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Using Ethnography to Bridge the Gap
Between Study Abroad and the On-
Campus Language and Culture

Curriculum

Richard Jurasek
Earlham College

Study Sojourns: Then and Now
It is a theme of The Grand Tour by Christopher Hibbert (1969), that the

continental tour undertaken by eighteenth-century gentlemen was con-
ceived of as a lengthy and complex learning event. Hibbert describes in
detail (p. 20) the operations the grand tourer is expected to perform when
immersed in the host culture: identify salient knowledge about the host
country, elicit information from host informants, keep records, and use
foreign languages effectively. That the Tour was designed for an elite clien-
tele who would be made more civil and civilized seems to be the sec-
ondary, affective outcome. Primary seems to be the cognitive emphasis on
acquiring knowledge abour something—the history, geography, trade,
laws, climate, customs, art, and so forth of the host country.

In some ways, the 1790s” Tour and the 1990’ undergraduate study
abroad experience are not that different. The typical twentieth-century
sojourner takes disciplina;y cousses in history, art history, culeure, and eco-
norics, and learns about the master institutions—educational, political,
and legal—of the host country. Except for the enduring emphasis on lan-
guage acquisition, the emphasis in most off-campus curricula is still on
knowledge, on learning abour the host culture. And if knowledge enhance-
ment is the ceniral acivity, it is not surprising that we have come to expect
even less self-sufficiency and independence from our contemporary
sojourners who do most of their learning abroad in textbook-defined,
classroom-bound, and teacher-directed ways.
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222 Redefining the Boundaries of Language Study

In contrast, there is Paige’s dictum that the most intense and potenc
aspect of a study sojourn is what is learned ousside of the formal knowl-
edge-centered curriculum (Paige 1993, p- 3). We can extend Paige’s claim
by arguing that beyond-the-classroom learning should be the distincrive
bedrock of foreign study precisely because it is transformative and not only
knowledge-enhancing. Sojourners can and should enlarge their knowledge
base abour the host culture, but that is a classroom-bound activity not too
different from what happens on the home-campus. Whar is unique and
most lasting is the change in cognition, affect, and behavior associated wich
lengthy cultural immersion. We modify Paige’s claim only in that we ca|
for a double emphasis on classroom and beyond-the-classroom learning.

There is, in fact, ample research literature (Bicknese, 1974; Byram
and Esarte-Sarries, 1991; Koester, 1985; McGuigan, 1984; Sell, 1983) to
suggest that extended cultural immersion can indeed lead to significanc
cognitive, affective, and behavioral transformation. Perhaps the most com-
pelling basis for generalization about intercultural learning is the Study
Abroad Evaluation Project (SAEP) (Carlson et al., 1991). Begun in 1983
Fhis multi-institutional and crossculcural study was unique in the way i;
included a longitudinal dimension to measure the durability of changes in
the learners and a quasi-experimental design (program returnees were
compared with a control group that did not participate in study abroad
and continued studying at the home institution).

From the literature and our own institutional experience, then, we
.tak.e the position that the most powerful kind of intercultural learning lies
In 1mproved capacity to deal with ambiguity, a heightened awareness of
cultural diversity, an enhanced ability to learn in complex non-classroom
wayf, and changes in self-concept, attitudes, and behavior. These transfor-
mations are in fact documented in the SAEP and are, we believe, among
the most compelling reasons to develop and operate study abroad pro-
grams. \W.e suggest that to enhance this kind of transformational learning
s to maximize what the sojourners bring home from foreign study. By
extension the programmatic and pedagogical challenge is clear: What can
we do to facilitate even more intercultural transformational learning?

. In this essay, a case will be made for a new paradigm for study
sojourns abroad: the ethnographic inquiry. This kind of inquiry can be
generic to any program and all sites and can be fine-tuned to meet the
needs of any institution and all sojourners. Ethnographic knowledge, it
will be argued, is not a substitute for knowledge about the host culture l;ut
the ideal in-the-field extension to classroom learning. This new learning
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paradigm, it will also be argued, is a timely and appropriate complement
to all home-campus foreign language curricula. The final section of this
essay will describe the case history of one institution, Earlham College,
which began reconfiguring all of its foreign study programs 15 years ago to
make ethnographic inquiry a potent and practical core learning event.

Ethnography as a Scientific Method

As a method, ethnography is naturalistic in that it does not manipulate
variables or proceed from a research hypothesis, but tries instead to
describe the “way of living” of a social group in their naturally occurring
and ongoing setting (Watson-Gegeo 1988, p. 575). It is more than a
retelling of observed behavior, however, for it also aims to sight and sort
the values, attitudes, and assumptions that inform the behavior. In that
way it is a protocol as well as an interpretive and explanatory rendering of
the observed “way of living.”

As an account, ethnography attempts to provide an insider’s under-
standing of things, an emic perspective. Agar (1980, p. 78), in fact,
describes ethnography as a paraphrase of what the cultural insiders reveal
themselves about their own group’s behavior and experience. Ethnog-
raphers know also that their accounts and paraphrases can fail when their
construction of other people’s way of living is too strongly filtered and col-
ored by their own perspective. But they also know that they, as cultural
animals, can not approach their work tabula rasa, because their own cul-
tural lenses will always modulate anu mediate the observed phenomena. It
is no accident that some of the most compelling and famous ethnogra-
phies were accounts of cultures utterly different and distant from that of
the researcher. Such distance is a way to control in part for one’s own
habitual way of seeing and knowing. To grope for accurate representations
and to distrust these representations sounds like an intolerable dilemma
for ethnographers, but it can lead to a productive doubled sense of oneself
as both actor and acted-upon. Because ethnographers tend to be so utterly
self-aware, Rabinow (1974, p. 36) and Robinson (1985, p- 82) suggest
that ethnography leads invariably to a fuller comprehension of the self by
the detour of the comprehension of the other.

Researchers’ struggle to control for their own input and biases is only
one of the tensions that informs ethnography. A second tension is that cul-
ture analysis is intrinsically incomplete and the deeper the researcher cuts,
the less complete it becomes. The root of the problem, suggests Clifford
Geertz (1973, p. 37), is that to do ethnography is to never arrive at a fin-
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speak for, say, all 80 million Germans or 125 million Japanese.
Because cultures are so “deep,” Geertz offers the dictum that ethnop.
raphies have to be as “thjck” as possible (p. 6). Immersed in lictle “c” the
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informal and formal

buta downsizing of the procedures and outcome expectations.

This paradigm does try to make the in-the-field methods of ethnogra-
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have a massive motivation to invest more heavily in their language learning
when they realize that improved skills transport them that many layers
closer to an emic perspective of things.

Propositions about Ethnography as the Core Experience

The central idea underlying ethnography as the core learning event is a
matter of insight into perceptual processes. An essay by Marshall Singer
(1987) provides our fundamental premise: that humans as social animals
behave the way they do because of the manner in which they perceive the
world.. Pe'rception is the process of receiving, clarifying, and organizing
experiential input, and it is our perception of things that provides the
frame of reference for the way we interact with others and our environ-
ment: What we value, what we believe, and even what we know are al]
functions of the way we perceive. To the degree that people lack a shared
perceptual frame of reference—as in intercultural interaction—orientation
may be difficult for them, communication may be encumbered, and it
may even fail. ’

On the basis of variation in perception of phenomena, Singer (1987)
has developed a model of identity and culture. His scheme includes the
follov.ving theses: (1) a “perceptual group” is a number of individuals who
percetve some aspects of the external world more or less similarly; (2) a
n.ur.nber of people who perceive some aspects of the world more or less
similarly and recognize that they share that similarity of perception may be
terr.ned. an “identity group”; and (3) a pattern of perception and behavior,
which is accepted and expected by an identity group, is called a “culture’;
(p. 6): Since by definition each identity group has its own patterns of
behavioral norms, each group may be said to have its own culture
Culrural difference, then, lies in the varying patterns of perception that.
can hinder or block intercultural understanding,

In some key assumptions about culture and jts study, Geertz (1973)
e.xtends Singer’s basic scheme. Espousing a concept of culture tha is essen.
tially semiotic, Geerez likens us to animals “suspended in webs of signifi-
cance that we ourselves have spun’ (p. 5). Geertz takes culture to be those
very webs and the analysis of culture to be a semiotic and interpretive one
m.search of meaning and significance. For both Geertz and Singer, human
bemgs. are by nature organizing organisms. It is as if we were hard—’wired as
a species for the unfailing and universal ways we construct the social reali-
tes into which we are embedded as social animals.

To fabricate and act out cultural patterns is a fundamental kind of

T
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meaning making, which defines our individual and social humanness. We
are by definition meaning makers and it is the job of the ethnographer to
identify and articulate the ways by which we spin the governing pattern.
To do ethnography, then, even in our paradigm’s downsized version, is not
to scrutinize a particular cultural pattern as a Ding an sich, an objectifiable
entity. It is instead to study the defining activities of human beings: the
way in which culture is our instinctual meaning-making and web-spinning
activity and the sets of values, attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that are the

composite pieces of a cultural group.

The Ethnographic Learning Core and Its Outcomes

In de-emphasizing the thickness of the product and claiming that the
learning potential lies in the process, what, then, are the expected learning
outcomes of the paradigm? What do the learners “learn by doing”? What
do they take home when they return to the home curriculum? What justi-
fies the effort to train and supervise a corps of apprentice ethnographers? If
it is not to develop the professional tools and technique of the ethnogra-
pher, what then are the learning outcomes?

This paradigm has as a bedrock assumption Singer’s and Geertz’s
proposition that we are all initially constrained in certain ways because of
the inherent perceptual and cognitive patterns of our own culture. This
model of culture suggests that we are @// initially monocultural and not
innately equipped to deal with unfamiliar attitudes, values, and behaviors.
Student sojourners, for example, trying to study and work in cultures
other than their own, are constantly challenged to understand and cope
successfully with difference. By extension, students in L2 classes on the
home campus trying to process L2 texts embedded in unknown second
culture (C2) contexts are similarly challenged. But whenever the degree of
difference in intercultural communication voids learners’ existing
schemata and interpretive skills, their attempt to negotiate meaning runs
the risk of defaulting. Frustrated in their attempt to negotiate complex
meaning, they fall back on superficial interpretations, defer to authorities
who tell them what to think, dismiss the “other” by deforming it to match
their own perceptual assumptions, or demean the “other” as irrelevant or
insignificant. There is also an ultimate default mechanism: to take flight
and avoid all future encounters with difference.

This essay, however, has been arguing that to do ethnography is to
inoculate against our monocultural defense mechanisms, to develop new
conceptual flexibility and intercultural tolerance. Indeed, the overall out-
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come we associate with this paradigm of learning is the gradual develop.-
ment of intercultural conceptual competence. In more specific terms thig
competence-as-outcome has two general facets: 1) consciousness raising in
regard to perception and perspective; 2) an ever-increasing ability to recog-
nize at least in a limited way what things might look like from the view-
point of members of another culeure.

The first facet informs the attempt to lead students to new insights
into the perceptual process. The word “lead” is chosen judiciously, for the
students must o thesr own come to see things in a different way. This is
not a matter of teacher-transmitted information but, rather, a set of cogni-
tive shifts and insights that the learners have to internalize and impose on
their own attitude structures and intellectual processes. Indeed, this firse
facet of intercultural conceptual competence is sometimes even resisted
vigorously perhaps because of certain harshness implied in the realization
that a culture holds all of us perceptually captive, at least initially.

The second facet builds on the learner’s understanding of perception
and of the diversity of ideas and practices, and strives for a limited recogni-
tion of others’ cultural viewpoints. If the first facec of intercultural compe-
tence were reduced to a simplistic idiom, “people are different,” then the
second concept could be stated as an exhortation to “understand others.”
This empathetic undcrstanding, however, is equally complex and is also
anchored in the way we perceive. In its least developed form on an empa-
thy continuum a tourisc’s attitudes in a foreign locale might be typical.
The tourist’s encounter with the “other” might elicit labels for the encoun-
tered phenomena such as unbelievable, exoric, bizarre, and perhaps even
irrational. Diametrically opposed to the tourist would be the cultural

much as possible. By using classroom strategies much can be learned of the
beliefs, assumptions, and values of the target culcture, but ultimately
empathic understanding will require direct experience of the culture, so
that members of the host culture can impart their own epistemology, their
own way of seeing things. By immersing oneself in a culture and by doing
ethnography, the ultimate cognitive and affective outcome js that the
learner might slowly begin to see things through the eyes of the host cul-
ture.

After many years of culcural immersion some learners might even
become bi-cultural, completely fluent, and comfortable i a second cul-
tural system, but such duality is a rare, if not unattainable stage. Instead,
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lesser degrees of intercultural competence sill make‘ sense as attail‘l(a‘ble: arcxi(’i’
worthy goals. The paradigm stresses the word “attafnable‘ and a “limite
sense of what things could look like from such a viewpoint. Any progress
that learners make on a continuum of developing intercultural compe-
tence is a valid outcome. .

Our emphasis on intercultural learning shoulcfi not suggest that in-
class learning about the target culture has no place in the overall scheme.
Indeed, students should do in-class work and field work for there are rela-
tional benefits from both kinds of learning, which toge‘ther Rroduce a
whole that is much larger than the sum of the parts. This foreign scudy
double focus can be rendered graphically:

Dimensions of Intercultural/Conceptual Learning at the Program Site

In-class Learning
Mode:

Acquisition of knowledge

Focus on:

« _»

Targer culture, big “c
generalizations about national
or regional history, artifacts,
institutions, beliefs, values,
attitudes, etc.

Culture per se, as meaning- Analysis

making phenomenon

Culeural structures embedded Introspection, reflection

in the learner

In-the-field Learning

Focus on:

Mode:

Acquisition of knowledge

« »

Target culture, small “c
localized, observable,

objectifiable milieux .
Observation of a culture qua micro-
context
Interaction with the culture qua macro-
context

Introspection, reflection
Non-judgmental analysis
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Learning Outcomes

Intercultural and Conceptual Competence consisting of:

1. Perspective Consciousness. An insight into own, and by implication,
universal processes of perceiving, believing, and valuing,

2. Empathetic Understanding. An ever-deepening understanding of, and
respect for other systems of perception, believing, and valuing.

Some observations about this scheme are necessary. It is our assumption
that classroom and field learning are equal and parallel tracks. By field
learning we understand the processing of an experience at every level of
the learner’s affective and cognitive faculties. Such depth is critical because
the changes in the perceptual framework that we encourage go far beyond
training a student to perform a detached analytical operation. If we are
asking them to examine the core of their sentient being, then we should
know that such a pursuit must meld affect and cognition, classroom and
field activities, and introspection and objective observation of external
phenomena. Students cannot be passive in this model—only through
active participation can they begin to examine the schemes they use to
process and understand phenomena.

It should also be clear that cultural learning is not a matter of a learn-
ing unit, a corpus of knowledge or a defined set of skills. No single
brilliant lecture or perfectly executed exercise can alone realize the full
learning potential. To merely describe for the students the substrata that
shape their malleable cultural identity is to reduce everything to an intel-
lectualized and theoretical paradigm. To lead students one time only
through a single acrivity tha highlights the difference berween preconcep-
tion and perception probably won't internalize the lesson. Instead, there
must be a combination of ongoing classroom work and continuing experi-
ences combined with introspection, direct observation, and analysis.

Intercultural and Conceptual Competence and the Home-campus
Classroom

Several researchers (Byrnes 1991, p. 210; Kramsch 1988, p. 108; Swaffar
et al. 1991, p. 213) have described the enormous processing limitations
that constrain apprentice readers in the L2 classroom. Because the home-
campus L2 classroom cannot replicate C2 social reality, the meaning-mak-
ing process in classrooms has a kind of disembodied and artificial quality
to it. And apprentice readers regularly stcumble because they lack the C2
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familiarity to reliably construct meaning from texts that are, o.f course, cul-
turally configured. That students may simply miss the point is the leas.t of
the hazards in such meaning-making encounters. Worse, students mlght
apply their own frames of reference, and either bias the original meaning
toward their own world or simply dismiss it as “meaningless.”

Indeed, in their recent work on the ways current cohorts of American
students process cultural difference, Lutz and Collins (1993) conclude Fhat
students deploy something like a National Geographic way-of-knowing.
For Lutz and Collins National Geographic is far more than a publisher and
a magazine. It is a cultural institution that purveys a kind of cultnral lens
with astonishing power and dispersion; it is estimated that Fach issue of
the magazine is seen by thirty-seven million people worldwide. It is per-
ceived as a reliable reference tool, collected and never thrown away. Lutz
and Collins do not damn this magazine qua institution but do raise ques-
tions about the way it represents other realities. It does not, for.example,
compel empathy and identification nor render “thickly” the differences
among cultures. On the one hand, it offers representations that are some-
times curious, seductive or shocking, and on the other, it shows a world
characterized by an underlying samen :ss and friendliness. The. National
Geographic lens is not unauthentic or manipulative, but neither is it empa.-
thetic or self-reflective. In short, it aims to pique the reader’s interest and if
we are bored, puzzled, troubled, or irritated by what we perceive in the
montage of photographs and text, then we just turn the page.

That L2 students sometimes violate, trivialize, or reject L2 texts does
not testify to their arrogance or laziness, but rather to the irrepr‘cssible
power of their own top-down habits. The National Geographic lens
described above is just one kind of perceptual and cognitive .style. To
deploy acquired patterns of knowing and ordering the world is not an
insidious response as Byrnes suggests (p. 210) but rather. our m.odus
operandi whenever we try to make meaning in unfamiliar settings.
Whenever we hit a processing snag, a bulge of ambiguity, or a tangle of
differences, we deploy all of our own top-down templates to filter out
problems and make the process comfortable and “Cl-friendly.”.

If we take an interactive or constructivist view of the reading process,
L2 readers find themselves in an intolerable and insoluble dilemma. On
the one hand, contemporary L2 instruction insists that texts be authenti-
cally embedded in the beliefs, attitudes, and values of the C2 and then,.on
the other, serves them up te L2 readers constrained by their C1 realities.
Nevertheless, it should be | ossible to develop a kind of meta-awareness
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about meaning-making processes in general that will make the studencs
into readers who are more tolerant of ambiguity, more patient with “differ-
ence,” more aware of their own biases, less willing to judge, less satisfied
with surface meaning alone. This meta-awareness, we submit, is one of the
byproducts of doing ethnography as it has been described above.

Indeed, we have taken a constructivist view that defines culture and
ethnography just as much as it can define texts and the reading process,
Geertz (1972) stresses the similarity of the reader’s and ethnographer’s
enterprise with the extended metaphor that the culture of a people is an
ensemble of texts, that the anthropologist struggles to read over the shoul-
ders of those to whom they properly belong (p. 452). Within our para-
digm we register again the notion of culture and ethnography as meaning-
making processes and the stress on the struggle it is to construct faithfully
other people’s constructions of their reality. Geertz goes on to call the
ethnographer’s writings fictions, fictions in the sense of “something made,”
“something fashioned” and not in the sense of illusion and imaginary arti-
facts (p. 16). In the original meaning of fictio as construction, then, the
ethnographer’s work is very much like that of the reader and literary critic.
In both instances, input that is not quite comprehensible is made into
comprehensible input. In the study of cultures and of texts the processes of
meaning construction are amazingly similar.

To interpret cultural “texts” (i.e., the lived patterns of a group) and to
interpret L2 texts (i.e., the artifacts that serve as grist for our mill) are both
meaning-making activities. We have stressed that ethnographers—and that
includes our apprentice ethnographers—must develop a heightened sense
of their own cultural and perceptual processes. This self-awareness and
metacognition infuse the attitude, style, and method that mark the effec-
tive and responsible ethnographer as well as, we submit, the effective and
responsible reader of L2 texts. In-the-field ethnographic activities, then,
are the ideal complement to the home-campus classroom development of
L2 reading and cultural competence.

We can never unlearn our acquired perceptual and cognitive tem-
plates, nor would we propose to do so. We interact with texts and, in the
constructivist model, that is a natural and normal procedure. But there are
times when we interfere with the inherent meanings in cultural and written
texts and that is a different matter. In such cases our paradigm can inocu-
late students against the impulse to over-deploy a National Geographic—or
any other monolithic way-of-knowing. L2 and C2 students can learn to
“read” unfamiliar phenomena and artifacts. They can liberate themselves
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from culturally constrained cognition and proceed ontoa higher orde.r of
processing. The liberating and enabling metacognition Fhat we associate
with ethnography completes, then, our full sense of the intercultural a}?d
conceptual competence that is associated with successful ethnographic

inquiry.

Foreign Study as a Learning Continuum: From Orientation to the

Field
Orientation. The full range of possibilities in conducting predeparture
orientation can be suggested with two extremes. For some educat(.)rs the
only proper orientation format is a series of lecturesr,.that prov1.de. an
overview of target culture systems and practlce——po.lntlcs, art, rell.glor?,
economy, educational system, and so forth. Another view of orientation 1s
that it should be wholly functional: Students should learn about youth
hostel cards, rail passes, currencies, and just enough abo'ut local ‘ma.nners
to keep them out of trouble at the program site. In. reality, most orlen.ta—
tions are a combination of both extremes: information about the practical
aspects of travel as well as something abour the institutions and the people
the students will encounter. -
The core program proposed in this essay assumes a more ambitious
role for orientation as the first phase in a learning continuum. Indeed,
many intercultural educators (Hanvey 1979; Hoopes 1979; Bt.ennett 1986)
have traced in detail the staged, developmental character of mtercult.u.ral
learning that culminates in ever higher orders of.perceptlfal an.d cognitive
processing. They also concur on the need to begin early in orientation to
launch learners along this developmental learning curve. As soon as possi-
ble students need practice in distinguishing what they see from what t}}ey
think and feel about it. They need to understand how the lenses with
which their culture has ficted them work. We can’t expect them to unpack
and repack their cultural baggage before they depart, .but they must under-
stand that they even own and carry such baggage \fVl[h ther.n. The ethn?-
graphic paradigm has stressed that along this learn.mg. continuum we will
teach about the perception/culture equation and will investigate t.he equa-
tion as something processual, a dynamic in which we all participate. To
investigate culture in terms of this equation implies that we will investigate
ourselves, so self-reflection and analysis must begin as early as pOSSlbl(.?..
Orientation can best be based on techniques developed by practition-
ers in the area of crosscultural training (Brislin 1993; Gudykunst and
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Hammer 1983; Juffer 1993; McCaffery 1993; Summerfield 1993). This
relatively new field helped train Peace Corps volunteers and has since
expanded its clientele to include foreign service, military, and corporate
personnel who need to function in tntercultural contexs, Strategies from
this field are useful in orientation because they combine experiential learp-

make them into more patient, objective, and introspective cultural explor-
ers is appropriate. Role plays, simulations, cultural assimilators, critical
incidents, and self-awareness inventories would all be appropriate orienta-
tion activities,

As many meetings as possible should be committed to such exercises
and in-depth debriefings. Information abouyr the culture to be visjted
could be limited to assigned readings, and travel tips could be dissemi.
nated in locally produced handbooks. Some students may feel that an
orientation that focuses on questions of perception is not relevant to their
coming sojourn abroad, so it must be made clear tha this is an empower-
ing phase that will equip them to carry out their upcoming field assign-
ments more effectively and help them adjust to the foreign site.

A central feature of orientation should be an attempt to make
students perceptually aware by helping them recognize first hand the

exercise are those attempts by our students to observe and understand off-
campus cultures ranging from local fast-food enterprises, stores, and sports
events to local social agencies, church congregations, and residentia] neigh-
borhoods. In thjs hands-on exercise the students submic very abbreviated
mini-ethnographies, that are shared in orientation sessions. As modest as
the exercise is, at least some of the determinants of human action are
revealed and many students understand for the first time how the seem-
ingly superficial and mundane is actually layered and complex.
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Beyond learning something about themselves and the patterns of cul-
ture in which they are embedded, the students should also deyelop new
powers of observation in such assignments. As the learners practice record-
ing the details of a discrete cultural activity, they concentrate on a ne\;
objectivity, free of the almost innate tenden.cy to compare, C(.)ntras;,lan l
judge things in terms of their own point of view. S}lCh descriptions o oca
minicultures could be done individually or collectively, although there is ;;
special benefit if the work is conducted by small groups. The mutuha
search for an objective rendering of the facts can effectively lead the
observers to recognize and adjust their own internal. frz.lmes 9f refercin.cei
Improved capability in patient observation and description .wdl b.e crl}tll_cz;]
in the field phase when students individually conduc.t projects mfw ic
they try to describe and understand events from the point of view of mem-
bers of the host culture. .

Students need to understand that in orientation they are not groping
for correct answers to earn acknowledgment and reward from .the teic.her.
In fact, the orientation facilitator needs to stress that ther? is no right
answer.” The facilitator may comment on inaccuracies find bias in tlr.le stu-
dents’ descriptions but not in the sense that he or she is the authoritative
keeper of the truth but rather a mentor encouraging th.e students to exami
ine, understand, and perhaps even restructure their own perceptua
processes. . .

Under the “outcomes” heading, this essay spoke of conscxous.ness rais-
ing about the nature of perception. In(.ieed, the succestsful orientation
should begin to make the students conscious of the relationship berw;en
culture and perception: cultural systems are not fjxxed patterns but rather
dynamic perceptual processes. Through exploration, the students them(;
selves pinpoint the key lessons they need to understanc.i ;.md t}Ten procee
on to personalization: “I, too, am a product of and participant in a per.cep-
tual cultural process.” Cognizant of the workings of culcure and. conscious
of themselves as cultural beings, the students are then ready for immersion
in the culture. The new skills, knowledge, and awareness—several pegs
further along on the learning continuum—are the outcomes under which
all in-the-field learning will be subsumed. If the lai::.ez-f?zz.rt sch(?ol of f:or-
eign study does no more than “place” underprepared individuals in for.elgn
locales, our model equips students with a new awareness of perception,
culture, themselves, and others by giving them meth?ds for entering and

understanding cultural microcontexts, such as interylew te?hmques, and
techniques of observation and description. They will continue to refine
their awareness and methods in the next program phase, in which they
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concentrate on the second facet of intercultural and conceptual compe-
tence—the development of empathetic understanding.

In the Field. Building on the orientation, this phase leads the students
further along the cultural continuum by providing more knowledge about
the host culture, and, of course, emphasizing interaction with the host cul-
ture. The tasks in the cultural immersion phase are undertaken in addition
to the other academic courses studied at the program site, and constitute
the core learning experience at 2// program sites—from the less familiar
sites, such as Kenya and Japan, to the more typical ones, such as Britain or
France. A full curriculum on foreign study thus might include, with some
variation, foreign languages, history, theater, political science, literature,
but #/ways must include some variation on the following two projects: a
reflective journal and a field project. As stated earlier, learning based solely
on classroom examples, definitions, and taxonomies does not provide the
comprehension, consciousness, and awareness attainable when we com-
bine classroom learning with active participation in a learning experience.
Just as many natural science courses require lectures and individual experi-
mental work in the laboratory to complete the learning encounter, so too
should learning about culture include classroom work to prepare for solo

ethnographic investigation in the laboratory without walls, the host cul-
ture.

Reflective Journals. Although video and audio equipment are some-
times used, trained ethnographers still rely on note taking as the basic
means of recording field data. Actual field notes as excerpted by Clifton
(1986) demonstrate how intensive and extensive such a field journal actu-
ally is. Their extraordinary “thickness” consists of overheard conversations,
interviews, observations, and analysis. There is a daily diary character
about them but also a wrenching back and forth between subject and
object, between the ethnographer’s “I” and the informants’ “They.” Radin
(1965) calls our attention to the wary and humble tone often detected in
field notes, for trained ethnographers know the dangers in the method:
that ethnographers, masters and knowers of all they survey, can persuade
themselves that they know more than they actually do and that ethnogra-
phers can easily fall into speculation for its own sake.

In that our enterprise presumes a downsized version of ethnographic
study, expectations about our students’ field journals are also adjusted. As
Spradley (1980) serves as our model of apprentice ethnography, so can
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Nancy Taylor’s handbook (1991) on journal keeping inform a more mod-
est but still focused kind of field journal. As a portable handbook, it is
essential gear for the undergraduate sojourner and is conceived in a practi-
cal “how to” manner with two audiences in mind: student sojourners as
well as faculty who orient, accompany, or otherwise direct the sojourners’
experience.

Although Taylor calls this instrument a travel journal and the ethno-
graphic literature tends to speak of a field journal, we prefer to describe it
in our own programming as a reflective journal. The journals are not
merely a log of events but also an opportunity for students to reflect on
experiences and attempt to analyze the event as well as their own interpre-
tation of the event. By encouraging them to think actively about their own
responses to the immersion experience, the journal becomes a self-reflec-
tive exercise that illuminates the way the individual processes the phenom-
ena that he or she has experienced and observed. As an intellectual exer-
cise, the journals make students more conscious of their own cultural
values, biases, and judgments, and help them strive for the tolerance,
patience, and empathetic insight of intercultural competence.

As an ongoing exercise in perceptual processing, the journal is only
secondarily a way of gathering data about the host culture. The following
questions guide the students and suggest the introspective nature of the
journal: How do 1 feel about the new culture and the people 1 deal with
regularly? What am I learning about people and institutions in the new
culture? Which of my habits are suitable or unsuitable, and which are
acceptable or unacceptable? What am I learning about myself by being
here, and of my home culture by being away from it? The students could
also discuss at length those events that had a particular impact on them.
What is my initial emotional response to such an event? What is an objec-
tive description of the event? What is my best interpretation of the event?
Have my description, feelings, or understanding of the event changed after
more reflection and more experience? Have I avoided the trap of taking
specific events and people for generalized events and people? We can now
examine a representative sample of student journal entries and take mea-
sure of the degree to which students understood and internalized the pre-
ceding organizing queries. These entries are from the 1992 Earlham
College Program in German-speaking Europe.

I explained to my landlady, Frau Falsett, how surprised I was in
Hamburg by the lack of greetings between strangers because when two
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people met, who already knew each other, it was always a very warm
greeting. As in the tradition back in my home state of Virginia, when I
walked by someone in Hamburg, even though I didn’t know them I
always indicated some sort of greeting. It became clear to me that this
was not the usual German approach. Besides the fact that essentially no
one returned my greeting, many people seemed somewhat surprised
and looked as if they didn’t know what to do. I was puzzled.

After explaining this to Frau Falsett, she asked if I just greeted everyone
like that including women? I said yes. She suggested that in the future
exercise more caution because I could get into a little trouble that way.
Then Frau Falsett asked why Americans don't ever greet each other with
a handshake. She had always found this somewhat puzzling but also a
little rude. I asked her to explain what the standard way of greeting here
in Germany was or how people went about it. She said that when peo-
ple met, they shook hands. LEvery time they saw edch other. This seemed
curious. I liked the friendliness I sensed back home but also liked this
way of acknowledging existing relationships by signaling “Even though
you were on the other side of the room when I came in, you as a person
are important enough to me that I want to greet you and press your

hand.” (Jeff)

When asked by my host family in Jena (East Germany) to talk about
my hometown of New York City, I tried to be as objective as possible
and gave a view that was more negative than positive. They told me
that they had a friend in New York who had given them a mixed
description as well. I could tell they didn’t know what to believe. They
still questioned and I think they still weren’t satisfied that they had an
“accurate” version of this “New York.” Well, just for the record, I don’t
think many people have the same experience of NY and that different
people see it as anything on the spectrum between heaven and hell. It
seems that my host family in Jena is more skeprical, questioning, and
suspicious than my previous host family in West Germany. I have no
right to make an assumption about “Ossis” (East Germans) and
“Wessis” (West Germans) but I have been wondering about their collec-
tive attitudes and their conditioning. I dont know if Ossies are in fact
more skeptical in general than Wessis but it seems reasonable that
because of their political and social history as a “people” they should be
more skeptical and less trustful. The people living in the former East
Germany have a lot of chaos going around them. A lot of uncertainty
over their futures. Can we say they are skeptical as a people? I leave that
open for now. (Kim)
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I found the outdoor advertising in Jena (East Germany) interesting
because you notice it more because you know you are in an ex-commu-
nist country. I also paid attention to it because my roommate and I
could find our way home based on billboards as landmarks. Some of
the advertisements or labels seemed especially gimmicky. The one that
sticks in my mind was for a dishwashing detergent with the text “Wie
Utlaub beim Spiilen” (Dishwashing like being on Vacation). Margort,
my host mother in Jena, talked about how after unification in 1990
everyone went out and bought the products they saw on TV even
though they weren any better than Eastern German products.

Margot’s bathroom was large because it used to be a bedroom. There
were two chairs and a counter and on the counter were a lot of different
body care products such as perfumed lotion. It seemed almost like a
symbol or display. Everything was carefully placed so that it was visually
appealing. I don’t know if they were Western German products and if
my interpretation was correct that it was a conspicuous capitalistic dis-
play. It could simply be a matter of neatness or convenience not to have

a cabinet for them. (Sarah)

How should we interpret this student work in light of our paradigm?
In pre-departure orientation we tried to make the familiar unfamiliar and
to problematize seeing and understanding. For Jeff, Kim, and Sarah, it
seems the case that perceptual processing has indeed been problematized.
Mundane things such as consumer products have become the object of
reflection. Good. The students compare and contrast East and West
German behavior building on what they are learning in their course work
to bridge the gap between classroom and experiential learning. Good.
Comparing and contrasting new experiences with what they already know
is a normal kind of cognitive process but Kim and Sarah find easy closure
difficult. Good. These entries cannot be mistaken for a diary-like protocol
of lived experiences for there is far too much reflection by the students
about themselves as cultural participants, observers, and interpreters.
Good. C2 input from a not-too-exotic West European setting has become
slightly incomprehensible and personally challenging. Good. These stu-
dents are clearly on the road to the intercultural tolerance, patience, and
empathetic understanding that we have posited as the central learning goal
for a study sojourn abroad.

Expanding on Zarate (1990), the following seven feedback categories
can serve as the hallmarks of good ethnographic journals. Apprentice
ethnographers should demonstrate:
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1. an ability to create in the journal a sense of locality and familiarity
and clearly state the conditions under which the ethnographer came
to observe or participate in the microculture;

2. an ability to assess the nodes of explicit sociological relevance in a
given slice of C2 culture;

3. an ability to factor out implicit meanings in the observed phenomena;
an ability to reflect on the antecedents that shape observed behavior;

an ability to recreate in the journal possible shifts in perspective by
both informant and ethnographer;

6. an ability to make the very act of gathering information into an object
of analysis;

7. an ability to compare and contrast, when appropriate, home culture
and target culture and to generalize, when appropriate, about micro-
context and macro aspects of the host culture. (p. 257)

Using these hallmarks as guidelines, a group leader could periodically
take up the student journals and provide feedback. If there is no group
leader, the journals could periodically be mailed back to the home campus
for commentary from someone in, say, the International Programs Office
or Foreign Language Department. With the above inventory as a template
on good journal keeping, we hope to have demonstrated that teacher
feedback to students, such as Jeff, Kim, and Sarah is not difficult.
Encouragement and suggestions should keep students aware of the differ-
ence between empirical and ethnographic knowledge, should build on the
learning that began in orientation and should provide essential practice for
the next task, a field project.

Field Projects. In orientation activities and in the reflective journals
students consider questions of culture and perception in preparation for
the field project, the most challenging task in the entire continuum. While
the sojourners are immersed in the culture and living it, all of the learning
acquired in their readings, discussions and self-reflection will be brought
to bear in the attempt to describe a discrete aspect of the host culture. As
the students launch cheir descriptive work, we bear down heavily on two
questions from Spradley (1980) that serve as basic points of departure in
ethnographic inquiry: What do [ see these people doing? What do these

people see themselves doing? (p. 8) Because full delineation of our model
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of ethnographic inquiry beyond the two Spradley queries is impossible
within the scope of this essay, we refer program designers and field leaders
to the book-length discussions by Spradley (1980), Agar (1980, 1985),
and Byram and Esarte-Sarries (1991) for a comprehensive “how-to”
overview of ethnographic data-gathering and interpretation strategies.

If the lessons of the orientation and the journals have been internal-
ized, the students should be able to respond to Spradley’s essential ques-
tions. They will be alert to the tension between the way one’s own cultural
lenses distort or obscure the derails of the landscape and the need to main-
tain objectivity in recording the observed events and patterns defined by
the field project. They must always keep in mind the distinction between
observation and judgment of the observed behavior and the need to
describe and analyze the ethnographic data in terms of the people who are
involved. This is not an easy undertaking, but the effort in trying to
remain neutral and penetrate to the meaning in the phenomenon will
impel the learners further along the learning continuum.

Yet there is an even more fundamental practical question—how to get
the students started with their field projects. They can only begin once
they understand that the object of their investigation will not be the
Austrians, the Japanese, or the Colombians per se. Instead, they need a
clear sense of what defines 4 culture and how to identify on¢ microculeure
that can hold their attention and is manageable. We must suggest to the
students that a nearly infinite range of social behavior can constitute a cul-
ture suitable for investigation: an amateur soccer team, a cooperative day
care center, relations in a rural family, an open air market, child-rearing
practices, cafe behavior, children’s playground games, spectator behavior at
a sports event, a home for the elderly, or even a sushi bar. One of the hall-
marks of an appropriate topic is that it could not be studied in standard
classroom format or in a library research project. Instead, the goal is to
unravel the set of codes and shared understandings that inform cultural
behavior by gathering facts through observation and by interviewing and
interacting with the informants, the participants in the culture being stud-
ied. Appendix 1 gives a list of sample ethnographies from the hundreds of
microcontexts described by Earlham College students in recent years. The
titles suggest cultural scenes that are well defined and localized, patterns
that the students can circumscribe and “enter” more easily.

The students’ field projects should be a representation of the way oth-
ers organize their activities and why they do so in such a manner. As such,
the reports mirror another cultural reality but also reflect the students’
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own culture learning experience. The reports are both means and end, 5
process as well as a product. In spite of the kinship between the field pro-
jects and professional ethnography, we can only restate that our goal is not
to train future anthropologists but to use the tools of ethnographic inquiry
to move students along an intercultural conceptual curve.

Consistent with our paradigm, the program leader should not func-
tion in regard to the field projects as the “expert,” as the “teacher,” buc
rather as a guide and facilitator of learning. This may be perceived as 4
diminished responsibility when compared to on-campus teaching, but it is
an appropriate role for Earlham College program leaders. Although we
may have borrowed heavily from the fields of crosscultural training and
anthropology, we certainly don’t want to limit recruitment of program
leaders to professional trainers and anthropologists. Instead, we assume
that any serious faculty member could serve as a leader by preparing
through readings and discussions with previous leaders.

We conclude with a reminder of the hazard implicit in asking novices
to engage in ethnographic inquiry. In our downsized version of ethnogra-
phy, sojourners seem competent enough in deciding what and how to
observe. Having gathered and recorded their data, they then proceed to
the most demanding ethnographic operation, the interpretation of the
observed phenomena. Indeed, interpretation is often the high-friction
contact point between the conscious push toward an emic reading of
things and the natural impulse to apply one’s own cognitive templates and
prototypes. And in a dramatic escalation of complexity it appears that the
more layered and ambiguous the observed phenomena are, the more likely
the interpreters are to haphazardly deploy their own schemata. It is in this
capstone crucible of interpretation that the most heat is generated and the
most warping can take place.

While we have stressed throughout that we cannot inoculate against
ethnographer-bias, we have nevertheless insisted that sojourners are capa-
ble of constructing meanings that are increasingly less encumbered by the
ethnographer’s own meaning system. We have no expectation thar stu-
dents can ever shed their own schemata and produce completely neutral
and objective readings. However, although we know that meaning is
always mediated we also know as classroom teachers that with a general
sense of ethnographic procedures and enough ethnographic feedback stu-
dents can produce text interpretations that are increasingly Jess encum-
bered by existing codes and cues. It is by design, then, that we have built
in a double focus in the in-the-field paradigm: on the observed object (the

Y
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culture per se) and on the observer. Seen this way, interpretation becom.es
less a point of maximum weakness and hazard in the developmental chain
and more a point of maximum leverage.

At this point in the paradigm the sojourners will soon be homeward
bound, but we do not claim that the student voyagers, now more cultun
ally and conceptually competent, have completed. thelr. ledur.zgsrezse, their
travelling apprenticeship. Indeed, many instituuons, .lncludlng E.a.rlham
College, build in a formal re-entry program to maximize the transition to
the home-campus curriculum. However, because re-entry programming
falls more strictly within the purview of the literature on mte'rnatlonal
education than within the scope of this volume, we will not discuss re-
entry and refer only to the recent work of Martin (1993) and Burn (1991)

focused on articulation between off-campus and on-campus learning.

Conclusion

Our paradigm of culture learning has tried to address a set of dichotomies.
First, there is the tension between culture-as-content and. nulture—as-
process. On the one hand, there is E. D. Hirsch’s (1988) definition of cul-
tural literacy as the background knowledge generated and shared by the
literate members of a community. On the other is Crawford-Lange and
Lange’s (1984) dictum to teach culture-as-process and not as transmittable
knowledge. We agree with both and in our paradigm we collapse the gap
separating the two extremes by stressing content/context and process.
Learners must indeed enlarge their C2 knowledge base but at the same
time they must systematically learn something about cu.lture-as-percep—
tual-process and unlearn cultural myopia and perceptual bias.

Second, there is the tension implied in learner-centered versus text-
and C2-centered approaches. We are not giving free reign to the learners
who come to the interpretive task in their natural top-down ways nor are
we girding the texts in never-to-be-understood differentnes.s. We are privi-
leging neither the learner nor the cultural pattern and artifact but r:.ather
the meaning-making process per se. We emphasize instead t.he relational
ways in which culcural artifacts, cultural insiders, ann appren.tlce etnnogra—
phers make meaning. Precisely because meaning is negotiated in such
epiphenomenal ways we stress a metacognition that may enable the learn-
ers to ever so slowly become competent and confident in the field and in
the classroom.

Third, there is the tension inherent in intercultural and conceptual
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learning as both liberation and constraint. In learning to navigate on theijr
own and understand the variables that impact on their journey, sojourners
transcend some of the barriers that distance them from unfamiliar arti-
facts, individuals, and cultures. This liberation has an implied cost, for it is
unlikely that student travelers will return home the same as when they left.
This should not suggest that they become alienated from their home cul-
ture for the rest of their lives. On the contrary, their transformed and
enlightened sense of self and culture should make them into knowing
members of their culture instead of being merely specimens of their partic-
ular group.

If studencs find the return to their home culture difficult, they proba-
bly also found it nearly impossible to integrate themselves thoroughly and
become members of the foreign culture while overseas. An alternative cate-
gory then, in terms of cultural identity, is membership in a “third” culture.
Members of this third culture are bound together by their experience of
liberation from perceptual ties that bind and by their empathy, awareness,
and tolerance. To a degree, members of the third culture can peer over the
barriers that separate us and recognize that, although we may be single
specimens of a culture, we are also members of a species, a species whose
imagination is capable of generating an inexhaustible variety of cultural
configurations. To be part of the third culture, then, is to understand the
strength, substance, and pattern in the web of culture and by so doing,
escape this web to recognize the diversity and dignity of all humankind.

Fourth, there is the separation between off-campus and on-campus
curricula. At the heart of our paradigm is the parallel character of in-the-
field ethnography and on-campus learning in pursuit of the literacy
described by Jurasek and Jurasek (1991) and Swaffar et al. (p- 213). Both
curricula are proficiency based: off-campus students deploy newly learned
strategies in order to read cultures on their own terms just as on-campus
students learn to read texts on their own terms. In both curricula, students
hunt for describable patterns, attitudes, behaviors, and patterns and at
both sites they slowly learn how to function in other realities informed by
other peoples epistemologies. Our paradigm exploits the similarities in
methods and goals to produce an articulated curriculum that more closely
approximates the ideal of liberal education.

Finally, our paradigm emphasizes the process of generating ethnog-
raphic knowledge and this practice, we suggest, is infinitely flexible in
application. Ethnographic inquiry is adaprable and appropriate whether
the learners are in “enclaved” programs (variations of the students’ home-
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campus curriculum taught by home-campus faculty or special host-culture
faculty), or in “sheltered” programs (sojourners are separated from host
nationals in study centers catering to foreigners), or “immersed” (students
are directly enrolled in host country educational institutions). Even if the
ethnographic process is downsized and the product is modest, we still rest
our case that any progress along the generic intercultural developmental
curve is worth the effort.

We conclude by claiming that our generic paradigm is at its heart
humanistic and universal and that it gives the lie to the charge that foreign
study is for the few with little purposeful application for the many. Indeed,
we have proposed a core experience built upon the training of apprentice
ethnographers who can transform the Grand Tour into a functional and
potent learning experience.

Appendix 1

Sample student ethnographies, Earlham College Programs, 1988-93, ‘in
Northern Ireland, Mexico, Spain, England, France, Japan, Kenya, Austria,
Colombia.

Northern Ireland: Save the Children youth farm; an integrated (Protestant
and Catholic) school; the Belfast Women’s Center; the Derry Peace and
Reconciliation Group.

Mexico: A government-sponsored daycare center; kitchen culture; a home-
opathic medical practice; a traditional dairy farm; a local political cam-
paign; a Mariachi band in Cuautla; The Mormon church in Cuautla;
community theater in Cuautla.

Spain: Health food stores in La Caruna; a religious order of nuns; a tuna
fishing business; street vendors; an apartment complex and its concierge;
an ethnography of fire fighters; the central youth hostel in Valencia.

England: St. Martin’s Youth Project; a music cooperative; a training center
for religious leadership; a resettlement center for the homeless; a support
center for street kids.

France: Public transportation; vegetable and fruit markets; a neighborhood
patisserie; Paris subway musicians; Montparnasse—an area and its people
In transition; bureaux de tabac; a ballet studio; SOS Racisme, a multicul-
tural education center.
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Japan: A martial arts club; punk rocker culture; a home for the elderly; a
small-town junior high school.

Kenya: A funeral; cows: care, beliefs, costs, functions; storytelling in the
host family; women’s sales activities on market days; building a traditional
house.

Austria: A Jewish students’ organization; a cultural center for Turkish chil-
dren; street musicians; an ice skating club; a paramedic unit; a fitness cen-
ter.

Colombia: A gay and lesbian rights organization; a childrens’ theater; an
Afro-Colombian organization; a womens’ support group.

Works Cited
Agar, Michael. 1980. The Professional Stranger. San Diego, CA: Academic

Press.

. 1985. Speaking of Ethnography, State University Paper Series on
Qualitative Research Methods, vol. 22. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Bennett, Milton. 1986. Towards Ethnorelativism: A Developmental
Model of Intercultural Sensitivity. In Cross-Cultural Orientation. New
Conceptualizations and Applications, edited by Michael Paige, 33-64.
Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Bicknese, G. 1974. Study Abroad. Part II: As the Students See It: The
Junior Year Abroad Reassessed. Foreign Language Annals 7: 337—45.

Brislin, Richard. 1993. A Culture-General Assimilator: Preparation for
Various Types of Sojourns. In Education for the Interculrtural
Experience, edited by Michael Paige, 281-99. Yarmouth, ME:

Intercultural Press.

Burn, Barbara. 1991. ed. Integrating Study Abroad into the Undergraduate
Liberal Arts Curriculum. New York: Greenwood Press.

Byram, Michael, and Veronica Esarte-Sarries. 1991. Investigating Cultural
Studies in Foreign Language Teaching. Clevedon (UK): Multilingual
Matters.

Byram, Michal, Veronica Esarte-Sarries, and Susan Taylor. 1991. Cultural
Studies and Language Learning. A Research Report. Clevedon (UK):
Multilingual Matters.

Byrnes, Heidi. 1991. Reflections on the Development of Cross-Cultural

Using Ethnography to Bridge the Gap 247

Communicative Competence in the Foreign Language Classroom. In
Foreign Language Acquisition Research and the Classroom, edited by
Barbara Freed, 205-18. Lexington, Massachusetts: D. C. Heath.

Carlson, Jerry, Barbara Burn, John Useem, and David Yachimowicz. 1991.
Study Abroad: The Experience of American Undergraduates in Western
Europe and the United States. Occasional Paper 28. New York:

Council on International Educational Exchange.

Clifton, James. 1986. Introduction to Cultural Anthropology, 336-73.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Crawford-Lange, Linda, and Dale Lange. 1984. Doing the Unthinkable in
the Second-Language Classroom: A Process for the Integration of
Language and Culture. In Teaching for Proficiency, the Organizing
Principle, edited by Theodore Higgs, 139-79. Lincolnwood, IL:
National Textbook Company.

Geertz, Clifford. 1973. The Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic
Books.

Gudykunst, William, and Mitchell Hammer. 1983. Basic Training
Design: Approaches to Intercultural Training. In Handbook of
Intercultural Training, volume I. Issues in Theory and Design, edited by
Dan Landis and Richard Brislin, 118-54. New York: Pergamon Press.

Hanvey, Robert. 1979. An Attainable Global Perspective. New York: Global

Perspectives in Education.

Hibbert, Christopher. 1969. The Grand Tour. London: Weidenfeld and

Nicolson.
Hirsch, E. D. 1988. Culrural Literacy. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Hoopes, David. 1979. Intercultural Communication Concepts and the
Psychology of Intercultural Experience. In Multicultural Education. A
Cross-Cultural Training Approach, edited by Margaret Pusch, 18-31.

Chicago: Intercultural Press.

Juffer, Kristin. 1993. “The First Step in Cross-Cultural Orientation:
Defining the Problem”. In Education for the Intercultural Experience,
edited by Michael Paige, 20118, Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Jurasek, Barbara, and Richard Jurasek. 1991. Building Multiple
Proficiencies in New Curricular Contexts. In Building Bridges and

Making Connections, edited by June Phillips, 89-117. Burlington,
VT: Northeast Conference.



T

248  Redefining the Boundaries of Language Study

Koester, Jolene. 1985. A Profile of the U.S. Student Abroad—1984 ang
1985. New York: Council on International Fducational Exchange.

Kramsch, Claire. 1988. Beyond the Skill vs. Content Debate: The
Multiple Discourse Worlds of the Foreign Language Curriculum. In
Language Learning and Liberal Education, edited by Peter Parrikis,
98-118. Yale: The Consortium for Language Teaching and Learning.

Lurtz, Catherine, and Jane Collins. 1993. Reading National Geographic.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

McCaffery, James. 1993. Independent Effectiveness and Unintended
Outcomes of Cross-Cultural Orientation and Training. In Education
for the Intercultural Experience, edited by Michael Paige, 219-40.
Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

McGuigan, E J. 1984. Psychological Changes Related to Intercultural
Experiences. Psychological Reports, 4, 55-60.

Martin, Judith. 1993. The Intercultural Reentry of Student Sojourners:
Recent Contributions to Theory, Research and Training. In Edu-
cation for the Intercultural Experience, edited by Michael Paige,
301-28. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Paige, Michael. 1993. On the Nature of Intercultural Experiences and
Intercultural Education. In Education for the Intercultural Experience,
edited by Michael Paige, 1-20. Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.

Rabinow, Paul. 1974. Reflections of Field Work in Morocco. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Radin, Paul. 1965. Method and Theory ofEt/mo/ogy. New York: Basic
Books.

Roberts, Celia. 1994. Cultural Studies and Student Exchange: Living the
Ethnographic Life. In Culture and Language Learning in Higher
Education, edited by Michael Byram, 11-17. Clevedon (UK):
Multilingual Matters.

Robinson, Gail. 1985. Cross-cultural Understanding. New York: Pergamon.

Sell, D. K. 1983. Attitude Change in Foreign Study Participants.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations 7: 131-47.

Singer, Marshall. 1987. Intercultural Communication: A Perceptual
Approach. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Spradley, James. 1980. Participant Observation. New York: Holt, Rinehart
and Winston.

Using Ethnography to Bridge the Gap 249

Spradley, James, and David McCurdy. 1972. The Cultural Experience.
Ethnography in Complex Society. Kingsport, TN: Kingsport Press.
Summerfield, Ellen. 1993. Predeparture Orientation and Reentry
Programming. In NAFSAs Guide to Education Abroad, edited by
William Hoffa, John Pearson and Marvin Slind, 137-56.

Washington, DC: NAFSA.

Swaffar, Janet, Katherine Arens, and Heidi Byrnes. 1991. Reading for
Meaning. An Integrated Approach to Language Learning. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Taylor, Nancy. 1991. The Travel Journal: An Assessment Tool for Overseas
Study. Occasional Paper 27. New York: Council on International
Educational Exchange.

Watson-Gegeo, Karen Ann. 1988. Ethnography in ESL: Defining the
Essentials. TESOL Quarterly 22: 575-92.

Zarate, Geneviéve. 1990. The Observation Diary: an Ethnographic
Approach to Teacher Education. In Mediating Language and Culture:
Towards an Intercultural Theory of Foreign Language Education, edited
by Dieter Buttjes and Michael Byram, 248-61. Clevedon (UK):
Multilingual Matters.





