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INTRODUCTION

During the last fifteen years, Georgia has gone through many chang-
es, including attempts of transformation and a reevaluation of the
concept of gender equality. We focus on gender as a social construct
which defines and differentiates the roles, rights, responsibilities and
obligations of women and men (Scott, 1986; Butler 1990). This ap-
proach will help us to better understand the ways in which gender is
embedded and recreated. Gender is a fluid concept and often chang-
es over time, as well as from one culture to another. The meaning
of gender contains not only the qualities that characterize men and
women, but also the models of behavior, thinking, and action that
society and culture establish for men and women.

According to Wharton (2004), gender is a kind of central organizing
principle of social life in every culture. Gender relations determine
how equally men and women use, have access to, and control re-
sources (Magnus 2003). It is argued that equal rights and opportuni-
ties for and between women and men are crucial to economic and
human growth (World Bank, 2002).

A great effort by civil society and the involvement of the internation-
al community have lead to a number of initiatives in Georgia to ad-
dress the issue of gender equality which were later transformed into
legislative framework. For example, in 2006, the state adopted the
Law against Domestic Violence, (Sabedashvili 2006), while in 2010 it
passed the Gender Equality Law which envisages ensuring women'’s
safety, equality on the job market, and supporting women’s involve-
ment in politics. (Duban 2010). In addition, the work of local and in-
ternational community’s has been also pronounced with regard to
raising awareness of gender issues through educational activities
(Rusetsky, H. et al 2007; Zhghenti, N., et al. 2012). However, despite
these changes and efforts, gender equality still continues to be a far
reaching goal for Georgia, and this fact is well demonstrated in the
international indexes. According to the Global Gender Gap Index of
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2011, Georgia occupies the 86" place among 135 countries (Bend-
eliani, N. 2012).

In the era of globalization and internalization, youth usually become
a progressive force for social change and transformation of cultural
meanings in society. In recent years, Georgian youth have been ex-
posed to democratic and modern concepts that were not at hand to
the older generation during their adulthood. These circumstances
lead to the hypothesis that, despite the overall low performance of
gender equality, the country’s youth are expected to hold more liber-
al attitudes and beliefs towards gender equality on at least some gen-
der issues. There are numerous studies explicating young people’s
attitudes and perceptions towards gender roles and gender equality
across the world. These studies acknowledge the importance of dif-
ferent factors like gender, age, education, type of settlement, religion
etc. that have significant impact on constructing gender sensitive or
insensitive attitudes (La Font 2010). It is obvious that gender relations
are embedded in all the social processes of everyday life and, there-
fore, our research aimed to unfold these relations through looking
at young Georgian people’s (aged 16-25) attitudes, perceptions and
beliefs towards gender equality.

The aim of this study was to explore the nature of gender attitudes
and beliefs among Georgian youth. Specifically, this study focuses
on three intersecting themes: (1) attitudes towards gender roles at
home (2) attitudes towards women’s careers (3) attitudes towards
sexuality. These themes form gender beliefs, which in turn are a sig-
nificant component of the gender system.

We hypothesized that in Georgia both young men and women might
see their positions through the same patriarchal lens without ques-
tioning the cultural models that sustain their gender beliefs. To ex-
plore this hypothesis, we examined the nature of prevailing gender
beliefs that allowed our study participants to make inferences about
how they communicate their gender attitudes and perceptions.

Further, based on our theoretical framework, in particular, on Na-
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rayan’s (1997) and Chatterjee’s (1989) concepts of Modern vs Tradi-
tional, we hypothesized the encounter between modern culture and
traditional gender beliefs that claim to be authentic and local.

In the following chapters we present on the one hand a quantitative
analysis of attitudes and perceptions of Georgian youth obtained from
guantitative data sets (Caucasus Barometer 2010, 2011; World Value
Survey 1996, 2008). So far, descriptive statistics have demonstrated
that young people have traditional views on a range of issues relat-
ed to gender roles in family and society. This correlates with actual
practice in the country, the youngsters’ backgrounds, socio-economic
status, and situation. Further inferential analysis presented in this pa-
per provides comparisons on marital status, education, employment,
gender attitudes and views among youngsters within gender and ur-
ban and rural population. On the other hand, we demonstrate data
obtained from qualitative analyses — 15 focus group discussions with
young Georgian men and women in three cities of Georgia (Thilisi,
Zugdidi and Telavi) — revealing that young Georgian study partici-
pants see their roles and obligations through the patriarchal lens.
Very few of them question the cultural models that sustain their gen-
der beliefs. Overall, the findings obtained from the study show that
mostly young people support the traditional division of household
labor, where men are decision-makers and breadwinners and women
are expected to take care of all the family members and household
chores. They confine women within the private domain and assume
childcare to be women’s paramount responsibility, making it arduous
for women to be in politics. The idea of women’s sexual autonomy is
also ignored in conditions of prevailing sexual constraints.

We believe that this publication is a valuable contribution to the exist-
ing scholarship and could serve as a significant point of reference for
the future elaboration of a gender equality policy in Georgia.



CHAPTER |
LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

This research on young people’s attitudes and beliefs towards gen-
der in Georgia focuses on three intersecting themes: (1) attitudes to-
wards gender roles at home; (2) attitudes towards women’s careers;
(3) attitudes towards sexuality. For this reason, this chapter explicates
the relevant theoretical concepts of gender, gender equality, gender
beliefs, sexuality and family. Furthermore, this chapter examines the
debate pertaining to modern/global vs. traditional/local dichotomy,
which in turn aims to explain gender beliefs that sustain young Geor-
gian people’s gender attitudes. Finally, we review the empirical litera-
ture based on international and local contexts. Firstly, we explore the
literature on young people’s gender attitudes and perceptions in both
developed and developing countries and discuss factors that empiri-
cal research has identified. The international literature suggests that
the changing socio-political context has given rise to the shifts in gen-
der roles and expectations in society (Burnhill & McPherson, 1983;
Tinklin et al., 2005). Secondly, we examine literature pertaining to the
state of gender equality in Georgia. Our research aims to reveal the
gender beliefs of young people considering the ‘democratization’ pro-
cess and legal reforms that appear to endow gender-equity.

Gender as an Analytic Category

In order to understand gender beliefs that sustain gender attitudes
and perceptions in the local context, it is indispensable to explicate
the meaning of gender as an analytic category. Gender first appeared
among American feminists who used gender to insist on the social
character of distinctions based on sex and who rejected biological
determinism. Joan Scott (1986) in her article Gender: A Useful Cat-
egory of Historical Analysis looks at two main approaches used by
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feminist historians. The first one falls into the category of ‘descriptive’
approach and invokes the existence of phenomena without interpret-
ing, whereas the second is causal and seeks an understanding of the
nature of phenomena and reasons for its emergence in its form. Joan
Scott (1986) sites different usages of gender, including its simplest
usage when ‘gender’ is a synonym for ‘women’ and hence, sounds
more neutral and poses no ‘critical threat.” The second usage of gen-
der suggests that information about women is necessarily looked at
along with information about men and, hence, seems problematic
because it indicates that women are part of the men’s world. The
third usage of gender rejects biological determinism and proposes
gender as a cultural construction designating appropriate roles for
men and women. Thus, “gender is a social category imposed on a
sexed body (Stott, 1986).”

Joan Scott (1986) looks at the concept of ‘gender’ and tries to under-
stand different theoretical explanations of gender. First and foremost,
she starts with theories of patriarchy, which views the subordination
of women as the male “need” to dominate the female, and finds sev-
eral explanations of patriarchy. Firstly, she defines male domination
“as the effect of men’s desire to transcend their alienation from the
means of the reproduction of the species.” The solution could come
with the transformations in reproductive technology, which has the
potential to eliminate the “need for women’s bodies as the agents of
species reproduction.” Hence, if for some of them reproduction is the
key to patriarchy, for others it is sexuality. It views sexual objectifica-
tion as the primary process of the subjection of women. In this case,
the solution lies in consciousness-raising, which should lead women
to recognizing their common identity which they can turn into politi-
cal action. There are some limitations to this perspective, such as the
fact that this theory rests on the physical differences while ignoring
the social or cultural construction of gender. (Joan Scott, 1986).

The second theoretical explanations are made by Marxist feminists
who view family, households, and sexuality as products of chang-
ing modes of production. The solution lies in the eradication of the
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sexual division of labor, which should end male domination. Though
Marx and Engels deemed property relation as the basis of marriage,
“its chief grievance for women was the hypocritical sex relation-
ship (Brown, 1987).” Joan Scott (1986) sites a number of criticisms
of Marxist feminism. Firstly, she finds it problematic to agree that
economic systems fully determine gender relationships because “the
subordination of women pre-dates capitalism and continues under
socialism.” Moreover, according to Scott (1986), within Marxism, the
concept of “gender has long been treated as the by-product of chang-
ing economic structures and gender has had no independent analytic
status of its own.”

Thirdly, Joan Scott looks at the psychoanalytic theory of gender,
which includes both Anglo-American school and French school based
on structuralist and post-structuralist readings of Freud and Lacan.
These approaches focus on the early stages of child development in
order to find clues to the formation of a subject’s gender identity.
Scott (1986) argues that this perspective limits the concept of gen-
der to family and household experience by relying on relatively small
structures of interaction to produce gender identity and, hence, miss-
es out the consideration of other social systems of economy, politics
and power (Scott, 1986).

Finally, Scott (1986) offers her perspective and focuses on gender as
an analytic category, which is a useful unit for understanding gender
attitudes and gender roles. She highlights four elements of gender
as a constitutive element of social relationships based on perceived
differences between the sexes. First, culturally available symbols that
evoke multiple representations; second, normative concepts that set
forth interpretations of the meanings of the symbols; third, the no-
tion of politics as well as references to social institutions and orga-
nizations; and the fourth aspect of gender is subjective identity. To
sum up, ‘man’ and ‘woman’ are assumed as empty and overflowing
categories that can be filled and affected by social relations.
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Gender Beliefs

In this work, inter-subjectively shared cultural beliefs about gender
are referred to as Gender beliefs. They allow people to surmise the
historical conditions and patriarchal political interests that promote
and sustain the unequal gender system (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004;
Munck et al., 2002). Gender beliefs comprise rules and norms for en-
acting the social structure of difference and gender inequality. Gen-
der beliefs allow people to make inferences about how they use these
beliefs to reason and communicate their gender attitudes and per-
ceptions. Social relational contexts, where these gender beliefs are
played out, shape the way the individuals enact their gender roles.
Moreover, these contexts influence how the individuals view each
other’s performance in the given situation. According to Ridgeway
and Correll (2004), social relational contexts are a salient arena in
which “the basic rules of the gender system are at play.”

The literature suggests that widely held gender beliefs exist in con-
temporary Georgia (Kachkachishvili, 2014; Sumbadze, 2012). Con-
temporary gender beliefs consider women to be chiefly responsible
for household chores. Similarly, child care is viewed as “women’s
work;” men are seen as the main decision makers, whereas women
are expected to be obedient and docile (Kachkachishvili, 2014). These
hegemonic gender beliefs, which are projected and disseminated
through the media and normative images of the family, shape under-
standings of men and women who are likely to expect others to hold
these same beliefs (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004). Since people’s sense
of what others expect of them affects their behavior and gender atti-
tudes, gender beliefs become a key component of the gender system
(Ridgeway & Correll, 2004).

Our hypothesis is that in Georgia both young men and women
might see their positions through the same patriarchal lens without
questioning the cultural models that sustain their gendered beliefs.
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Gender Equality in the Context of Modern/Global vs
Traditional/Local Debate

The fundamental definition of gender equality can be developed with
reference to the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Dis-
crimination against Women (1979). The concept of gender equality
may imply the full equality of men and women to enjoy ‘equal op-
portunities” and ‘rights’ in various fields, including education, em-
ployment, politics, etc. According to the definition provided by the
International Labor Organization (2000), gender equality is equality
between men and women which “entails the concept that all human
beings, both men and women, are free to develop their personal
abilities and make choices without the limitations set by stereotypes,
rigid gender roles and prejudices. Gender equality means that the
different behavior, aspirations and needs of women and men are con-
sidered, valued and favored equally. It does not mean that women
and men have to become the same, but that their rights, responsi-
bilities and opportunities will not depend on whether they are born
male or female.” (ILO, 2000)

The importance of gender equality is highlighted by its inclusion as
one of the eight Millennium Development goals. In addition, the
Fourth World Conference on Women (Beijing, 1995) proposed gen-
der mainstreaming as a key strategy to reducing gender inequality
(Gender Equality and Equity, 2000). In order to monitor the progress
in achieving gender equality, Kabeer (2010) highlights three indica-
tors: (a) closing the gender gap in education at all levels; (b) increas-
ing women’s share of wage employment in the non-agricultural sec-
tor; (c) increasing the proportion of seats held by women in national
parliaments. Based on the indicators suggested by Kabeer (2010),
we underline three essential indicators of gender equality: educa-
tion, employment and political participation. Kabeer (2010) argues
that access to education can bring about changes in women’s lives.
These indicators affect a change in power relationships within and
outside the household. For instance, educated women participate in
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a wider range of decisions than uneducated ones. Moreover, Kabeer
(2010) argues that educated women are better able to deal with vio-
lent husbands and, hence, are less likely to suffer from domestic vio-
lence. When it comes to employment, a solid body of knowledge sug-
gests that paid work can increase women’s agency, however, there
are counter-arguments also. The author illustrates cases from the
Dominican Republic, Colombia, Mexico and Kenya, where women'’s
participation in wage employment has led to greater independence
in household decision-making. Finally, the third indicator moves the
focus of empowerment into the arena of politics, and suggests that
women as a half of the population are entitled to at least half of the
seats in the parliament.

In their study, Inglehart, Norris and Welzel (2004) demonstrate the
close link between gender equality and the process of cultural change
and democratization. Since women comprise half the population of
most societies, “if the majority doesn’t have full political rights, that
society is not democratic (Inglehart, Norris, Welzel, 2004).” On the
basis of the analysis of data from 65 societies worldwide, Inglehart,
Norris and Welzel (2004) argue that the growing emphasis on gender
equality is a significant factor of democratization, however, gender
equality is not a mere “consequence of democratization,” rather it is
a part of a broader cultural change that transforms many aspects of
industrialized societies, which in turn facilitates the spread of democ-
racy. Further, they hypothesize cultural explanations, saying that in
traditional societies, women are reluctant to run for office and do not
attract sufficient support to win. Inglehart, Norris and Welzel (2004)
develop a theory suggesting that the process of modernization fos-
ters democratization and a rise in women'’s participation in public life.
Inglehart and Norris (2003) argue that firstly, richer, post-industrial
societies have more egalitarian attitudes than poorer, agrarian and
industrial ones; secondly, intergenerational differences are more pro-
nounced in postindustrial societies and less pronounced in agrarian
societies. Despite the relative link between gender equality and de-
mocracy, neither variable seems to be a direct cause of the other.
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Instead, both seem to reflect an underlying cultural shift linked with
economic development (Inglehart, Norris, Welzel, 2004).

Many third world countries are under pressure to alter their local
gender system in order to participate in global politics and economy
(Connell et al., 2005). This process of transformation, pertaining to
women’s education, employment and political participation, triggers
the resistance of local men. Men’s reluctance towards women’s eman-
cipation is explained in two ways: first, in a traditional society, where
men are expected to be the main breadwinners, socio-economic hard-
ships make it arduous for men to live up to societal expectations, which
results in a challenging of their masculinities. The second reason con-
cerning both men and women reveals that the government attempts
to appear modern and politically correct in terms of gender equality
and the concurrent upsurge of nationalist sentiments after indepen-
dence fosters the reverence for tradition, which involves the rejection
of foreign ideas about gender and sexuality (LaFont, 2010). A similar
dichotomy of traditional-local and modern-global is pointed out in
Partha Chatterjee’s (1989) article, in which he argues that, on the one
hand, the conservative position rests on the deployment of “tradition”
which masks patriarchy within and places women under the sign of a
privatized tradition that must be defended against the corruption of
“decadent western culture.” However, modern groups may reject con-
servative traditional culture, but still collaborate with patriarchy by re-
inventing tradition to produce new forms of gender oppression.

The modern construction of gender and sexuality are viewed as an in-
direct promotion of western permissive values which are contrary to
both the local culture and Orthodox Christian ethical principles (Na-
rayan, 1997). These essentialist constructions of culture, norms and
practices apropos of women are often represented as of paramount
importance to the task of “resisting westernization” and “preserving
national culture (Narayan, 1997).” Based on Chatterjee (1989) and
Narayan’s (1997) arguments we hypothesize the existence of a direct
encounter between modern culture and traditional gender beliefs
that claim to be authentic and local.

- 16 —



Given the wide-ranging changes in society, some scholars explored
what young people themselves think about the roles of men and
women in society and how it shapes their own future expectations
of work and family roles (Tinklin et al., 2005). Tinklin et al. (2005) in
their article depict that, in general, young people hold modern, rather
than traditional views on the roles of men and women in work and in
the family. However, another study on Namibian young people’s gen-
der attitudes argues that, despite the vast number of reforms, young
people are far from gender equality due to the importance of moral-
ity and tradition in their lives (LaFont, 2010) although attitudes and
beliefs towards gender equality and sexuality vary depending on sex,
ethnicity, education and residence (LaFont, 2010).

Sexuality

One of the intersecting themes that our research focuses on is young
people’s attitude towards sexuality. This study aims to unravel how
respondents’ gender beliefs are related to their attitudes towards
sexuality. The intersections of gender and sexuality, in particular
how women’s sexualities are disciplined and controlled in patriarchal
and hetero-normative ways, has been a focus of a number of recent
studies (Boyd, 2010; Crowley & Kitchin, 2008; Gaetano, 2008). Rela-
tively high gender equality is associated with more casual sex, more
sex partners per capita and greater approval of premarital sex (Bau-
meister, R. F. & Mendoza, J.P., 2011). Moreover, Inglehart and Welzel
(2005) argue that the change of people’s basic values and beliefs af-
fects their sexual behavior, too.

In order to view young people’s attitudes towards sexuality in the
context of modern vs traditional dichotomy and identify its nature,
we look at Zygmunt Bauman’s (1998) description of modern and
postmodern uses of sex. He discusses sex, eroticism and love and
draws contesting boundaries between them. Eroticism fills a sexual
act with surplus value. It begins with reproduction, but in order to
freely manipulate surplus capacity for sexuality, eroticism needs to
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transcend reproduction. Hence, the reproductive function of sex cre-
ates constant incurable tension between the two. Bauman (1998) ar-
gues that throughout the modern era two strategies were dominant.
The first strategy reinforced limits imposed by the reproductive func-
tions of sex upon erotic imagination. This strategy was promoted and
supported by the state and the Church. The second strategy delinks
eroticism from sex and links it with love. Both strategies assumed that
surplus sexual energy needed a functional justification. According to
Bauman (1998), these strategies stemmed from the assumption that
human eroticism can easily become havoc and therefore it needs out-
side, authoritative powers to control its limits in order to avert its
“destructive potential.” Contrary to these strategies, the late modern
and postmodern eroticism refutes both sexual reproduction and love
and reclaims desire that desires desire (Bauman, 1998).

Family as an Analytic Category

Another useful analytic category for understanding how gender at-
titudes and gender roles are informed is the Family. It is interesting
to note that in the 19" century social scientists looked at the origins
of family and different accounts of ‘how it all began,” including evo-
lutionary accounts of Spencer and then Engels’ interpretation of The
Family as a move from ‘primitive promiscuity and incest toward mo-
nogamy.” Hence, for evolutionary thinkers the family was a moral pre-
condition for the success of capitalist society, though it had not been
universal and omnipresent. Thus, the modern family is an achieve-
ment of some kind of order by men who fought relatively confused
female-oriented ‘natural’ social bonds, established their own ‘order’
and have become agents of social bonds. There is the Victorian inter-
pretation of The Family as ‘a moral and ideological unit that appears
in particular social orders’. At the same time Victorian thinkers em-
phasized the link between the family and the modern state. However,
Malinowski refuted these approaches and considered family as a uni-
versal human institution. Malinowski distinguishes three features of
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the family: (a) a bounded set of people nurturing children (b) a place
where the rearing of children could be performed and (c) a particular
set of emotions- affection, love (Collier, Rosaldo, Yanagisako, 1995).

Collier et al. (1995) challenged the notion of The Family as a concrete
institution fulfilling universal needs, and revealed it as an ideological
construct associated with the modern state. For instance, love and af-
fection, which is assumed as one of the main functions of The Family
are not always motivated by selfless altruism, but rather by self-inter-
est, which in turn suggests that there are larger systems of constructs
of which the Family is a part (Collier, Rosaldo, Yanagisako, 1995).

Gender Division of Household Labor

The performance of household labor is highly shaped by what peo-
ple think about the appropriate gender roles. Bianchi et al. (2000)
distinguish three theoretical approaches to discuss gender division
of domestic labor: (1) the time availability approach; (2) the relative
resources approach; (3) gender role attitudes approach. The time
availability approach attempts to find a link between women’s em-
ployment time and their housework time and/or compare it to men’s
housework time (Ross, 1987; Shelton, 1990; Lee, 2004). The relative
resources approach focuses on an exchange-based view and suggests
that the spouse with the greater economicincome will try to negotiate
less involvement in housework. Moreover, this perspective assumes
that the relative absence of differences in income of spouses allows
more equal division of household labor (Ross, 1987; Brayfield, 1992).
Third, some scholars explain the gender division of household labor
by the gender role attitudes approach. This perspective suggests that
people with more egalitarian gender attitudes should demonstrate a
more equal division of household labor than those with conservative
gender attitudes (Presser, 1994). Feminist scholars criticized relative
resources and time availability approaches and argued that gender
division of labor is not merely a result of rational arrangement, but
something irrational rooted in patriarchal socialization.
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Existing Research on Young People’s
Attitudes towards Gender Equality

In this section we explore the literature on young people’s gender at-
titudes in both developed and developing countries. The factors that
empirical research has identified helped us to analyze and support our
findings. There is a wide range of studies explicating young people’s
attitudes and perceptions towards gender roles and gender equality
across the world. The studies can be divided into two main catego-
ries: (1) research that focuses on attitudes towards gender equality
in education, employment, politics and family and (2) studies that
depict attitudes towards gender roles and sexuality. Existing studies
make use of both qualitative and quantitative methodology:(a) Gen-
der indicators entail quantitative indicators based on statistical and/
or quantifiable data that provide percentages of women and men in
parliament, wage rates, school/university enrolment, which in turn
captures gender equality in politics, education and employment,
(b) Gender indicators can refer to ‘qualitative methods’ and look at
young people’s experiences, perceptions and attitudes or impact of
a particular policy.

An ethnographic study conducted in Puerto Rica (Asencio, 1999) fo-
cused on gender-based social constructs such as ‘machos’ and ‘sluts’
which perpetuate gender-role conformity. The results revealed that
definitions of masculinity, which encompass concepts such as domi-
nance, toughness, or male honor, are highly correlated with vio-
lence against women (Asencio, 1999). Moreover, men reacted more
strongly than women to gender-role deviations and were more likely
to punish those considered ‘deviants’. There is an interesting mascu-
line dualism of predator and protector expatiated in the study, which
entails classification of females as either ‘good’- Madonna and de-
serving of protection or ‘bad’-‘whore’ and deserving of exploitation.
Hence, a male must control and protect ‘his’ females (wife, daugh-
ter, girlfriend) from other predatory males, while simultaneously he
attempts to seduce other females. It should be noted that the Ma-
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donna/Whore dichotomy is based on traditional conceptions of both
female sexuality and gender-role behavior.

Actually, a large number of studies based on young people have de-
picted significant gender differences in the sex-role attitudes of young
people. Quarm’s (1983) work suggests that men are likely to be more
traditional than women. A study by Lewis and Clift (2001) explored
young people’s attitudes towards gender issues and sexual relation-
ships in Estonia. The results revealed that participants associated men
with lower levels of emotionality, expressiveness and caring, as well
as with having a stronger interest in sex, more irresponsible behav-
iors, and feeling the need to earn. Women were viewed as weaker,
emotional, communicative, caring, more interested in relationships/
romance, more delicate, vulnerable and dependent. (Lewis et al.,
2001)

Pulerwitz and Barker (2008) in their article described development and
psychometric evaluation of the GEM (Gender-equitable men) scale to
measure attitudes towards gender norms among young men. The scale
is based on a social constructivist perspective of gender identity that
assumes that specific cultural settings encourage certain models of
manhood and masculinity. Pulerwitz and Barker (2008) identified sev-
eral domains for the scale: a) domestic work and caring for children; b)
sexuality and sexual relationships c) reproductive health and disease
prevention, d) intimate partner violence, e) homosexuality and close
relationships with other men. Alternative means of studying gender
attitudes includes Aronson’s (2003) work which incorporates several
stages a) examination of perceptions of women’s attitudes toward
gender opportunities, obstacles and discrimination and b) analysis by
considering young women’s attitudes toward feminism and the im-
pact of race, class and life experience on their attitudes. On the other
hand, a study (Lafond, 2010) on gender attitudes, sexuality and tradi-
tion among Namibian youth focuses on four intersecting themes: 1)
attitudes towards traditional practices related to gender, such as men
as the dominative person in household and polygamy; (2) sexual rights,
including those relating to controversial issues such as homosexuality
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and reproductive rights; (3) sexual transgressions, such as rape and
sexual abuse; and (4) attitudes towards and knowledge of sexual be-
haviors such as masturbation and oral sex.

A study of Egyptian adolescents aged 16-19, which explores gender-
role attitudes with respect to family, includes the attitudes towards
decision-making in the household, responsibilities for performing do-
mestic tasks and desirable qualities in a spouse (Mensch, Ibrahim,
Lee, 2003). The research aimed to explore whether young people in
contemporary Egypt adhere to the traditional gender-role distribu-
tion. Firstly, respondents were asked to list the most important quali-
ties that they would search for when choosing a spouse. The findings
reveal that the most statistically significant gender-based differences
are related to “achieved” characteristics. Girls prefer a husband who
has a strong character, who is good-natured, who will treat them
well, and who is wealthy or has a good job. Boys, in contrast, are
more likely to seek a wife who is “virtuous,” religious, well mannered,
and who comes from a good family.” These differences are paralleled
by the different expectations adolescents express with regard to
decision-making roles and responsibilities within marriage, namely,
that men are providers; women are nurturers. The results showed
that neither boys nor girls depicted egalitarian gender-role attitudes,
however, girls were more likely to express less traditional attitudes.
(Mensch, Ibrahim, Lee, 2003)

Factors Influencing Young People’s
Gender Sensitive Attitudes

A number of international studies have examined young people’s at-
titudes and perceptions regarding gender roles and gender equality.
These studies acknowledge the importance of factors such as gen-
der, age, education, the type of settlement, and religion, which sig-
nificantly impact the construction of gender sensitive or insensitive
attitudes.
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Age and Settlement Type

The influence of socio-demographic factors, such as age and settle-
ment type, on gender attitudes was observed in a study conducted in
Namibia (LaFont 2010) with 15- to 20-year-olds. The results revealed
that the youngest respondents (16-year-olds) were more likely than
the older respondents (20-year-olds) to choose answers support-
ing gender equality and sexual rights (LaFont 2010). Results from
this study also suggested that urban/rural settlement was a relevant
variable in the analysis of gender attitudes. For example, living in a
privileged urban environment (e.g., having better access to technol-
ogy and being exposed to various cosmopolitan ideas, attitudes, and
opinions) is one of the most significant factors influencing ideas about
gender equality and sexual rights in Namibia (LaFont2010).

Gender Roles within the Family and Parental Influences
on Young Adults’ Attitudes Towards Gender Equality

Gender attitudes may also be constructed in the family context dur-
ing childhood and adolescence. Liao and Yang (1995) proposed two
major theoretical perspectives to explain the development of gender-
specific attitudes. According to social-learning theory, people acquire
gender-specific attitudes by copying and modeling similar people,
particularly their same-sex parent. For example, daughters whose
mothers were employed were more likely to be independent and also
work outside the home when they became older than those daugh-
ters whose mothers were not employed. According to situational
theory, women’s gender-role orientations are the result of personal
experiences. Moen et al. (1997) consider both social-learning and
situational theory to be relevant.

Moen et al. (1997) investigated inter-generational transmission of
two types of gender attitudes - gender role ideology and work role
identity over the 30-year period of social change. Considering the
gender revolution and extensive societal shifts in gender norms in
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the second half of the 20th century, they seek to explore whether
and how the adult daughters have been influenced by their moth-
ers’ earlier attitudes and behaviors or whether their own gender role
revolution is different or similar to that of their mothers’. One of the
questions they seek to find out is if daughters have developed their
own ideas about women'’s roles and set up their own work role iden-
tity while growing up. The findings of the study revealed that mothers
play a significant role in their daughters’ lives, they impact consider-
ably the next generation, though for the next generation their own
experiences matter even more while shaping their own attitudes and
expectations with regard to gender role and work role identity.

There are an ample number of works on family and its changing struc-
ture. Namely, Hare-Mustin (1988) expatiates on the family structure,
its change, and gender role distribution in the family. The author ar-
gues that in traditional societies where family structure has been hi-
erarchical and male-oriented, family organization was based on the
segmentation of work by age and gender (Caldwell & Caldwell, 1987)
and the segmentation of tasks supports the belief that different fam-
ily members are inherently suited for work of different kinds. This
means that adults hate doing “children’s jobs” and men hate doing
“women’s jobs.” The status differences between female and male,
young and old, are revealed by the fact that the dislike of certain jobs
is not reciprocal. The differences between husbands and wives in
traditional societies are supported by both sex and age (Caldwell &
Caldwell, 1987; Hare-Mustin, 1987).

The idea of separate spheres for men and women, which was widely
accepted by the latter part of the 19th century, is built on the seg-
mentation of work in traditional societies. Hare-Mustin (1988) looks
at the explanatory cause of the current gender role division, namely,
in the USA and China. Separate spheres have been a major social
strain in American life (Bellah et al. 1985). However, in modern life,
women take on both work and family roles and the idea of separate
spheres for men’s and women'’s activities and interests is no longer vi-
able. As research in China and the United States has revealed, women
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continue in their pre-industrial family role doing work which has no
exchange value in the marketplace even when they enter the paid
labor force.

Under the category of the social-learning theory falls Cunningham’s
(2001) study, which assesses parental influences on young adults’
attitudes towards gendered family roles and housework allocation.
The analysis provided evidence that parental modeling and mater-
nal attitudes play an important role in the formation of young adults’
attitudes towards gender roles and that early childhood factors are
important for learning about gender. The results of this study also
showed that young adults’ attitudes are by no means determined
by parental factors. One very significant finding in this analysis was
the strong influence of the mothers’ gender role attitudes during the
children’s early years on the children’s ideal division of household
labor, measured when the children were 18 years old. The findings
presented by this study demonstrated that the parental division of
labor during the children’s adolescence had a significant effect on the
children’s interpretation of the way stereotypically female household
tasks should be divided between women and men. A higher level of
participation in housework by fathers was associated with greater
support among the children for men’s participation in stereotypically
female housework. The adolescents expressed attitudes which sup-
ported a similar behavioral pattern, controlling for numerous other
potential causal factors. It appeared that the fathers’ participation in
household tasks during the years when children are likely to be re-
sponsible for a greater proportion of the domestic labor is important.
(Cunningham, 2001)

Another noteworthy work, which looks at the impact of parents’
gender on their children’s attitudes to gender equality was done
by Evertsson (2006). The paper focuses on Swedish boys’ and girls’
gender attitudes and explores the reproduction of gender in Swed-
ish households. The case of Sweden is particularly important when
it comes to the question of egalitarianism, since Sweden in 1995 was
recognized as the most gender equal country in the world by the
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United Nations. The results showed that, commonly, girls do most of
the family-care work while boys are engaged in outdoor work, which
testifies that housework is still gendered among Swedish children.
Throughout the analysis, considerable attention is paid to the moth-
ers’ education level. It has been emphasized under different sections
of the analysis that highly educated mothers have an overall positive
impact on the attitude towards gender equality in the family for chil-
dren. It has been revealed that the numbers of tasks girls are engaged
in decreases if the mother is well educated. The results also showed
that daughters on the whole help out more as compared to sons,
though parents who act gender atypically have children who more
often perform gender atypical tasks in the household. For example,
sons are more motivated to do housework when they observe their
fathers spending more time helping out in the home. (Evertsson,
2006)

Gender Dimensions of the Public Sphere:
Education and Employment

Education may be a significant factor influencing young people’s gen-
der attitudes; therefore, this issue should be carefully examined. Tal-
lichet and Willits (1986) investigated liberal shifts in the gender-role
attitudes of 294 young women. Interestingly, women’s attitudes as
adolescents were associated with their parents’ level of education.
Initially surveyed in 1970 as high school students and then inter-
viewed again ten years later, the attitudes of these young women be-
came progressively more modern, which is a trend that the authors’
associated with higher education, given that women who attained
higher levels of education were more likely to express less traditional
gender-role attitudes than those who did not. This shift in gender-role
attitudes was positively related to the women'’s level of education,
employment and income (Tallichet and Willits 1986). Regarding gen-
der differences in gender-role attitudes, Hyde (2005) proposed the
Gender Similarities Hypothesis, which argues that males and females
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are similar on most, but not all, psychological variables, including
their moral reasoning, relationship attitudes, and job attribute pref-
erences. Hyde argued that men and women, as well as boys and girls,
hold more similar than different values.

The final report of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) on Gender Equality in Education, Employment
and Entrepreneurship: Final Report to the MCM 2012 discusses in de-
tail gender equality in spheres of education, employment and entre-
preneurship. Firstly, the report looks at Education and its gender di-
mensions. Although in most countries primary education is universal,
girls are less likely to start education in Western, Eastern and Middle
Africa and Southern Asia. Generally, in developing countries, when
family cannot afford education for children, if it is the only choice,
they often choose to educate their sons, not daughters, also result-
ing in their early marriages. Moreover, the selection of subjects and
professions is highly gendered and from early age children become
familiar with stereotypic roles, such as female teachers or nurses and
male engineers.

Secondly, the report focuses on employment and its gender dimen-
sion. Women are more likely to come across difficulties in finding the
first job; they earn less and are more likely to work part-time. Also,
they are under-represented in senior positions, such as managers and
company board members. In all countries, women are burdened with
unpaid work of household tasks and childcare. To reconcile the con-
flict between family and work life, women often choose part time
jobs at the expense of a long-term successful career.

Finally, the report illustrates the intersections of entrepreneurship
and gender worldwide. In all countries women are seriously under-
represented in entrepreneurship. Mostly, they name better life-work
balance and economic necessity for starting their own business.
Women’s businesses are often smaller and associated with less sales,
profit and labor productivity as they often start with limited man-
agement experience and sacrifice less time to their business. Apart
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from this, women are less likely to get loans for financing their own
business; they are charged higher interest rates and asked for more
guarantees either because of shorter credit histories or lender’s prej-
udices.

Religion and Gender Attitudes

Another set of studies looks at the religious factor, as it is considered
to be one of the most important shapers of gender attitudes (Brinker-
hoff, 1984). The matter is that the connection between religion and
gender is a pertinent issue and a number of studies confirm that
there is a correlation between religiosity and one’s gender attitudes
and sexual behavior (Odimegwu, 2005; Thornton &Camburn, 1989;
Brinkerhoff and MacKie, 1984). It should be mentioned that there are
different ways defining religiosity, namely, religious affiliation, atten-
dance at religious services, value of religion and religious practices
(Odimegwu, 2005). There are multiple and opposing points of view
about the religious dimensions most influencing gender. The matter
is that, on the one hand, some authors found religious affiliation to
be the most important predictor of gender conservatism, while oth-
ers reported religious practice to be more highly correlated with it
and some found frequent attendance at religious services to be as-
sociated with more conservative attitudes (Odimegwu, 2005). Thus,
to be more precise, the degree of commitment to religious organi-
zations may be more important as a determinant of young people’s
gender attitudes and behavior than religious affiliation. Thus, young-
sters who attend religious services frequently, and who are commit-
ted to the church, are probably more likely than others to develop
attitudes and behavior towards gender emancipation and sexuality
that are consistent with their religious doctrines. In such a way, those
young people who are more exposed to religious influence through
greater involvement should have more traditional gender attitudes
(Thornton & Camburn,1989; Brinkerhoff &MacKie).

Religious values are the source of moral proscriptions for many indi-
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viduals and, hence, the teachings of the churches are likely to play
a role in the formation of individual attitudes, values and behavior.
For instance, Kangara (2004) explores the ways in which the Church
seeks social control over its parishioners, which leads to restrictive
measures governing adolescent sexuality. The non-conformist parish-
ioners were banned from direct access to church services and there-
fore excluded. However, the extent to which religion influences indi-
viduals’ attitudes towards gender emancipation and sexual behavior
depends on the specific doctrines of the church/parishes and on the
degree of engagement and commitment of individuals to the reli-
gious institutions. In such a way, according to some studies, there is
a correlation between gender attitudes/sexual behavior and religious
commitment, but it does not confirm that religion is the only factor
that affects youngsters’ gender attitudes (Odimegwu, 2005).

The influence of various socio-demographic factors on gender atti-
tudes is observed in one of the studies conducted in Southeast Asia
(Yoshida, 2011). It was assumed that various socio-demographic vari-
ables would have an effect on attitudes, for instance women would
be less supportive towards gender inequality than men; education
could enlighten people and encourage support towards equality, but
on the other hand, it is possible for education to increase inequality
by emphasizing individual talent or effort in social accomplishment
(Kane1995). Due to meeting many different people, urbanized re-
spondents would be more supportive towards gender equality than
rural; elderly people would be more conservative than young. Marital
status and religion could also have an effect, with Muslims consid-
ered as generally patriarchal. Results show that Muslims from differ-
ent backgrounds differ in attitudes towards gender equality, the same
way in which non-Muslims do. The factors that influence gender per-
ception vary from one country to another, even from one region of a
country to another. Whether the impact of religion is more negative
or more positive greatly depends on the different socio-demographic
backgrounds (Yoshida, 2011).
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Gender Equality in Georgia

This section aims to unravel the state of gender equality in Georgia.
Since young Georgian people’s experiences are largely shaped by the
factors derived from the local specificity, we provide the context for
our research on young people’s gender attitudes in Georgia. After
achieving independence from the Soviet Union in 1991, Georgia has
experienced rapid economic, political and social change and, over
the last two decades, has been taking steps towards democratization
through political and economic development. However, the country
still belongs to traditional/closed societies, with a traditional culture,
where patriarchal norms are dominant and it is accepted to think that
women, due to their gender role, should be engaged in household
chores and child raising and that they are not required to be active in
social and political life (Japaridze, 2012).

Even during the period of the Soviet Union, the declared “liberation” of
and support for women through giving them equal rights (like the right
to work) was in reality a double workload on top of women’s traditional
obligations within their households. Consequently, after the collapse of
the soviet system, this formal equality vanished and the vulnerability
of women became greatly prominent. As a result of events such as civil
wars, the collapse of the economy, inflation, unemployment, corrup-
tion, armed conflict and the de facto loss of one fifth of the country
families, Georgia also lost the notion of the man as a breadwinner, and
many women became the only earners. Self-employed women mostly
engaged in informal economic activity and did not benefit from their
education and qualifications (Chitashvili et al., 2010).

Discussions around gender inequality and women’s empowerment in
Georgia started in 1994, when Georgia ratified the Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW)
(Gaprindashvili et al., ). Afterwards, at the Beijing Conference in 1995,
Georgia joined the countries which were working on the elaboration
of action plans for improving the conditions of women, and in 2002
Georgia joined the additional decree of CEDAW (Japaridze et al.,
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2006). Moreover, Georgia ratified the “Millennium Development in
Georgia” (2007) document, according to which the Georgian govern-
ment was obliged to take responsibility for eliminating the gender
gap in employment and ensuring equal access for women’s enroll-
ment in politics, both of which are to be fulfilled by the year 2015.

In 2006, the state adopted the Law Against Domestic Violence (Sabe-
dashvili, 2007), while in 2010 it passed the Gender Equality Law
(Duban, 2010) which envisages ensuring women'’s safety, equality on
the job market, and supporting women’s involvement in politics. The
adoption process of the above-mentioned laws has undergone long
and thorough preparatory processes and considered the participation
of local non-governmental and international donor organizations. It is
worth mentioning that, despite the official adoption of Laws on Do-
mestic Violence and on Gender equality, many parliament members
and representatives of governmental bodies made incomprehensive
jokes about the meanings of these laws because they failed to under-
stand their great importance (Chitashvili et al., 2010).

In order to criminalize domestic violence, certain amendments were
made to the Criminal Code of Georgia in 2012 regarding the respon-
sibilities on domestic violence considering the punishment by a term
of one hundred to two hundred hours of useful public service by re-
striction of freedom for a term of one year or by imprisonment for up
to one year.

In addition to a number of legislative changes over the last decade,
the main focus of the non-governmental women’s institutions in
Georgia (approximately 12% of all the NGOs in Georgia) was to in-
crease gender awareness in Georgian women through educational
activities (Rusetsky 2007). According to the ‘Assessment of Work
and Working Structure of Non-Governmental Women'’s Institutions
in Georgia’ (Zghenty 2013), the most widely covered topics during
last five years are domestic violence, women'’s legal and social rights,
women’s participation in social, political and civic life, women’s em-
ployment and professional development, and gender stereotypes.
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However, Georgia still ranks low in terms of gender equality (Ben-
deliani 2012). The nationwide survey on Domestic Violence against
Women in Georgia (Chitashvili et al. 2010) explores the causes and
consequences of domestic violence, as well as the perceptions and
attitudes of Georgian women about domestic violence. Responses to
this survey revealed that one out of every eleven married women has
been a victim of physical abuse, and 34.7% have been injured multi-
ple times (most were in the 45- to 49-year-old age group). Responses
also revealed that 50.7% of women believed that a good wife should
obey her husband even when she does not agree with his decisions
and that 45% believed that a man must clearly show his wife/partner
that he is the head of the family.

The Gender and Generation Wave 2 Report of 2009 (Badurashvili et al.
2009) provided a clear picture of how gender roles were distributed
within families in Georgia. This study showed that 25% of men in fami-
lies were solely responsible for the allocation of financial resources and
that women typically received an allowance from their male partners.
Compared with the Gender and Generation Survey conducted in 2006,
the data from 2009 showed that male domination with regard to bud-
geting household finances had decreased by 4.1 points, but was still not
below 20%. However, 59% of families responded that household bud-
geting was a responsibility that was equally shared by both partners.
In addition to traditional attitudes, the authors of the report discussed
equality regarding the scarce financial resources that are available for
most Georgian families. The limited household budget is mainly used
for basic necessities, without considering the individual needs of either
the female or male partner. According to the Gender Asymmetry Index
results, the highest level of inequality in Georgian families was evident
when each partner engaged in paid work. Additionally, more women
considered their male partners’ opinions regarding the time they spent
engaged in paid work. The Gender Asymmetry Index revealed that the
main factors affecting women’s autonomy regarding the time spent at
work were settlement type, number of children, and level of education.
In rural areas, the probability that men participated in the decision-
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making regarding their female partners’ employment was higher than
in urban areas. Having a large number of children also increases the
probability that a man will interfere with his female partner’s employ-
ment. In contrast, the more educated a woman is, the less likely it is
that her male partner will be able to interfere with her employment.
Another important issue emphasised in this study was the gender gap
with regard to housework. Results showed that women had the largest
share of housework, with men’s overall share not exceeding 24% (in-
cluding traditional male chores, such as household repairs). In contrast,
men were primarily responsible for paying bills (54.7%) and were more
active with regard to shopping for food (30.9%) and organizing joint
social activities (22.4), yet their share of cooking, cleaning and washing
barely reached 1.5%. No significant differences were found between
generations with regard to gender attitudes. According to the “Gen-
erations and Values” study (Sumbadze 2011), 62% of young people in
thel8- to 24-year-old age group agreed with the statement that deci-
sions in the family should be made according to men’s wishes, 66.7%
agree with this statement in the second age group (40-to 50-year-olds),
and 77.5% agree with this statement from the third age group (60- to
70-year-olds).

Women in Georgia are politically passive, which is manifested in the
fact that the Georgian executive and legislative bodies are primarily
composed of men (Bagratia 2012). This low representation of women
in decision-making positions is directly connected with the severity of
gender inequality that is evident in the country. After the 1st October
Parliamentary elections, women obtained 18 mandates, which is 12%
of the total number of parliamentary mandates. This outcome was a
precedent in Georgian parliamentary history (Bagratia 2012). Despite
the fact that the government and women'’s organizations spare no ex-
pense when supporting the development of gender equality in Geor-
gia, the country’s undesirable position in international indices and its
poor representation of gender equality in national surveys compels
us to examine the attitudes and perceptions regarding equality issues
that are held by young Georgian people.
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CHAPTER I
CHALLENGES FOR ACHIEVING GENDER EQUALITY
IN GEORGIA

Introduction

While working on the literature, the problem of limited and scarce
studies in Georgia on gender equality, gender policy and youth gen-
der consciousness raised the necessity of gathering more background
information about the local context. In order to fulfill the following as-
signment, it was decided to obtain the necessary information about
the Georgian context from in-depth interviews with individuals who
are experts in the gender equality field — professors in gender stud-
ies, activists and independent scholars working on gender and gender
equality issues in Georgia.

In order to gather information regarding gender equality issues in
Georgia, eight prominent women'’s rights activists were selected ac-
cording to their visibility and work with regards to gender. The expert
interviews were exploratory, aiming to gain insight into the experts’
perceptions and understandings of gender related issues in Geor-
gia. Each interview followed a pre-prepared open-ended discussion
guide and was recorded on an audio recorder. The open-ended ques-
tions encouraged the respondents to provide more information, ex-
press their feelings, attitudes and to present their understanding of
the subject, giving an opportunity to better access the experts’ true
understandings and opinions on gender and the gender equality is-
sue. Each interview lasted approximately 60 minutes. All the eight
interviews were transcribed and analyzed. The analysis of the expert
interviews stimulated the development of additional points for the
following study.

Therefore, this section aims to explore the current situation regard-
ing gender equality and the forms in which gender equality is mani-
fested in Georgia. At first, this section shows how gender experts
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working on the issues of gender equality and LGTB rights under-
stand and evaluate the current situation in Georgia in terms of gen-
der equality. Secondly, it demonstrates how they explore the pos-
sible ways in which different domains intersect with each other and
inform gender issues. Finally, this section examines expert opinions
apropos of the problems and challenges to the social transforma-
tion and implementation of gender policies. These opinions varied
depending on the issue and were sometimes heterogeneous. These
variances were taken into account during the analysis and some
possible explanations were provided. The relevant literature and
theoretical explanations have been incorporated into the findings
gained from the expert interviews.

The experts stated that gender equality is about “rights, rather
than about the sameness of men and women.” They pointed out
the “mis-understanding” of gender equality in society where it is
perceived that gender equality necessarily means that “women
become like men.”The misconception of gender equality has taken
a variety of forms. According to the narratives of experts, gender
equality is perceived in society as “men’s oppression by women,”
“hatred of men,” “matriarchy,” “deconstruction of all gender roles,
which is against nature,” “something not national, local or tradition-
al and imposed by the West.”These misconceptions stemmed from
the lack of information or from misinformation. According to the
experts, media, politicians and NGO workers, who are incompetent
in the matters of gender, contribute to the social reproduction of
gender stereotypes.

They further argue that the understanding of feminism in society is
even worse and more negative than that of gender equality. Femi-
nism is something unknown, hardly talked about, or discussed con-
structively in public. The fact that media, educational institutions,
activists and politicians do not talk about nor explain adequately the
unfamiliar and new concept of feminism to the public leaves soci-
ety no other choice but to create its own images and stereotypes of
feminism which are often based on total misconceptions. The most
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widespread stereotypes about feminists are the following:

‘Feminists are deemed as women who hate men and who fight
against them. A second stereotype is that they are lesbians and
radicals.” (Expert T.)

‘Gender equality is more politically correct than feminism. Those
who have heard about gender equality know that it’s about equal-
ity, yet they don’t have any idea what feminism is about and have
an aggressive and negative attitude towards it.” (Expert |.)

According to the interviewed experts, the awareness of gender equal-
ity and understanding of it is highly unsatisfactory, and feminism is
even more ‘unacceptable’ and ‘strange’ to society than gender equal-
ity. One of the experts referred to the dynamics of women’s orga-
nizations in Georgia in order to explain social awareness of ‘gender
equality’ as compared to feminism: ‘Feminism is more obscure to
society because this is a term which appeared only recently, while
gender equality and women’s issues have been known about since
the 1990s with the emergence of NGOs working on these issues.’
(Expert 1.)

One of the widespread misconceptions deems feminism as some-
thing imposed from the West and a threat to local traditions and
Georgian-ness by the taking away of national and traditional identi-
ties. Georgian feminists had to challenge the widely assumed opinion
that claims that issues of gender equality are western impositions.
Hence, they attempted to create a counter-narrative to prove the
very Georgian-ness of feminism by referring to the past in two ways.
Firstly, they depict 19" century Georgian female writers as feminists
fighting for women'’s rights, attainment of education and the right to
vote. This reference aims to show that feminism is not something im-
posed from the West, alien to the Georgian culture, but that its roots
can be traced down throughout Georgian history. In this way, con-
temporary Georgian feminists have attempted to uncover the subal-
tern history (or ‘herstories’) of forgotten heroines.
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Secondly, Georgian feminists explain the current insensitive atti-
tudes towards gender equality by referring to soviet history when the
myth of a supposedly progressive, gender equal society was created
to compete with the West. The soviet gender discourse showed the
soviet government successfully overcoming gender inequality, while
the problem still existed in the West (Sumbadze, 2008).In the words
of one expert:

‘Since soviet times, the image of western-bourgeois feminists was
negative. Moreover, it’s something not ‘Georgian.’ Yet | recently dis-
covered that Barbare Jorjadze had written a two page long femi-
nist manifesto in the 19" century and that she was one of many
such women sharing their values and ideas... It’s important to show
that this is not something imposed by the West, as we can draw
examples from our own history. Till now I thought that the right to
vote was granted to women in Georgia without women fighting for
it, but I just discovered in an old newspaper that Georgian women
demanded their right to vote, too.” (Expert T.)

Experts point out the dichotomy ‘Western vs local’ which is used by
mainstream patriarchal forces as a tool to criticize feminism. How-
ever, these forces fight not simply against Western imposition, but
against the ‘herstory’ of Georgia. The struggle of Georgian wom-
en for their rights is invisible. It is ‘his-story’ that dominates the
minds of people, who are unable to see 19" century feminist writ-
ers, educators, or activists because their story is not ‘His-story.” For
instance, a content analysis of school textbooks in Georgia revealed
that in the 8™ grade history textbook it makes out that no women
participated in the historical process (Khomeriki, et al., 2012).This is
a history of men, filled with war, where men are depicted as kings,
soldiers, decision-makers or rebels who make history, while the
‘passive,” even insignificant, roles are assigned to women. In such
a way, reclaiming ‘Her-story’ is an alternative way for feminists to
fight the dominant patriarchal ‘Histories,” which erase women’s ac-
tions from their pages.
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The current situation in terms of gender equality in
Georgia

The experts perceive that gender inequality is prevalent in contem-
porary Georgia. Some of them argue that gender discrimination is
visible on the surface, however, others state further that it is visible
only to those who are sensitive enough to notice, and otherwise this
problem remains implicit. As one of the experts noted: ‘the laws are
gender sensitive and formal education is also not a problem for
women in Georgia.’ (Expert |). This creates a false impression with re-
gard to gender equality- presenting the situation as satisfactory, while
it is not. The neglect and invisibility of women’s concerns and gender
issues is due to a number of factors. Firstly, the reason may lie in the
language or misuse of terms describing social and political injustices.
Very often, instead of the term ‘oppression,” we use the term ‘dis-
crimination’ in order to express injustice. Cudd and Anderson (2004)
distinguish these two terms, which may elucidate the ‘invisibility of
gender discrimination’ in society. By ‘discrimination’ they are refer-
ring to conscious actions and policies excluding some groups and
confining them to inferior positions. Discrimination is a part of op-
pression, which in turn “often exists in the absence of overt discrimi-
nation” (Cudd & Anderson, 2004). Cudd and Anderson (2004) argue
that oppression implies a vast and deep injustice which is often un-
conscious and invisible and encountered by people in ordinary inter-
actions, such as media and cultural interaction, whereas discrimina-
tion itself is an individualist concept insofar as it entails an identifiable
victim of the discrimination and the agent who consciously perpetu-
ates injustice. This theory can explain the invisibility of discrimination
among Georgians: we are frequently dealing with oppression which
is covert discrimination. Further explanations of the invisibility of the
problem can be found in Okin’s writings. According to Okin (1994),
the dichotomy between the public (political and economic) and pri-
vate (domestic and personal) is considered valid and only public is-
sues are deemed as an appropriate sphere for theories of justice or
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politics. Hence, “family is regarded as an inappropriate context for
justice since love, altruism, or shared interests are assumed to hold
sway within it...It is sometimes taken for granted that it is a realm
of hierarchy and injustice” (Okin, 1994). This could explain the neg-
ligence of gender issues as something irrelevant and serious (read
‘public’) by Georgian society. The public/private dichotomy has seri-
ous implications for women as it takes for granted the inequalities of
resources and power within the household. Moreover, it ignores the
work performed by women, since only the work done for pay in the
public sphere is considered as work (Okin, 1994). The limitation of
this theory is that the gender oppression of women is not restricted
only to the private domain (household), but rather continues to man-
ifest itself in the public realm.

Multiple meanings of gender equality have been revealed during
interviews with experts, at many levels, and we can discern various
forms and spaces where gender inequality is evident. The concept of
gender in/equality perhaps generates misconceptions among Geor-
gians because it comes across as being abstract. However, one may
be confronted by various forms of gender oppression on a daily basis
which are implicit manifestations of gender inequality. The experts
also identify several social and political actors and institutions re-
sponsible for gender injustice and for hindering the overcoming of
discrimination.

In recent years the Georgian government has made progressive steps
towards achieving gender equality. Georgia signed the CEDAW in
1994;in 2004 the government formed the Gender Equality Advisory
Council under the Speaker of the Parliament of Georgia; in 2006 the
Georgian parliament adopted the Law on Fighting against Human
Trafficking and the Law on Elimination of Domestic Violence, Protec-
tion and Assistance of Domestic Violence Victims; further, in 2010,
the Law on Gender Equality entered into force. Thus, since the 1990s
the government has attempted to create an adequate gender equal-
ity legislature. However, all these efforts are to no avail if they are not
put into practice.
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‘The laws and gender committee has no practical implication and
exist only on paper...For instance, a gender analysis of school books
was indicated in all action plans, but the Ministry of Education has
not done anything in this regard as yet. Whatever was done was
done by NGOs and on their own initiative.’(Expert |.)

‘I don’t see any difference between the situation before the gender
equality law was adopted in 2010 and after.” (Expert 1.)

‘Although the adoption of laws on gender equality has not brought
any substantial change, experts recognize the importance of ade-
quate legislature and insist on further amendments to‘gender neu-
tral’ laws. They acknowledge the perplexity of the issue and state:
‘It looks like a chicken and egg dilemma, should we first work on so-
ciety’s awareness-raising or first create gender sensitive legislature
and then everything else?’ (Expert T.)

The government is held accountable by the experts for taking sen-
sible and prompt action against inequality. While they recognized
that the government has attempted to bring change through the
adoption of laws such as gender equality and domestic violence,
they criticized the implementation of these policies and the lack
of mechanisms to bring them into practice. This hindrance and
failure to bring real change in terms of gender equality makes
feminists doubt the government’s real intentions. They consider
the government’s actions to be hypocritical, which merely aims
at showing to the West their efforts and progressiveness, while
actually not being interested in the issue or not taking it seriously
enough. The reality does not illustrate any substantial change in
this regard. In the words of experts affiliated with the Indepen-
dent Feminist Group:

‘The government took responsibility in front of the West and west-
ern institutions and that’s why there remains simply no other way
left. However, in reality the government is not interested in or ready
to solve the problem.” (Expert T.)
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‘The government should indicate to the public directly the problem
and its importance.” (Expert T.)

The experts noted that the law is not enough because its implemen-
tation is not guaranteed and practical mechanisms to eliminate gen-
der equality are lacking. For instance, the introduction of the law on
domestic violence was definitely a positive step, but its implementa-
tion is still a question. In the case of domestic violence, women are
compelled to go through formal procedures and deal with the local
police who are part of the same patriarchal society and often lack
gender sensitivity. Therefore, there is a risk for women coming under
a double threat such as facing domestic violence and of then becom-
ing a victim of verbal abuse by policemen after filing a complaint.

‘It takes a woman a lot to decide to file a complaint in case of do-
mestic violence, and when she finally calls the police, instead of sup-
port she gets insensitive policemen.’” (Expert |.)

‘On 8™ of March, the Independent Feminists Group organized a pro-
test demonstration demanding women’s rights. One of the slogans
was ‘We want rights, not flowers.” A police car was passing by and
when the occupants saw us, they stopped and said: ‘change your
sex and your rights will be protected.” (Expert T.)

‘My neighbor was a victim of domestic violence and she called the
police. Her father-in law is a policeman, too, so when the police came,
they convinced her to stay at home and keep quiet.” (Expert M.)

These quotations illustrate how women are discouraged from lodging
complaints of domestic violence or abuse in the name of their pro-
tection. The literature offers some explanations for the inadequate
response of the police to gender-based violence and particularly to
domestic violence. As noted before, our police come from the same
patriarchal society and their behavior follows traditional discriminative
values such asexpecting women to obey the men in their families and
to tolerate domestic violence or sacrifice their self-interest for the sake
and the welfare of their family. However, they never ask why the same
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thought for the family’s welfare did not cross the mind of the culprit.
Moreover, the attributes of “good” and “bad” women are deeply root-
ed in their minds. A “good” woman is one who bears suffering and does
not complain, while a “bad” woman is one who argues, and who values
her own desires and individuality (Bhattacharya, 2013).

The hindrance to an effective response to domestic violence is not re-
stricted only to the patriarchal mindset of insensitive policemen and
concerned authorities, but instead has a complex nature rooted in
socio-economic problems. The silence of domestic violence victims
can be determined by both the malfunctioning of the legislature,
namely, law on domestic violence and labor code, and the victims’
socio-economically disadvantaged position. Actually, the expert in-
terviews suggest that these two problems intersect each other and
make it more non-viable for victims to escape the violence

‘[When experiencing domestic violence] a girl cannot file a case be-
cause on the one hand she is afraid that the family will not accept
her if she has to return home and on the other hand, she cannot go
independently, because if she has a child, there is no one to leave
the child with. They may also, in such a case, have difficulty finding
ajob.” (Expert M.)

Thus, among the many reasons of the silence of domestic violence
victims, experts distinguished the fact of women’s economic depen-
dency on the husband and a lack of social support systems. According
to Okin (1994), this implies that women have less “bargaining power”
within marriage and, in case of divorce her economic status deterio-
rates even further, whereas the average divorcing man’s economic
status improves. Further, an internalization of oppression can be sited
as another explanation which implies that victimhood becomes an
identity and makes it difficult for the victim to imagine her life beyond
this adopted violence (Young, 2004).

Gender inequality manifests itself in the form of violence against
women, which may include rape, sexual harassment, domestic vio-
lence, or something else. However, the experts emphasized only do-
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mestic violence from the above-mentioned forms of violence. They
consider domestic violence as the most pertinent issue, which con-
sists of physical, sexual and psychological violence. This suggests that
experts/feminists need to extend the problem of gender violence be-
yond domestic violence and include in their rhetoric all established
structures of gender-based violence. Gender violence is an inevitable
outcome of gender inequality and discriminative values and relation-
ships. It is necessary to show how widespread a problem is, which
many women may think is their individual problem. It is indispens-
able to convey what the links between gender based violence and
gender inequality are.

Another manifestation of gender inequality is noticeable through
prescribed gender roles, which is visible in both the public and private
realms. In the private realm, at home, the gender roles are strictly di-
vided among men and women. In the words of an interviewed expert:
“some girls still think that if a husband washes the dishes, he is not
a man.” The gender division of roles in the public sphere is demon-
strated by the lack of female political leaders. Women are poorly rep-
resented in the power structure. Their participation in the decision-
making bodies and their visibility is also a paramount problem. The
experts also complain that the recommendations at the policy level
are ineffective. For example, the Venice Commission recommended
that the list of political parties should include two female members
for every 10 members. However, all political parties, with the excep-
tion of two showed no interest in applying these recommendations,
and those women who ran could not get enough support from voters.
Experts think that this is a dangerous tendency, because in the future
some political parties may say that these kinds of recommendation
are ineffective at catching the attention of voters.

‘In politics, women are the main force during the pre-election period
to mobilize the electorate and they perform all the “‘dirty work’, but
when it comes to the division of power, a large number of people
and even politicians think that women cannot be decision-makers,
nobody will vote for a woman, etc.” (Expert N.)
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The experts argue that the solution to this problem lies in the intro-
duction of quotas: ‘The experience of other countries shows that
quotas work. Why should we start from zero when there are the ex-
periences and examples of European countries showing that quotas
improve the situation?’ (Expert E.)

The experts also blame society itself, which is patriarchal and re-
produces gender segregation by its unwritten laws and norms.’The
values which are cherished and the fact that according to surveys,
the Church, police and army have the greatest trust within society,
emphasize that gender equality is an enemy of this, a society which
trusts the most patriarchal institutions...that propagate power and
masculinity.” (Expert, K.)

Further, the experts often name the “backwardness” of Georgian so-
ciety as one of the reasons for gender inequality: ‘1 think when it
comes to gender equality, we are still at the level the USA was at
40-50 years ago.’ (Expert E.)

The experts concluded that the solution lies in awareness-raising. One
noted: ‘The whole of society needs a lot of training in this matter.”
(Expert M.) The role of education was emphasized as a vital player in
the process of fighting gender inequality. According to the experts,
there are very few professors who can really talk about sensitive is-
sues such as gender with their students. Instead, education at schools
and universities reproduces the stereotypes and misconceptions re-
garding gender issues. The pertinent problems of gender discrimina-
tion cannot be conveyed if even schoolteachers are unaware of the
problem: ‘Schoolteachers do not know the difference between gen-
der and sex. We had a trial test and only a few teachers knew the
right answer.” (Expert |.)

The experts hold NGOs accountable for the invisibility of gender dis-
crimination, pointing to the NGOs’ lack of effective communicative
skills and insufficient work at the grassroots level. As one of the ex-
perts stated, There is no visibility of the problem. It creates a lot of
trouble because when feminists and NGOs organize protest demos
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regarding gender discrimination, people cannot see the problem!’
(Expert IL.). The lack of information and communication necessitates
the creation of a new language, an effective medium to convey the
problem to the public in an understandable way. This entails work
at the grassroots level to raise awareness and, in the case of protest
demonstrations, inform people of the issues the protest is about.

Another hindrance to social change is the approach NGO’s employ
in their work. The experts suggest that NGOs need to enhance their
working style at the base level. NGO activists working on women’s is-
sues do not consider themselves feminists. It is largely defined by their
conformity, which in turn is an obstacle to any transformation with
regard to challenging patriarchal gender norms and roles:’Activists
from NGOs working since the 90s on women’s issues do not iden-
tify themselves as feminists and say that ‘’'m working on women’s
issues, but I’'m not a feminist’... These activists actually worked a
lot when it came to the adoption of the legislation about ‘domes-
tic violence,’, but they have done nothing towards deconstructing
stereotypes because they do not identify themselves as feminists.’
(ExpertT.)

The government adopted some significant laws regarding gender
equality and NGOs are working on it, yet as one of the experts noted,
‘It has been almost ten years since we started working on gender
issues, but we can’t feel any changes in society.” (Expert |.) The ques-
tion arises as to why that should be. What are the hindrances pre-
venting progressive change from sweeping away the old order?

Interviews with the experts suggested that it is difficult to juxtapose
the attitudes of youth with those of the elderly towards gender equal-
ity. The experts do not consider the young as a homogenous group,
and distinguish two dominant discourses with regards to gender de-
pending on the youth’s worldviews, such as conservative and liberal:

‘Those with liberal worldviews are more gender sensitive, but those
under the influence of traditional religious-nationalist discourses are
even more conservative than their parents’ generation.’ (Expert T.)
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In the words of one expert: ‘This reflects the existing two tenden-
cies in Georgian society overall.” (Expert T.) Thus, according to the
experts, young people’s worldviews are polarized, as is the discourse
in society.

On the one hand, those experts who did not discern different groups
of youth and viewed them as a homogenous group refuted the fact
of the youth’s progressiveness compare to the elder generation with
regard to gender equality: ‘There is not a big difference between
young people’s and the elderly’s attitudes towards gender equality.’
(Expert 1.)On the other hand, those experts who distinguished sev-
eral groups of youth depending on their worldviews acknowledged
that young people influenced by certain ideologies and goals such
as “liberal, career oriented, not brainwashed by the Church,” are far
more open to social transformation including gender equality: ‘Those
young people who are more focused on their careers are considered
to be more open and liberal.’ (Expert K.)

The expert interviews indicated the polarization of youth: modern
and conservative. Some of the experts further split the category of
conservative youth: traditional and religious. Therefore, in the words
of one expert, we have three types of youth: traditional, religious
(which are conservative) and liberal/modern: ‘The first category
derives its understanding of gender roles from the traditions; the
second, from religion; and the third group of youth are the leading
force, they live an active life in the city and are involved in everyday
activities.” (Expert K.)

Liberal and modern youth in turn can be divided into ‘real’ and ‘su-
perficial’ liberals. The experts claim that, among the liberal youth, be-
ing in favor of gender equality has acquired a meaning of progressive-
ness and they cannot fully practice it in their everyday life. "Among
youth nowadays, it’s not cool to be a sexist, but it stays only at the
level of image.’(Expert M.)

‘This [modern/liberal] group shows that they are sensitive, but ac-
tually it’s just for show.” (Expert K.)
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The expert interviews suggest that the liberal youth’s theory of pro-
gressiveness and gender equality does not line up with their daily
practice.

Conclusion

The interviews with experts revealed some pertinent gender issues.
The awareness of gender equality and its understanding is highly un-
satisfactory, but feminism is even more unacceptable and strange to
society than gender equality. The reasons for such misconception
and misuse of feminism and gender equality has several explana-
tions. One of the widest-spread misconceptions deems feminism as
something imposed from the West and threatening to local traditions
and Georgian-ness by the taking away of national and traditional
identities. The experts, in order to challenge this widely perceived
opinion, have created their own counter-narratives in order to prove
the ‘Georgian-ness’ of feminism. They suggest that it is difficult to
juxtapose the attitudes of young and elderly people towards gender
equality. The experts don’t consider youth as a homogenous group
and distinguish two dominant discourses with regard to gender, de-
pending on the youth’s worldviews, such as conservative and liberal.

Further, the experts discern various forms and spaces where gender
inequality takes place. Firstly, most of the experts view the govern-
ment as responsible for taking sensible and prompt actions against
inequality. Despite the government’s progressive steps towards
achieving gender equality, its efforts are of no avail if they are not put
into practice. Secondly, gender inequality manifests itself in the form
of violence against women, namely, domestic violence. The experts
emphasized the problems and obstacles in preventing and respond-
ing to domestic violence. The hindrances entail the local policemen’s
insensitivity and patriarchal mindset, socio-economic problems and
lack of practical mechanisms in legislature. Another manifestation
of gender inequality, according to the experts, is visible through the
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prescription of gender roles leading to the lack of female political
leaders. Finally, the experts noted the malfunctioning of those NGOs
working on women'’s issues. According to the experts, the solution to
the problem lies in raising the awareness of the public which can be
accomplished through media, educational institutions, NGOs and the
government.
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CHAPTER 1l
METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH DESIGN

The aim of the proposed study was to a) identify and evaluate current
perceptions, attitudes, and awareness of Georgian youth in relation to
gender and gender equality in Georgia; b) to explore the disparities of
the perceptions, attitudes, and awareness in the scope of traditional/
local to modern/global frame according to different age and sex groups
- teenagers vs young adults, male vs female, urban vs suburban;

To meet the above-mentioned goals and objectives, qualitative and
guantitative methods of social research were applied. The project
implementation was divided into two phases. At the first phase litera-
ture search and secondary data analyses was conducted. The second
phase implied conducting fieldwork in three cities of Georgia (Thilisi,
Zugdidi and Telavi).

PHASE 1
Literature review

In order to develop a comprehensive theoretical background and to
create the first draft of a categorization framework for modern/glob-
al and traditional/local attitudes and perceptions, a literature review
of existing empirical studies was conducted. It aimed to provide the
background for the topic of research and its justification. First and
foremost, a set of useful articles and books was identified which were
then scanned efficiently, according to relevance. Consequently, after
the meticulous selection of existing literature, the bibliography was
finalized. When the selected bibliography was broad enough to en-
sure the inclusion of all relevant materials, the team began to review
the literature, looking at the issues connected with theory, concepts,
methodology and both qualitative and quantitative research. The
guiding concept defining the literature review was in accordance with
the research issue and the addressed questions.
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In the literature review, firstly, relevant concepts were defined and
the meaning and importance of gender equality was explicated. Fur-
ther, the research on young people’s attitudes and perceptions about
gender equality, involving indicators at the macro and micro level,
was reviewed. The team members analyzed various studies explicat-
ing young people’s attitudes and perceptions towards gender roles
and gender equality across the world. Finally, the gender equality
policies and studies were analyzed in Georgia. A number of instru-
ments concerning gender and their possible effects were reviewed.
Based on the literature review, the meaning of gender equality was
conceptualized.

Secondary data analysis

The secondary data analysis was based on existing data sets (Cauca-
sus Barometer 2010, 2011; World Value Survey 1996, 2008) for study-
ing the perceptions, attitudes, and awareness of Georgian youth to-
wards gender and gender equality. In the first part of the analysis,
descriptive statistics were collected in order to reveal a comparative
perspective on gender distribution in education and employment, as
well as on gender-determined views. As for the second part of the
analysis, inferential statistics was gathered to identify reasons for the
revealed trends in the first part of the data analysis.

The first part of the secondary data analysis — situational analysis -
was conducted by processing data from the World Value Survey 1996
(WVS), the World Value Survey (WVS) 2008 and the Caucasus Ba-
rometer (CB) 2010, 2011. Firstly, the original questionnaires were
obtained from these surveys. Then, gender sensitive questions were
selected and synchronized. Finally, questions that were repeated in at
least two of the databases were selected for more detailed descrip-
tive analysis. Cross tabulation in SPSS was used to examine the extent
of the transformations in the young people’s perspectives. In each
data set, the data for the target age group (18- 25) for this survey
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were separated from the rest of the sample and activated during all
statistical operations. Where gender sensitive questions were cross-
tabbed with the gender variables, a chi-square test was conducted.
Additionally, several demographic variables were processed. Aside
from examining gender distribution in education and employment,
the gender attitudes explored were as follows: the preferred gender
of a child, gender distribution in education and employment, gender
roles in families and in a society, and women'’s private lives- including
their sexual freedom.

The aim of the second part of the data analysis was to understand
the determinants of the previously revealed gender attitudes in the
target youth. To accomplish this goal, a dataset from the Caucasus
Barometer was used. The year of 2010 was chosen for the analysis,
given that it was the only year that included comparatively complete
data on gender attitudes and views and socio-demographic indica-
tors. These data allowed us to examine the relationships between the
relevant explanatory and dependent variables.

The dependent variables were taken from responses to the differ-
ent categories of gender views. Attitudes concerning the preferred
gender of a child, whether men have more of a right to education
and work, gender roles in the family, and some aspects of women’s
personal lives were examined as separate categories with regard to
the independent variables. Some variables from within the catego-
ries were merged to form a single variable. Views on gender distribu-
tion in education and employment were merged and then used as a
total score of gender attitude towards gender distribution in educa-
tion and employment. This was also done with the responses to the
following three questions in the category of women’s private lives:
from what age should women be allowed to have sex before mar-
riage; from what age should women be allowed to have a relationship
with a man outside of a marriage; and from what age should women
be allowed to live separately from their families. The total score from
these three variables was used to reflect the gender view of women'’s
private lives. This score revealed an overall pattern of gender atti-
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tudes on views in the same category. All of the other variables within
the categories were used in their original forms.

The independent variables for the socio-demographic and socio-eco-
nomic characteristics were identified based on a literature review and
the Georgian context analysis. Namely, the effects of factors such as
gender, the type of settlement, religion, education, and employment
were measured for each category of gender attitudes and views. De-
pending on the type of variable, chi-square analyses were conducted
to determine any significant differences in the response patterns.
These analyses were followed by the measure of association in or-
der to measure the relative strength of the relationship between two
variables. In contrast, the multiple regression models were construct-
ed using specific variables.

PHASE Il
Developing research tools

The third stage of the project included planning and conducting focus
groups with Georgian youngsters aged 16-19 and 20-25 in three cities
of Georgia — Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi -as part of the fieldwork. The
first step towards achieving this aim was the preparation and devel-
opment of a research tool —a focus group guide. The guide was based
on the information obtained from literature analysis, secondary data
processing and expert interviews. The data derived, particularly from
the expert interviews, highlighted the issues that needed to be ad-
dressed during the discussions with the youngsters. As a result, the
following issues were included in the unstructured focus group guide:
gender equality, feminism, male and female roles, rights, equality, sig-
nificance of education and career, family and distribution of domestic
tasks, family violence, women’s sexual freedom, and the influence of
religious institutions on the existing attitudes and traditions.

The guide, made up of eight discussion topics and twenty questions,
was tested by means of two pilot focus groups. The purpose of the
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pilot study was to:

Improve the interview guide;

Determine the wording of certain questions;

Remove unnecessary questions;

Add those topics that the youngsters will touch upon dur-
ing the discussion and that were important for studying the
above issues;

5. Get an approximate idea of the issues they felt comfortable
discussing and the issues they tended to try to avoid.

AW R

The two pilot focus groups (one made up of only female and the oth-
er of only male participants) were conducted with the participants
selected in Thilisi. The participants were selected based on pre-de-
termined criteria. The focus group was sexually segregated in order
to obtain maximally sincere and truthful views and attitudes from the
participants with respect to the discussed issues. The segregation of
groups on the basis of sex increased the likelihood that the partici-
pants, when answering sensitive questions, would not be influenced
by the feeling of respect or the desire to be more likeable in the eyes
of the opposite sex.

The focus group was selected based on two criteria — age (16-25) and
place of residence. Four out of the ten participants lived in the down-
town area of the city, three of them lived at some distance from the
downtown and three of them lived in the outlying areas of the city.
The information obtained from the pilot study was processed on the
basis of detailed analysis and transcription. The pilot study showed
that the selected participants’ attitude was more gender-sensitive
than insensitive. This can be explained, on the one hand by the fact
that the respondents lived in a city and living in a city, according to
the literature analysis and secondary data (see Section on Second-
ary Data), is one of the significant factors in the formation of gender-
sensitive attitude, and, on the other hand, by the fact that most of
the selected students studied at or had graduated from the faculty
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of humanities and social sciences and had been taught gender stud-
ies as part of their curriculum. The pilot focus group highlighted the
necessity of adding one important criterion to the selection process
- selecting students (aged 20-25) from as many different faculties as
possible, so that the groups participating in the focus group discus-
sions were maximally heterogeneous.

The pilot focus group discussions revealed the questions that the par-
ticipants found hard to answer or in some cases — to understand.

It was evident that during the pilot discussions the youngsters did not
feel comfortable answering personal questions and found it easier to
talk about issues that concerned other people. Accordingly, the guide
of the focus group was fundamentally changed on the basis of the
pilot study results. The revised guide did not include questions, but
rather offered participants various gender-sensitive or insensitive/
stereotypical situations for discussion. The discussion guide consisted
of four main topics: a) Gender roles of men and women in the fam-
ily and distribution of domestic tasks; b) Equality between men and
women with respect to employment; c) Stereotypes/stereotypical
views of society on the rights and duties of men and women and d)
Sexual rights. Four or five different situations were described for each
topic. The participants were asked to discuss or argue about those
situations.

Fieldwork

For the main field research, 96 youngsters (aged 20-25) and 24 teen-
agers (aged 16-19) were selected in three large cities of Georgia —
Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi.

Aside from the capital city Thilisi, the regional cities were selected ac-
cording to the number of organizations working on gender-related is-
sues in them - Zugdidi has one of the highest number of organizations
and Telavi one of the lowest in Georgia. Five focus group interviews
were conducted in each city. The focus group population was broken
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down according to age (in order to compare two different age groups:
teens and young adults 16-19 vs 20-26) and sex (boys and girls - in
order to get comparable data regarding the respondents gender).The
focus group discussions were guided by the discussion guide.

Each focus group consisted of eight participants (four girls and four
boys) and was attended by young people with different interests,
social and educational backgrounds. The recruiters followed prede-
termined selection criteria in recruiting young people with a view to
setting up diverse rather than homogenous groups. The average du-
ration of each focus group was 100 minutes. Each participant of the
focus group received GEL 10 as an incentive for taking part in the proj-
ect. All focus group data were transcribed, combined, summarized
and used as a basis for the analysis presented here.

Analyses

Focus group interviews collected within the framework of this re-
search project were analyzed using the qualitative data analysis soft-
ware NVivo. After creating a new project in the software, the docu-
ments containing the transcript of each focus group discussion were
imported to NVivo. Following that, a new classification with two at-
tributes was created and linked to the above-mentioned documents.
As a result, on the one hand, the values named ‘Tbilisi, ‘Telavi’ and
‘Zugdidi’ were assigned to the attribute of Location, and on the other
hand, the values defined as '16-19’ or’20-25’ were assigned to the
attribute of Age. Since the focus groups consisted of both male and
female respondents, for the purposes of comprehensive analysis it
was decided to code the qualitative data conveying female and male
perspectives in separate nodes, although within the same project.
Thus, the views expressed by men and women on the same subject
fell into different nodes which mirrored each other (e.g. Parent node
—‘Roles in Family,” Child node —‘Men should never do the housework’
were created for both male and female respondents).
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It was understood that in the case of qualitative data, a very accu-
rate review and summary would be needed. Therefore, the gathered
data was read several times. After the coding process had been com-
pleted, the prevalence of codes was summarized, the similarities and
differences in related codes were discussed across distinct original
sources/contexts, and the relationship between one or more codes
was compared. In the end, with the help of matrix queries, it was
possible to compare the attitudes of focus group participants towards
different issues related to family, career/occupation and sexuality
based on respondents’ location, age and gender.
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CHAPTER IV
GENDER ATTITUDES AND PERCEPTIONS AMONG
YOUTH IN GEORGIA — QUANTITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

This chapter explores gender-role attitudes and views among youth
aged 18-25 in Georgia. During the last fifteen years, the country has
gone through many changes, including the attempts of transforma-
tion and reevaluation of gender-related concepts. However, gen-
der equality still seems to be a far reaching goal in the given reality
(Japaridze 2012).

Many international studies (LaFont 2010; Lewis and Clift 2001) dem-
onstrate that young people represent a progressive force in social
change and in the transformation of social and cultural meanings that
lead to more liberal attitudes towards gender roles. It is estimated
that a number of factors, including gender, education, the type of
settlement, employment and religion, influence the understanding of
gender equality and gender roles in families and in society. There-
fore, the aim of this chapter is: a) to determine whether young people
in Georgia have more liberal attitudes regarding a range of gender
issues; and b) to examine the determinants of the revealed gender
attitudes. For this reason, quantitative analysis was conducted from
available dataset - the Caucasus Barometer and EU survey. The data
sets include a range of questions on gender determined attitudes and
stereotypes. The data analysis was conducted on two levels: Situa-
tional analysis and Analysis of determining factors.

Situational analysis was done to determine whether young people
these days have liberal attitudes regarding a range of gender is-
sues. While, as was mentioned in previous chapters, it has been a
while since international and local programs on gender issues were
launched and implemented in Georgia, naturally, the young genera-
tion has been exposed to new ideas and concepts regarding gender
roles in family and society. Therefore, at this stage it was hypothesized
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that young women and men these days would hold more liberal at-
titudes than the older generation and young people in the 1990s had.
For this reason in-time-perspective analysis was done which provided
comparative descriptive statistics on gender views and attitudes since
1996. Comparison in years allowed the opportunity to see whether
there are any differences in views and attitudes among young people
of different generations. As the data analysis showed that there were
no differences in gender views since 1996, the next level of the analy-
sis - analysis of determining factor - was planned in order to detect
reasons and causes for the revealed trends.

An analysis of determining factors was done to explain the trends
and patterns revealed in the in-time-perspective analysis. In partic-
ular, data from 2010 was used to explore determinants of revealed
gender views. The dataset of 2010 was chosen as it is the only data
so far allowing examination of a range of critical issues that are not
included in other datasets. In addition to this, the year of 2010 repre-
sents a good reference period to see whether implemented gender-
related programs and policies resulted in any changes in the percep-
tions of the young generation. The analysis of determining factors,
which was done through inferential statistical analysis, examined a
number of variables affecting gender-determined views. The results
represented a good foundation to the further qualitative research
that you can find in the next chapter.

Situational Analysis — Gender Determined Attitudes

The results of the in-time-perspective data analysis highlight the fol-
lowing major tendency: no significant changes have been detected
in gender distribution in education and employment or in the gen-
der views and attitudes of Georgian youth since 1996. Traditional at-
titudes regarding the preference to have a son, gender distribution in
education and employment, family gender roles, and restrictions on
women’s personal lives, including their sexual freedom, still prevail
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among today’s youth in Georgia. In particular, the majority shared the
belief in masculine superiority.

Education and Employment. To begin with gender distribution of youth
in education, the descriptive analysis shows that the majority of female
and male respondents 18- to 25-years-old had completed a secondary
education, while relatively fewer respondents had obtained higher ed-
ucation (World Value Survey, 1996; World Value Survey 2008; Caucasus
Barometer, 2010; Caucasus Barometer, 2011). The data demonstrates
similar trends for the both genders. An exception can be found in the
year of 2008 when the majority of young men (57%) had secondary
education yet a significant number of young women (43%) held degree
from higher education. A high rate of youth without tertiary educa-
tion can be seen in all given years. This was expected for this group
(18- to 25-years-old) given that many were students and had not yet
completed their higher education in the period of being interviewed.
Chi-square tests were conducted to determine if there are significant
differences in the pattern of responses for gender categories. Statisti-
cally significant differences was revealed in the case of the data analysis
from 1996 (p<0.05) and 2008 (p<0.05). As for the results from the years
of 2010 and 2011 (p>0.05), only general trends can be discussed.
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Table#1: Gender distribution in education according to years

YEAR MULTIPLE CHOICE RESPONSES MALE FEMALE
count %' count %
NONE 0 0 1 0
1996 PRIMERY EDUCATION 50 20 29 13
SECONDARY EDUCATION 162 66 147 66
(Wv3) HIGHER EDUCATION (without degree) 11 5 8 4
HIGHER EDUCATION (with degree) 22 9 39 17
Total (469) 245 100 224 100
NONE 0 0 0
2008 PRIMERY EDUCATION 11 10 6 6
(WV5)  SECONDARY EDUCATION 57 52 38 35
HIGHER EDUCATION (without degree) 9 8 18 17
HIGHER EDUCATION (with degree) 32 29 47 43
Total (218) 109 100 109 100
2010 NONE 1 1 2 2
PRIMERY EDUCATION 9 9 12 10
(CB2010)
SECONDARY EDUCATION 68 66 78 67
HIGHER EDUCATION (with degree) 25 24 24 21
Total (N=236) 103 100 116 100
2011 NONE 1 1 2 1
PRIMERY EDUCATION 19 17 23 14
(CB2011)
SECONDARY EDUCATION 68 61 94 59
HIGHER EDUCATION (with degree) 23 24 39 21
Total (N=271) 111 100 160 100

A high rate of unemployed youth was detected in the data (World
Value Survey 2008; Caucasus Barometer, 2010; Caucasus Barometer

1 Insome of the tables in the given chapter (on quantitative analysis) percent col-
umns did not include all the figures that contribute to the total of 100%. Answer
categories such as “interview errors”, “refuse to answer”, “break off”, “legal skip”
were not included in the tables. Therefore, in some cases all the present figures
did not receive totals of 100%.
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2011)% For the same reason as it was noted, in the case of gender
distribution in education, that the majority® without jobs was predict-
able. Considering the age of the target group, the majority of respon-
dents were expected to be students. However, the revealed results
are still notable as they give an overview on the primary activity of
the young people. The results in all given years are statistically signifi-
cant (see table 2: 2008, p=.000; 2010, p=.003; 2011, p=.000)

Table 2 shows that in 2008, in the male group, while the majority
(55%) were unemployed, 21% were students. The rest were distrib-
uted among the categories of full-time (14%) and part-time (4%) job
and the category of self-employed. The same trend is revealed in the
case of young women. Namely, 39% were unemployed and 32% were
students. In addition to this, 17% identified themselves as housewives
who did not work. As for employment categories, 10% of women re-
spondents were found to be employed full-time and 3% had part-time
jobs. In 2010, while 73% of men and 57% women were unemployed,
significantly less young men (27%) and women (12%) had jobs. In
2011, the table shows that 42% did not have jobs, 22% were students
and 20% were employed. On the contrary 30% of women reported
being unemployed, another 30% said that their primary activity was
as a housewife and 24% were students. Similar to other cases, em-
ployment categories had minor rates. Overall, there is a clear trend
that in the categories of full-time and part-time employment as well
as the category of self-employed, young women are less represented
than young men. It is also interesting to note that women are slightly
more represented in the category of student than men.

2 Employment data in year of 1996 was not available for the target age group (18-to
25-years-old)
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Table#2: Gender distribution in employment/primary activity according

to years
MULTIPLE CHOICE
YEAR QUESTION RESPONSES MALE FEMALE
count % count %
Student 23 21 35 32
2008 Housewife 0 0 18 17
Unemployed 60 55 42 39
(WV5)  Employment status -
Full-time employee 15 14 11 10
Part-time employee 4 4 3 3
Self-employed 7 6 0 0
Total (N=218) 109 100 109 100
2010 . No 82 73 108 57
Do you have a job?
(CB2010) Yes 30 27 14 12
Total (N=236) 112 100 122 100
Student 23 21 39 24
2011 . Housewife 0 0 49 31
Primary
(CB2011) tivity/ situati Unemployed 47 42 48 30
activity/ situation = ve a job 25 23 16 10
Self-employed 13 12 5 3
Total 111 100 160 100

Although the data of 2010 did not contain questions on primary ac-
tivity, it did question the type of unemployment which allowed ex-
ploring in more detail the type of unemployed young women and
men. Table 3 shows that the majority of both men (46%) and women
(17%) are looking for a job. Students are represented by 15% of male
and 10% of female respondents. The remaining categories have the
lowest percentage in the male group. As for women, similar to the
student category, 11% stated that they are housewives. The rest are
found in the lowest percentages in the remaining categories. The re-

vealed results are statistically significant (p=0.00)
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Table#3: Type of Unemployment in 2010 (CB2010)

QUESTIONS RESPONSES MALE FEMALE
Count 0 1
DK % within Gender 0 1
% of Total 0 0,4
Count 52 40
Unemployed —
(looking for a job) % within Gender 46 17
% of Total 22 17
Count 3 8
Unemployed and interested % within Gender 3 3
(NOT looking for a job) % of Total 1 3
Type of  Unemployed and NOT Count 1 5
Unemploy- interested % within Gender 1 2
ment (NOT looking for a job) % of Total % 2
Count 17 24
Student % within Gender 15 10
% of Total 7 10
Count 0 25
Housewife % within Gender 0 11
% of Total 0 11
Count 6 3
Other % within Gender 5 1
% of Total 3
Total Count 112 122
% within Gender 100 100

Gender views on gender distribution in education and employment.
Table 4 gives information on young people’s opinions on women’s and
men’s representation in education and employment. When respon-
dents were asked whether tertiary education is more important for
boys than girls, the vast majority disagreed in all given years. Namely,
the youth perceived education as equally important for both genders.
Moreover, it is also notable that the rate of those who disagreed is
increasing over the years. In 1996, 64 % of young people disagreed
with the statement; in 2008, 69% and in 2010, 73%.
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There is a different situation in the case of employment. Respondents
were asked whether they agree or disagree with the statement that
when jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job. In 1996,
63% agreed, 26% disagreed and 11.1% neither agreed nor disagreed.
In 2008, more rates are detected in the later categories and less in
the category of “agree”. In other words, while still a majority, fewer
respondents approved the statement in 2008. As for the year of 2010,
56% of young people were in favour of the statement. Those who
were disapproving (5%) and those who were uncertain about the
question were in minority (22% and 30% respectively). In general, it is
clear that the majority believed that men should have more right to a
job when there is a high rate of unemployment. Moreover, there are
no differences in the responses of men in different years.

Table#4: Gender views on gender distribution in education and employ-

ment
YEARS QUESTIONS RESPONCES COUNT %
. - . agree 157 34
University in more important for a boy -
disagree 302 64
1996 Total (N=469) Zzl:i 16030
(WV3) When jobs are scarce a man should have agree
oht to 2 iob neither 52 11
more right to a Jo disagree 121 26
Total (N=469) 467 100
) . . agree 62 28
University in more important for a boy -
disagree 151 69
Total (N=218
2008 ( ) 213 100
100 46
(WV5)  When jobs are scarce a man should have ag.ree
oht to a iob neither 47 22
more right to a Jo disagree 66 30
Total (N=218) 213 100
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DK 17 7
University in more important for a boy agree 10 4
2010 disagree 173 73
(CB2010) Total (N=236) 200 100
When jobs are scarce a man should have DK 18 8
A 3 agree 11 56
more right to a job disagree 132 5
Total (N=236) 161 100

Gender Views on Preferred Gender of a Child. Table 5 provides data on
respondents’ preferences on preferred gender of a child. Traditional
preferences for male children were detected. There are similar trends
in the responses of youth from the data of 1996 and 2010. The vast
majority (56% in 1996; 55% in 2010) preferred to have a son if they
were to have only one child. In both years, after the son preference,
the majority (25% and 38% respectively) reported that the child’s sex
was irrelevant. A preference for a daughter was found in a great mi-
nority in both years. As we see, after 14 years, the young generation

still held a preference for a son over a daughter.

Table#5: Response rate on “preferred gender of a child”

YEAR QUESTION RESPONSES COUNT %
A boy 261 56

1996  Preferred gender of A girl 89 19
(WV3) achild Doesn’t matter 116 25
DK 3 0,6
Total 469 100

2010 Preff!rred gender of 2 ZI?IY 11259 565
(c2010) 2 child Doesn’t matter 89 38
Total 236 100

Gender Views on Gender Roles in a Family. Descriptive statistics re-
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vealed gender stereotypes on most of the questions on gender
roles in a family in all the given years (see Table 6). To begin from
the year of 1996, it can be seen that young people saw gender roles
in a strictly traditional way. Being a housewife is equalled to a job
outside the family and is seen as much an accomplishment as a full-
type job could be. While 74% of young people agreed with the state-
ment that “Being a housewife is as fulfilling as working,” only 20%
expressed disagreement on the issue. On the questions, such as if
both spouses should work and if a working woman is able to care
as much as housewives do, most young people responded positively.
Namely, 79% of the respondents see no problem when both husband
and wife are employed in a family. Similarly, a great majority (86%)
believed that employment does not affect the quality of relationship
that a mother should have with her children. This means that a work-
ing woman was not perceived negatively. Conversely, it is interesting
to note that when it came to income, the majority of respondents
(50%) said that if a wife is the major breadwinner in a family, this
would lead to problems in a relationship. Unfortunately, as there is
no similar data in other years so it is not possible to make equivalent
comparisons. Only the dataset from 2008 suggests the same question
on housewives which is identical to the one presented in the data of
1996. As can be seen, in this case as well the majority see being a
housewife as fulfilling as any other type of work (e.g. professional oc-
cupation, full-time/part-time job, etc.) could be. That said, it should
be noted that, in comparison to 1996, in 2008 there is less disparity
between those who agree (50%) and those who disagree (32%). De-
spite the fact that there is only one question that is reiterated in 1996
and 2008, the comparison still shows that there are no differences in
gender perception.

In 2010, there are three questions on decision-making and bread-
winning in a family. It is shown that 69% of young people name a man
as a decision-maker in a family, 29% believe that power should be
distributed equally, and only 1,3% think that a woman should be the
one who “governs” a family. As for breadwinners, a great majority
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said that a man is a major wage earner and this is the way it should
be. Namely, 84% of the respondents believed that in most Georgian
families, breadwinners are men and only 14% reported that men and
women earn equally in families. Almost the same rates are detected
when asked “Who should be a breadwinner in a family?” In both cas-
es, a great minority of youth consider women as breadwinners in a
family. This is completely in line with the results of 1996 where most
respondents answered negatively on the question of wives having a
greater income.

While there are different questions in given years, gender determined
views on decision-making and bread-winning in a family could serve
as indicators that since 1996 little has changed in terms of under-
standing of gender roles in a family.

Table#6: Gender Views on Gender Roles in a family (according to years)

YEAR QUESTION RESPONCES COUNT %
agree 346 74
Being a housewife is as fulfilling - g
) disagree 95 20
as working
Total 441(469) 100
Can a working mother have a agree 372 79
same warm and caring relation- B 2 1
ship with her kid as a non-work- disagree 8 8
1996  ing mother has? Total 454(469) 100
WVS3
(WVS3) " hould both wife and husband dgree 403 86
K2 disagree 59 13
work: Total 562(469) 100
If a wife has more income than a agree 234 50
husband, in most cases there are disagree 207 44
problems in a relationship Total 44 (469) 100
2008 . . - agree 108 50
(WVs5) Being a .houseW|fe is as fulfilling disagree 69 37
as working
Total 177(218) 100
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DK 2 1

. . ) ) a man 197 84
2010 Whois a breadwinner in a major-
ity’s families? awoman 3 1
(CB2010) ’ equally 34 14
Total 236 100
aman 83,5 84
Who should be the breadwinner a woman 1,3 1
in a family? equally 14,4 15
Total 236 100
. a man 162 69
Who should be the decision
. . a woman 3 1,3
maker in a family?
equally 68 29
Total 233(236) 100

Gender views on Gender Differences in Leadership. Table 7 gives in-
formation on three different questions, two of which are repeated in
subsequent years. The first question is about men being better po-
litical leaders. The majority of the respondents in 1996 and in 2008
approve the statement. In 1996, 73% over 23% reported that men
are better political leaders. As for 2008, to the same question, 67% of
young people expressed agreement and 28% disagreement with the
statement. In the same year when respondents asked about whether
men make better executive leaders, a great majority again approved
(67% over 28%). The last results are from the data of 2011, when a
large number of youth said that they would not vote for a woman in
presidential elections. As we see, in general, a manager is still seen as
an exceptionally masculine role.
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Table#7: Gender views on gender roles in leadership (according to years)

YEAR QUESTIONS RESPONSES COUNT %
1996 agree 341 73
Men are better political leaders disagree 109 23
(WVS3) Total 450(469) 100
agree 145 67

Men are better political leaders disagree 60 28
2008 Total 205(218) 100
(WVS5) agree 145 67
Men make better executive leaders disagree 62 28
Total 207(218) 100

DK 35 13

2011 Would you vote for a women candidate yes 177 65
(CB2011) in presidential elections? no 56 21

Total 271(268) 100

Gender Views on Women’s Private Lives and Sexual Freedom. In data
from the Caucasus Barometer 2010, respondents were also asked
about their opinions on women’s personal lives. The questions re-
ferred to the acceptable age for a woman a) to live separately from
her family b) to have a sexual relationship before marriage and c)
to cohabit with men without marriage. The vast majority of young
people could not justify a woman having sexual relationship before/
without marriage or to live separately from her family (see table 8).
The highest rate (87%) in the category of “at no age” was detected in
a question related to women having sex before marriage. This means
that women'’s sexual freedom is considered exceptionally negatively.
Then comes the question on women cohabiting with men without
marriage. 78% reported that it is not acceptable at any age for a
woman to have a relationship with a man outside marriage. On the
third question, the majority (53%) were also negative about a woman
living separately from her family.

Critically, there were no inter-generational differences between the
responses of young people and respondents aged 26 to 35 and older
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than 36, as all of the respondents completely agreed on this matter.
In addition to this, the results also demonstrated that the amount of
the majority is increasing with the increase of age groups.

Table#8: Response rate of questions on “women’s private life and sexual
freedom”

AGE
18-25 26-35 36+
count % count % count %

Atwhatageitis  stnoage 111 53 172 61 934 69
acceptable for

YEAR QUESTIONS  RESPONCES

a woman to live 18-25 90 43 101 36 375 28

separately from

her family? 26+ 7 3 8 3 43 3
Total 208 100 281 100 1352 100

At what age it is
acceptable for a
woman to have

at no age 180 87 249 88 1281 94

2010  sexual relation- 18-25 25 12 27 10 72 5
N=2089) Ship before
( ) arriage? 26+ 3 1 6 2 14 1
Total 208 100 282 100 1367 100

At what age it

i at no age 153 78 218 79 1166 86
is acceptable

for a woman
to cohabit with 18-25 24 12 36 13 75 6
men without
marriage? 26+ 20 10 21 8 112 8

Total 197 100 275 100 1353 100

Factors Influencing Gender Determined Attitudes of Youth

To explain the patterns of gender attitudes among Georgian youth,
the following variables were examined: gender, settlement type, re-
ligion, education and employment. The results showed that the ex-
plored issues were perceived differently with regard to the selected
predictor variables. Gender was the only determinant regarding the
opinions on preferred gender of a child and gender distribution in
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education and employment. The type of settlement was related to
views regarding family gender roles and was a predictor of attitudes
and views regarding women'’s private lives. Additionally, education
level was identified as another possible explanation for gender-de-
termined views regarding women'’s sexual freedom and private lives.

Gender distribution in education and employment. As was shown
above, gender distribution in education in target groups does not give
complete data on whether the sample youth would have an eventual
university degree. On the contrary, the results regarding the primary
activity of young people revealed a group of housewives in the cat-
egory of women in years of 2010 and 2011. For the study purposes,
women’s distribution within different activities was further examined
and compared. In particular, chi-square tests were conducted for most
of the gender views and also the predictor variables (those that were
used in other cases) in order to see if there are any determinants for a
young woman to be a student, employed or a housewife. This revealed
trends related to being a housewife. Among all the generated results,
the only statistically significant relationship was detected on the inde-
pendent variable of “Rate of attendance at religious services” (p=.014).

Table#9: Relationship between Rate of Attendance at Religious Services
and Women’s Primary Activity in 2010

Women Primary Activity
(type of unemployment)

Unemployed student housewife other  x2 p

Ra?e.of attenc.iance at %t % % % 29333 .014
religious services

More than once a week 55 9 36 0

Once a week 42 53 0 5

At least once a month 48 23 26 3

Only on special holidays 41 27 27 5

Less often 81 0 19 0

4 The given percents in all further tables (including Table 9) are within the categories of

independent variables
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As we see in Table 9, the majority of those who attend religious cer-
emonies more than once a week are unemployed women (55%). 36%
of this category is constituted from housewives and only 9% are stu-
dents. As for those who devote one day in a week to a religious oc-
casion, we can see that 53% are students and 42% are unemployed
women. In the next category 48% who do not work, 23% are students
and 26% are housewives. 41% of women attend religious ceremonies
only on special holidays. Students and housewives (27%) are equally
distributed within this category. The last two are about the respon-
dents who spent less often or never. While the majority of the for-
mer are unemployed, most housewives are presented in the category
who attended less often. Although the test of significance shows that
this relationship is not due to chance, the test of measure of associa-
tion showed that the variables are moderately associated with each
other (.31). The latter means that knowing that a woman is attending
religious ceremonies gives moderate confidence in guessing her pri-
mary activity. The variable is not a very strong predictor.

The next table (see Table 10) provides similar data but in 2011. In
comparison to Table 9, these results include categories of employ-
ment as well. In addition to this, it was revealed that more than one
predictor had statistically significant results. It has been detected that
type of settlement (p=.000), education (.000) and religion (.005) are
significantly related to the dependent variable. Here, variable on re-
ligion is defined as importance of it in a daily life. On the other vari-
ables related to religion there were no statistically significant results
detected.
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TABLE #10: Relationship between Rate of Attendance at Religious Services and
Women’s Primary Activity in 2011

— ®
Q >
£ 5 ¢ =
E 2 = 2z E
(] 0 E = o §F
3 = 2 2 «£ <
2 o = £ ] =]
h =T D w w O x2 p
Type of Settlement % % % % % % 34.120 .000
Capital 40 15 27 13 5
Urban 18 27 35 16 2 2
Rural 12 54 30 0 2 2
Education % % % % % % 68.687 .000
No Primary 0 5 50 0 0 O
Primary 5 55 32 0 0 9
Secondary 36 32 23 7 1 O
Higher 8 15 46 23 8 O

Importance of Religion in Daily Life % % % % % % 40.312 .005
0 50 25 O

0

0 100 0 O O O
3
4

Not at all important

Not very important

23 38 26 8
27 20 36 13

Rather important

Very important

To begin with the type of settlement, the table shows that the major-
ity of young women living in the capital are students (40%), followed
by unemployed women (27%) and housewives (15%). In contrast, a
large number of women in rural areas are housewives (54%) and un-
employed (30%). Only 12% represent students. In urban areas the
majority are unemployed (35%) and 27% are housewives. It is inter-
esting to note that employed young women are more presented in
the capital and urban areas than in rural places. Within the compari-
son of the capital and urban areas we see that those who live in urban
places are more employed than those who are in the capital.
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In the case of education, the table demonstrates that the highest
number of housewives (55%) is presented in the category of primary
education. This means that, in the period of being interviewed, the
target group had only a primary education. Also, in the category of
“no primary education,” housewives (50%) and unemployed women
(50%) are equally presented. The majority who indicated secondary
education were students (36%). In the same category, 32% are house-
wives and 23% are unemployed. The results show a large number of
young women who completed tertiary education are unemployed.
The last variable shows that, in the first three categories — those for
whom religion is not at all important, not very important and rather
important — the majority represents housewives. As for the young
women for whom religion is very important they are presented under
the category of unemployed.

When the strength of the relationships between independent vari-
ables and the dependent variable was calculated, the following was
revealed: a) relationship between the type of settlement and the de-
pendent variable is moderate (.32) b) the relationship between edu-
cation and the dependent variable is moderate (.32) c) the relation-
ship between education and the dependent variable is also moderate
(.32) and d) the relationship between religion and the dependent
variable is relatively or weakly moderate (.25).

The next table (Table 11) examines the relationship between inde-
pendent variables and gender-determined views concerning educa-
tion and employment. The statements - whether university degree is
more important for a boy than a girl and whether men should have
more right to a job or not — were approved/disapproved by survey
participants. In the beginning, a number of predictors were correlated
and chi-square tests were conducted separately for each predictor in
relation to the dependent variables. This was done in order to create
a list of independent variables the effect of which was further tested
in a multiple-regression model. Chi-square tests revealed statistically
significant results on the gender and employment predictors. In par-
ticular, tables 11 and12 show that opinions on men having more right

— 74 —



to education and employment are determined by gender. In the first
case, 68% of men agree with the statement and 42% disagree. On
the contrary, 58% of young women disagree with the idea that boys
should be more privileged in terms of education. 32% of women ap-
proved the issue. As for employed and unemployed young people,
different trends are revealed. Among those who were unemployed,
71% of young people agreed with the statement and 86% disagreed.
As for those who were employed (30%) believed that priority should
be given to men and 15% of the respondents having jobs showed a
negative attitude to the issue. As for the second dependent variable
—men having more right to a job — the table shows that 63% of young
men agreed, while 37% disagreed. In the women’s group, the results
are just the opposite. The majority (63%) believes that the statement
is not right. 37% represent those young women who agreed with
the statement. Similar to other cases, the strength of association be-
tween variables was moderate.

TABLE #11: A university degree is more important for a boy

agree disagree X2 p
Gender % % 9.554 .002
Men 68 42
Women 32 58
Type of Settlement % % 2.959 .228
Capital 21 20
Urban 23 36
Rural 57 45
Education % % 5.810 .121
No Primary 0 3
Primary 20 6
Secondary 64 74
Higher 16 17
Importance of Religion in Daily Life % % 8.627 .125
Not at all important 2 1
Not very important 7 5
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Rather important 52 41

Very important 36 53
Rate of attendance at religious services % % 12.559 .084
Every day 0 0
More than once a week 5 9
Once a week 14 17
At least once a month 23 26
Only on special holidays 27 25
Less often 14 17
Never 14 0
Frequency of fasting % % 5.511 .490
Always 7 9
Often 0 8
Sometimes 14 15
Rarely 25 17
Never 55 50
Employment % % 5.533 .019
No 71 86
Yes 30 15

TABLE #12: Men have more right to a job

agree disagree X2 P
Gender % % 13.684 .000
Men 63 37
Women 37 63
Type of Settlement % % 1.553 .462
Capital 19 22
Urban 29 35
Rural 52 43
Education % % 4999 .183
No Primary 2 3
Primary 14 5
Secondary 61 77
Higher 22 15
Importance of Religion in Daily Life % %
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Not at all important 1 1 2.340 .800
Not very important

Rather important 41 43
Very important 52 49
Rate of attendance at religious services % % 9.889 .197
Every day 0 0
More than once a week 7 8
Once a week 14 18
At least once a month 23 29
Only on special holidays 22 26
Less often 20 14
Never 12 4
Frequency of fasting % % 8.051 .328
Always 5 11
Often 5 8
Sometimes 12 16
Rarely 22 17
Never 55 47
Employment % % 1.146 .284
No 78 84
Yes 22 16

To further simplify the perception of the data, a new variable was
generated as a result of the two mentioned dependent variables: the
variable on“Total “disagree” Responses on Questions about Gender
Attitudes regarding Education and Employment” clarified the over-
all score of the gender determined perception of whether men have
more rights to education and a job (se table 13). The new variable
revealed how many times in total each respondent answered “dis-
agree” to the two questions. As there were two questions, the maxi-
mum number of times equals 2 and the minimum 0 (this is when we
have 0 total responses on the answer of “disagree)”. This also allowed
a regression model to be made where the effect of multiple inde-
pendent variables were tested. The model in Table 14 includes a list
of explanatory variables which gave statistically significant results in
single correlation tables.
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Table#13: Total “disagree” Responses on Questions about Men Having
More Rights to Job/Education (CB2010)

QUESTION # of RESPONSES COUNT %

0 24 10

Total “disagree” Responses on Questions 1 67 28
about Men Having More Rights to Job/Edu. 2 112 48
Total 203 86

Missing System 33 14
Total 236 100

In Table 14 the regression model made some of the independent vari-
ables to reduce in meaning so that their effect was indirect. On the
other hand we can see statistically significant results only in gender.
The model demonstrates that the gender attitudes regarding male
and female involvement in education and employment could be ex-
plained by gender (p=.000). None of the other predictors provided
statistically significant results. According to the model, young women
had more liberal attitudes than young men. In particular, more wom-
en than men disagreed with the view that men had more right to be
enrolled in tertiary education or to have a job.
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TABLE #14: Effect of Independent Variables on Gender Views on Men Hav-
ing More Right to Education and Job

Coefficients®
Non-standard- Standardized

Model ized Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
1 (Constant) .999 .230 4.342 .000

Years of formal

education completed .021 .017 .086 1.205 .230
Dumm_women 407 .100 .293 4.087 .000
Dumm_employed -.240 127 -.132 -1.888 .060
Dumm_capital -.077 .119 -.045 -.647 .518
Dumm_neverattended  ,,, 443 069 992 322

religious ceremony
Dumm_never fasted .011 .101 .008 113 910

a. Dependent Variable: Total “disagree” Responses on Questions about
Men Having More Rights to Job/Edu

Preferred Gender of a Child. To explain the pattern of the young re-
spondents favouring sons, the following variables were examined:
gender, the type of settlement, education and religion. Chi-square
tests were conducted to determine any significant differences in the
response pattern for the categories of independent variables. Table
15 shows that the preferred gender of child for respondents was con-
tingent on their own gender (p < 0.05). Although the majority of men
(71%) claimed to prefer a boy, a high number of women (50%) felt
that the gender of their child was unimportant. Only 10% of women
and 2% of men preferred to have a daughter. The remaining respon-
dents reported that they did not know. Other variables were not sta-
tistically significant.
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TABLE #15: Gender Views on Preferred Gender of a Child in regard to Inde-
pendent Variables

Preferred Gender of a Child  x2 P

Doesn’t

DK agirl aboy matter
Gender % % % % 27.335 .000
Men 2 2 71.4 25
Women 0.8 10 39.3 50
Type of Settlement % % % % 11.278 0.08
Capital 0 11.1 58 311
Urban 3 4 43 50
Rural 9 61 61 32.2
Education % % % % 9.695 376
No Primary 0 0 33.3 67
Primary 5 0 48 48
Secondary 7 10 55.1 35
Higher 2 2 60 36
Post-Graduate 0 O 0 0
Importance of Religion in Daily Life % % % % 7.145 0.622
Not at all important 0 O 50 50
Not very important 0 0 39 62
Rather important 0 5 58 37
Very important 2 9 55 35
Rate of attendance at religious services % % % % 13.272 0.581
Every day 0 O 0 0
More than once a week 0 6 59 35
Once a week 3 5 54.1 38
At least once a month 34 103 52 35
Only on special holidays 0 10 53.3 37
Less often 0 O 64 36.4
Never 0 O 47.1 33
Frequency of fasting % % % % 18.548 0.1
Always 0 10 42 47



Often 7 7 36 50

Sometimes 0 14.3 46 40
Rarely 22 43 48 46
Never 0.8 42 653 30
Employment % % % % 2.535 0.469
No 2 7 55 37
Yes 0 23 55 43

Gender Roles in a Family. Responses regarding family gender roles
varied significantly across questions about breadwinners and deci-
sion-makers. Table 16 shows that the perception of decision-maker
as a typically male role in a family could be explained by the respon-
dents’ type of settlement (p=.003). The other predictor that was sta-
tistically significant was gender (p=.005, p=.006), which was related
to responses for both variables. The majority of respondents from all
types of settlements favoured a man in the role of decision-maker.
However, the contrast between the categories lessened in the re-
sponses from the capital. In rural populations, 75% of respondents
favoured having male decision-makers and 25% believed that deci-
sion-making should be shared equally between partners; in urban
areas, these preferences decreased to 72% and 24%, respectively.
However, in the capital, 51% of respondents were in favour of hav-
ing only male decision-makers and 50% believed that the responsi-
bility should be divided equally between the genders. Regarding the
gender predictor, more than half of the respondents believed that
a man should be the decision-maker and the breadwinner in a fam-
ily (see table 17). Men were the preferred breadwinners for 89% of
male respondents and 79% of female respondents, whereas 8% of
men and 21% of women believed that responsibility for household
income should be distributed equally. The remaining respondents fa-
voured female breadwinners. In contrast, 80% of young men and 60%
of young women believed that a man should be the head of the fam-
ily. An equal distribution of power was favoured by 20% of the male
group and 39% of the female group.
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TABLE #16: Gender Views on Gender of a Decision-maker in a Family

Decision-maker X2 p
Man Woman Equally

Gender % % % 10.627 0.005

Men 80 0.9 20

Women 60 2 39

Type of Settlement % % % 16.41 0.003

Capital 51 0 50

Urban 72.4 4 24

Rural 75 0 25

Education % % % 5.257 0.511

No Primary 100 0 0

Primary 84.2 0 16

Secondary 71.2 0.7 28.1

Higher 62 2 36

Post-Graduate 0 0 0

Importance of Religion in Daily Life % % % 9.856 0.131

Not at all important 100 0 0

Not very important 83 0 17

Rather important 77 2 21

Very important 61 0.9 28

Rate of a.ttendance at religious % % % 12277 0.267

ceremonies

Every day 0 0 0

More than once a week 71 0 89.4

Once a week 62.2 5.4 32.4

At least once a month 62.1 0 38

Only on special holidays 72.4 2 26

Less often 74.2 0 26

Never 88.2 0 12

Frequency of fasting when % % %  11.119 0.195

required by religious tradition

Always 58 0 42.1

Often 50 0 50

Sometimes 77 0 24

Rarely 62.2 4.4 33.3
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Never 74.4 0.9 25

Employment % % % 0.841 0.657

No 70 2 29

T ABLE#17: Gender Views on Gender of a Breadwinner in a Family

Breadwinner X2 P
Man Woman Equally

Gender % % % 10.163 0.006

Men 89.2 3 8.1

Women 793 0 21

Type of Settlement % % % 6.129 0.19

Capital 73.3 2.2 24.4

Urban 87 0 13.2

Rural 87 1.8 14

Education % % % 2.504 0.868

No Primary 100 O 0

Primary 95 0 5

Secondary 83 1.4 16

Higher 84 2 14

Post-Graduate 0 0 0

Importance of Religion in Daily Life % % % 11.986 0.062

Not at all important 100 O 0

Not very important 923 8 0

Rather important 90 O 10

Very important 79 2 20

(I:%:rt:n:;ra‘it::ndance at religious % % % 3529 0577

Every day 0 0 0

More than once a week 88.2 0 12

Once a week 76 3 22

At least once a month 83 0 17.2

Only on special holidays 87 2 12

Less often 88 0 12

Never 88.2 6 6

Frequency of fasting % % % 6.657 0.574
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Always 78 0 22.2

Often 714 0 29
Sometimes 80 O 20
Rarely 87 2.2 11
Never 87.2 2 11.1
Employment % % % 5.327 0.07
No 86.3 1.6 12.1
Yes 75 0 25

Women’s Private Lives and Sexual freedom. From the descriptive
analysis it was revealed that the highest percentage of young peo-
ple expressed disapproval regarding all three aspects of a woman'’s
personal life. Following the descriptive statistics, the dependent vari-
able was analysed in regard to independent variables such as gender,
settlement type, religion, education and employment. As illustrated
above, the dependent variable represented the total answers to the
three questions on a) to live separately from her family b) to have a
sexual relationship before marriage c) to cohabit with men without
marriage. Firstly, each variable was analysed in relation to the de-
pendent variables separately. Tests of significance were conducted to
reveal the results that matter. Therefore, the listed predictors were
reduced as not all of them gave statistically significant results on dif-
ferences between and within groups. However, as there is always a
risk of spurious effects, the predictors were further included in a re-
gression model in order to control variables and detect any indirect
effects.

Similar to the variables on education and employment, to further
simplify the perception of the data as a result of merging three ques-
tions (variables), a new variable of “Total - at no age - Responses on
Questions about Women'’s Personal Lives” was generated (see table
18). This allowed the overall score of gender attitudes of women'’s
personal lives and sexual freedom to be seen. The new variable al-
lowed how many times in total each respondent answered “at no
age” to the three questions to be recorded. As can be seen in Table
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9, the total percentage of respondents who find it unacceptable for a
woman to have a private life outside marriage is 92%. This new vari-
able also allowed a regression model to be made whereby the effect
of multiple independent variables is tested.

Table#18: Total “at no age” Responses on Questions about

Women's Personal Lives

#of RESPONSES COUNT %

0 31 13

] 1 30 13

Total “at no age” Responses on Questions > 57 o2

about Women'’s Personal LiveS

3 100 42

Total 218 92

Missing System 18 8
236 100

Total

The regression model demonstrated that education (p=.007) and the
type of settlement (p=.012) explain gender views of women'’s sexual
lives, including for the question investigating women living separately
from their families (see table 19). According to the model, more years
spent in formal education was associated with a decrease in the be-
lief that women were not allowed at any age to have a sexual life or
to live alone. The model also showed that respondents from rural
and urban areas had more gender-determined attitudes regarding
personal lives, whereas those who lived in the capital tended to have
less gender-determined views. Results on the remaining variables are
not statistically significant.
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TABLE#19: Effect of Independent Variables on Gender Views on Women’s
Sexual Freedom and Women Living Separately from their Families

Coefficients?

Non-stan- standardized
. andardize
dardized Coefficients
Model Coefficients
Std.
B Error Beta T Sig.
1 (Constant) 2.752 .335 8.212 .000
Years of formal education completed -.067 .025 -.186 -2.715 .007
Dumm_women .239 151 111 1.584 .115
Dumm_employed -172 189 -.061 -910 .364
Dumm_capital -464 .184 -171 -2.520 .012
Dumm_never attended religiousceremony .187 .166 .075 1.126 .262
Dumm_Never fasted .076 .149 .035 .507 .612

a. Dependent Variable: Total “at no age” Responses on Questions about Women’s
Personal Lives

b. Total score of responses to three questions: 1. from what age it is acceptable for a
woman to have sex before marriage, 2. from what age it is acceptable for a woman
to have a sexual relationship outside marriage, 3. from what age it is acceptable for a
woman to live separately from her family

Discussion

The results showed that, despite the political, social, and economic
changes in Georgia over the last twenty years, traditional views and
stereotypes regarding gender preferences and roles are still preva-
lent in today’s youth. Young people viewed and interpreted issues,
such as the preference of having a son or a daughter, gender distribu-
tion in education and employment, family gender roles, and women'’s
private lives, including their sexual freedom, in strictly traditional
frames. This result helps explain why women constitute the majority
of Georgia’s unemployed population and why most of these women
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are housewives (Caucasus Barometer 2010, 2011). Moreover, women
are generally under-represented in politics and in positions of leader-
ship. Attitudes and practices reinforce one another and are largely
dependent on available role models and life experiences (Futing and
Cai 1995; Evertsson 2006). In Georgia, where gender equality is still
a far-off goal, it is not surprising that both young women and men
hold gender stereotypes. Gender socialisation occurs at an early age
in both the family context and in other social institutions. This phe-
nomenon suggests a lack of gender issue knowledge and awareness
in both family and school contexts in Georgia (Khomeriki 2012). In
the given analysis, while in most cases young women and men were
unanimous regarding their gender attitudes, a more detailed analysis
revealed that gender influenced the distribution of traditional and
more liberal views. Many studies (e.g., Asencio 1999) indicate that, in
comparison to women, men are usually the major agitators of tradi-
tional gender roles and have strong negative reactions when individu-
als deviate from the conventional norm. Aside from gender, in some
cases the type of settlement, education, employment and religion
were revealed as additional determinants of gender views.

In general, there is an equal distribution of gender in education. Even
in higher education both young men and women are equally present-
ed. This impacted on gender views regarding whether or not boys
have more right to higher education. The majority disagreed with the
statement, meaning that a significant number of young people be-
lieved that education should be equally important for both genders.
However, a more detailed analysis demonstrated that this pattern is
determined at much extant by the women’s views. Namely, it had
been revealed that young women and men think differently on the
issue. While the majority of women disagree with unequal rights to
education, a significant number of young men think that boys should
have more right to a university degree. In this case, their own gen-
der appeared to be one of the determinants of a traditional way of
thinking regarding gender distribution in higher education. In addi-
tion to gender, employment status also determines attitude to the
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issue. In particular, while the majority of those young people who
have a job agree with the statement, those who are unemployed are
in favour of equality. This finding contradicts the idea that employ-
ment could serve as a good predictor of more liberal gender-role at-
titudes (Plutzer 1988; Wilson and Smith 1995; Dugger 1991; Mason
et al. 1976; Herring and Rose 1993; Mason and Lu 1988; Tallichet and
Willits 1986; Thornton et al. 1983; Wilson and Smith 1995). This kind
of incompatibility between the scholarship and the results on paper
could be explained by the context of unemployment and hard eco-
nomic situation when any job for any family member has significant
importance.

As for employment, a different situation is found. Although there is
a predictably high rate of unemployed youth, significant gender dif-
ferences are still notable. If housewives are considered in the group
of those who does not work, there is a vast difference among young
men’s and women’s groups. For this reason, women’s status of un-
employment as well as type of unemployment was analysed in a
more detail. When examining determinants of types of female un-
employment, religion was revealed as a major determinant. Among
variables on religion, the variable on rate of attendance at religious
ceremonies was detected as important in 2010. As for 2011, type of
settlement, education and religion —importance of religion in a daily
life — explained the type of women'’s primary activity. Namely, it was
revealed that living in the capital city often determines the choice of
an education for young women; most unemployed women are found
in urban areas and the position of housewife is most frequent in ru-
ral locations. Also, it was interesting to detect that the majority of
those women who have no education, primary or secondary educa-
tion are housewives. These resonated findings from the shadow re-
port to the CEDAW committee in 2006. It was revealed that girls who
marry young are unable to complete their education. The report also
noted that there are cases of forced marriages in rural areas. This may
also explain the large number of housewives in rural places. Although
these results are from 2006 and our findings are relevant to 2010, it is
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still reasonable to search for reasons for the revealed patterns in the
mentioned study. This especially makes sense if we take into consid-
eration the prevailing trend that gender attitudes have not changed
since 1996. On the contrary, most women with tertiary education are
unemployed. Considering the unemployment rate in Georgia and age
of the target group, this makes logic sense.

The effect of religion revealed an interesting trend regarding house-
wives. Those who do not consider religion as important or as very
important in their daily life are mostly housewives. Conversely, being
an unemployed woman is associated with perceiving religion as very
important in one’s daily life. Literature reviews suggest that, in gener-
al, religion is related to gender-determined views and attitudes. How-
ever, most of the scholarship is focused on a correlation between re-
ligiosity and one’s gender attitudes and sexual behaviour (Odimegwu
2005; Thornton and Camburn 1989; Brinkerhoff and MacKie 1985).
Therefore, as attitudes on the employment issue do not represent
a radical expression of gender stereotypes, especially when there is
high unemployment, it is not surprising that religion and the given
dependent variable do not have the same relationship as is suggested
in the literature.

The findings are also in line with results on gender views on the is-
sue. In particular, the majority of youth believe that, when jobs are
scarce, men should have more opportunities to get a job. To explain
this trend, gender was found to be a major determinant. While a
large majority of men completely share the idea of themselves hav-
ing more right to a job, the vast majority of women disagree with the
statement and believe that both genders should have equal rights.
Further data analysis also revealed that when examined, gender
views on both education and employment together, in regard to a
number of affecting factors, gender was again revealed as a strong
determinant. In fact, women have more liberal views than men on
the issue. Similar to gender views on education and employment,
the analysis also showed that women were slightly more liberal than
men when discussing issues such as the preferred gender of a child.
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A vast majority of men prefer to have a son over a daughter. Finally,
those who have a strong preference for having a daughter are in the
minority in both gender groups. Here, as well, it can be seen that the
respondents’ gender is the only reasonable explanation for this.

In the analysis on gender roles in a family, the study results dem-
onstrated that the majority of both men and women agreed that a
man should assume those roles. As the gender asymmetry index sug-
gests, men’s (i.e., husbands’) opinions are taken into account with
regard to women’s work (Badurashvili et al. 2009), which suggests
that decision-making is exclusively viewed as a male role. With re-
gard to comparisons within the gender groups, it is clear that more
women than men favoured equality in decision-making, yet neither
gender favoured women as the decision-makers. It is also important
to note that, despite the unanimity of gender attitudes between the
gender groups, women held less gender-determined views than men.
These results completely reflect the reality. The Gender and Gener-
ation Wave 2 Report of 2009 (Badurashvili et al. 2009) provided a
clear picture of how gender roles were distributed within families in
Georgia. This study showed that 25% of men in families were solely
responsible for the allocation of financial resources and that woman
typically received an allowance from their male partners. The results
are also in line with the findings from a nationwide survey on Domes-
tic Violence against Women in Georgia (Chitashvili et al. 2010). As
mentioned in previous chapters, the responses from this survey re-
vealed that the majority of women believed that a good wife should
obey her husband even when she does not agree with his decisions
and that 45% believed that a man must clearly show his wife/partner
that he is the head of the family.

Another significant determinant was the type of settlement. Young
people from rural areas held more gender-determined views regard-
ing family gender roles. This finding is consistent with a number of
studies (LaFont 2010) showing that young people in environments
that offer modern technology, information, and international ideas
value gender equality more than those who reside in more isolated
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places. The latter usually applies to rural and, in some cases, urban
areas, especially in developing countries.

The same could be said about gender roles in social and political life.
As the data analysis revealed in previous years, managerial positions
such as political leader and executive leader are exceptionally seen as
a man’s role. These results showed the same trends over the years.
Even in 2011, when young people were asked about their gender
preference when voting, the majority were in favour of men. This is
not surprising as the practice proves the same. Passivity of women
in political life is manifested in the Georgian executive and legislative
bodies which are primarily composed of men (Bagratia 2012).

Finally, results on womens’ private lives and sexual freedom revealed
the importance of education with regard to forming liberal views
about women’s sexual lives. The more educated the respondents
were, the less likely they were to have gender-determined views.
Another significant determinant was the type of settlement. Young
people from the capital and urban areas held less gender-determined
views regarding family gender roles and women'’s private lives. Rural
areas did not support deviations from traditional images and stereo-
types regarding woman'’s private lives. These findings correspond to
the previous studies on the issue, where education and living in the
capital or in urban areas exposed youth to a variety of ideas and dif-
ferent types of knowledge (Odimegwu 2005). This determines opin-
ion formation on certain issues in certain directions. For example,
one of the studies on young people in Namibia revealed that living in
a privileged urban environment affects ideas about gender equality
and sexual rights in Namibia (LaFont2010).
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CHAPTER V
GENDER ROLE DISTRIBUTION IN GEORGIAN FAMILIES

Introduction

This study focuses on young people’s attitudes and beliefs towards
gender in Georgia and entails three intersecting themes: (a) attitudes
towards gender roles and duties in the family; (b) attitudes towards
women’s employment and professional development and (c) atti-
tudes towards sexuality.

This chapter is dedicated to gender roles and duties in the family.
The young people who participated in the focus groups conducted in
three cities around Georgia (Thilisi, Telavi, Zugdidi) stated their views
and attitudes towards the roles, duties and obligations of aman and a
woman in the family. The discussion focused on the family model and
established practice in Georgia as well as on the family model that the
participants considered as desirable.

Various studies show that the status of family members determines
the activities and duties that the family members assume and share
with each other. In most cases, men are considered as decision-mak-
ers and main breadwinners in the family, while the taking care of the
family, household chores and raising children fall to the women. And
even if women have paid jobs, the family duties and workload is not
reduced, but rather it is expected that they have to balance their job
with family life and motherhood, resulting in a ‘double burden’ for
women.

However, the latest studies indicate a positive trend with respect to
the distribution of family duties, and it has turned out that the num-
ber of men who fully share duties connected with family life and the
raising of children has increased to some degree.® For instance, in
some developing countries (Chile, Mexico, Brazil, Rwanda, India, etc.)

5 “Evolving Men? Men, Families, Gender Equality and Care; Available
at: http://www.un.org/esa/socdev/family/docs/Barker.pdf Accessed:
07.10.2014
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men with higher education are more likely to participate in domes-
tic chores than those who have elementary or secondary education.
Younger men, as opposed to older men, are more willing to share
family duties; also, those men who were raised in a family where par-
ents helped each other in household tasks consider that men must
share equally the family obligations.® The situation in Georgia in this
respect is clearly demonstrated by the social surveys conducted dur-
ing the last two years.

In 2013, the UNDP prepared a report within the framework of the
UN Joint Program Enhancing Gender Equality in Georgia. The report
shows that in Georgia family duties which include taking care of fam-
ily members (cooking, looking after a sick family member, caring for
a child, etc.) and household chores (cleaning the house, washing and
hanging the laundry out to dry, etc.) are mainly women’s obligations
(UNDP, 2013). Most of the women participating in this survey stated
that washing and hanging the laundry out to dry, as well as cleaning
the house, were the duties that they carried out on their own, without
the assistance of their spouses (UNDP, 2013). As for cooking, survey
participants considered that it was always and mainly the women'’s
duty (UNDP, 2013). It turned out that the only activity where men
were engaged most was taking their children to a doctor. Altogether,
44% of the surveyed men stated that they took children to a doctor
together with their spouse/partner, but did not participate in other
activities, such as the daily care of children, putting them to bed and
spending time with them during their sickness (UNDP, 2013).

Another study clearly showing that family and child care matters are
mainly considered as women’s duties in a 2014 study “Men and Gen-
der Relations in Georgia” (Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia, Rekhviashvili,
2014). This study also demonstrates that Georgian respondents draw
a line between men’s and women’s duties and divide domestic tasks
into ‘a man’s’ and ‘a woman’s’ work (Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia, Rekh-
viashvili, 2014).

6 Ibid.
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The study participants attributed to the ‘woman’s duties’ the follow-
ing: washing clothes, cleaning the house, cooking and caring for the
children. The following tasks fell under the ‘man’s duties’: repairing
household equipment, grocery shopping and payment of utility bills
(Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia, Rekhviashvili, 2014).

In order to gain deeper knowledge and understanding how Georgian
youth see the gender role distribution in the family, we conducted a
discussion addressing family issues with young focus group partici-
pants.

Traditional and Modern Families

The focus groups conducted by us manifested the practice of divid-
ing gender roles. During discussions, focus group participants spoke
about the structure of Georgian families, the distribution of domestic
work and, based on their experience, expressed their attitudes and
views on the established traditions.

The discussion showed that, according to the study participants, ir-
respective of their age and sex, it is predominantly women who are
tasked with raising children and carrying out domestic chores in
Georgia, and there is minimum participation of men in activities such
as cooking, washing dishes, cleaning and childcare.

The focus group participants considered that male and female roles
were divided the same way in almost every family in Georgia and
were determined by the norms recognized and established by soci-
ety. During the discussion, the participants focused on the definition
of a traditional and modern family model.

Traditional family—-Men and women in both age groups considered
that a traditional family was the type of family that was very common
in Georgia and in which the head of the family was a man who had
more rights than other family members.
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‘I think that 90% of all families are like this.” (male respondent, Tela-
vi, age group 20-25).

Participants from both age groups, especially those living in the capi-
tal, stated that the traditional family model had many negative fea-
tures and an incorrect structure. Women participants from Telavi and
Zugdidi (both age groups) were also unhappy with the superior legal
status of men in the family and associated the traditional family mod-
el with incorrect patriarchal views and ideology.

‘I think that patriarchy has something to do with it. It is commonly
believed that men are stronger than women.” (female respondent,
Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘It’s the 21 century and our actions must not be based on feudal
principles. We have such forms and standards of relationships that
create other kinds of relationships, and it is not necessary to keep
those old models in our family life.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age
group 20-25).

‘I consider it a sign of inequality when a person goes to somebody’s
home and asks for the head of the family. As soon as this question
comes to mind, it means that there is already an established stereo-
type that only one person can be the head of the family.” (female
respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

The male respondents from both age groups in Telavi and especially
in Zugdidi had different opinion on this subject. They considered that
there was nothing wrong with the traditional family model and that
the adoption of that structure was stipulated by the strength of a
man, his ability to make the correct decisions and to be the principal
earner in the family. Male representatives from both age groups de-
scribed women as “the weaker sex” and stated that there was noth-
ing surprising, unusual and wrong in the traditional family structure.

‘Of course a man should be [the head of the family], because he is a
man, after all. A woman is weaker than a man who has more experi-
ence in his life.” (male respondent, Zugdid, age-group 16-19).
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‘Yes, a woman is still a weak human being and a man is a man after
all” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

‘In most cases a woman has no job, she is a housewife, the legal re-
sponsibility rests with the person who has a job, that is, with a man.’
(male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

When defining a modern family, in all the three cities representatives
of both age groups mentioned equally distributed duties, roles and
obligations. Both men and women noted that in a modern family,
decisions were not made solely by a man and that the duties were
equally shared between the family members, which gave the family
members more freedom and opportunity to realize personal poten-
tial.

‘Modern families are less based on rules and traditions; relation-
ships are more open and unconstrained. The relations of older
spouses are more based on traditions.” (female respondent, Telavi,
age group 20-25).

When describing a modern family, the teenagers (aged 16-19) point-
ed out the importance of having a job and explained that in a modern
family both spouses were employed, there was no gender hierarchy
and both the man and the woman enjoyed the same rights and op-
portunities. The teenagers also noted that in a modern family, as op-
posed to a traditional family, spouses made decisions jointly, and the
duty of childcare was transferred to a babysitter in most cases.

‘Both of them have jobs and the man does not feel that he has more
rights in the family than the woman.’ (female respondent, Thilisi,
age group 16-19).

‘A modern family means that both spouses share equally the family
duties and make decisions jointly. It’s a family where the work of a
woman may be done by a man, etc.” (female respondent, Telavi, age
group 16-19).

‘In a modern family both the man and the woman have equal rights.
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Both of them have jobs. They have a babysitter; go on vacations like
other families, unlike in Georgia, where a man is the head of the
family.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

It was interesting to note that when talking about a modern family,
the teenagers were not talking about Georgian families, for instance
the phrase: ‘Both of them have jobs. They have a babysitter; go on
vacations like other families, unlike in Georgia, where a man is the
head of the family.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19). is
further proof of that. So, it seems that the teenage participants know
about a modern family from their foreign experience, and the con-
cept of a traditional family is based on the actual situation in Georgia
in that regard.The respondents aged 20-25 also stated that a mod-
ern family was a rare phenomenon in Georgia, and traditional fami-
lies were the result of Georgian customs. Participants from both age
groups further noted that in Georgia a man may not have real privi-
leges, not be a primary earner in the family, may not have a job at all
and those duties may be carried out by his wife, but technically the
man still maintained the status of head of the family. The teenagers
stressed the role of the sex factor, which is the basis for the status
and hierarchy in the family and noted that a man has more privileged
positions in the family because of his sex.

‘A person goes to somebody’s home and asks for the head of the
family; it already means that there is an established stereotype
that there should be only one head of the family and it should by
all means be a man.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

‘It [society] was the one which established such relationships in the
family; |1 don’t think we will be able to change it.” (female respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

As for the attitude of the participants concerning traditional and
modern families in the regions, men and women had different views
about this subject. In both regional cities, for male respondents from
both age groups a modern family model was less acceptable than
for women. For the female respondents a modern family model was
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acceptable and for some of them even highly desirable. The male
participants were more skeptical and negative about a modern fam-
ily structure. Their critical attitude was especially evident when the
guestions about a modern family touched upon their personal ex-
perience and their families. Most of them were against sharing fam-
ily duties and allowing their wives to make independent decisions.
Moreover, some of them even stated that they found it completely
unacceptable to distribute the established roles and functions in the
family.

‘Just imagine a situation where a man is having dinner and when
something is to be brought in the wife says to her husband — go and
bring that, today is your turn, the next time we have a dinner, I’ll
bring it. Is this a modern family? Is this good?’ (male respondent,
Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘A modern family is a good thing, but we should not confuse it with
such families that are too close to globalization and that have ad-
opted a modern life-style. It is considered modern when awomen
can cheat on her husband, go and live at her lover’s place or a few
months and then return home.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 16-19)

Family, Roles and Duties

After discussing a family structure, traditions and customs, the fo-
cus group participants started talking about duties and obligations
of women and men. In all the three cities (Thilisi, Zugdidi, Telavi) the
participants (from both age groups) stated that in Georgia, family
duties, childcare and domestic work were considered as a woman’s
duty. Men had the duty of being primary earner in the family and
participating in domestic tasks to a lesser extent.

‘In most families, women do everything- get up in the morning, pre-
pare breakfast for the children, send them to school, perhaps even
go out and work for 3-4 hours, then hurry back home from the mar-
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ket loaded with products in order to cook a meal for the evening.
The father comes home in the evening, takes a shower and rushes
off to hang out with his friends.” (female respondent, Telavi, age
group 20-25)

‘Mother feeds them, dresses them and helps them with their home-
work. Maybe a father is just a figure of authority. He is the one to be
asked for advice.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age-group 20-25)

Participants from age group 20-25 from Zugdidi and Thilisi underlined
the fact that involvement of men in family chores had gradually in-
creased by a certain degree compared to the previous years and es-
pecially compared to their parents’ generation.

‘We should separate these two: it is more common with younger
parents to share family duties, while in the older generation, even in
our parents’ generation, a woman is supposed to do everything and
a man is supposed to watch football.’ (female respondent, Zugdidi,
age group 20-25).

‘Today, increasingly more men help their wives, for instance, in
bringing food or repairing the broken things or equipment in the
family. I also see that the percentage of men participating in the
raising of children is on the rise, but not the way it should be and not
in every family.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

However, it must be noted that when talking about more involve-
ment of men, the participants did not mean the sharing of the same
domestic chores (e.g. washing dishes, doing laundry, cleaning the
house, etc.) but rather the division of the activities between the
spouses. More involvement of men means strictly defined “manly”
tasks, such as doing repair works, bringing products, etc., also more
participation in a child’s upbringing. However, it turned out that a
child’s upbringing comprised different activities. The participants
drew a fat line between childcare and a child’s upbringing. Accord-
ing to the respondents, the activities that involved childcare — bath-
ing, feeding, dressing, were mainly done by women, while men were
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more involved in helping children with their homework, taking them
for a walk and entertaining them.

‘Now public opinion has changed and men and women share re-
sponsibility with respect to a child and other matters’ (male respon-
dent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘Later they may agree to distribute their duties, like taking a child
for a walk, helping with homework, entertaining.” (female respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

Despite the fact that the participants from all the three cities approve
of the increasing role of men in a child’s upbringing, they fail to realize
that the increased involvement is confined only to specific “manly”
activities and does not include childcare and family chores, which
means that the duties are still distributed unequally. A statement
made by one of the participants can be taken as a proof of this fact:

‘A father may not do household chores, but he must definitely help
children with their homework.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group
20-25).

Participants aged 20-25, especially women, were more outspoken
about distributing roles and duties in Georgian families. The same
group talked also about the increased involvement of men and equal
or unequal distribution of family duties. Participants aged 16-19 dis-
cussed only general examples, which can be attributed to the fact
that most of them were not married. Therefore, this issue was not of
such significance for them as for the older participants.

Participants aged 20-25 in regional cities (Telavi and Zugdidi) also dis-
cussed children’s involvement in household tasks. The participants
from Telavi and Zugdidi described how their children and children of
other families around them participated in domestic chores and ac-
tivities. Interestingly, they stressed the duties of girls and especially
male participants and stated that not only were the girls helping out
with domestic work, they were obligated to share family activities
with their mothers. Not a single participant underscored the impor-
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tance of boys’ involvement in family chores. It leads us to believe that
household tasks are seen as an obligation for girls, while for boys it is
more of an optional activity. The participants explained the involve-
ment of girls in household duties by a stereotyped theory that, in
general, girls were more serious, level-headed and more caring than
boys, and that is why they should help their mothers.

‘Girls are more prone to do lessons and be serious-minded. There-
fore, they tend to help their mothers at home. Girls are more seri-
ous-minded and think more, as opposed to boys.” (male respondent,
Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘Girls are cleverer at doing those tasks and will provide better as-
sistance; also they will become women in the future and have to
learn from childhood how to be good at housekeeping. I think that
girls are more obligated to do household work.”(male respondent,
Zugdidi, age group 20-25) .

‘When parents don’t have time, girls assume a lot of responsibili-
ties.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

The above quotes clearly demonstrate participants’ stereotyped and
non-sensitive attitude to girls. First of all, it is evident that girls are
perceived as one homogenous category and this category, unlike the
boys’ category, “tends to be more serious-minded and to think more.”
It is also clear that the participants assign to their children different
roles and duties based on their sex from early childhood, in this case,
the girls are assigned with the duty of housekeeping.

Compared to regional cities, both male and female participants in
Thilisi were less categorical about girls’ involvement in household du-
ties. They stated that both girls and boys helped their mother with
family tasks.

‘Children often help; when the mother is tired a child may wash
something and give it to the mother.’ (female respondent, Thilisi,
age group 20-25)
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It is important to note that none of the female respondents in the re-
gional cities (Telavi, Zugdidi) expressed any objection to the fact that
girls were assigned those duties that were discussed during the focus
group, which lead to ‘double burden’ in adulthood.

Accordingly, we can make several assumptions about the fact that
most of the female participants, in both regional cities, were not
aware of the problem and despite the fact that, compared to men,
they stressed more the importance of men’s involvement in house-
hold chores and liked a modern family model, they still shared stereo-
typed and discriminatory views without being aware of it. This means
that the female participants view the strictly differentiated activities
of men and women as unequal but do not consider them to be dis-
criminatory.

At the beginning of the focus group, the participants, both men and
women, stated that they preferred the situation where duties and
responsibilities were equally shared by the spouses. However, during
the discussion, when it came to specifying responsibilities and family
chores (e.g. washing dishes, changing children’s diapers, cleaning the
house, etc.) the male participants expressed a negative attitude. They
divided household duties into categories and stated their objections
with respect to some activities that were not suitable for men and
therefore wished only to be involved in “manly” activities.

‘I don’t like such families where it is an established practice that a
woman should do her job and a man should do his job. I think that it
would be better if they complemented each other, distributed tasks
evenly and did not lead humdrum lives. They could make their lives
more interesting and not be confined to their daily duties and ob-
ligations, because it is boring and verges on the brink of complete
idiocy.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘It’s an unwritten law that a man is stronger and is ahead of a
woman in terms of thinking abilities; a woman is more delicate. A
woman should do woman’s work and a man should not be required
to do the work that does not suit him. | agree that a man should do
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heavy work, but please don’t ask me to clean the floor or to tidy up
the house...” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘A woman is still considered the weaker sex, | think that it will soon
change, but the weaker sex should do what is required of the weak-
er sex...” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

The above quotes show that the willingness of the participants to
equally distribute household duties between men and women is re-
duced as soon as the participants start to think about themselves
and their families. A particular shift in attitude was observed in male
respondents when they imagined themselves involved in “women’s
activities.” Such involvement in “women’s activities” was especially
humiliating and unacceptable for the male participants from the re-
gions. The above quotes also indicate that for some male participants
it was demeaning to clean floors and tidy up the house and complete-
ly inappropriate for a representative of the stronger sex.

When summing up the discussion of the participants it is clear that
the attitude of men (from all the three cities and both age groups)
to the distribution of gender roles and duties in the family changes
according to what is the subject of discussion — their experience and
their families or other families in general.

This fact indicates that male participants have strictly differentiated
two family categories — the “my family” category, where a man has
its own rules and feels as the stronger sex, and the “other families”
category, which do not concern the male participants and where their
masculine qualities are not at risk of “being weakened or effeminat-
ed”.

The discussion on the roles and duties in the family abruptly changed
track as soon as the participants had to imagine the situation where
a woman was the only person with a job in a family and also the sole
earnetr.
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Women as the Main Breadwinner in the Family

According to the study conducted by the UNDP in 2013, the majority
of the Georgian population thinks that a man should be the primary
earner and breadwinner in the family.

The study indicates that 88% of the population thinks that in ideal cir-
cumstances it is the duty of a man to provide material support to his
family, while only 11% considers that men and women should have
equal obligations in supporting their family (UNDP, 2013). This study
shows society’s attitude to the man’s role and indicates the desired
male role model. However, the actual situation in Georgia is relatively
different from the desires of the UNDP study respondents, which is
evidenced by the data of Caucasus Barometer 2010. According to the
Caucasus Barometer 2010, 39% of women in Georgia are primary
earners in the family, while only 36% of men are primary earners in
the family, and in 20% of Georgian families both men and women
equally share the role of breadwinner in the family.

Based on the above data, the focus group participants were asked
to imagine a situation where a woman was a sole earner in the fam-
ily and a man was unemployed and had to stay at home. The par-
ticipants discussed the situation from two perspectives. At first, male
and female participants from both age groups described how the said
situation would develop in Georgia, and then started revealing their
thoughts and attitudes.

On the whole, all participants differentiated the two situations —what
happens in the majority of Georgian families when a woman is a sole
earner and how should the roles be normally distributed between
the spouses. The participants aged 20-25 and the teenagers noted
that in Georgian families, even when a woman is a sole earner, the
involvement of the unemployed man in family tasks and a child’s up-
bringing is minimal in most cases. The participants thought that the
unwillingness of the man to help his wife in household duties is the
result of the mentality. Most of the participants think that in the giv-
en situation the Georgian man will not do a woman’s work because
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he considers it demeaning and humiliating because of his sex. Par-
ticipants from both age groups, especially the ones from Telavi and
Zugdidi, mentioned alcoholism and gambling risks in connection with
an unemployed man.

‘The [unemployed] man hangs around in the street, drinks, goes
home and expresses his dissatisfaction. When a man has no job he
does not like that his wife has a superior position. When he does
not have his own income, he thinks that he loses his authority and
his self-worth, because he cannot do what his wife can. Simply, he
won’t have cigarette money, and this will cause a row and the wife
who, in a fit of extreme emotional distress, will tell him that she
works day and night; this is the Georgian reality.” (male respondent,
Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘In such cases men tend to grow lazy; as soon as their wives go
abroad, they never work again, they are on a permanent vacation.’
(male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘I know a young family where the girl is working and the husband
is at home; he does nothing to alleviate the workload for his wife.
On the contrary, they hired a babysitter who looks after the children
and cooks dinner.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

Both men and women (from both age groups and in all the three cit-
ies) are of the opinion that the husband of an employed wife should
never shun household duties.

‘A man should try to find a job, and until then he should take care of
his family tasks.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘Such situation, | think, is a bit disgusting. When a woman has a job
and a man is sitting at home, it may even result in a conflict. It’s un-
deniable that when a man is sitting at home doing nothing... all men
have self-esteem; no man is happy when his wife has a job.” (male
respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

‘He should realize that the whole burden — childcare, household
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chores — is borne by a woman; he should try to help her, because it’s
his family.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

‘A man should do everything. | believe that it would be right and
logical that a man, while unemployed, should look after the chil-
dren, even change diapers, cook meals, tidy up the house. His wife
is the person he loves and when she comes home, she will be tired,
so he should assist her.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘In that case a man should not think that it is demeaning to do a
woman’s work: washing, tidying up, etc. Because the woman is at
work and if he wants to wait for her, then let the dust eat him and
let him wait for his wife to come and do the washing and cleaning.’
(male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

The views expressed by the participants clearly indicate that both
male and female participants (in all the three cities and from both
age groups) of the focus group thought that an unemployed man
should look after the children, tidy up the house, cook dinner, wash
dishes, etc. The participants did not differentiate household tasks
into “a woman’s” and “manly” work when talking about unemployed
men. Therefore, we may assume that for the participants the employ-
ment status is key when determining the qualities of a true man and
manliness. Although the participants considered that a man who has
a job should not stoop to doing “a woman’s work” in the family be-
cause it diminishes his masculinity, they literally demanded from an
unemployed man to do all kinds of tasks and “a woman’s work” in the
first place, and to help his wife. Such attitude toward a man’s status
leads us to Parsons ideas (Parsons and Bales, 1955). Parsons (1955)
believed that the main prerequisite for being considered a true man
is a prestigious job and financial income (Parsons and Bales, 1955).
Accordingly, if we follow Parsons’ view, a man who does not have a
prestigious job and income does not fall within the category of a true
man (Parsons and Bales, 1955).

The functions of a man in the family are closely related to how much
income he can earn. As soon as his earning ability is at risk, it threat-
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ens his gender identity and takes its toll on the relations between the
man and the woman.’

For instance, a study conducted in Moldova in 1997 confirms that the
main reason for serious family conflicts is the fact that the husband is
unemployed.® The same idea was also put forward by the focus group
participants aged 20-25.

In all the three cities, the participants aged 20-25, unlike the teenag-
ers (16-19), stated that an unemployed husband was often the cause
of family conflict and even of divorce.

According to the participants, if a woman was the sole earner in the
family, it eventually created conflict. The participants from Thilisi and
Telavi cited the unemployment and inaction on the part of the man
as the source of family conflict. Moreover, these participants believe
that a man who sits at home is sure to become disgruntled. The idea
expressed by the male participants in Zugdidi was interesting. They
emphasized that it was unimaginable and unacceptable for them to
be unemployed and sit at home while their wives are at work. Ac-
cordingly, they described the situation acceptable and ideal for them,
where a man had stable income, a job and his wife was busy with
household duties and children’s upbringing.

‘If a man has a job and is the breadwinner in the family while a
woman is at home looking after children, it doesn’t cause conflicts.
But if the situation is vice versa, I’'ve often heard that it causes con-
flict in a family.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘He may not act aggressively towards her, but it causes aggression
in men when the wife has a job and he doesn’t.” (male respondent,
Telavi, age group 20-25).

7 Changing Gender Relations in the Household, Available at:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resourc-
es/335642-1124115102975/1555199-1124115187705/ch5.pdf
Accessed: 25.10.14.

8 Ibid.
- 107 -



Some male participants from Zugdidi said that it was unacceptable
and inappropriate for them to be involved in household chores even
if the man was unemployed and the woman was a sole earner in the
family.

‘A man can’t look after children, cook meals, sweep rooms.” (male
respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘I understand, but if a man does everything at home while a wom-
an is at work, | think he has hormonal problems. It’s like swapping
roles; a man becomes a housewife and a woman...” (male respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

Only one teenage boy from Telavi shared the views of the male par-
ticipants aged 20-25 from Zugdidi. This participant believed that if he
was unemployed he would try his best to find a job so that his wife
could quit her job, especially if it was a low-paying job, and look after
the family and home “as required”.

‘I don’t know, I think that it is a wife’s duty to look after children; a
babysitter cannot do the same job as efficiently. A mother looks af-
ter her children differently, teaches them differently.” (male respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

A similar situation is described in a study conducted in Moldova.®
The report notes that in the past, men had higher-paying jobs and
were primary earners in the family as well as being the heads of the
family. But today the situation has changed and men feel as if they
lost their function when their wives earn more than they do. They
feel stressed, which often leads to family conflicts and even dissolu-
tion of marriage. Women think that financial hardship in the family
is their husbands’ fault and criticize them for their inability to find a
job. Husbands who are unemployed or underemployed feel that their

9 Changing Gender Relations in the Household, Available at:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resourc-
es/335642-1124115102975/1555199-1124115187705/ch5.pdf
Accessed: 25.10.14.
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masculinity is diminishing and are angry about it.2°The resistance on
the part of the male participants to the idea of imagining themselves
in a situation where they are unemployed and their wives support
their families clearly indicated the fear of losing masculinity. The male
participants expressly noted that they did not want to imagine them-
selves in such a situation, that they will do everything to find a job
and maintain the status of the breadwinner in the family, because
if they provide financial support to their families they will never feel
emasculated and powerless.

If we look at the attitudes of the participants in general, we will dis-
cover that in the beginning, on the whole, in 15 focus groups more
participants shared the idea that both the husband and the wife
should be employed and financially support their family, and the
child, during working hours, should be looked after by a babysitter.
The problems connected with the employment of women and non-
sensitive attitudes were revealed by the male participants only after
they had to imagine a situation where a wife was a sole breadwinner
and a husband was unemployed, i.e. when their masculine identity
was in a diminished state. Accordingly, the participants had to make
a choice during the discussion and decide for whom it was more im-
portant to have a job — for a man or for a woman. All the participants
emphasized the fact that the status of employment was a decisive
and significant factor for men. In the case of women, a number of
the participants (mainly men, from both age groups and in all three
cities) believed that employment was an option for women rather
than an obligation. If a woman had to choose between a job and her
family, she was obligated to combine her work with family duties and
children’s upbringing, or work part-time, or quit the job and look after
her family.

10 Changing Gender Relations in the Household, Available at:
http://siteresources.worldbank.org/INTPOVERTY/Resourc-
es/335642-1124115102975/1555199-1124115187705/ch5.pdf
Accessed: 25.10.14.
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‘If a job is stable and allows me to support my family, there is noth-
ing wrong if she stays home and looks after the kids. After the kids
become adults, then she can work.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 20-25).

‘The best option [for a man] is to pass the duty of childcare and fam-
ily tasks to his wife and try to build a career to be able to manage
the family.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

The other focus group participants, mostly women, had valid argu-
ments on how important it was for a woman to have a job. These
participants stressed the importance of self-fulfillment and noted
that, much like with men, apart from financial interest, other fac-
tors such as self-fulfillment, self-worth and contact with society were
paramount in a person’s life. There, participants argued that it was
possible to combine family tasks with a job.

‘The studies show that women who are not employed are not self-
fulfilled and have much less self-esteem than women who do not
have a family, but has a job and is self-fulfilled.’ (female respondent,
Thilisi, age group 20-25).

It must be noted that when talking about women’s employment the
main focus is made on self-fulfillment, while in the case of men, male
identity and status is more emphasized. We may find a connection
between men’s duties and status discussed by the participants and
Parsons’ views (1955) on men as breadwinners, that is, on individu-
als with instrumental functions. Parsons (1955) believed that a man
should perform the role of breadwinner, while a woman — the role of
a housekeeper, i.e. an expressive function (Parsons and Bales, 1955).
Accordingly, Parsons (1955) considered that a man cannot perform
his instrumental functions without employment and having the role
of the primary earner in the family, and the expressive functions per-
formed by him (looking after the family, cleaning the house, etc., the
activities that fall in “women’s work” category) diminishes his mas-
culinity. The real status of a woman, according to Parson’s theory, is
that of a wife, a mother and a housewife. The division of family duties
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makes it possible to perform significant social functions and maintain
stable family relations. Georgian women, as persons with a job and
as breadwinners, interfere with the functional duties of men, do not
perform their expressive functions and by doing so violate the pattern
proposed by Parsons. The participants of the focus groups conducted
by us also think that the role of a woman, as a mother, spouse and
housewife is a determining factor based on which a woman, when
faced with a decision to choose between instrumental and expressive
functions, should chose the expressive function, that is, family care
and upbringing of children.

Women’s Land and Property Rights

When discussing women’s and men’s gender roles, the young respon-
dents raised one of the most topical and controversial issues concern-
ing a woman'’s property rights in the family. The focus group partici-
pants stated that inheritance and property rights of women was an
issue that determined the status and rights of men and women, and
the fact that in Georgia predominantly men were considered as heirs
to the family property indicated the privileged position of men and
subordinated position of women. This part of our study will demon-
strate the attitudes and views towards this subject expressed by the
focus group participants in three cities.

According to Gomez and Tran (2012), secure rights to land and prop-
erty for women are widely regarded as fundamental to ensuring ef-
fective and sustainable human development (Gomez, Tran, 2012).
The authors argue that the rights to land and property include the
right to own, use, access, control, transfer, exclude, inherit and make
decisions about land and related resources (Gomez, Tran, 2012). How-
ever, the international experience shows that there is a big failure to
respect, protect and fulfill these rights for women. Moreover, in many
countries women are not allowed to use or administer land or prop-
erty without a man’s approval. The same applies to women'’s rights to
dispose of or inherit property (Gomez, Tran, 2012). By putting women
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in such a position, society makes women dependent on men and thus
hinders the development of poor countries. Gomez and Tran (2012)
have pointed out that if women’s secure rights to land are ensured,
women will feel more empowered and able to make decisions inde-
pendently in their lives (Gomez, Tran, 2012). But women face many
barriers on the path to acquiring property rights. The impediments
include inappropriate legal framework and enforcement of laws, or
society with discriminatory attitudes, traditions and standards, or
programs unavailable in the country, region or area where these
women live (United Nations Human Rights, 2013). United Nations
Human Rights (2013) published a report according to which many so-
cieties do not allow women to exercise their rights to property and
productive resources because men are viewed as heads of families
who control and manage property, and by depriving women those
rights societies implicitly assume that women cannot administer and
control productive resources as efficiently as men, and that produc-
tive resources under a woman'’s control will be transferred to another
family if she gets married, divorced or if the husband dies, and that
men will provide for women'’s financial security (United Nations Hu-
man Rights, 2013). Discriminatory attitudes towards women’s prop-
erty rights are evident in our study as well. The male and female par-
ticipants’ views divided on the fact that in most cases women have no
property rights. Men did not think that there was anything discrimi-
natory or wrong about the tradition that a man was an heir and he
was the one who inherited the property. Women participants, on the
other hand, stated that that tradition was discriminatory and violated
women’s rights.

Attitudes towards Women'’s Property Rights

The latest studies show that Georgian society considers that the
greatest portion of the parents’ property belongs to a son and not
to a daughter (UNDP, 2013). Georgian society believes that men are
more entitled to all kinds of property than women, except for jewelry,
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where 11% of society thinks that most jewelry should be given to a
daughter.Only 3% of society considers that all jewelry should be given
to a daughter (UNDP, 2013). Society’s attitudes point to the practice of
unequal distribution of inheritance and the entrenched stereotyped
views in the country, which was confirmed by a study “Assessment of
women’s needs and priorities in mountaineous regions of Georgia”
conducted in 2013. This study revealed two important issues. The
first issue was that, compared to the surveyed men, the number of
women who owned real property was considerably lower [60%/34%)
(Gaprindashvili, Bendeliani, Amashukeli, 2013). The second issue was that
most of the surveyed men [50%] and women [39%] thought that the
property should be inherited by a son. The tradition of unequal distri-
bution of inheritance can also be observed in our study.

The focus group participants (in all the three cities, from both age
groups) explain the transfer of a father’s property to his son by the
fact that the son continues the family name and when he gets mar-
ried it is assumed that he will live in his father’s house. Some par-
ticipants, aged 16-19, pointed out that the birth of a son in a family
means the birth of an heir in Georgia. It is an established practice that
a son should take care of his father’s property and eventually inherit
it, while a daughter, if she gets married, should leave her family and
move to another family and her family should give her dowry.

‘This has been practiced since ancient times, when a boy is born
people say that an heir has been born, they do not say the same
about a girl, because a boy continues his family name. Of course
it depends on the attitude of the parents to their children, but in
general, it is an accepted practice.’ (female respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 16-19).

‘Because, as a rule, boys bring wives home, a girl can’t bring her
husband to live at her home, can she?’ (female respondent, Telavi,
age group 20-25).

‘A girl gets married, moves to another family, a boy should bring his
wife into his family. We can’t saw the house into two halves; there-
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fore, it is only logical that the house should belong to the boy.” (male
respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

The participants’ views divided when discussing a tradition where the
son inherits the family property just because of his sex. Male partici-
pants did not think that there was anything wrong or unusual about
this tradition and approved of the fact. They thought that it was fair
to leave the family house to a son, because it was assumed that he
should create his family in that house. While a woman, upon her mar-
riage, leaves her family. Even if a woman did not marry and stayed
at her father’s house, the male participants still did not consider her
as a rightful heir. On the whole, young men were very categorical in
their remarks and did not think that leaving a daughter without in-
heritance was a violation of her rights.

Several participants, aged 20-25, said that an unmaried woman, if
she has a brother and lives with her brother’s family, was obligated to
look after her nieces and nephews and help her brother with house-
hold tasks

‘I don’t think that it is [a violation of women’s rights], because it is
a tradition that a boy should inherit the house.” (male respondent,
Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘A girl should not have any claims. As long as she lives there, it’s
hers as well, but once she gets married, she has to move.” (male
respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘[Women'’s rights] are not violated according to law. The law does
not say that both have the right to inherit. Normally, the one who
continues the family name should stay in that family. It is an unwrit-
ten law, it is practiced now and it has always been that way.’ (male
respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

Interestingly, young participants (both males and females from both
age groups), believe that the decision on the distribution of property
among family members should be taken by the father. The young par-
ticipants did not mention a mother, even once, when discussing the
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person who makes decisions about inheritance.

7’

‘He may sell it [the house], it depends on the father and his views.
(male respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

The discussion in this group of participants shows that, in the global
context, they do not think that women'’s right to inherit is violated, let
alone in the local context, and fail to associate it with gender inequal-
ity.

It is also evident that this group of participants is unaware of the fact
that the traditions and established practices with respect to prop-
erty inheritance by women should change because it is one of the
most common reasons due to which there is a disproportionately
high number of poor women around the world who do not have land
or property rights (Gomez and Tran, 2012). In addition, we can con-
clude that male participants could not relate the property ownership
right to the fact that property ownership enables people to chose
the source of subsistence on their own, to ensure safety and to be
independent. The participants considered that a man was and should
be property creator and manager. This is confirmed by the fact that
according to the participants, a father (head of a family) was the one
who should decide the matters related to property management and
inheritance. They did not mention a mother once in the context of
property administration and its distribution among children.

Unlike male participants, women (in all the three cities and from both
age groups) were more sensitive towards this issue. On the whole,
women expressed negative feelings about this tradition and said that
it (the tradition) was discriminatory and violated women’s rights.

Women (especially teenagers), as opposed to men, emphasized sev-
eral issues. First, they believed that it was wrong not to consider
women as heirs to the property. Second, they stressed that even af-
ter getting married a woman might not have everything she needs,
because her husband’s family may be poor. The female participants
of the focus group also noted that they disapproved of the fact that
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mostly, in Georgia, women do not object to being left without inheri-
tance, because they have no information about their rights and about
the fact that this tradition is wrong and discriminatory.

‘They are not given anything because they were born as girls, if they
were boys they would receive something. Rights are violated be-
cause of sex.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘[Rights] are violated. If her rights are not violated and this girl stays
in the family, when her brother gets married, it may cause a conflict,
because there is no place for a sister in the house and she may even
be kicked out, in the worst case scenario of course; women’s rights are
violated in this case.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

‘You give birth to two kids, you realise that both of them are yours,
what does it mean when you leave property only to one of them?
I think that all the existing property should be divided.’ (female re-
spondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘This is the problem in Georgia, a girl is not considered as their own
child and I don’t know why, a boy is supposed to inherit everything.’
(female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘It is very rare for women to express their objections, they don’t know
that they should!’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

The words of female participants indicate that they justify the said
discrimination (where daughters’ property rights are disregarded) by
the fact that the family does not consider a daughter as an heir. The
female participants emphasize that in Georgian families only sons are
regarded as heirs. This points to the fact that families lack gender sen-
sitivity, which results in a contradiction between constitutional norms
on gender equality.lt can safely be concluded from the talk of the fe-
male study participants that in terms of land inheritance, women are
considered as having no claims to the homes where they were born
or into which they are married. Whether or not a woman is granted
access to use land depends on her relationship to the man.
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The Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions (2012) reports that kin-
ship families often worry that if they give a girl property,she will take
the property with her when she gets married and leave the relatives
with nothing (Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions, 2012). How-
ever, the family does not worry about giving a boy child property, be-
cause when he gets married, unlike a girl, he is not expected to move
to another family, so the parents’ wealth will not be taken away.*

Traditionally, the role of the husband has been that of a material sup-
porter of his family, and therefore it is argued that leaving the family’s
inheritance to boys is more justifiable. The discussion of the male and
female study participants about inheritance and property rights dem-
onstrates that in Georgian families a girl child is regarded as a child who
is supposed to move to another family as soon as she grows up and
gets married.So, the wealth of the parents should not be given to her,
because she will take that wealth away to another family. Therefore,
the family disregards the fact that by denying a girl property, they vio-
late her property rights, which for its part impairs her independence
and safety rights. A sense of unfairness can be discerned in the talk
of the female participants and they, especially women aged 20-25,
associate the problems related to a woman’s independence with the
unequal property rights of women, however, none of the participants
emphasizes the problem of safety and they miss the fact that own-
ing property and material security may be the guarantee of their pro-
tection and safety. The International Center for Research on Women
(2006) points out that an unequal discriminatory policy with respect to
property rights negatively affects women and makes them exception-
ally vulnerable to domestic violence (International Center for Research
on Women, 2006). For example the International Center for Research
on Women (2006) reports the domestic violence has an exceptionally
negative effect on women in economically vulnerable families, because

11 Centre on Housing Rights and Evictions - Bringing Equality Home
-Promoting and Protecting the Inheritance Rights of Women Avail-
able at: http://globalfop.files.wordpress.com/2012/09/inheri-
tance-rights-women.pdf Accessed: 21.10.14.
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they are at risk of losing shelter (International Center for Research on
Women, 2006). Women who experience domestic violence often re-
port that they were denied food and shelter (International Center for
Research on Women, 2006). Moreover, the fear of loss of shelter and
lack of economic options or lack of bargaining power are the reasons
why women continue in abusive relationships (International Center for
Research on Women, 2006). The latest studies confirm that domes-
tic violence is one of the most pressing and acute problem in Geor-
gia as well. According to “National Research on Domestic Violence
against Women in Georgia” conducted in 2010, every eleventh married
woman experiences domestic violence (Chitashvili, Javakhishvili, Aru-
tiunov, Tsuladze, Chachanidze, 2010). This research shows that 34.7%
of Georgian women are victims of physical violence, and 35.9% are
constantly controlled by their husbands (Chitashvili, Javakhishvili, Aru-
tiunov, Tsuladze, Chachanidze, 2010). This situation points to the fact
that in Georgia, where violence against women and gender inequality
is firmly established, women’s property rights are all the more impor-
tant for improving the situation with respect to women’s rights and can
be regarded as one of the guarantees for avoiding domestic violence.
However, it seems that a large portion of the society finds it difficult to
associate these two issues — equal property/inheritance rights and do-
mestic violence. A clear example of this is that the majority of men and
women surveyed during the study “Assessment of Needs and Priorities
of Women in Mountaineous Regions of Georgia” approved of the fact
that only a boy child should inherit the property. Therefore it is not
surprising that the participants of our study, neither women nor men,
were able to or did not associate the safety of women with women'’s
unequal inheritance and property rights.

Conclusion

This chapter confirms our hypothesis and reveals that both young
men and women see their positions through the patriarchal lens.
Moreover very few of them question the cultural models that sustain
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their gender beliefs. The findings showed the strict division of house-
hold labor, where men are decision-makers and breadwinners and
women’s main duties are to take care of all the family members and
household chores.

Based on the discussion of the participants it was visible that a wom-
an, from her childhood, is denied her main rights and the guarantee
of her protection, safety and independence. A girl child is regarded
as a child who is supposed to leave the family as soon as she gets
married and therefore, the unfair practice with respect to property
distribution was not perceived discriminatory or unequal especially
by the young male participants.

The long-established tradition of passing inheritance to sons was re-
garded by the male participants as a correct decision made by the
family, and none of them was aware of the extent of the negative af-
fect that this practice can have for women in terms of independence
and safety. Despite the fact that the female study participants were
more sensitive towards this issue, they discussed the problems re-
lated to property and inheritance only from the perspective of mate-
rial well-being. They focused on the fact that a woman may marry a
man from a poor family and may lack material support. The female
participants did not mention one of the most important issues that
guarantees women’s safety and freedom —a woman’s personal prop-
erty, which ensures a woman'’s personal freedom. The female partici-
pants did not discuss or analyze the situation of a woman who is left
without inheritance, and who remains without rights and in a subor-
dinated position even after her marriage, because nothing belongs
to her and the family property is owned by her husband. Therefore,
it can be concluded that although women showed more awareness
and sensitivity in relation to inheritance and property rights, they
still lack the awareness of the fact that property ownership and equal
property rights determine their independence and status of safety.

The focus group respondents distinguish between traditional and
modern families. Respondents’ description of traditional family ac-
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tually refers to the patriarchal family, where the head of the family
is @ man who holds more power and rights than other family mem-
bers and where gendered division of household labor prevails. Only
a few female respondents identified such family as patriarchal and
made critical comments towards the hierarchical social order. On the
other hand, our respondents’ description of a modern family refers
to a family where values of gender equality are common and, hence,
roles, duties and obligations are equally distributed among the fam-
ily members. Most of the respondents by traditional family implied
“Georgian family” and by modern family referred to the “non-Geor-
gian family.” Thus, patriarchal family is identified as the authentic
Georgian family, which should be kept away from the influences
of modern values. This approach can be explained by Chatterjee’s
(1989) theory suggesting that conservative positions rest on deploy-
ment of tradition, which has to be defended against the degeneration
of modern, global culture.

Respondents’ attitudes towards the duties and obligations of men and
women in the household are largely shaped by what they think about
gender roles. Focus group participants’ notions of gender division of
household labor can be explained by the gender roles attitudes ap-
proach. This perspective links people’s gender attitudes with the divi-
sion of household labor, suggesting that people with more egalitarian
values would demonstrate a more equal division of household labor
(Presser, 1994). The findings revealed that gender division of labor at
home is highly triggered by respondents’ notions of masculinity and
femininity. For instance, according to focus group participants, the
man has the duty of being the breadwinner in the family and is less
involved in household chores. Hence, those men who do not fulfill
the established notions of men’s roles in the family and perform “fe-
male tasks” are undermining their masculinity and manliness. Since
being a breadwinner is the man’s duty, employment becomes the
main determinant of manliness, whereas for women employment is
an option. If the husband is unemployed and, hence, does not match
the expected gender roles, it precipitates tension in the family. Some
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of our respondents realize the negative aspects of dominant gender
roles, which impose certain expectations and obligations over men
and women. However, focus group participants are reluctant to ques-
tion these oppressive gender roles, instead they complain about the
circumstances such as unemployment, which disturb the smooth per-
formance of established gender roles. Women are viewed as primary
performers of different household chores. These gender beliefs, that
assign women and men separate obligations, duties and roles, are
used to justify and sustain hierarchical gendered order in the house-
hold and beyond.

The findings revealed that men’s attitudes towards the distribution of
gender roles and duties in the family differed depending on whether
the discussion was about their family or “other families.” When it
comes to “other families,” male respondents showed more flexible
and open attitudes towards men’s and women’s duties and roles, but
when it concerned their own family, they kept stronger gender be-
liefs.

According to Chatterjee’s (1989) theoretical framework, nationalism
is not merely about a political struggle for power, but it is also about
dominance over virtually every aspect of the material and spiritual
life of the people. Chatterjee (1989) views Home (household, fam-
ily) as an inner part of social order symbolizing the spiritual culture,
which in turn holds a feminine nature. Hence, the feminization of
Home is the main instrument for maintaining gendered order and
male dominance. Women are the main actors who sustain and re-
produce the “man’s world,” called Nation. For this reason, women’s
emancipation and challenging of the established hierarchical gender
roles threatens the nation’s gender order, which is perfectly adjusted
to male interests.
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CHAPTER VI
EMPLOYMENT, PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND
POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

Introduction

One of the most important aspects of the gender-related problem is
the interconnection between gender and employment, presenting a
rather negative picture in terms of equality which is not confined only
to local society, country or culture but extends to a global level. The
empowerment of women and the promotion of their involvement in
the labor market is crucial for creating a developed economy, for the
sustainable development of the country and for the improvement of
the quality of life of women, men, families and communities.?*The
Millennium Development Program sees the economic empowerment
of women and girls as a prerequisite for combating poverty and as a
key to prosperity in the world. 3

Despite the antidiscrimination regulations, declarations and legisla-
tive amendments in the world, according to the World Bank data of
2014, almost half of women’s potential and resources are still unre-
alized, as opposed to only 22% of men’s resources that are still un-
used (World Bank, 2014). Global studies demonstrate that women
are more economically outcast than men (Padavic, Reskin, 1994). The
2014 report of the World Bank says that women receive lower wages
than men and fewer women occupy leading positions at work. For
instance, women make up only 21% of top management jobs, while
the number of men occupying the same positions is twice that num-
ber (World Bank, 2014). These are the general trends common both
in the developed and developing parts of the world.

According to the report “Global Employment Trends 2014” prepared

12 http://www.unwomen.org/en/partnerships/businesses-and-
foundations/womens-empowerment-principles

13 http://www.worldbank.org/mdgs/gender.html#
-122 -



by the International Labour Organization (ILO), in Central and Eastern
Europe gender inequality in terms of economic participation is rather
substantial and is on the rise. Due to the economic crisis, in order to
provide financial support to their families, women have to take such
jobs that are below their professional qualification level. This report
demonstrates that the salary rate of men in Georgia is almost 50%
higher than that of women.**According to the 2014 Gender Gap Index
(GGl),**Georgia is on the 85 place among 142 countries and has a
score of 0.685. It is noteworthy that the cumulative indices of Georgia
have improved compared to 2012.%®

Shioshvili, N. (2013), in the study “Women’s social and economic
rights and gender aspects of the labor market in Georgia,”*"talks
about the discriminatory situation for women in Georgia in terms of
access to employment, appointment to a higher positions or promo-
tion at work. Especially vulnerable are pregnant women and those
with infant children. It must also be noted that as of today, compared
to men, the number of women without access to the labor market is
double.

Statistical analysis of 2006-2013 demonstrates that during these seven
years the employment rate of women never caught up with the men’s
employment level At the same time, the analysis of the nominal wag-

14 http://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/---dgreports/---
dcomm/---publ/documents/publication/wcms_233953.pdf

15 http://www3.weforum.org/docs/GGGR14/GGGR_CompleteRe-
port_2014.pdf

16 http://css.ge/files/books/papers/ %E1%83%91%E1%83%94%E1
%83%9C%EL1%83%93%E1%83%94%E1%83% ° A%E1%83%98%E1
%83%90%E1%83%9CHE1%83%98 - gedner_equality_report,_
june_2012.pdf

17 http://www.nimd.ge/uploads/files/5318 Women_Political_Partic-
ipation_Expert_Papers_Canda_fund_2013.pdf

18 http://geostat.ge/?action=page&p_id=148&lang=geo
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es of employed men and women show that in the second quarter of
2014, men have a substantially and clearly higher salary than women in
13 out of 15 sectors. In some cases, for instance in the financial sector,
men’s remuneration is on average twice that of women'’s in the same
sector. The only sector where women have slightly more salary than
men is electricity, gas and water generation and distribution (see. Table
No. 1). Interestingly, 56% of women have a higher education (Bach-
elor’s degree or higher) and only 44% of men have a higher education.
On the whole, it can safely be said that there is both vertical and hori-
zontal segregation on the Georgian labor market.

Table No. 1
Table based on the data of the National Statistics Office of Georgia®®

Agriculture, hunting and forestry 599,4 463,2
Fishing, fishery 524,9 295,6
Mining industry 1045,1 943,3
Manufacturing industry 868,1 547
Electricity, gas and water generation and distribution 979 1047,9
Construction 1155,8 754,8
Trade; repair of cars, household goods and personal effects 906,4 571,4
Hotels and restaurants 659,9 431,2
Transport and communications 1251,1 946,9
Financial sector 2626 1250,6
Real estate transactions, lease and customer service 1044,7 818,2
Public sector 1282,4 1237,5
Education 545 428,1
Healthcare and social care 1023,8 600,1
Utilities, social and personal services 858,3 579,3

The existing gender gap and segregation on the labor market is ex-
plained in most cases by using neoclassical economic and feminist

19 http://geostat.ge/?action=page&p_id=142&lang=geo
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theories, such as human capital theory and discrimination theory (Re-
skin and Roos, 1990).

Human capital theory’s main focus is on the segregation caused by
women’s rational choice. According to this model, women expect
that sooner or later they will have to stop their work on account of
different reasons associated with their household. Therefore, they in-
vest their resources (education, trainings) in labor activities that have
lower market value so that in the future the loss is not great. Accord-
ingly, as long as women are economically active, they have to do low
qualification and low-paying jobs more often than men (Reskin and
Roos, 1990). The feminist theory, unlike the human capital theory,
underscores the fact that the human capital theory disregards the
existence of discrimination and does not analyze the situation in a
common, social context. Consequently, account is not taken of the
social determinants and other social influences that significantly af-
fect women at the time of making an “appropriate” choice. Instead,
the feminist/gender theories are not focused on labor market pe-
culiarities, but rather on social variables. The basic principle of this
theory is considered to be the fact that, historically, women have
held a secondary position on the labor market, which was caused by
patriarchal norms keeping women in a subordinated and submissive
state, both in the family and in society in general (Anker, 2001). To
demonstrate the fact that the existing situation on the labor market
is a reflection of women’s actual social status, the feminist theory sets
out 13 stereotypes that are related to females. These stereotypes are
sorted into three groups: “positive,” “negative” and “other types of
stereotypes” (Anker, 2001).

The five “positive” stereotypes are the views according to which
women are more caring by nature, have innate skills for running a
household and to care for the family, are more skillful in handiwork,
are more honest and physically attractive than men. “Negative” group
stereotypes are the views according to which women are not good at
management and supervision, they are physically weaker than men,
are not good at exact and natural sciences, are less eager to travel
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and have less ability and readiness to fight physical danger and use
physical force. “Other types of stereotypes” include such views ac-
cording to which women are happier to carry out instructions, they
need less income and that is why they take low-paying jobs and have
more motivation to work at home.

Various studies show that, for instance, an “ideal employee” is still as-
sociated with a man (Heilman and Okimoto, 2008). The same is true
for the stereotype of a “successful manager,” which mostly comprises
manly qualities (Heilman et al., 1989). Men are described as individu-
als having more leadership qualities and more ambitions (Fiske and
Stevens, 1993) while women - as less assertive and emotional individ-
uals (Eagly and Karau, 2002). A study conducted in Italy demonstrates
that in those cultural contexts where stereotypes are entrenched, the
gender gap in terms of wages is significantly large (Castagnetti, 2010).
The same study revealed that excellence at school does not mean
that the work of a woman will be valued the same way and as equita-
bly as that of a man (Castagnetti, 2010). It is noteworthy that a series
of studies conducted on sexism, or on wage gaps on the grounds of
stereotypes and gender have shown that when female and male par-
ticipants were asked to evaluate the work that was stereotypically
associated with women, such work was considered a priory as having
lower value (Alksnis, 2000).

Taking into account the fact that the issues related to gender aspects
in the labor market are highly problematic and topical, in our qualita-
tive study we also addressed the issues of women’s economic partici-
pation and equal opportunities.

Women and employment

First of all, it must be noted that most of the young participants in
the focus group organized by us thought that a job is a source of in-
come and, accordingly, issues concerning professional and personal
realization irrespective of sex were not dwelled upon during the dis-
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cussion. An idea expressed by girls aged 16-19, stating that ‘a job is
not just about money’ (female respondent, age group 16-19, Thilisi)
but about professional development, loving what you do, financial
independence and social interaction, can be considered an exception.
Interestingly, one of the boys of the same age suggested as an alter-
native to social interaction that ‘a woman could take her child for a
walk together with her neighbors’ (male respondent, 16-19, Thilisi).

‘A woman does not go to work just for the salary. She goes to work
in order to have something to do, to feel different. It’s not all about
money, why shouldn’t she be allowed to work if she is able to do
the job?’ (female respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘For me, for instance, professional development would still mean a
lot.” (female respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘Maybe a woman has an ambition not to be dependent on her hus-
band.’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

It is important to note that the focus group participants aged 20-25
had different views on the obligatory nature of a job with respect to
gender. In particular, some young respondents thought that having
a job was a matter of choice for women, while it was men’s direct
obligation to have a job. Some of them believed that having a job
was equally obligatory for men and women. It must be noted that the
results of the quantitative study conducted in 2013 also demonstrate
that having a job and supporting a family are considered as men’s
duties, while women’s principal duty is to care for her family. The ma-
jority of those surveyed [77%)] supports this view, 66% of them are
women and 80% are men (UNDP, 2013).

‘It’s a man’s duty to have a job, while for women it’s a matter of
choice.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘[Having a job] is obligatory for both.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age
group 20-25).

It seems that in the case of men, a job, as an unconditional obligation,
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is closely connected with the idea of a breadwinner/principal earner
in the family, which for its part is connected with gender hierarchy in
the family, where the man who makes money has the greatest social
and economic power. Statistical data of recent years concerning the
attitudes and values with regard to family and distribution of roles
in the family confirm the above. For example, according to a study
conducted in 2010, 81% of the surveyed women, and 85% of the sur-
veyed men believe that a man should be the principal earner in the
family (UNDP, 2013). Interestingly, despite the three-year interval,
society’s attitudes have not changed markedly, moreover, as clearly
demonstrated in the Table below, the number of individuals who
agree to the idea of a man’s role as a principal earner in the family
has increased. At the same time, 39% of those surveyed in 2010, and
34% of those surveyed in 2013 think that today women are actual
breadwinners in the families in Georgia. (See Table No. 2)

Table No. 2 [Table based on the 2010 data of Caucasus Barometer
and on 2013 data of the UN] (UNDP, 2013)

Who should be the breadwinner in the family in Georgia?
o} Man 83%
o ® O
S L Woman 2%
~N IO
z Equally 14%
3 = Man 88%
Now
AT
2 05 Woman 1%
o 2
§ ) Equally 11%

During discussion meetings, the participants from both age groups
(16-19, 20-25) analyzed in detail those “complications” in the fam-
ily that may occur if a woman chooses to have a job. For instance, a
woman’s job may result in a conflict in the family because she will not
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be able to do the household chores or take care of family members
as efficiently as before, which to a certain degree is the reason why
a husband may be unwilling to let his wife work. Boys aged 16-19
are more specific than girls of the same age when talking about the
reasons why a husband may not allow his wife to have a job, in par-
ticular: constant jealousy about what his wife is doing during working
hours; ‘collapse of a “finely-tuned family” where a man is the bread-
winner and for whom dinner is always ready when he returns home,
when family members have everything they need. In this situation
having a job is just a “whim” of the woman (boy, Zugdidi, age group
16-19), especially if the woman’s contribution to the family budget is
insignificant. It is noteworthy that one of the strongest arguments put
forward by male respondents in defense of their view that a woman
should stay at home was the maximum involvement of a woman in
the upbringing and rearing of children, to which some female respon-
dents agreed.

‘In this case, a man does not consider it necessity for his wife to
have a job. He wants to have dinner ready. He understands that the
situation will change if wife takes a job; and the family budget will
not change significantly either.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group
16-19).

‘When you make decisions in the family, especially like that — a
woman has to leave home, especially the family which is “finely-
tuned-"where the husband earns enough to support the children
and provide them with everything they need, because of the wom-
an’s whim of having a job...” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group
16-19).

‘If you have no problems caring for children, have clothes, every-
thing, why would you [a woman] want a job?’ (male respondent,
Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘If | manage to support my family, than I prefer for my wife to look
after the children.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).
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‘It is wonderful when a husband supports you and you have money.
I wouldn’t want a job at all in that case.(female respondent, Zug-
didi, age group 20-25).

‘If the husband has such a large income, why should a child be
raised, say, by a grandmother? | prefer not to deprive my child ma-
ternal love.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

‘In general, | think that a woman should always put family first.
When you have children, personal ambitions take a back seat, be-
cause a child is the greatest responsibility and duty.” (female re-
spondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

As opposed to the above ideas, girls aged 16-19 commented on the
“selfishness of the husband” (female respondent, Thilisi, age group
16-19), which is manifested in the fact that even when men have in-
sufficient income, they do not allow their wives to work “because a
woman has to do household tasks” (female respondent, Tbilisi, age
group 16-19). One of the girls even noted that a man may not be
happy about the fact that his wife depends on him financially, but
“still does not allow her to work so that the woman can support
herself; it is more selfishness.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group
16-19).0ne of the barriers to women’s decision to take on a job is also
the fact that a woman who has no working experience, if she does
not receive encouragement from her family members, is more likely
to give in to her husband’s demand and stay at home. Only one man,
as an exception, made a comment that even a woman may become
“fed up” with (male respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19) having to
look after the family and children every day, especially if the woman
has a profession, and the job would come as a relief from her burden.
Also one of the boys in the Thilisi group pointed out that ‘a husband
has no right to forbid [his wife] from having a job.’(male respondent,
Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘When you have never had a job and you are offered a job for the
first time in your life, it’s a bit hard, because you have not worked
for a long time and have always stayed at home, it’s a little tricky
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to change everything so quickly.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 16-19).

It should be noted that the observations and assessments of the
young participants of the focus group is the continuation of the wide-
ly spread and dominating attitudes in Georgian society. According to
the latest studies, there are a series of barriers arising from socio-
cultural norms preventing women from working outside home. A
2013 study on “Society’s Attitude to Gender Equality in Politics and
Business” (UNDP, 2013) analyses barriers women face on the way to
employment, e.g. gender hierarchy in the family, which is recognized
and strictly observed in Georgian families both by men and women.
Gender hierarchy is in perfect harmony with the highly abstract and
generalized idea of so called “Georgian traditions.” Appropriateness
and the advantages and disadvantages of Georgian traditions are
generally recognized by society. Gender hierarchy itself implies dis-
tributing functions and duties in the family according to sex, where
such family chores as cleaning the house, cooking dinner, washing,
caring for a sick family member or a child are assigned to women
(UNDP, 2013) (for details see Chapter IV). This situation is backed by
a stereotype justified by traditions that the most important role for
a woman in life is caring for her family, which is shared by an almost
absolute majority [92%] of those surveyed in 2013, out of whom 91%
were women and 93% were men. At the same time, it must be noted
that the data from the study conducted in 2014 allows us to see the
public attitude to women’s role from the age point of view. According
to the statistical data, 77% of young women aged 18-24 and 91% of
men think that the most important duty for a woman is caring for
her family (Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia, Rekhviashvili, 2014). (See Table
No. 3)
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Table No. 3
Table based on 2014 data of the UN (Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia,
Rekhviashvili, 2014).

Woman’s main duty is to take care of her family
18-24 Woman |Man
Agree 77% 91%
Disagree 22% 9%
Not sure 1% 0%

Women'’s “double” or “triple burden” is naturally an objective bar-
rier for women who want to start working or who already have a job.
Accordingly, as opposed to men, it is more likely that a woman is the
one who has to choose between a job and the family and more likely,
in that situation, to opt for staying at home and taking care of her
family. This is especially so if we bear in mind that women are en-
couraged by “society’s demand” to make this choice. For instance,
74% of those surveyed share the idea that a woman is judged more
according to what kind of family she has and not according to her
successful career (UNDP, 2013).

Another point that merits attention is that confining women to a fam-
ily, that is to a private, rather than to a public space, is not only im-
perative in its nature (a woman has to stay in the family, caring for the
family is a woman’s job, and the like) but also is justified by a woman’s
“natural need” to have a family, to care for the well-being of the fam-
ily members and derive happiness from it all. The above is borne out
by the fact that 64% of the respondents think that having a job is a
good thing, but most of all a woman desires to have a family and
children (UNDP, 2013).

As regards the issue of husbands forbidding their wives to start a job,
which was touched upon during the discussion by the focus group
young participants, it is by all means a significant barrier to women'’s
employment. However, it must be said that behind such specific rea-
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sons as the jealousy of the husband or even a change in the daily rou-
tine caused by a woman’s employment, there is an issue of far greater
importance — obedience to a man. A woman’s subordinated status
and a man’s superior position is the axis of gender hierarchy, and the
various restrictions/prohibitions imposed by a man on a woman re-
flect the above status. According to statistical data, a large section of
society supports the existence and retention of power hierarchy in
the family. For instance, 63% of the respondents shared the idea that
a good wife obeys her husband even when she disagrees with him,
while only 34% of those surveyed disagreed with this view (UNDP,
2013). Moreover, a majority of both older and younger (18-24) wom-
en and men think that a man should be the one who makes the fi-
nal decision in the family (Kachkachishvili, Nadaraia, Rekhviashvili,
2014).

Women’s Promotion at Work

During the discussion, the participants talked also about women'’s ca-
reer development. They stated that in the present situation in Geor-
gia, men have more chance to be appointed to managerial positions
than women, which the respondents explain by the commonly held
idea in society that management is a man’s job because a man is “by
nature” a better manager and better suited to making final decisions.
The findings of the quantitative study once again confirm the stereo-
typical attitudes of society towards a woman’s work/activities out-
side home. Altogether, 50% of the respondents think that in general,
men are better at doing any kind of work than women, 58% think
that a man is a better business leader, and 36% think that men do
work more diligently. As regards the role of an immediate supervisor,
among those respondents who think that men have better manage-
rial skills [50%], 65% are men and 37% are women (UNDP, 2013).

Once again, the majority of the focus group participants noted that
a woman who holds a managerial position has to balance her family
life and her job and the more successful she becomes in her career,
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the less time she has for her family. It can be assumed that society
has the same expectations with regard to women’s employment: ac-
cording to a UNDP study conducted in 2013, 52% of those surveyed
think that a woman cannot be as successful in her career because
she is hindered by her family duties/because of her family she can-
not devote much time to her career (UNDP, 2013). The focus group
participants stressed the issue of women’s pregnancy and maternity
leave, which was a serious barrier for the employer and in order to
avoid this problem, the employer preferred to employ men in mana-
gerial positions. In Georgia, men are more free and independent ir-
respective of their family status, because they do not have to balance
family life and a job. According to the UNDP study of 2013 (UNDP,
2013)., 60% of the respondents say that in Georgia, despite equal
qualifications, men have more chance of occupying top managerial
positions than women. 49% of the male respondents and 30% of
women respondents support the appointment of men to manage-
rial positions. The participants of this study think that men have an
advantageous position on the labor market due to several reasons.
First of all, the fact that a man is more socially active than a woman,
therefore his circle of acquaintances is wider and more varied, which
makes it easier for a man to find a job. Also, the respondents talked
about the family chores that a woman has to attend to, while men
have no such problem and, accordingly, have more freedom and time
to carry out their job duties. A maternal leave was also cited as one of
the barriers to women’s employment (UNDP, 2013).

‘It’s a force majeure when a woman becomes pregnant and has a
child and already it is required by law that the employing organiza-
tion has to give her maternity leave. The organization will be obli-
gated to give her paid maternity leave. It means that it sustains a
loss.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘1 would appoint a man as a manager and a woman as his deputy.’
(male respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘I think that he is a man and it will not be difficult for him to make a
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decision.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

‘It may be assumed that a woman would think more about her fam-
ily and a man more about the job.(male respondent, Telavi, age
group 16-19).

It turned out that some focus group participants aged 16-19 were
more aware of the gender gap in the labor market than other partici-
pants. One of the girls from the Telavi group said that it depends on
the type of job and that in schools, for instance, teachers were mainly
women. Another girl from the Zugdidi group talked about the wage
gap as well. One of the boy respondents said that women in Georgia
were doing intellectual jobs, while men did physical work.

‘There is a gap, I’'ve seen statistics where a woman doing the same
job as a man has 50% less salary.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 16-19)

‘At schools there are mostly women, the number of men may be
higher at universities. | think that it is connected with inequality.
There are jobs they say a woman can’t do, that she has a family,
a child; that they need a person with a different mindset and will-
power. | think women are more unemployed than men.” (female
respondent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

Among the respondents aged 20-25, only a few women mention the
word “discrimination” with regard to employment. The male respon-
dents were less serious when discussing this issue. One of them even
said that men are more discriminated against in the Georgian labor
market because the employers ‘trust women more’ than men (male
respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

The focus group participants had different views on career choices in
the case of men and women. The respondents divided professional
activities mostly based on sex. However, it must be noted that the
young participants did not make a comment about the superiority of
a man’s mental capabilities compared to those of a woman; to the op-
posite, the respondents aged 16-19 said that men and women could
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do intellectual jobs equally well. However, women'’s career choices
were restricted when it came to doing a job that required physical
force, which only a man could do.

‘Activities that require physical force are not suitable for women,
for instance a builder.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

As a result of the categorization, the following jobs fell into the work
category inappropriate for women: cleaning municipal services, ca-
sino, construction and also urology. These were the line of work that
was merely “unsuitable” for women. (female respondent, Telavi, age
group 16-19).

The students talked a lot about women drivers. A male respondent
aged 16-19 noted that women found it hard to concentrate when
driving and “make more mistakes” (male respondent, Telavi, age
group 16-19),and, consequently, often create crash situations. One
of the girls of the same age disagreed with this view and stated that
women were more law-abiding “by nature” and accordingly more
careful drivers. As regards the professions unsuitable for men, most
of the respondents think that the career of a babysitter, cleaner, ballet
dancer, hair designer and gynecologist were not a man’s job, because
those activities “required tenderness” (male respondent, Thilisi, age
group 16-19), which is a woman’s quality “by nature”.

‘Menial work does not suit women, such heavy work as that of an
electrician, carburetor mechanic, engine mechanic, etc. A job of a
hair designer or cleaner does not suit a man, or the job of a waiter,
although boys do this job, well if there is no other choice, let them
work as waiters.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘As an architect, absolutely, but working on a construction site
I think is more of a physical job.” (female respondent, Thilisi, age
group 16-19).

‘I think it would be awkward for a man to work as a babysitter.”
(female respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).
‘A man must not do a job that requires tenderness.” (male respon-
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dent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘A woman has more experience and skills. A boy works with cars
and a girl puts a child to bed.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group
16-19).

‘[Hair design] is definitely an unmanly job. You are a boy and you
are wearing trousers and then start dressing someone’s hair.’ (male
respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

Interestingly, among the participant of all the three focus groups
(Thilisi, Telavi, Zugdidi), only one girl respondent mentioned in her
comments the word “stereotype” with respect to dividing profes-
sions/activities on the grounds of sex.

‘Because it is what happens... boys are taught that only a woman
must be a hair designer and it is shameful for a man and they attach
stereotypes to male hair designers.” (female respondent, Telavi, age
group 16-19).

In the context of women’s employment, another issue discussed at
length by the focus group members was women'’s political activity.
The next sub-chapter presents the results of the analysis of the young
participants’ discussion of this issue which are closely related to the
findings of the study analyzed above.

Women and Politics

Women'’s representation on the political arena has a great impact
on achieving effective democracy (Dahl, 1989). But still women are
underrepresented in the vast majority of national parliaments (Bih-
Imann and Schadel, 2012), though global modernization processes
have stipulated significant changes in family life, on the labor market
etc. Bihlmann and Schadel (2012) argue that low representation of
women in national parliaments challenges the idea of gender equal-
ity itself as it does not represent heterogeneity of the whole popula-
tion (Bihlmann and Schadel, 2012). Moreover, the increasing rates of
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women’s enrollment in politics and high number of female MPs work
as role models for other women to become politically motivated and
active (Blihimann and Schadel, 2012). However, there are number of
structural and functional obstacles hindering women’s political en-
rollment that are categorized under political, socio-economic, ideo-
logical and psychological (socio-cultural) barriers (Inglehart and Nor-
ris, 2003).

According to Bari (2005) and Shvedova (1998), the political arena is
shaped by a masculine model of government where power is distrib-
uted among men, and women are left out in the private sphere such
as family (Inglehart and Norris, 2003). Besides this, the masculine
model of politics is mostly led by the idea of competition and con-
frontation and is less focused on collaboration and consensus, espe-
cially across party lines. Therefore, women usually refuse to stand for
masculine-style politics and if they decide to do so, they tend to do it
in small numbers (Inglehart and Norris, 2003). Shvedova (1998) also
outlines that the parliamentary work schedule is not flexible and so
unsuited to a women’s double burden of combining family and work
(Inglehart and Norris, 2003).

The low social and economic status of women strongly influences
female political participation. Poverty and lack of adequate financial
resources, illiteracy and limited access to education along with dou-
ble burden work hinders women from enrolling in the political arena
worldwide. The feminization of poverty is quite evident through the
UN data, according to which out of 1.3 million persons suffering from
poverty, 70% are women (Inglehart and Norris, 2003). Those coun-
tries where female representation in parliament is more than 33%
are ranked in the high human development category (Bari, 2005).

Ideological and cultural obstacles are first of all manifested though
women’s primary roles as mothers and wives and disproportionate
shared domestic responsibilities. According to Shvedova (1998), the
patriarchal value system turns women into ‘working mothers’ who
are low-paid and apolitical (Shvedova, 1998). Moreover, women
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themselves lack the confidence to stand for politics and run for elec-
tions, as politics is perceived to be “dirty”, corrupted and inappropri-
ate for “good women” (Shvedova, 1998).

Overall, in post-communist and developing countries, the gender
gap ranks significantly higher in comparison with developed societ-
ies (Inglehart and Norris, 2003). Therefore, it is interesting to know
how international indices and ratings assess the situation in Georgia
in terms of women'’s political empowerment. The Gender Gap Index
(GGI) measures women'’s political empowerment in three areas: term
of office of women in parliament, of women ministers and of women
heads of state.?It must be pointed out that from 2006 to 2012 the
average index of women’s political empowerment calculated on the
basis of the 115 countries included in the report has improved, how-
ever Georgia still lags behind the average index of other countries. It
is also noteworthy that starting from 2006 the Georgian index slipped
lower each year and approached a “0” score, which demonstrates
complete gender inequality. A slight improvement is observed in the
GGl report of 2012: Georgia’s score is 0.071, which is an improvement
by 0.032 points compared to 2011 (Bendeliani, 2012).

The problems associated with women’s participation in Georgian
politics are clearly demonstrated in Bagratia’s (2013) study, which
describes the overbearing attitude towards the participation/involve-
ment of women in modern Georgian politics.According to the study
findings, 29% of the candidates in 2012 elections were women [729
women were included in the party lists, and 59 women were among
the majority candidates]. Altogether, 32 women candidates were rep-
resented among the first 10 candidates in the party lists of 16 elector-
al subjects, which amounted to only 20% of all candidates. As for the
majority candidates, 47% of electoral districts did not have a woman
candidate at all. Interestingly, one electoral subject that adheres to
a rather conservative orientation — the “Christian-Democratic Move-
ment,” demonstrated the best result in terms of intra-party democ-

20 http://www.weforum.org/issues/global-gender-gap
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racy in 2012 parliamentary elections; in particular, it observed the
gender quota prescribed by the Law on Political Associations both
in its party list and with respect to its majority candidates. However,
account must be taken of the financial benefit that a political party
receives for observing the gender quota and that can be regarded as
a key reason for meeting the gender quota and not as an ideologi-
cal concurrence with gender equality principles. In this respect, it is
worth noting that there is a trend in less popular political parties to
have more women as candidates, which translates into financial ben-
efit for the party.?

The Bagratia (2013) study suggests that in 2012 women gained 18
seats: 7 — under majority system [9%], and 11 — under proportional
representation system [15%], which is the highest number in the his-
tory of the Georgian Parliament. It appears that in the mixed elec-
toral systems women candidates were more successful under a pro-
portional representation system compared to a majority system. It is
important to analyze the connection of the number of seats gained
by women in 2012 with the political parties, because it sheds lights
on the reasons behind such an unprecedented number of seats ever
obtained in the political history of the country. The achieved results
make it clear that in 2012 the coalition “Bidzina Ivanishvili — Geor-
gian Dream” nominated the highest number of women majority can-
didates. At the same time, this electoral subject had high odds for
success. As a result, the coalition received the majority of votes and
with six successful women candidates entered parliament. In view of
the above, it turned out that the candidates’ sex had no decisive im-
portance, because “the following pattern was observed — an electoral
subject winning the majority of votes under proportional representa-
tion system in a given majority district, also won the majority elec-
tions in that district” (Bagratia, 2013). Accordingly, the party was the
winner, and not a female or male candidate.

21 http://ge.boell.org/sites/default/files/downloads/Gender_Agen-
da_Ge.pdf
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The situation is dramatic at executive and self-governance level.
There are 19 ministers in the present Government of Georgia, and
only three of them are women. As regards the 12 self-governing cit-
ies, none of them has a woman mayor (ISFED, 2014). The same is
true at municipality level. Only two out of 69 Gamgebelis (Heads of
municipal districts) are women. As for the gender distribution in the
Sakrebulo (City Assembly), in 2014, only 242 out of 2083 Sakrebulo
members were women (ISFED, 2014).

During the group discussions organized by us, the young respondents
touched upon the issue of women'’s political participation in Georgia.
The study participants aged 20-25 think that women’s involvement
in politics should increase. They note that women rarely appear in
the political arena and believe that it is desirable to keep gender bal-
ance in politics. However, it should also be noted that the focus group
participants had rather stereotyped views on the qualities attributed
to women. They listed with regard to female politicians such quali-
ties as equanimity, composure, self-control, etc. The respondents
think that these qualities are bestowed on women “by nature” and
that because of such qualities they are needed in politics, in order to
counter-balance the men’s stiff policies.

Similarly, according to the UNDP (2013), 50% of the respondents
think that participation of more women in Georgian politics would
be beneficial for the country, because female politicians will promote
social issues due to their “soft” nature (UNDP, 2013). This study dem-
onstrates that women are considered to be suited for such political
activities that are related to healthcare, environment protection, cul-
ture and diplomatic missions. At the same time, it must be noted that
71% of the male respondents and 66% of the female respondents
prefer to have a man as a presidential candidate (UNDP, 2013). Ac-
cordingly, we have a situation where the scope of activities for female
politicians is still more restricted than that of men, which is clear from
the views of our participants.

‘The lack of involvement is the reason why women are so disad-
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vantaged. Men will not be able to understand women’s problems if
there is no woman in the legislative body who can deliver the mes-
sage herself.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘A woman has a different vision. Men mostly pursue stiff policies,
while women are more reserved, composed and that is why women
must be in politics.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘Women’s political involvement is important, because 54% of vot-
ers are women. If we say that the political elite represent society,
then gender balance must be fully observed. Male politicians are
not good at lobbying women’s issues, it requires women’s political
involvement and women, as a community, should be active in their
efforts to enhance women’s role in politics, as Ministers and why
not, - as a President.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

The focus group participants once again referred to the inability of
working women to spend time with family members, especially with
children due to lack of time, which in one case was interpreted as put-
ting work before family. The respondents in all the three cities believe
that politics requires huge time and energy from women, and fam-
ily should always come first for women irrespective of the position
they hold at work.The position of the young participants of our study
is also confirmed by statistics. For instance, according to 2013 data,
51% of those surveyed thinks that it will be hard for a woman to be
in politics, because family duties will prevent her from doing her job
(UNDP, 2013). These data once again point to the fact that family du-
ties are a priory- the most important duties for women; at least, this
is how it should be, because such is society’s expectation/demand.
An image of an “obedient” and “submissive” Georgian woman is also
added to this picture (UNDP, 2013), and then the circle closes, which
leads our young participants to say that a woman can be a leader at
work (in the relative sense) but not in the family.

‘If a woman is deeply involved in politics and she is able to develop
her career, the man should allow her to take that post. If after a cer-
tain period of time it turns out that a family conflict arises because
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of the inability of this woman to spend as much time with the fam-
ily as she used to, then it begs a question - what is more important
for this woman, the post or the family, and she has to decide this
issue together with her husband. But if it turns out that the family
may be destroyed because of the career, | think that anyone would
leave the career and take care of the family. But if she thinks that
the career is more important than the family, then her family will be
destroyed.’ (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘If my wife had little time for the family, | wouldn’t be happy about
it.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

‘A woman should not be a leader in any case: at work yes, in the
family — no.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

The teenage focus group participants (aged 16-19) did not show any
negative attitudes towards women’s participation in politics. Younger
respondents even named several famous female leaders (Margaret
Thatcher, Elizabeth Il, Joan of Arc and Queen Tamar?in the Georgian
context), with regard to whom they showed great respect. However,
mostly male respondents argued that it was not necessary for women
to be in politics, because women “will not be able to make decisions
the same way as men” (boy, Telavi, age group 16-19). Interestingly,
unlike boys aged 16-19, student girls made several comments regard-
ing stereotypes, which are related to the idea of confining women to
a private space [family] and to the domineering position of men in
society. Remarks of a similar nature were not made by boys.

‘There is a stereotype that a woman should sit at home, care for
her husband and children and look after the family. Public life
should be run by me.? Why shouldn’t women run it?! (female re-
spondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

‘In general, it is not important for women, they think that they’ll
get married and that’s it.” (female respondent, Thilisi, age group
16-19).

22 Tamar of Georgia http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tamar_of Georgia
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The views expressed by the focus group participants make it clear
that a woman’s career, whether political or not, may result in the
same type of “complications” that are directly linked to a woman’s
performance of household duties and care for family members. Ac-
cordingly, one of the most important barriers to women’s participa-
tion in politics is her family. The prohibitions imposed by husband
were also a problematic issue in the context of women'’s political ac-
tivity. The reason cited was that politics was ‘a dirty business’” which
can jeopardize the children’s reputation as well. The same views were
shared by 54% of the UNDP (2013) study respondents (UNDP, 2013).
It must be noted that the focus groups conducted within the scope of
the UNDP (2013) study revealed other barriers which women face in
their political careers: lack of belief in one’s own abilities, irrelevant
education, and little chance of garnering adequate public support for
political advancement.

Regarding barriers to women'’s political participation, Bagratia’s (2013)
views on the reasons that prevent women’s political empowerment
(Bagratia, 2013) are very important. Bagratia (2013) discussed such fac-
tors as weak position (or even non-existence) of a women’s movement
in Georgia, and a masculine political elite which is gender insensitive.
The intra-party democracy level is also low, which is not conducive to
the political advancement of women. The business elite should also be
taken into account, which is focused on male politicians and therefore
female politicians have less support and resources.

Conclusion

This chapter explored young Georgian people’s attitudes towards
women’s professional development and examined gender beliefs
that affect women’s participation in the public sphere. Chapter V pre-
sented discussions of focus group respondents on two important is-
sues. First, they discussed women’s employment and related topics,
such as freedom of career choice and opportunities of professional
development; second, the study respondents talked about women’s
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political participation and representation. In both parts of the discus-
sion the participants were mostly focused on a Georgian social and
cultural context. It must be noted there were no major differences
between the respondents’ views, neither according to the venue of
the focus group (Thilisi, Zugdidi, Telavi) nor according to the age cat-
egories (16-19, 20-25). As for the difference of ideas according to the
respondents’ gender, it can be said that a certain number of young
female participants, unlike men, were freer from gender stereotypes
regarding women’s political participation and employment and so
better identified discriminatory practices against women.

The findings revealed that the public sphere still continues to be a
male domain. For instance, respondents considered that having a
job was a matter of choice for women, whereas it was men’s obliga-
tion to earn. Women'’s greater participation in public life may trigger
their emancipation and free them from the shackles of family control.
Home is the domain where men can preserve their patriarchal power
untouched, whereas the public domain is shaped by public law, which
in essence should be pro-gender egalitarian (Chatterjee, 1989). Re-
spondents cited a number of gender beliefs to explain male domi-
nance and the lack of women'’s participation in the public sphere.
If unemployment threatens men’s masculinity through subverting
their manly duties, on the contrary, employment threatens women'’s
gender roles, since it may distract them from performing household
chores.

Among the reasons that hinder women’s professional development,
some of the respondents cited women’s gender obligations such as
caring for her family members, bringing up children, and perform-
ing household chores, which are viewed as women’s primary duties.
Thus, womanhood becomes equated with the private sphere, since
according to our respondents, a woman is judged more according to
what kind of family she has and not by her career. Respondents pro-
vide gender beliefs, which confine women within the private domain
and assume childcare to be women’s paramount responsibility, as
reasons that make it arduous for women to be in politics.
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The reluctance towards women’s emancipation and correspond-
ing gender beliefs can be explained by Connell’s (2005) proposition,
which suggests that in the traditional society, where men are expect-
ed to be the main breadwinners, the socioeconomic disparities make
it arduous for men to live up to societal expectations. This discrepency
between reality and expectation subverts their masculinities. Geor-
gian patriarchy combines coercive authority with the subtle force of
reasoning. Dominant gender order is imposed through widespread
gender beliefs, which in turn justify oppressive gender roles limiting
women’s domain to the private sphere.
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CHAPTER VII
YOUNG PEOPLE’S ATTITUDES TOWARDS SEXUALITY

Introduction

This chapter explores the attitudes of focus group participants to-
wards female sexuality and the gender beliefs that are cited by the
respondents in order to justify restrictive gender norms apropos
of women’s choices. There are two main prisms in social sciences
through which sexuality can be studied: sociology of sexuality and
gender studies (Zedania, 2012). In order to unravel and explain vari-
ous dimensions of Georgian youngsters’ attitudes towards sexuality,
we apply both prisms. This chapter covers attitudes towards women'’s
sexuality, premarital sex, sexual relations and motherhood. Finally,
we examine the ways in which young people articulate and reason
their attitudes towards women’s sexuality. This chapter is based on
the focus group discussions with young Georgians which were con-
ducted in Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi.

Women’s Sexuality

Control of women’s sexuality is an instrument for sustaining a gen-
dered and patriarchal social order. Feminist scholars and activists
view women’s sexuality as a domain of both agency and oppression
(Richardson, 1988; Snitow et al., 1983). There is an endemic ten-
sion between pleasure and threat in a patriarchal society. Georgian
women have to negotiate between these domains and choose to im-
merse in pleasure or to avoid the threat of vilification, the threat of
being punished, and the threat of instability. Due to the imposition
of restrictive gendered norms, women’s sexual restraint is a widely
espoused practice in Georgia. The findings of Reproductive Health
Survey 2010 show that premarital sex at first intercourse is highly un-
common and is reported by less than 5% women in Georgia(Georgia
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Center for Disease Control (NCDC); Georgian Ministry of Labor, Health
and Social Affairs (MOLHSA); Division of Reproductie Health - Centers
for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), 2012). In contrast, Kekelia
& Gavashelishvili (2012) argue that contemporary youngsters do not
restrict their sexual behavior in Georgia. They argue that premarital
sex is prevalent, but implicit, since unmarried women still avoid being
vilified for their sexual freedom (Kekelia & Gavashelishvili, 2012). The
study on sexuality in Georgia showed that people between the ages
of 26 and 45 hold more information about sexuality, whereas people
between 18 and 25 are less informed about it (Kekelia et al., 2012).

However, our focus group findings revealed the widespread tendency
of suppression of women’s sexuality and acceptance of men’s sexual
freedom. In Thilisi, Zugdidi and Telavi, respondents predominantly
repudiated women’s sexual freedom since in their view it is not ac-
ceptable for woman to be in a live-in relationship. Moreover, some
respondents cited women’s sexual freedom as motivation enough for
men’s violence against women.

According to focus group participants, women who had had sever-
al sexual partners in the past would face a negative reaction from
their male partners ranging from verbal abuse to physical violence.
However, opinions varied and some focus group participants did not
object to woman’s sexual freedom under some conditions and even
described it as acceptable. In Thilisi, respondents viewed a girlfriend
as someone with whom a man can have sex without any emotional
attachment or love, whereas beloved is described as someone pious
with whom a man is connected by the feeling of love without pre-
marital sexual relations with her. According to respondents in Thilisi,
Zugdidi and Telavi, a girlfriend’s status implies instability and sug-
gests that in the future the partners may break up and find new ones.
Several male and female respondents in Thilisi stated that women’s
sexual freedom is acceptable after a woman reaches a certain age.

‘For a girl of my age to be a virgin is more unacceptable than not to
be one.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).
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‘1 would not have any problem. The most important thing is that
she should be a good human being...” (male respondent, Thilisi, age
group 16-19).

‘If they love each other, why don’t they get married?! In this case
a girl and her family are vilified.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age
group 16-19).

In Zugdidi, respondents employed gender beliefs to approve male
sexual freedom and object to woman’s freedom to be in a live-in re-
lationship. Focus group participants justified their gendered attitude
towards sexual freedom by Georgian traditions and culture. Accord-
ing to them, a society including friends, family and relatives suggests
responding differently to male and female sexual freedom. Respon-
dents stated that in order to escape vilification and gossip, family
members are compelled to act according to the dominant norms and
impose these oppressive rules on their female relatives. In Zugdidi,
female respondents stated that the major reasons for denouncing a
girl who had had several sexual partners in the past is societal disap-
proval, whereas men noted that the utmost reason is the sense of
instability and insecurity.

‘A man can be forgiven. Even if he has a wife he can be forgiven for
cheating on his wife.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-
25).

‘.. have been in a live-in relationship with a girl for two years, but
I could not have any serious relationship with a girl who had lived
with some guy for two years to have fun.” (male respondent, Zug-
didi, age group 20-25).

In Telavi, respondents noted that sexual relations outside marriage
are not acceptable for either women or men. However, they avowed
that a woman would face more vilification than a man. According to
the respondents, men have girlfriends just to have fun and would
never marry a woman with whom he had had a premarital sexual re-
lationship. Similarly, in Zugdidi, female respondents stated that soci-
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ety would denounce a woman who lives with her boyfriend, whereas
a man would be teased, but would not experience the same kind of
marginalization as his girlfriend. Some male respondents in both Tela-
vi and Zugdidi, when asked what their reaction would be if they come
to know that their sister or daughter had had several sexual partners,
purported that their reaction would involve such radical measures
as kicking the girl out of the house, locking her in a monastery, and
even killing her. Women, who position themselves as relatively active
subjects in their sexual behavior, are looked at suspiciously. Male re-
spondents noted that if a female family member has sexual freedom,
it damages his and his family’s good reputation. Thus, woman’s sexu-
ality defines the honor of her family and can even become the de-
fining feature of Georgian identity. Honor complements institutional
arrangements for the distribution of power and creation of gender
order in society (Schneider, 2012).

‘[1t] damages my reputation and my family’s reputation.” (male re-
spondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘I would lock her up at the monastery for her entire life.”’ (male re-
spondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘Globalization does not mean to start something and degenerate.
Nation’s degeneration is a horrible thing.’ (female respondent, Zug-
didi, age group 16-19).

‘In general, there should not be live-in relationships without a
Church marriage. Yes, we want to evolve, but it should not happen
at the cost of our culture and customs. We have to value many of
our customs. We should evolve without harming them [our tradi-
tions].” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

Foucault (1978) argued that individuals constitute themselves mor-
ally through their sexual behavior and, hence, sexuality is viewed as
a domain of moral self-formation. Our findings also showed how the
respondents link morality and sexual experience and how it changes
depending on the circumstances. For instance, female respondents
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in Zugdidi as well as in Telavi noted that having sexual experience
would be less condemnable if a girl had been in an official union one
or two times. Many respondents in Telavi, Thilisi and Zugdidi are likely
to “forgive” woman her sexual relations in the past and marry her.
However, the number of her sexual partners is decisive for “forgive-
ness” since some male respondents assume that a woman can make
a mistake once or something may go wrong in her relationship, but if
she had more than one partner it questions her character.

“.. If I fall in love and find humanness in her, | do not care if she is a
virgin or not.” (male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘If she had had only one man and then broke up for some reason, if
I loved her | would marry her.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group
20-25).

‘Even religion, Orthodox Christianity, allows one to marry three
times.’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

Respondents’ attitudes towards women'’s sexuality can be described
by Bauman’s (1998) explication of modern uses of sex. Respondents
link female eroticism with reproductive functions or with love and re-
fute female desire. Women need to provide a functional justification
for having coitus such as that of having children, or love. According to
the interviewed respondents, women cannot have coitus out of mere
desire or pleasure. The findings reveal that according to focus group
participants it is unacceptable for woman to indulge in a relationship
for the sake of having fun. Rather, they insist that a pious woman
should endeavor to get married and have children. Some respon-
dents noted that if men come to know about women’s active sexual
life, they would look at her in “another” way, which implies viewing
her as a “whore” and having fun with her. Respondents distinguish
between entertaining and serious relationships. The relationship is
entertaining if its only purpose is to have fun and, hence, it is as-
sumed to belittle a woman. The relationship is serious if its final goal
is marriage and a long-term stable relationship. In the view of most
respondents, women should aspire for marriage. If she sought out
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merely fun, she would be described as a whore. Thus, according to
the focus group participants, men can look for fun in a relationship,
but woman cannot afford temporal sexual encounters for the sake of
enjoyment.

‘It’s impossible to continue a serious relationship with her but “oth-
er” kind of dates are possible. Marrying her is out of the question.’
(female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘If she has [partners] for the sake of fun, then she is a whore.” (male
respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘No man would want to marry a woman for whom he is the third or
fourth.”(male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

Respondents state that live-in relationships are unstable and tempo-
ral since they rarely lead to marriage. Some respondents claim that
a woman can be in a live-in relationship only if it aims at knowing
each other better and if partners are planning to get married. Fo-
cus group participants are apprehensive about live-in relationships
since they consider sexual relations outside marriage to be temporal,
whereas marriage is viewed as a guarantee of stability and security
and, hence, it is described as the only legitimate form of relationship
that women should aspire to. Some respondents distinguish between
temporal and long-term live-in relationships. They recognize the le-
gitimate status of any long-term live-in relationship and label it as
“marriage,” whereas any short-term live-in relations are considered
to serve the purpose of having fun, which, according to focus group
participants, is neither serious nor justifiable.

‘It is acceptable only if a boy and a girl decide to live together be-
fore a church wedding and official union to see and adjust [to each
other].” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘Since | am an adult, it is nobody’s business where I live and what |
do. It is my life.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

Gender beliefs, such as the assumption that women with several sex-
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ual partners outside marriage are “whores,” and the approval and
complementation of men for the same behavior, lead many respon-
dents to incriminate women who have premarital sex, since they sup-
pose that it precipitates women’s defamation. The findings show that
the “honor” of woman, and generally her familym revolves around a
woman’s innocence and subservience, whereas sexually active wom-
en are considered as a threat to Georgian-ness, which in turn rests on
a sexual moral order.

‘In Georgia, the more girls a guy has had, the higher his status is.
With girls, it’s the other way around.” (male respondent, Telavi, age
group 20-25).

‘In Georgian society these kinds of women are considered to be
whores.” (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

The findings show that in contrast to women men do not need any
functional justification for coitus. Both female and male respondents
complained about the double standards with regard to premarital sex
and overall sexual freedom. According to them, while girls are slan-
dered for engaging in premarital affairs, boys are lauded for it, and the
things acceptable for men are unacceptable for women. Respondents
in Telavi noted that men gain power and authority in case of multiple
partners, whereas women are labeled as “whores” in case they indulge
in premarital sexual relations with more than one partner.

‘This is all because of our mentality, where men can have free sex,
but women cannot.’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘..It is like this in Georgia. Men first have fun and then get married.’
(female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

Respondents make inferences to Georgian traditions and religion in or-
der to reason and communicate their gender attitudes. Thus, gender
beliefs allow focus group participants to surmise a patriarchal and gen-
dered social order. In the views of both the female and male respon-
dents, women’s sexual freedom and live-in relationships are against
Georgian traditions and religion. Some respondents noted that restric-
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tions, defined by religion with regard to sexual freedom, concern not
only women, but men too. However, dominant social norms restrict
predominantly female sexuality since it is woman'’s sexual freedom
that is denounced by society. Focus group participants emphasized the
differences between Georgian and European as well as Russian tradi-
tions and social norms. Thus, we can observe the dichotomy between
Global/Modern and Traditional/Local gender beliefs. According to re-
spondents, to be Georgian and to be Orthodox Christian is a big re-
sponsibility and obligation, which often requires the sacrifice of one’s
(read women’s) freedom. Although some respondents describe these
gendered traditions as backward, they state it is still necessary to fol-
low the dominant norms apropos of women'’s sexual freedom, since
Georgian-ness rests on it. Respondents equate patriarchal rules and
norms with Georgian-ness or local traditions, which in turn are being
threatened by Global/Modern gender beliefs.

‘We may try to prove that we [men and women] have equal rights,
but there are things which are not acceptable for women...Our re-
ligion strictly objects to it.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group
20-25).

‘We should read the Bible and our actions should be guided by faith.’
(male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘Georgia is distinguished by its traditions. It’s a Christian country
and in this case the religion is demanding. Our parents’ genera-
tion is more or less religiously raised and they know that living with
someone outside marriage is a sin.” (male respondent, Telavi, age
group 20-25).

According to the Reproductive Health Survey findings, sexual experi-
ence was lower among young women in Thilisi (30%) compared to
other urban and rural areas. Moreover, sexual experience increased
with education, except for young women with higher education. For
instance, over half (66%) of those with secondary education or less
had engaged in coitus prior to age 22, whereas only 39% with higher
education had done so. The Reproductive Health Survey reveals that
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the majority (95%) of young adults’ first sexual experience was mari-
tal. More than half among the 5%, who were not married at the time
of first intercourse, were engaged or to be married. The husband
as first partner is slightly less commonly reported by those living in
Thilisi (91%) (Georgia Center for Disease Control (NCDC); Georgian
Ministry of Labor, Health and Social Affairs (MOLHSA); Division of Re-
productie Health - Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),
2012). Respondents in both Telavi and Zugdidi consider Thilisi to be
a relatively liberating place for women’s sexual freedom. Moreover,
some of them describe Thilisi as a subversive place, whereas respon-
dents in Thilisi consider issues of virginity and control of woman’s sex-
uality to be more pertinent in the regions and rural areas of Georgia.

‘..Since Thilisi is a big city, the circumstances are different. Neigh-
bors’ would not spy on girls to inform her parents about seeing her
with a boy. It would not become an issue of gossip.” (female respon-
dent ,Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

Georgia is, in some respects, a socially conservative country apropos
of female sexuality. The change, although very small, can be observed
since 2000 with regard to women’s sexuality. In 2002 70% of men
stated that society should not grant women sexual freedom (Charkvi-
ani et al., 2002). The Reproductive Health Survey reveals that the
proportion of youngsters who reported premarital coitus, although
very low, almost doubled between the 2005 and 2010 surveys, from
2.7% in 2005 to 5% in 2010. Similarly, a study conducted in 2012 de-
picts that 5.1% of youngsters between 18 and 25 reported premarital
sexual intercourse (Kekelia et al., 2012).

Sexual Relations

Generally, violence has been described as a physical act with the in-
tent to cause harm. Feminists extended the implication of violence
and described violence as physical, sexual, and psychological abuse,
which has a long-term effect on the victim’s well being (Code, 2000).
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Feminist academics and activists shifted the focus away from the mo-
tives of individual perpetrators and broke silence about spousal vio-
lence. Moreover, feminists noted that various forms of sexual violence
are more about power and domination rather than sex (MacKinnon,
1987). In Georgia there is no specific article in the Criminal Code that
could regulate marital rape. Article 137 criminalizes all forms of rape,
but the lack of a special article punishing marital rape leaves space
for police not to qualify this action as a crime (Japaridze et al., 2006).
Most respondents in Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi identified the situation
where a husband frequently engages in sexual activity with his wife
despite her refusal, as rape. In Thilisi some respondents assumed that
husbands have more rights over their wives’ bodies and were hesi-
tant to label the case as rape. As one of the respondents put it, it is
not rape, unless it involves bondage and hitting. Moreover, one of
the respondents described the case of marital rape as rudeness and
insisted that women often like brutal men. Respondents suggested
that woman should fulfill her husbands’ sexual desires if she does
not want him to cheat on her. Thus, gender beliefs such as woman’s
obligation to unconditionally fulfill husband’s sexual desire, precipi-
tates the justification of marital rape. In Thilisi, a few respondents
described spousal rape as a violation of women'’s rights, however, in
the same focus group, one of the participants assumed that it is a
woman’s duty to fulfill her duty as a wife.

‘I wouldn’t call it either violence or rape. It’'s a man being rough,
which women often like.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘If a woman does not want a man to cheat on her, she should under-
stand him.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘A woman who stays with such a husband is a masochist. Why
should one stay with such a husband?! It is the same as rape. She
should divorce or even file criminal charges against him.” (female
respondent, Thilisi, age group 16-19).

Patriarchal social order is defined by the relationships in which the
men “own” the women and children and dominate them (Fortier,
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1975). It explains the toleration of marital rape by some of our fo-
cus group participants, since they perceive women to be without any
agency and to be owned by men. In Zugdidi, a few female respon-
dents noted that, according to the elder generation’s widespread as-
sumption, it is a wife’s duty to fulfill the husband’s sexual desire even
if she does not want to engage in sexual activity. Similarly, some male
respondents insisted that a wife does not have the right to refuse
her husband in this matter. Some respondents in Telavi questioned a
woman’s character because they assumed that her refusal to engage
in sexual activity with her husband is triggered by her infidelity.

‘For my grandmother’s generation it is not a crime. It is a woman’s
duty.’ (female respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

’

‘Anything that you are forced to do against your will is violence.
(male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘If she denies my advances, she probably has a lover.” (male respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 20-25) .

‘If they are spouses then it is not violence. Rape is when you see
someone on the street and do something maniacal.” (male respon-
dent, Telavi, age group 16-19).

Several focus group participants both male and female in Telaviand in
Zugdidi claimed that the decision to engage in sexual relations should
always be consensual and based on the wish of both husband and
wife. A female respondent from Telavi considered any decision taken
unilaterally as violence. Some of the respondents stated that a wom-
an has a right to deny her husband’s advances.

‘It is not that only men’s wish is enough, both should desire and only
then it can happen.’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘It is violence. It does not matter if it’s a husband or somebody else
forcing himself.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘It [forced sex] is horrible. [In such case] the woman should break
with the man.’(male respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).
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Motherhood

The functional justification of coitus is the prevailing topos among
the focus group participants. Moreover, the popular patriarchal du-
alism classifying women as “mothers” or “whores” is endemic in
our respondents’ arguments. In order to avoid the label of “whore,”
women have to live up to the social expectations by marrying and
fulfilling their duty of motherhood. The adulation of woman as moth-
er is closely linked with the cult of family in Georgia (Surmanidze,
2000). Moreover, 89% of survey respondents reported that family is
the most valuable social institution (UNDP, 2013). Therefore, the re-
sistance and challenge of patriarchal family values are viewed as the
violation of a sacred unity.

Feminist scholars distinguish between the “experience of mother-
hood,” which implies the relationship between a woman and her
children, and motherhood that is enforced identity or a political insti-
tution (Rich, 1979). Some women may experience motherhood as a
source of self-affirmation, while some women may experience moth-
ering as “debilitating and intrusive,” even though society deems it as
“woman’s instinctive vocation (Roberts, 1993).” Feminism set out to
break taboos surrounding the experiences of both the mothers and
non-mothers. In 1960s, Betty Friedan depicts the story of the home-
bound misery of the suburban housewife, later Bell Hooks (1984)
argues that for black women work in the home is far more satisfy-
ing than hard menial paid work. In 1970 another feminist scholar
Sulamith Firestone argues that for a woman it is an arduous task to
come out openly against motherhood. She argues that by presenting
childbearing as a “natural” desire for women, they are forced into
their female roles (Firestone, 1970).

Most of the respondents in Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi purported that
women should have the right to decide when to have a child, and
whether to have it or not. However, several male and female respon-
dents argued that woman should get married only when she is ready
to become a mother. According to the gender beliefs of focus group
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participants, those women who get married, but do not want to have
children, do not fulfill the true purpose of marriage. Moreover, even
girls in early marriage are under pressure to fulfill social expecta-
tions by getting pregnant immediately after getting married (Barkaia,
2014). Similarly, some focus group participants argued that women
are expected to give birth to a child within a year after marriage.

‘If she doesn’t want a child, then why does she get married?!’ (fe-
male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

‘Women are the ones responsible for a child’s upbringing and ev-
erything. And [that’s why] woman should decide and if she thinks
she cannot bring up a child, then she should not conceive.” (male
respondent, Zugdidi, age group 16-19).

In Thilisi, Telavi and Zugdidi. female respondents agreed that it is a wom-
en’s right to decide when to have a child. According to respondents, the
process of childbearing occurs within a woman’s body and she should be
able to have a say in what happens to it, and also because a woman con-
tinues to play a primary role long after childbirth. Unlike female respon-
dents, male respondents in Zugdidi were against the idea that married
women should have a right to decide whether and when to bear chil-
dren. Male respondents in Zugdidi argued that marriage in itself implies
children and woman should be ready to become mothers.

‘The woman who refuses to become a mother should certainly be
put to the fire.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

‘How does she have [the right to decide], it’s not about wanting or
not wanting.” (male respondent, Zugdidi, age group 20-25).

Although many respondents agreed that it is a woman’s right to de-
cide when to have a child or whether to have it or not, the unwilling-
ness of childbearing had to be justified. Several reasons were brought
forward as to why married women could wish to postpone having
a child: the new bride might want to have fun and enjoy being with
husband for a little longer, the woman might want to continue stud-
ies, might decide that the financial conditions of the family are not
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yet up to task, might simply think that she’s too young and not ready
to take on the responsibility yet. Many of the respondents do not un-
derstand why a woman should not be unwilling to bear a child with-
out any significant reason.

‘For some reason, she might refrain [from bearing a child] for a
while. It might be because her health won’t allow it, or she doesn’t
want it yet, or she’s too young, or her job is in the way.” (female re-
spondent, Telavi, age group 20-25)

‘Women have the right to shirk from bearing a child, at least, for
some time.” (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25)

‘She is the one who becomes a mother. How can someone else de-
cide it for her?!’ (female respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘When [she’s] ready psychologically, mentally, then she can bear a
child.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group 20-25).

In Thilisi, Zugdidi and Telavi, respondents commonly argued that it
shouldn’t be only a woman'’s choice whether to have a child or not.
In their view the decision should be taken based on both parents’
wishes. Respondents agreed that it is a decision that should be made
by both parents and not by relatives or neighbors. In addition, re-
spondents in Telavi and Zugdidi insisted that if woman does not want
to bear a child she is selfish. Moreover, one of the male respondents
in Zugdidi stated that woman who does not want to conceive a baby
immediately after marriage is a “potential murderer.”

‘It depends on the couple; they should decide when to start thinking
about having a child. Both of them should be ready for it.” (female
respondent, Telavi, age group 20-25).

‘It should be a joint decision.” (male respondent, Thilisi, age group
20-25).

‘..When you know that your husband desperately wants a child,
why should you refuse to have it?’ (female respondent, Telavi, age
group 20-25).
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The findings reveal that focus group participants have a propensity
for the equation of motherhood with womanhood. Feminist attempt
to challenge the essentialism of the assumption that all women can,
will and want to be mothers (Code, 2000). Respondents’ arguments
are dominated by the gender beliefs presuming what woman can and
should do due to their “maternal instincts.” Thus, women are essen-
tialized as mothers without considering the fact that the desire to
have children is not inherent or specific to women, neither is child-
care something pre-given to women. The elision between bearing and
caring for children within a prevailing patriarchal order, and the divi-
sion of public/private spaces confines women to the private sphere
and thus makes them economically dependent on their husbands.
On the other hand, the cult status of motherhood marginalizes those
women who are childless (or child-free) since they are regarded as
not quite fully female, as it is with those women who leave their chil-
dren in the care of others, since such women are accused of causing
maternal deprivation. According to some feminists, the solution to
gender inequality lies in the elimination of using “women’s bodies as
the agents of species reproduction.” (Schott, 1986; Firestone, 1970).
Thus, for some, reproduction is the key to patriarchy, whereas others
suggest reclaiming patriarchal features of the experience of mother-
hood (Firestone, 1970; Rich, 1977).

Conclusion

There are various means through which men attempt to retain patri-
archal social order and gender arrangements. This chapter highlights
the ways in which women’s autonomy is significantly compromised
due to the imposed boundaries over their gender and sexuality. The
findings depict the construction of womanhood and the attempts to
regulate and monitor women'’s sexuality in order to save them from
the “wrong path.” In the view of focus group participants, the loss of
women’s modesty and their engagement in sexual freedom threatens
Georgian traditions and culture. Gender beliefs that are cited by our
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focus group respondents support the absence of women’s sexual au-
tonomy and the prevalence of sexual constraints. In this chapter, we
can observe the dichotomy between Modern/Global and Traditional/
Local gender beliefs. Discriminative practices through construction
and the surveillance of women’s sexuality contribute to the oppres-
sion of women. Control of women’s sexuality is often rationalized and
justified by gender beliefs, which in turn are a means of responding
to threats to traditional or local culture (read “arrangements of gen-
der”) (Narayan, 1997).

Respondents’ attitudes towards women’s sexuality can be explained
by Bauman’s description of modern uses of sex. Focus group respon-
dents have a propensity to link eroticism with reproductive functions
or love and completely repudiate female desire. Therefore, respon-
dents presume that it is unacceptable for a woman to indulge in a
relationship for the sake of desire. The concept of pleasure and post-
modern uses of sex is absent from Georgian respondent discourse
with regard to women’s sexuality, whereas men are allowed to in-
dulge in coitus for the sake of mere pleasure and commitment. Focus
group participants tended to equate motherhood with womanhood
and, hence, essentialize women as mothers. This essentialism leaves
out those women who are childless, beyond the accepted notion of
womanhood and, thus, precipitates their marginalization.

Conclusion

This study on Georgian Youth’s Awareness, Perceptions of and Atti-
tudes towards Gender Equality aimed to identify current gender at-
titudes and beliefs of Georgian youth apropos of (a) gender roles at
home; (b) women’s careers and (c) sexuality. For this reason, first and
foremost, we explicated the relevant theoretical concepts of gender,
gender equality, gender beliefs, sexuality and family.

In order to explore the hypothesis presupposing that young women
and men in contemporary Georgia should hold more liberal attitudes
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than the older generation, we conducted a quantitative data analysis.
A situational analysis provided comparative descriptive statistics on
gender views and attitudes since 1996. The comparison revealed that
there have been no differences in gender views since 1996. In order
to discern the reasons and causes of the non-egalitarian gender atti-
tudes, we analyzed determining factors which examined a number of
variables affecting gender-determined views. The quantitative analy-
sis revealed that, despite the political, social and economic changes
Georgia has been through over the last twenty years, traditional views
and gender beliefs are still prevalent amongst youth in Georgia. The
majority of young people viewed and interpreted issues, such as the
preference for having a son or a daughter, gender distribution in edu-
cation and employment, family gender roles, and women'’s private
lives, including their sexual freedom, in strictly traditional frames.

Further, qualitative research explored respondents’ attitudes towards
the duties and obligations of men and women in the household. Ac-
cording to Chatterjee’s (1989) theoretical framework, which we ap-
plied to explain our respondents’ attitudes towards gender division of
household labor and gender beliefs pertaining to gender roles, Home
is the inner part of social order that symbolizes the spiritual culture. In
order to maintain a gendered social order and male dominance, it is
necessary to control the feminized domain of Home. Women are the
main instruments to sustaining and reproducing the “man’s world”
called Nation and, hence, any challenging of the established hierar-
chical gender roles threatens the nation’s gendered social order. The
findings showed the strict division of household labor, where men
are decision-makers and breadwinners and women’s main duties are
to take care of the family members and deal with household chores.

The study revealed that respondents’ description of a traditional
family actually referred to a patriarchal family model whereby the
head of the family is a man who holds more power and rights than
other family members and where gendered division of household la-
bor prevails. Only a few female respondents identified such a family
as patriarchal and made critical comments towards the hierarchical
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social order. Our respondents’ description of the modern family re-
ferred to a family where values of gender equality are common and,
hence, roles, duties and obligations are equally distributed among
the family members. Most of the respondents, by traditional fam-
ily, implied “Georgian family” and by modern family referred to the
“non-Georgian family.” Thus, the patriarchal family is identified as an
authentic Georgian family model which should be kept away from
the influences of modern values. This approach can be explained by
Chatterjee’s (1989) theory suggesting that conservative positions rest
on the deployment of tradition which has to be defended against the
degeneration of a modern, global culture.

The study depicted the tendency to describe “good” Georgian woman
as those being devoted to the family; docile, affectionate, loving, car-
ing, dutiful wives and mothers. Moreover, most of the respondents
had a propensity for the equation of motherhood with womanhood.
Respondents’ arguments are dominated by gender beliefs, presum-
ing what woman can and should do due to their “maternal instincts.”
Thus, women are essentialized as mothers without considering the
fact that the desire to have children is not inherent or specific to
women, nor is childcare something pre-given to women. The cult sta-
tus of motherhood marginalizes those women who are childless (or
child-free) since they are regarded as not quite fully female, or those
women who leave their children in the care of others, since such
women are accused of causing maternal deprivation. According to
some feminists, the solution to gender inequality lies in the elimina-
tion of using “women’s bodies as the agents of species reproduction”
(Schott, 1986; Firestone, 1970). Thus, for some, reproduction is the
key to patriarchy, whereas others suggest reclaiming patriarchal fea-
tures of the experience of motherhood (Firestone, 1970; Rich, 1977).

The chapter on Employment, Professional Development and Political
Participation revealed that the public sphere still continues to be a
male domain. Respondents cited a number of gender beliefs to rea-
son male dominance and the dearth of women’s participation in the
public sphere. Gender beliefs include the perception that unemploy-
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ment threatens men’s masculinity through subverting their manly
duties, whereas employment threatens women’s gender roles, since
it may distract them from the household chores. Womanhood be-
comes equated with the private sphere, since, in the view of our re-
spondents, a woman is judged more according to what kind of family
she has than by her career. Thus, respondents cited gender beliefs
confining women within the private domain. To assume childcare to
be women’s paramount responsibility makes it arduous for women
to engage in politics. The reluctance towards women’s emancipation
and equal participation in the public sphere is explained by Connell’s
(2005) proposition, which suggests that in traditional societies where
men are expected to be the main breadwinners, the socioeconomic
hardships make it difficult for men to live up to societal expectations.
Hence, the discrepancy between reality and expectation subverts
their masculinities.

The chapter on Young People’s Attitudes towards Sexuality revealed
how women’s autonomy is significantly compromised due to the im-
posed boundaries over their sexuality. The findings depict the con-
struction of womanhood and the attempts to regulate and monitor
women’s sexuality in order to save them from the “wrong path.” In
the view of focus group participants, the loss of women’s modesty
and their engagement in sexual freedom threatens Georgian tradi-
tions and culture. Gender beliefs that are cited by our focus group
respondents support the absence of women’s sexual autonomy and
the prevalence of sexual constraints. The concept of pleasure and
postmodern uses of sex is absent from Georgian respondents dis-
course with regard to women’s sexuality, whereas men are allowed
to indulge in coitus for the sake of mere pleasure and commitment.
Dominant gender order is imposed through the widespread gender
beliefs, which in turn justify oppressive gender roles, limiting wom-
en’s domain to the private sphere.

Both quantitative and qualitative analysis of the attitudes and percep-
tions of Georgian youth revealed that young people have conserva-
tive gendered attitudes towards women'’s sexuality, gender roles in
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the private and public realms. The quantitative analysis showed that
young people’s gendered attitudes correlate with their demographic
characteristics. The qualitative findings demonstrated that young
people have propensity to support gendered division of household
labor, where men are decision-makers and breadwinners, whereas
women are expected to take care of all the family members and
household chores. Moreover, focus group participants used gender
beliefs to reason and communicate their gender attitudes. They did
not question cultural models that sustain patriarchal social order and
gender arrangements. These gender beliefs confine women within
the private realm and make it arduous for them to develop political
career. Control of women’s sexuality is also justified by gender beliefs,
which in turn are used as an instrument for responding to the threats
of modern/global influences to the traditional/local culture.
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oyMEbmdom. dobo 30bsbo ogm 33magz0lb Lsgombob ascdgdm
5Mbgdmmo 3gamdsmgmdal smbgMs s dobo sbadamygds. mad)-
96580l 3ndmboemgals JomsegMo ngs ©s3e3d0Mgdamo nym 33-
mg30L 30DbgdLbs s 3330l doMoma 53m(35693mab.

dgmEsn Imba(39d980b 36smnda g3dbgdmes s@Mbgdmem dmbo-
39998L (39335L00L doBMAq@Eo 2010, 2011; Jbmxgzemom mafg-
dmgdgdol  33mggs 1996, 2008) Jotmggmn  sbomasbmmgdals
dogM 39b6mgM0b s aq9bgfmmo Mabsbbmmmdal swddanl, doc-
am3980bs s M ogdnmgdol dgbBogmal dgbabgd. sbaemabals
306ggem baboemdo dmdogdmem 0dbs smbBgmoma (936038 0memn)
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LESGLENGS, obsddgdabs ©s gsobsmmgdal LygMmgddn aqbeo-
960 30sbsbomgdal dgsmgdomn 39Mb3gd@ng0L, sbggg agb-
afMmdE  35b3nfMmdgdamo  dgbgomgdgdol gsdmbsgmabsc.
(3 8996908 36senbol Jgmeg babob, ngo smbBaomo bGs@nb-
&0gnmo 3bsmnbobsls godmgmgbomo & 9bwgb309d0l  gosbaemoa-
bgb5/0bLbsL sgmdm.

Laggemg  Ls3ydomgdn (15 gmzqbxanxn, 120 sbomasbmos
dmbsboeng) Logsmggmmb bad Joemsddo (mdoemabo, byamowo s
ogmasgo) Ro@oMws.

oMy dJomoddo RsGomws bymn gmynbranyo.  gmggb-
®39Bob 3mbsboemggdo gobsboemgdmmbo nyzbgb sbszal (mea Lb-
350000Lb35 Lo 3MdMnz0 KaMRab Jgbosmgdman: Imbomogdn (16-
19) o SbamasdMogda (20-26)) 0o LJgbob (doggdo s gmambgdo —
Foms 3ng390mm dgmaMgdomoa dmbs(393580 Mgbdmbrgb@ms bfglol
dobgogom) dobgozom. gmznbranygdgdo bobsbbse dgdmdsgg-

o baobgnbom gbsedzzmgzom asbbmM(sngmes.

®0mm o @m3nbxranxo 393 gdmes M35 Imbsbamobash (mmbo
dogo s mmbo gmam). 3608gMgdds sbamasdMogdal dgMhgzabsl
353m0ygbqL Babsbbath dgMmhgmmo 3M0@gfomdqdn, Mecms xaMRBg-
30 ymgnmoym asbbbgogzgdmo s oMo 3mdmagbm®oa. moommgmo
BM3gbrangolb bobamdomagmds badmsmme 100 Bymb dgoc-
396s. Bm3branygdob @obEMmgdbobmobsgg dmbes yzgme

BM3nbranBob dgogaswm domgdmmo dmbs(393580b dg3gds, dg-
®53908 s g5dmygbgds dm3939mma sbsmabobogab.
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dm3939mo omsog0 83bsmndgdl dgbadsdol mgmGomem  3mb(39%3-
3098L  a9b@gMab, aqbgfmmo MebsbbmEmmdal, g9bmgEmmo
b5mImma96930L, LgdLysmmdalb s mxsbal dgbobgd. goms
5d0bo, mo@gmse@nmol dodmboemas 033mg3Lb ©gds@gdL Mobsdyg-
ROEMZY/BEMESIH @ GMHR0EYE/>RaMMIG0Z  ©oJmG™-
30gdb dmnl, M3, mag0b IbM03, FoDbsw nbobagh Mebsdgmmmagy
Jomzggmo sbamasbmgdal g9bmymemn bomdmmgnbgdol sb-
LBsL, MMIgmo asbLodMgMagh oo ggbgMe ©edm nwgd-
Mg6gob. s dmmmb, Azgb gobgobomsegm gddnmagem mo@gm-
S@MESL, BmMIgmas gi39ydbgds LogHmsdmmabm s saormmdmng
368gdLEL. 3ocggm ogdo, Azgb Bamdmanmagbor mo@gmsedy-
0l sbamasdMEgdal 39bmgGmn ©sdmogdnmgdgdol s o=
48980l dgbobgd Mmam(y gobgomsemgdam, sbggg gobzomsemgdaw
93994696d0 s aobznbomsgo 0d gogd@mMgdl, Mmdmgdoy 9330M-
oeds 339390835 3odmagmabs. LagMmadmMobm M@ gfod-
o 330035dMBL, M3 bmzosmYE—3memo@ogncn 3mbBgdLE L
(330653 godmobgzns g9bogfMymoa Mmmgdol (33mmomgds ©
Lobmgomgdsdo dmmmEabols (33emomads (Burnhill & McPher-
son, 1983; Tinklin et al., 2005). 89mg, B396 Bo8mancagbom
0d @o@gMo@nmsl, GmIgmoas s 333306 gdmmns badsmomggmmdo
396096mo M3bsbbmEmmdal damdatgmdsbmsb. hggbo 33mg-
30b 30Dobos, godmagmobmb sbomasbmmgdal aqbogmmo MB-
396 ,g3m3Me@nds300L” 3Mm3gLbol s Lo 3obmMbIgdmm Mg-
BMM3gd0lb  gomzgamabbobgdom, Moz megalb dbfng gqbogfmem
23b5LBMEMBSL 530005619Bb.

3360960 BmamM(s S6smnGogznn 33@gammns

3960096mo bsmImmaqbgdal aobosdMgdma, Mmdmgdoy -

a30mmdMng  3mb@BgdL@do sysmndgdgb agbgfmem ©sdm owgd-
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MegdgdL o 8mddgdl, syznmgdgmos gsbndsm@GmL a9bmgmals
a3 sbomo@ogn®o 3oGgammonl sMbo. GgMdobo g9bwgco
30Mggmoe  353moygbglb  83gMoggmads  13gdnbnl@gdds, Mmdmg-
d0(3 PoMYmBbgb dommmany® @& gMmdnbodAL s sbabogwbgb
Lggbors dmEnl 3obLbzseggdgdol dobgbgdal Lemznsn® babosmb.
XM3b Lgm@o (1986) ®530b 65dH™3do ,,0LEMGonmo Sbamadals
Lobamagdmm 398 gammns® yn@amadsl o7393L 1393060bEgdal
dogM  a0dmygbgdem ™ doamdsl. 3ofMggmo  asbgzmgbgds
»OmbgM0m* 358gamMmE0sl s gyMEbmds dmgmabal sMLgdmbab,
0b6&9M3M9@o(300L 3o6M93g. 8gmEg doagmds  JOBOSENES S
(300mMdL 3505DMML Imgmgbol sMLo s 83 mMFoo dabo o6-
LgdMdal Fadgba. xMb LzmEn (1986) smbgMb a9b6qMal asdmy-
969800 Lbgaabbgs babgl, dsm dmEab, dab MIsMBozqL GmEIsl,
bos3 »a39b@gM0” Joemal Lobmbodos s, ©dgsb aodm3dwnbsmyg,
gg@b dmbgdfngs s oM 0b3q3L ,3M0G03mm LogMmbgl®.
396009M0b Mmam@i &9fMdobolb dgmeg 353mygbgds 3oMavymdl,
M3 0bgmmMBa300  Jormgdal dgbobgd  asbborymos 3539600
Jqbobgd 0bxgm@mds(300Lbmsb gMmem s, gEsb godmdwnbamy,
3OmMdmgdoGfns, M350 ammabbdmdl, Mma domagda 3o3960L
Ladygatmb Boboemn sM0sb. dgbady aodmygbgds Momymal domemm-
306 ©989M3060D3L s gobobomagl 396wyl Gmame (s 3mem-
Eeram 3mbb@MnJ@L, Mmdgmoi gobbobdramsegl 3o3gdolb s
Jogdols Gmel.

XM3b  Lgm@o (1986) 5330600905 ,396gM0L”  3mMb(395(305L
5 (3000mm8L  g505bOML 4960l Lbgswsbbzs mgmGammo
3963508 96900. 3ofggm Mngdo, ngn 0bygol 3s@Masmjs@ ol mgm-
000, MHM3gemag asbobomagl Jomol LydmMmmabs(sosl, Mooasb
39GL »bgoFEads* mMBnboMgds Jombg @s 3memmdlL 3s@Mnsm-
Jo@0b Ms3megbady sblbsb. dnfggma, ol bLbaL MBnbs(znsls Mm-
am@(3, »,35953530L LyMgamlb gosdotgmlb dobo gomsbmgds g-
3O J300L aMadn®. asd3mbsogsmmn dgndmagds, badmgbo afbgl
930mn 00l §gdbmmmannl (33mmamgdsdn, Mmdgmbsg ogzb
3m@gb(300m0 3554Mmb ,domol Lbgyemals bagnmmagds, Gmamms
353Maogmgdabogal bagomm Ladyemgds®. odgwsb asdmdwobsy,
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09 dBmaobomzal 3s@mMnamds@nl asbamgdo Mg3Mmmedznss, bb-
3900bmgol gb Lggbyommdss. ob gobabomogl Lgdbmomu®d mdo-
99&030bs(300L, BmamM(3 3oMzgmae 3Mm3gLL Joemol sdmem-
Roemgdado. 83 dgdmbggzadn, godmbagamo Joemgdal (36mdagmgdols
5dd0mgdados, Mmdgmdss mbos donygzsbmlb  doma by gmoso
096@™d0l 355dMdsdmg s, dgbodadnbswm, gb dgndmgds aom-
©50436sL  3mmo@nzn®  99&n303dn. 83 39Mb3gdGozolb  ogzLb
356339990 dgber39d0, Moasb ol yuMomgdsl sdsbzamagdl
Bobogg® 3obbbzaggdgddy > 3gbeg@eb Faeéyfymo jmb-
LN (300L 0abmEBNABSL sbrgbl. (Joan Scott, 1986).

dgmeg ogmEogemo aobdom@ads d94dbomos dodbob@o gqdab-
0bBgdol dogM, MmAmgdars gobobomoggb mgebl s Lydbysmm-
3ol Mmamey Bomdmgdal Lobggdol (33momgdol 3Gm@ed(30sb.
a53mbosgomo, dMmdsdn Lybmsmm@o asbbbgeggdgdol smdmaeb-
365d0s, Mads3 BgMBomo brs bzl 3o30b mMBnbsznsb.
099(39, 35M4LoL s gbggmbobmgal JmbgdMogo YMmngMmmds
JmEbabgdolb Logmdggmo ogm, ,Jomgdol 3ndstrior domsgatn bako-
3560, domo gamnbggmamo bgdbdg ©s3mgngdmmn YAHmngM-
M (660‘360, 1987).“ ®Xmab bym@o (1986) 590906039 dndom-
omgdoo 8360803906 FoMdLobE M 3q3060HAL. oMz Mog-
dn, ob oM gmobbdgds 0dsb MM, g3mbmdognmn Lobgds asbbab-
@3Mo3L 3gbryMgm PHooghomdsb — ,domgdeb wdd3g8rg-
dogds abygds 3930@omad3dn s aMmdgmmgds bmzosmndddn”.
aBcMm 39803, LimMEALb sbGom, FoMdbodddn ,a960gM0l  3mb-

(IBEOS gobabomads, Mmam®z 93mbmadngn®a bEMYIEMgdal
(3300l b330 3MmEYJG0 ©d Fob o og3b Lo gmosmo

sbaemo@ogn®o LGsGLo.”

d9badg 3gdmbggzsadn, gmab Lm@o s330Mwgds 39bwmgmol glbagm-
Sbomo@ngn® 3mb(39x(300L, MM3gmaz dmazegb Mmammy ob-
3m-o8g@ogge, sbg39 FMebager bgmegdl, Gmdgmos gggdbgds
B3Ol s ™Mo3560L bLGMYIGYMomabEYM ©s 3mbEG-LEMY]-
Geomab@ne bBsgmgdgdl. gb BoamBdgdo 3mb396@Mamgdemos
3530300 gobgomamgdol smge bGowngddyg, Moms godmam 3ga-
mb 39609Mmo 000gb@™dol Rsdmysmadgdals 3@)30(390mmadgdo.
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L3mEb sBFm, gb Boamds BrEszh 396wgMal 3Mb3gx(30L
dbmmme  mxsboo, Gmdgmai P00 gHodgogdol dgosmgdom
oMy LEOYJG YOS s, dg9db godmdEnbsmyg, oM amgom-
abbobgdl g3mbmBn3zalb bbgs bLmzosmm® Lobgdgdl, dmmogonzsbs
5 domagamagdsls (Scott, 1986).

badmemme, LzMmE o 3300535bMAL Lo 3MMe® bggsL s 59(396@L

039998L 39b6gMDdg, Mmam@s sbamo@oznm 3@ gammosdy, Mm-
3geroz Labaagomm ghmggeros agbryyme ©8mIoR)sYeg-
39%0bs s 39bEgfmmn MHmmgdol assbdMgdada. ab badbl ¢bzsedl
3960096M0b, Bmameis bigbors dmolb bmosmmGo gEMngHom-
39d80b  3603369mm356  God@mMal, mab gmgdgb@b. dofmggemo,
FNOEYOYmo  5Mbgdgmo  Loddmmmgdn, Mmdemgdog 0bzg3L
IMogomxgmoe  BoMmdmdsagbmmdsl;  dgmeyg,  bmmdsGommo
(3696960, Gm3mgdoz LddmEmgdol 360d369mmmdalL Mbg3L 0b-
G939 o(300L; dgbadg, Mmam(z dmmo@ogal, sbggg bmsosm-
a0 0bLENENGIEL s MMasBnba(30960L (36909; S agbrgmal
dgmobyg (36905 Lmdogd@ o 0gbEmMdss. 583356M0®, ,35(30° ©
»Joem0“ aobbomemns Mmame (3oM0gmo 358 gammMngdo, GmIemg-
do(3 3gndmads 3g03bmb bmsosmyMa MEmogMommdgdao.

396 mo B3m3dmoagbgdn

53 65dMm3do, 06 gMLMdagd@mn bagMmm gnm@nEmmo dgbgo-
Mmgbgb0 39bmgMm MB35 50l 3mblLgbogdyma. 39bmg@emo
Bomdmmanbgdo baembl Ladmamagdol odmagsgl dgogsdmb ab@mmo-
90 dEamddMgmos 8 3o@MnsM oM 3mmodn mmo 0b@gmg-
Lgdo, EMImadai 356y MMEBLEMEMIAL  BoBmMJ3bsL
mbymdl bgeml (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004; Munck et al., 2002). a396-
9fmmo 6sM3mEagbgdo dma(zo3Lb Babgdb s bm@dgdl, Mmdmg-
doz bgemb 9Bgmdl bmznsma® bLGMMJGmGsdo gobbbgszgdgdabs
5 mdbabbmEmdal bodmdmbsl. ggbgfmmo batMdmuoagbgdo
Ladomgdal 5dmg3lb 5s305698L SbLLSL, oy Mmam® ©s Mo@m3
049619396 0bnbo 53 MbI5bgdL, sbg39 303mMbsGMb Mmegosbomn g39bwy-

1m0 30gamds 8 M ooy gds. bmzosmymo gEmngfomm-
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dab 3mb@gdbEn, Loz 5Mbadbymo aqbrgfmmn Bomdmmaqbgdas
35398900, aobbobdM3MagL nbnznwgdol a9begfMmmm Hmenb.
aBcMm 9@, gb 3MbBJLEO gsblbabrmagmsegl dso dogm dm(sg-
dne LoGmoznado J3ggdal dggabgdsl. Mogagzgol s 3mEgmob
(2004) dabggom, LmosmyMa YMmogMomdal 3mbBgdbBo ob
ab3afMgbos ,Lows(3, 39bgEMmn LobBgdolb doMomawn Bgbgda do-
&mMbmdL.”

0@ gMs@mMal dobgoznm, msbsdgommgg Lodstmggmmadn gom-
PMER> 3o3MEIEgdIee 3gbryGgme B563meagbyde (sodsodad-
g0emo 2014; bddadg 2012). msbsdgmmag MB3gbgdal dabgogom,
Jomgdo, doMomasam, bagmagszbmamgdm bogdggddg s6nsb 3obmb-
abdggdgmbo. sbg3g, 5333980b Imgems ,Joemms boddgs®, dsdsgsa(sg-
30 3560bomgdnsb MmamE (3 30sby39@nmgdgdol d0drgdbn, bmem
Jomagdl 30, dm@homgds dmgmbmgads (3og3og0830em0 2014). gL
39393mbyfn 39bmgMyma Bomdmeagbgdn, MmMAmgdoy Bsmm-
55 30303900 9000 s MKebol beMds@ oo byyMomg-
dom, ao3mgbsl sbgbl 3o(398Ls s Jomaddy, dsm FmmmEabdby,
Mam® bes as0bosmmb Lbzgdds gl bmMdgdo (Ridgeway & Cor-
rell, 2004). Go@aobs(3 5@sd0sbms g ndabo sedds, oy Mol dmg-
056 domgab bbggdo, gogmgbsl sbwgbl dom dmddgogdgdbs wo
33b@yM ey Boamdsty. 3gbrg@aere Bom3meagbgon 3gbrg®a-
o bobBgdolb 3603369mmz560 baBomos (Ridgeway & Correll, 2004).
F3960 303magbs dma(393b 93093 b: bagsmarzgemmdn sbsemas dMws
393980 5 Jaemgdn bsgmmsm 3mbnzasb gMmon s ngngg 3s@mn-
3o Mn 35M300gdn@sb bys396, dsor st dgogdzon gdzn 3mem-

S ImEyergddo, Gm3mgdoi 3965383039896 896G
653me396930.

396096 mo 01565LBmMAEMBS N3653500MmM39/3mMBdmH s
&Mdp030em/mm 33 s30mab3nfgdab 3mbEgdLbEdo
39609Mmo  03bsLEMAML  BNbwadgbdyfn  356d5MGgds
dgndmgds godmmddnm 0dbglb dJomos dndstim yzgms @mEdab
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©0b3608065(300b  58magbzol  Jqgbobad  3mb396(300L (CEDAW
1979) gomgamobbobgdom. g96gfmmo 0absbbmmmdal 3mb(3g-
B30 Imo393L LEME PBLEMEMESL Joemgdbs s 3o(390L dm-
60b, ,m3bsdsMn dgbadmadmmdgdab* ©s ,MBmgdgdolb”  Jmbsl
bbgoabbgs bygmmadn, gobsmmgdol, obeddgdal s 3memndnzol
Romgmom. LygFmsdmEnbm dGmBnl MMasbnbs300L (2000) Mobob-
35, 396y M3bsLBEMMMS 50l MbSLEMOMMES 35(390bs s
Jomgdl dmEnb, MHm3gmos »ammabbdmdl 3mbzgx30sb, Hmdmal
dobg30m5(3 yzgms 5©sdnsbo, 353535(3900(3 ©d Jorgdo(s, mogo-
Lygombo 86006 3Jmbogm sMRg3s60, LEGgMgME3gdol, bobEo
3960gMmo Hmmgdolb s (3GM6dgbgdals bgmoals dgdemal gom-
999 39609 Mmoo 0565LEMAMbs 60dbsogl, MM Joemgdal o do-
3535(39080L a06Lbgs398mn Immbmazbgdo, Logdiogmo, dobbmagg-
3960 aobobomgds s 3n0mgds MobsdMsw. gb o6 bodbagl, GmJ
359535(3900 ©@s domgdo ¢bes 3obwbgb gMmbsnMmbo, dogMsd domo
MRmgdgdo, dgbadmgdmmdgdo s dmgamgmdgda o6 ¢bos nymb
5dm3ogdamo 0dsdg, Hmdgmo Lggbol sM0sb abgbn® (ILO, 2000).

39609Mmo 03balbmmmdal 360d36gmmdsls booma  sbabagl
dabo Rotomgs 3063000069800 scsbbemgmmal M35 Jobsbdn. sds@)g-
dom, dbmgmomb domms dgmaby 3mbggmgb30s3 (393060, 1995)
dg3magmog5bs gqbgfmma dgobbBMmadnban, Mmamz dosgsto
LEMGIa0s  gabEafMMmo  YMIBLEMEMEaL  dgbed(nFgdma
(Gender Equality and Equity, 2000). g960g6mo 0sbsLEmO™baL
dombggol 3Mmamgbol 3mbo@mmnbgnbmgol 3odoMds (2010) ao-
bozomgygze Lodo 0bngs@mmo: (s) gobsmmgdol yzgms mbydy
396@gemmo Lbgomdob osm33qgms; (8) sMsbobmggmmm—bsedgnmbgm
Lyd@™MEd0 Joemms sbaddgdal bamnl gobM©s; (3) gHmzbym 3o6-
m5396@ 7330 Jomoms sgommgdol 3Gm3mE(300b gobMms. 33d0Mab
(2010) dogm Jgd3mmazsdgdmmo 0bn3o@MMYdoEsb bodL gub-
3530 3960090 0565L66MAMBOL bad NbwnsGMML: gobsmmygds,
oboddgds @s 3mmn@n3sdn hatommmds. 3odomob (2010) sdMom,
35650 gdadg B30m3sl dgndemns dg330mmb Joemas (3bmgMgdes.
9L 0bEoge@MMgdn aogmabsol sbgbgb domomymadol gosb-
Sboemgdsdg Mmams mgabdo, sbgzg 3ol gofmgo. Bsgsmomag, ao-
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bommagdamo Jomo xcm 398 ©obinbogddo 0mgdl dmbsbaemgm-
dsb, 30Mg gombsmmgdgma. BG™ dg@nes, Jodofo (2010) o8-
ML, M3 gobsomgdmmo Jomagdo YBO™ 35350 3 Jmog09d056
dmdamag 43Mgdl s, 53Mngo, bs3mgdoo ©asbsb bomygsbm do-
m3mdol bLadndMmmgdal Bnbsdy. MmEgba bagddyg gbgds ebsgdyg-
d5b, 53 5b3974&0b (3MEbS FoMdNMEL, HME 565DMONE o Ladyd-
omb dgmdmos gobommb Jomolb Gmeo, dogmsed s@bgdmdl 3mb-
&MoMadgb@gdas. 93@™MMa sboboglh ©mInbn ol Mgbdndmogzal,
3memddool, dgdbogob s 39600L dogomomgdl, Lowss Jomgdols
dmbaboemgmds sbsbmanmadsm boddnsbmdsdn oo Lamgebm bad-
39900 sdm30009demmdal gobMEsado gbdatgdom. s dmenmb,
d9ba37 060 3o@™MM0 59(396@L 939098L 3men@n3odg s 3sd3ma -
3580 5BML, HMI Jomgdl, Bmam 3 Imbabemgmdal babggemb, mbwos
3gmbrgo 3oMmadgb@do sgomgdal babgzsma dsnbs.

0bamg3sm@o, bmmobo s ggmgmo (2004) Lognmet 33mmg390-
don, 396y ababbmmmdsabs s ©gdm3zMa@nda300L 3Gm-

39LL BmENL 3939060L ©gIMBLEG MM oL Sbabgb. Mapash Js-
mgd0  BoM3momaqbgb dmbsobmagmdals Bobgzs®l 1dMogmgbmds
Lobmgsmadsdn, 07 AMsgmabmdal o6 o43Lb LEEo 3meo-
&030M0 xmadgdo, bLabmgasmmgds sMogdmGmsGommos (Ingle-
hart, Norris, Welzel, 2004).“ 3Lbmgmomb 65 J3994bal dmbs(3g9dms
3bsmnbol dnbggom, 3sor godmmdzgb bfn, Mm3 gg96wgMmmo
23b5LBMEMIl b BbsMwadgms @gdm 3 MaGodsznal 3bnd-
3b9mmmzobo gog@mMns, dogMsed 39bwgMyemo 0sbsbbmmMmds o6

0L ,0093m3Me@0ds300lb dggan”, ob FoMmm FnmE Ao
(3300l bsbomos, MmIgmoz 3oMesddbol 0bombEmammo
Lobmgsmagdal 3Magam sb3gd@L, Mo, megalb dbMog, 0bzgzLb
©93m3M3800L  ao3M(39mgdsb. @tm dg@oi oo 3ndmEgor-
@ asbaboemgl GMsnomo Lodmasmgdgdo ©s oL 3364L,
3 Jomgdo 0ozl 3005896 mBabgdda dndomdsl s o sggm
bogdsmnbo dbsMmaggms. 333ma369d3s Rsdmaysmndgl cmgmine,
3ol Bobggomsy 3mEgMbndaz00b 3Gm(3gbo bgmb MBymdL
©99m36580ds300L @ Jomms dmbaboemgmdsl babmasmmgdmng
(36m3Mg6530. 0bgmg3sMm@o s bmmabo (2003) 5383039096, M™I,
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30639 0adn, 3nsM 3mbEB0bbEMmonm Lsdmaswomgdgddo
DQBOM 0565LBMM0 M JoYdNMgdss, 30EMY MOMNd, SaMSGTm
s 0bmb@momm babmgaswmgdgddn; dgmmg, 3mbEnboyb@mo-
o babmgomgdgddn momdsmadmmabo asbbbgsggdgdo vgem
a5dmba@mmns, 30Mg sgMemmm Lobdmasmgdgddn. dobgoszen
393d060bs 39bgfmm 0065LEMMMbILS s gdm 3HE 0L dmEnl,
oM 383030905, MM MmIgmody (33ea0 Mol dgmmgl asdma-
63930 30Dgbo; 530l bo(zzema MMngg sbobsogl 3MmE MY (33em-
0mgdabs s 93mbmadn 3M gobznmamgdsls (Inglehart, Norris, Welzel,
2004).

dgbady, BLmgmomb dMsgemn d3gysbs bgbmmol Jzgdss, HmI
dg(339mmb sMbgdmmo aqbgfmmo Lab@gds gmmdsmmn® g3m-
bmdogobs s 3memn@ngsdn Rsbasmmggmosw (Connell et al., 2005).
(330madob gl 3Mm3gbn, Gmdgmoi  Jomms  gobsoaemgdsl,
oboddgdsbs s dmmo@ogsdan Rsmornmmdsl gumemabbdmdl, owo-
300mdM030 353535(39000 Bobssmdogamdabs s 3dsymanmgdols
359m3b39300. 358535(3900b BobssmBogamds Jomms g3sbbndsznol
bobssmdmga mMo gabom oMol sbbbamo: nMggmo, @Mswozomem
LabmgdmMgdsada, Lowsy 853535(3900 33babarmgd0sb Mg sbda dms-
356 d99m3B)obgdswm, bmz0smM-q3mbmdoznmn gogotzgds bgmb
admol 353535(390L gosdsMmmmb  babmgsmmgdfng dmemuo-
b0, Mo(3 doma 3o(3mdobomgal gsdmbggzss. dgmmg 3ndgbo gbgds
mame(3 393900, dbg3g Jormgdl, bgmobyamagds (300mdL go-

dmhAbogl 0s65370MM39m s 3MmmoG0zMse 3MMgdéman 396-
M0 M3bLBEMEMB0L gobbGom, 56 0mgamabbobgdlb g@mabmem

L6&0g68gdL, o3 0b393L GMon(309d0bsIn Moy3z56nl(3935L
5, 5J9msb g53m3nbsfyg, a9bmgfmmn Mebslbmmmbal ©s bgd-
Lgaeamdal dgbabgd mzbm, bagsgm nggdal yomymesl (LaFont,
2010). 3basgbo GMaaz0em/sanmmdMozn s mobsdgommas/
ammdsmMn odm@madnss baMdmeoagbomo 3stms Rs@gfxglb
(1989) 6536m3dn, Gmdgmdoz ob 83dmdL M3, gMoo dbfog,
3mbbg@gs@ommo 3mba0s gxydbgds  GMown(309dL, MmBmg-
d0(3 b0dogh 3o@Mnododl, ,aoMyzbomo wsbogmumo 3ym-
&b as3mgbnbasb Jomagdol ©a330L LogaMggmoom. myd(ze,
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®3b83g0Mmzg  ®aBgdds dgodgds yotymb  3mblbgMgsGommo
GEMOO(309m0 FNMENGS, 353653 0:035653dMMIMMb 3G o=

&b GMon(30900b bgmabaemoa dg43bnom, MHm3gmo(sy 396gMmo
Rog 3ol sbom gm@mdgdl oysemndgdl.

396@gM0b ©s LydLysmYOMIal Mobsdgmmag gobgomamagds ao-
Bobomgds, Mmam® (3 sfedoMoadntmo bgmadqbymds absgmmn mo-
90mmgdgd0bmzgal, Mm3mgdo(y g6obssmdogagd0sb Mmam (s swo-
30mmdM03 3HmENML, dbg3g FoMNTd0EIOMYM JMnbE0SbHm
9000396 3M0b(30390L (Narayan 1997). 3nm@Mabl, bntdgdobs ws
3M0d@0gob gb ¢1360d3b9mmzsbgbo mafmgdmmagdgdn, Mmdmgdacs
Jggbgds Jomgdl, bdoMsew bomdmmagbomns MHmamE(3 aswsdbysg-
&0 3603369mmdal sdm(396980 ,39L&gMb0D(300bMZAL Bobssrad-
©93mb0b aobobgzom® s ,bagmmemo 3amE el dgbobstmfinbg-
demo® (Narayan 1997). Rs@ghggbe (1989) 5 BoMsonsbol (1997)
sbadbyyem Mg 3gb@9d by oyMwbmdom, A396 gngsmsmmgo os-
Mn3z9cem sbsemgs dMgddn 5653900MmmM3g 39emGMabs s segnem-
m3M03 39609 cma 637dmrz96980b 3oMEs30mn s30Mmnb3nMgds.

LabdmadEmMadsdo GoMmom (33momgdgdal gomzsmobbnbgdoom, dm-
3096m3s dg(360963s dgobbogmes sbomasbgdol sDM0 3539600
5 gomgdol Mmool dgbobgd Ladmasmgdsdn. oy Mo aogmgbs
0g3L 335b 3o bagdnsbmdal dgbobgd ImEmMENbgdmsb s myksbdo
ol dgbobgd (Tinklin et al., 2005). §0bgmobol s Lbg. (2005)
LEOGadn dSbabyymns, MM BmasmsE sbomasdMogddn ddmag-
3L 006539MM39 dgbgomgdgda Joemal @s 3538 35(30L Mmool
dgbobgd Logdosbmdalbs s myxsbdn. myd(3s, 6330donl Sbamasb-
00900b 333 g35h39693L, MmM3, Joybgsegsm oo Memmgbm-
30l Mm@ dgdobs, sbomasbmmgdn 3960gMmeo msbsbbmmmdal-
356 dmAb ©asbsb s 5xbndbsz9b ImMamMmMbal s GMawn(300l
360d36gemmdsl (LaFont, 2010). od(39, 396@gGgemn 05bsLbEmG™-
dabs s bgdbysenEmmdal JodsMo @sdm3nEgdmmgds s Mb3gbg-
b0 aobbbgogogds Lgbol, gobogn®mmdol, gobsmmgdabs s soa-
omdgdomgmdal dobgogom (LaFont, 2010).
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LygLysEyAEMdS

96m-gMma 360d369mmzsbn mgds, Mm3gmdys h3gbo 33mgzs Y-
006 985L 535b30madL, 3Gl sbamasbMmgdolb doamds bydbme-
mmdol 3ndsto. 33mg30lb Jodobos ssanbmlb 39gdnma Hgbdm-
©9b@ms 396y bomImmanbgdls s dsm ©sdm ogdamgdsl
3ol bgdbmemmdol bsgoombabswdo. 39bmgMobs s bgdbaysmm-
30l 3505339009, 39MdmE, Mmam® 3mbGMmmogds Jomagdal bgd-
Limommmds 35@M0dMdomMo s 39@&9Mmbm™mds@ogmn bemMdgdoom,
03m9b03dg 33mg30L ynGsmgdal J3gd smdmhAbos (Boyd, 2010;
Crowley & Kitchin, 2008; Gaetano, 2008). d0bgqemo g960gMmo
®3bsbbmEMAs 35330Mqds 398 dgdmbggzam LgdLl, dgze Lgd-
Lgomn® 3omGbom@b s JmMBabgdsdwmyg LydLolb 8@ dbotoag-
96sl (Baumeister, R. F. & Mendoza, J.P.,, 2011). ¢g6m dg@n(3, ab-

39m35MG0 ©d Mgm3geo (2005) 5383039096, H™3 505305690l
doMoma@o  0fMgdymgdgdobs s MB3gbol dg3gmes dom bgdLyys-

9% J(393>09G 2begblb 3ogergbabl.

SbamasdMEgdol  Lggbysmmdabadn M 3oEgdMmgdal  asb-
00339350 ,M3bs3Mm3g GFswaznmmal Bobssmdmga® adm@)-
™ol 3mb@gdb@dn, h3gb 30ygbgdor bogdvbE dodsbals (1998)
Lggbol  aodmygbgdal  ™MsobsdgMmmgg o  3mbEGmebadgmmay
a5635MB)goolb. ol gobobomogh bgdLl, gm0 3l, Logzsmmml
5 53mmgdL doo dmMol LodMgMgdL. ghm@ogs s3bgdL bgbm-
3603 @b gomda 360d3bgmmdam. abs abygds Hg3Mmmyyd(3000),
3ogM33 gomda bggbmommmdol mozabygmon dsbndymaszonbo-
30b, gPmGogs Mbws sgds@gdmeaglb MgdMmeyd300L. dogydsbo
(1998) 538303900, M3 MsbsdgMmmzg gd3mdsdo mnbotgdws
™0 bGMoGgans. 30Mz9mo LEMSGgans sdmngMmados bydbol Mg-

3O donmo gbg300b dogH gMmEonm BoMmdmoagbsdy o=
30bEgdoem dgbenzgdb. 33 LEMSG a0l 336 (39madEs s bymb

Mbymds babgmdbogm s gzmabns. dgmeg LEMSGga0s byzgsL
3933060 LgdLLs s gOMEG MMl dmEnl s 83 435650 3b9mL

Loygemmmb 1 393d0698b. mEngg LEMSEGa00L Mobsbdsw, dmdam-
3909mo LgdbemyGo gbgMgos LagoMms GMbJonc obed-
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M0 gdobmzgal. d53sbal (1998) msebsbdsw, smbndbmma bBMsEg-
30900 baggndggmb 0mgdlb 08 sd3z9d0ws6, HMAP ssdnsbal gHmE0-
Memds dgodmgds a0dmogo@mb s, dgbsdsdabsw, dob bgnfmagds
356939 dmogfn doems dobo badegcgdol mndo@oMgdobs s dobo
»@9bGONJoYmo 3mBgbzosmal” dg303980bmgal. 93 LBMSEg-
3090l LadoMob3nfme, dmemm 3gMomndo Bgbsadnmo dmogm-
bmo s 3mb3mEgMmbyma gMm@ommmds MaMymal Mmam(s
Lydb oA Mg3tmEd30oL, sbggg Loggemmlb s 6GYbadL
Ly@gomb, Gm3gmbs by®b byGgomo (Bauman, 1998).

mxobo Bmame 3 363moGnggMn 35@gamcns

3960 gmo ©a8m30gdamgdgdebs s 3gbrgMaere Hmegdob
35506 9d0bomgalb 3ogz gMmo LabafMggdmm sbomo@ogndo 398-
98mM085 mgdbo. LsbGgMgbms 8m0bndbmlb, Mm3 89-19 Loy-
306930 Leznamy@o Ig(360gMgd0 033 306 MyKsblbs s Lb-
300050630 Logomblb, o ,Gmam® sobym yggmongmn®; dsm dm-
©0b, L3gbbgFMal Mgzmeogo ImbsdMgdsbs s Imagz0sbgdm,
mxobolb 9bggmbobgym 0b@gMm3Mg@o30olb, Mmammz gosbgms
»36030@)0mo sx30Msbbbormmdabs s ab39L@E 06 dmMbmasdon-
0Dg“. sbg BM3, Mggzmeng 30990 ImsbOHM369980bmzalb mysbo bat-
dmoEanbos Im@amn® Babsdnmmdsl 3o30@omobEma badmas-
mgdal baMds@gdabomgal, dombgoszsm 0dabs, Mm3 ob o6 ogm
1boggMbamyMa.  99gmeb gs3m3nbafyg, mabsdgrommgg mysbo
M0l 35(3900L dogM dgqddbamo gMomggstn BgbMogo, Mmdmgdacs
906dmebgb dgmaMgdom 93d0gomgb@m®  Jormdy mEngbdncg-
& ,6916986M03“ bnznsm® 303d0MgdL, 5dysfgdobagb Lo gnmam
»09LE0aL" o Mmoge3g 043696 93 bLm0sm M 393d0Mgdal 5396
$goo. 3MLgdmMAL mxebol  god@mMnsbymn  0bBgMm3Mg@ (309,
BMamMA(3 ,IMEOSNE0 ©S 0EIMEMANNHO MM o, Mmdgema(s
Abgds 3mMb3Mg@ o Lemznamm@o dmbymdals 3ofmdgddn“. sds3q
M™ML, 30J@ME0sbnmo 93mJol dmabdMM3b69960 badl vbzsdwbgb
gL ©s 05653gMmzg Labgmdbogmb dmMob 393d0Mb. ornd(3s,
domnbmsgbgo ofmymees 3 30am3dgdb s doshbws, Mm3 mysbo
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0@5d0dbals ¢bogagMbaenm@a 0bLEGGME0E0s 0ym. doemabmgl o
353dm3ymxzs mrsbob Lsd mzgobgdsl: (5) gMmBsbgmmsb ©sgs-
30069090 5©3056980L Bygds 65333980L smbabdMgma; (6)
s@anmo, bosz dgbadmgdgmas 35393980L smbDMs, ©s (8) gdm-
(30900bs s Loygatrmmal gobbs gnmmgdama bygds (Collier, Rosal-
do, Yanagisako, 1995).

3mmogmds s bbg. (1995) 9939399 so09gbglb mgsbol (3690s, Hm-
am&3 ghon 3mbiMg@mmo 0bbGoGNE LY, Mmdgmai 1baggm-
Loen® bagoMmgdgdl sbfmmadl, ©s ©ssbigbgl, Mm3 ob oMol
0@IMEMa Mo 3mbLbGEMJG0, HmIgmas 139330MEqds Mbsdg-
Mm3g  babgmdbogmb. dsgsmomsw, bLoygzstrmmo, GmIgemoacs
mgobol gMho-gfm Bub0o oMol seddmma ymggmomgol sMss
dmEng0M g9 1bgsfm sm@mmobdom, sMsdgo MBmm sbgsmg-
dom; gb ImbadEgds 30, mag0b IbE03, 3300935DMBL, HMI 5GLdMBL
QBOM oo 3mbbEMNJ@gda, Mmdmal bsBamoay dgndmgds aymb
myobo (Collier, Rosaldo, Yanagisako, 1995).

dm3nb 396gMmemn 356560mgds dnbsdgmMmbgmdsda

33l dobsdgMmbgmdadn dofomsmam sysmndgdl ab, oy sl
R0JOMBL bambo dgbadadnbo ggbogmmo Mmmgdal momdsdyg. do-
0630 o Lb3. (2000) a08mymezgb Lad cgmEoge Bnadsl babedo
33l 396t gobsbormgdsbmsb ©szegdamgdom: (1) @mmal
3Mbgdmdol dngmdasl; (2) dgemgdomn Mgby@bgdol doamdsl;
(3) 39b@gyemo MHmEgdabswdn ©s3mMngdmmadgdal doamadsl.
@m0l 5Mbgdmdal Joamads (300mmMdL 03mazmb 393900 03 MHML
dmtobl, Gobsg Joemo Ladbaba@mbs s Labeob badmdsmb sbpmdgdl
5/56 390000Mmb 0l 3o30L EMML, HMIgmbaz ob Lobemolb badeyd-
smb sb3s@b (Ross, 1987; Shelton, 1990; Lee, 2004). dgmsmgdomo
9bmELydal Joamads 3mMb(396@M0M©ads ad(33mddg-s3m 30wy~
& 3mbodMgdody s 39MomdlL, Mmd dgmmemy, GmIgmbs(s
MROM oo g3mbm3dngmma dgdmbegsma o3l dgggds 6s3-
mgds© agmb RsGormmo Labemal Ladmdsmdo. gofs s3abs, gb
396b39J@035 938 3o(390L, MM (3men-43cnls dgdmbagsaml dmmals
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390056530000 3obLbb3s398980L 5GMLAdMES bgmb Mbymdl Labemals
Ladmdomb obsdam gobsbormgdsl (Ross, 1987; Brayfield, 1992). s
dgbady, dmgngGon 35360960 dobsdgynMmbgmdsda dGm3dnls 39bwg-
Erme gobabomgdsl bLbob g9bmg@mmn Mmemgdabswdn ©sdm jowg-
dnmagdom. gb 39MbL3gd@nzs 330me30bmdL, MMA3 YBGO™ gasemo-
BoM00bmo 496 Mmoo adm 3ngdnmgdgdol 3gmby swsdnsb-
900 30bs3gn@bgmdadn 3Mm3nl 39bmgMyem mabodat gobsboemg-
bbb @M dg@ow Fogdbmmdnsb, oMy YBG™ 3mbbgMgsdmmo
dgbgnmgdgdol 3Jmbgba (Presser, 1994). 53930b0b@0 3g(36096Mgd0
8360803900096 dgomgdocmn Mgby@badabs s MMOL sMbgdm-
b0l doamdgdl s 8383039000696, MmM3 dMmaal 3 9bwmg@mon ao-
boBomgds s@s Fbmmme Moznmbsmamo dmbymdal dggans, oG-

839 3o@MnaMdom bmz0omnda(30830 Bqbaszasadmmo nfo-
(300630 3mbymdabs.

3@bgdymo  33mg3980  SbomasdMEgdal  ©I3mM3ngdymadgdab
JgLobgd 396gM Mo M363LEMEAEMBnbIEdn

53 bsboemdn dodmgobomogo sMbgdym mo@gme@ ol sbamasb-
09806 396y Mmoo M FnEgdMmgdgdol dgbobgd  Bmam(s
39b30m0M90em, sbggg asbgomamgdaw J3gybgddn. Bog@mmMgdoa,
mdmado  gd30togmo  33mg30b  baggndzgmdg  godmamobos,
33963505 353395650 dgd0bs > as339dysfgdabs hggbo  33-
mg30b dogbgdgdo. 39bgdmo 0bsbbmMmdabs ©s g9bwgmmo
mmgdobodn  sbamasdMEgdol ©sdmgnEgdmmgdgdobs ©s -
43980b 3gbobgd medmagn 33mg3s 5MbgdmdlL dbmgemomdn. dsmo
3oymxs mf  dofomse  3o@gammose  dgndmgds: (1) 3393990,
m3mgdos doMomos  3mb(39b@Matmagds g9bogMm mabsl-
BmOmbsdy aobsomagdsado, obogdgdsdn, d3mmo@niobs s myksbdo,
s (2) 33mg39d0, BMBrgdocz sboboglh sdm30gdMmadgdl aqbo-
96990 Bmegdobs ©s Ly bgsmmdabadn. sMbLgdmm 3393960
a53dmygbgdyyemns  Mmamds 30bgdMngn, dsbgzg MamEgbmdMngo
dgomEmEmans: (o) 3960900 0beogs@mmMgdo dma(zogl Momwg-
bmdMog 0bn3o@mMgol, Mmdmadais gBmdbgds LGOENLENN®
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s mgmo@ dmbs(39390L, Mmammgda(zss 36msadgb@dn Jomagdabe
> 39(3900L  3Om(396@mmmds, bgmasbgdo, bimmada/mboggm-
Lo@g@do Ratnsbgs, Mo, oegal Jbeng, agsdmasgl LyMomb ag6-
g0 08b65LBMEOMBOL dgbobgd d3meo@n3adn, gobsmemgdabs ws
sbsgdgdsdo; (®) 39bg@mo  0bns@mmgdo, GmMImgdoy dgo-
dmgds dmn(39309L ,030b93M03 3gomEgdL” s MynMgdogl sb-
omad>dMadol godm(300emadgdl, omddgdl, @sedm ogdmmadgdbs
ob 3mbiMg@mo dmmo@ngolb gogmgbsb.

365bamnsdn Ro@omgdnmn gobma®ogamma 33mgzs (Asencio,
1999) Lbogmmds aqbgfmdy oxdbgdnm Lmznsma®  3mb-
LEONIGIOL = ,3Bm* s ,d9deg0”, MMImgdoz bgmb YBymdg6
3960gMmo Memegdol 3mbxrmmdnmmdal dgbsmhybgdsl. dgwg-
3903s ohggbs, Mm3 dobgmmnbmdals 3b0dzbgmmds, MmIgemacs
®330b 05330 3mn3o3L by (3693980, Bmam@mgdozss ©mMInbsb-
GOmds, LndBozg 96 3odd3o(3M0 oMbgds, dgsMom >Mol s-
39330693mm0 Jormgdol 30ds6im domomdsbomsb (Asencio, 1999).
a5ms 530bs, 393980 03 d53mbzgzedo o9y Jomagdals Lagsogmo
domn 39bgMyemo MmmoEsb 333906 ©g305(300L BomImaa9b-
o 3bd 093696 ogbagsm gb ,g30968g80". Lanb@gmMagbms o3
333590 gsdmgmgboemn 3sb3mmobamo @MsroDdn, H™MIgemacs
59Mm00b93L  IGo(3989mb s (339, Mm3emals dobgogom-
o3 bogdmms domolb  gmobogogsns b Mmames ,3oMgob® —
»03000b3dMdgmo”, Hm3gmai (3356 08LEbYMYdL, 56 ,(3Mwob®
- ,39ds30%, Bm3gmos Mbos dgbo LyMgomabedngde godmoygbm.
04956 g53m3nbaMyg, 353535335 brs ©3MbGMMEmL s an(s-
3L ,mo30b0“ Jomao (qum, dgogmo, 33330636*3@0) bbgs 3&o39-
dgmo 353960396, 35306, Mm3s ol Moge® (3EomMMBL Lbgs Jo-
mgdolb dg(300960L. 5bO60T6S308, MM M3mEL3IMdgemn/dgdegol
odm@madns gx9dbgds Mmames domoab bgdLbmsmmdal, sbggg
330y ImGogomadgme J3gzeb Mmooy (369690b.
obomasdMEgddg  ho@omgdamo  Lagdome 39360 33mgge
dogm0mgdl  ggbogtm  aobbbgezgdgddy  sbomasdMogdol
59m300gdmgdgolb  dmolb  Lgdbyomm® Mmemgdmeb ©s3se3-
dofgdoo. Jmacdals (1983) 33m930L 0bobdo, 393900 YBO™
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BMdo30mgdo 3M0sb, 300060y Jommgdo. mobo s Jmoxy@o
(2001) 033m930bg6 SbamasbHgdol ©sdm ogdmmgdgdlh aq6-
gfemo bsgombgdobs s LydbysmyMo YMMngHHMgdabowdo
9bEMBgdon. 33939835 Shggbs, GMI, ImMbsbomgqdol sBM0m,
393906 gdmon@mmdal, 353mabs@ggmmdabs s FbMYB3gmm-
30l adamo bamabbo sbobosomgdm, sbggg doma 0bGgmgbo Lgd-
Lobedo Y@M demngfns, dommzal sdsbabosmgdgmos MRMHm
13bybobdggdemm babosomn s Lagnmgds, mogsw dmmmmdogl
b, domgdo oRbgmmbo 09y3bgb, Mmam&(z gumm bybGgdo,
99m0Magd0,  3m3Mbogedgmmmgdo, 3dGMbzgmadn, YMHmngM-
0mdgd000/BMIsbG 3o  ©anbGgMgbadmmado, bodgda, dmbys-
5950 s 5IMJ0EJOMgdo (Lewis et al., 2001).

98303& 9 dmdatogddo (16-19 sbagmdmogo ?gg‘@cgo) Ro@og-
SPmo 336939, Bm3gero LBogrmmol  3gbrgMumo  Gmmgdo-
bodo ©E3M 30EgdMYMadgdL Mmxebal mgambsbmaboom, dmazaglb
59m30009dmgdgolb mxsbdo aswsbyzg@nmgdol domgdal, be-
dobom Logdgqgdol IgbEmmadal, dgmmeal LabyEggmo czgabg-
3980l 3gbabgd (Mensch, lbrahim, Lee, 2003). 33emg30L 80bsbo
oym dggbbogms, Mmam 039396 msbsdgimag gagod@gmo sb-
smasb®mmgdo a9bmgGmmn Mmmgdol GMonoem asbsborg-
dsb. 3oMggm Mogdo, Mgbdmbogb@gdl Lobmggl Asdmgmgsmom
ab m30bgdgdo, AHMImagdas Bscmmzol yzgmsedy 360336g9emmazobo
0d69dm@s  3gnmemolb  sMRggobab.  33mg30L dgwgagdds Shggbs,
3 bGOGOLbGOIYMo®, 360dzbgmmzsbo gqbgfmmn asbbbzsgg-
3900 ©53533069849m0s 656858 9dmem/scnatgdam® dobsbosmg-
bgdmsb. amambgdl @hgzbosm Jdstn, GmIgmbsi og3lb dem-
0960 bobosmn, oMol goMgo dnbgdal, dom FoMasw dmgdsgzom,
560l dposomn 56 og3b 3oMan Ladbabyma. 30l LadoMobloMme,
30ggdL mbosm ,Lsmbm®, MgmognyMoa, 3oMas SN (3mo
39030 mxobnsb. 83 asobLbzeggdgdol dbgsgbow, dmbafpgdl
oz bbgawabbgs dmmmenbo JmMBabgdsdo gswsbyzg@nmgdgdols
30dgdo Mmegdabs s 3sbybobda gdmmdgdal dndstm, 3gMdme
30t 3330 3Mab 303(3930, Jomo 3@l dodmgdo. 3gmgzed ohzgbs,
M3 53 d0gdgdn S oM gmambgdo oM d3mgbwbab gasmmo-
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G006 033mM30gdYYmadgdl  agbogMymn  Mmemgdabsowdo,
091330 amambgddn @M bogmadsw dgndhbgmes G Man(z0-
a0 ©odm 3ogdmmgdgdo (Mensch, Ibrahim, Lee, 2003).

33 @MMgd0, HMImmgda(z 353emgbsL sbegbl sbamasdMwgdal a46-
©)GeroE bybLagoyM ©sdm3znrgdymmydgddy

sMgMmmn  LagmmadmEobm  33mmg3s  godmds  sbamasdMmgdol
©59m30gdmgogobs s 5ddgdb agbmgfmmn Mmemgdabs ©s
39090 00bsbbmEMMdal dgbsbgd. o3 33mg398do assbMo-
amos obgmo Bog@mEmgdal 360d3bgmmmds, Mmammgdasss agb-
90, 3b330, 3obsmmgds, LEbEadAL Gndo s Mgmogns, Ms(s
360d3690mm356 g93mgbsls sbgbl aq9bwgmMnmean Lybbodoyma 56
5M3LgbLNGNMM0 sTM oEgdnmgdol Rsdmysmndgdsdy.

abazo o ababermgdalb Goda.

306R)F e ©33m30rgdmgdgddy Lm(30eM-RgdmaMHagagmo
R334 930l gogmgbsol, MmamMgdozss sbsgo o @sbobemgdol
G030, LBsgmmdms 658030530 Bo@omMgdymo  33mage (LaFont
2010), ®mIgmog Bo@omms 15-20 Bral sbogmdmog xamedo.

33030b 39R03or 33maeabes, M3 yagmody sbomasdMHgs
9L3mMbgb@gd0 (16 63@0) aRMm dg@or 0Mhggwmbgb a96c-
96mmn 63LbmEmMdabs s LgdbysmyMo MEmadgdal bsm-
8ggm 3sbmbgdl, gomg PaGmbo MHbdmbogbBgda (20 Bgemn)
(LaFont 2010). 53 33399 sbgzg a3oh396s, MM ‘36606‘3@0/
beogemab Godab  obsbemgds, sbggg 3608369mmgsbo  (33mans
39609Mmo  ©adm3ngdnmgdgdol  sbsmnbabmgal.  dsgsemo-
™3, 3Mngomgantgdam Mmdsbym gofmgdmdo (3bmzMagds (63-
m3s 93909L Bgdbmmmangddg o6 3MLAM3mEoG NG 0ggddy,
33m303mgdgddy @ Jgbgrmydgddy) gho-ghoo yagmaby
360d3690mm3560 Gog@mMns, Mm3gmoy go3mgbsl sbogbl a96c-
960 00656BMOAMBoLs s LyJbysmMo MYBgdgdol dodsmon
39bgommgdgdal gmm3mgdsdy 6530dnsdn (LaFont2010).
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3969 gma Mmmgda mgsbdn s 35dab gd3mgbs sbsmasbMEgdal
©3dm3009dmgdsdg 3gbgMnmo 03bsLBMMMAalb 3ndstim

3960960 sdm3ngdnmagdgdo dgbsdmms, 3mbLEGEMMoglL
mxoba@m 3mbBgdb@dn d53d3mdal o6 dmbaMEMbOL 3gMomedo.
™0om3 > 056335 (1995) RsBmaysemods mn 8mogsfo mgmo-
9o 390L3gdé0ge 31beyMImIR L3gEeBeFMe ©IMIar]S-
Mg6g60L 35630000580l SbobLBgma. bmosmyma Lbagmgdals
gm0l Mobobdom, 983056500 0Y4smndgdgb  a9bwgfmma
139308039 ©5IM30EYdMmMadgdL Lbggdol dndsdzgabs s dmeo-
9mofgdol gboom, gobbsgnmmgdom 3o dabogg Lgbol ddmdmal
3005d3000.  dogomoma, Jomadgzomgdo, MHmdgmms  ©gEgdacs
393domdbgb @Mm dg@om edmy3ogdmgdn 0y3bgb s bM-
obEMmmMdabal  Lobmal  aofgm Fndomdwbgb, 30Mg obabo,
30b0  gegdni M3n3g3Mgdo 0Y3bgb. Loguysomn sbsmobob
M3bsbdo, Jomgdal 39bwgMyyema Mmmgdol mM0gb@sz0s dns-
©0 godmomgdal dgmgans. dmgbo ©s Lbg. (1997) d00fbg396,
M3 6039, bmgosmgmo bBsgmgdobs s Lodmson®o mgmEns

9mg35b@ M.

Lagsm bggmmb g9bgMnmo 336%m3nmagds: 35bsomgds s
©3bogdgds

goboomgds 360d36gmmzsb RBoJ@mML dgndmgds BomImagagb-
©ab, MHm3gemo go3mgbols sbgbl sbamasdMogdol gqbogfmem
03m30gdnmgdgddg; Gomndgd s amabds (1986) g53mo-
33m0gb 294 sbamasdMes  Jomn  g9bgMymo  Gmegdobswdo
3000 ©8dM30EgdMmgdol modgMmsmumo (33cmomgdqdol mgom-
LabdMaboo. LonbBgMgbms, MM BMHLsLEYMMdAbL  Jomgdal
©5dm3009dmgdgdo  sbmz0MEgdmes dsma dmdmgdol gobs-
ogdol mbgbmsb. msgmsednMmzggmosm, domo gsdmznmbgs asbb-
mez0gmes 1970 Bgemb, Lgmmob sbszda, bmmm dmagzasbgdom
— 10 beob d99mga; 3330l 3mbsoboemg sbomasdMms Jomgdol
59m3000qdmgdgdo  NRGM Mbsdgommgg asbs, Moz bom-
dmoEanbl ghmaget GMgbol, Mobsg og@mmgda dsmmgl as-
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bommgdol 30330609300696. domn sDFm, Jomgdo, MmBemgdda(s

adscmgbo gobsmmgds doomgl, YBO™ bojmgdow asdmbo@ego-
bgb @Mororgr ©8m30rgdgmgdgdh 3gbrg@gmo Hmemgdob
dndomo, 300Mg 0bobo, gobs dommabo asbsmgds o do-
N00sm. 3969 mn MHmrgdobodo ©sdMJogdmgdgdol (33-
mogds 3mboGoMom 393900 gdmms Jormagdal gobsmmgdols
mbaL, sbog89dsbs s Jgdmbogaml (Tallichet and Willits 1986).

(920300 ©5 3960 ©IMergdnmgdgde

33mq3900L  30g3 gfon babormo Lbagmmmdl @gemogonm ogs -
B@mMMb, 306500056 dohbgemas, HmI gl sl gMm-gHon yzgmady
360d36gmmmzabn god@mn, Mmdgmoi dysmndgdl  gqbogfmem
53m 300 qdmgdadL (Brinkerhoff, 1984). Logdg abos, MHmI 303-
dofn Mgemognsbs s g396gML dmmal 36ndgbgemmasbo mgdss s
39360 33930 938 30(390L, HMT 5MLYEMAL JmMgms(30s Mgmogon-
MOMOSLS S 5060l gqgbogMm ©sdm 3ogdmmgdgdbs ©s bg-
Jbmoema® J3939L 3mmob (Odimegwu, 2005; Thornton &Camburn,
1989; Brinkerhoff and MacKie ). Mb@s 30060dbmb, HMI 5MbgdmAL
9m0g0mmdol gobbadmgMol g3t Lodysmgds, 39Mdmm 30,
9030460 SROMNS(308, EILEMYdS Mgmognn® (3969dmbogddy,
9em0g0ol oMgdmmgds ©d MgmngoMo 3MogG03s (Odimegwu,
2005). 560b98mdL bbgsobbzs Bobssmdwgamdngn dgbgommgds
190304960 35bDmM3nmgdgdal dgbobgd, Mmdmgdo(s yggmsdy dg-
&o 39bgmMdg sbgbl gsgmabsl. gMmo db&ng, dmaogfma o3-
&m0 300Rbgsl, ™I Mgmogon®o 3mmzbomgds yzgmsdy 3bnd-
3b9mmzsbo 3Mgnd@mmns gq9bogMnmo 3mblgmgs@obdabogals,
35d0b Mm(zs bbggdob sbMom, Ggmogonmo 3Msg@ngs yagmady
39@0mdd  3MMgms30590  a9bgEmem  3mblbgmge@obdmsb; Lbgs
333ma369d0Lb sBMom, Mgmogon (390gdmbngddy bdoMo wab-
begds m303d0Mads Bcm™m dgBo  3mMmbLbgGgsGomm  dgbgco-
M g6g0L (Odimegwu, 2005). obg Mmd, @™ 3Mb3 MG Mmoo
M3 gogzem, Mgmogoqmn mmgasbods3ogdnbswdo gMmanmgdol
batnbbo dgbadmms gem 3g@om 3603365mmmzsbo ©q@gM3nbsb-
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&0 0gmb sbamasdMEgdal a9bmgFmmn ©sdm ogdmmagdgdabs
5 J(393900L sbablbbgmo, 300y Mgmognn®o sxomas30s. Mg-
m0g0Mn  0Mgdmgdgdo dmEsmafo dgbmnwmggdol Bystms
39360 505305b0bm3z0L s, Fgbedsdabsw, g3mgbonl Lbsgmads(s
360d3690mm356 Ml 0935dmdL 30Mmzbgdals sdm jogdymyg-
3900b, ofgdmmgdgdobs s J(393900L GmEBnmgdado. dogsm-
0050, 356g56s (2004) 033mg3L 08 Lodmomgdgdl, GmBmoams(s
93qbos bmznsm@o 3mbGEmmmolb @abgbgdsl (300emmdl os-
30b 3Mg3embg, MM3gmbs DMsbEMmms Lyjbysmmdabg dqb-
03950b obgbgdsdy 8n3ys3eMm. 3Me3mMbgrm@mdabe 3Mg3mL
593Mdams bagzmgbom dbabncgdsdn dmbaboemgmdal docmgds ws,
Jqbodsdobow, 93mgbonwsb gobowgsbs. o¥yd(3s, ab, o) Mo @mbom
obogbl asg3mgbsl Mgmogns nbmngzoadol sdmgoEgdamgdsby
396@gGmmo  9dsbbodsznobs s bydbyoemm@o J3930L dodotm,
5dm3ogdamos g3magbool b3g(30530396 ©m]dGM0bddg ©s nb-
©030000L 30Ms Rsmommdsbs s Bogodgmmmdady GMgmog-
090 0bLEBOGYGJO0l Bndstim. o3 abom, bmangHon 3330l
®0bobdo@, 5MbYdMBL 3mMgmas30s 39bgfMnm sdm jogdymyg-
393L/bgdLmem 3939bs S Mgmngan® dmzemgmdgdl dmmal;
3ogM33 oM LG NYMEYos, MMI Mgmngos JMMOEIMONO BOJGm-
605, MMIgemn 3o3mgbsl bbb sbamasdMogdol gqbrgfmem
©58m30098mmagdg8dg (Odimegwu, 2005).

Lbgoabbgs LmznsmyM-pgdmamsgonmn BoJ@mMab  gs3mmagbs
396096 ©edm3nEgdnmgdgddy godmgmoabos  bLadbMgm-sm-
Imbogmgo sBnsdn Bo@oMgdam ghmo-gfo 33mgzseda (Yoshida,
2011). 33emg30b 303mogDs ngm, GmB Lbgsmsbbgs Lmzosmnm-
93MbmM303mM0 ©gIMaMoxkomn (33moE0 3ogmabsls dmsbogbos
R33m30@gdmgdgddy; dogormemde, Jorgdo bogmgd @M
6gb 3bsl ggbgMnm NMbLEMOMASL, goMg 3o(3900; 3o-
booxmgds gmbgdsl goybomgdms bombl s dboml oydgms
23b5LBMEMAsL. g3, Bgmeg dbMng, dgbadmgdgmons, MHm3 go-
bommgds godMEal 0sbslEmMMMbLL nbwngnnls bogngMgdsdy
o6 Lngoom@ Bombgggddy bobal gobidoo (Kane1995). M0dM53
baemboob dgbggmmol dgbodmadmmdal godm, m@mdsbym asta-
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dmdo dzbmzcgdo MgbdmbogbBgdo MRM™ dg@om adgMmbgb
dbolb aqbgfmm 00bsLEMMMbIL, bsbdadgbyyema Imbobengmds
aBOm  3mbbgMmzo@ Mmoo 04bgdmms, mysby® dogmdamMgmdabs
s Mgmogosl, obgzg gdbgdmes gogmgbs 03 ©sdzgdom, H™I
dnbendgdo @M 3sGMnsmdsmyMgdo 560sb. 33mg30L dgwg-
3903s ofggbs, Mm3 Lbgowabbgs asdm(zwomgdol ddmby Ixb-
0893b 30bbbgaggdamn @a8mjorgdymgdgse oze agbrg@yme
®3b5LbMEOMEL ndotm, abggg Mmam(y oMe-3nbendgdl. a96-
afrmm 50ddgddg asgmgbol 3Jmbg god@mMgda asbbbzsgwmgds
oMo dbmeme J39y6900b, oMsedgw Mganmbgdals dobgogomss go.
0dgbs bgas@ommos oy 3mboGomdo Mgmognol asgmabs,
059mM 3009dm0d Lm0 MH-qdmaMogammo  asdm3nmgdols
bbgomdodyg (Yoshida, 2011).

3969Mgma 01365LEMMEMAS bagdsoggmmadn

9L BsBoemo dobbo nbobaglh gqgbogmmo msbsbbmEmmdals dgm-
3oMgmdol dgbbogmol LodoMmggmmadn. g30bsnwsb Jotmggma sb-
smasbMgdol godmsmomads dg@bomom BmMInMgdamos Swo-
aomdmogo b3g(3053039600 God@mEgdol dogm, asws3byzodgom
b0bsdgdemyg 33mgzedn 3mb@gdbE by aggbaogdms. 1991 bgmb
Ladgmms  3939060Las6 MM 30Egdmmdal dnmgdal dg3wga,
bagdommggmmmd LEMogo g3mbmadnznMa, 3mmodninmo s bLm-
(30590 (330mgdgdo gobo(zes @S dmem mMa s;bergymol
356dnmDg 3mmn@n 3o s 93mbmdogmdo asbznmsmgdol abom
bodogxgdo aswa@as ©gIm MG 0mmmdobigb. od3e, J3gysbe
33mo35(3 80930m369ds  GMomozoqm/Rozg@or Labdmasmgdsl
BM0(300m0 3G MH0m, Loy 35@MosMdsmymo bmmdgdaos
3535@mMbgdmmn s 3oofbgzs, BmM3 dJomagdo, dson ggbogMmmo
gdol 303m, Lomgsbm bsgdggddo s 65333980L smbMsdn
mbs 0y3bgb RoMormmbo; dsm o dmgmbmggdosom 3mendon©
5 bezoomy® (3b6m36gds8n og@on@mds (Japaridze 2012).

Ladgmms 3939060l 3gMomedn 3o Jomgdal ,asmaz0bemeamgdo-
Lo® o FbaMEaggMal gzmeMms30s dommzal mabadsto ggemg-
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3980 80boggdal aboo (Bmameagss dogomoms, dndomdal
mqg@gi’)o) Lobsdgamgdn m@mdsg Lodydom s@3z0Mmzsl oMo-
s — dndomds gds@gdmes Joemol @Mswoznme 3mzamamdgdl
Jnbsdgmmbgmdado. dgmgasm, Ladgmms 3o3d060b bamgzal dgd-
©93; gb BMEIsM0 PobsbLbmEmMds gogMs, bmmm  Jomgdals
dmbygmomds @™ m3zombshobm asbos. Ladmdsmsdm mdal,
93Mbm3ogmEo 3memaxzbob, 0bgmsgonl, ¢M3mdgz@mmdal, 3mMve-
(300b, dgnoMmamgdamo 3mbxgmad@nbs s Jggybol gfma dgbmog-
0L @) BJE™ @23Maz0L Jgger, badsGmzgmmd sbyzg @o-
3oMas 358535(30L, Mmamy myebolb domBgbamoab (36905; dg360
oo mgsbol gMmegMo domhgbomsem 0gzs. mgommabsddg-
dqmo  Joemgdo  doMomoeoem  SMOgmMEmAsmM  g3mbmdognm  od-
&03md93dn Rogmmgbgb s 39Msbsnto LaMmaqdgmo ggmam babgl
Lo ggosmo aobosmmgdobs s 335m0x03o(300L356 (50@0330Q0 5
bbg., 2010)

obgmbogdo  ggbgMnmo  sbsbbmMmdobs s  Jomgdol  ao-
dmogmgdal dqbobgd Logdstmggmmadn 1994 bgmb snbym, Hmwog-
Loes LagoMonggmmmad dmabonbs (CEDAW) M580x03d(300 (60%606-
©s330m0 o Lbg, 2014). s80b dg8rga 1995 Bemal 393060L
3MbggMgb300bg Ladomomzgmm dgmgmmms J399469dL, GmBemg-
do(3 3domdebgb Ladmgdgom ggadady Jomms damdstgmdols
a5m3xmdgbgdabomgal, beaenm 2002 bgmb Logdstmggemmm CEDAW-L
©35@ 9300 39964&L dgmgPomws (xo@oﬁmdg s bbg., 2006). 3ot~
5 530bs, badsMmggmmd dmabrnbs ©m3¢dgb@nl ,domagboydols
396300069306 3Mmamsds LogoMoggmmdn” (2007) Mo@nggozs-
(309, Mm3gmol 0ebsobdows(s, LogoMmgzggmmlb Jmogmmdsed socm
3obgbnbidggdmmds sobeddgdsdo gqbogfmmo asbbbzsggdal o=
dmbogbgtgmom s Jomagdol 3men@nisdo Ratommmdobmgol
®3bsbbmMo  dgbodmgdmmdgdol  bOYE3gmbsgmayzsm.  mngg
30Dsbo 2015 Bemobmgolb mbws dgbevemogl.

2006 bgmb Lobgmdbogmd dnomm 39bmbo mxsbda domamdal
Boboomdoga (bodgosdgamn 2007), bmmem 2010 Bgemb 8nogmm
396mbo  a9begmmo  bsbbmEmdal dgbobgd (Duban, 2010),
m3gmoz 0mz5mobBobgdl domagdol LogMmbmgdal, dHMInL
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35D Dy 3b3LBMEAMANL s Joemgdol memn@nzado Rsmormmm-
dob 9dMNb39mymezslb. Dgdmo s0badbymo 39bmbgdal docgdals
36m39b3s donsb afmdgmn Imbadbagdgmo ads gonsts, Mm-
gm0 00035mnbbnbgdms sanmmdmogn  sMsbadmegmHmdm s
LogMmadmMabm EMbmMa MMas6nby(30960L ARstonmmdsl. o=
Lobndbagos, MM Joybgsegs Mmxebdn demommdal babssmdwgy
s 39609Mmmo 0sbsLEMMMbOL dgbabgd 396mbgdol ma3n(s0sem-
afs@ domgdobs, 3oMmadgb@olb Bgzmgdabs ©s Lobgmabyeymg-
deom mMaobmgdol BaMdmdsmaqbmgdol babomo dgnegmgdgem
bn3mdgdl aodmm 3885 83 3obmbgdols 360d36gemmdals dgbobad,
0aob 36 gbdmeso domn YYooEgbo 360d369mmds (60@0330@0
o bbg., 2010).

mgobdo dogmamdal 3Modnbaemabgdabomgal, 3mbicg@memon (33e-
0qdgdo LagoMmzggmmb 3M0dnbsenm@o 3mogdbdos dggzns 2012
bgmb. gb (33emnmgdgdo dma(zeges Lasdbyggmm mmbabdagdgdl
mgobdo domomdalb d53mbzggedo s ammabbdmdws Lydmas-
©mgdM0z0  LadLabyEal s30LEMgdsL dmdomawabogal sbo b
mmsbo bLasmolb mEgbmdom, magzabyymgdol dgdmwgsl gfMmo
Brmom, 96 mo30brmadol o 3390l gMo brsdwg.

336 dmem  dmbmgnmolb  3s6dombg  ao@emMgdama  dJogmo
0g0 bd3o6mMb3ademm  (33emamadadabs, LodsMmggmmadn Joe-
o bogoobgddg Imdydsgg oMobadmogmmdm mMasbnds30960L
(bogoFoggmmdn sGbgdnmon sMbe8mogHmdm mEMasbaobs30980L
d3bEmMgbdoom 12%) doMomon 3mb(396@Ma300 0ym a9bgmMeo
(36md0gMgdal sdsmmygds  Jofmggem  domgddo  Logsbdsbsmeng-
demm 5g@ngmdgdoom (Frgba@do 2007). ,bogdoMmggmmdo smbgd-
D0 36MobdFnegmmdm Jomms mMasbodsa30gdal 3mdamdabs o
Laddom LEGNIGYEL Jgnsbgdab® sbasmadals (ﬂQOG@)n 2013)
dobgogom, dmem bymo Bemol 3063s3emmdadn, yzgmadg odé-
S mydgdns mxebdo domomds, Joemal Ladstomagdfngo
s Lmsosmamo gmadgdo, domolb dmbsbomgmds bmznsemy®,
3mmoBogn® s bodmdsmadm (3bmzMmgdado, domoms wabaddgds
s 3MmBqbommn 35630006908 ©s 39bwgMyemoa LggMgmEndgdo.
9339, LogoMaggmm j3moga dmemm s@aegdbye 3gbrg®-
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™0 0365LBMAEMBL ;zombsbMaboo (39bgmosbn 2012). Joemos
3035600 mgobdo  domomdalb  bszombgda gfmgbamao  33mma3e
Lagomomggemmmado (50@0330@0 s bbg. 2010) aobobomaglh mysb-
a0 domamdol dobgDgdbs s dgmgagdl, sbgsg Jotmggm Jo-
s 30Jdg0L s M 3nEgdMmadgdl mrsbyM domamdsbomsb
0535330698000, 53 33mg30L RBoMamaddn Rs@oMgdymo godm 3-
0b3zolb  dgmgasm  gsdmzgmobs, ®m3  ymggmo dgogmmdg
aombmgomo domo gabognmo domamdol dbbggMdmo ymgaems,
b 34.7%-b ©030096%gM3g dogos  bbgemol  ©abosbgds
(m39@qbmds 45-49 sbozmdengn gamnalb Bom8mdswmagbgmos).
35dm 300353 sbg3gg (3bdym, MmI, Joemgdal 50.7%-0b >dM0m,
39030 (3mmo bes gdmmhomgdmegl J3sMb 35dnbsz 30, o
oM gmabbdgds 80l gowebyzg@omgdgdl, bmemm 45%-0b sdom,
39395 (3boo Mbos ©oBsbML (3mmb/3sH@bomEL, MmI abos
MRobob mago.

2009 Brob gqbgnbs ©d momdgdn Gomms 2 sbgomodn (ds-
Medznmo s Lbg., 2009) bsomgm LyMeml gzedmaglh mysbdo
3960gMmo Mmmgdol gsbsbomagdals dgbsbgd Ladstmggmmda.
33359 5hgg6s, MM 35(3960L 25% LEYsE M0l 3obmbobdgg-
dgmo gobsbbymn MHabambgdal semzs30adyg, bmmm Jomgdo do-
3535(30 35MbomMgdabash 0mgdgb absbly® dgdbgmdsl. 2006
Bgmb Ro@omgdmmo 0ds3g 33emg30L dgmgagdmsb dgwsmgdao,
2009 Bemol dmbs(393983s ohggbs, MmMI 3530L ©MI0bsbEG MG
o dobsdgn@mbgmdol gabsbbyma doyxg@&ngcgdol Lszombdo
4.1 39bg@nom dgdz0ts, doamsd donby o6 Rsdmgos 20%-L
J399mo. o339, Mxobadalb 59%- cmsbsbdsw, dnbsdgn@bgmdol
b0 9&Dg ME03g 3oMGbomG0 MbsdMsw nym 3sbmbobdggdg-
0. 33MEs  GMaEo(30mn  ©a3m3ngdnmadgdabs, sbgstndol
03@™MM980  03bsLEMOMBL  gobobomogmbgb dboMo Bbsblmmo
9bmALgdal gMomdo(s, HmIgmas xdg@gbmds Jofmomyyemo mysb-
abongol BaMdmomaqbl Mgammdsl. dnbsdgn@mbgmdal dgbermw-
™0 doxgB0, N3g@&gbboma, dofomswo LagoMmmgdgdol ©obs -
dogmxzomadmae  353mnygbgds, o3 o6 0mzgamobbobgdl of(s
39G0b o 33 Joemals 0bognyemM Fmmbmgbamgdgdl. aqb-
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gfmmo sb0dg@Mnol 0bogdbob dgmgandal cmsbsbdsw, Jotormem
mgobdo 0sbsbbmMmdal yzgmedy domsmn dohzgbgdgmo 35dnb
B0gdboGgds, HmEabss Mmocmmgnmo 35MEbommn s6sdmNMgds©
LadLobmMIo Bmdomdl. gomms 33abs, Jomagdo MWRG™ 3g@ow no-
35m0bbnbgdmbgb mognsbon 35353530 35MEBbomMal sDML Mm-
LESb s 3533069300, Moboy 0babo sBsdrINMgdow LadLobymda
3&oM9d0bgb. 39bmgfmmo  dbndg@Mmanb 0brgdbo  (3boymal,
3 doMomsmo RBogd@mmgda, Moz aogmagbsl sbgbl Joemals o3-
&mMbmMBommmdaLy dom dngM LadLobyMda go@oMgdmm EMHMLMSL
30356Mmgd530, 360l sbabmagdal Godn, 85333980L Mommgbmds,
s gobommgdol ©mby. LMol Godal sbabermgdgdda, semds-
0mds, M3 3530 3mbabomagmdsls Joomgdl msegobo 3sMEbommal
3b548935bmsb s 393d0M9dmmo gosbyzg@omgdal Bomagdsdo,
aBMm 3980, 30y YMdIbYm ababmgdgdda. dg3ta dgoemals
gmms sbggg BEmob 030l dgbademgdmmdsl, Gmd Jdstin Reg-
6935 03 bLogombdo, Gmdgmag 8obo (3mmob Lo dgdobosbss
05353306980, 35Ms 330bs, M3 YBO™ Fg@omss Jomn ao-
bommgdymo, oo g@cm bszmgdsw dgmdmos 3ol 3s6EbommL
3oL ©dbLg8gdoLmab s 3d3doMgdmem Logdgdn RsgMomb. 3owg3
96mo  360d369mmzsba Lsgombo, Gm3gmbs ombodbym  33em-
93530 aogbgs babo, oMab a9bmgEyma Lbgomds Ladnbsm bLsg-
3990056 ©s353d0Mgdom. 33emg30L dggagdol mebabdsw, Ladanb-
sm boddggdal doMomawo Bsbommn Jombg dImmob. 3530b, Gm(se
35(3980L Boformmmds 24%-000 d98mogemamgds (GMswnsommo
3035353960 bLogddalb Rsomgmoom, Mmammozss babemals 638006@)0).
39(39%0, doMomaEa, 3sbbolbdagdgmbo 0g43bgb gosobsobawgdols
ao5besdg (54.7%) o Mucm 3gBow 580 nmmdobgb bs33930L
yogobs (30.9%) s gMoxmdmogo Lmgosma@o  od@ngmdgdol
og93330L (22.4%) bagnmbgddo. domo dmbsbomagmds bagdmal
dm3bogdedo, @obgrmseggdsbs s Mgibgsdn demogb smbggws
1.5%-b. 360d3bgmmzsba aobbbgeggds momdgdlh dmeol aqbwg-
Mo ©39m 300098mgd980L MmzambsdEMnboo o6 ©sgadbamgdey-
™. ,5mM3gdabs s aMgdamgdgdab” 33ma30L (bynddsdg 2011)
Mobobdo, Sbomasbmmgdol 62% 18-24 sbogmdMog xaxdo
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90366395 ImbabdEYdL, MM aosbyzg@nmgds mxsbdo 353 3-
5395 1bs doommb mogabo Ly@gomgdal dgbodedobow; dgm-
69 obogmdMng xawmydo (40-50 63@0) 53 Imbadmgdsl 66.7%
93bb3gds, beemm 3gbedyg sbsgmdmog xamaxdo (60-70 63@0) 9L
dohggbgdgma 77.5% 36m(396@93g 0dMgds.

Lagofomggmmmda  Jomgda 3sboyMsw  dmbaboemgmdgb  3mmo@e-
3590, G5(3 3@ 303g0s 03 BoJ&om, MM bs3zbmbdgdmm ©s
5dabfmmgdgmo mMasbmgdn doMomswse 3539000 30l o=
3m83mgd@gdmmo (dsgma@ns 2012). Joemgdo adsemn bamdmBsco-
396emmds  gomabyzg@omgdol d0dmgd 3mbo(309ddg  doMednM
139330600985 39690 csbsbBEmOMboL  bLodBgog9L, a3
abg (3bowos d3gysbsdn. 1 mg@maddmal badsmmsdgb@m smhgs-
690b 3599, Jomgdds 18 3oboa@n dnnmgl, Mo LagHom be-
3oMmadgbBm 3obso@gdalb 12%-b dgoagbb. gb dgwgan 36g(s-
9©96&mmos badommggmmb Ladstmsdgb@m abBmmnsdn (dogmas-
&no 2012). Bobgogsm 08 god@obs, ™8 bamabymamgds s
Jomms mMasbobs(zngda o6 baMgezqb LabbEgdl badsmazgmmda
396096 mo 90sbsbbmMmdol dbsmmsggmsady, J39ybol sfsbs-
LyBggmo 3mDa(z08 LagHmsdmmabm 0bogdbgddo s g96gMmmo
®3bsLBMEMBaL  LybBo boMdmBoagbemmds gfMmzbym  asdm3-
00b398d0 g350dmgdl 3033momom  Jomggm sbamasdMwgdol
59m3000qdmgdgdo s omgdgdo 39bmgMyem MdbabBmmmsl-
036 ©535330Mgd000.

Lagds@oggmmdn 396 3b3LBmMmMdnb 353mB3g3980

m@0@)gMs@Msdy  3mdomdol ML bogsbywnm  3GImMdmadal,
Mmdgmoz ©03933060909mn  agm  LogsMmggmmadn  gqbgfmem
»3bsbbmMEOMIsDg, a9bgfmm dmemo@ngzobs s sbamasdMogdol
39600960 (36mogmadals dgbobgd osMbgdmmo 33mmag39d0b Bs3-
m9dmMdobmsb. 83 bogombds gobsdommds sanmmdmog 3mb@g-
Jb&dg gxuE™ IgGo 0bxrmMds300b 3m3mzggdal s 30mgdmmds,
o0 IBMEmE ©LIZMNG MG MG NMIDY OYMEEbMdom 56
a3ba39bmM(309mgdabs 33mgzs. 93 30bboo gosbyws nbym@mds-
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300L 3oemagds Loe@3obgyemo 068gMH3z0m9d0L Ladysmgdom gq6-
©afNmo M3bsbbmEmdal bggmmb 94b3gMEGgdmsb — a9bwgMals
33m930L  3Mmxzgbmmagdo, 998030b@gd0 s MY 0gdgemo
39(36096M9d0, GMImada IMdomdgb a9bgMbs s gqbegfmem
»3bsbbmMOMIsDg Lagdstmggemmda.

dggomhogo 3o 94b3gMGn domn  gsdmzomgdal dabgwgoom.
99b3960@ 9036 Rs@omgdmmon 0b@gMzamgdo dodbow abobogws
0dmg(36m g4L3gMBdolb 5xd3gdn s baMmImoagbgdo aqbrgfmem
Lagnmbgdmsb s 353d0Mgd000 Ladsfmggmmdn. mommgmmn 0b-
&9M309) 3obbmE(309emEs bobsbbs® dgdmdaggdmoa bawab 3mbom

302333300

bagdofmggmmdn Jomms Ngmgdgddy dmdndsgy o9@&n30b@gobs
s 396gMolb  94b3gMEB oMb  Rs@eMgdymds b gmzongdds
a35h3965, Mmam® 53569396 39bgEmm bsznmbgdbs s mads
MRmydgddy Imdndsgg 30Mgdo Ladotmggmmmdo sGbgdmm bod-
5(300b s Madn bgsggb asdmbagaml agbmgfmmn 3memongdn ol
begosma® GMbLRMMBo300bs ©d ©IByMaZLML ©s353d0tg-
deo 3Gmdmgdgdal gosbsgmgmac.

99b396&9d0b 0bGgFZz0m930L SbsmaDIs godmazmnbs, Mm3 g96-
©afNmo Mbsbbmmmdal dgbobgd (36mdngmgds s bomdmeoaqgbs
MBMIME 5M38353d5gmgBamgdgmos, dogfed §qdnboddo g™
39@m 30mmgdgmo s bms badbmasmmgdobmaal, 300Mg a96-
Mo MbsbbmEmmds. 3930bnb3Ls s 39bwgMym  Mabsl-
Befmdodg oMLBmMa Bomdmmagbal ombgdmdsl Medwgbndg ob-
Lbs 5g3L. gMm-gFmo yzgmsody 3g@om ao3M(39madmmo (3560
bodmeagbs 393060BAL  obsgmagmol FogM  meglh dmbzgme
39bmBgbs  Bomdmahgbl, mdgmai gdndMgds saormmdmng
BM300(3000Ld @S JoMmzggmmmdal gMmzbymn s GMmaEo(30mo
0©96@Md5d0bogsb Lobdmgasmgdal godat(zzal abom. o3 Gom-
OmE 35303990 mmon b0l ©sbsdsMzbgdman 94L3gMHE9d3s
394369L Laggmatn 3mb@mamandgb@gdn, Moms wag3@ 303900~
bom 3g3060D3ab ,JoMmggmmds”. doma sbMom, Mommos gHo-
356gol  am30Mobdnmm  sbomasbmgdobs s  bobdadgbymo
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dmbabemgmdol sdmzngdnmads a9b@gEnm Msbsbbmmmdsl-
036 d303d0Mgd0m. g4L3gMBgda oM Bnohbg39b SbamasdMEgdL
9O®a35MM350 KaNRBO© s 353MYMBIL MM MBnbsbE) ol ML
396009606 3533069800, HMIgemaig gbgds sbamasdMogdol
dbmxymdbgggmmdsl, Mmamm 3mbLgyMzogogmb s modgm-
Nudylals

35MEs  5dobs,  gdLb3gMmEado  bgwegzgb ggbwgGmmo  Moobsl-
Bmdol bbgowsbbgs aam®mdsbs s LogMzgb. 3oMggem Mogdo,
99396 9d0b DM, bgmobymmads Mbos agmb 3sbmbobdgg-
dgmo, O3 @abobbmEmmdal Bobssmdmga LbMogo s assb-
M90mo 4890090900 aobsbmMs0gmmb.  dogbgosze  bgemalig-
Bmgdol 3Mmamabyyemo bodoggdobs, dsomn J3gmmdgdo sdoms,
09y o 3M0gB)0godn o6 aobsbmmz0gmgd. 3gmMg, a6 mo
MdbobbMEMs gmnbogds Jomos dodsmon domamdadn, 3g96M-
dm 30, mxsbn@o domswmdada. gb3gMm@gdn bodL ¢bgsdgb od
36mdmgdgdbs s Babommdgdl, Mmdgmos godmis 396 bg@b-
©9ds mxdba@o domommdal 309396300 96 Fobdg Mgegnmgds.
9L Bobommdgdn dma(ze3L s@anmmdmogn dmmonzogmgdols sfs-
LbLoGOYAMBsLS s 33GMosMJorm® sbOMZbgdsl, Lm(znom-
MF-93mbm30gn® 3MmMdmgdgdbs s 3Med@ngnmo 3945603 gdal
M3MLadmdal  306mb3gdmmdada.  94L3gMEGgdal  csbsbdsc,
3960960 @babbmEmmdal 3owgs gMon gsdmgmobgdes aqb-
©gEmo Mmeagdal gobsbomgds, Mo 0bgg3b Jomo dmemo@o-
3060 mogcgdol bs3mgdmdal. gdb3gMmEgdol sdMom, 3GMMo-
mgdol goegts dgbadmgdgmons Lddmasmgdol (36mdngHgdols
5dsemgdol gboo, Mmdmol dombggsz dgbadmadgmos dgenals,
Logobdsbommgdmm ©abgbgdmgdgdal, sGsboedmagfmmdm mmgs-
boboz0gdabs s bgmabnagmgdol badgsmgdaon.
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01530 2

ObIRN3VBMRIBNL 3IERIAIT() RO3IMINRISITISI3N
R 9RQJ3I3N LOJIMOIBITMIN - MIMRIEM3AHNI
3MBYBI30 96590%0

dgbagamo

39360 LagFmsdmmnobm 3gmggs (LaFont 2010; Lewis and Clift 2001)
(369094mxb, GM3 sbomasbdMmmgdn Ladmasmgdal 3MmaMglyy-
o domoss bmgnsmyMo (33emoemgdal g3mdobs o bmsosemdo
s Jm@nEmmo 3603309mmmdgdol  GMbLRMMPs300L  JoMm-
39330, b 39bgEmmn MmEgdobomdn NRGM MdgMSmM
59m300qdmgdsdg  dozysgsmm. doRbgmmos, Gm3  dogmo
cogo bbgossobbgs god@meo, oo dmmab, aqbogmn, asbsmmgds,
3bobmgdol Go3dn, soboddgds s Mgmogos aogmgbol sbogbl
39600960 0565LbMMMdAL, mgsbbs o babmasmmgdsda gq6-
afmmo  Memmgdal  gosbdMgdedy. dgbodsdnbsw, babsdwgdsdy
0030 80Dbo@ nbobagl: o) goblbodmzmmb sdgm o9y oMs Jomggm

SbamasdMEgdL YBM™M modgMomyMo sdmogdymgds dogmo
030 396@gGMmo bs3ombgdobodn s o) 353m03gmomb sMbg-

do aqbgMmn adm 3ogdnmgdgdol g8 gMdnbsb@gda.

bogmsnmma 5bsemndo Ro@omms, Moms 0333903065 sz, o9
oM EgbEmgMdom sbamasbHgdl modgfMemn®o sdmjowyg-
dqmgds dmgmo Mogo  a9bgMmo  Lygombgdol dadstor. gl
Bobs 0390 50b0dbs, Mm3 gof339mn ©Mm gsznms dsb dgd-
©93, (3 s0bgMas LogMmadmMmobm s sanmmdmoga 3Mm-
3033980 g96gMnm Logombgddg Lodstmggmmdo; dmbgdfogns,
530l dgogasm sbamasbMEs memds sbam 0©ggdLs s (3695580
359(36m mrobbs s Lobdmgsmgdsda ggbgfmm Mmegdmsb wos-
393d06gd00. 3gbodadnbswm, Azgb gogsmenwgm, M3 mgl bads-
3gmmadn sbamasdMEs Jomadbs s 39(390L YBO™ m0dgMom-
D60 ©odM3nEgdnmgdo bws 3Jmbmesm, gowtyg dzgm momdsl
s 1990-0560 brgdol sbomasbmmmdsl 3dmbes. smbadbymao
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356omoolb dqbodmbIgdmow B3qb gmsmgdoma (in-time perspec-
tive analysis) abamoba(y aobgobmmzogmgm, Medsy dgostgdomn
>Bgfoma bgodobdoge 33083065 3bryMm @s8mgnrgdamy-
390bs s dgbgmmadgddg 1996 browsb dmymemgdmemn 2010
Brolb Romgmom. smbadbyamn Bemagdals dgrsmgdsed Lodmamgds
dma3(39, 33965k dgozzems oyy oMs Lbgosbbgs mamdal ob-
>3>dHRYSL @morgdnmgdge > dgbgrumadgde agbrg-
e 1O 300b7dMdb Fodomngdada.

dgsMgdoomn sbamabolb dgmgase asdmgmagboemo  §gbwagb3ngdals
oboblbbgmo  gobgobmmzogmam o gMedyfals  dndmboengals
domoaoR  0EgbBngaiaMydace  bmiom-ggdmamigogmo gsg-
B&MM93al 3bsemnBn  sMLgdym  B9bwab(3090mab  FodoMomgdada.
396dme, asdmg0ygbgm 2010 Brmolb 8mbs(398960 gsdmgmgbocemo
39690 dgbgmmgdgdol  3sb3badbmgMgmo  BoJ@MEMgdal
359mbs 33m93900. 2010 bemols 3og3oLbonl doMmdg@Malb dmbszgdoms
dobs dgomhs 03 dobgbom, M3 gb agm gPmsgmomn s@bgdaymo
d0Ds, MmMIgema(y Ladmemadsl azsdmazms godmazgzamos 3Gndn-
Jamo bsgombgdolb dogmo Mogo, Hm3mgdbsg o6 dmo(zogms Lbgs
dmbs3gdms dadgdo. gofmms 30bs, 2010 bgmo oMol 3ot 3g-
omeo 030bmgol, GmM3 egnbsbmm, Medogbsw dgozgoms Sbom-
35bMs M0mdal 8dds 39bwgfmm Lognmbgdmeb ©s393d0Mgdom
396096990 03bsLBMEMMB0L dmemn@030bs s 3MMaMadgdol ©sb-
96335-9931353900b Loggdggmdyg. bmzom-wgdmaFmeomemo gsod-
BmM9d0b sbsemobolb dggasm, Mmdgmoai Ro@omms wsbzzbomo
LESBOLE MM SbsmnDal Bgdzgmdom, gedmzmobrs (33maLgdal
dogmo Mogn, HmImgdoy aogemgbsl sbpgbgb agbwgMaman dgbgco-
Mgdgdol Rsdmysmndgdady. 33mag30L dgogagdds dmagse dysto
baggydggemn  3g3amdn  m30bgdtMngo  33mgaal  Rsbademgdma,
653 dmdg3bm moggddns bamdmmagboema.

dofMncsen dnabgdgdo s sL336930

33ma30b dggagdds (3bsym, Gm3 dombgoszsm badsGmazgmmdo
deagnm e(30 Bemob 3obdnmDg 3mdbsto dmmndngndo, bmgosm-
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M0 5 93mbm3ognmn (33em0omgdgdabs, GMewosommo dgbgo-
9@gdgon @d bgMgm@odgdo agbrgdaer 3MagaMmgbingdbs ©s
mgdmeb  ©s393d0Mgdom  33megs3 dystom sMLadmdL ©omg-
356 dbamasbMomdado. obgm  bLsgombgdl, Mmam@gdozss
Jomndgomals o) 3oggndgomals gmems, gsbsomgdsbs s sbogdg-
d5do aqbmgfmmn gsbsbomads, aqbgfmmn Mmemgdo mysbdo,
Jomgdol doMowo (3bmgmgds doma LydLsmMMo MegzobyBmgdals
Romgmom, sbamasdMogdo 33mogs(3 33030 GMonogm hom-
hmgdda gobobnmsogwbgb. gl dgggn azgbdamgds sgbbbom, Ga-
&M 36056 Jomagdn Logsmggmmadn @dndgzscn dmbabegmdol
N360gmgbmds s MoGmMI oMol 83 Jomgdal 1dg@gbmds wo-
sbababo (dogdobnnb dotmdg@co 2010, 2011). badomonggmmdo,
bos(z 3960 MebsLEMGMds  33mogs(3 dmGgmeo dobs-
oo, gobsggoMo oM oMb, MmMA gqbogdymn bEgMgm@ndgdo asd-
ROIM0S Omam(y dbomasdmms Jomgddn, sbggg 3o(309830. 396-
9o bmgnamodszns seMgam sbsgzdngg bogds Hmam(s
mgabdo, sbggg Lbgs LmEosma@m 0bLEBOEGMEGgddn. gb Bgbm3dgbo
3099000093b a9bgEnem Lsznmbgddg (3mEbabs s (36mdngHgdol
653emgdmdal bagommggmmdn Mmamy mxsbdo, sbggg babgmem
a3bsomgdsdn (bmaaﬁmdn 2012). doybgogo 0d ggod@obs, Mm3
dm3939mo 3330l 3mbsboemg, Mmam (s dpgommdomon, sbggg
dodmdomo bgbolb sbomabsmgdo Mo oM 93mgbwbgb 39bwg-
e 8dm30gdnmgdgdl, NBMm g@smamo sbamoba (3bowy-
mgb, MHm3 a9bgMb gogmgbs 3gmbos GMawozonmo s RO™
m0dgMammn dgbgommadgdal gosbsbamgdsdy. dgztn 3gmgge
(803. Asencio 1999) domomgdl, GmI Gmameiz bgbo, Jomgdo-
o6 dgamgdom, 353900 GMdE00mo a9bgfmmn Mmmgdol
QBOM 0O 330GGMMId0 36056 s YRM™M Fg@owm sgz0 bgas-
Gogfn  ddm3ogdgmgds, MmeEabs 0bongowgdo domgdgymo
bm@3gdosb 1b39396. a960gMnl goMms, smdmAbos, Mmd gq6-
ofrmmo  dgbgomgdgdol gmmdnmgdabomgal ©sds@gdom ©g-
&9fM30b56@)gL dmgogm dgdmbzgzado ababmagdals &ndo, ao-
bommygds, @aboddgds s Mgmogos bamdmawaqbl.

Bmasms, gsbsoemgdsdn SMLAdMBL mebsdsmn  assbabormgds
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3960096mo mgombsbGoboom. Mdsmmgl gobsomgdadoz 3o ob-
smasbOs Jomgdo s 39(3900 00bdMs® 5050 BoMmdmmagbnem-

bo. 5356 Logsfoyome go3mgbs dmobmnbs a9bmgMyyem dgbgc-
MgdgdDg 03 Ld30mbmsb s 393306530, sdzm o9y oGS doggdl

9BO™M 980 YBmgds doommb ndsmmgbo gobsmmagds. dMsg-
mgbmds o6 ©agmabbds bgdmor smbadbym dImbabEgdsl, Moy
603653L, M3 sbaemasdMgdol oo Babomabsmazal gobsoemgds
M3b50Md 360d36gmmzsebos mMogg Lgbobogal. od(se, HRG™
©aGOmM0 Sbamndn shzgbgdlL, MM gl Ggbwgbz0s MRG™ 3g-
&o Jormgdol dgbgmmgdgdol batigdy Bsdmysmnds. 35dnb,
mEs  Jomgdol dMsegmabmds of gmabbdgds gobsomgdady
SM3M3b3dM MRmMgdgdl, sbamasdmms 33(3980Lb 360336g9emmzobo
bsBoemo  800Rbg3lb, M3 doggdlb M@Em g MBmgds Mbos
3gmbrgom donemmb  dsmemgbo  gobsmgds. 83 dgdmbggzsdo,
domn Lagmomsto 3gbmgmMn ngid GMownomo sdMm3bgdals asob-
35306mdgdgm BoJ@MMa. gomms 83nbs, @sbsgdgdab bGsGnbn
((ﬁmgmﬁ@ 33mM¢) 30gdgmo (33@0@0), obggg gobbabdrzMagh o3
Logoombabswdn sdm jogdnmgdslb. 39Mdme, doybgosgsm ndabs,
M3 ©sbogddgdmmo  SbomasdMEgdal MIMgmgbmds gdbEmmds
bgdmom  5mbadbym  ImbabEgdsl, anbaddgdgmo  sbamasbm-
©mMds> M3babbmEMd0l Imdbgs. gb smdmAgbs gBobssmdogagds
dmboDdMgdsl, MmM3 aboddgds gofan 3Mgond@mns madgMaom-
M0 39bgMymo dgbgonmgdgdobmgals (Plutzer 1988; Wilson and
Smith 1995; Dugger 1991; Mason et al. 1976; Herring and Rose 1993;
Mason and Lu 1988; Tallichet and Willits 1986; Thornton et al. 1983;
Wilson and Smith 1995). o133 ¢bos 5060b0dbmb, Mm3 Ladg(s-
bogm 653(IM3g3L ImMolb gl dgmbadsdmds dgbadems sablbsb
130dg3emdol  3mbGgJbnms s 3dndg g3mbmdogymo dogm-
doMgmdom, GmEgbsg mxebolb bgdabdogmo bggcol bgdobdngHo
&030b badmdom assdbygg@n 3603369emmdobss.

o3 dggbads  @obsgdgdslb mmgmms 33mzngdaem (33emo0b,
o Logdg Lbgogzomowss. dombgosgse 0dabs, Mm3 1dydgzsdo
SbamasdMEMbol Mozbgo Logdomm domamns, 8s0b(y dgbadhb-
9305  3b0d36gemmgabo  aqbogfmmo  asbLbgeggdgdo. Mmeagbs(s
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a5630b0mg30  Joemgdol mdndgzmmdol Godgdal asbdbsdegeg-
Mo Bod@MMgdn, as0M 335, MM Mgemngns gMHm-gMHmo JmozsMo
ROJ@ME0s. Mgemognsbmsb ©s3o3d0Mgdmm (33emegdl dmmols,
903006 (396093mbngddg obbmgds 360d36gemmzaba (330
oym 2010 Bgemb. 2011 bgmb 30 osxodbofws, Gmd Jomgdol
dmogotn d9@03mdols Godo (b@)‘@ggafi@)o, ©0sbabmobon, dndgge-
60, 0300000643930, ©obsddgdammn) soblbgdmms obabmadals
0300, asbsomgdoms s Mgmognncm — Mgemognols 360336gmm-
doo  ymzgmEEoc  (3bmzMgdsdo. 39Mdme, smdmhbos, Gm3
gsdomaddn (3bmgMgds bdomow asbbabmgmagos sbamasbmms
Jomgdal 56Rg3o6L aobscmgdolosb s 3e3dafmgdom; dydgge-
0 Jomgdob 13g@gbmds dgnbndbgds M@dsbmm ©obabrmgdsdo,
boem osbabmobol 3mbains g®mm bdotns Lmggmal G030l
obobemgdgdda. safgmgg, Lonb@gmgbm smdmbgbss, M3 ad Jo-
m9dal 39 gbmds, GmMIgmbosi o6 ozl gobsomagds o6 g3l
o6Ygd0mn s Ladgsmm gsbsmmgds, ©asbabmabns. gb dgog-
3900 sbobogl CEDAW-U (domabob d0doMmo 0byMndnbs(s00l o=
dmggbzmol Jmao@)g@o) 3308 9&nbogal 2006 Bgeml botiogqbo-
mo RMmommmgsbo sbgsmadal d0gbgdgdl. s63560dob mabsbds,
amambgdo, Mm3mgdoi sMgnm sbsgdn Jmmbabogdosh, g9
SbEmgdgb goboomgdsl. sbasmnddn sbggg ombodbyemo aym,
3 bmgeol Godab @ababmgdgdda smnbadbgdmes adymgdomo
JmEbabgdol dgdmbggzgda. gb obgzg bLBAL Lmgmew asbsb-
m0bgdolb o Mommybmdsl, dombgoszsm 0dabs, MM sbndby-
mo dgogagdo 2006 Bemal dmbs(39398L gyMobmds, bmenm Rggbo
33ea30b dggagdo 2010 Byl ool Boemgdmemo, dsaby 3bnd-
369emm3sbos bgdmm 8mbadbmm 33mg3zedo gedmamgboro §gb-
©9b(30960L 30dgbgdal dogds. gb gobbogzmmgdom sbAL adgbl
030b  gomgamabbabgdom, ®m3 1996 bemolb dgdwgy SMLgdymo
&M9bn a9bgEmm edm30qdmmgdgdmsb s 35330653000 56
dg(33momos. doModom, asbsmmgdal dgbsdg Loggbymal djmbg
Jomgdal  03g@gbmds  ¢3mdggetns. o9y as30m35m0bBNbgdm
bagdo@mggmmmadn  ¢3mdggmmdaol mbglb s Lsdadby Kxamzob
aboglb, gb yzgmoxmgho mmangnmoe sobbgbgds.

- 206 -



353m3mobrs nsbabmobgdbg Mgmoganab aog3mgbol Lonb@gMgbm
&9bgb(309. 0bobon, gobz Mgmogosl o6 donhbgsl 36ndgbgmmzsb
o6 domosb 360d369mm3e6 Bod@mMs msegasbor (3bmzfgdsado,
doMomaEa, @osLabmmobgdn 360sb6. 830l LadnmabdoMme, doh-
bgemas, M3 ombaddgdgmo Jomal ymggmomon (3bmgmgdsdo
9m0og05b 360d3bgmmmazsbo Gmn o43b. mo@gMsd ol dndmb-
03 3300030bMAL, MHm3, DmasEsw, Mgmogns 83533069340
30beoM e dgbyrgmgdgdbe @ @I8MgnRIdYm]egomsb. oxd-
(39, LdIg(360gMmM b53MMBgdal oo bsbamn 3mMb(396@FM0Mgdy-
m0d Mgeogonmmdal, ssdnsbol gqbogmm ©sdm jngdamg-
3908bs s LgdbmsmA 3939 dmEl 3MmEgm300L o©agbsdy
(Odimegwu 2005; Thornton and Camburn 1989; Brinkerhoff and
MacKie 1985). 3qbsdsdnbo, 30650086, ©obsgdgdols bsjocmbgdmab
05353306900 dgbgmmagdgdo o6 Bomdmanagbl g96wgMmo
LEIMIMEN3gd0l MO oYM a5dmMgmnbgdal, asbbsznmmgdom
13939360molb domamn ©mbabs s LEdnbdby KaMBoL sbszalb
33m35mabbobgdom, gobsgznmo smss, Mm3 Mgmognsbs s dm(sg-

Ine odmzoEadam (33l dmMolb oM oc0b ngozg gmMgme-
(309, OmMamMbaz 53sb oG gMoGHMs 330m035bMAL.

33930L dggagdo, sbggg gdmbzgze agbwgMumo dgbgwmemg-
390L 83 Lagombol gofdgdm. 396dme, sbamasbmmmdal 1dg8g-

Lmdsb doshbos, HMI AmEgLbsz Lsdymdsm swanmgdo 36ofMns,
3939%L ©abogddgdal Mym dg@o dgbadmgdemmdgdo Mbos 3Jmb-
©go. 39bmgMn dmszsto gobdsdnmmdgdgmo God@mmns 53 §gb-
©36(300L sLobLBbgme@. 85306 BM(3d, 35(3980L 1IgGgbmds Lf-
™o 0bosMgdl sBML, Mmd don YBM™ dgo YRmgds dgzm
039domb, Jomgdal 1dGagmgbmds o6 goebbdgds o3 Imbabmgdsl
s 305Rbos, BM3 mMo3g Lgbolb BomImMIsagbmadl msebsdsmn
DBRmgdgd0 Ybos 3gmbrgom 93 Lsgombda. dmbszgdms Sbamnbds
oB3gbs, M8 Bmegbss 30g3mase adbeyMam Jgbyrymgdgdl
a3bsmmgdobs s ©abygdgdol dgbobgd, Lbgswsbbgs aszmgbol
3gmbg Bog@mMgdl dmEnl, 396 33magss dmngdo asbdbab-
03M9mo Bog@meMns. 36M0b303dn, 83 Logombomsb dndstrogdsdo
Jogdb  gaGm  modghogto  dgbgraegdgde od30n oMy
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39390L. 930b 3Lasgbo, sbsmabIs sbggg oh3zgbs, BMI Jomgdo
39390D9 mEbs3z YBO™M m0dgMomyMadn 5M0sb abgma Lsgombal
a3bbomzabol, MmamMogss dogd30b bobaymggma bgbo. 3530b,
mEabss 39(3900L oo bsbamo dogdal gmemsl sdxmdabgdl, do-
mgbalb 3Megmgbmdobmgol dmdsgaema dgoemals Lgbl o6 ozl
360d36gemmds. @ dmenmb, obobo, 3063 aobbsgnmgdom ©3-
®XMb0b69396 Joemndgoemals gmemsl, ¢3(306M9bmdsdo 360k mEngg
396096 xaxndo. Mmammis gbgosgm, 33 dgdmbgzgzedoy o0
Lo@monob yzgmody gmbog@moa sblbs 3gmogsz Mgbdmbrogb-
&9o0b aqbgMoas.

mxobdo g 9bgmaemo Hmemgdob sbamababsb, 33magz0Lb dgmgaqdo
ohggbgdl, Mm3 GmamMz 3o3gool, sbgsg domagdal 1IMogmg-

bmds goebbdgds 03 dmLadMGosl, MM 3oL asshbos yzgmody
360d369emm3560 Mmoo mxebdo. 39bmg@mma sbndg@Eolb nbo-
9Jbob @sbsbBo, brogds 35(3980L (g.0. ,430930L%) sbEMAL goo-
35mabb0bgds Jomoal dBmIsborsb FoBsrmgdedn (dswyMsedzoemo
s bbggda, 2009), o3 gnemobbdmdl, Mm3 aomsbyzg@nmgdol
Bocgde 9gbaergbog@or goEob Gmmos. 3gbrg®aere KagBgdeL
390056 930bsb 3m0bogds, M3 Joemgdo gcm dgGow sbodgdgb
130058 gbmdL MBLEMEMMASL  goebyzg@omgdal dowgdobsb,
300069 35(3900, 0335 M3 gm0 KanRab bggMgdo o6 sbnggdgb
30058 gbmbsL Jormgdl asmsbyzg@nmgdol domgdol 3Gim(3gL3n.
abygzg, 360d36gmmgabos 90badbmb, Mm3 doybgosge mEngy
30byMge x3gyde MOLysgme ghobgmmasbe  abegHame
©59m3000qdnmgdgdolbs, Jomadal xamydo RG™  bszmgdso
dgnbodbgdmes a9bmgGmmsm dmEngamgdyma dgbgrmmadgdo,
300069 3535353900 dgdmbggzadn. gb dgogagdo LEmmowm sbsb-
o3L Mgoemmdsl. 2009 Bemol g9bogMobs ©s mamdol @smms 2
sbgomndn (éoQ‘gﬁoHSnQn s Lbggdo, 2009) 3300035bdmAL bamgem
LyGsmb, o MHmgm@ss gosbsbamagdamo mxsebdn g96wgMmmo
gdo badoGomggmmdo. 83 33398 shggbs, M3 35(3980L 25%
LEmmo oMol 3obyybabdggdgmo gobsbbyma Mgbnmbgdal as-
boBomgdadyg, beamm dJomgdo 35353530 396BB0mMEMgdabash omg-
396 530bsbbyy® J936gmdal. gb dgmgaqdn, sbggg gdobgggs Lade-
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Moggemmdn  domoms 803sMm mxebdo  domamdol  bsombgdol
96mgbmmo 33mggzolb dngbgdgdl (ﬁn@)oagoqm s Lbg. 2010). 9L
Bobs 0396d0 50603dbs, 53 383mznmbzal dgogase gs3mgzmab-
s, ®m3, Joemgdob 398 gbmdol sbMom, 3oMan (3memo Mbos
98m@homgdmegl JdsMb, dsdnbsz go, oy dob gowsbyzg@omg-
3908L o6 goobbdgds; beagnm 45% doohbos, MM 3o(33d 9335Mo©
Mbs ©3365bML (3MEL/35GBBomMmAL, M3 ol 5oL Mxebol mago.

3093 gfoo  3b0dgbgmmzebn  gobdbadbmagMgmo  gog@mEns
3bobemgdal Godn. bmggmow d(3bmzMgda sbamasdMogdo g™
39&or ©3mgbrbgb 39bry@um dgbgrgmgdgdh mxsbde 3gbe-
96 Gmegdob dgbsbgd. gb Boabgds goebbdgds Lbgswsbbgs
33a30b dgga90L (LaFont 2010), Gm3dgmob osbsbdawss, abgom
a5693mdn, MmMIgmo(3 m0bsdgMmmzg &gdbmmmangdl, nbgm@mads-
305 s LagMmadmMobm 0ggdL 330035bMAL, sbamasbMmgdo
ABROM Jg@o 9x3L7dg0 agbgfmm MbsbbmEmmMsL, 30wMg,
abobo, GmImadaz YBOH™ 0dmmomgdam sanmgddo (36mgH™-
39b. gb 93965L36gm0 3o, Emam& 3 Bgbo, gbgds Lmggmol Go-
30b s, Bmg dgdmbgzgzedn, N@Mmdsbye abobmgdgdbss, goble-
30069000 30 gobzomagdsm J39969330.

03039 890dmg3e 0ordzob 3gbrg@am Gmmgddy bmEesmy® ©d
300396 (36m3698530. Hmame dmbs3gdms sbsmnbo (3bowy-
g, Bobs bemgddo abgomn dgbgxgPmmo 3mbozngdo, Mmammg-
d0(390 3Mm0BogPfo moEgHo b s@dsbmmmgdgmo oo,
99b3emnbonFe  358535(30bmgal  Jgboggmal 3mbozns  0gm
s@ddygma. 03039 §gbwgbzns 0339mgds Bemgdal gsbdsgemmde-
don. 2011 Byembog 3o, OmEgbsz sbamasdMogdl g300b5dm©bgb
b3ob Bn(3g30Lb EAML 3gbogfmmo 3MgBggb(30gdalb dgbobyd,
MdMagmgbmds 35353536 0MhRggms. gb gobsggnfn sMss, Mowasb
360d@ngodns 03039 3@ 3030908, Jomgdal 3sbomEmds dmemo-
&0gnm (3bm3zMgdsado, (3bowos, LagoMmggmmb semdabmyemgdgem
5 bd306mMbB3gdemm  MMasbmgdol  dogsmomndg,  Mm3mgdacs

1398 9LBomow  35(3980bash 3Gl o3 M33mgd@gdmmoa (dogo-
&ns 2012).
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33emq30b dg093983s Jomgdol 3omsn (3bmzmgdobs s by bms-
o moz0bmaemgdol dqbobgd (sboym asbsmmgdalb 360d36-

9mmds  Joemgdol  LgdbgemmGo  (3bmgmgdol dgbobgd  madgm-
se@o  dgbgmgdgdol gm@3omgdal Lsgombdo. Mo aRG™
d9@om 0gm gobsmmgdymo Mgbdmbogb@n, dom g™ 6s3mgd
3gmbs 3ol ggbogMman 3mEonzamgdmmon Imbadmgds. 3093
96mo  360d3bgmmaebo  0g8gM3nbsbGos  sbabemgdal  Goda.
©gEsdomadbs s MMdSbNm ababmgdgdda d(zbmagmgda sbom-
3o2MRgd0 gpMem bogmador >3mgbrbyb 3gbry@umer dm@on-
3009899 dgbgonmgdgdlb myxsbdn a9bmg@yma Mmegdobs s
Jomgdal 3ofopo (3bmgMgdol dgbobgd. bmgmgdda bsgmgdso
g9Mbgb dboml GMoaommo ndogobs s LEEgMgMEG3gdals-
356 aobbbgoggdmm dgbgommgdgdlh Jomos doMswa (3bmgMgdol
dgbobgd. gb odmhAgbs dggbodadgds o3 bognmbdg Ro@omgdaem
SO M 33e9390L, MmM3mgddoy gobsmmgds s @ababmgdal
&030 (goodsmsdn s MMdsbmmo  BgMmoBmengdn) aogzemgbsl
obgbos  sbamasdMogdal goblbbgeggdnm 0wggdbs s (3me-
badg (Odimegwu 2005). gb sysm0dgdl 3mb3Mg@&mm Lsombgddy
3mMb3Mg@ Mo dndsMogmagdgdal dgbgmmadgdl. dsgsmomas,
653030530 RoGomgdmman  sbomasbdMmmgdal dgbsbgd gHo-gfMmo
3330l 00bsbda, 3Mogamgantgdygm Mdsbmm  gocgdmdo
(36M36gds a3 gbsl sbgbl aqbgfmmo MebsbbmEmmdabs s
Ly JbPsEYHa YBRgdgdal dgbobgd dgbgnmgdgdol Bm@Iamg-
35Dy bodndnadn (LaFont 2010).
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01030 3
MX V63N 3IERIGITN HMRISNL 3ORI6060T I3

Jdgbagamn

5b0dbmemo 0930 Mksbdn 3gbwgEmo Mmegdobs s dmaamgmdgdals
350565600985l gbgds. bodoonggmmb Lo Joemsdda (mdaemabn, mgems-
30, OO‘CJBQ”QO) Ro@ogdamo gmymb-xanBgdal dmbsboenyg sboemasd-
gdds LMoo ImbedMgdgdo, dgbgommgdgdn s 83mM30wgd-
Memgd960 a50dmag(39L Mxabdn 353535(3980bs @S Joemgdal Gimemgdals,
dmzgamgmdgdabs s LabMzgmn germEgdamgdgdal dgbabgd. ol gm-
Los Bmgmmy Lagstmggmmda s@bgdmmo mgabgdol dmogmoabs s
053330009800 365g@030L, 0by dmbsBaemgadabomgal  Labm@ggemo
B0 Fmegemol 4otdgdm dndmnbatigmds.

Lbgoabbgs 3gmggs 9hg9690L, MM mysbal dngboom bg3cgdals
LEoGMLbo 03 d7&ngmdgdabs s 3omEgdymgdgdol 3563LoD-
03090, OmMImadbag mrsbob B93Mgdo 0003bgd96 s gMHcBs-
69030 06sbnmgdgb. 1dg@glb dgdmbzggzedn, mygsbdo dodszs3gdo
35006y3980mgdal 30dmgdsm s mygsbal dofomsw d93maEebaw
300Rbg3056. 35306, BMEgLs(3 Jommadal Fmogst 3omEadmmgdswo
mgabol dmgms, Lobmal Logdggdo s ds3d3960L sebMEs dnnh-
bg3s. 35d0bs(3 30, BM@aLss domgdo sbsbranmadsm Ladbabm@do
960390006, domo bamggobm dmgzemgmdgdn s sG30MNZS 3o o6
3306090, 3Mddg Jomgdo odymgdnmbo bpgdosh Ladbsobym-
036 gfma bamygsbm s Mg3mmondonmo Mmemas dgomsezbmb
@obo3 domgdo ,mM3sg @ 30Mmm3080g“ (double burden) 3nysgl.

o330 Mba8gMmzg 3393900 mxdbdo  Hmegdol  gosb-
sboemgdal 360z LoGMaznol aondxrmdgbgdalb &abwgbzosbscs
ohgqbgdl. Mmams omdmAbos sbg o9y oby 0dMEgds 03 do-
dogo(30m Mo(3bgo, Mmdmgdai LEMMosE 0DosMgdgb Lamgobm
o 353d30L dmgmobmsb ©s353doMgdm dmgomamdgdl.”® dog-

23 “Evolving Men? Men, Families, Gender Equality and Care”, http://www.un.org/
esa/socdev/family/docs/Barker.pdf (07.10.2014)
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Semomo@, dmangfo 3obgomeMadse 4399sbsda (Bomg, 3gdbogs,
3Fabamns, rmebos, 0bmgmn ©s .d) dscmmagbo gobsomagdol
dgmbg 358535(3900 QRO™ 30 Mo gMmzgdnsb Ladabsm bLod-
399090, 30067 0bobo, 30Lsi Ladmsmm b sbygdoma bzmmob
a3bsomgds  od3l; sbomasbMms 35ds35(3900 dbogmgzeb 8535 3-
5(390006  dgafgdom, dg@om 0bsbomgdgb mysbal Laddggdl;
0aM9m3g, ob 385353980, MMIgmms Mmxsbgddoy 353930 ©qEadL
9b35690m©ba6, 300fbgz96, M3 353535(30 MEbdMs® MboS gfm-
390m@9b mxebob bsddggdol dgbEmmgdsdn.” Mo damdastgmdss
53 b0z Lagomzggmmdo 3oMgsm RobL dmem 2 bemol d56doemby
Ro@omgdmma Labdmgsmgdngn asdmznmbzgdal dgmgasw.

dogomoms 2013 bgemb UNDP-ab dogf  gog@mb  gomdmogo
36ma™adab  ,a9bgfmmo Mbabbm@mmdal  bgemdgbymdobmgal
bagommggrmadn® goMamgddo 3mdbsgdamao sbasmadn (3bawy-
mxb, Mm3 bagdstmggemmda babmdo s@bgdmmoa baddg, MHmIgemacs
mxobolb 6936980l dmgemols (bogdemol 8m3bagds, mygsbal s3s0-
dymagzn B3l dmgms, 53930l dmgms s .3.) s bobemal
dmbgbfnggdsl  m3o330Mgds (bobals oogqds,  LafMgsbob
a5M(3b35/8003965 s 9.8.). Y@®m 89@03, Joormmo Lobdmas-
©mg0obmzal Joemabs o 353s35(30L Imzgamamdgdo gMmdsbgmal-
a5b 3339060 3530xbymos s Lomgobm boddggdn ™M asb-
Lbgozgdmm 39@gamM0o o0ddgds — ,39(36M0“ s ,Jorm@o”
Logddggdolb 398 gamM0sE (dogdo§0330@n, 2014).

doMnman dnabgdgdn d ©3b336980

b0bsdgdemg  mo3dn  oaLEMos Azgbo  3ndmomgbs, Mm3
MmgmMs sbomasdmms 393900, dbggg Jomgdo Logynmet deo-
amdsfgmdsl  3s@Mostjom®  denmdo  asbabomsggb. mBMm™
39@)0(3, domosb (3m@o Fomgsbo o 0ygbgdlL 3ombzal 6adbol

J399 03 3mGYEYm Inrgmgdl, GmImgdaz doo ggbwgMe
6068(0(963636[) 60603060)636[). gb 806636360 oggob@)‘gﬁ)gbb

24 “Evolving Men? Men, Families, Gender Equality and Care“, http://www.un.org/
esa/socdev/family/docs/Barker.pdf (07.10.2014)
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mgobol dogboor IMM3ol 335360 gobabormgdsl, Mmmgbss oo
3500by3980mgdal 30dmgdo ©d mxobol doMhgbomos, bmem
Jomo  dofomsn dmgamgmds mgsbol B93gddg bEMbgs s
MgobMo Ld7d99d0L godmmees.

BM3nbrangolb 3mbsbormggdds  asbszemigzglb  EMowaommo
5 03badgMmgg mygsbgda. dom dogm smbgfMamo G Mman(zo-
@m0 mxsbo, 360630330, 35GM0sM oMo mxsbos, Lows(s
MRobob mog0 oMol 3530, MIgmbsi YRG™m g0 YBmgdgdo
o domamads g3, gomg Lbgs bg3tgol o Losi oM-
LYdMAL mxsbda dMMnl g9bgM o gosbsbomgds. Ibmemme
603096037 Jomds Mgb3mbogb@B3ds 5bndbs, Mm3 sbgmo mysbo
3o@M0sMJomMos s 3M0G0gnmo JmIgb@smai gos3goms 3o-
&Moo oo bmosma@o 3mbymdals dgbobgd. dgmmg dbmog,
R3960 MgLb3mbog6@gdol dogm smbgMomm msbsdgmMmagy mysb-
do oMbgdmdl  aqbgfnmo  mobobbmmmds ©s, dgbodsedobow,
mgobol B9369ddg MbsdMaE oMol gosebsbamagdamo Mmmgdo
s dmgamgmdgda. 39360 MgL3mbogbGo GMsmosomm mygsbdo
dm0obOgo@s ,JoMom mxoblb®, bmemm 0sbsdgommagg mysbdo
— yoMddoMom mgsblb®. odgosb gs8m3nbaty, 3o@Mnstdsm-
@0 mgebo om0ddqds $gddemnd Joomm mgsbsw, Mmdgemacs
b 303350 MbdTgEMMZy 0Mgdymadgdol go3emgbalgsb.
58 8namdal sbbbs gbadmgdgmos Ro@gMxgb (1989) cgmenom,
GmImab  0obsbdoss, 3MbLgHzs@ogmoa 3mbozngda  GMowo-
(300L gyMEbmds, MmMIgmos ¢bes N335 Mobsdgommag, gemm-
oMo 3mEMob ©ganbamaznabasb.

9L3mMbb@ 730l sdmM3nEgdMmadgdn mxsbdo Jomagdobs s
35(39%0L  dmgamagmdal dgbobgd Bg@bomow  ysmodogds domo
Jdgbgonmgdgdom  agbgfmm  Mmmgdmsb  @s3sgdatgdoo.
BM3nbxangolb dmbsbomagqgdal batdmmoagbs myxsbdao Ladmdsmb
3960gMmo 60dbnor 3obsbomagdals dgbobgd, sablbbgds a9bwg-
amo Aeegdobsdn  ©edm3ngdnmadgdol doamdoo. smbad-
byemo  doam3ds ©@sd0sbgdnlb a9bgMyem  ©edm3ngdymadgdl
mgobdo dMm3al aobsbomgdsbmab s353d0MgdL s 538 303900,
3 BO™M 935G OM0sbyymn ofMgdymagdgdol dJmbg ssdo-
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06980 3g@om 04698056 Mxob3n dMMBal Mobsdsmn gobsbomgdols
dmdbmgbo (Presser, 1994). 33mg30lb dgmgandol 0sbsbdswm, Labe-
do 36m3nb g9bgfmmo asbsbamagds @sdmzngdmmos Mgbdmb-
©96@9d0lb dogm  dobgmmnbmdabs s ggg3nbyHmdal smgdadby.
dogomome®, Bmynb-ganyol dmbsbomagms dabgogom, 3o30b
dmgamgmdss myxsbal MRgbs, s bogmgdo Rsmyymmds bamgobm
bogd99d3n. Jgbodsedobow, ob 393900, BMBemgdos 396 d330Yym-
Bomgdgb  3530L Mmool dmmbmgbgdl gode@mbgdymm 36ndgb-
9mmdom, ©d SbEYmgdgb oy bLogddgb®, Log@mmbglb wqd-
6056 3o Fobgemnbmdsl s 853535(3MddL. 306506 MK sbol
hgds  3530L Bmgamgmdss, ©oboddgds 3sdsgd3mEmdal dors-
3560 ©9&qM30bsbB 0 brgds. 35306, Bm(zs Jomobomzgal absegdg-
ds oMRggsbns. o) JdoMn ¢Bmdgzetns s, Bgbodsdnbswm, 3gmM
SbEmmgdl 03 dmobmgbsl, Moz dobo 39bgMymo Mmeomss
336306Mmdgdmo — gb mxebdo dmogfo edsdmmmmdol 3n0dgbo
bogds. 33mgzedo Bsbl, 080l s dogbgosgsm, Gm3 bmgogmma

dmbsbormg  @M30bsb@mo  gqbogfmma  Mmemgdal  bgas@ oy
ab3gd@gdb 83Rbg3L, MMImgdo(z 3o390Lbs ©d Jomgdl 3mb3MgE)-
@ InemmeEobbs ©s dmgamgmdgdl s30bMgdL, dg@gbmds csgl
0393900 3ombgalb 60360l 4393 ©5ygbmb gL abgMmadabssomo
396096 mo 3Mod@03d; bo3gmom 830bs, obobo ByBmbgdgb Lb-
309005bb30 30Mgdmadsdy, MmamMazss 1ddgzmds, Moz bgmb
93mob 3o8yamgdaere agbrgMgmo Hmmgdol dgg8gMbgorer
qbEmgdsl. Jomo 50gdgds Lomgebm Lsgdggdolb M3oMzgmgl
dgabemgdmom. gb a9bgfmmn BaMdmeagbgdn, Mmdmgdacs
Jomgobs o 39(390L goblLbgeggdmm dmzamgmdgdl s Mmegdl
030L6M7dL, 308mnygbgds ngFemdommo a9bmgmma bymdal gobe-
dyogdmo@ s 3obadsMmmgdmsm mysbdo s dob dneds.

38@330L 390939885 3bdym, H™3 3o39d0b @M FRIdYgds
mgobdo gq9bognmo MHmmadobs s Imzgamgmdgdol  dodstion

a56Lb3o3090m©s 0dol obgg0m, 01y MS aym gsbbamgal Logsbo
— domo mgabo oy Lbgobo. Mmegbsg bogddg ,Lbgal mesblb® gbg-
dmed, 35353530 Mgb3mbgbBgdo yBMm 398 dmdbommdsbs wos
005 53M3J0EgdMmgdsl 83¢magbqdwbgb domgdabs s 393900l
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dmzamgmdgdabs o) Mmmagdol dodstom, dogMmsd Mmzs Logdg
3o Loggmam mysabl gbgdbmes, domn dgbgommgdgdo demogm
396096 6563mMEagbgdL 93ysMgdbmes.

Ro@gxglb (1989) mgmtnymmo RotBol dobgognm, bazombarmab-
do oM dmazogL IbmemE s dbmemme 3mmoG oz dMdmmal
domanmgdobmgol, M3 — ©MInbsbGmdsl s@sdnsbols do-
Ggfosmm@o s bymogfo (3bmgMgdals 3oMB MO MEs Ygzgms
sb39d@dg. Bo@gxy (1989) asbobomagl Lobeml (dobs8gm@bgm-
35, mxobo) Bmam®z bmgosma@o 8mbymdal dos boboemb, Gm-
dgmo(g gobobobogmgdl Lymog® 3nm@acsl, Gmdgmoa msegol
dbGog 59d0bamo dmbgdom babosomwagds. dgbsedsdabsw, Labmob
3930bods(30s  Jmogatn ablbGMNdgb@ns agbmgdyma bymdabe
5 3535353160  ©MInbsbGMdal  dgbobomhybadmaw. Jomgdo
dmogeMo 8d@mMMgdo 5086, MmMImgdoz 0b6sMAM6db s bg-
mobs §d60sb ,35(30L LadysMmb® Labgmow gfo. o3 dobgbom
Jogdol 9dabbods(30s s ©adYsMgdymo ngMamjogyemn gqbogm-
o Omeadolb 308mbzgzs Logmmbalb «486al gfMal g960gMme
dmbymdsb, Mm3gmocy 3dg9b0zMsomas dmMagdmman 353535(30L 0b-

G9Mgbgdy.
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01030 4

JORIBNL ROLOIFIBY, 3GMBILONIXN 30630019630
R 3MN&N3IMN 3MBIENTIMBY

dgbagsemo

SM39MM0  33tma3s dLEYML 0dsl, MM obaddgdal dsbMOL
33b@gMgere sb3gddgde dor oJGPsmPMe s IMmdergdydo
Lagombos. domms godmogMads ©s dMmdnm dadatdg domo hom-
o9gemmdob godMms 360d369mmzebns gobznmemgdmmon q3mbmdon-
30b gmMdoMgdobogal, 3946960l daMowo gobznmamgdobs s,
obggg Jomagdal, 35(3980L, mxsbgdobs oy 0gdgdolb (3bmgMgdols
batnbbob gomd3xmdgbgdobmzgalb.? smabbmgmmal gobgomsmgdols
3MmMaMdd Jomgdabes s gmambgdals 93mbmadnn® godmoagmgdsl,
LoeaMndgbmab dMdmmoal Mgsma@m Ladmsmgdsw s Jbmgmom
3900mEegmdal ,asbamgdo® bgosegl.

Jqbodsdobom, 5mbadbmmo magn 33magz0lb Imbsbomgms dmbab-
619090bs ©d sdMogdnmgdgol dmazegl LajoMmggmmda do-
mgdob 93mbm3ognen s dmeo@ognmo Rsmmggmmdals dgbobgd.

doMoman dnabgdgdn d ©3L336980

sbadbym ma3dn m3Mbxanxob Mgbdmbogbgdds ™ dbnd-
369emm3ob Logombdg 03bggmgb. 3oMggmo gbgdmos Jomgdol
3bogdgdsl s dobmob wsgsgdoMgdye obgm mgdgdl, Mmammg-
d0(305 3OmPqboggmo 30Rg3560L Mmogobyygmads @s 3Mmeggbommo
6061 980L/a0630m5M 530l dgbadmgdmmdgdo. 3gmeg dbfog,
33ma30b Mgbdmbrgb@gdds Jomms 3mmo@ongmco dmbsbomgm-
dob o bomdmdoggbermmdals Logomba asbobaemgl. ©obinbool
m&03g 6oboemdn dmbsbomggdo, 398 bomo, 3mb396@MmaMgdamo

25 http://www.unwomen.org/en/partnerships/businesses-and-foundations/
womens-empowerment-principles

26 http://www.worldbank.org/mdgs/gender.html#
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0943bgb Jofogm Loiosma® s 39m@afam 3mbGgdbé -
Mbs 0mgzel, MHmd bgzom bbgbgdmm mE 0gdabmsb dndstimg-
d5do, 9Lb3mMbeg6@B 9ol ImMLadMYdgdL dmEnl 360336gmmzsba
a5bbbgagads oM smbndbyms, oMz BmIMLb-ganxol Rs@smgdol
5300l (mbo@obo, Ba©oco, ma@ogn) s 3 (3 3mbsbomgms
sbogmdmngo 3o@gamMonl dnbgozom (16-19, 20-25). o3 d99bgds
39600960l 60dbnor aobLbzsggdmm 3mbo(3093L, dgadmgds oog-
30L, ®m3 33mg30L ImMbsbaemyg sbomasbMws Jomgdal 3063394~
™m0 M3mEgbmds, 35390006 dgsMgdom, YBGO™ msz0bygsmas
396gemmo  bLGgMgMEG3gdabasb  Jomgdal  obogdgdsbs o
3mmo@035do Rsonmmdsbosb ©sgegdomgdom. sbggg, ob 39,
obgbl Jomagdolb dadator @al3Mndabssogmo 3Mod@ 030l nwgb-
&0x0(3060905b.

33ma30Lb 39098983 (3bsym, M3 Lagsmm LEgOm 335ma35(3
39(3900005 mM3nboMgdymo. dogsmomsm, Mgbdmbwgb@gols do-

oRbsm, Mm3 Ladbabyma Jomobogal Jbmemme sMhggzsbl bom-
dmoaqbms 353d0b, mzs 3o30Lmz0L, gb dmgamagmdss. Jomob
domomds  RaMormmmdad  babmgswmmgdfog (3bmgmgdeda dgbe-
demms, dodan dobgglb dom gdabbods30ol s gosmagabygmmb
abobo  mgsbmEo  3MBBEMEmAL  BoMmbebadabgsb. Labma oMol
Lygfm, Lowo 3o390L dgmdmosm Loggmatn  3o@mosmdoem-
a0 dosmangmgds bgmdgnbgdmsm d50656Ambmb. 35306, Mm(3s
Logom Lgghm bogstm 3obmboo Mgammomegds, Mmdgmos
mo30b0  0Mboo  3MMa9bgMnmae  gasmo@sMosbymo  mbwos
oymb (Chatterjee, 1989). ®gL3mbogb@Bgdo o3mgbwbgb dmgm
f0g 39bgem BoMmdmagbgdl dsdszazmmo ©mInbsb@mdabs
s Ladmasmgdfog bLygmmda Jomms bogmgdo  Rstormmm-
dab sbabbbgmo. oy v3mdggmmds Lbagmombglb 0Jdbol 3o(30L
3obgmobmdaly dabo dsdogazmMa dmgsamgmdal dgggMbgdom,
Jomgdal dgdmbggzado, 3oModomss, domo ggbogMmo Mmmaob
JqLEmgdobmgol LagMobal dgd(339mo 3mdomdss, HmIgemacs
3o mgabyMo Logdggdnsb 6yzg@b.

0d 30dgboms dmMal, Mmdmgdoz dadal odmggzgb Joemals 3Gm-
BLome gobgomagdsl, dmgngfmo HgbdmbogbBo sLabgmagdl
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Joemal 39bmgEgem dmgomgmdsl, Gmamtnes mgsbolb byzcg-
3bg bOb3s, 353d3900L s BM©S, Lomygsbm baddggdal godemm-
Mo, 53 Jomol 30Mzgmo dmzgamgmdass dmddymo. dggwsb
353m3nbsMg, Joemmds YmsbsdbMmgds 39Mdm bLgggmmb, Mopasb
h3g60 MgLb3mbegb@Bgdaol Mabobda, Jomn 0dals dobgogom gob-
90, MmamMn mxobo 34ogb o oMs dobo gomogmal dobgo-
3000. 030l 30Dgbo, ™I Jomgdobomgol ©edJsb339emns dmemo-
&0godo hsmogyemmds, Mgbdmbogb@®gda sbabgmadab 396wy
65m3mma9693L, G™MImadai dr©eggb domb domemme  396dm
bggPmmo ©s dob 30Mggmal dmgamagmdsem 35333900l o dM-
sl ImosdMgdab.

Jomgdal 93s6b03s(3006006 s 393d0MgdMmn  gmddsbo s dg-
bodsdabo gqbrgfmmn Bomdmwagbgdo 3mbgmol (2005) 3mbLoD-
690000 dgadmagds s0bLBsL, MMImal Msbobdoss GMswozomem
Lobmgomgdsado, Lowsi 35353536 Imgobmggds aymb mgsbob
dmsgamo damhgbaemn, bm(znsma-93mbmdon&o nmsbsbbmmmds
0939Mbgdl 35(3900L dgbadmgdmmdgdl o6 MEomsBmMb Lybdmas-
mMgdol dmmmEobgdlb. gb dgnbsdsdmds Mgommdsbs s dmem-
©0b98L dmEnb gd3 399 ©9gbgdL 3o 3ol nmabmdsl. Jotormmao
3o@Mnom oMo LobBgds 59MM0s67dL admmgdom doememg-
3oL 5 Laen sBEMb domsl. MBnbsb@Mn gq9bwgMmma Bymdal
39688,30390>  393HE9mgdImo  39b@yHyero bomdmranbydon
bogds, M3, g0l dbMng, s3sMomgdl dhsggzMam agbogfmm
e gdb, Hm3mgdo(z Jorgdl dbmemme 3obem, 396dm LgggHmdo

5339390
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01030 5

ObIR3IBMRIBNL ROIMINRISINISY
LITLIOXMBNOL 3033640

dgbagaemo

B0bs3gdomg msgn dodmabomagh  gmmbxangol dmbsborngg-
b0l 5dm 30gdmgdgdl Joemals Lygbysmmdals dodoton s dom
896w bs@mdmogg6938L, Bimdmadai oz Mgbdmogb@gdal
doge 0dbs gogmgmgdmmo dqddmmmszn agbogfmmn bmdgdol
aobadoMomgdema domal 5MRg396006 ©s393d0Mgdom. Lem(znsm-
a6 3936096909830 5GL7dMBL Mo dmagstn 30D, MHmImoms(s
dgndmgds Lggbmsmmdal Jgbbogeme: Lgjbmsemmdal bmznmemgos
s a9bgMolb 33mgzqdo (‘baQoBoo 2012). Aggb mngg domasbl
304969600 LgdLmamdal Fodsto  JoMmzgmn  SbagmasdFMLYdaL
053m30gdnmgdgdal Lbgasbbgs asbbmBammagdal dgbabBsgmesc.
b0bodgdomg mago dmo(3e3L edm3ngdnmgdgdl Jomagdals bg-
Jumammdal, JmEbabgdsdog Lydbob, LydbmsmuEa BHomngPmm-
3980bs ©d ©gEMB0L 80dsMm. s dmemb, Az96 gngzmgzo adgydl,
mM3madoosy SMB03MmoMgdab s sbedmgdgb sbaemabafmwmgdo
0059m 3000909 g890L Jomoal bgdbysemdols dndsto.

dmd3360 dngbgdgdn s ab336s

393980 bbgosbbgs Ladmsmgdoo (3ommMdab 358 MasmJoemm@o
bmgosmgmo Bgbmogobs ©s a9bmg@mmn Bymdol dgbsmhba-
3oL, 30bndbymn mogo badbl ¢bgsdl 03 Lodyamgdgdl, Lows(s
Joemgdal 938mbmB8ns 360d3b6gmmzba oMol dgbemmmmn dsmo
3960096M0bs ©s bydLysmmdabmgol Megzbdmbzgmmn Bobswmdgdol
a53m. 33emag30b 39093900 dbobagl Jommdal 3mbLEMNMgdsl ws
Joob bggbmaemmdolb Mganmomgdabs s domgal d(3gmmdgdl
domn ,0M3LbmEn gDabasb* o330l B0bBom. gmMb-xanz0b
dmbaboemggdol sbM0m, domagdol dmzMdomgdammdol o ofa-
35 o 3000 bgdLyema@® mogobgmadsdo Rotmgs Logmmbgl
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143bals Joorgem  BMoo(3090Ls S FHmGNEsL. g9bmgmeemn
6sm3mma 69380, GMImadbaz h3qgbo 33mgz0L dmbsbomggdo ny-
969096, bgmb @dmob  Joemgdol LydbmonE o3@™MbmMTosl ©s
8394om93L bgdLyeenE dgdrnE393L. 93 megdo hggb 39330000~
007 M365370MMzg/ammmdanMo s GMo@o(309)e/50a0mmdMng0
3960gMmo Mb63g690L — @odm@mBasl. Jomgdol Lydbmsemdes-
By 05330603980 b 3M0dobssonmo 3Med@ogs bgmb Mbymdl
Jomgdal dgg06mmgdsl.  Jomagdals Lggbmommdal  3mbG MMMl
15(30mb5n B30 S 3odsMmnmgds BdoMow agbwgMvyma botm-
dma 6930l badmsmadom brgds, Mses, mazalb 3bEng, Bomdmac-
396L @Ms@ozommn o) Sa0mmdMngo FmEMal LogMmbgl-
b g083mo3930L Ladmamadslb (ob. ,a9bmgMal dmBymds“) (Na-
rayan, 1997).

Jormgdol bggbmoemmdol dodsfao MgLdmbrgbBgdal wsdm jowyg-
dmmgds  dgodmgds  LgdLbob  ebsdgMmag asdmygbgdal dogy-
30b0bgmemo 1998 smbgmoom s0bLbsL. gmanbranyolb gbdmb-
©ob&IOL ogze orMmyzoergss ghHm@ogemos M3MMERYIGOIE
B91679(3090L 36 Logge@yel o 3o3d0Mmb s LBMMmosL gsdmm-
0365396 Joemal Ly@gomb. dgbedsdabaw, Mgbdmbogb@gdo obzs-
6056, MM Jomabmgol Jomgdgmos 3Jmbrglb Mmngmomds
Ly@gomolb godm. Losdmgbgdol (56900 o LgdLolb 3mbGdmegM-
bymo  aodmygbgds oM goam®mamgdl Jomggmo Mgbdmbogb-
&qd0b Joemgdol Lydbmammdsbmsb ©s3e3d0Mgdmm ©abn@Ldo.
35d0b, Mm(3s 35(390L vd300 YBRmgds 3Jmbrogl bgjLsmnn oo
dbmemme s dbmeme  bosdmzbgdobmgal.  BmznLranxgdal
dmbsbormggdo ©gEmdsl Jommdabmab 803039396 s, dgLodsd-
abog, gomal oMbl gomdsdn bgwszgb. gb dngmds o6 nmgsm-
abbobgdl mdzammm Jomagdl, Mmdmgdoz gmdal (36960L doemds
035606 05, dgbedsdnbaw, 06393L dom Fomgobomabsznsb.

©3b 3369

3960096 mo  00bsLEMAMBOL  dgbobgd  Jomzgmo  sbamasb-

900l (3mbab,  smddabs  ©d M 3oEgdmgdal  33mgge
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30Dbo  0bobages  JoMmzggmn  sbamasdMEgdol  g96gMmmo
©8m30098mmgdgdobs s MB896gd0b  0©gbGoxnz0mgdal (o)
mgobdo 39bwgMymo Memegdal, (®) Jomgdol 3o60gMab, o (6)
Lydbgsmmdol Fgbobagd. s3abogal, @3oMggmgl ymgmobs, Bggb
a53m3049bgm Mgmg3zob@ MM mgmMoaymo (3696980 g9bwgMnl,
39600960 MbsbbmEmmdal, g89bmg@Hmmo bs&mImmanbgdol, bg-
Jumaemmdabs s mgsbolb dqbobgd.

3330l 303mmgbalb  sbadE3n(390moE, MM Msbsdgmmay
bagofomggmmmdn sbomasbdmms Jomgdbs s 35(390L YBO™ mad-
968mM0  53dmM300gdYmgdgdo 94b9dmEs, goMg dggm omom-
3L, R39b Rogo@omgom Mommgbmdmngn dmba(393980L sbsmnba.
Lo@moommo  sbomoba  dgmeMgdom  smbgfno  LEs@abEN oL
330035dm8L 3 9bgEmn  dgbgonmgdgdobs s M 30gd-
Mgdgdol dgbobgd 1996 Brmosb. dgwamgded shgqbs, Mm3d 1996
brmosb 2010 Bemol Rsomgemoo gqbogfmmo dgbgommadgdn o6
Jg(33moms.  3M59350@0M0sbymn  39bgMymo  ©sdm 30gd-
Mgdgdol B0Dgbgdol gobsemzgzgzem, Azgb asgssbsmobgo dsmo
3968bo>bergMymo Bod@mMgde, HmImgdoy 0g3ma3Re 330RIM Y-
o 8m@ogoMmgdaer gbgramgdgddy av3mgbolb 3jmby dorge
0g  (33o@gdL.  MommgbmdMmngds sbsemabds  (3baym, ™I
dobgogo  3mmo@ngnmo, bLmEosmyMo s  93mbmadn nHo
(33e0gdgb0bs, oy bogdsmggmmd dmeam o Bemol gobds-
3e0mdado 3obo(3oms, GMomozaymo dgbgeymgdgdo s a9bw-
96 baMdmoagbgdo  33moge3 oMbgdmAL  JoMmggm  sbom-
35bMg6dn. dSbomasbMmgdo 33536 GMsmozome Rshmgddo
a5baboemaggb obgo Logombgdl, MmamMgdozss gogodgomal oy
Jomndgomals ymms, a39bwgMymo gobsbomgds asbsmmadabs ws
3boddgd0b bsgnmbgddn, a9bmgGmmn Mmmado mxsbdo s Jo-
mgdolb 3oMsn (3bmazMgds dson Lgdbysmymo magabyBmgdol
Romgmoon.

35MEd 530bs, mgobgdMngds 33mag3zed dodmoboms Mgbdmbogb-

$900b  ©8dm30EgdMmgdgdo domabs s 3o30b Imgamamdgdols
308t mxobda. Bo@gMxglb (1989) mgmGommo RsmBRmb dobgro-
3000, Gm3gmo godmygbgdam 0dbs Rzgbo  Hgbdmbogb@goal
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59m3000qdmgdgdol  sbabLbbgmsem mygsbdo IMHMIoL  a9bwgM-
a0 asbsbomgdobs s g39bgMmo baMdmoagbgdal sLablbg-
a0, babmo 360l Lmnsmamo bymdal dows bsBama, Hmgemacs
Lymogho  3gm@Emolb  Loddmmms.  g9bwgGmmo  bmsosrm&o
bymdabs o 35303530 ©MInbsbGmdal  dgbsbomhbgdma
3 (30egdgemns babemal (369806 §93060bs(300L 3MBGGME. Jo-
mgdo Bomdmemaqbgb ,358535(30L Lodgsmmb® Bmagem dgdsbem-
Rmbgdgm o 3934dbgem domol, Mmdgmbsi gho gbmwgds; dg-
Lodsdnbo, godmbgggs sMLgdamo 0gMemjomo  aq96gMmmo
madobodn LogMobgb ©4360L gMob a9bgMyem Lmgosm-
@& Imbymdab. 33magz0b dgogagdo (3boymal mxebdo dmmaal
335360 3065boemagdol, Lowsz gogdo  aowsbyzg@nmadals 3nd-
0360 s Mmgsbol JoMRgbomadn 56056, bmem Joemals Bmsgzso
dmgamgmds mgsbal 6930gddg bEMbgs s Lamgebm Lsgdggdns.

339359 g30h396s, MM GMowozomo mrsbob Mgbdmwgb@gdo-
Lgmmo smbgMs LbmEMgE MM3 5@ Moot Jorn® mxobl dma3a3b,
mEgbss MKebob dgmanma oMol 3530, HMIgmoz YRG™ 398
domonmagdobs o Bmadgdl Gemmdl, g0ty bLbgs bygmgdo
o bosi dgomoe oMbgdmdl dnbsdgn@bgmdsdn dmmdol aq6-
afrmmo  asbsbomgds. dbmemme  M8qbndg  MgLdmbogb®ds
5bndbs, Mm3 sbgon myxsbo 3sGMnsMdsmyMas s 3M0d039-
m0 dg603369d0(35 god39ms ngMstdommoa bemznsern@o dmbymdol
30do(0. Igmerg dbMng, hzgbo Mgbdmbrgb@gdol ngf sembgGorma
®5b5390Mmgg MmRdbo obgo mgsbl anmobbdmds, bowsy domyg-
dmmos 396 mo 00bsLEmMMMds s, dgbadednbsw, Mmmgdo
> dmgomgmdgdo  mobsdMo oMol aobsbomgdamo  mygsbol
693690L dmnb. Hgbdmbogb@gdol Mamsegmagbmds @Mswaznme
mgobdo geobbdmdos ,Jstmgm mygsblb®, bomm msebsdgommay
mgobdo — LoMsdoMormm mygsbb®. dgbodedobow, 3o@Mnstdsm-

M0 mgobo sddnmos Fgddemod Jofmgym mygsbaw, MHmdgmacs

b 30(335 MbsTgEMM3g oM dMmgdgdal go3emgbabgsb. o3
dogmdnls sbbbs dgbadmgdgmoas Rs@gfxglb (1989) »gmO00m,

mdgmoz 3dmdb, MM 3mbLgMzs@mmo 3mbozns GMsn(30-
0Dge @adysMgdmemon, Mm3gmoz bEs (335 MebsdgMmmay,
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aemdsmaMn Mm@ amol ©g3969Ms(300b356.

33e2930b 39@gaor 393m3erobre GbrgbE0d, B ,3oMmae” Jo-
Boggmo oo 3ol mygsbobogal omsegwswgdymo, dm@hoemo,
dmboygstimemyg, dmygstrmmo, dDAHNbzgmo (3mmo s ©gEs. gom-
5 5d0by, Mabdmbegb@gdal 13g@&abmds gEmMdsl Jommmdabomsb
50303900, M9L3mMbrgb@gdal sMa396@gddn mMdnbomgdl 346
gm0 bo6dmog 96930, momdmb domagdo mbws 0gd39mwbgb ,o9-
mMdM030 06LE 0BG daL" Bgbadadnbsw. gb 60dbogl, M3 bogds
Jomol s@bol s dds dbmemme Mmam (s geob, 0dol gomogom-
abbobgdmosm, M3 dznmgdol gmemol Lyy@gomo mebosymeamo
5 335b3L0sMYd N 36 M0l Jomgdabomgals, dg0emgddy BEGMbgs
30 — obgomo 595, Mo(3 Jomb s3&mToG Mo 9dmggs. gmdal
JOmEo dzoemm (830@360L> NG Smb‘g]ﬁ[ia) Joemagdals domgobsemo-
Bgdob obEgblb, Moasb abobo 300Rbyz056 oM(3 by Jormn@gdsc.
sbggg 3oMg0bamabgdmmons abgma Jomo(s, Mm3gmacz d5333L ©0-
300mgdl, Moasb doom dMamo gogdsm EgEMdMngn ©g3Magsz0ol
a53mb393530. dmgogmmo 53g3060bGlb mebsbds, g96gMmmo
N03bobbmEMIal  goobogMgme  ,9bos  s0zMdommb  Joemals
Lbgmmol  a0dmygbgds bLobgmdals Mgd3mmeydznabomgol (Schott,
1986; Firestone, 1970). dgbsdsdoba, bmgnbomgol Mgdmmendos
boggebdm 3603369mmdabas 3s@Mosms@obmgol. 3sdnb, Gm(se
Lbggdal sBGNm, ©gEMds3n 3sGMasMmsmmdo dobsbosmgdmgdo
bws sdMbogl (Firestone, 1970; Rich, 1977).

»@3bodgdol, 3mmagbomemn  gobgomomgdobs ©s  3memndo-
g0 dmbsboenmgdal® dgbobgd mogo (3boymaxl, Hmd Logsmm
LggOm  3gmogs 393535(3900L dogMss  mdnboMmgdymo.  Mg-
L3MBEYbE AL SymgMgdbgb dmgm Gog a9bmgMm Bomdmeo-
39690L  35(3980L M30bsbEMaL sMandgb@omMgdobs s LagsMm
LogM3gdn  Jormgdol Bogmagda RsMormmmdol bgmdgbebymdsc.
39b@gfrmemo Bomdmognbgdo dmo(39396 0d dmbsdMgdsbss, HmI
M30dg30mds LaggMobgl 14dbol 353535(30L 3oL 3MEabmdsl domo
dmagoMn MmgabyMo dmgamgmdal mammazqdgmymeznm; bomenm do-
mab g9bgmnm Gmmb bogombglb ¢1Jdbol ©sbsgdgds, Mowashb
byl dmol Joemb Lamgobm Logdggddo. Jommds MMsbsdMmgds
- 223 -



396dm LggOmb, 30650006, Bzg60 MgL3MbL6EgdoL b, Jomo
3oLEgds 0dom, MmammMo mxsbo 3yoglb s sMs dobo joMogMoom.
39@030R, Mgbdmbrgbgde >3moMydebb 3gbrydye BoMlme-
396780, ®mMImadoz Jomb 396dm byggmmmo drmosegh. ©sdzgds,
3 ool g30Mggmgbo 3sbybobdagdmmds 65333bg bmbgss,
396bgdL Jomgdal dmen@nzeda RsGormmmdsl. domgdol g3sb-
Lo3s(300Ls S Lagsm begMmadn Mbsbbm@n dmbsbormmgdobago-
do gggo s0bbbgds 3mbgmols (2005) dmbadMgdom, Mmdmol csbsb-
3o5(3, BMooomm babmasmmgdadoa, bawsi 3ogdo mrsbob
domogemo domhgbarmgdo sM0sb, 93mbmdogn@o Loybdamg bgmb
@dmab 3o390L o380 YmMBammB/gos8sMmmmmb babdmgsmgdal
dmmmEobo. dgbodsdobsw, 350 3sb3mmobmdsl sbafMgzlh Mgsmm-
dobo 5 ImEmEobl dmEnl sMbgdamema aobbgmes.

0030 ,0bsemgs dmomdol sdm jogdmemgds bgJbmsenmdol dodsmor
(3650ymBL, M3 Jomgdol s3@mbm3dns 360d36gcmm3bass dgb-
oammo,  dso  bgdbmemmdady  ©s30LbMg Mmoo  Babscmmdgdal

a5dm.  33mg30Lb  d99a3g8ds  godmadymegbs  Joramdol  3mbLd-
06950bs 5 Jomgdol Lggbyammdal Mgamemssoslbs s dotom-

30L 9b6m3gbol sMbgdmds, MMIgmoz s0(303L 350y ,oMLbMMN
300" bosEmemobash. gm3nbxanse dmbsbomams sbGom, Jo-
ol dm 3domagdmmmdal ©8356Ma35 ©d doma hatmgs bgdbmsemy
033053 gdsdn LogFMmbgl 4360l Jofomm GMown3ngdbs ws
3G YML. 89bmgEHmemo bomdmoggbgdn, Gmdmgdbai BmgnL-
®3IBoL 3Mbabomgqdo 83mgbebgb, bgmb MbymdL domals Lgdls-
M0 33&mMbm3nol 5MMbYdmMdsl s sdmngmgdl Lygbmsen®
dqb0390L. Losdmzbgdabs s Lygbolb 3mbEGAMEyMbyma asdmy-
96985 o6 Gogn@ofgdl Jomggmo Mgbdmbogb@gdal wabgnmlido,
m3gemog Jomob bydbmammdsal gbgd., 35306, Bmzs 3o390L odzm
QRgos dmbsbommgmds dnommb LydbysmyE od@do Fbmemme s
dbmmme bnsdmzbgdals domgdabogal. MBnbsbBMn a39bwgMyemo
M0 FIMOME 3030 (39eqdmmo 39bmg@Hemo bomdmmanbydoom
dyofgds, M3, mdg0L dbMng, sdsMomglb a9bwgMymo Mmemgdol

dqbr3l, MmBgmo  Jomol  mogabmgmagdal  oMgh  3g9fdm
bzgmon dermoagl.
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APPENDIX 1

QUALITATIVE INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR EXPERTS
WORKING ON GENDER AND WOMEN’S ISSUES

Respondent’s personal details —-name/surrname, occupation,

organization/group, experience in working on the issue:

Discussion topic — Gender policy in Georgia

[The discussion of this topic will cover the following issues:

Georgian legislation with regard to gender issues, State Policy, ef-
fectiveness and shortcomings of the current gender policy, ways of
improving the situation.]

e First of all, please, briefly describe the situation in Georgia in
terms of gender equality. Please provide reasons.

e Please state your views on the measures taken by the State
for promoting the development of gender policy in Georgia.
Please explain why.

e What measures should be undetaken by society and the State
to improve the policy on gender equality?

Discussion topic — Society’s attitude towards gender equality

[The discussion of this topic will cover the following issues: Society’s
attitudes and changes, cultural values, stereotypes and traditions en-
trenched in society.]

e In your opinion, does society have a correct understanding
of a) the meaning and basic principles of gender equality, b)
feminism and its basic principles? Please explain why.
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Please list the stereotypes that are most common in Georgian
youth/older generations with respect to the roles of men and
women. Please provide reasons why they are so widespread.

Which generation is more sensitive to the idea of equality —
younger or older? How would you explain this fact?

Discussion topic — Social institutions contributing to the develop-
ment of gender sensitive/insensitive attitudes/views in society

[The discussion of this topic will cover the following issues: Effect and
role of social institutions (family, school, church, media, peers) on the
attitudes and views of Georgian youth.]

In your view, is there a significant [correlative] link between a
person’s education level and his/her gender sensitivity level?
[Note: probe the respondent about what type of knowledge
he/she means when talking about education; e.g. reading
and writing skils, secondary/higher education, civic educa-
tion, special gender education, personal intelligence level,
frequency of reading literary and scientific books, etc.];

Do you have any information about the teaching of a gender
component in Georgian schools as an independent or incor-
porated subject or in any other form [e.g. in a civic education
textbook]? Do you think that incorporating a gender compo-
nent in school curriculums will significantly enhance gender
sensitivity in future generations? Why?

In your opinion, is there a significant [correlative] link be-
tween a person’s religiosity and his/her gender sensitivity
level?

In your view, is it possible to enhance the level of gender
sesitivity in Georgian youth (even if a gender component is
introduced in school curricula), while a significant portion of
those youth regularly go to church?
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e In your opinion, is there a significant [correlative] link between
a person’s place of residence (capital, town, village) and his/
her gender sensitivity level?

e Do you think that views on gender issues of youth living in
cities and of youth living in villages differ significantly? Please
briefly explain/substantiate your answer.

e Do your think that Georgian youth today have different ste-
reotyped views on gender according to their sex? [Girls tend
to have more stereotyped views on gender than boys and
vice versa]; Please briefly explain/substantiate your answer.

e In your view, what topics should be particularly focused on
when studying the gender views and sensitivity of Georgian
youth? Please list these topics and explain why.
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APPENDIX 2

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE FOR YOUNG PARTICIPANTS

Welcoming remarks: First of all, | would like to thank you for your
participation in the focus group discussion.

My name is and during the next hour and a
half | will be moderating this focus group.

| would like to briefly introduce the purpose of this study for which
you were invited here today. We are interested in your attitudes and
views on the roles, functions and duties of men and women in Geor-
gia and the expectations society has placed on them.

During the focus group | will present several situations about which
| would like to hear your opinions and attitudes. The focus group will
continue for about an hour and a half and | would like to ask you to
actively participate in the discussion.

Please remember that there is no correct or incorrect idea/answer,
your opinion is extremely valuable to us. Please turn off your phones
and please accept again my deep thanks for your participation.

The first situations that | will present to you, one after another and
which will be the topic of our discussion, will concern the family.

Section A) Family [Distribution of gender roles, sharing of tasks,
upbringing of children, traditional/non-traditional.]

Situation No. 1.

Please imagine the following situation: mother, father and children
(school age sister and brother). Both parents work and both come
home in the evening.

In your opinion, what happens during one regular evening in this fam-
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ily: Who does what? [Why?]

= Note for the moderator: Probe participants as much as pos-
sible and ask them to explain their answers. Ask them fre-
quently why they hold a certain view, on what basis, etc.

Situation No. 2.

Please imagine the following situation: only a woman works in

a family, supporting her spouse and infant child. The husband is
temporarily unemployed. What do you think is happening while the
woman is at work: Who cares for the child? Who cooks dinner and
does household chores [laundry, cleaning, etc.]? [Why?] What is
your attitude towards this situation in a family? [Why?]

=> Note for the moderator: Ask the above questions one by one
and try to elicit detailed explanations from the participants

about their views and attitudes.

Situation No. 2.Traditional and modern families

Now, | will read an exerpt “traditional and modern family” from a fifth
grade textbook and | would like to ask you to discuss this subject.

Traditional family — “A man was the head in all families; he had more
rights than female and younger male members of the family”.

Question No. 1: How common is this type of family in Georgia?
What do you like/dislike about such family? [Why?] What would you
change/ not change in such a family? [Why?]

Question No. 2: Now let’s talk about a modern family; what do you
think a modern family means/is like [in general, theoretically]?

= Note for the moderator: Please first make the participants
talk about the concept of a modern family in general (from a
global perspective). What a modern family means, how the
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roles and functions are distributed in a modern family. Probe
the participants as much as possible to obtain from them de-
tailed explanations of their views and attitudes. After they
have discussed this subject, ask them to talk more specifically
based on the situation in Georgia and ask the following:

Questions: What does a modern family look like in Georgia [specifi-
cally?] How common is this type of modern family in Georgia? How
acceptable is this type of family in Georgia? What do you like/dislike
in such a family [Why?] What would you change/ not change in such
a family [Why?].

Situation No. 3.

Please imagine the following situation: a family has a son and a
daughter who live in their parents’ apartment. The apartment is reg-
istered in the father’s name who decided to re-register his property
(the apartment) to his son’s name. Why do you think the father did
not take into consideration his daughter?

= Note for the moderator: Only after the participants answer
the first question and express their own view on this situation
should you probe them and ask the following question - Are
the daughter’s rights violated when the property is not left
to her?

Section B) Women outside the home [career, professional develop-
ment, women in politics.]

Situation No. 1.

Please imagine the following situation: a woman has a political ca-
reer. She is offered a ministerial position in one of the ministries. She
has a husband and child (children). In your opinion, how would the
situation develop? Should the woman accept the post? [Why?]
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= Note for the moderator: This question concerns a woman’s
political career. Try as much as possible to encourage the
participant to discuss women’s involvement in politics, their
attitudes towards women politicians; how necessary it is to
have women in politics, etc. Also encourage them to discuss
women in the role of leaders; what it means to be a woman
leader; what their attitude is to this issue and why.

Situation No. 2.

Please imagine the following situation: A husband works in a family,
whose salary is sufficient to support his wife and children of school
age. Unexpectedly, his wife gets a job offer for the first time in her life.
The husband does not like this offer. In your view, how will the situ-
ation develop? Why do you think the husband is unhappy? Should
the woman take the offer? [Why?]

Please imagine the following situation: a new financial department
was created in private company X. The head of the department is to
be appointed from an employee who received higher education in fi-
nance abroad, has been working for company X for at least five years
and has been named Employee of the Year at least once. It turned
out that only two employees meet those criteria: Natalia K. and Irakli
B. [both of whom are equally competent]. The head of the depart-
ment will be appointed by secret ballot conducted by the Board of
Directors and all the employees will participate in the voting. In your
view, how will the situation develop? Who will be elected/ not be
elected? [Why?]

= Note for the moderator: This question concerns the posi-
tions of equally competent men and women. Manage the
discussion of the participants in such a way as to obtain infor-
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mation on how equal the rights of men and women are in
Georgia in the sphere of employment and if they enjoy the
same rights, what are the reasons for that.

Situaion No. 4.

Please imagine the following situation: Your son wants to become a
hairdresser.Would you welcome his choice, and why? What would be
your advice to him?

In your opinion, is there a profession which does not suit men? Or
women? Please name these professions.

Note for the moderator: Encourage the participants to list the profes-
sions that are not suitable for men or women. Ask them to specify in

their answers whether they consider those professions to be unsuit-
able for men and women only in Georgia or in general. Why may a
particular profession not be suitable for women/men?

Section C) Sexualiy [women'’s sexual freedom, to have children out of
wedlock, other rights].

Situation No. 1

Please imagine the following situation: a sister and a brother who
are both adults. The sister lives separately with her boyfriend and
the brother lives with his girlfriend [both of them live in relationships
without marriage/engagement]. The parents constantly criticize the
daughter for living with her boyfriend without being married and de-
mand that she formalize her relationship; however they do not have
such demands with respect to their son. In your view, why do the
parents criticize only their daughter? And what should the daughter
do? [Why?]

= Note for the moderator: Probe the participants about how
topical the problem presented is in the above situation in
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Georgia, and where (in the capital, regions?). Why is the sub-
ject so topical? Ask them to express their attitudes on cohabi-
tation and what they consider to be correct — marriage or
cohabitation? Probe the participants about why women are
required to formalize their relationships.

Situation No. 2

Imagine the following situation: A young woman had more than one
sexual partner and none of the relationships was serious or long-
term. Then the woman met a young man, they liked each other and
started dating. During one of their conversations they touched upon
the issue of sexual partners. The woman said that she had had several
sexual partners. In your opinion, how would the man react to that?
[Why?]

=> Note for the moderator: Probe the participants about how
they would react themselves in this situation. Or if the
woman was their daughter or sister, to what extent they
would interfere in her private life and why. Would they ap-
prove or disapprove of such a life-style. Also ask them: Is
a woman’s sexual freedom acceptable for you or for peo-
ple around you? If yes, then why? If not, then why not?

Situation No. 3

Please imagine the following situation: A woman and a man got
married. The woman does not want to have a child yet. The people
around her, including her husband, criticize her and insist she become
pregnant. What do you think about the woman’s decision? [Why?]
What do you think about the behavior of the people around her?
[Why?] Does a woman have the right to choose when to become a
mother and/or whether or not to become a mother at all?
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Situation No. 4

Please imagine the following situation: A husband has frequent sex-
ual contact with his wife despite the fact that the wife does not want
to have sexual contact [for different reasons]. In your opinion, does
this situation constitute violence against a woman? [Yes/no- Why?]
Do you think a woman havs the right to refuse to have a sexual rela-
tionship with her husband?

= Note for the moderator: Obtain as much information as
possible and encourage the participants to talk about a
woman'’s right to refuse to have a sexual relationship, spou-
sal obligations, and then ask: When there is forced sexual
intercourse, can it be considered as rape?
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