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Configurations of autonomy and relatedness were explored in 232 adolescent–parent dyads. Youth (58% female) were
13–18 years old and ethnically diverse (38% Latino American, 32% European American, 30% African American). Clus-
ter analysis was used to identify three distinct groups based on youth and parent reports of parental autonomy sup-
port and family relatedness. The three clusters differed on key demographics (e.g., parent education and income,
immigrant background, ethnicity) and theoretically relevant indicators of family and individual functioning (e.g., par-
ent and youth reports of decision making and family obligations; youth-reported attachment and minor delinquency).
Findings provide empirical support for theoretical models of autonomy–relatedness (e.g., Journal of Cross-Cultural Psy-
chology, 36, 2005, 403) and contribute to understanding of how autonomy and relatedness intersect to influence adoles-
cent and family adaptation.

During adolescence, young people in most soci-
eties are expected to develop the ability to think
and act for themselves while maintaining connec-
tions to parents. Scholars have debated the com-
plexities of this developmental task. Early theories
emphasized the importance of separation from
parents (or independence) as a marker of auton-
omy, reflecting Western notions of individualism
(see Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). This view has
long been challenged by theorists working from
different perspectives, who view both autonomy
and relatedness as basic needs that are compati-
ble. For example, Grotevant and Cooper (1986)
proposed that “autonomy with relatedness” was
optimal for supporting positive development dur-
ing adolescence. Similarly, cross-cultural scholars
posited that parents and adolescents can simulta-
neously value and pursue both autonomy and
relatedness (e.g., Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 2005). A considerable
body of evidence supports the view that auton-
omy and relatedness are both central developmen-
tal needs that intersect in adolescence and
contribute to individual and family adaptation
(Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015; Ryan & Deci, 2000).
The current study extends previous literature by

examining intersections of attitudes toward auton-
omy and relatedness in an ethnically diverse U.S.
sample of parent–adolescent dyads, then exploring
how clusters characterized by various configura-
tions of autonomy and relatedness differ on a set
of theoretically derived indicators of individual
and family dynamics and functioning.

Theoretical Perspectives on Autonomy–
Relatedness in Adolescence

Several theoretical traditions guided the current
study. The main one is cross-cultural scholars’
conceptualization of autonomy and relatedness as
compatible needs that can coexist within families
(e.g., Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 2007). This conceptualization is
reflected in Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model of autonomy–re-
latedness (2005, 2013), which was later reformu-
lated into the theory of family change (Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı
& Yalin, 2015). Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı proposed that the two
constructs of autonomy and relatedness are inde-
pendent (orthogonal) dimensions. This conceptual-
ization yields four possible configurations or
types that can be viewed as ideal selves (e.g.,
what parents want for their child) or family mod-
els (e.g., how parents and children behave toward
each other). The four types reflect endorsement of
agency (the spectrum between autonomy and
heteronomy) and interpersonal distance (the spec-
trum between relatedness and separation) and
reflect different cultural ideals. The autonomous-
separate self is high on autonomy and low on
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relatedness, and it is believed to occur in “inde-
pendent” families where children are raised to be
self-sufficient and self-reliant. The heteronomous-re-
lated self is low on autonomy and high on related-
ness; this form may arise within families that
emphasize both interdependence and obedience
(e.g., “interdependent” families in traditional, non-
Western contexts). In contrast, the autonomous-re-
lated self is high on both autonomy and related-
ness; children in this type have interdependence
with parents combined with personal agency
(“psychologically interdependent” families).
Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı (2013) noted that the autonomous-re-
lated self has not traditionally been recognized in
Western perspectives due to the belief that auton-
omy is established through separation from par-
ents. Finally, the heteronomous-separate self is low
on autonomy and high on separation; this form
of self has not been observed as a cultural ideal
but is thought to reflect “hierarchical neglecting”
families (Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 2007).

Within Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model, relatedness encom-
passes a sense of connection and mutual obliga-
tion between family members (Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 2005).
This conceptualization reflects the notion that par-
ents promote goals and instill values emphasizing
family and community reliance, loyalty, reciproc-
ity, and love (e.g., McShane, Hastings, Smylie,
Prince, & The Tungasuvvingat Inuit Family
Resource Centre, 2009). For example, a U.S. study
with 240 ethnically diverse adolescents and
emerging adults found that relatedness was
viewed as compliance with parental wishes, with
a common emphasis on interdependence and
close family relationships (Phinney, Kim-Jo, Oso-
rio, & Vilhjalmsdottir, 2005).

A second perspective guiding our inquiry—par-
ticularly the conceptualization of autonomy—was
self-determination theory (SDT; Ryan & Deci,
2000). SDT conceptualizes adolescent autonomy as
beliefs and behaviors that reflect a sense of volition
and truly represent a youth’s self-interests and val-
ues (Deci & Ryan, 2000). This perspective contrasts
with the view that autonomy manifests itself as the
separation (both physical and emotional) from par-
ents. In SDT, the role of parents is to support voli-
tional functioning as opposed to granting (or
denying) their child’s bids for independence (e.g.,
Fousiani, Van Petegem, Soenens, Vansteenkiste, &
Chen, 2014). In the literature review, we note how
studies conceptualized autonomy support (e.g., as
the promotion of volitional functioning, indepen-
dence, or another construct).

Review of Empirical Literature on Intersections of
Autonomy and Relatedness

Empirical support for Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s framework has
been found in research conducted around the
world. One of the few studies conducted to evalu-
ate Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s theoretical framework directly was
conducted with 919 mother–adolescent dyads from
Germany, Turkey, and India (Mayer, Trommsdorff,
Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, & Mishra, 2012). The study used clus-
ter analysis to identify profiles of self based on
measures of individualism, collectivism, family val-
ues, and utilitarian and emotional value of chil-
dren. Three profiles were identified that reflected
the family models of independence (more likely in
German families), psychological interdependence
(more likely in Turkish families), and interdepen-
dence (more likely in Indian families). A study ana-
lyzing 27 countries found that autonomy and
relatedness coexisted within clusters of families
that were considered psychologically interdepen-
dent (Georgas, Berry, van de Vijver, Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, &
Poortinga, 2006). Only one study was identified
that examined configurations of autonomy (in deci-
sion making) and relatedness (closeness and attach-
ment to parents) in a U.S. sample. Three clusters
were identified in a sample of 76 African American
late adolescents (Smetana & Gettman, 2006): (1)
moderately high levels of both autonomy and relat-
edness (24%); (2) high relatedness and low levels
of behavioral autonomy (29%); and (3) high relat-
edness and moderate levels of autonomy (51%).
The first two clusters fit Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s description of
the autonomous-related and heteronomous-related
self (the third cluster falls in between).

Other studies support the conceptualization of
relatedness and autonomy as independent, but
associated, constructs. A confirmatory factor analy-
sis of measures completed by adolescents in Bel-
gium (e.g., family interaction, relationship with
parents, emotional autonomy) identified four dis-
tinct factors that the authors labeled connectedness,
agency, separation, and detachment (Beyers, Goos-
sens, Vansant, & Moors, 2003). These findings sup-
port the position that autonomy cannot be viewed
as just separation (independence) from others. In
addition, agency and connectedness were posi-
tively associated. Another study conducted in
Sicily (southern Italy) with 325 adolescents and
emerging adults found that parental autonomy
support and relatedness were positively associated
(Inguglia, Ingoglia, Liga, Lo Coco, & Lo Cricchio,
2015). In a theoretical review, Tamis-LeMonda

204 TRAN AND RAFFAELLI



et al. (2007) identified three patterns of autonomy
and relatedness socialization: conflicting (autonomy
and relatedness goals interfere with each other),
additive (autonomy and relatedness are both sup-
ported but viewed as unconnected), or functionally
dependent (relatedness goals are a path to achiev-
ing autonomy goals, and vice versa).

This body of work demonstrates that autonomy
and relatedness can coexist within families; how-
ever, several gaps remain. Most notably, few stud-
ies have tested Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model using statistical
approaches that allow for the identification of con-
ceptually distinct groups based on multiple indica-
tors of interest (i.e., a person-centered approach),
instead treating each indicator in isolation as is true
of a variable-level approach (Henry, Tolan, & Gor-
man-Smith, 2005). Second, previous studies using
the SDT conceptualization of autonomy as voli-
tional functioning have typically been cross-cul-
tural (e.g., Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003);
few have examined within-country variations (e.g.,
Soenens, Vansteenkiste, & Sierens, 2009); and (to
our knowledge) none of these studies have
included U.S. samples. Finally, most studies have
relied on data from a single family member, limit-
ing what can be learned about family dynamics.
Accordingly, our first goal was to examine configu-
rations of attitudes regarding autonomy support
and family relatedness in U.S. parent–adolescent
dyads.

Autonomy—Relatedness: Links to Individual and
Family Factors

Our second goal was to examine whether adoles-
cent–parent dyads characterized by distinct config-
urations of autonomy support and family
relatedness differed in meaningful ways on (1)
child and parent demographics and (2) a set of the-
oretically identified behavioral, attitudinal, and
adjustment factors. The aim of these analyses was
to characterize the clusters identified in the analy-
ses and explore their conceptual coherence. We
review the literature that guided our thinking relat-
ing to this goal, with two caveats: Studies differ in
how they conceptualized and measured these con-
structs, and we were unable to locate studies that
examined these variables across different configu-
rations of autonomy and relatedness.

Child and parent characteristics. Child charac-
teristics of age, gender, and ethnicity (or race) have
been linked to variations in autonomy and related-
ness. For example, parental promotion of both

volitional functioning and independence increases
as children grow older (Fousiani et al., 2014;
Koepke & Denissen, 2012), whereas relatedness
decreases over time (Buhl, 2008). In terms of gen-
der differences, findings for autonomy are mixed.
Some studies have found that men tend to have
more independent and less interdependent self-
concepts than women (Cross & Madson, 1997), and
boys report higher levels of paternal promotion of
independence than girls (Fousiani et al., 2014),
while others found no differences in autonomy and
relatedness by gender for adolescents and emerg-
ing adults (Inguglia et al., 2015). Findings on relat-
edness are also mixed. A study of 76 German
mother–adolescent dyads conflicts revealed that
mothers reported higher connectedness (e.g., posi-
tive affect, low hostility, high receptiveness, and
low rejection of mothers’ arguments) with daugh-
ters than with sons; however, no gender differences
were found among adolescents themselves (Pin-
quart & Silbereisen, 2002).

Autonomy and relatedness processes may also
differ across ethnic groups due to cultural values
regarding appropriate relationships between chil-
dren and parents, such as expectations relating to
family obligations, respect, and deference to elders
(Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2003). For example, U.S.
adolescents from non-European backgrounds (in-
cluding Mexicans) emphasized parental authority
more, and individual autonomy less, than Euro-
pean Americans (Fuligni, 1998). Consistent with
this finding, European American parents reported
earlier age expectations regarding children’s behav-
ioral autonomy than Latino parents (Phinney et al.,
2005). Among youth, European Americans had ear-
lier autonomy expectations and behaviors than eth-
nic minority youth (e.g., Smetana, 2002), although
Latinos did not differ from other adolescents in
their desire for autonomy (Martinez, McClure,
Eddy, & Wilson, 2011). A study of over 800 high
school students revealed that Asian Americans and
Latino Americans placed greater emphasis on fam-
ily assistance, respect, and support than European
Americans (Fuligni, Tseng, & Lam, 1999).

Parent characteristics potentially linked to varia-
tions in autonomy–relatedness include education,
income, and immigrant background. Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı
and Yalin (2015) summarized evidence from
within-country studies indicating that as education
and income levels increased, so did parental
endorsement of autonomy goals for their child.
Similarly, acculturation was associated with shifts
in attitudes among immigrants; parents typically
changed along the dimension of autonomy support
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but placed continuing value on relatedness (i.e., a
shift from a heteronomous-related to an autono-
mous-related model of self). In the United States,
parents with young children endorsed both auton-
omy (e.g., independence, assertiveness) and relat-
edness (e.g., obedience, respect), but immigrant
Chinese American parents reported less endorse-
ment of independence than European American
parents (Jose, Huntsinger, Huntsinger, & Liaw,
2000). It must be noted that in the United States,
socioeconomic characteristics and immigrant back-
ground often intersect with ethnicity in ways that
make it challenging to examine these variables in
isolation.

Family and individual functioning. Parental
autonomy support and relatedness are each associ-
ated with family and adolescent functioning,
although little research has examined configura-
tions of autonomy–relatedness. We identified theo-
retically relevant behavioral, attitudinal, and
adjustment factors available in the dataset that
have previously been associated with autonomy
and relatedness and compared the emergent clus-
ters on these variables as a way of confirming their
conceptual meaning.

Decision making practices and enactment of
family obligations should vary across clusters char-
acterized by different configurations of autonomy
and relatedness, and we examined both youth and
parent reports of these variables. Decision making
about everyday issues represents a key arena
where issues of autonomy play out during adoles-
cence (Fuligni & Eccles, 1993; Steinberg, 1990).
Behavioral autonomy has been defined as freedom
to perform actions on one’s behalf, while recogniz-
ing the importance of maintaining connections
(Ryan & Deci, 2006)—a definition in line with
SDT’s perspective of autonomy that is supported
through promotion of volitional functioning. A
study of Belgian and Greek adolescents found an
interaction between different types of parental
autonomy support (promotion of volitional func-
tioning and promotion of independence) and inde-
pendent decision making, supporting the SDT
perspective that parents who encourage volitional
autonomy help adolescents act in accordance with
their own interest and values (Fousiani et al.,
2014). Consistent with Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model, expecta-
tions and practices regarding family obligations
and responsibilities should be associated with relat-
edness (e.g., Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2003; Fuligni
et al., 1999). Other studies have linked parental
involvement with parental autonomy support

(volition) (Ratelle, Larose, Guay, & Sen�ecal, 2005)
and emotional separation with insecurity toward
parents (Ryan & Lynch, 1989).

According to Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı (1996, 2007), cultural
models of self reflect underlying values regarding
the ideal outcome of the socialization process (i.e.,
socialization goals; Knafo & Schwartz, 2001). Atti-
tudes regarding autonomy and relatedness are
linked to parental socialization goals and adoles-
cents’ developmental goals. In general, individuals
from cultures that value autonomy self-endorse
goals that emphasize independence, whereas those
from cultures that value relatedness self-endorse
goals that promote interdependence with family
and others (Tamis-LeMonda et al., 2007). Consis-
tent with this view, among U.S. college students
and their mothers, East Asian mothers (who were
primarily immigrants) placed more importance on
family-oriented goals than European American
(nonimmigrant) mothers (Chang, Chen, & Kim,
2015). Accordingly, we expected endorsement of
goals related to independence and interdependence
to vary across different configurations of autonomy
and relatedness.

Finally, configurations of autonomy and related-
ness within families should be associated with
youth adjustment (Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Ryan
& Deci, 2002). Among U.S. high school students,
perceptions of parents as supportive of autonomy
(using the SDT conceptualization of promotion of
volitional functioning) were associated with lower
levels of risk behaviors (e.g., risky sex, drug use;
Williams, Cox, Hedberg, & Deci, 2000). Emotional
autonomy (detachment) from parents was associ-
ated with psychosocial difficulties (e.g., distress
and deviant behavior) among Dutch-speaking Bel-
gium adolescents (Beyers & Goossens, 1999). In a
sample of Sicilian late adolescents and young
adults, a general measure of relatedness was nega-
tively associated with adolescents’ externalizing
problems (Inguglia et al., 2015). Based on this
work, we hypothesized that the emergent clusters
would differ on youth reports of problem behav-
iors (the only indicator of adjustment available in
the dataset).

Current Study

There is theoretical and empirical evidence that
balancing autonomy and relatedness represents an
important developmental task for adolescents and
their parents, with implications for individual and
family functioning. Integrating constructs proposed
by Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı (2005; Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015) and
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SDT (Ryan & Deci, 2000), we employed an
approach that acknowledged the possibility of
autonomy and relatedness as nonconflicting con-
structs in a within-country examination of parent–
adolescent dyads. The study involved a reciprocal
dyadic design (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006), with
parallel reports available from a matched sample of
adolescents and parents. This type of design allows
for an examination of how constructs of interest
intersect or combine within dyads and can cast
light on within-family dynamics (Wittenborn, Dol-
bin-MacNab, & Keiley, 2013). Two research ques-
tions were addressed:
(1) How are autonomy support and relatedness

configured within a U.S. sample of parent–ado-
lescent dyads? We hypothesized that different
configurations (clusters) would emerge based
on attitudes toward autonomy and relatedness
(Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 2005; Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015).
As discussed earlier, few studies have exam-
ined configurations of autonomy and related-
ness using person-centered analyses. Mayer
et al.’s (2012) study was conducted in Ger-
many, Turkey, and India, whereas Smetana and
Gettman’s (2006) study was conducted in the
United States with an African American sam-
ple. Both studies identified three clusters based
on configurations of autonomy or indepen-
dence and relatedness or interdependence.
Therefore, we hypothesized that at least three
clusters would emerge in the current analysis.

(2) Do clusters characterized by varied configura-
tions of autonomy support and relatedness dif-
fer on demographic characteristics and
behavioral, attitudinal, and adjustment factors?
Addressing this research question allowed us
to confirm the conceptual meaning of the clus-
ters that emerged in the analyses and explore
variations between them. Given the lack of
prior research examining configurations of
autonomy and relatedness in U.S. samples, no
hypotheses were formulated regarding poten-
tial cluster differences in age and gender. Con-
sistent with Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model and prior
scholarship, we expected clusters to differ in
terms of ethnicity and immigrant background.
For example, we expected that Latinos and
immigrants (an intersecting category in our
sample) would be overrepresented in a cluster
corresponding to the heteronomous-related self
(low on autonomy, high on relatedness). More
significantly, we expected the clusters to differ
in conceptually coherent ways on measures of
family and individual functioning. For example,

a cluster characterized by endorsement of both
autonomy and relatedness should endorse atti-
tudes and behaviors supportive of both inde-
pendence (e.g., decision making) and
interdependence (e.g., family obligations). We
also hypothesized that adolescents in a cluster
that balanced autonomy and relatedness would
have the most positive adjustment.

METHOD

Participants

The analytic sample consisted of 232 adolescent–
parent dyads. Youth (58.6% female) were 13–
18 years old at Time 1 (M = 15.83 years). Youth
were ethnically diverse (38.4% Latino; 31.9% Euro-
pean American or White; 29.7% African American
or Black) and the majority had been born in the
United States. The parent sample ranged in age
from 21 to 71 (M = 43.28 years); most were moth-
ers (80.0%) and birthparents (92.1%), but the sam-
ple included fathers, grandparents, and guardians
(e.g., siblings). Parents averaged 13.7 years of edu-
cation (range 0–24) and reported the family’s
annual income as a little over $40,000.

Procedures

Data were from a larger study conducted in 14
project-based youth development programs. To
obtain geographic diversity, programs were
recruited in three Midwestern locations (Chicago,
central Illinois, and Minneapolis/Saint Paul).
Reflecting the larger study’s goals, seven programs
served primarily Latino/a adolescents; the others
served primarily European American and African
American youth. The larger study followed youth,
parents, and program leaders across a single pro-
gram cycle; the current analysis used parent–child
data from the first data collection point (Time 1).

All study procedures were approved by Institu-
tional Review Boards at the investigators’ home
institutions. At each program, a research team
member presented information about the study to
youth and gave interested youth a parent informa-
tion letter (in English and Spanish) that included
instructions for opting out of the study. At the first
data collection session, youth provided written
assent. Youth provided parental contact informa-
tion, and (with their permission) one of their par-
ents was invited to participate. Youth completed
structured questionnaires administered on small
laptop computers at the program site (see Raffaelli
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et al., 2016 for details). Parents completed self-re-
port questionnaires. Parental data collection was
coordinated by a designated “family liaison” at
each site and included various strategies (e.g.,
group data collection sessions, mailing of question-
naire packets with phone call or email reminders).
Adolescents and parents each received $10 for
completing questionnaires.

Most eligible youth (355 of 376; 94.4%) partici-
pated in the larger study (3 were “opted out” by
parents, 7 declined to participate, and 11 did not
participate for unknown reasons). Thirty-eight par-
ents did not receive invitations to participate; a
subset of youth (n = 18) were at a program where
parents were not recruited due to funding con-
straints; 3 youth asked that their parents not be
contacted; and 17 parents were not contacted for
other reasons (e.g., youth dropped out of program
before parent data collection occurred). Of the 317
parents who received invitations to participate, 258
(81.4%) completed the Time 1 questionnaire. The
analytic sample (N = 232) excluded youth if they
(1) did not have matching parent data; (2) were
outside the age range of 13–18 years; or (3)
reported their ethnicity as “multi-ethnic” or
“other.”

Measures

Demographics. Parents and adolescents self-re-
ported their age, sex, and ethnicity. Parents
reported years of school completed and the fam-
ily’s gross annual income on a scale from 1 = Less
than $10,000 to 12 = $60,000 or more. Adolescents
reported whether they had been born in the United
States or another country (and if so, where) and
parents completed these questions for themselves
and (if relevant) their spouse or partner. This infor-
mation was used to create a dichotomous indicator
of immigrant family status. An immigrant family
was defined as one where one or both parents had
been born outside the United States (Child Trends,
2014). Based on these criteria, 89.5% of Latino fami-
lies, 8.1% of Black families, and 8.3% of White fam-
ilies were considered immigrant families.

Autonomy support. Parents and adolescents
completed a 4-item version of Soenens et al.’s
(2007) measure of parental autonomy support. Par-
ents indicated how well each statement described
their attitudes and behavior toward their child
(e.g., “I let my child plan things s/he wants to
do”) on a scale from 1 = strongly disagree to
5 = strongly agree (a = .79). Youth completed child-

report versions of the same items (e.g., “My par-
ents are willing to consider things from my point
of view”) using the same rating scale (a = .82).
Overall scores were computed by averaging; higher
scores indicated higher levels of parental autonomy
support.

Family relatedness. Parents and adolescents
completed a 3-item version of Phinney et al.’s
(2005) measure of family interdependence, which
was developed as a youth report measure of “the
value that adolescents place on close, interdepen-
dent relationships with their parents” (p. 17). Paral-
lel items were adapted for use with parents.
Parents reported on the perceived importance of
their child’s interdependence (e.g., doing what par-
ents want even when youth disagree, showing
respect; a = .65). Each item was rated from 1 = not
at all to 5 = very much. The child-report version of
the measure assessed the perceived importance
youth placed on interdependence with parent(s)
using the same response scale (a = .69). Overall
scores were computed by averaging, with higher
scores indicating higher levels of family related-
ness.

Adolescent decision making. An adapted ver-
sion of Dornbusch, Ritter, Mont-Reynaud, and
Chen’s (1990) measure was used to assess parents’
and adolescents’ perspectives of the youth’s behav-
ioral autonomy. Eleven items assessing decision
making about various matters (e.g., romantic rela-
tionships, curfew) were rated on a 5-point scale,
with 1 indicating adolescents made their own deci-
sions (e.g., My parent(s) leave the decision making
entirely up to me) and 5 indicating parents made
decisions without consulting the adolescent. Scores
were recoded and averaged so that higher scores
reflect more adolescent independence in decision
making (parent a = .81; youth a = .78).

Goals. Parents and adolescents rated two life
goals administered as part of a measure created for
the larger study. A list of possible life goals was
developed based on prior research (e.g., Borden
et al., 2006; Kasser & Ryan, 1993; Knafo & Assor,
2007) and piloted with several groups of youth and
parents to identify the most relevant goals and
establish a response scale. The final measure con-
sisted of six life goals; for the current analysis, we
selected two goals relevant to autonomy (to be an
independent person) and relatedness (to follow family
traditions or heritage). Adolescents indicated “How
important is this goal to you” and parents
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indicated “How important it is to you that your
child achieve this goal” from 1 = Least to 5 = Most.

Family obligations. Parents and youth com-
pleted a 6-item measure of behavioral obligations
adapted from Fuligni et al.’s (1999) measure of atti-
tudes toward family obligations. Parents reported
how often their child helped at home (e.g., running
errands, helping with siblings) or spent time with
the family (e.g., attending family gatherings, eating
family meals), and youth reported how often they
engaged in these behaviors. Items were rated from
1 = Never or rarely to 5 = Every day. Overall scores
were computed by averaging with higher scores
indicating greater enactment of family obligations
(parent a = .69; youth a = .63).

Parent–child closeness. Youth completed a
shortened version of the parent subscale from the
Inventory of Parent and Peer Attachment (Arms-
den & Greenberg, 1987). Six items (two from each
of the original domains of trust, communication,
and alienation) were selected based on secondary
analysis of two datasets (Laible, Carlo, & Raffaelli,
2000; unpublished data from the Quality of Life
Study [G. Carlo & M. Raffaelli, co-P.I.]). The six
items assessed parent–child closeness (e.g., “I tell
my parents about my problems and troubles”).
Items were rated from 1 = Almost never or never true
to 5 = Almost always or always true. Negatively
worded items were reverse-coded before comput-
ing an overall score, with higher scores reflecting
higher levels of closeness (a = .82).

Problem behaviors. Youth completed a 6-item
measure of minor delinquency. Five items were
from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
(Moore, Halle, Vandivere, & Mariner, 2002), and one
item was from the National Longitudinal Survey of
Adolescent Health (Add Health; Demuth & Brown,
2004). Youth reported how often they had engaged
in various problem behaviors in the last two months
(e.g., skipped school, got drunk, lied to parents) on a
scale of 1 = Never to 5 = More than once a week.
Because of low base rates, each item was recoded
with scores ranging from 1.00 through 1.49 = 0
(youth did not commit the act in the previous two
months) and 1.50 through 5.00 = 1 (youth commit-
ted the act at least once within the last two months),
and a composite score was computed by summing.

Plan of Analysis

Missing data analysis using Little’s completely at
random (MCAR) test was not significant. The data

were therefore treated as MCAR, and missing val-
ues were imputed using SPSS (Enders, 2010). Fifty
imputed datasets were generated then aggregated
to create a single dataset that was used in subse-
quent analyses. Preliminary analyses included
screening data for normality and assessing poten-
tial multicollinearity and nonindependence among
study variables (detailed results available upon
request). These analyses informed the main analy-
ses.

To address the first research question, cluster
analysis was conducted to identify groups of simi-
lar parent–child dyads based on endorsement of
autonomy support and relatedness (Maguire, 1999).
Cluster analysis is a useful method of identifying
groups (clusters) with similar characteristics (Kauf-
man & Rousseeuw, 2009) and is appropriate for
exploratory studies (B. Ogolsky, personal commu-
nication, July 27, 2016; Whiteman & Loken, 2006).
To validate the clusters, we followed the approach
of using multiple clustering and profiling tech-
niques, referred to as confirmatory cluster analysis
(Fisher & Ransom, 1995; Henry et al., 2005). The
cluster and profile analyses were conducted using
parent and child reports of autonomy support and
relatedness (4 variables), and the four measures all
used a similar 5-point scale. We implemented this
multistep analytic method by using a hierarchical
clustering method (Ward’s method), nonhierarchi-
cal clustering method (k-means), and latent profile
analysis (LPA). Hierarchical and k-means cluster-
ing was performed using SPSS, and LPA was done
using R and the mclust package. First, an agglom-
erative hierarchical method using Ward’s (1963)
minimum variance technique was utilized to deter-
mine the ideal number of clusters in the data. With
this method, objects are merged in a manner that
minimizes within-cluster variance to create distinct
groupings (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011). The determina-
tion of the number of clusters was based on exami-
nation of the dendrogram and coherence of the
clusters. To check the validity of the initial solu-
tion, the k-means method and LPA were used. K-
means utilizes the within-cluster variation to form
homogenous clusters and requires that the
researcher determine the number of solutions a pri-
ori (Mooi & Sarstedt, 2011). Unlike the heuristic-
based approaches of hierarchical and k-means clus-
tering, LPA provides fit indexes such as Bayesian
information criterion (BIC) that allow for compar-
isons of model fit for selection of the number of
clusters observed, with lower BIC values consid-
ered more likely to represent true models (Dziak,
Coffman, Lanza, & Li, 2012). To confirm and test
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the replicability of the hierarchical cluster analyses,
we set the expected number of clusters in the k-
means to match the results from Ward’s technique
(three) and for the LPA to range between a solu-
tion of two to four profiles. One-way ANOVAs
were performed to examine cluster differences on
the cluster variables.

To address the second research question, we
compared the clusters on demographic and attitu-
dinal, behavioral, and adjustment factors. One-way
ANCOVAs controlling for family income were per-
formed for continuous variables (e.g., deci-
sion making, goals). Parental reports of years of
education were not used a covariate due to con-
cerns about multicollinearity with the income vari-
able, r(232) = .48, p < .001. Welch’s ANOVAs were
used in comparisons where data violated assump-
tions of homogeneity of variance. Chi-squares tests
were used to examine cluster differences in cate-
gorical variables (e.g., race/ethnicity).

RESULTS

Configurations of Autonomy–Relatedness:
Identification of Groups

The exploratory hierarchical Ward’s cluster analy-
sis revealed a three-cluster solution based on exam-
ination of the agglomeration schedule and
dendogram. Figure 1 displays group means on the
clustering variables; scores were standardized to
illustrate each group’s standing relative to the over-
all sample. As shown in Figure 1, the first cluster
(n = 126; 54%) consisted of dyads with average-to-
moderate parent and youth reports of autonomy
support and relatedness (all scores between 0.13

and 0.57 standard deviations above the group
mean). For descriptive purposes, we labeled this
group “autonomous-related.” The second cluster
(n = 62; 27%) consisted of dyads where the parent
reported above average autonomy support and
relatedness, and youth reported below average
autonomy support and markedly low relatedness
relative to the overall sample. We labeled this the
“low youth relatedness” group. The third cluster
(n = 44; 19%) consisted of dyads with below aver-
age parent and youth reports of autonomy support
and relatedness (particularly autonomy support,
which was around 1 SD below the mean for both
parents and adolescents). We named this the “low
autonomy” group.

To examine cluster distinctiveness, the three
groups were compared on the four clustering vari-
ables using ANCOVAS with pairwise follow-up
tests (see Table 1). There was a significant differ-
ence on parent reports of both autonomy support
and relatedness by cluster membership, and post
hoc tests indicate that Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 were
both significantly higher on these variables than
Cluster 3. There were also significant cluster differ-
ences on youth reports of both autonomy support
and relatedness, and post hoc revealed that all
clusters were different from each other. Youth in
Cluster 1 reported higher levels of both autonomy
and relatedness than both Clusters 2 and 3. Cluster
2 had significantly higher reports of autonomy than
Cluster 3, whereas the opposite pattern was seen
for family relatedness.

To test the replicability of the initial results, k-
means clustering was conducted with a three-clus-
ter solution specified. Comparisons of cluster mem-
bership revealed that 79.3% of dyads were

0.33
0.24
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0.13 0.17

-0.60
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Cluster 2                               
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Autonomy Support (Parent)

Relatedness (Parent)

Autonomy Support (Youth)

Relatedness (Youth)

FIGURE 1 Standardized scores on autonomy and relatedness by cluster membership.
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classified in the same clusters across both methods.
(A study using a similar approach reported a 73%
overlap between the two clustering methods, which
was deemed sufficient; Fisher & Ransom, 1995.)
LPA was then conducted setting the maximum
possible number of clusters solutions at four. BIC
values for the 2- through 4-profile solutions were,
respectively, 2,150.72, 2,149.00, and 2,155.61.
Although the differences between the solutions
were small and not significant, the 3-profile solu-
tion had the lowest BIC, and there was a 67.2%
overlap between the Ward’s hierarchical clusters
and the LPA.

Comparisons of the three groups on the cluster-
ing variables across the two replication analyses (k-
means and LPA) yielded a similar pattern of
results to those for the initial (Ward’s) solution (re-
sults available from first author). Taken together,
these analyses validated and confirmed the
exploratory results. Therefore, all subsequent anal-
yses utilized the three-cluster solution obtained
from the Ward’s (hierarchical) clusters.

Variations Between Clusters: Group Comparisons

Youth and family demographics. Table 2 dis-
plays the demographic characteristics of the three
clusters. There was no association between cluster
membership and child gender, v2 (2,
N = 232) = 1.03, p = .60, or age, F(2, 229) = 0.37,
p = .69. However, there was an association between
cluster membership and ethnicity, v2 (2,
N = 232) = 22.73, p < .001. Post hoc chi-square tests
using Bonferroni adjustments showed that Euro-
pean Americans were overrepresented, and Latinos
underrepresented, in Cluster 1, p < .001; in con-
trast, Cluster 3 had more Latinos and fewer Euro-
pean Americans, than expected, p < .001.

There was also an association between cluster
membership and immigrant family status, v2 (2,
N = 232) = 15.24, p < .001. Post hoc chi-square tests
using Bonferroni adjustments revealed that Cluster
1 had fewer, and Cluster 3 more, immigrant fami-
lies than expected, p < .001. It should be noted that
ethnicity and immigrant family background were
associated; for example, two-thirds of dyads in
Cluster 3 were from immigrant families (65%), with
the majority of these (96%) being Latinos. Cluster
differences were found on parent education, F(2,
228) = 3.99, p = .02, with parents in Clusters 1 and
2 having more years of education than those in
Cluster 3. Similarly, families in Clusters 1 and 2
had significantly higher annual incomes than Clus-
ter 3, F(2, 229) = 6.53, p = .002.
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Family and individual dynamics and function-
ing. As shown in Table 3, six of the 10 compar-
ison tests for cluster differences on the theoretically
identified attitudinal, behavioral, and adjustment
factors were significant (p < .05).

Starting with variables tapping into autonomy-
related behaviors and attitudes, a similar pattern
was observed on three of the four comparisons. For
both parental and youth reports of decision making,
the overall F test was significant, and post hoc tests
revealed that Clusters 1 and 2 reported higher
levels of youth decision making than Cluster 3 (but
did not differ from each other). Clusters also dif-
fered on parent (but not youth) ratings of the
importance of the goal of the child being an inde-
pendent person, with post hoc tests revealing the
same pattern: parents in Clusters 1 and 2 placed
higher importance on this goal than Cluster 3.

There were cluster differences in youth but not
parents reports of variables tapping into related-
ness. Youth in Clusters 1 and 3 reported higher
levels of family obligations than youth in Cluster 2.
Youth in Cluster 1 reported feeling closer to par-
ents than their counterparts in both Clusters 2 and
3. Finally, significant cluster differences were found
on the indicator of youth adjustment. Youth in
Cluster 1 engaged in fewer problem behaviors than
their peers in both Clusters 2 and 3.

DISCUSSION

Autonomy and relatedness are central issues for
families with adolescents and have been the focus
of considerable theoretical and empirical interest.
This current study explored how autonomy and
relatedness are configured in a diverse U.S. sample
of parent–adolescent dyads. Three clusters were
identified based on dyadic reports of attitudes
regarding parental autonomy support and family
relatedness. The three clusters differed on both
demographic factors and a set of conceptually
identified attitudinal, behavioral, and adjustment
factors. Findings provide empirical support for the-
oretical models of autonomy–relatedness and con-
tribute to understanding how autonomy and
relatedness intersect to influence adolescent and
family adaptation in contemporary U.S. society.

Autonomy–Relatedness Clusters in Diverse
Families

Distinct clusters based on dyadic reports of auton-
omy support and family relatedness were identi-
fied that can be mapped onto various
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conceptualizations of Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s framework (e.g.,
Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015). The “autonomous-re-
lated” cluster resembles Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model of psy-
chological interdependence, marked by both high
autonomy and relatedness, and the “low auton-
omy” cluster aligns with the model of interdepen-
dence. The “low youth relatedness" cluster is a
little more difficult to place within Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s
framework, as it was characterized by dyads where
parents reported above average autonomy support
and relatedness, but youth reported below average
autonomy support and markedly low relatedness.
This configuration may reflect a striving for auton-
omy and separation on the part of youth (regard-
less of their parents’ actions and attitudes) and
thus appears to match the family model of inde-
pendence (Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015).

The findings complement and extend work con-
ducted in majority-world countries and Europe
(Georgas et al., 2006; Mayer et al., 2012) by identi-
fying Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s family models in a U.S. context.
The clusters had some similarities to those reported
in Smetana and Gettman’s (2006) study of African
American adolescents (e.g., both studies revealed
clusters where youth had moderate-to-high levels
of both autonomy and relatedness). However, per-
haps because our sample was more demographi-
cally diverse and included parents, our clusters
aligned more closely with those proposed by
Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı. It should be noted that the labels
“low” and “high” reflect each group’s standing rel-
ative to the overall sample rather than to actual
scores on the measures. For example, the “low
youth relatedness” group’s mean on the measure
of relatedness was just below the midpoint (2.86),
not at the low end of the scale (1); similarly, par-
ents and youth in the “low autonomy support”
group were below the midpoint but not at the low
end of the scale. Despite this caveat, our findings
suggest that autonomy with relatedness is the pre-
dominant family type in the United States.

The analyses revealed discrepancies between
parent and child reports of autonomy and related-
ness. This was particularly notable in the “low
youth relatedness” cluster. Although youth and
parent reports also differed in the other two clus-
ters, the differences were smaller and responses
tended to follow the same pattern (i.e., both parent
and youth either above or below the mean). Incon-
gruence in parent–child reports is commonly
reported in dyadic studies of family constructs,
including parental acceptance, psychological con-
trol, and behavioral control (Korelitz & Garber,
2016), family decision making (Smetana,
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Campione-Barr, & Daddis, 2004), and value orien-
tations (Roest, Dubas, Gerris, & Engels, 2009). Dis-
crepancies have been attributed to a variety of
causes, ranging from legitimate differences in per-
spectives between family members to informant
(e.g., child age) or family (e.g., parents’ marital sta-
tus) characteristics (for review, see Rote & Smetana,
2016). Determining the reasons for parent–child
discrepancies is beyond the scope of the current
study but represents a potentially fruitful avenue
for future research.

The three clusters differed on demographic fac-
tors and a set of conceptually identified attitudinal,
behavioral, and adjustment factors. Starting with
demographics, European American dyads were
overrepresented in the “autonomous-related” clus-
ter, which suggests that European American fami-
lies may not follow the model of independence.
Instead, and consistent with other scholars (Grote-
vant & Cooper, 1986; Larson, Pearce, Sullivan, &
Jarrett, 2007), they more closely reflect Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s
model of psychological interdependence that pro-
motes autonomy with relatedness. Latino American
dyads were overrepresented in the “low auton-
omy” cluster, which is consistent with previous
research indicating that the gaining of autonomy
may be different in Latino families due to cultural
values emphasizing familial respect and authority
(e.g., Fuligni & Yoshikawa, 2003; Fuligni et al.,
1999) and later age expectations regarding chil-
dren’s autonomy (Phinney et al., 2005). Immigrant
status and acculturation likely play a role in these
findings. The majority of Latinos in the “low auton-
omy” cluster were in immigrant families, and pat-
terns of autonomy granting tend to shift as families
adapt to a new culture (Zimmer-Gembeck & Col-
lins, 2003). The “low autonomy” cluster also had
fewer years of education and lower income levels
than the other clusters, which is consistent with the
theory of family change (Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015),
although post hoc tests indicated that cluster differ-
ences in autonomy and relatedness remained when
controlling for socioeconomic status.

Of note, the clusters differed in theoretically con-
sistent ways on patterns of family dynamics and
functioning. Both parents and children from the
“autonomous-related” and “low youth relatedness”
clusters reported higher levels of youth decision
making than the “low autonomy” cluster, which is
consistent with the view of decision making as a
behavioral manifestation of autonomy (e.g., Fuligni
& Eccles, 1993; Steinberg, 1990) and prior studies
reporting associations between parental autonomy
support and youth decision-making autonomy

(Fousiani et al., 2014). The finding that the “au-
tonomous-related” cluster had high levels of youth
decision making demonstrates that high levels of
behavioral autonomy can coexist with strong fam-
ily relatedness (e.g., Ryan & Deci, 2000), supporting
the view that autonomy and relatedness may be
additive or functionally dependent (e.g., Tamis-
LeMonda et al., 2007). The “autonomous-related”
cluster and “low youth relatedness” cluster dif-
fered on the measure of autonomy (volitional sup-
port); however, they did not differ on decision
making. Patterns of autonomy support and family
relatedness aligned with family goals for indepen-
dence and family traditions and obligations
(Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı, 1996, 2007). The two clusters with
higher parental autonomy support also had parents
who placed greater importance on the goal of their
children becoming independent, and the “low
youth relatedness” cluster had the lowest levels of
youth report of family obligations and youth report
of following family traditions as an important goal.
These cluster differences are largely consistent with
theory and expectations (e.g., higher autonomy is
associated with increased youth decision making)
and provide support for perspectives that auton-
omy and relatedness are compatible (e.g., high
youth decision making in clusters with high levels
of relatedness).

Findings relating to youth reports of closeness to
parents and minor delinquency are consistent with
theoretical predictions that the autonomous-related
self is associated with positive adjustment
(Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı & Yalin, 2015) and empirical studies
linking adolescent well-being to both parental
autonomy support (Inguglia et al., 2015; Ratelle
et al., 2005; Ryan & Deci, 2002) and relatedness
(Beyers & Goossens, 1999; Ryan & Lynch, 1989).
Notably, youth in the “autonomous-related” cluster
had the lowest engagement in problem behaviors
and the highest levels of closeness to parents.
Other studies have demonstrated similar associa-
tions of autonomy and problem behavior (e.g.,
Brauer, 2017). The lower levels of closeness to par-
ents, and higher levels of problem behaviors,
observed in the other two clusters may reflect rela-
tionship difficulties leading to (or stemming from)
mismatches between adolescents’ and parents’
views relating to appropriate parent–child relation-
ships. Moreover, as discussed previously, discrep-
ancies in parent–child reports have themselves
been linked to poor adjustment in some (but not
all) studies (see Korelitz & Garber, 2016); thus,
some of the observed cluster differences may be
due to parent–child discrepancies in perspectives
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(rather than the absolute levels of the relevant vari-
ables). Taken as a whole, findings support the per-
spective that both autonomy and relatedness are
beneficial for youths’ well-being (e.g., Grotevant &
Cooper, 1986).

Limitations and Future Directions

There are several limitations worth mentioning.
First, there were ethnic group differences in demo-
graphic characteristics; therefore, caution must be
taken when interpreting study findings relating to
ethnicity. Future studies can recruit samples that
have more variability in terms of SES within ethnic
groups (e.g., by purposively recruiting middle or
higher SES Latino and African American families).
Although this is noted as a study limitation, it can
also be viewed as a strength, as these sample char-
acteristics reflect general trends within the U.S.
population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015). A second
set of limitations resulted from use of an existing
dataset. The measures of autonomy support and
family relatedness were based on validated mea-
sures, but they were shortened to reduce respon-
dent burden and thus may not fully capture the
constructs. Moreover, SDT scholars have proposed
a form of relatedness that is not necessarily the
same as the conceptualization from the cross-cul-
tural literature utilized in this study (Ryan & Deci,
2000). Finally, only one indicator of youth adjust-
ment was available. Future research that includes
additional measures of relevant constructs is
needed to replicate and confirm the current find-
ings. A third limitation is that although the dyadic
cross-sectional design was suitable to the research
questions, there are likely to be developmental
changes in how parents and children negotiate
issues of autonomy and relatedness (e.g., Steinberg,
2013). Therefore, longitudinal studies that replicate
and extend the current analysis in other samples
and contexts are needed.

CONCLUSION

This study contributes to the theoretical and empir-
ical literature on contemporary U.S. adolescents
and families. The identification of clusters based on
dyadic reports of autonomy and relatedness sup-
ports theories and frameworks that have been pro-
posed and observed in cross-cultural studies (e.g.,
Ka�gıtc�ıbas�ı’s model of family change). The findings
also demonstrate the importance of examining how
intersections of autonomy and relatedness may be
linked to important issues of family functioning

(e.g., family goals and family closeness) and well-
being and positive development (e.g., decreased
problem behavior). The current study provides
insight on the configurations of autonomy and
relatedness of parents and adolescents the United
States, as well as how such patterns are associated
with family functioning. Future research can build
upon this work to explore the replicability of these
configurations in other populations and contexts
and their correlates to other aspects of youth and
family functioning.
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