Cultural Pathways through
fuman Development

CULTURAL PATHWAYS TO INDEPENDENCE

- AND INTERDEPENDENCE 656

PLAN OF THE CHAPTER 656

THREE THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO
CULTURE AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 656
The Cultural Values Approach 656

The Ecocultural Approach 657

The Sociohistorical Approach 658

CRITICISMS OF INDEPENDENCE/INDIVIDUALISM
AND INTERDEPENDENCE/COLLECTIVISM

AS CULTURAL PARADIGMS OF

HUMAN DEVELOPMENT 658

LTURAL PATHWAYS: CONFLICT, INVISIBILITY,
AND IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTITIONERS 639
FANT CARE, SOCIALIZATION, AND
DEVELOPMENT 659

at Are Parents’ Goals for Their Infants? 639

w Are Sleeping and Feeding Arrangements Affected
by Parental Goals? 660

e Relationship of Sleep to Feeding, Holding, Carrying,
and Nursing 661

at Can We Learn from a Cross-Cultural Perspective
on Infant Care Practices? Implications for Parents,
Pediatricians, and Other Practitioners 662
ues for Pediatricians and Parents to Consider
ferences, Not Deficits 663

W Are Attachment Behaviors Affected by
Parental Goals? 663

plications of Cross-Cultural Differences in
Attachment for Practice 664

W Are Communication Behaviors Affected by
Parental Goals? 665

ERVENING TO REDUCE CROSS-CULTURAL
VALUE CONFLICT AND MISUNDERSTANDING 669
RENT-CHILD RELATIONS 671

ldren’s Behavior toward Parents 671

ents’ Behavior foward Children 672

662

655

TRICIA M. GREENFIELD, LALITA K. SUZUKI, and CARRIE ROTHSTEIN-FISCH

Cultural Models of Parent-Child Relations:
Developmental Goals over the Life Span 676

Cultural Coberence 676

Ecologic¢al Factors and Social Change 676

IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE: WHAT CAN WE
LEARN FROM A CROSS-CULTURAL
PERSPECTIVE ON PARENTING STYLES? 677

For Researchers: You Can’t Take It with You 677

For Parents, Educators, Social Workers, and
Other Clinicians 677

The Problem of Differential Acculturation of Parents
and Children 678

BRIDGING CULTURES IN PARENT WORKSHOPS 678

PEER RELATIONS 679

Self-Presentation 679

Helping Behavior 680

Play: Cooperation and Competition 680

Conflict Resolation 682

Implications for Practice 683

Svmmary 684

STUDYING AND INTERVENING IN CROSS-CULTURAL
PEER RELATIONS: THE CASE OF MULTIETHNIC
HIGHSCHOOLSPORTS TEAMS 684

HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS 686

Bringing a Collectivistic Model of Development to
School: The Potential for Home-School Conflict 686

Summary 689

EXAMPLE OF A HOME-SCHOOL INTERVENTION:
BRIDGING CULTURES FOR TEACHERS 689

Changes in Classroom Management and Assessment 690

Cross-Cultural Exchange: Parents and Teachers 690

CONCLUSION 691

Cultural History and Multiculturalism 691

REFERENCES 692



656 Cultural Pathways through Human Development

CULTURAL PATHWAYS TO
INDEPENDENCE AND INTERDEPENDENCE

Our foundational theme is that many children in the

United States {(and other immigrant-receiving coun-

tries) are raised in home cultures that place a higher
relative value on interdependence as a goal of develop-
ment than does the dominant surrounding culture,
where independence is more highly valued. This situa-
tion derives from differences between the-dominant
cultural orientation of society at large and the cultural
value system of families’ ancestral cultures, often
Latin American, Asian, African, Native American,
or Native Hawaiian (Greenfield & Cocking, 1994). A
cultural orientation of independence yields one path-
way through universal developmental issues; a cultural
orientation of interdependence yields a different one
(Greenfield, Keller, Fuligni, & Maynard, 2003). In
North America, Australia, Canada, and many parts
of Burope, these diverging pathways can cause children
and families with a more interdependent home culture
to be caught in a conflicting cross-current of socializ-
ing influences. Because of the large number of immi-
grant and Native families in the United States, such
conflict constitutes a significant social probiem.

This chapter is an extensive revision of a chapter in this
Handbook's fifth edition, “Culture and Human Development:
Implications for Parenting, Education, Pediatrics, and Mental
Health,” by Greenfield and Suzuki (1998). The sections titled
“Three Approaches to Culture and Hizman Development” and
“Criticisms of Independence/Individualism and Interdepen-
dence/Collectivism as Basic Cultural Paradigms” were
adapted from “Cultural Pathways through Universal Develop-
ment” by Greenfield, Keller, et al. {2003). For the first
edition of this chapter, the authors would like to express spe-
cial appreciation to Helen Davis for insightful comments on
early drafts, for editing, and for help with manuscript prepa-
ration. We also thank Ashley Maynard for reading and com-
menting on the first draft. And we remember with
appreciation the very constructive review of the late Rodney
R. Cocking. For the revised chapter, we thank the FPR-UCLA
Center for Culture, Brain, and Development for providing a
stimulating atmosphere in which to discuss and learn about
the issues of cuiture and human development. We also thank
HopeLab for their support of the revision. This revision was
completed while the first author was a Fellow at the Center
for Advanced Study in the Behavioral Sciences, Stanford,
California.

PLAN OF THE CHAPTER

We first review research from around the world demop.
strating these two developmental pathways, each With
its distinctive socialization goals and practices. We .
ganize this review into four sections according to age
periods and agents of socialization: early socializatigy
at home, later socialization at home, socializatign by '
peers, and socialization by the school. After reviewing
the relevant research in each section, we discuss impli-
cations for practice. At the end of each section, we alsg
present an intervention designed to alleviate conflicting
socialization pressures between home and the outside
community and the cross-cuitural misunderstandings
that arise from them.

THREE THEQRETICAL APPROACHES TO

CULTURE AND HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

Our conception of cultural pathways draws on three
major types of theory: the ecocultural, sociohistorical,
and values perspectives. Philosophicaily, the ecocultural
approach emphasizes the causal influence of material
conditions in the environment. The values approach, in
contrast, emphasizes the causal influence of ideals or
meanings inside the psyche. The sociohistorical ap-
proach emphasizes the causal influence of social fac-
tors: the interactional processes and symbolic fools used
in cultural learning; these processes and tools develop
over historical time. We begin with the values approach,
the most central to our model of cultural pathways
through human development.

The Cultural Values Approach

On the side of social development, the distinction be-
tween independent and interdependent pathways of devel-
opment originates in cross-cultural comparative research
identifying altruism and egoism as outcomes of dif-
ferent socialization practices under different environ-
mental conditions (J. W. M. Whiting & B. B. Whiting,
1973/1994). On the side of cognitive development, the
distinction between a collectivistic and an individualistic
worldview originates in Greenfield’s (1966) research id
Senegal in which she found an assumption of glﬁi’ﬂ‘tler
unity between self and world, both sacial and physical, 1n
the indigenous Wolof culture. This contrasted with
greater metacognitive self-awareness—a cognitive sepl




ration of self and world—as a result of the Western insti-
ration of formal schooling (Greenfield & Bruner, 1966).

Out of these historical beginnings has grown a concep-
tion of alternative pathways of development. In an inde-
pendent developmental pathway, social obligations are
individually negotiated; opportunities to select social re-
[ationships (personal choice) and to act freely in those re-
lationships (individual rights) are maximized (Raeff,
Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2000). In an interdependent devel-
opmental pathway, in contrast, social obligations and re-
sponsibilities are given greater priority, and individual

prioritizes individuation as a developmental goal; an in-
terdependent pathway, by contrast, prioritizes conform-
ing to established social norms as a developmental goal
(Kitayama, Markus, & Lieberman, 1995; Nsamenang &
Lamb, 1994; Weisner, 2000).

Cultorally relevant developmental goals are repre-
gsented in the form of implicit ethnotheories of develop-
ment, that is, systems of beliefs and ideas concerning the
nature of the ideal child and the socialization practices
necessary to achieve this ideal (Goodnow, 1988; Hark-
ness & Super, 1996; McGillicuddy-Delisi & Sigel,
1995). These ethnotheories are shared (and negotiated)
émong members of cultural communities. Values con-
cerning preferred developmental goals can be expressed
explicitly, as in parental ethnotheories, or implicitly, as in
6iiltura1 practices, particularly discourse practices
(Keller, Voelker, & Yovsi, 2002; Ochs & Schieffelin,
1984: Sigel, McGillicuddy-Delisi, & Goodnow, 1992),
e growing emphasis on indigenous conceptualizations
parenting goals (Chao, 1994; Gutierrez & Sameroff,
90; Yovsi & Keller, 2003) has unraveled independence
d interdependence as core dimensions, applicable to all
developmental domains.

Participants from non-Western cultural communities,
ch as Chinese (Chao, 1994), Fapanese (Rothbaum,
eisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000), Indians (Keller,
elker, et al., 2002; Saraswathi, 1999), West Africans
gunnaike & Houser, 2002, for Nigeria; Nsamenang,
92, and Yovsi, 2001, for Cameroon), and Puerto Ri-
s {Harwood, Schoelmerich, Ventura-Cook, Schulze,
Wilson, 1996), subscribe to the cultural ideal of in-
dﬂ'pendenoe: Their ethnotheories stress closeness,
fency (social responsibility, honesty) and proper de-
Aot {politeness, respect for elders, loyalty to family)
arious developmental domains (Harwood, 1992),
articipants from Western industrialized cultuyral
unities, such as Germans (Keller, Zach, & Abels,

choice is much less important. An independent pathway
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2002), European Americans (Harwood et al., 1996),
and Dutch (Harkness, Super, & van Tijen, 2000),
subscribe to the cultural ideal of independence: Their
ethnotheories stress self-maximization and independ-
ence (creativity, curiosity, assertiveness, self-esteem).
These particular parental goals and practices socialize
children to operate effectively in an individualistic so-
ciety such as the United States. “So basic is the concept
of individualism to American society,” it has been said,
“that every major issue which faces us as a natjon in-
variably poses itself in these terms” (Gross & Oster-
man, 1971, p. xi). Socialization practices that function
to actualize the ethnotheoretical framework within cul-
tural communities begin at birth or even before.

The Ecocultaral Approach

The ecocultural approach, pioneered by anthropologists
Beatrice Whiting and John Whiting (1975; see also
D’ Andrade, 1994), sees the child’s behavioral develop-
ment and the acquisition of culture as resulting from the
interaction between human biological potentialities and
environmental conditions. In short, the ecocultural ap-
proach emphasizes development as an adaptation to dif-
ferent environmental conditions and constraints (Berry,
1976; LeVine, 1977; Munroe & Munroe, 1994; Super &
Harkness, 1986; Weisner, 1984; B. B. Whiting & Ed-
wards, 1988; B. B. Whiting & J. W. M. Whiting, 1975).

From the ecocultural perspective, particular eco-
nomic and environmental conditions create different
social structures that favor different developmental
pathways (cf. Berry, 1994). The pathways therefore
arise as adaptations to these physical and economic
conditions. Thus, the interdependent pathway appears
to be an adaptive response to small face-to-face com-
munities and a subsistence economy; these communities
value tradition and therefore change slowly. The inde-
pendent pathway, in contrast, appears to be an adaptive
response to large, anonymous communities and a com-
mercial economy (Greenfield, 2000, 2004; Greenfield,
Maynard, & Childs, 2003; Keller, Zach, et al., 2002);
these communities value innovation and therefore
change more rapidly. In slow-changing, subsistence-
based ecologies, ethnotheories are transmitted verti-
cally from generation fo generation, maximizing
historical continuity. In complex and fast-changing so-
cieties, on the other hand, parental ideas are negotiated
horizontally within generations, relying on public dis-
course {media) and experts (e.g., pediatricians), with
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substantial differences among generations (Hewlett &
Lamb, 2002; Keiler, Miranda, & Gauda, 1984).
Correlatively, high socioeconomic status (SES) and
formal education are associated with a more individual-
istic orientation (Keller, Zach, et al,, 2002; Palacios &
Moreno, 1996; Tapia Uribe, LeVine, & LeVine, 1994).
Nonetheless, these cultural orientations persist across
various socioeconomic and educational backgrounds
(Harwood et al., 1996; Keller, Zach, et al., 2002).

The Sociohistorical Approach

The sociohistorical approach emphasizes processes of
social construction, particularly cultural apprentice-
ship, cultural practices and artifacts, and the historical
dimension of these processes (Cole, 1996; Lave &
Wenger, 1991, Rogoff, 1990; Saxe, 1991; Scribner,
1985; Scribner & Cole, 1973, 1981; Vygotsky, 1962;

Wertsch, 1985; Zukow, 1589). Social construction is .

seen as a set of situation-specific activities.

The sociohistorical perspective is crucial to the
model of cultural pathways through human development.
According to this model, each pathway results from a
value orientation that generates the social construction
{often called co-construction to reflect the active in-
volverment of the child) of socializing practices and
behaviors in particular situations. These social con-
struction processes include apprenticeship from cultural
“gxperts” in the adult generation, as well as peer inter-
action (Greenfield & Lave, 1982; Maynard, 2002). The
interactional routines and artifacts that are utilized in
cultural learning have a key role in socializing a child to
proceed on a developmental pathway (Greenfield, 2000,
Mistry & Rogoff, 1994; Rogoff, 1990; Saxe, 1991). Con-
struction processes become particularly salient in bicul-
tural people, where one or the other value system can
become prominent in a particular situation (Garcia Coll,
Meyer, & Brillon, 1995).

CRITICISMS OF
INDEPENDENCE/INDIVIDUALISM AND
INTERDEPENDENCE/COLLECTIVISM
AS CULTURAL PARADIGMS OF
HUMAN DEVELOPMENT

One common criticism of this approach is that it is too
simplistic and reductionistic; the dichotomous binary
quality of independence/individualism and interdepen-

dence/collectivism is seen as problematical (Killen &
Wainryb, 2000; Rogoff, 2003). However, we do not see
these concepts as dichotomous. They ate not all or nope
but rather exist to different degrees in different individz
uals in different cultures at different times in differen;
domains (Greenfield, Maynard, & Childs, 2003,
Morelli, Rogoff, Oppenbeim, & Goldsmith, 1992; Raeff
et al., 2000). They also vary with geography, SES, and
formal education (Hofstede, 2001; Tapia Uribe ef al,
1994). In addition, they are seen as developing throug};
dynamic processes of socialization, which are them-
selves an important object of study (Greenfield, May-
nard, et al., 2003).

The notion of independent and interdependent con-
cerns coexisting in the same culture is put forth as an-
other criticism of the framework (Killen & Wainryb,
2000). In Tesponse, we register our agreement, but note
that individual enterprise (independence) and social re-
lationships (interdependence) each have distinctive
modes of expression in the two cultural frameworks. For
example, freely chosen relationships are valued in the
independent framework, whereas implicit social obliga-
tions ate a more valued relationship premise in the inter-
dependent framework (Raeff et al., 2000).

As a closely related response to this same criticism, a
given behavior may be valued in both types of culture,
but its relative priority may be different. For example,
sharing with siblings is valued by parents in mainstream
U.S. culture, but sharing is considered a matter of per-
sonal choice. Among Mexican immigrants to Los Ange-
les, by contrast, sharing has a much higher priority; it is
simply expected (Raeff et al, 2000). Prioritizing ose
value over another may involve setting boundary condi-
tions for the exercise of the preferred value {Waintyb,
1995). Boundary conditions may also reflect intergroup
contact and cultural change processes. For example, the
collectivistic Druze community studied by Wainryb is
surrounded by the greater individualism of mainstreant
Israeli culture. Under these circumstances, the develop-
ment in Druze children of boundaries on the rightful ex-
ercise of authority and the obligation to obey may
among other things, reflect contact with the surrounding
national culture.

The existence of individual differences in the same
culture is also seen as a criticism of the independeﬂce'[
interdependence framework. For example, Wainryb and
Turiel (1994) found more orientation toward autosemy
among males than females in collectivistic Druze C‘_'l'
ture. However, this criticism treats cultural character’s”




tics as independent (sic/) traits and fails to take into ac-
count the systemic nature of cultures. In response to
their example, we see female respect for male authority,
a relational feature of collectivistic cultures, as the root
of such differential autonomy.

Sometimes the between-culture variability among
collectivistic or individualistic cultures is taken as a
criticism of the paradigm (Iarkness et al., 2000), Qual-
itative and quantitative variability has been found in
both systems (Harkness et al, 2000; Hofstede, 1991).
- The two value systems are merely ideal paradigms that
get instantiated in a multiplicity of concrete and histori-
cally differentiated cultural contexts.

CULTURAL PATHWAYS: CONFLICT,
INVISIBILITY, AND IMPLICATIONS
FOR PRACTITIONERS

When home culture and societal culture differ for any
particular family, interesting and, at times, vexing situa-
tions arise. Children may be faced with conflicting
messages from home and from the outside world (partic-
ularly from schoal) as to the proper values, attitudes,
and behaviors they should follow. Parents are also in the
position of having to reassess their cultural framework
in a new setting where many of their own values may be
in direct conflict with those of society at large. Choices
will need to be made as to which values in what contexts
should be used in raising their children.

The difficulty of such choices is 2ll the greater be-
cause cultures are “invisible” (Philips, 1972). That is,
they are interpretive lenses that are taken for granted
by.the wearers. Like the air we breathe, under ordinary
tonditions, these value frameworks do not rise to con-
Scious awareness. This lack of awareness exacerbates
the potential for both personal conflict and interper-
Sonal misunderstanding in multicultural environments.
People tend to experience the other pathway’s response
[0 a particular situation as “wrong” rather than as sim-
ply reflecting a different cultural orientation.

Because they have the task of assessing the behaviors
of parents and children who come from diverse cultural
]_?ackgrour;ds, counselors, social workers, educators, and
bealth care professionals who work with families must
aware of these interculiural dynamics. Behaviors that
May appear strange and perhaps dysfunctional in one
Cltural context could in fact be seen as normal in oth-
8. The professional community that comes into contact
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with families of differing backgrounds has the challenge
of understanding the values and child developmental
goals behind culturai differences. Otherwise, they can-
not hope to correctly diagnose the source of any prob-
lems that arise.

Perhaps even more important, an understanding of
diverse cultural values and associated rearing practices
reveals the strengths of socialization and child care
practices used in diverse cultural groups. Equally im-
portant is the awareness of the losses that come from
giving up one’s ancestral culture in the process of as-
similating to the dominant cultural surround.

This is the background for considering cultural
pathways in infancy, children’s relations with parents,
peer relations, and school-home relations. We begin
with infancy.

INFANT CARE, SOCIALIZATION,
AND DEVELOPMENT

Culture inundates us with information on what is “appro-
priate” infant rearing. A great degree of variation exists
even within middle-class American methods of infant
rearing; when we logk cross-culturally, we see an even
greater variance in child-rearing practices and goals.

What Are Parents’ Goals for Their Infants?

In general, parents’ goals for their infants include some

combination of the following: infant survival and health,
the acquisition of economic capabilities, and the attain-
ment of culturally appropriate values (LeVine, 1988).
Cuiturally defined parental goals are crucial in parental
behavior toward infants and in the child’s eventual so-
cialization process. Normative parental goals both re-
flect and affect the structure and functioning of society
as a whole.

In the United States, parents have many different
poals for their children, but one of the most basic and
general is the desire to have their babies grow up to be
independent and individuated adults. For example, guid-
ing children to learn to make their own decisions and es-
tablish their separate, individual existence was found to
be one of the most important parental goals mentioned
by mothers of infants in Boston (Richman, Miller, &
Johnson Solomon, 1988). In infancy, others’ contingent
responses to babies’ autonomous signals support the de-
velopment of their independent agency {Kelier, 2002).



660 Cultural Pathways through Human Development

In contrast, parents in Japan showed a different trend
in parental goals. Rather than focusing on independence,
in Japan, mothers were more likely to perceive them-
selves as being “one” with their infants. For example,
Kawakami (1987, p. 5, quoted in Morelli et al., 1992)
claimed, “An American mother-infant relationship con-
sists of two individuals . . . on the other hand a Japanese
mother-infant relationship consists of only one individ-
nal; that is, mother and infant are not divided.” Further-
more, an immediate or even anticipatory reaction to
infants’ distress signals minimizes the self-other distinc-
tion in Japan (Rothbaum et al., 2000), as in Cameroon
{Yovsi & Keller, 2000), India (Saraswathi & Pai, 1997),
and Mexico (Brazelton, Robey, & Collier, 1969).

This value of extreme closeness between mother and
infant is another indication of the interdependent goals of
traditional Japanese parenting and is manifested in pat-
terns of interaction, such as in amae behavior (variously
translated as “dependence” or “interdependence™), that
children express toward their mothers (Kim & Choi,
1994 Lebra, 1994). Just as the United States ig an exam-
ple of a society in which individualism is both valued
and institutionalized, Japan has been a society in which
collectivism—an emphasis on strong, cohesive in-groups
(Hofstede, 1991)—has been both valued and institution-
alized. However, this may be changing, as we note later
in the section on culture change.

How Are Sleeping and Feeding Arrangements
Affected by Parental Goals?

One readily observable dimension of cultural difference
in the first 2 years of life is the organization of infant

sleeping arrangements. In this section we argue that the -

cultural structuring of parental goals can play a part in
determining infant sleeping arrangements. -

Where Do Infants Sleep Worldwide?

In the United States and Germany, most infants sleep
alone in a separate crib, most often in a separate room
from their parents (Keller, Voelker, & Yovsi, 2002,
Morelli et al., 1992). However, in many cultures around
the world (particularly in Africa, Asia, and Latin Awer-
ica), cosleeping is the predominant sleeping arrange-
ment {Konner & Worthman, 1980). In fact, in a survey
taken of sleeping practices around the world, it was
found that mothers in approximately two-thirds of cul-

tures surveyed slept with their infant in their bed, and -

this portion was much higher if mothers sleeping with

their baby in the same room were included (Barry g
Paxson, 1971; Burton & Whiting, 1961).

Examples of cosleeping cultures include Japan, where
children traditionally have slept with their parents untj
5 or 6 years of age (Candill & Plath, 1966). This cosleep-
ing is often referred to as kawa, or “river,” in which the
parents form the symbolic riverbanks for the chitdren
sleeping in their own futons between them (Brazelton,
1990). People from many other cultures share similar
cosleeping arrangements with their children.

Although the dominant culture in the United Stateg
adheres to separate sleeping practices, many minority
and immigrant groups still hold onto cosleeping prac-
tices from their ancestral cultures. Many people in the
United States have immigrated from countries in which
infant-mother cosleeping is customary. For example,

.. Schachter, Fuchs, Bijur, and Stone (1989) found that

20% of Hispanic families in Harlem slept with their
children at least 3 times a week. This was in contrast to
the 6% of Buropean American families that did so. Lo-
zoff, Wolf, and Davis (1984) found a similar pattern,
with more African American than European American
infants and toddlers regularly cosieeping with their par-
ent or parents. Although African Americans have been
in the United States for many generations, it may be that
their original incorporation by slavery provided separa-
tion from the broader society and therefore less assimi-
lation to its norms.

What Preferences and Constraints Do Sleeping
Arrangements Reflectin the Dominant U.S. Culture?

In the dominant culture of the United States, there isa
distinet pressure on parents to push their infants to sleep
alone (Brazelton, 1990). In fact, middle-class families
who practice cosleeping realize they are going against
cultural norms (Hanks & Rebelsky, 1977} According to
Morelli et al. (1992), since the early 1900s, American
folk wisdom has considered early nighttime separation
to be crucial for healthy infant development.

A stress on independence training is an jmportant
factor connecied to separate sleeping among middle-
class parents in the United States (Munroe, Munroé, &
Whiting, 1981). Parents have goals of training infants 0
be independent and self-reliant from the first few
months of life, before an undesirable habit of cosleeping
may be established that can be difficult to break
{Morelli et al., 1992). '

Another side of the coin may be parents’ need for'
dependence. Adults from the dominant U.S. culture cOF”




stitute the developmental end point of independence
-training. A dependent infant threatens parents’ own au-
tonomy; therefore, an important motive for separate
sleeping arrangements in infancy must be the parents’
‘need to maintain their own independence. Research on
the interrelations between parents’ goals for themselves
and their children is very much needed.
Loss of privacy associated with parental intimacy
is another reason for the disapproval of cosleeping
'(Shweder, Jensen, & Goldstein, 1995). The privileging
of marital ties is typical of cultures that stress autonomy
or independence as a developmental goal. In contrast,
‘the privileging of intergenerational ties, such as that-be-
tween mother and child, is typical of cultures that stress
interdependence as a developmental goal (Lebra, 1994;
Shweder et al., 1995).
Survival as a reason for separate sleeping arrange-
‘ments has also been cited by parents in the United
States. This includes reducing risks such as smothering
or catching a contagious illness (Ball, Hooker, & Kelly,
2000; Bundesen, 1944; Holt, 1957; Morelli et al., 1992).
Other reasons include psychoanalytic Oedipal issues
‘and fear of incestuous sexual abuse (Brazelton, 1990;
Shweder et al., 1995). These rationales have led many
middle-class European American women (and others
-who are part of the dominant U.S. culture) to adhere to
sleeping separately from their infants.

Pediatricians, and even the federal government, rein-
rce this practice. Lozoff et al. (1984) cite sources from
pediatric advice books (e.g., Spock, 1976) to govermment
ublications that advise parents not to take their children
to their bed for any reason. When parents read such ad-
ce, however, the authors are viewed as “well respected
ofessionals™ (Smaldino, 1995), rather thap bearers of
Lk wisdom or carriers of culture-specific ethnotheories
development.

hat Preferences and Constraints Does

 many cultures, cosleeping is considered a desirable
actice. In fact, separate infant sleeping arrangements
¢ often met with shock. For example, Brahmins in
dia believe that it is wrong to let young children sleep
One in a separate room in case the child awakens in the
iddle of the night. They believe that it is the parents’
ligation to protect their children from fear and dis-
S at night (Shweder, Mahapatra, & Miller, 1990).
2ya Indians and Japanese also express shock and pity
hen first learning of the American practice of having
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infants sleep apart from parents (Brazelton, 1990;
Morelli et al., 1992). On learning that American infants
sleep in a separate room from their parents, one shocked
Maya mother remarked, “But there’s someone else with
them there, isn’t there?” (Morelli et al., 1992, p. 608).

It has been suggested that resource constraints such
as lack of space may also be a factor in cosleeping
(Brazelton, 1990; Shweder et al., 1995). For example, in
many cultures, homes have fewer beds or fewer rooms
allotted for sleeping purposes than is common in the
United States. Resource constraints, however, inay play
a relatively small role. For example, the shock and sad-
ness that Maya mothers express when learning of the
North American practice of separate sleeping arrange-
ments is an indication that cosleeping is not merely a
practical concern. Rather, it constitutes a commitment
to a special kind of relationship with the infant (Morelli
et al., 1992), Indeed, in large parts of Africa, Asia, and
South America infants sleep with their mother because
separation of the infant from the mother is beyond imag-
ination (Morelli et al,, 1992; Shweder et al,, 1998;
Yovsi, 2001).

Indeed, in their study of cultural variability in the
United States, Lozoff et al. (1984) found that there was
no significant relationship between space constraints
(number of sleeping rooms available, household size, or
the ratio of household size to sleeping rooms) and sleep-
ing arrangements during infancy and toddlerhood. In-
stead of resource constraints, there seem to be reasons
related to cultural values and goals that affect even the
seemingly simplest of practices, such as infant sleeping
arrangements,

However, other kinds of ecological factors can play
a role in moderating the enactment of a culturally speci-
fied developmental goal such as independence. For ex- -
ample, in Lozoff et al.’s (1984) study, there was
evidence that European American babies were accepted
in their parents’ bed under constraining conditions, such
as when there was familial stress (such as a move or
marital tension) or infant iliness, or when the baby was
old enough to get out of bed by himself or herself and
walk into the parents’ bedroom or bed.

The Relationship of Sleep to Feeding, Holding,
Carrying, and Nursing

Parents in Asia, Africa, and indigenous America put
their babies to sleep by nursing and holding (e.g.,
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Brazelton et al., 1969; Hewlett, Lamb, Shannon, Leyen-
decker, & Scholmerich, 1998; LeVine et al.,, 1994,
Miyake, Chen, & Campos, 1985; Morelli et al., 1992;
Super & Harkness, 1982). This practice is part of a pat-
tern of almost continual holding, carrying, and nursing
(e.g., Brazelton et al., 1969; Miyake et al., 1985; Super
& Harkness, 1982).

In cultural communities that value interdependence,
the early relational matrix is founded in the sthnotheory
of a continuousiy close mother-child relationship entail-
ing close body contact during the day (holding and car-
rying) and at night (cosleeping). One Cameroonian Nso
mother said in an ethnographic interview that a baby
needs to be bonded to the mother's body (Keller,
Voelker, & Yovsi, 2002).

From a neurological perspective, Restak’s (1979,
p. 122) research shows that “physical holding and carry-
ing of the infant turns out to be the most important fac-
tor responsible for the infant’s normal mental and social
development.” Hence, we must strongly consider the
possibility, suggested by Konner (1982), that sleep prob-
lems are a major cultural problem in infant care in the
United States precisely because professional advice and
the culturally dominant practice are fighting the biology
of the human infant that has evolved over hundreds of
thousands of years.

What Can We Learn from a Cross-Cultural
Perspective on Infant Care Practices?
Implications for Parents, Pediatricians, and
Other Practitioners

Cultural views and goals may make it difficult for peo-
ple to realize and incorporate different modes of behav-
ior. Indeed, there can be unintended consequences of
changing one piece of a complex, interrelated cultural
system. Nonetheless, there are cases in which much can
be gained by observing and understanding the practices
of other cultures.

Sleep Problems

Many have claimed that in North America, sleep distur-
bance is one of the most common concerns among par-
ents of young infants today (Brazelton, 1990; Dawes,
1989; Nugent, 1994). In fact, children in the United
States who slept alone were more engaged in complex
bedtime routines and had longer-standing and stronger
attachments to sleep aids and security objects than did

cosleepers (Hayes, Roberts, & Stowe, 1996). Yet sleep
problems are less common or even nonexistent in a nem-
ber of other cultures. For example, Nugent reports thy
“sleep problems or night waking are less commonly re.
ported as clinical concerns in Japanese settings” (p, 6).
Similarly, Super and Harkness (1982} noted that sleep
problems were nonexistent among the Kipsigis in Kenys,

Cross-Cultural Exchange

It is clear that there is much to be learned from infant
rearing techniques practiced in different cultures. Ip
terms of the superordinate goal of infant survival,
cosleeping may play a part in fostering the development
of optimal sleeping patterns in infants (McKenna et al.,
1993). This may be because cosleeping permits the
sleeping infant to take tactile and rhythmic cues from

_his or her parent, and these cues help regulate an imma-

ture breathing system. This interactive process, in turn,
may decrease the risk of sudden infant death syndrome
(SIDS; McKenna, 1986). Indeed, in many countries
worldwide, cosleeping is associated with low rates of
SIDS (McKenna & Mosko, 1994).

The Cultural Relativity of Risk

Perhaps Japanese parents, who traditionally put their
babies to sleep by nursing and holding, would agree with
the U.S. experts that this practice encourages depen-
dence. However, the Japanese interpretation of depen-
dence would be quite different. Certainly, the Japanese
would be in profound disagreement with the “experts’”
negative evaluation of dependence as a “risk” factor that
could “impair” a child’s development. In this way, the
notion of developmental risk is clearly culture-bound
{Nugent, 1994).

Issues for Pediatricians and Parents to Consider

Thus, many issues surround infant care practices such as
sleeping arrangements. Of import are the child’s physi-
cal well-being (e.g., reducing the risk of SIDS), emo-
tional well-being (e.g., nighttime comforting), parental
sleep patterns (e.g., parental privacy, nighttime feeding
issues), practical constraints (e.g., housing situation),
adult needs (e.g., for autonomy), and cultural goals (e.8
independence versus interdependence). These are issucs
to consider for parents and pediatricians alike.
Pediatricians have traditionally concluded that infant-
parent cosleeping is a risk factor for healthy devel(.}P‘
ment. However, have they considered infant sleeplig




arrangernents from all of the relevant angles: physiologi-
cal, psychological, and cultural? As Nugent (1994) points
gut, cross-cultural studies demonstrate that the notion of
risk is a cultural construction. Pediatricians must be cau-
tious before imposing their own cultural construction on
members of various ethnic or social groups with whom
hey do not share a common culture or common ecocul-
ural niche for infant development.

: Differences, Not Deficits

Clearly, there are many ethnic and immigrant groups in
‘the Upited States (and other industrialized nations) for
- whom ancestral heritage of infant care practices are ap-
“parent. Being aware and accepting of these cultural dif-
‘fercnces is, in itself, important and beneficial. Because
“multicultural societies such as the United States contain
avariety of ethnic groups and family contexts with a va-
riety of sleeping practices, parents deviating from the
dominant norm should not be made to feel they are doing
.something harmful to their child.

For example, understanding that sleeping alone and
cosleeping are two different cultural modes, each with
?'its own set of risks and benefits, will lead to pride in
rather than shame for diverse cultural heritages. For
members of the dominant majority, such understanding
leads to respect for rather than denigration of “nonstan-
dard” practices such as cosleeping. Similarly, under-
standing the reasons behind alternative practices can
also help immigrants understand the cultural norms in
their new cultural surround. The dissemination of infor-
_}!1ation on such practices among pediatricians and par-
ents can help in developing this kind of mutual respect,

How Are Attachment Behaviors Affected by
rental Goals?

While the role of cultural goals is readily observed in in-
fant sleeping practices, cross-cultural differences in
Parental goals are also manifest in attachment behaviors.
Harwood, Miller, and Lucca Irizarry (1995) begin their
book, Culture and Attachment, with Bowlby’s (1969)
classic definition of “attachment as ‘the bond that ties’
h

¢ child to his or her primary caretaker” (p. 4) and at-
achment behaviors as “those behaviors that allow the
nfant to seek and maintain proximity to his primary at-
dchment figure” (p. 4). Nonetheless, the classic attach-
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ment assessment procedure, the Strange Situation
presented by Ainsworth and Wittig in 1969, uses reac-
tions to brief separations rather than opportunities for
proximity maintenance as the foundation for measuring
infant attachment.

Infant Responses to the Strange Situation

In the Strange Situation paradigm, securely attached chil-
dren are differentiated from insecurely attached children
in a laboratory test involving leaving an infant alone with
various combinations of mother, stranger, both, or
‘neither. From observations of infant behavior in these sit-
vations, infants can be assigned into the categories
of avoidant attachment (Group A), secure attachment
(Group B), and resistant attachment (Group C). The
Group B behavior pattern in the Strange Situation
has long been seen as an indicator of such things "as
healthy mother-infant interaction and emotional growth
{Ainsworth, Blehar, Waters, & Wall, 1978).

The role of the mother, particularly maternal sensi-
tivity, is also seen as important in infant attachment. For
example, it has been proposed that mothers of future
Group A babies express anger and rejection of their ba-
bies, mothers of Group C babies are insensitive
and inept, and mothers of Group B babies are more
affectionate and effective in soothing their babies
(Ainsworth, 1979; Campos, Barrett, Lamb, Goldsmith,
& Stenberg, 1983; Main & Weston, 1982).

These generalizations, however, do not take into con-
sideration the cultural reasons an infant may behave in a
particular way and how a mother might interpret that be-
havior. Because mothers are the carriers of culture to
the next generation, especially during their child’s in-
fancy, it is important to consider cultural reasons for the
mother’s behavior. Some have argued that attachment
behaviors in different countries are so different that in-
digenous theories of attachment are needed to fully de-
scribe attachment in different cultures (Rothbaum,
Weisz, Pott, Miyake, & Morelli, 2000, 2001); others
conclude that attachment is a valuable framework for ex-
amining general questions about mothering, biology,
and culture in development (Chao, 2001b; Posada & Ja-
cobs, 2001). Whatever the case may be, it is clear that
mother-infant attachmeat is an important phenomenon to
consider in studies of culture and development.

In Japan, compared to the United States, more C or
resistant babies have been identified from the Strange
Situation assessment. In contrast, A or avoidant babies



664 Cultural Pathways through Huoman Development

are common in the United States, but rare or absent in
Japan (Miyake et al., 1985; Takahashi, 1990; van Ijzen-
doorn & Kroonenberg, 1988). Why this difference in the
way cultures deviate from the “norm”7 Cultural differ-
ences in parental goals may be the reason. Traditional
Japanese mothers, with parental goals such as having the
parent and child “become omne” (Kawakami, 1987),
rarely leave their babies in the care of strangers such as
babysitters. Thus, the various separations that take place
in the Strange Situation paradigm cause extreme and un-
usual stress to the infants (Miyake et al., 1985; Taka-
hashi, 1990).

Supporting this hypothesis, a study of working Iapa-
nese mothers found the same distribution of attachment
patterns as in the United States (Durrett, Otaki, &
Richards, 1984); there were avoidant as well as resistant
and secure attachments. Clearly, such babies would have
had experience with temporary separations from their
mother. Confirming this point, studies in the United
States by Lamb and colleagues (Lamb & Sternberg,
1990; Roopnarine & Lamb, 1978, 1980) show that unac-
customed separations from the mother, as when a baby
begins day care, can raise anxiety about separation that
is revealed in Strange Situation behavior, but that habit-
uation to temporary separations removes the behavioral
manifestations of this anxiety.

As Takahashi (1990) proposed, the separation his-
tory of the child affects responses to the Strange Situa-
tion; this separation histery is conditioned both by
cross-cultural variability in value orientations and by
ecological factors within a culture, such as day care. The
higher proportion of resistant babies found in Japan
could therefore be due to different modal patterns of
separation that take place in the daily interactions of
Japanese and U.S. mother-child dyads.

In another study, German babies were found to
be more likely to be categorized as Group A, or
avoidant, and less likely to be labeled as Group C, or re-
sistant, when compared to children in both Japan and
the United States (Grossmann, Grossmann, Spangler,
Suess, & Unzner, 1985; van LJzendoorn & Kroonenberg,
1988). Like the Japanese and U.S. patterns, this pattern
can also be attributed to cuiture-specific parental goals
for their children. In Germany, for example, parents de-
sire their children to be nonclingy and independent
{Grossmann et al., 1985). Therefore, the greater propor-
tion of A infants in Germany may be a culturally de-
sired outcome of German parental goals and strategies
(Campos et al., 1983).

The United States falls between Japan and Germany
in the frequency of both aveidant, independent (Group
A) and dependent, resistant (Group C) babies (vap
ljzendoorn & Kroonenberg, 1988). If we think of the ip.
dependence value as having originated in Germany ang
other parts of northern Europe, this pattern makeg
sense. The value would have attenuated in its travels tq
the United States, where it came into contact with peg-
ple from all over the world, including indigenous Ameri
cans, most of whom valued interdependence in their
ancestral cultores (Greenfield & Cocking, 1994),

In line with this explanation, Grossman et al. (1985)
observe that in Germany,.

as soon as infants become mobile, most mothers fsel that
they should now be weaned from close bodily contact. To
carry a baby who can move on its own or to respond to its
every cry by picking it up would be considered as spoiling.
{p. 253)

LeVine (1994) notes that German infants not only
sleep alone, they are also left alone in the morning for
an hour after waking up. In addition, mothers leave ba-
bies alone to shop, and German babies are left alone in
the evening after 1 year of age. These methods of foster-
ing independence seems more extreme than those used
by mothers in the United States. Hence, it is logical for
the United States to be between Germany and Japan in
both avoidant, independent A babies and resistant, de-
pendent C babies.

However, within the United States, it has been sug-
gested that day care is also associated with more
avoidant attachments {(Belsky, 1989). This is an ecolog-
ical factor that could push the value of independence
farther than would otherwise be the case. Clarke-
Stewart (1989) has suggested that, “although children
who are accustomed to brief separations by virtue of
repeated day care experiences may behave ‘avoidantly,’
their behavior might actually reflect a developmentally
precocious pattern of independence and confidence
rather than insecurity” (quoted by Lamb & Sternberg,
1990, p. 360).

Implications of Cross-Cultural Differences in
Attachment for Practice

What, in a multicultural society, is the adaptive signifi-
cance of minority interpretations of attachment that dif-
fer from those of the majority? This is an important




question for practice that has not been explored in re-
search. Are minority infants at risk for later maladapta-
tion to the majority culture because their mothers have a
different interpretation of the attachment relationship?
Psychologists and practitioners concerned with issues of

attachment Shﬂl_.ﬂd keep this issue in mind: in under-
' standing attachment for clinical purposes, it may be nec-
essary to go beyond attachment behaviors to understand
the culture-specific meaning of those behaviors for the
- mother-child dyad. '

] mplications for Measuring Attachment across
- Cultures and across Subcultures

- The stress level engendered by the Strange Situation in
.' Japan raises the question of whether the measuring in-
strument itself is too culture-specific for cross-cultural
research. Indeed, it was originally developed as a culture-
‘specific instrument for the dominant culture of the
United States (Clarke-Stewart, Goossens, & Allhusen,
2001). Because it is based on reactions to separation from
mother and reactions to strangers, is it a valid measure of
attachment in cultures characterized by almost continu-
ous mother-infant contact and the absence of contact with
'étrangers?

On the other side of the coin, the Strange Situation is
based on the assumption that brief separations from the
mother will provoke mild to moderate stress. Clarke-Stew-
art, Goossens, and Allhusen (2001) therefore note that the
Strange Situation may not be valid for cultural settings
(such as day care) in which an infant becomes accustomed
ﬁo frequent brief separations from the mother and, there-
fore, is not stressed at all. Clarke-Stewart and her col-~
leagues, in Tesponse to these problems with the
cross-cultural (and cross-subcultural) use of the Strange
Si_tuation, have developed a new attachment measure, the
California Attachment Procedure, that does not involve
¥eparation from mother and is therefore not affected by ex-
Perience (or the lack thereof) with brief separations from
other. In line with Bowlby’s (1969) evolution-based no-
fon of attachment, their measurc operationalizes attach-
Ment as the use of a close relationship for a safe haven
Vhen danger is sensed. Moderate stressors (such as a loud
_‘Qise) are presented to the baby in the presence of the
other, and the baby’s use of the mother (the safe haven)
9 cope with fearful reactions to these stressors is then
Oted. Because it is not affected by specific experience
Vith Inaternal separation, a measure based on this type of
Mversalistic definition of attachment is much more fikely
ave cross-cultural validity than the Strange Situation.
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How Are Communication Behaviors Affected
by Parental Goals?

In this section, we provide evidence that parental goals
for child development are also realized through parents’
communication strategies with their infants. In some cul-
tures, these strategies are more geared to fostering tech-
nological intelligence; in others, they are more geared to
fostering social intelligence.

The Content of Communication

Fernald and Morikawa (1993) observed American and
Japanese mother-infant dyads playing with toys. The dif-
ferences found in conversational topics was striking:
American mothers tended to focus on calling attention
to the object names of the toys. An example given of a
typical American interaction is, “That’s a car. See the
car? You like it? It’s got wheels” {p. 653). In contrast,
Japanese mothers were less interested in object labeling;
instead, they focused more of their attention on verbal-
izing polite social exchanges. An example of such an in-
teraction is translated as “Here! It’s a vroom vroom. |
give it to you. Now give it to me. Give me. Yes! Thank
you” (p. 653),

Japanese mothers were also more likely to engage in
routines that arouse empathy with the ob ject, encourag-
ing positive feelings toward the toy by saying things like
“Here! It’s a doggy. Give it love. Love love love while
patting the toy” (Fernald & Morikawa, 1993, p. 653).
In sharp contrast, many U.S. mothers explained that
their goals in the interaction were to attract their
child’s attention and to teach him or her new words,
Here, a distinct value is placed on cognitive develop-
ment. In contrast, Japanese mothers explained that their
goals were to talk gently and to use sounds that the in-
fant could easily imitate. The Japanese concern for ex-
plicit teaching of cultural norms for politeness in
speech was also expressed (Clancy, 1986; Fernald &
Morikawa, 1993).

These differences are an operational demonstration
of different parental goals. Mundy-Castle {1974} con-
ceptualizes the European-based (Western) way of so-
cializing children as geared to the goal of technological
intelligence (intelligence that is related to manipulation
of the physical world), and the African way as geared to
the goal of social intelligence (intelligence related to the
knowledge of others). Clearly, the Japanese mother
quoted earlier is also emphasizing the development of
social intelligence.
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The role of adult-infant communication in actualizing
the parental goal of social intelligence is seen in the fol-
lowing interpretation of Bakeman, Adamson, Konger,
and Barr’s (1990) research among the !'Kung, African
hunter-gatherers in Botswana. In this culture of intimate
social bonds and minimal property, objects are valued
as things to be shared, not as personal possessions
(Berk, 1993, p. 30).

In !Kung society, no toys are made for infants. In-
stead, natural objects, such as twigs, grass, stones, and
nutshells, are always available, along with cooking im-
plements. However, adults do not encourage babies to
play with these objects. In fact, adults are unlikely to
interact with infants while they are exploring objects
independently. But when a baby offers an object to an-
other person, adults become highly responsive, encour-

aging and vocalizing much more than at other times.

Thus, the !Kung cultural emphasis on the interpersonal
rather than physical aspects of existence is reflected in
how adults use objects in their interactions with the
very youngest members of their community (Berk,
1993, p. 30).

Similar to the !Kung’s emphasis on social rather
than technological intelligence, the communication of
West Africans in Africa and West African immigrants in
Paris focuses on integrating the infant into a social
group {Rabain, 1979; Rabain-Jamin, 1994; Zempleni-
Rabain, 1973). African mothers manifest this emphasis
by using verbalizations that relate their infant to a
third party, either real (e.g., telling the baby to share
some food with brothers or sisters) or imaginary (e.g.,
“Grandma told you,” said by the mother of a family that
has immigrated to France, leaving the grandmother in
Africa). They also respond more frequently to child-ini-
tiated social activity than French mothers do.

European mothers (e.g., French, German, Greek), in
contrast, focus on the child-centered mother-child
dyad (e.g., face-to-face communication) and on their
infants’ technological competence {e.g., object manip-
ulation; Keller et al., 2003; Rabain, 1979; Rabain-
Jamin, 1994; Zempleni-Rabain, 1973). For example, in
comparison with the African mothers, French mothers
manifest this focus by more frequent reference to
the child’s speech (e.g.,-“ What are you saying to your
mommy?”; “Is that all you've got to say?”), by less
frequently relating the child to a third party, and by re-
sponding more frequently to child-initiated object
manipulation (Rabain, 1979; Rabain-Jamin, 1994,
Zempleni-Rabain, 1973).

One conclusion is that there may be a connectiop be.
tween an independent orientation and technological it
telligence. An early orientation to the nonsocial world
of things and objects stresses independence from social
relationships, for example, in Germany (Keller, Zach, &
Abels, 2002) and in France (Rabain-Jamin & Sabeg,.
Jouannet, 1997). An absence of emphasis on social rel,.
tionships seems correlated with the presence of g,
emphasis on the physical world. Although our earlje;
discussion of sleeping arrangements focused on whethey
an infant was alone or with a parent, there is another g5.
pect of this difference: When infants are left alone iy 4
crib or playpen, they are usually given toys (e.g., mo-
biles, rattles) to amuse themselves with. Because toys
provide early cognitive socialization for technologica;
intelligence, there is a connection between the socializa-
tion of independence and the socialization of technolog-
ical intelligence. The child left alone with toys is both
learning to be alone and learning to interact with the
physical world of objects. In contrast, people are more
important than the object world in the development of an
interdependent orientation or social intelligence.

The Process of Communication

Dyadic communication is the norm in an individualistic
value system. However, multiparty communication is the
norm in a collectivistic framework (Quirez, Greenfield,
& Altchech, 1999), This leads to differences in the de-
ployment of attention by caregivers and their toddlers in
the pracess of communication. In a Maya community in
Guatemala, where interdependence is an important de-
velopmental goal, mothers and their toddlers often kept
two simultaneous and continuous lines of aitention and
communication going when thére were two competing
souzrces of attentional demand (e.g., an older sib makes a
bid to play with a toddler, who is already interacting
with his or her mother). In Salt Lake City, Utah, an indi-
vidualistic setting, mothers and toddlers more ofter
carried on one dyadic interaction at a time when there
were two competing bids for attention {e.g., both a tod-
dler and an older sibling want the mother’s attention;
Chavajay & Rogoff, 2002). In other words, the process
of communication between parent and toddler, itself @
socializing force in development, reflected the two 1€
spective models of human development.

Cultural Coherence and Individual Differences

The different customs and practices of infant care a1
not random. They are motivated by underlying cultural
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LE 17.1 Contrasting Cultural Modeis of Infant Development and Socialization

avelopmentai Goals Independence

Interdependence

alued intelligence Technological

alization practices
seats, strollers, cribs, playpens) that ailow
amuse

tachment behaviors
. Situaticn

Infant sleeps alone; more use of devices ( baby

More aveidant behavior in response to the Strange

Social

Parent-child cosleeping, more holding and carrying, objects
* to mediate social relationships

separation of awake infant; objects to explore and

More resistant behavior in response to the Strange Situation

odels with overarching socialization goals that provide
gtinuity from one developmental domain to another.
gw infants are viewed, the developmental goals of the
parents for the child, and parental behavior toward the
d are all inextricably intertwined with the cultural
ckground of the parents and the child. The coherence,
a cultural level, of developmental goals, socialization
actices, child outcomes, and adult interpretations is il-
iistrated in Table 17.1, which serves as a kind of sum-
mary of this section.

Philosophical Differences in Child Rearing
tween Individualistic and Collectivistic Cultures

e two models presented in Table 17.1 must be taken
i5.two idealized systems of cultural norms. Within each
deal type, different societies and cultures will exem-
lify different varieties of both individualism and col-
gctivism (Kim & Choi, 1994). _

Because individual differences are central to U.S.
ture and to psychology as a discipline, it is important
o-point out that, within every culture, there will always
important individual variation around each cultural
orm. In other words, cultural typologies do not eradi-
ate or minimize individual differences; they simply
ot to the norms around which individual differences
ange. Nonetheless, we must also point out that the sci-
ific and popular concern with individual differences
eflects a cultural orientation in which individuation is a
Iimary emphasis {Greenfield, 2004).

tliure Contact and Culture Change

1 addition, there will be conflict and compromise be-
Wween the two idealized models presented in Table 17.1
0 situations of culture contact or culture change. Cul-
Ufe contact is particularly important in multicultural
Ocieties (e.g., Raeff et al., 2000). Culture change is par-
Cularly important in societies undergoing processes of
tchnological or commercial development (Greenfield,
004; Greenficld, Maynare, & Childs, 2003).

Japan and China, for example, have been undergoing
processes of rapid culture change over the past genera-
tion. For example, a recent study in Taiwan and the
United States did not find more collectivistic child-
rearing values in Taiwan (Wang & Tamis-LeMonda,
2003).

Earlier we mentioned that a study of working Japa-
nese mothers found the same distribution of attachment
patterns in that subgroup as in the United States (Dur-
rett et al., 1984); we have interpreted this finding as re-
flecting the greater independence of babies who
experience regular brief separations from their mother.
But in the period since that study was published in 1984,
a much greater proportion of Japanese mothers have
gome to work outside the home. We would therefore ex-
pect that overall patterns of attachment in the Japanese
population as a whole would have become more like the
pattern in the United States. We would also expect the
cultural ideology about attachment to shift accordingly,
adapting to new conditions. Indeed, the most recent
studies in Japan that we could find showed no differ-
ences between Japanese and U.S. mothers in their pref-
erences about interactions, physical proximity, and
contact with their infant (Posada & Jacobs, 2001).

It is also known that the ecologies of wealth (e.g.,
Georgas, van de Vijver, & Berry, 2004), formal educa-
tion (e.g., Tapia Uribe et al., 1994), and urban environ-
ments (e.g., Fuligni & Zhang, 2004) favor more
individualistic adaptations. Germany is a country that
has become wealthier, more urban, and more highly ed-
ucated over the past generation. The first historieai
study of these issues, by Keller and Lamm (in press), has
found that infant care practices in Germany have also
moved toward greater socialization for independence of
infants. Present-day mothers and fathers of 3-month-old
infants display significantly more face-to-face contact
and object play and significantly less body contact and
body stimulation during free play interactions than par-
ents in similar life conditions 25 years earlier.
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Cultural Frameworks and Ethnocentrism

It is an all too natural response to criticize the attitudes
and practices generated by a cultural model different
from one’s own, with no understanding of the model be-
hind the overt behaviors. LeVine et al, (1994) provide a
wonderful exémple of ethnocentric criticism in their
comparative look at the Gusii in Kenya and the middle
class in the United States:

The Gusii would be shocked at the slow or casual respon-
siveness of American mothers to the crying of young in-
fants. . . . This signals incompetent caregiving from their
perspective, They would be similarly appalied by the prac-
tice of putting babies to sleep in separate beds or rooms,
where they cannot be closely monitored at night, rather
than with the mother. (pp. 255-256)

According to LeVine et al., the Gusii would think Amer-
jcan toddlers unruly and disobedient as well, largely due
to the excessive praise they receive and the maternal so-
licitations of their preferences.

Likewise, LeVine et al. (1994) believe that Ameri-
cans would also find problems with the way the Gusii
choose to raise their infants, For example, leaving an in-
fant under the supervision of a 5- or 6-year-old child, a
commot practice among the Gusii, would be viewed as
neglect in the United States.

However, a 5- or 6-year-old Gusii infant caregiver
probably has much more know-how about taking care of
babies than a typical U.S. child of the same age would
have. Sib caregivers observe and practice caregiving
under the watchful eye of the mother in many parts of the
world (Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984). They develop sophis-
ticated skills that aid them in carrying out this responsi-
bility (Rabain-Jamin, Maynard, & Greenfield, 2003).

LeVine et al. (1994) also believe that:

[Americans] would be appalled that Gusit mothers often
do not look at their babies when breastfeeding them
... and that praise is more or less prohibited in the Gusii
script of maternal response. . . . They would see the Gusii
mothers as upacceptably authoritarian and punitive with

chitdren, (pp. 255-256)

In this way, infant care practices that are viewed as
moral and pragmatic in one cultural context can be
viewed as “misguided, ineffective, and even immoral”
(p. 256) in others.

In a multicultural society, ethnocentric criticism has
disastrous practical and social consequences. Instead,-it

is necessary to understand how each model has mggq,
sense in its historical context. This means that aggeg,.
ments of pathology or deviance by parents, pediatrj.
cian_s, teachers, and clinicians must always be based on
an understanding of the cultural meaning that particulay
behaviors have for the participants i a social syster,

For example, Schroen (1995) explores how a lack of
cultural understanding can lead to misinterpretationg by
social workers. She documents how negative judgments
by social workers of cultural practices they do not up.
derstand, using criteria from their own culture, can legq
to tragedy. For instance, social workers can misinter-
pret sibling care (a practice in many cultures world-
wide) as child neglect, leading to children being taken
away from loving parents who may have been following
a different cultural model of competent parenting and
child development.

One can imagine other situations in which cultural
practices may be misinterpreted as forms of neglect or
abuse. For examplée, cosleeping or cobathing practices
(acceptable in many cultures, such as in Japan) may be
misinterpreted as sexual in nature. Social workers, like
other clinicians, must therefore be trained to recognize
differences between cultural variations in practice and
truly abusive situations.

Teachers and day care workers must also be made
aware of these differences in infant vearing practices.
For example, the crying (or lack thereof}) of children
when they are dropped off at school in the morning may
be partially attributable to cultural differences in the
strangeness of separation. Through a better understand-
ing of these differences, infant care professionals can
become more understanding and helpful to the child’s
transition between home and day care.

Costs and Benefits of Different Cultural Models

Each cultural modet has its own set of benefits and costs
(LeVine et al., 1994). These can still be seen throughout
the life span. For example, the mother-child bond re-
mains strong throughout life in Japan, but the husband-
wife tie is of a less romantic and close nature than in the
United States (Lebra, 1994).

The costs and benefits of each cultural modet are per
ceptible by the participants and a culturally sensitive out-
side observer. For example, although European Americal
mothers generally subscribe to the benefits of autonomy
as a developmental goal, its cost to them can be seen 88
the “empty nest syndrome.” In this culture, adult childeen
are often gone physically, as well as emotionally.




Different patterns of costs and benefits provide op-
portunities for useful cross-cultural exchange. From the
perspective of both insider and outsider, each cultural
model has its strengths and weaknesses, its costs and
enefits, and its pathological extremes. For this reason,
ross-cultural exchange of values and practices can
ometimes serve as a corrective force to counteract the
weaknesses, costs, and pathologies of any given cultural
ystem. For example, McKenna and Mosko’s (1994) ex-
erimental research documents the potential physiologi-
al benefits of cosleeping for infants in a society (the
nited States) with a relatively high rate of SIDS. This
ractice, which many of the study’s participants have
rought with them from Mexico and Central America,
ave direct relevance to pediatric advice on sleeping
‘arrangernents.

However, recommendations for cross-cultural ex-
hange of infant care practices must by tempered by
‘the finding of Weisner, Bansano, and Kornfein (1983)
‘that there are strong ecological and cultural constraints
on cross-cultural exchange in this domain. An ex-
ample of such a constraint is the fact that parent-infant
cosleeping, while decreasing the risk of SIDS, also
‘decreases husband-wife intimacy, so valued in the
‘United States. Consequently, ecologically valid re-
search on the benefits and costs of adapting infant care
practices from a variety of cultures is needed. Cultures
are not isolated practices, but coherent wholes. So
cross-cultural borrowing must be done with caution: A
change in one element may have unwanted repercus-
sions in other domains or at later developmental points.
Nonetheless, parents, pediatricians, clinicians, and day
re workers are often not fully aware of the range of
options available to them in terms of infant caregiving
practices. )

Culture Conflict

When infants and toddlers from a more collectivistic
home culture enter their first mainstream educational
institution, the day care center, they often find an insti-
fution where individualistic values are simply taken for
granted. Janet Gonzalez-Mena (2001) reports the fol-
ii()vving conflict scene:

“T just can’t do what you want,” says the caregiver, “I
don’t have time with all these other children to care for.
Besides,” she adds hesitantly, “I don’t believe in toilet
training a 1-year-old.”

“But she’s already trained!” the mother says emphati-
cally, “A1] you have to do is put her on the potty.”
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“She’s not trained—you're trained.” The caregiver’s
voice is still calm and steady, but a red flush is beginning
fo creep up her neck toward her face.

“You just don’t understand!” The mother picks up her
daughter and diaper bag and sweeps out the door.

“No, you're the one who doesn’t understand,” mutters
the caregiver, busying herself with a pile of dirty dishes
precariously stacked on the counter. (pp. 34-35)

Gonzalez-Mena (2001) analyzes this conflict as a
conflict between the cultural scripts of independence
and interdependence:

If the caregiver defines toilet training as teaching or en-
couraging the child independently to take care of his or
her own toileting needs and her goal is to accomplish this
as quickly and painlessly as possible, she’ll regard 12
months as too early to start. Children of 12 months need
adult help. However, if toilet training is regarded as a re-
duction of diapers and the method is to form a partner-
ship with the child to do just that, you'll start as soon as
you can read the children’s signals and “catch them in
time.” In the first case, the focus is on independence; in
the second, it is on interdependence or mutual depend-
ence. (p. 34)

INTERVENING TO REDUCE CROSS-
CULTURAL VALUE CONFLICT
AND MISUNDERSTANDING

The intervention we present here, as in the rest of the
chapter, is from a series of Bridging Cultures projects
{e.g., Trumbull, Rothstein-Fisch, & Greenfield, 1999).
These are interventions designed to reduce the confusion
and conflict, hoth internal and external, that come from
the incompatibilities between collectivistic and individu-
alistic developmental norms in a multicultural society.
The intervention we describe here was designed to handle
conflicts like the toilet training conflict just presented.
Janet Gonzalez-Mena was part of the intervention team;
her ethnographic observations, such as the one just pre-
sented, were the research base for the intervention itself.

According to the National Association for the Educa-
tion of Young Children (2005) responding to cultural
differences is an important part of developmentally ap-
propriate care. However, as we have seen, appropriate-
ness is determined by cultural beliefs and values. The
“Guidelines for Developmentally Appropriate Practice”
(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997, p. 12) acknowledge that
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“every culture structures and interprets children’s be-
havior and development” but conclude that “children are
capable of learning to function in more than one cultural
context simultaneousiy.” Thus, the default assumption is
that, although cultures may vary, infants can be ex-
pected to negotiate eating and sleeping arrangements
different from what they experience at home. Care-
givers might mistake this to mean that because babies
can adapt, family routines at home (and implicitly the
values and beliefs that underlie them) are not really an
issue for them to take on. This is an alternative view-
point to the one on which we have based our Bridging
Cultures intervention.

The following scenario is based on a composite of ex-
periences and observations. It provides another example
of how culturally based developmental goals of indepen-
dence and interdependence can lead to cross-cultural
misunderstanding and conflict concerning standards of
early care. Most important for present purposes, we de-
scribe how this kind of ethnographic knowledge can be
used in an intervention to produce more culturally sensi-
tive caregiving attitudes and practices. This particular
incident is drawn from the Bridging Cultures in Early
Care and Education Module (Zepeda, Gonzalez-Mena,
Rothstein-Fisch, & Trurabull, in press). The Bridging
Cultures project was developed to make caregivers more
aware of the individnalistic assumptions of professional
practice and the more collectivistic assumptions of immi-
grant and other families from nonmainstream cultures.

The home visitor sits in a small living room near a mother
holding a baby. The visitor knows that the baby has some
physical challenges and is at risk for developmental delays.
While the mother talks to the visitor about some issues
going on in her life, the visitor is wiggling a toy in front of
the baby. The mother turns the baby around and holds him
close so he can't see or reach the toy. When she hears a
noise in the other room, she gets up to check on her older
children. The home visitor holds out her arms to take the
baby. The mother hands him to her.

The home visitor sits on the floor and holds the bahy
50 he can easily reach any one of several toys she has
arranged on a blanket, When the mother returns, the home
visitor has the baby lying on the blanket, and she is bent
over talking to the baby, who is clutching a soft ball and
waving it in the air. “Oh you like that balll It's soft,” she
says. The mether picks the baby up off the blanket, and the
ball falls from his hand. She ignores the ball and takes him
back to her chair. As she sits down, the baby reaches for an
empty plastic glass on the table beside the chair. The
mother puts it out of his reach. She goes back to cuddling

the baby in her arms. The home visitor looks discouragEd
and the mother looks puzzled at the expression op th;
other woman's face. {Zepeda et al., in press)

In this scenario, the mother remains in close physica)
contact with her baby and communicates nonverbally
with him by holding. She also puts him in a relationship
of physical closeness with the visitor. She is commupji.
cating the importance of social relationships, In con.
trast, the home visitor lays the baby down on his back
and engages him with verbal labeling around the topic of
the toy; she also encourages his manipulation of the toy,
The visitor creates a physical separation with the baby
and communicates about an object, while encouraging
the baby s agency in relation to the physical world. When
the mother reenters the roorm, she is surprised to see the
baby on the floor, perhaps perceived as distancing, and

“picks him up immediately, with no apparent regard for

the ball. Yet it was the baby’s interaction with the object
that seemed most important to the home visitor.

This incident provides a further example of cross-
cultural value conflict between accepted standards of
infant care in the dominant culture and accepted stan-
dards of infant care in immigrant cultures. The conflict
is potent and fundamental because the home visitor is
probably thinking about the baby’s need to interact with
objects in order to achieve physical and cognitive goals,
whereas the mother may be more concerned about social
interactions.

This incident is used as part of the Bridging Cultures
curriculum. Participants in the training discuss what
they perceive as the goals of the mother and the home
visitor. The discussion is intended to lead them to ac-
knowledge the importance of both social relationships
(developing social intelligence) and knowledge of ob-
jects (developing technological intelligence) and the po-
tential for discussion between the mother and the visitor
about their goals. However, if the underlying reasons for
the differing developmental goals are not made appat-
ent, each adult may simply disapprove of the other’s be-
havior, thus undermining an important partnershiP
between parents and caregivers. Through cross-cultural
exchange, both styles of communication could be nsed
to socialize children for both technological and social
intelligence.

The early childhood Bridging Cultures workshops
are based on an extensive body of ethnographic research
{e.g., Gonzalez-Mena, 2001). However, the workshops
themselves are new, and very little research on their ef-




fects has yet been carried out. One promising indication
is that, after a 90-minute workshop, 93% of the partici-
‘pants (N = 51) indicated they would change the way they
worked with children as a result of their new under-
standing (Rothstein-Fisch, 2004). When practitioners
are open to learning about different cultural values and
behavioral options, a new appreciation, and perhaps
even successful implementation, of a broader range of
practices may be attained.

PARENT-CHILD RELATIONS

Parent-child relations are an important aspect of both
child development and child socialization; parénts em-
body and represent the broader cultural context as chil-
dren learn to become members of their culture. Parents
and children become a sort of family microculture with
specific norms, customs, and values that reflect a vari-
ety of cultural and ethnic norms. In this section, we ex-
amine cross-cultural variation in parents’ behavior and
attitudes toward their children and children’s behavior
and attitudes toward their parents. The latter is an uvn-
derstudied perspective.

Children’s Behavior toward Parents

Consider the following scenarijo:

A week ago, you went shopping with your mother, and at
the register, she realized that she was short $10. You lent
her the money, and after a week, she gives no indication of
remembering the loan. What would you do? Why?

Inresponses to scenarios like this, Suzuki and Green-
teld (2002) found an interesting effect. Asian American
tude_nts, particularly those closer to Asian culture in
heir acculturative levels and activity preferences, were
ignificantly more likely than European American stu-
ents to sacrifice certain personal goals for their par-
Uts. This finding seems to reflect the collectivistic
Mphasis on filial piety and respect for parents found in
he Confucian worldview of East Asia.

- The Confucian value of filial piety deeply influences
¢ desired behavior of children toward their parents,
Ceording to Tseng (1973, p. 199), “[Confucius] viewed
¢ parent-child relationship as the foundation from
hich interpersonal love and trust would grow, and thus
terpreted filial piety as the virtue for every person to
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follow.” Some of the tenets of filial piety are obeying
and honoring one’s parents, providing for the material
and mental well-being of one’s aged parents, performing
the ceremonial duties of ancestral worship, taking care
to avoid harm to one’s body, ensuring the continuity of
the family line, and in general conducting oneself so as
to bring honor and not disgrace to the family name {Ho,
1994, p. 287).

This muitidimensional concept of filial piety is be-
lieved to be a virtue that everyone must practice, as “the
love and affection of a child for his parents, particularly
the mother, is the prototype of goodness in interpersonal
relationships™ (Tseng, 1973, p. 195). From a VETY young
age, children are introduced to these concepts and
ideals, and by the time they are teenagers, the extent of
filial piety felt among Asians is such that it is not un-
common for Chinese teenagers to hand over entire pay-
checks to their parents for family use (B. L. Sung,
1985). More recently, researchers have differentiated
between different forms of filial piety. For example, fil-
ial piety traits can be categorized as authoritarian {sup-
pressing one’s wishes and complying with parents’
wishes), or reciprocal (emotionally attending to parents
out of gratitude), with the former decreasing and the lat-
ter increasing in relevance in Chinese society (Yeh &
Bedford, 2003).

In the United States, Asian American adolescents
also have stronger values and feelings of expectation
about assisting, respecting, and supporting their fami-
lies than do European Americans (Fuligni, Tseng, &
Lam, 1999). Greater feelings of family obligation are
felt by Latino teens as well {Fuligni et al., 1999). These
feelings are strengthened even more during young adult-
hood (Fuligni & Pedersen, 2002). Suzuki (2000} found
that Asian Americans from fifth grade through college,
as well as parents of fifth and sixth graders, spoke more
favorably about the various components of filial piety —
respect, obedience, and eventual care of parents—than
did comparable European-American groups.

This pattern is consonant with the fact that tradi-
tional European American values are affected by differ-
ent cultural influences and reflect the importance of
individual goals and personal property prominent in the
dominant North American worldview, Implicit in this
view is a certain personal distance between parent and
child; this is consonant with a view of human develop-
ment that emphasizes the achievement of autonomy by
late adolescence. Tt is also consonant with the predomi-
nantly Protestant religious background of the United
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States, which stresses each individual’s relationship
with God rather than family ties and obligations.

In sum, contrasting responses to the scenario mani-
fest and highlight differing models of children’s rela-
tionships with their parents, models that have deep
cultural roots. Given that assimilation to U.S. culture
reduced self-sacrifice in Asian Americans in Suzuki
and Greenfield’s (2002) study, we would expect an even
stronger pattern of difference when comparing Asians
in Asia with European Americans in the United States.

Many Asian countries {e.g., Japan, China, and Korea)
have similar emphases on children’s lifelong duties to-
ward their parents (J. S. Chei, 1970; Osako & Liu, 1986;
K.-T. Sung, 1990). Some parallel differences emerged
when Miller and Bersoff (1993, p. 274) gave subjects in
India and the United States the following scenario: *Be-
cause of his job, a married son had to live in a city that
was a four hour drive from his parents’ home. The son
made a point of keeping in touch with his parents by
either visiting, calling or writing them on a regular
basis.” The authors note that a typical subject in the
United States evaluated “the son’s behavior as satisfying
in that it enabled him to enhance his relationship with
his parents, while still retaining a sense of individual au-
tonomy” (p. 275). A typical Indian subject, in contrast,
“focused on the satisfaction associated with fulfilling
the obligations of care toward one’s parents and of know-
ing that their welfare needs are being met” (p. 275).

The contrast is, in both scenarios, between a re-
sponse that values children’s obligations to their parents
versus one that emphasizes children’s antonomy and
personal choices concerning their relationship to their
parents. [n both cases, the dominant cultural response in
the United States is for autonomy and choice. Relative
to that response, less acculturated Asian Americans em-
phasized self-sacrifice for parents, while Indians in
India emphasized children’s obligations to their parents
as a positive value.

Parents’ Behavior toward Children

In this section, we discuss the other side of the coin,
parents’ behavior toward their children. Our point is
to show that the same two cultural pathways guide par-
ents’ behavior toward their children, as they guide
children’s behavior toward their parents. We will make
this point with respect to parental style (discipline),
communication, teaching, and patterns of reinforce-
ment. We extrapolate the cultural structuring of parent-

ing through the life span, pointing once again to culturg]
coherence. Throughout, we explore the impact of ¢
tural dynamics--historical change in demographics
cross-cultural value conflict—on the cultural structy,.
ing of parenting behavior.

Styles of Parenting

Baumrind (1967, 1971} offered a now classical formulg.
tion of three dstyles: authoritarian, authoritative, apq
permissive. Bach one defines a core relationship be-
tween parents and children; the children that have beey
studied range from preschool (Baumrind, 1967) to high
school age (Dornbusch, Ritter, Leiderman, Roberts, &
Fraleigh, 1987). The authoritative parent is controlling,
demanding, warm, rational, and receptive to the child’s
cornmunication. The authoritarian parent is detached
and controlling without exhibiting warmth. The permis-

* sive parent is noncontrolling, nondemanding, and rela-

tively warm (Baumrind, 1983),

How does parenting style relate to Buropean Ameri-
can parents’ goals for their children? Although not gen-
erally acknowledged in the developmental literature,
Baumrind’s typology is closely tied to the normative
goals for child development in North America. Auathori-
tative parenting is considered to be the most adaptive
style because it is associated with children who are
“self-reliant, self-controlled, explorative, and content”
(Baumrind, 1983, p. 121). These are the qualities of the
independent individual so valued in the cultural model
of individualism in countries such as the United States.
In the United States, authoritative parenting and rela-
tionship closeness are also associated with better school
performance among Buropean Americans (Leung, Lau,
& Lam, 1998). Interestingly, this is not the case for
first-generation Chinese Americans (Chao, 2001a).
Thus, authoritative parenting may not be the best model
for all cultural contexts,

Cross-Cultural Variability in Styles of Parenting.
Authoritative parenting is not the norm in every group.
Different ethnic groups within the United States and
many Eastern and developing countries have been found
to atilize an authoritarian parenting style to a greater
degree than do middle-class European American
parents in the United States. Authoritarian parenting
is more common, for example, in East Asia (Ho, 1994;
Kim & Choi, 1994), Africa {Nsamenang & Lamb, 1994
LeVine et al, 1994), and Mexico (Delgado-Gaitall,
1994), as well as in ethnic groups derived from these -




ofral cultures: Asian Americans (Chao, 1994, 2000,
0la; Leung et al., 1998), African Americans (Baum-
nd, 1972), Mexican Americans (Cardena, Nicholson,
% Fox, 2000; Delgado-Gaitan, 1994; Reese, Balzano,
Gallimore, & Goldenberg, 1995), and Egyptian Canadi-
.ns (Rudy & Grusec, 2001). (Baumrind’s third style,
p_ennissive parenting, has not been found to be norma-
tive in any identifiable cultural group.)

How does cross-cultural variability in parenting style
telate to child behavior and parental goals? Most impot-
{ant in considering cross-cultural variation in parenting
:styles is the fact that different parental goals can give
lifferent meanings and a different emotional context to
the same behaviors. Notably, the social and emotional
accompaniments of classical authoritarian parenting be-
havior such as the usage of imperatives may be gquite
different where the cultire has an interdependence-
oriented developmental script (Greenfield, 1994). Chao
{(1994), for example, points out the inadequacy of the no-
tion of authoritarian parenting to describe the Chinese
ethnotheory of child socialization. She invokes indige-
nous Chinese child-rearing ideologies reflected in the
concepts of chiao shun (training children in the appro-
priate or expected behaviors) and guan {to govern).

For the European American mothers in this study, the
word “training” often evoked associations such as “mil-
ﬁaristic,” “régimented,” or “strict” that were interpreted
s being very negative aspects of authoritarian parenting.
However, although authoritarian parenting was associ-
ated with negative effects and images in the United
States, the Chinese versions of authoritarianism, chaio
é;hun and guan, were perceived in a more positive light
from within the culture, emphasizing harmonious rela-
ions and parental concern (Chao, 1994). Chinese chiao
hun and guan were seen not as punitive or emotionally
lilnsupportive, but rather as associated with rigorous and
esponsible teaching, high involvement, and physical
loseness (Chao, 1994). In fact, in China (and in India),
authoritarjan parenting styles are associated with mater-
82l valuing of filial piety and academic achievement
(Leung et al., 1998; Rao, McHale, & Pearson, 2003).
Another interesting finding indicative of qualita-
ively different cultural patterning was that, although
Chinese American parents were higher on authoritarian
arenting than Buropean American parents, they did not
fer on the measure of authoritative parenting. In
er words, Chinese parents more often subscribed to
horitarian items (sample authoritarian item: “I do
0t allow my child to question my decisions™); however,
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there was no difference between the groups in subscrib-
ing to authoritative items (sample authoritative item: “I
talk it over and reason with my child when he misbe-
haves™). In this group, authoritarianism and aspects of
authoritativeness such as affection and rational guid-
ance (illustrated in the example) were complementary,
not contradictory.

This finding was mirrored by another study of Chi-
nese American parents, which found that they were
more directive than but equally as warm as Buropean
American parents in their child-rearing behaviors (Jose,
Huntsinger, Huntsinger, & Liaw, 2000). A similar result
was found in a study of Egyptian Canadians and Anglo-
Canadians; Egyptian Canadian parents scored higher on
authoritarian parenting, but they did not differ from
Anglo-Canadian parents in overall levels of warmth
(Rudy & Grusec, 2001).

Besidés Chinese Americans, there are other groups in
the United States for whom authoritarian parenting is
not always associated with the negative child develop-
ment outcomes (such as discontent, withdrawal, distrast,
and lack of instrumental competence) it has for Buro-
pean American children. For example, Baumrind (1972)
found that, in lower middle-class African American
families, authoritarian parenting was more frequent and
seemed to produce different effects on child develop-
ment than in European American families. Rather than
negative outcomes, authori_tarian parenting by African
Americans was associated with self-assertive, indepen-
dent behavior in preschool girls. (Baumrind did not have
enough information to carry out the same kind of analy-
sis with African American preschool boys.)

This difference in the frequency and effects of au-
thoritarian parenting may be related to different ecolog-
ical demands of the African American environment. The
fact that African Americans have traditionally been on
the bottom of society’s power and economic hierarchy
may have led them to develop obedience in their chil-
dren through authoritarian directives. Authoritarian
parenting can be essential when children live in poten-
tially hazardous conditions where safety is assured only
if parental instructions dre followed immediately.

A second possibility is that the rélative social isola-
tion of African American communities because of
sfavery, segregation, and discrimination led to more
long-term retention of African culture than was the
case for voluntary {in Ogim’s', 1994, sense} immigrants.
Indeed, according to Sudarkasa (1988, cited in
Harrison, Wilson, Pine, Chan, & Buriel, 1990, p. 354),
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“Research has documented the persistence of some
African cultural patterns among contemporary African
American families.” One relevant pattern would be the
emphasis on obedience and respect as most important in
African child development.{LeVine et al., 1994; Nsame-
nang & Lamb, 1994). On the side of socialization, this
pattern is achieved by striciness (Nsamenang & Lamb,
1994) and the use of parental commmands as a communi-
cation strategy (LeVine et al., 1994). Such a socializa-
tion pattern would fit into the rubric of Baumrind’s
authoritarian parenting.

Similarly, poor immigrant Latino families bring from
Mexico and Central America the developmental goal of
respect and the socialization mode of authoritarian pas-
entiflg to achieve parental respect {Reese et al., 1995;
Valdes, 1997).

Parent-Child Communication

Another important aspect of parent-child relations is the
styles that parents employ in communicating with their
children. Although parents everywhere utilize an array
of styles, the emphasis is quite different from culture to
culture, Here, we take up several dimensions of this
variability, relating each style to parental goals (Sigel,
1985; Sigel et al., 1992) and cultural models of human
development.

Nonverbzl Communication or Verbalization? The
Cultural Role of Empathy, Observation, and Partici-
pation. Azuma (1994) notes that Japanese mothers
{and nursery school teachers) rely more on empathy and
nonverbal 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 (discussed in
the infancy section of this chapter) and the development
of empathy as a mode of communication.

Azuma (1994) points out that verbalization is neces-
sary when there is greater physical and psychological
distance between 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 suggestions.
In turn, the child’s empathy for the mother motivates
learning. This tradition survives in the families of third-
generation Japanese American immigrants (Schneider,
Hieshima, Lee, & Plank, 1994).

Closely related to empathy and learning by osimosis
are the use of observation and participation as forms of

parent-child communication and socialization. Whepeg,
verbal instruction is particularly important in school.
based learning, observation and coparticipation g
learner and teacher are central to the apprentice-stylg
learning that is common in many cultures (Rogof¥, 1990,
2003; Rogott, Paradise, Arauz, Correa-Chavez, & Ap.
geliilo, 2003). Often, master and apprentice are parent
and child, as in Childs and Greenfield’s (1980; Greey.
field, 2004; Greenfield, Maynard, et al., 2003) study of
informal learning of weaving in a Maya community of
highland Chiapas, Mexico.

Both learning by observation and coparticipation
with a parent imply a kind of closeness and empathy be-
tween parent and child. For example, in Zinacantec
weaving apprenticeship in Chiapas, Mexico, the teacher
would sometimes sit behind the learner, positioned so
that the two bodies, the learner’s and the teacher’s, were
functioning as one at the loom (Maynard, Greenfield, &
Childs, 1999; Greenfield, 2004). Verbal communication
and instruction, in contrast, imply using words to bridge
the distance through explicitness, thus reducing the need
for empathetic communication.

A discourse study by S. H. Choi (1992) reveals a simi-
lar pattern of differences between Korean and Canadian
mothers interacting with their young children. Compar-
ing middle-class mothers in Korea and Canada, Choi
found that Korean mothers and their children manifest a
communicative pattern that is relationally attuned to one
another in a “fused” state, “where the mothers freely
enter their children’s reality and speak for them, merging
themselves with the children’” (Kagitgibasi, 1996, p. 69).
Canadian mothers, in contrast, “withdraw themselves
from the children’s reality, so that the chiid’s reality can
remain autonomous” (S. H. Choi, 1992, pp. 119-120).

Effects of Social Change. With an ecological
transition from agriculture and subsistence to money
and commerce, apprenticeship learning becomes more
independert and less under the control of parents.
Greenfield and colleagues (Greenfield, 2004; Greer-
field, Maynard, et al., 2003) demonstrated this when
they studied weaving apprenticeship in a Maya commt-
nity across two generations. In response to participation
in commercial activities, they found a historical shift
from reliance on observation of adult models and care-
ful guidance by adult experts (usually the mother) in the
generation studied in 1970 to more involvement of the
peers in the apprenticeship process, lessened reliance on
observation of others weaving, a reduction i teacher




nidance, and more learner independence and initiative
the generation studied in the early 1990s.

Development of Comprehension versus Self-
Expression.  Authoritarian parenting brings with it an
associated style of parent-to-child communication: fre-
quent use of directives and imperatives, with encourage-
ment of obedience and respect (Greenfield, Brazelton,
& Childs, 1989; Harkness, 1988; Kagitcibasi, 1996).
This style is used where the primary goal of child com-
munication development is comprehension 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 in Africa (Harkness & Super,
1982) and Mexico (Tapia Uribe et al., 1994) and in
Latino populations in the United States {Delgado-
Gaitan, 1994).

The comprehension skill developed by an imperative
tyle is particularly functional in agrarian societies in
hich the obedient learning of chores and household
kills is a very important socializing experience (e.g.,
hilds & Greenfield, 1980), with the ultimate goal of
eveloping obedient, respectful, and socially responsi-
le children (Harkness & Super, 1982; Kagitcibasi,
996; LeVine et al., 1994). This style of interaction is
Iso useful for apprenticeship learning of manual skills,
ut it is not so functional for school, where verbal ex-
ression is much more important than nonverbal action.
On the other hand, more democratic parenting brings
ith it a communication style in which self-expression
ad autonomy are encouraged in the child. This parent-
g style often features a high rate of questions from the
rent, particularly “test questions,” in which the an-
er is already known to the parent (Duranti & Ochs,
86), as well as parent-child negotiation (cf. Delgado-
ditan, 1994). Child-initiated questions are also encour-
ed and accepted. This style is intrinsic to the process
Of formal education in which the teacher, paradigmati-
lly, asks questions to which he or she already knows
¢ answer and tests children on their verbal expression.

N important aspect of the interrogative style is the fact
that it elicits verbalization from the child. Such verbal
Pression is an important part of becoming a formally
ucated person and is particularly functional and com-
N in commercial and technological societies where
ademic achievement, autonomy, and creativity are im-
"tant child development goals. This style is the cul-
alnorm in North America and northern Europe.
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Teaching and Learning: The Role of Reinforce-
ment. In societies that put an emphasis on commands
in parental communication, there also tends to be Iittle
praise used in parent-child communication {e.g., Chen
et al., 2000; Childs & Greenfield, 1980). Where school-
ing comes into play, praise and positive reinforcement
take on importance. Duranti and Ochs (1986, p. 229
make the following observation of Samoan children who
g0 to school: -

In their primary socialization [home], they learn not to ex-
pect praises and compliments for carrying out directed
tasks. Children are expected to carry out these tasks for
their elders and family. In their secondary socialization
[school], they learn to expect recognition and positive as-
sessments, given successful accomplishment of a task. In
their primary socialization, Samoan children learn to con-
sider tasks as co-operatively accomplished, as social prod-
ucts. In their secondary socialization, they learn to
consider tasks as an individual’s work and accomplishment,

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
primary in-group and the absence of praise and compli-
ments. Where role-appropriate behavior is expected
rather than chosen, positive reinforcement does not
make sense. Miller (1995) has described how pecple do
not say “thank you” in India; once you are part of the
group, you are completely accepted and expected to ful-
fill your social roles and obligations. B. B, Whiting and
Whiting (1975) noted the lesser need for positive rein-
forcement where the intrinsic worth of the work is evi-
dent, as it is in household tasks and chores.

Teaching and Learning: The Nature of Collabora-
tive Problem Solving, Chavajay and Rogoff (2002)
identified two modes of collaborative problem solving be-
tween a mother and three related children between 6 and
12 years old (at least two being her own) in a Maya com-
munity in Guatemala. One of these modes was shared
multiparty engagement, where all four parties simultane-
ously focused on a single aspect of the task (in this case,
a construction task). The other mode was division of
labor, in which participants worked on separate aspects
of the task. The researchers found that, with increasing
maternal schoeling, there was a shift from shared engage-
ment in a single aspect of the task to division of Iabor. In
other words, the indigenous mode, consistent with the
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community’s traditiondl interdependent orientation
(Morelli et al., 1992), involved more interdependent in-
teraction, whereas division of labor, fostered by formal
schooling, an influence foreign to Maya culture and an
individualizer (Tapia Uribe et al., 1994; Trumbull et al.,
1999), involved greater independence of the various
members of the cooperating family group.

Cultural Models of Parent-Child Relations:
Developmental Goals over the Life Span

There are basically two different cultural models de-
scribing parent-child relations over the life span. With-
out considering both models, we cannot adequately
encompass cross-cultural variability in child develop-
ment, parental behavior, and parent-child relations.

In one model, children are viewed as starting life as
dependent on their parents and as achieving increasing
independence as they grow older {Greenfield, 1994). In
the other model, children are viewed as starting life as
asocial creatures and as achieving a concept and prac-
tice of social responsibility and interdependence as they
grow older (e.g., Ochs & Schieffelin, 1984), Under this
model, infants are often indulged, whereas older chil-
dren are socialized to comprehend, follow, and internal-
ize directives from elders, particularly paremnts. The
developmental outcome of the first model is the inde-
pendent, individuated self; the developmental outcome
of the second model is the interdependent and socially
responsible self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Raeff
et al., 2000). '

In the interdependent model found in Japan, the
mother-child relationship lasts a lifetime and is seen as
the model for all human relationships throughout life
(Lebra, 1994). The importance of continued respect up
the generational ladder is seen in other cultures that
subscribe to this model, such as in Mexico, among Mex-

ican Americans (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994}, and in Kope,
(Kim, 1996).

In contrast, the independent model of family rej,.
tions is distinguished by the “separateness of the gener.
ations and both emotional and material investments
channeled toward the child, rather than to the older gen-
eration” {Kagitgibasi, 1996, p. 84). As Lebra (1994)
points out, in this model, characteristic of the Uniteq
States, the paradigmatic model of parent-child relations
is the rebellious adolescent son who is breaking away
from his family of origin.

Cultural Coherence

Again, we find evidence of cultural coherence. This co-
herence has developmental continuity as well. The two

cultural models of infant development and socialization

é'(Table 17.1) continue to be expressed in the parent-child
relations of children (Table 17.2).

Ecological Factors and Social Change

The interdependence model is particularly adaptive in
poot rural/agrarian societies, where it utilizes a “func-
tionally extended family” to carry out subsistence tasks,
including child care (Kagitgibasi, 1996). Due to the high
poverty level and agricultural lifestyle, such shared
work is highly adaptive for survival (Kagiteibasi, 1996).
Indeed, in contemporary China, rural adolescents have a
greater sense of family obligation than do urban adoles-
cents (Fuligni & Zhang, 2004). '

The interdependence between generations, with the
younger ultimately responsible for the security of the
older, is particularly adaptive in societies lacking old-
age pensions and social security systems {Kagitcibasi,
1996). Conversely, the independence model of family re-
lations is particularly adaptive in industrial, technologi-

TABLE 17.2 Contrasting Cultural Models of Parent-Child Relations

Developmental Goals Independence

Interdependence

Developmental trajectory

Communication Verba! emphasis

Atcnomous self-expression by child
Fequent parental questions to child

Fequent praise

Child negotiation
Collaborative problem solving  Division of labor

Parents helping children
extreme need

From dependent to independent self

A matter of personal choice except under

Fom asocial to socially responsible seif

Monverbal emphasis {empathy, observation, participatiorl)
Child comprehension, mother speaks for chitd

Feguent parental directives to child

Infrequent praise

Frequent parental directives

Shared multiparty engagement

A moral cbligation under all circumstances




sl societies, where the unit of economic employment is
the individual, not the family. Furthermore, indepen-
dence and self-reliance are valued in 2 sociocultural-
sconomic context where intergenerational material
dependencies are minimal, and children’s loyalty to their
elderly parents is not required to support paremts in their
old age (Kagit¢ibasi, 1996). With increasing affluence
and education, the interdependence model tends to wane
as the independence model waxes (Kagitcibasi, 1996).
But the world as a whole is becoming more affluent
ad formally educated; these are global trends. A cross-
ultural Value of Children survey conducted in 1975 and
epeated again a generation later indicated a worldwide
ecline in parents regarding children for their old-age
ecurity value and a worldwide increase in parents fo-
using on their children’s development and achievement
or its own sake (Kagitcibasi, & Ataca, 2005; Tromms-
orff & Nauck, 2003).

MPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE: WHAT
AN WE LEARN FROM A CROSS-
ULTURAL PERSPECTIVE ON
ARENTING STYLES?

n this section, we will draw out implications of the
revious section for the practice of developmental re-
earchers, parents, educators, social workers, and clini-
ians in a multicultural society.

or Researchers: Yon Can’t Take It with You

here is an important methodological lesson here: It is
ot valid to take the same measuring instrument from
ne culture to another, with the goal of making a direct
cross-cultural comparison. The same behavior may have
adifferent meaning and therefore a different outcome in
different cultures (Greenfield, 1997). This is clearly
Irue when looking at the different styles of parental in-
*eraction and discipline used by different cultural
Eroups. For example, taking a measure of authoritarian
Parenting developed in the United States and using it to
Study parenting styles in China would provide an inac-
Surate and incomplete perspective on parenting prac-
lices there. It is therefore important to explore different
Methods of research that utilize the ideas and opinions
beople native to the society under study.

One way to do this is to encourage the indigenous
Psychologies approach when studying culture. Kim and
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Berry (1993, p. 2) define this approach as “the scientific
study of human behavior (or the mind) that is native,
that is not transported from other regions, and that is de-
signed for its people.” In other words, instead of taking
concepts, methods, and measures from one culture and
forcing it into the framework of another, it may be more
appropriate and more fruitful to work from within the
culture to form concepts, methods, and measures that
are designed specifically for that environment. If this is
done, indigenous concepts (e.g., chiao shun and guan)
can be discovered and investigated from a more cultur-
ally salient perspective.

For Parents, Educators, Social Workers, and
Other Clinicians

Multicultural understanding has direct implications for
clinical work with families. Consider the following case
(Carolyn McCarty, personal communication, June
1996): A child in an African American family is pun-
ished when a younger sibling, under her care, falls off
the bed. The older child feels the punishment is unfair
and complains of having too much responsibility in the
family. The family seeks family therapy for these issues.
In this case, armed with unconscious cultural assump-
tions about the developmental goal and value of inde-
pendence, the first reaction of the therapist is to blame
the parents for “parentifying” the older child; in this
framework, parentification is considered pathological.
Parentification of a child compromises the autonomy
and opportunities for self-actualization that are implicit
developmental goals in psychotherapy, itself an out-
growth of an individualistic framework,

However, after some training concerning the two cul-
tural models described earlier, the clinician understood
another possibility: that the parents could be developing
familia] responsibility in the older child by having her
take care of the younger child. In accordance with this
value system, the older child’s punishment makes sense;
it helps socialize the child to carry out the familial re-
sponsibility associated with child care. Having under-
stood this perspective, the clinician is in a position to
explore the issue of culture conflict. Is this situation, in
fact, simply a conflict between an older child who has
internalized the individualistic notion of fairness and re-
sponsibility for self and parents who hold dear the value
of familial responsibility? If so, the clinician can now
mediate between the two cultures represented by the
two generations within the family.
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Another implication of the preceding is that profes-
sionals (e.g., social workers, counselors, clinical psy-
chologists, pediatricians, and educators) who advise
parents on discipline and other parenting practices need
to bear in mind that any advice must be relative to a par-
ticular set of developmental goals. Often, they may not
realize that a particular set of child development goals is
implicit in a particular piece of advice on an issue such
as discipline. Insofar as members of many ethnic groups
in a multicuttural society will not share the socially
dominant developmental model of the clinician or
teacher, practitioners may need to think twice about
whether it is appropriate either to ignore or change the
parents’ developmental goals for their children.

The Problem of Differential Acculturation of
Parents and Children

Because parents often acculiurate more slowly than
children to a host culture (Kim & Choi, 1994), there is a
great potential for parent-child conflict when families
immigrate from a collectivistic to an individualistic so-
ciety. Parents may expect respect, but their children
have been taught to argue and negotiate (Delgado-
Gaitan, 1994). Parents may see strictness as a sign of
caring; adolescents may see it as robbing them of auton-
omy and self-direction (Robner & Pettengill, 1985). Ac-
culturation differences between parents and adolescents
can be related to family conflict; in one study of Indian
Americans, adolescents reported less frequent and less
intense conflicts within the family if there was no accul-
turation difference between themselves and their par-
ents (Farver, Narang, & Bhadha, 2002).

Sometimes immigrant parents bring their children,
particularly teenagers, to mental health clinics for prob-
tem behaviors, such as rebelliousness, that are consid-
ered normal for adolescents in the dominant U.S. society
(V. Chavira, personal communication, June 1996).
When this happens, a clinician may easily assume the
perspective of the dominant culture and simply take
the side of the child. However, this approach denigrates
the parents without understanding the value perspective
that has generated their attitudes and behavior. It should
be much more helpful if the clinician could accurately
diagnose the parent-child problem as a problem of cross-
cultural value conflict and differential acculturation. In
this way, the perspectives of both parent and child are
validated and understood, and a way is opened for com-
promise and mutual understanding.

BRIDGING CULTURES IN
PARENT WORKSHOPS

Parents can also feel alienated from their children ag 4
result of differential acculturation, specifically, the
school’s success with its individualistic socializatioy
(Raeff et al., 2000). A Bridging Cultures parent wosk.
shop process was developed to address this problem, Iy
a true experiment with random assignment, The Bridg-
ing Cultures team compared two kinds of six-session
parent education workshops with immigrant Latino par-
ents in a large urban elementary school (Esau, Green-
field, Daley, & Tynes, 2004). Parents of children in
grades 1 through 4 were randomly assigned to either the
district-based “standard” workshop group coacentrat-
ing on techniques to improve student achievement and
schoo! policies or a second kind of workshop group

* called Bridging Cultures. The Bridging Cultures work-

shops were designed to make explicit the differences be-
tween individualistic culture (the culture of the school)
and collectivistic cuiture (the culture of many immi-
grant Latinos, as in Table 17.2). We hoped that this pro-
cess would help Latino immigrants gain a better
understanding of their children and the sociaiization
process they were undergoing at school.

After analyzing the group process in the course of the
videotaped workshops, we found that we had made an
impact in this arena. The parents discovered ways to im-
prove their relationships with their children. They noted
an increased awareness of how cultural differences in-
fluence their children’s development, including the
knowledge that the culture of the United States would
play a large role in their children’s lives. The parents re-
tained the collectivistic values of sharing and helping,
while also coming to accept independence, the impor-
tance of self-expression in school, respect for children’s
decisions and choices, and the value of praise and affec-
tion. One mother said (translated from Spanish), “When
in school they receive merits, then too (I should] tell
them, ‘Oh my delight, I am so proud of you!’ » {Chang,
2003, p. 24).

Parents’ own child-rearing methods were validated
in the workshops, as they reflected on how they them-
selves were raised, as well as how they werc helping to
foster their children’s development and learning. They
were also encouraged to speak to their children about
the different expectations at home and school. Tongitu-
dinal research is needed to see whether this kind of
cross-cultural understanding can preveni the alienatio®




petween parents and children that often occurs as the
chools, representing the dominant culture, become a
ronger socializing force than the family, especially as
hildren move iato secondary education (Trumbull,
Rothstein-Fisch, & Hernandez, 2003).

EER RELATIONS

eer relations are the child’s first opportunity to take
he cultural values and practices learned at home and go
orth into a wider world of people who may or may not
hare these values and practices. This section starts
‘with an overview of different cultural elements that can
‘come into play during peer interaction. We will make in-
2 ferences from cross-cultural variability in peer behavior
-in culturally homogenous peer groups to potential inter-
“group conflict when interacting peers belong to differ-
“ent cultural groups. We analyze cultural differences and
‘intergroup peer conflict in a number of different behav-
ioral areas: self-presentation, helping behaviors, compe-
‘tition/cooperation, and conflict resclution.

i Inseveral cases, we use adult social-psychological 1it-
‘erature to establish developmental end points for peer be-
‘havior in different cultures and developmental literature
{where available) to see how peer relations develop to-
‘ward these cultural endpoints. In other words, a cross-
cultural perspective on adult behavior is important
because adults provide the goals used for child socializa-
tion. As a consequence, child behavior grows toward the
developmental end points expressed in adult behavior.

Self-Presentation

In many individualistic societies, it is established that
people like to perceive themselves as the origin of good
effects but not of bad effects (Greenwald, 1980), and the
confident attribution of successes to personal ability
is commonly practiced (e.g., Mullen & Riordan, 1988).
Consequently, self-esteem is a highly desirable quality
in these societies. For example, it was found that in the
United States, people who scored highest on self-esteem
fests (by saying nice things about themselves) also
tended to say nice things about themselves when ex-
Plaining their successes and failures (R. Levine & Ule-
man, 1979). It appears that self-csteem is somehow
‘orrelated with a positive representation of the self.

In collectivistic societies, this tendency to present
Oneself in a positive light is not as highly valued (Markus
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& Kitayama, 1991). Research has shown that Americans
tend to self-enhancement, whereas Japanese tend to self-
deprecation (Heine, Kitayama, & Lehman, 2001; Heine
& Lehman, 1997; Kitayama, Markus, Matsumoto, & No-
rasakkunkit, 1995, 1997). The effect of self-deprecation
among Japanese participants was robust, and carried
through to their evaluations of their universities and
even family members (Heine & L.ehman, 1997). The ef-
fect of culture in molding self-presentation, and there-
fore peer relations, is indeed far-reaching.

This cultural difference in peer relations begins in
childhood. In a study conducted on the opinions of
second, third, and fifth graders in Japan, students
were asked to evaluate a hypothetical peer who was
cither modest and self-restrained or self-enhancing
in commenting on his or her athletic performance
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Yoshida, Kojo, & Kaku,
1982). Yoshida et al. found that, at all ages, the person-
ality of the person giving the modest comment was per-
ceived much more positively than that of the person
giving the self-enhancing comment. A developmental
trend was also found: Second graders believed the self-
enhancing comment of the hypothetical peer to be true,
whereas fifth graders did not. In other words, whereas
second graders believed that the self-enhancing peer
was truly superb in athletics, fifth graders believed
that the modest peer was more competent. Therefore,
although the cultural value of restraint and modesty
was understood as early as second grade, this value ex-
panded with age to incorporate positive atiributes of
ability and competence (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
Indeed, behaviors such as the verbal devaluation of
oneself and even of one’s family members is a norm in
many East Asian cultures (Toupin, 1980). Not surpris-
ingly, self-effacing values are also stronger in Asian
American than European American youth (Akimoto &
Sanbonmatsu, 1999),

Implications for Intergroup Peer Relations

Both modes of self-presentation conform perfectly to
their respective cultural goals, but one can see how peo-
ple from one culture can misinterpret and even decry the
preferred self-presentation styles of other caltures. The
Asian American tendency to present oneself in a self-
effacing manner can be evaluated unfavorably by others
(Akimoto & Sanbonmatsu, 1999). In college interview
situations, for example, Asian American students can
be viewed as uninteresting applicants because of their
modesty and desire to fit in rather than stand out. On
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the other side, self-enhancing tendencies of European
American youth can be seen as undesirabie self-
aggrandizement (Suzuki, Davis, & Greenfield, in press).

Helping Behavior

The desirability of helping others appears to be univer-
sal. However, people’s perceptions of helping behaviors
and when they are appropriate can vary drastically from
culture to culture. Some societies view helping as a per-
sonal choice; others view this as a moral obligation. For
example, children in the United States feel that it is a
matter of personal choice, not moral responsibility, to
help a friend in moderate or minor need, whereas it is a
matter of moral responsibility to help a friend in ex-
treme need or to uphold justice (Miller, Bersoff, & Har-
wood, 1990). Caring and interpersonal responsiveness
are seen as a matter of personal choice based on various
factors, such as how much one likes the person needing
help (Higgins, Power, & Kohlberg, 1984; Miller &
Bersgoff, 1992, 1998; Nunner-Winkler, 1984), This value
of personal choice is highlighted in individualistic soci-
eties, such as the United States, where Miller and col-
leagues found this pattern of results from second grade
to college age.

In societies that value group harmony and coopera-
tion, however, helping behaviors can be perceived at a
different level of urgency and obligation. This is partic-
ularly true in India, where helping is seen not as a per-
sonal choice, but as a moral necessity (Miller, 1994;
Miller & Bersoff, 1992; Miller et al., 1990). Virtually
all Indians from second grade to college age felt that it
was legitimate to punish a person who failed to help a
friend, even in minor need. Whether or not the helper
liked the person in need had no impact on Indian partic-
ipants’ perceptions of moral responsibility to help oth-
ers (Miller & Bersoff, 1998).

In another study, Miller {1995) found that most U.S.
college students would not inconvenience themselves to
help their best friend if he or she had not helped them or
others in the past. Although Indian college students
agreed with T.S. college students that not helping in the
past was undesirable behavior, this history would not
deter them from helping their best friend.

Choosing not to help others may be met with harsh
disapproval in cultures that value the preservation of
group interests. In Cameroon, for example, asserting in-
dividual rights and interests over those of the commu-

"nity would cause the Cameroonian to be acting “at the

expense of his or her peace of mind and at great rigk of
losing the psychological comfort of a feeling of belong.
ing” (Nsamenang, 1987, p. 279). Such a person would pe
considered deviant under traditional African thinking
(Nsamenang, 1987). In the United States, Latingg
viewed helping others as more obligatory and personally
desirable than did European Americans (Janoff-Bulmay
& Teggatt, 2002; Raeff et al,, 2000). Given these differ.
ences, one can imagine how an Indian, Nigerian, o
Latino child may be confused and even shocked whey
child from another culture may choose not to help a
group member in a time of need.

Eeological Factors

J. W. M. Whiting and Whiting (1973/1994, p. 279) put
forth the hypothesis that complex societies must sup-
press altruistic or helping behavior to friends (as wel| ag
to family) to maintain the economic order, “a system of
open and achievable occupational statuses.” Complex
technological society requires the egoistic behaviors of
self-development; the essence of obtaining a positien in
the economiic system is individual merit, not social or
family connections. Based partly on their cross-cultural
chiid observation data in nontechnological small-scale
cultures, Whiting and Whiting view the United States,
a complex technological society, as occupying an ex-
treme position on the egoistic side of the egoism/altru-
ism dimension.

Play: Cooperation and Competition

Peer games can bring up important cross-cultural differ-
ences in the tendency to emphasize cooperation versus
competition and in the ways rewards are allocated
These differences can then create difficulties in peer re-
lations in a culturally diverse society.

In Western societies, both cooperation and competi-
tion are valued, and children often learn to interact with
one another utilizing both concepts. However, children
in the United States, for example, are often placed in sit-
uations where competition is more likely to be utilized
and even encouraged. In the United States, this tendency
to be competitive with one another increases with age
(Kagan & Madsen, 1972). This developmental trend was
clearly depicted in a study by Madsen (1971) that uti-
lized an interpersonal game in which children could
either cooperate with one another (and be more likely
to receive a prize) or compete with one another (and
be less likely to receive a prize), The result showed 2

=



striking effect. In the United States, it was found that
younger children (4lto 5 years) were more successiul
than older children (7 to 8, 10 to 11) in restraining their
metivation to compete in order to receive a prize. In
older children, the rotivation to compete was so strong
.hat it overcame the tendency to act out of mutual self-
aterest, even when they had the intellectual capacity to
act otherwise (Madsen, 1971). In contrast, Mexican
hildren from a small agricultural community behaved
'ooperatively at the older ages. Small population size
may be important because of its role in leading to
within-group cohesion.

Itis important to note, however, that in-group cocper-
tion is often associated with out-group competition.
This was the case for highly cooperative kibbutz children
rom Israel (Shapira & Madsen, 1969). Israeli kibbutzim
re small, collectivistic, agricultural communities with
trong in-group ties, Using a game to examine coopera-
ion and competition in peer relations, Shapira and Mad-
en found that kibbutz children’s tendency to cooperate
in a game overshadowed their competitive tendencies
nder different reward conditions. In contrast, Israeli
ity children would cooperate when there was a group re-
ward, but as soon as rewards were distributed on an indi-
iidual basis, competition took over.

In kibbutzim, children are prepared from an early
ge to cooperate and work as a group, and competition
§ not seen as a socially desirable norm (Shapira &
Madsen, 1969). At the time this study was done, kib-
utz teachers reported that anticompetitive attitudes
te so strong that children sometimes felt ashamed
or being consistently at the top of their class (Shapira
. Madsen, 1969). Under such cultural norms, it is
f no surprise that children in kibbutz communities
ire much more likely to cooperate than compete
vith one another in gaming situations. A high level
f within-group cooperation was associated with a de-
ire to do better than other groups who had played the
ame before.

Insofar as an emphasis on cooperation is part of a
ollectivistic value orientation, it may be that greater
ifferentiation of relations with in-group and out-group
embers may characterize collectivistic cultures, in
Omparison with individualistic ones (Triandis, Bon-
tnpo, Villareal, Asai, & Lucca, 1988). In a study com-
aring Japanese and American students in conflict
i__tuations against differing opponents, researchers
ound that the Japanese participants showed a greater
havioral difference between their interactions with
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in-group members and their interactions with out-group
members. :

Thus, it is too simplistic to say that children from col-
lectivistic cultures are, on average, more cooperative
than children from individualistic cultures. Instead,
children from more collectivistic cultures are more co-
operative with in-groups and more competitive with
out-groups. Also, the cross-cultural mean differences
are far from absolute. For example, children from more
individualistic environments will cooperate when com-
petition is dysfunctional and there are very strong cues
for cooperating, for example, group reward (Shapira &
Madsen, 1969).

Ecological Factors and Social Change

As with helping behavior, cooperative behavior appears
to be more functional and encouraged in small, simple,
nontechnological groups with low levels of formal edu-
cation, and less functional in large, complex, technologi-
cal groups with high levels of formal education (Graves
& Graves, 1978). Therefore, when members of a small,
simple, nontechnciogical group come into contact with
members of a large, complex, technological group, com-
petitiveness in peer relations increases, as Madsen and
Lancy (1981) found in New Guinea.

The effects of urbanization are confirmed by studies
comparing two ecologies in one country. In one such
study, Madsen (1967) found that urban Mexican chil-
dren were much more competitive and less cooperative
than rural children from a smali, agricuitural commu-
nity in Mexico. This pattern of findings points to the
conclusion that the greater cooperation of Mexican im-
migrants to the United States may be, to a great extent, a
function of their rural, agricultural background.

However, urbanization may play its role in reducing
cooperation and increasing competition by loosening
the strength of in-group ties in an éthnically diverse mi-
lieu. This was the conclusion of Madsen and Lancy
{1981}, who, in a study of 10 sites in New Guinea, found
that, when primary group identification could be sepa-
rated from rural residence, it was by far the most impor-
tant factor in children’s choice between a cooperative
and a competitive strategy in a peer game situation.
Children who came from ethnic groups that had retained
their tribal coherence were more cooperative, even
when exposed to urban centers, than were rural children
whose groups had less stability and whose traditional
way of life had largely disappeared,
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Implications for Intergroup Peer Relations

With this in mind, it is apparent that children (as
well as adults) with differing cultural backgrounds can
easily have differing ideas concerning cooperation and
competition. Without proper awareness of such differ-
entiation in viewpoints, one can imagine the possible
confusion and misunderstanding that might occur when
one child’s assumptions about cooperation, competition,
and reward allocation fundamentally differs from that
of a playmate. This difference can indeed be yet another
source of cross-cuitural conflict that can occur among
children, particularly following immigration from a col-
lectivistic milieu to an individualistic one.

Conflict Resolution

Conflicts among children are inevitable within any cuk-
ture. It is clear from the earlier descriptions that the po-
tential for conflict (especially culturally based conflict)
is even greater between children of differing back-
grounds. However, it is ironic to note that acceptable and
preferred measares of conflict resolution alse differ
from culture to culture.

Cultural Bases of Conflict Resolution

In the United States, success, freedom, and justice are
“central strands” of culture (Bellah, Madsen, Suilivan,
Swindler, & Tipton, 1985). These values are considered
individual rights and are treasured concepts, written
into the Constitution and worthy of fighting wars for.
Under the precepts of these rights and the resulting eco-
nomic system of capitalism, competition among people
is seen as healthy, necessary, and even desirable. Thus,
resolution of conflict may be competitive and con-
froptational, based on the concept that the individual,
rather than the collective, has rights that should be ac-
tively pursued.

In other societies, however, behavioral ideals lead to
different types of desired behavior. For example, Chi-
nese people were found to prefer nonconfrontational ap-
proaches to conflict resolution more than Westerners
did (Leung, 1988). In fact, there appears to be a strong
inverse relationship between the presence of Chinese
values and the degree of competitiveness used in han-
dling conflicts (Chin & Kosinski, 1994}, suggesting a
strong tie between cultural values and conflict behavior.
In general, Toupin (1980) suggests that Hast Asian cul-
tures share certain norms, including that of deference to

others, absence of verbal aggression, and avoidance of
confrontation.

Conflict resolution in West Africa also emphasizeg
the importance of group harmony. According to Nsame.
nang (1987, p. 279), West Africans emphasize reconeij;.
ation as a means of handling disputes and domestjc
conflicts in order to “reinforce the spirit of commung)
life.” The preservation of group harmony during conflict
resolution is once again crucial in this cultural conteyt,
Similarly, college sindents in Mexico were more likely
than students in the United States to prefer conflict regp.
lution styles that emphasize accommodation, cotlabora-
tion, and concern for the outcome of others (Gabrielidis,
Stephan, Ybarra, Pearson, & Villareal, 1997),

Indeed, both the means as well as the goals of con-
flict resolution vary according to the aspired values and

_ ideals of each culture. We would expect these cultural
" modes of adult conflict resolution to furnish the devel-

opmental goals for the socialization of conflict resolu-
tion in children.

Children’s Methods of Conflict Resolution Reflect
Their Cultural Foundations

In every society, cultural ideals are manifest in the con-
flict resoluiion tactics that are encouraged by the adults.
According to B. Whiting and Edwards {1988, p. 18%),
“The manner in which socializers hardle children’s dis-
putes is one of the ways in which the former transmit
their values concerning the legitimate power ascribed to
gender and age.” That is, through adult intervention, cul-
tural and societal ideals and values are transmiitted to
the children.

Take, for example, the case of the United States. In
American preschools, a child is generally encouraged to
use words to “defend oneself from accusations and (o
seek tedress when one feels ‘wronged” (Tobin, Wu, &
Davidson, 1989, p. 167). American parents also encoul-
age children to use words to “pegotiate disputes or label
their emotions” (B. Whiting & Hdwards, 1988) when
having conflicts with their peers. In a culture that highly
values equality, individual rights, and justice, expressing
one’s personal point of view is very important. By doing
so, the hope is that justice can emerge out of learning
about each child’s individual perspective. Note that the
emphasis on verbal dispute resolution reflects the em-
phasis of Buropean American parents on verbalization:

Individualized attention given to misbehaving chil-
dren, heralded as an appropriate and effective means of
child management in this particular cultural context,




would appear strange in others. In the United States, it
s quite common and even desirable for teachers, par-
ents, and children to use negotiation, lobbying, voting,
pleading, litigation, encouraging, arbitration, and a vari-
ety of other means to resolve conflicts in a “just” or
sfair” manner (Tobin et al., 1989). However, such indi-
vidualized attention given to misbehaving children may
not be approved of in more collectivistic cultures.

In the same observational field study, Tobin et al.
1989) observed preschool activities in Japan. Here,
eachers were described as being “careful not to isolate a
israptive child from the group by singling him out for
unishment or censure or excluding him from a group
ctivity” (p. 43). In a society where group interactions
nd collectivism are highly valued, such a punishment
' for misbehavior would be seen as extreme. Given this
ultural framework, the Japanese teachers would choose
nstead to take a more unintrusive approach to conflict
esolution. When Hiroki, a misbehaving child, causes a
- stir among his classmates, the Japanese teacher’s re-
- sponse is not to single him out but rather to instruct
: other children to take care of the problem themselves.
- This technique is in stark contrast to the American tac-
" tic of immediate adult intervention and arbitration.

The philosophy behind this mode of conflict resolu-
tion is closely linked to cultural beliefs, In Japan, group
- interactions are highly salient, and teachers therefore
 believe that “children learn best to control their behavior
hen the impetus to change comes spontaneously
. through interactions with their peers rather than from
“above” (Lewis, 1984, quoted in Tobin et al., 1989,
. p.28). In an interview, the Japanese teacher said that she
elieved that other classmates’ disapproval would have a
greater effect on misbehaving children, perhaps more so
han would any form of adult intervention. Here we see
“peer pressure as an effective means of conflict control,
In the United States, in contrast, peer pressure is usu-
1y seen not as a means of controlling behavior in a pos-
tive way, but as a negative form of conformity and lack
{ personal freedom. In this context, having children
ork things out on their-own without intervention and
ssessment by others would be unusual indeed.

ave been found between other countries as well. For ex-
ample, preschoolers in Andalusia, Spain, are more likely
O resolve conflicts by reaching an agreement or compro-
ise, whereas Dutch children are more likely to give
Tiority to their individual objectives even at the risk of
isrupting the activity (Sanchez Medina, Lozano, &

Cultural differences in children’s conflict resolution .
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Goudena, 2001). Perhaps the Andalusian tendency to be
more harmonious during conflict is related to the Span-
ish/Latin American notion of simpatia, or “pro-active
socicemotional orientation and concern with the social
well-being of others” (R. V. Levine, Norenzayan, &
Phifbrick, 2001, p. 546).

Implications for Intergroup Peer Relations

Conflict is unavoidable in any cultural context. However,
the modes of dealing with conflict can differ greatly.
Conflict resolution is difficult enough in a homogeneous
society where children ascribe to the same cultural
scripts and norms, When children from differing back-
grounds attempt to reconcile their differences, their task
is even further exacerbated by an incongruity between
the children’s conflict resolution styles. Thus, events
such as minor playground altercations can lead to
greater schisms in children’s perceptions of people from
other backgrounds and beliefs.

Implications for Practice

In this section, we deal with the implications of cultur-
ally heterogeneous peer groups for educators, coun-
selors, and other clinical practitioners.

Education

Teachers are in the position of interacting with large
groups of children of differing backgrounds where cul-
tural differences in interactive style are constantly ex-
posed. When interethnic misunderstandings occur,
Quiroz (personal communication, January 1996) ob-
served that the injured party often attributes the behav-
ior of the other group to prejudice and discrimination.
This might be especially true when the injured party be-
longs to a minority ethnicity. An understanding of the
cultural reasons for peer behavior has the power to de-
crease attributions of prejudice and discrimination, thus
contributing to improved intergroup peer relations.

How teachers resolve conflicts is often determined
by the dominant culture. For example, in their book
Conflict Resolution in the Schools, Girard and Koch
{1996, p. 138) emphasize that teachers should deveiop
their students’ negotiation skills so that students can
“educate one another about their needs and interests.”
Another strategy recommended is for teachers to

teach students to use “I” messages, such as “I
feel when be-
cause ,and Ineed ”




684 Cultural Pathways through Human Development

(p. 138). These kinds of conflict skills may be appro-
priate for students from individualistic cultures, where
the emphasis is on getring one’s own needs met. This is
a different style of conflict resolution from consensus
building, which is built on “an integrative solutipn . . .
a synthesis and blending of solutions™ (p. 137). Con-
sensug building, where points are discussed until the
group decides on a common decision, reflects a much
more collectivistic orientation (Suina & Smolkin,
1994).

Counselors and Other Clinicians

Child counselors and clinicians should likewise be in-
formed and educated on the effects of culture on child
behavior and peer interaction. In this way, they can be
better prepared to recognize and accommodate culture

in their counseling sessions and diagnoses when children |
from multicultural environments present with difficul-

ties in peer relations.

Schoo} counselors are in a strategic position to help
students, teachers, and parents understand culture. In
one study, middle school counselors were given a three-
session Bridging Cultures training similar to that de-
scribed earlier. The counselors were able to find many
examples of the collectivistic home culture among their
largely Latino student population. One counselor noted:

Just today, a female student shared many of her problems
that her family has. Problems include poverty, lack of
adult supervision and nurturance. She suspects that her
mother may be a prostitute. Due to her collectivistic belief
she spends all day thinking about ways to possibly solve or
improve her home situation for herself and her brothers.
That leaves her with no time, energy or motivation to
study. (quoted in Geary, 2001, p. 66)

- Sommary

Differences in peer relations in the areas of self-
presentation, helping behavior, play, and conflict resolu-
tion organize themselves around what has become a
familiar dimension: an idealized cultural model of inde-
pendent or interdependent functioning. When interact-
ing peers come from home cultures that have different
models concerning this dimension, the potential for
problematic peer relations arises.

An important source of perceived prejudice and dis-
crimination is failure to understand the cultural values
that generate the behavior of others. One can see how
differences in cultural value systems have the potential

to cause deep misunderstanding and conflict between
children from different cultural backgrounds. Inte,.
action between children is never completely confljey.
free, but when children play with other children who
share their culturat values, peer interaction can oftep be
smoother, based on similar assumptions of what congtj.
tutes fair play, proper methods of conflict Tesolution,
and ideal interactive behaviors.

In a multicultural society such as the United Stateg,
children from various cultural backgrounds are given
the opportunity to interact with one another. However
interaction alone does not breed awareness of othe;
value systems. There is a tendency for each interactant
to see the other's behavior through the implicit lens of
his or her own value system. It is therefore important
for educators and clinicians to be aware of the potential
differences between children to help each child to bes-
ter understand that children may have different per-
spectives on proper peer interaction, and that these
differences can be acknowledged, respected, and even
appreciated,

STUDYING AND INTERVENING IN CROSS-
CULTURAL PEER RELATIONS: THE CASE
OF MULTIETHNIC HIGH SCHOOL
SPORTS TEAMS

In a study of cross-cultural conflict among girls volley-
ball team members in Los Angeles, players’ journals, in
combination with ethnographic observation at practices
and games, unearthed many instances of peer conflict in
which one party assumed an individualistic perspective
while the other assumed a collectivistic one {Green-
field, Davis, Suzuki, & Boutakidis, 2002). For example,
in a “water bottle incident,” a Latina girl drank from 4
water bottle of a European-American girl, and the latter
became guite angry (Kernan & Greenfield, 2005). Jour-
nal entries relating to this type of conflict indicated that
the girl who drinks from the bottle of another assumes
the interdependent value of sharing, whereas the owner
of the water bottle assumes the value of personal prop-
erty, bolstered by a desire not to spread germs (an ap-
peal to the physical world). In a later observation of
another team composed entirely of Hispanics and Native
Americans in Santa Fe, New Mexicoe, Greenfield (v
published field note, 2000} observed that a water hottle
was passed around the whole team during a team hud-




le. Here, in a more homogeneous group in which every-
ne comes from a collectivistic culture (either New
‘Mexico Hispanic or Pueblo Indian), a subsequent inter-
jew indicated that sharing water by the whole team was
imply taken for granted. However, given the heteroge-
aeous nature of high school sports teams in Los Angeles,
‘4n intervention research project was designed.
The goal of the infervention was to promote greater
“cross-cultural harmony: If teens could learn about the
‘cultural values of both individualism and collectivism,
‘would it increase their tolerance and understanding of
each other? The intervention tried to affect peer-group
relations in two multiethnic high school girls varsity
basketball teams. The two teams were selected becanse
éach one represented a mix of ethnicities: European
American, Asian American, Latino American, African
American, Native American, and mixed ethnicity. The
first analysis examined teams over two seasons. During
the first season, baseline data concerning the sources of
conflict were obtained {Engle & Greenfield, 2005).
During the second season, three workshops were pre-
sented to each team to promote folerance and understand-
ing of cultural value differences within the framework of
independence (individualism) and interdependence (col-
lectivism). The workshops included discussions in large
and small groups about individualism and collectivism.
The girls also developed skits about conflicts in sports
from the perspective of both value systems, with the goal
of making implicit values explicit and communicating the
notion that each value orientation has its own strengths
and weaknesses (Engle & Greenfield, 2005). Pre- and
postworkshop questionnaires each included eight action
scenarios; four were sports team situations and the other
four were home and school situations. Each scenario pre-
sented a social dilemma that could be resolved in either a
more collectivistic or a more individualistic manner. In
addition to choosing their own (collectivistic or individu-
alistic) resolution for the dilemma, respondents were
asked if they could imagine someone making the other
choice and why. This was meant as a measure of under-
Standing the other cultural perspective. We hypothesized
that our intervention would increase this type of cross-
cultural understanding. However, we did not find the
hoped-for effect.
Instead, we found that the values of individualism and
collectivism were situational. The sports team scenarios
Prompted significantly more collectivistic value choices
than did home and school scenarios. In the context of
Sports-based scenarios, the girls did respond to questions
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indicating that they would work together for the good of
the team, demonstrating the development of a superordi-
nate group identity that is important for adolescents,

Equally Important was the development over time of a
team culture. Questionnaire responses were more col-
lectivistic at the end than at the beginning of the season;
playing as a team increased collectivism (Engle &
Greenfield, 2005).

In sum, the effective intervention was not the work-
shops, but the experience of playing on a team. BEven
here, the effect was not what we expected—a greater
understanding of another cultural value system—but
rather a push toward a collectivistic perspective. The
authors conclude that a dynamic model of cultural val-
ues systems exists, adapting to contexts over time.

The second analysis examined how young women
begin to, think of themselves as a team: negotiating
problems and creating shared team values (Kernan &
Greenfield, 2005). Besides questionnaires, players kept
journals throughout the season. The journals supported
the questionnaire results: Whatever the starting value
orientation expressed in their journals, almost all of the
players became more collectivistic during the basketball
season, However, there were differences in the rationale
depending on value starting point. Over the course of the
season, players starting with both value orientations in-
creasingly valued “showing up” for practices and games,
but for different reasons. Showing up was valued by the
more individualistic team members because of an agree-
ment or contract to do so. In a sense, this perspective em-
phasizes a task orientation and an explicit contract,
features of a more individualistic orientation. This per-
spective is in contrast to a more collectivistic approach
centering on implicit social obligation as a reason to show
up. The personal journals supported the questionnaires in
showing that cultural values are not static: Family culture
interacts with ecological circumstances to create specific
cultural practices in specific contexts. However, they also
demonstrated that the value starting point, the result of
prior socialization, has an impact as well.

In short, the experience of playing together over time
made the group more of a team. This recognition of a su-
perordinate peer group-—the team—has great potential
for bringing peers from different ethnicities and differ-
ent cultures together for a common goal {Allport, 1958;
Gaertner, Dovidio, Nier, Wsard, & Banker, 1999).

This is an example of a failed intervention. How-
ever, the integration of qualitative and quantitative
methodology enabled the researchers to understand
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other imporiant interpersonal dynamics, Af the same
time, on a theoretical level, much was learned about the
power of the situation to shape a value orientation.
This process of shaping values through specific experi-
ence indicates the adaptive quality and, by extension,
the adaptive origin of cultural value systems.

HOME-SCHOOL RELATIONS

Cultural models of human development and socializa-
tion are embodied in infant care practices and parent-
child relations (both discussed earlier). These practices
and relations then influence the cultural models and be-
haviors that children bring into their peer relations
(previous section). One important institution in which

peer relations are forged is the school. Schooling in-,

volves more than just peer relations, however. It also in-
volves relations between children and teachers and
between parents and teachers. These relationships are
the focus of the present section.

By the age of 4 or 5 years, most children venture from
their home to enter a brand new environment: school. In
a culturally homogeneous situation, this shift between
home culture and the culture of the school is a relatively
smooth tramsition, based on shared goals and assump-
tions {Raeff et al., 2000). In a multicultural situation,
the problems are different. Cultural diversity, while
being colorful and joyous, can also lead to potential mis-
understandings and value conflicts between school per-
sonnel and parents. Some of these misunderstandings
occur in the context of peer relations at school; here the
analysis of the previous section is relevant. Still others
occur between parents and teachers or between children
and teachers. Such culture-based misunderstandings are
the central issue of this section.

In the cross-cultural peer conflicts we analyzed
in the preceding section, contrasting cultural values
were considered to be on an equal footing. However, in
school, this is actually not the case. The power belongs
to the dominant culture that is part and parcel of formal
education in the United States or any other country.

Bringing a Collectivistic Model of
Development to School: The Potential for
Home-School Conflict

Raeff et al. (2000) studied conceptions of relationships
and areas of cross-cultural value conflict among Euro-

pean American and Latino children, their parents, anq
their teachers, The study was conducted in two differ.
ent elementary schools in the Los Angeles area: Schog]
1 served a primarily European American Population,
and School 2 served a primarily immigrant Lating pop-
ulation. Eight open-ended hypothetical scenarios weye
constructed based on reported experiences of imypj.
grant families. Four scenarios depicted home-baseq
dilemmas and four were school-based (these scenarigg
were also used in the sports study discussed in the pre-
ceding secticn). The scenarios were presented 1o g
participants on an individual basis. For example: “It jg
the end of the school day, and the class is cleaning up.
Denise isn’t feeling well, and she asks Jasmine to help
her with her job for the day, which is cleaning the
blackboard. Jasmine isn’t sure she will have time to do

both jobs. What do you think the teacher should do?

{p. 66).
The results indicate that the overwhelming majority
of the responses fell into two categories:

1. Find a third person who will volunteer and will not
endanger the helper’s own task completion; this was
considered an individualistic mode of response.

2. Simply help the sick child with her job; this was con-
sidered a collectivistic mode of response.

The teachers (multiethnic in both schools) over-
whelmingly made the individualistic choice. European
American parents and their children were in tune with
the teachers’ individualistic model of development.
However, the overwhelming majority of immigrant
Latino parents made the collectivistic choice: Jasmine

. should help no matter what. This response was shown to

be part of a more general model of development: Across
four diverse scenarios, Latino immigrant parents over-
whelmingly constructed responses that reflected an un-
derlying collectivistic model of development. As would
be expected from this choice, Latino immigrant parents
were significantly more collectivistic than their chil-
dren’s teachers; this pattern indicated that the children
were being subjected to two different socialization in-
fluences, a more collectivistic one at home and a more
individualistic one at school.

From the point of view of home-school relations, the
Latino parents seemed out of tune with the school's
value system,'and the teachers were equally out of tune
with the Latino parents’ value system. This is in sharP
contrast to the picture of home-school value harmory




that exists for Buropean American families (Raeff,
Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2000).

Children Caught between Home Culture and
School Culture

As a consequence of value harmony between their par-
ents and their teachers, European American children are
receiving consistent socialization messages at home and
at school. The children of Latino immigrants are not.
The results reflect these dynamics: Whereas there are
fo significant differences in the responses of Buropean
American children and their parents, there are signifi-
cant differences between Latino children and their im-
migrant parents (Raeff et al., 2000).
Indeed, the Latino children are, overall, significantly
more individualistic than their parents and significantly
more collectivistic than their teachers (Raeff et al,
2000). That is, they are different from both their major
ocializing agents. Little is known about whether such
hildren have successfully integrated two cultures or are
aught in the middle. Although this research was done
with a particular population, it is potentially applicable
o the children of other collectivistic minorities in the
United States.
+- Schools often reflect aspects of individualism that
ighlight independence as a goal of development. For ex-
mple, classroom interactions and activities emphasize
ndividual achievement, children’s autonomous choice
nd injtiative, and the development of logicorational
ather than social skills (Delgado-Gaitan, 1993, 1994;
Reese et al., 1993).
Academic activities are also intrinsically individual-
stic insofar as evaluations are generally made on the
2sis of independent work accomplished by individual
tudents (3. W. M. Whiting & B. B. Whiting, 1975/
994) rather than on the basis of group endeavors. This
ocus on individual achievement and evaluation is a pre-
ominant theme in academic settings; indeed, individual
chievement and evaluation are the foundation on which
most schools are built (Farr & Trumbull, 1997; Trum-
bull, 2000).
. These aspects of school culture often come into direct
onflict with the collectivistic orientation toward educa-
ion favored not only by Latinos, but by many minority
nd immigrant cultures that emphasize values such as
herishing interpersonal relationships, respecting elders
nd native traditions, responsibility for others, and co-
peration (Blake, 1993, 1994; Delgado-Gaitan, 1993,
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1994; Ho, 1994; Kim & Choi, 1994; Suina & Smotkin,
1994). This perspective is antithetical to the school’s
emphasis on individual achievernent.

Individual Achievement from a
Collectivistic Perspective

Encouraging children’s individual achievements can
be seen in some cultures {e.g., Nigeria) as devaluing
cooperation (Oloko, 1993, 1994) or group harmony.
Research on conferences between immigrant Latino
parents and their children’s elementary school teachers
revealed incidents when the teacher’s praise of an indi-
vidual child’s outstanding achievement made a parent
feel distinctly uncomfortable (Greenfield, Quiroz, &
Raeff, 2000).

These parents seemed to feel most comfortable with
a child’s school achievement if the academic skill in
question could be applied to helping other family mem-
bers. For example, in one parent-teacher conference, a
Latino mother (with a first-grade education) created
common ground with the teacher when she responded to
a question about her danghter’s home reading by telling
the teacher that her daughter had been reading to a
younger family member.

Written Knowledge from a
Collectivistic Perspective

The reliance on textbooks used in many school settings
may also be cause for conflict. In some cultures, knowl-
edge is seen as something that is gleaned not from im-
personal texts, but from the wisdom and knowledge of
relevant others. In the Pueblo Indian worldview, parents
and grandparents are seen as the repositories of knowi-
edge, and this fact provides a social connection between
the older and younger generations. In cultures such as
these, when objects rather than people become the au-
thorities of knowledge, the introduction of resources
such as encyclopedias, reference books, and the like is
seen {0 undermine “the very fiber of the connectedness”
{Suina, 1991, p. 153) between people. Given this per-
spective, the school's emphasis on learning through
written material may appear to be an impersonal and
even undesirable way of acquiring knowledge.

Valdés (1996) in an ethnographic study of 10 im-
migrant families from Mexico, found that a mother’s
communication with her son’s elementary school
teacher “confirmed the school’s lack of interest and
caring.” In this case, the mother had concerns that her
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son Saul was eating fish at school, a problem because
he was allergic to fish and became sick after eating it,
causing him to miss school. She instructed Saul’s older
brother, 8-year-old Juan, to tell his teacher about this
problem. Bither the older child failed to deliver the
message or the “teacher did not consider it to be her
role to pass on the information to the appropriate
school personnel” (p. 156). As a result, Saunl continued
to eat fish and miss school. Valdés concludes that if the
mother “had sent a note instead of a message, it might
have been that she would have received some response
from the teacher or another individual” (p. 156). How-
ever, the mother had no way of knowing the greater
value of written communication in this instance and as-
sumed that the school had little interest in her child’s
health.

As this example demonstrates, the problems of
home-school communication {ranscend translation
issues. The system of an older child being a knowledge-
able, trusted, and responsible care provider of a
younger sibling is consistent with the values of collec-
tivistic families. In contrast, the teacher may have be-
lieved the older sibling’s remarks were unsubstantiated
by a formal note and thus discounted entirely. If it were
true that the older sibling did not communicate his
mother’s message to the teacher, then it is possible he
had already shifted from his home cultural values to
those of the schoal. :

Object Knowledge from a
Collectivistic Perspective

Children whose cultural background has emphasized
social relations and social knowledge may not under-
stand the privileged position of decontextualized object
knowledge in the culture of the school. The following is
an example of culture conflict that can occur between
teachers and children:

In a Los Angeles prekindergarten class mostly comprised
of Hispanic children, the teacher was showing the class a
rea} chicken egg that would be hatching soon. She was ex-
plaining the physical properties of the egg, and 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, p. 44)

From the Latino point of view, the first child’y o,
swer was typical of the associations encouraged i her
invisible home culture of interdependence. That is, o.
jects are most meaningful when they mediate social .
teractions. The child therefore acted on this value of
interpersonal relations in answering the teacher’s ques.
tion, The teacher, however, did not recognize this effort
and considered the social descriptions of the time the
child had eaten eggs as irrelevant; only physical descrip-
tions of these occasions were valued (Greenfield et al.,
1996). The teacher did not even see the invisible cultyre
that generated a description of cooking eggs with one’s
grandmother; the teacher devalued the child’s contriby-
tion and, implicitly, the value orientation it reflected,
Because she did not understand the collectivistic value
orientation, she was also unaware that her question wag
ambiguous in the following way: Children who shared
her value orientation would assume that she was inter
ested in the physical properties of the eggs, even though
she did not make this point explicit; those children who
did not share the teacher’s value orientation would make
different assumptions.

Assertiveness from a Collectivistic Perspective

In many collectivistic cultures, the value placed on re-
specting authority may go as far as to undermine the
more individualistic styles of learning that require chil-
dren to articulate and even argue their views with teach-
ers and other elders on a relatively egalitarian basis
(Delgado-Gaitan, 1993, 1994; Valdez, 1997). Consider
the following cultural ideal for child communicative be-
havior for many people of Mexican background, Accord-
ing to Delgado-Gaitan (1994, p. 64); “Children are
expected to politely greet their elders; they are not sup-
posed to argue with them. In the company of adults,
children are to be good listeners and participate in 2
conversation only when solicited. To raise questions is
to be rebellious.”

Valdés (1996) found respect to be so central to the
families in her ethnographic study that she titled her
book Con respeto. “Respero for the mother’s role was
very much in evidence. . . . When a directive was given,
it was followed promptly. If a younger child did not do
s0, an older sibling soon made certain that the youngster
did what he had been told” (p. 120).

A similar view of questioning is found in Japal
(Muto, Kubo, & Oshima-Takane, 1980). Given this cul
tural ideal in child communication, one can imagine the
scenario in a U.S. school in which a teacher might falsely




interpret a Mexican American child’s culturally defined
polite compliance or a Japanese child’s absence of ques-
tioning as a lack of motivation or inteilectual curijosity.
As we saw in the section on parent-child relations,
many children from different ethnic groups are raised
with the notion of respecting and accepting the opinions
of elders without question, and this value may be carried
with the children to the school setting. The school’s em-
phasis on rational argumentation can be seen to under-
mine respect for elders. However, when children with
respect for authority are not vocal and adept at logicora-
tional modes of argumentation, they can be subjected to
criticism by teachers, who focus on fostering individual
assertiveness and opinions.

For example, in a study of fall conferences between
immigrant Latino parents and their children’s elemen-
tary school teachers, we showed that the teacher criti-
cized every single child for not sufficiently expressing
- his or her views in class (Greenfield, Quiroz, & Raeff,
- 2000). The teacher was unaware that such behavior
would be contrary to the Latino parents’ goals for their
own children’s development.

Implications for Educational Practice

In many collectivistic societies, schools have found ways
- of integrating indigenous cultural values into the school
--system. In Japanese and Chinese classrooms, for exam-
ple, classroom practices that focus the attention of
~teaching on the class as a whole rather than promoting
attention to individual students are common and widely
accepted (Stigler & Perry, 1988). This technique might
be useful in U.S. classrooms that are homogeneous in
the sense of containing only children who come from
- collectivistic backgrounds. Classrooms for immigrants
would be one such example.

Implications for Counseling and Clinical Practice

Conflicts between children’s experiences at home ver-
sus school could cause some degree of distress to chil-
dren who are too young to realize that their feeling
“different” may be due to culture. Cultural differences
Can be manifested in a variety of areas (religious re-
Strictions, differences in social interaction, differing
Customs, foods, and beliefs, unusual parenting styles,
etc.), and at an age when children want to fit in with
their schoolmates, there is a potential for anxiety when
?}Qme-school conflict occurs. Counselors and therapists
Who come into contact with school-age children should
_be aware of cultural conflicts and their potential to af-
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fect children’s emotional and psychological well-being,
Furthermore, they should be properly trained to deal
with these issues.

Summary

By and large, the educational implications of cross-
cultural research revolve around a single major theme:
the need to recognize that patterns and norms of devel-
opment and education previously thought to be univer-
sal are often specific to European American culiure
and the culture of the schools. More specifically, imrmi-
grant and Native American families often come from
collectivistic cultures but must put their children into
the highly individualistic institution of the school. On
the other hand, members of the dominant culture find
relative harmony between their individualistic value
framework and that of the school.

The major educational implication of cross-cultural
value conflict is for teachers first to acquire an awareness
and understanding of the individualistic and collectivis-
tic frameworks and ther to encourage mutual under-
standing and accommodation between the two value
frameworks in both children and their parents. This was
the foundation of our Bridging Cultures teacher-training
intervention, to which we next turn.

EXAMPLE OF A HOME-SCHOOL
INTERVENTION: BRIDGING CULTURES
FOR TEACHERS

As part of a longitudinal action research project called
Bridging Cuitures, seven bilingual elementary school
teachers serving homogeneous immigrant Latino popu-
lations were introduced to the concepts of individualism
and collectivism (Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, &
Trumbull, 1999; Trumbull, Diaz-Meza, Hasan, & Roth-
stein-Fisch, 2000; Trumbull et al., 1999; Trumbull,
Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2001). Teachers
were selected because they had an interest in multicul-
tural education and they represented all grades from
kindergarten through grade 5 in the greater Los Angeles
area. Four teachers identified themselves as Latino and
three as European American. Teachers attended three
workshops designed to acquaint them with the cultural
value systems of individualism and collectivism. The
teachers completed pre- and postassessments to deter-
mine if their problem-solving strategies of home- and
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school-based dilemmas (see Raeff et al., 2000) changed
as a result of the training. The teachers shifted from a
decidedly strong individualistic orientation (indepen-
dent of ethnicity) to a culturally open perspective that
included a mix of individualistic and collectivistic re-
sponses (Rothstein-Fisch Trumbull, Quiroz, & Green-
field, 1997).

After the initial training, the teachers met bimonthly
along with the researchers to discuss what kinds of
changes they were making to their classrooms. They
were introduced to ethnographic research methods and
were encouraged to become both observers and change
agents in their own classrooms. It is important to keep in
mind that these changes were always teacher-generated
and the researchers were not prescriptive about what
changes to make. In addition to these meetings, over a
period of 5 years, several classroom observations were
made of each teacher and in-depth interviews occurréd
several times over the course of the project.

Changes in Classroom Management and
Assessment

As a result of the training, teachers began using
new classroom management strategies (Rothstein-Fisch,
Trumbull, & Greenfield, in press). Building on their
sense of shared responsibility for the group (akin to that
of siblings discussed earlier), the students began to con-
trol each other’s behavior, and very few incidents of
peor discipline were ever observed in the classrooms.
The teachers allowed students to share rescurces rather
than insisting on personal property (Rothstein-Fisch,
Trumbull, Daley, Mercado, & Perez, 2003).

But sharing can be problematic when testing occurs;
in a test, helping is called cheating (J. W. M. Whiting &
B. B. Whiting, 1994/1973). Therefore, Bridging Cultures
teachers created ways to incorporate the cultural ten-
dency for Latino children from immigrant families to
want to help and share in the service of test preparation,
without compromising individual test taking. In one
classroom, children worked together to answer practice
test questions, while learning that they would have to
take the test individually; in another, they took the test
individually but debriefed it in a group. In a third-grade
class that was struggling with timed math facts, the
teacher brought out a popular motivating device: a star
chart to indicate the level of facts mastered by individual
students. However, these students were not motivated by
individual rewards. They saw the chart as representative

of the whole group, and they decided that the goal was to
fill in a whole block of stars. Their idea was to have math
buddies to help one another succeed. When it was (jpe
for the individual test and a child was successfu] at the
next level of math facts, he or she would ring a be]]. This
signaled the class to stop and clap for the student who
had, through his or her individual achievement, addeq to
the collective class chart (Rothstein-Fisch, Trumbujy,
Isaac, Daley, & Perez, 2003).

Cross-Cultural Exchange: Parents and Teachers

Drawing from the Bridging Cultures project data, an.
other area of dramatic teacher change centered on teach-
ers’ relationship with parents (Trumbull, Rothstein-
Fisch, & Hernandez, 2003). These changes revolved
around three interrelated themes. First, the teachers in-
creased their psychological prbximity to families be-
cause of their ability to take parents’ perspectives. They
also increased their contact through use of a personal
and informal style, while still maintaining appropriate
roles. Second, the teachers designed new classtoom prac-
tices that demonstrated their understanding of parents’
cultural values; they initiated group parent conferences,

" successfully increased the number of parent volunteers,

and changed their schedules to accommodate family
needs. Finally, they explored new roles. As mentioned
earlier, they became ethnographers in their own class-
rooms, allowing them an openness to understanding fam-
ilies; they became more effective advocates for students
and families; they explained school culture to parents
more explicitly; and they supported parents in taking oa
new roles at school.

Parents in the Bridging Cultures parent training, de-

- scribed at the end of the section on parent-child refa-

tions, also learned to increase harmony with the school.
They came to understand teacher behavior better and in-
creased their contact with their children’s teachers. The
parents in the standard workshops did not increase their
contact with their children’s teachers.

The standard workshop sessions also resulted in ben-
efits, but these revolved around help with homework and
knowledge of school policies. Within the framework
of school policies, parents learned about the importancé
of communicating with school personnel. An exampie of
these two approaches can be seen from the third work-
shop, when a parent felt disrespected by a teacher. The
Bridging Cultures parents viewed the situation through

Lttt .



e lens of cultural differences, resulting in diminished
rusiration. On the other hand, the standard workshop
- participants suggested becoming outspoken advocates,
talking with the superintendent, writing letters, and

even threatening removing the children from the school.

The cultural approach introduces integration and mutual
understanding of cultural values into conflict situations,
without forcing one side to confront to the other. The
“standard” approach assumes that everyone holds similar
values for child development and that parents should adopt
the schools’ methods. In resolving a conflict, the cultural
approach completely reconstructs a road of understanding
that allows for real reconciliation rather than patching
over rough spots. (Chang, 2003, p. 40)

- CONCLUSION

Every generalization obscures some things while illumi-
" nating others. Cuitural variability is no exception. It
calls attention to normative cultural patterns at the ex-
pense of individual differences. However, individual dif-
ferences always occur around a culturally defined norm,
- which also serves as the starting point for historical
“change. Without knowledge of the norm, individual
differences become uninterpretable. In addition, indi-
- viduation and consequent magnification of individual
- differences is itself a characteristic of individualistic
“cultures (Greenfield, 2004). In any case, the primary
_: goal of this chapter has been to contribute to a deeper
nderstanding of culturally variable porms around
hich individual differences can range. A second goal
was to contribute to an understanding of the dynamics of
intercultural conflict as these affect development and
_socialization. A third goal has been to present and eval-
“Uate practices and interventions that can alleviate such
“conflict. Research relevant to the second and third goals
8 in its infancy. Its social importance provides a motive
or much further investigation.

- The analysis of cultural variability calls attention to
uitures at one point in time, thereby obscuring histori-
al change. We have therefore also tried to show that
ulture is not static; rather, it is constantly reinventing
elf through the addition of new ethnic groups to mul-

ractices, through widening effects of the mass media,
nd through transformations in economy and technol-
gy. These sociohistorical changes produce constantly

icaltural societies, through changes in educational |
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evolving cultural modes of socialization and human de-
velopment (Greenfield, 2004; Greenfield, Maynard,
et al., 2003; Keller & Lamm, 2005). The dynamics of
cultural change and its impact on socialization and de-
velopment is an area that has been seriously nnderstud-
ied up to now. As cultural change accelerates, it is ripe
for research attack.

Cultural History and Multiculturalism

In a diverse society such as the Unites States, cross-
cujtural conflict is unavoidable, manifesting itself in in-
terpersonal misunderstandings and altercations, Indi-
viduals in every culture must find their own compromise
between functioning as an individual and as a member
of a group, between independence and interdependence.
Some coltures stress one, some the other. Interpersonal
differences in this tendency are present in every culture;
every culture also has an ideal model of which is more
important. Differences in these models and emphases
generate cross-cultural differences in many domains of
child development, In this chapter, we define domains
mainly in terms of socializing influences and social de-
velopment. They can also be defined in terms of devel-
opmental issues, including cognitive development
(Greenfield, 2005; Greenfield, Keller, et al., 2003).
Throughout this chapter, cultural models have con-
nected what would otherwise appear to be unrelated
cross-cultural differences and, more important, pro-
vided an explanation for these differences, The diverse
ethnicities that compose the United States and other
multicultural societies have their ancestral roots in cul-
tures that have different positions in the cultural com-
plexes of individualism and collectivism. Prior research
(Greenfield & Cocking, 1994) has shown that these con-
structs also generate a historical understanding of the
nature of cultural diversity in child development and so-
clalization in diverse societies like the United States.
Although it is clear that such cross-cultural conflicts
do exist, it is not enough to simply acknowledge their ex-
istence. By educating parents, children, teachers, clini-
cians, and health care professionals to recognize and
deal with cross-cultural difference and conflict, through
targeted interventions, children’s social, psychological,
and educational needs can be better served. It is hoped
that in this increasingly multicultural society, children
will learn to prepare for and to appreciate the cultural
differences that they will inevitably encounter between
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themselves and others. Future research will tell us
whether and how this has been accomplished.

One of our main messages for the appiication of a
cultural perspective on human development is the op-
portunity for cross-cultural exchange in socialization
strategies. Cultural differences are a resource for pedia-
tricians, educators, and mental health professionals who

* work with parents and children. At the same time, there

is an important secondary effect of such cross-cultural
exchange: No ethnic group feels that they are parenting
the “wrong” way; parents from all ethnocultliral back-
grounds can receive the message that they have some-
thing to contribute to the raising of children in a
multicultural society. At the same time, the message can
2o out to members of the dominant culture that, in a
changing world, they have much to learn from other cul-
tural modes of socialization and human development.
This intercultural learning process is also a ripe domain
for future research.
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