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Self-esteenwould appeatto be a laudablequality.
Indeed from a superficialview, whatcould be wrong
with esteemingthe self? Esteemingoneself would
seemakin to the other prescriptionsof modernso-
cial-cognitivepsychologyBeoptimistic;hold positive
illusions; expectsuccessfeel efficacious;be happy.
But like manyof theseOpositive@rescriptionsthead-
monitionto esteenoneselfis morecomplexandprob-
lematic than it seems.

We believethat Kernis (this issue),in working to
disentanglehe issuesof level of self-esteenfrom its
stability, hasbroughtsomeof the problematiocdynam-
ics of Oself-esteeming@to the forefront. Our com-
ments, derived from both self-determinationtheory
(SDT; Ryan& Deci,2000)andBuddhistperspectives,
suggest some reasons why.

Extending the issuesraised by Kernis, previous
SDT formulations of contingentand noncontingent
self-esteente.g.,Deci & Ryan,1995),andour recent
findings concerningmindfulness(Brown & Ryan,
2003),we suggesthatwhenself-esteemingrocesses
are salientthereis somethingawry with self-regula-
tion, and with well-being. Basedon SDT, we argue
that,althoughself-evaluatioris aOnatural@umarten-
dency with both evolutionary (Sedikedes &
Skowronski, 2000) and developmental (Ryan &
Kuzckowski, 1994) foundations, ongoing concern
with theworth of theselfis abyproductof needdepri-
vation or conflict. Specifically, the salienceof pro-
cessesn which the self is esteemedr disparageds
etiologically linked with the experienceof contingent
regardby significantothers We hypothesizehatcon-
tingent regard increases oneOs proneness to
introjection, a form of behavioralregulationin which
oneOactionsare motivatedby desiresto gain (or not
lose)selfor otherapprovallntrojection,in turn,leaves
onevulnerableto exogenousocialpressureshe pur-
suitof unfulfilling goals.andtheinauthentidiving that
can follow from them. Basedon Buddhist perspec-
tives, we further suggestthat regulation basedon
mindfulness ratherthanon contingentself-regardjs
associatedvith healthierand more vital living, and
provides a basis for acting more authentically.

Self-as-Object; Self-as-Process
Thedominantview of selfin Westermpsychologyis

thatof the Oself-as-object®lcAdams,1990).Derived
primarily from the work of Mead (1934)and Cooley

(1902) thistraditiondescribesheselfasaconcepthat
is largelyinternalizedfrom thereactionsandopinions
of others.OneQself-concept canbe positiveor nega-
tive, simpleor complex.Yet, whatevetits structureor

valenceself-conceptsredefinedasinvolving,in part,

appraisalsand evaluationsof oneOseing and attrib-

utes,andit is theseevaluativeschemahat constitute
self-esteemTheseappraisalgegardingworth canbe
relatively generalizede.g., Rosenberg1965) or do-

main specific(Harter,1993).In eithercase the com-
mon view is:; the more positive, the better.

In contrastto the self-as-objecperspectivas an-
othertakeon self derivedfrom developmentahndor-
ganismictheorizingNthe self-as-procesge.qg., Blasi,
1988; Deci & Ryan, 1991; Loevinger, 1976). Re-
searchern the self-as-processadition view the self
notmerelyasaconceptor asanobjectof self-evalua-
tion, but asthe very processof assimilationandinte-
gration.The self representshe integrativecore of the
personandentailsongoingactivitiesof extendingas-
similating,andbringingmeaningandcoherencto life
experiencesThus,in this view, the selfis bothanin-
herenttendencyand a dynamic, synthetic process.
SDT hasspecifically focusedon the conditionsthat
supportheintegrativetendencieshatcharacterizéhe
self, versusthose under which thesetendenciesor
functions are compromised (Ryan, 1995).

Takingtheself-as-procegserspectivethequestion
becomesot merely how high or low is self-esteem,
but whatis one doing when evaluatingthe self asan
object?In this view, thevery procesf placingoneOs
self in the role of object, and then evaluatingOitsO
worth, is a motivatedact. Indeed,apartfrom being
handeda self-esteensurveyby a psychologistmany
people would not spontaneouslyask themselves,
OHowworthy am I?OWhenthey do, the questionis,
why do they?Therearealsopeoplewho arepreoccu-
pied with their worth. They regularly appraisehem-
selves,comparethemselvesvith others,andstruggle
to ward off threatsto a positiveview of self. Whether
suchindividualscomeawaywith positiveor negative
conclusionsthevery factthatoneQOssteenis in ques-
tion suggestsa psychologicalvulnerability. This is
consistenwith KernisOthesis asit suggestshatwhen
self-esteenis a salientconcernit is problematic,and
likely to be contingent,unstable,and vulnerable.In
contrast,optimal healthis morelikely when self-es-
teemis not a concernbecausehe worth of the selfis
not at issue.
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Self-Determination Theory

Such considerationsled usto distinguish within SDT
two QypesOof self-esteem (see Deci & Ryan, 1995).
Contingent self-esteem 1S experienced by people who
are preoccupied with questions of worth and esteem,
and who see their worth as dependent upon reaching
certain standards, appearing certain ways, or accom-
plishing certain goals. It is not just that they are moti-
vated, but also that they are strongly motivated by the
desre to appear worthy to self and others.
Noncontingent self-esteem, in contrast, characterizes
persons for whom the issue of self-esteemisnot salient,
largely because they experience themselves on afunda-
mental level as worthy of esteem and love. Successes
and failures do not implicate their self-worth, even
when they lead to a reevaluation of actions and efforts.

In the vocabularyof SDT, motivation driven by
self-esteencontingenciess aform of introjectedregu-
lation (Deci& Ryan,1985;Ryan& Connell,1989).In
introjectiononeactsto gain (or avoidlosing) self and
otherregard ratherthanto satisfyintrinsic motivation
(interest) or fulfill identifications (personalvalues).
Introjection representsone part of the personality
pushingother partsaround,using the senseof worth
(pride) asits rewardsandself-criticism(shameguilt)
as punishmentsAccordingto SDT, introjectionis a
controlledform of motivation markedby inner con-
flict, pressureandfluctuatingfeelingsaboutthe self.
Nonethelesdntrojectioncanbe highly motivating,as
peoplewill go to greatlengthsto maintain positive
feelings of worth.

Introjection representgthe internalization of the
contingentegardof significantothersIf amother for
example,showersloving praiseon her daughterfol-
lowing asuccessyetshunordisparagekerfollowing
failure, thanshesetsthe stagefor her child to subse-
quently treat herself as she has been treated. The
daughteis likely to developtheintrapsychidendency
to shunor love herown self contingently SDT further
suggeststhat a child will be particularly prone to
introjectionthe more he or shedesiresrelatednesso
the parent.Thusparentsvho aremerelyhostileor ne-
glectful will typically fail to inspire any internaliza-
tion, including introjection, because they have
suppliedno motivationalbasisfor the adoptionof the
standardor valuesthey hold. Indeed, it is often the
mostQOinvested@arentsyho, if theyarealsopsycho-
logically controlling, engendethe strongesforms of
introjection (e.g., Strauss & Ryan, 1987).

In the SDT view, when peoplehave experienced
significant othersas loving or valuing them contin-
gently,the moreactivelythey engagen esteemingr
disesteeminghemselvesand the more approvalor
recognitionof worth beginsto Ofeelike a need.(\s
Kernis suggestsnarcissisticpersonalitiesexemplify
this dynamic.Narcissistsequire continuousaffirma-
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tion from othersto OstayafloatQpsychologically Ac-

cordingly, they often pursueaccomplishmentpower,
or attractivenessn order to be affirmed. Yet, even
whenthenarcississucceeds obtainingapprovalthe
approvalprovidesonly a temporaryaffective buoy.
Evenin lessextremecasesmanypeopleareregularly
motivatedor driven by the concernwith what others
think aboutthem, or with meetingthe internalized
standardshathavebeenassociatedith felt approval.

This dynamicis so familiar that many motivators
(e.g.,teachersparentspossesandcoachesnanipu-
late it to control behavioror ensurecompliance.For
example,teachersoften publicly comparestudentsO
performanceor conveycontingentregardfor students
who achieveor behaveaccordingto their standards.
Parentoftenexpressheir love andcaringwhentheir
child succeedatparentallyaluedtaskswhereaghey
meet failure with disapprovalor withdrawal, rather
thansupportandunderstandingCoachesftencontrol
athletesthrough evaluative social comparisonsand
contingentpraiseor disparagemenihereis no ques-
tion herethatintrojection,like moretangiblerewards
andpunishmentgseeDeci, Koestner& Ryan,1999),
can motivate many behaviors.It is simply that, like
tangiblerewardsand punishmentsthereare Ohidden
costsCbehind compliancebasedon control through
contingent self and other approval.

Experiment®nego-involvemente.g.,Ryan,1982;
Ryan,Koestner& Deci, 1991)demonstrat¢his Odou-
ble-edged®orm of regulation.In suchexperiments,
participantsare led to believe that valued attributes
will bejudgedby their performanceat a task,andac-
cordingly, they often becomestrongly motivatedto
provethemselvesAt thesameimetheiraffectis more
negative,their intrinsic motivation undermined.and
their effort morepressure@ndunstableThusego-in-
volvementmotivatesbutin a controllingmannerand
it is gainsor lossedn self-esteenthatsupplythebasis
of the control. Ego-involvementis, however,just a
specificinstanceof introjectedregulationand of be-
haviordrivenby contingenciesf selfandotherregard.
In all introjection, the personis motivatedto protect
feelingsof worth thatareexperience@sOortheline,O
adynamicpotentiatedvhensocializersknowingly or
unconsciouslyusecontingentregardas a regulatory
strategy.

Studiesby Assor, Roth, and Deci (in press)illus-
tratethisphenomenorBasedon SDT, Assoretal. hy-
pothesizedhat childrenOperceptionf their parents
useof conditionalregardwouldresultin introjectedn-
ternalizationof behavioralregulationsmorenegative
feelingstowardparentsandlowerwell-being.Results
supportedthis view, showing that students@ercep-
tions of their mothers@ndfathers@onditionalregard
in importantlife domainswvererelatedto feelingsof in-
ternal compulsionand pressureto enactbehaviors,
feelingrejectedby andresentmentowardparentsand
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greaterfluctuationsin self-esteemln a secondstudy,
mothers@eportsof their own parents@seof condi-
tionalregardpredicteda) poorerwell-beingandmore
controlling parentingattitudesin the mothersthem-
selvesand(b) their daughters@ewing themasusing
conditionalregard. Theseresultssuggestthat use of
conditional regard as a socializing practice yields
self-esteeninstability andis readily transmittedfrom
generation to generation.

Researcloy GrolnickandApostoleris(2002)com-
plimentstheseresults Forexampletheyconductedn
experimentn which somemotheravereinducedto be
ego-involvedn theirchildrenOperformancetalabo-
ratory task.Ego-involvemented mothersto be more
pressuringandcontrollingwith their children,atrend
thatwasespeciallystrongfor mothersvhosestylewas
less autonomy-supportiveo begin with. Maternal
controllingnesded, in turn, to diminishedmotivation
andcreativity in children.Thus, it appearghatwhen
caregiverexperienceheir own self-esteento becon-
tingentontheir childrenOgerformancer accomplish-
ments, they are likely to becomemore controlling,
creatingthe very conditionsthat contributeto the de-
velopmentof an introjectedregulatorystyle in their
children.

Why Self-Esteem Is Not a Need

SDT positsthattherearebasicpsychologicaheeds
in developmentlefinedasthosepsychologicahndso-
cial supportsor nutrimentsthatarerequiredor essen-
tial for optimalgrowth,integrity,andwell-being.Also,
to beaneedthe nutrimentmustbe nonderivativeand,
thus thebasicOsatisfier@sponsibléor thefunctional
advantageegardinggrowth, integrity, or well-being.
Accordingto SDT, the mostbasicof theseneedsare
thosefor autonomycompetenceandrelatednessiu-
tonomyrefersto theexperiencef volition, ownership,
andinitiative in oneOswn behavior,andis facilitated
when peopleare not coercively or seductivelycon-
trolled andwhenchoicesare affordedwhenpossible.
Competenceefersto the experienceof beingableto
effectivelyacton,andhaveanimpactwithin, oneOen-
vironment.It is facilitated by optimal challengesand
by positive,effectance-relevarieedbackRelatedness
refersto feelingsof belongingandconnectionandis
facilitated by the conveyancef acceptanceywarmth,
or caring.

Eachof thesethreeconstructdiasshownitself to fit
the definition of a needor a necessannutrimentfor
growth,integrity, andwell-being.Numerousield and
experimentalstudieshave shown that variationsin
needsatisfactionaccountfor substantialvariancein
self-motivation, adjustment,and integrity (Deci &
Ryan,2000).Further diary studiesshowthatevenata
within-subjectdevel of analysisfluctuationsin basic

needsatisfactiorfor autonomycompetenceandrelat-
ednessredict fluctuationsin well-being (e.g., Reis,
Sheldon, Gable, Roscoe,& Ryan, 2000). Finally,

cross-culturalwork (e.g., Sheldon, Elliot, Kim, &

Kasser,2000) hassuggestedhat in diversecultures,
autonomygcompetencegandrelatednesareamongthe
four most nominatedattributesof highly satisfying
events.Interestingly,Sheldonand colleagueg2000)
foundthatthe otherattributewithin the top four most
nominated across nations was self-esteem.

Despitethis, SDT doesnot view self-esteenmas a
needgeventhoughsomehavesuggested should(e.g.,
Anderson, Chen, & Carter, 2000; Psyzczynski,
Greenberg& Solomon2000).Indeedasimplied ear-
lier, thesalienceof self-esteento a persoris expected
fromtheSDT frameworkto beasignof needdeficien-
cies, rather than of need fulfilment. Furthermore,
self-esteentfits few of thecriteriaof abasicneed First,
it is notinvariably associatedvith greatergrowth, in-
tegrity, or well-being,asKernis notes.The searchfor
self-esteenoften leadspeopleto engagein activities
they donOvalue or endorse put of which othersap-
prove, fosteringa vulnerability to conformity, risky
behaviors,or self-compromisingacts.Second,n the
SDT view, self-esteenis a derivativeor byproductof
needdynamicsratherthanbeingitself abasicneed A
persorwhoexperiencesonsiderablsupportor relat-
ednessautonomyandcompetenceavill nodoubthave
high self-esteemasourownresultshaveshown(Ryan
& Deci, 2001). However,when competenceauton-
omy, or relatednesaeedfulfillment is thwarted oneOs
experiencef self-worthis alsodamagedgeadingto ei-
ther insecure or low self-esteem.

Theveryimportanceof havinga psychologyof ba-
sicneeddiesin thefactthatby positingthem,onecan
makedynamicpredictionsaboutwhat happensvhen
theyaremetor unmet.By positingneedsonecanhave
atheoreticalbasisfor interpretingwhatbehaviorsare
substituteforms of fulfilment, what are compensa-
tions,andwhataretruly authentianotivations.In fact,
the failure of mostmodernOcognitive@sychologyto
positanyneedsatall, andratherto treatall motivesas
Oequal(®yan,SheldonKasse®& Deci,1996),hasled
to animpoverisheddepthto our modelsof humanbe-
havior.

Theneedfor depththinking is nowheremoreobvi-
ousthanin the psychologyof self-esteemMuch be-
havior in modern societies can be dynamically
understoodhsan attempt,albeit often indirect, to get
basicneedsmet.Peoplework endlessiyto buy posses-
sionsthatthey hopeotherswill admire;they exercise
anddiet incessantlyto gain bodiesthat othersmight
desiretheypressureghemselveso achieveor gainsta-
tus, in hopesthatthis will bring to themthe senseof
love or control thatis somehowabsentThis may not
occurat a conscioudevel, thoughsometimest does.
But it is a motivationaldynamicthat, in either case,
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cannotbe understoodvithout positing that thereare
somenutrimentsso basicthat peoplewill twist them-
selvednto apretzelto experiencehem.A psychology
of basicneedsprovidesthe dynamicframeworkcapa-
ble of interpretingthe meaningof self-esteenandits

mixed effects.

When dynamically considered,self-esteemcon-
cernsappealastheresultof needdeprivation.Contin-
gentregardentailsthewithholding of relatednessand
it typically runs over autonomy.One can pursuethe
withheldrelatednesby introjectingor complyingwith
others®tandardsr values However,in this, dynamic
autonomyis pitted againstrelatednesssuchthat the
searchfor esteenblocksratherthanenhancegrowth.
Any of us who spenttime during adolescenc&®im-
pressing@ur friendsmayrecallhowthe desirefor es-
teemnot only caninhibit growth, it mayleadto risky
and sometimesregressivebehaviors.Similarly, one
may pursueachievemenasa meansf feelingworth-
while. But becausérueself-esteenandsecurityliesin
knowingthatoneis worthwhile regardles®f the out-
comesoneattainsNin short,in being(andhavingfelt)
unconditionally loveable or worthyNthen such
achievemeninevitablydoesnGtilly satisfy.Insteadt
oftentakeson anaddictivequality andbecomesom-
pulsive and driven rather than volitional.

Severalstrandsof researchwithin SDT illustrate
suchdynamics.For example,materialistsare people
whoplaceahighvalueonamassingvealthandposses-
sionsrelativeto their valuesfor the morebasicneeds
for autonomycompetenceandrelatedneséKasser&
Ryan,1996).Accordingto SDT,peoplehighin materi-
alism are insecureNandto compensatdor it they
strive for visible signsof worth andstatus(Kasser&
Ryan, 1996). This hypothesishasbeensupportedby
well-replicatedfindings that, even when peopleare
successfuin amassingnaterialgoods the attainment
of such goodsdoesnot in itself yield happinessor
well-being(Ryan& Deci, 2001).Evenmorerelevant
is thefinding (Kasser Ryan,Zax, & Sameroff,1995)
thatteenavhoembraceamaterialismhavebackgrounds
characterizethy anabsencef parentalarmth(relat-
dnessdeficiency) and excessivecontrol (autonomy
deficiency).Similarly, investigationf variousclini-
calissuesfrom eatingdisordergo obsessive-compul-
sivepersonalityjmplicatedeprivationf, or conflicts
between,basic psychologicalneeds(Ryan, Deci, &
Grolnick, 1995).

Beyond Self-Esteem

Essentiallywe arearguingthatesteemingheselfis
a risky businessHigh contingentself-esteemeads
peopleto be engagedn ongoingactsthatat besttem-
porarily reassurehem of their worth. Alternatively,
peoplewith low self-esteemare lacking in supports
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for, andsatisfaction®f, oneor moreof thebasicneeds
for autonomy,competenceor relatednessThey thus
donOteel worthy, astheyaremissinga senseof love,
authenticity,or effectivenessThus,high or low, con-
cernwith self-esteenwill be associateavith its tem-
poral fluctuation, its contingent character, and,
thereforejts instabilityandvulnerability. Thus,apara-
dox of self-esteemlf you needit, you donOhaveit,
and if you have it, you donOt need it.

Whatmightit look like to operatewithout concern
with self-esteem™ sucha scenariowhenstandards
are not met, failures occur, or rejectionsare experi-
enced,one can experiencedisappointmentfeel sad-
ness and loss, or question and reevaluate oneOs
actionsNbuttheselfasawholeis notmadeinto anob-
ject, and then disparaged.Reciprocally, when one
meetsstandardssucceedst valuedtasks,or is posi-
tively regardedby others,one canfeel pleasedener-
gized, or excitedwithout the necessityof OinflatingO
the self, puffing up oneOprideful ego,or otherforms
of ego-enhancementike parentswho praisetheir
childOeffortsor products OWhat greatjob!O)rather
thanthe childOself or person(OWhata good girl or
boy!0),healthy self-regulationis not about judging
oneOworth asawhole.Insteadjt entailstakinginter-
estin whatonehasbeenup to andwhathasoccurred,
including its effects and meaning.

True Self and No Self:
Self-Determination, Buddhism,
and Mindfulness

Such considerationglerived from SDT converge
well with Buddhistperspective®n the regulationof
behavior. For instance,in discussingBuddhist per-
spectiveson psychotherapytianh(1998)commented
thattraditionalWesterntherapiesaddresshe problem
of low self-esteemln contrasthe assertedhat Bud-
dhistapproachesiew both high andlow self-esteem
asproblematic.Similarly, in SDT, oneis fully func-
tioning when acting authenticallyNboth in accord
with oneOswn interestsor values andwith respecto
whatis authenticallyor Oreally®appeningo oneself.
In the SDT view, actiondrivenby esteem-relatedon-
tingenciess inauthentic regardlesof whetherit en-
hances or diminishes oneQOs self-image.

Considemhatis occurringwhenoneconstructand
appraisesan imageof OMe(that s, a self-concept).
Often, the constructedvie dominatesxperienceand
theawarenesthatit is a creationof thoughtis simply
lost. For example,a youngmanwho hasjust experi-
encedrejectiontells a friend thathe is a Oloser@ho
Odoesn@eservehappiness.® this he hascreatedan
image of himself, which he then takesto be Oreal.O
Equallyfooledis thepersorwhoconsolehimselfwith
theideathatthatheis a goodandmoral person asif
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thosewereinherentcharacteristicdNo matterhowde-
scriptivetheseconstructionsnight seemtheyarein-
completeandbiasedandtheyrepresenbnly oneway
of construingthe self at any given time. When mis-
takenas Oreal,Ghe fact that they are motivatedcre-
ations is forgotten.

The questionthenbecomesWould we wantto es-
teem,or recommendhat othersesteemthe filtered,
partial,inevitably distortedsenseof selfthatthe mind
hascreatedThisgoesheyondadiscussiorof thetech-
niquesoften usedto enhancewell-being. It suggests
thatthereified self itself is problematicIf onerecog-
nizesthatthe Me is a creationof thought,asareoneOs
reactiongo eventsdefensesdentities,andsoon,then
thereappearso beadeepesensef selfthatis opera-
tional, one that Buddhist psychologicaltheory and
practice has affirmed is the ground upon which all
mentalactivity, self-relatedor otherwise takesplace
(Epstein, 1995).

Thisideaof adeepeselfbearson KernisOsliscus-
sion of optimal self-esteemRecognizingthe limita-
tionsandpitfalls of bothlow andsomeforms of high
self-esteemKernis suggestghat optimal self-esteem
(secureéhigh self-esteemis advancedhroughsuchau-
thenticactionsasawarenessf self andthe unbiased
processingf self-relatedinformation. Throughsuch
actions,Otheunobstructedperationof oneOgrue, or
core, selfO (this issue) is enhanced.

We agreewith aspectf this formulation. To be
sure,contingentself-esteemeadsto nonautonomous
forms of regulationsuchasintrojection.By contrast,
more autonomousself-regulation dependsupon a
fuller processingf the valuesof action,andof oneOs
motivations.Thatis, in healthyself-regulatiortheper-
sonis focusednot only on whatothersapproveof, but
alsoon oneOswn abidingvalues pressingneedsand
thetrue demandof the situation. The moreinformed
andfull oneOawarenesghemorelikely thatbehavior
thatfollows from it is autonomougndwell integrated
(Ryan,1995).In fact, opennesso experiencingvhat
Ois@n the presentmomentwithout defendingagainst
it, facilitatesintegratedfunctioning,aiding the ability
to act congruentlywith respectto oneOgperceptions,
goals, and values (Hodgi&sKnee, 2002).

Onewayto characterizsuchfuller awarenesss the
concept of mindfulness (Brown & Ryan, 2003;
Hodgins& Knee,2002).Mindfulnessentailsanopen,
nonjudgmentabwarenessf whatis occurringin the
present.Mindfulnessturnedtoward the mindOson-
tentsleadsto the recognitionthatthe Me is a mental
constructiorandrevealshatself-esteemingrocesses
arethemselvegust mentalactivitiesthat play out on
the screenof awarenesshat this deeperself canob-
serve. In mindfulness,and true self-determination,
thereis no fixed conceptof selfto protector enhance;
OalthefactsarefriendlyQ(Rogers 1961 p. 25),andall
inform oneOsxperienceandbehaviorsin contrastas

long asoneremainsnvestedn aspecificself concept
(OlamXxO) therewill inevitably betimeswhenoneis
notX or onedoesnotlive upto theimageonehascre-
ated.Thus,identificationof oneOself with a concept
or imagecatalyzesdefensiveactivitiesthat, although
perhapsisefulto preservingself-esteemarenotlikely
to serve many salutary ends, as researchcited by
Kernisshows.Thetruebasisfor well-beingappearso
be in steppingoutsideof the self-concepialtogether.
As Claxton (2000) noted,when the Ochronicallyac-
tiveO self system is disabled

sotoo areall its defensiveinhibitions and evasions.
Thus one seesoneselfclearly and honestly,without

distortionor prevaricationput because¢hesecharac-
teristicsare not referredto a central,identified-with

self, they are no longerinterpretedas shamefulper-

sonalattributesputasinherenpartsof oneGswndap-
pleduniqueneskE . Bothoneselfandtheworld areex-

perienced Owartsand allONand, being at last in

possessionf Othefull facts,Gactionis boundto be

more skillful and appropriate. (p. 109)

Recently we (Brown & Ryan, 2003) investigated
inter- and intrapersonal variationsin mindfulness. In ac-
cord with our formulation mentioned previoudly, mind-
fulness was associated a both between- and
within-person levels of analysis with more autonomous
regulation, less introjection, and higher self-esteem.
Further, mindfulness was associated both with greater
satisfaction with one® own behavior and higher
well-being. In contrast, those who were less mindful
were more likely to be under the sway of self-esteem
and approva motives, and were more likely to manifest
poor decision making and experience lower well-being.

In sum, the self of Oself-esteeni®a reification, a
constructedmagethat leadspeopleto be overly at-
tachedo achievementgossessiongndrelationships
despitehetrueimpermanencandinterdependertri-
ginsof suchthings.Optimalwell-beingfrom the both
the BuddhistandSDT perspectivesvould leadusbe-
yondself-esteemParadoxicallyin Buddhismpsycho-
logical healthis often describedasthe recognitionof
no selfNawarenesshatthereis no permanenteal,or
fixed selfto latchontoNwhereasn SDTsuchhealthis
describedas operatingfrom oneOsrue selfNthe au-
thentic,spontaneougndopenintegrativeprocessAl-
thoughtheseseempn the surfaceto be contradictory
ideas bothno selfandSDTOsrueself representegu-
lation thatis baseduponreflective,wholistic process-
ing in which actionaccordswith awarenesgDeci &
Ryan,2000).As Epstein(1995)argueda personwho
hasunderstoodheemptinessf selfbearamincanny
resemblancé whatwe expectin the Westfrom those
whohaveahighly developedensef self(p. 72).Our
researcheflectsthat,showingthatapersonwhois act-
ing in an integrated,mindful way seeksnot self-es-
teem, but rather, right action, all things considered.
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