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				Research has traditionally captured parenting styles using two dimensions: parental warmth and parental strictness (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Smetana, 1995; Steinberg, 2005). The parental warmth dimension refers to the extent to which parents show their 

				children care and acceptance, support them, and communicate with them (mirroring other traditional labels such as responsiveness, assurance, implication, or involvement). The parental strictness dimension reflects the extent to which parents impose standards 
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				abstract

				In this study, the association between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes was analyzed using a two-dimensional model of four types of parenting styles. The socialization outcomes analyzed were self-esteem and internalization of social values. Participants were a sample of Spanish adolescents (n = 571) and older adults (n = 527). Results showed that both adolescents and older adults from indulgent families reported equal or even higher self-esteem than those from authoritative households, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian homes were consistently associated with the lowest levels of self-esteem. Regarding internalization of social values, adolescents and older adults raised in indulgent and authoritative families prioritized self-transcendence values (universalism and benevolence) and conservation values (security, conformity, and tradition) as compared to those from authoritarian and neglectful homes, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian families showed lower scores in all internalization of social values measures. These results suggest that the combination of high levels of parental warmth and involvement and low levels of strictness and imposition (i.e., indulgent parenting style) is an optimum parenting strategy in the cultural context where the study was conducted, and that the link between parenting styles and socialization outcomes share a common short- and long- term pattern.

				Estilos parentales y resultados de la socialización familiar a corto y largo plazo: un estudio con adolescentes y adultos mayores españoles

				resumen

				En este estudio se analizaron los estilos parentales de socialización familiar y sus resultados a corto y largo plazo aplicando el modelo de dos dimensiones y cuatro tipologías de socialización. Los resultados de la socialización parental analizados en los hijos fueron la autoestima y la internalización de los valores sociales. Los participantes fueron adolescentes (n = 571) y adultos mayores (n = 527) españoles. Los resultados indicaron que tanto los adolescentes como los adultos mayores de las familias indulgentes mostraron igual e incluso mayor autoestima que los de las familias autorizativas, mientras que los de las familias autoritarias y negligentes se asociaban de manera consistente a los niveles de autoestima más bajos. Respecto a la internalización de los valores sociales, los adolescentes y adultos mayores de familias indulgentes y autorizativas priorizaron los valores de autotrascendencia (universalismo y benevolencia) y conservación (seguridad, conformidad y tradición) en comparación con los de hogares autoritarios y negligentes y los de las familias negligentes y autoritarias mostraron puntuaciones más bajas en todas las medidas de internalización de valores sociales. Estos resultados sugieren que la combinación de altos niveles de aceptación e implicación, junto con bajos niveles de severidad e imposición (el estilo parental indulgente), constituye la estrategia parental óptima en el contexto cultural donde se ha realizado el estudio y que la relación entre los estilos parentales y los resultados de la socialización comparten un mismo patrón a corto y largo plazo.
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				for their children’s conduct (mirroring other traditional labels such as demandingness, domination, hostility, inflexibility, control, restriction, or parental firmness) (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; García & Gracia, 2009; Steinberg, 2005; Maccoby & Martin, 1983). Based on these two dimensions, four parenting styles have been identified: authoritative (warmth and strictness), authoritarian (strictness without warmth), indulgent (warmth without strictness), and neglectful (neither warmth nor strictness) (Darling & Steinberg, 1993; García & Gracia, 2009; Lamborn, Mounts, Steinberg, & Dornbusch, 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Smetana, 1995; Steinberg, 2005). 

				Numerous studies have repeatedly observed that authoritative parenting (warmth and strictness) represents the highest parent-child relationship quality, as it has been associated with optimum developmental outcomes for children and adolescents from middle-class European-American families (e.g., Baumrind, 1971; Lamborn et al., 1991; Steinberg, Lamborn, Darling, Mounts, & Dornbusch, 1994). The positive influence of this parenting style has been considered to expand even beyond adolescence, as some studies have associated authoritative parenting in childhood with positive functioning in late adulthood (e.g., Rothrauff, Cooney, & An, 2009; Stafford et al., 2015). From this perspective, warmth and strictness (which characterize the authoritative parenting style) are considered to be critical for the optimal development of children and adolescents (Baumrind, 1983; Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Lewis, 1981; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Warmth would provide emotional support (acceptance, involvement, and support) and strictness would provide clear guidelines and behavioral limits to their children behavior (Baumrind, 1971; Steinberg, 2001). In fact, these and other studies conducted in countries with a variety of cultural values led Steinberg (2001) to consider that the benefits of authoritative parenting transcended the boundaries of ethnicity, socioeconomic status, and household composition (García & Gracia 2009).

				Is the Optimum Parenting Style always Authoritative?

				As García and Gracia (2009, 2014) noted, the available evidence does not support the idea that the optimum parenting style is always authoritative. A growing body of research is consistently questioning the view that an authoritative parenting style is always associated with positive developmental outcomes in children across all ethnicities, environments, and cultural contexts (Baumrind, 1972; Chao, 1994; Deater-Deckard, Dodge, Bates, & Pettit, 1996; Dwairy & Achoui, 2006; García & Gracia, 2009, 2014; Gracia, Fuentes, García, & Lila, 2012; Lund & Scheffels, 2018; Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Valente, Cogo-Moreira, & Sanchez, 2017; Wang & Phinney, 1998; White & Schnurr, 2012; Wolfradt, Hempel, & Miles, 2003). Different but related lines of argument have been suggested to explain the conflicting evidence questioning the universal optimal quality of the authoritative parenting style.

				From the perspective of the Person-Environment Fit model, following the ideas of the ecology of human development (Bronfenbrenner, 1986), studies have suggested that people fit better and are more satisfied in environments that share their attitudes, values, and experiences. As poor ethnic minority families are more likely to live in dangerous communities, authoritarian parenting may not be as harmful, and it may even have some protective benefits in hazardous contexts (Furstenberg, Cook, Eccles, Elder, & Sameroff, 1999). For example, authoritarian child-rearing practices in African American communities are associated with caring, love, respect, protection, and the benefit of the child (e.g., Randolph, 1995). In an environment where the consequences of disobeying parental rules may be serious and harmful to the self and others, an authoritarian parenting style might even be as functional as other parenting styles (Clark, Yang, McClernon, & Fuemmeler, 2015; Deater-Deckard et al., 1996). Parenting and its consequences are also context-dependent, 

				as they can be influenced by neighborhood characteristics and processes (Bowen, Bowen, & Cook, 2000; Brody et al., 2003; Gracia & Herrero, 2006; Gracia, López-Quílez, Marco & Lila, 2017; Gracia et al., 2012; Leventhal, & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Lila & Gracia, 2005; Simons et al., 2002).

				The macro-social concepts of individualism and collectivism (vertical and horizontal) have also been called upon to explain differences observed in the association between parenting styles and children’s outcomes (e.g., Rudy & Grusec, 2001, 2006; Singelis, Triandis, Bhawuk, & Gelfand, 1995). On the one hand, studies in collectivist cultures, such as Asian and Arab societies, show that children understand the individual self as part of the family self. In these societies, relationships between generations are expected to be vertical and hierarchical, assuming strictness and imposition as a main part of parental responsibility. Strict authoritarian discipline is perceived as beneficial for the children, and its absence would be regarded as a lack of supervision and care (Dwairy & Achoui, 2006; Grusec, Rudy, & Martini, 1997). 

				On the other hand, studies carried out mainly in Spain and Brazil, suggest that in horizontal collectivist cultures the self is also conceptualized as part of a broad group (the family) but, unlike hierarchical cultures, the group is organized in an egalitarian way, rather than on a hierarchical basis (García & Gracia, 2009; Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; White & Schnurr, 2012). Horizontal collectivist cultures emphasize egalitarian relations, and more attention is placed on the use of affection, acceptance, and involvement in children’s socialization. Additionally, in these cultures, strictness and firm control in the socialization practices seem to be perceived in a negative way (García & Gracia, 2009; Gracia & Herrero, 2008; Martínez & García, 2007; Martínez, Murgui, García, & García, 2019; Rudy & Grusec, 2001). In this regard, emergent research conducted in these cultural contexts questions whether the parental strictness and imposition component of the authoritative parenting style is actually needed for optimal parenting, suggesting that an indulgent parenting style could be as optimum, or even more, than the authoritative parenting style (Calafat, García, Juan, Becoña, & Fernández-Hermida, 2014; García & Gracia, 2009; Lund & Scheffels, 2018; see García & Gracia, 2014; Pinquart & Kauser, 2018, for reviews). 

				Furthermore, recent evidence suggests that also in traditional vertical individualist societies (e.g., Great Britain) and horizontal individualist societies (e.g., Sweden), strictness practices do not seem to be effective, and high levels of reasoning, parental affection, acceptance, and involvement appear to be sufficient for an effective socialization (e.g., Calafat et al., 2014; García & Gracia, 2009; Lund & Scheffels, 2018). Without the authoritative component of high levels of strictness, also in these societies the indulgent parenting style would emerge as an optimal one. A study conducted with a large sample of adolescents from different European countries (Sweden, Slovenia, Czech Republic, UK, Spain, and Portugal) found that, regardless of the country, both the authoritative and the indulgent parenting style were equally protective against drug use. However, the indulgent parenting style performed better than the authoritative parenting style in terms of self-esteem and school performance, even in samples from two prototypical individualist countries in Northern Europe (e.g., UK and Sweden) (see Calafat et al., 2014; Lund & Scheffels, 2018). Furthermore, analyzing the influence of parenting beyond the adolescence, a recent study with samples from the UK found that high parental care was positively related to well-being, self-esteem, and social competence, regardless of the level of strictness, with a common short- and long- term pattern (from adolescence to early older age) (Stafford, Kuh, Gale, Mishra, & Richards, 2016). This emergent body of research suggest that the parental dimension key for optimal socialization outcomes is parental warmth, and that the parental strictness dimension of parenting appears not to be beneficial, but even harmful (García & Gracia, 2009; Grusec, Danyliuk, Kil, & O’Neill, 2017).
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				The Present Study

				This study aims to examine the relationship between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes among adolescents and older adults in Spain (Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; White & Schnurr, 2012). Two socialization outcomes will be analyzed: self-esteem and internalization of social values. Both outcomes are central objectives of parental socialization (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994). Self-esteem has been one of the traditional positive socialization outcomes analyzed in parenting studies (e.g., Rudy & Grusec, 2006) and is considered as a key indicator of personal adjustment and well-being (Klein, 2017; Meléndez-Moral, Fortuna-Terrero, Sales-Galán, & Mayordomo-Rodríguez, 2015; Musitu, Jimenez, Murgui, 2007; Riquelme, García, & Serra, 2018; Veiga, García, Reeve, Wentzel, & García, 2015). The internalization of social values is another important socialization outcome (Grusec et al., 2017; Grusec et al., 1997; Rudy & Grusec, 2001). Internalization of values, defined as “taking over the values and attitudes of society as one’s own so that socially acceptable behavior is motivated not by anticipation of external consequences but by intrinsic or internal factors” (Grusec & Goodnow, 1994, p. 4), has been established as a key indicator of successful socialization that fosters empathy and consideration for others, and is important for adult development (e.g., Baumrind, 1983; Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Fung, 2013; Hoffman, 1970; Lewis, 1981; Sortheix & Schwartz, 2017; Williams, Ciarrochi, & Heaven, 2015).

				In this study we will also examine the link between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes. Limited work has analyzed parenting influences on socialization outcomes beyond adolescence (Rothrauff et al., 2009; Stafford et al., 2015; Stafford et al., 2016). Moreover, the few studies available have used different outcomes for adolescents and for older people (Stafford et al., 2016), and they generally do not use a parenting styles approach, that needs to ensure first the orthogonality between the warmth and strictness dimensions (Stafford et al., 2015; Stafford et al., 2016). Furthermore, these studies do not ensure the comparability between samples from different generations (García, Gracia, & Zeleznova, 2013; García, Musitu, Riquelme, & Riquelme, 2011; Martínez, Cruise, García, & Murgui, 2017; Rothrauff et al., 2009; Stafford et al., 2015; Stafford et al., 2016), or between men and women (Martínez & García, 2007, 2008) through proper invariance analysis. Thus, in this study before examining the relationships between the four parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes (self-esteem and internalization of values) among adolescents and older adults, we will (1) examine the underlying orthogonality between the dimensions of warmth and strictness, as this is a core assumption to ensure the internal validity of the two-dimensional, four-style parenting models: authoritative, indulgent, authoritarian, and neglectful; and (2) we will conduct confirmatory factor analyses (CFA), to examine the factorial invariance of the warmth and strictness dimensions across age and gender groups. After the comparability across age and gender groups is ensured we aim to ascertain which parenting style is associated with better short- and long-term outcomes. Based on the above literature review we expect that high levels of parental warmth (present in both the authoritative and indulgent parenting styles) will be associated with better socialization outcomes (self-esteem and internalization of values) both in the short- (among adolescents) and long-term (among older adults). 

				Method

				Participants

				Participants were a sample of high school adolescent students (aged 12 to 17 years old) and a sample of older adults recruited 

				from senior citizen centers (aged 60 to 75 years old) from a large metropolitan area in Spain with about one million inhabitants. A random selection of high schools and senior citizen centers was conducted from the complete list of high schools and senior citizen centers. If a school or senior citizen center declined to participate, another school or senior citizen center was randomly selected until completing the sample. This random sampling approach assures that every unit in the population (i.e., adolescents from high schools, and older adults from senior citizen centers) has the same probability of being selected (see Calafat et al., 2014; Fuentes, García, Gracia, & Lila, 2011; García & Gracia, 2010; Martínez, Fuentes, García, & Madrid, 2013). An a priori power analysis determined a minimum sample size of 1,104 observations to detect a power of .95 (α = .050, 1-β = .95) for a small-medium effect size (f = 0.125; estimated from ANOVAs of Lamborn et al., 1991) in a univariate F-test among four parenting style groups (Calafat et al., 2014; García & Gracia, 2009; Gracia, García, & Musitu, 1995; Pérez, Navarro, & Llobell, 1999).

				The research protocol was approved by the research ethics com-mittee of the Program for the Promotion of Scientific Research, Tech-nological Development, and Innovation of the Valencian Community, which supported this research. To obtain the planned sample size, we contacted the directors of high schools and senior citizen centers, and they were invited to participate in the investigation (only a director of one senior citizen center chose not to participate). We required parental consent for adolescent participants and personal consent for older adult participants. Anonymity of responses was guaranteed for all participants. All participants in this study (96% response rate): (1) were Spanish, as were their parents and the four grandparents, (2) were adolescent students aged 12 to 17 years old or older adults aged 60 to 75 years old, (3) had received their parents’ approval if they were underage (i.e., adolescent participants), and (4) attended the designated classroom or room where the research was conducted. At the end of the sampling process, there were 1,098 participants, 571 adolescents, 323 girls (56.6%) and 248 boys from 7th through 12th grades and ranging in age from 12 to 17 (M = 15.14, SD = 1.9 years), and 527 older adults, 313 females (59.4%) and 214 males, ranging in age from 60 to 75 (M = 66.05, SD = 4.5 years).

				Measures

				Parenting styles. Warmth was measured using 13 items from the Warmth/Affection Scale for mothers (or primary female caregivers) (WAS; Ali, Khaleque, & Rohner, 2015). The WAS measures the extent to which adolescents perceive their mothers as loving, responsive, and involved (e.g., “Lets me know she loves me” and “Makes me feel proud when I do well”). For the older adults’ sample, items were adapted to measure to what degree they had perceived their mothers as loving, responsive, and involved during their adolescence (e.g., “Let me know that she loved me” and “Made me feel proud when I was doing well”). Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale was .935. Strictness was measured using 6 items from the Parental Control Scale for mothers (or primary female caregivers) (PCS; Calafat et al., 2014; García & Gracia, 2009; Rohner & Khaleque, 2003). The PCS measures the extent to which the adolescents perceive strict maternal control over their behavior (e.g., “Is always telling me how I should behave” and “Likes to tell me what to do all the time”). For the older adults’ sample, items were adapted again to measure to what degree they had perceived strict maternal control during their adolescence (e.g., “Was always telling me how to behave” and “Liked to tell me what to do all the time”). Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale was .859. On both parenting scales, adolescents and older adults rated all the items with the same 4-point scale (1 = almost never true, 4 = almost always true).

				Four parenting styles (authoritative, indulgent, authoritarian, and neglectful) were defined by dichotomizing the sample on parental 
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				warmth and parental strictness and examining the two parenting variables simultaneously (Steinberg et al., 1994). Authoritative families were those who scored above the 50th percentile on both warmth and strictness, whereas neglectful families scored below the 50th percentile on both variables. Authoritarian families scored above the 50th percentile on strictness, but below the 50th percentile on warmth. Indulgent families scored above the 50th percentile on warmth, but below the 50th percentile on strictness.

				Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured with the multidimen-sional Self-concept Questionnaire Form 5 (AF5; García & Musitu, 1999) and with the Rosenberg’s (1965) Self-esteem Scale. The AF5 was designed to measure five self-esteem dimensions: academic (e.g., “I am a hard worker [good student]”), social (e.g., “I make friends easily”), emotional (e.g., reverse scored, “I am afraid of some things”), family (e.g., reverse scored, “I receive a lot of criticism at home”), and physical (e.g., “I take good care of my physical health”). The 30 items are answered on a 99-point scale, ranging from 1 = complete disagreement, to 99 = complete agreement. Both exploratory (García & Musitu, 1999) and confirmatory (García et al., 2013; García et al., 2011; Murgui, García, García, & García, 2012) factorial analyses con-firmed the factor structure of the AF5 scales. Full factorial invariance across sex and age was confirmed, and no method effects were asso-ciated with negatively worded items (García et al., 2011). The AF5 has been validated in several languages (e.g., the English version, García et al., 2013), and the AF5 scales have been used in numerous studies to analyze self-esteem and other related constructs (e.g., Fuentes et al., 2011). Cronbach’s alphas for the AF5 subscales were: academic, .856, social, .754, emotional, .744, family, .786, and physical, .787. The scale by Rosenberg (1965) is a self-report measure of global self-esteem. It consists of 10 statements related to overall feelings of self-worth or self-acceptance (e.g., ‘I feel that I have a number of good qualities’). Items were measured on a 4-point scale (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree). Cronbach’s alpha value for this scale was .841.

				Internalization of social values. Self-transcendence and conservation values were measured with 27 items from the Schwartz (1992) Value Inventory (Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Sortheix & Schwartz, 2017). Self-transcendence values included universalism (e.g., “wisdom [a mature understanding of life]”) and benevolence (e.g., “helpful [working for the welfare of others]”), and conservation values included tradition (e.g., “respect for tradition [protection of customs instituted for a long time]”), conformity (e.g., “respectful [showing consideration and honor]”), and security (e.g., “family security [taking care of loved ones]”). Participants rated all items with a 99-point rating scale coded from 1 (opposed to my values) to 99 (of supreme importance). Modifications were made to obtain a score index ranging from .1 to 9.99. Cronbach’s alphas for the subscales were: universalism, .822; benevolence, .750; security, .579; conformity, .710; and tradition, .563. These reliability indices were within the range of variation commonly observed for these value types (e.g., Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Sortheix & Schwartz, 2017).

				Plan of Analysis

				We first compared the fit of the two-dimensional orthogonal theoretical model of socialization with two alternative models. First, we tested a one-factor model. This model represented a view of parenting as a one-dimensional construct. Second, we tested the correlated two-factor model. This model specified parenting as a two-dimensional construct where parental warmth and parental strictness are correlated. Third, we tested the theoretical orthogonal two-dimensional model. This model specified parenting as a two-dimensional construct, but as orthogonal (separate) dimensions that underlie parenting. These three alternative models were tested for both age groups (adolescents and older adults) and for both sexes (men and women). Finally, we compared four nested models for the 

				age groups and sex samples. We conducted the following sequence of increasingly restrictive tests of invariance across samples: (a) unconstrained, without any restrictions across parameters, (b) factor pattern coefficients, (c) factor variances and covariances, and (d) equality of the error variances. Overall, chi-square tests of goodness-of-fit models are likely to be significant due to the oversensitivity of the chi-square statistic to the sample size (e.g., Bentler & Bonett, 1980; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002; García, Musitu, & Veiga, 2006). Therefore, other fit indexes were calculated: χ2/df, a score of 2.00-3.00 or lower is indicative of a good fit; root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), values lower than .08 are considered acceptable; normed fit index and comparative fit index, NFI and CFI, whose values must exceed .90; and the information criterion of Akaike, AIC (Akaike information criterion), where the lowest value indicates the highest parsimony (Akaike, 1987) (see García et al., 2006; Gracia et al., 2018).

				Finally, to analyze the influence of parenting styles on short- and long-term socialization outcomes, a three-way multifactorial (4 × 2 × 2) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was applied to two sets of outcome variables (self-esteem and internalization of values) with parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian, indulgent, and ne-glectful), age groups (adolescents vs. older adults), and sex (men vs. women) as independent variables. Follow-up univariate F tests were conducted for the outcome variables that had multivariate signifi-cant overall differences, and significant results on the univariate tests were followed up with Bonferroni comparisons of all possible pairs of means.

				Results

				Invariance across Age and Sex Groups

				Fit indexes for the three alternative parenting models across age groups and sex are reported in Table 1. First, we constrained the data to test their consistency with the one-dimensional model. The results indicated that the statistics failed to meet the conventional standards, showing a poor fit (12-17 years old, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .88, AIC = 691; 60-75 years old, RMSEA = .11, CFI = .87, AIC = 802; men, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .86, AIC = 584; women, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .89, AIC = 768). Second, we constrained the data to test their consistency with the two-dimensional oblique model, obtaining a considerably better fit compared to the one-factor model (12-17 years old, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 78; 60-75 years old, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 33; men, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 26; women, RMSEA = .04, CFI = .98, AIC = 32). Finally, we constrained the data to test their consistency with the theoretical parsimoniously orthogonal model, which did not yield an improved fit compared to the oblique model (12-17 years old, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 81; 60-75 years old, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 35; men, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .97, AIC = 25; women, RMSEA = .05, CFI = .98, AIC = 41). Overall, the results of the fit indexes across age and sex groups indicated that the theoretical orthogonal model was supported and resulted in an equal (oblique model) or better fit (one-factor) than the alternative models (one-factor and oblique model).

				Multi-group confirmatory factor analyses of invariance across age and sex groups are reported at the end of Table 1. The unconstrained parsimoniously orthogonal model indicated a good fit, suggesting a common factor structure across age groups and sex samples. Constraining the measurement weights yielded non-significant changes in fit across age groups, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .038 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .035-.042, and sex, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .037 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .034-.041, suggesting the invariance of the measurement weights across age groups and sex. Constraining structural covariances resulted in no changes in goodness-of-fit across age groups, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .038 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .035-.041, and sex, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .037 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .034-.041, indicating that 
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				structural covariances were invariant across age and sex groups. Constraining the error variances produced no significant changes in fit, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .037 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .035-.041, and sex, |ΔCFI| < .01, RMSEA = .037 overlaps with the previous 95% CI = .033-.040, suggesting no differences in error variances across age groups and sex. Overall, results of invariance tests across age and sex groups show that the theoretical orthogonal model operates in a similar way for adolescents and older adults, as well as for men and women.

				Parenting Styles and Parental Dimensions

				Participants (571 adolescents and 527 older adults) were classified into one of four groups (authoritative, authoritarian, 

				indulgent, or neglectful) (Table 2). The authoritative group had 256 participants (23.3%), with high warmth, M = 49.20, SD = 2.26, and high strictness, M = 19.53, SD = 2.44; the indulgent group had 299 participants (27.2%), with high warmth, M = 49.15, SD = 2.30, but low strictness, M = 12.02, SD = 2.72; the authoritarian group had 297 participants (27.0%), with low warmth, M = 36.37, SD = 6.62, but high strictness, M = 19.99, SD = 2.59; and the neglectful group had 246 participants (22.4%), with low warmth, M = 36.41, SD = 7.77, and low strictness, M = 12.48, SD = 2.62. No interactions were found when crossing age groups with parenting styles, χ²(3) = 3.67, p = .299, or when crossing sex with parenting styles, χ²(3) = 3.22, p = .359. Additionally, the two parenting dimensions measures, warmth and strictness, were modestly correlated, r = -.114, R2 = .01 (1%), p < .01. Although the 95% CI (.172, .055) did not include zero, the 95% CI proportion of variance (0.03, 0.00) did include zero. Overall, these 

			

		

		
			
				Table 1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Multi-sample Analysis of Invariance across Age and Sex

				
					Sample

				

				
					Model

				

				
					c2S-B

				

				
					df

				

				
					RMSEA [90% CI]

				

				
					CFI

				

				
					DCFI

				

				
					AIC

				

				
					12-17 years old

				

				
					(3) Bi-dimensional orthogonal

				

				
					385.27

				

				
					152

				

				
					.052 [.045-.058]

				

				
					.966

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					81.27

				

				
					(2) Bi-dimensional oblique

				

				
					380.31

				

				
					151

				

				
					.052 [.045-.058]

				

				
					.966

				

				
					.08

				

				
					78.31

				

				
					(1) One-dimensional

				

				
					994.97

				

				
					152

				

				
					.096 [.090-.101]

				

				
					.884

				

				
					690.97

				

				
					60-75 years old

				

				
					(3) Bi-dimensional orthogonal

				

				
					339.21

				

				
					152

				

				
					.048 [.041-.055]

				

				
					.974

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					35.21

				

				
					(2) Bi-dimensional oblique

				

				
					335.12

				

				
					151

				

				
					.048 [.041-.055]

				

				
					.974

				

				
					.11

				

				
					33.12

				

				
					(1) One-dimensional

				

				
					1106.09

				

				
					152

				

				
					.109 [.103-.115]

				

				
					.866

				

				
					802.09

				

				
					Men

				

				
					(3) Bi-dimensional orthogonal

				

				
					329.13

				

				
					152

				

				
					.050 [.043-.058]

				

				
					.967

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					25.13

				

				
					(2) Bi-dimensional oblique

				

				
					327.97

				

				
					151

				

				
					.050 [.043-.058]

				

				
					.967

				

				
					.11

				

				
					25.97

				

				
					(1) One-dimensional

				

				
					888.04

				

				
					152

				

				
					.102 [.096-.109]

				

				
					.862

				

				
					584.04

				

				
					Women

				

				
					(3) Bi-dimensional orthogonal

				

				
					345.53

				

				
					152

				

				
					 .045 [.038-.051]

				

				
					.977

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					41.53

				

				
					(2) Bi-dimensional oblique

				

				
					333.80

				

				
					151

				

				
					.044 [.037-.050]

				

				
					.979

				

				
					.09

				

				
					31.80

				

				
					(1) One-dimensional

				

				
					1071.90

				

				
					152

				

				
					.098 [.092-.103]

				

				
					.893

				

				
					767.90

				

				
					Age

				

				
					(A) Unconstrained

				

				
					796.50

				

				
					304

				

				
					.038 [.035-.042]

				

				
					.937

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					188.50

				

				
					(B) Measurement weights

				

				
					827.93

				

				
					321

				

				
					.038 [.035-.041]

				

				
					.935

				

				
					185.93

				

				
					(C) Structural covariances

				

				
					831.15

				

				
					323

				

				
					.038 [.035-.041]

				

				
					.935

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					185.15

				

				
					(D) Measurement residuals

				

				
					863.10

				

				
					342

				

				
					.037 [.034-.040]

				

				
					.934

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					179.10

				

				
					Sex

				

				
					(A) Unconstrained

				

				
					773.84

				

				
					304

				

				
					.038 [.034-.041]

				

				
					.941

				

				
					165.84

				

				
					(B) Measurement weights

				

				
					790.65

				

				
					321

				

				
					.037 [.033-.040]

				

				
					.941

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					148.65

				

				
					(C) Structural covariances

				

				
					794.37

				

				
					323

				

				
					.036 [.033-.040]

				

				
					.940

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					148.37

				

				
					(D) Measurement residuals

				

				
					803.97

				

				
					342

				

				
					.037[.034-.040]

				

				
					.937

				

				
					< .01

				

				
					119.97

				

				Note. Satorra-Bentler scaled chi-square tests statistically significant (p <.01); df = degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean squared error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; AIC = Akaike information criterion (computed as c2–2df).

			

		

		
			
				Table 2. Number of Cases in Parenting Style Groups, and Mean Scores and Standard Deviations on Main Measures of Parental Dimensions

				
					Total

				

				
					Indulgent

				

				
					Authoritative

				

				
					Authoritarian

				

				
					Neglectful

				

				
					Frequency

				

				
					1,098

				

				
					299

				

				
					256

				

				
					297

				

				
					246

				

				
					Percent

				

				
					100.0

				

				
					27.2

				

				
					23.3

				

				
					27.0

				

				
					22.4

				

				
					Warmth

				

				
					 Mean

				

				
					42.85

				

				
					49.15

				

				
					49.20

				

				
					36.37

				

				
					36.41

				

				
					 SD

				

				
					8.30

				

				
					2.30

				

				
					2.26

				

				
					6.62

				

				
					7.77

				

				
					Strictness

				

				
					 Mean

				

				
					16.03

				

				
					12.02

				

				
					19.53

				

				
					19.99

				

				
					12.48

				

				
					 SD

				

				
					4.59

				

				
					2.72

				

				
					2.44

				

				
					2.59

				

				
					2.62

				

			

		

		
			
				Table 3. MANOVA Factorial (41 × 22 × 23) for Outcomes Measures of Self-Esteem and Internalization of Self-transcendence and Conservation Values

				
					Source of variation

				

				
					Λ

				

				
					F

				

				
					glnumerator

				

				
					glerror

				

				
					p

				

				
					(A) Parenting Style1

				

				
					.757

				

				
					 9.504

				

				
					33.0

				

				
					3159.0

				

				
					<. 001

				

				
					(B) Sex2

				

				
					.850

				

				
					17.250

				

				
					11.0

				

				
					1072.0

				

				
					< .001

				

				
					(C) Age3

				

				
					.780

				

				
					27.438

				

				
					11.0

				

				
					1072.0

				

				
					< .001

				

				
					A × B

				

				
					.963

				

				
					 1.238

				

				
					33.0

				

				
					3159.0

				

				
					.165

				

				
					A × C

				

				
					.964

				

				
					 1.213

				

				
					33.0

				

				
					3159.0

				

				
					.188

				

				
					B × C

				

				
					.969

				

				
					 3.090

				

				
					11.0

				

				
					1072.0

				

				
					< .001

				

				
					A × B × C

				

				
					.970

				

				
					 1.002

				

				
					33.0

				

				
					3159.0

				

				
					.465

				

				Note. 1a1, authoritative, a2, indulgent, a3, authoritarian, a4, neglectful; 2b1, males, b2, females; 3c1, 12-17 years old, c2, 60-75 years old.
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				results show that the measures of warmth and strictness were orthogonal and had an independent sex distribution per age group.

				Multifactorial Multivariate Analysis of Variance

				Main effects were found for parenting styles, Λ = .757, F(33.0, 3159.0) = 9.504, p < .001; sex, Λ = .850, F(11.0, 1072.0) = 17.250, p < .001; and age groups, Λ = .780, F(11.0, 1072.0) = 27.438, p < .001. Signi-ficant interaction effects were found for sex and age groups (Table 3), Λ = .969, F(11.0, 1072.0) = 3.090, p <.001. 

				Age and sex effects. With regard to measures of self-esteem (Table 4), adolescents scored higher on social and family self-esteem than older adults. Males also reported higher scores than females on emotional and global self-esteem. Interaction effects of sex and age were found on academic/professional self-esteem, F(1, 1082) = 6.68, p = .010, and physical self-esteem, F(1, 1082) = 7.84, p = .005 (Figure 1). On academic/professional self-esteem, older adults scored higher than adolescents, whereas only adolescent girls scored higher than adolescent boys. On physical self-esteem, although female sco-res were always the lowest, the decrease with age in males was grea-ter than the decrease with age in females.

				Regarding the internalization of values, older adults reported the highest scores on benevolence, security, and conformity, and females had the highest scores on universalism, benevolence, security, and conformity. An interaction effect of sex and age was found on the tra-dition value, F(1, 1082) = 6.75, p = .010 (Figure 1). Older adults scored higher than adolescents, but only older female adults scored higher than older male adults.

				Parenting styles and self-esteem. Adolescents and older adults with indulgent and authoritative parents reported higher academic/professional, physical, and global self-esteem than those from neglec-tful and authoritarian families (Table 4). Adolescents and older adults with indulgent parents reported greater social, emotional, and family self-esteem than their counterparts from authoritative, neglectful, and authoritarian families (see Table 4).

				Parenting styles and internalization of values. Adolescents and older adults from indulgent and authoritative families gave higher priority to self-transcendence values (universalism and benevolen-ce) and conservation values (security, conformity, and tradition) than those from authoritarian and neglectful homes, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian families scored lower on all the internalization of values measures (see Table 4).

				Discussion

				This study analyzed the association between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes using a two-dimen-sional four-typology model of parenting styles in a large sample of Spanish adolescents and older adults. The short- and long-term so-cialization outcomes analyzed were self-esteem (academic, social, emotional, family, physical, and global) and internalization of social values (self-transcendence and conservation values). 

				Regarding self-esteem, both adolescents and older adults from in-dulgent families reported equal or even higher self-esteem than tho-se from authoritative households, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian homes were consistently associated with the lowest le-vels of self-esteem. Regarding internalization of social values, adoles-cents and older adults raised in indulgent and authoritative families prioritized self-transcendence values (universalism and benevolen-ce) and conservation values (security, conformity, and tradition) as compared to those from authoritarian and neglectful homes, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian families showed lower scores on all internalization of social values measures. Thus, a main contri-bution of the present study, is to show that the link between paren-ting styles and socialization outcomes share a common short- and long- term pattern with respect to self-esteem and internalization of social values. Our results support the idea, suggested by earlier socia-lization researchers (e.g., Steinberg et al., 1994), that the benefits of an optimal parenting style are either maintained or increased over time (Rothrauff et al., 2009; Stafford et al., 2015; Stafford et al., 2016). 

			

		

		
			
				Table 4. Means and (Standard Deviations) of Parenting Style, Age Groups and Sex, and Main Univariate F Values for Outcomes Measures of Self-Esteem, and Inter-nalization of Self-Transcendence and Conservation Values

				
					Parenting style

				

				
					Age

				

				
					Sex

				

				
					Authoritative

				

				
					Indulgent

				

				
					Authoritarian

				

				
					Neglectful

				

				
					F (3, 1082)

				

				
					12-17 years

				

				
					60-75 years

				

				
					F (1, 1082)

				

				
					Female

				

				
					Male

				

				
					F (1, 1082)

				

				
					Self-Esteem

				

				
					Academic/

				

				
					7.331

				

				
					7.671

				

				
					6.672

				

				
					6.842

				

				
					20.06***

				

				
					6.67 

				

				
					7.63 

				

				
					99.32***

				

				
					7.27 

				

				
					6.95 

				

				
					7.42*

				

				
					Professional

				

				
					(1.70)

				

				
					(1.51)

				

				
					(1.89)

				

				
					(1.78)

				

				
					(1.82)

				

				
					(1.57)

				

				
					(1.74)

				

				
					(1.80)

				

				
					Social

				

				
					7.182

				

				
					7.611

				

				
					6.942

				

				
					6.902

				

				
					12.55***

				

				
					7.42 

				

				
					6.89 

				

				
					30.98***

				

				
					7.19 

				

				
					7.14 

				

				
					0.42

				

				
					(1.59)

				

				
					(1.53)

				

				
					(1.70)

				

				
					(1.55)

				

				
					(1.56)

				

				
					(1.64)

				

				
					(1.58)

				

				
					(1.67)

				

				
					Emotional

				

				
					5.422

				

				
					5.851

				

				
					5.312

				

				
					5.412

				

				
					6.06***

				

				
					5.44 

				

				
					5.57 

				

				
					2.35

				

				
					5.11 

				

				
					6.04 

				

				
					68.23***

				

				
					(1.92)

				

				
					(1.91)

				

				
					(1.87)

				

				
					(1.99)

				

				
					(1.90)

				

				
					(1.97)

				

				
					(1.85)

				

				
					(1.91)

				

				
					Family

				

				
					8.222

				

				
					8.781

				

				
					6.944

				

				
					7.453

				

				
					78.02***

				

				
					7.96 

				

				
					7.74 

				

				
					5.59*

				

				
					7.90 

				

				
					7.79 

				

				
					0.90

				

				
					(1.48)

				

				
					(1.04)

				

				
					(1.87)

				

				
					(1.63)

				

				
					(1.82)

				

				
					(1.54)

				

				
					(1.73)

				

				
					(1.65)

				

				
					Physical

				

				
					6.151

				

				
					6.261

				

				
					5.472

				

				
					5.682

				

				
					13.37***

				

				
					6.24

				

				
					5.51 

				

				
					43.78***

				

				
					5.54 

				

				
					6.37 

				

				
					46.52***

				

				
					(1.82)

				

				
					(1.93)

				

				
					(2.05)

				

				
					(1.91)

				

				
					(2.01)

				

				
					(1.83)

				

				
					(1.92)

				

				
					(1.91)

				

				
					Global

				

				
					32.551

				

				
					32.871

				

				
					30.642

				

				
					30.872

				

				
					14.17***

				

				
					31.46

				

				
					32.05 

				

				
					2.89

				

				
					31.24 

				

				
					32.44 

				

				
					13.61***

				

				
					Self-Transcendence

				

				
					Universalism

				

				
					7.991

				

				
					8.101

				

				
					7.252

				

				
					7.572

				

				
					22.16*** 

				

				
					7.64 

				

				
					7.82 

				

				
					2.79

				

				
					7.89 

				

				
					7.51 

				

				
					19.32***

				

				
					(1.29)

				

				
					(1.20)

				

				
					(1.78)

				

				
					(1.63)

				

				
					(1.48)

				

				
					(1.52)

				

				
					(1.44)

				

				
					(1.55)

				

				
					Benevolence

				

				
					8.381

				

				
					8.281

				

				
					7.782

				

				
					7.872

				

				
					15.74***

				

				
					7.91 

				

				
					8.26 

				

				
					18.75***

				

				
					8.25 

				

				
					7.84 

				

				
					26.75***

				

				
					(1.22)

				

				
					(1.17)

				

				
					(1.36)

				

				
					(1.44)

				

				
					(1.47)

				

				
					(1.11)

				

				
					(1.26)

				

				
					(1.36)

				

				
					Conservation

				

				
					Security

				

				
					8.151

				

				
					7.871

				

				
					7.442

				

				
					7.492

				

				
					17.20***

				

				
					7.55 

				

				
					7.93 

				

				
					16.13***

				

				
					7.86 

				

				
					7.56 

				

				
					12.18***

				

				
					(1.22)

				

				
					(1.33)

				

				
					(1.44)

				

				
					(1.46)

				

				
					(1.50)

				

				
					(1.24)

				

				
					(1.35)

				

				
					(1.43)

				

				
					Conformity

				

				
					8.181

				

				
					8.051

				

				
					7.502

				

				
					7.602

				

				
					14.78**  

				

				
					7.60

				

				
					8.08 

				

				
					25.30***

				

				
					7.99 

				

				
					7.62 

				

				
					15.25***

				

				
					(1.53)

				

				
					(1.27)

				

				
					(1.66)

				

				
					(1.57)

				

				
					(1.69)

				

				
					(1.30)

				

				
					(1.45)

				

				
					(1.63)

				

				
					Tradition

				

				
					6.791

				

				
					6.441

				

				
					6.062

				

				
					6.072

				

				
					13.34***

				

				
					6.01

				

				
					6.70 

				

				
					36.99***

				

				
					6.45 

				

				
					6.19 

				

				
					7.11*  

				

				
					(1.62)

				

				
					(1.68)

				

				
					(1.73)

				

				
					(1.55)

				

				
					(1.79)

				

				
					(1.47)

				

				
					(1.70)

				

				
					(1.64)

				

				Note. Bonferroni test a = .05;1 > 2 > 3 > 4. 

				*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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				An important implication of this study is that the combination of high levels of parental warmth and involvement, and low levels of strictness and imposition (i.e., the indulgent parenting style) seems to be an optimum parenting strategy in the cultural context where the study was conducted, supporting previous research (Calafat et al., 2014; García & Gracia, 2009, 2010; Gracia et al., 2012; Martínez et al., 2019). 

				Results regarding the link between parenting styles that share high levels of warmth (i.e., indulgent and authoritative) and the internalization of social values have also interesting implications. The process of internalization of self-transcendence and conservation values involved socially-focused motivations that the findings of this study clearly associated with indulgent and authoritative parenting styles (Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Sortheix & Schwartz, 2017), emphasizing the positive effects on others of fostering a child’s feelings of empathy and consideration for others (Baumrind, 1983; Hoffman, 1970; Lewis, 1981). However, authoritarian and neglectful parenting styles, both lacking the parenting component of warmth and involvement, appear to be linked with lack of empathy and no consideration for others’ feelings.

				In contrast with research conducted in other cultural contexts, in the present study the indulgent parenting style was associated with the same level of self-esteem (academic/professional, physical, and global self-esteem) or even higher level of self-esteem (social, emotional, and family self-esteem) than the authoritative parenting style. This suggests that in the Spanish and other South European and Latin American countries (see García & Gracia, 2014, for a review) high strictness does not play a key role for optimal socialization outcomes, as it appears to be the case in other cultural contexts where a high level of strictness (shared by the authoritative and authoritarian parenting styles) has been associated with offspring’s adjustment and well-being (Clark et al., 2015; Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Deater-Deckard et., 1996; Furstenberg et al., 1999). For example, in contexts where the authoritative parenting style has been found to be optimal, high levels of strictness is as important as high levels of parental warmth to foster optimal socialization outcomes (Baumrind, 1971, 1983; Darling & Steinberg, 1993; Lamborn et al., 1991; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Steinberg et al., 1994). The importance of the warmth dimension in our study has also implications for psychosocial interventions addressing parenting, as it is in line with family intervention programs highlighting the importance of positive parenting (e.g., Álvarez, Padilla, & Máiquez, 2016; Hidalgo, Jiménez, López-Verdugo, Lorence, & Sánchez, 2016; Martínez-González, Rodríguez-Ruiz, Álvarez-Blanco, & Becedóniz-Vázquez, 2016; Pedro, Altafim, & Linhares, 2017; Suárez, Rodríguez, & Rodrigo, 2016).

				This paper also addressed important methodological gaps in the literature examining the link between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes. Unlike previous studies (e.g., Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Rothrauff et al., 2009; Stafford et al., 2015; Stafford et al., 2016), this study used multi-sample confirmatory factor analysis to ensure that the parenting style measures used were invariant across age groups (adolescents and older adults) and across men and women. In the present study, for both age and sex groups, the items underlie the same dimensions and had the same relative importance in the assigned factor for the four samples (i.e., adolescents, older adults, men, and women). Additionally, the two factors have an equivalent structure of variances and an equivalent relational pattern of covariances. Finally, results confirmed the strict assumption of equal error variances among the four samples for all the items of the questionnaire (e.g., García et al., 2013; García et al., 2011; Gracia et al., 2018). Also, and in contrast with previous research, our findings confirm the orthogonality of the two parenting dimensions: warmth and strictness (Kerr & Stattin, 2000; Martínez & García, 2007, 2008; Martínez et al., 2017, 2019; Stattin & Kerr, 2000; Steinberg et al., 1994). The results of the confirmatory factor analysis confirmed that the orthogonal two-factor model provided a superior fit to the data. In this regard, our results provided full support for the internal validity of the two-dimensional and four-style parenting model (see Lamborn et al., 1991).

				Finally, this study has strengths and limitations. The use of the two-dimensional four-style model to assess parenting offers an approach to the ongoing debates by examining parenting styles in an ample context of different outcomes across different demographic variables, cultural contexts, and countries. Additionally, we tested the structural variance of the warmth and strictness measures of parenting across adolescence and late adulthood and in both sexes. As for the limitations, the current study was cross-sectional, which does not allow us to draw firm conclusions about directionality. However, we believe that the results obtained regarding the short- and long-term association between parenting styles, self-esteem, and social values advance the current knowledge in this field of study and provide insights to orientate parental education programs that aim to improve relationships with children and enhance their resources and quality of life.
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					Figure 1. Means of Sex by Age for Academic/Professional Self-Esteem, Physical Self-Esteem, and Tradition Value.
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ABSTRACT

In this study, the association between parenting styles and short- and long-term socialization outcomes was analyzed
using a two-dimensional model of four types of parenting styles. The socialization outcomes analyzed were self-esteem
and internalization of social values. Participants were a sample of Spanish adolescents (n= 571) and older adults (n=527).
Results showed that both adolescents and older adults from indulgent families reported equal or even higher self-esteem
than those from authoritative households, whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian homes were consistently
associated with the lowest levels of self-esteem. Regarding internalization of social values, adolescents and older adults
raised in indulgent and authoritative families prioritized self-transcendence values (universalism and benevolence) and
conservation values (security, conformity, and tradition) as compared to those from authoritarian and neglectful homes,
whereas those from neglectful and authoritarian families showed lower scores in all internalization of social values
‘measures. These results suggest that the combination of high levels of parental warmth and involvement and low levels
of strictness and imposition (i.e., indulgent parenting style) is an optimum parenting strategy in the cultural context
where the study was conducted, and that the link between parenting styles and socialization outcomes share a common
short- and long- term pattern.

Estilos parentales y resultados de la socializacion familiar a corto y largo plazo:
un estudio con adolescentes y adultos mayores espaiioles

RESUMEN

En este estudio se analizaron los estilos parentales de socializacién familiar y sus resultados a corto y largo plazo aplicando
el modelo de dos dimensiones y cuatro tipologias de socializaci6n. Los resultados de la socializacién parental analizados en
los hijos fueron la autoestima y la internalizacion de los valores sociales. Los participantes fueron adolescentes (= 571)y
adultos mayores (n = 527) espafioles. Los resultados indicaron que tanto los adolescentes como los adultos mayores de las
familias indulgentes mostraron igual e incluso mayor autoestima que los de las familias autorizativas, mientras que los de
las familias autoritarias y negligentes se asociaban de manera consistente a los niveles de autoestima mds bajos. Respecto
a la internalizaci6n de los valores sociales, los adolescentes y adultos mayores de familias indulgentes y autorizativas
priorizaron los valores de autotrascendencia (universalismo y benevolencia) y conservacién (seguridad, conformidad
y tradicion) en comparaci6n con los de hogares autoritarios y negligentes y los de las familias negligentes y autoritarias
mostraron puntuaciones més bajas en todas las medidas de internalizaci6n de valores sociales. Estos resultados sugieren
que la combinacién de altos niveles de aceptacion e implicaci6n, junto con bajos niveles de severidad e imposicion (el estilo
parental indulgente), constituye la estrategia parental 6ptima en el contexto cultural donde se ha realizado el estudio y que
a relaci6n entre los estilos parentales  los resultados de la socializacién comparten un mismo patrén a corto y largo plazo.

Rescarch has traditionally captured parenting styles using two children care and acceptance, support them, and communicate with
dimensions: parental warmth and parental strictness (Darling &  them (mirroring other traditional labels such as responsiveness,
Steinberg, 1993; Smetana, 1995; Steinberg, 2005). The parental  assurance, implication, or involvement). The parental strictness
warmth dimension refers to the extent to which parents show their  dimension reflects the extent to which parents impose standards
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