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ABSTRACT

EXPLORING THE CONSEQUENCESOF HELICOPTER PARENTING ON CAREER
IDENTITY AND ADAPTABILITY IN EMERGING ADULTHOOD

Joshua Ervin LeBlanc Advisor.
University of Guelph2018 Dr. Sean Lyons

The contemporary career context continues to be shaped by turbulencesteibusuch

factors as advancements in technology and communications, organizational downsizing and
restructuring. As a result, the labor market has become increasingly uncertain, competitive and
fragmentedrequiring career entrants to possess highaiseof effort, sekknowledge and
confidence than in the past. For some individuals in thehtdgges to latéwenties, skills are
markedly more difficult to achieve due to the presence of one or more parental figures applying
developmentally inapproie tactics. This phenomenon, branded colloquially as helicopter
parenting, has raised concerns about parental coddling and the lack of independence and
resilience it engenders in emerging adults. Unfortunately, there is little empirical evidence
documentng its pervasiveness, antecedents or consequences. This study provides the first
systematic examination of the impact of helicopter parenting on the formation and development
of career met@ompetencies (i.e., vocational identity and career adaptabilitgritemporary
emerging adults (ages -B5). Using structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood
estimation, resultsuggesteleterious effects of helicopter parenting on career adaptability,
career seldoubt and irdepth exploration. Cluster analysis and analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) further explore the association between helicopter parenting and vocational identity
status Results indicate that the emerging adults in this study comprise varying levels of identity
status progress and even after controlling for the influence of-deammgraphic factors, those

most affected by helicopter parenting are in searching moratoFurthermore, findings
illustratethathelicopter parenting does not appear to affect all groups of emerging adults

equally Implications of study findings towards research and practice are discussed.
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Exploring the @nsequencesf ¢lelicopter Rrentingon Career Identity and

Adaptability in Emerging Adulthood

Over the past several decades, the world of work has bplateravith advancements in
technology and communications, organizational downsizing and restructuring (Maggiori, Rossier
& Savickas, 2015; Pappas & Flaherty, 2006). As a result, the labor market has become
increasingly uncertain, competitive and fragmdn{®aruch & Bozionelos, 2011), and the
traditional view of the organization as being highly bureaucratic, hierarchical and low in mobility
(Gubler, Arnold & Coombs, 2014) has been repdagith flat, team or matrix structures with high
mobility within and outside the organization. Thus, as early career entrants progress through their
adult work lives, they will be faced with work environments and challenges that are unstable and
difficult to predict. These changes have resulted in the use of new and contemporary career
concepts (Gubler, Arnold & Coombs, 2014), requiring individuals to take on-dissdted role
in career development. Amid this career context, a new set of careecongtagencies is required
that focus on adaptability and a strong sense of identity (Gubler et al., 2014).

In addition to changes in the career environment, several other historical changes have had
enduring effects on younger members of the workforce, spaltjfindividuals in their lateéeens
to latetwenties. Effects on development for this particular age group have been so pronounced
that a new developmental life phase, referred to as emerging adulthood, has been proposed (Arnett,
2000; 2014; Smith, Clsioffersen, Davidson & Herzog, 2011). Arnett (2000; 2014) defines
emerging adulthood as the life stage occurring from thetésies through the lataventies in
which people engage in prolonged identity exploration and remain free from the respaessibiliti
of adult life. Several notable trends have contributed to this contemporary life stage. From the
perspective of education, a greater percentage of high school graduates are attending college
(Mogelonsky, 2004), engaging in a high degree of resideatitaalge and diversity (Arnett, 2000b)
and returning to fulfill educational requirements or obtain gradleatd educationNlogelonsky

2004). Furthermore, adult children are living with parents longer than in the past (Kins & Beyers,

LeBlanc 1



2010), suggesting thaducated, middle class parents are willing and able to subsidize emerging
adulthood (Smith et al., 2011). From a relationship perspective, emerging adults are free to explore
sexual relationships, as they are delaying marriage (Michael, Gagnon, Launkaiat&, 1995)
and parenthood (Gitelson & McDermott, 2006). As a result of such trends, the transition to
adulthood has been delayed. Milestones once achieved by age 25, such as being married, living
independently and having a stable job, are taking Ioilmgachieve (Arnett, 2007).

Emerging adulthood is a highly individualistic developmental stage in which individuals
become detached from school and family (Arnett, 2006; Lee, 2014). Populasqresssuggest
that the rise in emerging adulthood igsattb ut ab |l e t o Bradivgd p&entngigtyles 6 0 V ¢
which has been branded coll oquially as fAhel i c
Howe & Strauss, 2000; Marano, 2008; Twenge, 2006). According to Segrin and colleagues (2012),
helicog e r par ent i ng -parenting ia whiclo parentsoapply owerdy rinvolved and
devel opmentally inappropriate tactics to thei
|l iterature supports the ar gumenghly atthchedtommny o f
dependent on their parents (Bradl@gist & OlsonBuchanan, 2013; Segrin et al., 2012; van Ingen
et al.,, 2015). This phenomenon has raised concerns about parental coddling and the lack of
independence and resilience it engenders inrgingg adults (Bradleyseist & OlsonBuchanan,
2014). Unfortunately, there is little empirical evidence documenting its pervasiveness, antecedents
or consequences (Kwon, Yoo & Bingham, 2016; Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 2013; Segrin
et al., 2012).

If helicopter parenting is on the rise, as popular opinion and the nascent research suggest
(Belkin, 2007; Somers & Settle; 2010), it presents challenges for employers and emerging adults
as career seekers. Evidence of these challenges have alreadypoete i@ universities (Haber
& Mer ck, 2010; Her shatter & Epstein, 2010; Ja
of parents has led to the creation of guidelines for staff members interacting with helicopter parents
(CarneyHall, 2008). Helicpter parenting has also been reported in workplaces (Tyler, 2007;
Manos, 2009) , | eading some companies to devel
parents and attenuate future parental interference (Howe & Strauss, 2007; Loftus, 2012).

This disertation explores the role of parental ewvetolvement on the career development

of emerging adults. Speci fically, -competenaes est i g
LeBlanc 2



of vocational identity formation and career adaptability are affected bgopédir parenting. This

research makes three significant contributions to the careers literature. First, it will help to confirm
that helicopter parenting is a legitimate developmental phenomenon, by linking it to established
constructs from developmentahdh counseling psychology. Second, research will examine the

i mplications of helicopter parenting for the
to the evidence concerning the changing nature of adulthood. Understanding the extent to which
helicopter parenting plays a role in career floundering is integral to educators, HR professionals
and career counselors tasked with preparing emerging adults for the contemporary career
landscape. Third, although there is much lament in the media dbeutticoddl i ngo of
young workers, this research provides the first systematic examination of the impact of this trend

on the career meta competencies of adaptability and identity. An understanding of these
interactions will better inform scholars apdactitioners alike on how overparenting affects the

school to work transition.

Chapter One: Literature Review

| begin this review of the literature with a discussion of the relevant findings from the literature on
emerging adulthood and whatthegsge st about the social chall engq
Second, | discuss the nature of the contempor g
and what it means for the early career entrant. From this discussion, | define and examine the
literature on vocational identity status, a major component of the protean career, which draws
heavily on the work of Arnett and the literature of emerging adulthood. To understand the influence
of parents on this career matampetency, | then review thigerature on the various forms of
parental influence. The focus then shifts from parental influence in general to the modern notion
of helicopter parenting. The literature review culminates with a discussion of the potential impact
of helicopter parentig on vocational identity and individual career competencies, conceptualized
as NAcar-akkirl iatdyad.t
1.1 Emerging Adulthood

Researchers argue that emerging adulthood, as a life stage, occurs between the ages of 18

to 29 (Arnett, 2014; Smith et al 201The conceptualization of this life stage arose from the work
LeBlanc 3



of Jeffrey Jensen Arnett (Arnett, 1994a, 1997
Arnett sought to explore how and when people between the age26flddieve that they have

readied adulthood, given that little normative experiences (e.g., puberty, secondary school
attendance, living with parents) remain after the age of 18 (Arnett, 2000). After conducting over

300 indepth interviews with 1-29-yearoldsin a variety of locationgrom all socioeconomic
backgrounds and a wide range of ethnic groups, he concluded that the people whom he had
interviewed were neither adolescents (age$2:3Statistics Canada, 2010) nor young adults (ages

18-21: Bryant, Zvonkovic & Reynolds, 2006)tine traditional definitions of those terms (Arnett,

1994a, 1997). Arnett proposed a new life stage to describe these phenomena when he could not
find existing theory or developmental arguments to adequately support his interview findings. For
example, whie Arnett suveyed both student and nstudent samples to define what events
signify becoming an adult, responses i ncl ude
achieving financial independence and making decisions for oneself (Arnett, 1997). These
responses diverged greatly from the extant boc
considers the following transition events to signify adulthood: leaving home, finishing schooling,
securing fulltime work, and preparing for marriage (Bid1985; Hogan & Astone, 1986; Martin

et al., 2014). Furthermore, survey research indicates that unlike adolescents or young adults,
emerging adults are characterized by their high levels of: identity exploration, instability, self
focus, feeling in betwan roles and a sense of unlimited possibilities (Reifman, Arnett & Colwell,

2007). In addition to these five distinguishing features of emerging adulthood, this life stage is also
distinct demographically due to frequent and unpredictable changes innogsidecupation,

education and personal relationships (Arnett, 2000b).

Smith and colleagues (2011) posited six conditions that gave rise to the emerging adulthood
phenomenon: a dramatic growth of higher educatiodelay of marriage, changes in the globa
economy (in particular, the effects on the workplac@pterial assistance from families
availability of the birthcontrol pill; and a rise in postructuralist and postmodern thought. Although
all age cohorts of adults experience these social and batodonditions, their effecisppear to
bestronger and more enduring for those in their formative years (Becton, Walker &Ry,

2014), in which value systems are still in flux (McCrae et al., 2002).

LeBlanc 4



Despite the positive appearance that somefeadike prolonged exploration and freedom
of adult responsibility suggest, current sedemographic trends illustrate that challenges are
numerous during this period of time. The overall finding is that it is takogg people greater
amount of timeo reach adulthood (Arnett, 2000, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2014). For example, research
indicates that emerging adults live with parents longer (Kins & Beyers, 2010), spend a greater
amount of time getting an education (Mogelonsky, 2004) and are taking lomgarripand have
children (Gitelson & McDermott, 2006; Michael, Gagnon, Laumann & Kolata, 1995;). Intuitively,
this extended period of sediploration should help to refine interests, goals and provide for an
overall clearer direction in life. Emergingad t s however, are odrifting
career development as they search for meaningful work (Arnett, . Zeddhermorewhenasked
to comment on politics, morals, business, philanthropy or other realms of society, emerging adult
responses tend tack interest, substance, judgement, value or convi¢8amth et al., 2011)As
a result of such findings t oday 6s e e baen eriticized dsubkirngssediitered,
entitled and narcissistic (Twenge, 2006; Twenge 2013a, Twenge 2013b). While the credibility of
these claims has not gone unchallenged (Arnett, 2013; Arnett, Trzesniewski & Donnellan, 2013),
they remain influentla i n col oring public as well as aca:
adults.

One of the issues of concern for researchers and practitioners alike is how contemporary
emerging adults approach their careers. As baby boomers continue to exit the wankglanter
retirement, millennials and Gen Z employees will be required to fill the vacant positions. If the
educational environment is turning out graduates unprepared for the workplace affdradizb
factors are hindering as opposed to fostering éveldpment of identity and adaptability, then the
labor market will not only be left with a physical shortage of willing employees, but a shortage of
knowledgeable and autonomous workers as well.

1.2 The Protean Career

Researchers have been debatingctienging nature of the contemporary career in recent
decades in response to a changing environment (e.g., technology, globalization, educational
credentialism, working families) (e.g., Arthur & Rousseau, 1996; Hall, 1996; Gubler, Arnold &
Coombs, 2014; Manda & Comeau, 2000; Patton & McMahon, 1999; Savickas, 2000; Savickas,

2001; Super, 1990). A number of metaphors have emerged that explain how it might be changing
LeBlanc 5



(I'nkson, 2006) . For exampl e, proponentyg of tF
career is one in which each individual continually develops a portfolio of skilihich they can
draw to provide value to various organizations (Cawsey, Deszca & Mazerolle, 1995; Templer &
Cawsey, 1999) . Meanwhi | e, hehclkamdieomtiahthdngeoskin c ar e
color in response to mood, light and temperature, changes career paths in response to both personal
val ues and social context (ltuma & Simpson, 2
gender at the forefront of gtiussion, highlighting how women may purposefully shift career
patterns, like a kaleidoscope, in response to work or family roles and relationships (Mainiero &
Sullivan, 2005; Sullivan, Forret, Carraher & Mainiero, 200@8ken together, these metaphors
ad t o the discussion regarding 6i deal 6 type
contemporary labor conditions (Inkson, 2006).

Despite the development of numerous career metaphors, two metaphors have dominated
the discussion of how individuals appch their careers in response to a changing environment:
the boundaryless career and the protean career (Briscoe, Hall & Frautschy DeMuth, 2006). The
impetus for the boundaryless career stems from the dissolution of the traditional, hierarchical
career Athur & Rousseau, 1996; Inkson, Dries & Arnold, 2015). Boundaries, and the ease with
which one crosses them, can be objective (e.g., marginalization), subjective (e.g., lack of
motivation or proactivity) or a mixture of both (Sullivan & Arthur, 2006). Ovme, individuab
become adept at crossing such boundaries when they have a strodgralf, accumulation of
work experience and strong network of individ
2001; Inkson, 2006). Briscoe and colleagues §20fperationalized the construct along two
dimensions: organizational mobility preference and boundaryless mindset. Organizational
mobility preference refers to onebs | evel of
Meanwhile, with a focus omontinued employability, a person with a boundaryless mindset
Anavi gates the changing work | andscape by ena
physical and psychological movemento (Sulliva

While the boundaryless canemetaphor has significantly influenced career theory, perhaps
the more appropriate metaphor to discuss the early careers of emerging adults is that of the protean
career. Deriving its name from the shagbdfting mythical sea creature Proteus (Hall, )9%&e

protean career emphasizes individual control over career development. As described by Kossek
LeBlanc 6



and colleagues (1998), the Protean career is in essence a contract with oneself and not with the
organi zation. Thi s posip2019 originaldefiniterf df taecptoeah 1 n  H
career concept:

The protean career is a process, which the person, not the organization, is

managing. [...] The protean career is not what happens to the person in any

one organization. T hsenalareert cecices apde r sond6s o

search for selfulfillment are the unifying or integrative elements in his or

her life. [...] In short, the protean career is shaped more by the individual

than by the organization and may be redirected from time to time to meet

the needs of the person.

Recent conceptualizations of the protean career concept now distinguish between the
protean career orientation (PCO) and the protean career path (PCP)(Gubler et al., 2014). The PCO
refers to oneds | mprcargesantails and the astiores ttheyawill akedoc e s s f
achieve this subjective criteria (DiRenzo & Greenhaus, 2011). A PCP is the behavioral
mani festation of these views and refers to an
the PCOand PCPconmips e Hal |l 6s (1976, 2002) <conceptuald

The protean career concept is the more appropriate metaphor to describe emerging adult
career development for at ledsio reasons. First, both metaphors are {moganizational caey
orientations that emphasize individual agency over the individual as an organizational employee
(Inkson, 2006). While the boundaryless career refers to both -@gamizational and
organizational mobility (physical and psychological mobility), the ephof the protean career
focuses on psychol ogical mobility and oneds r
Arnold & Coombs, 2014). As described by Inkson (2006), to take both terms literally would
highlight the notion of boundaigrossing as &ehavior and a protean career concept as a trait.
This distinction is 1Iimportant. Emerging adul 1
wherein occupational floundering (Arnett, 2014) may be a more accurate description of career
development than th@ore cognitive/rational career competencies required to cross boundaries.
Therefore, the boundaryless career orientation is more appropriate to established careers, where
one has actual boundaries against which to judge (i.e., physical mobility). Boenolssing is a

behavior that relies on accumul ation of fcar e
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networks or reputation: Inkson & Arthur, 2001). Evaluation of observable career behaviors in a
population ofl8-25-yearolds with little to no work experience, is likely to be lassightful than
an evaluation of oneb6s perceptions of psychol
Second, the protean career concept is well aligned with the career exploration stage as both
emphasize the core competencies of identity and adaptability (Savickas, 2002). Engaging in
exploration (typically from ages 124) wherein one is aware of bothantal (values, personality
interests, etc.) and external options and constraints (educational anefeaused) will promote
coherent andvell-establisheccareer plans that are both adaptive and meaningful (Blustein &
Flum, 1999; Super, Savickas&Super9 96 ) . The proteadricaer&ramadt @
directedd (Briscoe & Hall, 2006; Hall, 2004) .
freedom and growth (Hall, 1978002) and the evaluative criteria for success come from within
(subjective, psychological success) as opposed to organizationally dictated through forms of
extrinsic reward (Agarwala, 2008; DiRenzo & Greenhaus, 2011; Hall, 1996; Hall & Moss, 1998).
The organizationds rol e i s t heamingtand dgvelopmentd e e m
(Hess & Jepsen, 2009) and it is the role of the employee to take advantage of such opportunities.
Opportunities are recognized through self and environmental exploration. Furthermore,
opportunities serve as a means of building #ikkssand competencies necessary to help ensure
employability in the future (Briscoe et al., 2006). This learning and development stems not from
traditional training or upward mobility per se, but rather from continuous reflection upon
relationships formedind the failures and successes inherent in bothdselftion and work
challenges (Hall & Moss, 1998).
1.2.1 Identity and Adaptability: Meta-competencies of the Protean Career
Hall (2002) considers identity and adaptability to be so powerful that phesence is
essential for the acquisition of other competencies. Individuals with a clear senseddrdéif
know where they are headed in life because they are aware of personal needs, motivations, abilities,
values and interests (Hall, 2002). Fertimore, those high on adaptability have the motivation to
learn and adapt to the environment around them (Briscoe and Hall, 1999; Hall, 2002). For
individuals following a protean career path, a coherentideiftity, coupled with the ability to
adapt to @hanging environmeninay reduce stress and lead to beneficial career and life outcomes.

For example, research indicates that those scoring high on protean career orientation believe they
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are more employable (De Vos & Soens, 2008), possess higher léwlbjective (Baruch &
Quick, 2007) and objective career success (Gasteiger, 2007), are better at job searching and finding
re-employment (McArdle, Waters, Briscoe & Hall, 2007) and handle uncertain job environments
well (Briscoe, Henagan, Burton & Murph3012). On the other hand, for those not able to adapt
or form a coherent seiflentity there is heightened risk for radaptive outcomes (Hendry &
Kloep, 2007).
1.3 Vocational Identity Status

Emerging adulthood represents the period of life with dheatest opportunity for
exploration in work (Arnett, 2000) and preocc
Stukas, Hollaran & Foddy, 2011), thus the formation of vocational identity is considered a defining
feature of successful transition intadulthood (Nelson & Barry, 2005; Schwartz, 2001).
Experimentation of identities during this phase in life time is essential to the process of
individualization, wherein each individual charts their own path to adulthood (C6t€, 2000).

Many of t gimgadulissatteredmoaleges or universities in preparation for their
future career. At such institutions, emerging adults are provided with varying degrees of training,
counseling and a variety of activities to help ensure career readiness (Cheung, &Wung
2014). Perceptions of the ideal type of working situation for many emerging adults is one in which
the work role is perceived as maxi mi zbesedy i ndi
wor ko (Arnett, 2014) . Abaded wovkiraggires tam individualaa m o f
navigate what Erikson (1950, 1968) refers to
an identity crisis there is an evaluation of interests, abilities and childhood events to make
significant, longer endurg, choices in work (Arnett, 2007). When perceptions of each of these
components become stable and consistent over time, an individual forms a new ego identity or
alters their existing ego identity (Marcia, 1966). Ego or-skdhtities consist of varyindegrees
of exploration and commitment to vocational ideologies and perceptions of interpersonal
relationships in emerging adulthood (Blustein & Phillips, 1990).

High levels of career exploration and career commitment are considered optimal as one
transtions from a student to worker role (Porfeli et al., 20CHxeer exploration is the process by
which an evaluation of the self (selfx pl or at i on) and an evaluat.

environment (environmental exploration) yield career related desigklom & Blustein, 2000;
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Ng, Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2008kExploration can be both 4depth, involving self and
environmental exploration directed at a particular career and its requirements;baeddtin,in
which one learns broadly about oneself anditbdd of work in a more casual and global manner
(Porfeli & Skarkov, 2010)Career commitment is the degree to which an individual commits to an
occupation (i.e., commitment making) and identifies with that choice (i.e., identification) (Luyckx,
Duriez, Kiimstra & De Witte, 2010; Porfeli, Lee, Vondracek & Weigold, 2011).

Marcia (1966) proposed four identity statu
low) of identity exploration and commitment. According to this-tmensional model of global
identity status, an individual may be in one of the following: 1) Achievement (high exploration,
high commitment); 2}oreclosure (low exploration, high commitment); 3) Moratorium (high
exploration, low commitment); or 4) Diffusion (low exploration, lomumitment). More recently
Luyckx, Goosens, Soenens and Beyers (2006) and Crocetti and colleagues (Crocetti, Rubini,
Luyckx & Meeus, 2008; Crocetti et al., 2009) have refined the exploration and commitment
processes in order to better reflect the flexibégsatile and adaptive nature of the protean career.
These refinements include the addition of a Hdiiension titled reconsideration of commitment,
which involves giving up on current commitments, weighing the costs and benefits of pursuing
other commiinents and rengaging in iFbreadth exploration (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008;
Crocetti et al.,2009). Reconsideration involves careerdgelbt, an uneasiness, doubt or worry
that one holds about their current career choice, as well as career comnfligxibility, the
degree to which one continually evaluates alternatives aedalaates career interests, goals and
values (Porfeli et al., 2011). Reconsideration allows researchers to better explore the dynamic
nature of identity development for indiwdls who cycle between statuses (Porfeli, Lee,
Vondracek & Weigold, 2011) and the identity crisis inherent to early adolescence and early
adulthood (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008; Crocetti et al., 2009).

Porfeli and colleagues (2011) integrated the mbioal work of Marcia, Luyckx and
colleagues and Crocetti and colleagues to devise a model of vocational identity status referred to
as the Vocational Identity Status Assessn{®iEA). The VISA helps to move past a focus on
identity factors at the global level, which have been the focus of prior studies (e.g. Balistreri,;
Meeus, 2001; BuseRossnagel & Geisinger, 1995; Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008; Crocetti et

al., 2009; Meeus &dekovic, 1995; Luyckx et al., 2008), toward a dimensional model of vocational
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identity. Through integration of contemporary models of identity stdtas/ISA comprisethree
higher order dimensions (Career Exploration, Career Commitment, and Careesiaemion)
with two subscales per dimensio@onsistent with the work of Luyckx and colleagues, career
exploration comprises both -lireadth and Huepth exploration while career commitment
comprises career identification and commitment making. Consistdnthe work of the Meeus
and Crocetti model, a reconsideration dimension was added, consisting of cardeulsetind
career flexibility.

As shown in Figure 1, scores on each of the three higher order dimensions can be used to
place individuals in oe of six identity statuses. These identity statuses represent an amalgamation
of Mar ci ads (19 6& )and those proposddeby tontemporasytmodels. SMore
specifically, Porfeli and colleagues (2011) incorporataratifferentiatedstatus fronthe work of
Luyckx and colleagues (Luyckx et al., 2008) argarching moratoriurstatus from the work of
Meeus and Crocetti. In terms of identity status placement on the VISA (Porfeli, 2009; Porfeli et
al., 2011), participants who score high on both Exption and commitment and low on
reconsideration are considered toithentity achievedindividuals inforeclosurescore high on
commitment but low on exploration and reconsideration. Individuainatoriumscore high on
in breadth exploration andv@rage to low on wdepth exploration, low on commitment, high on
commitment flexibility and average on career skitibt. Low scores on both exploration and
commitment, average to high flexibility and high s#dfubt characterizedentity diffusion
(Blustein & Phillips, 1990). Those irsearching moratoriumscore high on exploration,
commitment and reconsideration. Finallydifferentiatedndividuals score near or at the mean
on all six subscales (Lannegrawdllems, Perchec & Marchal, 2016; Porfeli et, @011; Rhee,

Lee, Kim, Ha & Lee, 2015; See Figure 1).

Research suggests that on average, individuals tend to begin in the diffused status and
progress towards achievement as they transition from childhood (dggd@adolescence (ages
13-19) to emermg adulthood (1&9) to adulthood (Kroger, Martinussen & Marcia, 2010). The
progression from diffusion, through other identity statuses and to identity achievement is
correlated with positive psychological adjustment (Marcia, 1980; 1993), positive \affecti
towards work and general wddking (e.g., levels of depression, anxiety and stress; Porfeli et al.,

2011). With each identity status signifying different scores on each of these outcomes, they have
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been arranged from most adaptive to least adaptezedchievement to foreclosed to moratorium

to undifferentiated to searching moratorium to diffused) in the literature (see Porfeli, et al., 2011).
Furthermore, based on outcome scores, identity statuses have been distilled into the following: a)
delayeddentity progress (i.e., diffusion), b) mixed identity progress (i.e., searching moratorium),
c) moderate identity progress (i.e., moratorium, undifferentiated) and, d) advanced identity
progress (i.e., foreclosure and identity achievement: Porfdli @04.1).

Figure 1. Vocational Identity Status Model

Commitment

More ——————— Less
Searching
More Moratorium
Achieved Moratorium
Exploration Undifferentiated
Less
Foreclosed Diffused

Note: This image has been reproduced from Porfeli, Lee, Vondracek and Weigold (2011).

An individual 6s identity status has i mpl.i
individuals in foreclosurenake hasty, nodeliberate and potentially irresponsible decisions, often
stemming from the suggestions of others (Marcia, 1980; Waterman, 1985). Furthermore,
remaining in foreclosure for an extended duration can increase the probability that premature
dentity commitments do not coincide with onef¢
misalignment can inevitably lead to poor psychological outcomes such as role strain/conflict.
Meanwhile, those in moratorium alappear taely on the suggestions ofrars, such as the will
of certain family members, but also heavily rely on intuition when making decisions (Blustein &
Phillips, 1990). Despite relying on the suggestions of others and personal intuition, the status of
moratorium often leads to enhanceeritity commitment and subsequent identity achievement
(Porfeli et al., 2011). Meanwhile, those in diffusion avoid decisiaking scenarios entirely
(Marcia, 1980) and are often categorized as disengaged or drifting through life (Porfeli et al.,
2011).
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A recent metanalysis by Kroger, Martinussen and Marcia (2010) revealed several trends
in identity status development from adolescence to emerging adulthood. The authors conclude that
both foreclosure and diffusion statuses tend to decline throughdutsklgool but fluctuate
substantially during the years of late adolescence and early adulthood. Consistent with the
literature on emerging adulthood, the authors also found that a majority of young adults had yet to
reach identity achievement (Arnett, 201af)d that it was not until the age of 36 that half of
participants were considered to be identity achieved (Kroger, Martinussen & Marcia, 2010).

As Arnett (2014) describes, many emerging
place in the world owork. Support for this view also comes from recent Canadian (Milan, 2016)
and United States (Fry, 2016) studies based on census and Pew Research Center data, respectively,
showing a yearly increase from 1981 to 2011 in the number of young aduksidog with
parents. Furthermore, delays in finding oneds
child rearing, full time employment (Arnett, 2014) and wWelimed political and moral viewpoints
(Smith et al., 2011). Although most emerging aslelihter marriage or parenthood, secure stable
empl oyment and move out of their parents®d hon
suggesta high degree of foreclosure, diffusion and moratorium as opposed to identity
achievement. Recent studies hatteibuted these delays in career and other life roles to a growing
incidence of overontrolling parental influence on career decismaking (Schultheis et al.,
2001), whichcoincides withgreater passivity towards exploration (Grotevant & Cooper, 1988;
Kracke & Noack, 2005).

The following sections outline the potential ways in which the behaviors of parental figures
can influence the vocational identity status of their emerging aedildiren. | begin by discussing
the role or parental figures during emerging adulthood before tracing parenting styles over time
according to the dimensions of warmth, involvement and autonomy granting. Once situated on
these dimensions, | describe the itanities as well as differences between helicopter parenting
and other welresearched parenting styles, particularly in regard to-pasnting (OP).
14The I mpact of Parent al I nfl uence on Emerging

Nearly all major career choice andve®pmental theories, both contemporary and
traditional, recognize the contribution of parents on the career development of children and

adolescents (Patton, Doherty & Shield, 2014). Parents are increasingly being viewed by scholars
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as animportantinfluene i n young adultsd careers as well
The role of parents in emerging adulthood differs from that of adolescence. Arnett (2014) argues
that the feeling of not associating directly with either adolescence or aduithiormaly rooted in
oneds changing relationship with parents. Fo
exploration of partime employment is replaced by more serious exploration with greater
i mplications towar ds o0 n20ld)sFurthermare; tee camanungcations ( Ar n
that parents once had with their children regarding the importance of work are now reinforced or
challenged by personal work experiences, observations or communication with other working
adults (Bryant, Zvonkovic &Reynolds, 2006; Porfeli, Wang & Hartung, 2008). Even though
emerging adults may receive career guidance from a variety of sources, they continue to report
that parents are a major source of both career and educational guidance (Mortimer,- Zimmer
Gembeck, Hbmes & Shanahan, 2002) and a primary outlet for discussing career issues (Otto,
2000).

Many models of parental behavior incorpora
model of vocational development. Roe posited three related dimensions ofrgpséyia: (a) the
degree to which basic needs of the child are satisfied; (b) the orientation (warm or cold) towards
the child; and (c) general adult behavior. Several years after the work of Roe (1957), Schaefer
(1965a,b) asserted that parenting behawarsbe positioned among each of three continuums: a)
acceptance vs. rejection; b) psychological autonomy vs. psychological control; and c) firm control
vs. lax control. Growing from this body of work has been the introduction of several new
typologies andconceptual refinements. For example, Maccoby and Martin (1983) modelled
parenting behavior according to two dimensions: the walmagtility dimension is the degree to
which parents display affectionate behavior towards their children; while the cargrolli
uncontrolling dimension considers the degree of supervision parents have over their children
(Vignoli, Croity-Belz, Chapeland, Fillipis & Garcia, 2005).

A second vein of research stemming from earlier studies is the work of Baumrind (1966;
1967; 1991)who classified parenting according to one of three styles: permissive, authoritarian,
and authoritative. A permissive parenting style is characterized by high warmth and low levels of
psychological and behavioral control (Baumrind, 1991). An authomitgbarenting style is

characterized as warm, moderately controlling and supportive (Kim et al., 2013), firm in rule
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setting but allows for input in decisionaking processes (Chao, 2001). In contrast, authoritarian
parenting involves the establishment okanl rules, expectations of compliance and well
established penalties for n@ompliance; (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983) while
displaying little to no warmth or support (Koumoundourou, Tsaousis & Kounenou, 2011).

Overall, research suggests thafithoritative parentings associatedwith the best
devel opment al outcomes (Bell, All en Hauser &
& Keller, 2004). The authoritative parental styleas been linkedo increased academic self
efficacy (Nelson1984), higheracademic performance (Ferry, Fouad & Smith, 2000; Guerra &
BraungartRieker, 1999;), entrance into more prestigious careers by age 25 (Bell, Allen, Hauser &
O 06 Co n n o rstronder®8liggys of belongingness (Minuchin, 1974), ssdteem (Bamrind,

2005), stronger career selefficacy beliefs (Lim & Loo, 2003), lower levels of career
indecisiveness (Eigen, Hartman & Hartman, 1987; Whiston, 1996), higher levels of career
planning (Kenny, 1990) and commitment (Whiston & Keller, 2004).-isélative and more
mature career decision making (Kracke, 2002), greater establishment of peer contacts (Kracke,
2002) and popularity amongst peers (Wenar, 1994), and overall higher levels of career exploration
(Ketterson & Blustein, 1997; Kracke, 1997). Adohildren whose parents are sensitive towards
their developmental need®mvealsobeen found tgpossess higher levels of social competence
when establishing peer networks and contacts (Vignoli et al., 2005).

Contemporary research continues to examinentary styles in accordance with the
parental dimensions of warmth, involvement and autonomy granting (Hart et al., 2003; Odenweller
et al., 2014; Padilla Walker & Nelson, 2012; Segrin et al., 2012). While an authoritative parenting
style is most adaptivgparental behaviors that hover among the extremes, from permissive on one
end to authoritarian on the other, are on average, most maladaptive (Baumrind, 1991). Towards
the latter end of this continuum is a contemporary form of-paeenting referred tootloquially

as helicopter parenting.

150ver-Par enting (OP) and the OHelicopter Parent

A primary responsibility of parenting i s
from birth to early adolescence (Power & Hill, 2008). As children develap lavels of
helplessness and immaturity dissipate, parental protectiveness and control should decrease

accordingly. Previous protective behaviors once deemed adaptive, such as protecting children from
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dangerous objects or activities (Mayes, Roberts, B®IBsown, 2006), harmful media coverage
(Hughes et al., 2006) or potentially upsetting family information (Lehman & Koerner, 2002) can
pose immediate or eventual harm to children, if behaviors persist through development, and
particularly into adulthood (Nes o n, 2010) . Cont ext and the ¢
ultimately dictate the appropriateness of parental behaviors. In other words, parental involvement
via direction and affection should coincide with actual environmental dangers (Locke, Campbell

& Kavanagh, 2012; Thomasgard & Metz, 1993; Wolf, Sax & Harper, 2009). When parental
involvement exceeds the environmental risks and/or individual vulnerabilities of the child (e.qg.
physical or cognitive disability), OP takes place (Ungar, 2009).

While thereis no wellresearched or agreed upon definition of OP (Locke, Campbell and
Kavanagh, 2012), there are several distinguishable features. First, OP incorporates high levels of
parental intrusion, removal of obstacles and encouragement -iriggg@opriate dpendence on
parents (Segrin et al., 2012). Second, as Ungar (2009) describes, OP consists of excessive parental
concern coupled with reduced flexibility at levels inconsistent with the safety of the environment
or maturity of the child. Third, conceptugditions of OP tend to include high demand for child
success (Locke, Campbell and Kavanagh, 2012), which can include instructions for the child on
how to think, feel (CoopeYince et al., 2014) and act, with monitoring occurring both inside and
outside thehome (Morrongiello, 2005). Such monitoring includes variation in autodoming
behavioral, and/or psychological control. Behavioral control refers to control over everyday
activities (e.g., homework, chores), whereas psychological control involvegputaitn of
thoughts, feelings and emotions held towards parents (e.g., inducement of guilt, display of shame,
possessiveness, withdrawal of affection; Barber, 1996).

In recent years, a distinct form of OP has received substantial attention in popskar pr
and mass media under the colloquial label of helicopter parenting (Bi@disy & Olson
Buchanan, 2013). Coined by Charles Fay and Foster Cline, the term helicopter parent sepresent
the parenting style of sonBabyBoomergborn 19461964) on their millennial children (Cline &

Fay, 2006). Extending beyond the millennial generation, scholars describe this parenting style as
unique to contemporary emerging adulthood in general (Luebbe et al., 2016;-R&addea &
Nelson, 202). Segrin and colleagues (2012) define helicopter parenting as a version of

overparenting in which fAiparents demonstrate e
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apply developmentally inappropriate parenting tactics by failing to allow fors@fedutonomy
suitable to their childés ageodo (p. 238). Lueb
may be a concise way to conceptualize multiple parenting behaviors particularly germane to the
experiences of emerging adults as they tramsito independence (p. 13). Thus, helicopter
parenting is a distinct form of overparenting that takes place primarily during the life stage of
emerging adulthood.

While the behaviors of helicopter parents reflect aspects of other forms of parenting
descibed in the extant literature, this form of parenting is unique in several ways (LeMoyne &
Buchanan, 2011; Luebbe et al.,, 2016; Schiffrin et al.,, 2014). In relation to other parenting
constructs, initial studies consider helicopter parenting to be comdigpsimilar to an
authoritarian parenting style, possessing a conformity orientation, andaic#ous parenting
found in infancy and early childhod@denweller, BootfButterfield & Weber, 2014Segrin et
al., 2014), and only moderately related to @Bebbe et al., 2016). However, despite possessing
many of the same general dimensions (i.e., high warmth, high control, low autonomy granting,
behavioral control), there is no indication that helicopter parents engage in psychological control,
a definingtenet of OP, authoritarian parenting and conformity orientation (Odenweller et al., 2014;
Leubbe et al., 2016). Furthermore, while helicopter parenting may be most conceptually similar to
oversolicitous parenting (PadiH&/alker & Nelson, 2012), it differ in two distinct ways:
parenting context and parental responsiveness. In regard to contexsoleiémus parenting
predominantlcoincides withearly childhood, from several months of age to 5 years in age (e.g.
Rubin, Nelson, Hastings & Asendorpf,2% Mark et al., 2002;), often within clinical populations
(e.g., social withdrawal/shyness: Rubin et al., 1997; anxiety disorders: Degnan, Amey & Fox,
2007). Meanwhile, helicopter parenting is distinct to contemporary emerging adulthood (Luebbe
et al., 206; Padillawalker & Nelson, 2012) and has been reported in-climmcal university
samples (e.g., Fingerman et al., 2012; LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011;-Milie2016; Reed et al.,
2016). Regarding responsiveness, research indicatessai@tous mothersare highly
unresponsive to bids for attention from their children (Rubin et al., 188i&, helicopter parents
are highly responsive to the needs and demands of their adult children (Fingerman et. al., 2012).

Therefore althoughboth oversolicitousanch el i copt er parents directly
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behaviors, helicopter parents do so in a warm and affectionate manner that adheres directly to the
childdébs needs (whether real or perceived).
High levels of warmth/support are prioritized with hepiter parents (PadiHaValker &
Nelson, 2012). Coupling the presence of behavioral control with high levels of warmth and support
represents a unique pattern of parenting dimensions. Additionally, helicopter parenting does not
correlate significantly wittother forms of parenting, such as permissive parenting, authoritative
parenting or possessing a conversation orientation (Odenweller et al., 2014; Segrin et al., 2012).
Further aspects of helicopter parenting that are not well captured in other pacemstgicts
includea strong preoccupatiwm winthhe rtema odheislid des thoe
problems a perceived duty to protect the child from rigkd difficulty in trying to parse out
parental goals and feelings from those of thiddlsegrin et al., 2012).

Table 1. Nomological Network of Parenting Styles.

Type /Style Warmth g:;(t:LOI Behaviora Autonomy Granting | Responsivenes
Authoritative High Low Moderate Very High Responsive
Authoritarian | Low High | High Very Low Unresponsive
Permissive High Low Low Moderate Responsive
Neglectful Low Low Low Low Unresponsive
Overparenting

Overprotective | Low High High Very Low Responsive
Over-solicitous | High Low High Very Low Unresponsive
Helicopter High Low High Very Low Responsive

Notes. Levels in the psychological and behavioral categories refer to levels of control in the
controllinguncontrolling continuum (e.g. low refers to low control/moderate to high lack of
control). Low warmth is referred to as hostilitythne extant literature (e.g., Maccoby & Martin,
1983)

Table 1 provides a summary of the commonaliied differences between helicopter
parenting and other parenting constructs on several dimensions of parental behavior. The first two
columns refer to #parenting dimensions outlined by Maccoby and Martin (1983). Columns three
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and four include two other important and distinguishing features of pareatitapomy granting

and involvement/responsiveness (Hart et al., 2003; Patldliker & Nelson, 2012)Autonomy

granting refers to the degree to which parent

their perspective when communicating-ssolvamgnd sup|

ability (Reed et al., 2016lResponsivenessreferst 6t he ext ent to which par

individuality, selfregulation, and sefissertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to

chil drenbés special needs and demandso (Baumri
Helicopter parenting also differs fro®@P and other parenting styles in its proposed

etiology. Some scholars have argued that helicopter parenting emerged from events and cultural

shifts of the 1980s and 1990s, including safety concerns resulting frorpriofyle child

abduction cases and amciease in school shootings (Howe & Strauss, 2007). These concerns,

coupled with a media narrative highlighting the importance of early career preparation in a

competitive market (Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 2013), purportedly encouraged financially

secure and educated baby boomer parents to tak

lives, despite evidence to the contrary indicating greater safetyl@eugr rates of murder, suicide,

teenage delinquency, drug and alcohol use) for thdolreh compared to previous generations

(Ungar, 2009). The ability to be more involved has been facilitated by technological advancements

in communication and the pervasiveness of social media (Tyler, 2007), and exacerbated by the

mantra in parenting progmsthat more involvement leads to better child outcomes (Locke,

Campbell & Kavanagh, 2012).

1.6 The Consequences of Helicopter Parenting

The behaviors and influence of a helicopter parent pervade myriad settings. Of late,
helicopter parents have been reported to make phone calls, send emails and visit college and
university campuses to advocate for the concerns of their adult childrerdémshealth centers,
counseling centers, student life, housing staff and a variety of other departments (Haber & Merck,
2010; Hershetter & Epstein, 2010; Jafar, 2012)
on the part of parents has led someversities to propose guidelines for staff members to follow
when interacting with helicopter parents (Carnhtall, 2008). In the workplace, parents

purportedly are attending job fairs for their children, calling employers to complain about poor
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performare evaluations and negotiating salarg | at ed deci sions on t
(Manos, 2009; Tyler, 2007). As a result, employers of young workers have deemed helicopter
parenting a significant contemporary workplace issue (Loftus, 2012), leadingtmdeygide to
appeal to the interests of helicopter parents, most likely to attenuate future influence.

Despite being paid substantial attention by the popular press, the helicopter parenting
phenomenon is not well understood. A handful of academicestudb existput there idittle
empirical evidenceconcerningthe pervasiveness, antecedents or consequences of helicopter
parenting in emerging adulthood (Kwon, Yoo & Bingham, 2016; Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge,
2013; Reed et al., 2016; Segrin et 2012). Nonetheless, from these studies we can draw several
conclusions. First, helicopter parenting associated with severalon-career variables. For
example, helicopter parenting has been found to associate negatively with well being, either
directly (LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011) or indirectly via locus of control (Schiffrin et al., 2014)
positively with medicating oneself for anxiety and/or depression (LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011),
and positively with neuroticism (Odenweller et al., 2014). For individuiglls bn neuroticism,
helicopter parenting also has bdiekedto higher levels of interpersonal dependency (Odenweller
et al., 2014). Regarding views on other life roles, emerging adults reporting higher levels of
helicopter parenting believed they woul@my later and also held the belief that being single held
more advantages than marrying (Willoughby et al., 2015).

Second, research is particularly limited regarding the impact of helicopter parenting on
emerging adult preparation for the workplace (Bradb®yst & OlsonBuchanan, 2013).
Nonetheless, many study findings have implications towards the workplace. Fgiexdong,
and colleagues (2015) found that higher levels of helicopter paremgrassociated wittreater
amounts of procrastination and that procrastinatiegatively predicts performance monitoring,
goal setting and pursuing goals. Brad{egist andOIsonBuchanan (2013) found that emerging
adults with helicopter parents possess a reliance/dependence on others to find solutions for them
when faced with workplace scenarios, as well as possess maladaptive work behaviors (inability to
meet deadlinesngage in job seeking or meet deadlines). Van Ingen and colleagues (2015) found
that children of helicopter parents report low levels of generakfiatticy and high levels of peer

mistrust, alienation, and poor peer communication. In a study of pehiéahidyads, Segrin and

LeBlanc 20

he



colleagues (2012) found children reporting high levels of helicopter parenting showed elevated
levels of entitlement.

Third, helicopter parenting does ragipear taffect all groups of emerging adults equally.

In fact, certain sookdemographic characteristics of both parent and child may facilitate helicopter
parenting behaviors. Regarding parents, research shows that mashepposed to fathertgend

to engage in more helicopter parenting behaviors (Fingerman et al., 201Rgrfkare, for both
genders, helicopter parenting tends to be more prevalent among more educated, biological parents,
as opposed to neniological caregivers/guardians (Bradi€gist & OlsorBuchanan, 2013).

Among emerging adults, those most susceptiblth¢oeffects of helicopter parents tend to be
female, younger in age, have fewer siblings, currentlyesale with their parents and have
children of their own (Bradley Geist & Olsdaduchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012).

Fourth, helicopter parenting a distinct form of parental control that is currently quantified
in a variety of ways. While Lemoyne and Buchanan (2011) used factor analysis to construct a
Helicopter Parenting Measure, Segrin and colleagues (2012) and Hong et al., (2015) used similar
techniques to show that their scales were valid measures of the construct as wel\\Rdkidta
and Nelson (2012) designed their own helicopter parenting measurdiusiiigms to assess the
degree to which parents made decisions for their adult éhddnwhile, Kwon, Yoo and Bingham
(2016) utilized the previously validated Helicopter Parenting Scale, (HPS; Lemoyne & Buchanan,
2011) to measure scale utility among Korean students. Odenweller -Botérfield and Weber
(2014) also designed a measuredi the Helicopter Parenting Inventory (HPI). The HPI differs
from other helicopter parenting/overparenting inventories in its focus on current parental behaviors
as opposed to reflection upon parenting behaviors experienced in childhood and adolescence.
Furthermore, it utilizes student as opposed to parental responses, making it a valuable instrument
for the present research.

The aforementioned studies have contributed to our understanding of the helicopter
parenting phenomenon but our knowledge on dmectis still in its infancy.Overall, findings
illustrate potential barriers to theursuit of a valuesdriven, selfdirected protean career path.
However, due to the limited number of empirical papers on the topic, many of the hypotheses
presented are deed from wellestablished theories in developmental and clinical psychology

(emerging adulthoodselfdeterminationtheory, overparenting) and more recent theories of
LeBlanc 21



vocational developmentcéreer construction theoryocational identity).Sections 1.7-1.10
consider the potential impact of helicopter parenting on the components of vocational identity
(Career Exploration, Career Commitment, and Career Reconsideration) and the construct of career
adaptability. Each section utilizes findings from théaex literature as potential mechanisms for

the hypothesized relationshipZerhaps most influential building the hypothesized relationships

are career construction theory and-sidfermination theory.

Utilizing the lenses of career construction the@ZT: Savickas 1997, 2002, 2005, 2013)
and self determination theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000) may help to
explain thepotentially detrimental effects of helicopter parenting on career adaptability and
vocational identity status.dh theories are guided by their importance placed on motivation,
particularly intrinsic motivation (Guan et al
a value or goal that is of importance to others or society at large to themselvesjusaly
leading to greater autonomy and proactive behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT posits that certain
job characteristics can satisfy oneds fundame
and relatedness, and if satisfied, the result isde#drmined motivation for work (Deci & Ryan,

2012). Generally speaking, selétermined motivation can be classified as intrinsic (cognitive) or
extrinsic (instrumental) in nature (Elizur, 1984; Lyons, Higgins & Duxbury, 2010) and prior
research indicatedrsng ties to work attitudes and behaviors (Fernet, Guay, & Senécal, 2004;
Gagné & Deci, 2005). Meanwhile CCT argues that career development is a process wherein people
differ in their willingness (i.e., adaptivity) and ability (i.e., concern, controlpsity, confidence)

to behave (i.e., adapting responses) in ways that appropriately respond to a changing labor market,

| eading to either integration or | ack thereof
2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012).

Both theories also emphasize the importance of the family environment on motivation
toward career development. For CCT, the family environment represents an important contextual
factor that can help or hinder the school to work transition (Garcia, Restlibledano, Tolentino
& Rafferty, 2011) . Regarding SDT, parents are
can promote intrinsic motivation and proactive behaviors through nurturing the need fulfilment of
autonomy, competence and relatednessis,Thoth theories support research on the seieol

work transition (e.g., Blustein, Juntunen & Worthington, 2000), which argues that a successful
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transition is the result of seihitiative and purposefulness (i.e. intrinsic motivation), and a
supportivefamily environmentExtant research, discussed in the next four sections indicate that
helicopter parenting may represent a family environment not supportive of the development of

self-determined motivation for work.

1.7 Helicopter Parenting and Career Exploration

Various theories have explored career exploration in childhood (Gottfredson, 2005) and
adolescence (Flum & Blustein, 2000; Super, 198&search, however, has disproportionately
focused on the life period oftk adolescence (junia@nd senior high school years and early
undergraduate years: e.g., Bryant, Zvonkovic & Reynolds, 2006; Flum & Blustein, 2000; Lent,
Brown and Hackett, 1994). Compared to research on adolescent career exploration, less has been
written about career exploration in emerging adulthood. Despite research on the topic being
limited, interest has risen in recent years (Dietrich & Kracke, 2009).

Donal d Super (1957, 1990) ar gue-doncephia t as
constructed thnagh a series of career stages. While an individual may revisit an earlier stage at
any point in their development (Super, 1990), the age at which one enters and exits a stage and the
characteristics of each stage are relatively predictable (Inkson, Dridsnéld, 2015). For
example, career exploration takes place predominately between the ages of 15 to 24 and includes
such developmental tasks as learning about oneself and the work roles that may be suitable to
pursue, developing work skills, experimentatiith various jobs, and making commitments
bet ween oneds interests and abilities and ava

Although emerging adulthood affords one the freedom to explore identity (Arnett, 2000;
2007; 2014), it is also fraught with infed selfviews (Twenge & Foster, 2008; 2010) and
perceptions of the world as cold and grim (Arnett, 2014). Konrath and colleagues (2014) attribute
such findings to recent changes in family structure and parenting styles, arguing that contemporary
parentingstyles have led emerging adults to focus more onis@fe and individuality than
intimate or caring relationships with others. While some degree of delay or meandering in
exploration can be expected, an extended period of exploration prior to readungrément
can signify a poor l evel of understanding re

overall sense of self (Marcia, 1966; 1980). An extended or disjointed period of exploration
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represents developmental delay, given that one of the memial developmental tasks of
emerging adulthood is identifying and refining career choices (Arnett, 2014; Buhl, 2007).

Helicopter parenting may contribute to this delay in several waipe information
presented in this section is intended to highliglgjeaeral hypothesis that there is a negative
association between helicopter parenting and career exploration in bi¢hfaims. For in
breadthexploration, wherene learns broadly about oneself and the world okwieelicopter
paentsare likelytors t ri ct oneds ability to gain a full
working world.For example, parental ovprotection from daily stressors and failures consistent
with common adult experiences may lead to unwarranted or extravagant work expectations (e.qg.
misalignment of perceptions of the type of job one is capable of receivingeartbpment of
associated competencies). Research suggests t
respect to their career expectations, desire optimal work life balance, advancement opportunities
and suitable challenge, adequate pay and benefitshenfeeling that they are contributing to
society (Ng, Schweitzwer & Lyons, 2010) . Dep e
inadequate exploration prior to finding a career but inadequate seeking and acquisition of career
knowledge as well (Hardjrvarghese, Tran & Carlson, 2006). Such effects can lead to a form of
career unreadiness referred to aseer myth wherein an individual exaggerates not only
conceptual understanding of what a career means but the obligations inherent in a career as well
(Cheung, Cheung & Wu, 2014). Helicopter parenting may also lingfrequency and duration
of time that emerging adulsper forming and refining network connections (social and
professional) because they are under the impression that one or botls paliemelp them to
secure an occupation. In cases of helicopter parenting there may be little parental effort to alter
their childés understanding of the nature of
from a more accurate understanding.

Helicopter parents may also affect the type and degree of exploratory behavior by reducing
self-determined motivation for leisure activitpuring healthy emerging adulthood, a functional
relationship between parent and child is one where the relationshgations from hierarchy and
conformity to one of equality and friendship (Arnett, 2014). Thus, the parent transitions into a
support role where they encourage their child to freely explore career options, only intervening

when necessary (Dietrich & Kraek2009). Leisure provides a context for i@25year olds to
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freely explore the work context without being constrained by parents or formal work roles (Arnett,
2004). The greatest well being is experienced when an individuahgilfes and endorsem

activity, not when it is imposed by others (Ryan, 1993). Seeking activities because they are valued
by someone else (i,eparents) leads to increased stress, which is enhanced in complex and
unpredictable environments (Shulman et al., 2014).

Hla: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with isbreadth career exploration.

Helicopter parenting may also affect career exploratwolving self and environmental
exploration directed at a particular career and its requiremeets indepth exploration).
Emerging adults derive meaning, direction, and perceptions of successful or unsuccessful social
identity from different roles held in myriad settings (Hong & Seltzer, 1995; Thoits, 1983;Turner,
1978). Arnett (2000) explainG, e mer gi ng adults tend to have a
than persons in other age periods because they are less likely to be constrained by role
requi rements, and this makes their demographi
domans during this period are those of work and family. Within each setting, individual behaviors
affect and are affected by the behaviors of others (Lewin, 1944). Parents represent a strong source
of influence during these formative years. When a parenttbr fiarents exhibit high behavioral
control and low autonomgranting over their adult child, it is difficult to uphold the perception
that one is an independent, s@dftermined being, whose life events can be attributed to individual
talent and good faune. Over time, such parental behaviors can lead to role strain/conflict that
becomes exacerbated when the coping strategies of adult children fail.

The controlling behaviors of helicopter parents, coupled with the complexities of
contemporary work env@nments, may mean that adult children are not intrinsically motivated
toward leisure activiieSuch acti vities are integonapt to the
Because helicopter parents experience difficulty in trying to parse out personalngbfdslangs
from those of the child (Segrin et al., 2012), it may be likely that they are communicating their
own goals and interests to their children, rather than providing space for intrinsically motivated
activity. With little personal interest or by for an activity, an emerging adult is not likely to
pursue it long term or with much effort (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999), evénisfi mpor t ant f or

career.
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Helicopter parents may also disrupt the need for relatedness through fostering a misuse of
leisure time. While certain leisure activities promote career development and identity achievement,
others delay or interfere with the process (Layland, Hill & Nelson, 2018). For example, Nelson
and Padillawalker (2013) found that compared to watljustedemerging adults, those that were
floundering engaged in more drinking and violent video game playing. Adaptive forms of leisure
provide emerging adults with exposure to new people, new things and new ways of thinking, which
are also essential to identitxmoration (Layland, Hill & Nelson, 2018)Exposure to new
experiences and interactions with others, and the free time to reflect on such experiences is integral
to uncovering oneds strengths and weaktheesses
value of leisure in identity formation, Layland, Hill and Nelson (2018) found that leisure helps to
communicate differences as well as similarities with others, make conclusions about who to
include in onebs soci al tiesandrelatignships that woolddhave e n e
otherwise gone unnoticed, and challenge the identity decisions of oneself and others.

Children of helicopter parents are more likely to engage iratgaptive leisure activities,
or even avoid them altogether. Resbaindicates that emerging adults with helicopter parents
have greater mistrust of, feel alienated from, and exhibit poor communication with their peers (Van
Ingen, et al., 2015). Contributing to these effects on communication may be the finding that
children of helicopter parents have elevated levels of entitlement (Segrin et al., 2012). Thus, it is
unlikely that the children of helicopter parents are using leisure activities to actively build the
competencies required for career adaptability (eagseiiveness, planfulness, exploration,
decisiveness: Savickas, 2005; 2013). As time progresses this may become more detrimental, given
that career development can be considered a succession of work roles (Inkson, Dries & Arnold,
2015), wherein roles become ra@tructured and formalized as one progresses through college or
university education. Roles held during college or university experience geident, intern,
athlete, musician, etc.) all help todexteatrt one
to which emerging adults meet the challenges and expectations of these roles helps to dictate a
successful transition toward adulthood (Shanahan, 2@@xall, helicoptered emerging adults
are likely restricted in their ability to freely and lfuldevelop a seitoncept, leading to the
following hypothesis:

H1b: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with irdepth career exploration.
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1.8 Helicopter Parenting and Career Commitment

In addition to career exploration, high levels of career commitment are deemed essential
in making progress towards identity achievement status (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008; Luyckx
et al., 2010; Marcia, 1966, 1993; Porfeli et al., 2011). To posseskehah of career commitment
one needs to have arrived at a decision (commitment making) and feel a sense of security and/or
satisfaction with that choice (identification with commitment) (Luyckx et al., 2010). When an
emerging adult transitions from a dant to worker role, it is advantageous to have commitments
to not only an occupation, but to personal values and interests as well (Super, Savickas & Super,
1996). Solidified commitments, and satisfaction with them, can aid in the ability to cope with wor
or family challenges which may arise during emerging adulthood. One such-fetatd
challenge is the presence of a helicopter parent.

While appropriately supportive parents seek to help with the college application process,
offering suggestions abbwhere to apply and what courses to take (Pryor, Hurtado, Sharkness &
Korn, 2008), helicopter parents hover over their children in an overbearing manner (Cline & Fay,
1990), employing such tactics as completing coursework or contacting professorsy directl
regarding coursework (Gibbs, 2008uch behaviorgdo not grant sufficient autonomy to adult
children. Parents who grant their children aut
of their perspective when communicating, and support thelcd 6 s i ndependence
solving ability (Reed et al., 2016). At least two reasons are provided for how helicopter parenting
negatively affects autonomy. First, the behavioral control of helicopter parents (Segrin et al., 2012)
may foster behavioralnhibition and seldoubt. Research indicates that higher levels of
procrastination and lower levels of performance monitoring, goal setting and goal pursuit are found
among emerging adults with helicopter parents (Hong et al., 2015). Furthermore, &elicopt
parenting has also been shown to promote other maladaptive work behaviors as welli§dity.
to meet deadlines, reliance on others to co0mj
actions: BradleyGeist & OlsonBuchanan, 2013 his is detimental gven that elevated levels of
autonomy and personal agency lead to career exploration, which in turn fosters career adaptability
(Savickas, 1997, 2005, 2013)

According to structural family theory (Minuchin, 1974), families that are excessiwsg cl

or extremely disengaged provide little to no feelings of belongingness and/or personal autonomy.
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The hindrance of autonomy development by euarenting has been proposed to lead emerging
adults down a path of dependence on parents or other adultipufigures (BradleyGeist &
OlsonBuchanan, 2013) and reduced ability to accept responsibility (Segrin et al., 2012). Research
indicates that OP behaviors consistent with helicopter parenting promote both anxiety and
depression in childhood and early Bzwence (McLeod et al., 2007a; 2007b), and the risk of
anxiety continues into oneod6s early coll ege ye
associated with a cognitive style characterized by the belief that behavioral outcomes are primarily
the result of external forces (Spokas & Heimberg, 2009). A decreased sense of individual
control/autonomy, coupled with difficulty in accepting responsibility, and reliance upon others to
make decisions, can have detrimental outcomes. For example, Eigenaiaa Hartman
(1987) concluded that a majority of chronically career undecided students came from
dysfunctional families.

If dependence on parents and projection of responsibilities on others becomes pervasive,
an emerging adult may develop a decisimegking strategy coinedependenby Harren (1979).
As more time passes such dependence may become reinforced and thus harder to diverge from,
through what Pierson (2004) calls a positive feedback process. Unlike indepéeadesiin
makingskills (Harren1979; Johnson, 1978), which are beneficial in myriad situations, dependent
decision making is maladaptive in both school and work conditions. Commitment to a career
choice occurs most readily for those emerging adults who are both independent from eatgd secu
attached to their parents (Blustein, Walbridge, Friedlander & Palladino, 1991) and because the
children of helicopter parents do not embody such characteristics, there is heightened risk for
career indecision, career unreadiness, uninformed or nmsiatb expectations, possessing an
external locus of control, and dependent style thinking. Each of these outcomes not only pose a
challenge to formulating work commitments but maintaining them as well. Therefore, although
HP may be an earnest attempt byepas to help their adult children choose an occupation; over
involvement in this process can result in occupational choices to which emerging adults have low
commitment and identification.

H2a. Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with career commitment making.
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Helicopter parenting may alsonder mi ne oneb6s sense of secu
0 n evacational choice (i.eidentification with commitment)As a result of biag helicoptered,
emerging adults mayoh possess a sense of certainty or pride in their own career choice. By
providing low levels of autonomy and high levels of behavioral control, helicopter panagts
detrimentally affect levels of selfdetermined mtwation, namely through autonomy and
competence.An autonomous emerging adult making their owacisions can take full
responsibility for decision related outcomes, both positive or negative. Over time, the effectiveness
of independent and autonomous demi makingshould fostela degree of certainty about how
certain behaviors will play out, which subsequentbn lead to a record of performance
accomplishmentfostering career related safficacy. Conversely, helicoptered emerging adults
follow the siggestions of their parentsd thus ar@erhapdess likely to assume ownership for
decisions or attribute performance accomplishments to their own skills and abilliese
potential impacts of helicopter parenting on identification with careemitment give rise to the
following hypothesis:

H2b. Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with identification with career
commitment.
1.9 Helicopter Parenting and Career Reconsideration

The ability to adapt Vval oaklbfse ftar eceodawn®s
(Savickas, 1997; 2002). As a consequence of learning and new work experiences, there will be
inevitable shifts in onebs interests, goal s a
career path to fit thesehanges or vice versa, is central to the notion of career commitment
flexibility. Porfeli and coll eagues (2011) de
ongoing consideration of alternati veshoi@nd a r
interests, and values might change in the fut
857). Individuals high in career commitment flexibility tend to engage in moteeiadth
exploration, have high levels of career doubt and lowldewé both career commitment and
identification with career commitment (Porfeli et al., 2011). High levels of career doubt have
subsequently been tied to increased likelihood of one experiencing an identity crisis (Crocetti,

Rubini & Meeus, 2008; Kidwelltaal., 1995) and/or being in moratorium or diffused identity states
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(Porfeli, 2008). Furthermore, those in moratorium and diffusion experience greater career doubt
than those in foreclosure or identity achievement (Porfeli et al., 2011).

Parents may fosteor inhibit selfdoubt to the degree to which they satisfy their adult
chil dbés n e e dPafemtsmayhelmemergirymdulés satisfy the need for competence in
a variety of ways. Parents have influence over both structural (e.g., parental SE$resd (e.g.,
related factors (e.g., leisure activities, communication patterns) that either encourage or hinder
career construction (Soresi, Nota, Ferrari & Ginevra, 2014). Through provision of both economic
and interpersonal support, emerging aduksadle to expand their range of interests (Lent, Brown
& Hackett, 2000). This is important because the relationship between interests, goals and behavior
is such that career interests lead to the development of career goals, which ultimately lead to
actions intended to achieve those goals (Brown & Lent, 1996; Lent, Brown & Hackett, 1994; Lent,
Brown & Hackett, 2000). As an individual establishes interest towards a particular task and
becomes confident in performing it well, he or she develops performaat® @ continually
involve themselves in that activity. Over time, due to increased practice and involvement, the
individual accumulates records of performance in which successes or failures dictate subsequent
self-efficacy beliefs and outcome expectatidhent & Brown, 1996). In other words, satisfactory
exposure to tasks over time develops a sense of mastery, or compgtdrsegjuently, individuals
would be less likely tpossessareer seldoubt while simultaneously having greater flexibility
due to recognition of their skills and employability.

Helicopter parents are likely to hinder the achievement of competence in several ways.
First, this form of overparenting may lead to role strain (Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek &

Rosenthal, 1964). Goode @®) asserts that with each role one must exert time and energy
commitments and the accumulation of multiple time and energy commitments can lead to role
strain, which is defined as a o6difficulty in
emergng adults may experience persate strain/conflict, wherein the pressures of a particular

role impede on their values and needs (Khan et al., 1964). Role expectations presuppose
behavior (Biddle, 1986) and when it is perceived that expectations of @aroiet be met,

individuals experience stress and attempt to alleviate the stress through coping strategies. It is
likely that the combination of high warmth and behavioral control exhibited by helicopter

parents creates both persate conflict and felbbligation to not disappoint. Support for this
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can be seen in the prevalence of task focused (e.g. alcohol and drug consumption: Folkman &
Lazarus, 1985), or avoidance focused (e.g. procrastination, failure to meet deadlines) coping
strategiesBradleyGeist and OlsofBuchanan, 20134ong et al., 2015;eMoyne & Buchanan,
2011) exhibited by children of helicopter parents.

The degree of structure instilled by parents can be detrimental to emerging adult career
development when the environment is either stvactured or under structured (Flum & Blustein,
2000). In the case of helicopter parenting, the social context is highly overstructured and thus
detrimental to development in several ways. A-epbmal degree of structure undermines
personal agency, inbits exploration and does not provide clear expectations or sufficiently clear
boundaries of appropriate behavior (Ryan & Deci, 2000). It is proposed here that helicopter
parenting and the overstructured environment it encompasses, instills high |levatsesfseH
doubt and lower levels of career commitment flexibility. In support of this proposition, Crocetti,
Rubini and Meeus (2008) found that early -I® years old) and middle (1B years old)
adolescents who perceive their parents as exertingéwglslof psychological control and/or low
levels of trust, engage in higher levels of reconsideration. It is unclear, however, if this relationship
holds for helicopter parenting, given its independence from psychological control (*éalikar
& Nelson,2012).

Patterns of communication between parent and child help to establish the structure of the
family social context. We know little, however, regarding communication patterns of helicopter
parents and their adult children. Despite popular press f{aditat helicopter parents
communicate frequently with their children (Gottlieb, 2011), little is known about the nature of
that communication. While communication is frequent between the helicopter parent and child,
the conversation orientation is onewhich children are not free to express their individual
opinions and thus do not develop an adequate degree of autonomy (OdenwelleBBedtald
& Weber, 2014). This is important because patterns of communication are imperative in evaluating
a f asmabilltyytodestablish agappropriate boundaries and maintain resilience in the presence
of adversity (Walsh, 2006).

Implications that can be drawn from the effects of helicopter parenting on career

reconsideration are twimld. First, helicopter parentaay be instilling both high levels of doubt
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and confusion as well as the need to continue learning and developing, as a means of maintaining
employability in a competitive job market.

H3a. Helicopter parenting will be positively associated with career setfoubt.

Second, the adult children of helicopter parents mayirsgibse high levels of doubt and
the need for flexibility as a means to avoid criticism and attenuate helicoptat pahavior in
the future. As a result, behavioral fluctuation or floundering and the cognitive evaluations of such
decisions, may be exacerbated.
H3b. Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with career flexibility.

1.10 Career Adapt-ability

Foundational to understanding how individuals navigate the contemporary career
environment has been advancements in career construction theory (Savickas 1997, 2012; Savickas
et al.,, 2009). Career construction theory argues that ththilg construct a career through the
implementation of a vocational sabncept that has been formed and refined through past
memories, current experiences and future goals (Savickas, 2012). Individuals subsequently
express this selfoncept in their regmses to developmental tasks, work traumas and work
transitions (Maggiori et al., 2013; Porfeli & Savickas, 2012). The resources used to identify and
cope with these vocational challenges, in turn helping to promote social integration and maintain
employab | i t y, combi ne t o -aflaptabiiity (S8aviekésst al., 2009). Saviokhs c a r ¢
and Porfeldi (2012) define <career adaptabilit
individual 6s resources f or c onsitiomgtrawnas ihtherur r e n
occupational roles that, to some degree | ar ge
Whereas identity affords emerging adults with the insight to know when to change roles, career
adaptability signifies an individlab s r esour ces or strengths that
with unfamiliar and complex vocational tasks.

According to Porfeli and Savickas (2012), the construct of career adaptability is composed
of four components: concern, control, curiosity andfiwience. Concern (planning) is the extent
to which an individual is oriented towards and focused on preparing themfmitas future.
Control (selfdirectedness) addresses the degree ofdsatipline and drive toward making
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responsible decisions. @aosity (exploration) refers to an open exploration of personal
circumstances and seeking out of both career related information and opportunities. Confidence
(selfef fi cacy) refers to oneds degree of dsel i ef
when they arise (Porfeli & Savickas, 2012). Individuals may draw upon the four components of
career adaptability when unfamiliar, complex or vague situations arise during career development,
work transitions or traumatic work events (Porfeli & Saviclzdd,2).

Porfeli and Savickas based the construct of career adaptability on the earlier work of
Donald Super (1953, 1957). In this earlier work, career adaptability was termed vocational
maturity, or the rate at which one makes progress through theceaglyr stages of growth and
exploration. Significant research stemmed from this construct (Savickas & Porfeli, 2011) but
studies by Super and his colleagues (Super & Kidd, 1979; Super & Knasel, 1981) recognized that
a change in terminology could betterdithe construct to early adulthood and the dynamic nature
of vocational development. Thus, after studying young adults, Super (1990) concluded that career
adaptability as opposed to career maturity, could better differentiate the term from chronological
maturity as well as better accommodate the recycling through of career stages. Despite earlier
recognition of the change in terminology, only recently has the construct of career adaptability
replaced career maturity (Inkson, Dries & Arnold, 2015).

Significant work has been undertaken to establish the validity and reliability of the career
adaptability construct (Porfeli & Savickas, 2012; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Porfeli and Savickas
(2012) found evidence of concurrent validity between vocational igleartd career adaptability.
Research findings indicate that higher levels of adaptability correspond with greater amounts of
exploration and commitment but lower levels of career reconsideration. Such characteristics are
consistent with the profile of those identity achievement. Porfeli and Savickas (2012) contend
that low levels of adaptability may lead to feelings of anxiety or uncertainty when making career
decisions, while high levels are indicative of more coherent/established identity. More lgxplicit
it is proposed that the relationship between adaptability resources and vocational identity is one
where as the degree of commitment and certainty about career choices increasesAdiffused
searching moratoriu undifferentiated moratoriumA foreclosel A achieved), so do each

of the four subscales of career adaptability.
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This progression corresponds with the movement towards more advanced identity statuses.
For example, previous studies have described foreclosed and diffused individuals (e.g. Kroger,
Martinussen & Marcia, 2010; Skorikov & Vondracek, 1998;) as well as undifferentiated
individuals (Porfeli et al., 2011), to be less advanced developmentally, compared to identity
achieved individuals or those in searching moratorium. Porfeli and colleagsert that such
findings may be attributed to the dual effects of the dimensions of career reconsideration. More
specifically, seHdoubt tends to be predominantly negative in most contexts while flexibility tends
to be predominately adaptive (Porfdliae, 2011). In summary, increased adaptability, as a sign
of vocational maturity, will be associated with the identity statuses attributed to maturity.
Therefore, the following hypotheses are made:
H4: Career adaptability will be positively associatel with career exploration, both (a)in-

depth and (b) in-breadth career exploration.

H5: Career adaptability will be positively associated with career commitmentboth (a)
commitment and (b) identification with career commitment

H6a: Career adaptability will be negatively associated with career flexibility.
H6b: Career adaptability will be positively associated with career selfloubt.

The capacity for an individual to make their own career choices has been and continues to
be central to many theories and models of career degisaiimg (Inkson, Dries & Arnold, 2015).
Numerous studies illustrate the deleterious effects OP and helig@pterting can have on the
personal agency of adult children (Blatt, 2004; Coburn, 2006; Givertz & Segrin, 2012; Lemoyne
& Buchanan, 2011; Marano, 2004; Segrin et al., 2012). This presents a serious issue for the career
actor as the exertion of personaengy is heralded as being more important than ever for career
development (Briscoe & Hall, 2006; Hall, 2004). Major determinants of personal agency are the
perspectives that an individual holds of him or herself in familial and social environments, termed
competence or se#ffficacy (Reed et al., 2016). Selfficacy represents the level of confidence
held by an individual in effectively interacting with their environment (Ryan & Deci, 2002) and is
thus contextually bound. Sedfficacy beliefs are formecdhd modified through one or more of the
following: through performance accomplishments, via social persuasion, through vicarious

learning or based on the physiological reactions one has to particular events (Lent & Brown, 1996).
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Because individuals launclgna career for the first time may not have not had the ability to
adequately develop career related-séficacy beliefs, it is likely that emerging adults form and
modify their selfefficacy beliefs primarily through social persuasion and vicariousiteafrom

one or more parental figures.

The selfefficacy beliefs of emerging adults are likely influenced by the years spent
vicariously learning from their working parents. The literature encompassingfaraily conflict
has clearly documented the detental effects ofmbalance due to being tanvolved in work
tasks (Eby, Casper, Lockwood, Bordeaux & Brinley, 2005; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985). Research
has found that elevated levels of conflict exist when individuals focus heavily on profits (Wallace,
1997), spend considerable time at work (Parasurman & Simmers, 2001), work rotating or weekend
shifts (Shamir, 1983) and frequently put in long work days (Carlson & Perrewe, 1999). Over time,
emerging adults apprais®w their parents behave regardimgrk roles and demands.g. stress,
satisfaction, depressignand internalize thosbehaviorsthat are salient. The depth to which
emerging adults internalize these messages is evidenced in their levels of work related initiative,
effort and persistence (Reet al., 2016). Coupled with other sources of careeresidhicy, such
as academic or extracurricular settings, parents simultaneously create environments that support,
chall enge or reject their childrenodisfluencet er nal
tends to dissipate over time, parents are still influential well into emerging adulthood (Aldeis &
Afifi, 2013; Reed et al., 2016).

In the context of family, seffficacy is a culmination of the environment at home and the
autonomy that it afirds (Reed et al., 2016). The family context should provide emerging adults
with what Kroger (2007) describes as an optimal level of accommodative challenge. What this
means is that the environment should present the emerging adult with new life
experiencs/challenges that require a clear and sufficient use of autonomy in order to complete
them successfully. Emerging adults that perceive their parents to be autonomy supportive are better
able to adjust to the challenges of emerging adulthood (Chirkov &,R¢&1) due to the belief
that their needs are being met. If the perception is that autonomy or other psychological needs (i.e.,
competence and relatedness) are not being met, the environment can be classified as a need
frustrating environment (Reed et,aR016). Helicopter parenting presents a neestrating

environment, via its restriction of autonomy and high levels of behavioral control.
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Helicopter parents experience difficulty lietting go of their adult children (Coburn &
Treeger, 2003When paentso | et godé, they allow their childr
or work environment, including making their own decisions and dealing with the consequences of
their actions. By letting go, a parent helps to reduce the reliance an emerdinmgadbave on
one or both parents when faced with challenging situations (Wolf, Sax & Harper, 2009). If one or
both parents fail to do so, their child may become overly dependent and may laefkicatly in
handling school and occupationally relatedliemmges. For example, students reporting the highest
levels of ovetparenting (i.e., helicopter parenting) have been found to respond to hypothetical
workplace scenarios with solutions dependent on the help of others as opposed to taking personal
responsibity (Bradley-Geist & Olson Buchanan, 2013). Despite being well intentioned (Segrin et
al., 2012; Segrin et al., 2015), when helicopter parents send emails, make phone calls or schedule
visits to campus to act on behalf of their adult child, they do mompte seHefficacy.
Additionally, when a helicopter parent completes coursework and contacts instructors they lead
their adult child down a path of dependence (Bra@ejst & OlsonBuchanan, 2013) and
perpetuate amability to accept responsibility for their actions (Segrin et al., 20hXituations
of career specific parental interference (Dietrich & Kracke, 2009), emerging adults are more likely
to experience anxiety and depression (Spokas & Heimbeerg, 2009).

Research indicates that carspecific parental support enhances career adaptability in
students (Guan et al., 2015; Tian & Fan, 2014). Furthermore, Shulman and colleagues (2014)
found both previous levels of motivation and parental support to enhaet®déemerging adult
career adaptability. However,elicopter parenting mayetrimentally affect perceptions of
autonomy,if a message of setfoubt is relayed to their childeadng to lower levels of career
exploration and career adaptability. In addudinal study of 13to 19 e ar o | ¢Bdbsirica, Ne gr u
Pop and Crocetti (2015) found a strong negative relationship betweetiosbtf and career
adaptability. Furthermore, the authors argue that personal factors like motivation and
environmental factar like parental support may either enhance or attenuate prolonged exposure
to selfdoubt.For children of helicopter parents whaseeds for autonomy, competence and/or
relatedness are not being met, skltibt is likely enhanced.

Some helicopter parentaay artificially inflate general and career sefficacy in their

emerging adult children. As Alsop (2008) has described, emerging adults have grown up getting
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awards just for participation or going out for ice cream to celebrate a sports event loggngmer
adults thus became 6trophy kids; 6 wherein nea
pat on the back or other forms of reinforcement. These types of beharé@ad to havalienated

emerging adults from optimal accommodative challengeWi t hout knowi ng of on
there is lessened chance for utilization of coping resources and subsralageipiof career adapt

abilities. While this claim pertains to all emerging adults, perhaps it is most pronounced in those
exposed to helapter parenting, given the strong emphasis such parents place owellbking

Like some forms of OP in early childhood (i.e., ogeticitous parenting; Rubin et al., 1997),
helicopter parents display greater warmth and affection when their child is not in a state of distress

or in need of comforting (Padi/alker & Nelson, 2012). This may increase the likelihood for
participation tophies, verbal praise and/or other forms of rew@rdss sectional research (e.g.,
NegruSubtirica Pop & Crocetti, 201pbindicates that career adaptability tends to decline over the

course of an academic year. For children whpaents reward time in ways that do not
discriminateby objective performance measuréss decline may occur more rapidly

H7: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with careeadaptability.
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Parenting

Identification With T In-Depth In-Breadth
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model of Hypothesized Relationships Between Baudples

1.11 Helicopter Parenting and Vocational Identity Status Progress

In addition to thenypotheses illustrated in figure twihis study also seeks to understand
the association of helicopter parenting with levels of idersiggusprogress As described by
Savickas (1997; 2002), taking a flexible approach to career development and identity formation
may be adaptive in the context of the contemporary career. This requires higher levels of career
reconsideration, coupled with high levels of fliostual independence, or the ability of an
individual to not experience guilt, anxiety, resentment or anger in their relationship with their
parents (Blustein, Wallbridge, Friedlander & Palladino, 1991). As opposed to viewing child
development as sometlgiio be guided, helicopter parents act in a manner suggesting that adult
child development needs to be micromanaged (Howe & Strauss, 2003; Lemoyne & Buchanan,
2011). An underlying assumption may be that unless there is direct parental involvement (i.e.,
Adt her/ mot her knows besto), the career devel ¢
adaptive and potentially even disastrous. In consideration of hypoth&satid expectedhat
increased levels of helicopter parenting will disrupt vocationahtitye development. With
hypothesized decreases in exploration, commitment and career flexibility, and an increase in career
seltdoubt, a negative relationship between helicopter parenting and vocational identity status is
expected. As described in sectibd, individuals vary by identity status on levels of positive
affectivity towards work and general waléing (e.g., levels of depression, anxiety and stress) and
identity statuses range from most adaptive to least adaptive (i.e., achievement teddrézlo
moratorium to undifferentiated to searching moratorium to diffused) in the literature (see Porfeli,
et al., 2011). Given that helicopter parenting contributes to lower levels eb&eti (LeMoyne
& Buchanan, 2011), increased anxiety and/or dgpyagLeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011), and high
emotional instability (Odenweller et al., 201#js likely that significant differences in the level
of helicopter parenting being reported will be found between emerging adults in different identity
statuses More specifically, it is hypothesized thagelicopter parenting will be negatively
associated with higher levels of identity status progress (i.e. foreclosure, achievement) and

positively associated with delayed identity progress (i.e. diffusion).
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Figure 2 provides a conceptual model of all hypothesized relationships between study
variables.In order to test the aforementioned hypotheassyell as the additional relationships
between helicopter parenting and vocational identity stptogress it is essential that an
appropriate approach be used. This includes but is not limited to: recruitment of participants,
selection of measures, and an appropriate analytic procetlneenext section provides an
overview of the research approach taken analiaeacteristics of the study that warrant its use.

1.12 Research Approach

Emerging adulthood is a complex and challenging time. It is a time where work and
family roles are more distal than they will be in the future, and one is free to explore personal
interests, goals and values. This exploration, and the commitments thatarier e i nt egr al
navigation of the current career landscape. Given that we know career floundering is a salient
concern for contemporary emerging adults, this thesis seeks to quantitatively explore one source
of variance for this phenomendmelicopter parenting. Furthermore, it seeks to quantify the
extent of the phenomenon through the perceptions of the centralthetemerging adult.

There are at least 2 reasons why a quantitative approach is most appropriate. First, given
that there are iraict no studies considering the effects of helicopter parenting on the career
metacompetencies of emerging adults, an exploratory, qualitative study design may appear
appropriate. However, despite the potential for numerous philosophical paradigms af varyin
objectivity and subjectivity (Van de Ven, 2007) to explain this phenomenon, the philosophy of
science used in this research is pragmati sm.
pragmatists explore the truth of an expression through periead and/or practical
consequences (Dewey, 1930), not popular opinion or general consensus (Shields, 2003).

Moreover, the focus of science is not to uncover the eternal laws of nature (Shields, 2003) or to
judge whet her s o me o mdgRottyr1999)yInsteadsif the codoseqeended®of pr o b
the problems are perceived to be real, then it is an area of inquiry worth pursuing. In other words,
this research does not seek to determine whet
thatt i s oOreal to usd because it is a topic tha

Second, in line with a pragmatic epistemology, this topic of research is not exploratory or

inherently phenomenological for other reasons as well. First, helicoptetipgris a continuum
LeBlanc 39



with no preset thresholds for being or not being a helicopter parent. Thus, a qualitative approach
would require prescreening of the HPI in order to recruit students on both extremes of the
continuum. Second, an extensive body @rature on vocational identity and a growing body of
literature on career adaptability express the validity and reliability of the various scales used to
guantify both constructs. Thus, quantitative inquiry is aligned with the status/maturity of both
idenity and adaptability research. Third, this research seeks to address the interrelationships
among study variables, including directionality of influence, which would be difficult to parse

out qualitatively. Overall, | use the empirical tools of positivestearch (e.g., SEM, ANCOVA),

but with the critical eye of a pragmatist, who is open to subjective interpretations of the research
findings. The next several sections highlight specifics of the research design and methodology
used; including the charactstics of the sample and the various measures and control variables.
The discussion culminates with an overview of the analytic procedures determined to be suitable

for addressing each of the study hypotheses.

Chapter 2: Research Design and Methodology
2.1 Participants

Following approval from the research ethics board at the University of Guelph, participants
were recruited from both the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) and the College of Business
and Economics (CBE) (see appendix E for email reoaent letter). Emails were sent to 1,300
students within the CBS with representation from each of the three academic departments:
Integrative Biology, Human Health and Nutritional Sciences, and Molecular and Cellular Biology.
Additionally, approximately 2000 students were solicited frol
Commerce (BComm) program. Students in this program can major in any one of the following
areas: Accounting, Food & Agricultural Business, Hospitality & Tourism Management,
Leadership & Organizenal Management, Management Economics & Finance, Marketing
Management or Real Estate & Housing. Of the 3,300 potential respondents, 699 students accessed
the online survey between May®@nd September ¥4 2017, signifying a response rate of
approximaely 21.2%. More specifically, 416 CBE students responded from M&y t@6

September@and 283 CBS students responded from Septeniberdl, accounting for response
LeBlanc 40



rates of 20.8% and 21.8% respectively. Participants were induced with a prize doaw &120,
$10 university hospitality gift cards.

The online survey was designed and administered using Qualtrics software, Version May,
2017. Copyright © 2017, Qualtricgtfp://qualtrics.com On average, the 29 cgteon, 105 item

survey, took 13 minutes to complete. While every participant answered the same survey items,
wording differed according to participant response to Question 2: Which parent in your life exerts
the greatest dominance? Participants statingor@ntal dominance comes from a single parental
figure (i.e., male/father figure or female/mother figure) subsequently hadjoaiemied questions

t h ng the fi

person participa

begin wi 6l n consider. parent al gur e

figure 1 s a who. .. 0. Meanwhi |l e,

experience equal parent influence answeredmenr e nt guestions
t he ch

appendi x |

speci fic

degree to whi your pag etnhtisn gosréeéa | dry d&knmyo w

people whoéd (see for study survey
Of the 699 total survey directs, 204 responses were removed following analyses for missing

data (n=171), unengaged responses (n=10) and outliers (n=23; see preliminary gats ianal

results section for greater detail). Therefore, of the 699 participants that progressed beyond the

consent page (see appendix D for survey consent form), 495 provided complete and usable data

for the measures in this study. Table 2 reports the deaphbic characteristics of the 491 study

participants.

Table 2. Demographics of Study Participants (N=491).

Parental income Mother Education Father Education

$91,000$120,000 116 (23.6)
$121,000$150,000 73 (14.9)
$151,000$180,000 48 (9.8)

Over $180,000 87 (17.7)

B ac h eDegreet 178 (36.4)
Ma s t Pegees 56 (11.3)
Ph.D. or MD 15 (3.0)

$0-$40,000 29 (5.9) | High School 71 (14.5) | High School 85 (17.3)
Some College or Some College or

$41,000$70,000 69 (14.1) University 118 (24.0) University 83 (16.9)

$71,000$90,000 69 (14.1) | Associates Degree 53 (10.7) | Associates Degree 52 (10.6)

B ac h eDegree6 167 (34.0)
Ma st Pegees 75 (15.3)
Ph.D. or MD 29 (5.9)

Residence When Enrolled in
School

Residence When Not Enrolled
in School

Marital Status

With my parents 68 (13.8)

With my parents 389 (79.2)

Divorced-now

single 3(0:6)
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Single-never

Campus housing 40 (8.1) | Campus housing 1 (0.2) married 474 (96.5)
Rental Apartment 370 (75.4)| Rental Apartment 97 (19.8) | Common law 12 (2.4)
Currentl Currentl .
financiné a home 13(2.6) financing a home 4(08) Married 2(0.4)
Year of Registration Number of Siblings Employment Status

First Year 3 (0.6) None/only child 43 (8.8) | Unemployed 173 (35.2)
Second Year 135 (27.5)[ One 249 (50.7)| <10 hours/week 78 (15.9)
Third Year 147 (29.9)| Two 157 (32.0) 11- 20 hours/week 60 (12.2)
Fourth Year 141 (28.7)| Three 31 (6.3) | 21-30 hours/week 43 (8.8)
Fifth Year 32 (6.5) | More than 3 11 (2.2) | 31-40 hours/week 137 (27.9)
Graduate Studies 33 (6.7)

Visible Minority Status Age Gender
Not a visible 369 (75.2) 18 30 (6.1) | Male 127 (25.9)
minority
Chinese 33 (6.7) 19 119 (24.2)| Female 364 (74.1)
South Asian 27 (5.5) 20 126 (25.7)| Other 0 (0)
Black 12 (2.4) 21 120 (24.4) Parenting Status
Filipino 7(1.4) 22 56 (11.4) | No 487 (99.2)
Latin American 2 (0.4) 23 20 (4.1) | Yes 4 (0.8)
Southeast Asian 7 (1.4) 24 11 (2.2) Degree Type
Arab 8 (1.6) 25 9 (1.8) Business 265 (54.0)
West Asian 3 (0.6) Biological Sciences 226 (46.0)
Japanese 3(0.6)
Other 20 (4.1)

Note. Values are presented as count (% of total).

2.2 Measures

Participants completed a 1@®m survey questionnaire that included a-iteBn

demographic questionnaire (2.28.17) and the instruments described as follows (sections:

2.2.1:2.2.6).

2.2.1 Career Adaptability. Career adapability was measured usingetli2 itemCareer Adapt

Abilities Scale Short forflCAAS-SF: Maggiori Rossier & Savickas, 2015), which was adapted

from the 24item Career AdapAbilities Scale (CAAS: Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). The CASE

has four, threétem scales measuring concern, ttoh curiosity and confidence. The CAAS has
shown similar factor structure and produced evidence of validity as well as reliability in 13

countries. The CAASSF has been found to possess similarly strong psychometric properties to
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the CAAS (Maggiori et a) 2015), but is more parsimonious, which will be useful given the length

of the survey and its effect on respondent burden. Items begin with the following statement:
Different people use different strengths to build their careers. No one is good #hiegelach

of us emphasizes some strengths more than others. Please rate how strongly you have developed
each of the foll owi ng ($abadkds & Parfadi,22018)sPiarticpants baea s c a
respond from (1) not strong to (5) strong&stfa to Appendix B.

2.2.2 Vocational ldentity status. Vocational identity status was measured using th&eso

Vocational Identity Status Assessm@ASA: Porfeli et al., 2011). The VISA contains the three

higher order dimensions (Career Explorati@areer Commitment, and Career Reconsideration)

shown in Figure 1 with two subscales per dimension. The six vocational identity statuses and
vocational identity categorizations have been supported in several studies (LamVdiemd,

Perchec & Marchal,@16; Porfeli et al., 2011; Rhee, Lee, Kim, Ha & Lee, 2015). Consistent with

this body of literature, respondents were categorized into one of the six identity statuses based on
their scores on each of the dimensions using cluster analysis, as desc8ieeiibin 2.3. All VISA

items were scored on apgwint Likert scale of (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Refer to
Appendix A.

2.2.3 Helicopter ParentingBecause the definition of Afpar eni
discuss how the term wagperationalized in the context of the present study. Statistics Canada
(2012) defines t heompasadsfamarfedancommplawacupld) withar g
without children, or of a lone parent living with at least one child in the same dwéllingles

can be of the opposite sex or of the same sex
define subsets of the census family, including the-gkiperation family, intact family, step family

(simple step family, complex step family), mu#tigerational households and foster children. This
definition and its subsets of clarification help to illustrate the growing diversity of the
contemporary Canadian famiefining parents through marriage and/or biological ties no longer
accuratelyportray t he di versification that O0parentd ha
War I, each year continues to see increases in social and organizational diversity through the rise

in dual income families, single parent households, blended families, Saparenting, and the

prevalence of women and minority groups in the workplace (Davis & Kalleberg, 2006).
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I n consideration of the individually <cons/
specifically of parent (s), it was not deemed appropraget parameters around the word parent.
Whether a student has one parent, two parents orsexrEarents, is irrelevant. What is important
is that a student could identify one or two individuals, biological or not, that fit their conception of
what it mens to be a parent. This position is consistent with the view of Bernardes (1999) who
argues that family should be defined as an ideology as opposed to concrete fact. Furthermore, this
position is consistent with the discourse of constitutive kinning (DGKYich asserts that
legitimate families are formed through communicative processes, behaviors (care) and shared
emotions (Holstein & Gubrium, 1984). Overall, theory (Holstein & Gubrium, 1984) as well as
empirical work (e.g. Holtzman, 2008; Sutereta.,24) hel p to i1l l ustrate t
lot of things in a contemporary context.

The degree of helicopter parenting was measured using titeniblelicopter Parenting
Instrument(HPI; Odenweller, BootButterfield & Weber, 2014). While severaher helicopter
parent inventories exist (e.g., LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011; Schiffrin et al., 2014; Segrin et al.,
2012), the use of the HPI is most appropriate for several reasons. First, the HPI captures
contemporary perceptions (stemming from empiricataech and the popular press) of current
helicopter parenting behaviors. The seitem Helicopter Parenting Scale (HPS: LeMoyne &
Buchanan. 2011) captures perceptions of retrospective (i.e., during childhood and adolescence)
parental behaviorsandinclddle such i tems as fAMy parent superyv
or AMy parent often stepped in to solve |ife
which accommodates the research questeporns of
of their own behavior. The scale developed by Segrin and colleagues (2012) utilizes parental
report, which can present issues of parents placing their behaviors in a favorable light, thus under
reporting helicopter parenting. Third, the HPI doesus# items that specify the gender of the
parental figure. While the scale by Schiffrin and colleagues (2014) is similar to the HPI in how it
captures contemporary, current parental behaviors as perceived by students, items specifically
refer to the behavios of oneb6és mother (e.g., AMy mot her
mot her monitors who | spend time witho). l n s
for the following reasons: a) there is a focus on current parental behaviors in a coatgmpo

historical context, b) items require student as opposed to parental response, and c) items are not
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gender specific and thus allow respondents to freely interpret which parent (or both parents) are
best described by the inventory. Items of the HPivarasured on a fivpoint Likert scale ranging

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) and higher average scale scores indicate greater
prevalence of helicopter parenting. ltems 5 and 14 are reversed scored. The HPI has illustrated
construct andigergent validity as well as acceptable reliabii@denweller, BoottButterfield &

Weber, 2014). Refer to Appendix C.

2.2.5 Perceived Parental Dominancé&?erceived parental dominance was measured with a single

it em: Awhi ch parent i n your |l i fe exerts the
Male/Father Figure, Female/Mother Figure, Equal Parent Influ&meceptual clarification for
eachtermwas provi ded. For exampl e, for male/ fath
individual that may or may not be of biological relation, with whom communication is possible

and that you would regard as the predominant male/father parental figurerin you f e 0 . For
description of female/ mother figure fAépredomi
2.2.6 Degree of Parental InvolvementDegree of parental involvement was addressed with 2

items. First, participants were asked to describe the view they dfatheir parent(s) level of
involvement over longerm career goals. Second, participants were asked to describe how
appropriate their parent(s) level of involvement in their day to day decisions is. Potential responses

for both items include: 1=An Exdme Burden, 2=Inappropriate, 3=Rarely if Ever Appropriate,

4=At Times Appropriate, 5=Appropriate, and 6=Advantageous/Beneficial.

2.2.7 Demographic and Control Variables

Several variables in this study were measured and subsequently controlled for during
analysis. The rationale for holding the influence of such variables constant rests on findings from
extant literatures regarding the relationship of these variables to helicopter parenting and/or the
outcome variables of identity or adaptability. For exEmpesearch indicates that helicopter
parenting is more prevalent when adult children are female, younger in age, have fewer siblings
and coereside with their parents (Bradley Geist & Oldduchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012).
Furthermore, researchditates that there are myriad developmentally adaptive effects of parental
sociaeconomic status (SES) (determined through education and income) that may attenuate some

of the hypothesizeaffects of helicopter parenting. To summarize, the following veasalvere
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measured and controlled for during statistical analyses: whether one is an only child, age, gender,
cohabitation status, parental SES (income + education). All of these relationships were tested for
using ANOVA and ANCOVA.

SES is a particularlymportant control variable. Becauselicopter parents leverage their
resources to the full est extent possible in
development (Odenweller et al., 2014; Reed et al., 2016), it is reasonable to assyraeethst
with the largest pool of resources have the greatest potential influence over emerging adult career
devel opment. According to Bourdieuds cultural
social status more easily transmit resources to gules¢ generations. The next generation often
benefits from these cultural assets, and their position in society is reinforced (Bourdieu & Passeron,
1977). Two of the most influential socioeconomic variables presented in the extant literature are
parental ducation and parental income. Coupled together, these variables provide a rough
indicator of socio economic status (SES).

Several studies have confirmed that adolescents from more privileged homes have greater
access to educational opportunities, infdrara formal social networks, financial resources and
occupational resources (Buis, 2013; Goldthorpe, 1983; Huang, 2013; Ozdemir & Hacifazlioglu,
2008; Schoon, Martin & Ross, 2007; Schulenberg, Vondracek & Crouter, 1984). Helicopter
parenting, however, maljave differential effects according to household SES. For example,
Cooklin and colleagues (2013) found in infants, that OP in more advantaged homes can lead to
higher levels of social and emotional problems. Subsequently, living in a disadvantagedldouseho
may attenuate the effects of overparenting be
Nicholson, 2013; Cooklin et al., 2013) due to-sydtimal environments making parental control
more adaptive over increased allowance for child autonomycParti ant s wer e asked
estimate the combined annual i ncome of their
2.2.8 Educational Status of Parent€ducational status of parents was addressed watitelms
depending on their response. Participants were directeditate the highest level of education
achieved by one or both parental figures, depending on their response to question 2. Potential
response options includettigh School, Some College or University (No degree), Associates

Degree, Bachelors Degree, Masteeggize, Ph.D. or MD, other.
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2.2.9 Parental IncomeParental income was addressed with a single item. Participants were asked
to indicae the current range of income received annually in their parental household. Response
options included$0-$20,000, $21,00$40,000, $41,00875,000, $76,0068100,000, $101,060
$125,000, $126,008160,000, greater than $160,000 (1,2,3,4,5,6,7).

In addition to variables associated with parental secanomic status, the following
demographic variables were also recordedstfody participants.
2.2.10 Employment StatusEmployment status was addressed with a single item. Participants
were asked to indicatheir employment status at the time of the study. Potential responses include:
Unemployed, Employed < 10 hours per wdetaployed 1120 hours per week, Employed-30
hours per week, Employed -3D hours per week (1,2,3,4,5).
2.2.11 Visible Minority Status: Statistics Canada defines visible minorities as ‘persons, other than
Aboriginal peoples, who are néPaucasian in rac or noAwhite in color' (Statistics Canada,
2006). Participants were asked 6Are you a memk
include those provided in the 2006 Canadian Census report: Not a visible minority, Chinese, South
Asian, Black, Hipino, Latin American, Southeast Asian, Arab, West Asian, Korean, Japanese,
Other
2.2.12 Number of SiblingsParticipants were asked to quantify how many siblings they currently
have. Conceptualization of sibling adhered to the definition providetthdyerriam Webster
online dictionary. This definition is as followsto ne o f t wo or more i ndi
common parento (Merriam Webster Online Dictio
blood ties and thus incorporates both step anddhfalihgs as well. Potential response options
included:None/only child, One, Two, Three, More than three.
2.2.13 Age Patrticipants were asked to record their age at the beginning of the study. Potential
responses include those encompassing emerging adultt®diB, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25.
2.2.14 GenderParticipants were asked to indicate which gender they most dsseiiaMale,
Female, Other).
2.2.15 Marital Status. Participants were asked to report their current marital status. Response
options included:Divorcednow single, Divorcechow common law, Singlaeever married,

Common law, Engaged to be married, Marrigdiow/er.
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2.2.16 Parenting StatusParticipants were asked if they are currently a parent to a dependent child

or expecting to be a parent to a dependent child. Response options indlodexpecting a child,

Yes.

2.2.17 Cohabitation StatusCohabitatiom status was addressed with 2 items. Participants were
asked to indicate a) their place of primary residence when registered as a student and b) their place
of residence when not registered as a student. Response options for each item Méthdeag:

parents, Campus housing, Rental Apartment, Currently financing a home, other (please specify).
2.2.18 Degree TypeRarticipants from the College of Business and Economics (CBE) were coded

as 1 and patrticipants from the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) egeted as 2 and are
named students of business or biological sciences, respectively.

2.3 Statistical Analyses/Analytic Procedure

Analyses were conducted using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences version 25
(SPSS Statistics 25, SPSS Inc., Chigaldl) and the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS)
statistical package, version 24. Data analysis consisted of-atBuprocess. First, data cleaning
took place in order to meet the assumptions of the statistical procedures incorporating hypothesis
teding. For ANOVA and ANCOVA, this includes the testing for normality in distribution, equality
of variance, univariate and multivariate outliers, linearity, multicollinearity and equality of
covariances. Covariance based SEM procedures with maximum lb@lifdL) estimation
included meeting assumptions related to sample size, normality in distribution, univariate and
multivariate outliers, linearity, validity and reliability of sample scores, multicollinearity and
adequacy and covariances. During this fatsfp tests were also conducted for common method
bias, unengaged respondents and missing values. Table 3 provides a summary of the assumptions
for the statistical techniques of SEM (CFA + path analysis), ANOVA and ANCOVA. In addition,

the criteria requirg of data to meet these assumptions are also provided.

Table 3. Summary for Requirements of Study Data and Criteria Necessary for Achievement.

Data Requirements Criteria

Missing Data If > 10% missing then case is deleted (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996).
Unengaged If standard deviation of scale is between 0 and .50, then case is de
Responses
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Sample to parameter ratio. Minimum of 5:1 and optimal ratio of 20
(Grace et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2005; Kline, 2005).

+2 (Field, 2009; George & Mallery 2010; Gravetter & Wallnau, 201
Trochim & Donnelly, 2006).

Univariate outliers | Z-scores (Z > 3.29) and Boxplots (Field, 2009).

Sample Size

Skewness

'(\)/qut:it;znate Mahalanobis distance (D) statistic p value <.001 (Kline, 2005).
Kurtosis Value > +/ 10 indicates concern (Kline, 2005).
Linearity Non-significant deviation from linearity tests between each IV and

Intercorrelations/Effect Sizes >.80 (Kline, 2005; Field, 2009) and

Multicollinearity inspection of Variance nf | ati on Factor (VI

Adquacy of Nonsignificant Box's M test (Field, 2009).

covariances

Univariate Non-significant Levene's test (Levene, 1960) for each dependent
Homogeneity of . . i _

Variance variable. Variance Ratio to not exceed 1:5.

Internal consistency reliability of each set of indicators (Cronbach,
Soore Reliability 1951) and composite reliability index (Raykov, 1997) > .70 (Fornel
Larcker, 1981).

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of indicator sets >.50 (Fornell &
Score Validity Larcker, 1981) and/or AVE > correlation with other constructs
(Alumran et al., 2014).

Common Method |Har manés Single Factor Test (1}
Bias and marker variable method in AMOS.

Second, the measurement model of each latent construct (Career Adaptability, Vocational
Identity, Helicopter Parenting) was evaluated using confirmatory factor analysis. The testing of
each measurement model is essential in understanding whether theedlseasured variables
adequately represent the study constructs, and is thus foundational to assessing and interpreting
the structural model (Jackson, Gillaspy & R&@tephenson, 2009). To interpret the fit of the
model, the following indices were usede Ghi Square value (CMIN); relative Céguare statistic
(CMIN/df); Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Comparative Fit Index (CFl),
TuckerLewis Index (TLI) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Fit indices were
tested against ghsuggested cuiffs by Hu and Bentler (1999) of .95 for CFl and TLI, less than
.06 for RMSEA and less than .08 for SRMR. Final measurement models were selected among
competing measurement models according to results frosgdiaires differences testsveal as

results from the extant literature describing measure validation. Measurement models were then
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tested for measurement invarianthis process tests the extent to which each latent variable has
the same meaning across groups in the study, a conchiet is essential when making group
mean comparisons (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). Invariance was tested for at several levels of the
measurement model. For each of the final measurement models, measurement invariance was
tested through the steps of @igaral equivalence of model form, metric equivalence of factor
loadings and invariance of the intercepts (scalar invarianOece achieved, composite
scores/parceling of measured variables were computed by averaging the individual items of each
latent vaiable. This is a common approach when composite level indicators are more normally
distributed (as in the case here of career adaptability) or the number of indicators is large, thereby
increasing the potential for cross loadings and poor fit (as woultebsase for the 3ibem VISA
inventory)(Hall, Snell & Foust, 1999). Composite scores were used when testing the data against
the proposed structural model.

Third, to test all hypothesgsa latent variable structural model measuring the relationship
between helicopter parenting, the 6 dimensions of vocational identity status and career adaptability
was tested. Furthermore, the relationships between the dimensions of vocational identity status
and career adaptability were also tested. Helicopter pagamas considered an exogenous latent
variable, whereas the 6 dimensions of vocational identity and career adaptability were modeled as
endogenous latent variables. Each endogenous variable was also tied to a disturbance variable
accounting for causal infences on that latent variable not stemming from helicopter parenting or
any other latent variable. Nonzero covariances among latent endogenous disturbances was
all owed, because as Millsap (2002) expl ains,
covariances among the endogenous variables can
(pg. 266). Theoretical justification for covariation between each pair of disturbances is provided
in the results chapter discussion of parameter estimateslaSitai the evaluation of the
measurement model, model fit was interpreted with the following indices: CMIN, CMIN/df,
RMSEA, CFI, TLI and SRMR. Fit indices were once again tested against the suggesiffd cut
by Hu and Bentler (1999) and modification ineBcwere evaluated from both theoretical and
practical (if relaxing a parameter enhances fit) perspectives. Sequentgleie differences tests

were used to evaluate competing nested models.
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Fourth, to test for differences in helicopter parenting by identity status progréss
statistical procedures of cluster analysis and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) were used. A two
step cluster analysis procedure was used to determine group membership f@Ahsaflises.

This is a common procedure in research addressing vocational identity status, and extant studies
continue to conclude that a sthuster solution is most satisfactory (Crocetti et al., 2008; Porfel

et al., 2011). In the first stepcores oreach of the 6 identity sufcales were standardized (M=0,
SD=1) and the transformed scores of each subscale undervmeeaks cluster analysis to define

the number of clusters (i.e., levels of student response to each dimension). Given that research has
consistently determined that stkusters explains the greatest variance when clustering by-all six
dimensions of vocational identity, the number of clusters was specified to be six. Seconrd, the k
means method determined a cluster number for each casefiesp according to distance from

the cluster centers. Final output indicates the number of cases in each cluster as well as the
similarities and differences among cluster profiles (e.g., final cluster centers and Euclidian
distances between cluster cesjeAnalysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was then used to test for

status differences in levels of helicopter parenting, while controlling for the influence of covariates.

Chapter 3: Results

3.1Data Cleaning and Assumption Testing
3.1.1Sample size, missing cas and unengaged responses.

Before the adequacy of the measurement and structural models could be assessed with chi
square tests and other fit indices, several preliminary steps regarding data screening took place.
When maximum likelihood (ML) estimation is used in covariabased §M procedures, the
model may be over fitted (Bollen, 1989) with low goodness of fit indices and high standard errors
(Jackson, 2003) if the sample size is too small. At a minimum, it is suggested that a ratio of 5:1 for
samples to parameters be presene¢ftimation (Grace, et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2005). Kline (2005)
suggests that a reasonable ratio of cases to parameters be 10:1 and an optimal ratio of 20:1. The
theoretical model being tested (see Figure 7) has 30 parameters to be estimated aadytals th
was to recruit at least 38450 participants. Having 491 usable participants allowed me to meet the
suggested sample size requirements. Among participant responses, a significant amount of missing
data and/or nomandom missing data, can also leadidsues in data analysis and subsequent
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interpretation. The suggestion by Tabachnick and Fidell (1996) that any case with greater than
10% of missing data should be eliminated, was followed. With 105 total survey items, any case
with more than 11 missingsponses was deleted.

Table 4. The Number of Missing Observations by Cases.

ID  #Miss | ID
699 99 220
39 69 221
69 223
69 225
69 226
69 234
69 236
69 237
69 240
69 242
69 246
252
253
267
268
298
317
322
396

#Miss | ID
69 408
69 411
69 414
69 415
69 416
69 420
69 426

429

430

683

61

140

40

43

44

56

162

163

170

#Miss | ID
69 177
69 179
69 181
69 185
69 186
69 188
69 190
69
69
69
68
68
52
52
52
52
52
52
52

#Miss | ID
52 244
52 248
52 251
52 272
52 300
52 318
52 397
52 399
52 400
52 401
52 403
52 404
52 405
52 406

413

423

424

425

427

#Miss | ID
52 428
52 432
52 435
52 437
52 438
52 439
52 441

442

443

445

619

623

698

433

178

194

229

41

55

#Miss | ID
52 57
52 59
52
52
52
52
52
52
52
52
52
52
52
22
16
16
16
15
15

#Miss | ID
15 230
15 231
15 232
15 235
15 241
15 245
15 258

259

261

273

301

316

319

320

321

323

398

402

407

#Miss | ID
15 410
15 412
15 419
15 421
15 422
15 436
15 440

446

558

617

687

688

689

690

691

692

694

695

409

#Miss
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
13

46

49

60
161
183
187
191
195
197
198
199
203
207
214
215
216
217

67
124
174
180
182
184
189
192
201
204
205
206
211
212
213
219
228

69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69

193
196
200
202
208
209
210
218
222
224
227
238

52
52
52
52
52
52
52

15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15

15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15
15

69
69
69
69
69
69
69
69

Because the survey reported responses for anyone progressing past the consent page, the
initial sample size of 699 was highly inflated by those beginning the survey and then stopping
immediately or shortly thereafter (less than halfway through the suN=1(8). In total, 171
cases were removed during the missing data analysis (see table 4 for a summary of the cases
removed).

Table 5 reports findings for an additional analysis conducted ferarmom missing data
-unengaged responses. Unengaged respareesconceptualized as those with little variation in
their (e. 9.
was calculated across each set of construct items. Standard deviations (SD) ranging from 0 to .50

responses to construct i tems al |l

illustrate no to very little variation in responses to scale items. Any participant with 0SD on at least

one construct was eliminated from the study.

5, with results indicating that all SD values on osmale/construct below .50 were also
accompanied by a SD of zero on another scale/construct. In total, 10 participants were removed

from future analysis, resulting in a total sample of 518 at this stage of data preparation.

Table 5. Unengaged Participatscording to Standard Deviations on Study Scales.

ID HPI-SD | PAQ-SD | CAA-SD | CONTROL-SD | VISA-SD
82 0.83 0.68 0 0.49 0.76
155 0.97 0 0.94 0.76 0.47
160 0.89 0 0.47 0.28 1.24
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265 0.96 1.32 0 0.5 0.8
325 0.59 0.22 0.37 0 0.55
334 0 0 0.85 0.85 0.94
384 0.52 0 0 0 0
515 0.67 0.43 1.11 0.71 0
612 0 0 0.75 0 0
648 0.89 0 0.92 0.64 0.91

Note. SD refers to standard deviation.

Following the test for unengaged responses, a missing data analysis was once again

conducted for all study items. Table 6 reports the results of this analysis and describes the

replacement technique used for each observation. In total, among the 543%18)@otal data

points, only 42 were missin@herefore, it was assumed that missing data patterns were missing

completely at random (MCAR) and thus exist only by chance. In addition, only 3 of the 42 missing

data points were on latent variable scales, making it unnecessary to compare participants wit

compl ete vs

i ncompl et e

data wusing Littlebs (1

Table 6. Summary of Missing Data and Imputation Approach to Handle Missing Values.

Variable Missing Value Replacement Technique
CAA9 1 1 3.0 MEDIAN (CAA9, ALL)
VISA3_Comm_CMM_1 1 2.0 MEDIAN (VISA3_Comm_CMM, ALL)
VISA29 Expl_ID_1 1 4.0 MEDIAN (VISA29_Expl_ID, ALL)
Gender 1 2.0 MEDIAN (Gender, ALL)
Minority 3 1.0 MEDIAN (Minority, ALL)
Year of Registration 2 3.0 MEDIAN (Year of Registration, ALL)
Residence Student 2 3.0 MEDIAN (Residence Student, ALL)
Residence Not Student 2 1.0 MEDIAN (Residence Not Student, ALL
Age 1 3.0 MEDIAN(Age)
Employment Status 1 1.0 MEDIAN (Employment Status)
Siblings 2 2.0 MEDIAN(SIiblings)
Parent Status 2 1.0 MEDIAN (Parent Status)
Marital Status 3 3.0 MEDIAN (Marital Status)
Mother Education 3 4.0 MEDIAN (Mother Education)
Father Education 4 4.0 MEDIAN (Father Education)
Parental Income 13 4.0 MEDIAN (Parental Income)

Note. N=518.

For both latent indicators and demographic items, missing values were replaced with the

sample median for that item. Median as opposed to mean replacement was used so that values

would make conceptual sense based on scaling. This was particularly salidetrfographic
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variables, but also is important for latent indicators during analyses involving frequency or count
data.

3.1.2 Normality in Distribution

Parameter estimation using ML assumes that variables are continuous and normally
distributed (Kline, 2005). This is also an assumption that needs to be met for ANOVA and
ANCOVA (Field, 2009).To determine the extent of normality, measured variables weserssd
for univariate and multivariate outliers, skewness and kurtosis. Observatiois stéandard
deviations from the mean were considered univariate outliers, and were removed. Table 7 reports
each of the 6 univariate outliers coming from 4 participais a result of this step, the total

sample size was reduced to 514.

Table 7. Univariate Outliers of Study Variables.

ID Z Score Value Variable

86 |-3.212 Exploration IrBreadth
86 |-4.859 Exploration IrDepth
266 | -3.387 ID with Commitment
289 | -3.212 Exploration IrBreadth
289 | -3.513 Exploration IrDepth
351 | -3.462 Authoritative Parenting

Totest for multivariate outliers, or cases where extreme scores are reported on two or more
variables, Mahalanobis distance (D) was used. A valué afith a significantly low pvalue may
lead to a rejection of the null hypothesis, which in essence isgdsti whether this case comes
from the same population as all other cases. A case was removed if its score resyitedlirea
of <.001 as per the suggestion of Kline (2005). Table 8 reports the findings from the test for
multivariate outliers, indicatig the D*2 value as well as the scale from which the multivariate
outlier was discovered. In total, 23 multivariate outliers were detected and removed, resulting in a

new and final sample size of 491 participants.
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Table 8. Multivariate Outlieref Study Data.

ID Mahalanobis D*? | Construct/Scale
278 90.654| VISA
71 80.644| VISA
459 35.064| CAA
186 78.49| VISA
192 77.74| VISA
411 74.931| VISA
492 72.577| VISA
179 72.54| VISA
90 71.9| VISA
190 70.332| VISA
85 68.811| VISA
229 67.3| VISA
471 66.823| VISA
488 46.164| CAA
19 62.934| VISA
394 62.193| VISA
450 61.432| VISA
346 60.447| VISA
219 57.661| VISA
260 56.836| VISA
267 43.547| HPI
79 43.333| HPI
170 42.438| HPI

The distribution of each study variable was also evaluated through values of skewness and
kurtosis. For skewness, the recommendeeotfubf +2 (Field, 2009; George & Mallery 2010;
Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014; Trochim & Donnelly, 2006) was used to classify variables with
significant positive or negative skew. For kurtosis, values exceeding 10 in absolute value were
considered kurtotic (Kline, 2®&). Appendix F reports out values for skewness, kurtosis and their
respective standard errors, by the followingtal Sample, gender affiliation, levels of sacio
economic status, degree type, and source of parental dominance. Values for each anabysis did

exceed the critical values for either skewness of kurtosis.
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3.1.3 Linearity, Multicollinearity and Homogeneity of Variance/Covariance

The statistical procedures used in this study assume the existence of linear bivariate
relationships among variables (Field, 2009; Kline, 2005). Linearity was inspected thestsybf
deviation from linearity between each IV and DV of the structural inadeerein norsignificant
values indicate a linear relationshlpwas expected that relationships between latent variables
would be linear (positive or negative). Appendix G summarizes the results from all tests of
deviation from linearity, including & statistic and significance value for each relationship. F
statistics ranged from 0.093 to 2.118 and all relationships wersigoificant, providing evidence
of linear relationships between all tested variables.

To determine if latent variables in shistudy are distinct, the correlation matrix was
analyzed as well as the calculation of the variance inflation factor (VIF). If VIF values, which
account for the ratio between total standardized variance to unique variance of predictor variables,
are high(>10), the presence of multicollinearity is likely. In other words, the predictor may be
redundant if the total standardized variance is more than 10 times greater than the unique variance
(Kline, 2005). Table 10 reports the VIF calculations of each inudgrd variable on all 7 of the
dependent variables (adaptability, career commitment, identification with commitment, career
self-doubt, career flexibility, exploration ibreadth, exploration #depth). Moreover, depending
on the hypothesis being tested, e h v ari abl eds relationship to t
being a predictor to an outcome variable. The number associated with each column indicates the
outcome variable (e.g.-@areer adaptability,-bareer sefdoubt). Coupled together, the resul
presented in Tables 9 and 10 report correlation coefficients rangingg@mo .56 and VIF scores
from 1.148 to 2.258. These values are well below the commonly suggested critical valis&s of
for correlations (Field, 2009; Kline, 2005) and >10 folF\{Marquardt, 1970). In addition,
tolerance scores, or the total unique standardized variance explained by each IV were all greater
than .10.
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Table 9. Means, Standard Deviations and Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables.

Variable M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. Helicopter Parenting 2.67 (0.57)
2. Career Adaptability 3.40 (0.54)-0.10*
3. Career Commitment 3.21(0.78)0.01  0.28*
4. D with Commitment 3.86 (0.61)-0.06 0.33** 0.56**
5. Career Self Doubt 2.51(0.83)0.21* -0.37** -0.44* -0.44**
6. Career Flexibility 3.27 (0.80)-0.00 -0.22* -0.62* -0.43** 0.52**
7. Exploration In-Breadth 3.51(0.76)-0.06 0.09* -0.34* -0.16** 0.24** 0.49**
8. Exploration In-Depth 3.90 (0.57)-0.12* 0.45* 0.35* 0.36™ -0.33* -0.18* 0.05
9. P. Involvement W/Career |4.97 (0.96)-0.25* 0.12** 0.18* 0.22** -0.29* -0.14 -0.11* 0.12*
10. P. Involvement W/Everydag.59 (1.04)-0.37* 0.13* 0.06 0.11* -0.21* -0.08 -0.01 0.10* 0.56*

Notes. * p<.05; *p<.01. N=491. Variables 1 to 8 on a 5 point likert scale. Variables 9 and 10 on a 6 point liker

Table 10. Variance Inflation Factor Scores for Each Independent Variable.

Outcome
2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1. Helicopter Parenting 1.266 1.259 1.266 1.230 1.265 1.263 1.259
2. Career Adaptability 1.439 1.425 1.396 1.433 1.385 1.304
3. Career Commitment 2.154 1.923 2.152 1.835 2.125 2.073
4. 1D with Commitment 1.702 1.534 1.673 1.714 1.716 1.692
5. Career Self Doubt 1.758 1.810 1.765 1.634 1.811 1.798
6. Career Flexibility 2.255 1.928 2.258 2.042 1.964 2.251
7. Exploration InBreadth 1.409 1.445 1.463 1.464 1.270 1.455
8. Exploration InDepth 1.301 1.382 1.414 1.425 1.427 1.427

9. P. Involvement W/Career | 1.580 1.574 1.568 1.555 1.572 1.568 1.579
10. P. Involvement W/Everydg 1.599 1.599 1.601 1.602 1.600 1.600 1.602
11. Degree Type 1.181 1.181 1.163 1.148 1.180 1.184 1.181
12. SES 1.052 1.056 1.055 1.053 1.051 1.055 1.054
13. Age 1.150 1.139 1.144 1.149 1.131 1.147 1.148
14. Number Siblings 1.045 1.042 1.045 1.041 1.045 1.035 1.045

Note. Outcome number indicates dependaniable for each VIF calculation. VIF was
calculated using the following equation: VIF= R%smd where Rsmcis the squared multiple
correlation between the IV and all other predictors.

Following tests for multicollinearity, data were tested for univariate homogeneity of
variance and adequacy of covariances/relative variances. Univariate homogeneity of variance is
particularly salient to ANOVA procedures, and when present, indicatesithdar variance
patterns on the outcome variable are present among different groups. To test the assumption of

homogeneity of wvariance, Levenebds statistic
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variable according to group membership. Table blwls t he val ue of Levenebo

of parental influence, # of siblings, levels of socioeconomic status, employment status and degree
type.

Table 11. Tests for Univariate Homogeneity of Variance on Study Outcome Variables by Group
Membership.

P. Influence # Siblings SES Employment Degree
Variable Levene Levene o Levgng of Levgng df Levgng
Statistid Statistid Statistid Statistiqg Statistic
Career Adaptability (2, 488)1.7 (4,486)2.47 |(2,488)0.83 |(4,486)0.54 |(1,489)0.41
Career Commitment (2, 488)0.3 (4,486)1.53 (2, 488)0.36 |(4,486)0.92 |[(1, 489)6.40*
ID with Commitment (2, 488)2.01 |(4, 486)1.57 |(2,488)1.06 |(4, 486)0.73 |(1, 489)0.39
Career Self Doubt (2,488)1.4 (4,486)2.14 |(2, 488)5.40** |(4, 486)0.31 |(1, 489)0.91
Career Flexibility (2,488)1.47 |(4,486)0.18 |(2,488)0.85 |(4, 486)0.85* |(1, 489)0.20
Exploration In-Breadth |(2, 488)3.33* ([(4,486)1.01 |(2,4 8}0 41 |(4,486)1.46 |(1,489)0.80
Exploration In-Depth  |(2, 488)0.88 |(4, 486)1.75 |(2, 488)0. (4,486)0.88 (1, 489)0.00

Note. *p<.05, *p<.01

Each Levenedbds statistic tests the null hyr

exist between groups. Thus,ren gni fi cant Levenebs tests are
the assumption of homogeneity of variance. It was found that hemedy of variance was not

met for the following: exploration in breadth by source of parental influ&{2g88)= 3.33,

p<.05, career selloubt by level of socio economic stai(2,488)= 5.40p<.01, career flexibility

by employment status(4,486)= 0.85p<.05, and career commitment by degree tyi5489)=
6.40,p<.05. Each significant result was followed up with an analysis of the variance ratio. This
ratio compares the largest group variance to the smallest and presents a concerargethe |
variance is more than3times larger than that of the smaller. Reported in table 12 is the sample
size, standard deviation and variance for each study variable with groups failing the assumption of
homogeneity of variance. Variance ratio valuesengaiculated to be 1.46 (0.812/0.555) for SES,
1.39 (0.637/0.458) for parental influence, 1.78 (0.891/0.500) for employment status and 1.23
(0.672/0.548) for degree type.
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Table 12. Sample Size, Standard Deviation and Variance of Select Study Outgdéresing
Variable.

Outcome Grouping Variable N St. Dev. Variance
Low 190 0.901 0.812
Career Self Doubt SES Moderate 137 0.799 0.638
High 164 0.745 0.555

Father/Male Figure 118 0.786 0.618
Exploration In -Breadth | Parental Influence Mother/Female Figure | 192 0.798 0.637
Equal Parental Influenc| 181 0.677 0.458

Unemployed 173 0.767 0.588
<10 hours/Week 78 0.944 0.891
Career Flexibility Employment  11-20 hours/Week 60 0.707 0.500
21-30 hours/Week 43 0.832 0.692
31-40 hours/Week 137 0.802 0.643
Business 265 0.740 0.548

Career Commitment Degree Type

Biological Sciences 226 0.820 0.672

Since the homogeneity of variance assumption was not met in each of these four instances,
mean comparisons were analyzed using Wel chos
calculate variance explained. Any significant omnibus test in each of fin@senstances was
followed up with a Gameblowell post hoc analysis, which considers heterogeneity of variance.

SEM incorporates an extension of the test for univariate homogeneity of variance by
evaluating whether the covariance matrices of each gaoeigqual across a composite set of
dependent variables. When there are large discrepancies in variance, a covariance matrix can be
ill-scaled and convergence procedures may be unstable or fail entirely (Kline, 1BO6&)er
words, if some variables hawxtremely low variance while others are extremely high, then
estimates at each step may reduce the fit between the data and the model rather than towards a
more stable, better fit (Kline, 2005). If there are large variance discrepancies between variables
but the ML estimation procedure converges, then the result may be a very poor fitting model.
Box6s M test was used to test the null hypoth
DV6s included the foll owi ng :curiciyrcendidence),dcargert a b i |
exploration (exploration Hbreadth, exploration #depth), career commitment (career
commitment, identification with career commitment), career reconsideration (career self doubt,

career flexibility). Table 13 reportsthe hdi ngs from Boxds M 4 est C
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covariance matrices between groups. As this table illustrates, covariances were not equal for the
different SES groups, or between Business and Biological sciences students, on the composite
career commitmeroutcome.

Table 13. Summary of Boxd6s M Test for Homogen
P. Influence # Siblings SES Employment Degree
Variable Box's ., |BoX's .. | Box's ., |BoX's ., |BoX's .
M F (sig.) M F (sig.) M F (sig.) M F (sig.) M F (sig.)

C. Adaptability 29.34{1.45 (.09)51.981.22 (.17) 27.62|1.37 (.13)29.60.72 (.90) |16.421.63 (.09
C. Commitment 8.56 |1.42 (.20)17.041.38 (.17) 15.49|2.57 (.02)21.781.79 (.05) 9.87|3.28 (.02
C. Exploration 11.94|1.98 (.07)13.341.08 (.37) 3.11 .52 (.80) {10.05.83 (.62) | 8.16|2.71 (.08
C. Reconsideration 8.82(1.46 (.19)10.19.82 (.63) | 10.77|1.78 (.10)12.13.99 (.45) | 1.45|.48 (.70)

Because sample sizes were relatively equal between each SES and Degree Type groups
(i .e., smallest N is not | ess than 50% of | al
instances. Support for this decision comes from Field (2009) who statéisdhat a gener al |
sample sizes are equal then disregard Boxds t
we can assume that Hotellingds and Pillaids s
3.1.4 Validity and Reliability of Sample Scores

SEM procedures assume that variables can be related, but not to the point where they in
essence are measuring the same thing. This involves assessing the validity as well as reliability of
the data to represent each construct. Because the measurementsmeftisttive, this involves
calculation of the average variance extracted (AVE) for validity and composite reliability index
for reliability, as per the instructions outlined by MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Podsakoff (2011). An
AVE for each set of indicatorg greater than .50 is desired (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and indicates
that on average, a majority of the variance in the indicators is shared with the latent variable they
are intended to represent. Construct reliability was evaluated with the interrastenay
reliability of each set of indicators (Cronbach, 1951) as well as the composite reliability index
(Raykov, 1997).

AVE was calculated using the equation posed by Fornell and Larcker (1981) and is
illustrated in Figur& along with the calculatiorof composite reliability. Each component of AVE
is described beneath the equation. The composite reliability index was calculated according to the
equation posed by Raykov (1997). In thisequaten, ( | ambda) i s the standa
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foritemiand0 i s t he er r d iTheereorvaramnefa eathoitem is caleulated-as 1

.

Figure3. Calculations for Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliability (CR).
K4
2N
AVEG = A
(Z /\i) FO; )
k=1
i
Where: CR = (E !)
K; is the number of indicators of construct ¢;. 2 .
Ajk are factor loadings J (E ‘3'4) + (E E!)

@}, is the error variance of the k™ indicator (k =1, ..., K;) of constuct ¢;

Results of the AVE and CR calculations are reported in table 14 for career adaptability and
15 for vocational identity. In regard to AVE, all values for the components of career adaptability
were above the .50 criterion suggested by Fornell and Larck&d)1¥%wo components of
vocational identity status (ID with commitment and exploratiomepth), did not meet this
standard. For ID with commitment, this was likely due to the low factor loadings of items 4 (0.56)
and 5 (0.40). Porfeli and colleagues (20fdund a slightly higher loading for item 4 (0.67) and a
similarly low loading for item 5 (0.48). Calculation of the AVE for the ID with commitment scale
used in this prior study would yield a value of .42, which was lower than the AVE of .47 found in
this study. Additionally, the AVE of the explorationdepth component (0.45) was likely due to
the combined factor loadings of item$20.69,0.64,0.63,0.62). Factor loadings from the Porfel
et al.,, (2011) paper do not differ significantly from those rigub here (0.70,0.68,0.54,0.66
respectively for items-8), and an AVE calculated from their study values would be 0.42, which

is also lower than the 0.45 reported in this study.

Table 14 Summary of Standardi zed IAlplhifoctlzet or Lo
Four Components of Career Adaptability.

Iltem
Concern 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel U
o 0.84 0.83 0.78
a4 0.70 0.69 0.61 0.67 0.86 0.75
1-aa4 0.30 0.31 0.39
Control 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel U
o 0.80 0.74 0.70 0.55 0.79 0.60
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a4 0.64 0.54 0.49
1-04 0.36 0.46 0.51
Curiosity 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel U
o 0.75 0.74 0.65
a4 057 0.55 0.43 0.51 0.76 0.53
1-aa4 043 0.45 0.57
Confidence 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel U
o 0.81 0.77 0.72
a4 0.66 0.60 0.52 0.59 0.81 0.66
1-a4 0.34 0.40 0.48

Regarding construct reliability, composite reliability indices for all components of
vocational identity and the global measure of career adaptability were above the accepted value of
.70 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Furthermore, the interoahsistency reliability of each set of
indicators (Cronbach, 1951) was consistent with extant literature. For example, th&Jdipha(a | u e s
for each identity construct were above the recommended value of .70 (MacKenzie, Podsakoff &
Podsakoff, 2011) and tlrange of values (0.700.85) were consistent with ranges reported by
Porfeli (2009; 0.71- 0.88) and Porfeli et al., (2011; 0-0982). For the components of career
adaptability, alpha values on 3 of the 4 components were below 0.70. However, thepodstnim
alpha in this study is that of the entire ad
adaptability score over the component scores is consistent with the work of Maggiori, Rossier and
Savickas (2015) and Savickas and Porfeli (2012).

Table155Summary of Standardized Indicator Loading
Six Components of Vocational Identity.

Item

Career Commitment 1 2 3 4 5 | AVE Comp.Rel U ‘
2 0.82 0.80 0.76 0.66 0.56

24067 064 0.58 043 0.31| 0.53 0.84 0.77

1-22 0.33 0.36 0.42 0.57 0.69

ID with Commitment 1 2 3 4 5 | AVE Comp.Rel U
a(0.81 0.79 0.77 0.56 0.40

24065 0.62 0.60 0.32 0.16| 0.47 0.81 0.70

1-240.35 0.38 0.40 0.68 0.84

Career Self Doubt 1 2 3 4 5 | AVE Comp.Rel U
a(0.81 0.77 0.75 0.70 0.70

24066 059 0.56 0.50 0.49

0.56 0.86 0.80
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1-2020.34 041 0.44 0.50 0.51

Career Flexibility 1 2 3 4 5 |AVE Comp.Rel U
2| 0.85 0.84 0.80 0.77 0.69

&40.73 0.70 0.64 0.60 0.48| 0.63 0.89 0.85

1-220.27 0.30 0.36 0.40 0.52

Exploration In-Breadth | 1 2 3 4 5 |AVE Comp.Rel U
& 0.80 0.79 0.79 0.78 0.73

&40.64 0.62 0.62 0.61 0.54| 0.60 0.88 0.83

1-40.36 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.46

Exploration In -Depth 1 2 3 4 5 | AVE Comp.Rel U
2| 0.76 0.69 0.64 0.63 0.62

24058 047 041 0.39 0.39| 0.45 0.80 0.70

1-240.42 053 059 0.61 0.61

3.1.5 Common Method Bias

Testing for common method bias began in SPSS usingHrenan's Single Factor
(Harman, 1976) approach. Items of the career adaptability and vocational identity scales
underwent factor analysis, wherein the number of factors was fixed at one and no rotation method
was selected. The one factor that emerged duaimalysis had an eigenvalue of 9.008 and
explained 21.47% of the variance, which is significantly lower than 50%. To provide additional
support for a lack of common method biagsaanmon latent factor analysis was performed in
AMOS. Appendix J illustratethe results of this analysis and depicts the steps that were taken to
perform this analysis. These steps include: a) creation of a common latent factor and constraining
its variance to 1, b) drawing regression lines to all observed variables in the fromalehis
common latent factor, ¢) constraining all regression paths to be equal (set to a in this case), and d)
covarying all latent variables in the model, except for the common latent variable. By running the
model, the common latent variable determittelcommonly shared variance among all observed
variables in the model. Shared variance among all observed variables was found to be 2.6%
(.16*.16). A third and final test was conducted to evaluate common variance that involved the
introduction of a markevariable (See Appendix K). The marker variable method in AMOS
includes the introduction of a variable from the data that should have little to no correlation with
the other variables. Any common variance would thus likely be explained by some form of
common method bias. In this case the variable of behavioral control was used, and the total shared

variance was 2.25% (.15*.15).
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3.2 SEM Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The first series of analyses following data preparation included the testing of three
measurement models using confirmatory factor analydgisasurement models consist of
hypothesized relationships between observed/measured/indicator variables andspleetiviee
latent variables/constructs. For vocational identity, it was anticipated that the data would support
a 6factor structure with all 30 indicators loading independently onto one of the six latent factors
(i.e., exploration irdepth, exploration in rfeadth, career commitment, identification with
commitment, career self doubt and career flexibility). For career adaptability, it was anticipated
that the data would best support a seeorder model with all 12 indicators loading independently
onto one ofour first-order latent factors. Thirdly, for helicopter parenting, it was anticipated that
data would support a singfactor structure with all 15 items loading independently onto the one
latent factor.
3.2.1 Career Adaptability

Predictions for eachattor structure came from extant literature but were also tested
statistically for confirmation. For career adaptability, the work of Maggiori and colleagues (2015),
Savickas and Porfeli (2012) and van Vianen et al., (2012) informed testing of the mesgurem
model. Both Maggiori et al (2015) and Savickas and Porfeli (2012) determined that a second order
(1-4) measurement model best fit their data, recognizing that eacleViestdimension (concern,
control, curiosity, confidence) combines to form a glab@asure of adaptability. This global
indicator of adaptability is consistent with the earlier conceptualization made by Savickas (2005)
and Van Vianen and coll eagues (2012) @ea&lscribe
demonstrate sufficigrto good internal consistency estimates and a coherent multidimensional,
hierarchical structure that fits the theoretical model and linguistic explication of career adaptability
resourceso (pg. 722).

In light of the previous CFA findings, data in thisdy weretested for how well they fit a
one factor/global, second order4)or four factor model. Appendix provides an illustration of
each model tested during CFA for career adaptability. Each model is labeled and corresponds to a
row with the saméabel inTable17. Results indicate that the best fit indices were found with the
one factor/global model with factor covaried errors. As this figure illustrates however, 12 pairs of

indicator errors were covaried following respecificatior2(11-3; 1-4; 2-11; 23; 34; 56; 57; 6
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11; 89; 810; 910; 911). Errors were covaried (i.e. estimating a previously fixed parameter)
sequentially using significant modification indices (M.I) and unstandardized expected parameter
change (EPC) each time. The M.Hdicates the degree to which the modelsduare will decrease
when a fixed parameter is estimated (Satorra, 1989), while the EPC values indicate the degree of
model misspecification due to having a parameter fixed (Saris, Sator¢ab®r®, 1987). The
process of respecifiation was repeated until the remaining fixed parameters were not associated
with high EPC or MI values relative to others or estimating a parameter did not make sense
theoretically; a process consistent with the rex@mdation of Whittaker (2012). The decision to
go with the second order model with covaried error terms over thfaotoe model was threefold:
1) Each decision to covary error terms should be supported theoretically and given the number of
pairs covariedthis would be exceptionally difficult; 2) The constraining of 12 additional paths
drastically reduced the degrees of freedom for the model; and 3) Going with the second-order (1
4) model ensures consistency with prior empirical studies (e.g., Maggabrj 2015; Savickas &
Porfeli, 2012; van Vianen et al., 2012).

Moreover, support for the final measurement model was achieved by evaluating the
competing measurement models using results frorsaimares differences tests. Each difference
test was calcalted by first subtracting the chi square of the larger model (fewer parameters, greater
df) from that ofditRBs #mhnal Wert hmadefolf,( diiase =gpXdf
compared to a ckdquare critical value to test for significance. Ressate reported in table 16. In
total, six models of career adaptability were tested. The bolded models (i-factore second
order and four factor) considered all latent variables to covary, but not indicator errors. Models B,
D and G allowed latentariables to covary with one another as well as indicator variables of the
same factor/latent. For the final model F, latent variables were assumed to not covary. As
mentioned, model B 2bding signiticantlydower thanmedels @@W®)t h i t s
=125.58p<.01), D (X (8) =104.27p<.01), E(pX* (7) =120.24p<.01), F(p X (13) =432.01,
p<.01) or G(p X (6) =100.38,p<.01). The final measurement model (D) provided significantly
better fit to t heé(5)0as8.40.58ph.al)y) C(m3 ()e=P1s31,px.01], X
(p>* (1) =15.92p<.01) or F(qpX* (5) =327.74.58p<.01), but not Gp ¥ (2) =3.94,n9).
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Table 16. Summary of Ct8quare Differences Tests Between Nested Career Adaptability

Models.
®X (@ df)
Model B C D E F G
A. One-Factor Model 387.67 (13)| 262.09 (4)| 283.40 (5)| 267.43 (6) | Not Tested | 287.35 (7)
B. w/factor covaried error: 125.58 (9)| 104.27 (8)| 120.24 (7) | 432.01 (13)| 100.33 (6)
C. Second Order (14) 21.31(1) | 5.34(2),ns | 306.43 (4) | 25.25 (3)
D. w/factorcovaried errors 15.97 (1) | 327.74 (5) | 3.94 (2),ns
E. Four-Factor Model 311.77 (6) | 19.91 (1)
F. Unrelated latents 331.69 (7)
G. w/factor covaried error
Note. Unless labeled as all relationships significant a.01. Models with equal df not tested.

Appendix Mreports the fit indices for the final career adaptability measurement model
used in this study. Overall, CFA showed that the data fit the second order model well. More
specifically, the following index values were noted: A Chi Square value (CMIN) of 228.2
relative Chisquare statistic (CMIN/df) of 4.66; a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) of .086; a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of .86, a Tudkewis Index (TLI) of .90, and
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) of .067. Fit indem@scompared against the
suggested values of Hu and Bentler (1999); providing evidence that there is relatively good fit

between the proposed career adaptability model and the data.

3.2.2 Vocational Identity Status

The competing models for vocational identity status were derived from the vocational
identity status literature (e.g., Crocetti et al., 2009; Meeus, 2001; Porfeli et al., 2011; Porfeli, 2009)
and varying levels of plausibility. The hypothesized final messent model was a shactor
model consistent with the contemporary works of Porfeli and colleagues (2011), but the models
presented irAppendix Nwere also tested for fit. Namely, the following models were tested in
addition to the sifactor structurea threefactor model testing the subdimensions of identity
(exploration, commitment, reconsideration); a seeorter (32) model with the three
subdimensions and six variables as first order latent variables; and a-sedent6) model

with vocationalidentity as a second order latent and each of the six first order latent variables.
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Consistent with model testing for career adaptability, each model was tested both with and without
indicator covaried errors for the same factor. In addition, both-threesixfactor models were
tested with and without covariance among latent faci@ile 17 provides fit indices for each of

the ten VISA measurement models, and results support the conclusion thatfdwosixnodel

with covaried factor errors fit theéata best (CMIN 890.73; CMIN/DF 2.31; RMSEA 0.051; CFlI
0.91; TLI 0.904; SRMR 0.058; AIC 1048.73it indices were once again tested against the
suggested ceffs by Hu and Bentler (1999) and results indicate good model fit.

A series of chisquare diffeences tests were then computed to compare model fit among
each of the 10 VISA measurement models. Results confirmed that the final measurement model
(6-factor w/factor covaried errors) fite data significantly better than modelsgd€ (9) =125.58,
p<. 01) ,2(8)D>-104.87%<.01), E(p X (7) =120.24p<.01), F(p ¥ (13) =432.01p<.01) or
G (X (6) =100.38,p<.01). The 30 items of this scale, including their sample means, standard
deviations and factor loadings are reporteAppendix O.
3.2.3Helicopter Parenting

The competing models for the construct of helicopter parenting were derived from the
findings reported by Odenweller, Booth Butterfield and Weber (2014). The 15 items of this scale,
including their sample means, standard deviationdaotdr loadings are reportedAppendix P.
Consistent with the findings of Odenweller and colleagues (2014 )}fotoe measurement model
was hypothesized as being the best fitting model for the sample. Consistent with model testing for
career adaptalify and vocational identity, the measurement model was tested both with and
without indicator covaried errordppendix Q illustrateshe single factor model as well as single

factor model with covaried errors.
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Tablel17. Fit Indices and Model Coparisons for Confirmatory Factor Analyses on Study Items.

CMIN/ RMSEA
Model #P CMIN df df p RMSEA [90%CIl] SRMR CFI AIC
VISA
Second Order (3-2) 114 1074.64396 2.71 <.001 0.059 [.055, .063] 0.069 0.881212.64
w/factor covaried errorsl18 961.22 392 2.45 <.001 0.054 [.050, .059] 0.068 0.901107.22
Three-Factor Model 96 1969.85402 4.90 <.001 0.089 [.085,.093] 0.114 0.722095.8¢
Unrelated latents 93 2337.96405 5.77 <.001 0.098 [.094,.102] 0.187 0.652457.9€
w/factor covaried errorsl20 973.05 378 2.57 <.001 0.056 [.052,.061] 0.097 0.891147.0%
Six-Factor Model 111 1011.50390 2.59 <.001 0.057 [.053,.061] 0.060 0.891161.5C
Unrelated latents 96 1877.73405 4.64 <.001 0.086 [.082,.090] 0.203 0.731997.73
w/factor covaried errorsl15 890.73 386 2.31 <.001 0.051 [.047,.056] 0.058 0.911048.73
Second Order (1-6) 109 1212.95400 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.060, .068] 0.096 0.851342.95
w/factor covaried errorsl14 1086.80395 2.75 <.001 0.060 [.055, .064] 0.095 0.881226.8C

Career Adaptability
One-Factor Model 37 511.69 54 9.48 <.001 0.131 [.121, .14
w/factor covaried errors50 124.02 41 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.051, .07
Second Order (1-4) 49 249.60 50 4.99 <.001 0.090 [.079,.10
w/factor covaried errors50 228.29 49 4.66 <.001 0.086 [.075, .09
10
14
09

1] 0.095 0.65559.69
7] 0.047 0.94198.02
1] 0.069 0.85 305.60
7] 0.066 0.86 286.29
Four-Factor Model 46 244.26 48 5.09 <.001 0.091 [.080,.102]
Unrelated latents 40 556.03 54 10.30 <.001 0.137 [.127,.148]
w/factor covaried errors47 224.34 47 4.77 <.001 0.087 [.076, .099]
Helicopter Parenting
One-Factor Model 46 440.40 90 4.89 <.001 0.089 [.081,.097] 0.069 0.80500.40
w/factor covaried errors57 200.68 79 2.54 <.001 0.056 [.046, .065] 0.049 0.93282.68
Note. N=519, #P= number of parameters; CMIN= chi square value; df= degrees of freedom;
CMIN/df= relative chi-square statistic; RMSEA= root mean square error of approximation;
Cl=confidence interval; SRMR= standardized root mean square residual; CFl= comparative fit

2] 0.066 0.85304.26
8] 0.186 0.62604.03
9] 0.064 0.87 286.34

Table 17 provides fit indices for each of the two HPI measurement moBekultssupportthe
conclusion that the singlactor model with covaried factor errors fit the data best (CMIN 200.684;
CMIN/DF 2.54; RMSEA .056; CFI 0.930; TLI .906; SRMR .049; AIC 282.BB)indices were
once again tested against the suggestedftziby Hu and Bentler (1999 chi-square difference
test was then computed to compare model fit among the two HPI meastinreimdels. Results

confirmed that the final measurement model (skigttor w/factor covaried errors) fihe data
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significantly better than the single factor model without covaried eropi# (11) = 239.71,
p<.01).
3.2.4 Measurement Invariance

The final HPI, VISA and adaptability measurement models were then tested for
measurement invariance. This process tests the extent to which each latent variable has the same
meaning across groups in the study, a conclusion that is essential when makingngian
comparisons (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016). In this study the grouping factors tested for each
measurement model include: gender (Male, Female); degree type (Business, Biological Sciences);
SES (High vs. Low); employment status (Employed vs Unemp)oyesidence when enrolled as
a student (with parents, not with parents); residence when not enrolled as a student (with parents,
not with parents); and only child status (only child, at least one sibling).

Measurement invariance can be tested for atrakblevels of the measurement model. For
each of the final measurement models, measurement invariance was tested through the steps of
configural equivalence of model form, metric equivalence of factor loadings and invariance of the
intercepts (scalar inviance). Configural invariance, or invariance of model form, tests whether
the latent variables of the measurement model have similar loadings (free and fixed) across groups.
Achievement of configural invariance means that the same loadings for eaclafactapported
in each group (e.g., 15 loadings for helicopter parenting, 5 loadings for each of the 6 VISA latent
variables and 3 loadings for each of the first order adaptability latent variables). The extent of
support for configural invariance is deten@d by evaluating the model fit criteria proposed by
Hu and Bentler (1999) for each group. Once support is found for configural invariance, data are
then tested for metric invariance. Metric invariance tests for equivalence of the item loadings on
each fator across groups. More specifically, this tests the extent to which items contribute to the
latent construct similarly for each group (i.e., no substantially different item loadings between
groups). Item loadings are set to be equivalent for each gralmadel fit is then compared to
the configural model. If the metric invariance model is not significantly worse at fitting the data
than the conf?i gw€hAlIl) momet ri(apXi nvari ance i s ac
metric invariance leads to the third step in testing for measurement invariance, scalar invariance.

Scalar invariance tests the assumption that item intercepts are equivalent in eachdyroafbeat
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constraining all item intercepts, the model is not significantly worse than the metric invariance
model, scalar invariance is achieved (Putnick & Bornstein, 2016, pp6)/4

Findings of the tests for measurement invariance are reportgbémdices EN. Foreach
construct, the following indices are reported for each model: Chi Square value (CMIN); a Root
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); a Comparative Fit Index (CFIl), and a
standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). In regdhe tcriteria used to evaluate model
fit2anpX CFl were used. Deci sions of whether
hol ds for nested models across group compar.i
(2002) suggest ed m@éeaterthan .0l.weré consigeted indicatiad otifaling
to meet the assumption of invariance. In response, the sources of invariance were explored through
modification indices, sequentially releasing factor loading constraints for instances of metric non
invariance and sequentially releasing item intercept constraints for any instances of scalar non
invariance (Jung & Yoon, 2016). For each appendisults are reported as per the suggested
reporting requirements by Putnick and Bornstein (2016).
3.2.5 Measirement Invariance: Findings

For the helicopter parenting construct, three invariance steps were conducted: configural,
metric and scalar. Results indicate thagatlups are invariant in regard to factor structure. More
specifically, configural invariase was found forgender degree type, employment status,
residence as a student, residence when not a student and only child status. In regard to metric
invariance, full support was found for all variables as well. In regard to scalar invariance, full
supprt was found for all variables except for r
25.24 (15); PCF I .007) . Parti al scal ar I nvar.i
constraints on hpl5 (M.l 6.232), hp14 (M.l 4.698) and hpl12 (M0%). Thus, results indicate
that separating the data into groups by any of the tested grotgiadles is still an appropriate
way to assess the model. Results are reported in AppBndix

For the vocational identity status construct, three invariance steps were conducted:
configural, metric and scalar. First, results indicate thagralips are invariant in regard to factor
structure. Secondniregard to metric invariance, full supportsMaund for all groups as well.
Third, full scalar invariance support was found for all variables with the exception of degree type

(PX qpdf); 77.61 (25); @CFI .010). Partial scal
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item intercept constraintsnovisal5 (M.l 17.645), visa 11 (M.l 10.473) and visa7 (M.l 7.743).
Thus, results indicate that separating the data into groups by any of the tested graupbigs
is still an appropriate way to assess the model. Results are reported in Agpendix

Forthe career adaptability construct, three invariance steps were conducted: configural, metric
and scalar. Given that adaptability is a second order latent construct, the following tests were
conducted: configural invariance, metric invariance first andrstorder, scalar invariance of
measured variables, and scalar invariance of first order latents. Results indicategtbapallare
invariant in regard to factor structure dirdt order metric invariance. In regard to second order
metric invariancefull support was found for all variables except for residence when not enrolled
as a student. Partial second order metric invariance was founelsidence when not a student
(P pdf)12.74 (0); @CFI .008) by condidercadnatige t h e
loading from curiosity to caa7. Full support for scalar invariance of the measured variables was
found for all variables except geneder. Partial scalar invariance at the measured variable level was
met for °depdder 1(6FK0D7) thraugh relaop®y the intercept of caa4 (labeled
i5). Finally, in regard to scalar invariance of the first order latents, full support was found for all

variables except residence when enrolled as a student. Partial scalar invariance at thiérgtvel o

(

order |l atents was met ?2(fqodrf )r e2s7i.d8e8n(cle) ;a spCaF I's t. u0d

intercept of the latent variable concefimus, results indicate that separating the data into groups
by any of the tested grouping variables is stilappropriate way to assess the model. Results are

reported inAppendixT.

3.3SEM- Structural Model/Path Analysis

Structural models, referred to more frequently as path models, are diagrams of hypothesized
direct, indirect and undetermined relationshiptween model variables. Direct and indirect
effects, signified by a urdirectional arrow 4 ) are directly translated into equations to be tested
in the SEM analysis. Such regression coefficients, coupled with other parameters (variances and
covariancespre used to determine the adequacy of the model via closeness of fit between the
model estimated population covariance matrix and the covariance matrix of the sample (Ullman,
1996).
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A series of nested structural models were used tthestudyhypothess. In total, 7 structural
models were tested. The first structural model tested, the theoretical model with all hypothesized
paths estimated, is presented in fighr&@aking the suggestion of Byrne (2010), each subsequent
model involved the addition oubtraction of a single parameter from the previous model. More
specifically, models 2,3,4 and 5 involved the removal of paths H1b, H2a, H2b, and H3b,
respectively. This decision was made for both theoretical and statistical reasons. Theoretically, the
removal of these insignificant paths led to model simplification and interpretation, while
statistically the removal of each parameter freed up degrees of freedom to enhance model fit.

05

Commitment 1
02
ExplolB 1
5
14
ExplolD 1
helicopterparenting i
09 2
-58
IDCommitment 1 .
H7\ H3b 30 H5b '
Q1-01 14
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cadaptability Heb s y

- 03
H6a CareerFlexibility 1

Figure4. Hypothesized Structural Model

For models 6 and 7, 1gpecification was based on modification indices (Ml) and parameter
change statistics associated with the regression paths. An evaluation of model 5 revealed that
adding a regression path fromhbneadth exploration to identificationith career commitment
would yield a drop in overall chi square value by at least 11.589 (MI= 11.589). Furthermore, it
was approximated that the new parameter would have a value6f Therefore, model 6 freely
estimated this parameter. In reviewing thedification indices found after running model 6, it
was found that adding a regression path from career flexibility to exploration in depth would yield
a drop in the overall chi square value by at least 11.304 (MI=11.304) and that the new parameter

would have an approximate value ©068. Therefore, model 7 freely estimated this parameter.
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After model 7, no modification indices associated with the structural paths were present in the
output.

The addition of each parameter also makes sense concepludhg. first instance, higher
levels of inrbreadth exploration led to lower levels of identification with career commitment. If
one is engaging in a high degree of exploratory activity, but lealyning broadly about oneself
and the world of work in a gh@al manner (Porfeli & Skarkov, 201®would make sense that one
is less likely to identify strongly with any choice made. In the second instance, higher levels of
career flexibility led to lower levels of idepth exploration. If an individual is contially
evaluating career alternatives anekeraluating career interests, goals and values (Porfeli et al.,
2011), it is likely that the degree to which they are exploring both self and environment in a

directed, careespecific manner, would be attenuatéichble 18 summarizes goodness-fit

indices for each of the nest e d4amb6d ark grovided! | u st
in AppendicedJ-Y.
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Figure5. Final Structural Model: Model 5.
3.3.1 Final Structural Model Findings

Despite incremental improvements in model fit from model 1 to model 7, model 5 served
as the final structural model. Model 5 represents the closest model in similarity to the theoretical

model of interest (Model 1) and was first to meet numerous fitiergseggested by Hu and Bentler
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(21999). Furthermore, Models 6 and 7 incorporate parameters not originally hypothesized from the

extant literature.

Table18 Summary of Model Fit for Structural Models.

Model #P CMIN df CMIN/df p RMSEA RMSEA[90%CI] SRMR CFI  AIC

1 33 30.748 3 10.249 0.000 0.137 [.096, .183] 0.052 0.973 96.748
2 32 31.145 4 7.786 0.000 0.118 [.081, .158] 0.051 0.974 95.145
3 31 32.301 5 6.460 0.000 0.106 [.073, .142] 0.052 0.974 94.301
4 30 33.219 6 5.369 0.000 0.096 [.066, .129] 0.052 0.974 93.219
5 29 33.504 7 4.786 0.000 0.088 [.059, .119] 0.052 0.974 91.504
6 30 16.725 6 2.788 0.001 0.060 [.046, .111] 0.034 0.990 76.725
7 31 3.789 5 0.758 0.580 0.000 [.000, .054] 0.013 1.000 65.789

Model 5 fit the data well (CMIN 33.50; CMIN/DF 4.79; RMSEA .088; CFI 0.974; TLI
.897; SRMR .052; AIC 91.504). Findings for the test of the hypothesized relationships between
study variables are listed in Taldle. More specifically, support was found fétla, ashelicopter
parenting was negatively associated witldie pt h car e er -.186xpp.01p H3atas on ( D
helicopter parenting was positively associated with careedselu bt  (p&.601); HZ, A® ,

helicopter parenting was negatively assodatewi t h car e e r.11apm.8l); HHa,kas | i t y
career adaptability was positively associated witHiea pt h e x p | o p<a00l);éb,af b= . 3
career adaptability was positively associatedwithine adt h e x p | p<rOB;tHhacas ( b =
caeer adaptability was positivel yp<d@ls7),ebb,at ed w
as career adaptability was positively associ g

p<.001); and H8b, as career adaptability was negatively associaidd selfd o u b t-.29¢,b =

p<.001). Hba was not supported, as career adaptability was negatively associated with career
flexibility, not posi ti v-486,y<.0813 Support wat alsh nch s hy
found for H1b( b-627,n9, H2a( b = . M) AHRQ( b-011,n9 or H3b( b.613,n9).
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Table19. Summary of Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients.

Path Stgr;(;zzqrgged Estimate S.E. C.R. P
H1la. Helicopter Parenting> Exploration 1D -0.106 -0.056 0.02 -2.618 0.01
H3a. Helicopter Parenting> Self Doubt 0.219 0.224 0.04 6.092 ***
H4a. Adaptability--> Exploration ID 0.343 0.338 0.04 8.133 ***
H4b. Adaptability--> Exploration 1B 0.122 0.217 0.08 2.723 0.01
H5a. Adaptability--> Commitment 0.207 0.292 0.06 4.683 **=*
H5b. Adaptability--> Id w/Commitment 0.298 0.553 0.08 6.911 **=*
H6a. Adaptability--> Flexibility -0.186 -0.355 0.09 -4.195 ***
H6b. Adaptability--> Self Doubt -0.292 -0.56 0.08 -6.971 ***
H7. Helicopter Parenting> Adaptability -0.110 -0.059 0.02 -2.459 0.01

Note. *** refers to a significance value less than .001. S.E refers to standard error. C.R stands for critical

ratio.

3.4K-Means Cluster Analysis

The next step in analysis was to ascertain the appropriate number of clusters for identity status

me mber shi p. K means

cl

uster

anal ysi s wi

t h

used to determine what homogenous clusters of students emergdatdrstandardized scores on

War

each of the dimensions of vocational identity status. The number of clusters was set to 6 to remain

consistent with previous empirical findings and theoretical discussion regarding the number of

potential identity statuses (Cretti et al.,, 2008; Porfeli et al., 2011). Results indicate that

commitmentF(5,485)= 147.155p<.001, identification with commitmenE(5,485)= 82.152,
p<.001, self doubiE(5,485)= 139.12(0p<.001, flexibility F(5,485)= 140.354p<.001, exploration
in breadth~(5,485)= 116.728)<.001, and exploration in dep#{5,485)= 109.901p<.001 are all

important factors in determining cluster membership. A~ wag ANOVA was run to test the

extent to which clusters differed on each of theswring factors. By considering cluster

membership as the grouping factor and comparing means on each of the standardized identity

dimensions, it could be better determined if clusters differ significantly from one another. A lack
of significance betweenlusters would suggest that a more optimal number of clusters exists.
Omnibus FTests indicate that clusters differ significantly by levels of commitrk€51485)=
176.283p<.00, identification with commitmeri(5,485)= 104.66(»<.001, seHdoubtF(5,48)=
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137.393p<.001, flexibility F(5,485)= 104.885<.001, exploration ibreadth~(5,485)= 38.060,
p<.001, and exploration idepthF(5,485)= 46.772p<.001.

Bonferrroni posthoc comparisons were used to follow up the omnibus test. This process was
paricularly important for understanding cluster differences for those dimensions with lewer F
values (i.e., exploration ihreadth, exploration tdepth). The lower fvalues for these status
dimensions indicates that there were less pronounced differerlegslgof exploration between
the 6 identity statuses. Overall, pairwise comparisons were made between all identity status parings
and each identity dimension, leading to approximately 180 comparisons. In most cases, means
were significantly differentbetewve n i denti ty st at us Amppendixdowever,
there were several instances in which identity dimension means did not differ significantly by
status. Despite these nsmgnificant mean differences, the omnibus test supports the conclusion
that the 6 clusters are significantly different from one another.

Figures 6 through 8 illustrate the distribution of standardized factor scores by cluster
membership. The determination of each cluster name was based on the summary of status

dimensionality provided in Tab[20.

Table D. Summary of Identity Status Composition by Dimension Scores.

Identity Status Exploration F:ommitmen_t_ _ Reconsidera_ti(_)_n
In-depth In-Breadth|Commitment Identification |Selt-doubt Flexibility

Identity Achieved High High High High Low Low
Foreclosure Low Low High High Low Low
Moratorium Low High Low Low Avg High
Identity Diffusion Low Low Low Low High High
Searching Moratorium| High High High High High High
Undifferentiated Avg Avg Avg Avg Avg Avg
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3.4.1 DemographicComposition by Cluster

Table21 reports the demographic characteristics of individuals in each of the six vocational

identity statuses.
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics According to Vocational Identity Status

Variable Identity Status
Diffusion | Undifferentiated| Foreclosurel Achieved| S. Moratorium| Moratorium
N= 25 N= 137 N= 135 N=78 N=46 N= 70
Degree CBE 13(52.0)| 75 (54.7) 79 (58.5) 33 (42.3)| 24 (52.2) 41 (58.6)
CBS 12 (48.0) | 62 (45.3) 56 (41.5) 45 (57.7) | 22 (47.8) 29 (41.4)
Parental Father | 4 (16.0) | 29 (21.2) 28 (20.7) 25(32.1)| 13 (28.3) 19 (27.1)
Dominance | Mother | 9(36.0) | 48 (35) 65 (48.1) 24 (30.8) | 21 (45.7) 25 (35.7)
Equal 12 (48.0) | 60 (43.8) 42 (31.1) 29 (37.2)| 12 (26.1) 26 (37.1)
Age 18 0 (0) 6 (4.4) 6 (4.4) 9(115) |5(10.9 4 (5.7)
19 4 (16.0) | 28 (20.4) 38 (28.1) 19 (24.4) | 13 (28.3) 17 (24.3)
20 8(32.0) | 38 (27.7) 26 (19.3) 21 (26.9)| 17 (37.0) 16 (22.9)
21 7 (28.0) | 33(24.1) 37 (27.4) 20 (25.6) | 6 (13.0) 17 (24.3)
22 3(12.0) | 20 (14.6) 17 (12.6) 5(6.4) 3 (6.5) 8 (11.4)
23 1(4.0) 8 (5.8) 4 (3.0) 2 (2.6) 1(2.2) 4 (5.7)
24 0(0) 2 (15 4 (3.0) 1(1.3) 0(0) 4 (5.7)
25 2 (8.0) 2 (15 3(2.2) 1(1.3) 1(2.2) 0(0)
Gender Male 6 (24.0) | 42 (30.7) 26 (19.3) 20 (25.6) | 14 (30.4) 19 (27.1)
Female | 19 (76.0) | 95 (69.3) 109 (80.7) | 58 (74.4) | 32 (69.6) 51 (72.9)
Minority No 22 (88.0) | 106 (77.4) 106 (78.5) | 56 (71.8) | 32 (69.6) 47 (67.1)
Status Yes 3(12.0) | 31(23.6) 29 (21.5) 22 (28.2)| 14 (31.4) 23 (32.9)
Parenting Yes 0(0) 1(.7) 0(0) 1(1.3) 0(0) 2(2.9)
Status No 25 (100) | 136 (99.3) 135 (100) | 77 (98.7) | 46 (100) 68 (97.1)
SES Low 17 (68.0) | 58 (42.3) 68 (50.4) 37 (47.4)| 27 (58.7) 36 (51.4)
High 8 (32.0) | 79 (57.7) 67 (49.6) 41 (52.6) | 19 (41.3) 34 (48.6)
Only Child | Yes 3(12.0) | 6(4.4 6 (4.4) 10 (12.8) | 10 (21.7) 8 (11.4)
No 22 (88.0) | 131 (95.6) 129 (95.6) | 68 (87.2) | 36 (78.3) 62(88.6)
Res. as With 2 (8.0) 19 (13.9) 19 (14.1) 8 (10.3) | 10 (21.7) 10 (14.3)
Student Parents
Not 23 (92.0)| 118 (86.1) 116 (85.9) | 70 (89.7) | 36 (78.3) 60 (85.7)
with
Parents
Res. Not With 18 (72.0) | 110 (80.3) 110 (81.5) | 57 (73.1) | 37(80.4) 57 (81.4)
Student Parents
Not 7 (28.0) | 27 (19.7) 25 (18.5) 21 (26.9) | 9 (19.6) 13 (18.6)
with
Parents
Employed No 6 (24.0) | 44 (32.1) 48 (35.6) 32 (41.0)| 22 (47.8) 21 (30.0)
Yes 19 (76.0) | 93 (67.9) 87 (64.4) 46 (59.0) | 24 (52.2) 49 (70.0)

Note. Cell numeric values represent counts followed by column percentage in parenthesis.

3.5Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was run to test for differences in reported levels of helicopter

parenting by cluster membership and demaegp hi ¢

hypothesis of gual variances across test groups could not be rejeRe=lilts provide evidence

grouping
homogeneity of variance was not significant, F(421, 62)= .882898 therefore the null
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for five main effects of group membership on reported levels of helicopter parenting. A4 able
illustrates, there was a significant main effect of identity st&(5,470) =7.18p<.00L;p a r t2i al
= .07, residence when not a studé€ft(1,470)= 3.64p<.05;p a r t?+ .a1l), pagental dominance
(F (2,470)= 4.44p<.01;p a r t?>F @2), depree typeF(1,470)= 3.72p<.05;p a r t°F H1), d
and gender affiliationR (1,470)= 3.85p<.05;p a r t? .81). d

Bonferroni post hoc comparisons (see Tal#825) were conducted to follow up on the
omnibus findings. Results indicate that for identity status: a) Undifferentiated individuals (M=
2.52, SD= .53) reported significantly lower levels of helicopter pargritian individuals in
searching moratorium (M= 3.13, SD= .5k.001), b) Those in foreclosure (M= 2.69, SD= .54)
reported significantly lower levels of helicopter parenting than those in searching moratorium
(p<.001), c) Identity Achieved individuals (MZ57, SD= .58) reported significantly lower levels
of helicopter parenting than those in searching moratorpsg®Q1), and d) Those in searching
moratorium reported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting than individuals in
moratorium (M= 271, SD= .58p<.001).

Table 2. Summary of ANOVA Results for Group Mean Comparisons for Level of Helicopter
Parenting.

Source of Variation df F Sig. | parti
Identity Status 5 7.18 0.00 0.07
Employment Status 1 0.10 0.76 0.00
ResidenceStudent 1 0.87 0.35 0.00
ResidenceNot Student 1 3.64 0.05 0.01
Only Child 1 1.97 0.16 0.00
Socio Economic Status 2 1.30 0.27 0.01
Parental Dominance 2 4.44 0.01 0.02
Year of Registration 5 1.89 0.10 0.02
Degree Type 1 3.72 0.05 0.01
Gender 1 3.85 0.05 0.01
Note. partial d2 refers to pa

Post hoc comparisons also revealed significant mean differences between groups on SES
and perceived parental dominance. Considering SES, individuals with low SES relative to others
(M=2.74, SD=0.61) reported significantly higher levels of helicopter piagetihan individuals
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with high SES (M=2.59, SD=0.5<.05). In regard to parental dominance, those reporting
dominance from a father figure (M=2.73, SD=0.59) reported significantly higher levels of
helicopter parenting than those with equal parent infleefM=2.56, SD=0.51,p<.05).
Additionally, those reporting dominance from a mother figure (M=2.74, SD=0.59) reported
significantly higher levels than those with equal parent influep<®?%).

Table B. Summary of Mean Post Hoc Comparisons by IdentitjuStan Helicopter Parenting.

Comparison Identity Status

Group A Group B| Mean Difference  Std. Error Sig.
Diffusion Undifferentiated 0.258 0.116 0.398
Foreclosurg 0.086 0.116 1.000
Achieved 0.199 0.123 1.000
S. Moratorium -0.354 0.132 0.116
Moratorium 0.059 0.124 1.000
Undifferentiated Foreclosurg -0.172 0.065 0.121
Achieved -0.059 0.076 1.000
S. Moratorium -0.612 0.091 0.000
Moratorium -0.199 0.078 0.171
Foreclosure Achieved 0.113 0.076 1.000
S. Moratorium -0.440 0.091 0.000
Moratorium -0.027 0.079 1.000
Achieved S. Moratorium -0.553 0.099 0.000
Moratorium -0.140 0.088 1.000
S. Moratorium Moratorium 0.413 0.101 0.001

Table 2. Summary of Mean Post Hoc Comparisons by Socio Economic Status on Helicopter
Parenting.

Comparison Socio Economic Status
Group A Group B Mean Difference  Std. Error  Sig.
Low Moderate 0.067 0.060 0.795
Low High 0.139 0.057 0.045
Moderate High 0.072 0.062 0.733

Table 5. Summary of Mean Post Hoc Comparisons by Parental Dominance on Helicopter
Parenting.

Comparison Parental Dominance
Group A Group B Mean Difference Std. Error Sig.
Father Figure Mother Figure -0.004 0.062 1.000

LeBlanc 80



Equal Influence 0.177 0.063 0.016
Mother Figure Equal Influence 0.182 0.055 0.003

The remaining main effects were found for degree type, residence when not a student, and
gender. Students enrolled in the College of Business and Economics (CBE: M=2.72, SD=0.57)
reported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting than studentseirCollege of
Biological Science (CBS: M=2.62, SD=0.53.05). Among participants, those residing with
parents outside of semester enroliment (M=2.70, SD=0.55), reported significantly higher levels of
helicopter parenting compared to those not living with parents (M=2.56, SD=6<615).
Regarding gender affdtion, those identifying as male (M=2.76, SD=0.57) reported significantly
higher levels of helicopter parenting than those identifying as female (M=2.64, SDg=0.05).

3.6 Identity Status Progress

Results from the cluster analysis and ANOVA were frrtistilled in order t@xplorethe
effects of helicopter parenting on level of identity progré&3dsster categories were collapsed into
delayed (diffusion), moderate (moratorium and undifferentiated), advanced (foreclosure and
achievement) and mixed garching moratorium) progress domains. Bivariate correlations
supported the directionality of somaationships For example, gositive correlation was found
between helicopter parenting and mixed identity progress (r=p5%1). A negative correlation
was found between helicopter parenting and moderate identity progresk3@:<.01). While
significant correlations with helicopter parenting were found for both mixed and moderate identity

progress, only mixed progreseave a si gni ficant predictor (b=.51¢

A series of onavay ANCOVAs were conducted to compare levels of helicopter parenting by
identity progress while controlling for SES, gender, year of registration and cohabitation statuses
To ensure that covariates were suitable to include, ANOVA was run to ensure that identity progress
groups did not differ on levels of the covariate. Identity progress groups did not differ on the
following: SES F (3,486)= 1.191, p=.313; gender F (3,48/324, p=.266; year of registration
F(3,487)= 1.324, p=.266; residence as a student F (3,487)= 2.354, p=.071; residence when not a
student F (3,487)=.347, p=.791. Identity progress groups did differ on only child status, F(3,487)=
3.884, p<.05 and themfe this covariate was not included. In all instances the homogeneity of

variance assumption was tested and met wusing
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marginal means of helicopter parenting for each of the identity status progressfghowpeg
the inclusion of covariates. The table also reports out the results of tests for between subject effects

with each covariate considered.

Results indicate levels of helicopter parenting differed according to identity status progress
even after ontrolling for the effects of covariates. More specifically, differences in reporting of
helicopter parenting differed by identity status progress groups after controlling for SES,
F(3,486)= 12.22p<.001, partial eta squared=.070, gender F (3,486)= 12p£9301, partial eta
squared=.073, year of registration F (3,486)= 12.09301, partial eta squared= .069, residence
as a student F (3,486)= 12.185,001, partial eta squared=.070, and residence when not a student
F(3,486)= 13.068p<.001, partialeta squared= .075. Post hoc tests revealed that while each
analysis yielded slight changes in mean differences between identity progress groups, significant
differences in marginal means remained consistent. Nanmaliyiduals with mixed identity
progressreported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting compared to those with
delayed, moderate or advanced progress.

Table . Summary of Estimated Marginal Means and Between Subject Effects With and
Without Controlling for the Effects of Covates.

Identity Status Progress Between Subjects
Covariates  Delayed Moderate Mixed Advanced F parti Sig.
No Covariate 2.773 2583 3128 2.646 12.827 0.073 0.000

SES 2.765 2586 3.118 2.646 12.222 0.070 0.000
Gender 2.775 2579 3122 2651 12.793 0.073 0.000
Year Reg 2.777 2586 3.114 2.645 12.093 0.069 0.000
ResStudent 2.782 2584 3114 2.647 12.135 0.070 0.000

ResNot Student 2.783 2580 3.127 2.647 13.068 0.075 0.000
Note. Outcome is helicopter parenting.

Chapter 4: Discussion
This studyinvestigated the effects of helicopter parenting on vocational identity status and
career adaptability. The study does not seek to argue whether helicopter parenting is a legitimate
phenomenon. From a pragmatic viewpoint we know that it exdtss a legitimate phenomenon
through myriad anecdotal and popular press publications (Bristow, 2014; Doepke & Zilibotti,
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2014; Ludden, 2012; Roiphe, 2012; Shellenbarger, 2006; Wright, 2008), as well as its continued
growth as an academic area of stubprig et al., 2015; Odenweller et al., 2014; Segrin et al.,
2012. Rather, this study sought to address the fundamental question of whether the presence of
helicopter parenting matters for the careers of contemporary emerging adults. The evidence
amassed doe®t provide a concrete answer, but rather suggests both positive and negative effects
of this form of overparenting on two fundamental competencies essential to the protean career.

Overall, findings indicate that helicopter parenting presents barriditsetoursuitof a
valuesdriven, selfdirected protean career path. Participants reporting higher levels of helicopter
parenting experienced significantly lower levels of career adaptability atelpiin exploration.
Furthermore, these individuals had higlexels of career self doubt and were more likely to be in
the vocational identity status of searching moratorium. Therefore, these individuals are fluctuating
between identity achievement and moratorium due to high levels of flexibility andoggif.

These findings challenge the notion that emerging adults are active agents intbasaliction

of personal identity (Layland, Hill & Nelson, 2018; Schwartz et al., 2005), by highlighting the
impact of parental interference (Dietrich & Kracke, 2008)tbeir autonomy, motivation and
career decision making sadfficacy (Guan et al., 2016).

This may help to explain a lack of significance between helicopter parentinglrehufth
exploration but a significant relationship with-depth exploration. Bended exposure to nen
selfled vocational activitiemayfurther build stress and strain, reducing-setjulatory capacities
such as career adaptability (i.e., adaptability resources) (Johnst&p, 201

Career adaptability represents self regulatory resources that allow for more effective coping
strategies to be enacted (Guan et al., 2016; Savickas, 1997). Because helicopter parenting
associated withow levels of career adaptability, it is likely thetildren will continue to exhibit
maladaptive coping strategies. Repeated inability to meet educational erelaidd challenges
maylead to lowered willingness to explore career options, feelings of mastery (competence) and
career related seéfficacy. In fact, this relationship is proposed by the career construction model
of adaptation (Savickas, 2013; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012), which argues that adaptivity (e.g.
personality, hope, optimism) positively affects career adaptability, which in turrnisaffgapting
responses (e.gcareer selefficacy, career exploration) and eventually adaptation results (e.qg.

vocational identity, job satisfaction, engagement). Given that helicopter parentingatively
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associated witboth indepth exploration ancareer adaptability, it is not surprising that this study
also found a significant relationship with vocational identity status. The next section will discuss
the findings regarding the effects of helicopter parenting on vocational identity status.

4.1 Hdicopter Parenting and Vocational Identity Status

The second aim of this study was to determine the effects of helicopter parenting on identity
development. Identity achievement requires navigation of a period of crisis in which an individual
explores and refines their values and interests (Marcia, 1980) into eventual commitments.

This is a complex process where varying levels of identity stability and completeness are possible
across a variety of identity domains (e.g., school, work, intimate relationships) (Bosma, 1985).
Furthermore, individuals ay place greater salience and commitment to some identity domains
over others (Stephen, Fraser & Marcia, 1992). This research recognizes the myriad identity
domai ns that contribute to oneds gl obal sens
coninues to be the considered the most troublesome, but also most important, task for emerging
adults (Blustein, 1994; Erikson, 1959; Kroger, 1993; Porfeli et al., 2011). It was hypothesized that
increased levels of helicopter parenting would be positivebo@ated with delayed (i.e.,
diffusion) and mixed (i.e., searching moratorium) vocational identity statuses, and negatively
associated with moderafee., moratorium, undifferentiated) amdore advanced statuses (i.e.,
foreclosure and identity achievemgnt

Partial support was achieved for this hypothesis. While bivariate correlations all matched
the hypothesized direction, only two (HP and mixed, HP and moderate) were statistically
significant. Furthermore, regression analysis indicated that only miesditid progress was a
significant predictor of reported helicopter parenting. ANCOVA revealed that those with mixed
identity status progress continued to have the highest levels of helicopter parenting even after
controlling for SES, gender, year of regiton and cohabitation status (j.eesidence student,
residence not student).

Emerging adultsvhohave not yet transitioned from an educational setting to a work setting
have perceptions of working life based not on personal experiences but rather on the experiences
of others, such as parents (Lechner, Tomasik & Silbereisen, 2016). Because inddadoats
share the same experiences nor the same degree of cateestoction with their parents, it was

expected that the sample of 18 tey&ar olds would possess the full range of vocational identity
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statuses. Cluster analysis revealed this to bec#éise (Figures 3.38.3f). The percentages of
students in achievement (15.9%), searching moratorium (9.4%), moratorium (14.3%), foreclosure
(27.5%), diffusion (5%) and undifferentiated (27.9%) statuses showed a few differences from
those reported by Porfednd colleagues (2011: 13.0%, 8.4%, 23.2%, 11.1%, 21.8%, 22.5%,
respectively).

Differences in the number of individuals in moratorium, foreclosure and diffusion can
likely be attributed to a changing university landscape and demographic charactefithies o
participants. With credentialism and overall competitiveness perpetually on the rise (Smith et al.,
2011) it is not surprising that moderate (i.e., moratorium) statuses would collapse in favor of
more/less advanced statuses. Furthermore, greateiefreg of foreclosure and lower levels of
diffusion in this sample is likely a response to credentialism, competitiveness and the rising cost
of education. Students may become conditioned to commit early so as to build up greater
performance accomplishmemntslative to their peers, as well as to reduce human and financial
costs associated with schooling. Societal expectation to complete an undergraduate degree and
then move on to graduate school or a career likely exacerbate the feeling of needing to be
comnitted and not display setfoubt. Differences in sample demographics may also help to
account for differences in identity status profile frequencies. The study by Porfeli and colleagues
(2011) involved a sample of diverse students at an American universitgnroliment open to
any student with a high school degree. The students in this sample were recruited from a university
that does not possess such a policy. Open enrollment is very likely to produce a greater array of
academic ability, cultural andni@ncial diversity, which all may contribute to differences in
identity profiles (Vondracek, 1995).

Of the six identity profiles found in this study, only searching moratorium had significant
ties to helicopter parenting. All other identity profiles diot thave a significantly positive or
negative relationship with helicopter parenting. Regarding identity achievement, findings are
consistent with that of Padil/alker and Nelson (2012). Results of that study found that
helicopter parenting is not posiély or negatively related to identity achievement, feeling like an
adult or self worth (Padillavalker & Nelson, 2012). However, identity was assessed more
globally (e.g., vocational, dating, values/beliefs), which led to the belief that perhaps thesdomain

were too broadly addressed, and domain specific measures were needed; particularly the
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vocational domain which has repeatedly been found as most salient during the school to work
transition (Porfeli et al., 2011). The remainder of this section will @téorbetter understand why
those in searching moratorium reported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting
compared to those in moratorium, undifferentiated, foreclosed and achieved statuses.

Searching moratorium represents a unique identig§yus. Individuals in searching
moratorium experience both adaptive (e.g., high flexibility, exploration and commitment to a
career path) and maladaptive (high skifibt) elements (Porfeli et al., 2011). Particularly
troublesome for this group is that higevels of career setfoubt have repeatedly been tied to
increased likelihood of one experiencing an identity crisis (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008;
Kidwell et al., 1995). This is likely due to the frequent fluctuation between achieved and
moratorium satuses and the effects on wiedling and full identity formation that such vacillation
creates (Porfeli et al., 2011). Scholars have referred to this fluctuation between identity
achievement and moratorium as the MAMA cycMo(atoriumAchievemeniMoratorium-
Achievement: Stephen, Fraser & Marcia, 1992). Research indicates that those with a
reconsideration of commitment profile marked by high flexibility and-deifbt experience
greater instability in selfoncept clarity, marked by depressive and anmd&gitygptoms, delinquent
behaviors and poor relationships with parents (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008).

Developmental trajectories in identity status are rarely linear or cumulative, but rather
vacillate and occasionally regress (Stephen, Fraser & Marc®®).18s Marcia (1980, p. 160)
points out in his conceptual explanation of MAMA cycles:

€ resolution of the identity crisis at ado
with subsequent identity crises. A wdikveloped identity structure, like alkdeveloped
superego, is flexible. It is open to changes in society and to changes in relationships. This
openness assures numerous reorganizations of identity contents throughout the identity
achieved personods | i f e, sslremairesthg $amd, gravingg s s e n
stronger through each crisis.
As this quote illustrates, and extant literature supports (e.g., Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008;
Porfelli et al., 2011), MAMA cycles are more prevalent among adolescents or high school aged
students. At the end of adolescence (i.e., emerging adulthood), energy and attention are more
strongly directed at fulfilling commitments and if MAMA cycles occur, they tend to be the result

of major life events (e.g., loss of job or spouse) that trigger aofasentity (Stephen, Fraser &
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Marcia, 1992). Therefore, the positive relationship between helicopter parenting and searching
moratorium suggests that this parenting style promotes identity disequilibria, or a continual
charting of different vocational fzs.

Helicopter parenting may lead to identity disequilibria by negatively affecting resilience
during emerging adulthood. Studies of emerging adulthood highlight two factors that facilitate
resilience. First are cognitive skills and abilities, such a®ige intelligence, the ability to plan
ahead and moderation of personality traits along the dimensions of neuroticism and emotional
stability (Arnett, 2014; Burt & Paysnick, 2012). Second, is the presence of a healthy relationship
with at leastoneothgrer son who e x pr e sl®iegandowha can offeo suppartn e 6 s
guidance and resources if needed (Arnett, 2014; Burt & Masten 2010). Results of this study
indicate that helicopter parenting reduces the coping resources of career adaptabdlityarehi
essential in navigating work transitions or traumas. In addition, studies have confirmed that
helicopter parenting leads to reduced general coping efficacy, as well increased neuroticism
(Odenweller, BootiButterfield & Weber, 2014). While helicopteparents are warm and
responsive to their childdés needs, t hey act
from daily stressors and disappointments. Thus, helicopter parenting detrimentally affects both
factors that facilitate resilience in enging adulthood. As a result, emerging adults may be
emotionally unstable and highly susceptible to any negative caetsed experiences, with even
the smallest challenges being perceived as significant. When this occurs, individuals may be more
likely to transition from achievement to moratorium.

4.2 Career Adaptability and Vocational Identity Status

Through the use of structural equation modeling, this research also tested the relationships
between vocational identity and career adaptability. Saamt positive relationships were found
between adaptability and commitment (commitment and identification with commitment) as well
as exploration (irdepth and irbreadth exploration). Significant negative relationships were found
between adaptability anithe dimensions of career reconsideration {delibt and flexibility).

These findings help to confirm the important and dynamic relationships between the two career
metacompetencies (NegtBubtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015). This makes sense given thahlalu
roles identity and adaptability play in the contemporary protean career (Briscoe & Hall, 2006)

regarding career decision making (Skorikov & Vondracek, 2011).
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A strong body of literature helps to confirm the significant relationships found between
identity and adaptability dimensions. For example, both longitudinal (e.g., Hirschi, 2009, 2012)
and cross sectional (e.g., Creed & Patton, 2003; Savickas & Porfeli, 2012) studies have confirmed
positive relationships between adaptability and both dimensibasploration and commitment.
Despite the reconsideration of commitment dimension being a relatively recent addition to the
original exploration and commitment domains (see Porfeli et al., 2011), research supports the
notion that higher levels of flexiliiy and lower levels of selfloubt contribute to greater career
adaptability (Negru Subtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015). Findings in the current study suggest a
different pattern, with adaptability negatively predicting both reconsideration dimensions. This
directionality also makes sense given t-hat <ca
regulate career related behaviors (Savickas, 1997). Thus, the readiness and capacity to master
career related tasks should be antecedent to any caredicspebavior. Upon reflection of
vocational choices, it is then likely that career adaptability can be enhanced through flexibility and
reduced through setfoubt.

The finding in this study that adaptability leads to lower levels of flexibility should be
explored. It may be that the commitment evaluation cycle for those high in adaptability is one of
confidence. In other words, individuals scoring high on the gloleglsure of career adaptability
may have scored particularly high on the dimensions of control and confidence; resulting in the
need for flexibility being perceived as less salient to them for the time being. As Porfeli and
Savickas (2012) contend, low lds@f adaptability may lead to feelings of anxiety or uncertainty
when making career decisions, while high levels are indicative of more coherent/established
identity. Therefore, higher levels of adaptability may reduce anxiety and uncertainty, leading to
lower levels of seldoubt and the perceived need for flexibility. A university environment
consisting of elevated levels of entitlement (Twenge, 2006) and postmodern thought (Smith et al.,
2011), coupled with most students having little to no work expegiemay mean that any
vocational commitments are less likely to be reflected upon critically, if at all. The hypothesized
relationship of higher levels of career adaptability leading to higher levels of flexibility may only
exist after an individual hasgsificant firsthand work experience characterized by significant

work transitions.
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4.3 Additional Findings of Importance

This study revealed several significant findings that were not originally hypothesized; yet
remain important in betteaunderstanding the narrative surrounding the effects of helicopter
parenting. First, results indicate that the source of parental dominance matters. Extant literature on
helicopter parenting has either surveyed parents individually and then aggregatedutte r
(Willoughby et al., 2015), asked participants to report on the parent that they talk to the most
(Odenweller, BoottBut t er fi el d &Weber, 2014) or only meas
behavior (Schiffrin et al., 2014). This study directly asgadicipants to indicate which parental
figure exuded the greatest dominance over their current behavior. Twenty four percent (n=118)
indicated a male/father figure, thirtyne percent (n=192) indicated a female/mother figure and
the remaining thirtyseven percent (n=181) indicated that their parental figures share dominance.
While these findings support the clathmt mothers tend to engage in more helicopter parenting
behaviors on average (Fingerman et al., 2012), large variability exists in how @droble
dominance is distributed among parental figures.

Source of parental dominance affected both vocational identity status and reported levels
of helicopter parenting. As discussed, individuals in searching moratorium reported significantly
higher bvels of helicopter parenting compared to other identity statuses. Within this group nearly
half (45.7%) reported dominance from a female/mother figure. Female/mother dominance was
also reported frequently (48.1%) among those in the more advanced idtitityof foreclosure.

Those reporting equal parental influence also were represented in both a delayed and more
advanced identity status. More specifically, 48% of those in identity diffusion reported equal
parental influence, while 43.8% in the undiffetiated category also reported equal parental
influence. The finding that the same source of parental influence can simultaneously lead to both
delayed and more advanced statuses suggests the presence of individual level moderators (e.g.,
personality, comig skills, psychological capital, career sefficacy) that should be further
explored.

Regarding source of parental dominance and level of helicopter parenting, three important
findings are noted. First, participants from households with a dominaetr figjure reported
significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting compared to individuals experiencing equal

parental influence. Second, compared to individuals with equal parental influence, those with a
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dominant mother figure also reported signifittg higher levels of helicopter parenting. Third,
when comparing levels of helicopter parenting between fatbennant and mothetominant
environments, no significant differences were found. These findings indicate that both father and
mother figuresd@ve i nfluenti al roles in emerging adu
behaviors, and thus both should be measured where appropriate. Findings also suggest that equal
parental dominance may attenuate perceptions of helicopter parenting behavivsis€ly,
single parent households may exacerbate such perceptions as there is not another parental figure
present to counteract various behaviors.

The second broad finding is thatlicopter parenting does not appear to affect all groups
of emerging adu$ equally. Previous research indicates that among emerging adults, those most
susceptible to the effects of helicopter parents tend to be female, younger in age, have fewer
siblings, currently caeside with their parents and have children of their owladRy Geist &
OlsonBuchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012). The current study also indicates that certain socio
demographic characteristics of both parent and child may facilitate helicopter parenting behaviors.
First, individuals living with parents aitle of semester enrollment reported significantly higher
levels of helicopter parenting. This suggests that greater exposure to parentaiditjkeds to
enhance feelings of reduced autonomy and behavioral control. Furthermore, returning home after
asemester or more of greater autonomy is likely to make even small intrusions on privacy seem
substantial. Second, students in the College of Business and Economics reported significantly
higher levels of helicopter parenting than students in the ColleBmloigical Sciences. Perhaps
parents of business school students are also in a busah&tesl field and are simultaneously
aware of both the competitiveness and challenges associated with differentiating yourself among
Bachelor of Commerce Students. Soof these parents may have also encouraged their children
to pursue a business degree for its potential lucrative outcomes. CBS parents may have encouraged
their children to be more intrinsicallyriven in their pursuit of a major and subsequent career.
Future research should also include students registered in the helping professions (e.g., social
work, nursing, counseling) as well as arts (e.g., music, theater). Third, men reported significantly
higher levels of helicopter parenting than women. Fematgcipants may exert more effort in
their development as they recognize the barriers they will face in a male dominated labor market

(Skorikov & Vondracek, 2011). Moreover, parents may feel the need to better control male
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children, who often demonstratewer levels of career adaptability dimensions (i.e., concern,
curiosity) than their female counterparts (Ne&ubtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015).

Fourth and perhaps most difficult to explain, was the finding that emerging adults of lower
SES reported highdevels of helicopter parenting. As described earlier, studies have confirmed
that adolescents from more privileged homes have greater access to educational opportunities,
informal and formal social networks, financial resources and occupational reS@uie2013;;
Goldthorpe, 1983; Huang, 2013; Ozdemir & Hacifazlioglu, 2008; Schoon, Martin & Ross, 2007;
Schulenberg, Vondracek & Crouter, 1984). Thus, it would seem that being of high SES creates an
environment wherein parents both know how to, and hateet resources to, manage their adult
chil dés career development. However, it may be
difficulty in guiding vocational development (Bryant, Zvonkovic & Reynolds, 2006), their
behaviors may be warm and waitentioned, but behaviorally inappropriate. They may
continually encourage the child to do better in life than they did or to not make the same mistakes.
However, in doing so they fail to provide alternatives, professional networks, directions for
acquirhg career related information or general career advice that can help them avoid such
outcomes (Soresi, Nota, Ferrari & Ginevra, 2014). The parent then becomes a constant reminder
of future work challenges and barriers while simultaneously not being eovaitable source of
career guidance. The combination of parents wanting to help but not having the sufficient
competencies or resources to be able to help, may be perceived as a large burden for emerging
adults.

Chapter 5: Implications of Research Towads Practice

In light of the study findings, implications can be drawn for HR professionals, career
counselors, educators and parents. In the workplace there arefauleasplications of helicopter
parenting for employers and career seekers. First, emerging adults with helicopter parents may
require more substantial and prolonged guidance in finding a career that suits thdergeif.
Greater time should be affordeal those emerging adults with more severe cases of helicopter
parenting due to time needed to recognize wha
adults demand work that contributes civically, an employer can leverage its reputation in corporate

social responsibility to facilitate interest among potential future employees. Monitoring the
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incidence and pervasiveness of helicopter parenting over time will therefore be important for
employer recruitment and retention efforts.

Second, employers shauldevise human resources policies to best accommodate the
positive aspects of the helicopter parenting phenomenon. While the focus of this research has been
on the developmentally detrimental outcomes of helicopter parenting, research shows that
helicopterparenting can also foster emotional support, a positive outlook on life (Patiller
& Nelson, 2012; Segrin et al., 2012) and greater goal clarity (Fingerman et al., 2012). If helicopter
parenting is here to stay, employers may need to decide theedegviich they are willing to let
parents be involved in job related processes. It may also be important to reaffirm to parents that
respecting and trusting their emerging adult children with more autonomy and responsibility they
can help foster more padisie outcomes for their children and families as a wh@ldenhweller,
BoothButterfield & Weber, 2011

Third, implications can be drawn regarding the manageployee relationship and how
to develop helicoptered emerging adultsccording to Eric Berne 1068 1977, people
communicate with others throughcombinatiorof three ego states: parent, adarid child. In
healthy transactions between managers and employees, both actors predominately maintain adult
roles wherein they are most capable of processing realign objective manner. Helicoptered
emerging adults ay be more likely to be in a child ego state, where thoughts, actions and
behaviors are more consistent with those displayed during childBeocdise these employees
manifest behaviors more frequenibyndin the child ego statyua managemust evaluate whether
to respond as an adult or a parent. Given, that helicoptered emerging adikiedyet@have more
experiencewith parentchild, as opposd to aduladult interactions, HR practices should be
designed teencourage ego development from child to adult in these workkeis perhaps may
require managers to assume a parent role early on and transition to an adult role over time when
interactingwith helicoptered emerging adults.

Fourth career seekers who are dependent on their helicopter parents may find it in their
best interest to engage in a multiplicity of extracurricular and-@dcapational activities. Seeking
membership in various gups or engaging in hobbies may help emerging adults to gain a greater
sense of identity, experience shortcomings and subsequently learn coping mechanisms to help

foster resilience | ater on. Mor eover, performn
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Omeaningd in a period of development mar ked b\
Seeking connections with others may help reduce the impact of insecure attachment bonds formed
during childhood and adolescence as well dissipate parefiterioe by adding influence from
others.

Implications for career counseling can also be drawn from this res8arcie. have argued
that the overall nature of career theory in th& @dntury is significantly different from that of
previous times (Patto& McMahon, 2006). More and more scholars are recognizing the
interconnectedness of career and personal issues (McMahon & Patton, 2006; Savickas, 1993). To
best understand career development in tiec2atury, scholars may need to attend to recent calls
for constructivist approaches to career counseling (Patton & McMahon, 2006). What this means
for scholarship is that knowledge is furthered through collaborative interactions between counselor
and client wherein with the help of the counselor, the clidigats upon, revises and redirects
events of their career development (McMahon & Patton, 2002).

The efficaciousness of constructivist techniques in handling the helicopter parenting
phenomenon rests on the ability of practice to accommodate several feeactices such as the
narrative or storytelling approach (McLeod, 1996) may help to connect or provide meaning to life
events for emerging adults who are not-silécted. These events otherwise may be written off
as unimportant or irrelevant for careevelopment if not reinforced by the parent of parents of
which the adult child depends on for guidance. Furthermore, systems or constructivist practices
are |l ess prescriptive in identifying and o6fi x
changed outl ook on some aspect of |ifeo (Peav)
InfluencesMSCI (McMahon, Watson & Patton, 2005) can help adult children to explore how
helicopter parents have influenced their career development, attachorets and ability to
reflect upon past events. Open dialogue with the counselor over time can lead to a greater sense of
resolved as opposed to diffused identity achievement, less foreclosure of career options and
reduced dependency on others when makanger related decisions.

Implications for parents can also be drawn from this research. Several programs exist that
can help both helicopter parents and -heficopter parents alike, in fostering effective and
developmentally appropriate career involvemeith their children. For example, parents can be

encouraged to take part in the Career Education for Children (Soresi & Nota, 2009) program to
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better understand how and what they should communicate to their children. This program may be
particularly benetial to helicopter parents given that it promotes parentale$itiacy and
sati sfact i on-chidrelationship Gdresi etpal, R044). Parents can also take part in
the Partners Program (Whiston & Keller, 2004), which includes a manuyashfents and several
workbooks that they can complete with their child. The manual instructs the parent on the role they
should play in career development while workbooks help to explore interests, values and strengths,
how these domains can inform a vayief career options, and how to move forward in planning

for one or more career options (Cochran & Amundson, 1985; Cochran, 1985). Programs like these
may not only effective at reducing indecisiveness and promoting career specific motivation in
adolescentgKush & Cochran, 1993) and emerging adults, but perhaps in parents as well. This is
important because parents with higher levels of career adaptability promote hope, optimism and
adaptability in their children (Soresi, Nota & Ferrari, 2012).

In addition to the implications of helicopter parenting on employers, parents, human
resource professionals, career seekers and counselors, scholars have also discussed legal concerns
(e.g. Cutright, 2008; Porter, 2013). For example, Mark Cutright (2088uskes how over the
yearsconflicting instances of student privacy, parental interests/expectations and laws/regulations
have led to the death af Loco Parentispr the college acting in place of parents. The author
further discusses how legislatiokdithe right to vote, the Family Educational Rights, Privacy Act
(FERPA) and Cleary Act (199@ampus to release crime stats to government and public) have
changed the role of educational institutions. As practical advice, the author suggests that
universties form a partnership with helicopter parents and even consider having separate
orientations for parents. For parents, it is suggested that they familiarize themselves with online
printed materials and to know what FERPA permits and does not permrtria ¢ receiving

student information.

Study Limitations and Future Research Directions

The findings presented in this study need to be considered in light of several limitations.
First, families are complex systems marked by high levels of variatiomstadbility (Carlson &
Meyer, 2014). The character, composition and resource sharing within families is affected by this

level of complexity. Furthermore, the complexity of families and packidd interactions is
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dynamic. Therefore, single study, cressctional research is limited in its ability to understand
complex family system$urthermore, crossectional research does not allow one to convincingly
argue for causalityFuture research can build upon the fings reported herdy using a
longitudinal research desidhat tracks emerging adults over the school to work transition. It is
important, however, to point out that given the complexity of family systetear parameters
have to be established regardiayv long to trackhe identity and adaptability of emerging adults,
and which proximal as well as distal parenting behaviors may influence these outtbesss.
decisions are not only informed by theory but by available resources as well (e.g., timg, mone
human capital).

Second, helicopter parentingcurswhem par ent s demonstrate exce
their childrendéds |lives and apply devel opment al
for |l evels of aut osom@egmeathalt2D12|pe238te currénestudy c hi |
could notmake explicit the point at which parenting behaviors were perceiviel/atopmentally
detrimental. Future qualitative work may helpp@rse this outLongitudinal gqiantitative work
thatincorporatesctualcareer outcome®.g.,0bjective or subjective career success, securing full
time employmerjtis also viable in addressing this research question.

Third, the adaptivenature ofcareefflexibility may be curvilinear in naturén otherwords,
there may be an optimal level of flexibility and once surpassed an individual may reconsider goals,
values and interests too frequently, leading to low levels of adaptability. If so, then it may be that
not all elements of VISA are linear predictofsareer adaptability. Future research should further
explore the associations between career reconsideration dimensions (i.e., cadeebsetfareer
flexibility) and career adaptability

Conclusion

If helicopter parenting is on the rise,@spular opinion and the nascent research suggest
it presents challenges feducatorsemployers and emerging adults as career se€kieisstudy
focused on theatter group of individuals, those -B% years of agén the formative years of
development A significant transition during these formative years is that of the scbhawbrk
transition (Klehe et al., 2011). Flexible and insecure work arrangements have rendered personal

agency (e.g. identity and adaptability) essential for individuals transig from educational to
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work settings (Lechner, Tomasik & Silbereisen, 2016; Shulman et a., 2014). Despite the desire of
university students to make significant career decisions, degisadimg problems continue to
plague those in the early career sta@enir & Gati, 2006), and parents remain a significant source

of guidance during this transition (Creed, Fallon & Hood, 2009).

This research adds to the growing literature on helicopter parerdnagl¢y Geist &
OlsonBuchanan, 2013; Fingerman et aD12; Hong et al., 201%won, Yoo & Bingham, 2016;
LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011; Odenweller, Bo@htterfield & Weber, 2014; Padil&alker &
Nelson, 2012Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 2013; Reed et al., 28t6ijffrin et al., 2014;
Segrin et al., 2012Van Ingen et al., 2015py exploring howthis contemporary form of
overparenting affects adult child carelmvelopment. Findings indicate that generally speaking
helicopter parents may contr ol rat her by han
restricting sources of autonopgompetencand relatednes3he effects of this can be seien
lower levels of career adaptability anddapth exploration and higher levels of career selbtiou
in their adult childrenFurthermore contemporary emerging adults with helicopter parents are
more likely to be in the vocational identity status of searching morato@onmpling the effects
of helicopter parenting with socemographic changes of the pastveral decades (e growth
+competition in higher educatiprdelayed marriage, rise in birth control usage, postmodern
thought, material assistance from families)plseo better understand the developmental delays
being reported during emerging adulthood (e.g. marriage, childbirth, stable employment). A better
understanding of how helicopter parenting affects such developmental delays leads to better
informed poliy in both academic and work settingss well as more impactful counseling

practices for both parents and adult children.

LeBlanc 96



REFERENCES

Agarwala, T. (2008). Factors influencing career choice of management students iGCameé.
Development International, {8), 362376. doi:10.1108/13620430810880844

Al dei s, D. , & Afi fi, T. D. (2013) . Coll ege stude
of relationship and message typgeurnal of Family Communication, (&, 92113.
doi:10.1080/15267431.2013.768246

Alsop, R. (2008). The trophy kids grow up: How the millennial generation is shaking up the workplace.
John Wiley & Sons.

Alumran, A., Hou, X., Sun, J., Yousef, A. A., & Hurst, C. (2014). Assessing the constfigity and
reliability of the parental perception on antibiotics (PAPA) sc&8&4C Public Health, 1473
73. doi:10.1186/147245814-73

Amir, T., & Gati, I. (2006). Facets of career decisiaaking difficulties.British Journal of Guidance &
Counselling, 344), 483503. doi:10.1080/03069880600942608

Anderson, J. C., Gerbing, D. W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and
recommended twstep approactPsychological Bulletin, 103), 412423. doi:10.1037/0033
2909.103.3.411

Arnett,J. (1994). Are college students adults? their conceptions of the transition to adulthoadl of
Adult Development,(4), 213224. doi:10.1007/BF02277582

Arnett, J. (1997). Young people's conceptions of the transition to adultfiooth & Society, 29), 3
23. d0i:10.1177/0044118X97029001001

Arnett, J. J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through the
twenties American Psychologist, §5), 469480. doi:10.1037/006866X.55.5.469

Arnett, J. (2000). High hopesimgar i m wor | d: Emerging adults' vVviews
X 0Youth & Society, 3B), 267286. doi:10.1177/0044118X00031003001

Arnett J.J. (2004 Emerging adulthood: The winding road from the latens through the twenties.
Oxford University Pess, New York

Arnett, J.J. (2006). Emerging adulthood: Understanding the new way of coming of age. In J.J. Arnett
and J.L. Tanner (Eds.), Emerging adults in America: Coming of age in free@tury (pp.319).
Washington, DC: APA Books.

Arnett, J. J. (207). Suffering, selfish, slackers? myths and reality about emerging adwiisal of
Youth and Adolescence, (3%, 2329. doi:10.1007/s1096d06-9157z

Arnett, J.J. (2014). Emerging Adulthood: The winding road from the late teens through the twéhties (2
ed.). New York: Oxford University Press.

Arnett, J. J., Trzesniewski, K., & Donnellan, B. (2013). The dangers of generationathaliing:
Rejoinder to TwengedEmerging Adulthoodl, 17 20.doi: 10.1177/2167696812466848

Arthur, M. B., & Rousseau, D. M. (199@oundaryless careers: A new employment principle for the
new organizational erdNew York: Oxford University Press.

Barber, B. K. (1996). Parental psychological control: Revisiting éentsgl constructChild
Development, §6), 32963319. doi:10.2307/1131780

Baruch, Y., & Bozionelos, N. (2011). Career issues. In S. Zedeck (Ed.), APA handbook of industrial and
organizational psychology, Vol. 2: Selecting and developing members forgdueization (pp.
671 113). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.

LeBlanc 97


https://doi.org/10.1177%2F2167696812466848

Baruch, Y., & Quick, J. C. (2007). Understanding second careers: Lessons from a study of U.S. Navy
admirals.Human Resource Manageme#6(4), 471491. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20178

Bemardes, J. (1999). i WeMamagsdnd Family Rediewk8i3-4, 21i 4.t he f an
DOI: 10.1300/J002v28n03_03

Balistreri, E., BuscHRossnagel, N. A., & Geisinger, K. F. (1995). Development and preliminary
validation of the Ego Identity Process Questionndioernal of Adolescencé8(2), 179192.
doi:10.1006/jado.1995.1012.

Baumrind, D. (1966). Effects of authtaiive parental control on child behavi@hild Development,

37(4), 887#907. doi:10.2307/1126611

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of preschool b&enatic
Psychology Monographs, 75(143-88.

Baumrind, D. (1991)The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and substafidesuse.
Journal of Early Adolescence, 3, 5695. doi:10.1177/0272431691111004

Baumrind, D. (2005). Patterns of parental authority and adolescent autddewyirections for Chd
and Adolescent Developmeh08, 61 69. doi:10.1002/cd.128

Becton, J. B., Walker, H. J., & JorEarmer, A. (2014). Generational differences in workplace
behavior.Journal of Applied Social Psychology,(8% 175189. doi:10.1111/jasp.12208

Belkin,L.( 200 7, February 11). Parents who candét resis
Retrieved February 20, 2012, frdttp://www.nytimes.com/2007/02/11/business/ your
money/11wcol.html

Bel I, K. L., Allen, J. P. ., Hnaily faceonrs and young ddult, & OO6 Co
transitions: Educational attainment and occupational prestige. In J. A. Graber & J.-Eaoks
(Eds.),Transitions through adolescence: Interpersonal domains and cdp@x845 366).

Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Bentler,P.M., & Bonett, D. G. (1980). Significance tests and goodrdds# in the analysis of
covariance structureBsychological Bulletin883), 588-606.doi: 10.1037/00332909.88.3.588

Berne, E. (1968)Games people play: The psychology of human relation$¥igds2768). Penguin UK.

Berne, E. (1977)ntuition and ego states: The origins of transactional analysis: a series of papers
HarperCollins Publishers.

Biddle, B. J. (1986). Recent development in role thedmnual review of sociology2(1),67-92.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.s0.12.080186.000435

Blatt, S. J. (2004). In Sidney Jla. (Ed.),Experiences of depression theoretical, clinical, and research
perspectives (1st ed. ed.) Washington, D.C : American Psychological Association, c2004.

Bl ustein, D. L. (1994) . AWho am | ?20: ttihMLquestio
Savickas, & R. W. Lent (Eds.), Convergence in career development theories: Implications for
science and practice (pp. 13%4), Palo Alto, CA.

Blustein, D., Juntunen, C., & Worthington, R. (2000). The schaok transition: adjustment
challenges of the forgotten half. In S. D. Brown, & R. W. Lent (Eds.), Handbook of counseling
psychology (pp. 435e470). New York, NY: Wiley.

Blustein, D. L., & Phillips, S. D. (1990). Relation between ego identity statuses and decaong
styles.Journal of Cainseling Psychology, 82), 166168. doi:10.1037/0022167.37.2.160

Blustein, D. L., Walbridge, M. M., Friedlander, M. L., & Palladino, D. E. (19€bntributions of
psychological separation and parental attachment to the career development joocesakof
Counseling Psychology, @8, 3950. doi:10.1037/002P167.38.1.39

LeBlanc 98


http://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1037/0033-2909.88.3.588
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.so.12.080186.000435

Bollen, K.A. (1989), Structural Equations with Latent Variables, Wiley Interscience, New York, NY.

Bosma, H. A. (1985). Identity development in adolescents: Coping with comntgniénpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Groningen, The Netherlands.

Bourdieu, P., & Passeron, J. (1977). Reproduction in education, society and culture(Vol. 5). London:
Sage Publications.

BradleyGeist, J. C., & OlsoiBuchanan, J. B. (2014hlelicopter parents: An examination of the
correlates of oveparenting of college studentsducation + Training, 5¢4), 314328.
doi:10.1108/E¥10-20120096.

Briscoe, J. P., & Hall, D. T. (1999). Grooming and picking leaders using competency framdorks:
they work? An alternative approach and new guidelines for pra€tiganizational Dynamics
28(2), 37152. doi: 10.1016/S009R616 (00)8001Y

Briscoe, J. P., & Hall, D. T. (2006). The interplay of boundaryless and protean careers: Combinations
and inplications.Journal of Vocational Behavip69(1), 4 18. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2005.09.002

Briscoe, J. P., Hall, D. T., & Frautschy DeMuth, R. L. (2006). Protean and boundaryless careers: An
empirical explorationJournal of Vocational Behavior, §9), 3047.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2005.09.003

Briscoe, J. P., Henagan, S. C., Burton, J. P., & Murphy, W. M. (2012). Coping with an insecure
employment environment: The differing roles of protean and boundaryless career orientations.
Journal of Vocational BehavipB0(2, 308 316. doi: 10.1016/ j.jvb.2011.12.008

Bristow, J. (2014). The double bind of parenting culture: Helicopter parents and cotton wool kids. In
Parenting culture studiegp. 206215). Palgrave Macmillan UK.

Brown, S. D., & Lent, R. W. (1996). A sociebgnitive framework for career choice counselifige
Career Development Quarterly, @), 354366. doi:10.1002/].2160045.1996.tb00451.x

Bryant, B. K., Zvonkovic, A. M., & Reynolds, P. (2006). Parenting in relation to child and adolescent
vocational developmendournal of Vocational Behavip69(1), 149175.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2006.02.004

Buhl, H. (2007). Welbeing and the ChiidParent radtionship at the transition from university to work
life. Journal of Adolescent Research(2R 550571. doi:10.1177/0743558407305415

Buis, M. L. (2013). The composition of family background: The influence of the economic and cultural
resources of bothgwents on the offspring's educational attainment in the Netherlands between
1939 and 1991European Sociological Review, (39, 593602. doi:10.1093/esr/jcs009

Burt, K. B., & Masten, A. S. (2010). Development in the transition to adatid: Vulnerabilites and
opportunities. In J. E. Grant & M. N. Potenza (Eds.), Young adult mental healthi(4&). 5
New York: Oxford University Press.

Burt, K. B., & Paysnick, A. A. (2012). Resilience in the transition to adulthbedelopment and
Psychopathology, 22), 493505. doi:10.1017/S0954579412000119

Carlson, M., & Meyer, D. (2014). Family complexity: Setting the confEixé Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, @346-11. doi:10.1177/0002716214531378

Carlson, D., & Perrewé, P. (199 The role of social support in the stresstain relationship: An
examination of workkamily conflict. Journal of Management, £%), 513540.
doi:10.1177/014920639902500403

CarneyHall, K.C. (Ed.) (2008), Managing Parent Partnerships: Maximizingéntta, Minimizing
Interference, and Focusing on Student Success, Jossey Bass, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Cawsey, T., Deszca, G. and Mazerol |l e, M. (1995) ,

LeBlanc 99



ma r kJourral,of Career Planning and Employmepp. 4146.

Chao, R. K. (2001). Extending research on the consequences of parenting style for Chinese Americans
and European AmericanShild Development72 (6), 1832 1843. doi:10.1111/1467
8624.00381

Cheung, C., Cheung, H. Y., & Wu, J. (2014). Careeeadiness in relation to anxiety and authoritarian
parenting among undergraduatesernational Journal of Adolescence and Youth(3),.9336
349. doi:10.1080/02673843.2014.928784

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodnés$is indexes for testing measurement
invariance Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journak2), 233255.
doi:10.1207/S15328007SEM0902_5

Chirkov, V., & Ryan, R. (2001). Parent and teacher autorsupport in russian and U.S. adolescents:
Common efécts on welbeing and academic motivatiaiournal of CrossCultural Psychology,
32(5), 618635. doi:10.1177/0022022101032005006

Cline, F. W., & Fay, J. (1990). Parenting with love and logic: Teaching children responsibility. Colorado
Springs, CO: Pinon.

Cline, F., & Fay, J. (2006). Parenting teens with love and logic (2nd ed.). Colorado Springs, CO:
NavPress.

Coburn, K. L. (2006). Organi zi ngAmut@ampusB3ndlé.cr ew f
doi:10.1002=abc.167

Coburn, K. L., & TreegemM. L. (2003).L et t i ng go: A parentsdé guide to
(4th ed.). New York: HarperCollins Publishers.

Cochran, L. (1985). Planning workbook. Richmond, BC: Buchd<ells.

Cochran, L., & Amundson, N. (1985). Activity self explocatiworkbook. Richmond, BC: Buchanan
Kells.

Cooklin, A. R., Lucas, N., Strazdins, L., Westrupp, E., Giallo, R., Caiuet, L., & Nicholson, J.
(2013). Heightened maternal separation anxiety in the postpartum: The role of socioeconomic
disadvantagelourral of Family IssuesAdvance online publication. doi:10.1177/

0192513X13481776
Cooklin, A. R., Giallo, R., DO6EspoRostpagdum F. , Cr aw
mat ernal separation anxi et vy, sociateamotipmalovele ct i ve p

being: Longitudinal evidence from an Australian cohaournal of Family Psychology, 24),
618-628. d0i:10.1037/a0033332

CoopetVince, C. E., Chan, P. T., Pincus, D. B., & Comer, J. S. (2014). Paternal autonomy restriction,
neighbohood safety, and child anxiety trajectory in community yodlurnal of Applied
Developmental Psychology, (3%, 265272. doi:10.1016/j.appdev.2014.04.006

Coté, J. E. (2000Arrested adulthood: The changing nature of maturity and idemigyv York: New
York University Press.

Creed, P. A., Fallon, T., & Hood, M. (2009). The relationship between career adaptability, person and
situation variables, and career concerns in young adolisnal of Vocational Behavior, (2),
219229. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2008.1@04

Creed, P. A., & Patton, W. (2003). Predicting two components of career maturity in school based
adolescentslournal of Career Development, (29, 277290. doi:10.1177/089484530302900405

Crocetti, E., Rubini, M., & Meeus, W. (2008). Capturing the ayica of identity formation in various
ethnic groups: Development and validation of a titie@ensional modelournal of

LeBlanc 100



Adolescence, 32), 207222. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2007.09.002

Crocetti, E., Rubini, M., Luyckx, K., & Meeus, W. (2008). Idenfitymation in early and middle
adolescents from various ethnic groups: From three dimensions to five statusaal of Youth
and Adolescence, &), 983996. doi:10.1007/s1096d07-92222

Crocetti, E., Klimstra, T., Keijsers, L., Hale, W. W., & Meeus,(2009). Anxiety trajectories and
identity development in adolescence: afivave longitudinal studylournal of Youth and
Adolescence38(6), 839849. doi:10.1007/s10963089302y.

Cronbach, L.J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structureest.Bsychometrikal6, 297334.
doi: 10.1007/BF02310555

Cutright, M. (2008). From helicopter parent to valued partner: Shaping the parental relationship for
student succesblew Directions for Higher Education, 20084), 3948. doi:10.1002/he.324

Davis, A., & Kalleberg, A. (2006). Familyriendly organizations? work and family programs in the
1990s.Work and Occupations, 83), 192223. doi:10.1177/0730888405280446

Degnan, K. A., & Fox, N. A. (2007). Behavioral inhibition and anxiety disorders: Mulgpkds of a
resilience procesfevelopment and Psychopathology(3)9729746.
doi:10.1017/S0954579407000363

Deci, E.L., & Ryan, R.M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and sgdftermination in human behavior. New
York: Plenum.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M(2000). The "what" and "why" of goal pursuits: Human needs and the self
determination of behavioRsychological Inquiry, 1#), 227268. doi:10.2307/1449618

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2012). Seffetermination theory. In P. A. M. Van Lange, A. W.
Kruglarski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psychology (pp 4819.
Los Angeles, CA: Sage.

De Vos, A., & Soens, N. (2008). Protean attitude and career success: The mediating rele of self
management. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 73{8% 456. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2008.08.007

Dewey, J.: 1930The Quest for Certainty; A Study of the Relation of Knowledge and AdganY ork:
Minton, Balch.

Dietrich, J., & Kracke, B. (2009). Careerpeci fi ¢ parent al behaviors i n e
Journal of Vocational Behavior, &), 109119. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2009.03.005

DiRenzo, M. S., & Greenhaus, J. H. (2011). Job search and voluntary turnover in a boundaryless world:
A control theory perspectivédcademy of Management Revi&8(3), 567589. doi:
10.5465/amr.2011.61031812

Doepke, M., & Zilibotti, F. (2014). Tiger moms and helicopter parents: The economics of parenting
style.www.voxeu.orghttp://www.voxeu.org/article/econons@arenting

Eby, L. T., Casper, W. J., Lockwood, A., Bordeaux, C., & Brinley, A. (2005). Work and family research
in IO/OB: Content analysis and review of the literature (12802).Journal of Vocational
Behavior, 661), 124197. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.200311003

Eigen, C.A, Hartman, B.W., & Hartman, P. (1987). Relations between family interaction patterns and
career indecisiorPsychological Report$0, 8794.doi: 10.2466/pr0.1987.60.1.87

Elder, G. H., Jr. (1985). Perspectives on the life course. In &lddr (Ed.) Life course dynamidgp.
23/ 49). Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Elizur, D. (1984). Facets of work values: A structural analysis of work outcaloasnal of Applied
Psychology, 6@), 379389. doi:10.1037/0022010.69.3.379

Erikson, E. H. (1950)Childhood and societ\New York: Norton.

LeBlanc 101


http://www.voxeu.org/article/economics-parenting

Erikson, E. H. (1959). Identity and the life cycle: Selected papssshological Issued, T 171.

Erikson, E. H. (1968)dentity: Youth and crisid?New York: Norton.

Fernet, C., Guay, F& Senécal, C. (2004). Adjusting to job demands: The role of work self
determination and job control in predicting burnd@aturnal of Vocational Behavior, §b), 3%

56. doi:10.1016/S0060&791(03)00098

Ferry, T. R., Fouad, N. A., & Smith, P. L. (2000).€Titole of family context in a social cognitive model
for careesrelated choice behavior: A math and science perspedtivenal of Vocational
Behavior 57(3), 348364.d0i:10.1006/jvbe.1999.1743

Field, A. (2009)Discovering statistics using SPSge phlications.

Fingerman, K. L., Cheng, Y., Wesselmann, E. D., Zarit, S., Furstenberg, F., & Birditt, K. S. (2012).
Helicopter parents and landing pad kids: Intense parental support of grown cliitdneral of
Marriage and Family, 7é4), 880896. doi:10.1111/j.174B8737.2012.00987.x

Flum, H., & Blustein, D. L. (2000). Reinvigorating the study of vocational exploration: A framework for
researchJournal of Vocational Behavipb6(3), 388404. doi:10.1006/jvbe.2000.1721

Folkman, S., Laarus, R. S. (1985). If it changes it must be a process: Study of emotion and coping
during three stages of a college examinatimurnal of Personality and Social Psychology,

48(1), 1506170. doi:10.1037/0023514.48.1.150

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. @81). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables
and measurement errdournal of Marketing Research, (@3, 3950. doi:10.2307/3151312

Fry, R. (2016). AFor First Time in Modern Era, L
Arrangements for 18to 34YearOl ds. 0 Washingt on, D. C.: Pew Res
2016. Accessed July 1, 2016.

Gagné, M., & Deci, E. L. (2005). Satetermination theory and work motivatialournal of
Organizational behaviqr26(4), 331362.d0i:0.1002/job.322

Gallo, E., & Gallo, J. J. (2001%ilver spoon kids: How successful parents raise responsible children.
Chicago, IL: McGrawHill.

Garcia, P. R. J. M., Restubog, S. L. D., Toledano, L. S., Tolentino, L. R., & Rafferty, A. E. (2012).
Differential moderating effects of studeand parentated support in the relationship between
learning goal orientation and career decigioaking selfefficacy.Journal of Career
Assessment, p0), 2233. doi:10.1177/1069072711417162

Gasteiger, R. M.2007). Selbstverantwortliches Laufbahnmanageéé&rds proteische Erfolgskonzept
(1st edn). Goéttingen: Hogrefe Verlag GmbH & Co.

Gibbs, N. (2009, November 30). The growing backlash against overparenting. Time. Retrieved from
http://www.time.com/time/magazireticle/0,9171,1940697,00.html

Gitelson, I. B., & McDermott, D. (2006). Parents and their young adult children: Transitions to
adulthood Child Welfare, 5853-866.

Givert z, M., & Segrin, C. (2012, May )identiyimfde ct s o
family satisfaction. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the International Communication
Association: Phoenix, AZ.

Goldthorpe, J. H. (1983). Women and class analysis: In defence of the convention8logmhagy,

17(4), 465488.d0i:10.1177/0038038583017004001

Goode, W. J. (1960). A theory of role strafimerican Sociological Review, 29, 483496.

doi:10.2307/2092933

LeBlanc 102



Gottfredson, L. S. (2005). Using Gottfredsonodos t
guidance andaunseling. In Brown, S.D., & Lent, R.W. (Eds.) Career development and
counseling: Career development and counseling: Putting theory and research to ¥#0¢k, 71

Gottlieb, L. (2011, July=August). How to land your kid in therapy. The Atlantic. Retrieved fro
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2011/07 Atovand-your-kid-in-therapy/

308555/

Grace, J. B., Schoolmaster, D. R., Guntenspergen, G. R., Little, A. M., Mitchell, B. R., Miller, K. M., &
Schweiger, E. W. (2012)icimpomentt®n of strectsiral equationa g r a
modeling.Ecosphere3(8), 1-44. doi:10.1890/ES1:00048.1

Greenhaus, J. H., & Beutell, N. J. (1985). Sources of conflict between work and familyl hales.
Acadeny of Management Review,(1)) 76:88. doi:10.2307/258214

Grotevant, H. D., & Cooper, C. R. (1998). Individuality and connectedness in adolescent development:
Review and prospects for research on identity, relationships, and context. In E. Skoe & A. von
der Lippe (Eds.)Personality development in adolescence: A cross national and life span
perspectiveNew York: Routledge.

Guan, P., Capezio, A., Restubog, S. L. D., Read, S., Lajom, J. A. L., & Li, M. (2016). The role of
traditionality in the relationshipsmong parental support, career decisiaking selfefficacy
and career adaptabilityournal of Vocational Behavior, 9414123.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2016.02.018

Guan, Y., Wang, F., Liu, H., Ji, Y., Jia, X., Fang,l4,,Y., Hua, H., &Li, C. (2015). Careespecific
parental behaviors, career exploration and career adaptability: Avilareeinvestigation among
Chinese undergraduatel®urnal of Vocational Behavip86, 95 103.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2014.10.007

Gubler, M., Arnold, J., & Coombs, C. (2018Reassessing the protean career concept: Empirical
findings, conceptual components, and measurerdeutnal of Organizational Behavior,
35(S1), S23540. doi:10.1002/job.1908

Guerra, A.L. & BraungarRieker, J.M. (1999). Predicting career decision in cellstyidents. The roles
of identity formation and parental relations factdnise career development quarterly. (&7,

2551 266. doi:10.1002/j.21620045.1999.tb00735.x

Haber, R., & Merck, RA. (2010). Intruder or resource? the family's influence in college counseling
centersJournal of College Student Psychotherapy(324162180.
doi:10.1080/87568225.2010.486286

Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B., Anderson, R.E. and Tatham, R.L. (20fjyariate Data Analysis,
6th ed., Prentice Hall, Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Hall, D. T. (1976). Careers in organizations. Glenview: Scott, Foresman and Company.

Hall, D. T. (1996). Protean careers of the 21st century. Academy of Management Executiy& 10(4)
16. doi: 10.1108/ 13620439910270625.

Hal I , D. and Moss, J. (1998) , AThe new protean ¢
a d a @tganizational Dynamigsvol. 26, pp. 2337.d0i:10.1016/S0092616(98)90012

Hall, D. T. (2002). Careers in and out of organizations (1st edn). Thousand OakBuShggtions, Inc.

Hall, D. T. (2004). The protean career: A quadentury journeyJournal of Vocational Behavior,

65(1), 1-13. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2003.10.006

Hall, R., Snell, A., & Foust, M. (1999). Item parceling strategies in SEM: Investigatinglitie stfects

of unmodeled secondary construé@sganizational Research Method¢3® 233256.

LeBlanc 103


https://doi.org/10.1890/ES12-00048.1
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-0045.1999.tb00735.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0090-2616(98)90012-2

doi:10.1177/109442819923002

Hardin, E. E., Varghese, F. P., Tran, U. V., & Carlson, A. Z. (2006). Anxiety and career exploration:
Gender differences in the relef selfconstrualJournal of Vocational Behavio69, 346 358.
doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2006.05.002

Harman H. (1976). Modern Factor Analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Harren, V. A. (1979). A model of career decision making for college stsidentrnal of Vocational
Behavior, 142), 119133. doi:10.1016/0008791(79)900651

Hart, C. H., Newell, L. D., & Olsen, S. F. (2003). Parenting skills and scocramunicative
competence in childhood. In J. O. Greene, & B. R. Burleson (Eds.), Handbookwofunication
and social interaction skills (pp. 75687). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Hayes, A. F. (2012). PROCESS: A versatile computational tool for observed variable mediation,
moderation, and conditional process modeling [White paper]. Retrieved from
http:/Mww.afhayes.com/public/process2012.pdf

Hendr vy, L. B., & Kloep, M. (2007). Conceptuali zi
clothes?Child Development Perspective$2), 7479. doi:10.1111/j.1758606.2007.00017.x

Hershatter, A., & EpsteiiM. (2010). Millennials and the world of work: An organization and
management perspective. Journal of Business and Psychology, 25@R23.1
doi:10.1007/s1086910-9160y

Hess, N., & Jepsen, D. M. (2009). Career stage and generational differencehoiqgggal contracts.
Career Development International, (B}, 261283. doi:10.1108/13620430910966433

Hesse, K., & Klingberg, S. (2014). Examining the cognitive model of caregivigtructural equation
modelling approacH?sychiatry Research, 2(3), 171-176. doi:10.1016/j.psychres.2014.02.023

Hirschi, A. (2009). Career adaptability development in adolescence: Multiple predictors and effect on
sense of power and life satisfactidournal of Vocational Behavipr4(2), 14% 155.
doi:10.1016/J.Jvb.200910002

Hirschi, A. (2012). Vocational identity trajecto
being.European Journal of Personality, @§, 212. doi:10.1002/per.812

Hogan, D. P., Astone, N. M. (1986). The transition to adulthAadualReview of Sociology, (P),
109-130. doi:10.1146/annurev.s0.12.080186.000545

Holstein, J. A., & Gubrium, J. F. (1984). Constructing family: Descriptive practice and domestic order.
In T. R. Sarbin & J. I. Kitsuse (Eds.), Constructing the social (pg.Z5g. Thousand Oaks,

CA: Sage.

Holtzman, M. (2008). Defining family: Young adults' perceptions of the pataltt bond.Journal of
Family Communication,(8), 16#185. doi:10.1080/15267430701856887

Hong, J., & Seltzer, M. M. (1995). The psychologicahsequences of multiple roles: The nonnormative
caseJournal of Health and Social Behavior, (3%, 386398. d0i:10.2307/2137327

Hong, J., Hwang, M., Kuo, Y., & Hsu, W. (2015). Parental monitoring and helicopter parenting relevant
to vocational studentfsrocrastination and setégulated learnind.earning and Individual
Differences, 4@€Complete), 13946. doi:10.1016/}.lindif.2015.08.003

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (2003Ylillennials go to college: Strategies for a new generation on campus.
Washington, DCAmerican Association of Collegiate Registrars.

Howe, N., & Strauss, W. (2007, November). Helicopter parents in the workplace. Retrievédtfrdm
www.wikinomics.com/blog/uploads/helicoptparentsin- the-workplace.pdf

LeBlanc 104


http://www.wikinomics.com/blog/uploads/helicopter-parents-in-%20the-workplace.pdf

Huang, J. (2013). Intergenerational transmission of educational attainment: The role of household assets.
Economics of Education Review, 332123. doi:10.1016/j.econedurev.2012.09.013

Hughes, D., Rodriguez, J., Smith, E. P., Johnson, D. J., Stevenson, H. C., & Spicer, PP¢806).

Ethnid Racial socialization practices: A review of research and directions for future study.
Developmental Psychology, &2, 747770. doi:10.1037/0012649.42.5.747

Hunter, J. E., & Gerbing, D. W .(1982). Unidimensional measurement, secdedfactor analysis, and
causal models. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (EdBgsearch in organizational behavior
(Vol. 4, pp. 267299). Greenwich, CT JAI Press.

Inkson, K. (2006). Protean and boundaryless careers as metajguwral of Vocational Behavior,

69(1), 4863. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2005.09.004

Inkson, K., & Arthur, M. B. (2001). How to be a successful career capit@liganizational Dynamics,
30(1), 4861. doi:10.1016/S0092616(01)0004¢

Inkson, K., Dries, N. & Arnold, J. (2015)inderstanding careersSage Publications.

Ituma, A., & Simpson, R. (2006). The chameleon carerexploratory study of the work biography of
information technology workers idigeria.Career Development International, (1), 4865.
doi:10.1108/13620430610642372

Jackson, D. L. (2003). Revisiting sample size and number of parameter estimates: Some support for the
N:Q hypothesisStructural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinadournal, 1(1), 128141.
doi:10.1207/S15328007SEM1001_6

Jackson, D. L., Gillaspy, J. A., PuBtephenson, R., Jackson, D. L., Gillaspy, J. A., & BBtaphenson,

R. (2009). Reporting practices in confirmatory factor analysis: An overview and some
recommendtions.Psychological Methods, {#), 623. doi:10.1037/a0014694

Jafar, A. (2012, January 23). Consumerism in higher education: The rise of the helicopter parent. The
Guardian. Retrieved fromttp://www.guardian.co.uk/higheeducation
network/blog/2012/ja/23/consumerisphigher educationhelicopterparents

Johnson, R. H. (1978). Individual styles of decision making: A theoretical model for counsakng.
Personnel and Guidance Journal,(5% 5306536. doi:10.1002/j.2164918.1978.tb05305.x

Johnston, CS. (2018). A systematic review of the career adaptability literature and future outlook.
Journal of Career Assessment(26 3-30. doi:10.1177/1069072716679921

Jung, E., & Yoon, M. (2016). Comparisons of three empirical methods for partial factori@himoear
Forward, backward, and factoatio testsStructural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary
Journal, 234), 567584. doi:10.1080/10705511.2015.1138092

Khan, R, L., Wolfe, D. M., Quinn, R. P., Snoek, J. D. & Rosenthal, R. A. (1@8ganizational 8ess:

Studies in Role Conflict and AmbiguiNew York: Wiley.

Kenny, M. E. (1990). College seniorsdé perception
family ties.Journal of College Student Development, 3t46.

Ketterson, T. U., & Blusie, D. L. (1997). Attachment relationships and the career exploration process.
The Career Development Quarterly, (25 167178. doi:10.1002/j.2160045.1997.tb01003.x

Kidwell, J. S., Dunham, R. M., Bacho, R. A., Pastorino, E., & Portes, P. R. (1995gs&dnt identity
exploration: a test of EAdoléssence30(520)t786898.r y of tr
Retrieved from http://sfx.scholarsportal.info/guelph/docview/195924423?accountid=11233

Kim, S.Y., Wang, Y., Orozchapray, D., Shen, Y., Mur t uz z a, M. (2013) . Does
exist? parenting profiles of chinese americans and adolescent developmental ouis@nes.
American Journal of Psychology(14, 7-18. doi:10.1037/a0030612

LeBlanc 105



Kins, E., & Beyers, W. (2010). Failure to launch, ded to achieve criteria for adulthood@urnal of
Adolescent Research, (&, 743777. doi:10.1177/0743558410371126

Kline, R. B. (2005)Principles and practice of structural equation modeli@gilford publications.

Konrath, S., Chopik, W., Hsing,C.,&6 Br i en, E. (2014). Changes in adc
American college students over time: A matalysisPersonality and Social Psychology
Review, 18), 326348. doi:10.1177/1088868314530516

Kossek, E. E., Roberts, K., Fisher, S., & Demarr, B. §199. Career self managemen:
experimental assessment of the effects of a training interveR&prsonnel Psycholog$1(4),
935960.d0i:10.1111/j.17446570.1998.tb00746.x

Koumoundourou, G., Tsaousi s, l ., & Kounenou, K.
career decisioimaking difficulties: The mediating role of core selfaluationsJournal of
Career Assessmeri9, 165 182. doi:10.1177/1069072710385547

Kradcke, B. (1997). Parental behaviors and adolescents' career exploragoGareer Development
Quarterly, 4%4), 342350. doi:10.1002/j.2160045.1997.tb00538.x

Kracke, B. (2002). The role of personality, parents and peers in adolescents career explotatiah.
of Adolescence5(1), 1930.doi:10.1006/jado.2001.0446

Kracke, B., & Noack, P. (2005). Die Rolle der Eltern fiir die Berufsorientierung von Jugendlichen [The
role of parents in adol escent sPOKubna&kH er devel o
Uhlendorff (Eds.), Entwicklung in sozialen Beziehungen (ppi 189). Stuttgart, Germany:
Lucius & Lucius.

Kroger, J. (1993). The role of historical context in the identity formation process of late adolescence.
Youth and Society4(4), 368376.d0i:10.1177/0044118X93024004003

Kroger, J. (2007). Identity development: Adolescence through adulthood, 2nd ed. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.

Kroger, J., Martinussen, M., & Marcia, J. E. (2010). Identity status change during adolescence and
young adulthoodA metaanalysisJournal of Adolescence, @, 683698.
doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2009.11.002

Kush, K., Cochran, L., Kush, K., & Cochran, L. (1993). Enhancing a sense of agency through career
planning.Journal of Counseling Psychology, (4], 434439. d:10.1037/00220167.40.4.434

Kwon, K., Yoo, G., & Bingham, G. (2016). Helicopter parenting in emerging adulthood: Support or
barrier for korean col | eg doumdlaf GhddahdsFamiyp sy c hol o
Studies, 2@8.), 136145. do0i:10.1007/s826:01501956

LannegraneWillems, L., Perchec, C., & Marchal, C. (2016). Vocational identity and psychological
adjustment: A study in french adolescents and emerging adlaltsial of Adolescence, 4Z10
219. doi:10.1016/j.adolescence.2015.10.005

Layland, E. K., Hill, B. J., & Nelson, L. J. (2018). Freedom to explore the self: How emerging adults use
leisure to develop identitythe Journal of Positive Psychology,(18 7891.
doi:10.1080/17439760.2017.1374440

Lechner, C. M., Tomasik, M. J., & $@reisen, R. K. (2016). Preparing for uncertain careers: How youth
deal with growing occupational uncertainties before the eduettiamork transitionJournal of
Vocational Behavior, Q& omplete), 96101. doi:10.1016/j.jvb.2016.08.002

Lee, J. (2014). Amstitutional framework for the study of the transition to adulthd@mlith & Society,
46(5), 706730. doi:10.1177/0044118X12450643

Lehman, S. J., & Koerner, S. S. (2002). Family f

LeBlanc 106






