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ABSTRACT

PERCEIVED PARENTAL ATTITUDES OF TURKISH COLLEGE
STUDENTS TOWARDS DATING AND PREMARITAL SEXUAL
BEHAVIORS:

THE ROLE OF STUDENTS’ GENDER & PARENTAL MARITAL STATUS

Sahin, Basak
M. A., Department of Psychology
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Bengi Oner Ozkan

July 2005, 113 pages

The aim of this study is to measure the perceived parental attitudes of
Turkish college students towards dating and premarital sexual behavior and to
examine how these attitudes differ with respect to gender of the students and
parental marital status. The participants of the present study were 160 college
students. Participants were asked to fill out a questionnaire, with two scales,
which were measuring perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior and
perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior.

Results indicated that, both gender of students and parental divorce affect
students’ perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior; with the
use of Wilk’s criterion, both of the DVs were significantly affected both by
gender F(2,155) = 14.85, p < .01 and parental divorce F(2,155) =23.42, p < .01,

and by their interaction F(2,155)= 10.84, p<.01. There was a significant
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gender difference about perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual
behavior; male students perceived their parents’ attitudes as more permissive
toward premarital sexual behavior, but female students perceived their parents’
attitudes as less permissive toward premarital sexual behavior. However, in terms
of parental attitudes toward dating, there was no significant difference due to
gender. There was also a significant difference in perceived parental attitudes in
terms of parental marital status with respect to dating and premarital sexual
behavior. Children of divorced parents perceived their parents’ attitudes in a
more permissive way, however children whose parents are still married perceived
their parents’ attitudes as less permissive, toward both dating and premarital
sexual behaviors.

The interaction of gender and parental marital status were both significant
due to perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior F(1,155)= 12.41,
p<.01 and due to perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior
F(1,155)= 19.80, p<.01. In terms of perceived parental attitudes toward dating,
females whose parents are divorced tend to perceive parental attitudes
significantly more permissive than females whose parents are married, whereas
males whose parents are divorced did not significantly differ from the males
whose parents are married. Moreover, males whose parents are married tended to
perceive parental attitudes significantly more permissive than females whose
parents are married toward dating behavior, whereas females and males whose
parents are divorced did not significantly differ. In terms of perceived parental
attitudes toward premarital sexuality, both females and males whose parents are
divorced tend to perceive parental attitudes significantly more permissive than

females and males whose parents are married, however the difference between
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females whose parents are divorced vs. married is significantly larger than the
difference among the males whose parents are divorced vs. married. Moreover,
males whose parents are married tended to perceive parental attitudes
significantly more permissive than females whose parents are married toward
premarital sexual behavior, whereas females and males whose parents are
divorced did not significantly differ.

Department of the student, city mostly lived in, father education, mother
education, and number of siblings of the student were not found to be correlated
with the perceived parental attitudes of college students toward dating and
premarital sexual behavior. The results of the present study are discussed in the

light of the literature, and limitations and future suggestions are presented.

Keywords: Dating behavior, premarital sexuality, perceived parental attitudes,

parental divorce, and cultural context.
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TURK UNIVERSITE OGRENCILERININ CIKMA VE EVLILIK ONCESI
CINSEL DAVRANISLARLA ILGILI ALGILADIKLARI EBEVEYN
TUTUMLARI:

OGRENCILERIN CINSIYETLERININ & EBEVEYNLERIN EVLI OLUP
OLMAMASININ ROLU

Sahin, Bagak
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. Bengi Oner Ozkan

Temmuz 2005, 113 sayfa

Bu ¢alismanin amaci, Tirk lniversite 6grencilerinin ¢ikma ve evlilik
oncesi cinsel davraniglarla ilgili algiladiklar1 ebeveyn tutumlarini 6lgmek ve bu
tutumlarin 6grencilerin cinsiyetine ve ebeveynlerin evli olup olmamasina gore
nasil degistigini incelemektir. Calismanin katilimcilar1 160  {iniversite
ogrencisidir. Katilimcilardan, ¢ikma ve evlilik dncesi cinsel davranislarla ilgili
algiladiklar1 ebeveyn tutumlarini 6lgen iki anketi doldurmalar istenmistir.

Sonuglar, hem 6grencilerin cinsiyetinin hem de ebeveynlerin evli olup
olmamasimin Ogrencilerin ¢ikma ve evlilik Oncesi cinsel davranislarla ilgili
algiladiklar1 ebeveyn tutumlarmi etkiledigini gostermistir; Wilk kriterinin
kullanilmastyla, her iki bagimli degiskenin de hem Ogrencilerin cinsiyetinin

F(2,155) = 14.85, p < .01 hem ebeveynlerin bosanmig olmasinin
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F(2,155) = 23.42, p < .01, hem de bunlarin ortak iligkisinden F(2,155)= 10.84,
p<.01, etkilendigi gosterilmistir. Ogrencilerin cinsiyetinin evlilik dncesi cinsel
davraniglarla 1lgili algiladiklar1 ebeveyn tutumlar {izerinde etkili oldugu
gorilmistiir. Erkek 6grenciler evlilik oncesi cinsel davranislarla ilgili ebeveyn
tutumlarim1 daha izin verici algilarken, kiz Ogrenciler evlilik oncesi cinsel
davraniglarla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlarini daha az izin verici algilamaktadir. Ancak,
citkma davranisiyla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlart acgisindan ogrencilerin cinsiyeti
anlaml bir fark gostermez. Ayrica, ebeveynlerin evli olup olmamasi; ¢ikma ve
evlilik oncesi cinsel davraniglarla ilgili algiladiklar1 ebeveyn tutumlar1 agisindan
anlaml olarak farklidir. Bosanmis ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklari ¢ikma ve evlilik dncesi
cinsel davraniglarla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlarint daha izin verici algilarken, evli
ebeveynlerin ¢ocuklar1 ¢ikma ve evlilik oncesi cinsel davranislarla ilgili ebeveyn
tutumlarin1 daha az izin verici algilamaktadir.

Ogrencilerin cinsiyetinin ve ebeveynlerin evli olup olmamasiin ortak
iliskisi, ¢ikma F(1,155)= 12.41, p<.01 ve evlilik 6ncesi cinsel F(1,155)= 19.80,
p<.01 davraniglarla ilgili algilanan ebeveyn tutumlar1 agisindan anlamli
bulunmustur. Bosanmis ebeveynlerin kiz ¢ocuklart evli ebeveynlerin kiz
cocuklaria gore ¢ikma davranisiyla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlarin1 daha izin verici
algilamaktadir, ancak bosanmis ebeveynlerin erkek ¢ocuklanyla, evli
ebeveynlerin erkek ¢ocuklar1 ¢ikma davranigiyla ilgili algilanan ebeveyn
tutumlarinda anlamli bir fark gostermez. Dahasi, evli ebeveynlerin erkek
cocuklart evli ebeveynlerin kiz ¢ocuklarina gore ¢ikma ve evlilik dncesi cinsel
davranislarla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlarini daha izin verici algilar, ancak bosanmis
ebeveynlerin kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklari, ¢ikma ve evlilik 6ncesi cinsel davraniglarla

ilgili algilanan ebeveyn tutumlarinda anlamli bir fark gostermez. Bosanmis
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ebeveynlerin kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklari, evli ebeveynlerin kiz ve erkek ¢ocuklarina
gore, ¢cikma ve evlilik Oncesi cinsel davranislarla ilgili ebeveyn tutumlarini daha
izin verici algilamaktadir, ancak evli ya da bogsanmis ebeveynlerin kiz ¢ocuklari
arasindaki fark, evli ya da bosanmis ebeveynlerin erkek cocuklar1 arasindaki
farktan daha anlamlidir. Evli ebeveynlerin erkek c¢ocuklarinin evlilik oncesi
cinsel davranislarla ilgili anne baba tutumlari, evli ebeveynlerin kiz ¢ocuklarina
gore daha izin verici algilamaktadir, ancak bosanmis ebeveynlerin kiz ve erkek
cocuklar1 evlilik Oncesi cinsel davraniglarla 1ilgili algilanan anne baba
tutumlariyla ilgili anlaml1 bir fark gostermez.

Ogrencinin okudugu béliim, yasaminin ¢ogunu gecirdigi sehir, anne
egitimi, baba egitimi ve kardes sayisi, ¢cikma ve evlilik dncesi cinsel davraniglarla
ilgili algilanan ebeveyn tutumlariyla baglantili bulunmamistir. Calismanin

sonuglart literatiir 1s1¢1nda tartisilmis ve ¢alismanin sinirliliklarina deginilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Cikma davranisi, evlilik dncesi cinsellik, algilanan ebeveyn

tutumlari, ebeveynlerin bosanmis olmasi, ve kiiltiir yapisi.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

When we talk to a friend, or read a magazine; probably the topic of
romantic relationships will be a part of the conversation or the theme.
Relationships are always interesting for people of all ages, races and nations; but
if sexuality is a part of these relationships and it is not institutionalized, it is even
far more interesting. However the content of these conversations will vary due to
familial and cultural background. Cultural values and familial structure have such
effects upon our cognitions that, within time our socially derived world
knowledge affect how we perceive the thoughts and attitudes of important others,
e.i. the parents (Lewin, 1951; Gergen, 1985; Bem, 1987; Beall, 1993). Moreover,
what do lead perceived attitudes of important others —parents in this case- and
what do influence and make a difference in individuals’ perceived parental
attitudes vary due to familial and cultural backgrounds. Turkish society, which is
a collectivist culture, is in a transition stage with respect to dating values through
westernization (Goregenli 1995; Anamur 1998; Kili¢, 2000; Kagitcibasi, 1985;
cited in Sunar, 2002 ). Female vs. male students and students with divorced
parents vs. married parents, may have different perceived parental attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexual behavior. Therefore, the difference due to
perceived parental attitudes toward certain topics should be understood. In order
to understand the significance of perceived parental attitudes towards dating and
premarital sexual behavior within cultural context, one needs to consider how

gender of the child and familial context affect this process. We need to
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examine what are the perceived parental attitudes upon dating and premarital
sexuality, and how they differ with respect to gender of the child and family
context, e.i. marital status of the parents.

After defining the concepts of dating, premarital sexuality, gender
schematization and gender differences in these relationships, salience of culture,
structure of Turkish culture and presence of parental divorce, and perceived
parental attitudes will be described in the following part.

1.1. Definition of Dating Behavior

Several authors described dating behavior in different ways; dating is seen
as a means of socialization leading to personal and social growth, as an
opportunity for companionship with members of the opposite sex (Erikson,
1968), as recreation or an opportunity to have fun (McDaniel, 1969), as a means
of status grading (Skipper and Nass, 1966) and as a means of mate sorting and
selection (McDaniel, 1969). The literature on dating attitude and behavior is large
and abundant, and definitions of attitude and behavior in these terms vary.
Attitude, for instance, was often defined to be preferences of dating partner’s
characteristics (Hansen, 1977; Roscoe, Diana & Brooks, 1987), attitudes toward
premarital sex (Roche and Rampsey, 1993), date aggression (Stets, 1992), and
date rape (Mills and Granoff, 1992).

In order to define the concept of “dating”, the historical development of
the concept is needed to be given in the first place. Waller (1937) observed a new
pattern of interaction between the sexes. He described dating as interaction,
which had as its prime goal for any of the functions identified by Skipper and
Nass as dating as a form of recreation, socialization, status grading &

achievement, except courtship or mate selection. People tended to date at
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their own level of the hierarchy: students who are members of particular nations
predominantly tended to date students from same nations, dorm residents
predominantly date to dorm residents. Dating is an interaction reserved for
people who have no responsibility of marrying one another and as primarily
aiming at status grading and status achievement, according to Waller’s data from
Penn State College during 1929- 1930 academic year.

Krain, Cannon & Bagford (1977) stated that, the behavior pattern of
interaction between the sexes with the prime goal being something other than
mate selection emerged by about the 1920’s and has come to be known as
“dating”. This phenomenon was described as a sharp break from traditional
patterns of interaction between the sexes. However, they stated that it had also
definite mate selection possibility in the sense that if one finds the right person, it
is free to negotiate carrying the relationship to a more serious level.

According to Burgess & Locke (1945), dating is “a social engagement”
between two young people with no commitment beyond the expectation that it
will be a pleasurable event for both. McCabe (1984), in his theory of adolescent
dating, defined dating as interplay among maturation, social influences, and
opportunities can best explain the particular practice. Dating is described as a
social institution, which is regulated and constrained by several social forces and
by several authors and clearly, it is a social behavior that is affected by societal
expectations at each age level (Dornbusch, Carlsmith, Gross, Martin, Jennings,
Rosenberg & Duke, 1981). Coleman (1961) noted that dating is the typical
interaction pattern between the sexes in high school.

Skipper & Nass (1966) described dating as a behavior, which most people

experience during adolescence and early adulthood and stated that:
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When one thinks of dating, he usually refers to the
time span of the teens and early twenties. Usually dating is
stereotyped as a romantic, exciting, interesting and valuable
experience in and of itself. Moreover, it is felt that it makes a
salient contribution to the individual’s socialization into the
adult roles of the society, eventual marriage and
establishment of home and family.

They stated as functions of dating for the individual as following:
1. Dating may be a form of recreation. It provides entertainment

for the individuals involved and is a source of immediate

enjoyment.

2. Dating maybe a form of socialization. It provides an
opportunity for individuals of opposite sex to get to know

each other, learn to adjust to each other, and to develop

appropriate techniques of interaction.

3. Dating may be a means of status grading and status
achievement. By dating and being seen with persons who are

rated “highly desirable” by one’s peer group, an individual

may raise his status and prestige within his group.

4. Dating may be a form of courtship. It provides an opportunity

for unmarried individuals to associate with each other for the

purpose of selecting a mate whom they may eventually marry.

Lowrie (1951) designed a study to find out why students date. Three
reasons were identified: 1) Mate selection 2) recreation 3) anticipatory
socialization. Mate selection is the conscious searching for compatible dating
and/or marriage partners. Recreation is dating solely for the purpose of enjoying
heterosexual interaction. Anticipatory socialization is learning, through dating,
the knowledge and skills, which are prerequisite to assuming specific marital
roles.

According to McDaniel (1969), dating is known to manifest itself in at
least three stages: random dating, going steady and pinned/ engaged. Random
dating occurs when the female is dating but not with any special person; going

steady occurs when she is dating a special person but has not made any

commitment to marry; and being pinned/ engaged occurs when she is
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dating a special person and has made a commitment to marry.

Most of the literature about dating attitudes was depended upon values of
American college students. Dating in its current form developed in the urban
United States after World War 1. While dating tends to accompany courtship, it
typically precedes it chronologically. It is the major form of heterosexual
relationship during adolescence (Husbands, 1970; Lambert, Rothschild &
Altland, 1978; Broderick, 1968). At American high schools, ability to have dates
is an indicator of “popularity” (Williamson, 1965; McCabe, 1984). Skipper &
Nass (1966) stated that, the general American view of dating is positive and
optimistic.

Furmann (2002) in the article of “The Emerging Field of Adolescent
Romantic Relationships™ stated about dating behavior the following:

Dating and romantic relationships are always the most
important parts of adolescents’ social lives. Adolescents interact
more frequently with romantic partners than with parents,
siblings, or friends. Adolescent romantic relationships are more
significant than they are frequently considered to be. We can
easily discount these relationships, but they are quite central in
adolescents’ lives. Not surprisingly, romantic relationships are
the context of much the sexual behavior. Some sexual activities
occur with casual partners or friends, but most occurs within a
dating or romantic relationship. The strongest single factor for
sexual intercourse in 7™ through 12 grades is involvement in a
romantic relationship during the previous 18 months. More work
is needed in integrating the field of adolescent romantic
relationships and sexual behavior.

It is for sure that romantic relationships and sexual behavior are
considered to be important in adolescents’, late-adolescents’ and early-adults’
lives. In order to find out the perceived parental attitudes towards dating

behavior, it is necessary to state an operational definition for the certain “dating”

concept. Within the context of this study, dating is described (within the light of



literature) as “expression of heterosexual and romantic interest, which constitutes
a form of recreation and socialization for daters and may or may not include
sexuality.”

Within the light of literature, we can conclude that dating relationships is
a current value of adolescents and young adults. One should also consider the
place of sexuality within romantic relationships. But, where does the sexuality
stands within the dating period? What were the values and what are the current
values about premarital sexuality? We will shed light onto these and several other

questions within the definition of premarital sexuality within dating behavior.

1.2. Definition of Premarital Sexuality within Dating Behavior

As dating may or may not include sexuality, it is necessary to explain the
role of premarital sexuality as a part of dating behavior within the literature. The
literature on dating attitudes and behaviors from 1970s to 1990s seemed to be
consistent in terms of an increasing permissiveness in premarital sexual attitudes,
common occurrences of sexual behaviors among daters, and a relationship
between dating stage and intercourse (Bell & Chaskes, 1970; Ferrel, Tolone &
Walsh, 1977; King, Balswick & Robinson, 1977; Mahoney, 1978; Glenn &
Weaver, 1979; Bell & Coughey, 1980; Earle & Perricone, 1986). According to
Burgess & Locke (1945), dating is not synonymous with either sexual intercourse
or courtship. Regan and Berscheid (1999) argued that, sexual desire is a
component of romantic love and sexual desire is commonly perceived to be part
of the experience of being in love. Reiss (1960) stated that, permissiveness with
affection is supposedly the emerging norm in college society.

In terms of developmental period of sexuality, DeLamater (1981)
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stated that with the occurrence of puberty, and development of secondary sex
characteristics, importance of sexual meanings and behaviors for the individual is
increased. These changes make the person aware of sexual activity, reproduction,
and dating and mate selection, which are socially integral aspects of these
physical/ biological processes. When the person enters adolescence, it is
expected from him/ her to begin the transition from childhood roles, which
emphasize submissiveness, non-responsibility and asexuality, to adult roles, which
emphasize dominance, responsibility, and sexuality (Feldman, 1972). Therefore,
there have been both biological and social pressures toward sexual development.
Sexual identity includes knowledge in terms of one's body and sexual functioning,
a sense of one's attractiveness to others, and the image of oneself as sexual. The
young person comes to accept his/her involvement in these activities and s/he
develops a sense of sexual adequacy.

The article of Pope & Knudsen (1965) aimed to make a systematic
investigation of changes in American family institutions by consideration of the
so-called “sexual revolution” against traditional standards- premarital chastity
for the woman, the double standard for the man. The so-called double-standard
in social learning terms, means that women are punished for sexual activities
such as having numerous partners or engaging in causal sex, whereas men are
not likely to be punished, or perhaps are even rewarded (through admiration or
increased social status), for such behaviors (Oliver & Hyde, 1993). Likewise,
Reiss (1960) identified four specific premarital standards: abstinence. the double
standard (premarital coitus is more acceptable for men than for women),
permissiveness (acceptance of coitus) with affection, and permissiveness without

affection.



The association between dating stages and sexual relationship is also
studied. Using a college student sample, Roche & Rambsey (1993) divided
dating process into stages and related these stages to the students’ concept of
reported dating behaviors, ranging from light petting, heavy petting, to
intercourse. The results suggest that a higher percentage of students reported
intercourse as dating moved from preceding stages to later stages. It is also
stated that young adults’ sexual permissiveness for dating varies with the
commitment level; higher levels of dating commitment predicts greater approval
for engaging in sexual intercourse. Sprecher & Hatfield (1996) found similar
results. Peplau, Rubin & Hill (1977) stated that, "Sexually-traditional" couples
believed in and practiced abstinence until marriage. "Sexual moderates" believed
intercourse was acceptable when each loved the other. "Sexual liberals" believed
that sexual activity could be engaged in for its own sake, that it was not necessary for
the couple to be in love nor sexual intimacy to lead to emotional intimacy. Pope &
Knudsen (1965) also stated that, there are social arrangements, in terms of
premarital intercourse. One of the social arrangements is that, premarital
intercourse may be permitted, but only between those partners who will later
marry. Through their comparison of reported attitudes toward premarital
sexuality in four universities, DeLamater & MacCorquodale (1979) found that, an
increasing percentage of people accept intercourse before marriage; between 1959
and 1973. The data showed a substantial trend toward "permissiveness with
affection" and the results showed an increase in premarital experience, particularly
in the late 1960s and early 1970s. Moreover, more coitally experienced men and
women had more liberal attitudes, suggesting that premarital standards are not static,

but changing within time (DeLamater & McCorquodale, 1979).
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Literature indicated that premarital sexual attitudes are primarily
related to many sociological and psychological factors (Hardy, 1964; Billy,
Tanfer, Grady & Klepinger, 1993). Having friends who are sexually permissive,
gender, being a member of low socio economic status, poor relationships with
parents, going steady in dating, and low educational aspirations are some of the
predictors of premarital sexuality. Most of the literature about sexual attitudes
was depended upon values of American college students. Thorton (1990)
examined relationships among dating, courtship and sexuality in Detroit
metropolitan area. According to his sample, approximately %90 of the male and
%88 of females had first dating experience at the age of 16. 3/4 of males and 2/3
of the females approved premarital sex. 63% of males and 54% of females
developed sexual relationship. Whereas, only 27.1% of males and 37.9% of
females planned to marry. Those who had never had sexual intercourse
demonstrated significantly less approval of premarital sex than those who had.
Moreover, a steady relationship played a key role in terms of leading to first
intercourse.

Likewise, Oliver & Hyde (1993) found supportive results. With
respect to attitudes, males reported greater approval of premarital intercourse
than did females, and particularly large gender difference was revealed for
attitudes toward premarital intercourse due to casual circumstances. A large
gender difference was also revealed in terms of sexual permissiveness: males
reported more permissive attitudes than females did. Males reported greater
acceptance of extramarital intercourse and lower levels of anxiety, fear, or guilt

than females did.



Tanga & Zuo (2000) had given information about dating attitudes of
American college students in their study. They stated that, American college
students generally adopt a liberal attitude toward dating and are more likely to
develop sexual relationship. Females have had significantly less dating partners
than males did. American students tend to describe their dating relationship as
“steady”. Dating is almost synonymous to having sex: approximately 86% of
daters developed sexual relationships; sex emerges as a major dimension of
dating behavior in American culture. Additionally, a steady relationship played a
key role in terms of leading the first intercourse. Liberal attitude towards dating
exists as a major predictor of sexual relationship. The American college students
are on the liberal side in dating attitude. They are more liberal-minded regarding
date- initiation, date- cost, commitment, and development of sex relationship.
The majority of them have had dating experiences. They tend to date young and
frequently. They are more likely to describe their relationship as “going steady”
and more likely to develop a sexual relationship in dating. Their liberal dating
attitude, their identification of dating stage, and numbers of their dates, are good
predictors of their likelihood of developing a sexual relationship.

Scott (2000) reviewed the major researches, which took place during the
1990s about sexuality in marriage, dating and other close relationships. It is
stated that, sexuality is mostly a part of many close relationships; it is sanctioned
in marriage, it is often experienced in dating and it is an important part of other
committed romantic relationships.

Analysis of the “National Survey of Men” with an age range of 20 to39
indicated that 88% of never-married men were coitally experienced (Billy et. al.,

1993). Comparable study was made for women. Tanfer & Cubbins (1992)
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study of “National Survey of Unwed Women” (NSUW) with an age range of 20
t029 demonstrated that, 80.75% of the women were non-virgins. When these
studies were summed up, they suggested that young, single, adult men and
women were generally sexually active and demonstrated high rates of approval of
premarital sexuality.

Smith’s study (1994a) due to the sexual attitudes between 1972-1991, he
noted that fewer respondents rated sexual relations before marriage as always
wrong, majority rated them as not wrong at all compared to earlier years. Smith
interpreted these changes as being morally neutral about engaging in premarital
sexual behavior. He demonstrated that societal approval of premarital sexual
relationships has generally remained stable since 1982. Since 1982, 38% of the
respondents have rated sex before marriage as not wrong at all, with an
approximate 23% seeing it as only sometimes wrong. Predictors of such sexual
permissiveness were stated as having characteristics such as; low religiosity,
being young, being politically liberal, Black, male, single. According to the
model of premarital sexual permissiveness developed by Reiss (1960) it is assumed
that, as a result of socialization, the individual develops a sexual standard, with
respect to the acceptability of various sexual activities. This standard is relatively
stable over time, and it is a major determinant of the person's sexual behavior.

After paraphrasing the previous research about dating and premarital
sexual behavior, we will discuss the Turkish literature with respect to dating and
premarital sexual behavior in the following pages. The studies about dating as a
form of romantic relationships and premarital sexuality have been mostly taken
place in Western cultures. The literature about dating and romantic relationships

and premarital sexuality in Turkey has been limited. However, there has
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been studies about the mate preferences of university students in terms of gender
(Durmazkul, 1991), gender issues and romantic relationships exploring
association between gender-stereotype and attraction (Akgiin, 1993), the effects
of sexism and sex role orientation on romantic relationship satisfaction (Curun,
2001), predictors of adolescent sexual attitudes and behavior as the role of
parents and best friends (Akgiin, 2000), the concept of virginity as a cultural
value among students of Middle East Technical University (METU) and Ankara
University (Vargilin, 2002), and the relationship between future time orientation
and relationship satisfaction (Oner, 2000).

Akgiin (1993) examined the effects of sexism and sex role orientation on
romantic relationship satisfaction and stated that individuals perceived the ones
behaving consistent in terms of gender stereotypes as more attractive than ones
not behaving consistent with the certain stereotype. Curun (2001) had examined
the relationship between sexism, sex-role orientation and relationship satisfaction
in Turkish dating couples. He stated that both of the two gender-related concepts
had a role in explaining relationship satisfaction in dating couples. In Akgiin’s
study (2000) the adolescent sexual attitudes and behavior and the role of parents
and best friends as predictors of those attitudes, were examined. She stated that,
positive communication with parents, perceived approval of premarital sexual
permissiveness from parents and best friends were found to predict adolescents’
sexual attitudes and behavior and male adolescents were found to have more
sexually permissive attitudes toward premarital sexuality than female adolescents
were.

Vargiin (2002) examined the attitudes of university students in Ankara

toward dating and premarital sexuality. She stated that, all students of
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METU had a dating experience, 30% had first dating experience at secondary
school and 37% at high school, 37% had never experienced sexual intercourse,
48.1% had first sexual experience with a date, 96.3% thought that men and
women can be friends without sex, 25.9% thought dating should be with
limitations toward premarital sexuality, 74.1% thought that it is normal for a
woman to experience premarital sexuality, 11% thought that his/her family
should choose the person they will marry, 3.7% thought that a virgin girl is
honorable. However, in Ankara University, 78% of the students had a dating
experience, 6% had first dating experience at secondary school and 30% at high
school, 62% had never experienced sexual intercourse, 32% had first sexual
experience with a date, 82% thought that men and women can be friends without
sex, 62% thought dating should be with limitations toward premarital sexuality,
58% thought that it is normal for a woman to experience premarital sexuality,
22% thought that his/her family should choose the person they will marry, 26%
thought that a virgin girl is honorable. It is clear that, students of Ankara
University hold more traditional values toward dating and premarital sexuality
than students of METU did. The ambiguity and doubt about the concept of
“being honorable”, was stated by the students as ambiguous during the interviews
with the frequently asked question of “How can we call a girl as honorable who
had sexual experiences even she never experienced sexual intercourse”. This
quotation demonstrated the ambiguity, which takes place within the transition
stage of Turkey through Westernization with respect to changes especially in
attitudes toward premarital sexuality.

After paraphrasing the previous research about dating and premarital

sexual behavior, one of the most important points to emphasize is, up to
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what degree these behaviors vary according to gender schematization and
differences? We will discuss the salience of gender schematization and
differences with respect to dating and premarital sexual behavior in the following
pages.

1.3. Gender Schematization & Gender Differences and Social

Constructionism in Dating and Premarital Sexual Behaviors

It is necessary to state the salience of how gender is constructed by

cultures in the first place. Beall (1993) stated that, as the social constructionist
approach about gender stated, gender is a socially constructed category, which
influences perceptions of women and men. Social constructionism is concerned
with how people come to understand the world around them and with how they
come to define “reality”. It differs from other approaches in terms of the belief
that people and culture is used as a guide to define the reality.

Gergen (1985) identified the four assumptions that most social constructionists
have been using. Most constructionists share at least one of the following

assumptions.

1. There are many different ways that the world can be understood.
A particular culture's experience of the world is not the only
experience that a person can have of the world. One’s
understanding of the world does not reflect an absolute reality
that is simultaneously experienced by all people. There can be
little doubt that, different views of the world lead to different
experiences of reality, which are equally "real" to the people
who believe in them.

2. One's understanding of the world is a social product.
Understanding involves a group of active, cooperative people,
who determine what constitutes reality. These understandings of
the world are different across time and cultures.

3. An understanding or conceptualization of the world may be partic-
ularly popular or persistent only because it is useful. Stereotypes
may be retained because they rationalize the differential treatment
of groups or the current social order.
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4. Understandings of the world are related to all kinds of social
actions. Descriptions and explanations of the world influence
the way that society is structured and the way that people
interact.

The social constructionist perspective argues that human beings are not
passive agents of a set of particular events, which are happening in the
environment. Instead, constructionists believe that humans are actively engaged
in their perceptions and that’s why they construct the view of the world. Human
society is actively involved in determining what is “right” and “wrong”, what is
“moral” and “immoral”, what is “real” and what is “illusory”. Thus, cultures are
actively constructing social information. Cultures provide people with a set of
lenses through which they can observe and understand their environment (Bem,
1987). One’s sense of world is determined by the set of lenses, one uses them to
see the world. The point of socialization is to teach children how to “see” the
world or how to use the lenses the rest of the culture is using. The lenses are
important because they provide people with similar understanding of the world
and because they provide people with a way to interpret ambiguous information
around them (Beall, 1993). As cultures were stated to provide people a set of
lenses through which they can observe and understand their environment, it is
essential to emphasize that one of the most important of these lenses are about
gender. But then one should ask, what do lenses about gender lead to in terms of

social life organizations?

Social constructionists in the field of gender argued that gender is a socially
constructed category and the relations between the two genders are basically
social relations (Lorber, 1986). Constructionists have noted that ideas about

gender differ across cultures. Therefore, across cultures one's biological sex has
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not necessarily implied that one will engage in certain activities or people will
believe that one possesses certain attributes. There are cognitive and cultural
forces, which maintain gender distinctions. Culture obviously affects one's beliefs
and social practices, and there is evidence that people actively use gender-based
cultural ideas to perceive and understand the social categories of male and female.
According to Mischel (1966), gender differences are shaped by positive
reinforcements for gender-role-consistent behavior, however role-inconsistent
behavior is generally ignored or perhaps even punished, therefore becoming less
frequent. Children differentially imitate same-gender adults, so that the gender
role behavior of the previous generation perpetuates itself in the next generation.
On the other hand, parents are not the only adults to whom developing children
are exposed. The media and other sources present many other models for
imitation and observational learning. Thus, social learning theory can readily
account for change over time in patterns of gender differences in sexuality
(Oliver & Hyde, 1993).

Gender is an important social category that we learn to identify at an early
age because it is useful in society. Categorization is quickly learned because one
should learn which public rest room to use, which activities to engage in, and which
clothes are appropriate to wear. People also learn to categorize others because they
are intensely socialized by their same-gender peers (Maccoby, 1990). The
contents of gender schema may be different across cultures, but gender is a
salient social category that is reinforced by cultural forces and by various human
cognitive mechanisms (Beall, 1993). Within the light of literature, cultures have a
certain gender categorization, which reinforces or punishes certain behaviors for

male and female members of the society and dating and premarital
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sexuality can be said to be involved in those certain behaviors.

Gender distinctions are maintained by differential socialization of male and
female children, which may cause males and females to engage in different behavior
causing to have different aspirations. In addition, gender distinctions may be maintained
through the use of different verbal and nonverbal behavior by women and by men
and ideas & expectations about gender can influence people to confirm their gender
stereotype. Therefore, one's expectation that a man will be unemotional may lead to
confirmation of this expectation, because people will treat the man in an
unemotional way. Expectations about people do influence the way individuals are
treated and their response to this treatment may confirm the initial expectation. This
process has been called the self-fulfilling prophecy (Basow, 1992). Relatedly, an
expectation that a women is less permissive with respect to dating and premarital
sexual behaviors that a man is, may lead to the confirmation of this expectation,
as people will treat the woman in a certain way, which will lead her through
certain behaviors.

Likewise to previous research, Beall (1993) stated that, individuals with
the help of cultural gender schema socially construct gender. The schema is
learned at an early age because gender is a salient social category in the society. The
schema is reinforced and maintained through various perceptual biases, through
cultural mechanisms, which may produce differences between the genders and
through the self-fulfilling prophecy.

Gilligan’s theory about moral development is also an example of the emphasis
on differences between men and women (Gilligan, 1982). She proposed that women
and men's morality concepts are different because the two genders are concerned

with different things. Women are concerned with preserving relationships
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and caring for other people. Men, in contrast, are concerned with following rules
of fairness. Their morality is not concerned with the preservation of relationships.
That’s why gender differences can reflect other processes that have little to do with
biological sex. Oliver & Hyde (1993) stated that, social learning theory predicts a
lower average number of sexual partners for women than for men. It also
predicts that women will hold more negative attitudes about casual sex than men
will. At the same time, sexuality is an important component of gender roles and
heterosexuality is assumed to be part of both the male role and the female role
(Oliver & Hyde, 1993). People who are described as male but having feminine
qualities are assessed as having a higher probability of being gay than are men
described as having masculine qualities. However, a person described as female
but having masculine qualities is given a lower probability of being a lesbian
than is a man with non-stereotyped qualities (Oliver & Hyde, 1993).

How is gender as a social category applied to dating and premarital
sexuality within literature? When we come to the effect of gender
schematization upon dating and premarital sexual attitudes, previous literature
suggests the existence of gender differences in dating attitude and behavior
(Hansen, 1977; Roscoe et al., 1987; Roche & Rambsey, 1993). Basow (1992)
stated that, heterosexual dating, marriage and cohabitation, all reflect society’s
messages about appropriate male- female behavior, and heterosexual dating
relationships are heavily structured by gender role norms and stereotypes.
Women and men are supposed to be naturally sexually attracted to each other,
although sexual feeling are supposed to be more important for males than for
females; and women are supposed to be more interested than men in love and in

relationships. Reiss (1976) has found similar results, as women would be far
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more oriented with respect to the quality of the relationship and emotional
intimacy, whereas men would be more oriented toward body-centered sexuality
that denies attachment and intimacy. These messages all are part of a cultural
heterosexual “script”. In fact, the heterosexual dating script is so well known
that when college students were asked to list the content of actions that would
occur on a first date, agreement was strikingly gender stereotyped. Women’s
dating script focuses on enhancing their appearance, making conversation and
controlling sexual behavior. Whereas men’s dating script focuses on planning
and paying for the date as well initiating sexual behavior (Gagnon & Simon,
1973; Basow, 1992).

The sexual double standard, which is described as society’s permissive
attitudes toward male promiscuity and intolerance for female promiscuity, is
critical in defining male and female roles in the process of premarital sexuality.
Reiss (1960) indicated that the old double standard of several decades ago, in
which sexual intercourse outside marriage was acceptable for men but not for
women, has largely been replaced by a new, conditional double standard, in
which sex outside of marriage is tolerated for both men and women, but under
more restrictive circumstances—such as love or engagement—for women.
However, DeLamater & MacCorquodale (1979) stated that, as the concern for equal
educational and occupational opportunity grew, as sex discrimination was declared
illegal in various contexts, it became illogical to have differing standards of sexual
behavior for men and women.

Male and female schemas of the society, which leads to the construction
of gender concept in the light of societal and cultural values and norms, are

learned. Scott (2000) reviewed the major research made during the 1990s in
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the study of sexuality in marriage, dating and other close relationships and stated
that men initiated sexual activity more frequently than women. Tanga & Zuo
(2000) also stated that, females have had significantly less dating partners than
males. Oliver and Hyde (1993) stated that, women were less accepting causal sex
than men. Regan (1997) stated that single women’s sexual desire is keyed by
professing love and that women’s sexuality is strongly related to their
relationship experience. McDaniel (1969) stated that, society does not, in fact,
prefer females who are assertive with respect to dating behavior. Oliver & Hyde
(1993) stated that, moderately large gender differences were revealed for
incidence of intercourse, age of first intercourse, number of sexual partners, and
frequency of intercourse. Males reported a higher incidence of intercourse, a
younger age at which they first experienced intercourse, more frequent
intercourse, and a large number of sexual partners than did females.

According to Earle and Perricone’s (1986) survey about premarital
sexuality among college students, a significant increase in rates of premarital
intercourse, decreases in average age of first experience and increase in average
number of partners were indicated, although differences between men and
women still existed and these differences were much more evident in attitudes
than in behavior. With respect to attitudes, men were much more likely to
approve premarital intercourse in the absence of a commitment between partners.
For instance, 1/3 of the men, but less than 1/20 of women, approved casual sex.
Moreover, women with more permissive attitudes were from relatively lower
socio economic status. The relationship between attitudes and behavior toward
intercourse was significant for both men and women. Shelley (1981) stated that

liberal respondents, consisting of college students, reject the double
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standard and they believe that women should be free to initiate sexual activity
and they did not agree that a woman should pretend to be sexually naive at the
time of marriage if she is actually not.

In Laner’s study of permissive attitudes toward sexual behaviors (Laner,
Laner & Palmer, 1978) theory and research regarding permissive and non-
permissive attitudes toward sexual behaviors contain apparent contradictions.
Female and male college students share a common level of permissiveness,
which has been held to vary by degree of involvement in familial or courtship
processes. A comparison of students who saw their parents’ marriage happy with
those who believed their parents were unhappily married revealed that the latter
group contained a significantly higher proportion with permissive attitudes
toward premarital sexuality and cohabitation. Laner’s study is an excellent
example of how children of unhappily married couples held more permissive
attitudes toward premarital sexuality.

Edwards & Booth (1976) stated that consistent differences between men
and women in sexual behaviors have been found. Reiss (1976) proposed that,
there is a relationship between less permissive attitudes toward sex and high
degree of responsibility for other family values. He explained these differences
by connecting the socialization of women to the family and marriage institutions,
suggesting that attitudes and behaviors of women conformed, more than men did,
to parentally held marriage and family values. He also noted that, because of the
rise of a new set of values among the young, women are no longer less
permissive than men. And it is also essential to note that this rise of new set of
values among young took place in western cultures.

Luckey & Nass (1969) studied the sexual practices and attitudes
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in an international sample. In terms of finding out the attitudes toward the double
standard sex code, the following question was asked: “do you think it is
reasonable for a man who has experienced coitus elsewhere to expect that the girl
he hopes to marry be chaste at the time of marriage?” a “yes” response was
interpreted as potential support for the double standard. American and Canadian
females most strongly supported the double standard position. Only %13.2 of the
men and %18.9 of the women supported the double standard position. 2/3 of the
men and slightly more than the half of the women believed that both partners
should have premarital experience. In all countries, except England, women more
frequently than men supported the double standard.

In the chapter of “social constructivist view of gender” of Gergen’s book
(1985), it was demonstrated how gender is constructed by culture and
individuals, and how it affects individuals’ perception. In terms of social
constructivism, people understand the world according to how they define reality.
Due to the one of Gergen’s related assumptions about social constructivism,
reality construction is depending upon people who experience them, as those
experiences are real for people who believe in them. According to the second
assumption, one’s understanding of the world is taken as a social product, as
understanding involves active and cooperative group of people and reality is
constructed by their cooperative understanding. That’s why gender is very
important in terms of explaining dating behavior and sexuality within dating
behavior, and gender constitutes as a difference with respect to how college

students perceive parental attitudes toward certain behavior.
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1.4. The Salience of Culture: Individualism- Collectivism and Honor
Cultures

In order to understand what influences perceived parental attitudes about
dating and premarital sexuality, it is impossible to avoid the salience of culture.
Moreover, as the culture we live in, which is in a transition stage from
collectivistic values to individualistic ones, through industrialization and
modernization (Imamoglu, 2003; Sunar, 2002) especially within the urban
population, and is found to be an honor culture (Sunar, 2002), the features of
individualism, collectivism and honor cultures should be emphasized in the first
place, in terms of defining cultural context.

Collectivist and individualistic cultures can be generally described in the
following terms (Kim, Triandis, Kagit¢cibasi, Choi & Yoon, 1994; Triandis,
Botempo, Villareal, Asai & Lucca, 1988). Collectivist cultures are characterized
by intense emotional attachment that individuals have for their ingroup. This
leads to a subordination of personal goals to the collectivist goals of the ingroup
and self-definition in terms of its relationship with the ingroup. This
interdependence and strong bonds among ingroup members leads to a greater
differentiation between ingroup and outgroup in collectivist cultures compared to
individualistic cultures. Individualistic cultures, in contrast, emphasize the goals,
desires and expectations of the individual, which are above the ingroup’s goals,
desires and expectations. The self is defined as an entity independent of the
ingroup and mainly defined in terms of rights, capacities, and needs of the
individual in the individualistic cultures than in collectivist cultures. Moreover, in
individualistic cultures, group membership is less demanding in terms of

obligations and duties than it is in collectivist cultures. To summarize,
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collectivist cultures promote a view of the self, within which the relationship with
others and interdependence is more central than it is in individualistic cultures. In
contrast, individualistic cultures promote a view of the self within which
independence and one’s internal capacities and personal attributes are central.
These cultural views of how the self related to others have also been referred to
as interdependent and independent construal of the self, respectively (Markus &
Kitiyama, 1991). The typical characteristics of collectivism such as relatedness,
closeness among family members and favorism of the ingroup, the dynamics of
the familial and parental relationships will be supportive in terms of
enlightenment of perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital
sexuality.

While individualism-collectivism is generally regarded as a cultural
dimension, it is also defined in terms of psychological tendencies, such as
emotions, perceptions, values, and self-construals, that in turn are seen both as
sourcing from participation in the culture and as constituting certain aspects of
culture (Sunar, 2002). This has implications for childrearing too, which is
assumed to have the dual aspects of leading to perpetuate the culture's values and
practices and at the same time resulting from them. In other words, parents raise
their children under the influence of their values, emotions, and self-construal
(derived from their own upbringing in the culture) in such a way as to evoke
similar values, emotions, and self-construals in the children. Likewise, parents in
a collectivistic culture encourage and approve the child's interdependence, with
the rest of the family, criticize or otherwise discourage its independent tendencies
and blur any boundaries which might reduce awareness of salient connectedness

of each family member with all the rest (Sunar, 2002). And in these terms, it
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can be concluded that perceived parental attitudes are derived from being up
brought in the culture.

Where does Turkish culture lie on the individualism-collectivism
continuum? Earlier research (Hofstede, 1980) suggested that it could be placed
near the collectivistic end of the spectrum. However, Sunar (2002) stated that, the
Turkish research carried out in the 1990s, mainly with urban samples, suggested
that it might be more properly regarded as lying about midway between the two
extremes (Goregenli, 1995; Anamur, 1998; Kilig, 2000; cited in Sunar, 2002).
Turkish childrearing practices are expected to be a mixture of individualistic and
collectivistic practices and relatedly; urban population and industrial economy,
predict a combination, or coexistence of individual and group (family) loyalties
(Kagit¢ibasi, 1985; cited in Sunar, 2002). A supportive, flexible, low-pressure
family style is observed within Turkish culture, as described above.

Beyond individualism-collectivism, one should consider the structural
features of the honor concept and honor cultures in order to be able to
understand the salience of gender script and familial relationships within the
cultural code of honor, as Turkish culture is described as a honor culture
(Kagit¢ibasi, 1985; cited in Sunar, 2002). Herzfeld (1980) stated that
Mediterranean value-systems have been presented as classifications of “honor”
and “shame”. However, in this study solely the honor concept and its related
values will be presented. In terms of explanation of honor concept, since the
beginning of systematic anthropological research in the Mediterranean region,
the term “honor” has been used to represent a large variety of social, sexual,
economic and other standards. Honor is one’s worth in one’s own eyes and in

the eyes of others (Stewart, 1994). Honor is described as having two
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aspects: inner and outer honor (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996, Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-
Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994). Inner honor is defined as “inner quality that
indicates an attachment to a culturally defined honor code and that is based on
the individual’s willingness and sense of responsibility to behave in honorable
ways and to avoid dishonor (Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999). Outer honor refers to
the social esteem in which an individual is held, his or her reputation. (Nisbett &
Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965a; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994). It is the
social recognition of the inner quality of sense of honor and its expression in
honorable behavior; the social recognition that one’s behavior is in accordance
with honor norms and values establishes an individual’s reputation. (Rodriguez
Mosquera, 1999).

The maintenance of a positive reputation is a core value in honor culture.
Honor cultures therefore promote a construal of the self-based on the
maintenance of a good reputation and the seeking of social approval. Moreover,
honor cultures promote a subordination of individual needs and desires to those
of the family due to the importance of protecting and defending the family
honor. Finally, honor cultures emphasize the importance of values that maintain
interpersonal harmony and strengthen social bond, such as hospitality and
humility (Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers,

1977; Stewart, 1994).

It is stated that, honor values are defined by four major domains on the
basis of the common theme each group of values share. These value domains are
social interdependence, collective honor, feminine honor and masculine honor

(Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Peristiany,
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1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994). Interdependence is highly valued
between family members in honor cultures due to the importance of a collective
family honor. The status of family honor is expressed in terms of the reputation
or the standing of the family in the community. Further, one’s own and one’s
family honor are strongly interdependent: each family member has the potential
to stain family’s honor. One’s own honor is therefore highly depended on the
behavior of the other family members. To summarize, an individual bears three
responsibilities in relation to his or her own honor; to avoid dishonor for her/his
own sake, to protect the family’s reputation and thus to avoid dishonorable
behavior that could hurt family honor, to take care that other family members do
not bring dishonor on the family and so on the individual. In these terms, it is
essential to emphasize that one can bring dishonor to family’s name and
reputation —especially females-, if s/he has engaged in premarital sexuality or

culturally inappropriate forms of dating behavior.

However the pattern in which the family honor is maintained and
protected is in some respects different for male and female members of the
family. Specifically in Mediterranean honor cultures, women and men’s roles are
defined differently within the family to protect family honor (Pitt-Rivers, 1977).
The division of roles is based on different moral qualities for females and males.
The masculine honor code defines the means by which male honor can be
maintained and enhanced. Masculine honor is a type of honor that calls for
action. The masculine honor code emphasizes the protection of the family,
virility, precedence, and the ability to display toughness and strength in situations

in which one’s manhood, one’s honor or one’s family honor are undermined. The
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feminine honor code is focused on patterns of decorum and restraint. The core
pattern in feminine honor is referred to as sexual shame or the female chastity
code (Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers,
1977; Stewart, 1994). The female chastity code involves beliefs about the
importance of decorum and purity in relation to female sexuality; decorum
(wearing discreet clothes), virginity prior to marriage and chastity are core values
in the maintenance of female honor in honor cultures. The importance of restraint
in the sexual domain is also followed by an emphasis on general behavioral
pattern of discretion in relation to feminine honor, which emphasizes a value
such as modesty. Further, the feminine honor code involves beliefs about the
importance of conforming to authority within the family context. In these terms,
feminine code of honor expects females members of honor cultures not to engage
in premarital sexual behavior due to salience of virginity, and this also explains
the gender schematization within Turkish culture: females are expected to
conform the feminine code of honor in terms of behaving appropriately in dating
and not engaging in premarital sexuality in order to avoid dishonor. Moreover, it
is not limited with the particular individual as the family honor is risked and in
these terms individuals are expected to conform the authority within family

context.

The mentioned double standards in terms of sexuality, is similar to
Turkish example, which is both an honor culture (Kagit¢ibasi, 1985; cited in
Sunar, 2002) and a collectivist culture (Hofstede, 1980). But, what is the
relationship between individualism-collectivism and honor cultures? In terms of

stating the place of honor code within individualism-collectivism, Rodriguez
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Mosquera (1999) presented well-defined explanation. Rodriguez Mosquera
(1999) stated that, aspects of both collectivism and individualism are present in
honor cultures due to the bipartite nature of honor. Inner honor or one’s sense of
honor is described as the individualistic aspect of honor as it refers to a personal
concern with honor and emphasizes personal qualities such having personal
integrity, and willingness and responsibility to behave in accordance to honor
values. Outer honor in contrast, is described as the collectivist aspect of honor
because it refers to the importance of social judgments and recognition. Thus, it
might be concluded that honor cultures can best be characterized as a mixture
between individualistic and collectivist cultures. However, honor cultures are
mainly characterized as a variety of collectivist culture because the
individualistic aspect of honor, or inner honor, becomes relational in honor
cultures as one’s sense of honor, one’s concern with and attachment to honor
values, has to be expressed in honorable behavior and to be recognized by others
in order to be validated. The individualistic aspect of honor is therefore highly
relational or interdependent (Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett

& Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994).

Sunar (2002) stated that, the honor tradition not only underlies male
dominance but contributes to the closely-knit relationships of the traditional
family as well, because honor belongs not only to individuals, but to the members
of families as well. Therefore, each person is dependent on the behavior of all
members of the family for his or her status as an honorable member of the
community. This feature of the traditional Turkish family suggests that it should

be classified as a "collectivistic" institution (Hofstede 1980; Triandis, Botempo,
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Villereal, Asai & Lucca, 1988) and it is one of the bases for Kagitgibasi's
conceptualization of Turkish culture as a culture of relatedness (Kagit¢ibasi, 1985;

cited in Sunar, 2002).

How do these societal and cultural differences reflect on to dating and
premarital sexual attitudes and behaviors? How do these domains differ from
culture to culture? According to McCabe’s (1984) theory of adolescent dating,
although all the individuals undergo the same maturation changes, dating practices
change from one society to another. In these terms, another major force is
observed as social influences, which largely come from peer group, socialization
during childhood, and current social pressures outside the influence of family and
peers, and religion. Gilmore (1987) stated that, as long as fathers are viewed as
distant authority figures and boys are raised close to their mothers, the salience of
sexuality for defining honor would remain strong. As it is emphasized that
collectivist cultures can be characterized as honor cultures, and furthermore, as the
maintenance of a positive reputation is a core value in honor cultures, honor
cultures can be said to promote a construal of the self, which is based on the
maintenance of a good reputation and the seeking of social approval (Rodriguez
Mosquera, 1999). Due to the feminine code of honor and salience of reputation,
especially female premarital sexual behaviors are not acceptable within honor

cultures.

Tanga & Zuo (2000) indicated the abundance of the literature on dating
behavior in the western societies. They stated that, although the literature on
dating is abundant in the Western society, the understanding of dating in the other

parts of the world, particularly that of the far-east region, is not as profound.
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Cross-cultural studies comparing dating practices in the Western and Eastern
societies are even less, leaving a blank in the dating literature that requires urgent
attention from social scientists. They also stated that, because social influences are
inseparable from cultural norms and values, it is reasonable to suggest that
different cultural orientations have played a role in shaping the observed

differences in dating attitudes and behaviors

Hinde (1997) emphasized that every human relationship is influenced in
fundamental ways by the culture in which it develops. In so far as individuals in a
relationship share cultural norms, the basic structure of their relationship will be
influenced by those norms of the particular culture. Relationships influence and
are influenced by the socio-cultural structure. Culture affects emotional and
psychological functioning, and cultural values affect relationships. Behavior in
relationships is influenced both by culture and by individual experience, and it is
often difficult to separate the two.

Finally, Allan (2001) emphasized the salience of change in personal
relationships through modernization. She stated that, the moral climate has
been changing significantly during the last 25 years. The domestic, sexual, and
familial arrangements are perceived much more as a personal matter for the ones
who are involved and not as issues on which others have strong rights to
influence. There are, variations in this change, particularly involving some
religious and ethnic differences. However even individuals have far greater
freedom and choice over how they construct their sexual, domestic, and familial
lives. Patterns of sexuality have also been changing as a result of the changes

occurring with late modernity and, in particular, with the process of
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individualization. Moreover, people are no longer too much constrained to con-
form to traditional gender and family roles. Women especially are able to choose
the ways in which they build their personal lives and the relationships in which
they are involved. However, one should consider, through modernization and
globalization, where does the Turkish culture stand, in the first place.

Therefore, it is necessary to look at the structure of Turkish culture and family.

1.5. Turkish Culture and Family

It is salient to emphasize the role of culture and family within the scope of
perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual attitudes of
college students. As DelLamater (1981) argued that, social institutions, primarily
the family and religion, are the sources of both general perspectives and specific
norms that govern sexual expression. These influence the individual through
processes of socialization, and social influence throughout his/her life. During
adolescence the young person also learns many of the norms governing physical
intimacy, and some of this learning is incidental. The daily observation of dating and
married couples, in life and in the media, reinforces the sense that appropriate
partners are persons of about the same age, of the opposite gender, who are not
family members. These norms are reinforced by reactions of others to couples, which
violate these norms (DeLamater, 1981). Likewise, Reiss (1976) emphasizes the role
of the family in influencing the individual. He argues that "the greater the
responsibility for other family members, the greater the likelihood that the
individual will be low on permissiveness”. This makes the individual both more
conservative in his/her sexual standards and more likely to attempt to control the

behavior of others.
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It is difficult to explain the structure of the Turkish culture and family, as
Turkish culture is in a transition period in terms of romantic relationships through
westernization (Kagit¢ibasi, 1985; cited in Sunar, 2002). One the one hand,
Turkish culture is in a transition stage through westernization, and is no more a
typical sexist culture; women are more free in terms of participating in division
of labor which brings economic freedom, both men and women seem to adopt
westernized values in terms of clothing, music, life style. However college
students have not perceived some deeply seated values, such as the sexual part of
dating behavior, as acceptable by their parents or by the society they live in.
Women are still perceived as the symbol of honor in a way. There is a code for
feminine honor in honor cultures (Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore, 1987;
Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994) and
although Turkish culture is in a transition period in terms of romantic
relationships, premarital sexuality is not sensed as acceptable by the parents, and
perceived as a source of bad reputation in society.

What kind of a change was Turkish culture exposed to within 50 years?
Hortagsu (2000) studied the generational changes in lives of families through
cultural change. She aimed to draw parallels between societal change in Turkey
and change in lives of families over a span of time covering two generations.
Starting with 1950's, a number of important changes have taken placed within
Turkish society. Population growth rate has doubled between 1945-50 reaching
a maximum between the years 1950-1960. Migration from rural areas to urban
centers and population growth in cities increased after 1950s, Policies adopted
by Democratic Party in the early 50s endorsed increased openness to western

influence and goods. This trend continued and gained impetus especially
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after the Ozal years, increased TV ownership contributing to consumerism and
exposure to western modes of life. Increased numbers of immigrant workers in
European countries as well as higher literacy rates and levels of education also
contributed to increased familiarity with western values and lifestyles.
Consequently, endorsement of individualistic values emphasizing achievement,
individual goals and independence from primary groups increased especially
among the educated. Within the study, both parents and children were interviewed
and in terms of parental attitudes, especially fathers were described as distant and
strict as well as loving. Expression of affection was reported as indirect rather
than direct and physical by children. Parent-child relations at present were
described as involving more communication, more expression of affection but
more respect for children's private life and decision-making than formerly
(Hortagsu, 2000).

Kagiteibasi (1986), in her study of status of women in Turkey, stated that,
the formal structural changes and the legal and institutional reforms have had
much to do with enabling women to the upper levels, when the life-styles and
intra-family status are concerned. They have provided the mechanisms for
change. On the other hand, the baseline from which such change has arisen, the
Middle Eastern-Eastern Mediterranean family culture, is characterized by
subordination of women. When these examples are combined with the view of
changing Turkish culture through westernization within the scope of collectivism &
honor cultures (Kagitcibasi, 1985; cited in Sunar, 2002), more light is shed onto
certain societal change.

Sunar (2002) stated that, although Turkey appears to be undergoing a

process of transformation particularly among the urban population, the features

34



of traditional Turkish family seem to have remained relatively stable over long
years. She added that, present-day Turkish society is marked by great
geographical and social mobility. In addition to rural-to-urban migration, there is
rapid growth and change in indicators such as literacy, income, and consumption
patterns. Sunar (2002) stated that, the overall picture is consistent with that of a
culture moving from a more collectivistic orientation towards a more
individualistic one. In many respects, the Turkish middle class family would seem
to have made, at least for the time being, a rather remarkable synthesis of some of
the more positive aspects of both collectivistic and individualistic cultures (such
as close relationships combined with strong encouragement of the child's
achievements) while avoiding some of the most negative aspects of both (such as
authoritarian discipline and interpersonal alienation).

Sunar (2002) stated that, the dominant value in the Turkish cultural
system is namus or honor, which is maintained through the men in the family
controlling the sexual behavior (chastity) of the women. As Peristiany (1965)
defined honor far from being a feature unique to Moslem societies, and as a
common value to most southern European and Mediterranean cultures. The
power of honor as a value that has declined with industrialization and
urbanization, constitutes a strong bond of family relationships and relationships
between the sexes, particularly in rural areas. Turkish society, which entered the
industrialization and urbanization processes at a relatively later time than most of
the other southern European cultures, has continued to be governed by honor
norms and male dominance in the family. Moreover, Akgiin (2000) stated that,
Turkey, as compared with the Western countries, is described as conservative and

sexually restrictive. However, as a developing middle-east country through
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modernization, these cultural and industrial relations with Western countries affected
the structure of Turkish culture.

Ataca (1989; cited in Sunar, 2002) stated that there is differential treatment
of sons and daughters in many areas of family life, even in urban middle class
families. Males and females are separated both physically and symbolically
and maintenance of family honor requires considerable restriction of
female behavior, and compared to boys, girls are much more closely
supervised and limited in their permissible activities, particularly in adoles-
cence.

Due to the development of sex-role identification within Turkish
culture, Sunar (2002) stated that, masculine sex-role identification is
facilitated by a father who encourages autonomy and uses reasoning rather
than punishment; whereas feminine sex-role identification for females are
quite different in content. Parental practices appeared to have high impact on
masculine sex-role identification by males, although feminine sex-role
identification in females was closely related to the father's controlling behavior
towards his daughter, such as control of romantic relationships and premarital
sexuality.

In these terms, the structure of Turkish family is salient to discuss with
respect to adolescent sexuality. Sexuality is one of the taboo concerns for Turkish
society and traditional family structure still exist (Imamoglu & Aygiin; 1999).
Akgiin (2000) stated that, in the Turkish family structure, fathers are usually the
authority figure and they have a formal relationship with their children. Mothers, as
major caregivers, have an affectionate and warm relationship with their children and

are usually more supportive than fathers. Sunar (2002) similarly stated that,
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traditional rules for mothers and fathers can described as mothers being highly
involved in care and supervision of their children and fathers taking a more
distant but authoritative role. Likewise emphasized in Rodriguez Mosquera’s
study (1999), as a result of masculine code of honor, fathers are responsible for
females and thus for family’s honor, they feel the need to protect their own honor
—in the name of females’ honor- by being authoritarian and controlling over

daughters’ behavior due to dating and premarital sexuality.

1.6. Perceived Parental Attitudes

Parental influence upon their offspring’s premarital sexual and dating
attitudes is generally taken place in the literature (Devereux, Bronfenbrenner &
Rogers, 1967; Hertoft, 1969; Sorenson, 1973; Lewis, 1973; McNab, 1976).
Hertoft (1969) stated that while parents showed little influence over many kinds
of sex guidance to youths, they somehow influenced the sexual attitudes and
behavior of their children. Moreover, social learning theory (Bandura & Walters,
1963) also supported this conclusion. Fox (1979) in the research of family’s
influence on adolescents’ sexual behavior, reported that half of the adolescents
communicate with their parents about sexual matters & concerns and she cited
about the need for study of indirect communication about certain topics. Lewis
(1973) also stated that there is a need for future research on nonverbal techniques
utilized in transmitting parental values, which takes place under the topic of
perceived parental attitudes and affecting the sexual attitudes and behavior of the
children. Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) in their theory of reasoned action, argued that
the perceived attitudes and values of significant others had an important shaping

effect on the individual’s intention to perform the particular action. Noller &
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Patton (1990) argued that perceived parental attitudes play a significant role on
the decision making of adolescents, although their relative influence will depend
on the type of decision being made.

Shelley (1981) stated that in terms of offspring’s perception of
parental attitudes and behavior, it is argued that perception is the most important,
because it is the child’s interpretation of observations. Researchers of personality
development and family interaction have always used children’s reports as the
primary source of data (Golden, 1969; Smith & Grenier, 1975). Moreover,
children’s reports of earlier parent-child experiences were sensible with direct
observations (Devereux, Bronfenbrenner & Rogers, 1967). Thus, to expect
children's perceptions of parental attitudes and behavior as a useful measure of
indirect parental communication would be appropriate. In addition, perception of
parental liberality was correlated to attitudes toward a sex-role linkage. Among
adolescents, %49 who perceived their parents as liberal selected parents as a
source than did youths with moderate (11%) or conservative (8%) parents. Peers
were selected as sources in no more that 30% of the cases. Therefore, perception
of liberality consistently correlated with adolescent sexual attitudes. Parents do
not influence their children in a direct way but through children’s interpretations
and perceptions of messages (Carlson & lovini, 1985). Particularly, adolescents
are influenced by perceived rather than actual behavior, as a major source of
interpretation, which lead behavior.

In McDaniel’s study (1969), with respect to the influence of the
reference system, the original family orientation, which measures the extent of
orientation to the original family, is examined. The participants are asked to

declare how they would be affected if their parents disapproved of their
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participation in the activities, which were hypothetical activities such as;
becoming engaged, dating a particular person, dating, petting on dates, going to
the movies with a date, attending a football or basketball game with a date,
talking to strange boys, studying alone with a boy and having lunch with a boy.
The results demonstrated that, as the girls make the shift from assertiveness to
receptivity, they declared behaving similar to the original family oriented values.
Likewise, DeLamater & McCorquodale (1979) reported parental standards are
predictors of adolescents’ premarital sexual attitudes. Father's standard was related
with male's and mother's standard with female's premarital permissiveness. They
found that, perceived parental liberality and mother's standards were associated
with permissiveness for both sexes.

Silva & Ross (2002) studied the association of perceived parental
attitudes towards premarital sex with initiation of sexual intercourse among high
school students in Chile. Sample items in the scale were “my mother (father)
would find it acceptable for me to have sex if I were involved in a committed
relationship” and “she (he) would disagree with a decision to have sex at this
stage of my life. The dependent variable was sexual experiences measured by a
single dichotomous item: “have you ever experienced sexual intercourse?”
Having experienced sexual intercourse when perceived maternal disapproval was
at its lowest was 2.3 times higher than when maternal disapproval was at its
highest value. In terms of the quality of the perceived general relationship with
the mother, the estimated odds of having intercourse was 6.2 times higher when
reported satisfaction was at its lowest level. When both maternal disapproval of
sex and the perceived quality of the relationship were considered simultaneously,

the predicted odds of having sexual activity increased 14.2 times. The
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perception of disapproval of premarital sex by the mother in a good mother-
daughter relationship appears to constitute a buffer against early initiation of
sexual activity.

Moore & Rosenthal (1991) studied the adolescents’ perceptions of
friends’ and parents’ attitudes toward sex. Results indicated that, adolescents
perceived their parents’ attitudes as non-liberal in their sexual attitudes and
relatively unlikely to discuss sex or precautions with them. They stated that,
adolescent premarital sexual attitudes was related to the perceived attitudes of the
significant others in ways, which varied according to gender and the type of
relationship. Especially fathers were perceived, by their children, as the least
likely to discuss or be available to discuss sexual matters. In terms of gender
differences about perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sex, male
adolescents viewed their mothers and fathers as significantly more liberal or
approving of their sexual expression than did female adolescents. Females
perceived that they discussed sex more with their mothers than did boys, while
the opposite perception held for discussion with fathers.

Literature supported that perceived parental attitudes lead premarital
sexuality and romantic relationships. Then, what do lead perceived parental
attitudes? According to which criteria are parental attitudes perceived? Darling &
Hicks (1982) found that parental messages were discouraging of sex for
adolescents of both sexes, but that the negative consequences of sexual activity
were far more strongly stressed for daughters than for sons. This implies that
young men are receiving more liberal messages from their parents about sexual
expression. To sum up, parental messages to adolescents about sex are perceived

to be basically disapproving, and highly gender-based.
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In terms of perceived parental attitudes within Turkish literature, one
should pay attention to gender issues in parental practices: Are sons and
daughters treated the same way by their parents and are parents perceived the
same way by sons and daughters in Turkey? What are the similarities and
differences? Sunar (2002) stated that, parental practices have been examined on
two basic dimensions in childrearing: first, the emotional relationship between
parent and child: and second, parental control of the child. In terms of perceived
parental attitudes toward child-rearing practices, fathers were perceived as
somewhat more angry than mothers were, and sons were somewhat more likely
than daughters to perceive fathers as angry (Sunar, 2002). Parents were
perceived as trusting the child, with fathers being rated somewhat higher than
mothers in terms of perceived trust. Parents rated themselves as slightly less
trusting than their children perceived them to be. In terms of parental control of the
child, especially daughters perceive parental messages about premarital sexual
behaviors as disapproved.

Due to the control of negative or avoided topics of discussion, Sunar
(2002) presented supportive findings. Turkish culture has traditionally valued
self-control and parents tend to encourage or restrict emotional and behavioral
expression in children, due to certain topics of discussion such as sexuality.
There are clear gender differences in the use and experience of authority and
control. Daughters are kept under closer control and supervision than sons are,
particularly by their mothers, while sons are more likely than daughters to be
controlled in an authoritarian manner by both parents.

Fathers are perceived as more authoritarian than mothers are, while

mothers are perceived as more closely controlling than fathers are (Sunar,
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2002). Results demonstrated that there is differential treatment of sons and
daughters, as sons being given more autonomy while daughters are more closely
supervised and controlled, especially due to premarital sexuality and there is a
considerable anxiety about sexual matters (Sunar, 2002).

Akgiin (2002) studied the role of parents as a predictor of adolescent
sexual attitudes due to perceived parental attitudes within Turkish culture.
Results demonstrated that, if the adolescents perceived their mother as not
approving premarital sexual behavior, they were more likely to be sexually
experienced. Moreover, adolescents' permissiveness level of sexual attitudes
increases if they perceive their father as approving premarital sexual
behaviors.

After paraphrasing perceived parental attitudes toward dating and
premarital sexuality, another independent variable: the salience and the effects of
parental divorce on the formation of perceived parental attitudes toward dating
and premarital sexual behavior of adolescents and young adults will be discussed

in the following paragraphs.

1.7. Effects of Parental Divorce upon Children toward Dating &
Premarital Sexual Behavior

Family dynamics rule out certain social roles for members of the

family and due to the disruption of these dynamics or harmony, such as divorce,

this disruption leads each member of the family to adopt gradually new values in

terms of life styles. Once the family harmony is interrupted by parental divorce, it

leads the offspring to adopt maybe not disrupted, but different value orientations

through certain domains, such as dating or premarital sexual behavior.

42



Therefore, a significant difference is expected in perceived parental attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors, between the students with married
and divorced parents.

“How does parental divorce influence the adolescents’ attitudes” has been
issue to several studies. Many studies focused upon the effects of parental
divorce on adolescents toward dating and premarital sexuality (Seltzer, 1994;
Jacquet & Surra, 2001; Milevsky, 2004; Mullett & Stolberg, 2002; Yvonne,
2001; Kunz, 2001; Mahl, 2001; Jeynes, 2001). Parental divorce seemed to be the
primary predictor of the casual dating among young adults, and suggested that
the reflections of parental divorce may affect young adults’ own romantic
relationships. The experience of parental divorce influences multiple domains of
children's lives, including economic, psychological, academic, and personal
arenas (Seltzer, 1994). Parental divorce is thought to affect the romantic
relationships of young adults, especially with respect to their certainty about the
relationship and perceptions of problems in it. Seltzer (1994) suggested that
interpersonal problems might develop in children if divorcing parents’ model was
poor in terms of interpersonal styles. Jacquet & Surra (2001) also stated that such
problems might extend to children's own dating relationships.

Young adults who perceive parental divorce, as a fulfillment of trust
may be cautious about trusting their dating partners. Young adults from divorced
families may be more susceptible about passionate love because of the anxiety
and fear of abandonment associated with parental divorce (Lauer & Lauer, 1991).
In particular, women from divorced families reported uncertainty about and
problems with commitment (Lauer & Lauer, 1991). Evans & Bloom (1998)

found similar results about women from the divorced families. Men and
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women reacted to parental divorce quite differently. Those differences suggested
that women might be more adversely affected by their parents' divorces than
men.

The instability of parents' marriages may serve as a model for romantic
relationships. According to Hetherington (1972), ambivalent behaviors are
observed in girls whose fathers were absent because of divorce. These girls spent
more time with male peers and male adults, yet they reported less security around
men than did girls from intact families (Hetherington, 1972). Children of
divorced parents may learn that relationships inevitably involve conflict. Women
from divorced families communicate higher levels of conflict and negative
behaviors with partners (Sanders, Halford, & Behrens, 1999).

Parental divorce appeared to lower the quality of relations with parents
regardless of the level of conflict before divorce. Marital conflict lowered
children's closeness to parents, and divorce lowered it even further. These
associations were significant for both parents but were stronger for fathers than
for mothers (Booth & Amato, 2001). It is adolescents' perceptions of parents'
attitudes, rather than parents' actual attitudes, that constitute the critical influence
on self-esteem (Rosenberg, 1979). Bailey & Zvonkovic (2003) stated that,
nonresidential parents are in an unsafe position and they are outside of the family
residence after divorce; consequently often perceived as outside of the family
system. Tasker (1996) stated that, adolescents from divorced backgrounds who
were currently involved in a heterosexual relationship reported more emotionally
distant father-child relationships. However, adolescents from divorced
backgrounds, reporting emotionally distant mother-child relationships, were less

likely to be involved in a heterosexual relationship, indicating that
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the quality of childhood relationships with both mothers and fathers in post-
divorce families are important influences in adolescent relationship involvement.

According to Jacquet & Surra (2001), young female adults from
divorced families would report greater passionate love at casual dating than those
from intact families. At casual dating, women from divorced families reported
significantly more passionate love than did women from intact families. Casually
dating men from divorced families reported greater ambivalence about becoming
involved than did men from intact families. Women from divorced families
reported that they valued consistency of commitments less than did women from
intact families. Findings suggested that parental divorce plays a part in shaping
the experiences of young adults' heterosexual relationships, but the connection is
more evident for women than for men, especially with respect to feelings of love
for and trust in a partner, to conflict, and to hesitancy about involvement. Men
from divorced and intact families, in contrast, differentially perceive the external
social structure surrounding relationships and the investments associated with
relationships. Casually dating men from divorced families perceive that they
invest more in their relationships than do men from intact families.

Clark & Kanoy (1998) studied the affective relationships of young
adult females and their fathers, for effects on dating relationships, dating anxiety,
and interpersonal trust. Females with divorced vs. married parents, and females
scoring lower on the intimacy scale, regardless of family structure, reported that
they experience less father-daughter intimacy, lower dating satisfaction and trust,
and higher dating anxiety. Females with divorced vs. married parents
experienced significantly less intimacy with their fathers but similar levels of

trust, anxiety, and satisfaction.
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In the Turkish literature, in terms of the effects of parental divorce upon
adolescents within the context of dating and premarital sexuality, we saw similar
results with international literature. Sirvanli-Ozen (2005), studied with a Turkish
sample, which had a very different cultural background, on the possible adverse
effects of divorce on children. While investigating into the possible effects of
divorce on children, the possible interaction of divorce with the variables of age,
sex, and perceived social support is taken into consideration. As a result, in the
light of the research findings of studies conducted both in the Western countries
and in Turkey, it is observed that divorce may have detrimental effects on the
levels of behavior and adjustment problems of children, the parenting styles and
attitudes they perceive and that these effects may vary depending on the
children's sex, age, and the social support they perceive from their environment.

Sirvanli-Ozen (2003), previously studied adolescents coming from
married and divorced families in terms of adult attachment styles and perceived
parenting styles of adolescents. With respect to the perceived parenting styles, it
was stated that adolescents coming from divorced families perceived their fathers
as the parent showing less affection and control in comparison with those from
married families. However, perception of the mother made no significant
difference from the viewpoint of marital status of parents.

Burgoyne & Haines (2002) reported results of the analysis of the views of
young people with divorced and still-married parents, on marriage, divorce, and
future marital intentions. Respondents reported that they believed to be regarding
marriage in a more serious way than did people in general, and the majority
expected to get married at some point, regardless of family background. Those

with married parents made greater use of a "romantic" discourse when
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talking about marriage, and individuals from both groups who had experienced
parental conflict or unhappiness took a more "realistic" and cautious view. Both
groups regarded divorce in a negative light. In discussion part, they emphasized
the “ideological dilemma” which’s issue is whether the opinions depended on the
individual or societal level; in other words, whether the opinions are ridden by
social desirability.

Toomey & Nelson (2001) designed a study to explore the relationship
between parental conflict and young adults' levels of intimacy. The results
demonstrated that, the offspring from high-conflict families had less favorable
attitudes toward intimacy and they reported to have more sexual partners in
number than those from low-conflict families. Schaick (2001) stated that the
relationship between parental divorce in childhood and difficulties in establishing
intimate relationships in young adulthood might be understood by exploring the
impact of extended paternal absence. He evaluated the influences of paternal
involvement and parental divorce on young adult's intimate relationships and
reported that young adults from divorced families suffer more negative
relationship outcomes.

Lawrence (2001) studied about the gender schematization in adolescent
rearing in single- parent (as a result of divorce) and intact families. The results
showed that, as parental gender models in one- and two-parent families differ, the
gender roles of adolescents raised in one-versus two-parent families may differ.
Differences in personal and idealized gender roles were found between students
raised in one- versus two-parent families (students from single-parent families
valued androgyny, which means a person who has strong masculine and feminine

characteristics). In my opinion and in the light of Lawrence’s study (2001), this
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may lead young adults, who experienced parental divorce, to behave less
regarding to their gender script (which was discussed through item 1.3) compared
to the students who were from intact families. In other words, both females and
males from divorced families, may be behaving in similar manners in terms of
attitudes toward dating and premarital sexuality and this may be leading to
perceived parental attitudes for females as permissive as males perceived.

Jeynes (2001) conducted a study about the influence of parental divorce
on children’s attitudes toward premarital sex. Children, whose parents were
recently divorced (within the past four years), maintained different attitudes and
behaviors regarding pre-marital sex than their counterparts in single-parent
divorced families, whose parents had been divorced four years or more. Children
from recently divorced homes did not show a tendency to have more permissive
attitudes and behaviors towards pre-marital sex than their counterparts whose
parents had been divorced four years or more. Nevertheless, children whose
parents had been divorced showed a tendency to have more permissive attitudes
and behaviors towards pre-marital sex than children of intact families.

Within the light of literature, we can conclude that, both females and
males are emotionally affected by parental divorce and are expected to adopt
different attitudes toward dating and premarital sexuality compared to children
from intact families. Moreover, the lack of the custodial parent at home — and
that would be the father as it is in most cases- would probably be causing the lack
of a certain authority figure at home. In terms of evaluation in the light of the
literature of Turkish and honor cultures, we can conclude that as the father is the
authority figure in Turkish culture and males are the ones who are responsible of

caring for the females within the family (due to the honor code- females
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are the symbol of honor that should be protected by the males of the family), in
the absence of the authority figure, both male and female children may adopt
more liberal attitudes, especially toward premarital sexuality, within the light of
perceived parental attitudes. Finally, in terms of gender schematization in
adolescent who was reared in divorced families, the results demonstrated that as
the parental- gender models differ in single-parent families compared to two-
parent families, students from single-parent families adopted androgyny (a
person who has strong masculine and feminine characteristics) compared to
students from intact families. This may lead young adults, who experienced
parental divorce, to behave less regarding to their gender script compared to the
students who were from intact families. In other words, both females and males
from divorced families, may be behaving in similar manners in terms of attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexuality.
(The main hypothesis of this study will be declared in the following paragraphs-
1.8)

1.8. Purpose of the Study

In the light of the literature, it is pretty clear that many social aspects
affect perceived parental attitudes of Turkish college students towards dating and
premarital sexual behaviors. The certain gender script and schematization within
the Turkish culture and parental divorce factors were appeared to be the most
important of these aspects (Seltzer, 1994; Jacquet & Surra, 2001; Milevsky,
2004; Mullett & Stolberg, 2002; Yvonne, 2001; Sunar, 2002; Kunz, 2001; Mabhl,
2001; Jeynes, 2001; Fox, 1979; Lewis, 1973; Shelley, 1981; Golden, 1969; Smith
& Grenier, 1975; Devereux, Bronfenbrenner & Rogers, 1967). Gender script as a

double standard towards dating and premarital sexuality within the Turkish
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culture and living in a home environment with the lack of familial harmony as a
result of parental divorce, were found to be the central factors for the parental
attitudes perceived by the college students (Sunar, 2002; Milevsky, 2004; Mullett
& Stolberg, 2002; Yvonne, 2001; Fox, 1979; Lewis, 1973; Shelley, 1981;
Golden, 1969).

Therefore, the aim of this study was to investigate the role of students’
gender and parental marital status on the college students’ perceived parental
attitudes towards dating and premarital sexual behavior. Perceived parental
attitudes by the college students were expected to differ due to the gender of the
student and whether the students’ parents are divorced or intact. Although
perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors
appeared as the sole and major determinant in terms of college students’
perception, leading factors exist such as gender and parental marital status.
Gender schematization in terms of which gender should behave in which way
towards certain behaviors within Turkish culture and the parental divorce as
giving way to a home environment where mostly the familial harmony is absent,
becomes more important in terms of perceived parental attitudes toward dating
and premarital sexuality and these attitudes were shaped under the influence of
these factors. (Sunar, 2002; Milevsky, 2004; Mullett & Stolberg, 2002; Yvonne,
2001; Fox, 1979; Lewis, 1973; Shelley, 1981; Golden, 1969).

Therefore, in this study, it is hypothesized that:
1. Perceived parental attitudes of the student towards dating behavior differ due
to the gender of the student. Females are expected to perceive less permissive

parental attitudes toward dating behavior.
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2. Perceived parental attitudes of the student towards premarital sexual behavior
differ due to the gender of the student. Females are expected to perceive less
permissive parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior.

3. Perceived parental attitudes of the student towards dating behavior differ due
to the parental marital status. Children of divorced parents are expected to
perceive more permissive attitudes toward dating behavior.

4. Perceived parental attitudes of the student towards premarital sexual behavior
differ due to the parental marital status. Children of divorced parents are
expected to perceive more permissive attitudes toward premarital sexual

behavior.
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CHAPTER 2
METHOD
2.1. Participants

The sample of the present study was composed of a total of 160 (93
women, 67 men) college students, who voluntarily participated in the study with
a mean age of 22.81 (SD = 2.6, range = 17-28). Names were not required and
participants were assured that there were no right or wrong answers and the best
answer was their personal opinion. They were asked to read the instructions
carefully and to answer all questions. They were given consent from before
application, and after application they were debriefed (see Appendices A and B).
All participants were Turkish and unmarried students. 73.8% of the participants
were students at Middle East Technical University, 25.6% of them were from
Cankaya, Ankara, Istanbul, Bilkent and Gazi Universities, and 0.6% of them did
not stated which university they attended. 78.1% of the participants were
undergraduate students, 20.6% were master students and 1.3% were doctoral
students. They were currently students in various departments of the universities,
8.2% were from Social Sciences Department, 20.8% were from Administrative
Sciences Faculty, 42.1% were from Engineering Faculty, 15.1% were from
Natural Sciences Faculty, 4.4% were from Architecture Faculty and 9.4% were
from other faculties. 81.9% of the participants mostly lived in metropolitans in
Turkey (Istanbul, Ankara, izmir), 17.5% of them were from other cities, and
0.6% of them were from a small town. Most of the participants came from highly

educated families. 76.9% of the participants’ mothers and 89.3% of the
52



participants’ fathers had high school, university or graduate school degrees.
44.4% of the participants’ mothers were currently working, 22.5% were retired
and 33.1% were housewives. 70% of the participants’ parents were still married
and 30% were divorced. In terms of income level, on a scale of 1 (least) to 7
(most), %2.5 evaluated themselves at income level 2, 7.5% at level 3, 29.4% at
level 4, 42.5% at level 5, 13.8% at level 6, 2.5% at level 7 and 1.9% did not
stated their income level. 22.6% of the participants were the only child, 59.4%
had one sibling, 13.1% had two siblings, 4.4% had three siblings, 0.6% had four
siblings. 5% of the participants defined their parents as conservative and 95% of
the participants defined their parents as liberal. 25% of the participants were
living with their families, 45% of them were living at dorm, 18.8% of them were
living with their friend at their own home, 8.1% were living at their own home
alone and 3.1% were living in other residences (with a relative, or temporarily at
someone’s home).

Within the demographic information sheet, there were personal questions,
which were told to leave blank to participants, if they did not want to respond.
96.3% of the participants stated that they had ever dated someone, 3.1% stated
that they had never dated someone, and 0.6% did not respond. Within this 96.3%,
in terms of total number of dates until today, 57% of the participants dated
number of people between 1-5, 22.6% dated number of people between 6-10,
11% dated number of people between 11-15, 5.7% dated number of people
between 16-20, 1.4% dated number of people between 21-25, and 2.1% dated
number of people more than 25. Within this 96.3%, in terms of age of first date,
26.5% of the participants first dated at within the age range of 10-14, 62.1% first

dated at within the age range of 15- 18, and 11.4% first dated after the age of
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19. 51.3% had a date currently, 46.3% were not dating with someone currently,
and 2.5% did not state their current dating status. When we asked if they had ever
had sexual intercourse, 62.5% stated that they had sex, 31.3% stated that they had
never had sex, and 6.3% did not state if they had ever had a sexual intercourse.
Within this 62.5%, in terms of total number of sexual partners until today, 18%
of the participants had only one sexual partner, 34.9% of the participants had
number of sexual partners between 2-5, 31.4% of the participants had number of
sexual partners between 6-10, 10.1% of the participants had number of sexual
partners between 11-15, and 5.6% of the participants had number of sexual
partners between 16-20. Within this 62.5%, in terms of age of first sexual
intercourse, 69.7% of the participants first had sex at age within the range of 14-
18, 23.7% of the participants first had sex at age within the range of 19-21, and
6.5% of the participants first had sex at the age of 22 or older. When we asked
them how they evaluated premarital sexuality, 75% stated that they thought
premarital sexuality was acceptable, and 23.1% stated it as unacceptable, and
1.9% did not respond. In terms of one-night-stand sexual relationships, 40.6%
stated one-night-stand as acceptable, and 57.5% stated it as unacceptable, and 1.9
did not respond. When it was asked if it was acceptable to date more than one
person simultaneously, 21.9% stated it as acceptable, and 76.3% stated it as
unacceptable, and 1.9% did not respond. Finally, when we asked them whether
they planned to marry within their life times, 68.1% stated that they were going
to marry one day, and 31.3% stated that they were never going to marry, and
0.6% did not respond.

Table 1. displays the details about gender, age, department, attended

university, city mostly lived in, current education level, paternal
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education, maternal education, mother’s working status, parental marital status,
income level, number of siblings, conservatism of family, residence, status of
dating experience, number of dates until today, age of first date, acceptance level
of one-night stands, acceptance level of premarital sexuality, marriage idea,
currently dating status, status of sexual intercourse experience, number of sexual
partners until today, age of first sexual intercourse, and acceptance level of dating

more than one person simultaneously, of the participants.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Variable N Percent (%)*
Gender
Female 93 58.1
Male 67 41.9
Age
17-20 39 24.4
21-24 80 50.1
25-28 41 25.6
Department
Social Sciences Faculty 13 8.2
Administrative Sciences Faculty 33 20.8
Engineering Faculty 67 42.1
Natural Sciences Faculty 24 15.1
Architecture Faculty 7 4.4
Other 15 9.4
University
Middle East Technical Uni. 118 74.2
Other Universities 41 25.8
City mostly lived in
Metropolitan 131 81.9
City 28 17.5
Town 1 0.6
Village 0 0
Current Education Level
Undergraduate 125 78.1
Master 33 20.6
Doctoral 2 1.3
Paternal Education
Primary School 7 4.4
Secondary School 3 1.9
High School 35 21.9
University 86 53.8
Master Degree 23 14.4
Phd Degree 6 3.8
Maternal Education
Primary School 13 8.1
Secondary School 11 6.9
High School 54 33.8
University 76 47.5
Master Degree 4 2.5
Phd Degree 2 1.3
Mother’s Working Status
Working 71 44.4
Not working 53 33.1
Retired 36 22.5
Parental Marital Status
Married 112 70
Divorced 48 30
Income Level
Level 1 0 0
Level 2 4 2.5
Level 3 12 7.6
Level 4 47 29.9
Level 5 68 433
Level 6 22 14
Level 7 4 2.5
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Table 1 continued

Number of Siblings

Only Child 36 22.6

Having 1 sibling 95 73.1

Having 2 siblings 21 16.2

Having 3 siblings 7 5.4

Having 4 siblings 1 0.8
Conservative/Liberal Families

Conservative 8 5

Having 1 sibling 152 95
Residence

Dorm 40 25

Parents 72 45

Peer 30 18.8

Alone 13 8.1

Other 5 3.1
Ever Dated

Yes 154 96.9

No 5 3.1
Number of Dates

1-5 78 57

6-10 31 22.6

11-15 15 11

16-20 8 5.7

21-25 2 1.4

More than 25 3 2.1
Age of First Date

10-14 35 26.5

15-18 82 62.1

19-... 15 11.4
One Night Stand

Acceptable 65 41.4

Unacceptable 92 58.6
Premarital Sexuality

Acceptable 120 76.4

Unacceptable 37 23.6
Marriage Idea

Yes 109 68.6

No 50 314
Dating Currently

Yes 82 52.6

No 74 47.4
Sexual Intercourse

Yes 100 66.7

No 50 333
Number of Sexual Partners

1 16 18

2-5 31 349

6-10 28 314

11-15 9 10.1

16-20 5 5.6
Age of First Sexual Intercourse

14-18 53 69.7

19-21 18 23.7

22 and older 5 6.6
More than One Date

Acceptable 35 22.3

Unacceptable 122 77.7

* Valid Percentages were given.
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2.2. Instruments
A questionnaire, consisting of two scales (Perceived Parental
Attitudes toward Dating Scale and Perceived Parental Attitudes toward

Premarital Sexuality Scale), was used in this study.

2.2.1. Demographic Data Sheet

Demographic data sheet aimed to collect information about the
participants’ gender, age, department, school, current education level, paternal
and maternal education level, maternal working status, SES, number and gender
of siblings, residence; and private information about whether the participants ever
dated, are dating with someone currently, ever had premarital sexual experiences,
found one night stands, premarital sexuality, marriage, dating more than one
person at the same time acceptable, the number of dates, age of first date, the
number of sexual partners, age of first premarital sexual experience (see

Appendix A).

2.2.2. Pilot Study

In order to determine the items under perceived parental attitudes’
domains of the particular study, a pilot study was conducted. But before the pilot
study, in terms of scale development, a list of 52 items, which were derived
within the light of literature, were handed out in several psychology courses and
students of these courses were used as judges to rate the items related to the topic
of interest. After the item analysis is completed, the chosen or rewritten items
were used in the pilot study on 45 participants (24 females, 19 males). The

obtained data were subjected to two separate varimax rotated factor analysis
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for two scales respectively, in order to identify the items, which would be used in
the main study. There were two scales, as perceived parental attitudes toward
dating behavior (24 items) and toward premarital sexuality (20 items). It was
decided that the cross-loadings suggested a single factor solution for both scales.
Therefore, principal component analysis with varimax rotation and single factor
solution was performed.

Four items in the first scale (perceived parental attitudes toward dating
behavior) were not loaded anywhere within the scale, and deleted from the first
scale. Single factor explained 31.08% variance. The factor loadings of the scale
are presented in Table 2. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha)
of 20-item scale was .88. The item-total correlations range of these items was
Min =-.01, Max =.78.

In the second scale (perceived parental attitudes toward premarital
sexuality), all the items had high factor loadings and none of the items were
deleted. Single factor explained 49.92% variance. The factor loadings of the scale
are presented in Table 3. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha)
of 20-item scale was .92. The item-total correlations range of these items was

Min =-.32, Max = .84.
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Table 2. Pilot Study Factor Loadings of Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating
Behavior Scale

Item Loading h*"
If my father learns that I have a date, he will be angry. .82 .67
If my mother learns that I have a date, he will be angry. 48 23
If my father learns that I have a date, he pretends like .58 33

he does not know.

If my mother learns that I have a date, she pretends like .54 .30
she does not know.

If I tell my father that I have a date, he will take it as normal. .78 .61
If I tell my mother that I have a date, she will take it as normal. 41 17
If I date with someone who had dated with too many people, 41 17

this will not please my father.

If I date with someone who had dated with too many people, 44 .20
this will not please my mother.

If my father does not approve my date, he will not let me .68 47
to see him/her again.

If my mother does not approve my date, she will not let me .65 42
to see him/her again.

My father does not approve me to date before I marry. .68 47
My mother does not approve me to date before I marry. .35 12
My father is indifferent in terms of how I behave about romantic relationships. 37 .14
My mother is indifferent in terms of how I behave about romantic relationships. 45 21
My father does not want me to talk about my romantic .53 .29

relationships with him openly.

My mother does not want me to talk about my romantic .55 .30
relationships with him openly.

If I know that my father would not approve, I will not talk about my romantic 3.074E-03
relationships.

If I know that my mother would not approve, I will not talk about my romantic 1.300E-03
relationships.

My father does not want our relatives to know that I date 77 .59

with someone.

My mother does not want our relatives to know that I date .60 .36
with someone.

My father does not matter other people to learn that I date .85 .73
with someone.
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Table 2. continued
My mother does not matter other people to learn that I date .83 .70
with someone.

My father does not want me to date someone without his permission. 6.924E-05

My mother does not want me to date someone without his permission. 1.713E-02
Eigenvalue 7.46
Explained Variance 31.08
Cumulative Percent 31.08

*h? : Communality
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Table 3. Pilot Study Factor Loadings of Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital

Sexual Behavior Scale

Item Loading h**
If my father learns that I have sex with my date, he will be angry. .88 .78
If my mother learns that I have sex with my date, she will be angry. .88 .78
If my father learns that I have a date, he pretends like -42 18
he does not know.
If my mother learns that I have a date, she pretends like -48 23
she does not know.
If I tell my father that I have sex with my date, he will take it as normal. a7 .60
If I tell my mother that I have sex with my date, she will take it as normal. 78 .60
If I date with someone who had sex before, this will not please my father. .69 47
If I date with someone who had sex before, this will not please my mother. 1 .50
If my father learns that I had sex with my date, he will not let me .83 .69
to see him/her again.
If my mother learns that I had sex with my date, she will not let me .85 72
to see him/her again.
My father does not approve me to have sex before I marry. .86 .73
My mother does not approve me to have sex before I marry. .86 74
My father is indifferent in terms of how I behave about sexual relations. 46 21
My mother is indifferent in terms of how I behave about sexual relations. 45 .20
My father does not want me to talk about my sexual relationships with him openly. .49 24
My mother does not want me to talk about my sexual relationships with her openly. .72 .52
My father does not want our relatives to know that I have sex with my date. .68 47
My mother does not want our relatives to know that I have sex with my date. 71 .50
My father does not matter other people to learn that I have sex with my date. .64 41
My mother does not matter other people to learn that I have sex with my date. .65 43
Eigenvalue 9.98
Explained Variance 49.92
Cumulative Percent 49.92

*h? : Communality
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2.2.3. Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating Behavior Scale

Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating Behavior Scale was
developed by the author in the light of literature, to measure the approval level of
parents about dating behaviors perceived by the student. The questions were
worded so that, respondents were asked to indicate the circumstances under
which dating behavior were perceived as acceptable by their parents. Twenty
items were used in the particular scale. Each item was developed for both
perceived maternal and paternal attitudes toward dating behavior.

All items were 5-point Likert-type scales; six items were reverse
coded, (“1” — “strongly disagree”, “5” — “strongly agree”) (see Appendix D).
Participants were expected to indicate the extent to which the items are
appropriate in terms of their perception of parental attitudes on 5-point scale. The
possible highest score adds up to 100 and the lowest score adds up to 20. As the
total score increases, the participants’ perceived parental attitudes toward dating
behavior become less permissive and parental permissiveness level decreases,
and vice versa.

2.2.4. Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital Sexual
Behavior Scale

Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital Sexual Behavior Scale
was developed by the author in the light of literature, to measure the approval
level of parents about premarital sexual behaviors perceived by the student. The
questions were worded so that, respondents were asked to indicate the
circumstances under which premarital intercourse were perceived as acceptable

by their parents. Twenty items were used in the particular scale. Each item was
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developed for both perceived maternal and paternal attitudes toward premarital
sexual behavior.

All items were 5-point Likert-type scales; six items were reverse
coded, (“1” — “strongly disagree”, “5” — “strongly agree”) (see Appendix D).
Participants were expected to indicate the extent to which the items are
appropriate in terms of their perception of parental attitudes on 5-point scale. The
possible highest score adds up to 100 and the lowest score adds up to 20. As the
total score increases, the participants’ perceived parental attitudes toward
premarital sexual behavior become less permissive and parental permissiveness

level decreases, and vice versa.

2.3. Procedure
The questionnaire was administered during the Spring Festival of
Middle East Technical University to the students sitting at the tables of the food
court. The participation is on voluntary basis. In order to avoid the interviewer
bias, the instructions were read to the participants on a standard basis. An average
administration lasted for 15 minutes. After the participants were given the scales,
they were debriefed after completing the questionnaire. The Debriefing Form is

presented in Appendix B.
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CHAPTER 3
RESULTS
3.1. Reliability and Validity of Scales

3.1.1. Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating Behavior Scale

Principal component analysis was performed to determine the factor
structure of the scale of main study. Examination of initial solution suggested
ten-factor solution. However, there were many cross-loadings among factors and
six items had low factor loadings. Therefore, items were forced to two factors
with varimax rotations. Again, cross-loadings and items with low loadings were
observed. Finally, principal component analysis with varimax rotation and single
factor solution was performed as the cross-loadings suggested a single factor
solution. Two items with low factor loadings were not considered for future
analysis. Single factor explained 33.24% variance. The factor loadings of the
scale are presented in Table 4. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s
Alpha) of 18-item scale was .89. The item-total correlations range of these items
was Min = .30, Max = .71. The split-half reliability analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha)
of 18-item scale was .81 for part one and .83 for part two. Scale questions were
presented in Appendix C.

In terms of measuring content validity, the items were reviewed by
three psychology students, two psychology professors and two lay individuals in
terms of how good and related to the topic of interest. Feedbacks were used to
guide revision of the items. Face validity was assessed by asking the participants,

“what was intended to be measured?”, almost all of the participants
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told that what is intended to be measured was open (perceived parental attitudes
toward dating behavior).

Four questions, which were chosen from Miller’s study (1986) of
“Communication between the Adolescents and Parents”, were used in order to
measure the correlation between the perceived parental attitudes toward dating
behavior scale and Miller’s scale. Miller’s scale was translated and applied by
Akgiin (2000) in Turkey. In Akgiin’s study of Parent-Adolescent Communication
Scale, for the mother version the internal consistency reliability of 20-items was
.89; for the father version the internal consistency reliability of 20-items was .91.
The Pearson Correlation between the Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward
Dating Behavior Scale and Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale was .832

(p<.01, two-tailed). Scale questions were presented in Appendix E.
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Table 4. Factor Loadings of Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating Behavior Scale

Item Loading h%*
If my father learns that I have a date, he will be angry. 78 .61
If my mother learns that I have a date, he will be angry. .54 .30
If my father learns that I have a date, he pretends like .55 .30

he does not know.

If my mother learns that I have a date, she pretends like 49 24
she does not know.

If I tell my father that I have a date, he will take it as normal. 73 .54
If I tell my mother that I have a date, she will take it as normal. 52 27
If I date with someone who had dated with too many people, .50 .25

this will not please my father.

If I date with someone who had dated with too many people, 46 21
this will not please my mother.

If my father does not approve my date, he will not let me .64 41
to see him/her again.

If my mother does not approve my date, she will not let me .59 35
to see him/her again.

My father does not approve me to date before I marry. 74 .55
My mother does not approve me to date before I marry. 47 22
My father is indifferent in terms of how I behave about romantic relationships. 2.687E-04
My mother is indifferent in terms of how I behave about romantic relationships. 1.994E-03
My father does not want me to talk about my romantic Sl .26

relationships with him openly.

My mother does not want me to talk about my romantic .36 .14
relationships with him openly.

My father does not want our relatives to know that I date .76 .58
with someone.

My mother does not want our relatives to know that I date .69 48
with someone.

My father does not matter other people to learn that I date .73 .53
with someone.

My mother does not matter other people to learn that I date .68 46
with someone.
Eigenvalue 6.65
Explained Variance 33.24
Cumulative Percent 33.24

h*: Communality
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3.1.2. Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital Sexual

Behavior Scale

Principal component analysis was performed to determine the factor
structure of the scale of main study. Examination of initial solution suggested
ten-factor solution. However, there were many cross-loadings among factors and
six items had low factor loadings. Therefore, items were forced to two factors
with varimax rotations. Again, cross-loadings and items with low loadings were
observed. Finally, principal component analysis with varimax rotation and single
factor solution was performed as the cross-loadings suggested a single factor
solution. Two items with low factor loadings were not considered for future
analysis. Single factor explained 48.64% variance. The factor loadings of the
scale are presented in Table 5. The internal consistency reliability (Cronbach’s
Alpha) of 18-item scale was .95. The item-total correlations range of these items
was Min = .39, Max = .82. The split-half reliability analysis (Cronbach’s Alpha)
of 18-item scale was .93 for part one and .88 for part two. Scale questions were
presented in Appendix D.

In terms of measuring content validity, the items were reviewed by three
psychology students, two psychology professors and two lay individuals in terms
of how good and related to the topic of interest. Feedbacks were used to guide
revision of the items. Face validity was assessed by asking the participants, “what
was intended to be measured?” question, almost all of the participants told that
what is intended to be measured was open (perceived parental attitudes toward

premarital sexual behavior).
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Table 5. Factor Loadings of Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital

Sexual Behavior Scale

Item Loading h? *
If my father learns that I have sex with my date, he will be angry. .86 74
If my mother learns that I have sex with my date, she will be angry. .82 1
If my father learns that I have a date, he pretends like 7.982E-02
he does not know.
If my mother learns that I have a date, she pretends like 31 9.512E-02
she does not know.
If I tell my father that I have sex with my date, he will take it as normal. .82 .67
If I tell my mother that I have sex with my date, she will take it as normal. .79 .62
If I date with someone who had sex before, this will not please my father. .62 .39
If I date with someone who had sex before, this will not please my mother. 1 .50
If my father learns that I had sex with my date, he will not let me 77 .59
to see him/her again.
If my mother learns that I had sex with my date, she will not let me 74 54
to see him/her again.
My father does not approve me to have sex before I marry. .86 74
My mother does not approve me to have sex before I marry. .84 71
My father is indifferent in terms of how I behave about sexual relations. .56 31
My mother is indifferent in terms of how I behave about sexual relations. .60 37
My father does not want me to talk about my sexual relationships with him openly. .56 31
My mother does not want me to talk about my sexual relationships with her openly. .40 .16
My father does not want our relatives to know that I have sex with my date. 72 51
My mother does not want our relatives to know that I have sex with my date. 77 .59
My father does not matter other people to learn that I have sex with my date. 75 .55
My mother does not matter other people to learn that I have sex with my date. 77 .59
Eigenvalue 9.73
Explained Variance 48.64
Cumulative Percent 48.64

*h? : Communality
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3.2. Statistical Analyses

Prior to analyses, data was screened to determine the missing cases and
outliers and item frequencies were examined. Missing cases were lower than 5%,
therefore they were replaced with the mean value for each item. In order to detect
the outliers, Z scores of the scale were calculated; as there were no subject scores
exceeding the cut-off point (Z> + 3.29), none of the subject scores were deleted.
All of the participants’ parents were alive; and were either still married or
divorced. Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 6. The

correlations between variables are presented in Table 7.
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Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations of the Variables

Variable N Mean SD  Min Max
PPA* toward Dating- Female/ Parents Intact 68 2.20 .63 1.00 3.94
PPA toward Dating- Female/ Parents Divorced 25 1.52 .50 1.00 2.39
PPA toward Dating- Male/ Parents Intact 44 1.67 57 1.00 4.11
PPA toward Dating- Male/ Parents Divorced 23 1.71 .59 1.00 2.94
PPA toward Premarital Sex- Female/ Parents Intact 68 3.96 75 2.17 5
PPA toward Premarital Sex- Female/ Parents Divorced 25 2.46 .92 1.22 4.11
PPA toward Premarital Sex- Male/ Parents Intact 44 2.66 .62 1.50 4.44
PPA toward Premarital Sex- Male/ Parents Divorced 23 2.34 .87 1.00 3.83
PPA* = Perceived Parental Attitudes
Table 7. Correlations Between Variables

1 2 3 4
1. Gender (Female=1, Male=2) 1
2. Parental Marital Status (Married=1, Divorced=2) -.08 1
3. PPA* toward Dating =26%F 27k ]
4. PPA toward Premarital Sex - 48%*k - 46%* 64%*F ]
**p<.01
*p<.05
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3.2.1. Multivariate Analysis of Variance

In terms of statistical analysis, Multivariate Analysis of Variance
(Manova) was decided to be run, as the research design suited its certain criteria.
First of all, two independent and two dependent variables were used in this study
(with respect to Manova criteria, one or more independent variables, which of
each at least has 2 levels; and two or more dependent variables should exist).
Second, the Pearson correlation between dependent variables was .64 (with
respect to Manova criteria, Manova works best when dependent variables are
correlated, and correlation should be at least .60 between dependent variables).
Third, in terms of the number of the cases in each cell, the cell with the most case
(68) was less than three times of the cell with the least case (23), (with respect to
Manova criteria, each cell should not have more cases than five times of the cell
with the least case). Fourth, multivariate normality existed when the degrees of
freedom of the error term (155) were examined (with respect to Manova criteria,
the degrees of freedom of the error term should be equal or higher than 20, in
order to have a multivariate normality). Fifth, in terms of significance in Box’s
Test of Equality of Covariances Matrices, the significance level (.406) is
examined (with respect to Manova criteria, if there is no significance in this test,
it means that homogeneity of variance/covariance exists and the assumptions

met). In order to explore the differences in perceived parental attitudes due to

students’ gender and parental marital status, 2 (males vs. females; females = 1,

males = 2) X 2 (married parents vs. divorced parents; married = 1, divorced = 2)
between subjects multivariate analysis of variance was performed on two

dependent variables: perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior and

perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior. With the use
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of Wilk’s criterion, the main effect of both of the two dependent variables were
significant for both gender F(2,155) = 14.85, p < .01 and parental divorce
F(2,155) = 23.42, p < .01, and for their interaction F(2,155) = 10.84, p < .01.
Results are presented in Table 8.

Univariate Analysis of Variance after MANOVA indicated that, gender
was significant due to the perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual
behavior F(1, 155)= 28.34, p<.01, whereas perceived parental attitudes toward
dating behavior was not found to be significant. The means of female students for
perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior (M=2.02) and perceived
parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior (M=3.55) were greater than
the means of male students for perceived parental attitudes toward dating
behavior (M=1.68) and perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual
behavior (M=2.55). The strength of association between students’ gender and
perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior was 1= .02. The association
was stronger between students’ gender and perceived parental attitudes toward
premarital sexual behavior, 1°= .15. Female students perceived their parents’
attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior less permissive than male students
did, whereas perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior was not found
to be significant due to gender. Results are presented in Table 9.

Univariate Analysis of Variance after MANOVA indicated that,
parental marital status was both significant due to perceived parental attitudes
toward dating behavior F(1,155)= 9.62, p< .05 and due to perceived parental
attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior F(1,155)= 46.86, p< .01. The means
of students with married parents, for perceived parental attitudes toward dating

behavior (M=1.99) and perceived parental attitudes toward premarital
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sexual behavior (M=3.45) were greater than the means of students with divorced
parents, for perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior (M=1.61) and
perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior (M=2.40). The
strength of association between students’ parents marital status and perceived
parental attitudes toward dating behavior was n’= .06. The association was
stronger between students’ parents marital status and perceived parental attitudes
toward premarital sexual behavior, n’= .23. Students with married parents
perceived their parents’ attitudes both toward dating and premarital sexual
behavior less permissive than students with divorced parents did. Results are
presented in Table 10.

Univariate Analysis of Variance after MANOVA indicated that, the
interaction of gender and parental marital status were both significant due to
perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior F(1,155)= 12.41, p<.01 and
due to perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior F(1,155)=
19.80, p<.01.

With respect to significance of interaction effect, Manova did not run
significance tests as both of the independent variables have less than three levels.
Therefore, the significances of interaction effect for both dependent variables,
were assessed by computing Tukey’s HSD (Honestly Significant Difference)
Test. The results are presented in Table 11.

In terms of perceived parental attitudes toward dating, females whose
parents are divorced (M=1.52) tend to perceive parental attitudes significantly
more permissive than females whose parents are married (M=2.20), whereas
males whose parents are divorced (M=1.71) did not significantly differ from the

males whose parents are married (M=1.67). Moreover, males whose
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parents are married (M=1.67) tended to perceive parental attitudes significantly
more permissive than females whose parents are married (M=2.20) toward dating
behavior, whereas females (M=1.52) and males (M=1.71) whose parents are
divorced did not significantly differ. Means & standard deviations and post-hoc
comparisons due to perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior are
presented in Table 12.

In terms of perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexuality, both
females (M=2.46) and males (M=2.34) whose parents are divorced tend to
perceive parental attitudes significantly more permissive than females (M=3.96)
and males (M=2.66) whose parents are married, however the difference between
females whose parents are divorced (M=2.46) vs. married (M=3.96) is
significantly larger than the difference among the males whose parents are
divorced (M=2.34) vs. married (M=2.67). Moreover, males whose parents are
married (M=2.67) tended to perceive parental attitudes significantly more
permissive than females whose parents are married (M=3.96) toward premarital
sexual behavior, whereas females (M=2.46) and males (M=2.34) whose parents
are divorced did not significantly differ. Means & standard deviations and post-
hoc comparisons due to perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual
behavior are presented in Table 13.

The strength of association between the interaction of students’ parents
marital status & gender, and perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior
was 1°= .07. The association was stronger between the association between the
interaction of students’ parents marital status and gender, and perceived parental
attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior, n’= .11. The results are presented in

Table 14.
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Table 8. F Values in Multivariate Tests for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward
Dating and Premarital Sexual Behaviors with respect to Students’ Gender,
Parental Marital Status and Their Interaction

PPA* toward Dating and Premarital Sexual Behaviors  F D e

Gender 14.85 000%*** 16
Parental Marital Status 23.42 000%*** 23
Interaction Effect 10.84 000%*** 12

*n’= Strength
PPA*= Perceived Parental Attitudes
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 9. Means for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward Dating and Premarital
Sexual Behaviors with respect to Students’ Gender Main Effects

2

Female Mean Male Mean OverallMean F p *n
PPA* toward Dating Behavior 2.02 1.62 1.88 290 .091 .02
PPA toward Premarital Sexuality ~ 3.55 2.55 3.13 28.34 .000%** 15

*n’= Strength
PPA*= Perceived Parental Attitudes*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Table 10. Means for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward Dating and Premarital
Sexual Behaviors with respect to Parental Marital Status Main Effects

Married P.* Mean Divorced P. Mean Overall Mean F p *n’

PPA* toward Dating Behavior 1.99 1.61 1.88 9.62 .002* .06
PPA toward Premarital Sexuality 3.45 2.40 3.13 3547 .000%** 23
* P= Parents

*n’= Strength
PPA*= Perceived Parental Attitudes
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 11. Results of Tukey’s HSD (Honestly Significant Difference) Test for
Significance of Interaction Effect

Interaction Groups PPA* toward Dating PPA toward Premarital Sexuality

Female/ Intact Parents
Vs. 13.225%* 22.7727**

Female/ Divorced Parents

Female/ Intact Parents

Vs. 10.451%** 19.667**
Male/ Intact Parents
Male/ Intact Parents

Vs. 0.843 4.818**

Male/ Divorced Parents

Female/ Divorced Parents

Vs. 3.647 1.758

Male/ Divorced Parents

PPA*= Perceived Parental Attitudes

Standard Error of PPA toward Dating Behavior Scale = 0.051

Standard Error of PPA toward Premarital Sexual Behavior Scale = 0.066

Significance cut-off point= 4. 54, p<.01 (Lee, 1975; q distribution table: Experimental Design and
Analysis)

Table 12. Means and Standard Deviations of Students’ Gender and Parental
Marital Status for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward Dating Behavior

Female Student Male Student
Divorced Parents 1.52 a 1.71 a
(.50) (.59)
Married Parents 2.20b 1.67 a
(.63) (.57)

* Means with different subscripts are significantly different from each other at .01 significance
level according to posthoc comparisons of Tukey’s HSD Test.
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Table 13. Means and Standard Deviations of Students’ Gender and Parental
Marital Status for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward Premarital Sexual
Behavior

Female Student Male Student
Divorced Parents 246 a 234 a
(.92) (.87)
Married Parents 396b 2.66 ¢
(75 (62)

* Means with different subscripts are significantly different from each other at .01 significance
level according to posthoc comparisons of Tukey’s HSD Test.

Table 14. F Values in Multivariate Tests for Perceived Parental Attitudes toward
Dating and Premarital Sexual Behaviors with respect to Interaction Effects of
Students’ Gender and Parental Marital Status

2

Interaction Effects F p *n
PPA* toward Dating Behavior 12.41 0071 %** .07
PPA toward Premarital Sexual Behavior 19.80 000%** A1

*n’= Strength
PPA*= Perceived Parental Attitudes
*p<.05, ¥**p<.01, ***p<.001
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3.2.2. Correlations Between Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating
& Premarital Sexual Behaviors, and Background Variables

The relationships between some background variables like age,
department, attended university, city mostly lived in, current education level,
paternal education, maternal education, mother’s working status, income level,
number of siblings, conservatism of family, and perceived parental attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors were also considered. As the mean
score increases, perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual
behavior in terms of permissiveness decreases. As shown in Table 15, a
significant negative correlation was found between age and perceived parental
attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior; with increasing age students tend to
adopt more permissive values toward perceived parental attitudes toward
premarital sexual behavior. Also current education level showed a significant
negative association both with perceived parental attitudes toward dating and
premarital sexual behaviors. As the current education level increases, the
perceived parental attitudes toward certain behaviors become more permissive,
however it can be related with increasing age, too. Furthermore, mother’s
working status was both correlated with perceived parental attitudes toward
dating and premarital sexual behaviors. If the mother is working currently,
college students’ perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual
behaviors become more permissive compared to mother’s being housewife or
retired. With regard to the correlations, it can be said that if the hours that mother
spent at home increases, students’ perceived parental attitudes- especially toward
premarital sexual behaviors as it was found significant at .001 level- decreases

with respect to permissiveness. Income level of the students was found to
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be negatively correlated with perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior.
As the income level increases, students’ perceived parental attitudes toward
dating behavior become more permissive. As expected, students’ evaluation of
their parents’ being conservative or liberal showed a significant negative
association with perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual
behaviors. If they describe their parents as conservative, they tend to perceive
parental attitudes toward premarital sexual and especially toward dating
behaviors less permissively, and vice versa. Background variables such as status
of dating experience, number of dates until today, age of first date, acceptance
level of one-night stands, acceptance level of premarital sexuality, marriage idea,
currently dating status, status of sexual intercourse experience, number of sexual
partners until today, age of first sexual intercourse, and acceptance level of dating
more than one person simultaneously were not evaluated even if a significant
correlation was found; as these variables can not influence perceived parental
attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors, but perceived parental
attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors can influence these
variables within the light of literature. Therefore, they were not taken into

consideration as background variables.
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Table 15. Correlations of the Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating &
Premarital Sexual Behaviors and Background Variables

Pearson Correlations PPA* toward Dating Behavior =~ PPA toward Premarital Sexual Behavior

Age -.140 -259%*
Current Education Level - 158* - 162%*
Mother’s Working Status 181% 254%%*
Income Level -.183* -.055
Parents’ Conservatism -431%* -.190*

* Correlation is significant *=at the 0.05 level, **= at the 0.01 level; (2-tailed).
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CHAPTER 4
DISCUSSION
The present research attempted to specify the dimensions necessary to
influence perceived parental attitudes of Turkish college students toward dating
and premarital sexual behavior. According to the hypotheses of the study,
perceived parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual behaviors were
expected to differ due to the students’ gender (female vs. male) and parental
marital status (married vs. divorced). Within the light of results, perceived
parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behavior demonstrated significant
difference due to students’ gender and parental marital status, whereas perceived
parental attitudes toward dating behavior only demonstrated significant
difference due to parental marital status.
1.2. Group Differences with respect to Main and Interaction Effects in
Results
Female students perceived their parents’ attitudes toward premarital
sexuality less permissive than male students did. It is the best example of
premarital sexuality’s being a taboo, especially for females, in Turkish culture.
Perceived parental attitudes —indifferent of any socio-economic status or
education level of parents- toward premarital sexual behavior is still not
permissive, especially for daughters. It is assumed to be rooted from the gender
schematization and gender differences in terms of child-rearing treatments within
Turkish culture. Even Turkey has been moving from collectivistic values toward

individualistic ones (Sunar, 2002), it has still been an honor culture and
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students of different genders are expected to appreciate the feminine and
masculine code of honor (Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett &
Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994) and behave
accordingly to these codes of honor. Moreover, premarital sexuality’s being
perceived as not permissive, regardless of the parents’ education level,
demonstrates that Turkey is a honor culture, which preserves the honor values
due to premarital sexuality.

As maintenance of family honor requires considerable restriction of
female behavior, and compared to boys, girls are much more closely supervised
and limited in their permissible activities, particularly in adolescence (Ataca
1989; cited in Sunar, 2002), in relation to feminine code of honor and gender
schematization within Turkish culture, as family honor has requirements of
restriction of certain female behaviors and as females are closely supervised and
limited in permissible activities beginning from adolescence, it is expected for
female college students to perceive parental attitudes toward dating and
premarital sexual behaviors, which are less permissive than males, or not
permissive at all. However, daughters and sons did not differ in their perceived
parental attitudes toward dating, but displayed a significant difference in
perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexual behaviors. Within the light
of present study, dating is no more seen as a behavior, which should be restricted
or closely supervised and limited in terms of permissible activities for daughters;
therefore dating behavior is perceived to be approving and not gender-based.
Darling & Hicks (1982) stated, parental messages were discouraging of sex for
adolescents of both sexes, but that the negative consequences of sexual activity

were far more strongly stressed for daughters than for sons. These findings
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imply that young men are receiving more liberal messages from their parents
about sexual expression. Moreover, in terms of honor values, the loss of virginity
avoids the maintenance of good reputation in honor cultures. Honor only
concerned the sexual conduct of female members according to Herzfeld (1980).
He also noted that the definition of moral-value terms requires a clear perception
of linguistic and social context in community, whereas “reputation” is clearly a
common theme among honor cultures. What is the salience of “reputation” aspect
within honor cultures? Reputation in honor cultures is a very salient personal
feature that refers to the individual’s morality and his/her social and personal
worth. A sense of honor implies a concern for one’s reputation and sensitivity to
social judgments, and a good reputation is characteristic of a person with sense of
honor (Rodriguez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore, 1987; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996;
Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994). Schneider (1971) stated that,
all regions surrounding the Mediterranean Sea in which great emphasis is placed
on the chastity and virginity of women; and honor is defined as an index of
female chastity. To sum up, in Turkish culture as maintenance of family honor
requires restriction of female behavior, girls are more closely supervised and
limited in their permissible activities (Ataca, 1989; cited in Sunar, 2002), parental
messages to adolescents —especially daughters- about premarital sexuality are
perceived to be basically disapproving, highly gender-based and related with the
maintenance of good reputation.

Moreover, the double — standard due to premarital sexuality within the
literature, explains the gender difference in results (Reiss, 1960; Pope &
Knudsen, 1965; Symons, 1979; Oliver & Hyde, 1993). They argued about the so-

called double standard, which was described as society’s permissive
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attitudes toward male promiscuity and intolerance for female promiscuity, due to
premarital sexuality. Whereas, DeLamater & McCorquodale (1979) stated that
with equal educational and growing occupational opportunities, and with sex
discrimination’s being declared illegal in various contexts, it became illogical to
have differing standards of sexual behavior for men and women. However, even
within time and legal terms this double-standard changes, the picture is
apparently different in Turkish culture. In eastern cultures such as Turkey,
premarital sexuality is still based on a double-standard within the light of Turkish
literature (Kagicibasi, 1986; Sunar, 2002) and in the present study. Due to the
results, there is an intolerance in perceived parental attitudes toward female
premarital sexual behaviors.

Why did perceived parental attitudes toward dating behavior not
demonstrate a significant difference due to students’ gender? Daughters
perceived their parents’ attitudes —regardless of any socio-economic status or
education level- as equally permissive with sons, toward dating behavior, in
contrast to premarital sexual behavior. As argued before, Turkish culture is stated
to be in a transition stage through Westernization (Kagit¢ibasi, 1985; cited in
Sunar, 2002; Sunar, 2002), dating is taken as a normal and probable adolescent
behavior by parents, as both female and male college students stated in general
terms that, their parents did not restrict or get angry if they have told their parents
that they have had a date. Moreover, they stated that they thought their parents
would not bother if their relatives have heard that they have had a date. These
results demonstrate that, dating is not perceived by parents within the scope of
honor values such as the salience of reputation, family honor and feminine code

of honor, due to perceived parental attitudes.
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Whereas, premarital sexual behaviors are still and strictly perceived
within the scope of honor values such as the salience of reputation, family honor
and feminine & masculine code of honor, due to perceived parental attitudes.
Regardless of the maternal & paternal education level, premarital sexual
behaviors are perceived both by females and males as disapproving and not
permissive, and it constitutes a supportive finding that Turkey is a honor culture,
as it had been stated in the literature before (Sunar, 2002).

Students with married parents perceived their parents’ attitudes toward
dating and premarital sexual behavior less permissive than students with divorced
parents did. Family dynamics rule out certain social roles for each member of the
family and due to the disruption of these familial dynamics or harmony, such as
divorce, this disruption leads each member of the family to adopt new values in
terms of life styles gradually (Seltzer, 1994; Jacquet & Surra, 2001). Once the
family harmony is interrupted by parental divorce, it leads the offspring to adopt
not disrupted, but maybe different value orientations through certain domains,
such as dating or premarital sexual behavior. The reason that college students
with divorced parents were found to perceive parental attitudes in a more
permissive way, in terms of dating and premarital sexual behavior, can well be
explained by adopting different values as a result of the lack or disruption of
familial harmony, compared to students with married parents. As Sirvanli-Ozen
(2003) stated that adolescents from divorced families perceived their father as the
parent showing less affection and control in comparison with those from married
families, fathers might have no longer been perceived as the authority figure in
divorced families or no longer felt themselves as the authority figure, who has had the

right to have control over in children’s permissible activities. Therefore, children
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with divorced parents perceive parental attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual
behavior significantly more permissive than children with married parents in the
present study.

As a matter of fact, empirical studies supported the results in the same
way. According to Jacquet & Surra (2001), young female adults from divorced
families would report greater passionate love at casual dating than those from
intact families and casually dating men from divorced families reported greater
ambivalence about becoming involved than did men from intact families. Women
from divorced families reported that they valued consistency of commitments
less than did women from intact families. These findings lead to conclusion that
both male and female children of divorced parents are more likely to engage in
casual dating and sexual behaviors.

There was no hypothesis due to the interaction of students’ gender and
parental marital status, in this study. Indeed, one of the most interesting and
striking findings of this study is the interaction effect between students’ gender
and parental marital status in terms of perceived parental attitudes toward dating
and premarital sexuality. In terms of perceived parental attitudes toward dating,
females whose parents are divorced tend to perceive parental attitudes
significantly more permissive than females whose parents are married, whereas
males whose parents are divorced did not significantly differ from the males
whose parents are married. Moreover, males whose parents are married tended to
perceive parental attitudes significantly more permissive than females whose
parents are married toward dating behavior, whereas females and males whose
parents are divorced did not significantly differ. In terms of perceived parental

attitudes toward premarital sexuality, both females and males whose parents
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are divorced tend to perceive parental attitudes significantly more permissive
than females and males whose parents are married, however the difference
between females whose parents are divorced vs. married is significantly larger
than the difference among the males whose parents are divorced vs. married.
Moreover, males whose parents are married tended to perceive parental attitudes
significantly more permissive than females whose parents are married toward
premarital sexual behavior, whereas females and males whose parents are
divorced did not significantly differ.

In these terms, the structure of Turkish family is salient to discuss with
respect to adolescent sexuality. Sexuality is one of the taboo concerns for
Turkish society and traditional family structure still exist (Imamoglu & Aygiin;
1999). Akgiin (2000) stated that, in the Turkish family structure, fathers are
usually the authority figure and they have a formal relationship with their children.
Mothers, as major caregivers, have an affectionate and warm relationship with their
children and are usually more supportive than fathers. Sunar (2002) resemblingly
stated that, traditional rules for mothers and fathers can described as mothers being
highly involved in care and supervision of their children and fathers taking a
more distant but authoritative role. However, in divorced families adolescents
perceive their father as the parent showing less affection and control (Sirvanli-
Ozen, 2003). Moreover, Rodriguez Mosquera (1999) stated that, a lack of sexual
shame on the part of female relatives is one of the most shameful situations in
honor cultures because it damages not only the woman’s honor, but also the
honor of the family. The fact that men are the guardians of the family’s
reputation in honor cultures means that responsibility for ensuring the chastity of

female relatives also falls on men. This dependence of family honor on the
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sexual behavior of female relatives in honor cultures results in a strong control of
female relatives’ social activities, and in the strengthening of male authority and
female submission within the family. A man’s honor and reputation is to an
important extent assessed in terms of his female relatives sexual shame, because
males are seen as the protectors of female sexual shame. Likewise emphasized in
Rodriguez Mosquera’s study (1999), as a result of masculine code of honor,
fathers are responsible for females and thus for family’s honor, they feel the need
to protect their own honor —in the name of females’ honor- by being authoritarian
and controlling over daughters’ behavior especially due to premarital sexuality.
However, as in the case of parental divorce daughters perceive parental attitudes
more permissively, it might have rooted from that, fathers are no longer perceived
as the authority figure in divorced families, or/and fathers might have been feeling
away from fact that men are the guardians of the family’s reputation as they were
not feeling themselves as the head of the family anymore.

Hetherington (1972) stated that the instability of parents' marriages might
serve as a model for romantic relationships. Empirical work is indicative of
ambivalent behavior for girls whose fathers were absent because of divorce. In
terms of application of honor on divorced families within the need of explaining
the interaction effect, even if not all but most of the divorced parents’ children
live out of familial harmony or without the main authority figure of father at
home as a result of maternal custody, these children perceive parental attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexuality far more permissively compared to
children of intact families; especially to daughters due to the feminine code of
honor. That’s why daughters in divorced families perceive parental attitudes far

more different than daughters in intact families.
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Marital conflict lowered children's closeness to parents, and divorce
lowered it even further. These associations were significant for both parents but
were stronger for fathers than for mothers (Booth & Amato, 2001). Hence, this
distance might have been causing not caring too much for perceived parental
messages due to dating and premarital sexuality. Bailey & Zvonkovic (2003)
stated that, nonresidential parents are in an unsafe position and they are outside
of the family residence after divorce; consequently often perceived as outside of
the family system. Consequently, again as the fathers are the keepers of family
honor due to masculine code of honor (Rodriquez Mosquera, 1999; Gilmore,
1987; Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Peristiany, 1965; Pitt-Rivers, 1977; Stewart, 1994)
and are responsible for controlling and supervision of female members of the
family, parental divorce may be leading to a lack of control among parents in
terms of dating and premarital sexual behaviors —especially for daughters- as in
most cases the custody is on mothers. Furthermore, according to significance of
interaction effect between female and male students with divorced parents, no
significant difference was found; it shows that parental divorce may be leading to
a lack of control among parents in terms of dating and premarital sexual
behaviors, especially for daughters, as stated in literature (Sirvanli-Ozen, 2003).

4.3. Limitations of the Study & Suggestions for Future Studies

One of the limitations within this study can be declared as the sample
size. There were 18 questions in each scale and the sample size is 160 college
students; the number of the participants exceeded eight times of the highest
number of questions in the scales. However, a sample composed of higher
number of participants and participants from multiple universities and regions of

Turkey would lead to more significant results and would avoid

90



possible errors within the study. Moreover, the number of participants falling into
each group due to independent variables (female-married parents, male-married
parents, female-divorced parents, male-divorced parents) could be equal or
higher in terms of research design.

In terms of suggestions, as the participants were all university
students and were late-adolescents and early-adults, the results of the present
study can be evaluated within the consideration of the age of participants in a
longitudinal study design. A longitudinal study with the participants who are at
their early or mid-adolescence years could be more appropriate in terms of
evaluating the development and formation of the perceived parental attitudes
toward dating and premarital sexual behavior.

Due to the limitations of the study and as a further study, college students
with divorced parents can be grouped due to the time that their parents had
divorced. Because, there can be differences between groups of students, whose
parents were divorced during childhood- adolescence and early adulthood.

As a further study, the questionnaire may be handed out both in the urban
and rural regions of Turkey. In terms of values, in the rural areas of Turkey, not
only the perceived parental attitudes toward premarital sexuality, but also toward
dating may also be declared as unacceptable by the college students. It is known
that even the disruption of arranged marriages led to honor homicides in the east
and south-east part of Turkey (Sunar, 2002). Therefore, perceived parental
attitudes especially toward premarital sexual behavior would be expected to
demonstrate quite different results compared to these results.

Moreover, as Turkish culture is changing towards individualism through

westernization, this study can be suggested to be replicated through years,
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due to societal change. Sunar (2002) stated the following due to the change from
collectivist values to individualistic ones through westernization:

It is highly unlikely that this synthesis will persist
unchanged very far into the future. Indeed, the current situation
for Turkish urban families is the product of complex and
dynamic set of changes and stabilities. It is expected to see
accelerating change in childrearing patterns in the direction of
greater encouragement of individual autonomy. Although
honor remains an important cultural ideal, in urban middle
class practice, the relative autonomy afforded young people in
the management of their affairs, including their marriage
decisions. No one would have perceived their development as a
serious breach of the family's honor, and no one would have
sought to punish them for flouting authority and tradition.

Within the prospect of this societal change, the results would be different,
if this study had been assessed twenty years before, and with high probability, it
will be different if it is assessed twenty years later.

As a future study, perceived parental attitudes can be compared with the
actual parental attitudes in terms of dating and premarital sexual behavior of
college students. Even the perceived parental attitudes highly reflects the actual
parental attitudes as a result indirect learning, this comparison may lead to a
fruitful topic of future research, as it will be helpful in terms of understanding the
degree of difference between the actual and perceived parental attitudes, and
actual attitudes will give more precise information about the parental attitudes
about dating and premarital sexuality.

Truthfully, it is very interesting that, perceived parental attitudes toward
premarital sexual behavior were less permissive for females, regardless of paternal
and maternal education level and the city mostly lived in. It means that, premarital

sexual behavior is within the scope of honor values, such as feminine code of

honor, maintenance of good reputation, sexual shame (Rodriguez Mosquera,
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1999). Moreover, not being permissive toward premarital sexuality is a cultural
characteristic of Turkish culture. Turkey preserves the honor values in terms of
premarital sexuality, whereas dating is no longer seen within the scope of these
honor values. As a future research, the same study can be assessed with a larger
sample, which is composed of participants from several universities and cities, in
order to see the impact of maternal and paternal education level and the city
mostly lived in.

Akgiin (2000) stated that, as positive communication with mother
increased, the adolescents' sexual behavior at the university also increased. If
s/he has more negative communication with his/her mother, sexual behavior
at the university decreased. In addition, if the adolescents had negative
communication with his/her father, the probability of sexual experience
increased. In my opinion, the result of Akgiin’s study is a perfect example of
Turkish family structure. Deriving from the presented data, one may argue that
adolescents having a good communication with their mothers may feel that
all their behaviors are approved by their mothers. In addition, adolescents
having a bad communication with their mothers are more likely to perceive
their mothers as disapproving premarital sexuality. Akgilin also added that,
having a bad communication with fathers might be interpreted as disapproval.
This misinterpretation may lead adolescents to prove their "existence" by
involving some behaviors like sexual intercourse. In terms of future studies, it is
suggested that the effects of parental communication on perceived parental
attitudes toward dating and premarital sexual behavior should be studied, as it
will reveal interesting findings in terms of the causes that influence the formation

of perceived parental attitudes of college students.

93



In the name of honor cultures, Greek culture would be an illustrative one
(Herzfeld, 1984), which was demonstrated as similar with respect to Hofstede’s
individualism-collectivism dimensions (Hofstede, 1980) to Turkish culture.

Herzfeld stated:

3

Take the Greek youth who prides himself on a “warm,

Mediterranean” sexuality as well as on the strictness with which

he upholds the “traditional rules” of chastity at home. Easily

critised by a foreign observer for his “double standards” he is, in

effect, replaying to the internally conflicting stereotypes that

simultaneously serve his ends and appeal to the foreign audience,

from whom they — along with many other trappings of an

idealized modernity — partly came. The Greeks’ dual self-image

is refraction of this mixture of admiration for a lost past and pity

for today’s sad relic.

Turkish culture is currently in a similar position as described above.

When the rates of sexual intercourse and frequency of dating are examined, the
increasing rate of premarital sexuality and higher numbers of dates demonstrate a
certain change in new generation’s values, and perceived parental attitudes
demonstrate the past generation’s values. Despite the rates of sexual intercourse
and frequency of dating, if the so-called dual self-image still exists, it will for sure
disappear and lead to a greater extent of change among new generation’s values in
the future. Through westernization, the values due to dating and premarital sexual
relationships will not resist change too long.

When the rates of premarital sexual experience for both females and
males are examined, 90% of the males and 50% of females have already had
premarital sexual experience among the participants of this study and these
results lead us to think that, most of the females had premarital sexuality in spite

of parental intolerance and lack of permissiveness. Therefore, as a future research

suggestion, how does this situation affect female students’ self-images,
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psychological well-being and current & future parental relationship orientations
can be studied.

Due to the findings of present study, parental messages were
perceived as discouraging of premarital sexual behavior for daughters in relation
to feminine code of honor, salience of reputation and gender-schematization.
However, dating behavior is no more perceived as a behavior, which should be
restricted or limited in terms of permissible activities of any sexes. Moreover,
children of divorced parents perceive parental attitudes toward dating and
premarital sexual behaviors significantly more permissive than the children of
married parents. Children of divorced parents perceive parental attitudes less
regarding of honor cultures, which was assumed to root from disruption of
familial harmony and fathers’ being not perceived as the authority figure in
divorced families.

In conclusion, the significance and salience of this study is that, within the
literature perceived parental attitudes were generally taken as independent
variable, whereas in this study the attitudes were taken as dependent variable, as
it was essential to find out what was leading parental attitudes to be perceived in
certain ways. This study is one of the examples in terms of functioning to fill out

the certain gap within the literature, due to perceived parental attitudes.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
Demographic Data Sheet

YONERGE: Bu ¢alisma, sizin kendinizle ilgili baz1 duygu ve diisiincelerinizi
anlamaya yoneliktir. Dogru ya da yanlis cevap séz konusu degildir. Onemli olan
samimi diisiincelerinizi agiklikla belirtmeniz ve ilk tepkilerinize en uygun olan
secenekleri isaretlemenizdir. Ifadeleri okuduktan sonra, bu ifadelere ne kadar
katilip katilmadiginizi 1’den 5’e kadar bir degeri secerek, her ifadenin altinda

bulunan se¢enekler lizerine isaretleyiniz.

(1) Kesinlikle katilmiyorum

(2) Katilmiyorum

(3) Tarafsizim

(4) Katiliyorum

1))
2)

3)

(5) Tamamen katiltyorum

“Evde yiiksek sesli miizik dinlenmesi, beni rahatsiz etmez.” gibi bir ifadeye (5)
Tamamen katiliyorum diye cevap verirseniz, bu “Beni rahatsiz etmez” anlamina
gelir. Isminizi yazmaniz istenmemektedir. Liitfen tiim sorular ictenlikle ve bos
soru birakmamaya calisarak cevaplayin. Anketi cevaplamaya basladiktan sonra
tamamlamadan birakmakta serbestsiniz. Bu arastirmaya katkilariniz igin
simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Cinsiyetiniz:

Dogum yiliniz:

Bolumunuz:
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4)

00 T o W

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

Okulunuz:

Yasaminizin ¢ogunu gecirdiginiz yer:
Metropol (istanbul/Ankara/izmir)
Sehir
Kasaba
Koy

Su anda ne egitimi yapiyorsunuz? Lisans  Yiiksek lisans
Doktora
Babanizin en son bitirdigi okul:
[lkokul  Ortaokul ~ Lise  Universite  Yiiksek lisans

Doktora

Annenizin en son bitirdigi okul:

[lkokul Ortaokul  Lise  Universite Yiiksek lisans
Doktora
Anneniz ¢alistyor mu? Calistyor Calismiyor Emekli
Anne ve babaniz halen evliler mi? Evet Hayir, bosandilar
diger:

Ailenizin gelir diizeyini, genel olarak, asagidaki 7 aralikli 6l¢ek iizerinde

nasil degerlendirirsiniz?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
I I I I I I I
Ortalamanin Ortalama
Ortalamanin
¢ok altinda cok

ustiinde

Kardesiniz var m1? Cevabiniz evetse, kag kardesiniz var ve cinsiyetleri neler?

Haywr ~~ Evet:

Ailenizi tutucu olarak tanimlar misimiz? Evet ~~ Hayir

Nerede/ kiminle yasiyorsunuz? Yurtta ~ Ailemle  ~~  Ev
arkadasimla ~ Tek basimaevde  diger
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Bundan sonraki 10 soru, 6zel yasantinizla ilgilidir. Cevap vermek istemiyorsaniz,
bos birakabilirsiniz. Ancak, sorular1 cevaplamaniz bu ¢aligsma icin ¢ok yararl
olacaktir.

15)  Bugiine kadar hi¢ kimseyle ¢iktiniz mi1? Evet Hayir

16)  Yukaridaki soruya cevabiniz evetse

a. kag kisiyle ¢iktiniz?

b. [k ¢ikma deneyiminizde kag¢ yasindaydiniz?

17)  Tek gecelik iliskilere sicak bakiyor musunuz? Evet Hayir

18)  Evlilik 6ncesi cinsel iliskiye sicak bakiyor musunuz? Evet

Hayir
19)  Evlilik fikrine sicak bakiyor musunuz? Evet Hayir
20)  Suanda ¢iktiginiz biri var mi1? Evet Hayir

21)  Bugiine kadar hi¢ kimseyle cinsel birlikteliginiz oldu mu? Evet

Hayir
22)  Yukaridaki soruya cevabiniz evetse
a. kag kisiyle cinsel birlikteliginiz oldu?
b. [lk cinsel deneyiminizde kag¢ yasindaydiniz?

23)  Birkag kisiyle ayn1 anda ¢ikmaya sicak bakiyor musunuz? Evet
Hayir
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APPENDIX B
KATILIM SONRASI BILGI FORMU
Bu c¢alisma Psikoloji Boliimii Yiiksek Lisans 0Ogrencisi Basak Sahin
tarafindan yiirlitiilmektedir. Arastirmanin temel amaci sizlerin ¢gikma davranisi ve
evlilik oncesi cinsellige iliskin algiladiginiz anne ve babanmizin diisiince ve
tutumlariyla ilgili bilgi toplamaktir. Elde edilen bilgiler sadece bilimsel kongre ve
yaymlarda kullanilacaktir. Caligmanin sonuglarin1  6grenmek ya da bu
arastirmayla ilgili daha fazla bilgi almak i¢in Odtii Psikoloji Boliimii Sosyal
Psikoloji  Anabilim Dali  Yiiksek Lisans 0Ogrencisi Basak  Sahin’e

basvurabilirsiniz. (e-mail: basaksahin@hotmail.com).
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APPENDIX C
Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Dating Behavior Scale

By the Author (2005)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi, her ciimlenin
sagindaki sayilardan birini daire igine alarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Tarafsizim Katihyorum Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5
1. Eger babam ¢iktigim biri oldugunu &grenirse, ¢ok kizar. 12345
2. Eger annem ¢iktigim biri oldugunu 6grenirse ¢ok kizar. 12345
3. Eger babam c¢iktigim biri oldugunu 6grenirse, bilmiyormus 12345

gibi davranir.

4. Eger annem ¢iktigim biri oldugunu 6grenirse, bilmiyormus 12345
gibi davranir.

5. Babama ¢iktigim biri oldugunu sdylersem, bunu normal karsilar. 12345
6. Anneme ¢iktigim biri oldugunu séylersem, bunu normal karsilar. 12345

7. Eger benden once c¢ok kisiyle ¢ikmis biriyle ¢ikarsam, bu babamin 1 2 3 4 5
hosuna gitmez.

8. Eger benden Once ¢ok kisiyle ¢ikmig biriyle ¢ikarsam, bu annemin 1 2 3 4 5§
hosuna gitmez.

9. Babam ciktigim kisiyi onaylamiyorsa, onunla bir daha gériismeme 1 2 3 4 §
izin vermez.

10. Annem ¢iktigim kisiyi onaylamiyorsa, onunla bir daha goriismeme 1 2 3 4 5§
izin vermez.

11. Babam evlenmeden once biriyle ¢tkmami onaylamaz. 123435
12. Annem evlenmeden Once biriyle ¢ikmami onaylamaz. 12345
13. Babam romantik iliskilerim konusunda nasil davrandigimla ilgilenmez.1 2 3 4 5§
14. Annem romantik iligskilerim konusunda nasil davrandigimla ilgilenmezl 2 3 4 5

15. Babam kendisiyle romantik iligkilerimle ilgili her seyi agik¢a 12345
konusmami istemez.
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16. Annem kendisiyle romantik iligkilerimle ilgili her seyi agikca
konusmami istemez.

17. Babam c¢iktigim biri oldugunu akrabalarimizin duymasini istemez.

18. Annem ¢iktigim biri oldugunu akrabalarimizin duymasini istemez.

19. Babam ¢iktigim biri oldugunu insanlarin duymasini sorun etmez.

20. Annem ¢iktigim biri oldugunu insanlarin duymasini sorun etmez.
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APPENDIX D

Perceived Parental Attitudes Toward Premarital Sexual Behavior Scale

By the Author (2005)

Litfen asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne derece katilip katilmadigimizi, her climlenin
sagindaki sayilardan birini daire igine alarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Tarafsizim Katiliyorum Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5

1. Eger babam ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iligkim oldugunu &grenirse, 12345
cok kizar.

2. Eger annem ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iligkim oldugunu &grenirse, 12345
¢ok kizar.

3. Eger babam c¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iligkim oldugunu &grenirse, 12345
bilmiyormus gibi davranir.

4. Eger annem ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu 6grenirse, 12345
bilmiyormus gibi davranir.

5. Babama ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu sdylersem, 123 45
bunu normal karsilar.

6. Anneme ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu séylersem, 123435
bunu normal karsilar.

7. Eger benden 6nce ¢ok kisiyle cinsel iliskisi olmus biriyle ¢gikarsam, 1 2 3 4 5§
bu babamin hosuna gitmez.

8. Eger benden Once ¢ok kisiyle cinsel iliskisi olmus biriyle ¢ikarsam, 1 2 3 4 5
bu annemin hosuna gitmez.

9. Babam ciktigim kisiyle cinsel iligkim oldugunu 6grenirse, onunla 12345
bir daha goriismeme izin vermez..

10. Annem ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel ilisgkim oldugunu dgrenirse, onunla 12345
bir daha goriismeme izin vermez..

11. Babam evlenmeden Once biriyle cinsel iligkim olmasini onaylamaz. 1 2 3 4 5

12. Annem evlenmeden Once biriyle cinsel iliskim olmasini onaylamaz. 1 2 3 4 5§

13. Babam cinsel iligkilerim konusunda nasil davrandigimla ilgilenmez. 1 2 3 4 5
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Annem cinsel iliskilerim konusunda nasil davrandigimla ilgilenmez.

Babam kendisiyle cinsel iligkilerimle ilgili her seyi agikca

konugsmami istemez.

Annem kendisiyle cinsel iliskilerimle ilgili her seyi agikca

konugmami istemez. 1 2 3 4 5

Babam ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu akrabalarimizin

duymasini istemez.

Annem ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu akrabalarimizin

duymasini istemez.

Babam ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu insanlarin duymasini

sorun etmez.

Annem ¢iktigim kisiyle cinsel iliskim oldugunu insanlarin duymasini

sorun etmez.
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APPENDIX E

Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale

By Miller (1986)

Liitfen asagidaki ifadelerin her birine ne derece katilip katilmadiginizi, her ciimlenin

sagindaki sayilardan birini daire igine alarak belirtiniz.

Kesinlikle Katilmiyorum Tarafsizim Katihyorum Tamamen
katilmiyorum katiliyorum
1 2 3 4 5
1. Babamla karsi cinsle yasadigim romantik iliskilerim 12345

hakkinda konusurum.
2. Annemle kars1 cinsle yagadigim romantik iligkilerim 123435
hakkinda konusurum.
3. Babam evlilik 6ncesi Opiismeyi onaylar. 12345
4. Annem evlilik 6ncesi Oplismeyi onaylar. 123435
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