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Abstract

In patriarchal societies, women are generally expected to adopt their husbands' surnames upon marriage. After a
prolonged period during which women were required to adopt their spouse’surnames, the recent shift in this practice
makes it important to examine men s perceptions of this change. In order to comprehend this perspective, it was
necessary to utilise the theoretical frameworks proposed by Talcott Parsons and Raewny Connell. Connell, a
distinguished figure in feminist studies, advanced a critique of the structural-functionalist approach pioneered by
Parsons, a sociologist who dominated this field in the United States. The rationale behind the utilisation of a dual
theoretical framework in this study is still felt today: Parsons' "role theory" and Connell's concept of "hegemonic
masculinity". Parsons' structural-functionalist approach elucidates the significance of family unity and the
perpetuation of lineage, as articulated by the interviewees. Connell's theory demonstrates that patriarchal structures
reproduce asymmetrical power relations not only in male-female relationships but also among men themselves. In
this study, a total of 25 male participants who had been married at least once and residing in Ankara were selected
through purposive sampling to provide insights into the subject matter.
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0z

Ataerkil toplumlarda genellikle, kadinlarin evlendikten sonra eslerinin soyadini almalar: beklenmektedir. Kadinlarin
uzun bir stire boyunca eslerinin soyadlarini almalar gerektigi bir donemin ardindan, bu uygulamada son dénemde
yasanan doniisiim, erkeklerin bu degisime iliskin algilarimin anlasilmasim gerekli kilmaktadwr: Bu bakis agisini
anlamak igin Talcott Parsons ve Raewny Connell tarafindan onerilen teorik gergevelerden yararlaniimustir. Feminist
calismalarm onemli ismi Connell ¢alismalarinda Amerika’da ¢igir agcan sosyolog Parsons’in yapisal-islevselci
yaklasimin elestirmistiv. Bu ¢alismanin kuramsal ¢ercevesini birbirine karsit iki teovinin olusturmasinin sebebi hem
Parsons’in “rol teorisi”’nin hem de Connell’in “hegemonik erkeklik” kavraminin etkilerinin giiniimiizde de varligini
hissettiriyor ediyor olusudur. Parsons’in yapisal-iglevselci yaklasimi, goriismecilerin ifadelerinde vurgulanan aile
birliginin ve soy bagimin siirdiiriilmesi gerekliligine vurgu yaparken, Connell’in teorisi ataerkil yapilanmanin
yalmizca kadin-erkek iliskilerinde degil, erkekler arasinda da asimetrik giic iligkileri yeniden iirettigini ortaya

koymaktadir. Bu ¢alismada, amagli drneklem yontemiyle secilen ve Ankara’da yasayan en az bir evlilik yapmig 25
erkegin goriislerine basvurulmustur.

Anahtar kelimeler: Soyadi kullanimi, toplumsal cinsiyet, erkeklik, cinsiyet rolii teorisi, hegemonik erkeklik.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The issue of women taking the surname of their husbands with the marriage contract can be considered
as a multi-layered social problem in sociology. In the literature, there are many studies (Aksakal, 2020;
Moroglu, 2012; Havutgu & Kalkanci, 2020; Efedayioglu, 2019; Mortasg, 2016) on issues such as the loss
of identity experienced by women; the evaluation of constitutional court decisions; the right to
personality; the best interests of the child.

Current studies have approached the surname issue in a gender-orientated manner, bringing the lens
closer to "women". The fact that the subject of the surname issue is woman justifies the literature's
bypassing the male perspective. However, starting from the thesis that this issue is a social problem, we
believe that it is important to address both the socio-cultural and historical construction process of
men/masculinity and to rethink masculinity under the guidance of Connell's (2016) concept of
"hegemonic masculinity". Although men are not the direct subjects or addressees of the surname
problem, it is critical to understand their perspectives on this issue. Men's perspectives, which are not
free from the social order and patriarchal structures, affect women's thoughts, decisions and
expectations.

From this point of view, it is possible to understand men's thoughts and perspectives on the surname
issue at the intersection of two different approaches. The first of these is Parsons and Bales’ (1955)
"gender role theory", which deeply influenced social scientists in the 1950s; the other is Connell's (2016)
concept of "hegemonic masculinity", which criticised "gender role theory" in the 1970s. In his studies,
Parsons revealed that roles are indispensable parts of social structuring, that roles are realised within the
social learning process and that individuals have to accept roles within this structuring. Connell, on the
other hand, criticises this claim of Parsons. According to Connell (1979) "role" is a complex term in
itself. The role of men within the existing gender regime harbours heterogeneity in the hierarchical
structure in which men take part.

Within the scope of this study, it is possible to use these two theories, whose discourses are different, as
the theoretical framework. Most of the male interviewees, while strictly demanding that their wives take
their own surname, emphasised the necessity of maintaining the family lineage and protecting the
integrity of the family. These findings obtained from the interviewees regarding the necessity of
maintaining the social order bring Parsons' "gender role theory" to mind. On the other hand, the findings
obtained from the interviewees who thought that they would not feel like "men" if their wives did not
take their own surnames after marriage, in other words, they would be excluded from the field of
"masculinity", evoke Connell's "hegemonic masculinity" thesis.

Parsons' and Connell' theories are used as an analytical framework. These theories are used to describe
the analysis of men's thinking patterns regarding their wives' surnames. In this sense, the theory does
not represent an explanatory model imposed on the facts. Rather, it serves as a conceptual framework
that guides the analysis process. Given that masculinity is a product of complex social, cultural,
historical and ideological interactions, we hope to increase the number of masculinity studies that
address the issue of women's surnames.

2. THEOROTICAL FRAMEWORK: FROM "GENDER ROLE THEORY" TO "HEGEMONIC
MASCULINITY"

Talcott Parsons (1948, pp. 157-158), who tried to develop a theory that he aimed to include the science
of sociology, called this attempt "social system theory". In the social system theory, which is in line with
the structural-functionalism approach, the motivational elements of expected behaviours in social roles
and the tendencies that lead to social deviations are emphasised. Parsons' role theory also popularised
functionalist gender role theory in the 1950s. The concept of "role" in the social sciences was developed
in the 1930s and then applied to gender roles. In functionalist gender theory, the power difference
between men and women was not addressed and the gender issue was linked to the concept of family
(Carrigan et al., 1985, p. 554).

Parsons (1942, p. 605) argues that the differentiation of gender roles begins in childhood. The fact that
girls are generally docile and act in a way to conform to the expectations of adults depends on the fact
that their mothers are always at home and therefore they take them as role models. However, especially
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in the urban middle class, the fact that fathers work outside the home deprives boys of the opportunity
to observe their fathers. The basic status of women in urban life depends on their basic responsibilities
such as being a wife, mother to their children and childcare. In addition, Parsons (1942, p. 609) sees
marriage and the occupational system as the main reasons for the structuring of gender roles. The main
source of the status of the family is the professional status of the father. This status is the status achieved
through individual success and directly and indirectly determines the status of the family within the
social structure. While being a symbol of prestige is a direct determining factor, the fact that the source
of income determines the living standards of the family is an indirect factor. The fact that occupational
status has become decisive has created tension in the gender role structure as it deprives women of their
share in the common life.

Peal (1975) states that Parsons argues that the function between the sexes is primarily determined by
biological factors; the role of the father is emphasised through the economic activities of the society,
while the role of the mother becomes more challenging because they do not share a common experience
with other women and are left alone. She states that gender roles theory does not attribute the reasons
for high divorce rates and the popularity of units such as psychiatry/family counselling to inherent
weaknesses in the concept of family, but rather to the difficulties associated with adapting to changes in
the new family structure. Peal (1975) argues that social deviance is relative, that normative standards
will vary from society to society and over time, and that it is therefore not easy to assume a pathogenic
factor.

Criticising Parsons' theory, Secord (1982) argues that the main problem with theories that attempt to
explain social order, such as this and similar theories, is the attempt to put forward fixed structures that
restrict the behaviour of individuals. This endeavour seems incompatible with the active world of the
individual and suspends the potential of individuals to change/transform their social environment.

One of the comprehensive criticisms of Parsons' theory is Connell's work. Connell (2016) claims that
scholars such as Parsons developed a functional theory of gender roles and that these views are useful
for services such as marriage guidance and counselling. According to Parsons (1955), who analysed the
long process of change in the American family in the 20th century, "structural changes in social systems"
always bring disorder and conflict. Connell (2016), who coined the term "hegemonic masculinity",
offers both a new interpretation of the unstable historical meaning of masculinity and a comprehensive
critique of structural-functionalist gender role theory:

Hegemonic masculinity" is always constructed in relation to various subordinated masculinities
as well as in relation to women. The interplay between different forms of masculinity is an
important part of how a patriarchal social order works. (Connell, 2016, p. 268)

The concept of hegemonic masculinity (Messerchmidt, 2019a, p. 62), which was first used to understand
bullying and violence among boys and to explore the challenges of pedagogy in particular, is used by
Connell (2016). Connell (2016) does not see the structural changes articulated by Parsons in his
functional approach as a disorder and does not believe that roles are the concomitant force of maintaining
society. Differentiation between men and women is controlled by many factors such as class patterns
and ethnicity.

According to Connell (1979, p. 8), functionalism has an ideological function in concealing the reality of
political inference, class struggle and capitalist society. Role theory, which came to the fore in the 1950s
and 1960s, weakened with the decline of functionalism. The concept of "role", which regained
momentum with the women's movement in the 1970s, does not have a simple agreed definition and
there is disagreement among role theorists on this issue. Some theorists argue that the concept of "role"
is what people actually do, while others argue that it is what they are expected to do. However, there is
still a common concept underlying role theories. Connell (1979, p. 9) categorises them under five main
headings: the position occupied (place, task, status); a set of actions (role, task); expectations (rule,
norm); counter-positions (reference groups); sanctions applied to correct correct or incorrect
performance (positive and negative reinforcements). According to the author, these common topics in
the role literature can be applied to many different cultures and role theory is not a model of reality but
an extension of ideology. The author argues that in order to prove this, it is necessary to investigate the
counterpart of the role perspective in social practice.
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The maintenance of hegemonic masculinity involves much more than the action of an individual and
involves the "material institutionalisation of specific masculinity practices" that are only realised
through social structures. In this sense, there are differences with gender role theory. Hegemonic
masculinity is the "construction of gender practice" realised through social actions/structures. Secondly,
hegemonic masculinity is a relational concept and offers much more than a simple gender binary. Finally,
masculinity is a concept that needs to be understood plurally. Hegemonic masculinity intersects with
age, class, ethnicity and other social variables. In this respect, it contains different forms of stratification
of gender. For example, while "complicit masculinities" benefit from the advantages of hegemonic
masculinity, "marginal masculinities" point to men with relatively less social power such as the
unemployed, the homeless and the disabled at the extreme end of the spectrum. Although marginal
masculinities are likely to inflict forms of violence and abuse on women and men, these men are often
not legitimised by the "dominant gender order" (Nayak, 2023, pp. 171-172).

The central question at the centre of hegemonic masculinity theory is which type of masculinity is
"sublimated" or becomes hegemonic in a particular geographical region or time. How is this hegemonic
identity symbolically reproduced among actors? This non-fixed form of masculinity is determined by
time and space (Hopkins & Giazitzoglu, 2025, p. 85). Similarly, there are also studies that argue that the
change in the way men in Turkey think, live, dress and behave is the new neoliberal masculinity (Avsar,
2017; Ozbay & Balig, 22004).

Hearn (1996, pp. 208-209) emphasises that the concept of masculinity has changing meanings. For
example, at the beginning of the Victorian period in England, masculinity was associated with
"Christianity, seriousness, self-sacrifice and honesty", while at the end of the period it started to manifest
itself with "Stoicism, hardness and endurance". The main point the author draws attention to here is not
the changing nature of masculinity in the historical process, but the emphasis that the context of
masculinity can be misleading. Moreover, based on some anthropological studies, the author argues that
the concept of masculinity cannot be applied to some cultural situations. Even the binary gender system
has no place in the life practices of some indigenous peoples.

Guttman (1997) mentions two themes that attract attention in anthropological masculinity studies. The
first is studies that deal only with male spaces, male-specific practices and cults. The other is studies
that include women in the research as a more comprehensive part of masculinity. Gilmore's (1991)
study, which investigates the appearance of forms of masculinity that vary due to numerous factors in
different geographies, is an example of the first theme mentioned by Guttman.

Gilmore tries to reveal common patterns of behaviour among men. In Manhood in the Making, one of
the most well-known and debated studies of masculinity studies in the field of anthropology, he
interprets the formation process of masculinity culturally. Based on various cultural samples such as
Micronesia, Melanesia, Equatorial Africa, South America, Middle East, North America, England, he
presents how masculinity is perceived and how being a "real man" is a difficult process to be achieved
with a "panoramic perspective" on Western and non-Western societies. In this study, which addresses
the prevalence of masculinity in different cultures with a functionalist approach, Gilmore (1991) argues
that "ideals of masculinity make an indispensable contribution to both the continuity of the social system
and the psychological integration of men into society". Gender roles are also a part of the problem-
solving style of societies. Connell (2019, pp. 77-78) claims that Gilmore's (1991) study is a futile
endeavour to establish a positivist science of masculinity. He argues that cross-cultural comparative
studies produce generalisations and that it is a reductionist approach to uncover the "deep structure of
masculinity".

In sum, Connell specifically criticises Parsons' gender role theory, but in a broader perspective she
distances herself from all structural functionalist approaches. In many of her works, she has taken it
upon herself to criticise the idea that women and men have a role in the social order and that this role is
an integral part of normative structuring.

In the following sections of the study, both the justified aspects of Connell's concept of hegemonic
masculinity through the issue of women's surnames and the current manifestations of gender role theory
will be discussed. The views of men who face the risk of being "relegated to a subordinate position", as
Connell (2016) puts it, if their wives do not take their own surnames will be included. On the other hand,
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the recurring emphasis on themes such as maintaining social order, family unity and the continuation of
the family lineage during the interviews justifies some of the points emphasised by Parsons in his gender
role theory.

3. METHODOLOGY
3.1. Research Design

This study is designed as a qualitative research using a semi-structured interview approach to understand
the views and experiences of married and divorced men living in Ankara. A qualitative design was
preferred because the aim of the study is to deeply understand participants' perceptions, interpretations,
and attitudes regarding the research topic rather than to measure variables quantitatively.

The study is exploratory and interpretive in nature, aiming to reveal how men perceive this topic within
their social and cultural contexts. Semi-structured interviews allowed participants to express their views
in their own words while enabling the researcher to examine the emerging themes in detail.

The subject, purpose, scope, and limitations of the research were determined prior to data collection and
the research design took into account the participants' descriptive characteristics such as age, education
level, marital status, and number of children.

3.2. Participants and Sampling

The study group consisted of married and divorced men living in Ankara. A purposive sampling was
employed to capture a range of experiences and perceptions within this group. The primary inclusion
criterion was having been married for at least five years.

Approximately 40 individuals were invited to participate, of whom 25 agreed to be interviewed.
Interviews continued until data saturation was reached, that is, until no new themes emerged.

Among the participants, 23 were married and 2 were divorced; three of the married participants were in
their second marriages. Participants ranged in age from 33 to 70 years (M = 49.52). They represented
diverse educational and occupational backgrounds. Detailed demographic information is presented in
Tablel.

3.3. Data Collection

Ethics committee approval was obtained and interviews were conducted using a semi-structured
interview form. The interviews lasted between 20-45 minutes.

In the semi-structured interview questions, an easy and understandable language was used as much as
possible. When participants gave unexpected responses, the questions were rephrased to ensure clarity.

3.4. Data Analysis

In the data analysis of this study, the three-stage classification method proposed by Miles and Huberman
(1984) for qualitative research was used. The first stage, “data reduction,” involved selecting relevant
parts of the interview statements for analysis. These statements were coded and categorised. In the
second stage, “data display,” tables were created to obtain an overall view of the data. In the final stage,
“conclusion drawing and verification,” the research questions were revisited and the meanings of the
data were interpreted. The initially ambiguous aspects of the research became clearer during this stage.

Table 1. Demographic information of the interviewees

Interviee | Age Education Profession Marital Status Children

wer  no

(P)
1 59 University graduate Civil servant Married 1
2 40 University graduate Civil servant Married 1
3 69 High school graduate Self-employed Second marriage 3
4 56 High school graduate Workplace Married 2
5 59 High school graduate Plumber Married 3
6 70 Primary school graduate | Self-employed Married 2
7 42 Doctorate in progress Academician Divorced 1
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8 66 High school graduate Has a carpentry shop | Married 1

9 51 University graduate Civil servant Married 1

10 48 High school graduate Workplace Married 1

11 39 PhD graduate Civil servant Second marriage 1

12 44 University graduate Advertiser Married 1

13 43 High school graduate Self-employed Married 2

14 35 High school graduate Self-employed Married 2

15 62 University graduate Civil servant Married 1

16 54 PhD graduate Administrator Married 1

17 51 PhD graduate Assistant manager Married 1

18 33 Master's degree graduate | Civil servant Divorced 1

19 62 Primary school graduate | Workplace Married 1

20 51 University graduate Civil servant Married 1

21 40 University graduate Civil servant Married 2

22 48 University graduate Civil servant Second marriage 2

23 38 Master's degree graduate | Civil servant Married His wife
pregnant

24 42 Master's degree graduate | Civil servant Married 1

25 36 High school graduate Executive Assistant Married 3

3.5. Ethics Committee Approval

The conceptual framework of this research, the collection of data, and the analysis and interpretation of
data were conducted in full compliance with ethical guidelines. The ANKAD Journal Editorial Board
bears no responsibility for any ethical violations that may arise. All responsibility lies with the author. I
declare that this study has not been submitted for evaluation to any academic publication medium other
than the ANKAD Journal. All rules specified in the “Higher Education Institutions Scientific Research
and Publication Ethics Guidelines” have been complied with in this study. None of the actions listed
under the heading “Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics” in the second section
of the guidelines has been carried out. Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Ethics
Committee for Social and Humanities Research at Kirikkale University via Decision No. 7 dated July
17,2025.

4. FINDINGS
4.1. On Surname

In this study, it was aimed to understand how the surname law, which came into force with Article 187
of the Turkish Civil Code (Tiirk Medeni Kanunu) in the first years of the Republic, was perceived in the
world of men and what meaning they attributed to the surname. When the interviewee men were asked
about the place of the surname in their world and what it means to them, it was possible to categorise
the answers received into two groups: "family name" and "system for tracing the lineage". Some of the
statements of 16 male interviewees in the interview group who defined the surname as a family name
are given below to give an idea:

“My grandfather took this surname when Atatiirk enacted the surname law. After that, every
individual who entered this family through marriage or birth took this surname. I think we show
the people in our family in this way.” P(4)

“You know, we say pine tree, hornbeam, acorn. Not individual trees, but I think the surname is
something that shows common characteristics.” P(8)

“How should I say it, it is a name that shows people from the same family.” P(14)

“Since it is a patriarchal society, it shows the patriarchal structure. The male family is organised
under a single name. When women get married, they enter and belong to this family” P(9)

“It's like a common denominator of the family. I never thought of it. It's like a family name.
This is the way it is in my mind” P(20)
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When we look at the statements of the interviewees, it is noteworthy that they have difficulty in defining
the surname despite the fact that it is used a lot in daily life, and that they try to define the surname
according to their own world of meaning. In the statements above, it is understood that they consider
the surname as an indicator of belonging to a certain family and see it as a distinguishing element
between families. During the interviews, the discourse that the family has a common name and that
women are included in this family by getting married was repeated frequently:

There were 9 interviewees in the interview group who defined the surname as a system that enables the
tracing of lineage. The statements of some of these interviewees are given below:

“Our family members have this surname. They know us by our surname. Actually, all people
have surnames. That shows which lineage they come from. That's how it is.” P(24)

“Without a surname, it would be impossible to know which lineage people come from, which
families they come from. I think it shows our lineage.” P(3)

“Isn't it better to say that I belong to this family, to this family, rather than to talk about it at
length?” P(1)

“Like street names. When you say that you live in .... neighbourhood, people can guess many
things about you. This is like that. It shows your family lineage. You know how some people
find out that they are adopted and then they change their surname? Why do they do that? To
show that they've found their real family. They do it to show which family they are descended
from. I think his/her surname shows which lineage one comes from.” P(10)

When the statements of the interviewees are analysed, the emphasis on the fact that the surname is a
symbol showing which lineage they are descended from stands out. However, as it is also understood
from the statements, it is accepted that what is meant by the surname is the man's lineage, and that the
woman has inherited the surname of her husband, with whom she has no lineage, through marriage. If
the surname indicates the line of descent of people, it is clear that the woman should use the surname
that reveals her own line of descent without changing her surname.

It is noteworthy that it is only the male line of descent that is meant. Parsons (1942, p. 609) argues that
the status of a family is determined by the status of the man. The professional status of the man directly
and indirectly constitutes the determining force of the status of the family. Although this determination
of status is mostly related to modernisation and the post-industrial period, the structuring of the male-
dominated order throughout history, which keeps the man in the primary position, clarifies the
statements of the interviewees. The fact that the male interviewees refer to only their own families by
genealogy is a product of the internalisation process that puts the male at the centre in the historical
process, as the gender role theory draws attention to.

4.2. Men’ Views on Women’s Surname Change

As explained in detail above, the obligation of women to take their husbands' surnames upon marriage
contract has been regulated through amendments. With the new regulations, women can, upon
application, use their own surname in front of their husbands' surnames or the surname they had before
marriage without taking their husbands' surnames. However, it is a reality that the sanctioning power of
unwritten rules often goes beyond the written rules. Although women are no longer obliged to take their
husbands' surnames with the amendments made in the Tiirk Medeni Kanunu, the men in the interview
group were asked what they think about whether women should take their husbands' surnames or not. It
is possible to categorise the answers under four headings: "they should take it", "they may not", "not
taking it would cause confusion" and "if there is an alternative, it should be put forward and discussed".

These four headings indicate that men have different opinions on the issue of women's surnames and
that masculinity cannot be categorised as a homogenous group. Gender regimes, which are valid for
almost every society, are constructed by social structures and institutions. Each man produces a different
gender identity and there are conflicting, competing and contradictory models of masculinity in every
society. Masculinities in a society are positioned in a plural and dissimilar wide range (Ozbay, 2013, p.
186). However, in this study, although the male interviewees presented different views on women's
surnames, none of them claimed that it is wrong for women to take their husbands' surnames in terms
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of the integrity of the family and the continuity of society. Almost all of the male interviewees seem to
agree that it is a better decision for women to take their husbands' surnames, although a few of the
interviewees acknowledge that there may be problematic aspects for women. The most comprehensive
group consists of 14 interviewees who think that it is necessary for women to take their husbands'
surnames. Some of the statements of these interviewees are as follows:

“This is a patriarchal society. Whether you like it or not, women in these lands take the surnames
of men. This is the established order here. If there was a matriarchal society, women's surnames
would have continued. Nowadays some women use two surnames. Do you think it's
appropriate? I think it means I'm competing with my husband. There will be no peace in that
house. Someone will be one step ahead. In these lands, it is the man who is ahead. It's as simple
as that.” P(18)

“A woman should take her husband's surname. It is necessary to accept some things. It has been
like this for so many years. Now these are being discussed. Either you will take the woman's
surname or the woman will take yours. In this country, there are not as many patterns as the
fingers of one hand where a man takes his wife's surname. This is how the organisation is set
up.” P(13)

It is noteworthy that male participants who advocate that women should take their husbands' surnames
generally emphasise that women have taken men's surnames until today due to the patriarchal structure
and that this is a social acceptance. During the interviews, the interviewees who expressed their opinions
in this direction generally emphasised that the existing order should be maintained. They pointed out
that the opposite situation is contrary to what they have learnt throughout their lives, that past
generations ensured the social order by fulfilling their own duties, and that their duty is to ensure the
continuity of this order:

“My mother took my father's surname. My aunts took the surnames of my brothers-in-law. My
two older sisters also took it. They get along very well. They have almost no problems. There
are small things in every house, there are things of that kind. Nothing important. Three women
in our flat didn't take it either, so they had two surnames. I can't call it a coincidence, two of
them are divorced and one is about to get divorced. You shouldn't act against the nature of things,
brother. My wife never even questioned it. We get along very well. Do not disturb the nature of
things, do not confuse them. Let me advise you.” P(15)

Interviewee no. 15 expressed the view that masculinity and male power are innate and natural as "do
not disturb the nature of things". Giazitzoglu argues that "men are not hegemonic by birth", but become
hegemonic by referring to masculinity codes within certain social actions (2020, p. 69). In other words,
the theory of hegemonic masculinity argues that even the assertion that the structured gender order is
"natural and naturalistic" is itself a product of social actions and patriarchal interactions.

Another group of interviewees emphasised that it is important for women to take their husbands'
surnames in order to maintain social order. In order to reveal the opinions of the interviewees in this
group, the statements of some of the interviewees are given below:

“Of course she must take it. Why shouldn't a woman take her husband's surname? Not taking it
means disorganisation. As they say, who is who's wife, who is who's husband. Who is the wife
of whom, who is the husband of whom, the children are a different model. What will happen to
the children's surname if the woman doesn't take her husband's surname? I ask you, tell me?
There is no need for chaos.” P(2)

“Let me tell you something. The source of the chaos in the country starts in the family. Everyone
tries to be the head there. Is that right? Everywhere there is a manager, there are assistant
managers. If everyone walks around saying they are a manager, will it ever work? When there
is no order and hierarchy at home, this is reflected in the life outside. I don't think you should
ask these questions and confuse people. Women will take their husbands' surnames. That's how
we saw it. This would never have occurred to my mother. It comes to the minds of today's
women. First, did I take your surname or not? Then, was I oppressed or not? Stop questioning
them.” P(6)
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When the statements of the interviewees are analysed, it is noteworthy that they think that there is a
close relationship between the continuation of the social order and women taking the surname of the
man. The statements of interviewee 18: "This is the established order here"; interviewee 15: "It is against
the nature of things"; interviewee 2: "There is no need for chaos for no reason"; interviewee 6: "Stop
questioning these things" show that they think that the existing order is accepted as natural and should
be maintained.

During the interviews, the opinions of individuals with a relatively low level of education and those who
are older than the other interviewees stand out. These interviewees approached the idea that a different
order is possible or opposition to the existing social order with surprise and anger. It was noteworthy
that they did not believe that the construction of another social order was possible. It is understood from
their expressions that from the first moments they became aware of their own selves, women believed
that the social order would be threatened if they did not take their husbands' surnames for reasons such
as the fact that they had lived in the existing order and had no stimulus or education that required them
to question.

There are only two interviewees in the interview group who stated that women may not take their
husbands' surnames when they get married.

“I don't care if my wife takes my surname or not. She shouldn't even take it. Why should she
take my surname? No one can or should force my daughter to give up her surname.” P(11)

“I don't care about that. Do I take her surname? No, I don't. Then I won't tell her to take mine.
If she wants to take it, she can do as she pleases. Whether she takes it or not is her problem. But
my child will take my surname. That's different.” P(16)

Interviewee no. 11's statement is different from the views that women not taking their surnames would
disrupt the social order. The interviewee approaches the obligation for women to take the surname
differently from the others. As a man, he does not see himself as a decision-maker on whether women
should take their surname or not. Interviewee no. 16 similarly states that it is not his decision whether
his wife should take his own surname or not, and that his wife will decide on this issue. However, this
interviewee sees it as an obligation for their child to take his own surname. Although interviewee no. 16
leaves this decision to his wife, his attitude towards their child's surname is a symptom of hegemonic
masculinity.

It is noteworthy that these interviewees emphasised that their husbands can make their own decisions
and that they believe it is wrong to attribute a different meaning to them if they do not. During the
interviews, it was noteworthy that while they left their husbands free to take their own surnames, they
were determined that their children should take their own surnames. It was noticed that some of the male
interviewees who said that they did not attach much importance to women taking the surnames of their
husbands had problems arising from the lack of clarity in their ideas about how to show the integrity of
the family in a formal way and how to maintain the lineage of their children. From this point of view, it
is seen that they believe that if their wives do not take their surnames after marriage, different
arrangements can be introduced to show that they are a family in a formal way. Some of the statements
in this direction are given below:

“My spouse does not have to take my surname. This is OK. There is no problem at this point.
But we went somewhere, for example, we do not have a common surname. How will it be now?
Whose surname will the children take? One of my surname and one of his surname? Should we
travel with the identity card in our hands?” P(17)

“My mate left his wife. She took her father's surname. The law now allows it. The woman tried
to change the child's surname because the mother had custody. You're in trouble. There's no end
to it. Today the woman won't take your surname. Tomorrow the child won't. Should we walk
around with a DNA test to say that I am the father of this child? If the state finds a concrete
solution, it will be okay, if not, this will be discussed a lot more. I don't have that concrete idea.
If there is any, tell us and we will discuss it." P(12)
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“Today the woman doesn't take her surname. Tomorrow the child won't take it. And we walk
around saying we're men. I don't care about anyone's surname, but it must somehow be clear
that we are a family. I don't know how it will be.” P(25)

Interviewee no. 25's statement "we walk around saying we are men too" appears as a manifestation of
the fear of falling into "subordinated masculinity". The interviewee both defends the continuation of the
family order in a way that supports Parsons and also fears losing his hegemonic masculinity. From the
perspective of interviewee no. 25, the widespread freedom of women to use their own surname threatens
the social order.

While a group of male interviewees emphasised the need for different arrangements to ensure family
integrity, they stated that they had no idea what these arrangements could be. During the interviews, it
was noteworthy that even though they stated that they did not insist that their wives take their own
surnames, they showed that such a situation upset them as men, albeit in different ways. The following
statement of the male interviewee no. 7 reveals this resentment more clearly:

“My grandfather, God rest his soul, used to say that a man will be a man. A man should know
his own manliness first and then let others know it. I divorced my wife after 7 years. When I got
married, she said she would use two surnames and I said OK. The compromise never ends. It's
too early for democracy. If I had shaken my fist, my marriage would have lasted, my wife and
child would have been with me.” P(7)

Interviewee no. 7's statements can be interpreted at different levels of meaning. The expression "My
grandfather would say that a man will become a man" points to internalisation in the sense of Parsons'
approach. According to this approach, the family appears as a special institution of society. The family
is both a small group and a functional part of the socialisation process of young people. The structural
requirements of the social order ensure that "gender roles are stereotyped and reproduced from
generation to generation" (Carrigan et al., 1985, p. 555). The statement of the same interviewee "If |
had shaken my fist, my marriage would have lasted, my wife and child would have been with me"
evokes the concept of "foregrounded woman" used by Connell while explaining the concept of
hegemonic masculinity. Connell (2016, pp. 268-269) explains the concept of foregrounded femininity
as "submission to subordination” in the social order where women are subordinated. Interviewee no. 7's
statement also confirms this. According to this statement, it is possible for a woman to maintain her
marriage if she maintains her submission behaviour in situations where hegemonic masculinity is
dominant.

The term "foregrounded woman" refers to different forms of femininity. Connell (2016, p. 188)
considers Marilyn Monroe as "both the archetype and the greatest satire of femininity" in the spectrum
of foregrounded femininity. Parsons (1942, p. 610) describes women's attractiveness as "a stabilising
force in the competition between the sexes". Women's attractiveness and the attention they pay to their
clothing do not pose a threat to the status and prestige of men who are more careless in this regard.
According to Parsons, this situation is meaningful for the continuity of gender roles and social order.
While Parsons (1942) argues that the role of women is exactly as it should be in terms of social order as
a balancing element, Connell argues that gender roles are a social construct.

4.3. The Significance of Wives Taking Their Husbands’ Surnames

It is important to know what is the response of men to their wives' (women's) decision to take their
(men's) surnames in their worlds in order to maintain the process in a healthy way. The men in the
interview group were asked how they felt in case their wives did not want to take their surnames and
what was behind this feeling. It was possible to categorise the responses into three groups: "those who
said that it was not important for them", "those who said that they felt inadequate" and "those who said
that they had difficulty in telling their families".

Interviewee number 21, one of the men who said that it was not very important for them whether their
wives took their surnames or not: "It is not very important for me, but when everyone else's wife takes
their surname and yours does not, you question this situation. It was like that for me. It doesn't matter if
she doesn't get it, but why didn't mine get it?". Similarly, interviewee no. 7 stated the following: "It was
not important for me when I got married, but I realised that it was important when I got divorced. I think
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it also brings respect to the man. Can you say that there should be respect for men? There should be
respect for both men and women. This was disrespect for men. It was not then, it is now." As the
statements of these participants reveal, although they say that it is not important for them, the fact that
they emphasise that the way they behave against the accepted customs in the society disturbs them
suggests that they want their husbands to take their surnames.

Interviewee 21's statements point to the ever-changing nature of hegemony among men. The
interviewee's statement "when everyone else's wife takes it and yours does not, it makes you question
this situation" seems to be a verbalisation of the hegemonic competition with other men, either overtly
or covertly. In this statement, it is possible to catch traces of the masculinity codes that men are expected
to conform to. While the men whose wives (women) take their own surname display their masculinity
codes, the men in the group whose wives do not take their own surname feel the anxiety of being
excluded from this field.

As Hearn (2004, p. 52) puts it, "much of men's power is still taken for granted...consent has a place in
theorising men's power in patriarchal systems". Hegemonic masculinity cannot be conceived without
the concept of "consent". The concept of hegemonic masculinity claims that male domination is not
something that is achieved by force, but a form of hegemony that "infiltrates the organisation of cultural
processes". There is no such thing as "absolute cultural domination". The balance of power within
hegemonic masculinities can change at any moment (Connell, 2016, p. 269).

There were 5 participants in the interview group who stated that they would feel inadequate if their
wives did not take their surnames:

“Of course my wife took my surname. In my opinion, it would not be right not to take it, but
why not? I cannot understand that. Why not? If there is a deficiency in me or if she does not like
me, my lineage, she should not have been married me. Am I wrong?”

“Am I an insecure person? What's wrong with me that my wife will tell me not to take his
surname? That's not possible. Maybe if she becomes very rich (laughs). No, no, not even then.
I am not low. I don't want to.” P(5)

The statements of the interviewees clearly reveal that women attach importance to men taking their
surnames and that they would feel inadequate as men if they did not. During the interviews, it was
noteworthy that the interviewees in this group were older and had relatively lower levels of education.
It was noteworthy that when they were forced to act outside the acceptance of the society, i.e. when their
wives did not want to take their surnames, they reacted because they thought that there was a deficiency
in themselves.

Although they could not reveal it clearly during the interviews, it was observed that men revealed that
they felt the pressure of their parents and the society on them, albeit with different expressions.
Interviewee number 3:

“Am I going to tell my family that my wife does not want to take our surname that shows our
lineage? Even this is very difficult. Neither I nor my family will accept a woman who is ashamed
of my lineage or who says she will use her father's surname.” P(3)

“I cannot take someone who does not wear my surname with pride to my family. The family
surname means that we have the right to carry on the lineage through the male. It is also in the
law, isn't it? My child will take my surname, my wife will not. Mothers would never accept this.
My mum says her surname with pride. Can I tell her that you have it and my wife doesn't? These
are contradictions. There is no need for unrest. I think it is not very related to education. It is
related to the education you receive from your family.” P(14)

In order to achieve hegemonic masculinity in Turkey, characteristics such as circumcision, completing
military service, heterosexuality, having a full-time job and, if possible, having a son are required. Men
are not born with dominant patriarchal norms and undergo a process of social construction (Avsar, 2017,
p. 230).

The interviewees in this group perceive the fact that their spouses do not want to take their family
surnames or that their spouses only want to use their own family surnames as not liking and not accepting
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their families and surnames. During the interviews, it was understood that the reason behind these
perceptions was their fear of the reactions of family elders. Men whose wives (women) do not want to
take their surnames can understand the reasons/reasons for this situation. However, they fear that if the
women in their relatives and neighbourhood take their wives' surnames, they will face reactions from
these groups.

4.4. Gender Inequality in Surname Practices

It is often discussed whether it is gender inequality to expect women to take men's surnames while men
do not take women's surnames. When the same question was asked to the men in the interview group, it
was determined that 21 interviewees did not consider this situation as gender inequality, while 4
interviewees perceived it as gender inequality. Although the statements were in this way, it was noticed
that they emphasised that it might be good to adapt to what is common in society for different reasons.
The statements of some of the interviewees who stated that they did not perceive the discussions on
surnames as gender inequality are as follows:

“No, I don't think it's necessary to say everything as inequality. I don't think it's inequality, I
think it's the fact that the order is set up like this.” P(9)

“Inequality should not be cut off by saying inequality. Life is not that sharp. The family surname
continues from the man in our country. It will continue on one side. As far as I know, there is no
other form. Even if there is, it is not common. This is how society has found a solution. We
should not think of this as equality or inequality. I do not see it as inequality. The more you
question these, the more complicated things get.” P(20)

“Let's not call it equality or inequality, let's call it the division of labour between spouses,
reconciliation. There are men who take their wife's surname. They are few, but they exist. Should
we say that inequality is applied to men in these cases too? Such agreements happen within the
family. Society has established such an order, it should not be broken. When men's surnames
are used, it is as if men have a say in the household (laughs). This is a symbol. We should not
make a big deal out of it. When women take their husbands' surnames, they do not have a say.”
P(17)

“I don't think it's inequality, but maybe women are asked to sacrifice as they have always done.”
P(22)

As can be understood from the statements, it is noteworthy that women do not consider women taking
their husbands' surnames and using them immediately after their maiden names as social gender
inequality and the surname issue is accepted as a part of maintaining the social order. Due to the
internalisation of hegemonic masculinity, women taking their wives' surnames seems to be perceived by
the men in the interview group as the continuation of the social order.

4 interviewees considered it as gender inequality for men to take their wives' surnames. However, it is
understood from the following statements that they think that inequality can be accepted on the grounds
that it protects social structure and values:

“Yes, it is gender inequality as it is called in the literature, but when I was saying the expression,
I realised how harsh it was. This is something that is done to be a family. Either the woman or
the man will take the other's surname. Is that right? That's right. Because of the patriarchal
structure in these lands, if this is a sacrifice, it is expected from the woman. But it shouldn't be
called a sacrifice. Women have also accepted this order. We all accepted it, both men and
women. | don't know, I was uncomfortable with the expression of inequality, but as I said, this
is the name in the literature.” P(11)

“Gender inequality, yes, gender inequality. It is, but this is one of the symbols of the patriarchal
structure. I can't suggest a more egalitarian structure either. I work on these issues, but I can't
bring myself to say inequality. We were raised internalising the patriarchal structure. That's
probably why I know inequality, but I don't want to say exactly that.” P(7)

The male interviewees in this group define the issue of women's surnames as gender inequality.
However, even if this is the case, it seems that the internalisation of the patriarchal structure in the
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socialisation process has a share in the legitimisation of women's practice of taking their husbands'
surnames.

5. CONCLUSION

How all these changes are reflected in the world of men is the subject of this study. Based on the
statements of the men interviewed, the fact that the patriarchal system still makes itself felt today comes
to the fore. With the influence of gender roles and the role models they have learnt, it is understood that
they attach importance to women taking their wives' surnames and consider this as a guarantee of family
unity. It is noteworthy that some interviewees attach importance to giving their own surname to their
children rather than having the same surname with their wives. It is understood that they perceive this
situation as fulfilling the duty of maintaining their own family ties. In parallel with the changes in the
world, women do not consider the change of their surnames as equality. Instead, it is very thought-
provoking that they advocate that this system should continue until a system that satisfies/convinces
them is introduced.

This tendency to maintain their own genealogical ties and practise gender roles proves that Parsons' 'role
theory' mentioned in the previous sections continues to exist today. Parsons, who assigned roles to the
genders within the family in his theory, considered this as a continuation of both the family unity and
the social system (1942). One of the most important details we come across throughout the study is that
almost every interviewee accepts these roles within the family without any doubt. The interviewees
seem to accept the responsibilities that their roles as husband/father impose on them.

Connell (2016), who offers a critical interpretation of Parsons and develops an argument against the
necessity of internalising gender roles, argues that there cannot be a fixed definition of masculinity and
therefore a fixed role. The expectation of a fixed role within the family carries the risk of perpetuating
already existing structural inequalities. The statements of the interviewees, who accept that it is
unquestionable for their wives (women) to take their (men's) surnames, shade structural inequalities in
line with Connell's theory.

The effort to maintain social norms and values legitimises this issue by claiming that it is "by nature"
for women to take their husbands' surnames. On the other hand, sociological thought reminds us of the
importance of addressing this issue from a woman's perspective. When we take the surname issue
beyond the debates on the preservation of social values, we are confronted with different dimensions of
this issue. This situation also has the potential to lead to gender inequality for women. Connell's
definition of hegemonic masculinity has helped to understand the hidden experiences of women in the
surname issue through the eyes of men. Men's perspectives and approaches are orientated towards
maintaining the genealogical bond. However, it also determines their position within the group of other
men. If their wives (women) do not take their own surnames, this situation carries the risk of weakening
their masculinity. In this sense, women taking men's surnames helps men's social position to become
more prominent.

This social dilemma is the main issue we are trying to discuss in this article. This study conducted with
male interviewees shows that the internalisation of gender roles continues today. According to the
interviewees, gender roles are a guarantee for preserving social norms and values, and for maintaining
the bond of descent and family unity. According to the interviewees, the fact that women take their
husbands' surnames does not refer to a compromise on their own self/identity; on the contrary, this
situation is seen as one of the basic responsibilities of women in the family.

Studies on gender inequality are gaining importance day by day. The main problem emphasised by the
studies on women's change of surname related to the marriage contract is the legal dimension of the
surname and discrimination based on gender inequality. In this context, previous studies have also been
utilised, and it has been argued that studies in this direction should be accelerated by accepting that any
contribution that may form the basis of inequality is undeniable. Similarly, this research is expected to
contribute to new research to be conducted in this direction.
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Genisletilmis Ozet
Giris
Kadinlarin evlilik akdi ile eslerinin soyadini almasi, genellikle kadin odakli bir bakis agisiyla
incelenmistir. Ancak soyadi meselesi ¢cok katmanli bir toplumsal meseleyi de beraberinde getirmektedir.
Mevcut ¢aligmalar biiyiik 6l¢lide kimlik kaybi, yasal diizenlemeler ve bireysel haklara odaklanirken, bu
konuya dair erkeklerin bakis agisina yonelik calismalarin yetersizligi literatiirdeki eksiklige isaret
etmektedir. Erkekler soyadi degisikliginin dogrudan 6zneleri olmasa da tutumlar ataerkil normlar
tarafindan sekillenmekte ve kadinlarin kararlarim1 ve deneyimlerini 6énemli dl¢iide etkilemektedir. Bu
caligma, erkeklerin goriislerini iki teorik eksen tlizerinden tartigmaya agmaktadir: Parsons’in “cinsiyet
rolii teorisi” ve Connell’in “hegemonik erkeklik” kavrami. “Cinsiyet rolii teorisi” aile birligini ve soyun
devamini saglamada sosyallesmenin roliinii vurgularken, “hegemonik erkeklik” erkekler arasindaki
hiyerarsik giic iligkilerini ve ataerkil diizeni siirdiirmede erkekligin roliinii 6ne ¢ikarmaktadir. Nitel
goriismelere dayanan bu galisma, erkeklerin daha genis cinsiyet iliskileri baglaminda kadinlarin soyadi
uygulamalarint nasil algiladiklarint1 yorumlamak igin bu c¢ergeveleri analitik araclar olarak
kullanmaktadir. Ayrica ¢aligma, soyadi uygulamalarinin yalnizca hukuki bir diizenleme alani olmadigi
tezinden yola ¢ikip, toplumsal cinsiyet iligkilerinin yeniden iiretildigi sembolik bir alanin islerligine de
vurgu yapmaktadir. Bu baglamda arastirma, giindelik yasam pratikleri icerisinde erkeklik algilarinin
nasil inga edildigini anlamaya katki sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Yontem

Bu ¢alisma, Ankara’da yasayan evli/ bosanmis erkeklerin goriis ve deneyimlerini arastirmak i¢in yari
yapilandirilmig goriismelerden yararlanan nitel bir tasarim kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir. Nitel
yaklasim, degiskenleri nicel olarak 6l¢mekten ziyade katilimeilarin algi ve yorumlarini1 derinlemesine
anlamak amacryla tercih edilmistir. Calisma, erkeklerin soyadi meselesini sosyal ve kiiltiirel baglamlari
icinde nasil algiladiklarini arastiran kesifsel ve yorumlayici niteliktedir. Yart yapilandirilmig
goriigmeler, katilimcilarin goriislerini kendi sozleriyle ifade etmelerine olanak tanirken arastirmacinin
ortaya ¢ikan temalar1 derinlemesine arastirmasina da imkén saglamistir. Calismanin konusu, kapsami,
sinirhiliklart; yas, egitim, medeni durum ve ¢ocuk sayisi gibi demografik 6zellikler dikkate alinarak veri
toplanmadan Once belirlenmistir. Aragtirmanin drneklemi, Ankara ilinde ikamet eden evli ve bosanmig
erkeklerden olusmaktadir. Farkli deneyimleri anlamak igin amagh ornekleme kullanilmustir.
Katilimeilarin tamami en az bes yillik evlilik deneyimine sahiptir. Yaklasik 40 kisi goriismeye ¢agrilmis
ve 25'1 goriismeyi kabul etmistir. Bazi katilimcilar, zaman kisithiligi veya konuya iligkin goris
bildirmeye isteksiz olmalar1 nedeniyle arastirmaya katilmayr reddetmistir. Goriigmeler, veri
doygunluguna ulasilana kadar devam etmistir. Katilimcilardan 23 evli, 2'si bosanmis; evli
katilimcilarin 3’ ise ikinci evliliklerini stirdirmektedir. Yaslar1 33 ila 70 arasinda degismektedir (M =
49,52). Ayrintili demografik bilgiler Tablo 1°de sunulmustur. Veri toplanmadan 6nce etik kurul onay1
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alinmustir. Goriismeler yar1 yapilandirilmis bir form kullanilarak gergeklestirilmis ve gortisme 20 ila 45
dakika arasinda siirmiistiir. Sorular, anlasilir ve agik bir bicimde hazirlanmis; katilimcilarin sorulari
dogru sekilde kavrayabilmelerini saglamak amaciyla gerektiginde yeniden ifade edilmistir.

Bulgular

Bu calisma, erkeklerin Medeni Kanunun 187. Maddesinde yer alan soyadi kanununu nasil algiladiklarini
ve soyadlarina atfettikleri anlamlar1 aragtirmaktadir. Goriisme yanitlari, soyadina iligkin iki temel temay1
aciga cikarmigtir: “aile adi” ve “soybagi siirdiirme”. Bir¢ok katilimci, soyadini belirli bir aileye ait
olmanin bir gdstergesi ve aileleri birbirinden ayirt edici bir unsur olarak tanimlamistir. Tekrarlanan
anlatimlar, ailenin ortak bir soyadini paylastigini ve kadinlarin evlilik yoluyla bu ailenin bir pargasi
haline geldigini vurgulamaktadir. Digerleri ise soyadim 6ncelikle, erkek soyu olarak anlasilan bir soy
gostergesi olarak gérmekte ve bu durum erkekleri aile statiisiiniin ve siirekliliginin merkezine yerlestiren
ataerkil normlarin igsellestirilmesini yansitmaktadir. Erkeklerin, kadinlarin soyadi degisikligi
konusundaki goriigleri dort kategoriye ayrilmistir: “kadinlar eslerinin soyadini almalidir”, “almamay1
tercih edebilirler”, “soyadim1 almamalar1 karigikliga yol acar” ve “alternatif diizenlemeler
tartisilmali”dir. Goriisler farklilik gosterse de, katilimcilarin ¢ogu aile birligini ve sosyal diizeni korumak
icin esin soyadini almanin gerekli oldugunu diisiinmektedir. Argiimanlar genellikle gelenek, sosyal
kabul ve mevcut diizenin korunmasi gerekliligini 6ne siirmektedir. Katilimcilarin kiigik bir kismi,
soyadi se¢iminde kadinlarin kendi kararmi desteklemekte ancak bu katilimcilar ¢ocuklarin babanin
soyadini almasi1 gerektigini vurgulayarak, ataerkil varsayimlar1 ortaya koymaktadir. Soyadin1 almama
kararina yonelik duygusal tepkiler arasinda yetersizlik duygusu, toplumsal tepkilerle ilgili endise ve
durumu aile iiyelerine agiklama noktasinda yasanan zorluk yer almaktadir. Birgok katilimer bu
uygulamay1 cinsiyet esitsizligi olarak algilamamakta bunun yerine sosyal istikrar icin gerekli
gormektedir. Genel olarak, bulgular soyadi uygulamalarinin ataerkil aile yapilari, erkeklik kimligi ve
sosyal diizenin algilanan siirekliligi ile yakindan baglantili oldugunu gdstermektedir. Bu durum hem
cinsiyet rolii beklentilerini hem de erkekligin hiyerarsik yonlerini yansitmaktadir.

Sonug¢

Bu caligma, soyadi pratiklerindeki giincel doniisiimlerin erkekler tarafindan nasil anlamlandirildigini
incelemis ve ataerkil normlarin, erkeklerin algilarina etki ettigini ortaya koymaya caligmistir.
Katilimcilarin ¢ogu, kadinlarin eslerinin soyadini almasini aile birligini, soyu ve sosyal diizeni korumak
icin gerekli gdrmiistiir. Babanin soyadinin ¢ocuklara aktarilmasi genellikle birincil sorumluluk olarak
goriilmiigtir. Bu durum Parsons’in “rol teorisi” ile tutarli, igsellestirilmis cinsiyet rollerini
yansitmaktadir. Aym1 zamanda, Connell’in “hegemonik erkeklik” kavrami, bu beklentilerin yapisal
esitsizlikleri nasil yeniden iirettigini ve erkek hiyerarsileri i¢indeki erkeklerin konumlarimi nasil
stirdiirdiiglinii agiklamaya yardimci olmaktadir. Katilimeilar genellikle kadimin erkegin soyadini
almasini cinsiyet esitsizligi sorunu olarak yorumlamamis, bunun yerine bu uygulamayi dogal veya
gerekli olarak nitelendirmislerdir. Ancak kadinlar bu normlar1 reddettiginde, toplumsal yargi ve erkeklik
statiisiiniin kayb1 konusunda endiseler ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu bulgular, soyad: uygulamalarinin sadece aile
kimliginin belirleyicisi olarak degil, ayn1 zamanda ataerkil iligkileri pekistiren mekanizmalar olarak da
islev gordiigiinii gostermektedir. Kadimlarin soyadi degisiminin yerlesmis geleneksel beklentilere nasil
entegre olacagini ya da nasil bu beklentilerden kopup yeni bir pratige doniisecegini anlamak i¢in daha
fazla calismaya ihtiyag vardir.
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