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Digital technologies such as smartphones have become 
integral to families' lives, facilitating adolescents and 
parents to communicate anywhere and anytime (e.g., 
Pew Research Center,  2018). The smartphone not only 
enables parents to check in on and control what their ad-
olescents are doing and where they are but also offers 
them the potential of continuous supportive communica-
tion, also known as connected presence (Licoppe, 2004; 
Ribak, 2009). Hence, the smartphone could be consid-
ered a digital leash (i.e., a tool for control) as well as a 
digital umbilical cord (i.e., a lifeline that nourishes and 
protects), potentially having both negative and positive 
consequences.

On the one hand, the smartphone may inhibit ado-
lescents' autonomy and be a digital pathway for overin-
volvement and overparenting as parents are able to exert 
control over adolescents, even when they are not physi-
cally present (Chang, 2015; LeMoyne & Buchanan, 2011; 

Racz et  al.,  2015; Ribak,  2009). On the other hand, it 
may facilitate family connection and provide opportu-
nities for nourishment as adolescents can ask for and 
parents can provide support digitally (e.g., LeMoyne 
& Buchanan,  2011; Ling,  2004; Walker & Rudi,  2014; 
Weisskirch,  2009, 2011). Even though these dynamics 
have become an important challenge in the relationship 
between parents and adolescents, there is a remarkable 
lack of scientific insights to provide evidence-based ad-
vice on what it may mean to be able to communicate 
anywhere and anytime.

To better understand the potential consequences 
of parent–adolescent online communication, it is im-
portant to first assess how often and how long ado-
lescents and parents engage in such communication. 
Most of the small body of work on parent–adolescent 
online communication is cross-sectional, focusing on 
how often (i.e., frequency) parent–adolescent online 
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communication occurs. These studies showed that 48% 
to 62% of adolescents reported texting their parents at 
least once a day (e.g., Chang, 2015; Lenhart et al., 2010; 
Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). In some qualitative studies, 
adolescents were asked what they communicate about 
online with their parents (e.g., Fletcher et  al.,  2018; 
Racz et al., 2015; Tulane et al., 2022). Generally, these 
studies found that online parent–adolescent commu-
nication concerned managerial content (i.e., asking or 
answering questions) or emotional content (i.e., about 
feelings or experiences; Fletcher et  al.,  2018). A few 
observational studies examined the number of texts 
sent between adolescents or emerging adults and par-
ents over a few days and coded their content, indicat-
ing that they texted with parents multiple times a day, 
mostly about positive or neutral content (Ehrenreich 
et  al.,  2020; Fletcher et  al.,  2018; Jensen et  al.,  2023; 
Jensen, Hussong, et al., 2021).

Altogether, research so far has mainly focused on 
assessing either the frequency or the topics of parent–
adolescent online communication at one time point or 
qualitatively. However, an important piece of insight 
that is missing is how this communication unfolds in 
everyday life. Adolescents and parents have the possi-
bility to connect, but it is unclear how often it happens 
throughout consecutive days and whether it differs be-
tween families. For instance, whether adolescents live 
with both parents, their age, or level of autonomy may 
impact both the frequency and duration of online com-
munication between parents and adolescents. Therefore, 
the current 100-day diary study aimed to obtain ecolog-
ically valid insights into the frequency, duration, and 
topics of parent–adolescent online communication, en-
tailing chatting via WhatsApp, Snapchat, or Instagram, 
and understand how patterns of online communication 
with parents may differ across adolescents. This descrip-
tive approach can serve as an important foundation to 
ultimately investigate the potential impact of these pat-
terns on adolescents' well-being.

The frequency, duration, and topics of parent–
adolescent online communication

A burst of research has underscored the importance 
of offline communication for the parent–adolescent 
relationship (Finkenauer et al., 2002; Kerr et al., 1999). 
Although exact insights into how often parents and 
adolescents communicate offline in daily life are scarce 
(Keijsers et  al.,  2022), studies suggest that they spend 
multiple hours a day together (Keijsers et  al.,  2010), 
creating ample opportunities for offline communication. 
Yet, as adolescents become more autonomous (e.g., 
Erikson,  1968; Soenens et  al.,  2019), the frequency of 
parent–adolescent offline communication is subject 
to change (e.g., Branje et al., 2012; Lionetti et al., 2019). 
For instance, how often parents and adolescents 

communicate decreases throughout adolescence 
(Keijsers & Poulin, 2013). However, whether adolescents' 
age and level of autonomy impact how they communicate 
online (both frequency and duration) with parents is still 
unknown.

The topics of parent–adolescent offline communica-
tion also change throughout adolescence: Parental knowl-
edge of adolescents' whereabouts, for instance, decreases 
(Keijsers & Poulin, 2013; Lionetti et al., 2019). Parental 
knowledge can be the result of parental monitoring, 
which refers to parents' active efforts to stay informed 
about and keep track of what adolescents do, where 
they are, and with whom (Dishion & McMahon, 1998; 
Smetana, 2017; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). For example, par-
ents may solicit information from their adolescents by 
asking them questions (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). However, 
as adolescents become more active agents, parents' 
knowledge most often comes from adolescents' disclo-
sure of information (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Adolescents 
may play an even more active role in online communi-
cation in that they can decide whether and when they 
respond to their parents' messages (Ling & Yttri, 2002; 
Ribak, 2009). Although the co-construction theory indi-
cates that offline and online communication can mirror 
or impact each other (Subrahmanyam et al., 2006), it is 
still an open question whether these findings on topics of 
offline communication are instrumental for understand-
ing how parents and adolescents communicate online 
with each other, which is addressed in the current study 
on online communication.

Several quantitative studies have examined how 
often parents and adolescents communicate online, but 
most used a cross-sectional design (e.g., Chang,  2015; 
Jensen, George, et al., 2021; Lenhart et al., 2010; Manago 
et al., 2020), which may result in biased insights due to 
recall. To overcome this bias, one observational study 
among emerging adults examined texting frequency with 
parents (Jensen, Hussong, et al., 2021). Results indicated 
that emerging adults, many of whom resided on college 
campus, exchanged approximately 10 text messages a 
day with their parents. Recently, two daily dairy stud-
ies (Jensen, George, et  al.,  2021; Manago et  al.,  2020) 
assessed parent–adolescent digital exchanges in daily 
life. One study indicated that adolescents communicated 
online with their parents on 29% of the days (Jensen, 
George, et al., 2021). The other study showed that par-
ents and adolescents exchanged approximately nine texts 
a day and that they did so for approximately 15 min a day 
(Manago et  al.,  2020). Although these two daily diary 
studies examined the frequency and duration of par-
ent–adolescent online communication (Jensen, George, 
et al., 2021; Manago et al., 2020), their measures included 
chatting and calling and made no distinction between 
these two communication modes. Adolescents indicated 
in earlier work that they preferred chatting over calling 
(e.g., Blair et al., 2013; Racz et al., 2015). Therefore, the 
current study solely focused on chatting.

 14678624, 2025, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cdev.14203 by U

va U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [23/06/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



738  |      JANSSEN et al.

With regard to topics of parent–adolescent online 
communication, mostly qualitative evidence showed 
that parental solicitation and adolescent disclosure 
occur, at least partly, online (e.g., Fletcher et al., 2018; 
Racz et  al.,  2015; Tulane et  al.,  2022). For instance, 
one qualitative study interviewed 14 adolescents (14–
18 years old) and showed that most parent–adolescent 
online communication entailed managerial communi-
cation, including discussing mundane activities, such 
as logistics, monitoring location, planning activities, 
or asking and answering practical questions (Fletcher 
et al., 2018). Such parent–adolescent interaction is also 
known as micro-coordination, referring to commu-
nication that entails the coordination of functional 
and instrumental needs, often with a social and car-
ing function (Ling & Yttri,  2002). Parent–adolescent 
online communication also involved emotional con-
nection, which refers to communicating about and 
elaborating on one's experiences or feelings. However, 
this type of online communication occurred less fre-
quently (Fletcher et  al.,  2018). Another study coded 
messages exchanged between parents and adolescents 
but focused more on the valence of these messages (i.e., 
positive, neutral, and negative) rather than their topics 
(Ehrenreich et al., 2020).

Altogether, a handful of empirical quantitative re-
search has provided a glimpse into how frequently and 
long the average adolescent communicates with their 
parents online. Moreover, qualitative interview studies 
provided a general idea of the topics adolescents and 
parents communicate about online from adolescents' 
perspective. However, both approaches may be prone to 
recall bias and a more nuanced understanding of how 
adolescents and parents navigate the introduction of 
smartphones and continuous connectivity in their daily 
lives is still hardly understood. In cross-sectional de-
signs, adolescents may over- or underestimate how often 
and how long parent-adolescent online communication 
takes place. In interviews or focus groups, adolescents 
may forget to report topics that are not discussed that 
frequently or provide socially desirable answers. The use 
of a 100-day diary study can overcome these limitations 
and ensure a more ecologically valid assessment of the 
frequency, duration, and topics of parent–adolescent on-
line communication. Thus, we investigated the following 
research question:

(RQ1) How often (i.e., frequency), how long (i.e., du-
ration), and about what (i.e., topics) do adolescents and 
parents communicate online on a daily level?

Profiles of parent–adolescent online 
communication

Even though almost all adolescents nowadays carry a 
smartphone, which provides them with the opportunity 
to stay in contact with their parents, not all adolescents 

are connected with their parents to the same extent. In the 
last few decades, it has been increasingly acknowledged 
in developmental psychology that the average adolescent 
does not exist (e.g., Granic et  al.,  2003). Recent work 
has also highlighted substantial differences between 
adolescents in social media use and showed that a 
classification can help to better understand these 
differences (Beyens et  al.,  2021). A similar approach 
can be used to enhance our understanding of parent–
adolescent online communication. For example, Charlie 
may have daily but short online communication with 
his parents, while Sam may have infrequent but longer 
online communication with her parents. This may lead 
to the same average levels of communication, albeit 
with two different underlying communication profiles. 
Identifying groups of adolescents with similar profiles 
of parent–adolescent online communication using both 
frequency and duration of communication can help to 
gain a first insight into which parent–adolescent online 
communication behaviors exist.

A person-centered approach, such as latent profile 
analysis (LPA), enables classifying adolescents into 
meaningful groups based on response patterns of vari-
ables (Jung & Wickrama, 2008), such as frequency and 
duration of parent–adolescent online communication. 
Based on results of three previous studies on parent–
adolescent online communication, with a focus on the 
frequency and coded content, three distinct profiles 
can be distinguished. In two studies, approximately 
50% of adolescents communicated daily with their par-
ents online, and 25% of adolescents never did so (e.g., 
Jensen, George, et al., 2021; Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). 
Additionally, a study among emerging adults introduced 
further differentiation between infrequent and frequent 
communication (Jensen, Hussong, et al., 2021). Together, 
these findings suggest that (at least) three profiles of par-
ent–adolescent online communication may exist (daily/
frequent, infrequent, and no parent–adolescent online 
communication). However, in the absence of work that 
combines both frequency and duration, we could not 
hypothesize the exact number of profiles. Therefore, we 
explored the following research question:

(RQ2) How many and which profiles of parent-
adolescent online communication exist?

Explaining differences between profiles of 
parent–adolescent online communication

Individual characteristics may explain why patterns of 
online communication with parents of adolescents like 
Sam and Charlie may differ. The differential susceptibility 
to media effects model (Valkenburg & Peter,  2013) 
distinguishes three types of factors that may influence the 
use of media: dispositional, developmental, and social-
context factors. However, thus far, it is not known whether 
these factors also influence both how long and frequent 
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adolescents and parents communicate online with each 
other. The limited research on parent–adolescent online 
communication mainly focused on the frequency or 
content of this communication rather than duration (e.g., 
Fletcher et al., 2018; Jensen, George, et al., 2021). Yet, some 
first insights indicate that gender, autonomy, age, and 
family living situation are of particular interest and may 
be linked to patterns of communication.

With regard to gender, girls seem to have more fre-
quent online communication with their parents than 
boys (Ehrenreich et al., 2020; Fletcher et al., 2018; Jensen, 
George, et al., 2021; Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). However, 
the duration of this communication does not differ between 
boys and girls (Manago et al., 2020). Regarding autonomy, 
there is a lack of consensus on whether parent–adolescent 
online communication may inhibit (Racz et al., 2015) or 
stimulate adolescent autonomy (Manago et  al.,  2020). 
According to the hyperpersonal model, online communi-
cation can enhance feelings of agency (Walther, 1996) as 
adolescents can choose when and how to engage in these 
online interactions. Adolescents' feelings of autonomy may 
therefore impact how often and how long adolescents com-
municate online with their parents. Concerning age, par-
ent–adolescent online communication tends to increase 
across adolescence until the age of 16/17 and thereafter de-
creases again (Jensen, George, et al., 2021; Padilla-Walker 
et al., 2012). However, the duration of this communication 
does not differ based on age (Manago et al., 2020). With re-
gard to living situation, when adolescents do not live with 
(both) parents, parent–adolescent online communication 
may be a convenient way to stay in contact with the parent 
who is physically absent. A previous study indeed found 
that single-parent families used parent–adolescent online 
communication (both calling and texting) more than two-
parent families (Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). Whether the 
duration is also impacted by the living situation remains 
the question. Based on these first insights, we explore the 
predictive role of two dispositional factors (i.e., gender and 
autonomy), one developmental factor (i.e., age), and one 
social-context factor (i.e., family living situation) on how 
adolescents differ in both the frequency and duration of 
parent–adolescent online communication (i.e., profiles), 
by investigating the following research question:

(RQ3) Do the distinct parent-adolescent online com-
munication profiles differ by gender, autonomy, age, and 
family living situation?

The current study

In order to better understand how adolescents and 
parents deal with the possibility of connecting online all 
day and every day, this study fills an important lacuna 
by providing descriptive insights into parent–adolescent 
online communication in daily life. This study is based 
on a daily diary study in which 480 adolescents (14–
17 years old) were meticulously followed for 100 days and 

completed a questionnaire every day. Three research 
aims were preregistered to extend the available body of 
research (https://​osf.​io/​9vyfr​). First, we examined how 
often, how long, and about what topics adolescents and 
parents communicated online over a period of 100 days 
in an ecologically valid way. Second, we investigated 
whether certain profiles of parent–adolescent online 
communication exist, based on the frequency and 
duration of such communication, to gain a more nuanced 
understanding of adolescents who communicate with their 
parents online. Third, in order to understand differences 
between the profiles, we examined whether derived 
profiles of parent–adolescent online communication 
differ in age, gender, family living situation, and autonomy 
of adolescents. Due to the limited research available, this 
study is exploratory and no hypotheses were specified.

M ETHOD

This study is part of a larger intensive longitudinal 
project that investigates the effects of social media use on 
various aspects of adolescent well-being. Data collection 
took place from January 2023 to June 2023 and included 
four phases: an online intake interview (I), a baseline 
questionnaire (II), a 100-day daily diary (III), and an 
optional exit interview to give adolescents who expressed 
interest insights into their social media patterns (VI; see 
https://​osf.​io/​k47ta​ for a full overview of the project's 
procedure). This study used data from the baseline 
questionnaire and the 100-day daily diary study.

Participants

A total of 480 adolescents, aged 14 to 17 years at the 
time of inclusion, from all regions (both rural and 
urban) of the Netherlands participated in the larger 
project. Due to personal circumstances, one adolescent 
stopped participating in the daily diary after the 
first day and was therefore excluded from this study. 
Thus, the final sample consisted of 479 adolescents 
(Mage = 15.98, SD = 1.15; 44.3% boys, 54.9% girls, 0.8% 
nonbinary). Participants were enrolled in different 
educational tracks: 143 participants (29.9%) in (pre)
vocational education, 140 participants (29.2%) in higher 
general secondary/higher professional education, and 
196 participants (40.9%) in (preparatory) academic 
education. Most adolescents (96.9%) were born in the 
Netherlands and most (93.9%) self-identified as Dutch. 
The majority of adolescents (74.3%) lived with both 
parents, a small group alternated between parents 
(9.6%), or lived only with their mother (7.3%), with 
their mother and partner (4.6%), only with their father 
(1.7%), with other educators (e.g., foster parents) (1.3%), 
with their father and partner (1.0%), or on their own 
(0.2%).
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Procedure

The larger project was approved by the Ethics Review 
Board of the Faculty of Social and Behavrioal Sciences 
at the University of Amsterdam (2022-YME-15724). 
Recommendations for collecting intensive longitudinal 
data were followed (van Roekel et al., 2019). Adolescents 
were involved in the design process of the study. Before 
the study started, five qualitative discussion sessions 
with a youth advisory panel of a total of nine adolescents 
(13–17 years old; 66.7% girls) were organized to discuss 
the study procedure, sampling scheme, and daily diary 
items. Next to this youth advisory panel, a 2-week pilot 
test of our daily diary was held among 26 adolescents 
(13–17 years old; 50% girls).

The project aimed to include 400 adolescents in the 100-
day diary study. To take into account potential attrition, 
we planned to schedule around 500 adolescents for an in-
take interview. To realize a sample of adolescents represen-
tative of Dutch 14- to 17-year-olds in terms of gender, age, 
and educational track, we collaborated with research com-
pany CHOICE. Additionally, we recruited participants via 
advertisements in our personal network, social media, and 
from earlier projects. Information letters and videos about 
the aims and procedure of the study were provided on the 
project website. All adolescents, as well as parents of ado-
lescents below the age of 16, provided informed consent. 
This resulted in 829 registrations, of which 480 adolescents 
participated in the larger study project (see https://​osf.​io/​
k47ta​ for more details on the youth advisory panel, pilot 
study, recruitment and intake procedure).

Before the intake interviews, adolescents were in-
structed to install the daily diary software applica-
tion m-Path (m-path.io; Mestdagh et al., 2023) on their 
phones. During the intake interviews, we asked about 
adolescents' social media use, explained the procedure 
of the study, and provided instructions on how to use 
the m-Path app. We also collaboratively completed a 
short survey in m-Path to explain the different types of 
questions and response options. Adolescents were asked 
in this survey to select the three social media platforms 
they used most often. Five days before the 100-day daily 
diary study started, participants received a link to the 
baseline questionnaire, including questions on back-
ground and personality characteristics. All 480 adoles-
cents completed the baseline questionnaire.

Daily diary

During 100 consecutive days, from January to May 2023, 
participants received one questionnaire a day via the m-
Path app. The micro-questionnaires were sent at 8.30 p.m. 
and could be started until midnight. Reminders were sent 
at 9.15 and 10.00 p.m. if adolescents had not completed 
the questionnaire. Each questionnaire consisted of 34 
to 38 questions, depending on the number of follow-up 

questions. After the 100 days, participants could decide 
to extend their participation up to 15 days to catch up for 
missed days.

We monitored participants' compliance daily and 
answered any participant questions or problems via 
WhatsApp, telephone, and e-mail. Participants were 
messaged regularly via WhatsApp to motivate them. 
For instance, we updated them weekly on their response 
rates of the previous week. Generally, when participants 
missed three and four questionnaires in a row, we con-
tacted them via WhatsApp to check whether they were 
experiencing any technical issues. If participants missed 
approximately a week of questionnaires, we called them 
to check whether there were any technical issues or 
whether we could help to motivate them.

Incentives

Adolescents received compensation for each phase of 
the study, except for the optional interview. Adolescents 
received €5,- for the intake interview, €5,- for completing 
the baseline questionnaire, and €1,- for each completed 
daily diary questionnaire. Participants who completed 
100 questionnaires or more (including catch-up days) 
received an additional €10,-. In the middle of the study, 
participants could earn a €5,- bonus by completing 14 
consecutive questionnaires in a row (Day 47 until 60). In 
addition, each Tuesday, we raffled two times €25,- based 
on compliance of the previous week. Participants were 
paid every month of the study.

Compliance

Across the 100 days, 82.8% of the sent daily diary 
questionnaires were completed (39,598 of 47,847 
observations). After the 15 catch-up days, adolescents 
had answered on average 92.3 daily questionnaires 
(SD = 24.55, range 12–115), resulting in 44,211 completed 
questionnaires. A small proportion of the daily diaries 
(115 questionnaires, <0.3%) had irregularities or were not 
sent due to unforeseen technical issues with the m-Path 
application. Non-compliance was partly due to human 
factors (e.g., not being able to use the m-Path app because 
of parental punishment, being ill, or a phone dropped in 
the toilet) as well as technological factors (e.g., having no 
internet access or uploading errors).

Measures

Frequency of parent–adolescent online 
communication

We assessed the frequency of parent–adolescent 
communication in the daily diary by asking participants 
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“Did you chat with your parent(s) or guardian(s) today 
(via Snapchat, WhatsApp, or Instagram)?” Adolescents 
could respond with yes (1) or no (0). A person-specific 
mean variable was calculated to represent how often 
adolescents communicated with their parents online 
throughout the study period.

Duration of parent–adolescent online 
communication

If adolescents indicated that they had chatted with their 
parents, a follow-up question assessed the duration 
of chatting daily by asking: “How long did you chat 
with your parent(s) or guardian(s) today (via Snapchat, 
WhatsApp, or Instagram)?” Adolescents were instructed 
to provide an estimation in hours and minutes, which we 
recoded to minutes. Adolescents did not indicate having 
problems with answering this question as described 
in Appendix  S1. A person-specific mean variable was 
calculated to indicate how long, on average, adolescents 
communicated with their parents online throughout the 
study period.

Topics of parent–adolescent online 
communication

We assessed the topics adolescents and parents chatted 
about daily by asking participants a multiple-response 
question: “What did you chat about with your parent(s) 
or guardian(s) today (via Snapchat, WhatsApp, or 
Instagram)?” We included seven a-priori response 
categories: (1) groceries or food, (2) school, (3) sports, (4) 
who you are with, (5) where you are (i.e., whereabouts), (6) 
what time you get somewhere, (7) how you are doing, and 
(8) other. Adolescents could insert text when they selected 
“other”. The a-priori response categories were based on 
open answers provided in our 14-day pilot study among 26 
adolescents (see Appendix S1 for more information) and 
by the parenting literature (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). These 
categories are also in line with those found in previous 
qualitative research (e.g., Fletcher et al., 2018). The text 
in the “other” category was inspected and recoded if 
it corresponded to an existing response category. For 
example, the answer “grades” in the “other” category 
was recoded to a-priori category “school.” Based on 
the remaining open answers, additional categories were 
determined by the first author and discussed within the 
research team. The team agreed on the following seven 
additional categories: (8) monitoring activities (e.g., what 
are you doing), (9) practical issues (e.g., money, chores, 
doctors appointment), (10) entertainment (e.g., holiday, 
photograph's, music), (11) family issues (e.g., fight with 
father, work father), (12) adolescents monitoring their 
parents (e.g., asking when parents are at home), (13) 
adolescents supporting their parents (e.g., asking parents 

how they are doing), and (14) unspecified (e.g., private, 
nonsense, things that did not match previous categories 
and were not mentioned often). A count variable was 
calculated per category to represent how often each 
adolescent communicated with their parents online 
about that specific category across the 100 days.

Autonomy

To assess adolescents' sense of autonomy, the 
volition subscale of the Self-Determination Scale 
(Sheldon et  al.,  1996) was administered in the baseline 
questionnaire. Volition refers to the extent to which 
someone feels a sense of freedom to make their own 
choices and decisions. The five items of the subscale (e.g., 
“I feel free to do the things I want to do”) were answered 
on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 5 
(completely true). Previous work has shown adequate 
psychometric properties in adolescent samples (e.g., 
Sheldon et al., 1996; Soenens et al., 2007). An exploratory 
factor analysis in R yielded one factor, which explained 
40.5% of the variance (with all factor loadings ≥0.45). 
Cronbach's alpha was .77. A mean score was calculated 
with higher scores indicating higher levels of autonomy.

Descriptive variables

Measurement of age, gender, and family living situation 
assessed in the baseline questionnaire is presented in 
Appendix S2.

Preregistered statistical analysis plan

We preregistered research questions and our analysis plan 
before analyzing the data (https://​osf.​io/​9vyfr​). To answer 
our first research question and investigate how often 
(i.e., frequency), how long (i.e., duration), and about what 
topics adolescents and parents communicated across the 
study period, we calculated descriptive statistics using 
R (version 4.2.2). Additionally, for descriptive purposes, 
we calculated the between-person correlations between 
the person-mean averages of frequency and duration of 
parent–adolescent online communication, age, gender, 
family living situation, and autonomy.

To answer our second research question and iden-
tify latent profiles in parent–adolescent online com-
munication, we aimed to employ a repeated measures 
latent profile analysis (RMLPA) in Mplus (Version 8.8) 
using both frequency and duration of parent–adoles-
cent online communication. RMLPA has recently been 
applied to longitudinal data with three or 27 times 
points in their analyses (see May et al., 2020; McCarthy 
et al., 2016). Due to the richness of our data (115 ob-
servations of a continuous and dichotomous variable), 
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computational power was lacking and our RMLPA 
models did not converge. Therefore, we decided to 
examine our research questions with a more parsimo-
nious analytical approach. We used person-mean vari-
ables of frequency and duration of parent-adolescent 
online communication and applied established LPA 
(Jung & Wickrama, 2008).

We based the number of tested profile solutions 
partly on earlier empirical work which was mostly 
based on the frequency (and coded content) of par-
ent–adolescent communication (Jensen, George, 
et  al.,  2021; Jensen, Hussong, et  al.,  2021; Padilla-
Walker et  al.,  2012). Studies suggested three distinct 
parent-adolescent online communication profiles: 
no parent–adolescent online communication, infre-
quent parent–adolescent online communication, and 
frequent or daily parent-adolescent online commu-
nication. In our data, n = 15 participants reported no 
parent–adolescent communication. In the absence of 
this communication with parents, the duration could 
not be assessed, which is why we could not include 
these participants in the profile analyses based on fre-
quency and duration. As sensitivity analyses, we reran 
the LPA analyses with the 15 adolescents included, see 
Appendix S3 for the results.

For both the infrequent and frequent parent–adoles-
cent online communication group, we suspected that the 
duration of parent–adolescent online communication 
may be high or low resulting in the emergence of four 
profiles in the profile analysis when including both fre-
quency and duration of parent-adolescent online com-
munication; infrequent low duration communication, 
infrequent high duration communication, frequent low 
duration communication, and frequent high duration 
communication. Models were estimated in an iterative 
manner, starting with a one-profile solution, and add-
ing an extra profile in every step. We also tested a five- 
and six-profile solution for transparency and controlling 
purposes (following Van De Schoot et  al.,  2017). The 

final solution of profiles was based primarily on BIC 
(Bayesian information criterion; lower values indicate 
better model fit) and secondarily in terms of the LMR-
LRT (Lo–Mendell–Rubin adjusted Likelihood Ratio 
Test) (following Van De Schoot et al., 2017). To interpret 
the quality of the chosen solution, the entropy index of 
model-based classification accuracy was considered. 
Generally, values larger than 0.8 indicate adequate clas-
sification and values lower than 0.6 indicate misclassi-
fication (Lubke & Muthén,  2007). Other criteria were 
theoretical, including the research question, parsimony, 
theoretical justification, and interpretability (following 
Jung & Wickrama, 2008).

In the next step, we answered our third research 
question, by assessing whether four individual charac-
teristics predicted profile membership regarding parent-
adolescent online communication. Here, we deviated 
from our preregistered approach to improve the quality 
of comparisons. Instead of saving profile membership 
and using ANOVA's and chi-squared difference tests 
for testing differences between profiles, we used the 
3-step procedure in Mplus, which allows accounting 
for uncertainty in profile membership (Asparouhov & 
Muthén, 2014; Vermunt, 2017). We ran four models, one 
for each predictor. Results of the preregistered analyses 
can be found in Appendix S4.

RESU LTS

Descriptive statistics and correlations

Descriptive statistics and between-person correlations 
are provided in Table  1. On average, adolescents who 
communicated more frequently with their parents online 
than their peers did so for a shorter duration. Adolescent 
girls had more frequent parent–adolescent online com-
munication than boys, while boys tended to have longer 
communication. Adolescents who did not live with both 

TA B L E  1   Descriptive statistics and between-person correlations of study variables.

Variables

Descriptives
Between-person 
correlations

n M (SD)/Mdn Min Max 1 2

1. Frequency of communication percentage/daysa 475 0.43 (0.32)/0.37 0.00 1.00

2. Duration of communication minutes/day 460 19.55 (29.42)/9.59 0.00 237.00 −0.158***

3. Age 475 15.97 (1.15) 14.01 18.11 −0.029 −0.072

4. Genderb 475 1.55 (0.50) 1 2 0.138** −0.152**

5. Family living situationc 475 1.25 (0.43) 1 2 0.108* 0.094*

6. Autonomy 475 3.79 (0.58) 2.00 5.00 0.002 0.034

Note: Four adolescents (nonbinary) are not included to facilitate interpretation.
aPerson-mean reflecting average percentage of days adolescents and parents communicated online.
bOnly boys (1) and girls (2) were included.
cFamily living situation was recoded to living with both parents (1) or other living situations (2).

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.
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of their parents communicated more often and longer 
online with their parents. Age and autonomy were not re-
lated to the frequency and duration of parent-adolescent 
online communication.

Frequency, duration, and topics of 
parent-adolescent online communication

Our first research question (RQ1) asked how often, 
how long, and about what topics adolescents and par-
ents communicate online on a daily level. On average, 
adolescents communicated online with their parents on 
43% of the days. See Figure  1a for the slightly skewed 
distribution of the person-mean of frequency of par-
ent–adolescent online communication. Except for 15 
adolescents (3.1%), almost all adolescents (96.9%) com-
municated online with their parents. Of the 464 ado-
lescents who communicated with parents online, eight 
adolescents (1.7%) did so every day and 67 (14.4%) com-
municated daily or almost every day (i.e., more than 90% 
of days). Adolescents who communicated with their par-
ents online did so on average for almost 20 min per day, 
with half of adolescents communicating for more than 

10 min and the other half for less than 10 min. This dura-
tion ranged from 0 min to almost 4 h on a given day. See 
Figure 1b for the skewed distribution of the person-mean 
of duration of parent–adolescent online communication. 
There was more and longer parent-adolescent commu-
nication on weekdays compared to weekend days (fre-
quency: χ2 (1) = 90.72, p < .001; Mweek = 0.44, SDweek = 0.50, 
Mweekend = 0.39, SDweekend = 0.49, duration: H(1) = 6.39, 
p = .011; Mweek = 15.29, SDweek = 51.68, Mweekend = 14.68, 
SDweekend = 47.37).

Figure  1c provides an overview of all topic cate-
gories covered in adolescents' online communication 
with their parents. The top 5 most discussed topics 
were: the time they got somewhere (32.4% of observed 
parent–adolescent online communication), school 
(29.4%), where they were (i.e., whereabouts 28.4%), gro-
ceries or food (26.5%), and how you are doing (22.0%). 
Most frequent topics concerned monitoring or micro-
coordination. The “how you are doing” category may 
entail support or emotional communication. New top-
ics also emerged. For instance, some adolescents used 
parent-adolescent online communication to monitor 
(0.5%) or support (0.1%) their parents. Adolescents 
could select multiple topics per day. On average, they 

F I G U R E  1   Distribution of frequency (a), duration (b), and topics (c) of parent–adolescent online communication.
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discussed 1.77 topics (SD = 1.15, range 0–8) per day 
with parents online. In 336 observations, answers were 
missing due to a programming error that accidentally 
enabled adolescents to skip the question about the top-
ics of their communication.

Profiles of parent–adolescent online 
communication

Our second research question (RQ2) asked how 
many distinct profiles of parent-adolescent online 
communication existed based on the frequency and 
duration of such communication. Participants were only 
included in the profile analysis if any parent-adolescent 
online communication took place across the study 
period. In the profile analyses, default starting values 
were used, but the best loglikelihood value was not 
replicated in all models. Starting values were therefore 
increased. The best loglikelihood value was replicated 
in all profile solution models when using random start 
values 800 and 160.

We found five different profiles. Table  2 shows that 
the BIC of the five-profiles solution was lower than the 
BIC of the four-profiles solution and the LMR-LRT con-
firmed that the five-profiles solution was significantly 
better than the four-profiles solution. Even though the 
six-profiles solution had an even lower BIC, the LMR-
LRT was not significant, which indicates that this solu-
tion did not fit the data better than the five-profiles 
solution. The quality of the five-factor solution was 
assessed and entropy was good (above 0.80; Lubke & 
Muthén, 2007). A scree plot and figures of all other pro-
file solutions can be found in Appendix S5.

The five distinct profiles are presented in Figure 2. We 
labeled the profiles relative to each other (i.e., short, long 
and infrequent, frequent relative to the other profiles). 
The biggest group, 55.4% of adolescents (n = 257), commu-
nicated online with their parents for less than half of the 
days and less than an hour a day. This profile was there-
fore labeled infrequent short communication. Another large 
group composed of 33.4% of adolescents (n = 155) commu-
nicated online with their parents on more than half of the 
days and did so less than an hour a day. Hence, this group 
of adolescents was labeled frequent short communication. 
A smaller group, 8.4% of adolescents (n = 39), did not com-
municate online with their parents on all days but if they 
communicated, they did between approximately 1 and 
2 hours. This profile was labeled medium-long communica-
tion. A small group, 2.2% of adolescents (n = 10; which we 
labeled long communication), did not communicate online 
with their parents on all days but if they communicated, 
they did between 2 or 3 hours a day. Finally, a very small 
group of 0.6% of adolescents (n = 3) had infrequent very 
long communication. They communicated online with 
parents for less than a quarter of the days and between 3 
and 4 hours a day. T
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Differences in patterns of parent–adolescent 
online communication

Our third research question asked whether gender, auton-
omy, age, and family living situation could predict profile 
membership (RQ3). Comparisons between all five profiles 
for all four predictors are presented in Table  3. We had 
preregistered to interpret differences between profiles only 
when profiles included 40 or more adolescents (based on our 
power analysis). As one profile had 39 adolescents, which is 
a minor deviation from that cut-off, we decided to take this 
profile into account. The two smallest profiles were not con-
sidered for interpreting differences due to their small size. 
Hence, we only interpreted differences between adolescents 
in the three largest profiles: adolescents with infrequent short 

communication, adolescents with frequent short communica-
tion, and adolescents with medium-long communication. The 
model including gender only included boys and girls, as the 
non-binary category was too small to be included (4 persons).

Only age and gender were significant predictors of 
profile membership. Adolescents with medium-long com-
munication were younger than adolescents with infrequent 
short communication (Figure  3), indicating that younger 
adolescents communicated longer with parents online 
than older adolescents. Adolescents with medium-long 
communication were also more likely to be boys than ad-
olescents with infrequent short communication and with 
frequent short communication (Figure 4), suggesting that 
boys tend to engage in longer online communication with 
parents than girls.

F I G U R E  2   Five profiles of parent–adolescent online communication.

TA B L E  3   Profile differences predicting by age, gender, autonomy, and living situation.

Age Gendera Autonomy Living situation

Est (p-value) Est (p-value) Est (p-value) Est (p-value)

Infrequent short versus frequent short −0.101 (.304) 0.147 (.529) 0.130 (.505) 0.354 (.170)

Infrequent short versus medium-long −0.401 (.015) −0.804 (.030) 0.458 (.166) 0.423 (.284)

Infrequent short versus long −0.276 (.416) −0.721 (.274) −0.581 (.395) 0.826 (.214)

Infrequent short versus infrequent very long −0.234 (.673) −19.058 (<.001) 1.475 (.123) 0.538 (.663)

Frequent short versus medium-long −0.300 (.776) −0.951 (.014) 0.328 (.338) 0.069 (.865)

Frequent short versus long −0.175 (.609) −0.868 (.195) −0.711 (.303) 0.473 (.482)

Frequent short versus infrequent very long −0.133 (.811) −19.204 (<.001) 1.345 (.162) 0.185 (.881)

Medium-long versus long 0.125 (.736) 0.083 (.911) −1.039 (.172) 0.403 (.588)

Medium-long versus infrequent very long 0.166 (.771) −18.254 (<.001) 1.017 (.306) 0.116 (.928)

Long versus infrequent very long 0.042 (.949) −18.336 (<.001) 2.056 (.080) 0.538 (.663)

Note: The first category that is mentioned is the reference category. Bolded values indicate significant differences.
aModel only included boys and girls to resemble original analysis.
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Exploratory analysis

In order to explore whether topics of parent–adolescent 
online communication differed across profiles, we calcu-
lated how often adolescents communicated online with 
their parents about the topics for the three largest profiles 
separately. The top three most discussed topics differed 
slightly across the profiles. Adolescents with infrequent 
short communication communicated most frequently 
about what time they got somewhere, where they were 
(i.e., whereabouts), and school. Adolescents with frequent 
short communication communicated most frequently 
about what time they got somewhere, school, and food. 
Adolescents with medium-long communication commu-
nicated most frequently about school, where they were 
(i.e., whereabouts), and what time they got somewhere.

Sensitivity analyses

To assess the robustness of our findings, we ran two sets 
of sensitivity analyses. First, we checked the potential 
influence of flagged observations on the profile solu-
tion. Second, we treated autonomy as distal outcome 
and included gender, age, and family living situation 
as covariates to account for demographic differences 
(Vermunt,  2017). A detailed overview of the sensitivity 
analyses and results can be found in Appendix S6. All 
results and conclusions remained virtually unchanged. 
Age and gender did no longer predict profile member-
ship of parent-adolescent online communication when 
excluding flagged observations.

DISCUSSION

Digital technologies have transformed parent–adoles-
cent communication, enabling it to take place anytime 
and anywhere (e.g., Pew Research Center,  2018). The 
question remains whether families also engage in such 
communication on a daily basis and, if so, if it is im-
pacted by factors like age and living situation. The cur-
rent study is one of the first to investigate the frequency, 
duration, and topics of parent-adolescent online com-
munication over an extended period of time, using a 100-
day diary study with 479 adolescents. The results, based 
on 18,930 observations, demonstrated that, overall, 
adolescents communicated online with their parents on 
43% of the days, with half of adolescents communicating 
more than 10 min and the other half less than 10 min, but 
this duration varied across days and among adolescents. 

F I G U R E  3   Gender predicting profile membership, with more adolescent boys in profile 3 (medium-long communication) than in profile 2 
(frequent short communication) and profile 1 (infrequent short communication). * p < .05.

F I G U R E  4   Age predicting profile membership, adolescents 
in profile 3 (medium-long communication) were younger than 
adolescents in profile 1 (infrequent short communication). * p < .05.
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Their online communication mostly concerned micro-
coordination (i.e., communication about adolescent 
whereabouts). Moreover, more than half of adolescents 
(55.4%) communicated only infrequently and relatively 
briefly (less than an hour a day) with their parents on-
line, but other adolescents (smaller subgroups) commu-
nicated much longer or more frequently.

Almost all adolescents communicate with 
parents, but to a different degree

The smartphone provides the potential for continu-
ous communication between parents and adolescents 
(Licoppe, 2004; Ribak, 2009). Before examining whether 
adolescents perceive this as a digital leash or a digital 
umbilical cord, it is essential to gain descriptive and 
ecologically valid insights into this online communica-
tion. The small body of research on parent-adolescent 
online communication, mostly focusing on frequency, 
indicated that a little more than half of adolescents tex-
ted their parents at least once a day (e.g., Chang, 2015; 
Lenhart et al., 2010; Padilla-Walker et al., 2012). In con-
trast, our study revealed that only 1.7% of adolescents 
communicated with their parents online every day and 
14.4% every day or almost every day throughout the 
study period. Thus, the use of an extensive daily diary 
design shows that a smaller portion of adolescents com-
municate daily online with their parents than shown in 
previous cross-sectional work.

In terms of duration, our findings unveiled that half of 
adolescents communicated with parents online for more 
than 10 min and the other half for less than 10 min. This 
result largely aligns with the findings of the only previ-
ous daily diary study that assessed the duration of online 
communication, which found that adolescents commu-
nicated online for approximately 15 min a day (Manago 
et  al.,  2020). Compared to the several hours of offline 
communication a day that adolescents have with their 
parents (Keijsers et al., 2010), our study suggests that for 
the vast majority of adolescents, online communication 
with parents is only a small extension or substitute for 
offline communication with parents.

However, this pattern did not apply to all adoles-
cents. In fact, 11% of adolescents communicated for a 
more extended time with their parents online, ranging 
between 1 to 4 hours per day. The question remains why 
these adolescents (or parents) do so. One previous daily 
diary study indicated that adolescents with higher lev-
els of mental health symptoms tended to seek more sup-
port than adolescents with lower levels of mental health 
symptoms (Jensen, George, et  al.,  2021). Also, adoles-
cents who experienced more externalizing symptoms re-
ported most parental control via online communication 
(Jensen, George, et al., 2021). While this may suggest that 
adolescents' mental health may be a factor to consider, 
caution should be warranted. Another study showed 

that depression can lead to overestimations of time spent 
on social media (Sewall et al., 2020). Overall, although 
smartphones provide the opportunity for adolescents 
and parents to connect anywhere and anytime, it does 
not happen all day and every day and it varies between 
adolescents.

Parent–adolescent online communication mostly 
concerns micro-coordination

One of the key questions of this study was to obtain a 
detailed understanding of the topics about which ado-
lescents communicate online with their parents. By ask-
ing adolescents repeatedly, we were able to assess topics 
of parent-adolescent online communication without re-
call bias and quantify the prevalence of topics, thereby 
extending previous qualitative research (e.g., Fletcher 
et al., 2018; Racz et al., 2015; Tulane et al., 2022). Indeed, 
adolescents and parents mostly used online communi-
cation for micro-coordination, to inform their parents 
(on own initiative or upon request of parents) about, 
for instance, where they were and when they would be 
home. Furthermore, the two main categories of parent-
adolescent communication that were distinguished in a 
previous study, managerial and emotional communica-
tion (Fletcher et al.,  2018), also emerged in the current 
study. Daily parent-adolescent online communication 
concerned functional communication such as “Don't 
forget your appointment with the dentist tomorrow” 
and “Can you unload the dishwasher?” Adolescents 
also expressed feeling supported by parents who asked 
how they were doing or how their day was. The topics 
that adolescents and parents communicate about on-
line thus appear to be an extension of their offline com-
munication, aligning with the co-construction theory 
(Subrahmanyam et al., 2006).

At the same time, our inductive approach provided 
several unexplored domains of parent-adolescent on-
line communication. For instance, adolescents reported 
to communicate online with their parents about fun 
things, such as music and sharing photos and videos. 
Intriguingly, parents did not only use online communi-
cation to check in on their adolescents (Jensen, George, 
et al., 2021), but some of the adolescents also did so with 
their parents. They monitored and supported their par-
ents by inquiring about parents' whereabouts and well-
being; a relatively rare pattern which is to the best of 
our knowledge hitherto undescribed. The opportunity 
to seek out parental support and inquire about when to 
expect parents home (e.g., ‘Where are you and when are 
you home?’) is a unique novel opportunity for adoles-
cents to be active agents in shaping the parent-adolescent 
relationship and may indicate a more bidirectional 
micro-coordination. Although these two newly emerged 
topics, adolescents monitoring and supporting parents, 
may indicate the realignment of the parent-adolescent 
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relationship, transitioning from a more authoritarian to 
a more egalitarian relationship (e.g., Branje et al., 2012; 
Grotevant & Cooper, 1986), for some adolescents it may 
also be less beneficial.

Duration of communication decreases with 
age and boys communicate longer than girls

We found that age and gender explained some differences 
between adolescents in the profiles of parent–adolescent 
online communication, but not living situation and au-
tonomy. Younger adolescents communicated longer with 
parents online than older adolescents. This seems to be 
in line with a general decrease in the level of offline com-
munication with parents during adolescence (Keijsers 
& Poulin,  2013; Lionetti et  al.,  2019). Additionally, our 
findings unveiled that adolescents who communicated 
online with their parents for a longer period were more 
likely to be boys compared to adolescents who commu-
nicated shortly with their parents online (both infre-
quent and frequent). This contradicts earlier work that 
showed that age and gender did not relate to the duration 
of parent-adolescent online communication in daily life 
(Manago et al., 2020). Moreover, it indicates that results 
on the frequency of parent-adolescent online commu-
nication do not necessarily translate to the duration of 
parent-adolescent online communication. Furthermore, 
previous research suggested that adolescents with more 
autonomy, and those who live apart from both parents 
would report more frequent and longer online communi-
cation with parents (Manago et al., 2020; Padilla-Walker 
et al., 2012; Racz et al., 2015), but our findings did not 
support this finding. An important difference here is 
that previous studies mostly focused on the frequency 
of parent-adolescent online communication or solely 
on the duration, while our study used a combination of 
frequency and duration to obtain the profiles of parent–
adolescent online communication.

Limitations and avenues for future research

This study has described in much detail which patterns 
exist in parent–adolescent online communication. 
However, it did not distinguish between one-on-one 
chats or group chats with the family, nor did it identify 
whether the communication was initiated by the parent 
or adolescent. Future work is needed to differentiate 
between types of chat because topics may differ 
between one-on-one and group chats. Also, the lack 
of differentiation may result in adolescents under- or 
overreporting communication with parents. In addition, 
future research needs to investigate the underlying 
dynamic processes, such as who initiates, and who ends 
the communication (e.g., Hayes et al., 2004). This could 
be investigated, for instance, by distinguishing parental 

solicitation from (unsolicited) adolescent disclosure and 
by examining how responses by either the adolescent or 
parents may enhance or inhibit future communication 
patterns.

Such granular insights in parent–adolescent online 
communication require an even more micro level as-
sessment (hour-to-hour) than our daily diary study. 
Promising avenues for future research are Experience 
Sampling Methods or the analysis of WhatsApp 
chats or text messages exchanged. The latter has been 
done in earlier work between parents-adolescents and 
parents-emerging adults (Ehrenreich et al., 2020; Jensen 
et al., 2023; Jensen, Hussong, et al., 2021). Such methods 
allow for more insights into the flow of online communi-
cation as well as into more detailed content and how ado-
lescents and parents react to each other. Examination of 
text messages or chats would further enable the coding 
of parent solicitation and adolescent disclosure as well 
as using text analysis to gain a more detailed insight into 
topics of parent-adolescent online communication (see 
for a modeling example Verbeij et al., 2024). Additionally, 
analyzing text messages or chats (in combination with 
self-report) would help to gain more insight into the ac-
curacy of the measurement. Asking adolescents to indi-
cate how long they communicated online with parents 
over a day may be hard to estimate and be prone to error.

Similarly, our study was unable to assess the devel-
opmental consequences of online communication with 
parents. Although our findings indicated that most ad-
olescents communicate shortly with their parents, some 
do it longer. The question remains whether prolonged 
parent-adolescent online communication is positive or 
negative for adolescents. The extent to which it for in-
stance impacts parent–adolescent closeness and rela-
tionship quality remains unknown and requires more 
investigation. The ability of parents and adolescents 
to contact each other throughout the day may also 
benefit their relationship, providing new and more ex-
tended opportunities to stay connected (Jensen, George, 
et al., 2021; Vaterlaus et al., 2019). However, the finding 
that some adolescents also monitor and support their 
parents raises new important theoretical questions. 
Does it reflect a healthy and normative transformation 
of the parent–adolescent relationship? Or is it potentially 
a sign that adolescents take high levels of responsibility 
for their parents' well-being (Hooper,  2007)? Although 
replication of our results is needed, future studies may 
want to include both parent-adolescent online and of-
fline communication in relation to relationship quality, 
closeness, well-being, or psychopathology to gain a more 
thorough understanding of parent-adolescent communi-
cation and the role of online communication as well as 
differences between individuals.

Future research may need to address at least two 
several other important issues. First, an unanswered 
question is how adolescents perceive the continuous po-
tential of communication with parents (i.e., connected 
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presence, Licoppe,  2004). While smartphones provide 
the opportunity to communicate online with each other 
continuously, it remains unknown what matters more for 
parents and adolescents: the possibility to communicate 
with each other when needed or wanted or the actual 
online communication? Future work may want to assess 
the impact of the possibility of online communication.

Second, insights into how parents and adolescents 
perceive online communication are lacking. Do ado-
lescents feel supported or controlled? Previous work 
on parent-adolescent offline communication has indi-
cated that how adolescents perceive social interaction 
(i.e., quality) is more strongly related to adolescent 
well-being than how often it takes place (i.e., quantity; 
Liu et  al.,  2019). Some previous work on online com-
munication, analyzing coded content of texts between 
parents and emerging adult, showed, for instance, that 
both quality and quantity of online communication 
were unrelated to perceived parents' autonomy support 
(Brown et al., 2024). The quantity of online communica-
tion was related to emerging adults' perceptions of their 
mothers digital support (Jensen, Hussong, et al., 2021). 
However, these studies did not address adolescents' 
daily perceptions of online communication with par-
ents. Future work may want to include assessments of 
how adolescents experience parent-adolescent online 
communication in addition to quantitative aspects of 
parent-adolescent online communication such as fre-
quency and duration. It may allow for testing hypoth-
eses such as whether the extent to which adolescents 
perceive chatting with parents as positive or negative, 
supportive or controlling may matter for their well-
being, (e.g., Bülow et al., 2022). This avenue for future 
research also aligns with a more general call from social 
media scholars to pay more attention to experiences on 
social media instead of solely focusing on the frequency 
of use (Valkenburg et al., 2022).

CONCLUSION

Smartphones have become an integral part of family 
life and enable parents and adolescents to communicate 
with each other anywhere and anytime. By assessing the 
frequency, duration, and topics of parent–adolescent 
online communication over a span of 100 days, this study 
demonstrated that almost all adolescents communicate 
online with their parents. On average, adolescents 
communicated with their parents on 43% of the days, 
for an average of 20 min a day. However, differences 
were found, resulting in five distinct profiles. Although 
almost 90% of adolescents communicated online with 
their parents for a short period, other adolescents 
communicated longer with their parents. Younger 
adolescents and boys communicated longer than older 
adolescents and girls. Most online communication 
between parents and adolescents concerned monitoring 

and micro-coordination. However, some adolescents 
also monitored and supported their parents through 
online communication. This fine-grained descriptive 
study calls for future investigations to gain insight into 
the underlying communication dynamics as well as the 
impact of the possibility of staying in contact online 
for parent–adolescent relationship quality and both 
adolescent and parent well-being.

ACK NOW LEDGM EN TS
We are grateful for the effort and time devoted by the 
participating adolescents. We would like to thank Tim 
Verbeij and Teun Siebers for their contribution to the 
data collection of this study.

F U N DI NG I N FOR M AT ION
This preregistered study was funded by an NWO 
Spinoza Prize awarded to Patti M. Valkenburg by the 
Dutch Research Council (NWO). Additional funding 
was received from a VIDI grant (NWO VIDI Grant 
452.17.011) awarded to Loes Keijsers by the Dutch 
Research Council (NWO). The research was further 
supported by a grant from the European Research 
Council (ERC; 101043536) awarded to Loes Keijsers.

CON F LICT OF I N T ER E ST STAT EM EN T
The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

DATA AVA I LA BI LI T Y STAT EM EN T
The R and Mplus syntaxes necessary to reproduce the 
analyses presented here are publicly accessible at OSF: 
https://​osf.​io/​2r5xd​. The code was checked and run by 
an independent co-pilot. The procedure and materi-
als necessary to replicate the findings are also available 
at OSF: https://​osf.​io/​k47ta​. More information on the 
measures and pre-registered analyses can be found in 
the preregistration at OSF: https://​osf.​io/​9vyfr​. The data 
underlying this article can be found on Figshare: https://​
doi.​org/​10.​21942/​​uva.​27854697.

ORCI D
Loes H. C. Janssen   https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-3543-6026 
Ine Beyens   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7023-867X 
Nadia A. J. D. Bij de Vaate   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-9455-6944 
Amber van der Wal   https://orcid.
org/0000-0002-0301-5502 
Patti M. Valkenburg   https://orcid.
org/0000-0003-0477-8429 
Loes Keijsers   https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8580-6000 

R E F ER E NC E S
Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in mix-

ture modeling: Three-step approaches using M plus. Structural 
Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 21, 329–341. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​10705​511.​2014.​915181

 14678624, 2025, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cdev.14203 by U

va U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [23/06/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://osf.io/2r5xd
https://osf.io/k47ta
https://osf.io/9vyfr
https://doi.org/10.21942/uva.27854697
https://doi.org/10.21942/uva.27854697
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3543-6026
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3543-6026
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3543-6026
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7023-867X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7023-867X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9455-6944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9455-6944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9455-6944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0301-5502
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0301-5502
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0301-5502
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0477-8429
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0477-8429
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0477-8429
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8580-6000
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8580-6000
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181


750  |      JANSSEN et al.

Beyens, I., Pouwels, J. L., van Driel, I. I., Keijsers, L., & Valkenburg, 
P. M. (2021). Social media use and adolescents' well-being: 
Developing a typology of person-specific effect patterns. 
Communication Research, 51, 691–716. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
00936​50221​1038196

Blair, B. L., Fletcher, A. C., & Gaskin, E. R. (2013). Cell phone de-
cision making: Adolescents' perceptions of how and why they 
make the choice to text or call. Youth & Society, 47, 395–411. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00441​18x13​499594

Branje, S., Laursen, B., & Collins, W. A. (2012). Parent–child com-
munication during adolescence. In A. Vangelisti (Ed.), Routledge 
handbook of family communication (2nd ed., pp. 271–286). 
Routledge.

Brown, M. T., Jensen, M., & Hussong, A. M. (2024). Parent-emerging 
adult text interactions and emerging adult perceived parental sup-
port of autonomy. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 
41, 499–520. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​02654​07523​1167347

Bülow, A., van Roekel, E., Boele, S., Denissen, J. J. A., & Keijsers, L. 
(2022). Parent-adolescent interaction quality and adolescent af-
fect: An experience sampling study on effect heterogeneity. Child 
Development, 93, e315–e331. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​cdev.​13733​

Chang, P.-C. (2015). The examination of parent-adolescent com-
munication motives, relational maintenance and intimacy in 
the uses of communication technologies. Journal of Media and 
Communication Studies, 7, 171–181. https://​doi.​org/​10.​5897/​jmcs2​
015.​0457

Dishion, T. J., & McMahon, R. J. (1998). Parental monitoring and the 
prevention of child and adolescent problem behavior: A con-
ceptual and empirical formulation. Clinical Child and Family 
Psychology Review, 1, 61–75. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/A:​10218​
00432380

Ehrenreich, S. E., Beron, K. J., Burnell, K., Meter, D. J., & Underwood, 
M. K. (2020). How adolescents use text messaging through their 
high school years. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 30, 521–
540. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jora.​12541​

Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity: Youth and crisis. Norton.
Finkenauer, C., Engels, R. C. M. E., & Meeus, W. (2002). Keeping 

secrets from parents: Advantages and disadvantages of secrecy 
in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 31, 123–136. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1023/A:​10140​69926507

Fletcher, A. C., Benito-Gomez, M., & Blair, B. L. (2018). Adolescent 
cell phone communications with mothers and fathers: Content, 
patterns, and preferences. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 
27, 2125–2137. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1082​6-​018-​1054-​z

Granic, I., Dishion, T. J., Hollenstein, T., & Patterson, G. R. (2003). 
The family ecology of adolescence: A dynamic systems per-
spective on normative development. In G. R. Adams & M. D. 
Berzonski (Eds.), Blackwell handbook of adolescence (pp. 60–91). 
Blackwell Publishing.

Grotevant, H. D., & Cooper, C. R. (1986). Individuation in family re-
lationships: A perspective on individual differences in the devel-
opment of identity and role-taking skill in adolescence. Human 
Development, 29, 82–100. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1159/​00027​3025

Hayes, L., Hudson, A., & Matthews, J. (2004). Parental monitoring 
behaviors: A model of rules, supervision, and conflict. Behavior 
Therapy, 35, 587–604. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0005​-​7894(04)​
80033​-​9

Hooper, L. M. (2007). The application of attachment theory and 
family systems theory to the phenomena of parentification. The 
Family Journal, 15, 217–223. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10664​80707​
301290

Jensen, M., George, M. J., Russell, M. A., Lippold, M. A., & Odgers, 
C. L. (2021). Daily parent-adolescent digital exchanges. Research 
on Child and Adolescent Psychopathology, 49, 1125–1138. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1080​2-​020-​00765​-​x

Jensen, M., Hussong, A. M., & Haston, E. (2021). Digital parenting of 
emerging adults in the 21st century. Social Sciences, 10(12), 482. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​3390/​socsc​i1012​0482

Jensen, M., Navarro, J. L., Brown, M. T., & Hussong, A. M. (2023). 
Dyadic parent-college student digital interaction styles. Journal of 
Family Psychology, 37, 864–874. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​fam00​01117​

Jung, T., & Wickrama, K. A. S. (2008). An introduction to latent 
class growth analysis and growth mixture modeling. Social and 
Personality Psychology Compass, 2, 302–317. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/j.​1751-​9004.​2007.​00054.​x

Keijsers, L., Boele, S., & Bülow, A. (2022). Measuring parent-
adolescent interactions in natural habitats. The potential, status, 
and challenges of Ecological Momentary Assessment. Current 
Opinion in Psychology, 44, 264–269. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​co-
psyc.​2021.​10.​002

Keijsers, L., Branje, S. J. T., VanderValk, I. E., & Meeus, W. (2010). 
Reciprocal effects between parental solicitation, parental con-
trol, adolescent disclosure, and adolescent delinquency. Journal 
of Research on Adolescence, 20, 88–113. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​
1532-​7795.​2009.​00631.​x

Keijsers, L., & Poulin, F. (2013). Developmental changes in parent-
child communication throughout adolescence. Developmental 
Psychology, 49, 2301–2308. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​a0032217

Kerr, M., Stattin, H., & Trost, K. (1999). To know you is to trust 
you: Parents' trust is rooted in child disclosure of information. 
Journal of Adolescence, 22, 737–752. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1006/​jado.​
1999.​0266

LeMoyne, T., & Buchanan, T. (2011). Does “hovering” matter? Helicopter 
parenting and its effect on well-being. Sociological Spectrum, 31, 
399–418. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​02732​173.​2011.​574038

Lenhart, A., Ling, R., Campbell, S., & Purcell, K. (2010). Teens 
and mobile phones: Text messaging explodes as teens embrace 
it as the centerpiece of their communication strategies with 
friends. http://​pewin​ternet.​org/​Repor​ts/​2010/​Teens​-​and-​Mobil​
e-​Phones.​aspx

Licoppe, C. (2004). ‘Connected’ presence: The emergence of a new 
repertoire for managing social relationships in a changing com-
munication technoscape. Environment and Planning D: Society 
and Space, 22, 135–156. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1068/​d323t​

Ling, R. (2004). The mobile connection: The cell phone's impact on soci-
ety. Morgan Kaufman Publishers.

Ling, R., & Yttri, B. (2002). Hyper-coordination via mobile phones 
in Norway. In J. E. Katz & M. Aakhus (Eds.), Perpetual contact: 
Mobile communication, private talk, public performance (pp. 139–
169). Cambridge University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​cbo97​
80511​489471.​013

Lionetti, F., Palladino, B. E., Moses Passini, C., Casonato, M., 
Hamzallari, O., Ranta, M., Dellagiulia, A., & Keijsers, L. 
(2019). The development of parental monitoring during ado-
lescence: A meta-analysis. European Journal of Developmental 
Psychology, 16, 552–580. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​17405​629.​2018.​
1476233

Liu, H., Xie, Q. W., & Lou, V. W. Q. (2019). Everyday social inter-
actions and intra-individual variability in affect: A systematic 
review and meta-analysis of ecological momentary assessment 
studies. Motivation and Emotion, 43, 339–353. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1007/​s1103​1-​018-​9735-​x

Lubke, G., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Performance of factor mix-
ture models as a function of model size, covariate effects, and 
class-specific parameters. Structural Equation Modeling: A 
Multidisciplinary Journal, 14, 26–47. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​
10705​51070​9336735

Manago, A. M., Brown, G., Lawley, K. A., & Anderson, G. (2020). 
Adolescents' daily face-to-face and computer-mediated commu-
nication: Associations with autonomy and closeness to parents 
and friends. Developmental Psychology, 56, 153–164. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1037/​dev00​00851​

May, R. W., Rivera, P. M., Rogge, R. D., & Fincham, F. D. (2020). 
School burnout inventory: Latent profile and item response the-
ory analyses in undergraduate samples. Frontiers in Psychology, 
11, 188. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fpsyg.​2020.​00188​

 14678624, 2025, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cdev.14203 by U

va U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [23/06/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1177/00936502211038196
https://doi.org/10.1177/00936502211038196
https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118x13499594
https://doi.org/10.1177/02654075231167347
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13733
https://doi.org/10.5897/jmcs2015.0457
https://doi.org/10.5897/jmcs2015.0457
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021800432380
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021800432380
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12541
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014069926507
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1054-z
https://doi.org/10.1159/000273025
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(04)80033-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(04)80033-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/1066480707301290
https://doi.org/10.1177/1066480707301290
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-020-00765-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-020-00765-x
https://doi.org/10.3390/socsci10120482
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0001117
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2007.00054.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2021.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00631.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00631.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0032217
https://doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0266
https://doi.org/10.1006/jado.1999.0266
https://doi.org/10.1080/02732173.2011.574038
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2010/Teens-and-Mobile-Phones.aspx
http://pewinternet.org/Reports/2010/Teens-and-Mobile-Phones.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1068/d323t
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511489471.013
https://doi.org/10.1017/cbo9780511489471.013
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2018.1476233
https://doi.org/10.1080/17405629.2018.1476233
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9735-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-018-9735-x
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510709336735
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510709336735
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000851
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000851
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00188


      |  751PARENT–ADOLESCENT ONLINE COMMUNICATION

McCarthy, D. E., Ebssa, L., Witkiewitz, K., & Shiffman, S. (2016). 
Repeated measures latent class analysis of daily smoking in 
three smoking cessation studies. Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 
165, 132–142. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​druga​lcdep.​2016.​05.​025

Mestdagh, M., Verdonck, S., Piot, M., Niemeijer, K., Kilani, G., 
Tuerlinckx, F., Kuppens, P., & Dejonckheere, E. (2023). m-Path: 
An easy-to-use and highly tailorable platform for ecological mo-
mentary assessment and intervention in behavioral research and 
clinical practice. Frontiers in Digital Health, 5, 1182175. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fdgth.​2023.​1182175

Padilla-Walker, L. M., Coyne, S. M., & Fraser, A. M. (2012). Getting 
a high-speed family connection: Associations between family 
media use and family connection. Family Relations, 61, 426–440. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1741-​3729.​2012.​00710.​x

Pew Research Center. (2018). Teens, social media & technology 2018. 
Pew Research Center. https://​www.​pewre​search.​org/​inter​net/​
2018/​05/​31/​teens​-​socia​l-​media​-​techn​ology​-​2018/​

Racz, S. J., Johnson, S. L., Bradshaw, C. P., & Cheng, T. L. (2015). 
Parenting in the digital age: Urban black youth's perceptions 
about technology-based communication with parents. Journal 
of Family Studies, 23, 198–214. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13229​400.​
2015.​1108858

Ribak, R. (2009). Remote control, umbilical cord and beyond: 
The mobile phone as a transitional object. British Journal of 
Developmental Psychology, 27, 183–196. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1348/​
02615​1008x​388413

Sewall, C. J. R., Bear, T. M., Merranko, J., & Rosen, D. (2020). How 
psychosocial well-being and usage amount predict inaccura-
cies in retrospective estimates of digital technology use. Mobile 
Media & Communication, 8, 379–399. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
20501​57920​902830

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R., & Reis, H. T. (1996). What makes for a good 
day? Competence and autonomy in the day and in the person. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 1270–1279. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01461​67296​2212007

Smetana, J. G. (2017). Current research on parenting styles, dimen-
sions, and beliefs. Current Opinion in Psychology, 15, 19–25. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​copsyc.​2017.​02.​012

Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste, M., & Beyers, W. (2019). Parenting adoles-
cents. In M. H. Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting. Vol. 1: 
Children and parenting (3rd ed., pp. 101–167). Routledge.

Soenens, B., Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W., Luyckx, K., Goossens, 
L., Beyers, W., & Ryan, R. M. (2007). Conceptualizing paren-
tal autonomy support: Adolescent perceptions of promotion 
of independence versus promotion of volitional functioning. 
Developmental Psychology, 43, 633–646. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0012-​1649.​43.3.​633

Stattin, H., & Kerr, M. (2000). Parental monitoring: A reinterpreta-
tion. Child Development, 71, 1072–1085. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​
1467-​8624.​00210​

Subrahmanyam, K., Smahel, D., & Greenfield, P. (2006). Connecting 
developmental constructions to the internet: Identity pre-
sentation and sexual exploration in online teen chat rooms. 
Developmental Psychology, 42, 395–406. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​
0012-​1649.​42.3.​395

Tulane, S., Southwick, A., Ferguson, M., & Lerma, J. (2022). “I'm al-
ways available”: Early adolescent and parent perspectives of par-
enting through interactive technology. Youth, 2, 746–758. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​3390/​youth​2040053

Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2013). The differential susceptibility 
to media effects model. Journal of Communication, 63, 221–243. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jcom.​12024​

Valkenburg, P. M., van Driel, I. I., & Beyens, I. (2022). The associ-
ations of active and passive social media use with well-being: 
A critical scoping review. New Media & Society, 24, 530–549. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​31234/​​osf.​io/​j6xqz​

Van De Schoot, R., Sijbrandij, M., Winter, S. D., Depaoli, S., & 
Vermunt, J. K. (2017). The GRoLTS-checklist: Guidelines for 
reporting on latent trajectory studies. Structural Equation 
Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 24, 451–467. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​10705​511.​2016.​1247646

van Roekel, E., Keijsers, L., & Chung, J. M. (2019). A review of current 
ambulatory assessment studies in adolescent samples and prac-
tical recommendations. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 29, 
560–577. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​jora.​12471​

Vaterlaus, J. M., Beckert, T. E., & Schmitt-Wilson, S. (2019). Parent–
child time together: The role of interactive technology with ad-
olescent and young adult children. Journal of Family Issues, 40, 
2179–2202. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​01925​13X19​856644

Verbeij, T., Beyens, I., Trilling, D., & Valkenburg, P. M. (2024). 
Happeniss and sadness in adolescents' Instagram direct messag-
ing: A neural topic modeling approach. Social Media + Society, 
10(1). https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​20563​05124​1229655

Vermunt, J. K. (2017). Latent class modeling with covariates: Two 
improved three-step approaches. Political Analysis, 18, 450–469. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​pan/​mpq025

Walker, S., & Rudi, J. (2014). Parenting across the social ecology facili-
tated by information and communications technology: Implications 
for research and educational design. Journal of Human Sciences and 
Extension, 2, 15–32. https://​doi.​org/​10.​54718/​​tzan3058

Walther, J. B. (1996). Computer-mediated communication: Impersonal, 
interpersonal, and hyperpersonal interaction. Communication 
Research, 23, 3–43. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00936​50960​23001001

Weisskirch, R. S. (2009). Parenting by cell phone: Parental monitoring of 
adolescents and family relations. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 
38, 1123–1139. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1096​4-​008-​9374-​8

Weisskirch, R. S. (2011). No crossed wires: Cell phone communication 
in parent-adolescent relationships. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, 
and Social Networking, 14, 447–451. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1089/​cyber.​
2009.​0455

SU PPORT I NG I N FOR M AT ION
Additional supporting information can be found online 
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this 
article.

How to cite this article: Janssen, L. H. C., Beyens, 
I., Bij de Vaate, N. A. J. D., van der Wal, A., 
Valkenburg, P. M., & Keijsers, L. (2025). Parent–
adolescent communication in a digital world: A 
100-day diary study. Child Development, 96, 
736–751. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.14203

 14678624, 2025, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/cdev.14203 by U

va U
niversiteitsbibliotheek, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [23/06/2026]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2016.05.025
https://doi.org/10.3389/fdgth.2023.1182175
https://doi.org/10.3389/fdgth.2023.1182175
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2012.00710.x
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/05/31/teens-social-media-technology-2018/
https://www.pewresearch.org/internet/2018/05/31/teens-social-media-technology-2018/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2015.1108858
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2015.1108858
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151008x388413
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151008x388413
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050157920902830
https://doi.org/10.1177/2050157920902830
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672962212007
https://doi.org/10.1177/01461672962212007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.3.633
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.43.3.633
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00210
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.3.395
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.3.395
https://doi.org/10.3390/youth2040053
https://doi.org/10.3390/youth2040053
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcom.12024
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/j6xqz
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2016.1247646
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2016.1247646
https://doi.org/10.1111/jora.12471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X19856644
https://doi.org/10.1177/20563051241229655
https://doi.org/10.1093/pan/mpq025
https://doi.org/10.54718/tzan3058
https://doi.org/10.1177/009365096023001001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9374-8
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0455
https://doi.org/10.1089/cyber.2009.0455
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.14203

	Parent–adolescent communication in a digital world: A 100-day diary study
	Abstract
	The frequency, duration, and topics of parent–adolescent online communication
	Profiles of parent–adolescent online communication
	Explaining differences between profiles of parent–adolescent online communication
	The current study
	METHOD
	Participants
	Procedure
	Daily diary
	Incentives
	Compliance

	Measures
	Frequency of parent–adolescent online communication
	Duration of parent–adolescent online communication
	Topics of parent–adolescent online communication
	Autonomy
	Descriptive variables

	Preregistered statistical analysis plan

	RESULTS
	Descriptive statistics and correlations
	Frequency, duration, and topics of parent-adolescent online communication
	Profiles of parent–adolescent online communication
	Differences in patterns of parent–adolescent online communication
	Exploratory analysis
	Sensitivity analyses

	DISCUSSION
	Almost all adolescents communicate with parents, but to a different degree
	Parent–adolescent online communication mostly concerns micro-coordination
	Duration of communication decreases with age and boys communicate longer than girls
	Limitations and avenues for future research

	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	FUNDING INFORMATION
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	ORCID
	REFERENCES


