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The study of familial socialization is concerned with how children acquire the mo-
tives, values, and behavior patterns that allow them 1o function within the larger soci-
ety (Maccoby, 1984; Zigler & Child, 1973). Although the term socialization may
conjure up a picture of powerful parents forcing standards and behaviors onto passive
or resistant children, effective socialization requires something more than behavior in
accord with parental demands. It involves an inner adaptation to social requirements so
that children not only comply with these requirements but also accept and endorse the
advocated values and behaviors, experiencing them as their own. Thus, although so-
cializing agents can force children to carry out behaviors, the real goal is for children
to carry them out volitionally. Whereas socializing agents can “teach” their children
the values and attitudes they hold dear, the important thing is having the children “own”
those values and attitudes.

The development of volition (as opposed to mere compliance) with regard 10 so-
cialized behaviors thus requires a transformation of internal structures by which the
child fully assimilates the values underlying the behaviors. In a sense, this points to a
potential contradiction between the forces of socialization that attempt to promote
compliance with culturally transmitted behaviors and attitudes, and the children’s
need to actively assimilate new values and behaviors if they are to accept them as their
own. Insofar as socializers force behaviors onto children they may, unwittingly, stifle
the very assimilatory tendencies required for successful socialization. Indeed, within
self-determination theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan, Deci, & Grolnick, 1995), we
assume that children have a natural motivational propensity to take in extant social val-
ues and behaviors and to make them their own, but sqcializers often forestall this
occurrence. From our viewpoint, therefore, socializing agents such as parents and
teachers face the important challenge of how to mobilize, facilitate, and support a
child’s natural tendency 1o internalize cultural values, attitudes, and behaviors. It is
the challenge of how to promote socially sanctioned behaving without killing the
spirit of the child, without diminishing the child’s natural curiosity, vitality, and
excitement.

Preparation of this chapter was facilitated by a Faculty Scholars Award from the William T. Grant Foun-
dation to the first author and by a research grant from the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (HD-19914) to the Human Motivation Program, Department of Psychology, University of
Rochester.
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According to the self-determination perspective, another challenge has been high-
lighted by recent theory-guided research. New research has indicated that the inter-
nalization of some socially promulgated values and goals is associated with well-being,
whereas the internalization of others is associated with ill-being. Thus the content
being internalized also seems to affect whether the socialization represents healthy
adaptation.

One of the remarkable findings from numerous investigations of internalization is
that children appear more likely both to fully internalize societal values and behaviors
(i.e., make them their own) and also to focus on the values and behaviors that are con-
gruent with their intrinsic nature when less, rather than more, pressure is applied from
without. An understanding of these phenomena, and thus of effective socialization, re-
quires a consideration of the motivational processes involved in the child’s tendency to
internalize aspects of the social world.

INTERNALIZATION AS A DEVELOPMENTAL PROCESS

Self-determination theory employs an organismic perspective, beginning with the as-
sumption that humans are active agents who engage their surroundings in an attempt not
only to master and assimilate aspects of the social and inanimate environments but also
to accommodate to interesting and important aspects of those environments (Blasi, 1976:
Ryan, 1993). Development is understood as moving in the directions of increased com-
plexity, differentiation, and refinement, and at the same time, of increased coordination,
cohesion, and unity (Piaget, 1971; Werner, 1948). Psychological development thus entails
individuals’ working to elaborate or expand themselves while striving to maintain or en-
hance integration and harmony among all aspects of themselves (Ryan, 1991). We refer
to this general developmental process as organismic integration, suggesting thatitis an in-
nate process which operates at all phases of development. In this sense, self-determination
theory is a developmental theory even though it pays relatively little attention to age-
related changes in socialization contents and practices.

One corollary of the assumption that individuals are naturally inclined to elaborate
themselves over the life span is that they have a readiness to absorb and accept socially
transmitted vaiues and practices as they develop a more complex and unified self (Deci
& Ryan, 1991; Ryan, 1995). This process of accepting values and behaviors by actively
transforming them is typically referred to as internalization (Kelman, 1961: Meissner,
1981; Schafer, 1968). For us, then, internalization is theorized to be a natural develop-
mental process in which children (as well as adolescents and adults) progressively inte-
grate societal values and proscriptions into a coherent sense of self.

Internalization does not always function optimally, however. To the extent that the
natural process of internalizing and integrating societal behaviors or values is impeded
rather than supported, a partial or less effective form of internalization will occur, re-
sulting in less adaptive regulatory processes. Furthermore, if the cultural values being
internalized are overly discordant with the individual's intrinsic nature, less adaptive
outcomes are also to be expected. Accordingly, our view of optimal internalization as
a natural, active process of integrating aspects of the social world with one’s intrinsic
self—a process that can either be facilitated or forestalled—provides a basis for ex-
plaining why different types and contents of socialization represent differentially
healthy psychological development.
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SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY AND DEVELOPMENT

Although the organismic perspective maintains that development occurs naturally
through the dual processes of differentiating psychological structures and processes and
then integrating those elements into coherent organizational units and networks (Piaget,
1971; Werner, 1948), this organismic integration does not happen automatically. In-
deed, it requires sustained, motivated activity. Both the behaviors that provide inputs to
development and the psychological processes through which that development occurs
must be energized and directed—they must be motivated. A’ full understanding of
development therefore requires consideration of the motivational processes that under-
lie it and the social conditions that encourage rather than hinder those motivational
processes. Self-determination theory addresses these very issues (Ryan, Deci. &
Grolnick, 1995).

The theory employs the distinction between two broad types of motivation: intrin-
sic and extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation comprises both behavioral and psychological ac-
tivities that do not require external prompts or reinforcement contingencies. These are
activities that people do freely and for which the only “rewards™ are the inherent satis-
factions that accompany them. Intrinsically motivated actions are spontaneous and thus
do not require internalization. Such activities are an expression of individuals’ natural
propensity to engage their environment, performing interesting tasks and undertaking
optimal challenges. Intrinsic motivation encompasses curiosity and exploration, and it
often energizes persistent task engagement. It thus represents an organismic tendency
that plays an important role in development by energizing the activity necessary to elab-
orate one’s capacities (Deci, 1975; Elkind, 1971; Ryan, 1991).

Extrinsic motivation, in contrast, refers 10 engagement in an activity that is instru-
mental to some separable consequence. When extrinsically motivated, people behave in
order to attain some outcome different from the mere enjoyment of the activity itself.
In terms of socialization, extrinsic motivation pertains to “acquired™ motivattons—10
values or regulations that are initially advocated by an external source and thus must be
internalized to become an enduring motivational propensity. Intrinsic and extrinsic mo-
tivation will be considered in turn.

Intrinsically Motivated Development

Intrinsic motivation encompasses the energization of both behavior and psychological
processes. When applied to behavior, intrinsically motivated activity is often described
as “autotelic” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1975), meaning that it is done “for its own sake™ or,
more accurately, for the satisfaction inherent in the activity itself (Deci, 1975). [otrin-
sic motivation thus refers to actions that are done out of inferest. As adults, the tasks we
do because they interest us are often quite circumscribed, but children find many ac-
tivities interesting and they do them quite willingly, with no prods from socializing
agents. They invent games, they manipulate objects, they mimic adults, and they do
things that lead to responses from others. Such activities are integral to development
for they represent inputs to the natural integrative tendency through which psychologi-
cal processes and structures are elaborated and refined. Thus, many behaviors that pro-
vide inputs for development, as well as the natural developmental process through which
these nutriments become part of the self, are intrinsically motivated. Like all natural
processes, however, intrinsically motivated development can be either facilitated or
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hindered by the social context (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991). Stated differently, intrinsic
motivational tendencies requires nutriments from the environment for their expression
to be manifest. Specifically, the maintenance of intrinsic motivation, and the vitality
and effectiveness of the activity it spawns, is dependent on the satisfaction of three pri-
mary psychological needs—competence, autonomy, and relatedness (Ryan, 1995; Ryan,
Deci, & Grolnick, 1995).

Psychological Needs

White (1959) first discussed the desire to feel effectance or competence in dealing with
the environment. This psychological need underlies a variety of selective, directed, and
prolonged behaviors that result in mastery. The experience of competence can there-
fore be viewed as one type of intrinsic satisfaction that people freely pursue and that
promotes learning and development.

A second psychological need that subserves intrinsic motivation-is the need for au-
tonomy. DeCharms (1968), using Heider’s (1958) construct of perceived locus of causal-
ity argued that a basic human propensity is to be an “origin™ or agent with respect to
action: People fundamentally desire to experience an internal locus of initiation and
regulation for their behavior. According to deCharms, people must experience a sense
of choice to maintain high intrinsic motivation. Similarly, Deci and Ryan (1985) have
argued that factors that enhance one’s experience of autonomy facilitate intrinsic mo-
tivation, whereas those that promote a sense of being controlled (i.e., of an external per-
ceived locus of causality) diminish it.

The third fundamental psychological need is for relatedness. As Harlow (1958) argued,
individuals need to experience love and interpersonal contact to develop optimally—they
need to experience warmth and affection. Similarly, Bowlby (1969) has emphasized the
importance of children’s feeling a sense of security with respect to parents. Although
MacDonald (1992) has noted differences between security and affection, the concept
of a need for relatedness encompasses both. Considerable research on attachment
(Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978) has demonstrated that if infants and young
children do not experience security in their primary relationships, exploratory activity is
diminished and various adjustment problems are likely to follow. In this sense, intrinsic
‘motivation flourishes only when there is a backdrop of relatedness to others. This is not
just true in infancy, however; the exploratory spirit in all humans is most robust when
persons are operating from a “secure base” (Bowlby, 1979) or sense of relatedness (Ryan,
Deci, & Grolnick, 1995).

The active tendency inherent in intrinsic motivation—to do, to assimilate, to seek
and master challenges—is theorized to occur primarily under conditions that allow sat-
isfaction of the intrinsic needs to feel competent, autonomous, and related. By contrast,
conditions that diminish these crucial experiences interfere with intrinsically motivated
processes, thereby undermining the natural developmental tendencies. As such, the spec-
ification of innate psychological needs provides a basis for making predictions about
what social-contextual conditions will facilitate versus undermine healthy psychologi-
cal development.

Beyond Intrinsic Motivation: Internalization

Whereas intrinsically motivated behaviors are undertaken for the spontaneous satis-
faction that accompanies them, extrinsically motivated behaviors are instrumental to
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some separable, rewarding condition. When a boy hangs up his coat to get his mother’s
approval, he is extrinsically motivated, as is a girl when she plays the piano to get a sur-
prise from her grandfather.

Many behaviors that socializing adults would like children to do are not intrinsi-
cally interesting and thus not likely to occur spontaneously (e.g., memorizing number
facts or cleaning up after an art project). Indeed, children may not be intrinsically in-
terested in many of the activities adults consider “good for them.” Even prosocial be-
haviors such as sharing may not be intrinsically motivated in spite of the fact that
children have the innate propensity to feel related to others. All these behaviors, as
well as the values and attitudes consistent with them, thus fall within the domain of ex-
trinsic motivation, for they must, at least initially, be externally prompted. These are
the behaviors, attitudes, and values for which internalization is necessary if children
are to fully accept them.

As mentioned, the term extrinsic motivation refers to any behavior in which the
“reward” or desired consequence is separable from the activity, whether administered
interpersonally or intrapsychically. Extrinsic motivation subsumes instances in which
children behave as a direct function of rules, demands, threats, or proffered rewards,
as well as instances in which children behave to maintain a fragile sense of self-
esteem, or simply because they think it is important for their health or well-being.
Thus, not all extrinsic motives involve external control; the source for some is wnside
the person.

A critical dimension on which extrinsic motives vary is the extent to which they are
self-determined versus regulated by externally imposed constraints, rewards, or pun-
ishments (Ryan, Connell, & Deci, 1985). According to self-determination theory, indi-
viduals become increasingly autonomous or self-determined for extrinsic activities as
the process of internalization functions more fully and effectively to bring the initially
external regulations into coherence with one's self.

Internalization Defined

Internalization, as we view it, concerns the processes by which individuals acquire be-
liefs, attitudes, or behavioral regulations from external sources and progressively trans-
form those external regulations into personal attributes, values, or regulatory styles
(Ryan, Connell, & Grolnick, 1992). Three aspects of this definition merit discussion be-
cause they diverge from various other viewpoints.

First, while internalization is often discussed only in terms of moral or prosocial val-
ues, the concept applies to any values, attitudes, and behavioral regulations that were
originally external and have been “taken in” by the person. Our work has focused on in-
ternalization of regulations for a variety of behaviors such as doing schoolwork (Ryan &
Connell, 1989), performing chores around the house (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989), attend-
ing religious functions (Ryan, Rigby, & King, 1993), and maintaining weight loss
(Williams, Grow, Freedman, Ryan, & Deci, 1996). Further, we have explored the inter-
nalization of various cultural values, ranging from materialism to health, and the con-
ditions associated with their adoption (e.g., Kasser, Ryan, Zax, & Sameroff, 1995;
Williams & Deci, 1996).

Second, this definition highlights that full or optimal internalization involves not
only taking in a value or regulation but also integrating it with one’s sense of self—that
is, making it one’s own—so the resulting behavior will be fully chosen or self-regulated.




140 Parenting Strategies and Child Outcomes

When values have personal meaning and behaviors are willingly emitted, they are not
only internally initiated but they are experienced as autonomous.

This definition of internalization thus differs from various others that refer only to
whether the attitude, value, or behavior is regulated internally or externally. That use
of the internal/external spatial metaphor as a simple dichotomy between whether a
behavior is initiated by the person, or alternatively by external prompts, contingencies,
or demands, fails to differentiate between different degrees or types of internaliza-
tion. It fails to consider whether a value or regulation that has been taken in by the per-
son has been fully integrated and thus has what we, like deCharms (1968), refer to as
an internal (rather than an external) perceived locus of causality. If a behavior is ex-
perienced as fully chosen and autonomously undertaken, it would have an internal per-
ceived locus of causality, whereas if it is experienced as pressured or coerced by an
internal force, it would have an external perceived locus of causality. In the latter
case, the regulatory process would be within the person but would not have been fully
integrated.

Think about a boy who feels an intense pressure and a sense of having to do well on
an exam to prove his self-worth and gain some imagined approval from a generalized
other. The cause of the boy’s trying to do well is inside him, but according to our
theory it is not internal to his sense of self. It is as if he were being forced to behave by
a contingency that has been imposed on him, even though the contingency is now within
him. He has partially internalized a regulation, has taken it in without accepting it as
his own. As such, he would lack a sense of willingness and choice and instead would feel
pressure, anxiety, and a sense of “should.” This form of regulation differs greatly from
that of a child who tries hard because the achievement is what he wants for himself, be-
cause it is central to his future goals and personal values. According to our definition,
internalization is thus not an all-or-none phenomenon. Rather, it concerns the degree to
which an activity initially regulated by external sources is perceived as one’s own and
is experienced as self-determined. Internalized regulations can thus vary in their lev-
els of autonomy and integration.

Third, our definition, which views internalization as a developmental process, im-
plies that internalization is an expression of the organismic integration tendency and is
energized by the intrinsic needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness. Through in-
ternalization, a child is able to cope more effectively with-environmental demands. At
the same time, the child will feel more autonomous as he or she moves from the conflicts
of external control toward a more flexible, volitional self-regulation. The experience will
then be one of activity and willingness rather than passivity and control (Meissner, 1981).
Finally, as a child internalizes culturally sanctioned regulations, he or she will experi-
ence a greater sense of shared values, and of belonging (Goodenow, 1992) and closeness
with the socializing agent or group.

The assumption, then, is that the process of internalization of behavioral regulations
and values is intrinsically motivated by the three basic psychological needs, even though
the behaviors themselves are extrinsically motivated. The importance of this assumption
is that it provides a means for predicting what factors in the interpersonal context will en-
hance versus diminish internalization. Those that allow satisfaction of the basic needs will
facilitate internalization, whereas those that thwart satisfaction will forestall it. These
phenomena, of internalization being motivated by the three psychological needs and
thus being facilitated or forestalled by conditions in the social context, are understood
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to operate across the life span. Although the competencies one is acquiring and the con-
tent being internalized may vary systematically with age, the fundamental processes and
needs are theorized to be operative at all ages (Ryan, Deci, & Grolnick, 1995).

A Continuum of Internalization

One of the features of our theory of internalization is its postulate of a continuum de-
scribing how fully a value or behavior has been internalized. Initially, what moti-
vates behaviors in the extrinsic domain are external contingencies such as requests,
rewards, and demands administered by caretakers. This type of regulation requires
only that the person anticipate these contingencies and regulate accordingly. A some-
what greater degree of internalization is seen in introjected regulation, where exter-
nally imposed regulations have been “taken in™ by the person but are maintained in
essentially their original form. The resulting source of regulation is within the per-
son, but it has not been integrated with the self and is thus a source of tension and
inner conflict. Regulation is not perceived as one’s own, but instead as controlling and
coercive. The boy who pressures himself to do well on a test provides an example of
introjected regulation.

A third form of extrinsic regulation, which lies further along the internalization con-
tinuum, is regulation through identification. Here, the person identifies with the value
of the behavior and sees it as important for his or her own goals. With identified regu-
lation, the person experiences a greater degree of choice and personal valuing. An ex-
ample of identified regulation might be a man who exercises regularly because it is
important to him to be cardiovascularly healthy.

Finally, a still more mature form of regulation resulting from an even fuller inter-
nalization happens when the identification has been integrated or reciprocally assimi-
lated with other aspects of one’s self; that is, with one’s unified and coherent system of
values, goals, and motives (Deci & Ryan, 1991; Ryan, Connell, & Deci, 1985). For ex-
ample, if the man’s identification with exercise were integrated, he would also refrain
from smoking and eating excessively fatty foods—both behaviors being directly related
to cardiovascular functioning. But if he does smoke regularly, that would be evidence
that the identification of exercising is not integrated.

Accompaiying the structural changes represented by movement along the internal-
ization continuum is a corresponding change in experience. As organismic integration
functions more fully, individuals experience greater degrees of volition and choice—
they perceive the locus of causality to become more internal. The internalization con-
tinuum thus distinguishes experientially as well as structurally among these forms of
regulation that differ in terms of autonomy, integration, and seif-determination. The
control-to-autonomy continuum, with each of the forms of internalized regulation is dis-
played schematically in Figure 6.1.

Substantial research has explored the antecedents and consequences of different
degrees of internalization. The research is typically done within domains (Ryan,
1995), suggesting that individuals can be relatively autonomous in one domain (e.g.,
schoolwork) while being relatively controlled in another (e.g., chores around the .
house), although it is possible to explore integration in personality as a more general-
ized individual difference, which theoretically is as if one aggregated across domains
(Koestner, Bernieri, & Zuckerman, 1992).
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Developmental s I Reciprocal
Process Introjection Identification Assimilation
Type of External Introjected Identified Integrated
Regulation Reguilation Regulation Regulation - Regulation
Relative Highly Moderately Moderately Highly
Autonomy Controfling Controlling Autonomous Autonoinous

Figure 6.1 Styles and Descriptors of Regulation Resulting from
Different Degrees of Organismic Integration

Research on the Internalization Continuum

In a preliminary investigation of the self-regulation continuum, Chandler and Connell
(1987) interviewed children between the ages of 5 and 13 about doing “chores,” such as
picking up their rooms, going to bed on time, and doing homework. The researchers re-
ported that external reasons (contingencies in the environment) decreased with age while
transitional reasons (general rules and maxims, which we here call “introjects™) and
internalized reasons (achievement of a self-determined goal, which we here call “iden-
tifications™) increased with age, thus suggesting a general movement along the inter-
nalization continuum as children grow older.

Ryan and Connell (1989) developed a self-report measure of regulatory styles based
on the internalization continuum, which assesses three of the four forms of internalized
regulation: external, introjected, and identified. The questionnaire assesses reasons why
individuals do particular classes of behaviors, such as schoolwork. External reasons in-
clude behaving because of constraints, rewards, or punishments externally imposed by
a teacher or parent. A sample item would be, “I do my homework because I'il get in
trouble if I don’t.” Introjected reasons include behaving because the child would feel
unworthy if he or she did not. A sample item would be, “I try to do well in school be-
cause I would feel bad about myself if [ don’t.” Identified reasons include valuing learn-
ing and education, and a sample item would be, “I do my classwork because I want to
understand the subject.” '

This academic self-regulation scale does not include the integrated style for two rea-
sons. First, the scale was designed for middle childhood and the integrated style is a

~ more developmentally advanced form of self-regulation than would be expected for
these children. Second, an identified reason is not appreciably different from an inte-
grated reason. What differentiates these two forms of regulation is not why one is doing
them, but rather whether the identified reason is integrated with other values and be-
haviors. The academic self-regulation questionnaire does, however, assess intrinsic mo-
tivation because children do vary in the extent to which they are intrinsically motivated
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to engage in school activities. An example of an intrinsic reason would be, “I do my
homework because it is interesting and fun.”

Data confirmed that the four subscales of the measure formed a simplex-like pattern
(higher correlations between scales that theoretically are more closely related), indicat-
ing that these regulatory styles can be ordered along an underlying dimension of auton-
omy. Although intrinsic motivation is innate and thus does not result from internalization,
it correlates more strongly with identified regulation than with introjected regulation sug-
gesting that the more fully assimilated a regulation becomes, the more closely its quali-
ties approximate intrinsic motivation, which is characterized by felt autonomy.

Ryan and Connell (1989) found that, in the academic domain during middle child-
hood, more autonomous styles (identified and intrinsic) were correlated with positive
affect and proactive coping, whereas less autonomous styles (external and introjected)
were correlated with negative affect and maladaptive coping. Introjection, in particu-
lar, was highly correlated with anxiety and with anxiety amplification following failure.

Ryan and Connell (1989) also found that 10- to 12-year-old children reporting more
autonomous regulation in the prosocial domain displayed greater empathy, more ma-
ture moral reasoning, and more positive relatedness to others. Support for the existence
of an internalization continuum, with more positive outcomes being associated with
more self-determined forms of regulation, has been further provided by research using
the self-regulation model with widely varying age groups in several domains. including
religion (Ryan et al., 1993), sport (Pelletier et al., 1995), aging (Vallerand, O Connor,
& Hamel, 1995), relationships (Blais, Sabourin, Boucher, & Vallerand, 1990), and health
care (Ryan, Plant, & O’Malley, 1995; Williams et al., 1996).

Internalization of Values: Content Matters

The work on internalization thus far discussed concerns the regulation of particular be-
haviors within specifiable domains such as school, work, and sport. Another line of re-
search has focused on internalization of cultural values or aspirations. In particular,
this work has considered seven different life aspirations: wealth (i.e., financial success),
image (i.e., physical attractiveness), fame (i.e., social recognition), self-acceptance (i.e..
personal growth), affiliation (i.e., meaningful relationships), community contribution
(i.e., social responsibility), and health (i.e., physical fitness).

Factor analytic studies have indicated that the first three of these values load together,
forming an extrinsic aspirations factor, so labeled because all three are considered in-
strumental (Kasser & Ryan, 1996). Wealth, image, and fame do not constitute basic psy-
chological satisfactions in their own right but instead are means for obtaining some other
tangible or psychological outcome. The other four life values (self-acceptance, affilia-
tion, community, and health) load on a second factor, which Kasser and Ryan labeled in-
trinsic aspirations, for they are typically rewarding in their own right and are closely
related to the three fundamental psychological needs (i.e., competence, autonomy, and
relatedness). Simply stated, they are congruent with one’s intrinsic nature.

Of course, individuals can engage in behaviors that promote health, affiliation, and
community for instrumental, even controlled, reasons. However, the two groups of val-
ues seem to have a very different character and research indicates that they have quite
different correlates.

Several studies have indicated that adolescents and young adults who place particu-
larly strong emphasis on the extrinsic aspirations for wealth, fame, and image were more
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likely to experience various forms of ill-being, including depression, anxiety, narcis-
sism, negative affect, and physical symptoms (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). Similarly,
Kasser and Ryan found that placing particularly strong emphasis on these same extrin-
sic aspirations was negatively associated with the well-being indicators of vitality, pos-
itive affect, and self-actualization.

In contrast, the research by Kasser and Ryan (1993, 1996) indicated that placing
strong emphasis on the intrinsic aspirations was positively associated with the well-
being indicators and negatively associated with the ill-being indicators. It seems that
when people are more focused on intrinsic than on extrinsic aspirations, they will ex-
perience more positive and less negative affect, more vitality and less depression, and
a greater sense of self-actualization.

Because financial success, fame, and physical attractiveness are culturally advocated
values (at least within the ubiquitous media), the socialization of children within our
culture could easily result in their strongly holding these aspirations. However, the data
indicate quite clearly that when these values are particularly strong within one’s over-
all value configuration, individuals are likely to have poorer psychological adjustment.
It is, however, important to note that the negative correlates of extrinsic aspirations ap-
pear primarily when the strength of those aspirations is unusually high—that is, when
the extrinsic aspirations are out of balance with the intrinsic aspirations. When they are
more moderate in strength, it is quite possible that they are more integrated and thus
would not be associated with ill-being.

Ryan, Sheldon, Kasser, and Deci (1996) have suggested that people are more likely
to strongly adopt these extrinsic values if they have an underlying insecurity, a fragile
sense of self that must be continually bolstered by outward indicators of worth. Because
our culture seems to value wealth and image, the developing individual who lacks the
solid foundation of a well-integrated self will be vulnerable to internalizing these val-
ues strongly and relying heavily on them as a way to get affirmation and maintain self-
worth. The problem, however, is that this self-worth is contingent and requires one to
continually prove one’s self, to continually accumulate or accomplish (Deci & Ryan,
1995). Thus, as the data now show, achieving self-worth in this contingent way appears
not to be an effective strategy for attaining psychological well-being (Greenier, Kernis,
& Waschull, 1995). \

This negative relation between strong extrinsic aspirations and well-being is undoubt-
edly bidirectional. In other words, people will be more likely to strongly adopt extrinsic
values when they have deficits in the development of self. In turn, having strong extrin-
sic aspirations will likely interfere with individuals’ satisfying their inherent psycholog-
ical needs for competence, autonomy, and relatedness, resulting in still greater ill-being.

This work has thus confirmed that the content of internalization does indeed make
a difference in terms of its psychological consequences. Internalizing all of society’s
values does not represent healthy development; suggesting that a differentiated view of
socialization is necessary.

EFFECTS OF THE SOCIAL CONTEXT

Maintenance and enhancement of intrinsically motivated behaviors and psychological
processes are theorized to require satisfaction of the innate needs for competence,
autonomy, and relatedness (Ryan, 1995). Thus, our research on the social-contextual
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conditions that maintain intrinsic motivation, facilitate the integrated internalization of
behavioral regulations, and promote acceptance of the intrinsic values associated with
well-being has focused on environmental dimensions that are expected to allow (vs.
thwart) satisfaction of the basic needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 1991). This section begins
with a review of context effects on intrinsic motivation.

Socialization and Intrinsic Motivation

Although intrinsic motivation does not have to be internalized, its expression is strongly
affected by social contextual forces. Considerable research has indicated that per-
forming an inherently interesting activity in the presence of events or interpersonal
contexts that are controlling results in reduced intrinsic motivation (Amabile, DeJong,
& Lepper, 1976; Deci, 1971; Ryan, Mims, & Koestner, 1983)” whereas the same ac-
tivity performed in the presence of events or interpersonal contexts that support au-
tonomy results in enhanced intrinsic motivation (Zuckerman, Porac, Lathin, Smith, &
Deci, 1978). Deci and Ryan (1985) suggested that events such as rewards (Deci, 1971;
Lepper, Greene, & Nisbett, 1973), deadlines (Amabile et al., 1976), threats (Deci &
Cascio, 1972), surveillance (Lepper & Greene, 1975; Pittman, Davey, Alafat, Wether-
ill, & Kramer, 1980), and evaluations (Smith, 1974), as well as pressuring language
and a demanding interpersonal style (Ryan, 1982) tend to be experienced as control-
ling and thus to undermine intrinsic motivation as the perceived locus of causality for
the behavior shifts from internal to external (deCharms, 1968). Opportunities for au-
tonomy or choice, on the other hand, have been found to enhance intrinsic motivation
while promoting a shift toward a more internal perceived locus of causality (Zucker-
man et al., 1978).

These findings from laboratory experiments with children, adolescents, and college
students have clear applicability to parent-child interactions, as additional research has -
shown. For example, Grolnick. Frodi, and Bridges (1984), in a study of infant mastery
motivation, found that infants whose mothers were more autonomy supportive evidenced
more exploration and persistence in a play task than infants whose mothers were more
controlling. Similarly, Deci, Driver, Hotchkiss, Robbins, and Wilson (1993) videotaped
5- and 6-year-old children doing construction tasks (Legos® and Lincoln Logs®) with
their mothers in a free-play situation. Maternal vocalizations were coded as autonomy
supportive or controlling, and a summary score was calculated for each mother. Chil-
dren’s intrinsic motivation for the target activity was assessed with the free-choice be-
havioral measure and with the children’s reports of interest/enjoyment. Results revealed
that the level of maternal autonomy support was positively correlated with the chil-
dren’s intrinsic motivation.

Several studies within school contexts have also explored the effects of autonomy-
supportive interpersonal styles on children’s intrinsic motivation. Deci, Nezlek, and
Sheinman (1981), for example, found that teachers’ orientations toward supporting au-
tonomy (vs. controlling behavior) were positively related to late-elementary students’
intrinsic motivation, perceived competence, and self-esteem. Autonomy-supportive
teachers, who encourage children to take initiative and try to solve their own problems,
tended to enhance the children’s intrinsic motivation, whereas controlling teachers,
who pressure children to behave by using sanctions and comparisons with other chil-

dren, tended to undermine children’s intrinsic motivation (Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman,
& Ryan, 1981).
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Ryan and Grolnick (1986) similarly found that children’s perceptions of their class-
rooms as affording opportunities to be autonomous were predictive of their intrinsic
motivation, perceived competence and perceived control. In particular, the more au-
tonomy supportive the children perceived their classroom to be, as assessed by both
self-report and projective measures, the more they believed that they could control suc-
cesses and failures in school and the less they reported that the sources of control were
unknown or in the hands of powerful others (e.g., the teacher). This study, although not
examining internalization, suggests that autonomy support facilitates children’s seeing
themselves as being more in control of outcomes, a factor that is associated with greater
responsibility for behavior.

A second relevant aspect of contexts, in addition to autonomy support versus control,
is the extent to which they promote and signify competence versus incompetence. Of par-
ticular importance for motivation is the concept of optimal challenge (Deci, 1975). When
tasks are just slightly beyond a child’s capabilities, the tasks are likely to be preferred and
to motivate the child to master the task (Harter, 1974). Further, several studies have in-
dicated that positive competence feedback, when presented in the context of experienced
self-determination, enhances intrinsic motivation (e.g., Fisher, 1978). Yet, when adults
use rewards or external controls to promote behavior, children shy away from optimal
challenges and prefer easier tasks, a finding supported by both experiments (Danner &
Lonky, 1981) and field studies (Deci, Schwartz, et al,, 1981).

Finally, the third relevant aspect, although it has been less thoroughly investigated,
is the extent to which there is a backdrop of relational support. This finding, as noted
earlier, derives from Bowlby's (1969) theory of attachment and suggests that when par-
ents provide positive involvement and responsiveness—the interpersonal elements nec-
essary for a secure attachment—infants will be more exploratory and mastery oriented.
In fact. Frodi, Bridges, and Grolnick (1985) found that secure attachments, in addition
to mothers’ being autonomy supportive, did relate to infants” mastery motivation. The
issue of relatedness and intrinsic motivation is interesting in that intrinsically moti-
vated activity may well be solitary, so it does not necessarily require proximal support
for relatedness the way it requires relatively proximal support for autonomy and com-
petence. Nevertheless, there is indication that intrinsic motivation is more likely to
flourish if individuals have the security of distal relational support.

To summarize, contexts that enhance intrinsically motivated activity are those that
afford autonomy and promote competence. When these affordances occur in conjunc-
tion with relational support, even if only distally present in the form of supportive “ob-
ject representations” (Ryan, Stiller, & Lynch, 1994), the conditions will be optimal for
promoting intrinsic motivation.

Social Context and Internalization

According to self-determination theory, internalization is a developmental process that
leads toward greater integration and felt autonomy. When functioning effectively, people
take in aspects of their interpersonal world and work to bring them into a harmonious or
integrated relation with other aspects of the self. The issue of promoting internalization,
while similar in many respects to that of promoting intrinsically motivated behavior is
also somewhat different. Intrinsically motivated behavior is spontaneous and flourishes
under autonomy-supportive conditions, but regulations that are to be internalized must
typically be introduced to the child by a socializing agent who has some relationship with
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that child. Thus, although autonomy support is extremely important for integrated inter-
nalization, socializing agents must also provide the structures that are to be internalized,
and they must have the type of positive relatedness or involvement that leaves a child will-
ing to engage these structures. For internalization, therefore, relational support from par-
ents must be more proximal and the structures provided must be more extensive than is
the case for intrinsic motivation. Thus, in research on internalization, we have focused on
three social-contextual dimensions: interpersonal involvement, structure, and autonomy
support. These dimensions are elaborated in Figure 6.2.

Involvement refers to the parental dedication of resources to the child. Involved par-
ents put more effort into child-rearing, spend more time with their child, and know more
about their child’s daily life. Structure refers to the provision of guidelines and con-
straints on behavior. It involves communicating social expectations, explaining why they
are important, delineating the consequences of meeting dr not meeting these expecta-
tions, and consistently following through. This could, for example, involve providing a ra-
tionale for a request, such as explaining how a playmate might feel if the child grabbed
a toy away. It also involves ensuring that the requested action is appropriate for the child's

Providing choice that is
developmentally appropriate

Autonomy Encouraging self-initiation

Support Minimizing use of controls

Acknowledging the other's
perspective and feelings

Communicating expectations
that are optimally challenging

Providing a rationale
Structure

Explaining and consistently
administering consequences

Providing informational
feedback

Devoting time and resources
to the child with respect to
the target agendas
Interpersonal
Involvement Taking interest in the child's
activities

Providing warmth and caring

Figure 6.2 The Central Dimensions of a Facilitating Parental Context
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capacities. A request to engage in a behavior will not be optimally challenging if there is
not a match between the regulatory demand and the child’s capacity to understand and
carry out the action (Ryan et al., 1992). Efforts to socialize a child too early, for exam-
ple, generate excessive conflict and anxiety.

It is very important to distinguish between structure and control, however. Structure
refers to information about the relation between behaviors and outcomes. Conveying in-
formation about socially sanctioned behaviors and naturally occurring consequences to
various behaviors are examples of providing structure. But such structure can be provided
in either an autonomy supportive or a controlling manner. Language that pressures chil-
dren and close surveillance to ensure compliance make the structure controlling, but sim-
ply conveying information in a reasoned and empathic way allows the structure to provide
guidance while at the same time supporting autonomy.

In the first study examining this model, Grolnick and Ryan (1989) conducted individ-
ual interviews with 114 mothers and fathers of third- through sixth-grade children about
how they motivate their children to engage in school- and home-related activities such as
doing homework, going to bed on time, and doing chores. The hour-long interviews were
scored by independent raters, and summary scores were generated for parental autonomy
support, involvement, and structure.

Autonomy support was operationally defined as the degree to which parents value
and use techniques that encourage choice, self-initiation, and participation in making
decisions; whereas its opposite, control, was viewed as motivating the child by using
controlling techniques and emphasizing obedience and compliance. [nvolvement was
operationally defined as the extent to which the parent is interested in, knowledge-
able about, and actively participates in the child’s life concerning the target activities.
Finally, structure was operationally defined as the clarity and consistency of rules, ex-
pectations, and limits.

Data from the parent interviews were then related to children’s data collected in their
classrooms. Results showed that parental autonomy support was positively related to
children’s reports of autonomous self-regulation (i.e., greater internalization), teacher
ratings of the children’s competence and adjustment, and the children’s grades and
achievement scores. Parental provision of structure was positively related to the chil-
dren’s reporting greater understanding of how to control their successes and failures in
school and in general. Finally, maternal involvement was positively related 1o teacher-
rated competence and adjustment, and to school grades and achievement.

Grolnick, Ryan, and Deci (1991) used children’s self-reports of their parents’ au-
tonomy support and involvement to test whether children’s self-related perceptions and
motivations mediate between the parenting environment and school outcomes. Findings
indicated that children who perceived their mothers and fathers as more involved and
as providing greater autonomy support exhibited more autonomous regulation in school,
higher perceived competence, and a greater understanding of the sources of control of
school outcomes. These self-relevant motives and perceptions, in turn, predicted school
achievement.

Finally, Avery and Ryan (1988) related late-elementary children’s reports of parental
involvement and autonomy support to their projectively measured “object representa-
tions” of their parents. They found that both dimensions were significantly related to
more nurturant object representations, which in turn were associated with better class-
room adjustment among a group of largely urban, minority, children.

In other research, Grolnick and Slowiaczek (1994) found that both mother and fa-
ther involvement predicted their children’s internalization. Further, Ryan et al. (1994)
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found that the quality of relatedness of junior high and high school students to their
parents and teachers was associated with greater internalization with respect to
school-related activities, and with their sense of well-being. These findings are con-
gruent with the results of attachment research showing that when parents are warm and
contingent in their responding to infants, the children are likely to respond more pos-
itively to parent requests in subsequent years (Sroufe & Fleeson, 1986), and to be less
aggressive (Cohn, 1990) and less oppositional (Greenberg, Kusche, & Speltz, 1991),
thus suggesting greater internalization.

Deci, Eghrari, Patrick, and Leone (1994) took a different approach to exploring the
effects of autonomy support and structure on internalization. They performed a labo-
ratory experiment to investigate how three specific behaviors that represent autonomy
support and structure would affect internalization of the regulation for a nonintrinsically
interesting activity. Participants were asked to engage in a highly boring task in one of
eight‘conditions, formed by the factorial crossing of the presence versus absence of
three facilitating behaviors: providing a meaningful rationale for doing the task: pro-
viding an acknowledgment of the participants’ feelings of finding the task boring; and
emphasizing choice. The dependent variables were the amount of time participants vol-
untarily spent with the task in a later session when they were alone and had not been
asked to do it, and participants’ reports of feeling free, enjoying the task, and finding
it important. Results indicated that participants in conditions with more of the facili-
tating conditions spent more subsequent free time with the task and reported more pos-
itive feelings than those in conditions with fewer facilitating factors. It therefore appears
that supporting individuals’ self-determination by explaining the reasons for a requested
behavior, validating their feelings about it, and minimizing controls increases the like-
lihood that a regulation will be internalized.

There was an even more interesting finding in this study. Participants in the support-
ive conditions showed a strong positive correlation between the amount of free time they
spent on the task and their self-reports of freedom, enjoyment, and importance, thus sug-
gesting integration of the regulation, whereas subjects in the nonsupportive conditions
showed a negative correlation between their free-time behavior and the same self-reports,
thus suggesting a lack of integration. It appears, then, that if people do internalize be-
havior regulations in circumstances that are controlling, the internalization that occurs
will take the form of intrbjection rather than identification or integration. They will per-
form the behavior because they think they should, despite not liking it and not feeling
free. This stands in sharp contrast to the individuals who internalized the regulation under
autonomy-supportive conditions and came to enjoy the task and felt free in performing it.

In general, then, the results of these studies on internalization of regulations are con-
sistent and complementary with the results of studies on promoting intrinsic motiva-
tion in children. They suggest that parents who provide an environment characterized by
autonomy support, structure, and involvement facilitate children’s internalizing regu-
lations and displaying both greater competence and healthier adaptation. Variables re-
lated to these parenting dimensions have been found to predict child outcomes as widely
varied as moral reasoning, behavioral adjustment, and self-regulation in school.

Parenting and the Content of Internalization

Having considered the effects of socializing contexts on the degree to which norms and
regulations are internalized we turn to a consideration of the effects of socializing con-
texts on the profile of values that children internalize. A study by Kasser et al. (1995)




150 Parenting Strategies and Child Outcomes

explored the parental antecedents of developing strong extrinsic aspirations, relative to
intrinsic aspirations. This seems particularly important in light of the new findings that
holding strong extrinsic aspirations is negatively associated with well-being, whereas
holding strong intrinsic aspirations is positively associated with well-being (Kasser &
Ryan, 1996).

In the Kasser et al. (1995) study, 140 eighteen-year-olds from mixed SES back-
grounds completed various questionnaires (including the life aspirations questionnaire)
and were interviewed by a clinician. In addition, the mothers of these teenagers pro-
vided interview and questionnaire data, and a composite variable of maternal nurturance
was created, consisting of items indicating high autonomy support, involvement, and
warmth. Results revealed that when mothers were more nurturant, the children tended
to value the intrinsic aspirations of personal growth, meaningful relationships, and com-
munity contributions more than the extrinsic aspiration of financial success. By con-
trast, children who were reared by more controlling, cold, or uninvolved mothers were=
relatively more focused on material acquisition than on prosocial or growth-related val-
ues. That profile of value content, as has been presented earlier, tends to be associated
with unhealthy adaptation. We suggest that parenting which is unresponsive to basic
psychological needs of the child creates an insecurity that promotes this inner empha-
sis on exterior signs of worth such as wealth or appearance.

To summarize our diverse research on the socializing context, findings have consis-
tently indicated that when social and familial contexts are more autonomy supportive,
provide optimal structure, and have warm, involved socializing agents, they promote
healthy adaptation as indexed by more intrinsic motivation, greater internalization and
integration of behavioral regulations, and the adoption of intrinsic life values.

OTHER WORK ON PARENTING

This section provides a discussion of other research on internalization within the fam-
ily, beginning with research relevant to the concept of control.

Within the parenting literature, many theories include a variable related to control.
For example, Becker (1964) spoke of restrictive parenting, Schaefer (1959) described
controlling parenting, and Baldwin (1955) discussed an autocratic style of parenting.
These terms apply to parents who place paramount value on compliance. Children of
parents high on these attributes have been found to be obedient (Baldwin, 1955) as well
as dysphoric and disaffiliated (Baumrind, 1967), while also being less likely to turn to
their parents for support (Solky, 1995) and being low in social interaction and dominated
by peers (Baldwin, 1955).

In research on socialization, among the most studied techniques associated with the
construct of control is power assertion (Hoffman, 1960). Power-assertive techniques
such as direct commands, threats, deprivations, and physical force put direct coercive
pressure on the child to immediately change his or her ongoing pattern of behavior.
Hoffman demonstrated that the more mothers used unqualified power assertion in deal-
ing with their children, the more the children were hostile and power assertive toward
other children, and the more they were resistant to influence attempts by teachers and
other children. Thus, power assertion, when it is extreme, can have the effect of pro-
ducing resistance (rather than obedience), resulting in the forestalling of internaliza-
tion and a rejection of socialization attempts.
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Lytton (1980) demonstrated a negative effect of control with young children. In his
work, the focus was on child outcomes of internalization and compliance, which were
based on parents’ ratings of whether they had to remind the child to obey and whether
the child exhibited self-restraint. Using observations of mother-child interactions, it
was shown that mothers who were more controlling and scolding had children with
poorer internalization scores than children of mothers who were less scolding and
helped the children do things independently.

Research based on attribution theory has also found evidence that superfluous con-
trols hinder internalization. Theorists such as Lepper (1983) and Grusec (1981) argue
that internalization requires an internal, as opposed to an external, attributional jus-
tification for a behavior that is externally prompted. For example, Lepper (1983) re-
viewed studies showing that when pressure is just sufficient to obtain compliance,
children will attribute their compliance to internal factors such as liking the activity
(rather than external demands such as being told to do it), and they will therefore be
more likely to continue the behavior in the absence of external surveillance. As such,
the prescription from attribution theory is to minimize the use of superfluous controls
to maximize internalization.

Interestingly, parents seem to intuitively understand that controlling approaches are
less likely to facilitate long-term compliance. Kuczynski (1984) demonstrated that par-
ents tended to choose less controlling discipline methods such as reasoning more often
when they were told their child would have to demonstrate compliance at a later time
than if they were not given such information.

Although we agree that minimizing the use of external control facilitates internaliza-
tion, the attribution theory of internalization does not distinguish between introjected
versus integrated types of internalization. As such, an attribution to guilt avoidance (an
internal factor) could facilitate internalization, but from our perspective it would result
in a regulatory style that is internally controlling rather than autonomous.

Itis also worth noting that although several theorists have anchored one end of a con-
tinuum with being controlling (or an equivalent concept), the other end of the continuum
is often not well specified. Thus, for example, attribution theory addresses the need to
minimize superfiuous controls, but it does not encompass a theoretical explication of what
parents would do instead of controlling. In our theory, the answer is support autonomy,
which is akin to what Baldwin (1955) labeled democratic parenting.

Several studies have found comparable results regarding the effects of parental con-
trol on children’s moral development. Dunton (1988) showed that parental restrictive-
ness was negatively related to moral development. Powers (1982; Powers, Hauser,
Schwartz, Noam, & Jacobson, 1983) examined parents’ behavior during family discus-
sions of moral dilemmas. Her findings showed, in contrast to what might be intuitively
predicted, that it was not how cognitively stimulating the parents’ discussions were that
predicted high levels of moral development in the children, but rather how supportive
versus interfering the parents were in these discussions. Parents who were more sup-
portive and less likely to interfere in their children’s communications had children who
were more advanced in their moral reasoning. Walker and Taylor (1991), building on
this work, found that the discussion style resulting in the greatest increases in moral rea-
soning over a 2-year time span was one in which the parents elicited the child’s opinion,
asked clarifying questions, and checked the child’s understanding. Such a style is con-
sistent with an autonomy-supportive stance in which the parent attempts to take the
child’s perspective and support his or her initiations. In contrast, a style that directly
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challenged and criticized the child and one in which the parent simply provided his or her
opinions (which was described as resembling “lecturing™) were associated with lesser in-
creases in moral reasoning over the 2-year span. These styles would be conceptualized
as controlling.

Patterns of Parenting

Within the parenting literature, there have been several attempts to describe the effects
on children of parents’ overall approach to interacting with and motivating their chil-
dren. Baumrind (1967) was among the first to define and empirically examine ap-
proaches to parenting and their impact on the developing child. [n this section, we
briefly discuss her work, pointing out that general patterns of parenting can be under-
stood in terms of the three parenting dimensions we have outlined.

Baumrind-(1971), in her complex study of parenting approaches, made the important
distinction between the authoritative and authoritarian patterns of parenting. The au-
thoritative style involves parents’ encouraging their children’s independence and indi-
viduality while at the same time expecting mature behavior, firmly enforcing rules and
standards, communicating openly, and respecting both parents’ and children’s rights. In
our conceptualization, this parenting approach would be described as a combination of
high autonomy support and high structure. The authoritarian pattern, in contrast, in-
volves parents’ valuing obedience and compliance, attempting to shape and control the
child in accordance with an absolute set of standards, and discouraging verbal give-and-
take. Using our conceptual model, the authoritarian style involves high levels of both
control and structure.

Findings of the Baumrind (1967, 1971) research indicated that children from au-
thoritative homes tended to be the most self-reliant and independent. In contrast, girls
with parents characterized as authoritarian tended to be dependent. whereas boys with
such parents tended to be aggressive. These two contrasting styles can be conceptual-
ized as opposite reactions to controls. In one case (passive, compliant), the child relies
excessively on controls from others, and in the other case (aggressive, reactive) the child
actively rebels against controls. In both cases, however, the child exhibits a lack of in-
tegrated internalization, so regulation remains tied to the external world.

Discipline Techniques: Inconsistent Findings

Substantial research on parenting has focused on the effects of particular discipline
techniques such as reasoning and withdrawal of love. However, a review of this litera-
ture by Grusec and Goodnow (1994) indicates that research relating discipline tech-
niques to internalization outcomes has yielded inconsistent and noncompelling evidence.
These authors have suggested various factors, such as the nature of the misdeed, that
should be taken into account in evaluating the effectiveness of various techniques.
From the self-determination perspective, two important considerations can help
disentangle the complex findings concerning the relations between discipline tech-
niques and internalization. First, using the differentiated conception of internaliza-
tion, based on the internalization continuum, would provide a basis for considering
whether a particular technique has led a value or behavior to be only introjected or,
alternatively, to be more fully integrated. This in turn would allow for prediction of
the accompanying qualities and affects. Second, we suggest that an understanding of
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the effects of various discipline techniques requires a consideration of the interper-
sonal context and relationship within which they are administered. We consider each
point in turn.

Discipline and Types of Internalization

Many approaches to discipline have advocated strict socialization practices such as mak-
ing clear demands and using consistently administered reinforcements or punishments.
From our theoretical perspective, these techniques tend to be controlling, and yet there
is evidence that some internalization does occur under such conditions. For example,
Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, and Dornbusch (1991) found that children reared in au-
thoritarian families did well on measures of obedience and conformity suggesting that
they had internalized parental demands.

The problem in interpreting these results and reconciling them with the results of
other studies which show that less controlling methods promote more internalization
concerns the outcome measures one uses to assess internalization. Typically, the out-
come is whether the child engages in (or refrains from performing) some particular be-
havior. However, as delineated earlier, an individual can behave (or refrain from
behaving) in either an easy, flexible way, with little or no internal conflict, or alterna-
tively in a pressured way with considerable internal conflict. Even though the outward
behaviors might look the same, the consequences of the different underlying regulatory
processes for adjustment and self-esteem are quite different. The case of the child’s
being flexible and unconflicted suggests that the regulation is identified, whereas the
case of pressure and conflict suggests that it has been only introjected.

Because we hypothesize that internalization resulting from relatively controlling tech-
niques and authoritarian approaches will be only introjected, we suggest that it is impor-
tant to use outcome measures that are more complex than just behavior. This could be
done, for example, by having children complete the self-regulation questionnaire (Ryan
& Connell, 1989) indicating why they engage in the target behaviors. Alternatively, a
method such as that used by Deci et al. (1994) might be used. In that study, the introjec-
tion that occurred in the nonsupportive conditions and the greater integration that oc-
curred in the autonomy-supportive conditions were distinguished by examining the
correlations between the subsequent behavior and the feelings accompanying it. In fact,
in the Lamborn et al. (1991) study, although authoritarian parenting led to behavioral
obedience, it was also associated with Jow perceived ability and low social competence,
suggesting that indeed the internalization which had occurred was poorly integrated.

An interesting case in point concerns the effectiveness of love withdrawal as a dis-
ciplinary technique, a technique that we would consider quite controlling. Research
has shown that this technique leads to high compliance (Zahn-Waxler, Radke- Yarrow,
& King, 1979) but also to unsophisticated moral reasoning (e.g., Hoffman, 1970). Using
our theorizing, these findings indicate that the use of love withdrawal tends to pro-
mote introjected rather than identified or integrated forms of internalizations. Thus, a
child from a home in which parents rely on this technique may act in parent-valued
ways, but the behavior is likely to have negative affective consequences such as low
self-esteem (Coopersmith, 1967).

Techniques and Parenting Contexts

The second important consideration in interpreting the research relating discipline
techniques to internalization is that a particular technique may be administered within
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different relational contexts. For example, the technique of other-oriented induction
(Hoffman, 1970) involves explaining to the child the effects that his or her behavior
would have on another (e.g., the other might be hurt or angry). This technique may be
used in relatively autonomy-supportive ways, which would involve minimizing pressure,
listening to the child’s perspective, and accepting the child’s feelings, or the technique
may be used in relatively controlling ways, which would involve emphasizing that the
child should not do the behaviors that would hurt or anger the other. Our theory suggests
that the effects of this technique used in the different ways would be quite different.
Considerable research has shown that the same technique can be experienced as au-
tonomy supportive or alternatively as controlling, depending on the way it is introduced,
expressed, or administered (e.g., Ryan, 1982; Ryan et al., 1983). For example, the lan-
guage used in setting a limit or the tone of voice in reasoning with a child may deter-
mine how the child experiences that particular technique, and thus its effects. Studies
that focus on a particular technique without attending to issues such as the parents’ lo-
cution and whether the child’s feelings are acknowledged may yield conflicting results.
This point is illustrated in a study by Koestner, Ryan. Bernieri, and Holt (1984), which
examined the effects on first- and second-grade children of setting limits in a control-
ling or a noncontrolling manner. The limits were the same, but the style was different.
The researchers reasoned that, to relieve the possible controlling pressure created by the
existence of limits, it is important to avoid using controlling language and to acknowledge
that the children might not want to conform to the limits. Results indicated that the chil-
dren’s intrinsic motivation and creativity were undermined by the controlling limits but
not by the autonomy-supportive limits. This study therefore illustrates that the same tech-
niques or structures can either facilitate or impede internalization depending on whether
they are conveyed in an autonomy-supportive or controlling manner. In a discussion of
the relation between parenting functions and children’s motivation, Pomerantz and Ruble
(in press) suggested that not only disciplining, but also other parenting functions such as
praising, helping, and making decisions can have differential effects depending on
whether they are used in ways that promote autonomy or control. Research by the au-
thors indicated that mothers’ being more controlling, rather than autonomy granting, was
associated with children (particularly girls) making more maladaptive attributions.
The distinction between parenting techniques and the manner in which they are ad-
ministered is important in considering suggestions by Maccoby (1984) and others that
the effectiveness of certain parenting techniques change with children’s age. We concur
that as children develop greater cognitive capacities they will, for example, be more able
to respond to techniques involving perspective taking that require more advanced cogni-
tive abilities. However, whatever the technique, and whatever the child’s age, the use of
the technique in an autonomy-supportive (rather than controlling) way would be adaptive.
Darling and Steinberg (1993) made a similar distinction when they emphasized the dif-
ference between parenting techniques or practices, which refer to relatively specific par-
enting behaviors, and what they call parenting style, which includes attitudes toward the
child and the emotional climate in which the parent’s behavior is expressed. Parent style,
as the term is used by Darling and Steinberg, can be understood as referring to the ongo-
ing relationship that is evident across a wide range of situations. Thus, they suggested that
parenting techniques and practices are used within a general parent-child relationship that
may involve respect for the child or lack of respect, connectedness with the child or dis-
engagement from parenting, and support for the child’s autonomy or control of the child’s
behavior. Accordingly, this suggests that the effect on internalization of a particular
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technique will depend both on the manner in which it is used and on the more generalized
quality of the ongoing relationship that the parent has created with the child.

Darling and Steinberg suggested that parenting style affects internalization in two
ways. First, a positive context may render the child more open to communications from
the parent, and second, such a context may make the techniques themselves more ef-
fective. Within self-determination theory, a positive parenting style would have auton-
omy support as a central feature.

Promoting Autonomy Not Independence

The concept of supporting autonomy means encouraging children to be self-initiating
and volitional in their actions. It means providing the supports necessary for children to
feel ownership of their actions, to feel as if their actions were emanating from them-
selves. It does not, however, mean making children wholly self-reliant, independent, or
detached.

Although the concepts of autonomy and independence are frequently fused or confused
(e.g., Kashima et al., 1995; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986), important conceptual distinc-
tions can be drawn between the two terms. Independence means not relying on others; it
means behaving on one’s own and not depending on others for help. Autonomy does not,
however, convey this sense of detachment or nonreliance. One can be volitional or au-
tonomous while still depending or relying on others for support. To be related to others
means that one will be emotionally reliant on them, and that reliance can serve to support
one’s sense of autonomy. Whereas independence or detachment may result from parents
being cold, distant, or unreliable, autonomy results from support rather than nonsupport.
Research by Ryan and Lynch (1989) indicates that adolescents who rely on their parents
for emotional support display more positive mental health indicators than those who are
nonreliant and detached. It seems clear from the network of f indings that children who are
both autonomous and related to (or reliant on) their parents are likely to display health-
ier psychological development (Ryan & Solky, 1996).

CREATING THE SOCIAL CONTEXT:
A TRANSACTIONAL PROCESS

In previous sections, we have provided evidence that characteristics of the social con-
text—autonomy support, structure, and involvement—promote internalization and in-
tegration. Although these findings are well supported, it is important to recognize
the transactional nature of the relation between parenting contexts and internalization.
Children are active participants in determining their social context (Bell, 1968;
Grolnick & Ryan, 1989; Ryan & Grolnick, 1986). Thus, parenting can be seen as a dy-
namic process in which the parents’ behavior and style are affected by their children’s
behavior and by other contextual factors operating on them (e.g., Bronfenbrenner, 1986;
Grolnick, Benjet, Olson, & Apostoleris, in press).

More specifically, children help create their own parenting context because parents
use their children’s behavior as a regulator of their own action (Maccoby, Snow, &
Jacklin, 1984). When children are more difficult or resistant, for example, parents tend
to find the interactions less satisfying and more aversive, and research has shown that
they may respond either by being more controlling (Grolnick, Weiss, McKenzie, &
Wrightman, 1996) or by withdrawing from contact (Grolnick et al., 1996).
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Children’s level of internalization with respect to a particular domain will undoubt-
edly affect parents’ strategies within that domain. Children who rely on external con-
trols to regulate their actions will elicit more control from adults, whereas those who
identify with values or regulations originally imposed by socializers will tend to re-
ceive more support and less control. In fact, a study by Pelletier and Vallerand (in press)
showed that when teachers were told that some children were intrinsically motivated
and others were extrinsically motivated, even though there were no actual differences
in the children’s motivation, the teachers were more controlling with the children who
had been labeled as extrinsic than with those who had been labeled intrinsic. The chal-
lenge for caretakers is, therefore, to break these ongoing cycles of control by providing
structure in an autonomy-supportive manner, even when the children’s behavior seems
to “pull” for control.

Much socialization occurs under adverse circumstances, whether it be family ad-
versities or large classes, creating stress for parents and teachers and leading them to
use controls to change behavior in the moment rather than focusing on long-term so-
cialization. Research has confirmed that parents or teachers who have experienced
high levels of recent stresses tend to provide less structure (Grotnick et al., 1996) and
lower levels of involvement with their children {Grolnick et al., in press), and to be
more controlling (Deci, Spiegel, Ryan, Koestner, & Kauffman, 1982). To be sure, par-
ents and teachers need support, both tangible and emotional, in providing an involved,
autonomy-supportive socializing context that will be conducive to children’s healthy
psychological development—to children’s maintaining intrinsic motivation, internal-
izing and integrating behavioral regulations, and acquiring the values or aspirations as-
sociated with well-being.

To conclude, the self-determination approach to parenting and socialization empha-
sizes that individuals are active organisms who need to feel competent, autonomous,
and related to develop in the direction of greater integrity and psychological coherence.
Nutriments provided by parents in the form of autonomy support, structure, and in-
volvement are the means through which their children’s needs can be satisfied, and yet
the provision of these nutriments is itself a dynamic, interactive process. Sadly, when
children’s behavior makes it harder for the parents to be supportive or when the parents
are experiencing other stressors, the children are less likely to experience the need sat-
isfaction that is crucial for their continued healthy development.

REFERENCES

" Ainsworth, M. D. S., Blehar, M. C,, Waters, E., & Wall, S. (1978). Parterns of attachmen. Hills-
dale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Amabile, T. M., Delong, W., & Lepper, M. R. (1976). Effects of externally imposed deadlines
on subsequent intrinsic motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34, 92-98.

Avery, R. R., & Ryan, R. M. (1988). Object relations and ego development: Comparison and
correlates in middle childhood. Journal of Personality, 56, 547-569.

Baldwin, A. L. (1955). Behavior and development in childhood. New York: Dreyden Press.

Baumrind, D. (1967). Child care practices anteceding three patterns of preschool behavior.
Genetic Psychology Monographs, 75, 43~88.

Baumrind, D. (1971). Current patterns of parental authority. Developmental Psychology Mono-
graphs, 4, 1-102.




Internalization within the Family 157

Becker, W. C. (1964). Consequences of different kinds of parental discipline. In M. L. Hoffman
& L. W. Hoffman (Eds.), Review of child development research (Vol. 1, pp. 169-208). New
York: Russell-Sage Foundation.

Bell, R. Q. (1968). A reinterpretation of the direction of effects in studies of socialization. Psy-
chological Review, 75, 81-95.

Blais, M. R., Sabourin, S., Boucher, C., & Vallerand, R. J. (1990). Toward a motivational model
of couple happiness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59, 1021-1031.

Blasi, A. (1976). Concept of development in personality theory. In J. Loevinger (Ed.), Ego de-
velopment (pp. 29-53). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bowlby, J. (1969). Arrachment. New York: Basic Books.

Bowlby, I. (1979). The making and breaking of affectional bonds. London: Tavistock.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). Ecology of the family as a context for human development: Research
perspectives. Developmental Psychology, 22, 723-742.

Chandler, C. L., & Connell, J. P. (1987). Children’'s intrinsic, extrinsic and internalized moti-
vation: A developmental study of children’s reasons for liked and disliked behaviours. British
Journal of Developmental Psychology, 5, 357-365.

Cohn, D. A. (1990). Child-mother attachment of six-year-olds and social competence at school.
Child Development, 61, 152-162.

Coopersmith, S. (1967). The antecedents of self-esteem. San Francisco: Freeman.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1975). Beyond boredom and anxiety. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Danner, F. W., & Lonky, E. (1981). A cognitive-developmental approach to the effects of rewards
on intrinsic motivation. Child Development, 52, 1043-1052.

Darling, N., & Steinberg, L. (1993). Parenting style as context: An integrative model. Psvcho-
logical Bulletin, 113, 487-496.

deCharms, R. (1968). Personal causation: The internal affective determinants of behavior. New
York: Academic Press.

Deci, E. L. (1971). Effects of cxiernally mediated rewards on intrinsic motivation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psycholagy, 18, 105-115.

Deci, E. L. (1975). Intrinsic motivation. New York: Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., & Cascio, W. F. (1972, April). Changes in intrinsic motivation as a function of neg-
ative feedback and threats. Paper presented at the meeting of the Eastern Psychological As-
sociation, Boston. ‘ .

Deci, E. L., Driver, R. E., Hotchkiss, L., Robbins, R. J., & Wilson, I. M. (1993). The relation of
mothers’ controlling vocalizations to children’s intrinsic motivation. Journal of Experimen-
tal Child Psychology, 55, 151-162.

Deci, E. L., Eghrari, H., Patrick, B. C., & Leone, D. R. (1994). Facilitating internalization: The
self-determination theory perspective. Journal of Personality, 62, 119-142.

Deci, E. L., Nezlek, J., & Sheinman, L. (1981). Characteristics of the rewarder and intrinsic
motivation of the rewardee. Journa! of Personality and Social Psychology, 40, 1-10.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1985). Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human be-
havior. New York: Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1991). A motivational approach to self: Integration in personality.
In R. Dienstbier (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: Vol. 38. Perspectives on motiva-
tion (pp. 237-288). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (1995). Human autonomy: The basis for true self-esteem. In
M. Kernis (Ed.), Efficacy, agency, and self-esteem (pp. 31~-49). New York: Plenum Press.

Deci, E. L., Schwartz, A. J., Sheinman, L., & Ryan, R. M. (1981). An instrument to assess adults’

orientations toward control versus autonomy with children: Reflections on intrinsic motiva-

tion and perceived competence. Journal of Educational Psychology, 73, 642-650.



158 Parenting Strategies and Child Outcomes

Deci, E. L., Spiegel, N. H., Ryan, R. M., Koestner, R., & Kauffman, M. (1982). The effects of
performance standards on teaching styles: The behavior of controlling teachers. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 74, 852-859.

Dunton, K. J. (1988). Parental practices associated with their children’s moral reasoning de-
velopment (Doctoral dissertation, Stanford University, 1988). Dissertation Abstracts Inter-
national, 49, 3306A. (University Microfilms No. 8826133)

Elkind, D. (1971). Cognitive growth cycles in mental development. In J. K. Cole (Ed.), Nebraska
Symposium on Motivation (Vol. 19, pp. 1-31). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Fisher, C. D. (1978). The effects of personal control, competence, and extrinsic reward systems
on intrinsic motivation. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 21, 273-288.

Frodi. A., Bridges, L., & Grolnick, W. S. (1985). Correlates of mastery-related behavior: A short-
term longitudinal study of infants in their second year. Child Development, 56, 1291-1298.

Goodenow, C. (1992). Strengthening the links between educational psychology and the study of
social contexts. Educational Psychologist, 27, 177-196.

Greenberg, M. T., Kusche, C. A., & Speltz, M. (1991). Emotional regulation, self-control, and
psychopathology: The role of relationships in early childhood. In D. Cicchetti & S. L. Toth
(Eds.), Internalizing and externalizing expressions of dvsfunciion (pp. 21-56). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Greenier, K. D., Kernis, M. H., & Waschull, S. B. (1995). Not all high (or low) self-esteem peo-
ple are the same: Theory and research on stability of self-esteem. In M. Kernis (Ed.), Effi-
cacy, agency, and self-esteem (pp. 51-71). New York: Plenum Press.

Grolnick, W. S., Benjet, C., Olson, C., & Apostoleris, N. A. (in press). Predictors of parents’ in-
volvement in children’s schooling. Journal of Educational Psychology.

Grolnick. W. S, Frodi, A., & Bridges, L. (1984). Maternal control styles and the mastery mo-
tivation of one-ycar-olds. /nfant Mental Health Journal, 5, 72-82.

Grolnick, W. S., & Ryan, R. M. (1989). Parent styles associated with childrens self-regulation
and competence in school. Journal of Educational Psychology, 81, 143~154.

Grolnick, W. S_, Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (1991). The inner resources for school achievement:
Motivational mediators of children’s perceptions of their parents. Journal of Educational
Psychology, 83, 508-517.

Grolnick, W. S., & Slowiaczek, M. L. (1994). Parents’ involvement in children's schooling: A
multidimensional conceptualization and motivational model. Child Developmen:, 65,
237-252.

Grolnick, W. S., Weiss, L., McKenzie, L., & Wrightman, J. (1996). Contextual, cognitive, and
adolescent factors associated with parenting in adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adoles-
cence, 25, 33-54.

Grusec, J. E. (1981). Socialization processes in the development of altruism. In J. P. Rushton &

» R. M. Sorrentino (Eds.), Altruism and helping behavior (pp. 65-90). Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Grusec, J. E., & Goodnow, J. J. (1994). Impact of parental discipline methods on the child’s in-
ternalization of values: A reconceptualization of current points of view. Developmental Psy-
chology, 30, 4-19.

Harlow, H. F. (1958). The nature of love. American Psychologist, 13, 673-685.

_Harter, S. (1974). Pleasure derived by children from cognitive challenge and mastery. Child
Development, 45, 661-669.

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. New York: Wiley.

Hoffman, M. L. (1960). Power assertion by the parent and its impact on the child. Child Devel-
opment, 31, 129-143,

Hoffman, M. L. (1970). Moral development. In P. H. Mussen (Ed.), Carmichael’s manual of
child psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 261-359). New York: Wiley.




Internalization within the Family 159

Kashima, Y., Yamaguchi, S., Kim, U., Choi, S.-C., Gelfand, M. J., & Yuki, M. (1995). Culture,
gender, and self: A perspective from individualism-collectivism research. Journal of Person-
ality and Social Psychology, 69, 925-937.

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1993). A dark side of the American dream: Correlates of financial
success as a central life aspiration. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65,
410-422.

Kasser, T., & Ryan, R. M. (1996). Further examining the American dream: Differential corre-
lates of intrinsic and extrinsic goals. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22, 281-288.

Kasser, T., Ryan, R. M_, Zax, M., & Sameroff, A. J. (1995). The relations of maternal and so-
cial environments to late adolescents’ materialistic and prosocial values. Developmental Psy-
chology, 31, 907-914.

Kelman, H. C. (1961). Processes of attitude change. Public Opinion Quarterly, 25, 57-78.

Koestner, R., Bernieri, F., & Zuckerman, M. (1992). Self-determination and consistency be-
tween attitudes, traits, and behaviors. Personality and.Social Psvchology Bulletin, 18, 52-59.

Koestner, R., Ryan, R. M., Bernieri, F., & Holt, K. (1984). Setting limits on children's behavior:
The differential effects of controlling versus informational styles on intrinsic motivation and
creativity. Journal of Personality, 52, 233-248.

Kuczynski, L. (1984). Socialization goals and mother-child interaction: Strategies for long-term
and short-term compliance. Developmental Psychology, 20, 1061-1073.

Lamborn, §S. D., Mounts, N. S., Steinberg, L., & Dornbusch, S. M. (1991). Patterns of compe-
tence and adjustment among adolescents from authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and
neglectful families. Child Development, 62, 1049-1065.

Lepper, M. R. (1983). Social-control processes and the internalization of social values: An at-
tributional perspective. In E. T. Higgins, D. N. Ruble, & W. W. Hartup (Eds.), Social cogni-
tion and social development (pp. 294-330). New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lepper, M. R, & Greene. D. (1975). Turning play into work: Effects of adult surveillance and
extrinsic rewards on children’s intrinsic motivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 31, 479-486.

Lepper, M. R, Greene, D., & Nisbett, R. E. (1973). Undermining children’s intrinsic interest
with extrinsic rewards: A test of the “overjustification™ hypothesis. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 28, 129-137.

Lytton, H. (1980). Parent-child interaction: The socialization process observed in twin and sin-
gleton families. New York: Plenum Press.

Maccoby, E. E. (1984). Socialization and developmental change. Child Development, 55,
317-328.

Maccoby, E. E., Snow, M. E., & Jacklin, C. N. (1984). Children’s dispositions and mother-child
interaction at 12 and 18 months: A short-term longitudinal study. Developmental Psychology,
28, 459-472.

MacDonald, K. (1992). Warmth as a developmental construct: An evolutionary analysis. Child
Development, 63, 753-773. .

Meissner, W. W. (1981). Internalization in psychoanalysis. New York: Internationa! Universities
Press.

Pelletier, L. G., Fortier, M. S., Vallerand, R. J., Tuson, K. M., Brier, N. M., & Blais, M. R.
(1995). Toward a new measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotiva-
tion in sports: The Sport Motivation Scale (SMS). Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology,
17, 35-53.

Pelletier, L. G., & Vallerand, R. J. (in press). Supervisors’ beliefs and subordinates’ intrinsic mo-
tivation. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology.

Piaget, J. (1971). Biology and knowledge. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.




160 Parenting Strategies and Child Outcomes

Pittman, T. S., Davey, M. E., Alafat, K. A., Wetherill, K. V., & Kramer, N. A. (1980). Infor-
mational versus controlling verbal rewards. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 6,
228-233.

Pomerantz, E. M., & Ruble, D. N. (in press). The multidimensional nature of control: Implica-
tions for the development of sex differences in self-evaluation. In J. Heckhausen & C. S.
Dweck (Eds.), Motivation and self-regulation across the life span. New York: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Powers, S. L. (1982). Family environmenis and adolescent moral development: A study of psy-
chiatrically hospitalized and non-patient adolescents. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
Harvard University.

Powers, S. L., Hauser, S. T., Schwartz, J., Noam, G. G., & Jacobson, A. M. (1983). Adolescent
ego development and family interaction: A structural-developmental perspective. New Di-
rections for Child Development, 22, 5-25.

Ryan, R. M. (1982). Control and information in the intrapersonal sphere: An extension of cog-
nitive evaluation theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43, 450-461.

Ryan, R. M. (1991). The nature of the self in autonomy and rclatedness. In J. Strauss & G. R.
Goethals (Eds.), The self: Interdisciplinary approaches (pp. 208-238). New York: Springer-
Verlag.

Ryan, R. M. (1993). Agency and organization: Intrinsic motivation. autonomy and the self in
psychological development. In J. Jacobs (Ed.), Nebraska Symposium on Motivation: Develop-
mental perspectives on motivation (Vol. 40, pp. 1-56). Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press.

Ryan, R. M. (1995). Psychological needs and the facilitation of intcgrative processes. Journal
of Personality, 63, 397-428.

Ryan, R. M., & Connell, J. P. (1989). Perceived locus of causality and internalization: Exam-
ining reasons for acting in two domains. Journal of Personality und Social Psychology, 57,
749-761.

Ryan, R. M., Connell, J. P, & Deci, E. L. (1985). A motivational analysis of self-determination
and self-regulation in education. In C. Ames & R. E. Ames (Eds.). Research on motivation
in education: The classroom milieu (pp. 13-51). New York: Academic Press.

Ryan, R. M., Connell, J. P., & Groinick, W. S. (1992). When achicvement is nor intrinsically
motivated: A theory of self-regulation in school. In A. K. Boggiano & T. S. Pittman (Eds.),
Achievemeni and motivation: A social-developmental perspective (pp. 167-188). New York:
Cambridge University Press. _

Ryan, R. M., Deci, E. L., & Grolnick, W. S. (1995). Autonomy, relatedness, and the self: Their
relation to development and psychopathology. In D. Cicchetti & D. J. Cohen (Eds.), Devel-
opmental psychopathology: Vol. 1. Theory and methods (pp- 618-655). New York: Wiley.

Ryan, R. M., & Grolnick, W. S. (1986). Origins and pawns in the classroom: Self-report and pro-
jective assessments of individual differences in children’s perceptions. Journal of Personal-
ity and Social Psychology, 50, 550-558.

Ryan, R. M., & Lynch, J. (1989). Emotional autonomy versus detachment: Revisiting the vicis-
situdes of adolescence and young aduithood. Child Development. 60, 340-356.

Ryan, R. M., Mims, V., & Koestner, R. (1983). Relation of reward contingency and interpersondl
context to intrinsic motivation: A review and test using cognitive evaluation theory. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 45, 736-750.

Ryan, R. M., Plant,R. W, & OMalley, S. (1995). Initial motivations for aicohol treatment: Re-
Jlations with patient characteristics, treatment involvement and dropout. Addictive Behaviors,
20, 279-297.

Ryan, R. M., Rigby, S., & King, K. (1993). Two types of religious internalization and their re-

lations to religious orientations and mental health. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 65, 586-596.




Internalization within the Family 161

Ryan, R. M., Sheldon, K. M., Kasser, T., & Deci, E. L. (1996). All goals were not created equal:
An organismic perspective on the nature of goals and their regulation. In P. M. Gollwitzer &
J. A. Bargh (Eds.), The psychology of action: Linking motivation and cognition to behavior
(pp- 7-26). New York: Guilford Press.

Ryan, R. M., & Solky, J. A. (1996). What is supportive about social support? On the psycho-
logical needs for autonomy and relatedness. In G. R. Pierce, B. R. Sarason, & I. G. Sarason
(Eds.), Handbook of social support and the family (pp. 249-267). New York: Plenum Press.

Ryan, R. M., Stiller, J., & Lynch, J. H. (1994). Representations of relationships to teachers, par-
ents, and friends as predictors of academic motivation and self-esteem. Journal of Early Ado-
lescence, 14, 226-249.

Schaefer, E. S. (1959). A circumplex mode! for maternal behavior. Journal of Abnormal and So-
cial Psychology, 59, 226-235.

Schafer, R. (1968). Aspects of internalization. New York: International Universities Press.

Smith, W. E. (1974). The effects of social and monetary rewards on intrinsic motivation. Un-
published doctoral dissertation, Cornell University.

Solky, J. (199S). Emotional reliance: The development of a new measure. Unpublished manu-
script, University of Rochester.

Sroufe, L. A., & Fleeson, J. (1986). Attachment and the construction of relationships. In
W. Hartup & Z. Rubin (Eds.), Relationships and development (pp. 51-76). Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Steinberg, L., & Silverberg, S. (1986). The vicissitudes of autonomy in adolescence. Child De-
velopment, 57, 841-851.

Vallerand, R. J., O’Connor, B. P., & Hamel, M. (1995). Motivation in later life: Theory and as-
sessment. /nternational Journal of Aging and Human Development, 41, 221-238.

Walker, L. J., & Taylor, J. H. (1991). Family interactions and the development of moral reason-
ing. Child Development, 62, 264-283.

Werner, H. (1948). Comparative psychology of mental development. New York: International
Universities Press.

White, R. W. (1959). Motivation reconsidered: The concept of competence. Psychological Re-
view, 66, 297-333.

Williams, G. C., & Deci, E. L. (1996). Internalization of biopsychosocial values by medical
students: A test of self-determination theory. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
70, 767-779.

Williams, G. C., Grow, V. M., Freedman, Z., Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (1996). Motivational
predictors of weight loss and weight-loss maintenance. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 70, 115-126.

Zahn-Waxler, C., Radke-Yarrow, M., & King, R. A. (1979). Childrearing and children's proso-
cial initiations toward victims of distress. Child Development, 50, 319-330.

Zigler, E. F., & Child, I. L. (1973). Socialization and personality development. Reading, MA:
Addison-Wesley.

Zuckerman, M., Porac, J., Lathin, D., Smith, R., & Deci, E. L. (1978). On the importance of self-

determination for intrinsically motivated behavior. Personality and Social Psychology Bul-
letin, 4, 443-446,




PARENTING AND CHILDREN’S
INTERNALIZATION OF VALUES

A Handbook of Contemporary Theory

Edited by
Joan E. Grusec

Leon Kuczynski

John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

New York Chichester ¢ Weinheim - Brisbane =« Singapore + Toronto

;79 7




