The expressed values of European American and Latino
children, their parents, and their teachcers reveal the mul-
tifaceted nature of individualistic and collectivistic con-
ceptions of relationships and the varied ways in which .
cultwral value conflict may be manifested in children’
daily developmental settings.
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Contemporary American society is characterized by contact among people
who enact different cultural values about interpersonal relationships in var-
ied settings. As cross-cultural psychelogists began 1o explore cultural
dimensions of human behavior, individualism and collectivism were iden-
tified as uselul constructs for theory and research concerning dilferent cul-
tural values about the sell and relationships (Hofstede, 1980; Triandis,
1989). Initially, there was a tendency to view individualism and collectivism
as unidimensional and dichotomous constructs. However, recent work in
this area indicates that individualism and collectivism are complex and mul-
tifaceted value systems that reflect different historically constituted stan-
dards for the interplay between independence and interdependence (Racff,
1997). The individualism and collectivism constructs can be useful for
understanding different cultural values about relationships, but more infor-
mation is needed about these value systems and how their different con-
ceptions of relationships are particulatized in children’s daily lives.
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In psychology, individualism has typically heen defined i terms of
independence (Greenfield, 1994 Markus and Kirayana, Y9913 deriving
Mrom the centrad assumptions that human beings are ideally free and ol equal
status. Some theorists tend to view these assumptions as antithelical to
interdependence (Sampson, 1988), thus ignoring the way relationships are
structured and conceptuadized in individualistic socicties. In contrast, we
start [rom the position that human beings, fron any culture, are embedded
in social refationships and that human development takes place in relation
to others. Thus, we seek to consider how the individualistic assumptions of
freedom and cqual status shape the structuring of relationships.

Modern American individualism emerged during the eighteenth cen-
tury out of Western liberal traditions in political and social philosophy.
Democracy was viewed as the most viable political system for ensuring
national unity while simultancously preserving the liberty ol all citizens. In
this framework interpersonal relationships are typically defined contractu-
ally, and they may be explicitly negotiated in terms ol the choices and goals
ol individual participants. Because previous views of individualism have
emphasized the value of independence, these relational aspects of individ-
walism have been neglected in psychology.

Previous work has delined collectivism in terms of interdependence
and the central asstwumption that hwman beings are primarily members of
groups (Triandis, 1989). Whereas individualism views group membership
and social relationships ideally in terms of choice and mutual consent, col-
fectivism treats social relationships as links that, ideally, establish interde-
pendence and reciprocal obligations. Based on the priority of group
membership, the sell and relationships tend to be defined in terms of
responsihilitics that are inherent in the nature of relationships and in terms
of mutually understood social roles, particudarly within one’s in-group (for
example, one’s family). Fulfilling social roles and responsibilities preserves
and promotes the group’s welfare, and the group’s wellare also represents the
welfare ol its individual members. Thus, promoting social goals hoth main-
tains the social order and enhances the individual. Social roles are often
organized in hierarchical terms {Delgado-Gaitan, 1994), but insofar as all
group members are integral (o social functioning, individuals and their
social roles are considered 1o be of equal importance for maintaining and
promoting the group’s wellare. Collectivism is favored in agrarian societies
and has been prevalent in varied non-Western cultures {(Greenfield and
Cocking, 1994).

European American and Latino Conceptions of
Relationships

Because individualism and collectivism have different implications for the
structuring of relationships, conflict can arise between them when they
come into contact. Currently in the United States many minority and immi-

grant children come from cultural backgromnds that are rooted in collec-
tivistic traditions (Greenficld and Cocking. 1994). Previous rescarch shows
that Furopean Americans tend to favor individuatisim, whereas §atinos from
Mexico and Central America tend to favor collectivism (Delpado-Gattan,
1994). An orientation toward collectivisim is particularly characteristic of
the immigrant generation. As Latino children and their families come into
contact with American individualistic conceptions ol relationships, espe-
cially through the children's public school avendance, cultural vatue con-
flict may oceur {Greenfield, Raell, and Quiroz, 1996; Quirez and Greenlield,
in press). By exploring how European Amertcan and FEatino children, par-
ents, and teachers conceptualize relationships, this study will elucidare how
conflict about appropriate modes of interacting with others may be mani-
fested in school seutings.

Expectations, Questions, and Design. As a [irst step in systematically
studying conceptions of relationships and areas of cultural value conflicr,
scenarios involving interpersonal dilemmas were presented to Furopean
American and Latino children, to their parents, and to the teachers in the
children’s schools. It was expected that there would be two distinet ways of
resolving these dilemmas, rellecting individualistic and collectivistic con-
ceptions of relationships.

By including parents as well as teachers, it is possible 1o explore how
immigrant children and their [amilies may be struggling with the values of
their collectivistic home cultures and the individualistic values ol the pub-
lic schools. tn particular, this study was conducted in two dilferent cle-
mentary schools in Los Angeles. School | served a primarily Furopean
American population, and Schoo! 2 served a primarily immigrant Latino
population. Cultural value agreement among children, parems, and teach-
ers, rellecting common individualistic values, was expected at School 1. In
contrast, varied forms of cultural value conllict were expected at School 2,
including value conllict between collectivistic parents and individualistic
teachers. Value conflict hetween the children with collectivistic backgrounds
and their individualistic teachers could also arise. And finally, there conlkd
be value conllict between the collectivistic parents and their children, as the
children acculturate and begin to construct more individualistic conceptu-
alizations of relationships. 1t was also expected that teachers of varied cth-
nicitics would express generally individualistic values due to acestdturation.
formal education, and teacher training,

In addition 1o interviewing male and female child participanis. we
designed scenarios in lwo versions: one with female child characters and
the other with male child characters. These gender variables were inchuded
because of questions concerning the role of gender in coneeptions ol refa
tionships. Gilligan (1982) distinguished hetween a “care arientation” tha
is typically characteristic of females and a “justice orfentmtion” that is 1vpi
cally characteristic of males. This perspective sugpests that there wanld he
differences in how males and females solve the scemario dilenimas and thal



all participants might respond differently 1o the scenarios based on the gen-
der of the scenario characters.

However, Milter (1994) argues that Gilligan's concept of a caring ori.
entation relleets individualistic assumptions hecause it is based on indi.
vidual choice, in contrast (o the social duty orientation that is characteristic
ol collectivism. According 1o Millers perspective, one would expect differ
ences between Latino and European American participants rather than (il
ferences between male and female participants or differences based an
scenario characters’ gender. Manipwlating the gender of the scenario char.
acters permits analyses ol whether the participants’ expressed vatues reflect
Gilligan's or Miller's analysis,

Samples and Methods. The samples came [rom (wo elementary
schools in the Los Angeles metropolitan area, School 1 was a private, uni-
versity-aililiated elementary school. Participants from School 1 included
twenty European American filth-grade children (nine girls, eleven boys) and
sixteen of their mothers, Fourteen of the mothers were American-bomn, one
mother had immigrated from Ireland and completed college in the United
States, and one mother had immigrated [rom Sowth Africa alter completing
her education. FThe range of educational evel among these mothers was |3
to 20 years (mean educational level = 16 years). There were fiflcen teachers
from this school, including eleven Buropean Amnericans, two African Amer-

icans, and two Mexican Americans (one was born in the United States, and
one had immigrated thirteen years belore).

School 2 was an urban public school. Participants from School 2 °

included twenty-eight Latino flitth-grade children (sixteen girls, twelve
hoys). The children’s parents were imimigramts, and the children ranged lrom
having been born in the United States to having immigrated one year ago
(mean time in the United States = 6 years). The children were mostly of
Mexican heritage (82 percent Mexican, 7 percent Guatemalan, 4 percent
Niearaguan, 7 percent Salvadoran). From School 2, nineteen immigrant par-
ents of the fifth-graders also participated in the study, including seventeen
mothers, one father, and one grandfather who was the child’s primary care-
giver. The range of time tiving in the United States for the parents was 2 (o
20 years (mean time in the United States = 10 years). The parents were pri-
marily Mexican immigrants (90 percent Mexican, 5 percent Nicaraguan, 5
percent Salvadoran). The range of educational level among these parents
was 0-12 years (mean educational level = 5 years). Finally, sixteen teachers
from School 2 participated in the study, including twelve European Ameri-
cans, one Alrican American, (wo Latinos (one was born in the United States,
and one had imnrigrated twenty years belore), and one Asian American
(born in the United States).

Clearly, cultural differences cannot be separated from differences in
educational level in the two parental samples. However, based on the
assumption that individualism and collectivism constitute broad cultural
constructs that can be enacted in different ways hy various groups in a cul-
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ture {sce Chapter Three in this volume), the ('urrefn.su.m;)lc ol Latino par-
ticipants is taken to be representative of the collectivistic vinlues cnaclcfi by
many immigrant Latino lamilies who now pnpu!al.t:_ urban American
schools, particularly in California and the Southwest. The cm:rcm sznn]')ic
ol European American participants is taken to be represenfative of main-
stream American individualistic values that Latino immigrants encounter as
they participate in varied sociocultural scttings, it'lc]udmg schn.nl. .

Materials. Open-ended hypaothetical scenarios that Lt(‘.S(‘i'li){‘ .c‘!uldrcn
it interpersonal situations at home and at school were (lc"mgnvq. the sce-
narios were based on observations of conflict situations involving !,almo
children in school, on observations of European American schoolchildren,
and on the reported experiences of immigrant families. ‘lhcrc was a total .nf
cight scenarios; four involved home situations, an(! four mvc.)lv(‘d ‘.H‘{'h()()i sit-
nations. To elucidate individualistic and collectivistic relationship themes,
this chapter includes data [rom two home scenarios and two se:!uml see-
narios that emphasize the structuring of interpersonal relalmgs]npia.

Procedure. There were two random orders of presentation, or cach
scenatio order, there was a version with only female names and a version
with only male names, 1otaling four sets of scenarios. Nmnc?; that could he
used in either English or Spanish were selected. The scenarios Were trans-
lated into Spanish, using the method of back translation, so !f?ill participants
could choose 1o have the scenarios presented in either Spanish or l:ng!:sh.
In School 2, twenty-one of the twenty-eight Latino Chi](ll]‘(_’n and all of !ljc
Latine parents chose (o participate in Spanish. The: scenarios were presmmlni
orally to all participants individually, and all sessions were '.uuF:_nm;)ed.. A !
ol the children were interviewed in person, at their schools, The parents
were interviewed in person or by telephone, depending on whzu.mzu|c.!hcm
feel most comfortable. Filteen European American parenis were inlcrvm?’vd
over the telephone, and one was interviewed in persor. Fighleen ]_am;fw
parents were interviewed in person, and one was il?lCert‘W(‘L.] over the tele-
phone. All of the teachers were interviewed in person al their schools,

After the presentation of each scenario, participants were ElS‘](C{I :u-1
open-ended question about how the scenario’s i11|cr|.wrsnn;:i dulcmm.l'
should be resolved. Alter the participants gave their initial responscs, !-hv‘\
were asked why they thought this was the hest way 1o !mn_d}v the ‘91_11|f1‘l|m'1é
This open-ended question was designed 1o prohe the participants’ persom
constructions of meaning in relation to cultural valucs,

For each scenario, coding categories were derived from thv‘ (.I;Hn'. {Hui
they encompass both the initial responses and the participanis _”Nﬁ‘“di
tions. A multicultural rescarch team (including Furopean /\mvs'n::ms an
Latinos) cantributed to constructing the categories and to inferpreting, |Iu‘|‘!
central relationship themes. To assess interrater rcli;lhil.iiy for these ;:‘le
gories, 21 pereent of the English protocols were coded nndr;u'ndt‘ll"?- .‘F
three coders. Two of these coders also spoke Spanish, and they coded n
additional 5 percent of the protocols 1o include the intervicws thal wet
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conducted in Spanish. Using Coherns kappa coellicient, interrater reliabil-
ity ranged [rom .78 1 .96.

The research team also classilied cach category as individualistic (1), col-
fectivistic (), ov as reflecting aspects of both individualism and collectivism
(1&C). Participants’ responses for each seenario received an 1, C, or [&€ score
U =0,1&C =50, C=1.0), resudting in a mean individualisin-colleetivisim
(1-C) score for each participant, ranging from 0 to 1.0, Using this scale, means
near O are relatively individualistic, means near .5 indicate a mixiure of the
two value orieutations, and means near 1.0 are relatively collectivistic,

Statistical Analyses and Hypotheses. Two levels of data analyses were

conducted. First, to analyze overall scores on the 1-C dimension, analyses of

variance (ANOVAs), using school and role (child, parent, or teacher) as the
independent variables, were conducted on the participants’ 1-C scores, 1t was
hiypothesized that there would be an interaction between role and school.
The hypothesized interaction was expected to yield differences in expressed
vilues among parents, teachers, and children in School 2 (Latino familics)
but not in School 1 {LEuropean American families). In School 2, we expected
parents {o be more cotlectivistic in their value orientation than the teachers,
with children falling in between their parents and teachers. In School 1, we
expected all three groups to fall on the individualistic side of the scale.

Looking at the interaction in another way, we also expecied increasing
dilferences hetween expressed values at the two schools as one moved from
tcachers (no differences between schiools), to children (Latino children
slighlly more collectivistic than European American children), and to par-
ents (Latino immigrant parents significantly more collectivistic than Euro-
pean American parents). The hypothesis that the (cachers’ responses would
reflect individualistic values, despite ethnic variation among the teachers,
was also tested.

Second, in order to understand how the different scenarios were con-

strued and resolved as rellections of cultural values about the structuring of

relationships, responses to each scenario were analyzed separately. These
analyses of the participants’ construction of meaning will be presented for
three scenarios that illustrate the overall patterns of results and that pertain
to different individualistic and collectivistic relationship themes.

~

Results and Discussion

In accord with our hypothesis, there was a significant two-way interaction
between school and role: F (2, 2) = 4.51, p < .01. With respect to dillerences
in cach school, t tests showed that there were no significant differences among
the children, parents, and teachers at the European Awmerican school, and as
hypothesized, al} threc groups fell on the individualistic end of the scale. How-
ever, as predictled, there was cultural value conflict at School 2, with signifi-
cant dilterences between the Latino immigrant parents and the teachers:
t(33) = 4.28, p < .001; significant diflerences between the children and the
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teachers: £ (42) = 2,65, p < .01 1; and significant dillerences between the chii-
drenvand their parents: ( (45) = -2.48, p < 017, Latino immigrant parents and
their children were more collectivistic than the teachers, and 1 atino immi-
grant parents were also more collectivistic than their children.

Whereas the teachers did not dilfer in the two schools, the Tatine par-
ents and children tended to be more collectivistic than the European Amer-
ican parents and children. The mean 1-C score for the Latino parents at
School 2 was .63, and the mean 1-C score for the European American par-
ents at School | was .27, Results ol t tests revealed a significant dillerence
between the parents at the two schools: £ (33) = =5.02, p < 001. The mean
1-C score for Latino children at School 2 was .46, and the mean 1-C score
lor the Furopean American children at Schoel | was .33; t tests showed that
these dilferences were not significant, These results for the children and the
parents at the two schools confirm the expectation that the differences
between the children would be smaller than the differences hetween the par-
ents, The mean 1-C score lor the teachers at School 1 was 24, and the mean
I-C score for the teachers at School 2 was .29, indicating (hat the teachers
at both schools were generally individualistic. In f tests it was confirmed, as
hypothesized, that there were no signilicant differences hetween the Furo-
pean American and non—European American teachers.

An ANOVA indicated that there was an effect for scenario order: F (4,
1) = 10.67, p < .001; but there were no interaction eflects between scenario
order and schoot or between scenario order and role. Consequently, it was
reasonable to collapse across orders in the statistical analyses, as in the
ANOVAs reported earlicr. Paired t tests showed that there were nao differ-
ences in the participants’ responses to the home and school scenarios, indi-
cating that value orientations did not differ by scenario setting.

Regarding gender, an ANOVA comparing all participants’ {-C scores by
gender of participant and gender of scenario characters yielded no main
effects and no interaction effects for the two factors. Thus, the participants’
responses support the predictions hased on Millers theory of culture rather
than Gilligan's theory of gender differences.

These overall analyses provide general confirmation for the expecta-
tions regarding dilferential expressions of individualism and collectivism for
the children, parents, and tcachers at the two schools. However, qualitative
analyses of individual scenarios are required 10 explore the substance of
individualistic and collectivistic conceptions of relationships and 1o explore
how cultural value agreement and conflict are particularized in relation 1o
specific relationship issues,

Individual Scenario Analyses

Each scenario and the coding categories will be presented with either [emale
or male names. The most commeon responses will be presented . and all
reported results will be depicted graphically:




SCENARIO : fons. It is the end of the school day, and the class is cleaning np.
Denisc isn fecling well, and she asks Jusmine to help her with er job for the
day, which is cleaning the bluckboand. Jasmine isn't sure that she will have
time to do both jobs. What do you think the teacher should do?

For this scenario, the lollowing two coding categories encompassed 82 per-
cent ol the participants’ open-ended responses:

. Find third. The teacher shoukd find a third person to do Denise’s job.
There were four subcategories indicating different justifications for this
core category. The subcategories were coded as individualistic because
the main goal is to protect Jasmine from the burden of helping the
other child without her explicit consent or agreement, so that she can
complete her own task,

a. Find third to excuse the sick child. “Well if 1 were the teacher I think
I'd probably . . . see if there were some other child who would vol-
unteer to help the child who isn't feeling well to do the black-
hoards” (teacher, School 2).

h. Find third (o protect Jasmine’ task. “Give the work o another pupil.
Because the teacher has to understand that the pupil can't do the
two things al the same time because [she] doesn't know il |she| has
time™ {child, School 2).

¢. Find third (o ensure that all jobs are completed. “1 think the teacher
needs to find somebady else that can also help them and maybe if
we divide up Denise’s job then there will be tinte to get everything
done™ (1cacher, School 2).

d. Find third for a combination of the above reasons. “Is there someone
else who can help Denise, who isn’t [eeling well? Because its heing
sensitive to Denise’s feelings, emotions, and also sensitive to Jasiine
so she is not overwhelmed by her duties” (teacher, School 1).

2. Help. The tcacher should tell Jasmine to help Denise. This category was
coded as collectivistic because the main goal is to help Denise, without
concern for jasmine’ personal preferences or job. “The child should help
the girl because she’s sick, and she could get sicker” (child, School 2).

The category of finding a third person indicates the importance of find-
ing someone who is not otherwise occupied and agrees to help, as well as the
importance of helping others. In this way, help is provided by mutual agree-
ment, and requests {or volunteers are explicitly stated. By finding a third per-
son, jasmine’s goals and rights are respected and not infringed upon, and
Denise may also receive help. This category reflects the individualistic
assumption that, as a free individual, Jasmine has the right to pursue her own
goals and to make her own decisions, without external infringement.

The second category, telling Jasmine to help Denise, illustrates the
implicit expectation of helping a classmate and friend; it is treated as an
automatic soctal responsibility. This response reflects the collectivistic
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assumption that human beings arc responsible for helping group members
in order to contribute 1o the wellare and unity ol the group. From a coliec-
tivistic perspective, helping Denise docs not constituie an infringement on
[asmine. Instead, it enables Jasmine (o fulfill her role in relation to one of
her classmates, thus strengt hening this particular relationship., which in turn
can contribute to her wellare and the wellare of the entire class,

These contrasting conceptions of relationships were distributed differ-
ently in the two schoals, Sixty percent of the Ewrepean American children,
03 percent of the Turopean American parents, and 47 pereeryt of the teach-
crs al their school said that the teacher should find a third person. In con-
trast, 20 percent of the children, 19 pereent of the pareats, and 20 pereent
of the teachers said that the teacher should tell Jasmine to help Denise with
the job. There were no significant dilferences among the children, parents,
and teachers at School 1, revealing cultural value harmony hetween lFuro-
pean American families and the teachers al their school.

In School 2, 64 percent of the 1atino children, 16 pereent of the
Latino parents, and 50 percent of the teachers thought a third person
should be found. [n contrast, 36 pereent of the Latine children, 74 percent
of the lLatino parents, and 13 percent of the teachers said tha Jasmine
should be asked to help Denise with her Job. This distribution in the pre-
dominantly Latino School 2 shows that cultural value conflict is played
out in complex ways. Fisher Fxact Tests indicated that the parends were
signilicantly more collectivistic than the teachers (p =.002) and that the
parents were signilicantly more collectivistic than the children (p=.002).
There were no signiflicant differences hetween the ¢hildren and the teach-
ers. For this school situation, cultural vatue conflicts between the teachers
and parents, as well as between the children and parenis, sugpest that the
children may be struggling to balance the values of their homes and
schools,

SCENARIO 2: T-Stirt. Adam and Johnny cach get $20 from theiv mother, and
Johmiy buys a T-shivi. A week later, Adant wanis to horrow Jolmy’ T-shint,
and Johnny says, “No, this is my I-shirt, and 4 bought it with my own money”
And Adam says, “But you're not using it mow.” What do you think the mother
should do? '

For this scenario, the lollowing two coding categorics enconpassed 8O per
cent of the participants’ open-ended TCSPHMISCS:

L. Choice or personal property rights. The mother should tel] Adam that it
is Johnny's choice because the 1-shirl helongs o him. 1 his category was
coded as individualistic becanse the main goal is o protect personal
ownership rights and the individuals right to make decisions abowt
ones own property. “1 think since he had bought it then it is his.
Andif he doesnt want him to wear it then he shouldit be able 1w
it” (child, Schaol 1),



2. Share. The mother should tell the boys o share, For this category there
were two subcategories, rellecting different justifications for the core cat-
egory. Both suhcategories were coded as collectivistic because the solu-
tion cmphasizes promoting relationships hased on implicit expectations.
a. Share to be a good person as a general principle. “Tell the boy that he

should lend it to him. Because they should share” {(parent, School 2).
b. Share because they are siblings. “Let him borrow il Because they're
brothers” (child, School 2).

The “share™ category rellects the collectivistic values of sharing for the
sake ol overall social cohesion and sharing to promote the wellare of the
group (in this case, the family) as a whole. This category is compatible with
previous research, which shows that the primary value of material goods in
a collectivistic [ramework lies in their capacity lor facilitating social rela-
tionships. The individualistic “choice or personal property rights” calegory
indicates that because individual rights and personal property are primary,
it is Johnny’s choice whether he wants to share or not, even though sharing
is valued. This category suggests that, in an individualistic frameworlk, the
interpersonal activity ol sharing is negotiated around individual choice and
the mutual consent of the participants.

These conceptions ol relationships were played out differently in the
two schools. In School 1, 60 percent of the European Amertcan childven, 81
percent of the European American parents; and 53 percent of their teachers
claimed that, because the T-shirt belonged (o Johnny, it was his decision
whether or not ta share. In contrast, 30 percent of the children, 6 percent
of the parents, and 13 percent of the teachers said that the mother should
tell Johnny to share his T-shirt. Once again, there were no significant dif-
l[erences among the children, parents, and teachers at School 1.

In School 2, 50 percent of the Latino children, 42 percent ol their parents,
and 69 pexcent of the teachers said that because the T-shirt belonged to Johmny,
it was his decision whether or not to share. Thirty-two percent ol the children,
58 percent of the immigrant Latino parents, and 6 percent of the teachers said
that the mother should tell johnny to share his T-shirt. In this case, there was
statisticatly signilicant value conflict only between the parents and the teach-
ers {p = .006), showing again that Latino immigrant parents were more col-
lectivistic than the teachers. 1t is noteworthy that the childrens responses fell
in between the responses ol the parents and teachers, although they were not
signilicantly different from either their parents or their teachers. Comparing
the findings ol the [irst two scenarios; we see that the children depart more
from their parents’ value system when the scenario setting is school, rather
than home.

SCENARIO 3: DINNER. Jessica is the first one home in the afiernoon. When her
mother gets home at seven, she finds that Jessica has not started cooking din-
ner yet. When she asks Jessica why she didn't get dinner started, Jessica says
she wasnt hungry. What do you think the mother should do?

For this scenario, the following two coding categories accounted lor 66 pet-
cent ol the participants’ open-ended responses:

i. Chore. If getting dinner was the childs prearranged chore, then she
should have done it, and the mother should tailk 1o her about her
agreed-upon responsibitities. This category was coded as individualis-
tic because it emphasizes the contractual nature of velationships and
social obligations, “1f its her responsibility, then she shoukd explain that
it's not a2 matter of whether she's hungry or not, it's part of what she's
heen asked o do as a member of the houschold and the expectation is
that she will do it” {parent, School 1).

2. Group. The mother should tell the child she should have thought of the
rest of the family and she should have started dinner. This category was
coded as collectivistic because the main goal is to emphasize the indi-
vidual’s implicit awareness of other people’s needs and to place the
needs of others above her own needs and preferences. “Tell her thatif
she’s not hungry, maybe the others are hungry. And since they're going
10 be coming home from work tired, they're not going to he able to
mmake the meal” {child, School 2).

The “chore” calegory is in keeping with the individualistic assumption
that because people arce free and respensible for their own needs, some
dimensions of their relationships are explicitly created. Thus, aspects of the
child’s role in the family can be explicitly created and negotiated. Once
established, these roles represent responsibilities to a wider whole that take
precedence over momentary individual needs. However, insofar as individ-
ual roles in relation to others are explicitly created by the participants, they
may be subject to ongoing negotiation based on the changing needs, goals,
and choices of the group’s individual members. From a collectivistic per-
spective, the “group” category elucidates the importance of automatic
responsibility for contributing to the family unit. This response indicales
the value of having an implicit understanding of the group mcmbess’ goals
such that they do not have 10 he explicitly stated. It is expected that these
goals will be anticipated by individuals, who will not only bring value to the
group hy contributing to family needs but will also be valued for their con-
tributions as group members.

These conceptions of relationships were differentially evident in the 1wo
schools. In School 1, 30 percent of the Furopean American children, 56 per-
cent of the European American parents, and 80 pereent of the teachers
responded according to the “chore” category. At the same tinwe 45 percem ol
the children, 19 percent of the parents, and 7 percent of the teachers said that
Jessica should think of the family or group and showdd have started dinner,
In this case there was a significant ditference between the ehildien andd the
teachers at School 1 (p = .007), with the teachers more individualistic than
the children. 1t is possible that this diference reflecis a developrental pro
gression wherehy Furopean American children at firstempliesice autom.i




helplutness aned are socialized into a more contractual approach to relation-
ships (see, for example, Madsen, 10971), '

In School 2, 43 percent of the Latino children, 37 percent of their par-
ents, and 13 percent of the teachers said that jessica should have thought of
the family or group and started dinner. Fourteen percent of the children, 16
percent of the parents, and 44 pereent of the teachers said that il it was Jes-
stca’s prearranged chore, she should have started dinner. There was agree-
mentamong the Latino children and their parents, but there were signilicant
dilferences between the teachers and the children (p =.015), as well as
hetween the teachers and the parents (p = .046). Signilicantly more Latino
puarenis and children, and significantly fewer teachers, thought that Jessica
should have started dinner. The children’s tendency to respond collectivis-
tically may reflect the preservation of their families’ original collectivistic
values lor dividing labor at home., This division of lahor may be contrasted
to the division of Tabor at school as reflected in the Jobs scenario, where the
Latino children responded more like their teachers, and significantly more
individualistically than their parents.

The participants’ responses 10 the scenarios discussed in this chapter
are depicted graphically in Figures 4.1 and 4.2

Individualistic Conceptions of Relationships. The three scenarios
provide information about how the individualistic assumptions thal people

Figure 4.1. Distribution of the European American School 1
Participants’ Responses to the Scenarios
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Figure 4.2. Distribution of the Latino School 2 Participants’
Responses Lo the Scenarios
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are ideally [ree are reflected in concepiiogs of relatinn?hips_. { h‘t‘. !()\h?['sﬁf,;
nario highlights how attention to others is covceplughz?d u‘} l? |.m|.a :mm
infringing on their individual goals. The sululmn of finding a tleI.n ![in .(m
to help the sick child demonstrates the importance of not 11‘1 awm.;, ,i-]-l_
someone’s task or goals while helping another person and n-f ¢ r(‘.mlr;;, ]{,1‘1‘;
tionships in terms of the individuals' choi(‘vs. ﬂf}d goals, .M-mm\r:r, ]w_) e
scenario reveals the importance of hoth receiving and giving ht_ P : ‘,r(“lq:;]
negotiation, thus going beyond previous approa_chvs 10 ”‘]?i;v,’:;:i‘i,.;di:
which have suggested that such attention 1o others is precluded by the
i istic dview.
V‘(ll‘i‘flglsé“i‘.;;";:’i:: scenario also teveals that interpersonal imm_'nclinnsiau'u!‘ ::I,ln
tionships are ideally structured in terms of individual Ichmu-s an.( %_(‘mn o
the individualistic [ramework, The solution that Cmphuf:z.vs l‘ha‘ mr\m 1‘?. ‘ %Ii-
to choose to share (“choice or personal property rights™) I'lldlt‘;lii“s’.h(.)\\ :]!:: -
vidual and private ownership rights may form the foundation c.»l lzf".m;n:““.]“_
in which sharing matcrial goods is negotiated !‘)C!W(.‘(‘I] l|l1(' W IE d;p |'”‘ﬁi““
tial borrower, This scenario also indicates that sharing is a‘\‘uh:m ( I,I.Tl. e
of social relationships when itis a matter of individual choice and plls ‘t;‘t i|\.-
In the Dinner scenario, viewing cooking dinner f(n'-!h.(‘ rest .nl M (Hf:m'j
as a prearranged chore reflects a contraciual nmdc_l n‘l social .ll|hhg"l|lll:-”|]1:|l|l|;|]
this precondition suggests the importance of negotiation based on




consent ol individuals in relation 1o cach other. The “chore™ category also
shows that when certain individual necds or goals are i conflict with a nego-
tiated and prearranged group social role, the group’s interests and personal
responsibility for that social role may be emphasized over individual goals.

Collectivistic Conceptions of Relationships. The three scenarios atso
provide information about how the collectivistic assumption that social
responses are implicit in the roles of individual group members is reflected
in conceptions of relationships. Thus, mutually understood expectations
reparding relationships are emphasized in the domain of social hehavior, In
the collectivistic [ramework, the “help” category for the Jobs scenario indi-
cates the absolute value of helping. From a collectivistic perspective, this
solution is perccived as an opportunity to make or strengthen interpersonal
relationships. Moreover, the possibility of exerting extra effort to finish one's
own job in order 1o be able to help a group member is not viewed as an
inlringement. This view indicates that the primary goal for an individual
that is, for a group member—is to [orm links with other group members,
whicl in turn promote the wellare of both the group and the individual.

The T-Shirt scenario suggests that, in a collectivistic culture, sharing
material goods is an assumed aspeet of interpersonal relationships, thus
revealing the priority ol relationships over private property and individual
ownership. It also clucidates how material possessions can serve to facili-
tate relationships rather than serve as a source of conflict among individu-
als. Similarly, in the Dinner scenario, cooking dinner lor other family
members without regard for personal preferences (“group” category) indi-
cates how individual roles within a wider social matrix involve an assumed
or implicit awareness of the group’s needs and how, therelore, these obliga-
tions do not need 1o be explicitly stated or arranged. In such situations, it
is the individual’s responsibility 1o determine how to act in the best inter-
ests of the group, thus also promoting the individual’s own well-being.

Cross-Cultural Dilferences in Value Conceptualization
and Intragroup Variability

Based on different conceptions of relationships, the results indicate that
there was general cultural harmony among the European American chil-
dren, their parents, and their teachers. In contrast, there was general cul-
tural value conflict between the teachers and the timmigrant Latino lamilies.
The findings suggest that these children of Latino immigrants may be strug-
gling 1o balance the individualistic conceptions of relationships vatued by
the school with the collectivistic conceptions valued by their families.
These results indicate that when Furopean American families send their
chitdren to school, the schools support the parents’ goals concerning the
development of their children’s social relationships and, conversely, that the
parcnts support the schools goals for their children’s social development.
lowever, such a situation of mutual support for common developmental

goals does not necessarily exist when Latino immigrant parents send their
children 1o schoel. Instead, the sehools ideals concerning the development
of social relationships may undermine the parents’ goals for their childrents
sacial development, and, conversely, the parents may undermine the schools
goals Tor children’s social development. These contrasting social develop-
mental goals set up a difficult situation for both familics and schools 1o
negotiate, and knowing about these kinds of subtle dynamics may help to
build bridges between home and school.

Although the most common solutions for cach scenario dilenima dis-
tinguish the Latino families rom the Ewropean American lamilics and the
teachers in both schools, there was also variahility in each group. For exam-
ple, some of the Latino parents and children used the “choice or personal
property rights” response in the T-Shirt scenario, and some of them used the
“chore” response in the Dinner scenario. For the Latino children and par-
ents, these findings may be autributed, in part, to acculturation. It is also
possible that individualistic values are making inroads in the immigrants’
countries of origin, especially in relation (o increasing industrialization,
urbanization, and opportunities for formal education in Mexico (Tapia
Uribe, LeVine, and LeVine, 1994). With respect Lo the heterogenceous
responses of many participants from the primarily furopean American
Scheol 1, it is passible that there is bidirectional cross-cultural influence
between immigrants and the mainstream culture (Rodriguez, 1993).

In addition, if individualism and collectivism are viewed as different
cultural systems composed ol interrclations among constituent parts, then
categories that are ostensibly the same take on different meanings when they
are embedded in different systems (Raeff, 1997). For example, in the T-Shirl
scenario, sharing is valued in both individualistic and collectivistic cultures,
but the diflerences lie in how sharing is conceptualized, priovitized, and par-
ticularized in relation to customary action patterns. Similarly, in lhc.]nh:u
scenario, highlighting the importance of helping in the collectivistic “!wlp.'
response should not obseure the importance of helping others in the indi-
vidualistic “find third” response. However, within the individualistic franze-
work, helping is not conceptualized as an implicit social responsihility, as it
is in the collectivistic framework. Thus, helping others nuy be a common
dimension of human social tife, but there are differences in the cultural
meanings and values regarding how, why, and when help is provided.

Such findings indicate the complexitics of individualism and collee-
tivism, showing that they are neither dichotomous value systems nor caie
stituted by mutually exclusive values. Instead, individualism and collectivism
are both value systems for the structuring ol independence and inu'rrirp(‘.n-
dence, and the differences hetween them lie in how vitlues regarding s izl
relationships are conceptualized, prioritized, and enacted in evervelav oon
lexts. Continuing to explore multifaceted dimensions of culinal valte sy~
tems in relation 1o the personal construction of meaning will promote ather
understanding of the dynamics of culture and development.
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Teachers, it seems, Tave much more uniform belicfs abont
“the” child than do parents or students—a fact with
implications for the education of afl thice groups.

Uniformity and Diversity in Everyday
Views of the Child

Kelvin L. Seifert

Too often everyday discussions about Chiierl‘n are incnnclusi\'?. Iﬂ.l‘crlnlcu;
1ors propose ideas, offer opinions, and describe personal expe !LtHL(S—m!‘)%l
where does it all lead? The conversations may creale new insights, but o u‘n
they leave initial ideas unchanged. Communication hasﬂnnl m'murwd‘, (3l]‘.¢ll‘
lcast has not occurred well. We “talk past each other.” much of the time
cven cheerfully and without awareness. -
It is this experience—ol individuals talking past cach mhv.: —! 14101;1 1
vated the research summarized in this chapter. Miscommunication a H‘)l‘li
children can have important consequences. A parent and teacher may H‘L u]
1o discuss a child’s difficulties in school, and to do so they must umlcr.s‘lllnu
cach other in ways that are more than superficial. A professor may .\-w;. ! lt:
discuss the nature of human development with sludcnls: yel surccs; ¢ m?u,],
so will depend on the professor’s sensitivity (o assumptions about ?m{su.ir_
nature that the students bring to class. Spouses may arguc, .‘-;UIH{‘HIH‘t:'%_ “]].“-
ously, about what a child “really needs,” but resolving snthlc‘r:.c (;un:: ::”u”.‘(v
require attending less to stated positions than to unstated helicls abe
sort of creature children in general are. o o
Still, misunderstanding is not universal, and communication does sue-

i stand cac Ps opinions and
ceed sometimes; individuals may indeed understand cach other’s opinion ,

i i Dildren i general.
observations, whether about a particwdur child or about children in gener:

{ i arents {or 1eachers o st
" What accounts for the difference? Why might two parents {or teachers

Al
dents) “hit it off” well in talking about children, whereas two (I[h[‘l"il(i'l) ”,(,‘-:\.
A number ol factors contribute to mutual 1.t11dpr.-;1;.1ndmg_ bt m.“i-.t gh,“.ll.l-‘
be especially important is the implied roof metaphor in an (.‘\'.vr)‘:.l‘u :.I.‘l“(l f;rl .
the underlying image or analogy ahout sehat the world is like i genes

y : i .l L PRI
NI DHREC S0 Bowe C o gy 420 et o0 DUOVTEOPRI ) rny M7 o Mo 3




