~

NADOANND 'V

NLIN

L00¢

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SELF-CONSTRUALS AND MARITAL QUALITY

AYLIN GUNDOGDU

DECEMBER 2007



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SELF-CONSTRUALS AND MARITAL QUALITY

A THESIS SUBMITTED TO
THE GRADUATE SCHOOL OF SOCIAL SCIENCES
OF
MIDDLE EAST TECHNICAL UNIVERSITY

BY

AYLIN GUNDOGDU

IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS
FOR
THE DEGREE OF MASTER OF SCIENCE
IN
THE DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

DECEMBER 2007



Approval of the Graduate School of Social Sciences

Prof. Dr. Sencer Ayata
Director

I certify that this thesis satisfies all the requirements as a thesis for the degree of
Master of Science.

Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer
Head of the Department

This is to certify that we have read this thesis and that in our opinion it is fully
adequate, in scope and quality, as a thesis for the degree of Master of Science.

Prof. Dr. E. Olcay Imamoglu
Supervisor

Examining Committee Members

Prof. Dr. E. Olcay imamoglu (METU, PSY)
Prof. Dr. Deniz Sahin (Hacettepe University, PSY)

Assoc. Prof. Bengi Oner-Ozkan (METU, PSY)




I hereby declare that all information in this document has been obtained and
presented in accordance with academic rules and ethical conduct. | also declare
that, as required by these rules and conduct, I have fully cited and referenced
all material and results that are not original to this work.

Name, Last Name: Aylin Gundogdu

Signature



ABSTRACT

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
SELF-CONSTRUALS AND MARITAL QUALITY

Gundogdu, Aylin
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. E. Olcay Imamoglu

December 2007, 88 pages

This thesis can be discussed under four main titles. First of all, effects of four
different self types (separated-patterned, separated-individuated, related-patterned,
and related- individuated), originating from differentiative and integrative needs of
individuals based on the Balanced Integration and Differentiation model, on
perceived decision making quality, dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction were
examined. Secondly, the effects of three types of marriage named as “arranged
marriage”, “family- and self-selected marriage” and “self-selected marriage” were
investigated regarding perceived decision making quality, dyadic adjustment and
marital satisfaction. Thirdly, the interaction effects of aforementioned variables were
examined. At last, variables predicting marital quality were analyzed through
structural equation modeling technique. Two hundred ninety two married couples
with a prerequisite of being married at least for one year participated in the present
study with a selection by snowball technique from the cities of Istanbul, Ankara,
Mersin, Denizli and Ordu. According to the results, it was concluded that the self
types had significant main effects on each variable. Also, it was found that marriage
types had significant interaction effects with self-types on dyadic adjustment and
marital satisfaction as well; besides it was also revealed from the analyses that

marriage type had no main effect on marital satisfaction. Finally, relatedness and
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individuation were found to be predictor variables of marital quality directly and/or

through mediation of perceived decision making quality.

Keywords: Arranged Marriage, Self-Selected Marriage, Marital Quality, Self-
Construal, and Decision Making
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BENLIK KURGULARI ILE EVLILIK KALITESI ILISKiSI

Gundogdu, Aylin
Yuksek Lisans, Psikoloji Bolumi

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. E. Olcay Imamoglu

Aralik 2007, 88 sayfa

Bu calisma, amaclanan dort ana baslikta incelenebilir. Birinci olarak, Dengeli
Butlinlesme-Ayrisma (Denge) modelinden hareketle insanlarin ayrisma ve
bitunlesme ihtiyaglarindan dogan dort farkli benlik tipinin (kopuk kaliplasma, kopuk
kendilesme, iliskili kaliplasma ve iliskili kendilesme) algilanan karar verme kalitesi,
cift uyumu, ile evlilik doyumu tizerindeki etkisi incelendi. ikinci olarak, evlilik
tiplerinin U¢ derecesi olan goricl usull, aile icerikli anlasarak ve anlasarak
evlenmenin algilanan karar verme kalitesi, ¢ift uyumu, ile evlilik doyumu Uzerindeki
etkisine bakildi. Uglincli olarak, bu iki degiskenin ortak etkisine bakildi. Son olarak,
evlilik kalitesini yordayan degiskenler yapisal esitlik modeliyle test edildi.
ikiyuzdoksaniki evli ¢ift en az bir yillik evli olmak onkosuluyla, kartopu teknigi
kullanilarak, istanbul, Ankara, Mersin, Denizli ve Ordu illerinden secilerek bu
calismaya katilmistir. Sonuclara gore, benlik tipinin tim degiskenler (izerinde
anlamli temel etkisinin oldugu bulunmustur. Benlik tipi ile evlilik tipinin ¢ift uyumu
ve evlilik doyumu Uzerine ortak etkilerinin anlamh oldugu; ayrica, evlilik tipinin
evlilik doyumuna temel bir etkisinin olmadigl yapilan analizler sonucunda ortaya
citkmistir. Son olarak, iliskili olma ve kendilesmenin dogrudan ve/veya algilanan
karar verme Kalitesinin aracthgiyla evlilik kalitesini anlamli sekilde yordadigi

bulunmustur.
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Anahtar Kelimeler: Gortict Usuli Evlilik, Anlasarak Evlilik, Evlilik Doyumu,
Benlik Kurgusu, Karar Verme
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CHAPTERI I

INTRODUCTION

“Marriage is the most important act in life. It is the seed of all future
existence” is an old Chinese saying (Mace & Mace, 1960, p.165) emphasizing the
necessity of intimate relationships. Researchers have paid attention to such societal
structures and studies on marital relationships have received a place in psychology
literature. As a result, satisfaction from marriage is the most frequently studied
aspect in marriage research (Heyman, Sayers, & Bellack, 1994; Spanier, 1976).
However, few studies have examined the differences in satisfaction across marriages
(Imamoglu, 1994; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). Actually, marital relationships were
generally studied based on the assumption that marriage and love have always gone
together (Coltrane, 1998). In various societies around the world, cultural customs in
which older family members choose a partner for younger people, determine the
basis of marriage. Although most marriages are based on love today in our culture,
the other type called arranged marriage is also present mostly in rural parts of Turkey
(Atalay, Kontas, Beyazit, & Madenoglu, 1992). For this reason, marital adjustment
and marital satisfaction need to be studied across different types of marriages in the
present study.

Additionally, self-type is another factor that may influence marital quality
besides marriage types. The integration of the concept of self-type with marital
quality would give way to explore marriages from a broader perspective.

First, a review of conceptualization of self-types based on the Balanced
Integration-Differentiation (BID) model will be presented. Then, mate selection
differences across cultures and marriage types will be detailed. Following that, other
study variables as decision making process in marital relationships, dyadic
adjustment, and marital satisfaction will be examined. Lastly, aims of the present

study and its relationship with the current literature will be presented.



1.1 Self-Construal

1.1.1 Individualism-Collectivism Framework

The dimension of individualism-collectivism has been an important axis
along which cultures have been differentiated (Hofstede, 1984). Individualist cultures
or countries are mostly Western countries as USA, Australia, and Great Britain;
while, examples of collectivist countries are Hong Kong, Guetamala, Ecuador,
Panama and many other Asian societies (Hofstede, 1980; Bond, 1988).
Individualism and collectivism are the most popular concepts, both theoretically and
empirically in the cross-cultural psychology literature. Individualism and
collectivism are complex constructs and defined in various ways (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Kagitcibasi, 1997; Triandis, 1995, 1996; Oyserman, Coon, &
Kemmelmeimer, 2002). Typical attributes associated with individualism are
independence, autonomy, self-reliance, uniqueness, achievement orientation, and
competition. Individualists are portrayed as having control over and taking
responsibility for their actions, whereas, collectivism is associated with a sense of
duty toward one’s group, interdependence with others, a desire for social harmony,
and conformity with group norms. Behavior and attitudes of collectivists are
determined by norms and demands of the ingroup such as extended family of close-
knit community.

Cultural-level individualism and collectivism are assumed to have a parallel
in individual-level differences (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Particularly, individuals
might differ in terms of their self-representations which are parallel to the
individualist-collectivist dimensions. It is assumed that people from individualist
cultures typically endorse more independent self-construals and that those from
collectivist cultures endorse more interdependent self-construals (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995). Markus and Kitayama (1991) have posited that

Achieving the cultural goal of independence requires construing oneself as
an individual whose behavior is organized and made meaningful primarily
by reference to one’s own internal repertoire of thoughts, feelings, and
action, rather than by reference to the thoughts, feelings, and actions of
others (p.226).



On the other hand, they have defined interdependent self-construal as

Experiencing interdependence entails seeing oneself as part of an
encompassing social relationship and recognizing that one’s behavior is
determined, contingent on, and, to a large extent organized by what the
actor perceives to be the thoughts, feelings, and actions of others in the
relationship (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p.227).

Independent and interdependent concepts of person and self are seen as
psychological mediators of cultural reproduction, which is formed through
socialization processes. These concepts affect cognition, emotion, motivation, and
behavior and as a result help to recreate the cultural circumstances in which they
arose (Vignoles, Chryssochoou, and Breakwell, 2004).

Besides the study of differences between self-construals, it has been argued
that independent and interdependent self-construals can coexist (Kagitcibasi, 1996,
2002; Imamoglu, 1987, 1998, 2003; Vignoles et al., 2004). Kagitcibasi (1996, 2002,
2005) proposes that two underlying dimensions of personality are interpersonal
distance and agency. The coexistence of the need for relatedness and the need for
agency has been given importance and are considered to be coexistence of opposites.
These two separate dimensions (separateness-relatedness and autonomy-heteronomy)
allow for four combinations of which the most ideal self-type is autonomous-
relational self. In addition, Vignoles et al. (2004) reported in their analysis of
interviews with Anglican clergymen and clergywomen that uniqueness and
relationships were complementary. One of the interviewers tells that “To be an
individual is to realize that one has a voice which is unique and a view which is
unique, but which is not isolated. So, it is not about solitariness, it is about having a
place amongst others and recognizing it” (p.125). Another model provided by
Imamoglu (1995, 1998, 2003) on coexistence of two basic human needs, on which

the present study is based, is presented in the next section.

1.1.2 The Balanced Integration and Differentiation (BID) Model

The Balanced Integration-Differentiation Model is derived from the balance

coming out from the interdependent integration of differentiated components in the



natural order (Imamoglu, 1995, 1998, 2003). As part of this natural system,
individuals need to both differentiate and integrate. These two natural inclinations
are executed through the socialization period. The BID model is based on two basic
assumptions: (1) each individual is born with a genuine potential; (2) each individual
is born in a community. As a result, two basic needs to be met are intrapersonal
differentiation and interpersonal integration. In other words “a person needs to
develop his or her unique potential as well as relate meaningfully to others”
(Imamoglu, 1998; p.97). For an optimal development these two complementary
processes must be achieved satisfactorily.

Two basic orientations of intrapersonal differentiation and interpersonal
integration are distinct processes. Individuals have a basic psychological need to
actualize their unique potentials to be individuated. One end of this self-
developmental orientation refers to individuation in which individuals’ abilities,
skills, unique potentials, and free will are emphasized, while the other end refers to
normative patterning in which social control and normative patterns within group are
emphasized. Also, individuals have a tendency to be connected to and integrated
with others, which is referred to the interpersonal integration. The low and high ends
of this dimension are labeled as separateness and relatedness, respectively.

Since the BID model emphasizes that differentiation and integration are
distinct orientations, different combinations of these dimensions set off four self-
types as separated-individuation, separated-patterning, related-patterning, and
related-individuation. The optimal psychological functioning and the state of balance
can be obtained by related-individuation in which both relatedness and individuation
are satisfied. Also, as suggested in recent findings, the balanced self represents the
most authentic self-type (Imamoglu, Glnaydin, & Selcuk, 2007) and a related self-
construal predicts general and relationship-specific attachment security (Imamoglu &
Imamoglu, 2007). On the other hand, the most unbalanced type is labelled as
separated-patterning (Imamoglu, 2003).

As a result, the BID model differs from bipolar self-construal
conceptualizations (e.g. independent and interdependent self-construals) as noted

above (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). The BID model does not have equal assumptions



with the individualism-collectivism framework, because the former asserts that
individuation is a process not from others but within oneself. Then, the latter
dimension refers to highly global constructs of world views (Oyserman, Coon, &
Kemmelmeier, 2002). Although individuation is associated with those components of
individualism as noted in the previous section (e.g. reliance on internal referents but
not in terms of being separate or self-enhancing), while relatedness is considered to
be associated with those aspects of collectivism concerning being related with others
and valuing affectionate with family and significant others (but not being conforming
or group bound), they are distinct self orientations, as recent studies suggest
(Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004, 2006, 2007; Imamoglu & Kurt, 2005,
Imamoglu, Ginaydin, & Selguk, 2007).

The BID model is supported by other studies, as mentioned in the previous
section that individuation and relatedness are not opposites but complementary
orientations (Imamoglu, 1987; Ryan & Lynch, 1989; Ryan, 1991; Ryan & Deci,
2000). In direct tests of the model by using the BID scale, which will be described
later in the second chapter, being distinct orientations individuation and relatedness
are not correlated with each other (Imamoglu, 1998, 2003; Gezici & Guveng, 2003;
Guler, 2004; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004, 2006, 2007; Imamoglu &
Imamoglu, 2007; Imamoglu, Glnaydin, & Selguk, 2007). Also, these studies have
presented the existence of four self-types cross-culturally with the samples from
Turkey, the US, and Canada. Moreover, relatedness and individuation were found to
be associated with various domains of self; relatedness with affective-relational
variables (e.g., self and family satisfaction, emotional closeness with parents,
positive self and other models, perceived love-acceptance, attachment security,
positive future expectations, low trait anxiety, authenticity, and trust for self),
whereas individuation with intrinsic motivational variables (e.g., need for cognition,
need for exploration, curiosity, and tolerance for ambiguity).

Some other interpersonal relationship variables such as marital processes may
also be included in the above-listed domains. In this sense, in the next section
marriage was investigated starting with selection of a partner. Then, theoretical

aspects, types of marriage, and related literature were introduced.



1.2 Marriage

1.2.1 Definition of Marriage

Marriage is a very important type of interpersonal relationship and is a cross-
cultural universal. It is a common event in the life course of most men and women.
Marriage typically involves economic, social, and reproductive cooperation between
the partners (Berscheid & Regan, 2005). The simplest comment on marriage comes
from economists that “marriage is popular because it combines the maximum of
temptation with the maximum of opportunity” (Batabyal, 1999). Ponzetti and Mutch
(2006) defined marriage as both a social institution and a close personal relationship.
The social part of marriage is that since it is an institution, it should be stable. The
main concern is to establish an economic unit and to give birth to new generations
and to nurture offsprings (Ponzetti & Mutch, 2006). For instance, a definition
generated by Waite and Gallagher (2000) who notes that

Marriage is what lovers do when they want to bring their love out of the
merely private, internal realm of emotion and make it a social fact,
something visible to and acknowledged by everybody from parents to bank
clerks (p.187).

They see marriage as a social institution, not just a private love relationship. It
is also a creative act which builds a new relation between spouses that changes their
behavior toward each other, toward their children, and toward future (Waite &
Gallagher, 2000). From a religious view, marriage is defined as the socially approved
pathway to sexual access and never-ending commitment which bonds two
individuals and their family together (Hojat et al., 2000).

As an overview, the main purpose of marriage is to establish a family which
is universal and has four functions which are socialization, economic cooperation,
reproduction, and sexual relations (Murdock, 1949; Gupta, 1976).

Since marriage starts with choice of a marriage partner, it should be better to
present in the next section, how people choose their partner and what effects are
more important. Then, whether there are any other parties who play role in selection

of the partner is another essential issue mentioned in the present study.



1.2.2 Spouse Selection

Women’s and men’s preferences and choice of mates and marriage partners
have been studied from very different points of views in literature. From an
evolutionary perspective, as with other mammals, for human beings parental
investment is the central point to choose a mate or marriage partner (Buss, 1994;
Lucas, Wendorf, Imamoglu, Shen, Parkhill, Weisfeld, & Weisfeld, 2004). Cost-
benefit analyses of long-term sexual relationships result in the importance of the
social status of men when women’s choices for a marriage partner are considered
(Geary, Vigil, & Byrd-Craven, 2004). Although the indicators of social status may
vary from culture to culture, the basic goal is the same, which stresses that culturally
successful men (e.g., mature, high social status, material resources, intelligence, and
ambitiousness) are preferred as marriage partners (Buss & Schmitt, 1993; Geary, et
al., 2004).

From men’s point of view, preferences for a long-term relationship turned
into physically attractive female partners (Cramer & Schaeffer, 1996). Because
attractiveness is a cue to a woman’s age and because general health which signals a
potential partner’s fertility, males can increase their reproductive success by
choosing an attractive partner (Symons, 1979; Buss, 1994; Kenrick & Keefe, 1992).
Among several physical traits, waist-to-hip ratio (WHR) of 0.7, facial features
signaling sexual maturity, body and facial symmetry, and Body Mass Index (BMI)
are associated with men’s ratings of women’s physical attractiveness (Cunningham,
1986; Kenrick & Keefe, 1992; Jones, 1995; Hume & Montgomerie, 2001; Maller,
Soler, & Thornhill, 1995). Considering different preferences of men and women,
Daly and Wilson (1983) conclude that attractive women tend to marry wealthy men.

In addition, in a survey from 37 countries (Buss, Abbott, Angleiter, Biaggio,
Blanco-Villasenor, & Bruchon-Schweitzer, et al., 1990) it was discovered that men
and women around the world agree that love and mutual attraction are the most
important factors in mate choice. Also, emotional stability, dependability, kindness,
and understanding were noted as other factors.

It seems up to now that to marry someone is a decision made only by the two



parties (male and female); however, there are other parties who have a voice on that
decision. The differentiation of marriages in terms of initiation and process according

to cultures is presented in following sections.

1.2.3 Love and Arranged Marriages: Within A Cross-Cultural Perspective

Even though evolutionary psychologists provide the rationale behind partner
selection, the way of marriage also varies from one culture to another. Cultural
norms, religious structure, socioeconomic structure have an effect on the institution
of marriage and family relationships. “Throughout the world, marriage can be
divided along a continuum ranging from those societies where marriage is totally
arranged to those where individuals have complete freedom in mate choice”
(Goodwin, 1999, p.47).

To start with arranged marriage, rules of mate choice are evident in some
societies. “I would love the husband my parents choose; that is my duty” (Mace &
Mace, 1960, p.143). As in the example of a conversation between Madame Wu who
is a Chinese woman and a press reporter from the United States, the decision of who
will marry whom is the concern of family approval in an arranged marriage. Also,
mate selection is described with a marriage arranged by the families of the
individuals (Kurian, 1979; Yelsma & Athappilly, 1968).

In many traditional societies, interdependence of family members is the norm
(Zaidi & Shuraydi, 2000). In such societies as China, India, Iran, Pakistan,
Bangladesh, and Sri Lanka men place a high value on women’s chastity, their desire
for home and children, and their abilities as a homemaker (Buss et al., 1990; Kurian,
1991). On the opposite side, women value men’s social status. Hence, in the light of
such a value system, family, rather than the individual, accomplishes mate selection
(Caldwell, Reddy, & Caldwell, 1983).

This type of marriage can be defined as an agreement between two families
(Goode, 1963). The spouses’ happiness and their interests are not taken into
consideration by the family (Dion & Dion, 1993). Additionally, love marriages is

perceived as a threat to family honor especially associated with women’s chastity



and devalued by the family and the society itself (Fox, 1975; Dion & Dion, 1993).
Love was assumed as “an uncontrollable and explosive emotion which makes a
young person blind to reality, reason and logic” (Rao & Rao, 1976).

A number of traditional ceremonies are undertaken before marriage. In many
parts of the world, the family of the groom gives a payment to the bride’s family with
logic of compensating the price of the mother’s milk (Mace & Mace, 1960). That
money is used for providing the bride with clothes, jewelry, and furniture. In some
other areas in East, the accepted custom is not bride-price but dowry which is given
by the bride’s family to her. It refers to self-respect and psychological security of the
bride-to-be.

Arranged marriages have also a number of benefits for a society: (1) they
have a role in preservation of the social structure of that particular society; (2) make
elders available to maintain family control; (3) help to further political linkages and
economic consolidation between families; (4) help to preserve family property; (5)
help keep families intact over generations; and (6) allow elders to exercise caution
and choice over new spouses (Fox, 1975; Rao & Rao, 1976).

The rationale behind arranged marriages according to Goode (1963) is
because of limited and restricted social experiences mentioned above; young people
generally cannot be trusted to find a suitable spouse for themselves. For instance, in
traditional part of India, in selecting a bride the girl’s family background, economic
status, general character, family reputation, the value of the dowry and family
property are taken into consideration by the groom’s family (Rao & Rao, 1976). The
process of adjustment of the bride to her new family has derived more importance in
an arranged marriage (Goode, 1963; Rao & Rao, 1976). Although it is still a way of
life, modifications in arranged marriages can be seen among more educated people in
urban areas. It is evident that the forces of modernization result in more liberal
attitudes toward mate selection, particularly among the male college students (Rao &
Rao, 1976). When the economy industrializes, old values are getting weaker and
families gradually lose control over their children’s marriage choice. For instance, in
North America today, Indian families use a modified version of arranged marriage

which they call no arrangement, but suggestion (Netting, 2006). Parents seek a



suitable partner via personal connections or sometimes newspaper and web site after
their children’s education is complete. These young couples are also allowed to flirt
in order to get to know each other. On the other hand, even if young people propose a
self-selected marriage, they promise to keep their family bonds and follow Indian
traditions (Netting, 2006).

In Japan, 25 to 30 percent of all marriages are arranged (Kinjo, 1990).
Arranged marriage is marrying someone who has an association with a family
member, someone at the workplace, or a neighbor. Appropriateness of a prospective
mate is determined by several attributes which is called iegara or kakushiki referring
to level of education, income, occupation, social standing, physical appearance,
lineage, reputation, and etiquette (Applbaum, 1995). In today’s Japan the picture is a
bit different, since social change has effected initiation of marriages. Because of
declining powers of paternalism, increasing job mobility, and fragmented social
relations, arranged marriages face difficulties. This problem is solved by pro nakado
services where marriage is arranged between strangers (Applbaum, 1995). The pro
nakado’s job is a good deal of coaching, encouraging, and persuading customers who
are unmarried since they are shy, inexperienced, too picky, or too old.

In some other cultures as China and every African society, under the old
system, marriage decisions were held by elders of the family, especially by males
(Goode, 1963). However, the increasing education and industrialization makes young
people less willing to marry someone chosen by parents. Freedom of partner
selection is gradually getting accepted in China for the last fifty years. Under the new
Communist system, with the Marriage Law, love is considered to be the basis of
marriage (Goode, 1963).

Qureshi (1991) theorized three methods of arranged marriages which vary on
a continuum of interaction. First one is the planned type wherein parents plan the
whole marriage process according to family and cultural norms. The spouses never
meet each other and have no interaction until the day of marriage. The only thing
they can do is to see a photograph of the prospective mate. Women particularly
marry at an early age (Goodwin, 1999). Second, is the delegation type. In this type,

the sons, but not the daughters inform their parents about what type of girl they want
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and then parents look around to find a bride-to-be with defined characteristics. Third
type is the Joint-Venture which is more close to the one in individualist societies.
Parents are aware of their children dates with the prospective spouse and children
have a voice in decision.

Gupta (1976) presented a sociological paradigm of arranged marriages in
India. He outlined the sociological factors which are responsible for the growth of
arranged marriage or conjugal love. First, arranged marriages are closely associated
with closed systems wherein power distance and hierarchy is important. Historical
origins, ritual positions, occupational affiliations, and social distance determine the
in-group and out-group in marital relationships. Strong ties within individuals’ own
group should be built. Since continuity and unity of the extended family is preserved,
experienced members of the family share the mate-selection decision in order to find
a better choice. After marriage, any problems in marital relationship between spouses
become the problem of the whole family (Gupta, 1976). Therefore, individuals
continue to get support as advice or counseling from the extended family.

Finally, Ghimire, Axinn, Yabiku, and Thornton (2006) present this change
towards self-choice marriages with a model that

The more children are involved in nonfamilial activities, the more parents
are likely to become willing to allow children’s participation in spouse
choice, the more children themselves are likely to prefer to participate in
spouse choice, and the more children are likely to actually interact with
potential spouses whom they might choose (p.1188).

This change from arranged marriages to self-selected marriages is considered
healthy since it reduces marital misery in a society (Xiaohe & Whyte, 1990). In
addition, such independence and flexibility of the family unit is functional and
required in a modernized, highly mobile society (Goode, 1963).

A large range of research to date has demonstrated a common method of mate
selection which was mentioned above. However, in individualistic societies of the
West (i.e., Canada and United States), mate selection is autonomous and
interpersonal attraction or romantic love is considered the primary basis for marriage
(Mace & Mace, 1960; Goode, 1963; Dion & Dion, 1993; Batabyal, 1999; Zaidi &
Shuraydi, 2000; Ghimire et al., 2006). In Europe, this freedom of choice was not
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obtained by the upper middle class or aristocrats because of the strong influence of
church until First World War (Goode, 1963).

The decision in a self-selected marriage is made by the young couple who is
free to date, court, and fall in love (Zaidi & Shuraydi, 2002). Taking parents’ consent
is somehow not important for the couple. Greater self-expression and personal
fulfillment are what men and women seek (Dion & Dion, 1993). Additionally, love
matches involve intense romantic involvement and partner idealization (Xiaohe &
Whyte, 1990).

The main difference between arranged and self-choice marriages is the role of
love in the beginning. Love comes after marriage for Eastern couples married via
arrangement, whereas romantic love comes before marriage for Western couples
(Yelsma & Athappilly, 1968). The contrast between love matches and arranged
marriages, which is drawn by traditionalists, is like “love matches start out hot and
grow cold, while arranged marriages start out cold and grow hot” (Xiaohe & Whyte,
1990). Additionally, the emphasis on emotional intimacy with an individual’s spouse
is different in societies where arranged marriage is common (Dion & Dion, 1993).
The primary ties of intimacy are with other family members as parents, siblings, and
other relatives.

Research within Turkish culture illustrates a similar trend with above-
mentioned cross-cultural studies. Various examples of marriage types were evident
in history of literature. The first Turkish play Sair Evlenmesi (The Marriage of a
Poet) written by Sinasi in 1860 addresses to the critique of arranged marriages
(Duben & Behar, 1991). The hero, Mistak Bey who has a modern view, is in love
and wants to marry. On the wedding night, he discovers that the bride is replaced
with her elder sister. Such an arrangement is made according to the traditional values
and the play continues with his efforts to substitute the bride he loves. In the first
examples of Turkish literature, in one way or another, the theme of love and arranged
marriages debate has taken place. For instance, the first Turkish novel, Taassuk-i
Talat ve Fitnat (The Love of Talat and Fitnat) by Semseddin Sami in 1871, Letaif-i
Rivayet (Finest Stories) by Ahmed Mithat, and Musammeretname (Night

Entertainment) by Emin Nihat were published with wishes of liberty in spouse
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selection process. In one of the stories by Ahmet Mithat, the hero complains about
arranged marriages: “When there are still no individual liberties in our country, how
can a man choose the girl he wants or a girl the man she desires” (Duben & Behar,
1991, p.32).

Most marriages in the 1920s and 30s were arranged by families as appeared
in the themes of novels. An estimated half (56 %) of existing marriages in Turkey is
reported as arranged marriages (Atalay, Kontas, Beyazit, & Madenoglu, 1992).
Arranged marriages are more frequent in rural areas (60.2 %) compared to the urban
areas (52.2 %) and among less educated than among more educated individuals
(illiterate, 68 %; literate, 67 %; primary school, 60 %; secondary school, 47 %; high
school, 37 %; university, 17 %). Arranged marriages are observed more frequently
among old couples (age range: 60-64, 63 %) than young couples (age range: 20-29,
44 %), which implies a change toward love matches (Atalay et al., 1992). Indeed,
love marriages have become more frequent especially after First World War in urban
cities which is the more modernized segments of Turkey (Duben & Behar, 1991). A
recent study with a sample of married individuals in Ankara revealed that 15 % of
marriages under 10 years of marital length were arranged (Hortagsu & Bastug,
1996).

“In traditional Turkish society both the selection of spouses and the marriage
ceremony were highly routinized and embedded in the wider kinship system”
(Magnarella, 1973, p.111). The traditional method is functional in the sense that
patriarchy and final authority of the head of household is preserved since a new bride
joins the household of her husband’s parents. During the whole period before
marriage, the couple to be married plays minor roles (Magnarella, 1972). The
procedure for an arranged marriage in our country begins with the lack of freedom in
such closed traditional cultures and arrangement is made by go-betweens. The
female go-between is a woman who ought to be middle-aged, well-known by
majority of the neighborhood, trustworthy, debonair, confident, considerate, and
especially secret keeper. The go-between can easily visit each household and is
shown respect. The news from one family and one of the prospective mates to the

other is transferred by go-betweens. Even she brings the candidates together wherein
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nobody knows about meeting until the day of marriage. If the go-between is
successful with the arrangement and the families decide their children to marry, she
is given valuable gifts from both families (Balaman, 2002).

Since the bride cannot choose whom to marry under the traditional
arrangements, her attention is on her role in the new family not on the gratifying
relationship with her husband and not even on sexual satisfaction. This
interdependent system of brides in the large family is displayed as calling the bride
as “our bride” by all family members (Duben & Behar, 1991). The first few years of
marriage are like a trial period of the bride’s new life and she is behaved as a
subordinate member (Magnarella, 1972).

Studies comparing self-selected and arranged marriages in Turkey, found a
number of differences. An early study by Fox (1975) with a sample of 754 married
women of which 72 % were involved in arranged marriages in Ankara, Turkey
revealed that free-choice matches were more frequent among women of city rather
than village origins, as well as among those with exposure to urban areas in
childhood. Education is found to be a key variable in spouse selection. The women
who were in school between age 15 and age of marriage are more likely to be
involved in love marriages than other women (60 % of the more educated choose
their spouse compared to 23 % of the less educated). The love match is also found to
be more frequent among younger generations. Additionally, Fox (1975) suggests a
relationship between type of marriage and type of ceremony. Women who were
married in a civil ceremony which is a brief formality adopted from family law of
Swiss Civil Code and conducted by a government official where the couple verbally
agree to marry (Magnarella, 1973), report their marriages as love matches more
frequently than women married in a traditional religious ceremony (in which imam
asks for parental consent to marry). Magnarella (1973) also noted that compulsory
civil ceremony encourages free-choice marriages.

Furthermore, research on husband and wife roles within family relations was
conducted by Imamoglu (1993, 1994, 1995, 2000) and Imamoglu and Yasak (1997),
indicating significant results for marriages in Turkey. Traditional and modern

families were differentiated in terms of socioeconomic status, education level,
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breadwinning role, participation in decision making, and marriage type. Modern
families were associated with increased education level of husbands and wives,
occupational status of wives, increased involvement of wives in the breadwinning
role, and self-selected marriage. Results based on 456 married couples indicated that
beliefs about marriage between two types of families were significantly different.
Traditional couples perceived having children as the basic reason of marriage,
behaved in accordance with stereotypic gender roles, communicated less with each
other, and perceived their marriages as more similar with the parents’ marriages as
compared to modern families. Whereas, friendship between spouses, sharing home-
making tasks, egalitarian attitudes toward occupational status of women, trust in
spouse, and spousal insight were found to be higher for modern families relative to
traditional families.

More recently, Hortagsu and Oral (1994) and Hortagsu (1997, 1999, 2007)
investigated marital relationships and differences between couple-initiated and
family-initiated marriages in Ankara, Turkey. Horta¢su and Oral (1994) revealed that
couple-and family-initiated marriages differed in terms of educational background,
relationship history, context of interactions, and cognitions concerning their
relationships. Individuals involved in family-initiated marriages assert more
pragmatic and interpersonal reasons for marriage, and have lower educational
background than individuals in couple-initiated marriage. Also, individuals involved
in couple-initiated marriages report higher frequencies of interaction with friends as a
couple rather than interaction with parents and relatives, and more extensive
discussions of topics as beliefs, interests, personal past, affect-cognition, marital
negotiations (Hortagsu & Oral, 1994). In her next research with a sample of 469
couples who applied for dates for legal marriage ceremonies at all marriage bureaus
of Ankara during May and July in 1994, Hortagsu (1997) added feelings for spouse
and families to the analysis. The results indicate that couples involved in couple-
initiated marriages express greater levels of emotional involvement, lower levels of
comparative love, and lower levels of enmeshment with families (when type of
feeling for family is considered) compared to couples involved in family-initiated

marriages. In a longitudinal investigation, Hortagsu (1999) emphasized the
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postmarital functioning such as division of labor, marital decision making, and
conflict between spouses in their first year of marriage. A small number of
similarities between couple-and family-initiated marriages were also found. First,
division of labor and marital decision making results are in line with gender
stereotypes in both kinds of marriage. Secondly, no difference between couple-and
family-initiated marriages in terms of positive feelings and both couples show low
rates of conflict. In her last research, 430 married couples at various stages of the
marriage cycle were studied. It is revealed that couples involved in family-initiated
marriages were less educated, had greater educational level differences between
spouses, had more children, expressed lower levels of emotional involvement, higher
levels of insecure attachment, had greater spousal discrepancy in feelings, had higher
wife satisfaction with task divisions in housework, had less number of marital
conflict, and reported lower levels of enmeshment with their families as compared to

couples involved in couple-initiated marriages (Hortagsu, 2007).

1.2.4 Gender Roles and Decision Making

Juni and Grimm (1994) state that “Gender is the socially determined role of
the individual that is ascribed as a result of his or her sex” (p.106). Gender role
consists of both the individual’s private understanding of sexual identity and the
public expression of the private understanding (Money & Eckhardt, 1972).

“In marriage, the spouses are not by nature on an equality” (Munk, 1940,
p.93). Across the world, such characteristics as assertive, achieving, dominant,
individualist, independent, agentic, autonomous, and separate are frequently
attributed to men, whereas characteristics as socially responsive, passive, submissive,
collectivist, interdependent, ensembled, communal, and relational which are
attributed to women (Triandis, 1994). From an evolutionary perspective (Archer,
1996), gender-based personality differences originated from natural selection. In the
same way, gender-related social roles emerge as a function of gender-based division
of labor in which men’s primary task is to obtain the means of nutrition, while

women’s is to raise children (Eagly, 1987).
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In the past decades, a great number of researches have investigated the
division of labor between men and women and particularly between husbands and
wives (Kalleberg & Rosenfeld, 1990; Ferree, 1991). There are some theoretical
models which account for the explanation of division of labor. Social exchange
theory proposes that such resources as income, occupational status, education, and
time are exchanged to increase satisfaction (Yogev & Brett, 1985). Secondly, the
effects of personal and family characteristics might account for division of labor
(Barnett & Baruch, 1987). Another model is gender role ideology which introduces
traditional gender role specific behavior in housework (Baruch & Barnett, 1981).

With modernization, women are freed of household work to pursue economic
activities and get employed outside the home (Springer & Gable, 1981). The related
factors which account for the increase in women employment can be stated as (1)
increase in socially accepted women working outside; (2) increase in opportunities in
business environment; (3) increase in educational opportunity; (4) need for more
income to live in certain conditions (Graham, 1958). On the other hand, it is
uncertain whether couples are satisfied with shared breadwinning, since the
employment of women has a very slight change in wives’ responsibilities in
housework (Wilkie, Ferree, & Ratcliff, 1998). Women continue to work at home and
face a “second shift”, a combination of paid and unpaid work (Goldscheider &
Waite, 1991).

In a study by Magnarella (1972), a shift from traditional patriarchal family
system to a modern industrial system is considered to be influential in decision
making process. During August 1969 and August 1970, observations and interviews
as a field work were conducted with a number of people from a small town called
Susurluk in Turkey. Married men were asked whether they consulted their wives in
making important decisions about the family. The results showed that men with
higher education consulted their wives more frequently than those with lower levels
of education. It was noted that 29 % of the respondents mentioned consulting their
wives always, 56 % said that they consult sometimes, whereas 15 % of them claimed
never to do so. It can be inferred from these differences that modernization and

socioeconomic development has an impact on spousal relationships.
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Similarly, socioeconomic changes were investigated in terms of marital
satisfaction with the data from 456 married couples of different types, lengths, and
socioeconomic status groups (Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). Participation in decision
making, which was grouped with such other dimensions as breadwinning role and
age at marriage, loaded on the factor labeled Extent of Socioeconomic Development
which in turn tended to increase the wives’ marital satisfaction; thereby increasing
the husbands’ satisfaction (Imamoglu, 1994, Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997).

In conclusion, decision making process has been studied so far mostly in
terms of gender perspective. Since gender effects influence various aspects of marital
relationships, and since success of marriage involves decision making, in the

following section, marital satisfaction and marital quality were investigated in detail.

1.3 Marital Quality

1.3.1 Definition and Determinants of Marital Satisfaction

A great amount of research in literature placed importance to marital
satisfaction. The rationale behind studying marital satisfaction stems from its
centrality in individual and family well-being (Stack & Eshleman, 1998; Binici-
Azizoglu, 2000), from the benefits to society and to new generations when strong
marriages are formed (Laub, Nagin, & Sampson, 1998; Rosen-Grandon, Myers, &
Hottie, 2004). Additionally, it is reported that married individuals are generally
happier and healthier as compared to non-married people (Rosen-Grandon et al.,
2004).

Marriage is generally evaluated in two ways: marriage stability and marriage
quality (Erbek, Bestepe, Akar, Eradamlar, & Alpkan, 2005). Such issues as divorce,
separation, and death of a spouse account for stability of marriage, while marital
satisfaction, marital adjustment, and dyadic cohesion account for marital quality. As
Spanier (1979) suggests higher marital quality is associated with higher adjustment,
gratifying dyadic communication, higher satisfaction, and marital happiness. The

term marital satisfaction is used interchangeably with other terms as marital
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adjustment and marital happiness. It is better to consider different conceptualizations
of marital satisfaction in detail.

According to Fitzpatrick (1988), marital satisfaction involves the extent to
which spouses evaluate their marriage of high quality. Higher marital satisfaction
refers to higher marital success. Another definition is introduced by Gilford and
Bengtson (1979) who notes that marital satisfaction is partners’ evaluation of their
relationship on two general extents: positive interaction and negative feeling.
Alternatively, Burgess and Locke (1945) define marital satisfaction as “satisfaction
appears to be a correspondence between the actual and the expected or a comparison
of the actual relationship with the alternative, if the present relationship were
terminated” (p.439).

On the other hand, Lively (1969) clarified the most commonly used terms of
marital interaction, which are marital happiness, marital success, and marital
adjustment, in order to minimize the contradicting ideas in marriage literature. Lively
(1969) defines marital happiness as a highly pleasant emotional state of an individual
in relation to marriage. Additionally, according to him, the characterization of
marriage as successful cannot be made meaningful until the base for comparison is
established. These bases might be sharing a residence, having children, or husband-
wife role sets. He points out that marital adjustment refers to “the continuing
development of the relationship between husband and wife and rests on the
continuity between them” (p.111). He views marriage as a continuous series of
points in which a level of adjustment is represented. One period of marriage such as
the period of pregnancy evolves from a previous one and gradually merges into
another. Therefore, according to him, it is difficult to isolate the state that is being
adjusted, new adjustment states will be faced since larger social system continues to
interact with the family. On the contrary to this continuity proposal, Locke and
Wallace (1959) argue that marital adjustment is “accommodation of a husband and
wife to each other at a given time” (p.251).

A number of determinants of marital satisfaction were detailed in the
following parts. For instance, according to Rhyne (1981) “In general, the more

satisfied people are with such characteristics as love and affection, friendship,
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interest, sexual gratification, the more satisfied they are with their marriages as a
whole.” Although there is a strong positive relationship, men and women differ
substantially in levels of marital satisfaction. Particularly, men tend to be more
satisfied with their marriages than women (Rhyne, 1981; Shek & Tsang, 1993,
Gagnon, Hersen, Kabacoff, & Van Hasselt, 1999). Moreover, Rhyne (1981) argues
in his study with a sample of 2190 married Canadians that the relationships between
marital satisfaction and satisfaction with interest, friendship, and spouse’s time with
children are significantly stronger for women rather than for men.

In general, Rollins and Feldman (1970) point out that the wives also seem to
be much more affected by the stage of the family life cycle in their evaluations of
marital satisfaction than do husbands. Wives have a substantial decrease in general
marital satisfaction and a high level of negative feelings from marital interaction
during childrearing phase until the children leave home, whereas husbands vary little
through the life cycle including childrearing phase. After children are ready to leave
home or after children leave home, both husbands and wives indicate an increase in
marital satisfaction through the retirement stage. These data suggest a negative effect
of childbearing and childrearing on wives’ marital satisfaction. In their review
Rollins and Cannon (1974) arrived at the same conclusion that marital satisfaction
varies over the life cycle. Also, these results support the “U shaped” cycle of marital
satisfaction demonstrated by some other research (Burr, 1970; Rhyne, 1981).
However, there might be cross-cultural differences in determinants of marital
satisfaction. For instance, a recent study demonstrated that the higher the number of
children, the lower the love scores for both husband and wife for American and
British couples, but not for Turkish and Chinese samples (Imamoglu, Wendorf,
Weisfeld, Weisfeld, Lucas, Parkhill, & Shen, under review).

On the other hand, Vaillant and Vaillant (1993) argue that much of the
research of the 1960s and 1970s explained curvilinear marital satisfaction by cross-
sectional method. They claim that there are several problems with this approach,
limited prediction value in particular. A prospective study with 51 couples was
conducted to increase predictive power. No evidence is found that there is a U-curve

in marital satisfaction over life course. With years, marital adjustment scores decline
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for both husbands and wives. After approximately 16-30 years of marriage, husbands
and wives are not significantly different in their global marital adjustment. During
the later years, after 31-45 years of marriage, there is still no deterioration in the
husbands’ marital adjustment scores, while the scores of wives during this life period
appear significantly lower than those of their husbands.

As mentioned above, marital satisfaction is associated positively with wives’
life satisfaction rather than husbands’ (Freudiger, 1983) as well as with wives’ and
husbands’ reports of global happiness (Glenn & Weaver, 1981). A recent research by
Proulx, Helms, and Buehler (2007) demonstrates that marital quality is related
positively to personal well-being (drawn from the results of 66 cross-sectional and 27
longitudinal studies). They also report that similar to previous studies gender is found
to be a significant moderator of the cross-sectional association between marital
quality and personal well-being. Particularly, the concurrent association between
marital quality and personal well-being is stronger for samples of women than men.
However, for the longitudinal association between marital quality and personal well-
being moderating effect of gender was not found. In addition, they examined whether
marital duration moderates the relationship between marital quality and personal
well-being. The results indicate that cross-sectional association between marital
quality and personal well-being is stronger for marriages of fewer than eight years of
duration than it is for marriages eight or more years in duration.

From a cultural perspective, Turkey might be considered as an ideal setting
for exploring marriages (Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). The concept of marital
adjustment and satisfaction is examined in various researches in our culture. For
instance, a multidimensional description of Turkish urban marriages was investigated
by Imamoglu and Yasak (1997) who claimed that marital satisfaction was affected
by the level of education and socioeconomic status of both husbands and wives.
Moreover, it is found that spouses’ levels of socioeconomic development (i.e.
socioeconomic status, modernism, socioeconomic power) appear to be directly
related with the wives’ marital satisfaction and indirectly related with that of the
husbands. The wives’ levels of socioeconomic development appeared to be directly

associated with their own marital satisfaction. Another predictor of marital
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satisfaction for both wives and husbands is spouses’ harmonious relations with the
extended family (i.e. family background and ties, conciliation and good relations
with in-laws). Also, wives’ desire for sexual possessiveness (i.e. sexual
possessiveness and desire for sexual responsiveness) is directly related with wives’
marital satisfaction, but not that of husbands.

Another study concerning only women’s satisfaction with their marriage was
conducted in a more collectivist part of Turkey, Erzurum (Erci & Ergin, 2005). The
results from 495 married women demonstrate that women’s marital satisfaction
increased as both their and their husbands’ level of education increased. Also, when
employment status of women is considered, the housewives had the lowest level of
marital satisfaction. Other determinants of women’s marital satisfaction are wives’
fulfillment of their husbands’ demands, the insults of husbands toward their wives,
husbands’ physical violence toward their wives, and dating prior to marriage (Erci &
Ergin, 2005). Accordingly, the marital satisfaction of women who were exposed to
insults and physical violence and wives who fulfilled the demands of their husbands
were lower than those who were not in such a situation. On the other hand, Demir
and Fistloglu (1999) asserted that loneliness was significantly, but negatively
correlated with marital adjustment and also marital adjustment increased parallel to
an increase in the frequency of premarital dating.

Hunler and Genc6z (2003) discuss the effects of submissive acts on marital
satisfaction and the role of perceived marital problem solving abilities on this
relationship. In particular, submissive acts contribute to the prediction of decline in
marital satisfaction. However, when spouses’ problem solving abilities is controlled,
the significant effect of submissive acts disappears. That is, being able to solve
problems in the marital relationship contributes to marital satisfaction.

Finally, Fisiloglu (1992) investigated the demographic correlates of marital
adjustment with a sample of 70 married graduate students. He concludes that marital
adjustment of spouses having a science profession is greater than spouses having a
high school or bachelor degree. Likewise, marital adjustment is higher in the group
of couples having doctoral degree rather than the ones having bachelor degree. Once

again, education is illustrated to be a significant predictor of marital adjustment. In a
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more recent research, Fistloglu (2001) examined the relationship between
consanguineous marriage and marital adjustment in Turkey. It is revealed that
individuals involved in consanguineous marriage had lower marital adjustment
scores compared to individuals involved in nonconsanguineous marriage.

Besides the importance of predictors of marital satisfaction, how to measure
satisfaction and quality of marriage is introduced in the next section. Global, valid

and reliable instruments were created within marriage literature.

1.3.2 Measures of Marital Satisfaction

A number of marital quality measures have been developed in the area of
marriage research. One of the first measures of the concept is the Marital Adjustment
Test (MAT; Locke & Wallace, 1959) which is a 15-item scale considering overall
happiness, degree of agreement between spouses, resolving conflict, shared
activities, fulfillment of expectations about marriage. Over the years, this measure
has been used in countless studies, and Cohen (1985) argues that it has the greatest
number of validity and reliability studies of the whole self-report measures of marital
satisfaction.

The strongest competition to the MAT comes from the Dyadic Adjustment
Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976) which is a measure of quality of marriage and similar
dyads. The 32-item scale suggests the existence of four components of dyadic
adjustment which are dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, and
affectional expression. He claims that the DAS is an important improvement over the
earlier measures such as the MAT and it is better suited for distinguishing distressed
and nondistressed couples in clinical treatment. Spanier (1985) also reports that the
DAS has been used over 1000 studies in literature. However, Spanier and Thompson
(1982) analyzed the DAS in a variety of ways and concluded that although the
consensus, satisfaction, and cohesion subscales were replicated fairly well, the
affectional expression subscale was problematical since two of the four items had
small loadings. As a result, a revision of the DAS was developed by Busby, Crane,
Larson, and Christensen (1995). The Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS) is a
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14-item scale with three subscales as dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, and
dyadic cohesion. Furthermore, the RDAS is an improvement over the DAS for the
following reasons: (1) The RDAS, unlike the DAS, has acceptable levels of construct
validity; (2) the RDAS is highly correlated with the MAT; (3) the RDAS is
successful at discriminating between distressed and nondistressed individuals; (4) the
RDAS has adequate internal consistency estimates and excellent split-half reliability
coefficients which are larger than those of the DAS; (5) the RDAS can be divided
into two forms and used in repeated tests (Busby et al., 1995).

Lastly, a more recent measure of marital quality developed by Fowers and
Olson (1993) is a 15-item scale including its marital conventionalization scale and
has strong reliability and correlations with other measures of marital satisfaction. The
ENRICH (evaluation and nurturing relationship issues, communication, and
happiness) Marital Satisfaction (EMS) Scale provides a mean to obtain both dyadic
and individual satisfaction scores.

Disagreement about the best marital quality measure has led to researchers
working in the same area and using different instruments. In the present study,
marital satisfaction will be evaluated and measured on two dimensions in the same
way that Hicks and Platt (1970) presented. They have discussed the difficulties in
conceptualization and measurement of marital satisfaction and they put forward two
alternative approaches to conceptualization. The first is to view marital happiness as
a global, subjective evaluation of one’s marriage or spouse, while the second is to
perceive satisfaction as being associated with specific aspects of married life. Hence,
in order to assess a broad view, two forms of marital satisfaction measurement will
be applied in the present research, the Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale
comprehending specific aspects of marital relationship, and a global marital
satisfaction scale which is described in the next chapter.

It seems apparent from the review of literature that arranged and self-selected
marriages differ in their initiation, structures, and occurrences, and such differences
may affect marital quality. In the following section, aims and proposed questions of

the present study are discussed based on above-mentioned review.
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1.4 Aims of the Study

Has the shift toward greater freedom of mate choice in Turkey produced more
satisfactory marital relations or less satisfactory ones? This is the starting point of the
present study. Since it was a widely accepted method of mate selection in the past 50
years or more, arranged marriages attract attention of researchers dealing with
marriage studies. For instance, studies which provide a model of marital relationships
(Imamoglu, 1994; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997) propose that with modern marital
attitudes, increment in occupational status and education level, occurrence of
traditional and arranged marriages has been getting lesser and lesser. Thus, spouses’
increased level of social development is associated with marital satisfaction both
directly and indirectly.

What is lacking in the current literature, concerning marriage type differences in
marital relationships, is the contribution of basic human orientations. Since
relatedness and individuation shape individuals’ basic pattern of psychological
functioning and also marriages constitute one major type of interpersonal
relationships, self-types and marriage types should be brought together in order to
look from a more broad view at the marriage studies. In other words, the
combination of marriage types and self-types with support of some other correlates
such as perceived decision making quality would be beneficial in order to understand
marital quality and power relations between spouses.

It was aimed in the study to explore the dynamics of marital relationships by
examining differences in perceived decision making quality, marital adjustment, and
marital satsifaction. The questions raised and the reasons for forming these questions

are as follows:

Question 1. In a previous study on American, Turkish, and Chinese samples,
it was asserted that parental approval of the marriage was associated with marital
satisfaction (Imamoglu, Wendorf, Weisfeld, Weisfeld, Lucas, Parkhill, & Shen,
under review). Particularly, they found that if the respondent’s family had initially

approved of their marriage, spousal love was greater for both husband and wife.
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Also, research implies that boundaries between two types of marriage (i.e. arranged
vs. self-selected marriage) are getting less and less clear since arranged marriages
may sometimes involve premarital dating after first meeting is organized by families
(Qureshi, 1991; Hortagsu, 2007). In congruity with these findings, general division of
marriage into two types may be replaced with a new look. In the present study it was
aimed to consider marriage as three types; arranged, family-self-selected, and self-
selected, in order to see the effects more precisely. With the importance of approval
of couples’ parent, in self-selected marriages spouses may not choose their partners
on their own. Therefore, by family-self-selected marriage, it is meant that first
families find a suitable partner for their child through social contacts or
neighborhood, then introduce each other and give way to date before marriage.

Similarly, findings from Turkey and China suggest that spouses’ relations
with the extended families predicted their marital satisfaction (Xiaohe & Whyte,
1990; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). Hence, a positive relationship was expected
between support from the relatives and dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction.
Also as Xiaohe and Whyte (1990) noted, when the cases of arranged and free choice
marriages are compared in terms of marriage satisfaction, the main feature is that the
curve for love matches is consistently higher than that for arranged marriages. In the
same vein, Hortagsu (2007) stated that people in couple-initiated marriages reported
higher levels of emotional involvement with spouse and higher levels of secure
attachment toward spouse as compared to those in family-initiated marriages.

The first question to be explored within the study is raised on the basis of
these theoretical conceptualizations. What may be the effects of marriage type on
marital processes, particularly on perceived decision making quality, dyadic

adjustment, and marital satisfaction?

Question 2. The BID model (Imamoglu, 1995, 1998, 2003), which presents
two basic human orientations as individuation and relatedness to be complementary
not opposite, suggests presence of four types of self-construals (i.e. separated-
patterned, separated-individuated, related-patterned, and related-individuated), as

noted in previous section. These four self-types differ in terms of self-satisfaction,
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parental acceptance, positive future expectations, actual relatedness with parents, and
emotional closeness with parents (Imamoglu, 2003, Guler, 2004, Imamoglu &
Karakitapoglu-Aygin, 2006), indicating individuals with related self-types (i.e. both
related-patterned and related-individuated types) had higher scores on these
dimensions as compared to individuals with separated self-types (i.e. both separated-
patterned and separated-individuated types). Therefore, when marital process is
considered what will be the role of different self-types on perceived decision making
quality, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction?

Question 3. The marital relationships model (Imamoglu, 1995; Imamoglu &
Yasak, 1997) suggested that changes in spouses’ level of social development (i.e.
modernism, socio-economic status, and importance of sexuality) directly or
indirectly through changes in their effectiveness predicted marital satsifaction.
Accordingly, satisfactory marital relationships needed to be based on cooperative
interdependence between husbands and wives. Particularly, having egalitarian
attitudes towards family roles has been found to be a significant predictor of marital
satisfaction. Participation in decision making process and satisfaction with decision
making pattern in marriage may be associated with egalitarian relationships between
spouses.

On the other hand, relatedness was found to be associated with affective-
relational variables (i.e. perceived love-acceptance, positive self- and other models,
attachment security), whereas individuation was associated with intrinsic
motivational variables (i.e. need for cognition, need for exploration). Assuming,
individuation and relatedness as distinct and complementary basic human
orientations, as suggested by the BID model, it was expected in the present study that
relatedness would be correlated with marital satisfaction.

On the basis of these findings, the question raised here is that what will be the

role of self-orientations in decision making when predicting marital quality?
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

2.1  Participants

Two-hundred-ninety-two married couples participated in the study. Living
together and being married for at least for one year were set as the criterion for
participation in the study. The mean age was 39.72 (SD = 10.05) ranging from 20 to
72 for women, and was 43.36 (SD = 10.29) ranging from 25 to 75 for men. Marriage
length ranged from 1 year to 52 years with a mean of 16.79 (SD = 10.78). Eighty
four percent of the participants had children. Sixty four percent of the couples spent
most of their lives together with the spouse in metropolis, 33 % in city, 3 % in town,
and 1 % in village. The percent of participants having a university or higher degree
was much more than those having other degrees (women: university and higher 43
%, high school 27 %, secondary school 9 %, primary school 20 %; men: university
or higher 60 %, high school 24 %, secondary school % 9, primary school 8 %). The
occupations of participants ranged from no occupation (of the women, homemakers
23 %), to professionals or high-level bureaucrats (9 %). 11 % were workers or
farmers, 10 % were retired, and 47 % were government officers. Sixteen percent of
the participants were involved in arranged marriage, 32 % were in family-self-

selected marriage, and 52 % were in self-selected marriage.

2.2 Instruments

2.2.1 The Balanced Integration-Differentiation Scale (BIDS)

The BID scale developed by Imamoglu (1998, 2003) is composed of 29
items. Thirteen of the items are related to the first dimension measuring self-
developmental orientation. These items assess individuals’ tendency to actualize

their unique potentials. One sample item is that “It is important for me that | develop
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my potential and characteristics and be a unique person.” The remaining 16 items are
related to the second dimension measuring interrelationship orientation which
emphasized being attached to one’s family and not feeling disconnected from other
personal relations. One sample item is that “I feel emotionally very close to my
family.” The questions are rated on a 5 point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (not at
all) to 5 (very).

The Cronbach’s alpha was .74 for self-developmental orientation and .91 for
interrelationship orientation and .83 for the whole scale with a sample of university
students (Imamoglu, 1998). In another study, Gezici and Guvencg (2003) delivered
the scale to a sample of 235 both employed and unemployed women and computed
the Cronbach’s alpha as .77 for the whole scale, .81 for the self-developmental
orientation, and .80 for the interrelationship orientation subscales. More recent
studies have found that Cronbach’s alpha values varied between .74 and .82 for the
self-developmental and between .80 and .91 for the interrelational orientation
subscales (Imamoglu, 2003; Guler, 2004; Imamoglu & Kurt, 2005; Imamoglu,
Gunaydin & Selcuk, 2007; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygiin, 2004, 2006, 2007;
Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2007). Test-retest reliabilities of the subscales, over a period
of 3 weeks, were found to be .85 for the former and .84 for the latter subscales
(Gdler, 2004; Imamoglu & Giler-Edwards, 2007). In the present study with a sample
of 292 married couples the Cronbach’s alpha was .70 for self-developmental
orientation subscale, .84 for interrelational orientation subscale, and .79 for the whole

scale.

2.2.2 The Satisfaction with Marriage Scale (SWMS)

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS) was developed by Diener, Emmons,
Larsen, and Griffin (1985) in order to measure life satisfaction with a short form. In
the present study the word “life” at the items in the original version of scale was
replaced by the word “marriage” to measure marital satisfaction. Sample items may
be that “In most ways my marriage is close to my ideal” and “If I could live my

marriage over, | would change almost nothing.” The total 5 questions were rated on a
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5 point Likert type scale (1 = totally disagree, 5 = totally agree). The test-retest
correlation coefficient of the original version of scale was .82, and coefficient alpha
was .87. The results of reliability analysis indicated a high Cronbach’s alpha value
which was .92 for the married couples in this study.

2.2.3 The Revised Dyadic Adjustment Scale (RDAS)

The original version of the Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) composed of 32
items was developed by Spanier (1976). These 32 items were grouped into four
dimensions as dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus, and
affectional expression. The scale was designed for those wishing to use an overall
measure of dyadic adjustment and its length served the need for easy administration
and fast completion in just few minutes. Also, the scale was useful since it allows
researchers to use one of the subscales alone without losing confidence in the
reliability and validity of the measure. In order to assess whether the DAS measured
the same general construct, correlational analyses between Locke-Wallace Marital
Adjustment Scale (MAT, the most frequently used scale) were conducted and the
coefficients were .86 for married and .88 for divorced respondents. The total scale
reliability analysis revealed a .96 Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the whole scale
and .90, .94, .86, and .73 for dyadic satisfaction, dyadic cohesion, dyadic consensus,
and affectional expression, respectively.

The DAS has become one of the most widely used instruments in the
marriage and family field as noted in the introduction section. However, future
studies analyzed the DAS in a variety of ways. It is mostly criticized in the literature
that whether the scale is a unidimensional global measure or a multidimensional
instrument (Busby, Crane, Larson, and Christensen, 1995). The original definition of
dyadic adjustment was multidimensional in nature; however, empirical work failed to
validate the subscales of the DAS. Particularly, from factor analysis results of the
scale conducted by Spanier and Thompson (1982), it is evident that items of
consensus, satisfaction, and cohesion subscales were loaded fairly well, even though

the negative and positive items of the satisfaction subscale did not group together.
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Also, two of the four items of affectional expression subscale had small factor
loadings. A more recent study compared distressed and nondistressed couples and
demonstrated similar results that there were problems with the validity of the dyadic
satisfaction and affectional expression subscales (Crane, Allgood, Larson, & Griffin,
1990). Therefore, Busby (1995) restructured the scale and reduced the item number
to 14 and the all items were rated on 5-point Likert scales with responses ranging
from most of the time to never. The RDAS is composed of 3 subscales which are
related to dyadic satisfaction (sample items are “Do you ever regret that you
married?” and “How often do you and your partner quarrel?”), dyadic cohesion
(sample items are “How often do you work together on a project?” and “How often
do you calmly discuss something?”), and dyadic consensus (sample items are
“consensus on making major decisions” and “consensus on career decisions”).

The RDAS, unlike DAS, had acceptable levels of construct validity which
was demonstrated by several factor analyses. The correlation coefficient between
DAS and RDAS was very high (r = .97, p < .01). In addition, the correlation
coefficient between RDAS and MAT was .68 (p < .01). The data analysis from
married couples at a family therapy program showed that the Guttman split-half
reliability coefficient was .94 (Bushy et al., 1995).

In the present study, reliability coefficients were measured for three subscales
with a sample of 584 married females and males (.80 for dyadic satisfaction, .74 for

dyadic cohesion, .80 for dyadic consensus, and .87 for the whole scale).
2.2.4 Demographic Information Form

In order to be informed about the married couples’ demographic
characteristics, a short form was given to the participants with the scales. The form

aims to gain information about education level, occupational status of both husbands

and wives, and the place where the couple spent their lives mostly.
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2.2.5 Marital Relationship Form

There was also a 10-item form concerning marital relationships. Particularly,
questions were about the marriage type, relationships with the extended family,
important and daily decision making processes in the marital relationship,
satisfaction from decision making pattern, perceived equality and traditionality of
marriage.

Furthermore, the index of perceived decision making quality was determined
by mean scores of participants from satisfaction with decision making patterns
(which is also created by the mean of two separate one-item satisfaction scores,
satisfaction with daily decision making pattern and satisfaction with important
decision making pattern, respectively) and perceived equality questions. Cronbach’s
alpha value for the newly created 3-item variable was .76 based on the data from 584

married respondents.

2.3 Procedure

The data were collected from five different cities in Turkey (Ankara, Istanbul,
Mersin, Denizli, and Ordu) with the snowball sampling procedure (Bailey, 1994). An
acquaintance of the researcher in different cities was contacted and received the
scales in order to find volunteers to participate in the study by means of his/her
personal acquaintances.

A Dbrief instruction section was written at the beginning of the scales.
Respondents were informed about the aim of the study and confidentiality. It was
guaranteed that the information gathered from the participants would be used only
for scientific purposes. Participants were given all the instruments in envelopes and
requested to answer alone and returned them in two separate (wife/husband) closed

envelopes. It took about 30 minutes to complete the questionnaires.
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CHAPTER 11

RESULTS

This study, first, investigated differences between the four self-types, which
were suggested by the BID model, and three marriage types in perceived decision
making quality, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction. Additionally, gender
effects on marital quality variables were included in analyses. The variables were
analysed through analysis of variance (ANOVA) and multivariate analyses of
variance (MANOVA). Finally, it was aimed to find out which factors as
interrelationship orientation and self-developmental orientation predict marital
quality either directly or indirectly. Causal relationships were tested by using

structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis.

3.1  The Effects of Gender, Marriage Type, and Self-Type on Marital Quality

Perceived Decision Making Quality. First, to investigate the effects of four
self-types, suggested by the BID model, and effects of marriage types on perceived
decision making quality concerning marital relationship, a factorial between-subjects
ANOVA was performed.

The four self-types were determined by dividing participants into two groups
by using the median of relatedness dimension (Median = 4.25) and the median of
individuation dimension (Median = 3.23) as the cutting point. Relatedness-
separateness and individuation-normative patterning represent the high and low ends
of relatedness and individuation dimensions, respectively. The combinations of these
high and low scores on each dimension yield four self-construal types (i.e. separated-
patterned, separated-individuated, related-patterned, and related-individuated).

With the aim of exploring the effects of both self-types and marriage types on
perceived decision making quality, 2 (gender) X 3 (marriage type; arranged, both
arranged and self-selected, self-selected marriage) X 4 (self-type; separated-

patterned, separated - individuated, related - patterned, and related - individuated)
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factorial between-subjects ANOVA was performed on data from 584 married
respondents. Results revealed that the main effects of gender, marriage type, and
self-type were significant on perceived decision making quality, F(1,560) = 9.36, p <
.01, #* = .02, F(2,560) = 8.54, p < .001, > = .03, and F(3,560) = 21.44, p < .001, * =
.10, respectively (see Appendix F). On the other hand, no significant interaction
effect between variables was found. According to findings, husbands perceived their

decision making processes of higher quality than wives (see Table 1).

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Decision Making Quality Scores of the

Participants Grouped by Gender

Women Men

M SD M SD

Perceived Decision Making Quality 3.93 94 4.07 .70
N 292 292

Similarly, main effect of marriage type was significant. Means and standard
deviations of perceived decision making quality scores of respondents which were
grouped according to marriage type were presented in Table 2. Post-hoc analysis
indicated that participants who were involved in arranged marriages perceived their
decision making processes of lower quality as compared to respondents involved in

family-self-selected and self-selected marriages.

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Decision Making Quality Scores of the
Participants Grouped by Marriage Type
M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Decision 3.69° .99 3.97° .88 411 71
Making Quality
N 92 190 302

Note. Different superscripts denote significant differences on means according to Bonferroni Test.

Another significant main effect on perceived decision making quality was

found to be raised from self-type. According to Post-hoc analyses (see Table 3),
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respondents who had related-patterned and related-individuated self-types perceive
their decision making processes of higher quality than separated-patterned and

separated-individuated ones.

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived Decision Making Quality Scores of the

Participants Grouped by Self-Type

Separated- Separated- Related- Related-
Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Perceived Decision 3.62° .80 3.83% .88 414> 78 435" 65
Making Quality

N 132 156 130 166

Note. Different superscripts denote significant differences on means according to Bonferroni Test.

Dyadic Adjustment. In order to explore the effects of gender, marriage type,
and self-type on dyadic adjustment, a 2 (gender) X 3 (marriage type; arranged, both
arranged and self-selected, and self-selected marriage) X 4 (self-type; separated-
patterned, separated-individuated, related-patterned, and related-individuated)
factorial between-subjects MANOVA was performed using dyadic consensus, dyadic
satisfaction, and dyadic cohesion as dependent variables.

With the use of Wilks” criterion, the combined DVs were found to be
significantly affected by marriage type (F(6,1116) = 4.89, p < .001, #° = .03), self-
type (F(9,1358) = 10.14, p < .001, #* = .05), and the interaction effect between
marriage type and self-type (F(18,1578) = 2.16, p < .01, > = .02) but not by gender.
Therefore, gender was dropped from further analysis.

A new 3 (marriage type; arranged, both arranged and self-selected, and self-
selected marriage) X 4 (self-type; separated-patterned, separated-individuated,
related-patterned, and related-individuated) factorial between-subjects MANOVA
was conducted on dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, and dyadic cohesion. As
shown in Appendix G, the combined DVs were found to be significantly affected by
marriage type (F(6,1140) = 5.18, p < .001, #* = .03), self-type (F(9,1387) = 9.67, p <
001, #* = .05), and the interaction effect between marriage type and self-type
(F(18,1612) = 2.08, p < .01, #* = .02).
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Univariate ANOVAs indicated that main effect of marriage type only on
dyadic cohesion, F(2,572) = 12.05, p<.001, 5* = .04, was significant. Accordingly,
participants who were involved in arranged marriages had lower levels of dyadic
cohesion than respondents involved in other two types of marriages (see in Table 4).

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations of Dyadic Cohesion Scores of the Participants

Grouped by Marriage Type

M SD M SD M SD
Dyadic Cohesion 298 .88 337" 89 3.44° 74
N 92 190 302

Note. Different superscripts denote significant differences on means according to Bonferroni Test.

For self-type, all the univariate effects were significant; dyadic consensus,
F(3,572) = 22.11, p < .001, # = .10; dyadic satisfaction, F(3,572) = 15.12, p < .001,
5% = .07; and dyadic cohesion, F(3,572) = 17.55, p < .001, #° = .08. As can be seen in
Table 5 and from Post-hoc analysis results, means indicated that respondents with
related-patterned and related-individuated self-types were more satisfied, displayed
more consensus and cohesion with their spouse than respondents with separated-

patterned and separated-individuated self-types.

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations of Dyadic Adjustment Scores of the Participants

Grouped by Self-Type

Separated- Separated- Related- Related-

Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated

M SD M SD M SD M SD
Dyadic Consensus 3.84% 77 388 .76 430° 52 429° 52
Dyadic Satisfaction ~ 3.70° .76 371 74 405° 61 407" 51
Dyadic Cohesion 299° 85 3.19° .84 352° .79 3.62° .69
N 132 156 130 166

Note. Different superscripts denote significant differences on means according to Bonferroni Test

The multivariate marriage type by self-type interaction was found to be

significant (see Appendix G). Also, univariate interaction effects on dyadic
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consensus, F(6,572) = 2.55, p < .05, ° = .03 and on dyadic satisfaction, F(6,572) =
3.81, p < .01, #* = .04, were significant. Furthermore, the marriage type by self-type
interaction effect on dyadic consensus was analyzed using a simple main effects
analysis. Marriage types influenced dyadic consensus among subjects with
separated-patterned self-type, F(2,572) = 3.73, p < .05, but marriage types did not
influence dyadic consensus among respondents with separated-individuated, related-
patterned, and related-individuated self-types.

The significant simple main effects of marriage type were further analyzed by
pairwise comparisons using the Sidak adjustment for multiple comparisons. For
participants with separated-patterned self-type (see Figure 1), dyadic consensus was
better in self-selected marriages (M = 4.00, SE = .08, p < .05) than in arranged
marriages (M = 3.61, SE = .13, p < .05). Dyadic consensus in family-self-selected
marriages (M = 3.75, SE = .09) fell between arranged and self-selected marriages, but
was not significantly different from either of them.

In other words, dyadic consensus was found to be similar in all three types of
marriages when subjects had separated-individuated, related-patterned, and related-
individuated self-types. In addition, arranged and self-selected marriages
differentiated mostly in terms of dyadic consensus among those with separated-
patterned self-types. In other saying, dyadic consensus was reported to be higher in
self-selected marriages as compared to arranged marriages for respondents with

separated-patterned self-type.
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Figure 1. Mean dyadic consensus scores of Figure 2. Mean dyadic satisfaction scores of
participants with different self-types and participants with different self-types and
marriage types. marriage types.
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The other significant univariate effect of marriage type by self-type
interaction on dyadic satisfaction was analyzed using a simple main effects analysis.
Marriage types influenced dyadic satisfaction among subjects with separated-
patterned self-type, F(2,572) = 6.42, p < .01, and among subjects with related-
patterned self-type, F(2,572) = 3.35, p < .05, but marriage types did not influence
dyadic satisfaction among respondents with separated-individuated, and related-
individuated self-types.

The significant simple main effects of marriage type were further analyzed by
pairwise comparisons using the Sidak adjustment for multiple comparisons. As can
be seen in Figure 2, for participants with separated-patterned self-type, dyadic
satisfaction was higher in self-selected marriages (M = 3.92, SE = .09, p < .01) than
in family-self-selected marriages (M = 3.47, SE = .09, p <.01). Dyadic satisfaction in
arranged marriages (M = 3.60, SE = .13) fell between self-selected and family-self-
selected marriages, but was not significantly different from either of them.

On the other hand, for subjects with related-patterned, dyadic satisfaction was
higher in arranged marriages (M = 4.27, SE = .13, p < .05) as compared to self-
selected marriages (M = 3.91, SE = .08, p < .05). Dyadic satisfaction in family-self-
selected marriages (M = 4.13, SE = .11) fell between arranged and self-selected
marriages, but was not significantly different from either of them.

Accordingly, marriage type difference was significant for subjects with
separated-patterned self-types who were more satisfied with the spouse in self-
selected marriages compared to family-self-selected marriages. On the other hand,
marriage type difference was also significant for participants with related-patterned
self-types who reported more dyadic satisfaction in arranged marriages relative to
self-selected marriages, while those with separated-individuated and related-

individuated self-types did not differ.

Marital Satisfaction. Secondly, to investigate gender, marriage type, and self-
type differences in marital satisfaction a 2 (gender) X 3 (marriage type; arranged,
both arranged and self-selected, and self-selected marriage) X 4 (self-type; separated-

patterned, separated - individuated, related - patterned, and related — individuated )
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factorial between-subjects ANOVA was conducted. Gender (F(1,560) = 8.22, p <
.01, #° = .01) and self-type (F(3,560) = 24.31, p < .05, #* = .12) had significant main
effects on marital satisfaction (see Appendix F). Accordingly, husbands were more
satisfied with their marriage than wives (see Table 6).

Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of Marital Satisfaction Scores of the Participants

Grouped by Gender

Women Men
M SD M SD
Marital Satisfaction 3.85 .92 4,01 .80
N 292 292

Since gender had no interaction effect, it was dropped from further analysis.
A new 3 (marriage type; arranged, both arranged and self-selected, and self-selected
marriage) X 4 (self-type; separated-patterned, separated-individuated, related-
patterned, and related-individuated) factorial between-subjects ANOVA was
conducted in order to explore the effects on marital satisfaction. As can be seen in
Appendix G, marital satisfaction was found to be significantly affected by only self-
type (F(3,572) = 21.86, p < .001, * = .10). Means and standard deviations were
presented in Table 7 that respondents with related-patterned and related-individuated
self-types were more satisfied than participants with separated-patterned and

separated-individuated self-types.

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations of Marital Satisfaction Scores of the Participants

Grouped by Self-Type
Separated- Separated- Related- Related-
Patterned Individuated Patterned Individuated
M SD M SD M SD M SD

Marital Satisfaction ~ 3.69* .92 3620 .88 414> 73 426° 73
N 132 156 130 166

Note. Different superscripts denote significant differences on means according to Bonferroni Test
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Also, the interaction effect between marriage type and self-type, which can
be seen in Appendix G, was significant, (F(6,572) = 2.12, p < .05, #° = .02). The
interaction effect on marital satisfaction was analyzed using a simple main effects
analysis. Marriage types influenced marital satisfaction among subjects with
separated-patterned self-type, F(2,572) = 2.91, p < .05, however marriage types did
not influence marital satisfaction among respondents with separated-individuated,
related-patterned, and related-individuated self-types (see Figure 3).

The significant simple main effects of marriage type were further analyzed by
pairwise comparisons using the Sidak adjustment for multiple comparisons. As can
be seen in Figure 3, for participants with separated-patterned self-type, marital
satisfaction was higher at self-selected marriages (M = 3.90, SE = .11, p < .05) than
at arranged marriages (M = 3.35, SE = .17, p < .05). Marital satisfaction at the
family-self-selected marriages (M = 3.60, SE = .12) fell between arranged and self-
selected marriages, but was not significantly different from either of them.

Thus, a similar trend with dyadic consensus, as mentioned above, was
observed that marriage type differences was significant only for subjects with
separated-patterned self-type who were more satisfied with their marriage in self-
selected marriages compared to arranged marriages, while those with separated-
individuated and related self-types did not differ. In other word, the differentiation in
terms of marriage types was only among respondents with separated-patterned self-
type; particularly, couples involved in self-selected marriages reported higher marital

satisfaction than those involved in arranged marriages.
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Figure 3. Mean marital satisfaction scores of participants with different self-types and marriage types.
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3.2  Correlational Analyses

The correlational analyses indicated that there were significant relationships
between variables as presented in Table 8. Initially, the correlation coefficients
indicated that perceived decision making quality had significant relationships with
dyadic consensus (r = .56, p< .01), dyadic satisfaction (r = .47, p< .01), dyadic
cohesion (r = .51, p< .01), and marital satisfaction (r = .57, p< .01). Hence, it shows
that as expected when decision making quality of the participants increases, their
level of satisfaction in marriage increases as well. It seemed to be a strong indicator
of satisfaction. On the other hand, the correlation of perceived decision making
quality with relatedness was also significant (r = .46, p< .01). Then it could be said
that being related with others may play a role in the quality of decision making. Also,
the relationship between perceived decision making quality and support of relatives
was significant (r = .26, p< .01). Therefore, it is not surprising in our country that
continuing support from the relatives through the life span contributed to decision
making process of couples.

The two basic human needs of relatedness and individuation were not
significantly correlated, supporting what the BID model proposed as distinct
variables. As seen in Table 8, relatedness significantly correlated with almost all
marital quality variables, whereas, individuation had significant but weak
relationship with marital quality variables except for dyadic consensus, dyadic
satisfaction, marital satisfaction, and support from the relatives. Hence, as presented
by the BID model, individuation was associated with intrinsic motivational variables
such as need for cognition, need for exploration, and curiosity (Imamoglu, 2003).
Then, it is not surprising to find a significant positive relationship between
individuation and education level (r = .34, p< .01). Also, in line with previous
findings there was a negative correlation of individuation with perceived
traditionality (r = -.24, p< .01).

Another key variable of the present study, which was stated as marriage type,
was found to be negatively correlated with length of marriage (r = -.32, p< .01),

indicating most couples who were involved in arranged marriage had longer
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marriage life. In other words, among young couples arranged marriage was not so
common. Furthermore, the correlation between marriage type and education level (r
= .40, p< .01) was significant. Accordingly, participants who were married by free-
choice had higher levels of education than respondents involved in arranged and
family-self-selected marriages; on the other hand, they perceived their marriages as
less traditional (r = -.24, p< .01).

Lastly, when marital satisfaction and subscales of dyadic adjustment
correlations were considered (see Table 8), they were significantly and highly related
to each other. What was interesting here, again support from the relatives (r = .20, p<
.01) and perceived traditionality (r = .16, p< .01) which were important social
dynamics of Turkish culture, had significant relationships with marital satisfaction.
This is also in line with the findings from studies indicating that couples’ harmonious
relations with the extended family were associated with marital satisfaction
(Imamoglu, 1994; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). Additionally, when education level
increases marital satisfaction (r = .14, p< .01) increases as well. Finally, participation
in important decisions had a role in marital satisfaction (r = .15, p< .01) and gender
was also significantly but was weakly correlated with marital satisfaction (r = .09, p<
.05).
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3.3 Overall Analysis of Key Variables

Assuming that individuation and relatedness are distinct and complementary
basic human orientations as suggested by the BID model, it was expected that their
contributions to predict marital quality would be different based on intercorrelations
between theoretical constructs noted above (see Table 8). Specifically, because
relational self-orientation has been found to be associated with both self and family
satisfaction, perceived love-acceptance, and attachment security and also because of
higher correlation of relatedness with dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction as
presented in Table 8, a direct prediction was expected. On the other hand, an indirect
association between relatedness and marital satisfaction through mediation of
perceived decision making quality was expected, assuming from previous studies as
mentioned earlier that decision making quality is a strong predictor of marital
satisfaction. In the same way, individuation was expected to have an indirect
association with marital satisfaction through mediation of perceived decision making
quality, since, as proposed by the BID model, self-developmental orientation
represents intrinsic exploration and since decision making requires cognitive process.
Additionally, participation in decision making and having egalitarian attitudes have
been found to be related to marital satisfaction, as noted before (Imamoglu, 1995;
Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997). In accordance with previous findings and based on high
correlations of perceived decision making quality with dyadic adjustment and marital
satisfaction, a direct path between these variables was expected.

Before going into detailed associations between key variables, they should be
defined in terms of entrance to the analysis as observed or latent variable. Because
relatedness and individuation constructs were measured with the BID scale, they
were entered as observed variables. On the other hand, perceived equality and
satisfaction with decision making pattern scores of the subjects were measured by
one-item questions, indicating a latent variable named as perceived decision making
quality. In addition, marital quality, because of the basic concern of the present
study, was defined as the other latent variable composed of dyadic adjustment and

marital satisfaction.
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Overall, above-noted correlational analyses constitute the empirical bases of
the model and it was expected that relatedness and perceived decision making quality
would predict dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction. The relationship between
relatedness, individuation, and marital quality was expected to be mediated by
perceived decision making quality. Particularly, relatedness and individuation were
expected to predict perceived decision making quality, and in turn, perceived
decision making quality was expected to predict marital quality of participants. In
addition, relatedness directly would predict marital quality. In order to analyze these
causal relationships among theoretical constructs, structural equation modeling
technique was applied using Lisrel, version 8.30 (Joreskog & Sérbom, 1993). As can
be seen in Figure 4, results showing standardized factor loadings supported the
hierarchical model, y*(6, N = 584) = 32.19, p < .001, root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) = .087, goodness of fit index (GFI) = .98, adjusted
goodness of fit index (AGFI) = .94, normed fit index (NFI) = .97, and comparative
fit index (CFI) = .98. The significant paths which are shown in Figure 4 indicate that
relatedness both directly and through mediation of perceived decision making quality
predicted marital quality. On the other hand, individuation predicted marital quality
indirectly, through mediation of perceived decision making quality.

Since the BID model maintains that individuation is associated with
nonrestrictive family atmosphere and need for cognition, egalitarianism may well be
important for individuals who are high in self-developmental orientation. Also, from
the findings above, having the second highest correlation with perceived equality (r =
25, p< .01, see Table 8), it was assumed that people high on intrapersonal
differentiation may perceive their marital relationships more equal. Thus, in order to
achieve a more acceptable fit, the modification produced by the Lisrel program was
made to the model. The error variance between individuation and perceived equality
was added to the model. Thus, the goodness of fit statistics indicated an acceptable
fit to the data, yielding the following higher values for the fit indexes, y*(5, N = 584)
= 15.23, p < .01, RMSEA = .059, GFI = .99, AGFI = .96, NFI = .99, CFI = .99 (see
Appendix H). As a result, standardized path coefficient between perceived decision

making quality and marital quality increased with the modification, although
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coefficient between individuation and perceived decision making quality decreased.
Hence, even though modification has increased the fit statistics, without
modification and restricted results, it still seems to be that perceived decision making
quality in marital relationships is a strong predictor of marital quality. Additionally,
relatedness and individuation were associated with perceived decision making

quality and also relatedness had a direct path to marital quality.
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Figure 4. Significant predictors of marital quality tested by using LISREL; y*(6, N = 584) = 32.19, p <
.001, GFI = .98, AGFI = .94, CFI = .98; correlations between the variables considered are shown in
Table 8. Standardized path coefficients are shown; all the path coefficients are significant at least at
the .05 level. Correlated errors were not added.

Note: Related = Relatedness, Individ = Individuation, Qualdec = Perceived Decision Making Quality,
Decsat = Satisfaction with Decision Making Pattern, Eqlty = Perceived Equality, Marqlty = Marital
Quality, Mtsf = Marital Satisfaction, Dadj = Dyadic Adjustment.
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CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The current study aimed to explore whether marriage types and self-construal
types played a role in marital relationships such as perceived decision making
quality, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction. In order to achieve this purpose,
participants were grouped based on their marriage types whether they have married
by free-choice, by arrangement, or by both arrangement and free-choice and also
based on their self-types specified by the Balanced Integration Differentiation (BID)
model. Then, they were tested on different dimensions concerning marital
relationship. In this chapter, the results presented in previous section are discussed on
their relevance to the literature and then limitations and suggestions to future

research are reported.

4.1 Evaluation of the Results

Results of the present study revealed that perceived decision making quality
varied as a result of gender. Accordingly, husbands perceived their decision making
processes of high quality. They were more satisfied with their decision making
pattern as compared to wives. This may be related to the overall satisfaction of
husbands in marriage, since various studies have found that males had higher
satisfaction with husband-wife relationships (Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997), had higher
general marital satisfaction (Heyman et al., 1994), and those who were involved in
arranged marriages reported more emotional affection (Hortacsu, 2007). The present
study also have found supporting results with previous studies that husbands reported
to be satisfied more than their wives with their marriage (Rhyne, 1981; Shek &
Tsang, 1993; Gagnon, et al., 1999).

The first question raised within the study was on the effects of marriage type.
It was aimed to explore the differences between three types of marriages on marital

processes. Results indicated that participants involved in arranged marriages
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perceived their decision making pattern of low quality and reported to have less
cohesion with the spouse than those involved in family-self-selected marriages and
those in self-selected marriages. This is in line with the findings asserting that
spousal friendship, trust, communion and sharing are higher in self-selected
marriages relative to arranged marriages (Imamoglu, 1993). Also, it is congruent
only for dyadic cohesion with the finding that self-selected marriage group had a
higher degree of marital adjustment than the group whose marriages were arranged
(Demir & Fistloglu, 1999). It was also seen in the findings that marriage type had no
direct effect on dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, and marital satisfaction. The
present findings support the notion that cooperative interdependence, egalitarian
attitudes, and equal participation in decision making between spouses were
associated with self-selected marriages (Imamoglu, 1993). Perceiving their decision
making processes of high quality, respondents involved in self-selected and family-
self-selected marriages differed from those in arranged marriages.

On the other hand, the expected difference between three types of marriages
was not supported. It was stated in the previous section that different from previous
studies (Imamoglu, 1994; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997; Hortagsu, 1997, 1999, 2007,
Hortacsu & Oral, 1994) the present study aimed to emphasize extended family
inclusion on decision of marriage. That is, instead of dividing marriage into two
types, family-initiated with premarital dating was added as a third type. However,
results showed that there is no difference between self-selected and family-self-
selected marriage types in terms of main effects. Both types of marriages showed a
similar trend on perceived decision making quality as different from arranged
marriage.

In a similar vein, Aida and Falbo (1991) note that studies investigating
marital satisfaction differences between couples involving free-choice marriages and
arranged marriages have conflicting results. Also, they found a small effect of
marriage type in their studies. According to traditionalists, arranged marriages give
more satisfaction to couples than self-selected marriages (Xiaohe & Whyte, 1990).
They claim that since they do not know each other well, since they do not spend time

together before marriage, and since they do not have any romantic feelings, the
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spouses in arranged marriages have nowhere to go and they have to come up with
cohesion. After the marriage, they have chance to learn more about each other.
During this process, mutual concern is likely to result in a mature form of love and it
is different from the “hot” emotions in love marriages. In this type of marriage,
spouses are to be more realistic and to form more durable bonds since the important
concern is to survive together in the marriage. On the other hand, Blood (1967) with
a sample from Japan and Xiaohe and Whyte (1990) with a sample from China found
that spouses in love marriages show consistently more marital satisfaction scores as
compared to the individuals involved in arranged marriages.

Furthermore, having self-selected marriage is associated with women’s
socioeconomic power in the marriage, which in turn tends to be associated with
increased marital satisfaction (Imamoglu, 1994, 2000; Imamoglu & Yasak, 1997).
Similarly, Imamoglu (1993) have found that individuals involved in self-selected
marriages rated their marriages more positive in terms of marital quality relative to
those in arranged marriages, which is not totally supported since marriage type had
no main effect on marital satisfaction in the present study. However, by the
interaction with self-type, marriage type significantly influenced dyadic consensus,
dyadic satisfaction, and marital satisfaction, which is the one important contribution
of the present findings to the marriage and self-type fields in the literature. That is,
dyadic consensus and marital satisfaction were reported to be higher in self-selected
marriages as compared to arranged marriages for respondents with separated-
patterned self-type. Since separated-patterned self-type represents the most
unbalanced psychological state based on the BID model’s assertions, marriage type
differences may occur among these individuals. Because the families of this
separated-patterned group are restrictive and controlling (Imamoglu, 2003), it is not
surprising that they report low levels of marital satisfaction and less consensus with
the spouse when they were married by family arrangement as compared to the group
married by free-choice. Whereas, individuals who did not differ whether they were
married by arrangement or not, show similar trends in each three self-types in terms
of consensus with the spouse and marital satisfaction.

On the other hand, regarding dyadic satisfaction, results of interaction effects
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indicated that both individuals with separated-patterned and related-patterned self-
types illustrated marriage type differences. Accordingly, similar with previous
findings in terms of dyadic consensus and marital satisfaction, within the separated-
patterned group people who were married by free-choice demonstrated higher
satisfaction with the spouse when compared to those involved in family-self-selected
marriage. Again, restrictive parental control might have played a role here. On the
contrary, within the related-patterned group individuals married by arrangement
reported higher dyadic satisfaction than those involved in self-selected marriage.
According to the BID model, related-patterned self-type represents being high on
interpersonal integration but low in intrapersonal differentiation (Imamoglu, 1998,
2003), indicating that free will or willful consent are low; on the other hand, extrinsic
referents or social control are high. Considering the initiation of arranged marriages,
parents decide whom to marry for their children, where social control is high and
decision is mostly based on external referents such as family background, economic
status, and family property (Goode, 1963; Rao & Rao, 1976). Also, assuming that
comparative love, frequency of interactions with spouse, and depth of overall
discussion were associated with couple-initiated marriages from the studies
comparing arranged and self-selected marriages (Imamoglu, 1993; Hortagsu, 2007;
Hortagsu & Oral, 1994), it may be concluded that within related-patterned group
individuals married by arrangement reported more satisfaction with the spouse as
compared to the ones involved in self-selected marriage.

Analyses conducted to explore the effects of different self-types, which was
stated as the second question of the present study, on perceived decision making
quality, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction demonstrate that interrelationship
orientation of self-construal was associated significantly with perceived decision
making quality, dyadic adjustment, and marital satisfaction. In addition, for the
subscale of dyadic adjustment, the effect of self-type was significant that interrelated
individuals had higher scores on dyadic satisfaction, dyadic consensus, and dyadic
cohesion than those with separated self-types. Also, participants with related-self
types perceived their decision making process of high quality and had more marital

satisfaction relative to the ones with separated self-types. Therefore, it is congruent
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with the BID model’s assertions that relatedness is associated with the positive
affective domain such as positive future expectations, attachment security, self and
family satisfaction (Imamoglu, 2003; Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2007; Giler, 2004).
Overall, the impact of self-type is greater than those of marriage type and gender in
the present study, indicating differentiative and integrative needs as the basis of
interpersonal relationships.

The last question of the study was related with predicting marital quality via
decision making and self-orientations. Analyses were conducted to explore the
correlational model. When the association between the two self-orientations is
considered, present findings indicated that relatedness and individuation were not
correlated significantly. Congruent with the studies noted in the Introduction section
about the BID model, they are distinct orientations and one can be high or low on
both (Imamoglu, 1998, 2003; Imamoglu & Karakitapoglu-Aygun, 2004, 2006, 2007;
Imamoglu & Imamoglu, 2007; Imamoglu, Giinaydin & Selguk, 2007). Also, based
on distinct self-orientations, we expected them to complement one another in terms
of their association with perceived decision making quality. Therefore, a structural
model was developed to explore the associations between key constructs based on
the correlational data. Perceived decision making quality appeared to be predicted by
both relatedness and individuation. Then, supporting the association between
egalitarianism and marital satisfaction suggested by the past findings (Imamoglu,
2000), it has been found that perceived decision making quality was associated with
marital quality. Moreover, since related self-types were found to have an effect on
dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction in the present study, interrelationship
orientation was expected to associate directly with marital quality which is composed
of dyadic adjustment and marital satisfaction as well. The marital quality model
seemed to be highly acceptable both statistically and theoretically, indicating that of
the two self-orientations, relatedness predicted marital quality both directly and
through mediation of perceived decision making quality, whereas, individuation
predicted it only indirectly. This is what the present study contributes to the marriage

literature in line with previous studies.
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4.2 Limitations and Recommendations

There are some limitations of the present study that should be taken into
consideration. First of all, since the study is about marriage, participants might be
unwilling to give the true information about their marital relationships. Also, because
of social desirability effect, participants probably wonder how their spouse perceives
their marriage and they may become anxious and not give the right information.

Moreover, education level of participants in the current study is relatively
high. This might result in more modern viewpoints in spouse selection and shift to
individuation and more egalitarian viewpoints in marital interaction. Because of
modernization effects in Turkey, the form of arranged marriages changes a bit
toward a type in which more spousal involvement rather than only family decision is
observed. In this type, spouses are free to date before marriage but the main decision
is held by parents as well (Hortacsu, 2007). That’s why three types of marriages were
taken into consideration in the current study. Additionally, since participants
generally live in cities and metropolis, and since they are only from 5 different
regions, the representation of individuals particularly involved in arranged marriages
decreases. People from more strict and closed communities should be included to
represent more of arranged marriage.

Since expectation of marriage type effect on marital satisfaction was not
fulfilled, a deeper research on arranged marriages and its characteristics is needed.
The sample should be chosen from various regions where arranged marriages and
more traditional values are common.

Another limitation of the study is that analyses were conducted cross-
sectionally to understand the current status of marital satisfaction. However, there is
need for longitudinal research for comparison of arranged and self-selected
marriages in the long-run. The changes in marital satisfaction over the years in
marriage may give more information.

The current study contributes to existing literature and expands our
knowledge on marriage types, self-types and their relationship with marital quality.

Some suggestions for future studies may involve development of a more specific
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scale in order to measure spouses’ interactions and perceptions about traditionality or
equality or decision making processes rather than single-item questions. Finally, in
future research, a more representative sample in terms of marriage type and
education level can be selected to further explore the impact of marriage types on

spouses’ marital relationships.
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10.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A

BALANCED INTEGRATION DIFFERENTIATION SCALE

(DENGELI BUTUNLESME AYRISMA OLCEGI)

Kendi kendime kaldigimda yapacak ilging seyler bulabilirim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kendimi aileme hep yakin hissedecegime inaniyorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Insanlarla iliski kurmakta guiclik ¢ekiyorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kendi istediklerimi yapabilmek icin kendime mutlaka zaman ve imkén tanimaya
calisirim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Kendimi duygusal olarak toplumun disinda kalmis gibi hissediyorum.

1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukga () 5.¢ok ()
Kendimi duygusal olarak aileme ¢ok yakin hissediyorum.

1. hi¢c () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Farkli olmaktansa, toplumla distnsel olarak kaynasmis olmayi tercih ederim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kendimi yakin cevremden duygusal olarak kopmus hissediyorum.

1. hi¢c () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Kendimi insanlardan olabildigince soyutlayip, kendi isteklerimi gerceklestirmeye
calisirim.

1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukga () 5.¢ok ()
Hayatta gerceklestirmek istedigim seyler icin calisirken, ailemin sevgi ve

destegini hep yanimda hissederim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta() 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Kendimi yalniz hissediyorum.

1. hic () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Ailemle duygusal baglarimin zayif oldugunu hissediyorum.

1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukga () 5.¢ok ()
Ailemle aramdaki duygusal baglarin hayatta yapmak istedigim seyler icin bana
guc verdigini distnlyorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kendimi diger insanlardan kopuk hissediyorum.

1. hi¢c () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Toplumsal degerleri sorgulamak yerine benimsemeyi tercih ederim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kendimi sosyal ¢cevreme duygusal olarak yakin hissediyorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Kendimi ilging buluyorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()

Insanin kendini, kendi istedigi gibi degil, toplumda gegcerli olacak sekilde

gelistirmesinin énemli oldugunu dusunayorum.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Insan gelistikce, ailesinden duygusal olarak uzaklasir.

1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukga () 5.¢ok ()
Insanin en 6nemli amaci sahip oldugu potansiyeli hakkiyla gelistirmek olmalidir.
1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Insanin kendi 6zelliklerini gelistirip ortaya ¢ikarabilmesi gerekir.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Kisinin kendine degil, topluma uygun hareket etmesi, uzun vadede kendi yararina
olur.

1. hic () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Insanin yapmak istediklerini yapabilmesi icin, ailesiyle olan duygusal baglarini
en aza indirmesi gerekir.

1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Cevremdekilerin onayladigl bir insan olmak benim icin énemlidir.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
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25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

Zamanimizda insanlar arasinda gucli duygusal baglarin olmasi, kendileri icin
destekleyici degil, engelleyici olur.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Sahip oldugum potansiyeli ve 6zelliklerimi gelistirip, kendime 6zgu bir birey

olmak benim icin cok 6nemlidir.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
Cevreme ters gelse bile, kendime 6zgu bir amag igin yasayabilirim.
1. hig () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukga () 5.¢ok ()

Herkesin kendi 6zelliklerini gelistirmeye ugrasmasi yerine, toplumsal

beklentilere uygun davranmaya ¢alismasinin daha dogru oldugu kanisindayim.

1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢ok ()
Toplumlar gelistikge, insanlararasi duygusal baglarin zayiflamasi dogaldir.
1. hi¢ () 2. biraz () 3.orta () 4. oldukea () 5. ¢cok ()
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APPENDIX B

SATISFACTION WITH MARRIAGE SCALE

(EVLILIK MEMNUNIYETI OLCEGI)

Kesinlikle katiimiyorum
Katiimiyorum
Ne katiliyorum ne katiimiyorum

Katiliyorum

a ~ W DN

Kesinlikle katiliyorum

. Bircok bakimdan evliligim idealime yakin.

. Evlilik kosullarim mikemmel.

Y
N N NN
w| w| w| w

1

2

3. Evliligimden memnunum.

4. Simdiye kadar evliligimde istedigim
onemli seyleri elde ettim.

5. Eger evlilik hayatimi yeniden yasasaydim | 1 2 3

hemen hicbir seyi degistirmezdim.
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APPENDIX C

REVISED DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE

(YENILENMIS CiFT UYUM OLCEGH)

Hichirzaman Nadizen Bazen Oldukica Clogu zaman
anlagamay anlayr anlagirz sk anlagmz anlapnz
1 2 3 4 5
1. D kormalar 1 2 3 4 £
2. Muhahbet-sevgi gisterme 1 2 3 4 5
3. Temel kararlarit alitimast 1 2 3 4 £
4. Cingel wagam 1 2 3 4 £
5. Geleneksellik (51 ve adetlere uyzun
1 2 3 4 H
davrarig)
6. Mlesleld kararlar 1 2 3 4 5
Highirzanan Nadiren Baren Olulzamk  Cofuraman
1 2 3 4 -
7. Nigkinizi bitirmeyi ne siklikta
1 1 3 4 H
tartigusuuz?
8. Eginizle ne siklikla mitnakaga edersiiz? 1 2 3 4 5
9. Evlendifiniz igin pismanlik duyar
1 1 3 4 H
izt E?
10.He siklikla birbirimizin sinirlenme sine
1 I 3 4 H
tedet olursunmz?
11. 31z ve epiniz ev dip ethinlillerimzin ne
1 I 3 4 H
kadatina birlikte katilirsmz?
12.Me siklikla tegwvik edici fikir
N 1 2 3 4 5
ahgveriginde bulunarsumz?
13.Me siklikla bir i3 tzerinde bitlikte
1 I 3 4 H
raligirsiuz?
14.He siklikla bir eyl sakince tartigirsingz? 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX D

DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION FORM

(BiLGI FORMU)

Bu calismanin amaci evli ¢iftlerin benlik kurgularinin ve evlilik tiplerinin
evlilik doyumu Gzerindeki etkilerini arastirmaktir. Arastirmaya katilmak tamamen
gonalladdr. Alinan bilgiler grup halinde degerlendirileceginden, isminizi yazmaniz
gerekli degildir. Vereceginiz tiim bilgiler gizli tutulacakatir. Bu nedenle sorulara
olabildigince samimi karsiliklar vermeniz ve sorulari yanitsiz birakmamaniz
beklenmektedir. Arastirmaya katildiginiz ve zaman ayirdiginiz icin simdiden
tesekkir ederiz.

Aylin GUNDOGDU
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi

Psikoloji Boltimi Yuksek Lisans Ogrencisi

1. Cinsiyetiniz 1. Kadin () 2.Erkek ()

2. Yasiniz

3. Egitim dizeyiniz 1. Okuma-yazma bilmiyor () 2. Okur-yazar ()
3. flkokul () 4. Ortaokul () 5. Lise ()
6. Universite () 7. Lisansustu ()

4. Esinizin egitim duzeyil. Okuma-yazma bilmiyor () 2. Okur-yazar ()
3. Tlkokul () 4. Ortaokul () 5. Lise ()

6. Universite () 7. Lisansustu ()

70



Mesleginiz 0. Ev kadini () ; Diger. (Belirtiniz)..................
1. Isci, ciftci, usta, vb. ()
2. Memur, subay, kiiglk esnaf, vb. ()
3. Ust diizey biirokrat, serbest meslek sahibi,

tliccar, vb. ()

Esinizin meslegi 0. Ev kadini () ; Diger. (Belirtiniz).....................
1. isci, ciftci, usta, vb. ()
2. Memur, subay, kii¢lk esnaf, vb. ()
3. Ust diizey biirokrat, serbest meslek sahibi,

tlccar, vb. ()

Esinizle birlikte yasaminizin 1. Koy ()
cogunu gegirdiginiz yer 2. Kasaba ()
3. Sehir ()

4. Metropol (istanbul/Ankara/izmir) ()
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APPENDIX E

MARITAL RELATIONSHIP FORM

(EVLILIK iC iLISKILER FORMU)

Esinizle nasil evlendiniz?

Esinizle kag yildir evlisiniz?

. Cocugunuz var mi?

Ev icinde aile buytkleriyle mi

yaslyorsunuz?

1. Goruci usult (hi¢ veya ¢ok az taniyarak) ()

2. Hem g0ricu usull, hem anlasarak ()

3. Anlasarak ()

1. Evet () 1Se SaYl.ccoeveiiieiiiieieene,
CinSiyet......ccocveiveiiveieanns

2. Hayir ()
1. Evet () (Anne, baba, kayinvalide,
kayinpeder)
2. Hayir ()

. Aile biyikleri esinizle olan iligskinize ne derece karisir?
1.Hi¢() 2.Biraz() 3.Ortaderecede() 4.0Olduk¢a() 5.Cok()

Evlilik iliskinizde énemli kararlari gogunlukla kim alir?
1. Aile Buyukleri () 2. Esim () 3. Esimle Birlikte Kendim () 4. Kendim ()

Bu durumdan ne derece memnunsunuz? 1. Hi¢ memnun degilim ()

2. Biraz memnunum @)
3. Orta derecede memnunum ()
4. Oldukga memnunum @)

5. Cok memnunum 0)
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7. Evlilik iliskinizde gunltk kararlari kim alir?

1. Aile Buyukleri () 2. Esim () 3. Esimle Birlikte Kendim () 4. Kendim ()

Bu durumdan ne derece memnunsunuz? 1. Hi¢ memnun degilim
2. Biraz memnunum
3. Orta derecede memnunum
4. Oldukga memnunum

5. Cok memnunum

8. Akrabalariniz evliliginizi ylritmenizde size ne derece destek olur?
1. Hi¢ () 2.Biraz () 3.Ortaderecede () 4.Oldukca() 5.Cok ()

9. Evlilik iliskiniz 6nemli kararlarin alinmasinda ne derece esitlikgi?
1. Hi¢ () 2.Biraz () 3. Ortaderecede () 4.Oldukca () 5.Cok ()

10. Evliliginiz ne derece geleneksel anlayisa uygun bir evliliktir?
1. Hi¢ () 2.Biraz () 3. Ortaderecede () 4.Oldukca() 5.Cok ()
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APPENDIX F

Table of ANOVA and MANOVA Results Involving Marital Quality Data

Source MSE df, F "’
Differences in perceived decision making quality®
Gender 5.56 1 9.36** 0.02
Marriage Type 5.07 2 8.54*** 0.03
Self-Type 12.74 3 21.44%** 0.10
Gender * Marriage Type 0.89 2 1.50 0.01
Gender * Self-Type 0.09 3 0.15 0.00
Marriage Type * Self-Type 0.33 6 0.56 0.01
Gender * Marriage Type * Self-Type 0.08 6 0.13 0.00
Differences in dyadic adjustment®
Gender 3 2.25 0.01
Dyadic Consensus 2.31 1 5.52* 0.01
Dyadic Satisfaction 1.68 1 3.98* 0.01
Dyadic Cohesion 0.47 1 0.77 0.00
Marriage Type 6 4.89*** 0.03
Dyadic Consensus 0.11 2 0.27 0.00
Dyadic Satisfaction 0.10 2 0.23 0.00
Dyadic Cohesion 7.17 2 11.83*** 0.04
Self-Type 9 10.14%** 0.05
Dyadic Consensus 9.94 3 23.76%** 0.11
Dyadic Satisfaction 6.73 3 15.91*** 0.08
Dyadic Cohesion 10.79 3 17.80*** 0.09
Gender * Marriage Type 6 0.32 0.00
Dyadic Consensus 0.24 2 0.57 0.00
Dyadic Satisfaction 0.11 2 0.27 0.00
Dyadic Cohesion 0.12 2 0.20 0.00
Gender * Self-Type 9 0.70 0.00
Dyadic Consensus 0.08 3 0.19 0.00
Dyadic Satisfaction 0.61 3 1.45 0.01
Dyadic Cohesion 0.04 3 0.07 0.00
Marriage Type * Self-Type 18 2.16** 0.02
Dyadic Consensus 111 6 2.66* 0.03
Dyadic Satisfaction 1.66 6 3.91** 0.04
Dyadic Cohesion 0.98 6 1.62 0.02
Gender * Marriage Type * Self-Type 18 0.84 0.01
Dyadic Consensus 0.21 6 0.50 0.01
Dyadic Satisfaction 0.30 6 0.70 0.01
Dyadic Cohesion 0.21 6 0.35 0.00
Differences in marital satisfaction®
Gender 5.36 1 8.22** 0.01
Marriage Type 1.28 2 1.97 0.01
Self-Type 15.87 3 24.31%** 0.12
Gender * Marriage Type 0.01 2 0.02 0.00
Gender * Self-Type 0.90 3 1.38 0.01
Marriage Type * Self-Type 1.43 6 2.20* 0.02
Gender * Marriage Type * Self-Type 0.83 6 1.27 0.01

*p<.05 **p<.01, ***p<.001

®A 2 (Gender) X 3 (Marriage Type) X 4 (Self-Type) ANOVA using perceived decision quality as dependent variable is
involved.

A 2 (Gender) X 3 (Marriage Type) X 4 (Self-Type) MANOVA using dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, and dyadic
cohesion as dependent variables is involved.

°A 2 (Gender) X 3 (Marriage Type) X 4 (Self-Type) ANOVA using marital satisfaction as dependent variable is involved.
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APPENDIX G

Table of Revised ANOVA and MANOVA Results Involving Marital Quality Data

Source MSE df, F "’
Differences in dyadic adjustment®

Marriage Type 6 5.18*** 0.03
Dyadic Consensus 0.08 2 0.19 0.00
Dyadic Satisfaction 0.13 2 0.30 0.00
Dyadic Cohesion 7.22 2 12.05*** 0.04

Self-Type 9 9.67*** 0.05
Dyadic Consensus 9.24 3 22.11%** 0.10
Dyadic Satisfaction 6.40 3 15.12%** 0.07
Dyadic Cohesion 10.51 3 17.55%** 0.08

Marriage Type * Self-Type 18 2.08** 0.02
Dyadic Consensus 1.07 6 2.55* 0.03
Dyadic Satisfaction 1.62 6 3.81** 0.04
Dyadic Cohesion 0.86 6 1.44 0.02

Differences in marital satisfaction®

Marriage Type 1.10 2 1.65 0.01
Self-Type 15.87 3 21.86*** 0.10
Marriage Type * Self-Type 1.43 6 2.12* 0.02

*p<.05 **p<.01, ***p<.001

°A 3 (Marriage Type) X 4 (Self-Type) MANOVA using dyadic consensus, dyadic satisfaction, and dyadic cohesion as
dependent variables is involved.

PA 3 (Marriage Type) X 4 (Self-Type) ANOVA using marital satisfaction as dependent variable is involved.
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APPENDIX H

FIGURE OF MARITAL QUALITY MODEL
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Figure. Significant predictors of marital quality tested by using LISREL,; XZ(S, N =
584) = 15.23, p < .01, GFI = .99, AGFI = .96, CFI = .99; correlations between the
variables considered are shown in Table 8. Standardized path coefficients are shown;
all the path coefficients are significant at least at the .05 level. Correlated error for
individuation and perceived equality was added.

Note: Related = Relatedness, Individ = Individuation, Qualdec = Perceived Decision

Making Quality, Decsat = Satisfaction with Decision Making Pattern, Eqlty

Perceived Equality, Marglty = Marital Quality, Mtsf = Marital Satisfaction, Dadj
Dyadic Adjustment.
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