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ABSTRACT

Objective: This study aimed to examine the relationship between psychological flexibility
and future expectations among university students in Tiirkiye, integrating sociodemographic
indicators with qualitative insights into students’ career-related experiences.

Methods: Using a cross-sectional mixed-methods design, online data were collected from 907
university students. Psychological flexibility was assessed using the Acceptance and Action
Questionnaire—II (AAQ-II), and future expectations were measured with a validated Future
Expectations Scale. Quantitative analyses included independent samples t-tests, one-way analysis
of variance (ANOVA), and Pearson correlation analyses. Qualitative data were analyzed using
inductive thematic analysis conducted independently by two coders to enhance analytical rigor.
Results: A small but statistically significant negative correlation was observed between
psychological flexibility and future expectations (r = —0.20, p < 0.001). In group comparisons
interpreted using Bonferroni-adjusted thresholds, psychological flexibility and/or future
expectations were most consistently higher among non-Turkish students and among those
reporting greater economic comfort, with future expectations also higher among students
living with their families. Qualitative findings indicated that career development was primarily
facilitated by family and social support and personal resources such as perseverance, planning,
and self-confidence, whereas major barriers clustered around economic strain, employment
uncertainty, and psychological stressors.

Conclusion: Psychological flexibility was statistically significantly but weakly associated with
future expectations among university students in Tiirkiye, which may indicate a modest and
potentially incremental contribution within a broader socioeconomic and relational context.
Mixed-methods integration suggested that students frequently described family/social support
and self-regulatory resources as factors that may facilitate career-related future planning, whereas
economic strain and psychological stressors were commonly identified as salient barriers. Given
the cross-sectional design, these findings should be interpreted as associational and not causal;
nonetheless, scalable university supports that aim to strengthen flexibility-related skills alongside
contextual resources could be considered as potentially relevant avenues for fostering more

adaptive future-oriented appraisals.
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INTRODUCTION

University students constitute a population that is increasingly
confronted with multiple, intersecting forms of uncertainty
that shape their future-oriented appraisals and psychological
well-being. In the Turkish context, perceptions of the future
are associated not only with macro-level conditions—such as
economic instability, migration-related considerations, and
evaluations of the education and justice systems—but also
with individuals’ coping capacities. Such uncertainty may
be accompanied by fluctuations in hope and anxiety, thereby
increasing vulnerability across mental health indicators [1,2].
Challenges in the transition from education to employment,
recurrent economic crises, and global events such as the
COVID-19 pandemic have further intensified these pressures;
collectively, these factors have been shown to be associated

with changes in young adults’ future planning and broader life

Main Points

e Psychological flexibility is significantly associated
with university students’ future expectations, with
lower flexibility (higher experiential avoidance) linked

to more pessimistic future-oriented appraisals.

e Socioeconomic and contextual factors—including
perceived income adequacy, living arrangements,
nationality, and paternal education—systematically
shape both psychological flexibility and future
expectations, underscoring the role of structural
resources alongside individual capacities.

e Qualitative findings reveal that career development
is primarily facilitated by family and social support,
personal self-regulation skills, and value-congruent
motivation, while major barriers cluster around
economic insecurity, institutional constraints, and

psychological stressors.

e Psychological flexibility emerges as a context-sensitive
and modifiable capacity, operating in interaction with
social support and economic security rather than as a
fixed individual trait.

e Integrated, multilevel interventions that combine
brief psychological flexibility—focused approaches
with structural supports (e.g., housing, financial aid,
and mentoring) may be most effective in enhancing

students’ and future-oriented

university hope

engagement.
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orientations [3,4]. Against this increasingly complex backdrop,
attention has shifted toward individual-level psychological
resources that shape how young adults interpret and respond
to future-related challenges. Emerging evidence indicates that
individuals with lower psychological flexibility experience
greater difficulty managing future-related uncertainty and
are more likely to endorse pessimistic expectations about
their future [2,5]. Psychological flexibility refers to the ability
to remain open to internal experiences and persist in values-
consistent, goal-directed action under stress and uncertainty,
thereby supporting adaptive responding to changing contextual
demands. Higher psychological flexibility has been associated
with stronger achievement expectations and higher positive
affect, whereas lower levels are linked to avoidance tendencies,
negative affect, and maladaptive coping patterns, all of which
represent clinically meaningful risk indicators [2,5,6]. Moreover,
future anxiety appears to be more pronounced among those
with reduced psychological flexibility and has been consistently
linked to elevated depressive symptoms and stress [2,7].
Psychological flexibility also appears to be a modifiable capacity
during the university years, with its development associated with
demographic and contextual factors such as gender, cumulative

life experiences, and environmental interactions [8].

While psychological flexibility constitutes the primary focus
of the present study, related constructs such as cognitive
flexibility and psychological resilience have also been identified
as clinically meaningful contributors to young adults’ future
orientations. Higher cognitive flexibility has been associated
with more effective adaptation to change, enhanced problem-
solving capacity, and more structured and optimistic future
planning [9]. Similarly, cognitive flexibility and resilience have
been reported as significant predictors of career planning and
career adaptability—processes closely linked to psychological
adjustment during the transition to adulthood [10]. At the same
time, positive and planful attitudes and robust social support
networks function as protective factors facilitating career
adaptability, whereas limited social capital and chronic stress
may undermine adaptive functioning and increase vulnerability
to adverse mental health outcomes [11,12]. Importantly, these
constructs are conceptually distinct: psychological flexibility
refers to ACT-based self-regulation (openness to internal
experiences and values-consistent action), cognitive flexibility
reflects the ability to shift perspectives and generate alternative
strategies, resilience denotes adaptive functioning in the context

of stressors, and emotion regulation is considered a potential
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process that may link these capacities to outcomes rather
than an interchangeable construct. However, despite these
reported associations, the process-level mechanisms linking
psychological flexibility, cognitive flexibility, and resilience
remain unclear. Proposed pathways (e.g., emotion regulation,
stress appraisal, and coping processes) warrant direct testing in

longitudinal and mechanism-focused research.

Beyond individual psychological resources, the transition
from education to working life is shaped by broader structural
and contextual factors, including social class, gender, family
support, and local opportunity structures [13—16]. Women and
individuals from lower socioeconomic backgrounds often face
greater barriers to future planning due to structural constraints
and unequal access to opportunities. Socially constructed
gender roles and class position play a decisive role in shaping
both the level of future expectations and the range of attainable
life options [14,17,18]. These disparities suggest that even
individuals with comparable levels of psychological flexibility
may construct their future expectations in markedly different
ways depending on their structural positioning. Taken together,
the literature indicates that future expectations are shaped
primarily by individual-level psychological processes—such
as psychological flexibility, self-efficacy, optimism, and stress-
coping capacity—which operate within broader contextual
conditions, including perceived economic resources and social
support [16,19-21]. Psychological flexibility, in particular, has
been theorized to influence how individuals regulate uncertainty
and maintain goal-directed thinking under stress. Nonetheless,
studies conducted in Tirkiye that examine psychological
flexibility and future expectations simultaneously in large
samples while accounting for key sociodemographic differences
(e.g., nationality, perceived income, housing arrangements,
and gender) remain limited. Moreover, inconsistent findings
regarding whether psychological flexibility enhances optimistic
future expectations or supports more regulated and realistic

appraisals underscore the need for further investigation.

Addressing these gaps, the present study examines the association
between psychological flexibility and future expectations
among university students in Tiirkiye and explores variations
across sociodemographic characteristics. By integrating
quantitative findings with qualitative insights, the study aims to
clarify the psychological mechanisms through which flexibility
relates to future-oriented thinking during emerging adulthood.

Accordingly, we hypothesized that;
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H1. There is a statistically significant association between
psychological flexibility and future expectations scores.

H2. AAQ-II and future expectations scores differ significantly
across sociodemographic indicators such as perceived income
level, living arrangement (with family vs. in a dormitory), and
gender.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study employed a descriptive, cross-sectional mixed-
methods design. The quantitative component examined the
relationships between psychological flexibility and future
expectations, while the qualitative component was included
to contextualize quantitative findings by exploring students’
perceived facilitators and barriers related to career development.
The mixed-methods approach was adopted to obtain a more
comprehensive understanding of future-oriented expectations
by integrating numerical patterns with subjective experiences.
The study sample consisted of 907 university students enrolled
at various universities in Tiirkiye who voluntarily participated
in the study. Participants were recruited using convenience
sampling, and data were collected online via Google Forms.
Ethical approval was obtained from the Gaziantep University
Social and Human Sciences Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics Committee (Approval No: 52, Meeting No: 15, Approval
Date: 2025-12-02). Electronic informed consent was obtained

from all participants prior to data collection.

Data Collection Instruments

Data were collected using a structured questionnaire package
consisting of four sections. The first section included a
Demographic Information Form designed to obtain participants’
background characteristics, such as age, gender, nationality,
educational status, and socioeconomic indicators.

The second section assessed psychological flexibility through
the Acceptance and Action Questionnaire—II (AAQ-II), a widely
used self-report measure evaluating individuals’ experiential
avoidance and psychological inflexibility.

The third

expectations and hopes using the Future Expectations Scale,

section measured university students’ future

which captures cognitive and affective evaluations regarding
future-oriented goals and perceived opportunities.

The fourth section comprised two open-ended questions aimed

at collecting qualitative data to explore students’ perceived
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facilitators and barriers related to career development, thereby

providing contextual depth to the quantitative findings.

Demographic Information Form

A Demographic Information Form, developed by the researchers
based on the relevant literature, was used to collect participants’
age, gender, nationality, educational level, and selected
socioeconomic indicators aligned with the study objectives.
These indicators were included to represent living conditions
and contextual constraints relevant to future-oriented appraisals
in Turkiye. Specifically, perceived income status was treated
as an index of economic resources and financial strain; living
arrangement (e.g., living with family, dormitory residence) as a
marker of proximal social support and daily contextual stability;
gender as an indicator of differential opportunity structures and
social role expectations; and nationality as a proxy for potential
variability in access to resources and institutional experiences.
In addition, family structure/sibling number was considered a
proxy for family-related responsibilities and within-household
resource distribution, whereas parental education was treated
as an indicator of socioeconomic and cultural capital associated

with educational and career trajectories.

Measures

The psychometric properties of all standardized instruments
used in the study have been previously established in university
student populations. In the present study, internal consistency
coefficients were recalculated to ensure reliability within the

current sample.

Psychological Flexibility Scale (Acceptance and Action
Questionnaire—II; AAQ-II)

Psychological flexibility was assessed using the Acceptance
and Action Questionnaire—II (A AQ-II), originally developed by
Bond et al. [22] in 2011 and adapted into Turkish by Yavuz et al.
[23]in 2016. The scale consists of 7 items forming a single-factor
structure and is rated on a 7-point Likert scale. Higher total
scores indicate greater psychological inflexibility, reflecting
lower levels of psychological flexibility (i.e., higher experiential
avoidance). In the Turkish validation study, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were reported as 0.84 in non-clinical samples and
0.88 in clinical samples, with evidence supporting construct
validity and test-retest reliability. In the present study, the
internal consistency of the AAQ-II was high (Cronbach’s o =
0.89).

Teze S, Karadag M.

Future Expectations Scale

Future expectations were measured using the Future
Expectations Scale, developed by Tuncer in 2011 [24] to assess
university students’ future-oriented thoughts and hopes. The
scale comprises 14 items with a single-factor structure and is
rated on a 5-point Likert scale. It evaluates future orientations
across domains such as career prospects, economic conditions,
social status, and life expectations. Previous validity and
reliability analyses demonstrated adequate construct validity
and internal consistency (Cronbach’s o, = 0.86). In the current

sample, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 0.85.

Qualitative Questions

To obtain qualitative data on factors influencing career
development, the survey included two optional open-ended
questions:

L. What is the main factor that most facilitates (or you believe

will facilitate) your career advancement?

2.What is the main factor that hinders (or you believe may

hinder) your desired career progress?

Statistical Analysis
Quantitative data were analyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics
26.0.

summarized using frequencies and percentages, and continuous

version Sociodemographic  characteristics ~ were
variables were reported as mean + standard deviation (M =+
SD). Internal consistency of the scales was evaluated using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients. Prior to parametric analyses,
distributional assumptions were examined. Normality was
assessed based on skewness and kurtosis values within the +2
criterion recommended by Tabachnick and Fidell and by visual
inspection of Q—Q plots. Homogeneity of variances was assessed
using Levene’s test. When the homogeneity assumption was
violated, Welch’s t-test (for two-group comparisons) and Welch’s
ANOVA (for multi-group comparisons) were used, followed
by appropriate post-hoc procedures (e.g., Games—Howell).
Otherwise, standard ANOVA with Bonferroni-adjusted post-
hoc tests was applied to control the familywise Type I error rate
(o_adj = 0.05/m, where m denotes the number of comparisons
within the relevant family). Pearson correlation analyses were
conducted to examine associations among study variables. All
tests were two-tailed, and statistical significance was set at p <

0.05 unless otherwise specified by adjusted criteria.
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Qualitative Data Analysis

Qualitative data were analyzed using inductive thematic
analysis. Two independent coders initially double-coded 30%
of the dataset to develop a preliminary coding framework.
Discrepancies were resolved through consensus, yielding
a Cohen’s kappa coefficient of 0.78. The refined codebook
was subsequently applied to the remaining data. To further
assess coding reliability, an additional 10% subsample was
independently double-coded, resulting in a Cohen’s kappa of
0.81. Data saturation was achieved when no new meaningful
codes or themes emerged during the final two coding rounds.
The findings are presented with subthemes and frequency

counts, supported by representative quotations.

In addition to thematic analysis, we reported theme-level
frequency counts as descriptive indices of salience within
the present sample. This reporting strategy was adopted to
enhance analytic transparency and to support integration with
the quantitative component of the mixed-methods design.
Frequency information was interpreted non-inferentially and
was not used as a proxy for theme importance, prevalence
beyond the sample, or generalizability; interpretation remained
anchored in the qualitative content, contextual meanings, and
illustrative narratives provided by participants. Consistent
with this approach, each participant’s response was coded to a
single primary theme (and an associated subtheme), such that
frequency counts represent the number of respondents endorsing

each theme rather than multiple coded mentions.

Inclusion Criteria
1. Being enrolled as a student at a university in Tiirkiye.
2.Providing voluntary participation by giving electronic

informed consent.

Exclusion Criteria

Failure to meet at least one of the inclusion criteria.

RESULTS

A total of 907 participants voluntarily took part in the study.
The mean age of the participants was 21.44 + 3.52 years (range:
18—47 years).

Table 1 shows that the demographic composition of the sample
consisted predominantly of female participants (77.5%) and
Turkish nationals (89.5%). Regarding income status, the largest
proportion of participants reported that their income was equal
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to their expenses (51.7%), while residence in provincial centers
was the most common living location (65.0%). In terms of the
type of high school graduated, general high school graduates
constituted the majority (69.5%). For number of siblings, the
three to four siblings category was the most prevalent (47.5%).
Maternal education level was predominantly primary education
(60.1%), and paternal education level was similarly concentrated
at the primary education level (52.8%). With respect to parental
status, the vast majority of participants reported that both
parents were alive and living together (87.7%). Regarding living
arrangements, living with family was the most frequently
reported category (47.6%), followed by residence in student
dormitories (43.0%).

Across the study variables, distributional assumptions were
generally supported. Scores on the Acceptance and Action
Questionnaire—II (AAQ-II) and the Future Expectations Scale
exhibited approximately normal distributions across the main
comparison groups (gender, place of residence, number of
siblings, and parental income). While Future Expectations Scale
scores showed mild negative skewness and moderate kurtosis
in some subgroups, these indices remained within acceptable
limits. An exception was observed for the Future Expectations
Scale within the postgraduate paternal education subgroup,
where kurtosis exceeded the +2 criterion. Accordingly, results
were interpreted with attention to distributional characteristics
and group-size imbalance; where variance homogeneity was
not met, robust procedures (Welch tests) with appropriate post-
hoc comparisons (e.g., Games—Howell) were used, whereas
under homogeneity, post-hoc comparisons following standard
ANOVA were interpreted using Bonferroni-adjusted thresholds.
As shown in Table 2, in the AAQ-II, lower scores indicate higher
psychological flexibility. In line with the Bonferroni adjustment
described in the Methods, group differences were interpreted
using the corresponding adjusted thresholds for multiple
comparisons. Women showed slightly higher psychological
flexibility than men (p = 0.045), although this difference was
small and should be interpreted cautiously under the multiple-
comparison correction. Non-Turkish students reported higher
psychological flexibility and higher future expectations (p
< .005 and p < .001, respectively). Regarding income status,
psychological flexibility and future expectations tended to
increase with perceived economic comfort; the lowest levels
were observed among students whose income was lower than
their expenses, whereas the highest levels were observed among

those whose income exceeded their expenses (Table 2).
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the participants (N = 907)

Variable Category n %
Female 704 71.5
Gender
Male 203 22.4
Nationality Turkish 812 89.5
Non-Turkish 95 10.5
Income < Expenses 243 26.8
Income status Income = Expenses 469 51.7
Income > Expenses 196 21.6
Province 590 65.0
Place of Residence District 208 23.0
Village 109 12.0
Vocational High School 174 19.2
Type of High School Graduated General High School 631 69.5
Anatolian/ Science High School 102 11.2
1-2 204 22.5
Number of Siblings 3-4 430 47.5
5 or more 273 30.1
[literate 80 8.8
Primary education 545 60.1
High school 190 20.9
Maternal education level
Associate degree 33 3.6
Bachelor’s degree 50 5.5
Postgraduate degree 9 1.0
[literate 11 1.2
Primary education 478 52.8
High school 270 29.7
Paternal education level
Associate degree 28 3.1
Bachelor’s degree 102 11.2
Postgraduate degree 18 2.0
Both parents alive and living together 795 87.7
Parental status Both parents alive and divorced 43 4.7
At least one parent deceased 69 7.6
Living with family 432 47.6
Living arrangement Student dormitory 393 43.0
Living with friends / living alone 82 8.9
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Table 2. Comparison of Psychological Flexibility and Future Expectations Scores by Variables.

Teze S, Karadag M.

AAQ-II Future Expectations Scale
Variable Category
M £ SD Test M+ SD Test
Female 23.46+8.62 t: -2.007 51.9348.0 t 371
Gender
Male 24.84+8.58 p: .045 51.7+7.93 p:.710
Nationality Turkish 24.8248.71 t: 2.805 51.43+£7.96 t: -3.392
Non-Turkish 2221474 p: .005 54.34+7.31 p: .001
Income < Expenses® 26.49+8.79 F: 9.642 50.66+8.59 F: 5.163
Income status Income = Expenses® 24.1548.49 p: .000 51.7247.62 p: .006
Income > Expenses* 23.09+8.33 a>b.c 53.147.72 c>a
Province 24.4248.72 F- 651 52.0748.16 2750
Place of Residence District 24.46+8.35 p:.522 51.63£7.68 p: 663
Village 25.43+£8.57 50.13£7.1
e of Hish Schoo] Vocational High School 24.13+8.76 F- 065 51.82+8.16 F- 010
P g General High School 24.76+8.68 p:.520 51.73+7.91 p: 990
Graduated
Anatolian/ Science High School 23.93+7.99 51.75+7.84
1-2¢ 23.2+8.87 F: 3.204 52.75+7.74 F2 040
-4° 0148. :. 7447 N
Number of Siblings 34 25.01+8.3 £> 038 S1.74+778 p: .053
5 or more*® 24.83+8.84 a 50.97+8.3
Iliterate 26.65+8.48 50.59+8.51
Primary education 24.6+8.43 51.59+7.69
High school 23.8148.34 F: 1.830 52.24+7.48
Maternal education level p: .104 F: 1.341
Associate degree 24.88+10.89 54.1248.71 .
p: .245
Bachelor’s degree 24.149.8 51.22+10.39
Postgraduate degree 19.78+9.13 54.22+8.47
Illiterate® 26.82+10.13 48.36+12.79
Primary education® 24.78+8.56 51.5+7.83
F:2.371
High school® 24.7+8.86 p: .038 52.16£7.53 F: 1.797
Paternal education level )
Associate degree? 27.39+7.08 49.18+7.81 p:.111
d>e
Bachelor’s degree® 22.4848.13 52.2548.26
Postgraduate degree’ 21.94+8.77 54.67+10.65
Both parents alive and living together 24.5248.53 51.7247.92
. . F:.132 F:.048
Parental status Both parents alive and divorced 25.21+10.84 51.63+8.02
p: .876 p: .953
At least one parent deceased 24.5148.25 52.0148.27
Living with family® 23.7348.33 F ‘:)-;’16 52.67+7.81 F: 7.679
Living arrangement Student dormitory® 25.49+8.7 £>a 50.57+7.92 p: .000
Living with friends / living alone® 24.53+9.44 52.52+7.92 a>b

Note. Values are presented as M = SD. For two-group comparisons, independent-samples t tests were used when homogeneity of variances was

met; otherwise, Welch’s t test was applied. For comparisons involving more than two groups, one-way ANOVA with Bonferroni-adjusted post-hoc

tests was used under homogeneity; when the homogeneity assumption was violated, Welch’s ANOVA followed by Games—Howell post-hoc tests

was used. Superscript letters (a, b, ¢, ...) denote category labels within each variable; pairwise differences indicated (e.g., a > b) reflect statistically

significant post-hoc contrasts at the Bonferroni-adjusted alpha level (o._adj =.05/m). Lower AAQ-II scores indicate higher psychological flexibility.
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Place of residence and type of high school graduated were not
significantly associated with either outcome. Students with one
to two siblings were more psychologically flexible than those
with three to four siblings (p = .038), but this difference should
be interpreted cautiously in light of the Bonferroni adjustment.
Maternal education level was not significantly related to either
variable, whereas paternal education at the bachelor’s degree
level or higher was associated with higher psychological
flexibility compared with associate degree education (p = .038);
however, this association was modest and not robust under strict
multiple-comparison control. Students living with their families
reported higher future expectations than those residing in student
dormitories (p < .001), and they also tended to report greater
psychological flexibility (p <.014), although the latter difference
was weaker under the multiple-comparison correction (Table 2).
Overall, the most consistent sociodemographic correlates of
higher psychological flexibility and/or more positive future
expectations were non-Turkish nationality and greater perceived
economic comfort, with living with family showing the clearest

association with future expectations (Table 2).

As presented in Table 3, bivariate correlation analyses (N
= 907) showed a statistically significant but small negative
association between psychological flexibility and future
expectations (r = —0.200, p < 0.001), indicating that higher

psychological flexibility was modestly related to more favorable

Table 3. Intercorrelations Among Study Variables (N = 907)

Teze S, Karadag M.

future expectations. Given the number of correlations reported,
interpretations prioritize effect sizes and associations that
remain statistically significant under Bonferroni-adjusted
thresholds. Under this approach, psychological flexibility was
negatively associated with income status (r = —0.140, p < 0.001),
whereas its correlations with nationality (r = —0.093), gender (r
= 0.067), parental education, and living arrangement were small
and did not remain statistically significant under strict multiple-

comparison correction (Table 3).

Future expectations were positively associated with nationality
(r=0.112, p<0.001). Associations with income status (r = 0.106)
and other demographic indicators (e.g., place of residence,
number of siblings, and living arrangement) were small and
should be interpreted cautiously in the context of multiple
testing (Table 3).

Among demographic variables, the strongest association was
observed between maternal and paternal education levels (r
= 0.554, p < 0.001). Nationality showed small-to-moderate
positive associations with parental education (maternal: r =
0.283; paternal: r = 0.300; both p < 0.001) and number of siblings
(r=0.159, p <0.001), and a small negative association with place
of residence (r = —0.112, p < 0.001). Number of siblings was
negatively associated with maternal (r = —0.233, p < 0.001) and
paternal education levels (r = —0.143, p < 0.001). Overall, most

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. AAQ-II 1 -200™ [ .067° | -.093" | -.140" | .032 .002 .062 -.069*% | -.076% |.005 071%*
2.Future Expectations Scale 1 -012 |.112" |.106™ |-.074" |-.003 |-.080" |.051 .048 .008 -.072%
3.Gender 1 .054 -.158™ |.051 -050 |.082" |[-.043 .023 .012 - 115%*
4 Nationality 1 -021 | -112" | - 1617 | 1597 | .283** | 300%* |.091%* | -193%*
5.Income Status 1 -075" [.071" | -.102" | .093** | .162** |-059 |.098%*
6.Place of Residence 1 =009 | 1177 | -221%% | - 183%* | -.003 | .277**
é‘iydi ea;’edeigh School 1 -080° | .066* |.054 |-028 |[.099%*
8. Number of Siblings 1 -.233%% | - 143%* | 064 -.049
9.Maternal education level 1 S554%* 1 .067*% | -.024
10.Paternal education level 1 .002 -.024
11. Parental status 1 .018
12. Living arrangement |

Note. p <.05 (*), p <.01 (**), two-tailed.
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other correlations were small (r < 0.20), and those with nominal
p values near conventional thresholds should be interpreted
cautiously given the Bonferroni adjustment for multiple
comparisons (Table 3).

Qualitative Component of the Study

The findings obtained from the thematic analysis of university
students’ responses to the open-ended question “What is the
most important factor in your life that facilitates or will facilitate

your career advancement?” are presented in Table 4.

The question was optional. Of the 907 participants, 722
responded and 185 did not. In Table 4, (f) denotes the number of
coded responses (n = 722), and percentages are calculated based
on the total number of coded responses. The content analysis
indicates that factors facilitating career development cluster at
multiple levels. The most frequently reported facilitating factor
was family and social support (f = 250; 34.6%), followed by
personal characteristics (f = 184; 25.5%), with perseverance/
diligence, planning, and self-confidence standing out within this
category (Table 4).

Value- and vocation-oriented motivation (f = 88; 12.2%),
especially the desire to help others, and goals and dreams (f'=
90; 12.5%) reinforced future orientation. Education and personal
development (f'= 64; 8.9%), such as foreign language learning
and participation in courses, contributed to capacity building.

Finally, economic independence and career opportunities (f =

Teze S, Karadag M.

46; 6.4%), including employment and appointment prospects,
emerged as contextual factors facilitating the transformation of

accumulated resources into tangible career outcomes (Table 4).

Because the open-ended item was presented as optional, 454 of
the 907 participants in the total sample responded to the item,
whereas 453 did not. In Table 5, f denotes the number of coded
responses/respondents (n = 454), and the percentage values
were calculated based on the total number of coded responses
(n = 454). Based on the analysis of a total of 454 codes, this
table indicates that students’ career barriers are multilayered.
Psychological/individual factors constitute the most prominent
constraints on university students’ career development (21.4%),
with anxiety—stress—fear emerging as the dominant subtheme
within this category. These are followed by economic/financial
conditions (17.8%) and social/environmental factors (11.5%),

particularly social pressure (Table 5).

Institutional/examination-related barriers and self-regulation/
habit-related factors each accounted for 9.5% of the reported
barriers. Overall, approximately 31% of the barriers were
individual-level, whereas 63% were structural/contextual in
nature. Other themes were represented at lower levels, including
family—care responsibilities (8.4%), academic difficulties (6.4%),
health-related problems (4.0%), uncertainty/external shocks
(3.7%), and migration/language barriers (1.8%). In addition,
6.2% of participants reported no career-related barriers (Table
5).

Table 4. Themes and Frequency Distribution of the Main Factors Facilitating Career Development Among University Students.

Theme Total (f)* | Percentage (%) | Subthemes (f)
Family and Social Support 250 34.63 Family (231); General social support (10); Friends/Faculty members (9)
. Perseverance and diligence (49); Self-confidence/Courage (34);
P 1 Ch 184 25.4
ersonal Characteristics 8 548 Discipline (19); Planning skills (47); Talents/Skills (35)
Interest in Profession and Values 88 12.19 Love of the profession (6); Desire to help others (82)
Goals and Aspirations 90 12.47 Dreams (25); Goals/Ideals (65)
E i P 1
Di:;?;;);j;td ersona 64 8.86 Learning a foreign language (23); Courses/Training programs (41)
E ic Ind d d
conomic epe?n. ence an 46 6.37 Public appointment (11); Economic independence (35)
Career Opportunities
Total 722 100

*: In the table, percentages were calculated based on the total number of respondents (n = 722) (% =f/ 722 x 100).
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Table 5. Themes and Frequencies of the Main Factors Hindering Career Development Among University Students.

Total Percentage
Theme B G %) Subthemes (frequency)
Anxiety—stress—fear (62); General affective problems
. .. (psychological) (14); Hopelessness / depressive affect (9);
Psychol 1 Factors (Individual 97 21.4 . . o
sychological Factors (Individual) Self-confidence / self-belief problems (8); Obsessive thinking /
overthinking (4)
Economic / Financial Conditions 31 178 Ma(.;roec.onomlc / political condmon.s- (43); Personal financial
difficulties (36); Labor market conditions / unemployment (2)
Social / Environmental Factors 5 115 fzr;ends / people / social pressure (50); Discrimination / mobbing
E i li -rel iers (20); Publi i
Examinations, Appointment, and duce.1t101.1 policy / S)./stem re e.lted be.irrlers (20); Pub .1§ service
o . 43 9.5 examinations / appointment / interviews (16); Favoritism /
Institutional Barriers . S
perceived injustice (7)
Motivation / discipline problems (13); Laziness / procrastination
Self-regulation / Habits 43 9.5 (12); Indecisiveness / lack of plans or goals (10); Difficulties in
time management (8)
. .. s Family problems / pressure (27); Childcare / caregiving burden
Famil R lit A4
amily and Caregiving Responsibilities 38 8 (7); Marriage / spouse / partner-related issues (4)
Examinati ficulties i e (27): Di I
Educational / Academic Difficulties 29 6.4 xamma.tlo.ns / .d1 iculties in studying (27); Distance education
related difficulties (2)
No Barriers Reported 28 6.2 Reported no barriers (28)
Health and Physical Limitations 18 4.0 Health problems (18)
Uncertainty and External Events 17 3.7 Uncertainty / unpredictability (15); Disasters / external shocks (2)
Migration / Stat dL . .
1gr.a 1on 7 Status and Language 8 1.8 Language barrier (4); Refugee status / legal status issues (4)
Barriers
Total 454 100

*: In the table, percentages were calculated based on the total number of respondents (n = 454) (% = f/ 454 x 100).

DISCUSSION

The present study examined the association between
psychological flexibility and future expectations in a large
sample of university students in Tirkiye, with particular
attention to individual and contextual factors related to
students’ living conditions and career experiences. Overall,
the findings indicate that psychological flexibility is weakly
yet consistently associated with how students perceive and
anticipate their future, and that this relationship varies across
key sociodemographic indicators such as income status, living

arrangements, nationality, and family structure.

Psychological flexibility was significantly associated with
future expectations; however, the magnitude of this relationship
was small (e.g., r = —0.20), indicating that its practical/clinical
relevance at the individual level may be limited. Such a modest
effect size suggests that future expectations are more plausibly

shaped by the conjoint influence of multiple determinants—

including socioeconomic circumstances, perceived social
support, and contextual stressors—rather than by any single
psychological construct, with psychological flexibility likely
contributing only incrementally within this multidimensional
configuration. Furthermore, given the cross-sectional nature
of the study, the temporal ordering of the variables cannot
be established; therefore, the findings should be construed
as evidence of association rather than causation. In this
respect, although prior work has reported associations among
psychological flexibility, cognitive flexibility, and psychological
resilience, the process-level pathways linking these constructs
(e.g., emotion regulation, stress appraisal, and coping processes)
remain insufficiently clarified and cannot be delineated within
the present cross-sectional design. Future research employing
longitudinal and intervention-based designs is warranted to
elucidate temporal dynamics and to test candidate mechanisms
(e.g., stress-regulation processes) through which psychological

flexibility may relate to future-oriented appraisals.
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Considering the scoring properties of the Acceptance and Action
Questionnaire—II (AAQ-II), where lower scores reflect higher
psychological flexibility, the findings indicate relatively higher
flexibility among women, non-Turkish students, participants
whose income met or exceeded their expenses, students living
with their families, those with fewer siblings, and those whose
fathers had higher educational attainment. Conversely, lower
psychological flexibility was observed among students reporting
economic strain, those residing in dormitories, and those from
larger sibling groups. Taken together, these patterns suggest
that daily living conditions and social environments may be
associated with psychological flexibility during emerging
adulthood.

Notably, in this sample, non-Turkish students appeared more
likely to report higher psychological flexibility and higher
future expectations. This pattern may be partly associated with
compositional and structural factors independent of nationality
(e.g., differences in access to socioeconomic/cultural resources
and institutional opportunity structures). Indeed, the association
between nationality and parental education in our data suggests
that certain compositional differences across groups may be
present; additionally, qualitative findings indicated that some
participants reported migration- or language-related difficulties.
Within this framework, context-sensitive orientations such as
family expectations and the value placed on education may also
plausibly accompany the observed variability in future appraisals,
albeit to a limited extent. Recent cross-national studies from
Europe further report that comparatively higher expectations
among immigrant-origin youth (“immigrant optimism”) may
be context-sensitive and may tend to attenuate in settings
characterized by stronger anti-immigrant sentiment across both
first- and second-generation immigrants [25]. Accordingly, the
subgroup difference should be approached cautiously not as a
direct effect of nationality, but as an associative pattern that may
arise within a broader sociocultural context. Future research
using more fine-grained migration-related indicators (e.g.,
length of stay and language proficiency) may help clarify the

conditions under which such differences emerge.

Consistent with the ACT-informed framing outlined in the
Introduction, psychological flexibility may be interpreted
here as a context-sensitive capacity that operates alongside
environmental resources and stressors. The present results
suggest that stable living conditions, perceived economic

sufficiency, and close social support systems may be linked to
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relatively higher psychological flexibility, whereas persistent
stressors and uncertainty may be linked to greater experiential
avoidance and less flexible responding. This interpretation aligns
with previous research demonstrating that higher psychological
flexibility is associated with lower levels of future-related
anxiety and psychological distress among university students
[2], while reduced flexibility is linked to elevated stress, anxiety,
and depressive symptoms [5,7]. Evidence from Tirkiye is
consistent with this pattern. In a Turkish university sample, the
AAQ-US validation study reported that higher psychological
inflexibility was positively associated with distress indicators
(e.g., depression—anxiety—stress and test anxiety), underscoring
the contextual relevance of flexibility-related processes in
Turkish student populations [26]. In addition, a study conducted
in Tirkiye found that psychological flexibility mediated the
association between academic resilience and test anxiety,
suggesting that flexibility may operate as a process-level
pathway through which resilience-related resources translate

into attenuated stress responses [27].

The qualitative findings further contextualize these quantitative
associations by illustrating how students make sense of their
career development experiences. Across narratives, students
emphasized the central role of proximal social support—
particularly family—and personal self-regulatory resources
such as perseverance, planning ability, self-confidence, and skill
development. Value-consistent motivation, including aspirations
to contribute to others or to find meaningful work, emerged as a
salient theme and was described as potentially supporting goal
orientation and a sense of agency. These qualitative insights
reinforce the notion that psychological flexibility operates in
conjunction with motivational and self-regulatory processes,
rather than in isolation.

Barriers to career development were described primarily in terms
of psychological strain, uncertainty, and perceived limitations
in personal resources, often accompanied by concerns related
to economic conditions and competitive environments.
Importantly, these barriers were not articulated as singular or
isolated obstacles, but rather as interrelated challenges that may
This

pattern is consistent with theoretical perspectives emphasizing

jointly influence students’ expectations for the future.

that psychological resources such as flexibility, self-efficacy,
and emotion regulation may interact with contextual demands,
with potential implications for adaptive functioning and future-

oriented thinking.
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Integrating the quantitative and qualitative strands provides a
clearer account of how socioeconomic and relational contexts
are associated with the observed link between psychological
flexibility and future expectations. Quantitatively, perceived
economic comfort and living arrangement emerged as consistent
correlates: students whose income met or exceeded their
expenses and those living with their families tended to report
higher psychological flexibility and/or more positive future
expectations. Qualitatively, family and social support was the
most frequently cited facilitator of career development, whereas
economic strain and anxiety—stress—fear were prominent
barriers. Taken together, these convergent findings suggest
that psychological flexibility and future-oriented appraisals are
embedded within the same contextual landscape of resources
and stressors rather than operating as isolated individual
differences. More specifically, participants framed financial
constraints as a chronic stressor that heightened psychological
burden and narrowed perceived opportunities for planning and
goal pursuit, aligning with patterns observed in the quantitative
correlates. Conversely, when family support was available,
students described greater emotional stability, persistence, and
sustained planning, consistent with higher scores among those
living with their families. Importantly, the association between
psychological flexibility and future expectations was statistically
—0.20), indicating

limited practical/clinical significance and warranting cautious

significant but small in magnitude (r =

interpretation. Given the cross-sectional design, these findings

should be interpreted as associational rather than causal.

Building on this integration, the findings suggest that future
expectations among university students appear to reflect the
interplay between psychological flexibility, self-regulatory
capacities, and proximal social support. Contextual stressors
may be associated with heightened uncertainty and less adaptive
coping, whereas students reporting greater flexibility may be
more likely to maintain hopeful and goal-oriented outlooks
despite such challenges. These results are consistent with prior
literature highlighting the roles of hope, perceived competence,
and social support in young adults’ adjustment and career
development and with evidence linking psychological resources

to more adaptive coping strategies under stress [19-21,28].

From an applied and therapeutic perspective, the findings
underscore psychological flexibility as amodifiable psychological
resource with potential relevance for preventive and supportive

interventions in university settings. Brief, scalable interventions

Teze S, Karadag M.

grounded in acceptance- and commitment-based approaches
could be explored as strategies to support skills related to
emotional openness, cognitive defusion, and values-based
action, which may be relevant for navigating uncertainty and

sustaining adaptive future expectations.

Limitations

Several limitations should be acknowledged when interpreting
these findings. First, the cross-sectional design precludes causal
inference and limits conclusions about the directionality of the
observed associations. Second, the exclusive use of self-report
instruments may be susceptible to response biases, including
social desirability and response-style effects. Third, despite the
inclusion of multiple sociodemographic covariates, the potential
influence of unmeasured confounding variables cannot be
entirely excluded. Moreover, the high proportion of female
participants may constrain the generalizability of the results.
Although psychological flexibility was significantly associated
with future expectations, the effect was small (r = —0.20) and
should be interpreted as a modest, non-causal, and likely
incremental contribution within a broader multivariate context
shaped by socioeconomic and psychosocial determinants,
warranting longitudinal and intervention-based research to

clarify directionality and mechanisms.

Future studies should employ longitudinal and multilevel
designs to clarify temporal ordering and to examine how
psychological flexibility operates in conjunction with contextual
stressors across time. In addition, mediation and moderation
analyses may help delineate the mechanisms through which
flexibility relates to future-oriented thinking. Collectively, these
methodological approaches would yield a more nuanced account
of how individual psychological resources contribute to adaptive

functioning during the transition to adulthood.

Overall, the present findings suggest that interventions aimed
at enhancing psychological flexibility may have the potential
to support university students’ well-being and future-oriented
outlooks. By strengthening adaptive coping and promoting
value-guided action, such interventions may assist young adults
in managing uncertainty more effectively and sustaining a sense
of purpose during a critical developmental period.

CONCLUSION
University students’ views of the future in Tirkiye appear to
reflect the interplay of multiple factors, including economic
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conditions, psychological flexibility, social support, and
personal characteristics. In the present study, psychological
flexibility was statistically significantly but weakly associated
with future expectations, suggesting that its practical/clinical
relevance at the individual level may be limited and that
future-oriented outlooks may reflect a broader configuration of
determinants (e.g., socioeconomic circumstances and perceived
social support). Qualitative findings complemented this pattern
by indicating that students frequently described proximal social
support—especially family—and personal self-regulatory

resources as key facilitators, whereas economic strain,
psychological stress, and uncertainty were commonly identified
as salient barriers. Given the cross-sectional design, the findings
should be interpreted as associational rather than causal.
Nevertheless, the convergence of quantitative and qualitative
evidence suggests that university-based supports that strengthen
proximal social networks and promote flexibility-related skills
may represent promising targets for fostering more adaptive
future-oriented appraisals. Longitudinal and intervention-based
studies are warranted to clarify temporal dynamics and to test

candidate mechanisms.
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