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chools are prominent arenas for devel-

opment. Schooling and its implica-

tions for the development of a culeural
identity (self) and competence have been,
and still are, targets of controversial debate.
On the one hand, indigenous methods and
contents of schooling are strongly advo-
cated as an alternative to the Western type
of schooling to support the acquisition of
locally adaptive knowledge (Nsamenang,
1992; Serpell, 1979). On the other hand, the
acquisition of similar skills acress culrures is
being claimed as a necessary step for improv-
ing peoples lives on a global scale (Kagieci-
basi, 1996). These discussions center on the
role of culture in the process of knowledge
acquisition in different cultures, including
the culture of the school. However, they
leave out the multicultural reality that is
a social fact in many immigrant societies.
One major implication of this multicultural
reality concerns the possibility of different
cultural values among students, berween stu-
dents and teachers, and between home and
school. “Bridging Cultures” began with basic
research documenting cross-cultural value
conflict between Latino immigrant families
and the schools. Immigrant parents were
generally much more collectivistic in their
orientation to child socialization than were
their children’s teachers (Greenfield, Quiroz,
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& Raeff, 2000; Raeff, Greenfield,
& Quiroz, 2000). We then utilized
this research to help teachers and
schools understand home cul-
ture and school culture, in order
to create educational “bridges”
between them.

Through the Bridging Cultures
project, we have been exploring
with teachers the ways in which

deep value orientations of cultures

(including the dominant U.S. culture)- result in different expectations of children and of
schooling, These otientations are less visible than the material elements of a culture or the
ways in which a culture celebrates holidays, observes religious beliefs, or creates works of
art. They are more difficult 1o capture than the histories of groups. Yet they form the basis
for ways of viewing the world and vast ranges of behaviors including the way people com-
municate, discipline their children, and carry out everyday tasks. I[f schools are to sueceed in
promoting meaningful school involvement for parents and successful education for children,
they need to understand how these orientations shape a whole host of beliefs, expectations,
and behaviors—on the part of families on the one hand and of teachers and school person-
nel on the other.

Inprvipuarismr aANp CoLLECTIVISM: THEORETICAL
Founbarion oF THE BRIDGING CULTURES TRAINING

The continuum of individualism/collectivism represents the degree to which a culture
emphasizes individual fulfillment and choice versus interdependent relations, social respon-
sibifity, and the well-being of the group. Individualism makes the former a priority, col-
lectivism, the laster. Although the dominant LS. culture is extremely individualistic, many
immigrant cultures are strongly collectivistic, as are American Indian, Alaska Native, and
Native Hawaiian cultures. African-American culture has been described as more collectiv-
istic than the deminant cultuze, more oriented toward extended family, and kinship-help
patterns but still stresses the importance of individual achievement {(Hil, 1972),

Abour 70 % of the world’s cultures can be described as collectivistic (Ttiandis, 1989). At
the most basic level, the difference is one of emphasis on individual success versus successful
relations with others in a group. It could be characrerized as the difference between “standing
out” and “fitting in.” In collectivistic cultures, people are more likely to identify their own
personal goals with those of the group—extended family, religion, or other valued group
(Brislin, 1993). When asked to complete the statement, “I am .,.” collectivists are more
likely to respond with reference to an organization, family, or religion. Individualists tend
to list trait labels referring 1o aspects of their personalities, such as “hard-working,” “intel-
ligent,” or “athleric” (Triandis, Brislin, & Haui, 1988).
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These two orientations of individualism and collectivism guide rather different develop-
menral scripts for children and for schooling; and conflics between them are reflected daily
in U.S. classrooms. Keener awareness of how they shape goals and behaviors can enable
teachers and parents to interpret each other’s expectations better and work together more
harmoniously on behalf of students.

We believe thar a framework characterizing the features of individualism and collectivism is
both economical and generative, It is economical because it incorporates and explains the
relationship among many elements that have previously been regarded as separate, such as
conceptions of schooling and education, attitudes roward family, expectations for role main-
tenance or flexibility (including gender roles), duties toward elders, authority structieres,
attitudes toward discipline, ways of dealing with property, and many aspects of communica-
tion. The framework is generative because it suggests interpretations of and explanations for
an endless set of interactions among students in a classroom, between teacher and student{s),
between teacher and parents, and between school and community.

If schools are to engender and sustain both student and
parent involvement, they will need frameworks for
understanding cultural differences and strategies for
actively bridging those differences.

Teachers expectations can lead students to feel as though they do or do not belong in the
classtoom, affecting their engagement in learning and, consequently, their achievement.
Likewise, parents can come to feel at home in or alienated from their children’s schools
depending on the way in which the school and its personnel interact with them. If schools
are to engender and sustain both student and parent involvement, they will need frameworls
for understanding cultural differences and strategies for actively bridging those differences.

We must emphasize that there are elements of both individualism and collectivism in any
society and that cultures change, particularly when they come in contact with each other. As
Goldenberg and Gallimore observed, “Both continuity and discontinuity across generations
are part of the process of cultural evolution, a complex dynamic that contributes to change
and variability within cultures” (1995, pp. 188), For example, parents’ views about appropri-
ate education for girls of the current generation of Mexican-American families are different
from their parents’ views on the same ropic (Goldenberg & Gallimore, 1995; Greenfield,
Raeff & Quiroz, 1996). The new generation puts greater emphasis on individual educational
development; the older generation put greater emphasis on family responsibilicy.

Intergenerational trends toward the host culture notwithstanding, there currently exists tre-
mendous cross-cultural value conflict between Latino immigrant families and the schools.

Most of these families have immigrated from rural Mexico, with a minority from urban
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Mexico and Central America. They were generally poor in their homelands, with litte
opportunity for educational advancement.

We now tien to examples of individualism-collectivism conflicts experienced by this pepula-
tion when they send their children to school in Los Angeles or other U.S. communities. The
examples which follow emerged from our ethnographic research. ‘They were subsequently
used in our Bridging Cultures training {described later in this artide) o help teachers
become more aware of the existence and nature of home-school value differences for their
immigrant Larino students.

Examperr or an INDvIDUALISM-CorLECTIVISM CONFLICT:
SHARING OR PERSONAL PROPERTY?

The emphasis on social relationships rather than on the individual extends to notions of
property: in collecdvistic cultures, the boundaries of property ownership are more perme-
able. Personal items such as clothing, books, or toys are readily shared and often seen as
family property rather than individual property.

Anarysis or “Tue Cravons INcipenT”

'The crayons incident involves an underly-
ing conflict between the values of shasing
and personal property. The kindergarten
teacher was an immigrant Latina parent
herself, and her arrangement of the cray-
ons was implicitly based on her collectiv-
istic orientation. When she responded to
the wishes of the supervising teacher by
rearranging the crayons, the children,
largely immigrant Latinos themselves,

began to experience conflict between the
sharing orientation that was familiar to
them at home (and previously at school)

and the new orientation to personal
property. The children “did not cate if
their materials were misplaced, so their
‘personal’ materials ended up having to be
rearranged by the teacher every day. It was
not that the children were incapable of
arranging their materials in a systematic
fashion because they had done so before,
However, the category ‘personal mate-
rial’ simply was not important to them”
{(Quiroz & Greenfield, 1996, pp. 12-13).
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‘The preceding example makes it very clear that values are in the head, not in the situation,
and thar they are used for the symbolic conscruction of social relations and social life, at
school as at home. In terms of the external situation in this example, the crayons in actual
fact belonged to the school. Through her actions and words, the teacher symbolically con-
seructed them as belonging to the elass as a whole, while the mentor symbolically constructed
them as belonging to individual students. ‘The mentor was clear that she wanted the children
10 learn a lesson about the importance of personal property; the teacher, implicitly; was
communicating a message about the necessity to share. The teacher’s message harmonized
with the children’s prior socialization at home; the mentor’s did not. The children’s behavior
indicated that the teacher’s approach was meaningful to them; the mentor's was not.

Co0oPERATION, COMPETITION, AND SCHOOLING: ANOTHER
Arena For CONFLICT BETWEEN INDIVIDUALISM AND
COLLECTIVISM

"The ways teachers and students interact in the classroom reflect a relative emphasis on the
needs of the group or of the individual. Competition is the natusal companion of a focus
on the individual, while cooperation is the natural companion of a focus on the group.
Although “cooperative learning” has been widely promoted, sometimes on the grounds
that it will include students” later success on the job, the norm of cooperation has clearfy
ot overridden the norm of competition. Indeed, our analysis of “cooperative learning” in
schools indieates that there are two basic modes of cooperation, one more individualistic,
the other more collectivistic. The more individualistic mode is characterized by division of
labor; the more collectivistic by people focusing together on a common rask. A comparison
of more schooled and less schooled Maya mothers, guiding their children in a puzzle task,
showed that formal schooling promotes the individualistic mode of cooperation (Chavajay
& Rogoff, 2002). Cooperative learning, as it is practiced in schools, also involves division
of labor as a central element (e.g., Aronson et al,, 1978); it is therefore not necessarily a
comfortable mode of learning for children who have been socialized to focus together on a
common task.

The conflict between the two norms is seen most clearly in sertings such as Southern Califor-
nia, where immigrant Latinos are introduced to U.S. schooling, or Alaska, where students
from indigenous cultures meet “mainstream” teaching. Yup'il Eskimo teacher Vicki Dull
explains the situation in the village where she taught: “...in the Yup'ik culture, ‘group’ is
important. ‘There is little, if any, competition among Yup'ik people. When the Western
school system entered the picture, the unity of the group slowly shatcered. Children were
sent hundreds and often thousands of miles away to be schooled in bearding schools where
they were forced o abandon their own language for the foreign English with its accompary-
ing foreign ways. ‘They learned the Western value of competition. They learned to be individ-
uals, competing against each othet, instead of a group working in unity .., There are seldom,
_ if any times when they were allowed to help each other, which would have been construed as
‘cheating’” (Dull, in Nelson-Barber & Dull, 1998, pp. 95). It is diflicult for educators used
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10 U.S. “mainstream” norms to comprehend how drastic a shift this represents for students
from a collectivistic culture.

Ivpacr or Home-Scraoor Varve CONFLICT

Here and elsewhere we have presented examples of how these two different value arienta-
tions often collide as children from immigrant families move from home culture into U.S.
schools (Greenfield & Cocking, 1994; Greenfield, Raeff, & Quitoz, 1998; Raefl, Greenfield,
& Quiroz, 2000). Children of immigrant families may be torn berween the values and
expectations of their native culture and those of the “mainstream.” Parents and teachers (the
l:atter representing the “mainstream” culture) may observe the same bebaviors in children
but interpret them differentdly, because|they are viewing them through very diffesent culeural
lenses, When the individualistic teacher says the child is “able to work well independently;”
the collectivistic parent may hear the teacher as saying the child is “too separated from the
group.” When the collectivistic parent asks more than once about his or her child’s social
development, the individualistic teacher may hear the parent as saying, “I don't really care
whether she does well in school.”

AN Overview oF INDIviDuALIsM-CoLLEcTIVIsM CONFLICTS
BETWEEN LaTINO IMMIGRANT PARENTS AND U.S. SCHOOLS

Our research on individualism and collectivism has identified multiple areas of potential
conflict that teachers may observe in the classroom or in interactions with parents (see
Greenfield, Quiroz, & Raeff, 2000; Raeff, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2000; Greenfield, Raeff,
Quiroz, 1996; Quiroz & Greenfield, 1996). Table 1 summarizes these conflicts; the last
two have already been discussed at some length. Although space prevents full discussion of
the others, each is a manifestation of an undetlying conflict between a more individualistic
and a more collectivistic perspective. Fach aceurs when the collectivistic tradition of Lating
{and likely many other) immigrant families encounters the individualistic tradition of U.S.
schools.

From Trreory 1o Pracrice: Guiping TeacHERs To BRIDGE
CULTURES

To determine if knowledge of the cultural value systems of individualism and collectivism
could affect teaching and learning, we began with professional development workshops for
seven elementary teachers from bilingual Spanish-English classroomms in Southern Califor-
nia (see list of participating teachers in the author note). The grade level of their classes
ranged from kindergarten through fifth grade. Four teachers were Latino; three were Euro-
American. Three of the four Latino teachers were immigrants to the United States (two from
Mexico, one from Peru); one of the Enro-American teachers was an immigrant (from Get-
many). All of the immigrant teachers had come to the United States when they were young
{between two and eight years of age).
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These seven teachers participated in a series of three half-day workshops. In the first worle-
shop, the staff researchers (the three authors plus Blanca Quiroz) presented the theory of
individualism and collectivism, as well as the results of our research on cross-cultural value
conflict between Latino immigrant families and the schools (Raeff, Greenfield, & Quiroz,
2000).

"The format was quite participatory; so, for example, we asked the teachers how they would
solve certain individualism-collectivism dilemmas before showing them what our research
had revealed abour how Latinro immigrant parenss and their children’s teachers resolved the
same dilemmas (Raeff, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2000). The teachers were noticeably surprised
to find out that the Latino parents favored a different (ie., collectivistic) way to resolve
dilemmas that the teachers had generally solved in an individualistic mede. (In this way, we
found out that the schooling process, particularly teacher training, wiped out, at least on the
surface, the collectivistic values with which our Latino teachers, as they later told us, had
been raised.) We also presented examples of cross-cultural conflict between individualism

and collectivism in the schools, such as the crayons incident above.

At the end of the first workshop, we asked the teachers to observe in their schools and to
bring back to the second workshop an example of conflict between individualism and ecol-
lectivism that they had noticed. During the second workshop, they shared their examples,
and we refined understanding of the two value systems through discussion. At the end of the
second warkshop, we asked the reachers to try to make one change before the next wokshop
that would reduce a conflict becween individualism and collectivism in their classroom or
school and to observe its impact. In the third workshop, they reported on what they had
done and how it had worked. We discussed their interventions, and this was the beginning
of a process by which teachers used the individualism-collectivism paradigm to generate
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new practices and learn from each others’ innovations. Researchers could also record these
inpovations to present as important “results” of the trairing, for purposes of broader dis-
semination to the educational community.

At the end of Worlshop 3, the teachers agreed that it would be worthwhile to condnue to
meet to explore applications of the theory in their own classrooms and schaols. We held a
fourth, debriefing, workshop and then arranged to keep meeting several times a year. These
meetings, at which teachers reported their latest Bridging Cultures innovations, research-
ers reported ongoing research and publications, and teacher-researcher teams practiced for
upcoming outreach presentations, lasted five years. Workshops and meetings always included
food and drink and an eppottuaity for socializing, The group turned into a collaborative
support teatn, as the line between teacher and researcher became increasingly blurred.

TEACHERS AS RESEARCHERS

A key feature of “Bridging Cultures” is the role teachers take. The seven participating teachers
in our eriginal Bridging Cultures workshop are themselves acting as rescarchers in their own
classtooms and contributing both to a deeper understanding of the theoretical framework
and 1o the collection of examples of school-based experiences and pracrices that bring the
framework alive, These teachers are truly “teacher-researchers” because they experiment with
new ways of bridging cultures, and they report the results for others to learn from. We refer
to ourselves (the authors) as “stafl-researchers.” One of the teachers (Catherine Daley) and
one of the researchers (Patricia Greenfield} are currently engaged in a formal study applying
the Bridging Cuitures training to parent education. We believe that teacher research is an
important and unique soutce of kowledge abour teaching and that astificial boundaries
berween the practice of teaching and research on teaching need to be challenged.

In our project, we discuss ways to improve home-school relationships and children’s educa-
don that are based on the experimentation of the teacher-researchers in their own class-
rooms. This experimentation is then disseminated to the broader educational community
through publications and professional workshops (Quiroz, Greenfield, & Altchech, 1998,
1999; Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Trumbuli, 1999; Rothstein-Fisch, Trumbull, Isaac,
Daley, & Pérez, 2001; Trumbull, Diaz-Meza, Hasan, & Rothstein-Fisch, 2001; Trambull,
Rothstein-Fisch, Greenfield, & Quiroz, 2001). Teachers are important partners in the dis-
semination process.

Teacuers Use THE THEORY TO GENERATE NEW PRACTICES

Indeed, the framework itself has proven more generative than we dreamed possible. There
has been no end to the applications teachers have identified and innovations they have
developed. Teachers can apply the framework in ways that make sense in their classrooms
and schools and which they are comfortable with. Not all innovations are of equal value or
success. They need to be evaluated in light of the framework and research, as well as tested
by teachers, to see how they work and what outcomes they drive. There is no recommended
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mix of individualism and collectivism in the classroom, although most of the innovations
have, quite naturally, been in the direction of making uniformly individualistic classrooms
more collectivistic. It is important to note that our method is nonprescriptive. We provide
the paradigm; the teachers use the paradigm to generate their own innovations, which vary

greatly from teacher to teacher. Here are a few examples:
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In the area of home-schoal relations, examples include transforming parent-teacher confer-
ences, with their traditional focus on one individual child, into a group format where the
teacher mects with parents of several children. In the area of classroom management, help-
ing tasks (such as cleaning the blackboard) stopped being restricted to one assigned child;
children were allowed to help freely and to work together on a wide variety of classroom
tasks. In the area of instruction, children were encouraged to help each other in preparing
for standardized tests {while the bottom line of individual assessment was also made clear!).
In language arts, teachers designed writing prompts and selected literarure based on studenss’
interest in the topic of “family”; they also supported students’ forms of discourse that inte-
grated academic topics with social topics (such as experiences with family).

Reason For Oprrivism

The outcomes of the Bridging Cultures Project are causes for optimism, Some of the most
striking effects have to do with (1} the perspective teachers have gained on their own culture
and school culture, (2) the degree to which this has begun to influence their thinking and
their practice in ways that reduce conflicts between home and school culeure, and (3) the
increased confidence teachers have in their own abilities to build the kinds of relationships
with families that will support student success in school. They know how to fearn from their
students’ families, and they have new ways of understanding what parents are sharing with
them. What they have leatned will stand them in good stead whenever they encounter stu-
dents from other collectivistic cultures, although the specifics may be different, We believe
the project has been successful for the following reasons:

* It uses a theory- and research-based framework to guide experimentation with
new educational methods.

» It offers reachers opportunities 1o share and analyze practice over an extended
period of time.

* It has a committed group of teacher-researchers and staff researchers.

* It is not prescriptive but offers a generative framework.

* It includes meetings that incorporate both rigorous intellectual work and enjoy-
able interpersonal activities such as sharing meals, humos, and personal celebra-
tions.

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

whose loyalties rest with their careers and their scien-
tific values, not of national groups that have agendas
transcending individual motivations, embedded as they
are in their countries’ political and economic systems.
But nonetheless, the individuals who male JACCP are
citizens of nations, and these nations are busily playing
out 19 Century halance of power politics in pursait of
competing economic and political interests.

TACCP is surely one of the most polite, careful, deco-
rous, accommodating organizations I've been involved
in. It will need all of these wonderful traits to maintain
its internationalist values during the stresses thar 1
believe will come with the Pax Americana, whether or
not any pax is indeed forthcoming during this era.

The Iraq War and the political climate in the U.S. have
polarized the nation and my university, come between
friends, introduced tensions in classrooms, and sold 2
lot of flags and patriotic car ornaments.' This polar-
fzation extends across borders, at least symbolicaily: a
Florida liquor store chain now puts little flags over its
wine racks so customers won' fear they might mistak-
enly purchase French wine.

TACCP needs to actively and vigilantly (preemprivelyl)
address the nationalist and imperialist passions that
may diminish it. Although it is unfortunately true that
IACCE like the U.N. and the world economy, is domi-
nated by members from the wealthy, mainly Western,
countries, it is still a great idea that we should wozk to

maintain (like the UN.).2

One example of this polarization is the sorry state of
American media. There is 2 sense in the U.S. that the
only remaining free media outlet is the Internet (e.g.,
see www.MoveOn.org), while both sides agree that the
unfree media (the TV, radio, and newspaper chains) are
controfled by the other.

ZThis Bulletin is a late (whar’s new?) double issue
because the editor {me) was fully distracted by the

Traq War, We organized four anti-war marches in this
military town from February through April, often in
the face of drive-by curses and charges of traitorism (see
www. PatrictsForPeace.info).
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War images from American

TV. Top: The networks counted
down, but MSNBC (Microsoft +
National Broadcasting Company, o sub-
sidiary of defense contractor General
Electric) had the tastefess on-screen
timer. 2nd: | second left. 3rd: Fox
News, the most conservative American
network, unwittingly contrasting the
Realist (Kissinger) and the executor
of the Neoconservative agenda (Bushj;
Bottom: CNN buys Al fazeera video
to show us Baghdad being bombed.
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