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CHAPTER 18

00 Roots and Wings Complement
or Oppose One Another?

The Socialization 01 Relatedness
and Autonomy in Gultural Gontext
FRED ROTHBAUM

and GISELA TROMMSDORFF

For centuries in Western civilization, politicians, economists, psychologists and
laypeople alike have assumed that the desirability of individual choice was
inherent in humankind. From Mill to Locke, from Rousseau to Jefferson,
choice has been hailed as an inalienable human right-an essential human need .
. . . Might our theories of motivation require modification among people
whose fundamental values are fate, duty, and the pursuit of interdependence
[versus life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness].
-IYENGAR AND LEPPER (1999, p. 364)

T

his chapter examines cultural simiIarities and differences in the development of
autonomy and relatedness. We are interested in whether autonomy and relatedness are
positively or negatively correlated, and whether they have similar or different socialization antecedents.
Conflicting findings regarding the association between autonomy and relatedness refleet, in part, profound cultural differences in the valuing of autonomy. Western theories
highly value autonomy, as suggested in the opening quote, and Western research points to
a dose association between autonomy and relatedness. Cultural studies, wh ich indicate
that autonomy is less valued in non-Western cultures, point to an inverse association between autonomy and relatedness across cultures. It is not unusual for within-culture findings to be opposite than between-culture findings, l but it is important to understand the
difference (Kagitcibasi, 1997; Smith & Schwartz, 1997). At the end of our review we suggest a synthesis of Western and cross-cultural findings.
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Borrowing from Grusec (2002) we define socialization as "the way in which individuals are assisted in the acquisition of skills necessary to function in their social group"
(p. 143). Autonomy refers to a constellation of phenomena, centering on personal choice,
self agency, and psychological independence (e.g., in decision making), and it is closely associated with both intrinsic motivation and an emphasis on individual rights (Bridges,
2003; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Smetana, 2002; Smith & Schwartz, 1997). We do not define
autonomy in terms of separation because doing so would ensure a negative association
between autonomy and relatedness. Relatedness is also defined broadly. It encompasses
love, attachment, intimacy, caring, support, loyalty, mutual obligations, and belongingness.
Our distinction between Western and non-Western cultures is, at best, imprecise. By
"Western" we are referring primarily to English-speaking (United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand) and Western- and Northern-European communities. The authors
of the major theories of development, the participants in most empirical studies, and the
audience for these theories and studies overwhelming reside in these communities. "NonWestern" refers to the rest of the world-the overwhelming majority of the world's cultures and the vast majority of the world's population, including but not limited to Asian,
African, Middle Eastern, Southern and Eastern European, and Hispanic/Latino communities. We do not believe that there is homogeneity within either of these groups (particularly the latter), nor within individual countries, but our point is that prevailing theories
and evidence apply much better to the former group.
While we focus on generalizations regarding cultural differences, we are mindful
of the complexity of each culture-in terms of practices, contexts, development, and
the meaning of relatedness and autonomy. The Amish practice of rumspringa (runningaround)
provides an excellent example of this complexity. At age 16, children in this collectivistic, close-knit, and sheltered community are free to sample the outside world and
all its vices. This poignant experience of Amish autonomy occurs within a larger context of obligations, expectations, and constraints of personal choice; it occurs in particular settings (with peers in situations outside the home) and involves a particular life
choice (deciding whether to dedicate the rest of one's life to Jesus). Similarly, Miller
(2003) notes how notions of choice and agency are infused with notions of duty in
many collectivistic cultures. The experience of autonomy and relatedness in each culture reviewed in this chapter is cola red by a unique pattern of practices, contexts, and
beliefs.
The chapter is divided into five sections. First, we provide an overview of the theories from which we borrow most heavily. Second, we review Western theories and
research that highlight the close association between relatedness and autonomy on an
"individual level" (i.e., individuals high in relatedness are high in autonomy). Third, we
review research from different cultures that point to an inverse association between relatedness and autonomy on a "cultural level" (i.e., Western cultures are higher in autonomy
and lower in relatedness than non-Western cultures). Fourth, we review research on socialization practices in different cultures that help explain this inverse association. Fifth,
we distinguish between two notions of relatedness-general trust (a faith in new relationships) and assurance (a guarantee that relationships are stable). This distinction helps
resolve conflicting individual-level and cultural-level findings. To foreshadow our conclusion, general trust, prevalent in the West, complements autonomy, whereas assurance,
prevalent in many other cultures, conflicts with autonomy.
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THEORETICAL STARTING POINTS
This chapter is based on (1) socioecological theories, which provide richly textured
descriptions of the myriad levels of culture and of child development; and (2) theories
concerned with individualism-collectivism and related constructs, which identify fundamental distinctions between cultural groups and provide robust evidence pertaining to
these distinctions.

Socioecological Theories
We borrow heavily from socioecological theories of culture, particularly as they have
been elaborated by Bruner (1996), LeVine et aL (1994), Rogoff (2003), Harkness and
Super (1995), Valsiner (2001), and, before them, Whiting and Whiting (1975). Of particular interest are these investigators' emphases on the meaning of behavior, developmental
processes, children's role in their socialization, and the nested settings in which behavior
is embedded. The settings include tangible artifacts, such as infant slings or playpens, local arrangements such as extended family courtyards or nuclear family dwellings, and
economic, political and religious institutions. Socioecological theory is concerned with
continuity as well as change.
In contrast to Western theories of socialization and cultural transmission theories,
both of which have historically emphasized parents' direct role in the socialization process, socioecological theorists maintain that the influences of parents, siblings, other kin,
in group members, the immediate context and larger values and meanings, as well as children's own influence, are difficult to disentangle from one another. Parents do not exert
their influence in a vacuum but, rather, in the context of other socialization influences
(Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Lerner, 1991).

Individualism-Collectivism and Related Dimensions
We rely heavily on theory and research on individualism-collectivism and related dimensions such as independence-interdependence. In individualistic societies ties between individuals are usually loose; people are expected to look after themselves and their immedi, ate families only. In collectivistic societies people are usually integrated into cohesive
ingroups which, throughout people's lives, protect them in exchange for unquestioning
loyalty (Triandis, 1995). An independent self is one which is more separate, decontextualized, autonomous, unique, self-expressive, and self-maximizing. An interdependent self is
more connected to others, contextualized, dependent, conformist, self-controlled, and
group maximizing.
These dimensions have generated a great deal of evidence pertaining to the constructs of relatedness (which underlies collectivism and the interdependent self) and autonomy (which underlies individualism and the independent self). The convergence in
findings involving these dimensions is remarkable given that the investigators championing them (e.g., Hofstede, 1980; Kitayama & Markus, 2000; Smith & Schwartz, 1997;
Triandis, 1995) differ in their theoretical backgrounds, methods employed, and cultures
studied.
Despite criticisms that these dimensions treat cultures as internally consistent and externally distinctive (Kagitcibasi, 1997, Smetana, 2002), the investigators cited previously
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do not ignore the complexity of cultures. Like them, we view the overarching dimensions
as encompassing loosely connected elements rather than as coherent unitary constructs
(cf. Smith & Schwartz, 1997), and we do not view the dimensions as bipolar (Tafarodi,
Lang, & Smith, 1999).
All societies have elements of individualism and collectivism. 2 Within culture, individualism and collectivism are more or less emphasized by different individuals/subgroups (Kagitcibasi; 1997; Killen & Wainryb, 2000; Triandis, 1995), with respect to different behaviors (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002), at different time periods
(K wak, 2003), and in different contexts-for example, "emotional interdependence"
(collectivistic values) in the family context can coexist with "economic independence"
(individualistic values) in the work context among people living in affluent non-Western
urban areas (Kagitsibasi, 2002). While the United States is a highly individualistic society,
there are important settings such as fraternities, the military, regimented sports teams,
and other tightly knit groups where collectivism reigns (Bugental & Goodnow, 1998).
Despite these qualifications, individualism-collectivism has repeatedly proven able to
predict important cultural differences, including differences in autonomy and relatedness.

WESTERN THEORIES AND WESTERN RESEARCH
The notion that relatedness and autonomy spring from the same source-quality
caregiving-is deeply ingrained in Western folklore and Western theory. It is evident in
the conventional wisdom that child-care providers must give their children both "roots
and wings." The underlying belief is that quality caregiving, typically defined as sensitivity and responsiveness, leads to both roots and wings, and that roots and wings support
one another.
Here we review four widely cited theories about childhood socialization: (1)
Erikson's ego analytic theory; (2) Bowlby and Ainsworth's attachment theory; (3)
Baumrind's theory of parenting styles; and (4) Ryan and Deci's self determination theory.
These theories have dominated developmental psychology for the past 50 years. They
represent very different traditions-the psychoanalytic, ethological, developmental, and
social psychological-and they have amassed a substantial body of research to support
their hypotheses. While Erikson relies primarily on case studies, he is included because his
ideas are often echoed by the others. All these investigators claim their theories have universal applicability. However, the cultural evidence supporting that claim is thin. The vast
majority of studies testing these theories are conducted by Western investigators using
Western methods and samples (Gardiner, Mutter, & Kosmitzki, 1998; Harkness & Super,
1995). Below is a brief review of their theory and evidence.

Erikson's Ego Psychology
Erik Erikson (195011963) posits the existence of eight major developmental stages, with a
defining task at each stage. The task of infancy is to establish "trust" with the primary
caregiver. Trust, defined as the child's "basic faith in himself and in his world" (Erikson,
1950/1963, p. 80), is manifested by the child's "willingness to let the mother out of sight
... because she has become an inner certainty" (Erikson, 195011963, p. 247). This inner
certainty, which foreshadows attachment theorists' notion of a secure internal working
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model, alleviates the child's anxiety about venturing away from the mother and gaining
autonomy-the defining task of the second stage and a key ingredient of subsequent
stages. Autonomy, in turn, gives rise to mature relationships.
According to Erikson, the caregiving antecedents of trust and autonomy are sensitive
responsiveness and moderate control. These are very similar to the antecedents of relatedness and autonomy described by Bowlby and Ainsworth, Baumrind, and Deci and Ryan.
Erikson maintains that the mother's sensitive responsiveness-that is, consistent, appropriate and affectionate responses to the baby's needs (e.g., hunger)-leads to trust in the
caregiver and confidence to pursue its own preferences, a critical element of autonomy.
The connection between trust and autonomy is unambiguous: "The infant must come to
feel that his basic trust in himself and in the world ... will not be jeopardized by his sudden violent wish to have a choice" (Erikson, 195011963, p. 85).
Trust also entails freedom of self-expression, especially verbal self-expression: The
caregiver's responsiveness hinges on children's willingness to express their needs. Selfconfidence and its cousin, self-expression, are central to autonomy as well as to trust.
These qualities are also emphasized by the other Western investigators reviewed in this
section. While Erikson's observations of Native Americans led him to conclude that the
core dynamics summarized previously are universal, his evidence is anecdotal and tells us
little about cultural variation in the socialization of autonomy and relatedness.

Bowlby's and Ainsworth's Attachment Theory
Attachment consists of biologically based systems of child and parent behavior, including
the child's proximity and contact seeking and the parent's sensitivity to the child's needs
(Bowlby, 1969/1982, 1973). The primary functions of these behaviors are to maintain the
infant's physical safety and to enable the infant to explore the environment. Ainsworth's
ideas about attachment and its link to autonomy, based in part on her fieldwork in
Uganda, are often considered universally relevant; however the overwhelming majority of
studies on attachment have been conducted by Western authors using Western samples
(Rothbaum & MoreHi, 2005; van lJzendorrn & Sagi, 1999). As noted by LeVine and
Norman (2001), "though the first developmental study of attachment was carried out ...
among the Ganda ... , it gave rise to an approach as blind to culture as any other in psychology" (p. 86).
According to Bowlby and Ainsworth, the crowning achievement of the attachment
relationship, which occurs at about 12-18 months, is the child's ability to use the primary
caregiver as a secure base for exploration. The attachment and exploration systems are
conceptualized as balancing one another-when one is active the other is not. This is seen
in the young child's willingness to explore the environment when attachment needs have
been met and the caregiver is available as needed. If the child encounters danger, the exploration system deactivates and the attachment system reactivates-the child seeks
closeness and contact. In the short term, attachment and exploration are in opposition,
but in the long term they are complementary-attachment provides the confidence to explore the environment and exploration leads to renewed need for the attachment figure.
Attachment theorists view exploration as an early form of autonomy. According to
Bridges (2003), "In infancy the predominant approach to assessing individual differences
in autonomy involves examination of exploration and play" (p. 167). Several attachment
theorists highlight the link between attachment and autonomy (Bowlby, 196911982;
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Bretherton, 1985), and research by Allen and his colleagues provides evidence of this association in adolescence (reviewed in Allen et al., 2003). In adulthood, security is referred
to as autonomous attachment.
According to Ainsworth, the key caregiving antecedent of secure attachment is sensitive responsiveness to the child's signals. Though initially focused on the child's distress
signals, Ainsworth like Erikson eventually focused on responsiveness to the child's positive as well as negative signals. This is consistent with both theorists' concern with the
development of self-confidence and self-esteem, which are seen as providing the psychological fuel for autonomy (Sroufe, Fox, & Pancake, 1983). Ainsworth's (1976) emphasis
on autonomy is evident in her description of high level caregiving: "This mother views
her baby as a separate, active, autonomous person, whose wishes and activities have validity of their own. Since she (the mother) respects his autonomy, she avoids situations in
which she might have to impose her will on his" (p. 4) (see Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott,
Miyake, & Morelli, 2000, for other examples).
The cross-cultural data on attachment theory provides support for a number of important claims of the theory, such as the higher incidence of secure than insecure children
(van IJzendoorn & Sagi, 1999), predictable variation in exploration across strange situation episodes (Grossmann, Grossmann, & Keppler, 2005), the importance of sensitive
and responsive caregiving in fostering security, and the role of secure attachment in fostering social competence, including autonomy (Posada et aI., 2002; van IJzendoorn &
Sagi, 1999). However, there is evidence that attachment theory is mired in Western values
and assumptions and that it is less relevant to non-Western communities, including
Puerto Rican (Harwood, Miller, & Lucca Irizarry, 1995; see also Harwood, Leyendecker,
Carlson, Asencio, & Miller, 2002) and Japanese (Rothbaum, Weisz, et al., 2000), The socialization antecedents of security are different in these people than in European Americans (e.g., more anticipation and less responsiveness; more control and less autonomy
fostering). Moreover, the link between attachment and exploration is less evident. For example, Harwood reports that Puerto Rican mothers conceive of optimal child functioning
as a balance between positive engagement in relationships and proper demeanor (calm,
respectful attentiveness), rather than between relatedness and autonomy (exploration)
(see Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005, regarding difficulties applying the theory in other cultures).

8aumrind
According to Baumrind, optimal parents are authoritative-they provide nurturance,
communication, firm control, and maturity demands (the first two were later referred to
as responsiveness and the last two as demandingness). Authoritative parenting is distinguished from permissive parenting in that the latter involves low levels of demandingness
and from authoritarian parenting in that the latter involves low levels of responsiveness
and excessive demandingness (e.g., coercion). Baumrind (1971, 1989, 1991) maintains
that parents who are authoritative provide support for autonomy while also setting and
enforcing clear standards. Numerous findings indicate that children of authoritative parents have positive relations with parents, peers, and teachers and that, in adolescence,
they manifest various forms of autonomous functioning.
Baumrind's work is grounded in earlier work by Erikson and mainstream developmental and social psychologists. Like Erikson, she emphasizes the importance of mod-
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erate control as opposed to lax/permissiveness or excessive/authoritarian control, and
she is explicit that control must be combined with warmth. Other Western researchers
who contributed to Baumrind's notion of optimal caregiving (Baldwin, 1955; Lewin,
Lippitt, & White, 1939; Sears, Maccoby, & Levin, 1956) also decry lax or excessive
control and maintain that control must be exerted in a context of parent-child warmth
and communication. Baumrind's (1991) distinction between demandingness (or behavioral control), which she links with authoritative caregiving and positive child outcomes, and psychological control, which she links with authoritarian control and negative outcomes, is echoed by other Western investigators (Barber, 2002). Similarities
between these investigators is due to their emphasis on Western contexts and Western
samples.
Baumrind's focus on firm control and maturity demands is sometimes seen as a
deemphasis on autonomy and individuality more generally. However, Baumrind (1991)
believes that firm control is fully consistent with agency and autonomy fostering, and
later investigators adopting her model have emphasized the ways in which moderate control, firmness, democratic parenting (autonomy granting), and acceptance/warmth work
in tandem (e.g., Steinberg, Dornbusch, & Brown, 1992). As noted by Grusec (2002), "an
authoritative parent ... expresses comfort with the child's autonomy" (p. 152). Children
are less likely to be autonomous when parents are indulgent or authoritarian, or when
parents exert psychological control (evidence cited later).
While Baumrind viewed her theory as most relevant to middle-class Caucasian families, other investigators provide evidence that U.S. children of different ethnic groups
function better on a variety of measures (psychosocial development, distress, and behavioral problems) when they are from authoritative homes (e.g., Steinberg et al., 1992).
However, these studies also indicate that in some realms (e.g., achievement) authoritative
parenting is most beneficial for Caucasian Americans. Moreover, other studies provide
less support for the universality of Baumrind's claims: Authoritarian parenting leads to
negative outcomes for European Americans but not for Chinese, Asian American,
Hispanic American, or African American youth (Chao & Tseng, 2002; Lam born,
Dornbusch, & Steinberg, 1996).

Ryan and Deci's Self· Determination Theory
According to Ryan and Deci (2000), relatedness and autonomy are basic needs of peoples
in all cultures. The more that sociaIization agents support these needs, the greater children's well-being, including psychological functioning and achievement (Chirkov &
Ryan, 2001; Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003). Their research indicates that these
needs are complementary and are often met simultaneously (Bettencourt & Sheldon,
2001). Self-determination theorists emphasize caregivers' sensitivity and responsiveness:
"sensitive relational partner are ones who respond in ways that promote a person's experienced satisfaction of these basic psychological needs" (LaGuardia, Ryan, Couchman, &
Deci, 2000, p. 369).
Almost all the research on self-determination has been conducted with Western samples. The few self-report studies purporting to demonstrate the universal importance of
autonomy and relatedness (e.g., Sheldon, Elliott, Kim, & Kasser, 2001) do not examine
needs that are highly valued in other cultures (e.g., harmony, group support, emotional
dependence, and authority; see Smith & Schwartz, 1997). There is substantial evidence
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that the need for autonomy is greater in Western than non-Western cultures (Hofstede,
2001; Schwartz, 2004; Triandis, 2001).
In the remainder of this chapter we review evidence indicating the ethnocentrism of
all the preceding theories and evidence. We attempt to show that these theorists' claimsthat autonomy and relatedness have similar socialization antecedents and are closely
associated with one another-are infused with Western assumptions, and that the conclusions are different when non-Western samples are assessed. While many investigators
have argued that prevailing theories of socialization are biased toward Western ideas and
samples (Edwards, 1995; Gardiner et al., 1998; Graham 1992; Harkness & Super, 1995;
Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 1998; Stewart et aL, 1998; Triandis, 1995), only a handful
of investigators (Miller, 2003; Rogoff, 2003) have focused on cultural differences in autonomy and relatedness.

DiffERENCES BETWEEN CULTURES IN AUTONOMY AND RELATEDNESS
The evidence in this section points to a modest negative association between autonomy
and relatedness across cultures-the higher a culture's rating on autonomy the lower its
rating on relatedness. This is not incompatible with findings of a positive association
across individuals within Western cultures-the higher an individual's rating on autonomy the higher his or her rating on relatedness. Findings reviewed in the final section indicate that Western theories focus on a form of relatedness that is very different than the
relatedness emphasized in most other cultures.

Evidence Linking Individualism-Collectivism and Autonomy-Relatedness
There is substantial evidence that individualism and collectivism at the societallevel are
inversely related-societies high in one tend to be low in the other (Triandis, 1995). To
the extent that individualism-collectivism parallels autonomy-relatedness, autonomy and
relatedness should also be inversely associated. Collectivism is closely associated with
various forms of relatedness: emotional closeness, interdependence, and cooperation
(Smith & Schwartz, 1997) as well as tight ingroups that provide support and care, an emphasis on loyalty, duty, reciprocity, and close extended families (Triandis, 1995). In fact,
family integration is the variable that best predicts collectivism (Kagitcibasi, 1997).
While the connection between collectivism and relatedness is widely accepted, there
is debate about the connection between individualism and autonomy. Ryan and Deci
(2000) argue that autonomy should not be equated with a construct (individualism) that
is defined partly in terms of separation and detachment. However, individualism is often
defined in ways that do not involve separation or detachment. According to Smith and
Schwartz (1997), individualism refers to "a view that social relations should be governed
by voluntary and negotiated coordination among independent individuals who are equals ... "
(as opposed to) "a view that social relations should be governed by compliance to traditional, hierarchically ordered role obligations (p. 102)." For these authors, the key to individualism is autonomy rather than separation.
Because of the overlap between individualism and autonomy, Schwartz (2004)
recasts individualism-collectivism as autonomy-embeddedness. Autonomy refers to the
individual's independent decision making, personal rights and pursuit of happiness.
Embeddedness refers to the individual's integration within a collectivity, propriety, and
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restraint of action that might disrupt solidarity (Hofstede, 1991; Rothbaum & Tsang,
1998; Smith & Schwartz, 1997). West European and Anglo cultures rank high on autonomy and non-Western cultures rank low.
Cultural differences in autonomy are evident even in childhood. Children and adolescents in individualistic cultures value and emphasize children's rights more, and parental authority and children's obligations less, than those from collectivistic cultures (Harwood et al., 2002; Kwak & Berry, 2001). As noted by Edwards (1995), "the toddlers'
drive for autonomy and separation appears incorrect as a thematic description of toddler
development in many non-Western cultural communities" (p. 47). While Smetana (2002)
argues that children in all cultures value autonomy, her findings show that European
American children expect and assert earlier autonomy than Mexican, Asian American,
and African American children (cf. Stewart et al., 1998).3
There are several studies comparing an individualistic and a colIectivistic culture that
show higher autonomy in the former and higher relatedness in the latter. Australian students place more emphasis on freedom than do Chinese students and Chinese place more
emphasis on social solidarity than do Australians (Bond & Forgas, 1984; Forgas & Bond,
1985). Much greater emphasis on family norms among Latinos than Caucasians has been
documented by Harwood et al. (2002) and Vega (1990). "Familismo" is both a prevalent
structure (e.g., multigenerational households) and a pervasive belief system emphasizing
feelings of loyalty, reciprocity, support, and solidarity toward members of the family. Latino youth, compared to European American youth, report more relatedness (e.g., more
positive attitudes toward parents) and less autonomy (e.g., more turning to family members for advice) (Fuligni, Tseng, & Lam, 1999; Suarez-Orozco & Suarez-Orozco, 1995).
Based on studies contrasting European American families with families from several
collectivistic cultures and ethnic minorities, Grotevant (1998) concludes that the former
emphasize "autonomy, independence and initiative" and the latter emphasize "familistic
norms of collective support, loyalty and obligation" (p. 114).
While most studies indicate a negative association between relatedness and autonomy, there are exceptions. Rogoff (2003) reviews evidence of high autonomy in several
cultures that are also high in relatedness: Native Americans, Marquesans, the Kaluli of
Papua New Guinea, Mayans, and Aka foragers. These highly cooperative, nonhierarchica! societies help explain why the negative association is low. Adults in these cultures foster autonomy via noninterference in their children's decisions and behavior-following
their children's lead rather than asserting their own agenda-especially in the toddler period. The autonomy granting in these societies is designed to foster empathy, valuing of
harmony, and other characteristics of cooperative societies rather than to foster traditional manifestations of autonomy-a general emphasis on choice, agency, psychological
independence, intrinsic motivation, and individual rights.

Explaining the Negative Association between Relatedness and Autonomy
Why do cultures that value relatedness highly (Le., collectivistic cultures) tend to devalue
personal choice and agency? Members of collectivistic cultures value highly the group's
choice and agency, as contrasted with the individual's choice and agency. In these cultures, issues of choice and agency are focused on the ability to function well in the group,
whereas in individualistic cultures choice and agency center on personal maturity and
well-being and self-maximization (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998; Grotevant,
1998; Rothbaum, Pott, Azuma, Miyake, & MoreIli, 2000; Rothbaum, Weisz, et al.,

470
2000}. Menon, Morris, Chiu, and Hong (l999) report a related finding: Americans are
more likely to endorse statements such as "individuals possess free will" and "follow
their internal direction," where Singaporeans are more likely to endorse similar statements about organizations (e.g., "organizations possess free will"). (See Weisz, Rothbaum,
& Blackburn, 1984, for more evidence of cultural differences in perceptions of individual
versus group choice).
Compelling evidence of greater emphasis on relatedness and lesser emphasis on autonomy in non-Western cultures comes from research on the consequences of granting
autonomy. lyengar and Lepper (1999) found that Asian American children displayed
better task performance, more learning, and greater interest, persistence, and preference
when closely related adults (mothers) or peers (friends) made choices for them than when
they made their own choices. That is, their performance was better when they did not
function autonomously than when they did function autonomously. These findings directly conflict with a great deal of Western research during the past 20 years (reviewed in
Ryan & Deci, 2000). However, when Iyengar and Lepper employed Anglo American children their findings were consistent with prior research: There were more positive outcomes when children made their own choices.
Iyengar and Lepper's (1999) findings challenge the widely held belief that personal
choice (autonomy) is universally linked to positive outcomes. They note:
For American selves, the act of making a personal choice offers not only an opportunity to
express and receive one's personal preference but also a chance to establish one's unique
identity. For Asian interdependent selves having choices made by relevant ingroup members ... provides a greater opportunity to promote harmony and to fulfill the goal of belonging to the group ... actions that could be seen by individualists as unwarranted usurpations of fundamental individual rights may be viewed by dedicated collectivists as the
necessary fulfillment of expected social obligations to family and friends (p. 363).

Another explanation of the generally negative association between relatedness and
autonomy across cultures is that cultures with high relatedness (collectivistic cultures)
tend to view relatedness as obligatory. Miller, Bersoff, and Harwood (1990) found that in
India, responsiveness to others' needs (a core component of relatedness) is viewed as a
moral mandate. Americans, by contrast, tend to view responsiveness as a matter of
personal choice. Similarly, Jacobsen (1983) found that Middle Eastern children value requested (obligatory) responsiveness more highly and spontaneous (voluntary) responsiveness less highly than Israeli children of Western heritage. These findings suggest that the
high relatedness observed in collectivistic societies reflects an emphasis on obligation, reciprocity, and requests from others and a deemphasis on personal choice and endogenous
motivations (Eisenberg & Fabes, 1998; Miller, 2003). The notion that there are cultural
differences in the meaning of relatedness is elaborated in the final section.

THE SOCIALlZATION OF AUTONOMY
AND RELATEDNESS IN DIFFERENT CULTURES
In this section we examine cultural differences in the socialization of autonomy and relatedness. The research challenges prevailing Western assumptions that, worldwide, they
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have similar antecedents and that they co-occur. We focus on differences in parental
warmth and control because there is abundant evidence regarding the role of those constructs in the socialization of autonomy and relatedness. Specifically, we examine cultural
variation in (1) the constancy and closeness of care, especially in early childhood, and (2)
parents' exercise of authority and psychological forms of control. Because of our interest
in nonparental socialization influences, we also review findings regarding the role of
schools, siblings, social networks, and larger institutions.

Constant Close Contact versus Distal Contact with Separations
Whereas in the West it is common for parents to be apart from their children, most of the
world's population spends much more time together-especially in infancy and especially
at night (Harkness & Super, 1995). In addition to more co-sleeping and co-bathing with
infants and more prolonged holding of them in non-Western cultures, there is less age
segregation in the everyday life experiences of young children from lower-class communities, especially those not in the West, as compared to middle-class Western communities
(Rogoff, Mistry, Goncu, & Mosier, 1993).
A major cultural difference is in amount of parent-infant body contact-perhaps the
most pure measure of parental "warmth." There are numerous "back and hip cultures"
(LeVine, 1990) in which children live on mothers' bodies virtually all of the day and sleep
close to mothers at night (Keller et al., 2004). According to LeVine (1988), maternal
behavior that emphasizes soothing, holding, and high levels of protection of infants is
typical in an agricultural society. Such behavior would be considered overprotective by
Western standards (Whiting & Whiting, 1975). In a recent study by Keller et al. (2004) of
five communities, there was much more body contact (carrying, co-sleeping, and grooming) among the three non-Western communities (Cameroonian Nso, Costa Rican, and
Indian Gujarati) than the two European communities (German and Greek). Edwards
(1995) also reports that various means of keeping infants close to mothers, such as slings
and swaddling, are more common in non-Western agricultural communities. By maximizing proximity, mothers increase their responsiveness (Edwards, 1995). These gains in relatedness are accompanied by losses in autonomy-restriction of infants' movement and
promotion of passivity (Edwards, 1995; Saarni, Mumme, & Campos, 1998).
The greater body contact in non-Western cultures is consistent with Ainsworth's
(1963) observations in Uganda. Mothers' breastfeeding was so integrally related to their
care of their infants that she proposed a linkage between the attachment and breastfeeding systems of behavior. True, Pisani, and Oumar (2001) in their study of the Dogon, also
noted the importance of this connection, which has not been emphasized in Western communities.
Extreme closeness, which in the West would probably be labeled "enmeshment," is
also reported in Korea (Choi, 1992), Japan (Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000), and Puerto
Rico (Garcia Coli, 1990). Choi (1992) reports a communication pattern in which Korean
mothers and young children are "attuned to one another in a fused state" and "mothers
merged themselves with their children" in contrast to Canadian mothers who "withdraw
themselves ... so that the children's reality can remain autonomous" (p. 38). Clancy's
(1986) description of Japanese-U.S. differences closely parallels Choi's description of
Korean-Canadian differences.
These findings are reversed when the focus is on more distal forms of contact. Keller
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et al. (2004) found that face-to-face and eye-to-eye interaction, which "inform" infants of
their "uniqueness and self-efficacy" (p. 12), are much more common in individualistic
(German and Greek) communities than the three collectivistic communities. Although
European mothers are less physically close, they are more likely to serve as playmates for
their children and to enjoy distal contact with them (e.g., via infant seats, walkers, and
playpens). Brief and demonstrative expressions of warmth/contact, such as hugging, kissing and praise, are at least as common among Western as compared to non-Western caregivers. Western mothers are also high on "object stimulation"-they frequently direct the
child's attention to the environment. Similar cultural differences have been found when
comparing European American with a variety of non-Western cultures (Le Vine et al.,
1994; Rogoff, 2003; Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000; Uzgiris & Raeff, 1995; Whiting & Edwards, 1988).
This pattern of behavior-modest amounts of physical proximity and contact combined with high levels of distal, brief and demonstrative contact, and directing children's
attention outward-meshes well with Western theorists' notion of optimal caregiving.
For example, Ryan and Deci (2000) play down the importance of high-level closeness/
contact: "proximal relational supports may not be necessary for intrinsic motivation"
(italics added). Indeed they note that "many intrinsically motivated behaviors are happily
performed in isolation" (p. 71). An emphasis on distal, brief, and demonstrative contact
reflects a belief that early relatedness that includes opportunities for separation paves the
way for autonomy and for later relatedness with new partners and that too close ties often thwart this progression.
In Western as compared to non-Western cultures, there are greater limitations on,
and consistently negative connotations of, indulgence of dependence in early childhood.
This is contrasted with the important role assigned to allowing dependence in other cultures (e.g., the valuing of amae in Japan and consentido in some Hispanic cultures). Early
indulgence in these cultures is associated with low externalizing (aggressive, antisocial)
behavior and thus promotes relationship harmony (Rogoff, 2003; Schlegel & Barey,
1991). Western theories emphasize instead the role of early indulgence in undermining
autonomy, which may explain why Western theorists and Western parents disdain it.
The indulgence common in these non-Western cultures involves acceptance of children's expressions of distress and helplessness. By contrast the emphasis in the West appears to be on responsiveness to positive signals, particularly those indicating the child's
autonomy seeking and related needs for self-esteem, self-expression, and self-assertion
(Dennis, Cole, Zahn-Waxler, & Mizuta, 2002; Rothbaum & Morelli, 2005; Friedlmeier
& Trommsdorff, 2004). Bridges, (2003) claims that "attachment and autonomy may be
linked in part because the same sort of contingent consistently responsive and affectively
positive caregiving that is linked with secure attachment is also linked with the facilitation of mastery motivation" (p. 170). These claims apply to Western experiences and
Western forms of responsiveness (i.e., modest warmth, distal contact, absence of indulgence, and an emphasis on responsiveness to autonomy seeking).
In order for the attachment and exploration (i.e., relatedness and autonomy) systems
to become linked, young children need experiences with separations and reunions and
with venturing forth on their own into the environment and returning to the caregiver/secure base. When these opportunities are rare, they are not likely to manifest high levels of
autonomy or to link autonomy with relatedness. In fact, separations (i.e., leaving the
child with strangers or alone) and reunions are not common for infants in many other so-
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cieties, which is why the Strange Situation is overly stressful for them. Children in these
societies are almost always in the presence of caregivers they know well-siblings, extended family members, or surrogate mothers.
By contrast, in the West, opportunities to separate are abundant, beginning with
pressures to sleep alone in infancy. Later experiences with babysitters, preschool,
sleepover camps, and age-segregated social events teach children how to separate from
and reunite with caregivers. Whiting and Edwards (1988) review evidence indicating that
parents in the United States leave young children alone far more than parents in other
cultures. Even when they are with their children, European American as compared with
Latino caregivers establish child-centered feeding and napping routines that foster autonomy but undermine relatedness because the child is separated from the routine of other
family members (Harwood et al., 2002).
Pressures on Western children to obtain autonomy from parents continue in adolescence. Adolescents' and their parents' expectations regarding the timing of autonomy are
earlier in Western than non-Western countries (K wak, 2003; Smetana, 2002). There is
more pressure for teens to separate from parents in the United States than in China
(Dubas & Gerris, 2002) or Japan (Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000). Also contributing to
Western teens' quest for autonomy are their loosely knit ingroups and the ease of exploring outside relationships.
Our point is that patterns identified in the West may not apply to other peoples in
the world. In most non-Western communities, relatedness entails much more constant
and close physical contact from the earliest period, and correspondingly less orientation
to the outside impersonal world. This kind of constancy and closeness is, we suspect,
more consistent with a relatedness that involves enduring commitment, loyalty, duty and
reduced interest in autonomy. The relative lack of orientation to the outside world in
non-Western communities is likely to mean less exploration and other forms of autonomy
(as that construct has been defined in the West). In fact, findings from several studies indicate less exploration in non-Western than Western communities (reviewed in Rothbaum,
Weisz, et al., 2000; Weisner, 1984), and less association between parental warmth and
child autonomy (for evidence of a negative association, see Chen et al., 1998).

Authoritarian Parenting versus Authoritative Parenting
Whereas most studies conducted with mainstream Western samples indicate that authoritative parenting is the most common as well as the most effective pattern (i.e., is associated
with the most desirable child outcomes, including relatedness and autonomy), research
with other parents, especially those from East Asia, indicates that the authoritarian style
is most common and effective. For the Chinese, parental control, even in the absence of
other behaviors indicating warmth and communication (i.e., authoritarian parenting), is
likely to be seen as an expression of concern, caring, and involvement, and as promoting
family harmony (Chao & Tseng, 2002). By contrast, for Euro-Americans, authoritarian
parenting is seen as unhealthy domination and as undermining relatedness and autonomy.
There are two qualifications of these findings: (1) East Asian parents are more likely
to exercise authoritarian control with older than younger children. In early childhood,
high levels of closeness and warmth characterize parent-child relations in many nonWestern cultures, and there is little parental control in response to young children's de-
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pendency (e.g., Rothbaum, Pott, et al., 2000; Stevenson, Chen, & Lee, 1992) and (2)
high-level control is often seen as related to family hierarchy, respect, obligation, and self
sacrifice, rather than as dominating or negative (Chao, 2000; Kim & Choi, 1994; Rohner
& Pettengill, 1985).4
According to Chao (2000), the authoritarian parenting style is steeped in Confucian
tradition which emphasizes the importance of "training" children to engage in appropriate and moral behavior (i.e., to be obedient, to be self-disciplined, to be hard working,
and to follow norms). There is evidence that such training undermines intrinsic motivation, initiative, and other forms of autonomy (Grolnick, Deci, & Ryan, 1997), but it is
highly valued in East Asia in part because it is seen as reflecting parental care. Indeed, the
Chinese word guan, which means to train or govern, also means to care for and love the
child. The Chinese associate relatedness with control rather than autonomy. Chao and
Tseng (2002) cite more than 20 studies indicating greater parental control and exercise of
authority and less encouragement of autonomy in Asians (Indians, Filipinos, Japanese
and Vietnamese, as well as Chinese) than in Caucasians.
Training is just one aspect of a constellation of Chinese parents' practices that
earn them the label "authoritarian." These parents are also likely to insist on unquestioned respect and obligations to give back to parents. In the context of Chinese values
and institutions, such practices are seen as positive, caring, and promoting the child's
relatedness and mature functioning, (Chiu, 1987; Lin & Fu, 1990). Other authoritarian practices that are seen as thwarting autonomy in the West, but as fostering optimal
child functioning in East Asia, are discouraging children from expressing their emotions and becoming very involved in children's achievement (Chao & Tseng, 2002; Ho,
1986).
These East Asian practices do not involve the kinds of communication and negotiation
that are so valued in the West. Questioning authority, verbal forms of self-expression, and
self-assertion are actively discouraged. Nsamenang (1992) found that people from traditional rural communities view noncompliance as a moral transgression because it disrupts relationship harmony, whereas Westerners are more likely to view it as part of a
child's emerging skills as an autonomous agent. Research by Weisz, Chaiyasit, Weiss,
Eastman, and Jackson (1995) indicates that many behaviors that are regarded as antisocial and unacceptable by Thai parents are accepted by U.S. parents. Weisner (1984) cites
several studies indicating that "our culture ... permits children more autonomy and latitude in negotiations with parents over compliance than do most cultures around the
world" (p. 340).
There is evidence that non-Western parents' discouragement of noncompliance and
negotiation, and their greater emphasis on power assertion, may be due to higher expectations for prosocial behavior and lower tolerance for antisocial behavior. As noted earlier, showing concern for others is viewed as a moral obligation in col1ectivistic cultures
rather than as a social convention (Grusec, 2002; Miller, 2003). Parents exercise more
power assertion when dealing with violations of morality (e.g., antisocial behavior) than
conventions (Grusec, 2002).
Socialization practices and priorities similar to those in East Asia have been reported
among Latinos (Harwood et al., 2002). Based on numerous studies in several countries,
Harwood claims that Latino families exert higher levels of control than their Anglo
American counterparts. Control is intended to promote relatedness, in the form of
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"proper demeanor" and respect. Proper demeanor, or "appropriate relatedness," refers to
the child's display of the required level of courtesy and decorum in each situation. Control is apparent even in early childhood, as evidenced by Latino parents' greater positioning and restraining of their infants, redirecting the infant's attention, and less time watching the child explore. In feeding situations, Latino mothers maintain greater control (i.e.,
foster less autonomy) by relying on spoon or bottle feeding instead of self-feeding. The
goal of these and other forms of control is to place greater emphasis on the child's obligations to the family and larger group, and less emphasis on the child's own wishes,
thoughts and desires (Harwood et al., 2002). In adolescence, Latino Americans emphasize respect of parental authority more than their European American counterparts; and
European Americans show relatively more emphasis on individual autonomy (Fuligni,
1998).
Valuing of parental control relative to autonomy fostering is evident in other nonWestern cultures. There is less focus on autonomy in parent-child play in farming communities in East Africa than in France (Rabain-Jamin, 1989), and Columbian parents direct play and impose their own agenda more than V.S. parents, who are more likely to
follow the child's initiative (Ramirez, 1993). Interestingly, Mexican children engage in
more complex play when they are directed by their parents than when their parents encourage them to be autonomous, and the opposite is true for V.S. children (Farver, 1989),
indicating children's differential responsiveness to socialization practices that foster
autonomy.
We do not believe that the high indulgence provided by Japanese and Latino caregivers is incompatible with these caregivers' exercise of authoritarian control. Their indulgence is circumscribed-it primarily involves dependency needs in young children in
informal contexts (i.e., with family members in the home as opposed to less familiar
adults outside the home). While manifestly very different, both parental indulgence and
authoritarian control reflect hierarchical relationships as opposed to more equal relationships involving negotiation between partners. Such hierarchical relationships minimize
resistance-by providing for all the child's needs (i.e., indulgence) and by accentuating
differences in power and status (i.e., authoritarian control).
One of the ways in which Western parents convey affection and foster autonomy is
through their tolerance of children's resistance to social norms. Even though they are low
on indulgence of dependency needs, they tend to permit nonconformity, perhaps because
they view it as an indicator of autonomy. Socialization for conformity (e.g., insisting on
accommodation to social expectations), especially with older children and in public/formal contexts, is considered more central to the development of cooperation and relatedness by East Asian parents, Hispanic parents, and parents from more simple agricultural
societies, as compared to Western parents (Chao & Tseng, 2002; Edwards, 1995;
Friedlmeier & Trommsdorff, 1998; Harkness & Super, 1995; Harwood et al., 2002;
Rothbaum, Morelli, Pott, & Liu-Constant, 2000; Trommsdorff, 1995).
The firm (but nonauthoritarian) control valued and practiced in the West is accompanied by respect for noncompliance and self-assertion, less insistence on "shoulds," valuing of freedom and choice, as well as verbal communication characterized by openness
and give and take. The bottom line of Western parents' firm, authoritative control is the
ability to exert authority while fostering autonomy between distinct individuals.
Firm control and autonomy fostering serve to clarify emotional, social, and financial
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boundaries between Western teens and their parents, and these boundaries make it more
likely that parents and teens will make different choices about their self-interests. By contrast, in collectivist cultures such as Japan and Bali, parents blur the boundary between
self's and others' interests, and between personal choice and social obligation. Japanese
and Balinese teens' individual desires are subordinated to the will of the group, leading to
group conformity and undermining the individual's willingness to assert the self (Rothbaum,
Pott, et aI., 2000; Trommsdorff, 1995).
A major vehicle for training children to follow norms is the assignment of chores,
such as helping with young siblings, collecting firewood and fetching water (ZukowGoldring, 1995). It is not just the number of chores but their communal nature, involving
nurturance and responsibility for others, that fosters relatedness in children. These chores
are not chosen. Because the chores of Western children are less numerous, more selforiented (e.g., picking up toys and making one's bed) and more frequently chosen by the
child, they are less likely to foster relatedness or to interfere with autonomy (Harkness &
Super, 1995). As compared to Anglo Americans, Latino families expect more and earlier
responsibility for group tasks (involving care of others) and later and less responsibility
for self-tasks (involving personal care), and they expect the child "to assert his or her own
agency at a later age" (Harwood et aI., 2002, p. 29).

Psychological Control
Psychological control refers to covert practices that influence children's feelings of acceptance and thereby their behavior. In the United States as compared to non-Western countries, there is less emphasis on both positive (e.g., empathy training and fostering interdependence) and negative (e.g., shame, guilt, and anxiety induction) forms of psychological
control. Psychological control is pervasive in East Asian cultures, as seen for example in
Chinese mothers' focusing on guilt and shame in their narrative retelling of young children's transgressions (Miller, Fung, & Mintz, 1996). Psychological control instills in children a perception that they cannot or should not question authority, express themselves,
or manifest other forms of autonomy. When children's behavior results from psychological control, it is not autonomous (Bridges, 2003).
According to Barber (2002), psychological control is more likely when parents are in
close proximity to the child in the early years and have greater opportunities to arrange
and control the child's environment--characteristics that are more common in non-Western
societies. Extensive early training in empathy, another possible forerunner of psychological control, is more common in many non-Western cultures than in Western cultures
(Clancy, 1986; Keller et aI., 2004; Rogoff, 2003).
A number of Western studies highlight the negative effects of parents' psychological
control. Barber (2002), who claims that these effects are "ubiquitous," attributes their
harmfulness to "intruding on a basic human drive for autonomy" (p. 44). Children of
parents who exercise psychological control exhibit less autonomy and more internalizing
problems, such as anxiety and psychosomatic problems (Barber, 2002). Not surprisingly,
these outcomes are seen as more negative in the West (Miller et aI., 1996, cited in
Kochanska & Thompson, 1997, p. 67). Barber's conclusion that psychological control is
detrimental is partly due to the inclusion of items like "personal attacks" and "erratic
behavior" in operationalizations of the construct, based on factor-analytic studies of
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Western samples. Non-Western parents are more likely to emphasize the role of psychological control in fostering relatedness (Clancy, 1986).

Other Socialization Influences
Non-Western societies do not rely solely on parental socialization practices to support relatedness and constrain autonomy: they also depend on schools that are integrated with
family life; nested levels of sibling care; cohesive social networks; and economic, political,
and religious institutions that promote collectivism. Although we focus on parental influences, we believe that the influence of parents cannot be understood apart from the influence of these complementary socialization agents whose activities support each other
(Ujiie, 1997). Next we describe a variety of other socialization influences, including
the nature of schooling; presence versus absence of sibling and kin care; loose versus tight
social networks; and economic, political, and religious institutions-that promote or undermine autonomy and relatedness.

Schools/Teachers
Formal schooling, characteristic of individualistic societies, separates children from primary caregivers, siblings, and extended family. After-school care prolongs the separation.
The frequent absence of closely connected others creates an environment conducive to
autonomous functioning. In collectivistic societies education is less removed from everyday situations and relationships-with caregivers, siblings, and peers (Rogoff et aI.,
1993). Even when formal schooling occurs, the curriculum is much more concerned with
teaching children to be part of the group (i.e., relatedness; Lewis, 1995; Peak, 1986;
Tobin, 1992; Trommsdorff & Dasen, 2001).

Sibling Influences
The work of the Whitings (e.g., Whiting & Whiting, 1975; Whiting & Edwards, 1988),
as well as more than 20 studies from the late 1980s to mid-1990s, highlights the "quality,
quantity, and pervasiveness of sibling care in agrarian cultures" (Zukow-Goldring, 1995,
p. 183). Children's high level of relatedness in these collectivistic cultures is influenced
both by their role as recipients of older child care and by their role as caregivers. Older
siblings are not the only ones who provide care; there are nested levels of care, with infants supervised by preschoolers, who in turn are supervised by gradeschoolers, adolescents, and other adults: "The key to prosocial acts is having someone to nurture"
(Zukow-Goldring, 1995, p. 189).
Apprenticeship in caregiving begins as early as age 2 and is pervasive due to the
number of young children available in the peer group (Whiting & Edwards, 1988).
Instruction in prosocial behavior-cooperation, sharing, and nurturance-is early, systematic, and sustained: "A range of family members ... socialize child caregivers,
conveying where, when and how to engage in activities during the course of the day"
(Zukow-Goldring, 1995, p. 182). By contrast, U.S. parents do not perceive even 5-9year-olds as competent to care for others and our legal system forbids it (ZukowGoldring, 1995). Caregiving by siblings is effective in part because it includes collective
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shaming (psychological control) for failure to adhere to directions and use of coercion
(authoritarian control), as well as high levels of nurturance (Whiting & Edwards, 1988).
A fundamental aspect of training in child care is to learn to put aside egoistic wants
and needs to attend to those of others. Zukow-Goldring (1995) describes older children
training a 15-month-old child to learn to share, in sessions lasting up to 25 minutes of
gentle prodding. In the Solomon Islands, children are instructed by peers to share at 6
months of age; by 18 months they share without hesitation (Watson-Gegeo & Gegeo,
1989). All these authors maintain that there is less opportunity for and training in sibling
care and sharing in individualistic societies. As noted by Zukow-Goldring (1995), "Consonant with the prioritizing of autonomy within technological cultures, existing studies of
siblings primarily investigate how the experience of receiving or giving care brings an individual child to his or her personal best rather than how assisting with child caregiving is
helpful to the family" (p. 183). In the West, the emphasis on competition (rather than cooperation) and new peer relations (rather than enduring sibling relations) leads to a decrease over time in positive sibling interactions (Volling, 2003).

Social Networks
In collectivistic societies, learning to rely on the extended network begins early and continues late in life. Toddlers are encouraged to redirect their dependency needs out toward
the family as a whole (Edwards, 1995). The extended family supports this development,
in that children are cared for by relatives. The sibling group is itself an extensive network,
including cousins and young aunts and uncles (Zukow-Goldring, 1995). By contrast, toddlers in the West direct many of their dependency needs to parents and they are increasingly encouraged to self-regulate their dependency needs. Substitute caregivers and peers
are more often unrelated to the child (Harwood eta!., 2002) and sibling groups are relatively small. Care of family members continues into old age in collectivistic societies
(Hara & Minagawa, 1996).
Whether or not the support network consists of family members is a major determinant of the social network's stability. Lamer (1990) reports that, over a 3-year period,
turnover of network membership was 33% for nonkin as compared to only 9% for kin.
Turnover undermines the benefits of networks by reducing their dependability and reinforces the need for autonomy.
Large family units cannot function harmoniously unless there is a hierarchically organized system in which people comply with role obligations and identify with the collectivity, thereby sacrificing their personal autonomy (Smith & Schwartz, 1997). Because
family size promotes relatedness and undermines autonomy, it helps explain the inverse
association between relatedness and autonomy. V.S. Latinos, compared to European
Americans, have larger and more cohesive social networks, comprised of a higher proportion of extended family members (Harwood et aI., 2002). These more cohesive networks
persist from childhood to adulthood.
The close connection between quality of parental caregiving and family supports
(Cochran & Niego, 2002) is often attributed to the direct influence of the latter on the
former. We suspect the effects are transactional: Parents who are responsive to children
may also be responsive to their social network, enhancing the network's ability to provide
substitute child care, which in turn relieves the load on individual parents and increases
their responsiveness.
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Economic, Religious, and Political Influences
Economic and ecological influences on socialization are profound. In agricultural societies, parents and other adults insist on high levels of responsibility, deferring to seniors,
and obedience-all of which imply low autonomy (Whiting & Edwards, 1988). Several
studies have found very high correlations between economic development and both individualism and autonomy. Smith and Schwartz (1997) suggest that these correlations reflect the fact that wealthier nations can "provide individuals with more varied opportunities and can afford greater freedom of choice" (p. 106). It is not just wealthy capitalistic
systems that foster autonomy-societies with hunting and fishing economies also socialize their children to take initiative and be self-reliant (Barry, Bacon, & Child, 1957).
There is a similar relationship between economic factors and socialization. Workingclass parents socialize their children to be obedient (i.e., low in autonomy) because autonomy is not needed, for example, on the assembly line or for clerical positions (Harkness
& Super, 1995; Kohn, 1995). How the economic realities are transmitted to children is
not yet well understood, but adults' experiences in their work environments and their
adaptation to economic conditions probably make them important mediators of their
children's values (Grotevant, 1998; Kohn & Slomczynski, 1990).
Religious and governmental institutions also influence socialization. Eastern religions
and philosophies (Confucianism, Taoism, Buddhism, Hinduism, and Shitoism) emphasize
relatedness (collective loyalties) more, and autonomy less, than do monotheistic religions
and philosophies in the West, particularly after the Reformation and Enlightenment
(Kagitcibasi, 1997). Autocratic, non democratic political systems undermine autonomy, and
democratic institutions support autonomy (e.g., individual rights, self-expression, and
opportunities for choice).

Child Effects
Children's behavior (e.g., their dependency seeking, activity level, and compliance) influences as well as is influenced by parents' behavior (Bell & Chapman, 1986). In some
realms, children's influence on parents' may be at least as great as their parents' influence
(Kerr & Stattin, 2003). Child effects may play a critical role in many cultural differences
involving warmth and control. Unfortunately, the limited cultural research on child
fects (Trommsdorff & Kornadt, 2003) as well as space restrictions prohibit further treatment of this critical issue.

INTEGRATING WESTERN AND CULTURAL RESEARCH:
DIFFERENT CONCEPTIONS OF RELATEDNESS
Proponents of individualism-collectivism (e.g., Triandis, 1995), independence-interdependence (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), and agency-communion (McAdams, 1993) do
not depict autonomy and relatedness as opposite ends of a single dimension. Indeed, they
acknowledge that autonomy and relatedness are not mutually exclusive and that both
tendencies can coexist. Yet they tend to depict autonomy and relatedness as in opposition
to one another. Research in the last section is consistent with their assumptions-it indicates that socialization influences that support relatedness undermine autonomy and vice
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versa. By contrast, all the Western theorists reviewed earlier maintain, and a substantial
body of Western evidence indicates, that relatedness leads to richer and more stable forms
of autonomy and visa versa {e.g., Alien & Hauser, 1996; Clark & Ladd, 2000; Larson,
Richards, Moneta, Holmbeck, & Duckett, 1996; Sroufe et al., 1983; Vereijken, RiksenWalraven, & Van Lieshout, 1997)-that is, that they are not only compatible but mutually reinforcing. How can we resolve these conflicting findings? Below we highlight cultural differences in the type and meaning of relatedness.

Trust and Assurance
Our explanation of the conflicting findings-that relatedness is in opposition to autonomy (across cultures) and that it mutually reinforces autonomy (within Western cultures)hinges on the existence of two types of relatedness. These two types of relatedness-general
trust and assurance-are borrowed from Yamagishi (2002). We attempt to show that in
individualistic societies, close relationships are defined largely in terms of general trust-a
hope and faith in others whom one has chosen. Trust is a form of relatedness that emphasizes verbal intimacy, constructive conflict, self-expression, negotiation, confidence in self
and other, voluntary commitments and, most important, a link between relatedness and
autonomy. As noted by attachment theorists, trust links two behavioral systems (attachment and exploration) as well as two value systems (relatedness and autonomy). The
other type of relatedness, that is more common in collectivistic societies, is assurance. It is
based on guarantees of loyalty and reciprocity that stem from both parties' membership
in cohesive tightly knit groups. Assurance is a form of relatedness that emphasizes group
belongingness, empathy, harmony, role prescribed commitments, loyalty, and duty. Assurance is inversely associated with autonomy.
The trust-assurance distinction clarifies many of the findings reviewed earlier. Western theorists and researchers tend to equate relatedness with general trust, which helps
explain why they find an association between relatedness and autonomy. By contrast, cultural psychologists tend to equate relatedness with assurance, which helps explain why
they find an inverse association between relatedness and autonomy.
Before elaborating the differences between trust and assurance, it is important to emphasize their common ground. They are both rooted in love, care, protection, and security. We believe that trust and assurance exist in all cultures, although they are valued to
different degrees, and they take on somewhat different forms. Moreover, certain contexts
may pull for a certain kind of relatedness in all cultures; for example, caregiving of infants may universally involve high degrees of assurance. Infants require unconditional
loyalty and constant care-key aspects of assurance. Still, there are likely to be cultural
differences in the degree and nature of assurance in infancy (e.g., the number of caregivers providing care and sleeping arrangements), in large part because of differences in
the competing theme of trust (e.g., the attachment-exploration link). The key is the pattern of cultural differences-how different relationships, local settings, meanings and
practices converge to create differences between trust and assurance.
Western theory and research on socialization seem to equate relatedness with trust
rather than assurance. For example, Erikson (1950/1963,1968) claims that high-level responsiveness is optimal, but he cautions against constant responsiveness because that
might make the child invested in its permanence. To be autonomous the child must trust
in, and risk losing, the caregiver's responsiveness; being assured of the caregiver's respon-
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siveness undermines the development of autonomy. One reason Western parents frequently leave their young children with unfamiliar caregivers is to foster the child's sense
of trust-hope and faith in the caregiver's return. The Strange Situation paradigm recreates these circumstances in an exaggerated form.
Al! the Western theorists reviewed earlier maintain that close relationships, especially
those with parents, give children the trust they need to venture forth from the secure base
of current relationships to explore and establish relationships with previously unfamiliar
others. Yamagishi (2002) explains: "trust emancipates people from closed relations and
leads them to form spontaneous relations with new partners" (p. 11). Elsewhere he
writes, "trust is a lubricant for social relations" (p. 18). According to Yamagishi (2002),
the reason trusting individuals are willing to place hope and faith in partners is their confidence in themselves and others. They must believe that they are worthy of love and that
others can be depended on to provide love. All the Western theorists reviewed earlier emphasize the importance of confidence in self and others in forming relationships. Trust
gives people choices-to stay in current relationships or to leave them for "better deals."
The goal is self-maximization-finding the outcome/relationship that best meets the self's
needs (cf. Harwood et al., 1995).
Whereas trust fosters the formation of new relationships, assurance stabilizes existing relationships. Cultural theorists maintain that close relationships in collectivist cultures revolve around cooperation, reciprocity, interdependence and harmony with
members of the group. In tightly knit groups, people are committed to one another by
"iron rules" (Yamagishi, Cook, & Watabe, 1998, p. 36). Members depend on the network of incentives, such as punishment for disloyalty, to bind themselves to one another. Their commitment is long lasting because it is less based on choice and more on
obligations and rules about reciprocity that are reinforced by all parties involved. What
is most valued about assurance is that it is guaranteed and certain; guarantees and certainty are jeopardized to the extent that people can choose to forge close relations with
outsiders.
Western children are socialized to prioritize trust. Western parents' moderate
warmth, positive responsiveness and tolerance of nonconformity, combined with their
distal contact, frequent separations, and lack of indulgence, foster children's confidence
that they are lovable and can depend on others, while also encouraging exploration of
new relationships. The needs that caregivers emphasize pertain to exploration, curiosity,
self-agency, choice, and autonomy, thereby teaching children that relatedness is emancipating rather than constraining. Authoritative and democratic control, especially the emphasis on verbal communication and self-expression, gives children the skills they need to
form intimate relationships with unfamiliar others.
By contrast, non-Western children are socialized to prioritize assurance. Their parents' high levels of warmth, responsiveness to negative signals, continuous closeness and
indulgence, combined with their relative intolerance of nonconformity and assignment of
caregiving and other communal responsibilities to children, foster a sense that loyalty and
commitment to others is guaranteed and obligatory rather than a matter of choice. The
needs that caregivers emphasize pertain to avoiding loneliness and ensuring cooperation,
thereby conveying to their children that relatedness binds people together into cohesive
ingroups. Authoritarian and psychological control teach children the dangers of defying
authority and group pressure and the risks involved in forming close relations with members of other groups.
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The key difference between trust and assurance is that the former is positively associated with autonomy and the latter is negatively associated with autonomy. Trust
fosters and is fostered by autonomy and cannot flourish in the absence of the autonomy of relational partners. Erikson's notion of trust, Bowlby and Ainsworth's notion
of attachment, and Deci and Ryan's notion of relatedness are inextricably tied to autonomy.
Might there be different notions of autonomy that parallel the different notions of
relatedness? Earlier we distinguished between personal and group choice and suggested
that the former may be more characteristic of cultures emphasizing individualism and the
latter of cultures emphasizing collectivism. Recent work by self-determination theorists
provides a reconceptualization of autonomy that encompasses these different phenomena. They claim that, in certain societies, people may be more "internally motivated" to
behave in accord with group norms than with personal choices, and they consider such
behavior autonomous. Their equation of autonomy with volition ("behavior that is experienced as willingly enacted"; a person who "fully endorses the actions in which he or she
is engaged and/or the values expressed by them"; Chirkov et al., 2003, p. 98) departs
markedly from standard definitions of autonomy without heralding that departure.
Ironically, their very encompassing construct remains mired in Western assumptionsthey link autonomy with a well integrated self, self-esteem, and subjective well-being,
without noting the Western bias inherent in these concepts (Kitayama & Markus, 2000).
Given that Western assumptions, meanings, and manifestations of autonomy (the emphasis on personal choice, self-agency, intrinsic motivation, individual rights, and Western
situations) have dominated in the past, a deeper understanding of cultural differences in
autonomy must await further clarification of the construct and additional research in
non-Western communities.
Like Chirkov et al. (2003), Miller (2003) provides rich descriptions of choice, freedom, and agency that are common in collectivistic experiences (e.g., the individual's subjective experience of personal commitment to duty), but she highlights the cultural differences as well as similarities between these notions and Western notions of autonomy. We
believe that Miller's (2003) notion that duty is "experienced simultaneously as both subjectively endorsed and objectively required" (p. 83) is consistent with relatedness based
on assurance as opposed to trust.
What does the trust-assurance distinction tell us about the socialization of relatedness? We agree with Western theorists, particularly attachment theorists, that relatedness
is fundamentally concerned with the satisfaction of basic needs for security. However, we
also believe that the values and behaviors that are most central to the child's security are
culturally dependent. In individualistic cultures security primarily involves providing children a safe base and thereby enabling them to be autonomous. In collectivistic cultures
security primarily involves including children within a cohesive group and thereby enabling them to harmoniously coordinate their efforts with others (often at the cost of autonomy). Western theories and research provide compelling explanations of the socialization of relatedness and autonomy only in individualistic cultures, where trust dominates
over assurance. Cultural theories are needed to explain the socialization of relatedness
and autonomy in most other cultures where assurance is at least as important as trust. By
integrating tenets of Western theories with insights from cultural research, and recognizing the multifaceted nature of relatedness, we may be better able to explain the socialization of relatedness and autonomy in diverse cultures.
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NOTES
1. For example, within culture (e.g., in the United States), people who are wealthier are not happier, but between cultures (i.e., when scores are aggregated for individuals within cultures),
there is a wealth-happiness association: The greater a culture's wealth, the greater the happiness
of people in the culture (Oishi, Diener, Lucan, & Suh, 1999).
2. Further cultural study is likely to reveal essential characteristics not emphasized in this section.
There is evidence suggesting that Brazilians and other Latinos emphasize personal relationships
("personalism"; Hess & DeMatta, 1995); hunting and fishing societies emphasize risk taking
(Barry, Bacon, & Child, 1957); many preagricultural societies emphasize respect of individual
rights (Rogoff, 2003). None of these findings are well explained by individualism-collectivism
or independence-interdependence. Moreover, there is evidence of individualism and collectivism
in urban areas of collectivistic cultures (Kagitcibasi, 1997).
3. Investigators who highlight the universality of autonomy (e.g., Helwig, Arnold, Tan, & Boyd,
2003; Smetana, 2002) focus on ages, measures, and situations that pull for personal autonomy
(i.e., teens' self-reported preferences regarding matters of personal jurisdiction, such as clothing), and they do not consider cultural differences in the incidence of local contexts and situations (cf. Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & Norasakkunkit, 1997). Although this does not
challenge their claim that autonomy is universal, it leaves open the possibility of fundamental
cultural differences in its prevalence.
4. Moreover, there is some evidence that restrictive and dominating control have negative consequences in colIectivistic as well as individualistic cultures (Stewart et al., 1998). Yet most studies
report more restrictive control in East Asians than Euro Americans (Chao & Tseng, 2002), and
high control has more positive consequences in several non-Western as compared to Western
samples (Lamborn et al., 1996).
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