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ABSTRACT

This research compared samples of mothers and fathers of 3-5 year old preschoolers in
suburban Provo (Utah, USA: 100 mothers, 78 fathers) and Sapporo (Japan: 172 mothers, 172
fathers). It focused on issues including parenting styles and behavior, co-sleeping, co-
bathing, influences of neighbors and grandparents on children, and parental and child time
use. Comparative analyses revealed different factor structures of items related to parent-
ing style/behavior, between the Provo and Sapporo samples. The results also suggested
both cultural variations and similarities in parents’ reports of the contexts (neighborhoods,
extended family, parental employment) of child development, and demonstrated the impor-
tance of considering religious group membership and historical trends in the study of
parent-child relations.

Key words: Parenting, Co-sleeping, Grandparents, Cross-cultural, Time use, Neighbor-
hood, Preschool children.

INTRODUCTION
It is the conventional wisdom of developmental psychologists that parents behave
differently toward their children based on the parents’ cultural values (Harkness & Super,
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1996). This assumption is based on over a half-century of cross-cultural research (Gar-
diner & Kosmitzki, 2005), and perhaps the best known two-culture comparisons in the
literature on parenting have been between Japanese and American parents (Fogel, Toda,
& Kawali, 1988; Miyake, Chen, & Campos, 1985; Shwalb & Shwalb, 1996). It is fair to say
that Japan has become part of the West, and that cultural comparisons must be based on
a new definition of culture and East/West. As Azuma (2005) wrote recently, our “tradi-
tional” definition of culture (as societies, nations, other social groupings) must be distin-
guished from “functional” culture, which is “the total set of cultures that constitute the
milieu for the activities and development of a person or a group of people” (p. xii).

Because Japanese and American cultures and the context in which children develop
continue to change historically, it is necessary to continually update the research literature
with new studies. Indeed, contrasts made between Japanese and Americans decades ago
may not be replicable in the 215 century. It was the goal of the present study to revisit
several assumptions about the contexts and patterns of childrearing in the U.S. and Japan.
This paper focuses on parental self-reports about the following issues, all of which have
been previously compared between Japanese and American samples: (1) co-sleeping and
co-bathing, (2) grandparents, and (3) parent-child relationships. Previous research (Lebra,
1984; Schooler, 1996, Shwalb, Nakazawa, Yamamoto, & Hyun, 2003; Sugawara, 2005) led
to generalizations that would lead one to predict more co-sleeping and co-bathing, higher
involvement of grandparents, more intensely close mother-child relationships, and less
involved fathers, in Japanese families. We also asked questions about the involvement of
neighbors in the lives of preschool children, because the role of neighbors and neighbor-
hoods has seldom been an issue in previous Japan-U.S. psychological comparisons.

The data presented here are from a four-culture (U.S., Japan, Korea, Indonesia)
questionnaire survey data set about cultural, parental, and religious group influences on
child development. For the remainder of this paper, we shall refer to our samples as from
Provo (Utah, U.S.) and Sapporo (Japan). We do not claim that our samples represent their
respective national populations, but the comparisons between the two samples are still
illuminating because each sample exemplifies the influence of multiple contexts on child
development. But only one of those contexts was that of the national culture; children are
viewed in this report as also influenced by their family’s religion, their physical environ-
ment, the membership of their social networks, and numerous other contextual variables.

METHOD

Participants were parents of children attending middle-class suburban preschools in
the Provo (100 mothers, 78 fathers), Sapporo (172 mothers, 172 fathers). The mean ages of
parents were as follows: Provo mothers=35.10 (SD =5.87), fathers=236.36 (SD =5.93);
Sapporo mothers=32.99 (SD =4.97), fathers=235.11 (SD=5.56). Children in both samples
were between ages 3-5 with 4-year olds the modal age group in both cities. The Provo
sample consisted of members of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints. The
Sapporo sample was from the suburbs of Sapporo and answered the same questions as did
the Provo sample. But based on the decision of the researchers religious group affiliation
was not considered an appropriate question for the Sapporo sample. Children brought
6-page questionnaires home from their preschools to be filled out by their mothers and
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fathers; the overall return rate of 60% was equivalent in the two cities. In addition to
demographic questions, the data presented here were taken from the portions of the
questionnaire titled “You and Your Family,” “Your Preschool Child’s Daily Life,” “Rela-
tionships,” and “Your Style and Practices as a Parent.” The original questionnaires are
available from the authors on request.

RESULTS
Co-Sleeping and Co-Bathing

Given the options of sleeping in one’s own bedroom or with others, parents reported
that a significantly greater proportion of Sapporo preschoolers shared a bedroom with
others than was the case in Provo, X*(1)=91.96, p <.001. However, in both groups the
majority of children still reportedly slept in the same room with others.

Asked whether the child bathed alone or with others, a significantly greater proportion
of Sapporo preschoolers co-bathed than was the case in Provo, X*(1)=155.96, p <.001. But
as in the case of co-sleeping, the modal response in both samples was to bathe with others.
Presence of Grandparents

Most parents in both cities answered “no” to the question, “Does a grandparent live in
yvour household?” But the percentage of families with grandparents in residence was
higher in Sapporo (12.07%) than in Provo (under 2%), X*(1)=14.01, p<.001.

Ewmployment and Childrearing

On average, Sapporo fathers (mean=50.20, SD =15.60 hours) worked longer hours than
did the Provo fathers (mean—41.52 hours, SD —14.96 hours), F'(494)=7.36, p <.001. Simi-
larly, Sapporo mothers (mean=18.05, SD =19.71 hours) reportedly worked longer hours
than Provo mothers (mean=28.51, SD =14.60 hours), F(324)=18.31, p <.001.

Time Use

Table 1 presents the daily number of hours children were reported as sharing time with
their fathers, with their mothers, and alone. Provo mothers and fathers spent significantly
more time with children on weekdays than Sapporo parents, but Sapporo mothers spent
significantly more time with children on weekends than Provo mothers. Over 95% of
mothers and fathers in both cities reported that their spouses had “a close relationship”
with the child. For both weekdays and weekends, Provo parents reported that their
children spent more awake time alone than did Sapporo parents.

Table 1. Comparisons of child’s mean time use (hours) with mother, with father, and alone

Hours spent--- Provo Sapporo t P
sharing activity with mother on weekday 5.63 (4.61) 4.22 (3.69) 3.68 <.001
sharing activity with mother on weekend days 5.63 (4.79) 7.19 (5.82) 2.96 <.01
sharing activity with father on weekday 1.93 (2.36) 1.41 (1.60) 2.79 <.01
sharing activity with father on weekend days 4.27 (3.91) 4.69 (4.45) 1.03 NS
alone (when awake) on weekday 1.23 (1.37) 0.43 (0.80) 7.41 <.001
alone (when awake) on weekend days 1.04 (1.35) 0.52 (1.28) 3.87 <001

Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.
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Neighbors and Neighborhoods

Asked “How well do some of your neighbors know about your parenting and your
child’s home life?” significantly greater proportions of Sapporo responded “not well” or
“not well at all,” while Provo parents were more likely to respond “well” or “very well,”
XA7)=40.66, p <.001. We next asked parents “How involved are some of your neighbors
with your child’s daily life?” and while the modal response in both cities was “not involved,”
a significantly greater proportion of Sapporo parents reportedly were not involved, X *(6)=
25.31, p<.001. Finally, when asked “How does your neighbors’ knowledge of and involve-
ment with your own children compare with that of your neighbors when you were a child?”
the Provo parents reported that neighbors are more involved now, whereas Sapporo
parents reported that neighbors were more involved in the past, X*(7)=108.25, p <.001.
Parental Style/ Practices

Factor Structures. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for the overall sample,
and then separately for the sample from each city. The factor loadings for the respective
samples are presented in Tables 2 and 3. Analysis of data from both groups produced a
7-factor structure, but the items loading on each factor and several of the labels appropri-
ate for factors were different between the two groups. For the Sapporo sample, the
Cumulative Variance explained was 55.80%; for Provo it was 58.289;. These results
included some factors derived only for one sample (e.g., “Guilt/Shame” in Provo; “Direc-
tive” in Sapporo), and also some factors with similar labels but different item combinations
between the samples (e.g., “Self-expression”).

Mean comparisons. When the data for both cities were combined, the factor analysis
derived yet another set of 7 factors, with various labels and item combinations. There-
fore, it was not appropriate to create composite variables based on these factors to
compare the two samples, and the mean comparisons presented in Table 4 are for each
individual item. Two-way ANOVAS for the effects of city (Provo, Sapporo) and partici-
pant gender (mother, father) generally revealed differences between the Provo and Sapporo
groups, but there were few differences between mothers and fathers in their ratings of
parental style/behavior items. Interaction effects presented in Table 4 were significant
for about half of these items, suggesting that one or the other gender was responsible for
many of the Provo/Sapporo main effects.

DISCUSSION
Generalizations

The analyses reported here suggested both cultural variations and commonalities in
parents’ reports. However, interpretations of these data are made here with caution
because our research team is still grappling with the meaning of the complex data set. We
cannot emphasize strongly enough the fact that the data were collected from samples of
parents from Provo, Utah, and Sapporo, Japan, i.e., the samples do not represent all parents
in either of the societies. It may be fair to say that the daily life settings, activities, and
relationships (i.e., the context of childrearing) in Provo can be identified to a strong degree
based on the participants’ membership in the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints
(Hart, Newell, & Sine, 2000). For the other group, in Sapporo, religion would not be
considered an important influence on parenting behavior and thinking. This can be seen



Table 2. Sapporo Factor Analysis

Factorl Factor2 Factord Factord Factor5 Factor6 Factor?

Factor 1 (EV=3.57, % variance=16.24) Self-expression (T &IR)
e. Encourage child to express self even when disagrees with parents 0.68

f. Encourage child to talk about consequences of behavior 0.68

Factor 2 (EV =2.15, % variance=9.76)— Indirective (Rij¥ERT)
1. Let my child know he/she has to be obedient and respectful, in order to be loved 0.73

o. Punish by taking away privileges or rewards, rather than giving explanations 0.66
t. Teach my child the value of bringing honor to, and not embarrassing, our family 0.61

Factor 3 (EV=1.56, % variance="7.11)— Directive (§7R#7)

FELOBERNWHEEIRFTY, FEDBKZLESD
®¥HL5193
FEH, IHINSTExLEEED
2X9iT 3

RLMh%E, Bhi

BABTFEONE oD, B Z e EHWTBITHEEL
CLARBREESRVWETFELIIHZS
FrowdEiebx s, SETHHET L0 b, B
BHROP T U H T

KEC > TIRTLLLS W, BN LI B2 %52T5
FIWLFELITWVD

c.Direct child exactly what to do 0.52 FEBRTILINE I LB EBALEHT S

d. Discourage child from showing off skills or knowledge to get attention 0.49 FELHPAERALTELLT, BHOBELR I &0
BEHEVLLT IO R LR, SEHEVIIRXTS

h. Expect child to be close by me when playing 0.73 FxRE &, RROHDEL EZA2THATIELWERS

q. Set and follow through on clear and firm limits 0.52 Lo 32L&, BoEDLEbALLIEEN S
DL 2T, FRREDES

Factor 4 (EV=150, % variance=6.82)—Confidence/anxiety (B{E/F%)

b. Am anxious about being a good enough parent 0.80 TEHEHRVE, THEIHEIDILER

j. Have confidence in my own effectiveness as a parent —0.83 BELTOBROHNBICHEND S

Factor 5 (EV=1.26, % variance =5.70)— Indulgence (HA &8 3)

g. Encourage feelings of guilt when my child’s behavior causes harm 0.47 FEODBARZKEREMIS, FEDBIK "BV, twn)
BEREFLE5E51T 3

i. Give in to child’s wishes, because at preschool age kids don’t yet have reasoning powers —0.40 R, EPTHERTERVOT, BRTELOR®
Dlhwlksiczes

k. In public situations, would rather give in to the child than risk confrontation or a tantrum —0.44 ABITIE, FEDEERELIZOMAL o REIXH S
L0, FELORD LS ES

m. Let child take care of himself/herself 0.68 FEHBRHESOI LEBESTEES

Factor 6 (EV=1.17, % variance=5.33)—Positive in approach (FEHEAY)

n. Praise child for behaving in a way that brings honor to our family 0.74 KEOEBERD LRI e® LIS, FELEREDD

p. Remind children that they are greatly indebted to their elders 0.53 TEHI OO Bz, BREAZEELOA) OB
WFTHB, LI EERTD

u. Tell child I appreciate what he/she tries to accomplish 0.46 BREBEETPOETLIET 2 IR EwS 2L
EFFELKED

Factor 7 (EV=1.07, % variance =4.85)—Management/control (3> b O—JL/EE)

a. Allow child to make a choice, even though I have already expressed a different preference —0.73 FTELOEFADPEFELE->THTH, TELIREFS
RbDOREITES

r. Show strong anger to child 0.49 FELEEIBS

s. Spank when child is disobedient 0.49 FELDED T &R EhR0LERL, 727

Mean Correlation Within Factor Items 0.37 0.28 0.18 0.47 0.21 0.22 0.23

Note. Minimum Eigenvalue=1.0, Varimax rotation following Principle Components analysis.
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Table 3. Provo Factor Analysis

Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factord

Factor6

Factor?

Factor 1 (EV =340, % variance=15.45)— Discipline

i. Give in to child’s wishes, because at preschool age kids don’t yet have reasoning powers
j. Have confidence in my own effectiveness as a parent

k. In public situations, would rather give in to the child than risk confrontation or a tantrum
o. Punish by taking away privileges or rewards, rather than giving explanations

q. Set and follow through on clear and firm limits

Factor 2 (EV =291, % variance=13.23) —Self-expression

a. Allow child to make a choice, even though I have already expressed a different preference
e. Encourage child to express self even when disagrees with parents

f. Encourage child to talk about consequences of behavior

u. Tell child I appreciate what he/she tries to accomplish

Factor 3 (EV=1.68, % variance=7.62)— Family-centered

n. Praise child for behaving in a way that brings honor to our family

t. Teach my child the value of bringing honor to, and not embarrassing, our family
p. Remind children they are greatly indebted to their elders

Factor 4 (EV=1.45, 9 variance=©6.39)— Conflict
c. Direct child exactly what to do

r. Show strong anger to child

s. Spank when child is disobedient

Factor 5 (EV=1.25, % variance=>5.66)—Autonomy
b. Am anxious about being a good enough parent
h. Expect child to be close by me when playing
m. Let child take care of himself/herself

Factor 6 (EV=1.17, % variance=>5.30)—Guilt/Shame
g. Encourage feelings of guilt when my child’s behavior causes harm
v. Tell child to be ashamed of misbehavior

Factor 7 (EV=1.02, % variance=4.64) —Conformity
d. Discourage child from showing off skills or knowledge to get attention

1. Let my child know he/she has to be obedient and respectful, in order to be loved
Mean Correlation Within Factor Items

0.65
—0.61
0.71
0.48
—0.64

0.70
0.75
0.51
0.57

0.86
0.79
0.39

0.63
0.60
0.81

0.61
0.82
—0.65

0.28 0.32 0.39 0.32 0.27

0.85
0.57

0.41

0.78
0.44
0.14

Nofe. Minimum Eigenvalue=1.0, Varimax rotation following Principle Components analysis.
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Table 4. Mean Comparisons of Item Ratings: Parental Style/Behavior

Mean Pro Moth | Mean Pro Fath [Mean Sa Moth{ Mean Sa Fath |  Culture Gender Interaction effect
Factor 1: Controlling Through Emotions (EV =5.07, % variance = 23.06)
c. Direct child exactly what to do 3.21(1.07) | 3.21(1.09) 4.74 (.90) 4.35(.99) |Sa>Pro***| M>F* Sa: M>F, Pro M=F*
g. Encourage feelings of guilt when my child’s behavior causes harm 3.30(1.16) | 3.49(1.03) 5.60 (.61) 5.33(.71) Sa>Pro***| / Sa: M>F, Pro M<F*
p- Remind children that they are greatly indebted to their elders 1.97 (.96) 2.28 (1.14) 3.99(1.19) 3.91(1.03) |Sa>DPro***| / Sa: M=F, Pro M<F*
r. Show strong anger to child 2.32(.92) 2.49(1.04) | 4.20(1.09) | 3.72(L.12) {Sa>Pro***|/ Sa: M>F, Pro M=F*
v. Tell child to be ashamed of misbehavior 234 (1.18) | 2.64(1.08) | 4.66(.93) 438(90) |[Sa>Pro***|/ Sa: M>F, US M<F*
Factor 2: Firm and Appreciative (EV =251, % variance=11.40)
f. Encourage child to talk about consequences of behavior 4.54 (1.05) 4.63(1.02) | 4.01(1.12) 3.88(1.11) |Pro>Sa***|/ /
q. Set and follow through on clear and firm limits 4.14(.96) 4.22(1.04) | 4.03(97) 3.86(96) |Pro>Sa** |/ /
u. Tell child T appreciate what he/she tries to accomplish 512 (.67) 514 (71) 4.81 (.97) 4.42(1.10) {Pro>Sa***| M>F* Sa: M>F, Pro M=F*
Factor 3: Punitive (EV =160, % variance="7.25)
1. Let my child know he/she has to be obedient and respectful, in order to be loved 1.72 (.88) 2.00(1.10) | 3.31(1.41) | 3.27(1.33) |Sa>Pro***|/ /
o. Punish by taking away privileges or rewards, rather than giving explanations 2.21 (.95) 250(1.02) | 241(1.13) | 252(1.06) |/ F>M* /
s. Spank when child is disobedient 1.91 (.92) 2.08(1.03) | 3.03(1.55) | 2.61(1.49) |Sa>Pro***|/ Sa: M>F, Pro M=F*
Factor 4: Grants Autonomy (EV =1.23, % variance=5.60)
a. Allow child to make a choice, even though I have already expressed a different preference | 3.73(1.02) | 3.53 (1.20) 4.19(.92) 4.35(.99) Sa>Pro*** | / Sa: M<F, Pro M>F*
e. Encourage child to express self even when disagrees with parents 356(1.11) | 3.36(1.24) | 391(1.17) | 3.76(1.21) |Sa>Pro***|/ /
m. Let child take care of himself/herself 3.29(1.18) | 3.42(1.68) | 4.45(=89) 4.39(81) |Sa>Pro***|/ /
Factor 5: Yielding and Non-Confrontative to Child (EV=1.19, 9% variance=5.42)
d. Discourage child from showing off skills or knowledge to get attention 2.36 (1.11) | 2.55(1.31) | 3.09(1.14) | 3.02(1.12) |Sa>Pro***|/ /
h. Expect child to be close by me when playing 2.87 (1.24) 3.23(1.33) 4.80 (.99) 4.13(1.21) |Sa>Pro***|/ Sa: M>F, Pro M<F*
i. Give in to child’s wishes, because at preschool age kids don't yet have reasoning powers 1.89 (.73) 2.00 (.88) 3.05(1.02) 3.45(1.01) |Sa>Pro***| F>M* /
k. In public situations, would rather give in to the child than risk confrontation or a tantrum | 2.13 (93) 2.17 (.99) 2.78(1.06) | 2.88(1.11) {Sa>Pro*** |/ /
Factor 6: Anxiety & Low Confidence as Parent (EV=1.06, 9% variance=4.84)
b. Am anxious about being a good enough parent 4.32(1.46) | 3.99(1.47) 3.81(1.15) 3.20(1.23) |Pro>Sa*** | M>F*** /
j. Have confidence in my own effectiveness as a parent 4.17 (.97) 433(1.05) | 2.75(1.02) | 3.35(1.09) | Pro>Sa*** | F>M*** Sa: F>M, Pro F=M*
Factor 7: Shows Value for Family Honor (EV=1.02, % variance=4.63)
n. Praise child for behaving in a way that brings honor to our family 4.25(1.26) | 4.35(1.21) | 4.49(1.27) | 4.77(1.04) [Sa>Pro** |/ /
t. Teach my child the value of bringing honor to, and not embarrassing, our family 2.65 (1.20) 3.08(1.10) | 2.37(1.09) 253(1.04) |Pro>Sa***| F>M** /
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in comparing the two groups’ response to the statement “Religion plays an important part
in my thinking about children”: the modal response on a 6-point scale in Provo was
“strongly agree,” whereas the modal response in Sapporo was “strongly disagree.” The
Sapporo sample was more likely to be representative of the broader Japanese middle class
population, but in both Sapporo and Provo “functional culture” (Azuma, 2005) incorporates
many other contextual influences than simply religion. It is difficult with the present data
set, for instance, to distinguish between the effects of religion, geography, social class,
politics, and other contextual influences.

Group Comparisons: Similarities and Differences

Some of our results confirmed expectations set by previous research comparing family
life in Japan and the United States. For example, co-sleeping, co-bathing, and three-
generation families were statistically more common, in absolute numbers, in Sapporo than
in Provo. Yet the modal response for these three variables was actually similar between
the two cities.

Elsewhere, the number of hours worked by Sapporo fathers confirmed the stereotype
of Japanese workers, who make little distinction between overtime and regular work
hours. Infact, 58% of Sapporo fathers worked more than 50 hours/week and 129 worked
over 70 hours weekly, compared with only 28% over 50 hours and 49 over 70 hours weekly
among Provo fathers. The stereotype of the “professional Japanese housewife” has
already been dispelled (Sugawara, 2005), and in the present study 609 of the Sapporo
mothers and only 329 of the Provo mothers were employed outside the home. Yet 74%
of Sapporo mothers reported their occupational classification as “housewife.”

With regard to time use, it was notable that Provo mothers reported on average
exactly the same number of hours sharing activities with children on weekdays and
weekends. Provo fathers, along with Sapporo mothers and fathers, spent more time with
their children on the weekend than on weekdays. The finding of “weekend fathers” in
Sapporo confirms previous data on Japanese fathers (Shwalb et al., 2003), i.e., fathers work
long weekday hours and have restricted contact with their children except for weekends.
We may question the meaning of the 95% agreement by mothers in both cities with a global
statement that their husbands had close relationships with their children. This item
seemed particularly susceptible to a socially desirable response, which is an important issue
for the interpretation of any self-report measure. The additional question about time
spent alone suggested that neither Provo nor Sapporo preschoolers spend much time alone.
It is a possibility that there are different reasons for this finding in each culture, e.g., larger
family size and maternal involvement in Provo; smaller family size and involvement in
lessons and clubs in Japan. Further research is needed on children’s solitary time, given
Chen’s (1996) observation that Japanese parents often worry about their children being
lonely. In the present study, the modal response to the statement “Young children often
tend to be lonely” was “disagree” in Provo and “agree” in Sapporo.

Neighbors and neighborhoods seemed to have a different place in the lives of Provo
and Sapporo preschoolers. Provo adults were described as more aware of what goes on
in their neighbors’ families, and were more involved with their neighbors’ preschoolers.
An interesting historical trend was also observed in that Provo parents believed that people
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are more aware of their neighbors’ children now than in the past, whereas Sapporo parents
believed the opposite. This would suggest another topic for follow-up research, on the
effects of social change on the influence of neighbors on child development.

We tend to downplay the significance of mean differences in agreement with state-
ments about parental style/behavior, because the factor analyses indicated that these items
had differential significance and meaning in the two cities. Indeed the factor structure for
the parenting style/behavior items was quite different between the two samples. In
addition, there might have been a response bias among Sapporo participants to rate items
more positively than did Provo respondents, which further complicates comparisons of
group means.

Perhaps more important than the overall mean differences between the two cities was
the finding that Sapporo mothers rated style/behavior items more positively than did
Sapporo fathers, whereas the tendency was the opposite in the Provo sample with fathers
providing more positive ratings than did mothers. We must consider whether these
interaction effects (see Table 4) reflected response biases or different gender-related
mentalities in the two cities. Finally, the factor analyses showed that parental thinking
about children and childrearing may cluster around different concepts depending on one’s
cultural, religious or language group membership. Creating measures of parental style
that are comparable across languages and cultures remains a very difficult enterprise.

Conclusions

Overall the data reveal several findings of general interest to developmental psycholo-
gists. Most notably, the data showed that children in different geographical settings have
different types of relationships and activities. One drawback of the present study is that
it did not assess children’s developmental outcome measures, concentrating as it did on the
contexts in which children develop. We were nonetheless able to show that in some
regards, past notions of comparisons between “Americans and Japanese” lead to over-
generalizations. Above all, the present study showed the need to focus on intra-cultural
variations. One must always consider the nature of our participant populations, and in the
current study it was notable that many Provo (American) parents and children had some
experiences (e.g., co-sleeping) and relationships (weekend fathers) previously thought to be
more typical of Japanese parents and children. The data both confirmed and disconfirmed
various previous comparisons made between child development and families in Japan and
the U.S., and called attention to some topics (grandparents, neighbors, time alone, etc.)
worthy of further cross-cultural exploration.

We cannot take parental or children’s behavior or thinking in Provo or Sapporo to be
a national standard let alone a universal standard. There was no monolithic view of
children in either of our samples, although we may emphasize the influence of religious
values in the case of the Provo families. The goal of our ongoing analyses and follow-up
research will be to further clarify how culture is influenced by and influences children and
adults in a world where functional culture is replacing, or has already replaced, national
culture.
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