
	  
	  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

 

 

COLLEGE STUDENTS INFORMATION MANAGEMENT WITH PARENTS AND MORAL 

JUDGMENT DEVELOPMENT 

  
 

by 
 

BRIAN GEORGE COLLIN 
 

STEPHEN THOMA, COMMITTEE CHAIR 
DHEERAJ RAJU 

JASON SCOFIELD 
RICK HOUSER 
SARA TOMEK 

 
 
 

A DISSERTATION  
 
 
 

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements 
for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

in the Department of Educational Studies in Psychology,  
Research Methodology, and Counseling 

in the Graduate School of 
The University of Alabama 

 
 
 
 
 

TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 
 
 
 

2014 
 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Copyright Brian George Collin 2014 

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED 



	  
	  

ii 

 

 

 

ABSTRACT 

 The initial purpose of the current research study was to investigate if college students’ 

current and perceived changes from high school in parental disclosure, secrecy, current 

information management strategies, and justifications for non-disclosure differed by information 

type, gender, college experience, and levels of moral judgment development.  256 college 

students completed questionnaires that assessed the parental communication variables listed 

along with the Defining Issues Test (DIT-2), an assessment of moral judgment development.   

College students were most likely to disclose and tell the whole story when parents asked 

about academics and religious/political views in comparison to the other sampled behaviors. In 

contrast, subjects were most secretive about risky behaviors and more likely to avoid discussion 

or omit important details when parents asked about them than the other behaviors. Subjects 

reported that when they did not disclose risky behaviors it was most likely to avoid punishment 

or parent disapproval, whereas subjects’ most common justification for non-disclosure of 

academics was to avoid their own feelings of shame and embarrassment. In contrast, privacy was 

the most common justification for non-disclosure for peer, personal, multi-faceted issues, or 

religious-political views.   

 Overall, females were less secretive than males, more likely to disclose to the mother, tell 

the whole story when asked, and less likely to make up a story/lie or avoid discussion when 

asked about the sampled behaviors.  However, collegiate females perceived greater decreases in 
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disclosure of risky behaviors than did males, and in turn they were no more likely than males to 

tell the whole story when asked about them.  

 As expected, cognitive moral development scores were also positively associated with 

disclosure to the mother about academics, telling the whole story when asked about both 

academics and religious-political views, and was negatively associated with lying to parents. 

Underclassmen reported a greater likelihood of justifying non-disclosure because of sadness and 

shame than upperclassmen, which was also associated with lower scores of moral judgment 

development. In turn upperclassmen reported a greater likelihood of justifying non-disclosure 

because of privacy, which was associated with higher scores of moral judgment development.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Research on Adolescent Perceptions of Parental Communication 

 Judith Smetana and other prominent researchers on parenting in adolescence have 

recently emphasized teens’ management of the personal information they share with parents 

(Aldeis & Afifi, 2013; Brelsford, 2013; Brelsford & Mahoney, 2008; Crouter, Bumpus, Davis, & 

McHale, 2005; Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010; Keijsers, Branje, VanderValk, Meeus, 

2010; Kerr Stattin, & Burk, 2010, Kerr Stattin, & Ozdemir, 2012; Smetana, Metzger, Gettman, & 

Campione-Barr, 2006; Smetana, Villalobos, Rogge, & Tasopoulos-Chan, 2010).  In her earlier 

work, Smetana (1988) & Asquith (1994) discovered that parents and adolescents tended to differ 

in their perceptions of parental authority of personal, prudential, and multi-faceted behaviors. To 

clarify, personal issues are behaviors and factors that only affect the individual (i.e. 

moods/feelings, crushes, how they spend their allowance), prudential issues are behaviors that 

affect the teenagers’ well-being, risky behaviors, academics, peer relationships, and multi-

faceted behaviors or issues that can be considered personal, context dependent, and moral (i.e. 

bullying, rumors, dishonesty in relationships) (Smetana et al., 1988, 1994).  Table 1.1 is a list of 

items by behavior classification groups as adapted from Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) that was 

measured in the current research study.  In full, Smetana et al. (1988, 1994) found that teens 
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were more likely than parents to view these issues as personal choices, whereas parents were 

more likely to view them as contingent on parental authority.  

Table 1.1. Classification of Behaviors by Category 

Behavior Personal Prudential Multi-faceted Religious/Political
Definition

Categories/ Personal Risky Behaviors Multi-faceted Religious/Political
Spend Free Time Alcohol Use Bullying/Rumors Political Views

Spend Money Tobacco Use Lying Dishonesty
Crush Marijuana Use Video Piracy

Other Drugs
Party W/ Alcohol

Peers
Dating

Talk with Friends
Academics
Bad Grade

Good Grade
Performance

Behaviors that 
Affect the Self 

Behaviors that 
Affect Health 

and Well-being

Religious/Spiritual 
Views

Behaviors that can be 
perceived as personal, 
conventional or moral

Religious and 
Spiritual 

Discussions

 

To extend her past findings, Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) investigated adolescents’ 

perceptions of communication about these types of issues with parents using constructs of 

disclosure and secrecy. Adolescent disclosure, or voluntarily sharing information with parents 

without them asking, is the primary source of parental knowledge about their teens’ personal life 

and is associated with positive adjustment among adolescents (Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999; 

Crouter, Bumpus, Davis, & McHale, 2005). In contrast to disclosure, secrecy is adolescents’ 

active attempts to withhold certain information from parents and is directly linked with both 

depression and anti-social behavior (Masche, 2010; Smetana et al., 2006, 2009; Kerr, Stattin, & 

Trost, 1999; Crouter, Bumpus, Davis, & McHale, 2005). A rationale for both constructs is that 

just because an adolescent does not voluntarily share information with parents does not 
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necessarily mean that they are actively trying to keep that information a secret (Masche, 2010; 

Crouter et al., 2005; Smetana et al., 2009). Furthermore, research has found that disclosure is 

linked to anti-social behavior only through its connection with secrecy, whereas the opposite is 

true for the relationship between secrecy and positive psychological adjustment (Masche, 2010; 

Crouter et al., 2005; Smetana et al., 2009).  

In more recent studies with disclosure and secrecy, Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) 

discovered adolescents’ were more likely to disclose information about academics and risky 

behaviors than they were information about peers.  As a result, Smetana began to differentiate 

prudential behaviors into the three previously discussed categories (risky behaviors, peers, and 

academics). It is also important to note that Smetana found that older adolescents were generally 

more secretive about peers and risky behavior than younger adolescents. The increase in secrecy 

and decrease in disclosure of peers and risky behavior likely represents teens’ establishment of 

boundaries within the parent relationship and in turn represent part of the psychological 

transition to adulthood (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009; Allen & Land, 1993).  

The next step of this field of research would be to study a population of college students 

who were at the following stage of development.   It is also important to note that Smetana did 

find some differences for gender, more specifically it was found that overall females were more 

likely than males to disclose and less likely to keep a secret. Furthermore, mothers were more 

likely to get disclosed to than was the father. As a result, it is important to consider gender in the 

context of parent relationships and communication tends to differ with mother/daughter tandems 

being the highest in disclosure (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009; Brelsford, 2013; Crouter et al., 2005; 

Cumsille et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2010; Kerr et al., 2012).  
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Following investigations into disclosure and secrecy rates in 2006, Smetana et al. (2009) 

studied adolescents’ information management strategies across the previously identified behavior 

types of concern (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009; Brelsford, 2013; Brelsford & Mahoney, 2008; 

Crouter, Bumpus, Davis, & McHale, 2005; Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010; Keijsers, 

Branje, VanderValk, Meeus, 2010; Kerr Stattin, & Ozdemir, 2012).  Information management 

strategies are an individual’s preferred response to a parental inquisition (Smetana et al.,2009; 

Brelsford, 2013; Crouter et al., 2005; Cumsille et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2010; Kerr et al., 

2012). For example, adolescents may tell part of the story but omit important details, avoid the 

discussion, make up a story or lie, or tell the whole story when parents ask about these 

predefined problematic issues during adolescence (Smetana et al.,2009; Brelsford, 2013; Crouter 

et al., 2005; Cumsille et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2010; Kerr et al., 2012). After her initial 

investigation of information management strategies, Smetana et al. (2009) concluded that 

disclosure and secrecy were directly linked to preferred responses to parental inquisitions. For 

example, adolescents were the most secretive about peers and in turn were less likely to tell the 

whole story about peers than any of the other behavior groups (Smetana et al., 2009).  It is also 

important to note that since older adolescents and males were more secretive than younger teens 

and females respectively (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), older adolescents and males were more 

likely to avoid discussion about peers than younger adolescents (Smetana et al., 2009).  In 

contrast younger adolescents and females in general were more likely than older adolescents or 

males to tell the whole story when asked about the previously mentioned behaviors of interest. 

Smetana et al. (2009) also investigated adolescents’ reasons for non-disclosure, which helps 

researchers differentiate between non-disclosure and secrecy. For example, a teen may not 

disclose with parents because of avoidance punishment or maybe they just think the issue is 
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private. Despite the identification of developmental trends amongst adolescents for disclosure, 

secrecy, and information management strategies, Smetana et al. (2009) did not find any 

differences between younger and older adolescents in their justifications for non-disclosure. 

These findings suggest that although adolescents tend to become more secretive and less likely to 

share information about peers, when asked about their reasoning for not sharing information may 

vary depending on the circumstance and the behavior type. Table 1.2 outlines the parent 

communication constructs that will be used in the current research study. Figure 1.1 helps 

illustrate the relationships between the parenting constructs that were used in the study.   

Table 1.2. College Students’ Perceptions of Parent Communication Constructs 

Construct Definition 

Disclosure Adolescent voluntarily sharing 
information with parents 

Secrecy Adolescents active attempts to keep 
information secret from parents 

Reasons for 
Non-disclosure 

Why did the adolescent not disclose 
information?  

Information 
Management 

If parents ask about the information 
in question, what is the response?  
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Figure 1.1. Connections between College Students’ Perceptions of Parental Communication 

Variables  

  Disclosure  
  Does the subject tell parents about the 

behavior voluntarily? 
 

 

   

        
Yes No 

How often does the subject discuss 
this behavior? 

Secrecy 

Does the subject actively keep this 
information a secret from parents? 

  
      

  
  

Yes No 
Reasons for Non-Disclosure Reasons for non-disclosure 

Adolescent is keeping information 
a secret, why? 

Adolescent is not actively keeping 
information a secret, but not voluntarily 

sharing. Why? 
Information Management Strategy Information Management Strategy 
If parents ask about this behavior, 

what is your typical response? 
Do they tell the whole story if parents 

ask? 
 

As mentioned earlier in this section, the current research looked to extend the research of 

Smetana et al. (2009) and other prominent researchers in the field of parenting and investigated 

parent communication of these target issues during the following stage of development. As 

mentioned earlier in this section, the current study used Smetana et al. (2009)’s methodology 

with college students and in order to provide an understanding of how parent communication 

evolves during the transition from adolescence to young adulthood.  Although this area of 

research has been open for close to 5 years, the current field of research has yet to pursue study 

college students using Smetana’s methodological developments in the study of parenting.  
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Research on Parenting and Moral Judgment 

 The past research has not only neglected to investigate the transition to adulthood, but has 

yet to use this research methodology and investigate a connection between parental 

communication and views of social cooperation both within and beyond the context of the 

family. Since one of the primary goals of parenting research is to gain an understanding of how 

parent relationships/communication fosters moral growth, then it is necessary for the field of 

research to investigate connections between the previously discussed methodology to study 

parent communication and cognitive moral development.  

The cognitive developmental perspective of moral psychology derived from the work of 

Lawrence Kohlberg (1969), who over 4 decades ago conducted his research with hypothetical 

moral dilemmas. Kohlberg (1969) was able to identify a longitudinal pattern in how individuals 

reason through moral dilemmas, which laid the groundwork for his theory of moral judgment 

development. Kohlberg (1969)’s theory has been adapted into several measurements of moral 

judgment development (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999) that have yet to be tested with 

the previously discussed methodological developments in the field of parenting. Table 1.3 

outlines Kohlberg (1969)’s theory of moral judgment development by stage and corresponding 

justification for action when a subject is presented with a hypothetical moral dilemma.  
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Table 1.3. Kohlberg’s Theory of Moral Judgment Development 

 

Stages Level Justification 

1-2 Pre-
Conventional 

Action Justified by 
consequences to individual 

3-4 Conventional Action justified by 
attending to role/norm 

5-6 Post-
Conventional 

Action justified by reason 
that extends beyond 

laws/rules/norms and 
supports social cooperation 

 

Although Kohlberg (1969)’s theory has been connected to moral factors such as 

educational attainment, political viewpoints, and religion, there is still little information on how 

adapted scales of Kohlberg’s theory connect to perceptions of communication within 

interpersonal relationships (i.e. parent relationships) (Rest et al., 1999). Furthermore, the 

available body of research on parenting and moral judgment development is nearly 2 decades old 

and strongly emphasizes outdated methods of studying parent relationships which will be 

highlighted in Chapter 2 (Boyes & Allen, 1993; Speicher, 1992, Leahy, 1981).  As a result of 

these shortcomings within the current body of literature, it is clear that the field of parenting and 

cognitive moral development needs a more recent study that accounts for the new developments 

in the field of parenting research.   

Purpose of the Study  

 The overall purpose of the current research was to extend the work on parental 

communication in adolescence to an older population of college students and investigate 
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relationships between perceptions of parental communication and cognitive moral development. 

The primary aim of the current study was to investigate differences by gender, college 

experience, behavior type, and levels of moral judgment development in college students’ 

current and perceived changes in disclosure/secrecy from high school, current preference of 

information management strategies, and justifications for non-disclosure by using an adapted 

version of Smetana et al. (2006, 2009)’s parenting questionnaire. It is important to note that 

collegiate subjects’ moral judgment development scores were assessed using Rest’s Defining 

Issues Test (DIT-2) (Rest et al., 1999).  

Based on the research of Smetana et al., (2006, 2009) it was hypothesized that college 

students would perceive an increase in secrecy and a decrease in disclosure of risky behaviors 

and peer issues in comparison to the other behaviors. The previous notion was hypothesized by 

Smetana et al. (2009) as she suggested that college students or older adolescents/emerging adults 

might become more involved in risky behaviors as they age and in turn become more secretive 

and avoidant of discussions with parents about their involvement in risky behaviors, whereas the 

other sampled behaviors may stay more consistent with a population of younger adolescents.  

Also based on earlier work of Smetana et al. (2009) with adolescents it was predicted that 

justifications for non-disclosure when anticipating a negative response (i.e. lack of 

approval/avoidance of punishment) would be associated with academics and risky behaviors. 

Based on the previous findings for gender it was also expected that females would be more likely 

than males to disclose and tell the whole story when asked, whereas it was predicted that males 

would be more likely to make up a story/lie or avoid discussion in comparison to their female 

counterparts (Smetana et al., 2009; Brelsford, 2013; Crouter et al., 2005; Cumsille et al., 2010; 

Keijsers et al., 2010; Kerr et al., 2012).  
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It was predicted that disclosure/telling the whole story when it came to moral issues (i.e. 

religious/political views) would be positively (secrecy would be negatively) associated with 

moral judgment development. Since academic achievement has been linked to moral judgment 

and is one of the validity criterion of the measure (Rest et al., 1999), it was hypothesized that 

disclosure/telling the whole story about academics would be positively associated (secrecy 

would be negatively) with moral judgment development scores.  It was also predicted that lying 

would be negatively associated with moral judgment development since lying is considered an 

act that lacks moral concern (Rest et al., 1999).  In turn it was also inferred prior to the study that 

avoidance of punishment justifications for non-disclosure would be associated with lower stages 

of moral judgment development as it represents less advanced reasoning in the context of 

Kohlberg’s theory.  The following section will outline the research questions that will be 

addressed in the current study that apply Kohlberg’s theory to the recent methodological 

advancements in the study of parenting.  

Research Questions 

1. Do college students’ current rates of mother/father disclosure differ by behavior 

classification, gender, or college experience? 

2. Do college students’ perceived changes in mother/father disclosure from high school 

differ by behavior classification, gender, or college experience?  

3. Do college students’ current rates of mother/father secrecy differ by behavior 

classification, gender, or college experience?  

4. Do college students’ perceived changes in mother/father secrecy from high school differ 

by behavior classification, gender, or college experience?  
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5. Do college students’ information management strategies (preferred response to parental 

acquisitions) differ by behavior classification, gender, or college experience?  

6. Do college students’ justifications for non-disclosure differ by behavior classification, 

gender, or college experience?  

7. Do college students’ current and perceived changes (from high school) in disclosure and 

secrecy relate to moral judgment development scores? Do the relationships differ by 

gender or college experience?  

8. Do college students’ information management strategies (likelihood to tell part of the 

story/omit details, avoid discussion, lie/make up a story/ tell the whole story when asked) 

relate to scores of moral judgment development?  

9. Do college students’ justifications for non-disclosure (avoidance of punishment, lack of 

approval, sadness/shame/embarrassment, parents’ would of thought less, privacy, etc.) 

relate to scores of moral judgment development? 

Significance of the Research 

Parent relationships without question play a significant role in a child’s development into 

a young adult (Steinberg, 2001; Allen & Land, 1993).  As a result, parent-adolescent 

communication continues to be a significant topic of interest within the field of human 

development (Steinberg, 2001; Allen & Land, 1993; Kerr et al. 2012; Smetana et al., 2009).  

Although more recent research has emphasized the child and adolescent years as their primary 

focus in the context of parenting (Steinberg, 2001; Allen & Land, 1993; Kerr et al., 2012; 

Smetana et al., 2009, 2010), it is important to consider that parent relationships rarely commence 

following the transition from adolescence to adulthood.  In turn as the adolescent ascends into 
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later stages of development and reaches adulthood it is essential to consider how the parent 

relationship evolves during this period as well.  

Considering the past literature has pointed out that adolescents’ perceptions of parent 

communication are an influential factor and determinant in the adolescents’ positive and negative 

developmental consequences (Kerr et al., 1999, 2010, 2012; Smetana et al., 2006, 2009, 2010; 

Keijsers, et al., 2010), this study considers whether or not the found trends at an earlier stage in 

development stay consistent at later stages in development.  More importantly, it is essential for 

researchers, clinicians, and educators to be able to indicate positive and negative signs in all 

periods of development rather than simply childhood and adolescence. Since college is without 

question an optimal time to measure development from adolescence to adulthood, this study has 

special significance because it uses recent methodological developments in the field of parenting 

and applies them to a period in development and cohort that has not yet been examined.  As a 

result of the findings of this research study, parents, parent educators, psychological 

practitioners, higher education professionals, counselors, scholars, researchers, and clinicians 

will have a greater understanding of normal and abnormal changes in the parent relationship that 

may result from the transition from adolescence to emerging adulthood.   

Considering Moral judgment development scores have also been linked with moral 

behavior (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999), significant findings from this study can be 

informative to parents who have adolescents who may have disclosed less in college than they 

did in high school. More importantly, measures of moral judgment development have been used 

to evaluate whether or not education is linked to growth of cognitive moral development (Rest, 

Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999). As a result, the findings from this research study may also be 
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important to parents interested in what young college students’ parental communication might 

say about their response to a college learning environment.  

Limitations  

 The sample collected for this research study was collected from one University in the 

Southeastern United States and may have some unique features meaning the results of this study 

may not be applicable to the entire population of college students. Since the findings from 

multiple studies on parent disclosure/secrecy in a diverse range of locations tend to converge, the 

findings from this study can be validated by its similarities to the trends that have been observed 

in the past research.  Furthermore the subjects were enrolled in Human Development and 

College of Education courses and cannot be generalized to college students who have never 

enrolled in those types of courses.  These classes tend to include more females than males, and 

the students enrolled in these courses are more likely to have a major in the social sciences. As a 

result, these findings may not be applicable to students who would not enroll in these courses. 

Finally and likely most significant this is a cross-sectional study, which looks at comparisons 

between two groups of people at different stages in development. In turn, any significant findings 

for college experience in the current study could be a result of differences between the two 

groups of students rather than an indicator of development. Furthermore, this study measures 

college students’ perceived differences from high school in parental disclosure and secrecy and 

not the actual differences. As a result, it cannot be concluded that a there has been an actual 

change in disclosure or secrecy from high school. However, significant findings will indicate that 

college students did perceive a change.  
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 The review of literature is divided into 3 sections that discuss available research relevant 

to the current research study. The first section covers the current literature on moral judgment 

development and parenting. The second section outlines the social domain perspective of moral 

psychology in the context of parenting, parents and adolescents’ perceptions of parental 

authority. The third section outlines parental monitoring, and adolescent’s management of 

information with parents. The fourth and final section discusses research on the moral judgment 

development of college students.  

Parenting and Moral Judgment Development: The Cognitive Developmental Perspective 

Foundations of the Study of Moral Judgment Development 

Lawrence Kohlberg (1969), the father of the theory of moral judgment development, 

extended the work of Jean Piaget on moral cognition and furthered the understanding of moral 

development through his longitudinal research on reasoning about hypothetical moral dilemmas. 

Kohlberg noticed that his subjects’ reason for action changed with age. Not only did Kohlberg 

noticed the longitudinal change in reasoning, he was able to recognize a longitudinal pattern of 

justifications that laid the groundwork for his theory of moral judgment development (Kohlberg, 

1969; Lapsley, Rice, & Fitzgerald, 1990).  
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 Kohlberg’s theory consists of six stages and three levels with 2 stages in each level 

(Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). The pre-conventional level is where actions are justified 

by the consequences of the action (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). Stage 1 is where an 

action is justified simply by escaping punishment. For example, children in stage 1 will decide 

not to steal because they will get punished for stealing (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). 

Stage 2 is where rewards are considered in justification of actions (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et 

al., 1990). For example, a child may now consider stealing a toy from his friend because he gets 

the toy. However, the child may also consider the possibility that he may get caught stealing and 

will get punished (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). The conventional level consists of 

stages 3 and 4, and is when actions are justified by filling a role, maintaining societal norms, or 

following the rules set forth by an institution (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). Stage 3 is 

where actions are justified as filling a predefined role in a relationship or society (Kohlberg, 

1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). For instance, a child may choose not to steal from his brother 

because he is a “good brother” and good brothers do not steal from their brothers. Stage 4 is 

where the rules and laws are considered in their reasoning for action (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et 

al., 1990). For instance, an individual may choose not to steal because it is against the law, or 

he/she may choose to steal because everyone else steals. The post-conventional level, stages 5 

and 6, consist of justifications that support the cooperation among the largest group of people 

(Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990). Stage 5 is defined by justifications that reflect social 

contracts and extension of human values, while stage 6 represents a justification that supports 

universal cooperation (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990).  

Kohlberg’s theory was significant because it demonstrated that an individual’s 

understanding of social cooperation changes as one ages (Lapsley et al., 1990). Not only that, 
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Kohlberg (1969) provided the field of research with a way to measure development of moral 

reasoning. Despite these innovations, Kohlberg (1969) did not emphasize the role of parents 

much in his research (Speicher, 1992; Lapsley et al., 1990). In the context of his theory, 

Kohlberg (1969) seconded Piaget’s argument that parental reward and punishment to shape 

behavior reinforced the child’s pre-conventional schema and potentially prevented advancement 

in the later stages of moral judgment development (Speicher, 1992; Lapsley, 1999; Kohlberg, 

1969; Piaget, 1997).  Kohlberg (1969) also believed that development of moral reasoning takes 

place when children are introduced to peer groups who represent social equals and an 

opportunity for children to gain a greater understanding of cooperation (Piaget, 1997; Lapsley et 

al., 1999; Kohlberg, 1969).  

Support for Parents as a Contributor to Moral Judgment Development  

Due to Kohlberg’s beliefs on parents and his strong influence on the field of moral 

psychology, the role of parents in moral judgment development has not been thoroughly 

investigated through the cognitive developmental lens (Kohlberg, 1969; Lapsley et al., 1990; 

Piaget, 1990).  In fact, the potential role of parents in moral judgment development was not 

investigated thoroughly until the 1990’s (Walker & Taylor, 1991; Walker & Hennig, 2000). 

Walker et al. (1991, 2000) made valuable contributions to the field of research on parenting and 

moral judgment development when they conducted longitudinal research on the role of parent-

child communication as predictors of moral judgment development growth. Walker and 

colleagues (1991, 2000) discovered that both parent and peer communication during real life 

moral dilemmas predicts moral judgment development growth (Walker & Taylor, 1991; Walker 

& Hennig, 2000).  It was concluded that parents who rephrased the opinions of the child, 

provided constructive feedback, and displayed high scores of parental warmth had children with 
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greater moral judgment development growth 2 years later (Walker et al., 1991).  It was also 

discovered that children use more advanced moral reasoning during discussions with their 

parents than they do by themselves (Walker et al., 1991).  This finding suggests that children and 

adolescent’s discussions with parents can help foster a transition into the more advanced stages 

of moral judgment development (Walker et al., 1991).  Although Walker et al. (1991, 2000) 

found that parental discussion during real life dilemmas predicted moral judgment development 

growth; parent discussions during hypothetical moral dilemmas did not predict moral judgment 

development growth (Walker & Taylor, 1991; Walker & Hennig, 2000). These findings suggest 

that parents may foster advancement of moral reasoning through discussions of the child’s real 

life conflicts, rather than hypothetical conflicts that have no baring on the child’s real life 

(Walker et al., 1991, 2000).  Walker’s findings suggest that children and adolescents may 

identify their parents as an authority figure early in development, but as the child develops into 

an adolescent he/she may view their parent as confidant or at least a worthy consultant for 

advice. If this is in fact the case, it has been demonstrated that parents can foster growth of moral 

reasoning (Walker & Taylor, 1991; Walker & Hennig, 2000).  

Parenting Styles and Moral Judgment Development 

 Although research has suggested that Kohlberg’s theory needed expansion to include the 

role of parents, it is important to consider the time difference between the Kohlberg’s claim and 

Walker’s findings. Kohlberg’s ideas of parenting practices may represent the norm of parents in 

the early to mid- 1900’s, when parents were much more authoritarian in nature (Stearns, 2002).  

To clarify, authoritarian parenting practices are defined by high degrees of control, low degrees 

of parental warmth and granting of autonomy (Boyes & Allen, 1993; Vaden, 2001). This is a 

contrast to authoritative parenting, which is classified by high degrees of parental warmth and 
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developmentally appropriate granting of autonomy and loosening of parental control (Boyes & 

Allen, 1993; Vaden, 2001).  As a result of the authoritarian nature of parents in the 1950’s 

(Stearns, 2002), parents of Kohlberg (1969)’s time period maybe much more likely to punish 

their child without explanation.. Therefore, it might be that parents likely played a less 

substantial role in moral judgment development than they did after the 1990’s.   

To support this argument, Boyes and Allen (1993) found that authoritarian parenting 

styles and high degrees of parental control were negatively associated with scores of moral 

judgment development in high school and college students. Boyes and Allen (1993) used two 

measures of control and a variable of granting of autonomy to compute parenting style groups. In 

the analysis of individual control and autonomy variables in association to moral judgment 

development scores, Boyes and Allen (1993) only found one significant variable associated with 

adolescents’ moral judgment development, mother control (Boyes & Allen, 1993). These 

findings suggest that the parenting style of the mother may have a greater influence on the moral 

judgment development of adolescents than the father (Boyes & Allen, 1993). Although later 

research suggests there is conflicting evidence to support that claim, there is some evidence 

amongst the earlier literature on parenting and moral judgment development that suggests gender 

differences exist in family relationships to moral judgment development scores that will be 

discussed in the following section (Speicher, 1992; Leahy, 1981; Vaughn, Block, & Block, 1988; 

Bakken & Romig, 1994; Parish, 1980). 

Gender Differences in Moral Judgment Development Response to Parenting 

The current section outlines the differences between males and females in their moral 

judgment development response to parenting. Although Boyes and Allen (1993) did not find an 
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association between father control and moral judgment development, Leahy (1981) found that 

father control was positively associated with scores of moral judgment development for females. 

If father control is associated with advanced scores of moral judgment development for females, 

but mother control is not, it is plausible that the mother and father have different roles in helping 

their daughter achieve moral understanding (Boyes & Allen, 1993; Leahy, 1981). For instance, 

the father may help the daughter understand the rules, while the mother may help the daughter 

learn cooperation through their close relationship. To support these findings, Speicher (1992) 

found that personal satisfaction and affective quality of the mother daughter relationship was 

positively associated with scores of moral judgment development for females, and not for males. 

These findings would suggest that the mother daughter bond might be important for the 

daughters’ moral development (Speicher, 1992).  

Overall, the correlational research on parenting and moral judgment development 

suggests that daughters’ moral judgment development maybe more impacted by the emotional 

quality of the relationships with each parent than sons’ (Parish, 1980, Leahy, 1981). For 

example, Leahy (1981) found that daughters with fathers who were involved and supportive of 

their independence had higher scores of moral judgment development. Furthermore, Parish 

(1980) found that father relational loss to divorce was negatively associated with moral judgment 

development scores for females.  In contrast to the findings on females, boys’ moral judgment 

development has been more associated with the family environment created by both the mother 

and the father (Speicher, 1992; Leahy, 1981). For example Bakken and Romig (1994) found that 

family variables of cohesion and adaptability were negatively associated with boys’ moral 

judgment development, but not girls. Furthermore, Speicher (1992) family talks were strongly 

associated with adolescent boys’ moral judgment development, but not girls. It was also 
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discovered that sons’ moral development was significantly associated with variables common to 

both parents such as mother and father communication, understanding, and support. Speicher 

(1992) did not, however, find any common maternal and paternal variables that were associated 

with girls’ moral judgment development. Coincidentally, Vaughn, Block, and Block (1988) 

found that parental agreement on child rearing practices at age three predicted moral judgment 

development in boys at age 14, but not girls.  Leahy (1981) found that significant relationships 

between parenting variables from both the mother (low control, intrusiveness, low maintaining of 

boundaries) and father (acceptance and harmony) were associated with sons’ post conventional 

judgments, while only one maternal variable (intrusiveness) was negatively associated with 

daughters’ post-conventional judgments.  

Although these findings do suggest that parents have different contributions to the moral 

judgment development of males and females, there are some substantial contradictions that make 

it difficult to draw any significant conclusions from the previously discussed research studies.   

For example, family cohesion and parental divorce were positively associated with moral 

judgment development (Bakken & Romig, 1994; Kogos & Snarey, 1995) however other research 

suggests that father relational loss to divorce was negatively associated with moral judgment 

development scores (Parish, 1980).  Furthermore, considering family talks, communication, 

support, and agreement on child rearing practices were positively associated with moral 

judgment development scores for males, it is unclear why factors like family cohesion were 

negatively associated with scores of moral judgment development (Bakken & Romig, 1994; 

Speicher, 1992; Vaughn, Block, & Block, 1988).  Overall, the literature is in agreement that boys 

and girls moral judgment development is reflective of different variables of parenting, however 
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there are fundamental inconsistencies in the literature that suggest the role of parents in moral 

judgment development needs further investigation.  

 Considering the past limitations of the literature, it is also important to point out that the 

majority of the available research on the parenting and moral judgment development is nearly 

two decades old (Leahy, 1981; Parish, 1980; Speicher, 1992; Walker & Hennig, 2000; Walker & 

Taylor, 1991; Vaughn, Block, & Block, 1988).  Research on parenting from the cognitive 

developmental perspective of moral psychology likely declined because the field of research had 

established a general understanding of how commonly referenced parenting variables were 

associated with moral judgment development. The research conducted from the cognitive 

developmental perspective on parenting and moral judgment development aside from Walker et 

al. (1991, 2000) is primarily focused on parenting style variables (i.e. control, autonomy, 

warmth) rather than parental communication. In contrast, the social domain perspective of moral 

psychology has provided the field of research on parenting and moral development with a greater 

understanding of not only how parents and adolescents communicate but also how they view 

parental authority (Smetana et al., 1989, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1999, 2006, 2009, 2010). As a result, 

a re-investigation into parenting and moral judgment development using recent methodological 

advancements in the study of parent adolescent communication that derived from the social-

domain perspective is warranted.  
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Perceptions of Parental Authority, and Management of Information with Parents 

The Social Domain Perspective of Moral Psychology 

One of Kohlberg’s students, Elliot Turiel (1983), argued that children gain social 

knowledge from different sources that represent related, but distinct trajectories of development.  

Turiel (1983)’s Social Domain Theory suggests that children divide learned social information 

into three domains: moral, conventional, and psychological. The moral domain represents 

construction of knowledge about the worldly views of social cooperation (Smetana & Asquith, 

1994; Turiel, 1983). For instance, children in most cultures in the world learn that stealing, lying, 

or killing for personal gain is considered immoral. The conventional domain is knowledge of 

rules that differ by culture, household, and school and represent contextually appropriate 

behavior (Smetana & Asquith, 1994; Turiel, 1983).  For example, certain schools require 

students to wear uniforms while others do not.  The psychological domain is social knowledge 

that relates to each individual and differs by individual such as interpersonal relationships, social 

activities, and personal interests (Turiel, 1983). To clarify, the personal domain is knowledge 

that is only relevant to the individual (Smetana et al., 1999; Turiel, 1983).  

The Social-Domain Theory, in contrast to the Kohlbergian structural developmental 

theory (Kohlberg, 1969; Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999) argues that although 

knowledge develops in the three different domains, and developmental trajectories exist 

differently for each individual domain (Turiel, 1983; Kohlberg, 1969). Furthermore, social-

domain theory is a perspective that is sensitive and accounts for differences in culture and time 

period (Turiel, 1983; Smetana, 1999). For example, Piaget (1997) argued that excessive parental 

punishment is a factor that thwarts moral development. Although not stated, Piaget (1997) may 
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have referred to punishment for conventional behaviors (i.e. curfew violation, not completing 

chores), which according to Turiel (1983) would not have a great impact on moral development 

because the behaviors are conventional.   

The most important theoretical advantage of the social domain approach over the 

structural developmental approach is the social domain approach considers not just 

developmental outcomes, but how social and moral knowledge is learned (Smetana, 1999; 

Turiel, 1983). Furthermore, the social domain theory differentiates parenting across the three 

different types of domains (Turiel, 1983). For instance, a parent could be authoritarian in relation 

to conventional domain, permissive in the psychological-personal domain, and authoritative 

about moral issues (Smetana & Asquith, 1994; Turiel, 1983).  More specifically, the social 

domain theory is sensitive to the fact that parents have different tendencies of parenting as they 

relate to different domains (Smetana, 1999; Turiel, 1983).  

Parent and Adolescent Perceptions of Parental Authority 

 Judith Smetana et al., (1989, 1994, 1995, 1999, 2006, 2009) has made a significant 

contribution of research to the field of parenting from the social domain perspective. Smetana et 

al. (1989, 1993, 1994) has demonstrated that parents and children’s have different perceptions of 

parental authority across the three domains.  Smetana (1989, 1993, 1994) presented parents and 

adolescents’ hypothetical transgressions in each of the three domains; moral, conventional, and 

psychological.  Smetana (1989) asked both parents and their adolescent middle or high school 

students about their disagreements. The findings suggested that parents and adolescents have the 

majority of their conflicts within the personal and conventional domain (Smetana, 1989). These 

types of parent conflicts consisted of schoolwork, chores, friendships, and parents regulation of 
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behaviors outside of the home (Smetana, 1989). Parents were more likely than teens to view 

these conflicts as conventional and contingent on parental authority, whereas adolescents were 

more likely than parents to view these issues as personal choices.  

Smetana (1989)’s previous findings suggest that adolescents are able to judge the 

obligatory and legitimate nature of parental rules in these domains. As a result, Smetana and 

Asquith (1994) asked parents and adolescents whether or not personal, conventional, and moral 

rules were in a set of parent-adolescent hypothetical transitions were legitimate or obligatory for 

parents to make rules. Adolescents were also asked if they are required to comply with parents’ 

rules in each of the domains (Smetana & Asquith, 1994). Overall, most parents and adolescents 

agreed that wrong actions in the moral domain were independent of parental beliefs, while wrong 

actions in the conventional domain were contingent on parental beliefs (Smetana & Asquith, 

1994).  More specifically, parents and adolescents agree that moral rules are universal and are 

not independent to a specific set of parents, while conventional rules do depend on the rules of 

the parents in question (Smetana & Asquith, 1994). In turn, conventional rules of the parents in 

question often have some relevance to the culture and environment and what is the norm for that 

particular environment and culture (Smetana & Asquith, 1994).  Parents and adolescents agreed 

that parents establishment of conventional rules were obligatory and legitimate (Smetana & 

Asquith, 1994). Furthermore, adolescents and parents were also in agreement that personal issues 

did not fall under parental jurisdiction and were under control of the child (Smetana & Asquith, 

1994). To clarify, parents and adolescents agreed that parental rules in the personal domain are 

not legitimate or obligatory. However, Smetana and Asquith (1994) identified that personal 

behavior such as parties, teen driving, and use of illicit drugs and alcohol along with behaviors 

regarding peer relationships were where parents and adolescents tend to differ in their 
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perceptions of parental authority. For example, it was identified that over half of the adolescents 

identified multi-faceted and peer issues as personal in comparison to just 18% of mothers and 

22% of fathers, who were likely to identify these behaviors as conventional (Smetana & Asquith, 

1994).  Smetana et al. (1994, 2006, 2009) defined behaviors that impact a child or adolescents 

well being such as academics, risky behaviors, and multi-faceted issues or issues that can extend 

into all domains.  

Smetana and Asquith (1994) also asked adolescents whether or not they would comply 

with parental rules in each domain, and their reasoning for non-compliance. Approximately 45% 

of the adolescents in the sample reported non-compliance with multi-faceted issues which 

include all three domains and friendship issues in comparison to 31% in the conventional, 34% 

in self-harm, and 14% of moral issues. To clarify, Smetana et al. (1994) identified types of teen 

behaviors where parents and adolescents differed in perceptions of parental authority. As 

mentioned previously these types of behaviors included risky behaviors (drinking, drug use), 

academics, peers, and multi-faceted issues that can be viewed from a multi-domain perspective. 

For example, multi-faceted activities would include spreading negative rumors about a peer, 

because spreading negative rumors has both a moral, conventional, and personal aspect.  Overall, 

the findings suggest that parental authority over peer relationships maybe the biggest source of 

parent-adolescent disagreement and maybe the largest source of conflict in adolescence 

(Smetana & Asquith, 1994). Parents perceive that their rules about peers are more legitimate and 

obligatory than adolescents, and as a result adolescents are almost as likely to not comply with 

parental rules about peer friendships as to comply with them (Smetana & Asquith, 1994).  

 Adolescents were also asked to justify why they would or would not comply with 

parental rules in relationship in response to each hypothetical transgression (Smetana & Asquith, 
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1994). Subjects often justified compliance to parental rules about moral behaviors using justice 

reasoning, while avoidance of punishment was a common justification for compliance with 

parental rules among the other sampled behaviors (Smetana & Asquith, 1994). Due to the 

universal nature and application of moral rules, adolescents are likely to develop a greater 

understanding for their purpose beyond simple avoidance of punishment, thus use more 

advanced reasoning to justify their purpose (Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999; Turiel, 

1983). In contrast, parental rules amongst the other previously mentioned behaviors might be 

enforced under parental supervision but not applicable or enforced outside of the parental eye 

(Rest, Narvaez, Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999).   

Since parents’ conventional rules may or may not be applicable, enforced, or even 

adaptable in the formation of peer relationships, adolescents may develop different sets of 

conventions to interact with their peers from the ones they have developed for their parents 

(Turiel, 1983). As a result, when adolescents’ do decide to comply with their parent’s rules about 

these behaviors they may not see or even understand the purpose for them beyond punishment. 

Furthermore, it is also less likely for adolescents to question rules that are against their self-harm, 

which explains why the majority of adolescents provided pragmatic justifications for obedience 

to parental rules against self-harm (Smetana, 1989).  This would explain why Smetana and 

Asquith (1994) found that parents and adolescents were in agreement that parental rules on 

prudential issues are both legitimate and obligatory. In contrast, it was demonstrated that parents 

used conventional justifications for parental rules concerning friendships and multi-faceted 

issues. As a result, adolescents used personal justifications for friendship and multi-faceted 

issues. Parents and adolescents have different perceptions on the legitimacy of parental rules in 

the context of peer relationships. As a result, adolescents seem to keep boundaries between their 
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parents especially concerning their peer relationships. Not only are adolescents less likely to 

disclose information about friends than multi-faceted or prudential issues, but they are more 

likely to lie about these issues as well (Smetana et al., 2006). More importantly in the context of 

this study, Smetana et al. (2006, 2009, 2010) began to focus on prudential and multi-faceted 

behaviors because they were the types of behaviors where parents and adolescents have different 

perceptions of parental authority and thus have the majority of their conflict. 

 In respect to differences between younger and older adolescents, Smetana and Asquith 

(1994) did find that parents of older adolescents tend to view prudential and friendship issues as 

more personal than parents of younger adolescents. These findings demonstrated that parents do 

grant autonomy as the child develops from a teen to an adult. Furthermore, the previous notion is 

also supported by the finding that older adolescents were more likely to view multi-faceted 

issues as personal rather than conventional than parents of younger adolescents (Smetana et al., 

1989, 1994). This would suggest that much of the adolescents’ conflict struggle with parents is 

gaining freedom to make their own set of conventions with peers that lie within the structure 

created by parents (Smetana & Asquith, 1994). Smetana et al. (1989, 1993, 1994)’s early 

research was important because it helped her identify that prudential and peer issues, and multi-

faceted adolescent behaviors (behaviors that can be viewed as both personal and conventional) 

were the primary sources of conflict for parents and adolescents. As a result, her later research 

was primarily directed toward investigating parent adolescents’ interactions concerning the 

previously mentioned behaviors that she identified as the primary source of conflict between 

parents and adolescents (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009, 2010). Smetana and Asquith (1994)’s 

findings that older adolescents were less likely than younger adolescents to see parental rules as 

legitimate and obligatory was based on cross sectional findings, more recent longitudinal studies 
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by Smetana (1999) and Darling, Cumsille, and Martinez (2008) confirmed these findings.  In 

fact, Darling et al. (2008) found that early adolescence evidenced the steepest decline in 

perceptions of parental rules as legitimate and obligatory.  

Another separate longitudinal research study by Cumsille, Darling, Flaherty, and 

Martinez (2009) discovered that adolescents’ perceptions of parental authority tend to fluctuate 

between an extreme to shared parent-personal control. To clarify, Cumsille et al. (2009) grouped 

adolescents’ by their perceptions of parental control. The three groups were operationally 

defined as the parental control group (identified parental authority as legitimate for all behavior 

classifications), the personal control group (did not identify parental authority as legitimate for 

any behaviors groups), and shared control group (identified parental authority as legitimate 

concerning either prudential or multi-faceted behaviors). It was determined that adolescents 

tended to favor personal or parental control early in adolescence and shared control later in 

adolescence. Cumsille discovered that conduct problems were associated with personal control in 

both early and late adolescence.  This would suggest that adolescents who do not view parent 

rules as legitimate are more likely to violate these rules and have more problems inside and 

outside of the parent relationship. In the context of Kohlberg et al. (1969)’s theory, it is likely 

that adolescents who view their parents rules as less legitimate maybe more likely to be in the 

pre-conventional stages as stage 4 (justification of action in moral dilemmas by laws or 

maintaining norms) represents a fundamental comprehension and sensitivity to rules and norms 

in a given environment.  

 It is also important to note that personal control was associated with lower personal 

efficacy, which suggests that adolescents who identify parental authority as legitimate likely get 

confidence from their parents who are likely to aid in their decision making processes (Cumsille 
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et al., 2009).  In a more recent study conducted by Kuhn and Laird (2011) investigating 

connections between perceptions of parental authority and parental control, development, and 

decision-making; it was discovered that adolescents who believed in the legitimacy of parental 

rules were less likely to form friendships with anti-social peers and were generally more 

obedient. In contrast, parental psychological control was a predictor of lower perceptions of the 

legitimacy of parental rules. Furthermore, it was demonstrated that adolescents’ resistance to 

parental control and advanced puberty stage are associated with less legitimate beliefs of parental 

authority. Similar to the findings on parenting and moral judgment development outcomes, Kuhn 

and Laird demonstrated that high degrees of parental control are predictors of increases in 

problematic behavior and formation of anti-social friendships.  It is plausible that parents high in 

psychological control maybe more likely to actively gain knowledge about their adolescent’s 

behavior outside the home rather than relying on the adolescent to inform them voluntarily. In 

turn parent’s active attempts to gain knowledge about their child or adolescents’ personal life are 

defined throughout the literature as parental monitoring, which will be discussed in the following 

section (Kerr & Stattin, 1999).  

Parental Monitoring  

In the early 1990’s there was a growing field of parental monitoring or parents active 

attempts to gain information about their adolescents personal life (Kerr & Stattin, 1999). This 

was due to the fact that adolescents spend a majority of their free time outside of the home and 

parents are often not aware of their involvement in risky behaviors (Kerr, Stattin, & Burk, 2010; 

Crouter, Bumpus, Davis, & McHale, 2005).  As a result, it was believed that parents needed to 

take active steps to be informed about their adolescents’ activities beyond outside of the home, 

which is defined as parental monitoring (Kerr & Stattin, 1999; Kerr, Stattin, & Burk, 2010). In 
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turn, researchers began to investigate how parental knowledge about adolescents’ personal life is 

obtained and what that indicated about the parent adolescent relationship and adolescent 

developmental and behavioral outcomes (Kerr & Stattin, 1999; Kerr, Stattin, & Burk, 2010).  In 

a 7-year longitudinal research study on sources of parental knowledge with 13.5 to 17.5 year 

olds, Crouter et al. (2005) discovered that parental knowledge predicted lower involvement in 

risky behaviors. More specifically, Crouter et al. (2005) found that parental knowledge mediated 

a relationship between parental sources of information and involvement in risky behavior.  

Furthermore, parents who got information from the adolescent knew more about the adolescents’ 

activity than parents who received information from sources outside the mother, father, and 

adolescent triad (Crouter et al., 2005).  In a separate study with Swedish 8th graders on how 

parental knowledge is obtained, Kerr and Stattin (1999) discovered that parental control, parental 

questioning, and adolescent disclosure were all associated with parental knowledge of their 

adolescents’ activity within the personal, academic, prudential, and peer related behaviors.. 

Adolescent disclosure was operationally defined as the adolescent voluntarily sharing 

information with their parents in contrast to parental inquisitions, which implies that the parent 

had to ask the adolescent about the behavior, and parental control which represents parental rules 

that require adolescent disclosure (Kerr & Stattin, 1999). Kerr and Stattin (1999) found that 

parental knowledge was more likely to be obtained through adolescent disclosure than parental 

inquisitions and control. The results indicated that once adolescent disclosure is accounted for 

parents’ active attempts to gain knowledge only explained 3-5% of the variance of parental 

knowledge. In a more recent longitudinal study, Kerr, Stattin, and Burk (2010) surprisingly 

discovered that adolescent disclosure and not control or parental inquisitions was a significant 

predictor of parental knowledge.  
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The findings from Kerr et al. (2000, 2010) suggest that adolescents’ voluntary disclosure 

is parents primary source of information about their adolescents behavior beyond the home.  In a 

separate but related study, Kerr, Stattin, and Trost (1999) discovered that adolescent disclosure 

was significantly related to measures of parental trust, which suggests that adolescents can gain 

trust from their parents through sharing this information with them. Furthermore, it was 

discovered that parental trust explained a found link between poor parent adolescent 

relationships and anti-social behavior (Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010; Kerr, Stattin, & 

Trost, 1999).  These findings suggest that once trust within the parent-adolescent relationship has 

been established, parents should not need to monitor their adolescents’ activities (Kerr, Stattin, & 

Trost, 1999; Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010).   

It is important to note adolescents less likely to be involved in disapproved behaviors 

may be more likely to disclose information because these adolescents have nothing to hide from 

parents and as a result are less likely to lie when asked by parents (Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & 

Bosdet, 2005). Furthermore, parents of adolescents not involved in disapproved behaviors may 

not have to take active monitoring strategies to obtain information about their adolescent 

(Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005). In contrast, adolescents with increased involvement 

in undesirable behaviors are more likely to lie about them when questioned by parents (Marshall, 

Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005).  This suggests that adolescents with little to hide are more 

likely to voluntarily share information, while adolescents with more to hide are more likely to lie 

when parental monitoring strategies are used (Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005).   

As a result of the previous findings, adolescents may have primary control over the 

parent adolescent relationship thorough their management of information. In a longitudinal 

investigation on the cause and effect relationship between adolescents adjustment and parenting 
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style, Kerr, Stattin, and Ozdemir (2012) discovered that adolescent adjustment was a greater 

predictor of authoritative parenting style than authoritative parenting style was a predictor of 

adolescent adjustment. These findings would suggest that the adolescent has a strong influence 

on parenting styles, which were previously believed to be mainly under the control of the parents 

(Kerr et al., 2012).   

Coincidentally, a separate longitudinal study on parental rules on delinquent friendships, 

Keijsers ET al. (2012) found that parental rules against a pre-existing delinquent friendship 

predicted continued friendship with the delinquent throughout the duration of the study, which in 

turn was associated with the subjects’ delinquent behavior.  Considering that part of development 

in adolescence is choosing friendships, it was suggested by Keijsers that parents’ active 

regulation of friendship interferes with the adolescents’ development of autonomy in selection of 

friends. These findings suggest that parents should give their adolescent space to experience 

friendships and provide feedback only when prompted by the adolescent. 

Overall, these findings suggest that parents active information seeking or parental 

monitoring strategies are altogether ineffective in gaining information about adolescent behavior 

(Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005; Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999; Cumsille, Darling, & 

Martinez, 2010).  Adolescents with problem behaviors are more likely to lie when parents ask 

them about risky or anti-social behavior (Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005). 

Furthermore, parents’ active attempt to distance their adolescent from a delinquent is more likely 

to backfire (Keijsers et al., 2012).  In conclusion, parent’s active attempts to regulate their 

adolescents’ personal lives beyond the home can generally be associated with maladaptive 

consequences (Marshall, Tilton-Weaver, & Bosdet, 2005; Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999; Cumsille, 

Darling, & Martinez, 2010; Keijsers et al., 2012).  These findings generally explain why 
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Cumsille et al. (2010) found that parental monitoring was associated with adolescent lying and 

anti-social behavior. Considering adolescent disclosure is the most important source of 

information for parents, the following section will discuss the current literature on adolescent 

disclosure and secrecy.  It is also important to note that mothers/fathers who are more likely to 

engage in parental monitoring may have a greater reason to do so (i.e. the adolescent maybe 

more involved in anti-social/risky behavior), and as a result the adolescent may be more likely to 

lie and void discussion with parents. 

Overall, these findings coincide with Piaget (1997) and Kohlberg (1969)’s argument that 

moral development may be more dependent on the adolescent and his interactions with peer 

relationships rather than the parents’ active attempts to control or seek information from the 

adolescent. Furthermore the previous results validate Piaget (1997) and Kohlberg (1969)’s 

assumptions that parents who were overly involved in their child/adolescents social decision-

making (i.e. relationships with peers), perhaps, can be a negative factor to a child/adolescents’ 

moral development. It is also important to note that the previous finding that authoritative 

parenting is associated with moral judgment development (Boyes & Allen, 1993) may be 

explained by adolescent communication and adjustment rather than parenting styles or behaviors. 

These findings as a whole indicate that future research is needed within the field of parenting and 

moral judgment development to account for these advances in the field of research on parenting. 

The next section will highlight some of the most recent and influential articles on parenting in 

adolescence.  
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Adolescents Disclosure, Secrecy and Information Management  

 Adolescent to parent disclosure has been defined throughout the literature as adolescents 

voluntarily sharing information with parents (Smetana Metzger, Gettman & Campione-Barr, 

2006; Frijns, Keijsers, Branje, & Meeus, 2010). This is in contrast to adolescent secrecy, which 

is adolescents purposeful withholding of information from parents (Smetana Metzger, Gettman 

& Campione-Barr, 2006; Frijns, Keijsers, Branje, & Meeus, 2010). The logic for inclusion of 

both disclosure and secrecy variables is just because an adolescent does not voluntarily share 

information doesn’t necessarily indicate he/she is actively withholding it (Smetana Metzger, 

Gettman & Campione-Barr, 2006; Frijns, Keijsers, Branje, & Meeus, 2010). To investigate the 

validity of disclosure and secrecy variables, a 5-year longitudinal study (participants were 

approximately 13 years old at the beginning of the study) was conducted comparing disclosure 

and secrecy variables and adjustment over the course of adolescence (Frijns, Keijsers, Branje, & 

Meeus, 2010). The findings demonstrated that disclosure and secrecy, although strongly related 

constructs, are in fact distinct variables (Frijns et al., 2010). More specifically, secrecy rather 

than disclosure was a stable predictor of anti-social behavior (Frijns et al., 2010; Smetana, 

Villalobos, Rogge, Tasopoulos-Chan, 2010).  In regard to depression, parental secrecy predicted 

depression in early adolescence and depressive symptoms predicted less disclosure. However, 

there was no found association between secrecy or disclosure and depression in later adolescence 

(Frijns et al., 2010). These findings may indicate that once an individual reaches late adolescence 

communication with parents is not associated with depression (Frijns et al., 2010). It is important 

to note that since secrecy is a predictor of anti-social behavior (Frijns et al., 2010), it is plausible 

that secrecy rates would also be connected negatively to moral judgment development scores as 
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moral judgment development has been linked negatively with anti-social behavior (Rest et al., 

1999) 

Smetana et al. (2006) conducted a study on parental disclosure and secrecy with 9th and 

12th grade adolescents 14-18 years old. Participants were given hypothetical parent-adolescent 

transgressions in each of the sampled activities and how likely they were to tell their parents 

about each of the behaviors (Smetana et al., 2006). Adolescents reported that self-harm issues, 

such as involvement with alcohol or drugs, are not only viewed by adolescents as subject to 

parental authority, but they were most likely to share these issues with parents (Smetana et al., 

2006). In contrast, personal issues were least likely to be viewed by adolescents as subject to 

parental authority and were also the least likely by adolescents to disclose information (Smetana 

et al., 2006). As reported previously, Smetana and Asquith (1994) pointed out that parents and 

adolescents feel that moral and conventional transgressions are more subject to parental authority 

than peer and prudential issues. In contrast, adolescents reported a greater likelihood of 

disclosing information about peer issues than conventional or moral issues (Smetana et al., 

2006). To clarify, although adolescents saw multifaceted issues such as dating an unlikeable 

boyfriend as out of parental jurisdiction, they still would be more likely to disclose this 

information to parents than simple conventional or moral transgressions (Smetana et al., 2006). 

More importantly, Smetana discovered that parent and adolescents perceptions of parental 

authority concerning certain behaviors were directly related to their obligation to disclose 

information. In full, these findings depict the power struggle between parents and adolescence. 

Parents have a greater perception of control and disclosure by establishing rules over the multi-

faceted and peer related (primary conflict) issues than adolescents perceive and actually disclose 

(Smetana et al., 2006).  
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 Smetana et al. (2009) conducted a follow-up study on disclosure and secrecy of 

adolescents that addressed both adolescent’s information management strategies and their 

reasons for non-disclosure.  Adolescents’ reasons for non-disclosure did not differ much across 

behavior type as avoidance of punishment, privacy, or that it causes no harm seemed to be the 

most popular (Smetana et al., 2009). For personal, prudential, and multi-faceted issues subjects 

were most likely to tell the parents everything, or chose to avoid the issue altogether (Smetana et 

al., 2009).  It was also discovered that lying was the least popular information strategy for all the 

sampled behaviors (Smetana et al., 2009). Furthermore it was found that when adolescents’ 

decide not to disclose information about prudential, multi-faceted, or personal issues they are 

more likely to tell everything about the issue than lie or omit important details when asked by 

parents (Smetana et al., 2009). In contrast, when adolescents decide not to disclose and are asked 

by parents about their behavior regarding peers they are more likely to omit important details or 

lie than they are to tell everything about the issue (Smetana et al., 2009).  In a separate study on 

parental disclosure using similar methodology, Cumsille, Darling, and Martinez (2010) found 

that adolescents who tell all about personal issues had higher legitimacy beliefs and a more 

positive relationship with the mother.  In contrast, adolescents more likely to lie to their parents 

reported lower maternal warmth, legitimacy beliefs, and were more likely to exhibit conduct 

problem behaviors (Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010). Since conduct problem behaviors can 

be traced to moral judgment development scores (Rest et al., 1999), it is plausible that lying is 

also connected to lower scores of moral judgment development.  Furthermore, as mentioned 

previously parents of adolescents high in disclosure were less likely to ask questions about the 

behavior of their adolescent likely due to the adolescent acts of keeping the parents informed 

voluntarily (Cumsille, Darling, & Martinez, 2010). Coincidentally, Smetana et al. (2009) found 
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that boys tended to avoid discussion of personal issues more than girls.  Beyond the previous 

finding (Smetana et al., 2009), there is a considerable amount of noteworthy findings on sex 

differences in parent adolescent communications and perceptions of authority that will be 

discussed in the following section.    

Gender Differences in Teens’ Perceptions of Parental Authority, Disclosure, and Secrecy 

Boys are generally more secretive in nature than girls (Smetana et al., 2009; Smetana et 

al., 2006; Crouter; 2005).  According to Kuhn and Laird et al.’s (2011), boys have lower 

legitimacy beliefs (of parental authority) than do girls, which may explain why boys are about 5 

times more likely than girls to receive a conduct problem diagnosis (Deault, 2010). Kuhn and 

Laird et al. (2010)’s in depth analysis of the longitudinal data revealed that boys and girls had 

generally the same legitimacy beliefs in grade 5 (Kuhn & Laird, 2011). However, males’ 

legitimacy beliefs significantly declined between grades 5 and 7, while females stayed constant. 

In conclusion, males and females begin to differentiate in legitimacy beliefs in early adolescence 

(Kuhn & Laird, 2011). As mentioned previously Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) along with Crouter 

et al. (2005), found that males were more likely to avoid discussion of personal information than 

were girls.  Partly due to the males’ increased involvement in disapproved behavior, they are 

generally more secretive and less likely to disclose information than females in adolescence 

(Smetana et al., 2006, 2009; Meeus, Keijsers, Branje, Frijns, Finkenauer, 2010; Deault, 2010). It 

is plausible that males’ greater secretive nature in adolescence paired with the connections 

between secrecy and anti-social behavior in comparison to their female counterparts may partly 

explain the consistent finding that females overall score higher than males on measures of moral 

judgment development (Cumsille et al., 2010; Meeus, 2010; Smetana et al., 2006, 2009).  
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Although adolescent secrecy and decreased parental knowledge have been linked with 

anti-social behavior (Crouter et al., 2005), a longitudinal study by Meeus et al. (2010) reported 

that parental secrecy is more predictive of problematic behaviors among adolescent females than 

males.  Considering it is the norm for males in comparison to females to keep more information 

secret from their parents (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), it is not as indicative of problematic 

behaviors in comparison to females. Since secrecy is more of an indicator for increases in anti-

social behavior for females, it is also plausible that secrecy may be more of an indicator of less 

advanced moral judgment development for females than it is for males.  

Research on parental monitoring suggests that mothers are more knowledgeable on 

adolescents’ activities are fathers (Waizenhofer, Buchanan, & Jackson-Newsom, 2004). In turn, 

fathers were more likely than mothers to receive information about the child from the opposite 

sex parent. Waizenhofer et al. found that adolescents are generally more likely to disclose 

information to the mother than the father, especially for daughters (Smetana et al., 2006).  These 

findings suggest that the mother-daughter bond tends to be the closest bond and is associated 

with the highest amount of disclosure and the lowest amount of secrecy. However, mothers do 

tend to (more than fathers) overestimate the amount of disclosure they receive from adolescents. 

As a result, mothers are likely more informed than fathers. However it is also plausible that they 

are more likely to be disclosed to they tend to have more inaccurate perceptions of disclosure 

than do fathers.  

The previous sections have discussed adolescents’ regulation of personal information 

they share with parents and identified that active attempts to gain information and regulate the 

adolescents personal life or parental monitoring is associated with negative consequences 

(Marshall et al., 2005; Kerr et al., 1999; Cumsille et al., 2010; Keijsers et al., 2012). In contrast, 
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research has suggested that parents’ reaction to disclosures from adolescents can indicate their 

likelihood to continue to disclose information in the future (Frijns et al., 2010).  Considering 

adolescent behavior is a greater predictor of parenting styles than the opposite (Kerr, Stattin, 

Ozdemir, 2012), parenting style groups may be able to be redefined through classifications of 

reactions to adolescent disclosures which may play a role in adolescent disclosure which will be 

discussed in the following section.  

Parenting Behavior that Affects Adolescent Disclosure and Secrecy  

Research on parenting behaviors that contribute to adolescent disclosure to parents are 

important because they provide an understanding of how parents can build a healthy relationship 

with their adolescent by getting them to share more information with parents (Tokic & Pecnik, 

2010). Furthermore, research can provide information to parents on how certain behaviors may 

decrease their adolescents’ likelihood to disclose information. In a qualitative study on parenting 

behaviors that contribute to an adolescents’ decision to or not to disclose information, Tokic and 

Pecnik (2010) identified parents’ mood, availability, openness to discussion, intrusive 

questioning, nagging, and pre-disapproval as factors that negatively influenced an adolescent’s 

likelihood to disclose information. Adolescents described that parents negative reactions to 

certain disclosures were lack of attention, trust, understanding, or approval along with lectures, 

negative emotions, punishment, interruptions, and teasing. In contrast, positive emotions, 

availability and allowance of opportunities to disclose, parental disclosure, identifying 

adolescent’s emotions, encouragement rather than forced disclosure. Furthermore, parents who 

negotiate and are understanding and reasonable about most adolescent’s disclosures, while 

remaining calm and positive tend to have adolescents who disclose more information.  
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The lack of availability or emotional availability seemed like a significant issue that was 

addressed in the study; it is plausible especially in a traditional American home that this would 

largely represent fathers who are likely to work a full time job. Furthermore, this may explain the 

advantages of authoritative style parents over permissive parenting styles in promoting 

adolescent disclosure (Smetana et al., 1995; Allen & Land, 1993). Permissive style parents, 

although not as negative as authoritarian parents (Smetana et al., 1995), may have adolescents 

who are less likely to get their attention, which has been associated with low adolescent 

disclosure (Tokic & Pecnik, 2010).  

Parents who are supportive and positive in their reactions to adolescent disclosure are 

more likely to have adolescents who disclose (Tokic & Pecnik, 2010).  In contrast, controlling 

and intrusive parents are less likely to receive disclosure from adolescents (Hawk, Keijsers, 

Frijns, Hale, Branje, & Meeus, 2013).  For example, in a 3-year longitudinal study with 13-16 

year olds, adolescents’ reports of parental privacy invasion predicted increased secrecy and 

lower parental knowledge. In turn, Hawk found that parental secrecy explained the relationship 

between adolescents’ reports of privacy invasions and decreased parental knowledge (Cumsille 

et al., 2010).  Cases where parents use controlling tactics to gain information, which are likely to 

be perceived by adolescents as a privacy invasion, have been associated with adolescent 

delinquent behaviors, low self-esteem, and overall social adjustment problems (Kerr & Stattin, 

2000). Furthermore adolescents with parents who are psychologically controlling may be more 

likely to lie to parents . On the contrary, adolescent disclosure increases parental knowledge 

about the personal life of the adolescent. As a result of having informed parents, adolescents high 

in disclosure are more likely to gain the trust of their parents which results in less problematic 

negotiations of autonomy (Smetana et al., 2009; Cumsille et al., 2010; Hawk et al., 2013).  



	  
	  

41 

Furthermore, adolescent disclosure has been associated with higher self-esteem, low depression, 

decreased failure expectations, and overall positive psychosocial adjustment among 8th graders 

(Kerr & Stattin, 2000).   

College Students Disclosure to Parents  

 Research on parental disclosure in emerging adulthood is important because it describes 

how the parent relationship evolves following a developmental milestone, such as an 

adolescents’ first experience living on his/her own. In a study on parental disclosure with college 

students, Miller and Stubblefield (1993) pointed out that parental disclosure among college 

students is mutual among families with married parents. More specifically, college students who 

disclosed more information with their parents were more likely to get disclosure from parents. 

Although it was demonstrated that the mother was more likely to have information disclosed to 

and from than the father, disclosure with the father was the greatest predictor of disclosure with 

the mother and vice versa.  College students with a closer relationship to the mother were more 

likely to disclose information to the father; however a close relationship with the father did not 

indicate a greater likelihood for the father to disclose his own personal information to the college 

student. In contrast, the closeness of the mother relationship was associated with both mothers 

likelihood to be disclosed to and from, although the mother relationship to adolescent disclosure 

was of much greater strength. Furthermore, these findings suggest that the fathers disclosure to 

the adolescent does not indicate the adolescents willingness to disclose information to the father, 

however, the mothers willingness to disclose information to the adolescent did. These findings 

suggest that the mother-adolescent relationship is more reciprocal than the father-adolescent 

relationship. As a result, these findings suggest that fathers who are available for discussion and 

listen and provide good feedback while remaining positive are more likely to have adolescents 
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who disclose information to them. Another interesting finding was that approximately half the 

sample reported awkward disclosures from parents, which fell under the category of sex, family 

problems, and image damaging information. It was also found that fathers may be more hesitant 

to share information with their adolescent than mothers, and as suggested by Miller and 

Stubblefield it may take more time for fathers to begin to trust adolescents with information.  

Interestingly, it was also found that mothers are more likely to share awkward information with 

their adolescents than fathers, which suggest that mothers may over-disclose information while 

fathers under-disclose information.  Miller and Stubblefield suggested that males like disclosure 

from parents because they would like to learn about their parents, while females reported 

positive responses to disclosure because it supports close relationships within the family.  Since 

moral judgment development has been associated with perspective taking and adolescent 

disclosure is associated with mother disclosure (Rest et al., 1999), it is plausible that adolescents 

who disclosure more get more disclosure back from the mother and in turn better understand her 

perspective about certain issues.  

 In a study on disclosure of risky behavior to peers, Aldeis et al. (2013) found that college 

students were more likely to disclose these types of behaviors with peers or siblings than they 

were with parents.  Further analysis also revealed that the type of message was important to 

disclosure of these types of behaviors, if the college student perceived the parent/peer/sibling as 

confirming and challenging they were more likely to disclose their risky behavior in comparison 

to the perception that they would be disconfirming. These findings suggest that if the adolescent 

perceives the target individual, whether it is a peer sibling or parent, as understanding but 

comfortable with challenging the behavior or intentions for the behavior, the adolescent would 
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be more likely to disclose risky behaviors. Furthermore, the results also suggest that college 

students perceive peers or siblings as more understanding of risky behavior than parents.  

 Brelsford and Mahoney (2008) conducted a study on mother adolescent disclosure about 

spirituality, religious beliefs, and measured the closeness of mother-adolescent relationships. It 

was discovered that having parents who did not discuss theism, but were high in disclosure about 

spirituality, was associated with closer and more positive mother-adolescent relationships 

(Brelsford, 2013). More specifically, communication about religious beliefs, spirituality (i.e. the 

meaning of life and existence) with parents was associated with increased satisfaction within the 

mother-adolescent relationship. Furthermore, spiritual discussions between parents and their 

adolescents suggested that communication was more open about other issues beyond religion and 

spirituality. These findings suggest that parents who discuss spirituality, religion, and deep 

thought provoking conversations with their adolescents have adolescents more likely to disclose 

and less likely to engage in problematic behavior. It is plausible that parents who were more 

liberal in their spiritual views maybe more likely to have these types of conversations with their 

adolescents.  Coincidentally, liberal political and spiritual viewpoints have been associated with 

higher scores of moral judgment development (Rest et al., 1999).  These findings may indicate 

that parents who have discussions of great intellectual depth, such as those about the meaning of 

life may be more likely to disclose information about other issues with parents. It is also 

plausible that these discussions may foster growth of moral judgment development, although it 

has not been investigated in the available literature. Future research should explore how parent-

adolescent disclosure about spirituality may relate to scores of moral judgment development. 

Since there is a general void in the literature on parenting and the moral judgment development 
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of college students in particular, the remainder of this literature review will focus on the up-to-

date research on the moral judgment development of college students.  

 

Moral Judgment Development of College Students  

 Although there has not been much research on parenting and moral judgment 

development of college students, the college experience is a very influential period to moral 

judgment development growth (Rest, ET al., 1999).  Considering college education is important 

to growth of moral judgment development, research focused on identifying the types of 

educational experiences in college that impact moral judgment development growth (Schlaefli, 

Rest, & Thoma, 1985). Schlaefli et al. conducted a meta-analysis combining several different 

research studies using different types of educational interventions designed to boost moral 

reasoning scores. Schlaefli et al. concluded that traditional learning environments such as lecture 

based Literature or History courses resulted in no substantial amount of moral judgment 

development gains (Rest et al., 1999). In contrast, educational interventions that focus on social 

justice, which include topics such as racism, political views, and the opinions of equality among 

relationships between minority and majority populations have been demonstrated to boost moral 

judgment development scores (Mayhew & King, 2008).  In an interventional study designed to 

boost moral reasoning, Mayhew and King found that college students who take these types of 

courses likely have higher moral reasoning prior to their enrollment in them. Similar to 

individuals with high mathematics ability favoring problem solver courses, college students with 

high moral reasoning ability tend to favor courses that involve moral content.  King and Mayhew 

(2008) found that these students not only had higher moral judgment development scores at the 
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beginning of the study, they evidenced the highest amount of gains in scores of moral judgment 

development at the end of the study. More specifically, Mayhew and King found that both 

morally explicit and service learning courses boost moral judgment development scores, while a 

cooperative learning environment did not. To clarify, service-learning courses that emphasized 

community service and charity work, while cooperative learning classrooms involve group based 

learning activities in contrast to a traditional lecture (Mayhew & King, 2008). In a follow-up 

study, Mayhew and Engberg (2010) discovered that negative interactions between peers in 

collaborative learning groups partially explained the lack of moral judgment development 

growth found in the previous work.  

The previous findings parallel Kohlberg (1969)’s emphasis on interactions between peers 

as the primary vehicle for moral judgment development growth (Mayhew & Engberg, 2010).  In 

this case it is a suggestion that negative peer interactions in a college learning environment may 

stunt moral judgment development growth (Mayhew et al., 2012). More importantly in the 

context of parenting, the stage of moral judgment development that a college student is in upon 

entry to college may impact their moral judgment development growth in the early years of 

college. For instance, college students in between stages may be more suggestible to new modes 

of thinking, while those consolidated in one particular stage favor one mode of reasoning.  More 

specifically, Mayhew et al. found that college students in a transitional stage of moral reasoning 

in comparison to those consolidated in one stage evidenced more substantial gains in moral 

judgment development in their first year of college. These findings confirm the hypothesis that 

consolidated and transitional moral reasoning stages are important to explaining the effects of 

educational interventions on moral judgment development growth. As a result, these findings 

demonstrated that certain students might be more prone to moral judgment development growth 
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upon entrance to college. These results suggest that parent-adolescent communication prior to 

the entry to college may play a role in adolescents’ potential moral judgment development 

growth early in college (Walker & Taylor, 1991).  To support this argument, liberal viewpoints 

have been associated with enhanced moral judgment development growth in college in contrast 

to conservative viewpoints; viewpoints adolescents often adopt from their parents especially if 

they are strong (Jennings, Stoker, & Bowes, 2009). Take for example a college student who 

adopts strong conservative political views and as a result is anchored in the conventional stages 

of moral judgment development, Mayhew et al. (2012)’s findings suggest that this student’s 

moral reasoning is less malleable to educational experiences than his/her peers within the 

transitional phases. Overall these findings suggest that it is plausible that college students who 

communicate with their parents about issues that can have liberal or conservative viewpoints 

such as religion or politics have higher scores of moral judgment development.  

Conclusions 

Parents provide adolescents with the first set of rules and structure that they must adhere 

to as a member of a collective group, and as a result likely have an impact on development of 

moral reasoning one way or the other (Walker et al., 1999, 2000).  More specifically, adolescents 

learn how to get what they desire within the structure set by parents, which often involves 

gaining new responsibility and freedoms (Smetana et al., 1999; Smetana et al., 2006). In many 

cases this involves the parents adjusting the rules to reflect developmental milestones or 

established trust (Kerr & Stattin, 2000), which can be gained through honest disclosure of 

information (Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999). Certain rules adolescents may disagree with, dispute, 

and/or violate, which can result in secrecy, arguments, and punishments (Smetana et al., 2006; 

Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999).  
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The relationships between parents and adolescents in a moral context can be related to the 

relationship between citizens and the government, where citizens can disagree with dispute, or 

violate the laws established by the government. In certain circumstances, negotiations between 

citizens and lawmakers can result in changes of the law that reflect the greater interest of the 

citizens. Although the social domain theory argues that parental rules are social conventions and 

not within the moral domain (Turiel, 1983), direct participation in the restructuring of rules to 

support autonomy may help the adolescent gain comprehension of citizenship that can be simply 

translated to a much larger understanding of social cooperation and moral reasoning. In fact, Rest 

et al. (1999) defined the three domains as “soft-domains”, which suggests that in the context of 

the social domain theory, there is no universal domain for prudential and multi-faceted behaviors 

as parents and adolescents’ classified these behaviors into different domains. For example 

Smetana et al. (1994) found that parents were more likely to view these issues as conventional 

and contingent on parental authority and adolescents were more likely to view prudential and 

multi-faceted issues as personal choice.  However, the social domain theory helped Smetana et 

al. (1994) create an initial framework to categorize adolescent behaviors and evaluate individual 

perceptions of which behaviors fit into which categories. As a result, Smetana et al. (1994) was 

able to conclude that prudential and multi-faceted behaviors were where parents and adolescents 

differed in perceptions of parental authority indicating that these types of behaviors play a 

significant role in the conflict that occurs between parents and adolescents. In turn Smetana et al. 

(1994, 2006, 2009) focused her subsequent research on prudential and multi-faceted behaviors.  

Smetana et al. (1988, 1994)’s work indicated that the change of parental authority to 

support adolescent autonomy is the adolescents’ first experience participating in the negotiation 

and change of social structures, which can be associated with cooperative thinking and moral 



	  
	  

48 

judgment development. The ease and success of these negotiations for the adolescent depend on 

the parent’s trust, which is dependent on adolescents’ management of personal and conventional 

information they share with parents (Kerr & Stattin, 2000).  Adolescents who keep information 

secret and disclose less may experience difficult negotiations of autonomy with parents, while 

adolescents who disclose more and keep less a secret have easier negotiations of autonomy with 

parents (Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999; Kerr & Stattin, 2000). This process can also contribute to 

the understanding of rules and cooperation that are reflected in moral judgment development 

scores. Following the transition to college it is plausible that adolescents’ information 

management strategies with parents change and may reflect scores of moral judgment 

development. However, the current body of literature has not investigated the information 

management strategies of college students nor its connections to scores of moral judgment 

development.   
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CHAPTER 3 

METHOD 

Setting and Procedure 

 All psychological instruments used in this study were administered via an on-line survey 

software program. Course instructors were sent a link that they distributed to their students. 

Participants could complete the study prior to a deadline set by the course instructor. Following 

completion of the study, instructors were sent student information so they could allocate extra 

credit for their participation. Data was collected in the Spring Semester 2014.  

 The data was collected at a large state University in the Southeastern United States, in 

which approximately 35,000 undergraduate students. Based on the population of students and the 

desired level of confidence (95%), it was determined that a sample size of greater than 250 was 

necessary to achieve sufficient amount of power to conclude these results are a strong 

representation of the population of students at this particular University (Liu, 2013).  

Instruments 

Adapted Parent Communication Questionnaire  

 Smetana et al. (2006, 2009)’s questionnaire in which she used with adolescents was 

adapted for use with college students. Participants completed one form of the questionnaire for 

each parent. The questionnaire measured college students’ current disclosure and secrecy rates, 

information management strategies, and reasons for non-disclosure for behaviors in which 
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parents and sons/daughters had different perceptions in parental authority (Smetana et al., 1994, 

2006, 2009). To obtain a greater understanding of how parental disclosure and secrecy might 

change during the transition to college, a question was added to determine subjects perceived 

differences in parental disclosure and secrecy rates between high school and college. The 

sampled behaviors and their corresponding behavior classification groups were listed in Table-

3.1.  

Table 3.1. Sampled Behavior Groups and Items (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009) 

Behavior Personal Prudential Multi-faceted Religious/Political
Definition

Categories/ Personal Risky Behaviors Multi-faceted Religious/Political
Spend Free Time Alcohol Use Bullying/Rumors Political Views

Spend Money Tobacco Use Lying Dishonesty
Crush Marijuana Use Video Piracy

Other Drugs
Party W/ Alcohol

Peers
Dating

Talk with Friends
Academics
Bad Grade

Good Grade
Performance

Behaviors that 
Affect the Self 

Behaviors that 
Affect Health 

and Well-being

Religious/Spiritual 
Views

Behaviors that can be 
perceived as personal, 
conventional or moral

Religious and 
Spiritual 

Discussions

 

Note: Table 3.1 includes the behavior categories in bold with each individual item assessed in the 

study underneath.  

Parental Disclosure/Secrecy 

For current rates of parental disclosure, participants were asked, “Since you have been a 

college student, how likely are you to tell your mother/father about the following behaviors 
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without them asking about it?” For current secrecy rates subjects were asked, “Since you have 

been a college student, how likely were you to keep your involvement in the following behaviors 

a secret from your mother?” Subjects responded on a 5-point likert scale (1-Never, 2-Rarely, 3-

Sometimes, 4-Usually, 5-Always). Mean scores were calculated for disclosure and secrecy for 

each behavior type. To account for involvement in behaviors (i.e. if a subject never smoked a 

cigarette before they wouldn’t have anything to disclose or keep secret), subjects were given a 6th 

response to indicate whether or not they were involved in the behavior. If they indicated that they 

were not involved in the behavior then that item was excluded from their mean 

disclosure/secrecy scores. 

Perceived Differences between High School/College in Disclosure/Secrecy 

 For perceived difference in disclosure from high school, subjects were asked, “Were you 

less likely, just as likely, or more likely to share the following behaviors with your mother/father 

when you were in high school without them asking?” Conversely, for parental secrecy subjects 

were asked, “Were you less likely, just as likely, or more likely to keep the following behaviors a 

secret from the mother/father in high school?” Subjects responded on a 3-point scale, 1-less 

likely, 2-just as likely, 3 more likely.  Individuals who were not involved in the behavior were re-

identified as 2 because if they haven’t engaged in the behavior in question, then their current 

disclosure/secrecy rates about that behavior did not change from high school.   

Perceived difference scores were calculated by subtracting 2 from each behavior items. 

Following calculation of the differences, the mean scores were computed for each domain. 

Therefore subjects scores ranged from -1 to +1 for each domain. Numbers closest to -1 indicated 
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a perceived decrease in parental disclosure (secrecy), whereas numbers closest to +1 indicated a 

perceived increase in disclosure for the behavior classification group in question. 

Information Management Strategies and Reasons for Non-Disclosure 

 As mentioned in Chapter 1, information management strategies represent what the 

individual would do if parents asked about activity within certain behavior classification groups. 

To estimate the individual’s information management strategies participants were asked, “If your 

mother/father asked about your involvement in the following behaviors, which of the following 

strategies would you use?” Smetana et al. (2009) identified the 4 strategies as tell part of the 

story but omit important details, avoid discussion, make up a story/lie, and tell the whole story. 

Since individuals may have used multiple strategies or may have not been involved in the 

behaviors, they were given the option to check all that apply and check none if they were not 

involved in the behavior. 

 For reasons for non-disclosure subjects were asked, “Which of the following reasons 

describe why you didn’t share the behaviors with your mother/father?” Smetana et al. (2009) 

identified the following choices as reasons for non-disclosure, avoid punishment, lack of 

approval, would feel sadness, shame, or embarrassment, mother/father would of thoughtless, and 

private- not their business. Once again participants were given the check all that apply option to 

account for subjects who reported multiple reasons applied to them and subjects who were not 

involved in the behavior, chose to disclose the behavior in question, or did not disclose for 

different reasons than the ones provided. If participants selected the particular information 

management strategy or reason for non-disclosure for a particular behavior, it was given a score 

of 1, whereas if they did not it was given a score of 0. The scores for each strategy/reason for 
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non-disclosure were added together for each behavior classification group and divided by the 

total number of items for behavior categories. For example, if an individual reported that they 

did not disclose one behavior in the risky behaviors group due to avoidance of punishment, since 

there are 5 behaviors in the risky behavior group, that participant would receive an avoidance of 

punishment score in the risky behaviors group of .2 (1/5).  As a result, there was an individual 

score for each information management strategy and reason for non-disclosure by behavior type.  

Table 3.2 displays all the constructs, scales, and how the scores were computed from the scales.  
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Table 3.2. Parenting Construct Score Computation Procedure by Scale and Construct 

Construct Scale Score Computation 

Current Disclosure 
and Secrecy Rates 

1-Never, 2-Rarely, 3- 
Sometimes, 4-Usually, 5- 

Always (Select 1) 

Mean Scores by Behavioral 
Classification Group (i.e. 
Risky Behaviors, School, 

Personal, Peer, Multi-
faceted, and 

Religious/Political) 

Perceived 
Differences From 

High School in 
Disclosure/Secrecy 

1-Less Likely, 2- Just as Likely, 
3- More Likely (Select 1) 

1-2 was subtracted from 
each item, 2-mean scores by 

behavior classification 
groups 

Information 
Management 

Strategies 

Tell Part of the Story, but omit 
important details, Avoid 
Discussion, Make up a 

Story/Lie, Tell the Whole Story 
(Check all that Apply) 

For each behavior 
classification group, number 

of checked items/total 
number of items, resulting in 
a proportion score for each 

strategy by behavior 
classification 

Justifications for 
Non-Disclosure 

Avoidance of Punishment, Lack 
of Approval, 

Sadness/Shame/Embarrassment, 
Would of Thought Less, 

Wouldn't 
Listen/Understand/Private 

(Check all that Apply) 

For each behavior 
classification group, number 

of checked items/total 
number of items, resulting in 
a proportion score for each 

justification by behavior 
classification 

Note: Table 3.2 is an overview of the scales of each parenting construct along with the how the 

scores were computed from each scale    
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The Defining Issues Test (DIT-2) 

The Defining Issues Test or DIT-2 is an established measure of moral judgment 

development. The DIT-2 presents six hypothetical moral dilemmas.  Following each story 

participants are asked to select, a choice of action for the participant (an undecided option is 

available), and then rate 12 justifications for action that are consistent with a stage in Kohlberg’s 

theory of moral judgment development. Finally, and after rating the items participants are asked 

to rank the four most important justifications out of the 12 (Rest, Narvaez, Thoma, & Bebeau, 

1999).  

 The participants’ ranking of their 4 most important justifications and the corresponding 

stage is used to compute the individuals’ schema scores of moral judgment development. The 

subjects most important justification out of the 12 is given 4 points to the corresponding moral 

judgment development schema that the justification describes, the second most important 

justification is given 3 points to the corresponding schema (the third most is given 2, and the 

fourth is given 1). The number of points for each schema divided by the total number of possible 

points to get a schema score. The regular DIT-2 includes 5 dilemmas, however, the current study 

in the interest of subject attrition and to decrease the amount of time spent on the questionnaire 

subjects’ completed just 3 of the 5 dilemmas. As a result, in this study the total number of points 

for each stage was divided by 30, which determined the individual schema score (Rest, Narvaez, 

Bebeau, & Thoma, 1999). Since the N2 score is the most valid (Rest et al., 1999) it was the score 

that was used in the analysis to measure moral judgment development. The Typenew statistic 

indicates whether or not a subject is consolidated in a schema, is transitioning out of a schema, or 

is transitioning into a new schema. For instance, a Typenew score of 1 indicates consolidation in 

the personal interests schema, a score of 2 indicates the subject is transitioning out of the 
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personal interests schema, and a Typenew score of 3 indicates the subject is transitioning into the 

maintaining norms schema.  

Analysis Strategy 

 The first 6 research questions that involve differences in disclosure /secrecy/information 

management strategies/justifications for non-disclosure by behavior classification, gender, and 

college experience were assessed using a repeated measures ANOVA with the parenting variable 

by behavior classification as the within subjects variable and college experience and gender as 

the between subjects factors. The repeated measures ANOVA was used in this case because the 

research questions address differences in the same parenting variables by behavior classification 

groups for each individual subject, which suggests that within subjects main effects need to be 

tested. In turn, between subjects factors (i.e. gender, college experience) were also tested in the 

ANOVA model. The last 3 research questions addressing relationships between parenting 

variables and moral judgment development were analyzed using correlations because 

relationships between two continuous variables were being assessed. The research questions and 

analysis strategies are displayed in Table 3.3 and Table 3.4.  
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Table 3.3. Null/Alternative Hypotheses, Analysis Strategy by Research Question (1-6) 

# Research Question Alternative and Null Hypotheses Analysis Strategy 

1 

 Do college students’ current 
rates of mother/father 

disclosure differ by behavior 
classification, gender, or 

college experience? 

Ho 
Current disclosure does not 
differ by year, gender, or 

behavior. 

Repeated Measures 6 
(disclosure by 

behavior 
classification) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA 

Ha 
Current disclosure differs 

by year, gender, or 
behavior. 

2 

Do college students’ 
perceived changes in 

mother/father disclosure from 
high school differ by behavior 

classification, gender, or 
college experience?  

Ho 
Perceived change in 

disclosure does not differ 
by year gender or behavior. 

Repeated Measures 6 
(secrecy by behavior 

classification) x 2 
(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA Ha 

Perceived change in 
disclosure differs by year, 

gender, or behavior.  

3 

Do college students’ current 
rates of mother/father secrecy 

differ by behavior 
classification, gender, or 

college experience?  

Ho 
Current parental secrecy 
does not differ by year, 

gender, or behavior. 

Repeated Measures 6 
(perceived changes in 
disclosure behavior 
classification) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA 

Ha 
Current parental secrecy 

differs by year, gender, or 
behavior 

4 

Do college students’ current 
rates of mother/father secrecy 

differ by behavior 
classification, gender, or 

college experience?  

Ho 
Perceived change in secrecy 

does not differ by year, 
gender, or behavior.  

Repeated Measures 6 
(perceived changes in 

secrecybehavior 
classification) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA Ha 

Perceived change in secrecy 
differs by year, gender, or 

behavior 

5 

 Do college students’ 
information management 

strategies (preferred response 
to parental acquisitions) differ 

by behavior classification, 
gender, or college experience?  

Ho 
Information management 
strategies do not differ by 
year, gender, or behavior 

Repeated Measures 6 
(specific information 
management strategy 

by behavior 
classification) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA 

Ha 
Information Management 

Strategies do differ by year, 
gender, or behavior 

6 

Do college students’ 
justifications for non-

disclosure differ by behavior 
classification, gender, or 

college experience?  

Ho 
Justifications for non-

disclosure do not differ by 
year, gender, or behavior 

Repeated Measures 6 
(specific justification 
for non-disclosure by 

behavior 
classification) x 2 

(gender) x 2 (college 
experience) ANOVA 

Ha 
Justifications for non-

disclosure differ by year, 
gender, or behavior 

Note: Table 3.3 shows null and alternative hypotheses and analysis strategy by research questions 1-6 
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Table 3.4. Null/Alternative Hypotheses, Analysis Strategy by Research Question (7-9) 

7 

Do college students’ current 
and perceived changes (from 

high school) in disclosure 
and secrecy relate to moral 

judgment development 
scores? Do the relationships 
differ by gender or college 

experience?  

Ho 

Current and perceived 
changes form high school in 

disclosure/secrecy do not 
relate to DIT-2 N2 scores. 

Correlational 
Analysis Between N2 
Scores for current and 
perceived changes in 

disclosure and 
secrecy controlling 

for gender and 
college experience 

Ha 

Current and perceived 
changes from high school in 
disclosure/secrecy rates do 

relate to N2 scores. 

8 

Do college students’ 
information management 
strategies relate to moral 
judgment development 

scores? Do the relationships 
differ by gender or college 

experience?  

Ho Information management 
strategies relate to N2 scores 

Correlational 
Analysis Between N2 

Scores for each 
information 

management strategy 
by behavior type 

controlling for gender 
and college 
experience 

Ha 
Information management 

strategies do not relate to N2 
Scores 

9 

Do college students’ 
justifications for non-

disclosure relate to moral 
judgment development 

scores? Do the relationships 
differ by gender or college 

experience?  

Ho 
Justifications for non-

disclosure do not relate to 
N2 scores. 

Correlational 
Analysis Between N2 

Scores for each 
justification for non-

disclosure by 
behavior type 

controlling for gender 
and college 
experience 

Ha 
Justifications for non-
disclosure relate to N2 

Scores 

Note: Table 3.4 shows null and alternative hypotheses and analysis strategy by research questions 7-9 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS  

The Chapter is divided into 8 sections. The first section looks at the descriptive statistics 

for the parenting measures as well as the Defining Issues Test. The second section includes the 

analysis differences by gender, college experience, and behavior classification for current rates 

of disclosure. The third section outlines the findings for current rates of mother and father 

secrecy, and the fourth and fifth sections summarize the findings for behavior, gender, and 

differences by college experience for perceived differences in disclosure and secrecy 

respectively. The 6th and 7th section outlines the results investigating differences in behavior, 

gender, and college experience for information management strategies and justifications for non-

disclosure respectively. The final section includes the analysis of relationships between all the 

parenting variables and moral judgment development scores as indicated by the DIT-2.  

Descriptive Statistics 

Participants 

 The participants were college students enrolled at a University in the Southeastern United 

States. They were recruited through their enrollment in participating courses in the College of 

Education and Human Development, and were given extra credit in compensation for their 

participation in the study. The sample included 38 males (14.84%) and 226 females (85.16%) 

ages 18-23 (31- 18 year olds (11.7%), 81-19 year olds (30.7%), 78-20 year olds (29.5%), 44-21 

year olds (16.7%), and 22-22 (8.3%) year olds, and 8-23 (3%) year olds). Amongst the sample 
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there were 52 freshmen (19.7%), 116 sophomores (43.9%) (168 underclassmen, 63.6%), 64 

juniors (24.2%), and 32 seniors (12.1%) (96 upperclassmen, 36.4%). The sample included 214 

Caucasians (81.1%), 27 African Americans (10.2%), 9 Asians (3.4%), 7 Hispanics (2.7%), and 7 

(2.7%) identified as “other”.   

Approximately 74.6% of the sample did not travel outside of the Southeastern U.S. to 

attend college. More specifically, there were 26 students from the Northeastern U.S., 15 from the 

Midwestern U.S., 20 from the Southwestern U.S., and 197 from the Southeastern U.S., and 6 

from outside the U.S.  The sample mostly consisted of college students who grew up in a 

suburban landscape (172 subjects, 65.2%), while half of the remaining subjects (46, 17.4%) 

reported growing up in an Urban setting and the other half reported coming from a rural area. 31 

subjects (11.8%) growing up in an area with a household income of $45,000 or less, 69 (26.1%) 

of subjects reported a household income greater than $45,000, but less than $75,000, 69 (26.1%) 

reported a household income of greater than $75,000 but less than $100,000, and 95 (36%) 

reported a household income of $100,000 or greater.  

The majority of the sample had parents who were still married, 203 (76.9%), while 51 

(19.3%) had divorced parents, and 10 (3.8%) reported that their parents never got married.  The 

majority of the sample reported speaking with their mother at least 2 times per week, 212 

(80.3%), 29 (11%) reported once a week, 15 (5.7%) reported 2-3 times a month, and 8 (3%) 

reported speaking with their mom once a month or less. 134 subjects (50.8%) reported speaking 

with their father at least twice a week, 60 (22.7%) once a week, 38 (14.4%) 2-3 times a month, 

32 (12.1%) reported speaking with their father once a month or less.  There were a diverse 

number of majors amongst the sample. For example, 47 subjects (17.8%) reported selecting a 

major in the College of Arts and Sciences, 11 (4.2%) in the College of Business, 6 (2.3%) in 
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communication, 67 (25.4%) in Education, 59 (22.3%) in the College of Human Environmental 

Sciences, 68 (25.8%) in Nursing, 3 (1.1%) Social Work, and 3 (1.1%) were undecided.  

Fourteen participants reported living with their parents and were excluded from the 

sample. Additionally, 24 participants who reported that they were 24 years of age or greater were 

excluded from the sample because they were beyond the age range being investigated.  Due to 

the limited number of males in the sample (n=38), the subjects’ year in college (i.e. freshmen, 

sophomore, junior, senior) was collapsed into two groups (underclassmen=freshmen and 

sophomores, and upperclassmen=juniors and seniors) for the subsequent analyses.  

Reliability of Parenting Measures 

 The reliability of the parenting measures was assessed. Cronbach alpha values suggest 

that all the scales are highly reliable, .853 for mother disclosure, .921 for father disclosure, .890 

for mother secrecy, .928 for father secrecy. The perceived change in parental disclosure/secrecy 

was also highly reliable with Cronbach values of .788 for perceived change in mother disclosure, 

.888 for perceived changes in father disclosure, .859 for mother secrecy, and .892 for father 

secrecy. As expected from the results from Smetana et al. (2009) the information management 

strategies and justifications for non-disclosure were also highly reliable. The Cronbach alpha 

values for information management strategies and justifications for non-disclosure are displayed 

in Table 6. As evident from the table-4.1, all Cronbach values for information management 

strategies and reasons for non-disclosure were greater than .75.  
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Table 4.1. Reliability for Info. Management Strategies and Reasons for Non- Disclosure 

Information Management Strategies n Mother Father 
Tell Part of the Story/Omit Important Details 264 .848 .848 

Avoid Discussion 264 .856 .911 
Make up a Story/Lie 264 .865 .847 
Tell the Whole Story 264 .861 .894 

Reasons for Non-Disclosure       
Avoid Punishment 264 .882 .914 
Wouldn't Approve 264 .761 .866 

Would Feel Sad, Ashamed, or Embarrassed 264 .804 .838 
Parent would of thought less 264 .860 .872 

Parent wouldn't listen/understand 264 .751 .835 
Private 264 .784 .891 

Note: The numbers represent Cronbach Alpha values for all information management strategies and 

justifications for non-disclosure. Information management strategies and Justifications for Non-disclosure 

were the proportion scores (total number of items where the strategy or justification was selected /total 

number of items).  

Current Rates of Parental Disclosure and Secrecy 

 The mean and standard scores for mother and father disclosure and secrecy by behavior 

classification, gender, and college experience are displayed in Tables 7 and 8 respectively. As 

evident from the Tables 4.2, subjects’ total mean disclosure scores by behavior were between 

3.11 and 4.25 for the mother suggesting that college students on average reported that they 

sometimes to usually tell the mother about all the sampled behaviors. In respect to gender, 

males’ mean disclosure scores were for disclosure of multi-faceted issues and risky behavior 

were below 3 indicating they rarely to sometimes tell the mother about those issues, whereas all 

other scores for males ranged between 3-4 indicating that on average males sometimes-usually 

tell their mother about the academics, personal, peer, and religious/political views. In contrast, 

females’ scores for mother disclosure were all between 3-4 (sometimes/usually tell) except for 
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academics/religious-political views where the scores ranged between 4-5 indicating that on 

average females reported usually to always telling about those issues.  

 The majority of mother secrecy scores on average ranged between 2-3 indicating that 

college students overall rarely-sometimes keep secrets from the mother. The only occasion the 

scores did not fit into the 2-3 range was academics and religious political views, which that had 

mean scores between 1-2 suggesting that on average college students report never/rarely keeping 

school/religious political views a secret form the mother. This trend was consistent for females, 

however males’ scores ranged between 3-4 for risky behaviors and multi-faceted issues 

indicating that males in this study on average reported they sometimes-usually keep risky 

behaviors secretive from the mother.  

 Table 4.3 displays father disclosure and secrecy scores by gender and college experience. 

As evident from Table 4.3, college students reported mean scores between 2-3 for risky 

behaviors, personal, peer, and multi-faceted issues indicating that college students on average 

reported they rarely-sometimes tell their father about these issues. In turn, mean scores for school 

and religious-political views ranged between 3-4 indicating that on average collegiate subjects 

reported that they sometimes to usually tell their father about school, religion, and politics. 

Father secrecy scores also ranged between 2-3 for all behaviors indicating that college students 

rarely to sometimes keep secret about these issues, except risky behaviors where scores lie 

between 3-4 indicating on average college students’ sometimes/usually keep risky behaviors a 

secret from the father.  
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Table 4.2. Mother Disclosure and Secrecy Scores by Gender, College Experience, and Behavior  

	   	  
Disclosure Secrecy 

Behavior   Total Male Female Fr./So. Jr./Sr. Total Male Female Fr./So. Jr./Sr. 
Risk Mean 3.11 2.81 3.16 3.13 3.08 2.60 3.05 2.53 2.56 2.66 

SD 1.23 1.28 1.21 1.21 1.25 1.22 1.29 1.21 1.24 1.21 
n 254 35 219 163 91 248 35 213 158 90 

School Mean 4.25 3.91 4.30 4.30 4.20 1.95 2.56 1.86 1.91 2.03 
SD .75 .83 .73 .75 .77 .96 1.06 .91 .98 .94 

n 261 36 225 167 95 261 36 225 165 96 
Personal Mean 3.61 2.99 3.70 3.64 3.55 2.33 2.84 2.25 2.32 2.34 

SD .95 .79 .94 .95 .95 1.03 .97 1.02 1.00 1.07 
n 262 36 226 167 95 261 36 225 165 96 

Peer Mean 3.65 3.26 3.71 3.65 3.65 2.31 2.72 2.24 2.30 2.32 
SD .92 .85 .92 .91 .95 1.08 1.12 1.06 1.06 1.11 
n 262 36 226 166 95 261 36 225 165 96 

Multi-
faceted 

Mean 3.18 2.50 3.29 3.13 3.26 2.48 3.17 2.37 2.57 2.35 
SD 1.18 1.08 1.16 1.13 1.25 1.18 1.14 1.15 1.17 1.19 
n 257 35 222 164 93 251 34 217 158 93 

Religious-
Political 

Mean 4.10 3.54 4.14 4.08 4.01 1.79 2.46 1.69 1.78 1.82 
SD 1.01 .91 1.00 .98 1.05 1.06 1.10 1.02 1.06 1.06 

n 260 36 224 166 94 258 35 223 164 94 
Note: The previous table displays the mean scores for mother disclosure and secrecy by behavior group. 

Mother Disclosure (How likely were you to share each behavior without the mother asking?) and secrecy 

(How likely were you to keep each behavior a secret from the mother?) were scored on a 5-point likert 

scale (1-Never, 2-Rarely, 3-Sometimes, 4-Usually, 5-Always). 
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Table 4.3. Father Disclosure and Secrecy Scores by Gender, College Experience and Behavior  

	  	   	  	   Disclosure Secrecy 
Behavior   Total Male Female Fr./So. Jr./Sr. Total Male Female Fr./So. Jr./Sr. 

Risk Mean 2.47 2.44 2.48 2.56 2.34 3.10 3.34 3.06 3.05 3.17 
SD 1.36 1.11 1.40 1.36 1.36 1.40 1.17 1.44 1.39 1.43 
n 245 36 209 157 88 243 35 208 157 86 

School Mean 3.60 3.12 3.68 3.71 3.42 2.19 2.63 2.12 2.15 2.25 
SD 1.27 1.08 1.28 1.20 1.36 1.18 1.16 1.17 1.13 1.25 
n 255 36 219 160 95 255 35 220 160 95 

Personal Mean 2.93 2.85 2.94 3.05 2.75 2.64 2.85 2.61 2.54 2.80 
SD 1.27 1.12 1.29 1.19 1.37 1.24 1.06 1.26 1.10 1.42 
n 255 35 220 160 95 255 35 220 160 95 

Peer Mean 2.81 2.94 2.79 2.89 2.69 2.72 2.79 2.71 2.66 2.81 
SD 1.32 1.17 1.34 1.26 1.40 1.29 1.10 1.32 1.19 1.44 
n 255 35 220 160 95 255 35 220 160 95 

Multi-
faceted 

Mean 2.68 2.58 2.70 2.75 2.57 2.81 3.12 2.75 2.77 2.86 
SD 1.40 1.20 1.43 1.37 1.44 1.39 1.17 1.42 1.33 1.50 
n 241 34 207 150 91 255 35 220 160 95 

Religious-
Political 

Mean 3.58 3.19 3.64 3.69 3.39 2.18 2.59 2.11 2.10 2.30 
SD 1.50 1.31 1.52 1.41 1.62 1.42 1.33 1.43 1.37 1.50 
n 250 34 216 157 93 250 34 216 157 93 

Note: The previous table displays the mean scores for father disclosure and secrecy by behavior 

group. Father Disclosure (How likely are you to share each behavior without the father asking?) 

and Secrecy (How likely are you to keep each behavior a secret from the father?) were scored on 

a 5-point likert scale (1-Never, 2-Rarely, 3-Sometimes, 4-Usually, 5-Always).  

Perceived Changes in Parental Disclosure and Secrecy From High School  

 The total mean and standard deviations for college students’ perceived changes in 

parental disclosure and secrecy from high to college is displayed in Table 4.4. Table 4.5 displays 

the means and standard deviations for college students’ perceived changes in disclosure/secrecy 

by gender and college experience. As discussed in Chapter 3, scores closest to -1 indicated 

strong decreases, whereas scores closes to +1 indicated strong increases. Although these are 
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proportion scores it is important to consider the amount of items for each behavior classification 

group to determine how many items on average subjects’ reported increases or decreases in 

secrecy. For example the scores of -.2 (1/5) for perceived changes in mother disclosure of risky 

behaviors indicates that on average subjects perceived a decrease in disclosure on 1 out of the 5 

items for risky behavior. As evident from Table 4.5, females have negative scores for disclosure 

less than .2 for both the mother and the father indicating that on average they perceived a 

decrease in disclosure for approximately 1/5 item for risky behaviors.  For both genders, mean 

scores of perceived increases in mother secrecy were greater than .2 (1/5) indicating that on 

average both males and females indicated increases in mother secrecy of risky behaviors 

between 1-2 of the 5 items for risky behaviors.  For all other items and for all other behavior 

groups, college students did not perceive a change in disclosure on average greater than between 

0-1 items.  In contrast, scores of with an absolute value of 1/3 or greater for behavior groups with 

3 items (academics, personal, and multi-faceted issues) and 1/2 for behavior groups with just 2 

items (peer and religious-political views) would indicate on average college students perceived 

changes for at least 1 item for these categories. As evident from Tables 4.4 and 4.5, risky 

behaviors were the only area where college students on average perceived a change of at least 1 

item.  
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Table 4.4. College Students’ Perceived Changes in Disclosure Scores by Behavior 

Variable Behavior Class. 
    
n Mean SD 

Mother 
Disclosure 

Risk 256 -.20 .41 
Academics 256 .11 .48 

Personal 256 .01 .45 
Peers 256 -.02 .53 

Multi-faceted 256 -.05 .41 
Religious-Political 256 .01 .46 

Father 
Disclosure 

Risk 256 -.19 .42 
Academics 256 -.05 .50 

Personal 256 -.12 .47 
Peers 256 -.13 .49 

Multi-faceted 256 -.12 .45 
Religious-Political 256 -.04 .47 

Mother 
Secrecy 

Risk 256 .21 .37 
Academics 256 -.13 .53 

Personal 256 -.07 .55 
Peers 256 -.01 .55 

Multi-faceted 256 .00 .46 
Religious-Political 256 -.11 .56 

Father 
Secrecy 

Risk 256 .15 .43 
Academics 256 -.02 .47 

Personal 256 .03 .51 
Peers 256 .03 .54 

Multi-faceted 256 .04 .47 
Religious-Political 256 -.01 .50 

Note: For perceived changes in disclosure/secrecy scale were computed by asking subjects for each item, 

are you (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to share/keep secret this behavior with the 

mother/father as you were in high school?  In order to indicate positive or negative change, 2 was 

subtracted from each item and then the mean scores computed by behavior classification group.  
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Table 4.5. College Students Perceived Changes in Disclosure/Secrecy by Gender/Year 

Variable Behavior 
Class. 

  Male   Female   Fr./So.   Jr./Sr. 
n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD n Mean SD 

Mother 
Disclosure 

Risk 38 .05 .42 226 -.25 .39 168 -.19 .39 96 -.24 .43 
Academics 38 .17 .48 226 .10 .48 168 .12 .49 96 -.09 .47 

Personal 38 -.03 .45 226 .01 .46 168 .00 .46 96 .02 .44 
Peers 38 -.05 .50 226 -.01 .54 168 -.01 .53 96 -.03 .53 

Multi-faceted 38 .01 .40 226 -.06 .41 168 -.06 .40 96 -.03 .42 
Religious-
Political 38 .09 .53 226 .00 .45 168 .03 .43 96 -.02 .51 

Father 
Disclosure 

Risk 38 .01 .50 226 -.23 .39 168 -.18 .43 96 -.22 .39 
Academics 38 .02 .50 226 -.06 .50 168 -.05 .50 96 -.05 .49 

Personal 38 -.03 .52 226 -.13 .46 168 -.10 .49 96 -.15 .44 
Peers 38 -.07 .51 226 -.14 .49 168 -.12 .51 96 -.15 .48 

Multi-faceted 38 .04 .53 226 -.15 .43 168 -.10 .47 96 -.15 .41 
Religious-
Political 38 .07 .55 226 -.06 .45 168 -.03 .46 96 -.07 .48 

Mother 
Secrecy 

Risk 38 .23 .44 226 .20 .36 168 .20 .36 96 .22 .38 
Academics 38 .01 .56 226 -.15 .52 168 -.10 .55 96 -.17 .49 

Personal 38 .21 .42 226 -.12 .55 168 -.06 .53 96 -.09 .58 
Peers 38 .18 .44 226 -.04 .57 168 .02 .53 96 -.07 .59 

Multi-faceted 38 .18 .48 226 -.03 .45 168 .03 .44 96 -.07 .48 
Religious-
Political 38 .15 .57 226 -.15 .55 168 -.07 .56 96 -.18 .56 

Father 
Secrecy 

Risk 38 .05 .44 226 .17 .43 168 .15 .43 96 .15 .44 
Academics 38 .02 .37 226 -.02 .48 168 -.02 .48 96 -.01 .44 

Personal 38 .11 .50 226 .02 .51 168 .03 .54 96 .03 .46 
Peers 38 .12 .43 226 .01 .56 168 .03 .55 96 .03 .54 

Multi-faceted 38 .05 .38 226 .04 .49 168 .04 .49 96 .04 .44 
Religious-
Political 38 .02 .52 226 -.02 .50 168 -.01 .52 96 -.02 .48 

Note: For perceived changes in disclosure/secrecy scale were computed by asking subjects for each item, 

are you (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to share/keep secret this behavior with the 

mother/father as you were in high school?  In order to indicate positive or negative change, 2 was 

subtracted from each item and then the mean scores computed by behavior classification group.  
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Information Management Strategies  

 Tables 4.6 and 4.7 display the mean and standard deviation information management 

strategy scores by behavior type, gender, and college experience for the mother and father 

respectively. The scores indicated percentage of items selected by strategy. Taken into account 

that there were 5 items for risky behaviors, a score of 20 (.2 or 1/5) for telling part of the 

story/omitting important details indicates that on average college students reported using this 

strategy for at least 1 item. The scores were close in magnitude to 20 (19) indicated that college 

students reported using omission of details on 0-1 items, avoid discussion between (0-1 items) 

and scores of 20 for telling the whole story suggest that college students in this study on average 

reported using this strategy approximately 1 item.  Overall collegiate subjects had mean scores of 

67 (.67) for telling the whole story for academics and religious-political views to the mother, 

which is close in magnitude to 2/3 suggesting that college students on average reported telling 

the whole story when asked on 2 out of the 3 items for academics and between 1 to 2 for 

religious political views (since there are only 2). In contrast, the range of scores for personal 

(51), peer (48), and multi-faceted (41) issues indicate that college students on average reported 

telling the whole story between 1-2 items out of 3 for personal and multi-faceted issues and 

approximately 1 out of 2 items for peer issues. The scores for all other strategies (telling part of 

the story/omitting details, avoid discussion, lie/make up a story) aside from telling the whole 

story indicate that college students on average reported using these strategies on 0-1 items for 

both parents.  As evident from the Table 4.7 that shows information management strategies for 

the father, the scores were relatively similar to that of what was found with the mother.  
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Table 4.6. Mean and Standard Deviation Mother Information Management Strategy Scores  

   
Omit Details 

Avoid 
Discussion Lie 

Tell Whole 
Story 

Behavior Cohort n Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Risk Male 38 16 22 27 32 12 22 22 30 

Female 226 19 23 13 23 4 13 20 24 
Underclassmen 168 20 24 15 24 4 14 19 24 
Upperclassmen 96 18 21 16 25 6 16 22 26 

Total 256 19 23 15 25 5 15 20 25 
School Male 38 15 26 20 33 15 28 48 32 

Female 226 14 27 15 25 3 11 70 35 
Underclassmen 168 13 26 14 26 4 15 69 36 
Upperclassmen 96 15 28 17 26 6 16 64 37 

Total 256 14 27 16 26 4 15 67 37 
Personal Male 38 23 33 33 34 13 27 27 35 

Female 226 24 33 20 30 6 18 55 40 
Underclassmen 168 25 34 19 30 7 19 52 41 
Upperclassmen 96 22 31 25 32 7 20 51 41 

Total 256 24 33 22 31 7 20 51 41 
Peer Male 38 26 36 30 37 11 27 31 37 

Female 226 27 38 22 36 5 17 51 44 
Underclassmen 168 28 38 23 37 6 18 46 44 
Upperclassmen 96 26 36 24 36 6 20 51 42 

Total 256 27 37 24 36 6 19 48 43 
Multi-
faceted 

Male 38 11 25 27 35 18 31 22 34 
Female 226 16 30 21 30 5 16 44 41 

Underclassmen 168 16 31 21 32 6 19 39 41 
Upperclassmen 96 13 26 23 30 7 19 43 41 

Total 256 15 29 22 31 6 19 41 41 
Religious-
Political 

Male 38 13 33 26 39 11 29 49 46 
Female 226 13 32 11 29 5 20 70 43 

Underclassmen 168 14 33 10 28 6 23 68 44 
Upperclassmen 96 13 32 18 35 6 21 64 45 

Total 256 13 32 13 31 6 22 67 44 
Note: The subject could check all strategies that they used. The proportion score for each strategy by 

behavior classification was calculated by [subjects total number of items where the justification checked 

for the behavior group/total number of items in the behavior group].  
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Table 4.7. Mean and Standard Deviation Father Information Management Strategy Scores 

      Omit Details Avoid 
Disc. Lie Whole Story 

Variable Cohort n Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 

Risk 

Male 38 12 23 31 39 10 21 22 30 
Female 226 12 21 24 31 6 16 17 23 

Underclassmen 168 11 21 23 31 7 19 17 23 
Upperclassmen 96 13 21 29 32 5 13 19 25 

Total 256 12 21 25 32 6 17 17 24 

School 

Male 38 16 31 33 43 11 24 31 40 
Female 226 8 22 23 35 3 13 64 41 

Underclassmen 168 8 22 23 36 4 14 60 41 
Upperclassmen 96 11 25 26 37 6 16 59 43 

Total 256 9 23 24 36 4 15 60 42 

Personal 

Male 38 18 33 33 42 12 25 31 39 
Female 226 15 28 35 40 5 16 47 42 

Underclassmen 168 16 29 32 38 6 18 44 41 
Upperclassmen 96 15 28 39 42 6 17 46 44 

Total 256 16 29 35 40 6 17 45 42 

Peer 

Male 38 19 35 34 41 9 25 33 42 
Female 226 17 31 38 44 7 21 40 43 

Underclassmen 168 18 33 35 43 8 23 37 43 
Upperclassmen 96 15 29 41 44 5 18 43 43 

Total 256 17 32 37 43 7 21 39 43 

Moral-
Conventional 

Male 38 9 25 37 43 17 33 22 35 
Female 226 10 26 32 42 5 18 27 43 

Underclassmen 168 11 28 30 41 6 20 36 42 
Upperclassmen 96 8 22 36 42 8 22 33 42 

Total 256 10 26 33 42 7 21 35 42 

Religious-
Political 

Male 38 11 31 24 42 8 24 41 48 
Female 226 6 23 21 39 3 17 65 46 

Underclassmen 168 7 26 19 38 5 20 61 47 
Upperclassmen 96 6 23 24 41 2 14 62 47 

Total 256 7 25 21 39 4 18 62 47 
Note: The subject could check all strategies that they used. The proportion score for each strategy by 

behavior classification was calculated by [subjects total number of items where the justification checked 

for the behavior group/total number of items in the behavior group].  
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Reasons For Non-Disclosure  

 Tables 4.8 displays the overall means and standard deviation justification for non-

disclosure scores by parent and behavior classification. The same proportion score calculation 

that was used to compute information management strategies was used for justifications for non-

disclosure (total number of items selected by strategy/total number of items by behavior group). 

For personal, multi-faceted issues, and academics that included 3 items, scores of 0-32 indicated 

that on average college students used that justification for 0-1 out of 3 items in the behavior 

group, a score of 33-66 indicated that the reason for non-disclosure was used on average 1-2 

times out of 3 items for that behavior group, and scores of 67-100 indicated that the justification 

on average was used between 2-3 times out of 3 items for that behavior group. As evident from 

Table 4.8, the scores for all justifications for personal, peer, and multi-faceted issues were all less 

than 33 indicating that all justifications for these behavior groups were used on average between 

0-1 times per item. In turn, for risky behaviors scores between 0-19 indicated on average college 

students used this strategy between 0-1 items, 20-39 indicated on average this strategy was used 

between 1-2 items, 40-59 (2-3 items), 60-79 (3-4 items), 80-99 (4-5 items). In respect to 

behavior classification groups with 2 items, i.e. academics and peers, scores between 1-50 

indicated that justification was selected on average between 0 and 1 times for that behavior 

classification group, and scores between 51-100 indicated that the justification was selected 

between 1-2 times for that behavior classification group. As evident from Table 4.8, the scores 

for academics and peers were all less than 50 indicating that on average all justifications for non-

disclosure were selected between 0-1 times.   
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Table 4.8. Mean and Standard Deviation Justifications For Non-Disclosure Scores by Parent 

    Mother Father 
Behavior Justification for Non-Disclosure n Mean SD n Mean SD 

Risk Avoid Punishment 256 20 34 256 23 37 
Wouldn't Approve 256 34 36 256 30 38 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 14 27 256 16 31 
Thought less of me 256 11 24 256 12 27 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 4 14 256 7 20 
Private 256 8 20 256 12 29 

School Avoid Punishment 256 10 24 256 10 25 
Wouldn't Approve 256 7 18 256 9 22 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 13 23 256 11 24 
Thought less of me 256 4 15 256 5 18 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 4 12 256 5 17 
Private 256 4 16 256 10 28 

Personal Avoid Punishment 256 5 19 256 7 23 
Wouldn't Approve 256 7 20 256 7 22 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 5 18 256 6 20 
Thought less of me 256 4 17 256 5 19 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 5 17 256 6 18 
Private 256 22 33 256 27 38 

Peer Avoid Punishment 256 4 17 256 5 22 
Wouldn't Approve 256 7 22 256 8 25 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 5 19 256 8 23 
Thought less of me 256 5 18 256 5 19 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 6 19 256 8 22 
Private 256 28 39 256 33 43 

Multi-
faceted 

Avoid Punishment 256 5 19 256 7 23 
Wouldn't Approve 256 9 24 256 10 27 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 9 24 256 7 21 
Thought less of me 256 5 17 256 7 22 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 5 17 256 6 19 
Private 256 19 33 256 21 38 

Religious-
Political 

Avoid Punishment 256 3 17 256 5 21 
Wouldn't Approve 256 6 22 256 7 24 

Feel Sad, Embarrassed, Ashamed 256 3 16 256 5 19 
Thought less of me 256 3 17 256 5 21 

Wouldn't Listen/Understand 256 5 19 256 6 22 
Private 256 9 26 256 15 35 

Note: The subject could check all justifications that they believed described why they did not share. The 

proportion score for each of the 6 justifications by behavior classification was calculated by [subjects total 

number of items where the justification checked for the behavior group/total number of items in the 

behavior group].  
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Defining Issues Test  

 The mean and standard deviation schema scores are displayed in Table 4.9. As indicated 

by the table, subjects’ scored highest on average in the personal interest schema, followed by the 

maintaining norms, and in turn had the lowest p-scores. The Typenew statistic as mentioned in 

Chapter 3 indicates current stage and transitioning between stages. According to the DIT-2 Type 

Indicator 12 subjects in this sample (4.5%) are consolidated in the personal interest schemas, 112 

subjects or 42.4% of the sample is transitioning out of the personal interest stages, 47 subjects or 

17.8% of the sample is transitioning into the maintaining norms stage, 15 (5.7%) are 

consolidated in the maintaining norms stages, 21 (8%) are transitioning out of the maintaining 

norms stage, 45 (17%) are transitioning into the post-conventional schemas, and 11 (4.2%) are 

post-conventional. These findings suggest that 226 subjects or 85.6% of the sample is 

transitioning between schemas, and just 38 subjects or 14.4% of the sample is consolidated in a 

schema.  

 The Typenew statistic was correlated negatively with overall mean scores of lying to the 

mother (-.132, p<.05) and father (-.129, p<.05) and positively with mother privacy justifications 

for non-disclosure (R=.181, p<.05). Further descriptive analysis of the Typenew statistic and 

parenting measures revealed that 60% of subjects consolidated in the maintaining norms schema, 

62.3% of subjects transitioning into the post-conventional schemas, 64.7% of subjects in the 

post-conventional schema in comparison to approximately 30% of subjects in or transitioning out 

of the personal interest schemas had mother privacy justification for non-disclosure scores of 

greater than 50.  
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Table 4.9. Mean and Standard Deviation DIT-2 Schema Scores 

DIT-2 Schema Scores  

	   	   	  Schema Mean SD 
Personal Interests 35.93 14.49 

Maintaining Norms 30.96 14.00 
P-Score 24.84 15.09 

N2 Score 24.53 13.89 
Note: The previous table displays the mean and standard deviations for DIT-2 schema scores among the 

sample. The scores suggest that the majority of subjects are in the personal interests and maintaining 

norms schemas.  

Current Rates of Disclosure  

Analysis Strategy 

 The first set of research questions sought out to investigate differences in current rates of 

mother and father disclosure by behavior classification, gender, and college experience. To 

investigate differences in both current mother and father disclosure by behavior classification, 

gender, and college experience, 4 mixed model 2 (college experience) x 2 (participant gender) x 

6 (current mother/father disclosure scores by behavior type) ANOVAs were conducted (1 for 

each parent, current and perceived changes). A Mauchly’s test indicated that the sphericity 

assumption was violated for all 4 ANOVA models, and as a result a Greenhouse-Geisser 

correction was used.  The normality were not violated according to a Shapiro Wilk.  

Differences by Behavior 

 The ANOVA model yielded significant main effects for behavior type on current 

disclosure scores for both the mother, F (4.13, 1002.85)= 48.48, p<.001, η 2 =.166, and the 

father, F (3.66, 816)= 28.77, p<.001, η 2 =.114. Bonferoni t-tests indicated that for both parents 
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subjects reported higher disclosure for academics/religious/political views than any of the other 

behavior groups, and lower disclosure for risky behavior and multi-faceted issues than any other 

behavior group. 

Differences by Gender 

 The ANOVA model did yield an overall significant main effect for gender for the 

mother, F (1, 243)= 12.39, p<.01, η 2 =.048, but not the father, F (1, 223)= .494, p=.483, η 2 

=.002. Post-hoc Bonferoni t-tests indicated that females reported higher disclosure rates to the 

mother than did males. Figure 4.1 displays the mean current mother disclosure scores by 

behavior classification group and gender. As evident from Figure 4.1, females reported higher 

mother disclosure than males for all behavior groups, and mother disclosure was highest among 

academics and religious-political views and lowest amongst risky behaviors and multi-faceted 

issues.  

Figure 4.1. Mean Scores of Current Mother Disclosure  
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Note: Figure 4.1 includes mean scores for mother disclosure by behavior classification group for males 

and females. Current rates of disclosure were rated on a 5-point likert scale.  

Differences by College Experience 

 The ANOVA model did not yield any overall main effects for college experience for the 

mother, F (1, 243)= .17, p=.683, η 2 =.001, and the father, F (1, 223)= .49, p=.288, η 2 =.005.  

Interaction Effects 

 The ANOVA model did not yield an interaction effect for gender and behavior for the 

mother, F (4.13, 1002.85)= 2.04, p=.202, η 2 =.008, but did for the father, F (3.66, 816)=2.59, 

p<.05, η 2 =.011. The interaction effect is displayed in Figure 4.2, which shows mean father 

disclosure scores by gender and behavior classification. As evident from Figure 4.2 paired with 

the findings from the analysis, females had higher mean scores for disclosure with the father for 

all behavior categories except peers, where males had higher scores than females. There were no 

significant interaction effects for behavior and college experience for the mother, F (4.13, 

1002.85)= .71, p=.587, η 2 =.003, and the father, F (3.66, 816)=.60, p=.650, η 2 =.003. There 

were also no interaction effects between college experience and gender for the mother, F (1, 

243)= .14, p=.710, η 2 =.001, or the father, F (1, 223)= .002, p=.964, η 2 <.001.  

 

 

 

 



	  
	  

78 

Figure 4.2. Mean Scores of Current Father Disclosure  

 

 Note: Figure 4.2 includes mean scores for father disclosure by behavior classification group for males 

and females. Current rates of disclosure were rated on a 5-point likert scale.  

Current Rates of Secrecy 

Analysis Strategy 

The second set of research questions sought out to investigate differences in current rates 

of mother and father secrecy by behavior classification, gender, and college experience. To 

assess differences in current and perceived differences in secrecy 4 mixed model 2 (college 

experience) x 2 (gender) x 6 (current secrecy by behavior classifications) ANOVAs were 

conducted with college experience and gender as between subjects’ factors and behavior 

classifications as within subjects variables (1 for each parent x 1 for perceived change and 

current secrecy rates). A Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been 
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violated for all 4 models, so a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied. A Shapiro Wilk test 

was conducted and it was determined that the normality assumption was not violated.   

Differences by Behavior 

 College students’ current secrecy rates also differed by behavior classification for both 

the mother, F (3.77, 875.27)= 18.038, p<.001, η 2 =072, and the father, F (3.7, 805.71)= 23.629, 

p<.001, η 2 =.098. Subjects indicated that they were currently more likely to keep risky behavior 

secret than academics and religious political views. Figure 4.3 displays the rates of father secrecy 

by behavior classification. As evident from Figure 4.3, father secrecy rates were highest for risky 

behaviors and lowest for academics and religious-political views. 

Table 4.3. Current Mean Father Secrecy Scores by Behavior  

 

Note: The above graph displays the mean father secrecy scores for both gender and college experience 

groups combined. Father secrecy scores were based on subjects’ reported likelihood to keep a list of the 

above behavior secretive on a 5-point likert scale.  

2 2.2 2.4 2.6 2.8 3 3.2 

Risky Behaviors 

Academics 

Personal 

Peer 

Multi-faceted 

Religious-Political 



	  
	  

80 

Differences by Gender 

Overall, males also reported higher current secrecy rates with the mother than did 

females, F (1, 232)= 14.123, p<.001, η 2 = 057, but there was no overall difference by gender for 

current father secrecy rates, F (1, 218)= 1.35, p=.246, η 2 = 006. Figure 4.4 displays the current 

rates of mother secrecy by behavior classification and gender. As evident from Figure 4.4, males 

have greater mother secrecy scores than females for all behavior groups, and both genders 

reported the greatest levels of secrecy for risky behaviors and multi-faceted issues and the lowest 

levels of secrecy for academics and religious-political views.  

Figure 4.4. Current Mean Mother Secrecy Scores by Behavior and Gender 

 
Note: The above graph displays the mean father secrecy scores by gender and behavior classification. 

Father secrecy scores were based on subjects’ reported likelihood to keep a list of the above behavior 

secretive on a 5-point likert scale.  
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Differences by College Experience 

The ANOVA model did not reveal any significant differences between upperclassmen 

and underclassmen in current mother, F (1, 232)= 1.23, p=.269, η 2 = 006, or father secrecy rates, 

F (1, 218)=.001, p=.981, η 2 <001.  

Interaction Effects  

There were no significant interaction effects for behavior and gender on current rates of 

secrecy for the mother, F (3.77, 875.27)= .62, p=.201,  η 2 = 006, and the father, F (3.7, 805.71)= 

.062, p=.639, η 2 = 003. Furthermore, the ANOVA model did not yield an interaction effect for 

behavior and college experience on current secrecy rates for both the mother, F (4.13, 1002.85)= 

.71, p=.637, η 2 =.003, and the father, F (3.7, 805.71)=.64, p=.619, η 2 =.003. There was also no 

interaction effect between college experience and gender on current rates of mother, F (1, 243)= 

.14, p=.157, η 2 =.001, and father secrecy, F (1, 223)= .29, p=.593, η 2 =.001.  

Perceived Changes in Disclosure 

Analysis Strategy 

The third set of research questions sought out to investigate college students perceived 

changes from high school in parental disclosure by behavior classification, gender, and college 

experience. To assess differences in perceived changes in parental disclosure, 4 mixed model 2 

(college experience) x 2 (gender) x 6 (current secrecy by behavior classifications) ANOVAs 

were conducted with college experience and gender as between subjects’ factors and behavior 

classifications as within subjects variables (1 for each parent x 1 for perceived change in 

disclosure). A Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been violated for all 
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4 models, so a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied. A Shapiro Wilk test was conducted 

and it was determined that the normality assumption was not violated.   

Differences by Behavior Classification 

 The ANOVA model revealed differences in perceived changes in disclosure by behavior 

type for both the mother, F (4.26, 1106.95)= 6.8, p<.001, η 2 =.025, and the father, F (4.1, 

1065.2)= 3.57, p<.01, η 2 =.015. College students reported a change from high school in 

disclosure between risky behaviors and academics and religious/political views, as college 

students reported a greater decrease in disclosure of risky behaviors and the greatest increase in 

academics and religious political views.  

Differences by Gender 

 There were no overall differences between males and females in perceived changes in 

mother disclosure, F (1, 260) = 1.44, p=.231, η 2 =.006, but there was for father disclosure, F (1, 

260)=3.86, p<.05, η 2 =.015. Figure 4.5 shows the mean scores in college students’ perceived 

changes (from high school) in father disclosure. As displayed on Figure 4.5 and also consistent 

with the Bonferoni post-hoc t-tests, females reported overall greater decreases in father 

disclosure from high school to college than males. 
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Figure 4.5. College Students’ Mean Perceived Changes from High School in Father Disclosure  

 

Note: Subjects’ reported whether they were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose with 

the father each behavior item. The difference between 2 and each numbered response computed the scores 

for perceived change variables.  

Differences by College Experience 

 Overall, there were no significant differences for college experience in perceived changes 

in disclosure for the mother, F (1, 260)= .311, p=.578, η 2 =.001, and the father, F (1, 260) =.032, 

p=.578, η 2 =.001.  

Interaction Effects 

 There was a significant interaction effect for behavior classification and gender on 

perceived changes in mother disclosure, F (4.26, 1106.95)= 4.29, p<.001, η 2 =.016, but not 

father disclosure, F (4.1, 1065.2)= 1.93, p=.166, η 2 =.007. Figure 4.6 displays the mean 

perceived change in mother disclosure scores by gender and behavior classification. As evident 
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from Figure 4.6, females perceived greater decreases in mother disclosure of risky behaviors 

than males, whereas males perceived greater decreases than females for peer and personal issues. 

It is important to also note from Figure 4.6 that males perceived greater increases in disclosure of 

academics and religious-political views with the mother than females.  

Figure 4.6. Mean Perceived Changes from High School in Disclosure with the Mother  

 

Note: Subjects’ reported whether they were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose with 

the mother each behavior item. The difference between 2 and each numbered response computed the 

scores for perceived change variables.  

Despite the previous significant findings for behavior and gender, there were no 

significant interaction effects for behavior and college experience on perceived changes in 

mother, F (4.26, 1106.95)=.024, p=.889, η 2 =.001, and father, F (4.1, 1065.2)= .025, p=.938, η 2 

=.001. There was also no significant interaction effect for college experience and gender for the 

mother, F (1, 260)=.011, p=.743,  η 2 =.001, and father, F (1, 260)= 0, p=.988, η 2 <.001.  
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Perceived Changes in Secrecy  

Analysis Strategy 

The fourth set of research questions sought out to investigate college students perceived 

changes from high school in parental secrecy by behavior classification, gender, and college 

experience. To assess differences in perceived differences in secrecy 4 mixed model 2 (college 

experience) x 2 (gender) x 6 (perceived changes in secrecy by behavior classifications) 

ANOVAs were conducted with college experience and gender as between subjects’ factors and 

behavior classifications as within subjects variables (1 for each parent x 1 for perceived change 

and current secrecy rates). A Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of sphericity had been 

violated for all 4 models, so a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied. A Shapiro Wilk test 

was conducted and it was determined that the normality assumption was not violated.   

Differences by Behavior 

 The ANOVA model indicated main effects for behavior classification on perceived 

changes in mother, F (4.16, 1081.61)= 10.7, p<.001, η 2 =.04, and father, F (3.78, 983.81)= 2.73, 

p<.05, η 2 =.01. The greatest increases in secrecy were for risky behaviors in comparison to other 

behavior groups. Figure 4.7 displays the subjects’ perceived changes in father disclosure by 

behavior classification group. As evident from Figure 4.7, for the father and the post-hoc 

Bonferoni t-tests for both parents, the greatest differences in secrecy were perceived increases in 

secrecy of risky behavior. It is important to note college students perceived greater differences in 

the form of increased disclosure from high school for academics, and religious-political views 

than peers, multi-faceted issues for the mother only. As suggested by Figure 4.7 and the post-hoc 
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tests, there were no differences in perceived change in father secrecy beyond those found for 

risky behaviors.  

Figure 4.7. Mean Perceived Changes from High School in Secrecy with the Father  

 

Note: Subjects’ reported whether they were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose with 

the father each behavior item. The difference between 2 and each numbered response computed the scores 

for perceived change variables.   

Differences by Gender 

 Males reported greater increases in mother secrecy than did females, F (1, 260)= 9.03, 

p<.01, η 2 =.034. Despite the significant findings for the mother, there were no significant 

differences between males and females in perceived changes in father secrecy, F (1, 260)= .013, 

p=.910, η 2 <.001.  

 

 

-0.04 -0.02 0 0.02 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.1 0.12 0.14 0.16 

Risky Behaviors 

Academics 

Personal 

Peers 

Multi-faceted 

Religious-Political 



	  
	  

87 

Differences by College Experience  

 Overall there were no significant differences between upperclassmen and underclassmen 

in perceived changes in mother, F (1, 260)=1.5, p=.222, η 2 =.006, and father secrecy, F(1, 260)= 

1.35, p=.246, η 2 =.005.  

Interaction Effects 

 There was a significant interaction effect for gender and behavior on perceived changes 

in mother secrecy, F (4.16, 1081.61)= 3.57, p<.01, η 2 =.014. In contrast to the significant 

finding for the mother, there was no interaction effect for gender and behavior on perceived 

changes in father secrecy scores, F (3.78, 983.81)= 2.36, p=.055, η 2 =.009. Figure 4.8 displays 

mean perceived changes in mother secrecy scores by gender and behavior classification. As 

evident from Figure 4.8, males perceived greater increases in secrecy with the mother for all 

behaviors than females, but the difference was much smaller in magnitude for risky behaviors 

than all of the other behavior categories. 

 There were no significant interaction effects for behavior classification and college 

experience on perceived changes in mother, F (4.16, 1081.61)= .66, p=.627, η 2 =.003, and father 

secrecy, F (3.78, 983.81)=.25, p=.899, η 2 =.001. There were also no significant interaction 

effects for college experience and gender on perceived changes in mother, F (1, 260)= .074, 

p=.786, η 2 <.001, and father secrecy, F(1, 260)=2.73, p=.100, η 2 =.01.  
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Figure 4.8. Mean Perceived Changes from High School in Secrecy with the Mother  

 

Note: Subjects’ reported whether they were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose with 

the mother for each behavior item. The difference between 2 and each numbered response computed the 

scores for perceived change variables.  

Information Management Strategies 
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students’ mother/father information management strategies by behavior classification, gender, 

and college experience. To assess differences for information management strategies by behavior 

type, college experience, and gender; 8-mixed model 2 (gender) x 2 (college experience) x 6 

(behavioral classifications) ANOVAs were conducted. To clarify, 2 ANOVA models were 

conducted for each parent for 4 information management strategies (tell part of the story but omit 
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result a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was applied to all models. A Shapiro-Wilk test 

determined that the normality assumptions were not violated.  

Differences by Behavior 

 College students reported differences by behavior for telling part of the story but omitting 

important details for the mother, F (4.17, 1083.5) =8.45, p<.001, η 2 =.031, and the father, F 

(4.41, 1146.59)= 5.26, p<.001, η 2 =.023. In turn, college students reported differences by 

behavior for avoiding the discussion when the mother, F (4.3, 1118.71)= 3.99, p<.01, η 2 =.015, 

and father F (4.28, 1113.74)=6.64, p<.001, η 2 =.025, ask about the sampled activities. Post-hoc 

Bonferoni t-tests indicated that college students were more likely to tell part of the story and omit 

important details for personal and peer issues than they were academics (mother only), religious 

political views, and multi-faceted issues (both parents). In turn subjects indicated that they were 

more likely to avoid discussion with the parents when asked about personal (father only), peer 

(father only), multi-faceted issues (both parents) than they were academics (mother only) and 

religious-political views.  As would be expected from the earlier findings with disclosure and 

secrecy, college students reported differences by behavior classification in their likelihood to tell 

the whole story when the mother, F (4.36, 1132.95)= 39.27, p<.001, η 2 =.131, and the father, F 

(4.1, 1065.29)= 29.86, p<.001, η 2 =.103, ask about the behaviors used in this study. Figure 4.9 

displays the mean of the mother and father information management strategy scores by behavior 

classification. As evident from Figure 4.9, collegiate pupils were less likely to tell the whole 

story when asked about risky behavior than any of the other sampled behavior groups. In contrast 

subjects were most likely to tell the whole story when parents asks about academics and 

religious-political views than they were risky behaviors, peers (religious political views only for 
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the father), personal issues (religious political views only for the father), and multi-faceted 

issues.  

Figure 4.9. Mean Mother/Father Information Management Strategy Scores  

 

Note: Information Management Strategy proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that strategy by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  

It is important to note that subjects reported a lower likelihood of telling the whole story 

when the father asked about multi-faceted issues for all categories except risky behavior. In 

contrast to the past findings, lying/making up a story strategies did not differ by behavior for the 

mother, F (4.13, 1074.43)= 1.43, p=.254, η 2 =.005, but did for the father F (4.33, 1125.75)= 

2.56, p<.05, η 2 =.01.  Coincidentally, subjects reported that they were more likely to lie to the 

father about multi-faceted issues than they were about their religious/political views. 
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Differences by Gender 

 The ANOVA model revealed that males were more likely than females to avoid 

discussion with the mother, F (1, 260) = 6.49, p<.05, η 2 =.024. In contrast, there were no overall 

differences between in their reported likelihood to avoid discussion with the father, F (1, 260)= 

.05, p=.819, η 2 <.001, or tell part of the story and omit details with the mother, F (1, 260)= .07, 

p=.787, η 2 <.001, or the father, F (1, 260)= .024, p=.315, η 2 =.001.  Males were, however, more 

likely than females to make up a story/lie when both the mother, F (1, 260)= 10.66, p<.01, η 2 

=.039, and the father asked about the sampled behaviors, F (1, 260)= 3.96, p<.05, η 2 =.015.  In 

contrast, females were more likely than males to tell the whole story when the mother, F (1, 

260)= 13.48, p<.001, η 2 =.049, and father, F (1,260)= 6.12, p<.05, η 2 =.023, asked about the 

sampled behaviors. Figure 4.10 displays the mean mother information management strategy 

scores by gender. As evident from Figure 4.10, males have higher scores than females for lying 

and avoidance of discussion with the mother, but lower scores for telling the whole story when 

parents asked about the sampled behaviors.  
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Figure 4.10. Mean Mother Information Management Strategy Scores  

 

Note: Information Management Strategy proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that strategy by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  

Differences by College Experience 

 Despite the significant findings for gender and behavior, there were no significant 
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F (1, 260)= 1.68, p=.196, η 2 =.006, and father, F (1, 260)= .023, p=.622, η 2 =.001.  There were 

no reported differences between upper and underclassmen in their likelihood to avoid discussion 

with the mother, F (1, 260)= .17, p=.678, η 2 =.001, or father, F (1, 260)= .08, p=.774, η 2 <.01. 
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make up a story or lie when the mother, F (1, 260)= .02, p=.904, η 2 <.01, or father, F (1, 260)= 
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260)= .29, p=.592, η 2 =.001, or father, F (1, 260)= 1.41, p=.237, η 2 =.005, asked about the 

sampled behaviors in this study.  

Interaction Effects  

 The ANOVA model revealed significant interaction effects for behavior and gender on 

college students’ likelihood to make up a story/lie to the mother, F (4.13, 1074.43)= 2.46, p<.05, 

η 2 =.009 and the father, F (4.33, 1125.75) =  2.77, p<.05, η 2 =.011. In turn, there were also 

significant effects for behavior and gender for telling the whole story to the mother, F (4.36, 

1132.95)= 5.26, p<.001, η 2 =.02, and the father, F (4.1, 1065.29)= 7.03, p<.001, η 2 =.026. 

Figure 4.11 displays the combined mean scores by gender for both parents in lying/making up a 

story and telling the whole story strategy scores for risky behaviors compared to the other 

behavior groups. As evident from Figure 4.11, females were more likely than males to tell the 

whole story except for risky behaviors, where males reported a greater likelihood to tell the 

whole story then did females. Furthermore, Figure 4.11 shows that the gender differences for 

lying/making up a story were much smaller in magnitude for risky behaviors than they were for 

the other behavior classification groups explaining the significant interaction effect for both 

parents. In contrast to the previous significant findings for telling the whole story and 

lying/making up a story strategy scores, there was no significant interaction effects for gender 

and behavior on telling part of the story/omitting important details [ F(4.17, 1083.5)=.029, 

p=.894, η 2 =.001 for the mother; F (4.41, 1136.59)= 1.55, p=.181, η 2 =.006 for the father] or 

avoidance of discussion strategies [ F (4.3, 1118.71)= 1.58, p=.172, η 2 =.006 for the mother; F 

(4.28, 1113.74)= 1.33, p=.254, η 2 =.005 for the father].  
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 For the father only, there was a significant interaction effect for behavior and college 

experience for telling part of the story/omitting details, F (4.41, 1146.59)= 2.73, p<.05,  η 2 =.01, 

and making up a story/lying, F (4.33, 1125.75)= 3.32, p<.01, η 2 =.013.  Upperclassmen were 

more likely than underclassmen to tell part of the story and omit details with the father about 

risky behavior and academics, whereas underclassmen were more likely than upperclassmen to 

tell part of the story and omit details when asked about personal, peer, multi-faceted issues, and 

religious political views. In respect to the finding for making up a story/lying to the father, 

upperclassmen were more likely than underclassmen to lie to the father about multi-faceted 

issues, whereas underclassmen were more likely to lie when the father asks about risky behavior, 

peers, and religious political views than upperclassmen. In contrast to the previous findings, 

there were no significant interaction effects for behavior and college experience overall for the 

mother and avoidance of discussion or telling the story strategy scores for the father.  

 The ANOVA model yielded a significant interaction effect for gender and college 

experience, F (1, 260)= 5.37, p<.05, η 2 =.02 for telling part of the story/omitting important 

details for the mother only. There were greater differences between male upperclassmen and 

underclassmen than female upperclassmen and underclassmen in their likelihood to tell part of 

the story/omit details, as male upperclassmen reported a greater likelihood use this strategy than 

male underclassmen. In contrast to those findings, there was no significant interaction effect for 

college experience and gender on any of the other information management strategies for either 

parent. 
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Figure 4.11. Mean Telling the Whole Story and Lying Strategy Scores for Both Parents  

 

Note: Information Management Strategy proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that strategy by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  

Justifications for Non-Disclosure 

Analysis Strategy 

The fifth set of research questions sought out to investigate differences in college 

students’ justifications for non-disclosure with parents by behavior classification, gender, and 

college experience. In order to assess differences in college students’ justifications for non-

disclosure by type of behavior, college experience, and gender 12-mixed model 2 (gender) x 2 

(college experience) x 6 (behavior classification) ANOVAs were conducted for each parent by 

each of the 6 justifications for non-disclosure. A Mauchly’s test indicated that the assumption of 

sphericity was violated for all 12 ANOVAs and as a result a Greenhouse-Geisser correction was 

applied. The normality assumption was not violated according to a Shapiro Wilk test.  
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Differences by Behavior 

College students reported differences by behavior classifications in their likelihood to 

justify non-disclosure by avoidance of punishment, [mother, F (2.26, 586.21)= 28.572, p<.001, η 

2 099, and the father, F (1.89, 491.52)=36.811, p<.001, η 2 =.124], lack of approval, [mother, F 

(2.89, 751.76) =28.883, p<.001, η 2 =.1, father, F (2.34, 609.47)= 17.906, p<.001, η 2 =.064], 

sadness/shame/embarrassment, [mother, F (3.66, 952.48)= 9.045, p<.01, η 2 =.034, father, F 

(3.12, 811.53)= 3.409, p<.05, η 2 = .013], mother would of thought less [F (3.16, 820.63)= 8.061, 

p<.001, η 2 =.03, mother only], and privacy, [mother, F (3.31, 860.08)= 24.125, p<.001, η 2 

=.085; the father, F (3.59, 933.56)= 17.446, p<.001, η 2 =.063].  Figure 4.12 displays the 

percentages of each justification by behavior classification groups that were re-classified because 

of similar features. As evident from Figure 4.12, avoidance of punishment, lack of approval, 

sadness/shame/embarrassment, mother would of thought less justifications were more popular 

for risky behaviors and academics/religious-political views than they were for peer, personal, and 

multi-faceted issues. In contrast, privacy justifications were more popular for peer, personal, and 

multi-faceted issues than they were for risky behaviors.  

In contrast to the previous significant findings for behavior, there were no significant 

differences by behavior for justifying non-disclosure with the mother, F (4.28, 1111.42)= .22, 

p=.937, η 2 =.001, or father, F (4.23, 1098.63)= .76, p=.557, η 2 =.003, because of lack of 

listening/understanding.  In turn, there were no significant differences by behavior classification 

groups because the father would of thought less, F (3.21, 834.55)= 2.03, p=.104, η 2 =.008. As 

evident from Figure 4.12, the other justification groups with significant main effects (i.e. 

avoidance of punishment, would of thoughtless, sadness/shame/embarrassment, privacy) had 
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greater differences by behavior group than lack of listening/understanding or would of 

thoughtless justification scores.  

Figure 4.12. Percentages of Information Management Strategy Scores  

 

Note: Justification for Non-Disclosure proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that justification by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  

Differences by Gender 

 Males were more likely than females to justify non-disclosure because of avoidance of 

punishment for the mother, F (1, 260)= 10.27, p<.01, η 2 =.038, and the father, F (1, 260)= 4.25, 

p<.05, η 2 =.016. In turn males were also more likely than females to justify non-disclosure 

because the father would not listen/understand, F (1, 260)= 3.92, p<.05, η 2 =.015. There was no 

difference, however, for the mother, F (1, 260)=.33, p=.567, η 2 =.001. Furthermore, there were 

no main effects for gender for lack of approval [ F(1, 260)= .25, p=.619, η 2 =.001 for the 
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(1, 260)= .09, p=.769, η 2 <.001 for the mother, F (1, 260)=.92, p=.339, η 2 =.004, for the father],  

would of thought less [ F(1, 260)=.09, p=.999, η 2 <.001 for the mother, F (1, 260)= 1.08, 

p=.299, η 2 =.004 for the father], and privacy justifications for the mother, F (1, 260)= 1.56, 

p=.214, η 2 =.006, and father, F (1, 260)= .25, p=.617, η 2 =.001.  

Differences by College Experience 

 As for general findings for college experience, it was surprisingly found that 

upperclassmen were more likely than lowerclassmen to justify non-disclosure by avoidance of 

punishment, [mother, F (1, 260)= 4.163, p<.05, η 2 =016, father, F (1, 260)= 5.042, p<.05, η 2 

02]. Coincidentally, underclassmen were more likely than upperclassmen to justify non-

disclosure with the father because of sadness, shame, and embarrassment, F (1, 260)= 4.64, 

p<.05, η 2 =018. In contrast, upperclassmen were more likely than underclassmen to justify non-

disclosure with the father due to privacy, F (1, 260)= 4.77, p<.05, η 2 =018. In contrast, there 

were no significant differences between upperclassmen and underclassmen in lack of approval, 

[F (1, 260)= 1.41, p=.236, η 2 =005 for the mother, F (1, 260)= 1.02, p=.313, η 2 =004 for the 

father], sadness, shame, and embarrassment for the mother, F (1, 260)= .05, p=.816, η 2 =001, 

parents would of thought less [F(1, 260)= .05, p=.337, η 2 <001 for the mother, F (1, 260)= .26, 

p=.611, η 2 =001 for the father, lack of listening/understanding [ F (1, 260)= 2.4, p=.122, η 2 

=009 for the mother, F (1, 260)= 1.37, p=.242, η 2 =005 for the father], and privacy for the 

mother, F (1, 260)= 2.45, p=.119, η 2 =009. Figure 4.13 shows the combined mean sadness, 

shame, embarrassment justifications scores for both parents by behavior classification. As 

evident from Figure 4.13, underclassmen had higher scores than underclassmen. In contrast, 

Figure 4.14 shows the combined mean scores for privacy justifications by college experience and 

behavior classification group.  
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Figure 4.13. Mean Sadness, Shame, Embarrassment Justifications Scores for Both Parents 

 

 

Note: Justification for Non-Disclosure proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that justification by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  
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Note: Justification for Non-Disclosure proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that justification by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  

Interaction Effects 

 The ANOVA model yielded significant interaction effects for behavior and gender for 

avoidance of punishment justifications with the father, F (1.89, 491.52)= 2.24, p<.05, η 2 =009 

only. Although males were more likely than females to justify non-disclosure with the father due 

to avoidance of punishment, the magnitude of differences in the mean scores by gender was 4 

times larger for risky behaviors (12) than it was for multi-faceted issues (3).  Outside of the 

previous finding, there were no other significant interaction effects for behavior and gender on 

college students’ justifications for non-disclosure scores.   

 The analysis revealed a significant interaction effect for behavior and college experience 

on avoidance of punishment justifications for the father, F (1.89, 491.52)= 5.32, p<.001, η 2 =02. 

Although upperclassmen had higher avoidance of punishment justification scores than 

underclassmen for all behaviors, the magnitude of the differences for college experience were at 

least 2 times greater for risky behavior (8) than they were for all the other behavior groups 

except academics (5), personal 3, multi-faceted 3, religious-political 2, peer 1.  Along with the 

previous findings, there were significant interaction effects for behavior and college for father 

not listening/understanding justifications, F (4.23, 1098.63)= 2.98, p<.05, η 2 =011. The mean 

scores indicated that freshmen/sophomores were more likely than juniors/seniors not to disclose 

risky behaviors to the father because of lack of listening/understanding, whereas juniors and 

seniors were more likely than freshmen/sophomores to use this justification with the father for 

academics, peers, and religious/political views. In respect to the mother, there was a significant 

interaction effect for behavior and college experience on privacy justification scores, F (3.31, 
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860.08)= 2.6, p<.05, η 2 =01.  Upperclassmen had greater privacy justification scores than 

underclassmen for the mother for all behavior groups except risky behaviors and multi-faceted 

issues (the scores were equal).  Beyond the previously stated findings in this section, the 

ANOVA models did not yield any other significant interaction effects for behavior or college 

experience on subjects’ justifications for non-disclosure.  

 The ANOVA models yielded significant interaction effects for gender and college 

experience on avoidance of punishment strategy scores for the mother, F (1, 260)= 5.11, p<.05, η 

2 =019, and the father, F (1, 260)= 4.78, p<.05, η 2 =018.  For the father only, there was a 

significant 3 way interaction effect for behavior, gender, and college experience, F (1.89, 

491.52)= 3.686, p<.01, η 2 = .018. Due to the small magnitude of differences in scores 

(ranges=2.5, 2.5, 1.5, 3.5 for male underclassmen, male upperclassmen, female underclassmen, 

and female upperclassmen respectively), the mean score of the personal, peer, multi-faceted, and 

religious-political classification groups were combined in Figure 4.15. As Figure 4.15 suggests, 

male upperclassmen were more likely than the other 3 college experience/gender groups to 

justify non-disclosure with parents due to avoidance of punishment. Beyond the significant 

finding for avoidance of punishment strategy scores, there were no other significant interaction 

effects for college experience and gender on justifications for non-disclosure.  
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Figure 4.15. Mean Avoidance of Punishment Justification Scores  

 

Note: Justification for Non-Disclosure proportion scores were computed by number of items subject 

reported use of that justification by behavior group/total number of items for that behavior group.  
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Table 4.10. Current Rates of Parental Disclosure and DIT-2 N2 Zero order and Partial Correlates  

Parent Behavioral Classification  Zero Order 
R-value 

Partial Correlation Controlling for 
Gender and College Experience  

Mother 

Mean Disclosure .046 .020 
Risk .018 .003 

School .159* .140* 
Personal -.006 -.037 

Peer .053 .037 
Multi-faceted .002 -.022 

Religious/Political .057 .032 

Father 

Mean Disclosure -.038 -.050 
Risk -.045 -.053 

School .021 -.002 
Personal -.005 -.018 

Peer -.029 -.029 
Multi-faceted -.100 -.110 

Religious/Political .054 .034 
*indicates significance at α =.05 
** indicates significance at α =.01 

Note: Mean Scores for disclosure included the means of all behavior classifications for each parent. DIT-

2 N2 scores are a positive measure of moral judgment development scores. Correlate values are in 

Pearson’s R.  

Current Rates of Parental Secrecy and DIT-2 N2 Score Correlates 

 To analyze relationships between current rates of mother/father secrecy and moral 

judgment development and exploratory correlation analysis was conducted. Table 4.11 displays 

the zero order and partial Pearson R correlation values controlling for gender and college 

experience between DIT-2 N2 scores and overall mean disclosure along with secrecy by 

individual behavior classifications. As evident from Table-4.11 there were no significant 

relationships found between collegiate pupils current rates of parental secrecy and scores of 

moral judgment development.  
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Table 4.11. Current Rates of Parental Secrecy and DIT-2 N2 Zero order and Partial Correlates 

Parent Behavioral Classification  Zero Order 
R-value 

Partial Correlation 
Controlling for Gender 

and College Experience R-
Value 

Mother 

Mean Disclosure -.055 -.032 
Risk -.020 -.002 

School -.041 -.018 
Personal -.050 -.029 

Peer -.100 -.085 
Multi-faceted -.021 -.002 

Religious-Political -.058 -.035 

Father 

Mean Disclosure -.005 .006 
Risk -.011 -.001 

School -.031 -.016 
Personal .003 .012 

Peer -.020 -.017 
Multi-faceted .031 .043 

Religious/Political -.046 -.039 
*indicates significance at α =.05 
** indicates significance at α =.01 

Note: Mean Scores for secrecy included the means of all behavior classifications for each parent. DIT-2 

N2 scores are a positive measure of moral judgment development scores. Correlate values are in 

Pearson’s R.  

Perceived Changes in Parental Disclosure and DIT-2 N2 Score Correlates 

 To analyze relationships between perceived changes in rates of mother/father disclosure 

and moral judgment development and exploratory correlation analysis was conducted. Table 

4.12 displays the zero order and partial Pearson R correlation values controlled for gender and 

college experience between DIT-2 N2 scores and overall perceived change in disclosure scores 

by individual behavior classifications. As evident from Table 4.12, there were no significant 

relationships found between collegiate pupils perceived changes from high school in parental 

disclosure and scores of moral judgment development.  
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Table 4.12. Correlations between Perceived Changes in Parental Disclosure and N2 Scores 

Parent Behavioral Classification  Zero Order 
R-value 

Partial Correlation 
Controlling for Gender 
and College Experience 

R-Value 

Mother 

Mean Disclosure -.005 .009 
Risk -.048 -.018 

School -.027 -.022 
Personal .016 .013 

Peer .060 .057 
Multi-faceted .022 .031 

Religious/Political -.099 -.092 

Father 

Mean Disclosure -.012 .004 
Risk -.027 -.004 

School .010 .017 
Personal -.012 -.003 

Peer -.023 -.017 
Multi-faceted .005 .023 

Religious/Political .051 .063 
*indicates significance at α =.05 
** indicates significance at α =.01 

Note: Perceived change in disclosure scores were calculated by asking subjects’ whether or note they 

were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose from high school and subtracting 2 from the 

mean. Correlates were using Pearson’s R.  

Perceived Changes in Parental Secrecy and DIT-2 N2 Score Correlates 

 To analyze relationships between perceived changes in rates of mother/father secrecy and 

moral judgment development and exploratory correlation analysis was conducted. Table 4.13 

displays the zero order and partial Pearson R correlation values controlled for gender and college 

experience between DIT-2 N2 scores and overall perceived change in disclosure scores by 

individual behavior classifications. As evident from Table 4.13, there were no significant 

relationships found between collegiate pupils perceived changes from high school in parental 

secrecy and scores of moral judgment development.  
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Table 4.13. College Students’ Perceived Changes in Parental Secrecy and DIT-2 N2 Correlates 

Parent Behavioral Classification  Zero Order 
R-value 

Partial Correlation 
Controlling for Gender 
and College Experience 

R-Value 

Mother 

Mean Disclosure -.005 .009 
Risk -.048 -.018 

School -.027 -.022 
Personal .016 .013 

Peer .060 .057 
Multi-faceted .022 .031 

Religious/Political -.099 -.092 

Father 

Mean Disclosure -.012 .004 
Risk -.027 -.004 

School .010 .017 
Personal -.012 -.003 

Peer -.023 -.017 
Multi-faceted .005 .023 

Religious/Political .051 .063 
*indicates significance at α =.05 
** indicates significance at α =.01 

Note: Perceived change in disclosure scores were calculated by asking subjects’ whether or note they 

were (1-less likely, 2-just as likely, 3-more likely) to disclose from high school and subtracting 2 from the 

mean. Correlates were using Pearson’s R.  

 

Information Management Strategies and DIT-2 N2 Score Correlates 

 To assess relationships between information management strategies and moral judgment 

development scores, an exploratory correlational analysis between information management 

strategy scores and DIT-2 N2 scores was conducted with zero order and partial correlations that 

accounted for gender and college experience. Table-4.14 displays the Pearson R correlations at 

zero order and partial correlations controlling for gender and college experience for all 
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information management strategies by behavior classification and DIT-2 N2 scores. As evident 

from Table 4.14, making up a story/lying was negatively associated with N2 scores for both 

parents. In turn telling the whole story to the mother only about religious political views and 

academics was positively associated with moral judgment development scores.  
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Table 4.14. Correlations Between Parent Information Management Strategies and N2 Scores 

	   	  
Mother Father 

	   	   	   	   	   	  

Behavior Strategy Zero 
Order 

 Gender and 
College 

Experience 
Controlled 

Zero 
Order 

Gender and 
College 

Experience 
Controlled 

Total Mean 
Scores 

Omit .026 .020 .096 .102 
Avoid -.088 -.069 .026 .033 

Lie -.130* -.104 -.199* -.186** 
Whole 
Story .094 .071 -.011 -.029 

Risk 

Omit -.079 -.088 -.001 .001 
Avoid -.098 -.077 -.045 -.034 

Lie -.033 -.010 -.130* -.124* 
Whole 
Story .044 .050 .002 .013 

School 

Omit .012 .012 .014 .033 
Avoid -.116 -.107 .029 .042 

Lie -.113 -.083 -.156* -.139* 
Whole 
Story .163** .141* .072 .039 

Personal 

Omit .118 .115 .131* .136* 
Avoid -.060 -.037 .047 .048 

Lie -.170* -.155* -.135* -.122* 
Whole 
Story .058 .028 -.056 -.074 

Peer 

Omit .061 .059 .088 .092 
Avoid -.065 -.053 .041 .040 

Lie -.077 -.064 -.162** -.167** 
Whole 
Story .039 .020 -.010 -.015 

Multi-faceted 

Omit -.052 -.065 .116 .113 
Avoid -.017 -.006 .023 .031 

Lie -.103 -.075 -.178** -.157* 
Whole 
Story .074 .054 -.047 -.065 

Religious-
Political 

Omit -.075 -.080 .011 .021 
Avoid -.083 -.057 .107 .113 

Lie -.113 -.103 -.166** -.161** 
Whole 
Story .144* .126* .022 .000 

*indicates significance at α =.05 
** indicates significance at α =.01 
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Note: Information Management Strategies were scored by the number of times the user selected a strategy 

by behavior group/total number of items for the behavior group. DIT-2 N2 scores represent advanced 

moral judgment development. Correlations were evaluated using Pearson’s R.   

Justifications for Non-Disclosure and N2 Score Correlates 

 To assess relationships between justifications for non-disclosure and moral judgment 

development scores, an exploratory correlational analysis between justification for non-

disclosure scores and DIT-2 N2 scores was conducted with zero order and partial correlations 

that controlled for gender and college experience. Table 4.15 displays the Pearson R correlations 

at zero order and partial correlations controlling for gender and college experience for overall 

mean justifications for non-disclosure by behavior classification and DIT-2 N2 scores by parent. 

As evident from Table 4.15, sadness, shame, and embarrassment was negatively correlated with 

N2 scores for both parents overall, and individually for personal issues, peer issues for the 

mother only, multi-faceted issues for both parents (only at zero order for the mother), and 

religious-political views for both parents. In contrast, privacy was positively associated with N2 

scores overall and specifically for personal, peer, and multi-faceted issues only.  Lack of 

approval for the mother was negatively associated with N2 scores only at zero order, but it lost 

significance when it was controlled for by gender and college experience.  

 

 

 

 



	  
	  

110 

Table 4.15. N2 Score and Mean Mother and Father Justifications for Non-disclosure Correlates 

	   	  
Mother Father 

Behavior Justification Zero Order 

 Gender and 
College 

Experience 
Controlled 

Zero Order 

Gender and 
College 

Experience 
Controlled 

Total 
Mean 
Scores 

Avoid Punishment -.056 -.033 .005 .021 
Not Approve -.092 -.092 -.011 -.015 
Sad, Shame, 
Embarassed -.156* -.156** -.182** -.177** 

Thought Less  -.088 -.090 -.023 -.020 
Not Listen -.057 -.054 .043 .058 
Private .186** .196** .183** .186** 

Note: Justifications for non-disclosure were scored by the number of times the user selected a strategy by 

behavior group/total number of items for the behavior group. DIT-2 N2 scores represent advanced moral 

judgment development. Correlations were evaluated using Pearson’s R.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 

Chapter 5 will be divided into 5 sections; the first section will re-state the purpose of the 

study and provide a brief summary of the research methodology. The second section will 

highlight the differences in college students’ perceptions of parental communication by behavior 

classification groups. The third section will outline the gender differences in collegiate pupils 

perceptions of parental communication, and the fourth section will provide an overview of the 

findings in college students’ perceptions of parental communication by college experience.  The 

fifth section will summarize the found relationships between parenting variables assessed in this 

study and moral judgment development scores and the sixth and final section will outline the 

limitations of the study along with directions for future research.  

Study Purpose and Research Methodology 

 The purpose of the current study was to extend the research of Smetana et al. (2009) on 

parent communication in adolescence to a population of college students. The research study 

distributed an adapted version of Smetana et al. (2006, 2009)’s parent communication 

questionnaire to 256 college students enrolled at a large state University in the Southeastern 

United States. The parenting questionnaire assessed disclosure (voluntary sharing of 

information), secrecy (active withholding of information) information management strategies 

(whether they told part of the story/omit details, avoided discussion, lie/make up a story, tell the 
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whole story when parents asked), and justifications for non-disclosure (their reason for non-

disclosing to parents if they chose not to) across behavior types that Smetana et al. (1988, 1994, 

2006, 2009) found adolescent and parents tend to differ in their perceptions of parental authority. 

These information types consist of risky behaviors (i.e. drug and alcohol use), academic 

performance, personal issues (how money is spent, crushes, etc.), peers (i.e. who one is dating, 

conversations with friends), and multi-faceted issues (i.e. bullying, spreading rumors, etc.). 

College students’ parental communication about religious and political views was also assessed 

to represent moral issues, as they were a topic of interest in this research study. In turn, a 

secondary aim of the current research study was to assess relationships between college students’ 

perceptions of parental communication using the previously stated constructs and moral 

judgment development scores. As a result, the Defining Issues Test (DIT-2), an accepted 

measure of moral judgment development in the field of research (Rest et al., 1999), was given to 

subjects alongside the previously discussed parenting questionnaire.  

The first set of research questions were directed at assessing whether or not college 

students’ current and perceived differences in disclosure, secrecy, information management 

strategies, and justifications for non-disclosure differed by behavior classification groups, 

gender, and college experience (underclassmen/upperclassmen).  The second set of research 

questions were aimed at assessing whether or not their was a relationship between the parent 

communication variables assessed in this study and moral judgment development scores.  

Overall the results indicated that college students’ perceptions of communication with parents as 

assessed in this study did differ by behavior type, gender, college experience, and levels of moral 

judgment development. The results will be discussed in greater detail in the following sections of 

this Chapter.   
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College Students’ Perceived Differences in Parental Communication by Behavior Type 

 The first objective the current research study was to determine if college students’ current 

and perceived differences in mother/father disclosure and secrecy differed by behavior 

classification.  Consistent with the findings from Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) adolescents, 

college students reported rates of disclosure and secrecy with parents that differed by behavior 

classification.  For example, college students were more likely to disclose about academics, 

religion, or politics than they were peer, personal, or multi-faceted issues. In contrast, collegiate 

subjects in this study reported they were more secretive with parents about risky and multi-

faceted behaviors than they were about personal issues, peers, academics, and religious-political 

views.  

The previous findings paired together would suggest that either college students become 

more secretive about risky behaviors after they leave for college or that college students become 

less secretive with parents about peers since they have been in college. To help explain the 

potential differences between the current research with college students and Smetana et al. 

(2009)’s study with younger adolescents, college students’ perceived changes in parental 

disclosure/secrecy from high school were also accounted for in this research study. Overall, 

college students did not perceive an increase in disclosure or decrease in secrecy of peers for 

either parent. However, college students reported that they were substantially more secretive 

about risky behavior than they were in high school, especially when compared to the other 

behavior groups for females, which will be discussed in the following section. In turn these 

findings compared with Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) suggest that adolescents prior to college, 

teens are most secretive about peers, which does not change much through the transition to 

college. However late teens/emerging adults perceive increases secrecy about risky behaviors as 
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college students, and as a result, college students are more secretive with parents about risky 

behaviors than they are about peers.  

The differences by behavior classification for information management strategies 

paralleled the findings for disclosure and secrecy. More specifically, collegiate subjects in this 

study reported lowest secrecy and highest disclosure for academics and religious-political views 

and in turn were most likely to tell the whole story (least likely to avoid discussion or only tell 

part of the story when parents asked about these issues) than all the other behavior groups. Also 

as hypothesized in Chapter 1, college students reported the highest levels of secrecy for risky 

behaviors. As a result they reported the lowest likelihood to tell the whole story (the greatest 

likelihood to avoid discussion/omit details when parents ask about these behaviors) than all other 

sampled behavior groups.  These findings parallel that of Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) suggest a 

relationship between secrecy and information management strategies.  For instance, if college 

students were more secretive about certain issues (i.e. risky behaviors in this study), they were 

not only less likely to disclose that information but they were also less likely to tell the whole 

story (more likely to avoid discussion). Also consistent with Smetana et al. (2009)’s findings 

with a younger sample and our hypotheses, lying was the least popular strategy for all behavior 

groups for both parents. These findings suggest that similar to adolescents, college students 

would rather avoid discussion or omit details when they keep information secretive lie or make 

up a story (Smetana et al., 2009).  

 To help explain these findings it is important to note that alcohol makes up 2 of the 5 

items in this study for risky behaviors (i.e. general use and attendance of parties with alcohol), 

and alcohol use tends to increase from high school to college. As a result, it is plausible that 

college students in comparison to when they were in high school have more negative alcohol 
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related information to withhold from parents (White & Hingson, 2014).  As a result the increased 

amount of negative information related to alcohol from high school to college may explain 

collegiate subjects’ perceived increases in secrecy of risky behaviors found in this study.  

 The current research study also investigated differences in college students’ justifications 

for non-disclosure by behavior classification groups. The results yielded significant differences 

in justifications for non-disclosure by behavior classification.  Consistent with Smetana et al. 

(2009)’s findings with adolescents and as hypothesized in Chapter 1, when collegiate subjects 

did not disclose personal, peer, or multi-faceted issues, and/or religious-political views it was 

most likely due to privacy. Based on the consistencies between the current results with college 

students and that of Smetana et al. (2009) with younger adolescents, it is likely that college 

students after they leave high school continue to view personal, peer, and multi-faceted issues as 

personal and private. It was also hypothesized that college students would be most likely to 

justify non-disclosure of risky behaviors by anticipation of a negative parental reaction (i.e. 

avoidance of punishment, lack of approval). This hypothesis was partly confirmed as collegiate 

subjects reported they did not disclose risky behaviors with parents mainly because of avoidance 

of punishment/lack of approval, however when college students did not disclose academic 

performance, it was most likely to avoid their own negative feelings of shame rather than 

anticipation of a negative parental reaction.  

Taken together, these findings suggest that risky behaviors, peer/personal/multi-faceted 

issues, and academics follow 3 distinct trends in how college students manage information with 

parents. College students are most secretive about risky behaviors, most likely to avoid 

discussion or leave out details when parents ask, and are most likely not to share with parents to 

avoid a punishment or their disapproval than academics, personal, peer, multi-faceted issues, and 
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religious political opinions. In contrast, college students are the least secretive about academics 

(and religious-political views) are most likely to tell the whole story when parents ask about their 

school performance in comparison to the other sampled issues, and when they do not share it is 

most likely because they do not want to let their parents down. Peer, personal, and multi-faceted 

issues were in the middle of the two extremes in terms of disclosure/secrecy and the likelihood to 

tell the whole story, but when college students reported that they didn’t share 

peer/personal/multi-faceted issues with parents it was most likely to be because of privacy (not 

their business).  

Gender Differences in College Students’ Perceptions of Parental Communication 

The second objective of this particular set of research questions was to assess gender 

differences in college students’ current and perceived differences from high school in parental 

disclosure/secrecy, current information management strategies, and current justifications for non-

disclosure. Consistent with the findings from Smetana et al. (2006, 2009) with younger 

adolescents and the hypotheses in Chapter 1, male college students reported higher secrecy and 

lower disclosure with the mother than female college students. In contrast to the findings with 

adolescents (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009) that suggested females were higher in disclosure and 

lower in secrecy with the father than males, there was no difference between male and female 

college students in current rates of father disclosure. Furthermore, female college students 

perceived greater overall decreases in father disclosure from high school than did males. These 

findings taken together suggest females have higher father disclosure in high school than males 

(Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), perceive a greater decrease in disclosure than males from high 

school to college, and in turn no difference male college students in current father disclosure.   
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The previously discussed findings suggest that collegiate females may not perceive that 

they actively withhold information from the father more as college students than high school, but 

they may be less likely to voluntarily share information with the father as previously discussed.  

These findings may be explained by Waizenhofer et al. (2004) who found that fathers are more 

likely to gain information from their daughters by direct supervision, which is less likely to 

happen once she has moved to college. Furthermore, fathers generally know less information 

about their daughters than the mothers and are more likely to gain information from the mother 

than the mother is from the father (Crouter et al., 2005; Waizenhofer et al., 2004).  This can also 

be seconded by the findings of this study that show females are more likely to disclose to and 

less likely to keep secrets from the mother than they are from the father. So in summary, it is 

likely that when the father spends less time with the daughter as a result of her move to college, 

he may be more likely to gain information from the mother who speaks to the daughter more 

often (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009).  

The findings for gender differences and information management strategies overall were 

consistent with expectations derived from the Smetana results with the exception of the risky 

behavior scales.  More specifically, males reported a higher likelihood than females to make up a 

story/lie and avoid discussion than females, whereas females were more likely than males to tell 

the whole story when parents asked about academics, peers, personal, multi-faceted issues, and 

religious/political views. Further analysis into the interaction effects by behavior and gender 

revealed that these gender differences were present for all the sampled issues except risky 

behaviors. These findings suggest that collegiate females become similar to males and differ 

from younger adolescent females (not yet in college) in their information management of risky 

behaviors (Smetana et al., 2006, 2009), but follow the feminine trends in comparison to male 
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peers of greater sharing (i.e. higher disclosure, lower secrecy, more likely to tell the whole story, 

less likely to lie, avoid discussion) for all other behavior groups sampled in this study.  

The only significant finding by gender for justifications for non-disclosure was that males 

were more likely than females not to disclose because of avoidance of punishment. Since 

females generally disclose more than males, and disclosure has been linked with parental trust 

(Kerr, Stattin, & Trost, 1999), parents may have more trust in their daughters than they do with 

sons when their children go off to college, and feel less inclined to enforce punishments with 

daughters in comparison to sons. However, after gender and college experience was accounted 

for, the gender difference in avoidance of punishment justifications for non-disclosure were 

primarily represented among male upperclassmen. It would be expected that older college 

students may be less likely to be motivated by avoiding punishments from parents in comparison 

to younger college students.  

Differences in Collegiate Pupils Perceptions of Communication by College Experience 

 A primary aim of the current research study is to investigate differences in college 

students’ current and perceived changes from high school in disclosure/secrecy, information 

management strategies, and justifications for non-disclosure by college experience. Although 

there were no found differences between underclassmen and upperclassmen in current and 

perceived differences in disclosure/secrecy or information management strategies, 

freshmen/sophomore college students reported an increased likelihood of 

sadness/shame/embarrassment justifications for non-disclosure with the father, whereas 

juniors/seniors were more likely to justify non-disclosure with the father because of privacy. 
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These findings may be the result of collegiate student’s acknowledgment that parents are social 

superiors rather than social equals.  

College Students’ Moral Judgment Development and Parental Communication 

 The final aim of the current research study was to assess how college students’ with 

varying levels of moral judgment development communicate with their parents about issues of 

interest in adolescence. As hypothesized, higher levels of moral judgment development was 

associated with disclosure (not secrecy) and telling the whole story when the mother (not the 

father) asks about academics. Considering moral judgment development is associated with 

academic achievement and performance (Forte, 2013; Rest et al., 1999), it is plausible that 

students with higher moral judgment development have higher levels of academic performance, 

thus more likely to both voluntarily share it with the mother and tell the whole story when she 

asks about it.  Also consistent with our hypothesis, higher moral judgment development was 

associated with college students reported likelihood to tell the whole story to the mother about 

religious-political views. Higher scores for telling the whole story about moral issues (i.e. 

religious political views) indicates not only that the adolescent is more likely to share these 

issues but that the mother maybe more likely to ask about them as well (Rest et al., 1999).  

Another finding that was consistent with our hypotheses in Chapter 1 was that lying/making up a 

story was negatively associated with moral judgment development scores. These findings 

confirmed our hypothesis and validated the DIT-2, as it was expected that a measure of 

advancement of moral thinking would be associated negatively with the least justifiable acts such 

as lying (Rest et al., 1999).  
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 The only finding that was not expected was that sadness, shame, embarrassment 

justifications of non-disclosure were associated with lower scores of moral judgment 

development and privacy justifications were related to higher scores of moral judgment 

development. To further explain these findings, sadness/shame/embarrassment are emphasized in 

stage 3 reasoning in the context of Kohlberg (1969)’s theory (i.e. look like a bad boy/girl in front 

of my parents) and the personal interest schema in the neo-Kohlbergian approach. This is in 

contrast to privacy justifications that may represent an acknowledgment that their conventions 

and values are essentially different from that of their parents and are equally acceptable 

(Kohlberg, 1969).  The previous rationalization represents stage 5 reasoning in the context of 

Kohlberg (1969)’s theory and the idea of the social contract.  

 The previous finding provides an explanation for why authoritarian parenting styles 

(Boyes & Allen, 1993; Leahy, 1981; Speicher, 1992) has been found to be negatively associated 

with moral judgment development. Authoritarian parents that are more intrusive and controlling 

tend to induce feelings of shame and embarrassment among their children/adolescents due to 

strict rules and punishments often set in place (Boyes & Allen, 1993). These feelings may 

reinforce the notion of parents as authority figures (Haidt, 2003) and in turn confine the 

adolescent to view larger moral issues between authority and inferiority as consistent with their 

current parent relationship (Haidt, 2003; Kohlberg, 1969). As a result it is plausible that children 

of authoritarian parents maybe more likely than those of non-authoritarian parents to justify 

actions in a moral dilemma based on shame and guilt (i.e. stage 3).  

 To conclude this section, it was hypothesized and confirmed that moral judgment 

development scores would be linked with parental communication about academics and moral 

issues (i.e. religious-political views) and negatively associated with lying to parents. It was 
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discovered that sadness/shame/embarrassment justification are negatively associated with moral 

judgment development scores, whereas privacy justifications were positively associated with 

moral judgment development.  

Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

  The current study included a disproportionate number of male (n=38) to females 

(n=226). Taken into account that junior/senior males were most likely to select avoidance of 

punishment as a strategy paired with the fact that this sample was drawn from several 

introductory level courses (including a study skills course for struggling students) the findings 

suggests that the upperclassmen males in this study maybe more likely to be performing less well 

in school when compared to the population of male college students. As a result, future research 

is needed with a larger and more diverse population of male college students to confirm any of 

the findings for males in this study.  

A second limitation was that the study was that the magnitude of involvement in the 

sampled behaviors and their perceptions of how it may have increased or decreased from high 

school to college was not assessed. This data would have been especially helpful to explain the 

perceived increases in secrecy of risky behavior that was found for females. For example, if 

females in this study perceived an increase in their involvement in risky behavior from high 

school to college than it would have helped explain the different trends for females and 

perceived changes in disclosure/secrecy found in this research study. As a result, future research 

should also account for the magnitude of involvement (and perceived changes from high school) 

among the sampled behaviors in this study to help better explain the findings. 
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The perhaps most significant limitation of this study as mentioned in Chapter 1 is that 

this was a cross-sectional study that compared differences between 2 different groups at 2 

different times in development. In turn, paralleled findings for college experience and moral 

judgment development on sadness/shame/embarrassment and privacy justifications are 

compelling, however, the findings from this study can only infer and not conclude these 

justifications for non-disclosure represent development/maturity within the parent-son/daughter 

relationship. Another substantial limitation was that college students reported their perceived 

changes from high school in disclosure and secrecy, which maybe subject to errors in memory 

and unintentional biases. As a result, future longitudinal research is needed in this line of inquiry 

that assesses parent communication of subjects each year starting with senior year in high school 

and continues throughout the college experience.  

Another significant limitation of this study is that the data was collected in the spring 

semester and as a result all the subjects in the study had spent at least a semester in college. As a 

result, first semester college students were not represented in this sample.  This population would 

be expected to reflect the period of transition from home to the college environment when 

relationships with parents are most in flux. This further points out that the sample does not 

represent the entire population of college students. As a result, future research is needed to 

address this limitation and include a representative sample of first semester freshmen.  

 Finally, College students in this sample were assessed primarily in courses with largely 

Education or Human Development/Family Studies majors. As a result these findings cannot be 

generalized to college students who would not enroll in those types of courses. The data may not 

as accurately reflect regions outside of the southeastern US. Therefore future research is needed 

in other regions of the U.S. to eliminate geographic bias associated with this study.   



	  
	  

123 

 

 

 

REFERENCES 

Aldeis, D., & Afifi, T. (2013). College Students' Willingness to Reveal Risky Behaviors: The 
Influence of Relationship and Message Type. Journal of Family Communication , 13 (2), 
92-113. 

 
Bakken, L., & Romig, C. (1994). The Relationship of Perceived Family Dynamics to 

Adolescents' Principled Moral Reasoning. Journal of Adolescent Research , 9 (4), 442-
457. 

 
Blodorn, A., & O'Brein, L. (2013). Evaluations of White American versus Black American 

discrimination claimants' political views and prejudicial attitudes. Journal of 
Experimental Social Psychology , 49 (2), 211-216. 

 
Boyes, M., & Allen, S. (1993). Styles of Parent-Child Interaction and Moral Reasoning in 

Adolescence . Merrill-Palmer Quarterly , 39 (4), 551-570. 
 
Brelsford, G. (2013). Sanctification and Spiritual Disclosure in PArent-Child Relationships: 

Implications for Family Relationship Quality. Journal of Family Psychology , 27 (4), 
639-649. 

 
Brelsford, G., & Mahoney, A. (2008). Spiritual Disclosure Between Older Adolescents and Their 

Mothers. Journal of Family Psychology , 22 (1), 62-70. 
 
Crouter, A., Bumpus, M., Davis, K., & McHale, S. (2005). How Do Parents Learn About 

Adolescents' Experiences? Implications for Parental Knowledge and Adolescent Risky 
Behavior. Child Development , 76 (4), 869-882. 

 
Cumsille, P., Darling, N., & Martinez, M. (2010). Shading the truth: The patterning of 

adolescents' decisions to avoid issues, disclose, or lie to parents. Journal of Adolescence , 
285-296. 

 
Cumsille, P., Flaherty, B., Darling, N., & Martinez, M. (2009). Heterogeneity and Change in 

Patterning of Adolescents' Perceptions of the Legitimacy of Parental Authority: A Latent 
Transition Model. Child Development , 80 (2), 418-432. 

 
 
Darling, N., Cumsille, P., & Martinez, M. (2008). Individual Differences in Adolescents' Beliefs 

About the Legitimacy of Parental Authority and Their Own Obligation to Obey: A 
Longitudinal Investigation. Child Development , 79 (4), 1103-1118. 



	  
	  

124 

 
Darling, N., Cumsille, P., Pena-Alampay, L., & Coatsworth, D. (2009). Individual and Issue-

Specific Differences in Parental Knowledge and Adolescent Disclosure in Chile, the 
Phillipines, and the United States. Journal of Research on Adolescence , 19 (4), 715-740. 

 
Deault, C. (2010). A systematic review of parenting in relation to the development of 

comorbidities and functional impairments in children with attention-deficit/hyperactivity 
disorder (ADHD). Child Psychiatry and Human Development , 41 (2), 168-192. 

 
Eccles, J., Midgley, C., Wigfield, A., Buchanan, C., Reuman, D., Flanagan, C., et al. (1993). 

Development during adolescence: The impact of stage-environment fit on young 
adolescents' experiences in schools and in families. . American Psychologist , 48 (2), 90-
101. 

 
Eckstein, Z., & Wolpin, K. (67, 6). Why Youths Drop out of High School: The Impact of 

Preferences, Opportunities, and Abilities. Journal of Econometric Society , 1295-1339. 
 
Emler, N., Renwick, S., & Malone, B. (1983). The relationship between moral reasoning and 

political orientation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology , 45 (5), 1073-1080. 
 
Fahs, B. (2008). Second Shifts and Political Awakenings: Divorce and Political Socialization of 

Middle Aged Women. Journal of Divorce and Remarriage , 47 (3-4), 43-66. 
 
Forte, A. (2013). The Moral Reasoning Of Sports Management Students In The United States 

And Italy. Journal of International Education Research , 9 (2), 177-198. 
 
Foster, C., Caravelis, C., & Kopak, A. (2014). National College Health Assessment Measuring 

Negative Alcohol Related Consequences among College Students. American Journal of 
Public Health Research , 21 (1), 1-5. 

 
Frijns, T., Keijsers, L., Branje, S., & Meeus, W. (2010). What parents don't know and how it 

may affect their children: Qualifying the disclosure-adjustment link. Journal of 
Adolescence , 261-270. 

 
Haidt, J. (2003). The moral emotions. In K. R. R. J. Davidson, & K. R. R. J. Davidson (Ed.), 

Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 852-870). Oxford, MA: Oxford University Press. 
 
Hawk, S., Keijsers, L., Frijns, T., Hale, W., Branje, S., & Meeus, W. (2013). "I still haven't 

found what I'm looking for": Parental privacy invasion predicts reduced parental 
knowledge. Developmental Psychology , 49 (7), 1286-1298. 

  
Jennings, M., Stoker, L., & Bowers, J. (2009). Politics across Generations Family Transmission 

Reexamined. Journal of Politics , 71 (3), 782-799. 
 



	  
	  

125 

Kalmijn, M. (2010). Racial differences in the effects of parental divorce and separation on 
children: Generalizing the evidence to a European case. Social Science Research , 845-
856. 

 
Keijsers, K., Branje, S., Hawk, S., Frijns, T., Koot, H., Lier, P., et al. (2012). Forbidden Friends 

as Forbidden Fruit: Parental Supervision of Friendships, Contact With Deviant Peers, and 
Adolescent Delinquency. Child Development , 83 (2), 651-666. 

 
Keijsers, L., & Laird, R. (2010). Introduction to special issue. Careful conversations: 

Adolescents managing their parents access to information. Journal of Adolescence , 255-
259. 

 
Keijsers, L., Branje, S., VanderValk, I., & Meeus, W. (2010). Reciprocal Effects Between 

Parental Solicitation, Parental Control, Adolescent Disclosure, and Adolescent 
Delinquency. Journal of Research on Adolescence , 20 (1), 88-113. 

 
Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Burk, W. (2010). A Reinterpretation of Parental Monitoring in 

Longitudinal Perspective . Journal of Research on Adolescence , 20 (1), 39-64. 
 
Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Ozdemir, M. (2012). Perceived Parenting Style and Adolescent 

Adjustment: Revisiting Directions of Effects and the Role of Parental Knowledge. 
Developmental Psychology , 48 (6), 1540-1553. 

 
Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Trost, K. (1999). To know you is to trust you: parents' trust is rooted in 

child disclosure of information. Journal of Adolescence , 22, 737-752. 
 
King, P., & Mayhew, M. (2002). Moral Judgment Development in High Education: insights 

from the Defining Issues Test. Journal of Moral Education , 31 (3), 247-270. 
 
Kogos, J., & Snarey, J. (1995). Parental Divorce and the Moral Development of Adolescents . 

Journal of Divorce and Remarriage , 23, 177-186. 
 
Kohlberg, L. (n.d.). Moral Stages and moralization: The cognitive-developmental approach. 

Moral development and behavior: Theory, research, and social issues , 31-53. 
 
Kohlberg, L. (1969). Stage and sequence: The cognitive developmental approach to 

socialization. In D. Goslin, Handbook of socialization theory and research (pp. 357-368). 
Chicago, IL, USA: Rand McNally. 

 
Kuczynski, L. (2002). Handbook of dynamics in parent-child relations. Thousand Oaks, CA: 

Sage Publications Ltd. 
 
Kuhn, E., & Laird, R. (2011). Individual Differences in Early Adolescents' Beliefs in the 

Legitimacy of Parental Authority. Developmental Psychology , 47 (5), 1353-1365. 
Laird, R., & Marrero, M. (2010). Information Management and behavior problems: Is concealing 

misbehavior necessarily a sign of trouble? Journal of Adolescence , 297-308. 



	  
	  

126 

 
Lapsley, D., Rice, K., & Fitzgerald, D. (1990). Adolescent Attachment, Identity, and Adjustment 

to College: Implications for the Continuity of Adaptation Hypothesis. Journal of 
Counseling & Development , 561-565. 

 
Leahy, R. (1981). Parental Practices and the Development of Moral Judgment and Self-Image 

Disparity During Adolescence . Developmental Psychology , 17 (5), 580-594. 
 
Liu, X. S. (2013). Comparing Sample Size Requirements for Significance Tests and Confidence 

Intervals. Counseling Outcome Research and Evaluation , 4 (1), 3-12. 
 
Lowe, K., & Dotterer, A. M. (2013). Parental monitoring, parental warmth, and minority youths’ 

academic outcomes: Exploring the integrative model of parenting. Journal of youth and 
adolescence , 42 (9), 1413-1425. 

 
Marshall, S., Tilton-Weaver, L., & Bosdet, L. (2005). Information Management: Considering 

adolescents' regulation of parental knowledge. Journal of Adolescence , 28 (7), 633-647. 
Masche, J. (2010). Explanation of normative declines in parents' knowledge about their 

adolescent children. Journal of Adolescence , 271-284. 
 
Mayhew, M., & Engberg. (2010). Diversity and Moral Reasoning: How Negative Diverse Peer 

Interactions Affect the Development of Moral Reasoning in Undergraduate Students. 
Journal of Higher Education , 81 (4), 459-488. 

 
Mayhew, M., & King, P. (2008). How curricular content and pedagogical strategies affect moral 

reasoning development in college students. Journal of Moral Education , 37 (1), 17-40. 
 
Mayhew, M., Seifert, T., & Pascarella, E. (2012). How the First Year of College Influences 

Moral Reasoning Development for Students in Moral Consolidation and Moral 
Transition. Journal of College Student Development , 53 (1), 19-37. 

 
McLanahan, S., & Bumpass, L. (1988). Intergenerational Consequences of Family Disruption. 

American Journal of Sociology , 94 (1), 130-152. 
 
Meeus, W., Keijsers, L., Branje, S., Frijns, T., & Finkenauer, C. (2010). Gender Differences in 

Keeping Secrets From Parents in Adolescence . Developmental Psychology , 46 (1), 293-
298. 

 
Miller, J., & Stubblefield, A. (1993). Parental Disclosure from the perspective of late 

adolescents. Journal of Adolesence , 16 (4), 439-455. 
 
Mullett, E., & Stolberg, A. L. (2002). Divorce and its impact on the intimate relationships of 

young adults. Journal of Divorce & Remarriage , 38 (1-2), 39-59. 
 
Parish, T. (1980). Relationship between factors associated with father loss and individuals' level 

of moral judgment . Adolescence , 15, 535-541. 



	  
	  

127 

Piaget, J. (1997). Moral Judgment of the Child. New York, NY, USA: Free Press Paperbacks. 
 
Rest, J., Narvaez, D., Bebeau, M., & Thoma, S. (1999). Post-conventional Moral Thinking- A 

Neo-Kohlbergian Approach. Mahwah, NJ, USA: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates 
Publishers. 

 
Schlaefli, A., Rest, J., & Thoma, S. (1985). Does Moral Education Improve Moral Judgment? A 

Meta-Analysis of Intervention Studies Using the Defining Issues Test. Review of 
Educational Research , 55 (3), 319-352. 

 
Smetana, J. (1989). Adolescents' and Parents' Reasoning about Actual Family Conflict. Child 

Development , 60 (5), 1052-1067. 
 
Smetana, J. (1993). Conceptions of Parental Authority in Divorced and Married Mothers and 

Their Adolescents. Journal of Adolescence , 3 (1), 19-39. 
 
Smetana, J. (1995). Parenting Styles and Conceptions of Parental Authority during Adolescence . 

Child Development , 66 (2), 299-316. 
 
Smetana, J. (1999). The Role of Parents in Moral Development: a social domain analysis. 

Journal of Moral Education , 28 (3), 311-321. 
 
Smetana, J., & Asquith, P. (1995). Adolescents' and Parents' Conceptions of Parental Authority 

and Personal Autonomy. Child Development , 1147-1162. 
 
Smetana, J., & Daddis, C. (2002). Domain-Specific Antecedents of Parental Psychological 

Control and Monitoring: The Role of Parenting Beliefs and Practices. Child Development 
, 563-580. 

 
Smetana, J., Metzger, A., Gettman, D., & Campione-Barr, N. (2006). Disclosure and Secrecy in 

Adolescent-Parent Relationships. Child Development , 77 (1), 201-217. 
 
Smetana, J., Villalobos, M., Rogge, R., & Tasopoulos-Chan, M. (2010). Keeping secrets from 

parents: Daily variations among poor, urban adolescents. Journal of Adolescence , 321-
331. 

Smetana, J., Villalobos, M., Tasopoulos-Chan, M., Gettman, D., & Campione-Barr, N. (2009). 
Early and middle adolescents' disclosure to parents about activities in different domains. 
Journal of Adolescence , 693-713. 

 
Speicher, B. (1992). Adolescent Moral Judgment and Perceptions of Family Interaction. Journal 

of Family Psychology , 6 (2), 128-138. 
 
Stams, G., Brugman, D., Dekovic, M. R., Laan, P., & Gibbs, J. (2006). The Moral Judgment of 

Juvenile Delinquents: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology , 697-
713. 



	  
	  

128 

Stattin, H., & Kerr, M. (2000). Parental Monitoring: A Reinterpretation. Child Development , 71 
(4), 1072-1085. 

 
Stearns, P. (2002). Anxious Parents: A History of Modern Child-rearing in America. New York, 

NY: New York University Press. 
 
Steinberg, L. (2001). We Know Some Things: Parent-Adolescent Relationships in Retrospect 

and Prospect. Journal of Research on Adolescence , 1-19. 
 
Terenzini, P., Rendon, L. I., Upcraft, M., Millar, S., Allison, K., Gregg, P., et al. (1994). The 

transition to college: Diverse students, diverse stories. Research in Higher Education , 35 
(1), 57-73. 

 
Tokic, A., & Pecnik, N. (2011). Parental behaviors related to adolescents' self-disclosure: 

Adolescents' views. Journal of Social & Personal Relationships , 28 (2), 201-222. 
 
Turiel, E. (1983). The Development of Social Knowledge. Cambridge, MA: Cambridge 

University Press. 
 
Vakalahi, H. (2001). Adolescent Substance Use and Family-Based Risk and Protective Factors: 

A Literature Review. Journal of Drug Education , 31 (1), 29-46. 
 
Vaughn, B., Block, J., & Block, J. (1988). Parental Agreement on Child Rearing during Early 

Childhood and the Psychological Characteristics of Adolescents . Child Development , 59 
(4), 1020-1034. 

 
Waizenhofer, R., Buchanan, C., & Newsom, J. (2004). Mothers' and Fathers' Knowledge of  
Adolescents' Daily Activities: Its Sources and Its Links With Adolescent Adjustment. Journal of 

Family Psychology , 18 (2), 348-360. 
 
Walker, L., & Hennig, K. (1999). Parenting Style and the Development of Moral Reasoning. 

Journal of Moral Education , 28 (3), 359-374. 
 
Walker, L., & Taylor, J. (1991). Family Interactions and the Development of Moral Reasoning. 

Child Development , 62, 264-283. 
 
White, A., & Hingson, R. (2014). The Burden of Alcohol Use: Excessive Alcohol Consumption 

and Related Consequences Among College Students. Alcohol Research: Current Reviews 
, 35 (2), 201. 

 

 



	  
	  

129 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX 

IRB Approval Document 

 
	  



	  
	  

130 

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  

	  



	  
	  

131 

The Defining Issues Test- Abbreviated 

This questionnaire is concerned with how you define the issues in a social problem. Several 

stories about social problems will be described. After each story, there will be a list of questions. The 

questions that follow each story represent different issues that might be raised by the problem. In other 

words, the questions/issues raise different ways of judging what is important in making a decision about 

the social problem. You will be asked to rate and rank the questions in terms of how important each one 

seems to you. 

Famine Dilemma 

The small village in northern India has experienced shortages of food before, but this year's 

famine is worse than ever. Some families are even trying to feed themselves by making soup from tree 

bark. Mustaq Singh's family is near starvation. He has heard that a rich man in his village has supplies of 

food stored away and is hoarding food while its price goes higher so that he can sell the food later at a 

huge profit. Mustaq is desperate and thinks about stealing some food from the rich man's warehouse. The 

small amount of food that he needs for his family probably wouldn't even be missed. 

What should Mustaq Singh do? Do you favor the action of taking food? 

 Should take the food  

 Can't decide  

 Should not take the food  
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Rate the following issues in terms of importance.
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Consider the 12 issues above and rank which issues are the most important. 

 

Reporter Dilemma 

Molly Dayton has been a news reporter for the Gazette newspaper for over a decade. Almost by 

accident, she learned that one of the candidates for Lieutenant Governor for her state, Grover Thompson, 

had been arrested for shop-lifting 20 years earlier. Reporter Dayton found out that early in his life, 

Candidate Thompson had undergone a confused period and done things he later regretted, actions which 

would be very out-of-character now. His shoplifting had been a minor offense and charges had been 

dropped by the department store. Thompson has not only straightened himself out since then, but built a 

distinguished record in helping many people and in leading constructive community projects. Now, 

Reporter Dayton regards Thompson as the best candidate in the field and likely to go on to important 

leadership positions in the state. Reporter Dayton wonders whether or not she should write the story about 

Thompson's earlier troubles because in the upcoming close and heated election, she fears that such a news 

story could wreck Thompson's chance to win. 
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Do you favor the action of reporting the story? 

 Should report the story (1) 

 Can't decide (2) 

 Should not report the story (3) 

Rate the following issues in terms of importance.
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Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the most important. 

 

Cancer Dilemma 

Mrs. Bennett is 62 years old, and in the last phases of colon cancer. She is in terrible pain and asks the 

doctor to give her more pain-killer medicine. The doctor has given her the maximum safe dose already 

and is reluctant to increase the dosage because it would probably hasten her death. In a clear and rational 

mental state, Mrs. Bennett says that she realizes this; but she wants to end her suffering even if if means 

ending her life. Should the doctor giver her an increased dosage? 

Do you favor the action of giving more medicine? 

 Should give Mrs. Bennett an increased dosage to make her die (1) 

 Can't decide (2) 

 Should not give her an increased dosage (3) 
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Rate the following issues in terms of importance. 

 

 



	  
	  

137 

Consider the 12 issues you rated above and rank which issues are the most important. 
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Parental Communication Questionnaire 
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Appendix D- Demographic Questions 

Sex: 

 Male  

 Female (2) 

 

Which best describes your race/ethnicity? [Check all that apply] 

 African American or Black  

 Asian or Pacific Islander  

 Hispanic  

 American Indian/ Other Native American  

 Caucasian (other than Hispanic)  

 Other (please specify)    

 

Since you have been away at college, how often do you speak with your mother? 

 Never  

 Less than Once a Month  

 Once a Month  

 2-3 Times a Month  

 Once a Week  

 2-3 Times a Week  

 Daily  
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Since you have been away at college, how often do you speak with your father? 

 Never  

 Less than Once a Month  

 Once a Month  

 2-3 Times a Month  

 Once a Week  

 2-3 Times a Week  

 Daily  

 

What was the estimated household income of your primary residence as a child and adolescent? 

 Less than 25,000$ a year  

 Between $25,001 and $35,000 a year  

 Between $35,001 and $45,000 a year  

 Between $45,001 and $55,000 a year  

 Between $55,001 and $65,00 a year  

 Between $65,001 and $75,000 a year  

 Between $75,001 and $85,000 a year  

 Between $85,001 and $99,999 a year  

 $100,000 per year or greater  
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What best describes the environment you grew up in? 

 Urban-Inner City  

 Suburban- Outskirts of the City  

 Rural- Country  

 

What is your age? 

 17  

 18  

 19  

 20  

 21  

 22  

 23  

 24  

 25  

 I am 26 or older  
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What year are you? 

 Freshmen  

 Sophomore  

 Junior  

 Senior  

 

What college is your major in? 

 College of Arts and Sciences  

 College of Business Administration  

 Communication  

 Education  

 Human Environmental Sciences  

 Nursing  

 Social Work  

 Undecided  

 

What region of the United States are you from?  

 Northeast  

 Southeast  

 Midwest  

 Southwest  

 Northeast  

	  

 


