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PREFACE

Family, as the institution which guides the actions of
individuals and ensures the continuity of the society,
where values and attitudes take shape and are con-
veyed to the next generations, emerges as an impor-
tant subject of social sciences.

Understanding the structure of the family closely as a
social institution is important at the point of identifying
the lifestyles of the society and individuals. In all stages
of life, from pregnancy to infancy, from infancy to child-
hood and young adulthood and from here to adulthood
and old age, individuals form their relationships with
the other actors in their social network through family
ties. In the same vein, healthy family relationships are
particularly important for a balanced social life.

Faced with an accelerating social transformation, indi-
viduals and the family institution cannot utilize their
inherent problem solving skills. In order to fight emerg-
ing problems more efficiently, especially during times
of crises and painful social transformation, the need for
research to determine the problems and perceptions
about the family and to understand problems families
and individuals are facing is clear.

Research on Family Structure in Turkiye, included in the
Official Statistics Program, is conducted by our minis-
try and repeated every five years. | am happy to pre-
sent the revised second edition of this study originally
conducted in 2006 to eliminate the scarcity of data and
information on the subject of family themed research
across Turkiye to all parties currently working on the
family focused research.

| hope similar studies increase to form one of the foun-
dations of information to base our social policies on and
[ would like to thank everyone involved in this study.

Aysenur iSLAM
Minister




INTRODUCTION

Besides speeding up the efforts to understand impor-
tant social institutions such as the legal system, health,
education and culture, the rapid social transformation
taking place in the world and in Tirkiye forces us to try
to understand the family as the basic institution regu-
lating relationships between such organizations.

It can be said that one of the most basic platforms so-
cial sciences share is the struggle to structurally deter-
mine and understand the elements that cause social
transformation and the adjustment the parties faced
with this change have to make. The family is one of the
rare institutions that is both the instigator and the re-
cipient of change. The family has a very dynamic struc-
ture because while being a determinant of the guiding
static elements of the life of the individual, the family
also has the capacity to protect itself and the members
of the family in times of social transformation and crisis.

| believe that along with the changes in the roles and
changes in status experienced during intra-family re-
lationships, understanding family typologies is one of
the most important starting points to understand the
resistance and adaptation capabilities of the individual
and family.

While formulating and applying social policies, the
structure of the family incorporating static and dynam-
ic elements forces the research and social policy institu-
tions of the state to make structural determinations on
the basis of the family.

From this staring point, our Directorate has conducted
the first Research on Family Structure in Tirkiye in 2006
which is planned to be repeated at regular intervals.
The study was repeated for the second time in 2011.
While analyzing the results of both studies in 2013,
the 2006 study was revised by adding new charts and
the need for a second edition was determined. In this
context, | would like to thank all those that gave their
efforts to revise this study and present the results to in-
terested departments.

With the hope that this study opens the door for new

ideas and is helpful to social policy makers ...

Omer BOZOGLU
General Manager
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1.1. Subject and Purpose

To be able to create social policies on one of the
most basic units of social life, the family institu-
tion, collecting current data and defining the
problems within is important in terms of deter-
mining structural transformation during the pro-
cess of social change. The purpose of Research on
Family Structure in Turkiye (TAYA), which is re-
peated once every five years and included to the
Official Statistic Program, is to determine the fam-
ily structure in Tirkiye, lifestyles of individuals in
the family and the values regarding family life. The
aim is to understand the current status of families
in Tirkiye by analyzing information gathered on
household structures, marriage, domestic relations,
relations with relatives, children, elders and percep-
tions about other social subjects in terms of differ-
ent variables and obtaining data on determining

how these changes take place over time.
1.2. Literature

Nation-wide studies regarding population, family,
health, fulfillment and similar subjects entered the
domain of sociology, psychology and social policy
disciplines mostly with the help of science of statis-
tics. Nation-wide studies regarding individuals and
family in particular have three main sources. First
of those is national records that can be compiled
from population, address, insurance, motor vehi-
cles, land registry, justice, social welfare and health
department systems. Another source regarding in-
dividuals and their families is the population cen-
sus repeated once every five to ten years. The third
source is periodical research done within a pre-
determined national sampling framework. Because
they use electronic records and only collect concrete
and material information, sources of the first type
cannot be used to define the feelings and thoughts
of individuals regarding family institution. While
the second type of sources can provide dependable
information on individuals and families, the high
cost and the low frequency of these studies and the
necessity of short questionnaires provide informa-
tion within a narrow framework. The national sam-
pling studies which make up the sources of third

type however, are more useful compared to other
two, since they have the capacity to collect many
different kinds of information regarding individu-
als and families. TAYA 2006 belongs to third type
sources periodically collecting data on a national
basis. Currently, sociological and social policy stud-
ies done on population and family adopt two kinds
of approaches. One is a macro-sociological or social
studies aiming to determine the function and struc-
tural transformation of individuals and families at
a larger social level. The other one tries to under-
stand individuals and family at a micro-sociological
level to determine structural transformation of in-
dividuals and families in private and public life by
focusing on the roles and relations. Especially since
the 1980s, this first approach and the nation-wide
quantitative studies resulting from it have been
replaced by the second approach, qualitative stud-
ies. However, studies specifically regarding poverty,
employment, consumption, savings, use of time and
life fulfillment are still being conducted as nation-
wide quantitative studies and continue their mo-
nopoly on such data. with the help of psychology,
sociology and anthropology, studies regarding pop-
ulation, health and family structure seem to utilize
a qualitative approach on a micro sociological level
and a quantitative approach on a national level. In
social policy studies on the other hand, because of
the need to determine problems on a macro and
regional basis, macro quantitative studies supported
by statistics are still being commonly used. Wheth-
er qualitative or quantitative, both approaches ver-
ify the information that is out there. Output from
micro level research can transform study themes
and questionnaires at macro level, even if they do
not actually transform the tools themselves. For
example, the TAYA 2006 questionnaire made use
of questionnaires from many macro level quantita-
tive studies (Timur, 1972; TDHS, 1973; TDASA,
1978; TDASA, 1983; TDSA, 1988; TDHS, 2003;
TDHS, 2008; SPO 1992; TURKSTAT, 2006) and
micro level regional city studies (Yasa 1966; Yasa,

1969; Kiray, 1964; Kongar, 1978).

Like TAYA 2006, there are many other quantitative
studies conducted abroad that study family struc-
ture on a nationwide basis. For example, studies
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conducted by RAND Corporation within the con-
text of Family Living Studies in Malaysia (MFLS,
1978; MLFS, 1993), Guatemala (EGSF, 1997),
and Indonesia (IFLS, 1994); the Family Resourc-
es Study carried on by England since 1992 (FRS,
2002) and Generations and Gender Study realized
in 19 countries (GGS, 2004) aim to determine the
values regarding family structure, marriage, fertility,
health, income, savings and family.

1.3. Research Design

With the cooperation of the Turkish Statistical
Institute (TURKSTAT) and Prime Ministry Gen-
eral Directorate of Family and Social Research
(ASAGEM), Research on Family Structure in Tur-
kiye was designed in 2006 by reviewing numerous
national and international studies previously con-
ducted within this context. For this revised edi-
tion, data control and cleaning, internal consistency
analysis, tabulation and reporting were conducted
by Ipsos Social Research Institute.

1.3.1. Data Collection Tools

Pre-study preparation was completed between
2005 and 2006. The questionnaire was formulated
by the cooperation of ASAGEM, TURKSTAT and
the State Planning Organization (SPO). It took a
year to shape the questionnaire after examining
questions used in the previous studies, taking into
account expert discussions from three different
agencies and obtaining reviews from relevant gov-
ernmental agencies. The pilot was applied in March
2006 and the questionnaire was finalized according
to the results found.

The questionnaire uses closed-end questions that
can be applied to individuals over 18. In the field,
two separate questionnaires, one for the household
and one for individuals and a family member list
where the basic demographic data on individuals
under 18 are kept were used.

To gather adequate basic demographic data on all
individuals in the household, in the family mem-
ber list there are questions regarding gender, age,

education level, marital status of family members
and their closeness to the head of the household
directed at the reference person.

Household questionnaire, on the other hand, is a
questionnaire applied to any 18+ individuals (refer-
ence person) who can answer these questions dur-
ing the visit to the house. This questionnaire covers
subjects such as the basic qualities of the household,
income, domestic socialization, television, child and
elderly care, distribution of house work, decision
makers for important family issues, loans and sav-

ings.

The individual questionnaire, on the other hand,
is the one applied to individuals in the household
who are 18+ and present during the house visit. This
questionnaire covers subjects on the demographic
characteristics of the individual in question, his/her
individual income, ownership of real estate/vehicles,
children, marital status, status of the marriage itself,
desire to become a foster family, divorce, participa-
tion of women in the labor force, the ideal num-
ber of children, the relationship between children
and parents, domestic relations, relations between
spouses, domestic violence, neighbor and blood
relative relations, religion, smoking and alcohol us-
age, spare time activities, television, vacations, the
possible effects of the European Union on families,
senior members and life fulfillment.

Questions in household and individual question-
naires can be divided into two subgroups. The first
group is made up of questions such as age, gender,
occupation and marital status are aimed to deter-
mine a concrete/observable characteristic, a fact or
an incidence about the individual, the second group
is made up of questions to measure an individual’s
subjective perceptions in the face of an incident or a
situation such as reasons for divorce or expectations

on the process of getting old.
1.3.2. Sample

Sample design within the scope of the study was
prepared by TURKSTAT. Study population is all
households within the Republic of Tirkiye. Sam-
pling was done according to multi-stage, layered
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and random method. Study samples were planned
to show the differences between residential areas
(urban areas/rural areas) and regions. For this pur-
pose, sampling was chosen to represent Tirkiye in
terms of urban and rural areas, separately for Istan-
bul, Ankara and Izmir and at Level 1 of Nomen-
clature of Units for Territorial Statistics (NUTS).
In the sample design, Urban residential areas were
defined as settlements with a population of 20.001
and more, while rural residential areas were defined
as places with a population of 20.000 and less. How-
ever, since they cannot reach the meaningful num-
ber of samples, residential areas with populations
less than 200 were left out. A sample population
defined as institutional populations such as seniors’
houses, prisons, military bar-racks, hospitals, hotels
and kindergartens, making up 2.6% of total popula-
tion were excluded from research. Lastly, nomadic
populations were not included in the sample. The
sources used in the sampling is the total of Residen-
tial areas with municipal organizations (Form Pop-
ulation 1 information of Numeration Study con-
ducted in 2000 by the Turkish Statistical Institute)
and residential areas without municipal organizations

(villages) (all the residential areas).

Final sampling unit is households and 18+ indi-
viduals in these households. A sampling size of
14,380 households was selected to represent Tir-
kiye in terms of urban and rural areas and NUTS
Level 1 without the application of the replacement

principle.

In order to conduct socioeconomic analyses of
the relevant areas and to produce data compara-
ble with the ones obtained by European Union
(EU), Classification of Statistical Territorial Units
(CSTU) was defined in terms of the Nomencla-
ture of Units for Territorial Statistics (NUTS), a
regional classification of EU. As a result of clas-
sifying cities that are similar with regard to eco-
nomic, social, cultural and geographical terms, tak-
ing into consideration the size of their population,
12 units were defined as 1st level regional units.
This classification catalogues the cities of Iszan-
bul: Istanbul; West Marmara: Balikesir, Canakkale,
Edirne, Kirklareli, Tekirdag; degean: Afyon, Aydin,
Denizli, Izmir, Kitahya, Manisa, Mugla, Usak;

East Marmara: Bursa, Eskisehir, Bilecik, Kocaeli,
Sakarya, Dizce, Bolu, Yalova; West Anatolia: An-
kara, Konya, Karaman; Mediterranean: Adana,
Antalya, Burdur, Hatay, Isparta, Mersin (Igel),
Kahramanmaras, Osmaniye; Central Anatolia:
Kirikkale, Aksaray, Nigde, Nevsehir, Kirsehir, Kay-
seri, Sivas, Yozgat; West Black Sea: Zonguldak, Kara-
biik, Bartin, Kastamonu, Cankir1, Sinop, Samsun,
Tokat, Corum, Amasya; East Black Sea: Trabzon,
Ordu, Giresun Rize, Artvin, Glimishane; Norzh-
eeast Anatolia: Erzurum, Erzincan, Bayburt, Agri,
Kars, Igdir, Ardahan; Mideast Anatolia: Malatya,
Elazig, Bingol, Tunceli, Van, Mus, Bitlis, Hakkari;
Southeast Anatolia: Gaziantep, Adiyaman, Kilis,
Sanlwrfa, Diyarbakir, Mardin, Batman, Sirnak and
Siirt.

1.3.3. Implementation

Selection and training of the interviewees, imple-
mentation of the method plan, fieldwork, super-
vision and the coding were conducted by TURK-
STAT. Fieldwork was conducted between June
10 and August 8 of 2006 by means of face to face
interviews using tablet computers. To prevent in-
dividuals from being influenced by the other mem-
bers of the household, two interviewers visited the
houses and interviews were conducted separately so
that the answers cannot be overheard by others. As
of the end of the fieldwork phase, interviews with
12.208 households out of 14.380 were completed.
A total number of 24.647 18+ individuals were in-
terviewed and demographic information of 48.235

household members were compiled.
1.3.4. Definitions and Concepts

Household: The group formed by one or more peo-
ple who live in the same residence(s) or in a differ-
ent part of the same residence and who participate
in household management and service regardless of
being related to each other.

Individual: Individual in the study is a member of

the household who is 18+.

Reference Person: Reference person in this study is

an 18+ person who is responsible for the income
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support of the household. This person was deter-
mined upon declaration in the study and was en-
tered as the reference person on the questionnaire.

Household Member: Notwithstanding their age,
every member of the household was defined as a
person in this study.

Neighborhood: It is a group of households who
live close to each other; depending on their place
of resi- dence, who live in the same neighborhood
but in sepa- rate housing units side by side/on the
top of the other and who are in a social relationship.

NuclearFamily: 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 families with kinship relations live

together are also considered as extended families.

Transient Extended Family: It is the type of extended
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 as-
sumed to leave the family in the course of time and
it is thought that the family will turn to a nuclear
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 house-
hold head's married sibling(s) (brother-in-law, sis-
ter-in-law) live together. In this family type where
the older generation is the household head, mar-

ried 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 together 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 parent
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

children
siblings,

of relationship among parent and
(grandmother&grandchild(ren), two

aunt&niece(s) etc).

Non-relatives Households: In this type of house-hold,
any household member living together are not related

to each other by birth or kinship.

In addition to the household classification type of 3
and 8, a classification of 13 was also made. House-
hold type of 13 was calculated by considering the
age of the parent and the number of children in the
nuclear family.

Nuclear Nuclear Family without Children (age<45):
This is the type of family which is formed by spouses
younger than 45.

Nuclear NuclearFamily without Children (age=45): This
is the type of family which is formed by spouses older
than 45.

Nuclear NuclearFamily with Children (1 child/2 chil-
dren/3 or more children): This is the family formed of
parents and 1 child, 2, 3 or more unmarried children.

This is a variable classified according to the close-
ness of household members in terms of family and
blood relation. Definitions regarding household used
in Turkey Demographic and Health Survey (TNSA)
was used while defining the households. Types of
households were considered in 3 groups as nuclear
family, extended family, and broken family while the

research book was being written.
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1.3.5. Weighting

Weighting in Research on Family Structure in Tiir-
kiye was calculated in a way that it will represent
the houses in urban areas, rural areas, 12 regions
and Izmir and Ankara provinces over a sampling
formed with the addresses of 14,280 houses of 100
blocks in urban areas and 50 blocks in rural areas

which was taken from TURKSTAT.

By the end of the fieldwork, 12,280 houses were
visited since not all the families living in 14,380
houses could be reached for various reasons. Non-
response corrections were made for F2 over these
12,280 houses. F1 corrections were made for the
blocks that could not be reached by assuming that
blocks in NUTS Level 1 regions were homogenous.
FO values were calculated by using F1 and F2 cor-
rections and the approximate number of houses
in Turkiye was reached. Later, number of houses
calculated for each rural and urban area was cali-
brated according to the distribution of the number
households in the estimations made by TURK-
STAT in the middle of 2006 and the households
were weighted. To calculate Individual and Person
weights, household weights were taken as refer-
ence and were calibrated according to the gender
distribution in urban and rural areas as stated in
population estimations TURKSTAT made in the
middle of 2006, to weight people below age 18 and
individuals for ages above 18.

1.3.6. Variables Produced in Dataset

Household and Individual Factor Base Variables:
To be able to conduct statistical analyses (ANOVA,
t-test, chi-square test etc.) on the dataset, household

and individual factor bases were developed.

Household Factor Base: The household fac-
tor variable was multiplied by the number
0.00065091236435499600 to align its total value
to the number of samples.

Individual Factor Base: The individual fac-

tor variable was multiplied by the number

0.00051702502375600300 to align its total value

to the number of samples.

Socioeconomic Status Variable: To arrive at a socio-
economic status (SES) classification, TAYA 2006 used
the calculations of Kalaycioglu et al. (2010) as a basis
for the five variables developed by the questions on
education, income, residence and motor vehicle own-
ership in the dataset. Educational status of household
members and the educational mean of the households
in question were calculated by taking into considera-
tion the schools they graduated as individuals. For this
calculation, years defined for schools by Kalaycioglu
et al. (2010) were taken as reference. Household per
capita income was calculated by dividing the mean
value of this data by the number of individuals in the
household. Property questions regarding motor vehi-
cles and residences were also analyzed by keeping the

same dataset.

In order to converge the income per capita in the
household, educational mean values of the house-
hold, values regarding ownership of motor vehicles
and residences, Z transformation was applied, each
value was transformed into points with an average
of 0 and standard deviation of 1. Later these vari-
ables were reduced into a single dimension by sub-
jecting them to a factor analysis. The average of this
variable was then transformed into T points with
an average of 50 and a standard deviation of 10.The
obtained value was subjected to multiple regression
analyses along with the variables used to determin-
ing this value. Within this framework, an equation
of SES = 32.81 + (Educational Year Mean Value)
X 1.33 + (Income Per Capita in the Household) X
0.006 + (Residence Ownership) X 2.20 + (Motor
Vehicle Ownership) X 5,62 was found.

As aresult, SES groups were defined by taking into
consideration the SES variable with a mean of 50
and a standard deviation of 10 and the group with
a mean close to 50 (40-60) was defined as Middle,
the group with a point that is 10 points higher than
the mean was defined as Upper and the group with
a point that is 10 points lower that the mean was
defined as Lower.



Descriptive Framework 19

Important Note: The figures in the tables might not 'The margin of error in the study, with a 95% statistical
add up to 100% due to rounding. Additionally, ques- significance, is 0.6% for the individual and 0.9% for
tions where multiple answers were given might not the household.

add up to 100%.



Chapter 2

HOUSEROLD CHARACTERISTICS
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In this section, the household population features
and household economic status are covered within
the scope of the Research on Family Structure in
Tirkiye. Within this context, the number of people
living in the house, type of individuals in the house-
hold, whether or not the household can meet their
basic needs, real estate ownership of the individuals,
borrowing and saving behaviors of the household
are analyzed.

2.1. Household Population Characteristics
Table 1 shows household size based on the num-

ber of individuals living in the house. On average

household size in Tirkiye is 3.9 people. Household

size in rural areas (4.1 people) is higher than urban
areas (3.9 people).

Household sizes in the three major cities are close
to each other. Number of people in the household
is slightly higher in Istanbul (3.6 people).

When considered by regions, household size in the
eastern regions of Turkiye is larger than the west-
ern regions. The region with the highest average
household size is Southeast Anatolia (5.6 people).
It is followed by Northeast Anatolia (4.9 people)
and Central Anatolia regions (4.9 people). Regions
with the smallest size of households are West Mar-
mara (3.2 people) and Aegean regions (3.4 people).

Table 1. Household Sizes throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES

Turkiye 39
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 37
Rural 41
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 3,6
Ankara 34
[zmir 33
Istanbul 36
West Marmara 32
Aegean 34
East Marmara 38
West Anatolia 3,6
Mediterranean 3,7
Central Anatolia 39
West Black Sea 38
Fast Black Sea 42
Northeast Anatolia 49
Mideast Anatolia 49
Southeast Anatolia 56
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 3,8
Extended 59
Broken 2,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 38
Middle Group 39
Upper Group 34
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As expected, large families have the largest household Single person households throughout the country
sizes (5.9 people). They are followed by nuclear (3.8 is 6% while in 19% of the households is comprised
people) and broken families (2.0). of 2 people, 21% have 3 people and 25% have 4
people in the household. The percentage of families
'The socioeconomic group with the highest average who have 7 or more members is approximately 8%.
household size is middle SES group (3.9 people). It is Almost half of the households (46%) are comprised
followed by lower SES group (3.8 people) and upper by 3 people or less (Table 2).
SES group (3.4).

Table 2. Number of People Living in the Household

Number of people living in the household %
1 6,2

O || N | Oy | B | w |~
—
-~
wo

10 or more 1,5

Table 3. Household Types throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, and SES

Nuclear Extended Broken
Tiirkiye 73,0 14,5 12,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 759 10,9 13,2
Rural 67,7 21,1 11,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 74,7 10,5 14,8
Ankara 74,1 94 16,5
[zmir 74,7 8,5 16,8
NUTS
Istanbul 747 10,5 14,8
West Marmara 728 12,5 14,7
Aegean 745 12,3 13,2
East Marmara 73,0 17,0 10,0
West Anatolia 71,5 13,7 14,8
Mediterranean 78,1 8,7 13,2
Central Anatolia 71,6 18,9 9,5
West Black Sea 65,4 21,0 13,6
East Black Sea 65,7 23,2 1,
Northeast Anatolia 67,0 238 9,2
Mideast Anatolia 70,8 19,5 9,7
Southeast Anatolia 74,5 18,2 73
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 61,8 13,5 24,7
Middle Group 73,8 15,7 10,5

Upper Group 82,7 6,5 10,8
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According to data regarding the type of household
in Table 3, it is clear that the most common type
in Turkiye is the nuclear family (73%). While ex-
tended families make up 15% in Turkiye, broken
families comprise 13%. Nuclear family is the most
common family type in both urban and rural areas.
Percentage of nuclear families is higher in urban

areas whereas the percentage of extended families
Table 4. 8 Household Types throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, and SES

is higher in rural areas. Two things stand out when
regions are compared. The region in which the ex-
tended family type is observed most is Northeast
Anatolia (24%). It is followed closely by East Black
Sea (23%) and West Black Sea (21%). Broken fami-
lies are observed more frequently in West Marmara

(15%), Istanbul (15%) and West Anatolia (15%).

Without With Patriarchal  Transient  One-person Single Other Non-relative
child child parent broken
Tiirkiye 15,7 574 8,2 6,3 6,2 4,0 2,0 03
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 133 62,6 58 51 6,3 44 21 04
Rural 20,0 47,7 12,7 8,5 6,0 34 1,7 0,0
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 124 62,3 6,2 43 71 43 31 03
Ankara 144 59,6 59 35 9,0 46 2,2 08
lzmir 15,9 58,8 43 42 74 6,8 24 0,2
NUTS
Istanbul 12,4 62,3 6,2 43 71 43 31 03
West Marmara 235 493 6,1 6,4 78 4.2 24 03
Aegean 20,5 54,1 6,8 54 7,1 44 15 0,2
East Marmara 14,7 58,2 79 9,1 43 3,6 18 03
West Anatolia 16,3 552 7.8 59 8,6 37 2,0 05
Mediterranean 16,0 62,1 4,7 40 6,3 49 1,6 04
Central Anatolia 175 541 116 74 4,7 34 1.2 0,2
West Black Sea 18,0 475 13,9 7.2 6,3 48 19 06
East Black Sea 15,2 50,5 12,2 11,0 55 34 22 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 1,7 55,3 14,0 9,8 4,2 3,5 14 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 15 59,3 12,8 6,7 44 36 1,7 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 8,2 66,2 9,6 8,6 3,0 26 17 0,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 215 403 6,8 6,7 179 45 23 0,0
Middle Group 14,6 59,2 9,0 6,7 4.2 4,0 19 03
Upper Group 15,7 67,0 38 2,7 5,0 3,4 2,1 03

Nuclear families are seen the most in the upper
socioeconomic group (83%). The percentage of
extended families is close for both middle (16%)
and lower (14%) socioeconomic groups. 40% of the
lower SES group is comprised of nuclear families
with children. This percentage rises to 67% for the

upper group.

Percentages of patriarchal and transient extended
families are close to each other. Compared to urban
areas, percentages of both households are higher in

rural areas.

'The largest share of broken households belongs to
single person families. People live alone in 6% of
the households in Tirkiye. Among three major cit-
ies, the percentage of families with one member is
relatively high in Ankara (9%) and also in the west-
ern part of the country. The socioeconomic group
with the highest percentage of single person house-
holds is the lower SES group with a percentage of
18%. This percentage is 4% in middle SES group
and 5% in the upper SES group.



'The percentage of families comprised of one parent
and a child because of divorce or death is 4%. Among
three major cities, the percentage of families with
one parent is relatively higher in Izmir (7%) and also
in the western part of the country. Although there
is no significant difference based on socioeconomic
level, the socioeconomic group with the highest rate
of such households is the lower SES group (5%).

Other broken households without parents comprise
2% of all households. The percentage of households
in which members are not related to each other yet
live together (such as oft-campus student houses) are
quite low (3%).
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2.2. Economic Status of the Household
2.2.1. Meeting Basic Needs and Real Estate
Ownership

Questioned about the household’s income and
whether it was enough to meet the needs of the
household, individuals were requested to choose a
response from “very hardly”, “hard”, “so-so”, “easy”
and “very easily” (Table 5). The percentage of fami-
lies who chose the “very easily” option is low. Half
of the households (50%) chose either the “very
hardly” or “hard” option. This percentage increases
to 55% in rural areas.

Table 5. Meeting the Basic Needs of the Household throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES

Very easily Easily Not that hard Hard Very hardly
Tiirkiye 1.4 115 374 34,6 15,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 1,6 12,6 39,1 322 14,5
Rural 1,0 9,5 34,4 389 16,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 038 11,6 a7 32,1 138
Ankara 13 16,7 425 30,0 9,5
[zmir 1,0 10,6 39,8 27,7 209
NUTS

Istanbul 08 11,6 §,7 32,1 138
West Marmara 2,1 15,3 40,5 32 10,1
Aegean 13 114 37,2 338 16,3
East Marmara 08 123 38,6 30,9 174
West Anatolia 1,1 13,0 374 354 13,1
Mediterranean 1,2 9,0 36,3 349 18,5
Central Anatolia 14 116 39,5 38,1 93

West Black Sea 19 119 36,7 36,3 13,2
Fast Black Sea 24 128 374 35,1 123
Northeast Anatolia 45 15,3 36,7 35,2 84
Mideast Anatolia 1,0 12,1 35,6 35,4 16,0
Southeast Anatolia 24 7,1 26,1 41,4 23,0

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 1.6 12,1 38,1 339 144
Extended 0,6 78 36,2 379 174
Broken 1.4 12,4 35,1 344 16,6
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 0,6 3,4 20,0 455 30,4
Middle Group 0,7 99 399 35,5 14,0
Upper Group 7,7 35,0 434 19 2,1
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Among three major cities, the percentage of indi-
viduals who feel that covering household needs is
“hard” or “very hardly” is higher in Izmir (49%).
This percentage is 46% for Istanbul and 40% for
Ankara. When compared to other regions, South-
east Anatolia has the highest percent (64%).

When results are evaluated by household type, the
percentage of families that find it “hard” or “very
hardly” to meet their basic needs is higher in ex-
tended families (55%) compared to nuclear and
broken families. As expected, this percentage rises
as the SES status decreases. 14% in upper SES sta-
tus that they find it “hard” or “very hardly” to cover
their basic needs while it is 49% for the middle SES
group and 76% for the lower SES group.

When asked whether or not they owned real es-
tate (Table 6), more than half (67%), did not have
any real estate. Among real estate owned, house/
flat is the most common type of property with a

percentage of 24%. House/flat is followed by land,
farms, vineyards, gardens (11%) and cars (10%).
Similar results are observed by rural and urban resi-
dential areas. Percentage of real estate ownership
is lower in rural areas; real estate owned is usually
farms, land, vineyards and gardens. The percentage
of individuals who own farms, land, vineyards and
gardens is higher in rural areas (21%) compared to
urban areas.

‘Throughout Tiirkiye, house/flat ownership of is the
most popular choice in three major cities and the
percentages for other real estate are close to each
other. While West Marmara (31%), Central Ana-
tolia (29%), Aegean (27%), West Anatolia (26%),
West Black Sea (25%) and Istanbul (24%) have the
highest percentages in terms of house/flat owner-
ship, the percentages in Southeast Anatolia (20%),
Central Anatolia (18%) and Northeast Anatolia
(17%) are lower.

Table 6. Property/Vehicles Ownership throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Land, farm, Car (for Workplace
vineyard, garden private use)  (Office/shop)
Turkiye 66,9 23,8 11,0 10,2 23 1,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 68,8 229 56 10,7 2,6 05
Rural 03,6 254 20,5 9,2 19 19
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 69,7 24,0 25 9,7 23 0,5
Ankara 66,9 26,5 36 1,6 1,7 0,1
[zmir 63,8 27,1 51 12,1 3,1 0.2
NUTS
Istanbul 69,7 24,0 25 9,7 23 05
West Marmara 58,5 314 14,7 12,8 28 2,7
Aegean 59,4 273 16,5 13,2 28 2,2
East Marmara 69,8 20,2 10,5 10,4 25 1,
West Anatolia 65,4 25,6 10,0 10,5 18 09
Mediterranean Region 649 23,1 11,7 11,6 2,7 1,
Central Anatolia 63,4 28,6 16,4 1, 16 03
West Black Sea Region 64,5 24,7 14,0 123 30 05
Fast Black Sea Region 69,6 20,0 16,9 8,6 31 04
Northeast Anatolia 778 17,0 9,1 46 13 03
Mideast Anatolia 73,9 18,0 13,6 5,6 15 03
Southeast Anatolia 76,0 19,5 72 43 16 0,6




When considered by gender, there is a serious dif-
ference between women and men in terms of real
estate ownership. Half of the men own property
while this percentage is only 17% for women. Per-
centage regarding real estate ownership increases
with age. The percentage of real estate owners in
the age group of 18-24 is 4% while it is over 51%
for the 45+ age group.

House ownership percentage (33%) is highest among
broken families while the percentage of people who
own land, vineyards, gardens etc. is highest among
extended families (14%) similarly; vehicle ownership

percentage is highest among nuclear families (12%).
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As expected, the percentage of real estate ownership
increases with socioeconomic level. 76% of the in-
dividuals in lower SES group do not have any real
estate. This percentage decreases to 47% in the up-
per SES group. House/flat ownership percentage is
higher in all SES groups compared to other real es-
tate. 18% of the people in lower SES group, 23% of
the people in middle SES group and 37% of the peo-
ple in the upper SES group own a house or flat. In
the ownership of land, farms, vineyards and gardens,
no difference was observed between SES groups,
12% of people in lower SES group own farms, land,
vineyards and gardens. This percentage is 11% in
middle and upper SES groups.

Table 7. Property/Vehicles Ownership by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

None House/ Land, farm, Car (for Workplace Other
flat vineyard, garden  private use)  (Office/shop)
GENDER
Male 50,5 36,1 16,8 18,4 4,0 18
Female 828 119 54 2,2 08 03
AGE
18-24 95,7 17 07 14 04 06
25-34 79,6 10,1 44 9,7 1,6 1,0
35-44 617 254 13 150 30 12
45-54 488 40,4 16,1 16,7 44 12
55-64 839 477 232 114 33 11
65+ 48 493 283 41 23 1,0
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 749 19,3 12,7 0,6 0,2 04
Literate, but no schooling 64,1 29,3 15,8 19 13 1,1
Primary school 65,4 25,8 13,3 8,5 24 1.2
Flementary education 68,2 20,9 83 13,6 34 1,1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 72,6 178 58 133 26 1,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 51,4 329 9,0 26,4 3,5 0,6
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 66,0 24,5 10,4 11,5 26 1,0
Extended 72,2 17,9 13,7 7,6 1,6 14
Broken 01,4 32,7 9,5 49 1,6 05
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 76,0 18,3 121 0,0 0,0 0,6
Middle Group 68,3 228 10,9 85 2,1 11
Upper Group 46,9 36,6 10,9 33,2 6,8 11
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2.2.2. Loans and Saving Behaviors of
Households

Individuals were asked whether or not they bor-
rowed money within the last year (Table 8). As il-
lustrated in the following table, banks lead as the
main institution to borrow money (19%). Family
members and relatives follow banks closely with
similar percentages. Loans can also be asked of
friends (13%) and neighbors (8%).

In terms of where the subjects live, behavior of
borrowing from neighbors shows the biggest dif-
ference. The percentage of households borrowing

money from neighbors is 6% in urban areas as op-

posed to 11% in rural areas.

'The percentage of people who prefer to take loans
from banks is higher in Izmir when compared to
the other major cities (26%). While 10% of the
people living in Istanbul and Izmir borrow money
from their friends, this percentage is a little lower in
Ankara 7%. When considered by regions, a differ-
ence is determined in the Mediterranean. The per-
centage of people who borrow money from parents
(19%), siblings (22%), friends (19%) or banks (24%)
is higher in this region compared to other regions.

Table 8. People or Institutions Loaning Money throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type, and SES

Bank (Credit Friends Siblings Other Mother/ Neighbors  Children living
cards and siblings father outside the
loans) household
Tiirkiye 19,3 12,6 11,2 99 9,6 75 34
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 19,5 11,7 11,4 9,2 10,8 58 30
Rural 18,7 14,3 10,7 11,3 75 10,7 40
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 15,5 10,0 10,7 74 103 56 34
Ankara 16,5 0,5 8,8 7,2 76 20 1,0
[zmir 26,0 10,9 8,2 94 11,0 48 29
NUTS
Istanbul 155 10,0 10,7 7.4 10,3 56 34
West Marmara 22,1 78 75 58 51 44 22
Aegean 234 11,7 83 7,6 9,7 6,9 28
East Marmara 218 8,6 10,2 9,1 79 56 23
West Anatolia 16,5 11,0 9,5 9,0 8,4 56 2,7
Mediterranean 23,5 18,8 219 14,0 18,7 12,5 7.0
Central Anatolia 20,5 145 10,3 10,9 76 94 25
West Black Sea 23,7 17,2 12,0 13,3 8,7 13,7 39
Fast Black Sea 19,4 11,0 99 9,1 7,6 63 22
Northeast Anatolia 18,4 14,2 99 16,2 8,7 9,5 2,1
Mideast Anatolia 15,1 16,1 13,3 13,3 89 10,6 58
Southeast Anatolia 8,0 13,4 40 11,6 29 29 1,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 20,3 13,1 119 938 15 6.9 3,1
Extended 21,7 14,3 109 13,7 49 109 33
Broken 10,6 75 74 6,1 44 7,0 5,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 46 13,9 10,9 13 6,9 12,7 6,2
Middle Group 19,9 13,1 115 10,4 103 73 3,1
Upper Group 344 6,8 89 47 8,4 2,2 15
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Another region where people take out loans from Ankara 7%. When considered by regions, a differ-
banks is the West Black Sea (24%). The region with ence is determined in the Mediterranean. The per-
the highest number of people borrowing money centage of people who borrow money from parents
from relatives is Northeast Anatolia (16%). (19%), siblings (22%), friends (19%) or banks (24%)

is higher in this region compared to other regions.
'The percentage of people who prefer to take loans Another region where people take out loans from
from banks is higher in Izmir when compared to banks is the West Black Sea (24%). The region with
the other major cities (26%). While 10% of the the highest number of people borrowing money
people living in Istanbul and Izmir borrow money from relatives is Northeast Anatolia (16%).

from their friends, this percentage is a little lower in

Table 9. Investing Savings throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type and SES

We cannot Banking Gold Real  Foreign Business Stock certificates/ Individual ~ Other

have accounts estate currency investments/ bill of exchange/  retirement
savings development sale bills
Tiirkiye 86,4 47 39 3,6 23 15 0,6 05 03
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 84,6 55 44 38 29 14 07 0,6 03
Rural 89,8 32 29 33 13 16 04 03 03
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 84,4 7,1 4,0 2,0 37 13 09 0,6 0,1
Ankara 86,6 6,2 34 56 2,0 08 11 04 0,0
zmir 81,7 89 44 39 25 1,7 08 04 05
NUTS

Istanbul 84,4 7,1 4,0 2,0 37 13 09 0,6 0,1
West Marmara 848 6,9 39 49 1,1 0,4 0,5 13 03
Aegean 82,3 6,6 50 55 24 1,6 1,0 09 07
East Marmara 86,2 4,2 55 3,0 26 09 0,7 0,7 08
West Anatolia 88,1 4 35 46 20 09 07 0.2 0

Mediterranean 83,6 49 3,0 58 18 3,6 0,5 0,5 0,1
(Central Anatolia 878 17 35 49 24 17 0,1 0,2 04
West Black Sea 88,4 43 3,1 2,6 2,0 14 0,7 03 0,1
East Black Sea 86,8 51 6,2 2,1 2,6 06 03 02 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 93,5 0,7 4,6 0,2 1,1 09 0,1 0,0 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 92,2 03 2,6 23 1,6 15 0,0 0,1 03
Southeast Anatolia 94,9 1,0 16 038 1,5 0,6 02 00 0,1

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 84,6 52 45 41 26 18 07 0,6 03
Extended 91,8 22 23 28 13 13 03 03 0,1
Broken 90,6 46 19 18 19 0,0 04 0.2 05
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 98,5 0,4 0,4 0,2 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0
Middle Group 88,2 3,6 38 28 18 1,2 03 03 03

Upper Group 55,7 19,1 95 15,1 9,2 5,4 39 3,0 0,5
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When asked how they used their savings, most of
the households in Tirkiye stated they did not have
any savings (87%) (Table 9). The percentage of pe-
ople who do not have any savings is higher in rural

areas (90%).

Among the three major cities, Ankara is the city
with the highest number of people who do not have
any savings (87%). Percentage of savings decreases
in regions as we go from west to east. Regions with
the most savings are the Aegean (18%), Mediterra-
nean (16%), Istanbul (16%), West Marmara (15%)
and East Marmara (14%).

While nuclear families have the largest amount
of savings (15%) among household types, they are
tollowed by broken families with 9% and extended
families with 8%.

As expected, the percentage of households that
has savings increases as the socioeconomic level
increases. While only 1% of the families in lower
SES group could save, this rate increases to 12%
in middle SES group and to 44% in upper SES
group. The upper SES group, the group that has
the highest amount of savings, saved 19% by kee-
ping money in bank accounts, 15% by purchasing
real estate, 9% by buying gold and 9% by buying
foreign currency. In the upper SES group the per-
centage of people saving money by individual re-
tirement insurance is 3% while the percentage of
people who saving money by buying stock certifi-
cates/bills of exchange/sale bills is 4%. These two
saving methods are not preferred by the other two
SES groups.






Chapter 3

MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE



Age at First Marriage
Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate
Way of Meeting the Spouse

Decision for Marriage

Form of Solemnization
Bride Price

Consanguineous Marriage

Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate

Coming from the Same City with the Spouse
Marriage Ceremonies
Qualities Sought in Future Spouse
Status of Marriage

Reasons for Divorce

Possible Reasons for Divorce



34 TAYA 2006

In this section, age at first marriage, ways of mee-
ting the spouse, marriage decision, wedding type,
bride price, points of view regarding marriage bet-
ween cousins, wedding ceremonies, qualities sought
in the future spouse, coming from the same town
with the spouse, number of marriages, marital sta-
tus and divorce are discussed. The aim is to have a

better understanding about marital relationships in

Trkiye.
3.1. Age at First Marriage

The age at first marriage is an important demograp-
hic indicator in Turkiye where civil and/or religio-
us weddings are common. A large majority of the
marriages in Turkiye (77%) occur between the ages
of 18 and 29 (Table 10). More than half of marri-
ed couples (59%) got married between the ages of
18 and 24 with 20% of married individuals getting
married before the age of 18. 'The percentage of
people who got married between the ages of 35 and
39 is very low (1%).

Throughout Turkiye, the most favored ages for mar-

riage are between 18 and 24. In both urban and
rural areas, the percentage of people who fall within
this age range is 59%. While the percentage of pe-
ople who got married before the age of 18 is 17%
in the urban areas, this percentage increases in the
rural areas and reaches 24% as expected. The per-
centage of people who got married in the urban and
rural areas after the age of 25 decreases accordingly.
'The percentage of people who got married in both
urban and rural areas between the ages of 35 and 39

is quite low.

18-24 is the most preferred age range for first mar-
riages in three major cities as throughout Tirkiye.
Among three major cities, the percentage of people
who got married between the ages of 25 and 29 was
higher in Izmir (27%) than in Istanbul and Ankara.

Among 12 regions, the percentage of people who
got married before the age of 18 is lower in Istanbul
(13%) and West Marmara (15%). This percentage
is higher among people living in Mideast Anato-
lia (29%) and Northeast Anatolia (27%), Central
Anatolia (26%), Southeast Anatolia (25%) and

Table 10. Age of First Marriage throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS

-18 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39
Tiirkiye 19,5 59,0 17,5 3,1 09
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 16,6 59,2 19,7 35 1,0
Rural 243 58,6 14,0 24 08
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 12,6 60,6 2,0 39 09
Ankara 16,2 58,1 19,5 49 13
[zmir 14,5 52,2 27,0 50 13
NUTS
Istanbul 12,6 60,6 22,0 39 09
West Marmara 154 61,1 18,3 4,1 10
Aegean 179 59,0 191 30 1,0
East Marmara 18,1 61,8 171 2,5 0,6
West Anatolia 18,8 62,0 15,6 28 0,7
Mediterranean 18,4 55,2 19,9 5,0 16
Central Anatolia 25,6 58,7 13,9 13 0,5
West Black Sea 24,0 58,7 14,2 2,0 1,
East Black Sea 22,6 58,5 15,0 28 1.2
Northeast Anatolia 27,0 53,2 16,7 20 12
Mideast Anatolia 289 53,8 14,2 25 0,6
Southeast Anatolia 254 59,4 126 20 0,5




West Black Sea (24%). The percentage of people
who marry for the first time between the ages of 25
and 29 decreases as we go from west to east.

'The percentage of individuals who got married be-
fore the age of 18 is higher among women (31%)
than men (7%). This finding shows that from a ge-
neral point of view, women marry at an earlier age
than men throughout Tirkiye. Both women (60%)
and men (59%) prefer to marry for the first time
between the ages of 18 and 24 more than other age
groups.

Percentages regarding the age of first marriage dif-
fer between genders as the age advances. 29% of
men marry between the ages of 25 and 29 whereas
only 8% of women marry between these ages.

Moreover, for both men and women, the age of first
marriage do not transfer so much into the older age
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groups; only 2% of women and 7% of men get mar-
ried after the age of 30. This situation shows that
most of the marriages in our country occur when
the individuals are in their twenties (Table 11).

Individual's age at marriage makes it partly possible
to evaluate the change in marriage age over time.
While the percentage of marriages before age 18 is
32% among individuals over the 65, this percenta-
ge decreases in younger age groups and goes down
to 14% in the age group 25-34. These percentages
show that the number of marriages made before age
18 started to decrease significantly within the last
30 to 40 years. On the other hand, the percentage of
marriage before age 18 increases to 22% in the age
group of 18-24. This small increase can be assessed
in two different ways. According to one interpreta-
tion, this decreasing trend occurred within the last
10 years and the number of marriages before the
age of 18 increased a little compared to the previous

Table 11. Age of First Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, SES

-18 18-24 25-29 30-34 35-39
GENDER
Male 6,5 58,5 285 51 14
Female 31,2 59,5 7,6 1,2 05
AGE
18-24 22,2 77,1 07 0,0 0,0
25-34 139 614 225 2,1 00
35-44 15,1 58,6 20,2 50 1,0
45-54 20,2 574 17,2 34 18
55-64 27,8 54,1 14,2 26 13
65+ 31,6 523 121 25 14
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 47,1 46,5 46 13 0,5
Literate, but no schooling 32,2 55,6 10,1 12 09
Primary school graduate 19,0 64,3 14,0 22 0,6
Elementary education 114 64,0 20,7 29 1,0
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 3,6 60,4 30,2 46 1.2
Undergraduate and studies 0,6 39,1 45,5 11,5 3,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 16,5 59,4 19,7 35 1,0
Extended 25,2 60,0 123 18 0,6
Broken 355 50,8 9,6 24 1,6
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 35,6 52,1 9,7 1,5 1,0
Middle Group 18,6 61,3 16,5 28 0,7

Upper Group 6,1 49, 35,1 73 23
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period. According to another interpretation, since
marriage age for the people in the age group of 18-
24 will be younger than 18 or between the ages of
18 and 24, it can be expected that these percentages
would be higher.

When the data regarding first marriage age is analy-
zed by educational status, we see that literacy plays
a part and that almost half of illiterate people (47%)
married before the age of 18. On the other hand,
32% of literate people who never attended school
got married before the age of 18. Among university
graduates or postgraduates, marriage before age 18
falls to 6 per thousand. The other half of illiterate
individuals married between the ages of 18 and 24
(47%). The percentage of literate people who never
attended to school 56% married between the ages
of 18 and 24. In this case, in Tirkiye most people
who are illiterate or who are literate but never at-
tended school got married by age of 24.

39% of university graduates and postgraduates got
married between the ages of 18 and 24 while 46%
of them got married between the ages of 25 and 29

Table 12. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Women and Men

and 12% of them got married between the ages of
30 and 34. Only 3% of people who graduated from
higher education institutions got married between
the ages of 35 and 39. As can be seen from the table,
the percentage of early marriages decreases as the

education level increases (Table 11).

When considered in terms of the type of the ho-
usehold, the percentage of marriage before age 18
is higher in broken families (36%). This percentage
is 17% for nuclear families and 25% for extended

families.

'The percentage of people getting married before age
18 decreases as the socioeconomic level increases.
36% of people in the lower SES group got married
before age 18. This percentage decreases to 19% in
the middle SES group and to 6% in the upper SES
group. On the other hand, the percentage of peop-
le who got married between the ages of 25 and 29
and 30 and 34 increases as the socioeconomic level
increases. 35% of the high SES group got married
between the age of 25 and 29 while 7% of them got
married between the ages of 30 and 34.

15-19 13,0 25
20-24 61,0 37,2
25-29 243 49,6
30-34 15 10,0
35-39 01 05
40-44 0,0 0,0
45+ 0,0 0,0

3.2. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate

Individuals participating in the study were asked
about the appropriate age range for first marriage
(Table 12). Most of the individuals (61%) stated
that the appropriate age for marriage is between
20 and 24 for women. For men the appropriate age
for marriage is considered to be between 25 and 29
(50%).

In Turkiye, while the ages between 20 and 34 are
deemed appropriate for women to get married by
87%, this percentage is 97% for men. 13% stated
that the appropriate age at first marriage for women

is between the ages of 15-19 while this percent-
age falls to 3% for men. In other words, the age for
first marriage deemed appropriate for men is higher

than the one for women.

3.2.1. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate

for Women

Most people living in the urban (60%) and rural
areas (64%) define 20-24 as the age range appro-
priate for women. The most significant difference
concerning marriageable age between urban and
rural areas is in the age group of 15-19. 9% of peo-
ple in urban areas and 20% of people in the rural



areas defined the age range of 15-19 as the ideal
age range of marriage for women (Table 13). The
assessment made for three major cities shows that
Istanbul (60%) deeming appropriate marriageable
age for women between the ages of 20 and 24 has
a higher percentage compared to Ankara and Izmir.
'The percentage of people who consider 25-29 as the
appropriate age range in Ankara (41%) and Izmir
(40%) is higher than in Istanbul (32%).

'The majority finds 20-24 as the ideal age range of

marriage for women in all regions. Compared to oth-
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er regions, the percentage of people who considered
15-19 as the ideal age range for marriage for women
is higher in Mideast Anatolia and Southeast Anato-
lia. Percentage of people who deems this age range
as appropriate in Mideast Anatolia is 24% while it
is 30% in Southeast Anatolia. On the other hand,
an important percentage of people living in Istanbul,
East Marmara and West Marmara consider 25-29 as
the appropriate range for women. The percentage of
people who consider this as the ideal age range for

marriage for women in Istanbul and East Marmara
is 32% while it is 27% for West Marmara.

Table 13. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Women throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities and NUTS

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45 +
Tiirkiye 13,0 61,0 243 1,4 0,1 0,0 0,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 8,7 59,5 29,6 20 02 0,0 0,0
Rural 20,4 63,8 15,0 0,7 0,1 0,0 00
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 51 60,1 32,2 2,2 04 0,1 0,0
Ankara 4,6 50,5 41,2 35 0,1 0,0 0,1
[zmir 43 51,1 40,2 41 02 0,0 0,1
NUTS
Istanbul 5,1 60,1 32,2 2,2 04 0,1 0,0
West Marmara 8,7 61,9 273 19 0,1 0,0 02
Aegean 12,7 62,3 22,8 21 0,1 0,0 0,0
East Marmara 6,3 59,5 324 18 0,0 0,0 0,0
West Anatolia 18 589 27,1 21 0,1 0,0 0,1
Mediterranean 154 59,0 244 1,1 0,1 0,0 0,0
Central Anatolia 194 689 1.2 04 00 0,0 00
West Black Sea 93 66,9 22,8 1,0 0,0 0,0 00
East Black Sea 133 60,4 24,7 11 05 0,0 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 16,0 62,2 20,5 1,1 0,2 0,0 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 23,5 58,2 179 0,5 0,0 0,0 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 29,5 59,4 10,4 0,6 0,1 0,0 0,1

'The majority of both women (60%) and men (62%)
think that women need to get married between the
ages of 20 and 24 (Table 13).

Showing parallels with the level of education thro-
ughout Turkiye, people from different age groups
also stated 20-24 as the ideal age range for women
to get married. Similarly, people from all age gro-
ups think 25-29 is the second ideal age range for
women. The percentage of people deeming 15-19
as the appropriate age range for women increases

with the age. Similarly, the percentage of people
thinking 25-29 is the ideal age range for women

decreases with age.

In terms of marital status, married and single pe-
ople share the same opinion. Divorced and single
people also think the same. Married or widowed
individuals deem it more appropriate for women to
get married at an early age compared to single or
divorced individuals. 15% of the married individu-
als and 17% of widowed individuals think that the
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Table 14. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Women by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45+
GENDER
Male 15,2 61,7 218 11 0,1 0,0 0,0
Female 10,8 60,4 26,7 19 0,2 0,0 0,0
18-24 9,2 613 284 11 0,0 0,0 0,0
25-34 10,6 59,0 28,2 2,0 0,2 0,0 0,0
35-44 12,2 61,1 244 2,0 02 0,0 0,0
45-54 13,9 62,5 23 11 0,1 0,0 0,0
55-64 17,9 61,3 19,3 13 0,1 0,1 0,0
65+ 22,6 63,8 128 0,7 0,0 00 00
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 27,7 62,8 9,2 04 0,0 0,0 0,0
Literate, but no schooling 23,5 61,8 14,0 0,7 0,0 0,0 0,0
Primary school 13,5 66,4 19,0 1,0 0,1 0,0 0,0
Flementary education 13 62,6 24,9 12 0,0 0,0 0,1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 55 55,1 36,7 25 02 0,0 0,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 28 1.8 50,1 48 05 0,0 0,0
MARITAL STATUS
Single 6,8 54,3 35,7 2,7 04 0,0 0,1
Married 14,5 62,8 24 11 0,1 00 00
Divorced 57 51,3 36,9 55 0,0 0,5 0,0
Widowed 16,6 63,4 189 1,2 0,0 0,0 0,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 116 61,3 25,5 14 0,1 0,0 0,0
Extended 19,6 63,2 16,3 0,7 0,1 00 00
Broken 8,7 53,2 331 4,0 0,7 0,2 0,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 278 60,2 A4 0,5 0,1 0,0 0,0
Middle Group 12,2 63,4 229 13 0,1 0,0 0,0
Upper Group 38 441 476 43 0,1 0,0 0,0

appropriate age range of marriage for women is 15-
19. Among the single (7%) and divorced (6%) peo-
ple this percentage is lower. On the other hand, the
percentage of people who think that women should
get married by 25-29, is 36% among single people
and 37% in divorced people.

28% of literate people stated that 15-19 was the
ideal age range for women to get married while 63%
of them stated the appropriate age range was 20-24,
9% stated it as 25-29 and 4 per thousand stated

30-34 as the appropriate age range for women to

get married. People who think women should get
married between the ages of 15 and 19 are found
mostly in groups with low educational levels. Half
of university students or graduates or postgradu-
ates (50%) state the appropriate age for a woman
to get married is between the ages of 25 and 29.
While most individuals in other educational groups
considered the age range 20-24 as appropriate for
women to get married, there is a significant differ-
ence with university graduates and this is an impor-
tant clue in terms of the effects of education.



The age range of 20-24 is considered to be the ide-
al marriage age range for women in all household
types. Compared to other household types, broken
families think it is more appropriate for women to
marry later. 33% of broken families stated 25-29
to be the appropriate age range for women to get
married while this percentage was 26% for nuclear
families and 16% for extended families.

A large majority of lower and middle SES groups
(more than 60%) thinks 20-24 is the appropriate
age range of marriage for women. This percentage
is 44% in the upper SES group. The percentage of
people, who think it is appropriate for women to
get married between the ages of 25 and 29, increas-
es as the socioeconomic level increases. 11% of the
lower SES group thinks this age range is appro-
priate while 48% of upper SES group do so. On
the other hand, the percentage of people who think
that women should get married between the ages of
15 and 19, increases as the socioeconomic level de-
creases. This percentage which is 28% for the lower

SES group decreases to 4% in the upper SES group.
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3.2.2. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate
for Men

As shown in Table 14, more than half of the rural
people (51%) think that the ages of 20 and 24 is
appropriate for men to marry whereas more than
half the people living in urban areas (56%) think
that the ideal age for men to marry is between 25
and 29.

More than half the people living in three major ci-
ties think that the ideal age of marriage for men
is between the ages of 25 and 29 reflecting the si-
tuation throughout the country. The percentage of
people who put the marriageable age for men bet-
ween 30-34 is higher in Ankara (20%) and Izmir
(19%). In all regions the majority thinks 25-29 is
the ideal age range of marriage for men. The majo-
rity of people living in Southeast Anatolia however
think 20-24 is the ideal age range. On the other
hand, an important percentage of people living in
Istanbul (15%), the Aegean (10%), East Marmara
(12%) and West Anatolia (12%), East Black Sea
(12%) and Northeast Anatolia (11%) consider 30-
34 as the appropriate age range for men.

Table 15. Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate For Men throughout Tiirkiye, By Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45+
Tiirkiye 25 37,2 49,6 10,0 0,5 0,0 0,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 15 29,6 555 12,6 07 0,0 0,0
Rural 43 50,7 39,2 55 03 0,0 0,0
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 0,6 235 59,5 15,2 11 0,1 0,0
Ankara 08 20,7 57.3 20,1 09 0,0 0.2
[zmir 06 228 56,9 18,6 09 0,0 0,0
NUTS
Istanbul 06 235 59,5 15,2 1,1 01 0,0
West Marmara 18 415 475 8,7 0,5 00 00
Aegean 2,0 39,7 47,6 10,2 04 0,0 0,0
Fast Marmara 15 273 59,0 115 0,5 0,1 0,0
West Anatolia 15 383 472 123 05 0,0 01
Mediterranean 2,7 39,8 46,7 10,3 0,5 0,0 0,0
(entral Anatolia 2,7 47,1 46,3 3,7 0,2 0,0 0,0
West Black Sea 29 447 458 6,4 03 0,0 0,0
East Black Sea 3,0 324 51,2 12,0 13 0,0 0,1
Northeast Anatolia 25 33,9 52,6 10,5 0,4 0,0 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 6,6 43,1 45,0 54 0 0,0 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 77 53,0 36,1 3,0 0,2 0,0 0,0
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'The percentage of people from Mideast Anatolia and
Southeast Anatolia who think 15-19 the appropria-
te age range for men have a very similar percentage
(7%) (Table 15).

Individuals from both genders share the same idea
about the ideal marriage age for men (Table 16)
Both men and women think men should get married

between the ages of 25-29.

When the findings are analyzed in terms of the age
of the individuals, people from different age groups

state the ideal marriage age for men as 25-29. Pe-
ople who think it is 20-24 come second. This situ-
ation changes with the individuals over 55 years of
age. The percentage of people who think the ideal
marriage age is 20-24 is higher in 55-64 and +65 age
groups. The percentages are 44% in 55-64 the age
group and 53% in the 65+ age group.

When considered in terms of marital status, married
and widowed people share the same opinion where-
as single and divorced people differ. The percentage
of people who consider 20-24 as the ideal age range

Table 16.Age of Marriage Deemed Appropriate for Men by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45+
GENDER
Male 3,0 39,2 48,4 9,0 04 0,0 0,0
Female 2,1 354 50,7 11,0 0,7 0,0 0,0
AGE
18-24 1,5 329 56,7 8,7 0.2 01 0,0
25-34 19 30,7 53,1 134 08 0,0 0,0
35-44 21 375 48,9 10,7 0,7 0,0 0,1
45-54 3,0 399 484 8,0 0,7 0,0 0,0
55-64 36 44,4 43,6 8,1 03 0,1 0,0
65+ 57 529 353 6,0 0,1 0,0 0,0
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 74 59,1 30,1 3,1 02 0,0 0,0
Literate, but no schooling 4,5 51,5 378 59 03 0,0 0,0
Primary schools 23 417 48,7 6,9 0,4 0,0 0,0
Elementary education 17 35,2 51,4 1,1 04 0,1 0,1
Regular high schools or their equivalents 1,1 215 61,2 15,2 09 0,0 0,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 0,4 133 59,5 25,1 15 0,0 0,1
MARITAL STATUS
Single 1,0 252 57,6 14,7 14 01 01
Married 29 40,2 479 8,6 03 0,0 0,0
Divorced 04 235 48,4 24,6 26 05 0,0
Widowed 34 443 432 88 03 0,0 0,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 22 355 51,7 10,2 04 0,0 0,0
Extended 44 473 423 57 03 0,1 0,0
Broken 1,2 274 49,8 18,9 23 0.2 0,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 6,7 57,0 31,7 4 04 0,0 0,0
Middle Group 22 375 50,7 9,0 05 0,0 0,0
Upper Group 0,5 149 59,8 23,5 13 0,0 0,0




is higher among married (40%) and widowed (44%)
people. More than half of the single individuals
(58%) think the appropriate age for men is between
25-29. 25% of divorced individuals think the app-

ropriate age range for men is between 30-34 (Table
16).

A large majority of university graduates or postgra-
duates (85%) state that the age range of 25-34 is the
ideal age range for men to get married. As the edu-
cational level increases the age range also increases.
Similarly, the marriage age of 45 and older is not
considered ideal in all educational levels.

In nuclear (52%) and broken (50%) families the per-
centage of people who think the ideal marriage age
for men is 25-29 is higher. On the other hand, in
extended families (47%), the percentage of people
who think 20-24 age range is appropriate is higher.

Generally speaking, ideal age of marriage for men
increases as socioeconomic level increases. More
than half the people in the lower SES group (57%)
state that the ideal marriage age for men is 20-24.
'This percentage is 15% for the upper SES group. On
the other hand, the percentage of people who think
25-29 is the ideal age range is high in middle and
upper SES group. 51% of the middle SES group
and 60% of the upper SES group state that the ideal

age range for men is 25-29.
3.3. Way of Meeting the Spouse

People with marriage experience were asked during
the study about how they met their spouses. 84% of
the people, who had a marriage experience in our
country, chose a person from the family and neigh-
bor network. These are followed by getting married
through meeting in friends’ network (7%) and work
circle (5%). A big majority of people living both in
rural and urban areas married to people from the
family and neighborhood network. The percentage
of people married from the work circle, friends’ net-
work and school network is higher in the urban areas
when compared to rural areas (Table 17).

It is seen from the examination of three major cities
that Izmir differs from other two cities in this aspect.
'The percentage of people married from the family or
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neighborhood network (70%) is lower compared to
two other major cities (80%) while the percentage
of people married by meeting in the work circle is
higher (12%).

No big difterence is observed between people with
marriage experience in different regions in terms of
ways for meeting the spouses. However, the percen-
tage of people getting married from the family or
neighborhood network in Istanbul (79%), Aegean
(80%), West Marmara (73%) and East Marmara
(81%) is a little lower compared to other regions and
the percentage of being married from the work circle
and from the friends’ network is a little higher. Also,
it is seen that number of people married by meeting
through internet or a marriage agency is little if any
throughout all the regions of our country.

When the findings regarding the way of meeting the
spouse is examined by gender, it is seen that a big
majority of women and men (86% of women and
83% of men) interviewed during the study stated
that they met their spouses in the family or neigh-
borhood network. Percentages for other ways of me-
eting are similar for women and men (Table 18).

Percentage of marrying someone from the family
and neighborhood network is higher among older
people. For example, while this percentage is 95%
for people at the age of 65 and older, it is 77% for the
people within the age range of 18-24. 'The percenta-
ge of people who stated that they met their spouses
in the work circle or the friends’ network is higher in
the age groups of 18-24 and 25-29 when compared
to other age groups.

Almost all of the illiterate people (97%) stated that
they got married with a person from the family or
neighborhood network. There is a significant increa-
se in the percentage of other options about meeting
the spouses as the education level increases. As a
matter of fact, half of people who are university gra-
duates or postgraduates (48%) stated that they met
their spouses in a family or neighborhood network
while 21% of them stated they married with some-
one from the friends’ network, 15% of them stated
they married with some from the work circle and
14% of them stated they married with someone from
the school network.
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Table 17. Way of Meeting Spouses throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Family, neighborhood Friends’ network Work circle  School network  Internet/ marriage  Other
network (Outside school & work) agency
Tiirkiye 84,4 74 48 25 0,0 038
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 81,0 8,38 63 30 0,1 09
Rural 90,0 50 24 18 0,0 0,7
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 79,6 11,0 6,7 2,2 0,0 0,6
Ankara 79,6 8,7 73 32 04 09
[zmir 69,7 12,0 11,7 5,1 0,2 1,2
NUTS
Istanbul 79,6 11,0 6,/ 2,2 0,0 0,6
West Marmara 728 14,7 6,0 43 0,2 2,0
Aegean 79,5 8,2 74 36 0,0 13
East Marmara 81,0 10,8 49 23 0,0 1,0
West Anatolia 86,8 58 43 22 0,2 0,6
Mediterranean 85,3 6,6 48 26 0,0 0,7
Central Anatolia 91,9 28 23 25 0,0 0,6
West Black Sea 85,4 6,5 44 27 0,0 09
East Black Sea 88,7 52 3,0 2,1 0,0 1,0
Northeast Anatolia 919 29 23 2,6 0,0 03
Mideast Anatolia 91,5 44 19 18 0,2 0,1
Southeast Anatolia 945 17 1,7 14 0,0 0,6

When considered in terms of household type, no
significant difference is observed and it is seen that
a big majority of people married with people from
family and neighborhood network. It is seen that
marrying someone from the family and neighbor-
hood environment is observed more in extended
families while members of nuclear and broken fa-

milies married someone from the work circle more.

'The percentage of people who married someone by
meeting them in the family and neighborhood net-
work decreases as the socioeconomic level increa-
ses but the percentage of people marrying someone
they met in the school network or work circle and
in the friends’ network increases. Almost all of the
people in the lower SES group (95%) met their spo-
uses in the family and neighborhood network while
this percentage was 56% for the upper SES group.
1% of the people in the lower SES group stated
that they married someone they met in the work
circle while 3% of them stated they met their spou-
ses in the school network. The percentage of people
married someone from the work circle increases to

16% in the upper SES group while this percentage
increases to 17% in terms of people who met their
spouses in the friends’ network (Table 18).

3.4. Decision for Marriage

How decisions for marriage are made is important.
For this purpose, married people were asked how
they met and married their spouses, who made the
choice of spouses and whether or not the other
person’s opinion was asked.

According to the findings regarding marriage deci-
sions, 61% of the people made arranged marriages
(Table 19). Half of those got married by family de-
cisions while the other half although their marria-
ges were arranged, made the decision themselves.
31% of the individuals got married to their own
choice of spouse after getting the approval of the-
ir families. According to the findings, people who
made the marriage decision on their own without
the consent or approval of their families or people
who eloped to marry was 8%.
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Table 18. Way of Meeting Spouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Family, Friends’ network Work School  Internet/marriage  Other
neighborhood (Outside school & cirde  network agency
network work)
GENDER
Male 82,8 8,1 54 28 0,0 09
Female 85,8 6,8 43 23 0,1 08
AGE
18-24 76,6 10,7 6.9 33 04 2,1
25-34 785 98 7,0 39 0,0 09
35-44 82,5 94 50 23 0,1 0,7
45-54 88,0 53 3,7 24 0,0 06
55-64 90,0 41 3,6 17 0,0 06
65+ 95,1 23 14 04 0,0 08
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 96,7 19 04 02 00 07
Literate, but no schooling 954 29 07 03 0,0 06
Primary school 90,3 55 26 09 0,0 0,6
Elementary education 80,1 9,2 57 3,2 0,2 16
Regular high schools and their equivalents 66,7 13,6 13,1 5,4 0,1 1,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 48,3 21,2 15,1 14,2 03 09
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 82,3 8.2 57 30 00 08
Extended 90,8 5,1 2,0 13 0,1 0,7
Broken 86,1 6,6 4,0 2,1 0,0 1,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 95,3 28 0,6 0,4 0,0 09
Middle Group 86,3 6,9 4,1 20 0,0 07
Upper Group 55,7 17,2 15,6 99 0,2 14
It shows that people living in urban areas made the- Istanbul and Ankara.

ir own marriage decisions while families were more
dominant in decision making in rural areas. Alt-
hough 35% of urban people got married with the
approval of their families, this percentage decreases
to 24% among rural people. In addition, the percen-
tage of arranged marriages or those married by the
decisions of their families is 37% in rural areas and

28% for urban areas.

Among three major cities, the percentage of family
decision and arranged marriages is the highest in
Ankara (32%). The percentage of people who elope
to get married is higher in Izmir (8%) compared to

There is a significant difference between regions in
terms of how get married. The percentage of people
who married their own choice of spouse after the
approval of their families is the highest in Istanbul
with 43%.Itis followed by West Marmara with 38%,
East Marmara with 36%, the Aegean with 31% and
Mideast Anatolia with 31%. The lowest percentage
is observed in Central Anatolia (17%) and Southe-
ast Anatolia (23%). The highest number of peop-
le who made an arranged marriage but made their
own decisions live in Northeast Anatolia (41%).
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Table 19. Marriage Decision throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

My decision, with Arranged Arranged Eloped With my own Got married Other
the approval of marriage, with marriage, decision, outside despite my
my family the decision of my  my decision of my family’s family’s
family knowledge disapproval
Tiirkiye 312 31,2 29,7 58 13 06 0,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 353 27,8 29,7 48 15 038 0,1
Rural 243 36,9 29,8 7,6 10 06 0,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 42,8 22,1 279 44 14 1,2 0,2
Ankara 369 32,2 26,4 20 23 02 0,0
[zmir 40,2 199 293 7,7 24 03 0.2
NUTS
Istanbul 438 22,1 279 44 14 1,2 0.2
West Marmara 38,4 16,2 27,7 14,9 19 0,7 0,1
Aegean 30,7 27,5 34,2 55 18 03 0,1
East Marmara 36,0 27,2 249 93 19 0,7 0,0
West Anatolia 25,7 39,0 31,0 24 16 03 0,0
Mediterranean 28,2 341 29,3 6,0 13 08 0,2
(Central Anatolia 17,1 411 34,7 57 09 04 0,1
West Black Sea 28,0 37,1 23,8 95 0,8 0,6 0,1
East Black Sea 30,3 32,1 26,2 97 1,4 03 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 29,7 219 40,8 5,6 15 0,5 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 30,8 35,1 30,5 23 04 04 0,5
Southeast Anatolia 233 45,7 294 1,1 03 0,1 0,1

On the other hand, 46% of married people in So-
utheast Anatolia, 41% of married people in Cent-
ral Anatolia 39% of married people in West Ana-
tolia and 37% of married people in West Black
Sea stated their marriages were arranged by the-
ir families. The highest number of people (%15)

who elope to get married live in West Marmara.

When decision-making behavior for marria-
ge was analyzed, some differences between men
and women were found. A large majority of wo-
men (37%) had arranged marriages by the deci-
sions of their families. Percentage of men doing
the same is lower (25%). The percentage of men
making their own marriage decisions and marr-
ying someone with the approval of their families
is a little higher than the other options (Table 20).

Younger individuals made their own marriage deci-

sions however they asked for the approval of their
tamilies. While 39-40% of individuals between ages
18-34 married by this approach, for age range of
55-64 it is 22% and it is 15% for individuals over 65.

The number of arranged marriages rises at advan-
ced ages. While the percentage of people who had
arranged marriages with the blessing of their fa-
milies is 54% for ages 65 and older, this percen-
tage decreases to 20% in the age range of 18-24.

When it comes to the relation between educational
status and making the decision for marriage, peop-
le with higher education made their own decisions.
As a matter of fact, 65% of university graduates
and postgraduates and 52% of high school gradu-
ates made their own decisions regarding marriage.
On the other hand, the percentage of people who

had arranged marriages where the decision-maker



is the family is higher among primary school gra-
duates and people with an even lower educational
status. From these findings, it is clear that as educa-
tional level increases and age decreases individuals

made their own choices in deciding who to marry.

Marriage decision changes with the type of
the household. While the percentage of peop-
le who make their own marriage choice but get
the approval of their families is 35% for the nuc-
lear families, this percentage is 22% for other
household types. Almost half of the broken fa-
milies (46%) had an arranged marriage by the de-
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cision of their family. This percentage is 38% for
extended families and 28% for nuclear families.
The percentage of people, who made their own
decisions about marriage increases with the so-
cioeconomic level. Almost half of the individuals
in the lower SES (48%) had arranged marriages
with the decision of their families while this per-
centage decreases to 31% in the middle SES and
to 13% in upper SES. On the other hand, the per-
centage of people who made their own choices
and with the approval of their families is 15% in
the lower SES group, this percentage is 30% in
middle SES group and 58% in upper SES group.

Table 20. Marriage Decision by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type and SES

My decision,  Arranged Arranged Eloped  Withmyown Got married Other
with the marriage,  marriage, decision, despite my
approvalof  withthe  my decision outside of family’s
my family decision of my family’s  disapproval
my family knowledge
GENDER
Male 355 252 31,6 56 13 06 0,1
Female 273 36,6 279 6,1 13 06 02
18-24 39,1 20,2 29,0 9.2 2,0 03 0,1
25-34 409 20,1 309 58 15 07 0,1
35-44 335 27,5 314 53 14 08 0,1
45-54 269 343 31,0 58 15 05 0
55-64 21,7 44,8 269 51 08 0,6 0.2
65+ 15,0 535 23,7 6,3 09 03 02
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 114 57,7 229 73 04 0,1 02
Literate, but no schooling 16,8 46,9 27,5 71 1,0 06 02
Primary school 26,1 32,6 328 6,8 1.2 04 0,1
Flementary education 41,2 18,0 32,5 6,0 1,4 09 0,0
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 51,7 13,5 28,2 3,2 2,1 1,1 0,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 65,4 8,6 211 0,4 29 15 0,1
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 34,5 28,1 29,7 55 14 0,6 0,1
Extended 22,6 37,8 313 6,8 11 04 0,0
Broken 215 46,2 234 6,7 15 05 03
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 153 48,0 28,5 71 0,4 0,5 0,2
Middle Group 303 309 30,7 6,1 13 05 0,1
Upper Group 58,4 12,7 23,2 2,0 25 1,2 0,0
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3.5. Form of Solemnization

Married people were also asked about the form of
solemnization they made so the percentages of re-
ligious marriage only, civil marriage only, both to-
gether and also who did not do any of these would
be determined.

A large majority of people (87%) had both civil and
religious marriages (Table 21). The percentage of
people who only had civil marriages is 10% while
the percent of people who only had a religious mar-
riage is 3%. In addition, the percentage of people
living together is very low in Turkiye (6%o).

The relationship between the residential area and

the type of marriage is considered, we see that most
people living in urban and rural areas (86% in urban
and 88% in rural areas) had both civil and religious
marriages. On the other hand, while the percentage
of people who only had a civil marriage (11%) is
higher in urban areas, the percentage of people who
only had a religious marriage is higher in rural areas
(8%).

There are also some differences between different
regions. Among these regions, the percentage of
people who only had civil marriages is higher in Is-
tanbul (17%) and Central Anatolia (14%) and the
percentage of people who only had religious mar-
riages is higher in Southeast Anatolia (16%), Mi-
deast Anatolia (8%) and Northeast Anatolia (7%).

Table 21.Form of Solemnization throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS

Both official/civil and Official/civil Religious No solemnization
religious
Tiirkiye 86,5 9,7 3.2 0,6
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 858 11,1 24 07
Rural 87,5 7.5 4,6 05
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 80,9 16,7 13 1,0
Ankara 82,3 16,0 1,0 08
zmir 83,0 15,0 13 07
NUTS
stanbul 80,9 16,7 13 1,0
West Marmara 93,2 55 0,5 0,8
Aegean 90,6 738 14 03
Fast Marmara 88,2 98 1,7 03
West Anatolia 88,8 8,6 2,1 0,6
Mediterranean 83,5 13,5 2,6 03
(Central Anatolia 83,1 13,6 2,7 0,7
West Black Sea 92,2 53 15 1,0
East Black Sea 95,4 18 2,6 0,2
Northeast Anatolia 91,6 17 6,5 03
Mideast Anatolia 88,7 29 738 0,6
Southeast Anatolia 75,2 84 15,5 09

For all the age groups, people who have both a civil
and a religious marriage are in the majority. Howe-
ver, within the age range of 18-24 the percentage of
people who only had religious marriages is higher
compared to other age groups. While the percenta-

ge of people who had religious marriages is 7% in
this age group, this percentage is around 3%-4% for
other age groups (Table 22). There is no difference
between three major cities in terms of the type of

marriage.



On the other hand, percentage of civil marriages is
higher among people with a higher education while
the percentage of religious marriages is high among

people with low levels of education.

People with both civil and religious marriages are
the majority in all household types. However, the
percentage of religious marriages only (2%) were
lower among nuclear families and it is around 5%
for other household types. The percentage of peop-
le who had only civil marriages is 7% for extended
families which is low when compared to other ho-
usehold types. This percentage is around 10% for
nuclear families and 11% for broken families.
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As is true for the whole country, the percentage of
people who have both religious and civil marria-
ges is very high in all socioeconomic groups. The
percentage of people who only have civil marriages
increases and the percentage of people who only
have religious marriages decreases as the socioeco-
nomic level increases. While 7% of the individuals
in lower SES group had civil marriages only, this
percentage rose to 16% in the upper SES group. The
percentage of people who only had religious marri-
ages is 9% in the lower SES group. This percentage
decreases to 3% in the middle SES group and to 1%
in the upper SES group.

Table 22. Form of Solemnization by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type and SES

Both official/civil and Official/civil Religious No solemnization
religious
GENDER
Male 86,2 10,2 29 07
Female 86,7 93 35 05
18-24 834 8.2 71 13
25-34 86,0 99 35 06
35-44 87,4 97 21 07
45-54 873 97 25 05
55-64 84,9 11,0 36 04
65+ 87,1 89 36 04
EDUCATIONAL STATUS

Illiterate 83,7 6,7 9,0 0,6
Literate, but no schooling 87,7 6,7 52 04
Primary school 87,5 9,6 24 0,6
Flementary education 88,3 8,4 26 0,7
Regular high schools and their equ- 86,3 1,7 13 0,6
ivalents

Undergraduate and graduate studies 81,3 173 0,7 0,7

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 86,7 10,4 24 0,5
Extended 86,8 71 53 08
Broken 82,7 11 51 1,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 83,5 6,8 9,0 0,7
Middle Group 87,5 9,4 26 0,5
Upper Group 82,1 16,3 08 09
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3.6. Bride Price en three major cities in terms of bride price, the

highest percentage belongs to Ankara with 12%.
During the Research on Family Structure in Tiirkiye, When regions are considered, bride price seems
people were asked if they paid a bride price before most prevalent in Northeast Anatolia (49%). It is
marriage. The results showed that in 18% a bride pri- followed by Mideast Anatolia with 46% and So-
ce was paid. 14% of the people living in urban areas utheast Anatolia with 43%. In almost half of the
and 25% of the people living in rural areas paid a marriages in these regions there was a bride price
bride price (Table 23). involved. The regions where this payment is seen

the least are the Aegean (7%), Istanbul (10%),
While there is no significant difference betwe- West Marmara (11%) and West Anatolia (11%).

Table 23. Bride Price throughout Tiirkiye, Residence Area, Three Major Cities and NUTS

Yes No

Tiirkiye 17,8 82,2
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 138 86,2
Rural 24,5 755
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 10,2 89,8
Ankara 12,0 88,0
[zmir 9,6 90,4
NUTS

Istanbul 10,2 89,8
West Marmara 10,7 89,3
Aegean 6,7 93,3
East Marmara 173 82,7
West Anatolia 11,3 88,7
Mediterranean 11,2 88,8
Central Anatolia 23,6 76,4
West Black Sea 23,3 76,7
East Black Sea 18,1 81,9
Northeast Anatolia 48,9 511
Mideast Anatolia 45,4 546

Southeast Anatolia 42,7 573
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Bride price payment decreases as the age group gets ople paid a bride price, this percentage decreases to
younger. While the percentage of bride price is 11% 3% among university graduates and postgraduates.
in the age group of 25-34, it is 29% in the 55-64
age group and 31% for 65 and older. This difference Bride price is more common among extended famili-
between age groups can be interpreted as a chan- es compared to others. While the percentage of bride
ge taking place over a period of time (Table 24). price is 26% in extended families, this percentage is
18% in broken families and 15% in nuclear families.
'The percentage of bride price is higher among pe- 'The percentage of bride price decreases as the socioe-
ople with low education and lower among people conomic level increases. While 37% of people in lower

with a higher education. While 45% of illiterate SES group paid abride price, this percentage decreases
people and 33% of literate with no schooling pe- to 16% in middle SES and to 5% in upper SES group.

Table 24. Bride Price by Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes No
AGE
18-24 123 87,7
25-34 11,0 89,0
35-44 13,9 86,1
45-54 19,6 80,4
55-64 294 70,6
65+ 309 69,1
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 44,9 551
Literate, but no schooling 325 67,5
Primary schools 16,3 83,7
Flementary education 8,6 91,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 41 95,9
Undergraduate and graduate studies 25 97,5
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 153 847
Extended 26,3 73,7
Broken 17,5 82,5
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 37,2 62,8
Middle Group 16,4 83,6

Upper Group 4,6 95,4
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3.7. Consanguineous Marriage

Married individuals were asked whether they had
any kinship with their spouse. The results show that
22% of married people in Tirkiye have kinship with
their spouse. 20% of people living in the urban area
married a relative while 26% of the people in the ru-

ral area married a relative (Table 25).

Although there is no significant difference among
three major cities, it is highest is Ankara (19%). 43%
of the married people in Southeast Anatolia are re-
lated to their spouses by blood. Other regions where
blood relatives marry are Mideast Anatolia (34%)
and Northeast Anatolia (32%). West Marmara, on
the other hand, has the lowest percentage (5%).

No significant difference was determined in terms of

marriage with blood relatives when young and senior
people were compared. The percentage is relatively

lower among younger people.

'The findings by educational status show that the per-
centage of marriage between blood relatives increase
as educational level decreases (Table 26). For exam-
ple, while this percentage is 23% for primary school
graduates it decreases to 11% for university gradu-
ates/postgraduates.

This percentage is higher in extended families (27%)
compared to nuclear families and broken families.
'The percentage decreases as the socioeconomic level
increases. While 33% of individuals in lower SES
group are related to their spouses this percentage is
22% for the middle SES group and 12% for the up-
per SES group.

Table 25. Consanguineous Marriage throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

Turkiye 22,4 77,6
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 20,2 79,8
Rural 259 74,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 16,2 8338
Ankara 18,6 81,4
[zmir 149 851
NUTS
[stanbul 16,2 83,8
West Marmara 48 95,2
Aegean 19,2 80,8
East Marmara 14,4 85,6
West Anatolia 22,7 773
Mediterranean 25,1 749
Central Anatolia 24,3 75,7
West Black Sea 21,0 79,0
East Black Sea 30,4 69,6
Northeast Anatolia 31,5 68,5
Mideast Anatolia 338 66,2
Southeast Anatolia 43,1 56,9

Similarly, people who married a blood relative were
asked about the degree of their relation (Table 27).
The results show that 20% married the children

of their uncles while 13% married the children of
their aunts, 12% married the children of their ma-
ternal uncles and 11% married the children of their
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Table 26. Consanguineous Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

People who married blood relatives People who did not marry blood relatives

GENDER
Male 220 78,0
Female 22,7 773
AGE

18-24 213 78,7

25-34 20,8 79,2

35-44 224 77,6

45-54 22,7 773

55-64 238 76,2

05+ 245 75,5

EDUCATIONAL STATUS

[lliterate 325 67,5

Literate, but no schooling 30,5 69,5

Primary schools 23,2 76,8

Flementary Education 173 82,7

Regular high schools and their equivalents 14,7 85,3

Undergraduate and graduate studies 11,1 88,9

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 213 78,7

Extended 26,6 73,4

Broken 19,9 80,1

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 326 67,4

Middle Group 220 78,0

Upper Group 12,2 87,8

maternal aunts. Almost half the peo- percentage is around 39% in other household types
ple  who  married their  blood  rela- (Table 27). Considering this data, it can be seen that
tives married more distant relatives (44%). the percentage of close relative marriages (with chil-

No significant difference was found between urban
and rural areas in terms of the degree of relation be-
tween spouses.

When the relationship degree between the spouses
is not taken into consideration, the percentage of
people who married the children of their uncles is
higher in Northeast Anatolia (25%), Mideast Ana-
tolia (28%) and especially Southeast Anatolia (37%)

compared to other regions.

When the marriages made between close and dis-
tant relatives are taken into consideration, the results
show that the percentage of people who married
"other relatives" is 46% in nuclear families while this

dren of uncles, aunts, paternal aunts and paternal un-
cles) are lower in nuclear families compared to other

types of households.

When the details regarding spouses who are blood
relatives are taken into consideration, the results
show that the percentage of people marrying rela-
tions from the father's side of the family decreases as
the socioeconomic level increases. While 37% of the
individuals in lower SES group are married to the
children of their uncles or paternal aunts, this per-
centage is 22% for upper SES group. On the other
hand, the percentage of people married to "other rel-
atives" increases as the socioeconomic level increases.
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Table 27.Degree of Kinship between Spouses throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age,
Educational Status Household Type, SES

Son/daughter of Son/daughter of Son/daughterof Son/daughterof  Other relative
paternal uncle paternal aunt maternal uncle maternal aunt
Turkiye 19,8 13,1 12,2 11 438
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 19,4 13,1 11,8 10,8 450
Rural 20,5 13,0 12,7 11,5 423
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 183 91 11,6 7.9 530
Ankara 13,5 13,5 10,9 7,1 55,1
[zmir 18,2 12,3 96 123 476
NUTS
Istanbul 18,3 9,1 11,6 7.9 530
West Marmara 17,0 19,3 12,1 8,5 431
Aegean 143 13,2 128 12,5 473
East Marmara 9,0 15,8 12,5 10,1 52,6
West Anatolia 171 15,6 10,1 10,0 47
Mediterranean 19,1 16,3 12,6 12,6 39,4
Central Anatolia 11,0 14,9 10,3 13,7 50,1
West Black Sea 20,7 17,5 13,2 138 34,8
East Black Sea M4 8,6 14,1 11,0 548
Northeast Anatolia 26,5 13,2 10,7 113 38,3
Mideast Anatolia 245 10,6 10,7 12,4 4128
Southeast Anatolia 36,8 99 13,9 95 299
GENDER
Male 203 13,5 124 10,5 433
Female 19,5 12,7 12,0 11,6 442
AGE
18-24 15,4 13,6 114 121 476
25-34 17,2 13,5 A 9.2 489
35-44 21,1 13,0 119 10,7 433
45-54 20,0 13,0 133 134 40,2
55-64 238 12,0 123 9,4 425
65+ 20,5 133 134 13,5 393
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 26,6 11,5 14,2 118 359
Literate, but no schooling 241 10,8 13,5 9,0 42,6
Primary schools 19,1 13,6 11,4 1,3 446
Elementary education 143 14,5 13,5 10,7 46,9
Regular high schools and their equivalents 137 14,7 10,4 9,2 52,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 10,5 12,3 10,6 15,3 514
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 19,3 13,0 11,5 10,3 459
Extended 20,3 134 138 135 39,0
Broken 25,1 11,8 13,8 10,1 39,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 26,7 12,9 13,4 10,1 36,9
Middle Group 18,9 128 12,0 11,3 45,0
Upper Group 10,5 17,0 10,8 11,9 499




3.8. Considering Consanguineous Marriage
Appropriate

When asked if they found marriages between close
relatives (children of uncles, paternal aunts, mater-
nal uncles and aunts) appropriate 13% "Yes" to this
question, 87% said "No".

'The percentage of individuals who find this kind of
marriage appropriate is higher in rural areas. 12% liv-
ing in urban areas thought marriage between blood
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relatives was appropriate while 14% living in rural

areas thought so.

Among the three major cities, this percentage is
lowest in Izmir (4%). Between regions, the highest
number of people thinking marriage between blood
relatives is appropriate live in Southeast Anatolia
(37%), Mideast Anatolia (23%), Northeast Anato-
lia (19%) and the Mediterranean (15%) while this
percentage is lowest in West Marmara (3%) and the
Aegean (6%).

Table 28. Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Consanguineous marriage appropriate

Consanguineous marriage not appropriate

Tiirkiye 125 87,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 11,6 88,4
Rural 14,2 85,8
THREE MAJOR CITIES
stanbul 9,1 90,9
Ankara 8,38 91,2
[zmir 44 95,6
NUTS
[stanbul 9,1 90,9
West Marmara 25 975
Aegean 57 943
East Marmara 7,6 924
West Anatolia 13,1 86,9
Mediterranean 15,3 84,7
(Central Anatolia 11,0 89,0
West Black Sea 7,6 92,4
East Black Sea 8,7 91,3
Northeast Anatolia 19,2 80,8
Mideast Anatolia 228 772
Southeast Anatolia 373 62,7

Opinions regarding this kind of marriage do not dif-
fer significantly by gender. While 13% of men con-
sidered kinship marriage appropriate, this percent-
age is 12% for women. While individuals with lower
education and older people consider it more ap-
propriate, this percentage decreases among younger
people and people with higher education (Table 29).

In terms of marital status, the percentage of people
who think marriage between blood relatives is ap-

propriate is higher among married (14%) and wid-

owed (16%) people.

As the socioeconomic level increases, the percentage
of people who do not have a problem with this kind
of marriage falls. Almost one quarter of individuals
in lower SES group (24%) find it appropriate while
12% of middle SES group and 5% of upper SES

group do so.
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Table 29. Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Consanguineous marriage appropriate

Consanguineous marriage not appropriate

GENDER
Male 12,7 873
Female 124 87,6
AGE
18-24 9,7 90,3
25-34 116 884
35-44 12,2 87,8
45-54 13,0 87,0
55-64 158 84,2
65+ 17,0 83,0
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
lliterate 25,8 7472
Literate, but no schooling 20,5 79,5
Primary schools 12,5 87,5
Flementary education 94 90,6
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 73 92,7
Undergraduate and graduate studies 5,1 949
MARITAL STATUS
Single 8,1 91,9
Married 13,6 86,4
Divorced 6,0 940
Widowed 16,3 83,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 1,7 88,3
Extended 16,2 83,8
Broken 10,0 90,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 239 76,1
Middle Group 11,9 88,1
Upper Group 50 95,0

People who thought such marriages were appro-
priate were asked why they thought these types of
marriages were appropriate. 37% thought that it
would be good for their "knowing the family roots
well" while 30% of them thought “relative kids bet-
ter get along”. 13% stated that they deemed kinship
marriage appropriate "preserving traditions and
customs" while 13% stated that it is about " more
respect for elderly family members in kinship mar-

riages". "Property and wealth not be divided" is not
considered as an important reason for this kind of

marriage (2%) (Table 30).

When considered by residential areas, "knowing
the family roots well" and " relative kids better get
along " were the most common reasons. No signifi-
cant difference was found between rural and urban

areas in terms of reasons.
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Table 30. Reasons for Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities,

and NUTS
Knowing family Relative kids Preserving More respect for ~ Property and
roots well better getalong  traditions and elderlyfamily  wealth will not
customs members be divided
Tirkiye 36,8 29,5 12,9 12,8 22 58
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 379 273 13,1 134 2,1 6,3
Rural 352 327 12,6 12,0 23 52
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 47,2 249 11,0 7,1 1,6 83
Ankara 38,5 21,1 15,6 18,1 51 17
[zmir 293 20,0 16,8 16,5 10,8 6,5
NUTS
Istanbul 472 249 11,0 7,1 16 83
West Marmara 13,1 229 141 23,4 43 22,2
Aegean 30,5 237 16,6 143 83 6,7
East Marmara 26,8 25,7 22,9 14,5 2,0 8,0
West Anatolia 45,5 199 13,7 15,3 2,6 30
Mediterranean 45,0 17,6 14,2 10,4 1.8 11,0
Central Anatolia 45,8 28,2 8,7 9,1 19 6,3
West Black Sea 289 35,1 47 16,5 26 12,1
East Black Sea 58,2 16,4 6,9 8,2 1.2 9,1
Northeast Anatolia 29,6 30,6 17.2 16,3 1,5 48
Mideast Anatolia 30,1 38,1 94 18,3 18 23
Southeast Anatolia 26,9 453 12,7 13,2 13 0,6

Just as it is true for residential area variable, when
considered by regions, knowing the roots of the
family well is the most common reason for prefer-
ence of such marriages. This reason is more domi-
nant for people living in East Black Sea (58%) and
Istanbul (47%). People justifying kinship marriages
suggesting that relative kids would get along better
comes second. This justification is more common in
Southeast Anatolia (45%).

The reasons for finding marriages between blood
relatives as appropriate is similar for women and
men, all age groups, education levels and household

types.

The percentage of people using "preserving tradi-
tions and customs" and" kids of relatives would get
along better" reasons increase as the socioeconomic
level decreases.
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Table 31. Reasons for Considering Consanguineous Marriage Appropriate by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Knowing Relative Preserving More respect for Property Other
family roots  kids better traditions elderly family and wealth
well getalong  and customs members will not be
divided
GENDER
Male 36,3 274 15,2 11,4 26 7,0
Female 373 31,7 10,6 14,1 18 4,6
AGE
18-24 325 332 8,7 15,0 15 9,1
25-34 355 28,2 14,0 124 19 8,0
35-44 37 32,7 12,3 10,4 19 57
45-54 38,2 30,1 12,3 129 21 44
55-64 38,6 291 13,4 14,2 3,1 1,6
05+ 401 22,6 16,5 138 33 3,7
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 333 34,4 13,9 13,9 23 22
Literate, but no schooling 35,5 28,5 17,0 11,9 3,5 3,6
Primary schools 39,9 29,7 10,8 12,2 15 59
Flementary schools 37,7 249 18 15,7 3,6 6,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 335 26,7 15,8 11,0 19 11,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 33,0 16,9 13,8 15,1 4,7 16,5
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 373 302 12,0 12,0 18 6,6
Extended 35,7 29,0 15,1 141 28 33
Broken 354 249 131 16,0 33 73
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 320 35,5 16,0 12,8 19 18
Middle Group 38,0 283 12,3 12,7 23 6,5
Upper Group 39,0 228 7,2 151 2,6 13,4

3.9. Coming from the Same City with Spouse

During the Research on Family Structure in Tir-
kiye married individuals were asked whether or
not they came from the same city as their spous-
es. According to the results, 69% of married indi-
viduals in Tirkiye share the same town (Table 32).

When this is taken into consideration by area of
residence, a large majority of married people in ru-
ral areas come from the same town as their spouses.

79% of people living in rural areas and 63% of peo-

ple living in urban areas come from the same town.
Among the three major cities, [zmir is the city with
the lowest percentage (44%) of people who do not
came from the same city as their spouses. In terms
of distribution by regions, on the other hand, this
percentage was higher in eastern regions compared
to western regions. 86% of marriages in East Black
Sea, 85% of the marriages in Southeast Anato-
lia, 81% of marriages in Mideast Anatolia and
Northeast Anatolia are marriages between people
who share the same town while this percentage
is 56% for Istanbul and 57% for East Marmara.
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Table 32. Marriage between People from the Same Town throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational

Status, Household Types, and SES

Yes No

Tiirkiye 69,2 30,8
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 634 36,6
Rural 78,9 21,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 56,1 439
Ankara 548 45,2
[zmir 438 56,2
NUTS
Istanbul 56,1 439
West Marmara 60,5 39,5
Aegean 67,8 32,2
East Marmara 572 48
West Anatolia 718 28,2
Mediterranean 728 27,2
(Central Anatolia 78,4 216
West Black Sea 68,4 31,6
East Black Sea 86,4 13,6
Northeast Anatolia 80,6 194
Mideast Anatolia 80,8 19,2
Southeast Anatolia 849 15,1
AGE
18-24 66,5 336
25-34 66,1 339
35-44 68,4 316
45-54 70,3 29,7
55-64 728 272
+65 748 252
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 78,9 21,1
Literate, but no schooling 76,5 23,5
Primary school 72,7 273
Flementary education 65,6 344
Regular high schools and their equivalents 574 42,6
Undergraduate and graduate studies 46,8 53,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 67,9 32,1
Extended 75,4 246
Broken 62,6 374
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 772 22,8
Middle Group 70,6 29,4
Upper Group 48,7 513
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While no significant difference was observed be-
tween age groups, sharing the same town with
a spouse is more prevalent among older indi-
viduals. Therefore it can be said that this per-
centage decreased in newer generations due

to the process of social change (Table 32).

The percentage is higher in extended families
(75%) compared to other household types (68%

in nuclear families and 63% in broken families).

The percentage of marrying a person from the same
town is around 70% in lower and middle SES groups
while it decreases to 49% in the upper SES group.

3.10. Marriage Ceremonies

When married people were asked about their wed-
ding ceremonies, 84% said they had asking for the
girl's hand and betrothal ceremonies while 88%
said they had a wedding ceremony. This shows
that traditions regarding marriage still exist in our
country. The percentage of people who did not have
any kind of ceremony is quite low (2%) (Table 33).

By residential areas, the percentages of mar-
ried people who had some kind of ceremony in
rural and urban areas are similar to each other.
The biggest difference is observed between peo-
ple who went through civil marriages. Percent-
age of people who had civil marriages in urban
areas (75%) is higher than the percentage of peo-
ple who had civil marriages in rural areas (66%).

When we look at the three major cities, the per-
centage of people who asked for the girl’s hand in
marriage/who had betrothal ceremonies is higher
in Ankara (88%). The percentage of people who
made religious marriage ceremonies in Ankara
(63%) is relatively low, while the percentage of
people who had a henna night (79%) and wed-

ding ceremonies (79%) in Izmir is relatively low.

The biggest difference among regions is about the
percentage of people who had civil marriages. The
regions with the highest percentage of people with
civil marriages is Aegean with 87%, West Marma-

ra with 85%, Central Anatolia with 84%, Istanbul
with 82% and East Marmara with 80% while the
lowest percentage of civil marriages were observed
in Southeast Anatolia with 35%, East Black Sea
with 29% and Mideast Anatolia with 46%. The re-
gions with the highest percentage of people who
had religious marriage ceremonies are the Aegean
region with 82%, Central Anatolia and East Mar-
mara with 83% and West Marmara with 80%. The
regions with the lowest percentage are East Black
Sea with 54% and Mideast Anatolia with 59%.
An engagement period is more common in West

Anatolia (85%) and Northeast Anatolia (84%).

As the age of the group increases the percent-
age of people who had a henna night, wedding
ceremonies and religious marriage ceremonies
decrease. Engagement is a ceremony more com-
mon among the 25-54 age group. When people
over 65 are getting married the incidence of cer-
emonies is lower compared to other age groups.

'The percentage of people who had engagement and
civil marriage ceremonies increases with the educa-
tional status. Religious marriage ceremonies, howev-

er,do not show a difference across educational levels.

When analyzed by household type, the percent-
age of betrothal/civil wedding ceremony (77%),
henna night (72%) and wedding ceremonies
(81%) is relatively lower among broken families
when compared to other household types. The
percentage of people with civil marriages is lower

among individuals from extended families (66%).

'The percentage of people who had engagement and
civil wedding ceremonies increases as the socio-
economic level increases. While 69% of people in
the lower SES group stated that they had engage-
ment ceremonies, this percentage increases to 81%
in the upper SES group. Percentage of people who
had civil marriage ceremonies is 55% for the lower
SES group while it is 73% for the middle SES and
81% for the upper SES. With 74%, the percentage
of people who had religious marriage ceremonies
and with 89%, the percentage of people who had a
wedding ceremony are higher in middle SES group.
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Table 33. Marriage Ceremonies throughout Tiirkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, Household
Type, and SES

Betrothal/  Engagement Henna Wedding  Civil wedding Religious No
asking for the night Ceremony ceremony wedding ceremony

girl’s hand ceremony

Turkiye 84,1 774 83,1 88,3 7 723 17
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 84,1 78,7 83,4 87,6 75,0 72,5 12
Rural 84,2 753 82,7 89,5 66,4 71,8 26
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 79,6 79,5 81,8 84,8 81,2 714 1,0
Ankara 87,6 82,5 84,8 86,7 78,7 63,0 04
|zmir 814 78,6 77,5 79,3 829 68,7 1,1
NUTS
Istanbul 79,6 79,5 818 84,8 81,2 714 1,0
West Marmara 78,8 72,7 84,7 91,8 846 80,2 13
Aegean 86,1 80,2 83,6 88,2 86,9 82,2 y
East Marmara 826 73,6 84.4 87,2 79,8 83,1 1,7
West Anatolia 88,2 84,6 88,2 90,6 69,0 62,7 1,2
Mediterranean 84,6 69,2 78,5 88,8 716 67,7 25
Central Anatolia 90,6 824 87,2 91,9 83,7 83,4 2,5
West Black Sea 83,5 730 82,5 87,5 71,0 74,8 23
Fast Black Sea 81,6 65,4 68,9 817 39,0 535 55
Northeast Anatolia 84,6 84.4 85,5 90,8 64,5 72,2 3,2
Mideast Anatolia 90,6 82,0 90,2 93,0 46,4 58,7 1,7
Southeast Anatolia 82,0 80,5 83,8 89,0 34,5 65,1 1,1
AGE
18-24 843 76,9 88,6 91,6 71,2 77,6 1,0
25-34 86,1 80,7 88,0 91,2 72,8 74,0 1,1
35-44 85,7 79,5 854 88,7 /7 715 18
45-54 84,8 78,0 822 87,2 730 71,5 1,7
55-64 81,6 73,7 759 85,0 71,5 713 20
65+ 77,1 67,6 72,3 83,6 67,7 69,5 32
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 788 67,2 76,3 84,4 57,3 68,7 38
Literate, but no schooling 80,2 70,3 77,6 85,8 64,1 715 26
Primary schools 85,0 78,2 85,4 90,0 72,5 73,3 15
Elementary education 855 79,8 858 88,3 76,7 76,3 08
Regular high schools and their equivalents 86,5 828 84,1 879 78,0 72,1 09
Undergraduate and graduate studies 85,2 84,1 79,2 86,1 81,8 67,4 1,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 848 78,4 84,0 88,4 73,5 73,0 15
Extended 837 753 832 89,8 65,5 709 2,1
Broken 76,8 723 71,6 80,7 724 68,8 27
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 79,0 69,3 85,1 85,1 554 66,7 4,1
Middle Group 85,0 783 89,1 89,1 73,2 73,6 14

Upper Group 83,6 80,7 85,5 85,5 80,9 68,6 10




60 TAYA 2006

3.11.

Spouse

Qualifications Sought in Future

In the study, unmarried people were asked wheth-
er or not they thought of getting married and the
people who responded to this question with a "yes"
or "I have not decided yet" were asked what kind
of qualities they sought in their potential spouses.
Those qualities were ranked as "very important”,
"important”, "not important" and "I would not
want it". Responses to this question are presented
in Tables 34 and 35.

The most common quality that women sought in

a future spouse is "having a job" (55%). Only 4%
of women stated that this was not important. In
addition, qualities like "His/her not being mar-
ried before" (47%), "Similarity of the family struc-
tures " (37%) and "His/her being in love with you"
(36%) are other qualities that are stated to be im-
portant. The subjects, about which women care the
least while choosing a future spouse are "the man
working short hours even if this means a smaller
income", "the man is handsome" and "the man
having a higher education than the woman". The
percentage of women who stated that these are not
important is 61%, 55% and 54%, respectively.

Table 34. Qualifications Sought by Women in Future Spouse throughout Tiirkiye

Very important Important Not important I would not want it
His being handsome/beautiful 6,4 374 55,1 1,1
His being in love with you 352 552 9,0 05
His being more educated than you 85 348 544 23
His having more personal income than you 12,1 447 418 14
His having a job 549 40,2 40 0,8
Less working hours even though the salary is also less 5,6 29,8 60,5 40
His not being married hefore 46,6 33,0 19,6 0,8
Similarity of the family structures 36,8 50,2 124 0,5

The total percentages of women responding to the
choices of "important” or “very important" for three
qualities throughout Turkiye and in different demo-
graphic breakdowns are illustrated in Table 35. The
qualities which are sought by women in a future
spouse are "having a job" (95%) and "being in love
with his future spouse” (90%) throughout Tiirkiye.
Differences by residential areas occur about the ques-
tion of the man to be married for the first time. The
percentage of women this is "important" or "very im-
portant” is higher in rural areas (88%).

The city which differs among three major cities is
Ankara.The fact that the man will get married for the
first time (88%), the man has a higher income (66%),
the man has higher education (51%) and the man is
handsome (50%) is more important when compared
to other two cities. When assessed in terms of re-
gions, the man having higher education and income
is more important in Northeast Anatolia, the man to
be married for the first time is important in North-
east, Mideast and Southeast Anatolia and the man
to be handsome is important in Southeast Anatolia

compared to the other regions.

When considered by age group, it was found that
for women between the ages of 18-24 the fact that
men should be in love with their future spouse (94%)
and that it should be the first marriage for the man
(89%) are more important when compared to other
age groups. When compared to other age groups the
percentage of women who think the man should
have a higher education to be "important" or "very
important” is lower among women 65 or older (28%)
(Table 36).

When differences are considered in terms of edu-
cational status, illiterate women consider the hand-
someness of the man to be important while women
who are literate but who never attended school con-
sider the marriage being the first for the man as im-
portant, women with a higher education consider the
man being in love with them and at a higher educa-
tion level more important when compared to other

levels of education.
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Table 35. Qualifications Sought by Women in Future Spouse throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities and NUTS

His His being Coming This being His being Hisbeing  His having  Working short
havinga inlove  fromsimilar  the first more handsome/ more hours even if
job with you family marriage for educated beautiful personal this means a
structures him than you income  smallerincome
than you
Tiirkiye 952 90,5 87,0 79,7 56,8 438 433 355
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 95,2 91,0 88,1 755 56,5 4322 425 357
Rural 952 89,5 84,8 88,1 57,2 449 45,0 350
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 94,6 95,0 89,8 619 58,1 i 37,2 26,6
Ankara 94,6 81,2 88,2 80,6 66,2 503 51,0 232
[zmir 939 91,8 818 61,2 55,6 38,2 04 308
NUTS
Istanbul 94,6 95,0 89,8 619 58,1 N7 37,2 26,6
West Marmara 949 973 81,9 75,2 53,5 474 394 25,0
Aegean 95,6 924 81,6 744 535 38,0 42,6 36,2
Fast Marmara 96,3 91,9 95,3 80,5 613 40,2 433 49,7
West Anatolia 95,9 873 873 813 66,9 44,8 52,1 335
Mediterranean Region 93,1 925 845 80,6 496 456 39,1 292
Central Anatolia 955 85,1 89,2 84,5 65,3 374 356 352
West Black Sea Region 94,7 90,2 85,6 77,1 56,9 494 43,6 424
Fast Black Sea Region 949 91,5 85,7 88,6 49,5 34,7 441 33,4
Northeast Anatolia 95,9 87,0 90,5 91,8 73,1 38,4 70,1 52,4
Mideast Anatolia 957 84,8 814 91,0 59,1 393 515 £19
Southeast Anatolia 96,3 85,0 90,7 933 48,7 60,9 41,6 37,8

In terms of marital status, single women think it is
important for the man to be in love with their fu-
ture spouse (92%), men to be handsome (46%) and
the marriage to be the first for the man (85%). Men
with a high income potential among divorced (70%)
and widowed (67%) women are highly important.
Men working short hours although they make less
are "important" or "very important" by single and
divorced women.

Difference by household type is observed more
among women from nuclear families. These women
think the handsomeness of the man (47%), the man
being in love with their future spouse (93%) and it
should be a first time marriage for the man (85%) as
more important when compared to other household

types (Table 36).

As the socioeconomic level increases the percentage
of those who thinks it is important for the man to be
in love with their future spouse as important or very
important increases and the percentage of women
who think it is important that the marriage should
be the first one for the man as important or very
important decreases. The biggest difference found
in the comparison of SES is about the expectation
of handsomeness regarding men. This percentage of
people who find it important or very important is
around 40% in lower and middle SES groups while
it increases to 62% in the upper SES group. The per-
centage of women who that the man should be in
love with their future spouse as important or very
important is 81% in lower SES group, 90% in the
middle SES group and 98% in the upper SES group.
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Table 36. Qualifications Sought by Women in Future Spouse by Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

His/her  His/her  Coming Thisbeing His/her His/her His/her Working
having a  being from the first being being having  short hours
job in love similar  marriage more handsome/  more even if this

with family forhim/ educated beautiful personal meansa

you structures her than you income smaller

than you income

AGE
18-24 95,7 944 87,1 89,4 44,0 489 55,8 36,9
25-34 95,0 86,9 86,9 73,6 434 38,3 57,0 336
35-44 94,4 79,7 88,8 50,7 1)1 28,0 653 379
45-54 94,0 853 88,0 39,7 38,8 354 59,9 26,7
55-64 81,8 80,3 78,1 56,3 36,2 55,7 324 23,6
65+ 84,0 74,7 723 36,5 27,7 46,5 46,5 188
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 91,7 83,1 86,7 78,2 37,0 52,5 454 379
Literate, but no schooling 92,2 81,2 90,1 93,7 42,7 49,4 51,2 278
Primary schools 92,1 86,4 86,5 77,5 1 36,9 61,3 375
Elementary education 95,4 90,5 85,2 81,4 37,0 441 540 35,9
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 96,5 93,4 86,6 80,5 46,3 46,1 59,3 36,2
Undergraduate and graduate studies 98,5 95,3 89,1 75,6 46,5 446 51,3 324
MARITAL STATUS
Single 95,4 92,0 874 85,0 44,0 455 556 358
Divorced 94,7 753 86,3 17,6 31,1 24,3 70,2 35,2
Widowed 84,6 69,6 742 283 50,5 22,7 674 223
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 95,6 92,5 87,6 84,9 443 47,1 56,8 36,6
Extended 929 87,6 84,0 78,6 39,6 38,3 56,2 37,7
Broken 9,3 87,5 88,5 65,6 44,2 39,7 57,2 30,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 95,7 81,1 86,9 84,8 449 40,5 553 30,6
Middle Group 94,7 90,1 86,2 80,0 42,0 13 57,1 37,0
Upper Group 98,0 98,0 93,1 744 515 62,3 555 27,8

The quality which 56% of men thought was very
important is that it should be a first time mar-
riage for the woman. The percentage of men who
thought this was not important is 14%. Other qual-
ities that men look for in their future spouse are
that the woman should be in love with him (35%)
and to have a similar family structure (30%). The
subjects that are the least important are women to
have higher education and a higher income than
the man. The percentage of men who think it is not

important for women to have higher education is
72% while the percentage of men who say they do
not want this is 12%. While the percentage of men
who think it is not important for women to have
lower income than men is 71%, the percentage of
men who do not care about this is 15%. (Table 37).

'The total percentages of men to answer "important”
or very important” to these qualities throughout

Tirkiye and in different demographic breakdowns
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Table 37. Qualifications Sought by Men in Future Spouse throughout Tiirkiye

Very important Important Not important | would not want it
His/her being handsome/beautiful 9, 50,0 40,0 0,8
His/her being in love with you 35,2 55,0 9,7 0,1
His/her being more educated than you 2,7 141 70,8 12,4
His/her having more personal income than you 18 18 718 145
His/her having ajob 6,6 29,5 56,9 7,0
Less working hours even though the salary is also less 37 259 64,1 6,3
His/her not being married before 56,1 29,8 13,6 0,5
Similarity of the family structures 29,8 51,0 18,8 04

are given in Table 38.The qualities which were par-
amount throughout Tirkiye were that the woman
should be in love with the spouse (96%) and that
this should be the first marriage for the woman
(86%). There are small differences between residen-
tial areas. Working women seem to be more impor-
tant for men in urban areas (38%) and that it should
be the woman’s first marriage are more important in
rural areas (90%).

Among the three major cities, the percent-
age of men considering it important for wom-
en to have a job (50%) and woman to be mar-
ried for the first time (82%) is highest in
Ankara. Men in Izmir, on the other hand, think
the beauty of the woman (56%) and having simi-
lar family structures (74%) are less important.

Table 38. Qualifications Sought by Men in Future Spouse throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Herbeing  This being Coming Her being Her ha-  Working short  Her being Her having
in love thefirst  fromsimilar handsome/ ving ajob hoursevenif  moreedu- more personal
with you marriage family beautiful thismeansa  catedthan income than

for him/her  structures smallerincome you you

Tirkiye 90,2 859 80,8 59,2 36,1 29,6 16,8 13,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 90,9 8338 81,0 59,4 383 30,7 159 13,4
Rural 88,9 89,9 80,3 58,8 317 273 185 14,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 929 749 828 63,5 37,7 394 17,2 12,8
Ankara 90,2 82,1 84,2 619 50,2 269 16,9 13,1
Izmir 94,5 77,5 739 56,8 42,7 314 135 131
NUTS

Istanbul 92,9 749 82,8 63,5 37,7 39,4 172 128
West Marmara 88,8 92,7 86,1 59,7 418 38,9 14,3 13,3
Aegean 88,8 853 778 57,0 36,2 26,4 17,9 18,1
Fast Marmara 93,0 85,7 77,6 544 37,6 34,8 133 12,5
West Anatolia 90,0 88,1 84,0 62,3 350 269 14,0 114
Mediterranean 89,7 86,7 74,7 54,6 394 275 171 15,1
Central Anatolia 86,3 86,3 86,3 553 533 264 17,6 17,0
West Black Sea 92,6 85,0 80,7 58,5 350 34,1 21,8 15,7
Fast Black Sea 87,6 90,8 74,0 44.5 47,6 24,7 18,0 10,1
Northeast Anatolia 859 84,4 750 557 232 314 124 12,0
Mideast Anatolia 84,6 874 88,3 65,2 26,7 28,1 29,4 12,0
Southeast Anatolia 93,3 95,4 941 79,1 13,9 15,2 1,5 7,1
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When regions are considered, men living in So-
utheast Anatolia think the beauty of their future
spouse (79%) and to have similar family structures
(94%) as more important when compared to other
regions. Even though the fact that this should be
the first marriage for the woman is thought to be
very important in all areas, this percentage is hig-
her in Southeast Anatolia (95%) and West Marmara
(93%) when compared to other regions. Women's
having a job is an "important" or "very important"
factor for men in Central Anatolia, while this per-
58% throughout Tirkiye in general.

centage 1is

Differences by age groups occur more in young
and middle age groups. Factors that are more im-
portant for men between the age group 18-24
are that the woman should be in love with them
(94%) and that this should be the first marria-
ge for the woman (90%). Percentage of men who
consider the beauty of the woman as important is
higher in age groups 18-24 and 25-34. The woman
to have a job and higher income are the qualities
deemed important more by the age group 35-44.

In terms of educational status, men with the highest
education level considered women to be in love with

Table 39. Qualifications Sought by Men in Future Spouse by Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

Her Thisbeing Coming  Her being Her Working  Herbeing Her having
being the first from handsome/ having a short hours more more
inlove marriage similar beautiful job evenif this educated personal

withyou  for her family means a than you income
structures smaller than you
income
AGE
18-24 94,4 90,1 80,6 63,5 33,7 26,1 16,3 12,4
25-34 87,8 87,1 82,5 57,2 39,5 341 17,2 14,5
35-44 84,6 62,8 80,5 46,6 458 330 19,9 24,8
45-54 773 454 755 24 414 478 151 59
55-64 259 23, 525 43,4 17,5 17,7 244 234
05+ 49,4 223 62,4 20,8 133 27,0 16,7 129
EDUCATIONAL STATUS

Illiterate 69,0 61,6 74,6 38,0 23,6 36,4 231 39
Literate, but no schooling 82,0 80,2 843 379 23,6 20,7 14,9 34
Primary schools 86,3 87,2 81,1 51,8 35,2 26,5 123 144
Flementary education 90,2 88,4 76,6 65,7 28,2 27,4 18,4 14,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 91,2 86,2 84,0 60,7 35,2 29,3 178 12,8
Undergraduate and graduate studies 95.9 82.6 76.5 63.0 514 38.1 186 16.3

MARITAL STATUS
Single 91,6 884 814 60,5 36,8 299 16,9 13,7
Divorced 76,2 46,3 773 40,2 256 255 14,2 13,7
Widowed 385 27,8 56,6 26,0 16,6 21,8 15,8 13,2

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 92,3 90,3 81,0 61,1 353 30,5 17,1 132
Extended 87,6 84,9 79,8 56,7 28,6 25,1 141 109
Broken 86,6 748 81,0 56,2 438 30,5 18,1 17,0

SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 82,2 85,2 84,8 42, 459 330 20,0 21,6
Middle Group 89,6 87,7 81,0 58,6 326 274 16,4 13,0
Upper Group 95,8 76,8 78,7 67,5 514 39,7 18,0 14,7




their future spouse (95%) and women with ajob (51%)
more important compared to other education levels.
Having short working hours with a smaller income
was considered important more by university gradu-
ates/postgraduates (39%) and illiterate men (36%).

Single men think it more important for their future
spouse to be in love with them (92%), their beauty
(61%) and to have a job (37%). Although it is im-
portant for all other marital statuses, the factors de-

emed less important by married men are women to

have higher education (8%) and to have a job (3%).

According to the types of households, it is seen that
men from nuclear families think being in love (92%)
and beauty (61%) to be more important compared to
the other households. On the other hand, percentage
of men from broken families who consider for the wo-
man to be married for the first time (74%) as impor-
tant is lower compared to the other household types.

'The percentage of men who think the beauty of a
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woman and her love as important or very important
increases and the percentage of men who think co-
ming from similar family structures as important or
very important decreases as the socioeconomic level
increases. The largest difference between socioecono-
mic statuses is about the expectation regarding the
beauty of the woman. The percentage of men who
stated that this was important or very important
is 42% in the lower SES group, 59% in the midd-
le SES group and 68% in the upper SES group.

3.12. Status of Marriage

People were asked about the status of their mar-
riage and the relevant data was presented in Ta-
ble 40. 88% of people are still married while 8%
of them lost their spouses and 4% of them got di-
vorced. When considered in terms of distribution
by residential area, the percentage of widowed peo-
ple is higher in rural areas (9%) while the percent-
age of divorced people is higher in urban areas (5%).

Table 40. Status of Marriage throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Continuing Spouse passed away Divorced/separated Live apart
Tiirkiye 87,8 7,7 4,0 05
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 88,2 6,8 45 0,5
Rural 87,0 93 32 04
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 88,4 6,5 47 0,4
Ankara 89,0 6,2 46 03
[zmir 84,5 7,1 75 09
NUTS
Istanbul 88,4 0,5 4,7 04
West Marmara 85,8 9,2 48 0,2
Aegean 87,0 6,9 55 0,5
East Marmara 89,3 7.5 2,7 0,4
West Anatolia 86,6 85 4,5 0,4
Mediterranean 87,0 7,1 5,0 09
Central Anatolia 873 8,7 38 0,2
West Black Sea 85,9 9,6 40 0,5
East Black Sea 88,1 89 24 0,7
Northeast Anatolia 89,6 84 1.2 0,8
Mideast Anatolia 87,2 93 29 0,5
Southeast Anatolia 91,5 6,6 13 05
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Answers regarding the status of marriage do not
differ among three major cities. However, percen-
tage of divorced people is a little higher in Izmir.

Distribution by regions show that the lowest per-
centage of divorced individuals are observed in
Southern Anatolia (1%) and Northeast Anato-
lia (1%) while the highest percentage of divor-
ced individuals are observed in the Aegean (6%),
West Marmara (5%), West Anatolia (5%), Is-

tanbul (5%) and the Mediterranean regions(5%).
When gender is taken into consideration, no
difference is observed between divorced peop-

le while the percentage of widows among women

(12%) is higher compared to men (5%) (Table 41).

In terms of distribution by age groups, the

percentage of widowed individuals is natu-

rally higher among people with advanced ages

when compared to the younger age group.

Table 41. Status of Marriage by Gender, Age, Educational Status, and SES

Continuing Spouse passed away Divorced/separated Live apart
GENDER
Male 92,0 39 3,7 04
Female 84,0 1.2 43 0,6
AGE
18-24 95,2 06 37 05
25-34 95,1 11 3,1 0,7
35-44 92,6 23 45 0,5
45-54 88,6 6,6 43 05
55-64 81,3 13,9 44 04
65+ 59,9 353 45 03
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 72,8 23,8 3,0 0,5
Literate, but no schooling 80,1 153 4,0 0,6
Primary schools 90,2 54 39 0,5
Elementary education 91,1 34 49 0,7
Regular high schools and their equivalents 92,0 33 43 05
Undergraduate and graduate studies 93,0 1,4 5,1 0,5
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 78,2 174 3,7 0,7
Middle Group 88,7 6,7 4,1 0,5
Upper Group 92,4 36 39 0,1

On the other hand, the percentage of widowed peop-
le is higher among individuals with lower education
levels while it is lower among people with higher
education levels. No such difference occurs between
divorced individuals according to education level.

The percentage of people with ongoing marriages
increases and the percentage of widowed peop-
le decreases as the socioeconomic level increases.
Marriages of 78% of the people in lower SES gro-
up, 89% of the people in middle SES group and
92% of the upper SES group are still going on. The
percentage of widowed people is 17% for the lower
SES group while it is 4% for the upper SES group.

3.13. Reasons for Divorce

The study was interested to know the reasons for
divorce. According to the results in Table 42, 29%
of divorced men and 21% of divorced women see
the reason for their divorce as "cheating." 11%
of divorced women and 5% of divorced men cite
cheating by their spouses as the reason for divorce.
17% of divorced women declared domestic vio-
lence and abuse by their spouses. None of men, on
the other hand, state this reason for their divorce.

The percentage of women, who cite alcohol and

gambling as the most important reason for divorce,



Table 42. Reasons for Divorce
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For males For females Tiirkiye

(heating 28,7 20,5 231
Irresponsible and disinterested attitude 178 21,1 20,1
Abandonment 240 9,6 141
Beating/ill treatment 0,0 17,2 11,9
Alcohol and gambling 39 1,7 93

Being cheated on 46 10,7 88
Spouses’ disrespectful attitude towards in-laws 16,0 39 7,7
Inability to financially maintain the household 1,6 13 13

Not having kids 0,5 15 1,2
(rime (robbery, fraud, seizure etc.) 10 1, 1,1

Bad treatment to the kids in the family 15 03 0,6
In-law interference in family matters 0,0 0,7 0,5
One of the spouses becoming incurably ll 05 03 04

is 12%. This percentage is 4% in men. Percentage
of men suggesting disrespect against his family
as the reason for divorce is 16%. The percentage
of women who divorced their husbands because
their husbands disrespected their families is 4%.

"Not having kids", is observed at the same level for
both genders is one of the most important reasons
for divorce. Percentages regarding this situation
as a reason are 18% for men and 21% for women.

nn

Although divorce because of "crime", "not having

mone.

kids","Bad treatment to the kids in the family", "ina-

"e

bility to financially maintain the household"," in-law
interference in family matters " and "abandonment"
can be considered as possible reasons for divorce,

they were encountered very rarely during the study.

Table 43. Possible Reasons for Divorce throughout Tiirkiye

3.14. Possible Reasons for Divorce

Individuals were shown various statements asked
whether or not these statements could be a reason for
divorce. Data obtained is presented in Table 43. Ac-
cording to results in the table, "the husband’s cheat-
ing on his wife(even once)" is expressed as a reason
for divorce by 60% of the individuals. The percent-
age of people considering "the wife’s cheating on her
husband(even once)" as a reason for divorce is 89%.
'The percentage of people considering "the husband’s
being an alcoholic/gambler" as a certain reason for
divorce is 71%, while the percentage of people con-
sidering "the wife’s being an alcoholic/gambler" as a
certain reason for divorce is 83%.

Yes No I have no idea
The wife's cheating on her husband (even once) 89,4 7.6 3,0
The wife’s being an alcoholic/gambler 833 12,6 4,0
The wife's abusive treatment of her husband (beating, swearing etc.) 770 18,3 4,7
The hushand’s abusive treatment of his wife (beating, swearing etc.) 79 247 34
Alcoholic/gambling on the part of the husband 71,3 25,1 3,7
The hushand’s cheating on his wife (even once) 59,6 35,8 46
The husband failing to maintain the household financially 27,2 68,4 44
The wife's failing at properly performing chores 183 774 43
The husband’s inability to get along with the spouse’s family 138 823 4,0
The infertility of the wife 123 83,5 4,2
The wife's inability to get along with the husband's family 12,2 834 44
The infertility of the husband 76 88,2 4,
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Table 44. Possible Reasons for Divorce throughout Tiirkiye and by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Husband’s bad Husband’s Husband’s cheating Husband’s failing Husband’s Infertility
treatment to his wife being an on his wife (even for  at financially mability to get of the
(beating, swearing alcoholic/ once) maintaining the  along with the  husband
etc.) gambler household spouse’s family
Turkiye 719 3 59,6 27,2 13,8 76
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 75,6 744 61,4 285 13,8 7,0
Rural 65,5 65,8 56,3 251 13,7 8,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 754 744 62,3 25,6 9,6 52
Ankara 82,7 8338 74,2 39,1 2,2 8,0
|zmir 819 75,1 58,6 333 143 58
Istanbul 754 74,4 623 25,6 9,6 52
West Marmara 82,5 794 67,3 37,7 23,3 13,5
Aegean 778 753 60,1 350 14,38 75
East Marmara 79,4 745 59,9 28,5 13,6 6,9
West Anatolia 77,8 79,5 64,7 35,7 195 8,0
Mediterranean 68,1 67,0 524 26,2 133 8,0
Central Anatolia 58,0 61,8 58,0 174 10,3 55
West Black Sea 72,6 719 624 26,8 155 69
East Black Sea 73,0 67,7 539 23,7 10,7 63
Northeast Anatolia 49,5 49,3 47,0 15,4 141 6,4
Mideast Anatolia 57,9 63,0 56,1 16,5 9,1 46
Southeast Anatolia 63,4 66,7 62,2 20,3 14,2 13,5

'The percentage of people considering "the husband's
bad treatment of his wife (beating, swearing etc.)"
as a reason for divorce is 72% while the percentage
of people considering "the wife's bad treatment of
her husband(beating, swearing etc.)" as a reason for
divorce is 77%. On the whole, when the results are
assessed, cheating, acting irresponsibly and inatten-
tion, abandonment, and beating/mistreatment are

seen as the most important reasons for divorce.

In Table 44, the percentage of people who respon-
ded "Yes" to each of these reasons throughout Ttr-
kiye is presented with demographic breakdowns.
"The wife’s cheating on her husband (even once)"
(89%) and "the wife’s being an alcoholic/gamb-
ler"(83%) are stated as two of the major reasons
for divorce throughout Tirkiye. The differences
which occur based on the residential area are "the
husband’s abusive treatment of his wife" and "the
husband’s being an alcoholic/gambler”. The percen-

tage of people who think these are good reasons for

divorce is higher in the urban areas.

Among three major cities, with the exception of
"the husband’s abusive treatment of his wife" all
reasons received a higher response in Ankara. The
biggest differences observed between Istanbul and
Izmir, is about men mistreating their wives and men
being unable to provide for the family. Percentage
of people who stated these as reasons for divorce are
higher in Izmir compared to Istanbul.

When a comparison is made between regions, the
percentage of people who consider "the husband’s
cheating on his wife (even once)" (67%), "the
husband’s abusive treatment of his wife", "the wife’s
failing at properly performing chores" (24%) and
"the wife’s inability to get along with the husband’s
family" as reasons for divorce are higher in West
Marmara compared to other regions. The number
of people stating "the husband’s being an alcoholic/

gambler" (80%) to be a reason for divorce is higher
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The wife’s cheating The wife’s Wife's bad treatment  The wife’s failingat  The infertility of the  Wife’s inability to
on her husband being an to her husband properly performing wife get along with the
(even for once) alcoholic/ (beating, swearing chores husband’s family

gambler etc.)
89,4 833 77,0 18,3 123 12,2
RESIDENCE AREA
90,4 84,5 78,6 175 11,1 11,5
87,6 81,3 742 19,8 144 133
THREE MAJOR CITIES
90,1 82,6 763 149 8,7 9,0
93,6 90,0 86,0 209 119 16,4
88,0 82,1 77,0 174 83 15
NUTS
90,1 82,6 763 149 8,7 9,0
87,8 84,1 80,2 23,6 16,4 20,1
88,9 84,1 783 213 10,3 120
89,6 82,9 789 18,8 10,5 133
93,0 89,0 83,7 21,2 12,7 15,0
86,5 79,6 72, 19,7 13,9 11,2
90,4 78,7 70,6 16,9 118 99
85,9 79,1 73,7 17,0 12,9 13,9
85,2 79,6 74,1 13,7 115 10,9
89,7 78,8 68,1 12,7 12,9 10,6
89,7 86,9 76,7 16,0 938 838
93,7 913 83,0 19,0 213 15,0

in West Anatolia, while the number of people sta-
ting "the husband’s inability to get along with the
spouse's family " to be a reason for divorce is hig-
her in the Aegean (15%) and the number of people
stating "the infertility of the wife " to be a reason
for divorce is higher in Southeast Anatolia (21%).
“The infertility of the husband” is more of a reason
for divorce for a married individuals living in West
Marmara and Southeast Anatolia (14% for both re-
gions) than other regions.

For both men and women, the woman’s cheating
on her husband is among the topmost reasons for
divorce. It is worth to note that women consider a
cheating wife more of a reason for divorce then a
cheating husband. In both men and women, this
reason is followed by alcoholism/gambling of the
woman and the wife’s abuse towards the husband.
While 73% of the women think the abusive behavi-
or of the man (beating, insulting etc.) is a reason for
divorce, 24% do not think so (Table 45).

Among the 18-34 age group, "husband cheating

» «

on the wife”, “the man abusing his wife” and “the
alcoholism/gambling of the husband” are among
the highest reasons for divorce. In the over 55 age
group, the infertility of the woman or the man was
cited as a reason with a higher percentage than the

other age groups.

Differentiation was noted by educational level. Re-
asons like the man’s cheating on his wife even for
once, the husband’s alcoholism/gambling, abusive
behavior towards the wife, the husband’s inability
to meet the needs of the household were cited as
reasons for divorce by a higher percentage of in-
dividuals. On the other hand, the infertility of the
man, the infertility of the woman and the inability
of the woman to do housework to a standard were
cited as reasons for divorce by a higher percentage
of individuals as the educational level decreases.
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Table 45. Possible Reasons for Divorce by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Husband’s bad Husband’s Husband’s Husband’s failing Hushand’s Infertility
treatment to his being an cheatingon his at financially nability to get of the
wife (beating, alcoholic/ wife (evenfor  maintainingthe  along withthe  husbhand
swearing etc.) gambler once) household spouse’s family
GENDER
Male 711 713 57,6 29,2 14,7 8,2
Female 72,7 713 61,5 253 129 7,0
AGE
18-24 77,0 744 65,0 27,5 14,2 6,8
25-34 74,1 73,5 62,4 27,5 12,6 6,8
35-44 723 71,5 59,0 273 13,2 7,1
45-54 70,7 68,4 54,7 26,8 14,7 7.8
55-64 68,3 68,7 56,6 28,6 15,4 9,5
65+ 60,9 659 538 25,2 144 99
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 525 57,0 50,3 18,2 123 93
Literate with no schooling 62,4 66,1 529 22,7 13,2 10,5
Primary school 69,9 70,2 57,1 26,5 13,8 75
Elementary education 76,5 75,0 60,2 278 13,4 7,0
Regular high schools and their equivalents 82,1 78,1 67,1 33,1 14,6 6,8
Graduate and undergraduate studies 86,1 79,6 719 324 141 58
MARITAL STATUS
Single 80,7 78,7 67,0 32,1 15,9 7.9
Married 70,0 69,5 58,1 26,0 13,0 74
Divorced 82,5 80,7 61,5 379 21,1 89
Widowed 63,0 653 512 24,0 14,0 8,6
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 739 72,2 61,2 273 13,7 74
Extended 63,1 66,0 538 253 133 7,6
Broken 76,8 764 59,7 31,2 15,8 88
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 55,7 60,0 524 20,5 13,7 10,0
Middle group 72,2 719 594 278 13,9 7,6
Upper group 86,3 78,7 68,2 30,0 13,1 48

Compared by marital status, “The husband’s chea-
ting on his wife” was cited as a reason for divorce at
a higher percentage among single individuals (67%).
As a reason, “The husband’s inability to get along
with the spouse’s family” was found to be higher
among divorced individuals (21%). “The husband’s
being an alcoholic/gambler”, “The husband’s bad
treatment to his wife (beating, swearing etc.)”, “The
husband’s failing at financially maintaining the ho-

usehold” were cited as important reasons for divorce
at a higher percentage among both single and di-
vorced individuals.

Among individuals from broken families, many
more issues are considered to be reasons for divor-
ce. This is quite the opposite for extended families,
their percentages are lower compared to other ho-

usehold types.
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The wife’s cheating  The wife’s being an Wife’s bad The wife’s failing at  The infertility of the  Wife’s inability to
on her husband alcoholic/gambler treatment to her  properly performing wife get along with the
(even for once) husband (beating, chores husband’s family

swearing etc.)
GENDER
92,0 83,7 774 19,5 12,1 13,1
86,9 83,0 76,6 17 124 113
AGE
89,9 83,8 78,0 17,0 12,2 12,1
90,4 83,6 76,7 16,3 10,9 114
90,6 83,7 77,1 18,8 11,7 11,2
88,4 82,8 76,3 19,1 12,0 12,9
89,3 83,7 788 21,7 144 13,5
84,2 81,5 749 20,7 16,2 14,6
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
834 79,5 7,7 19,7 18,1 13,1
879 855 76,0 219 16,5 128
89,2 829 76,0 19,0 12,7 12,1
91,0 84,9 78,7 18,0 10,3 11,0
92,5 85,1 80,3 17,2 9,5 12,5
90,1 833 80,6 131 7.8 1,7
MARITAL STATUS
89,7 84,2 79,3 17,9 12,1 13,5
89,8 832 76,5 18,2 12,0 1,7
89,7 87,0 82,0 215 14,6 17,2
82,6 80,7 74,0 20,2 16,2 12,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
90,2 83,7 77,5 17,9 1n,7 11,7
87,8 819 749 183 129 12,6
86,3 839 78,2 216 15,0 15,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
858 80,8 73,1 198 19,0 13,0
89,7 83,5 76,8 18,7 12,0 123
90,5 85,0 82,5 13,8 74 10,7

The greatest differentiation between SES groups
was found to be on the issue of “The husband’s bad
treatment to his wife (beating, swearing etc.)”. The
percentage of those who cited this as a reason for
divorce is 56% in the lower SES group, 72% in the
middle and 86% in the upper SES group. Another
high differentiation area is “The husband’s being an
alcoholic/gambler”. While he percentage of those

who consider this as a reason for divorce is 60% in
the lower SES group, this number increases to 79%
in the upper SES group. The reasons cited often for
divorce by the lower SES group are fewer. In this
SES group, the percentage of individuals who think
the infertility of the spouse is a reason for divorce

is higher.
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This section contains data on the times household
members regularly come together, their activities
together, which members perform housework, the
individuals responsible for daytime care of little
children, who is responsible for decision making
in the household, the relationship level between
spouses, the issues that cause conflict and the reac-

tions of spouses to disagreement.

4.1. The Times Household Members
Regularly Get Together

The majority of household members were asked
whether or not they regularly gathered for break-

fast, dinner and on weekends.

Table 46 contains data on the frequency with which

household members gather for breakfast, dinner
and on weekends. The results indicate that a notab-
le majority of household members gather on wee-
kends (90%) and dinner (89%), while gathering for
breakfast occurs a little less, though at 73% it is still
not too low.

When you compare the rates of these activities
along rural and urban areas, a notable 20% differen-
ce stands out for breakfast. The proportion of those
who gather for breakfast is 66% in urban environ-
ments, while it is 86% in rural settings. Meanwhile
there was a 6% discrepancy in gathering for din-
ner, with urban dwellers congregating less often. By
contrast there was little difference in gathering for
weekends between urban and rural residents.

Table 46. The Times Household Members Regularly Get Together throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS and SES

At breakfast At dinner At the weekend
Tiirkiye 734 88,8 90,2
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 66,4 86,6 89,2
Rural 86,3 93,0 91,8
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 58,5 84,6 89,8
Ankara 68,9 91,0 89,0
fzmir 54,4 83,7 87,6
NUTS
Istanbul 58,5 84,6 89,8
West Marmara 82,1 91,8 91,7
Aegean 745 88,9 90,1
East Marmara 634 855 90,0
West Anatolia 77,1 92,1 91,0
Mediterranean 75,7 87,1 90,1
Central Anatolia 83,8 91,4 92,7
West Black Sea 82,7 90,3 92,1
Fast Black Sea 74,1 88,3 86,3
Northeast Anatolia 78,6 88,4 87,4
Mideast Anatolia 78,5 94,8 91,2
Southeast Anatolia 82,3 93,0 88,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 85,4 91,3 88,7
Middle group 73,0 88,7 90,2
Upper group 62,0 87,1 91,8




Comparing the three major cities no varia-
tion was observed in gathering for the wee-
kend, however the number of Ankara house-

holds that gather for breakfast (69%) and dinner
(91%) is greater than the other two major cities.

In all regions a clear majority of households (in rates
varying from 85% to 93%) come together for dinner
and on weekends. While the rates for breakfast vary
from region to region, the regions where they are

lowest are Istanbul (59%) and East Marmara (63%).

As the socioeconomic level rises it was obser-
ved that the percentage of households that gat-
her for breakfast and dinner decreases, while
those that gather for weekends increases. Com-
paring socioeconomic statuses the greatest vari-
ation occurs for breakfast. The percentage of
households that gather for breakfast is 85% for
the lower socioeconomic group while the number
drops to 62% for the upper socioeconomic group.

4.2. The Activities Household Members Do
Together

The activities household members engage in to-
gether are important as indicators of the relation-
ship between members and the lifestyle of the
household itself. And so household members were
asked about how frequently they engaged in various
activities together, such as visiting relatives, visiting
neighbors, visiting friends/family acquaintances,
dining out, having a picnic, going to the cinema/
theatre and shopping. The results and urban-rural

distribution are displayed in Table 47.

According to the results of the question regarding
visiting relatives, 25% of family members responded
"Yes, often" and 65% responded "Yes, sometimes,"
indicating nearly 90% of families visit relatives to-
gether. On the other hand, this household activity
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persists in urban settings just as it does in rural ones

as does relationships with relatives.

Households that often visited neighbors together
was 23%, those that sometimes visited neighbors
together was 58%, while those who never visited
neighbors together was 18%. Comparing rural-ur-
ban distribution for visiting neighbors, rural house-
holds tended to visit neighbors more often than
urban households (with a roughly 8% discrepancy).
Those who often visited friends/family acquaint-
ances together were 21%, those who sometimes vis-
ited were 65%, and those who never visited were
14%. 'There is no significant variation in rural and
urban percentages on this topic.

Households were also asked about their dining out
habits. The percentage of households that respond-
ed "Yes, often" was 6%, those who responded "Yes,
sometimes" was 26% while 69% responded "No,
never." The results indicate that Tirkiye's culture of

families dining at home largely persists.

Of the households that participated in the study, 7%
said they often picnicked, 41% said they sometimes
picnicked while 52% said they never picnicked.

Household members who often went to the cinema
or theatre together was 3%, with 13% attending
sometimes. The vast majority (84%) never attended
the cinema or theatre together. Of the households
that participated in the study, 22% often went shop-
ping together while 50% sometimes did so. Those

who never went shopping together was 28%.

When comparing rural-urban variation for dining
out, having picnics, attending the cinema/theatre
and shopping, these three activities occurred more
often in urban settings as was expected.
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Table 47. Activities Household Members Participate in Together throughout Tiirkiye, and by Residence Area

Often Sometimes Never
Visiting Relatives Urban 248 64,7 10,5
Rural 25,0 64,7 10,2
Turkiye 249 64,7 10,4
Visiting Neighbors Urban 20,4 58,7 20,9
Rural 29,0 57,7 13,2
Tiirkiye 234 584 18,2
Visiting Friends/Family Friends Urban 199 66,1 14,0
Rural 22,6 62,5 14,9
Tiirkiye 20,8 64,9 143
Eating out Urban 6,1 31,7 62,2
Rural 43 15,3 80,5
Tiirkiye 55 259 68,0
Going on a Picnic Urban 77 477 446
Rural 56 27,7 00,/
Turkiye 7,0 40,6 524
Going to the Cinema/Theatre Urban 3,2 16,6 80,3
Rural 2,1 6,2 91,7
Tiirkiye 28 12,9 843
Going Shopping Urban 26,3 513 24
Rural 143 470 38,7
Tiirkiye 22,1 49,8 28,1

Table 48 displays the activities households engaged
in together across Tirkiye and according to various
demographic breakdowns. The percentages given on
the table are the sum of the "Yes, often" and "Yes,
sometimes" responses.

Across Tirkiye the most common activity house-
hold members engage in together is visiting rela-
tives at 90%, visiting friend/family friends at 86%
and visiting neighbors at 82%. The least common
activity is going to the cinema/theatre at 16%.

There is variation depending on area of residence.
'The activities urban households engage in together
more often than rural households is "going shop-
ping" (72%), "going on a picnic" (55%), "dining out"
(38%) and "going to the cinema/theatre” (20%).
"Visiting neighbors" occurs more often in rural set-

tings (87%) than it does in urban ones (79%).

Comparing the three major cities, the percentage of
households that engaged in every activity listed to-

gether was highest in Ankara. However the great-
est differentiation was in "dining out." While 51%
of households in Ankara dined out together, this
proportion was 44% in Izmir and 35% in Istanbul.

Comparing regions, the 82% of households in West
Anatolia that "go shopping," the 39% in the Medi-
terranean Region that "dine out" and the 56% in
East Marmara that enjoy "going on picnics" are
higher in relation to other regions.

When evaluated according to the type of house-
hold, extended families spend less time "dining
out" (18%) and "going to the cinema/theatre" (8%)
while broken families spend less time "visiting rela-
tives" (72%) and "visiting neighbors" (66%) relative
to other household types. Meanwhile the percent-
age of nuclear families that "go on picnics" (53%)
and "go shopping” (73%) are higher.

When evaluated according to socioeconomic level,
all household activities except "visiting neighbors"
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Table 48. Activities Household Members Participate in Together throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, House-
hold Type, and SES (Often & Sometimes)

Visiting Visiting friends Visiting Going Goingona  Eating out Going to the
relatives neighbors shopping picnic cinema/theatre
Tiirkiye 89,6 85,7 81,8 719 47,6 314 15,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 89,5 86,0 79,1 77,6 55,4 37,8 19,7
Rural 89,8 85,1 86,8 613 333 19,5 83
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 89,5 85,8 74,7 78,2 56,9 35,1 22,5
Ankara 89,7 86,9 80,1 87,7 61,2 51,1 317
[zmir 86,3 83,0 703 80,2 523 438 235
NUTS
Istanbul 89,5 85,8 74,7 78,2 56,9 35,1 25
West Marmara 85,7 823 80,3 75,5 45,2 35,5 19,7
Aegean 89,8 84,5 81,7 738 47,0 32,6 14,6
East Marmara 88,3 85,9 79,3 74,1 56,0 31,2 12,9
West Anatolia 914 87,1 84,5 824 530 36,2 19,2
Mediterranean 88,2 84,7 81,2 69,1 474 38,6 18,9
Central Anatolia 92,2 90,4 88,5 66,7 419 18,0 89
West Black Sea 86,8 85,6 83,2 71,5 453 28,7 15,2
East Black Sea 87,1 83,2 845 62,7 39,4 26,2 13
Northeast Anatolia 88,0 80,4 81,3 61,6 448 245 51
Mideast Anatolia 939 87,6 88,7 59,2 38,1 249 8,0
Southeast Anatolia 93,4 87,7 88,6 57,8 27,7 18,9 8,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 923 88,3 83,6 74,5 52,6 344 16,6
Extended 91,2 85,2 86,6 653 39,1 18,2 8,2
Broken 71,8 71,0 65,7 64,0 28,6 28,7 19,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 823 75,5 80,0 484 15,3 78 41
Middle group 90,5 86,5 82,8 738 50,2 29,5 128
Upper group 93,0 93,7 769 90,4 73,6 793 54,7

increases as the socioeconomic level increases. The
greatest differentiation is in "dining out." 92% of
households in the lower socioeconomic group indi-
cate that they have never dined out, while this per-
centage drops to 21% in the upper socioeconomic
group. 61% of the households in the upper socio-
economic group sometimes dine out together. This
percentage drops to 25% for the middle socioeco-
nomic group and 6% for the lower group. Another

activity with significant variation is having picnics.
85% of the lower socioeconomic group indicate
that they have never picnicked together. This per-
centage is 26% for the upper socioeconomic group.
On the other hand, visiting neighbors together is
an activity that all socioeconomic groups partici-
pate in with roughly similar percentages (between
77% and 83%).
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4.3. Individuals Responsible for Housework

The study asked households who was generally re-
sponsible for housework. The results are presented

on Table 49.

Questioned about who was responsible for the
cooking, the wife was responsible in the clear ma-
jority of households with 87%, followed by family
members together at 10% and the husband at 2%.
The percentage of households who pay for cook-
ing (%04) and those who don't cook at home (%02)
were quite low.

In 84% of households ironing was done by the wom-
an, in 10% it was done together by family mem-
bers, in 2% by the man and in 1% by someone from
outside of the household. The percentage of people
who pay to have their ironing done is very low (1%).
Like cooking and ironing, the critical chore of laun-
dry is predominantly done by the woman (89%). In
2% of households the man does the laundry and in
8% of households family members do it together. In
1% of households a relative outside the household
does the laundry, while the number of households
who pay to have their laundry done by someone
else is a very low percentage at %o5.

While the woman is responsible for dishes in 87%
of households, in 9% of households the family do
the dishes together. This chore is done by the man
in 2% of households, by an outside relative in 0.8%
and by paid help in 0.4%.

Like other housework, basic needlework tasks are
also predominantly done by the woman (90%). In
7% of households this task is done by family mem-
bers together and in 2% by the man. 0.5% of house-
holds pay for outside help and 0.9% have an outside
relative to do it. The percentage of households were
sewing wasn't done was found to be 0.7%.

In 80% of families the after dinner tea was served
by the woman, in 16% by family members together
and in 2% by the man. In 1% of households this
task was not done, in 6%o it was done by an outside

relative and in 0.2% by paid outside help.

Evaluating the responses to the question on who
sets and clears the table, it was observed that there is
a greater instance of helping each other out relative
to other housework. While in 74% of households
the woman is responsible for setting and clearing
the table, the percentage of households where the
family do it together is a little higher than for other
housework rising up to 23%. The number of house-
holds were the man performs this task is 2%.

'The distribution of those responsible for the house-
holds' daily shopping for food-beverage shows dif-
ferentiation from other housework. For this task we
observe that men are also active (33%) alongside
women. Still, women are slightly more involved
(38%) with regards to daily shopping for food-
beverage. The number of households who do their
daily shopping together is also high (27%), while
the percentage of those who have a relative shop for
them is 1%.

'The study shows that the individual responsible for
paying the monthly bills is mostly the man (69%).
The percentage of households where the woman
pays is 17%, while the percentage of households
where members pay together is 10%. In 3% of
households who participated in the study the bills

were paid by a relative.

Basic maintenance and repair around the house is
generally done by the man (68%). The percentage of
households who pay outside help for this task are
14%, while in 7% of households the woman does
it and in 6% family members do it together. Of the
individuals in the study 4% stated they had a rela-

tive do basic maintenance and repairs.

One of the household chores covered in the study
is painting and whitewash jobs. In 38% of house-
holds this task is done by the man, in 33% they pay
for outside help. In 13% household family members
did this task together and in 10% the woman did it
while 4% of participating households had a relative
to do it.

In summary, cooking, laundry, dishes, ironing and
sewing are generally performed by the woman, with
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Table 49. Individuals Responsible for Housework

Woman Household Relative Someone outside  Not done at
members outside the the family in home
together household return for a fee

Cooking 2,0 87,1 9,5 08 04 0.2
Ironing 2.2 843 9,5 1,0 09 2.2
Laundry 19 88,7 7.7 1,1 05 02
Dishes 20 87,2 9,4 08 04 0.2
Basic needlework 2,0 88,9 7,1 09 0,5 0,7
Serving tea in the evenings 23 80,1 15,6 0,6 0,2 1,2
Laying and cleaning the table 24 74,1 22,6 0,6 0,2 0,1
Daily shopping for food-beverage 333 37,7 26,8 13 03 0,6
Paying monthly bills 69,1 17,0 10,2 28 04 0,5
Basic maintenance and repair 68,4 6,7 6,3 4,0 13,5 1,2
Painting the house 377 10,0 133 44 329 17

rates varying between 84% and 89%. This percentage
declines a bit for tea service, laying and cleaning the
table and tidying up the house. Meanwhile tasks such
as daily shopping, paying monthly bills, repairs and
painting the house are generally taken up by the man.

Instead of paying outside help to do standard house-
work, households tend to prefer having members do
them. The tasks that are most often performed by
paid outside help are Painting the house and repairs.

Table 50 displays the tasks women are respon-
sible for in the home across Tirkiye and ac-
cording to various demographic divisions.
The greatest variation according to area of resi-
dence is with the woman's role in daily food
shopping. While 43% of women perform this
task in urban households, 29% do in rural ones.
The percentage of women who pay the month-
ly bills is higher in urban settings as well (20%).

By contrast, the percentage of women who paint
the house is higher in rural settings with 14%.

Comparing the three major cities, the per-

of women responsible for serv-

(80%)
food shopping (58%) is highest in Istanbul.

centage

ing tea in the evenings

and daily

Comparing different regions there are several vari-
ations on the tasks the woman is responsible for.

The percentage of households where the woman
is responsible for ironing and laying and clean-
ing the table is even higher in Southeast Anatolia.
On the other hand, a greater percentage of wom-
en are responsible for daily food shopping in the

West Marmara, East Marmara and Aegean regions.

Comparing the types of household, broken fami-
lies exhibit greater variation. In this type of
household, the percentage of women responsi-
ble for housework that is generally performed by
men such as "daily shopping for food and bever-

age," "paying monthly bills," "basic maintenance

and repairs" and "painting the house" is greater.

For all the housework inquired for the study, as
the household's socioeconomic level grew the per-
centage of women who performed these chores
decreased. The greatest variation occurred in "lay-
ing and cleaning the table" and "serving tea in the
evenings." "laying and cleaning the table" is per-
formed by women 84% of the time in the lower
socioeconomic group, and 63% of the time in the
upper group. In households of the lower socioec-
onomic group 86% of serving tea in the evenings
is performed by women, which drops to 70% in
the upper group. As socioeconomic level increases
the percentage of households where family mem-
bers perform these tasks together also increases.



o
S
S
~N
=
=

8’ b’ vl b'se L9 8'69 9L 88/ 808 68 €98 558 dnoib 2ddp
0 96 L9l 9'/¢ Ll €08 9'08 568 §8 €18 0'68 768 dnoib 3|ppIy
601 891 6'0C 6'6¢ 08 88 8 918 768 £'68 568 9'g8 dnosb somo7
SNLYLS JIWNON0DI010S
4v €8l 47 95 (%9 9'59 79 179 L'LL ¥0L 7oL 4 uoig
€s 801 gLl 66t 6. €8/ L1l 078 88 878 8 1's8 Popualxj
Gy 58 871 0'9¢ g5/ 678 1'e8 0'88 506 0'l6 L6 86 13
1dAL A10HISNOH
£y 68 L'/ €11 9'68 898 598 6'68 ’16 1'68 ¥'l6 €16 eljoleuy 15eayinos
LS gl vl 1% 918 '8 998 818 ¥'26 868 06 8'l6 BIj0JRUY 15e3pIy
Sl 691 801 9’8l € 078 ) 0’8 018 9'G8 88 0'88 pljojeuy 15eaYLION
6'c 0’ gcl 87¢ 6L §'sL 96/ A €18 0'e8 98 878 B35 00| 1563
8 9 L9l L€ 55t €'/ L'6L 078 1's8 €8 998 6'58 RIS RI
59 871 L1l 617 0'e8 1'e8 098 878 €06 L'06 506 €06 eljoleuy [enU)
b9 88 gLl Wi ¥0L 611 £/ 818 €98 598 9'/8 6'/8 UeauLRPI
'8 90l gLl 0¢ LU 1 L1 078 0'98 58 0'88 6'/8 eljoleuy 153
1'9 871 961 '6¢ 50/ 1'6L 1'08 68 §'88 £'98 688 716 RIRULI|A 153
0’/ g1l g8l 6'8¢ 1'69 b6l 08 9’8 9'98 518 L'68 0'68 ueabay
8/ 651 31 L'ty 0'/L b8 6'8 588 0'/8 868 0'l6 716 RIRWIR 1S
4 79 L't §'S 07L 8'6L 6'8L 78 798 9'98 1’88 £'98 Inquexs|
SIAN
9 ¥'8 l'1t 'y 565 8'lL 0'rL ¥'8 §78 1'v8 588 9% Jwz
0% 1'9 €1 0'0% 0'lL 0L 79, 608 88 8 €98 ¥[8 eleyuy
4] 79 L't §'S 07L 8'6L 6'8L 78 798 9'98 '8 £'98 Inquexs|
SAILD OrYW 334HL
8 6l 'Ll 0’6t 9// '8 €8 €e8 8'/8 6'/8 588 '8 feiny
'/ 6 €0z ¥4y L't 0'6L L'6L 878 198 6'98 8’88 1'68 uegi
Y34y IINIAISIY
9 001 0'/L L1§ K7 1'08 708 €8 '8 718 £'88 688 afpying

liedas pue
ddueuI)ulew
J1seg

asnoy ay}
Buiysemaziym
pue bunuied

sliq
Alyauow
buifeqd

abeianaq
-pooy

o buiddoys
Kireq

dqe3
9y} buiueap
pue buife]

sbujuans ay}
ul ed} buiniag

fep ayy
bunp asnoy
dn buifpi}

bujuosy

funjoo)

saYsiq

Kapuneq

Nloma|pa
-3udiseg

635 pue ‘ad£] pjoyasnoy ‘SInN ‘sa1a1) Jofeyy aay] ‘easy dudpisay Aq ‘onjan] noybnoiy) saiyjiqisuodsay J10MISNOH S,udWOp *0S d[qel



Intra-Familial Relations 81

4.4. Day-Care of Small Children in the  Comparing urban-rural distribution regarding the

Household care of little children during the day, both urban

and rural households predominantly responded with
Households with children between the ages of 0-5 "mother." The percentage of houscholds where the
were asked who was responsible for care of the chil- mother took care of the children during the day was
dren during the day. The results of these questions are 91% for urban households and 94% for rural ones.
tabulated in Table 51. Looking at percentages across Additionally, urban dwelling families were more like-
Tirkiye, the mother is most often responsible for ly to utilize nannies and kindergartens than their ru-
the care of little children (92%), followed by 2% for ral counterparts. Of urban households 2% used nan-
the paternal grandmother and 2% for the maternal nies and 1% used nurseries or kindergartens. Only 1%
grandmother. of rural dwellers had nannies look after their children

and 0.2% used nurseries or kindergartens.

Table 51. Day-Care of Small Children in the Household throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type,
and SES

Mother Father  Older Maternal Paternal Close Care-taker  Kindergarten  Other
sister grandmother  grand- relatives or preschool
mother
Tiirkiye 92,1 05 03 1,5 18 0,6 14 09 09
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 91,3 04 0,1 18 20 07 16 1,2 09
Rural 939 08 0,7 07 13 04 1,1 0,2 1,0
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 93,4 0,0 0,0 22 1,1 05 1,0 0,5 13
Ankara 90,2 0,0 0,0 18 0,0 0,0 1,7 6,2 0,0
zmir 83,2 0,0 18 9,0 15 00 30 1,6 0,0
NUTS
Istanbul 93,4 0,0 0,0 2,2 11 05 10 05 13
West Marmara 80,4 2,0 1,1 18 3,1 1,2 41 13 5,0
Aegean 91,5 05 04 33 2,6 0 11 07 0,0
East Marmara 88,8 1,5 0,0 0,8 46 1,2 13 12 0,7
West Anatolia 934 05 0,0 09 04 0,0 15 3.2 0,0
Mediterranean 92,1 0,4 05 03 13 06 21 14 14
Central Anatolia 92,8 1,7 0,0 28 2,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0
West Black Sea 89,7 0,0 0,0 0,0 4,7 0,0 09 1,6 3,1
Fast Black Sea 87,8 0,0 1,1 0,0 2,0 29 39 0,0 23
Northeast Anatolia 95,5 0,0 0,0 1,2 2,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 1,1
Mideast Anatolia 95,6 0,0 11 06 00 23 0,0 04 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 9,3 1,0 0,0 1,0 0,0 0,0 18 0,0 0,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 93,0 05 0,2 13 15 05 15 09 05
Extended 87,6 05 0,0 19 48 1,2 0,0 0,0 4,0
Broken 66,4 0,0 1.3 74 0,0 00 8,1 33 3,6
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 98,5 0,7 0,4 0,2 0,0 0,0 0,0 0,0 03
Middle group 94,4 05 03 1,1 18 05 04 0,2 0,0

Upper group 61,9 0,5 0,0 6,4 46 23 13,2 8,6 25
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Comparing the three major cities, Izmir's reliance on
maternal grandmothers (9%) and Ankara's on nurs-
eries and kindergartens (6%) is higher in relation to
the other two. There is no variation between regions.

For nearly all of lower and middle socioeconomic
groups (98% for the lower group, 94% for the mid-
dle) the mother is responsible for the daytime care
of children. However in the upper socioeconomic
group this percentage drops to 62%. On the other
hand, 13% of upper socioeconomic households use
a "care-taker" and 9% use a " kindergarten or pre-
school."

Table 52.Decision Makers in the Household throughout Tiirkiye

4.5. Decision Makers in The Households

'The topic of how and by whom decisions are made
in the household should be taken into considera-
tion to understand relationships in the household.
As part of the study, decision-making process of
the families was also examined. Towards this end
households were asked about who made the final
decision on their choice of house, household organ-
ization, child rearing, shopping, relationships with
relatives and neighbors, vacations and entertain-

ment. The responses to these questions are given on

Table 52.

Men Women Household members together
Selection of house 29,1 17,2 53,8
General Order of House 13,5 448 417
Matters regarding the Kids 14,8 19,2 61,4
Shopping 20,1 22,7 573
Relationship with relatives 17,9 15,5 66,7
Relationship with neighbors 15,7 21,0 63,2
Holidays and entertainment 18,6 12,1 69,3

Evaluating the responses, over 50% of households
tended to make decisions with "household mem-
bers together," household organization is generally
decided on by women with 45% while men tended

to have higher percentages in other categories.

Tables 53 and 54 display the topics women and men
decide on respectively across Tirkiye and according
to demographic divisions.

'The topic men have the most say in at 29% is the
choice of house. The percentage of men who have
the final say in every topic is higher in rural house-
holds than in urban ones. The greatest variation be-
tween urban and rural households is for "selection
of house" and "shopping." In the three major cities
the percentages for all topics except choice of house
are similar. The percentage of households where
the man makes the decision on this topic is high-
est in Istanbul (27%). Comparing regions Southeast
Anatolia and Northeast Anatolia differ from other
regions. In these regions the percentage of house-

holds where the man makes the ultimate decision
are much higher. Comparing household types, the
households where the man makes the decisions for
shopping, vacations and entertainment are higher
in extended families.

The topic women have the most say in at 45% is
the organization of the house. Comparing area of
residence, the percentage of households where the
woman makes the ultimate decision is higher in ur-
ban households than in rural ones. In the three ma-
jor cities have similar percentages, with the largest
variation occurring in house organization. In Izmir
57% of women make the decisions when it comes to
house organization, with 49% in Istanbul and 48%
in Ankara (Table 54).

Comparing the type of households, broken house-
holds differentiate from other household types. In
broken households the percentage of women who
make the ultimate decision are significantly higher
(ranging between 54% and 68%).
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Table 53. Topics Where the Man is the Decision Maker throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household Type,

and SES
Selectionof  Shopping  Holidays and Relationship Relationship Kids General
house entertainment  with relatives  with neighbors order of
house
Tirkiye 29,1 20,1 18,6 17,9 15,7 15,5 13,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 25,0 14,9 153 14,6 12,6 11,6 10,2
Rural 36,5 29,6 24,6 239 21,6 22,5 19,7
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 269 99 141 148 138 7.8 9,5
Ankara 18,1 12,2 114 10,9 9,7 9,7 8,1
zmir 21,7 15 1,7 98 73 93 6,0
NUTS
Istanbul 269 99 14,1 148 138 7.8 9,5
West Marmara 278 17,1 18,2 16,4 13,8 16,0 14,5
Aegean 293 204 198 18,7 16,4 18,7 16,1
Fast Marmara 22,5 15,4 12,9 13,4 13 14,2 10,6
West Anatolia 21,6 16,2 13,2 12,1 10,0 113 9,5
Mediterranean 33,7 20,4 20,4 18,4 16,1 17,1 14,8
Central Anatolia 26,8 228 18,0 14,0 11,5 17 1,5
West Black Sea 23,8 20,3 17,6 18,1 15,6 179 15,7
Fast Black Sea 20,0 15,7 141 13,0 12, 11,7 9,4
Northeast Anatolia 43,1 38,7 30,5 32,2 30,7 26,4 23,4
Mideast Anatolia 38,2 349 225 232 191 174 124
Southeast Anatolia 46,5 427 36,3 35,2 32,2 26,5 24,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 29,5 19,1 178 17,2 14,9 14,7 12,2
Extended 349 26,2 232 212 18,7 189 17,1
Broken 19,8 18,5 17,6 175 17,2 16,5 173
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 378 325 26,0 26,1 24,8 232 21,7
Middle Group 29,2 19,2 18,6 175 15,1 15,2 13,0
Upper Group 15,4 9,5 83 89 8,1 6,9 6,3

As the socioeconomic level increases, the percent-
age of decisions made by only the man or the wom-
an decreases for all topics, with the percentage of
decisions made together increasing. The topics that
differentiate the most according to socioeconomic
level are "holidays and entertainment," "relation-

ship with relatives," "shopping" and "selection of
house." For example regarding "holidays and enter-
tainment," 51% of households in the lower socio-
economic group make decisions together while that
percentage increases to 71% for the middle group

and 80% for the upper group.



84 TAYA 2006

Table 54. Topics Where the Woman is The Decision Maker throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Household

Type, and SES
General order Shopping Relationship Kids Selectionof  Relationship  Holidays and
of house with neighbors house with relatives entertainment
Turkiye 44,8 22,7 21,0 20,1 17,2 15,5 12,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 47,6 259 37 21,6 19,0 17 12,9
Rural 397 16,6 16,2 173 139 12,5 10,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 49,3 329 26,4 20,6 19,7 19,2 13,7
Ankara 483 253 224 285 21,0 18,2 159
|zmir 574 29,5 29,0 26,6 24,2 19,0 15,0
NUTS
Istanbul 493 329 26,4 20,6 19,7 19,2 13,7
West Marmara 455 239 19,0 19,0 19,2 14,9 17
Aegean 41,7 21,8 21,6 19,5 178 15,0 12,3
East Marmara 41,2 19,3 19,7 15,7 15,7 13,0 9,4
West Anatolia 44 218 20,3 22, 173 151 13,3
Mediterranean 454 22,5 20,7 21,7 151 155 11,6
(entral Anatolia 491 18,8 24,2 26,3 22,1 20,5 16,2
West Black Sea 33,8 22,6 18,5 155 16,4 153 13,6
Fast Black Sea 43,6 24,1 14,0 16,5 173 124 10,6
Northeast Anatolia 440 16,2 18,2 17,7 19,4 14,9 13,1
Mideast Anatolia 62,3 178 213 239 171 16,1 10,6
Southeast Anatolia 40,9 11,7 15,8 19,9 9,6 9,0 6,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 430 18,0 15,7 15,3 11,6 9,5 6,1
Fxtended 38,7 15,2 15,1 16,6 11,0 10,0 6,5
Broken 62,2 58,2 58,8 58,2 57,2 56,8 53,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 474 29,6 29,5 30,9 26,1 26,1 234
Middle Group 446 21,2 19,7 18,6 15,3 13,7 10,1
Upper Group 14 23,8 19,5 16,8 19,0 141 114

4.6. Relationship Level Between Spouses

Individuals that were currently married were asked
how they evaluated their relationship with their
spouse. Most responded to this inquiry with "very
good" (46%) and "good" (47%); 6% said "Average"
and under 1% said "bad" and "very bad" (Table 55).
These results show that most individuals consider
their relationship with their spouse as positive. The
responses to this question display the perception of
the relationship quality of the individuals.

How an individual evaluates their relationship with
their spouse shows no significant variation between

rural and urban settings.

The percentage of individuals who reported they
n n . . .
were "very good" with their spouse was lower in

Ankara (35%).

Evaluating the responses according to gender,
men had more "very good" responses (48%) and

women more had more "Average" (8%) responses.
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Table 55. Relationship Level between Spouses throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS

Very good Good Average Bad Very bad
Tirkiye 458 47,2 6,1 05 04
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 3338 34,7 48 04 03
Rural 353 36,7 4,3 03 03
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 44,8 48,4 6,0 05 03
Ankara 35,4 575 6,3 0,6 02
[zmir 429 46,6 9,5 03 0,7
NUTS
Istanbul 44,8 48,4 6,0 05 03
West Marmara 49,9 42,0 74 05 0,1
Aegean 446 479 6,4 0,4 0,7
East Marmara 440 48,3 6,9 0,4 03
West Anatolia 396 53,6 59 0,6 03
Mediterranean 378 52,7 7,6 1,1 0,7
Central Anatolia 423 517 54 0.2 04
West Black Sea 497 435 6,3 03 03
East Black Sea 51,2 40,5 75 04 04
Northeast Anatolia 48,6 46,1 38 1,1 03
Mideast Anatolia 63,6 30,3 53 0,2 0,6
Southeast Anatolia 55,5 41,1 3,1 0,2 0,1

And so, while there is no major discrepancy between
male and female responses, we could conclude that
the number of men who perceive their relationship
with their spouse as positive is a little higher than
for women (Table 56).

Comparing age groups there is no significant dis-
crepancy between those who evaluated their rela-
tionship as "Average," "bad" and "very bad." For
positive responses younger age groups had more
"very good" and older age groups had more "good"
responses. While 53% of those aged 18-21 said
their relationship was "very good," this percentage

dropped to 44% for those over 55.

Comparing the distribution of responses according
to educational level there is little variation in "Av-

erage," "bad" and "very bad" responses, but those of
the upper educational group had more "very good"
responses (34%) while those of the lowest educa-
tional group had more "good" responses (37%).

Nuclear families tend to evaluate their relationships
as more positive than extended families. While 77%
of nuclear families evaluate their relationship with
their spouse as "good" or "very good," only 69% of
extended families do so.

Comparing the total of everyone who responded
with "very good" and "good," there is no significant
variation among socioeconomic groups, though the
upper socioeconomic group had a greater incidence

of "very good" (53%).
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Table 56. Relationship Level between Spouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Very good Good Average Bad Very bad
GENDER
Male 483 46,4 48 03 03
Female 432 48,0 75 08 0,5
AGE
18-24 53,2 4,2 49 03 05
25-34 487 453 52 05 03
35-44 453 46,7 71 05 0,4
45-54 M1 51,0 6,9 05 0,5
55-64 445 480 6,1 09 0,6
65+ 43,6 49,8 59 03 03
EDUCATIONAL STATUS

Illiterate 31,6 37,1 44 06 0,4
Literate but no schooling 33,1 36,7 50 02 0,2
Primary school 373 427 59 0,5 03
Flementary education 350 29,6 38 0.2 0,4
Regular high schools and their 29,1 23,3 28 0,2 0,2
equivalents

Undergraduate and graduate 344 28,3 3,1 03 0,2
studies

HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 38,0 39,4 53 03 0,2
Extended 34,7 34,6 3,6 04 0,5
Broken 2,7 3,1 09 1,1 1,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 435 495 6,2 03 0,6
Middle group 452 475 6,4 06 04
Upper group 52,6 422 45 0,4 03

4.7. Matters of Conflict Between Spouses

Individuals who were currently married were asked
if they had any trouble with 12 issues regarding
their family life and, if they were the frequency of
the trouble. The results of are tabulated in Table 57.

When comparing the results of the different topics
of conflict, respondents reported within a range of
60% to 90% that they had never had trouble with
the issue in question. Between 0.5% and 5% of
individuals "often" dealt with the issues, with the
greatest variation occurring in the "sometimes" re-
sponses ranging from 1% to 34%.

Taking a closer look at the topics that cause conflict,
among the issues that "sometimes" cause trouble
the highest percentages were regarding home and

child-related responsibilities (34%), expenditures
(29%) and insufficient income (28%). The second
group was regarding jealousy (20%), smoking habit
(15%), how style of dressing (13%), who they meet
(11%), the man/woman's relations with their family
(11%). The third group includes topics that are least
likely to cause conflict such as religious differences
(4%), alcohol habit (4%) and gambling (1%). Rang-
ing between 0.5% and 5%, the percentages for "fre-
quent" conflicts also follows a similar grouping and
distribution. The results indicate that the topics that
cause the most conflict are over child-rearing re-
sponsibilities, income and expenditures (Table 57).

Table 58 displays the percentages of the issues
across Tirkiye and by demographic divisions. The
numbers tabulated are the sum of the "Sometimes"

and "often" responses.



Table 57. Matters of Conflict between Spouses throughout Tiirkiye

Intra-Familial Relations 87

Never Sometimes Often Irrelevant
Responsibilities regarding kids and the house 62,5 33,6 26 13
Expenses 66,9 293 3,4 0,5
Style of Clothing 85,1 125 17 0,7
Differences in Religious Views 89,8 39 0,4 59
Relationship with in-laws 87,5 10,7 1,0 0,8
His/her alcohol habits 59,7 38 10 35,5
His/her smoking habits 61,2 145 38 20,4
His/her gambling habits 58,0 13 0,5 40,2
Out of jealousy 73,0 20,2 37 3,1
Reflecting problems at work onto his/her home life 82,6 124 1,1 40
His/her income's being insufficient 66,5 275 5,1 09
People in contact 86,5 111 09 15

Across Turkiye the highest percentage of conflicts
arises from home and child related responsibilities
(36%) and expenditures (33%). Comparing the re-
sults based on area of residence, the percentage of
each listed topic is greater in urban households. But
the greatest discrepancy occurs over home and child

related responsibilities and expenditures.

Among the three major cities Ankara exhibited few-
er conflicts over jealousy, bringing work related prob-
lems home and insufficient income than the other
two cities.

Comparing regions, the child related responsibility
and expenditures issues that cause the most prob-
lems across Tiirkiye are quite low in Northeast Ana-
tolia. In Northeast Anatolia the percentage of those
who have problems with home and children are 25%,
while those who have problems with expenditures
are 20%. The region with the highest percentage of
problems related to jealousy was Mideast Anatolia
with 32%, with the lowest being Southeast Anatolia
with 13%. On the other hand, insufficient income is
the topic with the greatest variation. The region that
suffers the most from this problem is the Mediter-
ranean region with 37%, while the region that suffers
the least is Northeast Anatolia with 20%.

When it comes to conflict between spouses there
is generally no variation between men and wom-
en. However the percentage of women who think
there are problems regarding home and child re-
lated responsibilities (39%) is slightly higher than
men who think there are such problems (34%).

Comparing age groups, the percentage of those
who have conflicts over dress and jealousy de-

crease as the age group increases (Table 59).

Aseducationallevel rises the percentage of people who
have issues related to home and child related respon-
sibilities, dress and a man/woman's relationship with
theirfamilyincreases.Jealousyismoreprevalentamong
primary/middle school and high school graduates.

Comparing household types the greatest varia-
tion is seen in expenditures and insufficient in-
come. Nuclear families have a higher incidence of
conflicts over expenditures with 34%. This same
issue is a problem for 28% of extended fami-
lies and 22% for broken ones. Individuals who
belong to broken households have a lower inci-
dence of conflicts over insufficient income (23%).

As the socioeconomic level increases, the percentage
of those who have problems with their spouses over
home and child related responsibilities and how the
dress increases. On the other hand, as the socioeco-
nomic level increases conflicts over insufficient in-
come decrease. The greatest differentiation between
socioeconomic groups is over insufficient income and
home and child related responsibilities. For 40% of
individuals in the lower socioeconomic group insuffi-
cient income causes conflict with their spouse, which
drops to 34% for the middle socioeconomic group
and 19% for the upper group. Meanwhile 34% of indi-
viduals in the lower socioeconomic group have issues
over home and child related responsibilities, which
increases to 43% for the upper socioeconomic group.
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4.8. Reactions of Spouses towards Areas of
Conflict

One of the indicators of the relationship between
individuals in a family is how they react to disa-
greements and problems that cannot be resolved
by discussion. To identify these reactions married
individuals were asked two different questions: how
they reacted during conflicts and how their spouses
reacted during conflicts. Women's and men's re-
sponses to these questions are displayed on Tables
60 and 61.

Married women were asked, "How does your
spouse react when there is a conflict with you (that
cannot be resolved with dialogue)? " The percentage
of women who said he "often" raised his voice was
31%, while 35% responded that he raised his voice
"sometimes" and 10% responded "rarely." Thus we
see that when the spouse is unable to resolve a disa-
greement by talking, nearly three fourths of men
raise their voices to varying degrees (adding the of-

ten, sometimes and rarely responses).

Table 60. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict According to Women

Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Raising voice 31,3 349 96 24,2
Getting cross 73 19,9 94 63,4
Leaving location (house) 19 3,7 39 90,5
Resorting to force 09 3,2 3,6 92,2
Remaining silent 22,0 33,6 13 313

Looking at the responses of married men to the
same question, 14% of women "often," 28% "some-
times" and 12% "rarely" raised their voices, while
469% never had such a reaction (Table 61). In other
words during conflicts roughly half of women raised
their voices to various degrees while the other half
never had such a reaction.

When they cannot resolve their disagreements with
discussion, 7% of men "often," 20% "sometimes"
and 9% "rarely," get cross, while 63% "never" resort
to such a reaction. Meanwhile 9% of women "of-
ten," 27% "sometimes" and 11% "rarely," get cross,
with 53% "never" react this way. Leaving the lo-
cation (home) during times of conflict occurs with
varying degrees 10% of the time with men and 5%
with women.

Table 61. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict According to Men

'The percentage of men who "never" resort to force
(physical violence) against their spouse is 92%. For
women this percentage climbs to 97%. The percent-
age who “often” resorts to force is 1% for men and
0.3% for women. The percentage who “sometimes”
resorts to force is 3% for men and 0.7% for women,
and those who "rarely" do so are 4% for men and

2% for women.

'The study also covers how frequently spouses re-
sort to the silent treatment during conflicts that
cannot be resolved by discussion. During disagree-

ments the percentage who "often,” "sometimes"
and "rarely" resort to the silent treatment is 69% for
men and 80% for women. While 22% of men often

prefer staying silent, this jumps to 40% for women.

Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Raising voice 14.0 279 124 45,7
Getting cross 99 27,0 10,6 525
Leaving the place (home) 0,7 19 23 95,1
Using force (physical violence) 03 07 17 97,3

Remaining silent 395 32,1 85 19,9




In Table 62, the reactions of the spouse according

to the women are tabulated across Turkiye and de-

mographic breakdowns. The percentages shown in
”» o«

the table are the sum of “often”, “sometimes” and

« »
rarely” responses.

When there is a problem that cannot be resolved by
discussion 76% of women said their husband raised
their voices and 69% said they resorted to the silent
treatment. There is no variation according to area of
residence. Comparing the three major cities, 80% of
women who reside in Istanbul said their husband
raised their voices. This percentage is 74% in An-
kara and 83% in Izmir. The percentage of individu-
als who said their spouse grew cross during conflict
was higher in Ankara (47%).

Comparing the regions, the greatest variation
among reactions occurs for "getting cross" and "re-
maining silent." The highest percentage of women
who said their husbands got cross after a disagree-
ment was Mideast Anatolia with 50%, and the low-
est was in the Aegean region with 30%. The silent
treatment on the other hand is a far more com-
mon reaction in West Marmara (75%). According
to women's responses, the lowest incidence of this
reaction according to women is in Central Anato-
lia and Northeast Anatolia with 59%. According to
women the highest incidence of using force is in
the Southeast Anatolia region (16%).
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As age increases the percentage of women who say
their spouse raises his voice and gets cross decreas-
es. As educational level rises the spouse's "getting
cross," "leaving the place (home)" and "remain-
ing silent" reactions increase. 10% of women in
the lower education level said their husband used
force. As the educational level rises the percentage
of women who report that their husband uses force

decreases.

Comparing responses by household type, the per-
centage of women who say their husband raises his
voice when they are in the middle of a disagreement
that cannot be resolved by discussion is lowest in
broken families (63%). As socioeconomic level in-
creases the percentage of women who report that
their husbands use the "remaining silent" reaction
increases while the percentage of those who use
force decreases. The greatest variation among socio-
economic groups is in the "using force (domestic
violence)" and "remaining silent" reactions. While
14% of the lower socioeconomic group women re-
ported that their husbands resorted to force when
there was a disagreement, this percentage dropped
to 7% for the middle group and 4% for the upper
group. Women who reported that their husbands
resorted to the silent treatment was 64% for the
lower socioeconomic group, but increased to 75%

for the upper group.
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Table 62. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict According to Women throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS,
Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (0ften & Sometimes & Rarely)

Raising voice Remaining Getting cross  Leaving the place Using force
silent (home) (physical violence)
Tirkiye 758 68,7 36,6 9,5 7.8
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 76,0 68,4 384 10,5 7.2
Rural 755 69,1 33,6 7.8 8,8
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 80,4 69,0 40,0 124 56
Ankara 74,2 65,8 46,9 13,1 8,8
Izmir 729 67,8 34,2 13,4 54
NUTS
Istanbul 80,4 69,0 40,0 124 56
West Marmara 70,8 746 32,7 5,7 3,4
Aegean 747 71,0 29,7 11,0 54
East Marmara 78,5 713 38,9 10,0 5,6
West Anatolia 75,8 69,1 38,8 9,7 99
Mediterranean 715 69,7 327 8,2 8,6
Central Anatolia 78,0 59,0 36,7 6,9 9,1
West Black Sea 745 68,1 320 55 6,2
East Black Sea 70,5 64,7 35,3 12,2 6,6
Northeast Anatolia 70,3 59,0 438 6,0 938
Mideast Anatolia 79,6 73,0 50,2 6,0 12,0
Southeast Anatolia 76,2 66,4 36,8 12,2 15,6
AGE
18-24 77,0 68,9 419 9,0 93
25-34 775 69,6 394 10,0 8,0
35-44 745 69,4 342 10,8 79
45-54 756 68,4 354 10,2 7.8
55-64 743 67,6 353 69 6,1
65+ 735 63,4 30,6 45 6,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 725 63,6 34,6 8,5 114
Literate but no schooling 77,6 66,4 35,1 85 9,7
Primary school 76,6 69,0 35,1 9,2 74
Flementary education 774 719 38,8 11,0 6,6
Regular high schools and their equivalents 76,1 7,7 44,5 10,8 50
Undergraduate and graduate studies 74,5 76,7 435 12,9 25
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 759 68,8 37,0 99 73
Extended 76,0 68,3 356 8,0 9,7
Broken 63,3 64,9 341 10,6 9.8
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 744 64,1 348 9,7 14,4
Middle Group 76,4 68,6 36,3 91 7.2

Upper Group 72,4 75,5 419 123 39




Table 63 features a similar analysis from the male
perspective. This table displays spousal reactions
from the husband's perspective for across Tirkiye
by demographic breakdowns.

When a disagreement that cannot be solved with
discussion arises, 80% of men reported that their
wives gave them the silent treatment, 54% raise
their voices and 48% get cross. Comparing varia-
tions according to area of residence, the percentages
of women who raise their voices and get cross are

higher in urban households.

In the three major cities the greatest variation oc-
curs in "getting cross." According to men, the city
which uses this tactic the most is Ankara (60%).

Comparing regions, men report that East Marmara
has the highest rate of women raising their voices
(62%), and Northeast Anatolia the lowest (34%).
With 59% Mideast Anatolia has the highest rate of
wives who get cross, and the Aegean region has the
lowest with 40%.

As age increases the percentage of women who
get cross decreases. Men between 18-24 re-
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port that 38% of their spouses raise their voic-
es when there is a disagreement that cannot
be resolved by discussion. In other age groups
this percentage ranges from 50% to 56%.
As education increases, men report that the percent-

age of getting cross and raising voice also increases.

Comparing household types, men report that 56% of
women belonging to nuclear families raise theirvoice
when there is a disagreement. In broken families the

percentage of wives who get cross is higher (57%).

As socioeconomic level increases, there is also an
increase in the percentage of men who report that
their wives resort to raising their voices, getting
cross and the silent treatment. Comparing socioec-
onomic groups, the greatest discrepancy is in rais-
ing voice and getting cross. In 48% of the lower so-
cioeconomic group the wife raises her voice during
conflict, whereas they raise their voice in 53% of the
middle socioeconomic group and 67% of the upper
socioeconomic group. Men who report that their
wives get cross whenever they have a disagreement
are 45% of the lower socioeconomic group, 47%
of the middle group and 56% of the upper group.
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Table 63. Reactions of Spouses in Case of Conflict According to Men throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS,
Age, Educational Status, Household, and SES (0ften & Sometimes & Rarely)

Remaining Raising voice Getting cross Leaving the Using force
silent place (home)  (physical violence)
Tiirkiye 80,1 543 47,5 49 2,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 79,5 58,0 515 53 29
Rural 81,1 479 40,9 4,1 23
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 84,7 03,2 56,4 58 3,2
Ankara 719 65,0 59,6 59 4.2
[zmir 793 60,2 484 6,3 2,2
NUTS
Istanbul 84,7 63,2 56,4 58 32
West Marmara 80,5 548 43,7 3,0 9
Aegean 79,5 53,1 39,5 5,0 2,0
East Marmara 78,8 62,3 54,6 39 2,1
West Anatolia 78,5 542 53,6 5,1 3,6
Mediterranean 80,6 50,7 40,6 48 2,7
Central Anatolia 76,0 55,1 447 3,8 10
West Black Sea 78,5 55,5 416 39 15
East Black Sea 75,4 48,3 425 28 16
Northeast Anatolia 79,8 33,7 41,5 28 17
Mideast Anatolia 86,6 50,3 58,6 71 6,0
Southeast Anatolia 77,6 447 48,6 6,8 5,1
AGE
18-24 81,1 38,0 58,2 35 8
25-34 81,5 56,4 559 52 30
35-44 79,8 549 491 506 2,1
45-54 791 55,5 414 44 29
55-64 81,5 53,1 40,6 34 32
65+ 773 499 38,7 53 32
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 76,0 529 449 58 33
Literate but no schooling 76,8 494 420 70 39
Primary school 80,8 50,7 14 4,0 2,6
Flementary education 80,2 55,9 493 4,2 17
Regular high schools and their equivalents 79,5 57,0 574 6,0 3,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 80,9 68,7 577 70 3,1
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 799 55,7 48,1 51 2,7
Extended 80,9 48,6 45,0 38 2,6
Broken 85,4 49,8 574 9,0 25
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 78,3 48,2 447 6,6 3,8
Middle group 80,2 53,3 46,7 44 25

Upper group 81,5 67,2 56,2 6,5 34




4.9. Instances When Husbands Engage in
Physical Violence during Conflict

Due to the gravity of the topic, the data on do-
mestic violence was given a little more detail. Based
on the responses of married women regarding how
their spouses reacted to disagreements, the "uses
force (physical violence)" responses were expanded
upon along with several variables (Table 64).

nn

Taking the sum of "often," "sometimes" and " rare-
ly" responses, the percentage of men who engage
in domestic violence is 8%. Breaking it down to
frequency, 0.9% responded "often," 3% responded
"sometimes" and 4% responded " rarely." Com-
paring area of residence, the percentage of "often"
responses are roughly the same in urban and rural
households, however the "sometimes" response oc-
curs roughly 1% more often in rural than in urban
environments.

There is variation between the three major cit-
ies when it comes to women who report domestic
abuse, with Ankara having the highest incidence of
abuse with 9%. In a comparison between the dif-
ferent regions, the percentage of domestic abuse
towards women is higher in eastern regions than in

nn

western ones. When the "often," "sometimes" and

" rarely" responses are added, the highest incidence
is found in Southeast Anatolia (15%) and the low-
est percentages are in West Marmara (3%) and the

Aegean region (5%)
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There is very little variation by age group. Instances
where the man has engaged in violence against his
spouse in the past year are one or two points higher
for young and middle-aged women compared to
older women. For example while 9% of women
aged 18-24 suffer physical abuse, this percentage

drops to around 6% for women over 55.

Comparing educational status, there is no major
variation along educational lines. However the per-
centages of women in the lower educational group
who are physically abused are a little higher. For
example while 10% of women who are illiterate and
literate but no schooling suftfer domestic abuse, this
percentage drops to 4% for women who have com-
pleted undergraduate and graduate studies.

There is little variation between household types;
however physical violence occurs less often in nu-
clear families than in other types of family. Women
suffering abuse comprise 7% of nuclear families, but

10% in other household types.

The percentage of women who reported being
abused by their husbands dropped as their socioec-
onomic status increased. 14% of women belonging
to the lower socioeconomic group suffered abuse to
varying degrees (either often, sometimes or rare-
ly). This percentage dropped to 7% for the middle
group and 4% for the upper group.
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Tablo 64. Husband's Physically Abusing Their Spouse upon Conflict according to Women throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three
Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Often Sometimes Rarely Never
Turkiye 09 32 3,6 922
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 08 29 35 92,8
Rural 10 38 3,9 91,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 0,7 19 30 94,4
Ankara 1,1 45 3,2 91,2
[zmir 0,0 33 2,1 94.6
NUTS
Istanbul 0,7 19 3,0 94 4
West Marmara 0,7 18 0,9 96,6
Aegean 0,2 2,6 26 94.6
Fast Marmara 14 1,7 26 9.4
West Anatolia 13 572 34 90,1
Mediterranean 1,2 3,7 3,7 914
Central Anatolia 1.2 3,6 43 90,9
West Black Sea 0,5 2,1 3,6 93,8
Fast Black Sea 1,1 23 3,1 93,4
Northeast Anatolia 2,1 41 3,6 90,2
Mideast Anatolia 1,2 44 6,4 88,0
Southeast Anatolia 0,6 73 77 844
AGE
18-24 0,5 41 47 90,7
25-34 08 3.2 40 92,0
35-44 1,0 33 3,6 92,1
45-54 14 3.2 32 92,2
55-64 07 24 30 939
65+ 08 32 23 93,8
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 13 52 48 88,6
Literate but no schooling 0,7 40 5,0 90,3
Primary school 10 3,0 34 92,6
Elementary education 0,6 25 3,5 93,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 0,6 19 2,5 95,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 0,0 0,7 19 975
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 09 30 34 92,7
Extended 09 41 47 90,3
Broken 0,8 7,0 2,0 90,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 14 6,5 6,5 85,6
Middle Group 09 30 34 92,8

Upper Group 0,7 14 19 96,1
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Relationships with relatives make up an aspect of
inter-family relationships. For a deeper understand-
ing of these relationships, the research looked at the
level of relationship between relatives, distance be-
tween their places of residence and the frequency
of visits.

5.1. Relationships between Relatives

Participants were asked to evaluate their relation-
ship with their spouses, children, parents and rela-
tives of various degrees of closeness and were told
to choose between “Very Good”, “Good”, “Fair”,
“Poor” and “Very Poor”. The answers are tabulated
in Table 65. The table shows in thoughts about re-
lationships relatives change with the closeness of
the relative. In this perspective “Very Good” and
“Good” relationships are experienced mostly be-
tween children and parents. 'The percentage of
those who have a “Very Good” relationship with

Table 65. Level of Relationship with Relatives throughout Tiirkiye

their children is 51%, and who have "good" rela-
tionship is 46%. The percentage of participants who
think their relationship with their mother is “very
good” is 46%, who think it is “good” is 51%. When
it comes to the relationship with the father “Very
Good”is 43% and “good” is 51%.

When answers about siblings are analyzed, it should
be noted that some of these relationships are with-
in the family and some are relationships between
sibling who are married or live apart. Ultimately,
relationship between siblings got the most “Very
Good” and “Good” evaluations following the evalu-

ation on children and parents’.

When relationships with in-laws and other relatives
are assessed, the percentage of “very good” evalua-
tions decreases. However, many participants declare
their relationships with them as “good”.

Very Good Good Fair Poor Very Poor
Children 515 46,0 2,1 03 0,1
Mother 459 50,7 2,6 07 02
Father 425 514 43 1,2 0,6
Siblings 349 579 54 14 04
Other Relatives 224 67,0 94 1,0 03
Mother-in-law 28,1 62,2 6,8 2,1 09
Father-in-law 28,0 62,5 6,3 24 09
Sister/brother-in-law 22,5 67,3 7,2 23 0,6
Spouse’s other relatives 18,4 69,7 98 16 05

Table 66 illustrates, the percentage of individuals
evaluating their relationships with their children,
parents and with relatives of varying degrees of
closeness as “Very Good” throughout Turkiye by

several demographic variables.

The percentage of individuals evaluating their re-
lationship with their children is 51% countrywide.
This is closely followed by 46% for relationship
with the mother. Between three major cities, the
percentage of people evaluating their relationship
with all relatives as “very good” is the lowest in
Ankara. Among regions, the greatest difference is
about the percentage of people assessing their re-

lationship with their mother and children as “very
good”. The highest percentage belongs to Mideast
Anatolia.

'There is no differentiation between the percentages
of mothers and fathers who define their relation-
ship with their children and their parents as very
good. The percentage of women who define their
relationship with their siblings as very good and
the percentage of men who define their relationship

with their father and mother-in-laws are higher.

As age increases, the percentage of people who think
their relationship with all relatives as “very good” falls.
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Table 66. Level Of Relationship with Relatives throughout Tiirkiye, By Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status,
Household Type, and SES (Very Good)
Children Mother Father Siblings  Other  Mother- Father- Sister/ Spouse's

Relatives in-law  in-law  brother-in- other
law relatives
Tirkiye 513 32,7 245 337 22,1 18,1 14,2 174 14,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 52,0 342 254 34,6 220 193 153 17,7 14,5
Rural 50,1 30,0 22,7 32,1 223 16,0 123 16,9 15,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 512 344 250 350 214 20,2 153 184 15,1
Ankara 43,1 28,1 229 299 178 15,1 133 153 114
Izmir 517 318 229 312 19,2 16,3 13,6 14,0 10,5
NUTS
Istanbul 512 344 250 350 214 20,2 153 184 15,1
West Marmara 524 320 218 34,2 229 178 12,3 17,2 15,3
Aegean 514 308 235 309 208 16,0 131 16,0 13,6
East Marmara 49,2 30,6 239 32,7 23,1 18,2 14,8 18,3 171
West Anatolia 479 28,6 220 29,6 16,4 14,7 12,0 148 11,0
Mediterranean 42,6 274 19,3 273 173 14,7 119 13,6 10,9
Central Anatolia 43,2 263 220 27,0 19,5 14,1 119 13,7 128
West Black Sea 551 334 26,0 36,8 275 19,8 15,4 21,1 184
East Black Sea 58,1 39,6 28,7 39,8 247 19,5 15,1 17,0 15,0
Northeast Anatolia 574 37,7 285 435 335 232 17,2 27,2 252
Mideast Anatolia 72,8 46,3 34,2 46,5 28,2 234 19,2 208 14,2
Southeast Anatolia 556 393 29,7 40,3 28,6 233 16,6 21,0 188
AGE
18-24 574 52,2 44,1 449 24,8 30,7 27,0 8,6 7.2
25-34 56,4 44,1 349 395 24,6 27,0 23,1 209 16,5
35-44 52,1 329 228 329 219 20,7 158 213 17,6
45-54 47,6 22,7 13,0 26,6 20,1 14,0 9,5 18,4 16,2
55-64 48,8 10,1 40 24,2 18,7 78 36 17 153
65+ 44,8 15 9 19,2 173 1,6 9 12,7 13,5
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 46,5 15,2 10,1 254 19,7 83 51 15,7 15,1
Literate but no schooling 475 217 15,2 288 21,6 11,2 8,2 15,8 148
Primary school 48,7 28,8 20,7 30,6 215 17,2 13,5 183 15,8
Flementary education 55,8 38,8 30,2 38,5 245 234 19,0 18,8 14,9
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 60,6 46,6 37,0 R 23,7 26,5 22,2 15,8 12,6
Undergraduate and graduate studies 60,4 44,8 34,2 f8 22,7 259 19,8 18,0 12,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 514 329 26,1 336 220 19,1 153 18,5 15,3
Extended 51,0 331 233 34,1 23,0 183 13,5 178 15,8
Broken 50,7 30,1 133 34,0 208 53 29 71 6,6
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 46,3 223 14,7 27,5 20,9 12,3 93 16,1 14,6
Middle Group 513 330 248 335 22,1 18,2 143 17,2 14,6

Upper Group 578 40,9 32,1 416 23,6 24,9 19,0 20,6 15,7
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As the educational level rises, the percentage of
those who assess their relationships with all relatives
as “very good” increases. The greatest difference in
relationships with siblings is found in educational
level. 27% of illiterates find their relationship with
their siblings as “very Good”. This percentage rises
to 43% in among individuals with undergraduate or
graduate degrees (Table 66).

The percentage of broken families who define
their relationship with their father as “very good”
is much lower (%13). As socioeconomic level rises,
the number of those who report their relationships
with all relatives as “very good” increases.

5.2. Proximity of Residence with Relatives

Individuals were asked how close they live to their

Table 67. Residential Proximity to Relatives throughout Tiirkiye

relatives. The answers are tabulated in Table 67. “In
the same city” was the response most widely given.
This percentage is followed by “At the same house”
and “In another city”. 30% of 18+ individuals live
with their parents. 20% on the other hand, live in
different cities.

As an indicator of the extended family structure,
the percentage of living with in-laws is 9%. Living
with in-laws in the same apartment building/court-
yard is 6%. Similarly an indicator of extended fam-
ily structure or the family type where relatives live
together, the percentage of living with grandparents
is 6%. The percentage of people living together or
in the same building with other relatives such as
maternal/paternal uncles, maternal/paternal aunts
is very low (1%).

At the same At the same In the same Inthesame Inanothercity Abroad
house building/garden  neighborhood/ city
district
Mother/Father 30,0 49 133 311 20,0 0,7
Sibling(s) 16,7 35 16,8 45 204 1,0
Kids 764 24 41 10,8 57 05
Parents in law 9,1 5,6 16,9 419 258 0,8
Grandparents 1,6 1,0 4,0 14 79 0,2
Maternal/Paternal uncles and aunts 03 0,8 13,5 445 25,4 0,7

In Table 68, the percentages of relatives liv-
ing in the same house are given for Tirki-
ye in general and demographic breakdowns.
76% of individuals in Turkiye live with their children,
30% with their parents and 17% with siblings. People
living with in-laws are 9%, with grandparents 6%.

In rural areas the percentage of living with
in-laws (15%) and with grandparents (10%)
is higher compared to urban areas. In wur-
ban areas, the percentage of people living with
their children is higher (79%) (Table 68).
When a regional comparison is made, the highest
percentage of people living with in-laws is high-
est in Northeast Anatolia (18%) and lowest in the
Mediterranean (5%). The percentage of people who
live with their grandparents is highest in East Black

Sea (14%) and Northeast Anatolia (13%).

As the educational level increases, the percentage of
people living in the same house with their parents
and children rises while the percentage of people
living in the same house with their in-laws falls.
With 10%, the highest percentage of people living
in the same house with their grandparents is the
illiterate group.

As expected, 41% of people belonging to extended
families live in the same house with their in-laws
and 26% with their grandparents. These percent-
ages fall to 1% and 9% respectively among nuclear
and broken families. The percentage of broken
family members living with their children (44%)
and nuclear family members living with their par-
ents (22%) is lower compared to other family types.
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As the socioeconomic level rises, the percentage 12 % of the lower SES group lives with their in-
of people living in the same house with their par- laws and 9% with their grandparents. In the upper
ents and children increases and the percentage of SES group, these percentages fall to 5% for living
living with in-laws and grandparents decreases. with in-laws and 3% for grandparents.

Table 68. Residential Proximity to Relatives throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Educational Status,
Household Type, and SES (at Same House)

Mother/ Sibling(s) Kids Parents-In- Grandparents  Maternal/paternal
father uncles and aunts
Turkiye 30,0 16,7 76,4 9,1 6,1 03
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 283 17 79,7 6,1 45 03
Rural 333 16,0 71,0 14,8 9,6 04
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 25,1 15,2 81,7 52 33 04
Ankara 348 20,0 739 48 2,2 0,1
|zmir 330 18,1 739 4.2 30 02
NUTS
Istanbul 25,1 15,2 81,7 52 33 04
West Marmara 28,6 12,2 67,3 6,6 73 0,4
Aegean 295 149 72,1 7,6 5,6 05
East Marmara 25,7 13,9 779 10,9 6,3 0,4
West Anatolia 32,7 173 719 9,2 6,2 0,1
Mediterranean 30,5 18,3 75,4 5,2 49 03
Central Anatolia 26,6 13,1 76,6 113 73 03
West Black Sea 31,7 13,7 73,8 15,9 10,5 03
Fast Black Sea 37,0 20,0 758 15,5 14,0 04
Northeast Anatolia 36,1 20,4 81,4 178 12,8 0,2
Mideast Anatolia 348 20,8 77,6 141 48 0,1
Southeast Anatolia 35,1 244 84,7 10,4 49 03
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 1,7 43 61,0 16,9 10,0 03
Literate but no schooling 26,6 124 60,7 13,6 49 0,2
Primary school 19,1 93 78,2 10,8 46 03
Flementary education 41,2 25,7 83,1 6,6 7.0 0,1
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 48,6 35,3 85,4 46 73 04
Undergraduate and graduate studies 346 21,2 83,4 1,7 5,1 03
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 22,2 141 76,4 0,5 0,6 0,1
Extended 511 23,1 85,2 410 25,6 09
Broken 512 23,1 435 6,6 94 04
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 233 9,7 60,8 12,0 93 0,1
Middle Group 30,6 174 78,2 9,4 6,4 04

Upper Group 30,8 18,7 819 46 2,7 0,2
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5. 3. Frequency of Meeting with Relatives and
Neighbors

Members of household types were asked how often
they had a face to face visit with different relatives
living in different houses. While 50% see their par-
ent several times during the week, the other half,
48%, reported a lesser frequency of several times a
month or less. The closeness of the percentages sug-

gests relationships go on at various levels.

Participants show different behavior when it comes
to the frequency of visiting with siblings. While the
percentage of people who see their siblings several
times a month or less is 52%, 46% see siblings sev-

eral times a week or more (Table 69).

The majority of parents (66%) declare they see their
children several times a week or more. Children are
the ones seen most among all other relatives. The
frequency of visits seems to be dynamic.

While 35% of the participants see their grandpar-

ents once every year, 27% see them several times a
month and 20% several times a week. People who
see their grandparents every day are in the minority
(12%).

'The majority of the participants do not see second
degree relatives such as maternal/paternal uncles
and aunts every week. 40% see those several times a
year while 33% several times a month.

'The percentage of people who state they never see
their family or relatives is very low. Among those
who are never visited, in-laws and grandparent have

the higher percentage.

After relatives, the people seen most during the day
for various reasons and therefore formed a close
relationship with are neighbors in Tiirkiye. Asked
about the frequency with which they see their
neighbors, 63% state they see them every day. This
is followed by 22% several times a week and 8%
several times a month.

Table 69. Frequency of Meeting with Family Members, Relatives and Neighbors throughout Tiirkiye

Every day Several times a Several times a Several times a Never
week month year/less
Mother/Father 22,7 27,1 218 26,5 2,0
Sibling(s) 18,1 28,0 26,6 253 19
Kids 428 24,1 16,2 15,9 11
Parents in law 19,2 254 241 27,7 3,6
Grandparents 119 19,9 26,9 345 6,9
Maternal/Paternal Uncles and Aunts 6,6 17,1 331 396 36
Neighbors 62,8 22,1 7.6 2,1 54

In Table 70, the percentage of people who see their
relatives and neighbors frequently (Several times a
week or every day) is given both by Turkiye in gen-
eral and with demographic breakdowns.

The people seen most frequently in Tirkiye are
neighbors (85%), children (67%) and parents (50%).
The percentage of participants who see second de-
gree relatives such as maternal/paternal uncles and
aunts frequently is 24%. With the exception of chil-
dren, the frequency of visiting with all relatives and
neighbors is higher in rural areas.

Evaluated by age group, the results show that the
older the individual the higher the incidence of

seeing neighbors frequently and the lower the fre-
quency of seeing in-laws and grandparents.

A similar distribution is also true for educational
level. The higher the educational level, the lesser
the frequency of seeing neighbors and in-laws. The
frequency of visiting with maternal/paternal uncles
and aunts are less (17%) in the highest educational
level.

By household type, broken families are the ones
with the lowest frequency of visiting with all rela-
tives and neighbors. As the socioeconomic level
rises, the incidence of seeing maternal/paternal

uncles and aunts and neighbors frequently falls.
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The greatest difference between socioeconomic their neighbors every day, this percentage falls to 86
groups is seen in the frequency of visiting wth in the middle SES group and to 66% in the upper
neighbors. While 92% of the lower SES group sees SES group.

Table 70. Frequency of Meeting With Family Members, Relatives, and Neighbors throughout Tiirkiye by Residence Area, Three Major
Cities, NUTS, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (Everyday and Several Times a Week)

Mother/father  Sibling(s)  Child(ren) Parents- Grand- Maternal/ Neighbors
in-law  parents  paternal uncles
and aunts
Tirkiye 49,8 46,1 66,9 44,5 317 23,7 84,9
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 449 429 73,6 39,0 247 17,0 79,2
Rural 599 517 59,1 56,0 483 36,3 948
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 350 38,0 814 304 189 123 74,0
Ankara 353 36,9 723 31,0 25,0 13,2 72,6
[zmir 458 396 713 43, 210 12,6 72,7
NUTS
Istanbul 350 38,0 814 304 189 123 74,0
West Marmara 46,9 429 55,0 45,2 345 247 90,8
Aegean 574 50,6 718 50,7 36,0 283 86,7
East Marmara 475 450 72,0 426 329 20,2 873
West Anatolia 473 435 66,4 410 31,6 19,0 81,0
Mediterranean 55,6 49,7 68,0 49,0 37,7 245 85,1
Central Anatolia 58,9 498 62,1 51,7 324 30,1 89,7
West Black Sea 488 424 483 45,0 304 28,1 90,5
East Black Sea 60,3 53,7 523 56,4 450 394 959
Northeast Anatolia 41,5 38,5 46,1 455 299 244 91,0
Mideast Anatolia 532 46,9 67,9 519 40,5 245 87,6
Southeast Anatolia 59,4 55,9 73,0 50,4 31,5 30,6 85,2
AGE
18-24 49,0 50,9 74,1 579 39,1 34,2 80,4
25-34 50,1 50,4 824 459 273 22,0 82,1
35-44 50,2 47,6 788 434 25,5 204 854
45-54 48,6 425 65,8 42 235 194 87,5
55-64 50,1 423 65,1 388 253 218 90,5
65+ 458 37,2 62,7 28,0 28,0 228 90,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 399 372 61,6 49,2 24,2 225 94,1
Literate but no schooling 48,9 449 66,4 475 311 27,2 89,8
Primary school 49,1 472 713 443 28,3 235 90,2
Elementary education 59,0 55,3 67,0 46,0 38,5 25,7 83,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 53,9 48,7 63,9 45,1 33,2 25,8 76,3
Undergraduate and graduate studies 443 39,1 539 38,1 320 16,6 62,8
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 50,8 46,5 66,0 45,4 314 22,2 84,1
Extended 46,6 476 70,5 414 357 304 90,0
Broken 421 38,5 68,1 275 26,3 19,7 789
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 50,0 449 62,5 46,8 27,2 255 918
Middle Group 49,9 46,8 68,8 443 318 244 86,4

Upper Group 43,6 42, 60,4 43,9 335 16,9 66,4
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In this section the findings about the number of
children the family has, the number they want,
their views towards children, problems they have

and punishment towards children will be shown.
6.1. Number of Children

In Table 71 ppercentages about the number of chil-
dren a individuals have are illustrated. Throughout
Tirkiye, individuals mostly have 2 children (29%),
followed by 3 (20%). Next come individuals with
1(17%) and 4 children (11%). People with 5 chil-
dren make up 6% and individuals with 6 or more
children make up 9%, followed by individuals who
have no children or those with no surviving chil-
dren follow with 9%.

When the number of children is compared in terms
of urban-rural differences, individuals living in ru-
ral areas have more children. Percentage of having
2 children are higher in urban areas (32%), this is
followed with those who have 3 children (20%) and
1 child (20%). The percentage of individuals who
have 2 children is also high in rural areas. On the
other hand, the percentage of having 3 children is

higher than urban areas.

Between three major cities, Ankara has the highest
percentage of individuals with 3 or more children
(39%). The percentage of those who have 1 child is
highest in Izmir (27%).

As we move from the east to the west, the num-
ber of children individuals have decreases.Having
1 child appears to possess the highest percentages

in Istanbul (22%), West Marmara (22%), and the
Aegean (21%) while the lowest percentages belong

to Southeast Anatolia (9%), Northeast Anatolia
(16%) and Mideast Anatolia (17%).

While percentages for those who have 6 or more
children predominantly exist in Southeast Anato-
lia (30%), Northeast Anatolia (21%) and Mideast
Anatolia (21%), these percentages drop for West
Marmara (3%), Aegean (3%) and Istanbul (3%).

'The percentages for individuals with no children or
1 child decreases as age increases. Similarly, the per-
centages for 4 or more children increase as the ages
of the participants increase.

Evaluations by educational level show a parallel
picture. As educational level increases, the number
of individuals with 1 or 2 children and those with
no children increase, the percentages for 4 or more
children decrease.

Across all household types, the percentage for 2
children is the highest. This ratio is higher in nu-
clear families (31%) compared to broken (24%)
and extended families (24%). On the other hand,
the percentage for 6 or more children is higher in
broken and extended families (12%) compared to

nuclear families.

In middle and upper socioeconomic groups per-
centages for having 2 children, in the lower SES
group percentages for having 3 children are higher.
30% of the Middle SES group and 38% of the up-
per SES group have 2 children. This ratio is 16% for
the lower SES group. 19% of the lower SES group
has 3 children. As the socioeconomic level rises, the
percentages for 2 or less children rise, and the per-
centages for 4 or more children decrease.

Table 71. Number of Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age, Educational Status, House-

hold Type and SES
No child 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 4 Children 5 Children 6 Children
and more
Tiirkiye 8,5 171 293 20,2 10,6 57 8,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 9.2 19,6 320 198 9,2 43 59
Rural 74 129 248 20,7 13,1 8,1 13,0
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No child 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 4 Children 5 Children 6 Children

and more
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 10,4 21,8 34,6 19,5 7.2 35 3,1
Ankara 74 20,8 334 252 8,6 2,2 25
zmir 9,6 27,2 356 14,8 73 25 29
NUTS
Istanbul 10,4 21,8 34,6 19,5 7.2 35 3,1
West Marmara 8,8 218 39,2 189 55 30 2,7
Aegean 9,2 21,1 354 19,0 9,0 3,1 32
East Marmara 8,5 19,5 33,7 20,5 89 43 47
West Anatolia 79 16,0 31,0 26,4 10,4 4,0 44
Mediterranean 8,2 17,6 28,7 18,5 11 6,3 9,7
(Central Anatolia 85 12,5 23,6 239 143 7,1 10,1
West Black Sea 6,3 12,6 30,3 22,2 134 78 74
Fast Black Sea 51 13,0 22,1 239 17,5 75 10,9
Northeast Anatolia 94 10,5 15,7 17,0 178 89 20,7
Mideast Anatolia 8,6 12,5 16,7 19,0 12,1 10,3 208
Southeast Anatolia 8,0 89 13,7 13,7 13,6 123 299
GENDER
Male 9.2 17,7 30,0 19,7 10,1 55 7.8
Female 79 16,5 28,7 20,6 11,2 59 9,2
AGE
18-24 36,6 45,1 138 34 09 01 0,0
25-34 12,8 32,1 33,1 13,9 49 19 13
35-44 50 114 38,0 24,1 11,1 48 57
45-54 32 8.2 304 263 141 7.2 10,7
55-64 34 6,1 213 24,2 16,6 99 18,5
65+ 59 52 15,3 20,6 16,6 13,1 23,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 54 52 9,7 16,3 17,5 13,7 32,1
Literate but no schooling 59 8,5 15,6 22,7 18,4 10,8 18,1
Primary school 6,7 14,8 32,1 2472 14 5,4 54
Flementary education 118 22,6 35,7 18,4 6,6 26 24
Regular high schools and their equivalents 14,0 30,4 35,9 13,6 4,0 13 09
Undergraduate and graduate studies 14,6 313 375 11,9 33 1,1 0,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 7,6 17,7 314 21,0 10,2 51 7,1
Extended 113 16,5 238 174 13 74 123
Broken 10,1 123 238 20,5 139 6,9 124
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 74 79 16,0 19,1 14,8 12,0 22,7
Middle Group 84 17,2 30,3 21,1 10,7 572 72

Upper Group 1M1 28,1 38,3 14,0 51 2,1 13
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6.2. Desired Number of Children

Individuals who participated the study were asked
about the number of children they would want if the
conditions were right. The majority wants 2 (48%)
and 3 children (26%). The percentage who wants 4
or more children is 13%. The percentages for 1 child
is 5% and 5 children is 4% (Table 72).

Compared to those living in rural areas, individuals
living in the urban area want fewer children. Partici-
pants who want 2 children in urban areas are 51%,
while in rural areas it is 45%. On the other hand,
while the percentage of participants who want 3
children in urban areas is 43%, this percentage rises
to 51% in rural areas.

When three major cities are compared, Izmir is dif-
ferent from Istanbul and Ankara. The percentage of
participants who want 2 children (62%) is higher
than the other two cities. As opposed to this, the

percentage of individuals who want 3 children in Is-

tanbul (24%) and Ankara (25%) is higher compared
to Izmir (18%).

Even though it is not as sharp a difference as the
actual number of children, people living in the east-
ern regions of Tirkiye generally want to have more
children than the individuals living in the western
regions. For instance, the percentage of people who
want 2 or 3 children is 82% in the Aegean region and
85% in west Marmara. This percentage falls as we
go from the west to the east and the percentage of
people who want more than 3 children rise. 48% of
those living in Southeast Anatolia and 37% of those
who live in Mideast Anatolia want more than 3 chil-

dren.

There is no significant difference between men and
women on the number of children desired. A finding
shows that as age increases, the number of children
desired also increases. For instance, between the ages
of 18-24 the percentage of individuals who want 1
child is 8% and 62% for 2 children, between the ages

Table 72. Desired Number of Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Don’t want 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 4 Children 5 Children 6 Children
children and more
Tirkiye 08 46 484 26,3 12,7 35 37
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 0,7 53 50,6 25,1 12,0 3,0 3.2
Rural 08 35 44,5 28,3 138 45 46
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 09 51 547 24,1 10,3 28 2,0
Ankara 1,2 7,7 517 24,6 111 2,1 20
[zmir 09 83 62,4 178 7,0 1,6 11,1
NUTS
Istanbul 09 51 547 24,1 10,3 28 2,0
West Marmara 1,1 73 68,0 16,7 472 1,4 14
Aegean 0,5 53 57,7 24,6 74 23 2.2
East Marmara 0,6 48 523 273 9,2 3,0 28
West Anatolia 08 49 46,9 29,6 123 27 28
Mediterranean 0,4 45 456 25,3 15,6 3,7 49
Central Anatolia 0,7 3,2 50,0 311 10,4 2,1 24
West Black Sea 19 50 517 26,6 9,0 32 25
East Black Sea 07 3,6 455 30,7 124 40 31
Northeast Anatolia 18 38 36,7 29,1 17,0 56 6,0
Mideast Anatolia 0,7 22 289 30,8 246 59 6,9

Southeast Anatolia 03 35 224 25,6 28,1 9,0 11,1
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of 35-44 the percentage of participants who want 1
child falls to 4% and 2 children to 44% (Table 73).

Similarly, as educational level increases, the number
of children desired decreases. While 32% of individ-
uals from the lowest educational levels desirel or 2
children, att the highest educational level it is 65%.

Compared to other household types, the number of
desired children is fewer than other household types.
While 60% of participants from broken homes de-

sire 1 or 2 children, this percentage is 53% in nuclear

families and 49% for extended families.

Among all socioeconomic groups, the percentage of
people who want 2 children is high. 34% of the low-
er SES group, 49% of middle SES group and 59%
of the upper SES group declare they would have
2 children given the right conditions. As was true
for the number of actual children the participants
have, as the socioeconomic level rises, the percent-
age of people who desire 2 children or less increase,
the percentage of those who want 4 or more children
decrease.

Table 73. Desired Number of Children by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

Don’t want 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 4 Children 5 Children 6 Children
children and more
GENDER
Male 0,7 43 48,6 26,2 11,7 41 45
Female 09 50 48,3 26,4 13,6 3,0 3,0
18-24 1,1 7,6 619 19,3 7.7 15 08
25-34 06 52 524 26,0 114 25 2,0
35-44 05 39 443 288 14,7 40 38
45-54 05 34 44,8 283 143 41 46
55-64 09 33 40,6 293 13,8 50 7,1
65+ 1,7 2,7 347 27,8 17,0 7,0 9,1
EDUCATION STATUS
Illiterate 15 3,0 29,2 285 20,2 7.2 10,3
Literate but no schooling 07 2,7 358 294 185 6,0 6,9
Primary school 0,6 3,7 47,6 28,4 13,6 33 29
Flementary education 0,6 45 53,9 25,4 99 25 3,2
Regular high schools and their equivalents 09 73 58,4 21,4 8,1 2,1 19
Undergraduate and graduate studies 09 72 57,4 223 7,7 3,0 15
MARITAL STATUS
Single 1,6 8,4 61,6 18,1 73 17 1,2
Married 05 3,6 455 28,5 13,9 39 41
Divorced 29 9,8 60,9 14,5 73 17 3,0
Widowed 1,6 35 36,5 28,6 16,8 58 73
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 0,6 45 48,8 26,5 12,7 33 35
Extended 09 37 455 273 13,7 44 45
Broken 2,0 8,0 520 215 10,2 3.2 3.2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 14 28 338 28,4 19,2 6,5 8,0
Middle Group 08 46 49,1 26,6 123 33 33
Upper Group 0,4 6,9 58,6 216 8,6 2,0 18
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6.3. Perceptions regarding Children

To understand the value they attribute to children,
participants were asked if they agreed with some state-
ments. The results are tabulated in Table 74.

“The kid should take care of the parent once they get
old”, “Each family should have kids depending on their

Yy

economic standing”, “A kid makes the couple closer’

Table 74. Perceptions regarding Children

and “Once having grown up, the kid should financially

support the parent”are the statements agreed on most.

Half of the participants disagreed with the statements
designed to show the value attributed to having male
children in Tirkiye. For instance, 64% of the partici-
pants disagree with the statements “Male child raises
the standing of the mother in the family” and “Line-
age od the family goes through the male child”.

Yes No
The kid should take care of the parent once they get old 88,3 9,5
Each family should have kids depending on their economic standing 84,9 133
A kid makes the couple closer 84,1 12,7
Once having grown up, the kid should financially support the parent 76,6 20,5
Akid has a negative impact on the mother’s social/educational and professional life 458 488
Only a son can assure the continuation of the bloodline 40,5 57,6
Awoman who has a kid is more respectable than a woman who does not have a kid 33,7 61,1
A son makes the mother more respectable 32,0 64,3
Akid has a negative impact on the father’s social/educational and professional life 216 734

Tables 75 & 76 illustrate perceptions towards chil-
dren by some social and demographic properties.
In this context, the percentage of individuals that
agree with the statement “The kid should take care
of the parent once they get old” is higher in rural
areas (95%). Those agree with this statement among
three major cities have the highest concentration
in Istanbul (87%). The highest agreement with this
statement is found in Southeast Anatolia with 95%.

This expectation is high in individuals from lower
educational levels and from extended families. With
respect to age, no differentiation was found. As the
SES rises, the percentage of people who agree with
this statement decreases. While 91% of the lower
SES group agrees with this statement, it falls to 77%
in the upper SES group.

“The percentage of people who agree with the state-
ment “Each family should have kids depending on
their economic standing” is a little higher in urban
areas (86%) than rural areas (83%). Among three
major cities, the percentage of participants who agree
with this statement is a little lower in Ankara and
among regions, a little lower in Mideast Anatolia
with 75%. Even though there are no significant dif-

ferences between men and women, this percentage
is a little higher for women (86%). This percentage
is 84% for men. Because of their higher education,
there are some differences between people in the up-
per educational level and there are more people who
agree with this statement. For instance, agreement
with this statement is 81%, this percentage rises to
87% among graduates of high school or equivalent.
Compared by household type, there are no signifi-
cant differences in agreement with this statement.
As the socioeconomic level rises the percentage that
agrees with this statement rises. While 80% of the
lower SES group agrees with this statement, the per-
centage rises to 87% in the upper SES group.

Agreement with the statement “A kid makes the
couple closer” is higher in rural areas (87%), than in
urban areas (82%). Among three major cities, agree-
ment is higher in Istanbul (81%) compared to the
other two cities. By region, the highest agreement
with this statement is in Southeast Anatolia with
90%. On the other hand, agreement is lower among
women (82%),among university graduates (77%), ad-
vanced age groups (76%) and broken families (76%).
'The group with the lowest agreement with this state-

ment is the upper socioeconomic group with 77%.
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'There are no significant differences between the low-
er (84%) and middle (85%) SES groups.

Agreement with the statement “Once having grown
up, the kid should financially support the parent”
is higher in rural areas (83%). Among three major
cities the percentage of people who agree with this
statement is lowest in Izmir with 59%. By regions
the lowest agreement percentage is in West Marma-
ra with 66%, the highest in Southeast Anatolia with
90%. There are no significant differences between
men and women in agreement to this statement. This
statement is supported more in advanced age groups.
For instance, while agreement with the statement is
86% in people over 65, it is 75% in the age group
18-24. Moreover agreement is significantly higher in
lower educational levels like 90% of illiterates and
extended families (85%). The most significant differ-
entiation among socioeconomic groups is in agree-
ment with this statement. While 88% of the lower
SES group agrees with the statement, this percent-
age falls to 78% in middle SES and to 54% in the
upper SES groups .

While there is very little difference between urban
(46%) and rural (45%) areas in agreement with the
statement “A kid has a negative impact on the moth-
er’s social/educational and professional life” it is a lit-
tle different in large cities. Among three major cities
the one with the lowest percentage of agreement is
Ankara with 38%. Central Anatolia has the lowest
percentage among all regions with 38%. Agreement
with this statement is a little higher among men than
women (48% and 44% respectively). Agreement
with this statement is a little lower in the 18-24 age
group compared to others (43%). Among lower edu-
cational levels, the percentage of people who agree
with the statement is higher. Agreement with this
statement shows no significant differentiation by

household type and SES.

Agreement with “Only a son can assure the continu-
ation of the bloodline”is higher in urban areas (46%)
than in rural areas (38%). Between three major cities,
agreement is quite low in Izmir (26%). In more ad-
vanced age groups (for example 51% in over 65 age
group), people with a lower education (for example
among illiterates 58%), extended families (47%) and
men (45%) this percentage is higher. As the socioec-

onomic level increases, the number of people agree-
ing with this statement decreases. 54% of the lower
SES group agree with this statement while this per-
centage decreases to 29% in the upper SES group.

The statement “A woman who has a kid is more re-
spectable than a woman who does not have a kid” is
accepted more by people in rural areas (42%). There
is no significant differentiation between three ma-
jor cities. When regions are compared, Northeast
Anatolia with 49% has the highest agreement rate
among all other regions. 'There are no significant
differences between men and women. In advanced
age groups (for example 46% in the over 65 age
group) and among people with low education levels
(for example 52% among illiterates), there is greater
agreement with this statement. It is interesting to
note that among participants from extended families
(41%), this statement finds a wider agreement. As
the socioeconomic level rises, the percentage of peo-
ple who agree with this statement falls. While 47%
of the participants from the lower SES group, this
falls to 18% among the upper SES group .

People living in rural areas agree more with the
statement “A son makes the mother more respect-
able” (40%). Among three major cities, Ankara is
the one that has the highest agreement percentage
with 28% and Izmir is the lowest with 18%. Among
women (40%) and advanced age groups (44% with
the over 65 age group), people with low education
levels (51% among illiterates) and extended families
(41%) agreement with this statement is higher. This
is one of the statements showing a high differentia-
tion by socioeconomic groups. Agreement with this
statement is 48% in the lower SES, 32% in the mid-
dle SES and 16% in the upper SES.

Agreement with the statement “A kid has a negative
impact on the father’s social/educational and profes-
sional life” is a little higher in rural areas with 24%
than urban areas with 20%. Among three major cit-
ies, no differences by gender, age and household type
were found; however it is clear that as educational
level increases agreement with this statement falls.
Although as the socioeconomic level increases, the
percentage of agreement with this statement falls,

there is no significant differentiation between groups.
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6.4. Matters of Conflict with Children

Participants who had children between ages 3-17
were asked about the problems they had with their
children and the frequency of the problems (Table
77). Parents reported problems mostly in the areas
of spending and consumption habits (30%), choice
of friends (28%) and inappropriate dressing (24%).
Parents have sometimes or often problems with
their children on other issues as well, approximately

Table 77. Matters of Conflict with Children

22% of individuals who have kids have problems
on Habits pertaining to diet and house order, 20%
on entertainment, 18% interfamilial relations, 16%
on perceptions on marriage and family life, 15% on
choice of school and friends, 15% commitment to
traditions and 14% on relationships with relatives.
Areas where least problems are experienced include
political views and religious conduct/behavior.

Never Sometimes Often
Choice of friends 72,1 25,0 29
Spending and consumption habits 70,3 26,2 3,5
(lothing 757 212 3,1
Habits pertaining to diet and house order 78,4 18,9 2,7
Entertainment 79,9 178 23
Interfamilial relations 82,2 16,4 14
Choice of school and profession 849 12,9 23
Views on marriage and family life 839 14,5 1,6
Commitment to traditions 85,4 13,3 13
Relations with relatives 86,1 12,9 1,
Religious views/practices 88,5 99 16
Political views 92,3 72 0,6

In Table 78, the results of problems “sometimes”
and “often” encountered are given across Tirkiye
with different demographic breakdowns.

In almost every issue, the number of people who
experience problems with their children is higher
in urban areas. The greatest differentiations are on
“spending and consumption habits”, “clothing”,
“habits pertaining to diet and house order” and “en-
tertainment”.

Compared to each other, among three major cit-
ies, the most problems were experienced in Ankara,
the least was in Istanbul. A comparison between re-
gions shows that Mideast Anatolia and West Ana-
tolia experience the highest problems with children
on almost every issue. The greatest differentiation
between regions is on spending and consumption
habits. The greatest problems experience on this is-
sue is Mideast Anatolia (37%), the least problems
are experienced in Northeast Anatolia (18%). The
region where participants experience the most

problems with their children about intra-family re-
lationships is West Anatolia with 25%, the least is
East Black Sea with 7%. 'The percentage of those
who have problems about entertainment choices
is higher in Mideast Anatolia compared to other
regions (28%). Clothing choices in West Anatolia
and East Marmara is another important area of
conflict.

The evaluations of men and women are similar in
general. The only issue of high differentiation is
spending and consumption habits. While women
report problems with children on this issue by 27%,
this percentage is 22% for men.

The greatest differentiation by age groups is on the
issue of choosing friends. This percentage is higher
with the 35-44 age group (36%) than other age
groups. This age group similarly experiences prob-
lems on spending and consumption habits, dressing
style, choice of entertainment and school and career
choices.
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As the educational level increases, the incidence of ~ The problems experienced most by socioeconomic
experiencing problems on spending and consump- status are choice of entertainment and home rules
tion habits, dressing style, home rules and eating and eating habits. The percentage of people who
habits and perceptions on marriage and family life have problems with their children/parents on choic-
also increases. es of entertainment is 9% in the lower SES, 20%

in the middle and 22% in the upper SES groups.
On almost all issues, the household type that expe- Problems experienced about home rules and eating
riences the least problems with children is extended habits is 14% in lower SES, 21% in middle and 26%
families. The greatest differentiation by household in upper SES groups (Table 78).
type is on home rules and eating habits. This prob-
lem is prevalent in broken families by 30%.
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Table 78. Matters of Conflict with Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age, Educational
Status, Household Type and SES (0ften & Sometimes)

Spending and Choice of Clothing  Habits pertaining to Entertainment
consumption habits friends diet and house order
Turkiye 29,7 279 243 21,6 20,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 32,7 29,5 26,6 243 22,4
Rural 238 247 19,7 16,3 15,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 37,1 25,0 23,7 26,0 214
Ankara 39,1 37,8 35,7 31,1 319
[zmir 36,4 31 30,3 26,7 25,7
NUTS
Istanbul 37,1 25,0 23,7 26,0 21,4
West Marmara 21,6 213 16,6 13,9 16,1
Aegean 28,1 29,9 22,7 213 20,3
East Marmara 36,3 32,8 31,2 23,9 20,8
West Anatolia 354 34,1 29,5 23,6 24,7
Mediterranean 248 25,5 247 20,2 18,9
Central Anatolia 25,8 26,8 29,2 22,7 18,9
West Black Sea 31,7 30,8 249 26,4 18,8
East Black Sea 19,7 25,6 18,4 1,8 20,2
Northeast Anatolia 17,5 29,0 28,2 16,9 20,2
Mideast Anatolia 373 35,0 25,1 246 27,8
Southeast Anatolia 21,1 19,4 14,5 15,6 10,4
GENDER
Male 30,8 28,5 218 21,6 19,9
Female 285 27,2 27,0 216 20,3
AGE
18-24 320 26,0 229 24,0 22,2
25-34 26,7 17,5 19,4 208 15,1
35-44 32,0 36,3 31,5 23,0 213
45-54 28,0 30,9 253 19,8 19,1
55-64 213 19,9 18,4 12,7 135
65+ 21,0 13,1 13,8 13,8 15,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 21,7 23,5 22,2 16,5 12,9
Literate but no schooling 25,4 23,1 21,1 17,2 17,0
Primary school 26,5 275 23,2 18,4 17,7
Elementary education 299 29,5 24,4 21,2 20,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 35,8 30,3 26,2 26,4 25,8
Undergraduate and graduate studies 33,7 26,7 26,6 28,2 20,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 30,7 28,6 25,2 22,2 21,1
Extended 23,7 235 20,2 16,2 15,1
Broken 359 32,7 25,5 30,0 23,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 213 20,5 16,2 13,8 9,2
Middle Group 29,7 28,5 247 213 20,4

Upper Group 32,7 26,9 24,7 26,4 219
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Interfamily Views on marriage  Choice of schooland Commitmentto Relations with  Religious views/ Political

relations and family life profession traditions relatives practices views
178 16,1 15,1 14,6 139 11,5 7.7
RESIDENCE AREA
188 17,1 15,9 16,1 153 113 7,7
15,8 14,1 13,7 11,8 13 11,8 7.7
THREE MAJOR CITIES
194 16,3 12,6 138 14,5 8,7 56
31,1 238 253 245 259 143 12,5
214 19,0 19,6 18,0 19,2 93 10,8
NUTS
19,4 16,3 12,6 138 14,5 8,7 56
10,8 114 13,5 8,2 10,4 73 57
16,3 14,7 15,4 14,1 12,6 9,4 7,1
16,1 17,0 14,0 144 18 12,2 8,1
249 219 20,7 21,6 209 14,8 113
16,6 13,5 14,7 13,1 13,7 124 79
158 183 19,3 13,0 15,4 12,3 113
233 16,9 14,6 144 13,2 12,6 8,8
74 1,3 113 10,1 75 94 6,8
12,6 138 188 13,7 13,4 119 10,3
22,2 16,2 184 244 18,0 21,7 8,1
16,6 17,0 11 10,6 10,2 8,2 46
GENDER
18,2 15,4 14,8 15,1 14,5 11,2 79
173 16,9 15,5 14,1 13,4 11,7 75
AGE
20,0 17,1 14,5 15,3 14,2 10,7 83
133 21,6 13,6 113 13,0 9,5 8.2
17,1 14,2 174 15,0 14,0 133 7,1
16,3 153 16,3 14,2 14,2 11,9 75
15,9 13,2 11,2 143 12,1 119 6,8
15,2 13,2 134 114 13,6 9,6 49
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
17,1 14,4 12,2 114 13,0 11,9 50
18,0 15,4 148 133 119 13,5 9,8
15,0 15,0 144 124 1,7 124 6,/
173 15,0 16,1 14,6 13,0 11,9 8,0
214 17,9 16,7 16,9 16,9 98 9,0
18,8 18,7 14,5 20,7 173 10,7 89
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
183 16,4 15,6 15,1 14,7 11,7 79
14,0 14,0 14,0 11,7 10,2 10,6 8,0
23,1 19,2 13,1 173 15,7 11,0 4,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
18,4 14,9 10,2 10,7 13,2 12,2 10,4
179 16,3 15,6 14,6 13,5 11,7 75

17,1 15,1 14,2 16,2 16,9 9,7 8,1
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6.5.Punishments Imposed on Children

Participants with children between 3-17 years of
age were asked the kind of punishments they gave

their children in the last year. The results are tabu-
lated between Table 79 and Table 80.

For fathers, the most common form of punishment
to scold their children (73%). One third of fathers
punish their children by “I banned him/her from
watching TV?” (32%), “I did not buy what s/he likes
for a while” (29%), “I banned him/her from play-
ing games” (28%). “I beat him/her up)” (22%), "I

did not let him/her see his/her friends " (17%), "I
did not talk to him/her for a while" (17%), " I did
not give him/her pocket money" (14%) are among

punishments given. The least common punishment

is "Locked him/her in a room)" (7%).

Table 79 tabulates the percentages of punishment
fathers used “often”, “sometimes” or “rarely” across

Tiirkiye and by demographic breakdowns.

Evaluated by area of residence, almost all punish-
ment types are used more frequently in urban ar-
eas. However, the situation changes when it comes

Table 79. Types of Punishments Imposed on Children by Fathers over the Last One Year throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three
Major Cities and NUTS (Often & Sometimes& Rarely)

Reprimanded him/her I banned him/her from  1did not buy what s/he | banned him/her from
watching TV likes for a while playing games
Tiirkiye 729 31,8 28,8 27,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 72,6 343 314 309
Rural 734 26,6 233 21,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 70,4 393 35,2 344
Ankara 65,3 37,8 37,6 36,2
[zmir 799 38,8 51,2 37,5
NUTS
Istanbul 70,4 393 35,2 344
West Marmara 73,2 29,8 28,7 28,2
Aegean 748 30,2 326 28,9
East Marmara 78,4 349 28,0 30,2
West Anatolia 71,6 34,7 31,6 319
Mediterranean 74,6 30,4 28,2 246
Central Anatolia 76,3 26,2 24,2 19,7
West Black Sea 819 311 253 29,4
East Black Sea 56,2 24,6 15,7 22,1
Northeast Anatolia 65,8 24,2 229 204
Mideast Anatolia 773 448 33,0 30,3
Southeast Anatolia 67,5 171 16,8 15,1
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to “beating”. While the percentage of fathers who
punish by beating their children in urban areas is
20%, this percentage rises to25% in rural areas. The
most common punishments used in urban areas
are no T'V time, (34%), no play time (31%) and not
buying them what they want for a time (31%).

Across three major cities, the greatest differentiation
on punishments given by fathers are reprimanding,
delaying to get children what they want, not talking
for a while and withholding pocket money. The per-

centage of fathers who use all four types of punish-

ment is higher in Izmir compared to the other two.

The greatest differentiation by regions is seen in
scolding and no TV time. The percentage of fathers
who reprimand their children the most is in west
Black Sea with 82%, and those who scold their
children the least are found in East Black Sea with
45%. 'The punishment of no TV time is used most
frequently in Mideast Anatolia (44%) and least fre-
quently in Southeast Anatolia (17%). The highest
incidences of beating as punishment are found in
the Mediterranean region by 31%. 'The lowest per-
centage is observed in East Black Sea Region with
14%.

Beat them up I did not talk to him/her 1did not let him/hersee  |did not give him/her Locked them in a room
for a while his/her friends pocket money
217 16,9 17,0 14,2 69
RESIDENCE AREA
20,0 18,8 173 14,7 8,2
253 13,0 16,6 133 43
THREE MAJOR CITIES
16,7 212 19,1 18,5 9,7
21,7 249 2,0 17,2 79
19,6 34,5 232 26,3 8,2
NUTS
16,7 21,2 19,1 18,5 9,7
16,0 185 15,9 119 73
20,6 15,2 178 178 55
14,7 22,1 145 13,5 49
212 19,1 18,6 16,7 6,8
30,7 14,2 18,0 15 6,2
246 13,1 18,1 10,3 54
233 14,7 15,6 13,7 6,5
14,0 10,2 8,6 84 41
27,2 139 16,2 10,3 51
244 20,7 27,2 129 79
29,0 1,5 9,38 9,0 7.8
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The highest differentiation by age group is seen in Evaluated by educational level, the greatest differ-
reprimanding, no play time and beating. Fathers entiation is found in punishing the child by closing
from 18-24 age group use these three punishments him in his room. While this punishment is rarely
less than other age groups. Those who scold their given in other educational levels by 3% and 8%, fa-
children is highest in the 25-34 age group with thers with undergraduate / -graduate degrees use
77%. This percentage is 46% for fathers in the 18-24 this punishment more often with 12%. As the edu-
age group. Beating children as punishment is higher cational level increases, the percentage of fathers
among fathers 65 years of age or older (33%). This who beat their children decreases.

percentage is 15% in the 18-24 age group (Table 80).

Table 80. Types of Punishments Imposed By Fathers On Their Children Over The Last One Year by Age, Educational Status, Household Type
and SES (Often & Sometimes & Rarely)

Reprimanded him/ 1banned him/her from |did not talk to him/her | banned him/her

her watching TV for a while from playing games
AGE
18-24 46,1 215 0,0 57
25-34 713 30,6 158 321
35-44 75,7 36,9 18,1 31,2
45-54 63,6 255 16,9 18,0
55-64 619 20,2 12,6 10,8
65+ 74,7 218 16,9 228
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 752 26,0 18,6 19,6
Literate but no schooling 66,3 246 153 174
Primary school 71,1 26,6 13,8 24,7
Elementary education 758 36,8 178 325
Regular high schools and their equivalents 75,5 399 18,4 33,9
Undergraduate and graduate studies 744 39,6 28,8 29,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 73,5 326 174 28,6
Extended 68,7 25,7 14,0 20,7
Broken 73,2 33,7 10,8 184
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 719 27,1 12,5 25,9
Middle Group 73,0 31,3 16,2 273

Upper Group 73,0 411 27,2 33,2
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Evaluated by household type, almost all forms of  use beating as punishment. 38% of fathers from the

punishment are used less by fathers from broken lower SES group have used beating as a form of
families. Punishments with the highest differentia- punishment in the last year. This percentage is 20%
tion are seen in no TV time and denying them what in the middle SES group and 16% in the upper SES
they want for a time. Fathers from nuclear families group. Other punishments with higher differentia-
use these two types of punishment more than oth- tion levels are silent treatment, no TV time and
ers are found in nuclear families. denying children what they want for a time. In all

these three punishments, the percentage of fathers
The greatest differentiation by socioeconomic who use these forms of punishment decreases as the
groups is found in the percentage of fathers who socioeconomic level increases.

Beat them up I did not buy what s/he  1did not let him/her see | did not give him/her Locked them in a room
likes for a while his/her friends pocket money
AGE
14,6 41,2 120 57 0,0
22,8 309 141 10,5 9,6
24,8 314 19,4 17,7 7.2
14,2 22,0 16,3 123 3,1
17,5 191 14,8 99 4,6
333 27,2 24,6 25,7 10,4
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
332 23,0 213 15,0 28
384 20,7 18,1 15,9 4,1
23,7 255 16,5 14,5 6,0
178 29,8 16,9 124 54
17,9 34,0 19,3 153 8,2
16,9 37,1 14,6 13,0 123
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
21,6 29,7 174 14,3 7,1
22,6 22,5 144 13,6 49
22,8 20,1 15,7 20,4 18
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
37,8 223 19,3 13,2 49
203 28,8 16,9 141 6,5

16,2 353 15,6 15,9 12,6
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As among mothers, the most widely used pun-
ishment is reprimanding (81%). Similarly second
comes no TV time (36%). The high incidence of
beating for punishment (36%) among mothers is
not to be neglected. Other punishments mothers
use “I did not buy what s/he likes for a while” (33%),
“I banned him/her from playing games” (33%), “I
did not talk to him/her for a while” (26%) and “I did
not let him/her see friends” (23%). “I did not give
him/her pocket money” (17%) and “I locked them

in their room” (10%) are not among punishments

mothers often use.

In Table 81 & 82, the percentages of punishments

»  «

mothers use “often”, “sometimes” or “rarely” on their
children are given across Tirkiye and demographic

breakdowns.

Other than beating as types of punishments, other

types of punishments are used more by urban moth-

Table 81. Types of Punishments Imposed By Mothers On Their Children Over The Last One Year throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area,
Three Major Cities, NUTS (Often & Sometimes & Rarely)

Reprimanded him/her I banned him/her from Beat him/her up I banned him/her from
watching TV playing games
Tiirkiye 81,1 3538 35,7 329
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 813 384 33,8 35,6
Rural 80,9 304 39,6 274
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 80,6 432 27,5 39,0
Ankara 713 424 28,0 40,8
[zmir 79,0 43,7 28,2 39,0
NUTS
Istanbul 80,6 43,2 275 39,0
West Marmara 80,4 33,0 240 30,9
Aegean 81,7 340 334 356
East Marmara 849 425 35,0 37,7
West Anatolia 79,5 39,6 33,1 38,2
Mediterranean 845 32,2 428 325
Central Anatolia 78,3 28,3 41,0 23,4
West Black Sea 849 319 35,7 30,3
East Black Sea 80,2 30,8 348 247
Northeast Anatolia 751 30,2 499 19,5
Mideast Anatolia 85,1 51,2 48,6 41,6
Southeast Anatolia 73,3 18,5 36,9 17,2
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ers. As is true for fathers, the percentage of moth-
ers who beat their children (39%) is higher in rural
areas. 'The greatest differentiation between punish-
ments used in urban and rural areas is in denying
children what they want for a time. While the per-
centage of mothers who use this punishment is 36%
in urban areas, it is 26% for rural areas.

Among three major cities, the percentage of moth-

ers who give their children the silent treatment is
less in Istanbul (30%). Those who scold their chil-

dren seems to be less in Ankara (71%) compared to

the other two. The percentage of mothers who pun-
ish their children by denying them what they want
for a time is higher in Izmir (53%).

Between regions, the percentage of mothers who
use almost every punishment is less in Southeast
Anatolia. The only differentiation is in beating.
With 50%, the percentage of mothers who beat
their children for punishment purposes is the high-
est in Northeast Anatolia and lowest in West Mar-
mara with 24%.

I did not buy what s/he 1 did not talk to him/her | did not let him/her see his/her  1did not give him/her Locked them in
likes for a while for a while friends pocket money their room
328 259 233 171 104
RESIDENCE AREA
36,4 29,0 253 18,8 14
255 19,8 195 13,6 83
THREE MAJOR CITIES
428 30,2 294 240 152
439 36,1 29,6 191 14,8
528 4,7 37,1 240 14,3
NUTS
428 30,2 29,4 240 152
253 289 174 149 8,6
35,5 26,1 241 189 10,1
36,4 34,7 244 20,4 14
36,7 30,7 248 18,2 109
333 245 245 135 58
22,2 179 178 124 7.7
323 219 2,6 15,0 938
248 191 13,1 14,8 125
24,5 223 15,9 14,3 75
36,2 281 375 173 11,6
14,7 13,0 10,2 8,0 83
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When age groups are compared, the greatest dif- the educational level increases. The percentage of
ferentiation is seen in reprimanding, beating and women who beat their children as punishment is
canceling play time. The percentages of mothers higher among lower educational levels.

who use these three forms of punishment belong

to the age group 25-34. Compared by educational Comparison by household type shows that moth-

level, the percentage of mothers who mostly use ers from extended families use every type of pun-
“no TV time”, giving the silent treatment and de- ishment lesser than mothers from other household
nying them what they want for a time increases as types. However, the percentage of mothers who

Table 82. Types of Punishments Imposed by Mothers on Their Children over the Last One Year by Age, Educational Status, Household
Type, and SES (Often & Sometimes & Rarely)

Reprimanded him/her I banned him/her from Beat him/her  |banned him/her from

watching TV up playing games
AGE
18-24 753 24,7 39,2 30,2
25-34 86,0 41,6 459 413
35-44 80,7 353 30,8 299
45-54 68,8 233 17,9 17,4
55-64 61,2 16,7 18,3 89
65+ 21,2 119 36 119
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 749 24,5 38,4 21,4
Literate but no schooling 76,8 273 34,2 279
Primary school 82,3 36,0 38,4 340
Flementary education 82,1 45,0 30,1 375
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 843 47 29,3 39,2
Undergraduate and graduate studies 81,7 45,5 19,1 373
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 82,1 36,4 35,5 340
Extended 759 315 385 25,7
Broken 75,7 36,1 319 31,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 84,7 329 49,8 31,0
Middle Group 80,7 35,9 349 33,0

Upper Group 793 39,5 20,6 34,5
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beat their children as punishment is the highest children in the last year while this percentage de-
(39%) in this group. creases to 35% in the middle SES group and 21% in
the upper group. As the socioeconomic level rises,

Evaluated by socioeconomic level, the percentage of the percentage of women who use the silent treat-
women who beat their children as punishment dif- ment and denying children what they want for a
ferentiates. The results show that as socioeconomic time also rises. These two punishments also show
level rises, the percentage of women who beat their the greatest differentiation among all socioeconom-

children decreases. Half of the mothers in lower ic groups (Table 82).
SES group (50%) state that they have beat their

I did not buy what s/he | did not talk to him/her |did not let him/hersee  |did not give him/her Locked them in their

likes for a while for a while his/her friends pocket money room
AGE
28,0 223 149 94 13,7
38,2 27,0 25,1 188 14,5
31,6 26,8 24,6 17,9 7,6
22,2 21,0 173 121 46
18 189 13,2 97 73
83 119 83 119 3,6
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
204 17,6 203 12,7 738
27,0 24 229 13,4 6,0
32,1 239 24,6 18,1 10,1
399 33,7 263 17,6 12,5
446 36,1 214 16,9 14,5
46,6 445 174 21,2 12,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
335 26,2 239 174 10,9
279 28 19,6 138 8,2
32,1 29,1 244 228 56
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
26,8 1838 22,1 15,1 9,1
32,6 2538 239 17,2 10,2

443 385 20,0 19,1 14,0
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The study inquired about the reasons parents beat
their children (Table 83). V'The primary reason is
“disrespecting elders” (36%). Parents also beat their
children for “lying” (26%), “neglecting their stud-
ies (not doing homework etc.)” (25%), “violence

Table 83. Reasons for Beating Children

towards siblings, friends” (22%) Moreover, 13% of
parents beat children for “personal hygiene, messy
room etc.” and 5% “making friends with the wrong
people”.

Disrespectful attitude towards elders 36,4
Lying 263
Being negligent towards his/her education (Does not study) 249
Being violent towards his/her siblings and friends 22,1
Not doing his/her own personal care/not tidying up his/her room) 13,0
Making friends with the wrong people 48
Committing a theft 3,0
Not assisting chores 2,5
Excessive spending habits 20
Smoking 2,0
Not performing his/her religious duties 12
(lothing 1,2
Failing to perform his/her duties 08
Drinking alcohol 0,4
Using drugs 03
Other 13,8

'The first five reasons were analyzed across Turkiye with
demographic breakdowns. Data is tabulated in Table
84.

'There are two reasons that differ from the rest by
area of residence. The percentage of parents who
beat their children for reasons of “Not doing his/
her own personal care/not tidying up his/her room.”
is higher in rural areas (15%) and the percentage of
those who do the same because of “disrespecting

elders” is higher in rural areas (41%).

A comparison between three major cities shows

that 35% of parents in Ankara beat their children
for lying and 31% for neglecting their studies. In
relation to other cities, the primary reason for beat-
ing a child is violence towards siblings and friends
in Istanbul.

'The differentiation between regions is seen in the
reasons of neglecting studies and violence towards
siblings and friends. The percentage of parents who
beat their children for neglecting their studies is the
highest with 42% in Mideast Anatolia and beatings
because of violence towards siblings and friends is
highest in Southeast Anatolia (33%).
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Table 84. Reasons for Beating Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS (Top 5 Reasons)

Disrespectful Being negligent  Violence towards Not doing his/her
attitude towards towards his/her siblings, friends own personal care/
elders education (Does not tidying up his/her

not study) room

Turkiye 36,4 26,3 249 22,1 13,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 33,7 26,1 25,5 219 14,6
Rural 40,8 26,8 240 226 10,4
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 313 27,5 25,6 22,7 17,0
Ankara 30,3 333 31,6 17,8 1,3
[zmir 325 17,7 15,4 18,0 214
NUTS

Istanbul 313 27,5 25,6 22,7 17,0
West Marmara 338 243 289 10,5 9,0
Aegean 453 25,3 151 18,9 124
East Marmara 348 16,4 178 21,0 13,6
West Anatolia 29,6 29,2 28,3 215 12,0
Mediterranean 40,6 30,1 27,2 20,3 13,4
Central Anatolia 438 303 30,2 17,2 11,6
West Black Sea 39,6 27,7 228 17,5 12,1
Fast Black Sea 30,6 20,6 141 17,8 15,2
Northeast Anatolia 30,7 25,7 219 31,8 24,3
Mideast Anatolia 35,2 16,4 4,1 28,8 85
Southeast Anatolia 31,2 31,5 247 326 8,6

Analyzed by gender, there are differences between
reasons for beating children. While fathers punish
children for lying and neglecting their studies, this
percentage is lower among mothers. Mothers how-

ever, punish children more for violence towards sib-

lings and friends (Table 85).

As age increases, the percentage of parents who
beat their children for lying rises. While lying to
elders and violence towards siblings and friends are
common reasons for all age groups, this percentage

is less in the over 65 age group.

Compared by educational level, while lying is seen
as a similar reason for beating a child across all edu-
cational levels, this percentage is lower for parents
with Undergraduate and graduate studies (17%).
The most common reason or this group is disre-
specting elders.

Household type shows the greatest differentiation
on violence towards siblings and friends. The per-
centage of parents who beat their children for this
reason is lower in broken families.

Based on the evaluation by socioeconomic group,
the greatest differentiation is on neglecting stud-
ies and lying. For either one of these reasons, the
percentage of parents who beat their children de-
creases when socioeconomic level increases. Beat-
ing children for neglecting their studies is 29% in
the lower SES group, 25% in the middle group and
18% in the upper SES group. While the percent-
age of parents who beat their children or lying is
32% for the lower SES group, this percentage falls
to 26% in the middle SES group and to 22% in the
upper SES group.
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Table 85.Reasons for Beating Children by Gender, Age Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (Top 5 Reasons)

Disrespectful Lying  Being negligent  Violence towards Not doing his/her
attitude towards towards his/her siblings, friends own personal care/
elders education (does not tidying up his/her
not study) room
GENDER
Male 35,6 329 289 18,7 11,0
Female 36,8 24 22,5 24,2 143
AGE
18-24 49,5 143 7,7 21,6 89
25-34 383 259 19,5 234 12,6
35-44 34,2 26,4 30,9 23,0 13,6
45-54 33,2 289 28,6 148 149
55-64 358 348 30,2 11,6 12,6
65+ 15,9 64,4 37,8 238 0,0
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 373 235 255 26,3 10,9
Literate but no schooling 36,4 27,2 25,1 19,1 7,1
Primary school 36,8 274 250 22,3 138
Flementary education 38,0 26,6 22,7 213 12,5
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 29,5 26,2 274 19,4 13,7
Undergraduate and graduate studies 426 17,1 20,5 22,1 13,5
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 36,7 25,7 24,7 22,1 13,7
Extended 338 30,2 26,0 23,7 9,0
Broken 37,0 30,0 28,7 13,5 109
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 38,5 31,7 28,2 26,2 9,2
Middle group 35,8 25,4 246 21,0 14,1
Upper group 36,8 22,3 18,2 249 M4
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In this section, results on value judgments about
family, opinions on living together without mat-
rimony, having children out of wedlock, women
working outside of the house, happiness percep-
tions about their families, the future of family re-
lationships, the effects of the EU membership on
the family structure and issues where religion is a

determining factor are analyzed.

7.1. Attitudes towards Living out of Wedlock
and Having Children out of Wedlock

In the study, two questions to clarify thoughts on
living together without matrimony and having chil-
dren out of wedlock were asked. The first question
in this context was if participants were bothered by
having people who are not married (civil or religious)
around where they as a family live. 66% of the par-
ticipants reported being bothered by people living

together, 20% reported they are not (Table 86). It can
be deduced from these percentages that the majority
of people in Turkey have negative attitudes towards
people who live together without matrimony. The
percentage of people who are not comfortable with
this is higher in rural areas (71%) than in urban ar-
eas. In Northeast Anatolia (79%), Southeast Anato-
lia (77%) and Mideast Anatolia (75%) the percent-
ages are similarly higher. Although the percentages
do not differ much in three major cities, Izmir is the
one with the lowest percentage (52%).

Women and men have similar attitudes towards this
issue. When compared by age groups, those who re-
port that they are not disturbed are younger individ-
uals. Among the 18-24 age group, 24% of individuals
stated they would not be bothered by this. This per-

centage is around 15-16% among participants over

age 55 (Table 87).

Table 86. Attitudes towards Living Out of Wedlock throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes | would be disturbed  No | would not be disturbed I do not care No idea
Tiirkiye 65,8 19,9 12,5 19
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 62,8 21,1 14,4 18
Rural 71 178 9,1 2,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 58,3 218 17,7 23
Ankara 59,1 241 151 17
[zmir 518 273 19,6 13
NUTS
Istanbul 58,3 218 17,7 23
West Marmara 69,3 219 7.6 1,2
Aegean 61,4 22,2 153 11
East Marmara 674 20,2 11,6 08
West Anatolia 68,1 20,3 10,2 15
Mediterranean 61,3 23,1 13,2 24
Central Anatolia 69,1 17,9 10,5 24
West Black Sea 65,5 18,2 14,1 22
East Black Sea 68,1 18,0 12,5 14
Northeast Anatolia 78,7 143 54 1,6
Mideast Anatolia 748 17,6 6,4 1,2
Southeast Anatolia 76,6 M7 79 39
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Similarly, as educational status rises, the percentage
of people who report that they are not uncomfort-
able with the situation rises. While this percentage is
16% among literates with no schooling and primary
school graduates, it rises to 34% among participants

with undergraduate/graduate degrees.

Compared to married and widowed individuals, sin-
gle or divorced participants have a more positive atti-
tude towards living together without matrimony. For
instance, while the percentage of divorced individu-
als who say they are not bothered by the issue is 31%,

this percentage is 16% among married participants.
Among participants coming from broken house-
holds, this issue is less bothersome (55%) than among
people from extended families (70%).

When findings are evaluated by socioeconomic level,
those who are bothered by such a situation are most-
ly found among lower (69%) and middle SES groups
(68%). Those who are not uncomfortable with the
issue are 16% in the lower SES group, 18% in the
middle and 35% in the upper SES group.

Table 87. Attitudes towards Living out of Wedlock by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes | would be disturbed  No | would not be disturbed I do not care Noidea
GENDER
Male 65,5 210 12,1 14
Female 66,1 188 128 23
AGE
18-24 59 239 15,0 2,1
25-34 63,9 213 133 14
35-44 66,6 199 11,4 20
45-54 69,3 18,3 11,0 14
55-64 71,2 15,6 11,4 18
05+ 70,4 151 11,1 34
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 71,2 14,6 9.8 44
Literate with no schooling 71,6 16,1 10,4 18
Primary school 711 16,4 10,9 15
Flementary education 63,7 20,7 13,8 18
Regular high schools and their equivalents 57,1 25,6 15,7 1,6
Undergraduate and graduate studies 48,4 33,9 16,6 1,0
MARITAL STATUS
Single 56,0 253 16,8 20
Married 68,6 18,5 11,2 1.7
Divorced 48,5 30,5 19,9 1,
Widowed 67,8 16,1 12,0 41
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 65,7 20,0 12,4 18
Extended 70,1 17,5 10,6 17
Broken 55,2 245 174 29
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 69,2 16,0 10,9 38
Middle group 67,8 18,4 12,0 18
Upper group 46,9 350 17,5 0,7
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Individuals were also asked if they would be both-
ered to have individuals with kids born out of wed-

lock (Tables 88 & 89).69% reported being uncom-

fortable and 17% reported they are not bothered by
the issue. The percentage of individuals who think
it is acceptable to have children out of wedlock is
higher in cities (19%) and Istanbul and Mediterra-
nean regions (21%). Those who are not bothered by
having people around them that had children out of
wedlock increase in numbers in younger age groups
and as the educational level rises. While those who

do not feel uncomfortable by this issue is 20% in

the age group 18-24 and 30% among those with

undergraduate/graduate degrees, it falls to 13% in

the over 65 age group and to 11% amonyg illiterates.

Among divorced (27%) and single (22%) people,
the percentage of participants who state that they
are not uncomfortable with the issue is higher com-
pared to married and widowed participants. This
percentage is higher in people from broken house-
holds (22%). In the upper SES, the percentage of
people who are bothered by this issue is less (52%).
This percentage is 72% for the lower SES group
and 71% in the middle SES.

Table 88. Attitudes towards Having Children out of Wedlock throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes | would be disturbed  No | would not be disturbed I do not care No idea
Tirkiye 69,2 173 115 2,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 66,1 18,6 13,3 2,0
Rural 745 15 8,4 22
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 59,2 20,7 173 28
Ankara 61,6 22,1 14,6 1,6
[zmir 593 234 15,8 1,5
NUTS
Istanbul 59,2 20,7 173 28
West Marmara 1,7 19,3 7,6 13
Aegean 67,1 18,1 13,6 13
Fast Marmara 724 16,2 10,3 1,
West Anatolia 70,2 18,5 98 15
Mediterranean 65,5 20,5 116 25
(Central Anatolia 719 16,4 97 2,0
West Black Sea 69,1 16,2 12,2 25
East Black Sea 70,4 16,7 118 1,1
Northeast Anatolia 82,5 1 48 16
Mideast Anatolia 82,1 10,2 6,5 1,1
Southeast Anatolia 78,6 98 7,6 40
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Tablo 89. Attitudes towards Having Children out of Wedlock by Gender Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes | would be disturbed  No | would not be disturbed I do not care No idea
GENDER
Male 68,6 18,6 11,2 1,6
Female 69,7 16,0 119 25
AGE
18-24 63,2 20,4 143 2,1
25-34 68,1 17,9 12,3 1,7
35-44 70,1 17,7 10,4 19
45-54 71,2 16,2 10,8 18
55-64 73,7 14,5 99 2,0
05+ 73,3 13 99 38
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 734 12,5 9,6 4,5
Literate with no schooling 73,9 14,4 98 2,0
Primary school 73,9 143 938 19
Elementary education 67,1 17,7 138 15
Regular high schools and their equivalents 61,9 219 14,5 1,7
Undergraduate and graduate studies 54,2 30,2 14,6 1,0
MARITAL STATUS
Single 59,9 2,0 16,2 19
Married 719 16,1 10,2 19
Divorced 522 26,5 18,5 28
Widowed 70,5 141 10,6 48

HOUSEHOLD TYPE

Nuclear 69,1 17,5 11,6 19

Extended 735 14,6 9,7 2,2

Broken 59,3 219 15,9 29
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 72,1 13,9 10,1 39

Middle Group 710 158 11,2 19

Upper group 52,2 31,5 15,4 0,9
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7.2. Approaches to Women’s Working in a
Paid Job

To understand the attitudes towards women in the
workforce, household members were asked if they
thought it is appropriate for women to have a paid
job. The results show that 84% of the participants
think it is appropriate for women to have a job, while
16% think it is not. These responses reflect the fact
that a large majority of participants have positive at-
titudes towards women in the workforce (Table 90).

The percentage of those who think it is appropri-
ate for women to have a paid job is a little higher
compared to rural areas (85% and 81% respective-
ly). Compared by region, the percentage of those
who think it is appropriate is the highest in West
Marmara (94%) and lowest in Southeast Anatolia
(63%). Results show that the highest percentage of
people who think it is appropriate is in Izmir with
91% and lowest in Istanbul with 84%.

Table 90. Approaches to Women’s Working in Paid Jobs throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Appropriate Inappropriate

Tiirkiye 83,6 16,4
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 849 15,1
Rural 81,4 18,6
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 84,1 15,9
Ankara 89,1 10,9
[zmir 90,7 93
NUTS
[stanbul 84,1 15,9
West Marmara 947 58
Aegean 87,9 121
Fast Marmara 87,8 12,2
West Anatolia 84,5 15,5
Mediterranean 843 15,7
Central Anatolia 81,7 183
West Black Sea 88,2 18
East Black Sea 87,4 12,6
Northeast Anatolia 75,7 24,3
Mideast Anatolia 78,1 219
Southeast Anatolia 62,8 37,2

The percentage of participants who think it is ap-
propriate for women to have a paid job differen-
tiates by gender, educational level, marital status
and household type (Table 91). While 77% of men
think it is appropriate, this percentage rises to 90%
in women. Compared to advanced age groups, those

who think it is suitable for women to have a paid

job is a little higher among younger age groups.

This percentage increases as educational level in-
creases. While this percentage is 75% among illit-
erates, it is 94% among university graduates.
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Divorced (93%) and single individuals (87%) are participants in favor of working women increases.
more in favor of women’s working in a paid job. While those who think it is appropriate for women
In broken and nuclear families, those who approve to have a paid job are 73% in the lower SES group,
of working women is higher compared to extended this percentage rises to 84% in the middle SES
families. group. Almost all participants from the upper SES

group are in favor of working women (94%).

As the socioeconomic level rises, the percentage of

Table 91. Approaches to Women’s Working in Paid Jobs by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Appropriate Inappropriate

GENDER
Male 77,0 23,0
Female 90,0 10,0
AGE
18-24 85,7 143
25-34 83 17,0
35-44 829 17,1
45-54 84,8 15,2
55-64 82,8 17,2
65+ 82 18
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 75,0 25,0
Literate with no schooling 79,3 20,7
Primary school 82,2 178
Flementary education 82,9 171
Regular high schools and their equivalents 88,9 1,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 940 6,0
MARITAL STATUS
Single 87,2 12,8
Married 82,4 17,6
Divorced 92,7 73
Widowed 853 14,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 84.1 15.9
Extended 794 206
Broken 89.9 10.1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 734 26,6
Middle group 83,6 16,4

Upper group 9,3 57
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Those who think it is inappropriate for women to
work were asked the reason for this attitude (Table
92 & 93).'The primary reason for this attitude is the
value judgment that “A woman’s primary duties are
household management and childbearing” (62%).
'The percentage of those who agree with this state-
ment is higher in participants from rural areas, Is-
tanbul, East Black Sea and Mideast Anatolia and in
Istanbul among three major cities. Agreement with
the statement is also high among participants from
advanced age groups and lower educational levels.

'The statements “Work environments are not safe for
women” with 14% and “Against our traditions and
customs” with 13% come right after the first state-
ment. The percentage of those who think the work-
place is not a safe environment for women is a little

higher in urban areas compared to rural areas. More-

over, agreement with those statements is higher
among men, younger age groups, those with a higher
educational level, single and divorced individuals.

'The percentage of those who think it is not appro-
priate for women to work because it does not fit
with traditions and customs is higher in Southeast
Anatolia and Northeast Anatolia. It is worth to note
that the attitudes towards this issue is similar among
participants over the age of 65 (18%) and the 18-
24 age group (16%). As the educational level and
the socioeconomic status decreases, the percentage
of those who think it is not appropriate women to
work because of this reason increases. While the
percentage of those who agree with this statement
is 7% among undergraduates and graduates, it rises
to 18% among illiterates. Similarly, while 4% of the

upper SES mentions this as a reason, this percentage

Table 92. Reasons for Disapproval of Women’s Working throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

A woman’s primary duty is Work environ- Against our Working Apaidwork  Other
to look after the children ments are notsafe  traditions and women’s kids wears the
and do housework AT customs areaggrieved  woman out
Turkey 619 143 12,6 73 2,2 17
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 58,5 16,1 124 8,7 2,1 2,1
Rural 66,7 17 12,9 53 23 11
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 59,2 16,1 129 85 1,6 17
Ankara 539 19,2 18 113 1,2 2,6
[zmir 39,1 233 16,5 14,6 59 0,6
NUTS
Istanbul 59,2 16,1 129 8,5 16 17
West Marmara 481 14,6 6,9 18,4 10,2 18
Aegean 61,6 17,2 98 8 22 1,2
East Marmara 43,7 235 13,4 12,7 51 15
West Anatolia 59,3 179 13,0 6,9 1,0 2,0
Mediterranean 65,1 12 10,5 8 3,1 13
Central Anatolia 69,5 19,2 4,5 4,2 13 1,2
West Black Sea 58,6 18,6 119 54 29 26
Fast Black Sea 79,1 6,2 54 31 31 3,1
Northeast Anatolia 65,4 838 18,3 3,1 15 28
Mideast Anatolia 69,1 13,7 6,8 73 04 2,7
Southeast Anatolia 63,2 73 21 58 15 1,1
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rises to 20% in the lower SES group. The percentage 'The reason “Working women’s kids are aggrieved" is

of those who cite this as a reason is higher among cited less across Turkey (7%). However, the percent-

participants from extended families (18%). age of those that do not approve of women to have a
paid job rises to 21% in the upper SES group, and to
24% among undergraduates/graduates.

Table 93. Reasons for Disapproval of Women’s Working by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Awoman’s primary Work environ-  Against our Working A paid (4

duty is to look after ments arenot traditions and women’s  work wears

the children and do  safe for women customs kids are the woman

housework aggrieved out
GENDER
Male 60,7 16,5 12 7,0 2,0 18
Female 64,7 9,5 14,1 7.8 25 14
AGE
18-24 54,1 19,9 15,9 6,9 22 1
25-34 60,9 16,2 10,6 79 25 19
35-44 62,7 138 10,9 89 2 19
45-54 66,1 111 12,2 64 2,7 15
55-64 66,0 11,9 134 54 09 23
65+ 64,5 9,1 17,5 56 2,1 1,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 65,8 10,4 179 34 18 07
Literate with no schooling 65,3 M 13,6 6,1 3,2 09
Primary school 63,6 13,6 12,1 7 2 18
Flementary education 56,4 18,4 11,2 9,7 15 29
Regular high schools and their equivalents 57,6 19,8 98 83 28 17
Undergraduate and graduate studies 429 18,6 6,8 238 43 36
MARITAL STATUS
Single 555 19,5 133 79 24 15
Married 63,0 13,5 123 73 22 18
Divorced 72,1 15,9 49 4, 0 29
Widowed 618 11,0 183 6,0 19 1,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 62,8 14,9 10,6 8,0 2,0 1,7
Extended 60,2 133 18,2 48 23 1,2
Broken 58,6 12, 123 98 3,6 35
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 60,5 124 19,5 40 3,0 0,5
Middle group 62,5 149 11,5 74 2,0 18

Upper group 56,8 11,7 3,7 21,0 2,2 47
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7.3. Individuals’ Perceptions on the Happi-

ness of their Families

To measure the perception on the happiness of their
tamily, participants were asked how they saw their
family in general. While 78% of individuals define
their families as happy or very happy, 22% said their
families were unhappy or very unhappy (Table 94).

'The happiness perceptions of individuals do not
show any important differentiation by residence
area. The percentages of those who define their
families as “very happy” are similar (12% and 13%

respectively). Likewise, the percentage of those who

Tablo 94. Individuals’ Perceptions on the Happiness of their Family throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

see their families as “happy” is the same with 65%.
Again, the percentage of individuals who declare
their families are “unhappy” is the same in urban

and rural areas (2%).

Among three major cities, the percentage of people
who see their families as “happy” or “very happy” is
the highest in Istanbul (81%).

In Mideast Anatolia and Northeast Anatolia, the
percentage of participants who perceive their fami-
lies as “very happy” (22% and 20% respectively) is

higher than other regions.

Very happy LETT)Y Moderate Unhappy Very unhappy
Turkiye 12,6 65,1 20,1 18 04
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 13,0 64,9 19,9 18 03
Rural 11,9 65,4 205 18 05
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 13,2 68,2 171 1,1 0,5
Ankara 83 64,5 247 23 0.2
[zmir 13,8 59,8 239 2,2 03
NUTS
Istanbul 13,2 68,2 17,1 11 05
West Marmara 13,2 65,0 19,7 1,7 0,4
Aegean 13,8 65,5 18,4 2,0 0,4
East Marmara 129 63,1 224 13 03
West Anatolia 11,0 65,7 213 19 0,2
Mediterranean 79 64,6 247 25 04
Central Anatolia 8,7 69,6 20,0 1,2 0,5
West Black Sea 11,8 62,3 23,1 2,1 07
East Black Sea 14,9 61,7 219 1,0 04
Northeast Anatolia 20,3 63,5 13,5 25 0,2
Mideast Anatolia 224 60,0 15,9 1,6 0,2
Southeast Anatolia 123 64,2 20,0 3,1 03
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'The perceptions of happiness do not differentiate
by gender and age. Although there is no significant
differentiation on the happiness perceptions of the
family by educational status, as the level increases,
the percentage of those who define their families as
happy and very happy increases slightly. While 10%
of participants from the lowest educational level
think their families are happy, this percentage rises
to 15% in the highest educational level (Table 95).

Among single and married participants, the per-
centage of those who report their families as happy
is higher than divorced or widowed participants.

Analyzed by household type, the percentage of in-
dividuals from nuclear and extended families who
think their families are happy or very happy is high-

er than those from broken households.

As socioeconomic level increases, the percentage
of people who perceive their families as generally
happy or very happy increases. 9% of the individuals
trom the lower SES group report their families as
very happy while 61% see the family as happy. In
the upper SES group, these percentages increase to
17% and 68% respectively.

Table 95. Individuals’ Perceptions on the Happiness of their Family by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type,

and SES
Very happy Happy Moderate Unhappy Very unhappy
GENDER
Male 123 65,2 20,3 18 03
Female 129 64,9 19,9 19 04
AGE
18-24 14,5 64,2 19,0 18 05
25-34 13,5 64,8 20,0 15 02
35-44 12,2 64,9 20,7 18 04
45-54 11,6 66,1 20,1 17 04
55-64 11,8 654 20,2 23 03
65+ 9,6 65,8 21,5 25 06
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 98 63,6 22,0 37 09
Literate with no schooling 111 64,0 22,6 18 05
Primary school 12,0 65,9 20,2 16 03
Flementary education 12,6 647 211 13 03
Regular high schools and their equivalents 15,1 63,5 19,0 19 04
Undergraduate and graduate studies 14,7 66,9 171 09 03
MARITAL STATUS
Single 11,5 61,6 24,1 23 05
Married 133 66,4 18,5 15 03
Divorced 48 509 34,1 84 18
Widowed 7.2 59,7 27,7 41 13
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 13,0 66,1 19,1 15 03
Extended 128 64,4 203 2,1 04
Broken 6,9 55,1 31,4 48 18
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 8,6 614 247 44 1,0
Middle group 12,5 65,1 20,4 16 03
Upper group 17,0 679 139 09 0,2
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7.4. Perceptions on the Future of Family
Relationships

Participants were asked which direction their fam-
ily relationships are headed. More than half of the
participants stated that they believed family relation-
ships are headed for the worse (56%) and 23% think
it is headed for the better (Tablo 96).

Although in both urban and rural areas the percent-
age of those who think it is headed for the worse is
higher than those who think it is changing for the
better, the percentage of participants in urban areas
who think it is headed for the worse is higher than in

rural areas (urban 61%, rural 46%).

Among three major cities, the highest percentage of
those who think family relationships are headed for
the worse is the highest in Izmir with 73%. This per-
centage falls to 67% in Ankara and 62% in Istanbul.
While the percentage of those who think that it is
going to be worse is high, in Southeast Anatolia the
percentage of people who think it is headed for the
better was found to be high (41%). When compared
to other regions, the percentage of those who think
family relationships are headed for the worse was
found to be a little lower in West Black Sea, East
Black Sea and Northeast Anatolia.

Table 96. The Future of Family Relationships throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Going for the better Going for the worse Remaining the same Noidea
Tiirkiye 229 55,5 12,2 9,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 191 60,6 12,1 83
Rural 29,5 46,6 124 11,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 15,2 61,8 14,0 89
Ankara 10,6 66,6 13 9,8
[zmir 11 72,8 99 6,2
Istanbul 15,2 61,8 14 89
West Marmara 23,2 58,7 94 8,7
Aegean 19,1 62,6 11,5 6,9
East Marmara 215 60,8 129 4,8
West Anatolia 16 63,6 1 9,4
Mediterranean 23,2 548 123 9,6
Central Anatolia 213 539 128 12
West Black Sea 26,7 48,7 119 12,7
East Black Sea 30 47 4 10,3 124
Northeast Anatolia 40,2 406 8,1 1.2
Mideast Anatolia 27,2 50,8 8,6 134
Southeast Anatolia 411 311 16,1 1.8

Although the percentage of both women and men
who think family relationships are headed for the
worse is higher than those who think it is going bet-
ter, the percentage of men who think family relation-
ships are taking a negative turn is higher (60%) than
women (51%) (Table 97).

With the exception of the over 65 age group, more
than half of the participants from other age groups
believe that family relationships are going for the
worse. This percentage is highest among 25-34 age
group with 59% and lowest in the over 65 age group
with 45%.
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The percentage of those who think family re- group of broken households, this percentage is higher
lationships are taking a negative turn is high- than other groups (61%). The most positive evaluation
er among people with a high educational lev- about this issue came from extended families (44%).
el. While this percentage is 34% among those

with the lowest educational level, it rises to 77% As the socioeconomic level rises, the percentage
among people from the highest educational levels. of those who think family relationships are head-

ed for the worse rises. While 39% of participants
On the subject of family relationships taking a turn for from the lower SES group state agreement with
the worse, divorced individuals present a higher per- this idea, this percentage rises to 56% in the mid-
centage (68%) compared to other groups. Among the dle SES group and to 72% in the upper SES group.

Table 97.The Future of Family Relationships by Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Going for the better  Going for the worse ~ Remaining the same Noidea
GENDER
Male 20,5 59,8 129 68
Female 25,1 51,3 11,5 12,1
AGE
18-24 226 524 14,7 10,3
25-34 20,7 58,5 12,6 8,2
35-44 223 58,4 109 8,4
45-54 23,5 559 124 8,2
55-64 25,1 54,8 10,6 9,6
05+ 28,0 45,2 10,5 16,3
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 32,2 34,3 118 20,7
Literate with no schooling 344 41,7 1,7 123
Primary school 26,0 520 13,0 9,0
Flementary education 18,2 60,9 13,6 73
Regular high schools and their equivalents 14,7 67,9 11,6 58
Undergraduate and graduate studies 10,4 76,6 8,6 4,4
MARITAL STATUS
Single 20,7 573 14,0 8,0
Married 235 553 11,9 93
Divorced 13,4 67,8 10,2 8,6
Widowed 24,1 46,9 10,1 18,3
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 20,9 58,3 12,1 8,7
Extended 31,8 43,9 13,1 1.2
Broken 17,5 60,5 10,3 1,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 313 39,2 11,6 178
Middle group 23,0 55,6 126 838

Upper group 12,9 71,7 9,6 58
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7.5.The Effects of the EU Membership on
the Family Structure

To understand attitudes towards the future of family
relationships, participants were asked their thoughts
on how the EU memership will affect family relation-
ships (Tablo 98). The results show that participants
were mostly undecided or thought it would not affect
relationships. While 28% of the respondents chose
not to further an opinion, 20% think it would have
no effect. On the other hand, the percentage of those
who think the EU membership is going to affect fam-
ily relationships for the better is 23% while those who
think the opposite is 29%.

When those who think family relationships will be
positively affected by the EU membership are ana-
lyzed, Southeast Anatolia, Northeast Anatolia and
Mideast Anatolia come forth. There is no differentia-
tion among those who think this will have a negative
effect; however, this percentage is a little higher in

Mideast Anatolia than other regions (35%).

One third of individuals from rural areas (35%) and
one fourth of participants from urban areas (24%)
reported they had no idea on the subject. In both
residence areas the percentage of those who think
the membership will have a negative effect is a little
higher.

Table 98. The Effects of Turkish EU Membership on Family Structure throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Positively No impact Negatively No idea
Tiirkiye 233 19,6 29,0 28,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 24,0 215 30,0 244
Rural 22,1 16,2 27,1 34,6
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 21,6 242 27,5 26,8
Ankara 17,1 23 322 27,7
[zmir 235 25,6 326 184
NUTS

Istanbul 215 229 273 28,3
West Marmara 22,1 196 27,5 30,7
Aegean 20 23 32,1 24,9
East Marmara 214 25,9 32,2 20,5
West Anatolia 17,2 19,6 323 31

Mediterranean 21,7 17,6 30,5 30,1
Central Anatolia 20,5 18 29 324
West Black Sea 21,3 18,4 259 345
East Black Sea 174 19 30,2 334
Northeast Anatolia 32,2 133 27,6 26,8
Mideast Anatolia 29,4 10,2 34,8 25,6
Southeast Anatolia 47,4 12,7 15,6 24,4
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'The majority of women reported no opinion on the
subject (37%). Among men however, the percentage
of those who think it will affect relationships nega-
tively is higher (34%). In advanced age groups, the
percentage of those with no opinion increases. Among
those who declare an opinion, the percentage of those
who think it will affect relationships positively is
higher in younger age groups (Table 99).

Analyzed on educational status, the percentage of
those who do not have an opinion on the effects of
EU membership increases as the educational level de-
creases. It is worth to note that the percentage of indi-

viduals from higher educational levels who declare an

expectation of negative influence is higher.

There is no differentiation among those who report a
favorable attitude to the effect of EU membership by
socioeconomic level. However, the percentage of those
who present a negative attitude or those who think it
will have no effect increases as the socioeconomic level
increases. While 19% of the individuals coming from
lower SES group declare that EU membership will
affect family relationships negatively, this percentage
increases to 34% in the upper SES group. Almost half
of the individuals from the lower SES group (47%)

report no opinion on the issue.

Table 99. The Effects of Turkish EU Membership on Family Structure by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type,

and SES
Positively No impact Negatively No idea
GENDER

Male 253 23 3338 18,5
Female 214 16,9 243 374
18-24 284 219 28,1 216
25-34 243 21,7 29 25

35-44 223 203 312 26,1
45-54 22,7 19,1 29,5 28,7
55-64 214 16,1 289 336
65+ 159 1,7 244 479

EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 18,8 93 15 56,9
Literate with no schooling 23,3 12,7 25,0 39,0
Primary school 22,7 18,2 27,6 31,4
Elementary education 248 20,6 34,2 20,3
Regular high schools and their equivalents 26,2 25,2 35,1 13,5
Undergraduate and graduate studies 24,0 31,1 37,1 7.8
MARITAL STATUS
Single 26,9 243 30,8 18,0
Married 231 18,9 29,1 29,0
Divorced 173 249 30,8 27,1
Widowed 14,5 10,6 203 54,6
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 234 20,1 30,6 258
Extended 244 18,4 224 348
Broken 19,8 179 31,1 31,3
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 238 10,0 19,2 47,0
Middle group 229 199 29,6 27,6
Upper group 259 27,6 344 12,2
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Table 100. Sources of Religious Knowledge throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Family/relatives

Religious officials

(imam, mufti etc.)

School Religious books Quran courses

Tirkiye 58,0 15,7 10,3 6,6 6,4
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 60,3 119 11,2 74 59
Rural 54,0 224 838 53 7.2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 61,6 10,4 12,2 6,2 6,9
Ankara 64,0 5,4 13,3 7,1 26
[zmir 65,3 6,5 10,3 10,9 29
NUTS
Istanbul 61,6 10,4 12,2 6,2 6,9
West Marmara 60,0 13 12,4 6,3 6,2
Aegean 517 20,0 121 81 56
East Marmara 51,2 18,8 79 9,0 8,0
West Anatolia 56,3 13,1 13 6,1 83
Mediterranean 55,5 179 11,0 73 55
(Central Anatolia 542 18,6 118 46 7.6
West Black Sea 51,3 23,8 10,2 46 78
East Black Sea 41,0 31,1 6,3 58 14,4
Northeast Anatolia 715 129 59 53 29
Mideast Anatolia 70,3 73 84 8,7 28
Southeast Anatolia 80,5 6,5 6,3 47 0,6

7.6. Source of Religious Knowledge and the
Determinant Effects of Religion on Every-
day Life

Individuals were asked about where they mostly
get their religious information and how opera-
tive religion is in their everyday life. In Table 100,
the results on sources of religious information are
tabulated. Religious education is primarily gained
in the family (58%), secondly from religious of-
ficials (16%) and thirdly from school (10%).

In Tables 100 & 101, the results of resources of
religious information are tabulated by some social
and demographic breakdowns. When analyzed by

residence area, those resources are family and rela-

tives (60%), school (11%) and religious books (7%)

in urban areas, in rural areas on the other hand,

those resources are mostly religious officials (22%).

As is true for the whole of Turkey, the main re-
source people get their religious information is
family and relatives in three major cities. How-
ever, religious texts in Izmir (11%) and religious
officials (10%) and Quran study courses (7%) in
Istanbul are higher compared to other major cities.

Although thereisno differentiation based onregions,
it was found that the percentage of people who get
their information from religious officials (31%) and
from Quran study courses (14%) is higher in East
Black Sea region, while the main sources are family
and relatives in the Southeast Anatolia region (81%).
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Radio and TV I do not have religious Newspapers
knowledge
13 11 03 0,0 02
RESIDENCE AREA
14 1,2 04 0,1 03
09 10 02 0,0 02
THREE MAJOR CITIES
09 09 06 0,0 04
54 1,1 06 0,1 05
18 1,2 05 0,0 05
NUTS
09 09 06 0,0 04
11 15 05 0.2 05
038 10 04 0,0 0.2
26 20 01 01 0.2
35 0,7 03 0,1 03
07 13 03 00 04
13 14 05 0,1 0,0
06 15 02 0,0 0,0
05 05 02 0,0 02
09 0,6 0,0 0,0 0,1
15 10 0,0 0,0 0,0
04 038 0,1 0,1 01

Examined by gender, results show the percentages
of women learning religion mostly through family
and relatives (63%), and men mostly through reli-
gious officials (18%), is higher. Between age groups,
the percentage of individuals from younger groups
who get their learning through the school and the
percentage of learning through religious officials

and family and relatives at more advanced ages are

higher (Table 101).

On the other hand, as the educational level in-
creases, the importance of family as a religious re-
source loses it effect while the influence of learning
through the school increases. The impact of reli-
gious officials in extended families and family and

relatives in broken families is higher compared to
other household types.

Across all socioeconomic groups, individuals pre-
dominantly learn religion through family and rela-
tives. While individuals from the lower SES group
report learning through family and relatives by 70%,
this percentage drops to 57% in the middle SES
group and to 52% in the upper SES group. The
percentage of individuals who get their information
through religious officials is higher in lower (17%)
and middle (16%) SES groups compared to the up-
per SES group (8%). One of the more prevalent
sources for the upper SES group is schools (21%).
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Table 101. Sources of Religious Knowledge by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Family/ Religious officials School Religious books Quran courses
relatives (imam, mufti etc.)
GENDER
Male 529 18,0 13,5 7,2 54
Female 62,9 13,5 73 6,1 73
AGE
18-24 575 115 15,1 6,3 73
25-34 54,7 14,0 13,5 6,9 7,6
35-44 57,0 16,9 89 7,0 6,8
45-54 60,3 16,2 8,1 7.2 56
55-64 60,5 18,9 6,5 6,2 46
65+ 64,4 22,1 28 50 33
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 76,0 16,0 11 06 3,0
Literate with no schooling 66,2 18,0 25 5,1 58
Primary school 573 20,0 6,1 57 8,2
Flementary education 53,7 14,0 13,3 8,2 7.9
Regular high schools and their equivalents 53,1 98 20,5 9,0 5,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 479 7,0 23,7 13,4 32
MARITAL STATUS
Single 56,6 10,6 16,6 75 58
Married 574 17,2 91 6,6 6,8
Divorced 64,7 9,0 133 6,0 35
Widowed 70,3 15,8 2,6 39 40
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 578 15,0 10,8 7.2 6,2
Extended 57,0 20,0 8,6 4,2 7.6
Broken 62,1 115 10,2 7,7 48
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 70,2 17,5 3,6 23 41
Middle group 57,1 16,5 938 6,7 6,9

Upper group 51,9 8,2 20,7 10,5 49
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Radio and TV Friends I do not have religious Newspapers Other
knowledge
GENDER
11 11 04 00 03
14 1,1 0.2 00 0.2
AGE
07 1,0 03 00 03
13 13 03 0,1 03
14 13 05 01 01
14 07 03 00 0.2
1,6 13 02 00 01
1,2 08 03 00 0,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
1,2 13 06 01 0.2
16 08 0,0 0,1 0,0
1,2 11 03 00 01
13 1,0 03 00 03
11 11 02 01 03
1,7 13 08 00 09
MARITAL STATUS
1,2 11 03 0,0 03
13 11 03 01 0,2
1,6 1,1 08 00 00
13 13 05 0,0 03
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
13 11 03 01 03
1,0 1,1 03 00 01
1,5 14 05 00 03
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
08 1,0 03 0,0 01
13 11 03 0,0 0,2
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During the study, individuals were asked how de-
termining religious belief is in choosing a spouse,
friends, dressing style, food and drink, career, vot-
ing behavior and neighbor relationships. In Table
102, results on the centrality of religion on everyday
life are tabulated. Individuals report religious beliefs

as the most decisive issue in their choice of spouse

Table 102. The Extent to Which Religious Beliefs Determine Daily Life

(81%). This percentage is followed by the choice of
food and drink by 72%. The third area where religion
is a determinant factor is choice of style of dress-
ing. Half of the individuals indicated that religious
beliefs are not a determining factor in their choice of
careers (54%), voting (53%) and neighbor relation-
ships (50%).

Very determining Determining Not determining Does not want to
answer
Choice of spouse 40,4 40,8 171 17
(hoosing friends 20,3 378 40,4 15
Choice of clothing / in dressing 19,9 40,0 38,7 15
Voting for political election 135 29,8 532 34
In relation with neighbors 143 33,6 50,3 18
In food and beverage preferences 289 497 26,4 19
Choice of profession 133 28,7 541 39

In almost all of the issues studied, the results show
that religion is more dominant in the lives of indi-
viduals from rural areas. For the majority of indi-
viduals, religion is a determining factor in the choice
of a spouse (87%). As is true across Turkey, religion

plays a major role in the choice of food and drink
(79%) and choice of dressing style (72%).
Table 103. Determining Effect of Religion on Daily Life throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area Three Major Cities, and NUTS

It was found that religion is more dominant in the
everyday lives of individuals from the eastern part of
Turkey. The percentages of the dominance of religion
fall between the western and eastern parts of Turkey

only on the issues of choice of spouse and food and
drink.

Choice of In food and Choiceof  Choiceof Inrelation  Voting for Choice of
spouse beverage dothing/ friends with political profession
preferences  in dressing neighbors election
Tirkiye 812 71,6 59,8 58,1 479 433 42,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 77,7 67,5 53,1 515 41,0 38,6 36,3
Rural 873 7838 71,5 69,5 60,0 515 519
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 7 60,6 43,1 38,5 30,0 30,5 230
Ankara 713 53,9 41,6 443 30,1 315 27,6
[zmir 63,1 63,0 37,8 32,1 232 259 254
NUTS
Istanbul 71,7 60,6 43,1 38,5 30,0 30,5 230
West Marmara 77,6 69,4 510 543 455 36,5 388
Aegean 771 67,9 55,1 510 40,5 349 393
East Marmara 87,7 76,1 64,2 66,6 539 49,2 13
West Anatolia 81,7 09,0 58,1 58,4 45,3 411 433
Mediterranean 76,6 68,3 547 50,3 39,1 412 39,7
Central Anatolia 86,2 775 74 72,2 63,0 53,2 524
West Black Sea 85,2 824 67,8 65,0 58,1 50,6 51,2
East Black Sea 85,9 84,4 67,4 67,0 57,0 427 50,4
Northeast Anatolia 86,7 79,4 75,4 76,1 713 64,1 65,4
Mideast Anatolia 91,2 80,8 734 69,1 55,6 56,2 47,2
Southeast Anatolia 93,0 784 82,2 83,7 747 613 614
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Those who report that religion is a determining fac-
tor in their everyday life are higher among women
than men; this is true for every instance. As age pro-
gresses religion becomes more dominant in the lives
of individuals. For instance, while the percentage of
individuals who report religion as a determining fac-
tor in their choice of friends is 55% among the 18-24
age group, this percentage is 65% for the 55-64 age
group. Similarly, the determinacy of religion increas-
es as the educational level decreases (Table 104).

Among widowed and married individuals, the per-
centage of those who think religion is a determin-

ing factor in their lives, is higher than single and

divorced individuals. This is also true for individuals
from extended families.

When analyzed, the results show that religion is a
determining factor in all areas of life for individu-
als who belong to the lower socioeconomic group.
Although there is major differentiation on all issues
by socioeconomic status, the greatest difference is in
the choice of food and drink. For 79% of individuals
from the lower SES group and for 73% of the middle
SES group, religion is a determining factor on their
choice of food and drink; however, this percentage

falls to 57% in the upper SES group.

Tablo 104. Determining Power of Religion on Daily Life by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Choice of Infoodand  Choice of Choice of Inrelation  Votingfor  Choice of
spouse beverage  cothing/in friends with political  profession
preferences dressing neighbors election
GENDER
Male 779 69,2 55,2 553 454 40,4 38,8
Female 84,4 74,0 64,3 60,8 50,4 46,2 45,
AGE
18-24 80,4 70,0 54,8 55,0 44,0 38,0 14
25-34 80,2 71,5 56,7 54,2 44,7 40,5 393
35-44 80,8 72,0 60,7 574 479 42,7 17
45-54 79,4 68,8 589 58,1 47,1 44,0 4,2
55-64 83,7 734 66,1 64,5 534 494 44,6
65+ 874 77,2 72,0 70,4 60,6 55,6 50,6
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 914 813 82,0 78,7 69,9 63,6 56,9
Literate with no schooling 89,0 773 72,9 719 61,5 55,8 53,1
Primary school 85,2 74,5 65,8 63,8 52,7 46,9 44,7
Elementary education 77,6 7,2 52,6 528 423 388 39,1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 73,7 649 44 4 44 345 30,1 328
Undergraduate and graduate studies 62,5 55,7 33,8 29,0 215 24,5 24,8
MARITAL STATUS
Single 77, 66,2 483 494 38,8 337 38,0
Married 819 729 62,2 59,7 49,7 45,3 42,7
Divorced 70,8 61,7 49,8 48,1 40,6 33,7 37,5
Widowed 874 775 726 70,4 59,2 541 483
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 79,9 704 57,6 554 454 14 39,6
Extended 874 774 69,9 69,7 59,2 52,1 52,0
Broken 76,4 67,7 54,2 52,6 44 37,6 37,8
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 90,1 78,7 78,8 76,7 67,7 60,6 56,7
Middle group 825 72,7 60,7 59,2 484 4134 423
Upper group 62,7 56,6 33,7 30,3 241 25,0 25,0




Chapter 8

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL
ACTIVITIES



Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquaintances
Giving Presents to Family Members and Acquaintances
Reading Books

Reading newspapers

Going to the Cinema

Going to the Theatre

Going to Places such as Local, Club,

Fraternity, Association

Going to Places such as Bars, Night Clubs etc
Going to Coffeehouses
Going on Holiday

Smoking

Alcohol Consumption

Watching TV and Daily Time Spent to Watch TV



156 TAYA 2006

In this section, the study looked at whether house-
hold members participated in different social and
cultural activities together. Within this scope, re-
sults on the habits of social visits of household
members, gift giving, book and newspaper reader-
ship, TV viewing, going to the movies or theatre,
attendance to lodges, clubs, NGO activities, bars,
night clubs and coffee houses were considered.
8.1. Visiting Relatives, Friends and
Acquaintances

'The frequency of visiting relatives is an important in-
dicator of traditional values and family ties in Turkey.
Participants were asked whether they visited relatives
and friends on religious holidays, wedding ceremo-
nies, those who recently bought a house, those who
recently had a baby, if they saw off those going on
compulsory military service, patients, if they saw oft/
welcomed people from the Hajj, if they made visits to
offer condolences, visited graves or attended funerals.

Visits during religious holidays to wish each other a

happy holiday is very high with 98%. The percentage
of participants attending weddings and wedding cer-
emonies “sometimes”, “Usually” or “Absolutely” are
summed up the result is 97%. This percentage is 90%
for visits for seeing a newly purchased home, visiting
the parents of a new baby 91%, another 91% in see-
ing off or welcoming those from the military service,
92% for patient visits and 90% for those who see off
or welcome people from pilgrimage.

These percentages are 97% and 93% respectively for
visits to offer condolences and grave visits. It was
found that visits between families generally had a
high percentage. Visits for religious holidays, consid-
ered to be the most important visit reason, have the
highest percentage followed by attending weddings,
patient visits, visiting those going on to military
service, new baby visits, hajj and new house visits.
When analyzed by frequency, looking at “Absolutely”
and “Usually” answers, it can be deduced that three
fourths of participants think these visits are impor-
tant (Table 105).

Table 105. Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquiantances throughout Tiirkiye

Never Sometimes Usually  Absolutely
In religious holidays to exchange greetings 18 53 21,1 718
To ceremonies & celebrations such as wedding & circumcision 3,0 12,1 31,7 53,2
To see the newly purchased house of your acquaintance 99 196 29,4 41,1
To see the newly born baby of your acquaintance 9,2 16,2 30,7 43,8
Farewell & greet an acquintance who is leaving to do/coming back from military service 91 17,6 31,0 423
Visiting patients 23 114 316 548
When an acquaintance returns from pilgrimage 98 15,3 289 46,0
To give condolences 3,1 9,5 30,0 574
Visiting the graves 7,2 20,6 29,1 43,1
Funeral ceremony 142 141 253 46,4




'The percentages are given in Table 106 across Tur-
key by demographic breakdowns. By residence area,
the percentage of those who “To bid farewell & to
greet an acquaintance who is leaving to do/com-
ing back fromdoing his military service”, “When an
acquaintance returns from pilgrimage” and “visiting
graves” are higher in rural areas. Compared by three
major cities, the percentage of those who go to see
oft or welcome people from pilgrimage and people
who make grave visits is higher in Istanbul than the
other two. The percentage of those who make pa-
tient visits and visits to offer condolences is lower
in Ankara.

The greatest differentiation by regions is seen in
attending funerals, seeing military conscripts off,
cemetery visits and child/new baby visits. The per-
centage of those who definitely or generally attend
funerals is higher in East Black Sea region (83%).
This percentage falls to 60% in Mideast Anato-
lia. Visits to see military conscripts off are higher
(84%) in Mideast Anatolia and lower (66%) in the
Mediterranean region. Cemetery visits are highest
in East Black Sea by 85%; visits for a new child/
baby are highest in Mid Anatolia by 80%. Differen-
tiation by gender is present in three areas. The per-
centage for attending funerals is higher among men
by 83% and visits for new home and new child/baby

are higher among women.

Analyzed by age group, the greatest differentiation
is in attending weddings. The percentage of those
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who attend wedding/marriage ceremony is higher
in the 45-54 age group by 91% and lower in the
over 65 age group by 66%. Among the 18-24 age
group, the percentages are lower for visits for a new
home, new child/baby and attending funerals.

The greatest differentiation by educational level is
seen in the percentage of those seeing off outgoing
pilgrims and welcoming them back. While 81%
of primary school graduates make those visits, this
percentage falls to 62% among university gradu-
ates and those with graduate degrees. Among those
with undergraduate/graduate degrees, they visit
people less for the occasion of sending off military
conscripts, and illiterate people visit people less for

wedding and marriage ceremonies.

In all areas, the percentage of people who visit oth-
ers is lower among participants from broken house-
holds compared to others. By socioeconomic sta-
tus, the greatest differentiation is seen in new baby
visits and attending wedding/marriage ceremonies.
In both cases, as the socioeconomic level rises, the
percentage of people who “Absolutely” or “Usu-
ally” make those visits increase. While 64% of the
participants from the lower socioeconomic level
make new baby visits, this percentage rises to 75%
in the middle and 79% in the upper SES groups.
The percentage of those who attend wedding/mar-
riage ceremonies is 75% in the lower SES group,
while this number rises to 86% in the middle SES
and to 89% in the upper SES group (Table 106).
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Table 106. Visiting Relatives, Friends and Acquaintances throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age,
Educational Status, Household Type, and SES (Absolutely & Usually)

In religious To give Visiting  Ceremonies& celebrations When an
holidays to exchange condolences  patients such as weddings and acquintance returns
greetings circumcision from pilgrimage
Tiirkiye 929 87,4 86,4 84,9 749
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 93,0 86,8 85,9 85,2 72,5
Rural 92,6 88,4 87,2 84,4 79,0
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 92,6 88,6 86,7 85,7 713
Ankara 90,8 779 79,0 84,5 62,2
|zmir 92,1 91,3 88,3 84,2 66,2
NUTS
Istanbul 92,6 88,6 86,7 85,7 73
West Marmara 91,5 90,1 89,9 86,7 76,8
Aegean 93,6 90,0 88,4 85,6 739
East Marmara 947 90,0 89,7 88,6 81,8
West Anatolia 92,3 842 841 85,4 718
Mediterranean 91,4 84,3 81,5 79,3 68,4
(Central Anatolia 93,5 88,9 88,9 90,1 81,1
West Black Sea 91,2 85,8 849 85,4 753
East Black Sea 93,8 89,5 88,7 80,4 80,1
Northeast Anatolia 88,8 81,9 825 80,1 75,8
Mideast Anatolia 93,6 86,0 874 83,0 78,2
Southeast Anatolia 95,5 87,1 85,9 86,6 79,9
GENDER
Male 93,5 88,7 86,7 85,1 74,3
Female 923 86,2 86,1 84,7 754
AGE
18-24 923 739 755 81,8 573
25-34 93,6 87,4 86,5 86,0 723
35-44 95,5 924 90,7 88,5 80,4
45-54 95,6 94,2 928 913 83,7
55-64 93,6 93,3 91,6 86,5 85,7
65+ 799 833 79,5 65,8 76,3
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 86,7 85,0 823 75,0 78,5
Literate with no schooling 90,5 85,7 840 80,9 78,0
Primary school 944 91,0 89,5 873 81,1
Flementary education 93,8 85,8 848 877 718
Regular high schools and their equivalents 93,6 829 82,6 84,2 64,8
Graduate and undergraduate studies 92,1 85,5 873 86,6 62,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 94,1 88,6 87,5 86,6 75,6
Extended 924 86,9 86,1 84,5 78,0
Broken 83,7 79,2 773 14 61,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 875 83,0 81,1 754 743
Middle group 93,5 87,9 86,7 85,6 76,2

Upper group 940 88,2 893 894 65,7
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Tosee thenewly Farewell & greet an acquintance Visiting the graves Funeral ceremony  To see the newly purchased
born baby of your who is leaving to do/coming back house of your acquaintance
acquaintance from military service
745 73,2 72,2 7 70,5
RESIDENCE AREA
752 714 70,2 70,5 71,2
734 76,5 759 738 69,4
THREE MAJOR CITIES
757 69,3 70,2 749 68,7
73,2 66,1 64,0 66,2 69,7
79,6 70,6 724 68,0 71,7
NUTS
75,7 69,3 70,2 749 68,7
788 794 784 81,3 70,8
76,3 76,6 723 66,5 71,2
789 78,7 7,7 75,7 77,6
76,2 73,2 68,5 68,0 72,3
69,7 66,4 69,0 71,2 65,1
80,3 84,2 71,6 64,8 79,1
76,6 76,0 729 79,6 72,2
75,1 69,0 84,8 833 66,5
71,0 70,3 753 654 68,2
64,8 70,8 72,5 59,8 64,7
67,8 71,6 752 704 70,7
GENDER
66,9 78,6 76,8 829 65,0
82,0 68,0 67,8 60,7 753
AGE
60,6 65,5 624 56,0 55,8
76,0 72,6 69,3 69,8 70,0
80,9 76,4 753 774 76,8
83,0 80,3 789 79,8 80,8
79,0 79,4 80,3 79,8 714
62,2 63,7 72,2 70,6 59,8
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
71,0 66,9 709 64,8 66,2
71,1 70,0 72,6 69,2 68,7
78,2 779 75,6 759 75,0
729 739 7,1 709 69,4
69,5 70,8 68,5 68,5 64,0
758 64,0 66,0 68,5 70,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
76,4 739 72,1 73,0 72,2
737 76,2 74,6 713 70,2
61,0 60,2 67,5 615 56,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
64,2 66,2 718 67,3 619
754 75,0 723 72,1 715

79,0 67,6 7138 733 72,3
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8.2. Giving Presents to Family Members and
Acquaintances

Participants were asked if they gave gifts to fam-
ily members and relatives in certain situations. The
percentage of those who “Usually” or “Absolutely”
give gifts to family members and others are 50%.

This percentage was found to be 41% for birthdays
and 18% for the New Year. This percentage rises
significantly (65%) in gift giving for newlyweds
and for a new house. Gift giving for sending off
conscripts is 59%, for a new baby is 70% and 75%
for patient visits (Table 107).

Table 107. Giving Presents to Family Members and Acquaintances throughout Tiirkiye

Never Sometimes Usually Absolutely
Religious fests 247 256 23,6 26,2
Birthdays 375 22,0 20,6 19,9
On new year's eve 68,2 13,7 9,2 89
To an acquaintance who gets married & buys a house 14,6 20,3 31,2 339
To an acquaintance who goes into army to do his military service 19.4 21,6 29,3 29,7
When going to see a baby 13,3 16,6 314 38,6
When visiting a patient 8,7 16,0 30,9 443

In Tables 108 & 109, the percentages of those who
usually or definitely give gifts to family members
and relatives are tabulated across Turkey by demo-

graphic breakdowns.

When the study looked at differentiations on the
basis of the area of residence, the greatest difference
between urban and rural areas was found in birth-
days and New Year. While the percentage of people
who give gifts to family members on their birthdays
is 48% in urban areas, this percentage falls to 28%
in rural areas. The percentage of gift giving on the

New Year is 22% in urban and 12% in rural areas.

When three major cities were compared by newly-
weds and new home owners, military conscripts and
patient visits, the percentage of gift giving is higher
in Izmir than the other two cities. The percentage of
giving gifts for religious holidays are higher while
gift giving for birthdays and New Year is lower in
Istanbul. Compared by region, gift giving for re-
ligious holidays, birthdays, New Year and patient

visits are higher in percentage than other regions.

'The percentages of gift giving are lower in Mideast
Anatolia for religious holidays and New Year while
the percentages are lower in Southeast Anatolia for
birthdays and patient visits.

The percentage of those who give gifts on religious
holidays (53%) and for military conscripts (62%)
are higher among men than women. On the other
hand, it is more common among women to give
gifts for newlyweds/new home owners (69%) and
new baby (76%) (Table 109).

Analyzed by age group, as the age of the group in-
creases, the percentage of people who give gifts on
birthdays decreases. The percentage of people giving
gifts for newlyweds/new home owners, for military
conscripts, new baby or patient visits are the highest
among the 45-54 age group and lowest among the
18-24 age group. As the educational level rises, the
percentage of gift giving for birthdays, New Year

and buying a house/getting married also rises.
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Table 108. Giving Presents to Family Members and Acquaintances throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
(Absolutely & Usually)

Visiting Newly  Tosee newly Farewell & greet an Religious  Birthdays On New Year’
patients born purchased  acquintance who is lea- fests eve
baby house of the  ving to do/coming back
acquintances  from military service
Tiirkiye 753 70,0 65,1 59,0 49,7 40,5 18,1
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 76,2 72,1 67,3 59,1 52,1 479 21,6
Rural 73,6 66,4 61,3 589 45,6 27,7 11,9
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 76,0 74,5 66,4 57,2 62,6 49,1 23,7
Ankara 68,0 68,0 64,4 530 514 59,1 339
Izmir 85,7 79,5 76,7 66,2 49,1 64,4 38,2
NUTS

Istanbul 76,0 74,5 66,4 57,2 62,6 49,1 23,7
West Marmara 858 779 743 70,5 64,0 53,2 32,7
Aegean 84,1 76,4 71,2 68,7 529 46,2 21,0
East Marmara 80,6 758 73,6 67,1 51,0 44,9 15,7
West Anatolia 743 715 67,7 62,0 51,0 473 21,2
Mediterranean 64,5 61,1 56,5 445 40,5 37,8 16,7
Central Anatolia 81,4 76,3 729 75,4 39,6 32,1 9,6
West Black Sea 71,6 67,1 61,1 551 4.8 378 19,1
East Black Sea 73,7 69,2 58,8 45,2 528 337 16,2
Northeast Anatolia 68,5 63,0 57,0 55,2 39,1 313 13,3
Mideast Anatolia 78,2 64,3 64,0 61,5 34,1 29,3 71
Southeast Anatolia 64,6 55,0 52,0 49,0 46,1 174 79

Compared by marital status, in almost all occasions,
the percentage of gift giving is lower among singles
and higher among married people. However, this
situation changes for birthdays, and almost half of
the singles and divorced individuals buy gifts for
family and friends.

By household type, in almost all occasions, gift giv-
ing is higher in nuclear families. Among broken
families, the percentage of participants who get
gifts for military conscripts is lower and gift giving

for birthdays, New Year and new baby is lower.

In every situation in the study, the percentage of
participants buying gifts for family members and
relatives rise as the socioeconomic level rises. The
greatest differentiation by socioeconomic level is
found in birthdays. While 71% of individuals from
the upper SES group definitely and generally give
family members and to Relativesgifts on birthdays,
this percentage falls to 15% in the lower SES group.
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Table 109. Giving Presents to Family Members and Relatives by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and
SES (Absolutely & Usually)

Visiting Newly Toseenewly Farewell & greetan Religious Birthdays On New
patients born purchased acquintance who is fests Year’

baby house of the leaving to do/coming
acquintances  back from military

service
GENDER
Male 743 64,3 61,5 61,5 529 391 17,1
Female 76,2 75,7 68,6 56,6 46,6 42,0 19,0
AGE
18-24 61,5 54,1 478 429 36,7 46,3 19,8
25-34 76,5 729 67,4 574 50,1 44,8 19,5
35-44 80,4 76,4 4 64,3 54,8 40,3 17,2
45-54 81,5 77,8 73,5 69,5 55,0 399 18,7
55-64 80,0 73,7 704 68,1 54,7 34,2 17,0
05+ 69,9 59,3 56,0 543 47,0 25,1 12,6
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 65,1 60,6 54,2 50,1 38,7 16,3 1,
Literate with no schooling 68,5 62,6 57,2 55,9 454 245 8,7
Primary school 78,5 733 67,8 63,5 52,1 347 13,6
Flementary education 753 69,6 65,6 59,3 511 45,3 20,3
Regular high schools and their equivalents 74,0 68,2 63,3 56,5 493 57,6 27,7
Graduate and undergraduate studies 79,0 75,6 745 546 541 70,3 37,2
MARITAL STATUS
Single 60,2 50,1 46,1 418 37,0 481 224
Married 80,0 76,2 1] 64,3 53,6 393 17,1
Divorced 69,3 62,7 559 50,7 49,5 49,4 29,2
Widowed 66,1 59,9 535 50,6 419 273 133
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 771 72,8 67,5 60,5 515 433 19,4
Extended 724 65,6 61,0 593 46,2 30,5 123
Broken 66,4 583 55,2 46,1 49 49 21,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 60,2 53,2 477 453 374 153 6,7
Middle group 76,4 71 06,0 60,7 50,4 399 16,5

Upper group 824 794 76,6 61,0 575 71,1 415




8. 3. Reading Books

During the study, participants were asked if they
read a book in the past year. The percentages are
given in Table 110. The percentage of those who did
not read a book in the past year is approximately
54%; the percentage of those who read frequently
is 15%. The percentage of participants who read a
book in the last year is higher (52%) in urban areas

than rural areas (36%).

The percentage of participants who have read a
book in the past year is similar among three ma-
jor cities. Among regions, the highest concentra-
tion of people who read a book in the past year is
highest in Istanbul (21%), West Anatolia (17%) the
Aegean (14%) and Northeast Anatolia (14%); the
lowest percentages are in Southeast Anatolia (9%),

Mideast Anatolia (11%) and West Black Sea (11%).

Analyzed by gender, the percentage of men who
read a book in the past year is a little higher. A close
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relationship was observed between age and educa-
tional level and book readership. Although in the
18-24 age group frequent readership is 24%, this
steadily falls with age and decreases to 12% and be-
low among age groups over age 45 (Table 111).

As the educational level rises, so does readership.
By marital status, the percentage of book readership
in the past year is higher among singles (70%) and
divorced individuals (55%). Singles report frequent
reading by 30%. In extended families on the other
hand, the percentage of people who have read a book
in the past year is lower.

It was observed that as the socioeconomic level
rises, the percentage of those who have read a book
in the past year also rises. While 3% of participants
in the lower SES group report that they read fre-
quently in the past year, this percentage rises to 13%
in the middle and to 35% in the upper SES groups.

Table 110. Reading Books throughout Tiirkiye, By Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Tirkiye 145 31,6 539
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 17,5 343 48,2
Rural 93 27,0 63,8
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 20,5 33,8 457
Ankara 22 351 429
[zmir 18,4 38,1 435
NUTS

[stanbul 20,5 33,8 45,7
West Marmara 12,7 31,8 55,5
Aegean 143 354 50,3
East Marmara 141 32,7 53,2
West Anatolia 171 329 50,0
Mediterranean 12,6 31,8 55,6
Central Anatolia 10,9 30,8 58,2
West Black Sea 11,2 289 59,9
East Black Sea 14,2 299 56,0
Northeast Anatolia 144 28,4 57,2
Mideast Anatolia 13,5 31,0 55,5
Southeast Anatolia 93 219 68,8
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Table 111. Reading Books By Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 14,6 35,1 50,3
Female 144 28,2 574
AGE
18-24 24,2 40,8 35,0
25-34 15,1 374 474
35-44 12,5 318 557
45-54 11,6 275 60,8
55-64 11,0 2,7 67,4
05+ 7,6 13,5 789
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 0,0 0,0 100
Literate with no schooling 6,2 18,4 753
Primary school 81 32,1 59,8
Elementary education 13,7 39,9 46,4
Regular high schools and their 273 440 28,7
equivalents
Graduate and undergraduate studies 454 419 12,7
MARITAL STATUS
Single 28,7 41,2 30,1
Married 1,1 30,3 58,6
Divorced 223 32,7 45,0
Widowed 8,0 13,5 78,5
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 15,0 333 51,8
Extended 10.4 27,0 62,6
Broken 20.9 289 50,3
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 3,0 14,0 83,0
Middle group 13,4 328 53,8
Upper group 34,7 40,7 24,5

8. 4. Reading newspapers

In the study participants were asked if they read
newspaper in the past year. The percentages are giv-
en in Table 112. Looked as a whole, it was observed
that 38% of participants read frequently while 31%
read rarely. The percentage of participants who read
frequently is higher in urban areas (46%) than in
rural areas (25%).

Among three major cities, Ankara has a higher per-

centage of people who have not read a newspaper
in the past year (21%). The percentage of those who
read frequently is higher in Istanbul (58%) and in
Izmir (55%).

Between regions, the highest frequency of reader-
ship was in Istanbul (58%), West Marmara (48%)
and the Aegean (43%); the lowest percentages were
found in Southeast Anatolia (16%), Northeast
Anatolia (22%), Central Anatolia (22%) and Mid-
east Anatolia (24%).
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Table 112. Newspaper Readership throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age, Educational Status,
Household Type and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Tiirkiye 383 30,5 3122
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 45,9 30,8 23,4
Rural 251 30,1 449
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 57,7 26,1 16,2
Ankara 479 314 20,7
|zmir 54,6 30 154
NUTS
Istanbul 57,7 26,1 16,2
West Marmara 471 29,1 238
Aegean 427 33,0 243
East Marmara 40,4 35,5 241
West Anatolia 378 33,0 293
Mediterranean 35,2 33,6 31,2
Central Anatolia 221 335 445
West Black Sea 318 334 348
East Black Sea 42,4 25,6 320
Northeast Anatolia 21,6 23,5 549
Mideast Anatolia 244 30,8 447
Southeast Anatolia 16,0 228 613
GENDER
Male 529 30,0 17,2
Female 241 31,1 448
AGE
18-24 435 37,1 194
25-34 432 339 229
35-44 40,0 32,1 279
45-54 38,4 279 33,7
55-64 30,7 23,1 46,2
65+ 17,4 16,4 06,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 0,0 0,0 100,0
Literate with no schooling 10,8 27,0 62,2
Primary school 30,0 39,8 30,2
Elementary education 49,8 373 12,9
Regular high schools and their equivalents 64,2 29,5 6,4
Graduate and undergraduate studies 789 19,0 2,1
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 41,6 31,0 274
Extended 26,1 314 425
Broken 40,5 24,2 35,4
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower Group 8,4 178 73,8
Middle group 37,7 33,7 28,6

Upper group 73,4 20,6 6,1
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Men have a higher frequency of newspaper reader-
ship in the past year than women. This percentage
is 53% for men, while it drops down to 24% for
women (Table 112).

By age group, it was observed that as in book read-
ership, the percentage of newspaper readership de-
creases as age increases and as educational level in-
creases, newspaper readership also increases.

In extended families, the percentage of those who
read newspapers in the past year was found to be
lower than other household types. 43% of partici-
pants from extended families have not read a news-
paper in the past year.

As the socioeconomic level rises, the number of
those who have frequently read newspapers last
year also increases. In the lower SES group 8% of
the participants, in the middle group 38% and in
the upper SES group, 73% of participants reported

frequent newspaper readership in the past year.

8.5. Going to the Cinema

Individuals were asked if they went to the movies in
the past year. Across Turkiye, the percentage of par-
ticipants who have not gone to a movie in the past
year is 78%. The percentage of those who frequently
go to movies is a significantly low at 4%. While 6%
of individuals from urban areas have gone to the
movies frequently in the past year, this percentage
drops to 1% in rural areas (Table 113).

Although similar percentages are seen across three
major cities, the highest percentage of people who
have not gone to the movies in the past year is Is-
tanbul by 67%. This ratio is 65% in Izmir and 63%

in Ankara.

Among regions, the percentage of those who go to
movies frequently is the highest in Istanbul (8%),
West Marmara (5%) and East Black Sea (5%). The
lowest percentages are found in Southeast Anatolia
(1%), Central Anatolia (2%) and Mideast Anatolia
(2%).

Table 113. Going to the Cinema throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Turkiye 44 173 783
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 6,0 22,2 718
Rural 18 8,7 89,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 83 250 66,7
Ankara 74 29,9 62,7
[zmir 84 27,0 64,6
NUTS

[stanbul 83 25,0 66,7
West Marmara 5,2 18,7 76,0
Aegean 41 173 78,6
Fast Marmara 48 16,9 78,3
West Anatolia 48 204 74,8
Mediterranean 40 17,2 78,7
Central Anatolia 15 9,7 88,8
West Black Sea 38 15,1 81,1
East Black Sea 5,0 171 779
Northeast Anatolia 18 84 89,8
Mideast Anatolia 17 123 86,0
Southeast Anatolia 1,0 98 89,2




'The percentage of men who go to movies frequent-
ly is slightly higher than women. The percentage of
men who went to the movies in the past year is 5%,
while this number is 4% for women. As age increases,
the percentage of participants who go to the movies
decreases. In the 18-24 age group, the percentage of
frequent movie goers is 12% while this percentage
falls to 2% among the 35-44 age group (Table 114).

As the educational level increases, this percentage
also increases. The frequency of going to movies fre-
quently is higher among singles (15%). The percent-
age of widowed individuals who report that they
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have not gone to a movie in the past year is 95%.

In extended families, the percentage of those who have
gone to see amovie in the past year is lower compared to
other household types. Among extended families, 87%

of participants have not gone to a movie in the past year.

As the socioeconomic status falls, the percentage of
those who have not gone to a movie in the past year
rises. Almost all of the participants (98%) from the
lower SES group report that they have not gone to
a movie in the past year. This percentage is 81% in

the middle SES group and 42% in the upper group.

Table 114. Going to the Cinema by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 52 20,8 74,0
Female 3,7 13,9 825
AGE
18-24 12,2 31,0 56,8
25-34 56 219 72,5
35-44 2,1 15,2 82,6
45-54 13 1.8 86,9
55-64 11 69 92,0
65+ 04 2,7 96,9
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 0,0 1,0 99,0
Literate with no schooling 1,1 32 95,6
Primary school 10 7.5 91,5
Flementary education 41 218 74,1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 11,6 37,0 514
Graduate and undergraduate studies 14,8 49,8 354
MARITAL STATUS
Single 149 36,6 485
Married 19 13,0 851
Divorced 7,1 218 71,2
Widowed 0,8 43 94,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 48 18,3 76,9
Extended 19 11,2 86,9
Broken 7.7 23,7 68,6
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 03 2,1 97,6
Middle group 3,4 16,1 80,6
Upper group 16,6 418 416




168  TAYA 2006

8.6. Going to the Theatre

Participants from different households were asked
if they went to the theatre in the past year. Across
Tirkiye, the percentage of those who did not go
to the theatre in the past year is 89%. The percent-
age of those who go to the theater frequently is a
low 1%. Among urban participants, the percentage
of people who have gone to the theatre is a little
higher (14%) than rural areas (6%) (Table 115).

Although there are no differences between three
major cities, the city with the highest percentage
of participants who have gone to the theatre in the
past year is Ankara (21%).

Among regions, the area where people go to the
theatre most is Istanbul (16%) and West Anatolia
(13%); the least percentages are found in Mideast
Anatolia (6%), and Southeast Anatolia (6%).

Table 115. Going to the Theatre throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Tiirkiye 14 9,5 89,0
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 20 12,1 859
Rural 0,5 49 946
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 30 13,0 839
Ankara 33 17,6 79,1
[zmir 3,0 15,6 81,4
NUTS

[stanbul 3,0 13,0 83,9
West Marmara 12 9,0 89,8
Aegean 15 9,1 894
Fast Marmara 09 89 90,2
West Anatolia 18 10,9 872
Mediterranean 1,0 11,5 87,5
Central Anatolia 03 6,2 93,5
West Black Sea 09 98 89,2
Fast Black Sea 14 9,5 89,1
Northeast Anatolia 0,8 4,1 95,1
Mideast Anatolia 0,6 53 94,1
Southeast Anatolia 0,8 5,1 941

There is no differentiation on the percentage
of going to the theater by gender. (Table 116).

As age increases, the percentage of theater goers de-
creases. While the incidence of going to the theater
is 20% among the 18-24 age group, this percentage
falls to 9% in the group 35 and over.

'The percentage of theater goers increase by educa-

tional level.

This ratio is higher among singles. While 4% of
singles report to going to the theatre often, 20% say
they rarely went to the theater in the past year.
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When analyzed by household type, the percent- port they have not gone to the theatre in the past
age of participants who attended the theatre in the year and 91% of the middle SES group reports the
past year is low among extended families, while it is same. The percentage of participants who have at-
higher in broken families. tended the theatre is 38% in the upper SES group.

99% of participants from the lower SES group re-

Table 116. Going to the Theatre by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 14 10,5 88,1
Female 1,4 8,5 90,0
AGE
18-24 3,0 16,5 80,5
25-34 17 10,7 87,6
35-44 038 84 90,8
45-54 1,0 8,0 91,0
55-64 09 51 94,0
05+ 03 2,7 97,1
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 0,0 09 99,1
Literate with no schooling 0,2 19 97,9
Primary school 03 3,8 95,9
Elementary education 1,2 9,0 89,8
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 35 19,6 76,9
Graduate and undergraduate studies 59 339 60,2
MARITAL STATUS
Single 40 20,3 75,7
Married 038 7,1 92,1
Divorced 40 94 86,5
Widowed 04 37 95,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 15,0 10,3 88,1
Extended 03 47 95,0
Broken 33 144 82,4
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 0,0 13 98,7
Middle group 1,0 7,7 913

Upper group 6,0 316 62,4
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8.7. Going to Places such as Local, Club,

Fraternity, Association

All participants were asked if to places such as local,
club, fraternity, associations in the past year (Table
117). Looking at the responses, it was clear that at-
tendance to these places was low. Only 3% of the
individuals go to these places regularly while 9%
attend rarely. The percentage of those from urban

areas who go to these places (14%) is higher than

rural areas (7%).

'This percentage does not differ among three major
cities. Among regions, the percentage of those who
frequent these places is higher in Istanbul (5%),
West Marmara (4%) and East Marmara (4%); low-
er in Southeast Anatolia (1%) and Central Anatolia
(1%).

Table 117. Going to Places such as Local, Club, Fraternity, Associations throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and

NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Tiirkiye 3,0 8,5 88,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 39 10,4 85,8
Rural 1,4 53 933
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 47 13,3 81,9
Ankara 472 13,4 82,4
[zmir 5,2 13 83,5
NUTS

[stanbul 47 13,3 81,9
West Marmara 44 11,0 84.6
Aegean 3,2 8,1 88,6
East Marmara 40 9,0 87,0
West Anatolia 29 8,6 88,5
Mediterranean 2,0 8,6 89,4
(entral Anatolia 1,1 40 94,8
West Black Sea 33 10,2 86,5
East Black Sea 3,4 76 89,0
Northeast Anatolia 16 4,5 93,9
Mideast Anatolia 1,5 51 93,5
Southeast Anatolia 08 23 96,9

'The percentage of men who go to these places is
higher (18%) than women (5%). There are no
meaningful differences by age groups; only with the
above 65 age group, the percentage of people at-
tending such places decreases. On the other hand,
as the educational level increases, the percentage of
people who attend these places rises (Table 118).

The percentage of singles who attended lodges,
clubs and NGO locales is higher among singles

(19%). 4% of single participants reported going to
these places regularly. Participants coming from
nuclear and broken families frequent these places
more than participants from extended families.

98% of the lower SES group, 90% of the middle
SES group reported not going to such places last
year. The percentage of people who attended such
places in the past year is 33% in the upper SES

group.
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Table 118. Going to Places such as Local, Club, Fraternity, Associations by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household
Type, and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 5,1 12,7 82,2
Female 09 4,5 946
AGE
18-24 30 10,8 86,2
25-34 3,0 91 879
35-44 33 8,7 88,0
45-54 36 9,2 87,2
55-64 28 6,6 90,5
65+ 14 25 96,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 0 0,7 99,3
Literate with no schooling 0,7 19 97,4
Primary school 16 50 93,4
Flementary education 3,4 10,2 86,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 5,1 15,3 79,6
Graduate and undergraduate studies 10,5 244 65,1
MARITAL STATUS
Single 44 14,2 814
Married 28 75 89,8
Divorced 4,7 8,5 86,8
Widowed 03 19 97,9
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 3,4 9,1 87,5
Extended 14 56 92,9
Broken 34 10,9 85,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 0,4 19 97,7
Middle group 2,5 74 90,2

Upper group 9,5 23,7 66,7
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8.8. Going to Places such as Bars, Night
Clubs etc.

Another question asked the participants was if they
went to places such as such as bars/pubs, night clubs
etc.in the past year (Table 119). 93% of the repond-
ents reported that have never gone to such places,

while 1% reported they go frequently.

Naturally, this percentage is higher (9%) in urban
areas than in rural areas (4%). Among three major
cities, the highest percentage of participants who
have gone to such places in the past year is in Izmir
by 17%. Only 4% of participants from Izmir report
they go to these places frequently.

Table 119. Going to Places such as Bars, Night Clubs throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Tiirkiye 1,0 6,3 92,7
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 1,2 8,0 90,8
Rural 0,5 34 96,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 17 10,3 88,1
Ankara 06 10,9 88,4
[zmir 3,7 13,0 83,3
NUTS

[stanbul 17 10,3 88,1
West Marmara 11 7,6 913
Aegean 18 7,2 91,0
East Marmara 1,0 7,1 92,0
West Anatolia 0,6 6,4 93,0
Mediterranean 10 73 91,7
Central Anatolia 0,1 22 977
West Black Sea 0,6 48 946
East Black Sea 03 55 94,2
Northeast Anatolia 0,6 23 97,1
Mideast Anatolia 0,0 24 97,6
Southeast Anatolia 0,2 1.2 98,5

'The percentage of men (10%) who go to these places
is higher than women (4%). Compared by age groups,
as age increases, the percentage of people who attend

these places falls (Table 120).

On the other hand, as educational level rises, the
percentage of people who go to these places in-

creases.

Compared by marital status, this percentage is

higher among singles (19%) and divorcees (12%).

When compared to other household types, al-
though rarely, participants from broken families
show a higher percentage of going to such places
in the past year.
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Almost all participants from the lower and middle SES group and 94% of the middle SES group).
SES groups report that they have not gone to bars, Among the upper SES group, the percentage of
night clubs etc. in the past year (99% of the lower people who have gone to such places is 24%.

Tablo 120. Going to Places such as Bar, Night Clubs by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 15 8,7 89,8
Female 0,4 40 95,6
AGE
18-24 19 128 853
25-34 1,5 79 90,5
35-44 0,6 46 94,9
45-54 03 338 959
55-64 03 2,7 97
65+ 0,0 1,2 98,8
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
[lliterate 0,0 10 99,3
Literate with no schooling 0,2 17 974
Primary school 03 28 93,4
Flementary education 13 6,8 86,4
Regular high schools and their equivalents 2,1 13,5 79,6
Graduate and undergraduate studies 29 18,2 65,1
MARITAL STATUS
Single 28 15,8 81,4
Married 0,5 41 95,4
Divorced 44 78 878
Widowed 01 1,1 98,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 10 6,5 924
Extended 04 37 95,9
Broken 18 10,8 874
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 0,1 14 98,6
Middle group 0,7 5,1 942

Upper group 39 20,2 76,0
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8.9. Going to Coffeehouses

Cofteehouses which have survived from the past to
the present day, are an important part of neighbor-
hood culture in Turkiye. In the study, participants
were asked if they have gone to coffee houses in the
past year. 26% of the participants have gone to a
coffee house last year. The percentage of those who
report going to coffee houses frequently is 11%.
'The percentage of those who go to coffee houses is

higher in rural areas compared to urben areas (Ta-
ble 121).

Among three major cities, the percentage of those

who have gone to a coffee house in the past year is
lower in Ankara (15%). This percentage is 24% in
Izmir and 25% in Istanbul.

On the other hand, when compared by regions, a
marked increase in the incidence of going to cof-
fee houses was observed as we go from the east to
the west. Between regions, those with the highest
percentage of participants who go to coffee houses
frequently is highest in West Marmara (23%), the
Aegean (16%) and East Marmara (15%); the lowest
in Northeast Anatolia (5%) and Southeast Anatolia
(6%).

Table 121. Going to Coffeehouses throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Yes, often Yes, seldom No

Turkiye 10,6 15,0 744
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 8,1 14,7 773
Rural 15,0 15,7 69,3
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 10,4 14,8 74,7
Ankara 34 119 847
Izmir 8,1 15,5 764
NUTS

Istanbul 104 148 747
West Marmara 23,0 16,3 60,7
Aegean 15,6 17,5 66,9
Fast Marmara 14,5 14,0 715
West Anatolia 6,8 13,4 79,8
Mediterranean 79 15,1 77,0
Central Anatolia 8,6 11,0 80,4
West Black Sea 10,6 178 71,6
East Black Sea 98 15,8 74,4
Northeast Anatolia 52 16,2 78,6
Mideast Anatolia 6,9 13,5 79,7
Southeast Anatolia 59 14,2 79,8

As expected, this percentage is higher among men
(21%) than women (%o4). Traditionally, coffee-
houses are where men gather, however, even though
a few do it, the results show that women also do
it. By age groups, 45-54 is the age group with the
highest percentage (29%) (Table 122).

On the other hand, as the educational level rises,
the percentage of coffechouse goers increases. 30%
of single individuals, 26% of married people and
21% of divorcees have gone to coffee houses in the
past year. This percentage is 7% for widowed in-
dividuals. Among individuals from broken house-
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holds, the percentage of going to a coftee house in Although no significant differentiation was found
the past year is lower (18%). This percentage is 26% between the dfferent levels of socioeconomic status,
in nuclear and extended families and 7% among the middle SES group has the highest percentage
widowed participants. by 27%.

Table 122. Going to Coffeehouses by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Yes, often Yes, seldom No
GENDER
Male 2,1 28,5 504
Female 0,4 2,0 97,6
AGE
18-24 74 15,4 773
25-34 9.2 16,5 743
35-44 114 15,8 72,8
45-54 133 15,2 715
55-64 13,6 12,5 739
65+ 11,0 10,7 78,3
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 28 4, 93,0
Literate with no schooling 79 1,5 80,6
Primary school 13,2 15,0 71,7
Elementary education 143 19,6 66,0
Regular high schools and their equivalents 98 19,6 70,6
Graduate and undergraduate studies 6,2 16,0 779
MARITAL STATUS
Single 9,7 183 72,0
Married 113 15,1 73,6
Divorced M1 9,5 79,3
Widowed 32 38 93,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 10,7 15,6 73,7
Extended 1,7 14,7 73,6
Broken 6,7 11,2 82,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower group 8,7 12,3 79,1
Middle group 13 15,5 73,2

Upper group 7.6 14,5 77,9
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8.10. Going on Holiday

Individuals were asked how they spent their annual
vacation time longer than a week or their holidays
(Table 123). On the subject of taking a vacation, an
important majority of individuals reported “I do not
have such time” (36%). The percentage of those who
say “I rest at the place where I live” is 29%. The per-
centage of those who spend their holidays in hotels,

rent houses and summer cottages is found to be 15%.

Analyzed by residence area, the percentage of those
who declare that they “do not have the time” is higher
in rural areas (51%) than in urban areas. This percent-
age is 28% in urban areas. The percentage of urban

individuals who take their vacations in hotels, guest-

houses or summer vacation homes is 20%, while 23%

goes back to their hometowns.

When three major cities are compared, those who re-
port that “I do not have such time” is higher in Izmir
(26%) than in Istanbul (12%). The percentage of peo-
ple who travel to their hometowns is higher in Istan-
bul (39%). An evaluation between regions shows that
the highest percentage of people who report “I do not
have such time”is higher in Southeast Anatolia (73%).
'The highest percentage of people who spend their
vacation time where they presently are is in Central
Anatolia (48%). Those who spend their vacation in a
hotel, rent house or a summer cottage are highest in
Istanbul by 23%, West Marmara by 19% and in East

Marmara and Western Anatolia.

Table 123. Going on Holiday throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities and NUTS

Idonothave Irestatthe 1 go tomy 1 go to a hotel, | visit my Iworkona  Other
such time place where hometown arent house or  kids, parents, sideline job
I live summer cottage  other family
relatives
Tiirkiye 36,3 289 17,1 15,0 1,2 08 0,6
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 279 264 233 19,7 1,1 1,0 06
Rural 509 334 6,3 6,7 13 0,6 0,7
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 12,4 244 38,6 22,7 0,4 1.2 0,4
Ankara 184 234 29,7 259 15 1,0 0,2
Izmir 259 238 20,5 27,2 07 13 06
NUTS
Istanbul 124 244 38,6 2,7 04 12 04
West Marmara 293 333 16,0 18,7 12 10 0,5
Aegean 41,2 27,5 12,6 164 J 1,0 0,6
East Marmara 30,3 29,0 20,1 18,8 7 0,6 0,5
West Anatolia 26,6 314 20,1 18,8 16 10 0,6
Mediterranean 399 314 1,7 12,8 21 0,7 13
Central Anatolia 30,4 48,0 18 738 6 10 03
West Black Sea 41,2 343 11,5 10,1 2,2 0,7 0,1
Fast Black Sea 59,1 19,0 84 8,8 25 03 2,0
Northeast Anatolia 38,5 39,6 8,2 9,7 22 1,2 0,6
Mideast Anatolia 52,7 32,1 6,5 6,3 18 0,2 05
Southeast Anatolia 73,1 12,7 47 8,0 0,7 0,4 0,4

Analyzed by age, as age increases, the percentage of
people who spend their vacation where they live also
increases while the percentage of those who go to
their hometowns decreases. This is different only in
the 18-24 age group (Table 124).

As the educational level increases, those who de-
clare they do not have the time to take a vacation de-
creases, and the percentage of those who go to hotels,
guesthouses or summer vacation homes increases.
Evaluated by marital status, the percentage of those
who spend their vacations in hotels, guesthouses and



summer vacation homes is higher among single people
and divorcees by 22%, low among widowed individuals
by 6%. The percentage of those who report they do not
have the time for a vacation is higher among widowed

individuals by 47%.

Almost half of the individuals from extended families
(47%), report that they do not have the time for a vaca-
tion. The percentage of those who spend their vacations
in hotels, guesthouses and summer vacation homes is
higher in nuclear and broken families by 17%. Those

who go to their hometowns for their vacations are
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61% of lower SES group report they cannot find the
time for vacations. This percentage falls as the socioeco-
nomic level rises. It was observed that the percentage of
individuals who spend their vacation time where they
are is higher in lower (29%) and middle SES groups
(31%); the percentage of those who go to their home-
towns is higher among the middle (18%) and upper
SES groups (19%). The percentage of people who spend
their vacations in hotels, guesthouses and summer vaca-
tion homes rises as the socioeconomic level rises. While
only 2% of the lower SES group spends their holidays

in this manner, this percentage rises to 48% in the upper

SES group.

higher among nuclear families by 19%.

Table 124.Going on Holiday by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

1 do not Irestat lgotomy Igotoahotel, Ivisitmykids, Iworkon Other
havesuch  theplace hometown arenthouse parents, other asideline
time wherell or summer family relatives job
live cottage
GENDER
Male 344 29,0 173 16,4 09 14 06
Female 38,1 288 17,0 13,6 1,6 03 06
AGE
18-24 359 28,7 15,2 18,0 13 06 04
25-34 344 254 220 15,7 1,1 1,1 0,4
35-44 36,5 256 19,1 16,2 08 1,1 0,7
45-54 34,0 314 16,5 15,5 1,1 09 0,6
55-64 388 336 124 12,1 19 05 0,7
65+ 43,1 388 7,6 6,8 19 0,1 16
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 558 31,2 8,7 18 1,5 0,1 09
Literate with no schooling 515 324 9,8 48 05 03 06
Primary school 40,2 30,9 18,3 8,1 10 09 0,6
Elementary education 33,6 28,5 16,2 18,3 17 13 04
Regular high schools and their equivalents 23,5 26,0 20,1 27,1 14 1,1 08
Graduate and undergraduate studies 10,9 20,2 218 443 13 038 0,7
MARITAL STATUS
Single 318 30,0 13,2 218 17 08 0,7
Married 36,7 28,1 189 13,7 1,1 09 06
Divorced 346 29,5 10,7 22,1 12 1,1 08
Widowed 46,8 36,1 8,2 57 1,6 02 14
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 33,2 28,1 19,0 16,9 13 09 0,6
Extended 474 313 114 7,5 1,0 08 05
Broken 346 30,2 15,2 17,0 12 05 14
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 61,2 28,5 6,3 2,0 09 04 0,6
Middle group 358 30,6 18,5 124 12 09 0,6

Upper group 13,7 17,4 18,6 479 13 05 0,7
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8.11. Smoking

Individuals over 18 were asked if they smoked, and
the results are given in Table 125. The results show
that in general 33% of individuals smoke. Smok-
ing cigarette is more prevalent in urban areas (36%)
than in rural areas (30%).

Although three major cities do not differ signifi-
cantly from the rest of Turkey, the city where ciga-

Table 125. Smoking throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Smoker Non-smoker

rette smoking is the lowest is in Ankara by 34%.

Not much difference was observed between regions;

Men smoke three times more than women. While
half of the male individuals smoke (51%), this per-

centage falls to 17% among women. Presently the

however, smoking is highest in West Marmara
(41%) Istanbul (37%) and East Marmara (37%)
while it is the lowest in Northeast Anatolia (28%),
Mideast Anatolia (29%) and East Black Sea (29%).

Turkiye 334 66,6
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 35,6 64,4
Rural 29,5 70,5
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 37,0 63,0
Ankara 33,5 66,5
[zmir 38,8 61,2
NUTS
Istanbul 37,0 63,0
West Marmara 40,9 59,1
Aegean 35,1 64,9
Fast Marmara 36,6 63,4
West Anatolia 32,6 674
Mediterranean 31,1 68,9
Central Anatolia 30,6 69,4
West Black Sea 314 68,6
East Black Sea 289 711
Northeast Anatolia 28,3 71,7
Mideast Anatolia 28,8 712
Southeast Anatolia 30,2 69,8
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highest percentage of smoking is among the 25-44 in nuclear families compared to other household
age group (41%), the lowest percentage is in the over types. This percentage is 35% in nuclear families,
65 age group (12%). By educational level, while it is 31% in broken families and 30% in extended fami-
the lowest among illiterates (11%), this percentage lies.

rises to 35% among primary school graduates, 40%

in the high school graduate group and 45% among Smoking cigarette is more prevalent in middle
elementary school graduates (Table 126). (34%) and upper (36%) SES groups. 26% of the in-

dividuals from the lower SES group smoke.
Smoking among nuclear families is a little higher

Table 126. Smoking by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Smoker Non-smoker

GENDER
Male 50,6 494
Female 16,6 83,4
AGE
18-24 26,7 733
25-34 45 58,5
35-44 40,5 59,5
45-54 349 65,1
55-64 24,2 758
65+ 18 88,2
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 10,9 89,1
Literate with no schooling 219 78,1
Primary school 347 65,3
Elementary education 45,1 549
Regular high schools and their equivalents 398 60,2
Graduate and undergraduate studies 35,4 64,6
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 345 65,5
Extended 303 69,7
Broken 313 68,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 26,1 73,9
Middle group 340 66,0

Upper group 36,0 64,0
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8.12. Alcohol Consumption

Individuals were asked about alcohol consumption
during the study and were given the choices of “eve-
ry day”, “1-2 times a week”, “several times a month”

« . M » « »
and “on special occasions” as well as “never”.

In Table 127, the findings on the present alcohol
consumption of individuals over 18 from differ-
ent households are given. The percentage of people
who reported they never drink is 85%, while those
that drink every day is around 2%. The percentage
of individuals from rural areas who never consume
alcohol (88%), is higher than people living in urban
areas (83%).

When three major cities are compared, the high-
est percentage of alcohol consumption is in Izmir
(33%). This percentage is 22% in Ankara and 20% in
Istanbul. More than half of those who report con-
suming alcohol in Izmir, drink on special occasions.

Compared by regions, those who never drink al-
cohol are concentrated highly in Southeast Ana-
tolia (97%), Northeast Anatolia (94%), Central
Anatolia (94%) and Mideast Anatolia (93%);
these percentages are lower in West Marmara
(73%), Aegean (79%) and Istanbul (80%). While
the percentage of everyday alcohol users does not
show a significant differentiation between re-
gions, other consumption choices have higher per-

centages in western regions than eastern regions.

Table 127. Alcohol Consumption throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Never Every day 1-2 times a week Several times a On special
month occasions
Tirkiye 18 29 8,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 82,6 18 26 32 98
Rural 87,8 18 19 24 6,0
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 80,4 2,0 40 38 98
Ankara 783 23 2,5 40 12,8
Izmir 67,4 29 51 59 18,7
NUTS
Istanbul 80,4 2,0 4,0 38 98
West Marmara 73,1 17 6,0 3,2 16,1
Aegean 78,8 2,0 33 46 113
East Marmara 849 24 16 3,1 8,0
West Anatolia 849 18 18 3,0 8,4
Mediterranean 80,3 2,2 20 28 12,7
(Central Anatolia 94,0 1,5 0,4 09 3,1
West Black Sea 86,5 09 2,1 3,7 6,7
East Black Sea 878 0,5 23 26 6,8
Northeast Anatolia 94,1 1,7 0,5 09 28
Mideast Anatolia 933 21 07 1,0 29
Southeast Anatolia 9,7 10 0,2 0,6 14
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Alcohol consumption among men (25%) is higher from extended families than other household types.
than among women (6%). Compared by age groups

the percentage of alcohol consumption is lower in As the socioeconomic level rises, the percentage of
advanced age groups than younger ones (Table 128). individuals who consume alcohol also rises. While

93% of individuals from the lower SES group re-
Generally alcohol consumption is less among in- port no alcohol consumption, this percentage is
dividuals from a lower educational level, higher 65% in the upper SES group. 20% of those who
among people with a higher educational level. consume alcohol in the upper SES group re-
port that they drink only on special occasions.

Alcohol consumption is lower among individuals

Table 128. Alcohol Consumption by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Never Every day 1-2 times a Several times a On special
week month occasions
GENDER
Male 752 2,1 43 53 13,1
Female 93,5 15 04 07 40
AGE
18-24 84,9 11 19 30 9,0
25-34 81,5 18 2,7 37 10,3
35-44 82,6 15 29 32 98
45-54 824 24 31 29 9.2
55-64 89,9 2,2 13 2,1 45
65+ 95,0 21 05 08 1,6
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 96,7 2,2 0.2 03 0,6
Literate with no schooling 94,2 1,6 13 13 15
Primary school 88,0 17 16 23 6,4
Flementary education 80,1 2,0 3,2 3,6 M1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 76,5 15 3,7 49 13,5
Graduate and undergraduate studies 66,4 2,1 5,7 59 20,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 83,2 19 2,5 3,1 93
Extended 90,6 14 1,0 18 52
Broken 80,0 2.2 44 43 9,1
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 93,3 2,0 0,7 14 25
Middle group 85,9 17 19 2,7 738

Upper group 65,2 19 7.2 6,2 19,6
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8.13. Watching TV and Daily Time Spent to
Watch TV

During the study, individuals were asked how long
they spent watching TV every day. According to
the responses, while the percentage of those who
spend 1-3 hours watching TV is 46%, the percent-
age of those who spend 4-6 hours is 30%, and the
percentage for 0-1 hours is 17%. Those who watch
TV for 7 hours or more is about 7% (Table 129).

YWhen we look at differences based on residence

area, the percentage of those who spend 0-1 hours
watching TV is higher in rural areas by 23%, and
the percentage of those who spend 4-6 hours is
higher in urban areas by 33%.

Between three major cities, the percentage of those
who watch TV between 0-1 hours is higher in
Izmir (13%) and the percentage of those who watch
TV for 7 hours or more is higher in Ankara (13%).
The highest percentage of individuals who report
spending 0-1 hours watching TV come from East
Black Sea with 23%.

Table 129.Daily Average Time Spent Watching TV throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

0-1 hour 1-3 hours 4-6 hours 7 hours or more
Tirkiye 16,8 46,2 30,2 6.9
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 13,4 458 33,0 7.9
Rural 22,7 46,9 252 51
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 7.8 47,0 378 74
Ankara 8,2 40,1 38,7 13,0
[zmir 133 459 31,6 9,2
NUTS
Istanbul 78 47,0 378 74
West Marmara 16,8 46,8 30,7 58
Aegean 20,0 479 25,6 6,5
East Marmara 17,2 419 329 8,0
West Anatolia 13,0 424 35,0 9,7
Mediterranean 218 45,7 26,6 58
Central Anatolia 18,5 45,1 32,1 43
West Black Sea 20,5 48,2 253 6,0
Fast Black Sea 23,1 49,7 235 37
Northeast Anatolia 21,1 420 30,4 6,5
Mideast Anatolia 18,5 51,7 24,1 57
Southeast Anatolia 15,9 471 279 9,2

As the age of the group increases, so does the per-
centage of individuals who report spending 0-1
hour watching TV. In the 18-24 age group, 15%
spend 0-1 hour watching TV while this percentage
is 28% among the over 65 age group (Table 130).

One third of illiterate individuals (32%) report

watching TV for only 0-1 hour. As the educational
level increases, the percentage of those who watch
TV for 1-3 hours increases.

'The percentage of individuals who report watching
TV for 7 hours or more is higher among individuals
from broken families (10%).
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Table 130. Daily Average Time Spent Watching TV by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

0-1 hour 1-3 hours 4-6 hours 7 or more hours
GENDER
Male 15,5 494 29,5 56
Female 18,0 43,1 30,8 8,1
AGE
18-24 14,6 45,0 322 8,2
25-34 14,7 48,8 30,3 6,2
35-44 15,5 47,9 30,6 6,0
45-54 16,1 46,2 30,1 7,6
55-64 20,3 42,7 30,0 7,0
65+ 27,8 40,3 248 71
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 319 41,7 209 56
Literate with no schooling 214 42,4 29,3 6,9
Primary school 14,8 46,2 31,7 73
Flementary education 11,9 473 33,3 75
Regular high schools and their equivalents 13,2 47,0 324 75
Graduate and undergraduate studies 18,3 51,4 26,0 44
MARITAL STATUS
Single 15,8 46,2 30,2 7.7
Married 16,3 46,8 30,4 6,5
Divorced 16,6 444 30,3 8,7
Widowed 28,0 37,7 26,3 8,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 15,5 46,2 313 7,0
Extended 19,9 48,1 26,5 54
Broken 19,7 414 294 96
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 26,6 44 4 23,7 53
Middle group 15,5 45,7 315 73
Upper group 16,3 51,7 26,7 53

To understand attitudes towards television, individ-
uals were given some statements on T'V viewership
and were asked if they agreed with these statements.
The percentage of those who answered yes to the
question “Do you think that TV prevents you from
sparing time for yourself and for your family??” is
29%. Approximately two thirds of the individuals
think TV does not prevent family time or time for
one’s self. The percentage of those who agree with

this statement is higher in urban areas (33%), in
Izmir among three major cities (40%) and in the
18-44 age group (33%). As the educational level in-
creases, the percentage of those who agree with this
statement also increase. Evaluated by marital status,
the findings show that agreement with this state-

ment is lower among widowed individuals (18%)

(Tables 131& 132).
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Another question asked is “do you think the kids
could watch any programme they like on TV?”
'Those who answered yes to this statement are 16%,
and those who answer no or do not agree is 84%. It
was observed that the majority of individuals think
it is inappropriate for children to watch whatever
they want. The percentage of those who answer yes
to this question is higher in rural areas (20%) and
among individuals 45 or over (20%). The percent-
age of individuals to agree with this statement falls

as the educational level and socioeconomic status
rises (Tables 131 & 132).

On the other hand, 69% of individuals report they
watch TV as a family. The percentage of individu-
als who watch TV together is higher in Istanbul
(72%) and Izmir (71%), among the 25-44 age
group (about 70%) and married individuals (74%).

The percentage of those who watch TV together
as a family is relatively low among broken families

(46%) compared to other household types.

61% of individuals think TV affects family rela-
tionships negatively. The percentages of people
who agree with the statement are higher in Izmir
(69%) and Istanbul (65%). Compared by regions,
the percentage of people who think TV affects fam-
ily relationships negatively are higher in Mideast
Anatolia (69%) and lower in West Marmara (46%).
As educational and socioeconomic levels increase,
the percentage of individuals who agree with this
statement also increase. By marital status, the per-
centages for married (62%) and divorced (63%) in-
dividuals who agree with this statement are higher
than the rest.

Table 131. Thoughts on TV Viewership throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS (Yes)

Do you think that TV
prevents

Do you think the
kids could watch

Do you think the
TV has a negative

Do you usu-
ally watch TV

Have you ever filed a
complaint

you from sparing any programme  impact on familial togetherasa or considered doing so re-
time for yourselfand  they like on TV? relations? family? garding TV programmes ?
for your family? Did you think about it?
Tiirkiye 294 16,4 61,1 69,2 279
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 329 14,2 63,8 69,3 315
Rural 232 203 56,5 69,0 21,6
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 34,0 11,2 65,1 724 283
Ankara 356 15,5 58,2 62,4 304
Izmir 40,3 13,9 68,6 71,2 40,2
NUTS
Istanbul 34,0 1.2 65,1 72,4 283
West Marmara 25,5 19,8 45,6 63,4 249
Aegean 28,0 19,3 65,0 73,2 28,7
East Marmara 345 n7 61,8 67,5 334
West Anatolia 339 15,6 60,6 69,3 28,6
Mediterranean 23,6 20,7 53,9 67,2 31,2
Central Anatolia 26,4 12,5 58,2 67,2 24,2
West Black Sea 22,2 16,3 65,2 70,3 25,5
East Black Sea 253 174 63,1 66,4 29,2
Northeast Anatolia 30,1 18,2 53,2 64,2 254
Mideast Anatolia 348 16,4 68,5 73,7 36,7
Southeast Anatolia 28,7 216 62,6 64,5 139
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Those who have officially complained or think- east Anatolia (37%), men (30%) and in the 25-44
ing about complaining about TV programs make age group (31%). As the educational and socioeco-
up 28%. This percentage is higher in urban areas nomic level rises, this percentage also rises.

(32%), Izmir among three major cities (40%), Mid-

Table 132. Thoughts on TV Viewership by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES (Yes)

Do you thinkthat Do you think the Do you think Doyouusu- Have you everfileda

TV prevents kids could watch theTVhasa  allywatchTV complaint
you from sparing any programme  negative impact togetherasa or considered doing
time for yourself they like on TV? on familial family? so regarding TV

and for your relations? programmes ? Did

family? you think about it?
GENDER
Male 289 17,7 62,2 70,1 30,1
Female 29,8 15,1 60,1 08,3 25,7
AGE
18-24 32,6 16,2 58,2 04,2 27,6
25-34 32,7 128 63,6 72,2 30,6
35-44 338 14,6 64,6 73,7 315
45-54 27,2 209 59,1 70,8 28,0
55-64 20,5 203 60,5 66,0 24,1
65+ 15,8 20,2 55,2 59,3 154
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 198 226 54,5 61,8 19
Literate with no schooling 24,0 214 57,1 66,1 176
Primary school 26,9 17,7 60,7 72,3 246
Flementary education 30,7 14,1 64,4 71,7 32,1
Regular high schools and their equivalents 37,0 13,0 63,2 67,2 374
Graduate and undergraduate studies 39,6 85 66,1 65,9 47,0
MARITAL STATUS
Single 324 16,8 59,3 59,1 30,1
Married 294 16,3 62,0 73,6 281
Divorced 26,3 156 63,2 52,3 353
Widowed 18,1 17,1 54,7 484 14,3
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 309 15,9 62,0 71,1 29,5
Extended 26,7 19,3 59,1 723 22,5
Broken 23,2 13,7 58,6 458 27,2
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower group 20,0 21,6 549 62,3 13,5
Middle group 29,7 16,2 61,7 70,3 279

Upper group 36,4 12,7 63,0 67,9 427
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The study collected data on whether or not the
household had elderly members in need of constant
care, issues where families need support for elderly
care, preferences for living arrangements in old age,
and the health of the elderly, whether or not the
elderly live with their children and why.

9.1. Households with Elderly in Need of
Constant Care

Table 133 displays whether or not a household has
an elderly member that requires constant care. Ac-
cording to the study data 5% of households have

elderly in need of constant care. The percentage of

elderly dependent on care is higher for rural house-
holds (8%) than urban ones (4%).

While there is no significant variation among the
three major cities, the percentage in Ankara is the
lowest (2%).

Comparing regions, the highest percentage of el-
derly in need of care is in the West Black Sea region
(9%), Mideast Anatolia (8%) and Northeast Anato-
lia (8%); the lowest is in Istanbul (4%), the Medi-
terranean Region (4%) and West Anatolia (4%).

As expected, extended families have a notably high-

Table 133. Households with Elderly in Need of Constant Care throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS,

Household Type, and SES

Yes No

Turkiye 53 947
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 38 96,2
Rural 8,0 920
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 3,8 96,2
Ankara 2,2 978
[zmir 3,1 96,9
NUTS
stanbul 38 96,2
West Marmara 55 94,5
Aegean 48 95,2
East Marmara 54 94,6
West Anatolia 4,1 95,9
Mediterranean 4, 95,8
Central Anatolia 52 948
West Black Sea 9,1 90,9
East Black Sea 73 92,7
Northeast Anatolia 738 9272
Mideast Anatolia 8,0 92,0
Southeast Anatolia 6,9 93,1
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 16 98,4
Extended 22,6 774
Broken 7,0 93
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower Group N4 88,6
Middle Group 4,5 95,5
Upper Group 28 97,2




Elderliness 189

er percentage of elderly in need of care (23%) than asked what they needed for the care, and their re-

the other household types. This percentage is 2% in sponses are displayed on Table 134. Looking at the

nuclear families and 7% in broken families (Table data from across Turkiye, the families with elderly

133). in need of constant care most needed health ser-
vice (43%), financial support (26%) and care-giving

Comparing socioeconomic levels, the group with support (12%).

the highest instance of elderly in need of care is the

lower socioeconomic group with 11%. A higher percentage of rural households needed
healthcare (46%) and financial support (27%). On

9.2. Issues Where Families Need Support for  the other hand, urban households had greater need

Elderly Care for care-giving support (16%).

Families with elderly in need of constant care were

Table 134. Issues Where Families Need Support for Elderly Care throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, NUTS, Household Type, and SES

Health Financial Care-giving  Nothing  Rehabilitation Guidanceand Social, cultural  Other

service support support counseling activities
Turkiye 429 257 123 12,0 56 04 01 11
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 39,5 24,1 16,2 13,0 57 05 02 08
Rural 459 27,1 89 11,2 55 03 0,0 1,2
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 329 30,7 20 6,2 7,7 19 0,0 0,6
Ankara 258 149 309 19,7 8,7 0,0 0,0 0,0
|zmir 41,8 59 17,2 30,3 0 0,0 0,0 47
NUTS
Istanbul 329 30,7 20 6,2 7,7 19 0,0 06
West Marmara 48,6 26,2 12,7 10,3 0 0,0 0,0 2,2
Aegean 455 184 15,4 16,0 1,2 0,0 0,0 36
East Marmara 496 23,7 1,7 8,7 44 0,7 0,0 13
West Anatolia 28,9 28,3 14,7 213 4) 0,0 13 13
Mediterranean 445 28,7 6,3 15,6 49 00 00 00
Central Anatolia 60,8 21,5 118 47 1,2 0,0 0,0 0,0
West Black Sea 46,0 254 144 89 45 038 0,0 0,0
East Black Sea 47,1 16,4 14,8 74 143 0,0 0,0 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 38,6 341 0 25,6 17 0,0 0,0 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 38,0 2,7 98 1,6 179 0,0 0,0 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 40,9 329 55 12,1 6,6 0,0 0,0 2,0
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 40,7 239 19,0 77 6,2 0,0 0,0 2,5
Extended 45,7 269 7,6 13,7 50 05 0,0 06
Broken 355 234 21 15 6,8 05 06 07
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 39,9 36,9 10,4 49 6,5 03 00 1,0
Middle Group 45,2 218 12,9 13,7 48 05 0.2 1,0

Upper Group 31,9 89 16,0 31,5 98 0,0 0,0 19
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Comparing the three major cities, Istanbul had a
higher percentage needing financial support (31%)
and Ankara a higher percentage needing caregiver
support (31%). In Izmir the percentage of house-
holds who said they didn't need anything (30%)
was higher than the other two cities (Table 134).

Comparing the regions, households in need of
"health services" were highest in the Central Anato-
lia (61%) and East Marmara (50%) regions, lowest
in West Anatolia (29%) and Istanbul (33%). House-
holds in need of "financial support" were highest in
Northeast Anatolia (34%) and Southeast Anatolia
(33%), with the lowest percentages in the East Black
Sea (16%) and Aegean regions (18%). Households
in need of “care-giving support” were highest in Is-
tanbul (20%) and lowest in the Southeast Anato-
lia region (6%). The Northeast Anatolia region on
the other hand has no need for caregiver assistance.

For all household types the need for health-
care was paramount. The need for caregiver as-
sistance was higher in nuclear (19%) and bro-

ken families (21%) than in extended families.

As the socioeconomic level increases, the percentage
of those in need of financial support decreases, but
the need for caregiver support increases. In 37% of
the lower socioeconomic households there is need
for financial support. While the need for caregivers
is 10% for the lower group, it is 16% for the upper
group. The need for healthcare is high in all socioec-
onomic groups, but the group that needs it the most
is the middle socioeconomic group (45%). One third
of the upper socioeconomic group (32%) report that
they need no assistance. This percentage is 5% for
the lower group and 14% for the middle group.

9.3. Life Preferences Regarding Elderliness

Evaluating the responses of individuals under 60

who were asked "How would you live when you get

too old to look after yourself?”, the majority of in-
dividuals across Turkiye would like to live with their
children in their old age (55%). Meanwhile 18%
of individuals would like care service at their own

house, 9% would go to a seniors center and 17% said
they "have no idea" (Table 135).

Of those living in urban households 11% said they
would be going to a seniors center, while only 6%
of those in rural households said they would do so.
'The percentage of those who want to move in with
their children was 50% for urban dwellers and 65%
for rural ones. "I would get care service at my own

house" responses were higher for urban residents

(19%) than rural ones (15%).

Comparing the three major cities, Izmir had the
highest incidence of those who want to go to a sen-
iors center in their old age (22%) as well as those
who wanted home care (24%), while Istanbul had
the highest percentage for those who wish to move
in with their children (51%). 36% of those living in
Ankara did not have an opinion on this matter.

Comparing regional preferences; the highest per-
centages for "I would move to a seniors center" were
in West Marmara (14%) and the Aegean region
(13%), the lowest percentages were in the Southeast
Anatolia (2%) and Northeast Anatolia (6%) regions.
The percentage of those who wish to spend their
old age living with their children is high in all re-
gions, but the regions with the highest incidence are
Southeast Anatolia (78%) and Northeast Anatolia
(66%), while the lowest are in West Anatolia (47%)
and the Mediterranean (48%) regions. On the other
hand, the highest percentages for "I would get care
service at my own house" were in the Mediterra-
nean (24%), West Marmara (21%), East Marmara
(21%) and Aegean (21%) regions; the lowest per-
centages were in the Southeast Anatolia (7%), East
Black Sea (14%) and West Black Sea (15%) regions.
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Table 135. Life Preferences Regarding Elderliness throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Live with my Get care service at Move to a seniors Other No idea
children my own house center
Tiirkiye 55,0 178 93 11 16,8
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 50,0 191 10,9 1,2 189
Rural 64,7 15,3 6,2 1,1 12,6
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 50,8 16,1 81 14 237
Ankara 359 16,2 10,1 13 36,4
|zmir 318 24,2 223 09 20,7
NUTS

Istanbul 50,8 16,1 8,1 14 23,7
West Marmara 52,6 208 143 13 11,0
Aegean 50,7 20,7 12,9 0,9 14,8
East Marmara 574 20,9 11,6 1,0 9,1

West Anatolia 46,7 17,2 8,7 10 26,4
Mediterranean 475 239 99 2,0 16,8
Central Anatolia 61,3 17,8 88 04 11,8
West Black Sea 57,2 14,6 11,5 1,2 15,5
East Black Sea 61,7 13,6 8,5 1,1 15,2
Northeast Anatolia 66,0 15,6 58 19 10,7
Mideast Anatolia 57,9 19,5 6,4 09 153
Southeast Anatolia 777 6,8 23 0,4 12,8

Comparing preferences by gender, the percentage
of women who say they would move to a seniors
center" (10%) is a little higher than that of men
(8%). The percentage of men who prefer to stay
with their children (56%) is a little higher than that
of women (54%). Meanwhile, the percentage of "I
would get care service at my own house" responses

was a little higher for women (19%) (Table 136).

Comparing preferences by education, as the educa-
tional level increases the percentage of those who
are thinking about seniors centers also increases.
The highest percentage of "I would move to a sen-
iors center" responses at 19% was for those who
have completed undergraduate and graduate stud-
ies. By contrast, as the educational level decreases
the percentage of those who wish to live with their

children increases. 74% of illiterate respondents

said they would like to stay with their children in
old age. The highest percentage of "I would get care
service at my own house" responses was again from
those of the top educational levels (30%).

Comparing preferences by household type, "I will
move to a seniors center” responses were highest for
broken families (14%). The percentage of those who
preferred home care was higher for nuclear (19%)
and broken families (21%).

As socioeconomic level increases the percentage of
those who prefer seniors centers or home care also
increases. While 4% of the lower socioeconomic
group is considering a seniors center, it is 18% for
the upper group. While the percentage of those
who prefer home care is 10% for the lower socio-
economic group, it is 30% for the upper group.
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Table 136.Life Preferences regarding Elderliness by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

Livewithmy  Get care serviceat  Move to a seniors Other No idea
children my own house center
GENDER
Male 56,2 16,5 8,2 14 17,7
Female 538 19,0 10,4 09 15,8
AGE
18-24 49,1 17,0 94 1,2 233
25-34 54,4 16,8 89 1,1 18,8
35-44 56,9 18,5 9,1 1,2 143
45-54 58,1 19,0 10,0 1,1 11,8
55-64 60,5 19,0 95 13 97
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
llliterate 74,0 88 3,1 1,2 129
Literate but no schooling 65,3 13,4 5,7 17 13,9
Primary school 62,6 15,6 6,6 08 145
Elementary education 51,3 16,5 10,7 1,2 20,3
Regular high schools and their equivalents 428 22,0 13,2 15 20,5
Undergraduate and graduate studies 30,2 29,8 18,7 18 194
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 53,0 19,2 99 1,1 16,9
Extended 68,0 14 5,6 1,0 14,0
Broken 393 21,1 138 24 234
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 68,8 10,4 3,6 15 15,7
Middle Group 56,6 16,8 8,7 1,0 16,9
Upper Group 33,3 30,3 179 2,0 16,5

'The study asked those who chose to live in a seniors
center the reason why this was their preference. Re-
sponses to the "why would you prefer to go to a sen-
iors center?" question are displayed on Table 137.
Evaluating the data, the highest percentages were
for "I would not like to be a burden on my kids"
(55%), "My children might not like to live with me"
(16%) and "because the facilities in seniors center is
better/more convenient " (119%).

Comparing residence area, those who responded
with "rather than being alone, I prefer to be with
my peers" was higher for urban residents (10%)

than rural ones.

Comparing the three major cities, the percentage
of those who responded that they didn't want to
be a burden on their children was the highest in
Ankara (56%), while those who said "I believe there
would be no one to take care of me " was highest in
Istanbul (10%).

No difference between male and female views was
found regarding preference for seniors centers in
old age.

As age increases, the percentage of respondents
who respond with "my children might not like to
live with me" decreases. Those who prefer seniors
centers because they do not want to be a burden
on their children is highest in the 55-60 age group
(60%).

Comparing household types, the percentage of in-
dividuals in extended families responding with "my
children might not like to live with me" was 24%,
while the 57% of individuals in nuclear families
who said "I wouldn't want to be a burden on my
kids" was very high (57%). Choosing seniors cent-
ers because the conditions would be more comfort-
able (16%) and because they have no one to look
after them (15%) are high in broken families.
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Table 137. Reasons of Preference to Go to Seniors Center throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Age,
Educational Status, Household Type, and SES

| would My child- Facilities  Ratherthan  Becausel My Other

notlike  renmight inseniors beingalone, don'thave daughter-in-

tobea  notliketo  centersis Ipreferto  anyoneto  law/son-in-

burdenon livewith  better/more bewithmy look after law might
my kids me convenient peers me not like to
live with me
Tiirkiye 552 15,6 110 84 6,7 3,0 01
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 558 15,2 10,4 9,6 6,2 28 0,0
Rural 53,0 17,2 129 44 84 39 03
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 43,3 154 16,0 10,5 10,2 4,6 0,0
Ankara 558 17,6 93 10,9 44 19 0,0
Izmir 475 18,2 138 123 40 42 0,0
NUTS
Istanbul 433 15,4 16,0 10,5 10,2 46 0,0
West Marmara 734 8,2 1,7 39 2,2 b 0,0
Aegean 53,8 14,1 10,2 M1 6,0 48 0,0
East Marmara 528 16,7 6,5 123 8,7 29 0,0
West Anatolia 54,2 204 7,7 9,6 55 2,5 0,0
Mediterranean 63,0 18,7 7,2 5,0 4.4 17 0,0
Central Anatolia 62,5 55 17,2 58 49 4,0 0,0
West Black Sea 57,5 12,6 15 7,7 6,6 26 14
East Black Sea 548 228 49 24 140 1,1 0,0
Northeast Anatolia 36,2 23,5 30,3 6,4 3,6 0 0,0
Mideast Anatolia 48,5 13,9 213 7,7 8,6 0 0,0
Southeast Anatolia 59,7 26,4 49 19 15 57 0,0
GENDER
Male 538 173 131 73 54 29 0.2
Female 56,2 14,3 9,4 9,2 7,7 3,2 0,0
AGE
18-24 56,8 188 9,1 9.2 35 26 0,0
25-34 53,1 18,1 12,0 7,1 56 39 0,2
35-44 54,4 13,0 9,5 10,6 10,2 2,1 0,1
45-54 56,1 12,5 138 8.2 6,8 2,5 0,0
55-64 59,5 13,3 94 4,4 7,7 56 0,0
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 383 243 10,8 1,2 15,0 10,5 0,0
Literate but no schooling 39,2 20,5 9,5 79 15,6 73 0,0
Primary school 53,1 20,1 10,7 39 8,5 35 0,2
Elementary education 55,3 12,0 10,3 11,2 73 39 0,0
Regular high schools and their equivalents 58,2 14,9 10,8 9,2 49 2,0 0,0
Undergraduate and graduate studies 58,1 9,7 12,7 140 3,6 17 0,2
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 57,0 15,1 10,3 8,8 57 3,0 0,0
Extended 51,7 239 11,0 38 58 31 6
Broken 448 10,3 16,2 10,4 15,1 3,2 0,0
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS

Lower Group 40,0 248 10,2 3,7 14,0 73 0,0
Middle Group 54,9 16,0 11,2 7.2 7.2 34 01
Upper Group 58,4 13,0 10,4 13,2 37 11 0,2
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On the other hand, individuals under 60 whose When comparing the areas of residence, the per-
mother or father was still alive but lived away were centage of rural residents who say “Since I/ my
asked why they lived apart from their parents. The siblings live close to my parents, we can take care
most common response was "my mother/father of them " is higher (19%). "My mother or father
does not need special care" (61%). The second most doesn't need special care" (63%) and "they don't
common was " Since I/ my siblings live close to my want to leave their village/neighborhood/commu-

parents, we can take care of them " (14%) and "they nity" (13%) is higher among urban dwellers.
don't want to leave their villages/neighborhoods/

community" (11%) (Table 138).

Table 138.Primary Reason for not Living with One's Parents throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS

Mother or father doesn't need My home/My siblings' home is They do not want to leave their
special care close enough to my parents that village/neighborhood/
we can care for them community
Tirkiye 612 13,7 113
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 62,7 11,0 12,7
Rural 579 193 83
THREE MAJOR CITIES
[stanbul 60,7 99 16,3
Ankara 73,6 4,5 12,7
[zmir 64,8 10,5 10,9
NUTS
Istanbul 60,7 99 16,3
West Marmara 52,7 13,6 218
Aegean 61,0 18,6 85
East Marmara 56,4 15,2 16,1
West Anatolia 70,1 9,6 93
Mediterranean 60,2 16,2 8,1
Central Anatolia 73,5 75 74
West Black Sea 48,1 19,5 10,4
East Black Sea 51,7 17,5 i
Northeast Anatolia 540 20,1 10,5
Mideast Anatolia 64,3 119 6,0

Southeast Anatolia 72,5 9,5 50
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Comparing the three major cities, the percentage of where the percentage is highest is Central Anato-
respondents from Ankara who said their mother or lia (74%) and Southeast Anatolia (73%). Those who
father did not need care was higher than the other responded saying their or their siblings' home was
two cities (74%). Those who said their mother or close enough to care for their parents without living
father did not want to leave their village/neighbor- with them was highest in the West Black Sea and
hood were highest in Istanbul (16%). Northeast Anatolia regions with 20%. The percent-

age of those who said they don't live with their par-

The most common reason for all regions is that ents because they did not want to leave their village/

the mother or father doesn't need care. The regions neighborhood was highest in West Marmara (22%).

They have a vineyard/garden/farm/ Theydonot  Wedo not have the Wedonotwant There is no onein ()
field/shop where they live that theyare ~ want to live financial means to to live with the house that can
responsible for with us take care of them them take care of them
506 4.2 1,6 15 04 06
RESIDENCE AREA
56 4,1 15 15 04 06
56 43 19 15 06 05
THREE MAJOR CITIES
63 338 13 11 02 05
33 19 13 13 06 06
41 43 14 21 08 1,2
NUTS
63 338 13 11 02 05
79 16 09 0,7 03 05
3,6 34 15 23 02 08
41 50 11 1,7 0,0 05
53 2,6 1,2 10 05 04
52 46 20 24 08 07
338 2,7 25 16 10 0,1
11,2 51 19 10 08 19
11,9 338 23 09 05 02
3,6 56 19 34 0,2 08
44 10,6 14 03 04 07

34 49 29 08 07 0.2
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The percentage of women who say their parents As the educational level gets higher the percent-
do not need care (63%) is higher than the per- age of respondents who said their parents don't
centage of men (59%). As the age of respondents need care increases, the percentage who says they
increases the percentage of those who say their or their siblings live close enough to their par-
house or their siblings house is close enough ents to care for them and that they don't want
to their parents to care for them gets high- to leave their village/neighborhood decreases.

er, the percentage of those who say their par-
ents don't need care gets lower (Table 139).

Table 139.Primary Reason for not Living with One's Parents by Gender, Age, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES

Mother or father My home/My siblings' home is close They do not want to leave their village/
doesn't need special enough to my parents that we can neighborhood/community
care care for them
GENDER
Male 58,6 16,1 11,6
Female 63,2 1,7 1
AGE
18-24 69,2 79 6,5
25-34 65,7 10,5 104
35-44 60,5 14,7 113
45-54 532 189 143
55-64 42,0 248 15,7
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 537 17, 133
Literate but no schooling 49,9 16,1 12,6
Primary school 594 14,8 12,3
Flementary education 62,9 15,2 94
Regular high schools and their equivalents 68,0 10,4 93
Undergraduate and graduate studies 67,1 84 94
MARITAL STATUS
Single 479 7,7 14,6
Married 61,8 13,9 1M1
Divorced 65,0 8,7 79
Widowed 46,8 173 16,7
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 62,2 13,5 113
Extended 57,6 16,4 11,0
Broken 52,2 94 12,4
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 58,5 14,7 8,5
Middle Group 60,1 143 11,9

Upper Group 70,2 83 92
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The percentage of respondents who say their par- cioeconomic group (14%) are more likely to say
ents don't need care is higher among married they or their siblings live close enough to their
respondents (62%) as well as single individuals parents to care for them, the percentage of up-
(65%). The same response is highest for individu- per socioeconomic group respondents who say

als belonging to nuclear families (62%). While their parents don't need care is quite high (70%).

lower socioeconomic group (15%) and middle so-

They have a vineyard/garden/farm/ Theydonot  We do not have the We donotwant Thereisno onein Other
field/shop where they live that theyare ~ wanttolive  financialmeansto to live with the house that can
responsible for with us take care of them them take care of them
GENDER
59 34 17 15 05 0,7
53 48 16 15 04 05
AGE
43 47 15 2,7 03 30
63 33 15 1,6 04 03
54 43 17 1,4 04 04
47 50 18 1,0 07 04
6,7 63 20 03 038 13
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
38 64 32 1,2 06 07
6,1 74 40 2,1 1.2 0,6
56 41 18 1,4 04 03
45 41 09 24 02 04
50 29 11 13 03 18
9,1 3,7 03 11 05 04
MARITAL STATUS
10,4 51 13 1,5 20 95
55 4,1 16 15 04 03
18 57 37 3,1 25 15
55 338 58 09 038 23
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
54 4,0 16 15 04 03
6,0 54 17 1,0 04 0,6
7,1 43 2,7 3,0 20 6.9
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
45 58 39 23 1.2 0,6
506 4,1 16 1,4 04 0,6

6,2 37 03 1,2 01 06
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9.4. Health of the Elderly

Individuals over 60 were asked how they would de-
scribe their physical health compared to their peers.
10% said "very good," 54% "good," 19% "same,"
15% "bad" and 2% "very bad" (Table 140). Over
half (64%) of the over 60 individuals considered
their own health better than that of their peers;
those who saw it as worse were 17%. Those who

feel "very good" are higher in urban settings (13%).

Comparing the three major cities respondents who
said they felt "good" or "very good" was lower in
Ankara. Comparing regions, the percentage of re-
spondents who consider themselves "very good"
was higher in Istanbul (16%) and West Marmara
(17%) than in other regions.

Table 140. Elderly Individual’s Self Evaluation on Health Compared to Peers throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities,

and NUTS
Very Good Good Same LET Very Bad
Turkiye 10,1 53,7 19,1 153 19
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 13,0 540 18,1 13,1 18
Rural 73 535 20,0 173 20
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 16,4 55,2 173 9.8 1.2
Ankara 7,0 52,6 28,0 119 0,7
[zmir 15,2 57,6 173 78 20
NUTS
Istanbul 16,4 55.2 173 98 1,2
West Marmara 16,5 54,7 16,7 10,6 15
Aegean 11,8 541 19,8 128 14
East Marmara 9,3 54.0 218 13,0 19
West Anatolia 85 528 20,9 16,5 1.2
Mediterranean 83 536 19,1 16,3 28
Central Anatolia 6,7 57,1 171 18,5 0,6
West Black Sea 45 58,2 158 18,6 28
East Black Sea 4,8 48,2 21,0 228 3,2
Northeast Anatolia 13,4 52,1 113 20,1 3,1
Mideast Anatolia 7,0 493 21,6 19,9 2,2
Southeast Anatolia 10,5 48,9 23,6 14,7 23

Males were more likely to consider themselves
"very good" or "good" when compared to their
peers. Among those who completed undergraduate
and graduate studies the percentage of those who
answered “very good” and “good” was also higher
(83%) than the other educational levels. By con-
trast, the percentage who said they were "bad" or

"very bad" was higher in the illiterate group (25%).

Comparing marital status, the percentage of those
who described their physical health as "bad" or

"very bad" was higher for widowed individuals
(21%). Comparing household types, members of
broken families had a higher incidence of reporting
"bad" or "very bad" health compared to their peers
(21%).

As socioeconomic status increases so does the per-
centage of those who feel "very good." While only
5% of the lower socioeconomic group reports "very
good" health, this number climbs to 17% for the

upper socioeconomic group. (Table 141).
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Table 141.Elderly Individual’s Self Evaluation on Health Compared to Peers by Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household

Type, and SES
Very Good Good Same Bad LT
GENDER
Male 13,9 58,1 16,1 10,6 1,2
Female 6,7 50,0 216 19,2 25
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 50 49,2 21,1 219 28
Literate but no schooling 1,3 51,8 224 12,8 17
Primary school 129 57,5 17,1 1M1 1,4
Elementary education 18,4 58,6 14,5 8,5 0,0
Regular high schools and their equivalents 143 53,6 16,9 14,0 1,1
Undergraduate and graduate studies 15,8 67,0 10,5 5,0 16
MARITAL STATUS
Single 23 48,2 33,1 12,0 45
Married 11 558 17,5 14,0 17
Divorced 10,9 63,7 12,1 11,2 2,1
Widowed 7,7 48,0 23,0 189 24
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 13 56,3 16,8 13,9 17
Extended 8,3 52,8 21,6 15,6 16
Broken 89 474 222 18,7 2,7
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 5,2 484 22,1 20,6 3,2
Middle Group 114 549 184 138 15
Upper Group 16,5 65,0 9,4 78 13

Additionally, participants over 60 were also asked
the difficulty with which they performed certain
tasks such as eating, daily chores, shopping, travel,
personal hygiene and errands or whether or not
they needed assistance. "Eating" was easy for 87%
of participants over 60, difficult for 9% and requir-
ing assistance for 1%; "managing daily household
chores" were easy for 65%, difficult for 16% and re-
quiring assistance for 4%; "shopping" was easy for

Table 142. Difficulty of Performing Activities

62%, difficult for 13% and requiring assistance for
7%; "traveling" was easy for 57%, difficult for 14%
and requiring assistance for 8%; "personal care (hav-
ing a shower, etc.)" was easy for 81%, difficult for
13% and requiring assistance for 6%; "out of home
affairs (paying the bills, banking, hospital, working
at field/garden, etc.)" was easy for 54%, difficult for
11% and requiring assistance for 9% (Table 142).

Withease  With difficulty  With the help Not
of somebody  Applicable

Fating 87,5 89 13 24
Managing daily household chores 64,9 16,4 472 14,5
Shopping 61,8 133 6,9 18,0
Travelling 57,1 13,6 8,1 213
Personal care (having a shower, etc.) 80,7 129 58 0,6
Out of home affairs (paying the bills, banking, hospital, working at field/garden, etc) 53,8 10,6 8,6 27,0
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'The greatest discrepancy according to area of resi-
dence occurs on the topics of travel and errands.
There was a higher percentage of urban dwellers
who said they could perform both tasks with ease.
'The percentage of individuals over 60 who said they
could travel with ease was 84% for urban dwellers
and 78% for rural residents. The percentage of those
who could perform errands out of the house, pay
bills, banking, hospital and field work with ease was

58% for urban individuals and 50% for rural ones.

Comparing the three major cities, the percentage

of respondents over 60 who could perform shop-
ping (74%) and errands outside the home (68%)
with ease was higher in Izmir. Those who had dif-
ficulty shopping or required assistance to shop were
higher in Ankara (26%) and Istanbul (22%) than in
Izmir (14%). The area with the highest percentage
of respondents who could travel easily was Istan-
bul (70%) and the lowest was Southeast Anatolia
(42%). Participants over 60 who said they could
perform errands outside the house with ease were
higher in the West Marmara (64%), Istanbul (63%)
and the Aegean (62%) regions (Table 143).

Table 143. Ability to Perform Activities throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, and NUTS
(with Difficulty & with the Help of Somebody)

Traveling Managing Shopping Out of home affairs  Personal care (ha- Eating
daily household (paying the bills, ving a shower, etc.)
chores banking, hospital,
working at field/
garden, etc.)
Tiirkiye 21,7 20,6 20,2 19,2 18,7 10,2
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 20,1 18,7 203 18,6 15,7 92
Rural 233 224 20,0 19,8 216 1,1
THREE MAJOR CITIES
Istanbul 214 17 223 19,8 11,0 8,6
Ankara 249 193 26,0 19,3 13,1 83
[zmir 141 17,6 138 14,0 83 39
Istanbul 21,4 17,1 223 19,8 11,0 8,6
West Marmara 15,8 15,8 13,1 13,7 13,7 7,6
Aegean 18,0 18,7 158 155 1,7 59
East Marmara 219 19,1 19,1 184 194 93
West Anatolia 24,1 229 249 210 18,3 9,0
Mediterranean 240 20,6 20,6 20,0 19,5 9,0
Central Anatolia 14,3 19,1 16,7 15,7 17,5 11,6
West Black Sea 23,0 23,7 20,7 25,0 23,0 10,5
Fast Black Sea 24,7 259 22,2 17,1 26,0 146
Northeast Anatolia 18,4 16,5 15,9 15,6 23,4 149
Mideast Anatolia 29,8 27,2 239 24,1 31,0 15,8
Southeast Anatolia 285 243 26,2 252 34,4 217

For all tasks included in the study, the percentage
of women who said they had difficulty or needed
assistance was higher than the percentage of men.
But the greatest discrepancy is over daily chores.
'The percentage of women who have difficulty per-

forming daily chores is 24% while the percentage of
men drops to 8% (Table 144).

As the educational status increases the percent-
age of respondents who indicate they have dif-



ficulty or need assistance decreases. While this is
true for pretty much every task included in the
study, the greatest variation occurs in personal hy-
giene/bathing. 31% of illiterate people have dif-
ficulty or need assistance for personal hygiene/
bathing while the percentage drops to 4% for those
who completed undergraduate/graduate studies.

Comparing marital status, the percentage of
respondents who have difficulty or need as-
sistance is higher for widowed individuals.
A similar situation is seen for members of broken
families. Among the tasks covered in the study, the

greatest divergence is seen in shopping and errands
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outside the house. While 36% of individuals over
60 who belong to broken families have difficulty
or need assistance shopping, that number drops to
16% for those in nuclear families. The percentage
of respondents who have difficulty or need assis-
tance with errands outside the house is 35% for
broken families while 15% for extended families.

As the socioeconomic status increases, the percent-
age of respondents who have difficulty performing
the tasks covered in the study decreases. For exam-
ple the percentage of those who have difficulty per-
forming daily chores is 25% for the lower socioeco-
nomic group but drops to 7% for the upper group.

Table 144. Ability to Perform Activities by Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household Type, and SES (with Difficulty & with

the Help of Somebody)
Traveling  Managing  Shopping  Out of home affairs (pa- Personal Eating
daily ying the bills, banking,  care (having
household hospital, working at a shower,
chores field/garden, etc.) (()]
GENDER
Male 14,6 9,7 13,9 15,4 12 6,1
Female 27,8 299 25,6 24 243 13,7
EDUCATIONAL STATUS
Illiterate 29,7 29,1 269 23,7 309 15,9
Literate but no schooling 21,0 21,3 193 22,0 176 93
Primary school 15,8 143 145 14,7 10,5 6,5
Flementary education 16,2 14,7 17,9 14,2 6,8 59
Reqular high schools and their equivalents 16,3 114 18,2 204 7.2 37
Undergraduate and graduate studies 13,2 6,8 15,2 75 3,5 38
MARITAL STATUS
Single 20,5 21,1 272 20,1 16,8 14,6
Married 18,0 16,3 15,8 15,5 14,5 738
Divorced 28,8 26,7 232 27,1 16,1 6,7
Widowed 31,1 315 31,2 28,6 30,1 16,5
HOUSEHOLD TYPE
Nuclear 18,5 16,5 16,3 158 14,0 7.2
Extended 23 19,7 17,1 149 23 119
Broken 30,4 339 358 353 273 16,4
SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS
Lower Group 30,5 30,7 31,6 31,3 323 18,0
Middle Group 19,1 17,5 16,5 15,5 14,6 7.7
Upper Group 13,5 113 126 8,2 6,8 5,1
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9.5. Reasons of the Elderly to Live with
Their Children at the Same House

Participants who were both over 60 and living with
their children were asked why they lived together.
The most common responses were "because I am
happy to live with my children" (22%), "to support
each other" (20%), "because our traditions and cus-
toms require to do so" (15%) and "because my chil-
dren did not want me to live alone" (15%) (Table
145).

Additionally, "Because I require special care" (10%)
and "Because I do not have any other chances"
(9%) and 0.4% responded "Because I do not have
the means to stay in a seniors center." Comparing
area of residence, while 17% of urban dwellers cited
"Because my children don't want me to live alone"
this percentage drops to 13% for rural residents. On
the other hand, 12% of rural residents say they live
with their children because they need care. For ur-

ban dwellers this percentage is 8%.

'The reasons individuals over 60 cite for living with
their children varies by gender. The percentage of
women who said their children did not want them
to live by themselves (20%) is greater than men who
gave the same reason (9%). While 12% of women
who said they needed, the percentage of men who
did was 7%. "To support each other" is the answer
mostly given by men more often than by women.
'The percentage of men who live with their children
is 23%, whereas for women it is 18%.

"To support each other" was higher for the 60-64
age group (24%). For those over 65 the percentages
of "my children didn't want me living alone" (18%)
and "because I need special care” (13%) responses

are higher.

Comparing household types, "because our customs
and traditions require to do so" is higher for nuclear
(17%) and extended (16%) families; "my children
didn't want me living alone" is higher for extended
(19%) and broken (18%) families; and "because I
require special care” is higher for extended families

(13%).

Table 145. Reasons of the Elderly to Live with Their Children at the Same House throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Three Major Cities, NUTS, Gender, Educational Status, Marital Status, Household
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9.6. Reasons of the Elderly to Live in apart. Responses to the first question, "Would you
Separate Houses with Their Children and ever like to live with your children," was 51% "yes"
How Often They are Visited and 49% "no" (Table 146). The percentage of those

who would like to live with their children is a lit-
Individuals over 60 who didn't live with their chil- tle higher among rural residents (60%) and women
dren where asked about their thoughts on living (52%).

Table 146. Desire to Live with Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, and Gender

Yes No
Tiirkiye 505 49,5
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 40,1 59,9
Rural 59,7 40,3
GENDER
Male 49,4 50,6
Female 51,6 48,4

Table 147. Reasons of the Elderly for not Living with Their Children at the Same House throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Gender, and Age

| do not want to leave My spouse and | are I do not want to live My children's houses My children's
where | live and they can't self-sufficient with my children are not convenient financial means are
come here either limited
Tiirkiye 28,7 259 17 7,7 75
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 21,1 299 20,7 89 44
Rural 353 24 141 6,7 10,2
GENDER
Male 28,2 309 138 6,5 73
Female 29,3 21,1 20,3 838 77
AGE
55-64 255 30,6 16,2 8,2 7,6
65+ 30,0 24,0 17,5 75 75
My children donot want  Their house is small to My daughter-in-law/son-in-law/ There is no one at my children's
me inhabit me grandchildren do not want me home who could look after me
Tiirkiye 34 28 25 22
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 27 28 40 29
Rural 40 28 12 15
GENDER
Male 4,0 32 19 24
Female 29 24 3,1 19
AGE
55-64 41 29 15 15

65+ 3,1 28 29 24




When the elderly were also asked "why they did
not live with their children in the same house" the
most common responses were "I do not want to
leave where I live and they cannot come here ei-
ther" (29%), "My spouse and I are self-sufficient"
(26%), and "I do not want to stay with my children"
(17%) (Table 147).

Comparing area of residence, "I do not want leave
where I live and they cannot come here either"
(35%) and "my children's financial means are lim-
ited " (10%) responses are higher for rural respond-
ents; "My spouse and I are self-sufficient” (30%)
and "I do not want to stay with my children" (20%)
responses are more common for urban residents.

Comparing variation by gender, "my spouse and I
are self-sufficient” is higher among men (31%) and
"] do not want to live with my children" is higher

Table148. Frequency of Visits by Their Children
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among women (20%).

Comparing age groups, the percentage of "my
spouse and I are self sufficient" responses is higher
for the 60-64 age group (31%). "I do not want to
leave where I live and they cannot come here either"
responses are higher for the over 65 group (30%).

Responses to the question "how often do your
children visit you?" are displayed on Table 148.The
frequency with which sons and daughters visit is
generally parallel to each other. The percentage of
sons who visit "once a week or often" is 47%, whi-
le the same percentage for a daughter is 44%. The
percentage of both sons and daughters who haven't
visited for over a year is around 3%. The percentage
of elderly who are never visited by their sons and
daughters is the same percentage (3%).

Son Daughter
Once a week or often 46,9 438
At the weekends 10,6 11,0
Once a month 14,7 16,3
Only on religious fest 56 6,2
Once or twice a year 179 18,9
When they need help 0,7 03
We have not seen each other for more than a year 25 2,7

We never seen each other

11 10
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When comparing area of residence, the percentage
of "once a week or often" visits is higher for urban
residents. The percentage of elderly visited by the-
ir sons is 55% in urban settings and 40% in rural
ones; the percentage visited by their daughters is
56% in urban settings and 34% in rural ones. Area

of residence does not vary for elderly who are never
visited (Table 149 & 150).

There is variation among visits by the daughter de-
pending on the gender of the elderly person being
visited. The percentage of women who are visited
by their daughter "once a week or often" (48%) is
higher than that of men (39%). There is no variati-

on for age.

Table 149. Frequency of Visits by Their Kids by Residence Area and Gender (Son)

Onceaweek Atthe Oncea Only on Onceor  Whentheyneed  We have not seen We never see
oroften  weekends month religious twicea help each other for more each other
fest year than a year
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 55,1 13,4 13,7 3,7 10,6 0,6 1,6 1,2
Rural 40,2 83 154 7.2 238 038 33 1,0
GENDER
Male 454 1.2 14,6 6,7 184 0,7 19 11
Female 48,2 10,0 14,7 47 174 07 32 11

Table 150. Frequency of Visits by Their Kids by Residence Area and Gender (Daughter)

Oncea At the Oncea Only on Once or twice ~ When they We have notseen  We never
weekor  weekends  month religious ayear need each otherfomore  see each
often fest help than a year other
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 55,7 133 132 4,0 13 04 1,2 1,0
Rural 335 9,1 19,0 8,0 254 02 39 09
GENDER
Male 39,6 12,0 17,0 6,6 21,1 05 23 038
Female 47,5 10,2 15,6 57 16,9 00 30 038

In addition, individuals who were over 60 and liv-
ing away from their children were asked who visit-
ed them the most outside their children. The people
who visit the most are neighbors (46%), grand-
children (18%), other relatives (16%) and siblings
(11%) (Table 151).

Those visited by neighbors varies depending on
whether it is in an urban or a rural setting. While
over half of those living in rural environments are
visited by their neighbors (53%), this percentage is

37% in urban environments.

The greatest variation by gender is once again over
neighbor visits. While 52% of women are visited by

their neighbors, this percentage is 39% for men. By
contrast men are more frequently visited by other

relatives (19%) and friends (7%).

There is no significant variation based on age. Be-
ing visited by neighbors (47%) and grandchildren
(19%) is more common for people over 65. For the
60-64 age group, the percentage visited by neigh-
bors is 43% and by grandchildren 16%.
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Table 151. People Who Visit the Elderly Most Aside From Their Children throughout Tiirkiye, by Residence Area, Gender, and Age

Neighbors Grandchildren Other Siblings Friends Nobody visits Other
relatives
Tiirkiye 458 183 16,3 10,7 49 34 06
RESIDENCE AREA
Urban 37,0 203 19,1 11,0 6,7 4,7 11
Rural 53,5 16,6 139 10,4 33 2,1 02
GENDER
Male 393 18,6 19,0 10,5 7,1 44 11
Female 517 18,1 13,9 10,9 29 24 0.2
AGE
55-64 42,6 15,8 17,7 138 58 35 038

65+ 47,0 193 15,8 9,5 4,6 33 06
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According to the results of the Research on Fam-
ily Structure in Turkey, the approximate number
of people living in the same house, in other words
the household size is 3.9. In general, the size of the
household is smaller in urban areas and western re-
gions compared to rural areas and eastern regions.
While the largest households are in Southeast
Anatolia (5.6 individuals), Mideast Anatolia (4.9
individuals) and in Northeast Anatolia (4.9 indi-
viduals), those with the smallest households are in
West Marmara (3.2 individuals) and the Aegean
(3.4 individuals).

Throughout the country, 6% of households have one
person, 19% have 2, 20% 3 and 24% have 4 indi-
viduals. The percentage of households where there
are 7 or more people is about 10%. Almost half of
the households (45%) are made up of 3 members
or less.

Across the country, 73% of the households are
made up of nuclear families, 15% extended families
and 13% broken families. The incidence of nuclear
families is high in both urban and rural areas. How-
ever, the ratio of nuclear families is higher in urban
areas and the ratio for extended families is higher in
rural areas. While the percentage of nuclear fami-
lies is higher in the upper SES households (83%),
the percentage for extended families is lower (7%).
In the lower SES group, the percentage of broken
families is higher (25%) than other SES groups.

In the study, participants were asked questions to
understand the financial situation of the individual
and household. Participants were asked how they
met their basic needs within the limits of their sal-
ary. Half of the households in Turkey report that
they can meet those needs with difficulty or with
great difficulty (50%). This percentage increases in
rural households (55%) and in households in the
lower SES (76%).

More than half of the participants do not have real
estate (67%). House/Flat is the primary real estate
participants own (24%). There is an important dif-
ferentiation between men and women on the sub-
ject of real estate ownership. While half of the men

own real estate, this percentage is only 17% among
women. While the majority of participants from
the lower SES group do not own real estate (76%),
this is valid for only half of the upper SES group
(47%).

A great majority of households in Turkey do not
have savings (87%). This percentage is higher in ru-
ral areas (90%). A similar situation is true for the
lower SES group; nearly all the participants in this
group have no savings (99%).

Participants who have or have had marriage experi-
ence were asked several questions about their mar-
ried life. In addition, some of these questions were
directed to single individuals to understand their
perceptions about marriage better.

'The findings show that 20% of marriages were made
before 18 years of age and more than half were made
between the ages of 18-24 (59%). Marriages made
between the ages of 35-39 are extremely rare (4 ina
thousand). The great majority of marriages in Tur-
key are made between the ages of 18-29 (77%).

Marriage in the 18-24 age group is more prevalent
in Turkey. There is a similar trend for both men
(59%) and women (60%). The percentage of mar-
riage before 18 years of age is higher among women
(31%) than men (7%) (Men: 59%, Women: 60%).
While 29% of men marry between the ages of 25-
29, only 8% of women marry between those ages.
Both of these findings point toward women get-
ting married earlier than men. In both women and
men, the marriage age does not overflow into more
advanced age groups; only 2% of women and 7%
of men marry after age 30. These results illustrate
the fact that people in our country get married in

their 20s.

A great majority of participants (61%) think that
the most favorable ages for women to get married
is between 20-24. The percentage of people who
think 20-24 is the appropriate age group for men
is 37%. The percentage of those who think 15-19 is
the ideal age range to get married is low; however,
this age range is considered the ideal age more for
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women (13%) than men (3%).

84% of married individuals in the country chose
their spouses among family and neighbors, 5% made
their choices among their circle of friends and 4%
met through work. Among urban participants, the
percentage of those who met their future spouses at
work or through their friends is a little higher than
rural participants. However, in both urban and ru-
ral areas, the great majority of individuals met their
spouses through the family or neighbors.

One of the other areas the study looked closer is
how the marriage decision is made. Arranged mar-
riages are still prevalent in Turkey (61%). Half of
those who made arranged marriages married by the
decision of their families, the other half made the
decision themselves. 31% of married people chose
their future spouses themselves. While 35% of peo-
ple from urban areas took the marriage decision
themselves, this percentage falls to 24% in rural ar-
eas. The percentage of those who got married with-
out parental permission and those who eloped to
get married is (8%).

'The results show what kind of marriage ceremony is
preferred by the participants, most of the individu-
als in Turkey were married by both religious and
civil ceremonies (87%). The percent of those with
only a civil ceremony is 10% while those that only
had a religious ceremony is 3%.

In 18% of marriages in the country there is a pay-
ment of bride price. The results show that 14% of
participants from urban areas and 25% of the indi-
viduals from rural areas made the payment of the
bride price. Analyzed by region, the highest per-
centage of bride price is seen in Northeast Anato-
lia (49%). This is followed by Mideast Anatolia by
45% and Southeast Anatolia by 43%. Almost half
of the marriages in these regions were made by the
payment of the bride price. The regions where this
practice is the lowest is the Aegean (7%), Istanbul
(10%), West Marmara (11%) and West Anatolia
(11%). As the socioeconomic level rises and partici-
pants get younger, the percentage of the practice of
bride price decreases.

According to the results of the study, 22% of mar-
ried individuals in Turkey are blood relatives. 20%
of those from urban areas and 26% of participants
from rural areas have married a relative. As the
socioeconomic level rises, the percentage of those
who married a relative decreases. 20% of those who
married their relatives is married to a child of the
paternal uncle, 13% with the child of a maternal
aunt, 12% married a child of the maternal uncle and
11% with the child of a paternal aunt. Close to half
of the people in a marriage with a relative report
they married a distant relative (44%). When asked
about what they thought about marriage between
blood relatives, it was found that the majority dis-

approved (87%).

When marriage ceremonies are examined closely,
the results show that the great majority (89%) of
participants had a marriage ceremony. The rituals
of asking the permission of the woman’s family and
betrothal are also prevalent in Turkey (85%). The
percentage of those who had no ceremony at all is

quite low (2%).

During the study, it was found that 69% of mar-
ried individuals come from the same hometown
with their spouses; 79% of participants from the
rural areas and 63% of participants from urban ar-
eas come from the same town. Analyzed by regions,
this percentage is higher in eastern parts of Turkey
than western parts. While 86% of marriages made
in East Black Sea, 85% of those made in South-
east Anatolia and 81% of those made in Mideast
Anatolia are made with people coming from the
same town, these percentages fall to 56% in Istan-
bul and 57% in East Marmara. The percentage of
marriages made between people coming from the
same town is around 70% in lower and middle SES
groups. This percentage falls to 49% in the upper
SES group.

'The qualities sought in a future spouse were grad-
ed “very important”, “important”, “not important”
and “I do not want this quality”. The quality most
sought after in a future spouse among women is for
the man to “have a job” (55%). Only 4% of women
thought this was not important. That “this should
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be the first marriage for the man” (47%), that “they
have similar family structures” (37%) and the man
“being in love with the woman” (36%) are the other
qualities reported to be very important. The most
important quality for men is that “this should be
the first marriage for the woman” by 56%. Those
that do not think it is important make up 14%.
Other qualities sought in a future spouse by men
are “the woman being in love with the man” (35%)

and “they have similar family structures” (30%).

88% of the marriages are still going on, 9% are wid-
owed and 4% is divorced. According to the results
by area of residence, percentages of widowed par-
ticipants in rural areas (9%) and divorced individu-
als in urban areas (5%) are a little higher. When
analyzed by gender, the results show no differentia-
tion between divorced participants, the percentage
of widowed women (11%) is higher than widowed
men (4%).

According to the responses of divorced individu-
als, 29% of men and 21% of women see cheating
as the main cause of the divorce. 17% of divorced
women reported they divorced their spouses be-
cause of marital violence and abuse. None of the
men however, reported domestic violence and abuse
as a reason for divorce. The percentage of women
who show alcohol consumption and gambling as
the cause of their divorce is 12%. The percentage of
men who cite disrespect to his family as the cause
for divorce is 16%. The reason “acting irresponsible
and disinterested” seen equally between men and
women is also among the important reasons for di-
vorce (Men: 18%, women: 21%).

Individuals were given some statements and were
asked if these statements could be a reason for di-

Vorce.

Cheating, alcohol/gambling and abuse are reasons
for divorce for the majority. For women to display
those traits is seen as an even higher reason for di-
vorce. For instance, while 89% of the participants
see cheating on the woman’s part as a reason for
divorce, this percentage falls to 60% if it is the man
who cheats. Not getting along with the spouse’s

family and the inability to have children are seen as

reasons for divorce for the minority.

When the times family members come together
are analyzed, it was observed that family mem-
bers usually come together at a high percentage on
weekends (90%) and for dinner (89%). While the
percentage of having breakfast together is a little
lower than the other two, it is still high at 73%. The
greatest differentiation between urban and rural ar-
eas was found to be in having breakfast together.
While this percentage is 66% in urban areas, it is
86% in rural areas. As the socioeconomic level in-
creases, the percentage of those who come together
for breakfast and dinner decreases and the percent-

age of coming together on the weekend increases.

When the study looked at the activities members
of the household did together, it was observed that
visiting relatives and friends was common. On the
other hand, sociocultural activities are rare. For the
most part families continue the tradition of eating
at home, and do not go to the movies or theatre to-
gether. With the exception of “visiting neighbors”,
the percentage of family members who do activities

together increases as socioeconomic level increases.

According to the findings on who does the house-
work such as cooking, laundry, doing the dishes,
ironing and sewing, it was found that these chores
were done mostly by the women by a higher per-
centage. The percentages of those chores range be-
tween 84% and 89%. In chores such as tea service,
setting and cleaning the table, tidying up the house
this percentage falls somewhat. Chores such as dai-
ly grocery shopping, paying the bills, maintenance
and painting/whitewashing is mostly done by men.
For all the chores listed in the study, the percentage
of women who do these chores falls as the socio-
economic level of the household rises. The great-
est differentiation was found to be in “setting and

cleaning the table” and “serving tea after dinner”.

In households with a child between the ages of
0-5, the mother is the main person responsible for

looking after the child during the day (92%). This
percentage is followed by the paternal grandmother
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by 2% and maternal grandmother by another 2%.
There is no differentiation between urban and rural
areas on the subject of the mother being the re-
sponsible party to look after children in the house-
hold. On the other hand the responsibility of the
mother during daytime decreases a little in higher
educational levels and responses start to include
the maternal grandmother, paternal grandmother,
nurseries and kindergartens. Similarly, households
where the mother is the sole person responsible for
looking after the children is lower in the upper SES
group compared to lower and middle SES groups.

Results on the decision making process in the fam-
ily, “family members decide together” by 50%. In
44% of household women are the predominant
decision makers on the organization of the house;
on other subjects, men are more predominant. As
the socioeconomic level increases, the percentage
of only men as decision makers or only women as
decision makers decrease while the percentage of

family members deciding together increases.

Married participants were asked how good their re-
lationship with their spouses was. It was observed
family members report their relationships as good.
While 93% of participants report their relationship
with their spouses as good or very good, the per-
centage of those who rate their relationship as bad
or very bad is only 1%.

'The study inquired if there were problems on 12
different issues about family life between spouses
and if there are problems, the frequency of the
problems experienced. When “sometimes” and “fre-
quently” responses are taken together, the study
found that the issues of “responsibilities about the
home and children” (36%) and “spending habits”
(33%) were the ones that caused the most conflict

between spouses.

The kind of reaction shown by the spouse is one

of the indicators of intra-family relationships

when there is a disagreement between spouses and

this disagreement cannot be solved by discussion.
» «

When “generally”, “sometimes” and “very rarely”
responses are taken as a whole across the country,

it was found that men usually react by raising their
voices (70%) and women react by giving the silent
treatment (80%). The percentage of men who react
violently towards their spouses is 8%. When taken
by educational level, although there is no significant
differentiation between percentages, the spouses of
women from the lower SES group are more prone
to domestic violence.

On the subject of relationships with relatives, par-
ticipants were asked about the level of their “rela-
tionships with family members and close relatives”.
In this context, “very good” and “good” responses
were found to be mostly concentrated on the rela-
tionships with children and parents. The percent-
age of those who rate their relationships with their
children as “very good” and “good” is 97%; a good
relationship with the mother is 97%, with the fa-
ther 94%.

According to the findings on the proximity of living
quarters of participants over 18 years of age, 31% of
participants live apart from their families but they
live in the same city. This is followed by 30% liv-
ing with their parents. As a good indicator of ex-
tended family structure, the percentage of living in
the same house with the in-laws is 9%. The highest
percentage of responses to the proximity of living
quarters with the in-laws belongs to those living in
the same city by 42%. The percentage of those liv-
ing in a different city is 26%, while the percentage
of participants who live in the same neighborhood/
district is 17%.

76% of participants live with their children, 30%
with their parents and 17% with their siblings. The
percentage of those who live together with their
in-laws is 9% and the percentage of those who live
with their grandparents is 6%. The percentages of
living with in-laws (15%) and living with grandpar-
ents (10%) in rural areas are higher than in urban
areas. The highest percentage of those who live with
their in-laws is in Northeast Anatolia (18%) and
the lowest is in the Mediterranean (5%). The per-
centage of those who live with their grandparents
is higher in East Black Sea (14%) and Northeast
Anatolia (13%).
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Across Turkey, the people visited most often (sev-
eral times a week or every day) are neighbors (85%),
children (66%) and parents (50%). The percentage
of those who visit second degree relatives like ma-
ternal/paternal uncles and aunts is 24%. With the
exception of children, the percentage of partici-
pants who see their relatives and neighbors often is

higher in rural areas.

For families to have children and the number of
their children is a good indicator of the quality of
intra-family relationships, as well as demographic
trends. When individuals across Turkey were stud-
ied, they mostly had 2 (29%) and 3 (20%) children.
'This is followed by 1 (17%) and 4 (11%) children.
Individuals with more than 5 children make up 6%
while those with 6 children or more is 9%, it is an-
other 9% for those who could not have children or

have no surviving children.

Participants were asked how many children they
would want if the conditions were right. The ma-
jority reported wanting 2 (48%) and 3 (26%) chil-
dren. The percentage of those who say they want 4
or more children is 13%. Among participants 5%
want 1 child and 4% want 5 children. Participants
from urban areas or from the western parts of Tur-
key want to have less children compared to rural ar-
eas and eastern regions. On the other hand, people
from a lower educational level want more children
compared to people with a higher education. The
percentage of people who want 2 children is higher
in all socioeconomic groups. Moreover, as was true
for the number of children the family has, as the
socioeconomic level rises, the percentage of peo-
ple who want 2 children or less increases while the
percentage of people who want 4 or more children
decreases.

Participants who had children between the ages of
3-17 were asked about the kind of problems they
experienced with their children. The highest prob-
lem areas are “choice of friends” (25%), “spend-
ing and consumption habits” (26%) and “choice
of dressing style” (21%). It was observed that at
least one fourths of participants with children have
problems over these issues. On the other hand, 19%

of participants who have children between the ages
of 3-17 experience problems with their children on
eating, home rules, choice of entertainment, 16% on
intra-family relationships, 13% on choice of school
and career, 15% on attitudes towards marriage and
family life, 13% on adherence to traditions and an-
other 13% on relationships with relatives. The least
problematic issues are political views and religious
conduct and behavior.

Participants were asked if they are bothered by the
fact that there would be people who are not married
(civil or religious) in their vicinity. 66% of the par-
ticipants reported they would be bothered by this
fact, while 20% reported they would not be both-
ered. Those who report they are not bothered by
having unmarried people living in their vicinity are
younger, have a higher educational level, from the

upper SES group, divorced and single individuals.

The results show that when asked about their atti-
tudes toward women working outside of the home,
84% of participants think it is suitable while 16%
think it is not suitable. From these responses it
can be concluded that the majority of the people
have a positive attitude towards working women.
Those who think it is suitable for women to work
is higher among women, younger age groups, indi-
viduals with a higher educational level, the upper
SES group and divorced or single individuals.

The most important reason given by those who
think it is not appropriate for women to work is
idea that “the real job of a woman is looking af-
ter the children and the home”. This is followed
by “work environments are not safe for women” at
14% and “it does not fit with our customs and tra-
ditions” by 13%. The percentage of those who think
the workplace is not a safe environment for women

to work is higher in urban areas.

To measure the perception of participants on the
happiness of their families, individuals were asked
how they perceived their families on a happiness
scale. 78% of the participants responded with “hap-
py” or “very happy”; 12% defined their families as
“unhappy” or “very unhappy”.
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Participants were also asked which direction they
thought family relationships are headed. More than
half of the participants (56%) think that family re-
lationships are going for the worse while 23% think
relationships are getting better.

To understand the attitudes towards the direction of
the family, participants were asked how EU mem-
bership would affect the family structure. Findings
on this subject suggest that the majority of the in-
dividuals were undecided or thought it would have
no effect at all. While 28% do not venture a thought
on the subject, 20% said “it would have no eftect”.
An important percentage of women (37%), report-
ed they had no idea on the subject. The percentage
of those who think it will have a negative effect is
higher among men.

When the study looked at where participants most-
ly got their religious information, the percentage of
family as a source is high (58%). This is followed by
religious officials (16%) and school/10%). In urban
areas while family and relatives (60%), school (11%)
and religious texts (7%) are important sources of
religious information, in rural areas religious offi-
cials are consulted more often as a source (22%).
In younger age groups, the percentage of partici-
pants learning from the school and in advanced age
groups the percentage of learning from religious
officials and through the family were found to be
higher. Individuals reported religious beliefs to be
most decisive in their choice of spouse (81%). This
percentage is followed by the choice of food and
drink by 72%. The third area where religion is a de-
finitive factor is style of dressing. In choosing a ca-
reer (54%), voting (53%) and relations with neigh-
bors (50%), half of the individuals report religion is

not a defining factor.

Participants were asked questions about visiting
relatives, friends and close associates. Almost all
of the participants have reported visiting during
religious holidays to wish others a happy holiday
(98%), patient visits (98%), attending wedding re-
ceptions or marriage ceremonies (97%) and visits to
offer condolences for a lost family member (97%)
sometimes, generally or definitely. Going to visit

others during religious holidays is the primary visit
that is definitely made.

Family members or their close associates were
asked if they gave gifts on various occasions. Ac-
cording to the results, the primary occasion where
family members generally or definitely give gifts is
during patient visits (75%).

Giving gifts for a new baby (70%), newlyweds or
those who have recently bought a house (65%) and
military conscripts (59%) is customary. Across Tur-
key, giving gifts on the New Year (generally/defi-
nitely) is not very usual (18%).

5% of the participants have an older member who
needs constant care in the household. The percent-
age of those who need constant care is higher in
rural areas (8%) than in urban areas (4%). Com-
pared by region, households which have a senior
member needing constant care are the highest in
West Black Sea (9%), Mideast Anatolia (8%) and
Northeast Anatolia (8%); and the lowest in Istan-
bul (4%), Mediterranean (4%) and West Anatolia
(4%). Analyzed by socioeconomic level, the high-
est percentage of senior family members who need
constant care is found to be in the lower socioeco-
nomic level by 11%.

Families with a senior member who needs con-
stant care mostly need health services (43%), finan-
cial support (26%) and the support of a care giver
(13%). Those who report they need health services
(46%) and financial support (27%) are higher in ru-
ral areas than in urban areas. As opposed to this,
those who report they need a care giver support are
higher in urban areas (16%). As the socioeconomic
level rises, the percentage of those who need finan-
cial support decreases, however, the need for a care

giver increases.

Participants under 60 were asked how they wanted
to live when they were too old to take care of them-
selves. According to the results the majority of in-
dividuals want to live with their children in their
seniority (55%).
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In addition, 18% of the participants responded by
“I will employ a care giver”, 9% “I will go to a nurs-
ing home” and 17% by “I have no idea”. 11% of
those who live in urban areas and 6% of those who
live in rural areas responded by “I will go to a nurs-
ing home”. While 50% of urban individuals want to
stay with their children, this percentage is 65% in
rural areas. The percentage of those who responded
by “I will employ a care giver” is higher in urban
areas compared to rural areas (19% and 16% respec-
tively). As the socioeconomic level rises, the per-
centage of those who want to go to a nursing home
or employ a care giver increases.

'Those who prefer going to a nursing home for their
senior years were asked about the reason for this

preference. The percentage of responses “I do not
want to be a burden to my children” (55%), “My
children may not want to live with me” (16%) and
“Conditions would be better in a nursing home”

(11%) were found to be higher.

Participants over 60 were asked to evaluate their
physical condition. 10% of the participants thought
they were physically “very good” and 54% thought
they were “good”. 15% felt physically “bad” and
15% felt “very bad”. From these responses it can
be deduced that more than half (64%) of the over
60 participants see themselves as better than other
people their own age; those who evaluate them-
selves as worse is 17%.
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