











326 MOTIVATION AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT
Given its importance as a parenting sk111 it is heartening that/Alitonomy-supportive Pr
- can alsy be acquired anmd For example, Joussemet, Mageau, and of
} ¥ | Koestner 12014) Jimplemented a program called How to Talk So Children Will Listen fu
| 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- w
ation, and autonomy support increased after the program, compared with baseline. Along as
with this increasing parental support for autonomy, both internalizing and externalizing cl
‘ problems in the children decreased significantly. Child reports similarly indicated that ar
‘ parental autonomy support increased, and their reports, like those of parents, suggested tr
improved well-being. As we echo in the chapters on education and psychotherapy, the fact te
that autonomy support can be enhanced with training makes the study of this nurturing ur
: variable all the more important. ct
Parents’ provision of autonomy support not only meets the child’s basic psychologi- gr
cal needs, thus enhancing his or her wellness, but it also leads to the internalization by cC
the child of more supportive relational styles. For example, Kaap-Deeder, Vansteenkiste, o
Soenens, Loeys, Mabbe, and Gargurevich (2015) showed, in line with BPNT, that chil- i
dren who perceived more maternal autonomy support experienced greater overall satis- B
faction of their basic psychological needs. Interestingly, maternal autonomy support also S

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. I
This might suggest a side benefit to being an autonomy-supportive parent: One’s children al
may get along better! T3

st

w

Three Important Dimensions of Parental Nurturance In

of

Most of the discussion thus far in the chapter has been onlarganismic trust and autonomy= %

SN ERENIRE crsus pressuring and controlling parenting, in part because research p

in the SDT tradition has so consistently found parental autonomy support to be crucial for i

development and wellness. Nonetheless, we indicated earlier that SDT parenting research ac

has identified three parenting dimensions as being both directly and interactively impor- fo

tant for inf#¥nalization and adjustmeiit’ (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989). Specifically, they are ds

lautonomy support (versus control), structure (versus a lack of structure and guidance), sl
and fvolvement (versus a lack of attention or dedication of resources; also see Grolnick,

Kurowski, 8 Gurland, 1999). W

12

ision\of Structure %

oncerns the degree to which socializing agents such as parents organize their th

fen’s environments to promote mastery and effectiveness (Grolnick & Pomerantz, an

20095 Reeweu2A0R). Parents’ provision of structure entails their conveying(clear an i

consistent guidelines and rules} providing(knowledge about the contingencied between cl

Behaviors and outcomes, and offering@neaningful dialogue and feedback }—as their chil- it

dren actively engage in the various domains of life. Structure includes tEe(scaffoldmg ] Te
of demands and responsibilities Yo fit with the child’s growing capacities and under-

stanErngs When parenting environments are low in structure, and thus unpredictable al

or chaotic, children will not feel in control of outcomes and are likely to feel ineffective. it
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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 (Grolnick 8 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 using(a_guestionnaire for children)that tapped
clarity of parental expectations and predictability of consequences for violating rules
and expectations. Higher structure was associated with lower levels of maladaptive con-
trol beliefs (e.g., believing that luck determines success) and greater perceived compe-
tence. Later, Farkas and Grolnick (2010) developed(a structured interview for parents)to
uncover the components of structure. Their composite variable for structure predicted
children’s academic perceived control, perceived 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-supportive, high-structure circumstances (Grolnick, Raftery-
Helmer, Marbell, Flamm, Cardemil & Sanchez, 2014; Sierens, Vansteenkiste, Goossens,
Soenens, & Dochy, 2009,

Parental Involvement

Parental involvement i the de%ree to which parents(§how interes%e information
agout') and are\actively engaged in)their children’s lives (Grolnick & Ryan, 1989). Paren-
tal involvement 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, Kalhorn, & Breese, 1945;iHatfield, Ferguson, & Alpert, 1967; Patterson, 1976).
In Grolnick and Ryan’s (1989) interview study, invqlvement was indexed by th%ﬁurﬁ
ofstime each parent typically spent with their chiLd) theirof the child’s day-
to-day life, and thei€ enjoyment of interactiong with the child. Involvement 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. Grolnick, Ryan, and Deci (1991), similarly
found that parental 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 many developmental outcomes. Grolnick
recently examined a further question{ What is ymotivating the parent’s involve-
AGrolnick assessed mothers of fourth- throughsixth-grade children regarding their
motivation for involvement (measured on a continuum of autonomy). She also measured
their(fevel of involvement)and thei@when involved with the child. The more
autonomous 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 involved with her
child. Furthermore, both the mother’s level of involvement and her(identification with
that activity) was positively related to children’s perceived competence for school, their
reading grades, and their self-reported self-worth.

In short, there is significant indication that SDT’s three parenting dimensions of
autonomy support, 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), andjSoenens and Vansteenkiste (2010) have suggested that these socializing
dimensions are important because each one plays a 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 il

their need for competence. Parent involvement is linked to children’s feeling satisfaction
of both relatedness and competence needs{Presumably, when parents are more involved
with their children, they know them better and understand 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, Johnson, and Snyder (2005), who set out to identify
core features of parenting(Collecting self-report da@from more than 1,200 mothers and

fathers and from more than 3,300 adolescents, they identified ifaraaspEcHnafETRENEY

SNEMIIEs Joamely: autonomy support, coercion, structure, chaos, warmth, and rejection.
though they 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 fhree Parenting Dimensions
with Other Perspectives on Parenting

Baumrind's 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: permissive, authoritarian, and
authoritative. In her depictions, pérmissive parents may be overindulgent or relatively
detached, but in any case they are not actively communicating importangguidelines, rules,
and limitsyto their children. For us, permissiveness clearly conveys a lack of structure and
guidance. Further, it frequently also implies aflack of constructive involvement) although
some permissive parents are very involved with their children, giving them everything
they want and requiring very little from them by way of(oehaving constructively) Finally,
permissive parents(tend not to make requests)and providgmeaningful rationales)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
Guthorikdrianparenting, through which parents who value compliance work to condition
their children to meet the parents’ standards, involves being(%emandingxcontrolling) and
f their children, along with providing a high level 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 NNENMEIY 2 pproach. In this pattern, parents are said to encourage
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children to be “independent,” and yet, gf&.&r%timc, they( firmly ire that the’,

children adhere to the parents’ rules and guidelines)that have been provided 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{structure in_an_autonomy-supportive way) However, although
Baumrind rightfully objected to “arbitrary restrictive directives,” which she categorized
as authoritarian (and we would interpret as highly 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 corporal punishment (Baumrind, Larzelere, & Cowan,
2002), the SDT view became quite diyérgent from theirs, because this version of authori-
tative parenting would clearly be highly controlling. The SDT view is that it is more
effective for parents to supply structure in an autonomy-supportive manner, and we have
seen no meaningful evidence supporting a socializing advantage to the use of external
impositions or extrinsic motivators (Eg. Peei, Koestner, & Ryan, 1929). Even more
strongly, we would suggest that{oercion and corporal punishmengin all its forms are
counterproductive 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 contrast 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 of jjiiimbemaiy
Many researchers, including Baumrind, have expressed concerns about permissive and
neglectful parenting and have rightly conveyed the importance for children of guidance
and monitoring 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 within 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.

N
i
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Parental Control in 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 & Vansteenkistg,
2010, for a review). From a socialization perspective, control can be oriented toward
the(gncouragement of sustained behavioral engagement over time. Yet it can also refer
to@?ﬁe—child to behave, or to think or feel, certain ways, which from an SDT
point of 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 UlIRGREINGY:, power assertive, trusive, demanding,
restrictive, and HIFRSEFIE, among others (e.g.,iGrusec & Gpodnow, 1994; Rollins &;
Thomas, 1979).

Accordingly, during the early years when parental control was being studied (e.g.,
Baldwin, 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 need guidance from parents in terms of how to behave (Baldwim,
1955). For example, if permissiveness anchored the other end of this construct of control,
it would not be positive, either.

Behaefer'’s Dimensional Approach to Parent Styles

Subsequently, Schaefer (1965) distinguished between different types of control, one
being primarily negative and a second having potentially positive consequences. The
first, callec fisuab@RRl ORI 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 BAEEEHGIYEY 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 mean 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@lﬂﬂic@ COMFBL 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).

arber’s Revision and Psychological versus Behavioral Control

arber (1996), building on Schaefer’s scheme, attempted to refine the concept of parental
control, by bringing the distinction between psychological control and behavioral control
to the foreground. Similar to Schaefer, he describec@r@gww 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
defined behavioral controlas communicating(rules and guidelines) and then monitoring
and regulating the children’s behavior. This, he argued, would be expected to facili-
tate achievement and decrease externalizing problems. BasherdDisen pand Shagle (r994)
reported that psychological control was, as they predicted, associated with greater inter-
nalizing problems, but that behavioral control was associated with fewer externalizing
problems, and similar results have appeared in subsequent studies (e.g., Barber, Stolz, &
Qlsen, 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—externally controlling techniques can
also hinder development (see also Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 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 Schaefer’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-
trolling 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, Pomerantz, & Chen, 2007). Finally, the positive parts of autonomy
support—such as taking children’s internal frames of reference, communicating ratio-
nales for behavioral requests, minimizing use of external inducements, and providing for
alternative satisfactions—are not explicitly associated with behavioral control.

The Critical \Distinction between Contral and Structure

Grolnick and Pomerantz (2009) have argued that use of the term conirol to describe the
provision of guidelines 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 parentsCommunicating guidelines ang rule)about appropriate
behavior, they pointed out thgg is possible to present those guidelines and rules in
ways that are pressuring and controlling, but it is also possible to pragent such guides for
appropriately negotiating the environment in ways that are quite supportive and promot-
ing of internalization. The former case would constitute attempts to control children’s
behavior, but the Tatter case would, quite to the contrary, constitute effective parenting

that supports the development of self-regulation without being controlling.

Lj
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Grolnick and Pomerantz (2009) suggested that the term Strieture. which Grolnicle
and Ryan {1989) and Grolnick et al. (1999) discussed in terms of organizing children’s

environments to promote competent functioning, conveys more clearly what is intended

with the term/bebavioral control{ When parents provide structure, they clearly and con-
sistently lﬁornmunicate rules, for behavior, point out tlﬁzconaluences of behaving in
these versus alternative ways, acknowledge effective behaviors, and%rovide constructive
feedback following inappropriate behavior. Because behavioral control 1s not necessarily
controlling—that is, it does not necessarily convey pressuring children to behave in par-
ticular ways—referring to it as control adds confusion to discussions of optimal parent-
ing. The term BRI duseripivEly BIBasal and it allows for the important distinction
between(providing controlling structure and providing autonomy-supportive structure,
which have been shown to yield different consequences (Grolnick et al., 2014; Skinnern
Zimmer-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 Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, and Holt (1984). The experimenters set up an art
classroom within the school, to which individual first- or second-grade children were
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-supportive ways in the different conditions. The researchers found that set-
ting{controlling limits undermined intrinsic motivation and creati@ whereas setting
autonomy-supportive limits concerning the same behaviors did not undermine the chil-
dren’s intrinsic motivation, even compared with a “no-limits” condition.

Similarly, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, and Niemiec (2009) found that when parents
werd 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, Gealnick and Ryan (19892} found that parents who pro-
vided(structurg for their children concerning(academic homework and chored around
the home facilitated the children’s understanding of how to regulate themselves in rela-
tion to these behavioral guides. Later, in Chapter 14 on education, we review work by
Jang, Reeve, and Deci (2010§ that similarly showed the importance of distinguishing
between structure and controlling environments, as they show how&high structurc and

¢high 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. JSkiiiags et als,
2005). 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 antithetical 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 structure is 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-supportive structure will have
more positive ones.

As a further issue, SDT also suggests that the autonomy-supportive provision of
structure is not enough to facilitate optimal devclopmenspecially caring,
responsive, involvement, is also influential. Parents’ heighténed involvement in their chil-
dren’s lives is predicted within SDT to enhance children’s engagement and mastery. For
example, Grolnick and Ryan (1989} found tha€involvemegnt)was associated with greater
achievement and classroom adjustment. More recently, €heung and Pomerantz (2011)
found that in both U.S. and Chinese samplcspredicted engagement and
achievement in schools. Moreover, in both nations, when such involvement was accom-
panied by autonomy support, children also hadgreater perceptions of competencejand

more positive emotional functioning.

ﬁ?ﬁmmﬁstructure, and Tnvolvement in fostering devel-
opmental outcomes is best understood by considering the relations of each of these opera-
tionally separable®utrients to basic psychological need satisfactions. Structure is clearly
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 yields 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 Ill-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.,Barber et al., 2008; Svolz, Barber, & Olsen, 2008§). For example gfiptnens,
Vansteenkiste, Goossens, Duriez, and Niemiec (2008) reported that parents’ psychologi-
cal control was related to their children being more physically aggressive and having
poorer quality peer relationships. This finding complemented that of hussemet et als
[2008], which showed that mothers who expressed controlling attitudes about child rear-
ing had children who became more physically aggressive 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 (§oenens, Vansteenkiste, Vandereycken, Luyten, Sierens, &
Goossens, 2008). Soenens, Vansteenkiste, and Luyten (2010} subsequently showed that
when parents used psychological control to make children more dependent on them, the
children indeed showed higher dependence, which, in turn, predicted greater depres-
sive symptoms. Parental psychological control in the academic domain similarly led to
greater self-derogation {presumably because their children did not feel that they did well
enough to please their parents), and this, too, predicted depressive symptoms. Further,




	IMG_20190323_0001
	IMG_20190323_0002
	IMG_20190323_0003
	IMG_20190323_0004
	IMG_20190323_0005
	IMG_20190323_0006
	IMG_20190323_0007
	IMG_20190323_0008
	IMG_20190323_0009
	IMG_20190323_0010
	IMG_20190323_0011
	IMG_20190323_0012



