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ABSTRACT 

 

       The primary purpose of this study was to examine the differences in adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy within and across two cultures.  In addition, this study 

also investigated the influences of age and gender on identity formation and autonomy 

within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. The participants were comprised of 

200 Asian Indian and 234 U.S. American adolescents between ages 13 and 18. This study 

employed a nonexperimental questionnaire-based research design. The findings revealed 

significant correlations between parent-adolescent relationships and adolescent identity 

formation. Adolescents’ autonomous qualities were also significantly associated with 

adolescents’ perceptions of their relationship with their parents. Multivariate analyses of 

covariance demonstrated younger Asian Indian adolescents as more foreclosed than older 

adolescents in India. However, age did not feature as a significant predictor of identity 

formation in U.S. American adolescents. Additionally, age did not emerge as a significant 

predictor of autonomy in adolescence. With regards gender differences, adolescent males 

in India as well as in the U.S. were more foreclosed than adolescent females. Further, in 

the U.S.A. but, not in India, adolescent males displayed greater deidealization than did 

adolescent females. Cross-culturally, Asian Indian and U.S. American adolescents did not 

significantly differ on the identity achievement status. But, adolescents in India scored 

significantly higher than did U.S. American adolescents on all the other domains of 

identity formation. Similarly, Asian Indian adolescents demonstrated higher levels of 

autonomy than did adolescents in the U.S.A. Implications of these findings are discussed. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

 

Adolescent Identity Formation and Autonomy 

       Evolution of Identity Formation and Autonomy. 

       Erikson (1968) theorized adolescence as a period of identity crisis characterized by 

adolescents’ active search for a stable sense of self. Biological maturation coupled with 

unclear adult roles force adolescents to create a distinct culture in their quest for identity 

(Erikson, 1968). According to Grotevant (1998) identity formation during adolescence 

goes a long way in laying the foundation for adult psychosocial and interpersonal 

development. Erikson (1968) discussed identity formation in terms of ego identity and 

identity diffusion that result in psychosocial crisis during late adolescence. However, 

Marcia (1989, 1980) argued the simplistic view on identity formation and reiterated 

identity as a flexible construct that neither begins nor ends with adolescence. 

Furthermore, Marcia (1966) pointed out that Erikson’s theory does not explain the 

individual differences in degrees of identity formation. 

       Marcia (1989, 1966) conceptualized adolescent identity formation in terms of guilt- 

free exploration of alternatives and willingness to commit to a particular set of beliefs and 

values. Based on Erikson’s formulation of identity as a psychosocial task, Marcia (1966)  

consolidated four identity statuses to determine the continuum of ego-identity 

achievement during adolescence: (a) identity achievement, (b) moratorium, (c) 

foreclosure, and (d) diffusion. The first category includes adolescents who employ the 

process of exploration to resolve identity issues in their own terms were categorized as 

identity achieved. Next, moratorium is characterized by adolescents in an acute state of 

exploration and active search for values to define personal identity. Foreclosure identity 

status refers to the state wherein adolescents make definite commitments to goals, values  
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and beliefs without experiencing identity exploration. Lastly, Marcia described identity 

diffusion as a state characterized by negligible identity exploration by adolescents and 

absence of any personal commitments by them to a vocation or a set of beliefs (Marcia, 

1993).  

       Previous research has established positive relations between identity formation and 

adolescents’ quest for individuation and differentiation (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; 

Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993; Noller, 1995; Perosa, 

Perosa, & Tam, 2002). Psychoanalytic theorists view autonomy from parents and 

dependence on peers as an inevitable feature of adolescent development (Grotevant & 

Cooper, 1986; Steinberg and Silverberg, 1986). Additionally, according to the self-

determination theory, autonomy is considered a basic psychological need (Ryan et al., 

1995). Autonomy is often discussed as a multidimensional construct. For example, based 

on adolescents’ conflicts with their parents and peers Collins, Laursen, Mortensen, 

Leubker, and Ferreira (1997) summarized autonomy into three groups: (a) emotional 

autonomy, (b) behavioral autonomy, and (c) cognitive autonomy. The present study will 

specifically focus on emotional autonomy. Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) identified 

four components of emotional autonomy: (a) non-dependency, (b) individuation, (c) 

parental deidealization, and (d) perceiving one’s parents as people. Some researchers 

have observed deidealization as the underlying process in emotional autonomy 

development (Frank, Avery & Laman, 1988; Frank, Pirsch, & Wright, 1990). Consistent 

with earlier findings (Frank et al., 1988; Frank et al., 1990; Fuhrman & Holmbeck, 1995), 

Noom, Dekovic and Meeus (2001) found adolescents making frequent attempts to 

emotionally distance themselves from their parents regardless of supportive family 

environment.  

       Influences of Parent-Adolescent Relationships on Adolescent Identity Formation and 

Autonomy. 

       Adolescents’ search for uniqueness often results in discontinuities in relationships 

with prior and existing organizations (Bronfenbrenner, 1993; Collins et al., 1997; Collins  

& Russell, 1991, Fuligni, 1998; Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Lapsley, 1990; Noller, 1995). 

Under these circumstances the family context reportedly serves as a strong social system 

for adolescent identity formation (Marcia, 1993; Noller, 1995). According to Erikson 
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(1968) the family helps in orienting children toward roles that are expected out of them at 

different stages of their lives. Furthermore, Bhushan and Shirali (1993) explained that 

family plays a critical role in adolescent identity formation by clarifying their confusion 

about change and transition. Based on the fact that parents serve as primary socializers of 

their children (Phinney & Rosenthal, 1992), there is increasing evidence that parenting 

practices have strong influences on adolescent identity formation (Bartle-Haring, 1997; 

Grotevant, 1998; Sartor & Youniss, 2002).  

       Although, many researchers (Marcia, 1980; Noom, Dekovic, & Meeus, 1999; 

Waterman, 1982) found that adolescent identity formation and individuation are impacted 

by parent-child interactions, Frank et al. (1990) demonstrated that after controlling for 

other aspects of parent-adolescent relationships, adolescents’ perceptions of 

connectedness with parents does not feature as a significant predictor of identity 

processes. However, some researchers now believe that adolescents can in fact, maintain 

connectedness with their parents while asserting their individuality (Dunlop et al., 2001; 

Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Mayseless, Wiseman, & Hai, 1998; Montemayor & Hanson, 

1985; Ryan & Lynch, 1989). In addition, both Noller (1995) and Ryan et al. (1995) 

observed that within secure environments, parental encouragement of autonomy 

facilitates adolescents’ easier transition into adulthood and healthy development.  

       Age Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation, Autonomy and Parent-Adolescent 

Relationships. 

       According to Feldman and Gehring (1988), adolescents’ perceptions of their 

relations within their families change with age. Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) 

demonstrated that early and middle adolescent years present a period of heightened 

orientation toward peers wherein adolescents often display less desire for parental 

control. Similarly, Mazor and Enright (1988) showed that younger adolescents seek more 

egalitarian relationships with their parents than do older adolescents. However, older 

adolescents in comparison to younger adolescents are reportedly more autonomous 

(Beyers & Goosens, 1999; Mayseless et al., 1998; Noom et al., 2001). Consequently, 

older adolescents display less supervision in relations with both parents (Mayseless et al., 

1998) and smaller power discrepancy between themselves and their parents (Feldman & 

Gehring, 1988). In fact, parent-adolescent conflicts start to decline after middle 
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adolescence (Fuligni, 1998; Noller, 1995) and adolescents become more likely to 

incorporate parental perspectives in their belief system (Mazor & Enright, 1988, Noller, 

1995). In general, Erikson (1968) maintained that individuals in the late adolescence are 

able to conceive a clearer sense of their identity than those in early and middle 

adolescence.  

       Gender Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation, Autonomy and Parent-

Adolescent Relationships. 

       Previous research also demonstrates considerable evidence on gender differences in 

adolescent identity formation and autonomy within the realm of parent-adolescent 

relations. For example, the process of autonomy development is reportedly a more 

stressful experience for females than it is for males (Beyers & Goossens, 1999; Lamborn 

& Steinberg, 1993). However, according to Fullwinder-Bush and Jacobitz (1993), 

families characterized by autonomy-granting parents who share close relations with 

daughter actually are instrumental in promoting high levels of identity exploration in their 

daughters. In a separate study, Stewart, Bond, Ho, Zaman, and Anwar (2000) reported 

that adolescent females perceive their parents as more autonomy-granting than do  

adolescent males. In general, female adolescents report warmer and closer relations with 

their parents than do male adolescents (Matos, Barbosa, Almeida, & Costa, 1999; 

Mayseless et al., 1998; Stewart et al., 2000) and display higher levels of emotional 

autonomy (Beyer & Goosens, 1999; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). In sum, Rich (1990) 

concluded that while adolescent males define themselves through separation, female 

adolescents form a sense of self through connectedness.  

       Cultural Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation, Autonomy and Parent-

Adolescent Relationships. 

       Both, Erikson and Marcia, acknowledged the significance of society and culture in  

understanding adolescent identity formation. For example, Erikson (1968) concluded that 

a community feels wanted when emerging adolescents seek identification with the 

society but feels unwanted when adolescents seemingly do not care. However, Marcia 

(1989) found foreclosure identities common in societies where survival remains an 

overriding concern. On the other hand, Marcia (1989) stated that identity achievement is 

possible in societies that offer opportunities of exploration to its members. However, both 
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Erikson’s and Marcia’s theories fall short of providing theoretical explanations for 

developmentally appropriate normative patterns in adolescent identity formation across 

cultures. 

       Under these circumstances, Bronfenbrenner’s (1999) ecological framework provides 

helpful theoretical insights into understanding adolescent development within the context 

of his or her physical environment. Bronfenbrenner (1999) viewed child development as 

a product of mutual interactions between child’s immediate family and other people his 

or her environment. Based on the immediacy of impact, Bronfenbrenner (1993, 1999)  

identified five domains of environmental influences on child’s development: (a) 

microsystem, (b) mesosystem, (c) exosystem, (d) macrosystem, and (e) chronosystem. 

The microsystem involves face-to-face interactions between the adolescent and other 

individuals in his or her immediate setting. For the developing child, family forms the 

principle microsystem. The next nested structure of the environment is characterized by 

interface between two or more microsystems containing the developing adolescent. In 

other words, the mesosystem consists of interactions between adolescents and other 

settings for child development, such as, day care facilities, schools and peer groups. The 

third level is called the exosystem and is defined as the system involving linkages 

between two or more systems of which, the developing individual is not part of at least 

one setting. For example, this system may include interactions between home and 

parental work environments, parent-teacher organizations and the school board, and 

home and the community. The relationships between these systems usually affect the 

developing person indirectly. The macrosystem is the overarching system that 

encompasses the micro-, meso- and exosystems. This system is characterized by the 

cultural patterns, belief systems, politico-social ideologies, lifestyles, so on and so forth.  

Therefore, as a result of the cultural settings, the developmental processes are bound to  

differ from one macrosystem to the other. Finally, chrononosystem adds the third 

dimension of time to child’s development.  This system is characterized by the changes in 

developing child’s environment over a period of time. 

       A growing body of literature emphasizes this person-context relationship 

(Baumeister & Muraven 1996; Bronfenbrenner, 1993, 1999; Chao, 1994; Fuligni, 1998; 

McBride-Chang & Chang, 1998; Phinney, 2000; Stewart et al., 2000). For example, 
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Adams and Marshall (1996) found that the elements of macrosystem such as race, 

ethnicity and poverty level influence the availability of role models for identification. 

Families that maintain their cultural traditions and communicate positive messages about 

their community, lay a strong foundation for ethnic identity in their children (Phinney & 

Rosenthal, 1992). According to Phinney and Rosenthal (1992), children bring this ethnic 

heritage as they make the transition into adolescence.    

       Similar to the research findings on adolescent identity formation, emotional 

autonomy is best understood only if studied in context (Fuligni, 1998; Lamborn & 

Steinberg, 1993). Whereas a child’s individuation is valued and encouraged in western 

societies, respect for elders, obedience and conformity are valued in most non-western 

cultures (Chao, 1994; Fuligni, 1998; Stewart et al., 2000). European American 

psychologists and educators view autonomy and liberation from parents as indicators of 

maturity in adolescents (Grotevant, 1998). However, some researchers argue that 

adolescents in collectivist cultures may in fact, grow to be autonomous while maintaining 

close and warm relationships with their parents (Hill & Holmbeck, 1986; Mayseless et 

al., 1998; Steinberg, 1990).  However, it is difficult to corroborate this idea owing to a 

paucity of literature on adolescents in such societies (Fuligni, 1998; Mayseless et al., 

1998). Boyd-Franklin (1989) summarized that emotional autonomy may be viewed less 

maladaptive in societies where autonomy is encouraged and challenging in cultures  

that are less tolerant of emotional autonomy. 

 

Statement of Purpose 

       The primary purpose of this study is to examine the differences in adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy within and across two cultures. In addition, this study also 

investigates the influences of age and gender on identity formation and autonomy within 

the context of parent-adolescent relationships. A majority of research on adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy is done predominantly with American adolescents of 

European origin (Bartle-Haring, 1997; Berzonzsky & Kuk, 2000; Grotevant & Cooper, 

1985; Makros & McCabe, 2001; Samuolis, Layburn, & Schiaffino, 2001; Stegarud, 

Solheim, Karlsen, & Kroger, 1999; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986) and college or 

university students (Berzonzsky & Kuk, 2000; Berzonzsky & Neimeyer, 1994; 
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Berzonzsky, Rice, & Neimeyer, 1990; Samuolis et al., 2001; Stegarud et al., 1999).  

       Although the sample for a majority of the research continues to be largely Western 

Caucasian adolescents, Bond and Smith (1996) acknowledged an increasing trend in non-

Western studies. However, they pointed out that with the overrepresentation of the East 

Asian cultures in current research, there is an obvious lack of sufficient research on 

Southeast Asian cultures. In another study, Bhushan and Shirali (1993) also highlighted 

the lack of sufficient research on identity formation and familial relations within the 

Indian context. Therefore, the present study adds a unique dimension to the existing body 

of literature by examining the cross-cultural differences between adolescents in India and 

the U.S. This study will further enrich the growing body of literature by examining 

gender and more importantly, developmental differences in identity formation and  

autonomy during the early and middle adolescent years. 

 

Research Questions 

       The research questions for this study are listed below: 

1. Is adolescent identity formation related to parent-adolescent relationships? 

2. Is adolescent autonomy related to parent-adolescent relationships? 

3. What is the relation between adolescent autonomy and identity formation within the   

context of parent-adolescent relationships?  

4.  Are there differences in adolescent identity formation and autonomy based on age     

within the context of parent-adolescent relationships? 

5.  Are there differences in identity formation and autonomy between male adolescents   

and female adolescents within the context of parent-adolescent relationships? 

6.  Are there differences in identity formation and autonomy between American and  

Asian Indian adolescents within the context of parent-adolescent relationships? 

 

 

Operational Definitions 

       Adolescent identity formation. Based on Marcia’s (1980) identity statuses, adolescent 

identity formation will be operationalized in terms of the existence or non-existence of a 

crisis period and the extent of personal commitment in two areas: occupation and 

ideology.  
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       Adolescent autonomy. Adolescent autonomy will be discussed in terms of emotional 

autonomy which will be operationalized as adolescent’ relinquishing childhood 

dependencies on their parents and moving toward self-reliance. 

      Parent-adolescent relations. Parent-adolescent relations will be operationalized as  

adolescents’ perceptions of their relations with parents. 

       American adolescents. Caucasian, African American, Hispanic and Native American 

adolescents between the ages of 13 and 18, born and raised in the United States of 

     Asian Indian adolescents. Adolescents aged between 13 and 18 years, born and 

raised in India will be considered as Asian Indian adolescents. 

 

Assumptions 

       The following assumptions were made in regards to this research: 

1.    Adolescents answered the questionnaires truthfully and to the best of their ability. 

2.    The participating adolescents were representative of the adolescent population in the   

United States of America and India. 

3.    The adolescents who participated from English-speaking schools in India were 

proficient in both written and spoken English. 

4.    The instruments used in the present study accurately measured the variables of  

interest. 

 

Limitations 

       This study was limited by the following: 

1. Use of self-reports in data collection. 

2. The focus on adolescents between the ages of 13 and 18. 

3. The focus on adolescents’ perceptions of parent-adolescent relationships. 

4. Adolescents from English-speaking schools in India and in the U.S.A. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

 

 

 

       Adolescence is widely recognized as a transitional period between childhood and 

adulthood (Grotevant, 1998). This period is separated from childhood years in that for the 

first time, adolescents begin to challenge parental belief system (Chandler, 1987) in an 

effort to conceive a sense of self. Consequently, identity formation features as a key 

developmental outcome during adolescence (Hoof & Raaijmakers, 2002) and lays a 

strong foundation for future psychosocial development and interpersonal relationships 

(Grotevant, 1998, Marcia, 1989). According to Siegel and Ehrilch (1989), adolescents 

construct their identities on the basis of their interactions and relationships with other 

people in their immediate setting, particularly, with their parents (Allison & Sabatelli, 

1988; Grotevant, 1998; Johnson & Roberts, 1999; Phinney & Rosenthal, 1992; 

Zimmermann & Becker-Stoll, 2002).  

       An extensive body of research shows that identity formation necessitates separation 

from parents (Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky et al., 1990; Fullwinder-Bush & 

Jacobvitz, 1993; Noller, 1995; Moore, 1987). But, Grotevant and Cooper (1985, 1986) 

defined identity formation as a product of adolescent individuality and connectedness 

with parents. The balance between adolescent individuality and parent- adolescent 

connectedness varies with the transformations in parent-adolescent relationships 

throughout adolescence (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Collins, 1992; Grotevant & Cooper, 

1985). Bronfenbrenner (1995) pointed out that human development occurs through 

complex mutual interactions between individuals and other people and objects in the 

immediate environment. Therefore, a comprehensive understanding of adolescent identity 

formation requires it to be studied within the familial and cultural contexts (Cote & 

Allahar, 1994; Grotevant, 1998). Matos et al. (1999) found that familial opportunities for 
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self-exploration and individuation in combination with the values, beliefs and standards 

promoted by the larger society, facilitate higher levels of identity formation in 

adolescents (Matos et al., 1999). This chapter will review recent literature on the cultural 

differences in adolescent identity formation and autonomy within the context of parent-

adolescent relationships. In addition, this study will also trace the variation in adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy by age and gender. 

 

Evolution of Identity Formation in Adolescence 

       Identity formation is a distinctive characteristic of adolescent development (DeHaan 

& McDermid, 1999; Marcia, 1989). Based on his findings on ego maturation, Erikson 

(1968) identified the following psychosocial stages of identity formation: (a) introjection, 

(b) identification, and (c) identity formation. Introjection is based on the satisfactory 

relationship between mothers and their children. This phase lasts through early childhood 

years during which children usually incorporate maternal image into their own 

personality.  The mother-child relationship forms the basis for children’s identification 

with other objects and individuals outside the familial setting. Introjection is followed by 

the childhood identifications stage. During this stage, children interact and in the process, 

seek to identify with trustworthy individuals in their immediate environment. As a result 

of such interactions, children are exposed to a multiple roles provided by the surrounding 

people. Finally, identity formation begins with the end of childhood identifications. 

Identity formation takes place through rejection and assimilation of childhood 

identifications. The community and the larger society play a significant role in shaping 

the emerging adolescents’ identity during this process.  For example, family, 

neighborhood and school facilitate interactional and experimental identifications with 

children and adults (Erikson, 1968). These interactions help the growing adolescent to 

form expectations about fitting into roles ascribed by the overarching society. According 

to Erikson (1968), the final identity is consolidated at the end of adolescence when the 

adolescent embraces all significant indentifications from the past, and makes independent 

judgments in forming a unique and coherent sense of self.  

       Although Erikson (1968) laid a strong foundation for understanding identity 

formation as a psychosocial construct during adolescence, Waterman (1982) pointed out 
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that researchers continue to face difficulty in defining clear boundaries and parameters 

for identity formation. For example, based on Erikson’s perspective on identity 

formation, Bosma, Graafsma, Grotevant and deLevita (1994) described identity 

formation as an interface between individual personality, social relationships, self- 

awareness about one’s own personality, and the cultural context. In somewhat different 

vein, Marcia (1989, 1966) extended Erikson’s theory on adolescent identity by 

conceptualizing four domains of identity formation based on individual coping styles in 

response to the psychological task of identity formation: (a) identity achievement, (b) 

moratorium, (c) foreclosure, and (d) diffusion. Marcia (1989, 1966) categorized 

adolescents into the four identity statuses based on the extent of their identity exploration 

and commitment to their set of beliefs and values. Berzonsky and Neimeyer (1994) 

employed Marcia’s identity statuses to describe self-identity formation as a self-

exploratory process involving different social cognitive informational styles across life 

span. Additionally, Berzonsky and Neimeyer (1994) drew analogy between the process 

of exploration and commitment and the assimilation-accommodative model of identity 

formation. According to Berzonsky and Neimeyer (1994), it is the identity processing 

orientation determines how adolescents negotiate identity crisis.  

Dunkel and Anthis (2001) asserted that exploration and commitment processes do 

not end just with the consideration and selection of alternatives. Individuals consolidate 

their identity based on their consideration of possible selves (Dunkel & Anthis, 2001). 

According to Dunkel and Anthis (2001), adolescents are able to develop a more stable 

sense of self with the advancement in commitment processes and their investment in their 

possible selves. In somewhat similar vein, Campbell, Adams and Dobson (1984) pointed 

out that ego identity formation occurs as a result of personal exploration and 

psychological differentiation processes. Later, Berzonsky et al. (1990) described 

adolescent identity in terms of self-constructed view of self. They reported that 

adolescents in psychological moratoria and diffusion display a highly differentiated 

concept of self (Berzonsky et al., 1990; Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1988).  

       Makros and McCabe (2001) described adolescent identity formation based on self-

belief discrepancies. More specifically, Makros and McCabe (2001) found that in 

comparison to adolescents in identity diffusion and moratorium, identity achieved and 
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foreclosed adolescents display higher levels of commitment and significantly low levels 

of discrepancy between the ways they perceive themselves and the way that they want to 

be viewed. Consequently, identity achieved and foreclosed adolescents display 

reasonably high security (Kroger, 1996) and satisfaction with their perception of self 

(Makros & McCabe, 2001). In contrast, adolescents in psychological moratoria are 

somewhat dissatisfied with their perception of self and therefore, engage in active 

exploration to define themselves (Makros & McCabe, 2001). As a result, psychological 

moratorium is regarded as the least stable status out of the four identity statues (Marcia et 

al., 1993; Waterman, 1999) and is even linked to problem behavior during adolescent 

years (Erikson, 1968; Hernandez & DiClemente, 1992). Nevertheless, Erikson (1968) 

stressed that adolescents need moratorium to integrate the elements of their identity as 

they make the transition from childhood into adulthood. Marcia (1993) also described 

moratorium as a state of acute exploration and active search for values by adolescents in 

their attempts to define a personal identity. However, this state may result in delay of 

commitment to adult roles (Erikson, 1968). Erikson (1968) cautioned that adolescents in 

prolonged state of moratorium are inclined to make reckless efforts to break this state.  

Overall, identity achievement and moratorium are considered superior identity  

statuses in comparison to foreclosed and diffused identities (Marcia, 1993). According to 

Marcia (1993), identity achieved adolescents are more extroverted and possess more 

adaptive skills than adolescents in other identity statuses. Identity achieved adolescents 

also engage in more exploration than do the adolescents in other identity statuses 

(Schmitt-Rodermund & Vondracek, 1999). As a result, Noller (1995) reported that 

identity achievers exude more self-confidence, and display greater self certainity 

(Berzonsky et al., 1990) and better personal relationships than the adolescents in other 

identity statuses.  

 

Identity Formation and Parent-Adolescent Relationships 

Parental involvement significantly impacts adolescent behavior (Grotevant, 1998; 

Sartor & Youniss, 2002). Even though adolescence is characterized by tension between 

parents and children, family continues to play an influential role in shaping adolescent 

identity formation (Johnson & Roberts, 1999). Arnett (2001) observed that adolescent 
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identity formation is promoted by close family relationships particularly, in terms of 

commitment to a set of beliefs, values and goals. Meeus et al. (2002) reiterated the 

importance of close parent-adolescent relationship involving bidirectional 

communication in fostering identity exploration in adolescents. Whereas parental 

involvement (Sartor & Youniss, 2002; Schmitt-Rodermund & Vondracek, 1999) and 

emotional support are responsible for identity achievement (Bhushan & Shirali, 1993; 

Sartor & Youniss, 2002) and moratorium, parental rejection results in identity foreclosure 

and diffusion (Adams, 1985). Similarly, Marcia (1989) indicated that adolescents may 

undergo increased guilt- and anxiety-ridden exploration in the absence of parental 

support. Furthermore, whereas higher levels of separation anxiety limit adolescent 

identity exploration, moderate levels of separation anxiety may promote development of 

commitment (Matos et al., 1999). Zimmermann and Becker-Stoll (2002) and Sartor and 

Youniss (2002) concluded that adolescent identity formation correlates positively with 

close parent-adolescent relationships. In contrast, weak relationships between parents and 

adolescents result in identity diffusion in adolescent males and females.    

Based on the premise that parents are both, very nurturing and highly controlling, 

Parker (1991, 1983) highlighted the two factors responsible for maintaining parent-child 

bond: (a) care, and (b) overprotection. Identity exploration is best facilitated when 

adolescents rate their parents high in care and moderate to low in overprotection (Noller, 

1995). According to Noller (1995), foreclosed adolescents are likely to perceive their 

parents as highly caring and highly overprotective. In comparison to the adolescents in 

other identity statuses, foreclosed adolescents are also likely to show greater dependency 

and increased conformity to parental expectations, and are less likely to engage in 

identity exploration (Kroger, 1989). Adolescents in identity achievement and moratorium 

statues rate their parents low on control (Adams, 1985; Campbell et al., 1984).  

An extensive body of literature also draws attention to adolescents’ perception of 

their relationship with their parents. For example, Quintana and Lapsley (1987) found 

that adolescents who perceive their parents as more dictatorial, tend to display less faith 

in their relationship with their parents. Similarly, adolescents who perceive their parents 

as more imperfect report weak relationships with parents (Frank et al., 1990). According 

to Phinney and Rosenthal (1992), positive role modeling by parents increases the 
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likelihood of adolescents imbibing parental values and behavior into their own belief 

system. However, Elder (1980) pointed out that industrialization and rapid social change 

has limited parental influence on adolescents, and has initiated a more independent search 

for selfhood thereby limiting the older generation from serving as effective role models 

for the younger generation (Muuss, 1995).  

       Adams (1985) and Bhushan and Shirali (1993) stressed the influential role of parents 

in shaping adolescent identity. More specifically, Adams (1985) found positive 

correlations between adolescent identity formation and parental identity status. For 

example, identity achieved adolescents are likely to have identity achieved parents. 

Additionally, lower levels of parental identity inhibit identity formation in adolescent 

females. The results also show that parents in mature identity statuses (such as, identity 

achievement and moratorium) facilitate their daughters’ identity formation by setting 

standards for them to imbibe. In contrast, parents in less mature statuses, vis-à-vis, 

foreclosure and diffusion are perceived as rejecting and withdrawn by adolescent 

females. As a result, diffused and foreclosed parents fall short of serving as role models 

for their daughters (Adams, 1985).  

Campbell et al. (1984) observed that parent-adolescent relationship varies with 

adolescents in different identity statues. For example, foreclosed adolescents display 

close relationships with their parents followed by identity achieved adolescents. 

Additionally, foreclosed adolescents share an affectionate relationship specifically with  

their mothers. On the other hand, identity diffused adolescents perceive their parents as 

indifferent and are therefore, more inclined to report a distant relationship with their 

parents.  In fact, some studies attest positive correlations between adolescents’ 

perceptions of parental rejection and adolescent identity diffusion status (Adams, 1985; 

Campbell et al., 1984). Further, adolescents in the state of moratorium also tend to share 

a distant and less affectionate relationship with their parents (Adams, 1985; Campbell et 

al., 1984). In sum, whereas identity achieved and foreclosed adolescents report close 

relationships with their parents, adolescents in moratorium and diffused identity statuses 

demonstrate distant relationships with their parents (Campbell et al., 1984).  

Adams (1985) found that adolescent females who do not engage in active exploration 

are likely to have reserved fathers and share distant relationships with their mothers. In 
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contrast, adolescent females in identity moratoria and achievement statuses are likely to 

have supportive and affectionate fathers (Adams, 1985). Adolescent females, in general, 

rate parents in the moratorium and identity achieved statuses as more supportive than 

diffused and foreclosed parents.  

       In sum, current research provides compelling evidence that close parent-adolescent 

relationship is conducive to adolescent identity formation. More specifically, parents play 

an influential role in fostering identity achievement in adolescents by providing sustained 

emotional support and opportunities for open communication. In the absence of parental 

support, adolescents experience anxiety and emotional distress. On the other hand, 

overprotective parents endorse identity foreclosure in adolescents. However, some 

researchers pointed out positive role modeling by parents as influential in adolescents 

imbibing values, beliefs and standards similar to their parents’. Other researchers 

maintain that adolescents’ conformity to parental expectations limits their exploration, 

consequently resulting in foreclosed identity. These adolescents however, report the 

closest and warmest relationship with their parents followed by identity achieved 

adolescents. Additionally, adolescents in psychological moratoria demonstrate distant 

relationships with their parents whereas, identity diffused adolescents perceive their 

parents as indifferent to them. Lastly, the studies discussed above also illustrate positive 

correlations between parent and adolescent identity statuses. In other words, identity 

achieved adolescents are more likely than adolescents from other identity statuses to have 

identity achieved parents. 

 

Relations Between Adolescent Identity Formation and Autonomy 

According to Grotevant (1998), Markstrom et al. (1999) and Siegel & Ehrilch 

(1989), adolescents’ attempts toward individuation plays an important role in shaping 

their identity. Additionally, Quintana and Lapsley (1990) discussed the effect of 

parenting styles on identity formation mediated by individuation. The current body of 

literature clearly demonstrates the inextricable association between self-exploration and 

individuation during adolescence (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Berzonsky & Kuk, 2000; 

Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993; Grotevant, 1987, Marcia, 1989; Noller, 1995; 

Perosa, Perosa, & Tam, 2002). Moore (1987) demonstrated that adolescent ego-identity 
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development is dependent on adolescents’ separation from their parents. For example, 

Kroger (1989) reported that foreclosed adolescents are less likely to display high 

autonomy. Additionally, Frank et al. (1990) established that adolescents who display little 

autonomy and conform to parental belief system, are apt to make identity commitments 

based on expectations of their parents. In similar vein, Moore (1987) found that 

adolescent males who report difficulty in emotionally detaching from parents, score low 

on identity formation. Moore (1987) explained that adolescent males who view 

disengagement as a critical aspect of separation, display lower levels of ego-identity. 

However, the results were just the opposite for adolescent females (Moore, 1987). 

Smollar and Youniss (1989) emphasized individuation as an important characteristic 

of adolescent development because it initiates children toward exploring and developing 

a sense of self that is separate from parental identity. According to Noller (1995) and 

Grotevant and Cooper (1986), identity formation occurs as a function of two 

simultaneous processes: (a) individuation, and (b) connectedness. According to 

Berzonsky et al. (1990), individuation is characterized by adolescents’ ability to make 

independent decisions and judgments. Consequently, Noller (1995) suggested that the 

best approach for families to promote identity exploration during adolescence is by 

emphasizing individuation (Perosa et al., 2002) without downplaying familial closeness 

and vice-versa. Moreover, in accordance with the self-determination theory, adolescents 

are likely to absorb parental values into their own belief system if they view their parents 

consistently providing logical rationale for desired behavior and expectations combined 

with parents’ openness to adolescents’ opinions (Ryan et al., 1995; Stewart et al., 2000). 

However, adolescents may misinterpret parental encouragement of autonomy to reflect 

rejection and abandonment (Matos et al., 1999). For example, Matos et al. (1999) 

observed that active exploration by foreclosed adolescents is responsible for adolescents’ 

separateness from their parents, which results in adolescents experiencing feelings of 

guilt and insecurity (Matos et al., 1999). 

From a social cognitive standpoint, adolescent separation-individuation process is 

accompanied by object relational ideations (Josselson, 1980) and adolescents’ sense of 

invulnerability (Blos, 1962). Object relational ideations or in other words, imaginary 

audience (Lapsley & Rice, 1988) refers to adolescents’ secret fantasies in how they view 
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themselves (Josselson, 1980). Blos (1962) indicated that adolescents’ sense of 

invulnerability gives rise to personal fable ideation. Lapsley et al. (1989) demonstrated 

positive associations between imaginary audience and object relational concerns such as 

engulfment, separation anxiety, symbiosis, succorance, and enmeshment. On the other 

hand, personal fable correlates positively with defensive concerns such as self-

centeredness and need denial, and negatively with separation anxiety and engulfment 

(Lapsley et al., 1989).    

All in all, the above findings underscore the inextricable relation between adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy. Although, some researchers found that self-exploration 

necessitates adolescents’ separation from emotional dependency on their parents, other 

researchers maintain adolescent identity formation as a product of both, separateness and 

connectedness with family. Further, the findings reveal that encouraging adolescents’ 

individuation without downplaying their connectedness with their parents best promote 

identity formation. However, adolescents may misinterpret parental encouragement of 

autonomy as an indicator of parental rejection and undergo feelings of guilt and 

insecurity. In general, lower levels of emotional autonomy are found to impede identity 

achievement in adolescents.  

 

Autonomy and Parent-Adolescent Relationships 

       According to and Sartor and Youniss (2002), autonomy continues to be studied as a 

byproduct of identity formation. Siegel and Ehrilch (1989) emphasized that internal 

construction of ego requires separateness of adolescents from their families. As in the 

case of identity formation, there are no clear parameters for defining adolescent 

autonomy. For example, whereas Mazor and Enright (1988) defined individuation as an 

interface between changes in parent-adolescent relationships and growing adolescents’ 

understanding of self, Allison and Sabatelli (1988) described autonomy as a product of 

two interdependent processes: (a) individuation, and (b) differentiation. Siegel and 

Ehrilch (1989) highlighted the conceptual distinctions between individuation and 

differentiation.  From a family systems theoretical perspective, individuation is discussed 

in terms of the processes involved in defining self in relationship to others whereas 

family differentiation refers to family transactional and adaptation processes that 
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subsequently serve as key elements in promoting individuation in adolescents (Siegel & 

Ehrilch, 1989). Basically, family differentiation refers to the familial rules governing 

adolescents’ separateness and connectedness with parents (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988). 

Whereas a well-differentiated family environment is more supportive of adolescents’ 

search for autonomy (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988), low family differentiation inhibits 

adolescents’ individuation process and commitment to adult roles (Siegel & Ehrilch, 

1989). Moreover, adolescents from well differentiated families report less conflicts with 

parents (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988). Therefore, consistent with previous research 

(Fuhrman & Holmbeck, 1995; Lamborn & Steinberg, 1993; Steinberg & Silverberg, 

1986), Garber and Little (2001) stressed the need to study adolescent emotional 

autonomy within the family context. 

Frank et al. (1988) observed parental deidealization by adolescents as responsible for  

promoting emotional autonomy in adolescence. In general, emotionally autonomous  

adolescents experience a sense of confidence in making choices independent of their 

parents’ wishes (Noom, Dekovic, & Meeus, 2001).  According to Fuhrman and 

Holmbeck (1995), regardless of supportive family environment, emotional autonomy 

scores reflect adolescents’ detachment from parents. Further, Fuhrman and Holmbeck 

(1995) emphasized that adolescents’ detachment from parents may be either adaptive or 

maladaptive based on close and supportive parent-adolescent relationships. In other 

words, adolescents’ detachment from parents combined with higher levels of emotional 

autonomy is damaging in supportive family environments, but is adaptive in non-

supportive family settings.  

Fuhrman and Holmbeck (1995) maintained that adaptiveness of emotional autonomy 

is influenced by family relationships in the form of maternal warmth, family cohesion, 

parental control, and intensity of parent-adolescent conflict. In fact, a conflictual parent-

adolescent relationship serves an adaptive-protective role for adolescent autonomy 

development in non-supportive family settings (Fuhrman & Holmbeck, 1995).  

In general, close and supportive relationships between adolescents and their parents result 

in significant increases in adolescent autonomy (Collins et al., 1997; Cooper et al., 1983; 

Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Mazor & Enright, 1988; Noom et al., 1999; Ryan & Lynch, 

1989; Sartor & Youniss, 2002; Stewart et al., 2000). In turn, these adolescents are also 
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more likely to report satisfactory perceptions of self (Noom et al., 1999) and display 

greater self-reliance (Beyers & Goosens, 1999) than the less autonomous adolescents. 

Mayseless et al. (1998) argued earlier research on adolescent deidealization by 

emphasizing that emotional distancing from parents is not a prerequisite for development 

of autonomous qualities. Sartor and Youniss (2002) also established that parental support 

is not detrimental to the individuation process. In fact, existing research demonstrates that 

individuals’ quest for autonomy and need for connectedness run parallel during 

adolescence (Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Noller, 1995; Siegel & Ehrilch, 1989). 

Therefore, adolescents are able to develop their autonomy while maintaining close 

relationships with their parents (Mayseless et al., 1998). This finding is reflected in the 

Israeli (Lieblich, 1989; Mayseless et al., 1998) and New Zealand societies (Paterson et 

al., 1994) where parents and adolescents remain close through adolescence into early 

adulthood. Moore (1987) and Smollar and Youniss (1989) maintained that individuation 

is best understood within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. Consistent with 

Moore’s (1987) findings, Dunlop et al. (2001) and Grotevant (1998) also described 

individuation as a product of mutuality between adolescents and their parents. Moreover, 

studies indicate that parents’ encouragement of autonomy makes adolescents’ transition 

into adulthood easier (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Noller, 1995; Ryan et al., 1995) by 

providing adolescents with increased opportunities for independent functioning (Collins 

et al., 1997; Dunlop et al., 2001; Newman, 1989). Additionally, Newman (1989) found 

that adolescents become increasingly individuated as their ego level becomes more 

similar to that of their parents’. In line with current literature (Collins et al., 1997; Dunlop 

et al., 2001), Newman (1989) also observed that individuated adolescents receive 

consistent encouragement from their parents to freely participate in decision making at 

home (Newman, 1989). 

       Although emotional autonomy development is associated with positive outcomes, the 

process itself could be stressful for adolescents, especially for those caught in the middle 

of the transition (Beyers & Goosens, 1999). For example, autonomous qualities are found 

related to heightened feelings of insecurity (Frank et al., 1990; Matos et al., 1999; 

Lamborn & Steinberg, 1993; Ryan & Lynch, 1989) and greater perception of parental 

rejection (Ryan & Lynch, 1989). Adolescents who score high on emotional autonomy 
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also report less secure attachments and less dependency on parents for emotional support 

(Frank et al., 1990; Fuhrman & Holmbeck, 1995; Ryan & Lynch, 1989). In addition, 

Fuligni  (1998) found positive correlations between emotional autonomy, increased 

parent-adolescent conflicts and reduced parent-adolescent cohesiveness. Moreover, 

emotional autonomy stemming from weak parent-adolescent relationships results in 

negative implications on adolescents’ psychological development (Lamborn & Steinberg, 

1993). Similarly, Garber and Little (2001) concluded that high emotional autonomy 

combined with minimal parental support promotes emotional distress in adolescents. 

However, the findings may vary for high- and low-risk families. McElhaney and Allen 

(2001) observed that adolescents in high-risk families feel protected when their mothers 

undermine their autonomy. In contrast, mothers’ autonomy-undermining behavior in low-

risk families may cause adolescents to distance themselves from their mothers 

(McElhaney & Allen, 2001). According to Steinberg and Silverberg (1986), growing 

feelings of insecurity stemming from perceived parental rejection push adolescents 

toward seeking conformity with extra-familial sources. 

       Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) emphasized that early autonomy from parents 

destabilizes adolescents’ quest for individuality and makes them dangerously prone to 

peer pressure. Moreover, Noom et al. (1999) indicated that higher levels of emotional 

autonomy in combination with poor relationships with fathers (and good relationships 

with peers), fosters behavioral problems in adolescents. Interestingly, Steinberg and 

Silverberg (1986) stated that greater autonomy granting by parents could also promote 

adolescent aberrant behavior. Consistent with Steinberg and Silverberg’s (1986) findings, 

Lamborn and Steinberg (1993) found that adolescents who display high emotional 

autonomy may also be more likely to engage in delinquent activities. Garber and Little 

(2001) pointed out that whereas emotionally detached adolescents in the absence of 

parental support, report negative outcomes of emotional autonomy, parental support and 

sustained encouragement are effective in promoting healthy autonomy in adolescents. In 

contrast to the findings on emotional autonomy, DeHaan and MacDermid (1999) found 

that strong identity is associated with less involvement in juvenile delinquency.  

       In summary, although, there is no clear consensus on the boundaries and parameters 

of autonomy development, most researchers stress the need to study adolescent autonomy 
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within the family context. Whereas some researchers view adolescent autonomy as a 

product of adolescents’ strivings for separateness from- and connectedness with parents, 

other researchers demonstrate that autonomy occurs as a result of adolescent 

individuation and family differentiation. Consequently, adolescents’ difficulties in 

detaching from parents combined with low family differentiation results in lower levels  

of autonomy in adolescents. Interestingly, the studies discussed in this section also 

indicate that adolescents’ separateness from parents and high scores on emotional 

autonomy may be viewed damaging within supportive family settings and adaptive 

within non-supportive family environment. For example, adolescents from high-risk 

families view their mothers’ autonomy-undermining behavior as an indicator of maternal 

protectiveness but those from low-risk families perceive their autonomy threatened when 

their mothers undermine their strivings for individuation. Highly autonomous adolescents 

also report increased conflicts with parents and reduced family cohesiveness. 

Consequently, these adolescents become prone to behavioral problems and delinquency. 

Contrary to the negative outcomes of emotional autonomy, higher emotional autonomy 

scores correspond with increased confidence and greater self-reliance in adolescents. In 

contrast, lower levels of emotional autonomy trigger increased feelings of guilt and 

insecurity in adolescents. Finally, an extensive body of literature suggests close and 

supportive parent-adolescent relationships as conducive to higher levels of autonomy. 

 

Age Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation and Autonomy      

       Consistent with Waterman’s (1999) findings, Meeus et al. (1999) found a linear 

progression of identity development. However, the recent literature provides little 

evidence of age-specific pattern in identity formation. Meeus et al. (1999) identified the 

following progression in identity formation with the advancement in age: (a) diffusion, 

(b) closure or moratorium and (c) achieving commitment. However, this finding is yet to 

be substantiated with additional research. Earlier, Mazor and Enright (1988) presented a 

developmental sequence for understanding adolescent individuation process within the 

context of parent-adolescent relationships by diving it into four stages: (a) late childhood, 

(b) early adolescence, (c) mid-adolescence, and (d) late adolescence and early adulthood. 

During the late childhood period, children exhibit conformity to parents as the basis for 
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understanding self. Hence, self-awareness takes a backseat during this period. Children at 

this stage, place high value on identification with parental value system and therefore, do 

not actively consider autonomy from parents. In contrast, early adolescents are reported 

to engage in introspection and self-awareness. Although parental perspective continues to 

reign dominant during this period, early adolescents attempt to seek more egalitarian 

relationships with parents. Adolescents during this period also display psychological 

distance from their parents even as the adolescents are aware of their dependence and 

need for closeness with their parents. The distinguishing characteristic of mid-adolescent 

period is adolescents’ assertion of self-reliance. Personal needs and aspirations become  

more important to adolescents than conformity to parental expectations, thereby resulting 

in parent-adolescent conflicts. Additionally, this period marks the beginning of an 

integrative view of self, which becomes clearer by the final stage of individuation. Late 

adolescents and young adults become increasingly able to integrate parental views on 

their own perspectives. More equitable parent-adolescent relationships help adolescents 

to appreciate parental needs and perspectives. 

       According to Smollar and Youniss (1989), adolescents’ perceptions of their parents 

undergo considerable change throughout adolescence. This is reflected in childhood 

idealization of parents, followed by the parental-deidealization phase during adolescence,  

and finally culminating in adolescents’ appreciation for parents by late adolescence 

(Smollar & Youniss, 1989). In comparison to the preadolescent period, Smollar and 

Youniss (1989) observed a considerable rise in deidealization by age 15 and 16 in that the 

15-16 year olds reject parental idealization and seek greater parity with their parents. 

Moreover, unlike 10 and 11 year olds, 16 and 17 year old adolescents display awareness 

of the fact that their parents are not necessarily knowledgeable on all matters and are 

capable of making mistakes. In somewhat similar vein, Noom et al. (2001) also reported 

a small increase in emotional autonomy with age. 

       Discrepancies in parental expectations and adolescents’ quest for autonomy results in 

frequent parent-adolescent conflicts, especially during early adolescence (Collins et al., 

1997). Similarly, Grotevant and Cooper (1985) found that younger adolescent males 

exhibit greater conflicts with their mothers than with their fathers. Collins et al. (1997) 

viewed boundary violations by adolescents as a normative feature of autonomy 
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development. Newman (1989) found that older adolescents, rather than younger 

adolescents, demonstrate greater need for independence from parents. Additionally, as a 

result of lesser deference to parental authority, older adolescents also engage in more 

frequent open disagreements with their parents (Fuligni, 1998). However, according to 

Mazor and Enright (1988), parent-adolescent conflicts start to decline toward the end of 

middle adolescence as adolescents become more likely to incorporate parental 

perspectives into their belief system. Moreover, parents of 17 year olds become more 

open to the adolescents’ participation in family decision-making process (Newman, 

1989). Further, insecurities stemming from parent-adolescent relationships also start to 

decline by late adolescence (Zimmermann & Becker-Stoll, 2002).  

       Overall, the process of individuation is a more stressful experience for younger 

adolescents than it is for older adolescents (Beyers & Goosens, 1999; Lamborn & 

Steinberg, 1993). This finding may be attributed to older adolescents’ ability to 

consolidate emotional autonomy as part of their identity (Beyers & Goosens, 1999). As a 

result, the positive correlates of emotional autonomy also become more visible by late 

adolescence (Beyers & Goosens, 1999; Lamborn & Steinberg, 1993). However, the 

process of identity formation does not end with adolescence, rather continues well 

through adult years (Berzonsky & Neimeyer, 1994; Dien, 2000; Grotevant, 1998). 

       In sum, very few studies demonstrate strong age differences in adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy. Some studies report a small linear trend in adolescent identity 

formation. Although age-specific patterns in identity formation and autonomy during 

adolescence remain unclear, some researchers attempted to map the developmental 

sequence to better understand the dynamics involved therein. For example, adolescents in 

general, move from identity diffused status toward higher levels of identity formation 

with the advancement in age. Similarly, whereas younger adolescents make frequent 

attempts to seek egalitarian parent-adolescent relationships and demonstrate increased 

psychological distance from parents, older adolescents display more success in 

integrating emotional autonomy into their identity, and consequently report greater 

equitable parent-adolescent relationships. Although some researchers indicate a decline in 

parent-adolescent conflicts with age, other researchers observed that older adolescents 

rather than younger adolescents, in fact, engaged in more open disagreements with their 
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parents. Furthermore, younger adolescent males report more conflicts with their mothers 

than with their fathers. In general, the studies discussed above illustrate that the process 

of autonomy development is more stressful for younger adolescents rather than it is for 

the older adolescents. 

 

Gender Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation and Autonomy 

Moore (1987) demonstrated that adolescent males and females differ in the ways that 

they experience separation from their parents. Steinberg (1987) found that girls are 

generally oversocialized toward dependence on family while boys are oversocialized 

toward independence. Therefore, the establishment of autonomy requires parents to make 

more efforts in promoting individuation among daughters and connectedness with sons 

(Steinberg, 1987). Whereas disengagement from parents results in gains in ego-identity 

for adolescent females, it was found to promote feelings of maternal rejection and 

loneliness in adolescent males (Moore, 1987).  Further, Moore (1987) found that when 

adolescents viewed disengagement as critical component of distancing self from parents, 

adolescent males as compared to females experienced greater difficulty in maintaining 

close bond and renegotiating relationships with their parents. In addition, adolescent 

females also report higher levels of parental support than do adolescent males (Sartor & 

Youniss, 2002). Sartor and Youniss (2002) suggested that adolescent males assume less 

parental support than do adolescent females. Therefore, increased parental support 

triggers greater identity achievement in males than in females during adolescent years 

(Sartor & Youniss, 2002). 

Shifting away from the traditional focus on identity as a stage-specific male 

construct, Erikson (1968) discussed feminine quest for identity in terms of their  

consciousness of  their own attractiveness, marriage and motherhood. According to 

Marcia (1985), female identity formation reveals a diphasic pattern wherein females form 

a preliminary sense of self by age 20 and thereafter, continue to construct their identity 

beyond marriage based on their roles as wife and mother. Josselson (1988) and Samuolis 

et al. (2001) emphasized the need to view female identity formation in terms of their 

connectedness with their parents in addition to the identity exploration and commitment 

dimensions.  
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       Research also illustrates the gender-based differences in the ways that families 

provide opportunities for identity formation and autonomy to adolescent males and 

females. For example, parental encouragement of autonomy coupled with close parent-

adolescent relationships promotes increased identity exploration in adolescent daughters 

(Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobitz, 1993). However, according to Fullwinder-Bush and 

Jacobvitz (1993), the families usually initiate daughters toward more relational 

exploration characterized by relationships with friends and intimate partners instead of 

promoting ideological exploration in the areas of occupation and politics. Similarly, 

Newman (1989) observed that adolescent females and their mothers value interpersonal 

relationships and therefore, find it easier to maintain a closer bond during the adolescent 

years than do adolescent males with their fathers.  

       According to Samuolis et al. (2001), close mother-daughter relationships leads to 

higher levels of identity exploration and commitment in adolescent females. However, 

Fullwinder-Bush and Jacobvitz (1993) suggested that adolescent girls who are used to 

conforming to parental values and expectations are either unable or are not permitted to 

freely engage in identity exploration and commitment. As a result, pursuing autonomy 

may become particularly challenging for girls (Basow & Rubin, 1999). According to 

Fullwinder-Bush and Jacobvitz (1993), weaker father-daughter relationship, but not 

mother-daughter relationship, is associated with low career exploration in adolescent 

females. Additionally, weak father-daughter relationship characterized by boundary 

violations reportedly culminates in identity diffusion among adolescent females 

(Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993). Similarly, boundary violations in combination with 

an intrusive relationship with mothers impedes identity formation in adolescent females 

(Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993). Consequently, Fullwinder-Bush and Jacobvitz 

(1993) explained that these adolescent females are more likely to make premature 

commitments based on limited exploration. In general, non-conformity with either parent 

inhibits identity exploration in adolescent females (Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993). 

Further, Brannen (1996) indicated that adolescents who perceive their parents as 

interfering are likely to create boundaries around their tacit autonomy and develop 

strategies to discourage their parents from being intrusive. 

       In general, adolescents from supportive family environments score higher on identity 
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exploration (Bhushan & Shirali, 1993; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985, 1986; Matos et al., 

1999; Quintana & Lapsley, 1987). However, O’ Connor (1995) demonstrated that 

although emotional support from parents results in increased identity achievement among 

adolescent males, it accounts for greater foreclosure among adolescent females. But, 

Matos et al (1999) illustrated that close relationships with fathers but, not with mothers 

result in identity foreclosure in females. Importantly, according to Matos et al (1999), 

absence of fathers’ support and encouragement results in foreclosed identity among both 

males and females. 

       Noller and Callan (1990) reported that adolescent females talk more with their 

mothers, while adolescent males share greater communication with their fathers. Further, 

they found that adolescents see their mothers as frequent initiators of conversations. 

Mothers, rather than fathers are also more open to adolescents’ opinions (Noller & 

Callan, 1990). Therefore, adolescents interact more with their mothers and share warmer 

relationships with them than with their fathers (Noller & Callan, 1990). Hosley and 

Montemayor (1997) also concluded that adolescents view their relationships with their 

father as distant and estranged. In contrast, mothers are perceived as warm and 

affectionate (Hosley & Montemayor, 1997).  

       However, Kenny and Gallagher (2002) highlighted that both, adolescent males and 

females perceive their fathers as fostering more autonomy than their mothers. Similarly, 

Allen, Hauser, Bell and O’Connor (1994) also found fathers’ autonomous-relatedness 

qualities, rather than mothers’ behavior better predicted ego development in adolescents. 

Similarly, Bartle-Haring (1997) pointed out that adolescent male and female identities are 

shaped by differentiated relationships with father and endorsement of stereotypical 

masculine and feminine traits. Further, Bartle-Haring (1997) underscored differentiated 

father-son relationship as the most important factor in promoting adolescent male identity 

formation. For females, whereas ideological identity is shaped by the endorsement of 

masculine characteristics, relationship with father and endorsement of masculine and 

feminine traits together promote interpersonal identity formation in adolescence. 

Grotevant and Cooper (1985) observed that fathers are more tolerant of their son’s 

assertiveness than they are of their daughter’s quest for individualism. Self-assertion 

helps adolescents to vocalize and develop their own perspective on things thereby 
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resulting in relative gains in identity exploration (Grotevant & Cooper, 1985). In contrast, 

mother-son relationships (and parental marital relationship) do not significantly impact 

identity exploration in adolescent males. Furthermore, Matos et al. (1999) reported 

father-daughter relationships, rather than mother-daughter relationship as more inhibiting 

of identity exploration in adolescent females. O’Connor (1995) found that emotional 

support from parents culminates in high identity achievement in males. Among females, 

parental rejection-control leads to greater moratoria (O’Connor, 1995).  

       Even though the individuation process is more apparent among adolescent males 

than in females (Newman, 1989), Archer and Waterman (1988) stressed that both, males  

and females are equally capable of expressing autonomy. Although, high school females 

demonstrate higher levels of emotional autonomy than their male peers (Beyers & 

Goosens, 1999; Lamborn & Steinberg, 1993; Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986), Beyers and 

Goosens (1999) maintained that emotional autonomy is a more stressful experience for 

adolescent females than it is for adolescent males. 

       In summary, the findings discussed above clearly illustrate gender differences in 

adolescent male and female socialization within the family context. Whereas parents 

encourage separateness in adolescent males, adolescent females are socialized toward 

greater conformity to parental values. As a result, detachment from parents results in 

higher scores on identity formation in females however, it promotes feelings of maternal 

rejection and abandonment in males. Therefore, parental encouragement of individuation 

in females and connectedness in males seems to best promote autonomy during 

adolescence. In somewhat different vein, parental support accounts for identity 

foreclosure in adolescent females and identity achievement in adolescent males. 

However, some researchers maintain that close relationship with mothers leads to 

foreclosed identity in adolescent males. In addition, studies show that parents encourage 

adolescent females toward more interpersonal- rather than ideological exploration. 

Furthermore, weak relationships with fathers and mothers’ intrusiveness inhibit 

exploration and promote premature commitments, subsequently leading to identity 

diffusion in adolescent females. There is some evidence that the process of identity 

formation continues beyond adolescence in adolescent females. Furthermore, the current 

body of research seems to be divided in the findings on parent-adolescent relationships. 
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Whereas some researchers observed that adolescents interact more with their mothers 

than with their fathers, other studies demonstrate that both, adolescent males and females 

enjoy their relationships with fathers more than they do with mothers. Additionally, 

adolescents perceive their fathers rather than mothers, as fostering more autonomy and 

ego-development. Finally, the studies show that although both, adolescent males and 

females are equally capable of expressing autonomy, the process is usually more stressful 

for adolescent females than it is for adolescent males. 

 

Cultural Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation and Autonomy 

According to Adams and Marshall (1996), various social and psychological 

experiences play a critical role in influencing one’s concept of self. In a way, individuals 

shape the social interactions, which in turn shape the individuals (Adams & Marshall, 

1996). In similar vein, Baumeister and Muraven (1996) and Stegarud et al. (1999) 

pointed out that identity formation of individuals reflects individuals’ adaptation to their 

sociocultural context. Further, Gecas and Burke (1995) stressed that the social and 

psychological influences on self identity could best be understood by focusing on four 

areas: (a) situational, (b) social structural, (c) biographical-historical, and (d) 

intrapersonal. Whereas, the situational focus emphasizes the emergence of individuality 

as a function of person-context interactions, the social structural focus refers to the 

implications of role relations. Next, individuals are viewed as cultural and historical 

constructs under the biographical-historical focus. Finally, the intrapersonal focus 

illustrates the influences of the social-cognitive processes and personality on individual 

behavior.  

Archer and Waterman (1988) ascribed inherent gender differences in individuality to 

the differential upbringing of males and females by the society. Phinney and Rosenthal 

(1992) also reiterated that although parents act as primary socializing agents for their 

children, it is important to consider the societal and cultural influences on the growing 

adolescent. In fact, associations between adolescent identity formation and autonomy are 

best understood from an ecological perspective (DeHaan & MacDermid, 1999; Matos et 

al., 1999). Recent body of literature acknowledges the significance of contextual 

elements such as, cultural and social dynamics on adolescent identity formation (Adams 
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& Marshall, 1996; Baumeister & Muraven, 1996, Berzonsky 1992; Grotevant, 1987, 

1992; DeHaan & MacDermid, 1999; Hoof & Raaijmakers, 2002; Stegarud et al., 1999; 

Yoder, 2000). According to Baumeister and Muraven (1996), identity formation does not 

take place in a vacuum. Individuals form their identities in the process of adapting to their 

social context (Baumeister & Muraven, 1996; Dien, 2000; Phinney, 2000; Stegarud et al., 

1999). In addition, Dien (2000) also affirmed that a stable identity is dependent upon 

successful integration of all cultural characteristics in the construction of self. 

       Adaptation basically refers to how well and comfortably a person fits into his or her 

environment (Marcia, 1989). Interestingly, the first, second and third generation female 

immigrants in the United States function more adaptively than do males in the similar 

population (Schwartz & Montgomery, 2002). Schwartz and Montgomery (2002) found  

that whereas the immigrant females display high identity achievement, the immigrant 

males score high on identity diffusion. Furthermore, immigrant males engage in limited 

identity exploration therefore, are more likely than females, to reflect foreclosed identity 

(Schwartz & Montgomery, 2002). In somewhat different light, consistent with previous 

literature on foreclosure in ethnic minorities (DeVos, 1993; Phinney, 1989), Berman et al. 

(2001) reported greater foreclosure in Hispanic American males and females and greater 

moratorium in non-Hispanic White American population. 

       Marcia (1989) emphasized exploration and commitment as important determinants of 

identity formation. According to Marcia (1989), foreclosed adolescents functioning 

within the doctrinated norms in an orthodox society as less adaptive than identity 

achieved adolescents involved in exploration of alternatives that may not exemplify the 

set patterns. However, Bhushan and Shirali (1993) found a non-linear relation between 

Indian adolescents’ identity achievement, family cohesion and adaptability. 

Consequently, consistent with Marcia’s (1989) finding, Bhushan and Shirali (1993) 

suggested that opportunities of self-expression and open communication with parents are 

critical in fostering positive identity and adaptability in the Indian youth. Both 

exploration and commitment are best promoted within secure and supportive familial 

environs (Marcia, 1989). 

Whereas society encourages separateness in adolescent males, adolescent females are 

reared toward conformity and embeddedness (Matos et al., 1999). Identity has different 
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meanings for adolescent males and females. According to Archer and Waterman (1988), 

existing literature suggests that males form their individualized sense of identity by 

searching their personal needs and potentials, but females are initiated to define their 

identity based on their own desires in addition to meeting the expectations of the people 

and the larger society with who they are seen as connected. However, Archer and 

Waterman (1988) did not find any gender differences in individuation scores. This 

finding challenged the conventional view that males are more individuated than females. 

       Fuligni (1998) demonstrated that in comparison to adolescents from European 

American backgrounds, non-European adolescents show greater deference to parental 

authority and consequently, tend to de-emphasize autonomous qualities. Additionally, 

findings indicated Filipino adolescents were reluctant to argue with their mothers, and 

along with Mexican adolescents, they were less likely to openly disagree with their 

fathers than their European counterparts (Fuligni, 1998). Similarly, Kashima, Yamaguchi, 

Kim, Choi, Gelfand and Yuki (1995) found Korean and Japanese adolescents less 

assertive than the Anglo-Saxon adolescents in Australia and United States of America. 

Furthermore, Fuligni (1998) reported that whereas Chinese adolescents believed that their 

parents would permit autonomy at a later age, Filipino and Mexican adolescents expected 

their parents to grant autonomy at an early age (Fuligni, 1998). In India, the progression 

in individuation with age is less clear (Reddy & Gibbons, 1999). Instead Reddy and 

Gibbons (1999) found socioeconomic status as the mediating factor in fostering 

individualism in Asian Indian adolescents. For example, upper class Asian Indian 

families favor self-reliance and autonomy in adolescents whereas adolescents from lower 

class families are encouraged toward conformity to parental values and standards. 

Therefore, Reddy and Gibbons (1999) concluded that whereas upper class families in 

India endorse individualism in adolescents, lower class families stress more collectivism 

and conformity in adolescent males and females. 

Kroger (1985) found that in comparison to female adolescents from New Zealand,  

American adolescent females exhibit more positive attitudes toward parents. In contrast, 

adolescent females from New Zealand over age 13 indicated a significant decline in 

positive attitudes toward parents. Kroger (1985) attributed this finding to the 

authoritarian upbringing of female children in New Zealand. Such an environment is 
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detrimental to adolescent females’ self-exploration and forces them to rebel against 

parental control (Kroger, 1985). Further, Stegarud et al. (1999) also demonstrated cross-

cultural differences in identity formation of Norwegian and American adolescents. In 

comparison to the American sample, the Norwegian males and females reported 

significantly low scores on all the ideological and interpersonal identity status subscales. 

Stegarud et al. (1999) pointed out that the American society promotes highly 

individualized values in adolescents whereas Norway endorses more egalitarian 

upbringing whereby too much identity exploration and commitment is viewed as 

culturally maladaptive (Stegarud et al., 1999). Similarly, Kashima et al. (1995) concluded 

that adolescents in general, are initiated toward acquiring more individualistic sense of 

self in the western societies in comparison to more collectivist identity in the eastern 

cultures. 

       The cultural framework of a society may also negatively impact adolescent identity 

formation by limiting opportunities for self-exploration and by downplaying adolescents’ 

attempt to function independently. For example, Portuguese families promote autonomy 

in adolescent males, however they protect female adolescents from the perceived risks 

involved in identity exploration (Matos et al., 1999). According to Baumeister and 

Muraven (1996), western societies allow greater degree of freedom and choice to  

individuals to choose and alter their identities. However, in doing so, such societies also 

place increased pressure on adolescents to create their own identities. In pluralistic 

western societies, Baumeister and Muraven (1996) explained that the mass media often 

encourages and expects adolescents to actively search their inner self.  However, loose 

and unclear societal guidelines often leave adolescents confused about constructing their 

own identities (Baumeister & Muraven, 1996). Under these circumstances, Baumeister 

and Muraven (1996) emphasized that families play a significant role in shaping 

adolescent identity formation by influencing and justifying adolescent decision-making 

and actions.  

       However, parents from immigrant populations are likely to face increased difficulty 

in maintaining traditional parent-adolescent relationships if their values are not supported 

by the dominant society (Fuligni, 1998). For example, Markstrom-Adams (1992) and 

Phinney (2000) indicated that adolescents from minority groups are more confused about 
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conforming to the values promoted by the minority community in a dominant culture. As 

a result, these adolescents are more likely to undergo increased levels of stress as they 

attempt to integrate the components of the dominant culture into their own value system 

(Fuligni, 1998; Phinney, 2000). Markstrom-Adams (1992) observed that in comparison to 

adolescents from the dominant culture, minority adolescents display limited exploration 

and thus, tend to display more identity foreclosure. Basow and Rubin (1999) cautioned 

against unquestioned conformity to the expectations of the dominant culture in that it 

could result in excessive autonomy in adolescent girls. 

       Markstrom-Adams’s (1992) finding coincides with Lapsley’s (1990) notion of 

continuity-discontinuity during adolescence. Collins (1992, 1990) suggested that instead 

of viewing continuity and discontinuity as damaging to adolescent development, these 

processes may be seen as promoting transformations in family relationships and self-

identity. These adaptations take place gradually through adolescence (Collins, 1990). 

Significantly, Erikson (1968) underscored that moratorium is common to every culture as 

it allows for emerging adults to consider a multitude of choices prior to making decisions 

and subsequent commitments to their values, beliefs and goals. While moratorium is 

important to adolescent identity formation, Erikson (1968) also highlighted that it is not 

necessary for adolescents to experience it deliberately. Psychosocial moratorium is 

simply a transitional period in adolescent identity formation (Erikson, 1968). 

       In conclusion, the studies discussed in this section acknowledge the influence of the 

overarching culture on adolescent identity formation and autonomy. The findings reveal 

differential societal standards for adolescent males and females. For example, some 

cultures reportedly encourage males toward more individuation while adopting a more 

protective role in case of adolescent females by initiating them toward more conformity 

to cultural norms, vales and beliefs. In general, Asian adolescents display greater 

deference to parental values, and report lesser open disagreements with parents than do 

the adolescents from European and American backgrounds. Adolescents’ adaptability to  

the prescribed norms of the society is key to their identity formation and autonomous 

development. This finding is more evident among immigrant adolescents living in a 

dominant culture. Additionally, adolescents who are able to integrate their beliefs and 

values with those of the dominant society display higher levels of identity formation. The 
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findings also demonstrate linear correlations between adaptability, family cohesion and 

identity formation. Adolescents from immigrant population demonstrate increased  

conflicts with parents in their attempts to adapt to the dominant culture. Additionally, the 

findings indicated that even though identity diffused adolescents may appear well 

adapted to a society, they may in fact, be less adaptive than identity achieved adolescents 

involved in active exploration and commitment. Some researchers concluded that 

traditional societies limit identity exploration in adolescents. However, other studies 

show that adolescents in western societies experience increased pressure and confusion in 

creating their own identities.  In general, the findings suggest that adolescents’ 

autonomous strivings may be viewed culturally maladaptive in collectivist societies and 

adaptive in cultures encouraging individualistic values.  

 

Summary 

       Overall, the existing body of literature illustrates positive associations between 

adolescent identity formation and autonomy mediated by parent-adolescent relationships. 

Although, parental support promotes greater autonomy in adolescents, the findings do not 

appear as clear in the case of adolescent identity formation. Whereas some researchers 

indicate positive correlations between parental support and identity achievement in  

adolescents, other studies demonstrate just the opposite. Further, the findings illustrate a 

small increase in identity formation and autonomy with age, however, the age-specific 

patterns were less evident. In contrast, the gender differences in adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy are more apparent within the context of parent-adolescent 

relationships. For example, parental support fosters identity achievement in adolescent 

males but, results in foreclosed identity in adolescent females. In contrast, autonomy is 

best facilitated through parental encouragement of individuation in adolescent females  

and connectedness in adolescent males. Additionally, an extensive body of literature 

provides compelling evidence on the cultural influences on identity formation and 

autonomy during adolescence. In general, the western cultures foster greater 

individualism in adolescents. In contrast, eastern societies encourage adolescents toward 

more compliance with parental and cultural norms, beliefs and standards. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

 

 

 

       The primary purpose of this study was to examine the differences in adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy within and across two cultures.  In addition, this study 

also investigated the influences of age and gender on identity formation and autonomy 

within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. This chapter presents the specific 

methods and procedures used to complete data collection and analysis. 

 

Research Design 

       This study employed a nonexperimental questionnaire-based research design 

utilizing quantitative data analysis procedures to examine the differences in identity 

formation and autonomy of Asian Indian and American adolescents within the context of 

their relationships with their parents. Consistent with the nature of nonexperimental 

research (Smith, 2000), the present study does not allow for manipulation of independent 

variables and random assignment of participants. Punch (1998) pointed out that the 

researcher has little control over the outcome variables. Consequently, questionnaire-

based data provide spontaneous information on individual behavior and background 

(Ellis, 1998). However, as with other social science research, the self-report nature of the 

questionnaires limits the interpretation of the research findings.  

       The following are the variables of interest in this study: (a) identity formation, (b) 

autonomy, (c) parent-adolescent relationships, (d) culture, (e) age, and (f) gender. For the  

purposes of this study, identity formation and autonomy serve as the dependent variables 

whereas, the independent variables comprise of parent-adolescent relationships, age, 

gender and cultural background of the adolescents.  
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Sampling 

       This study recruited 200 Asian Indian and 234 U.S. American adolescents from 

public schools using convenient sampling techniques. All participants ranged between 13 

and 18 years of age. The Asian Indian males and females were selected from the 

available population in The Army Public School, New Delhi, India. The U.S. American 

adolescents were recruited from the following institutions: (a) Lawton Chiles High 

School, Tallahassee, Florida; (b) Florida State University School, Inc., Tallahassee, 

Florida; (c) Corning-Painted Post West High School, Painted Post, New York; (d) Mount 

Zion High School, Mount Zion, Illinois; and (e) Potter Career and Technical Center, 

West Seneca, New York.  

       Unlike other schools, Potter Career and Technical Center, Erie County, is a part of 

the Board of Cooperative Educational Services  (BOCES) that was first established in 

1948 by the New York state legislature as a public education service organization. At 

present, there are 38 BOCES in the state of New York. The Career Center trains high 

school students in various technical and workplace competencies. The adolescents 

attending the Potter Career and Technical Center, West Seneca, New York are currently 

enrolled in the following public high schools in western New York: (a) West Seneca East 

High School, (b) West Seneca West High School, (c) Frontier Senior High School, (c) 

Hamburg High School, (d) Lackawanna High School, and (e) John F. Kennedy Senior 

High School. 

        

       Demographic Data. 

Table 1 

Age, Gender and Cultural Distribution of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Age Gender Country 

13-15 Yrs. 16-18 Yrs. Males Females 

India 

N=200 

(46%) 

 

107 

(53.5%) 

 

93 

(46.5%) 

 

106 

(53.0%) 

 

94 

(47.0%) 

U.S.A 

N=234 

(54%) 

 

87 

(37.2%) 

 

147 

(62.8%) 

 

90 

(38.5%) 

 

144 

(61.5%) 

Total 

N=434 

(100%) 

 

194 

(44.7%) 

 

240 

(55.3%) 

 

196 

(45.1%) 

 

238 

(54.8%) 
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       Table 1 shows the age, gender and cultural composition of adolescents included in  

this study. The present study was comprised of 434 adolescents from India and the 

United States of America; 45% males and 55% females between the ages of 13 and 18. 

The participants were categorized into younger adolescents (13-15 years, 45%) and older 

adolescents (16-18 years, 55%). There were 200 adolescents from India and 234 from the 

United States of America. All participants were enrolled in public schools in both the 

countries.  

       More specifically, the Asian Indian sample consisted of 53% adolescent males and 

47% adolescent females, 54% between the ages of 13 and 15, and 47% between the ages 

of 16 and 18. Among adolescents from the United Stated of America, 39% are males and 

61% are females. Additionally, 37% were categorized as younger adolescents and 63%  

were categorized as older adolescents. 

 

Table 2 

Family Structure of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Country Two 

Biological 

Parent 

Family 

Single 

Mother 

Family 

Single 

Father 

Family 

Step-

Mother 

Family

Step-

Father 

Family 

Two 

Biological 

Parents and 

Grand-

parent(s) 

Family 

Other 

India 

N=200 

(46%) 

 

154 

(77.0%) 

 

6 

(3.0%) 

 

3 

(1.5%) 

 

1 

(0.5%) 

 

- 

 

35 

(17.5%) 

 

1 

(0.5%) 

U.S.A 

N=234 

(54%) 

 

145 

(62.0%) 

 

40 

(17.1%) 

 

5 

(2.1%) 

 

9 

(3.8%) 

 

25 

(10.7%) 

 

- 

 

10 

(4.3%) 

 

       Table 2 presents the family structure of the participating adolescents. In India,  

seventy-seven percent of the adolescents belonged to two-parent families comprising of 

biological parents. Eighteen percent of the participants report living with parents and 

grandparents in the same house. Single mother and single father families accounted for 

only 3.0% and approximately 2% of the participants, respectively. In contrast, most 

adolescents in the U.S. belonged to two-parent families comprising of biological parents 

(62%). In addition, 17% of the participants reported living in single mother households 
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and 2% in single father households. Nearly 11% of adolescents lived in step-father 

families and 4% lived in step-mother households. The remaining 4% of the adolescents 

reported other family structures without specifically naming any. 

 

Table 3 

Number of Siblings of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Country One Sibling Two Siblings Three or More 

Siblings 

None 

India 

         N=200 

         (46%) 

 

131 

(65.5%) 

 

45 

(22.5%) 

 

10 

(5.0%) 

 

14 

(7.0%) 

U.S.A 

         N=234 

         (54%) 

 

78 

(33.3%) 

 

78 

(33.3%) 

 

54 

(23.1%) 

 

24 

(10.3%) 

 

       Table 3 shows the distribution of siblings of the participating adolescents within both 

the cultural groups. Most of the adolescents in India reported one  (66%) or two siblings 

(23%). In the U.S., an equal proportion of adolescents (33%) reported at least one or two 

siblings. 

 

Table 4 

Religious Distribution of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Country Buddhist Christians Hindus Muslims Sikhs Other None 

India 

N=200 

(46%) 

 

1 

(0.5%) 

 

6 

(3.0%) 

 

166 

(83%) 

 

- 

 

23 

(11.5%) 

 

- 

 

 

4 

(2.0%) 

U.S.A 

N=234 

(54%) 

 

1 

(0.4%) 

 

193 

(82.5%) 

 

- 

 

 

3 

(1.3%) 

 

- 

 

 

12 

(5.1%) 

 

25 

(10.7%) 

 

       The religious composition of the Asian Indian and U.S. American adolescents is 

displayed in Table 4. Although the Indian participants included in the present study are 

predominantly Hindu (83%), the religious distribution presents some diversity: (a) Sikhs  

(12%) and (b) Christians (3%). Out of the 200 participants, 2% did not claim affiliation 

with any of the religious groups. Among the U.S. American adolescents, 83% were 
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Christians and 1% were Muslims. Almost 11% did not reported religious affiliation to 

any of the groups; the remaining 5% report other religious faiths. 

 

Table 5 

Educational Level of Fathers of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Country 

 

Less 

than 

High 

School 

High 

School 

Diploma

Some 

College 

Bachelors 

Degree 

Masters 

Degree 

Doctoral 

Degree 

Missing 

India 

  N=200 

  (46%) 

 

- 

 

 

16 

(8.0%) 

 

36 

(18.0%) 

 

48 

(24.0%) 

 

85 

(42.5%) 

 

14 

(7.0%) 

 

1 

(0.5%) 

U.S.A 

  N=234 

  (54%) 

 

1 

(0.4%) 

 

64 

(27.4%) 

 

49 

(20.9%) 

 

53 

(22.6%) 

 

36 

(15.4%) 

 

18 

(7.7%) 

 

13 

(5.6%) 

        

       Table 5 presents the educational level of adolescents’ fathers in India and in the U.S. 

8% of fathers in India and 27% in the U.S. graduated at least with a high school degree. 

18% of fathers in India versus twenty-one percent of fathers in the U.S. received some 

college-level education. Significantly, almost an equal proportion of adolescents’ fathers 

in India (24%) and in the U.S. (23%) graduated at least with a bachelors degree.  

Additionally, 43% fathers in India and fifteen percent in the U.S. received a masters 

degree. Finally, 7% of the fathers in India and eight percent in the U.S. also possessed a 

doctoral degree. 

 

Table 6 

Educational Level of Mothers of Asian Indian and U.S. American Participants 

Country High 

School 

Diploma 

Some 

College 

Bachelors 

Degree 

Masters 

Degree 

Doctoral 

Degree 

Missing 

India 

N=200 

(46%) 

 

31 

(15.5%) 

 

39 

(19.5%) 

 

49 

(24.5%) 

 

71 

(35.5%) 

 

8 

(4.0%) 

 

2 

(1.0%) 

U.S.A. 

N=234 

(54%) 

 

54 

(23.0%) 

 

57 

(24.4%) 

 

59 

(25.2%) 

 

50 

(21.4%) 

 

4 

(1.7%) 

 

10 

(4.3%) 
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       The educational level of adolescents’ mothers is presented in Table 6. 16% of 

mothers in India and 23% in the U.S. graduated at least with a high school degree. 20% 

of mothers in India versus twenty-four percent in the U.S. received some college-level 

education. Significantly, almost an equal proportion of adolescents’ mothers in India  

(25%) and in the U.S. (25%) graduated at least with a bachelors degree.  Additionally, 

36% mothers in India and 21% in the U.S. received a masters-level education. Lastly, 4% 

of the mothers in India as compared to 2% in the U.S. also possessed a doctoral degree.  

 

Table 7 

Occupation of the Primary Income Earner 

Occupation India U.S.A 

 N % N % 

Major Professional – Architects, 

Businessmen, Engineers, Dentists, Lawyers, 

Physicians, Professors, Psychologists, 

Scientists, Software Programmers and 

Teachers. 

 

 

25 

 

 

12.5% 

 

 

42 

 

 

18.0% 

Lesser Professional – Accounting, 

Advertising, Businessmen, Managers, 

Military/Para Military, Nurses, Pharmacists 

and Social Workers. 

 

 

165 

 

 

82.5% 

 

   

98 

 

 

41.8% 

Semi-Professional – Actors, Artists, 

Dancers, Musicians, Sportsmen and 

Writers. 

- -  

2 

 

0.9%  

Clerical 1 0.5% 17 7.3% 

Skilled Manual – Electrician, Firemen and 

Mechanic. 

 

- 

 

- 

 

18 

 

7.7% 

Semi-Skilled – Cosmetologists, Beauticians 

and Massage Therapists. 

 

- 

 

- 

 

1 

 

0.4% 

Unskilled – Nanny, Waiters/Waitresses, 

Factory Worker and Students. 

 

- 

 

- 

 

3 

 

1.3% 

Unknown - - 1 0.4% 

Missing 9 4.5% 52 22.2% 

Total 200 100% 234 100% 

        

       Table 7 presents the occupation of the primary income earner in adolescents’  

families in India and in the U.S. 13% and 18% of the primary income earners in India and 

in the U.S., respectively, were categorized as major professionals. Further, the lesser 

professional category comprised of 83% of the primary income earners in India and 42% 
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in the U.S. 0.5% of the primary income earners in India and 7% in the U.S. were grouped 

as clerical workers. Additionally, the U.S. American primary income earners also 

consisted of 8% skilled manual workers, .4% semi-skilled and 1% unskilled workers. 

 

Table 8 

Adolescent’s Occupational Choice in the Future 

Occupation India U.S.A 

 N % N % 

Major Professional – Architects, 

Businessmen, Engineers, Dentists, Lawyers, 

Physicians, Professors, Psychologists, 

Scientists, Software Programmers and 

Teachers. 

 

 

76 

 

 

38% 

 

 

98 

 

 

41.9% 

Lesser Professional – Accounting, 

Advertising, Businessmen, Managers, 

Military/Para Military, Pilots, Nurses, 

Pharmacists and Social Workers. 

 

 

101 

 

 

50.5% 

 

 

44 

 

 

19.0% 

Semi-Professional – Actors, Artists, Chefs, 

Dancers, Musicians, Sportsmen and 

Writers. 

 

10 

 

5.0% 

 

31 

 

13.2% 

Clerical - - 1 0.4% 

Skilled Manual – Electrician, Firemen and 

Mechanic. 

- - 6 2.6% 

Semi-Skilled – Cosmetologists, Beauticians 

and Massage Therapists. 

- - 2 0.9% 

Unskilled – Nanny, Waiters/Waitresses, 

Factory Worker and Students. 

- - - - 

Undecided 13 6.5% 48 20.5% 

Other – Priesthood - - 1 0.4% 

Missing - - 3 1.2% 

Total 200  234  

 

       The future occupational choices of the adolescents in India and in the U.S. are 

displayed in Table 8. 38% of the adolescents in India and 42% in the U.S. reported that 

they wish to work as a major professional in the future. In comparison to 19% 

adolescents in the U.S., 51% of the adolescents in India aspired for some form of lesser 

professional job. Further, 5% of the Asian Indian adolescents as compared to 13% of the 

U.S. American adolescents expressed their wish to work as a semi-professional. 
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Significantly, 6.5% of the adolescents in India and 21% U.S. American adolescents 

indicated that they were undecided about a possible career in the future. 

 

Instrumentation  

       The following three instruments were used in this study: (a) objective measure of 

ego-identity status–2  (OMEIS-2), (b) emotional autonomy scale, and (c) parental 

bonding instrument (PBI). The instrument can be found in Appendix D.        

 

       Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale (EOMEIS-2). 

The Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale-2 is the revised version of the 

Objective Measure of Ego-Identity (Adams, Shea, & Fitch, 1979). It is a self-report 

alternative to a clinical interview methodology (Bennion & Adams, 1986). According to  

Bennion and Adams (1986), the Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale-2 is 

based on Eriksonian framework, authors’ own theoretical notions and a number of studies 

on the ego-identity status paradigm. It consists of 64 items, out of which 32 items are 

designed to determine ideological identity in the areas of politics, religion and  

philosophical life style. The remaining 32 items assess interpersonal identity in the areas 

of sex-roles, friendship, recreation and dating. According to Bennion and Adams (1986), 

ideological identity subscales are designed for use with any age range and can be used  

with single or married individuals. On the other hand, interpersonal identity subscales are 

ideally designed for single individuals however the items could be modified to 

accommodate married people (Bennion & Adams, 1986). 

Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale-2 measures the developmental 

processes involved in identity formation. It could be used to determine both, individual 

and intraindividual changes in identity formation. Based on Marcia’s (1966) theory on 

ego-identity achievement, EOMEIS-2 classifies individuals into four identity statuses: (a) 

identity achievement, (b) moratorium, (c) foreclosure, and (d) diffusion. The participants 

are required to indicate their response to each test item on a six-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from “strongly agree” (1) to “strongly disagree” (6). 

The ideal age range for using this instrument is between 13 and 30 years (Bennion &  

Adams, 1986). This instrument is used successfully in classroom group setting (Bennion 
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& Adams, 1986). The Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale-2 (EOMEIS-2) 

is also equipped with a Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) syntax for scoring 

data in the computer. 

 

Psychometric properties. 

Based on 20 studies that examined the reliability of the EOMEIS-2, Bennion and 

Adams (1986) reported that Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the interpersonal and 

ideological subscales ranged from .30 to .91, the median being .66. The alpha coefficients 

signify the degree to which the test items intercorrelate. Bennion and Adams (1986) 

found the alpha coefficient of the ideological subscales to be higher in general, than those 

of the interpersonal subscales. Overall, the test-retest reliability estimates suggest a 

median correlation of .76 (Bennion & Adams, 1986). The score represents the reliability 

with which this instrument can be administered to the same set of individuals twice under 

comparable conditions after a certain interval of time. Whereas the split-half correlations 

of ideological and interpersonal subscales ranged from .10 to .68, the total identity score 

correlations with ideological and interpersonal subscale scores range between .37 and .64 

(Grotevant & Adams, 1984). The split-half reliability scores indicate the degree to which 

two halves of the instrument correspond. In sum, the internal consistency and split-half 

reliability scores indicate moderate to strong consistency between the items. Additionally, 

the test-retest reliability score demonstrate the consistency of the EOMEIS-2 over time.  

       The Extended Objective Measure of Ego Identity Scale-2 (EOMEIS-2) also 

demonstrates reasonably good validity scores. Validity refers to the extent to which an 

instrument measures a construct that it intends to measure (Ellis, 1998). Bennion and 

Adams (1986) used the following four ways to assess validity of the EOMEIS-2: (a) face 

validity was conducted to demonstrate the degree to which the instrument represents the 

construct it is intended to measure. Trained judges indicated 94.4% agreement on the 

revised items of this instrument. Next, the authors compared the apparent validity of 

EOMEIS-2 to pre-established Rosenthal identity measure. The concurrent validity reveals 

that whereas identity achievement is correlated positively with the Rosenthal measure, 

diffusion, moratorium and foreclosure are correlated negatively with the Rosenthal  

identity measure. 
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       Emotional Autonomy (EA) scale. 

       Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) developed the Emotional Autonomy scale, based on 

Blos’s theory on individuation. The Emotional Autonomy scale consists of 20 structured 

items, designed to assess four components of adolescent emotional autonomy: (a) 

perceives parents as people, (b) parental deidealization, (c) nondependency on parents, 

and (d) individuation. Out of the 20 test items, six items were written to measure 

“perceives parents as people” component. Additionally, five items each were developed 

to assess “parental deidealization” and “individuation,” and the remaining four items tap 

on the “nondependency on parents” component of emotional autonomy. Whereas the first 

two subscales are described as cognitive in nature, the last two subscales are indicative of 

the affective nature of emotional autonomy. The participants are asked to indicate their 

response to each test item on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly agree”  

(1) to “strongly disagree” (4). One half of the items are designed in a way that a response 

of “strongly agree” suggests greater emotional autonomy, the other half are worded in the 

opposite direction (Steinberg & Silverberg, 1986). Participants could score a maximum 

of 80 and a minimum of 20 points on this test. 

Shifting away from the traditional focus on adolescence as a period of storm and 

stress involving adolescent rebellion and parent-adolescent conflict, the authors focused 

on more conciliatory processes of individuation. For example, instead of viewing 

“parental deidealization” in terms of adolescents adopting negative attitudes toward their 

parents, Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) developed items to assess adolescents’ giving- 

up childhood perceptions of parental omnipotence. Additionally, that the items developed 

to measure “nondependency on parents,” focus on the shift in adolescents’ dependency 

on parents instead of their complete freedom from parental control (Steinberg & 

Silverberg, 1986). 

       

       Psychometric properties. 

Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) found the internal consistency as determined by 

Cronbach’s alpha, to be .75. The reliability coefficient for the first subscale (perceives 

parents as people) was found to be .61, parental deidealization .63, nondependency on 

parents .51, and individuation .60. Although the authors admit that fewer items pose 
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difficulty in determining the internal consistency of the instrument, three out of the four 

subscales indicate a reliability coefficient more than or equal to .60 thereby, suggesting 

the efficacy of the Emotional Autonomy scale. Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) also 

report high validity scores for the instrument. 

 

       Parental Bonding Instrument (PBI). 

The Parental Bonding Instrument, developed by Parker, Tupling and Brown (1979), 

is a 25-item instrument designed to measure childrens’ perceptions of parent-child 

relationships. More specifically, this instrument measures parent-child relationships in 

terms of childrens’ perceptions of parental behaviors and attitudes. The authors identified 

two variables as important in developing parent-child bonding: (a) care and (b) 

overprotection. Out of the 25 items, 12 items assess children’s perception of their parents 

as caring with the opposite end of the spectrum being indifference or rejection. The  

remaining 13 items pertain to children’s perceptions of parental overprotectiveness with  

the extreme opposite being encouragement of autonomy and independence promoted by 

the parents. The care and overprotection subscales of the Parental Bonding Instrument 

allow a maximum score of 36 and 13, respectively. Additionally, based on participants’ 

responses, parents could be categorized into four quadrants: (a) optimal parenting  

 (suggesting high care and low protection), (b) affectionate constraint (suggesting high 

care and high protection), (c) affectionless control (suggesting high protection and low 

care), and (d) neglectful parenting (suggesting low care and low protection). Parker, 

Tupling and Brown (1979) used cut-off scores to determine high and low categories for 

the test items. For mothers, cut-off scores for care and overprotection are 27.0 and 13.5, 

respectively. The cut-off scores for fathers are 24.0 for care and 12.5 for overprotection. 

Although the authors indicated that both, children and adolescents could take this 

test, the age-range for administering this instrument remains to be clearly established. 

The participants are asked to score parental attitudes and behavior as they remember their 

parents through their first 16 years. The participants’ responses are scored on a four-point 

Likert-type scale ranging from “very like” (1) to “very unlike” (4).  Some of the test 

items are reverse-scored. The Parental Bonding Instrument consists of positive and 

negative test items that are designed to filter invalid responses (Parker, Tupling,& Brown, 
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1979). However, the authors maintain that this strategy does not change any 

psychometric properties of this instrument. 

Parker, Tupling and Brown (1979) noted that the instrument is limited in that even 

though adolescents are able to complete the questionnaire, they are apt to respond to test  

items based on recent parent-child interactions. This could distort the general estimate of  

parenting style over time (Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979). However, this limitation is 

not expected to significantly affect the findings considering the focus of this study is on 

parent-adolescent relationships rather than on parenting styles. 

        

       Psychometric properties. 

The Parental Bonding Instrument demonstrated high internal consistency, with 

split-half reliability coefficients of .88 for care and .74 for overprotection. According to 

the authors, the three-week test-retest correlations of .76 for care and .63 for 

overprotection demonstrates good stability of this instrument. In addition, the Parental 

Bonding Instrument shows good concurrent validity and correlates significantly well with 

independent rater judgments of parental caring and overprotection (Parker, Tupling, & 

Brown, 1979). 

 

Procedure 

       Permission was obtained from the Office of the Vice President for Research (Human 

Subjects Review Board) at the Florida State University to conduct this study. Formal  

approval was granted on September 18, 2002. A copy of the memorandum can be found 

in Appendix A. Teachers in the participating schools volunteered to obtain the signed 

informed consent forms from the participating adolescents (Appendix B) and the parents 

(Appendix C). After receiving the informed consent forms, questionnaires were mailed to 

the volunteer school Principals and teachers with the exception of one school in 

Tallahassee, Florida where the questionnaires were administered personally. A set of  

instructions was also mailed to the volunteer Principals and teachers to help with 

administering the questionnaires.  

Each set of questionnaire consisted of four sections. The first section pertained to 

adolescent autonomy development followed by the next section on participants’ 
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perceptions of their relationships with parents. The third section focused on adolescents’ 

ideological and interpersonal views, and plans for the future. Finally, the background 

information section included at the end of the questionnaire collected the following 

information on the participants: (a) age, (b) gender, (c) religious affiliation, (d) family 

structure, (e) education level of father, (i) education level of mother, (j) occupation of 

primary income earner in the family, and (k) future career plans. 

 

Statistical Analysis 

       The data were coded and analyzed using Statistical Package for Social Sciences  

(SPSS) version 11.0. Sensitivity analysis was conducted before running the preliminary 

analysis. The background information data were analyzed and case analysis was 

performed to check for outliers, if any. More specifically, scatterplots were used to 

determine the outliers in the sample. Two outliers were removed prior to analysis of the 

data. 

       The first research question focuses on the relations between adolescent identity 

formation and parent-adolescent relationships while the aim of the second research 

question is to ascertain the associations between autonomy and parent-adolescent 

relationships. The third research question examines the associations between identity 

formation and autonomy during adolescence. Consequently, bivariate correlations are  

performed to address research questions one through three. Basically, correlational 

analyses indicate whether two or more variables are related and in what way (Ellis,1998). 

A review of recent literature shows that correlational analyses are frequently used to 

determine the associations between identity formation and parent-adolescent relationship 

variables (Beyers & Goosens, 1999; Fullwinder-Bush & Jacobvitz, 1993; Mullis, 

Brailsford, & Mullis,  (in press); O’ Connor, 1995; Perosa et al., 2002; Samuolis et al., 

2001; Zimmerman & Becker-Stoll, 2002). Similarly, McBride-Chang and Chang (1998), 

Ryan and Lynch (1989), and Silverberg and Steinberg (1987) and also employed 

bivariate statistics to examine the relations between emotional autonomy and parent-

adolescent relationship variables. 

       Next, causal modeling procedures were used to ascertain the relations between 

adolescent identity formation and autonomy within the context of parent-adolescent 
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relationships (third research question). Ellis (1998) described path analysis as a type of 

multivariate analysis that is used to identify cause-and-effect relations. In the present 

study, causal models are designed to demonstrate the direct and indirect effects of parent-

adolescent relationships on adolescent identity formation mediated by emotional 

autonomy. In somewhat similar vein, Beyers and Goosens (1999) also used this approach 

to examine the effects of parenting quality on emotional autonomy. In addition, Kenny et 

al. (1998) also used path analysis to study the effects of maternal attachment on 

emotional autonomy. According to Punch (1998), causal path analysis is a logical 

extension of multiple linear regression (MLR). This procedure typically provides a visual 

chart highlighting the causal relationships between the independent and dependent  

variables (Ellis, 1998).  

       With reference to research questions four through six, this study views adolescent 

identity formation and emotional autonomy as dependent variables whereas, age, gender 

and cultural background served as the independent variables. The existing body of 

literature evidences the critical effects of parent-adolescent relationships on adolescent 

identity. In such studies, parent-adolescent relationship variables seem to be treated as 

independent variables to predict identity formation and autonomy (Bartle-Haring, 1997; 

Meeus & Dekovic, 1995; Quintana & Lapsley, 1990; Ryan & Lynch, 1989). However, 

the present study controls for the effects of parent-adolescent relationship variables 

because this study aimed to specifically examine the age, gender and cultural differences 

in identity formation and autonomy during adolescence. Multiple dependent variables 

and the use of covariates deem multiple analysis of covariance techniques appropriate for 

this study. Multivariate statistics are widely used in social science research (Ellis, 1998). 

Covariates are basically used to control for or remove the effects of certain identified 

variables on the dependent variables (Punch, 1998). This technique necessitates using the 

relations between the covariates and the dependent variables to adjust the dependent 

variable scores (Punch, 1998). According to Maxwell, Delaney, & O’Callaghan (1993), 

multiple covariates may greatly reduce within-cell error. According to Ellis (1998), both 

multivariate statistics and path analysis are used in nonexperimental research. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS 

 

 

 

 

 

       The primary purpose of this study was to examine the differences in adolescent 

identity formation and autonomy within and across two cultures.  In addition, this study 

also investigated the influences of age and gender on identity formation and autonomy 

within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. The present study used multiple 

statistical procedures to analyze the data. For example, with reference to the first two 

research questions, bivariate correlations were used to examine the relations between 

identity formation and parent-adolescent relationships, and the relations between 

autonomy and parent-adolescent relationships. In addition, the third research question, 

path analysis was used to ascertain the relations between adolescent identity formation 

and autonomy within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. Finally, the fourth, 

fifth and sixth research questions addressing age, gender and cultural differences in 

adolescent identity formation and autonomy were examined using multivariate analysis 

of covariance techniques. 

       This chapter presents the findings in the following sequence: (a) relations between 

adolescent identity formation and parent-adolescent relationships, (b) relations between 

adolescent autonomy and parent-adolescent relations, (c) relations between adolescent  

identity formation and autonomy within the context of parent-adolescent relationships,  

 (d) age differences in adolescent identity formation within the context of parent-

adolescent relationships, (e) age differences in autonomy within the context of parent-

adolescent relationships, (f) gender differences in adolescent identity formation within 

the context of parent-adolescent relationships, (g) gender differences in autonomy within 

the context of parent-adolescent relationships, (h) cultural differences in adolescent 
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identity formation within the context of parent-adolescent relationships, and (i) cultural 

differences in autonomy within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. With the 

exception of the cultural differences on identity formation and autonomy, all other 

findings are presented separately for Asian Indian and U.S. American adolescents. 

 

 

Research Question 1(A) 

Table 9 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations: Parent-Adolescent Relationships 

and Identity Formation in India (N=200) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                      Diffusion          Foreclosure         Moratorium         Achievement      

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mother’s Care                    .200**           -.226**                 .122                      -.185**             

Mother’s Overprotection  -.080                -.039                   -.106                       .208**         

Father’s Care                    -.200**            .194**                 -.069                       .216**         

Father’s Overprotection    -.001                .019                     .040                      -.204** 

________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed). 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed).  

 

 

 

 

       Table 9 shows that adolescents’ perceptions of their mothers’ care correlated  

negatively with both adolescent identity foreclosure (p = .001) and achievement (p = 

.009). The results also demonstrate positive associations between perceived maternal care  

and identity diffusion in adolescents. Adolescents who perceived their mothers as 

overprotective, scored higher on identity achievement (p = .003). Further, adolescents’ 

perceptions of fathers’ care was negatively associated with diffused identity status (p = 

.005). However, high scores on perceptions of paternal care were also associated with 

higher scores on identity foreclosure (p = .006) and achievement (p = .002). Finally, the 

findings revealed negative correlations between adolescents’ perceptions of their fathers’ 

overprotectiveness and identity achievement (p = .004). 
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Research Question 1(B) 

Table 10 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations: Parent-Adolescent Relationships 

and Identity Formation in the U.S.A .(N=234) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                      Diffusion          Foreclosure         Moratorium         Achievement      

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mother’s Care                      .027                -.329**              -.045                     -.125               

Mother’s Overprotection     .007                 .124                   -.042                      .052           

Father’s Care                      -.152*               .305**                .009                      .062                          

Father’s Overprotection      .121                -.089                    .068                     -.040                     

________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed). 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

        

       Table 10 presents associations between identity formation and parent-adolescent  

relationships among the U.S. American participants. For U.S. American adolescents, a  

negative correlation was found between adolescents’ perceptions of maternal care and 

identity foreclosure (p < .001). Additionally, adolescents who perceived their fathers as 

caring displayed lower identity diffusion (p = .021) but higher foreclosed identity scores 

(p < .001). Lastly, parental overprotectiveness scores did not indicate significance for  

none of the four domains of adolescent identity formation. 

 

Research Question 2(A) 

Table 11 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations: Parent-Adolescent Relationships 

and Autonomy in India (N=200) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                              PER             DEI             NDP             IND            TEA            

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mother’s Care                    -.251**        -.305**       -.322**       -.410**         -.443**         

Mother’s Overprotection    .224**          .157*           .097            .295**          .278**        

Father’s Care                      .293**          .240**          .186**       .310**          .362**         

Father’s Overprotection    -.215**         -.141*           .013          -.175*           -.193**                                 

_______________________________________________________________________
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PER=Perceiving Parents As People, DEI=Deidealization, NDP=Nondependency, 

IND=Individuation, TEA=Total Emotional Autonomy.  

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed). 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

       Examination of Table 11 reveals that among Asian Indian adolescents, perception of 

mothers’ care was negatively correlated with all subscales of emotional autonomy (p <  

.001). Consequently, overall autonomy scores also yielded a negative correlation with 

adolescents’ perceptions of mothers’ care (p < .001). However, with the exception of the  

nondependency measure of autonomy, all the other subscales and the total autonomy 

scores showed significant positive correlations with adolescents’ perceptions of their 

mothers as overprotective (p < .05, or better). In contrast, fathers’ care was positively 

associated with higher scores for all the four subscales and the autonomy scores 

 (p < .01, or better). In addition, results revealed negative associations between 

adolescents’ perceptions of their fathers’ overprotection and three out of the four 

subscales of the autonomy measure as well as with the total autonomy scores (p < .05, or 

better). 

 

Research Question 2(B) 

Table 12 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations Parent-Adolescent Relationships and 

Autonomy in the U.S.A. (N=234) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                              PER             DEI             NDP             IND            TEA            

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Mother’s Care                     -.394**        -.461**       -.455**        -.457**        -.569**          

Mother’s Overprotection     .282**          .303**        .226**          .327**         .373**                                

Father’s Care                        .261**         .403**        .284**          .361**         .421**                              

Father’s Overprotection     -.290**        -.279**       -.138*           -.275**        -.328**                               

________________________________________________________________________ 

PER=Perceiving Parents As People, DEI=Deidealization, NDP=Nondependency, 

IND=Individuation, TEA=Total Emotional Autonomy. 

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed). 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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       Table 12 presents correlations between adolescent autonomy and parent-adolescent 

relationships for U.S. American adolescents. Correlational analyses showed that increases 

in U.S. American adolescents’ perceptions of their mothers’ care was associated with 

significant drops in their overall autonomy scores (p < .001) for the total autonomy scores  

as well as for all the four subscales. In contrast, adolescents’ perception of their mothers 

as overprotective showed positive correlation with all the four subscales of the emotional 

autonomy scale (p < .001). The overall autonomy scores also correlated positively with 

adolescents’ perceptions of their mothers’ overprotection (p < .001). In addition, results 

revealed just the opposite for adolescent autonomy within the context of father-

adolescent relations. Whereas adolescents’ perceptions of their fathers’ care correlated  

positively with the individual subscale scores as well as the overall scores for adolescent 

autonomy (p < .001), the findings showed inverse relations between adolescents’ 

perceptions of their fathers’ overprotection and autonomy scores for the U.S. American 

adolescents (p < .001).  

 

Research Question 3(A) 

Table 13 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations: Autonomy and Identity Formation 

in India (N=200) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                   Diffusion       Foreclosure      Moratorium     Achievement   

________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Perceiving Parents As People   -.155*             .036                -.107                 .038             

Didealization                              .033               .560**              .046                .185**       

Nondependency                        -.122               .331**            -.123                 .095             

Individuation                             -.097               .355**             -.217**            .062           

Total Emotional Autonomy     -.117               .434**             -.139                .128               

________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed) 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

 

       Table 13 shows correlations between the domains of adolescent identity formation 

and measures of autonomy for the Asian Indian adolescents. Findings indicated a 

 52



negative association between adolescents’ perceptions of their parents as people and 

identity diffusion scores (p = .044). Further, adolescents’ deidealization scores correlated 

positively with both foreclosed (p < .001) and achieved identity scores (p = .009). 

Generally, higher nondependency scores revealed associations with high levels of 

identity foreclosure scores in Asian Indian adolescents (p < .001). Whereas adolescents’        

individuation scores demonstrated a positive correlation with identity foreclosure (p < 

.001), it correlated negatively with moratoria (p = .002) among adolescents in India. 

Lastly, the results reveal positive correlations between total autonomy and adolescent 

identity foreclosure scores (p < .001). 

 

Research Question 3(B) 

Table 14 

Correlational Analysis Using Bivariate Correlations: Autonomy and Identity Formation 

in the U.S.A. (N=234) 

________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               Diffusion       Foreclosure       Moratorium       Achievement        

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Perceiving Parents As People   -.115              .107                  -.175**               .047             

Didealization                              .022              .553**                .127                  .192**       

Nondependency                        -.018              .370**               .153*                 .160*        

Individuation                             -.103              .306**              -.078                   .084          

Total Emotional Autonomy      -.077             .412**               -.016                   .148*         

________________________________________________________________________ 

** p < 0.001 level (2-tailed) 

  * p < 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 

 

 

 

       Table 14 presents correlations between the domains of adolescent identity formation 

and measures of autonomy for the U.S. American adolescents. As indicated in table 6, 

adolescents’ perceptions of their parents as people correlated negatively with identity 

moratoria scores (p = .007). Similar to the findings for the Asian Indian participants, U.S. 

American adolescents’ deidealization scores indicate positive associations with both 

foreclosed (p < .001) and achieved identity status (p = .003). In line with the 

deidealization results, nondependency scores correlated positively with identity  
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foreclosure (p < .001), moratoria (p = .019), and achievement scores (p = .014). 

Furthermore, adolescents’ individuation scores demonstrated positive correlation with 

identity foreclosure (p < .001). The overall emotional autonomy scores for the U.S. 

American adolescents are also positively correlated with foreclosed (p < .001) and 

achieved identity statuses (p = .026). 

 

Research Question 3(C) 

Causal Analyses Using Structural Equation Models: Identity Formation and Autonomy in 

India and in the U.S.A.  

       Based on existing literature on adolescent identity formation and autonomy 

(Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; Frank, Pirsch & Wright, 1990; Perosa, Perosa & Tam, 2002; 

Quintana & Lapsley, 1990), a model was hypothesized in the present study to examine 

the causal relations between adolescent identity formation and autonomy. The model was 

intended to determine the direct influences of perceived parent-adolescent relationships 

on adolescent identity formation. Additionally, the model was also designed to trace the 

effects of perceived parent-adolescent relationships on identity formation mediated by  

equation modeling (SEM) procedures were applied to test the hypothesized model using 

the LISREL 8.53 student version program (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1989). 
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       The model comprised of three latent variables: (a) parental care,  (b) parental 

overprotection and (c) identity formation. In this model, whereas mother’s and father’s 

care formed the first latent variable; mother’s and father’s overprotection were treated as 

the second latent variable. Finally, adolescent identity formation served as the latent 

measure of the subscales of EOMEIS (for example, diffusion, foreclosure, moratorium 

and achievement).  

       However, the hypothesized model did not generate the proposed paths for the two 

groups. Therefore, a second hypothesized model was designed to examine just the direct 

effects of autonomy on each of the four domains of adolescent identity formation within 

India and the U.S.A. separately.  

       The findings indicated that the fit of the hypothesized model to the data was not 

adequate for either the Asian Indian or the U.S. American sample. In the absence of 

theoretical support for the suggested modifications to decrease chi-square estimates, the 

second hypothesized model was not revised within both cultural settings. 
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Figure 2 

Revised Model: Asian Indian Adolescents 
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       For the Asian Indian adolescents, the chi-square statistic with 6 degrees of freedom is 

104.12 (p = 0.001). Additionally, all global indexes of fit were below 0.9, the common 

rule of thumb (Tate, 1998). This model shows the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of .827, 

Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFI) of .567, Normed Fit Index (NFI) of .339, and  

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of .335. The reliability of each observed variable as a 

represented by R
2
 for the observed variables are as follows: (a) diffusion = .0136, (b) 

foreclosure = .188, (c) moratorium = .019, and (d) achievement = .016.  The error 

variance for each endogenous variable are as follows: (a) diffusion = 69.22, (b) 

foreclosure = 140.86, (c) moratorium = 78.09, and (d) achievement = 85.29. The error 

variance for the exogenous variable (autonomy) is 64.45. 

       In addition to the high chi-square statistic, the goodness of fit indices (see Figure 2.)  

demonstrate that the model is not adequate for the Asian Indian sample.  
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Figure 3 

Revised Model: U.S. American Adolescents 

 

 

       The chi-square statistic for the U.S. American sample is 32.75 with 6 degrees of 

freedom (p = 0.000). Similar to the Asian Indian population, with the exception of 

Goodness of Fit Index (GFI = .947), all other global indices of fit are below the norm  
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(0.9). For example, the, Adjusted Goodness of Fit (AGFI) is .867, Normed Fit Index 

(NFI) is .845, and Comparative Fit Index (CFI) is .863. The reliability of each observed 

variable as a measure of latent variable, represented by R
2
 for the observed variables are 

as follows: (a) diffusion = .324, (b) foreclosure = .139, (c) moratorium = .168, and (d) 

achievement = .055.  The error variance for each endogenous variable are as follows: (a) 

diffusion = 22.00, (b) foreclosure = 37.24, (c) moratorium = 75.70, and (d) achievement  

= 70.74. The error variance for the exogenous variable (autonomy) is 63.45. 

      The goodness of fit statistics (see Figure 2.) demonstrates that the model is not  

adequate for the U.S. American sample. 

 

Research Question 4(A) 

Table 15 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Age Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation in India (N=199) 

                   Age Group         N          Mean Differences     Std. Deviation     F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                     2.760         .029 

Univariate 

Diffusion:                                                                                                     2.658         .105 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106                    57.781            8.142                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93                    56.419            8.466                 

 

Foreclosure:                                                                                                 7.637          .006 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106                   58.792            14.320           

                   16-18 Yrs.            93                   53.283            11.176 

 

Moratorium:                                                                                                  .020           .888 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106                    60.020             8.088         

                   16-18 Yrs. 93                    60.536             9.848 

 

Achievement:                                                                                                .162           .688 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106                    65.235             9.687 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93                    65.354             8.949 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 15 presents the age differences in identity formation of Asian Indian 

adolescents after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. Estimate of effect size as 
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calculated by the SPSS, version 11.0 was moderate (.055) for the Asian Indian sample. 

Additionally, the multivariate test demonstrated significant age differences in identity 

formation (p = .029). However, the univariate analyses showed that the age differences 

hold true only for the identity foreclosure domain, F (1, 193) = 7.637, p = .006. Further, 

the mean differences suggested younger Asian Indian adolescents (M = 58.792) to be 

more foreclosed than older adolescents (M = 53.283). 

 

Research Question 4(B) 

Table 16 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Age Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation in the U.S.A.  (N=230) 

                   Age Group         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                     1.316         .265 

Univariate 

Diffusion:                                                                                                     1.924         .167 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87                 49.523               8.257                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143                 48.115             10.018                 

 

Foreclosure:                                                                                                 3.197          .075 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87                 43.503             13.408                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143                 39.776             12.147 

 

Moratorium:                                                                                                  .196          .658 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87                 55.072               9.731                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143                 54.353               9.931 

 

Achievement:                                                                                                .842         .360 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87                  64.839              9.221                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143                  63.707              8.672 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 16 presents the age differences in identity formation of U.S. American 

adolescents after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships.  The estimate of effect 

size was small (.023) for the U.S. American sample. Further, the multivariate findings did 

not reveal significant differences in identity formation of younger and older U.S. 

American adolescents (p = .265). 
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Research Question 4(C) 

Table 17 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Age Differences in Adolescent Autonomy in India (N=199)  

                   Age Group         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                    1.852         .105 

Univariate 

Perceiving Parents as People:                                                                       .461          .498 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106               16.177                   3.347                                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93               16.301                   2.632                                 

 

Deidealization:                                                                                            5.805          .017 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106               13.822                   2.870                                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93               12.741                   2.669                 

 

Nondependency:                                                                                          .241           .624 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106               10.252                   2.193                                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93               10.172                   2.134                 

 

Individuation:                                                                                               .448           .504 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106               11.766                   3.103                                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93               11.193                   2.938                 

 

Overall Emotional Autonomy:                                                                    .550           .459 

                   13-15 Yrs.          106               52.018                   8.390                                 

                   16-18 Yrs. 93               50.408                   7.542               

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 17 shows the age differences in autonomous development of Asian Indian 

adolescents after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. The SPSS analysis 

revealed a small (.047) estimate of effect size. Moreover, the multivariate analysis did not 

indicate any significant differences between younger and older Asian Indian adolescents 

(p = .105). Consequently, the univariate significance for the deidealization subscale of 

emotional autonomy (p = .017) may be attributed to type-I error.  
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Research Question 4(D) 

Table 18  

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Age Differences in Adolescent Autonomy in the U.S.A.  (N=230) 

                   Age Group         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                    1.159         .330 

Univariate 

Perceiving Parents as People:                                                                     1.187         .277 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87              15.092                   3.010                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143              15.517                   3.250                 

 

Deidealization:                                                                                            1.040          .309 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87              10.471                   2.600                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143              10.081                   2.374                 

 

Nondependency:                                                                                         1.341          .248 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87              8.770                    2.239                                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143              8.421                    2.016                 

 

Individuation:                                                                                             1.284           .258 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87              9.781                    2.489                                

                   16-18 Yrs.          143              10.000                   2.697                 

 

Overall Emotional Autonomy:                                                                    .048           .826 

                   13-15 Yrs.            87              44.114                   7.636                 

                   16-18 Yrs.          143              44.020                   8.179         

         

 

 

 

 

       Table 18 presents the differences between younger and older U.S. American 

adolescents’ autonomy after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. The SPSS 

analysis revealed a small (.026) estimate of effect size.  Moreover, similar to the findings 

for the Asian Indian sample, the multivariate findings did not yield any significant age 

differences (p = .330) in development of autonomy in adolescence. 
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Research Question 5(A) 

Table 19 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Gender Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation in India (N=199) 

                        Gender         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                     2.568         .039 

Univariate 

Diffusion:                                                                                                     2.311         .130 

                       Male             106                 58.517                   7.560                 

                       Female           93                 55.580                    8.857                 

 

Foreclosure:                                                                                                 6.698          .010 

                       Male             106                 57.160                  11.955 

                       Female           93                 55.143                   14.491 

 

Moratorium:                                                                                                3.347           .069 

                       Male             106                 61.558                   9.083                 

                       Female           93                 58.783                   8.572 

 

Achievement:                                                                                                .021           .884 

                       Male             106                 64.792                   9.158                 

                       Female           93                 65.860                   9.532 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 19 shows the gender differences in identity formation for the Asian Indian 

sample after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. Findings indicated a 

moderate (.051) estimate of effect size. Furthermore, multivariate analysis demonstrated 

significant differences between adolescent males and females in their identity formation 

(p = .039). Similar to the results for age differences in adolescent identity formation in 

India, ANCOVA findings illustrated significant gender differences in identity 

foreclosure, F (1, 193) = 6.698, p = .010. The mean scores demonstrated that Asian 

Indian adolescent males (M = 57.160) are more foreclosed than their female counterparts 

(M = 55.143). 
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Research Question 5(B) 

Table 20 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Gender Differences in Adolescent Identity Formation in U.S.A. (N=230) 

                        Gender         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                     2.937         .022 

Univariate 

Diffusion:                                                                                                      .459          .499 

                       Male             89                  49.001                   9.710                 

                       Female        141                 48.425                   9.222                 

 

Foreclosure:                                                                                                 7.011          .009 

                       Male             89                  43.475                  13.195 

                       Female        141                 39.740                  12.271 

 

Moratorium:                                                                                                1.537           .216 

                       Male             89                  53.437                  11.012 

                       Female        141                 55.375                    8.984 

 

Achievement:                                                                                                .811           .369 

                       Male             89                  64.789                   8.786                 

                       Female        141                 63.723                   8.947 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 20 shows the gender differences in identity formation of U.S. American 

adolescents after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships.  Similar to the findings 

for the Asian Indian group, the estimate of effect size as calculated by SPSS, version 11.0 

was moderate (.050) for the U.S. American sample.  Additionally, MANCOVA analysis 

revealed significant differences between adolescent males and females (p = .022). Similar 

to the results for the Asian Indian sample, ANCOVA findings for the U.S. American 

participants highlighted gender as a significant predictor of foreclosed identity only, F 

(1,224) = 7.011, p = .009. The mean differences in adolescent identity formation in the 

U.S. yielded higher scores for the males (M = 43.475) than for the females (M = 39.740). 
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Research Question 5(C) 

Table 21 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Gender Differences in Adolescent Autonomy in India (N=199) 

                        Gender         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                    1.694         .138 

Univariate 

Perceiving Parents as People:                                                                     1.869         .173 

                       Male             106                15.792                    3.288                                 

                       Female           93                16.734                    2.636                                 

 

Deidealization:                                                                                             .623          .431 

                       Male             106                13.226                    2.889                                 

                       Female           93                13.425                    2.761                                 

 

Nondependency:                                                                                          .003          .956 

                       Male             106                  9.990                   2.113                                

                       Female           93                10.468                   2.198                                

 

Individuation:                                                                                              1.236         .268 

                       Male             106                10.981                   2.683                                 

                       Female           93                12.085                   3.304                                 

 

Overall Emotional Autonomy:                                                                     .438         .509 

                       Male             106                49.990                   7.646                                 

                       Female           93                52.712                    8.241                                 

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

              Table 21 presents the differences in autonomous development of Asian Indian 

adolescent males and females after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. 

Findings indicated a small (.043) estimate of effect size. Further, the multivariate findings 

did not yield any significant gender differences in adolescent autonomy in India (p = 

.138). 
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Research Question 5(D) 

Table 22 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Gender Differences in Adolescent Autonomy in U.S.A. (N=230) 

                        Gender         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                    3.374         .006 

Univariate 

Perceiving Parents as People:                                                                     1.733         .189 

                       Male             89                 15.777                   3.118                                 

                       Female        141                15.097                   3.174                                 

 

Deidealization:                                                                                           11.303        .001 

                       Male             89                 10.788                   2.428                                 

                       Female        141                  9.875                   2.426                                 

 

Nondependency:                                                                                          .045          .832 

                       Male             89                  8.566                    2.172                                 

                       Female        141                  8.541                   2.068                                

 

Individuation:                                                                                              1.036         .310 

                       Male             89                 10.155                   2.480                                 

                       Female        141                  9.770                    2.698                                 

 

Overall Emotional Autonomy:                                                                   4.669         .032 

                       Male             89                 45.288                   7.966                                

                       Female        141                43.284                   7.895   

                          

 

 

 

 

       Table 22 shows gender differences in adolescent autonomy in the U.S. American 

sample after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. The estimate of effect size as 

calculated by SPSS, version 11.0 was moderate (.071) for the U.S. American sample.  

Additionally, MANCOVA analysis revealed significant differences between males and 

females (p = .006). Univariate analysis of covariance findings demonstrated higher scores 

for the U.S. American adolescent males (M = 10.788) than for their female peers (M = 

9.875) on the deidealization measure of adolescent autonomy, F (1, 224) = 11.303, p = 

.001. In addition, overall findings also indicated that adolescent males (M = 45.288) are 
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more autonomous than adolescent females (M = 43.284) in the U.S., F (1, 224) = 4.669, p 

= .032. 

 

Research Question 6(A) 

Table 23 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate  Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Cross-Cultural differences in Adolescent Identity Formation (N=429) 

                        Country         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                    42.052         .000 

Univariate 

Diffusion:                                                                                                   104.143        .000 

                       India            199                 57.145                     8.302                 

                       U.S.A.        230                 48.648                     9.397                 

 

Foreclosure:                                                                                                107.771       .000 

                       India            199                 56.217                    13.205                 

                       U.S.A.        230                 41.186                    12.739                 

 

Moratorium:                                                                                                32.181        .000 

                       India            199                 60.261                     8.934                 

                       U.S.A.        230                 54.625                     9.841                 

 

Achievement:                                                                                               1.030         .311 

                       India            199                 65.291                     9.326                 

                       U.S.A.        230                 64.135                     8.881                           

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 23 presents the cross-cultural differences in adolescent identity formation.  

Findings indicated a large (.286) estimate of effect size.  In addition, multivariate 

statistics revealed significant cultural differences between Asian Indian and U.S. 

American adolescents (p = .000). The univariate findings showed significantly higher 

scores for Asian Indian adolescents than for U.S. American adolescents on three out of 

the four domains of identity formation, p = .000 including identity diffusion (M = 57.145 

> 48.648), foreclosure (M = 56.217 > 41.186), and moratoriam (M = 60.261 > 54.625). 
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Research Question 6(B) 

Table 24 

Predictive Analysis Using Multivariate and Univariate  Analysis of Covariance 

Techniques: Cross-Cultural differences in Adolescent Autonomy (N=429) 

                        Country         N        Mean Differences     Std. Deviation        F            Sig. 

Multivariate 

                                                                                                                  28.602         .000 

Univariate 

Perceiving Parents as People:                                                                     6.725         .010 

                       India              199               16.246                    3.032                                 

                       U.S.A.          230               15.334                    3.181                                 

 

Deidealization:                                                                                       135.596          .000 

                       India              199               13.326                    2.830                                 

                       U.S.A.          230               10.204                    2.454                                  

 

Nondependency:                                                                                     46.968           .000 

                       India              199               10.201                    2.157                                 

                       U.S.A.          230                8.534                     2.117                                  

 

Individuation:                                                                                          25.293           .000 

                       India              199               11.507                    3.039                                 

                       U.S.A.          230                 9.921                    2.633                                  

 

Overall Emotional Autonomy:                                                                84.745          .000 

                       India              199               51.281                    8.046                                 

                       U.S.A.          230               43.995                    8.010                                  

________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

 

 

       Table 24 presents the cross-cultural differences in adolescent autonomy after 

controlling for parent-adolescent relationships. Findings indicated a large (.254) estimate 

of effect size. Moreover, multivariate analysis of covariance findings yielded significant 

cultural differences in autonomous development in Indian and U.S. American adolescents 

after controlling for parent-adolescent relationships (p = .000). The univariate results 

revealed significantly higher subscale scores for the Asian Indian adolescents in 

comparison to the U.S. American adolescents for perceiving parents as people (M = 

16.246 > M = 15.334), F (1, 423) = 6.725, p = .010; deidealization (M = 13.326 > M = 

10.204), F (1,423) = .135.596, p = .000; nondependency (M = 10.201 > M = 8.534), F (1, 
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423) = 46.968, p = .000; individuation (M = 11.507 > M = 9.921), F(1,423) = 25.293, p = 

.000;. Consequently, the findings showed Asian Indian adolescents (M = 51.281) to be 

more emotionally autonomous than adolescents in the U.S. (M = 43.995), F (1, 423) = 

85.725, p = .000. 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

 

 

 

 

       This study investigated adolescent identity formation and autonomy within the 

context of parent-adolescent relationships across two countries including adolescents in 

India and the U.S.A. In addition, this study also examined age and gender differences in 

identity formation and autonomy within both the cultural settings. Consistent with 

previous research (Adams & Marshall, 1996; Baumeister & Muraven, 1996; Cote, 1996; 

Oyserman, Gant, & Ager, 1995; Smollar & Youniss, 1989; Stegarud et al., 1999; Stewart 

et al., 2000; Yoder, 2000), findings from the current study also support the need to 

examine adolescent identity formation and autonomy cross-culturally.  

       This chapter discusses the findings of the present study in the following order: 

correlational analyses that examine the associations first, between identity formation and 

between parent-adolescent relationships; second, between autonomy and parent-

adolescent relationships; and third, between identity formation and autonomy during 

adolescence. Next, the results for causal analysis are discussed with regards to the 

relations between identity formation and autonomy within the context of parent-

adolescent relationships. Finally, this chapter presents age, gender and cultural 

differences in identity formation and followed by autonomous development during  

adolescence. 

 

Correlational Analyses 

       Identity formation and parent-adolescent relationships.  

       The relations between perceived parent-adolescent relationships and identity 

formation are inconclusive for the Asian Indian adolescents. For example, adolescents in 

 68



India who viewed their mother as caring, scored high on identity diffusion; and low on 

identity foreclosure and achievement. In contrast, Matos et al. (1999) found strong 

associations between maternal care and support; and identity foreclosure in adolescent 

males. Moreover, existing body of literature also affirms the relations between parent-

adolescent emotional cohesiveness and foreclosed identity (Matos et al.,1999; Kroger, 

1985; Josselson, 1987). However, males and females display different levels of identity 

based on parental emotional support (O’Connor, 1995). O’Connor (1995) demonstrated 

that whereas parental support is associated with increased foreclosed identity among 

females, it correlates positively with higher identity achievement and lower diffusion 

among males. 

       As with the findings for the Asian Indian adolescents, this study follows somewhat 

similar patterns for adolescents from the U.S. For example, U.S. American adolescents’ 

perceptions of maternal care also correlated with lower identity foreclosure. In other 

words, adolescents in the U.S. who perceived their mothers as caring displayed high 

identity exploration but low commitment. It may be that adolescents in single mother 

families interact with their mother more than do adolescents in two-parent households. In 

the present study, a significant proportion (17%) of U.S. American adolescents came 

from single-mother households. This may have afforded opportunities for greater 

cohesion and interaction between adolescents and their mother. Consequently, it may be 

that mother-adolescent connectedness was associated with reduced identity foreclosure in 

U.S. American adolescents. In the process, adolescents from single mother households as 

compared to adolescents from intact families may also display greater appreciation of 

their mother. 

       In contrast to the findings for maternal care, Asian Indian adolescents’ perceptions of 

maternal overprotection were positively associated with gains in identity achievement. 

This is inconsistent with previous research (e.g., Adams, 1985; Perosa et al., 2002; 

Quintana & Lapsley, 1990). It may be that adolescents in India may not view their 

mothers’ overprotection negatively. On the contrary, maternal overprotectiveness may 

reflect greater interest and involvement in adolescents’ decision-making process. For 

example, Chao (1994) stated that in China, authoritarian parenting styles reflect the 

traditional parental responsibilities. Chinese parents are expected to be highly involved, 
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caring and concerned parents. Moreover, some studies (Chao, 1994; Chao & Sue, 1996; 

and McBride-Chang & Chang, 1998) suggest than within the Chinese culture, parental 

control and concern are in congruence with their care for their children. Additionally, 

Taylor and Oskay (1995) reported that adolescents view parents as warm and affectionate 

in cultures where parental control is the accepted norm. Consequently, adolescents in 

such societies are more accepting and open to parental monitoring and involvement  

(Feldman & Wood, 1994). For the U.S. American participants, mothers’ overprotection 

was not correlated significantly with identity formation.  

       Additionally, Grotevant and Cooper (1985) found positive associations between 

father-adolescent interactions and identity exploration. In somewhat similar vein, the 

results of the present study show that in India, adolescents’ perceptions of their fathers’ 

care was negatively associated with identity diffusion, and positively associated with both 

identity foreclosure and achievement. This may be attributed to the fact that adolescents 

in India generally view their father as a distant authoritarian figure (Bhushan & Shirali, 

1992). Similarly, Hosley and Montemayor (1997) also described father-adolescent 

relationships as more remote and less warm in comparison to mother-adolescent 

relationships. As a result, even some level of paternal active interest in and interaction 

with adolescents may result in gains in adolescent identity. Therefore, in the present 

study, perceptions of fathers’ care foster higher levels of identity formation by lowering 

identity diffusion in the Asian Indian adolescents. 

       Although U.S. American adolescents’ perceptions of father’s care did not correlate 

significantly with identity achievement, they were related to lower diffusion and higher 

foreclosure scores. Identity foreclosure is often perceived in negative light. However, 

Campbell et al. (1984) and Waterman (1988) argued the negative implications identity 

foreclosure and instead, emphasized that the positive correlates of foreclosed identity 

may reflect greater parent-adolescent connectedness. Moreover, Makros and McCabe 

(2001) found that adolescents in identity foreclosure (and achievement) status display a 

reasonably satisfied view of self.  

       Findings also indicated negative associations between Asian Indian adolescents’ 

perception of paternal overprotection and identity achievement. Newman (1989) pointed 

out that adolescents in general, perceive their mothers not their fathers, as promoting 
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familial connectedness. According to Noller and Callan (1990), late adolescents interact  

more with their mother and they do with their father. Further, younger adolescents 

perceive their father as less accepting of views and as a result, over the years, adolescents 

may resort to limited interactions with their father (Noller & Callan, 1990). Moreover, 

Bhushan and Shirali (1992) stressed that adolescents in India perceive their father as an 

authoritarian emotionally distant figure demanding deference from children. According to 

Matos et al. (1999) adolescent females view their father, rather than their mother as 

restraining identity exploration. As a result, in contrast to adolescents’ perceptions of 

mother’s overprotection, paternal overprotectiveness may further widen the gap between 

adolescents and their father, thereby reducing identity achievement in adolescents. 

Among U.S. American adolescents, perceptions of fathers’ overprotection did not 

correlate significantly with identity formation of adolescents. 

        

       Autonomy and parent-adolescent relationships. 

       During adolescence, individuation and parent-adolescent relationships emerge as 

critical developmental outcomes, both of which have adaptive functions (Noom et al., 

1999). In addition, both maturational and social features such as, familial and social 

expectations based on values, beliefs, norms and standards serve as important elements in 

fostering individuation in adolescents (Mazor & Enright, 1988). Fuhrman and Holmbeck 

(1995) underscored the importance of studying autonomy within familial and cultural 

contexts. In the present study, the correlational analyses for both Asian Indian and U.S. 

American samples yielded negative associations between adolescents’ perceptions of 

their mothers’ care and autonomy. According to Fuhrman and Holmbeck (1995), whereas 

establishment of autonomy is viewed as maladaptive within supportive family  

environment, it is considered a positive outcome in less supportive familial contexts. 

Fuhrman and Holmbeck (1995) explained that lower levels of autonomy are positively 

associated with better adjustment in adolescence when adolescents view their mothers as 

warm and caring. In contrast, higher levels of autonomy correlate with better adjustment 

only when adolescents share a negative conflicting relationship with their mother. Thus, 

in stressful familial settings, autonomous development may be viewed as adaptive 

(Fuhrman & Holmbeck, 1995). 
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       However, with the exception of the nondependency measure of autonomy, Asian 

Indian adolescents’ perceptions of their mothers’ overprotection was associated with 

relative gains in autonomy. In similar vein, Taylor and Oskay (1995) also found that 

adolescents view parents as warm and affectionate in cultures where parental control is 

the accepted norm.  

       Similar to the findings for the Asian Indian adolescents, in the U.S., adolescents who 

viewed their mothers as overprotective displayed significant increases in autonomy in 

general. One may speculate that maternal overprotectiveness may promote autonomous 

qualities in children because adolescents may view their mother’s overprotection as a 

reflection of love and concern for adolescents’ well being. Consistent with Fuhrman and 

Holmbeck’s (1995) findings, in such familial environments autonomous development 

may in fact, be viewed as adaptive. Moreover, Mayseless et al. (1998) stressed that 

emotional distancing from parents is not a prerequisite for development of autonomous 

qualities. In fact, individual quest for autonomy and need for connectedness run parallel 

during adolescence (Baumeister & Muraven, 1996; Grotevant & Cooper, 1986; Noller, 

1995). Therefore, adolescents are able to develop their autonomy while maintaining close  

relationships with their parents (Mayseless et al., 1998). 

       In contrast to the findings on adolescents’ perceptions of mothers’ care, higher levels 

of perceived paternal care correlated positively with autonomy in adolescents within 

India and the U.S. Kenny and Gallagher (2002) also found that adolescents, irrespective 

of their gender, perceive their fathers, and not mothers, as promoting higher levels of 

autonomy. The results of the present study, however, reveal strong negative associations 

between Asian Indian adolescents’ perceptions of their fathers’ overprotection and the 

measures of autonomy with the exception of the nondependency subscale of autonomy. 

In the U.S. American participants, paternal overprotectiveness shows negative 

correlations with both individual subscale scores and total scores for autonomy. 

Moreover, Quintana and Lapsley (1990) also found that highly controlling parents 

negatively affect the process of individuation, which results in subsequent losses in 

identity formation. It is possible that adolescents in general, regard their father as a 

distant and passive figure. The existing body of literature however, affirms the 

significance of bidirectional communication Meeus et al. (2002) and parental 
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involvement in fostering identity exploration in adolescents (Bhushan & Shirali, 1993; 

Sartor & Youniss, 2002; Schmitt-Rodermund & Vondracek, 1999). Therefore, the 

absence of a warm and secure father-adolescent relationship may impede identity 

formation in adolescents.       

        

       Identity formation and autonomy. 

       In general, the existing body of literature demonstrates positive associations between 

individuation and advanced identity formation during adolescence (Fullwinder-Bush & 

Jacobvitz, 1993; Grotevant & Cooper, 1985; Josselson, 1980). In the present study, 

adolescents in India who perceived their parents as people displayed low identity 

exploration and commitment. For the U.S. American adolescents, perceptions of parents 

as people were negatively associated with identity moratoria. In other words, adolescents’ 

perceptions of parents as people in the U.S. were related to low exploration but high 

commitment scores. 

       The findings for adolescents’ deidealization are not conclusive because 

deidealization scores showed positive associations with both identity foreclosure and 

achievement for adolescents within the two cultures. However, Frank, Pirsch and Wright  

(1990) found negative correlations between deidealization and identity foreclosure. On 

the basis of Marcia’s (1966) identity statuses, Berzonsky et al. (2003) pointed out that the 

adolescents in the identity foreclosure and achievement statuses display better identity 

integration and increased well-being owing to higher levels of commitment than 

adolescents in the other identity statuses. In contrast, higher levels of exploration in 

combination with reduced commitment result in low overall levels of well-being (Meeus 

et al., 1999).  

       Additionally, higher nondependency scores were associated with strong associations 

with identity foreclosure in Asian Indian adolescents. Hence, the findings for the Asian 

Indian sample reflected low exploration but high commitment scores. However, the 

findings are unclear for the U.S. American sample. In the U.S., adolescent 

nondependency was found associated with high identity foreclosure and moratoria as 

well as with identity achievement. 

       According to Smollar and Youniss (1989), individuation features as a crucial process 
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in adolescents’ transition from childhood to adulthood. Cote and Schwartz (2002) 

indicated that identity exploration may be viewed as equivalent to adolescents’ attempts 

toward individuation. Consequently, Smollar and Youniss (1989) surmised that 

individualism facilitates identity formation in adolescents. However, these findings are 

inconsistent with the results of this study. In India, individuation scores demonstrated 

strong positive significance for foreclosed identity and correlated significantly negatively 

with identity moratoria. Therefore, for the Asian Indian sample, high scores on 

individuation were associated with low exploration but high commitment. As with the 

findings for the Asian Indian adolescents, individuation scores correlated strongly with 

adolescent identity foreclosure for the U.S. American adolescents.  

       Lastly, in India, the overall autonomy scores were associated with higher levels of 

identity foreclosure. In somewhat similar vein, overall autonomy scores for adolescents 

in the U.S. correlated positively with both foreclosed and achieved identity statuses. The 

findings for the adolescents in the U.S. are inconclusive because for some adolescents in 

the U.S., overall autonomy may be associated with low exploration and high 

commitment, but for others, it may be related to just the opposite.  

       In sum, the correlational analyses illustrate some important associations between  

measures of identity formation and autonomy within both the countries. Findings show 

that adolescents’ perceptions of parents as people were associated with lower identity 

diffusion in Asian Indian adolescents and lower moratoria in U.S. American adolescents.  

The findings are unclear for all the other measures of adolescent autonomous 

development. For example, within both the cultures, deidealization scores suggested 

strong positive correlations with both foreclosed and achieved statuses. The 

nonedependency measure of autonomy correlated positively with identity foreclosure in 

Asian Indian adolescents. However, in the U.S., adolescents’ nondependence on parents 

yielded significant positive associations with identity foreclosure, moratoria and  

achievement. In India, individuation scores correlated positively with foreclosed identity 

but demonstrate negative association with identity moratoria. In contrast, U.S. American 

adolescents displayed positive correlation with foreclosed identity only. The overall 

autonomy correlations are somewhat similar to the findings for adolescents’ 

nondependence on parents. The results show positive association between overall 
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autonomy and identity foreclosure scores for adolescents in India. In the U.S., 

correlations highlighted a positive significance for both foreclosed and achieved identity 

statuses. 

       Finally, caution must be maintained in interpreting the findings discussed above 

because correlational analyses simply highlight the associations between the variables of 

interest and do not imply any causal relationships. Further, the correlational findings may 

also be confounded by age, gender and cultural differences in adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy. The findings do, however, establish significant associations 

within the two cultures in the following three areas: (a) identity formation and parent-

adolescent relationships, (b) autonomy and parent-adolescent relationships, and (c) 

identity formation and autonomy.  

 

Causal Analyses 

       Identity formation and parent-adolescent relationships. 

       The structural equation models used to test the relations between adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy did not provide a good fit. Within both the cultural groups, the 

findings indicated high a chi-square and low goodness of fit indices. Therefore, the causal 

relations between identity formation and autonomy within India and the U.S.A. could not 

be tested. 

 

 Predictive Analyses 

       Identity formation: Age differences. 

       Although the multivariate findings did not suggest any age differences in the identity 

formation of U.S. American adolescents, the results demonstrated that in India, younger 

adolescents were more foreclosed as compared to the older adolescents. Consequently, 

this finding suggests limited identity exploration by younger adolescents in general, and 

is consistent with the earlier findings on identity formation (Campbell et al., 1984; Meeus 

et al., 1999; Waterman, 1999, 1982, 1985). In similar vein, Erikson (1968) also stated 

that adolescents display a more stable sense of self toward the late adolescent period. 

        

 

 75



Identity formation: Gender differences. 

       Consistent with the existing body of literature (e.g., Schwartz & Montgomery, 2002), 

the findings of the present study showed adolescent males as more foreclosed than 

adolescent females. This finding was found to hold true for the participants from both the  

cultural groups. In other words, in comparison to the adolescent females, Asian Indian 

and U.S. American males engaged in limited identity exploration but displayed stronger 

commitments to their set of beliefs, values and goals. Importantly, Schwartz and 

Montgomery (2002) concluded that although foreclosed adolescent males display high 

commitments, these commitments are generally enacted without sufficient exploration of 

alternatives. 

       In line with Meeus et al. (2002) and Sartor and Youniss’s (2002) observations, the 

findings of the present study did not yield significant gender differences in identity 

achievement. Meeus et al. (1999) also indicated that the patterns of identity formation are 

the same for adolescent males and females. In contrast, Schwartz and Montgomery 

(2002) found females more identity achieved in comparison to males. It is possible that 

the gender differences were not as apparent in this study because the sample size within 

each cultural group was smaller and the age range was lower as compared to Schwartz 

and Montgomery’s (2002) study.  

 

       Identity formation: Cultural differences. 

       The results establish Asian Indian adolescents as more diffused and foreclosed in 

comparison to U.S. American adolescents. Waterman (1988) pointed out that identity 

foreclosure could be viewed adaptive or maladaptive depending on adolescents’ goals, 

values and beliefs. Shukla (1994) stressed that parents in India continue to be the primary 

socializers of their children. In addition, the symbiotic relation shared by the Asian Indian 

adolescents and their parents (Carson et al. 1999) lasts longer than in other cultures 

(Simhadri, 1989; Shukla, 1994). Whereas western families promote more individualistic 

qualities in their children (Stegarud et al., 1999), familial norms, loyalty and obligation 

are valued more in the collectivist cultures (Chao, 1994; Chilman, 1993; Fuligni, 1998; 

Mayseless et al., 1998; Reddy & Gibbons, 1999; Stewart et al., 2000; Uba, 1994). For 

example, Cooper et al. (1994) found that in comparison to adolescents of European 
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descent, Mexican, Chinese, Vietnamese and Filipino adolescents endorse seeking 

parental opinion and that of their relatives’ in making critical decisions. An extensive 

body of literature also attests unusually close and positive relations between foreclosed 

adolescents and their parents (Campbell et al., 1984; Perosa et al., 2002). Therefore, 

contrary to Marcia’s (1989) perspective, from a cultural standpoint, identity foreclosure 

and diffusion may in fact, be viewed as adaptive and appropriate developmental 

outcomes in India. In China, Chao (1994) asserted that the Confucian traditions demand 

maintaining harmonious relations with others in the society. Baumeister and Muraven 

(1996) concluded that individuals continue to engage in active selection and modification 

of their identities in order to fit best within a context. Consequently, the sociocultural 

context features as an important framework for individual identity formation (Baumeister 

& Muraven, 1996). 

       Additionally, despite their high scores on identity diffusion and foreclosure, Asian 

Indian males and females also outscored their U.S. American peers in identity moratoria. 

and Schwartz and Montgomery (2002) surmised that identity diffusion and moratorium 

may be viewed as adaptive because both the statuses provide adolescents opportunities to 

reflect on all possible alternatives. Although Hernandez and DiClemente (1992) and 

Rotheram-Borus (1989) found the moratorium status associated with problematic 

outcomes, Marcia (1980) pointed out that compared to other adolescents, those in identity 

moratoria are in fact, more internally reflective and directed albeit, more anxious. 

Moreover, Marcia (1989) added that the processes of exploration and commitment are 

best promoted in a secure environment. In similar vein, Bowlby (1982) and Ainsworth 

(1989) also reiterated that safe and secure familial relations best promote confidence in 

adolescent to engage in higher levels of identity exploration (Allen et al., 1994; 

Zimmermann & Becker-Stoll, 2002). These findings may explain why a higher 

proportion (95%) of Asian Indian adolescents from two biological-parent intact families 

scored higher on psychological moratoria than did U.S. American males and females. 

Additionally, Sartor and Youniss (2002) emphasized that even though adolescents tend to 

spend more time with their peers rather than with their parents, parental availability and  

support is still vital for promoting identity formation in adolescents.   

       In sum, most significant age and gender differences in identity formation are 
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apparent in the foreclosed domain. Consistent with earlier studies, this study 

demonstrates younger adolescents as more foreclosed than the older males and females. 

Similarly, adolescent males displayed increased identity foreclosure in comparison to 

adolescent females. This finding is also consistent with the existing body of literature.  

       The cross-cultural findings of this study are somewhat inconsistent with the current 

research, in that although Asian Indian adolescents exhibited higher identity diffusion and 

foreclosure than the participants from the U.S., Asian Indian adolescents, rather than U.S.  

American adolescents also demonstrated greater moratoria. 

 

       Autonomy: Age differences.       

       Contrary to the observations by Noom et al. (2001), in the present study, age did not 

emerge as a significant predictor of autonomy in adolescence both in India and the U.S. 

The present study consisted of Asian Indian and U.S. American adolescents between the 

ages of 13 and 18. It may be that the age differences were not clear owing to the cultural 

composition of the present study. However, using Dutch adolescents 12 to 18 years old, 

Noom et al. (2001) reported a small but significant increase in autonomy with age. 

Another possible reason for the differences in findings of the two studies could be 

attributed to the differences in the instruments used to measure adolescent autonomy. 

Whereas, this study employed Steinberg and Silverberg’s (1986) emotional autonomy 

scale, Noom et al. (2001) used the adolescent autonomy questionnaire developed by 

Noom in 1999. In fact, Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) as well as McBride-Chang and 

Chang (1998) also reported a linear increase in autonomy over the years but with a 

different sample population. Whereas Steinberg and Silverberg (1986) studied 

predominantly Caucasian U.S. American adolescents enrolled in grades 5 through 9, the 

sample for McBride-Chang and Chang’s (1998) study included participants between the 

ages of 12 and 20 from Hong Kong. 

 

       Autonomy: Gender differences. 

       The multivariate analyses of covariance did not indicate any significant gender 

variation in autonomy for adolescents in India but, did for the U.S. American adolescents. 

Similar to the results of this study, Archer and Waterman (1988) also found that both 
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males and females are capable of developing autonomy in the same way. Consistent with  

the findings of Frank et al. (1990), but contrary to the observations of Lamborn and 

Steinberg (1993) and Steinberg and Silverberg (1986), the present study shows U.S. 

American adolescent males as more emotionally autonomous than their female peers. 

Similarly, Newman (1989) also observed that encouragement for independence is more 

obvious among adolescent males than females. In similar vein, the results of the present 

study also reveal that adolescent males in the U.S. deidealize their parents more than do 

the females. Consistent with Frank et al. (1990) findings, the present study clearly 

establishes deidealization as a significant predictor of autonomy in adolescents. Ryan and 

Lynch (1989) reported that detachment from parents may present greater insecurities in 

parent-adolescent relationships. Additionally, Moore (1987) also concluded that the 

establishment of disengagement during adolescence may be associated with negative 

implications for males because more adolescent males, rather than females report 

difficulty in negotiating and sustaining close positive relations with their parents.  

 

       Autonomy: Cultural differences. 

       Schneider’s (1998) stressed that the perceptions of self-reliance and assertiveness 

may be embedded in individual’s cultural context. In the present study, family structure 

may be a relevant factor in interpreting the autonomy scores for participants in India and 

the U.S. The Asian Indian sample consisted of only 5% of the participants from single or 

step-parent families. In contrast, U.S. American adolescents living in single mother and 

single father households accounted for 34% of the total U.S. American sample. Smollar  

and Youniss (1985) found that in comparison to two-parent families, the process of 

individuation undergoes a different trajectory in single-parent households. Dunlop et al. 

(2001), found that divorce may hasten individuation in adolescents. However, the present 

study shows that in comparison to U.S. American males and females, Asian Indian 

adolescents scored higher on all the measures of autonomy. This contradicts the oft-

assumed view that the Indian society promotes conformity instead of individuality in 

adolescents (Reddy & Gibbons, 1999). Archer and Waterman (1988) concluded that 

individuals develop a sense of self on the basis of their relations with others. Instead of 

viewing such individuals as victims of the social dictates, Archer and Waterman (1988) 
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described these individuals as individuated. Garber and Little (2001) maintained that 

adolescents’ detachment from parents is not a necessary precursor to establishment of 

autonomous qualities. In fact, adolescent autonomy is often discussed as an interplay of 

both individuation and connectedness (Allison & Sabatelli, 1988; Grotevant & Cooper, 

1986). In addition, both maturational and social features such as, familial and social 

expectations based on values, beliefs, norms and standards serve as critical elements in 

fostering individuation in adolescents (Mazor & Enright, 1988). In similar vein, Newman 

(1989) found that parent-adolescent cohesiveness significantly influences individuation in 

adolescents; and Mayseless et al. (1998) found that close emotional parent-adolescent 

relations are influential in promoting autonomous development in adolescents. Consistent 

with these perspectives, the cultural differences in the present study suggest that Asian 

Indian adolescents are more autonomous than the U.S. American adolescents. 

       All in all, age differences in autonomous development are not significant for either 

Asian Indian or U.S. American adolescents. This study highlights deidealization as strong 

predictor of adolescent autonomy in U.S. American males. This finding supports earlier 

research. As with the cross-cultural findings on identity formation, adolescents from 

India displayed greater autonomy than their U.S. American peers.  

 

Limitations of the Present Study 

       Owing to the nature of convenient sampling, this study may not accurately represent 

the adolescent population within India and the U.S. For example, the Asian Indian sample 

consists of adolescents mostly from middle-to-upper-middle class families in New Delhi,  

a bustling metropolitan city. The findings of the present study may therefore, not be 

generalizable for the adolescents in rest of the country. The findings may vary with the 

differences in the socioeconomic cultural context. For example, Reddy and Gibbons 

(1999) and Triandis (1989) found strong associations between individualistic qualities in 

adolescents and higher socioeconomic status. Contrary to the emerging egalitarian 

parent-child relationships in bigger cities in India, adolescents in smaller and rural parts 

of India may view their parents as more rigid and traditional. The results for age and 

gender differences may also vary likewise. The U.S. American sample was comprised of 

mostly Caucasian adolescents and was therefore, not a true representation of the U.S. 
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American adolescents. Further, as with other social science research, the inherent nature 

of self-report method of data collection also limits the generalizability of the findings. 

Finally, the present study does not allow for causal inference. This study is limited in that 

the present study does not provide the causal relations between adolescent identity 

formation and autonomy within the context of parent-adolescent relationships. 

 

Implications and Recommendations for Further Research 

       Despite the several limitations, the present study points out significant cultural 

similarities and differences in adolescent identity formation and autonomy within and 

across the two cultures after controlling for the effects of parent-adolescent relationships.  

In addition, most cross-cultural studies are currently done with adolescents in the U.S. 

Usually such studies are skewed in that they compare Caucasian adolescents from the 

dominant culture with first and/or second generation immigrants. It is possible that such 

studies may not be able to fully capture the cultural dynamics unique to the minority 

traditions within a dominant culture. Moreover, findings of the existing cross-cultural 

studies consisting of participants from East Asian origins are sometimes generalized for 

other the adolescents in other Asian societies. Thus, the findings of this study would 

significantly add to the limited research available on adolescent identity formation and 

autonomy in Southeast Asia.  

       Future research within and across cultures would benefit from examining the 

influences of family structure and parental education as independent variables to 

determine adolescent identity formation and autonomy. Furthermore, the causal relations 

between adolescent identity formation and autonomy within the context of parent-

adolescent relationships merit additional research. Finally, it may be worthwhile to 

consider future research in determining the normative patterns in identity formation and 

autonomy that are developmentally and culturally appropriate within different cultural 

settings. 
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Part I. 

EMOTIONAL AUTONOMY SCALE 

This questionnaire is a measure of parent-adolescent relationships. Please indicate your response by circling 

the most appropriate choice next to each item. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                               A = Strongly Agree      C = Disagree                                                                                      

                                                               B = Agree                       D = Strongly Disagree                      

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. My parents and I agree on everything.                                                               A             B             C             D          

 

2. I go to my parents for help before trying to solve a problem myself.                A             B             C             D            

        

3. I have often wondered how my parents act when I’m not around.                    A             B             C             D            

        

4. Even when my parents and I disagree, my parents are always right.                A             B             C             D                      

        

5. It’s better for kids to go to their best friend than to their parents for                 A             B             C             D                     

      advice on some things. 

 

6. When I’ve done something wrong, I depend on my parents to straighten        A             B             C             D                       

       things out for me. 

 

7. There are some things about me that my parents don’t know.                          A             B             C             D                       

 

8. My parents act differently when they are with their own parents from             A             B             C             D                       

       the way they do at home. 

 

9. My parents know everything there is to know about me.                                  A             B             C             D                       

        

10. I am surprised to see how my parents act at a party.                                         A             B             C             D                       

        

11. I try to have the same opinion as my parents.                                                    A             B             C             D                       

 

12. When they are at work, my parents act pretty much the same way                   A             B             C             D                       

       they do when they are at home. 

 

13. If I was having a problem with one of my friends, I would discuss it               A             B             C             D                       

      with my mother or father before deciding what to do about it. 

 

14. My parents would be surprised to know what I’m like when I’m not               A             B             C             D            

       with them. 

 

15. When I become a parent, I’m going to treat my children in exactly the            A             B             C             D            

       same way that my parents have treated me. 

 

16. My parents probably talk about different things when I am around from         A             B             C             D            

       what they talk about when I’m not. 

 

17. There are things that I will do differently from my mother and father              A             B             C             D            

       when I become a parent. 

 

1 
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Part I Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                               A = Strongly Agree       C = Disagree                                                                                      

                                                               B = Agree                       D = Strongly Disagree                      

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

18. My parents hardly ever make mistakes.                                                  A             B             C             D 

 

19. I wish my parents would understand who I really am.                                      A             B             C             D              

       

20. My parents act pretty much the same way when they are with their                 A             B             C             D            

      friends as they do when they are at home with me. 

****************************************************************************************** 

 

 

Part II (A). 

PARENTAL BONDING INSTRUMENT (A) 

This questionnaire lists various attitudes and behaviors of parents.  As you perceive your MOTHER, please 

indicate your response by circling the most appropriate choice next to each item. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                     A = Very Like                      C = Moderately Unlike  

                                                     B = Moderately Like           D = Very Unlike 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice.                                                   A             B             C             D   

        

2. Did not help me as much as I needed.                                                               A             B             C             D   

        

3. Let me do those things I liked doing.                                                                 A             B             C             D   

        

4. Seemed emotionally cold to me.                                                                        A             B             C             D  

  

5. Appeared to understand my problems and worries.                                           A             B             C             D   

        

6. Was affectionate to me.                                                                                      A             B             C             D   

 

7. Liked me to make my own decisions.                                                                A             B             C             D   

       

8. Did not want me to grow up.                                                                             A             B             C             D   

 

9. Tried to control everything I did.                                                                       A             B             C             D   

 

10. Invaded my privacy.                                                                                           A             B             C             D   

 

11. Enjoyed talking things over with me.                                                                A             B             C             D   

        

12. Frequently smiled at me.                                                                                    A             B             C             D   

 

13. Tended to baby me.                                                                                            A             B             C             D   

 

14. Did not seem to understand what I needed or wanted.                                      A             B             C             D   

        

15. Let me decide things for myself.                                                                        A             B             C             D  

 

 

2 
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Part II (A) Continued. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                     A = Very Like                      C = Moderately Unlike  

                                                     B = Moderately Like           D = Very Unlike 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

16. Made me feel I wasn’t wanted.                                                                          A             B             C             D   

 

17. Could make me feel better when I was upset.                                                   A             B             C             D   

 

18. Did not talk with me very much.                                                                       A             B             C             D  

 

19. Tried to make me dependent on her.                                                                  A             B             C             D   

       

20. Felt I could not look after myself unless she was around.                                 A             B             C             D   

 

21. Gave me as much freedom as I wanted.                                                            A             B             C             D   

        

22. Let me go out as often as I wanted.                                                                   A             B             C             D 

 

23. Was overprotective of me.                                                                                 A             B             C             D   

 

24. Did not praise me.                                                                                              A             B             C             D   

  

25. Let me dress in a way I pleased.                                                                        A             B             C             D  

****************************************************************************************** 

 

 
PART II (B). 

PARENTAL BONDING INSTRUMENT (B) 

This questionnaire lists various attitudes and behaviors of parents.  As you perceive your FATHER, please 

indicate your response by circling the most appropriate choice next to each item. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                     A = Very Like                      C = Moderately Unlike  

                                                     B = Moderately Like           D = Very Unlike 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1.  Spoke to me with a warm and friendly voice.                                                     A             B             C             D   

        

2.  Did not help me as much as I needed.                                                                 A             B             C             D   

        

3.  Let me do those things I liked doing.                                                                  A             B             C             D   

        

4.  Seemed emotionally cold to me.                                                                         A             B             C             D   

 

5.  Appeared to understand my problems and worries.                                            A             B             C             D   

        

6.  Was affectionate to me.                                                                                       A             B             C             D   

 

7.  Liked me to make my own decisions.                                                                 A             B             C             D   

       

8.  Did not want me to grow up.                                                                               A             B             C             D   

 

9.  Tried to control everything I did.                                                                        A             B             C             D 
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Part II (B) Continued. 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                     A = Very Like                      C = Moderately Unlike  

                                                     B = Moderately Like           D = Very Unlike 

_________________________________________________________________________________________ 

10. Invaded my privacy.                                                                                           A             B             C             D   

 

11. Enjoyed talking things over with me.                                                                 A             B             C             D   

        

12. Frequently smiled at me.                                                                                    A             B             C             D   

 

13. Tended to baby me.                                                                                            A             B             C             D   

 

14. Did not seem to understand what I needed or wanted.                                       A             B             C             D   

        

15. Let me decide things for myself.                                                                        A             B             C             D   

 

16. Made me feel I wasn’t wanted.                                                                           A             B             C             D   

 

17. Could make me feel better when I was upset.                                                    A             B             C             D   

 

18. Did not talk with me very much.                                                                        A             B             C             D  

 

19. Tried to make me dependent on him.                                                                 A             B             C             D   

       

20. Felt I could not look after myself unless he was around.                                   A             B             C             D   

 

21. Gave me as much freedom as I wanted.                                                             A             B             C             D   

        

22. Let me go out as often as I wanted.                                                                    A             B             C             D 

 

23. Was overprotective of me.                                                                                  A             B             C             D 

 

24. Did not praise me.                                                                                              A             B             C             D   

  

25. Let me dress in a way I pleased.                                                                         A             B             C             D   

****************************************************************************************** 

 

Part III. 

OBJECTIVE MEASURE OF EGO-IDENTITY STATUS – 2  

This questionnaire is a measure of adolescent identity formation. Please indicate your response by circling the 

most appropriate choice next to each item.   

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree 

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. I haven’t chosen the occupation I really want to get into, and               A         B         C         D         E         F 

      I’m just working at what is available until something better  

      comes along. 

 

2. When it comes to religion, I just haven’t found anything that                A         B         C         D         E         F 

appeals and I don’t really feel the need to look. 
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Part III Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree 

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. My ideas about men’s and women’s roles are identical to my               A         B         C         D         E         F 

parents’.  What has worked for them will obviously work for 

       me. 

 

4. There’s no single “life style” which appeals to me more than                A         B         C         D         E         F 

       another. 

        

5. There’s a lot of different kinds of people.  I am exploring the               A         B         C         D         E         F      

many possibilities to find the right kind of friends for me. 

 

6. I sometimes join in recreational activities when asked, but                    A         B         C         D         E         F       

       rarely try anything on my own. 

 

7. I haven’t really thought about “dating style.” I’m not too                      A         B         C         D         E         F      

concerned whether I date or not. 

 

8. Politics is something that I can never be too sure about                         A         B         C         D         E         F      

because things change so fast.  But I do think it’s important  

to know what I can politically stand for and believe in. 

 

9. I’m still trying to decide how capable I am as a person and                   A         B         C         D         E         F            

what work will be right for me. 

 

10. I don’t give religion much thought and it doesn’t bother me                  A         B         C         D         E         F                  

one way or the other. 

 

11. There’s so many ways to divide responsibilities in marriage,                A         B         C         D         E         F         

I’m trying to decide what will work for me. 

 

12. I’m looking for an acceptable perspective for my own “life                   A         B         C         D         E         F       

style”, but haven’t really found it yet. 

 

13. There are many reasons for friendship, but I choose my close               A         B         C         D         E         F  

friends on the basis of certain values and similarities that I’ve  

      personally decided on. 

 

14. While I don’t have one recreational activity I’m really                          A         B         C         D         E         F   

       committed to, I’m experiencing numerous leisure outlets  

       to identify one I can truly enjoy. 

 

15. Based on past experiences, I’ve chosen the type of dating                     A         B         C         D         E         F         

       relationship I want now. 

 

16. I haven’t really considered politics. It just doesn’t excite me much.      A         B         C         D         E         F 
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Part III Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree  

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________    

17. I might have thought a lot about different jobs, but there’s never          A         B         C         D         E         F   

       really been any question since my parents said what they wanted. 

        

18. A person’s faith is unique to each individual.  I’ve considered              A         B         C         D         E         F   

      and reconsidered it myself and know what I can believe. 

 

19. I’ve never really seriously considered men’s and women’s role            A         B         C         D         E         F   

       in marriage.  It just doesn’t seem to concern me. 

 

20. After considerable thought I’ve developed my own individual              A         B         C         D         E         F   

      viewpoint of what is for me an ideal “life style” and don’t  

      believe anyone will be likely to change my perspective. 

 

21. My parents know what’s best for me in terms of how to choose            A         B         C         D         E         F   

       my friends. 

 

22. I’ve chosen one or more recreational activities to engage in                  A         B         C         D         E         F         

       regularly from lots of things and I’m satisfied with those choices. 

 

23. I don’t think about dating much. I just kind of take it as it comes.         A         B         C         D         E         F   

        

24. I guess I’m pretty much like my parents when it comes to politics.       A         B         C         D         E         F   

      I follow what they do in terms of voting and such. 

 

25. I’m not really interested in finding the right job, any job will do.          A         B         C         D         E         F   

       I just seem to flow with what is available. 

 

26. I’m not sure what religion means to me.  I’d like to make up                A         B         C         D         E         F   

       my mind but I’m not done looking yet. 

 

27. My ideas about men’s and women’s roles have come right                   A         B         C         D         E         F   

       for my parents and family. I haven’t seen any need to look further. 

 

28. My own views on a desirable life style were taught to me by my          A         B         C         D         E         F   

      parents and I don’t see any need to question what they taught me. 

 

29. I don’t have any real close friends, and I don’t think I’m looking          A         B         C         D         E         F   

       for one right now. 

 

30. Sometimes, I join in leisure activities, but I really don’t see a               A         B         C         D         E         F   

       need to look for a particular activity to do regularly. 

 

31. I’m trying out different types of dating relationships.  I just                  A         B         C         D         E         F   

haven’t decided what is best for me. 
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Part III Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree  

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________    

32. There are so many different political parties and ideals. I can’t             A         B         C         D         E         F   

       decide which to follow until I figure it all out. 

 

33. It took me a while to figure it out, but now I really know what I           A         B         C         D         E         F   

      want for a career. 

 

34. Religion is confusing to me right now. I keep changing my views        A         B         C         D         E         F   

       on what is right and wrong for me. 

 

35. I’ve spent some time thinking about men’s and women’s roles             A         B         C         D         E         F   

       in marriage and I’ve decided what will work best for me. 

 

36. I’m finding an acceptable viewpoint to life itself, I find myself             A         B         C         D         E         F   

      engaging in lot of discussions with others and some self exploration. 

 

37. I only pick friends my parent would approve of.                                    A         B         C         D         E         F   

 

38. I’ve always liked doing the same recreational activities my                   A         B         C         D         E         F   

       parents do and haven’t ever seriously considered anything else. 

 

39. I only go out with the type of people my parents expect me to date.      A         B         C         D         E         F   

        

40. I’ve thought my political beliefs through and realize I can agree           A         B         C         D         E         F   

       with some and not other aspects of what my parents believe. 

 

41. My parents decided a long time ago what I should go into for               A         B         C         D         E         F   

       employment and I’m following through their plans. 

 

42. I’ve gone through a period of serious questions about faith and            A         B         C         D         E         F   

       can now say I understand what I believe in as an individual. 

 

43. I’ve been thinking about the roles that husbands and wives play           A         B         C         D         E         F   

       a lot of these days, and I’m trying to make a final decision. 

 

44. My parents’ views on life are good enough for me, I don’t need           A         B         C         D         E         F   

      anything else. 

 

45. I’ve had many different friendships and now I have a clear idea           A         B         C         D         E         F   

      of what I look for in a friend. 

 

46. After trying a lot of different recreational activities I’ve found              A         B         C         D         E         F   

       one or more I really enjoy doing by myself or with friends. 

 

47. My preferences about dating are still in the process of developing.       A         B         C         D         E         F   

I haven’t fully decided yet. 
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Part III Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree  

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

48. I’m not sure about my political beliefs, but I’m trying to figure            A         B         C         D         E         F   

       out what I can truly believe in. 

 

49. It took me long time to decide but now I know for sure what                A         B         C         D         E         F   

       direction to move in for a career. 

 

50. I attend the same church as my family has always attended.                  A         B         C         D         E         F    

 

51. There are many ways that married couples can divide up family           A         B         C         D         E         F   

       responsibilities.  I’ve thought about lots of ways, and now  

       I know exactly how I want it to happen for me. 

 

52. I guess I just kind of enjoy life in general, and I don’t see myself         A         B         C         D         E         F   

       living by any particular viewpoint to life. 

 

53. I don’t have any close friends. I just like to hang out with a crowd.      A         B         C         D         E         F   

        

54. I’ve been experiencing a variety of recreational activities in hope         A         B         C         D         E         F   

       of finding one or more I can really enjoy for some time to come. 

 

55. I’ve dated different types of people and know exactly what my            A         B         C         D         E         F          

       own “unwritten rules” for dating are and who I will date.  

 

56. I really have never been involved in politics enough to have                 A         B         C         D         E         F   

       made a firm stand one way or the other. 

 

57. I just can’t decide what to do for an occupation. There are so                A         B         C         D         E         F   

       many possibilities. 

 

58. I’ve never really questioned my religion.  If it’s right for my                A         B         C         D         E         F   

      parents, it must be right for me. 

 

59. Opinions of men’s and women’s roles seem so varied that I                  A         B         C         D         E         F   

       don’t think much about it. 

 

60. After a lot of self-examination I have established a very definite          A         B         C         D         E         F   

      view on what my own life style will be. 

 

61. I really don’t know what kind of friend is best for me. I’m trying         A         B         C         D         E         F   

      to figure out exactly what friendship means to me. 

 

62. All my recreational preferences I got from my parents and I                 A         B         C         D         E         F   

      haven’t really tried anything else. 

 

63. I date only people my parents would approve of.                                   A         B         C         D         E         F 
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Part III Continued. 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                               A =  Strongly Agree                D = Disagree  

                                               B = Moderately Agree            E = Moderately Disagree 

                                               C = Agree                                F = Strongly Disagree 

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

64. My parents have always had their own political and moral beliefs        A         B         C         D         E         F   

       about issues like abortion and mercy killing and I’ve always gone  

       along accepting what they have. 

****************************************************************************************** 

 

 

Part IV. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

 

1. Birth Date: _______________________ 

    

     Age:       _____Years          _____ Months 

 

2. Gender:   _____Male           _____Female 

 

3. Class in school: ___________________ 

 

4. Race:  

_____Asian  

_____African American  

_____Caucasian  

_____Hispanic  

_____Native American 

_____Other. Explain _________________ 

 

5. Religion/Religious affiliation: 

_____Buddhist 

_____Christian 

_____Hindu 

_____Jain 

_____Jewish 

_____Muslim 

_____Sikh 

_____None 

_____Other. Explain _________________ 

 

6. Family with whom you live: 

_____Two-parent family consisting of your biological mother and father 

_____Single mother family 

_____Single father family 

_____Parents and grandparent family 

_____Step-mother family 

_____Step-father family 

_____Other. Explain _________________ 

 

7. Size of your family: 

_____ Number of adults            _____ Number of brothers and/or sisters 
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PART IV Continued. 

8. Education of father:      

_____High school 

_____Some college 

_____Bachelors degree 

_____Masters degree 

_____Doctoral (PhD) degree 

 

9. Education of mother:      

_____High school 

_____Some college 

_____Bachelors degree 

_____Masters degree 

_____Doctoral (PhD) degree 

 

10. Occupation of primary income earner in your family: ___________________________ 

 

11. What profession/occupation will you choose after you complete your education? _____________________ 

 

****************************************************************************************** 

Thank you for your cooperation 
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