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ABSTRACT 
The main purpose of the present study was to investigate predictive value of (a) gender, (b) perceived 

parenting styles for mother and father, and (c) loneliness in determining students’ dispositional and 

state hope level. The participants in this study were 302 undergraduate (173 females, 129 males) 

students enrolled at Ankara University.  Participants were administered the UCLA Loneliness Scale, 

The Measure of Child Rearing Styles Inventory, the State Hope Scale and the Dispositional Hope 

Scale. The results of multiple regression analysis revealed that perceived permissive/indulgent 

parenting style, authoritarian parenting style, and authoritative parenting style of mother all predicted 
loneliness. Moreover, “permissive/indulgent”, “authoritarian”, and “authoritative” parenting styles of 

mother and loneliness predicted dispositional and state hope level. Perceived parenting styles for 

father failed to predict either loneliness or dispositional and state hope levels of students. 
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ÖZ 
Bu çalışmanın genel amacı öğrencilerin durumluk ve genel umut düzeylerinin belirlenmesinde a) 
cinsiyetin, b) anne ve babanın algılanan ebeveynlik stilinin ve c) yalnızlığın yordayıcılığının 

belirlenmesidir. Çalışmaya Ankara Üniversitesinde okumakta olan 302 (173 kadın, 129 erkek) 

öğrenci katılmıştır. Katılımcılara UCLA Yalnızlık Ölçeği, Çocuk Yetiştirme Stilleri Ölçeği, Genel 

Umut Ölçeği ve Durumluk Umut Ölçeği uygulanmıştır. Çoklu regresyon analizleri sonucunda 

annenin algılanan izin verici/şımartan ebeveynlik stili, otoriter ebeveynlik stili ve açıklayıcı/otoriter 

ebeveynlik stilinin yalnızlığı yordadığı görülmüştür. Ayrıca, annenin “izin verici/şımartan”, 

“otoriter” ve “açıklayıcı/otoriter” ebeveynlik stilleri yalnızlık ile durumluk ve genel umut düzeyini 

yordamaktadır. Babanın algılanan ebeveynlik stili ise hem yalnızlığı hem de durumluk ve genel umut 

düzeylerini yordamamaktadır.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The main concern of this study, hope, is one of the remarkable human 

capacities, is the ability to flexibly represent future events, imagine diverse 

possible outcomes, and act in light of those representations (Seligman & 

Csikzentmihalyi, 2000). Among other strengths, hope is particular since it is 

considered a powerful psychological asset in the face of a challenging 

environment (Sheldon & King, 2001; Snyder, 2002).  

Despite the deficiency of studies investigating the developmental nature 

of hope, its relations with other personal characteristics, life tasks and 

importance in future- orientation is well documented (Snyder,2002). Studies 

empirically point out positive relationships of hope with higher and better 

academic performance (Chang, 1998; Curry, Snyder, Cook, Ruby, & Rehm, 

1997; Snyder, Cheavens, & Sympson,1997), athletic performance (Curry et 

al.,1997), coping better with physical illness (Snyder, Feldman, Taylor, 

Schroeder, & Adams, 2000; Stanson, Danoff-Burg, Cameron, Bishop, Collins, 

Kirk, et al., 2000), academic self-efficacy (Atik, Çayırdağ, Demirli, Kayacan, 

& Çapa Aydın, 2008), better problem solving skills (Atik & Erkan, 2009), 

better psychological adjustment, elevated feelings of self worth and life 

satisfaction (Kwan,2002). On the other hand, hope found to have negative 

relationship with emptiness, low life-satisfaction (Shorey, Snyder, Rand, 

Heckmeyer, & Feldman, 2002), low self-esteem and loneliness (Snyder, 

Cheavens, & Sympson, 1999). 

Furthermore, hope found to be related with social competence 

(Barnum, Snyder, Rapoff, Mani, & Thompson, 1998), pleasure in getting to 

know others, enjoyment in frequent interpersonal interactions (Snyder, Hoza 

et al., 1997) and interest in the goal pursuit of others (Snyder, Cheavens, & 

Sympson, 1997). On the other hand hope had negative relationship with 

depression (Kwon, 2002), caused increased frustration and aggression against 

others (Collins & Bell, 1997). 

Snyder and his colleagues (1991) have conceptualized hope as a 

cognitive, goal-directed phenomenon. Snyder’s model focuses not only on 

expectancies but also on the motivation and planning that are necessary to 

attain goals. Snyder defines hope as expecting the best in the future and 

working to achieve it. In other words hope is a thinking way, with feelings 

playing an important, contributory role (Snyder, 2002).  

Hope has three components; goal, pathways and agency. As 

aforementioned, hope theory assumes that human actions are goal directed. 

The goal is the cognitive component of hope which provides the targets of 

mental actions sequences. Pathways’ thinking entails the production of 

possible routes to reach this goal and agency provides motivation and energy 

to begin and continue using a pathway through all stages of the goal pursuit 

(Snyder, 2002; Snyder, 1995). During such blockages, agency helps people to 
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channel the requisite motivation to the best alternate pathway (Snyder, 2002; 

Snyder, 1995; Snyder, et al., 1991). 

Hope model contains both feed forward and feedback emotion laden 

mechanisms that contribute to the individual’s success in his or her pursuits. 

Specifically, persons who successfully pursue goals under unimpeded or 

impeded circumstances thereafter experience positive emotions; conversely 

persons who are blocked by impeding situations experience negative 

emotions. In other words, emotions follow cognitions and then feedback to 

inform the connectedness of his or her goal directed thinking (Snyder, et al., 

1996). Thus, people reporting higher hope level focus on success which 

combined with the development of alternative pathways may enable high hope 

people to persevere and retain their agency when encountering obstacles. 

As an emotion laden mechanism, there is relatively strong negative 

relationship with hope and loneliness. Previous researches have demonstrated 

that hope level decreases if the person feels lonely (Lekander, 2000; Petiet, 

1983). Snyder indicated that, loneliness and frustration are foretells of low-

hope person (Snyder, 1999). Lonely people are found to perceive themselves 

in a negative and self-depreciating manner, believing that they are inferior, 

worthless, unattractive, unlovable, and socially incompetent individuals 

(Horowitz, French, & Anderson, 1982; Jones, Freemon, & Goswick, 1981; 

Jones & Moore, 1987; Jones, Sansone, & Helm, 1983). Thus, unlike high-

hope people, low-hopers are extremely busy with how they can protect 

themselves psychologically. They manifest a lack of confidence about 

themselves and to compound matters, spend much of their time ruminating 

and worrying about being stuck (Snyder, 1999). Their anxieties even further 

exacerbate their critical and extremely negative self-talk (Snyder, Lapointe, 

Crowson, & Early, 1998). In the midst of a problem, instead of thinking about 

how to find a pathway around an impediment, the low-hope person fantasizes 

about escaping rather than analyzing possibilities.  

Lastly, people with lower hope level reported being very lonely and 

lacking friends with whom they can talk. Indeed, they have a fear of 

interpersonal closeness (Snyder, 1999). Loneliness is associated with a 

perceived lack of interpersonal intimacy and negatively related to willingness 

to self- disclosure (Chelune, Sultan, & Williams, 1980) 

Snyder and colleagues are also conceptualized hope as a learned 

thinking pattern (Snyder et al., 1991). Thus, a person’s pathways and agency 

thinking are learned over the course of childhood and later. Most people who 

showed lack of hope were not taught to think in a hopeful manner since the 

hope is being developed in the context of a secure and supportive caregiver 

relationship in which children are taught to think hopefully (Shorey, Snyder, 

Yang, & Lewin, 2003). Snyder uses “coaching” term to define the teaching 

and modeling role of parents to generating hopeful manner (Snyder et al., 

1991).  
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In Snyder’s hope theory, the coach typically helps in the formation of 

goals, teaches the causal thinking essential to achieve those goals and is a 

source of inspiration and motivation (Snyder, 2002; Snyder, 1995; Snyder, et 

al., 1991). Growing children thus come to view themselves as being capable to 

attain desired goals. Even as an adult, individuals who are reporting higher 

hope level continue to reflect their coach’s hopeful thinking way (Snyder, 

Cheavens, & Sympson, 1997).   

In this regard, Baumrind’s (1991) research is relevant because it links 

family interactions to cognitive competence and agentic thinking through 

analyses of prototypic parenting styles: authoritative, authoritarian, permissive 

and neglecting-rejecting. Baumrind identified adaptive and maladaptive 

patterns of parental behavior that were proposed to result from parents’ levels 

of demandingness and responsiveness (Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind, 1967; 

Sümer & Güngör, 1999). 

Accordingly, authoritative parents construct a useful balance of 

demandingness and responsiveness. They monitor and setting clear standards 

for their children’s behavior. Authoritative parents are viewed as exercising 

firm, and negotiated relationship. They control in a warm and loving 

environment. Those parents raise their children for recognized qualities and 

competencies and the children, in turn, show the highest levels of 

internalization of parental standards (Baumrind, 1991; Leman, 2005). 

In contrast authoritarian parents are not responsive but highly 

demanding and directive. They demand for unquestioning obedience. They are 

more likely to resort to punitive discipline styles to control the behavior of 

their children and they give their child little room for negotiation. Permissive 

parents are more responsive than demanding; they are lenient and allow their 

children to regulate their own behaviors (Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind, 1967; 

Sümer & Güngör, 1999). Those parents believe that any form of control or 

discipline inhibits the child’s natural tendencies and prospects of self- 

actualization (Kim & Chung, 2003). Lastly, rejecting-neglecting parents are 

neither responsive nor demanding; they do not monitor structure or provide 

support, and may actively reject their children (Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind, 

1967; Sümer & Güngör, 1999). 

Children’s orientations toward the future and the way they approach 

life’s challenges are affected differently by each of those parenting styles. This 

is because parents teach their children how to think as well how to relate with 

other people and their environment (Dominiquez & Carton, 1997). This is 

very similar with Snyder’s coaching definition. By coping with difficult 

challenges in a positive way and by persevering in the face of difficulties, 

parents model hopeful behavior to their children (Snyder, 2002). Parents are 

primary teachers in installing agency and pathways of thinking (Snyder, 1994) 

by positive modeling. They encourage the emotion and internalization of the 

parent’s competence and pro-social behaviors. Since authoritative parents 
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demand high levels of performance in a loving atmosphere, they become 

affective reinforcing agents. Baumrind (1991) found that adults who 

remember their parents as authoritative were the most autonomous and 

creative. Additionally, Snyder stated that adults who recalled their parents as 

autonomous are found to be hopeful beings (Shorey 2002; Snyder et al., 

2000). Furthermore, parenting style is influential on loneliness.  Jackson, Pratt, 

Hunaberg, & Pancer (2005) indicated that individuals who have perceived 

their parents as authoritative are rated as having higher self esteem but lower 

loneliness. Also, Jackson (2007) has found a strong relation with loneliness 

and parental care. 

In sum, a persons’ pathway’s and agency thinking are learned over the 

course of childhood and later. Most people lack hope because they were not 

taught to think in this manner, or forces accompanied with negative emotions 

intervened to destroy such hopeful thought during their childhoods. The 

person brings this enduring pathways and agency iterative thought process to 

particular instances of goal pursuit (Snyder, 2002). That enduring hopeful 

thinking is accompanied by emotions. These negative or positive feelings are 

emotional feedback so can cycle back to influence the goal pursuit pathway 

and agency iterative thought process. As such, high-hopers’ have positive 

views about interpersonal relationships and form strong relations to others 

(Snyder, Cheavens, & Sympson, 1997). Furthermore, higher levels of hope are 

related to less loneliness and more social competence (Snyder et al., 1997). 

Although the goal directed cognitions which shaped by parent- infant relation 

are eliciting the particular emotions, those emotions in turn are shaping and 

informing the cognitions of the person who is in the throes of a goal pursuit. 

Although the influence of parenting styles on development of personality, 

socio-emotional functioning and loneliness has been searched for (Kaplan & 

Bean, 1976; Santrock, 1994) there are still gaps in the parts related to hope 

(Valle, Huebner, & Suldo, 2006).  

The aim of this research is to investigate possible relationships between 

parenting style and the concepts of loneliness and hope. This study has sought 

answers to two primary research questions. The first research question is 

whether gender, loneliness, and perceived parenting styles of mother and 

father predicts the dispositional hope level. The second research question is 

whether gender, loneliness, and perceived parenting styles of mother and 

father predicts the state hope level. 

 

METHOD 

 

 Participants 

 The instruments were given to 302 students who volunteered to 

participate in the study at Ankara University. The research group is selected in 

accordance with study aims since they are late adolescents enrolled the 
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university who still have bonds with their parents and continue behave in the 

route of parents as well as friends. Of the students 173 (57.3 %) were females, 

and 129 (42.7 %) were males. The mean age was 20.6 (SD = 1.75). 274 

students (86.4%) reported that their parents are married, 5 of them (1.6%) 

reported that their parents are separate but not divorced, 6 of the participants 

(1.9%) reported that their parents were divorced, 1 of them (0.3%) reported 

that his/her mother was dead, 14 of participants (4.4%) reported their father 

was dead. 15 of students (4.7%) reported that they are only child, 96 of them 

(30.3 %) reported they have one sibling, 81 of participants reported they have 

two siblings (25.6%), 53 of participants (16.7%) reported they have three 

siblings, 31 of participants reported (9.8%) they have four siblings, and  57 of 

participants (10.3%) reported they have siblings more than four. 15 of the 

participants (4.7%) didn’t answer the questions. 

 

 Instruments 

 The following five instruments were used to gather data from 

participants: Demographic Questionnaire, UCLA Loneliness Scale, The 

Measure of Child Rearing Styles Inventory, Turkish form of State Hope Scale, 

and Turkish form of Dispositional Hope Scale. 

Demographic Questionnaire: A questionnaire which is prepared by the 

researchers in order to gather information about the participants including their 

gender, age, major, number of siblings, and civil status of the family.  

The Measure of Child Rearing Styles Inventory: The Measure of Child 

Rearing Styles Inventory was developed by Sümer and Güngör (1999) to 

measure the perceived parenting styles. The Measure of Child Rearing Styles 

is a 22-item 5-point Likert type self report measure of child rearing style of 

mother and father, separately on the same items. More specifically, it 

measures the two fundamental dimensions of child rearing styles. 11-item 

subscales measure acceptance/ involvement and strict control/ supervision 

dimensions. Parenting styles (authoritative, neglectful, authoritarian, 

permissive/ indulgent) are constructed by crossing perceived parental 

acceptance/ involvement and strict control dimensions of parenting. The 

Cronbach alpha coefficients are .94 for the acceptance/ involvement 

dimension, and .70 for the strict control for father. Also, Cronbach alpha 

coefficients are .80 for the acceptance/involvement dimension and .94 for the 

strict control for mother. 

In the present study, nonhierarchical cluster analyses were used to 

assign participants in to perceived parenting styles by using two underlying 

child rearing patterns; acceptance/ involvement and strict control/ supervision. 

University of California Los Angeles (UCLA) Loneliness Scale: The 

UCLA Loneliness Scale was developed by Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona (1980). 

The scale has 20 items with responses on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 

'Never' to 'Often'. It consists of 10 positively worded and 10 negatively 
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worded statements reflecting satisfaction with social relationships in which 

higher scores indicate greater loneliness. In the present study, the Turkish 

version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (Demir, 1989) was used. The test-re-

test reliability was found to be .94 and the alpha coefficient was .96. 

Concurrent validity was demonstrated in that the scale discriminated lonely 

versus non-lonely people. Correlation between the UCLA Loneliness Scale 

and the Beck Depression Inventory was found to be .77, while the correlation 

with the Social Introversion Sub-scale of the Multiscore Depression Inventory 

was .82 (Demir, 1989). 

State Hope Scale (SHS): The original State Hope Scale was developed 

by Snyder (1996). It was used to assess students’ hope towards specific, 

present goal-related situations. The SHS is an eight-point-Likert type scale, 

composed of three Pathways thinking items and three Agentic thinking items. 

Also, total score can be found by the sum of items. The possible maximum 

score obtained from the scale is 48 and the minimum is 6.  

The overall Cronbach alpha coefficient for the original form of SHS 

was .88, and the Cronbach alpha coefficient for agency subscale is .86 and 

pathway subscale is .59 (Snyder et al., 1996).  

Adaptation study of the SHS was carried out by Denizli (2004). Factor 

analyses were conducted to examine the construct validity of the Turkish form 

of SHS. Two factors were found consistent with the original form of SHS. 

Reliability studies of the Turkish form of the SHS revealed that internal 

consistency coefficients was .48 for overall scale, .58 for pathways thinking 

and .66 for agentic thinking subscales (Denizli, 2004).  

Dispositional Hope Scale (DHS): The original Dispositional Hope 

Scale was developed by Snyder et al. (1991). The DHS is a four point Likert 

scaling and twelve items formed the scale. The Cronbach alpha coefficients 

ranged from .71 to .76 for the overall scale, from .71 to .76 for the agency 

subscale, and from .63 to .80 for the pathways subscale (Snyder et al., 1996).  

The DHS was translated into Turkish by Akman and Korkut (1993). 

For the overall scale, an internal consistency coefficient of .65 and the retest 

correlation coefficient of .66 were found in a four-week interval. Later, 

Denizli (2004) also reported a one-factor solution for the Turkish DHS named 

pathways thinking, with an eigenvalue of 2.474 that explained the 31% of the 

total variance. On the other hand, Kemer (2006) conducted a separate factor 

analysis to obtain further evidence whether the construct validity differs from 

the original form in her sample. Results of the factor analysis yielded two 

factors with Eigenvalues with 3.451 for factor one and 1.488 for factor two, 

respectively. This two-factor solution approximately explained 50% of the 

total variance. Cronbach alpha reliability was also calculated for the DHS in 

this research sample. The results showed that Cronbach alpha coefficient were 

.51 for overall scale, .72 for Pathways subscale and .66 for Agency subscale. 



  The predictive value of gender, perceived parenting styles and loneliness in 

determining students’ dispositional and state hope level 

Journal of Theory and Practice in Education / Eğitimde Kuram ve Uygulama 

http://eku.comu.edu.tr/index/7/2/mturkmen_ademirli.pdf 

 

354 

 

RESULTS 
 

In the present study, Non-hierarchic cluster analysis was used to 

assign participants into groups on the basis of perceived parenting patterns by 

using two underlying child rearing dimensions; acceptance/ involvement and 

strict control/ supervision.    

Authoritative maternal parenting scored high on both acceptance/ 

involvement (M =53) and strict control/ supervision (M =40) dimensions in 

contrast to the neglectful parenting that scored lowest on both (M =13, M=16) 

dimensions. Moreover, permissive/ indulgent parenting showed the high 

acceptance/ involvement (M =43) and low strict control/ supervision (M =12) 

in contrast to authoritarian parenting which yielded low acceptance/ 

involvement (M=27) and high strict control/ supervision (M=54).  

Perceived paternal authoritative parenting scored high on both 

acceptance/ involvement (M =42) and strict control/ supervision (M =43) 

dimensions in contrast to the neglectful parenting which scored lowest on both 

acceptance/ involvement (M =11) and strict control/ supervision (M=11) 

dimensions. Moreover, permissive/ indulgent parenting had high acceptance/ 

involvement (M =55) and low strict control/ supervision (M =12). On the 

contrary; authoritarian parenting yielded low acceptance/ involvement (M=12) 

and high strict control/ supervision (M=55).  

Multiple Regression analysis was conducted to predict the effect of the 

independent variables. Gender and parenting styles of mothers and fathers 

were used for multiple regression analysis as dummy variables. Before 

conducting the analysis, major assumptions of the multiple regression analysis 

were checked out. The results of these statistics demonstrated that normality 

was not violated. The significance level is set as α = .05. 

 

 Multiple Regression Analysis for Dispositional Hope 

Gender, perceived maternal parenting style, perceived parental 

parenting style and loneliness were significant predictors of dispositional 

hope. R
2 
= .21, and adjusted R

2 
= .19, F(8, 293)   = 8.22, p= .00.  
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Table 1. Model Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis and 

The Bivariate and Partial Correlations and the ß Values. 

Model    ß ∆R2 R2 ∆F  

Correlations 

Durbin-

Watson 

Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

1 (Constant)  .19 .21 9.78       1.94 

  Mother- authoritarian .29*    -.19* .10* .09*  

  Mother- authoritative .40*    .04* .14* .12*  

  Mother- permissive/ indulgent .45*    .18* .13* .12*  

  Gender -.04*    .01 -.04 -.04  

  Father-authoritarian .06    -.09 .04 .04  

  Father-authoritative .06    -.08 .03 .03  

  Father- permissive/ indulgent .11    .19 .06 .06  

 Loneliness .37*    .43* .35* .34*  

Predictors: (Constant), Loneliness Mother- authoritative, gender, Father-authoritarian, Father- 

permissive/ indulgent, Mother-authoritarian, Father-authoritative, Mother-permissive/ 

indulgent 

 Dependent Variable: Dispositional Hope 

 

It was observed (Table 1) that in the overall model, 

permissive/indulgent maternal parenting style was positively associated with 

dispositional hope level with Beta value of ß = .45, p<.00. Authoritarian and 

authoritative maternal parenting styles were predicted dispositional hope with 

Beta value of ß = .40, p<.00, ß = .29, p<.00. Lastly, loneliness positively 

predicted dispositional hope with Beta value of, ß = .37, p<.00.   

Partial and zero- order bivariate correlations were reported for each of 

the individual variables in gender, maternal parenting style and paternal 

parenting style and loneliness. Of the independent variables, loneliness was 

seen as the most strongly correlated variable. Also, perceived parenting styles 

of mother, namely, authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive/ indulgent were 

significantly correlated with dispositional hope level. 

 

Multiple Regression Analysis for State Hope  

Gender, perceived parenting style for mother, perceived parenting style 

for father and loneliness significantly predicted state hope. R
2 

= .15, and 

adjusted R
2 

= .13, F (8, 293)   = 8.22, p= .00.  
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Table 2: Model Summary of Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis and 

The Bivariate and Partial Correlations and the ß Values. 

Model  ß ∆R2 R2 ∆F  

Correlations  

Durbin-

Watson 
Zero-

order 
Partial Part 

1 (Constant)  .13 .15 6.57    1.96 

  Mother- authoritarian .36*    -.12* .12* .11*  

  Mother- authoritative .41*    .02* .13* .13*  

  
Mother- permissive/ 

indulgent 
.48*    .14* .13* .12*  

  Gender -.01    .02 -.01 -.01  

  Father-authoritarian .08    -.07 .05 .05  

  Father-authoritative .11    -.03 .06 .06  

  
Father-permissive/ 

indulgent 
.11    .13 .06 .06  

 Loneliness .31*    .36* .30* .29*  

Predictors: (Constant), Loneliness Mother- authoritative, gender, Father-authoritarian, Father- 

permissive/ indulgent, Mother-authoritarian, Father-authoritative, Mother- permissive/ 
indulgent,  

 Dependent Variable: State Hope  

 

In the overall model, permissive/indulgent parenting style of mother 

was positively associated with loneliness with a Beta value of ß = .48, p<.00. 

Also, authoritarian parenting style for mother predicted loneliness with Beta 

value of ß = .41, p<.00, ß = .36, p<.00. Lastly, loneliness positively predicted 

loneliness with Beta value of, ß = .31, p<.00.  

Partial and zero- order bivariate correlations were reported for each of 

the individual variables in gender, maternal parenting style and paternal 

parenting style and loneliness. 

Similar to correlations of dispositional hope, loneliness was seen as the 

most strongly correlated variable of state hope level. Also, authoritarian, 

authoritative, and permissive/ indulgent parenting styles for mother were 

significantly correlated with state hope level. 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

The findings from the current study contribute to our understanding of 

possible effects on dispositional hope level and state hope level of individuals. 

For the first research question, predicting the dispositional hope level, it was 

revealed that the variables involved in the regression equation which are 
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gender, loneliness, parenting styles for mother and father separately, have 

collectively explained %21 of the total variance of the dispositional hope 

level. While gender, loneliness, and parenting styles of mother have been 

significant predictors of dispositional hope level, parenting styles of father 

were not significant predictors.  

Gender was the weakest significant predictor of dispositional hope 

level. This finding is consistent with Jackson et al (2005) findings. Loneliness 

was another predictor of dispositional hope level. This finding is also 

consistent with earlier studies at which loneliness was found to be strongly and 

negatively correlated with hope. The studies point that loneliness causes 

feelings of hopelessness (Buchholz & Catton, 1999), emptiness, worthlessness 

and failure (Ruchkin, Eisemann, & Hagglöf, 1999; Wei, Shaffer, Young, & 

Zakalik, 2005). As aforementioned, although hope is a cognitive mechanism it 

also has an emotional side. Hopeful thinking necessitates motivation and 

desire to reach the goal. On the other hand high loneliness lowers the general 

desire and motivation of the person to reach the goal. Thus, as study shows 

higher loneliness lowers the dispositional hope of the persons. 

Maternal parenting styles were also significant predictors of 

dispositional hope; however paternal parenting styles were not significant. 

Similar to loneliness, any study investigating the relation of dispositional hope 

and parenting styles could not be found. Indirect studies point out that 

democratic family attitudes predict dispositional optimism of high school and 

university students (Jackson et al., 2005) Maternal parenting styles have been 

found effective not only on dispositional hope level but also on the 

composition and development of other personality characteristics, social skills 

and social relations of individuals. Findings of study show the formation of the 

dispositional hope which is general attitude of the person responding to the 

affairs is mostly due to mothers coaching behaviors. 

For the last research question, the results of the multiple regression 

analysis predicting the state hope level revealed that the variables which were 

gender, loneliness, maternal parenting styles, and paternal parenting styles 

involved in the regression equation, have collectively explained the %15 of the 

total variance of state hope level. Loneliness and maternal parenting style were 

significant predictors of state hope level. But, gender and paternal parenting 

styles were not significant predictors. Loneliness was found significantly 

related to state hope level. It is assumed that this relation is caused by the 

dynamics of loneliness phenomenon. Negative feelings connected to 

loneliness such as depression, anxiety, pessimism, hopelessness, emptiness, 

worthlessness and sadness (Brage, et al., 1994; deMinzi, 2006; Russel, et al., 

1984; Wei et al., 2005) are assumed as causes to the decrease of state hope 

level. 

For all of the research questions of the present study, the most 

predictive parenting style was permissive/ indulgent maternal parenting style. 
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Also, authoritative parenting style was found the second most predictive 

parenting style and authoritarian was the third predictive parenting style. 

It is assumed that permissive/indulgent maternal parenting style is 

highly related to state hope level because of its characteristic which does not 

provide clear standards and does not require mature behavior by allowing 

considerable self-regulation, and avoiding confrontation. Also, permissive/ 

indulgent parenting style does not take responsibility for guiding their 

children’s actions and place few restrictions, rules and limits on their 

children’s behavior (Ang & Goh, 2006; Baumrind, 1966; Baumrind, 1967; 

Darling, 1999; Darling & Steinberg, 1993). 

On the other hand, there is not any relation between paternal parenting 

styles and state hope level because social functions of father do not provide 

children with such relation. The result about maternal and paternal parenting 

styles could be explained by the cultural construction of fatherhood and 

motherhood in Turkish culture. Father as an authoritative figure in Turkish 

family states the rules and controls the daily life. Thus have an important 

effect on state hope level which is short term and changeable in time. On the 

other hand poor and limited interaction and communication with children 

lowers influence on formation of behavior and cognition in long term. So, the 

effect of father on dispositional hope which is general and permanent type of 

hope is not seen. 

For a very long period of time the influence of the father on the 

development of child has been ignored in Turkish culture. Although, men took 

part in children’s education only as the authoritative figures and disciplining 

individuals in the past, today they have started to take more responsibility in 

child care and education especially in urban areas yet it seems poor. Thus, the 

role of fatherhood on the development of child’s personality and social 

relations needs to be investigated. Also, investigations about the relationship 

of parenting styles with loneliness and hope level are relatively limited. It is a 

necessity to make researches considering different socio-economic levels, 

zones, and cultural backgrounds. Another necessity is to develop culturally 

appropriate intervention and counseling programs to cope with loneliness and 

increase hope level.  
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