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ABSTRACT

ATTACHMENT FIGURE TRANSFERENCE, CAREGIVING STYLES AND

MARITAL SATISFACTION IN ARRANGED AND LOVE MARRIAGES

Gilindogdu Aktiirk, Elcin
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

July 2010, 113 pages

The study aims to investigate the effects of married women’s attachment security,
caregiving styles, how they initiated marriage (i.e., love vs. arranged) and whether
they have egalitarian or traditional marriage on their marital satisfaction and
attachment figure transference to their husband. It is expected that attachment to
spouse would be stronger and attachment functions would be transferred earlier in
love marriages than arranged marriages. Moreover, caregiving styles, attachment

security, and egalitarian structure of marriage are expected to predict transference of



attachment functions to husbands and marital satisfaction. Married women (N = 204)
filled out a questionnaire package including the measures of division of labor in
house chores, significant people in their life, attachment anxiety and avoidance,
caregiving styles, and marital satisfaction. A series of ANCOVA controlling for the
duration of marriage was conducted to compare the participants with arranged and
love marriages. Separate hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to predict
attachment strength and satisfaction separately for love and arranged marriages.
Results revealed no significant difference between arranged and love marriages on
the strength and timing of attachment figure transference to spouse. In both types of
marriage, sensitive and responsive caregiving styles and low attachment avoidance
were associated with stronger attachment to spouse. Although those with egalitarian
relationships reported higher levels of marital satisfaction in both love and arranged
marriages, women with both egalitarian and love marriages reported the highest
levels of marital satisfaction than those with traditional and love marriage. The

findings were discussed considering cultural context and previous work.

Keywords: Attachment figure transference, Attachment anxiety and attachment
avoidance, Caregiving styles, Division of labor, Love-initiated and arranged

marriages
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GORUCU USULU VE ASK EVLILIKLERINDE BAGLANMA FIGURU

AKTARIMI, BAKIM VERME STILLERI VE EVLILIK DOYUMU

Gilindogdu Aktiirk, El¢in
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer

Temmuz 2010, 113 sayfa

Bu calismanin amaci kadinlarin evlilikteki baglanma kaygi ve kaginmalarinin,
eslerine bakim verme stillerinin, goriicti usulii veya ask evliligi yapmis olmalarinin
ve demokratik veya geleneksel evlilige sahip olmalarinin evlilik doyumlarina ve
eslerine baglanma figiirli aktarimina olan etkilerini incelemektir. Goriicii usiilii
evliliklere gore ask evliliklerinde ese baglanmanin daha giiclii olacagi ve
baglanmanin temel bilesenlerinin ese daha ¢abuk aktarilacagi ongiiriilmiistiir. Ayrica,

ese bakim verme stillerinin, baglanmaya iliskin bireysel farkliliklarin (6rnegin
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baglanma kaygi ve kaginma diizeyleri) ve demokratik evlilik yapisinin hem
baglanmanin temel bilesenlerinin ese aktarimiyla hem de evlilik doyumuyla iligkili
olmalar1 beklenmektedir. Evli kadinlara (N = 204) giinliik ev islerinin paylasimini,
yagsamlarindaki dnemli kisileri, baglanmaya iliskin bireysel farkliliklarini, eslerine
bakim verme stillerini ve evlilik doyumlarin1 degerlendiren bir anket uygulanmstir.
Goriicii usulii veya ask evliligi yapmis katilimcilar1 baslica degiskenler agisindan
karsilastirmak icin evlilik siiresi kontrol edilerek bir dizi ANCOVA analizi
yapilmistir. Ayrica, baglanma giiciinii ve evlilik doyumunu yordamak igin iki evlilik
grubu i¢in ayr1 ayri asamall regresyon analizleri yapilmistir. Bulgular iki evlilik
grubu arasinda baglanmanin temel bilesenlerinin aktarimi, aktarim giicii ve zamani
bakimindan anlamli farklilik olmadigini1 gostermistir. Her iki evlilik tipinde de
kadinlarin duyarli ve uyumlu bakim verme stilleri, ve diisiik kaginma diizeyleri ese
baglanma giiciiyle ve ese baglanma figiirli aktarimiyla olumlu yonde iliskili
bulunmustur. Evliligin gelenekselden ziyade demokratik bir yapiya sahip olmasi her
iki evlilik grubunda da evlilik doyumunu olumlu yonde etkilerken, gruplar arasinda
hem agk evliligi yapmis hem de demokratik evlilik yapisina sahip olan kadinlarin en
yiiksek evlilik doyumunu rapor ettikleri gdzlenmistir. Calismanin bulgular1 kiiltiirel

Oriintliler ve gegmis caligsmalar dikkate alinarak tartisgilmistir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Baglanma figiirii aktarimi, Baglanma kaygi ve kaginma diizeyleri,

Bakim verme stilleri, Giinliik ev iglerinin paylagimi, Goriicii usulii ve ask evlilikleri

vii



To my parents Semra and Hasan Giindogdu,
to my little brother Erhan Giindogdu
&
to my dear hushand Ozan Serhat Aktiirk

viii



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

First, I would like to thank my thesis supervisor Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer for all kinds of
support he has provided, his valuable guidance and his everlasting patience. | have
learned a lot of things from him as a supervisor and | hope | would be learning. | also
want to thank Prof. Dr. Hiirol Fisiloglu and Assist. Prof. Dr. Ayda Biiyiiksahin for

their acceptance to become the jury members, and for their valuable contributions.

Second, | want to show my greatest appreciation to my heartfelt friends, especially
for treating me as if | am a queen. However, | do not really know from whom to start
mentioning my attachment targets, especially for this fatal process. | would like to
express my gratitude to my friend Ayca Ozen for her valuable recommendations and
feedbacks in writing this thesis. Gaye Zeynep Cenesiz who is the real queen and
Canan Biiyiikasik-Colak who is one of my bests deserve special thanks for their
valuable support and warmth. I would like to express my appreciation to Elif Helvact
who is my dear friend sharing a common fate with me and Fatih Cemil Kavcioglu
who is my little son(!) feeling guilty when | was upset because of anything. And
Piar Bigaksiz is my dear safe haven getting involved into my all needs and big
thanks also goes to her. I also extend my warm regards to my friends Emine Ozgiile,
Ali Colak, Cigdem Biiyiikasik-Sener, Ugur Arikan, Dilek Saritas, Canan Coskan,
Tugba Erol-Korkmaz, ilker Dalgar, Niliifer Ercan, Gizem Ates, and Utku Can Ar1 for

iX



their support, help and encouragement during the thesis process. | want to mention
the names of Merve Colak and Zelal Deniz Demir for coloring my life, and my
relatives Pinar Selguk, Tiilay Yiiksel, and Esma Giindogdu also deserve big thanks
for their support in the data collection process. Lastly, irem Sefa, who is my secure
base, was always at end of the phone when | was in the bottom and at the top.
Additionally, I am also thankful to Prof. Dr. H. Canan Siimer and all other chorist

friends for providing meaningful and amazing times during the thesis process.

Finally, I want to thank my whole family for limitless love for me. My mother,
Semra Giindogdu, was the hero of this process because of full support especially
during data collection. My father, Hasan Giindogdu, is my hero and I really thank
him for caring, supporting, motivating me, and for his trust on my success all the
time. My little brother, Erhan Giindogdu, who is my first friend and | am thankful to
him for being in my life. And my husband, Ozan Serhat Aktiirk, who always love me
and | wrote this fatal paper due to his unconditional love, patience, support and his
ability of balancing my life. Lastly, I want to thank my grandparents, Sengiil-Fevzi
Selguk who are my bests in life, and my older grandmother Emine Belbiiken, for
their efforts while caring and rearing me and my little brother. They always show
unconditional positive regard toward us and support our education since | know

myself.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PLAGIARISM ...ttt ettt ne e ii

ABSTRACT <.ttt ettt st nae e be e teeeee e \Y

07/ OO UO TP vi

DEDICATION ...ttt et viil

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS ..ottt iX

TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ot Xi

LIST OF TABLES ... oottt ettt XV

LIST OF FIGURES ...ttt XVi
CHAPTER

1. INTRODUCTION. ..ottt ettt s 1

1.1 General INtrOdUCTION .........cviiiieieiieeer s 1

1.2 The Brief History of Attachment Theory and Adult Attachment ................ 3

1.2.1 Theoretical Background of Attachment Theory ........ccccccoeviiiivenene. 3

1.2.1.1 Normative AttacChment ProCess..........ccooevvvirereininienieenieseeeen, 4

1.2.1.2 Individual Differences in Attachment............c.ccccooveiniinencinnen, 6

1.2.1.3 Internal Working MOGEIS ..........ccceeveiieieiicceece e 7

1.2.1.4 Intergenerational Transmission of Attachment........................... 8

1.2.2 Adult AttaChMENT ... 10

1.2.2.1 Four-Category MOdel.........c.cccveiiiiiieiie s 11

Xi



1.2.2.2 Primary vs. Secondary Strategies..........cccevvevververeeieeseeseainennens 13

1.2.2.3 Adult Attachment Formation and Attachment Figure

TrANSTEIENCE ... 16

1.3 Attachment in MArmiage ........ccooveieiiiiiereeee e 21
1.3.1 Attachment Figure Transference in Marriage ........c.ccocvvvvveiveineinenn, 23

1.3.2 Caregiving Styles and Marriage..........ccooevverereneieneneseneseseeeene,s 25

1.4 Cultural Patterns in Marriage .........oocuevveveeeienene e 28
1.4.1 Division of Labor and Arranged vs. Love Marriages ...........cccceevenee. 31

1.4.2 Arranged versus Love Marriages and Marital Satisfaction ............... 32

1.5 The Current Study: HYPOTNESES ........ocveiiiiiiiiiiieceee s 34

2. IMETHOD ...ttt e e 38
2.1 PArtICIPANTS ...ttt bbbt 38
2.2 IMIBASUIES ...ttt ettt n b 40
2.2.1 Demographic INformation ............cccooeiiiiiinieiee e 40

2.2.2 Division of Household Labor Scale............cccooiieiiineniiniiceen, 42
2.2.3WHO-RTO .ot 43

2.2.4 Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised.............cccoveveeieiiennnn, 45

2.2.5 CaregiVing SCalE ........cccvevuiiiiiicce e 46

2.2.6 Dyadic AdjuStMENt SCale..........cceiieiieiieicceece e 49

2.3 PrOCEUUIE. ...ttt ettt 49

3. RESULT ..ttt re e 51
3.1 Preliminary ANAIYSES ......covioiieiiecie e 51

3.2 The Success of Transference of Attachment Functions in Love
and Arranged MarTIAgES .........oveieierieie et 59



3.3 Marriage Duration and the Change of Attachment Targets in
Love and Arranged Marfiages ........coovevverveiieieeriesieseese e e 59

3.4 The Relationship among Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance,
Attachment Strength to Partner, and Attachment Functions...................... 61

3.5 Transference of Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength to
Partner, Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance, and
Marital SatiSTACtION .........ccoiiiiiiie e 64

3.6 Caregiving Styles, Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength
to Partner and Marital Satisfaction............cccccoeveeiieiie i, 65

3.7 Eqgalitarian vs. Traditional Marriages, the Strength of Attachment

to Partner and Marital Satisfaction..............ccocoevviieiiiiicnc e 68

4. DISCUSSION ..ot e e e e anee e 73
4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Bivariate Associations and Comparison

OF tWO MarTiage TYPES ...vveeeeiecieecie ettt 74

4.2 Main Findings of the Study ..., 77

4.2.1 The Success of Transference of Attachment Functions in
Love and Arranged Marriages ........ccoceverirenieiieiienese e 77

4.2.2 Marriage Duration and the Change of Attachment Targets in
Love and Arranged Marriages ........ccoceeerereieeieenienesie e, 78

4.2.3 The Relationship among Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance,
Attachment Strength to Partner, and Attachment Functions.............. 80

4.2 .4 Transference of Attachment Functions, Attachment
Strength to Partner, Attachment Anxiety and Attachment
Avoidance, and Marital Satisfaction ..........coooeeeeoeeee e, 81

4.2.5 Caregiving Styles, Attachment Functions, Attachment
Strength to Partner and Marital Satisfaction.............ccccccevvvieivennnne. 82

4.2.6 Egalitarian vs. Traditional Marriages, the Strength of
Attachment to Partner and Marital Satisfaction.............ccccccii. 85

4.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for
FULUIE STUTIES ..ot nne s 87



4.4 Contributions and Implications of the Study .........ccccceoeiiiniiiieen, 90

REFERENCES ... ..o 93

APPENDICES
A. THE INFORM CONSENT ..ottt 102
B. DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ......ocoiiiiiiiiieiiee e 103
C. DIVISION OF HOUSEHOLD LABOR SCALE........ccccooiiiiiiiiiicc 105
D. WHO-TO e 106
E. EXPERIENCES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS-REVISED.........cccoocvenee. 107
F. CAREGIVING SCALE ...t 109
G. DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE .....ccoiiiiiieiieeeeeeee e 111

H. EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON
CAREGIVING SCALE ..ottt 112

Xiv



LIST OF TABLES

TABLES
Table 2.1 Main Demographic Characteristics of the Participants ..........c...ccccceeevenee. 41
Table 2.2 Duration of Marriage and Engagement in both Groups..........cccccceevvinnen. 42

Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Marriage Type Differences between
StUdY Variables .........cveiieiiee e 52

Table 3.2 Correlations between the Study Variables in Love and Arranged
T T o[- SRS 58

Table 3.3 Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance Regressed on Attachment
Strength to Partner and Attachment Functions for Love and
ATITANGEd IMAITIAJES ...ttt 63

Table 3.4 Attachment Functions and Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance
Regressed on Marital Satisfaction ............cccccvvevviieiicve s 65

Table 3.5 Caregiving Styles Regressed on Attachment Strength to
Partner, Attachment Functions and Marital Satisfaction for
Love and Arranged Marmiages........cocooererereninenieiesie et 67

Table 3.6 The Moderator Effects of Marriage Types on the Relationship

between Division of Labor and Attachment Strength to Partner,
and Division of Labor and Marital Satisfaction .............c.ccccoeeviveiiinenen, 71

XV



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURES

Figure 3.1 Interaction Effect of Marriage Types and Division of Labor on
Marital SatiSTACtION .........coiiiieie e

XVi



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 General Introduction

The aim of the present study is to examine the dynamics of attachment
security and attachment figure transference in different types of marriage, namely
arranged and love marriages. In this regard, attachment patterns, caregiving styles,
and the structure of the marriage (egalitarian vs. traditional) are examined in the
context of marital functioning. Specifically, the factors affecting the transference of
attachment components from parents to partners will be investigated considering the
tenets of attachment theory and previous research. It is expected that the length of
relationship, individual differences in attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment anxiety
and avoidance), the types of marriage, caregiving styles, and the structure of the
marriage (egalitarian versus traditional) regarding the division of labor in the
household will be associated with the attachment figure transference and marital
satisfaction.

Although attachment transference has been examined in a number of studies

in recent years, research examining the antecedents and correlates of attachment



transference from parents to partners and/or spouses is very rare and has left
unexamined in Turkish cultural context. This study aims to contribute to the current
literature by exploring the dynamics of attachment transference among couples with
arranged and love marriages. On the basis of past literature, on the one hand, it can
be assumed that spouses in love initiated marriages would transfer their attachment
functions to their partners more successfully than the ones in arranged marriages. On
the other hand, considering that intimacy as a major factor of attachment figure
transference and the nature of marriage regardless of how it is initiated to begin with,
includes sex and intimacy, and hence, can fundamentally shape attachment dynamic
together with its strength and timing of the transference of attachment to the spouse.
It is also expected that those who have transferred the attachment functions to their
spouses successfully will be more satisfied in their marriages regardless of whether
they have love or arranged marriages.

Considering the extensive evidence on the link between adult attachment
security and relationship satisfaction, it is proposed that women who have secure
attachment (i.e., low levels of both attachment anxiety and avoidance) they would
successfully transfer their attachment functions to the spouses relatively in the earlier
stages of the marriage than those with insecure attachment in both types of
marriages, However, it may be relatively earlier in loved marriages than arranged
ones.

Furthermore, past studies have shown that caregiving styles play critical role

in marital relationships. Therefore it is hypothesized are that having a responsive and



sensitive caregiving style would be positively associated with both successful
transference of attachment functions and high levels of marital satisfaction. Finally, it
Is assumed that women with egalitarian marriages would be more successful in
transferring their attachment functions to the husbands and would be more satisfied
with their marriage as compared to women with traditional marriages.

In the following sections, first, the theoretical background of attachment
theory and the related literature will be briefly presented. Second, the dynamics of
marriage from the perspective of attachment theory will be covered. Third, the type
of marriages (love vs. arranged marriages) will be discussed from the attachment and
system perspectives. Lastly, the objectives of current study and the main hypotheses

will be presented.

1.2 The Brief History of Attachment Theory and Adult Attachment
1.2.1 Theoretical Background of Attachment Theory

Attachment theory can best be described in two levels, as a “normative
human behavior” and as individual differences in close (attachment) relationships.
The former level focuses on the normative attachment behaviors that are common
among human and other primates, and deals with the dynamics of the attachment
behavioral systems and their developmental trajectories. The latter one concerns with
the individual differences in the attachment system operation as secure versus

insecure styles (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). In this section, normative aspects of the



attachment behavioral system, individual differences as well as the functions and

nature of internal working models of attachment will be briefly presented.

1.2.1.1 Normative Attachment Process

Attachment theory (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973) proposes that children have an
innate attachment system consisting of attachment feelings and behaviors. This
system has evolved to protect infants from danger by ensuring closeness and
proximity to the mother. Bowlby claimed that proximity seeking is a natural reaction
as the primary strategy of attachment behavioral system when infants are in need of
protection or support. Infants are born with limited capacity for feeding, exploring
the environment, and defending themselves from danger. Thus, from the
evolutionary perspective, proximity seeking behaviors of infant increase the
likelihood of protection and provide the child an advantage for survival.

Activation of attachment system depends on the attachment figure’s
availability, and the infant achieves ‘felt security’ if the attachment figure is
accessible in times of need (Sroufe & Waters, 1977) which results in the activation of
other behavioral systems, such as the exploratory, caregiving , sociable, and fear
system with the passage of the time (Cassidy, 2008). Hence, the level of availability,
sensitivity, and responsiveness of the attachment figure, who is the fundamental
caregiver, to the child’s proximity seeking behaviors is very critical for the

functioning of other behavioral systems (Bowlby, 1969/1982).



Bowlby (1988) claims that the nature of the child’s tie to his/her mother
develops as a result of a distinctive and in part preprogrammed set of behavior
patterns embedded in human nature. These genetic blueprint patterns get shaped
during the early months of life and have the effect of keeping the child in more or
less close to his/her mother figure. Bowlby also suggests that proximity maintenance
(including proximity seeking and separation protest), safe haven, and secure base are
the defining features of attachment and they are the basic functions of an attachment
relationship.

Attachment formation between infant and caregiver proceeding through a
series of phases begins in the first week of the life and ends sometime toward the end
of the second year (Bowlby, 1969/1982). Bowlby suggests that in the formation
process, there are basically three phases. Close physical proximity is the first phase;
safe haven by making associations between caregiver and comfort, and alleviation of
distress is the second phase; and secure base in which the infant begins to protest
separations and uses caregiver as a base of security for exploration is the final phase.

At the end of attachment formation process, a goal corrected partnership
comes into play. In the goal-corrected partnership, the goal of proximity maintenance
is adjusted for the child’s ability to delay gratification and to mentally represent the
caregiver’s availability (Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973). In this normative process,
formation of attachment internal working models as the cognitive/emotional
representations of early attachment experiences which guide expectations, beliefs,

emotions, and behaviors in intimate relationships throughout the life-span is the



critical determinant of individual differences in attachment (Bowlby, 1973, Cassidy,

2008).

1.2.1.2 Individual Differences in Attachment

Bowlby (1969/1982) emphasized the differences in patterns of attachment
and Ainsworth and her colleagues (Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978)
proposed a laboratory observation procedure which is called Strange Situation (SS)
that enabled researchers to discriminate attachment patterns systematically by
activating attachment under a relatively stressful situation. In SS procedure, the
behaviors of infants are observed under the three stressful components which are a
strange environment, interaction with a stranger, and two short separations from the
primary caregiver (mostly the mother); and a reunion episode with the caregiver.
These stressful situations result in the activation attachment behaviors which are
proximity maintenance, safe haven, and secure base behaviors. Particularly,
Ainsworth focused on whether and when infants sought proximity and contact, to
what extent they were comforted by such contact and accepted it, and whether their
exploratory behaviors were facilitated by the caregiver’s presence.

On the basis of infants' reactions during the SS procedure, three patterns of
attachment can be classified. Infants are classified into one of three categories,
namely secure, insecure/anxious, and insecure/avoidance. In this procedure, although
secure infants exhibit distress in the separation episodes, they recover quickly and

continue to explore the environment with interest. In the reunion episode, these



infants greet their mothers with joy and affection. On the other hand, anxious infants
exhibit extreme distress during separation period and show conflicted or ambivalent
responses toward their mothers in the reunion period. Studies have shown that typical
caregivers of these infants show inconsistent responsiveness to the signals of the
infants and they are sometimes unavailable or unresponsive for children. Lastly,
avoidant infants show little distress in the separation period and they tend to avoid
their mother in the reunion episode. Typical caregivers of avoidantly attached infants
are believed to ignore their infant’s bids for comfort, especially for close bodily

contact (Ainsworth et al., 1978, Main, Kaplan, & Cassidy, 1985).

1.2.1.3 Internal Working Models

Attachment theory assumes that infants behaviors in strange situation
paradigm explained in the previous section, indeed reflect their internal working
models which are formed on the basis of the quality of the interactions with the
parents in the early years. Based on repeated interactions with the caregiver, infants
learn what to expect, and they shape their behaviors accordingly and the expectations
of early years form the basis of mental representations (Bowlby, 1973). Bowlby used
a metaphor, internal working model of self and attachment figure, to emphasize the
dynamic and functional aspects of the representations. These mental representations
can be used to scheme caregiver availability and responsiveness and include

interrelated models of self and attachment (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).



Bowlby (1973) asserted that the construction of internal working models of
self and the attachment figure is a natural consequence of the human ability while
constructing and making sense both their own experiences and external world. He
also stated that working models of the self and of principal caregiving figures have
special significance within an individuals working model or representation of
significant others. Furthermore, in the long term the quality of this interaction take
the form of working models or representational models allowing a person to predict
future interactions with the relationship partner. These working models adjust
proximity seeking attempts without rethinking at any time (Bowlby, 1969/1982,
1973). To sum up, the stable mental representations of self, partner, and relationships
increasingly result from repeated attachment-related interactions and differences in
internal working models explain the individual differences in behavioral and

emotional patterns in relationships (Main et al., 1985).

1.2.1.4 Intergenerational Transmission of Attachment

Bowlby (1969/1982, 1973) conceptualized attachment as lifelong process
from “cradle to grave” and also is transferred between generations via consistent
caregiving and parenting behaviors. He asserted that working models have tendency
to be stable within individuals and across generations. In this line, intergenerational
transmission of attachment across generations is defined as the way parents’
attachment histories or working models affect attachment pattern of the child, which

in turn, affect and shape child’s behaviors and/psychological adjustment through the



lifetime (de Wolfe & van ljzendoorn, 1997). It is suggested that intergenerational
transmission of attachment occurs when a parent’s cognitive model of relationships
overlaps with the quality of the infant-parent relationship (Obegi, Morrison, &
Shaver, 2004).

The quality of caregiving shaped by parents’ models of attachment is thought
as the mechanism that is responsible for the transmission of attachment organization
from parents to children (van ljzendoorn, 1995). Specifically, in infant- parent
relationships, parents’ working models guide their behavior in close relationships
toward the infant. They, in turn, influence the infant’s own developing attachment
mental models (Steele, & Steele, 1994). In other words, adults own attachment
security or insecurity determines how much they are responsive to their children,
which in turn affect the attachment security of the child. In this way, individual
differences regarding attachment security in infant—parent relationships are subject to
be similar to the individual differences in their later romantic relationships (Bowlby,
1973; Fraley & Shaver, 2000).

Attachment functions are formed based on maternal sensitivity and the
perceived maternal sensitivity influences the parenting in adulthood. In this regard, it
can be concluded that the second generations perceive maternal sensitivity relied on
grandparental responsiveness. In attachment literature, another transference form is
the attachment figure transference. The basic attachment functions are naturally and
developmentally transferred from parents to peers or potential romantic partners after

childhood. Marriage as an important attachment relationship has gained researchers’



interest in the field of attachment transference. Hence, in the present study, it was
aimed to investigate attachment figure transference from wives to husbands in
marriage. To provide a framework to the issue of attachment figure transference and
its implications in marriage, the dynamics of attachment in adulthood will be covered

first.

1.2.2 Adult Attachment

Considering the continuity of attachment in a life span, Hazan and Shaver
(1987, 1994) applied attachment theory to adult romantic relationship using the three
typologies of Ainsworth and her colleagues (1978). Following Hazan and Shaver’s
seminal study in 1987, an accumulated research on adult attachment has
demonstrated that attachment theory can be used as a general framework in
understanding the fundamental dynamics in adult interpersonal relationships (see
Hazan & Shaver, 1994; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Since neural foundation of the
attachment system remains substantially unchanged (Konner, 1982), it was also
asserted that the functions and dynamics of the attachment behavioral system is
virtually the same across life span (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).

Although attachment can be used in understanding the dynamics in adult
close relationships, there are number of differences between child and adult
attachment. Firstly, childhood attachment is typically complementary, adult
attachment is subject to reciprocity. In the former, an infant or a child seeks but

normally does not provide security, in contrast, in the latter each partner is both a
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provider and a recipient of care. Secondly, while a child’s primary attachment figure
is usually a parent; an adult’s primary attachment figure is most commonly a peer or
usually a romantic partner. In this regard, the integration of three behavioral systems;
attachment, caregiving, and sexual mating are included in the prototypical adult
attachment relationships (Shaver, Hazan, & Bradshaw, 1988; Weis, 1982).

Hazan and Shaver (1987) first suggested that romantic love experiences are
parallel with the typology developed by Ainsworth and her colleagues. Furthermore,
the conceptualization of romantic love as an attachment was also in line with
Bowlby’s idea in which continuity in relationship style was accepted as a matter of
mental models of self and social life. Specifically, Hazan and Shaver adapted
Ainsworth’s infant-mother attachment patterns and they suggested three categories of
attachment styles, namely secure, avoidant, and anxious/ambivalent. The results
revealed that two insecure groups had more negative experiences and beliefs about
love, had short romantic relationship history and they also reported less favorable

descriptions of their past parental relationships.

1.2.2.1 Four-Category Model

Following Hazan and Shaver’s three category model, Bartholomew and
Horowitz (1991) proposed a four-category model (secure, preoccupied, dismissing,
and fearful) by crossing the two dimensions of Bowlby’s (1973) attachment internal
working (mental) models of self and others. The model of self dimension was

defined as anxiety, and reflects the dependence of the individual on others as well as
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whether the person perceives oneself as worthy of love and support or not. The
model of other was defined as avoidance, and reflects whether the individual views
others as trustworthy or unreliable and rejecting.

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) identified four attachment prototypes
depending on the intersection of these two mental models, each reflecting individual
differences in the perceptions towards interpersonal relationships and the self. People
who have positive models of both self (low on anxiety dimension) and others (low on
avoidance dimension) are identified as having secure attachment. These individuals
tend to consider their selves as worthy of love and to perceive other individuals as
accepting and responsive. Those who have positive model of others (low avoidance)
but negative model of self (high anxiety) are identified as preoccupied, and they see
their self as unworthy of love and perceive others as accepting and responsive. They
exhibited hyperactivating strategies for satisfying attachment related needs in case of
an attachment related threat (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991; Mikulincer & Shaver,
2007).

Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991) emphasized the differences between the
dismissing and fearful prototypes, as the most distinctive feature of their work from
that of Hazan and Shaver (1987). According to Bartholomew and Horowitz (1991),
“dismissing avoidants” who have a negative model of others but positive model of
self, view their self as worthy but others as untrustworthy and rejecting. However,

“fearful avoidants”, those who have negative models of both self and others, view the
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self as unworthy of love and other people as untrustworthy, rejecting, and
unresponsive.

To conclude, in stressful times people use either primary or secondary
strategies depending on their working models. Although secure individuals use
proximity seeking which is a primary strategy, anxious or avoidant individuals prefer
to use hyperactivation and deactivation strategies, respectively which are also called

as secondary strategies.

1.2.2.2 Primary vs. Secondary Strategies

The major source of individual differences in attachment functioning is the
quality of interactions with attachment figures in times of need (Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2007). However, when a primary attachment figure fails to be responsive,
sensitive, and to alleviate distress or to provide a secure base, attachment system is
disrupted. The doubts about the feasibility of attaining security, and the worries
about self and others become salient especially under stressful situations. The
interactions with an unavailable and unresponsive attachment figure result in failure
of proximity maintenance and of using the primary attachment strategy. Therefore,
attachment system has to create alternative secondary attachment strategies to adjust
the demanding environment, although they are not adaptive in terms of psychological
adjustment but functional in their own operation. There are two types of secondary
strategies, named as hyperactivation and deactivation of attachment system (Main,

1990).
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Mikulincer and Florian (2004) reviewed secondary attachment mechanisms in
various types of close relationships in terms of their associations with coping with
stress. Results showed that the hyperactivating strategies, which are associated with
being high on attachment anxiety dimension, represent a “fight” strategy regarding
stress. These strategies include persistent tendencies to be vigilant to threats;
excessive expression of fears, needs, and doubts; being continually worried about
attachment figure’s availability and responsiveness. These processes in turn lead to
enhanced dependent behavior, intense and frequent proximity seeking, contact
maintenance, and clinginess (Ainsworth, et al., 1978; Fraley & Shaver, 1998,
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). Anxious individuals who use hyperactivating strategies
lack the tolerance of being emotionally and physically distant from a relationship
partner and they are excessively sensitive to rejection cues (see Mikulincer & Shaver,
2003, 2007 for a review).

On the other hand, deactivating strategies which are associated with being
high on attachment avoidance represent a “flight” strategy regarding stress. These
strategies include dismissal or downplaying of potential threats, suppression or denial
of worries, needs, and vulnerabilities, and denial of the need for an attachment
figure’s presence or support, which in turn result in the ignorance of attachment
figure and rejecting the offers for assistance (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The
avoidant individuals using deactivating strategies reduce expression of affection and
engagement in intimate emotional communication. Further, they have negative core

beliefs about relationship partner as a source of security and relationship in general.
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Models of security attainment, hyperactivation and deactivation with a
specific partner (relationship-specific working models) are shaped through time and
dominant working models vary across individuals depending on the differences in
their relationship histories. Experiencing and thinking about an episode of security
attainment activates memories of other, successful proximity-seeking attempts and
renders memories of hyperactivation and deactivation less accessible (Mikulincer &
Shaver, 2007).

Bowlby’s (1973) internal working models had been used by many researchers
to deeply understand the effects of early relationships on later development.
Moreover, relationship functioning, romantic experience, and continuity in
personality development were also studied in the light of working models in the
initial studies of adult attachment (e.g., Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Collins & Read,
1990; Feeney & Noller, 1990). In attachment studies, some researchers prefer to use
dimensions of attachment anxiety and avoidance to understand the effects of working
models on relationship quality; hence examine the detrimental effects of
hyperactivating and deactivating strategies on relationship functioning (see
Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, for a review). On the other hand, other researchers have
used categorical measures (i.e., attachment styles or patterns) in their studies (e.g.,
Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991). However, recently two dimensions, attachment
anxiety and attachment avoidance, are preferred to describe model of self and others
by many researchers (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998; Shaver & Mikulincer, 2007,

Stimer, 2006).
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A robust association between adult attachment ( both categorically and
dimensionally defined) and relationship satisfaction has been extensively
documented in previous studies (e.g., Collins & Read, 1990; Feeney, Noller, &
Callan, 1994; Kirkpatrick & Davis, 1994; Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Simpson, 1990;
Stiimer & Cozzarelli, 2004). In the present study, it was assumed the two fundamental
dimensions, attachment-related anxiety and avoidance have an effect on the strength

of attachment figure transference to spouses as well as marital satisfaction.

1.2.2.3 Adult Attachment Formation and Attachment Figure Transference

Attachments are formed in the context of physical closeness. However, there
are differences between infant and adult attachment which is associated with what
motivates proximity seeking; and these motivators may change through development
periods. Specifically, proximity seeking, safe haven, and secure base functions are
primarily served by parents during infancy and childhood. In other words, child
satisfies all these required needs from their parents. However, once adult peers begin
to satisfy their needs for emotional support and security from different targets such as
peers, attachment functions begin to be transferred from parents to other significant
individuals (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).

Hazan, Hutt, Sturgeon and Bricker (1991) proposed a model regarding the
transference of attachment from parents as attachment figures to other loved ones. In
their model, three attachment functions, namely proximity seeking, safe haven and

secure base are gradually transferred to another attachment figure one by one instead
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of a total sudden shift. This model also suggests that the transference begins with
proximity seeking and when this motivation is directed towards parents it is fed by
security needs, when directed toward peers it is fed by exploratory and affiliative
needs. In late childhood and early adolescence, proximity seeking attempts change
into support seeking behavior (i.e., safe haven) and if the responder provides comfort
or alleviated distress sufficiently, s/he becomes a secure base for the person.
However, people never relinquish their parents completely from being their
attachment figures (Hazan & Shaver, 1994). Consistent with this view, Fraley and
Davis (1997) found that parents were still the secure base but the peers were likely to
be proximity providers and safe havens for the majority of the young adults.

In order to understand the transference process deeply, Hazan and Zeifman
(1994) conducted studies concerning attachment figure transition from parents to
peers. In their studies, they used a brief interview named “the WHO-TO” test, to
explore the preferred targets for each attachment function. They specifically
described domains of attachment transference which are proximity seeking,
separation protest, safe haven and secure base by asking specific questions. The
WHO-TO measure was administered to a sample of young people aged 6 to 17 years
in their first study, and each item was assessed in two different classes of preferred
targets, which are parent figure (including grandparents) or peers (friends and
romantic partners). Results of this study showed that all age groups preferred their
peers rather than their parents for the company to spend time with (proximity

seeking). However, there was a shift of target of safe haven behavior between the
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ages of 8 and 14 by preferring parents as sources of support and comfort. During the
late adolescence, the participants seemed to become more peer-oriented regarding
separation protest and secure base.

As individuals move through adulthood, the transfer of functions may show
differences from the period of adolescence to later years. For instance, Hazan and
Zeifman (1994) included young adults aged from 18 to 82 years and they found that,
parallel with their first study, adults preferred peers or romantic partners in need of
proximity seeking and safe haven, but they preferred either parent or partner in need
of separation protest and secure base, depending on the availability of a long-term
romantic partner. Hazan and Zeifman showed that gradual shift of attachment
functions from parent to peers takes place. They also reported that the attachment
formation process is completed approximately for two years in adulthood for all
attachment components to be transferred.

Hazan and Zeifman’s (1994, 1999) work has shown that although parents
function as the fundamental attachment figures in early years, parents are replaced
with sexual partners later in life, especially in early adulthood (Feeney, 2004). Hazan
and Zeifman (1999) emphasize the sequence of the attachment formation process,
with some of the functions, especially, proximity seeking, being transferred to loved
ones from parents relatively earlier.

Following Hazan and Zeifman’s (1994) WHOTO procedure, later studies
examined how attachment functions are transferred in adolescent and adult

relationships (e.g., Fraley & Davis, 1997; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997). For
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example, Trinke and Bartholomew (1997) asked undergraduates to list their
attachment figures and rank them in the order of importance. Trinke and
Bartholomew investigated not only primary attachment figures but also attachment
networks and hierarchy by examining different attachment functions, such as
proximity seeking, safe haven, secure base as well as impact of hypothetical death of
a close one, conflictual emotions, and emotional connection. Their findings showed
that the hierarchy of attachment from highest composite rank to the lowest was as
follows: mother (36% of participants), romantic partner (31%), best friend (14%),
father (11%), and sibling (11%). However, 62% of the participants reported their
romantic partner as the primary attachment figure. Similar to Hazan and Zeifman’s
(1994) findings, it was shown that romantic partner was replaced with parents for the
safe haven function. Participants however, preferred their parents more for secure
base than for safe haven function.

Fraley and Davis (1997) revised Hazan and Zeifman’s WHO-TO scale, which
allow participants to name more than one person for each item. Consistent with their
earlier findings, they found that young adults tend to see their parents as a secure
base, but prefer peers for proximity seeking and safe haven functions. Similarly,
Friedlmeier and Grangvist (2006) also found evidence supporting the step by step
attachment transference process from proximity, secure base, and safe haven
respectively. In line with these findings, Markiewicz, Lawford, Doyle, and Haggart
(2006) emphasize the gradual transference process and they showed that parents,

peers, and romantic partners were used for different functions of attachment.
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Attachment studies consistently show that parental attachment security
predicts security of attachment to peers (e.g., Fraley & Davis, 1997; Hazan et al.,
1991). Specifically, young adults who had secure attachment histories were more
likely to explore adult relationships and to enter into new relationships successfully;
and secure working models was found to be associated with the extent of transfer.
Fraley and Davis (1997) further distinguished dismissing avoidants who were
unlikely to establish attachment bonds with peers (best friends and romantic
partners). It can be argued that for dismissing avoidant individuals, the excessive
usage of deactivating strategies may deteriorate the transference process, which leads
to become detached from their peers or romantic partners. Moreover, Allen and Land
(1999) asserted that secure adolescents could engage in intimacy promoting
behaviors at the outset of a relationship and reveal an earlier and stronger transfer of
attachment functions from parents to romantic partners than insecure adolescents.

The length of relationship is another significant effect determining the quality
of the transferences along with the nature of the attachment functions and attachment
insecurity. As stated by Hazan and Zeifman (1994, 1999), it takes at least two years
for the transfer of all attachment functions. Following this line of research, Trinke
and Bartholomew (1997) found that the longer the duration of their participants’
relationships, the more likely they would use their partners to fulfill safe haven and
secure base functions. Fraley and Davis (1997) also found that participants with

enduring romantic relationships had most likely transferred all the attachment
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functions to their partners. Furthermore, they showed that close friendships which
last more than five years turn into the full-blown attachment relationships.

To sum up, previous research has shown that young adults have multiple
attachment figures, that attachment figure transference from parents to partners occur
gradually, and reliance on particular figures may be affected by the level of comfort
and security experienced with that partner. Furthermore, it was shown that the
duration of the relationship can be a critical factor in the transference process.
Finally, attachment insecurity has negative effect on transference of attachment
functions and it has been shown that as the attachment anxiety and avoidance
increase during late adolescence, the weaker the tendencies become to use a romantic
partner as a safe haven and/or secure base. Feeney (2004) also asserted that
perceiving romantic partner or a spouse as an attachment figure is a key issue for
marital functioning; and she stated that attachment strength based on the quality of
transference of attachment functions to the target figure is conceptualized different
from attachment security. The dynamics of attachment patterns in marriage will be

presented in next section.

1.3 Attachment in Marriage

Creasey and Jarvis (2009) described marriage as a significant behavioral
context in which the majority of adults are suited at some time in their lives and
attachment functioning has a major role in explaining marital functioning.

Attachment theory has been widely used in understanding the dynamics of marital
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relationships. As reviewed by Feeney (2008), past studies have documented a strong
association between attachment security and marital quality. Since generalized
attachment representations shape the attitudes, expectancies, and attributions about
romantic partners (e.g. Collins, 1996; Siimer & Cozzarelli, 2004); secure adults are
expected to function as effective supporting figures (or a secure base) for their
partners. They would also be effective conflict resolvers compared to insecure
partners because generalized attachment representations are associated with the
development of adaptive processes (e.g., conflict management behavior) in marital
relationships. In sum, previous studies provided extensive evidence showing that
attachment functioning is closely linked with marital functioning.

Previous research suggests that satisfaction of attachment needs is the critical
factor in relationship and marital satisfaction since adult attachment requires
reciprocity. For instance, Hazan and Shaver (1994) reported that relationship
satisfaction largely relies on the satisfaction of basic needs for comfort, care and
sexual gratification which is shaped by partners’ attachment security. Similarly,
Karney and Bradbury (1995) suggested that a given relationship is successful when
each spouse trusted the partner in terms of fulfilling those basic needs. Early studies
demonstrated that those who have secure attachment and secure partner
representations commonly report higher levels of marital satisfaction than those with
insecure attachment pattern (e.g. Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Kobak & Hazan, 1991;
Feeney, Noller, & Callan, 1994). Further, later studies (e.g., Banse, 2004; Feeney,

2002; Meyers & Landsberger, 2002) have consistently revealed the link between
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attachment security and marital quality. Particularly, secure working models was
found to be associated with higher marital satisfaction while insecure working
models were related to worse marital functioning. In the present study, it is assumed
that in addition to attachment security (i.e., low levels of attachment anxiety and
avoidance) the strength of attachment figure transference would have an effect on

martial satisfaction, in the light of the literature.

1.3.1 Attachment Figure Transference in Marriage

Perceiving romantic partner or a spouse as an attachment figure is a
prominent issue for marital functioning and attachment strength based on the quality
of transference of attachment functions to the target figure was conceptualized
different from attachment security (Feeney, 2004). Feeney asserted that attachment
security focuses on the individual’s concerns about intimacy, dependence, and
abandonment. The focus of attachment strength, however, is the extent to which a
given person is the target of attachment behavior. For example, in spite of preference
of partner as an attachment figure, a target of attachment behavior; the person might
have low level of attachment security for that target. Thus, strength of attachment
and attachment security are supposed to be distinct constructs. Later studies also
supported the distinctiveness between these two constructs (e.g., Feeney, Hohaus,
Noller, & Alexander, 2001; Fraley & Davis, 1997; Trinke & Bartholomew, 1997).

Feeney and Hohaus (2001) administered a target-specific version of the

WHO-TO scale measuring the strength of attachment to the spouse and found that
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the strength of attachment to spouse was high as compared to other significant people
in life. Moreover, emphasizing the distinction between attachment strength and
attachment security, these authors demonstrated that attachment anxiety and
avoidance were negatively associated with the attachment strength.

As stated in previous section, a number of studies have shown that there is a
gradual transition of attachment functions in marriage and that attachment transition
Is stronger for proximity seeking and safe haven functions and it is relatively weaker
for secure base function (e.g., Feeney, 2004; Feeney & Hohaus, 2001; Feeney et al.,
2001). Although this pattern is commonly seen among dating and cohabiting
relationships, marital couples as attachment figures and having legal commitment
play a relatively central role in marital relationships (Feeney, et al., 2001; Feeney,
2004).

In conclusion, past research has shown that the transference of the three
attachment functions in marriage is influenced by the length of marriage and
attachment insecurity. Intimacy and sexuality as a manifestation of physical contact
and defining characteristics of marriage is believed to facilitate transference of
attachment functions to spouse. Therefore, it can be assumed that attachment figure
transference may take place in all types of marriages. However, the strength and the
timing of transference may change depending on cultural patterns in marriage (e.qg.:
having a marriage initiated via love or parental arrangements with no love involved

at the beginning). The next section presents other critical factors in marital
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functioning, which are caregiving styles of partners using attachment theory as a

framework, before explaining cultural patterns in marriage for the sake of parsimony.

1.3.2 Caregiving Styles and Marriage

Similar to the link between caregiving quality and attachment in parent-child
relationship, caregiving differences in adult close relationships have critical
implications for martial satisfaction (Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). The main
caregiving system is formed as a result of caregiver’s prior attachment experiences
(e.g. Main et al., 1985) and it is one of the fundamental organizing dynamics in
marital relationships.

Romantic partners need each other to provide comfort, support and security,
and the quality of the support involving willingness plays a major role in relationship
quality and stability (Collins & Feeney, 2000). Previous research has demonstrated
that partners’ ability and willingness to respond sensitively and responsively to the
partners’ needs, suggesting effective caregiving are important factors influencing
relationship quality, stability, and satisfaction (Collins & Feeney, 2000; Julien &
Markman, 1991).

The relationship between satisfaction of adult attachment needs and the
quality of caregiving was first proposed by Kunce and Shaver (1994). These authors
suggested that caregiving behavior has two main functions in romantic relationships.
The first one is meeting the dependent partner’s need for security (e.g., by remaining

close or soothing the partner) and the second function is supporting the attached
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person’s autonomy and exploration of environment by providing the required
security. Cooperative interaction and compulsive caregiving are two additional
factors influencing stability of relationship security which is based on caregiver’s
ability to support infant (or partners in romantic relationships) as exploration of the
environment through cooperative interactions. Based on these functions, Kunce and
Shaver developed a self-report scale involving proximity, sensitivity, cooperation,
and compulsive caregiving dimensions to assess the caregiving quality of romantic
dyads. The proximity-distance factor includes an individual’s ability to provide a
distressed partner with physical and psychological accessibility. Sensitivity versus
insensitivity factor indicates the respondent’s ability to notice and accurately
interpret a partner’s needs, feelings and both nonverbal and verbal signals.
Cooperation versus control factor represents the degree to which an individual who is
more likely to support the partner’s own efforts and attempts to solve problems.
Kunce and Shaver found that cooperation-control dimension was moderately related
to the first two factors. Lastly, compulsive caregiving factor reflects the individual’s
tendency to get over-involved in their partner’s problems.

Attachment security, however, may be one of the most important factors that
determine the quality of caregiving. In their studies involving both dating and
married couples Kunce and Shaver (1994) assessed the relationship between
attachment security and caregiving styles. Their results showed that, secure people
tended to be high on proximity provision, cooperation, and sensitive caregiving.

Preoccupied people were high on provision of proximity and compulsive caregiving,
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and low on cooperation and sensitive caregiving. On the other hand, fearful people,
tended to be high on compulsive caregiving and low on providing proximity and
sensitivity. Finally, dismissing people had lowest scores on compulsive caregiving
and proximity provision dimensions and they were relatively low in sensitivity.

Other studies also examine the relationship between attachment dimensions
and caregiving styles in dating and marital relationships. These studies consistently
found that secure individuals revealed the most favorable pattern of care within
dating and married couples by providing support to the partner in need and being
sensitive to needs of partners, and being less likely in control for stance and over-
involved in caregiving ( Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney, 1996; Feeney & Hohaus,
2001). In these studies, avoidant individuals reported relatively low scores on
providing proximity and sensitivity, reflecting their tendency to maintain distance
from a needy partner and they were found to adopt a controlling, uncooperative
stance. On the other hand, anxious individuals reported relatively high scores on
compulsive caregiving because of their personal distress and over-involvement with
their partner’s problems, which are also consistent with the findings of Kunce and
Shaver (1994).

Past studies support the role of caregiving in relationship satisfaction. For
example, Feeney (1996) found that marital satisfaction was higher for secure spouses
and for responsive caregiving. In another study conducted by Feeney (2005)
supported the previous findings and indicated that people whose partners reported

more beneficial caregiving also reported high levels of marital satisfaction.
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To summarize, caregiving styles are strongly associated with attachment
patterns in the expected directions. Moreover, different caregiving styles seem to
have differential effects on relationship satisfaction and functioning. Based on the
previous findings, the present study also aims to examine the effects of caregiving
styles together with attachment dimensions on the transference of attachment
functions to the spouse. It is expected that caregiving styles will be associated with
the strength of attachment figure transference. Additionally, considering the cultural
patterns of family (arranged) and couple (love) initiated marriages, caregiving styles
may show differences between marriage types, as well as attachment figure

transference.

1.4 Cultural Patterns in Marriage

Marriage is initiated and experienced differently across cultures. Hortagsu
(2007) asserted that in both modern and traditional cultures, traditional marriage
types, such as arranged marriages coexist with the Western-style ‘love’ marriages.
Applbaum (1995) described both “love marriages” and “arranged marriages”. Love
marriages are premised on the existence of affection between the two individuals
entering the union and organized against the background of the relationship between
two individuals. In contrast, arranged marriages are highly intervened by families via
their selection of marriage partner. These marriages are dependent upon the
similarity of social standing of the families of the prospective couple. Batabyal

(1998) stated that arranged marriages have been around for several centuries and
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they are the rule of society in many parts of Africa, Asia, and the Middle East rather
than an exception. In the literature, arranged marriages were supposed to be mostly
common among pre-industrial traditional societies serving the function of creation
and perseveration of alliances between extended families (as stated by Fisiloglu in
Kurter, Jencius, & Duba’s article, 2004; Hortagsu, 1999).

As would be expected, arranged marriages are common among collectivist
cultures. There are a number of studies reporting the high rates of arranged or
parentally controlled marriages in different countries, such as China (Xiaohe &
Whyte, 1990), India (Myers, Madathi, & Tingle, 2005), Japan (Applbaum, 1995),
Israel (Shachar, 1991), Nepal (Ghimire, Axinn, Yabiku, & Thornton, 2006), and
Turkey (Fox, 1975; Hortagsu, 1999, 2007). Moreover, it was estimated that half of
the existing marriages (%56) in Turkey are arranged marriages (Atalay, Kontas,
Beyazit, & Madenoglu, 1992 cited in Hortagsu & Oral, 1994).

In an early study, Fox (1975) stated that there are two types of marriages in
Turkey, which are initiated by love and arranged by parents, and the former is
supposed to be prevalent among the more modernized segments of the population,
while the latter is supposed to be prevalent among traditional segments. Recently, in
Kurter, Jencius, & Duba’s interview article (2004), Fisiloglu emphasized the high
rates of arranged marriages among low socio economic status groups in Turkey, and
he also described another cultural marriage type namely consanguineous marriage in

which the couples have at least one ancestor being in common, no more distant than
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great-great-grandparent. In these types of marriages arrangement of the marriage by
family members is a common practice.

According to Hortagsu (1999), the concept of marriages based on romantic
love first appeared in Turkish urban metropolis toward the end of the 19th century.
However, in today’s Turkish society, a milder version of arranged marriages also
exists as well as traditional form of arranged marriages. In these types of arranged
marriages, potential spouses are introduced to the person by families, and after this
procedure she or he decides relatively freely. In this line, Hortagsu (1995) defined
arranged marriages as involving premarital dating after being introduced by families;
on the other hand, love marriages as involving a large dose of social prestige,
background similarity and security considerations together with a high degree of
family intervention and contribution to marital expenses. In the current study, the
term arranged marriage is used for traditional family-initiated marriages and the
marriages initiated after partners are introduced and see each other as a proper
spouse. On the other hand, the term love marriage is utilized for love-initiated
marriages and the marriages initiated after couples’ friendship turn into the love
relationship in the course of time.

In sum, arranged marriages are still prevalent in Turkish cultural context
likewise in many parts of the world, especially in Africa, Asia, and Middle East. In
these cultures, with the effects of modernization and industrialization love marriages
and modified versions of arranged marriages coexist with traditional arranged

marriages, in which two sides first see each other at the wedding day. Division of
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labor in the house as a factor affected by cultural patterns is also critical for marital
satisfaction as well as attachment strength. In the present study, arranged and love
marriages will be compared on marital satisfaction and division of household labor,
together with attachment insecurity, caregiving behaviors of spouses and attachment

strength to the spouse based on attachment theory.

1.4.1 Division of Labor and Arranged vs. Love Marriages

Past studies have documented that the distribution of family work, which is
influences by cultural patterns in marriages, is one of the crucial factors in predicting
marital satisfaction (Yogev & Brett, 1985; cited in Kluwer, Heesink, & Vliert, 1997).
For instance, Amato and Booth (1995) showed that wives having high traditional
gender role attitudes have lower levels of marital quality, and husbands who have
less traditional attitudes report higher levels of marital quality. In an extensive
review, Buunk, Kluwer, Schuurman, and Siero (2000) concluded individuals with
egalitarian gender-role attitudes had a relatively more equal division of labor than
individuals with traditional gender role attitudes. Similarly, studies conducted in
Turkey (e.g., Hortagsu, 1997; Hortagsu & Oral, 1996) have suggested that gender
segregation regarding division of labor in family-initiated (arranged) marriages is
much larger than in couple-initiated (love) marriages. Although the movement for
women’s rights has been observed in Turkey, the Turkish family structure can be
defined as rather male dominated and gender stereotyped (Hortagsu, 2007).

Supporting this, Hortagsu (1999) found that there was a non-significant difference
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between family- and couple initiated marriages in terms of gender stereotypic
division of labor. In her recent study, Hortagsu (2007) found that division of labor
become less equalitarian in couple-initiated marriages, and she also reported that
over successive stages, two types of marriages (arranged and love typed) become
similar regarding wife’s contribution to housework and number of conflicts over
family issues.

In the present study, considering past research and Turkish cultural pattern of
marriage, an egalitarian structure of division of labor is expected to be high among
women with love marriages. However, it is also expected that there will be no
significant difference between two types of marriages in terms of division of labor in
later years of marriage. Furthermore, it is anticipated that the marital division of

labor structure would predict marital satisfaction.

1.4.2 Arranged vs. Love Marriages and Marital Satisfaction

The effect of marriage type, especially arranged and love type marriages, has
not been examined in detail in previous studies. For instance, Myers and his
colleagues (2005) stated that there were few studies assessing how factors such as
love, intimacy, happiness, and satisfaction vary in different types of marriages.
Indeed, there is conflicting finding in previous studies regarding this issue. In an
earlier longitudinal study conducted by Blood in Japan (1967; cited in Xiaohe and
Whyte, 1990), it was found that wives in arranged marriages tended to be less

satisfied compared to wives in love marriages and husbands in arranged marriages
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tended to be more satisfied than wives. Similarly, Xiaohe and Whyte (1990) reported
that love-married women were more satisfied than the women in arranged marriages
in China. In contrast, in studies conducted by Myers and his colleagues (2005) and
by Yelsma and Athappilly (1988, cited in Myers et al., 2005) comparing India and
United States; individuals from India in arranged marriages were more satisfied as
compared to both love-married ones in India and companionate married persons in
the United States.

In Turkey, there exist relatively few studies investigating differences between
couples married through love or arrangement (e.g.: Hortagsu & Oral, 1994; Hortagsu,
1997, 1999, 2007). These studies suggest that couple-initiated (love) marriages were
more advantageous to some extent compared to family-initiated marriages.
Specifically, spouses in family-initiated marriages had less emotional involvement
and negative spousal feelings, and reported more frequent conflict. In addition, it was
found that individuals in consanguineous marriages, which are mostly initiated by
families, reported higher levels of loneliness and lower levels of marital adjustment
(Demir & Fisiloglu, 1999). Higher marital satisfaction was also found to be
associated with marriage of own choice or non-consanguineous marriages (Fisiloglu,
2001, cited in Fowers et al., 2008).

The duration of the marriage was also found to influence marital satisfaction
differently in different types of marriages. Blood (1967, cited in Hortagsu, 2007)
found that through the first five years of marriage marital satisfaction declines. For

women in family-initiated marriages and for men in couple-initiated marriages this

33



decline was sharper, and women in arranged marriages reported the lowest level of
marital satisfaction following by men in couple-initiated marriages at the end of nine
years of marriage.

In the light of the literature, it is expected that participants in arranged
marriages would have lower levels of marital satisfaction compared to those in love
marriages. The duration of marriage is also expected to have an influence on marital
satisfaction. However, as mentioned in previous sections, the strength of attachment
figure transference over time will positively affect marital satisfaction in both
marriage types. In love-initiated marriages, however, the transference of attachment

functions would be relatively stronger than arranged marriages.

1.5 The Current Study: Hypotheses

Marriage is considered as a special kind of relationship which fosters the
development of attachment bonds. Bowlby (1969/1982) suggested that the
familiarity acquired through repeated contact with another person is considered as
the most important facilitating factor for the development of an attachment
relationship with that person. Further, partners demonstrate their commitment to each
other through marriage and in this way they begin to consider one another as
attachment figures (Hazan & Shaver, 1994).

In attachment literature, romantic love and attraction have been
conceptualized as an attachment processes which naturally foster the transference of

attachment to the partner (Hazan & Shaver, 1987; Hazan & Zeifman, 1999). A legal
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marriage, because of its intimate nature and heightened interdependency, may also
act as a catalyzer and speed the process of attachment figure transference (Feeney, et
al., 2001; Feeney, 2004). In Turkey, considerable portion of the marriages do not
have a basis for romantic love and intense attachment at least at the beginning
because of the cultural tradition of arranged marriages. These marriages are usually
initiated by families of the partners or they are decided upon the consideration of
factors other than love. These marriages also include caregiving systems and
sexuality as in the romantic marriages. Fraley and Davis (1997) reported that high
levels of sexual desire for the partner were related to perceiving the partner as an
attachment figure independent of love. Moreover, Feeney (2004) showed that higher
levels of mutual caring/support and trust/intimacy were positively related to
attachment transfer. Concerning the nature and dynamics of marriage that foster
interdependency, intimacy, attachment bonds, attachment figure transference is
assumed to take place in all types of marriages which include commitment to each
other and caregiving. Therefore, investigating the potential differences between those
having arranged and love (or couple) initiated marriages in terms of attachment
figure transference and other attachment dynamics in marriage may have critical
implications in understanding marital functioning in Turkey and in the cultures
having similar marital structures.

In conclusion, attachment security, caregiving styles of partners, the length of
marital relationship, and cultural patterns in marriage and division of labor are

expected to have an influence on the strength of attachment figure transference in
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line with the previous literature. Given that transfer of attachment occur successively
in the three attachment domains s (i.e., proximity seeking, secure base and safe
haven), there should be also differences between the two types of marriages in these
attachment domains. Based on these expectations and previous findings, the
following hypotheses are proposed in the present study:

Hypothesis 1: The basic attachment functions (i.e., proximity seeking, safe
haven and secure base) are expected to be transferred to the spouse in both arranged
and love marriages. However, this transference is expected to be in higher magnitude
in love initiated marriages than arranged marriages.

Hypothesis 2: Overall, attachment to spouse represented by the three
attachment functions is expected to increase with the passage of time in both types of
marriages. However, the transference was expected to be earlier in love relationships
than in arranged marriages. Moreover, it is also expected that while the strength of
attachment to mother and father would decrease, the strength of attachment to
children would increase with the passage of time.

Hypothesis 3: It is hypothesized that attachment anxiety and avoidance are
expected to be negatively correlated with strength of attachment transference to
husband.

Hypothesis 4: The participants involved in both types of marriages would
have high levels of marital satisfaction when the transfer of attachment functions to

the spouse is successful; the strength of attachment to the spouse is high, and
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attachment insecurity is low (i.e., having low levels of attachment anxiety and
avoidance).

Hypothesis 5: Responsive and sensitive caregiving styles are expected to be
positively and compulsive and controlling caregiving styles are expected to be
negatively associated with attachment figure transference, attachment to partner, and
marital satisfaction in both types of marriages.

Hypothesis 6: It is expected that love marriages would be characterized by
egalitarian and arranged marriages would be characterized by traditional structure.
Furthermore, as compared to traditional marriages, egalitarian marriages would be
associated with successful attachment figure transference, stronger attachment to the

spouse and high marital satisfaction.
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CHAPTER 2

METHOD

2.1 Participants

A total of 226 married women living in Ankara and Aydin participated in the
study. Twenty-two participants, 13 from Aydin and nine from Ankara were excluded
from the data set since they had high missing responses and many did not fill out the
majority of the measures. Thus, there were 204 women left for the main analyses. Of
the participants, 101 (49.5 %) were from Aydin; and 103 (50.5 %) were from
Ankara. Age of participants varied between 23 and 53, with a mean of 34.19, median
of 33.00 (SD = 6.63 years). In terms of educational level, 20 (9.9 %) of the
participants had a master’s degree or Ph.D., 73 (36.1%) were university graduates, 24
(11.9 %) had a two-year college degree, 53 (26.2 %) had graduated from high school,
10 (5.0 %) had graduated from secondary school, 22 (10.9 %) were graduated from
primary school. Two participants (1.0 %) did not indicate their educational level. The
participants also reported their husbands’ educational level. Twenty-one (10.4 %) of
the husbands had a master’s degree or Ph.D., 88 (43.6 %) had university degree, 17
(8.4 %) had a two-year college degree, 45 (22.3 %) were graduated from high school,

16 (7.9 %) were graduated from secondary school, 15 (7.4 %) were graduated from
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primary school. Two participants (1.0 %) did not indicate their husband’s educational
level. Of the women, 144 (77.8 %) were working at different occupations (67 from
Aydin; 77 from Ankara) and 41 (22.2 %) were housewives (28 from Aydin; 13 from
Ankara). Nineteen participants did not indicate their working status. With regard to
the participants’ perceived income, four (2.0 %) reported as low, 21 (10.5 %)
moderate low, 122 (61.0 %) moderate, 46 (23.0 %) high moderate, and seven (3.5 %)
high. Four participants did not report their perceived income.

Demographic part of the questionnaire also included questions about the type
of marriages in detail. Findings showed that , 53 (26.0 %) of women (31 from Aydin;
22 from Ankara) reported that they have family-initiated marriage, 76 (37.3 %) had
love initiated marriage (36 from Aydin; 40 from Ankara), 46 (22.5 %) stated that
they got married after they evaluated each other as “the proper partner to marry”(20
from Aydin; 26 from Ankara), and 29 (14.2 %) stated that they got married after their
friendship turned into love with the passage of time (14 from Aydin; 15 from
Ankara). In the present study, the type of marriages was grouped under two main
categories to differentiate the marriages which are commonly initiated through love
or initiated through a match-making process. Particularly, family-initiated marriages
and the marriages initiated after perceiving each other as a proper spouse were
classified as arranged marriages. Both love marriages and marriages initiated after
couples’ friendship turned into the affectionate relationships were grouped as love

marriages.
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The length of marriage varied from 3 to 364 months, with a mean of 125.61
months, (median =16.00, SD= 88.18 months). Of the participants, 11 (5.4 %)
reported that they had no engagement or early-engagement (“s6z kesme” in Turkish).
The mean of the engagement duration was 10.91 months (SD = 10.67). The
participants were also asked to report their length of acquaintance and the mean was
153.34 months, (SD = 85.24). The detailed demographic information of the

participants is presented in Table 1 and 2.

2.2 Measures

The questionnaire used in this study involved six parts including
Demographic Information, Division of Household Labor Scale, WHO-TO scale,
Experiences in Close Relationships -Revised, Caregiving Scale, and Dyadic

Adjustment Scale.

2.2.1 Demographic Information

The first part of the questionnaire package included demographic information
(see Appendix B). This part contained questions regarding the participant’s age,
educational level, occupation, husband’s educational level, perceived income level,
the length of marriage, the length of acquaintance, engagement duration, marriage
type of the participants, the number of children, and frequency of meeting or calling

with family of origin.
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Table 2.1 Main Demographic Characteristics of the Participants

Ankara Aydin
Participant Education
Primary School 8 (7.9 %) 14 (13.9 %)
Secondary School 3 (3.0 %) 7(6.9%
High School 22 (21.8 %) 31 (30.7 %)
Two-Year Collage 7 (6.9 %) 17 (16.8 %)
University 44 (43.6 %) 29 (28.7 %)
Master or Ph.D. 17 (16.8 %) 3 (3.0 %)
Total 101 (100 %) 101 (100%)
Husband's Education
Primary School 4 (3.9 %) 11 (11.0 %)
Secondary School 7 (6.9 %) 9 (9.0 %)
High School 14 (13.7 %) 31 (31.0 %)
Two-Year Collage 10 (9.8 %) 7 (7.0 %)
University 48 (47.1 %) 40 (40.0 %)
Master or Ph.D. 19 (18.6 %) 2 (2.0 %)
Total 102 (100 %) 100 (100 %)
Marriage Type
Family-initiated 22 (21.4 %) 31 (30.7 %)
Love 40 (38.8 %) 36 (35.6 %)
Seeing each other suitable 26 (25.2 %) 20 (19.8 %)
Friendship turn into affection 15 (14.6 %) 14 (13.9 %)
Total 103 (100 %) 101 (100 %)
Marriage Grouping
Arranged 48 (46.6 %) 51 (50.5 %)
Love 55 (53.4 %) 50 (49.5 %)
Total 103 (100 %) 101 (100 %)
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Table 2.2 Duration of Marriage and Engagement in both Groups.

Total Love Arranged

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
Age 34.20 6.62 33.07 6.46 35.36 6.61
Marriage Length 125.61 88.18 98.96 76.66 154.16 91.11
Engagement Duration 10.81 10.67 1141 1141 10.36 9.85
The Length of Acquaintance 153.34 85.24 134.83 75.17 173.58 91.20

2.2.2 Division of Household Labor Scale

To assess the division of labor, the measures developed by Hortagsu (2007)
and Buunk, Kluwer, Schuurman and Siero (2000) were used. This measure assesses
egalitarian structure of marriages on the basis of the amount of division of labor in
house chores. There are two parts in the integrated scale adopted from Hortagsu
(2007), labeled as “Housework” and “Childcare” including 14 items. Participants
rated nine areas in house chores (doing the dishes, grocery shopping, cooking,
cleaning bathrooms, doing laundry, minor repairs, vacuum, ironing, cleaning, and
keeping up the yard) and five areas in childcare part (care of children, getting
involved in school problems of the children, shopping for children, getting involved
in homework and spare time of the children, getting involved in interpersonal
relationships of the children). Participants were instructed that they would rate only
applicable items for them by using 5-point Likert-type ratings. In this scale only
three degrees as one, three and five were labeled (i.e., 1= Generally | do this chore,

3= We share this chore or we alternate, 5= Usually my husband does this chore). For

42



instance, if a participant rated “1” for the item “doing the dishes”, it means that
generally she does the dishes not her husband (see Appendix C).

The scoring of this scale was done based on Buunk and her colleagues (2000)
and Hortagsu (2007). A total egalitarian marriage an index was created by summing
all the applicable items, and then, dividing the total to the number of rated items. A
lower score in the final index indicates that the division of labor within the
relationship is more unequal to the woman’s disadvantage, and a score of 3 indicates
an equal division. Hortagsu (2007) found the alpha reliabilities of the subscales as .77
and .74 for Housework and Childcare, respectively. In the present study, the

Cronbach’s alpha for the total scale was found .84.

2.2.3WHO-TO

The WHO-TO scale was used to assess the transference of the three
attachment functions; proximity seeking, safe haven, and secure base. The WHO-TO
was first used by Hazan and Zeifman (1994) to figure out the transference of
attachment functions from parents to peers. In the original form, the WHO-TO
provides information in terms of preferred targets for each attachment function. In
this brief measure, there were six items and two items for each function.

In the present study, a recently modified version of the scale was used to
better understand hierarchy of preferred attachment figures and in this way to

measure attachment strength of preferred targets. In addition, it was also used to
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measure the magnitude of attachment functions. This new version of the WHO-TO
was developed by Trinke and Bartholomew (1997) and Feeney (2004). This was
adapted to Turkish for the current study. The scale was translated into Turkish by the
researcher and back-translated to check the consistency in translation. Translations
were found to be comparable.

There are ten phrases in the revised WHO-TO and the participants were asked
to write names of maximum four significant others in a hierarchical order. The
example of item for proximity seeking function is “Person(s) you make sure to see or
talk to frequently”, for safe haven “Person(s) you immediately think of contacting
when something bad happens”; and for secure base “Person(s) you know always
wants the best for you”.

The scoring of WHO-TO was adapted from Feeney’s (2004) study, in which
hierarchical frequency of preferred attachment targets were consdired. The scores on
attachment strength were formed for each of the four targets: partner, mother, father
and child(ren) since they were found as most frequent targets in the preliminary
analyses. For each item, the target received a score of ‘4’ if named first (as most
important), ‘3’ if named second, ‘2’ if named third, and ‘1’ if named fourth. For
example, when a participant reports her husband’s name as a second for the
following phrase “Person(s) you make sure to see or talk too frequently”, she
receives the score of three for the partner attachment strength. For each target, a total

score (labeled ‘attachment strength’) was formed by summing scores across
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functions. The total scores for attachment strength range from 0 to 40, and higher
scores represent higher attachment strength. Scores were then computed for each of
the three attachment functions for the spouses to use them in the analysis of
attachment figure transference. High scores on attachment functions for spouse were
treated as successful attachment transference.

Feeney (2004) found that the scale has high internal consistency (coefficient
alpha = 90). In the current study the Chronbach’s alpha coefficients for overall
attachment strength for the spouse was .90, for the mother .89, for the children .85,
and for father .86. The reliabilities of attachment functions for the spouse were also
computed; and for the proximity seeking function coefficient alpha was .75, for safe

haven .77, and for secure base .79 (see Appendix D).

2.2.4 Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised

Experiences in Close Relationships-Revised (ECR-R) was first developed by
Brennan, Clark and Shaver in 1998 to assess the basic dimensions (i.e., attachment
related anxiety and avoidance) of adult attachment. The ECR has 36 items, 18 items
for each dimension. Fraley, Waller and Brennan (2000) revised the scale using again
the same 18 item structure for both subscales using 5-point Likert-type ratings
(1=strongly disagree, 5= strongly agree). In the present study, the ECR-R was
utilized to measure two fundamental attachment dimensions, attachment related

anxiety and avoidance in marital relationships. The attachment related anxiety
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subscale measures fear of abandonment and rejection, desire to be too close, and
preoccupation in close relationships (e.g., “I worry that romantic partners won’t care
about me as much as I care about them”). The avoidance subscale assesses
discomfort with intimacy and dependency in relationships, and excessive self-
reliance (e.g., “I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down”). The term
partner was replaced with spouse in this study.

The ECR-R was adapted into Turkish by Selcuk, Gunaydin, Siimer, and
Uysal (2005) and high internal consistency was found for both subscales of the ECR-
R Turkish (.86 for the anxiety and .90 for the avoidance subscale) and high test-retest
reliability was reported (.82 and .81 for anxiety and avoidance, respectively). In the
present study, the alpha coefficient was .72 for the anxiety subscale, and .89 for the

avoidance subscale (see Appendix E).

2.2.5 Caregiving Scale

Caregiving Scale developed by Kunce and Shaver (1994) was employed to
assess the caregiving styles of the women towards their husbands. . The scale has 32
items that are responded by using 6-point Likert scales. Kunce and Shaver
demonstrated that the caregiving scale has four subscales labeled as proximity vs.
distance (e.g., “When my partner seems to want or need a hug, I’'m glad to provide
it”), sensitivity vs. insensitivity (e.g., “I am very attentive to my partner’s nonverbal

signals for help and support”), cooperation vs. control (e.g., “I tend to be too
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domineering when trying to help my partner”), and compulsive caregiving (e.g., “I
create problems by taking on my partner’s troubles as if they were my own”). These
authors reported that the subscale had internal consistencies over .80. Moreover,
sensitive, responsive and cooperative caregiving styles were negatively correlated
with attachment anxiety and avoidance while controlling and compulsive caregiving
styles were positively associated with attachment insecurity.

The Caregiving Scale was adapted to Turkish for the present study by the
researchers. The scale was first translated into Turkish and back-translated by a
psychologist who was fluent in both languages. The adapted version of Caregiving
Scale was presented in Appendix F.

Explanatory factor analyses were conducted to assess the factor structure of
the Caregiving Scale. A principle component analysis as the extraction method was
run with varimax rotation. Using the criterion for eigenvalue over 1, the scree plot,
and the interpretability of the factor solution, three factors were obtained explaining
39.20 % of the variance in Turkish sample rather than the four factors reported by
Kunce and Shaver (1994).

The first factor represented Sensitive Caregiving explaining 22.24 % of the
variance, .and included 13 items (e.g. “When my partner is troubled or upset, I move
closer to provide support and comfort.”) The second factor was composed of eight
items (e.g. “I tend to take on my partner’s problems- and then feel burdened by

them.”) representing Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving and explained 10.98 % of
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the variance. The third factor representing Caregiving Avoidance included 10 items
(e.g. “Too often, I don’t realize when my partner is upset or worried about
something™), and this factor accounted for 6.65 % of the variance. In these analyses
one item (i.e.: “I can easily keep myself from becoming overly concerned about or
overly protective of my partner”) was excluded since it had high cross-loadings from
two factors. In this sample, the alpha reliability coefficient for both sensitive
caregiving and controlling-compulsive caregiving was .84 and it was .70 for
caregiving avoidance factor. Factor loadings of each item; and explained variances,
eigenvalues, and Cronbach’s alpha scores of each factor were given in Appendix H.
Caregiving styles were significantly correlated with both attachment anxiety
and avoidance providing evidence for criterion validity. For instance, sensitive
caregiving was highly and negatively correlated with attachment anxiety (r =-.22, p
<.01) and avoidance (r = -.63, p < .01). Caregiving avoidance was also positively
correlated with attachment avoidance (r = .43, p < .01) and controlling-compulsive
caregiving was positively correlated with attachment anxiety (r = .25, p <.01). While
caregiving avoidance was positively correlated with attachment anxiety (r =.29, p <
.01), controlling-compulsive caregiving was positively correlated with attachment

avoidance (r =.20, p <.01).
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2.2.6 Dyadic Adjustment Scale

Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS) was used to assess marital satisfaction. The
DAS was developed by Spanier (1976) and adapted into Turkish by Fisiloglu and
Demir (2000). The scale consists of 32 items assessing quality and adjustment of the
relationship as perceived by married or cohabiting couples. The example items from
the scale were presented in Appendix G. Participants responded using Likert-type
scales. There are different parts having 5-point, 6-point, or 7-point response formats;
and two of the items are answered either yes or no. Each part in the scale has
different scoring and the total score is computed by summing of the all items, which
ranges 0 to 151. Higher scores correspond to higher perception of the quality of
relationship.

Fisiloglu and Demir (2000) reported high reliability coefficient for the DAS,
Cronbach’s alpha was .92 and the split-half reliability was .86. Criterion validity was
evaluated by the correlation between Locke-Wallace Marital Adjustment Test and

DAS, and it was .82 (Fisiloglu & Demir, 2000).

2.3 Procedure

The questionnaire package used in this study was first submitted for the
approval of Middle East Technical University, Human Participants Ethic Committee.
After the approval of the ethic committee, the questionnaire was administered to

married women living in Aydin and Ankara. These cities were chosen in order to
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reach women who have both arranged or love marriages in a comparable proportion.
In both cities the questionnaire battery was administered in different neighborhoods
via snowball sampling techniques considering the socio economic status of
participants. In Aydin, the questionnaires were applied in Adnan Menderes
Mabhallesi, Saglik Evleri Mahallesi, Aydin State Hospital, the Fifth Cottage Hospital,
Aydin Tax Office, Gaziosmanpasa Elementary School, Cumhuriyet Elementary
School; and to some participants’ relatives living in close neighborhoods. In Ankara,
the women living in Cankaya and Etimesgut (Elvankent) were applied the
questionnaire package. Specifically, the married women working at METU, Ankara
Physiotherapy Hospital, Maresal Fevzi Cakmak Elementary School were included in
the study.

The questionnaire was presented to women in an envelope and they were
asked not to write their names on the questionnaire. In order to assure anonymity, the
instructions were given informing participants that their responses would only be
used for research purposes. The inform consent was also included explaining the
objectives of the study (see Appendix A). Administration of the questionnaire took
about 20 minutes. The measures in the questionnaire battery were presented in

Appendix A.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS

3.1 Preliminary Analyses

Initially descriptive analyses and a series of t —test were conducted for each
variable to compare the mean values for women having love and arranged marriages.
As seen in Table 3.1, descriptive analyses indicated that the total mean score of
attachment strength to partner was 23.87 (SD = 12.49), attachment to mother was
18.07 (SD = 11.41) and attachment to child was 7.33 (SD = 7.84), suggesting
relatively moderate levels of attachment strength over the maximum possible score
of 40.00. Moreover, the total mean score for proximity seeking for partner was 2.17
(SD=1.32), for safe haven 2.70 (SD = 1.42) and for secure base 2.36 (SD = 1.46)
over the score of 4.00 at most. In terms of attachment insecurity, over the highest
value of the scale 5.00, attachment anxiety (M = 2.15, SD = 0.54) had higher mean
score than attachment avoidance (M = 1.67, SD = 0.65). Considering caregiving
styles, sensitive caregiving had the highest mean score (M =5.02, SD = 0.75) relative
to controlling-compulsive caregiving (M = 3.02, SD = 0.75) and caregiving

avoidance (M = 2.60, SD = 0.75) over the maximum possible score of 6.00.
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Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics and Marriage Type Differences between Study Variables

Total Love Arranged

Mean SD alpha Mean SD Mean SD t(202) Cohen’s d
Attachment Strength for Partner 23.87 12.49 0.89 25.40 12.18 22.24 12.67 -1.82
Attachment Strength for Mother 18.07 11.41 0.89 19.04 11.51 12.67 11.28 -1.25
Attachment Strength for Child 7.03 7.84 0.83 5.12 6.64 9.06 8.52 3.67** 0.52
Attachment Strength for Father 6.79 7.33 0.86 6.75 7.41 6.84 7.27 0.08
Proximity Function for Partner 2.17 1.32 0.77 2.34 1.35 1.99 1.25 -1.97* -0.28
Safe Haven Function for Partner 2.70 1.42 0.75 2.87 1.37 2.53 1.46 -1.73
Secure Base Function for Partner 2.36 1.46 0.79 2.48 1.40 2.25 1.52 -1.13
Anxiety 2.15 0.54 0.72 211 0.58 2.20 0.52 1.19
Avoidance 1.67 0.65 0.89 151 0.52 1.82 0.74 3.27** 0.46
Marital Satisfaction 109.95 20.55 0.92% 112.47 19.33 107.28 21.55 -1.81
Sensitive Caregiving 5.02 0.75 0.84 5.07 0.66 4.96 0.83 -1.08
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving 3.02 1.23 0.84 2.90 1.14 3.15 1.31 1.45
Caregiving Avoidance 2.60 0.91 0.70 2.37 0.76 2.83 1.00 3.65** 0.51
Division of Household Labor 2.17 0.91 0.82 2.29 0.54 2.05 0.58 -3.03** -0.43

*n <.05, **p < .01, * (Figtloglu & Demir, 2000)



As presented in Table 3.1, Women with love and arranged marriages were
compared on 14 major variables and there were significant differences on five
variables. The results of the t-tests indicated that women with arranged marriages
reported higher attachment strength to their children (M = 9.06) than women with
love marriages (M =5.12) [t (202) = 3.67, p < .01, d = 0.52]. On the other hand,
women who had love marriages reported higher scores on proximity seeking function
(M = 2.34) than the ones who had arranged marriages (M = 1.99) [t (202) =-1.97, p
<.05, d =-0.28]. Women with love initiated marriages reported their marriages as
more egalitarian (M = 2.29) than women with arranged marriages (M = 2.05) [t
(202) =-3.03, p < .01, d = -0.42]. Further, women in arranged marriages tended to be
more avoidant (M = 1.82) compared to the ones in love marriages (M = 1.51) [t
(202) = 3.27, p < .01, d = 0.46]. Lastly, women in arranged marriages reported higher
scores on caregiving avoidance (M = 2.83) than the ones in love marriages (M =
2.37) [t (202) = 3.65, p < .01, d = 0.51].

To see the magnitude of differences, Cohen’s d coefficient representing the
general effect size of the mean differences were calculated. According to Cohen’s
criteria, any significant differences up to .50 is expected as weak effect, between .50
and .80 as moderate effect, and the values higher than .80 as strong effect. Using
these criteria, all of the significant differences between two groups seemed to be
weak in effect size. Two marriage groups seem to be moderately different from each

other on the attachment strength to child and caregiving avoidance only.
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As seen in Table 3.2, bivariate associations were calculated for both love
marriages and arranged marriages. Correlation matrix revealed that, in both
marriages partner attachment strength was found to be negatively correlated with
avoidance, and positively correlated with marital satisfaction [for love marriages (r =
.39, p <.01) and for arranged marriages (r = .45, p< .01)]; and sensitive caregiving
[for love marriages (r = .40, p< .01) and for arranged marriages (r = .30, p<.01)].
While strength of attachment to partner was associated with caregiving avoidance
negatively (r = -.43, p<.01) and division of labor positively (r = .24, p<.05) in love
marriages; it was associated with child attachment strength positively (r = .22, p<
.05) in arranged marriages. Women’s attachment strength to mother was negatively
correlated with their attachment strength to children in both marriages [for love
marriages (r = -.28, p< .01) and for arranged marriages (r = -.30, p< .01)]. Moreover,
strength of attachment to mother was correlated with attachment strength to father
positively (r = .54, p< .01) and avoidance dimension negatively (r = -.34, p<.01) in
just arranged marriages. Attachment strength to child was also positively related to
proximity seeking function for partner, safe haven function for partner, attachment
avoidance and caregiving avoidance only in arranged marriages.

All of the basic attachment functions (proximity seeking, safe haven, and
secure base) for partner were significantly and highly correlated with each other. In
both types of marriage, each attachment function was associated with marital

satisfaction and sensitive caregiving positively; and negatively with attachment
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avoidance. Finally, all three attachment functions were correlated with caregiving
avoidance negatively and division of labor positively in love marriages only.

Attachment anxiety and avoidance were found to be significantly and
positively associated with each other in both marriage types. High attachment
anxiety and avoidance was associated with low marital satisfaction and less
egalitarian structure in marriage and high caregiving avoidance. Attachment anxiety
was also associated with controlling-compulsive caregiving for women in both types
of marriages, as expected. Whereas anxiety was related to sensitive caregiving
negatively in just love marriages, it was related to caregiving avoidance positively in
both types of marriages. Attachment voidance was found to be related to sensitive
caregiving negatively in both marriage types, and it was significantly related to
controlling-compulsive caregiving in just arranged marriages. Moreover, sensitive
caregiving was correlated with controlling- compulsive caregiving and caregiving
avoidance negatively for women in both marriage types. However, controlling-
compulsive caregiving and caregiving avoidance were found to be highly and
positively correlated with each other in only arranged marriages.

Caregiving styles were also found to be important for dyadic satisfaction in
marriage. For example, in both types of marriage, sensitive caregiving was positively
and strongly correlated with marital satisfaction and caregiving avoidance was
negatively correlated with marital satisfaction. However, controlling-compulsive

caregiving was negatively correlated with marital satisfaction in arranged marriages
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only. Egalitarian structure in marriage was found to be associated with marital
satisfaction in both types of marriage.

As presented in Table 3.2, the length of marriage is another important factor
for the dynamics of marital relationships. In this study, marriage duration was
negatively correlated with partner attachment strength in love marriages (r = -.20, p
<.05), and it was negatively correlated with mother attachment strength in both types
of marriages [for love marriages (r = -.32, p <.01) and for arranged marriages (r = -
.38, p <.01)], the negative significant association between father attachment strength
and the duration of marriage was found in arranged marriages (r = -.28, p <.01) but
not in love marriages. In addition, in both types of marriage, the attachment strength
for child was positively related to the duration of marriage [for love marriages (r =
.51, p<.01) and for arranged marriages (r = .58, p<.01)]. Besides, in love marriages
marital satisfaction (r = -.22, p< .05) and in arranged marriages division of labor (r =
-.20, p< .05) was negatively associated with the length of marriage. Attachment
avoidance, but not attachment anxiety, was positively related to marriage duration in
both marriage types. Caregiving avoidance was associated with the length of
marriage in arranged marriages only.

Finally, supplementary analyses were conducted to test whether the
magnitude of the correlations between love and arranged marriages significantly
differed from each other. The Fisher’s z transformation revealed that there were

significant differences for three associations regarding their magnitude. The
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correlations between attachment avoidance and sensitive caregiving (Z = -3.97, p<
.001); between division of labor and marital satisfaction (Z = 2.22, p< .05), and
between sensitive caregiving and safe haven function (Z = -1.97, p< .05) were found
to be significantly different between love and arranged marriages. Specifically, the
association of women’s attachment avoidance with sensitive caregiving was stronger
for arranged marriages (r =-.72, p < .01) than for love marriages (r = -.47, p <.01),
and the association of division of labor with marital satisfaction was stronger in love
marriages (r = .41, p <.01) than in arranged marriages (r = .21, p < .01). Lastly, the
association of sensitive caregiving with safe haven function was stronger for love

marriages (r = .38, p <.01) than arranged marriages (r = .20, p <.05).
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Table 3.2 Correlations between the Study Variables in Love and Arranged Marriages

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 Attachment Strength for Partner 1
2 Attachment Strength for Mother 83 1
3 Attachment Strength for Child ;;* gg** 1
.00 .15 -.03

4 Attachment Strength for Father 02 Eaxx .13 1

. . .92** -.02 13 .00
5 Proximity Function for Partner 9o 04 ok .03 1

. .86** -.04 .18 .07 .68**
6 Safe Haven Function for Partner ‘91%x 05 o ‘07 75k 1
. 87** -.07 17 -.06 71** 62**

7 Secure Base Function for Partner ‘9o o1 16 02 e g 1

. -.09 -.07 -.01 .02 -.06 -.07 -.13
8 Anxiety 14 0 15  -12  -18  -03  -18  *

. - 43** -.03 -.10 -.06 - 41** -.32%* - 41** A2**
9 Avoidance 34w ppx 1% 17 L37%% Lo4%  .31%% 4oRx L

. . . .39** .01 -.01 .06 .39** 33** 31** -.58** -.63**
10 Marital Satisfaction 455 07 -00 16 Aawx 37R g3ex _gEwe pges L
11 Sensitive Caregivin 40** -.09 A1 A1 .36** .38** 33** -27** - 47** A8** 1
giving 30%* 12 -19 02 20%% 20 31 -17 TR BgRx
. . - .00 -.04 A1 -.02 .04 -.01 -.03 24> A1 -.13 - 42%*
12 Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving " 5 S11 -02 -.04 -14 -.09 -10 25% 2% 3% g L
- . -43** -.10 .02 -.06 - 43** -.34** -.36** .26%* A6** -.40** - 47> 17
13 Caregiving Avoidance 08 -19 .20+  -05  -08 -0l  -12 Ble% 35wk g%k _3gxx Ggex L
- 24* -.10 .05 .01 .20* 21* 23* -.32%* -.20* AL1** .18 -.07 -.10
14 Division of Household Labor 12 08 _16 18 05 16 12 o7 oa% o1 14 15 17 1
. -.20* -.32**  51** .04 -.23* =11 =17 .07 24* -.22* .04 .09 .18 .01

15 The Length of Marriage -12 -38%%  BgFX  og% 12 -.09 -11 07 24*  -16 -18 15 21 20v L

*p < .05, **p < .01
In the pair of correlations, first one belongs to love marriages and the second one belongs to arranged marriages.



3.2 The Success of Transference of Attachment Functions in Love and Arranged
Marriages (Hypothesis 1)

It was hypothesized that basic attachment functions (i.e., proximity seeking,
safe haven, and secure base) are expected to be transferred to the spouse in both
arranged and love marriages. However, this transference was expected to be in
higher magnitude for love relationships than for arranged marriages. To test the
magnitude of transference of attachment functions to the spouse in different marriage
types, one way ANCOVAs were conducted. In these analyses, three attachment
functions and attachment strength to partner were dependent variables, type of
marriage was independent variable, and the length of marriage was treated as
covariate. The results revealed that there was no significant difference between the
love and arranged marriages in terms of magnitude of attachment figure transference

and strength of attachment to spouse.

3.3 Marriage Duration and the Change of Attachment Targets in Love and
Arranged Marriages (Hypothesis 2)

It was expected that attachment to spouse represented by the three attachment
functions is expected to increase with the passage of time in both types of marriages.
However, the transference was expected to be earlier in love marriages than for
arranged marriages. It was also expected that while the strength of attachment to
mother and father decreases the strength of attachment to children would increase

with the passage of time. In order to test the first part of the hypothesis, 3 (the length

59



of marriage) X 2 (marriage type) between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to test
whether the attachment functions are transferred earlier in love marriages than in
arranged marriages. Before these analyses, the length of marriage which is a
continuous variable was divided into three groups by examining the percentiles. The
first group consisted of the marriages between 3 and74 months the, the second group
consisted the ones between 74 and 147 months, and the third group consisted of the
ones between 149 and 364 months. Separate analyses were conducted for each
attachment function for spouses, which are proximity seeking, safe haven and secure.
The results showed that, neither main effects nor interaction effects between the
length of marriage and marriage types were found to be significant. In other words,
contrary to the hypothesis, women in love marriages did not transfer attachment
functions to the spouse earlier than the ones in arranged marriages.

Bivariate associations were also examined for both types of marriage to see
the associations of marriage duration and attachment functions and strength of
attachment to spouse in two different marriages. As shown in Table 3.2, including
the correlations of variables, the length of marriage was significantly and negatively
associated with proximity seeking function for the spouse in love marriages (r = -
.23, p <. 05) only. Safe haven and secure base functions were not significantly
associated with marriage duration in both marriage types. In addition, the attachment
strength to partner was significantly and negatively related to marriage duration (r = -

.20, p <.05) in love marriages.
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Bivariate associations were examined for the second part of this hypothesis,
to assess the change of attachment targets with the passage of time. The correlation
coefficients reveals that attachment strength for mothers was negatively associated
with marriage duration in love marriages (r =-.32, p <.01) and arranged marriages (r
=-.38, p <.01); and marriage duration was negatively associated with attachment
strength for father in arranged marriages only (r = -.28, p < .01). Additionally, the
attachment strength to children was highly and positively related to the length of
marriage in love marriages (r = .51, p <.01) and in arranged marriages (r = .58, p <
.01)]. To sum up, partially supporting the hypothesis, while marriage duration was
not related to attachment functions and attachment strength to partner, the attachment

targets tended to change as the duration of marriage increases.

3.4 The Relationships among Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, Attachment
Strength to Partner, and Attachment Functions (Hypothesis 3)

It was hypothesized that attachment anxiety and avoidance are expected to be
negatively correlated with successful transference of attachment to partners and
stronger attachment to spouse in both types of marriages. Hierarchical moderated
regression analyses were conducted for each marriage type to test this hypothesis
controlling for the duration of marriage. In the hierarchical moderated regression
analyses, attachment strength to partner and each attachment function were treated as
dependent variables and attachment anxiety and avoidance were treated as

independent variables.
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Additionally, following the procedures described by Aiken and West (1991)
attachment anxiety and avoidance were mean-centered and an interaction term was
computed by multiplying centered attachment anxiety and centered attachment
avoidance. That is, for each analysis, the length of marriage was entered in first step,
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance were entered in the second step and the
interaction of attachment anxiety and avoidance were entered in the third step.

Results showed that not attachment anxiety but attachment avoidance
significantly and negatively predicted transference of attachment functions and
attachment strength to partner for both types of marriages. Particularly, high
attachment avoidance was associated with weak attachment strength to partner in
both love marriages (5 = -.45, p <.001) and arranged marriages (8 =-.33, p <.01).
Moreover, women who had high scores on attachment avoidance had low scores on
proximity seeking function [in love marriages (5 = -.44, p <.001) and in arranged
marriages (5 = -.35, p <.01)], on safe haven function [in love marriages (5 = -.35, p
<.001) and in arranged marriages (5 = -.27, p <.05)], and secure base function [in
love marriages (5 = -.41, p <.001) and in arranged marriages (# = -.27, p < .05)] for
their spouses. However, the interaction of attachment anxiety and avoidance was not
significantly associated with any of attachment functions and attachment strength.
The standardized regression coefficients (), explained variance in each step (R? A),

and total explained variances (R?) are presented in Table 3.3.
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Table 3.3 Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance Regressed on Attachment

Strength to Partner and Attachment Functions for Love and Arranged

Marriages

Love Marriages

Arranged Marriages

DV: Attachment Strength to

Partner

Step 1

The Length of Marriage
Step?2

Att. Anxiety
Avoidance

Step 3
Anxiety X Avoidance

DV: Proximity Seeking

Step 1
The Length of Marriage
Step2

Att. Anxiety
Avoidance

Step 3
Anxiety X Avoidance

DV: Safe Haven

Step 1
The Length of Marriage

Step2
Att. Anxiety
Avoidance

Step 3
Anxiety X Avoidance

DV: Secure Base

Step 1

The Length of Marriage
Step?2

Att. Anxiety
Avoidance

Step 3
Anxiety X Avoidance

B RZA B RZA
.04* .01
-.20* -12
7Er* 10%*
.10 -.01
- 45%** -.33**
.00 .00
.03 -.02
I R? 21 12
.06* .02
_23* -12
5% 3%
14 -.04
- 44xxx -.35**
.00 .00
-.02 -.02
IR? .20 14
.01 .01
-11 -.09
10%* .06
.08 .08
-.35** -27*
.01 .00
12 -.06
IR? 12 .07
.03 .01
-17 -11
15%** .09*
.05 -.07
- 41> -27*
.00 .00
-01 .02
> R? 17 .10

*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p < 001
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3.5 Transference of Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength to Partner,
Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance, and Marital Satisfaction
(Hypothesis 4)

It was hypothesized that the participants involved in both types of marriages
would have high levels of marital satisfaction when the transfer of attachment
functions to the spouse is successful; the strength of attachment to the spouse is high,
and attachment insecurity is low (i.e., having low levels of attachment anxiety and
avoidance).

To see the effects of attachment figure transference and attachment insecurity
on marital satisfaction, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted for two
separate groups controlling for the marriage duration. All independent variables and
control variables were mean-centered for each analysis, and the length of marriage
was entered in first step, attachment functions were entered in the second step; and
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance, and the interaction of attachment
anxiety and attachment avoidance were entered in the third step. Results revealed
that attachment functions did not predict marital satisfaction in both marriage types,
except proximity seeking function of women with love marriages.

As see in Table 3.4, both attachment anxiety and avoidance significantly
predicted marital satisfaction in both marriage types. However, the interaction of
attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance was not significantly associated with

marital satisfaction.
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Table 3.4 Attachment Functions, Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance Predicting

Marital Satisfaction

Love Marriages

Arranged Marriages

B R2 A B R2 A
Step 1 .05* .03
The Length of Marriage -.06 -.03
Step2 13%* L20%**
Proximity Seeking Function for Partner 21% .03
Safe Haven Function for Partner 10 .16
Secure Base Function for Partner -11 .10
Step 3 .39 .30%**
Att. Anxiety - QLxx* -.28%*

Avoidance - 37rr* - 4gF**
Anxiety X Avoidance -.01 A3
Y R? .56 .53

Note. S values were taken from the final step.

p < .10, *p <.05, **p < .01, ***p < 001

3.6 Caregiving Styles, Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength to Partner

and Marital Satisfaction (Hypothesis 5)

Responsive and sensitive caregiving styles are expected to be positively and

compulsive and controlling caregiving styles are expected to be negatively associated

with attachment figure transference, attachment to partner, and marital satisfaction in

both types of marriages. Further, in the factor analysis of caregiving scale, a new

caregiving avoidance factor was emerged in Turkish cultural context. In this regard,

caregiving avoidance is also expected to be negatively associated with the mentioned

variables. To test these associations, regression analyses were conducted for each
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marriage. Three caregiving styles were entered as predictor variables; three
attachment functions, strength of attachment to partner and marital satisfaction were
used as dependent variables in the regression analyses after controlling for the length
of marriage. Results showed that sensitive caregiving, which includes supportive,
sensitive, proximate and cooperative caregiving styles, significantly predicted
strength of attachment to spouse [in love marriages (# = .39, p <.001) and in
arranged marriages (f = .28, p <.05)], proximity seeking function [in love marriages
(6 = .35, p<.01) and in arranged marriages (8 = .28, p <.05)], safe haven function
[in love marriages (5 = .39, p <.01)], and secure base function [in love marriages (5
=.29, p <.05) and in arranged marriages (# = .29, p <.05)]. Sensitive caregiving also
highly and positively predicted marital satisfaction in love and arranged marriages.
Controlling-compulsive caregiving significantly predicted attachment strength to
spouses and proximity seeking function in only love marriages. Lastly, caregiving
avoidance significantly and negatively predicted strength of attachment to spouse,
proximity seeking function, and secure base function in love marriages; and marital
satisfaction in arranged marriages. The standardized regression coefficients (8),
explained variance of each step (R? A), and total explained variances (R?) are

presented in Table 3.5.
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Table 3.5 Caregiving Styles Regressed on Attachment Strength to Partner,

Attachment Functions and Marital Satisfaction for Love and Arranged

Marriages

Love Marriages

Arranged Marriages

B R2 A B R2 A
DV: Attachment Strength to Partner
Step 1 .04* .01
The Length of Marriage -19 -.07
Step2 26%** .08*
Sensitive Caregiving 39*** .28*
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving 23* -.10
Caregiving Avoidance -.25* .08
¥ R? .30 10
DV: Proximity Seeking
Step 1 .06* .02
The Length of Marriage -.22* -.08
Step2 25%** .09*
Sensitive Caregiving .35%* .28*
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving 25%* -12
Caregiving Avoidance =27 A1
¥ R? .30 10
DV: Safe Haven
Step 1 .01 .01
The Length of Marriage -11 -.06
Step2 20%** .04
Sensitive Caregiving 39** .20
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving .20 -11
Caregiving Avoidance -17 A1
¥ R? .22 .05
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Table 3.5 (cont’d)

Love Marriages Arranged Marriages
B RZA B RZA
DV: Secure Base
Step 1 .03 .01
The Length of Marriage -15 -.05
Step2 L7 .08*
Sensitive Caregiving 29* 29*
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving 14 -.03
Caregiving Avoidance -.22* .00
¥ R? .20 .10
DV: Marital Satisfaction
Step 1 .05* .03
The Length of Marriage -22%% -.02
Step2 27%%* AQ***
Sensitive Caregiving ATF** 50***
Controlling-Compulsive Caregiving A2 .07
Caregiving Avoidance -.16 -.29%*
> R? .32 42

Note. S values were taken from the final step.
*p < .05, **p < .01, *** p <.001

3.7 Egalitarian vs. Traditional Marriages, the Strength of Attachment to
Partner and Marital Satisfaction (Hypothesis 6)

It was expected that love marriages would be characterized by egalitarian and
arranged marriages would be characterized by traditional marriages. Furthermore, as
compared to traditional marriages, egalitarian marriages would be associated with

stronger attachment to the spouse and high marital satisfaction.
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In order to test the first part of the sixth hypothesis, ANCOVA was conducted
to compare love and arranged marriages in terms of egalitarian structure. In the
analysis, marriage type was treated as independent variable, division of labor in
house chores as dependent variable and marriage duration as covariate variable.
Results revealed that egalitarian structure of marriage was found significantly
different in two marriage groups [F (1, 203) = 6.05, p < .05, partial n°= .03]. Love
marriages was found to be more egalitarian in terms of division of household labor
(M =2.27) relative to arranged marriages (M = 2.07). However, when the education
level was controlled in the analysis the difference was not significant.

In order to test the second part of the sixth hypothesis, the moderator role of
marriage types on the relationship between division of labor and transference of
attachment functions and division of labor and marital satisfaction was tested.
Specifically, it was tested if marital satisfaction is high and attachment to spouse is
stronger for the participants with egalitarian marriage than traditional ones. To test
these associations, two hierarchical moderated regression analyses were conducted.
Division of labor in house chores was independent variable and marriage type was
the moderator variable in predicting attachment figure transference and attachment
strength for the spouse for each analyses after controlling for the marriage duration.
Prior to the analysis, following the procedures described by Aiken and West (1991),
division of labor, marriage type, and length of marriage were mean-centered and an

interaction term was computed by multiplying centered division of labor with the
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moderator. In sum, the length of marriage was entered in the first step, division of
labor and marriage groups were entered in the second step, and finally interaction of
the centered division of labor and marriage groups were entered to the equation in
the third step. Two separate hierarchical moderated regression analyses were
conducted by entering attachment strength to partner and marital satisfaction as
dependent variables. If any of the interaction terms between attachment variables and
marriage types was significant, it would support the moderating effect of marriage
types.

Results showed that division of labor significantly predicted marital
satisfaction and strength of attachment to spouse. The participants who had more
egalitarian marriages reported stronger attachment to their spouse (5 = .16, p <.05),
and they also reported higher marital satisfaction (8 = .29, p <.001). Although the
findings did not support the prediction in terms of moderator effects of marriage type
on the relationship between strength of attachment to partner, the marginally
significant interaction effect predicting marital satisfaction was found (5 = .11, p =
.10). As seen in Figure 1, simple slope test was conducted and results demonstrated
that if women with love-marriages also have egalitarian marriage type they reported
the highest level of marital satisfaction. This pattern was just reversed for women
with love-initiated marriage in traditional marital structure (see Figure 1). The
standardized regression coefficients (8), explained variance of each step (RZA), and

total explained variances (R?) are presented in Table 3.6.
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Table 3.6 The Moderator Effects of Marriage Types on the Relationship

between Division of Labor and Attachment Strength to Partner, and Division of

Labor and Marital Satisfaction

Total Attachment
Satisfaction Strength

Variables B RZA B R2A
Step 1 .05** 04**
The Length of Marriage -.22%* -19*

Step 2 09** .03*
Marriage Types .01 .05

Division of Labor 29%** .16*
Step 3 .01 .01
Division of Labor X

Marriage Types A1 .08

¥ R? 14 .07

p < .10, *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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CHAPTER 4

DISCUSSION

The main goal of the current study was to assess and compare women with
love-initiated and the ones with arranged marriages in terms of the dynamics of
attachment patterns and attachment figure transference. Particularly, transference of
attachment functions to husband, women’s attachment insecurity (i.e., attachment
anxiety and avoidance), women’s caregiving styles towards husband and the
structure of marriage (egalitarian vs. traditional) were investigated in predicting
marital quality in Turkish cultural context. Based on the assumptions of attachment
theory and considering cultural patterns in marriage, the predictors of attachment
figure transference and marital satisfaction were addressed. The length of marriage,
individual differences in attachment, type of marriage, caregiving styles and the
egalitarian structure of marriage in terms of division of labor in house chores were
expected to be associated with transference of attachment functions to the spouse.
Moreover, attachment security, successful attachment figure transference, and
sensitive and responsive caregiving styles were identified as the predictors of marital

satisfaction in arranged and love marriages.
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In the following sections, first, the findings on descriptive characteristics and
bivaritate associations will be discussed. Secondly, the findings regarding the testing
of main hypotheses will be presented. Thirdly, the limitations of the study and
suggestions for future studies will be discussed. Finally, major contributions and

implications of the study will be addressed.

4.1 Descriptive Statistics, Bivariate Associations, and Comparison of two
Marriage Types

In the present study, married women’s attachment strength to their husbands
was found high as compared to attachment to other significant people in their life for
both love and arranged marriages. Similarly, Feeney and Hohaus (2001) found that
married women tended to strongly attach to their husbands as compared to other
attachment figures. Feeney (2004) also asserted that parents who were fundamental
attachment figures in early years are replaced with husbands later in life.

In this study, when mean differences were examined; two marriage groups
seem to be moderately divergent from each other on five major variables. For
instance, women with love marriage reported their spouses as attachment target for
proximity seeking function in high frequency relative to the women with arranged
marriages. Despite there were no significant difference, the mean values of safe
haven and secure base were also higher for love marriages. Considering these
findings it can be claimed that women with love-initiated marriages seem to have a

slight tendency for stronger attachment transference than those with arranged
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marriages, but this trend is rather weak, and similarities between the two groups of
marriages are more common than the differences. A noteworthy finding was that
women with arranged marriages reported stronger attachment to their children
relative to the ones in love marriages. This can be interpreted that women in arranged
marriages might have developed stronger attachment to their children to compensate
relatively lower levels of attachment to their husbands. Supporting this argument, it
was also found that women with arranged marriages tended to be more avoidant and
were higher on caregiving avoidance as compared to the ones with love marriages.
Overall, obtained significant correlations were in the expected direction and
in moderate magnitude. Preliminary results provided partial support to the main
hypotheses. As predicted, the three attachment functions and the strength of
attachment to spouse were associated with marital satisfaction in both marriage
types. Marital satisfaction was strongly correlated with attachment insecurity
consistent with previous research (e.g. Kobak & Hazan, 1991; Feeney, Noller, &
Callan, 1994) suggesting that high attachment anxiety and avoidance predict lower
relationship quality. In the same line, high and negative correlation between
attachment functions and attachment avoidance was also found for both types of
marriage. Another interesting finding was that high attachment avoidance was
associated with stronger attachment to the child and weaker attachment to mother in
arranged marriages. This finding should be probed more in future studies.
Caregiving styles and marital satisfaction were significantly associated in

both types of marriage. Previously, some studies (e.g. Collins & Feeney, 2000; Julien
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& Markman, 1991) also supported this association suggesting that responsive and
sensitive caregiving styles were highly correlated with dyadic adjustment in marital
relationships. Further, although it was stronger for love marriages, the relationship
between division of labor in house chores and women’s marital satisfaction was
significant in arranged marriages. Egalitarian structure in marriage (which was
assessed on the basis on division of labor) and women’s attachment to spouse were
also significantly correlated in love marriages only. It can be concluded that since
cultural context seems to determine the structure of division of labor (Hortagsu,
1997; Hortagsu & Oral, 1996), love-initiated marriages tend to be more egalitarian,
which might result in stronger relationship between the division of labor and marital
satisfaction in love marriages rather than arranged marriages. Thus, marital
satisfaction in arranged marriages, which are traditional in nature, might not be
affected by the degree of division of labor in marriage as strong as it is in love
marriages.

Considering the caregiving styles, having a sensitive and responsive
caregiving was strongly correlated with women’s attachment figure transference in
both marriages. Caregiving avoidance of women, which has been observed
specifically in this sample, was negatively associated with attachment figure
transference of women with love marriages. Specifically, avoidant caregiving of
women to the husband, such as missing partner’s signals for help or understanding,
and pushing partner away when he needed a hug or a kiss, was negatively correlated

with preferring husband as a target to satisfy attachment needs.
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Additional analyses revealed some other differences between the two
marriage types. For instance, women’s high attachment avoidance was strongly
associated with caring less sensitively for their husband in arranged marriages as
compared to love marriages. Supportive and sensitive caring was strongly associated
with preferring husband for safe haven function for women with love marriages
relative to the ones with arranged marriages. These findings suggest that caregiving
quality between the spouses is associated with the strength of attachment
transference more strongly for women with love marriages than those arranged

marriages.

4.2 Main Findings of the Study
4.2.1 The Success of Transference of Attachment Functions in Love and
Arranged Marriages

One of the primary goals of this study is to examine the predictors of
attachment figure transference to spouse (husband) in two different marriage groups.
In this line, women with love-initiated and the ones with arranged marriages were
compared in terms of magnitude and success of attachment figure transference. The
success of the transference was assessed depending on the reported hierarchical
priority of the preferred attachment targets for the three attachment functions;
proximity seeking, safe haven, and secure base. Contrary to the expectations,
however, women in two marriage groups were not significantly different on the

attachment functions although the mean values of attachment functions were
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relatively higher for love marriages. Specifically, women with either love or arranged
marriages equally prefer their husbands as attachment figures. It can be argued that a
legal marriage may automatically encourage the process of attachment figure
transference in all types of marriages due to its intimate nature and heightened
interdependency. Although this argument runs contrary to the findings suggesting
that romantic love and attraction to spouses foster the transference of attachment to
the partner (Hazan & Zeifman, 1994, 1999), Bowlby (1973/1982) states that repeated
interaction and familiarity are sufficient for perceiving someone as attachment figure.
Therefore, it can be concluded that dynamics and nature of marriage institution
involving proximity and interdependency may support attachment transition, and it
can be claimed that if people get married, they might be oriented to be attached to

their spouse regardless of how initiate the marriage at the beginning.

4.2.2 Marriage Duration and the Change of Attachment Targets in Love and
Arranged Marriages

Considering the effect of love, which has been shown as the clear indication
of attachment in the previous work, it was assumed that attachment figure
transference would be earlier in time in love marriage as compared to arranged
marriages. Supporting this, examining on dating couples Trinke and Bartholomew
(1997) found that the longer the duration of their participants’ relationships, the more
likely they would use their partners to fulfill attachment functions. In the present

study, however, the timing of attachment transference did not change depending on
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whether a marriage is initiated via love or via arrangements with no love at the
beginning. Moreover, the duration of marriage was negatively correlated with partner
attachment of women with love marriages. Considering these findings, it can be
speculated that the success of transference of functions and attachment strength in
long term married couples and dating partners may be different. Given that the mean
duration of marriage is relatively high (more than 10 years) in this sample, the
majority of marriages could have been well established the effects of how they
initiated the marriages on attachment strength has been weakened by the long
passage of time. Considering the negative correlation between marriage duration and
attachment strength to husband in love marriage, it seems also plausible that after
transference of attachment functions and development of full-blown attachment, time
might negatively affect the operation of attachment functions for women especially
with love marriage, maybe because of their high caregiving expectations from
husbands. The future studies should investigate the effects of length of marriage on
the dynamics of attachment figure transference in detail with different and more
representative samples.

The present study has demonstrated that the structure of the attachment figure
transference of women tends to change with the passage of time. The length of
marriage was associated with women’s weaker attachment to mother in both
marriages, and father in only arranged marriages while the duration was associated

with women’s stronger attachment to children in two marriage groups.
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4.2.3 The Relationship among Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, Attachment
Strength to Partner, and Attachment Functions

Previous studies consistently show that parental attachment security predicts
security of attachment to peers (e.g., Fraley & Davis, 1997; Hazan et al., 1991), and
secure working models are associated with the extent of transfer (Allen & Land,
1999). Feeney (2004) found that the anxious married couples report more
dissatisfaction regarding partner’s role in meeting attachment needs. In the current
study, women’s attachment avoidance rather than anxiety was highly related to the
success of transference and strength of spousal attachment in both types of marriage.
Specifically, women who were high on attachment avoidance had lower scores of
attachment strength, and they reported their husband as attachment targets in
relatively low frequency. It could be claimed that attachment avoidance is especially
detrimental for attachment figure transference for women in collectivistic relational
culture such as Turkey (Siimer and Kagi¢ibasi, 2010).

Regression analyses showed that attachment avoidance predicts the success of
attachment figure transference more strongly for women with love marriages
compared to the ones in arranged marriages. In other words, the avoidant women
with love marriages have harder time transferring their attachment figures than the
women with any other attachment pattern. However, for the women with love
marriages to endure longer the transference of attachment may be a requirement

because compared to the ones with arranged marriages, they have less contextual
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barriers especially through the first years of marriage. This inference should also be

examined in future studies.

4.2.4 Transference of Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength to Partner,
Attachment Anxiety and Attachment Avoidance, and Marital Satisfaction

The strength of attachment to partner and attachment insecurity were among
the factors effecting marital satisfaction. Results revealed that women’s preference
their husband as attachment target for proximity seeking function predict their
marital satisfaction in love marriages. However, preferring husband for safe haven
and secure base did not predict dyadic satisfaction. The success of women’s
attachment figure transference to their spouse did not predict marital satisfaction in
arranged marriages as well. Concerning with attachment figure transference and
marital satisfaction, Feeney (2004) suggested that perceiving a spouse as an
attachment figure is critical for marital functioning. However, the literature
considering attachment figure transference in romantic relationships as well as in
marriage is very limited and there is no adequate evidence to make strong statements.
Transfer of attachment should be longitudinally examined from the first year of
marriage to the later years to see if initial differences in attachment strength
disappear by time as marriages get established.

It is also possible that for women who do not fulfill their attachment needs
from the husband in later years may develop stronger attachment to other significant

others to compensate this need in the later years of marriage. Supporting this
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speculation, in the present study, women’s attachment strength to children was found
to increase with the passage of time. This finding also deserves further elaborations.

High attachment anxiety and high attachment avoidance negatively predicted
dyadic satisfaction in marital relationships. Consistent with previous findings,
women’s insecurity was highly associated with their marital dissatisfaction. (e.qg.,
Banse, 2004; J.A. Feeney, 2002, 1999; Kobak and Hazan, 1991; Meyers &

Landsberger, 2002).

4.2.5 Caregiving Styles, Attachment Functions, Attachment Strength to Partner
and Marital Satisfaction

First, this study contributed to the current literature by adapting Kunce and
Shaver’s (1994) caregiving style measure into Turkish. The results of factor analysis
revealed that although Kunce and Shaver (1994) and later studies consistently found
four caregiving dimensions (i.e.., proximity vs. distance, sensitivity vs. insensitivity,
cooperation vs. control and compulsive caregiving) only three factors emerged in this
study, namely sensitive caregiving, controlling-compulsive caregiving and
caregiving avoidance. In this sample both compulsive and controlling styles
including over-involvement in caregiving of husbands combined in one factor;
sensitive, cooperative caring and high proximity provision toward husband were
grouped in another factor; and as the third factor caregiving avoidance including low
proximity provision and insensitive caregiving were compiled. The differences in the

factor structure between the original scale and adapted version might be associated
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with differences in cultural contexts. As suggested by previous researchers (e.g.:
Schmitt et al, 2004; Siimer and Kagitcibas1 2010) relatively attachment anxiety is
common in collectivist cultures and attachment avoidance is common in
individualistic cultures. That is to say, whereas attachment anxiety may be functional
and tolerated in collectivist cultures (Rothbaum, Rosen, Ujiie, & Uchida, 2002),
attachment avoidance seems to be maladaptive in such cultures involving complete
rejection and exclusion (Crittenden, 2000). Thus, it can be concluded that avoidant
behaviors in caregiving context might be critical and determinant for marital
relationships in Turkish culture.

Sensitive caregiving was highly and negatively correlated with attachment
anxiety and avoidance. In this line, previous studies consistently found that secure
individuals revealed the most favorable pattern of care within dating and married
couples by providing support to the partner in need and being sensitive to needs of
partners, and being less likely in control for stance and over-involved in caregiving
literature (Feeney & Collins, 2001; Feeney, 1996; Feeney & Hohaus, 2001).
Furthermore, while compulsive caregiving was associated with anxiety dimension,
caregiving avoidance including lower proximity provision and insensitive caregiving
was highly related to avoidance, as expected based on previous work (e.g., Kunce &
Shaver, 1994). However, there were also significant correlation between controlling-
compulsive caregiving and attachment avoidance, and between caregiving avoidance

and attachment anxiety.
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It was expected that responsive and sensitive caregiving styles are positively,
and controlling-compulsive caregiving styles and caregiving avoidance are
negatively associated with attachment figure transference, attachment strength to
partner, and marital satisfaction in both types of marriages. There are a few past
studies investigating the relationship between caregiving styles and attachment figure
transference. In one of these studies, Feeney (2004) found that higher levels of
mutual caring/support and trust/intimacy, which are usually innate in marriages, are
positively related to attachment transfer. In the present study, results showed that as
well as women’s sensitive caregiving, caregiving avoidance highly predicted the
success of attachment transition, strength of attachment to spouse, and marital
satisfaction in both love and arranged marriages. The women’s controlling-
compulsive caregiving has also significant effects on the outcome variables.
Specifically, the women’s sensitive and supportive caring for their husband predicted
stronger attachment to partner and successful transference in both love-initiated and
arranged marriages consistent with past studies. However, caregiving avoidance was
negatively related to stronger partner attachment, and to preferring partner as
attachment target for proximity seeking and secure base functions in only love-
initiated marriages. On the other hand, controlling-compulsive caregiving positively
predicted seeking proximity from husband and stronger spousal attachment, contrary
to theoretical expectations. Considering these findings, it can be argued that married
women might perceive over-involvement as a sign of attachment and

interdependency in Turkish culture. It has been well documented that
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interdependency in relationships is highly valued in Turkish culture (Kagit¢ibasi,
2007). Therefore, over-involving may be seen as a sign of sensitivity in adult close
relationships, and compulsive and controlling caregiving might be characteristic of
love marriages influencing attachment strength to partner positively.

Previous studies also supported the role of caregiving in relationship
satisfaction. For instance, Feeney (1996) found that marital satisfaction is linked with
responsive caregiving. In another study Feeney (2005) showed that people whose
partners reported more beneficial caregiving had higher marital satisfaction.
Consistent with these findings, in the current study, sensitive care of women towards
husbands highly predicted their marital satisfaction in both types of marriages, and
avoidant caregiving, however, predicted marital satisfaction in only arranged
marriages. It can be concluded that ability and willingness to respond sensitively and
responsively to the partners’ needs are important factors influencing relationship

quality.

4.2.6 Egalitarian vs. Traditional Marriages, the Strength of Attachment to
Partner and Marital Satisfaction

A few studies have examined the differences between couples married
through love or arrangement, or women having egalitarian or traditional of marriage
in Turkey. In this study, it was hypothesized that on the one hand, love marriages
would be characterized by egalitarian structure and on the other hand, arranged

marriages would be characterized by traditional structure. Furthermore, it was
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assumed that, as compared to traditional marriages, egalitarian marriages would be
associated with stronger attachment to the spouse and high marital satisfaction.

Supporting the first part of the hypothesis, results revealed that while love
marriages were more egalitarian, arranged marriages were more traditional in terms
of division of house chores. Support this finding, previous research (Hortagsu, 1997,
Hortagsu & Oral, 1996, cited in Hortagsu, 1999) suggested greater gender
segregation regarding division of labor in family-initiated (arranged) marriages than
couple-initiated (love) marriages. However, this assumed difference disappeared
after controlling for the educational level of participants in the present study. It
seems that the women with love-initiated marriages were more educated, and thus
they have more egalitarian structure as compared to arranged marriages.

For the second part of the hypothesis, moderation analyses were conducted to
compare love-initiated and arranged marriages in terms of strength of attachment to
spouse and marital satisfaction based on egalitarian structure. Results revealed that
women in two marriage groups did not differ in terms of attachment strength to
partner depending on egalitarian or traditional structure. However, interaction effect
was found significant for marital satisfaction. Women with love marriages reported
significantly higher marital satisfaction when they perceive the marriage as
egalitarian than as traditional. Egalitarian structure, however, did not affect women’s
satisfaction in arranged marriages. Past studies also showed that people in arranged
marriages tend to have more traditional style and individuals with egalitarian gender-

role attitudes have a relatively more equal division of labor than individuals with
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traditional gender role attitudes (see Buunk et al., 2000). Thus, it can be claimed that
traditional division of labor in house chores is not a profound effect for marital
functioning in arranged marriages relative to love-initiated ones, because women in
arranged marriages are tradition-oriented in nature and these women have not higher
expectations regarding equality in division of house chores as compared to women in

love marriages.

4.3 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Studies

The present study has four major limitations which should be considered
while interpreting the findings. The first one is concerned with the sample
characteristics, and sampling of the study. The second is about data collection
procedure and design. The third limitation is related with measurement issues. And
the final one is about the limited generalizability of the study findings.

With regard to the first limitation, only women participants were included in
the current study. However, previous studies consistently emphasize the inclusion of
both partners in the research on marital relationships (e.g.: Hortagsu, 2007), and that
attachment dynamics could be fully understood only at the level of the dyadic
attachment effects which are varied and often gender specific (Feeney, 2008). Dyadic
measurement is also critical for assessment of caregiving styles and its implications,
as caregiving styles may be determined dynamically by each partner’s specific
attachment pattern (Carnelley et al., 1996; Collins & Feeney, 2000; Kunce & Shaver,

1994). However, based on the scarcity of the research in this area, this study is a
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preliminary step in understanding women’s attachment dynamics and its cultural
correlates.

The duration of marriage is relatively longer with less variation which makes
hard to test the assumptions about the timing of attachment transference. Since the
main aspects of the attachment figure transference are mostly completed by the fifth
year of marriage (Fraley & Davis, 1997), inclusion of women having at most 5-year
marriages would be more applicable to examine the dynamics and implications of
attachment and transference of attachment functions. There might be some
inconsistencies and individual variation regarding the classification of women into
the two marriage types. For example, both traditional family-initiated marriages and
the marriages initiated after partners are introduced and being see each other as a
proper spouse were grouped as the arranged marriage. Some of these women may
not be typical in terms of arranged marriage criteria. Clarifying this issue, Hortagsu
(1999) emphasized the importance of modernization effects on family-initiated
marriages, and in Kurter, Jencius, and Duba’s interview (2004), Fisiloglu asserted
that the marriage arranged by friends could be another version of modified arranged
marriages similar to “setup date” seen in the USA. Thus, in the current study, the
arranged marriage is characterized by non-love marriages at least at the beginning of
the marriage. On the other hand, love marriage is characterized as the marriage
initiated by love or affection. Hence, love-initiated marriages and the marriages
initiated after couples’ friendship turn into love in course of time were grouped as

love marriages. Certainly, some women may lie in between these groups and may not
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typically represent any of them. In sum, classifying women into two strict categories
in terms of how they initiated their marriages may involve some misclassified cases,
which in turn, might have influenced the magnitude of potential differences and/or
similarities.

The study has also some limitations concerned with data collection procedure
and design. In the current study, the findings were based on self-report data, and this
might have influenced the results. Previous studies suggest using observational
techniques in laboratory settings while studying marital relationships, especially for
caregiving behaviors (e.g., Feeney & Collins, 2001). In addition, this study had
cross-sectional design, which restricts any argument on the cause-effect
relationships. Longitudinal studies would be better to see the direction of effects.

Considering measurements utilized in the present study, first the correlation
of two attachment dimensions measured by ECR-R was found moderately strong [for
love marriages (r =.42) and for arranged marriages (r =.40)]. Nevertheless, previous
studies emphasized that the association between attachment anxiety and attachment
avoidance measured by ECR-R should be insignificant or weak (Brennan et al.,
1998; Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007). There are also studies in which similar strong
association of attachment dimensions was found (e.g., Fraley, 2005; Sibley, Fischer,
& Liu, 2005). This association might also result from cultural interpretation of
attachment anxiety and avoidance. In the similar line, the high correlation between
compulsive-controlling caregiving and caregiving avoidance might also result from

the high correlation of attachment anxiety and avoidance. Secondly, the significant
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life changes and transitions in the family life cycle might have been taken into
consideration. Feeney (2008) suggested that spouses who were in parenthood
transition (especially wives) preferred their parents more rather than partners and she
also emphasize the malleability of attachment networks in the face of life changes.
Therefore, future studies should consider testing the significant life changes (e.g.:
having an infant).

The present study has also generalizability problems. The data were collected
via snowball sampling technique. The random sampling could be more appropriate
for external validity of the findings. Nevertheless, convenience and accessibility
were important in the data collection process to reach out more participants with
arranged or family-initiated marriages, and the socio economic status was also
considered while collecting data via this technique. Considering all these limitations,
it is suggested that future studies should include both spouses and use more diverse
sample representing women with different types of marriages. Lastly, to see full
picture of attachment figure transference and to understand how attachment
dynamics change over time in marital relationships better couples with a large range

of marriage durations should be included.

4.4 Contributions and Implications of the Study
The findings of this study have considerable contributions and important
practical implications for marital functioning although there are some limitations.

The major contributions and implications are concerned with in terms of examining
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dynamics of attachment patterns and attachment figure transference in marriage
regarding cultural patterns, and adaptation of caregiving scale and WHO-TO scale
into Turkish. Other contributions and implications of the present study are related to
practical information for individual or couple counseling and family therapy.

Research on attachment figure transference and adult attachment formation
especially in marriage is relatively limited and these processes are largely
unexamined in Turkish culture. Creasey and Jarvis (2009) stated that little is known
about how adult attachment functioning influences committed relationships in other
cultures, and more research is needed to determine if the association between
attachment process and marital success in all other populations. In the present study,
not only adult attachment formation and attachment figure transference in marriage
but also these processes and attachment dynamics were examined concerning
different marriage types in Turkish cultural context.

Adaptation of caregiving scale which assess caregiving responsiveness and
sensitiveness toward spouses and adaptation of WHO-TO scale assessing the
hierarchy of attachment targets and strength of attachment to different targets could
be evaluated as valuable contributions of the current study. These scales are critical
for attachment studies especially understanding of marital processes. Caregiving
scale adapted and used in this study assesses partner’s caregiving behaviors in detail
and could be very useful in that sense. In support of this, Mikulincer and Shaver
(2007) state that caregiving differences in adult close relationships have critical

implications for martial satisfaction. Furthermore, assessing attachment targets via
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the WHO-TO scale can provide information not only for marital relationships but
also for all close relationships.

The study also has practical implications. Clulow (2007) asserted that
attachment theory provided evidence for the efficacy of relational therapies has
triggered intense interest in its application to family therapy (Wood, 2002; Dallos,
2006), couple therapy (Clulow, 2001; Johnson, 2004), individual therapy (Cortina &
Marrone, 2003; Wallin, 2007) and therapeutic practice in health and social care
settings (Holmes, 2001; McCluskey, 2005). In this line, it can be concluded that
women’s evaluations of their attachment bonds and attachment targets, and their
caregiving styles towards their husbands have critical implications for individual and

couple counseling and family therapy, in general.

92



REFERENCES

Aiken, L. S., & West, S. G. (1991). Multiple regression: Testing and interpreting
interactions. Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C, Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Patterns of
attachment: A psychological study of the strange situation. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Allen, J. P., & Land, D. (1999). Attachment in adolescence. In J. Cassidy & P. R.
Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical
applications (pp. 319-335). New York: Guilford Press.

Amato, P. R., & Booth, A. (1995). Changes in gender role attitudes and perceived
marital quality. American Sociological Review, 60(1), 58-66.

Applbaum, K. D. (1995). Marriage with proper stranger: Arranged marriage in
metropolitan Japan. Ethnology, 34.

Banse, R. (2004). Adult attachment and marital satisfaction: Evidence for dyadic
configuration effects. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 71, 94-
100.

Barholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young adults:
A test of four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
61(2), 226-244.

Barnett, R. C. & Baruch, G. K. (1983) Determinants of father’s participation in
family work. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 49, 29-40

Batabyal, A. A. (1998). Aspects of arranged marriages and the theory of Markov
decision process. Theory and Decision, 45, 241-253.

Bird, G. W., Bird, G. A., & Scruggs, M. (1984). Determinants of family task sharing:
A study of husbands and wives. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 46,
345-355.

Bowlby, J. (1969/1982). Attachment and loss: Vol.1, Attachment (2nd Ed.). New
York: Basic Books.

93



Bowlby, J. (1973). Attachment and loss: Vol. 2, Separation. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, J. (1988). A secure base: Clinical applications of attachment theory.
Routledge, London.

Brennan, K. A., Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report measurement of
adult attachment: An integrative overview. In J. A. Simpson & W. S. Rholes
(Eds.), Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 46-76). New York:
Guilford.

Buunk, B. P., Kluwer, E. S., Schuurman M. K., & Siero, F. W., (2000). The Division
of labor among egalitarian and traditional women: differences in discontent,
social comparison, and false consensus. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 30 (4), 759-779.

Carnelley, K. B., Pietromonaco, P. R., & Jaffe, K. (1996). Attachment, caregiving,
and relationship functioning in couples: Effects of self and partner. Personal
Relationships, 3(3), 257-278.

Cassidy, J. (2008). The nature of the child’s ties. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.),
Handbook of attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applications (pp. 3-
20). New York: Guilford Press.

Clulow, C. (Ed.). (2001). Adult Attachment and Couple Psychotherapy. The ‘Secure
Base’ in Practice and Research. London: Brunner-Routledge.

Clulow, C. (2007). Marriage, Partnership and Adult Attachment. Sexual and
Relational Therapy, 22(3), 291-294.

Collins, N. L. (1996). Working models of attachment: Implications for explanation,
emotion, and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71,
810-832.

Collins, N. L., & Feeney, B. C. (2000). A safe haven: An attachment theory
perspective on support seeking and caregiving in intimate relationships.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 78(6), 1053-1073.

Collins, N. L., & Read, S. J. (1990). Adult attachment, working models, and
relationship quality in dating couples. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 58(4), 644-663.

Cortina, M. & Marrone, M. (Eds). (2003). Attachment Theory and the
Psychoanalytic Process. London:Whurr.

94



Creasey, G., & Jarvis, P. (2009). Attachment and Marriage. In M. C. Smith (Ed.) &
N. Defrates-Densch (Asist. Ed.), Handbook of Research on Adult Learning
and Development (pp. 270-304). New York: Routledge.

Crittenden, P. M. (2000). The organization of attachment relationships: Maturation,
culture and context. P. M. Crittenden & Claussen, A. H. (Eds.). Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Dallos, R. (2006). Attachment Narrative Therapy: Integrating Narrative, Systemic
and AttachmentTherapies. London: Karnac.

De Wollf, M. S., & van ljzendoorn, M. H. (1997). Sensitivity and attachment: A
meta-analysis on parental Antecedents of infant attachment. Child
Development, 68(4), 571-591.

Deutsch, F. M., Lussier, J. B., & Servis L. J. (1993). Husband at home: Predictors of
paternal participation in child care and housework. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 65, 1154-1166.

Feeney, J. A. (1996).Attachment, caregiving and marital satisfaction. Personal
Relationships, 3, 401-416.

Feeney, J. A., (1999). Adult attachment, emotional control, and marital satisfaction.
Personal Relationships, 6, 169-185.

Feeney, J. A., (2002). Attachment, marital interaction, and relationship satisfaction:
A diary, study. Personal Relationships, 9, 39-55.

Feeney, J. A., (2004). Transfer of attachment to romantic partners: Effects of
individual and relationship variables. Journal of Family Studies, 10(2), 220-
238.

Feeney, J. A., (2005). Hurt feelings in couple relationships: Exploring the role of
attachment and perceptions of personal injury. Personal Relationships, 12(2),
253-271.

Feeney, J. A., (2008). Adult romantic attachment: Developments in the study of
couple relationships. In J. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), Handbook of
attachment: Theory, research, and clinical applications (pp. 456-481). New
York: Guilford Press.

95



Feeney, B. C., & Collins, N. L. (2001). Predictors of caregiving in adult intimate
relationships: An attachment theoretical perspective. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 80, 972-994.

Feeney, J. A., & Hohaus, L. (2001). Attachment and spousal caregiving. Personal
Relationships, 8, 21-39.

Feeney, J. A., Hohaus, L., Noller, P., & Alexander, R. (2001). Becoming parents:
Exploring the bonds between mothers, fathers, and their infants. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Feeney, J. A., & Noller, P. (1990). Attachment style as a predictor of adult romantic
relationships. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 58(2), 281-291.

Feeney, J. A, Noller, P., & Callan, V. J. (1994). Attachment style, communication
and satisfaction in the early years of marriage. In K. Bartholomew & D.
Perlman (Eds.), Advances in personal relationships Vol.5: Attachment
processes in adulthood (pp. 269-308). London: Jessica Kingsley.

Fisiloglu, H., & Demir, A. (2000). Applicability of the dyadic adjustment scale for
measurement of marital quality with Turkish couples. European Journal of
Psychological Assessment, 16, 214-218.

Fowers, J. B., Fisiloglu, H., & Procacci, E. K. (2008). Positive marital illusions and
culture: American and Turkish spouses’ perceptions of their marriages.
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 25, 267-285.

Fox, G. L. (1975). Love Match and Arranged Marriage in a Modernizing Nation:
Mate Selection in Ankara, Turkey. Journal of Marriage and Family, 37(1),
180-193.

Fraley, R. C. (2005). Information on the Experiences in Close Relationships-
Revised (ECR-R) Adult Attachment Questionnaire. Retrieved June 06, 2010,
from http://www.psych.uiuc.edu/~rcfraley/measures/ecrr.htm.

Fraley, R. C., & Davis, K. E. (1997). Attachment formation and transfer in young
adults’ close friendships and romantic relationships. Personal Relationships,
4(2), 131-144.

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Airport separations: A naturalistic study of

adult attachment dynamics in separating couples. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 75(5), 1198-1212.

96


http://www.psych.uiuc.edu/~rcfraley/measures/ecrr.htm

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (2000). Adult romantic attachment: Theoretical
developments, emerging controversies, and unanswered questions. Review of
General Psychology, 4(2), 132-154.

Fraley, R. C., Waller, N. G., & Brennan, K. A. (2000). An item response theory analysis
of self-report measures of adult attachment. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 78(2), 350-365.

Friedlmeier, W., & Grangvist, P. (2006). Attachment transfer among Swedish and
German adolescents: A prospective longitudinal study. Personal
Relationships, 13, 261-279.

Ghimire, D. J., Axinn, W. G., Yabiku, S. T., & Thornton, A. (2006).Social change,
premarital non-family experiences and spouse choice in arranged marriage
society. American Journal of Sociology, 111(4), 1181-1218.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. (1987). Romantic love conceptualized as an attachment
process. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 52, 511-524.

Hazan, C., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). Attachment as an organizational framework for
research on close relationships. Psychological Inquiry, 5(1), 1-22.

Hazan, C., Hutt, M. J., Sturgeon, J., and Bricker, T. (1991). The process of
relinquishing parents as attachment figures. Paper presented at the biennial
meetings of the Society for Research in Child Development, Seattle, WA.

Hazan, C., & Zeifman, D. (1994). Sex and the psychological tether. In K. Bartholomew
& D. Perlman (Eds.), Advances in personal relationships Vol.5: Attachment
processes in adulthood (pp. 151-178). London: Jessica Kingsley.

Hazan, C., & Zeifman, D. (1999). Pair bonds as attachments: Evaluating the
evidence. InJ. Cassidy & P. R. Shaver (Eds.), The handbook of attachment:

Theory, research, and clinical applications (pp. 336-354). New York:
Guilford.

Holmes, J. (2001). The Search for the Secure Base. Attachment Theory and
Psychotherapy. London:Brunner-Routledge.

Hortagsu, N. (1995). Prelude to marriage in Ankara: Educational level, reasons for
marriage, feelings for spouse and families. Bogazi¢i Journal, 9, 185-205.

Hortagsu, N. (1997). Family- and couple-initiated marriages in Turkey. Genetic,
Social and General Psychology, 123, 325-343.

97



Hortagsu, N. (1999). The first year of family- and couple-initiated marriages of a
Turkish sample: A longitudinal Investigation. International Journal of
Psychology, 34, 29-41.

Hortagsu, N (2007). Family- versus couple-initiated marriages in Turkey: Similarities
and differences over the family life cycle. Asian Journal of Social
Psychology, 10, 103-116.

Hortagsu, N., & Oral , A. (1994). Comparison of couple- and family-initiated
marriages in Turkey. Journal of Social Psychology, 134, 229-2309.

Hortagsu, N., & Oral, A. (1996). Marital relationships within urban Turkish family:
Variations with respect to marital stage, type of marriage and spousal point of
view. Unpublished manuscript.

Johnson, S. (2004). The Practice of Emotionally Focused Couple Therapy: Creating
Connection (2nd ed.).New York: Brunner Mazell.

Julien, D., & Markman, H. J. (1991). Social support and social networks as
determinants of individual and marital outcomes. Journal and Personal
Relationships, 8(4), 549-568.

Kagitgibasi, C. (2007). Family, self, and human development across cultures: Theory
and applications (2" Ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum.

Karney, B., & Bradbury, T. (1995). The longitudinal course of marital quality and
stability: A review of theory, method, and research. Psychological Bulletin,
118, 3-34.

Kirkpatrick, L. A., & Davis, K. E. (1994). Attachment style, gender, and relationship
stability: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 66(3), 502-512.

Kluwer, E. S., Heesink, J. A. M., & van de Vliert, E. (1997). The marital dynamics
of conflict over the division of labor. Journal of Family and Marriage, 59(3),
635-653.

Kobak, R., & Hazan, C. (1991). Attachment in marriage: Effects of security and
accuracy of working models. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
60(6), 861-869.

Konner, M. (1982). The tangled wing: Biological constraints on the human spirit.
New York: Holt, Rinehart, Winston.

98



Kunce, L. J., & Shaver, P. R. (1994). An attachment-theoretical approach to
caregiving in romantic relationships. In K. Bartholomew & D. Perlman
(Eds.), Advances in personal relationships (\Vol. 5, pp. 205-237). London:
Jessica Kingsley.

Kurter, M. F., Jencius, M., & Duba, J. D. (2004). A Turkish perspective on family
therapy: An interview with Hiirol Fisiloglu. The Family Journal, 12, 319-323.

Main, M. (1990). Cross-cultural studies of attachment organization: Recent studies,
changing methodologies, and the concept of conditional strategies. Human
Development, 33(1), 48-61.

Main, M., Kaplan, N., & Cassidy, J. (1985). Security in infancy, childhood, and
adulthood: A move to the level of representation. Monographs of the Society
for Research in Child Development, 50(1 & 2), 66-104.

Markiewicz, D., Lawford, H., Doyle, A. B., & Haggart, N. (2006). Developmental
differences in adolescents’ and young adults’ use of mothers, fathers, best
friends, and romantic partners to fulfill attachment needs. Journal of Youth
and Adolescence, 35(1), 127-140.

McCluskey, U. (2005). To Be Met As A Person. The Dynamics of Attachment in
Professional Encounters. London: Karnac.

Meyers, S. A. & Landsberger, S. A. (2002). Direct and indirect pathways between
adult attachment style and marital satisfaction. Personal Relationships, 9,
159-172.

Mikulincer, M., & Florian, V. (2004). Attachment style and affect regulation:
Implications for coping with stress and mental health. In M. B. Brewer &
Miles Hewstone (Eds.), Applied social psychology (pp. 28-49). Oxford:
Blackwell.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2003). The attachment behavioral system in
adulthood: Activation, psychodynamics, and interpersonal process. In M. P.
Zanna (Ed.), Advances in experimental psychology (Vol. 35, pp. 53-152).
New York: Academic Press.

Mikulincer, M., & Shaver, P. R. (2007). Attachment in adulthood: Structure,
dynamics, and change. New York: Guilford.

99



Myers, J. E., Madathi, J., & Tingle, L. R. (2005). Marriage satisfaction and wellness
in India and United States: A preliminary compariason of arranged marriages
and marriage of choice. Journal of Counseling and Development, 83, 183-
190.

Perry-Jenkins, M., & Crouter, A. C. (1990). Men’s provider-role attitudes:
Implications for househould work and marital satisfaction. Journal of Family
Issues, 11, 136-156.

Rothbaum, F., Rosen, K., Ujiie, T., & Uchida, N. (2002). Family systems theory,
attachment theory, and culture. Family Process, 41, 328-350.

Obegi, J. H., Morrison, T. L., & Shaver, P. R. (2004). Exploring intergenerational
transmission of attachment style in young female adults and their mothers,
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 21, 625-638.

Schmitt, D. P., Alcalay, L., Allensworth, M., Allik, J., Ault, L., Austers, I., et al.
(2004). Patterns and universals of adult romantic attachment across 62
cultural regions: Are models of self and of other pancultural constructs?
Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 35, 367-402.

Selcuk, E., Gunaydin, G., Sumer, N., & Uysal A. (2005). Yetigkin baglanma
boyutlar1 i¢in yeni bir &l¢iim: Yakin iliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-1I’nin
Tiirk 6rnekleminde psikometrik acidan degerlendirilmesi. Tiirk Psikoloji
Yazilari, 8, 1-11.

Shachar, R. (1991). His and her marital satisfaction: The double standard. Sex Roles,
25, 451-467.

Shaver, P. R., Hazan, C., & Bradshaw, D. (1988). Love as attachment: The
integration of three behavioral systems. In R. J. Sternberg & M. L. Barnes
(Eds.), The Psychology of Love (pp. 68-99). New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Shaver, P. R., & Mikulincer, M. (2007). Adult attachment theory and the regulation
of emotion. In: J. Gross & R. A. Thompson (Eds.), Handbook of emotion
regulation. New York: Guilford Press.

Sibley, C. G., Fischer, R., & Liu, J. H. (2005). Reliability and validity of the Revised
Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR-R) self-report measure of adult
romantic attachment. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(11),
1524-1536.

100



Spanier, G.B. (1976). Measuring dyadic adjustment: A new scale for assessing the
quality of marriage and similar dyads. Journal of Marriage and the Family,
38, 15-28.

Sroufe, L. A., & Waters, E. (1977). Attachment as an organizational construct. Child
Development, 48, 1184-1199.

Steele, H., & Steele, M. (1994) Intergenerational patterns of attachment. In D.
Perlman & K. Bartholomew (Eds.), Advances in personal relationships
(Vol.5, pp. 93-120). London: Kingsley.

Stimer, N. (2006). Yetiskin baglanma dlgeklerinin kategoriler ve boyutlar diizeyinde
karsilastirilmasi (Categorical and dimensional comparison of the adult
attachment measures). Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi (Turkish Journal of
Psychology), 21(57), 1-24.

Stimer, N., & Cozzarelli, C. (2004). The impact of adult attachment on partner and
self-attributions and relationship quality. Personal Relationships, 11, 355-
371.

Stiimer, N. & Kagitgibasi,C. (2010). Culturally Relevant Parenting Predictors of
Attachment Security: Perspectives from Turkey. In P. Erdman & N. Kok-
Mun (Eds.). Attachment: Expanding the Cultural Connections (pp 157-179).
New York, Routledge Press.

Trinke, S. J., & Bartholomew, K. (1997). Hierarchies of attachment relationships in
young adulthood. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 14, 603-625.

Xiaohe, X.,& Whyte, M. K. (1990). Love matches and arranged marriages: A
Chinese replication. Journal of Marriage and Family, 52, 709- 722.

Van ljzendoorn, M. H. (1995). Adult attachment representations, parental
responsiveness, and infant attachment: A meta-analysis on the predictive
validity of adult attachment interview. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 387-
403.

Wallin, D. (2007). Attachment in Psychotherapy. New York: Guilford Press.
Weiss, R. S. (1982). Attachment in adult life. In C. M. Parkes & J. Stevenson-Hinde
(Eds.), The place of attachment in human behavior (pp. 171-184). New

York: Basic Books Wood, B. (Ed.) (2002). Attachment and Family Systems.
Oxford: Blackwell

101



APPENDIX A

THE INFORM CONSENT

Goniillii Katihm Formu
Sayimn Katilimer;

Bu arastirma ODTU Sosyal Psikoloji Yiiksek Lisans Programi 6grencisi Aras. Gér. Elgin Giindogdu tarafindan

yiiksek lisans tezi kapsaminda yiiriitilmektedir.

Ekteki anket paketi, Yakin Iliskilerde Yasantilar Envanteri-11, Hayatiizdaki Onemli Kisiler Olcegi, Ciftler I¢in
Karsilikli Bakim Verme Olgegi, Ev islerinin Paylasimi Olgegi, Cift Uyum Olgegi ve Demografik Bilgiler olmak
iizere 6 boliimden olugsmaktadir. Her boliimdeki 6l¢egin nasil cevaplanacagi konusunda, ilgili boliimiin basinda

bilgi verilmistir. Anketin cevaplanmasi yaklagik 30 dakika siirmekte olup herhangi bir siire kisitlamasi

bulunmamaktadir.

Calismaya katilim tamamiyle goniilliiliik esasina dayanmaktadir. Anket genel olarak, kisisel rahatsizlik verecek
sorular icermemektedir. Ancak, katilim sirasinda herhangi bir nedenden 6tiirii kendinizi rahatsiz hissederseniz,
cevaplama isini istediginiz anda birakabilirsiniz. Verdiginiz bilgiler gizli tutulup, bu ¢alisma disinda higbir

amagla kullanilmayacaktir. Katiliminiz i¢in simdiden tesekkiir ederiz.

Sorulariniz igin;

Aras. Gor. Elgin Gilindogdu Prof. Dr. Nebi Stimer
Tel: 0506 848 5886 Adres: ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii
E-posta: elcinpsy@gmail.com E-posta: nsumer@metu.edu.tr

Bu calismaya tamamen goniillii olarak katiltyorum ve istedigim zaman yarida kesip
ctkabilecegimi biliyorum. Verdigim bilgilerin bilimsel amach yayimlarda kullanilmasini kabul

ediyorum. (Formu doldurup imzaladiktan sonra uygulayiciya geri veriniz).

Isim Soyad Tarih Imza
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APPENDIX B
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION

1) Yasiniz:.....ccceeervunneees 2) Yasadigimiz Yer:

3)Egitim durumunuz:

[} Okuma-yazma bilmiyor ] Okuma yazma biliyor ~ [Cilkokul [10rtaokul

T Lise [J 2 yillik yiiksek okul [ Universite {1 Yiiksek lisans veya Doktora

4) Mesleginiz:

5) Esinizin egitim durumu:

[J Okuma-yazma bilmiyor 1 Okuma yazma biliyor  Cilkokul LOrtaokul

1 Lise [ 2 yillik yiiksek okul [ Universite 1 Yiksek lisans veya Doktora

6) Size gore ailenizin toplam aylik gelirini asagidaki uygun secenegi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.
[J Diisiik [J Orta Diisiik Orta OOrta Yiiksek Yiiksek

7) Kac yildir evlisiniz? Yil ve ay olarak

8) Ne kadar siiredir tamsiyorsunuz? Yil ve ay olarak

9) Nisanlilik veya sozlii siireniz oldu mu?
[/Hay1r

[JEvet; Evet ise toplam ne kadar siire nisanh veya sozlii kaldimz? Yil ve ay olarak
(Ikisi de var ise ikisinin toplamim yaziniz, 6rn: 2 yil 3 ay).

10) Evlenme sekliniz ile ilgili olarak asagidaki seceneklerden sizi en iyi tammlayan secenegi
isaretleyiniz veya yaziniz.

1 Goriicti usuli evlendik
[JKendi basina tanigarak

Eger kendi basina/tanisarak evlendiyseniz asagidaki segeneklerden hangisi sizin evlenme sekliniz
en iyi tanimlar. Liitfen bir secenegi isaretleyiniz. Eger hicbir secenek uygun degilse durumunuzu diger
se¢cneginde yazarak belirtiniz..

O Tanigtiktan sonra duygusal olarak ask yasadigimizdan
O Tamstiktan sonra birbirimizi evlenmek i¢in uygun gordiigiimiizden
O Arkadashigimz zaman igersinde sevgiye doniistiigiinden

O Diger (Liitfen KISACA YAZINIZ)..........ceveverireereieeeiseeesseseese s,
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11) Cocugunuz var mi? [1 Hayir

[0 Evet; Evetise ka¢ cocugunuz var?

12) Anneniz hayatta m1? [] Evet

13) Babamz hayatta mi? [] Evet

14) Esinizle birlikte kendi ailenizle ne
kadar sikhikla goriisiirsiiniiz? (Telefonla
veya yuzyiize)

"1 'Yilda bir

'] Alt1 ayda bir

) Ug ayda bir

1 Ayda bir

7 iki haftada bir

(] Haftada bir

] Haftada iki ti¢ kez

] Hergiin

[l Haywr

[ Haywr
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15) Esinizle birlikte esinizin ailesiyle ne
kadar siklikla goriisiirsiiniiz? (Telefonla
veya yiizyiize)

] Yilda bir

[l Alt1 ayda bir

1 Ug ayda bir

1 Ayda bir

") Iki haftada bir

| Haftada bir

] Haftada iki li¢c kez

[l Herguin



APPENDIX C

DIVISION OF HOUSEHOLD LABOR SCALE

ACIKLAMA: Asagida verilen ev isleri ve cocuk bakimu ile ilgili isleri esinizle ne derece paylastiginizi asagida
gosterilen bes aralikli degerlendirme cetveli iizerinde size uygun dereceyi isaretleyerek belirtiniz.
Derecelendirme 1 ile 5 arasinda degismektedir. Ornegin belirtilen isi hep siz yapiyorsamz “1” secenegini
(Genelde sizin yaptiginiz), belirtilen isi tam olarak esit sekilde yapiyorsaniz “3” secenegini (Esit olarak
paylasiriz veya doniisiimlii yapariz), belirtilen isi genellikle esiniz yapiyorsa “5” secenegini (genelde
kocamizin yaptigl isler ) isaretleyiniz.

Not: 1. Cocugunuz yoksa cocuk bakimu ile ilgili kisnm bos birakiniz.

2. Cocuk icin bakiciniz veya yardimeiniz varsa, onun yaptid: islerden arta kalan ve sizin veya esinizin
yapmasi gereken isleri degerlendiriniz.

3. Eger yardimcinmiz varsa ve ev islerini o yapiyorsa ya size ve esinize kalan isleri degerlendiriniz ya
da bu kismu tamamen bos birakiniz.

g £y Z &

O R a>T > X
Ev isleri
Bulasik yikamak 1 2 3 4 5
Market/pazar aligverisi yapmak 1 2 3 4 5
Yemek pisirmek 1 2 3 4 5
Tuvaleti ve banyoyu temizlemek 1 2 3 4 5
Evi siiptirmek 1 2 3 4 5
Utii yapmak 1 2 3 4 5
Camasir Yikamak 1 2 3 4 5
Evde ¢ikan kiiciik tamirleri yapmak 1 2 3 4 5
Bahgeyi temizlemek 1 2 3 4 5
Cocuk Bakim
Cocugun veya ¢ocuklarin bakimi 1 2 3 4 5
Cocugun okul ile ilgili problemleriyle ilgilenmek 1 2 3 4 5
Cocugun ihtiyaglari i¢in aligverise ¢ikmak 1 2 3 4 5
Cocugun dinlenme saati ve ev ddevi ile ilgilenmek 1 2 3 4 5
Cocugun arkadaslariyla ve komsularla iligkileriyle
ilgilenmek 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX D

WHO-TO

Asagida sizden hayatinizda 6nem tasiyan insanlari siralamaniz ve asagida verilen “A, B, C, D
harflerinin yanina yazmaniz istenmektedir. Size sorulan kisilerin adlarin1 vermek yerine liitfen bu kislerin size
olan yakinliklarmi tanimlayacak bir terim ile cevap veriniz (6rn. Anne, erkek arkadas, kiz kardes v.b. gibi). Her
bir madde i¢in dort harfe karsilik gelecek sekilde ve sizin i¢in 6nem sirasini dikkate alarak (en 6nemli olani “A”
harfinin yanina yazarak) en fazla 4 kisi yaziniz.

Not:

1. Liitfen “aile” veya “arkadaslar” gibi birden fazla kisiye atif yapan terimler KULLANMAYINIZ.

2. Eger listenize birden fazla “arkadas/kizkardes/ev arkadas1” v.b. dahil ediyorsamz, liitfen kime atif
yaptigimizi belirtiniz (6rn. arkadasl, arkadas2 v.b.).

3. Sorulardaki biitiin harfleri (kutucuklari) doldurmak zorunda degilsiniz.

1. Mutlaka gérmek veya konusmak istediginiz kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.

2. Endiselendiginizde veya iizgiin oldugunuzda arayip ulasmaya ¢alistiginiz kisi(ler).

\A. \B. \C. \D.

3. Uzakta oldugunda 6zlediginiz kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.

4. Koti birsey oldugunda derhal iletisime ge¢meyi diistindiigiiniiz kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.

5. Sizin i¢in her zaman en iyiyi istedigini bildiginiz kisi(ler).

\A. \B. \C. \D.

6. Sizinle ilgili acil bir durum oldugunda iletisime gecilmesi gereken kisi(ler).

\A. \B. \C. \D.

7. Yoklugu size birseylerin iyi gitmeyecegini hissettiren kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.

8. Her zaman sizin i¢in yaninizda olacacagini bildiginiz kisi(ler).

\A. \B. \C. \D.

9. lyi birsey oldugunda bunu en ¢ok paylasmak isteyeceginiz kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.

10. Hayatiniz1 onlarsiz diislinemediginiz (zorlukla diisiindiigiliniiz) kisi(ler).

A | B. | C. | D.
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APPENDIX E

EXPERIENCES IN CLOSE RELATIONSHIPS-REVISED

Asagida verilen cuimlelere ne dlcide katildiginizi esinizle olan
iliskinizi g6z o6niinde bulundurarak cevaplayiniz. Her maddenin
evliliginizdeki duygu ve duslncelerinizi ne oranda yansittigini karsilarindaki
5 aralikl cetvel Uzerinde ilgili rakami yuvarlak icine alarak belirtiniz. Eger
esinizi kaybettiyseniz veya esinizden ayri yasiyorsaniz, asagidaki
maddeleri bir iliski icinde bulundugunuzu varsayarak cevaplayiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 £
Hic Biraz Kararsizim/ Biraz Tamamen £ 3
katiimiyorum  katilmiyorum  fikrim yok  katiliyorum katiliyorum £ 3 £ g
2 < 2 =
ONEMLI NOT: Asagidaki cimlelerin bazilarinda “yakin olmak” g E S| &
veya “yakinlagsmak” ifadeleri gegmektedir. Bu ifadelerle kastedilen esinizle £ = E = c
duygusal yakinhk kurmak, dusuncelerinizi veya basinizdan gecenleri % N g & “E’
esinize agmak, esinize sarilmak ve benzeri davraniglardir. Latfen ilgili 4 N = N g
sorulari bu tanima gére cevaplayiniz. o i c = S
I (1] X 2] -
1. Esimin sevgisini kaybetmekten korkarim. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Gergekte ne hissettigimi esime géstermemeyi tercih ederim. 2 3 4 5
3. Siklikla, esimin artik benimle olmak istemedigi korkusuna kapilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Ozel duygu ve disiincelerimi esimle paylasmak konusunda kendimi rahat 1 > 3 4 5
hissederim.
5. Siklikla, esimin beni ger¢ekten sevmedigi kaygisina kapilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Esime guvenip dayanmak konusunda kendimi rahat birakmakta zorlanirim. 1 2 3 4 5
7. Esimin beni, benim onu énemsedigim kadar 6nemsemediginden endise 1 > 3 4 5
duyarim.
8. Esime yakin olma konusunda ¢ok rahatimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Siklikla, esimin bana duydugu hislerin benim ona duydugum hisler kadar 1 > 3 4 5
glgli olmasini isterim.
10.Esime aglima konusunda kendimi rahat hissetmem. 1 2 3 4 5
11.iligkilerimi kafama gok takarim. 1 2 3 4 5
12.Esime fazla yakin olmamayi tercih ederim. 1 2 3 4 5
13.Benden uzakta oldugunda, esimin baska birine ilgi duyabilecegdi korkusuna 1 > 3 4 5
kapilirim.
14.Esim benimle ¢ok yakin olmak istediginde rahatsizlik duyarim. 1 2 3 4 5
15.Esime duygularimi gdsterdigimde, onun benim igin ayni seyleri 1 5 3 4 5

hissetmeyeceginden korkarim.
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£

E —

£ | 3 e | &

S o 2 =

o > o T

> £ > X

E| | E| 2| ¢

— © N © 2]

5| X | o | X | E

S| 8| | 8| E

- = S = ©

T m X m -

16.Esimle kolayca yakinlasabilirim. 1 2 3 4 5
17.Esimin beni terkedeceginden pek endise duymam. 1 2 3 4 5
18.Esimle yakinlasmak bana zor gelmez. 1 2 3 4 5
19.Esim kendimden stiphe etmeme neden olur. 1 2 3 4 5
20.Genellikle, esimle sorunlarimi ve kaygilarimi tartigirim. 1 2 3 4 5
21.Terk edilmekten pek korkmam. 1 2 3 4 5
22.Zor zamanlarimda, esimden yardim istemek bana iyi gelir. 1 2 3 4 5
23.Esimin, bana benim istedigim kadar yakinlasmak istemedigini disinurim. 1 2 3 4 5
24.Esime hemen hemen her seyi anlatirm. 1 2 3 4 5

25.Esimin bazen bana olan duygularini sebepsiz yere degistirdigini
. . 1 2 3 4 5
hissederim.

26.Basimdan gegenleri esimle konugurum. 1 2 3 4 5
27.Cok yakin olma arzum bazen insanlari korkutup uzaklastirir. 1 2 3 4 5
28.Egim benimle ¢ok yakinlagtiginda gergin hissederim. 1 2 3 4 5
29.Esim beni yakindan tanirsa, “gergek ben”i sevmeyeceginden korkarim. 1 2 3 4 5
30.Esime guvenip dayanmak konusunda rahatimdir. 1 2 3 4 5
31.Esimden ihtiya¢ duydugum sefkat ve destegi gérememek beni 6fkelendirir. 1 2 3 4 5
32.Esime guvenip dayanmak benim igin kolaydir. 1 2 3 4 5
33.Bagka insanlara denk olamamaktan endise duyarim 1 2 3 4 5
34.Esime sefkat gostermek benim icin kolaydir. 1 2 3 4 5
35.Esim beni sadece kizgin oldugumda dnemser. 1 2 3 4 5
36.Esim beni ve ihtiyaclarimi gercekten anlar. 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX F

CAREGIVING SCALE

ACIKLAMA: Asagida evlilik iligkilerinde siklikla yasanan bazi durumlar, duygular ve davranislar
siralanmigtir. Asagidaki maddeleri esinizle iligkilerinizi ve bu iliskide yasadiginiz duygu davraniglari
g6z dndnde bulundurarak degerlendiriniz. Yasadiginiz duygu ve davraniglari en dogru tanimladigina
inandiginiz ilgili rakami (X) isaretleyiniz. Ornegin, ilgili madde sizin duygu ve davranislarinizi hig
tanimlamiyorsa “1” rakamini, sizi tamamen tanimhyorsa “6” rakamini veya uygunluk derecesine
gore diger rakamlari isaretleyiniz.

1 2 3 4 5 6
Beni hig Beni tamamen
tanimlamiyor tanimliyor
1 | Esim bana sariimak istediginde ya da buna ihtiyaci var gibi 1 |12 |3 |4 |5

géruandiginde memnuniyetle ona sarilirim.

2 | Esim dertli veya lizgln oldugunda, rahatlatmak ve destek olmak igin 1 12 |3 |4 |5
ona sokulurum.

3 | Esim bana sariimak istediginde bazen kendimi geri gekerim. 1 |12 |3 |4 |5

4 | Esimin destek ve rahatlama aradigini hissettigimde ona rahatlikla 1 |12 |3 |4 |5
sarilirim.

5 | Esim sariimak veya 6pmek i¢in bana yaklastiginda bazen onu iterim. 1 (2 |3 |4 |5

6 | Eder esim sikintidaysa ya da agliyorsa ilk tepkim ona dokunmakveya |1 |2 |3 |4 |5
sariimak olur.

7 | Esim bunalimda oldugunda veya agladiginda ilgilenmek istemedigim 1 (2 |3 |4 |5
olur.

8 | Esimin bana muhtag ve “yapisik” olmasindan hoslanmam. 1 (2 |3 |4 |5

9 | Esimin ihtiyaglar ve hisleri benimkilerden gok farkli olsa bile, ¢ok iyi 1 (2 |3 |4 |5
farkederim.

10 | Esimin yardim ve destek ¢agristiran hal ve hareketlerini anlamak igin 1 (2 |3 |4 |5
O6zen goOsteririm.

11 | Esim rahatlamaya ihtiya¢c duydugunda, o séylemese de, her zaman 1 |12 |3 |4 |5
anlarim.

12 | Sikhkla esimin Gzgin veya endigeli oldugunu farkedemedigim olur. 1 |12 |3 |4 |5

13 | Bazen esimin nasil hissettigini anlatan gizli ipuglarini kagiririm. 1 (2 |3 |4 |5

14 | Esimin ne zaman benim destedime veya yardimima ihtiyaci oldugunu |1 |2 |3 |4 |5
ne zaman sorununu kendi bagina halletmek istedigini gayet iyi
anlayabilirim.

15 | Esimin ihtiyaglarina ve hislerine kendimi verme ve anlama konusunda |1 |2 (3 |4 |5
pek iyi degilim.

16 | Esimin yardim ve anlayis igin gonderdigi isaretleri bazen kagirryada |1 |2 |3 |4 |5
yanlis anlarim.

17 | Esime yardim etmeye ya da anlayisl olmaya calisirken fazla 1 (2 |3 |4 |5
dominant oluyorum.
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1 2 3 4 5

6

Beni hig
tanimlamiyor

Beni tamamen
tanimhiyor

18

Esimin bir sorununu ¢ézmesine yardim ederken kontroli elime almak
yerine onunla is birligi yapmaya ¢aligirim.

19

Esime herhangi bir konuda yardim ederken illa kendi bildigim yolla
yapmak isterim.

20

Esime kendi problemlerini gdzmede kontrolu elime almadan yardimci
olabilirim.

21

Esimin kendi problemlerini gdzme ¢abasini her zaman desteklerim.

22

Esim bana bir sorunundan bahsettiginde, onun yaptiklarini
elestirmekte ¢ok ileri gidebiliyorum.

23

Esimin kendi problemlerini ¢gdzme ve kendi kararlarini alma becerisine
her zaman saygi duyarim.

24

Esim bir karar almaya calisirken siklikla ne yapmasi gerektigini ondan
once ben sdyleyiveririm.

25

Esimin sorunlarina ve dertlerine gereginden fazla karisirm.

26

Cogu zaman esimin problemlerine kendimi fazla kaptirirm.

27

Esimin sorunlarini Gstiime alir sonra da bu sorunlar ytiziinden kendimi
tikenmis hissederim.

28

Esimin dertlerini sanki kendi dertlerimmis gibi Gstime alarak sorunlar
yaratirim.

29

Esime, sorunlarina fazla burnumu sokmadan yardim ederim.

30

Gerektiginde, esimin bir sorunla ilgili yardim istegine sugluluk
hissetmeden ‘hayir’ diyebilirim.

31

Esime karsi asiri koruyucu olmamak ve ona ¢ok karismamak igin
kendimi kontrol ederim.

32

Gerektiginde, esimin ihtiyaglarindan 6nce kendi ihtiyaglarimla
ilgilenirim.

2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
2 |3
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APPENDIX G
DYADIC ADJUSTMENT SCALE

Cift Uyum Olgegi’den 6rnek maddeler asagida verilmistir. Olgege, Prof. Dr. Hiirol

Fisiloglu’na bagvurarak ulasilabilir.*

“10. Onemli olduguna inanilan amaglar, hedefler ve konular”

Hemen hemen Hemen hemen
Her zaman her zaman Nadiren Sikca her zaman Her zaman
anlagiriz  anlasiriz anlagamayiz anlasamayiz  anlasamayiz anlasamayiz

“16. Ne siklikla bosanmayi, ayrilmayi ya da iliskinizi bitirmenizi diisliniirsiintiz?”

Her Hemen hemen Zaman Higbir
Zzaman her zaman zaman Arasira Nadiren  zaman

“23. Esinizi Oper misiniz?”

Hemen hemen
Her giin ~ her zaman Ara sira Nadiren  Higbir zaman

*Prof. Dr. Hiirol Figiloglu,
Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi
Psikoloji Boliimii
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APPENDIX H

EXPLORATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS ON CAREGIVING SCALE

Controlling-

Sensitive  Compulsive Caregiving

Caregiving Caregiving Avoidance Communality
2. When my partner is troubled or upset, | move closer to provide support and comfort 0.74 0.57
1. When my partner seems to want or need a hug, I’'m glad to provide it. 0.69 0.49
10.I am very attentive to my partner’s nonverbal signals for help and support. 0.68 0.56
4. | feel comfortable holding my partner when s/he needs physical signs of support and reassurance. 0.66 0.47
11. I can always tell when my partner needs comforting, even when s/he doesn’t ask for it. 0.62 0.51
23. I always respect my partner’s ability to make his/her own decisions and solve his/her own problems 0.62 0.41
6. When my partner cries or is distressed, my first impulse is to hold or touch him/her. 0.62 0.43
14. I’'m good at knowing when my partner needs my help or support and when s/he would rather handle things
alone. 0.60 0.36
29. | help my partner without becoming over-involved in his/her problems. 0.54 0.45
21. 1 am always supportive of my partner’s own efforts to solve his/her problems. 0.53 0.31
18. When helping my partner solves a problem, I am much more ‘cooperative’ than ‘controlling’. 0.50 0.36
20. I can help my partner work out his/her problems without ‘taking control’. 0.44 0.31
9. I’m very good at recognizing my partner’s needs and feelings, even when they’re different from my own. 0.31 0.10



ETT

27.1tend to take on my partner’s problems- and then feel burdened by them.

25. | tend to get over-involved in my partner’s problems and difficulties.

26. 1 frequently get too ‘wrapped up’ in my partner’s problems.

28. I create problems by taking on my partner’s troubles as if they were my own.

24. 1 often end up telling my partner what to do when s/he is trying to make a decision.

22. When my partner tells me about a problem, | sometimes go too far in criticizing his/her own attempts to deal

with.

17. 1 tend to be too domineering when trying to help and understanding.

19. When I help my partner with something, I tend to want to do things ‘my way’.
12. Too often, I don’t realize when my partner is upset or worried about something.

30. When necessary, I can say ‘no’ to my partner’s requests for help without feeling guilty.

16. I sometimes ‘miss’ or ‘misread’ my partner’s signals for help and understanding.

13. | sometimes miss the subtle signs that show how my partner is feeling.

32. When it’s important, I take care of my own needs before I try to take care of my partner’s.

15. I’'m not very good at ‘tuning in’ to my partner’s needs and feelings.
7. When my partner is crying or emotionally upset, | sometimes feel like withdrawing.

3. I sometimes draw away from my partner’s attempts to get a reassuring hug from me.

5. 1 sometimes push my partner away when s/he needed hug or Kiss.

8. | don’t like it when my partner is needy and clings to me
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