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Abstract 

Adolescence  is an important stage  for  parental attitudes and parental attachment style may 
affect each other. In this study,  university students were comparatively analyzed in terms of 
their perceptions about their parents' attitudes and their parental attachment styles. The 
sample of the study consists of 214 female and 187 male students from a university in Turkey.  
In order to measure children’s perceptions of their parents' attitudes as well as children’s 
demographic information, the researchers were prepared the ‘Personal Information Form’ 
and was implemented into the classroom settings.  In addition, in order to measure 
attachment styles, the ‘Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment Short Version (IPPA-S) was 
used. Participants  were asked to complete The Parental Attitude Scale (PSC) in order to 
determine the adolescents’ perceptions of their mothers and fathers attitudes. Data were 
analyzed  using  SPSS 20. Descriptive statistics, t-test and one-way ANOVA were used. 
Findings indicated  that there was a statistically significant difference between the adolescent 
perceptions of maternal and paternal style and parental attachment styles. Authoritative 
parenting style had more secure attachment than other three parenting styles (authoritarian, 
permissive/indulgent and negligent). Also, it  had better results than the other three parenting 
styles  for both maternal and paternal attachment sub-scales.  
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Introduction 

 

Children are the sources of the next generation in the world and the families have had an 
objective bring up their children in a good environment. The upbringing of the children has 
exposed big responsibilities to the families in order to prepare a child for the social life. In the 
21st century world, the parents have no longer duties to satisfy basic physical human needs of 
the children namely food, shelter, clothing, etc. Moreover, they have to meet the 
psychological needs of the children, love their children, help them to achieve their personal 
development and show an interest in their lives (Neeraja, 2008, p. 5). One of the decisive 
factors in the children development is the parental attitude toward their children and each 
other. If there are mutual love and respect in the family relations, it is highly likely that 
parental attitudes may cause healthy emotional development and decrease tension and 
conflicts in the family (Mangal, 2007, p. 100).     

Family plays an important role for the individual attitudes and behaviors. Socialization 
process starts in the family environment. Many behavioral problems in adolescents may have 
rooted in the childhood upbringing especially unsuccessful mother-father-child relationship 
(Robinson, 2009). The social, emotional and moral development of the children mostly 
depends on interactions styles of mothers and fathers with each other as well as their children. 
The interaction between parents and child is closely affecting and affected by a variety of 
social outcomes including peer relations, moral development, achievement and aggression 
(Ogretir-Ozcelik, 2017a). During the childhood, the quality not the quantity of the parent-
child relationship is an important factor for the socialization process. In a child development 
literature, it is a long tradition to study the effect of the parent-child relationship on the 
development of child’s behavior, attitude and attachment. Most of the studies in the parental 
attachment and style usually follow Baumrind’s hypothesis that parenting styles are 
contemplated to be an analytical process of socialization (Baumrind, 1968; Öğretir-Özçelik, 
2017c).     

Parenting style concerns with studying the  relationships between parents and children. 
Parenting style combines several elements in order to create the emotional climate in which 
parents communicate with their attitudes about their child (McQueen, 2015). Parents perform 
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specific practices such as spanking to assure the child do his/her homework and involve 
children’s activities.  Parenting style shows the parents’ overall feelings about the child 
through tone of voice, temper, emotional display, quality of attention and even body language 
(Bornstein and Zlotnik, 2009, p. 281).  

Parenting style investigates parenting influences on children’s development. The 
leading researcher in parenting style, Diana Baumrind, implemented comprehensive research 
by observing parents interaction with their children in their homes. She introduced the first 
typology with three parenting styles based on levels of responsiveness and control: 
authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive (Baumrind, 1971; Öğretir-Özçelik, 2017b). The 
authoritative parenting style is characterized by high responsiveness the child’s needs and at 
the same time demanding the child to comply with a reasonable set of limits and rules 
(Shaffer, 2009). It can be best exemplified by a democratic family environment in which 
adolescents are encouraged to share their opinions and participate in family decision-making 
process. The parent may play the authority figure and stay firm but respect and support the 
child’s individuality and autonomy (Öğretir, 1999). According to Baumrind, the most 
successful parenting style is the authoritative parenting. When the parent uses this style, they 
balance control with warmth and created children who were socially competent and self-
reliant (White and Schnurr, 2012, p. 59).  Characteristics of the authoritative parenting are as 
follows: clear settings of standards by parents, an expectation of maturity from the child, use 
of commands and sanctions, firm enforcement of rules, open communications between parent 
and child, encouragement of verbal give-and-take in the family communication, respecting 
child’s independence and recognition of the rights of both parents and children (Powell and 
Schmitt, 2016; Nevid, 2008, p. 316).  

The second style is the authoritarian parent who displays high control and little warm. 
The parent discourages the child’s autonomy, limits the child’s emotional expression, and 
gives importance to obedience.  The authoritarian parents are overcontrolling and rigid 
(Bjorklund and Blasi, 2012, p. 518). If the children questionize the parent and dare to ask why 
they follow the rules, the answer likely includes these phrases: “Because I am the parent and 
you are not.” or “Because I say so.” The authoritarian parents set absolute standards to 
attempt to control child behaviors. They emphasize respect for authority discourages parent-
child give-and-take (Pressley and McCormick, 2007, p. 305).  

The third style is permissive that conceptualizes the parent as tolerant and accepting. 
Permissive parent fails to restrict the child, uses little punishment, demands no mature 
behaviors from the child, and allows a high level of autonomy (Weiten and Lloyd, 2006, p. 
364). The amount of parental warmth and affection toward the child is low. The parents show 
low levels of control. Baumrind later includes neglectful parenting that is a low level of 
acceptance and control (low emotional support and low limits). Also, many researchers found 
a high level of relationships between children’s behaviors and attitudes and parenting styles 
(Weiten, et.al., 2012, p. 189).  

Maccoby and Martin (1983) later revised the Baumrind’s typology by testing the 
generalizability on more diverse sets of populations. They conceptualized parenting styles in 
two dimensions their orthogonal approach with a quadripartite model: responsiveness and 
demandingness. The first dimension, demandingness, is similar to the dimension of control. It 
refers to parental control and how much the parent expects the child to exhibit responsibility 
and maturity (Lerner et al., 2001, p. 486). Parents supervise their children activities, attempt 
to discipline the child and respond to the child request if he or she disobeys. This dimension 
can be operationalized as follows: psychological autonomy versus psychological control, 
permissiveness versus restrictiveness, overprotection versus autonomy and independence 
(Sigelman and Rider, 2012, p. 490). The second dimension, responsiveness, can be 
conceptualized with affection, acceptance, sharing, positive evaluation, emotional support, 
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equalitarian treatment, care, empathy, and closeness. In the other dimension, it includes 
emotional coldness, rejection, ignoring, neglecting, rejection and indifference (Levine and 
Munsch, 2014; Peterson, et al., 2012.pp. 23-24).  

Many studies suggest that there is an equal contribution of mother and father on child 
development. The fathers may have a different influence on their children than the mothers. 
They can make an independent and unique input into their children social development 
especially their social behavior with peers. Although fathers may have involved fewer 
children development in terms of time and energy with quantitative terms, their impact on 
their children development qualitatively is rather important as mothers on social and cognitive 
development (Parke and Buriel, 2006, p. 438).    

In early childhood, the study of attachment bonds between parent and child is 
primarily a core area of academic work (Bowlby, 1969). In recent scientific studies, it has 
seen the reconceptualization of attachment by shifting from early childhood through to 
adolescence. Some studies examine in a greater depth of the study of adolescents’ actual 
attachment relationship and their parental attitude. From the childhood development 
perspective, adolescence is an important stage for critical change in emotional, behavioral and 
cognitive systems for attachment. Adolescents begin to apart themselves from their parents 
and acquire their own point of views (Newman and Newman, 2012, p. 329). The transition 
from childhood to adolescence can be equated to search for greater autonomy and 
independence from their parents (Breinbauer and Maddaleno, 2005). The parent may have a 
need to modify autonomy and connectedness in the family environment. However, the 
attachment relationship between the parent and adolescent still goes on if the adolescent has 
close, lasting and secure relationships and attachment bonds with his/her parent. In a high-
context (collectivistic) culture society such as Turkey (Ogretir, 2008), even if adolescents 
behave independently from their parents, they can look for support in case of real need and 
they believe that their parents are available attachment figures. From a theoretical point of 
view, it is crucial to examine similarities and differences between the typical attachment style 
between parent and adolescent because of the significance of attachment in adolescence.  
 
Methods 

 

Research Model 
 

The parenting style and adolescents’ parental attachment have possible relationships 
with each other as well as other variables such as gender. As a result, the present study is 
crucial to evaluate whether there are any changes between parenting style and adolescents’ 
attachment style among the university students in Turkey. The research question of the study 
is whether there is a statistically significant difference between parenting styles (authoritative, 
permissive, authoritarian, and negligent) and adolescents’ parental attachment total score and 
subscale scores (trust, communication, alienation). The current study is an important 
contribution examining any effects of parenting style on parental attachment and vice versa in 
a different cultural context, specifically the Turkish case. It also helps parents, counselors, and 
other important institutions to realize the importance of parenting styles and parental 
attachment. It may produce future researchers on investigating the relationship among 
parenting styles, parental attachment sub-scales and other variables in different contexts. The 
current study employed descriptive and inferential statistical models.  
 
Participants  
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The sample of the study was chosen in random sampling from the population of the 
study who was the university students provided demographic information about their age, 
department, class, place of birth, family type, parental marital status, number of children in 
the family, the sequence of the children, income status, and friendship relations with same sex 
and opposite sex. The study sample consisted of 187 (% 46,6) male and 214 (% 53,4) female 
students. The age range of the participants was as follows: 15-20 years old were 160 (% 39,9) 
and 21-25 years old were 241 (% 60,1).  

 
Table 1. Demographic Results of the University Students  

Variables                                                                                                                    
n                              % 

Gender 
Female 214 53,4 
Male 187 46,6 
Total 401 100 

Age 
15-20 years old 160 39,9 
21-25 years old 241 60,1 
Total 401 100 

 
Data Collection Tools 

 
For the data collection tools, the participants filled out the personal information form 

as well as two instruments. First, the parental attitudes scale (PAS) was used in this study. 
Second, the Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (IPPA-S) short version was filled out by 
the participants.  
 
Parental Attitude Scale (PAS)  
 

The instrument was designed to measure parental attitudes and developed by Lamborn 
et al. (1991). In a short version, it has 26-item in 4-point Likert Scale that is based on 3 
factors. The factors are Acceptance/Involvement, Control/Supervision, and Psychological 
Autonomy. There are 9 items in the Acceptance/Involvement dimension of the scale, 8 items 
in the Control/Supervision and 9 items in the Psychological Autonomy. The score of internal 
consistency coefficients for acceptance/involvement was 0.72. For control/supervision, the 
score of coefficiency was 0.76. The psychological autonomy was 0.82. The adaptation of the 
scale has been made by Yılmaz (2000) with reliability and validity tests of the scale in the 
Turkish language. It was indicated that for the acceptance/involvement sub-scale test-retest 
validity coefficient was 0.74, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was 0.60; for 
strictness/supervision the test-retest validity coefficient was 0.93 and Cronbach’s Alpha 
coefficient was 0.75; and for psychological autonomy, test-retest validity coefficient was 0.79 
and Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient was 0.67.  

Four parental attitudes are categorized from intersecting Acceptance/Involvement with 
Control/Supervision dimensions. Median values of the scores are used in assessing parental 
attitudes, where children whose scores are in the median range. It is distinguished that the 
parents of the children who are graded over the median in Acceptance/Involvement and 
Control/Supervision dimensions are “democratic”, the parents of the children who are graded 
under the median in those dimensions are “negligent”. The parents of the children who are 
graded under the median and the parents of the children who are graded over the median in 
the Acceptance/Involvement dimension are put in “authoritative” category. The parents of the 
children who are graded above median in Acceptance/Involvement dimension and the parents 
of the children who are graded under median in Control/Supervision dimensions are 
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categorized as “permissive”. Psychological-autonomy dimension is left out of the assessment. 
There were four parental styles: Authoritative, permissive, democratic and negligent (Tura, 
2017: 31-32).   

In the form, the Acceptance/Involvement dimension has nine items with numbers of 1, 
3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15, and 17. The psychological autonomy dimension is numbered in nine 
items in the form with these numbers: 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 14, 16, and 18. All of these 
dimensions were used the 4-point Likert scale. The Control/Supervision dimension has eight 
items in the scale with numbers 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, and 26. The first two items were 
given 1 to 7 scores if the answer is “no”. After item number 21, the scale was used 3-Likert 
point as 1 for “no effort”, 2 for “less effort”, and 3 for “more effort” (Yılmaz, 2000). 

In the current study, the Cronbach Alpha for control/supervision subscale was 0,749. 
The Cronbach Alpha score for acceptance/involvement was 0,727. The Cronbach Alpha score 
for psychological autonomy was 0,719.  

 
Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment Short Version (IPPA-S)  
 

The attachment to parents was assessed with a short version of Inventory of Parent and 
Peer Attachment (IPPA) (Armsden and Greenberg, 1987). The instrument was developed to 
measure both cognitive and affective dimensions of attachment security and trust in the 
responsiveness and accessibility of parents. It was adapted to Turkish by Günaydın et.al. 
(2005). The study sample filled out a shortened version of the scale (IPPA-S) that was 
designed by Raja et al. The instrument is divided into three sub-scales in order to shed light 
on the quality of communication and the degree of trust and alienation in parent-adolescent 
relationships. The instrument thinks the parents as a source of psychological security. It has 
three subscales, although the use of the total scores is recommended over subscales scores. 
The total score can be used for the secure attachment. The three subscales are labeled as trust 
(T), communication (C), and alienation (A) for three dimensions of the attachment 
relationship. Trust refers to the adolescents’ trust that parents and peers respect their needs 
and desires and understand each other. Communication refers to adolescents’ perceptions that 
parents and peers are responsive and sensitive to their emotional states and evaluating the 
quality and extent of involvement and verbal and non-verbal communication with them. 
Alienation refers to adolescents’ feelings of detachment, isolation, and anger experienced in 
attachment relationships with parents and peers (Guarnieri et al., 2010).  

In the shortened version, the form has 12 items that were scored on a seven-point 
Likert scale. When the participants have higher scores, it correlates with a more secure 
attachment for overall and subscale scores.  A 7-point Likert scale was used with categories of 
1=never to 7= always.  For example, “I tell my mother/father about my problems and 
troubles” is one of the 12 items in IPPA-S form.  

In the current study, the Cronbach Alpha score for total maternal attachment was 
0,861. The Cronbach Alpha score for maternal trust was 0,762. The Cronbach Alpha scores 
for maternal communication and alienation was 0,736 and 0,676, respectively. For total 
paternal attachment of the Cronbach Alpha, the score was 0,889. The paternal trust score of 
the Cronbach Alpha was 0,783. The paternal communication and alienation of the Cronbach 
Alpha were 0,836 and 0,758, respectively.   
 
Data Analysis 
 

Data were analyzed by using SPSS 20 software.   Percentages, median, t-test and one-
way analysis (ANOVA), Independent sample t-test were employed  to analyze the differences 
between gender and maternal and paternal attachment subscales. ANOVA test results were 
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treated for the analysis of differences between maternal and paternal attachment subscales and 
maternal and paternal parenting styles.  
 
Results 

Results of t-test which was performed to determine whether there were significant 
differences in university students’ maternal attachment sub-scales and gender  .  

 
Table 2. t-Test Results of University Students’ Perceived Maternal Attachment Styles by 
Gender 
Maternal Attachment  
Subscales 

Gender n  Mean               Std.Deviations 
t-Test 

         t p 

Maternal Trust 
Female 214 16,78 3,40 

     1,211      ,227 
Male 187 18,22 3,61 

Maternal 
Communication 

Female 214 21,37 4,27 
     4,251       0,000* 

Male 187 20,02 4,24 

Maternal Alienation 
Female 214 9,03 4,66 

     -3,300          0,000* 
Male 187 10,60 4,89 

Maternal Attachment 
Female 214 67,27 11,72 

     4,151       0,000* 
Male 187 62,36 11,88 

      

There were statistically significant differences in sub-dimension points of maternal 
attachment and gender [t (401) = 4,151, p<.000]. The mean scores of maternal attachment of 

female students ( X = 67,27) were much higher than the mean scores of maternal attachment 

of male students ( X = 62,36). When the results for maternal communication attachment 
scores were compared, the results indicated statistically significant differences between 

gender [t(401)=4,251, p<.000]. The maternal communication scores of females ( X =21,37) 

were much higher than the maternal communication scores of males ( X =20,02). It is 
interesting to note that there were statistically significant differences between maternal 
alienation attachment subscale and adolescent gender. The results showed that maternal 

alienation sub-scale had much higher scores for male ( X =10.60) than female ( X =9.03)    
[t(401)= 3,300, p<.000]. However, there were no statistically significant differences between 
maternal trust attachment scores [t(401)=1,121, p<.227] by gender.  

 
Table 3. t-Test Results of University Students’ Perceived Paternal Attachment Styles by 
Gender 
 

Paternal Attachment  
Subscales 

Cinsiyet n  Mean               Std.Deviations 
t Testi 

         t p 

Paternal Trust 
Female 214 22,83 4,98 

     3,269        0,000* 
Male 187 21,06 5,87 

Paternal 
Communication 

Female 214 20,04 5,21 
     2,355      0,019 

Male 187 18,78 5,50 

Paternal Alienation 
Female 214 9,91 5,11 

     -3,528          0,000* 
Male 187 11,86 5,93 

Paternal Attachment 
Female 214 48,02 7,03 

     0,156     0,876 
Male 187 47,90 8,19 
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In Table 3, the means, standard deviations, and t-test results of the paternal attachment 
sub-scales and gender were presented in order to analyze the effects of gender on parental 
attachment. Statistically significant difference was determined in sub-dimension points of 
paternal trust attachment sub-scale and gender [t (401) = 3,269, p<.000]. The mean scores of 

paternal trust attachment of female students ( X = 22,83) were much higher than the mean 

scores of paternal trust attachment of male students ( X = 21,06). Paternal alienation 
attachment subscale was significantly higher among female adolescents than male adolescents 

[t (401) = 3,528, p<.000]. The male students ( X = 11,86) have statistically significant results 

on paternal alienation attachment than the female students  ( X = 9,91). It is noted that there 
were no statistically significant differences between paternal communication attachment subs-
scales and gender. Similarly, results showed no significantly higher scores for paternal 
attachment scores by gender.  

 
Table 4. One-way ANOVA Test Results of the University Students’ Maternal Parenting Styles 
and Maternal Attachment Style Sub-Scales 
 
Maternal 
Attachment 
Subscales 

Maternal Parenting 
Style 

n   Mean          Std.Deviations 
One Way ANOVA 

         F p 

Maternal Trust 

1.Neglectful 159 16,78 3,87 

     
26,338 

       

0,000* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 18,22 3,15 

3. Authoritarian 67 18,86 2,87 
4. Authoritative 101 20,36 2,15 

Maternal 
Communication 

1. Neglectful  159 18,78 4,41 

     
21,326 

     0,000* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 20,02 4,30 

3.Authoritarian 67 21,83 4,29 
4. Authoritative  101 22,70 3,36 

Maternal 
Alienation 

1. Neglectful 159 12,00 5,08 

 28,460     ,000* 
2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 9,02 4,02 

3.Authoritarian 67 9,55 4,25 
4.Authoritative 101 6,93 3,50 

 
The relationship between the maternal attachment sub-scales and maternal parenting 

styles was examined whether there is a statistically significant relationship between two 
variables among the study sample. The means, standard deviations, and one-way ANOVA 
results were given in Table 4. According to the results, the scores of the attachment sub-scale 
of the maternal trust has statistically significant for maternal parenting styles for one-way 
ANOVA, F = 26,338; p<0.000. The mean score of the neglectful maternal style was 
(16,78±3,87). The mean score of the permissive-indulgent was (18,22±3,15). For the 
authoritarian maternal style, the score was (18,86±2,87). The score of the authoritative 
maternal style was (20,36±2,15). When we compare the maternal communication sub-scale 
and maternal parenting styles, there is a statistically significant difference F = 21,316, p. 
0.000. In the maternal communication attachment subscale, the mean score of neglectful 
maternal style was (18,78±4,41). The permissive-indulgent and authoritarian maternal style 
had mean scores of (20,02±4,30) and (21,83±4,29), respectively. The mean score of the 
authoritative maternal style was (22,70±3,63). The one-way ANOVA result shows that the 
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difference between maternal alienation attachment style and maternal parenting style is a 
statistically significant F = 28,460, p. 0.000. The mean score of neglectful maternal style for 
maternal alienation was (12,00±5,08). The scores of the permissive-indulgent and 
authoritarian maternal style was (9,02±4,02) and (9,55±4,25), respectively. For the maternal 
alienation attachment subscale, the mean score of the authoritative maternal style was 
(6,93±3,50).  

 
Table 5. One-way ANOVA Test Results of the University Students’ Maternal Parenting Styles 
and Maternal Attachment Style   
 

 
Maternal Parenting 
Style 

n  Mean               Std.Deviations 
One Way ANOVA 

         F p 

Maternal 
Attachment 

1.Neglectful 159 58,13 11,80 

      47,620         0,000* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 65,87 10,89 

3.Authoritarian 67 67,32 9,29 
4.Authoritative 101 73,56 7,88 

 
In Table 5, the one-way ANOVA test results revealed  that the total scores of maternal 

attachment and maternal parenting style were statistically significant, F = 47,620, p. 0.000. 
The mean score of the neglectful maternal style was (58,13±11,80). The mean score of the 
permissive-indulgent and authoritarian for the total score of maternal attachment was 
(65,87±10,89) and (67,32±9,29), respectively.  The score of the authoritative maternal style 
for maternal attachment was the highest score (73,56±7,88).  

 
Table 6. One-way ANOVA Test Results of the University Students’ Paternal Parenting Styles 
and Paternal Attachment Style Sub-Scales 
 

 
Paternal Parenting 
Style 

n      Mean           Std.Deviations 
One Way ANOVA 

         F p 

Paternal Trust 

1.Neglectful  159 19,50 5,71 

     
31,695 

        0,000* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 21,25 5,80 

3.Authoritarian 67 23,95 4,09 
4. Authoritative  101 25,20 3,10 

Paternal 
Communication 

1.Neglectful  159 18,25 5,32 

     
16,638 

        0,000* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 17,32 6,02 

3.Authoritarian 67 21,34 4,88 
4.Authoritative 101 21,65 3,99 

Paternal 
Alienation 

1.Neglectful  159 13,27 5,65 

  27,946           0,000* 
2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 11,06 5,63 

3.Authoritarian 67 9,80 4,55 
4.Authoritative  101 7,45 3,97 

 
In Table 6, one-way ANOVA was used to test for the statistically significant 

relationship between two variables, namely the paternal attachment sub-scales and paternal 
parenting styles. The means, standard deviations, and one-way ANOVA results were 
presented to analyze the effect of paternal parenting style and paternal attachment sub-scales 
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to each other. According to the results, the scores of the attachment sub-scale of the paternal 
trust has statistically significant for paternal parenting styles for one-way ANOVA, F = 
31,695; p<0.000. The mean score of the neglectful paternal style was (19,50±5,71). The mean 
score of the permissive-indulgent was (21,25±5,80). For the authoritarian paternal style, the 
score was (23,95±4,09). The score of the authoritative paternal style was (25,20±3,10). When 
we compare the paternal communication sub-scale and paternal parenting styles, there is a 
statistically significant difference, F = 16,638, p. 0.000. In the paternal communication 
attachment subscale, the mean score of neglectful paternal style was (18,25±5,32). The 
permissive-indulgent and authoritarian paternal style had mean scores of (17,32±6,02) and 
(21,34±4,88), respectively. The mean score of the authoritative paternal style was 
(21,65±3,99). The one-way ANOVA result shows that the difference between paternal 
alienation attachment style and paternal parenting style is a statistically significant F = 
27,946, p. 0.000. The mean score of neglectful maternal style for paternal alienation was 
(13,27±5,65). The scores of the permissive-indulgent and authoritarian paternal style was 
11,06±5,63) and (9,80±4,55), respectively. For the paternal alienation attachment subscale, 
the mean score of the authoritative paternal style was (7,45±3,97).  

 
Table 7. One-way ANOVA Test Results of the University Students’ Maternal Parenting Styles 
and Maternal Attachment Style  
 

 
Paternal Parenting 
Style 

n  Mean               Std.Deviations 
One Way ANOVA 

         F p 

Paternal 
Attachment 

1.Neglectful  159 47,86 9,00 

     5,156   0,002* 

2.Permissive/ 
Indulgent 

74 45,27 6,31 

3.Authoritarian 67 49,88 7,16 
4. Authoritative 101 48,85 5,54 

 
In Table 7, the one-way ANOVA test for paternal attachment and paternal parenting style 

displays statistically significant results, F = 5,156, p. 0.002. The mean score of the neglectful 
paternal style was (47,86±9,00). The mean score of the permissive-indulgent and authoritative 
for the total score of paternal attachment was (45,27±6,31) and (48,85±5,54), respectively.  
The score of the authoritarian paternal style for paternal attachment revealed the highest score 
(49,88±7,16).  

 
Discussion 

 

The purpose of this study was to investigate whether the perceptions of the university 
students and adolescents differ between their parental attachment styles and parental styles. 
The findings in this study showed  that parenting style may affect the secure attachment of the 
adolescents. In terms of the overall attachment characteristics, the study found some 
significant differences between parenting style sub-scales. This finding is consistent with 
other studies that report positive impact of authoritative parenting style on attachment. The 
positive impact, in turn, can result in less maternal and paternal distress and an increased 
possibility of secure attachment.  

For the communication attachment sub-scale, the result is parallel to other reportings 
in the literature. When the parents have authoritative style, they have less communication 
barrier to their children. The presence of authoritative style can affect mother-adolescent and 
father-adolescent interaction in a positive way such as non-verbal communications and facial 
and postural behaviors as well as reciprocal smiling. In addition, the authoritative style may 
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increase the repertoire of the body and facial expressions and produce higher responsiveness 
between parent and adolescent (Öğretir, 2006). When the parent utilizes the authoritative 
style, both parent and adolescent understand verbal and non-verbal clues given by each other 
and give appropriate responses (Howe, 2006).   

There should be at least three concerns to be analyzed in predicting attachment from 
the maternal and paternal point of views and parenting styles. The first is whether maternal 
and paternal attachment and parenting styles predict an independent and unique variance in 
parental attachment and attitude. That is, what is the contribution of parenting styles on 
parental attachment. Second, it should be noted that parenting behaviors especially parental 
control are more sensitive to cultural variations. The current study has indicated that culturally 
relevant factors may have effects on the universal parenting behaviors, such as warmth and 
rejecting parenting. Third, mothers are still seen as nurturing agent and fathers serve as the 
controlling agent in the majority of the cultures in the world. Similarly, the current study 
predicted that parenting styles differ in maternal and paternal attachment because the cultural 
variables may affect the university students’ perceptions of their parents. The university 
students in Turkey may have higher levels of maternal trust and communication in 
authoritative parents than other three parenting styles because they perceived their 
authoritative parents more trustful and communicative.  

The comparison between parenting style and attachment theory revealed that 
authoritative parenting is compatible with the accepting, sensitive, and cooperative parenting 
behaviors held up as attachment research. Authoritative parents resemble responsive 
attachment figures that pay special attention to the child’s point of views and needs as well as 
use negotiation to push the child toward cooperation. They are leaders, not dictators 
(Bretherton et al., 1997). The attachment theory basic assumption is that effective parental 
behavior focuses basically on one criterion that is the attachment to the parent or other 
caregivers and psychological development in infancy.  

Children who have authoritative parents tend to display self-confidence that their 
needs were met by the parent (Baumrind, 1991). They have the secure attachment with their 
primary caregivers because authoritative parenting is essentially supportive, responsive and 
warm (Doinita and Maria, 2015). On the opposite side, authoritarian parents have low self-
esteem and show anxiety, aggression, and anger that is transmitted like psychological DNA to 
their children. Children who have permissive parents have low self-reliance and self-control 
(Baumrind, 1991). Permissive parents tend to withdraw their love from their children as a way 
of punishment. Both permissive and authoritarian parenting style are closely linked to 
insecurely attached children (resistant and avoidant). Because these parents are unable to self-
regulate their emotional responses, they promote the more negative self-view in their children. 
Permissive and negligent parenting style is associated with fearfully attached and more 
avoidant children. The researchers have also indicated that there is a positive relationship 
between secure attachment style and authoritative parenting style (Karavasilis et.al., 2003).  

It can be concluded that the study shows the importance of the parenting style on 
parental attachment for the child and adolescent development. The findings of the study will 
hopefully contribute to the studies in the field of child development and educational sciences.  
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