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Abstract

In emerging adulthood, when many young people are away from their families for the first time, 

mobile phones become an important conduit for maintaining relationships with parents. Yet, 

objective assessment of the content and frequency of text messaging between emerging adults 

and their parents is lacking in much of the research to date. We collected two weeks of text 

messages exchanged between U.S. college students (N = 238) and their parents, which yielded 

nearly 30,000 parent-emerging adult text messages. We coded these text message exchanges 

for traditional features of parent-emerging adult communication indexing positive connection, 

monitoring and disclosures. Emerging adults texted more with mothers than with fathers and many 

messages constitute parental check-ins and emerging adult sharing regarding youth behavior and 

well-being. Findings highlight that both the frequency and content of parent-emerging adult text 

messages can be linked with positive (perceived text message support) and negative (perceived 

digital pressure) aspects of the parent-emerging adult relationship. The content of parent-emerging 

adult text messages offers a valuable, objective window into the nature of the parent-emerging 

adult relationships in the digital age of the 21st century.
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1. Introduction

According to classic theories from the last century, adolescence lays at the nexus of 

increasing needs for both independence and ongoing support from parents, a developmental 

tension thought to resolve with adulthood (Erikson 1968; Franz and White 1985; Ryan 

and Lynch 1989). Twenty-first century scholars, however, now recognize that fulfilling and 

balancing these developmental needs extends into emerging adulthood, a developmental 

period between adolescence and adulthood (Arnett 2014). Indeed, the majority of emerging 

adults today do not describe themselves as fully mature adults who have achieved such 

developmental milestones and their parents tend to agree (Arnett 2000; Arnett and Schwab 

2013). As a result, emerging adulthood marks the start of a second lap for the parent-child 

relationship, one in which both parents and emerging adults must accommodate shifting 

roles, priorities, and interaction styles (Mullendore et al. 2018), often through the use of 

modalities uncommon in the prior century.

Most notably, in the digital age of the twenty-first century, parent-emerging adult 

interactions are increasingly virtual (Jennings and Wartella 2012). Families have more ways 

to stay in touch over the course of the day than ever before. Most parents can send their 

emerging adult a text or call at a moment’s notice, and emerging adults likewise have 

a line to parental support and guidance constantly at their fingertips. Yet, we still have 

much to learn about how and how much families interact digitally and the extent to which 

the frequency and content of digital interactions may help or hinder the delicate balance 

between autonomy and parent-child relatedness in emerging adulthood.

Therefore, the present study extends existing literature which points to the mobile phone as 

a new tool for digitally enacting traditional parenting and parent-child interaction behaviors 

(Jensen et al. 2021; Fletcher et al. 2018; Rudi and Dworkin 2018). We examine how and 

how much parent-emerging adult dyads digitally engage in two key forms of parent- child 

behaviors that reflect (a) positive connection and (b) monitoring and disclosing behaviors. 

Further, we test whether established associations between these offline parenting behaviors 

and autonomy and relatedness are evident in the digital world of emerging adults.

1.1. Parenting in Emerging Adulthood

Despite half a century of research on what parenting behaviors most facilitate social and 

emotional development in children and adolescents (Baumrind 1966; Maccoby and Martin 

1983; Schaefer 1965), research on the parenting of emerging adults has only recently begun 

(Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2019). Although lacking a unifying theory, research on the 

parenting of emerging adults often encompasses several behaviors consistently linked with 

well-being across development (Hussong et al. n.d.; Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2019). These 

include behaviors aligned with classic parenting styles (Baumrind 1966, 1991) such as 
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parental engagement in positive connection (which encompasses constructs like warmth, 

support, sensitivity, and responsiveness) and parental monitoring of child behavior and 

related child disclosures (which includes limit setting, structure, demandingness and control; 

Schaefer 1965; McKee et al. 2009; Collins et al. 2000).

1.1.1. Positive Connection in Parent-Emerging Adult Relationships—The 

fundamental importance of parental positive connection to adaptive development and 

indeed survival is well established in childhood through studies on parental sensitivity 

and attachment (Cox and Harter 2003). Although we know that time spent together tends 

to decline from preadolescence through late adolescence (Larson et al. 1996), perceived 

parental support seems to decline from early to mid-adolescence but then rise again from 

mid to late adolescence (De Goede et al. 2009). Overall, research suggests that parents 

continue to be an important source of positive support throughout adolescence and even into 

emerging adulthood (O’Connor et al. 1996; Swartz et al. 2011), with stronger indicators of 

positive connections with mothers than fathers (Nelson et al. 2011). Further, parental support 

of emerging adults has become increasingly prevalent over historical time (Eggebeen 1992). 

Parental support may be especially important in successful transitions out of the family 

home (Hussong and Chassin 2004), including among emerging adults who leave to attend 

college (Fingerman et al. 2012). Many scholars include parental provision of social support 

as a dimension of positive parent-child connection (Furman and Buhrmester 1985), which 

can include forms of nurturant (emotional and/or esteem), informational (or advice), and 

tangible (or instrumental) support (Barrera and Ainlay 1983; Cutrona and Russell 1990). 

Recent research highlights the importance of parsing the emerging adult’s level of desired 

support (and for what type) relative to the quantity and type of support provided by 

their parent (Wang 2019). Across these literatures, a positive, connected, supportive parent-

emerging adult relationship is clearly a valuable resource that can bolster healthy emerging 

adult relatedness, well-being and adjustment (Barry et al. 2008; Fingerman et al. 2012; 

Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2019).

1.1.2. Parental Monitoring and Youth Disclosures in Parent-Emerging Adult 
Relationships—Historically aligned with parental structure and limit setting, parental 

monitoring is viewed as a protective factor (especially against externalizing problems) 

in adolescence (Dishion et al. 1991; Galambos et al. 2003; Gray and Steinberg 1999; 

Kurdek and Fine 1994). Consistent with a stage-environment fit perspective, parental 

monitoring and its protective benefits may wane as adolescents become emerging adults, 

given growing independence and self-reliance (Eccles et al. 1993). Indeed, high levels of 

parental monitoring in emerging adulthood ought to undermine autonomy development 

(Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2019). Interestingly, however, most emerging adults today 

believe that their parents have legitimate authority to monitor and prescribe behavior in 

at least some aspects of their lives (Padilla-Walker et al. 2014). Current conceptualizations 

of monitoring distinguish between different forms of this behavior (i.e., parental control, 

rules, and solicitation of information) as well as recognize the role of youth in disclosing 

information as part of how parents’ gain the knowledge used to monitor children (Stattin and 

Kerr 2000). Research in adolescence suggests that mothers are involved in more solicitation 

and control as well as receive more disclosures about youth activities as compared to fathers 
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(Smetana et al. 2006; Keijsers et al. 2009). Although few studies have parsed the frequency 

or impact of these specific dimensions of monitoring in emerging adulthood, recent research 

suggests that emerging adults also disclose more to mothers than fathers, with frequent 

disclosers (to either parent) enjoying more parental support for their autonomy (Son and 

Padilla-Walker 2021).

1.1.3. Parenting in Emerging Adulthood as a Two-Way Street—Within studies 

on the parenting of emerging adults, the active role of the emerging adult in shaping 

interactions and the evolving parent-emerging adult relationship has been largely overlooked 

(Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2019). Although some research points to the potential for the 

behavior of older adolescents to evoke parenting behaviors (e.g., Maggs and Galambos 

1993; Padilla-Walker et al. 2012), more research is needed to better understand the dynamic 

interplay between parents and emerging adults. As noted, research on parental monitoring 

increasingly highlights the importance of distinguishing between parental solicitations and 

youth disclosures about their own behavior, with disclosures serving as stronger predictors 

of parental knowledge and youth behavior (Hamza and Willoughby 2011; Urry et al. 2011). 

Further, scholars have made the distinction between perceived and received (or enacted) 

social supports (Wills and Shinar 2000), recognizing the role of emerging adults in the 

seeking and receiving of supports as well. Although “parenting” has most often been 

conceptualized as things the parent does or says, it is imperative to also consider what 

the emerging adult child does or says in order to fully understand how positive connection 

and monitoring and disclosing behaviors manifest in relationships between emerging adults 

and their parents.

1.2. Parenting in the Digital Age

The new millennium has seen frequent contact between college students and their parents, 

with 40% of students reporting daily interactions with family members and 82% reporting 

contact at least weekly (Liu et al. 2008). College students report that they call or text with 

their mothers about 12 times per week and their fathers 6 times per week (Miller-Ott et 

al. 2014). A total of 35% of US parents report that technology makes parenting easier 

(Lauricella et al. 2016) and many youths likewise tout the benefits of parent-child digital 

communication (Campbell 2006; Chen and Katz 2009). In addition, more frequent parent-

youth digital communication is associated with greater parent-child closeness (Manago et 

al. 2020), improved health outcomes and less binge drinking (Small et al. 2011, 2013), and 

better youth self-esteem (Weisskirch 2011). Thus, parenting seems to be facilitated by digital 

communication (Walker and Rudi 2014). Yet, we know little about how traditional parenting 

behaviors are enacted within digital contexts.

1.2.1. Parent-Emerging Adult Positive Connection and Monitoring and 
Disclosing Behaviors via Mobile Phone—Co-construction theory (Subrahmanyam et 

al. 2006) asserts that youth co-create their online and offline interactions and environments 

to best suit their developmental needs. Given this intricate intertwining of the online and 

offline spheres, it is likely that salient aspects of traditional face-to-face parent-emerging 

adult interactions will manifest digitally. Indeed, the traditional tasks of parenting are 

evident in parent-adolescent digital communication. Youth and their parents self-report using 
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mobile phones to facilitate both positive connection (i.e., to seek help, receive support, and 

share experiences with their parents; Chen and Katz 2009) and to engage in monitoring and 

disclosing behaviors (i.e., for parents to check in and inquire about the youth’s activities 

and whereabouts; Fletcher et al. 2018; Kasesniemi and Rautiainen 2002; Racz et al. 2017). 

Using an ecological momentary assessment design, our own research suggests that phone 

contacts between younger adolescents and parents, though somewhat infrequent, include 

responding to adolescent mental health needs with both monitoring and support (Jensen et 

al. 2021). For emerging adults, qualitative interviews (Platt et al. 2014), focus groups (Chen 

and Katz 2009), and quantitative self-report surveys (Ramsey et al. 2013; Miller-Ott et al. 

2014) highlight that digital communication plays a key role in maintenance and evolution 

of a positive, connected parent-child relationship in the college years. Yet, the way in which 

positive connection as well as monitoring and disclosure behaviors are enacted as dyadic 

processes within digital communication between parents and their emerging adults remains 

to be charted as does the importance of these virtual interactions in supporting autonomy 

and relatedness in emerging adults.

1.2.2. Text Messaging and Digital Analogues to Autonomy and Relatedness 
in Emerging Adulthood—One way to gauge the importance of digital interactions 

between emerging adults and their parents is to evaluate the role such interactions play 

in fulfilling key functions of traditional parenting behaviors that support development gains. 

Notably, we would have greater confidence in the primacy of digital forms of building 

positive connection as well as monitoring and disclosing behaviors if they are associated 

with indicators of autonomy and relatedness with parents (Ryan and Deci 2000), particularly 

as manifested in a digital context.

Relatedness is often conceptualized as encompassing constructs such as belonging and 

attachment and is often operationalized as relationship quality, attachment security, and 

quality of interactions (Baumeister and Leary 1995; River et al. 2021). Importantly, 

relatedness in these measures reflects a child’s perception that others, or in this case parents, 

care about them, support them, and are present in their lives. Digital analogues of relatedness 

then should reflect these same perceptions in emerging adults. For example, emerging adults 

may evidence a greater sense of relatedness with parents by viewing digital communications 

with parents as more supportive. Similarly, more frequent text communication with parents 

may signal that emerging adults view their parents as more available and present in their 

lives. Consistent with this view, more frequent calls and texts are linked with student 

perceptions of more uplifting, supportive, intimate, and satisfying parent-child relationships 

(Gentzler et al. 2011; Jensen et al. 2021). There is also some evidence that days marked by 

digital social support and (some forms of) monitoring are described by younger adolescents 

as involving more positive offline interactions with parents (Jensen et al. 2021). Thus, youth 

perceptions of parents as supportive via text messaging might translate into a broader sense 

of relatedness in the parent-emerging adult relationship.

Autonomy involves establishing self-sufficiency and independence. Parents can support 

autonomy in emerging adults by promoting independence through physical and social 

distancing as well as by promoting volitional functioning (Benito-Gomez et al. 2020). On 

the other hand, parents may inhibit autonomy by being too controlling and intrusive, with 
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limited distancing. Parental intrusiveness as an impediment to autonomy in emerging adults 

has a direct analogue in the digital world. Indeed, the “always on” nature of the mobile 

phone may facilitate excessive contact that is perceived as autonomy inhibiting, invasive, 

and privacy-violating (Jensen-Racz et al. 2017). Early studies concur, suggesting that parent 

phone contacts may be perceived as intrusive (Green 2007; Ling and Yttri 2002), especially 

when phone contacts are parent- rather than child-initiated (Weisskirch 2009, 2011), and 

infringe on personal time and space (Williams and Williams 2005). Thus, emerging adults 

who experience pressure to be digitally available to parents may also view parents as 

inhibiting their autonomy.

Digital communication between parents and emerging adults may carry both benefits 

and risks for the evolution of relatedness and autonomy within this relationship and 

developmental period. Just as there are digital ways of expressing positive connection 

and monitoring and disclosing behaviors within parent-emerging adult relationships, digital 

analogues may also be found for how emerging adults experience relatedness and autonomy 

within their relationships with parents.

1.2.3. Beyond Self-Reports of Digital Communication—Scholars have called for 

more research that delves into the treasure trove of naturalistic interactions archived within 

our smartphones (e.g., Reeves et al. 2020). Although recent studies have collected objective 

data about text message frequency and (to some extent) content in small samples of college 

students and other young adults, both naturalistically (Aledavood et al. 2016; Eshghinejad 

and Moini 2016; Ouellette and Michaud 2016) and in the lab (Holtzman et al. 2017), none 

have yet examined parent-emerging adult text messages nor how these interactions relate 

to the larger parent-emerging adult relationship. Indeed, the only published study to date 

which explicitly examines the objective content of parent-child text communications comes 

from the well-designed Blackberry Project (Underwood et al. 2012). These researchers 

collected all text messages exchanged (with all relationship partners, including parents) by 

about 200 adolescents over their entire high school careers (2008–2012). The researchers 

used a qualitative hand-coding approach to capture antisocial content (e.g., discussions 

about drugs, aggression, or rule-breaking), negative talk (e.g., negative social interactions, 

social exclusion, negative appraisals of self or others, expression of negative affect, and 

sarcasm), positive talk (e.g., discussion of positive events or feelings, positive assessment 

of self or others), and sexual content (e.g., references to past, present, or future sexual 

behavior) in text messages taken from 4 days per year (across 4 years) for each adolescent 

(interrater reliabilities (kappa) ranged from 0.65 to 0.82 across codes; Ehrenreich et al. 

2020). Results indicate that teens text far less with parents than with peers; the average 

participant exchanged 27.58 (SD = 27.73) text messages with parents across 4 days in the 

12th grade (which comprise about 6.45% of all texts exchanged; SD = 8.65). Unsurprisingly, 

parent-child texts were much more likely to include positive and neutral content than 

negative, antisocial, and sexual content. This coding scheme was applied to all types of 

adolescent interactions with all interaction partners, and thus some codes were less relevant 

to the parent-child relationship. Content analysis that focuses specifically on theoretically 

driven, parent-child specific, communication processes could help shed light on important 

dynamics in parenting in the digital age.
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1.3. The Present Study

The present study directly examined the content of text messages exchanged by parents 

and emerging adults. We used a qualitative coding scheme to capture theoretically salient 

aspects of parenting: positive connection and monitoring and disclosure. We also examined 

associations between these aspects of texting-based interactions and emerging adults’ 

perceived pressure to engage digitally with parents (a digital analogue to reduced autonomy-

granting) and perceived support by parents (a digital analogue to relatedness to parents). To 

do so, we analyzed data from 238 U.S. college students who permitted sent and received 

text message downloads from their personal phones from the prior two weeks in 2014–2015. 

We focus here on objective assessment of the content of both sent and received messages 

exchanged within parent-emerging adult dyads, allowing us to study the dyadic nature of 

“positive connection” and “monitoring and disclosing behaviors” in such exchanges.

We used these rich, naturalistic observations of digital interactions between parents and 

emerging adults to address four aims. First, we sought to describe the overall frequency 
of parent-emerging adult text message interactions. Given the history of digital divides 

in access to and use of modern communication technologies due to social class (Norris 

2001; George et al. 2020), age and gender (Jensen et al. 2021; Rudi et al. 2015), we 

explored whether these patterns differed based on emerging adults’ gender, race/ethnicity, 

age, and socioeconomic status. (Q1: How often are parent-emerging adult dyads engaging 
in text messaging and are there systematic differences in parent-emerging adult texting 
frequency?). Second, we sought to describe the content of parent-emerging adult text 

interactions, focusing on exchanges reflecting positive connection (warmth, gratitude, and 

support provided and solicited) and monitoring (parental control and solicitations alongside 

emerging adult disclosures). (Q2: In what ways (and to what extent) are parent-emerging 
adult dyads using text messaging for positive connection and monitoring and disclosing 
behaviors, and are there differences in the frequency of text messaging for these purposes 
between mother-emerging adult and father-emerging adult dyads)

Next, we tested whether the quantity and content of parent-emerging adult text interactions 

were associated with digitally analogues to autonomy and relatedness. (Q3: Are parent-
emerging adult text frequency and content related to perceived digital pressure and support 
from parents?). We hypothesized that emerging adults would perceive greater digital 

pressure from parents if they exchanged more frequent text messaging and received more 

texts reflecting parental monitoring (solicitations and control, though not disclosures). 

We also hypothesized that emerging adults would perceive more support in parents text 

messages if they exchanged more frequent text messages and exchanged more texts 

reflecting positive connection. Given higher rates of mother than father communication 

with emerging adults (Fingerman et al. 2012), we analyzed mother- and father-emerging 

adult dyads separately, and hypothesized that texting frequency, positive connection, and 

monitoring and disclosing behaviors would all be more common in mother- than father-

emerging adult dyads. Based on prior research, we did not make specific predictions about 

differential associations of text message frequency and content with digital pressure and 

text message support between mother- and father-emerging adult dyads (Padilla-Walker and 

Nelson 2019).
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Sample and Procedures

An in-depth description of study procedures can be found in (Hussong et al. 2021). Briefly, 

participants were drawn from the Real-U Study of College Life (approved by IRB #14–

0360) and were originally recruited through email invitations sent to randomly sampled 

undergraduates at a southeastern U.S. university in 2014–2015 (with oversampling for males 

and African American students; n = 9000) and through word-of-mouth (n = 57; Hussong 

et al. 2021). Of these, 1141 were pre-screened as eligible (reporting past year alcohol use 

to meet the aims of the parent study) with 854 students completing the first visit and 

840 completing both visits before study closure. This sample (which comprises college 

students who report at least some past year drinking) differs somewhat from the population 

from which it was drawn (where 75% of students report past-year alcohol use; High-Risk 

Alcohol and Substance Abuse Working Group 2015), though concerns about generalizability 

are allayed somewhat by the extent to which this sample of 854 participants was highly 

representative of the student body from which it is drawn on age, gender, and college year 

(Hussong et al. 2021), though more ethnically diverse by design (46% male; 22% African 

American, 5% Hispanic/Latino, 60% European American, 9% Asian, 6% multi-racial, and < 

1% Native American/Alaskan Native or Pacific Islander or unknown).

In the overarching study, participants completed two lab-based visits (of 75–90 minutes 

each) separated by two weeks in which they gave consent, completed online surveys, and 

received a $20 and a $25 incentive, respectively. As they left the second visit, students 

were invited to participate in the Text Messaging Study if they had an Android phone or 

an iPhone with them. In a separate consent procedure, we informed participants that the 

study entailed presenting their own smart phone to the RA who would connect it to a secure, 

non-networked computer using a standard USB cord and download their past two weeks 

of text messages with all communicants with whom they had texted. Consistent with North 

Carolina law (N.C. Gen. Stat. Ann. § 15A-287; Rasmussen et al. 2012), the IRB waived 

consent for these communicants. Participants entered a drawing for four $100 cash prizes.

Students’ texts were downloaded behind a privacy screen using secure, for-pay software 

(MOBILedit Forensic Express) that allowed us to selectively download SMS text data. 

Downloads included phone numbers, timestamps, and text for all sent and received messages 

during the last two weeks. Participants provided phone numbers for their mothers, fathers, 

romantic partners, and up to three friends which were used to anonymize the text message 

data (phone numbers were replaced with a relationship identifier (i.e., mother, father) or a 

random identifier (i.e., person1, person2) for other phone numbers).

Due largely to changing technology during the study period across the many types of 

participants’ phones, we successfully downloaded text messages from only 267 of 528 

consented participants (51% capture rate), yielding 569,172 texts over the 14 preceding 

days. The majority of unsuccessful captures were from Android phone users (due to 

operating system updates that resulted in incompatibility with our download software), 

which resulted in a preponderance of iPhone users in the final text message sample 

(Hussong et al. 2021). Selection analysis showed that, other than being more likely to 
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have an iPhone, participants did not differ substantially from others in the overarching 

study on demographic and risk indicators (Hussong et al. 2021). In the current analysis, we 

included only those who exchanged at least one text message with at least one parent in the 

prior two weeks (89%; n = 238). We also eliminated texts exchanged in group messages, 

leaving a sample of 215 students who exchanged 21,381 text messages with mothers and 

182 students who exchanged 6358 text messages with fathers. Downloads included text but 

no images (for privacy, though an  object replacement character flagged the presence 

of an indecipherable image; 3.8% of texts included an image). Simple emoticons (e.g., 

heart, smiley face) were captured intact but more complex emojis were downloaded as 

indecipherable symbols (4.4% of texts included an indecipherable emoji).

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Demographics—Emerging adults reported on their age, gender (male/female), 

and highest level of parent education (as a proxy for SES). They also self-reported on their 

race (1 item) and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity (1 item). For analyses here, we have re-coded 

these responses into three categories: Black (including one Afro-Latino emerging adult who 

endorsed Black race and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity), White (not Hispanic/Latino), and other 

race/ethnicity (which includes emerging adults who endorsed Hispanic/Latinx ethnicity 

alongside emerging adults who identified as American Indian or Alaskan Native, Asian, and 

Multiracial). Sample characteristics can be found in Table 1.

2.2.2. Emerging Adult Perceived Parental Digital Pressure—In order to assess 

the ways in which parent-emerging adult text messaging might be associated with perceived 

parental intrusiveness (relevant to autonomy), emerging adults responded to ten items 

adapted from Hall and Baym’s (2012) measure of digital “entrapment” at the second lab 

visit. Items queried the extent to which emerging adults perceived intrusiveness, pressure 

and stress around parent-emerging adult contact by phone or online and perceptions that 

parents were annoyed when emerging adults were unavailable. We directed emerging adults 

to: “Please answer each of the questions below for your parent.” Thus, we cannot distinguish 

between perceptions of mothers and fathers. Response options ranged from 0 “Not at all 

true” to 4 “Extremely true.” An initial CFA showed that the ten items had a poor fit to a 

single factor model (χ2(35) = 122.105, p < 0.0001; TLI = 0.869, RMSEA = 0.104 [CI 0.084 

to 0.124); SRMR = 0.063) with modification indices suggesting residual correlations among 

clusters of items (e.g., those that mentioned parental “annoyance”). Given the focus of the 

study, we dropped items focused on parent annoyance, emerging adult stress and emerging 

adult disengagement and retained four items tapping parental digital pressure; the resulting 

single factor model provided a good fit to the data (χ2(2) = 2.128, p = 0.345; TLI = 0.998, 

RMSEA = 0.017 [CI < 0.001 to 0.133); SRMR = 0.016). All items loading strongly on the 

digital pressure factor, including: “I feel pressured that I have to be available to this person 

by phone or online” (λ = 0.762; M = 1.087, SD = 1.244), “I feel pressured to text or post 

online to tell this person what I am doing” (λ = 0.761; M = 0.502, SD = 0.935), “I feel 

pressured to text or post online to keep in touch with this person” (λ = 0.862; M = 0.739, SD 
= 1.095), “I feel pressured to respond quickly to all texts or online posts from this person” 

(λ = 0.741; M = 0.765, SD = 1.124). Emerging adult perceived parental digital pressure was 

modeled as a latent variable in subsequent analyses.
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2.2.3. Emerging Adult Perceived Parental Text Supportiveness—To assess the 

ways in which parent-emerging adult text messaging is associated with perceived parent-

emerging adult relatedness, emerging adults responded at the second visit to three items 

developed by the study team which queried how much they used text messaging to seek or 

receive parent support. Participants were told that: “The following are reasons why some 

people may use text messaging. Please indicate how true each reason is for you with regard 

to your text messaging using the following scale.” Response options ranged from 0 (“Not at 

all true”) to 4 (Extremely true”). The three items loaded strongly onto a single factor: “To 

get support from your parents for dealing with personal problems” (λ = 0.748; M = 1.001, 

SD = 1.125), “When you are feeling down or upset, to have your parents cheer you up” (λ 
= 0.940; M = 0.995, SD = 1.119), and “To get help, advice, or sympathy from your parents” 

(λ = 0.925; M = 1.040, SD = 1.126). The items asked about parents in general and did not 

distinguish between perceptions of mother and father separately. Emerging adult perceived 

parental supportiveness via texting was modeled as a latent variable in subsequent analyses.

2.2.4. Parent-Emerging Adult Texting Frequency—The number of text messages 

exchanged between parents and emerging adults was computed directly from the captured 

text messages for each dyad (MMother Dyads = 102.84, SD = 139.52; MFather Dyads = 

36.69, SD = 49.95). Given the reciprocal nature of text messaging, the frequency of sent 

(from emerging adults) and received (to emerging adults) messages were highly correlated 

(rMother Dyads = 0.97, rFather Dyads = 0.94) and thus we report the total frequency of mother-

emerging adult and father-emerging adult text messages (a combined sum of sent and 

received). Emerging adults also self-reported their perceived parent-emerging adult texting 

frequency (i.e., “On a typical day, how much time do you spend interacting with your 

parents through texting - NOT including phone calls”) with response options of 0 = “I don’t 

use this” and 1 = “1 hour or less,” to 6 = “9 hours or more” (M = 1.248, SD = 0.650). This 

subjective perception of texting frequency with parents correlated r = 0.36, (p < 0.0001) with 

the total objective texting frequency count of sent and received text messages with mother 

and father combined.

2.2.5. Parent-Child Text Interaction Coding Scheme (PCTICS)—Coding Manual 

Development. PCTICS codes were developed to tap theoretically relevant dimensions of 

parent-child interactions across monitoring and positive connection (see Table 1; Jensen 

2017) and were adapted to fit the text-message medium from existing observational 

coding systems or survey measures. The coding manual included extensive examples and 

clarifications (of potentially tricky instances which would or would not meet the criteria for 

each code); key examples and clarifications are noted here. Micro-level coding occurred at 

the level of a single text and codes were not mutually exclusive or exhaustive (i.e., 42% of 

texts received no codes).

Coded domains tapping monitoring included emerging adult disclosure, parent solicitation 
of information, and parent exertion of control around rules and expectations for behavior; 

adapted from the dimensions identified by Kerr and Stattin (2000). Parent solicitation was 

coded whenever a parent’s text message queried the emerging adult’s behavior, wellbeing 

(e.g., health, sickness, mental health, sleep), activities, relationships, and whereabouts. Most 
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solicitations took the form of questions, though some statements that were clearly intended 

to solicit information (e.g., “Grandma told me you were thinking about changing majors…”) 

were also assigned the solicitation code. Of note, solicitation was coded even if the query 

was about seemingly mundane topics; for example, a parent text of “What did you do 

today?” would be coded as a solicitation because it reflected an attempt to gain knowledge 

of the emerging adult’s activities. Not all parent questions were coded as solicitations; a 

guiding principle was that the question needed to serve to increase parent knowledge about 

the emerging adult’s wellbeing, behavior, relationships, or activities. Thus, questions about 

opinions, beliefs, and preferences (e.g., “What do you think of that new governor?”, “Do 

you like macaroni?”) would not be coded as solicitation. Examples of parent solicitation 

include: “What time did you get to bed last night?”, “What did you eat today?”, and “Who 

did you go to the party with last night?”.

Emerging adult disclosure was coded whenever an emerging adult’s text message disclosed 

information about their behavior, wellbeing, activities, relationships, whereabouts, or plans 

for the future. Disclosure texts could be either spontaneous or prompted by parent 

solicitation. Not all statements containing information were coded as emerging adult 

disclosures. For instance, if the emerging adult shared information for the purpose of 

coordination (e.g., “Meet me by the front door; I am downstairs”) it would not be coded 

as a disclosure. As with solicitation, statements about opinions, thoughts, and preferences 

would not meet the criteria for a code of disclosure. Disclosures about other people (as in 

gossip or chit chat, e.g., “I heard that Veronica got into Johns Hopkins”) would not be coded 

as disclosures. Examples of emerging adult disclosures include, “I made a B on my exam 

last week”, “I went shopping and bought some new shoes”, and “I have been staying up late 

studying and I fell asleep in class last night”.

Parent control was coded whenever a text message reminded the emerging adult of 

expectations or rules for behavior. Control was coded when a statement was unsolicited, 

directive, actionable (refers to a specific behavior), and/or conveyed a norm or expectation 

for behavior. These codes were distinct from those for advice provision, which was 

coded when advice was solicited, the parent guidance was non-directive (e.g., framed as 

suggestions or something to consider) or took a teaching tone. Examples of parent control 

include: “It’s important that you get at least eight hours of sleep”, “Make sure you call 

your grandmother today”, and “Why didn’t you text me back to let me know what time you 

would be home last night?”

Coded domains tapping positive connection included warmth (adapted from Melby and 

Conger 2001), gratitude (adapted from Froh et al. 2011) and different types of social support 

(emerging adult seeking and parent provision of emotional/esteem support, instrumental 
support, and advice; House et al. 1988; adapted from Hussong et al. 2001; Shadur et al. 

2015). Codes of warmth were assigned in both parent and emerging adult text messages 

that included expressions of care, concern, support, or encouragement. Warmth was a fairly 

general code meant to capture most kind, responsive communication, and often included 

endearments, expressions of affection and love, warm greetings, and compliments. Examples 

of warmth include: “Praying for you today!”, “Love you!”, and “Can’t wait to see you this 

weekend!”
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A code of gratitude was assigned whenever a text message (from parent or emerging 

adult) conveyed gratitude or thanks. Generalized gratitude that was not directed towards 

the other interactor was still coded as gratitude (e.g., “I am so grateful to have gotten that 

scholarship”). Examples of gratitude include “Thank you so much!!”, “You’re the best!” (in 

response to a gift or support), and “I don’t know what I would do without you”.

Emerging adult support seeking and parent support provision were coded separately for 

three domains of support (emotional/esteem, instrumental, and advice). Support seeking 

was coded when an emerging adult text message conveyed a desire or need for support 

(within each domain separately). Specifically, emotional/esteem support seeking was coded 

whenever a text message conveyed a desire for emotional or esteem support, which often 

included features of disclosing distressing emotions or requests for comfort. Emotional/

esteem support seeking was coded both for direct requests for support (e.g., “I am feeling so 

sad today, can we talk on the phone later?”) and indirect support seeking (e.g., “I feel like 

such a failure”). Many of these texts also met criteria for an emerging adult disclosure code. 

Examples include: “I’m really worried about my final exams”, “Do you think I am smart 

enough to get that job?”, and “Carol just broke up with me.”

Emerging adult instrumental support seeking was coded for emerging adult text messages 

that sought tangible aid. Many of these were explicit requests (e.g., “Can you send me 

$100?”) but others were more subtle (e.g., “I am short on money for rent”). Requests 

for favors, money, or other tangible supports were coded as instrumental support seeking. 

Examples include, ““Will you look over my grad school applications?”, “I think I am out of 

meal swipes”, and “Could you take me to get my car serviced this weekend?”.

Emerging adult advice seeking was coded whenever a text message sought to elicit advice 

or guidance. This often took the form of a direct request for advice (e.g., “Do you think 

I should take summer classes?”) or a direct question (e.g., “How do I check my oil?”). 

Examples include: “Is studying abroad a good idea?”, “How many jobs should I apply to?”, 

and “Should I buy this dress?”

Parent support provision was coded when the parent offered or provided support (within 

each domain of emotional/esteem, instrumental, and advice separately). Specifically, 

emotional/esteem support provision was coded whenever a text message offered or provided 

emotional support (communicates caring, concern, sympathy, or understanding and attempts 

to comfort or console) or esteem support (communicates that the emerging adult is highly 

valued). Emotional/esteem support provision can be distinguished from warmth in that 

emotional/esteem support provision must have occurred in response to a stressor or need, 

whereas warmth need not. For example, the statement, “I love you” may just be coded as 

warmth (if said spontaneously) or both warmth and emotional/esteem support provision (if 

said in response to a disclosure of negative emotion by the emerging adult). Many instances 

of emotional/esteem support provision were also coded as warmth, but not all instances of 

warmth were coded as emotional/esteem support provision. Examples include: “Together we 

will make it through this”, “What a bummer!”, and “I understand how hard this is for you.”
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Parent instrumental support provision was coded whenever a text message discussed the 

offer or provision of tangible aid and needed to occur in the context of a need or support 

seeking. Instrumental support provision included both offers (even if the coder couldn’t 

determine if the offer was followed through on) and provision of money, goods, and favors. 

Examples include: “I will send you $100 to get you through to your next paycheck,” “Dad 

has an old phone, we will send it to you since you broke yours,” and “I could talk to him for 

you.”

Parent advice provision was coded whenever a parent text provided guidance or advice to 

the emerging adult. As noted above, advice provision was sometimes difficult to distinguish 

from parent control, and thus specific guidelines were provided to coders to guide coding 

decisions. In some dyads, parent advice provision took the form of scaffolding or help in 

problem solving (e.g., Socratic questioning rather than outright advice). Texts which used 

scaffolding and questions to promote problem solving (e.g., evaluate pros and cons, consider 

all the relevant factors) were coded as advice provision. Examples of advice provision 

include: “If I were you, I might think about asking if rent will go up next year”, and “I 

think in North Carolina maybe you have to go to the Driver’s license office to get an in-state 

license before you can register your car.”

Harsh/conflictual messages were also coded (adapted from Melby and Conger 2001), 

defined as texts which conveyed hostile, angry, critical, disapproving, rejecting, or 

contemptuous behavior toward the emerging adult, but occurred infrequently (only 6 

occurrences across nearly 30,000 text messages) and thus were dropped from analysis.

Text Message Preparation. Prior to coding, text messages were subjected to an identity-

finder program which flagged instances of 9-digit (social security) and 16-digit (credit 

card) numbers, which were then cloaked in text content. Further, consistent with the IRB 

approval, the first author read through all of the nearly 30,000 text messages before coding 

and cloaked any other identifiable information embedded within the text content (e.g., 

participant first and last names, phone numbers). She also flagged/removed instances of 

group text messages., leaving just mother-emerging adult and father-emerging adult text 

threads for coding.

Text Message Coding Procedures. Parent-emerging adult text messages were coded using 

Microsoft Access by an undergraduate coder who was trained to acceptable inter-rater 

reliability (IRR, Cohen’s kappa > 0.80) on an initial subset of the text message database 

with the first author (and code developer) for all PCTICS codes. Each text message was read 

in order and assigned as many codes (1 = present, 0 = absent) as applicable. As illustrated 

in Figure 1, codes were neither mutually exclusive nor exhaustive; many texts received 

multiple codes whereas others received none at all. For example, a parent text message 

stating “Good morning, honey! Did you get your paper turned in by the deadline last night?” 

would be assigned codes for both parental warmth and solicitation. Ultimately, 42% of 

text messages did not contain content that fell within the coded domains of monitoring or 

positive connection. Once baseline reliability was reached, previously coded text messages 

were re-coded by the newly reliable coder. To monitor coder drift and evaluate reliability, 

20% of messages were double-coded. Final IRRs and percent agreement are reported in 

Jensen et al. Page 13

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Table 2. According to Landis and Koch’s (1977) benchmarks for interrater reliability, most 

codes fell into the substantial (Κs 0.61 to 0.80) to near perfect (Κs 0.81 to 1.0) range, though 

one (parental instrumental support provision) evidenced only moderate (Κs 0.41 to 0.60) 

agreement between raters. Overall, these interrater reliabilities are comparable to those seen 

in the Blackberry Project (Ehrenreich et al. 2020), with the lowest occurring for low-base 

rate behaviors (e.g., specific types of support provision).

2.3. Data Analyses

For Q1, the frequency of parent-emerging adult text interactions were computed separately 

for mother-emerging adult dyads (N = 215) and father-emerging adult dyads (N = 182) in 

SAS 9.4. Associations between mother- and father-emerging adult texting frequency and 

demographic covariates were tested in zero order correlations for continuous variables (age 

and parent-education) and in ANOVAs for categorical demographic covariates (gender and 

race/ethnicity).

For Q2, the frequency of each coded PCTICs domain was computed separately for mother-

emerging adult texts interactions (N = 215) and father-emerging adult text interactions (N = 

182) in SAS 9.4. Paired samples t-tests were used to compare the average frequency of each 

code for mother- and father-emerging adult dyads (among the sample of emerging adults 

who communicated with both a mother and a father; N = 159).

For Q3 and Q4, associations between frequency and content of text interactions and 

perceived digital pressure and perceived text supportiveness were tested using structural 

equation modeling performed with Mplus version 8 with MLR estimation (with robust 

standard errors) and full information maximum likelihood handling of missing data. 

Analyses were conducted separately for mother- and father-emerging adult dyads. First, 

as shown by the grey boxes/paths in Figure 2, emerging adult perceived parental digital 

pressure and perceived parental text supportiveness were regressed (in separate models) 

on parent-emerging adult text frequency, alongside covariates of gender, age, and parent 

education as a proxy for SES. Next, each PCTICS code was added to the above models 

(separately; black path) to allow for an assessment of the association of each individual 

code, over-and-above the associations with parent-emerging adult texting frequency and 

covariates.

3. Results

3.1. How Often Are Parent-Emerging Adult Dyads Text Messaging, and Are There 
Systematic Differences in Parent-Emerging Adult Texting Frequency? (Q1)

As seen in Table 3, emerging adults exchanged considerably more text messages with their 

mothers (M = 102.84 texts over the two-week study) than their fathers (M = 36.69; t(158) = 

−6.45, p < 0.001). Among those who texted with both a mother and a father (N = 159), the 

frequency of texting with mother and texting with father texting were only weakly correlated 

(r = 0.157, p = 0.048).

Overall, mother-emerging adult and father-emerging adult texting frequency were mostly 

similar across demographic groups. Mother-emerging adult texting frequency did not vary 
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by the emerging adult’s age (r = −0.107, p = 0.149), F(2) = 1.93, p = 0.147), or gender 

(F(1) = 1.84, p = 0.176). Mother-emerging adult dyads from families characterized by a 

higher level of parent education (as a proxy for SES) tended to text message slightly more 

than those from families with a lower level of parental education (r = 0.134, p = 0.05). 

Father-emerging adult texting frequency also did not vary by the emerging adult’s age (r = 

−0.053, p = 0.437), race/ethnicity(F(2) = 1.94, p = 0.146), gender (F(1) = 0.05, p = 0.816), 

or parent education (r = 0.016, p = 0.534).

3.2. How Much Are Parent-Emerging Adult Dyads Using Text Messaging for Monitoring 
and Positive Connection, and Are There Differences in the Frequency of Text Messaging 
for These Purposes between Mother-Emerging Adult and Father-Emerging Adult Dyads? 
(Q2)

As seen in Table 3, mother-emerging adult texts were more frequent than father-emerging 

adult texts across all coded domains of monitoring and positive connection (ts (158) ranged 

3.11 to 6.11, all ps < 0.002). Within both mother- and father-emerging adult dyads, the 

most common code was emerging adult disclosure (MMother Dyads = 19.33, MFather Dyads 

= 6.19), followed by parent solicitations (MMother Dyads = 8.53, MFather Dyads= 2.94), and 

then parent warmth (MMother Dyads = 6.51, MFather Dyads = 2.29). Several codes were quite 

infrequent, with a substantial proportion of dyads never evidencing the coded behaviors. 

For instance, 85% of emerging adults never texted a father and 67% never texting a mother 

seeking emotional/esteem support, and 84% of fathers and 60% of mothers never provided 

emotional/esteem support via text.

3.3. Are Parent-Emerging Adult Text Frequency and Content Related to Perceived Digital 
Pressure from Parents? (Q3)

Models testing associations between mother- and father-emerging adult texting frequency, 

PCTICS codes, and perceived parental digital pressure (alongside demographic covariates 

of age, gender, and parent education as a proxy for SES) all demonstrated good fit (Hu 

and Bentler 1999) to the data (χ2 p ranged 0.043 to 0.74; RMSEA ranged < 0.001 to 0.60; 

SRMR ranged 0.018 to 0.034).

Emerging adults who exchanged more texts with their mothers reported stronger perceived 

parental digital pressure (after controlling for emerging adult gender, age, and parent 

education; Table 4). Once associations with mother-emerging adult texting frequency were 

taken into account, emerging adult perceptions of parental digital pressure were unrelated 

to most forms of positive connection and monitoring, with two exceptions. Those emerging 

adults who engaged in more disclosures and who displayed more gratitude in their text 

messages to mothers reported perceiving significantly less parental digital pressure.

In contrast to mother-emerging adult dyads, the frequency of father-emerging adult text 

interactions was unrelated to emerging adult perceptions of parental digital pressure (Table 

4). All father-emerging adult codes were unrelated to emerging adult perceptions of digital 

pressure.
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3.4. Are Parent-Emerging Adult Text Frequency and Content Related to Perceived Text 
Message Support from Parents? (Q4)

Models testing associations between mother- and father-emerging adult texting frequency, 

PCTICS codes, and perceived parental text message support (alongside demographic 

covariates of age, gender, and parent education as a proxy for SES) all demonstrated good fit 

(Hu and Bentler 1999) to the data (χ2 p ranged 0.100 to 0.968; RMSEA ranged < 0.001 to 

0.057; SRMR ranged 0.014 to 0.022).

As seen in Table 5, emerging adults who exchanged more text messages with their mothers 

reported higher levels of perceived digital supportiveness from parents. Once this effect 

of mother-emerging adult texting frequency was taken into account, only instrumental 

support seeking was significantly associated with emerging adult perceptions of parental text 

message supportiveness. Those emerging adults who engaged in more instrumental support 

seeking via text message tended to report that they used text messaging less for seeking out 

and receiving emotional support from their parents.

Among fathers, in contrast, overall texting frequency was not significantly associated with 

emerging adult perceived parental text supportiveness; that is, emerging adults who texted 

more with their fathers were no more or less likely to report that they used text messages 

to seek emotional support from parents. Instead, several significant associations between 

perceived parental text support and content codes of father-emerging adult interactions 

emerged. As seen in Table 4, those emerging adults who expressed more frequent gratitude 

in their text messages to fathers tended to report that they used text messaging more often 

for support seeking and receipt. As hypothesized, those emerging adults who engaged in 

more emotional/esteem support seeking and whose fathers provided more emotional/esteem 

support via text tended to self-report being heavier users of text messaging for emotional 

support seeking/receipt. A similar association emerged for emerging adult advice seeking 

and father advice provision, such that more advice seeking and provision were associated 

with higher perceived parental text supportiveness.

4. Discussion

Emerging adult college students and their parents vary widely in how often they exchange 

text messages and in the way they use text messaging to build positive connections and to 

enact monitoring and disclosing behaviors. Anticipated differences in texting patterns were 

evident in exchanges with mothers versus fathers, though college students were generally 

not very reliable in reporting the frequency of their own texting behaviors. Importantly, 

common parenting behaviors involving positive connection and monitoring and disclosing 

behavior were evident in the text message exchanges of parents and emerging adults. 

Moreover, evidence of parents’ and emerging adults’ contributions to these “parenting” 

behaviors supported a more dyadic view of parenting in this developmental period. Finally, 

we found some evidence that these dyadic parenting behaviors were associated with digital 

analogues to autonomy and relatedness to parents in emerging adults. These findings are 

unique given the methodology of the current study. The examination of the frequency and 

content of parent-emerging adult digital interactions gives us a direct window into real-time 

parent-emerging adult communication that is longer and less contrived than traditional 
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observational paradigms and less subject to the biases of self-report surveys. Our analyses 

of the nearly 30,000 naturally occurring text-message interactions between college students 

and their parents over a two-week period offered several important observations which we 

consider in turn.

4.1. The Nature of Text Message Exchanges between Parents and Emerging Adults

College students and their parents are in frequent text message contact, with considerable 

variability in the extent and nature of this contact. Direct examination of text message 

threads shows more frequent contact with mothers (an average of about 8 texts per day) than 

with fathers (an average of about 3 texts per day). Somewhat surprisingly, given concern 

about a digital divide in unequal access to and use of smartphone and digital technologies 

(Norris 2001; George et al. 2020) and past evidence of more frequent parent-adolescent 

digital communication among older and female adolescents (Jensen et al. 2021; Rudi et al. 

2015), the frequency of parent-emerging adult text message communication did not differ 

by emerging adult gender, age, or race/ethnicity. Indeed, the only significant demographic 

difference that emerged was that emerging adults whose parents had higher levels of 

educational attainment exchange slightly more messages with mothers (but not fathers) 

compared to their peers. This suggests that there may be more similarities than differences 

across demographic groups in the frequency of objectively assessed parent-emerging adult 

texting frequency, though emerging adults and mothers with higher socioeconomic status 

may be slightly more likely to text message. It is also worth mentioning that this sample 

(of college students from an elite public university) had parents who were on average highly 

educated (almost half had a parent with a graduate degree, and nearly 80% had graduated 

college) and thus findings may not be representative of or generalize to the entire range 

of educational backgrounds and socioeconomic statuses present in other college settings or 

among non-college attending emerging adults. Within this caveat, however, these findings 

suggest that digital parenting shares similar characteristics across college students from 

varying backgrounds.

Consistent with co-construction theory’s assertion that emerging adults’ online worlds are 

“psychologically continuous” with their offline world (Subrahmanyam et al. 2008, p. 421), 

our findings on parent gender differences in mother- and father-emerging adult digital 

interactions closely correspond to gender differences observed in traditional face-to-face 

parent-youth interactions (Nelson et al. 2011; Smetana et al. 2006; Keijsers and Poulin 2013; 

Son and Padilla-Walker 2021). That is here, mother-emerging adult dyads were significantly 

more likely than father-emerging adult dyads to display positive connection and monitoring 

and disclosing behaviors in their text message exchanges. This is also consistent with 

recent research where youth self-report more frequent mother than father digital interactions 

(Miller-Ott et al. 2014; Fingerman et al. 2012). In addition, our finding of parent gender 

differences in objectively measured parent-emerging adult texting frequency complements 

past self-report survey research in which emerging adults reported that there were stronger 

rules, norms and expectations around when and for what purposes they could or should 

text their fathers than mothers (Miller-Ott et al. 2014), which the authors interpreted as 

evidence of greater mother availability by phone. These findings also parallel research with 

younger children that suggest that the majority of child caretaking activities continue to fall 
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to mothers over fathers (Craig 2006) and that this pattern of gendered parenting continues 

even into emerging adulthood.

The most common “parenting” behavior in these text exchanges was disclosures by 

emerging adults, followed by parental solicitations. This finding may suggest that following 

Kerr and Stattin (2000), the knowledge that parents use to monitor child behavior is more 

often gathered by child disclosures rather than by parent solicitation. This pattern likely 

extends from those established in adolescents and emphasizes the importance of fostering 

communication patterns, on or offline, that create a safe and supportive space in which youth 

feel comfortable disclosing to parents. That such patterns continue into emerging adulthood 

in a digital context is perhaps not surprising given that adolescent reports that texting is a 

convenient way to update parents on their location and activities (Fletcher et al. 2018).

Texts around positive connection (especially expressions of support seeking and provision) 

occurred relatively infrequently. Despite their infrequence within text message streams, the 

exchange of texts about positive connection were still evident within most dyads; most 

mothers and fathers expressed warmth toward their emerging adults over the study period 

and about half of youth did so toward parents. Notably, 52% of dads and 77% of mothers 

provided support via text (whether emotional esteem, instrumental, or advice) over the 

two-week study period and 66% of youth sought support from mothers and 44% from 

fathers. This is consistent with our recent self-report research among younger adolescents 

(Jensen et al. 2021), where text-based social support was relatively uncommon but quite 

variable across dyads. Moreover, this finding once again reflects the dyadic nature of support 

in parent-emerging adult relationships. To better understand how support is most effectively 

delivered (e.g., whether in response to youth bids for support, whether as matched in type to 

that requested by youth), further analyses are needed.

4.2. Associations between Digital Parenting and Analogue Milestones in Emerging 
Adulthood

Although inconsistent, we found evidence that the content of text exchanges between parents 

and emerging adults is related to digital analogues of the developmental milestones of 

autonomy and relatedness. More specifically, the more frequently emerging adults texted 

with their mothers, the more likely they were to report feeling pressure to be available and 

responsive to parents online. The same association, however, was not apparent in emerging 

adults’ interactions with fathers. Given that fathers and emerging adults exchanged far 

fewer text messages than mothers and emerging adults, father-emerging adult texting may 

not be as strongly tied to perceived parental digital pressure, especially given that our 

measure of digital pressure (which was worded about “your parent”) did not distinguish 

between perceptions of mothers and fathers. In fact, higher mother-emerging adult texting 

frequency may have made this dyad more salient when emerging adults were self-reporting 

on perceived digital pressure. This parent gender difference may also be consistent with past 

findings that father-emerging adult digital communications are characterized by stronger 

boundaries and rules (e.g., around time and extent of availability) than mother-emerging 

adult digital communications (Miller-Ott et al. 2014) and thus perhaps present fewer 

opportunities for intrusion.
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In previous studies digital pressure from peers has been associated with less friendship 

satisfaction (Hall and Baym 2012). Our findings indicate the digital pressure may also be 

relevant in the parent-youth relationship, though overall low levels of perceived parental 

digital pressure suggest that many youths are not overly concerned or bothered by their 

parents’ digital communications (similar to past research suggesting high levels of emerging 

adult satisfaction with parent cell phone contacts; Miller-Ott et al. 2014).

Although the frequency of mother-emerging adult interactions was related to more perceived 

digital pressure, most coded domains of parent-emerging adult positive connection and 

monitoring (even those we hypothesized would be the most strongly linked with perceptions 

of parents as intrusive: parental solicitation and control) were not related to emerging adult 

perceptions of digital pressure. Indeed, the only texting behaviors that were associated with 

perceived digital pressure were the extent to which emerging adults made disclosures and 

conveyed gratitude in their text messages with mothers (both of which were linked to lower 

perceived parental digital pressure). These results suggest that emerging adult perceptions of 

intrusiveness and pressure to engage digitally are perhaps primarily driven by the frequency 

(rather than the content) of parent text messaging, though perhaps (not surprisingly, 

and consistent with past self-report studies on youth-driven cell phone communications; 

Weisskirch 2009, 2011) certain types of emerging adult-driven communications may be 

valued and perceived positively (and not as intrusive) by emerging adults.

These results may inform theories about the nature of positive connection and monitoring 

and disclosing behaviors during emerging adulthood. In particular these results draw into 

question the accuracy of modern theories on “helicopter parenting” which often assert that 

Millennial and Gen Z youth are over-monitored and over-supported/coddled (with frequent 

digital communication cited as one tool for overparenting; Padilla-Walker and Nelson 2012; 

Jiao and Segrin 2021). It may be that emerging adults and their parents have established new 

norms for parent-emerging adult engagement in which even monitoring (traditionally seen 

as developmentally inappropriate at this stage) does not have to be intrusive or autonomy 

inhibiting when conceptualized as a bi-directional, transactional process in which parents 

ask developmentally appropriate questions to check in about the child’s wellbeing, and the 

child chooses to disclose in turn.

Interestingly, not only did youth who texted more often with mothers tend to report greater 

parental digital pressure, they also tended to endorse more experiences of parental text-based 

supportiveness. This is in line with recent findings that those adolescents who self-report 

texting more with parents also report having a closer parent-adolescent relationship (Manago 

et al. 2020). Emerging adults who engaged in more instrumental support seeking also 

tended to endorse less perceived parental text support. This is opposite of the hypothesized 

association but may highlight the importance of distinguishing between different types of 

support parents enact (i.e., emotional/esteem vs. instrumental vs. advice) and the extent of 

support emerging adults perceive in their relationships with parents. An important future 

direction for this research will be to examine match/mismatch (Wang 2019) of emerging 

adult expectations (i.e., quantity and type of support seeking) and parent provision (both 

quantity and type) of support; it may be that it is not the absolute quantity of support 

provision that matters so much as the extent to which it is appropriately responsive to 
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emerging adult expectations and needs. Moreover, given the cross-sectional design, it is 

unclear if parents offering support decreases bids for support in youth as well as distress 

versus parents offer more support in response to youth distress and bids for support. 

Prospective studies are needed to untangle these mechanisms.

In contrast, father-emerging adult texting frequency was not associated with perceived 

parental text message support. It is again possible that this lack of association in father-

emerging adult dyads may be driven by greater texting frequency with mothers making that 

relationship more salient when emerging adults responded to the parental text supportiveness 

measure which asked about “your parents” rather than mothers and fathers separately. 

However, several codes emerged as important correlates of perceived parental text support. 

Emerging adults whose texts to fathers included more gratitude, emotional/esteem support 

seeking, and advice seeking reported having parents who were more supportive via text 

message. Similarly, fathers who provided more emotional/esteem support and advice had 

emerging adults who reported more perceived parental support. This underscores the validity 

of objectively coded parent-youth text interactions, and highlights that, even though they are 

infrequent, supportive father-emerging adult text message interactions may reflect a stronger 

parent-emerging adult relationship. These differences in mother and father dyads may also 

suggest that in mother-emerging adult dyads (where contact is more frequent) the frequency 

of contact may more strongly impact the nature of the underlying relationship, whereas in 

father-emerging adult dyads (where text contact is much less frequent) the content shines 

through. As much past research has not parsed the differences between mother and father 

dyadic text communication (Manago et al. 2020; Ehrenreich et al. 2020), it will be important 

for future research to consider parental gender difference in the frequency and potential 

impact of parent-emerging adult text messaging.

4.3. Methodological Observations

As suggested in the literature (Gold et al. 2015; Parry et al. 2021), emerging adults in 

the current study were not very accurate at estimating how much they text with parents, 

with the number of texts exchanged with parents being only modestly correlated (r = 

0.36) with self-reported frequency of parent text message contact by emerging adults. This 

highlights the importance of moving beyond self-reported frequency of digital contact and 

towards objective assessment using tools like billing records and device logs. Here, the 

examination of quantitative meta data (on objective parent-emerging adult text frequency) 

and qualitative codes of parent-emerging adult interactions tapping positive connection and 

monitoring suggest that text messages are a rick source of information about the content of 

parent-emerging adult digital exchanges.

Results also underscore, however, some of the challenges and barriers to operationalizing 

nuanced dimensions of the parent-emerging adult relationship within the content of text 

messages. There was substantial variability in interrater agreement amongst codes. In 

particular, interrater reliability for some low base rate codes indexing emerging adult 

seeking and parental provision of different types of support fell below Kripendorff’s (1980, 

2018) recommended cutoff of 0.67 for drawing valid conclusions from content analysis. 

Importantly, high rates of inter-rater agreement which are less impacted by low base rates 
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(all above 87%) were reported. Our experience here is that it is in fact quite difficult to 

train coders to perfect agreement on the nuanced distinction between different types of 

social support, especially as they manifest within brief (sometimes single word or short 

phrase) text messages and without the benefit of context clues and nonverbal signals. For 

example, coders sometimes struggled to parse distinctions like whether a text in which a 

mother gave detailed feedback on a college essay was more consistent with instrumental 

support (doing the child a favor by reading their essay) and/or informational support/advice. 

Nonetheless, we think even these lower reliability codes have value, given that they are quite 

consistent with the magnitude of interrater agreement in the only other study of parent-child 

text message content (Ehrenreich et al. 2020). In addition, these metrics of reliability focus 

on interrater agreement at the level of individual text messages, but when we consider 

interrater agreement at the level of the parent-emerging adult dyad over the course of the 

two-week study period (the level of analysis in the current study) interrater agreement 

rates (correlations) are exceedingly high (> 0.98). Future analyses that focus on smaller 

time scales within text-message analyses (within days or day-to-day exchanges), may 

best consider superordinate domains of interest (i.e., positive connection and monitoring 

and disclosing behaviors) for which more acceptable reliability estimates were evident 

(ΚEA positive connection = 0.78, ΚParent positive connection = 0.74, ΚParent monitoring = 0.78). It 

must also be noted that low interrater reliability can increase the likelihood of Type II errors 

(false negatives), and thus it is possible that improved measurement of these constructs 

might reveal additional associations.

4.4. Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

Strengths of this study include direct observation of digital communication rather than self-

reports of such behaviors, inclusion of fathers and mothers, and consideration of offline and 

online dimensions of these parent-emerging adult relationships. Still, this study has several 

limitations that deserve consideration. First, despite the rich, intensive-longitudinal nature 

of the observational text message data, the analyses conducted here are essentially cross-

sectional. Future longitudinal research is needed to disentangle the temporal associations 

between parent-emerging adult digital engagement and features of the parent-emerging adult 

relationship. Second, this study captured a short snapshot (2 weeks) of only one platform 

for parent-emerging adult interaction and did not allow for analysis of interactions on other 

technologically mediated platforms (e.g., phone calls, social media, other private messaging 

applications) nor interactions occurring face-to-face. With the rapidly changing face of 

digital technology, this is likely to always be a challenge, though the fundamental methods 

and core constructs presented here provide a basis upon which to advance this evolving 

literature. Third, reports of emerging adult perceived parental digital pressure and parental 

text support did not distinguish between separate perceptions of mothers and fathers. Despite 

these limitations, this study lays the groundwork for future research which can more finely 

parse perceptions of mothers and fathers (and ideally, other parent figures and caregivers) 

alongside the content of dyadic digital communications.
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5. Conclusions

5.1. Implications for 21st Century Parenting and Parent-Emerging Adult Relationships

The present study has implications for parenting, education and practice with emerging 

adults in the 21st century. Parents remain a salient part of emerging adults’ social networks 

during the college years and digital communication is a core platform for parent-youth 

interactions in the modern era. Results here suggest that text messaging serves diverse 

purposes, including positive connection as well as monitoring and disclosing. Moreover, 

traditional developmental tasks, such as maintaining relatedness while establishing 

autonomy, may play out online as well as offline. For college students not living at home, 

digital communication may thus serve as an important tool for navigating these tasks in 

emerging adulthood. Educators and practitioners working with emerging adults (e.g., college 

administrators, mental health and career counselors) would do well to consider the ongoing 

and important role of parents in emerging adults’ healthy psychosocial development and to 

leverage parent (digital and face to face) supports as potential assets.

5.2. Implications for Future Research

Results here can also greatly inform future research. Given the low correlation between 

perceptions of text messaging frequency and actual recorded texting behaviors, these 

analyses demonstrate the potential advantages of directly observing naturally occurring 

parent-emerging adult interactions through an increasingly used communication platform, 

particularly for those living away from home. In addition to qualitative coding schemes 

(such as the PCTICS) to capture the content of parent-youth text messages, researchers 

can learn much about relationship dynamics from indices derived from meta-data (e.g., 

frequency, timing, latency to response), quantitative analysis of words using established and 

newly developed dictionaries (Jensen and Hussong 2021), and machine learning approaches. 

In short, the potential for analysis of text message data to explore relationship dynamics 

is remains to be fully tapped. Although many of these applications have been applied 

to public-facing social networking site content, further consideration of what happens in 

parent-emerging adult private messaging is likely to provide novel insights. This burgeoning 

field is just beginning. The current study adds to the needed theoretical and methodological 

work for not only understanding relationships between parents and emerging adults in the 

digital era but also for leveraging digital communication as a platform for prevention and 

intervention.

Acknowledgments:

We acknowledge the support of the research assistants and program staff who made this data collection and analysis 
possible.

Funding: Research reported in this article was supported the National Institute on Drug Abuse of the National 
Institutes of Health under award number 1R01DA034636–01A1, and by a postdoctoral fellowship provided by the 
National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (T32-HD07376) through the Center for Developmental 
Science, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, to Michaeline Jensen.

Jensen et al. Page 22

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



References

Aledavood Talayeh, López Eduardo, Roberts Sam G. B., Reed-Tsochas Felix,Moro Esteban, 
Dunbar Robin I. M., and Saramäki Jari. 2016. Channel-Specific Daily Patterns in 
Mobile Phone Communication. In Proceedings of ECC 2014. Edited by Stefano Battiston, 
Francesco De Pellegrini, Guido Caldarelli, Emanuela Merelli. Cham: Springer, pp. 209–18. 
doi:10.1007/978-3-319-29228-1_18.

Arnett Jeffrey Jensen. 2000. Emerging Adulthood: A Theory of Development from the Late Teens 
through the Twenties. American Psychologist 55: 469–80. 10.1037/0003-066X.55.5.469. [PubMed: 
10842426] 

Arnett Jeffrey Jensen. 2014. Emerging Adulthood: The Winding Road from the Late Teens through the 
Twenties. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Arnett Jeffrey Jensen, and Schwab Joseph. 2013. The Clark University Poll of Parents of Emerging 
Adults. Worcester: Clark University. Available online: http://www2.clarku.edu/clark-poll-emerging-
adults/pdfs/clark-university-poll-parents-emerging-adults.pdf (accessed on 1 July 2021).

Barrera Jr Manuel, and Ainlay Sheila L. 1983. The Structure of Social Support: A Conceptual and 
Empirical Analysis. Journal of Community Psychology 11 (2): 133–43. [PubMed: 10299305] 

Barry Carolyn McNamara, Padilla-Walker Laura M., Madsen Stephanie D., and Nelson Larry J.. 2008. 
The Impact of Maternal Relationship Quality on Emerging Adults’ Prosocial Tendencies: Indirect 
Effects via Regulation of Prosocial Values. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 37: 581–91.

Baumeister Roy F, and Leary Mark R. 1995. The Need to Belong: Desire for Interpersonal 
Attachments as a Fundamental Human Motivation. Psychological Bulletin 117 (3): 497. [PubMed: 
7777651] 

Baumrind Diana. 1966. Effects of Authoritative Parental Control on Child Behavior. Child 
Development 37: 887. 10.2307/1126611.

Baumrind Diana. 1991. The Influence of Parenting Style on Adolescent Competence and Substance 
Use. The Journal of Early Adolescence 11: 56–95. 10.1177/0272431691111004.

Benito-Gomez Marta, Williams Kenneshia N, McCurdy Amy, and Fletcher Anne C. 2020. Autonomy-
supportive Parenting in Adolescence: Cultural Variability in the Contemporary United States. 
Journal of Family Theory & Review 12 (1): 7–26.

Campbell Rachel. 2006. Teenage Girls and Cellular Phones: Discourses of Independence, Safety and 
‘Rebellion.’ Journal of Youth Studies 9: 195–212.

Chen Yi-Fan Fan, and Katz James E.. 2009. Extending Family to School Life: College Students’ 
Use of the Mobile Phone. International Journal of Human Computer Studies 67: 179–91. 10.1016/
j.ijhcs.2008.09.002.

Collins W.Andrew, Maccoby Eleanor E., Steinberg Laurence, Hetherington E. Mavis, and Bornstein 
Marc H.. 2000. Contemporary Research on Parenting. American Psychologist 55: 218–32. 
10.1037/0003-066x.55.2.218. [PubMed: 10717969] 

Cox Martha J., and Harter Kristina S. M.. 2003. Parent-Child Relationships. In Well-Being: Positive 
Development across the Life Course. Edited by Bornstein MH, Davidson L, Keyes CLM and 
Moore KA. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers, pp. 191–204.

Craig Lyn. 2006. Does Father Care Mean Fathers Share? A Comparison of How Mothers and Fathers 
in Intact Families Spend Time with Children. Gender & Society 20 (2): 259–81.

Cutrona Carolyn E., and Russell Daniel W.. 1990. Type of social support and specific stress: Toward 
a theory of optimal matching. In Social support: An interactional view. Edited by Sarason BR, 
Sarason IG, & Pierce GR. New York: John Wiley & Sons. pp. 319–366.

De Goede HA, Susan J. T.Branje, and Meeus Wim H. J.. 2009. Developmental Changes in 
Adolescents’ Perceptions of Relationships with Their Parents. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 
38: 75–88. [PubMed: 19636793] 

Dishion Thomas J., Patterson Gerald R., Stoolmiller Michael, and Skinner Martie L.. 1991. Family, 
School, and Behavioral Antecedents to Early Adolescent Involvement with Antisocial Peers. 
Developmental Psychology 27: 172–80. 10.1037/0012-1649.27.1.172.

Eccles Jacquelynne S., Midgley Carol, Wigfield Allan, Christy Miller Buchanan David Reuman, 
Flanagan Constance, and Iver Douglas Mac. 1993. Development during Adolescence: The Impact 

Jensen et al. Page 23

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://www2.clarku.edu/clark-poll-emerging-adults/pdfs/clark-university-poll-parents-emerging-adults.pdf
http://www2.clarku.edu/clark-poll-emerging-adults/pdfs/clark-university-poll-parents-emerging-adults.pdf


of Stage–Environment Fit on Young Adolescents’ Experiences in Schools and in Families. 
American Psychologist 48: 90–101. 10.1037/0003-066X.48.2.90 [PubMed: 8442578] 

Eggebeen David J. 1992. Family Structure and Intergenerational Exchanges. Research on Aging 14: 
427–47.

Ehrenreich Samuel E., Beron Kurt J., Burnell Kaitlyn, Meter Diana J., and Underwood Marion 
K.. 2020. How Adolescents Use Text Messaging through Their High School Years. Journal of 
Research on Adolescence 30: 521–40. [PubMed: 31868974] 

Erikson Erik H. 1968. Identity: Youth and Crisis. New York: Norton.

Eshghinejad Shahrzad, and Moini M. Raouf. 2016. Politeness Strategies Used in Text Messaging: 
Pragmatic Competence in an Asymmetrical Power Relation of Teacher–Student. SAGE Open 6: 
2158244016632288.

Fingerman Karen L., Cheng Yen-Pi, Tighe Lauren, Birditt Kira S., and Zarit Steven. 2012. 
Relationships Between Young Adults and Their Parents. In Early Adulthood in a Family Context. 
Edited by Booth Alan, Brown Susan L., Landale Nancy S., Manning Wendy D., and McHale 
Susan M. Springer, New York City, pp. 59–85. 10.1007/978-1-4614-1436-0_5.

Fletcher Anne C., Benito-Gomez Marta, and Blair Bethany L.. 2018. Adolescent Cell Phone 
Communications with Mothers and Fathers: Content, Patterns, and Preferences. Journal of Child 
and Family Studies 27: 2125–37. 10.1007/s10826-018-1054-z.

Franz Carol E., and White Kathleen M.. 1985. Individuation and Attachment in Personality 
Development: Extending Erikson’s Theory. Journal of Personality 53: 224–56.

Froh Jeffrey J., Fan Jinyan, Emmons Robert A., Bono Giacomo, Huebner E. Scott, and Watkins Philip. 
2011. Measuring Gratitude in Youth: Assessing the Psychometric Properties of Adult Gratitude 
Scales in Children and Adolescents. In Psychological Assessment. Hempstead: Department of 
Psychology, Hofstra University. 10.1037/a0021590.

Furman Wyndol, and Buhrmester Duane. 1985. Children’s Perceptions of the Personal 
Relationships in Their Social Networks. Developmental Psychology 21: 1016–24. 
10.1037/0012-1649.21.6.1016.

Galambos Nancy L., Barker Erin T., and Almeida David M.. 2003. Parents Do Matter: Trajectories of 
Change in Externalizing and Internalizing Problems in Early Adolescence. Child Development 74: 
578–94. 10.1111/1467-8624.7402017. [PubMed: 12705574] 

Gentzler Amy L., Oberhauser Ann M., Westerman David, and Nadorff Danielle K.. 2011. College 
Students’ Use of Electronic Communication with Parents: Links to Loneliness, Attachment, and 
Relationship Quality. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 14: 71–74. 10.1089/
cyber.2009.0409. [PubMed: 20973676] 

George Madeleine J., Jensen Michaeline, Russell Michael A., Anna Gassman-Pines, Copeland William 
E., Hoyle RH, and Odgers Candice L.. 2020. Young Adolescents’ Digital Technology Use, 
Perceived Impairments, and Well-Being in a Representative Sample. Journal of Pediatrics 219: 
180–87. 10.1016/j.jpeds.2019.12.002. [PubMed: 32057438] 

Gold Judith E., Rauscher Kimberly J., and Zhu Motao. 2015. A Validity Study of Self-Reported Daily 
Texting Frequency, Cell Phone Characteristics, and Texting Styles among Young Adults. BMC 
Research Notes 8: 120. 10.1186/s13104-015-1090-3. [PubMed: 25890089] 

Gray Marjory Roberts, and Steinberg Laurence. 1999. Unpacking Authoritative Parenting: Reassessing 
a Multidimensional Construct. Journal of Marriage and the Family 61: 574. 10.2307/353561.

Green Kevin McLeod. 2007. Understanding College Students’ and Parents’ Perceptions of Cell Phone 
Communication in Family Relationships: A Grounded Theory Approach. Minneapolis: University 
of Minnesota.

Hall Jeffrey A., and Baym Nancy K.. 2012. Calling and Texting (Too Much): Mobile Maintenance 
Expectations, (over)Dependence, Entrapment, and Friendship Satisfaction. New Media and 
Society 14: 316–31. 10.1177/1461444811415047.

Hamza Chloe A, and Teena Willoughby. 2011. Perceived Parental Monitoring, Adolescent Disclosure, 
and Adolescent Depressive Symptoms: A Longitudinal Examination. Journal of Youth and 
Adolescence 40: 902–15. 10.1007/s10964-010-9604-8. [PubMed: 21076860] 

Jensen et al. Page 24

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



High-Risk Alcohol and Substance Abuse Working Group. 2015. High-Risk Alcohol and Substance 
Abuse Working Group Report. Available online: https://studentaffairs.unc.edu/wp-content/uploads/
2021/01/Campus-HRASA-Final-12.07.15.pdf (accessed on 20 Ocotober 2021).

Holtzman Susan, Drew DeClerck Kara Turcotte, Lisi Diana, and Woodworth Michael. 2017. 
Emotional Support during Times of Stress: Can Text Messaging Compete with in-Person 
Interactions? Computers in Human Behavior 71: 130–39.

House James S., Umberson Debra, and Landis Karl R.. 1988. Structures and Processes of Social 
Support. Annual Review of Sociology 14: 293–318.

Hu Li-tze, and Bentler Peter M.. 1999. Cutoff Criteria for Fit Indexes in Covariance Structure 
Analysis: Conventional Criteria versus New Alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal 6: 1–55. 10.1080/10705519909540118.

Hussong Andrea M., and Chassin Laurie. 2004. Stress and Coping among Children of Alcoholic 
Parents through the Young Adult Transition. Development and Psychopathology 16: 985–1006. 
[PubMed: 15704824] 

Hussong Andrea M., Hicks Richard E., Levy Suzanne A., and Curran Patrick J.. 2001. Specifying 
the Relations between Affect and Heavy Alcohol Use among Young Adults. Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology 110: 449–61. 10.1037/0021-843X.110.3.449. [PubMed: 11502088] 

Hussong AM, Jensen M, Morgan Sarah, and Poteat Jade. 2021. Collecting Text Messages from 
College Students: Evaluating a Novel Methodology. Social Development 30:3–22. 10.1111/
sode.12466.

Hussong Andrea M., Midgette Allegra, and Rothenberg William A.. n.d. The Parenting of Adolescents 
and Young Adults in the United States. In APA Handbook of Adolescent and Young Adult 
Development. Edited by Crockett Lisa, Carlo Gustavo, and Schulenberg John. APA; Washington, 
DC.

Jennings Nancy A, and Wartella Ellen A. 2012. Digital Technology and Families. In The Routledge 
Handbook of Family Communication. Edited by Vangelisti Anita L.. New York: Routledge, pp. 
460–74.

Jensen M. 2017. Parent-Child Text Interaction Coding Scheme (PCTICS) Manual. Unpublished 
Manual.

Jensen Michaeline, George Madeleine J., Russell Michael A., Lippold Melissa A., and Odgers 
Candice O.. 2021. Daily Parent-Adolescent Digital Exchanges. Research on Child an Adolescent 
Psychopathology 49: 1125–38. 10.1007/s10802-020-00765-x.

Jensen Michaeline, and Hussong Andrea M.. 2021. Text Message Content as a Window into 
College Student Drinking: Development and Initial Validation of a Dictionary of ‘Alcohol-
Talk’. International Journal of Behavioral Development 45: 3–10. 10.1177/0165025419889175. 
[PubMed: 33456098] 

Jiao Jian, and Segrin Chris. 2021. Parent–Emerging-Adult-Child Attachment and Overparenting. 
Family Relations 70 (3): 859–65.

Kasesniemi Eija-Liisa, and Rautiainen Pirjo. 2002. 11 Mobile Culture of Children and Teenagers in 
Finland. In Perpetual Contact. Edited by Katz James E. and Aakhus Mark. Cambridge University 
Press, pp. 170–92.

Keijsers Loes, Frijns Tom, Branje Susan J. T., and Meeus Wim. 2009. Developmental Links of 
Adolescent Disclosure, Parental Solicitation, and Control with Delinquency: Moderation by 
Parental Support. Developmental Psychology 45: 1314. [PubMed: 19702394] 

Keijsers Loes, and Poulin François. 2013. Developmental Changes in Parent–Child Communication 
throughout Adolescence. Developmental Psychology 49: 2301. [PubMed: 23477535] 

Kerr Margaret, and Stattin Håkan. 2000. What Parents Know, How They Know It, and Several Forms 
of Adolescent Adjustment: Further Support for a Reinterpretation of Monitoring. Developmental 
Psychology 36: 366–80. 10.1037/0012-1649.36.3.366. [PubMed: 10830980] 

Krippendorff Klaus. 1980. Validity in Content Analysis. In Computerstrategien für di 
kommunikationsanalyse. Edited by Mochmann E. Frankfurt: Campus, pp. 69–112. http://
repository.upenn.edu/asc_papers/291

Jensen et al. Page 25

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

https://studentaffairs.unc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Campus-HRASA-Final-12.07.15.pdf
https://studentaffairs.unc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/01/Campus-HRASA-Final-12.07.15.pdf
http://repository.upenn.edu/asc_papers/291
http://repository.upenn.edu/asc_papers/291


Krippendorff Klaus. 2018. Content Analysis: An Introduction to Its Methodology. In International 
encyclopedia of communication. Edited by Barnouw E, Gerbner G, Schramm W, Worth TL, & 
Gross L. New York, NY: Oxford University Press, Vol. 1, pp. 403–407.

Kurdek Lawrence A., and Fine Mark A.. 1994. Family Acceptance and Family Control as Predictors of 
Adjustment in Young Adolescents: Linear, Curvilinear, or Interactive Effects? Child Development 
65: 1137. 10.2307/1131310. [PubMed: 7956470] 

Landis J.Richard, and Koch Gary G.. 1977. The Measurement of Observer Agreement for Categorical 
Data. Biometrics 33: 159–74. [PubMed: 843571] 

Larson Reed W., Richards Maryse H., Moneta Giovanni, Holmbeck Grayson, and Duckett Elena. 
1996. Changes in Adolescents’ Daily Interactions with Their Families from Ages 10 to 18: 
Disengagement and Transformation. Developmental Psychology 32: 744.

Lauricella Alexis R., Cingel Drew P., Leanne Beaudoin-Ryan Michael B. Robb, Saphir Melissa, and 
Wartella Ellen A.. 2016. The Common Sense Census: Plugged-In Parents of Tweens and Teens. 
San Francisco: Common Sense Media.

Ling Richard, and Yttri Birgitte. 2002. Hyper-Coordination via Mobile Phones in Norway. I. JE 
Katz Og MA Aakhus (Red.): Perpetual Contact. Mobile Communication, Private Talk, Public 
Performance. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 139–67.

Liu Amy, Sharkness Jessica, and Pryor John H.. 2008. Findings from the 2007 Administration of 
Your First College Year (YFCY): National Aggregates. Los Angeles: Higher Education Research 
Institute UCLA.

Maccoby Eleanor E., and Martin John. 1983. Socialization in the Context of the Family: Parent-Child 
Interaction. In Handbook of Child Psychology: Vol. 4. Socialization, Personality, and Social 
Development. Edited by Mussen PH and Hetherington EM. New York: Wiley, pp. 1–101.

Maggs Jennifer L, and Galambos Nancy L. 1993. Alternative Structural Models for Understanding 
Adolescent Problem Behavior in Two-Earner Families. The Journal of Early Adolescence 13 (1): 
79–101.

Manago Adriana M, Brown Genavee, Lawley Kendall A., and Anderson Glenn. 2020. Adolescents’ 
Daily Face-to-Face and Computer-Mediated Communication: Associations with Autonomy and 
Closeness to Parents and Friends. In Developmental Psychology. Santa Cruz: Department of 
Psychology, University of California. 10.1037/dev0000851.

McKee Laura, Colletti Christina, Rakow Aaron, Jones Deborah J., and Forehand Rex. 2009. Parenting 
and Child Externalizing Behaviors: Are the Associations Specific or Diffuse? Aggression and 
Violent Behavior 13: 201–15. 10.1016/j.avb.2008.03.005.Parenting.

Melby Janet N., and Conger Rand D.. 2001. The Iowa Family Interaction Rating Scales: Instrument 
Summary. In Family Observational Coding Systems: Resources for Systemic Research. Edited by 
Kerig PK and Lindahl KM. Mahwah: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates Publishers, pp. 33–58.

Miller-Ott Aimee E., Kelly Lynne, and Duran Robert L.. 2014. Cell Phone Usage Expectations, 
Closeness, and Relationship Satisfaction between Parents and Their Emerging Adults in College. 
Emerging Adulthood 2: 313–23. 10.1177/2167696814550195.

Mullendore Richard, Daniel Christina, and Toney Michael. 2018. The Role of Parents in Emerging 
Adulthood. In Emerging Adulthood and Higher Education. Edited by Murray Joseph L., Arnett 
Jeffrey Jensen. New York: Routledge, pp. 110–26. doi: 10.4324/9781315623405

Nelson Larry J., Padilla-Walker Laura M., Christensen Katherine J., Evans Cortney A., and Carroll 
Jason S.. 2011. Parenting in Emerging Adulthood: An Examination of Parenting Clusters and 
Correlates. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 40: 730–43. [PubMed: 20809102] 

Norris Pippa. 2001. Digital Divide: Civic Engagement, Information Poverty, and the Internet 
Worldwide. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/CBO9781139164887.

O’Connor Thomas G., Allen Joseph P., Bell Kathy L., and Hauser Stuart T.. 1996. Adolescent-Parent 
Relationships and Leaving Home in Young Adulthood. New Directions for Child Development 
1996: 39–52. 10.1002/cd.23219967105.

Ouellette Gene, and Michaud Melissa. 2016. Generation Text: Relations among Undergraduates’ Use 
of Text Messaging, Textese, and Language and Literacy Skills. Canadian Journal of Behavioural 
Science/Revue Canadienne Des Sciences Du Comportement 48: 217.

Jensen et al. Page 26

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Padilla-Walker Laura M., and Nelson Larry J.. 2019. Parenting Emerging Adults. In Handbook of 
Parenting: Children and Parenting, 3rd ed. New York: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group, vol. 1, 
pp. 168–90. 10.4324/9780429440847-5.

Padilla-Walker Laura M., and Nelson Larry J.. 2012. Black Hawk down?: Establishing Helicopter 
Parenting as a Distinct Construct from Other Forms of Parental Control during Emerging 
Adulthood. Journal of Adolescence 35 (5): 1177–90. 10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.03.007. 
[PubMed: 22503075] 

Padilla-Walker Laura M, Carlo Gustavo, Christensen Katherine J, and Yorgason Jeremy B. 2012. 
Bidirectional Relations between Authoritative Parenting and Adolescents’ Prosocial Behaviors. 
Journal of Research on Adolescence 22 (3): 400–408.

Padilla-Walker Laura M., Nelson Larry J., and Knapp Darin J.. 2014. ‘Because I’m Still the Parent, 
That’s Why!’ Parental Legitimate Authority during Emerging Adulthood. Journal of Social and 
Personal Relationships 31: 293–313.

Parry Douglas A., Davidson Brittany I., Sewall Craig J. R., Fisher Jacob T., Mieczkowski Hannah, 
and Quintana Daniel S.. 2021. A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis of Discrepancies between 
Logged and Self-Reported Digital Media Use. Nature Human Behaviour 5: 1535–47. 10.1038/
s41562-021-01117-5.

Platt Carrie Anne, Bourdeaux Renee, and Nancy DiTunnariello. 2014. Should I Text or Should I 
Call?: How College Students Navigate Mediated Connections with Family. Communication and 
Information Technologies Annual (Studies in Media and Communications, Volume 8) Emerald 
Group Publishing Limited 8: 75–101. 10.1108/s2050-206020140000008019.

Racz Sarah Jensen, Johnson Sarah Lindstrom, Bradshaw Catherine P., and Cheng Tina 
L.. 2017. Parenting in the Digital Age: Urban Black Youth’s Perceptions about 
Technology-Based Communication with Parents. Journal of Family Studies 23: 198–214. 
10.1080/13229400.2015.1108858.

Ramsey Meagan A., Gentzler Amy L., Morey Jennifer N., Oberhauser Ann M., and Westerman David. 
2013. College Students’ Use of Communication Technology with Parents: Comparisons Between 
Two Cohorts in 2009 and 2011. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 16: 747–52. 
10.1089/cyber.2012.0534. [PubMed: 23679572] 

Rasmussen Kristen, Komperda Jack, and Baldino Raymond. 2012. Reporter’s Recording Guide. 
Arlington: The Reporters Committee for Freedom of the Press.

Reeves Byron, Robinson Thomas, and Ram Nilam. 2020. Time for the Human Screenome Project. 
Naure 577: 314–17. 10.1038/d41586-020-00032-5.

River Laura M, Treter Maggie O’Reilly, Rhoades Galena K, and Narayan Angela J. 2021. Parent–
Child Relationship Quality in the Family of Origin and Later Romantic Relationship Functioning: 
A Systematic Review. Family Process. DOI: 10.1111/famp.12650

Rudi Jessie, and Dworkin Jodi. 2018. Is Technology-Mediated Parental Monitoring Related 
to Adolescent Substance Use? Substance Use & Misuse, 53(8): 1331–1341. doi: 
10.1080/10826084.2017.1408653 [PubMed: 29297734] 

Rudi Jessie, Dworkin Jodi, Walker Susan, and Doty Jennifer. 2015. Parents’ Use of Information 
and Communications Technologies for Family Communication: Differences by Age of Children. 
Information Communication and Society 18: 78–93. 10.1080/1369118X.2014.934390.

Ryan Richard M., and Deci Edward L.. 2000. Self-Determination Theory and the Facilitation of 
Intrinsic Motivation, Social Development, and Well-Being. American Psychologist 55: 68–78. 
10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68. [PubMed: 11392867] 

Ryan Richard M., and Lynch John H.. 1989. Emotional Autonomy versus Detachment: Revisiting the 
Vicissitudes of Adolescence and Young Adulthood. Child Development 60: 340–56. [PubMed: 
2924656] 

Schaefer Earl S. 1965. Children’s Reports of Parental Behavior: An Inventory. Child Development 36: 
413–24. 10.2307/1126465. [PubMed: 14300862] 

Shadur Julia M., Hussong AM, and Haroon Maleeha. 2015. Negative Affect Variability and 
Adolescent Self-Medication: The Role of the Peer Context. Drug and Alcohol Review 34: 571–80. 
10.1111/dar.12260. [PubMed: 25867550] 

Jensen et al. Page 27

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Small Meg L., Morgan Nicole, Abar Caitlin, and Maggs Jennifer L.. 2011. Protective Effects of 
Parent-College Student Communication during the First Semester of College. Journal of American 
College Health 59: 547–54. 10.1080/07448481.2010.528099. [PubMed: 21660810] 

Small Meg L., Morgan Nicole, Bailey-Davis Lisa, and Maggs Jennifer L.. 2013. The Protective Effects 
of Parent-College Student Communication on Dietary and Physical Activity Behaviors. Journal of 
Adolescent Health 53: 300–2.

Smetana Judith G., Metzger Aaron, Gettman Denise C., and Campione-Barr Nicole. 2006. Disclosure 
and Secrecy in Adolescent–Parent Relationships. Child Development 77: 201–17. [PubMed: 
16460534] 

Son Daye, and Padilla-Walker Laura M.. 2021. Whereabouts and Secrets: A Person-Centered 
Approach to Emerging Adults’ Routine and Self-Disclosure to Parents. Emerging Adulthood 9: 
145–57.

Stattin Haäkan, and Kerr Margaret. 2000. Parental Monitoring: A Reinterpretation. Child Development 
71: 1072–85. 10.1111/1467-8624.00210. [PubMed: 11016567] 

Subrahmanyam Kaveri, Smahel David, and Greenfield Patricia. 2006. Connecting Developmental 
Constructions to the Internet: Identity Presentation and Sexual Exploration in Online Teen 
Chat Rooms. Developmental Psychology 42: 395–406. 10.1037/0012-1649.42.3.395. [PubMed: 
16756432] 

Subrahmanyam Kaveri, Reich Stephanie M, Waechter Natalia, and Espinoza Guadalupe. 2008. Online 
and Offline Social Networks: Use of Social Networking Sites by Emerging Adults. Journal of 
Applied Developmental Psychology 29 (6): 420–433.

Swartz Teresa Toguchi, Kim Minzee, Uno Mayumi, Mortimer Jeylan, and O’Brien Kirsten Bengtson. 
2011. Safety Nets and Scaffolds: Parental Support in the Transition to Adulthood. Journal of 
Marriage and Family 73: 414–29. 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00815.x. [PubMed: 21660216] 

Underwood Marion K., Rosen Lisa H., More David, Ehrenreich Samuel E., and Gentsch Joanna 
K.. 2012. The Blackberry Project: Capturing the Content of Adolescents’ Text Messaging. 
Developmental Psychology 48: 295–302. 10.1037/a0025914. [PubMed: 22004337] 

Urry Shirene A, Nelson Larry J., and Padilla-Walker Laura M.. 2011. Mother Knows Best: 
Psychological Control, Child Disclosure, and Maternal Knowledge in Emerging Adulthood. 
Journal of Family Studies 17: 157–73.

Walker Susan K, and Rudi Jessie H.. 2014. Parenting Across the Social Ecology Facilitated by 
Information and Communications Technology : Implications for Research and Educational 
Design. Journal of Human Science and Extension 2: 15–32. http://www.jhseonline.com/current-
issue-co3j.

Wang Ningxin. 2019. Emerging Adults’ Received and Desired Support from Parents: Evidence for 
Optimal Received–Desired Support Matching and Optimal Support Surpluses. Journal of Social 
and Personal Relationships 36: 3448–70.

Weisskirch Robert S. 2009. Parenting by Cell Phone: Parental Monitoring of Adolescents and 
Family Relations. Journal of Youth and Adolescence 38: 1123–39. 10.1007/s10964-008-9374-8. 
[PubMed: 19636776] 

Weisskirch Robert S. 2011. No Crossed Wires: Cell Phone Communication in Parent-Adolescent 
Relationships. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, and Social Networking 14: 447–51. 10.1089/
cyber.2009.0455. [PubMed: 21204694] 

Williams Stephen, and Williams Lynda. 2005. Space Invaders: The Negotiation of Teenage 
Boundaries through the Mobile Phone. Sociological Review 53 (2): 314–31. 10.1111/
j.1467-954X.2005.00516.x.

Wills Thomas A., and Shinar Ori. 2000. Measuring Perceived and Received Social Support. In Social 
Support Measurement and Intervention: A Guide for Health and Social Scientists. Edited by 
Cohen S, Underwood LG and Gottlieb BH. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 86–135. doi: 
10.1093/med:psych/9780195126709.003.0004

Jensen et al. Page 28

Soc Sci (Basel). Author manuscript; available in PMC 2022 May 13.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

http://www.jhseonline.com/current-issue-co3j
http://www.jhseonline.com/current-issue-co3j


Figure 1. 
Simulated Text Message Conversation and PCTICS Codes.
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Figure 2. 
Q3 and Q4 Analytic Models. Note. Models were run separately for mother-emerging adult 

and father-emerging adult dyads. First, Perceived Parental Digital Pressure and Perceived 

Parental Text Supportiveness were regressed (in separate models) on parent-EA texting 

frequency and covariates of gender, age, and parent education (grey boxes/paths; results in 

upper panel of Tables 3 and 4). Next, Perceived Parental Digital Pressure and Perceived 

Parental Text Supportiveness were regressed (in separate models) on each PCTIC code 

separately, alongside covariates and parent-EA texting frequency (results in lower panel of 

Tables 3 and 4).
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Table 1.

Sample Characteristics of Parent-Emerging Adult Dyad Text Message Sample (N = 238).

Demographics % of Sample Mean (SD)

Age 19.85 (1.39)

Male Gender 39.08%

Race

Black/African American 21.01%

White (not Hispanic/Latino) 56.72%

Other Race/Ethnicity 22.27%

Latino/Hispanic 7.14%

American Indian, Alaska Native 0.84%

Asian 5.46%

Pacific Islander 0%

Multiracial 2.94%

Parental Education 4.73 (1.36)

Less than High School (1) 1.26%

High School Graduate (2) 4.2%

Some College or Technical School (3) 14.71%

College Graduate (4) 28.15%

Some Graduate, Medical, or Professional School (5) 3.78%

Completed Graduate, Medical, or Professional School (6) 47.9%
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Table 2.

Interrater Reliability.

Code IRR (Κ) % Agreement

Monitoring

EA Disclosure 0.73 0.87

Parent Solicitation 0.82 0.96

Parent Control 0.69 0.97

Positive Connection

EA Warmth 0.82 0.98

Parent Warmth 0.83 0.96

EA Gratitude 0.96 1.0

Parent Gratitude 0.96 1.0

EA Emotional/Esteem Support Seeking 0.73 0.98

Parent Emotional/Esteem Support Provision 0.66 0.98

EA Instrumental Support Seeking 0.63 0.98

Parent Instrumental Support Provision 0.54 0.96

EA Advice Seeking 0.75 0.99

Parent Advice Provision 0.61 0.96

Note. N = 238 emerging adults. EA = Emerging Adult.
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Table 3.

Descriptive Statistics for coded PCTICS domains.

Mother-Emerging Adult Dyads (N = 215) Father-Emerging Adult Dyads (N = 182)

M SD % w/ 0 Max M SD % w/ 0 Max

Parent-EA Texting Frequency 102.84 139.52 -- 1012 36.69 49.95 -- 501

Monitoring

EA Disclosure 19.33 27.84 13 177 6.19 13.19 21 163

Parent Solicitation 8.53 13.03 16 118 2.94 8.74 38 113

Parent Control 2.98 6.20 45 50 1.02 2.32 65 15

Positive Connection

EA Warmth 3.13 5.43 39 47 1.21 3.17 60 32

Parent Warmth 6.51 10.49 21 83 2.29 4.18 41 41

EA Gratitude 2.12 3.87 38 35 0.93 1.59 55 13

Parent Gratitude 0.92 1.57 56 13 0.45 1.02 74 7

EA Emotional/Esteem Support Seeking 1.88 5.84 67 47 0.30 .92 85 7

Parent Emotional/Esteem Support Provision 2.09 5.93 60 58 0.36 1.20 84 10

EA Instrumental Support Seeking 1.60 2.97 50 26 0.65 1.40 71 8

Parent Instrumental Support Provision 2.59 4.17 37 31 0.93 2.00 63 15

EA Advice Seeking 1.22 3.07 67 24 0.44 1.37 79 12

Parent Advice Provision 2.50 5.88 54 49 0.83 2.34 73 20

Note. EA = Emerging Adult. Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) reported acros all dyads over the entire 2-week study period alongside the 
percent of the sample who evidenced no instances of the code (% w/ 0) and the maximum frequency of each code (Max) to capture the range.
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Table 4.

Associations Between Parent-Emerging Adult Texting Frequency and Content Codes with Emerging Adult 

Perceived Parental Digital Pressure.

Perceived Parental Digital Pressure

Mother-Emerging Adult Dyads (N = 215) Father- Emerging Adult Dyads (N = 182)

b SE p β b SE p β

Gender (male) 0.069 0.152 0.644 0.034 −0.013 0.164 0.936 −0.006

Age −0.074 0.047 0.118 −0.104 −0.057 0.053 0.281 −0.080

Parent Education −0.073 0.058 0.207 −0.103 −0.083 0.073 0.258 −0.106

Parent- EA texting frequency 0.001 0.001 0.035 0.194 0.002 0.002 0.351 0.075

Monitoring

EA Disclosure −0.017 0.006 0.008 −0.474 −0.018 0.015 0.232 −0.231

Parent Solicitation −0.009 0.011 0.382 −0.126 −0.004 0.017 0.795 −0.038

Parent Control −0.009 0.020 0.650 −0.058 0.102 0.056 0.070 0.238

Positive Connection

EA Warmth 0.001 0.025 0.970 0.005 0.028 0.034 0.399 0.090

Parent Warmth <0.001 0.013 0.988 −0.002 0.029 0.025 0.239 0.123

EA Gratitude −0.045 0.019 0.015 −0.180 0.047 0.049 0.332 0.075

Parent Gratitude −0.008 0.053 0.875 −0.014 −0.009 0.091 0.921 −0.009

EA Emotional/Esteem Support Seeking −0.023 0.015 0.111 −0.140 0.024 0.105 0.818 0.022

Parent Emotional/Esteem Support Provision −0.020 0.022 0.373 −0.121 −0.005 0.070 0.947 −0.006

EA Instrumental Support Seeking −0.033 0.029 0.263 −0.100 0.012 0.076 0.873 0.017

Parent Instrumental Support Provision −0.026 0.023 0.270 −0.111 −0.038 0.066 0.565 −0.076

EA Advice Seeking 0.017 0.038 0.649 0.055 −0.057 0.061 0.349 −0.079

Parent Advice Provision −0.002 0.018 0.932 −0.009 −0.033 0.054 0.547 −0.076

Note. The upper panel includes presents results of the initial structural equation model, which tested associations between parent-EA texting 
frequency with Perceived Parental Digital Pressure, alongside covariates of gender, age, and parent education (separately for Mother-Emerging 
Adult and Father-Emerging Adult dyads). The lower panel includes results from subsequent models, which added each PCTIC code to the model 
(which already included covariates and parent-EA texting frequency) separately. EA= Emerging Adult. Raw regression coefficients (b), standard 
errors (SE), p values (bolded when p < 0.05), and standardized regression coefficients (β) presented.
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Table 5.

Associations between Parent-Emerging Adult Texting Frequency and Content Codes with Emerging Adult 

Perceived Parental Text Support.

Perceived Parental Text Supportiveness

Mothers (N = 215) Fathers (N = 182)

b SE p β b SE p β

Gender (male) −0.472 0.127 <0.001 −0.268 −0.487 0.146 0.001 −0.280

Age −0.052 0.039 0.182 −0.084 −0.091 0.043 0.035 −0.148

Parent Education −0.012 0.048 0.799 −0.020 0.044 0.061 0.468 0.066

Parent-EA texting frequency 0.001 <0.001 0.016 0.180 0.001 0.001 0.488 0.050

Monitoring

EA Disclosure 0.001 0.006 0.817 0.042 −0.008 0.011 0.474 −0.126

Parent Solicitation 0.001 0.008 0.902 0.015 −0.017 0.012 0.119 −0.189

Parent Control 0.012 0.014 0.375 0.090 −0.031 0.029 0.278 −0.084

Positive Connection

EA Warmth 0.017 0.018 0.362 0.106 0.025 0.021 0.229 0.094

Parent Warmth −0.010 0.009 0.288 −0.122 0.012 0.015 0.453 0.056

EA Gratitude 0.004 0.017 0.813 0.018 0.105 0.037 0.005 0.196

Parent Gratitude −0.002 0.034 0.943 −0.004 −0.077 0.051 0.130 −0.093

EA Emotional/Esteem Support Seeking −0.013 0.012 0.273 −0.087 0.142 0.066 0.030 0.152

Parent Emotional/Esteem Support Provision −0.010 0.011 0.357 −0.070 0.144 0.036 <0.001 0.203

EA Instrumental Support Seeking −0.044 0.021 0.040 −0.153 −0.015 0.054 0.780 −0.025

Parent Instrumental Support Provision −0.031 0.019 0.115 −0.151 −0.008 0.035 0.831 −0.017

EA Advice Seeking −0.031 0.021 0.139 −0.111 0.095 0.039 0.014 0.153

Parent Advice Provision −0.015 0.012 0.199 −0.104 0.070 0.032 0.027 0.192

Note. The upper panel includes presents results of the initial structural equation model, which tested associations between parent-EA texting 
frequency with Perceived Parental Text Supportiveness, alongside covariates of gender, age, and parent education (separately for Mother-Emerging 
Adult and Father-Emerging Adult dyads). The lower panel includes results from subsequent models, which added each PCTIC code to the model 
(which already included covariates and parent-EA texting frequency) separately. EA = Emerging Adult. Raw regression coefficients (b), standard 
errors (SE), and standardized regression coefficients (β) presented alongside p values (bolded when p < 0.05).
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