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To compare children’s socialized behavior to parents and nonparental agents, this study examined
self-regulated compliance to mothers and caregivers—an early form of internalization—in 90 toddlers,
half of whom were also observed with fathers. Adults were observed in play, teaching, and discipline
sessions with the child and were interviewed on child-rearing philosophies. Child cognition and emotion
regulation were assessed, and naturalistic observations were conducted at child-care locations. Mean-
level and rank-order stability were found in child compliance to the 3 adults. Child emotion regulation
and adult warm control in a discipline situation were related to self-regulated compliance to the mother,
caregiver, and father. Compliance to parents correlated with parental sensitivity and philosophies, and
compliance to the caregiver correlated with child cognition and social involvement when child-care
quality was controlled. Maternal sensitivity and warm control discipline predicted compliance to the
caregiver but not vice versa. Results are consistent with theoretical positions on the generalization of
socialization from the mother to nonmaternal agents.

Although theories of socialization have been proposed through-
out the 20th century from diverse perspectives, recent years have
seen a renewed interest in the perspective linking socialization and
moral internalization. This view has underlined the dialogic nature
of child socialization, suggesting that children’s adherence to rules
of conduct and internalization of a moral code emerge from the
matrix of their early relationships with their parents (Emde, 1992;
Kochanska, 1991, 1994; van IJzendoorn, 1997). Socialization and
internalization, according to this perspective, are linked to the
child’s experiences within close relationships, particularly to the
parental handling of intimate encounters, discipline settings, and
the negotiation of disputes.

Several researchers describe the development of child compli-
ance as an important milestone in the trajectory leading from the
first mother–infant dialogue to the attainment of self-regulation.
The original work of Baumrind (1967) specified a parental disci-
plinary style combining warmth with clear boundaries and mini-
mizing power assertion as central to the promotion of child com-
pliance and later socialization. Kopp (1982) outlined the
emergence of self-regulation across the first years, citing both the
maturation of inhibitory structures and mutuality in the mother–
infant dyad as antecedents of child compliance to parental requests

and pinpointing the child’s 2nd birthday as a hallmark in the
attainment of self-control. The comprehensive empirical program
of Kochanska (1995, 1997; Kochanska & Aksan, 1995; Kochan-
ska, Coy, & Murray, 2001) highlighted child compliance within
the mother–child context as the first marker of internalization.
Kochanska distinguished between two motivational systems un-
derlying child compliance. The first—committed compliance—
describes an internally motivated embrace of the parental rules that
marks the emergence of self-regulation; the second—situational
compliance—refers to parent-monitored obedience with little in-
dication of internalization. These two systems follow distinct de-
velopmental lines, and the self-regulated version defines a stable
child orientation that develops into a more mature form of inter-
nalization in the preschool years. According to Kochanska and
Aksan (1995), “committed compliance is, in fact, a form of early
internalization” (p. 250, italics in original). It had been suggested
that self-regulated compliance originates in the mother–infant syn-
chrony during the first months of life (Feldman, Greenbaum, &
Yirmiya, 1999). Synchrony affords infants their first experience in
the give-and-receive exchange that forms the basis of any social
relationship, lays the foundation for the dialogical style, and pro-
motes later socialization (Schaffer & Crook, 1980). Yet, although
internalized compliance is considered central to socialization, few
studies addressed the father’s contribution to such compliance or
examined child compliance toward adults outside the family
setting.

The Generalization of Socialization From the Mother to
Nonmaternal Social Agents

A central yet under-researched issue in all theories of socializa-
tion is its generalization: How do children generalize the commit-
ments learned within the parent–child relationship to relations
with nonparental agents of socialization? Throughout their child-
hood and adolescence, children internalize culturally accepted
social values through interactions with a range of nonparental
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figures: caregivers, teachers, older siblings, and mentors with
whom they develop close ties. To date, the underlying hypothesis
in theories of socialization has been that the parent–child relation-
ship, especially the parent’s handling of discipline issues, shapes
the child’s later functioning within society at large (Hoffman,
1970; Lytton, 1980; Maccoby, 1992). However, inasmuch as child
compliance has been studied mainly within the mother–child
context, the degree of consistency between children’s socialized
behavior toward parents and that toward nonparental figures re-
mains largely unknown.

Compared with other aspects of the adult–child relationship, the
issue of generalization from parents to other adults holds a special
significance in the domain of socialization. Research in the attach-
ment tradition, for instance, assessing concordance in child attach-
ment to mothers, fathers, and caregivers, did not find strong
correlations in children’s attachment security to the three adults
(Fox, Kimmerly, & Schafer, 1991; Goossens & van IJzendoorn,
1990; Howes & Hamilton, 1992). A common explanation for these
findings holds that attachment is a descriptor of relationships, not
a trait of individuals; thus, attachment constitutes a systemic con-
struct that, by definition, differs from one relationship to the next
(Bridges, Connell, & Belsky, 1988). In the study of socialization,
however, such an explanation is invalid. A developmental account
of socialization must describe the link between children’s inter-
nalization of parental rules and their adherence to the rules im-
posed by nonkin social agents. Otherwise, the role of parents as the
first agents of socialization has little meaning. Further, if chil-
dren’s self-regulation and compliance vis-à-vis parents are unre-
lated to children’s self-regulation and compliance vis-à-vis other
adults, it is important to scrutinize those differences and describe
the alternative avenues of socialization open to children outside the
family setting. Such research is especially important in the
toddler years, when major developments occur in the child’s
representational thinking (Piaget, 1952), sense of morality (Ka-
gan, 1984), and social relationships with peers (Howes &
Matheson, 1992). These developments deepen the toddler’s
awareness of the social world and enable the mental general-
ization that all social relationships are guided by similar rules of
conduct.

Correlates of Child Compliance: Parent and Child Factors

Compliance, as an early marker of socialization, has been stud-
ied in relation to various maternal and child factors, but the role of
these factors in shaping child compliance to nonparental agents is
still unknown. Child compliance has been repeatedly associated
with a parental disciplinary style that is responsive to child cues,
places warm and consistent limits, minimizes the use of power,
and promotes dialogical strategies such as negotiation, sugges-
tions, and empathy (Crockenberg & Litman, 1990; Maccoby &
Martin, 1983). Punitive control, on the other hand, has been shown
to elicit anger, defiance, and noncompliance (Crockenberg, 1987;
Kuczynski, Kochanska, Radke-Yarrow, & Girinius-Brown, 1987).
Thus, two compliance-promoting components are emphasized in
the parental style as central to socialization—sensitivity and limit
setting—and these components are likely to be associated with
internalized compliance to social agents both within and outside
the family.

In addition to the maternal handling of direct discipline issues,
the mother’s general sensitivity in nondisciplinary encounters is
related to child compliance (Stayton, Hogan, & Ainsworth, 1971),
and mother–child mutuality during free interactions has been
shown to predict self-regulated compliance (Feldman, Greenbaum,
& Yirmiya, 1999; Kochanska & Murray, 2000). It is thus of
interest to determine whether sensitivity on the part of the nonpa-
rental agent, observed during relaxed moments, is also associated
with children’s self-regulated compliance. In the same vein, the
adult’s strategies while teaching children new skills are likely to be
related to child socialization. Compliance and internalization are
theorized to emerge on the basis of developments that occur in the
2nd year, especially the toddler’s increasing ability to decontex-
tualize concrete information and symbolically represent chains of
actions and their consequences (Kagan, 1984; Piaget, 1952). The
scaffolding techniques of parents and teachers are central to the
regulation of the learning process and the consolidation of sym-
bolic skills, provide tools for the emergence of internalization
(Vygotsky, 1978), and may thus be related to self-regulated
compliance.

Recent perspectives on socialization have emphasized the role
of temperament in the development of compliance and internal-
ization—in particular, emotion regulation and self-control skills—
and have pointed to the interaction of child temperament and
parenting behavior in shaping socialization (Feldman, Greenbaum,
& Yirmiya, 1999; Kochanska, 1997; Stifter, Spinard, & Braungart-
Rieker, 1999). Cognitive and linguistic abilities have similarly
been associated with child compliance to the mother (Kaler &
Kopp, 1990; Lawrence, 1984). Yet the links between child com-
pliance to nonparental agents and emotion regulation and cognitive
skills have not been studied in depth.

Finally, the child-rearing philosophies of parents and other
social agents are important determinants in the socialization of
children. Parental child-rearing philosophies that respect the
child’s autonomy, consider the role of social agents in shaping
development, and value the relations with other adults in the
child’s life promote compliance and adaptation (Kochanska, 1991;
Kuczynski, 1984). The parent’s sense of self-efficacy has also
been shown to predict child compliance (Sanders, Turner, Wall,
Waugh, & Tully, 1997), and parental attitudes that advocate a
protective, child-sensitive approach (Hastings & Rubin, 1999) and
call for age-related competence (Kuczynski & Kochanska, 1995)
are conducive to socialization. Similarly, van Ijzendoorn, Tavec-
chio, Stams, Verhoeven, and Reiling (1998) found that close
relations between parents and caregivers contribute to children’s
well-being. Thus, adult philosophies marked by respect, efficacy,
and belief in the malleability of development are likely to be
related to more optimal socialization outcomes.

Caregiver–Child Relationships and Children’s
Self-Regulated Compliance

Although little information is available on children’s one-on-
one relationships with their caregivers, child care and its effects on
socialization have become a central topic in developmental re-
search (for a review, see Erel, Oberman, & Yirmiya, 2000). Spe-
cifically, the relations between nonmaternal care and noncompli-
ance have stimulated intense debates. Whereas some researchers
have argued that extensive nonmaternal care in infancy places
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children at high risk for noncompliance and aggression (Baydar &
Brooks-Gunn, 1991), others have found no conclusive evidence
for such links (NICHD Early Child Care Research Network,
1998). The former perspective is guided by the assumption that
since mothers are the first socializing agents, limited chances for
mother–infant mutuality may disrupt the socialization process
(Belsky, 1990). On the other hand, Howes and Olenick (1986)
found that children in high-quality care were more compliant than
either children in low-quality care or children not in center care,
which points to the role of positive child-care experiences in
promoting socialization.

In the present study, however, we aimed to address the relations
between child care and child compliance from a different angle.
Rather than assessing the relations between the extent and quality
of child care and compliance to the mother, we examined inter-
nalized compliance to the mother, the caregiver, and the father and
the differential relations of such compliance to the adults’ behavior
and the child’s cognition and temperament. These data may point
to the specific components in the child’s relationships outside the
family setting that promote socialization and internalization.

In sum, in the present study we examined toddlers’ self-
regulated compliance to parents and caregivers—an early form of
internalization—to determine if there were consistencies in chil-
dren’s internalized compliance to different social agents. It is
important to note, however, that by using a correlational design,
longitudinal or contemporaneous, one cannot prove the theory that
socialization is generalized from parents to nonparental agents or
validate the direction of the effect. It is possible that a third factor,
such as temperament, accounts for the stability in socialized be-
havior, or that once children enter out-of-home care, the routines
of center care provide coherence to the child’s behavior toward the
various social agents. However, inasmuch as current theories of
social development build on the assumption that socialization
begins at home, the present study may provide a first step toward
investigating this issue. Three questions were examined:

1. The stability of self-regulated compliance: Is there stability in
children’s self-regulated compliance to parents and nonparental
agents? Both mean-level and rank-order stability (concordance)
were examined. Kagan (1980) and Rutter (1984), addressing the
issue of developmental continuities, suggested that when a devel-
opmental phenomenon exhibits both mean-level and rank-order
stability, the level of consistency over time and situations is
considered to be higher. In line with theoretical perspectives, we
expected both mean-level and rank-order stability in children’s
compliance to mothers and caregivers. On the basis of previous
research that showed higher compliance to fathers (Lytton, 1979;
Power, McGrath, Hughes, & Manire, 1994), we expected self-
regulated compliance to fathers to be higher than that to mothers.
Mean-level and rank-order stability were also examined for the
adult’s and the child’s interactive behavior during free-play and
teaching sessions in order to assess whether consistency in inter-
nalized compliance emerges in the context of a global consistency
in adult and child behavior or whether it is unique to interactions
that call for socialized conduct. To further explore the stability in
self-regulated compliance, we compared the dynamics of compli-
ance episodes, including the latency to the first episode of self-
regulated compliance and the mean duration of compliance epi-
sodes between the child and each adult.

2. Correlates of self-regulated compliance: What are the corre-
lates of self-regulated compliance to each social agent? The adult’s
interactive patterns in three adult–child settings were examined as
potential correlates of child self-regulated compliance. These in-
cluded the adult’s sensitivity and limit setting during free play,
mediation strategies in a teaching session, and warm control dis-
cipline tactics in a discipline situation. The child’s emotion regu-
lation, cognitive level, and social involvement at play were exam-
ined as the child correlates. On the basis of research that points to
the links between adult discipline and child socialization, we
hypothesized that the adult’s warm control discipline would cor-
relate with self-regulated compliance in all interactions. Similarly,
in line with theories on the role of temperament in socialization
(Kochanska, 1997), we expected relations between emotion regu-
lation and internalized compliance to all three agents. The adult’s
sensitivity at play, appropriate mediation of the teaching situation,
child-rearing philosophies that included a sense of efficacy and a
perception of development as open to social influences, and the
child’s cognitive level were expected to be associated with self-
regulated compliance. However, because these factors were
mainly studied within the mother–child context, their relation to
children’s compliance to fathers and caregivers remains a research
question.

3. The prediction of child compliance to the nonparental figure
from maternal behavior: Can self-regulated compliance to the
caregiver be predicted from maternal interactive behavior? On the
basis of theories of socialization, we expected that maternal inter-
active behavior, including the mother’s disciplinary style, global
sensitivity, and mediation of the learning situation, would predict
child socialization to the nonparental agent but that the reverse
would not be found. We thus expected that the prediction from
maternal interactive behavior to child compliance to the caregiver
would be stronger than the prediction from the parallel caregiver’s
variables to the child’s compliance to the mother. Such findings,
although not providing final proof of the generalization of social-
ization hypothesis, are consistent with the theory that socialization
begins at home.

Method

Participants

Participants were 90 2-year-old toddlers (mean age � 26.4 months,
SD � 3.69) who were observed with their mothers and with their child-care
teachers in individual adult–child sessions and with their child-care teach-
ers in a group setting. Approximately half of the participants (n � 42) were
also observed with their fathers. Families in which fathers did not partic-
ipate (citing time constraints as the reason) did not differ on demographic,
child, or day-care variables from families in which fathers participated. The
toddlers (52 boys and 38 girls) were recruited from 16 child-care centers in
central Israel that were supervised by the government or by national
women’s organizations. In these day-care centers, children typically re-
main from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Sunday through Thursday and from
7:30 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. on Fridays. The adult-to-child ratio is 1 principal
caregiver and 1 or 2 assistants per 8 to 14 toddlers. Sixteen principal
caregivers, each from a different child-care center, participated in the
study, and each was observed with 5 or 6 children.

Families using the services of these national chains of child-care centers,
with branches across the country, represent all social classes of the Israeli
population. Families in the current study were all considered middle-class
(Harlap, Davis, Grower, & Prywes, 1977): All children came from two-
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parent families, both partners had completed at least a high-school educa-
tion (with or without a diploma), and in 87% of the sample both parents
were employed. In all families, the mother had been the primary caretaker
of the child since birth (as described by both the mother and the father).
Because of the Israeli parental leave practice, all mothers (and none of the
fathers) were on maternity leave for the first 3 months of the children’s
lives and returned to part- or full-time employment when the infants were
between 3 and 12 months old. Mothers had completed, on average, 13.9
years of education (SD � 2.17); 57% worked as skilled professionals (e.g.,
teachers, physicians, social workers), 25% were employed as nonskilled
workers (secretaries, teachers’ assistants), and the remainder were unem-
ployed or self-employed. Fathers had completed, on average, 14.26 years
of education (SD � 2.57); 52% were employed as skilled professionals,
15% were self-employed, and the remainder were employed as nonskilled
or manual workers.

Families had, on average, 2.56 children, and 28% of the children in the
current study were firstborn. On average, children entered center care
at 12.83 months of age (SD � 5.43). Parents provided the following
reasons for placing their children in day care: 36% cited work reasons, 24%
mentioned the child’s need for social relationships, 18% pinpointed the
child’s need for a learning/stimulating environment, and 7% said they had
no choice. Parents provided the following reasons for selecting the partic-
ular child-care center: 14% cited the center’s proximity to their homes,
30% considered friends’ recommendations, 8% visited several centers prior
to deciding, 15% had previous children in the same center, 12% preferred
the center’s educational approach, and 13% said they had no choice.

The principal caregivers in the study were all female; were, on aver-
age, 40.56 years old (SD � 13.26); had completed an average of 12.5
(SD � 1.59) years of education; had, on average, 13.0 (SD � 8.27) years
of experience in caring for young infants; and were employed in the same
center for an average of 4.12 (SD � 2.39) years.

Procedure

Observations took place during the last 3 months of the school year
(May to July). All toddlers had been in the care of the principal caregiver
since the previous September, had spent many hours under her supervision,
and were quite familiar with her. Within 1 month, toddlers were observed
at home in one (with mother) or two separate (with mother and with father)
child–parent sessions, at the child-care center in individual caregiver–child
interactions, in a naturalistic group observation at the day-care center, and
in developmental testing. Mothers, fathers, and caregivers were each in-
terviewed regarding their child-rearing philosophies. Observations at the
child-care center were all conducted with the principal caregiver.

Parent–child observations. Toddlers were visited at home and were
videotaped with the mother or in separate identical sessions with the
mother and the father. Visits included three interactive sessions between
the child and each parent: (a) In free play, the parent and child were
videotaped in a free-play session for 10 min. Parents were instructed, “Play
with your child as you normally do for ten minutes.” No toys were
provided, and most parents used the child’s toys. (b) In structured play
(teaching session), the parent and child played with a set of predetermined
toys provided by the experimenter for 10 min (picture book, puzzle, doll
and doll’s accessories, tea set, and soap bubbles). (c) A toy-pick up task
(compliance situation) was used to assess child compliance and the par-
ent’s discipline techniques. The parent was given a cart and was asked to
have the child pick up the toys provided by the experimenter. The toy
pick-up lasted 8 min or until the task was completed.

Caregiver–child observations. Caregivers were videotaped interacting
with each child individually in three interactive sessions (free play, teach-
ing session, and compliance situation) that were identical to the parent–
child sessions.

Developmental testing. A developmental psychologist tested each
child with the Bayley Scales of Infant Development (2nd ed.; Bayley,

1993). Testing took place in a separate room in the day-care center. The
mental development index (MDI), which evaluates the child’s cognitive
skills, was used in this study. Tests were videotaped for later coding.

Naturalistic child-care observations. The caregiver and the entire
group of children in her care were videotaped in their natural setting for 1.5
hr between 9 a.m. and 11 a.m. on a single day. Activities during this time
frame included a structured teaching session, indoor play, snack time, and
outdoor play.

Interview on child-rearing attitudes and philosophies. The parents (at
home) and the caregiver (at the child-care center) were each interviewed
and audiotaped in a 45-min interview, which was constructed for the
present study and based on the work of Klein and Alony (1993). Questions
tapped the adults’ knowledge of child development, ability to handle
developmental problems, child-rearing goals, expectations for the child’s
future, issues of authority and discipline, and feelings of efficacy in
affecting the child’s growth as well as the nature of the relations with and
expectations from the caregiver or the parents. Questions were grouped
according to several topics. After the open-ended interview, parents com-
pleted a 24-item questionnaire (rated on a 5-point scale) that addressed the
same topics. Coding was conducted in line with previous research (Feld-
man, Weller, Leckman, Kvint, & Eidelman, 1999). Two coders listened to
the audiotaped narratives and rated the adult’s response for each topic on
a 5-point scale. Reliability testing was conducted on 25 interviews, and the
intraclass correlation averaged .88 (range � .84–.93). The narrative score
was then averaged with the questionnaire score for the same topic. Three
topics were considered in the present study, and the correlations between
interview and questionnaire scores were .73, .69, and .71 for the three
topics, respectively ( ps � .01, n � 148). First, perceived efficacy included
five items (averaged) regarding the respondent’s perceived skill, knowl-
edge, and efficacy in identifying and successfully handling difficulties in
child development (� � .72). Second, malleability of development con-
cerned the adult’s view on the malleability/determinacy of children’s
development and included eight items that considered how much adults can
shape the course and timing of children’s cognitive and emotional growth
(� � .69). Third, importance of relations with parents/caregiver included
four items that considered the importance the adult attributed to the
relationship with the caregiver or parents, the frequency of optimal parent–
caregiver contact, and the contribution of such contact to children’s well-
being (� � .79).

Coding

Free play: Adult and child interactive behavior. The adult’s global
relational style during free play was coded with the Coding Interactive
Behavior system (CIB; Feldman, 1998), a global coding system for adult–
child interactions that includes 42 codes rated on a 5-point scale. The CIB
has been validated in several studies and has shown sensitivity to variation
in interactive behavior related to parent gender, child age, cultural back-
ground, and biological and social-emotional risk conditions (Feldman,
2000; Feldman, Eidelman, Sirota, & Weller, 2002; Feldman, Greenbaum,
Mayes, & Erlich, 1997; Feldman, Masalha, & Nadam, 2001; Keren,
Feldman, & Tyano, 2001). Three factors were used in this study. Adult’s
Sensitivity included the following codes: acknowledgement of child inter-
active signals, positive affect, warm and clear vocal quality, appropriate
range of affect, creativity–resourcefulness, supportive presence, and adap-
tation to the child’s needs and changing communications (alphas:
mother � .92, caregiver � .89, father � .93). Adult’s Limit Setting
included limit setting, consistency of style, provision of an adequate
framework for play, and adult’s persistence (alphas: mother � .72, care-
giver � .74, father � .71). Child’s Social Involvement included the
following child’s codes: alertness and enthusiasm, vocal output, initiation,
competent use of environment, creative–symbolic play, and joint attention
(alphas: mother � .78, caregiver � .83, father � .81). The Sensitivity and
Limit Setting factors were highly correlated (mother, r � .66, p � .01, n �
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.90; caregiver, r � .61, p � .01, n � 90; father, r � .72, p � .01, n � 42)
and were averaged into a composite entitled Adult Sensitive Regulation.

Two graduate students trained to use the CIB coding system coded the
interactions after viewing the entire 10-min sessions. Coding of the
mother–child and caregiver–child interactions was not conducted by the
same person, and father–child interactions were coded after the coders had
completed the mothers’ and caregivers’ sessions. Reliability testing was
conducted for 25 adult–child interactions: 10 with mothers, 10 with care-
givers, and 5 with fathers. Reliability on all codes exceeded 85%. The
intraclass correlation averaged .92 (range � .85–.97).

Teaching session: Adult’s mediation of child learning. The adult’s
mediation of the child’s learning process during structured interactions was
coded with the Observing Mediational Interaction system (OMI; Klein,
1996), a coding scheme that has been validated in previous research (Klein,
Weider, & Greenspan, 1987). The OMI evaluates the frequencies of five
mediation strategies during adult–child interactions. Two strategies were
considered in the present study: Regulating Behavior, which consisted of
laying the course of action required for optimal performance through
verbal or nonverbal behavior (e.g., placing four pieces in front of the child
from the pile of puzzle pieces and saying “Let’s do this piece and then that
piece”), demonstrating a series of activities, and reminding the child of the
sequencing of behavior and commenting on wrong turns as they occurred,
and Decontextualization, which consisted of fostering the child’s aware-
ness of the similarities between the task at hand and other tasks in
situations familiar to the child (e.g., “This is like blowing bubbles in your
tub”), pointing to the specific features of the performance process (e.g.,
“When you do this, pull the string, the bell moves and it rings”), or relating
objects of joint activity to meaning systems in the child’s culture. The two
mediation scores were correlated (mother, r � .66, p � .01, n � 90;
caregiver, r � .61, p � .01, n � 90; father, r � .72, p � .01, n � 42) and
were summed into an Adult Mediation composite. Two trained coders who
did not participate in the CIB coding coded the structured play, and
reliability was conducted for 23 adult–child sessions: 9 with mothers, 9
with caregivers, and 5 with fathers. Reliability on all codes exceeded 87%.
The intraclass correlation averaged .91 (range � .83–.95).

Compliance situation: Child compliance and adult discipline. Micro-
analysis of child compliance and adult discipline was conducted on a
computerized system (The Observer, Noldus Information Technology,
Wageningen, The Netherlands). Two trained observers, who did not par-
ticipate in the previous coding, coded while the tape was running at normal
speed, shifting to slow motion when a shift in behavior occurred. Approx-
imately four viewings per session were required to complete coding. Codes
were defined in line with previous work (Feldman, Greenbaum, &
Yirmiya, 1999; Kochanska & Aksan, 1995), and proportion variables were
log-transformed prior to data analysis. Child Compliance included five
mutually exclusive behaviors: self-regulated compliance (child’s enthusi-
astic compliance to task, child displays positive affect and continues work
without adult monitoring), externally motivated compliance (child com-
plies but with no enthusiasm or positive affect, stops often, needs contin-
uous reminders, leaves task when adult looks away), noncompliance (child
does not comply but does not show anger, negativity, or struggle), defiance
(child shows active disagreement, argues, screams, scatters the toys, etc.),
and time-out (child takes time off from the task). Adult Discipline included
three mutually exclusive behaviors: harsh control (adult uses physical
force, insults, yelling, or manipulations), warm control (adult shows pos-
itive affect while providing consistent limits, uses tactics such as encour-
agement, redirection of attention, or praise, negotiates with the child,
explains and suggests, and shows empathy in order to keep child on task),
and no control (adult provides no structure, lets child do as he or she
pleases with no attention to task, may pick up the toys for child). Reliability
was computed on 12 child sessions with each adult. Reliability (kappa)
averaged .80 for child compliance (range � .79–.82) and .79 for adult
discipline (range � .78–.80).

Child emotion regulation. Emotion regulation was coded from the
cognitive testing and considered the child’s self-regulation in a challenging
situation. Testing enabled the observation of the child’s frustration toler-
ance, the change of behavior across time, and the cooperation with an
unfamiliar adult. Five codes were coded on a scale of 1 to 5 and were
averaged to create the Emotion Regulation composite (� � .71). These
included on-task persistence, emotional lability (negative), cooperation
with examiner, concentration, and frustration (negative). Reliability, mea-
sured on seven observations, averaged 86%, and the intraclass correlation
was .91 (range � .81–.94).

Quality of caregiver relational style in the group. Microanalytic cod-
ing of the 90-min group sessions was conducted in 30-s epochs along eight
categories, each containing a set of mutually exclusive codes. To provide
an index of the caregiver’s warm and accepting style, we computed the
proportion of time in which the caregiver demonstrated positive affect,
maintained visual contact with the children, and used a relaxed and warm
tone of voice. Reliability testing was conducted for five sessions and
averaged 88% (� � .69). This score was used as a control variable in the
analysis relating caregiver–child variables to child self-regulated compli-
ance to the caregiver.

Data Analytic Strategy: The Issue of Nonindependence

A central data analytic problem in research on caregiver–child relation-
ships is the nonindependence of observations. In this study, each caregiver
interacted individually with 5 or 6 children. In order to address the problem
of nonindependence in the correlation/regression analyses, we followed
Deal’s (1995) suggestions on using data from multiple family members.
According to this view, one should extract the latent “group” factor from
each variable and use the residualized score, which represents the “indi-
vidual” variance while the shared variance is omitted. Each caregiver–
child interaction variable (child self-regulated compliance to caregiver,
caregiver warm control, caregiver sensitive regulation, child involvement
with caregiver, and caregiver mediation) was regressed on 16 dummy
“caregiver” variables, and the unstandardized residuals were then used in
all of the following analyses. These residuals represent individual scores,
independent of the caregiver’s shared component, and were used in all
correlations and regressions involving caregiver–child variables. In corre-
lations and regressions that called for comparisons between caregiver–
child variables and parent–child variables, parental variables were trans-
formed into z scores. For the analyses that examined mean-level stability,
one case was randomly selected for each caregiver (n � 16) for each
variable. These were then compared with a random selection of 16 mother–
child cases and a random selection of 16 father–child cases.

Results

The results are reported in four sections. In the first section, we
examine mean-level stability in child compliance and in adult
sensitive regulation, mediation, warm control discipline, and child-
rearing philosophies among the three adults. In the second section,
rank-order concordance among the three adults is assessed (Ques-
tion 1 in the introduction). In the third section, partial correlations
are used to examine the relations between the child’s self-regulated
compliance toward each adult and the child’s cognitive level and
emotion regulation, the adult’s interactive behavior in the three
contexts, and the adult’s child-rearing philosophies, with potential
confounding factors controlled (Question 2). In the final section,
we present regression models predicting child self-regulated com-
pliance to the caregiver from maternal variables and vice versa,
and we test differences in the magnitude of the correlation coef-
ficients (Question 3).
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Mean-Level Stability Among Mothers, Caregivers, and
Fathers

Mean-level stability was examined with a series of univariate
analyses of variance (ANOVAs) with repeated measures. A ran-
dom case was selected for each caregiver (n � 16), and these were
compared with 16 mother cases and 16 father cases. Child gender
was included in all analyses as the between-subjects factor. Means
for all variables and the F values for mother–father, mother–
caregiver, and father–caregiver comparisons are presented in
Table 1.

Mother–father comparisons. As can be seen in Table 1, dif-
ferences between mothers and fathers emerged for three variables.
Children showed higher self-regulated compliance to their fathers
and were more socially involved during interactions with their
mothers. In addition, fathers placed more importance on the on-
going relationship between parents and caregivers.

A Parent � Child Gender interaction was found for the parents’
warm control, F(1, 14) � 3.85, p � .05. Fathers used significantly
more warm control strategies with daughters (M � .94) than with
sons (M � .70), F(1, 15) � 3.86, p � .05, whereas the difference
between mothers’ warm control toward daughters (M � .90) and
sons (M � .87) was not significant. A Parent � Child Gender
interaction was also found for the parent’s sensitive regulation,
F(1, 14) � 3.78, p � .05. Fathers were significantly more sensitive
during interactions with daughters (M � 3.58, SD � 0.27) than
during interactions with sons (M � 2.84, SD � 0.37), F(1,
15) � 3.86, p � .05, whereas the difference between mothers’
sensitive regulation toward daughters (M � 3.35, SD � 0.50) and
sons (M � 3.17, SD � 0.27) was not significant.

Three main effects were found for child gender in mother–father
comparisons. A main effect for child gender emerged for self-
regulated compliance, F(1, 14) � 3.86, p � .05. Girls showed
more self-regulated compliance toward both mothers (M � .21)
and fathers (M � .35) than did boys (mothers, M � .17, fathers,
M � .25). A main effect for gender was also found for the parents’

sensitive regulation during free play, F(1, 14) � 9.15, p � .01.
Both mothers and fathers showed higher sensitivity toward daugh-
ters than toward sons. Finally, girls were more socially involved
during free play, F(1, 14) � 9.46, p � .01. Girls showed more
involvement while interacting with both mothers (M � 3.46,
SD � 0.43) and fathers (M � 3.36; SD � 0.27) than did boys
(mothers, M � 3.17, SD � 0.26; fathers, M � 2.89, SD � 0.38).

Mother–caregiver comparisons. As can be seen in Table 1, no
mean-level differences were found between mothers and caregiv-
ers on any of the interactive or child-rearing philosophies vari-
ables, which points to a global mean-level stability in mothers’ and
caregivers’ styles and attitudes and in the child’s interactive be-
havior with these two female agents.

Father–caregiver comparisons. Results presented in Table 1
indicate that caregivers displayed more sensitive regulation during
play than did fathers, and fathers perceived the relations between
parents and caregivers as more important than did caregivers. An
interaction of social agent and child gender was found for the
adult’s sensitive regulation, F(1, 14) � 3.92, p � .05. Fathers
showed significantly more sensitivity toward daughters, F(1,
15) � 14.08, p � .01, whereas caregivers’ sensitivity toward boys
(M � 3.32, SD � 0.41) and girls (M � 3.37, SD � 0.34) were
comparable.1

Finally, the dynamics of self-regulated compliance episodes
were tested. The latencies to the first episode of self-regulated
compliance to mothers (5.34 s) and to fathers (5.47 s) were shorter
than that to caregivers (7.24 s): t(1, 15) � 3.49, p � .05 for
caregivers versus mothers, and t(1, 15) � 3.33, p � .05 for
caregivers versus fathers. On the other hand, episodes of internal-
ized compliance to the caregiver lasted longer. The mean durations
of compliance episodes were 34.5 s to mothers (SD � 19.3), 35.2 s
to fathers (SD � 21.2), and 45.1 s to caregivers (SD � 22.3): t(1,

1 Similar ANOVAs conducted with the entire sample yielded the same
results.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for Mothers, Caregivers, and Fathers

Variable

Mother
(n � 16)

Caregiver
(n � 16)

Father
(n � 16)

Mother–father
F(1, 14)

Mother–caregiver
F(1, 14)

Father–caregiver
F(1, 14)M SD M SD M SD

Adult and child interactive behavior
Compliance situation

Child self-regulated compliancea .20 .23 .25 .25 .28 .30 4.26* 1.65 1.74
Adult warm control disciplinea .89 .21 .84 .24 .82 .20 0.94 0.35 0.99

Free play
Adult sensitive regulationb 3.25 0.43 3.34 0.36 3.12 0.49 0.22 0.43 8.28**
Child social involvementb 3.30 0.36 3.15 0.58 3.07 0.41 3.98* 1.20 2.96

Teaching session
Adult mediationc 8.68 7.27 12.75 8.85 7.21 8.84 0.62 2.32 2.53

Child-rearing philosophies
Perceived efficacyb 4.03 0.62 4.22 0.45 4.04 0.93 0.01 0.57 0.02
Malleability of developmentb 2.92 0.84 2.80 0.86 2.90 0.78 0.02 0.30 0.04
Relations with parent/caregiverb 1.66 0.46 1.76 0.34 2.07 0.56 6.67* 0.29 5.22*

a Proportions of time. b Averages on a scale of 1–5. c Frequencies.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.
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15) � 3.35, p � .05 for comparisons with mothers, and t(1,
15) � 3.12, p � .05 for comparisons with fathers. Thus, although
no differences were found in the level of compliance to the three
agents, it took children more time to reach internalized compliance
to the caregiver, but once such compliance was achieved, children
were able to persist longer in being compliant to the nonparental
agent.

Rank-Order Concordance Among Mothers, Caregivers,
and Fathers

Table 2 presents rank-order concordance among the three adults
in interactive behavior and philosophies as well as in children’s
self-regulated compliance to the three agents. In general, the
results point to medium-to-high concordance between mothers and
fathers on nearly all measures (apart from the importance placed
on the relations with the caregiver), which points to a general
consistency in the co-parenting unit. Concordance was lower be-
tween caregivers and parents. Such concordance was found only
for the discipline variables—self-regulated compliance and adult
warm control. Correlations for the caregiver’s child-rearing phi-
losophies are not provided in Table 2 because of the nonindepen-
dence problem. Correlations between caregivers’ child-rearing
philosophies and both mothers’ and fathers’ philosophies were
examined for a random set of 16 mothers and fathers, and none of
the correlations was significant (range � .00–.09).

Relations Between Self-Regulated Compliance and Child
and Adult Factors

To examine the relationship between the correlates of child
compliance and children’s self-regulated compliance to each social
agent, we computed partial correlations between child compliance
and child cognitive level, child emotion regulation, adult–child
interactive behaviors in the three contexts, and adult child-rearing
philosophies. The results are presented in Table 3. For the parent–
child correlations, the analyses control for child gender and birth
order, because the parent’s experience in raising children may

shape interaction styles and philosophies. For the caregiver–child
correlations, analyses control for child gender and the four factors
that are considered to index the quality of center care (e.g. Howes
& Olenick, 1986): caregiver education, caregiver experience,
adult-to-child ratio, and the caregiver’s warm style in the group.

As can be seen in Table 3, self-regulated compliance to each of
the three adults was related to emotion regulation and adult warm
control discipline, suggesting that child temperamental disposi-
tions and an adult discipline style that combines dialogue and
limits are consistently related to internalized compliance. Child
self-regulated compliance to the parents was also related to the
parent’s sensitive regulation of the free play. Parents who had a
higher sense of self-efficacy and who viewed child development as
less predetermined and more open to social influences had children
who showed higher self-regulated compliance. A more optimal
maternal mediation of the teaching task was also related to child
compliance to the mother. Self-regulated compliance to the care-
giver had a closer association with child factors. Compliance to the
caregiver was unrelated to the caregiver’s behavior in nondisci-
plinary settings but correlated with child cognition, emotion reg-
ulation, and social involvement during free play. The relations
between caregiver child-rearing philosophies and children’s self-
regulated compliance to the caregiver were examined in a random
selection of 16 children, one for each caregiver. All correlations
were nonsignificant (range � .06–.13).

Differences in the magnitudes of the correlation coefficients
between mothers and caregivers were examined. Significant dif-
ferences were found only for the coefficients relating mothers’ and
caregivers’ sensitivity to child compliance to mother and care-
giver, respectively, Fisher’s Z � 1.97, p � .05 (Cohen & Cohen,
1983).

Predicting Child Compliance to Caregiver From Mother–
Child Interaction Variables

In this final section, we examine whether maternal interactive
behavior predicts children’s self-regulated compliance to the care-

Table 2
Concordance in Adults’ and Child’s Behavior and Attitudes Among the Three Social Agents

Variable
Mother–father

(n � 42)
Mother–caregiver

(n � 90)
Father–caregiver

(n � 42)

Adult and child interactive behavior
Compliance situation

Self-regulated compliance .42** .35** .33*
Adult warm control .40** .28* .32*

Free play
Adult sensitive regulation .46** .17 .16
Child social involvement .40** .20 .16

Teaching session
Adult mediation .73** .18 .10

Child-rearing philosophies
Perceived efficacy .55**
Malleability of development .65**
Relations with parent/caregiver .21

Note. Correlations for caregiver’s child-rearing philosophies are omitted because of the nonindependence of
observations.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.
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giver and vice versa. A regression approach was used to assess
whether the entire set of maternal behaviors examined here, above
and beyond children’s cognition and emotion regulation, would
predict child compliance to the nonmaternal figure. In the follow-
ing regressions, child gender, cognitive level (MDI), and emotion
regulation were entered first in order to partial out variance related
to child-related effects. Maternal warm control was entered in the
second step because this measure was collected in a setting similar
to the one in which the criterion variable was collected and
because it is theoretically the strongest predictor of child social-
ization. In the third, fourth, and fifth blocks, the mother’s sensitive
regulation during free play, the child’s social involvement with the
mother, and the mother’s mediation strategies in the structured
task, respectively, were entered. Using a parallel set of variables,
the second regression examined the prediction from caregiver–
child variables to the child’s self-regulated compliance to the
mother. Following the regression models, we examined differ-
ences in the magnitudes of the correlation coefficients according to
Cohen and Cohen’s (1983, p. 479) method for testing the differ-
ences in partial regression coefficients from the same sample. The
zero-order correlations between the predictors for each adult, prior
to the regressions, are presented in Table 4.

The results presented in Table 4 suggest that maternal sensitivity
was related to children’s cognition and emotion regulation, to
maternal mediation, and to child social involvement. Maternal and
paternal warm control tactics were related to child emotion regu-
lation. The caregiver’s sensitivity and warm control, on the other
hand, were unrelated to children’s cognition or emotion regulation.
The two measures collected during free play—adult sensitive
regulation and child social involvement—were significantly cor-
related in all three interactions.

The results of the regression models are reported in Table 5. As
can be seen in Table 5, children’s self-regulated compliance to the

caregiver was uniquely related to children’s developmental level
and emotion regulation, to the mother’s warm control, and to the
mother’s sensitive style, and the model as a whole was significant.
The model predicting child compliance to the mother from the
caregiver’s behavior was not significant.

Tests of the differences in the beta coefficients indicated that the
beta coefficient relating mother’s warm control with self-regulated
compliance to the caregiver was significantly higher than the
coefficient relating caregiver’s warm control with child compli-
ance to the mother (t � 3.89, p � .01). Similarly, the coefficient
relating child compliance to the caregiver with maternal sensitive
regulation was higher than the coefficient relating compliance to
the mother with the caregiver’s sensitive approach (t � 2.95, p �
.05). Thus, whereas the child’s internalized compliance to the
caregiver was predicted by maternal interactive behavior, compli-
ance to the mother was not found to be predicted by the behavior
of the nonparental social agent.2

An exploratory analysis predicting child self-regulated compli-
ance to the father from maternal variables, and vice versa, was
conducted using similar regression models. Both models proved
insignificant: R2 � .08, F(7, 33) � 0.68, p � .10 for child

2 To determine whether maternal warm control added unique variance
above and beyond that contributed by caregiver warm control, we con-
ducted a similar regression predicting compliance to the caregiver from
maternal variables with caregiver warm control entered at the fourth step
prior to maternal warm control. The model was significant, R2 total � .35,
F(8, 80) � 5.01, p � .001. Caregiver warm control contributed unique
variance, � � .26, R2 � .04, Fchange � 3.61, p � .05; maternal warm
control added unique variance above and beyond caregiver warm control,
� � .31, R2 � .08, Fchange � 4.54, p � .05; and maternal sensitive
regulation made a significant contribution above and beyond maternal and
caregiver warm control, � � .28, R2 � .04, Fchange � 3.73, p � .05.

Table 3
Partial Correlations Relating Child Self-Regulated Compliance to the Three
Social Agents With Adult and Child Variables

Variable

Child self-regulated compliance

To mother
(n � 90)

To caregiver
(n � 90)

To father
(n � 42)

Child developmental level (MDI) .18 .34** .17
Child emotion regulation .22* .35** .30*
Adult and child interactive behavior

Compliance situation
Adult warm control .40** .43** .42**

Free play
Adult sensitive regulation .34** .04 .33*
Child social involvement .15 .26* .18

Teaching session
Adult mediation .24* .10 .27

Child-rearing philosophies
Perceived efficacy .30** .31*
Malleability of development .32** .30*
Relations with parent/caregiver .10 .18

Note. Correlations including mothers’ and fathers’ variables control for child gender and birth order; corre-
lations including caregiver variables control for child gender and caregiver’s education, experience, adult-to-
child ratio, and warm style in the group observation. df � 86 for mother variables, 83 for caregiver variables,
and 38 for father variables. MDI � mental development index from the Bayley Scales of Infant Development.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.
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compliance to the mother, and R2 � .09, F(7, 33) � 0.85, p � .10
for child compliance to the father. Although the difference in
sample sizes does not allow a conclusive statement, it is possible
that the prediction from one parent to the other may not be as
strong as the prediction from maternal interactive behavior to the
child’s socialized behavior toward a nonkin female agent.3

Discussion

Most theories of social development presuppose that socializa-
tion begins at home and is generalized to children’s relationships
with adults outside the family setting. This assumption has not yet
been subjected to systematic validation, nor can it be easily con-
firmed. The present study provides a first step by assessing con-
sistencies in children’s socialized behavior toward parents and
nonparental social agents. The results show both mean-level and
rank-order stability in toddler’s self-regulated compliance to par-
ents and caregivers. Internalized compliance to each social agent
was related to the child’s emotion regulation and the adult’s warm
control discipline, providing support for perspectives emphasizing
the dual role of parenting and child temperament in socialization
(Feldman, Greenbaum, & Yirmiya, 1999; Kochanska, 1997) and
extending these perspectives to nonparental adults. Maternal sen-
sitivity and discipline predicted self-regulated compliance to the
caregiver. This prediction was stronger than the prediction from
caregiver sensitivity and discipline to the child’s compliance to the
mother and remained significant when we controlled for the care-
giver’s disciplinary tactics. Although the data cannot provide de-
finitive proof of the hypothesis that socialization generalizes from
the mother to other agents, the results are consistent with the

theory and may further our understanding of socialization pro-
cesses as children enter meaningful relationships outside the
family.

Stability in toddlers’ self-regulated compliance to the three
social agents was observed in mean level and rank order, indicat-
ing a developmental phenomenon with high cross-setting consis-
tency (Kagan, 1980; Rutter, 1984). Although children’s compli-
ance to fathers was higher than their compliance to mothers,
self-regulated compliance to caregivers did not differ significantly
from self-regulated compliance to either parent. Mean-level and
rank-order stability was also observed for the adults’ warm control
discipline, which may suggest that more socialized children elicit
a more optimal disciplinary approach from any adult in their
environment. This high intersituation consistency in adult and
child behavior was unique to the compliance setting. No rank-
order concordance between parents and caregivers was found for
any adult or child behavior in the free-play or teaching interac-
tions. In line with the theory, it is possible that the domain of
socialization is marked by a higher level of consistency between
parents and other agents than are other domains of the parent–
child relationship. Such consistency may be important in order to
instill in children universal rules of proper social conduct.

Two factors emerged as repeated correlates of self-regulated
compliance to the three adults: children’s emotion regulation and

3 An exploratory regression analysis predicting child compliance to the
caregiver from maternal variables using a random subset of 42 mothers and
caregivers showed results similar to those of the regression reported in
Table 4 for the entire sample.

Table 4
Bivariate Correlations Between Predictor Variables for Mothers, Caregivers, and Fathers

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

Mothers (n � 90)

1. Child cognitive level — .04 .16 .26* .27* .02
2. Child emotion regulation — .28** .20* .01 .18
3. Adult warm control — .11 .02 .04
4. Adult sensitive regulation — .38** .25*
5. Child social involvement — .22*
6. Adult mediation —

Caregivers (n � 90)

1. Child cognitive level — .04 .05 .16 .00 .06
2. Child emotion regulation — .10 .08 .12 .03
3. Adult warm control — .10 .24* .14
4. Adult sensitive regulation — .35** .22*
5. Child social involvement — .15
6. Adult mediation —

Fathers (n � 42)

1. Child cognitive level — .04 .21 .00 .15 .13
2. Child emotion regulation — .29* .10 .20 .07
3. Adult warm control — .04 .14 .02
4. Adult sensitive regulation — .55*** .52***
5. Child social involvement — .47**
6. Adult mediation —

* p � .05. ** p � .01. *** p � .001.
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adults’ warm control. The relations between children’s emotion
regulation and socialization to the mother have been reported
previously (Feldman, Greenbaum, & Yirmiya, 1999; Stifter et al.,
1999), and child temperament has been shown to interact with
parenting style to shape the development of conscience (Kochan-
ska, 1995, 1997). The present findings demonstrate that children’s
emotion regulation is related to socialized behavior toward the
father and the nonparental agent as well and may possibly con-
tribute to children’s compliance in any setting. Furthermore, the
correlation between emotion regulation and the child’s compliance
to the caregiver remained significant even when we controlled for
the quality of center care in terms of the caregiver’s experience,
education, adult-to-child ratio, and interactive style, factors that are
important determinants in children’s compliance (Howes &
Olenick, 1986), pointing to the strength of the association between
emotion regulation and compliance. Similarly, the adult’s warm
control was related to child compliance in all interactions. The
well-demonstrated relation of parental discipline that places clear
boundaries, respects the child’s autonomy, relies on dialogue, and
minimizes power assertion with child socialization and internal-
ization (Crockenberg, 1987; Kuczynski et al., 1987; Maccoby &
Martin, 1983) appears to be applicable in adult–child relationships
outside the family as well. These findings suggest that adult
behavior marked by respect, limits, and dialogue is conducive to
child socialization in any relationship and lend further support to
perspectives that stress the role of the adult’s dialogical style in
social and moral development (e.g., Emde, 1992; Kochanska,
1994).

In contrast to emotion regulation and adult warm control, other
correlates of self-regulated compliance were relationship specific.
Mothers’ and fathers’ sensitive regulation during free play and
parental child-rearing philosophies that included a sense of effi-
cacy and belief in the malleability of child development were
related to internalized compliance to the parents. Compliance to
the caregiver, on the other hand, was associated with child factors:
cognitive skills, emotion regulation, and social involvement at
play. Caregiver sensitivity, mediation, and child-rearing philoso-
phies were unrelated to the child’s compliance to the caregiver.4

Thus, whereas the entire range of parental behavior and attitudes
may contribute to the development of socialized behavior, com-

pliance to the nonparental agent appears to be unrelated to behav-
iors outside the immediate disciplinary encounter. It is possible
that children do not have sufficient one-on-one interactions with
the caregiver for her individual style and beliefs to have a lasting
impact on them. It is also possible that more advanced, regulated,
and socially involved children are more adept at demonstrating
socialized behavior at child care or at eliciting optimal discipline
from nonparental figures. Another explanation may relate to the
fact that children’s day-care experience is essentially a group
experience, and factors related to the caregiver’s style in the group,
rather than to her one-on-one behavior, may be more meaningful
to children’s socialization in the child-care setting.

Maternal behavior in each interactive setting was associated
with children’s self-regulated compliance to the mother, including
sensitivity during free play, mediation of the learning task, and
warm control discipline. These maternal interactive patterns index
the maternal dialogical style at different developmental stages
spanning early infancy through the toddler years. Maternal sensi-
tivity is established in the first weeks of life and constitutes a stable
maternal attribute across infancy (Belsky, Rovine, & Taylor, 1984;
Feldman et al., 1997). Maternal elaboration of the child’s symbolic
output develops toward the end of the 1st year with the emergence
of symbolic representation in word and gesture (Bretherton &
Bates, 1984), and active parental discipline begins in the 2nd year
of life along with the development of moral awareness (Kagan,
1984). In line with the theory, each stage of the maternal dialogical
style may contribute to the development of child socialization.
Dialogical parenting begins with maternal sensitive adaptation to
the infant’s signals and the provision of consistent presence, con-
tinues with the expansion of the child’s symbolic world, and
culminates in the parent’s negotiation, respect, and clear guide-
lines. The two child-rearing philosophies associated with internal-
ized compliance similarly index the two sides of the dialogical
parental style. Efficacy concerns the parent’s ability to provide

4 Although the correlations between caregivers’ philosophies and child
compliance should be treated with caution because of the small N, the
magnitude of the coefficients is low, suggesting little association between
variables.

Table 5
Regression Models Predicting Child Self-Regulated Compliance to Caregiver From Maternal
Variables and Predicting Child Self-Regulated Compliance to Mother From Caregiver Variables

Variable

Child compliance to caregiver Child compliance to mother

� R2 change Fchange � R2 change Fchange

Child gender .19 .03 2.51 .16 .02 1.32
Bayley MDI .27* .06 3.94* .19 .02 .86
Emotion regulation .29* .07 4.13* .20* .03 2.05
Maternal warm control .39** .08 6.57** .14 .02 .97
Sensitive regulation .31* .04 3.66* .03 .00 .13
Child involvement .07 .00 .23 .11 .01 .45
Adult mediation .12 .02 .88 .10 .01 .38

Note. For child compliance to caregiver, R2 total � .31, F(8, 80) � 4.72, p � .01; for child compliance to
mother, R2 total � .11, F(7, 81) � 0.76, p � .10. Bayley MDI � Bayley Scales of Infant Development mental
development index.
* p � .05. ** p � .01.
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boundaries and handle difficulties, whereas malleability relates to
the parent’s belief that development is open to social influences
and can be modified by positive, supportive parenting.

The model predicting children’s self-regulated compliance to
the caregiver from child and maternal factors was significant,
whereas the parallel prediction from caregiver interactive behavior
to children’s compliance to the mother was not. In particular,
maternal sensitivity was uniquely predictive of children’s compli-
ance to the caregiver, above and beyond mothers’ and caregivers’
discipline. The centrality of maternal sensitivity to the social and
emotional development of children has been repeatedly addressed
in the attachment literature. The present results are consistent with
both the attachment and socialization perspectives and emphasize
the role of maternal sensitivity during nondisciplinary encounters
in shaping children’s socialized conduct toward parents as well as
familiar adults outside the family setting. Thus, although the
results cannot confirm the theoretical position that socialized be-
havior is generalized from parents to nonparental agents, the data
are consistent with the theory, and the theory provides a plausible
explanation for the findings. The preliminary findings that mater-
nal and paternal interactive variables did not predict internalized
compliance to the other parent may suggest that the mechanism of
generalization is specific in agent and direction and operates
primarily from the mother to nonmaternal female social agents.
Other mechanisms, such as co-parenting, may be involved in the
development of children’s willing embrace of the maternal and
paternal rules of conduct. However, these are preliminary hypoth-
eses, and much further research is required to map the develop-
ment of children’s socialization as it is shaped by the growing
number of caring adults children encounter throughout their child-
hood and adolescence.

Finally, gender-related differences were found in parents’ and
children’s behaviors. In line with previous research (Lytton, 1979;
Power et al., 1994), toddlers showed more self-regulated compli-
ance to fathers, which suggests that children mobilize more regu-
latory efforts during encounters with their fathers or that fathers
find ways to elicit more socialized behavior from young children.
Also consistent with previous research (Kochanska et al., 2001)
was the finding that girls showed more self-regulated compliance
and were more socially involved during free play than were boys.
Fathers also placed more value on the ongoing relationship be-
tween parents and caregivers than did either mothers or caregivers.
In addition, more gender-related effects were found for fathers
than for mothers or caregivers. Fathers showed higher levels of
sensitive regulation and warm control discipline toward girls than
toward boys. Differences related to parent and child gender in
various measures of socialization have been described, including
discipline, sex-typing behavior, parental speech, interactive pat-
terns, and the relations between temperament and parenting, but
the direction of the effects differs according to the domain studied,
the child’s age, and the research tool (Bezirganian & Cohen, 1992;
Eisenberg, Wolchik, Goldberg, & Engel, 1992; Fagot & Hagan,
1991; Leaper, 2000; Leaper, Anderson, & Sanders, 1998). The
present data are consistent with two meta-analyses demonstrating
stronger gender-related differences for fathers across domains of
socialization (Lytton & Romney, 1991; Siegal, 1987). Future re-
search examining gender-related effects in adult and child social-
ization should use a full Adult Gender � Kin matrix and include

socialized behavior toward both male and female nonparental
social agents.

Methodological Issues in the Study of Caregiver–Child
Relationships

The methodological problem of nonindependence is inherent in
the study of group contexts. Nonindependence issues are similarly
inherent in research on family processes, for instance, in mother–
child relationships with twins, triplets, or siblings. In this study, the
issue of nonindependence was addressed in all analyses and dic-
tated the data analytic approach. Only 16 cases were compared in
the mean-level analyses, resulting in significantly lower degrees of
freedom than in observed cases. In the correlation and regression
analyses, only residualized variables were used. This limited the
number of possible predictors and precluded the development of a
full model from the data at hand. Such drawbacks, however,
should not discourage research on the development of children’s
relationships with nonkin significant adults. Children’s social
worlds comprise many groups in which one adult forms meaning-
ful relations with several children, as is the case in families,
schools, clubs, sports activities, choirs, religious institutions, or
army bases. Sophisticated methodology needs to be developed so
that future research may move beyond the frequently studied
mother–child dyad and explore the development of meaningful
adult–child relationships within and outside the family.

Cultural Processes, Limitations, and Future Research

Some attributes of the Israeli society and child-care experience
may be important to consider in the interpretation of the findings.
Family composition in Israel is still traditional, and all children in
the study came from two-parent middle-class families. Such se-
lection criteria may have increased the homogeneity of the sample
in comparison with samples in U.S. child-care research, possibly
minimizing the effects of potential confounds. On the other hand,
the level of Israeli center care is lower than that in many Western
countries, and the difference primarily relates to the high adult-to-
child ratio and the low formal training for caregivers (Sagi, Koren-
Karie, Gini, Ziv, & Joels, 2002). These conditions may have had
some effect on the caregivers’ or children’s interactive behavior.
Another limitation of the study was that father–child data were
available for only half of the sample. Although no differences were
found between families, children, and caretakers for participants
with and without father data on any of the variables studied here,
it is possible that the fathers who participated comprise a sub-
sample of highly involved or skilled fathers. Still, the major goal
of the study was to compare children’s self-regulated compliance
to the mother with compliance to a nonmaternal familiar figure.
Father data, albeit incomplete, were presented in order to provide
preliminary comparisons among fathers, mothers, and caregivers,
and much further research is required to understand the father’s
role in socialization.

The generalization of children’s socialized behavior from home
to the wider social world through childhood and beyond requires
considerable further study. Future research may investigate the
longitudinal relationships between mother–child relations prior to
placement at child care and the child’s compliance behavior to
caregivers. Similarly, comparisons of child compliance to parents
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and nonparental adults in later childhood and adolescence merit
further study. Inasmuch as current social theories tend to empha-
size the foundation learned at home and practiced in the parent–
child relationship and the relation of that foundation to the child’s
later moral sense and functioning within society, empirical re-
search needs to follow theory in describing those links in detail.
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