
P1: KEE

Journal of Youth and Adolescence PP1180-joyo-485224 April 19, 2004 21:12 Style file version July 26, 1999

Journal of Youth and Adolescence, Vol. 33, No. 3, June 2004, pp. 213–220 (C© 2004)

Identity Style, Parental Authority, and Identity Commitment

Michael D. Berzonsky1

Received July 29, 2002; revised October 23, 2003; accepted December 18, 2003

The role that parental authority patterns and social-cognitive identity styles may play in establish-
ing identity commitments was investigated. The results indicated that family authority and identity
style variables combined accounted for 50% of the variation in strength of identity commitment. As
hypothesized, the relationship between parental authority and identity commitment was mediated by
identity style. The findings are consistent with the view that family authority patterns may contribute
to the way in which late adolescents negotiate the task of constructing a sense of identity. Alternative
explanations of the findings are considered.
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Over the past four decades most research on ado-
lescent identity has been conceptualized identity in terms
of Marica’s identity status paradigm (see Berzonsky and
Adams, 1999; Marcia, 1993, 1966). Recently some re-
searchers have focused on the social-cognitive processing
orientations or styles used by adolescents categorized as
having different identity statuses. Identity processing style
refers to self-reported differences in how individuals pro-
cess self-relevant information, negotiate identity issues,
and make decisions (Berzonsky, 1989).

Three styles of processing identity relevant infor-
mation have been identified: Informational, normative,
and diffuse-avoidant (Berzonsky, 1989, 1990). Adoles-
cents who use aninformationalidentity processing style
actively seek out and evaluate self-relevant information.
They have been found to be self-reflective, conscientious,
open to experience, problem-focused, and vigilant deci-
sion makers (Berzonsky, 1990; Berzonsky and Ferrari,
1996; Dollinger, 1995). Those who utilize anormative
processing style rely more automatically on the expecta-
tions and prescriptions of significant others. They have

1Professor of Psychology at the State University of New York at Cortland.
He received his Ph.D. in Applied Psychology from the University of
Toronto. His major research interests include self-processes, identity
formation, and social-cognitive development in adolescence and adult-
hood. To whom correspondence should be addressed at the Department
of Psychology, Old Main, State University of New York at Cortland,
Cortland, New York 13045; e-mail: berzonskym@cortland.edu.

been found to be conscientious and purposeful but highly
structured and closed to information that might conflict
with their personal beliefs and values (Berzonsky and
Kinney, 1995; Berzonsky and Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky and
Sullivan, 1992; Dollinger, 1995). Adolescents who em-
ploy a diffuse-avoidantidentity style, procrastinate, de-
lay, and attempt to avoid facing up to identity issues and
conflicts as long as possible; their behavior is determined
mainly by situational factors and hedonic cues (Berzonsky,
1990). Diffuse-avoidance has been found to be associated
with emotion-focused coping, avoidant decisional strate-
gies, cross-situational variability, other-directedness, and
self-handicapping (Berzonsky, 1990, 1994a; Berzonsky
and Ferrari, 1996).

Identity styles are also associated with differences
in identity commitments. An informational style has been
found to be used by youth who have achieved or are in
the process of forming (moratorium) personal identity
commitments (e.g., Berzonsky, 1989, 1990; Berzonsky
and Kuk, 2000; Berzonsky and Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartz
et al., 2000; Streitmatter, 1993). A normative processing
style is associated with foreclosed identity commitments;
ones formed without an active process of self-exploration
(Berzonsky and Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartzet al., 2000;
Streitmatter, 1993). Finally, a diffuse-avoidant identity
processing style is used by uncommitted adolescents clas-
sified as having a diffusion identity status (e.g., Berzonsky
and Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartzet al., 2000; Streitmatter,
1993).
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Although numerous cognitive, social, and personal-
ity aspects of identity processing styles have been inves-
tigated, little attention has been devoted to factors that
may account for individual differences in their utiliza-
tion. Among late adolescents with different identity styles
no differences in IQ (Berzonsky and Ferrari, 1996) or
verbal SAT (Berzonsky, 1998) scores have been found.
Consequently, at least among late adolescents, motiva-
tional influences and factors—for example, need for cog-
nition (Berzonsky and Sullivan, 1992), need for structure
(Berzonsky and Kinney, 1995), and/or need to create a pos-
itive impression (Berzonsky, 1994a)—may play a more
important role than intellectual competence or ability in
determining individual differences in identity style.

It is possible that interactions within the family con-
tribute to differences in identity style. For example,
adolescents whose parents set definite, but reasonable
boundaries and provide rational explanations may be more
motivated to seek out and evaluate relevant information
than youth whose parents are inconsistent or overly le-
nient. Fullinwider-Bush and Jacobvitz (1993) did find that
boundary dissolution within a family was negatively cor-
related with informational scores. However, there were
only 45 female participants and a balance of individuation
and emotional closeness within a family—hypothesized
to promote an informational style—was found to be posi-
tively associated with normative scores (Fullinwider-Bush
and Jacobvitz, 1993).

The present study was designed to investigate the
role that differences in parental authority may play in ac-
counting for variation in the use of identity processing
styles. Because consistent relationships between identity
style and identity commitments have been found (e.g.,
Berzonsky, 1989, 1990, 2003; Berzonsky and Kuk, 2000;
Berzonsky and Neimeyer, 1994; Schwartzet al., 2000;
Streitmatter, 1993), a second objective was to ascertain
whether identity style would mediate the contribution that
parental authority makes to the establishment of identity
commitments.

Baumrind (1971, 1991) has identified three types of
family authority styles: authoritative, authoritarian, and
permissive. They vary on a number of dimensions includ-
ing the extent to which parents: establish firm guidelines
and limits; explain and justify demands and expectations;
assert power and control; and provide emotional support
(Baumrind, 1971, 1991).Authoritativeparents set clear,
reasonable guidelines and they exercise reliable control
in a legitimate and loving fashion. They explain and jus-
tify their expectations and actions and they are respon-
sive to feedback. However, authoritative parents will assert
power and control when adolescents are too immature or
self-centered to listen to reason. Research indicates that

adolescents with authoritative parents tend to be more
individuated, self-reliant, psychosocially mature, cogni-
tively competent, and motivated than their authoritarianly
or permissively rearing counterparts (Baumrind, 1991;
Steinberget al., 1989). Accordingly, it was predicted that
an authoritative parenting style would be associated with
an informational identity style.

Authoritarian parents set definite limits and make
rules that are not open to discussion. They make unilat-
eral demands and use power to reinforce them (Baumrind,
1971, 1991). Authoritarian rearing practices have been
found to be associated with rigid behavioral control, pas-
sivity, conformity, and an external locus of control
(Baumrind, 1971, 1991; Lambornet al., 1991; Maccoby
and Martin, 1983). Consequently, it was hypothesized that
authoritarian parenting would be related to a normative
identity style.

Permissiveparents are responsive and indulging but
make few demands and exercise limited control
(Baumrind, 1971, 1991). Permissive rearing practices are
associated with under-control, irresponsibility, low ego
strength, and self-centered motivation (Baumrind, 1971,
1991; Lambornet al., 1991; Maccoby and Martin, 1983).
Therefore, it was expected that permissive parenting
would be related to a diffuse-avoidant identity style.

Research suggests that family practices also play a
role in the identity commitments that youth form. The
forming of personal identity commitments appears to be
facilitated by authoritative-type practices like encourag-
ing independence and autonomy within an atmosphere of
emotional support, whereas a more automatic, unexam-
ined (foreclosed) adoption of parental standards has been
found to be associated with highly structured (authori-
tarian) parental regulation and control (Campbellet al.,
1984; Grotevant and Cooper, 1985; Kamptner, 1988;
Papiniet al., 1989). Consistent unique relationships be-
tween levels of identity commitments and identity pro-
cessing styles have also been found. Specifically, identity
commitment is positively associated with informational
and normative styles and inversely correlated with diffuse-
avoidance (Berzonsky, 1990, 2003; Berzonsky and
Neimeyer, 1994).

To summarize, the present investigation was desig-
ned to examine hypothesized relationships between iden-
tity processing style and parental authority. More specifi-
cally, relationships between authoritative parenting and an
informational identity style, authoritarian parenting and a
normative style, and permissive parenting and a diffuse-
avoidant style were predicted. In addition, because iden-
tity styles have been found to be uniquely associated with
identity commitment and are postulated to play a role
in the way individuals construct and maintain identity
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commitments (Berzonsky, 1990, 2003), it was hypothe-
sized that identity style would mediate the relationship
between parental authority and commitment.

METHOD

The participants were 145 (50 males, 95 females) pre-
dominately Caucasian, late adolescents from middle-class
backgrounds who were enrolled in a college in upstate
New York. They ranged in age from 18 to 20 years (Mean
age= 18.7 years). Participants were recruited from intro-
ductory psychology courses (85% were first-year students;
15% were in their second year). Approximately 82% of
the participants indicated that during adolescence they had
lived in a two-parent home (90% of them lived with both
biological parents); 16% lived alone with their biological
mother; 1% lived alone with their biological father; and
the rest indicated some other living arrangement.

Measures

The participants completed a number of measures
including the third version of the Identity Style Inventory
(ISI; Berzonsky, 1989, 1992) and a modified version of
the Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ; Buri, 1989).

The ISI indexes three social-cognitive styles of mak-
ing decisions, coping with personal problems, and nego-
tiating identity issues: (1) Theinformational-stylescale
(11 items: e.g., “I’ve spent a great deal of time thinking
seriously about what I should do with my life,” “When
I have to make a decision, I like to spend a lot of time
thinking about my options”): In the present study, coeffi-
cient alpha was 0.78; (2) Thediffuse-avoidant-stylescale
(10 items: e.g., “I’m not really thinking about my future
now; it’s still a long way off,” “Sometimes I refuse to be-
lieve a problem will happen, and things manage to work
themselves out”): coefficient alpha was 0.78; and (3) The
normative-stylescale (9 items: e.g., “I prefer to deal with
situations where I can rely on social norms and standards,”
“I find it is best for me to rely on the advice of close friends
or relatives when I have a problem”): coefficient alpha was
0.61. The ISI also includes a separate measure of strength
of Identity Commitment(10 items: e.g., “I have a definite
set of values that I use in order to make personal decisions,”
“I know what I want to do with my future”): coefficient al-
pha was 0.80. Reported test–retest reliabilities for the four
scales over a 2-week interval (N = 94) were: Informa-
tional=0.87; Normative=0.87; Diffuse-avoidant=0.83;
and Commitment= 0.89 (Berzonsky, 2003).2 Convergent

2A copy of the ISI may be obtained from the author.

validity is indicated by theoretically consistent relation-
ships between the identity style scales and measures of
identity status, identity orientation, social-cognitive pro-
cesses, and personality dimensions (see Berzonsky, 1990,
1994b, 2003; Berzonsky and Neimeyer, 1994; Berzonsky
and Sullivan, 1992; Schwartzet al., 2000).

The Parent Authority Questionnaire (PAQ) measures
three types of parental authority. It was designed to pro-
vide a general retrospective assessment of the participants’
home life when they “were growing up.” In the present
investigation, a more specific point of reference was pro-
vided by instructing the participants to respond to the PAQ
in terms of the relationship they had with their parents (or
parent) when they lived at home as adolescents (e.g., age
16). Also, the original version has two forms: one for per-
ceived paternal authority, the other for maternal authority.
To obtain an overall sense of the participants’ view of the
authority patterns exercised within their family, the items
in the three scales were adapted to refer to the family in
general rather than the individual parents in particular. Par-
ticipants were instructed to interpret the word “parents”
in terms of their individual situation (e.g., two biological
parents, one parent, etc.):Authoritative(10 items: e.g., “As
I was growing up, if my parents made a decision in the
family that hurt me, they were willing to discuss that deci-
sion with me and to admit it if they made a mistake,” “As I
was growing up my parents directed the activities and de-
cisions of the children in the family through reasoning and
discipline”): In the present investigation, coefficient alpha
was .90;Authoritarian(10 items: e.g., “As I was growing
up my parents often told me exactly what they wanted me
to do and exactly how they expected me to do it,” “As
I was growing up my parents did not allow me to ques-
tion any decision that they made”): coefficient alpha was
0.89; andPermissive(10 items: e.g., “My parents did not
view themselves as responsible for directing and guiding
my behavior as I was growing up,” “As I was growing up
my parents seldom gave me expectations and guidelines
for my behavior”): coefficient alpha was .78. Despite the
modifications introduced in the present investigation, the
reliability coefficients are comparable to those reported
in studies using the original scales (see Buri, 1989; Buri
et al., 1988). Psychometric data relevant to the PAQ are
presented in Buri (1989, 1991) and Buriet al. (1988).

Analytical Strategy

Because of covariation among the variables, a series
of hierarchical regression analyses, in addition to zero-
order correlations, was conducted to evaluate the hypothe-
sized relationships among parental authority, identity style,
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and identity commitment. The family authority variables
were entered on step 1 and the style variables on step 2.
Because identity style was hypothesized to mediate the
relationships between commitment and parental author-
ity, three additional hierarchical analyses were conducted
in which each style variable was individually regressed
on the three parental authority variables. According to
Green (1991) a sample size of at least 104 plus the number
of predictor variables is needed to test individual predic-
tors with a medium effect size (i.e., squared partial cor-
relation= 0.07) whenβ = 0.20 andα = 0.05. Thus, the
power of the current regression analyses (N = 145) to de-
tect significant medium-sized effects was approximately
0.80.

RESULTS

Zero-Order Correlations

The intercorrelation matrix for all of the variables
appears in Table I. Consistent with previous findings
(Berzonsky, 2003; Berzonsky and Neimeyer, 1994), all
three style variables were related with commitment. Au-
thoritative parenting was positively associated with com-
mitment and normative and informational style scores, and
negatively correlated with diffuse-avoidance. Permissive
parenting was positively correlated with diffuse-avoidance
and negatively associated with identity commitment
(Table I).

Hierarchical Regression Analyses

To evaluate the mediational hypothesis, identity
commitment scores were regressed hierarchically on the
parental authority and identity style variables. The three
parental authority variables accounted for significant vari-
ation in the prediction of identity commitment,R2 = 0.13,
p < 0.01. Authoritativeness (β = 0.33, p < 0.01) and

Table I. Correlations Between Identity Style, Commitment, and Family Authority Variables

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Informational style
2. Normative style 0.38∗∗
3. Diffuse-avoidant style −0.38∗∗ −0.13
4. Commitment 0.55∗∗ 0.48∗∗ −0.53∗∗
5. Authoritarian parenting 0.03 0.08 0.10 0.01
6. Authoritative parenting 0.35∗∗ 0.50∗∗ −0.18∗ 0.29∗∗ −0.27∗∗
7. Permissive parenting −0.09 −0.01 0.20∗ −0.17∗ −0.46∗∗ 0.19∗

∗ p < 0.05; ∗∗ p < 0.01.

Table II. Identity Commitment Scores Regressed Hierarchically on
Parental Authority and Identity Style Variables

Predictor variables Step 1β Step 2β

Authoritative parenting 0.33∗∗ −0.05
Authoritarian parenting 0.00 −0.04
Permissive parenting −0.23∗ −0.07
Informational style 0.29∗∗
Normative style 0.35∗∗
Diffuse-avoidant style −0.36∗∗
R2 change 0.37∗∗
R2 total 0.13∗∗ 0.50∗∗

∗∗p < 0.01; ∗p < 0.05.

permissiveness (β = −0.23, p < 0.05) uniquely accoun-
ted for differences in identity commitment. The social-
cognitive identity styles, added on step 2, added to the pre-
diction of identity commitment (1R2 = 0.37, p < 0.01)
with the informational (β = 0.29, p < 0.01) and norma-
tive (β = 0.35, p < 0.01) variables making unique posi-
tive contributions and diffuse-avoidance (β = −0.36,p <
0.01) contributing negatively. As predicted, the standard-
ized betas for authoritativeness (β = −0.05, ns) and per-
missiveness (β = −0.07, ns) decreased substantially on
step 2, indicating that the relationship between paren-
tal authority and the identity commitments was medi-
ated by the identity processing orientation that the youths
utilized. (see Table II).

Next, the identity style variables were regressed indi-
vidually on the parental authority variables. As hypothe-
sized, the parental variables accounted for significant dif-
ferences in all three analyses: (1) Authoritative parental
control uniquely explained differences in the use of an in-
formational style (β = 0.40, p < 0.01); (2) All three par-
enting styles accounted for variation in diffuse-avoidance:
permissiveness (β = 0.33, p < 0.01), parental authoritar-
ianism (β = 0.20, p < 0.05), and authoritativeness
(β = −0.18,p < 0.05); (3) Authoritarian (β = 0.24,p <
0.01) and authoritative control (β = 0.57, p < 0.01)
uniquely contributed to use of a normative style (see Fig. 1).
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Fig. 1. Path coefficients for predicting identity commitment from parental authority and identity style variables.

Path Analysis

A path model illustrating the findings from the re-
gression analyses is presented in Fig. 1. Because regres-
sion analyses do not provide an indication of the extent
to which the model reproduced the sample data, the over-
all fit of the path model was tested by AMOS. The fit
indices were satisfactory: (χ2(8)14.61, p > 0.05; GFI=
0.97; AGFI= 0.92). A nonsignificantχ2 indicates that
the hypothesized model adequately reproduced the co-
variance matrix; GFI and AGFI values between .90 and
1.00 indicate a reasonable to excellent fit between the
hypothesized model and the sample data (Byrne, 2001).
(Within the structural model, the three parental-authority
variables and the error terms for the informational and
diffuse-avoidant scales were correlated.)

As shown in Fig. 1, the hypothesized path from au-
thoritarian parental control to a normative identity style
was significant even though the zero-order correlation be-
tween the two variables, reported in Table I, was not,
r (143)= 0.08, ns. A post hoc analysis revealed that the
partial Authoritarian× Normative correlation was sig-
nificant when the effect of authoritative parenting was
statistically controlled, partialr (142)= 0.27, p < 0.01.
Post hoc analyses further revealed a significant quadratic
relationship between authoritative and authoritarian par-

enting styles (β = −1.13, p < 0.05). Although the linear
Authoritarian parenting× Authoritative parenting rela-
tionship for the entire sample was inverse (r = −0.27,
p < 0.01), there was a tendency for relatively high au-
thoritarian scores to be found among participants who re-
ported having had the highest levels (above+ 1 SD) as
well as the lowest levels (below− 1 SD) of authoritative
parenting. The zero-order Normative× Authoritarian re-
lationship among the 100 (69%) participants who scored
within 1 standard deviation above or below the mean on the
authoritative parenting scales was significant,r = 0.24,
p < 0.05.

DISCUSSION

Taken at face value, the findings are consistent with
the hypothesis that parental authority is associated with
the way youth process self-relevant information and ap-
proach or manage to avoid dealing with identity conflicts
and decisions. Late adolescents who were most likely to
deal with identity issues in an information-oriented fash-
ion, reported that they had been reared within authoritative
homes. Authoritative parents tend to set clear standards
and exercise legitimate supervision, which they explain
and justify within a context of emotional acceptance and
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concern (Baumrind, 1991). Perhaps such practices under-
score the importance of information in effective problem
solving and/or provide adolescents with a viable model to
imitate. Authoritative parents may do more than logically
explain and justify their expectations, rules, and discipline;
they may consciously attempt to personally implement and
practice the behaviors they emphasize.

As predicted, authoritarian parenting was associated
with utilization of a normative identity style. Research
indicates that firm authoritarian parental control may con-
tribute to the development of behavioral obedience and
normative conformity: Parental demandingness and struc-
ture is associated with being self-controlled and conscien-
tious but conventional (Martin, 1975). This relationship,
however, did not emerge until the effect of authoritative
parenting was statistically controlled. An explanation as
to why perceived authoritative control would suppress the
Normative× Authoritarian relationship is not readily ap-
parent: The effect needs to be replicated before a credible
attempt to explain it can be proffered. Post hoc analyses
did reveal a curvilinear relationship between authoritative
and authoritarian parenting styles: Relatively high parental
authoritarian scores were found among participants who
reported having the highest as well as the lowest levels of
authoritative parenting. Thus, including participants with
extremely high levels of authoritative parenting tended
to suppress the contribution that authoritarian discipline
made to variation in normative style scores. If this finding
is reliable, for some reason late adolescents who reported
that their parents were extremely high in authoritativeness,
perceived them to berelativelyhigh in authoritarianism as
well. Perhaps youth with high normative scores tend to re-
spond mainly to the control and demandingness dimension
of each scale. Clearly there is a need to ascertain whether
the finding is reliable.

Contrary to prediction, authoritative practices also
uniquely accounted for a significant portion of the vari-
ation in normative scores. Several explanations of this
finding may be offered. It may reflect the supervisory
and control components of the authoritative variable or
it may be due to the retrospective self-report nature of the
measure; youth with high normative scores may tend to
(mis)perceive the expectations and demands that their par-
ents impose as being legitimate. For example, Franket al.
(1990) found that foreclosed adolescents (who tend to be
normative) represented their parents in an idealized rather
than a realistic fashion. Consistent with the present results,
other investigators have found that foreclosed as well as
identity achieved late adolescents reported that their par-
ents engaged in authoritative-type practices like commu-
nicating in an open, meaningful fashion, and providing an
emotionally supportive atmosphere (e.g., Campbellet al.,

1984; Papiniet al., 1989). Also, in a small sample of
female late adolescents, Fullinwider-Bush and Jacobvitz
(1993) found that reliance on a normative identity style
was positively associated with a combination of family
cohesiveness and individuation. Perhaps at least some as-
pects of authoritative parenting practices contribute to a
tendency to rely on a normative identity processing style.
It would be useful in future research to attempt to indepen-
dently assess different aspects of authoritative parenting—
for example providing rational justifications, establishing
firm guidelines, being emotionally supportive, and the
like—in an effort to ascertain which dimensions are as-
sociated with a normative style. A componential strategy
may also be useful for investigating the Authoritarian par-
enting× Normative style relationship, discussed above,
that emerged after the effects of authoritativeness were
controlled.

It should be noted that an informational style is not
considered to be inherently better or more effective than a
normative one (Berzonsky, 1990). Youth with both styles
have been found to have well-defined educational plans
and to be conscientious and goal directed (Berzonsky and
Kuk, 2000; Dollinger, 1995). Accordingly, some youth
who see their parents as reasonable, caring, well-informed
authorities may tend to automatically adopt their prescrip-
tions and expectations without engaging in a process of
personal critical evaluation. However, in situations where
youth are expected to assume personal responsibility for
setting academic priorities and monitoring their own
activities and progress, a normative style appears to be
relatively less adaptive (Berzonsky and Kuk, 2000). To
reiterate, the possibility that different aspects of authori-
tativeness are differentially associated with informational
and normative identity styles needs to be investigated.

All three parental styles were uniquely associated
with the deployment of a diffuse-avoidant identity style.
As hypothesized, diffuse-avoidance was positively corre-
lated with permissive parenting and negatively associated
with authoritative parenting. In contrast to authoritative
parenting, parental permissiveness fails to provide youth
with consistent rules and guidelines and it minimizes the
extent to which youth are encouraged to develop and exer-
cise the self-control and self-discipline necessary to cope
effectively with personal problems and identity issues.
Authoritarian practices were also associated with diffuse-
avoidance. Perhaps some youth who had been reared in a
strict authoritarian home, resort to a diffuse-avoidant ap-
proach when they find themselves in a relatively unstruc-
tured and unsupervised university context (see Berzonsky,
1985).

Consistent with previous research (Campbellet al.,
1984; Grotevant and Cooper, 1985; Papiniet al., 1989), the
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findings indicate that parental authority and disciplinary
styles may play a role in the formation of identity com-
mitments. The results, however, indicated that the relation-
ships between parental authority and the establishment of
firm commitments were not direct; they were mediated
by the social-cognitive identity styles the youth used. For
instance, permissive parenting was directly related with a
diffuse-avoidant approach to identity issues characterized
by low self-control, and procrastination which, in turn,
was associated with a lack of personal commitment and
life purpose. In contrast, authoritative practices were as-
sociated with a more informed or normative approach to
identity issues both of which, in turn, were associated with
more consolidated goals and commitments. Longitudinal
data are needed to examine the extent to which changes in
identity styles lead to different levels of identity commit-
ment or vice versa.

The findings indicated that 8% to 28% of the varia-
tion in identity styles was accounted for by the parental
authority variables (Fig. 1). Even though these effects
are relatively large, they obviously do not demonstrate
that parental behaviors have a direct causal influence on
identity styles. It is possible that genetically or at least
nonparentally influenced child characteristics and dispo-
sitions elicit parental behaviors (Bell, 1968). For example,
parents may be more likely to be authoritative with adoles-
cents who are responsible and open to rational discussions
than adolescents who are self-centered and irresponsible.
(Cross-lag longitudinal research designs would help de-
termine the direction of these relationships.) To date, no
investigations of genetic underpinnings of identity styles
have been published. However, recent twin studies do at
least suggest that genetic variation may account for a sig-
nificant portion of the variance in dimensions associated
with identity style like coping styles (Kendleret al., 1991),
experiential openness (Janget al., 1996), the thinking ver-
sus feeling dimension of the Myers–Briggs Type Indi-
cator (Bouchard and Hur, 1998), and ego development
(Newmanet al., 1998). Reciprocal parent–youth effects
may be involved with genetic differences in temperament
and/or personality dispositions playing a role in how par-
ents interact with youth, and youth being influenced by
parental behaviors.

Finally, the retrospective, self-reported nature of the
data needs to be highlighted. Social-cognitive research
has demonstrated that memory tends to be reconstructive
in nature (Ross, 1989). Reasonably well-adjusted youth
who value self-relevant (or normative) information, for
example, may be biased toward assuming that their par-
ents were unconditionally loving and reasonable. It would
be informative in future studies to investigate the extent
to which identity processing styles are associated with

behavioral observations of parent–adolescent interactions
and identity commitments like, for instance, dating or ca-
reer choices. A more cost-efficient approach would be to
cross-check adolescents’ perceptions against those of their
parents, other family members, or peers.

In summary, this study investigated the role that
parental practices may play in identity development. The
results were consistent with the conceptual view that
parental authority styles contribute to differences in iden-
tity styles. As hypothesized, reported parental authorita-
tiveness was positively associated with an informational
identity orientation, permissiveness was associated with
diffuse-avoidance, and authoritarianism was correlated
with a normative orientation. In addition, relationships
between identity commitments and parental authoritative-
ness (positive) and permissiveness (negative) were medi-
ated by identity style scores. Although these correlational
findings do not demonstrate the direction of the relation-
ships that were obtained, they do provide a model that
may serve as a basis for future investigations of factors
that influence differences in identity styles.
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