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,appeared to stem not from malevolence or lack of care but, rather, investment l 
i1 their children's attainin ood rades and havin success in school. Yet, in their zeal 
to ro uce t ese specific outcomes, they had often failed to promote their children's 
2wnership of these goals and sense of .investment and value in achieving. By employing 
mot1vat1onal tactics of pressure and external rewards, they often unwittingly undermined 
their children's personal responsibility and volition for these life tasks, creating instead a 
reliance on externa1 contingencies rather tha As we shall see in the next 
chapter, this same tactical error is often evident in school environments, wherein policy 
makers and educators sometimes attempt to foster student achievement and learning 
through eva uative pressures sanctions, and rewards ( an & Brown, for both 
students and teachers, which ironically tend to diminish the students' love o , as 
well as the teachers' creativity and motivation (Hout & Elliott, 2011). 

Findings from an important study by Bindman, Pomerantz, and Roisman (201 
highlighted the cognitive-developmental benefits of parental autonomy support. They 
found that parents who were high in autonomy support, rather than £ontrn], during the 
first 3 years of their children's lives had children who displayed stronge executive fmu: '4 
wn including better sustained attention, longer delay of gratification, and more ef cc­

tive inhibition-a year or two later. As well, the very early autonomy support predicted 
achievement in the children when they were in elementary and high school, and executive 
functioning mediated this relation between early parental autonomy support and later 
school achievement. 

Beyond school achievement, controlling and pressured parenting seems to under­
mine in an vc 011hutl uc ;ii; Ort . For example, 'Rourk(j, 
Smith, Smol , and Cumming {20t found that young athletes' otivational autonomy 
in relation to sports participation was significantly related to the motivational climate 
created by their parents. Parents who were focused on mastery motivation and who were 
low on ego involvement fostered high levels of autonomy and intrinsic motivarion in their 
children. Moreover, a prospective analysis revealed that these facilitative and nonpressur­
ing parents had children who showed increased autonomy for playing their sport during 
the course of the season. It is fostering this autonomous motivation that likely leads to 
continued engagement (l>elldie et al., 2001) 

Research by 1arbell and Grolnick {2013) showed that autonomy support is impor­
tant not only in Western, individualist cultures but also in collectivist cultures. They 
studied sixth-grade children from the collectivist West African country of Ghana, exam­
ining the c I ren's percept10ns o t eir parents as autonomy-supportive or controlling. 
They foun t at t e more t 1e parents were expenence as autonomy-supportive. t e 
more the students were autonomously motivated for and engagedl with their schoolwork, 
and the less they showed symptoms of depression. Further, parental autonomy support 
also related to their children's more strongly endorsing the collectivist cultural values. 
Controlling parents, in contrast, had children who were more controlled in their motiva­
tion and less engaged in school. 

Parental autonomy support is clearly relevant to developmental outcomes in all the 
significant domains of a child's life. Across various studies of to 12-year-old children, 
results indicated that autonomy support from socializing agents has a positive influence 
on maintained intrinsic motivation_, enhanced internalization, and greater psychologica 
adjustment and well-being, whereas the agents' control of the children has a negative effect 
on these important outcomes, leaving the children feeling less engaged, being viewed by 
teachers as less competent, and becoming more physically aggressive over time. And these 

(general resllft§)held in young people from both individualistic and collectivist cultures. 
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Given its importance as a parenting skill it is heartening tha a ut norn •-supportivt 
m51nmt"ttft"£i~aJBU:lit::iUi· ilulf1~GGL-iitllii1uLiilii> For exam le ~ou eme , Mageau, and 

'fr · "mplemented a program called ow to Talk o Children Will Listen 
that focused on teaching autonomy-supportive methods to parents. Participants' children 
were between 8 and 12 years old. Parents reported that their provision of structure, affili­
ation, and autonomy support increased after the program, compared with baseline. Along 
with this increasing parental support for autonomy, both internalizing and externalizing 
problems in the children decreased significantly. Child reports similarly indicated that 
parental autonomy support increased, and their reports, like those of parents, suggested 
improved well-being. As we echo in the chapters on education and psychotherapy, the fact 
that autonomy support can be enhanced with training makes the study of this nurturing 
variable all the more important. 
. Parents' provision of autonomy support not only meets the child's basic psychologi­

cal needs, thus enhancing his or her wellness, but it also leads to the internalization by 
the child of mQ r (ve relational t}' es . For e ampJe, Kaap - et:.dt:r, Vanstecnkist , 
Soenens, o.e s, labbe and G;1 rgurevich (2015J showed, in line with BPNT, that chil­
dren who perceived more maternal autonomy support experienced greater overall satis­
faction of their basic psychological needs. Interestingly, maternal autonomy support also 
predicted the levels of autonomy support experienced between siblings. When siblings felt 
more autonomy support from their mother, they were, in turn, more respectful of each 
others' autonomy. In fact, children's need satisfaction mediated the relations between 
autonomy support from mothers and their children's autonomy support of each other. 
This might suggest a side benefit to being an autonomy-supportive parent: One's children 
may get along better! 

Three Important Dimensions of Parental Nurturance 

"S,tructur ·oncerns the degree to which socializing agents such as parents organize their 
en's environments to promote mastery and effectiveness (Grolnick & Pomerantz, 

~~~!!~~~O~Q~l·....;P!;::;a~r~e;!:n~ts;'_iprovision of structure entails their conveying@ear and 
c_illlsi stent guidelines and rules providing now e a a out the c ntin encie between 
6ehav10rs and outcomes, and offering eaningful dialoaue and feedback s their chil­
dren activel en a e in the various domains of life. Structure includes th~catfolding 
of demands and res onsibilities o fit with the child's growing capacities and under­
stan ings. When parenting environments are low in structure, and thus unpredictable 
or chaotic, children will not feel in control of outcomes and are likely to feel ineffective. 
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Provision of structure by parents is therefore critical to helping children develop a sense 
of control understanding and perceived competence, which become the basis for effective 
functioning ((,rn!nick & Ryan, 1989; Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2010). 

A number of studies have confirmed the advantages of parental structure, especially 
when combined with autonomy support. For example, Grolnick and Wellborn (1988) 
assessed parental provision of structure usin a uestionnaue or c 1ildren that tapQed -.. 
clarity of parental expectations and predictability o consequences for violating rules 
and expectations. H igher structure was associated with l ower levels of maladaptive con­
trol beliefs (e.g., believing that luck determines success) and rearer erceived com e­
tence. Later, arkas and Grolnick (2010) develope a structured interview for parents to 
uncover the co;nponents of structure. Their composite variable for structure predicted 
children's academic Rerceived control, per_ceived competence, school engagement, and 
grades above and beyond the effects of other parenting dimensions. Moreover, findings 
confirm that outcomes differ depending on whether parents' provision of structure is 
combined with autonomy support or with control, with more beneficial outcomes occur­
ring under autonomy-sup ortive high-structure circumstances (Gmlnick Rafo ry· 
Helmer, Marbell, Flamm ard=1iJ & Sanchez, 2014, ieren Van reeilkiste, Goossens; . 
Soenens, & Dochy, 2009 ). 

Parental Involvement 

are.ntal involvement i the de ree to which parents GhOow interest in)'.!"i;Oave information 
~and are active y engaged in heir children's lives (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989>. Paren­
~olvement has long been found in developmental studies to have positive effects on 
such outcomes as children's behavioral regulation and emotional adjustment (e.g., Bald­
win, ]<alhorn, & Breese, il.945;1H atfield, Ferguson, & lpert, 1967; Patcer. on, 1976). 
In Grolnick and R an's 198 lvement was indexed by th("amount 

i.;;:.:~~~;=;....t;,;;;;,:;.:::;::;;;_~~=J....;;.C:_;;:,,.~:;:=..,_ ... · .....,.ch~1,.,.·1~ their~of the child's day­
to-day life, and thei enjo ment of interaction with the ~lvement positively 
predicted the child's understanding of who or what controls important outcomes in their 
lives and their achievement and grades in school, and it negatively predicted the child's 
acting-out behaviors and learning problems. . rolnick, Ryan, and Deci (19.9 ~ similarly 
found that pa-rental involvement, along with parental autonomy support, predicted chil­
dren having greater inner resources for school motivation and performance, especially 
showing greater feelings of autonomy and competence. 

Although much SDT research has supported the view that involvement (especially 
when autonomy-supportive) contributes to man develo menta l outcome ' · 
201 recently examined a further question What is 

ment? Grolnick assessed mothers of fourth- th'ro_u_g...,.._s1_x.::tr--g""r""a"T-e-c..;::-.1,.,..r-e .... n-r-e-g-ar-d-;:i'""n-g'""t7h-e-:-ir 
· ~.othtaeio.n fot involvem_ent (measured on a continuum of autonomy). She also measured 
theit(Tevel of involveme@ and theiQ'motio?S)when involved with the child. The ~e 
al:!_tonomous the mother's motivation for involvement with her child was, the greater was 
her level of involvement, and the more positive was her affect when invblved with her 
child. Furthermore, both the mother's level of involvement and her 1 entification wit 
that activrt}} was positively related to children's perceived competence or sc oo , t eu 
reading grades, and their self-reported sen -worth. 

In short, there is significant indication that SDT's three parenting dimensions of 
autonomy suRPort, structure, and involvement are important predictors of children's mov­
ing toward increasingly more effective negotiations with their environments and toward 



.. 
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greater adjustment and well-being. Grolnick and Ryan (1989), Grolnick and Pomerantz 
{2009{, andl Soenens and Vansteenkiste (2010) have suggested that these socializing 
dimensions are important because each one plays i meaningful role in satisfaction of 
the children's basic psychological needs. Autonomy support facilitates satisfaction of the 
children's need for autonomy, and it also enhances relatedness, as specified within 

c 11 1 RMT; see Chapter 12). Structure helps the children satisfy 
their need for competence. Parent involvement is linked to children's feeling satisfact ion 
of both relatedness and competence needs Presuma ly, when parents are more involved 
with their children, they know them better and un erstand better how to support their 
skill development. 

Our view of the centrality of these parenting dimensions was also supported, albeit 
indirectly, in findings by Skinner ohnson and Sn der (2005 ), who set out to identify 
core features of parenting Collecting self-report data from more than 1,200 mothers and 
fathers and from more than , a o escents , t ey identified 1 u t t 

amely: autonomy support, coercion, structure, chaos, warmth, and reiection . 
.:::;:~t~o~u~g~~hey favored assessing each of these as a unipolar dimension (rather than as 
three bipolar dimensions), they also suggested that the dimensions could be aggregated in 
several ways. It seems clear that these are closely related to our dimensions of autonomy 
support versus control, structure versus lack of structure (i.e., chaos and permissiveness), 
and involvement versus lack of involvement. Indeed, their derived dimensions seem quite 
directly linked to SDT's basic psychological needs for autonomy, competence, and relat~ 
edness, and the evidence they reviewed linked being high on autonomy support, struc.' 
ture, and warmth to a range of positive outcomes. 

Relations of SDT's ree Parenting Dimenslon~ 
with Other Perspectives on Parenting 

Baumrind1s Parenting Styles 

Much of the past empirical work on parenting has used concepts of parental styles or pat­
terns, with Baumrind ( 967, 1971) having done the pioneering work using this approach. 
She distinguished among three primary parenting styles: Qermissive, authoritarian, and 
authoritative. In her depictions, H!t·misstl'l! /1are11t may be overindulgent or elatively 
detached, but in any case they are not actively comruunicatingimportan~mdelmes, rules, 
~<fli3to their children. For us, permissiveness clearly conveys a lack: of structure and 
guidance,. Further, it frequently also implies a(!ack of constructive involveme"'ii'D although 
~ome permissive parents are very involved with their children, givin them everything 
they want and requiring very little from them by way o ehaving constructively: Finally, 
permissive parents{!Oend not to make reguests)and provid(meanmgful rationale})in ways 
that relate to the children's internal frames of reference, so they would not support the 
children's autonomous, volitional engagement. In contrast to permissiveness, Baumrind's 

, rori~i~t parenting, through which parents who value compliance work to condition 
their children to meet the P.arents' standards, involves being eman in controlling and 
~essurinzyf their children, along with providing a high leve of structure. Authoritarian 

parenting thus lacks autonomy support, but it could involve either a quite high level of 
involvement or, alternatively, hardly any. 

. From the perspective of SDT, the most interesting pattern of parenting in Baum-
rind's model is the approach. In this pattern, parents are said to encourage 
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.!l!~~~:L.!~--l~SJ!.:~~~.:....<11JJ.1-lU;:l..,.....~..JJ.t:..Ji:Sa;iJm~e time, they( firmly reg u j re that the-) 
children to the arents' rules and lines that have been provicfed for them 
(Baumrind, 1967, 1971). When we attempt to translate this approach using SDT's nutri­
tive dimensions, we find it to be a somewhat mixed construct. Authoritative parent­
ing as so described could potentially represent the mix of structure and autonomy sup­
port, depending on how the parents "require adherence." That is, adherence could be 
promoted by presenting(st ructure in an autonomy-supportive waiJ. However, although 
Baumrind rightfully obje~i:ed to "arbitraryrre.srricrjve directives," which she categorized 
as authoritarian (and we would interpret as highh: controlling), she has also advocated 
tHat authoritative parents engage in the use "of extrinsic motivators and externally 
imposed rules and structure" (Baumrind, 1996, p. 405), which have also often been 
found to be controlling. Thus we have not been surprised to observe that the results 
of studies on the outcomes associated with authoritative parenting have not always 
been robust (e.g., see Baumrind 1971). Further, when she and colleagues extended the 
requiring of adherence to include cor oral unishmen (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Cowan, 
2002), the SDT view became quite di ergent from theirs, because this version of authori­
tative parenting would clearly be hi~hly cont ro!liug. The SDT view is that it is more 
effective for parents to supply structure in an autonomy-supportive manner, and we have 
~een no meaningful evidence supporting a soc_ializing advantage to the use of external 
impositions or extrinsic motivators ( g.-& i -. oestner, .R.v.an""" _ 999~. Even more 
strongly, we would suggest that€oerc10n and corpora-I punishmenyin all its forms are 
sounterproductive for fostering healthy internalization; at best they conduce to external 
and introjected forms of regulation. 

In short, the primary way that the SDT approach to parenting differs from Baum­
rind's is that it examines the three dimensions of autonomy support versus control, struc­
ture versus lack of structure, and high versus low involvement separately, examining 
how each dimension independently and interactively contributes to desirable socializa­
tion outcomes. In c.mntrast we argued using the classic categories, such as authoritative 
or permissive parenting, masks important information about the effective ingredients in 
socialization strategies. By using the dimensions and considering the associated needs, 
a more refined analysis of specific parenting styles and strategies that promote healthy 
development is made available. The multidimensional approach is also more conducive to 
profile research (e.g., Morin, Arens, & Marsh, 2016), through which ecologically valid 
styles of parenting can be assessed in their complexity and related to varied outcomes. In 
addition we see each of these dimensions as having considerable day-to-day variability 
across parent-child interactions. Each can be differentially evident in varied situations, 
whereas parental typographies cannot. 

The discussion of parental styles brings to the foreground another issue in the par­
enting literature of central concern within SDT- namely the concept oflmiirl'!~!/"f.ii 
Many researchers, including Baumrind, have expressed concerns about ermissive and 
neglectful parenting and have rightly conveyed the importance for children of guidance 
and monitori ng by caregivers. Yet in our view, there has not been an exacting specifica­
tion of the alternative pole to permissiveness and lack of guidance. From an SDT per­
spective, it would need to be high structure with low control, but distinctions between 
control and structure have at times been conflated within the parenting literature, as well 
as w ithin the construct of authoritative parenting. Accordingly, we now turn to a more 
specific consideration of how the construct of parental control or controlling parenting 
has been considered in the general parenting literature, as well as in SDT's literature on 
parenting. 
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Parental Control n Developmental Psychology 

Within the socialization literature, the concept of parental control has had a long his­
tory, with hundreds of articles being devoted to the topic (see Soenens & Vansteenki s~, 
2010, for a review). From a socialization perspective, control can be oriented toward 
the<eiicouragement of sustained behavioral engagement over time. Yet it can also refer 
to ressunng t e child to behave, or to think or feel, certain ways, which from an SDT 
pomt o view is inherently controlling or lacking in autonomy support. Thus, control, 
when representing parents being pressuring rather than encouraging, has been referred 
to with such descriptive terms as , power assertive intrusw , "ilrimandi 
estricth•c, and ., r , among others (e.g., rusec & oodnow, 1994; Rollins 
homas, 197,9'). 

Accordingly, during the early years when parental control was being studied (e.g., 
Baldwirr, 1955), the concept of control was viewed primarily as a negative influence on 
children's development. There was, however, a lack of agreement about what constituted 
the other end of the control continuum and about whether it would be appropriately 
characterized as positive. Thus, although early discussions of control, which focused on 
power assertion, pressure, and dominance, typically considered control to be a nega­
tive factor for children's healthy development, writers of that era also pointed out that 
developing youth still~ g_uidance from parents in terms of how to behave (Baldwi 
· 95 ~ . For example,if 7 · ive:n.e anchored the other end of this construct of control, 
it would not be positive, either. 

;/;. e.fer'.o Dimensional Approach to Parent Styles 

Subsequently, chac er 1965J distinguished between different types of control, one 
being pri ily negative and a second having potentially positive consequences. The 
first, calle was defined in terms of aggression, dominance, and 
capricious use of discipline. Standing in contrast to psychological control was simply the 
absence of aggressive, dominant, and cold parenting, which Schaefer considered promot­
ing thus making the dimension "psychological control versus autonomy." 
Because Schaefer considered psychological control to promote a dependence orientation 
in children, it would mean he was using the term autonomy_ to can independence. 
However, this is very different from the SDT concept of autonomy, which means volition 
and willingness. As such, Schaefer's conceptualization of autonomy promotion does not 
contain what SDT emphasizes as being essential for optimal, noncontrolling parenting, 
but his construct of psychological control does fall clearly within the SDT concept of 
controlling parenting (or need-thwarting parenting). It entails pressuring children toward 
specific outcomes through external regulations, conditional regard, and the fostering of 
introjects. 

The second type of control, calle 1 was defined simply as man-
agement of behavior, with the relevant dimension being from "firm to lax control." From 
an SDT perspective, both poles are somewhat problematic. Lax control tends toward 
permissiveness, for it involves the lack of guidelines or rules. Lax control would thus not 
be advocated by SDT as a way of promoting volitional regulation or mastery of behav­
iors, for it lacks structure and other sources of support. Yet neither would "firm con­
trol" be advocated, because firm control often conveys being pressuring and demanding, 
although behavioral control could mean a less demanding type of managing behavior, 
in which case it would be more akin to what is referred to as "structure" within SDT. 
In short, there is no concept within Schaefer's theory that would readily be considered 
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optimal from SDT's point of view, which would involve providing a relatively high level 
of both autonomy support and structure (as well as involvement). 

• 

~
ber's Revision and Psychological versus Behavioral Control 

ber (1996), building on Schaefer's scheme, attempted to refine the concept of parental 
o trol, by bringing the distinction between psychological control and behavioral control 

to the foreground. Similar to Schaefer, he describect'fpsychological contr;J as intrusive 
parenting that manipulates the children's emotions, thoughts, and attachments and thus 
negatively influences the psychological development of the children. In particular, he 
highlighted love withdrawal, ignoring the children's perspectives, inducing anxiety and 
guilt, and shaming the children as features of psychological control. In contrast, Barber 
definec(ibehavioral contr@ as communicating(rules and guideline_§) and then monitoring 
and regulating the children's behavior. This, <he argued, would be expected fo facili­
tate acli1evem ent and decrease externalizing .eroblems. l!illiet.,:".rllS·~;and:sJii'f!~:{:I!~~ 
reported that psychological control was, as they predicted, associated with grettter inter­
nalizing problems, but that behavioral control was associated with fewer ex~ernalizing 
problems, and similar results have appeared in subsequent studies (e.g., arber ' to z, & 
Qls(':n, 2005 . 

SDT concurs with Barber and his colleagues concerning the negative effects of psy­
chological control as they define it, a point upon which we shall elaborate. In fact , we 
would add that the negative impact of being controlling with children is not limited 
to these psychological manipulation strategies- externa lly controlling techniq_ues c~ 
alsoJiinder development (see also oenens o.: . Vansce nkist1: ~ 2010). Indeed , what Barber 
and colleagues described as behavioral control, while likely better than permissiveness 
and lack of involvement, can itself be done in either autonomy-supportive or controlling 
ways, and we expect this would strongly moderate its impact on children's well-being. 
Thus, like Schaefrr's (1965' earlier construct of firm control, there is no specification 
that behavioral control should be done in what we would describe as a "noncontrolling" 
or autonomy-supportive way. In fact, because psychological control is inherently con­
t rolling and behavioral control could be (and no doubt often is) done in ways that SDT 
would consider controlling, the distinction between them in practice may not always be 
clear-cut (Wang, om1:ranrz, & hen 200 , Finally, the positive parts of autonomy 
support-such as taking children's internal frames of re erence, communicating ratio­
nales for behavioral requests, 111 inimizing use of external inducements, and providing for 
a1ternative satisfactions-are not explicitly associated with behavioral control. 

The Critical Distinction . tween Contcol and Structu~ 

Grolntck and Pomerantz ( 0 09) ha e argued that use of the term control to describe the 
provi ion of guideline and rules for behavior adds more confusion to a field that already 
has plenty of confusion about the meaning of control and its opposite. While agreeing 
with the importance of parents commumcatrn U1 e es an ru e about appropriate 
behavior, they pointed out th · 1s possible to present those uidelines and rules in 
ways that are 12ressuring and controllins.z_ but it is also possible to pr ent such guides for 
appropriately negot1atmg the environment in ways that are quite supportive and promot­
ing of internalization. The former case would constitute attempts to control child ren's 
behavior, but the latter case would, quite to the contrary, constitute effective parenting 
that supports the development of ~f-regulatio!1 without being controlling. 
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Grolnick and Pomerantz (2009) su~sted that the term stmaure which Grolniclto 
and Ryan (198 ) and Grolnick et al. (19999 discussed in terms of orgamzing cnildren's 
environments to promote com etent functioning, conveys more clear! what is intended 
with the term behavioral control hen parents prov1 e structure, they clearly and con­
sistently ~communicate ru les,for oe avior, point out t e con equences of behaving in 
these versus alternative ways,~cknowledge effective behaviors, an rovide constructive 
feedback following inap2ro riate behavior. Because behavioral contra 1s not necessarily 
controlling-that is, it does not necessarily convey pressuring children to behave in par­
ticular ways-referrin to it as control adds confusion to discussions of optimal parent­
ing. The term • 1 ' I ' and it allows for the important distinction 
between(§oviding controlling structure and providing autonomy-supportive structur~ 
which have been shown to yield different consequences Gi:olnick et al., 2014; Skinne 
:Z,immer-Gembeck, Connell, Eccles, & Wellborn, 1998). 

The differential impact of providing structure in autonomy-supportive versus con­
trolling ways was demonstrated early on within the SDT tradition, in an experimental 
study by oestner, Ryan, Bernieri, and H olt (1984). The experimenters set up an art 
classroom within the school, to which individual first- or second-grade children wen.~ 
brought for a session. At the outset of the activities, the experimenter explained that 
the child would be doing a painting project and then set limits on the behaviors, advo­
cating neatness- (staying within the borders on the painting surface) and organization 
(e.g., rinsing brush before changing colors). These limits were set in either controlling or 
autonomy-sup ortive wa s in the different conditions. T he r ers- found that set­
ting contra ling limits undermined intrinsic motivation and creativit , whereas setting 
autonomy-supportive 1m1ts concernmg t e same e aviors did not undermine the chil­
dren's intrinsic motivation, even compared with a "no-limits" condition. 

Similar! , Soenens, Vansteenkiste, and Niemiec (2009) found that when parents 
wer controlling in setting limits on their children's peer relationships, the children were 
actually more likely to affiliate with deviant peers, but when the parents were autonomy­
supportive in setting those limits, the children were less likely to have the deviant affili­
ations. Further as noted earlier, , r lo1~ ap.:d, )iy '~ ~ found that parents who pro­
vided(S't'.ructur~for their children concerning(academJC homework and chord around 
the home facilitated the children's understanding of how to regulate themselves in rela­
tion to these behavioral guides. Later, in Chapter 1400 educ~, we review work by 
ang, Reeve, and Deci (20101 that similarly showed the importance of distinguishing 

between structure and controlling environments, as they show howChigh structure' and 
( h igh autonomy support'" independently contributed to positive outcomes within school 
environments. -

Environments that do not provide structure typically present a nonoptimal chal­
lenge for children's abilities to cope and organize goals and activities (e.g. SJrn l et a l., 

=-"""""".,.. In many contexts children will struggle without structure to identify appropriate 
and adaptive patterns of action and to anticipate responses from parents, peers, and other 
adults in their lives. They would have a more difficult time developing a sense of control 
and mastery of the environment and experiencing feelings of competence that are essen­
tial for adjustment and well-being. 

Structure is in no way antithet ical to support for autonomy, but this distinction can 
be lost when structure is described as or conflated with the concept of control. The oppo­
site of being controlling (including being psychologically controlling) is being autonomy­
supportive, and this parenting dimension is tied to children's underlying need for auton­
omy. The opposite of the concept of structur ·s chaos, which has a direct impact on 
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children's sense of competence. By distinguishing the two concepts, one can assess the 
meaningful interactions between them, with expectations that controlling structure will 
have negative effects on development, whereas autonomy-supportiv structure will have 
more positive ones. 

As a further issue, SDT also suggests that the autono v- ortive provision of 
structure is ng,t e~P. to facilitate optimal developmen . Involvement, specially caring, 
responsive, involvement, i~ also influential. Parents' heightene mvo vement in their chil­
dren's lives is predict d w"-Ithin SDT to enhance children's engagement and mastery. For 
example, .roln ick and Ryan ('1 989) found tha{"Involvem~as associated \£itb greater f;I> 

achievement and classroom adjustment. More recently, 'Cheung and Pomerantz (2011.) 
found that in both U.S. and Chinese samples(!nvolvem3_p~d engagement-and 
achievement in schools. Moreover, in both nations, when such involvement was accom­
panied by autonomy su1212ort, children also hadlf$reater perceptions of competence1and 
more positive emotional functionin . 

e JOmt e ects o autonomy support, ,structure1 and 'involvement' in fostering devel­
opmental outcomes is best understood by considering the relations of each of these opera­
tionally se arableftutrients to basic psychological need satisfactions. Structure is ckarly 
an aid to competence, helping the child to focus on the most salient and important social 
domains and providing feedback and information to make challenges more optimal. 
However, without autonomy support, structure is not likely to be internalized to a degree 
that y:ields identified or integrated motivation. Finally, because a lack of involvement 
thwarts children's needs for competence and relatedness, it, too, is expected to have nega­
tive effects on motivation and well-being. By clarifying the differences between autonomy 
support, control,. involvement, and structure, all of which have often been conflated in 
the literature, there is a_much greater possibility for understanding the effects of parent­
ing on the socialization and well-being of children. 

Psychological Control and /II-Being Outcomes 

Although we think the concept of behavioral control is ambiguous, decades of research 
on the effects of psychological control has shown its strong negative impact on children's 
healthy development. These effects have been found with various methods and across cul­
tures (see, e.g., arb r er al., 20t ; tolz, Barber & 01 en, 200 ). For example ~~.rn..'""""""' 
Vansteenki re, G os ens, Du ·iez, _nd icn · c 2008 reported that parents' Rsychologi-

:il control was related to their children being more physically aggressive and having 
rourcr quality eer relationships. This finding complemel!ted that of.ussemet et al, 
(2008 which showed that mothers who expressed controllii!ig attitudes about child rear­
ing had children who became more 2hysically aggressi_ve during their elementary school 
years. Another study found that women in late adolescence who had been hospitalized 
for eating disorders had fathers who were more psychologically controlling than those of 
a matched sample of women without the disorder. These women with eating disorders 
were also higher on maladaptive perfectionism, reflecting their internalization of this 
controlling parental climate enens, Vansteenk:iste, Vaadereyeken, Luyten, Sierens, ' r 

Goossens, 2 008[ , uencn , Varisteenkiste and Luyten (2010 •subsequently showed that 
\.vhen parents used psycliological contror to maFe d iifdren more dependent on them, the 
children indeed showed highe dependence, which, in turn, predicted greater depres­
sive sy_rnptoms. Parental psychological control in the academic domain similarly led to 
greater se f-derogation (presumably because their children did not feel that they did well 
enough to please their parents), and this, too, redicted depressive symptoms. Further, 
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