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Psychosocial theorists have posited that college students undergo psychosocial
development during their time at college. This development includes planning for their
future, becoming more autonomous, developing mature relationships outside the
nuclear family, and making healthy lifestyle choices. For past generations, most college
students underwent this development without the close involvement of parents. This
was a result of the distance between college and home and the limited methods of
communication available to them. Technological developments of recent years have
changed the communication between students and parents. Mobile telephones, text
messaging, and e-mail make it possible for college students and their parents to
communicate frequently and nearly instantaneously. This development has implications
for the manner in which college students transition to self-sufficiency through
psychosocial developmental stages.
The study explored the relationship of mobile telephone communication
between college students and parents and the college students’ completion of
appropriate developmental tasks. The population included approximately 4,000 female
and male undergraduate students attending the College of Saint Benedict and Saint
John’s University in Central Minnesota. The sample consisted of 473 participants who
completed an electronic survey comprised of the Student Developmental Task and
Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) and the Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone
Communication with Parents Questionnaire (FTMTCPQ). Statistical analyses
included chi-square tests to identify differences within the frequency and content of
student mobile telephone communication with parents and demographics. Additionally,
Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient was calculated to measure relationships between
contact frequency and SDTLA scores. Finally, independent samples t-tests were
conducted to examine differences in the content of student/parent communication and
SDTLA scores.
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The analyses revealed significant findings in some aspects of college student
mobile telephone communication with parents and the students’ psychosocial
development.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Psychosocial theorists have posited that college students undergo psychosocial
development during their time at college. This development includes planning for their
future, becoming more autonomous, developing mature relationships outside the
nuclear family, and making healthy lifestyle choices. For past generations, most college
students underwent this development without the close involvement of parents because
of the distance between college and home and the limited methods of communication
available to them. Technological developments of recent years have changed the
communication between students and parents. Mobile telephones, text messaging, and
e-mail make it possible for college students and their parents to communicate frequently
and nearly instantaneously, and have implications for the manner in which college
students transition to self-sufficiency through psychosocial developmental stages. This
study sought to explore the relationship of mobile telephone communication between
college students and parents the college students’ completion of appropriate
developmental tasks.
Psychosocial developmental theory is concerned with the process of human
development that is comprised of the completion of specific developmental task. These
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tasks are generally organized in a series of chronological stages that consider the
convergence of psychological, physical and environmental factors (Taub, 2008).
Adolescence and “emerging adulthood” (ages 18-25) (Arnett, 2000) are life
phases in which psychosocial development includes the movement toward autonomy,
self-governance, and self regulation (Hofer, Yu, & Pintrich, 1998). These
developmental stages coincide with the traditional-age student’s matriculation at
college. Arguably, the most well-known and widely used psychosocial theory of
college student development is that of Arthur Chickering (1969). Chickering and
Reisser (1993) identified seven psychosocial tasks (called “vectors”) of the college
years that comprise the overarching task of identity development. These vectors
include achieving competence, managing emotions, moving through autonomy toward
interdependence, developing mature interpersonal relationships, establishing identity,
developing purpose, and developing integrity.
A child’s move away from home to attend college has typically provided the
student an opportunity to differentiate from parents and progress toward autonomy on
the psychosocial developmental course. The importance of this progression was
revealed in a study by Bartle-Haring and Sabatelli (1997), which showed that lack of
differentiation by the student from parents is related to lower interpersonal competence
in undergraduates. However, this does not mean that student/parent interaction should
be severed altogether, as was revealed by Steinberg (2001), who found that healthy
psychological functioning in emerging adults involved sustained connection with
parents during the pursuit of independence.

3
Researchers found that parents of today’s traditional-age college students have
close relationships with their children and are actively involved in their children’s
college experience (Coburn, 2006; Daniel, Evans, & Scott, 2001; Howe & Strauss,
2003; Taub, 2008). According to a Pew Research Center report (Kohut, Parker, Keeter,
Doherty, & Dimock, 2007), 90% of young people consider themselves to be very close
to their parents, with approximately 80% of 18- to 25-year-olds indicating that they had
talked to their parents in the past day. Another study (Hofer, Souder, Kennedy, Fullman
& Hurd, 2009) found that first-year college students communicated with their parents
an average of 10.41 times per week, with most of that communication being initiated by
parents. Hofer et al. (2009) found that advances in communication technology
facilitated interaction between college students and their parents, and have chosen the
phrase “electronic tether” to describe this contact when done using electronic devises.
It appears that support from parents can encourage the psychosocial
development in college students, and that students need to experience a balance
between support and challenge in order to progress through age-appropriate
psychosocial developmental stages. This ability of students to communicate nearly
instantaneously with parents via electronic communication warrants an examination of
how frequent communication between student and parents might be related to the
developmental progress of those students.
This study sought to identify whether there was a correlation between the
frequency and content of college student mobile telephone communication with parents
and the student’s progression through age-appropriate psychosocial development tasks.
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Most theories of psychosocial development focus on tasks of development. These
developmental tasks are generally organized in chronological stages. The stages occur
as the result of the combination of internal personal elements such as physical and
cognitive maturity, and external elements such as the demands, expectations, and
pressures of society. Thus, psychosocial theories pertain to personal development in the
context of the environment. In the case of college students, the college environment
provides the context in which personal development of this life stage occurs.
The population for this research included 3,933 undergraduate students
attending the College of Saint Benedict and Saint John’s University in Central
Minnesota who owned mobile telephones. Each participant completed two instruments:
Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) and Frequency and
Type of Mobile Telephone Communication with Parents Questionnaire (FTMTCPQ).
The primary question in this study was: What is the relationship between the
psychosocial development of college students and the frequency and content of their
mobile telephone communication with parents?
I expected to find that some student communication via mobile telephone with
parents would have an adverse effect on student psychosocial development. The
examination of the association between the frequency and content of student mobile
telephone contact with parents and the student’s psychosocial developmental progress
will contribute to current knowledge of the role of parents in the psychosocial
development of their college-age child. Further, it will provide students, parents, and
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institutions of higher education information about how to best support the student’s
psychosocial development while at college.
This study assumed that participating students would have similar intellectual
and cognitive ability, and would be truthful in completing the survey instruments. The
participants in the study were traditional-age college students enrolled in their first
through fourth year of college. Participants elected to complete the survey in response
to an email invitation. Electronic data was collected during one time period—the first
semester of the 2010-2011 academic year. Participants were volunteers from the two
institutions. Since participant selection was not random, there are limitations to making
generalizations about this research to other students. This study was limited to selfreport data, which is based on a participant’s own subjective experience, participant
willingness to provide the requested information, and the accuracy of the information
they choose to provide. Caution should also be used when generalizing the results to
other institutions. This descriptive, correlational research does not allow the researcher
to infer causality, to account for the effects of potentially intervening variables, or to
generalize the findings to other populations.
Traditional-age students who leave home for college are doing so during a
distinct psychosocial developmental phase. Student/parent communication is a
significant way in which a student interacts with and receives support from parents.
The recent advances in communication technology and mobile telephone popularity
have changed the ways in which college students communicate with parents. My
interest in this research, which sought to understand the relationship between the
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frequency and content of student/parent mobile telephone communication and students’
completion of appropriate psychosocial developmental tasks, was derived from both
long-established and contemporary literature. An examination of literature related to
this study is found in Chapter II. The literature review will include the areas of human
psychosocial development theory, college student development theory, the role of
parents in the development of their college-age student, technology and development,
college student electronic communication with parents, and the Student Development
Task and Lifestyle Assessment instrument (SDTLA).

Chapter II

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The current study considered the interaction of human psychosocial
development of college students and mobile telephone technology. Preparation for this
research included examining human psychosocial development, college student
development, the role of parents in the developmental progress of their college-age
student, the impact of technology on psychosocial development, trends in college
student electronic communication with parents, and the Student Developmental Task
and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) tool.

Human Psychosocial Development Theory
Most theorists of human psychosocial development consider individual
development a process of moving toward greater differentiation, integration, and
complexity in the ways that individuals think and behave. The progression is usually
seen as orderly, sequential, and hierarchical, involving ever higher and more complex
levels or stages that are to some extent related to biological age. Individual
development is defined by the accomplishment of a series of developmental tasks or
challenges. Developmental change may be due to biological and psychological
maturation, individual experiences, the environment, and the interaction of the
7
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individual and environment. In general, psychosocial theories contend that the
individual’s success in resolving each developmental challenge can significantly affect
the resolution of succeeding tasks and the rate and extent of psychosocial development.
Erikson (1959, 1968) was among the pioneers of the study of human
development. His work focused on ego-identity, healthy personality functioning,
culture and history, and life-span stages. Erikson provided insight to the status of the
ego at various point in the life-span, the sequence of crises individuals must resolve in
the course of their development, and the historical-cultural context of a person’s
development. He established the “eight stages of man” ego development model that
identified patterns of behavior and essential learnings that are common to most
individuals as they move through one life stage to another, from infancy to late
adulthood. Erikson posited that developmental change occurs through the two
mechanisms of epigenesis (primary) and psychosocial conflict (secondary). The
epigenesis principal originates with genetic design and assumes that one’s age
determines when particular developmental crises will begin and end. Psychosocial
conflict consists of the daily exchanges between the individual and others, providing
opportunities for challenges and frustrations, and is experienced as competition between
one’s personal and social ego.
In psychosocial theories, developmental progress is often attained through the
accomplishment of developmental tasks. Havighurst (1953) was an early proponent of
the developmental task concept in which “successful achievement [of the task] leads to
happiness and to success with later tasks, while failure leads to unhappiness in the
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individual, disapproval by society and difficulty with later tasks” (p. 2). Winston,
Miller, and Cooper (1999) suggested that developmental tasks are the best available
organization of statements regarding human development and represent those
experiences that are essential to the full development of the individual. Since human
development does not occur at precisely the same chronological time for all people,
there exists some variation in development theory models. The authors noted that the
age at which a particular developmental task is addressed is to a large extent culturally
defined and changes as social customs and economic conditions vary. Human
psychosocial development was a variable in this study.

College Student Development
The notion of college student development has its origins in the early 20th
century in the context of vocational guidance. Subsequent decades of research have
resulted in student development being recognized by institutions of higher education as
an important and significant aspect of the college student experience (Evans, Forney,
Guido, Patton, & Renn, 2010).
According to Chickering and Reisser (1993), psychosocial theories view
development as a series of stages involving qualitative changes in thinking, feeling, and
behaving. Erickson (1959) recognized the establishment of identity as the central
developmental task of the college student between the ages of 18 and 25 years.
Chickering (1969) named this developmental stage “the young adult” and suggested
that it must be studied separately from other developmental stages because the tasks of
the period are related to but substantially different from those of both adolescence and
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adulthood. Development that is hindered at this stage can result in diminished academic
and social success, delayed or stymied attainment of personal independence, and
limited career and life choices and plans. Chickering’s (1969) model for college student
development (Chickering & Reisser, 1993) identified seven developmental vectors,
each of which has several subcomponents. The seven vectors are achieving
competence, managing emotions, moving through autonomy toward interdependence,
developing mature interpersonal relationships, establishing identity, developing
purpose, and developing integrity.
“Achieving competence” is the first of Chickering’s (1969) developmental
vectors. According to Chickering, three kinds of competence develop in college:
intellectual competence, physical and manual skills, and interpersonal competence in
relationships with both individuals and groups. Intellectual competence is skill in using
one’s mind. This includes mastering content, gaining intellectual and aesthetic
sophistication, building skills in comprehending, analyzing, and synthesizing
information, and developing higher-order cognitive skills. Physical and manual
competence can involve athletic and artistic achievement, designing and making
tangible items, and gaining strength, fitness, and self-discipline. Interpersonal
competence includes the skills of listening, cooperating, and communicating effectively,
as well as aligning personal agendas with goals of a group, and learning strategies that
will help a relationship flourish or a group function.
The second vector of Chickering’s theory is “managing emotions.” According
to Reisser (1995), students must recognize and grapple with emotions that can interfere
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with the educational process, including anger, fear and anxiety, depression, guilt,
shame, and dysfunctional sexual or romantic attraction. Development occurs when
students learn to control impulses and to develop appropriate responses (both immediate
and long-term) for handling intense and potentially disruptive emotions. Movement
along this vector also includes the increased capacity to experience positive feelings
such as wonder, sympathy, relief, caring, and optimism. Growth comes with learning to
balance tendencies to assertiveness with tendencies toward participation.
The third vector of Chickering’s (1969) theory is “moving through autonomy
toward interdependence,” which was originally named “developing autonomy.” The
revised name retains the importance initially ascribed to developing independence and
adds an emphasis on gains in interdependence. In this regard, development involves
increased emotional freedom from the need for reassurance and the approval of others.
It also includes greater instrumental independence and self-sufficiency necessary for an
individual to be able to organize their own affairs, solve problems, and make decisions.
Movement on this vector may take different gender-related forms but is generally
toward interpersonal relations of equality and reciprocity, and that take place within
community and society. The result is a balance struck between the need to be
independent and the need to belong.
“Developing mature interpersonal relationships” is the fourth vector
(Chickering, 1969), and is comprised of tolerance and the appreciation of the
differences of others and the capacity for intimacy. This vector reflects the view that
students’ interactions with peers provide powerful learning experiences and help shape
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the emerging sense of self. Maturing interpersonal relationships reflect an increasing
awareness of and openness to differences in ideas, people, backgrounds, and values.
Progress along this vector also entails an increased capacity for healthy intimacy and
commitment, and for relationships that are increasingly independent and founded on
mutual interdependence.
The fifth of Chickering’s (1969) vectors is “establishing identity.” This vector
implies that identity formation depends in part on the aforementioned vectors of
competence, emotional maturity, autonomy, and positive relationships. It is influenced
by movement on the previous vectors and contributes to progress on subsequent ones. It
pertains to conceptions of physical characteristics and personal appearance, and selfconceptions relating to gender and sexual orientation. Identity formation also involves a
developing sense of self in a context shaped by historical events and social and cultural
conditions, and by issues relating to family and ethnic heritage.
“Developing purpose” is the sixth vector. According to Chickering (1969), it
entails an increasing ability to be intentional, to assess interests and options, to clarify
goals, to make plans, and to persist despite obstacles. Growth in this area requires
planning that integrates priorities in vocational goals and aspirations, interpersonal
interests, and family. The emerging identity and values help guide decision making.
The seventh and final of Chickering’s (1969) vectors is “developing integrity.”
According to Chickering, growth along the seventh vector involves the clarification and
rebalancing of personal values and beliefs. This includes a shift from relying on
absolute rules to understanding that rules are relative within the context of their
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purposes. The seventh vector also involves recognition of the interests and values held
by others, and a review of one’s own values as they relate to the emerging identity. The
emerging values and identity find expression in ways that are internally consistent and
manifest themselves in socially responsible behavior.
Chickering’s (1969) theory of psychosocial development continues to be highly
regarded in the discipline of student development and has prompted substantial research
in the field. Much of the research has focused on methods of assessing Chickering’s
vectors, validating his theory, and extrapolating the theory to specific student
experiences and populations (Evans et al., 2010).
Martin (2002) conducted a longitudinal study that expounded on the work of
William Thieke. Thieke (1994) used the SDTLI (Winston, Miller, & Prince, 1987), the
original version of the SDTLA, to gather information about the psychosocial
development of 354 entering freshmen at a small, liberal arts, religiously affiliated,
primarily residential college in the state of New York. Four years later, Martin
attempted to administer the SDTLI to the same group of students who were in their
fourth year of college. Eighty-nine of the students from Thieke’s sample participated in
Martin’s survey, which also included the College Student Experiences Questionnaire.
Martin (2002) sought to focus her examination on whether relationships between
college experiences and student psychosocial development could be found as
Chickering hypothesized, specifically regarding the interactions present in the college
environment. In this case, “college environment” was defined as an academically- and
culturally-stimulating climate. She found partial support for Chickering’s (1969) theory
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of the relationship between college student experiences and student psychosocial
development. In particular, development of purpose and sense of competency were
related to collegiate experiences. There was a clear relationship between student/faculty
interaction and both the development of purpose and a sense of competence. These two
developmental items also found to be influenced heavily by student community factors
(e.g., clubs and organizations, student acquaintances, topics of conversation, and
information in conversations). Of note, Martin found declining scores among a number
of items and questioned the reliability of the measurement of development over time.
Finally, the scores from the two studies were found to be weakly correlated, giving rise
to speculation about whether development actually takes place as measured by the
assessment, or whether older students consider the same questions differently when
responding the second time. Martin cautioned that the analyses were based on selfreport data from a non-random sample at one small college.
Foubert, Nixon, Sisson, and Barnes (2005) conducted a longitudinal study of
Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) vectors of student development. A racially mixed
random sample of 247 students at a mid-sized public university in the southeast United
States completed the SDTLI (Winston et al., 1987) at the beginning of their first year, at
the beginning of their sophomore year, and again at the end of their senior year. The
results of their study revealed partial support for the validity of Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) theory, though some results suggested that the theory warranted
reexamination. Participants advanced in their development throughout their college
experience in the areas of developing purpose, mature interpersonal relationships,
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academic autonomy, and tolerance, supporting the validity of Chickering and Reisser’s
assertion that development along these vectors occurs during college. However, the
study found that the process and timing of development varied from the sequence
posited by Chickering and Reisser. In particular, the study revealed that progress along
the developing purpose vector occurs during the first year of college, with additional
development occurring during the remainder of the students’ college career. This
finding was contrary to Chickering and Reisser’s assertion that developing purpose
occurs late in the college years. Foubert et al. (2005) found gender differences in
mature interpersonal relationships and tolerance, but no gender differences in
developing purpose. The researchers cited these limitations: (a) data was gathered at
one institution, (b) subject attrition resulted in half of the participants who began the
study completed the SDTLI throughout the study’s duration, and (c) the repeated
measures design could have increased the likelihood of a Type I error related to the
passage of time and the periodic collection of the data. The authors recommended a
reconsideration of the sequential nature of Chickering and Reisser’s vectors. The study
confirmed that psychosocial development occurred in the subjects during college, but
not necessarily in the sequence originally proposed by Chickering and Reisser. Further,
the authors suggested that there are many different areas in which college students
develop, and many factors that lead to such development.
Winston et al. (1999) used the college student development theory of Chickering
(1969) and Chickering and Reisser (1993) as the foundation for the Student
Development Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA). More on this instrument is
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found later in this chapter. The reliability and validity of the SDTLA have made it a
popular tool for researchers who seek to assess college student development.
The literature examined herein revealed ongoing support for the concepts of
human and college student development originated by Erickson (1959, 1968) and
Chickering (1969) more than 40 years ago. Subsequent research has further
substantiated the importance of college student development theory, which is the
primary concern of this study.

The Role of Parents in the Development of
Their College-age Student
The 18- to 22-year old college students of today are members of a demographic
category of individuals born between approximately 1982 and 2002, a group that Howe
and Strauss (2003) defined as Millennials. The authors suggested that Millennials have
grown up in an era that placed high value on children and in which child rearing
emphasized individualism and uniqueness within each child, along with teamwork and
inclusiveness among them. With this trend came parents who are ultra protective of
their children and reluctant to relinquish involvement and control as their child matures.
Howe and Strauss used these words to describe the typical Millennial college student:
special, sheltered, confident, team-oriented, conventional, pressured, and achieving.
Further, they suggested that these individuals seem to grow up expecting instant
gratification, an expectation that is exacerbated by their comfort with and extensive use
of electronic technology. According to Lum (2006), the parents of Millennial college
students have been more involved in their children’s educations and their lives in

17
general than any preceding generation of parents. This hovering nature has earned these
parents the nickname “helicopter parents” (Cline & Fay, 1990). One study (Taub,
2008) found that 33% of responding parents of college students frequently or very
frequently provided their college student with advice or assistance about financial
matters, 14% about academics, and 14% on health and safety. This research revealed
that the advice or assistance was usually provided by parents at the request of the
student.
This phenomenon of very engaged parents has given rise to questions about the
effect of increased parental involvement on the development of the young adult.
Chickering (1969) and Chickering and Reisser (1993) described the processes of
moving through autonomy toward interdependence and developing emotional autonomy
as beginning with a disengagement from parents, moving to reliance on peers and adults
other than parents, and finally to independence from those persons. They also
suggested that parents may inhibit development of autonomy by being overly
restrictive, unsupportive, or domineering. In support of this suggestion, Taub (1995)
found that parents providing excessive emotional support were shown to inhibit
students’ development of autonomy. Her research also revealed that when college
women’s level of attachment to parents across class years was stable, their level of
autonomy increased from first year to senior year. Furthermore, Sullivan and Sullivan
(1980) found that college men who lived on campus both maintained close emotional
ties to parents and developed independence. Thus, it appears that students can develop
autonomy without experiencing a complete break from parents, and that their ongoing
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relationship with parents actually may aid students in their autonomy development.
However, students who are unable or unwilling to attempt to solve problems on their
own, or over rely on parents for emotional support, may experience hampered
development of autonomy as a result of these tendencies (Chickering & Reisser, 1993;
Kohut et al., 2007; Taub, 2008).
According to Hofer et al. (2009), today’s parents have high expectations of their
student and of the institution their student attends. These expectations include topquality instruction, first-class facilities and services, and immediate responses to their
concerns and questions. In this era of rapidly rising costs for both public and private
education, parents may equate their daughter’s or son’s attainment of a college
education as a personal investment and expect an excellent return on that investment.
In addition to the contemporary trend of highly involved parents, these may be reasons
that prompt parents to engage in many aspects of their college student’s life. This
research specifically examined the extent to which college students communicate with
their parents.

Technology and Development
Recent advances in technology have transformed the way that individuals
communicate, interact, and engage in activities. Contemporary college students have
more access to technology than any previous generation (Lenhart, Madden, & Hiltin,
2005). This has prompted researchers to study the effects of technology on the
development of college students.
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Initial studies of college student use of technology examined its effect on their
cognitive and intellectual development (Flowers, Pascarella, & Pierson, 2000; Kuh &
Vesper, 2001; Lewis, Coursol, & Kahn, 2001). This was soon followed by interest in
the effects of technology on college student psychosocial development. Research
conducted by Kvavik and Caruso (2005) and Kim (2005) on the effects of technology
use on peer relationships showed that while students used technology to connect with
peers for social reasons, their psychosocial development regarding peer relationships
was not positively impacted by the use of technology. More recently, Lloyd, Dean, and
Cooper (2007) conducted a study that examined the effect of several types of
technology had on certain aspects of psychosocial development. Factors in the research
included extent of technology use and the demographic variables of race and gender.
The sample consisted of 379 undergraduate students at a large research institution in the
Southeast.
Lloyd et al. (2007) developed a two-part Student Technology Use Survey for use
in this study. The first part asked participants to respond to the number of hours, and
the purposes for which they used fourteen technologies, including computers, video
gaming devices, MP3 players, DVD players, personal digital assistants (PDA), and
cellular telephones. The second part of the survey measured the development of each
student on three subtasks of the Student Development Task and Lifestyle Assessment,
including Peer Relationships, Educational Involvement, and Salubrious Lifestyle.
Analyses were conducted to answer the primary question of the study: Is there a
correlation between level of psychosocial development and amount of technology use?
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The results revealed: A negative correlation between scores on the Peer Relationship
subtask and the amount of time spent on Facebook and watching DVD; a negative
correlation between the time spent using technology for entertainment and Educational
Involvement; a positive correlation between the time spent using the computer for
academic purposed and email; a negative correlation between scores on the Salubrious
Lifestyle scale and the amount of time spent using Gameboy video game, watching
television, and watching DVDs; a positive correlation between scores on the Salubrious
Lifestyle scale and the amount of time spent using the computer for email. These results
provided empirical support for the connection between the extent and ways in which
college students used technology, and their psychosocial development.
The use of electronic communication has become commonplace for
contemporary college students and is likely to persist. While recent studies have
examined various aspects of this communication as it relates to development of college
students, this study was concerned with college student use of mobile telephone
communication with parents.

College Student Electronic Communication
with Parents
Today, college students and parents have an unprecedented opportunity for
frequent communication via mobile telephones. According to Campus Technology
(2009), 99.7% of college students owned cell phones in 2008. The prevalence and
convenience of mobile telephones makes student/parent contact easier now than it was
for previous generations.
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Hofer et al. (2009) conducted a series of studies with college students and their
parents about their electronic communication with each other. Their research connected
descriptive data about student-parent communication to psychological and education
variables during the early transitional years of college.
The study used several means of gathering information. These included both
closed-ended and open-ended questions drawn from existing measures as well as those
developed for this particular study. The types of information gathered and the methods
of gathering that information were (Hofer, 2008):
1.

Parent-student contact. This included frequency, type (e.g., cell phone call,
text message, e-mail, visits home or parental visits), initiator (parent or
student), content (e.g., academic, personal, social, behavioral), and advice
(e.g., whether solicited or unsolicited, topic).

2.

Academic self-regulation. This included measures of academic selfregulation adapted from the Motivated Strategies for Learning
Questionnaire (Pintrich, Smith, Garcia, & McKeachie, 1993), with nine
items (α = .82);

3.

Procrastination. This was assessed with a standard measure (Wolters,
2003) of five items (α = .90).

4.

Parental academic regulation. This was assessed using a scale developed
for the initial study with nine items (α = .75), either adapted from the
literature on self-regulation (Winne & Perry, 2000) or created based on
earlier research with student focus groups (Hofer et al., 2009).
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5.

Parental behavior regulation. Items from the Decision Making Scale for
Adolescents (Steinberg, 1987) were adapted to make them appropriate for
use with college students and added other pertinent to college, for a total of
12 items (α = .85).

6.

Autonomy. Two subscales of emotional autonomy (Steinberg &
Silverberg, 1986) were adapted for college student use: (a) four items
assessing Non-dependence on Parents (α = .49) and (b) six items assessing
Seeing Parents as People (α = .66). A third measure of autonomy was the
subscale of Functional Autonomy from the Adolescent Autonomy
Questionnaire (Noom, Dekovic, & Meeus, 1999, 2001), with five items (α
= .68).

7.

Academic satisfaction and engagement. This included several self-report
measures used in a pilot study, assessed on a Likert scale, requesting
satisfaction with the overall academic experience as well as various
components of satisfaction with college;

8.

Satisfaction with relationship with parents. Students were asked to report
on their satisfaction with their relationship with their parents on a Likert
scale;

9.

Academic achievement. Self-reported grade-point average (GPA) was
requested.

10.

Demographic variables. This included such items as gender, age,
socioeconomic status, parental education, distance from home, previous
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experience living away from home, high school background, marital status
of parents, birth order, and sibling number and ages.
11.

Sophomore-year questions. A series of 17 questions was created for
sophomore students, only.

Components of the parent survey included items about parent-student contact
similar to the student survey, items regarding parental regulation similar to the student
self-report measures, demographic variables, and open-ended items that asked parents
to reflect on their own experiences when leaving home at similar ages to their children’s
age at the time of the study.
Hofer et al. (2009) found that students in the study were communicating with
their parents on average twice daily, a pattern that was sustained between first year of
college and sophomore year. Daughters communicated more frequently than sons in
their first year, but this difference was not evident in the sophomore year. The
researchers raised concerns about the immediacy and frequency of electronic
communication between student and parent, suggesting that it appeared to abet parental
intervention. They found that the high frequency of electronic communication between
student and parent was related to increased parental regulation of both academics and
student behavior, and was correlated with reduced student autonomy. In particular,
students who communicated most frequency with parents and who were regulated by
them were found to be least autonomous. Hofer et al. coined the term “electronic tether”
to describe a contemporary version of the colloquial term “apron strings” which refers
to close ties between child and mother.

24
In 2010, Hofer and Sullivan Moore published a book for parents of college
students that was based on Hofer’s research. It was intended for the general public and
was not an academic publication. The authors described the recent phenomenon of
electronic communication between college students and parents, and offered
suggestions on how parents can best support their college student’s success and
development. These suggestions included establishing principles for managing
technology, nurturing independence in the student prior to college, establishing a
communication plan, knowing how to respond appropriately to issues that may be
raised by the student, promoting independent decision-making by the student, and
encouraging the student to seek appropriate resources.
The work of Hofer et al. (2009) was among the first to explore the relationship
between electronic communication between college student with parents and the
students’ psychosocial development, and its findings pointed to the need for further
research of this phenomenon. Mobile telephone communication between college
students and parents was central to this study.

The Student Development Task and
Lifestyle Assessment Tool
This research included assessing the psychosocial development of college
students using the Student Development Task and Lifestyle Assessment tool. Research
teams at the University of Georgia and the University of Iowa have attempted to assess
psychosocial development according to Chickering’s (1969) theory and Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) subsequent revision of the theory (Winston et al., 1999). The Student
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Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) (Winston et al., 1999) and the
Iowa Student Development Inventories (ISDI) (Hood, 1986) are instruments that have
been developed using Chickering’s theory of student development and are currently
available.
Winston et al. (1999) developed the STDLA to provide an assessment tool and
procedure that educational practitioners can use with young adult college students to
facilitate development of life purpose, mature interpersonal relationships, and academic
autonomy as well as the establishment of healthy lifestyles. According to the authors,
“It represents a sample of behavior and reports about feelings and attitudes that are
indicative of students who have satisfactorily achieved certain developmental tasks
common to young adult college students between the ages of 17 and 25” (Winston et
al., 1999, p. 11). The tasks and subtasks included in the SDTLA represent the
psychosocial developmental changes indicative of individuals who are successfully
addressing important life events or issues within the context of higher education. The
samples of behavior were chosen to represent larger behavioral domains and were
specifically designed to be consistent with the psychosocial development theory of
Chickering and Reisser (1993).
The SDTLA is made up of three developmental tasks, each of which is further
delineated by subtasks, and two scales. For the purposes of the SDTLA, Winston et al.
(1999) defined a developmental task as “an interrelated set of behaviors and attitudes
that the culture specifies should be exhibited at approximately the same time by a given
age cohort in a designated context (for the SDTLA, that is the context of higher

26
education)” (p. 11). Further, they defined a subtask as a more specific component or
part of a larger developmental task that shares commonality with other subtasks within
the larger developmental task area. Finally, a scale in the SDTLA is the measure of the
degree to which students report possessing certain behavioral characteristics, attitudes,
or feelings; but unlike a developmental task or subtask, may not be directly affected by
participation in the higher education environment. The tasks, subtasks, and scales are:


Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task with four subtasks of Educational
Involvement, Career Planning, Lifestyle Planning, and Cultural
Participation.



Developing Autonomy Task with four subtasks of Emotional Autonomy,
Interdependence, Academic Autonomy, and Instrumental Autonomy.



Mature Interpersonal Relationship Task with two subtasks of Peer
Relationships and Tolerance.



Salubrious Lifestyle Scale; and Response Bias Scale.

Winston et al. (1999) acknowledged that the theoretical work of Chickering and
Reisser (1993) was a major influence in guiding the creation of the SDTLA, and that the
seven developmental vectors were fundamental to it. However, the SDTLA was not
organized in such a way that each of the seven vectors was addressed independently.
Rather, there is overlap between developmental concepts within the vectors, tasks, and
subtasks. A simple description of the relationships between the developmental vectors
and SDTLA tasks would suggest that the task of Establishing and Creating Purpose
encompasses the vectors of establishing identity, developing purpose, and developing
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integrity. Further, the task of Developing Autonomy encompasses the vectors of
developing competence, managing emotions, and moving through autonomy toward
interdependence. Finally, the task of Mature Interpersonal Relationships encompasses
the vector of developing mature interpersonal relationships. Thus, the constructs of
each of Chickering’s (1969) and Chickering and Reisser’s seven vectors are
incorporated in the SDTLA.
In addition to having a theoretical foundation, every psychosocial assessment
tool is constructed within the context of social values. Winston et al. (1999) noted that
the values implicit in the SDTLA include: One should be able to act independently
without continual reassurance or direction from others; relationships among people
should be characterized by openness, honesty, trust, mutual respect, and equality; one
should be able to exhibit self-discipline, understand personal motivations, and employ
rational processes to solve problems and make decisions; altruism, charity, democratic
processes, individual freedom, social responsibility, and self-directedness are positively
valued behaviors; prejudice and discriminatory treatment of people based on race, sex,
religion, national origin, sexual orientation, handicapping condition, physical
appearance, or age are morally wrong and inhibiting to personal happiness; knowledge
and learning are worthy of pursuit for their own sakes; behavioral change and growth
result from the stimulation accruing from interaction between individuals and their
environments; health engendering lifestyles encourage positive personal development.
Regarding these values, Winston et al. noted, “It is not essential for those being
assessed by the SDTLA to accept these values in toto. Students who hold alternative
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values may benefit from the opportunity to articulate and openly examine them. No one
should be pressured, overtly or covertly, to accept these values when using the SDTLA”
(p. 5).
Two methods have been used to test the reliability of the overall SDTLA
assessment instrument. Test-retest reliability provides an estimation of the stability of a
measure over time. Winston et al. (1999) administered the assessment to three classes
of students at two different institutions. The same students completed the assessment
four weeks later. This produced correlations of approximately .80. The second method
of determining reliability was that of estimating internal consistency. The alpha
coefficients (Cronbach, 1970) for a group of 1822 students enrolled in 32 colleges in the
United States and Canada during the fall and spring of 1994-1995 and spring 1996,
ranged from .88 to .62.
Scales from other instruments were used to examine validity for individual tasks
and subtasks. A total of six scales were correlated with the PUR task and its subtasks.
Those scales included the Career Exploration Scale (CE) from Career Development
Inventory (Super, Thompson, Lindeman, Jordaan, & Meyers, 1981), the Classroom
Learning Scale (CL) from College Student Experiences (Pace, 1983), Experiences with
Faculty Scale (EWF) from College Student Experiences (Pace, 1983), Life Skills
Development Inventory (LSDI) (Pikelshimer, 1991), the Art, Music, and Theater Scale
(AMT) from College Student Experiences (Pace, 1983), and the Problem Solving and
Decision Making Scale (PSDM) from Life Skills Development Inventory (Pikelshimer,
1991). Correlations ranged from .60 to .33.
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The AUT task and corresponding subtasks were correlated with the Georgia
Autonomy Scales (GAS) (Winston et.al., 1997) and two scales from the College
Student Questionnaire (CSQ) (Peterson, 1968). Correlations ranged from .67 to .21.
Validity of the MIR task and subtasks was estimated by correlating them with
the total score for the Multi-group Ethnic Identity Measure (MEIM), (Phinney, 1991)
and one its subscales Other Group. Correlations ranged from .58 to .32.
The validity of the Salubrious Lifestyle (SL) Scale was investigated by Baker
and Cooper (2000). Due to the lack of a scale that measured a similar construct, they
generated a group of items (Wellness Scale) thought to measure the same things as the
SL scale. This correlation was r = .54 (n=119, p<.001).
The validity of the Response Bias (RB) scale was estimated by correlating it
with the Marlow-Crowne Social Desirability (SD) scale (Crown & Marlowe, 1960).
The correlation between the RB and SD scales was r = .83(n=46, p<.01).
Wachs and Cooper (2002) set out to validate the SDTLA as a whole with a
longitudinal study. The SDTLA was administered to a freshman class at several
universities across the United States. Four years later, students from that class who
remained enrolled were asked to complete the instrument again. The growth in the
psychosocial development of those students during their 4 years at college led Wachs
and Cooper to find support for the validity of the SDTLA.
The SDTLA remains a popular instrument in studies of college student
psychosocial development. Kelsey and Sexten (2003) used it for one aspect of a study
to determine whether a learning communities program at Oklahoma State University,
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Freshmen In Transition (FIT), would have an effect on the academic achievement,
retention, and psychosocial development of participants. The FIT program was
designed to encourage freshmen with agriculture majors to live together in a residential
community for one academic year. They were required to participate in activities
sponsored by the university, including allied arts, health and wellness programs, clubs
and organizations, intramural sports, faculty discussions, socials, community service,
leadership activities, and career development presentations. The pre-test/post-test
method used the Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) to
assess psychosocial development of FIT participants and non-FIT participants at the
beginning of the FIT program, and again upon its completion. No statistically
significant results were found when comparing the SDTLA scores of FIT participants
with those of non-FIT participants. Similarly, no statistically significant differences
were found between the pre-test and post-test scores of non-FIT participants. However,
when comparing the pre-test and post-test scores of FIT participants, declines were
found in 7 of 14 tasks/subtasks/scales. Kelsey and Sexton concluded that the FIT
program did not have a positive influence on the psychosocial development of the FIT
participants, though they suggested that an emphasis on academic, instead of social,
activities in the FIT program might yield different results.
Hadley (2006) conducted a study that used Chickering’s (1969) vectors of
college student development as a foundation for examining the developmental skills
needed by college students with learning disabilities. The participants included 10 firstyear students attending a private, selective, coed, 4-year college in the Midwest, who
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had self-identified as having dyslexia, and/or reading and writing difficulties. Hadley
focused on the three vectors of developing competence, managing emotions and
developing autonomy. She used a focus group and individual interviews to gather
information from the participants. In terms of developing competency, Hadley
proposed that the shift from high school to college requires an advancement in
competencies in comprehending, analyzing, and synthesizing information. Regarding
managing emotions, students encounter new challenges and expectations in college that
they will respond to. Hadley was interested in how students with learning disabilities
responded to challenges that students without learning disabilities did not encounter.
Finally, the vector of developing autonomy includes the process by which students learn
to function independently and solve problems in a self-directed manner. Hadley
examined how the participants managed the shift from having learning resources (e.g.,
tutors) provided for them by parents and school systems, to identifying, finding, and
accessing resources on campus independently. Hadley concluded that college students
with learning disabilities had the most successful outcomes when they developed skills
that supported their autonomy. These included the ability to understand one’s own
disability, determining needed interventions and resources, self-advocating for what is
needed, and communicating those needs effectively. Hadley posited that the
development of these skills would serve the student well in college and would be
important skills that would be needed throughout the individual’s lifetime.
Macari, Maples, and D’Andrea (2007) used the SDTLA to compare student
development in traditional and non-traditional college students. They surveyed 168
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undergraduates enrolled in education classes at a state university in the western United
States. The SDTLA was supplemented with questions pertaining to non-traditional
student characteristics. These characteristics included having a dependent, being a
single parent, being financially independent, being employed while enrolled in college,
a delayed matriculation, and having completed a General Education Development
(GED) program. The data revealed that 39.9% of the participants had no nontraditional characteristics and 60.1% had at least one of the seven characteristics. The
researchers segmented the participants into four groups: Traditional, having no
nontraditional characteristics; mildly non-traditional, having one non-traditional
characteristic; moderately non-traditional, having two or three non-traditional
characteristics; and highly non-traditional, having four or more of the non-traditional
characteristics. They conducted an ANOVA comparing the four groups on each of the
SDTLA tasks of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR), Developing Autonomy
(AUT), and Mature Interpersonal Relationships (MIR). The analyses revealed
significant differences among the four groups in PUR and AUT scores, in which the
traditional groups had the highest scores, followed in order by the mildly non-traditional
group, the moderately non-traditional group, and the highly non-traditional group. The
MIR scores ranked the groups similarly to the PUR and AUT results, except with the
minimally non-traditional and moderately non-traditional groups reversed in order.
Macari et al. posited that non-traditional students are in need of services to support their
development because the characteristics that coincide with being non-traditional
interfere with campus experiences and resources that support development in traditional
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students. These characteristics manifest as having outside responsibilities (e.g.,
employment, child care), having less time to spend on campus and participate in extracurricular activities, and enrollment in evening classes when campus resources may be
less available.
The SDTLA was selected for the present study because it has been a highly
regarded and widely used tool for assessing college student development according to
Chickering’s (1969) theory. The studies cited are examples of how it has been
considered an effective measure of college student development in contemporary
research. It was readily available, provided an efficient way of collecting data, and was
convenient to administer.

Summary
The findings of research to date on human development are consistent and
coherent. They have established that individuals undergo defined progressive stages in
their psychosocial development, which encompass development from infancy through
later adulthood. Along this course, specific development occurs during the approximate
ages of 18 to 25, the time during which traditional age students are attending college.
Erickson (1959, 1968) recognized this stage as important for the establishment of
individual identity. More specifically, Chickering (1969) and Chickering and Reisser,
(1993) identified seven developmental vectors that are critical during this time.
Parental support of their student has been deemed important and is known to be
a positive element in the student’s psychosocial development. Additionally, today’s
parents are involved in their students’ lives more than was the case in previous
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generations. However, high levels of parental involvement in the lives of contemporary
college students have raised concern among some higher education professionals about
the potential for its adverse impact on students’ development. A balance of challenge
and support from parents seems to be the best formula for promoting positive
development in the college student.
Parental support is provided through communication between parent and
student. Unlike previous generations, advances in technology have made it possible for
today’s parents and students to communicate frequently and nearly instantaneously. At
a time in which college students are encountering the developmental phase of young
adulthood and the stresses of leaving home for the college campus simultaneously,
mobile telephone technology provides them convenient and ready access to their
parents and enables the parents, to intervene easily and often in the life of their college
student.
The literature reviewed in this chapter points to social and technological trends
that have the potential to influence the psychosocial development of college students. It
substantiates the need for further research that examines the relationship between the
frequency and content of college student/parent mobile telephone communication and
the psychosocial development of the traditional-age student.

Chapter III

METHOD

This study examined the relationship between the frequency and content of
mobile telephone communication between college students and parents, and the college
students’ completion of appropriate psychosocial developmental tasks. The specific
research questions were:
1. How does the frequency of mobile telephone calls and texts between college
students and parents differ by demographic category?
2. How does the content of mobile telephone calls and texts between college
student and parent differ by demographic category?
3. What is the relationship between college student and parent mobile
telephone call and text frequency, and SDTLA task/subtask scores?
4. Is there a difference between the content of mobile telephone texts between
college students and parents, and SDTLA task/subtask scores?
Two sub-questions were included with Research Question 1:
1. How does the frequency of student-initiated mobile telephone calls and texts
differ by demographic category?
2. How does student satisfaction with mobile telephone communication with
parents differ by demographic category?
35
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Two sub-questions were also included with Research Question 3:
1. What is the relationship between who initiates the mobile telephone
communication between college student and parents, and SDTLA
task/subtask scores?
2. What is the relationship between student satisfaction with the amount of
mobile telephone communication with parents, and SDTLA task/subtask
scores?
The study participants included male and female undergraduate students who
owned mobile telephones and were 18 to 25 years of age. Each participant completed
two instruments: Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) and
Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone Communication with Parents Questionnaire
(FTMTCPQ).
I expected to find that college student communication via mobile telephone with
parents was related to student psychosocial development. This chapter contains
information about the study participants, instruments used for data collection, research
design, data analyses, human subject approval, and procedures and timeline.

Participants
The population for this study was 2,030 female and 1,903 male undergraduate
students attending the College of Saint Benedict and Saint John’s University
respectively, which are private, residential, Catholic, liberal arts colleges in Central
Minnesota. They were enrolled in their first through fourth year of college. An email
list serve of all students enrolled at the institutions was provided by the Registrar’s
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Office, which is shared by the two institutions. All enrolled students received an email
invitation to participate in the voluntary survey. Those who completed the
questionnaire were eligible for a random drawing for a prize. Eight participants each
received one gift card with a value of $25 redeemable at stores in a nearby shopping
center, which was conveniently located to the participants’ campuses.

Instruments for Data Collection
Data for the study were gathered electronically. Introductory information was
sent by email to the students. It briefly described the research and informed the
participants that individual survey results would not be available to them. This
information included contact information for the campus counseling center as a
resource for further information about psychosocial development. Prior to the
distribution of the survey, the campus counseling center was informed of the research
and the possibility of participants contacting them about psychosocial development.
The email message provided a link to an electronic survey. Participants were
instructed to use their email address to log into the survey, and each individual was
provided a unique, study- and individual-specific password for secure access. Upon
signing in, the students were able to complete the questionnaire all at once or in separate
segments.
The electronic survey contained true/false and multiple response questions from
the Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment, Version 1.99 (SDTLA)
(Appendix A), and the Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone Communication with
Parents Questionnaire (FTMTCPQ) (Appendix B), including nine demographic
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questions, 153 questions related to student development tasks and lifestyle, 15 questions
related to their involvement in co-curricular activities, and 13 questions related to their
mobile telephone communication with parents, for a total of 190 questions. The data
were gathered and recorded for analysis by the Office of Testing Services within
Appalachian State University/University College. The Student Developmental Task and
Lifestyle Assessment (SDTLA) was created by Winston, Miller, and Cooper (1999) as a
way to measure developmental achievement. It represents a sample of behavior reports
about feelings and attitudes that are indicative of students who have satisfactorily
achieved certain developmental tasks common to young adult college students between
the ages of 17 and 25 years. The phenomena with which the SDTLA are concerned are
the changes produced in individuals as a result of accomplishing a developmental task
or having addressed important life events or issues within the context of higher
education.
The SDTLA was made up of three developmental tasks, each of which was
further delineated by subtasks, and two scales. The tasks, subtasks, and scales are as
follows: Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task with four subtasks of Educational
Involvement, Career Planning, Lifestyle Planning, and Cultural Participation;
Developing Autonomy Task with four subtasks of Emotional Autonomy,
Interdependence, Academic Autonomy, and Instrumental Autonomy; Mature
Interpersonal Relationship Task with two subtasks of Peer Relationships and Tolerance;
Salubrious Lifestyle Scale; and Response Bias Scale. The SDTLA manual indicates
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that the reading level of the instrument is between the grades of 11.2 and 11.5, and
generally requires 35 to 40 minutes to complete.
Normative data for the SDTLA were collected from over 1,800 students from 42
colleges and universities in the United States and Canada from 1995-1997. The
participating institutions included 20 private, 4-year liberal arts colleges, 19 public 4year colleges and universities, and three public 2-year colleges. The normative sample
included only those students of ages 17 to 25 years.
The Office of Testing Services within Appalachian State University/University
College is the purveyor of the SDTLA. According to the director of testing (S. Morgan,
personal communication, May 9, 2010), 90 colleges and universities have administered
the survey via paper and pencil or via the web between March, 2007 and March, 2010.
Two different methods of reliability estimation, test-retest and internal consistency, were
used with the SDTLA. For the test-retest method, Pearson product-moment correlations
were computed for all tasks, subtasks, and scales. Correlations clustered around .80 (the
lowest being .70 and the highest being .89). All correlations were statistically
significant at p < .01. In determining internal consistency, alpha coefficients ranged
from .88 to .62. Regarding the validity of the measures found within the SDTLA, several
measures were taken. The authors used the conceptualization of psychosocial
development proposed by Chickering (1969) and Chickering and Reisser (1993), as well
as their own observations of college students, in writing the assessment items. They
acknowledged that the creation of developmental measures is challenging in that,
according to Chickering and Chickering and Reisser, development is not isolated to one
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domain at a time, and that development in one domain can, and generally does, stimulate
development in other domains. Thus, a relatively higher degree of intercorrelation
among the different measures could be expected. Specifically, that the subtasks within a
given task area will correlate more highly with each other than with other subtasks and
scales, and that there will be a relatively high correlation between each aggregate task
item with the subtasks assigned to it. The authors determined that most of the SDTLA
measures are moderately correlated with each other.
The Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone Communication with Parents
Questionnaire (FTMTCPQ) (see Appendix B) was created for this study to gather
information about the type, frequency, initiation, and content of the student’s contact
with parents by mobile telephone. It included multiple choice and multiple response
questions. Six students fulfilling a summer work award at CSB/SJU were engaged in a
pilot study of the FTMTCPQ. The results revealed that the instrument was easily
understood, asked reasonable questions that were easily answered, and was completed
on average in less than 5 minutes. It was expected that the average participant would
complete all questions of both surveys in a total of less than 45 minutes.

Research Design and Analyses
The Office of Testing Services within Appalachian State University/University
College collected the survey data electronically and provided it in SPSS and Excel
electronic files. The data included SDTLA raw and standard scores. The raw scores
were manually converted to rank scores for use in some analyses. The FTMTCPQ
questions gathered detailed information about the frequency of calls and texts between
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students and their parents. Several statistical analyses were employed in order to
answer the four research questions. Each research question and the kind statistical
analyses were:
1. How does the frequency of mobile telephone calls and texts between college
student and parent differ by demographic category? Analyses were
conducted using chi-square tests.
2. How does the content of mobile telephone calls and texts between college
student and parent differ by demographic category? Analyses were
conducted using chi-square tests.
3. What is the relationship between college student and parent mobile
telephone call and text frequency, and SDTLA task/subtask scores?
Analyses conducted were Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient.
4. Is there a difference between the content of mobile telephone texts between
college students and parents, and SDTLA task/subtask scores? Analyses
conducted were frequency and independent samples t-test.

Human Subject Approval
The College of Saint Benedict and Saint John’s University (CSB/SJU) granted
permission to distribute an electronic invitation to participate in the study to 100% of
the students enrolled at both colleges, pending approval by the SCSU and CSB/SJU
Institutional Review Boards. Prior approval for the research was obtained from the
Institutional Review Boards at both institutions. Participation in the study was
voluntary and limited to those students who were 18 years of age and older.
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Participants were advised that their election to participate in the study was considered
their informed consent, and that participant identification would be kept separate from
the data analysis and reported results. An electronic link to the detailed informed
consent information was provided in the e-invitation.

Procedures and Timeline
Data was collected in October, 2010. The initial invitation to participate was
distributed on October 4, reminder emails were sent on October 11 and October 25, and
the survey closed on October 25. This schedule followed the recommendation of the
Office of Testing Services within Appalachian State University/University College and
was consistent with other electronic surveys administered by CSB/SJU. Reminders
were posted on the CSB/SJU electronic bulletin board for eight days. With permission
from instructors, personal visits were made to 11 classes at which the research was
explained and students were encouraged to participate in the study.

Data Collection and Response Rate
Of the 3,938 students who received an invitation to participate in the electronic
survey, 479 completed it, representing a response rate of 12%. Data from the
completed surveys was collected and formatted by the Office of Testing Services at
Appalachian State University/University College, which then provided the data in SPSS
and Microsoft Excel electronic files. The SDTLA data were in the form of standard and
raw scores.
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Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
The SDTLA contained a response bias scale that measures the extent to which
are participant is attempting to portray him/herself in an unrealistically favorable way
(Winston et al., 1999). The survey results indicated that no participants met the
threshold that would lead to suspicion of bias. Of the 479, five were under the age of 18
years and one had incomplete data. The data from those six participants was not used in
the analyses, leaving 473 in the sample.
The elements measured in the study are organized in four categories:
demographic characteristics, mobile telephone behaviors, communication content, and
scores for the SDTLA tasks/subtasks. The survey instruments collected information on
a total of 14 demographic characteristics. However, some demographic items did not
pertain directly to the research questions and only the seven most relevant were used for
further analyses: Sex, age, academic class standing, estimated annual family income,
approximate distance between college and home, and the highest education attained by
mother and father. Demographic characteristics of the study sample and population are
provided in Table 1 (CSB/SJU, 2011). Of the 473 study participants, 75.7% were
female and 24.3% were male, a ratio that varied substantially from the population ratio
of 52.4% female and 47.6% male. Participant age and academic year were both evenly
distributed among the categories. Information about population age distribution was not
available. However, participant academic year distribution generally matched the
distribution found in the population. Freshmen comprised 22.8% of the sample and
26.6% of the population. Sophomores comprised 26% of the sample and 22% of the
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population. Juniors comprised 22% of the sample and 22.9% of the population.
Seniors comprised 28.8% of the sample and 27.1% of the population. Estimated family
income and distance between college and home were less evenly distributed. The data
revealed that 44.2% of participants estimated their annual family income at $51,000$100,000 and 51% indicated that their home was approximately 25-100 miles from
campus. In comparison to the population, the sample had more participants in the $0$30,000, $31,000-$50,000, and $51,000-$100,000 annual income categories, and fewer
participants in the >$100,000 category. Regarding highest education of parents, 51.8%
of participants reported that their mothers attained a bachelor’s degree and 44.2%
reported that their fathers had attained a bachelor’s degree. Looking at combined postsecondary degrees, 67% of both mothers and fathers had attained a bachelor’s or
graduate degree. The sample had more mothers and fathers with high school and
bachelor’s degrees, and fewer parents with graduate degrees, than was represented in
the population.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Other
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance
From Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest
Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest
Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

* Data not available

Sample
n

Sample
%

Population
2009

Population
%

115
358

24.3
75.7

1915
2106

85
123
114
119
24
6
2

18.0
26.0
24.1
25.2
5.1
1.3
.4

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

108
123
104
136
2

22.8
26.0
22.0
28.8
.40

1071
885
920
1091
54

26.6
22
22.9
27.1
1

34
90
209
140

7.2
19.0
44.2
29.6

141
583
804
1508

3.5
14.5
20
37.5

54
241
130
36
12

11.4
51.0
27.5
7.6
2.5

644
2071
830
476
281

16
51.5
20.6
11.8
7

155
245
73

32.8
51.8
15.4

1118
1512
751

27.8
37.6
18.7

154
209
110

32.6
44.2
23.4

1166
1347
1002

29
33.5
24.9

47.6
52.4
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
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The reliability of the SDTLA scores in this study was determined by measuring
internal consistency. The results of those analyses can be found in Table 2. They
revealed Cronbach’s (1970) alpha scores in the range of .67 to .91 for all
tasks/subtasks/scales, with the exception of Mature Peer Relationships at .58. The
indicates good to excellent reliability for all but one item, which was only slightly
below .60. Data analyses took place between October, 2010 and April, 2011; the results
are provided in Chapter IV.

Table 2
SDTLA Reliability Statistics

Task/Subtask
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR)
Educational Involvement (EI)
Career Planning (CP)
Lifestyle Planning (LP)
Cultural Participation (CUP)
Developing Autonomy (AUT)
Emotional Autonomy (EA)
Interdependence (IND)
Academic Autonomy (AA)
Instrumental Autonomy (IA)
Mature Interpersonal Relationships (MIR)
Mature Peer Relationships (PR)
Tolerance (TOL)
Salubrious Lifestyle (SL)

Cronbach’s
Alpha
.91
.80
.88
.81
.75
.86
.67
.76
.83
.60
.74
.58
.76
.74

Number of
Items
51
14
14
13
10
51
17
14
11
9
24
10
14
17

Chapter IV

DATA ANALYSES AND RESULTS

The data analyses and results of the study are presented in two sections in this
chapter. The first section presents each research question and the data analyses
conducted to answer it. The second section summarizes the findings.

Research Questions and Analyses
The four primary research questions addressed the possible relationships
between combinations of demographic categories, mobile telephone communication
between student and parents, communication content, and student scores on SDTLA
tasks/subtasks. In this segment, each research question is provided and followed by the
information about and results from the respective analyses employed.
Research Question 1: How does frequency of mobile telephone calls and
texts differ by demographic category?
The survey gathered information about the frequency and content of college
student mobile telephone communication with parents. The numbers found in Tables 3,
4, and 5 represent the frequency of mobile telephone calls and texts between student
and parent, by demographic category. To obtain this information, participants were
asked four questions:
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1. On average, how many times per day do you have a telephone conversation
with your parent(s) using your mobile telephone?
2. On average, how many times per week do you have a telephone
conversation with your parent(s) using your mobile telephone?
3. On average, how many times per day do you have a texting conversation
with your parent(s) using your mobile telephone?
4. On average, how many times per week do you have a texting conversation
with your parent(s) using your mobile telephone? In each case, the survey
gave them a choice of five contact ranges: 0 times, 1-3 times, 4-7 times, 810 times, and more than 10 times.
Analyses of call and text frequency were conducted in two steps. First, each
frequency choice was given a numerical value: 1 = 0 times; 2 = 1-3 times; 3 = 4-7
times; 4 = 8-10 times; 5 = more than 10 times. Next, the numerical value for the
questions regarding times per day and times per week were summed for each
participant. For example, a participant who selected call rates of 1-3 times per day and
8-10 times per week would result in a call frequency numerical value of: 2 + 4 = 6. The
sum of six corresponds to the column with the same heading in Table 3. This same
process was used to calculate total texts, which are found on Table 4. On both tables,
the lowest possible sum of per day plus per week calls or texts was two, and the highest
was 10. In the case of total calls, there were no sums greater than eight, so the columns
range from two to eight on Table 3. In the case of total texts, sums ranged from 2 to 10,
and those columns are found on Table 4. Table 5 illustrates total calls plus total texts.
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To arrive at total calls plus total texts frequency, the sum of total calls was added to the
sum of total texts. In these calculations, the lowest possible total is four and the highest
is 20. There were no sums of 19 or 20, so those columns were omitted from Table 5,
leaving columns 4 through 18. In Tables 3, 4 and 5, each numerical column heading
represents a frequency of contact, and they ascend from left to right. However, the
heading number does not indicate the actual number of contacts.
Tables 3 and 4 reveal that calls were more prevalent than texts. Students who
indicated that they called their parents 0 times per day and 0 times per week represented
5.3% of the sample, whereas students who texted parents 0 times per day and 0 times
per week represented 25% of the sample.
Chi-square tests were used to determine whether there were significant
differences between the frequency of mobile telephone calls and texts between students
and parents within the demographic variables of sex, age, academic standing, family
income, home/college distance, mother’s highest education, and father’s highest
education. The results are presented in Table 6.

Table 3
Call Frequency by Demographic Category

2
Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance From
Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

3

4

n

%

n

%

9
16

7.8
4.4

45
99

39.1
27.7

3
6
6
4
3
2
1

3.5
4.9
5.3
3.4
12.5
33.3
50

20
42
36
38
6
1
1

5
6
7
7

4.6
4.9
6.7
5.1

6
6
11
2

n

5

6

7

8

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

32
115

27.8
32.1

19
79

16.5
22.1

5
29

4.4
8.1

5
16

4.4
4.5

0
4

0
1.2

23.5
34.1
31.6
31.9
25
16.7
50

31
39
32
40
5
0
0

36.5
31.7
28.1
33.6
20.8
0
0

14
25
28
22
8
1
0

16.5
20.3
24.6
18.5
33.3
16.7
0

10
6
7
8
2
1
0

11.8
4.9
6.1
6.7
8.3
16.7
0

7
4
3
6
0
1
0

8.2
3.3
2.6
5.0
0
6.7
0

0
1
2
1
0
0
0

0
.80
1.8
.80
0
0
0

28
41
32
43

25.9
33.3
30.8
31.6

36
43
27
40

33.4
35
26
29.4

16
26
28
27

14.8
21.1
26.9
19.9

15
3
6
10

13.9
2.4
5.8
7.4

8
3
2
8

7.4
2.4
1.9
5.9

0
1
2
1

0
.90
1.9
.70

17.6
6.7
5.3
1.4

11
30
60
43

32.4
33.3
28.7
30.7

8
33
66
40

23.5
36.7
31.6
28.6

3
15
42
38

8.8
16.7
20.1
27.1

4
3
19
8

11.8
3.3
9.1
5.7

2
3
10
6

5.9
3.3
4.7
4.3

0
0
1
3

0
0
.50
2.1

5
11
4
1
4

9.3
4.5
3.1
2.8
33.3

18
66
41
17
2

33.3
27.4
31.5
47.2
16.7

14
76
46
8
3

25.9
31.5
35.4
22.2
25

12
56
23
6
1

22.2
23.3
17.7
16.7
8.3

2
21
6
4
1

3.7
8.9
4.6
11.1
8.3

3
8
9
0
1

5.6
3.3
6.9
0
8.3

0
3
1
0
0

0
1.2
.80
0
0

13
8
4

8.4
3.3
5.5

43
77
24

27.7
31.4
32.9

52
77
18

33.5
31.4
24.7

30
51
17

19.4
20.8
23.3

7
20
7

4.5
8.2
9.6

9
10
2

5.9
4.1
2.6

1
2
1

.60
.80
1.4

10
10
5

6.5
4.8
4.5

45
61
38

29.2
29.2
34.5

48
75
24

31.2
35.9
21.8

31
45
22

20.1
21.5
20

10
12
12

6.6
5.7
10.9

9
5
7

5.8
2.4
6.4

1
1
2

.60
.50
1.9
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Table 4
Text Frequency by Demographic Category

2
Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance From
Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

3

4

5

6

7

8

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

34
83

29.6
23.2

26
55

22.6
15.4

21
76

18.3
21.2

21
70

18.3
19.6

8
42

7.0
11.7

3
12

2.6
3.4

1
11

16
17
36
35
11
1
1

18.8
13.8
31.6
29.4
45.8
16.7
50

8
20
20
25
4
3
1

9.4
16.3
17.5
21
16.7
50
50

17
31
22
22
4
1
0

20
25.2
19.3
18.5
16.7
16.7
0

22
30
13
22
3
1
0

25.9
24.4
11.4
18.5
12.5
16.7
0

12
16
12
9
1
0
0

14.1
13
10.5
7.6
4.2
0
0

3
5
5
1
1
0
0

3.5
4.1
4.4
.80
4.2
0
0

19
22
32
44

17.6
17.9
30.8
32.4

13
22
18
28

12
17.9
17.3
20.6

23
30
18
24

21.3
24.4
17.3
17.5

27
26
13
25

25
21.1
12.5
18.4

15
13
14
8

13.9
10.6
13.5
5.9

3
7
2
3

18
28
49
22

52.9
31.1
23.4
15.7

5
18
30
28

14.7
20
14.4
20

3
23
40
31

8.8
25.6
19.1
22.1

2
11
48
30

5.9
12.2
23
21.4

5
6
23
16

14.7
6.7
11
11.4

18
64
20
8
7

33.3
26.6
15.4
22.2
58.3

10
39
26
2
4

18.5
16.2
20
5.6
33.3

9
46
34
8
0

16.7
19.1
26.2
22.2
0

10
45
23
12
1

18.5
18.7
17.7
33.3
8.3

4
25
17
4
0

45
53
19

29
21.6
26

28
44
9

18.1
18
12.3

29
57
11

18.7
23.3
15.1

22
49
20

14.2
20
27.4

47
36
34

30.5
17.2
30.9

24
37
20

15.6
17.7
18.2

31
49
17

20.1
23.4
15.5

25
43
23

16.2
20.6
20.9

9
%

10

n

%

n

%

.90
3.1

1
5

.90
1.4

0
4

0
1.2

3
2
3
4
0
0
0

3.5
1.6
2.6
3.4
0
0
0

3
1
2
0
0
0
0

3.5
.80
1.8
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
0
0
0

1.2
.80
.90
.80
0
0
0

2.8
5.7
1.9
2.2

4
1
3
4

3.7
.80
2.9
2.9

3
1
2
0

2.8
.80
1.9
0

1
1
2
0

.9
.80
1.9
0

1
1
7
6

2.9
1.1
3.3
4.3

0
2
7
3

0
2.2
3.3
2.1

0
1
2
3

0
1.1
1
2.1

0
0
3
1

0
0
1.4
.70

7.4
10.4
13.1
11.1
0

2
6
5
2
0

3.7
2.5
3.8
5.6
0

0
8
4
0
0

0
3.3
3.1
0
0

1
4
1
0
0

1.9
1.7
.8
0
0

0
4
0
0
0

0
1.7
0
0
0

17
25
8

11
10.2
11

5
7
3

3.2
2.9
4.1

4
7
1

2.6
2.9
1.4

3
2
1

1.9
.8
1.4

2
1
1

1.3
.4
1.4

14
28
8

9.1
13.4
7.3

4
8
3

2.6
3.8
2.7

4
6
2

2.6
2.9
1.8

4
1
1

2.6
.50
.90

1
1
2

.6
.50
1.8
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Table 5
Call + Text Frequency by Demographic Category
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Table 5 Continued.
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Of the seven characteristics examined, five significant differences were found:
sex and total contacts, family income and call contacts, family income and text contacts,
family income and total contacts, and home/college distance and call contacts.

Table 6
Frequency of Contact by Demographic Category

Demographic
Sex

Total Call Contact with
Parents
χ 2 (6) = 10.42

Total Text Contact with
Parents
χ 2 (8) = 9.72

Total Contact with
Parents (calls + texts)
χ 2 (14) = 25.15*

Age

χ 2 (36) = 45.85

χ 2 (48) = 50.76

χ 2 (84) = 98.35

Academic Standing

χ 2 (24) = 27.91

χ 2 (32) = 43.43

χ 2 (56) = 47.81

Family Income

χ 2 (18) = 31.25*

χ 2 (24) = 39.07*

χ 2 (42) = 60.89*

Home/College Distance

χ 2 (24) = 40.86*

χ 2 (32) = 40.06

χ 2 (56) = 61.39

Mother’s Highest Education

χ 2 (12) = 10.93

χ 2 (16) = 13.11

χ 2 (28) = 24.87

Father’s Highest Education

χ 2 (12) = 14.18

χ 2 (16) = 20.98

χ 2 (28) = 28.71

*p <.05
Specifically, female participants made more total contacts (M=8.36) with
parents than males did (M=7.50). Regarding family income, the number of call
contacts, text contacts, and total contacts increased as family income increased.
Households with an annual income of > $100,000 had more calls (M=4.24), texts
(M=4.31), and total contacts (M=8.58) than the households with an annual income of
$0-$30,000 (M=3.82; M=3.24; M=7.06 respectively). Students whose homes were 125500 miles from college (M=4.36) had the most call conversations and students whose
homes were outside the U.S. had the least (M=3.67).
Similarities and differences were found when comparing the frequency of calls
and texts. Regarding the categories in which 0 call contacts or 0 text contacts were
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made, that call category was indicated by 5.3% of participants. In contrast, the
corresponding text frequency of 0 contacts was selected by 24.7% of participants,
making it the most common category chosen among all categories for texts. Calls led
texts in the next two categories of frequency, with calls at 30.4% and texts at 17.1% in
the 1-3 contacts category, and calls at 31.1% and texts at 20.5% in the 1-7 contacts
category. The frequency nearly matched in the 1-10 category, with calls at 20.7% and
texts at 19.2%.
Participants also provided information about the rate at which students and
parents initiated calls and texts to each other, and how satisfied the students were with
the frequency of that communication. The responses were examined in relation to two
sub-questions included with Research Question 1:
1. How does the frequency of student-initiated mobile telephone calls and texts
differ by demographic category?
2. How does student satisfaction with mobile telephone communication with
parents differ by demographic category?
Frequency data for call and text initiation are presented in Tables 7 and 8
respectively. A comparison between call and text initiation revealed that the largest
category of student initiated contact for both calls and texts was that of 50% of
communication initiated by the student. That category was selected by 38.7% of
participants for calls and 35.1% of participants for texts. A comparison of the other
initiation categories shows similarities and differences between calls and texts: the
category of initiation of 0% of calls and texts was selected by 1.5% and 24.1% of
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participants, respectively; the category of initiation of 25% of calls and texts was
selected by 24.3% and 24.5% of participants, respectively; the category of initiation of
75% of calls and texts was selected by 30.9% and 14.2% of participants, respectively;
the category of initiation of 100% of calls and texts was selected by 4.7% and 2.1% of
participants, respectively.

Table 7
Frequency of Call Initiation by Student by Demographic Category

Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance
From Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

% Who
Initiate
0% of
Calls

% Who
Initiate
25% of
Calls

% Who
Initiate
50% of
Calls

% Who
Initiate
75% of
Calls

% Who
Initiate
100% of
Calls

n

0.0
2.0

29.6
22.6

41.7
37.7

24.3
33.0

4.3
4.7

115
358

2.4
2.4
0.0
.8
4.2
0.0
0.0

17.6
26.8
26.3
23.5
29.2
16.7
50.0

35.3
39.8
36.0
42.0
33.3
66.7
50.0

38.8
27.6
32.5
28.6
29.2
16.7
0.0

1.4
3.3
5.3
5.4
4.2
0.0
0.0

85
123
114
119
24
6
2

2.8
1.6
.10
.74

16.7
28.5
24.0
26.5

37.0
39.0
36.5
41.2

37.0
28.5
31.5
27.2

6.5
2.4
5.8
4.4

108
123
104
136

9.0
3.3
0.0
.71

26.5
28.9
24.4
20.7

32.4
38.9
37.3
42.1

26.5
26.7
33.0
31.4

5.9
2.2
5.3
5.0

34
90
209
140

3.7
1.2
0.0
2.8
8.3

38.9
22.4
19.2
30.6
33.3

37.0
39.0
44.6
22.2
25.0

20.3
33.2
33.1
30.6
8.3

18.5
1.7
3.8
8.3
0.0

54
241
130
36
12

1.9
1.2
1.4

25.8
24.1
21.9

37.4
39.2
39.7

13.5
29.8
30.1

1.9
5.7
6.8

155
245
73

1.9
1.9
0.0

26.6
23.4
22.7

37.0
43.5
31.8

31.2
27.3
37.3

3.2
3.8
8.2

154
209
110
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Table 8
Frequency of Text Initiation by Student by Demographic Category

Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance From
Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

% Who
Initiate
0% of
Texts

% Who
Initiate
25% of
Texts

% Who
Initiate
50% of
Texts

% Who
Initiate
75% of
Texts

% Who
Initiate
100% of
Texts

n

33.9
20.9

34.8
21.2

22.6
39.1

7.0
16.5

1.7
2.3

115
358

21.2
13.8
28.9
28.6
41.7
0.0
100

15.3
30.0
28.9
21.8
16.7
50.0
0.0

41.2
40.7
30.7
31.2
25.0
50.0
0.0

17.6
15.4
10.5
14.3
16.7
0.0
0.0

4.7
0.0
.88
4.2
0.0
0.0
0.0

85
123
114
119
24
6
2

19.4
18.7
26.9
30.9

18.5
33.3
23.1
22.8

38.9
35.0
39.4
27.9

19.4
13.0
8.7
15.4

3.7
0.0
1.6
2.9

108
123
104
136

38.2
38.9
20.6
16.4

20.6
20.0
25.8
26.4

23.5
25.6
37.8
40.0

11.8
14.4
13.9
15.0

5.9
1.1
1.9
2.1

34
90
209
140

31.5
24.9
16.9
25.0
50.0

20.4
22.0
29.2
25.0
42.0

37.0
35.7
36.9
30.6
8.3

7.4
15.4
14.6
19.4
0.0

3.7
2.1
2.3
0.0
0.0

54
241
130
36
12

29.7
20.8
23.3

23.2
26.5
20.5

33.5
33.5
43.8

11.0
17.6
9.6

2.6
1.6
2.7

155
245
73

31.2
15.3
30.9

24.0
27.0
20.9

30.5
38.3
35.5

11.0
17.7
11.8

3.2
1.9
.91

154
209
110

Regarding the first sub-question, chi-square tests were used to determine
whether there were significant differences between the percent of student-initiated
mobile telephone calls and texts between students and parents within the demographic
variables of sex, age, academic standing, family income, home/college distance,
mother’s highest education, and father’s highest education. The results are presented in
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Table 9. Differences were found in calls with family income and home/college
distance. Students from the lowest income families initiated calls least often (M=2.94).
The frequency increased as family income increased, resulting in students from the
highest income families having the highest rate of call initiation (M=3.19). Regarding
home/college distance, students whose homes were more than 500 miles from college
were the most likely to initiate calls (M=3.39), while students whose homes were 25100 miles from campus were least likely to do so (M=2.33). As shown in Table 9,
differences were also found in texts within the demographic categories of sex, age,
academic standing, family income, and father’s highest education. Females initiated
texts more often (M=2.59) than males did (M=2.08). Students who were 19-years-old
had the highest text initiation rate (M=2.58), while 22-year-olds had the lowest rate
(M=2.17). Similarly, freshmen initiated texts the most (M=2.69) while juniors and
seniors initiated texts the least (M=2.36; M=2.37). In terms of family income, students
from homes with annual incomes of greater than $100,000 had the highest text initiation
rates (M=2.60), while students from homes with annual incomes of $0 to $30,000 had
the lowest rates of text initiation (M=2.15) within the family income category. Finally,
regarding father’s highest education, students whose fathers had a bachelor’s degree
initiated texts most often (M=2.64), in contrast with students whose fathers had a high
school diploma or less, who initiated texts the least (M=2.31).
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Table 9
Student Initiation of Contact by Demographic Category

Demographic
Sex

% Student Initiation
of Calls
χ 2 (4) = 6.46

% Student Initiation
of Texts
χ 2 (4) = 25.01***

Age

χ 2 (24) = 14.63

χ 2 (24) = 42.98**

Academic Standing

χ 2 (16) = 12.08

χ 2 (16) = 26.79*

Family Income

χ 2 (12) = 23.11*

χ 2 (12) = 24.80*

Home/College Distance

χ 2 (16) = 44.96***

χ 2 (16) = 20.00

Mother’s Highest Education

χ 2 (8) = 4.88

χ 2 (8) = 10.72

Father’s Highest Education

χ 2 (8) = 11.61

χ 2 (8) = 19.64*

* p <.05; ** p <.01; *** p <.001

Regarding student satisfaction with the amount of mobile telephone
communication with parents, Table 10 reveals that of participating males, 82.6%
considered the frequency just right, 14% wanted more frequent contact, and 3.4%
wanted less frequent contact. Data about females indicates that 87% considered the
frequency just right, while 11.2% wanted more frequent contact and 2.2% wanted less
frequent contact. This showed that a higher percentage of the females were more
satisfied with the frequency of their mobile telephone communication with parents as
compared to males. Data about lack of satisfaction supports that finding as a greater
percentage of males preferred either more or less frequency mobile telephone
communication with parents as compared to females. Satisfaction was measured with
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regard to all communication via mobile telephone and did not consider calls and texts
separately.

Table 10
Student Satisfaction with Frequency of Contact by Demographic Category

Demographic
Sex
Male
Female
Age at Last Birthday
18
19
20
21
22
23
24 or older
Academic Standing
Freshman
Sophomore
Junior
Senior
Estimated Family Income
$0-$30,000
$31,000-$50,000
$51,000-$100,000
More than $100,000
Approximate Distance
From Home
5-20 miles
25-100 miles
125-500 miles
More than 500 miles
Home is outside U.S.
Mother’s Highest
Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree
Father’s Highest
Education
High School
Bachelor’s Degree
Graduate Degree

% Just
right

% Would
like more

% Would
like less

n

82.6
87

14
11.2

3.4
2.2

115
358

81.2
86.2
86.8
87.4
87.5
83
50

18.8
12.2
8.7
10.1
4.2
16.7
50

0
1.6
4.4
2.5
8.3
0
0

85
123
114
119
24
6
2

79.6
87.8
85.6
88

19.4
11.4
9.6
8.1

.93
.81
4.8
3.7

108
123
104
136

73.5
80
87.1
90

20.6
17.8
10.5
7.9

5.9
2.2
2.4
2.1

34
90
209
140

81.5
85.5
89.2
80.6
83.3

1.7
12
9.2
11
16.7

1.9
2.5
1.5
8.3
0

54
241
130
36
12

80.6
87.3
90.4

17.4
9.4
8.2

1.9
3.3
1.4

155
245
73

81.2
86.6
90

14.3
12.4
7.2

4.5
.96
2.7

154
209
110
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Chi-square tests were also used for the second sub-question to determine
whether there were differences between student satisfaction with the mobile telephone
calls and texts between students and parents within the same seven demographic
variables. Little variation was found and no statistically significant differences were
produced. Consequently, those results have been omitted from this report.
This research question sought to identify whether the frequency of mobile
telephone communication between college students and parents differed by
demographic category. The results revealed significant differences in total contacts
within the category of sex, total call contacts, total text contacts, and total contacts
within the category of family income, and total call contact within the category of
home/college distance. The two sub-questions included with this research question
examined differences in contact initiation and student satisfaction with communication,
by demographic category. Again, significant differences were identified. Each of the
differences will be considered in the context of Research Question 3, which will
determine whether frequency of, initiation of, and student satisfaction with, their mobile
telephone communication with parents is related to the students’ psychosocial
development.
Research Question 2: How does the content of mobile telephone calls and
texts differ by demographic category?
The survey included questions about the content of student call and text
communication with parents (see Appendix B). These data were scored dichotomously.
Participants were provided a list of possible topics and were asked to check the topics
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that were true for them. For each content item, a check represented a “yes” and no
check represented a “no.” If a participant indicated that the conversation in a call with a
parent included a particular topic, the “yes” was scored as 1. All topics not checked
were considered “no’s” and scored as 0. Frequency data were obtained by adding the
1’s. Those data have been organized by sex and academic standing and are found in
Tables 11 and 12 respectively. In each table, topics have been separated by call content
and text content. In Table 11, within the call and text groups, content topics are listed in
descending order in the total n and % columns. For ease of comparison, content items
in Table 12 have been listed in the same order as in Table 11.
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Table 11
Call and Text Content by Sex

Total Participants
Phone Call Content Detail:
Sharing information about an academic
issue
Sharing information about a personal issue
Routine check-in
Sharing information about a financial issue
Seeking advice about a personal issue
Seeking advice about an academic issue
Seeking advice about a financial issue
Requesting involvement in a financial issue
Requesting involvement in a personal issue
Requesting involvement in an academic
issue
Text Content Detail:
Routine check-in
Sharing information about a personal issue
Sharing information about an academic
issue
Sharing information about a financial issue
Seeking advice about a personal issue
Seeking advice about a financial issue
Seeking advice about an academic issue
Requesting involvement in a financial issue
Requesting involvement in a personal issue
Requesting involvement in an academic
issue

Total
n
473

Total
%
100

Female
n
358

Female
%
100

Male
n
115

Male
%
100

437

92.4

335

93.6

102

88.7

409
404
308
302
264
224
128
43
28

86.4
85.4
65.1
63.8
55.8
47.4
27.1
9.1
5.9

326
310
231
247
210
167
88
31
19

91.1
86.6
64.5
69
58.7
46.6
24.6
8.7
5.3

83
94
77
55
54
57
40
12
9

72.2
81.7
67
47.8
47
49.6
34.8
10.4
7.8

255
169
166

53.9
35.7
35.1

194
153
142

54.2
42.7
39.7

61
16
24

53
13.9
20.9

94
85
53
49
29
13
8

19.9
18
11.2
10.5
6.1
2.7
1.7

75
74
40
41
28
10
4

20.9
20.7
11.2
11.5
7.8
2.8
1.1

19
11
13
8
11
3
4

16.5
9.6
11.3
7
9.6
2.6
3.5
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Table 12
Call and Text Content by Academic Standing

Fresh

Fresh

Soph

Soph

Jr

Jr

Sr

Sr

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

108

22.9

123

26.1

104

22.1

136

28.9

Phone Call Content Detail:
Sharing information about an academic issue

96

88.9

116

94.3

97

93.3

126

92.6

Sharing information about a personal issue

90

83.3

106

86.2

88

84.6

123

90.4

Routine check-in

93

86.1

104

84.6

89

85.6

116

85.3

Sharing information about a financial issue

60

55.6

75

61

82

78.8

89

65.4

Seeking advice about a personal issue

67

62

71

57.7

71

68.3

91

66.9

Seeking advice about an academic issue

68

63

64

52

57

54.8

73

53.7

Seeking advice about a financial issue

41

38

51

41.5

59

56.7

71

52.2

Requesting involvement in a financial issue

22

20.4

25

20.3

30

28.8

51

37.5

Requesting involvement in a personal issue

8

7.4

9

7.3

10

9.6

16

11.8

Requesting involvement in an academic issue

6

5.6

6

4.9

5

4.8

11

8.1

Routine check-in

72

66.7

68

55.3

48

46.2

65

47.8

Sharing information about a personal issue

46

42.6

46

37.4

36

34.6

40

29.4

Sharing information about an academic issue

53

49.1

44

35.8

30

28.8

39

28.7

Sharing information about a financial issue

32

29.6

25

20.3

15

14.4

22

16.2

Seeking advice about a personal issue

27

25.0

21

17.1

20

19.2

17

12.5

Seeking advice about a financial issue

15

13.9

9

7.3

14

13.5

15

11

Seeking advice about an academic issue

17

15.7

12

9.8

11

10.6

9

6.6

Requesting involvement in a financial issue

11

10.2

11

8.9

8

7.7

9

6.6

Requesting involvement in a personal issue

3

2.8

6

4.9

1

1.0

3

2.2

Requesting involvement in an academic issue

4

3.7

0

0

1

1.0

3

2.2

Text Content Detail:

Chi-square tests were used to identify significant differences in the seven
demographic characteristics and the content of mobile telephone communication.
Tables 13 and 14 provide data for each demographic category regarding the extent to
which students used calls and texts to share information, seek advice, and request
parental involvement for academic, personal, and financial issues, and make a routine
check-in. Table 13 illustrates that of the 70 analyses conducted, significant differences
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were revealed in 14 of the combinations. Sex led the demographics in number of
differences with four content items: Women were more likely to seek academic advice,
share a personal issue, and seek advice about a personal issue, whereas men were more
likely to request involvement in a financial issue. The analysis of call content with age
revealed that students who were 21-years-old led in calling to request involvement in a
financial issue. In terms of academic standing, juniors led in sharing financial
information and seeking financial advice, while seniors were the most likely to request
parental involvement in a financial issue. Regarding family income, students from
homes with an annual income of $51,000-$100,000 were most likely to call to request
involvement in a financial issue. Students whose homes were five to 20 miles from
campus led in calling for a routine check-in, followed next by students whose homes
were 125 to 500 miles from campus. Mother’s education was a factor in that students
whose mother had obtained a graduate degree were inclined to call to seek academic
advice. Students whose mother had a bachelor’s degree were most likely to call to seek
advice about a personal issue and share information about a financial issue. There were
no significant differences in the category of father’s highest education.
Table 14 illustrates data from the chi-square analysis used to identify significant
differences in text content in demographic categories. Differences were found in sex,
age, academic standing, family income, mother’s highest education, and father’s highest
education. Specifically, women were more likely than men to text to share an academic
issue, share a personal issue, and seek advice about a personal issue. The analysis of
age found that students who were 18- or 19-years-old had the greatest tendency to use a
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text to share an academic issue, share a financial issue, and make a routine check-in,
whereas 22- to 23-year-olds were least inclined to do so. In terms of academic
standing, freshmen led in using texts to share an academic issue, share a financial issue,
and make a routine check-in. Regarding family income, students from households with
an annual income of $51,000-$100,000 were most likely to text to share an academic
issue, share a personal issue, seek advice about a personal issue, and make a routine
check-in. Considering the highest education attained by parents, students whose mother
attained a bachelor’s degree tended to text to share a personal issue more than others,
and those whose father attained a bachelor’s degree led in texting to share an academic
issue, share a personal issue, and make a routine check-in. Finally, no differences were
found in distance between college and home and any of the text content items.

Table 13
Call Content by Demographic Category

Age

Academic
Standing

χ 2 (1) = 2.95

χ 2 (6) = 6.80

χ 2 (4) = 2.82

χ 2 (3) = 4.02

χ (1 ) = 4.47*
χ 2 (1) = 1.04

χ (6) = 8.36
χ 2 (6) = 4.72

χ (4) = 4.67
χ 2 (4) = 1.75

χ 2 (1) = 24.91*
χ 2 (1) = 16.15*
χ 2 (1) = .36

χ 2 (6) = 5.59
χ 2 (6) = 4.42
χ 2 (6) = 4.16

Financial Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Req Involv

χ 2 (1) = .35
χ 2 (1) = .39
χ 2 (1) = 4.83*

Routine Check-In

χ 2 (1) = 1.20

Content

Mother’s
Education

Father’s
Education

χ 2 (4) = 4.62

χ 2 (2) = 4.11

χ 2 (2) = 4.29

χ (3) = 7.96*
χ 2 (3) = 4.44

χ (4) = 2.98
χ 2 (4) = 3.03

χ (2) = 16.83**
χ 2 (2) = 1.76

χ 2 (2) = 1.44
χ 2 (2) = .05

χ 2 (4) = 3.40
χ 2 (4) = 4.41
χ 2 (4) = 2.21

χ 2 (3) = 2.41
χ 2 (3) = 6.50
χ 2 (3) = 3.78

χ 2 (4) = 3.37
χ 2 (4) = 4.77
χ 2 (4) = 4.89

χ 2 (2) = 1.07
χ 2 (2) = 6.28*
χ 2 (2) = 1.96

χ 2 (2) = 2.88
χ 2 (2) = 1.69
χ 2 (2) = 1.35

χ 2 (6) = 12.12
χ 2 (6) = 7.90
χ 2 (6) = 16.60*

χ 2 (4) = 14.79*
χ 2 (4) = 12.50*
χ 2 (4) = 13.52*

χ 2 (3) = 4.89
χ 2 (3) = 2.75
χ 2 (3) = 11.53*

χ 2 (4) = .60
χ 2 (4) = 5.55
χ 2 (4) = 2.27

χ 2 (2) = 6.74*
χ 2 (2) = 5.67
χ 2 (2) = .43

χ 2 (2) = .93
χ 2 (2) = 1.21
χ 2 (2) = .09

χ 2 (6) = 4.73

χ 2 (4) =

χ 2 (3) = 5.07

χ 2 (4) = 18.06*

χ 2 (2) = 2.00

χ 2 (2) = 1.82

Sex

Family
Income

Home/College
Distance

Academic Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Req Involv
Personal Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Req Involv

2

2

2

.38

2

2

2

* p <.05; ** p <.0
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Table 14
Text Content by Demographic Category

Sex

Age

Academic
Standing

Family
Income

Home/College
Distance

Mother’s
Education

Father’s
Education

Academic Issue
Share
Seek Advice

χ 2 (1) = 13.27*
χ 2 (1) = 1.85

χ 2 (6) = 20.06*
χ 2 (6) = 4.46

χ 2 (4 ) = 15.13*
χ 2 (4) = 5.82

χ 2 (3) = 20.31*
χ 2 (3) = 6.83

χ 2 (4) = 7.61
χ 2 (4) = 2.37

χ 2 (2) = 6.22
χ 2 (2) = 1.80

χ 2 (2) = 10.86*
χ 2 (2) = 2.76

Req Involv

χ 2 (1) = 2.95

χ 2 (6) = 2.01

χ 2 (4) = 5.36

χ 2 (3) = 2.15

χ 2 (4) = 5.25

χ 2 (2) = 1.94

χ 2 (2) = .54

χ 2 (1) = 31.20*
χ 2 (1) = 7.17*
χ 2 (1) = .01

χ 2 (6) = 7.62
χ 2 (6) = 6.63
χ 2 (6) = 2.85

χ 2 (4) = 5.25
χ 2 (4) = 7.16
χ 2 (4) = 3.58

χ 2 (3) = 17.72*
χ 22(3) = 7.93*
χ 2 (3) = 4.09

χ 2 (4) = 4.83
χ 2 (4) = 1.76
χ 2 (4) = 3.89

χ 2 (2) = 7.89*
χ 2 (2) = 2.47
χ 2 (2) = .80

χ 2 (2) = 14.22**
χ 2 (2) = 5.61
χ 2 (2) = .43

χ 2 (1) = 1.02
χ 2 (1) = .00
χ 2 (1) = .37
χ 2 (1) = .02

χ 2 (6) = 13.12*
χ 2 (6) = 3.88
χ 2 (6) = 1.61
χ 2 (6) = 30.38*

χ 2 (4) = 10.36*
χ 2 (4) = 3.42
χ 2 (4) = 1.37
χ 2 (4) = 13.75*

χ 2 (3) =
χ 2 (3) =
χ 2 (3) =
χ 2 (3) =

χ 2 (4) = 2.04
χ 2 (4) = 5.68
χ 2 (4) = 5.05
χ 2 (4) = 7.78

χ 2 (2) = .80
χ 2 (2) = 3.34
χ 2 (2) = 1.26
χ 2 (2) = 3.23

χ 2 (2) = .13
χ 2 (2) = 2.87
χ 2 (2) = .44
χ 2 (2) = 6.43*

Personal Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Req Involv
Financial Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Req Involv
Routine Check-In

4.02
1.02
1.78
8.98*

* p <.05; ** p <.01
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The analyses in Research Question 2 sought to reveal differences in the content
of student mobile telephone communication with parents within demographic
categories. The significant differences identified will be considered in the context of
Research Question 4, which will determine whether the content of student mobile
telephone communication with parents is related to the students’ psychosocial
development. However, the analyses thus far suggest that the content of the
communication between students and parents may be of less concern than the
frequency. The next research questions pertain to relationships found between student
mobile telephone communication with parents and student scores on the SDTLA
tasks/subtasks.
Research Question 3: What is the relationship between college student and
parent mobile telephone call and text frequency, and SDTLA task/subtask scores?
Information about the participants’ scores on the SDTLA tasks/subtasks is
presented in Tables 15, 16, and 17, which show mean scores for each SDTLA
task/subtask by sex and academic year. SDTLA norm scores are provided for
comparison. Raw scores were used to calculate the means. These data indicate that the
scores of the sample are somewhat inconsistent with those of the norm group. The
mean scores for norm group seniors were higher than those of norm group freshmen,
indicating psychosocial progression with age. However, there were several
tasks/subtasks in which this was not the case for the sample. Specifically, the mean
scores of the sample did not improve with age in the areas of cultural participation
(CUP), developing autonomy (AUT), emotional autonomy (EA), interdependence

70
(IND), academic autonomy (AA), instrumental autonomy (IA), mature interpersonal
relationships (MIR), peer relationships (PR), and salubrious lifestyle (SL). These
differences may be attributable to the demographic differences between the sample and
the norm group. The data are presented in three tables. Table 15 represents the scores
for the SDTLA task of Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR) and its subtasks.
Table 16 represents the scores for the SDTLA task of Developing Autonomy (AUT)
and its subtasks. Table 17 illustrates the scores for the SDTLA task of Mature
Interpersonal Relationships (MIR) and its subtasks, and the Salubrious Lifestyle Scale
(SL).
Table 15
Participant and Norm Mean Raw Scores for SDTLA Establishing and Clarifying
Purpose Task (PUR) and Corresponding Subtasks
by Sex and Academic Standing

Sex
Males

Females

Freshmen

PUR
Sample
2.93

PUR
Norm
2.80

EI
Sample
2.66

EI
Norm
2.63

CP
Sample
2.42

CP
Norm
2.52

LP
Sample
3.22

LP
Norm
3.02

CUP
Sample
3.79

CUP
Norm
2.85

Sophomores

3.09

3.03

3.23

3.02

2.61

2.76

3.25

3.14

3.37

3.16

Juniors

3.16

3.14

3.47

3.19

2.62

2.73

3.22

3.22

3.40

3.28

Seniors

3.40

3.40

3.75

3.64

3.02

3.18

3.30

3.24

3.63

3.33

Freshmen

2.93

2.86

2.71

2.67

2.46

2.51

3.21

3.07

3.63

3.15

Sophomores

3.25

3.13

3.91

3.20

2.72

2.81

3.33

3.31

3.72

3.23

Juniors

3.52

3.50

3.76

3.72

3.04

3.14

3.54

3.55

3.86

3.60

Seniors

3.55

3.44

3.79

3.60

3.26

3.15

3.44

3.46

3.76

3.47

Table 16
Participant and Norm Mean Raw Scores for SDTLA Developing Autonomy Task (AUT) and
Corresponding Subtasks by Sex and Academic Year

Sex

AUT
Sample

AUT
Norm

EA
Sample

EA
Norm

IND
Sample

IND Norm

AA
Sample

AA Norm

IA
Sample

IA Norm

Males

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors

3.80
3.58
3.51
3.59

3.25
3.30
3.36
3.52

3.91
3.78
3.77
3.70

3.45
3.53
3.57
3.79

3.62
3.17
3.05
3.31

2.92
2.96
3.13
3.20

4.05
3.80
3.81
3.77

3.41
3.41
3.40
3.63

3.66
3.56
3.39
3.63

3.11
3.19
3.29
3.47

Females

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors

3.62
3.67
3.72
3.64

3.33
3.45
3.64
3.56

3.71
3.67
3.72
3.66

3.58
3.68
3.82
3.77

3.33
3.43
3.52
3.48

2.98
3.13
3.39
3.27

3.96
3.96
3.94
3.85

3.49
3.64
3.78
3.72

3.53
3.70
3.75
3.62

3.18
3.39
3.54
3.44
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Table 17
Participant and Norm Mean Raw Scores for SDTLA Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task (MIR) and
Corresponding Subtasks by Sex and Academic Year

Sex

MIR Sample

MIR Norm

PR Sample

PR Norm

Males

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors
Seniors

3.83
3.66
3.81
3.81

3.46
3.48
3.57
3.65

3.83
3.88
4.08
3.73

3.58
3.65
3.67
3.82

TOL
Sample
3.86
3.50
3.62
3.88

TOL Norm
3.34
3.31
3.48
3.48

SL
Sample
3.73
3.47
3.51
3.44

SL
Norm
3.23
3.19
3.19
3.23

Females

Freshmen
Sophomores
Juniors

3.79
3.75
3.84

3.60
3.66
3.83

3.76
3.61
3.75

3.66
3.76
3.88

3.82
3.84
3.90

3.54
3.58
3.79

3.71
3.68
3.67

3.23
3.23
3.27

Seniors

3.87

3.81

3.71

3.87

3.99

3.74

3.43

3.29
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For Research Question 3, rank data was used to calculate Spearman’s rho
correlation coefficient. The analyses measured the correlations of total call, total text,
and total call plus total text contacts with parents with each of the 14 SDTLA
tasks/subtasks. Table 18 presents the findings.

Table 18
Correlations of Frequency of Calls/Texts and SDTLA Scores

SDTLA Task/Subtask
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task (PUR)
Educational Involvement Subtask (EI)
Career Planning Subtask (CP)
Lifestyle Planning Subtask (LP)
Cultural Participation Subtask (CUP)
Developing Autonomy Task (AUT)
Emotional Autonomy Subtask (EA)
Interdependence Subtask (IND)
Academic Autonomy Subtask (AA)
Instrumental Autonomy Subtask (IA)
Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task (MIR)
Mature Peer Relationships Subtask (PR)
Tolerance Subtask (TOL)
Salubrious Lifestyle Scale (SL)

Total Call
Contact with
Parents
r
-.090
-.098*
-.133**
-.144**
.120**
-.051
-.111*
.099*
-.034
-.116*
-.118*
.090
.076
-.124**

Total Text
Contact with
Parents
r
-.068
-.039
-.101*
-.136**
.051
-.111*
-.048
-.130**
-.035
-.127**
.032
.058
.006
-.115*

Total Contact
(calls + texts)
with Parents
r
-.086
-.074
-.130**
-.161**
.094*
-.092**
.016
-.139**
-.027
-.142**
.084
.091*
.041
-.140**

* p <.05; ** p <.01

The Clarifying Purpose Task (PUR) and its four corresponding subtasks had
nine instances of significant negative correlations with the three contact frequency
types. The Educational Involvement (EI) subtask scores were negatively correlated
with the frequency of calls. This indicates that as the frequency of student calls with
parents increased, the student were less likely to have well-defined education goals and
plans, know about and access available resources, or be actively involved in the
academic life of the institution.

74
The Career Planning (CP) subtask was found to have significant negative
correlations with the frequency of texts, calls, and total contacts. This would suggest
that as the frequency of all types of student mobile telephone contact with parents
increased, the student may not have an appropriate awareness of the world of work or
his/her own abilities and limitations vis-à-vis career choices.
Similarly, negative correlations between the frequency of all types of contact
and the Lifestyle Planning (LP) subtask were discovered indicating that as the
frequency of contact with parents increased, the student’s tendency to have established
a personal direction and orientation in his/her life, including personal, ethical, and
religious values, future relationship/family plans, and vocational and educational
objectives, may have been hampered.
The Cultural Participation (CUP) subtask was found to have significant positive
correlations with the frequency of calls and total contacts. Thus, as the frequency of
these communications increased, the student may have been more likely to be actively
involved in a wide variety of activities and developing a wide array of cultural interests
and a sense of aesthetic appreciation.
The Developing Autonomy (AUT) task and its subtasks were negatively
correlated with the frequency of text contacts and total contacts. Students with more of
these contacts would have been less likely to be able to meet their needs and act on their
own ideas without the need for continuous reassurance and direction from others.
The frequency of call contacts with parents was negatively correlated with the
Emotional Autonomy (EA) subtask. In this case, the areas of development affected
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involve the need for continuous approval and reassurance from others, including
reliance on parents.
The Interdependence (IND) subtask had mixed correlations with frequency of
contact. A positive correlation was found with frequency of call communication, while
negative correlations with text contacts and total contacts were revealed. This subtask
deals with the student’s ability to recognize the reciprocal nature of the relationship
between the individual and his/her community.
Scores in the Instrumental Autonomy (IA) subtask were negatively correlated
with frequency in all three measures of communication. Students with high frequency
communication with parents may be less likely to develop in the areas of being
independent, setting goals, managing time, being resourceful, and being self-sufficient.
Frequency of calls was also negatively correlated with the Mature Interpersonal
Relationships (MIR) task. Students with lower scores in this task are less likely to have
had open, trusting and honest relationships with peers or to show respect for and
acceptance of others who have different backgrounds, beliefs, cultures, races, lifestyles,
and appearances.
The Mature Peer Relationships (PR) subtask was positively correlated with total
contacts. This suggests that as total contacts increase, the student would be more
inclined to seek relationships based on trust, independence, frankness, and individuality.
The final developmental area with significant correlations with frequency of contact
was the Salubrious Lifestyle (SL) scale. All measures of contact with parents were
negatively correlated with this scale, suggesting that as the frequency of contact
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increases, the student’s lifestyle may be less inclined toward good health and wellness
practices.
A comparison of calls and texts as they relate to SDTLA scores reveals
similarities and differences. Table 18 lists 15 significant correlations between calls and
texts. Consistencies are found between calls and texts in the tasks/subtasks of Career
Planning (CP), Lifestyle Planning (LP), Instrumental Autonomy (IA), and Salubrious
Lifestyle (SL), all of which are negatively correlated with the frequency of calls and
texts. However, the subtask of Interdependence was negatively correlated with texts but
positively correlated with calls. Further inconsistencies were found in that several
tasks/subtasks were found to correlate significantly with either calls or texts, but not
both: Educational Involvement (EI), Autonomy (AUT), Emotional Autonomy (EA),
and Mature Interpersonal Relationships (MIR) were all negatively correlated with calls
and not texts; Career Planning (CP) was negatively correlated with texts and not calls.
Two sub-questions are included with Research Question 3:
1. What is the relationship between who initiates the mobile telephone
communication between college student and parents, and SDTLA
task/subtask scores?
2. What is the relationship between student satisfaction with the amount of
mobile telephone communication with parents, and SDTLA task/subtask
scores?
Regarding the first sub-question, rank data was used to calculate Spearman’s rho
correlation coefficient. Table 19 provides the data for these analyses, which revealed
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that while the initiation of calls had no significant positive correlations with SDTLA
task/subtask scores, 11 significant negative correlations were found. This suggests that
as students initiate a greater portion of the calls and total contacts, they are less likely to
progress on a wide range of developmental measures or tasks/subtasks. Among the
significant differences was the negative correlation of call and total contact initiation
with Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR) task scores. This involves planning
their education and being actively involved in the academic life of the institution. The
PUR subtasks of Career Planning (CP) and Lifestyle Planning (LP) also had negative
correlations with initiating calls and total contact. Career Planning relates to
synthesizing knowledge about self and occupations, making a commitment to a chosen
career field, and formulating specific vocational plans. The subtask of Lifestyle
Planning pertains to establishing a personal direction and life orientation based on one’s
personal, ethical, and religious values.
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Table 19
Correlations of Call/Text Initiation and STDLA Scores

SDTLA Task/Subtask
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task (PUR)
Educational Involvement Subtask (EI)
Career Planning Subtask (CP)
Lifestyle Planning Subtask (LP)
Cultural Participation Subtask (CUL)
Developing Autonomy Task (AUT)
Emotional Autonomy Subtask (EA)
Interdependence Subtask (IND)
Academic Autonomy Subtask (AA)
Instrumental Autonomy Subtask (IA)
Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task (MIR)
Mature Peer Relationships Subtask (PR)
Tolerance Subtask (TOL)
Salubrious Lifestyle Scale (SL)

Who
Initiates
Call
r
-.131**
-.087
-.153**
-.099*
-.017
-.095*
.011
-.066
-.138**
-.174**
.001
.001
-.002
.089

Who
Initiates
Text
r
-.037
.001
-.061
-.085
.002
-.034
.004
-.044
-.022
-.019
.085
.089
.057
-.063

Who
Initiates
Total
r
-.100*
-.047
-.131**
-.112*
-.019
-.070
.017
-.060
-.093*
-.104*
.068
.074
.044
-.089

* p <.05; ** p <.01

The task of Developing Autonomy (AUT) had negative correlations with
initiating calls. This task and related subtasks relate to the student’s ability to meet their
own needs and take action on their own ideas without the need for continuous
reassurance from others. Two subtasks of AUT had significant negative correlations
with initiating calls and total contacts. Academic Autonomy (AA) is associated with
the student’s capacity to deal well with ambiguity and to monitor and control his/her
behavior in ways that allow them to attain personal goals and fulfill responsibilities.
Instrumental Autonomy (IA) is the second AUT subtask with negative correlations with
student initiation of calls and total contacts. This subtask concerns the student’s ability
to be independent, resourceful, and self-sufficient. In summary, the analyses revealed
that as a student’s tendency to initiate call and total contact with parents increased,
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his/her scores on the tasks of PUR and AUT, and associated and subtasks identified
above declined.
A comparison of contact initiation between calls and texts reveals significant
negative correlations for calls with Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR), Career
Planning (CP), Lifestyle Planning (LP), Developing Autonomy (AUT), Academic
Autonomy (AA), and Instrumental Autonomy (IA). However, no significant
correlations were found between tasks/subtasks and texts. Thus, there are
inconsistencies between the correlations of the initiation of calls and texts as they relate
to some SDTLA scores.
The second sub-question for Research Question 3 considered the students’ level
of satisfaction with the amount of communication they had with their parents, and the
students’ SDTLA scores. The analyses conducted were one-way ANOVAs with post
hoc Tukey comparisons, the results of which are found in Table 20. The findings are
few and modest, possibly due to the lack of variance of the satisfaction variable.
However, an interpretation of those results is provided. These data suggest that students
who were satisfied with the amount of communication they had with parents scored
higher in some aspects of development than those who would like either more or less.
The developmental areas affected by this tendency were Education Involvement (EI),
Career Planning (CP), Lifestyle Planning (LP), all of which fall under the Establishing
and Clarifying Purpose (PUR) task, and the Salubrious Lifestyle (SL) scale. This
suggests that students who were satisfied with their mobile telephone communication
with parents scored higher in having well-defined education goals and plans and taking
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responsibility for his/her academic progress (IE) than students who wanted more
contact with parents. They also scored higher in terms of being an active learner,
committing to an appropriate career field, and taking taken steps toward planning for
future education and/or work (CP) than those who wanted less contact with parents.
Finally, those students who were satisfied with the communication also scored higher in
having a sense of envisioning the future for him-/herself (LP), and making choices that
are consistent with good physical and emotional health (SL), than those who wanted
more contact.

Table 20
Student Satisfaction and SDTLA Scores

SDTLA Task/Subtask
Establishing and Clarifying Purpose Task (PUR)
Educational Involvement Subtask (EI)
Career Planning Subtask (CP)
Lifestyle Planning Subtask (LP)
Cultural Participation Subtask (CUP)
Developing Autonomy Task (AUT)
Emotional Autonomy Subtask (EA)
Interdependence Subtask (IND)
Academic Autonomy Subtask (AA)
Instrumental Autonomy Subtask (IA)
Mature Interpersonal Relationships Task (MIR)
Mature Peer Relationships Subtask (PR)
Tolerance Subtask (TOL)
Salubrious Lifestyle Scale (SL)

ANOVA
F (2,470) = 2.96
F (2,470) = 3.04 *
F (2,470) = 3.41 *
F (2,470) = 5.65 **
F (2,470) = 1.10
F (2,470) = 2.81
F (2,470) = 1.56
F (2,470) = 1.07
F (2,470) = 2.16
F (2,470) = 1.87
F (2,470) = .151
F (2,470) = 2.65
F (2,470) = 1.18
F (2,470) = 4.77 **

Satisfied
51.66
52.01a
49.75b
51.01a
54.04
54.40
50.60
54.02
54.72
54.48
52.38
49.71
53.67
56.90a

Mean Scores:
Wanted
More
49.12
48.85
47.23
46.96
55.78
52.02
48.83
52.58
52.61
52.68
52.93
48.00
55.39
53.63

Wanted
Less
47.34
50.68
43.45
46.47
52.40
49.98
47.20
51.09
50.46
51.11
51.39
43.61
56.09
52.36

a. Significant difference between Satisfied and Wanted More.
b. Significant difference between Satisfied and Wanted Less.
* p <.05; ** p <.01

Further, 14 two-way ANOVAs with post hoc Tukey comparisons when
necessary were conducted to determine whether there were significant differences in
SDTLA scores as they related to the interactions of call and text frequency,
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demographic characteristics of sex and academic standing, satisfaction with
communication, and initiation of communication: 2(sex) x 7(total calls); 2(sex) x
9(total texts); 2(sex) x 3(student satisfaction with communication); 5(academic
standing) x 7(total calls); 5(academic standing) x 9(total texts); 7(total calls) x
3(satisfaction); 9(total texts) x 3(satisfaction); 3(satisfaction) x 5(call initiation);
3(satisfaction) x 5(text initiation); 5(call initiation) x 7(total calls); 5(text initiation) x
9(total texts); 5(initiation) x 2(sex); 5(text initiation) x 2(sex). These analyses revealed
no significant differences and were omitted from this report.
Research Question 3 sought to identify relationships between the frequency of
mobile telephone communication between college student and parents, and SDTLA
task/subtask scores. The results revealed several negative relationships. The two subquestions included with this research question examined relationships between contact
initiation and student satisfaction with communication and SDTLA task/subtask scores.
Again, significant negative relationships were identified. When considered in
conjunction with the frequency, initiation and satisfaction differences within
demographic categories identified in Research Question 1, a determination can be made
as to which students are most likely to have their mobile telephone communication with
parents have a negative influence their psychosocial development.
The analyses of initiation of student contact with parents revealed that students
from households with annual incomes of more than $100,000 have the highest rate of
call initiation. When examined in the context of developmental scores, these students
would be more likely to score lower in the areas of establishing and clarifying life
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purpose, career planning, lifestyle planning, developing autonomy, academic autonomy,
and instrumental autonomy. While significant differences were found in the frequency
of call and text initiation in the demographic areas of sex, age, academic standing,
distance from campus, and father’s highest education, no significant differences were
found in the SDTLA scores in these areas. Similarly, no significant differences were
found between student satisfaction with mobile telephone contact with parents and the
seven demographic variables. Thus, the significant findings pertaining to student
satisfaction and SDTLA scores were not associated with any specific demographic
category.
The analyses of Research Question 3 and its sub-questions revealed several
significant correlations. In conclusion, there is a significant negative relationship
between college student and parent mobile telephone call and text frequency, and some
SDTLA task/subtask scores.
Research Question 4: Is there a difference between the content of mobile
telephone calls and texts between college students and parents and SDTLA
task/subtask scores?
The analyses used to determine differences between communication content and
the SDTLA task/subtask standard scores of participants were three repeated measures
ANOVAs and one independent samples t-test. As noted earlier, participants were
provided a list of possible topics of conversation and were asked to check the topics that
were true for them. For each content item, a check represented a “yes” and no check
represented a “no.” If a participant indicated that a call involved a particular topic, the
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“yes” was scored as 1. All topics not checked were considered “no’s” and scored as 0.
The results of call and text content analyses are found on Tables 21 and 22 respectively.
These tables report significant differences between the SDTLA scores and the call and
text content items, and whether there is a difference between the subjects who indicated
that they discussed the content items with parents and those who indicated that they did
not. In both tables the first column represents 2 (content not discussed, content
discussed) x 5 (PUR, EI, CP, LP, CUP) repeated measures ANOVA, the second column
represents 2 (content not discussed, content discussed) x 5 (AUT, EA, IND, AA, IA)
repeated measures ANOVA, the third column represents 2 (content not discussed,
content discussed) x 3 (MIR, PR, TOL) repeated measures ANOVA, and an
independent t-test was used to examine the SL scale. The main effects data is reported.
The interaction data were not of interest in this study.
The analyses revealed significant differences between call content and the PUR,
AUT, and MIR task groups. In the PUR group, students whose call conversations
included seeking financial advice scored higher (M=52.36) than those that did not
(M=50.41). In the AUT group, students whose call conversations included seeking
advice about an academic issue scored higher (M=54.07) than those that did not
(M=52.38), and those who made a routine check in during a call scored higher
(M=53.61) than those who did not (M=51.61). Conversely, in the MIR group, students
who shared information about an academic issue during a call scored lower (M=51.68)
than those who did not (M=54.62). Finally, there were no significant differences found
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in the SL scale. These findings reveal that the content of communication during a call
had both positive and negative effects on certain developmental areas.

Table 21
Call Content and SDTLA Scores

Establishing and
Clarifying Purpose
(PUR)
Task + Subtasks
Academic Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Personal Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Financial Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Routine Check-In

Developing
Autonomy (AUT)
Task + Subtasks

Mature Interpersonal
Relationships (MIR)
Task + Subtasks

Salubrious Lifestyle
Scale (SL)

F(1,470)= .202
F(1,470)= .192
F(1,470)= .313

F(1,471)= .275
F(1,470)= 5.98*
F(1,470)= .000

F(1,471)= 4.11*
F(1,470)= .227
F(1,470)= .000

t(38.89 )= -1.24
t(470) = -3.23
t(470) =
-.21

F(1,470)= .663
F(1,470)= 3.54
F(1,470)= .978

F(1,470)= .044
F(1,470)= .218
F(1,470)= .070

F(1,470)= .030
F(1,470)= 1.01
F(1,470)= 1.68

t(470) =
t(470) =
t(470) =

F(1,470)= .182
F(1,470)= 7.79**
F(1,470)= 1.11
F(1,470)= .851

F(1,470)= .983
F(1,470)= 1.44
F(1,470)= 4.54
F(1,470)= 4.16*

F(1,470)=
.443
F(1,470)= 1.78
F(1,470)=
.716
F(1,470)= .190

-1.90
-1.62
-.55

t(470) =
.12
t(469.91) = .47
t(470) =
2.33
t(470) =
-1.89

* p <.05; ** p <.01
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Table 22
Text Content and SDTLA Scores

Establishing and
Clarifying Purpose
(PUR)
Task + Subtasks
Academic Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Personal Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Financial Issue
Share
Seek Advice
Request Involvement
Routine Check-In

Developing
Autonomy (AUT)
Task + Subtasks

Mature
Interpersonal
Relationships (MIR)
Task + Subtasks

Salubrious Lifestyle
Scale (SL)

F(1,469)= 2.53
F(1,469)= 1.14
F(1,469)= .002

F(1,469)= 6.58*
F(1,469)= 4.82*
F(1,469)= .650

F(1,469)= 1.41
F(1,469)= .022
F(1,469)= .004

t(469)=
t(469)=
t(469)=

-1.81
-2.77
-.20

F(1,469)= 3.81
F(1,469)= 2.66
F(1,469)= .056

F(1,469)= 6.16*
F(1,469)= 2.40
F(1,469)= .999

F(1,469)= .930
F(1,469)= .016
F(1,469)= .014

t(389.92)= -2.63*
t(469)=
-1.42
t(469)=
-2.01

F(1,469)= 1.10
F(1,469)= .692
F(1,469)= .545

F(1,469)= 2.90
F(1,469)= .015
F(1,469)= .790

F(1,469)= .039
F(1,469)= .279
F(1,469)= .586

t(469)=
t(469)=
t(469)=

-.44
-.87
-.23

F(1,465)= .013

F(1,465)= .951

F(1,465)= .063

t(465)=

-1.18

* p <.05
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The analyses of text content with SDTLA task groups revealed significant
differences in the AUT task group and in the SL scale. In the AUT group, students who
shared information about an academic issue during a text exchange scored higher
(M=54.53) than those who did not (M=52.68), those students who sought advice about
an academic issue during a text exchange scored higher (M=55.56) than those who did
not (M=53.07), and those who shared information about a personal issue during a text
exchange scored higher (M=54.47) than those who did not (M=52.60). In the SL scale,
those students who shared information about a personal issue in a text scored higher
(M=57.77) than those who did not (M=55.64). There were no significant differences
found in the PUR and MIR groups. These findings reveal that the content of
communication during a text had a positive effect on the two developmental areas of
AUT and SL. No negative effects related to text content were found. In summary, call
content had a positive effect on two developmental areas (PUR, AUT) and a negative
effect on MIR. Text content had a positive effect on two developmental areas (AUT,
SL) and no negative effects.
A comparison of call and text content as it relates to SDTLA scores reveals
mostly inconsistencies. Those inconsistencies are: Seeking advice about a financial
issue with regard to Establishing and Clarifying Purpose (PUR) was related to calls but
not texts; sharing an academic issue with regard to Developing Autonomy (AUT) was
related to texts but not calls; sharing information about a personal issues with regard to
Developing Autonomy (AUT) was related to texts but not calls; making a routine check
in with regard to Developing Autonomy (AUT) was related to calls but not texts;
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sharing information about an academic issues with regard to Mature Interpersonal
Relationships (MIR) was related to calls, but not texts; and sharing information about a
personal issue with regard to Salubrious Lifestyle (SL) was related to texts but not calls.
One consistency was found in that seeking advice about an academic issue with regard
to Developing Autonomy (AUT) was related to both calls and texts.
Research Question 4 sought to identify significant relationships between the
content of mobile telephone communication between college student and parents, and
SDTLA task/subtask scores. When considered in conjunction with the call and text
content differences within demographic categories identified in Research Question 2, a
determination could then be made as to which students are most likely to have the
content of their mobile telephone communication with parents influence their
psychosocial development. However, the relationships were few and minor and the
results of the effects were mixed.

Summary of Findings
The analyses conducted and presented in this chapter identified student/parent
mobile telephone communication behaviors that were related to student psychosocial
development. They also identified the demographic categories of the sample that
exhibited those behaviors most. Knowledge about which behaviors influence
development, and which students exhibit those behaviors can inform researchers,
education practitioners, students, and parents as to which students are most likely to
have their mobile telephone communication relate to their development, and in what
ways.
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The most compelling aspects of the analyses conducted were revealed by
Research Question 3, which showed persistent negative correlations between
communication frequency and development scores. It important to acknowledge that
there were several instances where calls and texts did not coincide. This may be
attributed to the difference in reported frequency of call and text communication, as
94.7% of participants indicated that they have some call communication with parents,
whereas only 73.5% of participants indicated that they have some text communication
with parents.
Specifically, as revealed in Research Question 3, the frequency of call and text
contact had largely inconsistent effect on SDTLA scores. Consistency was found in
Career Planning (CP), Lifestyle Planning (LP), Instrumental Autonomy (IA), and
Salubrious Lifestyle (SL), all of which correlated negatively with the frequency of calls
and texts. Six other tasks/subtasks (Educational Involvement, Cultural Participation,
Developing Autonomy, Emotional Autonomy, Interdependence, and Mature
Interpersonal Relationships) had inconsistent correlations between frequency of calls
and texts. Of those, two (Cultural Participation and Interdependence) revealed a
positive correlation with frequency of either call or text, and four (Educational
Involvement, Cultural Participation, Developing Autonomy, Emotional Autonomy,
Interdependence, and Mature Interpersonal Relationships) were negatively correlated
with frequency of either call or text. However, the sub-question about call initiation
revealed very consistent outcomes for calls. Initiation of calls was negatively correlated
in all significant relationships, which included Establishing and Clarifying Purpose
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(PUR), Career Planning (CP), Lifestyle Planning (LP), Developing Autonomy (AUT),
Academic Autonomy (AA), and Instrumental Autonomy (AA). No significant
correlations were found with text initiation, which shows consistency within text
initiation, but inconsistency when compared to call initiation.
Call and text content both showed positive effects on AUT scores. In contrast,
results differed in the areas of PUR, MIR and SL. Call content showed a positive effect
on PUR while text content showed no effect in that area. Call content showed a
negative effect in MIR while text content showed no effect in that area. Text content
showed a positive effect in SL while call content showed no effect in that area.
The differing results between call and text communication call the reliability of
some of the findings into question. However, in those cases in which the data about
calls and texts were consistent, reliability can be assumed with more confidence.
Chapter V will discuss implications of the study, limitations of the findings, and
recommendations for further research.

Chapter V

IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

While in college, traditional-age students undergo specific psychosocial
developmental stages pertaining to life purpose, autonomy, interpersonal relationships,
and making independent lifestyle choices. It is a time during which students
demonstrate an increase in making independent decisions, regulate their own behavior
and learning, and make mature judgments without parental intervention. The recent
advances in and proliferation of mobile telephone communication have enabled students
to be in frequent and instantaneous contact with parents while away at college. This
study sought to contribute to the literature by exploring the relationships between the
frequency and content of college student mobile telephone communication with parents
and the student’s completion of appropriate psychosocial developmental tasks.
A careful review of the literature in Chapter II revealed that no other study has
examined the relationship between college student mobile telephone communication
with parents and psychosocial development using the methods employed here.
A survey design was used to administer an electronic questionnaire to a
voluntary sample of undergraduate students at two private liberal arts colleges in
Central Minnesota. The study employed the SDTLA in comprehensive form, which is
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designed to measure development across three tasks, each of which is further delineated
by subtasks, and two scales. The SDTLA was supplemented with 18 questions
pertaining to the frequency and content of student mobile telephone communication
with parents. These questions comprised the Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone
Communication with Parents Questionnaire (FTMTCPQ), which was developed
specifically for this study. The statistical analyses conducted included a combination of
descriptive and inferential statistical methods.

Summary of Research
This study had two primary purposes. First, to explore the frequency and
content of mobile telephone communication between college students and their parents
by studying a sample of undergraduate students at two private colleges. Two research
questions were developed for this purpose:


Research Question 1. How does frequency of mobile telephone calls and
texts between student and parent differ by demographic category?



Research Question 2. How does the content of mobile telephone calls and
texts between student and parent differ by demographic category?

The first research question included two sub-questions:


Sub-question 1. How does the percent of student-initiated mobile telephone
calls and texts differ by demographic category?



Sub-question 2. How does the student satisfaction with mobile telephone
communication with parents differ by demographic category?

93
The second purpose of the study was to explore the relationship between the
frequency and content of student/parent mobile telephone communication and the
students’ psychosocial development as described by Chickering and Reisser’s (1993)
theory. Two research questions were developed to guide these analyses:


Research Question 3. What is the relationship between college student and
parent mobile telephone call and text frequency, and SDTLA task/subtask
scores?



Research Question 4. Is there a difference between the content of mobile
telephone calls and texts between college student and parent and SDTLA
task/subtask scores?

The third research question included two sub-questions:


Sub-question 1). What is the relationship between the frequency of studentinitiated mobile telephone communication between college student and
parents, and SDTLA task/subtask scores?



Sub-question 2). What is the relationship between student satisfaction with
the amount of mobile telephone communication with parents, and SDTLA
task/subtask scores?

Summary of Findings
The participants in this study represented a largely homogenous demographic
population of undergraduate college students. The majority of the respondents
represented the following demographic categories: (a) white/Caucasian, (b) female, (c)
19-21 years of age, (d) of any academic standing, e) annual family income of
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approximately $51,000-$100,000, (f) college was 125-500 miles from home, (g)
mother’s highest education was bachelor’s degree, and (h) father’s highest education
was bachelor’s degree. All respondents had a mobile telephone.
Chickering (1969) and Chickering and Reisser’s (1993) theory of college student
development provided a sound theoretical foundation upon which this study examined
the relationship between college student mobile telephone communication with parents
and the students’ psychosocial development. According to Chickering, developmental
change in college students occurs in the context of the college environment. The advent
of mobile telephone technology as a means by which students and their parents can
communicate has introduced a new element into the contemporary college environment.
This study found that some aspects of college student mobile telephone communication
with parents was related to the students’ psychosocial development as defined by
Chickering and Chickering and Reisser. Chickering also posited that young adult
development that is hindered can result in diminished academic and social success,
delayed or stymied attainment of personal independence, and limited career and life
choices and plans. This study revealed that some developmental scores were negatively
correlated with mobile telephone communication with parents, suggesting that the
communication may hinder important developmental progress and the future success of
the student. Of note, some positive correlations were also identified, particularly with
regard to content of communication. This indicated that some communication between
students and parents supported student psychosocial development, while other aspects,
particularly a high frequency of communication, may have thwarted it. All in all,
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Chickering’s and Chickering and Reisser’s theory of college student development
provided a relevant context for explaining the outcomes of this study.
The analyses identified differences in the frequency of communication within
the demographic categories of sex, family income, and home/college distance. When
analyzed using SDTLA scores, the frequency of communication was found to have an
inverse relationship with the developmental task areas that encompass: synthesizing a
sense of direction and purpose for own life; making own decisions, solving problems,
and managing own affairs; having tolerance and appreciation for others; and making
healthy lifestyle choices.
Differences were also found in the initiation of communication within the
demographic categories of sex, age, academic standing, family income, and
home/college distance. Students who initiated the majority of the mobile telephone
communication with parents had lower scores in the areas of establishing and clarifying
life purpose, as well as lower scores in the area of salubrious lifestyle, than students
who initiated less than half of the contact. The inclination to initiate communication
decreased as students advanced in academic standing, suggesting that students may
choose to communicate with parents less often as they adapt to college and/or progress
in academic standing and age.
While no differences were found in student satisfaction with their
communication with parents within demographic categories, analyses revealed
significant relationships between satisfaction and developmental scores. Students who
were satisfied with the communication scored higher in the areas of defining and
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exploring educational goals and plans, synthesizing knowledge about self and the world
of work into appropriate career plans, establishing personal directions and plans for the
future, and exhibiting a wide range of cultural interests. Those students were also
further developed in making healthy lifestyle choices than those who were not satisfied.
The examination of frequency of, initiation of, and satisfaction with student
mobile telephone communication with parents revealed that these issues are related to
student psychosocial development. Frequency and initiation were predominately
negatively correlated with several developmental scores, while satisfaction was related
to higher scores in some developmental areas.
The examination of the content of communication as it related to development
revealed that students who sought advice from parents had higher scores in the areas of
developing autonomy, mature interpersonal relationships, and salubrious lifestyle. This
was also the case for students who discussed financial information or made routine
check-ins. However, one content item, sharing a personal issue, showed lower scores in
developing autonomy.
Hofer et al. (2009) examined how the frequency and initiation of student/parent
contact was related to student autonomy development, self-regulation, self-governance,
the nature of student/parent relationships, and satisfaction with the college experience.
This study paralleled their research in the developmental area of autonomy in general,
and emotional and academic autonomy in particular. Because the assessment tools used
for this study were not identical to those used by Hofer et al., exact comparisons are not
possible. However, some of the findings of this study are consistent with their
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conclusion that a high frequency of communication was related to decreases in several
aspects of psychosocial development. The results of this study partially support the
findings of Hofer et al. and add to the body of knowledge about how college student
mobile telephone communication with parents is related to college student psychosocial
development.

Discussion
This study used demographic categories in order to elucidate those things that
may be related to the frequency and content of the communication between students and
parents. When considered in the context of significant findings in developmental
scores, those students who may be most likely to have their development hindered by
their communication with parents can be identified. The communication variables that
appear to hinder development, which include high frequency of communication, student
initiation of communication, and student dissatisfaction with the communication, can
then be manipulated with an aim toward more positive developmental outcomes for
those students.
The analyses of communication frequency and content within demographic
categories identified significant differences within each category but did not provide
reasons for those differences. In the context of this study, the reasons are left to
speculation. For example, in terms of family income, families with higher annual
incomes may have circumstances that influence the frequency and content of
communication, such as early adoption of technology and communication patterns
using that technology. Similarly, parents who have attended college may be a source of
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“academic capital” for their student, and may result in the student contacting them about
academic issues. In terms of home/college distance, students whose home is within 100
miles of college may not experience the event of moving away from home as a
significant change, and may sustain pre-existing communication patterns as if still
living with parents and communicating as before.
The intent of the content examination was to determine whether students were
requesting parental advice and involvement to the detriment of their development. The
analyses revealed that this was not the case for the sample in this study. Thus, it seems
trifling to make recommendations about what the student and parents should or should
not be talking about. Rather, since negative relationships between communication
frequency and development were identified, it would be more important to emphasize
optimal conditions in the frequency of communication with parents.
The analyses revealed that students who were satisfied with their
communication with their parents scored higher in the developmental tasks/subtasks
than those who were not. These results prompt thinking about how satisfaction is
achieved. This is complicated by the possibility of the variable of satisfaction to
conflict with other variables. For example, a student could be very satisfied with a
frequency of communication that is detrimental to their development.
Students do not begin developing psychosocially upon matriculation at college.
They arrive at college at a particular stage of their development, which, by definition,
will be different for each student. With this in mind, the study does not address whether
communication with parents during college is influenced by the student’s
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developmental stage, or whether their developmental stage is influenced by the
communication. For example, does a student who lags behind her peers in the
developmental task of autonomy have a tendency to call her parents more often than her
peers do? Or, does the student who communicates frequently with parents progress
more slowly than her peers in developing autonomy as a result of that communication?
These questions were not answered by this study.
While the study raises questions that warrant further examination, the results can
serve to encourage college students and their parents to establish communication
practices that will provide optimal support for the student’s psychosocial development
while away at college. Specifically, the student and his/her parents might create a
communication plan that structures the frequency of communication, as well as
guidelines for under what circumstances the student can initiate communication that is
in exception to the plan. For example, the plan could stipulate that the student and
parent would communicate by mobile telephone once per week at a designated time that
is convenient for the student and the parents. This span of time would provide the
student opportunities to make independent decisions, resolve problems, and take
initiative on his/her own behalf without first consulting parents. The plan would specify
acceptable exceptions to the plan, such as immediate medical or financial issues or
serious academic concerns. The plan could be modified as desired as the academic year
and academic standing of the student progress, providing that the modified plan
continues to support the student’s development. Further, the student’s satisfaction with
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the communication may be enhanced when s/he feels committed to a plan that s/he
helped design.
The results of this study can also be used by student affairs professionals as they
develop programming for students and parents. Students would benefit from
information about college student development and how they can enhance their own
development. An example of this would be a seminar that helps the students in their
development of autonomy by learning processes and steps to use in solving problems
without relying on parental advice or intervention. Parents would also benefit from
information about college student development and how they can support their student’s
development. For example, the first year orientation program for parents could include
a segment on college student development and parental influence on that development.
It could also include suggestions for what a parent can do if they are concerned about
their student’s developmental progress. For example, parents of students who regularly
makes calls that fall outside the agreed upon communication plan may want to
encourage their student to access campus resources, such as academic advising or the
counseling center, for assistance. Further, a monthly e-letter sent by Student Affairs
professionals to parents could include a college student development topic for the
month, and tips related to that topic. For example, the concept of autonomy could be
defined. Tips for that topic may include such things as the importance of establishing
and following a mobile telephone communication plan, or encouraging the student to
access campus resources for assistance.
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In conclusion, the ultimate goal of the college experience is to contribute to the
development of human beings who have the skills, knowledge, and personal qualities
needed to advance their careers, foster healthy relationships, and contribute to society.
This study has provided valuable information about the relationship between college
student mobile telephone communication with parents and college student psychosocial
development. Students, parents and higher education professionals will benefit from
this information as they anticipate and plan for the students’ matriculation at and
progress through college.

Limitations
As in other studies using a survey design, caution must be exercised in
generalizing the results of this study to other populations. The homogeneity of the
sample warrants special consideration. The majority of the respondents represented
white/Caucasian females who came from middle-class homes with parents who were
college-educated. The participants also lived apart from parents, which is not the case
for all college students. Therefore, these students are representative of a partial segment
of undergraduate college students.
Another potential limitation of this study pertains to the accuracy of the data
collected. The least problematic of these is the responses to the items on the SDTLA
because of the inclusion of the Response Bias scale. This scale identifies respondents
who attempt to portray themselves unrealistically, of which there were none in this
study. However, the supplemental questions of the FTMTCPQ relied solely on
respondents’ self-reported perceptions of their mobile telephone communication with
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parents. This may have been most problematic on the items which required respondents
to report on the frequency with which they communicated with parents on a daily and
weekly basis. In fact, the survey responses showed discrepancies in the responses, thus
calling the reliability of the responses into question. It is likely that the students either
misunderstood or had varying interpretations of the scale descriptors, or they under- or
overestimated the frequency of their communication.
The rapid evolution of technology in today’s society presents another limitation
in the current research. The initial concept of this study included examining only
mobile telephone calls between student and parents, but the study design was later
modified to include texting due to its growing popularity in electronic communication.
Since this data was collected, current technologies have evolved and new technologies
have emerged. For example, electronic tablets and so-called smart phones continue to
transform the way we all, including college students and their parents, communicate
electronically. Thus, care must be taken to acknowledge that the data used in this study
represent a view of technology use at a particular point in time.
Additionally, it must be acknowledged that psychosocial development, including
the aspects of life purpose, autonomy, and mature interpersonal relationships are highly
complex variables, and many compounding variables influence this process. For this
reason, additional research for the purpose of expanding the understanding of this area
is suggested.
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Recommendations for Further Research
This study focused on college student development and used Chickering and
Reisser’s (1993) work for its theoretical foundation. However, there exists some
question as to whether the theory is applicable to other student populations, such as
those of diverse demographic characteristics. Further, while this study contributes to
the understanding and knowledge of psychosocial development, research on the effect
of college student communication with parents on other types of development, such as
moral and cognitive development would be beneficial.
Another recommendation pertains to the method by which communication
between college student and parent is collected. The FTMTCPQ gave students true/false
or multiple response answers to choose from. More accurate data could be gathered if
the participants were able to provide their own answers. For example, instead of having
to choose a range for contact frequency (e.g., 0-3 contacts per day), the participants
could insert their own numbers (e.g., 2). Also, instead of asking for an estimate of
communication over time (e.g., per day, per week, on an average day), participants
could be asked to provide the number of contacts with parents “yesterday.” This may
improve the accuracy of the responses and would provide more specific data. The
limitations of the survey method used in this study could also be mitigated by
combining it with or using other methods of gathering data. These could include
personal interviews, having participants keep a log, or using focus groups. Another
approach could include gathering data about student/parent mobile communication from
the parents and students, which would provide information about the reliability of the
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data. These methods, used alone or in a mixed methods approach, have merit. Finally,
the next study could address variables that were not included in this survey, such as
student grade point average and issues related to institutional retention, such as students
who leave college prior to attaining a degree.

Implications for Practice
The psychosocial development that college students undergo during their time
on campus is of significant interest to higher education professionals. The ubiquity of
electronic communication devices has necessitated that colleges and universities find
ways to integrate them into the life and processes of the institution. Understanding the
relationship between college student psychosocial development and electronic
communication, particularly as it relates to student/parent communication, can inform
the ways in which higher education professionals serve the students, their parents, and
the entire campus community. Overall, this study revealed that the frequency and
content of college student mobile telephone communication with parents is related to
most aspects of the students’ psychosocial development as defined by Chickering and
Reisser (1993). However, it is important to remember that these did not reflect causal
relationships, and the independent variables alone accounted for a low effect size of
variability in students’ psychosocial development. Again, caution must be exercised in
making broad conclusions about the positive or negative effect of student/parent
communication via mobile telephones on the students’ development. Given this
caution, the following implications for practice are suggested within the context and
limitations of the findings of the present study.
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The mobile telephone communication between student and parents has
implications for programming and services in student and academic affairs. By
definition, students will progress through these developmental stages at different rates,
but parents, students, and institutions of higher education will benefit from information
and programming that supports optimal college student development.

Conclusion
Psychosocial theorists, particularly Chickering and Reisser (1999), have posited
that college students undergo psychosocial development during their time at college.
This development includes planning for their future, becoming more autonomous,
developing mature relationships outside the nuclear family, and making healthy lifestyle
choices. For past generations, most college students underwent this development
without the close involvement of parents because of the distance between college and
home, and the limited methods of communication available to them. Recent
technological developments make it possible for contemporary college students to
communicate often with parents, and many of them do. Because no past studies
examined the association between the frequency and content of student/parent
communication on the psychosocial development of past generations of students, no
historical comparison can be made with the results of the current study. It examined the
frequency and content of mobile telephone communication between college students
and their parents, and revealed statistically significant negative associations with many
aspects of college student development. The findings have implications for institutions
of higher education in supporting the holistic development of their students. The results
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can be used to inform parents, students, and institutional programs and systems that
facilitate the psychosocial development of traditional-age students while away at
college.
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The Student Developmental Task and Lifestyle Assessment is composed of statements shown to be
typical of some students and is designed to collect information concerning college students’ activities,
feelings, attitudes, aspirations, and relationships. The Assessment is designed to help students learn
more about themselves and for colleges to learn how to assist students more effectively. The
SDTLA’s usefulness depends entirely on the care, honesty, and candor with which students answer
the questions.
It will require about 25-35 minutes for you to complete this questionnaire.
DIRECTIONS
For each question choose the one response that most closely reflects your beliefs, feelings, attitudes,
experiences, or interests. Record your responses as directed.
•

Consider each statement carefully, but do not spend a great deal of time deliberating on a single
statement. Work quickly, but carefully.

•

In this questionnaire, “college” is used in a general sense to apply to both two and four year
colleges, as well as universities; it refers to all kinds of post-secondary educational institutions.

•

If you have no parent, substitute guardian or parent equivalent when responding to items about
parent(s).

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS
Mark your responses where you have been instructed to provide this information. It is crucial that
you provide this information.
Name. Provide your name in the space provided on the scan sheet if instructed to do so by the survey
administrator.
Sex. Bubble in your sex in the space provided on the scan sheet.
Birth Date. Bubble in the month, day, and year of your birth in the space provided on the scan sheet.
Identification Number. Bubble in the identification number provided by the survey administrator in
areas A-J.
For the following questions, please mark your responses in the special codes area K-O.
K. What is your racial or cultural background? (Select one best response.)
1 = Black or African American
2 = Hispanic, Latino/a, or Mexican American
3 = Asian American or Pacific Islander
4 = Native American/People
5 = White or Caucasian/European
6 = Bi-racial or multiracial
7 = Other
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L. What is your academic class standing? (Select one.)
1 = Freshman (first year)
2 = Sophomore (second year)
3 = Junior (third year)
4 = Senior (fourth year)
5 = Other
M. Where do you presently live? (Select one best response.)
1 = In on-campus residence hall
2 = At home with parent(s)
3 = At home with spouse/spouse equivalent
4 = In on-campus apartment/trailer/house (not with parent or spouse)
5 = In off-campus apartment/trailer/house (not with parent or spouse)
6 = In fraternity/sorority house
N. Are you an international student? (Select one.)
1 = No
2 = Yes
O. How many semesters have you attended a college or university excluding the current semester?
(If 10 or more, select 9.)

Part 1: Statements 1-21
Respond to the following items by marking:
A = True
B = False
1.

I never regret anything I have done.

2.

I am currently involved in one or more activities that I have identified as being of help in
determining what I will do with the rest of my life.

3.

I followed a systematic plan in making an important decision within the past thirty days.

4.

I have personal habits that are potentially dangerous for my health.

5.

I like everyone I know.

6.

It is important to me that I be liked by everyone.

7.

I would prefer not to room with someone who is from a culture or race different from mine.

8.

I never get angry.

9.

Within the past six months, I have experienced unfamiliar artistic media or performances.

10. During the past 12 months, I have acquired a better understanding of what it feels like to be a
member of another race.
11. Since beginning college, my friends have become more frequent sources of support than my
parents.
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12. I only attend parties where there are plenty of alcoholic beverages available.
13. I never say things I shouldn’t.
14. Within the past six months, I have learned about or experienced a culture different from my own
through artistic expression.
15. I never lie.
16. I always take precautions (or abstain) to assure that I will not contract a sexually transmitted
disease (STD).
17. Within the past 12 months, I have undertaken an activity intended to improve my understanding
of culturally/racially different people.
18. I never get sad.
19. Within the past 12 months, I had a conversation or discussion about the arts outside of class.
20. I avoid discussing religion with people who challenge my beliefs, because there is nothing that
can change my mind about my beliefs.
21. Within the past 12 months, I have undertaken an activity intended to improve my understanding
of people with disabilities.

Part 2: Statements 22-68
Respond to the following statements by selecting the appropriate letter:
A = Never (almost never) true of me
B = Seldom true of me
C = Usually true of me
D = Always (almost always) true of me
22. I satisfactorily accomplish all important daily tasks (e.g., class assignments, test preparation,
room/apartment cleaning, eating, and sleeping).
23. I seek out opportunities to learn about cultural/artistic forms that are new to me.
24. It bothers me if my friends don’t share the same leisure interests as I have.
25. I’m annoyed when I hear people speaking in a language I don’t understand.
26. I have made conscious efforts to make the college a better place to attend.
27. I have a difficult time in courses when the instructor doesn’t regularly check up on completion of
assignments.
28. I pay careful attention to the nutritional value of the foods I eat.
29. I feel comfortable socializing with people who have physical, emotional, sensory, or learning
disabilities.
30. I plan my activities to make sure that I have adequate time for sleep.
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31. I seek to broaden my understanding of culture (e.g., art, music, or literature).
32. When I wish to be alone, I have difficulty communicating my desire to others in a way that
doesn’t hurt their feelings.
33. I avoid groups where I would be of the minority race.
34. My classmates can depend upon me to help them master class materials.
35. I don’t perform as well in class as I could because I fall short of requirements.
36. I limit the quantity of fats in my diet.
37. Because of my friends’ urgings, I get involved in things that are not in my best interest.
38. A person’s sexual orientation is a crucial factor in determining whether I will attempt to develop
a friendship with her/him.
39. It’s more important for me to make my own decisions than to have my parent’s approval.
40. I conceal some of my talents or skills so I will not be asked to contribute to group efforts.
41. I have plenty of energy.
42. It is more important to me that my friends approve of what I do than it is for me to do what I
want.
43. It is hard for me to work intensely on assignments for more than a short time.
44. I am satisfied with my physical appearance.
45. I feel uncomfortable when I’m around persons whose sexual orientation is different from mine.
46. When in groups, I present my ideas and views in a way that it’s clear I have given them serious
thought.
47. It is very important to me that I am successful both inside and outside the classroom.
48. My weight is maintained at a level appropriate for my height and frame.
49. My personal habits (e.g., procrastination, time management, assertiveness) get in the way of
accomplishing my goals or meeting my responsibilities.
50. I try to avoid people who act in unconventional ways.
51. I accept criticism from friends without getting upset.
52. I get bored and quit studying after working on an assignment for a short time.
53. I eat well-balanced, nutritious meals daily.
54. I find it difficult to accept some of the ways my close friends have changed over the past year.
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55. I have difficulty following through with decisions I have made when I discover others (e.g.,
parents or friends) disagree with these decisions.
56. I have difficulty disciplining myself to study when I should.
57. I exercise for 30 minutes or more at least three times a week.
58. I don’t socialize with people of whom my friends don’t approve.
59. My study time seems rushed because I fail to realistically estimate the amount of time required.
60. I plan my week to make sure that I have sufficient time for physical exercise.
61. I feel confident in my ability to accomplish my goals.
62. I am annoyed when I have to make an accommodation for a person with a disability.
63. I become inebriated from the use of alcohol on weekends.
64. I try to dress so that I will fit in with my friends.
65. It is essential that those important to me approve of everything I do.
66. Even when I’m not particularly interested in a subject, I’m able to complete course requirements
satisfactorily.
67. It is important to me that I achieve to the limits of my abilities.
68. I use library materials, resources, and facilities effectively.

Part 3: Statements 69-73
Respond to the items below by selecting one of the following:
A = Strongly Agree
B = Agree
C = Disagree
D = Strongly Disagree
69. I have arranged my living quarters in a way that makes it easy for me to study, sleep, and relax.
70. I have become more culturally sophisticated since beginning college.
71. Learning to live with students from cultural or racial background different from mine is an
important part of a college education.
72. Society has a responsibility to assist people who cannot sustain themselves.
73. As a citizen, I have the responsibility to keep myself well-informed about current issues.
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Part 4: Statements 74-87
Respond to the statements below by selecting one of the following:
A = Never
B = Seldom
C = Sometimes
D = Often
74. I wonder what my friends say about me behind my back.
75. I dislike working in groups when there are a significant number of people who are from a race or
culture that is different from mine.
76. Within the past year, I have participated in activities that directly benefited my fellow students.
77. Within the past 3 months, I engaged in activities that were dangerous or could be risky to my
health.
78. I have used my time in college to experiment with different ways of living or looking at the
world.
79. I am confident in my ability to make good decisions on my own.
80. I participate in community service activities.
81. I trust the validity of my values and opinions, even when they aren’t shared by my parent(s).
82. I express my disapproval when I hear others use racial or ethnic slurs or put-downs.
83. I have an inner sense of direction that keeps me on track, even when I am criticized.
84. In the past 6 months, I have gone out of my way to meet students who are culturally or racially
different from me because I thought there were things I could learn from them.
85. I feel anxious when confronted with making decisions or taking actions for which I am
responsible.
86. I meet my responsibilities to my parent(s) as well as I should.
87. Within the past 12 months, I have taken a public stand on issues or beliefs when many friends
and acquaintances didn’t agree.

Part 5: Statements 88-153
Select the one best response from the alternatives provided.
88. After a friend and I have a heated argument, I will
A. Never (almost never) speak to him/her.
B. Seldom speak to him/her.
C. Usually speak to him/her.
D. Always speak to him/her.
E. I never have disagreements with friends.
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89.

In terms of an academic major or concentration,
A. I am uncertain about possible majors and am a long way from a decision.
B. I have thought about several majors, but haven’t done anything about it yet.
C. I have made a tentative decision about what I major in.
D. I have made a firm decision about a major, but I still have doubts about whether I have
made the right decision.
E. I have made a firm decision about a major in which I am confident that I will be
successful.

90.

Thinking about employment after college,
A. I do not know how to find out about the prospects for employment in a variety of fields.
B. I have a vague idea about how to find out about future employment prospects in a variety
of fields.
C. I know one source that could provide information about future employment prospects in a
variety of fields.
D. I know several sources that can provide information about future employment prospects in
a variety of fields.

91.

When thinking about the kind of life I want 5 years after college, I have . . .
A. not come up with a very clear picture.
B. a vague picture, but have been unable to identify the specific steps I need to take now.
C. a clear enough picture that I can identify the step necessary for me to take now in order to
realize my dream, even though I haven’t done very much about it yet.
D. a clear enough picture and identified the steps.

92.

During this academic year,
A. I have organized my time well enough for me to get everything completed.
B. I sometimes had difficulty organizing my time well enough to get everything done.
C. I often had difficulty organizing my time well enough to get everything done.
D. I seldom seem able to organize my time well enough to do everything.

93.

I participate in the arts (e.g., draw, write, play musical instrument, or sing) just for my own
enjoyment.
A. I never (almost never) do this.
B. I seldom do this.
C. I occasionally do this.
D. I frequently do this.

94.

When faced with important decisions this year, I have . . .
A. relied on others—such as parent(s), friend(s), or teacher(s)—to tell me what to do.
B. sought information and opinions, but made the final decisions on my own.
C. relied on myself alone in making the decisions.
D. attempted to avoid making decisions as much as possible.

95.

I have identified, and can list, at least 3 ways I can be an asset to the community.
A. No, I haven’t thought about that much.
B. No, I don’t know what I can contribute.
C. No, that’s not important to me.
D. Yes.
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96.

During this academic year,
A. I have tended to put off most school work, and assignments to the last minute and, as a
result, don’t do as well as I could.
B. I have often forgotten about assignments or put them off so long that I was unable to turn
them in on time.
C. I have established a study routine that has enabled me to get most school work and
assignments completed on time and to my own satisfaction.
D. I have established a study routine that has enabled me to get all work and assignments
completed on time and to my own satisfaction.

97.

When I have experienced stress or tension this term,
A. I have most often sought relief by listening to music, reading, or visiting friends.
B. I have most often had a few drinks or beers to relax.
C. I have most often exercised, worked out, or played a sport.
D. I have kept on going and ignored the stress.
E. I have had occasions when it became too much to handle and I had to take days off to relax
or rest/sleep.

98.

In terms of the array of possible academic majors at this college, I have . . .
A. not spent much time investigating the possibilities.
B. talked to some students about their majors, but have not done any systematic investigation.
C. read the catalog and talked to some students and/or faculty/staff members about possible
majors.
D. made a systematic effort to learn about possible majors and what they entail.
E. made a systematic effort to learn about possible majors and have carefully looked at my
abilities and interests and how they fit different majors.

99.

Within the past 6 months,
A. I haven’t seriously thought about possible post-college jobs or careers.
B. I have thought about possible post-college jobs or career, but haven’t done much about
exploring the possibilities.
C. I have asked relatives, faculty members, or others to describe positions in the fields in
which they are working.
D. I have taken definite steps to decide about a career, such as visiting a counselor, placement
center, or persons who hold the kinds of positions in which I am interested.

100. If something were to prevent me from realizing my present educational plans, I have . . .
A. no idea what else I might pursue.
B. a vague notion about acceptable alternatives.
C. several acceptable alternatives in mind, but I haven’t explored them very much.
D. several acceptable alternatives in mind, which I have explored in some detail.
101. When I have heated disagreements with friends about matters such as religion, politics, or
philosophy, I . . .
A. am likely to terminate the friendship.
B. am bothered by their failure to see my point of view but hide my feelings.
C. will express my disagreement, but will not discuss the issue.
D. will express my disagreement and am willing to discuss the issue.
E. don’t talk about controversial matters.
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102. I have made a positive contribution to my community (residence hall, campus, neighborhood,
or hometown) within the past 3 months.
A. No, that isn’t important to me.
B. No, I don’t know what I could do to make a positive contribution.
C. No, but I have tried to find ways.
D. Yes.
103. In terms of an academic major/concentration, I have…
A. determined what all the requirements are and the deadlines by which things must be done,
for the major I have chosen.
B. investigated the basic requirements for graduating with a degree in my academic major.
C. a general idea about the courses and other requirements needed in my major.
D. not paid much attention to the requirements for my major; I depend on my advisor or
others to tell me what to take.
E. yet to decide on an academic major.
104. I have decided the place (if any) that marriage has in my future.
A. No, I will just wait to see what develops.
B. No, I don’t think about it.
C. No, but I know what I would like to have happen.
D. Yes, I have made a definite decision.
105. I am familiar with sources of help on campus (e.g., tutoring, counseling, academic information,
library research tools and procedures, and computers).
A. I really don’t know much about these things.
B. I know about a few.
C. I know about most of them.
D. I know about all of them.
106. When I don’t agree with someone in authority (e.g., professor, administrator), I . . .
A. never express my opinion.
B. express my opinion only when I am angry.
C. express my opinion when asked.
D. express my opinion if given a chance.
E. avoid dealing with persons in position of authority if possible.
107. Within the past 3 months, I have taken an active part in a recycling activity/program.
A. No, recycling is too much trouble.
B. No, I don’t know where to dispose of materials.
C. Yes, I have participated occasionally.
D. Yes, I have participated regularly.
E. Yes, I have participated and promoted recycling activities to others.
108. I use tobacco products (smoke, chew, or dip).
A. Never.
B. Once a week or less.
C. Several times a week.
D. Most days.
E. Every day.
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109. In terms of the labor market demand for people with a degree in my major, in the career area in
which I am most interested,
A. I have yet to decide on a career area and/or academic major.
B. I don’t have much of an idea of what I will face upon graduation.
C. I have a general, although somewhat vague, picture of what I will face upon graduation.
D. I have investigated things enough to be pretty clear about what I will face upon graduation.
110. I can clearly state my plan for achieving the goals I have established for the next 10 years.
A. No, because I have no specific goals for the next 10 years.
B. No, because I don’t like making detailed plans for long-range goals.
C. No, because I haven’t worked out my plan completely.
D. Yes.
111. Within the past month,
A. I took the initiative to bring several people together to resolve a mutual problem.
B. I joined with several people to resolve a mutual problem.
C. I have not encountered a problem that needed a group effort to solve.
D. I have avoided situations that required me to work with other people in solving problems.
112. Within the last 12 months, I have attended a play or classical music concert when not required
for a class.
A. Yes
B. No, I don’t like those kinds of things.
C. No, I just haven’t gotten around to it.
D. No, there aren’t such things available here.
113. If I thought my friends would disapprove of a decision I made, I would most likely . . .
A. try to keep them from finding out (keep it a secret).
B. tell them and pretend I didn’t care what they thought.
C. tell them and explain my reasoning for this decision.
D. make up something to mislead them from knowing the truth.
114. In the past 12 months, I have taken an active part in activities or projects designed to improve
the community, such as a charity drive, clean up campaign, or blood drive.
A. Never
B. Once
C. Twice
D. Three times
E. Four or more times
115. I have more than one drink (i.e., 1.5 ounces of liquor, 5 ounces of wine, or 12 ounces of beer).
A. Never
B. Once a week or less
C. Two to three times a week
D. Most days
E. Everyday
116.

Over the past 12 months at this college, I have . . .
A. taken the initiative to set up conferences with an academic advisor.
B. kept appointments with an academic advisor when she/he scheduled them.
C. avoided dealing with my academic advisor.
D. not investigated how obtain academic advising.
E. not been at this college long enough to get involved in academic advising.
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117. In the past year,
A. I have discussed my career goals with at least 2 professionals in the field that interests me
most.
B. I have had minimal exposure to people in the career field that interests me most.
C. I know several professionals in the career field in which I am most interested, but I haven’t
talked to them about entering the field.
D. I have yet to decide on a career area.
118. My plans for the future are consistent with my personal values (for example, importance of
service to others, religious beliefs, importance of luxuries, desire for public recognition).
A. No, my future plans are unclear and I am undecided about my personal values.
B. No, my future plans are clear, but I am undecided about my personal values.
C. No, my future plans are unclear, but I am clear about my personal values.
D. Yes, I have recently begun to think about how my values will shape my future.
E. Yes, I thought about this a lot and have a clear plan.
119. Each day,
A. I depend on my memory to make sure that I get done what needs to be done, and that
works for me.
B. I keep a calendar or make a “To Do” list of what needs to be done each day and that works
for me.
C. I dislike planning what I need to do; I just let things happen and that works for me.
D. I don’t make detailed plans about what I need to do each day, and as a result I forget
important things.
120. Within the past 12 months, I have visited a museum or an art exhibit when not required for a
class.
A. Yes
B. No, I don’t like those kinds of things.
C. No, I just haven’t gotten around to it.
D. No, there aren’t such things available here.
121. In regard to social issues (e.g., homelessness, environmental pollution, or AIDS),
A. I don’t think much about them.
B. I am concerned, but haven’t taken any specific actions.
C. I contribute money to organizations that address the issue(s), but that is the extent of my
involvement.
D. I am actively involved in organizations that address the issues(s).
122. I have a mature working relationship with one or more members of the academic community
(faculty member, student affairs/services staff member, administrator).
A. Yes
B. No, I don’t like dealing with them.
C. No, I have tried to form relationships, but haven’t been successful yet.
D. No, I don’t know any.
E. No, I don’t have time for that kind of thing.
123. When thinking about occupations I am considering entering,
A. I don’t know what is required in order to be competitive for a job.
B. I haven’t decided which occupations interest me most.
C. I have a general idea of what is required.
D. I can list at least five requirements.
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124. I have developed strategies to maximize my strengths and to minimize my weaknesses in order
to accomplish my goals in life.
A. No, I don’t know myself that well.
B. No, I haven’t figure out how to do that.
C. No, I don’t have a clear picture of my life goals.
D. Yes, I have done this, but I’m not very confident about my strategies.
E. Yes, I have done this, and I am confident that my strategies will be effective.
125. I have one or more goals that I am committed to accomplishing and have been working on for
over a year.
A. No, I don’t like making definite goals.
B. No, I have tried, but have been unable to follow through.
C. No, I have difficulty making realistic long-range plans.
D. Yes.
126. Over the past year, I have frequently participated in cultural activities.
A. No, that isn’t something that I enjoy or consider important.
B. No, there haven’t been any cultural activities available in which I could participate.
C. I have attended when others have encouraged or invited me.
D. Yes, I have taken advantage of as many opportunities as I could manage.
E. Yes, only when required by the college.
127. Within the past 12 months, I contributed my time to a worthy cause in my community (campus
or town/city).
A. No
B. 1-10 hours
C. 11-20 hours
D. 21-30 hours
E. 31 or more hours
128. Within the past 12 months,
A. I haven’t attended any non-required lectures, programs, or activities dealing with serious
intellectual subjects.
B. I have attended 1 or 2 non-required lectures or programs dealing with serious intellectual
subjects.
C. I have attended 3 or 4 lectures or programs dealing with serious intellectual subjects that
were not required for any of my courses.
D. I have attended 5 or more lectures or programs dealing with serious intellectual subjects
that were not required for any of my courses.
129. In terms of practical experience in the career area I plan to pursue after college, I have…
A. yet to decide on a post-college career area.
B. had no experience.
C. had very little experience.
D. had some experience.
E. had a great deal of experience.
130.

I am involved in hobbies or leisure activities today that I see myself continuing to pursue 10
years from now.
A. Yes
B. No
C. I don’t know
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131. In addition to my academic studies,
A. I spend much of my free time involved in organized activities on campus or in the
community.
B. I spend most of my free time “goofing off” or watching television.
C. I spend most of my free time with friends doing things we enjoy.
D. I spend most of my time working to support myself and/or caring for my family.
132. In regards to college organizations specifically related to my chosen occupational field, I have…
A. yet to decide on a post-college occupational field.
B. investigated joining one or more, but have not actually joined.
C. joined one or more, but am not very involved.
D. joined one or more and am actively involved.
133. I have investigated what I must do in order to satisfy my need or desire for material goods,
such as cars, clothes, and a home once I complete my education.
A. No, I’m unsure about how important material goods are to me.
B. No, I haven’t thought much about what I will need to do.
C. No, I have given some thought to this, but things are still unclear.
D. Yes, I’m somewhat sure that I will be able to satisfy my needs/desires.
E. Yes, my current plans are likely to meet my needs or desires.
134. I have formed a personal relationship (friendly acquaintanceship) with one or more professors.
A. Yes, but I find it difficult to talk to him/her (them).
B. Yes, we often enjoy interacting with each other.
C. No, I would like to but haven’t taken any action.
D. No, I would like to and have tried unsuccessfully.
E. No, because that isn’t important to me.
135. Considering beginning-level positions in business, industry, government, or education for
which I would be eligible when I complete my education, I . . .
A. can name 3 or more.
B. can name only 2.
C. can name only 1.
D. cannot name any.
E. haven’t made a decision about my academic major/concentration; therefore, I don’t know
for what I might be qualified.
136. I have considered the kinds of tradeoffs (in areas such as family time, leisure time, job status,
income, or time with friends) I will need to make in order to have the kind of lifestyle I want to
have 5 years after completing my education.
A. I haven’t thought about this at all.
B. I have thought about this in general.
C. I have a fairly clear idea of the tradeoffs required.
D. I have a very clear idea of the tradeoffs required.
137. I have been actively engaged in a student organization or college committee in the past 6
months.
A. Yes
B. No, I don’t have time because of my job(s) and/or family responsibilities.
C. No, I am not interested.
D. No, I haven’t been in college long enough.
E. No, but I plan to do so soon.
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138. When thinking about narrowing the number of career areas I wish to explore,
A. I have identified specific personal abilities and limitations which I can use to guide my
thinking.
B. I have some general ideas about what I would be successful in.
C. I have only a vague sense of where I can best use my skills or minimize my shortcomings.
D. I have never thought about careers in this way.
139. I am purposefully developing intellectual skills and personal habits that will assure that I
continue to learn after completing my formal education.
A. I haven’t thought about this.
B. I rely completely on course requirements to do this.
C. I think about this some times.
D. I do this systematically.
140. Within the past 3 months, I have had a serious discussion with a faculty member concerning
something of importance to me.
A. No, I don’t like talking to faculty members.
B. No, I have tried, but was unsuccessful.
C. No, I haven’t found one who seemed willing to interact in that way.
D. Yes, I initiated such a discussion.
E. Yes, I responded to a faculty member’s initiative.
141. Within the past 3 months,
A. I haven’t thought seriously about my career.
B. I have read about a career I am considering.
C. I have been involved in activities directly related to my future career.
D. I have thought about my career, but things are still too unsettled for me to take any action yet.
142. I have weighed the relative importance of establishing a family in relation to other life goals.
A. No, my desire to establish a family is too uncertain.
B. No, my life goals are too uncertain.
C. Yes, but my priorities tend to change.
D. Yes, my priorities about these goals are clear.
143. While in college I have acquired practical experience directly related to my educational goals
through an internship, part-time work, summer job, or similar employment.
A. No, I haven’t been enrolled long enough.
B. No, I haven’t thought about it very much.
C. No, I have yet to establish any specific educational goals.
D. Yes, I did it to satisfy program requirements.
E. Yes, I did it on my own initiative.
144. I have established a specific plan for gaining practical experience in the career area I plan to pursue
after college.
A. No, I have yet to decide on a career area.
B. No, but that is something I should be doing.
C. No, that isn’t something I want to do.
D. Yes, but I haven’t actually acted on my plan.
E. Yes, and I have begun implementing my plan.
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145. I have considered how my present course of study will impact my goals for the future.
A. No, I haven’t thought about this at all.
B. Yes, I have thought about this, but it’s unclear how my studies will shape my future.
C. Yes, I have a fairly clear idea about how my studies will shape my future.
D. Yes, I have a very clear picture of how my studies will shape my future.
146. I have developed a financial plan for achieving my educational goals.
A. No, my parent(s) are taking take of it.
B. Yes, I have a plan which depends on the continuation of the present level of funding.
C. No, I haven’t thought much beyond the current term.
147. I carefully investigated the intellectual abilities and necessary academic background needed to be
successful in my chosen academic major.
A. No, I have yet to make a definite decision about an academic major/concentration.
B. No, I chose my major/concentration solely on the basis of what I enjoyed most.
C. No, I have narrowed the choice down to a few areas, but haven’t really investigated majors in
that way.
D. No, I never thought about it in that way.
E. Yes.
148. I am acquainted with at least one person who has a disability.
A. Yes.
B. No, I have not met anyone with a disability.
C. No, I am not interested in knowing anyone with a disability.
149. Within the past 3 months, I have read a non-required publication related to my major field of
study.
A. No, I have yet to decide on an academic major/ field of study.
B. No, I don’t have time to read such things.
C. No, that would be too boring.
D. Yes.
150. I am acquainted with at least 3 persons who are actively involved in the kind of work I visualize
for myself in the future.
A. Yes.
B. No, I haven’t met many people doing the work I visualize for myself.
C. No, I have yet to decide on a post-college occupational area.
D. No, I don’t think that is very important.
151. I often have trouble visualizing day-to-day work in the career area I have selected.
A. Yes, because I have yet to decide on a career area.
B. Yes, because I don’t know what routine work in my career area is really like.
C. Yes, because I don’t like to think about that.
D. No, I can visualize work in that area, but I’m not sure that it’s realistic.
E. No, I have a clear and realistic picture of work in my career area.
152. Within the past 12 months, I have had a serious conversation about my long-term educational
objectives with an academic advisor or other college official.
A. No, I don’t know to whom to talk.
B. No, I have tried, but no one will help me.
C. No, but I want to do that.
D. No, I don’t want my options limited.
E. Yes.
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153. While in college, I have visited a career center or library to obtain information about a chosen
career.
A. No, but I will do that when I find time.
B. No, I don’t need career information.
C. No, there is no place or person that deals with careers on my campus.
D. Yes.

END
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Frequency and Type of Mobile Telephone Communication
with Parents Questionnaire

1.

Estimate your annual family income:
A. $ 0-$30,000

2.

B. 25-100 miles

C. 125-500
miles

B. Baccalaureate degree (college)

B. Baccalaureate degree (college)

B. No

B. Limited minutes

C. Don’t know

B. Limited texting

C. Don’t know

On average, how many times per day do you have a telephone conversation with your parent(s)
using your mobile telephone? (Example: 2 times with mother + 1 time with father = 3 times that
day.)
A. 0 times

9.

C. Graduate degree

What kind of text plan do you have for your mobile telephone?
A. Unlimited texting

8.

C. Graduate degree

What kind of voice plan do you have for your mobile telephone?
A. Unlimited minutes

7.

E. My home is outside
the United States

Has your mother, father, aunt, uncle, or grandparent attended CSB or SJU?
A. Yes

6.

D. More than 500
miles

What is the highest education degree completed by your father?
A. High school diploma

5.

D. More than $100,000

What is the highest education degree completed by your mother?
A. High school diploma

4.

C. $51,000-$100,000

What is the approximate distance between your college and your home (choose one)?

A. 5-20 miles

3.

B. $31,000-$50,000

B. 1-3 times

C. 4-7 times

D. 8-10 times

E. more than 10 times

On average, how many times per day do you have a texting conversation with your parent(s)
using your mobile telephone? (Example: 2 times with mother + 1 time with father = 3 times that
day.)
A. 0 times

B. 1-3 times

C. 4-7 times

D. 8-10 times

E. more than 10 times

10. On average, how many times per week do you have a telephone conversation with your
parent(s) using your mobile telephone?
A. 0 times

B. 1-3 times

C. 4-7 times

D. 8-10 times

E. more than 10 times
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11. On average, how many times per week do you have a texting conversation with your parent(s)
using your mobile telephone?
A. 0 times

B. 1-3 times

C. 4-7 times

D. 8-10 times

E. more than 10 times

12. In general, of the telephone conversations between you and your parent(s), what percent (%) of
the time do you initiate the call to your parent?
A. 0%

B. 25%

C. 50%

D. 75%

E. 100%

13. In general, of the texting conversations between you and your parent(s), what percent (%) of
the time do you initiate the texting to your parent?
A. 0%

B. 25%

C. 50%

D. 75%

E. 100%

14. During telephone conversations with your parent(s), which of the following topics have you
discussed (select all that apply):

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

A. Sharing information about an academic issue (e.g., studying, homework, results on an
exam)
B. Seeking advice about an academic issue
C. Asking them to get involved in an academic issue
D. Sharing information about a personal issue (e.g., personal health, issues with roommate)
E. Seeking advice about a personal issue
F. Asking them to get involved in a personal issue
G. Sharing information about a financial issue (e.g., spending or needing money)
H. Seeking advice about a financial issue
I. Asking them to get involved in a financial issue
J. Routine check-in
K. Other (describe) _________________________________________________________

15. During texting conversations with your parent(s), which of the following topics have you
discussed (select all that apply):

□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□

A. Sharing information about an academic issue (e.g., studying, homework, results on an
exam)
B. Seeking advice about an academic issue
C. Asking them to get involved in an academic issue
D. Sharing information about a personal issue (e.g., personal health, issues with roommate)
E. Seeking advice about a personal issue
F. Asking them to get involved in a personal issue
G. Sharing information about a financial issue (e.g., spending or needing money)
H. Seeking advice about a financial issue
I. Asking them to get involved in a financial issue
J. Routine check-in
K. Other (describe) _________________________________________________________
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16. Complete this sentence: The frequency of my telephone communication with my parent(s) is:
A. Less often than I
expected it would be

B. About as often as I expected
it would be

C. More often than I
expected it would be

17. Complete this sentence: The frequency of my texting communication with my parent(s) is:
A. Less often than I
expected it would be

B. About as often as I expected
it would be

C. More often than I
expected it would be

18. Indicate your level of satisfaction with your telephone/texting communication with your
parents:
A. The amount of
communication
we have is just right.

B. I would like to have more
communication with my parents.
END

C. I would like to have less
communication with my parents.
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September 2, 2010

Sonja Gidlow

Dear Ms. Gidlow;
This letter is to formally acknowledge your request for exemption for the protocol
titled: Mobile Telephone Use and Student Development: How Frequent Communication
with Parents Affects Psychosocial Development in College Students. This project has
been determined to meet the designated criteria for exemption from IRB review.
You may begin collecting data upon receipt of this letter. This approval expires
September 2, 2011. Please notify the IRB if you require additional time to complete
this project. Also, if there are other changes/modifications made to the research
protocol that impacts the exempt status, you must obtain IRB approval before initiating
these changes.
Thank you for your exemption submission. On behalf of the committee, best of luck in
this research endeavor.
Sincerely,

Rachelle Larsen, PhD, RN
Chair of the Institutional Review Board
College of St. Benedict/St. John’s University
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As part of my doctoral research, I’ve selected the CSB/SJU student body as the
audience for a survey on cell phone communication with parents.
Your participation is voluntary but would be really, really appreciated. And, all
participants who complete the entire survey will be eligible to receive a $25 Crossroads
Gift Card (just in time for the holidays!). Eight gift cards will be awarded.
The survey will take you about 30 minutes to complete. Your election to participate
will be considered your informed consent. Complete informed consent information can
be found at:
http://gidlowinformedconsent.wordpress.com/2010/09/22/informedconsent/

All data will be kept confidential and used for this research alone.
Questions? Contact me, (Sonja Gidlow, sgidlow@csbsju.edu,
320-363-5515) or my advisor (Dr. Michael Mills, mrmills@stcloudstate.edu, 320-3083730).
-------------------------------------------------------------------To participate, please go to:
http://sdtla.appstate.edu/csbsju/

On the right side of the page you will see a “Log In” box. Enter the following
“Username” and “Password”:
Username : sgidlow@csbsju.edu
Password : ef3c3506
If successful, the log in box should say “Hello sgidlow@csbsju.edu”. You may now click
on the “SDTLA Survey” link on the top right of the page.
If you must leave in the middle of the survey, the site will remember where you left off.
You may log in and complete the SDTLA later.
For more information on the SDTLA, please visit http://sdtla.appstate.edu

