pptopriately, this chapter begins where the excellent
apter by Pedro Portes from the first edition of this Hand-
ok, entitled “Ethnicity and Culture in Educational Psy-
ology,” leaves off. In his penultimate paragraph, Portes
[gues:

aching and learning are regarded as a single unitary process,
€N it may be argued that the process is, in fact, different for
ents from diverse cultures. The difference is not necessarily
ause of fixed, intrapersonal characteristics of students, such.
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as so-called learning styles, but rather learned styles, identities,
and relations. (Portes, 1996, p. 353).

In this chapter, we will consider teaching and learning
to be part of a unitary cultural system. And we focus
on how key differences in “learned styles, identities,
and relations” are amalgamated into two fundamen-
tally different cultural conceptions of learning and de-
velopment. One cultural conception is termed individ-
ualistic, the other collectivistic or sociocentric. The
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TABLE 29.1. Contrasting Pathways of Learmning and Development

Domain Individualistic Pathway Collectivistic/Soclocentric Pathway
Identity Individual identity stronger Group, especially family identity strongey
Relations berween material and soctal world  Ownership of property, Sharing by choice Responsibility to share

Preferred social style Standing out Fitting in

Eibnotbeory of development and socialization
ideal endpoint

Most important relationship External experts

Intelligence, knowledge, & apprenticeship
Most important type of intelligence

Most important type of knowledge Technical expertise

Knowledge of physical world

Factual knowledge

Valued apprenticeship processes
Active participation
Praise

Commutnication
Preferred communication style
Most important aspects of child's verbal
communication
Most important type of socializing
communication

Verbal

Questions

Independence, Personal achievement,
Individual success

Scientific/Academic/Cognitive

Independent leamning

Speaking, Self-expression

Interdependence, Social responsibility,
Contribution to family success

Family: older generation for childrearing
knowtedge

Social/Relational

Knowledge of social roles
Knowledge connected to social werld
Narrative knowledge

Working together -

Observation

Criticism

Nenverbal .
Comprehending, Respect for authority

Directives

Noter These contrasting aspecis to learning and developmental are defined by group orientation. No society Is completely Individualistic or collectivistic, but .
definite cultural patterns and preferences exist. Culiures themselves change over time, but child-rearing values may persist over generations,

specific contrasts that will concern us in the rest of
this chapter are presented in Table 29.1. These are
portrayed as idealized pathways of learning and devel-
opment and do not describe any specific person or
even all members of a particular ethnic group. Within
each group, members can be diverse with regard to
socioeconomic status, levels of formal education, and
rural or urban backgrounds, affecting their develop-
mental pathway at different times. Nevertheless, child-
rearing values can persist over several generations even
in new contexts (Lambert, Hammers, & Frasure-Smith,
1979).

In the first part of the chapter we introduce these
two contrasting cultural conceptions of learning and
development. In the second part of the chapter, we
draw out their implications for education in a cultur-
ally diverse society. Although hoth the conceptions and
the educational implications draw heavily on prior writ-
ing (Greenfield et al., 2003; Greenfield & Suzuki, 1998;
Greenficld, Frumbull, & Rothstein-Fisch, 2003; Trumbull,
Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2001), the present
chapter provides a new synthesis linking cultural path-
ways of development to their implications for educa-
tion and educational psychology in a culturally diverse
society.

TWO PATHWAYS OF LEARNING AND
DEVELOPMENT: THEIR IMPLICATIONS FOR
EDUCATION AND EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY

In recent years, a body of evidence has cohered around
a unifying and powerful way to tic together cultural
conceptions of learning and development. With ori-
gins in both developmental psychology (Greenfield
& Bruner, 1966) and anthropology (Whiting & Whit-
ing, 1973), this parsimonious theory posits two ideat
ized developmental pathways: one emphasizing individ-
ual identity, independence, selffulfillment, and standing
out; the other emphasizing group identity, interdepen-
dence, social responsibility, and fitling in (Greenfield,
Keller, Fuligni, & Maynard, 2003). The first pathway
is termed individualistic, the latter, collectivistic of
sociocentric,

Each idealized pathway is part of a larger sociocultural
system (Keller, 1997, 2003). The independent pathway.
arises as an adaptation to a large-scale, urban, rich, conr
mercial environment featuring a highly developed system
of formal education and advanced technology. The acci
mulation of personal goods is adaptive in this type of
environment. The interdependent pathway arises 45 #




daptation to a smallscale face-to-face village environ-
ot with a subsistence cconomy and a system of in-
mal education. Sharing goods is adaptive in this type
environment.
Immigration, conquest, and colonization all tend to
orporate people from the first kind of society into
& second. When this happens, children are exposed
. two contrasting and often conflicting socializing
iices that are very relevant to the educational psy-
ology of many immigrant, Native American, and Na-
ve Hawaian children in the United States, as well as
:e children of immigrant or conquered peoples in
er industrialized couniries such as Western Europe or

.The first part of the chapter lays out these two de-
:"lopmental pathways and the value systems that gener-
them. The second part documents the cross-cultural
ue conflict and misunderstanding that ensue when
cﬁjldrcn raised in a collectivistic home culture are ex-
osed to the “mainstream” culture of individualism at
chool. In this situation, the home culture socializes
children to follow the interdependent pathway of de-
eiopment, while the school culture socializes them
follow the independent pathway of development.
This situation creates the need for educational inter-
ention. “Bridging Cultures;”! described in the second
art of the chapter, is just such an intervention; it was
signed to alleviate the cross-cultural value conflict
perienced by most immigrant families from Mexico
d Central America when they send their children to
hool in the United States.

At a basic level, the independent pathway and the
tilture of individualismm emphasize individual success,
hereas the interdependent pathway and the culture
collectivism cmphasize the success of the group as
whole. In collectivistic cultures, people are more likely
-identify their own personal goals with those of the
roup—extended family, religion, or other valued group
drislin, 1993). When asked to complete the statement,
:am. .. " collectivists are more likely to respond with
ference to an organization, family, or religion. Indi-
dualists tend to list trait labels referring to aspects of
eir personalities, such as “hard-working,” “intelligent,”
L “athletic” (Triandis, Brislin, & Hui, 1988). Not sur-
tisingly, the United States is the most individualistic
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AN ETHNOTHEORY FOR EACH
DEVELOPMENTAL PATHWAY

Whereas psychologists have explicit theories of human
development, parents and other lay people have implicit
ethnotheories. These implicit conceptions both reflect
and instantiate cultural values. An ethnotheory of devel-
opment comprises an implicit definition of the ideal child
and beliefs about what socialization practices will pro-
duce this ideal (Goodnow, 1988; McGillicuddy-De Lisi
& Sigel, 1995). Ethnotheories of human development
are both shared and negotiated among members of cul-
tural communities. In slow-changing, subsistence-based
ecologies, ethnotheories are transmitted vertically from
gencration to generation within the family, This process
vields continuity over historical time. In complex and
fast-changing societies, in contrast, theories of parent-
ing are negotiated horizontaily within each generation.
This process often utilizes resources outside the family,
for example, the media and experts such as pediatricians
(Hewlett & Lamb, 2002; Keller et al., 1984). These sources
of ethnotheories of development and socialization yield
substantial differences in child rearing practices between
generations.

Relevant to our theoretical paradigm, research on
cthnotheories of development has unraveled indepen-
dence and interdependence as core dimensions, applica-
bie to all developmental domains (Chao, 1994; Gutierrez
& Sameroff, 1990; Yovsi & Keller, 2003). Participants
from non-Western cultural communities, such as Chinese
(Chao, 1994), Japanese (Rothbaum, Weisz, Pott, Miyake,
& Morelli, 2000}, Indians (Keller et al., 2005; Saraswathi,
1999), West Africans (Ogunnnaike & Houser, 2002,
for Nigeria; and Nsamenang, 1992; Yovsi, 2001; Keller,
Hentschel et al., 2004, for Cameroon), or Puerto Ri-
cans (Harwood, Schoehlnerich, Ventura-Cook, Schulze,
& Wilson, 1996) hold parental ethnotheories that ex-
press the cultural ideal of interdependence. These eth-
notheorices stress decency (responsibility, honesty) and
prop"er demeanor (politeness, respect for elders, loyalty
to family) for social and cognitive developmental domains
(Harwood, 1992).

Participants from Western industrialized cultural com-
munities, such as Germans (Keller et al., 2005), Eurc-
pean Americans (Harwood et al, 1996) or the Dutch
(Harkness, Super, & van Tijen, 2000), hold parental
ethnotheories that exptress the cultural ideal of inde-
pendence and individualism. These ethnotheories stress

The term “Bridging Culiures” is used to refer to both a specific project and to the approach associated with it.
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personal achievement and independence (creativity, cu-
riosity, assertiveness).

High socioeconomic status and formal education are
associated with a more individualistic orientation (Keller
. etal., 2005; Palacios & Moreno, 1996; Tapia-Uribe, LeVine,
& LeVine, 1994). Nonetheless, these cultural orientations
persist across various socioeconomic and educational
. backgrounds (Keller et al., 2005; Harwood et al., 1996).
As we describe the ethnotheories in this paper, another
caution is in order, The features of each pathway refer
to relative group differences. There are individual differ-
ences in every group, especially in complex, modern so-
cieties. These group differences are a matter of emphasis;
they are not absolute. '
 Socialization practices that function to actualize a par-
ticular ethnotheory of development begin at birth or even
before. In short, a parent’s ethnotheory of child develop-
ment generates socialization practices that move the child
along a particular cultural pathway of development.

INTELLIGENCE, KNOWLEDGE, AND
APPRENTICESHIP: A CONCEPTION
FOR EACH CULTURAL PATHWAY

Theories and Ethnotheories of Intelligence
and Knowledge

Scientific theories turn out to be more formalized deriva-
tives of ethnotheories. In other words, scientific theo-
ries have their cultural roots, too. In developmental psy-
chology, the classical theory of intelligence is that of
Piaget. Understanding the basis for Western scientific
thought was Piaget’s most fundamental theoretical con-
cern (Piaget, 1963/1977). Under Inhelder’s leadership,
Piaget investigated the development of scientific thought
(chemistry and physics) in a set of experimental studies
(Inhelder & Piaget, 1958). This body of theory and re-
search implies the importance of scientific intelligence
as a developmental goal. Conceptually, the goal of scien-
tific intelligence belongs to the individualistic pathway
because it emphasizes the person in relation to the world
of objects rather than the world of people. This goal for
the development of intelligence can be seen as continu-
ous with infant caregiving practices that emphasize leav-
ing the infant alone to manipulate technologically appeal-
ing toys. .

In sharp contrast, social intelligence has been found
to be the predominant ideal in Africa (e.g., Dasen, 1984;
Nsamenang & Lamb, 1994; Serpell, 1993; Wober, 1974).
For instance, the central feature of the Baoule concept of
intelligence in Ivory Coast is willingness to help others

(Dasen, 1984). Whereas the most comprehensive theo
of development in Europe is Piaget’s theory of cognitiye
development, the most comprehensive theory of deyey.
opment in Africa is that of Nsamenang, who outlipeg
stages of development in terms of social roles (Nsame.
nang, 1992). In general, African cultures not only emphg-
size social intelligence, but also see the role of technicy
skills as means to social ends (Dasen, 1984). Such con-
ceptions can be seen as collectivistic conceptions of in-
telligence (Segall, Dasen, Berry & Poortinga, 1999) and g4
continuous with infant caregiving practices that empha.
size close bodily contact between infant and caregiver,
rather than separation and independent manipulation of
toys (Keller, 2003).

Closcly related to the individualistic and collectivis.
tic conceptions of intelligence are two different concep-
tions of knowledge. In a Maya community in Chiapas,
Mexico, the word g, meaning “to know,” emphasizes z
more person-centered meaning, compared with the En-
glish word krow. Whereas “to know” in English always
involves the mind, #a often involves the heart and soul,
(According to Li, 2002, a similar concept of “heart and
mind for wanting to learn” is found in China.) Whereas
krowing connotes factual knowledge, theoretical under-
standing, or know-how, na also connotes knowledge of
practice that is habitual and characteristic of a given per-
somn; it is very much akin to character (Zarmbrano, 1999,
The former type of knowledge is more important in a cul-
ture valuing the individual’s possession of technical ex-
pertise, The latter is more important in a culture placing
a greater value on social character.

A similar contrast has been found between Native
American and European American conceptions of gifted-
ness (Romero, 1994). This research shows that, whereas
the mainsiream U.S. society focuses on identifying and
meeting the needs of the “cream of the crop,” an individ-
ualistic valuing of children who stand out from the group
in intelligence or knowledge, Keres-speaking Pueblo In-
dians focus on community and inclusion. In this concep-
tion, the special qualities of a “gifted” child are supposed
to contribute to the well-being and cohesivencss of the
commuity.

Cultural Modes of Apprenticeship and Creativity

These two ethnotheories of intelligence and knowledge
are supported by two different sets of apprenticeship
practices and two different concepts of creativity. By
apprenticeship, we simply mean informal teaching and
learning, a type of transmission that has evolved from
primitive roots in nonhuman primates (Boesch, 1995
Greenfield et al., 2000; Whiten, 1999). By a cultural




aco concept of creativity, we mean simply what is considered
Nitiv “qesirable as the endpoint of a creative process. We dis-
deve qss creativity along with apprenticeship because often

- (tling - one learns how to create something through an appren-
L sam ticeship process—be it weaving out of school, writing
: Mphg, ‘i school, or computer programming in either situation.
-~ hnic “rhe first part of this section deals with apprenticeship,

S1ch ‘the second part with creativity.

" Corresponding to the Keres concept of giftedness,
pprenticeship processes that are valued by the Keres
include cooperation, mentorship, and intergenerational
odeling. “Keen observation, attentiveness, and focused
stening are important methods of learning” (Romero,
1994, p. 53), while methods valued in the individualistic
framework—questioning, skepticism, and curiosity-—are
‘not promoted.

Empirical study of apprenticeship documents two ba-
¢ models of apprenticeship, one more independent and
one more interdependent. The interdependent model is
found in traditional weaving apprenticeship in one Maya
‘community and in modes of guiding children in an cxper-
imental puzzie task in another Maya community (Chava-
jay & Rogoff, 2002; Greenfield, Maynard, & Childs, 2003).
‘These modes seem adapted to subsistence economies in
which learning takes place in family settings. Indeed, both
studies find changes in the model with changes in the eco-
‘cultural environment.

“Weaving apprenticeship moves toward a more inde-
pendent mode of learning as subsistence is replaced by
‘commerce (Greenfield, 2000, 2004; Greenfield, Maynard,
& Childs, 2003). With formal education, the way in which
others guide puzzle construction moves from shared
ultiparty engagement (the whole group focusing on
4'single aspect of the puzzle) toward division. of labor
here individuals or dyads wotk separately on different
task components (Chavajay & Rogoff, 2002). Both com-
erce and formal schooling are associated with a more
individualistic mode of apprenticeship (Greenfield, 2000;
TapiaUribe et al., 1994).

The concept of creativity changes in parallel ways, In
the same Zinacantec Maya community where weaving
!E_amers became more independent as commerce devel
oped, the concept of creativity in textile production also
changed. At the time when interdependence character
ized weaving apprenticeship, woven and embroidered
clothing did not differ noticeably from woman to woman
or from man to man; and clothing signified, above all,
Membership in a particular ethnic group. However, when
Wweaving learners became more independent, there was
50 a movement from a community definition of creativ-
1y to an individual one. That is, woven and embroidered
designs became more highly differentiated and individu-
died, and creativity took on a meaning more familiar to

upposed
55 of the
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us—creating something that differentiates an individual
by being new and innovative (Greenfield, 2000).

Cultural Modes of Communication

Communication is an ¢sscntial part of both informal ap-
prenticeship learning and formal education. Each devel-
opmental pathway is nurtured and socialized by its own
preferred modes of communication. In turn, these dif-
fering modes of communication soclalize the developing
child to become skilled in different modes of communi-
cation.

Nonverbal Communication or Verbalization? The Cul-
tural Role of Empathy, Observation, and Participation.
Azuma (1994) notes that Japanese mothers (and nursery
school teachers) rely more on empathy and nonverhal
communication, whereas mothers in the United States
rely more on verbal communication with their children.
He sees a connection between the physical closeness
of the Japanese mother-child pair (characteristic of the
interdependent pathway of development; Greenfield &
Suzuki, 1998) and the development of empathy as a mode
of communication. He points out that verbalization is
necessary when there is greater physical and psychologi-
cal distance hetween parent and child. The development
of empathy paves the way for learning by osmosis, in
which the mother does not need to teach directly; she
simply prepares a learning environment and makes sug-
gestions. In turn, the child’s empathy for the mother mo-
tivates learning; this tradition survives in the families of
third-generation Japanese-American immigrants (Schnel—
der, Hieshima, Lee, & Plank, 1994).

Closely related to empathy and learning by osmosis
are the use of observation and participation as forms of
parent-child communication and socialization. Whereas
verbal instruction is particularly important in school-
based learning, observation and co-participation of lear-
ner and teacher are very central to the apprentice-style
learning that is common in many cultures (Rogoff, 1990).
Often master and apprentice are parent and child, as in
Childs & Greenfield’s (1980) study of informal learning
of weaving in a Maya community of highland Chiapas,
Mexico. :

Both learning by observation and co-participation with
a parent imply a kind of closeness and empathy be-
tween parent and child, For example, in Zinacantec Maya
weaving apprenticeship, the teacher would sometimes
sit behind the learner, positioned so that two bodies, the
learner’s and the teacher’s, were functioning as one at
the loom (Maynard, Greenfield, & Childs, 1999). Verbal
commumnication and instruction, in contrast, imply using



680 @ GREENFIELD ET AL.

words to bridge the distance through explicitness, thus
reducing the need for empathetic communication.

A discourse study by Choi (1992) reveals a similar patt-
ern of differences between Korean and Canadian mothers
interacting with their young children. Comparing middle-
class mothers in Korea and Canada, Choi found that
Korean mothers and their children manifest a communica-
tive pattern that is refationally attuned to one another in
a “fused” state (Choi, 1992), “wherc the mothers freely
enter their children’s reality and speak for them, merg-
ing themselves with the children” (Xagitcibasi, 1996,
p. 69). Canadian mothers, in contrast, “withdraw them-
selves from the children’s reality; so that the child’s reality
can remazin amtonomous” (Choi, 1992, pp. 119-120).

Development of Comprebension Versus Self-expression.
Authoritarian parenting, characteristic of socialization for
interdependence, brings with it an associated style of

parent-to-child communication: frequent use of directives

and imperatives, with encouragement of obedience and
respect (Greenfield, Brazelton, & Childs, 1989; Harkness,
1988; Kagitcibasi, 1996). This style is used where the pri-
mary goal of child communication development is com-
prehension rather than speaking (e.g., Harkness & Super,
1982). An important aspect of the imperative style is the
fact that it elicits action, rather than verbalization from
the child. This style is found in cultures such as in Africa
(Harkness & Super, 1982) and in Mexico (Tapia Uribe,
LeVine, & LeVine, 1994), as well as in Latino populations
in the United States (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994).

The comprehension skill developed by an imperative
style is particularly functional in agrarian societies in
which the obedient learning of chores and household
skills is a very important socializing experience (eg,
Childs & Greenfield, 1980), with the ultimate goal of
developing obedient, respectful, and socially responsi-
ble children (Harkness & Super, 1982; Kagitgibasi, 1996;
Kelter, 2003; LeVine et al., 1994). This style of interaction
is also useful for apprenticeship learning of manual skills,
but it is not so functional for school where verbal expres-
sion is much more important than nonverbal action.

On the other hand, more democratic parenting brings
with it a communication style in which self-expression
and autonomy are encouraged from the child. This parent-
ing style often features a high rate of questions from the
parent, particularfy “test questions,” in which the answer
is already known to the parent (Duranti & Ochs, 19306),
as well as parent-child negotiation {cf., Delgado-Gaitan,
1994), Child-initiated questions are also encouraged and
accepted. This style is intrinsic to the process of formal ed-
ucation in which the teacher, paradigmatically, asks ques-
tions to which he/she already knows the answer and tests
children on their verbal expression. An itaportant aspect
of the interrogative style is the fact that it clicits verbal-

ization from the child. Such verbal expression is an jp,.
portant part of becoming a formally educated person ang
is particularly functional and common in commercial ang
technological societies where academic achievement, .
tonomy, and creativity are important child developmen;
goals. This style is the cultural norm in the U.S., Canad,,
Australia, and Northern Burope.

Teaching and Learning: The Role of Reinforcement. I

societies that put an emphasis on commands in parenta]

communication, there also tends to be little praise used
in parent-child communication (¢.g., Childs & Green-
field, 1980; Whiting & Whiting, 1975-). Where schooling
comes into play, praise and positive reinforcement take og
importance. Duranti and Ochs (1 986) make the following
ohservation of Samoan children who go to schook

In their primary socialization [home], they learn not o expect
praises and compliments for carrying out directed tasks. Chil
dren are expected to carry out these tasks for their elders and
farily. Tn their secondary socialization [school], they learn to
expect recognition and positive assessments, given successful
accomplishment of a task. In their primary socialization, Samoan
children learn to consider tasks as co-operatively accomplished,
as social products. In their secondary socialization, they learn
to consider tasks as an individual’s work and accomplishment
(p. 229).

Thus, there is a connection between more individualistic .

child development goals and the use of praise and other
positive reinforcers.

Correlatively, there is a connection between a tighter
ptimary in-group and the absence of praisc and com-
pliments. Where role-approptiate behavior is expected
rather than chosen, positive reinforcement does not make
sense. Miller (1995) has described how people do not 51y
“thank you” in India; once you are part of the group, you
are completely accepted and expected to fudfill your so-
cial roles and obligations. Whiting and Whiting (1975
noted the lesser need for positive reinforcement where
the intrinsic worth of the work is evident, as it is in house-
hold tasks and chores. On the other hand, pointing out
weaknesses that need to be improved (i.¢., criticism) can
be more important in a collectivistic culture, where the
goal is to bring everyone up to the group norm (Green
field, Quiroz, & Raeff, 2000).

APPLYING THE TWO CULTURAL PATHWAYS
OF DEVELOPMENT TO FORMAL EDUCATION:
THE BRIDGING CULTURES PROJECT

Schooling and its implications for the development of ¢
cultural identity (i.e., self) and competence have beed
and still are targets of controversial debate. On the ont




- pand, the acquisition of similar skills across cultures is
peing claimed as a necessary step for improving people’s
ives on a global scale (Kagitcibasi, 1996). On the other
hand, indigenous methods and contents of schooling are
rrongly advocated as an alternative to the Western type
“of schooling to support the acquisition of locally adap-
* ive knowledge (Nsamenang, 1992; Serpell, 1979). These
discussions center on the role of culture in the process
. of knowledge acquisition in different cultures, including
. the culture of the school.

However, such discussions often leave out the mul-
ticultural reality that is a social fact in many immigrant
_societies, as well as in societies in which indigenous peo-
' ples have been subject to conquest by a colonial power.
" One major implication of this multicultural reality con-
:'cerns the possibility of different cultural values among
" students, between students and teachers, and between
home and school. Some recent educational theory and
.research has addressed the notion of bridging cultures of
. home and school by making the expectations of both ex-
plicit and supporting students to develop bicultural skills
~cf., Delpit, 1995; Lipka, et al., 1998; Trumbull, Nelson-
 Barber, & Mitchell, 2003). It is from this perspective that
the Bridging Cultures Project was conceived,

... “Bridging Cultures” began with basic research docu-
.menting cross-cultural value conflict between Latino jm-
' migrant families and the schools, This research showed
“that immigrant parents were generally much more collec-
tivistic in their orientation to child socialization tharn were
rtheir children's teachers (Greenficld, Quiroz, & Raeff,
000; Raeff, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2000). In the first study,
iGreenfield, Quiroz, and Raeff (2000) found that imnumi-
grant Latino parents of third- and fourth-grade students
and their European American teacher were often in non-
. cooperative discourse. This means that most conversa-
, tions between the parents and the teacher did not con-
~firm or elaborate 2 common theme. Instead, there were
- whole categories of discordance related to (1) individual
w¥ersus family accomplishment, (2) praise versus criticism,
3) cognitive versus social skills, and (4) oral expression
- versus respect for authority. Overall, this study demon-
strated the tensions between home cultures and school
ultural expectations.

- In the second study (Raeff et al., 2000), fifth-grade
children, their mothers, and their teachers were given
» home-school scenarios that varied along the pathways
: Of individualism and collectivism. In one school, where
+ the children and parents were predominantly European
American, the scenarios were solved in consistent ways
: '_bY children, their parents, and their teachers. This was not
‘the case with a different school where the families
_Were predominantly immigrant Latino. Scenario results
eelt evealed that the parents were more concerned sbout
their children sharing and helping, whereas the teach-
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ers generally had a greater orientation to task com-
pletion, individual choice, and personal property. The
fifth-grade children were sometimes in between in their
responses, demonstrating that they may have been pulled
between the cultural values of their home and those of the
school. For some scenarios, their responses locked more
like those of their teachers than those of their parents.
The school was being successful in its unwitting culiurat
socialization.

Based on these two studies we (Greenfield, Quiroz,
Rothstein-Fisch, Trumbuil, and seven elementary school
teachers initially) then utilized this research to help teach-
ers and schools understand home culture and school cul-
ture, in order to create educational “bridges” between
them. Through the Bridging Cultures Project, we have
been exploring with teachers the ways in which deep
value orientations of cultures (including the mainstream
1.8, culture) result in different expectations of children
and of schooling. These orientations are less visible than
the material and often superficial elements of a culture,
such as the ways in which a culture celebrates holidays
and heroes or creates works of art. Value orientations are
more difficult to capture than the histories of groups, be-
cause cultural values are often invisible. Yet they form
the basis for ways of viewing the world and vast ranges
of behaviors including the way people communicate, dis-
cipline their children, and carry out everyday tasks. If
schools are to succeed in promoting successful educa-
tion for children and meaningful school involvement for
parents, then educators need to understand how these
cultural values orientations shape a whole host of beliefs,
expectations, and behaviors—on the part of families on
the one hand and of teachers and school personnel on
the other. ' :

We must emphasize that there are elements of both
individualism and collectivism in any society and that
cultures change, particularly when they come in contact
with each other, As Goldenberg and Gallimore (1995)
observed, “Both continuity and discontinuity across gen-
erations are part of the process of culfural evolution,
complex dynamic that contributes to change and vari-
ability within cultures” (p. 188). For example, parents’
views about appropriate education for girls of the cur-
rent generation of Mexican American families are diffesr-
ent from thefr own parenis’ views on the same topic
(Goldenberg & Gallimore, 1995). The new generation
puts greater emphasis on individual educational develop-
ment; the older generation put greater emphasis on family
responsibility.

Intergenerational trends toward the host culture
notwithstanding, there currently exists tremendous cross-
cultural value conflict between Latino immigrant families
and the schools, Most of these families have emigrated
from rural Mexico, with a minority coming from urban
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Mexico and Central America. They were generally poor
in their homelands, with little opportunity for educational
advancement. Hence, they are likely (as our studies show)
to exhibit highly collectivistic values.

Cross-Cultural Contact and Conflict at School

Research shows the contrasting types of knowledge, in-
telligence, apprenticeship, and communication to be on
a collision course in our multicultural schools. Whereas
teachers focus on independent academic achievement,
Latino parents, for example, are often more concerned
about social behavior (Greenfield, Quiroz, & Raeff, 2000).
These goals are crystallized in a different concept of edu-
cation, educacién (Reese, Baizano, Gallimore, & Golden-
berg, 1995). This Spanish word is not an accurate transla-
tion of the English word “education.” Unlike “education;”
educacion refers to the inculcation of proper and respect-
ful social behavior; like the Tzotzil #na, edicacion refers
to character, The connotation is that academic learning
does not suffice to make a person “educated” As another
example, the Native American concepts of learning by
observing rather than participating and for the purpose
of group rather than seif (as discussed earlier) also lead
to mismatches between Native children and the schools
(Suina & Smolkin, 1994). In terms of communication,
teachers complain that Latino students do not speak up
in class and proffer their opinions. At home, however,
to provide an opinion to an adult would be considered
disrespectful (Delgado-Gaitan, 1 094).

Ameliorating these mismatches is the foundation of the
Bridging Cultures Project. Bridging Cultures began as a
series of workshops for seven elementary school teachers
serving Latino immigrant families in Southern California.
We used our own cthnographic observations of cross-
cultural value conflict in school to help make the Bridging
Caltures teachers aware of the two value systems and
where they might come into conflict at school. We begin
with one such observation.

Example of an Individualism-Collectivism Conflict:
Sharing or Personal Property?

The emphasis on social relationships rather than on the
individual extends to notions of property: In collectivistic
cultures, the boundaries of property ownership are more
permeable. Personal items such as clothing, books, or
toys are readily shared and often seen as family property
rather than individual property. Through a study utilizing
scenarios presented to children, parents, and the chit-
dren’s teachers, we found that Latino parents gencrally

value sharing as a child development goal, whereas thejr
children’s teachers place a greater value on personal prop.
erty (Raeff et al., 2000). The following incident in schog]
illustrates the institutional forces that make it difficult for
teachers to harmonize their classroom practices with the
home culture of collectivisim:

The Crayons Incident (as told by the teacher)

A mentor teacher paid a visit to a kindergarten class, where she
observed that the teacher had arranged the crayons by colorin
cups. There was a cap for the green crayons, a cup for the red
crayons, and so on. Each cup of crayons was shared by the entire
class. The mentor suggesied to the kindergarten teacher that it
would be much better if each child had his or her own cup of
crayons with all the colors in it. She explained that it made chil-
dren feel good to have their own property and that they needed
to learn how to take care of their own property. Furthermore,
thase who took good care of their “property” would not have
to suffer by using the “crappy” (her word) crayons of those chil-
dren who did not know how to take care of their things. (Quiroz
& Greenfield, 1996)

The crayons incident involves an underlying conflict
between the values of sharing and personal property,
The kindergarten teacher was an immigrant Latina par-
ent herself, and her arrangement of the crayons was im-
plicitly based on her collectivistic orientation. When she
responded to the wishes of the supervising teacher by
rearranging the crayops, the children, largely immigrant
Latinos themselves, began to experience conflict be-
tween the sharing orientation that was familiar to themat
home (and previously at school) and the new orientation
to personal property. As told by the teacher, the children

did not care if their materials were misplaced, so their “personal”
materials ended up baving to be rearranged by the teacher every
day. Tt was not that the children were incapable of arranging
their materials in a systematic fashion because they had done so
beiore. However, the category “personal material” sicply was
not important to them. (Quiroz & Greenfield, 1996, pp. 12-13)

The preceding example makes it very clear that values
are in the head, not in the situation, and that they arc
used for the symbolic construction of social relations and
social life, at school as at home. In terms of the exter-
nal situation in this example, the crayons in actual fact
pelonged to the school. Through her actions and words,
the teacher symbolicaily constructed them as belonging
to the class as a whole, while the mentor symbotically con-
structed them as belonging to individual students. The
mentor was clear that she wanted the children to lear
a lesson about the importance of personal propetty: the
teacher, implicitly, was communicating a message about
the necessity to share. The teacher’s message reflected




her owi socialization in Mexico; the mentor’s actualized
the values of the school and the mainsiream society. The
childreny’s behavior indicated that the teacher's approach
was more meaningful to them, undoubtedly because it
harmonized with their socialization at horme.

Cooperation, Competition, and Schooling:
Another Arena for Conilict Between
Individualism and Collectivism

The ways teachers and students interact in the classroom
reflect a relative emphasis on the needs of the group or of
the individual. Competition is the natural companion of
a focus on the individual, whereas cooperation is the nat-
ural companion of a focus on the group. Although “coop-
erative learning” has been widely promoted, sometimes
on the grounds that it will ensure students’ later success
on the job, the norm of cooperation has clearly not over-
ridden the norm of competition. Indeed, our analysis of
*cooperative learning” in schools indicates that there are
two basic modes of cooperation, one more individualis-
tic, the other more collectivistic. The more individualistic
mode is characterized by division of labor; the more col-
lectivistic by people focusing together on a common task.
A comparison of more schooled and less schooled Maya
mothers, guiding their children in a puzzle task, showed
that formal schooling promotes the individualistic mode
of cooperation (Chavajay & Rogoff, 2002). Cooperative
learning, as it is practiced in schools—although it may
stress “positive interdependence” (Johnson & Johnson,
1994)—also involves division of labor as a central element
(e.g., Cohen, 1986; Johnson & Johnson, 1994; Aronson,
_S_tephan, Sikes, Blaney, & Snapp, 1978); it is therefore not
necessarily a comfortable mode of learning for children
who have been socialized to focus together simultane-
ously on a common task.

The conflict between the two norms is seen most
clearly in settings such as Southern California, where
Immigrant Latinos are introduced to U.S. schooling, or
Alaska, where students from indigenous cultures meet
“mainstream” teaching. Yup’ik Eskimo teacher Vicki Dull
€xplains the situation in the village where she taught:

In the Yup’ik culture, * group” is important. There is little, if any,
Competition among Yup'ik people. When the Western school
System entered the picture, the unity of the group slowly shat-
tered. Children were sent hundreds and often thousands of
miles away to be schooled in boarding schools where they were
forced to abandon their own language for the foreign English
With its accompanying foreign ways. They learned the Western
Value of competition. They learned to be individuals, competing
4gainst each other, instead of a group working in unity . . . There
Are seldom, if any times when they were allowed to help each

R .
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other, which wouid have been construed as “cheating” (Dull,
in Nelson-Barber & Dull, 1998, p. 95)

It is difficult for educators used to U.S. “mainstream”
norms to comprehend how drastic a shift this represents
for students from a coliectivistic culture.

Cross-Cultural Conflict in What Counts as Knowledge
and Thinking at Home and at School

Cultural models not only have values attached to them~
what counts as good and bad, what takes priority over
what—but they also have c¢pistemologies: what counts
as knowledge. These cultural models are so basic as to
normally remain implicit. So long as everyone interacting
in the same social world shares the same model, the im-
plicit quality of the models does not cause a problem. In
fact, it provides an underlying set of shared assumptions
that*makes social life-—for example, life in'school—run
smoothly, This next example is about what happens in
a bicultural classroom when teachers and learners have
different implicit understandings of what counts as
knowledge.

In a pre-kindergarten class consisting of children from Latino
immigrant homes, the teacher held an actual chicken egg. She
asked the children to describe eggs by thinking about the times
they had cooked and eaten eggs. One of the children tried three
times to talk about how she cooked eggs with her grandmother,
but the teacher disregarded these comments in favor of a child
who explained how eggs are white and yellow when they are
cracked. (Greenfield, Raeff, & Quiroz, 1996)

The two features of this incident—the first child’s em-
phasis on a family-based story and the teacher’s disre-
gard and devaluation of the child's seemingly unscientific
answer—occur frequently in classrooms with immigrant
Latino students. But what is really happening here?

Our theoretical analysis rests on the following two
points: What counts as knowledge for the teacher is
knowledge about the physical world apart from the social
world. It is the teacher’s definition of scientific knowl-
edge, and, in her mind, this is a science lesson. Her focus
is on one part of her instructions, “Describe eggs” The
child, in contrast, is responding more to the other part of
the teacher’s instructions—“Think about the times you
have cooked and eaten eggs”—and, based on a different
set of assumptions about what counts as knowledge, fo-
cuses on the social aspect of her experience with eggs,
in particular, a family experience. This is the first aspect
of the misunderstanding and cultural mismatch between
teacher and learner. )

The second aspect of the mismatch is that the child
who was passed over is providing a narrative, also valued
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in her home culture, while the teacher is expecting a
simple statement of fact. ImpHcitly, the teacher is male-
ing Bruner's distinction between narrative thought and
logical-scientific thought. Bruner’s analysis is very rele-
vant here:

There appear to be two broad ways in which human beings orga-
nize and manage their knowledge of the woxld, indeed structure
even their immediate experience: ONE 5CEMS MOre specialized
for treating of physical “things,’ the other for treating people
and their plights. These are conventionally known as logical-
scientific thinking and narrative thinking (Bruner, 1996, p. 39).

The child who talks about cooking and eating ¢ggs with
her grandmother is responding in the narrative mode,
But the teacher expects the logical-scientific mode: “What
are the bare facts about eggs?,’ she wants to know. Nar-
rative is, in the mainstrcam culture, associated with the
humanities; logicakscientific thought is associated with
the sciences. As Bruner says, the value of logical-scientific
thinking “is so impficit in our highly technological culture
that its inclusion in school curricula is taken for granted”
(Bruner, 1996, p. 41). It is 50 taken for granted that the
narrative mode, as the egg incident shows, becomes it
visible to the teacher.

Impact of Home-School Value Conflict

Here and elsewhere we have presented examples of how
these two different value orientations often collide as chil-
dren from immigrant families move from home culture
into U.S. schools (Greenfield & Cocking, 1994; Greenfield
etal., 1998; Racffetal., 2000). T hese children may be torn
between the values and expectations of their native cul-
ture and those of the “mainstream.” Parents and teachers
(the latter representing mainstream culture) may observe
the same behaviors in children but interpret them differ-
ently, because they are viewing them through very differ-
ent cultural lenses. When the individualistic teacher says
the child is “able to work well independently;” the collec-
tivistic parent may hear the teacher as saying the child
is “too separated from the group.” When the collectivis-
tic parent asks more than once about his or her child’s
social development, the individualistic teacher may hear
the parent as saying, “I don’t really care whether she does
weil academically in school”

From Theory to Practice: Guiding T eachers
to Bridge Cultures

"o determine if knowledge of the cultural value systems of
individualism and collectivism could affect teaching and

learning, we began the Bridging Cultures Project wig,
professional development workshops for seven elemey,
tary teachers from bilingual Spanish-English classrogmg
in southern California. The grade level of their claggeg
ranged from kindergarten through fifth grade. Four teact,.
ers were Latino; three were European American. Three
of the four Latino teachers were immigrants to the United
States (two from Mexico, on¢ from Peru); one of the.
Furopean American teachers was an immigrant (from
Germany). All of the immigrant teachers had come ¢q
the United States when they were young (between 2 and
8 years of age).

These seven teachers participated in a series of three
half-day workshops. In the first workshop, Greenfield and
Quiroz presented the theory of individualism and collec-
tivism, as well as the results of our research on cross-
cultural value conflict between Latino immigrant famities
and the schools (Raeff et al., 2000).

+The format was quite participatory; so, for exam-
ple, we asked the teachers how they would solve cer
tain individualism-coliectivism diletnmas before showing
them what our research had revealed about how Latino
immigrant parents and their children’s teachers resolved
the same dilemmas (Raeff et al., 2000). These scenar-
jos were also used as a pretest of teachers’ beliefs. The
teachers responded in a strongly individualistic manner
(86 percent of the response Werce individualistic) despite
the majority of Latino teachers in our group (Rothstein-
Fisch, Trumbull, Quiroz, & Greenfield, 1997). In debrief
ing the scenarios, the teachers were noticeably surprised
to find out that the Latino parents favored a different (i.e.,
collectivistic) way to resolve dilemmas that the teachers
had generally solved in an individualistic mode. (fn this
way, we found out that the schooling process, partic
latly teacher training, wiped out, at least on the surface,
the collectivistic values with which our Latino teachers,
as they later told us, had been raised.) Starting in Wotk-
shop 1 and continuing throughout the workshops, we
presented examples of cross-cultural conflict betwees it
dividualism and collectivism in the schools, such as the
“crayons” and “eggs” incidents described carlier.

At the end of the first workshop, we asked the teachers
to observe in their schools and to bring back to the second
workshop an example of conflict between individualism
and collectivism that they had noticed. During the second
workshop, they shared their examples, and we refined u-
derstanding of the two value systems through discussiofl
At the end of the second workshop, we asked the teach-
ers to try to make one change before the next wotkshop
that would reduce a conflict between individualism and
collectivism in their classroom or school and to observe
its impact. In the third workshop, they reported on what
they had done and how it had worked. We discussed theil




interventions, and this was the beginning of a process
bY which teachers used the individualism~-collectivism
'pafadigm to generate new practices and learn from each
‘others’ innovations. Researchers could also record these
‘jnnovations to present as important “results” of the train-
ing, for purposes of broader dissemination to the educa-
‘tional community.

. At the end of Workshop 3, the teachers took a posttest.
Agaﬂl, scenarios were drawn from those used by Raeff,
reenfield, and Quiroz (2000). The posttest revealed that
teachers had dramatically shifted their orientation to re-
solving a matched set of social dilemnmas (57 percent
collectivistic, 21 percent individualistic, and 21 percent
.*i)dth individualistic and collectivistic) (Rothstein-Fisch
¢ al., 1997). There were now many mMore collectivistic
élutions. However, even more important to the concept
"f a bridge between two cultures, the teachers’ solu-
jons were NOw very well distributed among both value
Systemms.

At this point, the teachers initiated the idea and unan-
jmously agreed that it would be worthwhile to continue
o meet to explore further applications of the theory in
their own classrooms znd schools. We held a fourth, de-
riefing workshop and then arranged to keep meeting
everal times a year. At these meetings, teachers reported
their latest Bridging Cultures innovations, researchers re-
ported ongoing rescarch and publications, and teacher-
esearcher teams practiced for upcoming outreach pre-

shops and meetings atways included food and drink and
an opportunity for socializing. These elements were €x-
tremely important to group motivation, as they made the
teachers feel valued, something they told us was often
lacking in their schools. The group turned into a collab-
orative support team, as the line berween teacher and
researcher becatme increasingly blurred.

Teachers as Researchers

A key feature of the Bridging Cultures Project is the role
teachers have taken. The seven participating teachers in
our original Bridging Cultures workshop are themselves
acting as researchers in their own classrooms and con-
tributing hoth to a deeper understanding of the theoreti-
cal framework and to the collection of examples of school-
based experiences and practices that bring the framework
alive. These teachers are truly “teacher-researchers” be-
‘cause they experiment with new ways of bridging cut-
‘tures, and they report the results for others to learn
from. We refer to the non-teacher researchers as “staif re-
Searchers” One of the teacher-researchers (Catherine Da-
ley) and one of the siaff researchers (Patricia Greenfield)
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subsequently engaged in a formal study applying the
Bridging Cultures training to parent education. We be-
lieve that teacher research is an important and unique
source of knowledge about teaching and that artificial

. boundaries between the practice of teaching and research

on teaching need to be challenged. Much can be gained
from collaborations between educational psychologists
and classtoom teachers.

In our meetings, we discussed ways to improve
home-school relationships and children’s education that
are based on the experimentation of the teacher-
researchers in their own classrooms. This experimenta-
tion is then disseminated to the broader educational com-
munity through publications and professional workshops
(Quiroz, Greenfield, & Altchech, 1998, 1999; Rothstein-
Fisch, Greenfield, & Trumbull, 1999, Rothstein-Fisch &
Trumbull, 2005; Rothstein-Fisch, Trumbuil, Isaac, Daley,
& Pérez, 2001; Trumbul, Diaz-Meza, Hasan, & Rothstein-
Fisch, 2001; Trumbull, Rothstein-Fisch, & Hernandez,
2003; Trumbull, Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Quiroz,
2001). Teachers are important partners in the dissemi-
nation process. They have disseminated locally, in their
schools and at the district level, regionally, and nationally,
as have the staff researchers. Often we give joint presen-
tations, including one or more teacher-researchers and
one or more staff researchers. _

Another aspect of teacher research that was part of
the Bridging Cultures professional development process
was the use of ethnography, a technique from anthro-
pology that is often defined as participant observation.
We encouraged teachers to get to know their individ-
val parents and to learn more about their backgrounds-—
Where were they from? How old were they when they
immigrated to the United States? In what countsy did
they go to school? The last question was a good one to
elicit amount of schooling in a nonthreatening manner.
Parental schooling is important information for teachers
to have in the population served by the Bridging Cul-
tures teachers. Most parents of their students had had no
opportunity to go beyond sixth grade in Mexico or Cen-
tral America, and limited formal education then became
a barrier to helping children with homework and aca-
demic skill development, a barrier that tecachers needed
to understand and adapt to. Bthnography was impor-
tant for teachers in order to adapt to individual fam-
ily differences as a function of acculturation level, eco-
nomic level, educational level, and so forth. Ethnography
was also important as a 'way to get to know about the
whole family in a culture where the child is seen pri-
marily as a famlly member rather than an independent
individual. Whereas individualism-collectivism paradigm
provided a framework by which to understand partic-
ular ethnographic details, the ethnographic approach
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to families prevented overgeneralization and inaccurate
stereotypes.

Teachers Use the Theory to Generate New Practices

Indeed, the teachers’ experimentation in their own class-
rooms and schools has proven the framework more gen-
erative than we ever dreamed possible. There has been
no end to the applications teachers have identified and
innovations they have developed. Teachers can apply the
framework in ways that make sense in their classrooms
and schools and which they are comfortable with, Not
all innovations are of equal value or success. They need
to be evaluated in light of the framework and research,
as well as tested by teachers, to see how they work and
what outcomes they drive. There is no recommended
mix of individualism and collectivism in the classroom,
although most of the innovations have, quite naturally,
been in the direction of making uniformly individualis-
tic classrooms more collectivistic. However, it is equally
important to note that the teachers, in our very first work-
shop, decided that the basic notion is to provide 2 bridge
from home culture to the school culture, so that students
can meet the demands of mainstream schooling, which
will not adapt to their home culture as they continue in
school.

Ii is important to note that our method is nonpre-
scriptive. We provide the paradigm; the teachers use
the paradigm to generate their own innovations, which
vary greatly from teacher to teacher. Here are a few
examples:

In the area of home-school relations, examples include
transforming parent-teacher conferences, with their tra-
ditional focus on one individual child, into a group for-
mat where the teacher meets with parents of several
children (Quiroz, Greenfield, & Altchech, 1998). In the
arez of classroom management, helping tasks (such as
cleaning the blackboard) stopped being restricted to
one assigned child; children were allowed to help freely
and to work together on a wide variety of classroom
tasks (Greenfield, in press; Rothstein-Fisch, Trumbull, &
Greenfield, in press). In the area of instruction, chik
dren were encouraged to help each other in prepar
ing for standardized tests (while the bottom line of
individual assessment was also made clear!) (Rothstein-
Fisch et al., 2003). In language arts, teachers designed
writing prompts and selected literature based on stu-
dents’ interest in the topic of “family”; they also sup-
ported students’ forms of discourse that integrated aca-
demic topics with social topics (such as expericnces
with family) (Rothstein-Fisch, Trambull, & Greenfield, in
Press).

Reason for Optimism

The outcomes of the Bridging Cultures Project are causeg
for optimism. Some of the most striking effects have
do with (1) the perspective teachers have gained on thejy
own culture, their students’ home culture, and school ¢yt
ture, (2) the degree to which this has begun to influence
their thinking and their practice in ways that reduce cop.
flicts between home and school culture, and (3) the in.
creased confidence teachers have in their own abilities ¢
build the kinds of relationships with families that will sup-
port student success in school and family unity at home,
They know how to learn from their students’ families,
and they have new ways of understanding what parents
are sharing with them. What they have learned will stand
them in good stead whenever they encounter students
from other collectivistic cultures, although the specifics
may be different. We believe the project has been suc

eessful for the following reasons:

* Ttusesatheory-and research-based framework to guide
experimentation with new educational methods.

* It offers teachers opportunities to share and analyze
practice over an extended period of time, valuing their
knowledge and experience.

¢ It allows for experimentation and has been applied to
all aspects of teachers’ work including staff develop-
ment, classroom management, subject matter instruc-
tion, assessment, and parent-school relations.

» ]t has a committed group of teacher-researchers and
staff researchers.

* Itisnot prescriptive but offers a generative framework.

* It includes meetings that incorporate both rigorous in-
tellectual work and enjoyable interpersonal activities
such as sharing meals, humor, and personal celebra-
tions. ’

In the final analysis, teachers recognize that neither value
system is all good or all bad. One teacher said, “I think
that it is a good point to bring out about culture . .. that...
we're not saying collectivism is right and individualism is
wrong. We're just saying to recognize it. It's different”

CONCLUSIONS

A strong cultural theory of learning and development
places culture at the center rather than the periphef¥.
Culture is not simply a context for development; i
stead it is inside the individual, an essential component
of learning, socialization, and development (Greentield,
Keller, Fuligni, & Maynard, 2003). Bach cultural pathway
addresses universal developmental issues. Many of these




issues—for example, learning, teaching, intelligence, cre-
ativity, and knowledge—are centrally relevant to educa-
tonal psychology. But each pathway addresses the issues
with a different emphasis. The pathway toward indepen-
dence, individuation, and innovation provides one set
of developmental priorities; the pathway toward inter-
dependence, group membership, and respect for com-
munity tradition provides another set.

Schooling intrinsically values the independent individ-
ual. Inn school, to help or be helped by another, especially
on a test, is to comunit the act of cheating (Cizek, 1999;
Whiting & Whiting, 1994; Rothstein-Fisch et al., 2001).
Most likely the general cultural emphasis on individual-
jsm in the United States (e.g., Hofstede, 2001) further
strengthens the value schools place on the independent
individual, relative to schools in some other countries.

However, it is important to realize that this individu-
alistic value system is not part of the home culture for
many, many students from immigrant or native cultures.
This may also be the case, albeit to a lesser extent, in

nonminority working-class homes (Lucariello, Durand, & .

Yarnell, 2005; Snibbe & Markus, 2005); collectivisin, par-
ticularly in the form of sharing and helping, is a nat-
ural adaptation to lesser economic means. The differ-
ence between a more collectivistic home culture and
a more individualistic school culture sets the stage for
values conflict, with children being exposed to one set of
values at home, another at school.

Although we have, in this chapter, presented exam-
- ples from the elementary school years, parallel conflicts
- occur from early childhood through the university. At the
- preschool level, for example, a toddler may be hand or
. spoon fed by others at home (value placed on parental
helpfulness and parent-child closeness), while being en-
couraged to self-feed in day care (value placed on child in-
dependence) (Zepeda, Gonzalez-Mena, Rothstein-Fisch,
& Trumbull, in press). At the other end of the educa-
© tional spectrutn, when a college student is absent from a
- test to fulfill his/her family’s request to help care for a sick
telative, 2 common reaction on the part of the professor
is that he or she is slacking from school responsibilities;
it would be rare to hear the student praised for providing
. help at home. As another example, we have noted that
the most difficult part of graduate school for some Latino
students from immigrant homes is the conflict between
being present for family occasions such as baptisms and
. birthdays and being present to fulfill tasks in the academic
¢ cavironment.

Part of the answer to such dilemmas is to help parents
and families understand the two cultures and the con-
flicting demands that divergent cultural priorities place
on their children. We have begun to explore this route
by holding Bridging Cultures workshops for Latino im-
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migrant parents. This was a research project initiated by
one of our Bridging Cultures teachers, Catherine Daley.
Our findings are that such workshops help parents un-
derstand their children’s desire for more independence
than the parents have wanted and also make the parents
better understand their children’s teachers. This latter un-
derstanding was reflected in significantly greater parent
visitations with their children’s teachers, relative to a con-
trol group who received the school’s “standard” parent
training (Esau, Greenfield, & Daley, 2004),

We also know that similar conilicts and misunder-
standings occur among peers in heterogeneous class-
rooms or school sports teams when some members of a
peer group bring a collectivistic cultural orientation and
others bring a more individualistic orientation into the
group situation (Greenfield & Suzuki, 1998; Greenfield,
Davis, Suzuki, & Boutakidis, 2002). We have developed a
Bridging-Cultures-style intervention for multiethnic high
school sports teams, with some limited success (Kernan
& Greenfield, in press). However, to our knowledge, no
research has been done on the role of cross-cultural value
conflict in peer relations in culturally diverse elementary
schools. This is an area ripe for future research.

One topic that we have not touched in our research
or in this chapter is whether and how teachers can adapt
the Bridging Cultures approach to classrooms and schools
that are ethnically heterogeneous, rather than homoge-
nous. Our methods were developed for a situation in
which the classroom population is an immigrant popu-
lation from a single ethnic group with a collectivistic her-
itage cultare. What can and should teachers do in schools
and classrooms in which students come from various eth-
nocultural backgrounds? There are two such situations.

In one, children will be from various immigrant back-
grounds, all of which share a collectivistic value system.
In this situation, we believe that the Bridging Cultures ap-
proach can be used with minimal adaptation. In the sec-
ond situation, children from individualistic mainstream
cultural backgrounds are mixed in with children from
collectivistic cultural backgrounds. Here more adapta-
tion will surely be necessary, and research is very much
needed, However, we would guess that a framework for
understanding the nature of cultural differences within
a classroom would have to be very helpful to a teacher
and to her students. Such a framework might affect how
the teacher dealt with cross-cultural misunderstandings
among children coming from different cultural back-
grounds. It might also affect how well the teacher un-
derstood differing concerns of parents from different cul-
tural backgrounds. How to translate an understanding of
cuiturally diverse value systems in a single school or class-
room is an important topic for future research in educa-
tional psychology.
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By using the paradigm presented in this chapter to
animate their research, educational psychologists could
play a major role in helping school personnel to negotiate
difficult cultural waters by equipping them with detailed
research-based knowledge of the two pathways and their
matifestation in a multicultural school situation. Cross-
cultural value contflicts can take place both externally and
internally. Little is known about how they make school
at every level difficult for those who experience them. It
seems clear, however, that the more such cross-cultural
value conflicts are understood by educational researchers
and educators at all levels, the less these conflicts will
intetfere with processes of education and development.
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