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ABSTRACT
Parental influence on college students’ well being is underestimated frequently in the
developmental literature. College students often set social and academic goals according to their
perception of what their parents expect from them. The discrepancy between college students’
performance and their perceptions of parents’ expectations can impact their quality of life. The
purpose of this study was to examine various parent-college student expectation discrepancies
and communication levels as predictors for college students' psychological well being. Results
revealed that college students reported experiencing higher levels of anger, depression, and
anxiety and lower levels of self-esteem and college adjustment when higher expectationperformance discrepancies were present. Results also indicated that a higher perceived level of
communication, particularly by the college student, served as a predictor of distress and was
related to lower levels of affective distress and higher levels of self-esteem and college
adjustment. Such findings underscore the importance of teaching assertive communication skills
to college students and their parents as a means of diminishing the deleterious effects of
perceiving one another inaccurately.
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TRANSITIONING TO ADULTHOOD
Transitioning to college is a crucial step in gaining independence and an opportunity to
begin living life on one’s own terms. Moving to college is often the most dramatic step in
establishing autonomy for adolescents, but parents' influences still remain in effect and help
guide adolescents’ decisions. Youniss and Smollar (1985) concur, stating that, even as
adolescents gain independence, they view their parents as authority figures who have the right to
set rules and expectations for their behavior. Although adolescents individuate and are given
more freedom from their parents as they mature, they still have a strong attachment to them,
respect them, work for their approval, try to meet their expectations, and feel obligations as part
of their family (Greenberg, Siegel, & Lietch, 1983; Youniss & Smollar, 1989).
In fact, the developmental concept of individuation is careful not to imply a detachment
between parent and adolescent. Instead, this concept implies a move away from the idealization
of parents to a parallel process of both developing a separate sense of self and, with equal
importance, developing a connection and respect for parents as individuals (Steinberg &
Silverberg, 1986; Youniss & Smollar, 1989). This change is an evolutionary process, beginning
in early adolescence and continuing through young adulthood (White, Speisman, & Costos,
1983). As these opportunities are explored, adolescents’ relationships with their parents change
from purely authoritarian to a more reciprocal relationship, and they turn to their parents for
support and advice, especially regarding future plans (Youniss & Smollar, 1985, 1989).
Arnett (2000) described this transitional stage of life as “emerging adulthood,” a distinct
developmental period from 18- to 25-years of age when adolescents explore their independence
and develop a new identity separate from that of their parents. Emerging adults often have a
great deal of freedom in that most lifelong decisions, such as marriage and career, have not yet

1

been determined and a myriad of possibilities lie before them (Arnett, 2000). To clarify, this age
group faces some unique experiences and challenges, particularly when it comes to their
changing relationship with their parents. Although this new term “emerging adulthood” has been
suggested for this age group, the overwhelming majority of the relevant literature still refers to
individuals in this age range as late adolescents. Therefore, they will be identified as such
henceforth. When research has studied college students specifically, late adolescents in these
studies will be referred to as college students.
It has been argued that the parent-late adolescent relationship is somewhat of a complex
paradox during this developmental period, mostly because the literature discusses what seems to
be two important, contradictory elements, attachment and detachment (Youniss & Smollar,
1985). Nonetheless, this relationship always is deemed to be of great significance. Parents
provide a backbone for how adolescents view the world, make decisions, and cope with various
experiences. They are a crucial part of late adolescents’ process in finding their own way,
particularly by way of communication (Youniss & Smollar, 1985). Additionally, high
attachment between parents and their late adolescents has been shown to be a predictor of lower
negative affect (Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli, 2000). It also has been revealed that there is a
significant link between communication between parents and their late adolescents and their
adolescents’ self-esteem, academic success, and mental health (Hartos & Power, 2000). These
notable examples substantiate the impact and importance of the parent-late adolescent
relationship.
Weidman's (1989) undergraduate socialization model was the first to recognize and
incorporate parental socialization's impact on university adjustment. Parental socialization was
defined as socioeconomic status, lifestyle, and parent-late adolescent relationships. Weidman
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(1989) felt that the parent-late adolescent relationship influences late adolescents’ career choices,
values, lifestyle preferences, and how they coped with normative pressures. In turn, these
decisions affect late adolescents’ social and academic success while in college (Weidman, 1989).
A decline was noted in the importance of parental influence by students’ senior year of college
(Weidman, 1984).
Although it is apparent that parental influence continues to play a major role throughout
childhood and adolescence, it often is discounted when examining the college student
population. These students are considered young adults and have reached the chronological age
required by society to handle adult responsibilities, make adult decisions, and often live life
independently without the assistance of their parents. For these reasons, there is a gap in the
literature in the examination of parental influence and the parent-late adolescent relationships'
impact on college-age students (Braskamp & Flessner, 1971; Wang & Heppner, 2002; Weidman,
1989). The absence of this literature is unfortunate, particularly because it fails to recognize a
relationship that may help determine whether late adolescents have a smooth or difficult
adjustment to college life.
The transition from dependency to autonomy is exciting for most adolescents. But, like
any transition, it is also a stressful endeavor, demanding an adjustment period that requires
coping skills and social support (Brooks & DuBois, 1995; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000). Peterson and
Ebata's (1987) model suggested that late adolescents handle transitions differently, based on a
variety of factors, including their resources, level of challenge, timing, and social support.
Family support has been shown to act as a buffer against the potentially negative effects of
stressful life events (Caplan, 1982), particularly during a college student's adjustment to college
(Hoffman & Weiss, 1987; Rice, Cole, & Lapsley, 1990). If adequate support is not received and
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a college student is unable to deal successfully with their stress, they may be susceptible to
emotional maladjustment, depression, and academic failure (Cutrona, 1982; Hammen, 1980;
Pantages & Creedon, 1978).
Unfortunately, it is often those individuals who are expected to provide emotional
support for new college students who may cause them a great deal of distress unintentionally.
Parents with late adolescents who are leaving the home are well intentioned by stressing the
importance of education, success, and responsible social behavior, but may instill unknowingly
an unrealistic perception of what they expect from their late adolescent. Additionally, late
adolescents’ own issues may contribute to a skewed perspective of what they believe is expected
of them, or they may be biased when evaluating themselves (Rubel, Eisenberg, & Higgins,
1994). Regardless of how these unrealistic expectations are developed, it has been discovered
recently that such expectations are of great concern to college students (Anderson & Yuenger,
1987; Archer & Lamnin, 1985).
A significant number of college students reported that parental expectations were a major
personal stressor on their adjustment to college (Anderson & Yuenger, 1987; Archer & Lamnin,
1985). In fact, Archer and Lamnin (1985) found that a sample of 893 college students rated
parental expectations and conflicts as their second most stressful problem, preceded only by
intimate relationships. Duncan and Anderson (1986) revealed that parental pressure or conflict
was reported by 48 percent of college students receiving counseling at a university-based center.
Further, Anderson and Yuenger (1987) reported that, of 425 cases at a university counseling
clinic, 24 percent had discussed parental problems, with the majority of complaints surrounding
the process of becoming more independent. Similarly, Kagan and Squires (1984) found that 10
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percent of college students worried about pleasing their parents very often and 5 percent were
worried always.
Wang and Heppner (2002) predicted that, although high parental expectations may be
linked to emotional distress, it is the discrepancy between self performance and perceived
expectations that is a better predictor of college students' psychological well being. Wang and
Heppner’s (2002) study of 99 Taiwanese undergraduates supported this theory. How well
college students felt they were living up to their parents’ expectations was correlated strongly
with their psychological distress. In contrast, there was no link between parent’s actual
expectations and college students’ emotional distress. Three areas of discrepant expectations
(i.e., personal maturity, dating concerns, and academic achievement) contributed significantly
unique variance in predicting anxiety and depression. Weidman (1989) suggested that parental
pressure and expectations might act as a mediator for college experiences. In light of these
findings, it is crucial to examine factors that may explain or modify the relationship between
parent-college student discrepancies and psychological distress for college students.

Cognitive Discrepancies and Potential Outcomes
Self-discrepancy theory (Higgins, 1987) offers one potential explanation for why
discrepancies between parental expectations and college students’ perceived parental
expectations might cause such emotional turmoil. This cognitive theory was developed with the
notion that various conflicting beliefs between the ideal self (i.e., attributes that one wishes
he/she or someone else possessed), the actual self (i.e., the attributes that one or someone else
believes they possess currently), and the ought self (i.e., attributes that an individual believes
he/she or someone else believes they should or are obligated to possess) result in particular types
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of negative emotions. For instance, Higgins (1987) found that a conflict between actual/self (i.e.,
current attributes of self) and ideal/other (i.e., a significant other's ideal attributes for an
individual to possess) is associated with a deficit of positive outcomes resulting in dejectionrelated emotions (e.g., sadness, disappointment, loneliness, lack of pride). In contrast, a conflict
between actual/self and ought/other (i.e., a significant other's idea for what attributes an
individual ought to possess) is associated with the occurrence of negative outcomes resulting in
agitation-related emotions (e.g., restlessness, shame, spells of panic, fear). In addition,
frustration, an emotion related to anger, along with dejection-related emotions, was associated
with the discrepancy between actual/own and ideal/own (Higgins, 1987). The application of this
theory suggests that, if college students hold expectations or perceive parental expectations that
do not concur with their current performance, they may experience negative emotional states.
In addition to the link between such discrepancies and depressive and anxiety-related
symptomatology, there has been a long-standing debate about the relationship between such
discrepancies and self-esteem. Although many researchers believed theoretically that the
discrepancy between the actual and ideal self had an obvious link to self-esteem (Coopersmith,
1967; James, 1890; Rosenberg, 1979), little research has attempted to demonstrate an
association. Moretti and Higgins (1990) attempted to settle the controversy when they had 277
undergraduate students complete an idiographic measure, listing their actual, ideal, and ought
attributes and looking for synonymous matching attributes among their self-guides (i.e.,
actual/own, actual/other, ideal/own, ideal/other, ought/own, ought/other). College students also
completed a nomothetic measure for both their actual and ideal self on their personality
characteristics. Although both measures' actual/own ratings correlated with self-esteem, only the
idiographic's discrepancy rating was correlated with both measures of self-esteem used in the
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study. Through hierarchical regression, it was shown that positive synonymous matches between
the actual and ideal self are predictive of high self-esteem, whereas mismatches are predictive of
low self-esteem (Moretti & Higgins, 1990). Furthermore, Robinson (1992) found that parental
approval, a perceived meeting of one's expectations or attaining successfully “ought” and/or
“ideal” attributes, is the specific type of parental support that is linked to self-esteem. It also has
been suggested that models that employ approval as a predicted cause of self-esteem or selfworth fit well (Harter, 1986; Harter, Marold, & Whiltesell, 1992).
Many researchers also regard discrepancies as cognitive structures, which provide
supplementary evidence of expectation discrepancies' potentially negative impact on college
students’ well being. It was discovered that two properties of cognitive structures, the
availability and the accessibility of the discrepancies to the individual, are related to the extent of
suffering and the type of emotions they experienced. Higgins, Klein, and Strauman (1985)
found that the greater the discrepancy was between two self-guides (i.e., availability), the higher
the level of distress was in college students. Higgins (1987) predicted that both the distance
between self-guides and the number of discrepancies (i.e., availability), as well as how recently,
how applicable, and how often the individual had been primed to the discrepancy (i.e.,
accessibility), impacted the severity of discomfort they would undergo. The hypothesis was
confirmed. Ideal-primed, high-discrepant individuals reported higher dejection-related emotions,
whereas ought-primed, high-discrepant individuals reported higher agitation-related emotions
(Higgins, 1987).
Strauman and Higgins (1987) recruited 36 undergraduates to list attributes for each of the
self-guides and to what extent they actually, ideally, or ought to possess them. Then, the actual
self-guide was compared with the two ideal guides (i.e., self and other) and the two ought guides
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(i.e., self and other) to create an actual:ideal and an actual:ought discrepancy. College students
were asked to complete sentences designed to include attributes that would activate these
discrepancies. When participants with high actual:ideal discrepancies were exposed to relevant
attributes, they revealed emotional, behavioral, and physiological symptoms of depression, as
measured by a 24-item mood checklist and a spontaneous skin conductance response. In
contrast, those with high ideal:ought discrepancies exposed to relevant attributes experienced
symptoms of anxiety. Such results supported the idea that discrepancies are cognitive structures
that may be used to interpret relevant information and that may be susceptible to activation and
priming (Strauman & Higgins, 1987).
When students' self-performance (i.e., actual/self) is not believed to be equal to their
parents' expectations of them (i.e., ideal or ought/other), a discrepancy exists that may be
activated consistently by academic and social cues that surround students in a university setting.
Such constant priming of negative thoughts may result in a number of maladaptive states. Beck's
(1967) cognitive theory supports this claim, stating that the activation of schemas may lead
individuals to process information in a biased manner, leaving them susceptible to anxiety and
depression. Cognitive theory is based on the concept of schemas, or representations of past
knowledge or experience, which help to process and retrieve information (Beck, 1967; Beck,
Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979). Stimuli relevant to or information consistent with schemas are
attended to in order to reinforce the schema, whereas information that is contradictory to
previous beliefs is ignored (Greenberg, Vazquez, & Alloy, 1988). Thus, the interaction of
schemas with consistent stressful stimuli may result in negative affect (Greenberg & Beck,
1990). Consistently, the inability of college students to meet their expectations has been shown
to result in a number of intense, unpleasant emotions (Higgins, 1987). Constant reminders of
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their failure may result in a cycle where college students feel they are unable to catch up. In
attempts to relieve this distress, college students can create a dangerous pattern of using others’
beliefs as a measure of their own success. Ultimately, they may define themselves by how close
they are to their parents' expectations rather than by their own standards, accomplishments, and
achievements over time (Higgins, Strauman, & Klein, 1986).
In relation to self-discrepancy theory and past studies regarding parent influence on
college students' psychological well being, it seems that expectations may be a crucial link in
gaining a better understanding of why some students thrive during the transition to college and
others fail. The literature supports that discrepancies between different beliefs operate as
cognitive structures and may result in a number of negative outcomes, such as depression,
anxiety, anger, and low self-esteem (Higgins, 1987; Higgins et al., 1985; Moretti & Higgins,
1990). A lack of family support or the inability to cope during difficult transitions, such as the
move to college, also has been linked to negative affect and academic failure (Cutrona, 1982;
Hammen, 1980; Pantages & Creedon, 1978). Yet, there has been very little research on the
discrepancies between college student performances, college student perceived expectations,
parental expectations, and the role that these expectations may play in college students’
maladjustment. To help college students adjust successfully, it is important to identify what
factors may contribute to a more successful way of dealing with the transition to college.

The Role of Communication
One way to prevent the emotional turmoil often encountered by such cognitive biases is
to use cognitive therapy to address college students’ biased perspectives. Therapists could
attempt to focus on cognitive distortions and to help students understand that much of the
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pressure they perceive to perform well is from within them, rather than based on fact. Another
option would be to work directly on college students’ interpersonal communication skills
(Spitzberg & Hurt, 1987). Instead of trying to alter college students’ perspective to a more
realistic view of what their parents want for them without their parents' involvement, it may be
more effective to enhance college students’ communication skills. This alternative may not only
diminish the discrepancy they perceive regarding expectations related to their adjustment to
college, but for future incidents or other important life events as well. Studies are just beginning
to examine the importance of communication in conveying expectations.
Unfortunately, although the literature is increasing on this topic, the operational
definition for communication is unclear. There are various aspects of communication that may
be studied, such as frequency, level of assertiveness, expressiveness, empathy, and
supportiveness (Rubin & Martin, 1994). The primary focus of the current study will be on
college students’ perceptions of mutual reciprocity between their parents and themselves,
specifically the availability of their parents for open communication regarding assorted topics
(Wintre, Yaffe, & Crowley, 1995).
Cutrona, Cole, Colangelo, Assouline, and Russell (1994) found that late adolescents
whose parents communicated their interests and concerns experienced more academic success.
Pancer, Pratt, Hunsberger, and Alisat (1995) found that college students whose parents discussed
issues openly had better university adjustment. Wintre and Yaffe (2000) demonstrated that
college students who reported higher levels of mutual reciprocity with their parents, including
open communication, were less depressed. They also discovered that mutual reciprocity was a
significant predictor of university adjustment for males, whereas discussing university life was a
predictor of adjustment for females. Both factors were shown to act as mediators between the

10

effects of parenting style and university adjustment (Wintre & Jaffe, 2000). These studies
suggest that communication is a crucial component of the parent-late adolescent relationship,
particularly during difficult times of adjustment when family support is needed most.
Communication may be the key to restructuring college students' biased perceptions of
what they believe their parents expect from them. The discussion between parent and late
adolescent of what is truly expected of them, rather than the late adolescent guessing based on
past experience or their own skewed perspective, may serve as a more accurate foundation of
goals and means by which to judge their current performance. It also may foster the beginnings
of a more open relationship that would provide support and assistance during times of stress or
failure. Theoretically, solid parent-late adolescent communication that diminishes expectation
discrepancies should help prevent new college students from experiencing emotional
maladjustment, academic failure, and difficulty with university adjustment. Communication
should act as a buffer, or moderator, between expectation discrepancies and their potentially
negative outcomes.

The Current Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the role of expectation discrepancies and
communication skills as predictors of college students’ psychological distress, self-esteem, and
adjustment to college. Previous studies have established the negative impact of parental
expectations on college students (Anderson & Yuenger, 1987; Archer & Lamnin, 1985; Duncan
& Anderson, 1986; Wang & Heppner, 2002), and discrepancies between self-guides have been
shown to act as cognitive structures that may lead to psychological turmoil (Higgins, 1987;
Higgins et al., 1985; Moretti & Higgins, 1990; Strauman & Higgins, 1987). Based on this
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literature, it was hypothesized that high discrepancies between perceived parents' expectations
and college students’ self-performance would be a significant predictor of lower self-esteem,
more difficult university adjustment, and increased anger, depression, and anxiety among first
and second year college students. Second, it was hypothesized that high discrepancies between
parents' actual expectations and college students’ self-performance would be a significant
predictor of lower self-esteem, more difficult university adjustment, and increased anger,
depression, and anxiety.
In addition, Youniss and Smollar (1989) have established late adolescents’ continued
need for parental approval. Therefore, it was hypothesized that large discrepancies between
parents' actual expectations and their ratings of their college student’s performance, which may
be indicative of disappointment with their college student, would be a significant predictor of
lower self-esteem, more difficult university adjustment, and increased anger, depression, and
anxiety.
Finally, higher rates of communication between parents and their college students have
been linked to various positive outcomes, including academic success, better university
adjustment, and less negative affect (Cutrona et al., 1994; Pancer et al., 1995; Wintre & Yaffe,
2000). Due to these findings, it was expected that the inclusion of perceived levels of
communication in the above mentioned hypothesized relationships would moderate the negative
effects of expectation discrepancies. More specifically, college students with higher rates of
perceived communication with their parents were expected to have discussed academic and
social expectations more thoroughly before leaving for college, thereby diminishing the impact
of biases on perceived parental expectations and creating unambiguous goals for performance.

12

METHOD

Participants
To predict the necessary sample size for this study, a power analysis with a power of .80,
an alpha of .05, and a medium effect size of .30 based conservatively on previous studies (e.g.,
Wang & Heppner, 2002) was used. Given Cohen’s (1988) recommendations, the minimum
number of participants needed for the current study was 84. As a result, the sample for the
current study included 69 male and 105 female freshman and sophomore students from an open
enrollment, southeastern university. All participants were solicited from undergraduate
psychology classes and offered extra credit for their participation. The mean age for male
participants was 18.49 years (SD = .93) and for females was 18.47 years (SD = .71). Ethnicity
for the entire sample was reported as follows: 68.1% Caucasian, 15.4% Hispanic, 7.1% African
American, 4.9% Asian American, 0.5% Native American, and 3.8% described their ethnicity as
“Other.”
Students’ living situations varied, with 42.3% living in off-campus apartments or houses,
40.1% living in on-campus dorms or apartments, and 17.6% living with family. College student
participants also indicated that they lived varying distances from their parents, with 17.0% living
with their parents, 22.5% living within one hour of their parents, 22.0% living within 2 hours of
their parents, 29.1% living within 5 hours of their parents. 3.8% living within 10 hours of their
parents, and 5.5% living farther than 10 hours from their parents. College students reported that
42.4% of their parents pay for all of their expenses, 26.7% of their parents pay for more than half
of their expenses, 16.9% of the students pay for more than half of their own expenses, and 14.0%
of students pay for all of their own expenses.
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Wang and Heppner (2002) suggested that future studies in this area might benefit from
gathering actual parental expectations to investigate further discrepancies. Therefore, college
students' parents were enlisted as participants as well. After receiving permission from college
students who participated in the study, their parents (i.e., mothers and fathers) were contacted by
mail and asked to participate. Additional extra credit was awarded to college students upon the
completion and return of the parent packets distributed through the mail. Of those parents who
completed and returned the packets, 138 were mothers, and 92 were fathers. An additional 10
parents were alternative parental figures (e.g., grandparents or other relatives) and were omitted
from the current study. In total, there were 90 sets of parents from the same families that
completed the study. Eighty-seven percent of these parents reported that they still live in the
same household with one another. The mean age for mothers was 46.07 years (SD = 4.81) and
for fathers was 49.77 years (SD = 4.92).
Ethnicity for mothers was reported as follows: 72.3% Caucasian, 12.3% Hispanic, 6.9%
African American, 3.8% Asian American, 0.8% Native American, and 3.8% described their
ethnicity as “Other.” Mothers varied in their marital status, with 79.2% reporting that they were
married, 15.4% divorced, 3.1% separated, 1.5% widowed, and 0.8% single. The highest level of
education of mothers also varied (i.e., 14.6% high school diploma or less, 10.0% vocational
training, 34.6% some college, 25.4% bachelor’s degree, 13.8% master’s degree, and 1.5%
doctoral degree). Yearly household income for mothers was variable (i.e., 15.6% indicated that
it was less than $40,000, 22.4% indicated that it was between $40,000 and 70,000, 21.7%
indicated that it was between $70,000 and $100,000, 10.4% indicated it was over $100,000, and
29.9% indicated their household income was unknown).
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Ethnicity for fathers was reported as follows: 80.0% Caucasian, 9.4% Hispanic, 4.7%
African American, 2.4% Asian American, and 3.5% described their ethnicity as “Other.” Fathers
varied in their marital status, with 92.9% reporting that they were married, 3.6% divorced, and
3.6% single. The highest level of education of fathers also varied (i.e., 14.5% high school
diploma or less, 2.4% vocational training, 31.3% some college, 27.7% bachelor’s degree, 14.5%
master’s degree, and 9.6% doctoral degree). Yearly household income for fathers was variable
(i.e., 6.6% indicated that it was less than $40,000, 18.7% indicated that it was between $40,000
and 70,000, 25.3% indicated that it was between $70,000 and $100,000, 12.1% indicated that it
was over $100,000, and 37.3% indicated that their household income was unknown).

Measures

Demographics Questionnaire
College student participants were asked to report their gender, ethnicity, religious
affiliation, class standing, type of residence, their marital status, and their parents' marital status.
Additionally, a separate demographic questionnaire was sent to the parents of the college student
participants, asking them to report their relationship to the participant, sex, ethnicity, religious
affiliation, marital status, their highest level of education, and their household income.

Living up to Parental Expectations Inventory (LPEI; Wang & Happner, 2002)
This measure consists of two 32-item lists used to assess undergraduate college students’
Perceived Parental Expectations (PPE) and their Perceived Self-Performance (PSP). The
discrepancy between these two lists results in the Living up to Parental Expectation scale (LPE).
There are three subscales, including 16 questions about Personal Maturity (PM), 9 questions
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regarding Academic Achievement (AA), and 7 questions about Dating Concerns (DC). College
student participants rated how likely they were expected to comply with or achieve particular
behaviors along a 6-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all expected) to 6 (very strongly
expected). Total scores range from 32 to 192 with higher scores indicating higher expectations
or better performance. Based on a population of 392 Taiwanese undergraduate college students,
the internal consistency for the subscales within each list was as follows: PPE = .91, .85, .85;
PSP - .87, .81, 76; and LPE = .89, .84, 74; respectively. Test-retest reliability for each subscale
over a four week period was reported as follows: PPE = .78, .74, .77; PSP = .85, .74, .69; and
LPE = .80, .74, .61, respectively. High levels of discriminant and construct validity were
demonstrated in this previous study, with the various subscales of the LPEI correlating
significantly with depression, anxiety, and trait anger scores (Wang & Happner, 2002). When
administered to American college students, the current study found that the internal reliability of
this measure also was acceptable (i.e., the students’ Perceived Parental Expectations (PPE) = .91,
their Perceived Self-Performance (PSP) = .90, and the overall internal reliability based on the
Living Up to Parental Expectations (LPE) = .92).
In addition, several similar 32- item lists using items identical to those used on the LPEI
were added, but made appropriate to elicit parents’ actual expectations of their college student
(e.g., I expect my child to...) and parents’ evaluation of their college students’ current or actual
performance (e.g., My child currently...). The addition of these parent measures provided the
parents' actual expectations and the parents' current performance ratings of their college students.
Comparing the parents' actual ratings to the participants' perceived parental expectations
provided important expectation discrepancies. The current study found that the internal
reliability for the mothers’ measures were as follows: mothers’ Parent Perceived Performance
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(M-PPP) = .89, mothers’ Parent Actual Expectations (M-PAE) = .93, and the overall internal
reliability based on mothers’ Living Up to Parental Expectations (M-LPE) = .93. The internal
reliability for the fathers’ measures were as follows: fathers’ Parent Perceived Performance (FPPP) = .91, fathers’ Parent Actual Expectations (F-PAE) = .93, and the overall internal reliability
based on fathers’ Living Up to Parental Expectations (F-LPE) = .94.

The Perception of Parental Reciprocity Scale (POPRS; Wintre, Yaffe, & Crowley, 1995)
This measure was designed to investigate adolescents/young adults’ perceptions of the
level of reciprocity and availability between themselves and their parents. The measure consists
of 43 items, which ask college student participants to respond to questions on a 6-point Likert
scale of agreeability about their communication and relationship with their parents. For
example, items include the following: “There is mutual respect between me and my parents even
in areas in which we disagree,” “I feel like my mother/father is approachable to discuss problems
within our family,” and “My mother/father and I can meaningfully discuss the following issues:
politics, career decisions, sexual relations, religion.” Total scores range from 43 to 258 with
higher scores indicating better communication between parent and child. For university students,
the internal consistency and the test-retest reliability were reported in a previous study at .94 and
.95, respectively. Substantial discriminant, criterion, construct, and cross-validity were
demonstrated in a previous study (Wintre et al., 1995). Convergent validity was demonstrated
with the overall score correlating significantly to self-esteem, attachment, attitude toward
authority, and general problems with parents (Wintre et al., 1995). In the current study, internal
consistency for college students was .94.
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In addition, similar 43-item lists using items identical to those used on the POPRS were
made appropriate to elicit parents’ perceptions of the level of reciprocity between themselves and
their college students as well as between their college students’ other parent and their college
student. Adding these parent measures allowed for a comparison of parental reciprocity based
on the perceptions of college students and their mothers and fathers. In the current study, the
internal reliability for mothers’ scores was .92, and the internal reliability of fathers’ scores was
.92.

Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS; Neemann & Harter, 1986)
The SPPCS is comprised of thirteen subscales used to assess self-esteem, competencies,
social relationships, and self-worth. The measure consists of 54 items which ask college student
participants to indicate which of two statements best describes them (e.g., Some students like the
kind of person they are BUT Other students wish that they were different) and then how
accurately that statement describes them (i.e., sort of true for me or really true for me). Each
item is scored from 1 to 4, with higher scores indicative of higher levels of self-perception. For
this study, only the 6-item Global Self-Worth (GSW) subscale was utilized. The GSW subscale
has been correlated significantly to social acceptance, appearance, job competence, parent
relationships, and romantic relationships (Neemann & Harter, 1986). The GSW subscale score
range is from 6 to 24. In a previous study, internal consistency based on a population of 300
undergraduate students was reported at .82. In the current study, the internal reliability for the
GSW subscale was .88.
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Student Adaptation to College Questionnaire (SACQ; Baker & Siryk, 1989)
This 67-item measure was used to assess college students' adaptation to college life.
Respondents were asked to rate each statement on a Likert scale from 1 (applies very closely to
me) to 9 (doesn't apply to me at all). Total scores range from 67 to 603 with higher scores
indicating better adjustment to college life. In a previous study, the mean for 188 freshmen
from a large midwestern public college was 425.9 (Kaczmarek, Matlock, & Franco, 1990). The
measure is comprised of four subscales, including academic, social, personal-emotional, and goal
commitment-institutional attachment scales, but only the general scale was utilized for this study.
Higher scores on the subscales and the general scale indicate a more positive adjustment to
college. Each subscale has been shown to have high internal reliability within a population of
freshman college students (i.e., .81 to .90, .83 to .91, .77 to .86, and .85 to .91, respectively).
Substantial convergent validity has been provided through significant correlations between the
SACQ subscales and grade point average, requests for psychological services, attrition,
acceptance into academic honor societies, and involvement in social activities (Baker & Siryk,
1989). In the current study, the internal reliability for the general scale score on the SACQ was
.95.

State-Trait Anger Expression Inventory-2 (STAXI-2; Spielberger, 1999)
The STAXI-2 is a 57-item measure that consists of six scales, including State Anger (SAng), Trait Anger (T-Ang), Anger Expression-Out (AX-O), Anger Expression-In (AX-I), Anger
Control-Out (AC-O), and Anger Control-In (AC-I). For this study, only the 10-item Trait Anger
(T-Ang) subscale was used. It is comprised of two subscales, Anger Temperament (T-Ang/T),
which measures an individual’s tendency to experience anger without specific provocation, and
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Angry Reaction (T-Ang/R), which assesses how often the individual experiences angry feelings
over time. Answers were recorded along a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 4
(extremely). Total scores range from 10 to 40, with higher scores indicating that a respondent
experiences feelings of anger and frustration. Based on a population of 1,664 adults in a
previous study, the alpha coefficient measures of internal consistency were .84 for females and
.86 for males. Construct validity has been demonstrated with the overall score’s significant
correlation to the Buss-Derkee Hostility Inventory and the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory Hostility scales (Spielberger, 1999). In the current study, the internal reliability for the
T-Ang subscale was .84.

Beck Depression Inventory-II (BDI-II; Beck, Steer, & Brown, 1996)
This 21-item measure was used to assess college student participants' levels of
depression. Participants were asked to choose a rating from a 4-point Likert scale, ranging from
0 to 3, that best reflects their severity of various depressive symptomatology (e.g., sadness,
suicidality, changes in sleeping or eating habits). Total scores range from 0 to 63, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of depression. Guidelines categorize scores as minimal (0 to 13),
mild (14 to 19), moderate (20 to 28), and severe (29 to 63). In a previous study, the internal
consistency of the BDI-II for 120 college students was .93, and a one-week test-retest correlation
was reported at .93. Content validity was achieved by developing the scales’ items from the
depression criteria listed in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders–Fourth
Edition (APA, 1994). Construct validity also was established through the significant link
between the BDI–II scores and the Beck Hopelessness Scale and the Revised Hamilton
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Psychiatric Rating Scale for Depression (Beck et al., 1996). In the current study, the internal
reliability for the BDI-II was .91.

Manifest Anxiety Scale (MAS; Taylor, 1953)
The MAS is a 50-item scale used to assess participants’ experience of anxiety. College
student participants were asked to circle “True” or “False” in response to statements regarding
anxiety-related symptomatology. Total scores range from 0 to 25 with higher scores indicative
of higher levels of anxiety. The MAS has been linked to clinical observations of manifest
anxiety, as well as anxiety scores from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory.
Adequate internal consistency for the college population was established at .81, and test-retest
coefficient has been reported at .89 for five weeks (Taylor, 1953). In the current study, the MAS
had an internal reliability of .89.

Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale (M-C SDS, Crowne & Marlowe, 1960)
The M-C SDS was designed to assess participants’ levels of social desirability. The scale
consists of 33 items, asking college student participants to respond “True” or “False” to each
statement. Total scores range from 1 to 33 with higher scores indicating higher levels of social
desirability. Based on a population of college students in a previous study, the alpha coefficient
measure of internal consistency was reported at .88. Construct validity has been established,
with significant correlations between M-C SDS scores and the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory and the Edwards Social Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1960). In
the current study, the internal reliability for the M-C SDS was .71.

21

Procedure
After receiving approval from the University of Central Florida’s Internal Review Board,
college students were solicited to participate in data collection sessions held in a classroom.
College students were informed that the study would require approximately one hour of their
time. College students were asked to read and sign the consent form, which described the study's
purpose, procedure, and risks. The confidentiality of their answers also was explained. College
students who did not wish to participate were not penalized in any way. Those who were
interested were provided a packet of questionnaires to complete independently, including the
demographics questionnaire, POPRS, SPPCS, SACQ, BDI-II, MAS, STAXI-2, LPEI, and the
M-C SDS. Due to the sensitive and potential priming effects of the discrepancies, the
symptomatology measures were given prior to administration of the self-guides (Higgins, 1987;
Strauman & Higgins, 1987).

Investigators were on hand to answer any questions regarding the

questionnaires. Upon completion of the measures, the consent forms were detached to maintain
the anonymity of college students’ responses. College students were debriefed on the purpose of
the study and given contact information for further questions or concerns regarding current
symptomatology or difficulties associated with college adjustment.
In order to obtain actual parent expectations, college student participants were asked to
provide permission for their parents to be contacted so that they could complete a parent packet
(i.e., LPEI - parent version). The participants’ parents were sent an additional consent form,
their portion of the POPRS and LPEI, and a debriefing form by mail. They were asked to return
the packet via a pre-paid envelope. To match college students’ data with their parents’ data, the
same identifying number was placed on both packets. Complete packets and consent forms were
stored in separate, locked file cabinets.
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RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics
To provide a measure of participants’ relative standing on each of the measures, mean
and standard deviations were calculated and examined. The results of these analyses are
provided in Table 1 for reference. Based on the means of the completed measures, college
students exhibited nonclinical levels of self-esteem, anger, anxiety, depression, college
adjustment, and social desirability (ranges are provided in measures section). These findings
indicated that the participants recruited for this study were well adjusted relative to the normative
samples for each of these measures.
Several measures inquired about the college students’ perception of their communication
with their parents and whether they felt they were living up to their parent’s expectations. Based
on means of the POPRS, college students perceived a high level of communication between
themselves and their parents. College students’ mean for perceived parental expectations and
their own perceived self-performance on the LPEI were both substantially above the midpoint,
but the discrepancy between these two measures suggested that college students did not believe
that they were performing up to their parents’ expectations.
Mothers’ mean scores on the POPRS indicated that they had high expectations of their
college students and believed that they were performing above their expectations, resulting in a
positive mean for mothers’ belief that their college students were living up to their expectations.
The same results were true of fathers. Fathers’ reported particularly high expectations of their
college students. On average, fathers felt that their college students exceeded these expectations
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by a small margin, resulting in a positive mean on the LPEI for fathers’ belief that their college
students were living up to their expectations.

t-Tests
Paired sample t-test analyses were used to examine whether there were significant
differences in the mean scores between college students’ and their parents’ perceived level of
communication (POPRS), expectations (students = PPE, mothers = M-PAE, fathers = F-PAE),
performance (students = PSP, mothers = M-PPP, fathers = F-PPP), and how well the college
student was living up to their parents’ expectations (students = LPE, mothers = M-LPE, fathers =
F-LPE). Results for these analyses are provided in Table 2. Results revealed no significant
differences in communication ratings among college students, their mothers, and their fathers,
signifying a concurrence between college students and their parents in their level of
communication. All three subscales of the Living Up to Parental Expectations Inventory (LPEI)
for mother-student dyads and father-student dyads yielded significant differences between their
mean scores. These results indicated that college students did not agree with their mothers or
fathers in their expectations, current performance, or how well they were living up to their
parents’ expectations. In contrast, there were no significant differences on the LPEI subscales
when comparing mothers’ and fathers’ mean scores, revealing an agreement among parents in
their expectations of their college students and their perception of their college students’
performance.

Overview of Correlational and Regression Analyses
Correlations and hierarchical regressions were used to investigate the two main
hypotheses in this study (i.e., Which expectation discrepancies are significant predictors of
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college students’ distress levels?, What is the impact of perceived rates of communication on
levels of distress?). Clinically significant correlations are discussed within the context of the
regression analyses.
Results for correlational analyses between college students’ and their parents’ scores on
completed measures are provided in Table 3. Results for correlational analyses between
mothers’ and fathers’ expectation discrepancies also are provided in Table 3. Results of the
regression analyses are provided in Table 4 for college students’ living up to parental
expectations (LPE), Tables 5 and 6 for the discrepancy between mothers’ and fathers’ actual
expectations (M-PAE and F-PAE) and students’ perceived self-performance (PSP), respectively,
and Tables 7 and 8 for mothers’ and fathers’ living up to parental expectations scale (M-LPE and
F-LPE), respectively.
Hierarchical regressions were conducted for each outcome measure (i.e., self-esteem,
college adjustment, anger, depression, anxiety) using each independent variable of interest. Step
1 consisted of the college students’ social desirability score (measured by the Marlowe-Crown
Social Desirability Scale [M-C SDS]) and the respective expectation discrepancy scores. Step 2
consisted of an interaction variable created from the college students’ perceived level of
communication with their parents (measured by students’ Perception of Parental Reciprocity
Scale [POPRS]) and the respective expectation discrepancy. Step 3 consisted of an interaction
variable created from either the mothers’ or fathers’ perception of their level of communication
with their college student (i.e., measured by the parent version of the Perception of Parental
Reciprocity Scale [M-POPRS and F-POPRS]) and the respective expectation discrepancy.
Interaction variables between expectation discrepancies and communication scores were used to
examine the moderational value of levels of communication on expectations. Sheffe post hoc
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analyses were conducted for significant interactions to determine group means differences.
Regressions utilizing scores for mothers or fathers were completed independently. Although p <
.05 are noted on the tables, only p < .01 were reported as significant due to the use of a
familywise error rate correction.

Students’ Living Up to Expectations
To examine whether high discrepancies between college students’ perceived parental
expectations and their perceived self-performance would be a significant predictor of lower selfesteem, lower college adjustment, and affective distress among college students, hierarchical
regressions were utilized, as explained previously, including the living up to parental
expectations discrepancy. College students’ and parents’ perceived levels of communication
were added to the regression as part of an interaction term with the respective discrepancy being
examined to investigate their ability to impact positively students’ distress levels. The results of
these analyses are provided in Table 4 for reference.

Self-Esteem
A hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’ self-esteem indicated in
Step 1, F (2,153) = 26.34, p < .001, that social desirability and living up to parent expectations
contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ self-esteem. Based on the
correlational analyses, social desirability, r (167) = .31, p < .001, and living up to parent
expectations, r (157) = .49, p < .001, were both correlated positively with self-esteem. In Step 2,
F (3,135) = 17.48, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their parents was also a significant predictor of their self-esteem.
Correlational analyses revealed a positive relationship between college students’ who perceive
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greater levels of communication with their parents and their reported level of self-esteem, r (151)
= .48, p < .001. For Step 3 (3M for mothers and 3F for fathers), mothers’ and fathers’ perceived
communication levels were computed separately. In Step 3M, F (4,71) = 14.32, p < .001, the
interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of communication contributed significant
variance. Based on correlational analyses, mothers’ level of perceived communication was
related to higher levels of college students’ self-esteem, r (82) = .30, p < .006. In Step 3F, the
interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication contributed additional
significant variance, F (4,48) = 10.00, p < .001. Based on the correlations, there was no
significant relationship between fathers’ perceived level of communication and college students’
self-esteem, possibly due to the lower participation from father than mothers, r (55) = .21, p <
.12. Post hoc analyses for self-esteem revealed a significant difference between college students
with both high perceived levels of communication with their parents and a high discrepancy on
the LPE (M = 19.95, SD = 3.46) and those categorized as low communication, low discrepancy
(M = 15.00, SD = 4.90; F (3,137) = 10.76, p < .001). No significant differences emerged for
college students with low communication, high discrepancy (M = 17.83, SD = 3.56) or those
with high communication, low discrepancy (M = 17.83, SD = 3.11).

College Adjustment
A hierarchical regression analysis examining students’ college adjustment found in Step
1, F (2,70) = 15.09, p < .001, that social desirability and living up to parent expectations
contributed significantly to the prediction of students’ adjustment to college life. Based on
correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (77) = .41, p < .001, and living up to
parental expectations, r (72) = .47, p < .001, were related to higher levels of college adaptation.
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In Step 2, F (3,63) = 11.33, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the
interaction term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents was
added. Correlational analyses confirmed a significant positive relationship between college
students’ perceived level of communication with their parents and their level of college
adjustment, r (71) = .29, p < .01. In Step 3M, F (4,33) = 4.97, p < .004, the interaction term with
mothers’ perceived level of communication contributed significant variance. Based on
correlational analyses, mothers’ level of perceived communication was not related significantly
to students’ adaptation to college life, r (39) = .17, p < .31. In Step 3F, significant variance was
contributed by the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication, F (4,29) =
4.40, p < .008. Based on the correlations, there was no significant relationship between fathers’
perceived level of communication and students’ adaptation to college, r (34) = .10, p < .56.

Anger
A hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’ level of anger showed in
Step 1, F (2,157) = 24.54, p < .001, that social desirability and living up to parent expectations
contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ anger level. Based on
correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (174) = -.45, p < .001, and living up
to parental expectations, r (162) = -.32, p < .001, were related to lower levels of anger. In Step
2, F (3,138) = 12.21, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction
term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents was added.
Correlational analyses confirmed a significant negative relationship between college students’
perceived level of communication with their parents and their level of anger, r (157) = -.19, p <
.02. In Step 3M, F (4,73) = 4.14, p < .005, the regression equation remained significant when
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the interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of communication was added. Based on
correlational analyses, mothers’ level of perceived communication was not related to college
students’ level of anger, r (87) = -.06, p < .59. Although not significant due to familywise error
rate corrections, the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication appeared to
offer some variance to predict college students’ level of depression in Step 3F, F (4,48) = 3.26, p
< .02. Based on the correlations, there was no significant relationship between fathers’ perceived
level of communication and college students’ level of anger, r (58) = -.07, p < .60.

Depression
A hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’ level of depression
revealed in Step 1, F (2,153) = 22.89, p < .001, that social desirability and living up to parent
expectations contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ depression level.
Based on correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (170) = -.34, p < .001, and
living up to parental expectations, r (158) = -.44, p < .001, were related to lower levels of
depression. In Step 2, F (3,133) = 15.08, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant
when the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their
parents was added. Correlational analyses confirmed a significant negative relationship between
college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents and their level of
depression, r (152) = -.43, p < .001. In Step 3M, the same pattern emerged; the interaction term
with mothers’ perceived level of communication contributed a small amount of variance, F
(4,70) = 7.99, p < .001, but mothers’ level of perceived communication was not related to college
students’ level of depression in the correlational analyses, r (85) = -.13, p < .24. In Step 3F,
additional variance was contributed by the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of
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communication, F (4,46) = 4.36, p < .005. Based on the correlations, however, there was no
significant relationship between the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of
communication and college students’ level of depression, r (56) = -.11, p < .41. Post hoc
analyses for depression revealed a significant difference between college students with both high
perceived levels of communication with their parents and a high discrepancy on the LPE (M =
6.65, SD = 5.86) and those categorized as low communication, low discrepancy (M = 14.33, SD
= 9.58; F (3,136) = 8.34, p < .001). No significant differences emerged for college students with
low communication, high discrepancy (M = 8.08, SD = 6.02) or those with high communication,
low discrepancy (M = 10.50, SD = 5.87).

Anxiety
A hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’ level of anxiety indicated
in Step 1, F (2,152) = 22.47, p < .001, that social desirability and living up to parent expectations
contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ anxiety level. Based on
correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (167) = -.40, p < .001 and living up
to parental expectations, r (157) = -.33, p < .001, were related to lower levels of anxiety. In Step
2, F (3,135) = 14.51, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction
term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents was added.
Correlational analyses confirmed a significant negative relationship between college students’
perceived level of communication with their parents and their level of anxiety, r (152) = -.38, p <
.001. In Step 3M, F (4,70) = 9.55, p < .001, the interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of
communication contributed variance. Mothers’ level of perceived communication only was
related marginally to college students’ level of anxiety in correlational analyses, r (82) = -.20, p
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< .07. In Step 3F, F (4,45) = 11.05, p < .001, the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of
communication also contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ anxiety level;
however, based on the correlations, no significant relationship between fathers’ perceived level
of communication and college students’ level of anxiety was noted, r (52) = .01, p < .95. Post
hoc analyses for anxiety revealed a significant difference between college students with both
high perceived levels of communication with their parents and a high discrepancy on the LPE (M
= 14.34, SD = 7.58) and those categorized as low communication, low discrepancy (M = 20.80,
SD = 10.69; F (3,138) = 3.89, p < .011). No significant differences emerged for college students
with low communication, high discrepancy (M = 18.14, SD = 10.74) or those with high
communication, low discrepancy (M = 18.00, SD = 7.81). Post hoc analyses for anxiety revealed
no significant differences between fathers with high perceived levels of communication with
their college students and their college students’ high discrepancy on the LPE (M = 15.76, SD =
9.36), fathers’ with high perceived communication levels and their college students’ low
discrepancy (M = 22.89, SD = 10.76), fathers with low perceived communication levels and their
college students’ high discrepancy (M = 15.56, SD = 8.86), or fathers’ low perceived
communication levels and their college students’ low discrepancy (M = 13.75, SD = 4.99; F
(3,46) = 2.52, p < .07).

Discrepancy Between Parents’ Actual Expectation and College Students’ Perceived SelfPerformance
To examine whether discrepancies between parents’ actual expectations and college
students’ perceived self-performance would be a significant predictor of lower self-esteem, lower
college adjustment, and affective distress among college students, hierarchical regressions were
utilized, as explained previously. College students’ and parents’ perceived levels of
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communication were added to the regression as part an interaction term with the respective
discrepancies to investigate their ability to impact positively college students’ distress levels.
The results of these analyses are provided in Tables 5 (mothers) and 6 (fathers) for reference.
Unfortunately, due to a lack of valid cases, Step 3 could not be computed for fathers.
Only steps 1 and 2 regarding the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college
students’ perceived self-performance will be reported for the dependent variables. Implications
of this finding are further explored in the discussion.

Self-Esteem
For mother-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression examining college students’
self-esteem showed in Step 1, F (2,110) = 11.21, p < .001, that social desirability and the
discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and students’ perceived self-performance
contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ self-esteem. Based on
correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (167) = .31, p < .001, and lower
levels of discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance, r (113) = -.36, p < .001, were related to higher levels of self-esteem. In Step 2, F
(3,96) = 6.98, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their mothers also contributed to the prediction of their self-esteem.
Correlational analyses confirmed a significant positive relationship between college students’
perceived level of communication with their mothers and their self-esteem, r (151) = .48, p <
.001. In Step 3, F (4,62) = 3.76, p < .009, additional significant variance was contributed by the
interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of communication. Based on correlational
analyses, higher levels of perceived communication by mothers was related to higher levels of

32

college students’ self-esteem, r (82) = .30, p < .006. Post hoc analyses for self-esteem (F (3,98)
= 8.14, p < .001) revealed significant differences between college students with both high
perceived levels of communication with their parents and a low discrepancy between their
mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived self-performance (M = 20.02, SD =
3.76) and those categorized as low communication, high discrepancy (M = 15.25, SD = 4.40) and
those with low communication, low discrepancy (M = 14.60, SD = 4.04). A second significant
difference was found between college students with both low communication and a high
discrepancy (M = 15.25, SD = 4.40) and those with high communication, high discrepancy (M =
18.93, SD = 3.64).
For father-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression examining various predictors
of college students’ self-esteem was conducted. In Step 1, F (2,74) = 13.84, p < .001, social
desirability and the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and students’ perceived
self-performance contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ self-esteem.
Based on correlational analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (167) = .31, p < .001, and
lower levels of the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’
perceived self-performance, r (76) = -.47, p < .001, were related to higher levels of self-esteem.
In Step 2, F (3,67) = 9.68, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their fathers also contributed significantly to the prediction of their selfesteem. Based on the correlations, there was no significant relationship between college
students’ perceived level of communication with their fathers and their self-esteem, r (55) = .21,
p < .12. Post hoc analyses for self-esteem revealed a significant difference between college
students with both high perceived levels of communication with their parents and a low
discrepancy between their fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived self-
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performance (M = 19.26, SD = 3.79) and those categorized as low communication, high
discrepancy (M = 13.80, SD = 4.39; F (3,68) = 4.90, p < .004). No significant differences
emerged for college students’ with high communication, high discrepancy (M = 18.31, SD =
3.32) or those with low communication, low discrepancy (M = 18.00, SD = 6.63).

College Adjustment
A hierarchical regression analysis examining mother variables and college students’
adjustment to college life found in Step 1, F (2,50) = 9.05, p < .001, that social desirability and
the discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed to the prediction of college students’ adjustment. Based on
correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (77) = .41, p < .001, and lower levels
of the discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance, r (51) = -.51, p < .001, were related to higher levels of college adjustment. In Step
2, F (3,45) = 5.40, p < .003, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction
term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their mothers was added. No
significant variance was contributed by mothers’ perceived level of communication in Step 3, F
(4,29) = 1.36, p < .28.
With regard to fathers, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’
adjustment to college life found in Step 1, F (2,35) = 12.42, p < .001, that social desirability and
the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ adjustment to college.
Based on correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (77) = .41, p < .001, and
lower levels of the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’
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perceived self-performance, r (36) = -.64, p < .001, were related to higher levels of college
adjustment. In Step 2, F (3,32) = 11.20, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’
perceived level of communication with their fathers also contributed variance to the prediction of
their college adjustment. Correlational analyses established a positive relationship between
college students’ perceived level of communication and their adjustment to college life, r (71) =
.29, p < .01.

Anger
A hierarchical regression analysis examining mother variables and college students’ level
of anger found in Step 1, F (2,112) = 15.14, p < .001, that social desirability and the discrepancy
between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived self-performance
contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ anger level. Based on correlational
analyses, lower levels of social desirability, r (174) = -.45, p < .001, and higher levels of
discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance, r (115) = .23, p < .02, were related to lower levels of anger. In Step 2, F (3,98) =
8.68, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction term with
college students’ perceived level of communication with their mothers was added. The
regression equation also remained significant when mothers’ perceived level of communication
was added in Step 3, F (4,64) = 4.08, p < .005.
For father-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ level of anger found in Step 1, F (2,75) = 9.54, p < .001, that social desirability and the
discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ anger level. Based on
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correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (174) = -.45, p < .001, were related to
lower levels of anger, but the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college
students’ perceived self-performance showed no significant relationship to college students’
level of anger, r (77) = .18, p < .11. In Step 2, F (3,67) = 5.66, p < .002, the regression equation
remained significant when the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their fathers was added. Correlational analyses confirmed a negative
relationship between college students’ perceived level of communication and their reported level
of anger, r (157) = -.19, p < .02.

Depression
A hierarchical regression analysis examining mother variables and college students’ level
of depression found in Step 1, F (2,110) = 12.93, p < .001, that social desirability and the
discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ depression. Based on
correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (170) = -.34, p < .001, and lower
levels of the discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived
self-performance, r (113) = .34, p < .001, were related to lower levels of depression. In Step 2, F
(3,95) = 5.82, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction term
with college students’ perceived level of communication with their mothers was added.
Although not significant due to familywise error rate corrections, the interaction term with
mothers’ perceived level of communication did not add significantly to prediction of college
students’ level of depression in Step 3, F (4,62) = 2.51, p < .05.
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With regard to fathers, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college students’
level of depression found in Step 1, F (2,72) = 17.30, p < .001, that social desirability and the
discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ depression. Based on
correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (170) = -.34, p < .001, and lower
levels of the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived
self-performance, r (74) = .47, p < .001, were related to lower levels of depression. In Step 2, F
(3,64) = 8.95, p < .001, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction term
with college students’ perceived level of communication with their fathers was added.
Correlational analyses revealed a negative relationship between college students’ perceived level
of communication and their reported level of depression, r (152) = -.43, p < .001.

Anxiety
A hierarchical regression analysis examining mother variables and college students’
adjustment to college life found in Step 1, F (2,109) = 16.07, p < .001, that social desirability and
the discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed to the prediction of college students’ level of anxiety. Based on
correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (167) = -.40, p < .001, and lower
levels of the discrepancy between mothers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived
self-performance, r (112) = .21, p < .03, were related to lower levels of college students’ anxiety.
In Step 2, F (3,96) = 11.47, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level
of communication with their mothers contributed to their level of anxiety. In Step 3, F (4,61) =
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4.78, p < .002, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction term with
mothers’ perceived level of communication was added.
For father-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ anxiety level found in Step 1, F (2,71) = 18.51, p < .001, that social desirability and the
discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived selfperformance contributed significantly to the prediction of college students’ level of anxiety.
Based on correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (167) = -.40, p < .001, and
lower levels of the discrepancy between fathers’ actual expectations and college students’
perceived self-performance, r (73) = .39, p < .001, were related to lower levels of anxiety. In
Step 2, F (3,65) = 14.26, p < .001, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their fathers contributed significantly to their level of anxiety. Correlational
analyses revealed a negative relationship between college students’ perceived level of
communication and their reported level of anxiety, r (152) = -.38, p < .001. Post hoc analyses
for anxiety revealed a significant difference between college students with both high perceived
levels of communication with their parents and a low discrepancy between their fathers’ actual
expectations and college students’ perceived self-performance (M = 14.81, SD = 8.59) and those
categorized as low communication, high discrepancy (M = 25.80, SD = 10.82; F (3,66) = 4.23, p
< .009). No significant differences emerged for college students’ with high communication, high
discrepancy (M = 17.69, SD = 7.25) or those with low communication, low discrepancy (M =
14.00, SD = 12.19).
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Parents’ Living Up to Expectations
To examine whether high discrepancies between parents’ actual expectations and parents’
perceived college student performance would be a significant predictor of lower self-esteem,
lower college adjustment, and affective distress among college students, hierarchical regressions
were utilized, as explained previously, including the parents’ living up to expectations
discrepancy. College students’ and parents’ perceived levels of communication were added to
the regression to investigate their ability to impact positively college students’ distress levels.
The results of these analyses are provided in Tables 7 (mothers) and 8 (fathers) for reference.

Self-Esteem
In Step 1 for mothers, F (2,95) = 4.64, p < .012, college students’ social desirability and
mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their expectations
contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ self-esteem. Based on correlational
analyses, greater levels of social desirability, r (167) = .31, p < .001, were related to higher levels
of self-esteem, but mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their
expectations showed no significant relationship to college students’ self-esteem, r (98) = .14, p <
.16. In Step 2, F (3,84) = 2.32, p < .08, the interaction term with college students’ perceived
level of communication with their mothers did not contribute significantly to the prediction of
their self-esteem. In Step 3, F (4,59) = 1.08, p < .38, the interaction term with mothers’
perceived level of communication was added but did not add any significant variance to the
prediction of college students’ self-esteem.
The same analyses were computed for father-college student dyads. In Step 1, F (2,67) =
6.57, p < .003, college students’ social desirability and fathers’ perception of how well their
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college students were living up to their expectations contributed collectively to the prediction of
college students’ self-esteem. Based on correlational analyses, greater levels of social
desirability, r (167) = .31, p < .001, were related to higher levels of self-esteem, but fathers’
perception of how well their college students were living up to their expectations showed no
significant relationship to college students’ self-esteem, r (69) = .12, p < .31. In Step 2, F (3,62)
= 4.11, p < .01, the regression equation remained significant when the interaction term with
college students’ perceived level of communication with their fathers was added. Although not
significant due to familywise error rate corrections, the interaction term with fathers’ perceived
level of communication appeared to offer some variance to predict college students’ level of
anxiety in Step 3, F (4,40) = 2.67, p < .05.

College Adjustment
For mother-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ adjustment to college life found in Step 1, F (2,42) = 2.88, p < .07, that social
desirability and mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their
expectations did not contribute significantly to the prediction of college students’ adjustment. In
Step 2, F (3,38) = 1.51, p < .23, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their parents did not contribute significantly to their college adjustment. No
significant variance was contributed by the interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of
communication in Step 3, F (4,29) = 1.02, p < .42.
The same analyses were computed for father-college student dyads. A hierarchical
regression analysis examining college students’ adjustment to college life found in Step 1, F
(2,32) = 3.14, p < .06, that social desirability and fathers’ perception of how well their college
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students were living up to their expectations did not contribute significantly to the prediction of
college students’ adjustment. In Step 2, F (3,30) = 2.13, p < .12, the interaction term with
college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents did not contribute
significantly to their college adjustment. No significant variance was contributed by the
interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication in Step 3, F (4,24) = 2.25, p <
.10.

Anger
For mother-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ level of anger found in Step 1, F (2,101) = 12.00, p < .001, that social desirability and
the mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their expectations
contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ anger level. Based on correlational
analyses, lower levels of social desirability, r (174) = -.45, p < .001, and higher levels of
mothers’ reporting their college students were living up to their expectations, r (104) = -.23, p <
.02, were related to lower levels of anger. In Step 2, F (3,88) = 6.51, p < .001, the regression
equation remained significant when the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their mothers was added. Although not significant due to familywise error
rate corrections, the interaction term with mothers’ perceived level of communication appeared
to offer no new variance to predict college students’ level of anger in Step 3, F (4,63) = 3.03, p <
.02.
The same analyses were computed for father-college student dyads. A hierarchical
regression analysis examining college students’ level of anger found in Step 1, F (2,70) = 8.38, p
< .001, that social desirability and the fathers’ perception of how well their college students were
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living up to their expectations contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’
anger level. Based on correlational analyses, lower levels of social desirability, r (174) = -.45, p
< .001, were related to lower levels of anger, but fathers’ perception of how well their college
students were living up to their expectations showed no significant relationship to college
students’ anger level, r (72) = -.14, p < .26. In Step 2, F (3,64) = 4.97, p < .004, the regression
equation remained significant when the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their fathers was added. Although not significant due to familywise error
rate corrections, the interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication appeared to
offer some variance to predict college students’ level of anger in Step 3, F (4,42) = 3.27, p < .02.

Depression
For mother-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ level of depression found in Step 1, F (2,100) = 7.32, p < .001, that social desirability
and mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their expectations
contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ depression. Based on correlational
analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (170) = -.34, p < .001, were related to lower levels
of depression, but mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their
expectations showed no significant relationship with college students’ level of depression, r
(103) = -.16, p < .10. In Step 2, F (3,87) = 3.72, p < .01, the regression equation remained
significant when the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of communication
with their mothers was added. No significant variance was contributed by the interaction term
with mothers’ perceived level of communication in Step 3, F (4,62) = 1.10, p < .36.
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The same analyses were computed for father-college student dyads. A hierarchical
regression analysis examining college students’ level of depression found in Step 1, F (2,67) =
6.66, p < .002, that social desirability and fathers’ perception of how well their college students
were living up to their expectations contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’
depression. Based on correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (170) = -.34, p
< .001, were related to lower levels of depression, but fathers’ perception of how well their
college students were living up to their expectations showed no significant relationship with
college students’ level of depression, r (69) = -.11, p < .36. Although not significant due to
familywise error rate corrections, the interaction term with college students’ perceived level of
communication with their fathers appeared to offer no new variance to predict their depression in
Step 2, F (3,61) = 3.48, p < .02. In Step 3, F (4,41) = 4.09, p < .008,the interaction term with
fathers’ perceived level of communication added significant variance to the prediction of college
students’ level of depression. Post hoc analyses for depression revealed no significant
differences between fathers with both high perceived levels of communication with their college
students and a high discrepancy on the F-LPE (M = 9.92, SD = 7.14), high communication and
low discrepancy (M = 14.57, SD = 8.87), low communication and high discrepancy (M = 9.25,
SD = 6.81), or low communication and low discrepancy (M = 12.50, SD = 19.07; F (3,46) =
0.70, p < .56).

Anxiety
For mother-college student dyads, a hierarchical regression analysis examining college
students’ anxiety level found in Step 1, F (2,96) = 9.73, p < .001, that social desirability and
mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up to their expectations
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contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ level of anxiety. Based on
correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (167) = -.40, p < .001, were related to
lower levels of anxiety, but mothers’ perception of how well their college students were living up
to their expectations showed no significant relationship to college students’ level of anxiety, r
(99) = -.00, p < .97. In Step 2, F (3,85) = 7.94, p < .001, the interaction term with college
students’ perceived level of communication with their mothers contributed variance to their level
of anxiety. Although not significant due to familywise error rate corrections, the interaction term
with mothers’ perceived level of communication appeared to offer no new variance to predict
college students’ level of anxiety in Step 3, F (4,59) = 3.05, p < .024.
The same analyses were computed for father-college student dyads. A hierarchical
regression analysis examining college students’ anxiety level found in Step 1, F (2,65) = 13.78, p
< .001, that social desirability and fathers’ perception of how well their college students were
living up to their expectations contributed collectively to the prediction of college students’ level
of anxiety. Based on correlational analyses, higher levels of social desirability, r (167) = -.40, p
< .001, were related to lower levels of anxiety, but fathers’ perception of how well their college
students were living up to their expectations showed no significant relationship to college
students’ level of anxiety, r (67) = .03, p < .62. In Step 2, F (3,61) = 8.95, p < .001, the
interaction term with college students’ perceived level of communication with their fathers
contributed some variance to their level of anxiety. In Step 3, F (4,39) = 8.35, p < .001, the
interaction term with fathers’ perceived level of communication added significant variance to the
prediction of college students’ level of anxiety. Post hoc analyses for anxiety revealed no
significant differences between fathers with both high perceived levels of communication with
their college students and a high discrepancy on the F-LPE (M = 17.96, SD = 10.08), high
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communication and low discrepancy (M = 22.29, SD = 12.20), low communication and high
discrepancy (M = 15.40, SD = 8.04), or low communication and low discrepancy (M = 10.67, SD
= 5.69; F (3,42) = 1.20, p < .32).
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DISCUSSION
According to research, expectations may be labeled a paradox. Expectations set
standards for college students and challenge them to perform to the best of their abilities, both
academically and socially. Discrepancies between ideals (i.e., expectations) and actual
performances also have been proven to cause significant distress in individuals, however
(Higgins, 1987). Findings from the current study supported previous research; when perceived
parental expectations or parents’ actual expectations failed to coincide with college students’
perceived self-performance, college students reported more negative outcomes. Supported by
bivariate correlational and hierarchical regression analyses, college students experienced lower
levels of self-esteem, lower levels of college adjustment, and higher levels of affective distress
(i.e., anger, depression, and anxiety) when there were higher expectation-performance
discrepancies. Analyses found, however, that higher levels of communication between college
students and their parents may provide relief from such deleterious effects. The results indicated
that a higher perceived level of communication, particularly by the college student, is related to
higher levels of self-esteem, higher levels of college adjustment, and lower levels of affective
distress.

Living Up to Parental Expectations
Overall, the findings of this study regarding living up to parental expectations suggested
that, when social desirability is lower and living up to parental expectations (i.e., the discrepancy
between college students’ perceptions of their parents’ expectations and the students’ perceived
self-performance) is higher, college students’ self-esteem and college adjustment is lower,
whereas their affective distress is higher. Social desirability’s strong relationship with college
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students’ self-esteem, college adjustment, and affective distress, however, did not prevent the
discrepancy from being a powerful predictor. In fact, in most cases, the discrepancy between
college students’ perceptions of their parents’ expectations and the college students’ perceived
self-performance showed a stronger positive relationship to the dependent variables (i.e., selfesteem, college adjustment, affect) compared to the discrepancy’s two components (i.e., college
students’ perceptions of their parents or college students’ perceived self-performance). These
findings are similar to Wang and Heppner’s (2002) study, confirming that expectation
discrepancies are a more powerful predictor of college students’ well being than their individual
components.
College students’ and parents’ (i.e., mothers and fathers) perceived level of
communication with each other also played a large role in predicting the effects of discrepancies.
Interestingly, only college students’ communication showed a strong relationship to their
reported depression and anxiety. This relationship adds to the already established literature,
which states that high rates of communication among college students and their parents lead to
better university adjustment and less negative affect (Pancer et al., 1995; Wintre & Yaffe, 2000).
This finding stresses the importance of college students’ perception of the communication with
their parents. Further, t-test results showed a significant difference in the college students’ and
parents’ perceived level of communication. Such findings underscore the importance of teaching
assertive communication skills to college students and their parents as a means of diminishing
the deleterious effects of perceiving one another inaccurately.
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Discrepancy Between Parents’ Actual Expectations and College Students’ Perceived SelfPerformance
Discrepancies between parents' actual expectations and college students’ selfperformance were related to of lower self-esteem, more difficult university adjustment, and
increased anger, depression, and anxiety. Again, the discrepancy itself showed a similar
relationship to the dependent variables (i.e., self-esteem, college adjustment, affect) as its first
component, college students’ perceived self-performance, and a much stronger relationship than
its other component, parents’ actual expectations. This pattern may signify that college students
judge their current performance on how well they believe they are meeting an ideal, whether it is
based on expectations of themselves or someone else’s expectations of them, creating a similar
effect to the discrepancies.
Communication proved to have a complex relationship with the discrepancies between
parents’ actual expectations and college students’ perceived self-performance. College students’
communication was related significantly to their self-esteem, college adjustment, and affective
distress. Further, college students’ communication predicated significantly their self-esteem and
their anxiety in the context of father discrepancies. Mothers’ perceived level of communication
was related to their college students’ self-esteem, but did not serve as a significant predictor in
the context of mother discrepancies. Unfortunately, the inclusion of fathers’ communication as a
predictor did not yield significant results due to the lack of valid cases. Increasing power by
recruiting more father participants would be beneficial for future studies to explore this
relationship.
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Parents’ Living Up to Parental Expectations
The discrepancies between mothers' actual expectations and their ratings of their college
students’ performance were related to college students’ adjustment and anger. Further, father
discrepancies predicated significantly their college students’ level of depression. Based on
Higgins’ (1987) self-discrepancy theory, it may be reasonable to suggest that this discrepancy
failed to impact students’ college adjustment because it is composed of only parent perceptions.
It is ineffective for considering college students’ view of how well they are meeting the ideals of
themselves and others, therefore failing to capture the college students’ conflicting beliefs of
themselves (Higgins, 1987). This hypothesis also may explain the absence of strong
relationships between this discrepancy and college students’ distress variables.
College students’ communication level with their parents showed no significant
relationships with the mothers’ and fathers’ living up to expectations discrepancies. Given these
findings, other, more obscure components of communication, including interpersonal
interactions or nonverbal communication, may play a larger role in the communication between
parents and their college students. Again, the absence of the college students’ perception or
performance in this discrepancy is a possible explanation for the decrease in impact. Further
investigation on this topic is warranted.

Expectation Discrepancies
Results revealed that various expectation discrepancies acted as strong predictors across
adjustment and distress variables. These findings certainly warrant further exploration of the
impact of discrepancies on college student functioning. Interestingly, college student perceived
self-performance often had a similar relationship to the dependent variables as the discrepancies,
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which included college students’ self-performance as a component. In addition to exploring the
discrepancies already identified by this study, future studies may consider measuring college
students’ expectations of themselves. Discovering whether college students are more likely to
evaluate their own performance against their own expectations, possibly creating a living up to
college students’ expectations discrepancy, or against that of their perceived parental
expectations could alter any clinical interventions that may be recommended for college students
who are in distress.
The same question could be posed regarding parents’ perceptions. Both mothers’ and
fathers’ living up to parental expectations showed minimal positive means, implying that their
expectations of their college students and their perceived college students’ performance were
rated similarly, with college student performance being rated slightly higher than parents’
expectations. These findings further support the idea that college students are inaccurate in
believing they failed to meet their parents’ expectations. Parents typically felt that their college
student met their expectations, suggesting that the discrepancy may be due to either college
students perceiving higher parental expectations than parents actually hold or college students’
tendency to communicate a better performance to their parents than is accurate. Based on this
study, communication may prove useful for diminishing the negative impact of expectation
discrepancies. Perhaps working with college students directly on creating realistic goals for
themselves and formulating plans to reach those goals would suffice in preventing unnecessary
distress. The possibility of college students’ perceiving their parents’ expectations inaccurately
or reporting their current performance inaccurately still exists, however. To cover all potential
explanations, working on the communication between college students and their parents remains
a more thorough approach to diminishing expectation discrepancies.
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Communication
The present study is among the first to explore the role of communication as a predictor
of students’ college adjustment and affective distress. Results found that the level of
communication among college students and their parents to be a complex predictor of college
students’ adjustment and distress, with college student perceptions predicting more consistently
than parents’ perceived level of communication across expectation discrepancies. It was also
apparent that college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents had stronger
relationships with the distress variables than either parents’ perceived level of communication.
These results strengthen the literature previously identifying communication as a crucial variable
in diminishing college students’ distress levels (Cutrona et al., 1994; Winter & Jaffe, 2000).
Such findings warrant further investigation in the area of communication, targeting specifically
college students’ perceived level of communication with their parents.
Results also revealed a significant difference between college students’ and parents’
perceived communication levels, expectations, college students’ performance, and how well
college students were meeting parents’ expectations, suggesting that there is an considerable gap
in communication. The potential for impacting this area positively is exorbitant.
Psychoeducational and simple behavioral interventions could be implemented easily in college
orientations. Speakers could share the impact of poor communication between parents and
college students on college students’ performance and well being. The presenter could educate
parents on the common obstacles new college students face, offer effective support techniques,
and provide resources for more difficult problems (e.g., academic tutors, counseling center,
advisors, recreational activities). To truly diminish ambiguity among parent-college student
expectations, it could be suggested that college students develop concrete goals for themselves
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and that parents create reasonable expectations of their college student. Then, frank
conversations between the parents and college students should be encouraged. Using strong
communication skills to discuss concrete goals and expectations of one another could diminish
discrepancies, thereby decreasing college students’ distress. It also could help develop a
supportive bond between parent and college student, with both parties working and supporting
each other to meet their potential during a transitional period.
Examining communication in other respects also would add an interesting aspect to this
field. Although t-tests and correlational analyses showed parents to agree on their perceived
communication levels, expectations, college students’ performance, and how well their college
students were meeting their expectations, the communication level between parents was not
measured. Such an examination would add a more solid demonstration of how communication
skills may play a role in parents setting similar expectations for their college student.

Conclusions and Implications
The results of this study should be viewed within the context of its limitations.
Limitations of the current study include its specific concentration on college students attending a
large state university. Such a specific population makes it difficult to generalize the results to
others. For instance, college students in a private school may yield different results. Future
studies may consider looking at differences between private and public college institutions. It is
possible that families that pay more for their college students’ education have higher
expectations of their college students or that college students who take out larger loans for
college expect more from themselves. Smaller class sizes may indicate more personalized
attention, yielding higher expectations placed on college students by their professors as well.
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Further, this study does not account for the expectations placed on emerging adults that
forgo college and immediately enter the work force or choose different paths for life. It would
be interesting to expand the sample of a study such as this one and compare the results for
various chosen lifestyles. Any of these factors could be included to form a more complete
picture of who and why higher expectations are placed on certain emerging adults or the
traditional college student population in particular. Within the college population, academic year
(i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) also may be investigated as a factor. According to
Weidman (1984), the impact of expectation discrepancies for senior college students should be
less than that of a freshman, so future studies may want to include a wider range of college
students to determine whether correlations between expectation discrepancies and distress factors
decrease as they increase in age or academic year.
Research on communication skills across developmental stages also may serve to better
the understanding of college students’ propensity to experience success or distress. Children and
adolescents at various developmental stages may be more or less invested in living up to their
parents’ expectations. Studying how expectations are communicated to young children and
investigating their adaptation over time (i.e., from kindergarten through high school) would
allow us to better understand the development of perceived and actual expectations for children
and their parents. Uncovering the impact of expectation discrepancies throughout childhood
may help to target moderating factors prior to detrimental outcomes at higher academic and
social levels. Identifying moderating factors also may provide insight as to why some children
thrive and others wither when adapting to new, challenging environments.
Additionally, this study had difficulty soliciting adequate participation by the college
students’ fathers. This lack of participation lead to a deficit in information resulting in several
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questions remaining unanswered and a missed opportunity for more cross-gender analyses.
Investigating the differences between male and female college students among mothers’ and
fathers’ expectations could be quite telling. For example, such a study could potentially tease
out whether parents’ actual expectations are different among male or female college students,
whether parents’ expect more from a same-sex or opposite-sex child, and whether
communication is perceived to be at a greater level between same-sex or opposite-sex parentcollege student dyads.
Lastly, obtaining parents’ actual expectations of themselves and their own selfperformance ratings could prove to be a fascinating link in learning how they develop
expectations for their children. This information would allow the investigator to compute a
discrepancy for how well parents are living up to their own expectations and compare it to the
expectations they have developed for their children. It also would allow for a comparison of their
children’s discrepancy of living up to their own expectations and familial patterns.
Understanding how and why people generate expectations for themselves and their loved ones
could have a great impact on their communication and their cognitive functioning in relation to
realistic expectations of one another.
Despite the limitations of this study, it represents a positive contribution to the growing
literature on the effects of expectation discrepancies, particularly for college students. This
population was virtually overlooked when examining parental influences in the developmental
literature. The purpose of this study was to examine various parent-college student expectation
discrepancies and communication levels as predictors for college students' psychological well
being. Results supported the hypotheses, revealing that college students reported experiencing
lower levels of self-esteem and college adjustment and higher levels anger, depression, and
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anxiety when higher expectation-performance discrepancies were present. Results also indicated
that a higher perceived level of communication, particularly by the college student, served as a
predictor of distress and was related to higher levels of self-esteem and college adjustment and
lower levels of affective distress. Such findings support additional research on both identifying
harmful expectation discrepancies and variables that may counteract their negative effects.
Further, these results underscore the importance of teaching assertive communication skills to
college students and their parents as a means of diminishing the deleterious effects of perceiving
one another inaccurately.
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Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for College Students and Parents
Variable
M
SD
College Students’ Functioning
Self-Esteem (GSW from SPPCS)
18.81
3.98
College Adjustment (SACQ)
396.14 71.26
Anger (TAS from STAXI-II)
17.68
4.98
Depression (BDI-II)
9.05
8.37
Anxiety (MAS)
16.01
8.60
Social Desirability (M-C SDS)
17.05
4.79
College Students’ Perceptions
Perceived Communication with Parents (POPRS)
Perceived Parental Expectations (PPE)
Perceived Self-Performance (PSP)
Living Up to Parental Expectations (LPE)

183.16
143.66
126.93
-16.77

33.71
19.37
20.86
23.18

Mothers’ Perceptions & Expectations
Perceived Communication with Student (M-POPRS)
Parent Actual Expectations (PAE)
Parent Perceived (Student) Performance (PPP)
Living Up to Parental Expectations (M-LPE)

196.43
138.06
141.72
1.44

25.49
21.59
18.70
21.63

Fathers’ Perceptions & Expectations
Perceived Communication with Student (F-POPRS)
Parent Actual Expectations (PAE)
Parent Perceived (Student) Performance (PPP)
Living Up to Parental Expectations (F-LPE)

193.48
138.29
137.91
.07

23.91
21.52
19.72
21.89
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Table 2. Differences between Students’ and Parents’ POPRS and LPEI Ratings
Variable 1
Variable 2
t
df
p
Communication
.47
108
-.72
M-POPRS
Student POPRS
.29
67
1.07
F-POPRS
Student POPRS
.18
60
1.37
F-POPRS
M-POPRS
Expectations
Student PPE
Student PPE
M-PAE

M-PAE
F-PAE
F-PAE

2.17
2.81
.18

111
71
69

.03
.01
.85

Performance
Student PSP
Student PPE
M-PPP

M-PPP
F-PPP
F-PPP

-6.68
-3.83
1.61

94
61
54

.00
.00
.11

Expectation Discrepancies
-6.13
M-LPE
Student LPE
-6.93
F-LPE
Student LPE
.00
F-LPE
M-LPE
Note. Significance levels are based on two-tailed analyses.

88
58
50

.00
.00
1.00
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Table 3. Correlations of College Students and Parental Ratings
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Student Ratings of Own Functioning
1. Communication with parents
2. Self-Esteem
3. College Adaptation
4. Anger
5. Depression
6. Anxiety
7. Social Desirability

.48**
.29**
-.19*
-.43**
-.38**
.25**

.60**
-.23**
-.67**
-.66**
.31**

-.24*
-.66**
-.63**
.41**

.39**
.34**
-.45**

.71**
-.34**

-.40**

-

Students’ ratings of perceived parental
expectations and self-performance
8. Perceived self-performance
9. Perceived Parental Expectations
10. Living up to Parental Expectations

.48**
-.01
.51**

.52**
-.02
.49**

.52**
-.00
.47**

-.19*
.16*
-.32**

-.35**
.13
-.44**

-.30**
.09
-.33**

.49**
.24*
-.05
.19
-.41**

.30**
.21*
-.02
.14
-.36**

.17
.35*
-.02
.32*
-.51**

-.06
-.06
.17
-.23*
.23*

-.13
-.10
.09
-.16
.34**

.36**
.19
.03
.15
-.47**

.21
.18
.09
.12
-.47**

.10
.21
-.08
.27
-.64**

-.07
.09
.06
-.14
.18

-.11
.10
.14
-.11
.47**

Mothers’ ratings of communication, actual
expectations, and perceived student performance
11. Mothers’ communication with student
12. Mothers’ perceived performance
13. Mothers’ actual expectations
14. Mothers’ living up to parent expectations
15. Discrepancy between mothers’ actual
expectations and students' self-performance
Fathers’ ratings of communication, actual
expectations, and perceived student performance
16. Fathers’ communication with student
17. Fathers’ perceived performance
18. Fathers’ actual expectations
19. Fathers’ living up to Parent Expectations
20. Discrepancy between fathers’ actual
expectations and students' self-performance
Note. * p < .05 (2-tailed), ** p < .01 (2-tailed)

8

9

10

11

.36**
.00
.34**

.34**
.61**

-.54**

-

-.20
-.03
-.01
-.00
.21*

.013
.11
-.10
.16
-.31**

.44**
.49**
.14
.26*
-.64**

.14
.13
.22*
-.16
-.08

.26*
.31*
-.06
.38**
-.53**

.53**
.26*
.22
-.13

.01
.12
.01
.03
.39**

.05
.14
-.08
.22
-.38**

.16
.48**
.23*
.29*
-.66**

.02
.28*
.40**
-.18
.03

.14
.21
-.17
.47**
-.63**

.41**
.49**
.25
.18
-.23

(Table continues)
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12

13

14

15

.43**
.44**
-.04

-.62**
.67**

-.71**

-

.25
.65**
.21
.41**
-.21

.22
.15
.38**
-.24
.17

.24
.45**
-.20
.65**
-.31*

-.06
-.29
.15
-.49**
.69**

16

17

18

19

20

.33*
.11
.29
.05

.43**
.47**
-.01

.60**
.58**

-.63

-

Student Ratings of Own Functioning
1. Communication with parents
2. Self-Esteem
3. College Adaptation
4. Anger
5. Depression
6. Anxiety
7. Social Desirability
Students’ ratings of perceived parental
expectations and self-performance
8. Perceived self-performance
9. Perceived Parental Expectations
10. Living up to Parental Expectations
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Mothers’ ratings of communication, actual
expectations, and perceived student performance
11. Mothers’ communication with student
12. Mothers’ perceived performance
13. Mothers’ actual expectations
14. Mothers’ living up to parent expectations
15. Discrepancy between mothers’ actual
expectations and students' self-performance
Fathers’ ratings of communication, actual
expectations, and perceived student performance
16. Fathers’ communication with student
17. Fathers’ perceived performance
18. Fathers’ actual expectations
19. Fathers’ living up to Parent Expectations
20. Discrepancy between fathers’ actual
expectations and students' self-performance
Note. * p < .05 (2-tailed), ** p < .01 (2-tailed)

Table 4. Hierarchical Regressions for Students’ Living Up to Parent Expectations
Variables
Self-Esteem
Step 1 [F (2,153) = 26.34, p < .001] R2 = .26
Social Desirability
LPE
Step 2 [F (3,135) = 17.48, p < .001] R2 = .28, ∆R2 = .02
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3M [F (4,71) = 14.32, p < .001] R2 = .46, ∆R2 = .18
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
Step 3F [F (4,48) = 10.00, p < .001] R2= .48, ∆R2 = .20
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Fathers’ communication
College Adjustment
Step 1 [F (2,70) = 15.09, p < .001] R2 = .31
Social Desirability
LPE
Step 2 [F (3,63) = 11.33, p < .001] R2 = .36, ∆R2 = .05
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3M [F (4,33) = 4.97, p < .004] R2 = .41, ∆R2 = .05
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
Step 3F [F (4,29) = 4.40, p < .008] R2 = .41, ∆R2 = .05
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Fathers’ communication
Anger
Step 1 [F (2,157) = 24.54, p < .001] R2 = .48
Social Desirability
LPE
Step 2 [F (3,138) = 12.21, p < .001] R2 = .21, ∆R2 = -.03
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3M [F (4,73) = 4.14, p < .005] R2 = .19, ∆R2 = -.02
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
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B

SE B

β

.11
.08

.06
.01

.12**
.45**

.09
.18
-.01

.07
.04
.00

.10
1.02**
-.60**

.01
.32
.00
.00

.09
.12
.00
.00

.01
1.75**
-1.76**
.57

.12
.47
-.00
.00

.12
.16
.00
.00

.13
2.44**
-1.59**
-.38

4.76
1.34

1.72
.35

.29**
.41**

4.36
.75
.01

1.72
1.56
.01

.27**
.23
.24

1.70
2.97
.02
-.02

2.78
4.18
.02
.03

.09
.91
.95
-1.20

2.94
-2.13
-.01
.03

3.10
3.97
.02
.02

.16
-.63
-.25
1.44

-.42
-.04

.08
.02

-.40**
-.18**

-.38
-.06
.00

.08
.05
.00

-.40**
-.30
.19

-.39
-.08
.00
.00

.11
.15
.00
.00

-.41**
-.44
.56
-.12

Variables
Step 3F [F (4,48) = 3.26, p < .020] R2 = .23, ∆R2 = .02
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Fathers’ communication
Depression
Step 1 [F (2,153) = 22.89, p < .001] R2 = .23
Social Desirability
LPE
Step 2 [F (3,133) = 15.08, p < .001] R2 = .26, ∆R2 = .02
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3M [F (4,70) = 7.99, p < .001] R2 = .33, ∆R2 = .07
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
Step 3F [F (4,46) = 4.36, p < .005] R2 = .29, ∆R2 = .03
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Fathers’ communication
Anxiety
Step 1 [F (2,152) = 22.47, p < .001] R2 = .23
Social Desirability
LPE
Step 2 [F (3,135) = 14.51, p < .001] R2 = .25, ∆R2 = .02
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3M [F (4,70) = 9.55, p < .001] R2 = .37, ∆R2 = .12
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
Step 3F [F (4,45) = 11.05, p < .001] R2 = .52, ∆R2 = .27
Social Desirability
LPE
Students’ communication
Fathers’ communication

B

SE B

β

-.34
.07
.00
-.00

.13
.17
.00
.00

-.39**
.40
.31
-.83

-.39
-.13

.14
.03

-.21**
-.37**

-.35
-.19
.00

.12
.08
.00

-.23**
-.61*
.24

-.32
-.12
.02
-.00

.18
.23
.00
.00

-.19
-.39
1.35*
-1.37

-.46
-.10
.00
-.00

.22
.30
.00
.00

-.30*
-.35
1.02
-.92

-.64
-.08

.14
.03

-.36**
-.22**

-.64
-.18
.00

.15
.10
.00

-.35**
-.46
.23

-.70
-.39
.00
-.00

.20
.29
.00
.00

-.36**
-.98
1.56**
-.84

-1.03
.22
.00
-.00

.25
.36
.00
.00

-.51**
.53
1.07*
-1.78*

Note. Step 3F refers to fathers’ communication, whereas Step 3M refers to mothers’
communication. The communication variables in steps 2 and 3 were interaction terms between
communication and the discrepancy included in the equation.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 5. Hierarchical Regressions for the Discrepancy between Mothers’ Actual Expectations
(PAE) and Students’ Perceived Self-Performance (PSP)
Variables
SE B
B
β
Self-Esteem
Step 1 [F (2,110) = 11.21, p < .001] R2 = .17
.08
.21*
Social Desirability
.18
.01
-.30**
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.05
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,96) = 6.98, p < .001] R = .18, ∆R = .01
.09
.18
.16
Social Desirability
.07 -1.25**
-.19
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
.00 1.01*
.01
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,62) = 3.76, p < .009] R = .21, ∆R = .03
.09
.11
.08
Social Desirability
-1.37
.17
-.21
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
1.67*
.00
.00
Students’ communication
-.56
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
College Adjustment
Step 1 [F (2,50) = 9.05, p < .001] R2 = .27
2.38
.14
2.36
Social Desirability
.40
-.45**
-1.28
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,45) = 5.40, p < .003] R2 = .28, ∆R2 = .01
.13
2.52
2.22
Social Desirability
-.22
2.15
-.63
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.23
.01
-.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,29) = 1.36, p < .28] R = .18, ∆R = -.10
-.03
3.66
-.66
Social Desirability
.37
4.40
1.06
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.95
.02
-.02
Students’ communication
.17
.03
.00
Mothers' communication
Anger
Step 1 [F (2,112) = 15.14, p < .001] R2 = .22
.09
-.43**
-.41
Social Desirability
.01
.09
.01
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,98) = 8.68, p < .001] R2 = .22, ∆R2 = .00
-.44**
.08
-.36
Social Desirability
.64
.06
.09
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.68
.00
-.001
Students’ communication
Step 3 [F (4,64) = 4.08, p < .005] R2 = .21, ∆R2 = -.01
-.41**
.10
-.37
Social Desirability
.23
.16
.04
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.86
.00
-.00
Students’ communication
.57
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
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Variables
SE B
B
β
Depression
Step 1 [F (2,110) = 12.93, p < .001] R2 = .19
.15
-.29**
Social Desirability
-.49
.03
.25**
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
.07
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,95) = 5.82, p < .001] R = .16, ∆R = -.03
-.29
.15
-.44
Social Desirability
.49
.12
.12
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.31
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,62) = 2.51, p < .052] R = .15, ∆R = -.01
-.21
.20
-.35
Social Desirability
.76
.30
.21
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
.00 -1.04
-.00
Students’ communication
.47
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
Anxiety
Step 1 [F (2,109) = 16.07, p < .001] R2 = .23
.16
-.45**
-.80
Social Desirability
.03
.09
.03
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,96) = 11.47, p < .001] R = .27, ∆R = .04
-.47**
.17
-.86
Social Desirability
.57
.14
.18
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
-.51
.00
-.00
Students’ communication
Step 3 [F (4,61) = 4.78, p < .002] R2 = .25, ∆R2 = -.02
-.38**
.22
-.71
Social Desirability
1.14
.34
.36
Discrepancy between M-PAE & PSP
.00 -1.28
-.00
Students’ communication
.23
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
Note. The communication variables in steps 2 and 3 were interaction terms between
communication and the discrepancy included in the equation.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 6. Hierarchical Regressions for the Discrepancy between Fathers’ Actual Expectations
(PAE) and Students’ Perceived Self-Performance (PSP)
Variables
SE B
B
β
Self-Esteem
Step 1 [F (2,74) = 13.84, p < .001] R2 = .28
.25*
.10
.24
Social Desirability
-.38**
.02
-.06
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,67) = 9.68, p < .001] R2 = .31, ∆R2 = .03
.20
.10
.23*
Social Desirability
-.30
.09
-1.77**
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PPP
.00
.00
1.46**
Students’ communication
College Adjustment
Step 1 [F (2,35) = 12.42, p < .001] R2 = .43
3.86
3.20
.19
Social Desirability
-1.82
.52
-.54**
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,32) = 11.20, p < .001] R2 = .54, ∆R2 = .11
.03
3.17
.68
Social Desirability
-1.11
2.20
-3.58
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
.41
.01
.01
Students’ communication
Anger
Step 1 [F (2,75) = 9.54, p < .001] R2 = .21
-.46
.12
-.45**
Social Desirability
.00
.02
.01
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,67) = 5.66, p < .002] R2 = .21, ∆R2 = .00
-.45**
.10
-.39
Social Desirability
.59
.09
.09
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
-.70
.00
-.00
Students’ communication
Depression
Step 1 [F (2,72) = 17.30, p < .001] R2 = .33
-.36**
.20
-.69
Social Desirability
.34**
.03
.11
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,64) = 8.95, p < .001] R2 = .31, ∆R2 = -.02
-.56
.19
-.34**
Social Desirability
.31
.15
1.07*
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
-.00
.00
-.79
Students’ communication
Anxiety
Step 1 [F (2,71) = 18.51, p < .001] R2 = .35
-.95
.21
-.48**
Social Desirability
.08
.04
.22*
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
Step 2 [F (3,65) = 14.26, p < .001] R2 = .41, ∆R2 = .06
-.90
.21
-.46**
Social Desirability
.49
.18
1.36**
Discrepancy between F-PAE & PSP
-.00
.00
-1.15*
Students’ communication
Note. The communication variable in step 2 was an interactions term between communication and the
discrepancy included in the equation.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 7. Hierarchical Regressions for Mothers’ Living Up to Parental Expectations Scale (MLPE)
Variables
SE B
B
β
Self-Esteem
Step 1 [F (2,95) = 4.64, p < .012] R2 = .09
.26**
.10
Social Desirability
.26
.12
.02
M-LPE
.02
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,84) = 2.32, p < .08] R = .08, ∆R = -.01
.25*
.11
.24
Social Desirability
-.04
.09
-.01
M-LPE
.16
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,59) = 1.08, p < .38] R = .07, ∆R = -.01
.21
.13
.21
Social Desirability
-.00
.29
-.00
M-LPE
.09
.00
.00
Students’ communication
.08
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
College Adjustment
Step 1 [F (2,42) = 2.88, p < .07] R2 = .13
.15
2.79
2.79
Social Desirability
.29
.59
1.14
M-LPE
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,38) = 1.51, p < .23] R = .12, ∆R = -.01
.15
2.98
2.71
Social Desirability
-.68
5.10
-2.71
M-LPE
.93
.03
.02
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,29) = 1.02, p < .42] R = .14, ∆R = .02
.13
3.58
2.28
Social Desirability
-4.12
10.16
-16.96
M-LPE
1.62
.04
.04
Students’ communication
2.65
.04
.06
Mothers' communication
Anger
Step 1 [F (2,101) = 12.00, p < .001] R2 = .20
-.39**
.10
-.42
Social Desirability
-.16
.02
-.04
M-LPE
Step 2 [F (3,88) = 6.51, p < .001] R2 = .19, ∆R2 = -.01
-.40**
1.00
-.38
Social Desirability
-.48
.09
-.09
M-LPE
.39
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,63) = 3.03, p < .024] R = . 17, ∆R = -.02
-.39**
.11
-.35
Social Desirability
-1.06
.24
-.20
M-LPE
.01
.00
.00
Students’ communication
.99
.00
.00
Mothers' communication
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Variables
Depression
Step 1 [F (2,100) = 7.32, p < .001] R2 = .13
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Step 2 [F (3,87) = 3.72, p < .014] R2 = .12, ∆R2 = -.01
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3 [F (4,62) = 1.10, p < .36] R2 = .07, ∆R2 = -.05
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication
Anxiety
Step 1 [F (2,96) = 9.73, p < .001] R2 = .17
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Step 2 [F (3,85) = 7.94, p < .001] R2 = .23, ∆R2 = .06
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Students’ communication
Step 3 [F (4,59) = 3.05, p < .024] R2 = .18, ∆R2 = -.05
Social Desirability
M-LPE
Students’ communication
Mothers' communication

B

SE B

β

-.59
-.04

.17
.04

-.33**
-.11

-.50
.14
-.00

.16
.15
.00

-.31**
.45
-.50

-.38
.41
.00
-.00

.21
.46
.00
.00

-.82
.02

.19
.04

-.42**
.05

-.94
.11
.00

.19
.17
.00

-.48**
.29
-.19

-.81
.32
.00
-.00

.24
.53
.00
.00

-.41**
.77
.53
-1.18

-.23
1.19
-.03
-1.22

Note. The communication variables in steps 2 and 3 were interaction terms between
communication and the discrepancy included in the equation.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 8. Hierarchical Regressions for Fathers’ Living Up to Parental Expectations Scale (FLPE)
Variables
SE B
B
β
Self-Esteem
Step 1 [F (2,67) = 6.57, p < .003] R2 = .17
.40**
Social Desirability
.38
.11
.06
F-LPE
.01
.03
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,62) = 4.11, p < .01] R = .17, ∆R = .00
.34**
.31
.11
Social Desirability
.99
.22
.14
F-LPE
-.98
-.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,40) = 2.67, p < .05] R = .23, ∆R = .06
.42**
.14
.40
Social Desirability
.74
.40
.20
F-LPE
-.92
.00
-.00
Students’ communication
.27
.00
.00
Fathers' communication
College Adjustment
Step 1 [F (2,32) = 3.14, p < .06] R2 = .17
.38
7.68 3.97
Social Desirability
.07
.27
.72
F-LPE
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,30) = 2.13, p < .12] R = .19, ∆R = .02
.31
6.10 4.26
Social Desirability
.35
1.29 5.33
F-LPE
-.17
.03
-.00
Students’ communication
Step 3 [F (4,24) = 2.25, p < .10] R2 = .31, ∆R2 = .12
.23
4.36 4.49
Social Desirability
-4.29
8.58
-16.01
F-LPE
1.55
.03 1.55
Students’ communication
2.97
2.87
.06
Fathers' communication
Anger
Step 1 [F (2,70) = 8.38, p < .001] R2 = .20
-.43**
-.38
.10
Social Desirability
-.04
-.01
.02
F-LPE
Step 2 [F (3,64) = 4.97, p < .004] R2 = .20, ∆R2 = .00
-.41**
.09
-.30
Social Desirability
-.69
.12
-.12
F-LPE
.67
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,42) = 3.27, p < .02] R = .26, ∆R = .06
-.49**
.11
-.36
Social Desirability
-1.46
.23
-.26
F-LPE
.35
.00
.00
Students’ communication
1.21
.00
.00
Fathers' communication
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Variables
SE B
B
β
Depression
Step 1 [F (2,67) = 6.66, p < .002] R2 = .17
-.41**
Social Desirability
-.68
.20
-.29
F-LPE
-.11
.04
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,61) = 3.48, p < .02] R = .15, ∆R = -.02
-.40**
.18
-.59
Social Desirability
.16
.23
.05
F-LPE
-.10
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,41) = 4.09, p < .008] R = .31, ∆R = .16
-.43**
.21
-.63
Social Desirability
3.12*
.45
1.15
F-LPE
-.42
.00
-.00
Students’ communication
-2.63**
.00
-.005
Fathers' communication
Anxiety
Step 1 [F (2,65) = 13.78, p < .001] R2 = .30
-.56**
-1.05
.20
Social Desirability
.14
.06
.04
F-LPE
2
2
Step 2 [F (3,61) = 8.95, p < .001] R = .32, ∆R = .02
-.55**
.21
-1.03
Social Desirability
-.49
.27
-.21
F-LPE
.63
.00
.00
Students’ communication
2
2
Step 3 [F (4,39) = 8.35, p < .001] R = .49, ∆R = .17
-.68**
.25
-1.35
Social Desirability
1.66
.53
.79
F-LPE
.61
.00
.00
Students’ communication
-.09*
.00
-.01
Fathers' communication
Note. The communication variables in steps 2 and 3 were interaction terms between
communication and the discrepancy included in the equation.
*p < .05, **p < .01
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