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. EDUCATION & WELFARE

Toward a Social Psychology of Childhood: From NATHORAL AT TMTROR

i 2 Patterns of Child Rearing to 19841 UUCED EXACTLY AS RECEWED FROM
THE PERSON OR DRGANIIATION ORIGIN
o ' SATED DO NOY NECESSARILY REPRE
uillard 1. lIartup SEMNT OF FICIAL NATIONAL m':nruli OF
= '_' = EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY
M * University of Minnesota
s S i '
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L It is now twenty-five years since data-gathering was completed for Patterns

of Child Rearinj (Sears, liaccoby, & Levin, 1957). The bpok itself was i:ub;ished in
1957 -- nearly tventy years ago -- marking the cuj.mination of the sort of research
on socialization  that had begun to take shape within the “personality and culture"
movenent of the 1930s and 1940s. Sevéral-aignific:ant works in this tradition were
to be published after 1957 o(e.g. , the Whitings' Six Cultures), but no more exten-
sive assessment of child development in the family context has appeared since. In
fact, interest in the processes of soc_ia_lizatiun ha;_beer'n in decline during most -
of the past t‘wenty years. . .

’ llo one circumstance was respr.:nsi ble for this decline, but several conditions
contributed: a) while the personality, l;heories_ o a quarter century ago wvere
richfy propaedeutic, they were weak in explanat.on with respect to ego gcognitive)

Qdevalopm;mt_ b) the theories of the time did not include elaborated notions nbc:ut

the manner in which th;e child himself contributes to his own socialization, and

c) the research strategies lacked predictive power, But Patterns of Child Rearing

vas a remarkable document. llaving recently re-read large chunks of it, I remain
3 4 : -lmpressed by its ingightfulness, and by the elegance of the interview that Eleanor
w Nlccoby and her colleagues created. As a dacmenl:ary device, ‘it has not been
Q surpassed in the history of child, development. But the network ot\t‘ucedeut- e .

ccmequmt relations that Robert Sears had hoped for did not emerge, nor did it

i m_mrge from Identificatiou and Child Rearing (Sesrs, Rau, & Alpert, _1_965) which

m came along nearly a decade later.

1 ' .
. Presidential address, Division on Developmental Psychology, American
Psychological Association, Washington, D.C,, September, 1976. °




About 1970 -- after a lon; hiatus -- interest in socialization research began
to stir once again. [Lnrollments iln :_‘,raduatl:c courses in social developnent
suddenly doubled; job placements with 'spac:‘i.alizations in socia].._ development went
be;ying; and there vere even claims that the sor:ial:izal:ion “half',-of the Thi.rd
Ldition of Carmichael's Ei_qg_u_all__o_f“_(_:_}_1_]'_._1_0__i’g‘;;halo;_zﬂ(iiussen, 1270) siw;.lld have been
hali of the total work instead of half -as big as Volume 1. But the ﬂcvelopmntal

* social pgychology emerging at this time is strilcingiy different from the develop-
nental social ;;sycholog_y of twenty years ago.

Perhaps the most significant difference between currenL interests 1n social
uevelopment and __t;lmsc of the past is the extent o whiéh ,t‘here hﬁs been a shif;:
from socialization (i.e. the processes leading to tl'_le integration of the indivi-
duel inl:o.socict‘;) to the social components of psychological development- (i.e., .the

* social conponents of perception and cognition, the.aocial contextual issues in
lanyuage developuent, the biological fegﬂ.'m‘.fors of social activity rsand the “
ad;ptaticnal-slguificance of social’experience). Impetus for the. nev social
development was supplied from many different quarters. 'Ff&gé'ﬁi‘s ‘(1932) vritings
: 3 :

(pnrticulariy his early work) proved to Le a goldmine. Harry and liargaret llarlow /
provided a grouﬁd~braa1.1ng theoretical medel. .‘Jtudents;‘of Lorenz and Tinberzen -~
began to lose their trepidations (aided and abetted by the masters theytselves)

_I.'about ‘applying evoluti_onary theory and nctho;ds to c.mtogencl:ic issues in human
behaviors Joim Duwlby (1Y6%) nroduced a remarkable synthesis in his s'tudy of. .
aI;ta;:hment. And Paul .-j?sseu (1U?0)npro-\rided hailf-—a—voltme_ plf"; crucial time for: _;'!
some needed ns:tabs at pulling ‘th‘e field together. B | ; T
“ » '1‘11é new breed of social/de\relopmgnt.:l psychulo;;ist.ia a.ve_ry ﬁdd specinen; I

5 Part unreconstruc._ted cognitive psycholojist, part unreconstructed social learniny -

theorist, zglnd part u:}reconst:rl;ctad evolutionist‘, mo.alr. gocial d'evelopmepﬁ specialists +

are eclectics. There is much talk about "1ntégr§£ion." but a new synthesis sl:j.il .

5 = _ &
lies in the future. Current studies in social cognitive psychology too frequently
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resamble mere applications of basic cognitive theory o social phenomena, evolu-
tionary advances tell us more abou: evolution .aan ontogeny; und. our theories of
action remain divorced from our‘theories about the development of social thought.
. Of special concern is the lack of g liaison between developmental and social
nsychology. ilogl: s;cial psychalosini:s acknowledge that certain individuals "out
there" are interested in children's sa“cialization, but social psychology has *
always been mainly concernedWith attitude and influence in the social behavior of
adults. As for the developmental psyﬁhologists, few darken the doors of Bynfpos;iﬂ
sponsored by Div’sion 5. Everyone of course, knows who Lewin was but it is
‘increasingly hard Lo get senio: r_',raduate students to give a coherent account of
~
his work as it has influenced current activities in developmental psycholf:gy. And
the psychology df attributicp? To most, that seems to have something to do with

individual differences; or, alternatively, it is a flaky kind of magical thinking

-~

in the pre-operational stage of cognitive de‘velopment.

To analyze the reasons for the schism betwesen developmental and social
psychology is beyond the scope of this palper. Rather, in the remainder of._ this
address, I want to assess where we have come in agcial development durinlg' the past
quarter century vith respect to five major ‘perspectives.’’ Herein, I ar;ule that a
socia.l ;:sychology of childhood must be: a) a developmental psychology; b) a -

i psycl?oiogy concerned with adaptation and, as such, must contain an evolutionary
i perspécl:i\ra and an ecological point of view ¢c) a ;msa;cultural psycholog-y: d) a
psychology of socﬁl systems as well as of socializing individuals; and 'e) a .
psychology with ar; historical point of view.

The developmental perspective : . g . we

That a social psychology of childhood should be a developmental psychology
would secm to be obvious. And yet, most of the literaturs on children's social

behavior is non-developmental. There are almost no developmental studies of social




attracfian; there ~v- very few Jevelupnental investigations of zroup relations;

there are only one or two developmental studies of croas-pressures, and only a few

age-related studies of aggression, altruism, and dspendency. Most of the older s

.

; "
theories, of course, were not developmen:al theories =~ Lev'n's wasn't, nor is * 18
. 4 .

nocial 'leam'ing l:hem; i8 most of its forms. Psychoanalysis provided a develop~
mental theory of great elegance but it has been a very difficult theory l{\telt
with conventional research strategies. A few people, such as llavis Heth ringtc;n

(1967). . have been able to‘cake hypotheséo derived from this theory and generate
. / “ s d

great data. ® But not everyone, _
o " »
New impetus for developmental research in the social psychology of ¢hildhood

appcared about six or seven years ago, as interest in cognitive development
approached its peak. With the realization 'l:hm: cosni.tiv'e structures might have
something to do with the course of social relations (they are mentioned in Sears's

famous paper, "Toward a theory of social action," published in 1951 even thrmgh- :

most people remember that paper for other reasons), certain areas of research in
F
social development began E'o change.

" (3

Among the earliest changea was research on the 'origins" o} uoei.al activity
in infancy. ilot only was attachzent raalss‘:sud as a developueacal phenomenon, but-

the fundamentals of social interaction were also explored from a developmental -

perspective: smiling, vocal:l.zink. crying, following, visual preférencn. auditory
discrimination of social st:l.ml.i stranger fear -- the list is vcry long, and it

has greatly enlarged cur undsrstnnding of how the social rapertoire emerges. - Hlth

__respect to the later stages-in-socialization; however, ve have been less co?;u:ent.
In imitation research, 1dwg an area in which the principal _1nvalt:l.gltm};.ook Gl

virtually no interest in developuental parameters, the picture is now changed
s /
markedly: Zigler and his associates (Yando, Seitz, & Zigler, in prgpfiration). have
. » . ¢

updated the survey. of developmental studies that Brian Coates and I. conducted in
- 5 g 1 4
1967, adding an excellent study of their own. The results are very interesting:

Ll r
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vhen imitation is directiy invoked and involves a relatively c'ouplex' task, .11:

becomes both more frequent and more successful ui;h increasing age..« When taél't

denands are few and spontaneous imitacion 1is at iss-ue, young Ehild:enr imitate as .

readily as older children. Generalized 1mi;ation thus 1is built;in quite early,

but the imitative process is constrained £n a variety of wayi that only develop-

. mental research can elucidate -- by processes of sélectivé attention, linguistic _

“encoding, memory, perceptual-motor systems, processes determining rehearsal and

retrieval of stored information, and by many others. To exanmine 'these developmental

_parameters within an imitation paradigm is to learn something about both '
.inforuation-processing and imitation, contrary to what certain critics have implied.
. Studies showing age differences in the effectiveness of verbal rehearsal on imita-

ftive reprodnctio‘h-(e.gl, Coates & liartup, 1959) are not siuply studies of the

-

- -

- L] .
development of verbal rehearsal mechanisms and of no interest to the scientist whose

concerms lie with imitation.
- The group ::_ela}:ions literature is another matter. Not one of the old Lewin
‘ (1939) studies was cunducted within a '_development\a:l perspective. ilot one of the’ _"
Sherif (1961) studies has dealt with groui; relarions from such ‘a perspective.
ilone of the cooperation a\nd‘competitioa lri,teratare is ‘developmental and, beyond

the Préschool years, we have only a hazy perspective on the developmental course

of group prbblem solving. Ify om work furnishes two examples of what we have been

- =

missing: Vil " . . ‘

- First, in contrasting the social behavior of preschool children and elementary

—— ~ school-children inday care centers, qualitative as well as quantitative differences

.

vere found in aggressive interaction. The older children were less aggressive per
'un‘.ltl: time than the younger children but, as reported at these maetings three years
aro (llartup, 197.4), the older children were relatively more aggressive in person-

\ oriented ways (hostile agg:esg_:l.on)_.than were the younger children. Ue vere guided

thfough this study by ‘hypotheses inting that the rognitiva colpium:y of hostile

6




insult (vhich is the instication to hostile counter-attack) is grea;errthnn the

complexities of the instiration’tc instrumental agﬁrqssion.' Therefore, ve reasanéd,
hostile gzgression should be m;re salient in the social intercourse of older |
children than of younger chilurfﬁr-jaud it was.
Second, ve have recently renorted (Graziano, French, Lrovmell, & llartup, 197C)
. that prot;lem-solving activity in snall sroups undergoes develop:-.sental_ tréhsfom&-
‘tions as well, In tihis stldy, we examine@ hoﬁh the individual an& collective per-
formance of first- and thirdfgradc childre; in three—person aroups. Grou}
,geréorﬂanug on a sinple task did EéE differ accorling to vhether the proups were
couwposed of first-graders, third—grnders,-or'nixtures of the two. *Dut in mixed . '
groups, individual third grade?s vere moré productive whon their “peers’ were first-
graders, vhile first-graders perfomed‘siuilarly regardless of whet.ilxer their
" partners were agemates or oidcr children. Sonmehow, the modulation ‘of one'’s con£ri—;
bugion to group tasks unduréges a shift from thé first- to the third grade and the
division. of labor shifts accordingly. ‘
.' Further examples of the utility of a developuental perspective in building a
social psychology of childhood are not needed. There is a snall, but growing, .I 5
1ineratyte on developmental aspects of perspéctive taking, on cognitive-mediational
factors in éucial comparison, and bccasional developmental studies have appeared -
within the pést yedr or two on peréon perception, impression foruation, and equity.
And here is a last illustration: Bill Graziano (157C) in his dissertation completed
with Bllen.Berscheid, Kas found that first- and third—grader_é show an equal tendency
to appaition rewards in ptopol.:ti.on to vori: success, with greater r“eward being, |

aésigned tu greater'efforf under most conditions. First-graders however, suspend.

tllié equity norm when the comparison involves individuals who are both different in

- age and different in size. Since individuals who are different in age but not

*

different in size are treated the ﬁine, it seems that the bigger you are the i:etter
- L)

¥ ’
you are! But this is a fleetingly-held norm: by the third-grade, size is
‘'

. 7 ' -5
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irrelevant and work 1s the all-persuasive determinant of cduity judgments. Again,

a .
a fascinating developrent in children's social relations has been revealed that is

not discoverable in the absence of a developmental perspective.

Couments on evolution and_social developnent -

Few investigators thought in evoluiiouaty terms .about social development in
. CY
the immediate post-'lorld Var II era. UDiological determinism was not a popular view-

point.. Uithin the ranks of the major theoriéfé. only Freud-was thorouchly determin-.

istic.  And, even here, the research based on the theory nostly had to do with the‘a

inpact of the sociél milieu on the impulse structure rather than the reverse. By
[}
the 1969s, during the vogue enjoyed by the psychology of learning, nearly everything

]

in social developument was focused on social experience. .

_—

opening broad vistas, The uethodology of the animal behaviorists is not, cﬁngrary
to vhat many peopié believe, what developmental psychology sfands. to beﬁéfit from

most. .Good observational techniques for studying social activity 'in : tu have been

around in our field since the 1920s, and some of them still work Suberbly in situ-
ations into which the videocauera cannot be intruded. Rather, the ethological {‘

perspective has given us a new respect for consideratiou of the child fn adaptational

terms.

Yuch of the. new work on the ethology of social developuent concerns molecular
bits of social interaction: eyebrow manipulations, hand an&’arm novements, the

expressionS'eﬂ children's faces (Kreutzer & Cﬁarleauortﬁ, 1976). Such work is

imperative to establish evolutionary continuities, although it'1is not the vork that

interests me most. ' I find the work om social organization in children's groups,

patterns of social interaction, and the relation betwéen social activity and the

eavironment to_be the most erxciting material in this domain.
) .

% [
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Years ago, Bel:h Gellert (Ge‘lert }961) demonstrated that &minance relations
in dyadﬁ composed of preschool children tended to be stable across t:l.me. Domimce .
hierarchies in larger groups were not al:udied m:cepl: as such hienrchiu were
i.mpl:[ed :ln the results of sociometric investigations (Marshall & licCandless, 1957).

How; "in the work of the Omarks (in"press), the Strayers (1975), and others, a

t

P g K ~ L L]
picture is'beginning to emerge showing the existence of such hierarchies, albeit

unsta‘ble ones, 'in groﬁpsfof very young children. Once this wc'u.rk'acquf;:u Ap Onto-,
genetic per.spe'cl:ive along with alm evolutlionatr‘p-rspective.\ 'the.' _resulto ahoa.-lld be
fascinating because the functional significpnce of dominance hierar;:hies is now
beginning to come clear: _ Rona Abramovitch €1976), in her dissertat®on, has found
that dominance” (aal measured by who wins arémunts) is related to the .amount, of
ntiention received during non—agon!stic interaction, In Other words, the dominant

members of the preschool play gtoup are watched more frequantly thln the lus

" dominant ones Abramovitch argues persuasively that th¥s utociation_io not

mediated by wariness, but is an information-gathering expedient. Here it becomes
clear that only a pluralistic view ?f the child's soeial.development ﬁill’geru us!
Abramovitch must bring a powerful information-processing analysis to bear on her
problem, as well as the broad, functional outlines she has u..led thus far..__‘ -I

" An evolutionary-ecological perspectiﬁe also opéns.up v;.ata; i;hit have escaped . .
us because of our laziness, our stupidity, or both. Thi‘ee years ago, Vemon Allen
asked me to trr:l.te a blckground Faper duling with devclowntll psycholoay and the
consequences of mixed-age peer interaction in child dmlopmnt. With a casual
"yes" I went off to review the literature and discovered t.hon vas nml Except for -
some anecdotal material in Lois Hurphy's studies (1937)‘ and more anecdotal matertal
in the Six Cultures Study (Whiting, }963), the opti‘re peer <r¢htio; !.ucra:uu was
a same-age literature. The explanation can only be that plyéholo'sinu have been too

lazy to do anything but study children's social relations in age-graded schools. A

quick search of the literature revealed this to be true ;--_ ni_uly every -tudj that




was cil:ed in my chapter in ;he nanual (I{art'.up 1979) had heen don.é in either an’

ege-—[',raded school or =~one other a"e-rtadcd institution. And y;!t Darker & Uright o

, (1955) Teported that 654 of the child-chlld contacts experienced by children in
N
‘bidvest were between ch.l.ldra'n uho were not the sane age. "Later on, uelvin l»onner

e

a

(19?5) repsrted the same thinﬂ with respect to the Bushmen.

Of course, comonly-—occdrring ‘events aren't necesaarily interesting- jgat be-

-, o -

cause they are cormon. But t‘nis situatior’t ims ludicrous. ‘lhen two children di:fe: o
{
“ﬂ.ntly 1n coﬂnitivc capacity and aocial experiente liow possibly could the accomoda=

tions occurring between them resemble the accomdations o_ccurring anong agemateés?

At the tiuwe I was tumin-atin" about this problem lmrilyn Shatz and her colleaﬂue, ’
Rochel Gelman - (1973) published a paper’ :ln which they reported that four-year-old

%
children don't talk to agemates like they talk to younger children. Such’ accomoda~-

tive capacity indicates that "peerness," even among very young children, is a

relative concept: One"can be peer-like even vhen not actually an agemate, and one’

- can be unpeer-like even though exactly an agemate. g e
Hith Michael Louzee and Royal Grueneich (1976), I have been examining social .

behavior in a play situation with prescuoolers that somewhat resembles one of the

“~situations used by Shatz and Gelman (1973). e video-taped two 10-minute play :

sessions involving 27 pairs of preschool cl;ildten who were initially setrangers to
one another. ‘ Three- and five-year-old same-age dyads were included in the expefi- .

ment along with dyads compbsed of dne/three-year old and ‘one five-year old: The
amount of social interaction was markedly different under l:hese conditions, uithw
r

the level of interaction in the mixcd-a"a groups standing at an intermediate po:lnt
o

with respect to the three- and f:lva—-year old same-age groups. And the mdividual

members of these mixed-age dyads, relative to their counterparts in the same-age

conditions, accomodated "up" or "down" in terms of social activity as the case

might be. The frequency of appropriate speech (Carvey & Hogan, 1973) varied in the

¢
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same way, as did the appropriateness of responding to questions. Other accomoda-

l:ionﬁ' in linﬂuistic structuxe \'-:ere nct so -,obvioua. But age cleatly emerged as a

o

‘i“nificmtt status \rarfable'. smé aue-related coment oy other occurred in o\?er d

' S(M oE ‘the aame-age ‘dyads, while suc’ﬁ comments surfaced in auly 17Z of the mixed-

-
A .

\
333 d)'ada I"hen "you are’ net quite sure,, you-be;ter "find out how old he. ig.

5 s

-

. . L]

'I am still ‘not certain- abou: the function of age-uixture in ‘auldren s social

---'f‘ - s N

'relatirms. D § am- inclived to agree w:Ll:h Konner (1975) that in mixed—-age'conditions

L S

\f
there is optimal upportumty for yuun"er children to acquire infomation and skills
n&essary to their surv-vaI in a wider’ soc:lal world and optma’l opportunits( for :

. blder clrildren to learn qecessnry supporl:i\ve" and caretaking behaviorg. GDut I also-

LY

-
/!

= il
2 ’

LY

.

) cull:{lfed'“ T alq convinced that age—y\;ading would occur eveﬂ if our schools Were not

~ s o

believi___,;:hah the same-ay,e peex group serves unique ft.muinnh 1n complcx rﬁadern

-

g ,

’ aﬂe-[,raded and- children vere 1eEt plone to determihé the-’g,omposition of their own

societies’ - Afl:er all, one can only’ learn to. be a guod "f:lghser a.mong agemteS' the

i .

bigge-r Luys will Lkill you. and the l:l.ttle ones are no- cb,nllenge. ~ Sexual experience
1 ‘.
at pubeacence with bi@,ger_'people is tou anxiety laden and sexual e":lpe:ience with

littler ones is really not ver): interasting. And so it goes’; \tﬁte anichment af our '
- science by application of evolutionary perspectivea to- the :c;cd.;l psychongy of, P i‘
/chudwaaéi.'" o B " . '
Cross-cultural perspecti:\;esh : i 2 . ._.‘ - e, g B e i
The cross-cultural peé¥spective in the social paychology of chu.dhoc;d has beén 1 _:

" - =

in evidence for many y_éars. The decade that saw the’ p‘ulilication'af Patterns of

. - -

L8

Child Renfri_qg also saw the inception of the monﬁﬁeﬁ;al_ Six _Qlet..ures Study which,

vith the publication of the Whiitings’ Children of Six Cultures (1975). last year, is -

e .
s

nearing cmyletion .

Tha conl:ributions of cruss-cultural ‘methods to soeielfdevalopmntal psychology N

- are the same as to psychology generally: expansion of the range of observable _ ¥ 4

phenomena -- ranges of behavior; ranges of environients in which individuals live; ol .

S 11’ " & ) ‘ ¢ aten 1
. . ! . ;
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ranges of relat lons between onyironmental and behavioral variations. In most
. . - X

1naéances, the appeal of cross-cultural analyéff is in the expanded ranpge of vari-

- atlons allowed to the investigator; indeed, variations themselvés oftentines seem to -

"/ £ ]
i

_be the main motivation for 1nvesl:i[,al:ion. At other*times, cross-cultural analysis

focuses on: universals, or the elucidatlon of develupment 1l processee thrbugh . experi-

mantal reduction of culture-related vari.al:ions. 5 -
- | e
Cross-nultural methods and strategies are applicable to every facet of a social/

developmental psychology, ranging from social cognition to the role of affect in

1n|:e_rpersonal relatiofis. But cross-cultural work in socjal/developmental -paycholpgy
p Ce— i 7 \ : ; )
has ‘been spotty, and every success has béen matched with'numerous failures. ' Jor

example, modern methiods have elucidated much aﬁa__ut the environments in which social
developuent occurs, including the structures of social interaction within I:l.m -faniiy.
as these involve both infants and older children. The newer data support the .older

“ data in showing that the child's sogial behavior is embedded in a b:.;oad_ network of -
o F . bi
belief systems, attitudes, and ecological variations- (LeVine,’ 1970) liowever , neat

antechent-consequent statements about the origins of social bc‘hnv‘_nr still elude us.

But such statements elude us in many areas and 1n itself, this state of affairs is

-

flot particularly bothersome. , .

~

. . o

Tar more bnthetsome :I.s l:har. 80 many key problens have received such small
attentio_n in cross;cnltural research. For example, very 1:I.tt1_e is known about the
role of peer’relatiéns in ?hild development from a cross-cultural perspective. In

. 1970, when I reviewed tm 11ténture. 1 was forced to :u'c].uda the area entirely

becme almost nothing but anecdotal marlh had bun publiuh.d. ‘That this gap 1s

e

an Wrunt pversight is shoun by the 'l‘hitingl' (1}5) uort :ln Illlic.h there is clur

evidence that the qualities of social interaction -onc pe.ﬂ are very dtﬂcrnt -

frcm 1nteracr.lon 1nvolv:l.ng -other l;argel:l (e.g.. 1nflnt.o or p.rmu} and. nost

ai, W

morm:. thnt the nntura of these tarr,qt diff.emcel is r-lthbly similar across

o ]

) culturos. l‘o:r uawh. "asgruuma.“ "pocmh bphnior," and "prosocial

\ - '
- : . - -
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- activity' hold down the three most highly rank-ordered positions in peer interaction

12 ¥

in all six cultures studied vhereas “dependency," "nuttﬁrance," and "intimacy"
[

occupied the. lowest rank-ordered positions in all six. Thus, nowhere does sociali-

zation for aggression occur primarily within the family (as some of our earlier

~

theories would_ha\re us believe) and prosocial activity, also, seems derived from
pger in;:efaction rather than from parent-child interaction. Wkile it may be !mder-
standable that aggression occuré among peers rather than in interacti\b? between tl_le
child and his parents (parents are both large.r and vested with more-aul‘:.\lm‘rity than
peers are), the fact that peers are tle first- or second-ranked targets for
ag;ression in all of ;:hese so_c{el:_iea_ is most igp;‘_eslsive. Doubly so, because

sociable and aggressive behavior patterns also occur prominently in the peer inter-

actions of the non-human primdtes. Beyond this, the cross-cultural literature on

group relations is nearly non-existent. ,

Anot'her area in which the cross-cultural literature is nearly barren is in
"social c_ognit.:lon." Carolyn Shantz' récent review of thié literature (1975) does
not contain one single cross-cultural ;ntudy, with the c&osest approximation bging '
the sub-cultural cocparisons contalned in llaria lollos' studies of Norweglan

children (iiollos & Cowan, 1973). She found that children in farm families vere .

less advanced in role taking abillt.y than were children in ilorwegian villages and

.citiea. To be a;ire, Iohlberg (1969) has studied moral develbpnent cross~-culturally

. but, otherwise, we do not know much about the interaction between cultural contin-

-

tigators klnew almost 'fo; certain would be there b_efore they even léoked). So, in S

gency #nd developuental .process in determining ch_il&ren's social cognitive abilities.
Likewise, 'tl'u;s literatﬁre on social attitudes, person perception, and impression

formation lacks a 'qzo‘ss—c‘ul_l:ural perspective. Of course, there is an enormous

cross-cultural literature on political and social attitudes, but 1‘tc anmounts to

lil;lfle more- than a.wel J r of findings showing cultut:ai vsri;tiona (which the _in}res-

T T




13

spite of the fact that cross-cultural perspectives liave occupied a prominent place
in child development _rlegearch' for many decades, there are enormous gaps in the
applical:iohruof thia perspective to the problems of a social psycholoéy of child-
hood, . ) )

-

* A social, systens perspective

Y i
ilost investigators resist conceptualizing the social behavior of children in

systenic terms. \_Uonadic views mark the entire social cognitiqn literature, most of
the social learning literature, and nearly all of the literature in personality
developm_ent. _Doggedly, we continue to insist that aggressiveness, attachment, and
perspective-taking are characteristics of individuals rather than components of
social interaction. Just as tioggedly., most researchers dealing with domir;aﬁce and
'prosociai activity treat prediction of incividual differences as‘ the central issue.
RS A number of developmental psychologists have recently sounded Sears's (1951)
tocsin l:hal;. social behavior nust be viewdy dyadic terms: Richard Bell (1969),
llarriet Rheingold {1969)‘, and others have published important pape:.;s dealing with
o this approach. But our social’ psychology of childhood is _exEremnly weal with )
respect to its understanding of children as units in Boci-al system.a. Ve hn\'f-. gained
some unders‘;an&ing of- children as menbers of families but, even there, important
familial felationships (such as attachment) are not ordinarily conceived in systemic
temf (Hartup & Lempers, 1973). Children's societies, those spontanenusly—énmed
¥ - enclaves in which nearly every human child participates (Joseph Stone called them
this), are understood mostly by anecdote, supplemented by an dccusional bit of
brilliant reporting by the Sherifs (1964). Dut, as noted by nunerous sociologists,
" the variation Jbetveen individuals in groups relative to the variation betw;aen groups
shous the ex.is:ence of system-influences in group relations that are not eﬁuivalant
to the e.um total of the individual roles. pne‘.diacovers these systemic properties
only by looking at the total activity of the members together over total time or, in

other terminology, by examining the social system as well as thHe individuhls. One

A | R L
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looks at transaction as well as interaction, and interaction as well as action. -

.

Thug, in our studies (Graziano, French, Browrell, & Iiaftup. 19?6}“, ;laixed-age social
B"}'St;m can only be described by reference to the distribution of individual work
effort within groups (which varies accordit;g to the ages of.the ghildran) in rela-
tion to the output from the groups considered as units (which doc.a not vary
according to age-mixture).

Developuental psychologists have not been very 1nt-erested in pursuing the
study of chiddhood social syste;ns mostly because we do-n'“t know how; this conceptual
skill is more traditional to s:c:l.ology than to -psyc;hology. The central core of "‘_
psychology has always been the 1ndividual -- or, more precisely, some attribute of
individuals such as their minds, their neurozal firipgs, or their social actionms.
But I believe that this individualistic traditiod ha'a retarded integrative research
in developments;l aocial__ science. _ It is truncated to consider attachment as an
af‘fective phenomenon without considering its soc1;1 systemié properties, or ito con-
sider the poral judgments of children without amn analj:ls.is of the social systems
from which they emerge. So, "let the sociologists do it" is not good enough. " For

.

ione thing, most sociologists don't k_now anything .about ontogenesis and, unless
E. 0. Wilson (1975) has a greatei' impact than I think he will have, most -
sociologists don't think too deeply about.the comparative a:spects of social organi-
zation. y
But, if developmental psychology persists in its lofty 1uol§t£on from the

analysis-of social struct{:;res, it will become as impoverisied as it was in isolation
from organismic structures. R;:ber!:r'liinde, the distinguished biologist, has just P
published two elegant papers (1976a, 1976b) on social interactions and social
structure in which he lays out a conceptual framework that buildq, in a linear mode,
from the basic elements (i_nteraqtion) through relationships (defined by the content,
qualities, and patterms e.xial:ing within a succession of interactions between two
individuals), to group structure (which, at both surface levels and deeper 1”1;.

| . 15 -
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is revealed by the nature, guality, and patterning of relationships). Nov that
llinde-and his collaborators are studying chiidren, there 1is a"goud chance that the
. systemic data that child psycholopists have failed for so many years to supply
will, at last  emerge. Ah.well, we have been warned: The deep structures of
social systems (Levi-Strauss, 1902) deserve as central a place in a social psych-

ology of childhood as the deep structures of children's social com.unicatiofls.

The historical perspective
- L

The study of child development in historical con%ext scarcely exists. This

-

g

literature with which HWost of ug in this room are not familiar, consists
mostly of descriptions of children's environments at various points in historical

time (Chambers, 1963) with emphasis on some of the more dramatic changes in Western

.

culture as thgse affected children. Thus, there are important studies of child

labor, child welfare, and family life in various¢epocha,.and histories of insti-
tutions and institutional practices as these affegt childrer ~- the history of
education, the history of social welfare, and the hist?ry of residential treatuent,
Only piecemeal accounts exist of the children themselves: their stature, their
competencies, or their Bocial behavior. Occasional studies of cohort differences
awon;; individuals are published, but not much can be retrieved in this area from
existing records going back decades or centuries. levertheless, developmental
psychclogy has been around long emough so that examination of ceétain data aboui
social behavior within an historical parspectiv; has become an increasingly
important pricéity.

A case in point: Iiartin Richards and Yvomne Lrackbill (personal communication)
have recently pointed out that the éata accunmulated since Uorld Var II on sex
differences ia neonatal activity may bg 2 artifact of historical place and time.
Three conslderations make the case: a) these sex difference data were collected
almost exclusively in the United States, b) in this particular epoch, pediatric
practice determined, at near-uﬁiversal levels, that all male 1nf§ntn should be

16
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‘eircumsized within 43 hours of birth; and c¢) increased activity and irricavilivy

16
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are coumon sequelae of circumcision. To clinch matters, new data from Britain,

vhere circumcision is not as common, do not reveal the sex differences sometimes

reported here. :

Students who are interested in process e?.ements in social development, as
opposed to substantive elements, may find historical analysis to be of limited
value (Sears, 1975)‘,- on the other hand, every substantive datum we possess is the
product gt' a particular time and a pérticula‘r place. Lﬁng-c}gnd literature iu_ our

L
field need reevaluation, across epochs, to test its current applicability. And I

stress that the test is only for current applicability because there is no such

thing as the "true," "baseline a." or "natural" level of behavior in.the long course

Ve > _of huuan history. Unless one takes the dubious position that man has altered his

environment more rapidly than evolution could keep up with, and that the "natural”
social con;iitious for. man are hunter-gatherer conditions, any one epoch is as
"natural" as any other. -

On very few occasions have child development data been contrasted across time:
liiller, Swanson, and their colleagues (195U) attempted this with raagect to the
American family about 20 ,years ago. Students of social behavior in children
rarely do so. K. E. Barnee (1972) placed a small artit({e in the literature four
years ago in which he reported a replication -- across 40 years -- of lﬂ.ld'ﬂ:!!.l i
Parten's (1931-32) data on sgcial play -- agtn which are cltad in every American
"textbnlok on child developnent. ﬁr_nfo;tunately. Barnes's study involved a sample
that could never be considered comparable to Parten's and his conclusion that

today's children are less.sociable than the children of the late 1920s is untenable.

Interestingly, hovever, Barnes did not corment on his most interesting findings: a
replication showing the same developmental changes occurring in social play that

ueré uncovered earlier. Three-year olds were more likely to be involved in solitary
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and parallel activities than five-year olda;. and the latter were more often involved

in cooperative and associative interaction.

"Another type of historical analysis can be attempted through which develop-

pmental hypotheses are tested by examining the relation bétunen context and behavior ,

across historical epochs. ‘Antecedent-consequent relations are tested in much the
same way that Whiting and Child (1953) tested them across culture;. This kind of
analysis is rare, although a few pébple are trying {t. Thus, llarcia Guttentag
(personal coumunication) is working on the relation between the occurrence of wars
and the status of women and, similarly, one could examine th; of t-postulated
hypothes}s thét gducgtional reform and child lhbgr 1eéiulation bBear a dlfhct

" relation to economic depr;ssions. Other problems that touth more directly on the
central issues of developnental psycholopy @re: the relation between family
structute_and sex~-role developuent; social climate and the oripgins of aggresdion{
child care regimes and affective development. apd. we desperately need to ex#mine
contenporary patterns of socfal chaﬁhe ;nd change in parent-child relations during

adolescence within an historical framéwvork.

Concluding couln-ent
It nust now be clear that I am a pluralisf: 1 have advocated pluralism in

viewpoint, pluraliem in levels of analysis, and pluralism in the use of theoretical
constructs, Why am I a pluralist? Partly a matter of taste; partly a mnttef of
aéxﬁedieﬂcy; but, also, partly a matter of conviction. With respect to convictions,
my pluralism is founded in a firm belief that the social psychologist and the
developuental psychologist should construct:.‘their fields in such a t‘:ay that data
will be generalizable. Knowledge, at any level (whether addressed to basic or
applied problems), must ﬁé hased on a broad understanding nf the child's social
development in ‘context. This 1: not so much a matter of the formal study of the .

ecology of human development as it is a matter of perspectives -- perspectives that

are at once evolutionary, historical, ont&sanetic, cross-cultural, and systemic.
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A
And, now, why did I tithilate this audience with the a%ocalypttc reference in
the title of this talk to 19847 bid I think that Big Brother, thought-control, (
Hewspeak, and related conditions should be' the target for social psychologists who
are studying developmental processeés? Ko, I had no such 1nten£¥on. I simply wanted
to provide a prospective dimension t; the title and, in a weak woment, saw Orwell's
title as one that would.give a futuristic emphasis without the prandiosity of 2001.
dmell'a title carries other connotations, though, and if they ha\;e fooled you,
then I must apoiogize.
I believe in the perspective-taking urged‘in this paper. Signs abound thai ;
most of these pefspectives will be utilized chrough the 1900s and onward. If so, we
should have much ;ore to contribute to society in 2001 than we have just a quarter

century after Patterns of Child Rearing.
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