lower class 29,9 20,5 14,7 16,3 6,4 4,2 1,8 6,1

Table 227. Reasons of the Elderly to Live with Their Children at the Same House by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household 
Type, and SES 
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In terms of regional breakdown, the reasons are 
generally and mostly similar. However, the rate for 
the option “My children do not want me” is higher 
in Southeast Anatolia with 16% and in Northeast 
Anatolia 13%, compared to other regions. 15% of 
those who live in Northeast Anatolia region does 
not live with their children because their children’s 
financial means are limited. Mideast Anatolia is 
higher than other regions in terms of the rates for 
“Their houses are too small to inhabit me” with 9%, 
“There is no one in my children’s house to take care 
of me” with 10%, and “I do not want to leave where 
I live, they do not want to come here either” with 
30%. East Black Sea, at a rate of 32%, is the other 
region with the highest rate of people who say “I do 
not want to leave where I live, they do not want to 
come here either”. Mediterranean and East Mar-
mara regions are places where the rate for “I do not 
want to live with my children” is high, 25% and 24% 
respectively (Table 228). 

The rate for “My spouse and I are self-sufficient” is 
higher in males, with a rate of 46%. This rate is 36% 
in females. On the other hand, the rate of females 
who say do not live with their children because they 
do not want to live with them is higher (18%) than 
males (12%) (Table 229). 

According to marital status, more than half of mar-
ried individuals (55%) say “My spouse and I are self-
sufficient”. The rate of those who say “I do not want 
to leave where I live, they do not want to come here 

either” is higher in widowed indiviudals with 22%, 
and the rate of those who say “I do not want to live 
with my children” is higher in widowed (37%) and 
divorced individuals (34%). The individuals who 
live apart for their spouses give the answers “My 
children do not want me” (27%) and “My children’s 
financial means are limited” (10%) at higher rates 
compared to those from other marital status. 

In terms of educational status, among university 
graduates particularly the rate for “My spouse and 
I are self-sufficient” option increases (62%). In peo-
ple who have not graduated from a school the rate 
of “I do not want to leave where I live, they do not 
want to come here either” answer (21%) is higher. 
“I do not want to leave where I live, they do not 
want to come here either” reply is a highly stated 
reason in nuclear households with 15%, and in bro-
ken households with 22%; the reply “I do not want 
to live with my children” is higher in broken house-
holds with 37%, and the reply “My spouse and I are 
self-sufficient” has higher rates in nuclear house-
holds with 55% and in extended households with 
47%. 

A similar differentiation with educational status 
was observed in SES groups. Vast majority (71%) 
of high upper class reports the option “My spouse 
and I are self-sufficient.” In the lower class, the rate 
for “I do not want to leave where I live, they do not 
want to come here either” (28%) is higher.
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Elderly individuals who live separately from their 
children and who have daughters and sons were 
asked how often their children visit them. 

According to the table regarding the frequency of 
sons’ visits, 33% of sons visits their parents more 
than once a week. According to data, 51% of sons 
visits their family at least once a week. 2% of indi-
viduals who live apart from their children reports 
that their sons do not visit at all (Table 230).  

According to rural-urban breakdown, 59% of urban 
dwellers is visited by their son at least once a week. 
This rate drops to 43% in rural areas. The rate of 
elderly who are visited several times a year is higher 
in rural areas (30%).

In the three major cities breakdown, the rate of 
sons visiting their parents once a week or more than 
once a week is higher Istanbul compared to other 

two cities.  This response has been stated by 69% 
of those living in Istanbul, and by 63% in Izmir, 
and 51% in Ankara. The frequency of elderly who 
live in Ankara being visited by their sons is gener-
ally lower. 26% of these individuals says their sons 
visit them once a month, 14% says their sons visit 
them several times a year. The rate of elderly who 
are visited by their children once a month  is 10% 
in  Istanbul, and 18% in Izmir. The rate of elderly 
who are visited several times a year is 10% in Izmir 
and in Istanbul.

In terms of the regions, Istanbul and the Mediter-
ranean regions attract attention. 69% of the elderly 
in Istanbul and 64% of the elderly in the Mediter-
ranean are visited at least once a week by their sons. 
These rates are higher compared to general Türkiye 
rates (51%) and also higher compared to other re-
gions. 

 More than 
once a 
week

Once a 
week

Several 
times a 
month

Once a 
month

Several 
times a 

year

When 
they need 

help

We have not seen 
each other for more 

than a year

They do not 
visit at all

Türkiye 33,0 18,2 13,8 6,1 24,1 1,8 1,6 1,4

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 35,5 23,7 13,1 5,0 18,3 1,2 1,3 1,8

Rural 30,4 12,6 14,5 7,3 30,0 2,5 1,8 1,1

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 34,6 34,4 10,0 4,3 10,3 1,5 1,6 3,3

Ankara 34,1 16,5 25,8 8,3 13,8 0,4 0,0 1,1

Izmir 39,9 22,9 18,1 4,9 10,3 1,6 2,4 0,0

NUTS

Istanbul 34,6 34,4 10,0 4,3 10,3 1,5 1,6 3,3

West Marmara 27,6 20,5 11,6 7,5 29,3 2,1 0,5 0,9

East Marmara 47,1 17,1 13,9 5,9 15,4 0,0 0,6 0,0

Aegean 40,2 16,4 15,7 6,1 16,6 0,7 1,0 3,2

Mediterranean 39,4 24,8 5,4 2,3 25,9 1,3 0,5 0,5

West Anatolia 37,8 15,4 23,4 7,2 13,5 0,3 1,2 1,3

Central Anatolia 23,5 9,7 11,8 8,8 42,6 1,3 1,0 1,2

West Black Sea 23,4 10,0 18,5 5,0 36,2 1,9 4,6 0,3

East Black Sea 21,4 9,8 9,0 6,3 43,1 7,0 1,8 1,6

Northeast Anatolia 12,4 18,7 30,4 14,6 20,4 0,8 1,8 1,0

Mideast Anatolia 5,9 19,1 26,2 12,9 27,9 1,9 5,2 0,9

Southeast Anatolia 36,6 23,8 10,8 6,9 6,2 9,4 3,6 2,6

Table 230. Frequency of Visits by the Sons of the Elderly  throughout Türkiye and by  Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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There is not a sharp differentiation between females 
and males, still, the rate of females who are visited 
by their sons more than once a week (36%) is high-
er compared to males (30%) (Table 231). 

More than one thirds of the elderly who are grad-
uates of elementary/secondary school and high 
school (34%) is visited by their sons several times 
a year. These rates are higher compared to the el-
derly in other educational levels. The rate of those 
who are visited at least once a week is lower (44%) 
among elderly who are graduates of elementary/
secondary school (44%) and among university 
graduates (46%). This rate is above 50% in other 
educational status.

According to marital status, the rate of those who 

are visited by the sons at least once a week is higher 
in widowed (56%) and married individuals (50%). 
The rate of the eldery who have not seen their sons 
for more than a year (11%) and the rate of those 
whose sons do not visit them at all (16%) are high-
er in elderly who are separated with their spouses. 
30% of those who are divorced is visited by their 
sons several times a month. This rate is higher com-
pared to individuals from other marital status. 

Individuals from nuclear and broken households 
are visited more frequently by their sons. 56% of 
the parents in broken households and 50% of the 
parents in nuclear households  are visited by their 
sons  at least once a week. This rate is around 43% 
in extended households. 

 More than 
once a 
week

Once a 
week

Several 
times a 
month

Once a 
month

Several 
times a 

year

When 
they need 

help

We have not seen 
each other for 

more than a year

They do not 
visit at all

GENDER

Male 29,9 19,3 14,2 6,1 25,2 1,8 1,8 1,6

Female 35,5 17,3 13,4 6,1 23,1 1,9 1,3 1,3

EDUCATIONAL STATUS 

No schooling 35,6 16,2 12,1 6,6 22,9 2,6 2,3 1,8

Primary school 31,3 20,6 15,7 6,4 22,6 1,3 1,0 1,2

Elementary/secondary school 31,2 13,0 14,1 5,1 33,6 1,5 1,6 0,0

High school 32,6 20,3 6,8 2,7 33,5 1,3 1,6 1,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 28,6 17,5 16,5 3,7 28,3 1,7 1,0 2,7

MARITAL STATUS 

Married 31,1 18,6 14,5 5,7 25,9 1,7 1,4 1,1

Separated/ live apart 15,3 22,7 1,4 9,0 24,5 0,0 11,2 15,9

Widowed 39,2 17,2 11,1 7,2 19,3 2,4 1,7 2,1

Divorced 27,9 13,3 30,2 9,7 10,0 0,0 5,7 3,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE 

Nuclear 31,2 18,8 14,2 5,4 26,2 1,7 1,4 1,1

Extended 26,7 16,0 20,0 11,3 23,0 2,1 0,9 0,0

Broken 38,5 17,1 11,8 7,4 18,4 2,2 2,1 2,5

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 22,9 23,3 9,1 26,8 17,9 0,0 0,0 0,0

Upper class 28,0 24,1 11,8 7,1 25,8 3,2 0,0 0,0

Upper middle class 26,0 18,7 15,1 2,2 33,2 0,9 1,6 2,4

Lower middle class 33,0 19,2 14,9 6,4 23,6 1,2 0,9 0,8

Lower class 32,5 14,2 9,8 4,4 32,2 2,1 1,3 3,5

Table 231. Frequency of Visits by the Sons of the Elderly  by Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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In terms of the socioeconomic status of individuals,  
lower middle class individuals are visited by their 
sons the most frequently. 52% of these individuals 
is visited at least once a week by their sons. It is 
understood that 27% of the children in high upper 
class visits their parents once a month. This rate is 
below 10% in other SES groups (Table 231). 

According to the table based on the frequency of 
daughters’ visits, 38% of daughters visits their el-
derly parents more than once a week. It is under-
stood that 12% visits them at least once a week. Ac-
cording to the table, 50% of daughters visits their 
families at least once a week. 2% of these elderly 
individuals who live apart from their children says 
their daughters do not visit them at all (Table 232).

From the rural-urban perspective, 59% of urban 
dwellers is visited by their daughter at least once 
a week. This rate drops to 40% in rural dwellers. 
Similar to the visits by sons, the rate of the elderly 

who are visited by their daughters several times a 
year is higher in rural areas (28%).

In the breakdown according to three major cities, 
it is noted that the elderly in Istanbul  are visited 
more frequently by their daughters. 68% of the el-
derly living in Istanbul says that their daughters 
visit them at least once a week, this rate drops to 
59% in Izmir and to 48% in Ankara. The rate of 
elderly individuals whose daughters visit them sev-
eral times a year is higher in Ankara (19%) and in 
Izmir (12%).

Similar to the rates of the elderly who are visited 
by their sons, it is noted that the rates of elderly 
visited by their daughters are higher in Istanbul 
and Mediterranean regions. 68% of the elderly in 
Istanbul  and 64% of the elderly in the Mediterra-
nean Region are visited at least once a week by their 
daughters (Table 232). 
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There is not a differentiation in terms of gender 
breakdown. Parents who are visited frequently (at 
least once a week) by their daughters are the ele-
mentary/secondary school graduates with 64%  and 
high school graduates with 61% (Table 233).  

Based on the socioeconomic status of individuals 
upper middle class is the most frequently visited 
group by their daughters. 60% of the parents in 
this class is visited by their daughters at least once 
a week.  The elderly who are visited several times a 
year is at a higher rate in high upper class (41%).

Elderly individuals were asked who visits them at 
most other than their children. According to this 
question, primarily their neighbours (64%), then 
their relatives (38%) and their grandchildren (33%) 
visit the elderly. No one visits 3% of the elderly (Ta-
ble 234).

Based on the rural-urban breakdown, it is noted that 
it is again primarily neighbours, relatives and grand-
children who visit the elderly. However, in rural ar-
eas, visits by neighbours have a rate of  72%. This rate 
is 57% in urban areas. 

 More than 
once a week

Once a 
week

Several 
times a 
month

Once a 
month

Several 
times a 

year

When 
they need 

help

We have not seen 
each other for 

more than a year

They do not 
visit at all

Türkiye 37,5 12,3 18,5 5,9 22,0 1,2 1,2 1,5

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 45,8 13,1 16,4 4,3 16,6 0,7 1,0 2,1

Rural 28,4 11,4 20,7 7,7 27,8 1,8 1,4 0,9

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 53,1 15,3 15,9 5,2 6,8 0,0 0,8 2,9

Ankara 34,5 13,7 21,8 8,0 18,5 2,0 0,6 0,9

Izmir 44,2 14,4 21,1 4,9 12,0 1,4 0,7 1,5

NUTS

Istanbul 53,1 15,3 15,9 5,2 6,8 0,0 0,8 2,9

West Marmara 42,6 12,2 12,9 8,6 20,3 1,3 1,1 1,0

East Marmara 42,1 11,1 20,4 11,7 14,2 0,0 0,0 0,5

Aegean 43,9 9,7 22,6 3,3 17,3 1,0 0,3 1,9

Mediterranean 46,4 17,2 15,9 2,9 13,6 0,9 0,5 2,7

West Anatolia 35,1 16,1 21,7 8,3 14,3 1,4 1,8 1,3

Central Anatolia 17,1 9,4 14,0 6,2 46,6 1,4 2,1 3,2

West Black Sea 27,6 6,3 21,3 4,6 37,0 1,0 2,3 0,0

East Black Sea 21,5 9,7 11,4 3,6 46,7 4,0 2,8 0,3

Northeast Anatolia 13,2 18,2 35,8 8,7 18,5 2,8 1,8 1,0

Mideast Anatolia 22,2 11,8 22,6 8,0 30,4 2,3 1,9 0,8

Southeast Anatolia 33,0 17,0 20,4 8,3 15,5 2,7 3,2 0,0

Table 232.Frequency of Visits by the Daughters of the Elderly  throughout Türkiye and by  Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
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In three major cities, the rate of those who are visited 
by their neighbours apart from their children is also 
higher compared to other relatives and acquaint-
ances. However, in Izmir, the rate of those who are 
visited by their neighbors is higher than the two oth-
er cities, with a rate of 72%.  In Istanbul (36%) and 
in Ankara (41%), the rate of being visited by other 
neighbors is higher than Izmir (28%) (Table 234).

In Aegean (25%) and Mediterranean Regions (24%) 
the rate of elderly who are visited by their friends, 
in West Marmara the rate of those who are visited 
by their neighbours (75%), in Mideast Anatolia the 
rate of those who are visited by other relatives (56%), 
in the Mediterranean Region the rate of those vis-
ited by their grandchildren (51%), in East Marmara 
the rate of those visited by their siblings (26%) are 
higher compared to other regions. 

 More than 
once a 
week

Once a 
week

Several 
times a 
month

Once a 
month

Several 
times a 

year

When 
they 
need 
help

We have not 
seen each other 
for more than a 

year

They do not 
visit at all

GENDER

Male 36,7 12,4 18,5 5,6 22,8 1,5 1,0 1,5

Female 38,2 12,2 18,4 6,2 21,2 1,0 1,3 1,5

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 33,0 12,8 19,4 5,9 23,4 1,8 2,2 1,5

Primary school 37,7 12,9 17,9 6,8 21,6 1,0 0,5 1,6

Elementary/secondary school 55,5 8,6 13,1 2,5 18,2 0,5 0,0 1,6

High school 48,5 12,0 13,6 4,4 17,7 0,0 1,6 2,2

Undergraduate/graduate studies 40,7 6,5 27,4 3,5 21,3 0,6 0,0 0,0

MARITAL STATUS 

Married 36,8 12,1 18,4 5,1 23,8 1,2 1,3 1,3

Separated/ live apart 19,0 14,7 31,3 10,7 11,0 13,4 0,0 0,0

Widowed 40,3 13,1 17,8 8,1 16,9 1,1 0,9 1,8

Divorced 31,6 2,7 30,3 7,8 16,9 0,0 0,0 10,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 36,4 12,1 18,2 5,1 24,3 1,2 1,3 1,4

Extended 43,7 12,7 22,0 6,3 13,2 0,0 2,0 0,0

Broken 39,7 12,6 18,6 8,2 16,5 1,4 0,9 2,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 13,4 ,0 25,1 20,9 40,5 0,0 0,0 0,0

Upper class 33,3 14,9 36,5 4,7 10,6 0,0 0,0 0,0

Upper middle class 54,3 5,3 15,6 3,8 18,9 0,0 0,7 1,5

Lower middle class 37,4 13,9 17,2 6,5 21,6 1,1 1,2 1,1

Lower class 29,7 12,9 16,3 3,3 33,2 1,2 0,9 2,6

Table 233. Frequency of Visits by the Daughters of the Elderly  by Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES
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The rate of males who are visited by other relatives 
(41%) and friends (19%) is higher than females. 
On the contrary, females are visited at a higher rate 
(67%) by their neighbours (Table 235). 

In lower educational status, the rates of elderly who 
are visited by their neighbours is higher compared to 
other educational levels. 70% of those who have not 
graduated from a school, 65% of the elderly who are 
primary school graduates are visited by their neigh-
bours.  As the educational status improves, the rate 
of elderly who are visited by their friends increases. 
Almost half of (46%) university graduates are visited 
by their friends,  and this rate drops down to 10% in 
those who have not graduated from a school. 

Although there is not a significant differentiation in 
terms of household type breakdown, still the rate of 
elderly from extended households being visited by 
their relatives (50%) is higher compared to other 
household types. This rate is 40% in elderly from 
nuclear households,  and 30% in elderly from bro-
ken households. It is noted once again that the rate 
of those who are visited by their siblings is higher 
amongst elderly from extended families (26%).

The rate of elderly from lower class who are visited by 
their neighbours (65%) and the rate of elderly from 
upper class who are visited by their friends (44%) is 
higher than other SES groups. 

 My neighbours My other 
relatives

My grand-
children

My siblings My friends No one Other

Türkiye 64,2 37,6 33,0 18,8 16,1 3,2 1,3

RESIDENCE AREA

Urban 56,7 39,9 34,5 19,6 19,3 3,2 1,5

Rural 72,5 35,0 31,3 17,8 12,6 3,2 1,0

THREE MAJOR CITIES

Istanbul 59,0 36,3 27,0 13,8 23,4 2,4 3,2

Ankara 62,0 40,9 34,4 15,8 17,9 5,5 0,3

Izmir 72,5 28,3 33,4 18,4 24,7 1,4 1,4

NUTS

Istanbul 59,0 36,3 27,0 13,8 23,4 2,4 3,2

West Marmara 75,7 33,6 33,7 12,4 13,7 4,7 0,8

East Marmara 54,0 36,1 41,4 25,1 12,4 3,5 0,6

Aegean 70,8 34,1 31,6 21,3 25,5 4,5 2,8

Mediterranean 59,1 51,0 50,9 22,9 24,1 1,5 0,0

West Anatolia 56,6 39,2 37,2 14,3 15,6 4,5 0,2

Central Anatolia 69,8 38,3 22,1 22,7 7,5 3,5 0,3

West Black Sea 66,1 35,8 29,7 15,1 9,2 4,8 0,0

East Black Sea 67,1 29,0 14,0 20,8 4,6 0,0 1,6

Northeast Anatolia 61,9 29,2 22,3 11,1 3,2 2,7 0,0

Mideast Anatolia 73,3 54,7 29,1 21,7 16,8 0,3 0,0

Southeast Anatolia 56,1 28,7 21,5 8,3 1,0 1,2 5,9

Table 234. People Who Visit the Elderly at Most Other than Their Children  throughout Türkiye and by  Residence Area, Three Major 
Cities, and NUTS
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 My neighbours My other 
relatives

My grand-
children

My siblings My friends No one Other

GENDER

Male 61,0 41,2 31,3 20,1 18,6 3,0 1,1

Female 66,9 34,5 34,4 17,6 14,0 3,4 1,4

AGE

55-64 63,1 39,5 29,0 24,5 20,5 3,1 0,3

65+ 64,5 36,9 34,4 16,7 14,6 3,2 1,6

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

No schooling 69,7 34,6 31,8 14,5 10,2 4,3 1,2

Primary school 65,2 39,4 35,4 21,1 16,2 2,8 1,1

Elementary/secondary school 58,9 36,0 32,7 21,5 19,8 2,5 1,7

High school 35,4 39,6 26,7 22,5 27,3 1,5 0,0

Undergraduate/graduate studies 46,6 44,1 25,9 23,4 46,9 1,1 4,7

MARITAL STATUS 

Married 63,7 40,4 33,5 20,1 16,5 2,6 1,0

Separated/ live apart 60,8 52,2 15,6 0,0 12,3 0,0 0,0

Widowed 67,1 29,8 32,6 15,2 14,5 4,6 2,2

Divorced 35,3 22,3 16,9 22,2 31,9 12,3 0,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 63,8 40,0 33,7 19,9 16,1 2,6 0,7

Extended 60,2 49,3 26,6 26,4 21,7 1,7 5,5

Broken 65,7 29,7 31,9 14,7 15,3 5,2 2,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

High upper class 59,0 30,7 13,3 21,1 8,7 0,0 0,0

Upper class 46,0 36,3 30,0 21,6 44,8 1,9 2,9

Upper middle class 48,7 52,4 34,3 22,4 27,1 1,5 1,7

Lower middle class 64,5 36,9 33,5 19,1 14,5 2,9 1,2

Lower class 65,7 38,0 35,8 14,4 11,2 5,5 2,6

Table 235.  People Who Visit the Elderly at Most Other than Their Children  by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status,  
Household Type, and SES 
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The number of people living in a household in Tür-
kiye, or in other words the size of a household is 3,6 
persons on average. There is no differentiation based 
on rural or urban residential area.  In the regions 
in east Türkiye, the average size of a household is 
larger. Southeast Anatolia (5,6 persons), Mideast 
Anatolia (4,7 persons)  and Northeast Anatolia (4,5 
persons) regions have the highest average house-
hold size, and West Marmara is the region with 
the lowest household size, with 2,7 persons. As the 
socioeconomic status improves, the average house-
hold size decreases. The average household size is 
4,3 persons in lower class  and it drops down to 3,1 
persons in high upper class. 

Across the country, 70% of the households  is com-
posed of nuclear families,  18% is composed of 
broken families, and 12% is composed of extended 
families. The rate of extended families is higher in 
rural areas and in lower socioeconomic status.  

Detailed information about the inhabited dwelling 
of families in Türkiye and features have been gath-
ered. In general,  dwelling type and features dif-
fer based on the residential area. Almost half of the 
households in Türkiye (49%) resides in flats, 25% in 
detached houses and 15% resides in detached squat-
ter houses.  Vast majority of urban dwellers (62%) 
lives in flats, and more than half of rural dwellers 
resides in detached houses (53%). Detached squat-
ter houses are the most common  type of dwell-
ing in Northeast Anatolia (46%) and in lower SES 
group (37%). Across Türkiye the very low rate of 
households who reside in gated communities (4%) 
is high in high upper class  (19%).

26% of the households in Türkiye is tenants, and 
the inhabited dwelling belongs to one of the mem-
bers of the family in 61%. The rate of households 
who own the inhabited dwelling goes up to 70% in 
high upper class, but still a considerable proportion 
of this group (25%) is tenant. 

The rate of those who live in dwellings other than 
their main dwellings such as summer cottages, vine-

yard houses, village houses and summer ranges for 
certain times of the year is 20% across Türkiye. The 
use of second dwelling is higher particularly among 
those who live in Istanbul (33%). As expected, as 
the socioeconomic status increases,  so does the rate 
of households who use a second dwelling. 

Half of the households in Türkiye (50%) heat with 
firewood/coal stove. This rate goes up to 83% in 
rural areas. For households in urban areas, central 
heating with natural gas/room heater (31%) is the 
most common heating method. There are differenc-
es among three major cities in terms of the heating 
system. More than half of the households in Istan-
bul and in Ankara use central heating with natural 
gas/room heater, however in Izmir, the prominent 
heating system is firewood/coal stove (48%) and 
airconditioner (20%).

Across Türkiye, the most common dwelling size, 
with a rate of 43%, is  three-room-in-total (2+1) 
dwellings. Four-room in total (3+1) dwellings fol-
low that with a rate of 41%.  More than half of fam-
ilies with children (57%) allocate a special room to 
their children. A higher proportion of households 
with elderly in the inhabited dwelling (64%) has a 
special room for the elderly. 

Across Türkiye, concrete is the most commonly 
used soil material in dwellings (23%).  The rate of 
households with a concrete soil material reaches 
39% in rural areas. Parquet is the prominent soil 
material in urban areas (23%). Among three ma-
jor cities, there is differentiation in terms of the 
soil material of the inhabited dwelling. In Ankara 
parquet (45%) is salient, whereas in Istanbul use of 
parquet (31%) as well as laminated flooring (29%) 
is also common. In Izmir floor tile (23%), parquet 
(20%) and laminated flooring (20%) use is at par. 
As the socioeconomic status improves, the use of 
parquet and laminated flooring increases, and the 
use of wood, concrete and carpet decreases. 

In the research, questions were asked to understand 
the economic status of the individuals and house-



Results 301

holds. Almost all of the households have a refriger-
ator (98%), washing machine (94%), mobile phone 
(91%), television (89%) and iron (89%). Garbage 
disposal (2%), clothes dryer (4%), sports tools/
equipment in the house (5%) are the goods which 
exist in households at the lowest rate.  

In Türkiye, the rate of households who have re-
ceived assistance from a person or institution in 
the last one year is 10%. The rate of households 
who have received assistance is higher in rural ar-
eas (14%), in Ankara (13%), in Northeast Anatolia 
(28%) and in Southeast Anatolia (22%), in broken 
families (15%) and in lower class (25%). The Gen-
eral Directorate of Social Assistance and Solidarity 
ranks the first amongst individuals or person who 
provide assistance, with a rate of 39%. Municipali-
ties rank second with 24%.  

Across Türkiye,  the rate of those who have received 
debt or loan from an institution or a person in the 
last one year is 35%. The rate of households which 
have received debt/loan is higher in middle socio-
economic group. In B and C1 SES groups, the rate 
of debt/loan recipient households exceeds 40%. 
Buying a house is the most highly reported reason 
for getting the debt/loan (17%). Some of the other 
highly reported reasons are “to buy a private car 
(13%)”, “to clear commercial debts (11%)” and par-
ticularly salient in urban areas “for the payment of 
credit card debt (11%)”. The rate of those who get a 
debt/loan for educational purposes is remarkable in 
Southeast Anatolia  (15%). 

A vast majority of debt/loan recipients (79%) has 
got the debt/loan from banks. But particularly in 
Southeast Anatolia the rate of those who get a debt 
from other relatives (30%) and in Northeast Ana-
tolia the rate of those who get a debt from their 
neighbours (26%) is also quite high. Almost all 
of the individuals from the upper socioeconomic 
group who got a debt/loan received this debt/loan 
from banks, and the rate of individuals who get a 
debt/loan from the bank drops in lower class (39%), 
and the rates of those who get debt from other rela-

tives (26%), friends (21%), neighbours (17%), sib-
lings (16%) increase.

Another subject which was examined in a detailed 
manner within the scope of the research is the mar-
riage and divorce process. The vast majority of mar-
riages in our country (87%) take place between 18 
and 29 years of age. A siginificant part of the mar-
ried individuals (57%) had their first marriages be-
tween 18 and 24 years of age. In Türkiye, the rate of 
those who had their first marriage before 18 years 
of age is 17%. 

The rate of marriage before 18 is more common 
among females (28%) than males (6%). Southeast  
and Mideast Anatolia are the regions where mar-
riage before 18 years of age is the most common in 
both males and females. As the educational status 
and socioeconomic level decreases, marriages be-
fore 18 years of age increase in both genders, and 
on the contrary, as the educational status and so-
cioeconomic level improve, the rate of individuals 
who marry later in life (at the age of 30 and above) 
increases. 

Despite the fact that 28% of females in Türkiye 
have their first marriages before they are 18, a pop-
ulation of only 1% says that the appropriate age of 
marriage for females throughout Türkiye is under 
18. 64% of overall Türkiye thinks that the ideal age 
of marriage for females is between 18 and 24. Only 
29% thinks that this age interval is the appropriate 
age of first marriage for males. In Türkiye, the most 
highly reported age interval for males is between 25 
and 29 (50%).  

In Türkiye, the rates of marriage by meeting the 
spouse in family (39%) and neighbour/ neighbour-
hood (39%) network is quite high.  As the educa-
tional level and socioeconomic status improves,  de-
spite the fact that the rate of those who meet in the 
friend, work or school network and marry increases,  
the rate of those who marry from family, neighbour 
and neighbourhood network is high in each part of 
the society. 
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Arranged marriages in Türkiye are currently com-
mon (51%). A large part of individuals who got 
married this way were asked for their opinions 
when they got married, and the decision was left to 
the individual. However, it is noted that a popula-
tion of 10% were not asked for their own opinions 
and they got married based on the decision of the 
family.  East Black Sea (17%) is the region where 
this rate is the highest. The rate of individuals who 
were not asked for their own opinions about the ar-
ranged marriage and who got married based on the 
decision of their family is higher among those who 
did not graduate from a school (22%). Among in-
dividuals from broken families, it is noted that the 
rate of such marriages is high (19%).

44% of those who got married have chosen their 
spouses themselves.  Almost all of them got the 
consent of their families before getting married. 
The rate of those who eloped or who were eloped 
is 4% across Türkiye. The rate of such marriages is 
higher in West Marmara (8%). Bride Exchange is 
at a  very low rate across Türkiye, but it is a continu-
ing practice in Southeast Anatolia (3%). 

It was found out that in almost all of the marriages 
(94%) both civil and religious marriage ceremonies 
were performed. The rate of those who only has the 
civil ceremony or of those who only had the reli-
gious ceremony is low across Türkiye (3%). The rate 
of those who only had the civil marriage ceremony 
increases as the educational status and socioeco-
nomic level improve, on the other hand the rate of 
those who only had the religious ceremony  in-
creases as the educational status and socioeconomic 
level decrease.  Still, it is noted that in general in 
all groups, the quite common type of marriage cer-
emony is to have both the civil and the religious 
marriage ceremonies. 

Bride price is practised in 16% of marriages in our 
country. This rate is higher in the rural area (23%), 
among individuals from extended families (24%). 
This rate reaches 40% in Northeast and Mideast 
Anatolia, and among those who have not graduated 
from a school. 

According to the conclusions of the research, there 
is a kinship between couples in 21% of marriages in 
Türkiye. The rate of those who have a kinship with 
their spouse is higher in the rural area (25%). This 
rate reaches 36% in Mideast Anatolia and 44% in 
Southeast Anatolia. As the educational status and 
socioeconomic level decrease, the bride price prac-
tice increases and reaches about 30%.   Marriages 
of kinship mostly take place with relatives from the 
paternal side (59%). 18% of marriages of kinship 
took place with “son/daughter of paternal uncle”, 
12% with “son/daughter of paternal aunt,” and 29% 
with “other relatives from the father’s side”. 

Across Türkiye, despite the fact that 51% has had 
their first marriage with a relative, only 13% ap-
proves of such marriage. The rate of those who ap-
prove of marriage with relatives is higher in places 
where such marriage is common. More than one 
thirds (34%) of those who live in Southeast Ana-
tolia and 27% of those who live in Mideast Ana-
tolia approve of marriage with relatives. In the 
lowest educational level and socioeconomic group, 
20% thinks such marriage is appropriate. The main 
reason for those who approve of marriage with 
relatives is “information on/preservation of fam-
ily roots” (37%).  22% of these individuals reported 
that they approve of such marriages because relative 
kids get along better. 

The most commonly observed ceremonies in Tür-
kiye are “wedding” with 89% and  “betrothal/ask-
ing for the girl’s hand in marriage” with 88%.  It 
is noted that all ceremonies are commonly held in 
Türkiye. Even the engagement ceremony which has 
the lowest rate was conducted in 82% of first mar-
riages. It is noted that only in Southeast and Mid-
east Anatolia the rate of those who had the civil 
marriage ceremony is lower. 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked to rank the social attributes they would like 
to find in the person they will marry as “important”, 
“does not matter” and “not important”. According 
to this assessment, the most important attribute 
for males is “her not being married before” (85%).  
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“Similarity of the family structures” (75%) and “her 
being religious” (73%) are the important social at-
tributes which are rank second and third in the list. 
Females find all the questioned attributes more im-
portant compared to males. For females, the highest 
priority attribute is that the person they will marry 
“has a job“(92%).

A similar evaluation for the character attributes of 
the future spouse shows that vast majority thinks all 
attributes except for “physical beauty” are “impor-
tant”. Both females and males think that the future 
spouse being beautiful of handsome is significantly 
less important compared to other attributes. How-
ever for males (55%), physical beauty is more im-
portant than for females (48%).

A vast majority of individuals who got married 
(86%) has an ongoing marriage, in 8% the spouse 
has died, and 5% is divorced. 28% of individuals 
from broken families are divorced, and in 65% the 
spouse has died.  

In the research, individuals who were divorced at 
least for once were asked why. For males and fe-
males the salient reason is “irresponsible and indif-
ferent attitude”. Other salient reasons of divorce for 
females are  beating, maltreatment (21%), cheating 
(16%), alcoholism and gambling (14%) and fail-
ing to financially provide for the family (14%). For 
males “disrespectful attitude of the female towards 
male’s family” is a salient reason for divorce (11%). 

Several statements were read to all the individu-
als who participated in the research and they were 
asked if that statement alone is an absolute reason 
for divorce for them. It seems that cheating for even 
once, both the male cheating on the female (88%) 
and the female cheating on the male (93%)  is the 
most important reason for divorce. Vast majority of 
the society does not see the spouse’s suffering from 
a refractory disease or the spouse’s failing to have a 
baby  as reasons for divorce.

Another subject that was investigated in detail in 
the research is intra-familial relations. Within this 

scope, topics such as occasions which bring family 
members together, division of labor at home and 
problems experienced in family were asked. 

It is understood that household members often 
gather at a relatively high rate at the weekends 
(80%) and for dinner (81%). On the other hand, 
the rate of gathering often for breakfast  is at a high 
rate like 64%, although slightly lower than the rates 
above. The rate families who can gather for break-
fast drops to 59% in urban areas. The city/region 
where this rate is the lowest is Istanbul (50%).

Evaluation of activities that the household mem-
bers often do together has watching television to-
gether in the first place (60%). Vast majority of the 
household members (78%) say they do not go to 
the cinema/theater together and 61% says they do 
not go on holiday together.  In all activities except 
for"going on a picnic", as the socioeconomic status 
increases, the rate of households who do these ac-
tivites together ascends. 

The data of people who do the housework shows 
that females do housework such as cooking, doing 
the laundry and the dishes, ironing and basic nee-
dlework at a high rate. The rates of females doing 
these housework varies between 89% and 95%. This 
rate declines slightly in housework such as serv-
ing tea at home, laying and cleaning the table and 
cleaning the house. Housework such as daily shop-
ping, paying the monthly bills of the household, re-
pairwork and painting the house are done by males 
at a higher rate.  

It is understood that in households with a child be-
tween 0 and 5 ages the mother is responsible for 
taking care of the little child during the day (88%). 
Across Türkiye, the rate of children who are taken 
care of by the maternal grandmother is at a low rate 
like 4% and this rate exceeds 15% in broken house-
holds and in the high upper class. Across Türkiye 
the caretaker rate is 1% and exceeds 10% in these 
mentioned groups.  Once again, throughout Tür-
kiye the kindergarten rate is 3% and goes up to 18% 
in high upper class. 
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In Türkiye, 5% of households has a disabled person 
who requires care, and the rate of ill persons who 
require care is 8%. The rate of disabled persons re-
quiring care is higher in Southeast Anatolia (12%), 
in extended households (14%) and in lower class 
(10%).

The rate of ill persons requring care is high in 
Northeast Anatolia (15%), Southeast Anatolia 
(11%) and East Black Sea (11%). In extended fami-
lies, the rate of ill persons requiring care bakıma 
reaches 22%. 

Disabled persons requiring care are taken care of by 
their spouse (28%) or by their mother (27%) at the 
highest rate. İll persons requiring care are generally 
taken care of by their spouse (36%). The most note-
worthy point here is that in extended households 
is the daughter-in-laws are responsible for care.  In 
25% of extended households, daughters-in-law care 
for the disabled and in 41% of extended households 
daughters-in-law care for the elderly requiring care. 

Households were asked who generally is the de-
cision maker in matters like selection of a house, 
general order of the house, kids, shopping, relation-
ship with relatives, relationship with neighbours, 
holidays and entertainment. According to the find-
ings of the research, the mother/woman has a more 
dominant role in taking many decisions regarding 
the family. According to data based on decision 
making process in the family,  family members de-
cide together at a rate of 50% and above.  In terms 
of general order of the house, in 44% of households  
women are decision makers, and in other matters 
in the household it is noted that men are decision 
makers at a higher rate. It is understood that in 
Türkiye, man/father and woman/mother take joint 
decisions in the family on some matters. It is ob-
served that in matters such as selection of a house, 
holidays and entertainment the mother and the fa-
ther can decide together. 

Married individuals were asked how their relation-
ships with their spouses are and if they have any 

problems.  It is observed that the family members 
say their relationships with their spouses are well 
almost in every matter. The issues which cause 
problems mostly at various frequencies are respon-
sibilities “regarding the house” and “regarding the 
kids children”. These two problems are followed by 
“regarding the expenses”. The least conflictual is-
sues are “gambling problem” (2%), “differences in 
religious views” (3%), “sexuality” (3%) and “political 
views” (3%). 

One of the indicators of relationships between in-
dividuals in the family is the type of their reaction 
when there is a conflict between individuals that 
cannot be resolved through dialogue. Across the 
country the total “generally” and “sometimes” an-
swers show that men react by raising their voices 
to their spouses (65%), by remaining silent (43%) 
or by reprimanding (42%), and the women react 
mostly by remaining silent (55%),by raising their 
voices (44%) or by getting cross (39%). The rate of 
men using force/physical violence to their spouses 
is 5%. From the educational status perspective, al-
though there is not a very high differentiation be-
tween the rates, it is noted that the rate of men ex-
erting physical violence on their spouses is slightly 
higher among individuals from lower educational 
status. As the socioeconomic level decreases,  the 
rate of women who are used force against by their 
spouses increases. 

It is understood that throughout Türkiye, 62% of 
married individuals do not consider getting help 
from anyone when they have a serious problem with 
their spouse. 23% says they will get this help from 
the elderly family members. Only 3% says they will 
get help from expert institutions or individuals. It 
is noted that the rate of those who says they can 
get help from expert individuals or institutions is 
slightly higher in Istanbul (8%), among graduates 
of undergraduate/graduate studies (6%) and in high 
upper class (A SES group) (10%).

Regarding relationships with relatives, individuals 
were asked about their “relationships with family 
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members and close relatives”. In this framework, the 
highest rate of “very good” answers can be found in 
relationships with the kids, mother and father.  62% 
gives the answer “very good” about their relation-
ships with their daughters, 60% evaluates their rela-
tionships with their sons as“very good“, and the rate 
is 54% for relationships with the mother and 50% 
for relationships with the father.  This rare drops to 
the lowest levels (20%) in relatives such as paternal 
uncle, paternal aunt, maternal aunt, maternal uncle.

Within the scope of the research, families were 
asked how close they live to their relatives. 60% of 
the households lives in the same house with the 
daughter, and 65% lives in the same house with 
the son.  For proximity to other relatives and fam-
ily members mostly "in a different city" answer was 
given. This rate is followed by "in the same city, 
same town" and "in the same city, different town" 
answers.

The rate of those who live with their mother-in-
law/father-in-law  in the same house is around 3%-
5% throughout Türkiye, and the rate of those who 
live in the same house with their mother-in-law in 
extended families is 32%, and the rate of those who 
live in the same house with their father-in-law is 
21%. 

Across Türkiye family members individuals meet 
most frequently (several times a week or everyday) 
are daughters  and sons (82%-84%) and mothers/
fathers (60%-63%). The rate of individuals who 
frequently meet close relatives like paternal uncle/
paternal aunt/maternal aunt/maternal uncle  var-
ies between 16% and 22%.  The rate of individuals 
who often meet all relatives other than children and 
neighbours is higher in rural areas. 

Within the scope of the research, all individuals 
were asked how frequently they share their emo-
tions and thoughts with their relatives. Individuals 
share their emotions and thoughts at the highest 
rate and the most frequently with their children. 
The rate of those who always share their emotions 

and thoughts with their daughters is 63% and the 
rate of those who share them with their sons is 
60%. 52% of individuals says they always share their 
emotions and thoughts with their mothers and 42% 
says they always share them with their fathers.  As 
the educational and socioeconomic status improve,  
the rate of individuals who share increases.

Across Türkiye the rate of individuals with two 
children is higher (35%). These individuals are fol-
lowed by those who have three children (22%). The 
number of children of urban dwellers and of people 
who live in the western part of the country is fewer.  
For example, West Marmara is the region where 
having an only child is the most common (25%). 
As the educational level and  socioeconomic status 
improve,  the number of children decreases. Among 
those who have not graduated from a school, 4% 
has an only child, whereas in university graduates 
this rate is 37%. 42% of individuals with children 
in high upper class have an only child, and this rate 
regresses to 11% in lower class. 

On the other hand, across Türkiye, it is understood 
that the individuals would like to have more kids.  
38% of individuals reports they would like to have 
two children and 32% reports they would like to 
have three children if they had the means to. In 
other words, most individuals want to have two or 
three  children. The rate of those who would like to 
have an only child (4%) or six children and more 
(5%) is low. In rural dwellers, the rate of those who 
would like to have three or more children is higher 
(64%). It is observed that from the east to the west 
the number of children individuals would like to 
have tends to decrease. Similarly, it has been found 
out that the number of children desired drops in 
young age groups. It is observed that there is an 
inverse proportion between the educational and 
socioeconomic status and the number of children 
individuals would like to have. 52% of individuals 
between 18 and 24, 51% of university graduates and 
54% of high upper class  have declared that they 
would prefer to have two children if they had the 
means to. 
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71% of individuals reports that they do not have 
a preference regarding the gender of the child 
they would like to have.  Across Türkiye, the rates 
of those who would like to have a son (15%) and 
a daughter (13%) are close. On the other hand, 
Southeast Anatolia Region is noted as the region 
where the rate of those who would like to have a 
son (27%) is the highest.  

Adoption is not common across Türkiye. Across 
Türkiye, only 0,4% of individuals have adopted. On 
the other hand, the rate of those who think that in-
dividuals can adopt if they cannot have kids through 
natural methods is 83%. Following this rate, in sec-
ond place, with a rate of  78%  comes the test-tube 
baby service and in the third place with 77% ranks 
becoming foster parents. 16% of individuals has a 
positive view of “Using the sperm bank or the egg 
bank" idea. This rate goes up to 24%-25% in univer-
sity graduates and to 28-29% in high upper class.  

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
asked if they agree or disagree with some statements 
in order to find out about the value they attribute to 
the child. 87% of individuals agrees with the state-
ment "a kid brings the couple closer". Statements 
such as "A daughter is closer to the family” (82%) 
and "The child takes care of the parents when they 
are old” (% 80) are accepted in the society. "Only a 
son can assure the continuation of the bloodline" 
statement is the one with the lowest rate of con-
sensus, out of all the statements questioned (47%).

Conflicts between parents and their children most-
ly take place because of “spending and consumption 
habits” (32%), “selection of friends” (31%), “cloth-
ing” (28%). Political views is the topic where the 
fewest conflicts are experienced ( 5%). Amongst 
the regions, Istanbul and Northeast Anatolia with 
40% have the most conflicts between parents and 
children and West Marmara is the region with the 
least conflict.

Punishments given to the child in the last one year 
were explored. 60% of the mothers and 51% of the 
fathers reprimand their children. 38% of mothers 

and 33% of fathers ban their children from watch-
ing TV. In the third place comes banning the chil-
dren from playing games. The rate of those who 
say they beat their children is 21% in mothers, and 
12% in fathers. Central Anatolia and Mediterra-
nean are the regions where the rate is the highest; 
and West Marmara and East Black Sea regions 
are where it is the lowest. Parents from upper class 
apply methods like locking them in a room, ban-
ning them from watching TV, reprimanding, not 
talking to them for a while, not buying what they 
like for a while, banning the internet and mobile 
phone, more than others. Beating and slapping are 
the punishment methods which are less applied as 
the socioeconomic status increases. Similarly, these 
two methods decrease as the educational status in-
creases.  Parents punish their children mostly be-
cause of being negligent towards their education 
(40%). Lying (15%), disrespectful attitude towards 
the elders (12%) and failing to perform duties such 
as personal care, ordering their room etc. (11%) are 
the other reasons mentioned. 

When parents experience a conflict with their chil-
dren, they mostly get support from their spouses 
(72%). On the other hand, 15% does not get any 
support from anyone.  Only 7% gets support from 
expert individuals or institutions. The rate of those 
who get support from experts is higher in high up-
per class (16%)  and in university graduates (12%).

Most individuals disapprove of couples living out 
of wedlock and having children out of wedlock. The 
rate of those who approve of these is higher in ur-
ban areas,  in males in western regions; in upper 
socioeconomic status, among single and divorced 
individuals, in high educational levels and in young 
age groups. In terms of marrying someone from a 
different ethnicity or religion, individuals are rela-
tively more approving. Judgements with the high-
est rates of indecision are found in "One can marry 
someone whom they met online" with 12% and 
"Being from the same religious sect is not impor-
tant for marriage” with 11%.

Women working at a paid job is generally accepted 
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in the society (82%). Northeast Anatolia with a rate 
of 61% and Southeast Anatolia with a rate of 64% 
are the regions which approve of this the least. It 
is observed that women (91%) support the issue of 
working at a paid job more than men (74%). Pop-
ulations with lower support are found among the 
lower class  (66%) and those who have not graduat-
ed from a school  (73%). The reason for this thought 
is the perception that the primary duty of woman 
is childcare and housework (56%). Mideast Ana-
tolia, with 70%, is the region where this rate is the 
highest. One out of every five people thinks that 
work environment is dangerous for women (20%). 
The rate of those who think that women should not 
work because it is contrary to our customs and tra-
ditions is is 9% throughout Türkiye, and goes up to 
30% in Northeast Anatolia region.  

18% of individuals thinks that their families are 
very happy  and 59% thinks that they are happy. 
Only 3% reports that their families are unhappy. 
Individuals have a similar perception of happiness 
about themselves. 16% of individuals define them-
selves as very happy and 57% as happy.  4% defines 
themselves as unhappy or very unhappy. Southeast 
Anatolia is the region where both rates are the low-
est. 35% of individuals in Southeast Anatolia re-
gion does not think that their families are happy 
and 40% does not feel happy.  

Individuals learn about religious information most-
ly from family and relatives (55%). Clergyman are 
the second source for religious information with 
13%, Quran courses are the third source for infor-
mation with 11%. The rate of school and religious 
books is  9%.  

Almost all of the individuals define themselves as 
religious. Half of these people (49%) say they try to 
perform all religious requirements and almost the 
other half (43%) say they perform some religious 
requirements.  The rate of those who say they try to 
perform all religious requirements is higher in rural 
areas (60%), in Northeast Anatolia and East Black 
Sea (68%), in women (53%), in those who have not 
graduated from a school (66%), in widowed indi-

viduals (68%) and in lower SES group. (56%).

In all subject titles explored, selection of spouse is 
the area where religion has the most determinant 
role (76%). Selection of food and beverages is in 
second place (69%). Other two areas where religion 
is influential are selection of friends (56%) and se-
lection of clothing (57%). Selection of profession 
is the area where religion is the least determinant 
(42%). It has been found out that religion is more 
determinant in the rural areas, in Northeast Anato-
lia and in East Black Sea, among women, in high 
age group, in widowed individuals, in extended 
households, in individuals with low educational 
status and in low SES groups. 

It is observed that individuals mostly visit their 
relatives, friends and acquaintances for “giving 
condolences” (97%) and for “extending greetings 
in religious holidays” (97%). The rate of those who 
visit their acquaintances “to celebrate the newly 
purchased house” (89%) ve “upon their return from 
pilgrimage” (89%) is relatively lower. 

It is understood that individuals mostly give pre-
sents to their acquaintances “upon visit of patients” 
(89%) and “going to see the newly born baby” 
(87%). It is observed that giving presents “on new 
year’s eve” (32%) and “On Valentine’s Day” (42%) 
are not common yet. 

Within the scope of the research, individuals were 
explored in terms of doing social activities such as 
reading books and newspaper, watching TV, go-
ing to the cinema and theater, going to local, club, 
bar, night club, coffehouse etc. Across Türkiye, 41% 
of individuals  never reads books and  30% never  
reads the newspaper. The rate of those who never 
go to the cinema or theater is 70%. In terms of so-
cial locations for food and drinks, it is understood 
that 50% of individuals never goes to places such 
as restaurants, cafes, patisseries, 79% never goes to 
places such as coffehouses, 88% never goes to plac-
es such as locals, clubs and associations and 92% 
never goes to places such as bars and night clubs.  
In all topics except for coffeehouses, the rate of 
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those who conduct these social activities is high-
er in younger age groups, among individuals from 
higher educational status and individuals from up-
per socioeconomic status.

Across Türkiye, 65% of individuals never work out.  
In males (43%) and in younger age groups (53%) 
the rate of those who work out is higher. One of 
the subjects which was questioned in the research 
is how frequently individuals go to watch sports 
games.  76% of individuals  do not watch sports 
games. The rate of those who say they never go to 
watch sports games is 60% in males, whereas in fe-
males this rate goes up to 92%. As the age group 
decreases, so does the rate of those who say they 
never go to watch sports games. 37% of 18-24 age 
group watches sports games.  This rate is quite high 
compared to other age groups. 

Another issue which was examined within the 
scope of the research is smoking. 43% of individuals 
smokes.  One out of every four individuals smokes 
every day (26%). This rate is higher in men (40%). 
The rate of those who used to smoke, but quitted is 
11%. A clear correlation between the rise and fall of 
the educational status and the rise and fall of smok-
ing levels cannot be observed. 

Across Türkiye, 81% of individuals reports never us-
ing alcohol. 8% says they use alcohol only on special 
days, and 4% says they use alcohol several times a 
month. The rate of those who use alcohol increases 
as the educational status improves.  The rate of uni-
versity graduates who say they use alcohol at vari-
ous frequencies and occasions is 37%, and this rate 
is 14% in primary school graduates.  Similarly, from 
the low SES group to the high SES group, rate of 
alcohol use increases. 49% of high upper class use 
alcohol and this rate is 9% in lower class. 

Within the scope of research, households were 
asked if they have internet connection at home. 36% 
of households in Türkiye have internet conenction. 
This rate is higher in urban areas (42%). Everyone 
who participated in the research were asked fre-

quency of their internet use. Across Türkiye, 40% of 
18+ individuals use the  internet. As the education-
al status and SES increase, the frequency of internet 
use also increases. 58% of individuals who use the 
internet uses it at home. 21% of individuals uses the 
internet at work and 13% at the internet cafe.  38% 
of individuals uses the internet for research and in-
formaton purposes. The rate of those who use the 
internet for accessing social networking sites is 26% 
across Türkiye.  Another purpose for internet use, 
with a rate of 22%, is for job or for keeping up with 
the business.  

Within the scope of research, individuals were asked 
how frequently they watch TV/VCD/DVD. 51% of 
individuals says they often watch TV/VCD/DVD. 
The rate of those who say they never watch TV/
VCD/DVD is 8%. According to the rates of watch-
ing television, it has been found out that only 7% 
never watches television.  Across Türkiye, the dura-
tions of watching television show that more than 
half of individuals (56%) watch 2-3 hours television 
a day. The rate of those who watch television for 1 
hour and shorter is 18%, and 22% watches it be-
tween 4 to 6 hours. A large majority of individuals 
who watch television ( 79%) watch it in the evening. 
The rate of those who watch television all day long 
is  6%. 77% of individuals watches television with 
household members.  Vast majority (76%) of indi-
viduals have already stated that they do not want to 
watch television alone. It has been revealed that it is 
mostly the father who decides on the channel to be 
watched on TV  (57%). The rate of mother/woman 
who decide on the TV channel and/or program to 
be watched is 19%.  91% of individuals says that 
they do not have discussions due to channel or pro-
gram selection. 81% of individuals across Türkiye is 
disturbed by the sexually explicit scenes on TV, and 
70% is disturbed by the scenes of violence on TV 
and changes the channel.  Across Türkiye, only 3% 
files a complaint to an official institution about the 
programs on TV. 

In the research, individuals were asked how they 
spend their holidays.  Across Türkiye people mostly 
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spend their holidays by resting at the place where 
they live (35%). It is understood that one out of 
every three people cannot go on holiday because 
they do not have such a time. 26% of individuals 
spends their holidays by going to their hometowns 
or villages. 12% goes to places such as hotels and 
lodging houses. 

In the research, there is various data about the sen-
iority of individuals. The rates of families with el-
derly individuals requiring care in Türkiye is  6%. 
In rural areas, this rate is higher (9%). Southeast 
Anatolia (9%), East Black Sea (9%) and Central 
Anatolia (9%) are the regions with the highest rates 
of households with elderly in need of care.  In lower 
class, the rate of households with elderly in need of 
care is also higher (10%). Daughters-in-law are pri-
marily responsible for the care of elderly in need of 
care in household (32%). In rural areas, this rate ris-
es even further (37%). The rate of households where 
elderly care is being provided for by the “spouse” is 
27%. Care is taken by the son in 22% of the house-
holds, and it is undertaken by the daughter in 20% 
of the households. Only 2% of the households has 
a caretaker. 

More than one thirds of individuals under 60 (39%) 
do not have an idea about how they will live when 
they get old. 22% of individuals says they can live 
with the son and 9% says they can live with their 
daughters.  The rate of those would like to live in 
the seniors center when they get old and the rate 
of those who would like to get care at home is 
the same (10%). West Anatolia (16%) and West 
Marmara (15%) are the regions where the answer 
seniors center is the highest. In West Black Sea, 

Southeast Anatolia, East Black Sea and Northeast 
Anatolia, the rate of those who would like to live 
with their children, especially with their sons when 
they are old  is 40% and above. As the educational 
status and socioeconomic status improve, the rate  
of those who prefer to live with their children de-
clines, and the rate of those who would like to get 
care at their home increases. The reason for seniors 
center preference has showed the option “I would 
not like to be a burden to my kids” saliently, with 
47%. 
In the research, the reasons for 60+ individuals to 
live with their children in the same house were ex-
amined. The elderly feeling happy to live with their 
children  (30%), wanting to support each other with 
their children (22%) and because the customs and 
traditions require them to (13%) are more promi-
nent reasons. On the other hand, the elderly who 
do not live with their children were asked about 
their reason. Accordingly, the elderly have stated 
that they and their spouse are self-sufficient (41%),  
that they do not want to leave where they live and 
the children do not want to go there either (17%) 
and that they do not want to live with their children  
(16%). In terms of education and SES, it was found 
out that the rate for the option “My spouse and I 
are self-sufficient” increases. 

Half of the elderly state that their sons (51%) and 
their daughters (50%) visit them at least once a 
week.  The rate of those who say that their children 
visit them only several times a year is around 20%-
22%. Other than their children, it is mostly the 
neighbours who visit the elderly (64%). The neigh-
bours are followed by relatives (38%) and by grand-
children (33%). No one visits 3% of the elderly.  
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