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Abstract: Parents/caregivers remain important in the lives of emerging adults in the modern era and
understanding the ways in which parents of emerging adults balance responsiveness, demandingness,
and autonomy support can help inform evidence-based recommendations around developmentally
appropriate protective parenting. The present study identified four “parenting styles” in emerging
adulthood in a sample of 680 4-year university and community college students (M = 19.0, ranging
from 18 to 25; 70.7% female, 22.6% male) who reported on their primary parent/caregiver’s parenting
behaviors. These parenting styles largely overlapped with traditional conceptualizations of parenting
styles (two authoritarian profiles, a potentially indulgent profile, and a profile characterized by the
average levels of all parenting behaviors measured, which may reflect the modern authoritative
parenting style of emerging adults). No hypothesized overparenting profile emerged. The potentially
indulgent profile saw the lowest levels of depression, mood, and anxiety symptoms, whereas the
potentially indulgent and authoritative profiles saw the most positive wellbeing outcomes. The
findings underscore the way in which responsiveness and autonomy support in emerging adulthood
appear developmentally appropriate and adaptive, and how helicopter parenting does not appear to
be as important as other aspects of parent–emerging adult relationships.
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1. Introduction

Parents/caregivers (henceforth, “parents”) are among the most important determi-
nants of adolescent mental health [1], but until recently we knew little about what protective
parenting looks like in emerging adulthood. Emerging adulthood (ages 18–25) is a critical
period in development [2], marked by a high risk of internalizing problems like anxiety
and depression [3]. Mental health symptoms in emerging adults of the current generation
Z are nearly twice the levels seen in adolescents [4] and are staggeringly high: during the
2021–2022 academic year, 44% of U.S. community college and 4-year university students
reported symptoms of depression and 37% reported symptoms of anxiety [5]. College
students also tend to endorse low levels of positive mental health, with only 36% endorsing
experiences consistent with psychological flourishing [6].

The quality of adjustment during emerging adulthood has lifelong implications; the
onset of internalizing symptoms during emerging adulthood heightens the risk of persistent
negative mental and behavioral outcomes across adulthood [7]. Poor emerging adult
adjustment can interfere with education and employment outcomes, which are linked to
physical health outcomes across the life course [8,9]. Conversely, emerging adulthood can
also be a developmental time period during which youth construct key building blocks
for psychological flourishing, including high quality relationships, positive emotions, and
resilience in the face of obstacles [10–12]. Given the long-term implications, it is critical
to identify the ways in which we might leverage the protective power of parents to both
minimize mental health risks and maximize positive wellbeing during the transition from
adolescence into emerging adulthood.
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A compelling literature is beginning to show the ways in which parental importance
persists into emerging adulthood [13–16], especially regarding the ways that parents and
their emerging adult children must navigate developmental tensions between ongoing
support and connection alongside increased autonomy and reduced parental control [16].
The present study seeks to contribute to this understanding by examining constellations of
emerging adults’ perceptions of their parent’s demandingness, responsiveness, and auton-
omy supportive parenting behaviors (“parenting styles” in emerging adulthood), with an
emphasis on elucidating the roles of potentially autonomy supportive or inhibiting parental
behaviors in the context of the broader parenting relationship, during a developmental
period when autonomy development is crucial. Further, we examine the ways in which
these parenting styles may come to bear on the mental health and positive development of
emerging adults. Findings will have implications for evidence-based recommendations
to parents of emerging adults around how to facilitate their child’s positive psychological
development and help their emerging adult child avoid poor mental health during this
important phase of life.

1.1. Utility of Understanding Combinations of Parenting Behaviors in Emerging Adulthood

The ways in which parenting behaviors cluster together into “parenting styles” have
been studied for the better part of a century [17,18], yielding important insights about how
the co-occurrence of parental responsiveness (including parenting behaviors characterized
by involvement, warmth, sensitivity, and support) and demandingness (including parent-
ing behaviors like structure, limit setting, monitoring, and control) can facilitate healthy
child and adolescent development [19]. Most often, parenting styles are conceptualized
as capturing four quadrants formed by orthogonal dimensions of responsiveness and
demandingness, yielding authoritative (high responsiveness, moderate-to-high demand-
ingness), authoritarian (low responsiveness, high demandingness), indulgent or permissive
(high responsiveness, low demandingness), and uninvolved (low responsiveness, low
demandingness) parenting styles [17,18]. A fairly robust literature suggests that authori-
tative parenting (which balances supportive/responsive parenting with developmentally
appropriate consistent rule setting and discipline/demandingness) facilitates positive child
and adolescent adjustment across internalizing and externalizing outcomes [20,21], but
much less is known about how parenting styles during emerging adulthood might shape
emerging adult developmental outcomes.

Emerging adulthood is an important period of transition between adolescence and
adulthood, during which parent–child relationships must evolve to accommodate the
emerging adult’s normative need for increased independence within the context of the
parent–emerging adult relationship [22]. Research on parenting during emerging adulthood
underscores the importance of understanding the same dimensions that were important
in childhood and adolescence (i.e., responsiveness and demandingness, though the ideal
level and behavioral manifestations of these indicators may look different as the offspring
ages and leaves the home environment [13,14,23–25]). Indeed, the case for parental respon-
siveness as facilitative of positive emerging adult outcomes is strong [14–16,23]. During
emerging adulthood, demandingness is often conceptualized to include parental rules and
attempts to control behaviors such as emerging adult activities, finances, and work- or
school-related decisions (behavioral control); efforts to shape behavior can also include
tactics like parental guilt induction and withdrawal of affection (termed psychological con-
trol). The associations between behavioral control and developmental outcomes have been
mixed. On one hand, moderate amounts of behavioral control may be necessary to scaffold
emerging adults as they as they develop life skills, leading to more feelings of competence
and better emerging adult adjustment [26–31], but high behavioral control can be associated
with negative wellbeing when it is perceived as intrusive and over-controlling [32–34].
Conversely, psychological control has been quite consistently linked to poor psychological
adjustment [35–37].
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It is imperative that a parenting styles approach to emerging adulthood should expand
upon the responsiveness/demandingness conceptualization in order to consider devel-
opmentally salient autonomy supportive parenting [36,38–40]. It is generally accepted, in
line with self-determination theory [41–43], that autonomy supportive parenting (which
supports offspring’s capacity for independent, autonomous behavior) facilitates positive
emerging adult developmental outcomes [44,45]. A related but more controversial construct
is that of “helicopter parenting” (so termed because parents “hover” over their child to
help them avoid potential pitfalls; also known as overparenting), which is characterized by
excessive and developmentally inappropriate involvement in a child’s affairs. Many have
argued, and some research supports, the precept that helicopter parenting stymies healthy
emerging adult attainment of autonomy, competence, and mental health [44,46–49]. How-
ever, there is also compelling evidence that helicopter parenting is not always associated
with maladaptive outcomes [31,40,44,50,51].

Scholars have tended to conceptualize helicopter parenting and autonomy supportive
parenting as distinct but correlated constructs [44–46], and indeed a recent latent class
analysis revealed different clusters of families in which helicopter parenting sometimes
co-occurred with low autonomy support and sometimes co-occurred with high autonomy
support [52]. Interestingly, this study suggests that those families characterized by the
combination of both high autonomy supportive parenting and high helicopter parenting
saw the highest levels of life satisfaction [52]. It is possible that the mixed nature of past
(largely variable-centered) findings on helicopter parenting in emerging adulthood have
arisen from a linear examination of parenting behaviors in isolation, rather than a holistic
examination of responsive, demanding, and autonomy supportive/inhibiting parental
behaviors in combination; this holistic perspective is facilitated by the person-centered
approaches reviewed below.

1.2. Existing Evidence of Parenting Styles in Emerging Adulthood

A parenting styles approach allows us to capture and describe multiple dimensions
of parenting simultaneously and to understand how these constellations of parenting
behaviors may be uniquely associated with emerging adult mental health and positive
wellbeing. Person-centered analytic methods (e.g., mixture modeling) are well suited to
the task of identifying parenting styles, as they can identify heterogenous sub-groups of
individuals who share common attitudes or practices and allow for a synthesis across mul-
tiple dimensions of parenting behaviors. Importantly, a person-centered approach allows
us to tailor our study of parenting to the developmental phase of emerging adulthood.
This approach can account for heterogeneity within dimensions, such that indicators of
responsiveness, demandingness, or autonomy support may not always cluster together
(e.g., a parent could be highly involved but not particularly warm, a parent could employ
behavioral but not psychological control, a parent can demonstrate both frequent helicopter
parenting and frequent autonomy support). These methods also allow for the exploration of
non-linear associations between combinations of parenting and emerging adult adjustment
outcomes. For example, we can test if moderate levels (as opposed to high or low levels) of
combinations of different parenting behaviors may best facilitate healthy emerging adult
adjustment [32,53,54]. In the current study we utilize this nuanced approach to parenting
styles, as it allows for (a) the modeling of heterogeneity across multiple dimensions of par-
enting behaviors simultaneously and (b) the exploration of potential additive, interactive,
and non-linear associations with emerging adult adjustment.

A small but informative literature has used person-centered approaches to examine
styles and typologies of parenting across dimensions of responsiveness, demandingness,
and autonomy support in emerging adulthood. Two studies did so with samples of uni-
versity students in the US and Spain [36,39], revealing clusters that overlapped somewhat
with traditional conceptualizations of indulgent/permissive, uninvolved, and authoritative
(balanced) parenting, alongside at least some evidence [36] of overly involved parenting
styles (with both high control and responsiveness indicators). These results highlight the
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potential psychosocial benefits of parenting styles that are characterized by high respon-
siveness and the psychosocial risks associated with parenting that is characterized by high
control and punishment alongside low responsiveness.

Most relevant to the present research is a recent study which examined profiles of
warmth, psychological control, and helicopter parenting in a sample of 458 19-year-old
emerging adults (74% attending college or technical school) [38]. Latent profile analysis
revealed a profile characterized by below-average levels of warmth, psychological con-
trol, and helicopter parenting (somewhat analogous to traditional conceptualizations of
uninvolved parenting); a profile characterized by above-average control and helicopter
parenting and below-average warmth (somewhat analogous to traditional conceptualiza-
tions of authoritarian parenting); and a profile characterized by above-average warmth
and below-average control, with average helicopter parenting (perhaps somewhat anal-
ogous to traditional conceptualizations of indulgent/permissive parenting). For fathers,
there were two additional profiles: an “average” profile (characterized by levels near the
mean on all three parenting dimensions), and a profile characterized by very high levels
of control, low warmth, and average helicopter parenting. These results indicate that the
most distinguishing feature of most profiles was control, and that most profiles evidenced
relatively average (which were in absolute terms quite low) levels of “helicopter parent-
ing” (no profile evidenced the hypothesized overparenting/high helicopter style). This
study suggests that the uninvolved profile was associated with poorer emerging adult
adjustment (school engagement, depression, delinquency) and that profiles characterized
by high warmth tended to be associated with better outcomes (even if accompanied by
helicopter parenting). Taken together, these person-centered examinations of parenting
styles during emerging adulthood suggest that there is benefit to be derived from the
simultaneous examination of multiple dimensions of parenting in a way that might un-
cover unique constellations of distinct relationship features. They also provide preliminary
evidence that, thus far, autonomy supportive parenting and helicopter parenting have
tended not to create a unitary construct, and instead tend to cluster with responsiveness
and demandingness, respectively.

Our study extends this existing literature to identify parenting styles and their mental
health and wellbeing correlates in emerging adulthood in a sample of Generation Z emerg-
ing adult students on four-year university and community college campuses in the wake of
the COVID-19 pandemic. Studying these processes in a current sample of Generation Z
(defined as being born in the late 1900s and 2000s [55]) emerging adults is important, as the
landscape of emerging adult–parent interactions is rapidly shifting in the digital age. For
instance, our own work [56] suggests that over a third of the emerging adults in the current
sample have a parent who is currently surveilling their movements and whereabouts using
digital location tracking via smartphone, and that those who are currently being tracked
perceive their parents as less supportive of their autonomy and engaging in more helicopter
parenting relative to those whose parents who are not digitally tracking their location.
It is imperative that we understand parenting styles and their correlates in the current
cohort of emerging adults for whom parental involvement has always been facilitated
by ubiquitous digital connection. Further, our study is the first to examine how positive
emerging adult development outcomes (i.e., happiness, engagement, social connection,
perseverance, optimism) may be impacted by parenting styles that include the role of
helicopter parenting.

1.3. Present Study

The present study seeks to understand how emerging adult perceptions of parenting
behaviors (behavioral control, psychological control, helicopter parenting, warmth, involve-
ment, and autonomy support) co-occur and relate to emerging adult mental health and
positive developmental outcomes in a sample of 680 emerging adults attending four-year
university and community college in the southeast of the USA in 2021. Our first study goal
is to identify unique profiles of parenting in emerging adulthood and to describe how these
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relate to socio-demographics. Given the data-driven nature of profile analysis, we cannot
be certain how many profiles will emerge, but we focus here on potential profiles that
we expect might emerge based on prior literature during adolescence and limited studies
during emerging adulthood [17,18,36,38,39]. First, we expected that we may uncover the
four “traditional” parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent/permissive, and
uninvolved [17,18]) based on co-occurrence of responsiveness (as measured by involvement
and warmth) and demandingness (as measured by behavioral and psychological control).
We also hypothesized that we might uncover an “overparenting” profile, characterized by
high helicopter parenting, low perceived parental support for autonomy, moderate-to-high
demandingness, and high responsiveness (especially involvement). However, we also
acknowledge a competing hypothesis (consistent with existing research on parenting styles
in emerging adulthood [38]) that perceived parental support for autonomy and helicopter
parenting might co-occur more with parental demandingness (helicopter parenting) and re-
sponsiveness (autonomy support) than with one another in an overparenting style. As past
person-centered analyses have suggested that parenting profiles in emerging adulthood
may differ by parent [36,38] and emerging adult [39] gender, socioeconomic status [39], and
college attendance [38], we explored profile membership across these sociodemographic
groups and age. Consistent with limited past research, we hypothesized that more re-
sponsive and (potentially) overparenting profiles would see overrepresentations of female,
higher SES, younger, and college-attending emerging adults.

Our second goal was to test the extent to which parenting styles in emerging adulthood
are associated with emerging adult mental health and positive wellbeing. Specifically,
we expected that emerging adults in those profiles distinguished by moderate to high
levels of responsiveness (the hypothesized authoritative and indulgent profiles), and
autonomy support would evidence lower levels of mental health symptoms and higher
levels of positive wellbeing. We expected authoritarian profiles to be associated with poor
adjustment, given that low responsiveness may not meet emerging adult relatedness needs,
and that the combination of demandingness without autonomy support may interfere
with emerging adult competence and autonomy needs, leading to poor emerging adult
adjustment. Finally, we expected that the hypothesized overparenting profile would relate
to lower positive adjustment/wellbeing, but not necessarily present substantial risks for
mental health.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sample and Procedures

Data were collected through an online Qualtrics survey in the Fall 2021 semester. The
survey participants were drawn from the psychology subject pools of a four-year university
and a two-year community college located in southeastern USA. Students who took part
in the study received course credits as compensation. Out of the initial 829 students who
accessed the survey and agreed to participate, 31 were outside the age range of emerging
adulthood (18–25), 92 showed concerns regarding data quality (e.g., completing less than
20% of the survey or spending less than 15 min to complete it), and 26 reported being
parents themselves (with potentially distinct parent–emerging adult dynamics), and were
thus excluded. Consequently, the final analytical sample consisted of 680 emerging adults
(79.6% attended a four-year university, 20.4% attended a local community college). The
study’s procedures, protocols, and measures received approval from the Institutional
Review Board of the university.

Within the final sample of emerging adults (N = 680), ages ranged from 18 to 25, with
a mean age of 19.0 (SD = 1.44). The majority of these emerging adults (70.7%) identified
as female (including transgender and cisgender females) and 22.6% identified as male
(including transgender and cisgender males). Additionally, about 4% identified as gender
nonbinary or wrote in other gender identity options (e.g., genderqueer or gender-fluid).
The sample was racially/ethnically diverse: 34.3% of the emerging adults identified as
White, 33.1% as Black, 14.7% as Hispanic or Latinx (of any race), 9.3% as Asian or Asian
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American, 2.9% as American Indian or Alaskan Native, 1.8% as Middle Eastern or North
African, less than 1% as Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, less than 1% selected other options,
and less than 1% declined to answer. The education level of the parents varied, with
46.2% of the emerging adults reporting that neither of their parents graduated from college,
indicating that they were first-generation college students. Specifically, 7.5% of the sample
reported that their highest educated parent had completed less than high school, 17.9%
reported high school graduation, and 20.3% reported some college or technical school. On
the other hand, 53.8% of the emerging adults reported that their most educated parent
had graduated from college, including 33.7% who reported college graduation, 8.1% who
reported some graduate school, and 11.9% who reported completing graduate school.

Throughout the survey, emerging adults were instructed to identify one primary
parent/caregiver and to respond to questions related to parenting and the parent–child re-
lationship in reference to that primary parent/caregiver (77.8% referenced a mother figure).

2.2. Measures
2.2.1. Profile Indicators

Emerging adults reported on their perceptions of their primary caregiver/parent’s
parenting behaviors, capturing dimensions of demandingness, responsiveness, and auton-
omy support.

Participants completed the 21-item Perceptions of Parents Scale (POPS; [57]) with
three subscales reflecting (a) parent/caregiver involvement, (b) parent/caregiver autonomy
support, and (c) parent/caregiver warmth. We utilized the college student version of the
scale and, although the original scale contained items for both mothers and fathers, we
adapted the scale such that items referenced their self-identified primary parent/caregiver.
Participants reported on the extent to which the items were representative of their par-
ent/caregiver on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = not true at all to 7 = very true). A confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) was completed, and the 3-correlated factor measurement model had
acceptable fit to the data (χ2 (130) = 819.902, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.087 [upper-bound
90% CI = 0.093], SRMR = 0.054, CFI = 0.895).

Participants completed a 14-item measure [31] with the following 3 subscales: (a) heli-
copter parenting, (b) behavioral control, and (c) psychological control. The measure was
adapted such that “him/her” pronouns were replaced with “they/them” pronouns to be
inclusive of diverse parent/caregiver gender identities. Participants reported on the extent
to which the items were similar to the behavior of their parent/caregiver on a 5-point
Likert scale (1 = not at all like them to 5 = a lot like them). A CFA of this measure, in which
the three subscales were correlated, had good fit to the data (χ2 (74) = 364.367, p < 0.001,
RMSEA = 0.075 [upper-bound 90% CI = 0.083], SRMR = 0.063, CFI = 0.920).

2.2.2. Demographics

Participant age (M = 19.0, SD = 1.44, ranging from 18 to 25) was modeled continuously.
Participants’ gender reflects self-reported gender identity, regardless of sex assigned at birth,
and was recoded into three categories: male (22.6%; including cis- and transgender men),
female (70.7%, including cis- and transgender women; reference) and other (4.1%, including
non-binary, gender queer, gender fluid). Participants’ school-affiliation (four-year university
(79.6%, reference) or two-year community college (20.4%) was modeled dichotomously.

Participants selected one parent/caregiver on whom to complete parenting-related
measures; parent/caregiver identity was coded categorically (i.e., mothers (77.8%, reference
group), fathers (13.4%), and other (8.8%, including older siblings, grandparents, and other
relative roles). Nonbiological and adoptive mothers (n = 14) and fathers (n = 3) were
coded as mothers and fathers, respectively. Parent/caregiver education was modeled
continuously as a proxy for socioeconomic status, representing the highest educational
attainment of any parent/caregiver reported by the participant (1 = less than high school to
6 = completed graduate/medical/professional school).
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2.2.3. Developmental Outcomes

Depressive symptomatology over the past two weeks was assessed utilizing the
13-item Short Mood and Feelings Questionnaire (SMFQ [58]). Participants reported the
extent to which the items reflected their feelings/actions on a 3-point Likert scale (1 = not
true to 3 = true). Consistent with recommendations, CFA found that a single factor model
of depression had acceptable fit to the data (χ2 (65) = 566.507, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.107
[upper-bound 90% CI = 0.115], SRMR = 0.047, CFI = 0.915), and this was then used to
compute factor scores for use in distal outcome models.

Participant’s mood and anxiety symptomatology during the past week were assessed
using the Mini Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire (Mini-MASQ [59]). The 26-item
Mini-MASQ is composed of the following three subscales: anhedonia, anxious arousal, and
general distress. Participants indicated the extent to which they experienced each item
(e.g., “felt really happy” and “felt withdrawn from other people”) on a 5-point Likert scale
(1 = not at all to 5 = extremely). We modeled these subscales as correlated latent variables
and initial confirmatory analyses suggested regions of significant misfit (χ2 (273) = 1789.504,
p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.092 [upper-bound 90% CI = 0.096], SRMR = 0.125, CFI = 0.798).
Analysis of the factor loadings, residual variances, and modification indices indicated this
misfit was largely related to the reverse worded items. In a subsequent CFA we correlated
the residuals of the reverse worded items and dropped two items from the anhedonia
subscale (“felt like I had a lot of energy” and “I felt lively, up”) because they failed to
load significantly (λ = 0.131, −0.087) and had high residual variances. The final CFA
model demonstrated adequate fit to the data (χ2 (243) = 1026.017, p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.070
[upper-bound 90% CI = 0.075], SRMR = 0.068, CFI = 0.891) and was used to compute factor
scores for use in distal outcome models.

Participants also completed the 20-item EPOCH Measure of Adolescent Wellbeing [60],
which assesses wellbeing across five positive psychological constructs derived from the
PERMA model of psychological flourishing [61], as adapted to youth: engagement (the
capacity to become absorbed in what one is doing, involvement and interest in life activities
and tasks), perseverance (the ability to overcome obstacles in pursuit of goals), optimism
(hopefulness about the future), connectedness (satisfying relationships with others), and
happiness (positive mood). Participants responded to items (“Indicate how much each
statement describes you”) on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = almost never to 5 = almost always).
In line with recommendations, we modeled all five constructs as correlated latent variables
in a single model. A CFA showed that this model had good fit to the data (χ2(160) = 644.109,
p < 0.001, RMSEA = 0.070 [upper-bound 90% CI = 0.076], SRMR = 0.042, CFI = 0.919)
and mirrored the validation studies of the measure, completed initially with adolescents,
among an emerging adult population [60]. We computed factor scores for use in distal
outcome models.

2.3. Analytic Plan

Data cleaning and initial analyses were completed in STATA/SE 17.0. All confirmatory
factor analyses (CFA) and latent profile analyses (LPA) were completed in Mplus 8.6 [62].
All analyses utilized the robust maximum likelihood (MLR) estimator and missing data
were handled using full information maximum likelihood (FIML; [63]). To avoid local
maxima or local solutions, we used 10,000 random sets of start values, 500 iterations, and
retained 250 solutions for final-stage optimizations [64].

LPA is a form of mixture modeling in which profile indicators are continuously
modeled and variances are assumed to be equal across profiles. In addition to confirming
the structure and fit of the latent variables utilized in the current study (fit indices detailed
above), CFA were used to create factor scores for all six variables (parental involvement,
autonomy support, warmth, helicopter parenting, behavioral control, and psychological
control) used as indicators in the LPA. While factor scores do not account for error as well as
latent variables, they reflect participants’ optimally weighted scores and are thus superior
to unit-weighted approaches (e.g., sum/mean scoring) [65].
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LPA models were estimated in a stepwise fashion, with increasing numbers of profiles
until model nonconvergence [64]. Both statistical and substantive criteria were used to
identify the optimal enumeration of profiles. Statistical criteria included: (a) the Akaike
information criterion (AIC), (b) the Bayesian information criterion (BIC), the sample-size
adjusted BIC (ABIC), (d) the adjusted Lo, Mendell and Rubin’s (aLMR), and (e) the para-
metric bootstrapped (BLRT) likelihood ratio tests [66]. Lower AIC, BIC, and ABIC values
suggest a better fit to the data and were plotted to identify the elbow of the plot (i.e., the
number of profiles after which the plotted fit indices flatten out). Likelihood ratio tests
were used to compare a model with k profiles to a model with k − 1 profiles to determine if
the k profile had a significantly better fit (i.e., p ≤ 0.05). We also examined entropy, which is
a gauge of how distinct profiles are from one another; higher entropy values are better, with
0.6 and 0.8 being the cutoffs for moderate and high classification accuracy, respectively [64].
In addition, we also considered the substantive meaning, interpretability, and size of the
profiles when deciding how many profiles were optimal.

Following optimal profile enumeration, we used Vermunt’s three-step procedure to
explore the probability of profile membership based upon demographic covariates [67].
These multinomial logistic regressions were estimated for each demographic covariate
(i.e., school affiliation, age, gender, parent/caregiver identity, and parent/caregiver educa-
tional attainment) in separate models. This automated three-step approach avoids altering
the size or structure of the profiles when auxiliary variables are included in the model [67].

Finally, we estimated regression auxiliary models using the BCH approach [67], which
allowed us to compare the mean values of indicators of depression, mood and anxiety, and
wellbeing across profiles, with tests of the significance of these differences.

3. Results
3.1. Profile Identification

We estimated the models beginning with the one-profile solution and reached the six-
profile solution before reaching nonconvergence (see Table 1). We accepted the four-profile
solution because (a) the a-LMR LRT indicated that the four-profile solution was a better fit
than the three-profile solution and that the five-profile solution was not significantly better,
(b) the plot of fit indices flattened around four profiles, (c) the four profiles made substantive
and theoretical sense, and (d) the smallest profile (9.8%) was large enough for subsequent
analyses. In addition, the entropy of the four-profile solution (0.947) suggested adequate
profile distinction and the posterior probabilities of each profile were high (ranging from
0.949 to 0.979).

Table 1. Profile enumeration.

Model LL Parameters AIC BIC ABIC Entropy a-LMR BLRT Smallest
Class %

1 Profile −5580.78 12 11,185.55 11,239.82 11,201.72 - - - -
2 Profiles −4437.54 19 8913.08 8999.00 8938.68 0.948 <0.001 <0.001 33
3 Profiles −3992.00 26 8036.00 8153.58 8071.03 0.950 0.08 <0.001 13
4 Profiles −3605.12 33 7276.23 7425.46 7320.68 0.947 0.05 <0.001 10
5 Profiles −3326.14 40 6732.28 6913.16 6786.16 0.955 0.18 <0.001 5
6 Profiles −3161.19 47 6416.38 6628.92 6479.69 0.952 0.04 <0.001 5

Note. LL: log likelihood; AIC: Akaike information criterion; BIC: Bayesian information criterion; ABIC: sample-size
adjusted BIC; aLMR: adjusted Lo, Mendell and Rubin’s likelihood ratio test; BLRT: parametric bootstrapped
likelihood ratio test.

The four-profile solution is depicted in Figure 1. The first profile (N = 151, 22.2%,
“moderately authoritarian”) was characterized by moderately high levels of parental de-
mandingness (behavioral and psychological control) and to a lesser extent, helicopter
parenting, and moderately low indicators of parental responsiveness (involvement and
warmth) and autonomy support. Profile two was the smallest (N = 67, 9.8%, “very authori-
tarian”) and was characterized by slightly below-average scores on helicopter parenting,
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high scores on behavioral and psychological control, and very low scores on responsiveness
and autonomy support. A plurality of participants belonged to the third profile (N = 274,
40.3%, “potentially indulgent”) and described their parent/caregiver as average in he-
licopter parenting, below-average in behavioral and psychological control, and high in
responsiveness and autonomy support. The final profile (N = 188, 27.7%, “authoritative”)
was characterized by near-average scores on all parenting style indicators.
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3.2. Profile Differences or Similarity across Different Demographic Groups

Using Vermunt’s three-step procedure [67], we estimated multinomial logistic regres-
sion models to determine if demographic covariates were significantly related to profile
membership (see Table 2). Of these five models, only two (gender, parent education) indi-
cated significant relations between demographic covariates and profile membership. Male
participants were 2.00 (OR, CI: 1.17–3.44) and 2.02 (OR, CI: 1.38–3.51) times more likely
than females to be members of the authoritative profile than the moderately authoritarian
or potentially indulgent profiles, respectively. Participants who identified as a gender other
than male of female were 6.76 (OR, CI: 1.78–25.75) times more likely to be members of the
very authoritarian profile than the moderately authoritarian profile, 0.10 (OR, CI: 0.03–0.34)
times as likely to be members of authoritative profile than the moderately authoritarian
profile, and 4.47 (OR, CI: 1.38–14.48) times more likely to be in the authoritative profile than
in the potentially indulgent profile. Of note, as the number of participants identifying as
another gender was small (N = 29), confidence intervals associated with this sub-group are
very large and should be interpreted with caution. Parent/caregiver educational attain-
ment was also a significant demographic covariate; participants who reported that their
parents had a higher education (i.e., one unit higher on a six-point scale) were 1.19 (OR; CI:
1.03–1.38) more likely to be assigned membership in the potentially indulgent profile than
in the moderately authoritarian profile.
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Table 2. Multinomial logistic regression models predicting profile membership.

Reference: Moderately Authoritarian Reference: Very Authoritarian Ref: Potentially
Indulgent

Very Authoritarian Potentially
Indulgent Authoritative Potentially

Indulgent Authoritative Authoritative

OR CI OR CI OR CI OR CI OR CI OR CI
1. 4-year Uni. 1.39 0.69–2.83 0.95 9.57–1.59 1.18 0.68–2.06 0.68 0.36–1.29 0.85 0.44–1.65 1.25 0.76–2.03
2. Age 1.00 0.80–1.24 1.02 0.88–1.18 1.07 0.92–1.25 1.02 0.84–1.25 1.07 0.88–1.31 1.05 0.92–1.20
3. Gender
(ref. Female)

Male 1.40 0.67–2.94 0.91 0.54–1.54 2.00 * 1.17–3.44 0.65 0.33–1.29 1.43 0.72–2.85 2.20 ** 1.38–3.51
Non-binary 6.76 * 1.78–25.75 0.68 0.16–2.92 3.06 0.85–11.03 0.10 ** 0.03–0.34 0.45 0.17–1.18 4.47 * 1.38–14.48

4. Caregiver
(ref. Mother)

Father 0.90 0.37–2.15 0.71 0.39–1.29 1.03 0.55–1.95 0.79 0.35–1.81 1.15 0.50–2.68 1.50 0.81–2.64
Other CG 1.50 0.52–4.26 1.07 0.49–2.34 1.57 0.69–3.57 0.71 0.28–1.79 1.05 0.41–2.69 1.47 0.74–2.92

5. CG Educ. 1.15 0.90–1.47 1.19 * 1.03–1.38 1.17 0.99–1.39 1.04 0.83–1.30 1.02 0.80–1.30 0.98 0.85–1.14

Note. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01. Uni = University. CG = Caregiver. Educ = Education.

3.3. Profile Membership and Developmental Outcomes

Using the BCH approach [67], we estimated three models to test whether develop-
mental outcomes (i.e., depression, mood and anxiety, wellbeing,) were significantly related
to profile membership. As the pattern of results was similar in sensitivity analyses which
modeled the developmental outcomes as latent variables and in models which controlled
for associations with demographic covariates (four-year university vs. community college,
age, gender, caregiver education, and caregiver role) using the manual BCH procedure [67],
we present here the more parsimonious models using factor scores and the automatic BCH
procedure [67], which yields easily interpreted means for each developmental outcome on
a factor score metric (such that values below/above zero indicate scores below/above the
sample mean (see Table 3)).

Table 3. Distal outcomes.

Moderately
Authoritarian

Profile

Very
Authoritarian

Profile

Potentially
Indulgent

Profile

Authoritative
Profile

Developmental
Outcome Mean Mean Mean Mean

Depression 0.502 a 0.421 a −0.365 b −0.010 c

Mood and Anxiety
Anxious Arousal 0.160 a 0.188 a −0.119 b −0.019 c

Anhedonia 0.359 a 0.256 ab −0.276 c 0.030 b

Distress 0.251 a 0.296 a −0.187 b −0.028 c

Wellbeing
Engagement −0.287 a −0.074 ab 0.090 b 0.123 b

Perseverance −0.341 a −0.257 a 0.205 b 0.063 b

Optimism −0.404 a −0.298 a 0.245 b 0.069 b

Connectedness −0.412 a −0.359 a 0.260 b 0.074 c

Happiness −0.442 a −0.344 a 0.256 b 0.099 b

Note. Columns report means on a factor score metric (such that values below/above zero are below/above
the sample mean) for each profile. Shared superscripts across rows indicate values that do not differ between
profiles for each outcome, whereas distinct superscripts across rows indicate values that are significantly different
(p ≤ 0.05) between profiles.

In terms of depression, findings indicate that participants in the potentially indulgent
profile had significantly lower levels of depressive symptoms than those in the moder-
ately authoritarian profile (p < 0.001), the very authoritarian profile (p < 0.001), and the
authoritative profile (p < 0.001). Participants in the authoritative profile had lower levels
of depressive symptomatology than those in the moderately authoritarian (p < 0.001) and
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very authoritarian (p = 0.002) profiles. No significant differences were found between the
two authoritarian profiles.

Emerging adults in the potentially indulgent profile had lower levels of anxious
arousal than those in the moderately authoritarian (p < 0.001), very authoritarian (p < 0.001),
and authoritative (p = 0.01) profiles. Participants in the authoritative profile also had
significantly lower levels of anxious arousal than those in the moderately (p < 0.001)
and very authoritarian (p = 0.001) profiles. Again, no significant differences were found
between the two authoritarian profiles. In terms of anhedonia, participants in the potentially
indulgent profile had significantly lower levels than those assigned membership in the
other three profiles (all were significant at p < 0.001). Participants in the authoritative profile
had significantly lower anhedonia levels than those in the moderately authoritarian profile
(p = 0.004). No significant differences were found between the very authoritarian profile
and either the moderately authoritarian or the authoritative profile. Emerging adults in the
potentially indulgent profile also had the lowest scores on general distress, significantly
lower than the moderately authoritarian (p < 0.001), very authoritarian (p < 0.001), and
authoritative (p = 0.008) profiles. Those in the authoritative profile had significantly lower
scores of general distress than those in the moderately authoritarian (p < 0.001) and very
authoritarian (p = 0.004) profiles.

Participants in the potentially indulgent and authoritative profiles consistently had the
best wellbeing outcomes. In terms of engagement, participants in the potentially indulgent
and authoritative profiles had significantly higher scores than those in the moderately
authoritarian profile (both p < 0.001). Those in the potentially indulgent and authoritative
profiles also had higher perseverance scores than those in the moderately authoritarian
(both significant at p < 0.001) and very authoritarian profiles (p < 0.001 and p = 0.006,
respectively). Similarly, the potentially indulgent and authoritative profiles had higher
scores on optimism than the moderately authoritarian (both significant at p < 0.001) and
very authoritarian profiles (p < 0.001 and p = 0.002, respectively). In terms of connectedness
and happiness, the findings are similar (i.e., potentially indulgent and authoritative profiles
had significantly higher scores than the two authoritarian profiles) but participants in the
indulgent profile also had significantly higher scores on connectedness than those in the
authoritative profile (p = 0.031).

4. Discussion

Parents remain important in emerging adults’ lives in the modern era, which has
implications for reducing historically unprecedented emerging adult mental health risks
and improving positive adjustment outcomes. This power of parents to reduce risk and
maximize flourishing has the potential to set emerging adults on trajectories of positive
physical health, mental health, and wellbeing in later adulthood.

4.1. Parenting Styles in Emerging Adulhtood

The present study uncovered four parenting styles in emerging adulthood, which
largely overlapped with traditional conceptualizations of parenting styles (two authoritar-
ian profiles, a potentially indulgent profile, and a profile characterized by average levels
of all parenting behaviors measured, which may reflect a modern authoritative parent-
ing style of emerging adults). The largest profile (40.3% of the sample) was made up of
emerging adults who perceive their primary parent as engaging in above-average levels of
warmth, involvement, and autonomy supportive parenting, slightly below-average levels
of behavioral and psychological control, and approximately average levels of helicopter
parenting (which we termed “potentially indulgent”). This is fairly consistent with two
past studies [36,39], which uncovered sizable clusters of parents of emerging adults who
similarly evidenced low demandingness and high responsiveness.

The second largest profile (20.7% of the sample) was characterized by near-average
levels of all parenting behaviors (which we conceptualized as reflecting a balanced “author-
itative” profile), and likewise replicates past studies which saw similarly average clusters of
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parenting behaviors in emerging adulthood [36,38,39]. Finally, the emerging adults in our
study perceived their parents as falling into two valences of authoritarian profiles. The first
(22.2% of the sample), saw moderately high levels of behavioral and psychological control
and (to a lesser extent) helicopter parenting, while the second (9.8% of the sample) saw
higher levels of psychological and behavioral control, slightly below-average helicopter
parenting, and very low levels of involvement, autonomy support, and warmth.

These emerging adult parenting styles saw more demographic similarity (across
four-year university vs. community college, age, caregiver role (mothers, fathers, or
others), and parental education) than differentiation, which we mostly saw related to
gender. Males were overrepresented in the in the authoritative profile relative to the
potentially indulgent and moderately authoritarian profiles; conversely, females were
overrepresented in the potentially indulgent and moderately authoritarian profiles. Notably,
our small group of non-binary gender identifying emerging adults saw their parents
as overwhelmingly very authoritarian versus moderately authoritarian and potentially
indulgent (and as more authoritative than indulgent). Although this group is small here
(and thus generalizability potentially limited), these perceptions of parents as highly
demanding and lacking warmth may be reflective of strained relationships around parental
rejection of gender nonconforming youth [68,69].

The only other demographic difference that emerged was that emerging adults who
perceived their parents as belonging to the potentially indulgent profile had parents who
were more highly educated (compared with the moderately authoritarian profile). In-
terestingly, we did not find evidence that parent role (mother, father, or other primary
caregiver/parent) was associated with profile membership; this is curious, given that some
past studies [36,38] have suggested some differences between mother and father profiles.
We also did not see evidence of an uninvolved or neglectful profile, characterized by low
levels of all parenting behaviors measured, which has emerged (albeit as a small slice of
families [38]) in past work. These divergences from recent studies may be due at least in
part to methodological differences (i.e., we had students designate their “primary care-
giver/parent”, which may have already selected a more homogenous group of the most
involved parents, who were mostly mothers, for our study).

Further, these results suggest that emerging adult perceptions of parental autonomy
support and low helicopter parenting usually did not travel together to form an autonomy
supportive parenting style, but rather helicopter parenting tended to travel with behavioral
and psychological control (indicators of demandingness) and parental autonomy support
tended to travel with parental involvement and warmth (indicators of responsiveness).
This is somewhat consistent with Padilla-Walker and colleagues’ 2021 [38] profile analysis
in which helicopter parenting tended to co-occur with psychological control, albeit at
generally low levels. Indeed, this is strong replication of that study’s finding that helicopter
parenting overall was not a distinguishing feature of the profiles, and other recent evidence
that helicopter parenting is uncommon and not a strong determinant of clusters of parent–
college student relationship features [50].

4.2. Parenting Styles and Developmental Outcomes in Emerging Adulthood

The results here provide robust evidence that emerging adults who see their parent as
highly involved, warm, and autonomy supportive tend to experience fewer depressive,
mood, and anxiety symptoms and more positive wellbeing outcomes like happiness, con-
nectedness, optimism, perseverance, and engagement. The potentially indulgent parenting
style in emerging adulthood is associated with the best developmental outcomes, including
fewer internalizing symptoms and more positive adaptive outcomes, even more so than
a profile characterized by moderate levels of all parenting behaviors (which is somewhat
analogous to traditional conceptualizations of the “ideal” authoritative parenting style)
and especially in comparison with authoritarian profiles characterized by moderate-to-
high levels of demandingness (which saw the poorest outcomes overall). Although this
is inconsistent with the adolescent literature, which tends to conclude that permissive
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or indulgent parenting is largely unrelated to internalizing problems [21,70], it suggests,
consistency with a stage-environment fit perspective [71], in which indulgent parenting
may be ideally suited to developmental milestones of autonomy, relatedness, and com-
petency in the transition to adulthood. The benefits of indulgent parenting seen here are
also quite consistent with recent studies in emerging adulthood which have underscored
the adaptive benefits of parenting styles characterized by responsiveness and autonomy
support [36,38,39]. This, combined with the lack of evidence of the hypothesized maladap-
tive overparenting profile, suggests that those who work with emerging adults and their
families would do well to emphasize the potential benefits of parental involvement and
support during this developmental stage (as long as it occurs with autonomy support) over
the perceived risks of helicopter parenting and parental over-involvement (especially if
the involvement is not perceived as controlling). That is, an emphasis (e.g., in the popular
press [72]) on modern-day parents as helicopter parents who should stop meddling in their
emerging adult child’s affairs may inadvertently be reducing positive types of parental
involvement that have the power to help emerging adults avoid mental health difficulties
and live fulfilling lives.

4.3. Limitations and Future Directions

Our latent profile analysis, with nearly 700 diverse emerging adults in four-year
university and community college settings, yielded valuable conclusions about the role of
parents in emerging adulthood. However, it also has limitations that must be considered.
A substantial limitation of the cross-sectional, emerging adult-reported data here is that
we cannot know for certain the direction of the observed associations. Although here
we conceptualize parenting styles as being potential determinants (i.e., offering risk or
protection) of emerging adult mental health and positive wellbeing, it could also be that
those students who are struggling most (a) experience negative attribution biases and thus
perceive their parents as engaging in the most behavioral and psychological control, and as
engaging in less responsive, supportive behaviors and/or (b) that those students who are
struggling more evoke more controlling and less responsive behaviors from their parents.
Future longitudinal research can and should help parse these questions, ideally in multi-
informant (and even observational) data that can pull apart emerging adult perceptions
of their parent’s behaviors from how the parent sees themselves and how they actually
behave in the context of daily life. This study is also limited by its focus exclusively on
students who are attending either four-year university or a community college. Although
community college students are certainly understudied, there are also many other emerging
adults who are not involved in higher education and for whom the processes here would
be of interest.

5. Conclusions

Emerging adulthood is a tumultuous time, during which emerging adults can estab-
lish patterns of mental health and positive wellbeing that set them on a course to risk or
resilience in later adulthood. Parents play an important role in helping emerging adults
navigate these sometimes-stormy waters, and results here highlight that many do so effec-
tively by adopting parenting styles that are warm, supportive, involved, and facilitative of
their child’s budding independence. These findings can help inform future parent-focused
interventions (e.g., with parents at the transition to college [73]) and recommendations for
higher education professionals (e.g., student services, advising, college counseling centers)
to help build and maintain positive parent–emerging adult relationships in service of better
emerging adult mental health and positive development.
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F. Resilience, Positivity and Social Support as Perceived Stress Predictors among University Students. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2023, 20, 6892. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Steger, M.F.; Oishi, S.; Kashdan, T.B. Meaning in Life across the Life Span: Levels and Correlates of Meaning in Life from Emerging
Adulthood to Older Adulthood. J. Posit. Psychol. 2009, 4, 43–52. [CrossRef]

12. Wood, D.; Crapnell, T.; Lau, L.; Bennett, A.; Lotstein, D.; Ferris, M.; Kuo, A. Emerging Adulthood as a Critical Stage in the Life
Course. In Handbook of Life course Health Development; Halfon, N., Forrest, C.B., Lerner, R.M., Faustman, E.M., Eds.; Springer
International Publishing: New York, NY, USA, 2018; pp. 123–143.

13. Swartz, T.T.; Kim, M.; Uno, M.; Mortimer, J.; O’Brien, K.B. Safety Nets and Scaffolds: Parental Support in the Transition to
Adulthood. J. Marriage Fam. 2011, 73, 414–429. [CrossRef]

14. Fingerman, K.L.; Cheng, Y.-P.; Tighe, L.; Birditt, K.S.; Zarit, S. Relationships Between Young Adults and Their Parents. In Early
Adulthood in a Family Context; Booth, A., Brown, S.L., Landale, N.S., Manning, W.D., McHale, S.M., Eds.; Springer: New York., NY,
USA, 2012; pp. 59–85.

15. Barry, C.M.N.; Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Madsen, S.D.; Nelson, L.J. The Impact of Maternal Relationship Quality on Emerging Adults’
Prosocial Tendencies: Indirect Effects via Regulation of Prosocial Values. J. Youth Adolesc. 2008, 37, 581–591. [CrossRef]

16. Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Nelson, L.J. Parenting Emerging Adults. In Handbook of Parenting, 3rd ed.; Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group: New York, NY, USA, 2019; Volume 1, pp. 168–190. ISBN 9780429440847.

17. Baumrind, D. Effects of Authoritative Parental Control on Child Behavior. Child Dev. 1966, 37, 887. [CrossRef]
18. Maccoby, E.E.; Martin, J. Socialization in the Context of the Family: Parent-Child Interaction. In Handbook of Child Psychology:

Volume 4. Socialization, Personality, and Social Development; Mussen, P.H., Hetherington, E.M., Eds.; Wiley: New York, NY, USA,
1983; pp. 1–101.

19. McKee, L.; Colletti, C.; Rakow, A.; Jones, D.J.; Forehand, R. Parenting and Child Externalizing Behaviors: Are the Associations
Specific or Diffuse? Aggress. Violent Behav. 2008, 13, 201–215. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Pinquart, M.; Kauser, R. Do the Associations of Parenting Styles with Behavior Problems and Academic Achievement Vary by
Culture? Results from a Meta-Analysis. Cult. Divers. Ethn. Minor. Psychol. 2018, 24, 75–100. [CrossRef]

https://osf.io/qu9jn/?view_only=63ed4006e9d849b0b9528d4bdab3315c
https://osf.io/qu9jn/?view_only=63ed4006e9d849b0b9528d4bdab3315c
https://doi.org/10.1111/1532-7795.00001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.5.469
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10842426
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapsychiatry.2013.193
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23760442
https://mcc.gse.harvard.edu/reports/on-edge
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.202000437
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33657842
https://healthymindsnetwork.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/08/HMS_National-Report-2022-2023_full.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-018-1647-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29530018
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2015.1357
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27503966
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-publhealth-031816-044628
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph20196892
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37835162
https://doi.org/10.1080/17439760802303127
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00815.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-007-9238-7
https://doi.org/10.2307/1126611
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.avb.2008.03.005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19122818
https://doi.org/10.1037/cdp0000149


Youth 2024, 4 523

21. Pinquart, M. Associations of Parenting Dimensions and Styles with Internalizing Symptoms in Children and Adolescents: A
Meta-Analysis. Marriage Fam. Rev. 2017, 53, 613–640. [CrossRef]

22. Mullendore, R.; Daniel, C.; Toney, M. The Role of Parents in Emerging Adulthood. In Emerging Adulthood and Higher Education: A
New Student Development Paradigm; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2018; pp. 110–126. ISBN 9781317225911.

23. Hussong, A.M.; Chassin, L. Stress and Coping among Children of Alcoholic Parents through the Young Adult Transition. Dev.
Psychopathol. 2004, 16, 985–1006. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. O’Connor, T.G.; Allen, J.P.; Bell, K.L.; Hauser, S.T. Adolescent-Parent Relationships and Leaving Home in Young Adulthood. New
Dir. Child Dev. 1996, 1996, 39–52. [CrossRef]

25. Nelson, L.J.; Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Son, D. Helicopter Parenting, Parental Control, and Moral Development During Emerging
Adulthood. Oxford Handb. Parent. Moral Dev. 2019, 354–374. [CrossRef]

26. Guo, J.; Hawkins, J.D.; Hill, K.G.; Abbott, R.D. Childhood and Adolescent Predictors of Alcohol Abuse and Dependence in Young
Adulthood. J. Stud. Alcohol 2001, 62, 754–762. [CrossRef]

27. Arria, A.M.; Kuhn, V.; Caldeira, K.M.; O’Grady, K.E.; Vincent, K.B.; Wish, E.D. High School Drinking Mediates the Relationship
between Parental Monitoring and College Drinking: A Longitudinal Analysis. Subst. Abus. Treat. Prev. Policy 2008, 3, 6. [CrossRef]

28. Engels, R.C.M.E.; Vermulst, A.A.; Dubas, J.S.; Bot, S.M.; Gerris, J. Long-Term Effects of Family Functioning and Child Characteris-
tics on Problem Drinking in Young Adulthood. Eur. Addict. Res. 2005, 11, 32–37. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Stone, A.L.; Becker, L.G.; Huber, A.M.; Catalano, R.F. Review of Risk and Protective Factors of Substance Use and Problem Use in
Emerging Adulthood. Addict. Behav. 2012, 37, 747–775. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Barber, B.K.; Stolz, H.E.; Olsen, J.A.; Collins, W.A.; Burchinal, M. Parental Support, Psychological Control, and Behavioral Control:
Assessing Relevance across Time, Culture, and Method. Monogr. Soc. Res. Child Dev. 2005, 70, 1–147. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Nelson, L.J. Black Hawk down?: Establishing Helicopter Parenting as a Distinct Construct from Other
Forms of Parental Control during Emerging Adulthood. J. Adolesc. 2012, 35, 1177–1190. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Hawk, S.T.; Hale, W.W.; Raaijmakers, Q.A.W.; Meeus, W. Adolescents’ Perceptions of Privacy Invasion in Reaction to Parental
Solicitation and Control. J. Early Adolesc. 2008, 28, 583–608. [CrossRef]

33. Rote, W.M.; Olmo, M.; Feliscar, L.; Jambon, M.M.; Ball, C.L.; Smetana, J.G. Helicopter Parenting and Perceived Overcontrol by
Emerging Adults: A Family-Level Profile Analysis. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2020, 29, 3153–3168. [CrossRef]

34. Bradley-Geist, J.C.; Olson-Buchanan, J.B. Helicopter Parents: An Examination of the Correlates of over-Parenting of College
Students. Educ. Train. 2014, 56, 314–328. [CrossRef]

35. Urry, S.A.; Nelson, L.J.; Padilla-Walker, L.M. Mother Knows Best: Psychological Control, Child Disclosure, and Maternal
Knowledge in Emerging Adulthood. J. Fam. Stud. 2011, 17, 157–173. [CrossRef]

36. Nelson, L.J.; Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Christensen, K.J.; Evans, C.A.; Carroll, J.S. Parenting in Emerging Adulthood: An Examination
of Parenting Clusters and Correlates. J. Youth Adolesc. 2011, 40, 730–743. [CrossRef]

37. Luyckx, K.; Soenens, B.; Vansteenkiste, M.; Goossens, L.; Berzonsky, M.D. Parental Psychological Control and Dimensions of
Identity Formation in Emerging Adulthood. J. Fam. Psychol. 2007, 21, 546. [CrossRef]

38. Padilla-Walker, L.M.; Son, D.; Nelson, L.J. Profiles of Helicopter Parenting, Parental Warmth, and Psychological Control During
Emerging Adulthood. Emerg. Adulthood 2021, 9, 132–144. [CrossRef]

39. García Mendoza, M.D.C.; Sánchez Queija, I.; Parra Jiménez, Á. The Role of Parents in Emerging Adults’ Psychological Well-Being:
A Person-Oriented Approach. Fam. Process 2019, 58, 954–971. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Fingerman, K.L.; Cheng, Y.; Wesselmann, E.D.; Zarit, S.; Furstenberg, F.; Birditt, K.S. Helicopter Parents and Landing Pad Kids:
Intense Parental Support of Grown Children. J. Marriage Fam. 2012, 74, 880–896. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Ryan, R.M.; Deci, E.L. Self-Determination Theory and the Facilitation of Intrinsic Motivation, Social Development, and Well-Being.
Am. Psychol. 2000, 55, 68–78. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Ryan, R.M.; Deci, E.L. Overview of Self-Determination Theory: An Organismic Dialectical Perspective. Handb. Self-Determ. Res.
2002, 2, 3–33.

43. Deci, E.L.; Ryan, R.M. The General Causality Orientations Scale: Self-Determination in Personality. J. Res. Pers. 1985, 19, 109–134.
[CrossRef]

44. Kouros, C.D.; Pruitt, M.M.; Ekas, N.V.; Kiriaki, R.; Sunderland, M. Helicopter Parenting, Autonomy Support, and College
Students’ Mental Health and Well-Being: The Moderating Role of Sex and Ethnicity. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2017, 26, 939–949.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Reed, K.; Duncan, J.M.; Lucier-Greer, M.; Fixelle, C.; Ferraro, A.J. Helicopter Parenting and Emerging Adult Self-Efficacy:
Implications for Mental and Physical Health. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2016, 25, 3136–3149. [CrossRef]

46. Schiffrin, H.H.; Liss, M.; Miles-McLean, H.; Geary, K.A.; Erchull, M.J.; Tashner, T. Helping or Hovering? The Effects of Helicopter
Parenting on College Students’ Well-Being. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2014, 23, 548–557. [CrossRef]

47. Segrin, C.; Givertz, M.; Swaitkowski, P.; Montgomery, N. Overparenting Is Associated with Child Problems and a Critical Family
Environment. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2015, 24, 470–479. [CrossRef]

48. Luebbe, A.M.; Mancini, K.J.; Kiel, E.J.; Spangler, B.R.; Semlak, J.L.; Fussner, L.M. Dimensionality of Helicopter Parenting
and Relations to Emotional, Decision-Making, and Academic Functioning in Emerging Adults. Assessment 2018, 25, 841–857.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2016.1247761
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579404040106
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15704824
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.23219967105
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190638696.013.21
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsa.2001.62.754
https://doi.org/10.1186/1747-597X-3-6
https://doi.org/10.1159/000081414
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15608469
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.addbeh.2012.02.014
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22445418
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2005.00365.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16359423
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.03.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22503075
https://doi.org/10.1177/0272431608317611
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-020-01824-z
https://doi.org/10.1108/ET-10-2012-0096
https://doi.org/10.5172/jfs.2011.17.2.157
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9584-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/0893-3200.21.3.546
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696818823626
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12388
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30198562
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2012.00987.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26336323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.55.1.68
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11392867
https://doi.org/10.1016/0092-6566(85)90023-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0614-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31832009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-016-0466-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9716-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9858-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191116665907
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27561986


Youth 2024, 4 524

49. Lemoyne, T.; Buchanan, T. Does “Hovering” Matter? Helicopter Parenting and Its Effect on Well-Being. Sociol. Spectr. 2011, 31,
399–418. [CrossRef]

50. Howard, A.L.; Alexander, S.M.; Dunn, L.C. Helicopter Parenting Is Unrelated to Student Success and Well-Being: A Latent Profile
Analysis of Perceived Parenting and Academic Motivation during the Transition to University. Emerg. Adulthood 2022, 10, 197–211.
[CrossRef]

51. Kwon, K.A.; Yoo, G.; De Gagne, J.C. Does Culture Matter? A Qualitative Inquiry of Helicopter Parenting in Korean American
College Students. J. Child Fam. Stud. 2017, 26, 1979–1990. [CrossRef]

52. Hwang, W.; Jung, E. Helicopter Parenting versus Autonomy Supportive Parenting? A Latent Class Analysis of Parenting among
Emerging Adults and Their Psychological and Relational Well-Being. Emerg. Adulthood 2022, 10, 731–743. [CrossRef]

53. Soenens, B.; Vansteenkiste, M.; Luyten, P. Toward a Domain-Specific Approach to the Study of Parental Psychological Control:
Distinguishing between Dependency-Oriented and Achievement-Oriented Psychological Control. J. Pers. 2010, 78, 217–256.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Cui, M.; Hong, P.; Jiao, C. Overparenting and Emerging Adult Development: A Systematic Review. Emerg. Adulthood 2022, 10,
1076–1094. [CrossRef]

55. Dimock, M. Defining Generations: Where Millennials End and Generation Z Begins; Pew Research Center: Washington, DC, USA, 2019;
Available online: https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/
(accessed on 1 December 2023).

56. Chase, G.E.; Brown, M.T.; Navarro, J.L.; Lippold, M.A.; Jensen, M. Digital Location Tracking in the Parent/caregiver–College
Student Dyad. J. Adolesc. 2024; 1–10. [CrossRef]

57. Robbins, R.J. An Assessment of Perceived Parental Autonomy-Support and Control: Child and Parent Correlates. Diss. Abstr. Int.
Sect. B Sci. Eng. 1995, 56, 1708.

58. Messer, S.C.; Angold, A.; Costello, E.J.; Loeber, R. Development of a Short Questionnaire for Use in Epidemiological Studies of
Depression in Children and Adolescents: Factor Composition and Structure across Development. Int. J. Methods Psychiatr. Res.
1995, 5, 251–262.

59. Casillas, A.; Clark, L.A. The Mini Mood and Anxiety Symptom Questionnaire (Mini-MASQ). In Proceedings of the 72nd Annual
Meeting of the Midwestern Psychological Association, Chicago, IL, USA, 3–8 March 2000; pp. 1–4.

60. Kern, M.L.; Benson, L.; Steinberg, E.A.; Steinberg, L. The EPOCH Measure of Adolescent Well-Being. Psychol. Assess. 2016, 28, 586.
[CrossRef]

61. Seligman, M.E.P. Flourish: A Visionary New Understanding of Happiness and Well-Being; Simon and Schuster: New York, NY, USA,
2011; ISBN 1439190763.

62. Muthén, B.O.; Muthén, L.K. Mplus User’s Guide, 6th ed.; Muthén & Muthén: Los Angeles, CA, USA, 2017.
63. Enders, C.K. The Performance of the Full Information Maximum Likelihood Estimator in Multiple Regression Models with

Missing Data. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 2001, 61, 713–740. [CrossRef]
64. Spurk, D.; Hirschi, A.; Wang, M.; Valero, D.; Kauffeld, S. Latent Profile Analysis: A Review and “How to” Guide of Its Application

within Vocational Behavior Research. J. Vocat. Behav. 2020, 120, 103445. [CrossRef]
65. McNeish, D.; Wolf, M.G. Thinking Twice about Sum Scores. Behav. Res. Methods 2020, 52, 2287–2305. [CrossRef]
66. Morin, A.J.S.; Wang, J.C.K. A Gentle Introduction to Mixture Modeling Using Physical Fitness Performance Data. In An Introduction to

Intermediate and Advanced Statistical Analyses for Sport and Exercise Scientists; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2016.
67. Asparouhov, T.; Muthén, B. Auxiliary Variables in Mixture Modeling: Three-Step Approaches Using Mplus. Struct. Equ. Model. A

Multidiscip. J. 2014, 21, 329–341. [CrossRef]
68. Reczek, R.; Bosley-Smith, E. How LGBTQ Adults Maintain Ties with Rejecting Parents: Theorizing “Conflict Work” as Family

Work. J. Marriage Fam. 2021, 83, 1134–1153. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
69. Bosse, J.D.; Dion, K.A.; Campbell Galman, S.; Chiodo, L.M. Transgender and Nonbinary Young Adults’ Perception of Sibling and

Parental Support for Gender Identity. Res. Nurs. Health 2022, 45, 569–579. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
70. Yap, M.B.H.; Jorm, A.F. Parental Factors Associated with Childhood Anxiety, Depression, and Internalizing Problems: A

Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. J. Affect. Disord. 2015, 175, 424–440. [CrossRef]
71. Eccles, J.S.; Midgley, C.; Wigfield, A.; Buchanan, C.M.; Reuman, D.; Flanagan, C.; Iver, D.M. Development during Adolescence:

The Impact of Stage-Environment Fit on Young Adolescents’ Experiences in Schools and in Families. Am. Psychol. 1993, 48,
90–101. [CrossRef]

72. Lanum, N. Coddling in College: ‘Helicopter Parents’ Use Facebook Groups to Arrange Playdates, Warn about Non-Vegan Food.
Fox News Online 2023. Available online: https://www.foxnews.com/media/coddling-college-helicopter-parents-facebook-
groups-arrange-playdates-warn-non-vegan-food(accessed on 1 December 2023).

73. Turrisi, R.; Larimer, M.E.; Mallett, K.A.; Kilmer, J.R.; Ray, A.E.; Mastroleo, N.R.; Geisner, I.M.; Grossbard, J.; Tollison, S.; Lostutter,
T.W.; et al. A Randomized Clinical Trial Evaluating a Combined Alcohol Intervention for High-Risk College Students. J. Stud.
Alcohol Drugs 2009, 70, 555–567. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02732173.2011.574038
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696820901626
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0694-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/21676968211000498
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6494.2009.00614.x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20433618
https://doi.org/10.1177/21676968221108828
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2019/01/17/where-millennials-end-and-generation-z-begins/
https://doi.org/10.1002/jad.12300
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000201
https://doi.org/10.1177/0013164401615001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103445
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13428-020-01398-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12765
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34887594
https://doi.org/10.1002/nur.22251
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35767425
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2015.01.050
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.48.2.90
https://www.foxnews.com/media/coddling-college-helicopter-parents-facebook-groups-arrange-playdates-warn-non-vegan-food
https://www.foxnews.com/media/coddling-college-helicopter-parents-facebook-groups-arrange-playdates-warn-non-vegan-food
https://doi.org/10.15288/jsad.2009.70.555

	Introduction 
	Utility of Understanding Combinations of Parenting Behaviors in Emerging Adulthood 
	Existing Evidence of Parenting Styles in Emerging Adulthood 
	Present Study 

	Materials and Methods 
	Sample and Procedures 
	Measures 
	Profile Indicators 
	Demographics 
	Developmental Outcomes 

	Analytic Plan 

	Results 
	Profile Identification 
	Profile Differences or Similarity across Different Demographic Groups 
	Profile Membership and Developmental Outcomes 

	Discussion 
	Parenting Styles in Emerging Adulhtood 
	Parenting Styles and Developmental Outcomes in Emerging Adulthood 
	Limitations and Future Directions 

	Conclusions 
	References

