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ABSTRACT 
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Advisor: 

Dr. Sean Lyons 

 

The contemporary career context continues to be shaped by turbulence attributable to such 

factors as advancements in technology and communications, organizational downsizing and 

restructuring.  As a result, the labor market has become increasingly uncertain, competitive and 

fragmented, requiring career entrants to possess higher levels of effort, self-knowledge and 

confidence than in the past. For some individuals in their late-teens to late-twenties, skills are 

markedly more difficult to achieve due to the presence of one or more parental figures applying 

developmentally inappropriate 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 

documenting 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 meta-competencies (i.e., vocational identity and career adaptability) in contemporary 

emerging adults (ages 18-25). Using structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood 

estimation, results suggest deleterious effects of helicopter parenting on career adaptability, 

career self-doubt and in-depth 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 socio-demographic factors, those 

most affected by helicopter parenting are in searching moratorium. Furthermore, findings 

illustrate that helicopter 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 Consequences of Helicopter Parenting on Career Identity and 

Adaptability in Emerging Adulthood  

 

 Over the past several decades, the world of work has been replete with 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 fragmented (Baruch & Bozionelos, 2011), and the 

traditional view of the organization as being highly bureaucratic, hierarchical and low in mobility  

(Gubler, Arnold & Coombs, 2014) has been replaced with 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 a self-directed role 

in career development. Amid this career context, a new set of career meta-competencies 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, specifically individuals in their late-teens 

to late-twenties. 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, Christoffersen, Davidson & Herzog, 2011). Arnett (2000; 2014) defines 

emerging adulthood as the life stage occurring from the late-teens through the late-twenties, in 

which people engage in prolonged identity exploration and remain free from the responsibilities 

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 residential change and diversity (Arnett, 2000b) 

and returning to fulfill educational requirements or obtain graduate-level education (Mogelonsky, 

2004). Furthermore, adult children are living with parents longer than in the past (Kins & Beyers, 
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2010), suggesting that educated, 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, Laumann & Kolata, 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 longer to achieve (Arnett, 2007).  

 Emerging adulthood is a highly individualistic developmental stage in which individuals 

become detached from school and family (Arnett, 2006; Lee, 2014). Popular press sources suggest 

that the rise in emerging adulthood is attributable to Baby Boomers’ over-involved parenting style, 

which has been branded colloquially as “helicopter parenting” (Alsop, 2008; Gallo & Gallo, 2001; 

Howe & Strauss, 2000; Marano, 2008; Twenge, 2006). According to Segrin and colleagues (2012), 

helicopter parenting is “a form of over-parenting in which parents apply overly involved and 

developmentally inappropriate tactics to their children” (p. 237). A growing body of academic 

literature supports the argument that many of today’s emerging adults are highly attached to and 

dependent on their parents (Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 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 in emerging adults (Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 

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 already been reported in universities (Haber 

& Merck, 2010; Hershatter & Epstein, 2010; Jafar, 2012), where “hovering” behavior on the part 

of parents has led to the creation of guidelines for staff members interacting with helicopter parents 

(Carney-Hall, 2008).  Helicopter parenting has also been reported in workplaces (Tyler, 2007; 

Manos, 2009), leading some companies to develop policies to deal with employees’ helicopter 

parents and attenuate future parental interference (Howe & Strauss, 2007; Loftus, 2012).  

This dissertation explores the role of parental over-involvement on the career development 

of emerging adults. Specifically, it investigates how emerging adults’ career meta-competencies 
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of vocational identity formation and career adaptability are affected by helicopter 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 developmental and counseling psychology. Second, research will examine the 

implications of helicopter parenting for the careers of today’s young adults, with specific reference 

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 about the “coddling” of today’s 

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 and practitioners alike on how overparenting affects the 

school to work transition.  

   

Chapter One: Literature Review 

 

I begin this review of the literature with a discussion of the relevant findings from the literature on 

emerging adulthood and what they suggest about the social challenges facing today’s young adult. 

Second, I discuss the nature of the contemporary career (as conceptualized as the “protean career”) 

and what it means for the early career entrant. From this discussion, I 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 meta-competency, I then review the literature 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 parenting on vocational identity and individual career competencies, conceptualized 

as “career adapt-ability”. 

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 2011). The conceptualization of this life stage arose from the work 
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of Jeffrey Jensen Arnett (Arnett, 1994a, 1997; 2000, 2004, 2006, 2007, 2014). During the 1990’s 

Arnett sought to explore how and when people between the ages of 18-29 believe that they have 

reached 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 in-depth interviews with 18-29-year olds in a variety of locations from all socioeconomic 

backgrounds and a wide range of ethnic groups, he concluded that the people whom he had 

interviewed were neither adolescents (ages 13-19: Statistics Canada, 2010) nor young adults (ages 

18-21: Bryant, Zvonkovic & Reynolds, 2006) in the 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, when Arnett surveyed both student and non-student samples to define what events 

signify becoming an adult, responses included: accepting responsibility for one’s actions, 

achieving financial independence and making decisions for oneself (Arnett, 1997). These 

responses diverged greatly from the extant body of literature on the ‘transition to adulthood” which 

considers the following transition events to signify adulthood: leaving home, finishing schooling, 

securing full-time work, and preparing for marriage (Elder, 1985; 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 between 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 in residency, occupation, 

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 education; a delay of marriage, changes in the global 

economy (in particular, the effects on the workplace); material assistance from families; 

availability of the birth control pill; and a rise in postructuralist and postmodern thought. Although 

all age cohorts of adults experience these social and historical conditions, their effects appear to 

be stronger and more enduring for those in their formative years (Becton, Walker & Jones-Farmer, 

2014), in which value systems are still in flux (McCrae et al., 2002).  
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 Despite the positive appearance that some features like prolonged exploration and freedom 

of adult responsibility suggest, current socio-demographic trends illustrate that challenges are 

numerous during this period of time. The overall finding is that it is taking young people a greater 

amount of time to 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 longer to marry and have 

children (Gitelson & McDermott, 2006; Michael, Gagnon, Laumann & Kolata, 1995;).  Intuitively, 

this extended period of self-exploration should help to refine interests, goals and provide for an 

overall clearer direction in life. Emerging adults however, are ‘drifting’ or ‘floundering’ through 

career development as they search for meaningful work (Arnett, 2014). Furthermore, when asked 

to comment on politics, morals, business, philanthropy or other realms of society, emerging adult 

responses tend to lack interest, substance, judgement, value or conviction (Smith et al., 2011). As 

a result of such findings, today’s emerging adults have been criticized as being self-centered, 

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 influential in coloring public as well as academic perception of today’s emerging 

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 workplace and enter 

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 and socio-familial 

factors are hindering as opposed to fostering the development 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 debating the changing 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; Maranda & Comeau, 2000; Patton & McMahon, 1999; Savickas, 2000; Savickas, 

2001; Super, 1990). A number of metaphors have emerged that explain how it might be changing 
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(Inkson, 2006). For example, proponents of the “portfolio career” argue that the contemporary 

career is one in which each individual continually develops a portfolio of skills on which they can 

draw to provide value to various organizations (Cawsey, Deszca & Mazerolle, 1995; Templer & 

Cawsey, 1999). Meanwhile, the “chameleon career” actor, like the chameleon that changes skin 

color in response to mood, light and temperature, changes career paths in response to both personal 

values and social context (Ituma & Simpson, 2006). Proponents of the “kaleidoscope model” place 

gender at the forefront of discussion, 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, 2009). Taken together, these metaphors 

add to the discussion regarding ‘ideal’ types of careers; those deemed functional under 

contemporary labor conditions (Inkson, 2006).   

 Despite the development of numerous career metaphors, two metaphors have dominated 

the discussion of how individuals approach 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). Over time, individuals 

become adept at crossing such boundaries when they have a strong self-identity, accumulation of 

work experience and strong network of individual’s upon whom they can rely (Inkson & Arthur, 

2001; Inkson, 2006). Briscoe and colleagues (2006) operationalized the construct along two 

dimensions: organizational mobility preference and boundaryless mindset. Organizational 

mobility preference refers to one’s level of interest in remaining in their current work role(s). 

Meanwhile, with a focus on continued employability, a person with a boundaryless mindset 

“navigates the changing work landscape by enacting a career characterized by different levels of 

physical and psychological movement” (Sullivan & Arthur, 2006, p.9). 

 While the boundaryless career metaphor 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 shape-shifting mythical sea creature Proteus (Hall, 1996), the 

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



 

 

LeBlanc 7 

 

and colleagues (1998), the Protean career is in essence a contract with oneself and not with the 

organization. This position is reflected in Hall’s (1976, p.201) original definition of the protean 

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. The protean person’s own personal career choices and 

search for self-fulfillment 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 one’s impression of what a successful career entails and the actions they will take to 

achieve this subjective criteria (DiRenzo & Greenhaus, 2011).  A PCP is the behavioral 

manifestation of these views and refers to an individual’s specific career path. Coupled together, 

the PCO and PCP comprise Hall’s (1976, 2002) conceptualization of the protean career concept. 

 The protean career concept is the more appropriate metaphor to describe emerging adult 

career development for at least two reasons. First, both metaphors are post-organizational career 

orientations that emphasize individual agency over the individual as an organizational employee 

(Inkson, 2006). While the boundaryless career refers to both extra-organizational and 

organizational mobility (physical and psychological mobility), the concept of the protean career 

focuses on psychological mobility and one’s motives towards a particular career path (Gubler, 

Arnold & Coombs, 2014). As described by Inkson (2006), to take both terms literally would 

highlight the notion of boundary-crossing as a behavior and a protean career concept as a trait. 

This distinction is important. Emerging adulthood encompasses a period of ‘coming of age’, 

wherein occupational floundering (Arnett, 2014) may be a more accurate description of career 

development than the more 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). Boundary crossing is a 

behavior that relies on accumulation of “career capital” (e.g., values and identity, experience, and 
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networks or reputation: Inkson & Arthur, 2001). Evaluation of observable career behaviors in a 

population of 18-25-year olds, with little to no work experience, is likely to be less insightful than 

an evaluation of one’s perceptions of psychological career mobility.  

 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 14-24) wherein one is aware of both internal (values, personality 

interests, etc.) and external options and constraints (educational and career-focused) will promote 

coherent and well-established career plans that are both adaptive and meaningful (Blustein & 

Flum, 1999; Super, Savickas & Super, 1996). The protean career actor is ‘values-driven’ and ‘self-

directed’ (Briscoe & Hall, 2006; Hall, 2004). The core values emphasized by these individuals are 

freedom and growth (Hall, 1976; 2002) 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 organization’s role is thus to provide employees with chances for learning and development 

(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 the skills and 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 formed and the failures and successes inherent in both self-direction 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 their presence is 

essential for the acquisition of other competencies. Individuals with a clear sense of self-identity 

know where they are headed in life because they are aware of personal needs, motivations, abilities, 

values and interests (Hall, 2002).  Furthermore, 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 coherent self-identity, coupled with the ability to 

adapt to a changing environment, may 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 levels of subjective (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 & Murphy, 2012).  On the other hand, for those not able to adapt 

or form a coherent self-identity there is heightened risk for non-adaptive outcomes (Hendry & 

Kloep, 2007).  

1.3 Vocational Identity Status 

 Emerging adulthood represents the period of life with the greatest opportunity for 

exploration in work (Arnett, 2000) and preoccupation with the question of “who am I” (Tanti, 

Stukas, Hollaran & Foddy, 2011), thus the formation of vocational identity is considered a defining 

feature of successful transition into adulthood (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 (Côté, 2000). 

 Many of today’s emerging adults attend colleges 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, Cheung & Wu, 

2014). Perceptions of the ideal type of working situation for many emerging adults is one in which 

the work role is perceived as maximizing individual talents and interests, termed ‘identity-based 

work’ (Arnett, 2014). Achieving this form of identity-based work requires an individual to 

navigate what Erikson (1950, 1968) refers to as an ‘identity crisis’ (Arnett, 2004; 2006). During 

an identity crisis there is an evaluation of interests, abilities and childhood events to make 

significant, longer enduring, 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 self-identities consist of varying degrees 

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 

transitions from a student to worker role (Porfeli et al., 2011). Career exploration is the process by 

which an evaluation of the self (self-exploration) and an evaluation of one’s surrounding 

environment (environmental exploration) yield career related decisions (Flum & Blustein, 2000; 
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Ng, Burke & Fiksenbaum, 2008). Exploration can be both in-depth, involving self and 

environmental exploration directed at a particular career and its requirements, and in-breadth, in 

which one learns broadly about oneself and the world 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, Klimstra & De Witte, 2010; Porfeli, Lee, Vondracek & Weigold, 2011).  

 Marcia (1966) proposed four identity statuses based on the individual’s level (i.e., high or 

low) of identity exploration and commitment. According to this two-dimensional model of global 

identity status, an individual may be in one of the following: 1) Achievement (high exploration, 

high commitment); 2) Foreclosure (low exploration, high commitment); 3) Moratorium (high 

exploration, low commitment); or 4) Diffusion (low exploration, low commitment). 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 flexible, versatile and adaptive nature of the protean career. 

These refinements include the addition of a third-dimension titled reconsideration of commitment, 

which involves giving up on current commitments, weighing the costs and benefits of pursuing 

other commitments and re-engaging in in-breadth exploration (Crocetti, Rubini & Meeus, 2008; 

Crocetti et al.,2009). Reconsideration involves career self-doubt, an uneasiness, doubt or worry 

that one holds about their current career choice, as well as career commitment flexibility, the 

degree to which one continually evaluates alternatives and re-evaluates career interests, goals and 

values (Porfeli et al., 2011). Reconsideration allows researchers to better explore the dynamic 

nature of identity development for individuals 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 theoretical 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 Assessment (VISA). 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; Busch-Rossnagel & 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 status, the VISA comprises three 

higher order dimensions (Career Exploration, Career Commitment, and Career Reconsideration) 

with two subscales per dimension. Consistent with the work of Luyckx and colleagues, career 

exploration comprises both in-breadth and in-depth exploration while career commitment 

comprises career identification and commitment making. Consistent with the work of the Meeus 

and Crocetti model, a reconsideration dimension was added, consisting of career self-doubt and 

career flexibility.  

 As shown in Figure 1, scores on each of the three higher order dimensions can be used to 

place individuals in one of six identity statuses. These identity statuses represent an amalgamation 

of Marcia’s (1966) four identity statuses and those proposed by contemporary models. More 

specifically, Porfeli and colleagues (2011) incorporate an undifferentiated status from the work of 

Luyckx and colleagues (Luyckx et al., 2008) and a searching moratorium status 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 exploration and commitment and low on 

reconsideration are considered to be identity achieved. Individuals in foreclosure score high on 

commitment but low on exploration and reconsideration.  Individuals in moratorium score high on 

in breadth exploration and average to low on in-depth exploration, low on commitment, high on 

commitment flexibility and average on career self-doubt. Low scores on both exploration and 

commitment, average to high flexibility and high self-doubt characterize identity diffusion 

(Blustein & Phillips, 1990). Those in searching moratorium score high on exploration, 

commitment and reconsideration. Finally, undifferentiated individuals score near or at the mean 

on all six subscales (Lannegrand-Willems, Perchec & Marchal, 2016; Porfeli et al., 2011; 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 (ages 3-12) to adolescence (ages 

13-19) to emerging adulthood (18-29) 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 affectivity 

towards work and general well-being (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 adaptive (i.e., achievement 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) 

delayed identity 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: Porfeli et al., 2011). 

Figure 1. Vocational Identity Status Model 

 

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

 An individual’s identity status has implications for behavior. Research suggests that 

individuals in foreclosure make hasty, non-deliberate 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 

identity commitments do not coincide with one’s identity determined at a later time. This 

misalignment can inevitably lead to poor psychological outcomes such as role strain/conflict. 

Meanwhile, those in moratorium also appear to rely on the suggestions of others, 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 enhanced identity commitment and subsequent identity achievement 

(Porfeli et al., 2011). Meanwhile, those in diffusion avoid decision-making scenarios entirely 

(Marcia, 1980) and are often categorized as disengaged or drifting through life (Porfeli et al., 

2011).    
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 A recent meta-analysis 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 throughout high school 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, 2014) and 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 adults are ‘floundering’ as they explore their 

place in the world of work. 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 adults co-residing with 

parents. Furthermore, delays in finding one’s own place are often coupled with delays in marriage, 

child rearing, full time employment (Arnett, 2014) and well-formed political and moral viewpoints 

(Smith et al., 2011). Although most emerging adults enter marriage or parenthood, secure stable 

employment and move out of their parents’ homes by age 30 (Arnett, 2004; 2014), such trends 

suggest a high degree of foreclosure, diffusion and moratorium as opposed to identity-

achievement. Recent studies have attributed these delays in career and other life roles to a growing 

incidence of over-controlling parental influence on career decision-making (Schultheis et al., 

2001), which coincides with greater 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 adult children. I 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, I describe the similarities as well as differences between helicopter parenting 

and other well-researched parenting styles, particularly in regard to over-parenting (OP). 

1.4 The Impact of Parental Influence on Emerging Adults’ Careers 

 Nearly all major career choice and developmental 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 an important influence in young adults’ careers as well (Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 2013   

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 adulthood is firmly rooted in 

one’s changing relationship with parents. For emerging adults, the once tentative vocational 

exploration of part-time employment is replaced by more serious exploration with greater 

implications towards one’s future career (Arnett, 2000; 2014). Furthermore, the communications 

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, Holmes & Shanahan, 2002) and a primary outlet for discussing career issues (Otto, 

2000).   

 Many models of parental behavior incorporate dimensions that build upon Roe’s (1957) 

model of vocational development.  Roe posited three related dimensions of parenting style: (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 behaviors can be 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 and conceptual refinements. For example, Maccoby and Martin (1983) modelled 

parenting behavior according to two dimensions: the warmth-hostility dimension is the degree to 

which parents display affectionate behavior towards their children; while the controlling-

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 authoritative parenting 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 decision-making processes (Chao, 2001). In contrast, authoritarian 

parenting involves the establishment of clear rules, expectations of compliance and well-

established penalties for non-compliance;  (Baumrind, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983) while 

displaying little to no warmth or support (Koumoundourou, Tsaousis & Kounenou, 2011).  

 Overall, research suggests that authoritative parenting is associated with the best 

developmental outcomes (Bell, Allen Hauser & O’Connor, 1996; Penick & Jepsen, 1992; Whiston 

& Keller, 2004). The authoritative parental style has been linked to increased academic self-

efficacy (Nelson, 1984), higher academic performance (Ferry, Fouad & Smith, 2000; Guerra & 

Braungart-Rieker, 1999;), entrance into more prestigious careers by age 25 (Bell, Allen, Hauser & 

O’Connor, 1996), stronger feelings of belongingness (Minuchin, 1974), self-esteem (Baumrind, 

2005), stronger career self-efficacy 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), self-initiative 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). Adult children whose parents are sensitive towards 

their developmental needs have also been found to possess higher levels of social competence 

when establishing peer networks and contacts (Vignoli et al., 2005). 

 Contemporary research continues to examine parenting 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 adaptive, parental 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 over-parenting referred to colloquially 

as helicopter parenting.  

1.5 Over-Parenting (OP) and the ‘Helicopter Parent’  

 A primary responsibility of parenting is to protect one’s young from harm, particularly 

from birth to early adolescence (Power & Hill, 2008). As children develop and levels 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, Boles & Brown, 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 (Nelson, 2010). Context and the child’s stage of development 

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.g., 

physical or cognitive disability), OP takes place (Ungar, 2009).  

 While there is no well-researched 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 of age-inappropriate dependence 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, conceptualizations 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 (Cooper-Vince et al., 2014) and act, with monitoring occurring both inside and 

outside the home (Morrongiello, 2005). Such monitoring includes variation in autonomy-limiting 

behavioral, and/or psychological control. Behavioral control refers to control over everyday 

activities (e.g., homework, chores), whereas psychological control involves manipulation 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 popular press 

and mass media under the colloquial label of helicopter parenting (Bradley-Geist & Olson-

Buchanan, 2013). Coined by Charles Fay and Foster Cline, the term helicopter parent represents 

the parenting style of some Baby Boomers (born 1946-1964) 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; Padilla-Walker & 

Nelson, 2012). Segrin and colleagues (2012) define helicopter parenting as a version of 

overparenting in which “parents demonstrate excessive involvement in their children’s lives and 
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apply developmentally inappropriate parenting tactics by failing to allow for levels of autonomy 

suitable to their child’s age” (p. 238). Luebbe and colleagues (2016) add that helicopter parenting 

may be a concise way to conceptualize multiple parenting behaviors particularly germane to the 

experiences of emerging adults as they transition to 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 

described 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 conceptually similar to an 

authoritarian parenting style, possessing a conformity orientation, and over-solicitous parenting 

found in infancy and early childhood (Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014; Segrin et 

al., 2014), and only moderately related to OP (Luebbe 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 defining tenet 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 

over-solicitous parenting (Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2012), it differs in two distinct ways: 

parenting context and parental responsiveness. In regard to context, over-solicitous parenting 

predominantly coincides with early childhood, from several months of age to 5 years in age (e.g., 

Rubin, Nelson, Hastings & Asendorpf, 1999; 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., 2016; Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2012) and has been reported in non-clinical university 

samples (e.g., Fingerman et al., 2012; LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011; Miller-Ott, 2016; Reed et al., 

2016). Regarding responsiveness, research indicates over-solicitous mothers are highly 

unresponsive to bids for attention from their children (Rubin et al., 1997), while, helicopter parents 

are highly responsive to the needs and demands of their adult children (Fingerman et. al., 2012). 

Therefore, although both over-solicitous and helicopter parents directly intervene in their child’s 
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behaviors, helicopter parents do so in a warm and affectionate manner that adheres directly to the 

child’s needs (whether real or perceived).  

 High levels of warmth/support are prioritized with helicopter parents (Padilla- Walker & 

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 with other 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 parenting constructs 

include: a strong preoccupation with the child’s happiness; an inherent desire to solve the child’s 

problems; a perceived duty to protect the child from risk; and difficulty in trying to parse out 

parental goals and feelings from those of the child (Segrin et al., 2012).  

 

Table 1. Nomological Network of Parenting Styles.  

Type /Style Warmth 
Control 

Psych.       Behavioral 
Autonomy Granting Responsiveness 

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 

controlling-uncontrolling continuum (e.g. low refers to low control/moderate to high lack of 

control). Low warmth is referred to as hostility in the extant literature (e.g., Maccoby & Martin, 

1983). 

 

Table 1 provides a summary of the commonalities and differences between helicopter 

parenting and other parenting constructs on several dimensions of parental behavior. The first two 

columns refer to the parenting dimensions outlined by Maccoby and Martin (1983). Columns three 
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and four include two other important and distinguishing features of parenting- autonomy granting 

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

granting refers to the degree to which parents are involved in the child’s life, are considerate of 

their perspective when communicating, and support the child’s independence and problem-solving 

ability (Reed et al., 2016). Responsiveness refers to ‘the extent to which parents intentionally foster 

individuality, self-regulation, and self-assertion by being attuned, supportive, and acquiescent to 

children’s special needs and demands” (Baumrind, 1991, p. 62).   

Helicopter parenting also differs from OP 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 from high-profile child 

abduction cases and an increase 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 take a high degree of involvement in their children’s 

lives, despite evidence to the contrary indicating greater safety (e.g., lower rates of murder, suicide, 

teenage delinquency, drug and alcohol use) for their children 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 programs that 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 children to student health centers, 

counseling centers, student life, housing staff and a variety of other departments (Haber & Merck, 

2010; Hershetter & Epstein, 2010; Jafar, 2012). This degree and prevalence of “hovering” behavior 

on the part of parents has led some universities to propose guidelines for staff members to follow 

when interacting with helicopter parents (Carney-Hall, 2008). In the workplace, parents 

purportedly are attending job fairs for their children, calling employers to complain about poor 
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performance evaluations and negotiating salary-related decisions on their children’s behalf 

(Manos, 2009; Tyler, 2007). As a result, employers of young workers have deemed helicopter 

parenting a significant contemporary workplace issue (Loftus, 2012), leading many to decide 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 academic studies do exist, but there is little 

empirical evidence concerning the pervasiveness, antecedents or consequences of helicopter 

parenting in emerging adulthood (Kwon, Yoo & Bingham, 2016; Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 

2013; Reed et al., 2016; Segrin et al., 2012). Nonetheless, from these studies we can draw several 

conclusions. First, helicopter parenting is associated with several non-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 individuals high on neuroticism, 

helicopter parenting also has been linked to 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 would marry 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 (Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013). 

Nonetheless, many study findings have implications towards the workplace. For example, Hong, 

and colleagues (2015) found that higher levels of helicopter parenting are associated with greater 

amounts of procrastination and that procrastination negatively predicts performance monitoring, 

goal setting and pursuing goals. Bradley-Geist and Olson-Buchanan (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 deadlines, engage in job seeking or meet deadlines). Van Ingen and colleagues (2015) found 

that children of helicopter parents report low levels of general self-efficacy and high levels of peer 

mistrust, alienation, and poor peer communication. In a study of parent-child dyads, Segrin and 



 

 

LeBlanc 21 

 

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

levels of entitlement.  

 Third, helicopter parenting does not appear to affect all groups of emerging adults equally. 

In fact, certain socio-demographic characteristics of both parent and child may facilitate helicopter 

parenting behaviors. Regarding parents, research shows that mothers, as opposed to fathers, tend 

to engage in more helicopter parenting behaviors (Fingerman et al., 2012). Furthermore, for both 

genders, helicopter parenting tends to be more prevalent among more educated, biological parents, 

as opposed to non-biological caregivers/guardians (Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013). 

Among emerging adults, those most susceptible to the effects of helicopter parents tend to be 

female, younger in age, have fewer siblings, currently co-reside with their parents and have 

children of their own (Bradley Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012).  

 Fourth, helicopter parenting is 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 well. Padilla-Walker 

and Nelson (2012) designed their own helicopter parenting measure using five items to assess the 

degree to which parents made decisions for their adult child. Meanwhile, Kwon, Yoo and Bingham 

(2016) utilized the previously validated Helicopter Parenting Scale, (HPS; Lemoyne & Buchanan, 

2011) to measure scale utility among Korean students. Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield and Weber 

(2014) also designed a measure, titled 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 the topic is still in its infancy. Overall, findings 

illustrate potential barriers to the pursuit of a values-driven, self-directed protean career path. 

However, due to the limited number of empirical papers on the topic, many of the hypotheses 

presented are derived from well-established theories in developmental and clinical psychology 

(emerging adulthood, self-determination theory, over-parenting) and more recent theories of 
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vocational development (career construction theory, vocational 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 the extant literature as potential mechanisms for 

the hypothesized relationships. Perhaps most influential in building the hypothesized relationships 

are career construction theory and self-determination theory. 

Utilizing the lenses of career construction theory (CCT: Savickas 1997, 2002, 2005, 2013) 

and self determination theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000) may help to 

explain the potentially detrimental effects of helicopter parenting on career adaptability and 

vocational identity status. Both theories are guided by their importance placed on motivation, 

particularly intrinsic motivation (Guan et al., 2015), which signals one’s ability to fully assimilate 

a value or goal that is of importance to others or society at large to themselves, subsequently 

leading to greater autonomy and proactive behaviors (Ryan & Deci, 2000). SDT posits that certain 

job characteristics can satisfy one’s fundamental psychological needs for autonomy, competence 

and relatedness, and if satisfied, the result is self-determined motivation for work (Deci & Ryan, 

2012). Generally speaking, self-determined motivation can be classified as intrinsic (cognitive) or 

extrinsic (instrumental) in nature (Elizur, 1984; Lyons, Higgins & Duxbury, 2010) and prior 

research indicates strong 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, control, curiosity, confidence) 

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

leading to either integration or lack thereof with one’s work role (i.e., adaptation results: Savickas, 

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, Restubog, Toledano, Tolentino 

& Rafferty, 2011). Regarding SDT, parents are part of emerging adults’ social environment and 

can promote intrinsic motivation and proactive behaviors through nurturing the need fulfilment of 

autonomy, competence and relatedness. Thus, both theories support research on the school-to-

work transition (e.g., Blustein, Juntunen & Worthington, 2000), which argues that a successful 
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transition is the result of self-initiative and purposefulness (i.e. intrinsic motivation), and a 

supportive family environment. Extant 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, 1990). Research, however, has disproportionately 

focused on the life period of late adolescence (junior and 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). 

Donald Super (1957; 1990) argued that as one ages, one’s vocational self-concept is 

constructed through 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, Dries & Arnold, 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, experimentation with various jobs, and making commitments 

between one’s interests and abilities and available work roles (Savickas, 2002).  

Although emerging adulthood affords one the freedom to explore identity (Arnett, 2000; 

2007; 2014), it is also fraught with inflated self-views (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 

parenting styles have led emerging adults to focus more on self-image 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 reaching a commitment 

can signify a poor level of understanding regarding one’s sense of strengths, weaknesses and 

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 fundamental developmental tasks of 

emerging adulthood is identifying and refining career choices (Arnett, 2014; Buhl, 2007). 

Helicopter parenting may contribute to this delay in several ways. The information 

presented in this section is intended to highlight a general hypothesis that there is a negative 

association between helicopter parenting and career exploration in both of its forms.  For in-

breadth exploration, where one learns broadly about oneself and the world of work, helicopter 

parents are likely to restrict one’s ability to gain a full understanding of their opportunities in the 

working world. For example, parental over-protection from daily stressors and failures consistent 

with common adult experiences may lead to unwarranted or extravagant work expectations (e.g. 

misalignment of perceptions of the type of job one is capable of receiving and development of 

associated competencies). Research suggests that today’s emerging adults are ambitious with 

respect to their career expectations, desire optimal work life balance, advancement opportunities 

and suitable challenge, adequate pay and benefits and the feeling that they are contributing to 

society (Ng, Schweitzwer & Lyons, 2010). Dependence on one’s family may lead to not only 

inadequate exploration prior to finding a career but inadequate seeking and acquisition of career 

knowledge as well (Hardin, Varghese, Tran & Carlson, 2006). Such effects can lead to a form of 

career unreadiness referred to as career 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 limit  the frequency and duration 

of time that emerging adult spend forming and refining network connections (social and 

professional) because they are under the impression that one or both parents will help them to 

secure an occupation. In cases of helicopter parenting there may be little parental effort to alter 

their child’s understanding of the nature of work, out of fear that psychological harm may result 

from a more accurate understanding.  

Helicopter parents may also affect the type and degree of exploratory behavior by reducing 

self-determined motivation for leisure activity. During healthy emerging adulthood, a functional 

relationship between parent and child is one where the relationship transitions 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 & Kracke, 2009). Leisure provides a context for 18- to 25-year 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 individual self-initiates and endorses an 

activity, not when it is imposed by others (Ryan, 1993). Seeking activities because they are valued 

by someone else (i.e., parents) leads to increased stress, which is enhanced in complex and 

unpredictable environments (Shulman et al., 2014).  

H1a: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with in-breadth career exploration. 

 

Helicopter parenting may also affect career exploration involving self and environmental 

exploration directed at a particular career and its requirements (i.e., in-depth 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) explains, “emerging adults tend to have a wider scope of possible activities 

than persons in other age periods because they are less likely to be constrained by role 

requirements, and this makes their demographic status unpredictable (p. 471)”. Two salient role 

domains 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 parent or both parents exhibit high behavioral 

control and low autonomy-granting over their adult child, it is difficult to uphold the perception 

that one is an independent, self-determined being, whose life events can be attributed to individual 

talent and good fortune. 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 environments, may mean that adult children are not intrinsically motivated 

toward leisure activities. Such activities are integral to the development of one’s self-concept. 

Because helicopter parents experience difficulty in trying to parse out personal goals and feelings 

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 buy-in for an activity, an emerging adult is not likely to 

pursue it long term or with much effort (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999), even if it is important for one’s 

career. 



 

 

LeBlanc 26 

 

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 Padilla-Walker (2013) found that compared to well-adjusted emerging 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 identity exploration (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 one’s strengths and weaknesses (Luyckx et al., 2006). In a qualitative study on the 

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 one’s social network, introduce new leisure activities and relationships that would have 

otherwise gone unnoticed, and challenge the identity decisions of oneself and others.  

Children of helicopter parents are more likely to engage in non-adaptive leisure activities, 

or even avoid them altogether. Research indicates 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 (e.g., assertiveness, 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 more structured and formalized as one progresses through college or 

university education. Roles held during college or university experience (e.g., student, intern, 

athlete, musician, etc.) all help to chart one’s career path to varying degrees. The manner and extent 

to which emerging adults meet the challenges and expectations of these roles helps to dictate a 

successful transition toward adulthood (Shanahan, 2000). Overall, helicoptered emerging adults 

are likely restricted in their ability to freely and fully develop a self-concept, leading to the 

following hypothesis:  

H1b: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with in-depth 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 possess high levels 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 student 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 work 

or family challenges which may arise during emerging adulthood.  One such family-related 

challenge is the presence of a helicopter parent.  

While appropriately supportive parents seek to help with the college application process, 

offering suggestions about where 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 professors directly 

regarding coursework (Gibbs, 2009). Such behaviors do not grant sufficient autonomy to adult 

children. Parents who grant their children autonomy are involved in the child’s life, are considerate 

of their perspective when communicating, and support the child’s independence and problem-

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 behavioral inhibition and self-doubt. 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, helicopter 

parenting has also been shown to promote other maladaptive work behaviors as well (e.g., inability 

to meet deadlines, reliance on others to complete one’s work, failure to engage in job seeking 

actions: Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013). This is detrimental given 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 excessively close 

or extremely disengaged provide little to no feelings of belongingness and/or personal autonomy. 
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The hindrance of autonomy development by over-parenting has been proposed to lead emerging 

adults down a path of dependence on parents or other adult authority figures (Bradley-Geist & 

Olson-Buchanan, 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 adolescence (McLeod et al., 2007a; 2007b), and the risk of 

anxiety continues into one’s early college years (Spokas & Heimberg, 2009). These outcomes are 

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, Eigen, Hartman and 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 decision-making strategy coined dependent by 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 independent decision-

making skills (Harren, 1979; 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 and securely 

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 misinformed 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 by parents 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 also undermine one’s sense of security and satisfaction with 

one’s vocational choice (i.e., identification with commitment). As a result of being helicoptered, 

emerging adults may not 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 parents may 

detrimentally affect levels of self- determined motivation, namely through autonomy and 

competence. An autonomous emerging adult making their own decisions can take full 

responsibility for decision related outcomes, both positive or negative. Over time, the effectiveness 

of independent and autonomous decision making should foster a degree of certainty about how 

certain behaviors will play out, which subsequently can lead to a record of performance 

accomplishments fostering career related self-efficacy. Conversely, helicoptered emerging adults 

follow the suggestions of their parents and thus are perhaps less likely to assume ownership for 

decisions or attribute performance accomplishments to their own skills and abilities. These 

potential impacts of helicopter parenting on identification with career commitment 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 to one’s career environment is valuable for today’s emerging adult 

(Savickas, 1997; 2002). As a consequence of learning and new work experiences, there will be 

inevitable shifts in one’s interests, goals and values (Porfeli et al., 2011). An ability to adjust a 

career path to fit these changes or vice versa, is central to the notion of career commitment 

flexibility. Porfeli and colleagues (2011) define career commitment flexibility as “an active and 

ongoing consideration of alternatives and a recognition and acceptance that one’s career choice, 

interests, and values might change in the future as a consequence of learning and experience” (pg. 

857). Individuals high in career commitment flexibility tend to engage in more in-breadth 

exploration, have high levels of career doubt and low levels of 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; Kidwell et al., 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 foster or inhibit self-doubt to the degree to which they satisfy their adult 

child’s need for competence. Parents may help emerging adults satisfy the need for competence in 

a variety of ways. Parents have influence over both structural (e.g., parental SES) and process (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 adults are able 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 performance goals to 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 expectations (Lent & Brown, 1996). In other words, satisfactory 

exposure to tasks over time develops a sense of mastery, or competence. Subsequently, individuals 

would be less likely to possess career self-doubt 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 (1960) 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 ‘difficulty in meeting role demands’ (p. 485).  More specifically, 

emerging adults may experience person-role 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 a role cannot 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 person-role conflict and felt obligation 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 

strategies (Bradley-Geist and Olson-Buchanan, 2013; Hong et al., 2015; LeMoyne & 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 overstructured 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 sub-optimal degree of structure undermines 

personal agency, inhibits 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 levels of career self-

doubt and lower levels of career commitment flexibility. In support of this proposition, Crocetti, 

Rubini and Meeus (2008) found that early (10-13 years old) and middle (14-19 years old) 

adolescents who perceive their parents as exerting high levels of 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 (Padilla-Walker 

& 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 findings that 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 one in which children are not free to express their individual 

opinions and thus do not develop an adequate degree of autonomy (Odenweller, Booth-Buterfield 

& Weber, 2014). This is important because patterns of communication are imperative in evaluating 

a family’s ability to establish age-appropriate 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 two-fold. First, helicopter parents may 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 self-doubt.  

 

Second, the adult children of helicopter parents may self-impose high levels of doubt and 

the need for flexibility as a means to avoid criticism and attenuate helicopter parent behavior 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 individuals construct a career through the 

implementation of a vocational self-concept that has been formed and refined through past 

memories, current experiences and future goals (Savickas, 2012). Individuals subsequently 

express this self-concept in their responses 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 

employability, combine to form one’s level of career-adaptability (Savickas et al., 2009). Savickas 

and Porfeli (2012) define career adaptability as “a psychosocial construct that denotes an 

individual’s resources for coping with current and anticipated tasks, transitions, traumas in their 

occupational roles that, to some degree large or small, alter their social integration” (pg. 662). 

Whereas identity affords emerging adults with the insight to know when to change roles, career 

adaptability signifies an individual’s resources or strengths that they may draw upon to help deal 

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 and confidence. Concern (planning) is the extent 

to which an individual is oriented towards and focused on preparing themselves for the future. 

Control (self-directedness) addresses the degree of self-discipline and drive toward making 
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responsible decisions. Curiosity (exploration) refers to an open exploration of personal 

circumstances and seeking out of both career related information and opportunities. Confidence 

(self-efficacy) refers to one’s degree of belief that they possess the skills to overcome obstacles 

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 & Savickas, 2012).  

 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 the early career 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 better link the 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 identity and 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 in 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 explicitly, 

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 increases (diffused→ 

searching moratorium→ undifferentiated → moratorium → foreclosed → 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 colleagues assert that such 

findings may be attributed to the dual effects of the dimensions of career reconsideration. More 

specifically, self-doubt tends to be predominantly negative in most contexts while flexibility tends 

to be predominately adaptive (Porfeli et al., 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 associated with career exploration, both (a) in-

depth and (b) in-breadth career exploration.  

 

H5: Career adaptability will be positively associated with career commitment, both (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 self-doubt.  

 

 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 decision-making (Inkson, Dries & Arnold, 2015). 

Numerous studies illustrate the deleterious effects OP and helicopter parenting 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 personal agency 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 self-efficacy (Reed et al., 2016). Self-efficacy represents the level of confidence 

held by an individual in effectively interacting with their environment (Ryan & Deci, 2002) and is 

thus contextually bound. Self-efficacy beliefs are formed and 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 launching a career for the first time may not have not had the ability to 

adequately develop career related self-efficacy beliefs, it is likely that emerging adults form and 

modify their self-efficacy beliefs primarily through social persuasion and vicarious learning from 

one or more parental figures.  

 The self-efficacy beliefs of emerging adults are likely influenced by the years spent 

vicariously learning from their working parents. The literature encompassing work-family conflict 

has clearly documented the detrimental effects of imbalance due to being too involved 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 appraise how their parents behave regarding work roles and demands (e.g. stress, 

satisfaction, depression), and internalize those behaviors that are salient. The depth to which 

emerging adults internalize these messages is evidenced in their levels of work related initiative, 

effort and persistence (Reed et al., 2016). Coupled with other sources of career self-efficacy, such 

as academic or extracurricular settings, parents simultaneously create environments that support, 

challenge or reject their children’s internal working model of themselves. While the influence 

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, self-efficacy is a culmination of the environment at home and the 

autonomy that it affords (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 

experiences/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 & Ryan, 2001) 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 al., 2016). Helicopter parenting presents a need-frustrating 

environment, via its restriction of autonomy and high levels of behavioral control.   
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Helicopter parents experience difficulty in letting go of their adult children (Coburn & 

Treeger, 2003). When parents ‘let go’, they allow their children to freely explore their new college 

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 emerging adult may have 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 lack self-efficacy in 

handling school and occupationally related challenges. For example, students reporting the highest 

levels of over-parenting (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 

responsibility (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 not promote self-efficacy. 

Additionally, when a helicopter parent completes coursework and contacts instructors they lead 

their adult child down a path of dependence (Bradley-Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013) and 

perpetuate an inability to accept responsibility for their actions (Segrin et al., 2012). In situations 

of career specific parental interference (Dietrich & Kracke, 2009), emerging adults are more likely 

to experience anxiety and depression (Spokas & Heimbeerg, 2009).  

Research indicates that career-specific 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 enhance levels of emerging adult 

career adaptability. However, helicopter parenting may detrimentally affect perceptions of 

autonomy, if a message of self-doubt is relayed to their child,  leading to lower levels of career 

exploration and career adaptability. In a longitudinal study of 13 to 19-year old’s, Negru-Subtirica, 

Pop and Crocetti (2015) found a strong negative relationship between self-doubt and career 

adaptability. Furthermore, the authors argue that personal factors like motivation and 

environmental factors like parental support may either enhance or attenuate prolonged exposure 

to self-doubt. For children of helicopter parents whose needs for autonomy, competence and/or 

relatedness are not being met, self-doubt is likely enhanced. 

 Some helicopter parents may artificially inflate general and career self-efficacy 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 loss. Emerging 

adults thus became ‘trophy kids;’ wherein nearly every behavior they exhibit is said to receive a 

pat on the back or other forms of reinforcement. These types of behaviors are said to have alienated 

emerging adults from optimal accommodative challenge. Without knowing of one’s shortcomings 

there is lessened chance for utilization of coping resources and subsequent buildup of career adapt-

abilities. While this claim pertains to all emerging adults, perhaps it is most pronounced in those 

exposed to helicopter parenting, given the strong emphasis such parents place on child wellbeing. 

Like some forms of OP in early childhood (i.e., over-solicitous 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 (Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2012). This may increase the likelihood for 

participation trophies, verbal praise and/or other forms of reward. Cross sectional research (e.g., 

Negru-Subtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015) indicates that career adaptability tends to decline over the 

course of an academic year. For children whose parents reward them in ways that do not 

discriminate by objective performance measures, this decline may occur more rapidly  

 

H7: Helicopter parenting will be negatively associated with career-adaptability. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual Model of Hypothesized Relationships Between Study Variables  

 

1.11 Helicopter Parenting and Vocational Identity Status Progress  

 

 In addition to the hypotheses illustrated in figure two, this study also seeks to understand 

the association of helicopter parenting with levels of identity status progress. 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 conflictual 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 something to 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., 

“father/mother knows best”), the career development of their emerging adult(s) will be less 

adaptive and potentially even disastrous. In consideration of hypotheses 1-3, it is expected that 

increased levels of helicopter parenting will disrupt vocational identity development. With 

hypothesized decreases in exploration, commitment and career flexibility, and an increase in career 

self-doubt, a negative relationship between helicopter parenting and vocational identity status is 

expected. As described in section 1.4,  individuals vary by identity status on levels of positive 

affectivity towards work and general well-being (e.g., levels of depression, anxiety and stress) and 

identity statuses range from most adaptive to least adaptive (i.e., achievement to foreclosed to 

moratorium to undifferentiated to searching moratorium to diffused) in the literature (see Porfeli, 

et al., 2011). Given that helicopter parenting contributes to lower levels of well-being  (LeMoyne 

& Buchanan, 2011), increased anxiety and/or depression (LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011), and high 

emotional instability (Odenweller et al., 2014),it is 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 that helicopter 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 hypotheses, as well as the additional relationships 

between helicopter parenting and vocational identity status progress, 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 procedure. The next section provides an 

overview of the research approach taken and the characteristics 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 that arise, are integral to one’s 

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 phenomenon- helicopter parenting. Furthermore, it seeks to quantify the 

extent of the phenomenon through the perceptions of the central actor- the emerging adult.  

There are at least 2 reasons why a quantitative approach is most appropriate. First, given 

that there are in fact 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 of varying 

objectivity and subjectivity (Van de Ven, 2007) to explain this phenomenon, the philosophy of 

science used in this research is pragmatism. To avoid the constraints imposed by a ‘true reality’, 

pragmatists explore the truth of an expression through its empirical 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 whether someone truly has a ‘real’ problem (Rorty, 1999). Instead, if the consequences of 

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 whether helicopter parenting is ‘real’, but rather assumes 

that it is ‘real to us’ because it is a topic that is discussed and researched by scholars.  

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

inherently phenomenological for other reasons as well. First, helicopter parenting is a continuum 
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with no pre-set thresholds for being or not being a helicopter parent. Thus, a qualitative approach 

would require pre-screening of the HPI in order to recruit students on both extremes of the 

continuum. Second, an extensive body of literature on vocational identity and a growing body of 

literature on career adaptability express the validity and reliability of the various scales used to 

quantify both constructs. Thus, quantitative inquiry is aligned with the status/maturity of both 

identity 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, I use the empirical tools of positivist research (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 characteristics 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 recruitment 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 2,000 students were solicited from within the CBE’s Bachelor of 

Commerce (BComm) program. Students in this program can major in any one of the following 

areas: Accounting, Food & Agricultural Business, Hospitality & Tourism Management, 

Leadership & Organizational Management, Management Economics & Finance, Marketing 

Management or Real Estate & Housing. Of the 3,300 potential respondents, 699 students accessed 

the online survey between May 26th and September 14th, 2017, signifying a response rate of 

approximately 21.2%. More specifically, 416 CBE students responded from May 26th to 

September 4th and 283 CBS students responded from September 6th -14th, accounting for response 
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rates of 20.8% and 21.8% respectively. Participants were induced with a prize draw for one of 20, 

$10 university hospitality gift cards.  

The online survey was designed and administered using Qualtrics software, Version May, 

2017. Copyright © 2017, Qualtrics (http://qualtrics.com). On average, the 29 question, 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 stating that parental dominance comes from a single parental 

figure (i.e., male/father figure or female/mother figure) subsequently had parent-oriented questions 

begin with ‘In considering the parental figure that exerts the greatest dominance…’ or ‘my parental 

figure is a person who...’. Meanwhile, participants responding to question 2 by stating that they 

experience equal parent influence answered non-parent specific questions such as ‘please indicate 

the degree to which your parents ‘really know’ about the following things…’ or ‘my parents are 

people who…’ (see appendix I 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 data analysis in 

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 demographic characteristics of the 491 study 

participants. 

 

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

Parental income  Mother Education Father Education 

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

$41,000-$70,000 69 (14.1) 
Some College or 

University  
118 (24.0) 

Some College or 

University 
83 (16.9) 

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

$91,000-$120,000 116 (23.6) Bachelor’s Degree 178 (36.4) Bachelor’s Degree 167 (34.0) 

$121,000-$150,000 73 (14.9) Master’s Degree 56 (11.3) Master’s Degree 75 (15.3) 

$151,000-$180,000 48 (9.8) Ph.D. or MD 15 (3.0) Ph.D. or MD 29 (5.9) 

Over $180,000 87 (17.7)         

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) 

http://qualtrics.com/
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Campus housing 40 (8.1) Campus housing 1 (0.2) 
Single-never 

married 
474 (96.5) 

Rental Apartment 370 (75.4) Rental Apartment 97 (19.8) Common law 12 (2.4) 

Currently 

financing a home 
13 (2.6) 

Currently 

financing a home 
4 (0.8) 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 

minority 
369 (75.2) 18 30 (6.1) Male 127 (25.9) 

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 105-item survey questionnaire that included a 13-item 

demographic questionnaire (2.2.8-2.2.17) and the instruments described as follows (sections: 

2.2.1-2.2.6).  

2.2.1 Career Adaptability. Career adapt-ability was measured using the 12 item Career Adapt-

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

from the 24-item Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS: Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). The CAAS-SF 

has four, three-item scales measuring concern, control, curiosity and confidence. The CAAS has 

shown similar factor structure and produced evidence of validity as well as reliability in 13 

countries. The CAAS-SF has been found to possess similarly strong psychometric properties to 
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the CAAS (Maggiori et al., 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 at everything, each 

of us emphasizes some strengths more than others. Please rate how strongly you have developed 

each of the following abilities using the scale below’ (Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Participants can 

respond from (1) not strong to (5) strongest. Refer to Appendix B. 

2.2.2 Vocational Identity status.  Vocational identity status was measured using the 30-item 

Vocational Identity Status Assessment (VISA: Porfeli et al., 2011). The VISA contains the three 

higher order dimensions (Career Exploration, Career 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 (Lannegrand-Willems, 

Perchec & Marchal, 2016; 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 described in Section 2.3. All VISA 

items were scored on a 5-point Likert scale of (1) strongly disagree to (5) strongly agree. Refer to 

Appendix A. 

2.2.3 Helicopter Parenting. Because the definition of “parent” is variable, it is necessary to 

discuss how the term was operationalized in the context of the present study. Statistics Canada 

(2012) defines the census family as being “composed of a married or common-law couple, with or 

without children, or of a lone parent living with at least one child in the same dwelling. Couples 

can be of the opposite sex or of the same sex”. The governmental organization goes on further to 

define subsets of the census family, including the skip-generation family, intact family, step family 

(simple step family, complex step family), multigenerational households and foster children. This 

definition and its subsets of clarification help to illustrate the growing diversity of the 

contemporary Canadian family. Defining parents through marriage and/or biological ties no longer 

accurately portrays the diversification that ‘parent’ has experienced in recent decades. Since World 

War II, each year continues to see increases in social and organizational diversity through the rise 

in dual income families, single parent households, blended families, same sex parenting, and the 

prevalence of women and minority groups in the workplace (Davis & Kalleberg, 2006).  
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 In consideration of the individually constructed nature of the term ‘family’ and more 

specifically of parent (s), it was not deemed appropriate to set parameters around the word parent. 

Whether a student has one parent, two parents or same-sex parents, 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 means 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 (DCK), which 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; Suter et al., 2014) help to illustrate that ‘parent’ can mean a 

lot of things in a contemporary context.  

The degree of helicopter parenting was measured using the 15-item Helicopter Parenting 

Instrument (HPI; Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014). While several other 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 empirical research and the popular press) of current 

helicopter parenting behaviors. The seven-item Helicopter Parenting Scale (HPS: LeMoyne & 

Buchanan. 2011) captures perceptions of retrospective (i.e., during childhood and adolescence) 

parental behaviors and includes such items as “My parent supervised my every move growing up” 

or “My parent often stepped in to solve life problems for me.” Second, the HPI uses student report, 

which accommodates the research questions of this proposal better than the use of parents’ report 

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 does not use 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 behaviors of one’s mother (e.g., “My mother monitors my exercise schedule”, “My 

mother monitors who I spend time with”). In summary, the HPI was determined to be preferable 

for the following reasons: a) there is a focus on current parental behaviors in a contemporary 

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 HPI are measured on a five-point Likert scale ranging 

from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5) and higher average scale scores indicate greater 

prevalence of helicopter parenting. Items 5 and 14 are reversed scored. The HPI has illustrated 

construct and divergent validity as well as acceptable reliability (Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield & 

Weber, 2014). Refer to Appendix C. 

2.2.5 Perceived Parental Dominance: Perceived parental dominance was measured with a single 

item: “which parent in your life exerts the greatest influence?” Potential responses included: 

Male/Father Figure, Female/Mother Figure, Equal Parent Influence. Conceptual clarification for 

each term was provided. For example, for male/father figure this included the following: “An 

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 figure in your life”. For the 

description of female/mother figure “…predominant female/mother figure” was used.  

2.2.6 Degree of Parental Involvement: Degree of parental involvement was addressed with 2 

items. First, participants were asked to describe the view they have of their parent(s) level of 

involvement over long-term 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 Extreme 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 example, research indicates that helicopter 

parenting is more prevalent when adult children are female, younger in age, have fewer siblings 

and co-reside with their parents (Bradley Geist & Olson-Buchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, research indicates that there are myriad developmentally adaptive effects of parental 

socio-economic status (SES) (determined through education and income) that may attenuate some 

of the hypothesized effects of helicopter parenting. To summarize, the following variables were 
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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 particularly important control variable. Because helicopter parents leverage their 

resources to the fullest extent possible in the hope that they will benefit their adult child’s 

development (Odenweller et al., 2014; Reed et al., 2016), it is reasonable to assume that parents 

with the largest pool of resources have the greatest potential influence over emerging adult career 

development. According to Bourdieu’s cultural reproduction hypothesis, groups that are high in 

social status more easily transmit resources to subsequent 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 education 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, informal and 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, may have 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 disadvantaged household 

may attenuate the effects of overparenting behaviors (Cooklin, Giallo, Crawford, D’Esposito & 

Nicholson, 2013; Cooklin et al., 2013) due to sub-optimal environments making parental control 

more adaptive over increased allowance for child autonomy. Participants were asked to ‘please 

estimate the combined annual income of their parental figure(s)’. 

2.2.8 Educational Status of Parents. Educational status of parents was addressed with 1-2 items 

depending on their response. Participants were directed to indicate the highest level of education 

achieved by one or both parental figures, depending on their response to question 2. Potential 

response options included: High School, Some College or University (No degree), Associates 

Degree, Bachelors Degree, Masters Degree, Ph.D. or MD, other. 
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2.2.9 Parental Income. Parental income was addressed with a single item. Participants were asked 

to indicate the current range of income received annually in their parental household. Response 

options included: $0-$20,000, $21,000-$40,000, $41,000-$75,000, $76,000-$100,000, $101,000-

$125,000, $126,000-$160,000, greater than $160,000 (1,2,3,4,5,6,7).  

In addition to variables associated with parental socio-economic status, the following 

demographic variables were also recorded for study participants.  

2.2.10 Employment Status. Employment status was addressed with a single item. Participants 

were asked to indicate their employment status at the time of the study. Potential responses include: 

Unemployed, Employed < 10 hours per week, Employed 11- 20 hours per week, Employed 21-30 

hours per week, Employed 31-40 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 non-Caucasian in race or non-white in color' (Statistics Canada, 

2006). Participants were asked ‘Are you a member of a visual minority group?” Potential responses 

include those provided in the 2006 Canadian Census report: Not a visible minority, Chinese, South 

Asian, Black, Filipino, Latin American, Southeast Asian, Arab, West Asian, Korean, Japanese, 

Other.   

2.2.12 Number of Siblings. Participants were asked to quantify how many siblings they currently 

have. Conceptualization of sibling adhered to the definition provided by the Merriam Webster 

online dictionary. This definition is as follows: “one of two or more individuals having one 

common parent” (Merriam Webster Online Dictionary, 2015). This relationship is not bound by 

blood ties and thus incorporates both step and half siblings as well.  Potential response options 

included: None/only child, One, Two, Three, More than three. 

2.2.13 Age. Participants were asked to record their age at the beginning of the study. Potential 

responses include those encompassing emerging adulthood: 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25. 

2.2.14 Gender. Participants were asked to indicate which gender they most associate with (Male, 

Female, Other). 

2.2.15 Marital Status. Participants were asked to report their current marital status. Response 

options included: Divorced-now single, Divorced-now common law, Single-never married, 

Common law, Engaged to be married, Married, widow/er. 
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2.2.16 Parenting Status. Participants were asked if they are currently a parent to a dependent child 

or expecting to be a parent to a dependent child. Response options included: No, expecting a child, 

Yes. 

2.2.17 Cohabitation Status. Cohabitation 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 included: With my 

parents, Campus housing, Rental Apartment, Currently financing a home, other (please specify). 

2.2.18 Degree Type. Participants from the College of Business and Economics (CBE) were coded 

as 1 and participants from the College of Biological Sciences (CBS) were coded 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., Chicago, IL) and the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) 

statistical package, version 24. Data analysis consisted of a four-step process. First, data cleaning 

took place in order to meet the assumptions of the statistical procedures incorporating hypothesis 

testing. 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 likelihood (ML) 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 first step 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 required 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 

Responses 
If standard deviation of scale is between 0 and .50, then case is deleted.  
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Sample Size 
Sample to parameter ratio. Minimum of 5:1 and optimal ratio of 20:1 

(Grace et al., 2012; Hair et al., 2005; Kline, 2005).  

Skewness 
±2 (Field, 2009; George & Mallery 2010; Gravetter & Wallnau, 2014; 

Trochim & Donnelly, 2006).  

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

Multivariate 

outliers 
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 DV. 

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

inspection of Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) scores of IV’s. 

Adequacy of 

covariances 
Non-significant Box's M test (Field, 2009). 

Univariate 

Homogeneity of 

Variance 

Non-significant Levene's test (Levene, 1960) for each dependent 

variable. Variance Ratio to not exceed 1:5.  

Score Reliability 

Internal consistency reliability of each set of indicators (Cronbach, 

1951) and composite reliability index (Raykov, 1997) > .70 (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981). 

Score Validity 

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) of indicator sets >.50 (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981) and/or AVE > correlation with other constructs 

(Alumran et al., 2014). 

Common Method 

Bias 

Harman’s Single Factor Test (Harman, 1976) common latent factor test 

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 the observed/measured variables 

adequately represent the study constructs, and is thus foundational to assessing and interpreting 

the structural model (Jackson, Gillaspy & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). To interpret the fit of the 

model, the following indices were used: the Chi Square value (CMIN); relative Chi-square statistic 

(CMIN/df); Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA); Comparative Fit Index (CFI), 

Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) and standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). Fit indices were 

tested against the suggested cut-offs by Hu and Bentler (1999) of .95 for CFI 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 from chi-squares differences tests, as well as 

results from the extant literature describing measure validation. Measurement models were then 
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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 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 configural equivalence of model form, metric equivalence of factor 

loadings and invariance of the intercepts (scalar invariance). Once achieved, composite 

scores/parceling of measured variables were computed by averaging the individual items of each 

latent variable. 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 would be the case for the 30-item VISA 

inventory)(Hall, Snell & Foust, 1999). Composite scores were used when testing the data against 

the proposed structural model.   

Third, to test all hypotheses, , a 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 parenting was 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 influences on that latent variable not stemming from helicopter parenting or 

any other latent variable. Nonzero covariances among latent endogenous disturbances was 

allowed, because as Millsap (2002) explains, “In many applications, it is improbable that all 

covariances among the endogenous variables can be explained through the structural path model” 

(pg. 266).  Theoretical justification for covariation between each pair of disturbances is provided 

in the results chapter discussion of parameter estimates. Similar to 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 suggested cut-offs 

by Hu and Bentler (1999) and modification indices were evaluated from both theoretical and 

practical (if relaxing a parameter enhances fit) perspectives. Sequential chi-square differences tests 

were used to evaluate competing nested models.  
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Fourth, to test for differences in helicopter parenting by identity status progress , the 

statistical procedures of cluster analysis and analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) were used. A two-

step cluster analysis procedure was used to determine group membership for the VISA statuses. 

This is a common procedure in research addressing vocational identity status, and extant studies 

continue to conclude that a six-cluster solution is most satisfactory (Crocetti et al., 2008; Porfeli 

et al., 2011).  In the first step, scores on each of the 6 identity sub-scales were standardized (M=0, 

SD=1) and the transformed scores of each subscale underwent K-means cluster analysis to define 

the number of clusters (i.e., levels of student response to each dimension). Given that research has 

consistently determined that six-clusters explains the greatest variance when clustering by all six-

dimensions of vocational identity, the number of clusters was specified to be six.  Second, the k-

means method determined a cluster number for each case/respondent 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 centers). Analysis 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 

3.1 Data Cleaning and Assumption Testing  

3.1.1 Sample size, missing cases 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 covariance-based SEM 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 present for estimation (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 and thus the goal 

was to recruit at least 300-450 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 non-random missing data, can also lead to issues 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 missing responses was deleted.  

Table 4. The Number of Missing Observations by Cases.  

 

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 survey; N=108). 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 for non-random missing data 

-unengaged responses. Unengaged responses were conceptualized as those with little variation in 

their responses to construct items (e.g. all 1’s or 2’s). For each participant, the standard deviation 

was calculated across each set of construct items. Standard deviations (SD) ranging from 0 to .50 

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. All instances of SD’s 0<SD<.50 are reported in Table 

5, with results indicating that all SD values on one scale/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 Participants According 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 

 

ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss ID #Miss 

699 99 220 69 408 69 177 52 244 52 428 52 57 15 230 15 410 15 

39 69 221 69 411 69 179 52 248 52 432 52 59 15 231 15 412 15 

46 69 223 69 414 69 181 52 251 52 435 52 67 15 232 15 419 15 

49 69 225 69 415 69 185 52 272 52 437 52 124 15 235 15 421 15 

60 69 226 69 416 69 186 52 300 52 438 52 174 15 241 15 422 15 

161 69 234 69 420 69 188 52 318 52 439 52 180 15 245 15 436 15 

183 69 236 69 426 69 190 52 397 52 441 52 182 15 258 15 440 15 

187 69 237 69 429 69 193 52 399 52 442 52 184 15 259 15 446 15 

191 69 240 69 430 69 196 52 400 52 443 52 189 15 261 15 558 15 

195 69 242 69 683 69 200 52 401 52 445 52 192 15 273 15 617 15 

197 69 246 69 61 68 202 52 403 52 619 52 201 15 301 15 687 15 

198 69 252 69 140 68 208 52 404 52 623 52 204 15 316 15 688 15 

199 69 253 69 40 52 209 52 405 52 698 52 205 15 319 15 689 15 

203 69 267 69 43 52 210 52 406 52 433 22 206 15 320 15 690 15 

207 69 268 69 44 52 218 52 413 52 178 16 211 15 321 15 691 15 

214 69 298 69 56 52 222 52 423 52 194 16 212 15 323 15 692 15 

215 69 317 69 162 52 224 52 424 52 229 16 213 15 398 15 694 15 

216 69 322 69 163 52 227 52 425 52 41 15 219 15 402 15 695 15 

217 69 396 69 170 52 238 52 427 52 55 15 228 15 407 15 409 13 
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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 54,390 (105*518) total data 

points, only 42 were missing. Therefore, 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 with 

complete vs incomplete data using Little’s (1988) MCAR test.  

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(Siblings) 

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 salient for demographic 
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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 were screened 

for univariate and multivariate outliers, skewness and kurtosis. Observations +/- 3 standard 

deviations from the mean were considered univariate outliers, and were removed. Table 7 reports 

each of the 6 univariate outliers coming from 4 participants.  As 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 In-Breadth 

86 -4.859 Exploration In-Depth 

266 -3.387 ID with Commitment 

289 -3.212 Exploration In-Breadth 

289 -3.513 Exploration In-Depth 

351 -3.462 Authoritative Parenting  

 

To test for multivariate outliers, or cases where extreme scores are reported on two or more 

variables, Mahalanobis distance (D) was used. A value of D2 with a significantly low p-value may 

lead to a rejection of the null hypothesis, which in essence is testing for whether this case comes 

from the same population as all other cases. A case was removed if its score resulted in a p-value 

of <.001 as per the suggestion of Kline (2005). Table 8 reports the findings from the test for 

multivariate outliers, indicating 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 Outliers of Study Data. 

ID Mahalanobis D^2  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 recommended cut-off of ±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, 2005). Appendix F reports out values for skewness, kurtosis and their 

respective standard errors, by the following: total Sample, gender affiliation, levels of socio-

economic status, degree type, and source of parental dominance. Values for each analysis did not 

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 through tests of 

deviation from linearity between each IV and DV of the structural model, wherein non-significant 

values indicate a linear relationship. It was 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 test statistic and significance value for each relationship. F-

statistics ranged from 0.093 to 2.118 and all relationships were non-significant, providing evidence 

of linear relationships between all tested variables.  

To determine if latent variables in this study 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 independent variable on all 7 of the 

dependent variables (adaptability, career commitment, identification with commitment, career 

self-doubt, career flexibility, exploration in-breadth, exploration in-depth). Moreover, depending 

on the hypothesis being tested, each variable’s relationship to the overall model could shift from 

being a predictor to an outcome variable. The number associated with each column indicates the 

outcome variable (e.g. 2-career adaptability, 5-career self-doubt). Coupled together, the results 

presented in Tables 9 and 10 report correlation coefficients ranging rom -.62 to .56 and VIF scores 

from 1.148 to 2.258. These values are well below the commonly suggested critical values of >.80 

for correlations (Field, 2009; Kline, 2005) and >10 for VIF (Marquardt, 1970). In addition, 

tolerance scores, or the total unique standardized variance explained by each IV were all greater 

than .10.  

 

 

 

 



 

 

LeBlanc 57 

 

Table 9. Means, Standard Deviations and Bivariate Correlations Between Study Variables. 

 

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. ID 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 In-Breadth 1.409 1.445 1.463 1.464 1.270   1.455 

8. Exploration In-Depth 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/Everyday 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 dependent variable for each VIF calculation. VIF was 

calculated using the following equation: VIF= 1/(1-R2
smc) where R2

smc is 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, indicates that similar variance 

patterns on the outcome variable are present among different groups. To test the assumption of 

homogeneity of variance, Levene’s statistic (Levene, 1960) was calculated for each dependent 

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. ID 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/Everyday 4.59 (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 likert scale. 
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variable according to group membership. Table 11 shows the value of Levene’s statistic by source 

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.  

 

 

 

Each Levene’s statistic tests the null hypothesis that no significant variance differences 

exist between groups. Thus, non-significant Levene’s tests are desirable and indicative of meeting 

the assumption of homogeneity of variance. It was found that homogeneity of variance was not 

met for the following: exploration in breadth by source of parental influence F(2,488)= 3.33, 

p<.05, career self-doubt by level of socio economic status F(2,488)= 5.40, p<.01, career flexibility 

by employment status F(4,486)= 0.85, p<.05, and career commitment by degree type F(1,489)= 

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 concern if the larger 

variance is more than 4-5 times 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 values were calculated 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.  

 

 

df
Levene 

Statistic
df

Levene 

Statistic
df

Levene 

Statistic
df

Levene 

Statistic
df

Levene 

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, 488) 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 (4, 486) 0.88 (1, 489) 0.00

Variable 

SESP. Influence Degree

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

Employment # Siblings
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Table 12. Sample Size, Standard Deviation and Variance of Select Study Outcomes by Grouping 

Variable.  

 

Outcome Grouping Variable N St. Dev. Variance 

Career Self Doubt SES 

Low 190 0.901 0.812 

Moderate 137 0.799 0.638 

High 164 0.745 0.555 

Exploration In-Breadth Parental Influence 

Father/Male Figure 118 0.786 0.618 

Mother/Female Figure 192 0.798 0.637 

Equal Parental Influence 181 0.677 0.458 

Career Flexibility Employment 

Unemployed 173 0.767 0.588 

<10 hours/Week 78 0.944 0.891 

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 

Career Commitment Degree Type 
Business 265 0.740 0.548 

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 Welch’s F test and an adjust omega squared formula to 

calculate variance explained. Any significant omnibus test in each of these four instances was 

followed up with a Games-Howell 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 group are equal 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, 2005). In other 

words, if some variables have extremely 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. 

Box’s M test was used to test the null hypothesis that covariance matrices are equal. Composite 

DV’s included the following: Career adaptability (concern, control, curiosity, confidence), career 

exploration (exploration in-breadth, exploration in-depth), career commitment (career 

commitment, identification with career commitment), career reconsideration (career self doubt, 

career flexibility). Table 13 reports the findings from Box’s M test comparing the variance-
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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 commitment outcome.  

Table 13. Summary of Box’s M Test for Homogeneity of Covariances.  

 

Because sample sizes were relatively equal between each SES and Degree Type groups 

(i.e., smallest N is not less than 50% of largest N), Box’s M test was disregarded in these two 

instances. Support for this decision comes from Field (2009) who states that “as a general rule, if 

sample sizes are equal then disregard Box’s test, because (1) it is unstable and (2) in this situation, 

we can assume that Hotelling’s and Pillai’s statistics are robust” (p. 604).  

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 measurement model is reflective, 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 indicators of 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 internal consistency 

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 Figure 3 along with the calculation for 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 this equation, λ (lambda) is the standardized factor loading 

Box's 

M
F (sig.)

Box's 

M
F (sig.)

Box's 

M
F (sig.)

Box's 

M
F (sig.)

Box's 

M
F (sig.)

C. Adaptability 29.34 1.45 (.09) 51.98 1.22 (.17) 27.62 1.37 (.13) 29.60 .72 (.90) 16.42 1.63 (.09)

C. Commitment 8.56 1.42 (.20) 17.04 1.38 (.17) 15.49 2.57 (.02) 21.78 1.79 (.05) 9.87 3.28 (.02)

C. Exploration 11.94 1.98 (.07) 13.34 1.08 (.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)

Degree

Variable 

P. Influence # Siblings SES Employment 
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for item i and ε is the error variance for item i. The error variance for each item is calculated as 1- 

λ2.  

Figure 3. Calculations for Average Variance Extracted (AVE) and Composite Reliability (CR). 

 

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 Larcker (1981). Two components of 

vocational identity status (ID with commitment and exploration in-depth), 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 (2011) found 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 exploration in-depth component (0.45) was likely due to 

the combined factor loadings of items 2-5 (0.69,0.64,0.63,0.62). Factor loadings from the Porfeli 

et al., (2011) paper do not differ significantly from those reported here (0.70,0.68,0.54,0.66 

respectively for items 2-5), 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 Standardized Indicator Loadings, AVE, CR and Cronbach’s Alpha for the 

Four Components of Career Adaptability.  

    Item       

Concern 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.84 0.83 0.78 

0.67 0.86 0.75 λ2 0.70 0.69 0.61 

1 - λ2 0.30 0.31 0.39 

Control 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.80 0.74 0.70 0.55 0.79 0.60 
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λ2 0.64 0.54 0.49 

1 - λ2 0.36 0.46 0.51 

Curiosity 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.75 0.74 0.65 

0.51 0.76 0.53 λ2 0.57 0.55 0.43 

1 - λ2 0.43 0.45 0.57 

Confidence 1 2 3 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.81 0.77 0.72 

0.59 0.81 0.66 λ2 0.66 0.60 0.52 

1 - λ2 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 internal consistency reliability of each set of 

indicators (Cronbach, 1951) was consistent with extant literature. For example, the alpha (α) values 

for each identity construct were above the recommended value of .70 (MacKenzie, Podsakoff & 

Podsakoff, 2011) and the range of values (0.70 - 0.85) were consistent with ranges reported by 

Porfeli (2009; 0.71 - 0.88) and Porfeli et al., (2011; 0.79-0.82). For the components of career 

adaptability, alpha values on 3 of the 4 components were below 0.70. However, the most important 

alpha in this study is that of the entire adaptability scale, which was α= 0.79. The use of total 

adaptability score over the component scores is consistent with the work of Maggiori, Rossier and 

Savickas (2015) and Savickas and Porfeli (2012).  

 

Table 15  Summary of Standardized Indicator Loadings, AVE, CR and Cronbach’s Alpha for the 

Six Components of Vocational Identity.  

    Item       

Career Commitment 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.82 0.80 0.76 0.66 0.56 

0.53 0.84 0.77 λ2 0.67 0.64 0.58 0.43 0.31 

1 - λ2 0.33 0.36 0.42 0.57 0.69 

ID with Commitment 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.81 0.79 0.77 0.56 0.40 

0.47 0.81 0.70 λ2 0.65 0.62 0.60 0.32 0.16 

1 - λ2 0.35 0.38 0.40 0.68 0.84 

Career Self Doubt 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.81 0.77 0.75 0.70 0.70 
0.56 0.86 0.80 

λ2 0.66 0.59 0.56 0.50 0.49 
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1 - λ2 0.34 0.41 0.44 0.50 0.51 

Career Flexibility 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.85 0.84 0.80 0.77 0.69 

0.63 0.89 0.85 λ2 0.73 0.70 0.64 0.60 0.48 

1 - λ2 0.27 0.30 0.36 0.40 0.52 

Exploration In-Breadth 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.80 0.79 0.79 0.78 0.73 

0.60 0.88 0.83 λ2 0.64 0.62 0.62 0.61 0.54 

1 - λ2 0.36 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.46 

Exploration In-Depth 1 2 3 4 5 AVE Comp. Rel α 

λ 0.76 0.69 0.64 0.63 0.62 

0.45 0.80 0.70 λ2 0.58 0.47 0.41 0.39 0.39 

1 - λ2 0.42 0.53 0.59 0.61 0.61 

 

3.1.5 Common Method Bias 

Testing for common method bias began in SPSS using the Harman'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 during analysis 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 bias, a common latent factor analysis was performed in 

AMOS. Appendix J illustrates the 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 model from this 

common latent factor, c) 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 determined the commonly 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 marker variable (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 analysis. Measurement models consist of 

hypothesized relationships between observed/measured/indicator variables and their respective 

latent variables/constructs. For vocational identity, it was anticipated that the data would support 

a 6-factor structure with all 30 indicators loading independently onto one of the six latent factors 

(i.e., exploration in-depth, exploration in breadth, career commitment, identification with 

commitment, career self doubt and career flexibility). For career adaptability, it was anticipated 

that the data would best support a second-order model with all 12 indicators loading independently 

onto one of four first-order latent factors. Thirdly, for helicopter parenting, it was anticipated that 

data would support a single-factor structure with all 15 items loading independently onto the one 

latent factor.  

3.2.1 Career Adaptability  

Predictions for each factor 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 measurement 

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 each first-level dimension (concern, 

control, curiosity, confidence) combines to form a global measure of adaptability. This global 

indicator of adaptability is consistent with the earlier conceptualization made by Savickas (2005) 

and Van Vianen and colleagues (2012) describe that both the total scale and four subscales “each 

demonstrate sufficient to good internal consistency estimates and a coherent multidimensional, 

hierarchical structure that fits the theoretical model and linguistic explication of career adaptability 

resources” (pg. 722).  

In light of the previous CFA findings, data in this study were tested for how well they fit a 

one factor/global, second order (1-4) or four factor model.  Appendix L  provides an illustration of 

each model tested during CFA for career adaptability. Each model is labeled and corresponds to a 

row with the same label in Table 17. 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 respecification (1-2; 1-3; 1-4; 2-11; 2-3; 3-4; 5-6; 5-7; 6-
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11; 8-9; 8-10; 9-10; 9-11).  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.I  indicates the degree to which the model chi-square 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, Satorra & SÖrbom, 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 recommendation of Whittaker (2012). The decision to 

go with the second order model with covaried error terms over the one-factor model was threefold: 

1) Each decision to covary error terms should be supported theoretically and given the number of 

pairs covaried, this 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., Maggiori et al., 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 from chi-squares differences tests. Each difference 

test was calculated by first subtracting the chi square of the larger model (fewer parameters, greater 

df) from that of the smaller model (χ2diff = χ2 s − χ2l). With df of diff = dfs – dfl, the ΔX2 was 

compared to a chi-square critical value to test for significance. Results are reported in table 16. In 

total, six models of career adaptability were tested. The bolded models (i.e., one-factor, second 

order and four factor) considered all latent variables to covary, but not indicator errors. Models B, 

D and G allowed latent variables 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 fit the data best with its χ2 being significantly lower than models C (ΔX2 (9) 

=125.58, p<.01), D  (ΔX2 (8) =104.27, p<.01), E (ΔX2 (7) =120.24, p<.01), F (ΔX2 (13) =432.01, 

p<.01) or G (ΔX2 (6) =100.38, p<.01). The final measurement model (D) provided significantly 

better fit to the data than models A (ΔX2 (5) =283.40.58, p<.01), C (ΔX2 (1) =21.31, p<.01), E 

(ΔX2 (1) =15.92, p<.01) or F (ΔX2 (5) =327.74.58, p<.01), but not G (ΔX2 (2) =3.94, ns).  
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Table 16. Summary of Chi-Square Differences Tests Between Nested Career Adaptability 

Models.  

 ΔX
2
 (Δ 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 errors   125.58 (9) 104.27 (8) 120.24 (7) 432.01 (13) 100.33 (6) 

C. Second Order (1-4)    21.31 (1) 5.34 (2), ns 306.43 (4) 25.25 (3) 

D. w/factor covaried 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 errors             

Note. Unless labeled as ns, all relationships significant at p<.01. Models with equal df not tested.  

 

Appendix M reports 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 228.29; a 

relative Chi-square statistic (CMIN/df) of 4.66; a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

(RMSEA) of .086; a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of .86, a Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) of .90, and 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) of .067. Fit indices were compared 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 measurement model was a six-factor 

model consistent with the contemporary works of Porfeli and colleagues (2011), but the models 

presented in Appendix N were also tested for fit. Namely, the following models were tested in 

addition to the six-factor structure: a three-factor model testing the subdimensions of identity 

(exploration, commitment, reconsideration); a second-order (3-2) model with the three 

subdimensions and six variables as first order latent variables; and a second-order (1-6) model 

with vocational identity 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 three- and six-factor models were 

tested with and without covariance among latent factors. Table 17 provides fit indices for each of 

the ten VISA measurement models, and results support the conclusion that the six-factor model 

with covaried factor errors fit the data best (CMIN 890.73; CMIN/DF 2.31; RMSEA 0.051; CFI 

0.91; TLI 0.904; SRMR 0.058; AIC 1048.73). Fit indices were once again tested against the 

suggested cut-offs by Hu and Bentler (1999) and results indicate good model fit.  

A series of chi-square differences 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) fit the data significantly better than models A (ΔX2 (9) =125.58, 

p<.01), D (ΔX2 (8) =104.27, p<.01), E (ΔX2 (7) =120.24, p<.01), F (ΔX2 (13) =432.01, p<.01) or 

G (ΔX2 (6) =100.38, p<.01). The 30 items of this scale, including their sample means, standard 

deviations and factor loadings are reported in Appendix O. 

3.2.3 Helicopter 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 deviations and factor loadings are reported in Appendix P. 

Consistent with the findings of Odenweller and colleagues (2014) a one-factor measurement model 

was hypothesized as being the best fitting model for the sample. Consistent with model testing for 

career adaptability and vocational identity, the measurement model was tested both with and 

without indicator covaried errors. Appendix Q illustrates the single factor model as well as single 

factor model with covaried errors.  
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Table 17.  Fit Indices and Model Comparisons for Confirmatory Factor Analyses on Study Items. 

 

 

Table 17 provides fit indices for each of the two HPI measurement models. Results support the 

conclusion that the single-factor 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 282.68).Fit indices were 

once again tested against the suggested cut-offs by Hu and Bentler (1999). A chi-square difference 

test was then computed to compare model fit among the two HPI measurement models. Results 

confirmed that the final measurement model (single-factor w/factor covaried errors) fit the data 

Model #P CMIN df

CMIN/

df p RMSEA

RMSEA 

[90%CI] SRMR CFI AIC

Second Order (3-2) 114 1074.64 396 2.71 <.001 0.059 [.055, .063] 0.069 0.88 1212.64

w/factor covaried errors 118 961.22 392 2.45 <.001 0.054 [.050, .059] 0.068 0.90 1107.22

Three-Factor Model 96 1969.85 402 4.90 <.001 0.089 [.085, .093] 0.114 0.72 2095.85

Unrelated latents 93 2337.96 405 5.77 <.001 0.098 [.094, .102] 0.187 0.65 2457.96

w/factor covaried errors 120 973.05 378 2.57 <.001 0.056 [.052, .061] 0.097 0.89 1147.05

Six-Factor Model 111 1011.50 390 2.59 <.001 0.057 [.053, .061] 0.060 0.89 1161.50

Unrelated latents 96 1877.73 405 4.64 <.001 0.086 [.082, .090] 0.203 0.73 1997.73

w/factor covaried errors 115 890.73 386 2.31 <.001 0.051 [.047, .056] 0.058 0.91 1048.73

Second Order (1-6) 109 1212.95 400 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.060, .068] 0.096 0.85 1342.95

w/factor covaried errors 114 1086.80 395 2.75 <.001 0.060 [.055, .064] 0.095 0.88 1226.80

One-Factor Model 37 511.69 54 9.48 <.001 0.131 [.121, .141] 0.095 0.65 559.69

w/factor covaried errors 50 124.02 41 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.051, .077] 0.047 0.94 198.02

Second Order (1-4) 49 249.60 50 4.99 <.001 0.090 [.079, .101] 0.069 0.85 305.60

w/factor covaried errors 50 228.29 49 4.66 <.001 0.086 [.075, .097] 0.066 0.86 286.29

Four-Factor Model 46 244.26 48 5.09 <.001 0.091 [.080, .102] 0.066 0.85 304.26

Unrelated latents 40 556.03 54 10.30 <.001 0.137 [.127, .148] 0.186 0.62 604.03

w/factor covaried errors 47 224.34 47 4.77 <.001 0.087 [.076, .099] 0.064 0.87 286.34

One-Factor Model 46 440.40 90 4.89 <.001 0.089 [.081, .097] 0.069 0.80 500.40

w/factor covaried errors 57 200.68 79 2.54 <.001 0.056 [.046, .065] 0.049 0.93 282.68

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; 

CI=confidence interval; SRMR= standardized root mean square residual; CFI= comparative fit index.

VISA

Career Adaptability

Helicopter Parenting 
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significantly better than the single factor model without covaried errors (ΔX2 (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 making group mean 

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 Unemployed); residence 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 at several levels 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 invariance). 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 each factor are supported 

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 determined 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 factor 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 group and model fit is then compared to 

the configural model. If the metric invariance model is not significantly worse at fitting the data 

than the configural model (ΔX2, ΔCFI), metric invariance is achieved. Achieving full or partial 

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 each group and if after 
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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, pp. 74-76).  

Findings of the tests for measurement invariance are reported in Appendices L- N. For each 

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 (CFI), and a 

standardized root mean square residual (SRMR). In regard to the criteria used to evaluate model 

fit, ΔX2 and ΔCFI were used. Decisions of whether the assumption of measurement invariance 

holds for nested models across group comparisons were made using Cheung and Rensvold’s 

(2002) suggested ΔCFI < 0.01. ΔCFI values greater than .01 were considered indicative of failing 

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 appendix, results are reported as per the suggested 

reporting requirements by Putnick and Bornstein (2016). 

3.2.5 Measurement Invariance: Findings  

For the helicopter parenting construct, three invariance steps were conducted: configural, 

metric and scalar. Results indicate that all groups are invariant in regard to factor structure. More 

specifically, configural invariance was found for gender, 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 

support was found for all variables except for residence when not enrolled as a student (Δx2 (Δdf); 

25.24 (15); ΔCFI .007). Partial scalar invariance was achieved through relaxing item intercept 

constraints on hp15 (M.I 6.232), hp14 (M.I 4.698) and hp12 (M.I 4.205). Thus, results indicate 

that separating the data into groups by any of the tested grouping variables is still an appropriate 

way to assess the model. Results are reported in Appendix R.  

For the vocational identity status construct, three invariance steps were conducted: 

configural, metric and scalar. First, results indicate that all groups are invariant in regard to factor 

structure. Second, in regard to metric invariance, full support was found for all groups as well. 

Third, full scalar invariance support was found for all variables with the exception of degree type 

(Δx2 (Δdf); 77.61 (25); ΔCFI .010). Partial scalar variance was met for degree type by relaxing 
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item intercept constraints on visa15 (M.I 17.645), visa 11 (M.I 10.473) and visa7 (M.I 7.743). 

Thus, results indicate that separating the data into groups by any of the tested grouping variables 

is still an appropriate way to assess the model. Results are reported in Appendix S.  

For the 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 and second order, scalar invariance of  

measured variables, and scalar invariance of first order latents. Results indicate that all groups are 

invariant in regard to factor structure and first order metric invariance. In regard to second order 

metric invariance, full support was found for all variables except for residence when not enrolled 

as a student. Partial second order metric invariance was found for residence when not a student 

(Δx2 (Δdf)12.74 (0); ΔCFI .008) by relaxing the constraint from adaptability to confidence and the 

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 gender (Δx2 (Δdf) 16.07 (1); ΔCFI .007) through relaxing 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 the level of first 

order latents was met for residence as a student (Δx2 (Δdf) 27.88(1); ΔCFI .008) by relaxing the 

intercept of the latent variable concern. Thus, results indicate that separating the data into groups 

by any of the tested grouping variables is still an appropriate way to assess the model. Results are 

reported in Appendix T.  

 

3.3 SEM- Structural Model/Path Analysis 

Structural models, referred to more frequently as path models, are diagrams of hypothesized 

direct, indirect and undetermined relationships between model variables. Direct and indirect 

effects, signified by a uni-directional arrow (→) are directly translated into equations to be tested 

in the SEM analysis. Such regression coefficients, coupled with other parameters (variances and 

covariances) are 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 to test the study hypotheses. In total, 7 structural 

models were tested. The first structural model tested, the theoretical model with all hypothesized 

paths estimated, is presented in figure 4. Taking the suggestion of Byrne (2010), each subsequent 

model involved the addition or subtraction 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.  

 

 

Figure 4. Hypothesized Structural Model  

For models 6 and 7, re-specification was based on modification indices (MI) and parameter 

change statistics associated with the regression paths. An evaluation of model 5 revealed that 

adding a regression path from in-breadth exploration to identification with 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 value of -.126. Therefore, model 6 freely 

estimated this parameter. In reviewing the modification 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 of -.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 conceptually. In the first instance, higher 

levels of in-breadth exploration led to lower levels of identification with career commitment. If 

one is engaging in a high degree of exploratory activity, but only learning broadly about oneself 

and the world of work in a global manner (Porfeli & Skarkov, 2010), it 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 in-depth exploration. If an individual is continually 

evaluating career alternatives and re-evaluating 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, career-specific manner, would be attenuated. Table 18 summarizes goodness-of-fit 

indices for each of the nested models. Illustrations of structural model’s 2-4 and 6-7  are provided 

in Appendices U-Y. 

 

Figure 5. 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 fit criteria suggested by Hu and Bentler 
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(1999). Furthermore, Models 6 and 7 incorporate parameters not originally hypothesized from the 

extant literature.  

 

Table 18. 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 Table 19. More specifically, support was found for: H1a, as helicopter 

parenting was negatively associated with in-depth career exploration (β= -.106, p<.01); H3a, as 

helicopter parenting was positively associated with career self-doubt (β= .219, p<.001); H7, As 

helicopter parenting was negatively associated with career adaptability (β= -.110, p<.01); H4a, as 

career adaptability was positively associated with in-depth exploration (β= .343, p<.001); H4b, as 

career adaptability was positively associated with in-breadth exploration (β= .122, p<.01); H5a, as 

career adaptability was positively associated with career commitment (β= .207, p<.001, 7); H5b, 

as career adaptability was positively associated with identification with commitment (β= .298, 

p<.001); and H6b, as career adaptability was negatively associated with self-doubt (β= -.292, 

p<.001). H6a was not supported, as career adaptability was negatively associated with career 

flexibility, not positively associated as hypothesized (β= -.186, p<.001). Support was also not 

found for H1b (β= -.027, ns), H2a (β=.041, ns), H2b (β= -.011, ns) or H3b (β=-.013, ns).  
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Table 19. Summary of Standardized and Unstandardized Regression Coefficients.  

Path  
Standardized 

Estimate 
Estimate S.E. C.R. P 

H1a. Helicopter Parenting --> Exploration ID -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 IB 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.  

 

3.4 K-Means Cluster Analysis  

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

membership. K means cluster analysis with Ward’s linkage and squared Euclidian distance was 

used to determine what homogenous clusters of students emerged from the standardized scores on 

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 (Crocetti et al., 2008; Porfeli et al., 2011). Results indicate that 

commitment F(5,485)= 147.155, p<.001, identification with commitment F(5,485)= 82.152, 

p<.001, self doubt F(5,485)= 139.120, p<.001, flexibility F(5,485)= 140.354, p<.001, exploration 

in breadth F(5,485)= 116.728, p<.001, and exploration in depth F(5,485)= 109.901, p<.001 are all 

important factors in determining cluster membership. A one-way ANOVA was run to test the 

extent to which clusters differed on each of the clustering 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 between clusters would suggest that a more optimal number of clusters exists. 

Omnibus F-Tests indicate that clusters differ significantly by levels of commitment F(5,485)= 

176.283, p<.00, identification with commitment F(5,485)= 104.660, p<.001, self-doubt F(5,485)= 
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137.393, p<.001, flexibility F(5,485)= 104.885, p<.001, exploration in-breadth F(5,485)= 38.060, 

p<.001, and exploration in-depth F(5,485)= 46.772, p<.001.  

Bonferrroni post-hoc comparisons were used to follow up the omnibus test. This process was 

particularly important for understanding cluster differences for those dimensions with lower F-

values (i.e., exploration in-breadth, exploration in-depth). The lower F-values for these status 

dimensions indicates that there were less pronounced differences in levels of 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 different between identity status’s. However, as illustrated in Appendix  Z,  

there were several instances in which identity dimension means did not differ significantly by 

status. Despite these non-significant 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 Table 20. 

 

Table 20. Summary of Identity Status Composition by Dimension Scores.  

 

Identity Status 
Exploration Commitment Reconsideration 

In-depth In-Breadth Commitment Identification  Self-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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Figure 6. Diffusion (n= 25) and Undifferentiated (n=137) Identity Statuses.  

      
Figure 7. Foreclosure (n= 135) and Identity Achieved (n= 78) Identity Statuses.  

 

Figure 8. Searching Moratorium (n= 46) and Moratorium (n= 70) Identity Statuses.  

 

3.4.1 Demographic Composition by Cluster 

 

Table 21 reports the demographic characteristics of individuals in each of the six vocational 

identity statuses.  
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Table 21. Demographic Characteristics According to Vocational Identity Status 

Variable Identity Status 

Diffusion 

N= 25 

Undifferentiated  

N= 137 

Foreclosure 

N= 135 

Achieved 

N= 78 

S. Moratorium 

N= 46 

Moratorium 

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 

Dominance 

Father  4 (16.0) 29 (21.2) 28 (20.7) 25 (32.1) 13 (28.3) 19 (27.1) 

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 (11.5) 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 (1.5) 4 (3.0)  1 (1.3) 0 (0) 4 (5.7) 

25 2 (8.0) 2 (1.5)  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 

Status 

No 22 (88.0) 106 (77.4) 106 (78.5) 56 (71.8) 32 (69.6) 47 (67.1) 

Yes 3 (12.0) 31 (23.6) 29 (21.5) 22 (28.2) 14 (31.4) 23 (32.9) 

Parenting 

Status 

Yes 0 (0) 1 (.7) 0 (0)  1 (1.3) 0 (0)  2 (2.9) 

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 

Student 

With 

Parents 

2 (8.0) 19 (13.9) 19 (14.1) 8 (10.3) 10 (21.7) 10 (14.3) 

Not 

with 

Parents 

23 (92.0) 118 (86.1) 116 (85.9) 70 (89.7) 36 (78.3) 60 (85.7) 

Res. Not 

Student 

With 

Parents 

18 (72.0) 110 (80.3)  110 (81.5) 57 (73.1) 37 (80.4) 57 (81.4) 

Not 

with 

Parents 

7 (28.0) 27 (19.7) 25 (18.5) 21 (26.9) 9 (19.6) 13 (18.6) 

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.  

 

 

3.5 Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

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

parenting by cluster membership and demographic grouping variables. Levene’s test for 

homogeneity of variance was not significant, F(421, 62)= .802, p=.898, therefore the null 

hypothesis of equal variances across test groups could not be rejected. Results provide evidence 
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for five main effects of group membership on reported levels of helicopter parenting. As Table 22 

illustrates, there was a significant main effect of identity status, F (5,470) =7.18, p<.001; partial η2 

= .07, residence when not a student, (F (1,470)= 3.64, p<.05; partial η2 = .01), parental dominance 

(F (2,470)= 4.44, p<.01; partial η2 = .02), degree type (F(1,470)= 3.72, p<.05; partial η2 = .01), 

and gender affiliation (F (1,470)= 3.85, p<.05; partial η2 = .01). 

Bonferroni post hoc comparisons (see Tables 23-25) 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 parenting than individuals in 

searching moratorium (M= 3.13, SD= .51, p<.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 (M= 2.57, SD= .58) reported significantly lower levels 

of helicopter parenting than those in searching moratorium (p<.001), and d) Those in searching 

moratorium reported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting than individuals in 

moratorium (M= 2.71, SD= .58, p<.001).  

Table 22. Summary of ANOVA Results for Group Mean Comparisons for Level of Helicopter 

Parenting. 

Source of Variation df F Sig. partial η2 

Identity Status  5 7.18 0.00 0.07 

Employment Status 1 0.10 0.76 0.00 

Residence- Student 1 0.87 0.35 0.00 

Residence- Not 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 η2 refers to partial eta squared effect size. 

 

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 parenting than individuals 
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with high SES (M=2.59, SD=0.56, p<.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 influence (M=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 influence (p<.05). 

 

Table 23. Summary of Mean Post Hoc Comparisons by Identity Status on Helicopter Parenting.  

Comparison   Identity Status     

Group A Group B Mean Difference Std. Error Sig. 

Diffusion  Undifferentiated 0.258 0.116 0.398 

  Foreclosure 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 Foreclosure -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 24. 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 25. 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 
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  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 students in the College of 

Biological Science (CBS: M=2.62, SD=0.57, p<.05). Among participants, those residing with 

parents outside of semester enrollment (M=2.70, SD=0.55), reported significantly higher levels of 

helicopter parenting compared to those not living with parents (M=2.56, SD=0.61, p<.05). 

Regarding gender affiliation, 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, SD=0.56, p<.05). 

3.6 Identity Status Progress  

Results from the cluster analysis and ANOVA were further distilled in order to explore the 

effects of helicopter parenting on level of identity progress.  Cluster categories were collapsed into 

delayed (diffusion), moderate (moratorium and undifferentiated), advanced (foreclosure and 

achievement) and mixed (searching moratorium) progress domains. Bivariate correlations 

supported the directionality of some relationships . For example, a positive correlation was found 

between helicopter parenting and mixed identity progress (r= .259, p<.001). A negative correlation 

was found between helicopter parenting and moderate identity progress (r= -.133, p<.01). While 

significant correlations with helicopter parenting were found for both mixed and moderate identity 

progress, only mixed progress was a significant predictor (β=.545, p<.001) of helicopter parenting. 

A series of one-way 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 (3,487)= 1.324, 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 therefore this covariate was not included. In all instances the homogeneity of 

variance assumption was tested and met using Levene’s statistic. Table 29 reports the estimated 
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marginal means of helicopter parenting for each of the identity status progress groups following 

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 controlling 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)= 12.22, p<.001, partial eta squared=.070, gender F (3,486)= 12.793, p<.001, partial eta 

squared= .073, year of registration F (3,486)= 12.093, p<.001, partial eta squared= .069, residence 

as a student F (3,486)= 12.135, p<.001, partial eta squared= .070, and residence when not a student 

F(3,486)= 13.068, p<.001, partial eta 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. Namely, individuals with mixed identity 

progress reported significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting compared to those with 

delayed, moderate or advanced progress.   

Table 26. Summary of Estimated Marginal Means and Between Subject Effects With and 

Without Controlling for the Effects of Covariates. 

 

  Identity Status Progress Between Subjects 

Covariates Delayed Moderate Mixed Advanced F partial η2 Sig. 

No Covariate 2.773 2.583 3.128 2.646 12.827 0.073 0.000 

SES 2.765 2.586 3.118 2.646 12.222 0.070 0.000 

Gender 2.775 2.579 3.122 2.651 12.793 0.073 0.000 

Year Reg 2.777 2.586 3.114 2.645 12.093 0.069 0.000 

Res-Student 2.782 2.584 3.114 2.647 12.135 0.070 0.000 

Res-Not Student 2.783 2.580 3.127 2.647 13.068 0.075 0.000 

Note. Outcome is helicopter parenting.  

 

Chapter 4: Discussion 

This study investigated 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 exists and is 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 study (Hong 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 does not 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 barriers to the pursuit of a 

values-driven, self-directed protean career path. Participants reporting higher levels of helicopter 

parenting experienced significantly lower levels of career adaptability and in-depth exploration. 

Furthermore, these individuals had higher levels 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 and self-doubt.  

These findings challenge the notion that  emerging adults are active agents in the self-construction 

of personal identity (Layland, Hill & Nelson, 2018; Schwartz et al., 2005), by highlighting the 

impact of parental interference (Dietrich & Kracke, 2009) on their autonomy, motivation and 

career decision making self-efficacy (Guan et al., 2016).  

This may help to explain a lack of significance between helicopter parenting and in-breadth 

exploration but a significant relationship with in-depth exploration. Extended exposure to non-

self-led vocational activities may further build stress and strain, reducing self-regulatory capacities 

such as career adaptability (i.e., adaptability resources) (Johnston, 2018).  

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 is 

associated with low levels of career adaptability, it is likely that children will continue to exhibit 

maladaptive coping strategies. Repeated inability to meet educational or work-related challenges 

may lead to lowered willingness to explore career options, feelings of mastery (competence) and 

career related self-efficacy. 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 turn affects adapting 

responses (e.g., career self-efficacy, career exploration) and eventually adaptation results (e.g., 

vocational identity, job satisfaction, engagement). Given that helicopter parenting is negatively 
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associated with both in-depth exploration and career 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 Helicopter 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, 1966, 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 may place greater salience and commitment to some identity domains 

over others (Stephen, Fraser & Marcia, 1992). This research recognizes the myriad identity 

domains that contribute to one’s global sense of identity focused on vocational identity as it 

continues 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 positively associated with delayed (i.e., 

diffusion) and mixed (i.e., searching moratorium) vocational identity statuses, and negatively 

associated with moderate (i.e., moratorium, undifferentiated) and more advanced statuses (i.e., 

foreclosure and identity achievement). 

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 mixed identity 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 registration and cohabitation status (i.e., residence student, 

residence not student).  

Emerging adults who have 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 individuals do not 

share the same experiences nor the same degree of career co-construction with their parents, it was 

expected that the sample of 18 to 25-year olds would possess the full range of vocational identity 
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statuses. Cluster analysis revealed this to be the case (Figures 3.3a-3.3f). 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 Porfeli and 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 characteristics of the 

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, greater frequency 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 accomplishments relative 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 

committed and not display self-doubt. 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 university with enrollment 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 and financial 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 did not have a significantly positive or 

negative relationship with helicopter parenting. Regarding identity achievement, findings are 

consistent with that of Padilla-Walker and Nelson (2012). Results of that study found that 

helicopter parenting is not positively or negatively related to identity achievement, feeling like an 

adult or self worth (Padilla-Walker & Nelson, 2012). However, identity was assessed more 

globally (e.g., vocational, dating, values/beliefs), which led to the belief that perhaps the domains 

were too broadly addressed, and domain specific measures were needed; particularly the 



 

 

LeBlanc 86 

 

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 attempt to better 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 identity status. Individuals in searching 

moratorium experience both adaptive (e.g., high flexibility, exploration and commitment to a 

career path) and maladaptive (high self-doubt) elements (Porfeli et al., 2011). Particularly 

troublesome for this group is that high levels of career self-doubt 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 statuses and the effects on well-being 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 cycle (Moratorium-Achievement-Moratorium- 

Achievement: Stephen, Fraser & Marcia, 1992). Research indicates that those with a 

reconsideration of commitment profile marked by high flexibility and self-doubt experience 

greater instability in self-concept clarity, marked by depressive and anxiety symptoms, 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 & Marcia, 1992). As Marcia (1980, p. 160) 

points out in his conceptual explanation of MAMA cycles:  

… resolution of the identity crisis at adolescence guarantees only that one will be faced 

with subsequent identity crises. A well-developed identity structure, like a well-developed 

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 person’s life, although the essential identity process remains the same, growing 

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 a loss of identity (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 paths.  

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 as general 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 least one other person who expresses care for one’s well-being and who can offer support, 

guidance and resources if needed (Arnett, 2014; Burt & Masten 2010). Results of this study 

indicate that helicopter parenting reduces the coping resources of career adaptability, which are 

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, Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014). While helicopter parents are warm and 

responsive to their child’s needs, they act in developmentally inappropriate ways via protection 

from daily stressors and disappointments. Thus, helicopter parenting detrimentally affects both 

factors that facilitate resilience in emerging adulthood. As a result, emerging adults may be 

emotionally unstable and highly susceptible to any negative career -related 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. Significant positive relationships were found 

between adaptability and commitment (commitment and identification with commitment) as well 

as exploration (in-depth and in-breadth exploration). Significant negative relationships were found 

between adaptability and the dimensions of career reconsideration (self-doubt and flexibility). 

These findings help to confirm the important and dynamic relationships between the two career 

meta-competencies (Negru-Subtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015). This makes sense given the valuable 

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 dimensions of exploration 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 flexibility and lower levels of self-doubt 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 that career adaptability is a measure of one’s ability to self-

regulate career related behaviors (Savickas, 1997). Thus, the readiness and capacity to master 

career related tasks should be antecedent to any career specific behavior. Upon reflection of 

vocational choices, it is then likely that career adaptability can be enhanced through flexibility and 

reduced through self-doubt.  

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 global measure 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 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. Therefore, higher levels of adaptability may reduce anxiety and uncertainty, leading to 

lower levels of self-doubt 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 experience, may 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 has significant first-hand 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 better understanding 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 aggregated the results 

(Willoughby et al., 2015), asked participants to report on the parent that they talk to the most 

(Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield &Weber, 2014) or only measured perceptions of one’s mother’s 

behavior (Schiffrin et al., 2014). This study directly asked participants to indicate which parental 

figure exuded the greatest dominance over their current behavior. Twenty four percent (n=118) 

indicated a male/father figure, thirty-nine percent (n=192) indicated a female/mother figure and 

the remaining thirty-seven percent (n=181) indicated that their parental figures share dominance. 

While these findings support the claim that mothers tend to engage in more helicopter parenting 

behaviors on average (Fingerman et al., 2012), large variability exists in how control and role 

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 levels 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 identity status of 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 undifferentiated 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, coping skills, psychological capital, career self-efficacy) 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 dominant father figure 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 significantly higher levels of helicopter parenting.  Third, 

when comparing levels of helicopter parenting between father-dominant and mother-dominant 

environments, no significant differences were found. These findings indicate that both father and 

mother figures have influential roles in emerging adult’s perceptions of helicopter parenting 

behaviors, and thus both should be measured where appropriate. Findings also suggest that equal 

parental dominance may attenuate perceptions of helicopter parenting behaviors. Conversely, 

single parent households may exacerbate such perceptions as there is not another parental figure 

present to counteract various behaviors.  

The second broad finding is that helicopter parenting does not appear to affect all groups 

of emerging adults 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 co-reside with their parents and have children of their own (Bradley Geist & 

Olson-Buchanan, 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 outside of semester enrollment reported significantly higher 

levels of helicopter parenting. This suggests that greater exposure to parental figures is likely to 

enhance feelings of reduced autonomy and behavioral control. Furthermore, returning home after 

a semester 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 College of Biological Sciences. Perhaps 

parents of business school students are also in a business-related field and are simultaneously 

aware of both the competitiveness and challenges associated with differentiating yourself among 

Bachelor of Commerce Students. Some of 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 intrinsically-driven 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. Female participants 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 demonstrate lower levels of career adaptability dimensions (i.e., concern, 

curiosity) than their female counterparts (Negru-Subtirica, Pop & Crocetti, 2015).  

Fourth and perhaps most difficult to explain, was the finding that emerging adults of lower 

SES reported higher levels 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 resources (Buis, 2013;; 

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 have to the resources to, manage their adult 

child’s career development. However, it may be that because lower SES parents experience greater 

difficulty in guiding vocational development (Bryant, Zvonkovic & Reynolds, 2006), their 

behaviors may be warm and well-intentioned, 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 

acquiring 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 a valid or reliable 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 Towards Practice 

 In light of the study findings, implications can be drawn for HR professionals, career 

counselors, educators and parents. In the workplace there are at least four implications 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 their self-identity. 

Greater time should be afforded to those emerging adults with more severe cases of helicopter 

parenting due to time needed to recognize what one wants in a career. Because today’s emerging 

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 should devise 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 

helicopter parenting can also foster emotional support, a positive outlook on life (Padilla-Walker 

& 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 the degree to which 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 positive outcomes for their children and families as a whole (Odenweller, 

Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014).  

Third, implications can be drawn regarding the manager-employee relationship and how 

to develop helicoptered emerging adults. According to Eric Berne (1968; 1977), people 

communicate with others through a combination of three ego states: parent, adult and child. In 

healthy transactions between managers and employees, both actors predominately maintain adult 

roles, wherein they are most capable of processing reality in an objective manner. Helicoptered 

emerging adults may be more likely to be in a child ego state, where thoughts, actions and 

behaviors are more consistent with those displayed during childhood. Because these employees 

manifest behaviors more frequently found in the child ego status, a manager must evaluate whether 

to respond as an adult or a parent. Given, that helicoptered emerging adults are likely to have more 

experience with parent-child, as opposed to adult-adult interactions, HR practices should be 

designed to encourage ego development from child to adult in these workers. This perhaps may 

require managers to assume a parent role early on and transition to an adult role over time when 

interacting with 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 extra-occupational activities. Seeking 

membership in various groups 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 later on. Moreover, performance may help to foster a ‘sense of belonging’ or 
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‘meaning’ in a period of development marked by exploration of work and life roles (Arnett, 2014). 

Seeking connections with others may help reduce the impact of insecure attachment bonds formed 

during childhood and adolescence as well dissipate parental influence by adding influence from 

others. 

 Implications for career counseling can also be drawn from this research. Some have argued 

that the overall nature of career theory in the 21st century is significantly different from that of 

previous times (Patton & 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 the 21st century, 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 client reflects 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 trends. Practices 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 self-directed. These events otherwise may be written off 

as unimportant or irrelevant for career development if not reinforced by the parent of parents of 

which the adult child depends on for guidance. Furthermore, systems or constructivist practices 

are less prescriptive in identifying and ‘fixing’ a problem and instead “provide a restructuring or 

changed outlook on some aspect of life” (Peavy, 1992, p.221). Tools such as My System of Career 

Influences-MSCI (McMahon, Watson & Patton, 2005) can help adult children to explore how 

helicopter parents have influenced their career development, attachment bonds 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 making career related decisions. 

Implications for parents can also be drawn from this research. Several programs exist that 

can help both helicopter parents and non-helicopter parents alike, in fostering effective and 

developmentally appropriate career involvement with 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 beneficial to helicopter parents given that it promotes parental self-efficacy and 

satisfaction with one’s parent-child relationship (Soresi et al., 2014). Parents can also take part in 

the Partners Program (Whiston & Keller, 2004), which includes a manual for parents 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 variety of 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 

adolescents (Kush & 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 (2008) discusses how over the 

years conflicting instances of student privacy, parental interests/expectations and laws/regulations 

have led to the death of in Loco Parentis, or the college acting in place of parents. The author 

further discusses how legislation like the right to vote, the Family Educational Rights, Privacy Act 

(FERPA) and Cleary Act (1990- Campus to release crime stats to government and public) have 

changed the role of educational institutions. As practical advice, the author suggests that 

universities 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 permit in terms of 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 variation and instability (Carlson & 

Meyer, 2014). The character, composition and resource sharing within families is affected by this 

level of complexity. Furthermore, the complexity of families and parent-child interactions is 
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dynamic. Therefore, single study, cross-sectional research is limited in its ability to understand 

complex family systems. Furthermore, cross-sectional research does not allow one to convincingly 

argue for causality. Future research can build upon the findings reported here by using a 

longitudinal research design that tracks emerging adults over the school to work transition. It is 

important, however, to point out that given the complexity of family systems, clear parameters 

have to be established regarding how long to track the identity and adaptability of emerging adults, 

and which proximal as well as distal parenting behaviors may influence these outcomes. These 

decisions are not only informed by theory but by available resources as well (e.g., time, money, 

human capital).  

Second,  helicopter parenting occurs when “parents demonstrate excessive involvement in 

their children’s lives and apply developmentally inappropriate parenting tactics by failing to allow 

for levels of autonomy suitable to their child’s age” (Segrin et al., 2012, p. 238). The current study 

could not make explicit the point at which parenting behaviors were perceived as developmentally 

detrimental. Future qualitative work may help to parse this out. Longitudinal quantitative work 

that incorporates actual career outcomes (e.g., objective or subjective career success, securing full 

time employment) is also viable in addressing this research question.  

Third, the adaptive nature of career flexibility may be curvilinear in nature. In other words, 

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 predictors of career adaptability. Future research should further 

explore the associations between career reconsideration dimensions (i.e., career self-doubt, career 

flexibility) and career adaptability.  

 

Conclusion 

If helicopter parenting is on the rise, as popular opinion and the nascent research suggest,  

it presents challenges for educators, employers and emerging adults as career seekers. This study 

focused on the latter group of individuals, those 18-25 years of age in the formative years of 

development.  A significant transition during these formative years is that of the school-to-work 

transition (Klehe et al., 2011). Flexible and insecure work arrangements have rendered personal 

agency (e.g. identity and adaptability) essential for individuals transitioning 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, decision-making problems continue to 

plague those in the early career stages (Amir & 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 parenting (Bradley Geist & 

Olson-Buchanan, 2013; Fingerman et al., 2012; Hong et al., 2015; Kwon, Yoo & Bingham, 2016; 

LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011; Odenweller, Booth-Butterfield & Weber, 2014; Padilla-Walker & 

Nelson, 2012; Peluchette, Kovanic & Partridge, 2013; Reed et al., 2016; Schiffrin et al., 2014; 

Segrin et al., 2012; Van Ingen et al., 2015) by exploring how this contemporary form of 

overparenting affects adult child career development. Findings indicate that generally speaking, 

helicopter parents may control rather than enable their child’s self determined motivation, by 

restricting sources of autonomy, competence and relatedness. The effects of this can be seen in 

lower levels of career adaptability and in-depth exploration and higher levels of career self doubt 

in their adult children. Furthermore, contemporary emerging adults with helicopter parents are 

more likely to be in the vocational identity status of searching moratorium. Coupling the effects 

of helicopter parenting with socio-demographic changes of the past  several decades (e.g. growth 

+competition in higher education, delayed marriage, rise in birth control usage, postmodern 

thought, material assistance from families) helps to 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 policy in both academic and work settings, as well as more impactful counseling 

practices  for both parents and adult children. 
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APPENDICES  

Appendix A – Vocational Identity Status Assessment (VISA) 

Vocational Identity Status Assessment (VISA) 

Construct                                         Items 

Career Exploration        
In-Breadth Career Exploration  

1. casually learning about careers that are unfamiliar to me in order to find a few to explore further. 

2. trying to have many different experiences so that I can find several jobs that might suit me. 

3. thinking about how I could fit into many different careers. 

4. learning about various jobs that I might like. 

5. keeping my options open as I learn about many different careers. 

In-Depth Career Exploration  

1. identifying my strongest talents as I think about careers.  

2. learning as much as I can about the particular educational requirements of the career that interests me the most.  

3. earning what I can do to improve my chances of getting into my chosen career. 

4. trying to find people that share my career interests. 

5. thinking about all the aspects of working that are important to me. 

Career Commitment 

Career Commitment Making  

1. I know what kind of work is best for me. 

2. No other career is as appealing to me as the one I expect to enter. 

3. I have known for a long time what career is best for me. 

4. No one will change my mind about the career I have chosen. 

5. I have invested a lot of energy into preparing for my chosen career. 

Identification with Career Commitment  

1. My career will help me satisfy deeply personal goals. 

2. My family feels confident that I will enter my chosen career. 

3. Becoming a worker in my chosen career will allow me to become the person I dream to be.  

4.  I chose a career that will allow me to remain true to my values. 

5. My career choice will permit me to have the kind of family life I wish to have. 

Career Reconsideration  

Career Self-Doubt 

1. Thinking about choosing a career makes me feel uneasy. 

2. When I tell other people about my career plans, I feel like I am being a little dishonest.  

3. People who really know me seem doubtful when I share my career plans with them.  

4. I doubt I will find a career that suits me. 

5. I may not be able to get the job I really want. 

Career Flexibility  

1. My work interests are likely to change in the future 

2.What I look for in a job will change in the future. 

3. I will probably change my career goals. 

4. My career choice might turn out to be different than I expect. 

5. I need to learn a lot more before I can make a career choice. 

Notes. Items of the career exploration dimension begin with the following: "When you explore careers, to what 

extent do you agree with the following statements? Right now I am…" Higher scores on each subscale indicate 

greater levels of that respective construct. Inventory from Porfeli, Lee, Vondracek & Weigold (2011). Scale: (1) 

Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neither Agree or Disagree, (4) Agree, (5) Strongly Agree 
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Appendix B. Career Adaptabilities Scale Short Form (CAAS-SF) 

 

 

 

 

 

Career Adapt-Abilities Scale Short Form  (CAAS-SF) 

Items 

Concern 

Thinking about what my future will be like  

Preparing for the future  

Becoming aware of the educational and career choices that I must make  

Control  

Making decisions about myself  

Taking responsibility for my actions  

Counting on myself 

Curiosity  

Looking for opportunities to grow as a person  

Investigating options before making a choice  

Observing different ways of doing things 

Confidence  

Taking care to do things well  

Learning new skills  

Working up to my ability 

Note. Inventory items begin with ‘Different people use different strengths to build their careers. 

No one is good at everything, each of us emphasizes some strengths more than others. Please rate 

how strongly you have developed each of the following abilities using the scale below. Items 

come from the Career Adapt-Abilities Scale (CAAS: Savickas & Porfeli, 2012). Scale: (5) 

Strongest, (4) Very Strong, (3) Strong, (2) Somewhat Strong, (1) Not Strong. 
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Appendix C. Helicopter Parenting Instrument (HPI) 

 

 

 

Helicopter Parenting Instrument  

1 My parent tries to make all of my major decisions.  

2 My parent discourages me from making decisions that he or she disagrees with.  

3 
If my parent doesn’t do certain things for me (e.g., doing laundry, cleaning  room, making 

doctor appointments), they will not get done.  

4 My parent overreacts when I encounter a negative experience.  

5 
My parent doesn’t intervene in my life unless he or she notices me experiencing physical or 

emotional trauma * 

6 Sometimes my parent invests more time and energy into my projects than I do.  

7 My parent considers oneself a bad parent when he or she does not step in and ‘‘save’’ me from 

difficulty.  

8 My parent feels like a bad parent when I make poor choices.  

9 My parent voices his or her opinion about my personal relationships.  

10 My parent considers himself or herself a good parent when he or she solves problems for me.  

11 My parent insists that I keep him or her informed of my daily activities.  

12 
When I have to go somewhere (e.g., doctor appointments, academic meetings, the bank, clothing 

stores), my parent accompanies me.  

13 When I am going through a difficult situation, my parent always tries to fix it.  

14 My parent encourages me to take risks and step outside of my comfort zone * 

15 My parent thinks it is his or her job to shield me from adversity.  

Note. Items marked with * are reverse coded during analysis. Inventory from (Odenweller, Booth-

Butterfield & Weber, 2014). Scale: (1) Strongly Disagree, (2) Disagree, (3) Neither Agree or Disagree, 

(4) Agree, (5) Strongly Agree.  
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Appendix D. Survey Consent Form  

Consent to Participate 

You are asked to participate in a study about the impact of parental figures on work identity and work-related 

decisions, which is being conducted by Joshua Leblanc and Dr. Sean Lyons from the Department of Management at 

the University of Guelph.  

You are invited to complete this survey (maximum of 20 minutes), which will allow us to gather a bit of information 

about you and your opinions.   Because you will be asked to reflect on your attitudes and expectations and answer 

questions about your personality, some personal discomfort may be experienced. As participation is completely 

voluntary, you may choose to leave blank any question you do not feel comfortable answering.  You have the right 

to end your participation in the study at any time, for any reason. The survey is anonymous, so we will not be able to 

identify your responses to remove them from our files, but you may request that your contact information be 

removed. 

The results of this study will allow the researchers to help career counselors better understand the role of parental 

relationships in young adults' career decision making. Subsequent research building on this study may advance 

theory, and have practical implications in terms of the development of effective career guidance practices.  

Upon completion the study you will have the option of entering your name into a draw for $20 University of Guelph 

gift cards. The odds of winning are approximately 1 in 25. You are eligible to receive a full explanation of the 

findings and can obtain a copy of all reports that are produced by contacting Joshua Leblanc at the email listed 

below. 

Your responses will be retained on the University of Guelph's secure Qualtrics servers and will only be accessed by 

the research team. Please note that confidentiality cannot be guaranteed while data are in transit over the 

internet. Research data will only be presented in publications and reports in aggregate. Your responses will be 

retained for further analysis and the writing of research reports. You do not have to waive any legal rights by 

agreeing to take part in this study.  

If you would like a copy of the finished research project, you are invited to contact Joshua Leblanc at the email 

below to request an electronic copy, which will be provided to you. 

This project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for compliance with federal guidelines for research 

involving human participants. If you have any questions regarding your rights and welfare as a research participant 

in this study (REB17-03-028), please contact: 

Director, Research Ethics;  

University of Guelph;  

reb@uoguelph.ca;  

519-824-4120 ext. 56606.  

You are encouraged to PRINT this page for your records. 

leblancj@uoguelph.ca 

Sean.Lyons@uoguelph.ca  Print 

By clicking on the “I AGREE” button below, I acknowledge that I have read the information presented in the 

information letter about a study being conducted by Joshua LeBlanc and Dr. Sean Lyons (University of Guelph).  I 

understand that I may withdraw from the study at any time, if I choose to do so, and I agree to participate in this 

study.   

 I AGREE, take me to the survey (1) 

 I DO NOT AGREE, I will not participate right now (2) 

   

mailto:Sean.Lyons@uoguelph.ca
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Appendix E. Email Invitation to Participate in Research Study  

 

 
********************************************************************************************** 

Invitation To participate In A Research Project 

  

 I, Joshua LeBlanc, from the Department of Management at the University of Guelph, invite you 

to participate in a research project entitled “Understanding the Influence of Parents on Career 

Development”. 

  

What is this project about?  

  

From the age of 18-25 there are numerous influences on how we come to view ourselves in the 

working world. One such influence is that which comes from parental figures. The purpose of 

this research project is to better understand how the parental figures in your life influence the 

decisions you make about work.  

 

Should you choose to participate, you will be asked to complete an online survey taking about 15 

minutes of your time. When you complete the survey, you can choose to be entered into a 

running for one of several gift cards. Your chances of winning are approximately 1 in 20. If you 

have any study specific questions, please feel free to contact me (see below for contact 

information). 

  

If you are between the ages of 18-25, and are interested in participating, please follow this 

link to the survey:  

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b7qbkhMh6BhcCwd 

  

The ethics protocol for this project was reviewed by the University of Guelph Ethics Board, 

which provided clearance to carry out the research. Should you have questions or concerns 

related to your involvement in this research, please contact:  

Director, Research Ethics 

University of Guelph 

reb@uoguelph.ca 

519-824-4120 ext. 56606 

  

Thank you, 

Joshua LeBlanc, PhD Candidate        

Email: leblancj@uoguelph.ca    

Phone: 519 824 4120 x53741 

 

https://uoguelph.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b7qbkhMh6BhcCwd
mailto:reb@uoguelph.ca
mailto:leblancj@uoguelph.ca
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Appendix F. Tests for Skewness and Kurtosis 

 

 

 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Study Variables for Total Sample and by Gender Affiliation.  

 

  Total  Male Female 

Variable  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  

Helicopter Parenting  0.19 (0.11) -0.46 (0.22) 0.21 (0.21) -0.75 (0.43) 0.18 (0.13) -0.37 (0.25) 

Authoritative Parenting  -0.87 (0.11) 1.22 (0.22) -0.81 (0.21) 0.64 (0.43) -0.89 (0.13) 1.30 (0.25) 

Authoritarian Parenting  0.06 (0.11) -0.44 (0.22) 0.04 (0.21) -0.24(0.43) 0.14 (0.13) -0.50 (0.25) 

Permissive Parenting  0.19 (0.11) -0.19 (0.22) 0.16 (0.21) -0.30 (0.43) 0.16 (0.13) -0.19 (0.25) 

Career Adaptability  -0.03 (0.11) 0.07 (0.22) -0.10 (0.21) -0.56 (0.43) -0.01 (0.13) 0.22 (0.25) 

Behavioral Control -0.34 (0.11) -0.48 (0.22) -0.13 (0.21) -0.27 (0.43) -0.42 (0.13) -0.50 (0.25) 

Psychological Control 1.17 (0.11) 0.57 (0.22)  0.85 (0.21) -0.19 (0.43) 1.30 (0.13) 0.94 (0.25) 

Career Commitment  0.35 (0.11)  -0.48 (0.22)  0.48 (0.21) -0.43 (0.43) 0.30 (0.13) -0.49 (0.25) 

ID with Commitment -0.27 (0.11)  0.08 (0.22)  -0.23 (0.21) -0.25 (0.43) -0.20 (0.13) 0.04 (0.25) 

Career Self Doubt 0.32 (0.11)  -0.54 (0.22)  0.25 (0.21) -0.70 (0.43) 0.35 (0.13) -0.47 (0.25) 

Career Flexibility -0.39 (0.11)  -0.01 (0.22) -0.85 (0.21) 0.84 (0.43) -0.22 (0.13) -0.27 (0.25) 

Exploration In-Breadth -0.73 (0.11) 0.51 (0.22) -0.77 (0.21) 1.07 (0.43) -0.70 (0.13) 0.35 (0.25) 

Exploration In-Depth -0.51 (0.11) 1.14 (0.22) -0.22 (0.21) 0.30 (0.43) -0.63 (0.13) 1.60 (0.25) 

P. Involvement W/Career -1.14 (0.11) 2.08 (0.22) -0.35 (0.22) -0.82 (0.43) -1.26 (0.13) 2.31 (0.26) 

P. Involvement W/ 

Everyday 
-1.19 (0.11) 2.01 (0.22) -0.85 (0.22) 0.67 (0.43) -1.32 (0.13) 2.51 (0.26) 

 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Study Variables by Levels of Socio-Economic Status.  

 

  Low SES Moderate SES High SES 

Variable  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  

Helicopter Parenting  0.15 (0.18) -0.45 (0.35) 0.22 (0.21) -0.41 (0.41) 0.17 (0.19) -0.59 (0.38) 

Authoritative Parenting  -0.68 (0.18) 0.74 (0.35) -1.07 (0.21) 1.68 (0.41) -0.87 (0.19) 1.57 (0.38) 

Authoritarian Parenting  0.10 (0.18) -0.57 (0.35) -0.03 (0.21) -0.18 (0.41) 0.09 (0.19) -0.49 (0.38) 

Permissive Parenting  -0.01 (0.18) -0.44 (0.35) 0.16 (0.21) -0.19 (0.41) 0.46 (0.19) 0.16 (0.38) 

Career Adaptability  -0.04 (0.18) -0.07 (0.35) 0.01 (0.21) 0.32 (0.41) -0.01 (0.19) 0.03 (0.38) 

Behavioral Control -0.27 (0.18) -0.60 (0.35) -0.45 (0.21) -0.42 (0.41) -0.27 (0.19) -0.49 (0.38) 

Psychological Control 1.21 (0.18) 0.94 (0.35) 1.22 (0.21) 0.56 (0.41) 1.10 (0.19) 0.16 (0.38) 

Career Commitment  0.38 (0.18) -0.43 (0.35) 0.22 (0.21) -0.82 (0.41) 0.39 (0.19) -0.31 (0.38) 

ID with Commitment -0.35 (0.18) 0.08 (0.35) -0.01 (0.21) -0.38 (0.41) -0.32 (0.19) 0.29 (0.38) 

Career Self Doubt 0.24 (0.18) -0.72 (0.35) 0.18 (0.21) -0.65 (0.41) 0.53 (0.19) -0.11 (0.38) 

Career Flexibility -0.40 (0.18) -0.13 (0.35) -0.31 (0.21) -0.35 (0.41) -0.48 (0.19) 0.51 (0.38) 

Exploration In-Breadth -0.69 (0.18) 0.63 (0.35) -0.82 (0.21) 0.41 (0.41) -0.45 (0.19) -0.13 (0.38) 

Exploration In-Depth -0.34 (0.18) 0.23 (0.35) -0.29 (0.21) 0.41 (0.41) -0.20 (0.19) -0.14 (0.38) 

P. Involvement W/Career -1.00 (0.18) 1.26 (0.35) -1.11 (0.21) 2.33 (0.41) -1.24 (0.19) 3.22 (0.38) 

P. Involvement W/Everyday -1.29 (0.18) 1.99 (0.35) -1.07 (0.21) 1.67 (0.41) -1.02 (0.19) 1.74 (0.38) 
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Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Study Variables by Degree Type.  

 

  Business Biological Sciences 

Variable  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  

Helicopter Parenting  0.12 (0.15) 0.27 (0.16) -0.54 (0.30) -0.25 (0.32) 

Authoritative Parenting  -0.62 (0.15) -1.07 (0.16) 0.54 (0.30) 1.74 (0.32) 

Authoritarian Parenting  0.08 (0.15) 0.13 (0.16) -0.15 (0.30) -0.74 (0.32) 

Permissive Parenting  0.14 (0.15) 0.23 (0.16) -0.32 (0.30) 0.09 (0.32) 

Career Adaptability  0.02 (0.15) -0.14 (0.16) 0.15 (0.30) -0.09 (0.32) 

Behavioral Control -0.28 (0.15) -0.39 (0.16) -0.53 (0.30) -0.48 (0.32) 

Psychological Control 1.10 (0.15) 1.28 (0.16)  0.35 (0.30) 0.89 (0.32) 

Career Commitment  0.26 (0.15)  0.36 (0.16) -0.27 (0.30) -0.79 (0.32) 

ID with Commitment -0.35 (0.15) -0.26 (0.16) 0.32 (0.30) -0.16 (0.32) 

Career Self Doubt 0.45 (0.15) 0.18 (0.16) -0.54 (0.30) -0.45 (0.32) 

Career Flexibility -0.50 (0.15) -0.30 (0.16) 0.26 (0.30) -0.25 (0.32) 

Exploration In-Breadth -0.70 (0.15) -0.61 (0.16) 0.41 (0.30) 0.34 (0.32) 

Exploration In-Depth -0.39 (0.15) -0.12 (0.16) 0.41 (0.30) -0.22 (0.32) 

P. Involvement W/Career -1.30 (0.15) 2.97 (0.30) -0.95 (0.16) 0.86 (0.32) 

P. Involvement W/Everyday -1.26 (0.15) 2.09 (0.30) -1.06 (0.16) 1.76 (0.32) 

 

Skewness and Kurtosis Values of Study Variables by Parental Dominance.  

 

  Father Dominance Mother Dominance Equal Dominance 

Variable  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  Skewness  Kurtosis  

Helicopter Parenting  -0.03 (0.22) -0.53 (0.44) 0.11 (0.18) -0.35 (0.35) 0.35 (0.18) -0.41 (0.36) 

Authoritative Parenting  -0.61 (0.22)  0.54 (0.44)  -0.87 (0.18) 0.90 (0.35)  -0.70 (0.18) 1.71 (0.36) 

Authoritarian Parenting  -0.14 (0.22) 0.02 (0.44)  0.07 (0.18) -0.82 (0.35) 0.09 (0.18) -0.14 (0.36) 

Permissive Parenting  0.26 (0.22) -0.17 (0.44) 0.19 (0.18) -0.09 (0.35) 0.12 (0.18) -0.26 (0.36) 

Career Adaptability  -0.23 (0.22) 0.03 (0.44) 0.09 (0.18) 0.25 (0.35) 0.08 (0.18) -0.29 (0.36) 

Behavioral Control -0.10 (0.22) -0.50 (0.44) -0.34 (0.18) -0.43 (0.35) -0.44 (0.18) -0.52 (0.36) 

Psychological Control 0.91 (0.22) -0.10 (0.44) 1.01 (0.18) -0.01 (0.35) 1.59 (0.18) 2.49 (0.36) 

Career Commitment  0.21 (0.22) -0.53 (0.44) 0.29 (0.18) -0.42 (0.35) 0.45 (0.18) -0.53 (0.36) 

ID with Commitment -0.17 (0.22) -0.26 (0.44) -0.17 (0.18) 0.28 (0.35) -0.40 (0.18) 0.10 (0.36) 

Career Self Doubt 0.17 (0.22) -0.70 (0.44) 0.33 (0.18) -0.55 (0.35) 0.41 (0.18) -0.37 (0.36) 

Career Flexibility -0.50 (0.22) -0.03 (0.44) -0.20 (0.18) -0.22 (0.35) -0.46 (0.18) 0.03 (0.36) 

Exploration In-Breadth -0.63 (0.22) 0.09 (0.44) -0.59 (0.18) 0.26 (0.35) -0.67 (0.18) 0.66 (0.36) 

Exploration In-Depth -0.01 (0.22) -0.23 (0.44) -0.28 (0.18) 0.21 (0.35) -0.45 (0.18) 0.37 (0.36) 

P. Involvement W/Career -1.25 (0.22) 1.86 (0.44) -0.85 (0.18) 0.79 (0.35)  -1.02 (0.18) 2.86 (0.36) 

P. Involvement W/Everyday -1.22 (0.22) 1.90 (0.44) -1.24 (0.18) 1.96 (0.35) -0.78 (0.18) 0.70 (0.36) 
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Appendix G. Data Preparation- Tests for Deviations from Linearity Between Study 

Variables.  

 

Relationships 

Sum of 

Squares 
df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Helicopter Parenting + Career Adaptability  13.387 40 0.335 1.174 0.221 

Helicopter Parenting + Career Commitment  25.307 40 0.633 1.042 0.404 

Helicopter Parenting + ID with Commitment  8.404 40 0.210 0.545 0.990 

Helicopter Parenting + Career Self Doubt 28.083 40 0.702 1.084 0.340 

Helicopter Parenting + Career Flexibility 19.377 40 0.484 0.731 0.889 

Helicopter Parenting + Exploration In-Breadth 28.056 40 0.701 1.242 0.154 

Helicopter Parenting + Exploration In-Depth 13.905 40 0.348 1.074 0.355 

P. Involvement W/Career + Career Adaptability  2.414 4 0.604 2.118 0.077 

P. Involvement W/Career + Career Commitment  2.207 4 0.552 0.935 0.443 

P. Involvement W/Career + ID with Commitment  2.596 4 0.649 1.845 0.119 

P. Involvement W/Career + Career Self Doubt 3.324 4 0.831 1.332 0.257 

P. Involvement W/Career + Career Flexibility  1.450 4 0.362 0.569 0.686 

P. Involvement W/Career + Exploration In-Breadth 3.459 4 0.865 1.521 0.195 

P. Involvement W/Career + Exploration In-Depth 1.692 4 0.423 1.301 0.269 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Career Adaptability 1.411 4 0.353 1.229 0.297 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Career Commitment  1.047 4 0.262 0.429 0.788 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + ID with Commitment  0.578 4 0.144 0.391 0.815 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Career Self Doubt 1.833 4 0.458 0.701 0.592 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Career Flexibility  1.540 4 0.385 0.595 0.666 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Exploration In-Breadth 1.442 4 0.360 0.622 0.647 

P. Involvement W/Everyday + Exploration In-Depth  1.708 4 0.427 1.307 0.266 

Age + Career Adaptability 2.598 6 0.433 1.492 0.179 

Age + Career Commitment  2.209 6 0.368 0.603 0.728 

Age + ID with Commitment  1.030 6 0.172 0.465 0.834 

Age + Career Self-Doubt 2.224 6 0.371 0.540 0.778 

Age + Career Flexibility  0.742 6 0.124 0.192 0.979 

Age + Exploration In-Breadth 6.751 6 1.125 1.970 0.068 

Age + Exploration In-Depth 2.367 6 0.394 1.197 0.307 

SES + Career Adaptability 4.314 15 0.288 0.984 0.470 

SES + Career Commitment  11.183 15 0.746 1.233 0.243 

SES + ID with Commitment 5.078 15 0.339 0.907 0.556 

SES + Career Self-Doubt 11.620 15 0.775 1.148 0.310 

SES + Career Flexibility 9.861 15 0.657 1.015 0.438 

SES + Exploration In-Breadth 4.967 15 0.331 0.566 0.901 

SES + Exploration In-Depth 4.458 15 0.297 0.897 0.567 

Employment + Career Adaptability 0.286 3 0.095 0.325 0.807 



 

 

LeBlanc 125 

 

Employment + Career Commitment  0.478 3 0.159 0.265 0.851 

Employment + ID with Commitment  0.455 3 0.152 0.413 0.744 

Employment + Career Self-Doubt 2.692 3 0.897 1.318 0.268 

Employment + Career Flexibility 0.210 3 0.070 0.108 0.956 

Employment + Exploration In-Breadth 0.539 3 0.180 0.311 0.818 

Employment + Exploration In-Depth 0.097 3 0.032 0.098 0.961 

Number of Siblings + Career Adaptability 0.683 3 0.228 0.779 0.506 

Number of Siblings + Career Commitment  0.171 3 0.057 0.093 0.964 

Number of Siblings + ID with Commitment 0.571 3 0.190 0.510 0.676 

Number of Siblings + Career Self-Doubt 1.040 3 0.347 0.510 0.676 

Number of Siblings + Career Flexibility 2.104 3 0.701 1.083 0.356 

Number of Siblings + Exploration In-Breadth 2.141 3 0.714 1.246 0.292 

Number of Siblings + Exploration In-Depth 1.625 3 0.542 1.644 0.178 
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Appendix H. Fit Indices and model comparison for Confirmatory Factor Analyses on Study 

Items. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

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

Second Order (3-2) 114 1074.64 396 2.71 <.001 0.059 [.055, .063] 0.069 0.88 1212.64

w/factor covaried errors 118 961.22 392 2.45 <.001 0.054 [.050, .059] 0.068 0.90 1107.22

Three-Factor Model 96 1969.85 402 4.90 <.001 0.089 [.085, .093] 0.114 0.72 2095.85

Unrelated latents 93 2337.96 405 5.77 <.001 0.098 [.094, .102] 0.187 0.65 2457.96

w/factor covaried errors 120 973.05 378 2.57 <.001 0.056 [.052, .061] 0.097 0.89 1147.05

Six-Factor Model 111 1011.50 390 2.59 <.001 0.057 [.053, .061] 0.060 0.89 1161.50

Unrelated latents 96 1877.73 405 4.64 <.001 0.086 [.082, .090] 0.203 0.73 1997.73

w/factor covaried errors 115 890.73 386 2.31 <.001 0.051 [.047, .056] 0.058 0.91 1048.73

Second Order (1-6) 109 1212.95 400 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.060, .068] 0.096 0.85 1342.95

w/factor covaried errors 114 1086.80 395 2.75 <.001 0.060 [.055, .064] 0.095 0.88 1226.80

One-Factor Model 37 511.69 54 9.48 <.001 0.131 [.121, .141] 0.095 0.65 559.69

w/factor covaried errors 50 124.02 41 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.051, .077] 0.047 0.94 198.02

Second Order (1-4) 49 249.60 50 4.99 <.001 0.090 [.079, .101] 0.069 0.85 305.60

w/factor covaried errors 50 228.29 49 4.66 <.001 0.086 [.075, .097] 0.066 0.86 286.29

Four-Factor Model 46 244.26 48 5.09 <.001 0.091 [.080, .102] 0.066 0.85 304.26

Unrelated latents 40 556.03 54 10.30 <.001 0.137 [.127, .148] 0.186 0.62 604.03

w/factor covaried errors 47 224.34 47 4.77 <.001 0.087 [.076, .099] 0.064 0.87 286.34

One-Factor Model 46 440.40 90 4.89 <.001 0.089 [.081, .097] 0.069 0.80 500.40

w/factor covaried errors 57 200.68 79 2.54 <.001 0.056 [.046, .065] 0.049 0.93 282.68

VISA

Career Adaptability

Helicopter Parenting 

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; CI=confidence interval; SRMR= 

standardized root mean square residual; CFI= comparative fit index.
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Appendix I. Study Survey Items 
 

Q1. Different people use different strengths to 

build their careers. No one is good at 

everything, each of us emphasizes some 

strengths more than others. Please rate how 

strongly you have developed each of the 

following abilities 

Not a 

strength  

Somewhat 

strong  
Strong  

Very 

Strong  

Greatest 

Strength  

Thinking about what my future will be like. o  o  o  o  o  

Preparing for the future. o  o  o  o  o  

Becoming aware of the educational and career 

choices that I must make. 
o  o  o  o  o  

Making decisions about myself. o  o  o  o  o  

Taking responsibility for my actions. o  o  o  o  o  

Counting on myself. o  o  o  o  o  

Looking for opportunities to grow as a person. o  o  o  o  o  

Investigating options before making a choice. o  o  o  o  o  

Observing different ways of doing things. o  o  o  o  o  

Taking care to do things well. o  o  o  o  o  

Learning new skills. o  o  o  o  o  

Working up to my ability. o  o  o  o  o  

Q2. Please rate the extent to which you agree 

with the following statements. 

Strongly 

disagree  
Disagree  

Neither agree 

nor disagree  
Agree  

Strongly 

agree  

I know what kind of work is best for me.  o  o  o  o  o  

No other career is as appealing to me as the one I 

expect to enter.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I have known for a long time what career is best 

for me.  
o  o  o  o  o  

No one will change my mind about the career I 

have chosen.   
o  o  o  o  o  

I have invested a lot of energy into preparing for 

my chosen career.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My career will help me satisfy deeply personal 

goals.  
o  o  o  o  o  
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My family feels confident that I will enter my 

chosen career. 
o  o  o  o  o  

Becoming a worker in my chosen career will 

allow me to become the person I dream to be.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I chose a career that will allow me to remain true 

to my values.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My career choice will permit me to have the kind 

of family life I wish to have.  
o  o  o  o  o  

Thinking about choosing a career makes me feel 

uneasy.  
o  o  o  o  o  

When I tell other people about my career plans, I 

feel like I am being a little dishonest.  
o  o  o  o  o  

People who really know me seem doubtful when 

I share my career plans with them.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I doubt I will find a career that suits me.  o  o  o  o  o  

I may not be able to get the job I really want.  o  o  o  o  o  

My work interests are likely to change in the 

future.  
o  o  o  o  o  

What I look for in a job will change in the future.  o  o  o  o  o  

I will probably change my career goals.  o  o  o  o  o  

My career choice might turn out to be different 

than I expect. 
o  o  o  o  o  

I need to learn a lot more before I can make a 

career choice.  
o  o  o  o  o  

 

Q3. "When you explore careers, to what 

extent do you agree with the following 

statements? Right now I am…" 

Strongly 

Disagree  
Disagree  

Neither agree 

nor disagree  
Agree  

Strongly 

agree 

casually learning about careers that are unfamiliar 

to me in order to find a few to explore further.   
o  o  o  o  o  

trying to have many different experiences so that 

I can find several jobs that might suit me. 
o  o  o  o  o  

thinking about how I could fit into many different 

careers. 
o  o  o  o  o  

learning about various jobs that I might like.  o  o  o  o  o  

keeping my options open as I learn about many 

different careers. 
o  o  o  o  o  
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identifying my strongest talents as I think about 

careers. 
o  o  o  o  o  

learning as much as I can about the particular 

educational requirements of the career that 

interests me the most.  
o  o  o  o  o  

learning what I can do to improve my chances of 

getting into my chosen career.  
o  o  o  o  o  

trying to find people that share my career 

interests.  
o  o  o  o  o  

thinking about all the aspects of working that are 

important to me.  
o  o  o  o  o  

Q4. Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  

o Male/father figure  

o Female/Mother figure  

o Equal Parent Influence  

o I do not have a parental figure in my life  

 

Skip To: End of Survey If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = I do not have a 

parental figure in my life 
Display This Question: 

If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Equal Parent Influence 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Male/father figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Female/Mother figure 

 

Q5. To what extent do you agree with the 

following statements?  

Strongly 

Disagree  

Disagree  Neither agree 

nor disagree 

Agree  Strongly 

agree  

My parents try to make all of my major 

decisions.  o  o  o  o  o  

My parents discourage me from making 

decisions that they disagree with. o  o  o  o  o  

My parents overreact when I encounter a 

negative experience. o  o  o  o  o  

My parents don’t intervene in my life unless they 

notice me experiencing physical or emotional 

trauma. 
o  o  o  o  o  

Sometimes my parents invest more time and 

energy into my projects than I do. o  o  o  o  o  

My parents consider themselves bad parents 

when they do not step in and ‘‘save’’ me from 

difficulty.  
o  o  o  o  o  

I can handle myself pretty well in a crisis.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My parents feel like bad parents when I make 

poor choices.  o  o  o  o  o  

My parents voice their opinions about my 

personal relationships. o  o  o  o  o  

My parents consider themselves good parents 

when they solve problems for me.  o  o  o  o  o  
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My parents insist that I keep them informed of 

my daily activities.  o  o  o  o  o  

When I have to go somewhere (e.g., doctor 

appointments, academic meetings, the bank, 

clothing stores), my parents accompany me.  
o  o  o  o  o  

When I am going through a difficult situation, 

my parents always try to fix it.  o  o  o  o  o  

My parents encourage me to take risks and step 

outside of my comfort zone. o  o  o  o  o  

My parents think it is their job to shield  

me from adversity. o  o  o  o  
 

 

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Male/father figure 
Or Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Female/Mother figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Equal Parent Influence 

 
Q6. In considering the parental figure that 

exerts the greatest dominance, to what extent 

do you agree with the following statements? 

Strongly 

Disagree  

Disagree  Neither 

agree nor 

disagree  

Agree  Strongly 

agree  

My parent tries to make all of my major 

decisions. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent discourages me from making decisions 

that he or she disagrees with. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent overreacts when I encounter a negative 

experience. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent doesn’t intervene in my life unless he 

or she notices me experiencing  physical or 

emotional trauma. 
o  o  o  o  o  

Sometimes my parent invests more time and 

energy into my projects than I do. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent considers oneself a bad parent when he 

or she does not step in and ‘‘save’’ me from 

difficulty. 
o  o  o  o  o  

I can handle myself pretty well in a crisis. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My parent feels like a bad parent when I make 

poor choices. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent voices his or her opinion about my 

personal relationships. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent considers himself or herself a good 

parent when he or she solves problems for me. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent insists that I keep him or her informed 

of my daily activities. o  o  o  o  o  

When I have to go somewhere (e.g., doctor 

appointments, academic meetings,  the bank, 

clothing stores), my parent accompanies me. 
o  o  o  o  o  

When I am going through a difficult situation, my 

parent always tries to fix it. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent encourages me to take risks and step 

outside of my comfort zone. o  o  o  o  o  

My parent thinks it is his or her job to shield me 

from adversity. o  o  o  o  o  
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o  o  o  o  o  

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Male/father figure 
Or Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Female/Mother figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Equal Parent Influence 

 
Q7. In considering the parental figure that exerts 

the greatest dominance, to what extent do you 

agree with the following statements?  

Strongly 

Disagree  

Disagree  Neither 

agree nor 

disagree  

Agree  Strongly 

agree  

Once family policy had been established, my 

father/mother discussed the reasoning behind the 

policy with the children.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother directed the activities and decisions 

of the children through reasoning and discipline. o  o  o  o  o  

As the children in my family were growing up, my 

father/mother consistently gave us direction and 

guidance in rational and objective ways. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother had clear standards of behavior for 

the children in our home, but she/he was willing to 

adjust those standards to the needs of each of the 

individual children in the family.  

o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother gave me direction for my behavior 

and activities as I was growing up and he/she 

expected me to follow his/her direction, but he/she 

was always willing to listen to my concerns and to 

discuss that direction with me.   

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother gave me 

clear direction for my behaviors and activities, but 

he/she was also understanding when I disagreed with 

him/her. 

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, if my father/mother made a 

decision in the family that hurt me, he/she was 

willing to discuss that decision with me and to admit 

it if he/she had made a mistake. 

o  o  o  o  o  

Even if his/her children didn't agree with him/her, my 

father/mother felt that it was for our own good if we 

were forced to conform to what he/she thought was 

right.   

o  o  o  o  o  

Whenever my father/mother told me to do something 

as I was growing up, he/she expected me to do it 

immediately without asking any questions. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother has always felt that more force 

should be used by parents in order to get their 

children to behave the way they are supposed to. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother felt that wise parents should teach 

their children early who is the boss in the family.  o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother would get 

very upset if I tried to disagree with him/her.  o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother let me know 

what behavior he/she expected of me, and if I didn’t 

meet those expectations, he/she punished me.  
o  o  o  o  o  
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My father/mother has always felt that most problems 

in society would be solved if parents strictly and 

forcibly dealt with their children when they don't do 

what they are supposed to.  

o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother has always felt that children need 

to be free to make up their own minds and to do what 

they want to do, even if this does not agree with what 

their parents might want. 

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother did not feel 

that I needed to obey rules and regulations of 

behavior simply because someone in authority has 

established them.  

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother seldom gave 

me expectations and guidelines for my behavior.   o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother feels that most problems in society 

would be solved if parents did not restrict their 

children's activities, decisions and desires.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother did not view him/her self as 

responsible for directing and guiding my behavior as 

I was growing up.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother did not direct the behaviors, 

activities, and desires of the children in the family.  

o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Equal Parent Influence 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Male/father figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Female/Mother figure 

 

Q8. To what extent do you agree with the 

following statements?  

Strongly 

Disagree  

Disagree Neither 

agree nor 

disagree  

Agree  Strongly 

agree  

Once family policy had been established, my 

mother/father discussed the reasoning behind the 

policy with the children.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother directed the activities and decisions 

of the children through reasoning and discipline. o  o  o  o  o  

As the children in my family were growing up, my 

father/mother consistently gave us direction and 

guidance in rational and objective ways. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother had clear standards of behavior for 

the children in our home, but she/he was willing to 

adjust those standards to the needs of each of the 

individual children in the family.  

o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother gave me direction for my behavior 

and activities as I was growing up and he/she 

expected me to follow his/her direction, but he/she 

was always willing to listen to my concerns and to 

discuss that direction with me.  

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother gave me 

clear direction for my behaviors and activities, but o  o  o  o  o  
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he/she was also understanding when I disagreed with 

him/her. 

As I was growing up, if my father/mother made a 

decision in the family that hurt me, he/she was 

willing to discuss that decision with me and to admit 

it if he/she had made a mistake.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Even if his/her children didn't agree with him/her, my 

father/mother felt that it was for our own good if we 

were forced to conform to what he/she thought was 

right.  

o  o  o  o  o  

Whenever my father/mother told me to do something 

as I was growing up, he/she expected me to do it 

immediately without asking any questions. 
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother has always felt that more force 

should be used by parents in order to get their 

children to behave the way they are supposed to.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother felt that wise parents should teach 

their children early who is the boss in the family.  o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother would get 

very upset if I tried to disagree with him/her.  o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother let me know 

what behavior he/she expected of me, and if I didn’t 

meet those expectations, he/she punished me.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother has always felt that most problems 

in society would be solved if parents strictly and 

forcibly dealt with their children when they don't do 

what they are supposed to.  

o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother has always felt that children need 

to be free to make up their own minds and to do what 

they want to do, even if this does not agree with what 

their parents might want. 

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother did not feel 

that I needed to obey rules and regulations of 

behavior simply because someone in authority has 

established them.   

o  o  o  o  o  

As I was growing up, my father/mother seldom gave 

me expectations and guidelines for my behavior. o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother feels that most problems in society 

would be solved if parents did not restrict their 

children's activities, decisions and desires.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother did not view him/her self as 

responsible for directing and guiding my behavior as 

I was growing up.  
o  o  o  o  o  

My father/mother did not direct the behaviors, 

activities, and desires of the children in the family.  

o  o  o  o  

 

 

 

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Equal Parent Influence 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Male/father figure 
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And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Female/Mother figure 

 

Q9. Please indicate the degree to which your 

parents ‘really know’ about the following things 
Doesn't know  Knows a little Knows a lot 

Where you go at night. 
o  o  o  

Where you are most afternoons after school/classes.  
o  o  o  

How you spend your money.  
o  o  o  

What you do with your free time. 
o  o  o  

Who your friends are. 
o  o  o  

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Male/father figure 
Or Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Female/Mother figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Equal Parent Influence 

 

Q10.  In considering the parental figure that exerts the greatest 

dominance, please indicate the degree to which they ‘really know’ about 

the following things 

Doesn't 

know  

Knows a 

little 

Knows a 

lot 

Where you go at night. o  o  o  

Where you are most afternoons after school/classes.  o  o  o  

How you spend your money.  o  o  o  

What you do with your free time. o  o  o  

Who your friends are. o  o   

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Equal Parent Influence 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Male/father figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Female/Mother figure 

 

Q11. My parents are people who… Not like 

them 

Somewhat like 

them 

A lot like 

them 

Change the subject, whenever I have something to say.  
o  o  o  

Finish my sentences whenever I talk.  
o  o  o  

Act like they know what I am thinking or feeling.  
o  o  o  

Would like to be able to tell me how to feel or think about 

things all the time.  o  o  o  

Are always trying to change how I feel or think about things.   
o  o  o  

Blame me for other family members’ problems.  
o  o  o  

Bring up my past mistakes when they criticize me.  
o  o  o  

 

Q12. In considering the parental figure that exerts the greatest 

dominance, to what extent do the following statements describe them? 

My parental figure is a person who… 

Not like 

them 

Somewhat 

like them 

A lot 

like 

them 
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Changes the subject, whenever I have something to say.  o  o  o  

Finishes my sentences whenever I talk.  o  o  o  

Acts like they know what I am thinking or feeling.  o  o  o  

Would like to be able to tell me how to feel or think about things all the 

time.  
o  o  o  

Are always trying to change how I feel or think about things.   o  o  o  

Blames me for other family members’ problems.  o  o  o  

Brings up my past mistakes when they criticize me.  o  o   

Display This Question: 
If Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Male/father figure 
Or Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  = Female/Mother figure 
And Which parent in your life exerts the greatest dominance?  != Equal Parent Influence 
 

 

Q13 How do you view your parents’ level of involvement over your long-term career goals?  

o An extreme burden  

o Inappropriate  

o Rarely, if ever, appropriate  

o At times appropriate  

o Appropriate  

o Advantageous/beneficial  

Q14 How do you view your parents’ level of involvement over your day-to-day decisions? 

o An extreme burden   

o Inappropriate  

o Rarely, if ever, appropriate  

o At times appropriate  

o Appropriate  

o Advantageous/beneficial  

Q15 What is your age?  

o 18   

o 19   

o 20   

o 21    

o 22   

o 23   

o 24   

o 25  

Q16 Which gender do you best associate with?  

o Male   

o Female    

o Other   
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Q17 What is your current employment status at the time of this study?  

o Unemployed    

o Employed < 10 hours per week   

o Employed 11- 20 hours per week   

o Employed 21-30 hours per week   

o Employed 31-40 hours per week   

Q18 Are you a member of a visible minority group?   

Note. Statistics Canada defines visible minorities as ‘persons, other than Aboriginal peoples, who are non-Caucasian 

in race or non-white in color’.  

o Not a visible minority   

o Chinese    

o South Asian    

o Black   

o Filipino   

o Latin American   

o Southeast Asian    

o Arab   

o West Asian    

o Korean    

o Japanese   

o Other   

Q19 How many brothers and/or sisters do you have?  

o None/only child  

o One   

o Two   

o Three  

o More than 3   

Q20 Are you a parent?  

o No   

o Yes   

Q21 What is your current marital status?  

o Divorced-now single   

o Divorced-now common law    

o Single-never married   

o Common law   

o Married   

Q22 What is your year of registration?  

o First Year   

o Second Year  

o Third Year  

o Fourth Year   

o Fifth Year    

o Graduate Studies   

Q23 What is your place of primary residence when enrolled as a student?  

o With my parents   
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o Campus housing    

o Rental Apartment   

o Currently financing a home   

Q24 What is your place of primary residence when not taking courses as a student?  

o With my parents   

o Campus housing   

o Rental Apartment   

o Currently financing a home   

Q25 What is the highest level of education achieved by your female/mother figure? 

o High School   

o Some College or University (No degree)   

o Associates Degree   

o Bachelor’s Degree   

o Master’s Degree   

o Ph.D. or MD   

Q26 What is the highest level of education achieved by your male/father figure? 

o High School   

o Some College or University (No degree)   

o Associates Degree   

o Bachelor’s Degree   

o Master’s Degree   

o Ph.D. or MD   

Q27 Please estimate the combined annual income of your parental figures.  

o $0-$40,000   

o $41,000-$70,000   

o $71,000-$90,000   

o $91,000-$120,000   

o $121,000-$150,000   

o $151,000-$180,000   

o Greater than $180,000  
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Appendix J. Test for Common Method Bias Using the Common Latent Approach. 

 

 
 

 
Notes. CCM refers to career commitment making. CSD refers to career self doubt. CF refers to 

career flexibility. ICC refers to identification with career commitment. EID refers to exploration 

in-depth. EIB refers to exploration in breadth.  
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Appendix K. Test for Common Method Bias Using the Marker Variable Method. 
 
 
 

 
 

Notes. CCM refers to career commitment making. CSD refers to career self doubt. CF refers to 

career flexibility. ICC refers to identification with career commitment. EID refers to exploration 

in-depth. EIB refers to exploration in breadth. BehavCtrl refers to behavioral control.  
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Appendix L. Measurement Model Illustrations and Fit Indices for Career Adaptability  

 

 

 

 

One-Factor, Four Factor and Second Order (1-4) Measurement Models of Career Adaptability. 

 
 

 

 

Fit Indices and Model Comparison  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

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

One-Factor Model 37 511.69 54 9.48 <.001 0.131 [.121, .141] 0.095 0.65 559.69

w/factor covaried errors 50 124.02 41 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.051, .077] 0.047 0.94 198.02

Second Order (1-4) 49 249.60 50 4.99 <.001 0.090 [.079, .101] 0.069 0.85 305.60

w/factor covaried errors 50 228.29 49 4.66 <.001 0.086 [.075, .097] 0.066 0.86 286.29

Four-Factor Model 46 244.26 48 5.09 <.001 0.091 [.080, .102] 0.066 0.85 304.26

Unrelated latents 40 556.03 54 10.30 <.001 0.137 [.127, .148] 0.186 0.62 604.03

w/factor covaried errors 47 224.34 47 4.77 <.001 0.087 [.076, .099] 0.064 0.87 286.34
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Appendix M. Career Adaptabilities Scale: Items, Descriptive Statistics, and Standardized 

Loadings 

 

 

 

 

 

Construct Item (first-order indicators) Mean SD Loading 

Concern 1. Thinking about what my future will be like  3.30 1.01 0.71 

2. Preparing for the future  3.15 0.96 0.78 

3. 
Becoming aware of the educational and career choices that 

I must make  
3.44 0.95 0.64 

Control 1. Making decisions about myself  3.21 1.00 0.52 

2. Taking responsibility for my actions  3.66 0.92 0.53 

3. Counting on myself 3.48 1.03 0.68 

Curiosity  1. Looking for opportunities to grow as a person  3.34 1.07 0.61 

2. Investigating options before making a choice  3.50 1.00 0.39 

3. Observing different ways of doing things 3.20 0.97 0.36 

Confidence  1. Taking care to do things well  3.65 0.95 0.54 

2. Learning new skills  3.48 0.95 0.64 

3. Working up to my ability 3.35 0.99 0.71 

Construct Construct (second-order indicators) Mean SD Loading 

Adaptability  1. Concern 3.30 0.80 0.54 

 2. Control 3.45 0.73 0.78 

 3. Curiosity  3.35 0.73 0.98 

  4. Confidence  3.49 0.74 0.84 

Note. All the loadings are significant at α= .001 
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Appendix N. Measurement Model Illustrations and Fit Indices for Vocational Identity  

Six-Factor and Three-Factor Models of Vocational Identity. 

 
Second Order (3-2) and Second Order (1-6) Models of Vocational Identity.  

 
 

Fit Indices and Model Comparison  

 

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

Second Order (3-2) 114 1074.64 396 2.71 <.001 0.059 [.055, .063] 0.069 0.88 1212.64

w/factor covaried errors 118 961.22 392 2.45 <.001 0.054 [.050, .059] 0.068 0.90 1107.22

Three-Factor Model 96 1969.85 402 4.90 <.001 0.089 [.085, .093] 0.114 0.72 2095.85

Unrelated latents 93 2337.96 405 5.77 <.001 0.098 [.094, .102] 0.187 0.65 2457.96

w/factor covaried errors 120 973.05 378 2.57 <.001 0.056 [.052, .061] 0.097 0.89 1147.05

Six-Factor Model 111 1011.50 390 2.59 <.001 0.057 [.053, .061] 0.060 0.89 1161.50

Unrelated latents 96 1877.73 405 4.64 <.001 0.086 [.082, .090] 0.203 0.73 1997.73

w/factor covaried errors 115 890.73 386 2.31 <.001 0.051 [.047, .056] 0.058 0.91 1048.73

Second Order (1-6) 109 1212.95 400 3.03 <.001 0.064 [.060, .068] 0.096 0.85 1342.95

w/factor covaried errors 114 1086.80 395 2.75 <.001 0.060 [.055, .064] 0.095 0.88 1226.80
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Appendix O. Vocational Identity Scale: Items, Descriptive Statistics, and Standardized 

Loadings. 

Construct  Item  Mean  SD Loading  

Career 

Commitment  
1. I know what kind of work is best for me. 3.80 0.75 0.45 

2. No other career is as appealing to me as the one I 

expect to enter. 
3.01 1.10 0.68 

3. I have known for a long time what career is best for 

me. 
2.73 1.30 0.73 

4. No one will change my mind about the career I have 

chosen. 
2.81 1.15 0.76 

5. I have invested a lot of energy into preparing for my 

chosen career. 
3.69 1.00 0.57 

ID with 

Commitment 1. My career will help me satisfy deeply personal goals. 3.80 0.94 0.76 

2. My family feels confident that I will enter my chosen 

career. 
3.94 0.89 0.43 

3. Becoming a worker in my chosen career will allow me 

to become the person I dream to be.  
3.71 0.98 0.76 

4.  I chose a career that will allow me to remain true to 

my values. 
4.07 0.80 0.64 

5. My career choice will permit me to have the kind of 

family life I wish to have. 
3.81 0.91 0.24 

Career Self 

Doubt 
1. Thinking about choosing a career makes me feel 

uneasy. 
3.13 1.25 0.73 

2. When I tell other people about my career plans, I feel 

like I am being a little dishonest.  
2.44 1.10 0.69 

3. People who really know me seem doubtful when I 

share my career plans with them.  
2.00 1.00 0.63 

4. I doubt I will find a career that suits me. 2.05 1.00 0.74 

5. I may not be able to get the job I really want. 2.95 1.18 0.60 

Career 

Flexibility 1. My work interests are likely to change in the future 
3.17 1.00 0.81 

2.What I look for in a job will change in the future. 3.19 0.99 0.65 

3. I will probably change my career goals. 3.04 1.03 0.78 

4. My career choice might turn out to be different than I 

expect. 
3.67 0.91 0.71 

5. I need to learn a lot more before I can make a career 

choice. 
3.30 1.15 0.65 

Exploration 

In-Breadth 
1. casually learning about careers that are unfamiliar to 

me in order to find a few to explore further. 
3.14 1.07 0.67 

2. trying to have many different experiences so that I can 

find several jobs that might suit me. 
3.47 1.03 0.72 
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3. thinking about how I could fit into many different 

careers. 
3.51 0.98 0.74 

4. learning about various jobs that I might like. 3.69 0.87 0.74 

5. keeping my options open as I learn about many 

different careers. 
3.76 0.94 0.72 

Exploration 

In-Depth 
1. identifying my strongest talents as I think about 

careers.  
3.90 0.83 0.571 

2. learning as much as I can about the particular 

educational requirements of the career that interests me 

the most.  

3.94 0.93 0.497 

3. earning what I can do to improve my chances of getting 

into my chosen career. 
4.09 0.83 0.587 

4. trying to find people that share my career interests. 3.62 0.98 0.512 

5. thinking about all the aspects of working that are 

important to me. 
3.96 0.71 0.526 

Note. All the loadings are significant at α= .001 
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Appendix P. Measurement Model Illustrations and Fit Indices for Helicopter Parenting  

 

 

 

Single Factor and Single Factor with Covaried Errors Models of Helicopter Parenting.  

 
 

 

 

 

Fit Indices and Model Comparison  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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

One-Factor Model 46 440.40 90 4.89 <.001 0.089 [.081, .097] 0.069 0.80 500.40

w/factor covaried errors 57 200.68 79 2.54 <.001 0.056 [.046, .065] 0.049 0.93 282.68
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Appendix Q.  Helicopter Parenting Scale: Items, Descriptive Statistics, and Standardized 

Loadings. 

 

 

 

Item  Mean  SD Loading  

My parent tries to make all of my major decisions.  2.17 1.08 0.61 

My parent discourages me from making decisions that he or she disagrees with.  2.93 1.19 0.49 

If my parent doesn’t do certain things for me (e.g., doing laundry, cleaning room, 

making doctor appointments), they will not get done.  
2.69 1.19 0.57 

My parent overreacts when I encounter a negative experience.  2.64 1.09 0.33 

My parent doesn’t intervene in my life unless he or she notices me experiencing 

physical or emotional trauma * 
2.18 1.14 0.51 

Sometimes my parent invests more time and energy into my projects than I do.  2.08 1.02 0.55 

My parent considers oneself a bad parent when he or she does not step in and 

‘‘save’’ me from difficulty.  
4.02 0.75 -0.24 

My parent feels like a bad parent when I make poor choices.  2.62 1.10 0.50 

My parent voices his or her opinion about my personal relationships.  3.50 1.07 0.47 

My parent considers himself or herself a good parent when he or she solves 

problems for me.  
3.07 0.99 0.48 

My parent insists that I keep him or her informed of my daily activities.  2.78 1.26 0.59 

When I have to go somewhere (e.g., doctor appointments, academic meetings, the 

bank, clothing stores), my parent accompanies me.  
2.11 1.07 0.47 

When I am going through a difficult situation, my parent always tries to fix it.  2.80 1.11 0.57 

My parent encourages me to take risks and step outside of my comfort zone * 2.21 1.00 0.30 

My parent thinks it is his or her job to shield me from adversity.  2.26 1.09 0.70 

Note. Items marked with * are reverse coded  
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Appendix R. Results of Tests for Measurement Invariance (Configural, Metric and Scalar) 

for Helicopter Parenting.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Model CMIN (df) CFI RMSEA SRMR Model Comp Δx2 (Δdf) ΔCFI Decision

M1: Configural Invariance 507.08 (178) 0.806 0.061 0.072

M2: Metric Invariance 524.74 (193) 0.805 0.059 0.081 M1 17.66 (15) 0.001 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 552.08 (208) 0.797 0.058 0.081 M2 27.34 (15) 0.008 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 483.32 (176) 0.825 0.060 0.069

M2: Metric Invariance 511.02 (191) 0.818 0.059 0.075 M1 27.70 (15) 0.007 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 530.93 (206) 0.815 0.057 0.075 M2 19.91 (15) 0.003 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 418.18 (170) 0.856 0.056 0.064

M2: Metric Invariance 434.41 (185) 0.855 0.054 0.069 M1 16.23 (15) 0.001 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 446.41 (200) 0.857 0.051 0.069 M2 12.00 (15) 0.002 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 456.00 (176) 0.836 0.057 0.071

M2: Metric Invariance 470.66 (191) 0.836 0.055 0.077 M1 14.66 (15) 0.000 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 484.90 (206) 0.837 0.053 0.077 M2 14.24 (15) 0.001 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 559.99 (178) 0.781 0.065 0.098

M2: Metric Invariance 579.03 (193) 0.779 0.062 0.125 M1 19.04 (15) 0.002 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 597.07 (208) 0.777 0.060 0.124 M2 18.04 (15) 0.002 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 476.60 (176) 0.824 0.059 0.067

M2: Metric Invariance 493.12 (191) 0.823 0.057 0.069 M1 16.52 (15) 0.001 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 539.23 (206) 0.805 0.058 0.069 M2 46.11 (15)** 0.018 Reject

M3a: Partial Scalar Invariance 518.36 (203) 0.816 0.056 0.069 M2 25.24 (15) 0.007 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 566.55 (178) 0.777 0.067 0.107

M2: Metric Invariance 574.99 (193) 0.781 0.064 0.123 M1 8.44 (15) 0.004 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 599.81 (208) 0.775 0.062 0.123 M2 24.82 (15) 0.006 Accept

Only child status

Gender

Degree Type

SES

Employment Status 

Residence as Student 

Residence when not student
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Appendix S. Results of Tests for Measurement Invariance (Configural, Metric and Scalar) 

for Vocational Identity Status.  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model CMIN (df) CFI RMSEA SRMR Model Comp Δx2 (Δdf) ΔCFI Decision

M1: Configural Invariance 1554.97 (780) 0.861 0.045 0.091

M2: Metric Invariance 1619.09 (809) 0.854 0.045 0.103 M1 64.12 (29)** 0.007 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1683.66 (839) 0.848 0.045 0.103 M2 64.57 (30)** 0.006 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1570.44 (780) 0.858 0.046 0.095

M2: Metric Invariance 1611.65 (808) 0.856 0.045 0.094 M1 41.41 (28)* 0.001 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1771.46 (838) 0.832 0.048 0.089 M2 159.81 (30)*** 0.024 Reject

M3a: Partial Scalar Invariance 1689.26 (833) 0.846 0.046 0.092 M2 77.61 (25)*** 0.010 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1298.85 (774) 0.902 0.038 0.071

M2: Metric Invariance 1313.25 (804) 0.905 0.037 0.071 M1 14.40 (30) 0.003 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1383.37 (834) 0.897 0.038 0.072 M2 70.12 (30)*** 0.008 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1485.91 (778) 0.873 0.043 0.080

M2: Metric Invariance 1514.91 (808) 0.873 0.042 0.084 M1 29.00 (30) 0.000 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1562.56 (838) 0.870 0.042 0.084 M2 47.65 (30)* 0.003 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1568.15 (780) 0.859 0.045 0.114

M2: Metric Invariance 1600.95 (810) 0.859 0.045 0.123 M1 32.8 (30) 0.000 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1650.42 (840) 0.855 0.044 0.123 M2 49.47 (30)* 0.004 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1494.98 (778) 0.871 0.043 0.065

M2: Metric Invariance 1532.33 (808) 0.870 0.043 0.065 M1 37.35 (30) 0.001 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1585.10 (838) 0.866 0.043 0.065 M2 52.77 (30)** 0.004 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 1616.31 (778) 0.852 0.047 0.118

M2: Metric Invariance 1647.28 (808) 0.852 0.046 0.146 M1 30.97 (30) 0.000 Accept

M3: Scalar Invariance 1682.48 (838) 0.851 0.045 0.150 M2 35.2 (30) 0.001 Accept

Only child status

Gender

Degree Type

SES

Employment Status 

Residence as Student 

Residence when not student
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Appendix T. Results of Tests for Measurement Invariance (Configural, Metric and Scalar) 

for Career Adaptability.  
 

 

Model CMIN (df) CFI RMSEA SRMR Model Comp Δx2 (Δdf) ΔCFI Decision

M1: Configural Invariance 294.91 (100) 0.853 0.063 0.081

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 313.54 (108) 0.845 0.062 0.084 M1 18.63 (8) 0.008 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 331.82 (114) 0.836 0.063 0.091 M2 18.28 (6) 0.009 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 367.39 (126) 0.818 0.063 0.091 M3 35.57 (12) 0.018 Reject

M5: Partial Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 351.32 (125) 0.829 0.061 0.091 M3 16.07 (1) 0.007 Accept

M6: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 371.13 (129) 0.817 0.062 0.096 M4 19.81 (4) 0.010 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 318.34 (100) 0.837 0.067 0.068

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 324.45 (108) 0.838 0.064 0.068 M1 6.11 (8) 0.001 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 346.05 (114) 0.828 0.065 0.076 M2 21.60 (6) 0.010 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 373.58 (128) 0.818 0.063 0.078 M3 27.53 (14) 0.010 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 377.10 (130) 0.815 0.062 0.078 M4 3.52 (2) 0.003 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 314.06 (100) 0.839 0.066 0.079

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 321.77 (108) 0.839 0.064 0.078 M1 7.71 (8) 0.000 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 326.12 (113) 0.840 0.062 0.079 M2 4.35 (5) 0.001 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 342.20 (125) 0.837 0.060 0.079 M3 16.08 (12) 0.003 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 346.23 (127) 0.835 0.059 0.079 M4 4.03 (2) 0.002 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 299.58 (100) 0.817 0.069 0.084

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 301.02 (108) 0.823 0.065 0.084 M1 1.44 (8) 0.006 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 315.71 (114) 0.815 0.065 0.087 M2 14.69 (6) 0.008 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 320.41 (126) 0.822 0.061 0.087 M3 4.70(12) 0.007 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 325.64 (128) 0.819 0.061 0.092 M4 5.23 (2) 0.003 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 303.33 (100) 0.845 0.064 0.083

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 309.06 (108) 0.847 0.062 0.093 M1 5.73 (8) 0.002 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 326.25 (114) 0.839 0.062 0.101 M2 17.19 (6) 0.008 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 343.24 (125) 0.834 0.060 0.106 M3 16.99 (11) 0.005 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 386.12 (128) 0.804 0.064 0.107 M4 41.88 (3) 0.030 Reject

M6: Partial Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 358.24 (129) 0.826 0.099 0.115 M4 27.88 (1) 0.008 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 279.85 (100) 0.860 0.061 0.071

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 287.82 (109) 0.861 0.058 0.070 M1 7.97 (9) 0.001 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 315.32 (114) 0.843 0.060 0.078 M2 27.50 (5) 0.018 Reject

M4: Partial Metric Invariance Second Order 302.58 (114) 0.853 0.058 0.072 M2 12.74 (0) 0.008 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 322.13 (126) 0.847 0.056 0.072 M3 19.55 (12) 0.006 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 322.97 (128) 0.848 0.056 0.073 M4 0.84 (2) 0.001 Accept

M1: Configural Invariance 306.61 (100) 0.840 0.067 0.103

M2: Metric Invariance First Order 313.78 (108) 0.841 0.064 0.110 M1 7.17 (8) 0.001 Accept

M3: Metric Invariance Second Order 328.52 (114) 0.834 0.064 0.112 M2 14.74 (6) 0.007 Accept

M4: Scalar Invariance Measured Variables 342.81 (126) 0.832 0.061 0.112 M3 14.29 (12) 0.002 Accept

M5: Scalar Invariance First Order Latents 358.23 (128) 0.822 0.062 0.153 M4 15.42 (2) 0.010 Accept

Only child status

Gender

Degree Type

SES

Employment Status 

Residence as Student 

Residence when not student
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Appendix U. Structural Model 2.   
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Appendix V. Structural Model 3. 
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Appendix W. Structural Model 4. 
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Appendix X.  Structural Model 6. 
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Appendix Y. Structural Model 7.  
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Appendix Z. Non-Significant Pairwise Comparisons Between Identity Statuses on Identity 

Dimensions.  

 
 
 
 
 

Identity Dimension Non-Significant Pairwise Comparisons 

In-Depth 

Exploration 

U and F (ΔM= .241, p=.245),  U and SM (ΔM= .368, p=.139), U and M 

(ΔM= .078, p=1.00), F and SM (ΔM= .127, p=1.00), F and M (ΔM= -

.163, p=1.00), SM and M (ΔM= -.290, p=.974).  

In-Breadth 

Exploration  

D and U (ΔM= -.481, p=.145), D and SM (ΔM= -.318, p=1.00), D and M 

(ΔM= -.325, p=1.00), U and SM (ΔM= .164, p=1.00),  U and M (ΔM= 

.156, p=1.00), F and IA (ΔM= .044, p=1.00), SM and M (ΔM= -.007, 

p=1.00). 

ID W/Commitment  D and M (ΔM= .404, p= .198), U and F (ΔM= -.063, p= 1.00), U and SM 

(ΔM= -.047, p=1.00), F and SM (ΔM= .016, p=1.00). 

Career Flexibility  D and U (ΔM= .071, p=1.00), D and SM (ΔM= .056, p= 1.00), D and M 

(ΔM= -.204, p= 1.00), U and SM (ΔM= -.016, p=1.00), U and M (ΔM= -

.275, p=.112) and SM and M (ΔM= -.259, p=.755). 

Career Self-Doubt D and M (ΔM= -.107, p=1.00), U and F (ΔM= .221, p=.074).  

Notes. All pairwise comparisons were significant for career commitment. U=Undifferentiated; 

F=Foreclosure; SM= Searching Moratorium; M=Moratorium; D=Diffusion; IA= Identity 

Achieved.  

 

 


