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ABSTRACT

ATTITUDES TOWARD MARITAL VIOLENCE: INDIVIDUAL AND
SITUATIONAL FACTORS

ULU, Sinan
M. Sc., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu
July, 2003, 89 pages

The present study aimed at investigating the relationship
between factors that are inherent in the perceiver, inherent in the
situation; attitudes toward marital violence, attributions of blame in a
violent incident, and judgments on what the victim should do after a
violent incident. Attitudes are assessed via three beliefs that the
violence can be justified, the husband is not responsible from the
violence, and the blame of the violence can be attributed to the wife.
Factors inherent in the perceiver (named individual factors), which are
thought to be important, were defined as patriarchal and traditional
beliefs about marriage and the family, hostile and benevolent sexism,
beliefs about normative approval of violence, and gender. Factors
inherent in the situation (named situational factors) were existence of
(perceived) provocation in a violent incident, severity of the violence,

and employment status of the wife and the husband.



327 METU students (176 female, 151 male) had filled out a
questionnaire, in which a violent episode between a husband and a
wife was described. The scenario contained manipulations on the
situational factors. Other constructs were assessed via Likert type
scales. Analyses revealed that the sample had held negative views of
marital violence, but tend to disagree with immediate precautions like
calling the police after a violent episode. Both situational and societal
factors had differential effects on the dependent measures, patriarchy
and hostile sexism was found to be especially related with the beliefs
about wife beating whereas severity and provocation was strongly
related with the attributions of blame. Existence of children had
decreased the agreement with reactions that would end up the
marriage. Suggestions for future research, and limitations of the study

are discussed in addition to the findings.

Keywords: Marital Violence, Attitudes, Hostile and Benevolent

Sexism, Patriarchy, Beliefs about Wife Beating



Oz

AILE iCi SIDDETE iLISKIN TUTUMLAR: BIREYSEL VE DURUMA
0OzZGU FAKTORLER

ULU, Sinan
Yuksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliumu
Tez Yodneticisi: Dog. Dr. Nuray Sakalli Ugurlu
Temmuz 2003, 89 sayfa

Bu calisma, duruma ve algilayan kisiye ait 6zelliklerin evlilikte
kadina uygulanan siddet hakkindaki tutumlara, bdyle bir olaydaki sug¢
atiflarina ve bdyle bir olaydan sonra dayaga maruz kalan kadinin ne
yapmasi  gerektigine iligkin  goruslere  etkilerini  arastirmayi
amaglamaktadir. Tutumlar, dayagin hakli g¢ikarilabilecedi, kocanin
sorumlu olmadigi ve kadinin suglu oldugu seklindeki U¢ inang ile
olctimistir. Onemli oldugu disunulen kisiye ait 6zellikler (bireysel
etkenler olarak adlandirilacaktir) aile ve evlilik hakkinda ataerkil ve
geleneksel gorusler, korumaci ve dusmanca cinsiyetcilik, siddetin toplum
tarafindan onaylanip onaylanmadigi hakkindaki dusunceler ve cinsiyet
olarak tanimlanmistir. Duruma ait etkenler ise (algilanan) kiskirtmanin
varhgi, siddetin boyutu, ve eglerin galisma durumlaridir.

176’s1 kadin 1571’ erkek toplam 327 ODTU o6grencisi, iginde bir
kocanin karisini dévdugu bir senaryo ve bahsedilen degiskenleri dlgmek

icin Likert tipi 6lcekler bulunan anketleri doldurmuslardir. Orneklemin



genelinin ailede kadina uygulanan siddete kargi olumsuz tutumlara sahip
oldugu, fakat siddet iceren olaydan hemen sonra polis ¢agirmak gibi
tepkilere katilmadiklari gozlenmistir. Hem bireysel etkenlerin hem de
duruma ait etkenlerin bagimh degiskenler Uzerinde farkli etkileri oldugu
bulunmustur. Ozellikle ataerkil goriislerin ve diismanca cinsiyetciligin
ailede kadina uygulanan siddet hakkindaki inaniglar uzerinde, olaydaki
siddetin boyutu ve (algilanan) kigkirtmanin varliginin ise o6zellikle siddet
olayinda kocaya atfedilen sug¢ Uzerinde etkili oldugu bulunmustur.
Cocuklarin  varhgr kadinin siddet iceren olaydan sonra evliligi
bitirebilecek tepkilerini onaylama derecesini dusurmustur. Bulgularin
yanisira ¢alismanin sinirlamalari ve gelecek arastirmalar icin Oneriler

tartisiimaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Evlilikte Siddet, Tutumlar, Dismanca ve

Korumaci Cinsiyetgilik, Ataerkillik, Kadina kargi Siddete iligkin inanislar
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

From early childhood on, most of us probably have been taught that
one of the most important things in one’s life is the family that one has. Family
is the place where a child becomes an individual, a member of the society.
Family is where people find affection, trust, and love. Family is where society
finds a foundation and future. The importance of the family, perhaps, stems
from basically the two notions summarized in the sentences above. It is
important for individuals emotionally and important for both individuals and
societies functionally. How the family functions is a sign of how the society
functions, and therefore, it is not surprising that more than many institutions
(i.e. Prime Ministry of Turkish Republic) and social structures (i.e. religions),
which are concerned about the order and the functioning of the society, are
closely interested in how family should be and how the children should be
raised so that individuals are raised who will be able to carry the society to its
future.

For individuals, on the other hand, family has indispensable
importance, not for the sake of the society, but for a much more humane
reason. Other than physical survival, family is where an individual as a child
finds strong emotional bonds, relief from fear, trust, and caring. Family is the
first one of the social rings that surrounds the individual, thus the strongest
one. It is where individuals learn what “social” is.

These two conceptualizations of the family are together a reflection of

reality in which both individual well being and societal order (manifested in an
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urge for order in the family) are important for societies. Most structured
aspects of the societies (like legal systems, religions, and norms) have
always had much or less to say about what had better be going on inside the
family, regulating the relationship between spouses, and between parents
and children (Gelles, 1997; Hughes, 1999; Maidment, 1985). This regulation
of what to do and how to do it in the family, in accordance with the important
aspects of the family summarized above, is concerned about primarily the
proper functioning of the family and the well being of the individual. However,
until recently, many societies had considered the order in the family, thus the
order in the society, to be more important than the well being of the
individuals. As Gelles (1997) presents in his chapter “Historical Legacy —
Contemporary Approval” about intimate violence, harsh treatment to children
mostly by the fathers in the name of discipline is evident in many cultures
throughout the history as a good example of which side weighs more for
many societies. Another example, and also still a problem that needs
attention, is spousal violence in the family, carried out by husbands. It is
believed that spousal violence is one of the means bestowed to husbands (an
extreme one) to ensure the prescribed order in the family. The dilemma here
lies in the clash of two priorities of the society: well being of the individual and
the order in the family and in the society. This study is primarily about one
topic where this dilemma manifests itself: how marital violence is seen, what
beliefs are hold about it, and what antecedents cause these beliefs.

The order of the family, which many societies had developed, was
founded on a division of labor that men were in charge of providing physical
material (which includes defending the area, which provides the physical
material, from other families or seizing new areas) to the family whereas
women were responsible primarily from raising children (Goode, 1970;
Kagitgibasi, 1982a; T.C. Basbakanlk Aile Arastirma Kurumu, 2000). In this
order, the men were/are also the guards of the order perhaps because of

their greater physical strength, namely the leader of the family (Goldberg,
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1999). We now name this order as patriarchy, in which males possess the
power, both to decide on the destiny of the family and the destiny of the
society (Walby, 1990). As a figure of patriarch, men had the right to “guide”
other members of the family (and as a matter of fact, members of any given
group —a band of hunters, an army or a society- as strong historical male
figures exhibit) to the desired goal, whatever it may be. This role as a superior
decision maker and guard had created a segregation between males and
females, in which females are the subordinate gender even when they
undertake the role of the food provider (Bhopal, 1997; Garabaghi, 1983).

Probably one of the most primary concerns of the patriarchs was
ensuring the continuity of their names (interchangeable with genes)
(Kagitcibasi, 1982b), and this concern was met with a solution, in which the
patriarch had to guarantee that his partner will not have any babies from other
patriarchs (Buss, 1995), an act perhaps most commonly labeled as sin and
crime by most societies throughout the eras (Russell, 1957). Marriage, which
tied two individuals with a bond declared in the testimony of witnesses, the
community, and most of the time the divinity (James, 1965), had formed the
institutional basis of family as an indivisible unit, in which fidelity of women
was among the highest priorities. This suspicion of raising another man’s
baby must have led men take over the role of a leader and a guard quite
seriously, both in the level of families and the society.

Surely, this depiction of family is not representing the whole reality. On
the other hand, family is still a place where children are cared for; many
spouses have at least a kind of intimacy in-between; and mutual attraction, or
perhaps love lead to marriage (Hortagsu, 1999). Apart from being a social
contract for legitimately raising children, marriage is still a blessed and a
happy event in the private sphere of life for most of the individuals. Although
modern western view that marriage is or should be a result of mutual
attraction and intimacy has quiet recently become a norm, the importance

attached to harmonious marriages and love myths ending in ever-happy
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marriages through different cultures, and happy families seem to prove that
marriage is not only a patriarchal institution, but also a safe haven. The cold
and callous conceptualization of family and society based on patriarchal
control does not negate the fact that there is love, caring, and trust inside the
families. Moreover, twentieth century has witnessed a change in the relative
importance attached to order and well being of individuals in the direction of
the latter (this change owes much to industrialization and urbanization, and is
evident in many societies as Goode (1970) presents). This change increased
the importance attached to being happy, not only content, in a marriage for
individuals, both men and women. At least for some portions of some
societies, strong patriarchs became a figure of past generations. The
meaning of harmony or the way it is accomplished has shifted from wife
obeying the husband and being a good mother and wife, husband
considering the needs of the wife and children to two individuals negotiating
to regulate each other’s behavior. The institutional aspects of the family and
marriage began to be underrepresented in the conceptualization, and an
idealized form of marriage and family is constructed (Russell, 1957).

This optimistic view of marriage, together with the long historical
tradition of associating marriage with the divinity have prevented and even
prohibited the society from taking a closer look what has really been going on
inside the families. It has usually been thought that marriage and the family
was beyond the realm of societal action because it is a private and sacred
area (Hughes, 1999).

However, recent research indicated that families are not so safe and
loving (Bacigalupe, 2000; Dobash et al., 1982; Howe, 1997; Post, 2000;
United Nations, 1996, reported in Walker, 1999). Although the western culture
idealized marriage to be based on mutual love and affection, data indicates
that many marriages, and thus families are quite away from the way they are
thought of.
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1.1 A Short Historical Summary of Psychological Inquiry on
Marital Violence

After the involvement of many women in the labor force in Europe and
America, women began to realize that they could also do as well as men, and
even better than them on many aspects of the life. The instances of women
who did not want to stay at home and live lives dependent on their fathers or
husbands increased radically during the 20™ century and especially in the
western countries, women became an undeniable part of the public life
(Roberts, 1984). The departure of women from what was once the only
available life style had brought problems within. Men and other women had
difficult time in comprehending and appreciating a woman that was neither a
wife nor a mother. The traditional place for women was the home, where she
could serve as a good wife and a good mother. However, with increasing
involvement in the public life and apparently with more recent
conceptualizations such as “human rights”, the public opinion has begun to
change in the direction that women can be and are something more than
wives and mothers; they are persons as much as a man can be as evident in
United Nations’ “Convention to End All Forms of Discrimination Against
Women” (CEDAW).

With identification of women as separate individuals apart from their
families and/or husbands, began a suspicion (especially by women
themselves) that women might not be treated as equals of men, and this
suspicion carried on to fields of scientific inquiry such as psychology and
sociology (Straus, 1998). The feminist movement carrying within the idea of
practiced inequality with men stimulated substantial amount of research and
revealed how a subtle and hidden discrimination occurred at many levels of
the society against women (Tavris, 1992). However, along with the fairy tale
genre, it was still believed that family and marriage were places where former

lovers lived happily, although some problems could arise. Beating of a wife
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was perhaps seen as an extraordinary event, which probably occurred among
those who were not well educated, poor, or had some alcohol problems or
extremely stressful work conditions. It must have been thought that wife
beating was an extreme case of male violence, and the perpetrators were
perhaps suffering severe psychological problems (Muehlenhard, & Kimes,
1999; and Lion, 1977, cited in Ptacek, 1989). It was not until 1970s, when
sociologist William Goode had startled the scientific community about uses of
force in the family to resolve conflict (1970); scholarly interest in the
phenomenon of marital violence had begun. Soon after, it was revealed that
violence could not be neglected both because of its prevalence and
consequences for the communities (Hague & Wilson, 2000; Strauss & Gelles,
1986).

1.2 Prevalence and Severity of the Problem

To speak with numbers, it was claimed that one third of women living
in the United States would be exposed to physical violence at least once by
their spouses (Strauss, Gelles, & Steinmetz, 1980), the incident rates are not
more relieving in other countries, and in Turkey (Bacigalupe, 2000; Bosch,
2000; ilkkaracan & Glilgiir, 1996; Post, 2000; United Nations, 1996, cited in
Walker, 1999). ilkkaracan and Giilgiir (1996) report that PIAR found in 1988
that 75% of married women in Turkey are beaten by their husbands whereas
this rate was found as 63% by Arikan (1993). In a study by Rittersberger-Tili¢
and Kalaycioglu (2000), 19 percent of their sample in Ankara reports
husband-to-wife physical violence. Prime Ministry Family Research Institution
(T. C. Bagbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu) (2000) reports this proportion as
25.2%, based on a study with a representative sample of Turkey. Examining
the phenomenon further, researchers found that ordinary husbands also
battered their wives, regardless of income, education, or social status (Gelles,
1997; T.C. Bagbakanlik Aile Aragtirma Kurumu, 2000).
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1.2.1. Consequences for Victims

Physical consequences of being beaten could vary from bruises to
serious injuries, and event death (Abbot & Williamson, 1999; Velikanova &
Wessell, 1996). However, even if there is not a physical damage done to the
victims of wife abuse, many suffer from extreme levels of psychological stress
(Abbot & Williamson, 1999; Haj-Yahia, 2000a; Oral, Binici, Buyukgelik, &
Yazar, 1997). Being beaten is enough humiliating and terrorizing and being
exposed to such a humiliation and terror by the person one has married to
must be even more stressful and terrorizing. Many victims loose their trust to
other people and males since the attack comes from the very inside, from a
spouse whom one considers to be a loved one. For many victims, the concept
of home as a sanctuary begins to change to a place where she should watch
over her and her husband’s behaviors in order to avoid making the husband
angry and receiving further assault (Kelly, 1998; Giles-Sims, 1998). For
others, the relationship goes into a series of cycles, in which apologies and
affection follows violent episodes, and these affectionate, normal periods
discourages the victim from considering the violent episodes as consistent
components of the relationship that would necessitate more serious
precautions (Hughes, 1999; Walker, 1999). Furthermore, marital violence is
associated with other important aspects of societal life such as parenting
(Levendosky, 2000), adolescent aggression (Szyndrowski, 1999), and has
devastating effects on children who are exposed to marital violence at home
(see Wolak & Finkelhor, 1998 for a review)

1.2.2. The Assailants

As Ptacek reports (1998), many assailants claim to be unconscious
because of an uncontrollable fury or to be stoned by alcohol when harming

their wives, blame difficult economic conditions or their personalities as
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having an uncontrollable anger. However, their accounts reveal that violence
is used continuously in order to solve conflict by the perpetrators, therefore
although it may be resorted by husbands during times of unconscious fury or
after alcohol consumption as they claim, it is apparent that the perpetrators
accept and use it as a way of resolving conflict and getting their wives obey
(ilkkaracan & Giilgiir, 1996; Ptacek, 1998).

1.2.3. Asymmetry Regarding Gender and Consequences for the

Society

This aspect of the phenomenon gives a clue about the nature and
consequences of marital violence: it is asymmetrical with regard to the gender
of the victim and the assailant (Rittersberger-Tili¢ & Kalaycioglu, 2000). If the
victim is a male, in many cases, the wife aims to inflict serious damage and
even death since either it is self-defense during being beaten or a planned
murder since it is claimed to be the only way of ending the relationship.
However, when wife is the victim, the husband usually exerts physical force to
discipline, punish, or silence the wife (Hamberger & Lohr, 1997; Saunders,
1988). This common aspect, together with other forms of control of men over
their wives reveals an underlying process underneath the phenomena that
women are seen and treated differently by the society as compared to men
(Eagly & Mladinic, 1989; Harris & Cook, 1994). As mentioned above, until the
20™ century, women were not seen as separate individuals from their homes,
husbands, parents, or children. A woman had the value of being a good wife
and a good mother, and these two identities clearly defined and restricted
what a woman could become. Although the situation is clearly different in
some parts of the world for some societies, classes and individuals, especially
in the western societies, the influence of the male dominated world is still
evident in most aspects of both public and private life (Goldberg, 1999;
Goode, 1970; and Turkish Social Science Association, 1985).
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Therefore, although physical and psychological consequences of being
beaten in the marriage are not to be underestimated, they are not the most
severe consequences of the phenomenon. Worst seems to be the
perpetuation of a male dominated system where women had better live as
wives and mothers, and obey what males order them, especially the ones
with whom they live closely. This system gives the husband the right to rule in
the family and in the society, to maintain the order even by disciplining the
wife using physical means (Babcock, Waltz, Jacobson, & Gottman, 1993;
Erchak & Rosenfeld, 1994). It cherishes the women who live up to the
standards as loyal and sacrificing mothers while degrades those who are not
that willing to spend most of their lives serving selflessly to their husbands
and children. It puts the female individual as subordinate to and dependent on
the male, restricts what a woman can be and can do, thus enables such
extreme and violent problem solving strategies when a conflict arises.
Therefore, although the problem of marital violence can be treated as an
individual phenomenon with the primary focus on the victims and couples, the

solution seems to require inclusion of a more societal orientation.

1.3. Prevention

On the societal level, there seems to be two different but interrelated
ways of preventing marital violence from taking place. The first one, which
shall be named as physical precautions, deals with the punishment of the
perpetrators, regulations in the civil law and its practice; and protection of
battered wives. Most countries now had endorsed this kind of physical
precautions (Finn, 2000; Hamby, 1998). Especially in the west, wives facing
marital violence can sue their husbands, can apply for court order to prevent
themselves and their children being exposed to the husband, and can get
their husbands arrested. Furthermore, there are increasing numbers of

women shelters in which victims of spouse abuse can live for longer
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durations. The situation is not much different in Turkey, too (ilkkaracan &
Gulgur, 1996). However, one of the most common problems encountered by
those who experienced marital violence remains to be the practice of those
laws and precautions by officers and law practitioners (Coulter & Kuehnle,
1999; Maidment, 1985). Although the law seems to be sufficient to cope with
the problem of marital violence, its practice seems to suffer from the
inadequate approach of many male officers (Coulter & Kuehnle, 1999;
Buzawa & Austin, 1993; Post, 2000). Most of the perpetrators, especially in
Turkey, leave to their homes and wives with a few advices that beating one’s
wife is not a good thing, he should think about his children if any, and if the
incident happens again he would face more severe treatment by the police
officers (ilkkaracan & Gulglr, 1996). Furthermore, until recently, in Turkey,
police officers did not have the right to interfere with the perpetrator unless
one of the family members explicitly request help (personal experience, T.C.
Basbakanlik Kadinin Statisu ve Sorunlari Genel Mudurlugu, 1998). Even if
the incident is reflected to official inquiry, still the solution is not easily
achieved since most of the time, the families, the relatives, and common
friends interfere and try to make peace between the wife and the husband
claiming that the family should not be subject to such humiliating experiences
as courts and arrests, that they should think about their children, which brings
us to the second set of precautions, public awareness and opinion on the
issue.

It was already mentioned that most of the physical and legal
precautions prove to be inefficient by the practice of separate individuals,
forming a failure for the system to acknowledge and solve this extremely
important problem (Bakken, 1998). The reactions of individuals to this
phenomenon, which takes place in the private realm of life, thus should be
known and acted upon to arrive at a solution. As the failure of the legal

precautions indicates, the solution lies in the individuals’, and societies’

23



opinion on the issue. Therefore, it is apparent that attitudes towards the issue

are of crucial importance.

1.4. Why Attitudes?

During the decades of research on attitudes, the most common
question asked about the attitudes could be about how to interpret and use
attitudes to facilitate or prevent behaviors (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Fishbein &
Ajzen, 1975; Oskamp, 1977; Sherif & Sherif, 1967). Recent theories on
attitudes imply that in order to explain and predict behavior with the help of
attitudes, more than “who says what to whom in what context” need to be
explored. The theory of reasoned action by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and
the theory of planned behavior by Ajzen (1991) successfully demonstrate the
conceptual links between attitudes and behavior. Relating to the issue at
hand, two components of attitude-intention-behavior relationship are thought
to be important.

Firstly, attitudes, in one way or another, influence the intention to
engage in a certain behavior. Therefore, the solution of this societal problem
should inform about how one’s attitudes towards marital violence influence
engaging in certain behaviors when one witnesses an incident of marital
violence. Will the stance be disapproving or accepting the behavior? Will
health-care professionals, police officers, prosecutors, judges, moreover,
families, friends and acquaintances react sufficiently negative to discourage
the action? Since what others think is important for an individual and can be
decisive on whether someone will or will not do something, examining and
changing the attitudes of ordinary people shall prove useful in bringing a
solution to the problem. Although the debate about attitude-behavior
consistency implies that sometimes attitudes are not sufficient in explaining
behavior, it is clear that under some circumstances it does influence behavior,

therefore just making people intervene when faced with an incident of
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domestic violence, and decreasing the probability of a husband beating his
wife would worth the effort to examine the attitudes towards the issue.
Second, and perhaps the more important, attitudes toward marital
violence determines how a society in general reacts to marital violence. Since
the problem is rooted in the way the relationship between men and women is
formulated in the society, the solution must also include public opinion
change about the issue. Beliefs about wife beating play a crucial role in
understanding why the problem is persistent even though it is mostly
condemned. Furthermore, a sufficient negativity in the public opinion against
marital violence may enable the key individuals in the system such as
ministers, state officers, police officers get set in motion and more seriously
consider the means of solution to this inhumane practice in marriages. To
summarize, exploring the attitudes toward marital violence will prove useful
threefold: to understand and act on the individuals so that they may intervene
in a possible case of domestic violence, to ease the process of preventing or
intervening the action by acting on the attitudes of individuals who hold crucial
positions in those processes, and to raise public awareness. Therefore, it is
important to understand and predict what social psychological influences
determine the negativity or positivity of the attitudes one holds toward marital

violence.

1.5. Beliefs and Myths about Wife Beating

There are a series of misconceptions about violence inflicted on a wife
by her husband. As mentioned earlier, limiting the problem to families where
the husband has severe psychological problems, engaging in alcohol abuse,
or difficult financial conditions is one of them. Relieving the husband from the
responsibility of the violent act by assuming loss of consciousness, extreme
levels of stress, or violent nature or men is one of the beliefs that both

decreases the probability of practicing the physical precautions and limits the
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phenomenon to “abnormal” or “other” families (Brownie & Herbert, 1997; Yick
& Agyabani-Siewert, 1997).

Another belief, which perhaps has more serious consequences, is
justifying the act as acceptable because of something the wife did. The
champion of these justifications is perhaps having sexual intercourse with
someone other than the husband, which even some women finds an
acceptable circumstance to physically punish a woman (Haj-Yahia, 1998a;
Ulu & Sakalli Ugurlu, 2002). This belief reflects the notion that men, who are
close to them, under some circumstances, may in deed punish women and
this can remain acceptable (T.C. Basbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu
Baskanligi, 2000).

Similar to justifying violence, there is another belief, which again
causes underestimating the problem: blaming the wife for being beaten. This
belief mainly blames the wife either for not knowing how to deal with the
husband and avoid him (as a proper wife would do) or doing something that
would drive him mad (Kwiatkowska, 1998; Sorensen, 1998). These two
beliefs about the acceptance of wife beating clearly converges with the
patriarchal view of women, what they should and should not do. However, as
compared to some other conceptions (evident in some Turkish proverbs) like
beating is necessary for a happy marriage or beating makes the woman more
beautiful, these beliefs accept beating is wrong, yet justifiable (T.C.
Bagbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu Bagkanligi, 2000). Especially these three
beliefs about marital violence capture the essence of the issue: undesirable,
but sometimes acceptable. Therefore, instead of trying to assess acceptance
of husband violence directly with questions like “Do you approve a husband
beating his wife?” it seems reasonable to assess especially these three
beliefs, which do not overtly, but more subtly support violence across

situations.
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1.6. Social Psychological Factors under Scrutiny

1.6.1. Individual Factors

The first set of factors that are considered to affect one’s attitudes
towards the issue is manifestations of societal influences in the belief systems
of the individuals. These factors set the stage for the reaction of an individual
to an incidence of violence, and the reactions to marital violence at a
conceptual level. This first set, in this study, includes patriarchy,

traditionalism, sexism, perceived normative approval of violence, and gender.

1.6.1.1. Patriarchy

Considered as the main source of violence against women by many
scholars (especially feminist theorists) (Dobash et al., 1992; Strauss, 1998),
patriarchy as manifested in the views about marriage and the family is
conceptualized in this study as one of the primary factors that causes
acceptance of husband violence, in congruence with the findings of a number
of studies. The ideology asserts itself from the basic unit of the society, the
family, thus guarantees its survival and perpetuation through generations
(Goldberg, 1999; Homer, Leonard, & Taylor, 1985). In Turkey, as well,
families are founded on a patriarchal basis (Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997;
Kagitcibasi, 1982b; Kalaycioglu & Rittersberg-Tilig, 2000; Kuyas, 1982).
Perhaps a child learns what a marriage is about; what roles wife and
husband, moreover men and women take over; and how should a marriage
be like first in his/her own family (Falchikov, 1996). If the family one lives in
adheres to the patriarchal conception of family, the likelihood of the person’s
beliefs about family being patriarchal will increase. Since as a system,
patriarchy bestows the right to regulate, guide, and guard the behaviors of
women to their patriarchs (husbands or fathers); and this regulation may

involve the use of physical force, it is reasonable to argue that a person who
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holds patriarchal beliefs about family will be less restrictive in the use of
violence against women. As a support for this view, the relationship between
patriarchal beliefs about marriage and more positive attitudes toward wife
beating has been documented in a number of studies (Haj-Yahia, 1998b;
Sakalli, 2001).

1.6.1.2. Traditional Views

Traditional views concerning the family and the marriage are seen as
the link carrying patriarchy to attitudes towards wife beating. Patriarchy is part
of the traditional marriage (Kandiyoti, 1982); therefore those who value the
traditional way of marriage are also considered to value patriarchy. Traditional
views about marriage and family are also those of patriarchy since those who
stick to the status quo inherit the understanding in which women are not
separate entities in the public sphere of life, and being a good mother and a
wife should be the ultimate purpose for women (Kagitgibasi, 1982b;
Kandiyoti, 1982). Tradition, for example, usually prohibits premarital sex,
especially for females, as an extension of patriarchal control over women
(ilkkaracan, 2003). Although traditional views seem to be inseparable from
those of patriarchy, they also include beliefs about a number of aspects of
life, other than power relationship between genders. However, these beliefs
are influenced by patriarchy, as well, since as a whole, the tradition is mainly
a product of patriarchal system. Therefore, be it directly related to the
subordination of women or not, adherence to traditional beliefs, which carry
the tone of patriarchy, will bring adherence to patriarchal values, thus a

positivity toward marital violence.

1.6.1.3. Sexism

Sexism had been conceptualized as a prejudice, which was composed

of negative attitudes and discriminatory behaviors toward women (Glick, &
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Fiske, 1996), and the sexists as persons who favor men over women. This
approach may prove sufficient in competitive settings such as work place, but
does not capture the overall quality of how a male dominated ideology
discriminates against women. The essence is that women are not always
disliked. They are very well liked and admired if they behave properly as a
woman would and should behave.

This criterion of fulfilling the female sex-roles is important in
understanding the nature of sexism as Glick and Fiske (1996) conceptualized
in their theory of Ambivalent Sexism. The ambivalence lies in the intimate
interconnectedness of the discriminator and the discriminated, especially
important and apparent in the phenomenon at hand. The male dominated
ideology cherishes women, has an innate urge to protect them and need
them as both intimate love objects and loyal child-bearers, at the same time it
holds a mistrust and suspicion since they have been seen as seducers,
resident of evil, immoral and immature (Arsel, 1988), and since they can defy
their men, withdrawing from their ascribed status. Men need women, want
women, and love women as mothers, wives, and mistresses. On the other
hand they fear women, degrade them, and want to control them. This
ambivalence is put forward in the theory of Ambivalent Sexism as it consists
of three components of paternalism, gender differentiation, and sexual
intimacy that cut through two dimensions, benevolent and hostile sexism.

Both dimensions assume a dominance of males over females,
manifested in positive and negative qualities of the three components. Sexual
intimacy gives way to a desire to see women as intimate love objects while it
also carries the suspicion of infidelity and a risk of sexual manipulation by
women. Gender differentiation leads to admiration of women for their superior
qualities like morality, pacifism, and affectivity whereas it also carries the tone
of degrading them as incompetent. Paternalism sees women as in need of
protection on the one hand, and on the other hand it keeps the right to decide

what is right or wrong for women, even when this decision is against heir own
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will, and the right to discipline or punish them, for correctional purposes, of
course.

The theoretical relationship between ambivalent sexism and marital
violence is thought of special importance since both depends on an intimate
relationship between sexes and subordination of women to men.
Furthermore, the practice of physical force on the wife is mostly assumed and
accepted under conditions in which women disobeys the husband, does not
remain faithful to the husband, and fails to fulfill the roles as a mother and a
wife (Haj-Yahia, 1998a; Ptacek, 1989); conditions in which women are no
longer protected by the benevolent aspect of sexism, but punished by its
hostility (Glick et al., 2002). This conditionality of protection that men provide
to women is captured well in the theory of ambivalent sexism, and helps
clarify the societal causes of marital violence. Furthermore, violence directed
toward wives seems to be a crucial event where protection offered by
benevolent sexism clashes with hostile sexism.

Empirically, sexism, as conceptualized by Glick and Fiske, has been
found to be among the predictors of attitudes towards marital violence in
Turkish and Brazilian samples (Glick et al., 2002). Especially hostile sexism
was a strong predictor, after age, education, and benevolent sexism were
controlled for. Moreover, hostility towards women, as reported by Lonsway
and Fitzgerald (1995), is a predictor of acceptance for another violent action

towards women, rape.

1.6.1.4. Normative Approval of Violence

Previous studies (Haj-Yahia, 1998c; Sakalli-Ugurlu and Ulu, in press;
Sakalli, 2001), and the pilot study of this thesis found that Turkish college
students usually held negative attitudes towards wife beating. Other informal
interviews with a non-student sample also revealed a negativity towards the

issue on the part of the sample, however a belief that the majority of the
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society approved wife beating “I personally do not approve, but you know it is
what usually happens in our society” was a common remark. Acceptance of
violence as a part of family life seems to be related with the perception of
acceptance by the society (T.C. Basbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu, 2000).
Although generalization could be a matter of debate, it seems variables other
than negative attitudes towards the issue influence the formalization and the
solution of the problem. This belief, be it true or not, may be an important
determinant of the problem. Justification of any violent act may be easier

given the normative approval of the society.

1.6.1.4.1. Beyond Attitudes

Attitudes toward the issue may not be the sole determinant of the
failure that societies experience in bringing the issue to an end. An alternative
viewpoint may be that people hold mostly negative attitudes but still do not
act to reach at a solution (Stalans, 1996). The reason for this may be that the
issue is too private to deal with and what a direct course of action such as
legal accusations or arrest will probably ruin (the marriage and/or the family)
is seen more important than the (seemingly) reversible situation a wife
encounters that is thought could be healed. Still holding a negative view, it
may be thought that calling police, if for instance, would be a worse solution
than asking help from the elder relatives. For example, Sakalli-Ugurlu and Ulu
(in press) found that nearly 40% of a sample (both university student and
non-student) strongly disagreed or disagreed with divorce as a solution if the
husband beats his wife. Therefore, it is needed to assess and compare what
people think about the consequences of legally and physically interfering with
the phenomenon alongside the variables that influence attitudes toward

marital violence.
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1.6.1.4.2. Estimates of Occurrence

Another element in the problem is what people think about its severity.
If the problem is not seen as serious, affecting many families in the society, it
will be more difficult to convince the public that the problem needs an
immediate solution. Even if the society mostly hold a negativity toward the
issue, it will be difficult to reach at a solution if the problem is not given due
importance. Therefore, estimates of occurrence as an indicator of importance

given to the problem are needed to be assessed.

1.6.1.5. Gender

Gender can be considered empirically as the most solid basis of
difference in attitudes toward marital violence. Liehman and Santilli (1996)
found that males blamed the victim more while Falchikov (1996) found more
negative attitudes toward women and greater acceptance of violence toward
them in a sample of Scottish adolescents. In a Turkish sample Sakalli (2001)
found males justified beating of a wife more, blamed the wife more, and held
the husband less responsible. As the patriarchal ideology gives the
superordinate status to males, as women may already suffer from this
ideology and its practice, and as they may identify and sympathize more with
the victims, and they are the discriminated group, the victims, it is not
surprising that women hold more negativity towards the issue. As some
newspapers describe the phenomenon as “War against Women” (Howe,
1997), it is reasonable to argue that victims of this war will differ in their
reactions from the perpetrators of this war. Furthermore, in the study by T.C.
Bagbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu (2000), it was found that 14,6% of men
was convinced that violence “is and should be a tool” inside the family (p.
105). However, gender differences were found to be based on non-gender

related factors such as power (see Unger & Crawford, 1992 for an
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introductory summary of the findings about power related differences
between two sexes), and attitudes (see Tavris, 1992 for in-depth analysis of
gender-related differences) in previous studies. One question about attitudes
toward marital violence is that whether gender plays a unique role in
determining the positivity or negativity of attitudes. As previous studies
indicate, males and females differ in adopting traditional and patriarchal views
as well as attitudes (Falchikov, 1996; Sakalli, 2001), and it may be the case
that gender differences in attitudes towards marital violence are due to these

differences.

1.6.2. Situational Factors

The second set of factors, which act as modifiers, determine the
acceptability of violence for each situation. These situational factors, such as
the severity of the violent act for a given “misbehavior” of the wife play an
important role to decide whether the act falls within the acceptability region of
the perceiver. Even wife’s demandingness may be a reason for violence
(Hortagsu et al. 2003), However, perceptions of appropriateness for violence
(and the form of violence) differs for different occasions (Haj-Yahia, 1998a).
For example, slapping may not be acceptable for not delivering meal but
killing may be acceptable for infidelity. These factors contribute to the multi-
faceted nature of the phenomenon as they interact both with each other and

with previously mentioned set of factors.

1.6.2.1. Provocation

Former research indicates that people hold the attacker, the husband,
less responsible for his behavior, and held a more negative view of the wife if
the wife provocated the husband during a violent episode (Kristiansen &

Giuletti, 1990; Pierce & Harris, 1993). Provocation is seen as a part of a
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broader category, that is violating gender role norms. Women are expected to
be compliant and passive (Deaux, & Lewis, 1984; Tavris, 1992), and perhaps
this holds more for their husbands. Deviating this norm may reduce the
sympathy for the victim, thus leading to a readiness to justify the use of
violence. Disrespect and disobedience were found to be among the most
referred possible causes by both men and women in a study by Rittersberger-
Tihg and Kalaycioglu (1999), and were perceived as deserving violence in a
study by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002). Provocation is likely to be perceived as
disrespect and disobedience, and furthermore, it may legitimize the use

violence as a way of “fighting back”.

1.6.2.2. Severity

Explicit descriptions of injuries after a violent episode was found to be
associated with rating the incident as more serious, reporting more likelihood
of calling the police, perceiving the husbands as having less right to use
violence, seeing the husband less justified, and rating the episode more
violent (Pierce & Harris, 1993). The explicit descriptions may help realize the
severity of the battering situation. Perhaps describing the violent episode
further, and increasing the dose of violence in the incident will not allow the
respondents to ignore the violence as an acceptable consequence of a
quarrel. Furthermore, the threat to the well being of an individual will exceed

the acceptable limits of bringing order to the family.

1.6.2.3. Characteristics of the Wife

Having a job, on the part of the wife, is the characteristic under scrutiny
in this study. Previous research indicates that women who violate the
feminine roles are viewed more negatively than those who conform to them

even as victims of violence (Harrison & Esqueda, 2000). However, the
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occupation characteristic of the wife is not thought to add negativity to the
participants’ responses. 73% of the participants in the study by T.C.
Basbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu (2000) disagreed with the proposition that
women should not work. Therefore, it is expected that participants will not
perceive the wife more negatively for having a job, but rather they will
perceive a housewife more negatively for not fulfilling the wife role even
though she had the time to perform household tasks. A wife with a job will
perhaps be excused by the participants, since breadwinning is always seen
valuable (imamoglu, 1992), for contributing to the marriage by working
outside, but a housewife will be perceived as opposing to the role she had

committed to by not performing the duties.

1.6.2.4. Characteristics of the Husband

The crucial characteristic about the husband, parallel with the wife,
seems to be the fulfilment of traditional male roles, a breadwinner and ruler of
the family. Men are expected to be breadwinners, and failure in this area is
seen as more important than homemaking or than a failure of a woman in
breadwinning (imamoglu, 1992). The fulfilment of this role may be seen
enough for the men’s share in the marriage, thus bestowing the right to
demand from the wife being a “good” wife. When the husband is perceived as
having this right, it would be enough justification to regulate the behaviors of

his wife even when this regulation involves violence.

1.6.2.5. Children

Children are the most valued aspect of a family, especially in our
culture (Kagitcibasi, 1982a). Moreover, children may be the keyword in
differentiating between “marriage” and “family”. As mentioned earlier, children
who will carry the lineage of the parents, especially the father, is the primary

purpose of marriage. Existence of children will perhaps render the marriage
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more valuable and will increase the importance given to it. This increase in
importance will be reflected in the urge of the society to protect it, even if

some problems (like violence) arise.

1.7. The Purpose and Research Questions of the Study

The ultimate purpose of this study is to shed light on the complex
nature of attitudes toward wife beating. This complexity stems from mainly
two conflicting views, both about family, and about women. As put forth
before, family is thought to be subject to an ambivalence of views concerning
well being of the individual and the order and functioning in the family.
Women, as documented in the studies of Glick and Fiske (1996; Glick et al.,
2000), are also subject to ambivalent thoughts. Therefore, the interaction of
these views and their moderation by the situational variables may help clarify
the issue.

Furthermore, as stated earlier, the overall negativity or positivity of the
public may not be influential in the solution of the problem. Although there
may be sufficient negativity toward the issue, it may remain uninfluential when
faced with the break up of the family. Even the victims may state that
sometimes violence may not be a reason to end a marriage and they are
concerned about the future of their children (T.C. Bagbakanlik Aile Arastirma
Kurumu, 2000). This study takes one step further and other than the victims, it
tries to assess the opinions of the perceivers on what should be done if a
violent episode occurs in the family. These opinions are considered to be
indicative of the conflict that the society experience when faced with marital
violence, which is between protecting the individual and protecting the family.

To sum up, this study aims at assessing the influence of patriarchal
beliefs and traditional views about marriage and family, hostile and
benevolent sexism, and situational set of variables on three beliefs about wife

beating, blame attributed to husband and wife, and agreement on what
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should be done after a violent episode. The research questions are as

follows:

1.7.1. Individual Factors

1) How well do patriarchal beliefs, traditional views, sexism (especially
hostile sexism), patriarchal structure of the family of origin, opinions on
normative approval of violence in Turkish society, and gender predict (a)
attitudes towards marital violence (assessed via three beliefs about wife
beating that it can be justified, husband is not responsible and the wife asked
for it), and (b) judgments about what the victim should do after a violent
episode? Which of the predictors are the most important ones?

2) Does being male or female constitute a genuine influence on
attitudes after patriarchal beliefs, traditional views, and sexism are controlled

for?

1.7.2. Situational Factors

1) Do existence of (perceived) provocation, severity of the violence,
employment of the wife and the husband have an effect on blaming the victim
and attributing responsibility to her and holding the husband responsible and
guilty?

2) Do situational factors influence the responses concerning what
should a battered wife do? If, for instance, the incident was less severe, or
there was a provocation, do the respondents agree with doing nothing or
wanting help from relatives but not with calling the police? Similarly, does a
respondent who opposes patriarchal beliefs agree with calling the police
instead of apologizing from the husband, regardless of severity or
provocation? The interactive nature of these factors hinders the possibility of
listing each question for each combination. Data and analyses will reveal at

least some of the interactions between two sets of factors and what the
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respondents will think a battered wife should or should not do. These
analyses will also give a clue about how will society react when confronted
with a choice, in which well being of the individual opposes unity of the family.
3) Do situational factors interact differently in males and females?
4) Does adding the information of children to the family decrease
agreement with reactions of the victim that will damage the unity of the family

whereas increase agreement with reactions protecting the unity?
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1. Participants

176 female, 151 male Middle East Technical University students
between 17 and 33 years old (M = 20.9, SD = 2.11) had participated in the
study. 2.4% of them rated the income level of their families as low, 35.5% as
middle-low, 54.4% as middle-high, and 2.1% as high. 33.6% of the
participants’ mothers were primary or secondary school graduate, 24.8% had
a high school degree, 32.7% were university graduates, and 2.4% had a
graduate degree. 20.2% of the participants’ fathers had a primary or
secondary school degree, 21.7% had a high school degree, 44.3% were
university graduates, and 8.3% had graduate degrees.

44.6% of the mothers were unemployed and 50.5% of them were
employed while 90.8% of the fathers were employed as compared to 3.7%
unemployed. 5.8% of the respondents reported they have witnessed, inferred,
or told that their mothers used physical violence on their fathers while the

percentage is 25.1 for fathers.

2.2. Procedure

The participants were mostly contacted with the permission of
instructors in course hours, gaining bonus points for that course. Some others
filed out were contacted in the campus and voluntarily filled out the

questionnaire. Participants were informed about the aim of the study and the
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nature of the questions before they filled out the questionnaire. They were
asked to respond to a number of questions after reading a scenario depicting

a violent episode between a husband and a wife

2.3. The Instrument

The instrument package consisted of the manipulation vignette; scales
measuring opinions about what the battered wife should do after the incident
and normative approval of Turkish society considering wife beating; scales
about traditional views and patriarchal beliefs about marriage, hostile and
benevolent sexism; and questions about the family background of the
participant in terms of education of the mother and the father, employment

status of the mother, power relationship in the family, and history of violence.

2.3.1. The Manipulation Vignette

The vignette was designed to manipulate the occupational status of the
wife and the husband, the provocation, and the severity of the violent
episode. The vignette reads as follows:

“Zeynep hanim and Ahmet bey is a married couple. Both of them are
working ([the occupation manipulation]: one of them are working, one of them
are unemployed; or both of them are unemployed). One day when Ahmet bey
came home, he noticed that Zeynep hanim was not home and there was no
food at home for dinner. When Zeynep hanim came home he told her that
she should pay more attention to her house and husband. They began to
argue ([provocation manipulation]: Zeynep hanim left for the kitchen yelling
“‘God damn you! You are a miserable excuse for a man”). When Zeynep
hanim left to kitchen, Ahmet bey followed her, turned Zeynep hanim to
himself and slapped her in the face ([severity manipulation]: and kicked her in

the stomach as she fell to the ground).
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With four manipulations, 16 forms of the vignette are prepared. Each
16 form of the manipulation vignette is given in Appendix A.

As a manipulation check for employment, two items aiming to assess
where “Ahmet bey” and “Zeynep hanim” could be coming from; and as a
manipulation check for provocation two items aiming to assess the degree to
which the husband was provoked and the victim provoked him were added
right after the vignette. Provocation manipulation was taken from a study by
Kristiansen and Giuletti (1990).

2.3.2. Normative Approval of Violence

The items “To what extent do you think our culture approves beating of
a wife” and “To what extent do you think our society tolerates beating of a
wife” are used to assess the beliefs of the respondents about the normative
approval of violence by the Turkish culture. Participants responded to these

questions using a Likert scale between 1(not at all) and 6 (completely).

2.3.3. Traditional Views about Marriage

Traditional views about marriage and the family are assessed via a 12-
item scale adapted by Sakalli Ugurlu from a study by Hojat et al. (2000),
which contained judgments about importance of virginity for women,
premarital sexuality, sexual education, and divorce (Appendix B). The
responses ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree); higher
scores indicating more adherence to traditional views. There were 3 reverse
items. The factor structure of the scale revealed two factors. First factor,
explaining 45.5% of the variance, had an eigen value of 5.46 and consisted of
items about virginity and premarital sexuality. The second factor, explaining
11% of the variance, had an eigen value of 1.32 and consisted of items about
divorce and sexual education for young people. The scale was used as a

whole, and the alpha reliability of the whole scale was found to be .73.
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2.3.4. Patriarchal Beliefs

Patriarchal beliefs concerning marriage were assessed via a 21-item
scale, which combined 9-item Burt's Sex Role Stereotyping Scale (Burt,
1980) with newly constructed items concerning the power relationship within
the marriage such as “Men are strong, therefore they can make their wives do
the things they want” (Appendix C). The responses ranged from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 6 (strongly agree); higher scores indicating more adherence to
patriarchal beliefs. In previous studies, Burt's Sex Role Stereotyping scale
was found to have an alpha reliability of .80 for the English version (Burt,
1980), and .82 for Arabic version (Haj-Yahia, 1998b), and .83 for Turkish
version (Beydogan, 2001). Factor analysis for the combined scale revealed
two factors with eigen values exceeding 1. The first factor, explaining 38.6%
of the variance, had an eigen value of 8.1 and consisted of items about
women defying the authority of men and men having the right to correct his
wife’s behavior. The second factor, explaining 8% of the variance, had an
eigen value of 1.7 and consisted of items about employment of wives and
power of wives within the family. The scale was used as a whole, and the

alpha reliability of the whole scale was found to be .84.

2.3.5. Patriarchy in the Family of Origin

There are four items aimed at assessing the family backgrounds of the
participants: “Who has (had) the control of money in your family of origin?”,
“Who gives (used to give) important financial decisions in your family of
origin?”, “What is the education level of the mother?”, and “Have you ever
witnessed, been told or inferred that your father used physical violence on
your mother?” The first two items are preferred, instead of directly trying to
assess the power relationship between the husband and the wife in the family

of origin, primarily because financial decisions are considered to be a good
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indicator of distribution of power in the family, yet still less susceptible to
social desirability. These 4 items are used to form an index of patriarchal
structure of the family of origin (min = 1, max = 12; higher scores indicating

more patriarchal structure in the family).

2.3.6. Sexism

Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996), which was
adapted to Turkish by Sakalli-Ugurlu (2002), was used to assess sexist
views. Possible responses ranged between 1 (strongly disagree) and 6
(strongly agree) where higher scores indicate more ambivalence for the whole
scale and higher adherence to sexist views in each two of the subscales
(Hostile Sexism, HS, and Benevolent Sexism, BS). Each subscale consists of
eleven items partitioned according to the theoretically assumed foundations
of hostile and benevolent sexism. Although benevolent sexism was found to
confirm its theoretical background in previous studies, the factor structure of
the hostile sexism subscale points a one-dimensional construct. The English
version of the overall inventory was found to have an alpha reliability between
.83 and .92 in a number of studies whereas HS subscale was found to have
an alpha between .80 and .92; and BS between .73 and .85. The Turkish
version was found to have a test-retest reliability of .87 whereas its factor
structure converged with the original version (Sakalli-Ugurlu, 2002). In this
study, the factor analyses of two subscales confirmed previous studies for
HS, which yielded a single factor (eigen value 5.33) explaining 49% of the
variance. BS confirmed its theoretical structure when forced to 3 factors, last
factor showing an eigen value of .972. The inventory has an established
reliability both within and between cultures (Glick & Fisk, 1996; Glick et al.,
2000, Glick et al., 2002), and in this sample alpha reliability was found to be
.88 for Ambivalent Sexism Inventory as a whole, .89 for HS, and .84 for BS.

Items are presented in Appendix D.
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2.3.7. Dependent Measures

2.3.7.1. Questions Regarding What the Victim Should Do after the

Violent Incident

These questions aim at assessing the participants’ opinions about
what “Zeynep hanim” should do after the incident. Probable responses range
from 1 to 6 for each reaction of the victim: immediately calling the police,
applying court for a divorce, asking help from elder relatives, doing nothing,
leaving the house immediately, and apologizing from her husband.

The opinions of participants on this issue are considered to be
important since they determine what participants value more: unity of the
family in spite of violence, or rights of an individual even when it opposes
values concerning family and marriage. Participants are also asked to reply
the same questions in case of the couple has two children to further
challenge the negative opinions concerning wife beating since a family with

children is even more sacred than a marriage without children.

2.3.7.2. Estimates of Occurrence in Turkish Society

Participants are asked to guess on forced choices the percentage of
the families in Turkey in which domestic violence takes place. Six choices

were given and they ranged from “less than 10%” to “more than 90%".

2.3.7.3. Attributions of Responsibility and Blame

The two pairs of items developed by Kristiansen & Giuletti (1990) have
been used to assess the degree of blame attributed to the victim versus the
abuser. (“How much does the blame for man’s actions rest solely on the man

[woman]?” and “How much do you consider the assault to be the fault of the
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man [woman]?). The responses ranged between 1 (not at all) to 6

(completely).

2.3.7.4. Beliefs About Wife Beating

Three beliefs about wife beating are assessed in this study as
indicators of attitudes towards marital violence. The first two (justifying wife
beating and denying husbands’ responsibility) are measured by two
subscales of the Inventory of Beliefs About Wife Beating (IBWB) developed
by Saunders, Lynch, Grayson, & Linz (1987), Justifying Wife Beating (JUWB),
and Holding Violent Husband Responsible (HVHR). Both subscales were
reported to exhibit unidimensional constructs. JUWB was reported to have an
alpha reliability of .82 for its original English version and .91 for Arabic version
whereas HVHR exhibited an alpha of .68 for the English version and .81 for
the Arabic version.

The last belief, blaming the wife for violence against her, was assessed
by a 10-item scale developed by Haj-Yahia (1998b), which is named after the
belief it aims to assess (BLWI). This scale was found to exhibit a
unidimensional construct and have an alpha reliability of .86.

All three scales were translated from English by Sakalli Ugurlu; JUWB
and HVHR were translated from original versions whereas the English version
of BLWI was prepared by its developer Haj-Yahia for publishing purposes.

In this study, JUWB and HVHR were found to have single factor
solutions with alpha reliabilities .82 and .66, respectively. BLWI had differed
from its original version in terms of its factor structure, yielding a second
factor (eigen value 1.41) with two items distinguished by mentioning duties
toward children. The alpha reliability for this sample was found to be .85.

For each three beliefs, participants were asked to respond to

propositions on a six point Likert-type scale between 1 (strongly disagree)
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and 6 (strongly agree) where higher scores indicates more adherence to the

particular belief (Appendix E).
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1. Overview of Analyses

Firstly, a series of regressions were conducted to test the predictive
values of individual factors on attributions of blame, three beliefs about wife
beating as indicators of attitudes toward wife beating and agreement with
what the victim should do.

Additional analyses of variance and covariance were carried out to test
the effects of gender alone, and after controlling for patriarchal beliefs,
traditional views; and hostile and benevolent sexism.

Situational set of factors, except the existence of children, were
subjected to a multivariate analysis of variance to test the effects of these
factors on attributions of blame and guilt, agreement with the reactions of the
victim, beliefs about wife beating; and interaction effects.

The same analysis was carried out in male and female subsamples to
assess whether situational factors interact differently in males and females.

T-test was employed to test the difference observed in agreement with
the reactions of the victim when there is no children and there are two

children.
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3.2. Overview of the Sample

The sample in this study exhibited a strong negativity to wife beating.

On other variables, however, means were closer to neutral. Table 1 presents

the means and standard deviations of variables investigated in the study for

the whole sample, males, and females, and Table 2 presents the correlations

between the variables.

Table 1. Variables Investigated in the Study.

Male Female Overall

M sSD M sSD M sSD
Patriarchal beliefs 3.32 .89 2.26 .66 2.79 .94
Traditional views 2.82 1.17 2.04 .85 2.43 1.08
Hostile sexism 3.57 .92 2.73 .85 3.15 .97
Benevolent sexism 3.26 .91 3.20 1.05 3.23 .99
Patriarchy in the family 7.24 2.97 6.05 2.61 6.65 2.84
Normative approval of violence 3.03 1.26 3.48 1.41 3.25 1.34
Estimates of occurrence 3.13 1.1 3.64 1.06 3.39 1.1

Beliefs about wife beating
Justifying wife beating 2.08 1.1 1.29 53 1.69 .94
Holding husbands responsible 2.14 .91 1.49 71 1.82 .87
Blaming the wife 2.23 .87 1.60 .50 1.92 a7
Agreement with the reactions of the victim
Call the police 2.06 1.43 2.82 1.70 2.44 1.62
Apply for divorce 2.64 1.57 3.99 1.67 3.32 1.66
Seek help from elder relatives 3.71 1.63 2.90 1.60 3.31 1.66
Do nothing 1.96 1.51 1.37 1.13 1.67 1.35
Leave the house 2.79 1.63 3.60 1.78 3.20 1.76
Apologize from her husband 1.98 1.29 1.34 .97 1.66 1.17
Blame attributed in the vignette

Blame attributed to the husband 4.43 1.25 5.18 .86 4.81 1.12
Blame attributed to the wife 2.52 1.27 1.91 1.06 2.22 1.20
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Table 2.

Correlations between the Variables.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
Traditional beliefs 58
(1)
Patriarchy (2) .70* a7
HS (3) .54* A4 .66*
BS (4) .25* .38* 42* .36*
Normative (5) -.10 -.18* -.18* -.01 -.05
'(:Ga)m"y patriarchy 23 A1 -ATF A3 06 .02
Gender (7) AT .36* .56* A3 .03 -.07 -.20*
Agreement with
pro-victim reactions -.46** -.50*
(8) .54* 31 A3 09 08 .34*
Agreement with
pro-unity reactions 41** .37 A4T7* .30* .16* -.04 -.20 40" -.29%*
9)
Blame attributed to - - - o o * ok
the husband (10) -.48 -.33 -.38 -37 -.05 -.01 -.23 -.33 44 -.27
Blame attributed to 45 29* .35%* .35* A3 .01 5% .25%* -42% .28** -72%*

the wife (11)
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3.3. Individual Factors

Prior to analyses, a linear combination of three beliefs about wife
beating was formed, and accepted as an indicator of attitudes (M = 1.78, SD
= .74). Together with patriarchal beliefs, traditional views, hostile and
benevolent sexism, patriarchal structure of the family of origin and normative
approval of violence in the marriage, this combined attitude variable was
subjected to various examinations for accuracy of data entry, missing values,
and fit to the assumptions of multivariate statistics. Missing values were
replaced with the series’ means and three multivariate outliers were identified
and excluded using a p < .001 criterion for Mahalonobis distance. To improve
pairwise linearity and reduce the extreme skewness and kurtosis, attitude
toward wife beating was logarithmically transformed (min = .00, max = .66)
while patriarchal beliefs and traditional views had undergone a square root
transformation (min = 1.09, max = 2.30, and min = 1, max = 2.27,

respectively).

3.3.1. Regression between Individual Factors and Attitudes

toward Marital Violence

A standard multiple regression was performed between attitudes
toward marital violence as the dependent variable and patriarchal beliefs,
traditional views, hostile and benevolent sexism, patriarchal structure in the
family of origin, beliefs about normative approval of violence, and gender.

Table 3 presents the unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the

standardized regression coefficients (B8), the semi-partial correlations (sr”),

and R? after entry of all seven predictors.
R for regression was significantly different from zero, (R = .716, E (7,
301) = 48.55 p < .001). Traditional views (sr* = .09), patriarchal beliefs (sr* =

.20), hostile sexism (sr* = .11), and patriarchal structure in the family of origin
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(sr? = -.10) contributed significantly to the prediction of attitudes towards wife
beating. The model explained 53% (51.9% adjusted) of the variability in
attitudes toward marital violence.

Table 3. Standard Multiple Regression of Traditional Views, Patriarchal
Beliefs, Patriarchal Structure of the Family of Origin, Normative Approval of
Violence, Hostile (HS) and Benevolent Sexism (BS), and Gender on Attitudes
towards Wife Beating.

Predictors B B sr
Traditional
_ .07 15 .09*
views
Patriarchy .25 44 .20%**
HS .03 .16 A1
BS -.006 -04  -03 R?= .53
Normative -.02 .02 .01 Adjusted R? = .52
Family R=.73
_ -.002 -.10 -.10*
patriarchy
Gender .03 .08 .06
***p<.001
**p < .01
*p <.05
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3.3.2. Regressions Between Individual Factors and Agreement
with What the Victim Should Do After the Violent Incident

Prior to the analyses, two dependent variables are formed for reactions
of the victim. First dependent variable combined “calling the police”, “ applying
court for divorce”, and “leaving the house immediately”, as a pro-victim
reaction. The second dependent variable combined “seeking help from elder
relatives”, “doing nothing”, and “apologizing from the husband”, as a pro-unity
variable. These combinations also normalized the distribution of cases to

responses in both pro-victim propositions and pro-unity propositions.
3.3.2.1. Regression for Agreement with Pro-Victim Reactions

A standard multiple regression was performed between pro-victim
agreement with the reactions as the dependent variable and patriarchal
beliefs, traditional views, hostile and benevolent sexism, patriarchal structure
in the family of origin, beliefs about normative approval of violence, and
gender.

Table 4 displays the unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the
standardized regression coefficients (B8), the semi-partial correlations (sr”),

and R? after entry of all seven predictors.

R for regression was significantly different from zero, (R = .579, F (7,
301) = 21.73, p < .001). Traditional views (sr* = -.12), patriarchal beliefs (sr? =
-.21), and benevolent sexism (sr?> = .11) contributed significantly to the
prediction of pro-victim agreement with the reactions. The model explained
33.6% (32% adjusted) of the variability in pro-victim agreement with the

reactions.
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Table 4. Standard Multiple Regression of Traditional Views, Patriarchal
Beliefs, Patriarchal Structure of the Family of Origin, Normative Approval of
Violence, Hostile (HS) and Benevolent Sexism (BS), and Gender on
Agreement with pro-victim Reactions.

Predictors B B sr
Traditional
_ -.84 -.20 =12
views
Patriarchy -2.33 -.46 -.21%
HS 10 .07 .05
BS 15 A1 A1
Normative -.04 -.04 -.04
Family
-.04 -.02 -.02
patriarchy
Gender -.18 -.06 -.05
R®=.33
Adjusted R? = .32
R =.58
***p<.001
**p < .01
*p <.05
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3.3.2.2. Regression for Agreement with Pro-unity Reactions

A standard multiple regression was performed between pro-unity
agreement with the reactions as the dependent variable and patriarchal
beliefs, traditional views, hostile and benevolent sexism, patriarchal structure
in the family of origin, beliefs about normative approval of violence, and
gender.

Table 5 displays the unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the

standardized regression coefficients (8), the semi-partial correlations (sr?),

and R? after entry of all seven predictors.

R for regression was significantly different from zero, (R = .507, F (7,
301) = 14.87, p < .001). Patriarchal beliefs (sr* = .14), patriarchal structure in
the family of origin (sr? = -.10), and gender (sr* = -.15) contributed significantly
to the prediction of pro-victim agreement with the reactions. The model
explained 25.7% (24% adjusted) of the variability in pro-victim agreement with

the reactions.
3.3.3. Gender and Attitudes towards Marital Violence

An analysis of variance was conducted to test the effect of gender on
attitudes towards marital violence. The effect of gender was found to be
significant (E (1, 326) = 89.5, p < .001) with males holding more positive
attitudes (M = 2.15, SD = .05) than females (M = 1.46, SD = .05). However,
an additional analysis of covariance for the effect of gender on attitudes
towards marital violence after the scores of two sexes were adjusted for
patriarchal beliefs, traditional views, hostile sexism, and benevolent sexism as
covariates revealed no significant effect of being male or female (E (1, 305) =
1.83,p=1.18)
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Table 5. Standard Multiple Regression of Traditional Views, Patriarchal
Beliefs, Patriarchal Structure of the Family of Origin, Normative Approval of
Violence, Hostile (HS) and Benevolent Sexism (BS), and Gender on

Agreement with the Pro-unity Reactions (Pro-Unity).

Variables B B sr
Traditional
_ 19 .08 .05
views
Patriarchy .92 .30 A4
HS -.03 -.03 -.02
BS .001 .01 .01
Normative .03 .06 .05
Family
oatriarchy -.14 -.10 -.10*
Gender .33 19 5%
R? = .26
Mean Adjusted R? = .24
SD R =.51
***p<.001
**p <.01
*p <.05
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3.4. Situational Factors

The analyses of the manipulation checks indicate that the respondents
thought the husband was provocated more and the victim provocated the
husband more when there was a provocation manipulation. Concerning
employment manipulations, more than 80 percent of the respondents
indicated that both the husband and wife were coming from work when they

were employed.

3.4.1. Effects of Situational Factors on Three Beliefs about Wife
Beating, and Blame Attributed to the Wife and the Husband

A 2 (provocation vs. no provocation) X 2 (severe vs. less severe) X 2
(employed husband vs. unemployed husband) X 2 (employed wife vs.
unemployed wife) between-subjects MANOVA was carried out on five
dependent variables: blame attributed to the husband, blame attributed to the
wife, justifying wife beating, holding violent husband responsible, and blaming
the wife.

With the use of Wilk’s criterion, the combined DVs were significantly
affected by employment status of the husband (E(5, 305) = 2.25, p < .05),
provocation (E(5, 305) = 8.17, p < .001), and severity (F(5, 305) = 4.19, p <
.001) but not by employment of the wife and any interaction of 1Vs.

However, a univariate analyses revealed an effect of employment
status of the wife on the blame attributed to the husband, in which the
husband was blamed more (M = 4.96, SD = .09) when the wife was employed
than she was unemployed (M = 4.70, SD = .09) (univariate F(1, 324) = 4.99, p
<.05), n? = .02.

Employment status of the husband had a significant effect on both
blame attributed to himself where he was blamed more when unemployed (M
= 4.95, SD = .09) than he was employed (M = 4.71, SD = .09) (univariate F
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(1, 324) = 4.39, p < .05), n? = .02; and blame attributed to the wife where she
was blamed more when the husband is employed (M = 2.38, SD = .09) than
he is unemployed (M = 2.01, SD = .09) (univariate F (1, 324) = 8.17, p < .01),
n? = .03).

The effect of severity was again on the blame attributed to the husband
where he was blamed more when the act involves slapping and hitting (M =
4.97, SD = .09) than only slapping (M = 4.69, SD = .09) (univariate E (1, 324)
= 5.79, p < .05), n° = .02; and on the blame attributed to the wife where she
was blamed more on an incident that involves only slapping (M = 2.40, SD =
.09) than involving both slapping and kicking (M = 1.98, SD = .09) (univariate
F (1, 324) = 11.91, p < .001), n? = .04.

Provocation had an effect on the blame attributed to the husband
(univariate F (1, 324) = 20.22, p < .001, n? = .06) where he was blamed more
in no provocation condition (M = 5.10, SD = .09) than in provocation condition
(M = 4.57, SD = .09); and on the blame attributed to the wife (univariate E (1,
324) = 31.7, p < .001, n? = .09) where she was blamed more in provocation
condition (M = 2.55, SD = .09) than in no provocation condition (M = 1.84, SD
=.09).

3.4.2. Interactions between Situational Factors in Subsample of

Females

On the contrary of expectations, overall analyses failed to reveal any
interaction effect. However, further analyses conducted after splitting the
sample into two by means of gender uncovered interesting interactions.
Although there was no significant interaction effect for manipulated variables
in the male subsample, in the female subsample, there was a significant
interaction effect of severity and employment status of the husband on the
blame attributed to him (F(1, 174) = 4.548, p < .05), in which he was not

attributed more blame with increasing severity when unemployed whereas an
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increase in severity met substantial amount of increase when he is employed.
Furthermore, this increase began well below the unemployed condition when
severity is low, surpassing it on high severity condition. Means and the
interaction are presented visually in Figure 1.

An interaction of provocation and employment status of the wife on
blame attributed to her was found as well, for female subsample (E(1, 174) =
4.189, p < .05). While the blame attributed to her when she was employed
was less than the blame when she was unemployed in no provocation
condition, employed wife was reacted with more blame when there was
provocation as compared to when she was unemployed although attributions
of blame increased with provocation in both employment conditions (Figure
2).
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Figure 1. Blame Attributed to the Husband as a Function of Severity
and Employment Status of the Husband in the Female Subsample.

46



2.5 4 2.36¢

2.16¢

w21
= 1.74,
()
S
S 1.5 -
E —— unemployed
=}
2 - -® - employed
5 1
)
S
L
© 0.5 -

0

no provocation provocation

(1 = not at all, 6 = completely)

Note: means that do not share the same subscript differ at p < .05

Figure 2. Blame Attributed to the Wife as a Function of Provocation
and Employment Status of her in the Female Subsample.

3.4.3. Effects of Situational Factors and Gender on Judgments
about What the Victim Should Do

Another 2 (provocation vs. no provocation) X 2 (severe vs. less severe)
X 2 (employed husband vs. unemployed husband) X 2 (employed wife vs.
unemployed wife) X 2 (male vs. female) between-subjects MANOVA on
judgments about what the victim should do after the incident serving as DVs

revealed a significant effect of employment status of the husband (E(6, 290) =
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2.28, p < .05), provocation (E(6, 290) = 2.56, p < .05), severity (F(6, 290) =
10.88, p < .001), gender (E(6, 290) = 16.07, p < .001), and an interaction of
employment status of the husband and gender (E(6, 290) = 3.98, p <.001) on
the combination of DVs using Wilk’s criteria.

Univariate analyses revealed an effect of employment status of the
husband on agreeing more with the proposition that the victim should apply
for divorce (mean agreement 3.16 (SD = .14) when the husband is employed,
and mean agreement 3.57 (SD = .14) when he is unemployed) (univariate
F(1, 295) = 5.96, p < .05, n? = .02).

Provocation had an effect on agreeing with the victim should do
nothing (univariate F(1, 295) = 8.23, p < .01, n? = .03), and on agreeing with
the victim should apologize (univariate F(1, 295) = 6.9, p < .01, n? = .023).

The means are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Mean Agreement with the Reactions of the Victim as a
Function of Provocation.

Reaction Provocation No provocation

M SD M SD
Do nothing 1.84 10 1.44 10
Apologize from the husband 1.79 .09 1.48 .09

Note: (higher scores indicate more agreement)

Severity had an effect on agreeing with the victim should immediately
call the police (univariate F(1, 295) = 28.61, p < .001, n? = .09); apply for
divorce (univariate F(1, 295) = 34.26, p < .001, n? = .10); seek help of elder
relatives (univariate F(1, 295) = 23.13, p < .001, n? = .07), and leave the

48



home immediately (univariate F(1, 295) = 11.02, p < .001, n? = .04). The

means are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Mean Agreement with the Reactions of the Victim as a
Function of Severity.

Reaction Severity
Severe Less severe
M sSD M SD
Call the police 2.93 12 2.01 12
Apply for divorce 3.86 A3 2.87 A3
Seek help from elder relatives 3.68 13 2.87 13
Leave the home 3.55 14 2.91 14

Note: (higher scores indicate more agreement)

Gender had an effect on agreeing with the victim should immediately
call the police (univariate F(1, 295) = 20.42, p < .001, n? = .07); apply for
divorce (univariate F(1, 295) = 60.03, p < .001, n? = .17); seek help from elder
relatives (univariate F(1, 295) = 22.73, p < .001, n?> = .07); do nothing
(univariate F(1, 295) = 17.53, p < .001, n? = .06); immediately leave the house
(univariate E(1, 295) = 18.89, p < .001, n? = .06); and apologize from her
husband (univariate F(1, 295) = 26.56, p < .001, n> = .08). The mean

agreement for each reaction is presented in Table 8.
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Table 8. Mean Agreement with the Reactions of the Victim as a
Function of Gender.

Reaction Gender
Female Male

M SD M SD
Call the police 2.83 12 2.06 A3
Apply for divorce 3.99 A2 2.64 A3
Seek help from elder relatives 2.90 12 3.72 13
Do nothing 1.37 10 1.96 A1
Leave the home 3.61 A3 2.79 14
Apologize from the husband 1.34 .09 1.98 .09

There was a significant interaction of employment status of the wife
and the gender of the respondent on agreement with the victim should seek
help from elder relatives (univariate F(1, 295) = 6.03, p < .05, n? = .02), and
apologize from her husband (univariate F(1, 295) = 6.99, p < .05, n? = .02)
(Figure 3 and Figure 4, respectively).
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Figure 3. Mean Agreement with the proposition “Victim Should Seek
Help from Elder Relatives” as a Function of Employment Status of the Wife

and Gender of the Respondent.
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Figure 4. Mean Agreement with the proposition “Victim Should
Apologize from her Husband” as a Function of Employment Status of the Wife
and Gender of the Respondent.

3.4.4. Effect of Children on Judgments About What the Victim
Should Do

The results of the t tests revealed that except apologizing from her
husband and doing nothing, responses given to what the victim should do
differed significantly in the case the couple had two children. Participants

agreed more on “She should seek help of elder relatives” (1(320) = -6.750, p <
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.001)and less on “She should call the police” (1(324) = 5.064, p < .001), “She
should apply to court for divorce” (1(324) = 7.597, p < .001), and “She should
leave the house immediately” (1(318) = 9.577, p < .001). Mean agreement for

each item in conditions of two children and no children are given in Table 9.

Table 9. Mean Agreement with What the Victim Should Do When the
Couple Does not Have any Children and When They Have Two Children.

Reaction No children Two children
M SD M SD
Call police 2.47 1.63 2.26 1.60
Apply for divorce 3.36 1.76 3.03 1.77
Seek help from elder relatives 3.28 1.66 3.60 1.67
Immediately leave the house 3.23 1.76 2.67 1.67

(1 = do not agree at all, 6 = completely agree)
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The present study aimed at assessing the relationship between
attitudes toward marital violence and two sets of factors. The first set was
formulized as inherent in the attitude holder whereas the second set
contained changes in the attitude object. Besides, the judgments on what the
victim should do were investigated as indicators of ambivalence toward the
issue. The results of the statistical analyses were presented in Chapter 3. In
this chapter, the findings will be discussed in addition to the limitations of the
study, contribution to the field of marital violence research, and suggestions

for future research.

4.1. Discussion of Statistical Findings

4.1.1. The Characteristics of the Sample

First of all, it was found that METU students, in general, held quite
negative views concerning marital violence. This finding is consistent with a
previous study with the same population (Sakalli, 2001). The blame attributed
to the wife and the husband favored the victim, as well. Moreover, the
estimates of occurrence of wife beating in Turkish culture were high (the
mean estimation was approximately 50%), much more than the reported
frequency of physical violence in some of the previous studies (25.2% was

the percentage of the families that physical violence takes place reported by
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T.C. Bagbakanhk Aile Arastirma Kurumu, 2000; and 19% reported by
Rittersberg-Tiligc and Kalaycioglu, 2000). Although some other studies report
this frequency to be about 70% (Arikan, 1993; ilkkaracan and Giilgiir, 1996),
it seems reasonable to argue that this sample does not underestimate the
problem (even if the real frequency is taken as approximately 70%,
underestimation remains minute). It can be concluded that this sample,
besides holding negative views, thinks that the problem is quite important for
Turkish society.

However, as expected, the ambivalence mentioned about the
phenomenon seems to manifest itself especially in the frequencies of the
responses to the propositions about what the victim should do after a violent
incident. Nearly 80% of this sample thought she should definitely or should do
something (reversing the proposition she should not do anything) but this
something was “definitely” not applying for divorce for 40%, not calling the
police for 62%, and not leaving the house for another 40%. Seeking help from
elder relatives received some support (44%) as a solution but the responses
were equally dispersed to six levels of agreement. The participants were
apparently on the victim’s side (nearly 90% opposed that she should
apologize from her husband) but they were reluctant to agree with the
destruction of the marriage. These findings parallel those of another study by
Arikan (1996), in which most of the people saw continuity of the marriage
essential for societal balance (72.4%), and did not want divorce should be
encouraged (75.6%), but resorted to if all else fails to save the marriage
(92.4%) and divorce is not a source of shame (77.8%).

Furthermore, the equal dispersion of responses to six levels of
agreement holds true not only for seeking help from elder relatives but also
for leaving the house immediately and applying for divorce. This equal
dispersion is thought to lend support for the ambivalent stance of the society

toward the issue.
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4.1.2. Discussion of Inferential Analyses

4.1.2.1. Individual Factors and Attitudes toward Marital Violence

It was found that traditional views, patriarchal beliefs, hostile sexism,
and patriarchal structure in the family of origin contributed significantly to the
prediction of attitudes towards wife beating whereas gender, benevolent
sexism, and opinions on normative approval of domestic violence in Turkish
society did not (Table 4). The predictive power of patriarchal beliefs,
traditional views, and hostile sexism was in accordance with expectations,
and with previous studies (Glick et al., 2002; Haj-Yahia, 1998a, 1998b,
1998c; Sakalli, 2001). As patriarchal beliefs that a wife should obey her
husband and that the husband is the head of the family set the stage for
existence of marital violence, coming from a family where the father has
authority and power, and adoption of patriarchal beliefs together with hostile
sexist views explain an important ratio of holding more positive views about
marital violence. It is not surprising that male dominated order creates and
perpetuates these beliefs, since it is a means of protecting the continuity of
this order. As women are seen as subordinates destined to perform certain
duties, guaranteeing that they will remain bound to these duties may
necessitate even violent behavior toward them.

The surprising finding was that gender did not contribute significantly to
the prediction of attitudes although the two groups differed substantially. This
difference was in congruence with previous studies (Falchikov, 1996;
Liehman & Santilli, 1996; Sakalli, 2001; Sakalli-Ugurlu & Ulu, in press) but its
unique share in the variance was very low, suggesting that these differences
are mostly due to the differences in patriarchal beliefs and hostile sexist
views. The distribution of sexes to high and low groups on these variables
present some support to this view. This may suggest sex is not a unique

factor explaining attitudes toward marital violence but differential adoption of
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patriarchal ideology and hostility toward women among sexes is. The findings
that adoption of patriarchal beliefs and hostile sexist views among women are
also associated with more positive attitudes present support to this
explanation, as well. Following this rationale, further analysis revealed that
when adjusted for patriarchal beliefs, traditional views and sexism, gender
differences disappeared. Therefore, it does not seem to be wrong that gender
per se is not the decisive factor about attitudes although this phenomenon
clearly cuts the population into two as victims and assailants in terms of
gender.

Concerning hostile and benevolent sexism, it seems admiration for
women and believing in the protection provided to them by patriarchal system
is not enough to change the direction of attitudes toward the issue. Knowing
about one’s admiration for women, and views that women should be
protected contribute nearly nothing in explaining acceptance of marital
violence while knowing about his/her hostility toward women does. This
indicates that the protection provided to women by male dominated ideology
proves insufficient, especially when the women defy the norms about being a
“‘good” woman, paralleling the idea behind theory of Ambivalent Sexism (Glick
& Fiske, 1996). Moreover, this contention receives support from a study by
Hortagsu et al. (2003) where husband-to-wife physical violence was found to
be acceptable by one fourth of the sample for undesirable habits of the wife.
Furthermore 74% of women interviewed by Haj-Yahia (2000b) thought that
sexual infidelity is a right cause for hitting a wife. This conditionality and limits
of protection and admiration is evident in the reports of abusers (Ptacek,
1989), as well.

It is interesting that patriarchal family of origin, by itself, was associated
with holding violent husbands less responsible for their actions. As the
regression analysis indicates, coming from a patriarchal family has a unique
contribution that cannot be attributed to patriarchal beliefs. The liking for one’s

father may be associated with patriarchal practices, which in turn, may result
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in a decrement in holding the husband responsible for violence. More likely,
participants coming from more patriarchal families might have observed or
assumed a relationship between other factors (i.e. financial difficulties,
behavior style of the wife or stress) and the practices of the patriarch. These
factors are seen to be causes of conflict in the family by most people and by
the victims (T.C. Basbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu, 2000), as well.
Although there may be truth-value in such co-occurrences, it is believed that
these are not the causes of violence, but moderators. Coming from a more
patriarchal family may increase the likelihood of observing or assuming these

co-occurrences, thus decrease the responsibility attributed to the husband.

4.1.2.2. Situational Factors, Beliefs about Wife Beating, and Blame
Attributed to the Husband and the Wife.

First of all, an effect of employment status of the wife on the blame
attributed to the husband was found, in which the husband was blamed more
when the wife was employed than she was unemployed. This finding
supports the view that working outside the house is not violating norms where
one third of the employed population is composed of females (Devlet istatistik
Enstitusu, 2003). Although within the norms, employment should not come
before family and children even according to the constitution, until recently.
Perhaps the importance of this duty excels for those who chose it by not
getting employed in the eyes of our sample. The husband was blamed less
because the wife seemed to be perceived as accepting the role of a
housewife by choosing to stay unemployed, and not fulfilling this role. This
may be due to perceiving the wife not fulfilling her share in the marriage, and
spending time for leisure activities instead of taking care of the house. The
responses given to the question “Where do you think Zeynep Hanim was
coming from?” when she was unemployed supports this view. Most of the

responses included “Gun”, in which females meet in a house to socialize.
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Employment of the husband has also the expected effect. He was
blamed more and the wife was blamed less when the husband was
unemployed. Perhaps, he was seen as not fulfilling his share of breadwinning
(the most important quality of a male, even according to the civil law (articles
152, 186; until recently) and has no right to demand any kind of contribution
from his wife, let alone get angry and use violence.

As expected, and consistent with previous findings (Pierce & Harris,
1993) severity had an effect on blame attributed to the husband where he
was blamed more when the act involves both slapping and hitting than only
slapping, and on the blame attributed to the wife where she was blamed more
on an incident that involves only slapping than involving both slapping and
kicking. Perhaps, kicking the wife, who has fallen to the floor, was seen out of
the boundaries of acceptable punishment, whereas slapping was not. It was
more acceptable and perhaps less serious that the wife could be blamed for
its occurrence (even victims may think slapping is not a form of violence (T.C.
Bagbakanlik Aile Arastirma Kurumu, 2000). This supports the mentioned view
that, in case of marital violence, there are boundaries for the use of violence
but it is not discarded or prohibited altogether. A slap was not perhaps seen
as a serious threat to the individual well being as slapping and kicking, shall it
be for a minute act like not preparing dinner.

Provocation had the same effect as severity on the blame attributed to
the husband and the wife, but perhaps for other reasons. Firstly, the
respondents perhaps held, at least partly, the belief that men cannot control
themselves (13%). Therefore, part of the blame must be attributed to this
attribute. Second, and perhaps more important, the wife was seen less
innocent and more deserving when she calls her husband “a miserable
excuse for a man”. It was found in previous studies that the perceivers
sympathize less with the victim if she behaves that could be inferred as
provocation (Kristiansen & Giuletti, 1990) and the current sample inferred this

statement as provocation as responses to the manipulation check implies.
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Furthermore, the expression “miserable excuse for a man” was seen as
provocation perhaps primarily because it threatens the manhood of the
husband. Given that our culture is one of permitting and even encouraging
violent acts under some circumstances (Magnarella, 1982), it is reasonable to

argue that a provocation will be expected to result in retaliation.

4.1.2.3. Individual Factors and Opinions on What the Victim
Should Do

Firstly, it was found that traditional views, patriarchal beliefs, and
benevolent sexism contributed significantly to the prediction of pro-victim
agreement with the reactions whereas patriarchal beliefs, patriarchal structure
in the family of origin, and gender contributed significantly to the prediction of
pro-victim agreement with the reactions.

It seems to be especially important that benevolent sexism is
associated with pro-victim responses (calling the police, applying for divorce,
and leaving the house immediately). Although benevolent sexism fails to
change the acceptance of violence as discussed above, it clearly offers
predictive power in supporting the victim when she decides to end the
marriage. If these two constructs are worded as following, the relationship
would be clearer: the more one thinks women are in need of protection, the
more s/he will agree with reactions aimed at protecting her. However, it is
difficult to infer whether supporting the victim to end the marriage means
supporting her to live by herself as an individual or to seek shelter in another
marriage (or in the family of origin) under the protection of another man
(husband or father). As the nature of benevolent sexism indicates (Glick &
Fiske, 1996), latter seems more probable.

Traditional views and patriarchal beliefs about marriage and the family
clearly oppose breaking up of a marriage (Arikan, 1996). Although these two
constructs seem to be closely related, the reasons may be different. Out of
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mere speculation, traditional views may be opposing the victim when she
decides to end it because of the importance of the family per se while
patriarchal beliefs may involve an urge to keep the woman in the marriage,
not leaving the husband deprived of the advantages of the marriage, even if
he beats his wife. For patriarchy, the family is not important for itself but for its
functionality for men.

This speculation receives some support from the analyses of
agreement with pro-unity reactions of the victim. Gender had a unique and
substantial contribution in predicting agreement with pro-unity reactions of the
wife, not explainable by traditionalism or patriarchal beliefs. Further analyses
indicate that males supported pro-unity reactions more than women. While
household tasks receive little attention from men and they are not expected to
do housework (imamoglu, 1992), they perhaps accept the need of someone

doing housework even that someone is faced with violence.

4.1.2.4. Situational Factors and Opinions on What the Victim
Should Do

It was found that the participants agreed more with the proposition that
the victim should apply for divorce when the husband was employed than he
was unemployed. This finding may be a resulting out of pity for the husband
perhaps because he failed at the most important aspect of life for a man. On
the other hand, a man is perceived as more capable of looking after himself
after the divorce, at least on dimensions other than household tasks, and it is
believed that one of the most important problems a divorced man faces would
be housework (Arikan, 1996). The participants may have thought that the
husband would not be able to look after himself (and would not be able to hire
someone) when he was unemployed.

Interestingly, an effect for the employment status of the wife did not

emerge on agreement with any of the reactions. This may partly be due to
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perceiving a wife primarily as a housewife and employment information may
not reach significance in evaluating the incident. Although the respondents
had comprehended the victim was employed as the manipulation check
indicates, it seems they did not see this information relevant to what she
should do after a violent incident.

Provocation had an effect on agreement with two of the pro-unity
reactions: doing nothing, and apologizing from the husband. This relationship
perhaps reflects an antipathy toward the victim, rather than a unity
orientation. As Pierce and Harris report (1993), the victim is liked less and the
assailant is liked more when there is provocation. They argue that this
“general affective evaluation” (p. 784) leads to assigning more responsibility
to the victim in a violent incident. Perhaps doing nothing and apologizing from
the husband received support because of this assigned responsibility to the
wife when she was perceived to provocate the husband.

Increasing severity, on the other hand, has met with considerable
increase in agreement with pro-victim reactions (calling the police, leaving the
house, and applying for divorce). As expected, the protection of individual
well being weighed more when the threat was greater. The participants
agreed mostly with applying for divorce, and least with calling the police,
perhaps as an indication of the mentioned ambivalence to marital violence.
As discussed earlier, breaking up of a family by divorce is subject to the same
ambivalence, as well. Severity seems to resolve this ambivalence toward
family and individual well being as evident also in the responses to the
proposition “She should call the police”. 120 out of 163 respondents
expressed that the victim should not or should definitely not call the police
when the incident involved only slapping whereas 83 out of 164 respond
expressed this when the incident involved kicking also. There are perhaps
certain limits for protecting the order and unity of the family, and increasing

severity has exceeded that limit. Violence has met a strong opposition, even
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for the price of perhaps irreversible action that would end the marriage, but
only when this limit is exceeded.

Gender had an effect on agreement with each one of the propositions.
It is not surprising that females agreed more with pro-victim propositions since
they are more likely to sympathize with the victim (Pierce & Harris, 1993),
more likely to suffer from the patriarchal ideology whereas males are the
apparent perpetrators of their subordination. A parallel finding was reported
by Sakalli-Ugurlu and Ulu (in press) for a sample drawn from a larger
population in Ankara. Pierce and Harris argue that women primarily engage in
emotional evaluation of the violent incident and can invoke more empathy
whereas Arikan (1993) argues adoption of patriarchal values by males render
them more prone to accepting violence against women. Given the lack of
unique contribution of gender in predicting attitudes toward marital violence,
this study lends support to differential adoption of patriarchy by sexes.
Perhaps both explanations are valid since females do not support patriarchal
views much and men may be less able to sympathize with a victim.

Although more interactions were expected, the only interaction effect
was observed between employment status of the wife and gender of the
respondent on agreement with the proposition that the victim should seek
help from elder relatives, and should apologize from her husband.The
agreement with the proposition that the victim should seek help from elder
relatives met with a decrease when she is employed on the part of females,
but with no change on the part of males. This can be explained, perhaps, by
more faith in the independent women by females. Employment is assosciated
with more efficacy and status in the family in urban settings (Kagitgibasi,
1986), and as generations passes Turkish women seem to be more inclined
to pursue careers (Kandiyoti, 1982) thus the victim is not in need to seek help
to settle the conflict inside the family or to protect her rights when she is
employed. Males may be sharing this view as their agreement with the

proposition that the victim should apologize from her husband has met with a
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substantial decrease when the wife is employed whereas women’s responses
remained the same. Females think it is always unacceptable to apologize
after having been hit but males think this is also conditional. If the wife is
unemployed, males may think it would be better for the wife to remain in the

marriage since she does not have the financial means to look after herself.

4.1.2.5. Children and Opinions on What the Victim Should Do

The effect of children on judgments of the respondents concerning
what the victim should do was in accordance with the expectations.
Agreement with pro-victim reactions (calling the police, applying for divorce,
and leaving the house) has undergone a substantial decrease when
existence of children is mentioned. This finding lends support to the view
formulated in Chapter 1 that the stance of the society to marital violence is
determined by two factors, value given to the individual well-being, and value
given to the family. As the value of the family increases, the value given to the
individual can be sacrificed for continuity of the family. This decrease in
responses is considered as the proof of conflict of priorities a society is faced
with in the case of marital violence. This finding contradicts Arikan (1996), in
which majority of the participants stated a couple with children can divorce.
However, it is believed that this contradiction is superficious since the same
sample stated divorce as a last resort when all else fails. They may be
responding to the items about divorce of a couple with children with a mindset
predominantly influenced by this view, thus taking those items for a marriage
in which all else failed. This mindset may be enforced by the items “Children
can live with one of the divorced parents if they would be more in peace” as
opposed to “The children should live with their parents even if they

continuously quarrel”.
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4.2. Limitations of the Current Study

The first problem, as it is usually with student samples, is one of
generalizability. Although previous studies by Sakalli-Ugurlu & Ulu (in press),
and Glick et al. (2002) report similar patterns, at least for sexism and support
for patriarchy, for student and non-student samples, there is not enough
empirical evidence that this similarity also holds for other factors. However,
theoretical relationships together with empirical support in this study seem to
indicate a similarity of associations for especially individual factors and
attitudes toward marital violence for non-student population. Furthermore,
given the fact that non-student sample in these previous studies held more
positive attitudes about marital violence, more support for patriarchy, and
more adherence to traditional views, it would be reasonable to argue that they
will demonstrate similar patterns, especially concerning the judgments on
what the victim should do. Although the hypotheses and findings of this study
are not directly compatible with previous studies (especially concerning
agreement with what the victim should do), some items about break-up of the
marriage because of violence reveal that more representative samples value
unity of the family more. This may either mean the ambivalence experienced
by this sample is a result of more egalitarian views about marriage and value
of the individual, limiting the generalizability of the findings, or the
ambivalence will also be higher since ambivalence about women and value
given to them is higher, as well. To conclude, against all odds, there seems to
be little reason to conclude that these findings are not generalizable at all.

The length of the questionnaire is perhaps another weakness of the
study. The urge to obtain as much information as possible has perhaps
hindered the associations between the manipulations and the beliefs about
wife beating. As only first set of dependent variables (attributions of blame
and guilt, and judgments on what the victim should do) immediately follow the

manipulation vignette, and as there is a quite deal of reading material
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between the manipulations and second set of dependent measures (beliefs
about wife beating), the participants may not even have remembered the
manipulations when they respond to these scales. The order of the scales
could be manipulated to prevent this effect.

Another problem is about drawing causal inferences for individual
factors. Since these factors are assessed as is, and not manipulated, it is
hard to talk about their causal effects on the dependent measures.

Lastly, although the study aimed at assessing the judgments on the
reactions of the victim, participants were forced to respond to predetermined
propositions. There may well be other dimensions that are evaluated in the
reactions of a victim, which may be overlooked by this set of reactions. The
predetermined dimension was pro-unity — pro-victim dimension, however,
another dimension could be immediacy. Participants agreed less with
reactions that are given right after the incident. They may be reluctant to
support quick and decisive reactions such as calling the police. Although this
may, again, stem from the value attached to the family leading to a judgment

that decisions about it must be thought about deeply before acting.

4.3. Significance of the Current Study and Suggestions for Future

Research

Differing from previous studies on attitudes toward marital violence,
this study aims at empirically assessing the causes that hinder the negativity
of the society toward the issue from arriving at a solution. It was known that
society holds generally negative attitudes toward wife beating (Haj-Yahia,
1998c; Falchikov, N., 1996; Sakalli, 2001) and inferred that this negativity is
not sufficient because the problem resides in a sacred and private area of life.
However, this study, by formulating the problem as a conflict between two
priorities of the society, gave way to empirical assessment of this conflict,

leading to ambivalence. Furthermore, although failed to achieve a
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comprehensive set of relationships between situational factors and Individual
factors, this study aimed at assessing the interactive nature of the
phenomenon, not only within Individual and situational factors, but also
between these two sets.

As mentioned in the previous section, a sample representative of
Turkish society ought to be employed. Concerning the importance of the
problem, a generalizable estimation of the society’s attitudes is worthy of
scientific investigation. Although a previous study by Sakalli Ugurlu, & Ulu (in
press) assessed a representative Ankara sample, more research is needed to
establish convergence in the estimates and determinants of attitudes.

Sampling shall be based on predetermined constructs in future studies
for causal inference. Groups with extreme levels of patriarchal beliefs or
families, which exhibit a patriarchal structure, may be studied as well as
manipulating the aforementioned societal constructs via salience or forced
agreement like making the participants defend a pro-patriarchal position.

Future studies shall also focus on different aspects of the
phenomenon, as trying to obtain as much information as possible brings
problems of internal validity within. Controlled experiments may help
understanding the causal relationships of each construct with attitudes.

As this study demonstrates, not only positivity or negativity of attitudes
influence the reactions to marital violence. The prices that the societies are
willing to pay (even if this price may seem to include weakening the family

structure) needs to be assessed more closely.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

THE MANIPULATION VIGNETTE

1) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir cifttir. ikisi de calismaktadir. Bir
gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam
yemedi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona
evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi gerektigini soyler. Tartismaya
baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu
kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar (employed man, employed woman, no

provocation, less severe).

2) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir gifttir. ikisi de calismaktadir. Bir
gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam
yemedi i¢in evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona
evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi gerektigini soyler. Tartismaya
baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu
kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar ve yere dusen Zeynep hanimin karnini

tekmeler (employed man, employed woman, no provocation, severe).

3) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir cifttir. ikisi de ¢alismaktadir. Bir
guin Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam
yemedi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona

evine ve kocasina daha ¢ok ilgi gostermesi gerektigini sOyler. Tartigmaya
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baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek
misin!” der ve Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru gevirip bir tokat

atar (employed man, employed woman, provocation, less severe).

4) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evili bir ¢ifttir. ikisi de calismaktadir. Bir
gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam
yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona
evine ve kocasina daha ¢ok ilgi gostermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya
baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek
misin!” der ve Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru gevirip bir tokat
atar ve yere dusen Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (employed man,

employed woman, provocation, severe).

5) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey issiz, Zeynep
hanim ise ¢alismaktadir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin
evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder.
Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi
gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken
Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar

(unemployed man, employed woman, no provocation, less severe).

6) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey issiz, Zeynep
hanim ise ¢alismaktadir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin
evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder.
Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi
gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken
Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar ve yere
digsen Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (unemployed man, employed

woman, no provocation, severe).
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7) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey issiz, Zeynep
hanim ise ¢aligmaktadir. Bir gin Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin
evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder.
Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi
gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken
“Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip
onu kendine dogru gevirip bir tokat atar (unemployed man, employed woman,

provocation, less severe).

8) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey issiz, Zeynep
hanim ise ¢alismaktadir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep Hanimin
evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark eder.
Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi gostermesi
gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga giderken
“Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip
onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar ve yere dusen Zeynep hanimin

karnini tekmeler (unemployed man, employed woman, provocation, severe).

9) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir gifttir. Ahmet bey calismakta,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha cok ilgi
gostermesi gerektigini soyler. Tartismaya baglarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar

(employed man, unemployed woman, no provocation, less severe).

10) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey calismakta,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark

eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha cok ilgi
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gOstermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru ¢evirip bir tokat atar
ve yere dusen Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (employed man, unemployed

woman, no provocation, severe).

11) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir gifttir. Ahmet bey calismakta,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi
gOstermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey
arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar (employed man,

unemployed woman, provocation, less severe).

12) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey calismakta,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha cok ilgi
gostermesi gerektigini soyler. Tartismaya baglarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey
arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar ve yere duisen
Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (employed man, unemployed woman,

provocation, severe).

13) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir cifttir. Ahmet bey issiz,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir guin Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi

gOstermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
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giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru ¢evirip bir tokat atar

(unemployed man, unemployed woman, no provocation, less severe).

14) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir ¢ifttir. Ahmet bey issiz,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi icin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi
gOstermesi gerektigini soyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken Ahmet bey arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru gevirip bir tokat atar
ve yere diusen Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (unemployed man,

unemployed woman, no provocation, severe).

15) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir cifttir. Ahmet bey issiz,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir guin Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi
gOstermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey
arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru gevirip bir tokat atar (unemployed man,

unemployed woman, provocation, less severe).

16) Zeynep hanim ve Ahmet bey evli bir cifttir. Ahmet bey issiz,
Zeynep hanim ise ev kadinidir. Bir gun Ahmet bey eve geldiginde Zeynep
Hanimin evde olmadigini ve aksam yemegi igin evde bir sey olmadigini fark
eder. Zeynep hanim eve gelince ona evine ve kocasina daha c¢ok ilgi
gOstermesi gerektigini sdyler. Tartismaya baslarlar. Zeynep hanim mutfaga
giderken “Allah belani versin. Sen de erkek misin!” der ve Ahmet bey
arkasindan gidip onu kendine dogru cevirip bir tokat atar ve yere dusen
Zeynep hanimin karnini tekmeler (unemployed man, unemployed woman,

provocation, severe).
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APPENDIX B.

TRADITIONAL BELIEFS ABOUT MARRIAGE AND THE FAMILY

Evlilik 6ncesi ciftlerin birlikte yasamalarina kargiyim.

Genglere dogum kontroll ogretilmelidir.

Evlilik dncesi cinsellik yasayan kizlara kotu gozle bakarim.

Okullarda cinsellik egitimine gerek yoktur.

Bosanma daha kolay hale getirilmelidir.

Evlilik dncesi cinsel iliskiye karsiyim.

Erkeklerin bakire kizlarla evlenmek istemelerine olumlu bakiyorum.

Evlilik 6ncesi cinsel iliskide bulunmak erkekler icin kabul edilebilir ama

kizlar icin kabul edilemez.

9) Eger bir erkek, geng bir kizi hamile birakirsa onunla evienmelidir.

10)Ebeveynler, geginemeseler bile c¢ocuklarinin iyiligi i¢in  birlikte
yasamalidirlar.

11)Gengler, evlenmeden aile ocagindan ayrilip tek basina yasayabilirler.

12)Kadinlar kendilerini evlenecekleri erkege saklamalidir.
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APPENDIX C.

PATRIARCHAL BELIEFS ABOUT MARRIAGE

Bir kadin toplum igcinde kocasina ters dusecek davraniglari asla
yapmamalidir.

Kadinlar kocalarina karsa saygida kusur etmezlerse aile iginde sorun
clkmaz.

Evlenmek ve aile kurmak istemeyen kadinda bir sorun var demektir.
Erkekler gugladur, bu nedenle eslerine istediklerini yaptirabilirler.
Kadinlarin kariyer sahibi olmasi kabul edilebilir, fakat evlilik ve aile 6nce
gelmelidir.

Kadinin kocasina kargi yaptirrm gucu olmahdir.

Bir kasinin sarhos olmasi, bir erkegin sarhos olmasindan daha kotu
gorundar.

Kadinin galismasi aile dizenini olumsuz yonde etkiler.

Kadinlarin istediklerini elde etmek i¢in dogrudan sormak yerine kadinsi

cazibelerini kullanmalari daha iyidir.

10)Erkek, karisinin yanlis davraniglarini dizeltmesi igin onu uyarabilir.

11)Kadin herhangi bir konuda kocasina danismadan karar vermemelidir.

12)Bir kadinin bara tek basina gitmesinde yanlis bir sey yoktur.

13)Kadin kocasinin otoritesini sarsacak davraniglardan kaginmalidir.

14)Evlendiginde kadinin bakire olmasi 6nemlidir.

15)Aile yapisini korumak igin evin reisi erkek olmalidir.

16)Kadin kocasinin onayini almadan bir is bulup ¢alismamalidir.
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17)Bir erkek, yaninda bulunan kadinin baska bsr erkek tarafindan taciz
edilmesi durumunda pasif kalmamalidir.

18)Erkekler eslerine kargi yaptirim gucune sahip olmalidir.

19)Cocuklarina bakmak ve ev igleri ile ugrasmak kadinlarin en &6nemli
gOrevleridir.

20)Disari ¢ikildiginda kadinin masraflari 6demesi normaldir.

21)Kadin, kocasini yanlis davranislarini duzeltmesi igin uyaramaz.
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APPENDIX D.

AMBIVALENT SEXISM INVENTORY

1)

8)
9)

Ne kadar basarili olursa olsun bir kadinin sevgisine sahip olmadikga bir
erkek gercek anlamda butun bir insan olamaz.

Gergekte bircok kadin “esitlik” arlyoruz maskesi altinda ise alinmalarda
kendilerinin kayirilmasi gibi 6zel muameleler ariyorlar.

Bir felaket durumunda kadinlar erkeklerden 6nce kurtariimalidir.

Birgok kadin masum s6z veya davranislari cinsel ayrimcilik olarak
yorumlamaktadir.

Kadinlar cok ¢cabuk alinirlar.

Kargi cinsten biri ile romantik iligki olmaksizin insanlar hayatta gergekten
mutlu olamazlar.

Feministler gercekte kadinlarin erkeklerden daha fazla guce sahip
olmalarini istemektedirler.

Bircok kadin ¢cok az erkekte olan bir safliga sahiptir.

Kadinlar erkekler tarafindan el Ustinde tutulmali ve korunmalidir.

10)Birgok kadin erkeklerin kendileri igin yaptiklarina tamamen minnettar

olmamaktadirlar.

11)Kadinlar erkekler Uzerinde kontroli saglayarak gu¢ kazanmak

hevesindeler.

12)Her erkeg@in hayatinda hayran oldugu bir kadin olmalidir.
13)Erkekler kadinsiz eksiktirler.

14)Kadnlar isyerlerindeki problemleri abartmaktadirlar.
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15)Bir kadin bir erkegin baglihgini kazandiktan sonra genellikle o erkege siki
bir yular takmaya calisir.

16)Adaletli bir yarismada kadinlar erkeklere karsi kaybettikleri zaman tipik
olarak kendilerinin ayrimcilida maruz kaldiklarindan yakinirlar.

17)lyi bir kadin erkegi tarafindan yiceltilmelidir.

18)Erkeklere cinsel yonden yaklasilabilir olduklarini gdsterircesine sakalar
yapip daha sonra erkeklerin tekliflerini reddetmekten zevk alan birgok
kadin vardir.

19)Kadinlar erkeklerden daha yuksek ahlaki duyarliida sahip olma
egilimindedirler.

20)Erkekler hayatlarindaki kadin igin mali yardim saglamak igin kendi
rahatlarini gonalla olarak feda etmelidirler.

21)Feministler erkeklere makul olmayan istekler sunmaktadirlar.

22) Kadinlar erkeklerden daha ince bir kiltlr anlayisina ve zevkine sahiptirler.
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APPENDIX E.

JUWB, HVHR, AND BLWI

JUSTIFYING WIFE BEATING

Kendisiyle yaptigi anlagsmalari bozsa bile, bir kocanin karisini dovmeye
hakki yoktur.

Eger bir kadin kocasinin erkekligine meydan okursa, kocasinin onu
dovmeye hakki vardir.

Devaml olarak kocasinin zayif yanlarini hatirlatan kadin dayak yemeyi
hak ediyordur.

Kocasina yalan sOyleyen kadin dovulmeyi hak eder.

Cinsel agidan kocasina sadik olmayan kadin dovulmeyi hak eder.

Kocalari tarafindan dovulmek bazi kadinlara iyi gelir.

Kocanin karisina ara sira attig1 dayak evliligin yirimesine yardimci olur.
Bir erkegin karisini dévmesine hi¢ bir mazeret bulunamaz.

Kocasiyla cinsel iligkiye girmeyi devamli olarak reddeden bir kadin dayak

istiyor demektir.

10)Eger kocasinin anne babasina ve kardeslerine gereken saygiyi

gOstermiyorsa, kocanin karisini dovmeye hakki vardir.

11)Eger akrabalarina saygi gostermiyorsa kocanin karisini dovmeye hakki

vardir.

12)Arkadaslarinin éninde kendisini asagilarsa kocanin karisini dévmeye

hakki vardir.
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13)Kocasina surekli olarak karsi cikan ve onun sézinu dinlemeyen kadin
dayak istiyordur.
14)Kocasinin beklentilerini surekli olarak bosa c¢ikaran kadin dovulmeyi hak

eder.

HOLDING VIOLENT HUSBANDS RESPONSIBLE

1) Karisini déven ve onu devamli istismar eden kocalar her zaman bu
davraniglarindan sorumlu tutulmalidirlar.

2) Karisini déven bir erkek bu davranisindan sorumludur ¢unki karisi ne
yaparsa yapmis olsun erkek kendisini kontrol etmelidir.

3) Erkekler kendilerini kontrol edemezler. Bu yuzden siddet gosteren kocalar
bu davraniglari yuzianden sorumlu tutulamazlar.

4) Siddet gosteren bir koca bu davranigindan tamamiyle sorumlu dedgildir

¢unkl bunun sebepleri karisi ve gunlik hayat kosullaridir.

BLAMING THE WIFE FOR VIOLENCE AGAINST HER

1) Eger bir erkek karisini doverse bu genelde karisinin hatali davranigi
yuzundendir.

2) Cok konusan ve kocasini devamli elestiren bir kadin dévilmek istiyordur.

3) Bazen kadinlar bilingli olarak kocalarini kizdirmak i¢in kigkirtirlar ve dayak
yerler.

4) Cogu durumda kadinin kocasina ve g¢ocuklarina kargi davraniglari dayak

yemesinin sebebidir.
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5) Bir cok durumda koca, karisini ¢cok para harcamak veya evi ve ¢ocuklari
ihmal etmek gibi hatali davraniglarindan dolayi dover.

6) Dayak yemis bir kadin bu durumdan tamamen kendisi sorumludur ¢unku
mutlaka kocasini rahtsiz edip kizdiracak bir sey yapmistir.

7) Dayak yemis bir kadin bu durumdan tamamen kendisi sorumludur ¢lnkd
mutlaka kocasina dirdir edip durmustur.

8) Eger dovulmus olan kadin sinirlarini bilip kocasindan kaginabilseydi
kesinlikle dayak yemezdi.

9) Cogu durumda dayak yiyen kadinlar bu durumdan tamamen kendileri
sorumludurlar.

10) Dayak yiyen kadinlar bu durumdan sorumludurlar ¢unkd bunun olmasini

istemiglerdir.
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