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All phenomena with which the mental sciences deal are, indeed,
creations of the social community.
—WiLHELM WUNDT, Elements of Folk Psychology

L INTRODUCTION

Social psychologists have demonstrated that there are
powerful and pervasive processes that produce phenomena
such as self-enhancing biases, the tendency 1o characterize
the self in terms of global arttributes, the “fundamental at-
tribution error.” the tendency to discount one's intrinsic
motivation to perform tasks for which one receives exirin-
sic rewards, the need for cognitive consistency between ex-
pressed attitudes and behavior, and the logical progression
of stages in moral development. In the last decade, how-
ever, the argument has been made more and more fre-
quently and persuasively that such “basic” psychological
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processes depend substantially on culeural meanings and
practices (e.g., Berry et al., 1992; Bond, 1988b, 1996a;
Cole, 1991; Gergen et al., 1996; Kim & Berry, 1993
Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Markus, Kitayama, & Heiman,
1996; Matsumoto, 1989; Miller, 1994a, 1997; Moghad-
dam, Taylor, & Wright, 1993; Pepitone, 1989; Shweder,
1990; Shweder & Levine, 1984; Smith & Bond, 1994,
Stigler, Shweder, & Herdt, 1990; Triandis, 1990, 1995).

A good deal of evidence, most of it very recently ob-
tained, shows that psychological processes can be very dif-
ferent in cultures other than European and American ones.
For example, though Europeans and Americans often pre-
fer to explain social behavior primarily in terms of personal
attributes and dispositions, for other populations and
groups—oprobably for most (Hirschfeld, 1995)—explana-
tion of behavior seems to require an analysis of social roles,
obligations, and situational factors, And whereas tany Eu-
ropeans and Americans typically emphasize that they are
unique, different, and better than others, people in many
East Asian and other cultures typically emphasize that they
are ordinary, quite similar to, or no different than others.

Using the new evidence about how psychological
processes are culturally contingent, some psychologists are
now studying the dynamic mutual constitution of culture
and the psyche. A premise underlying this work is that in
order to participate in any social world, people must incor-
porate cultural models, meanings, and practices into their
basic psychological processes. These psychological
processes in turn constrain, reproduce, and transform the
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cultural system. So while each calture is constructed by the
coordinated interaction of many psyches, these psyches are
themselves oriented, structured, and motivated by the par-
ticuiar culture in which they operate. Thus many of the
findings currently regarded as “basic” 1o social psychology
are a function of particular cultural frameworks that may
be unseen and unexamined because they are shared by in-
vestigators and subjects alike, Conversely, seemingly
anomalous “failures to replicate” these standard phenom-
ena in other cultures make sense when we understand the
cultural models with which people are thinking, feeling,
judging, and acting—including the models of persons.

Humans are born with the capacity to function in any
culture, but as they mature they develop psyches that are
organized to function in one specific culture. For example,
children can leamn any language, but they leam to speak a
particular one, and adults can communicate only with
speakers of their own particular language. Humans have
evolved unique psychological capacities and propensities
to take adaptive advantage of cultures, but in the course of
development these proclivities also make their psyches de-
pendent on their own particular cultures. Hence cuitural
psychology needs to explore how evolution both enables
and constrains the nature of human psyches and socialities,
as well as the links between psyche and society.

A major goal in this chapter is to show that culture, psy-
che, and evolutionary biology constitute one another. There
have recently appeared several excellent, comprehensive
reviews of the literature in cultural psychology, cross-cul-
tural psychology, and psychological anthropology (*Cross-
cultura! and Comparative Research,” 1991 Berry,
Poortinga. & Pandey, 1996; Berry et al., 1992; Berman,
1990; Bock, 1994; Bond, 1988b, 1996a; Cole, 1996; Cole
& Cole, 1995; Himmelweit & Gaskell, 1990; Miller,
1994a, 1997; Moghaddam, Taylor, & Wright, 1993;
Munroe & Munroe, 1994; Oyserman & Markus, 1994;
Schwartz, White, & Lutz, 1992; Shweder & LeVine, 1984:
Shweder & Sullivan, 1993; Smith & Bond, 1994; Stigler,
Shweder, & Herdt, 1990; Triandis, 1994a, 1995; Vijver &
Hutschemaekers, 1990). The current chapter does not at-
tempt to be a comprehensive review of this kind. Rather
than attempting to duplicate these fine works, we have
aimed to show why social psychologists should read this
literature in the first place.

In order to accomplish this aim, in this first section we
will develop the thesis that culture and the psyche are mu-
tually constitutive. The mutual constitution thesis implies
that the psyche is a function of its socioculurally and his-
torically constituted environment. In Section II we will
compare European-American models of independence
with East Asian models of interdependence, contrasting
two very different conceptions of the self and social rela-
tions. We focus on East Asia because so much of the recent
provocative research has been conducted there. Then in

Section II we review this research. It shows dramay;, &
vergence in psychological functioning between Eum%‘
Americans and East Asians in some of the phenomena )
social psychologists have been most concemed with
that they have regarded as universal. These differenceg
fully concordant with—indeed we would argue Unde;
standable only within the context of—the differenceg p
tween the two cultural systems. Section IV exploreg vy
ety of strategies for understanding the links bethe];
culture and psyche, including developing typologies g &
mensions of sociality that differentiate the world’s cul
and identifying structures for social coordination, Fin,
in Section V, we discuss how the human brain hag E\rolve& .
to use culiural models that enable people to coordinate ang
cooperate in diverse culture-specific adaptations, :

Cultural Psychology: Mutual Constitution of
Culture and the Psyche

Cultural psychology begins with the thesis that cultury
practices and meanings complement and inform Psychg.
logical processes, which in turn generate and transfory,
these cultural practices and meanings (Bruner, 199¢; Cole,
1991, 1995a; D’ Andrade, 1981: Greenfield & Cocking,
1994; Miller, 1994b, in press; Rogoff, 1990: Schwanz,
White, & Lutz, 1992; Shweder, 1991; Shweder & LeVige,
1584; Shweder & Sullivan, 1993; Stigler, Shweder, &
Herdt, 1991; Wertsch, del Rio, & Alvarez, 1995; White g
Kirkpatrick, 1985). Cultural psychology has three coord;.

nated aims. First, it aims to characterize varied culturg]

meanings and practices and the psychological strisctures

and processes to which they are linked. Second, it aimg to

discover the systematic principles underlying the diversity

of culturally patterned socialities and psyches. Third, it

aims to describe the processes by which psyches and egl.

tures construct each other, elucidating how cultures creape

and support psychological processes and how these psy-

chological tendencies in turn support, reproduce, and

sometimes change the cultural systems. Its dual premise is

that human psychology is relative to culture, but that this

contingency is governed by universal principles. -

The capacity to form culturally prescribed social rels-
tionships is essential for human survival, reproduction, and
well-being. Consequently, the human mind has evolved
specifically to operate in culturally patterned social worlds
(Durham, 1991; Geertz, 1973)-—not a particular world, but -
worids whose specific parameters are indeterrinate in ad-
vance, unknowable at birth. At the beginning of develop-
ment, the human infant requires and possesses many capac-
ities t0 engage in the social world. These motivated
capacities can be realized by utilizing culture-specific mod-
els to mediate social interaction. Children and adults ac-
tively use the locally available cultural practices to generate -
meaningful interactions. They select among various alterns-
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tives, identifying with and elaborating on some of the avail-
able practices, while ignoring, resisting, or restructuring
others. To engage in culturally patterned relationships and
practices, people must coordinate their responses to their
particular social milieu. That is, people must think, feel, and
act with reference to local practices, relationships, institu-
tions, and artifacts. To do this, people must use the local
cultural models, which consequently become zn integral
part of their psychology. These models are not merely cate-
gories or concepts: they are relations, scripts, habits, rules,
processes. inference and decision pracedures, evaluations,
motives, goals, mnemonic devices, symbolic encodings—in
short, meanings and practices (I>’ Andrade, 1981, 1995).

More specificaily, this approach to cultural psychology
assumes that a people’s cognitive, emotional, motivational,
and behavioral processes are shaped through their engage-
ment in a cultural world. The psyche, then, is not a sepa-
rate, autonomous set of processes: it exists and functions
only in close conjunction with the culture (Kimura, 1972).
Consequently, psychological diversity is an inevitable re-
sult of people’s coordinating their responses with the
prevalent, historically created and diversely organized sys-
tems of cultural meanings and practices (Bourdieu, 1977;
Cole, 1995a. 1995b; Geertz, 1973; Giddens, 1984; Goff-
man, 1959, 1967; Holland & Quinn, 1987, Moscovici,
1984; Rogoff, 1990; Schutz & Luckmann. 1974; Vygotsky,
1980).

Figure 1 provides a schematic outline of the framework
we are proposing. Collective reality is composed of core
cultural ideas together with ecological, economic. and so-
ciopolitical factors, which are associated with a set of cul-
tural meanings. practices, norms, and social institutions. To-
gether, these constitute the marrix in which are embedded
the intentions. rules, practices, and activities through which
people live their lives. These in turn frame and inform
human psyches, which thereby generate action and interac-
tion. A central problem of cultural psychology concerns the
question of how collective realities and each of the succes-
sively embedded systems enable, inform, and constrain
human psyches. At the same time. cultaral psychology
seeks to understand how the actions of each person inter-
pret. reproduce. and transform cultural realities. as the ar-
rows at the top of the figure indicate. Such individual contri-
butions to culture are most prevalent in respect 1o local and
immediate realities (indicated by the bold line) and rela-
tively rare in respect to collective realities (indicated by the
thinner lines}. But when people act so as to change collec-
tive realities, these changes have broad consequences.

The view represented in Figure 1 is similar to those of
John and Beatrice Whiting (Whiting. 1963: Whiting &
Whiting, 1975} and of John Berry (Berry, 1971; Berry et
al., 1992). However, following Marx (Marx & Engles,
1867/1906). these theorists place ecological, economic.
and political facts prior to cultural ideas and practices. We

agree that such facts often create or heavily influence cul-
tural practices and meanings. But, together with Weber
(1904-1906/1958), we believe that there is substantial
causality in the opposite direction as well: cultural ideas
can influence economic practices and ecology (Sahlins,
1976). Furthermore, along with practice theorists (see Ort-
ner, 1984), we believe that institutions, norms, ideologies,
economic and political systems, and ecologies are gener-
ated and transformed by the actions of persons pursuing
their everyday goals and performing their everyday prac-
tices together. Many of the cultural practices that frame
collective reality are not represented in conscious ideclogy
or any other explicitly accessible schemas {cf. Bourdieu’s
[1977] noticn of habitus).

Section IT will present two different collective realities,
along with the practices, institutions, and everyday activi-
ties related to them. First, however, we want to note that the
hallmark of almost all theories in social psychology is the
idea that human thought and action are tharoughly social.
When the modern social sciences began to take shape a cen-
tury ago, most thinkers emphasized that the human psyche
15 a product of the social (and, as we would now say, cul-
tural) milieu in which it develops and functions (Durkheim,
1912/1968; Durkheim & Mauss, 1901-1902/1963: Marx,
1956; Stocking, 1974; Ténnies, 1887/1988). This was the
perspective taken by most of the researchers who founded
what are now social psychology and cultural psychology
(Baldwin, 1897, 1910; Dewey, 1917; Le Bon, 1894,
1895/1952; Levy-Bruhl, 1910; McDougall, 1908, 1920;
Mead, 1934: Tarde. 1903; Vygotsky. 1980, 1987; Wundt,
1916; for histories, see Dessoir, 1912; Jahoda, 1993; Karpf,
1932; and Stocking, 1982; especially on Bastian, Waitz,
Lazarus, Steinthall, and Wundt). For example, Baldwin
{1910) wrote, “The social relation is in all cases intrinsic to
the life, interests, and purposes of the individual; he feels
and apprehends the vitality of social relations in all the situ-
ations of his life” (p. 29). As G. H. Mead (1934) described
the process, attending to and incorporating the views of oth-
ers into the self is an ongoing, moment-by-moment process
that lies at the heart of thinking itself, so the marnner in
which a person represents the social world is a product of
that person’s social engagement. Social engagement in a
cuiturally organized social world is not something that hu-
mans can voluntarily choose to do; it is something that they
must do to function. Asch (1952) wrote, ““The organic char-
acteristics of man demand social life as their natural envi-
ronmental condition” (p. 124). Asch pointed out that to be-
come human, people reguire social experience:

The paramount fact is that men come into relations not
alone with the objects of nature but also with other men,
and through this encounter they are transformed into
human beings, The environment of others and the prad-
ucts of their labor become a powerful, comprehensive
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region of forces within which eack moves and has
being. Here each person discovers the existence and
character of human beings and becomes bound to them;
here he discovers the reality of his own self; and of
work, art, and thought. In the process the radius of his
life undergoes a profound extension; the content and
form of his understanding, needs, and ernotions are rey-
olutionized. (p. 119)

Given its original orientation to social context, social
psychology could have come to recognize that culture is
the most basic and far-reaching context in which psycho-
logical processes are engaged and thus formed. Yet, psy-
chology in the last half century has largely failed to de-
velop these insights of its founders so as to include the
cultural perspective in its modern conceptual frameworks.
On the contrary. contemporary social psychology takes the
individual person as a given, a naturally isolable analytic
category. Research focuses on the perception of persons
and the influence of the immediately perceptible laboratory
situation—often ignoring the way the psyche is atwuned to
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Social psychology, as a result, has become almogt Syn
mous with the study of “social influence” (Allpo t lgﬂy.
Aronson, 1992}, 24:
Until recently, the cognitive view that hag dom;
the discipline of psychology in the last four de,
cally adopted a mechanistic metaphor, describing gy, 2"
as a machine or computer that is the same in 2 time;mmd
places, while only the raw materials processed by the g
chinery or the data in the computer vary. But thig Metap,
is based on a misleading distinction between Mechap,
and material, supposing that there are separable “Pr m
and “content” that do not interact. It also reg on
methodological individualism, since it Presupposes meChaa
nisms that operate in isolated units. It ignores the fact tha;
many psychological processes are the result of eNgagemen, ’
n a given cultural context, and are inseparable from
context. Indeed, according to the view illustrated ip B
1, psychological process and cultural content gre contigy,
ally reconstimting one another. Consequently, we Cann,
assume that psychological “processes” remain the Same
despite dramatic variations in cultural “‘content” arounq
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standing the sociocultural nature of psychological
processes, as we will see.

Most contemporary social psychological theorizing be-
gins with an autonomous individual whose relationships
are a means to certain asocial ends. The assumption is that
people are independent entities who struggle to retain con-
trol over their own actions and who resist influence from
various groups and collectives. (For discussion of the
tenets of individualism, see Baumeister, 1987; Bellah et al.,
1985; Dumont, 1977, 1986, Farr, 1991: Geertz, 1974/1984;
Guisinger & Blatt, 1994; Markus & Kitayama, 1994a;
Mead, 1937/1961; Sampson, 1985; Shweder & Bourne,
1984; Triandis, 1990, 1995). Consequently, social psyche-
logical theorizing often reflects a Western concern that the
social group will somehow overwhelm or disempower the
autonomous, agentic self. Thus, American researchers tend
to discuss forms of social influence with pejorative labels
such as conformity, obedience, groupthink, deindividua-
tion, social Joafing, risky shift, and diffusion of responsi-
bility. Social behavior is very often presented as being in
opposition to individual behavior and as compromising in-
dividual rights and preferences (Markus & Kitayama,
1994a). This orientation seems natural and obvious to in-
vestigators and subjects—in North America and Europe.
These people share a set of implicit and unexamined cul-
tural values and practices that emphasize individual rights,
independence, self-determination, and freedom. But many
other cultures—indeed, most—place a higher value on in-
terdependence and fostering empathic connections with
others (cf. Fiske, 1991a). In these cultures, people gladly
emulate their associates and are responsive to others’
wishes in order to sustain smooth social relationships.

Cartwright (1978) noted two decades ago that 90 per-
cent of the social psychologists who had ever lived were
alive ai that time and had been trained and had worked
within one set of cultura] frameworks. They were, and still
are to a considerable extent, a relatively homogeneous
European-American, middle-class cultural population.
Their scientific theories, concepts, categories, models,
metaphors, images, and taxonomies, their prevalent
methodological approaches, their questions, their empiri-
cal findings, and their generalizations are rooted in scien-
tific studies, to be sure. But these studies are designed,
conducted, and interpreted with reference to a very partic-
ular cultural framework. Social psychologists often disre-
gard the cultwral frameworks that are limiting conditions
for their results—sometimes tacitly assuming that the so-
cial forms and psyches of the modern West are representa-
tive of the human species. Consequently, the science of so-
cial psychology reflects and incorporates a vast set of
cultural meanings and practices that are nearly invisible
from within its own subculture. If we look beyond this one
culture, we immediately see that there are many forms of

sociality and personhood, each of which engenders differ-
ent kinds of psyches and is in tum generated by them.

IL TWO CONTRASTING SOCIALITIES:
EUROPEAN-AMERICAN AND EAST ASIAN

To illustrate the links between culturally patterned sociality
and psyche, we have 1o compare different cultures. The
cultures whose psychologies have been most intensively
studied are those of North America and Europe. In addi-
tion, there is now a large and growing body of psychologi-
cal research in East Asian cultures. No other culture areas
have been studied so extensively, and no two culture areas
have been compared in as many studies. In this section and
the next we focus on these two areas and the contrasis be-
tween them, illustrating what can be done with a typologi-
cal contrast between socialities. Our purpose in this chap-
ter is to demonstrate the importance of studying the
cultural matrix of psychology, We make no atternpt to sur-
vey, sample, or represent the general literature on psycho-
logical diversity across cultures. Instead, our intention in
these two sections is simply to use this one contrast be-
tween Euro-America and East Asia to show why psychol-
0gy cannot be isolated from culturally patterned social re-
lations, practices, institutions, and ideas.

In this section, we describe some of the principal fea-
tures of the sociality of East Asia and the sociality of Eu-
rope and America. Then we discuss some of the complexi-
ties of this typological contrast. Although there exists great
variability within each cuitural region, the comparison be-
tween Euro-America and East Asia is a very fruitful start-
ing point. This binary contrast will conflate many interest-
ing and important distinctions within each diverse region.
But it may enable social psychologists to begin to appreci-
ate the degree to which current social psychology has been
grounded in a peculiar, historically situated cultural frame-
work. Moreover, since the United States (let alone the sub-
culture of college students and professors) is an atypical,
unrepresentative culture, examination of the East Asian
data may begin to provide a broader foundation for a future
social psychology of the species as a whole.

From the beginning of modern social science, theorists
have contrasted traditional, agrarian, communitarian soci-
eties with modern, market-oriented, individualistic soci-
eties (Douglas, 1978; Dumont, 1977, 1986, Durkheim,
1893/1933; Hofstede, 1980; Maine, 1861/1963; Marx,
1857-1858/1973, 1964; Mead, 1937/1961; Morgan, 1877;
Redfield, 1955; Tonnies, 1887/1988; Triandis, 1972, 1989,
1995; for comparisons among some of the early writers,
see McKinney & Loomis, 1988; Sorokin, 1988). Begin-
ning in the 1950s and continuing to the present, a great
many other sociologists, psychologists, and psychological
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anthropologists have proposed dimensional theories of so-
cial relations. In every case a principal dimension has been
solidarity or affiliativeness (see Fiske, 1991b, pp. 35-37;
Fiske, 1992, pp. 709-710).

Many theorists developed variations on this contrast to
compare the societies of modemn Europe or North America
with contemporary societies in other parts of the world. Be-
ginning during the Second World War, anthropologists and
psychologists following the lead of Ruth Benedict (1946)
and Francis S. K. Hsu (1948, 1953/1970) began to use a
similar typology to compare East Asian cultures with Euaro-
pean and American cultures (Doi, 1962/1974: Geentz,
1974/1984; Lebra, 1976; Markus & Kitayama, 1991:
Roland, 1989; Triandis, 1989, 1994a; Weisz. Rauthbaum, &
Blackburn, 1984). In the following sections, we use the
contrast between independence and interdependence to
bring out some of the major differences that distinguish Eu-
ropean-American cultures from the cultures of East Asia.
This dimension fails to capture many other important differ-
ences between these culture areas, or the many important
differences among the numerous cultures within each area.
But it is a powerfu] heuristic for investigating the psycho-
logical consequences of the cultural patterning of sociality.

The European-American Culture Area

Within many European-American contexts, the person is
understood to be the only intelligible unit of thought, moti-
vation, emotion, evaluation, and action. The person is be-
lieved to consist of a set of “internal,” “personal™ attributes
such as abilities, talents, personality traits, preferences, sub-
jective feeling states, beliefs, and attitudes. These attributes
are thought to be internal and personal in the sense that they
come from within and characterize the person regardless of
the situation (that is, a person’s attributes are not generated
by or relative to current social context). Taken together,
these attributes define each person as an autonomous, freely
choosing. special individual. Within this social system, a
human being is a person by virtue of being distinguishable
from others on the basis of these attributes, which collec-
tively constitute the person’s social identity.

The independent cuitural model that prevails in North
America and in much of Europe emphasizes certain fea-
tures of the person as natural, necessary. “healthy,” and
good. The person

* is a bounded, coherent, stable, autonomous, “free” entity.

* “possesses” a set of characteristic identifying attrib-
utes—opreferences, motives, goals, attitudes, beliefs, and
abilities—that are the primary forces that enable, guide,
Or constrain actions,

In addition (especially in the United States since the
1970s), the model of the ideal person has often come 1o in-
clude the additional assumptions that the person

is oniented primarily toward independent *

*Slicopgen
“achievement.” 85" ang
+ formulates personal goals derived principally from
attributes and orientations. thege

= evaluates life with reference to the achievemen, of
goals. these

» makes (or should make) independent, more or
nal choices in the pursuit of those goals.

+ is largely in control of—and individually Tespong
for—*personal” behavior and its outcomes, Sible

* often regards relationships as competing wi
needs and regards group pressures as inte
personal goals.

ICSS Fatig.

th Persony
tering wip,

In recent years, the U.S. cultural model hag also g
to include the assumption that the person me

* strives first and foremost to feel good about the self.

These cultural ideas are not fully shareq by eve
American or European. But they are regularly emb&)di;
in most of the major prevailing practices, ins:itmio“s, ang
public symbols and meanings of most of the dominay,
cultures of this region (Farr & Moscovici, 1984; Geeny
1674/1984; Moscovici, 1984; Oyserman ang Markyg
1994). Thus, for example, development European-Amey;.
can style is almost synonymous with individualizing and
decontextualizing the self. Caretakers, friends, and teach.
ers see themselves as discerning and fostering these atirib-
utes of the child; but from a culitural psycholagical per-
spective, they may actually be working with the child o
construct such stable. individuating qualities. In any eveny,
the project is one of progressively “personalizing” (e
child as a unique agent. Many of the contributing practices
are 30 much a part of everyday life that they are invisible.
Especiaily within the middle class, infants are given thej;
own beds, sometimes their own rooms, in order to encour.
age and to foster autonomy (Shweder, Balle-Jensen, &
Goldstein, 1995). Similarly, children are encouraged 1
“stand on their own two feet,” and most developmenta]
markers center on autonomous activity—rolling over, si-
ting up, walking, and eating by one’s self. On the play-
ground, children are taught “to stand up for themselves”
and sometimes even to fight back. More than caretakers ip
some other culture areas, American caretakers continually
categorize and label, dividing the world into selves, oth-
ers, and distinct objects (Bornstein et al., 1990; Fernald &
Morikawa, 1993, 1994). ‘
Child-rearing practices in the United States, with some
roots in Freudian theory, filtered through Dr. Spock and
more recently the self-esteern movement, reinforce the im-
portance of having an autonomous and distinctive self that
the individual can feel good about. Chao (1993) found, for
example, that 64 percent of European-American mothers,
in comparison with 8 percent of Chinese mothers, stressed
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building children’s *‘sense of themselves” as an important
goal of child rearing. American children appear to have a
sense of who they are and the attributes that characterize
them by as young as three years of age (Eder, 1989).

In many schools, the American child is praised, encour-
aged, complimented, and made to feel special. American
children are often asked to compare themselves with others
and they are encouraged to feel good when they have rea-
son to believe that they have some qualities that distinguish
them from others in a positive way. As early as four years
of age, American children describe themselves, for exam-
ple. as better than their peers in all domains {Harter, 1983).
Children are often grouped and tracked according to indi-
vidual ability (Stevenson & Stigler, 1992). In many Armneri-
can schools, the explicit goal is the development of the
child’s individual potential, so the curriculum is individual-
ized to fit the unique learning style and pace that are said to
distinguish each child.

Children must not only develop and know themselves:
they must express themselves, From their earliest days,
American infants appear to vocalize more than infants in
some other culture areas (Morikawa, Shand, & Kosawa,
1988). Middle-class children are encouraged to express
themselves and to present their own ideas in speech and in
writing. A common elementary-school practice is “‘show
and tell,” in which children bring items into class that are
important in their lives and stand in front of the class and
tell a story about the object.

Many American children are also socialized to be “true
1o themselves™ and to stick by their convictions or princi-
ples. To do otherwise would be to risk inconsistency and in-
authenticity. The desire for a consistent self is tied to the no-
tion that the healthy self is naturally and properly whole,
stable. and integrated (not divisible and contexmual; cf. Mar-
riott’s [1976, 1990] account of the fluid “dividual” person
in South Asia). For example, expressing a view in one situa-
tion but concealing that view in another situation—Iet alone
expressing & contrary view-—tends to be interpreted as a
failure to have the courage of one's convictions. In many
other cultures such behavior is assumed to reflect proper
sensibility to the subtleties of different situational require-
ments: people should respectfully and empathetically pre-
serve harmony by avoiding any expression of discord.

Another important feature of an individualist approach
10 personhood is the emphatic stress on the right (and ne-
cessity) to make one’s own choices. In individualist cul-
tures, people perceive themselves as making choices on a
purposive, utilitarian basis according to personal prefer-
ences—unaware of the cultural framing of the meanings of
the aliernatives and excluded possibilities (see Sahlins,
1976). Choices serve to articutate and reify the self as a
distinet individual, The central themes in many domains of
American life revolve around the availability of a wide va-
riety of styles, flavors, and colors that permit and require

people to pick their favorite and “have it your way." In su-
permarkets and even restaurants there is a baffling array of
choice: will you have caf or decaf? Swiss water process or
chemical decaffeination? large, medium. or small? Colom-
bian, Ethiopian, hazelnut, vanilla, chocolate raspberry, or
house blend? organic or regular? espresso, French roast, or
light? cinnamon, chocolate, or nutmeg on top? cream,
milk, or nondairy whitener? brown sugar, refined sugar, as-
partame, or saccharin? for here or to go? plastic or paper
bag? cash, debit card, or charge? Choosing involves know-
ing, communicating, and realizing one’s preferences or at-
titudes; consequently, choice allows people to manifest
their individuality, to express themselves, and to be active
agents who control their own destinies. Commercials and
advertisernents promote soft drinks, cars, and shoes on this
basis. Likewise, American hosts comumonly tell their
guests, “Help yourself.” With this suggestion, the host in-
vites the guest to affirm the self by expressing some of the
preferences that are thought to constitute the “‘real self”
(see Doi, 1973/1981, for a wonderful description of his
embarrassment, confusion, and hurt feelings, when, at his
first American cocktail party, his host asks him to make a
myriad of choices about his drink, rather than empatheti-
cally discerning his needs).

From an early age American children are expected, al-
most required, to develop and emphatically assert consis-
tent, identity-defining preferences about foods, ice cream
flavors, fantasy characters, clothing, hairstyle, and all kinds
of other things. This sense is developed by practices such
as constantly asking young children (and everyone else
around the child) to make choices and express preferences;
announcing these preferences proudly to friends and neigh-
bors: discussing people’s likes and dislikes and their rea-
sons for their choices; organizing family activities, making
purchases for the child, and giving gifts in accord with im-
puted preferences. Providing children with a choice is be-
lieved to be an effective way to encourage compliance
when parental directives might go unheeded: “Do you
want to go to bed now, or take a bath and then go 10 bed?”
With their frequent choice questions and reguirement that
children choose, caretakers signal to children the impor-
tance of the capacity for independent choice, while forcing
them to develop preferences in order to make choices.

Growing up and living within these European-Ameri-
can meanings, practices, institutions, symbols, and ideas,
most people may tend to become independent, autonomous
selves with clearly articulated attributes and preferences,
who are consistent, in control, and express high self-
esteem. Or at least they will percejve themselves and oth-
ers this way, believing that this kind of personhood is nat-
ural and good. Depending on the extent and manner of
their participation, on regional and subcultural background,
and on the extent 1o which people Incorporate or contest
the core ideas, practices, and institutions, there is signifi-



922 Part Eight / Emerging Perspectives

cant variation in this enculturation. But to participate in
such a social system at all, people have 1o constitute them-
selves as agents of choice: how can an American obtain
food, clothing, housing, transportation, medicines, an oc-
cupation, a job, friends, a spouse, or children, except by
making choices? Even the most conforming, imitative be-
havior {choice of jewelry, clothing, hair, soft drink, ham-
burger, or automobile) is defined as an expression of indi-
viduality—indeed, as the rebellious assertion of self
against society. Hence even resistance to a culture of indi-
vidual choice is formulated and perceived as an individual
choice, defining a “*personal” identity.

This individualist mode! of sociality and the self is the
model implicitly or explicitly used by most of the field of
social psychology. Rooted in Western philosophical pre-
suppositions about human nature and in layers upon layers
of practices and institutions, this mode! seems a characteri-
zation of objective reality. And it has been a useful frame-
work for organizing empirical work on the social psychol-
ogy of European and Americar subjects who themselves
operate with reference to these individualist axioms. How-
ever, this model of persons and socialities is not based on
objective empirical evidence about a representative sample
of Homo sapiens. It has not been adopted by social psy-
chologists after being compared 10 other models and found
to be the best available description. Indeed, when we look
at other cultures, we find people using other models of per-
sons and socialities. Their models fit their social psycholo-
gies better than the individualist model does.

The East Asian Culture Area

A very different model of the self has long been prevaient
in many of the cultures of China, Japan, Korea, and South-
east Asia (Benedict, 1946; Doi, 1962/1974, 1971/1981:
Geertz, 1973, 1974/1984; Hsu, 1948, 1953/1970; Lebra,
1976; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Marsella, DeVos, &
Hsu, 1985; Ohnuki-Tierney, 1993; Triandis, 1995; Trian-
dis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990). This model emphasizes that
the person is inherently and fundamentally connected to
others, stressing emparhy, reciprocity, belongingness, kin-
ship, hierarchy, loyalty, respect, politeness, and social
obligations. The focus of life is the self in relation to oth-
ers, sa people experience themselves as mutually interde-
pendent. In this model, social relationships, roles, norms,
and group solidarity are more fundamental and more val-
ued than self-expression. The person is expected to adjust
one's self to meet others” expectaisions and work for the
good of the dyad, the group, the institution, or the nation.
Human fulfiliment comes from harmonious participation in
hongrable social relations.

It is no accident that a Chinese-American psvchological
anthropologist, Francis 8. K. Hsu (e.g., 1948, 1953/1970;
Marsella, DeVos, & Hsu, 1985) played a major roie in de-

veloping the psychological study of individualig ver
collectivist societies. Hsu pointed out that the pregg,:
East Asian model of persons and sociality stresseg the ; t
portance of fitting in with others, participating in relage -
ships 5o as to fulfill and create social obligationg -
Japanese psychoanalyst, L. Takeo Doi (1947 4’197:
1971/1981) also focused attention on this contras throygy
his analysis of the primacy of dependence on others (a
in Japan as an explicitly articulated motive and highiy val
ued way of being (see aiso Kumagai, 1981; Kumagy; ¢
Kumagai, 1986; Morsbach & Tyler, 1987). Later, i, an iy,
fluential essay, Geertz (1973b) sketched a Balinese og,
of the person as the momentary embodiment of an i
tion of timeless social roles and responsibilities. From ﬁ:i;
perspective the person is an integral component of relation.
ships and larger forms of being. Creating, SUStaining o
hancing, and redressing these relationships takeg prece.
dence over individuality, separation, autonomy, o
freedom. In Buddhist theology, for example, the golf (or
ego) as a distinct and enduring individuality is considered
an illusion that people should attemnpt to ranscend: in truth
a person is nothing but transitory flux and becoming, Ty,
ultimate religious goal is the salvation that consists of
merging the personal soui or self {arnan) with the univer.
sal soul (brahman} by overcoming all needs, emotions,
goals, and attachments (see Spiro, 1982a). In South Asia,
the very substance of the self is something shared with othe
ers: people (especially within a caste) are interdependen iy
their very essence. The main tasks of life there have 1o do
with maintaining the necessary flow, compatibility, mix.
ture, and purity of the substances of the shared gejf
(Daniel, 1984; Marriott, 1976, 1990).

The interdependent model of the person emphasizes
certain features of the person that are natural, Recessary,
“healthy,” and good. The person

* is a connected, fluid, flexible, committed being who i
bound to others.

* participates in a set of relationships, roles, groups, ang

institutions that are the primary forces that enable, guide,

OF constrain actions. .

is principally oriented toward the harmonious function-

ing of these social entities (which are centered on collec-

tive needs and purposes).

» naturally attempts to meet obligations and conform to
norms. »

» finds consensus and focuses on the collective require-
ments of these relationships and institutions.

*» evaluates life with reference to collective needs and

one’s contributions to them.

conforms (or should conform) to relational norms and is

responsive to group goals.

* is a partner in interaction with others who are mutually
responsible for each other and for the consequences of
their joint behavior.
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» subordinates personal beliefs and needs 1o norms and re-
lationships.

Thus the interdependent East Asian person is a rela-
tional being connected to others and belonging to groups.
constituted as a member of society by virtue of this partici-
pation in a web of relationships and roles—which people
devote their lives to creating. sustaining, and enhancing.

From this perspective. an assertive. autonomous, self-
centered person is immature and uncultivated. The empha-
sis is on sensitive perception of the other’s perspective and
flexible adaptation to the sacial requirements of each par-
ticular situation. In societies focused on fitting in and
adapting 1o others’ expectations, the “‘demands” of others
may be experienced as welcome engagement that invites
participation {Lillard, 1997, in press; Minoura, 1992). Re-
lationships and social obligations take precedence because
they are regarded as more natural and more valuable than
the needs and wishes of individuals.

In most East Asian preschools. group achievements
tend (o be celebrated. Children are not tracked according to
ability. and children are rarely singled out for separate in-
struction (Stevenson & Stigler, 1992), In contrast to many
American schools. where being a good student is associ-
ated with especially good performance and with living up
to one’s unique potential, Lewis (1995) reports that in
Japanese schools the good student is defined in ways that
everyone can achieve, i.e., kindness, persisience, enthusi-
asm, helping, trying one’s hardest, honest self-criticism.
Instead of the Western dictum “‘know thy self " and the
idea of self-fulfillment. many Asian practices can be seen
as reflecting the Buddhist ideal of ignoring and transcend-
ing oneself.

Greenfield and Cocking (1994) point out that although
the contrasting developmental scripts of interdependence
and independence are intertwined in any society, one Is
generally stressed more than the other. In many East Asian
cultures. child rearing aims to cultivate an asocial baby into
a social being (Caudill & Weinstein, 1969). Caretakers ex-
plicitly model the rules of interdependence and focus on
the goal of maintaining harmonious relationships and at-
tunement to others (Hsu, 1953/1970). Cobathing and
cosleeping are common; for example, in Japan sleeping ba-
bies are rarely left alone. Caudill and Weinstein (1986)
found that Japanese mothers hold their three- to four-
month-old infants more and have more body contact with
them than do mothers in the United States. The close, fully
interdependent mother-child dyad is idealized, and many
cther relationships in society—between boss and subordi-
nate, for example—are organized according to this model.

Peopie should develop shared understandings of the
world, and “intersubjectivity™ is a culturaily established
project (Ames, Dissanayake, & Kasulis, 1994: Kimura,
1972). But this is not typically hased on direet or explicit
articulation: of these shared understandings. If in a Euro-

pean-American context a “‘transmitter” orientation is fos-
tered, in which people are encouraged to express their
thoughts and feelings confidently and assertively. in many
East Asian cultural contexts a “receiver” orientation is cul-
tivated, in which listening and interpretation are valued
{Singelis & Brown, 1995).

A Japanese mother does not typically ask for a child’s
preference but instead tries to determine what is best and
arrange it. Speakers attempt to adjust themselves to their
listeners {Okabe, 1983; Ramsey. 1979). Common conver-
satjonal scripts presuppose that the listener can understand
what the speaker tries to convey without being told. with-
out forcing the listener to say it crudely and explicitiy. To
say something too directly can send the signal that the lis-
tener is not competent enough to catch on quickly to the
speaker’s intent. Indeed, miscommunication is more often
seen as the listener’s problem than as the speaker’s prob-
lem. Consequently, silence and “'not saying” are valued.
American and European children are often expected to cui-
tivate their presentations of themselves and their ideas.
East Asian schooling practices typically place much
greater emphasis on learning to live in human society and
experiencing the joy of group life (Lewis, 1995: Tobin,
Wu, & Davidson, 1989; Wu, 1994), although many East
Asian adolescents and young adults currently proclaim
their need to have their “own ideas.” stressing the value of
an autonomous identity (see Oerter et al., 1996, for a com-
parison of the self-characterizations of Japanese, Indone-
stan. Korean, and U.8. students and older adults).

A focus on feelings and empathy can be found in all
spheres of life in Japan, for example. Fernald & Morikawa,
1993) found that Japanese mothers who engaged with their
two- and three-year-old children in telling a story about a
picture were much less concerned than American mothers
with how or why a particular situation came about. Instead,
they focused on what the protagonists were feeling, asking
the child, “What does the boy feel”” or “What is he say-
ing?” Similarly, Lewis {1995) reports a common classroom
exercise in which children are to find out about how much
their mothers work and then are asked to set themselves a
particular goal for easing her work. Such socialization ap-
parently results in adults who are highly attuned to collec-
tive emotions. Elisworth and Peng (1997) presented both
American and Chinese undergraduates with a computer
image of fish swimming in a group and asked them to de-
scribe what the group as a whole would be feeling.
Whereas the Chinese respondents had no difficulty in re-
porting group feelings, the American respondents were at a
loss, barely able to report anything elaborate.

In many East Asian cultures apologies are very impor-
tant and are required whenever another person suffers; who
is at fault is not the point (Kataoka, 1991 ). Rather, by hold-
ing a self-critical attitude, one communicates to the other
person a commitment to the relationship. When some de-
viant behavior or transgression occurs, the most impartant
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information to be determined is how the perpetrator of the
wrongdoing was feeling at the time (Azuma, Kashiwagi, &
Hess, 1981). For the same reasons, punishing or repri-
manding Japanese children often involves a threat to the re-
lationship (rather than withholding rights and privileges).
Mothers will say, ‘I don’t like children like you.” or shame
the child by saying, “‘People will laugh at you” (QOkimoto
& Rohlen, 1988)}. Good parenting does not ignore a child’s
failures, shortcomings, or ransgressions. In Japan, children
are encouraged to engage in self-reflection and self-criti-
cism, which are necessary steps to self-improvement and
mastery. Similarly, Chinese parents often use an explicitly
evaluative. seif-critical framework with their children
(Miller, Fung, & Mintz, 1996). Chinese caretakers claim
that shaming keeps chiidren from falling into disgrace or
from losing their all-important connection.to others,

In the East Asian societies in which interdependence
continues to be pervasive, people base their daily thoughts,
feelings, evaluations, plans, and actions on this model. It is
impossible to function in such a society without reference
to this model--~everyday life would make no sense. This
model is what motivates and gives meaning to social life.
Consequently. the psyches of people in these societies in-
corporate this model, and most psychological processes are
predicated on it. Thus these psychological processes differ
from those of people who predicate their thoughts, feel-
ings, evaluations, plans, and actions on the model of inde-
pendence.

Varieties of Interdependence

In Section I we wiil review the recent studies showing
how the psychological processes associated with indepen-
dent cultures in Europe and America differ from the psy-
chological processes associated with interdependent cul-
tures in East Asia. But first we must pause for a moment to
clarify what independence and interdependence signify—
and what they do not.

The distinction between independence and interdepen-
dence is a powerful heuristic for demonstrating the depen-
dence of psyches on cultures. But in making these compar-
isons we do not intend to minimize the differences within
each region, which are substantial (on Japan, for example,
see De Vos & Wetherall, 1974). The 2 biilion people in
East Asia participate in many diverse cultures and subcul-
tures. The same is true of the hundreds of millions of peo-
ple of Europe and America. Furthermore, there are many
important varieties of independence and interdependence
in other parts of the world that differ from the patterns we
describe for these particular culture areas (e.g., on interde-
pendence: Malinowski, 1922/1961: Marriott, 1990:; on in-
dependence: Lindholm, 1982; Miller. 1955: on varieties of
both: Mead, 1937/1961). We should keep in mind, for ex-
ample, that independence need not entail selfishness, maxi-

mizing, competitiveness, materialism, natural rights .
tractualism, or a rationally calculative market origp,, ™
(Fiske, 1991a, 1991, pp. 396~400; Mead, 193770
Conversely, interdependence is compatible with Strong b.
tivation to maximize and achieve——on behailf of the To-
(K. Poi, 1982; L. T. Dot, 1971/1981; Gallimore, 1981) Oup

Independence is not the same as individualism (;,,
1908/1971a). In their classic comparison of four culpyr <.
the American Southwest, Kluckhom and Stodipey
(1961/1973) made this kind of distinction betweey
value of “individuality” as permissive tolerance of ecce
tricity or encouragement to develop and express Creativi ;
and the value of what we are calling independence Rnci
what they called “individualism”—autonomy to Ptrse
personal goals and disregard ties to associates or Efoupg
Sometimes these go together in the same culture: sgme:
times one exists without the other. Likewise, interdepen_
dence does not mean conformity or uniformity. For eXam.
ple, during several periods there was an emphasig on
individuality of self-expression in China which was qy;
strong in certain domains (Nakamura, 1964/ 1985). The
same is true of Japan (de Bary, 1970, 1991), especiatly i
the arts.

The sensitive engagement in relationships that is bags,
to interdependence requires a well-developed sense of sl
that is clearly delineated from the other. For example, pas.
sive dependence {amaeru) and extreme deferentia] con-
cern for others’ expectations (erryo) are characteristjc
Japanese relationships; both are based on a sense of the re.
spective needs and responsiveness of each person in the re.
Iattenship (Doi, 1962/1974; 1971/1981; Kumagai & Ky.
magai, 1985; Morsbach & Tyler, 1987). We see a distinet
self in refigions practices as well. Tt is true that Buddhism
prescribes a transcendence of the self (arman) and ap
abandonment of worldly personal desires, ambitions, and
attachments in order to escape the cycle of karmic rebirthg
and merge with the ultimate (see de Bary, 1969), Bu: the
very idea of karma assumes a distinct self that is constant
through rebirth in different bodies (including nonhuman
ones), and Buddhist theology recognizes that few pecple
are actually able to transcend their phenomenological
selves in this way.

Interdependence means an orientation to the para-
mount importance of social relationships, groups, and
normative obligations, but it does not mean that people
lack concern about their own personal value. Interdepen- |
dent people can be extremely sensitive to shame and
about how others evaluate their social adequacy, or “face”
(Benedict, 1946; Creighion, 1990; Ho, 1980, 1982;
Hwang, 1987, Lebra., 1983, Mao, 1994; Morisaki &
Gudykunst, 1994; Piers & Singer, 1953/1971; Redding &
Ng, 1982; Spiro, 1996; Ting-Toomey, 1994). Interdepen-
dent people’s self-evaluations are well developed—so
much so that in some cases, intense feelings of social fail-
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ure may lead to suicide. They can also be fiercely compet-
itive about their social standing as individuals (Spiro,
1996) or as social groups such as castes (Moffau, 1970).
In short, living interdependently does not mean the loss of
self, the fusion of self with other, or the absence of self-
interests. What it does mean, as we shall see, is that atten-
tion, cognition, affect, and motivation are organized with
respect to relationships and norms.

Strong social bonds of interdependence de not imply
actual harmony or affection, however. People may be ex-
remely empathic, polite, gracious, and generous without
loving or trusting each other (see, for example, Yamagishi
& Yamagishi, 1994), Perhaps because strong interdepen-
dence may make it difficult to express differences and re-
solve or escape conflict, some interdependent societies are
characterized by extreme social tension. Dependence on
others can lead to 2 festering sense of injury, resentment,
envy, and sometimes belief in the limited good (the suppo-
sition that anyone else’s gain can result only from some-
one’s loss—probably mine: Foster, 1965). Ethnographic
research reveals that people in many interdependent cul-
tures are extraordinarily afraid of supernatural beings and
of each other—including family members, friends, and
neighbors. Anyone may be an envious, malicious, or
greedy sorcerer, witch, or possessor of the evil eye, That is,
any associate may be secretly making others ill, destroying
their crops and herds, ruining their other endeavors, and
even killing them. And people often infer that, by a kind of
principle of collective responsibility, they are suffering in
punishrment for another family member’s transgression. (A
few of the myriad ethnographic descriptions of such be-
liefs, fears, and practices, include Dundes. 1992; Evans-
Pritcchard, 1937. Favret-Saada, 1980; Jackson & Karp,
1990; and Marwick, 1970.} This pattern is salient in much
of Asia (e.g., Knauft, 1985; Lieban, 1967; Ortner, 1978;
Stephen, 1987; Vitebsky, 1993). For example, the Balinese
are extremely afraid of arousing the envy or anger of
human and nonhuman beings by any slight provocation or
insult (Connor, Asch, & Asch, 1986; Howe, 1984; Wikan,
1990). It may be no historical coincidence that the rise of
individualism in the West has gone hand in hand with a
striking diminution in attributions of personal suffering to
the malicious magic of friends and neighbors,

Interdependence means a focus on relationships—but
not all relationships equally. As Hsu (1971) pointed out. re-
lationships (including group memberships) are always to
some degree mutually inhibiting alternatives. People can-
not commit themselves to every kind of relationship; the
more intense the relationship, the fewer the relationships
possible. In general, “collectivists are emotionally attached
to a few ingroups and are very concerned about preserving
them and doing what will promote them. Individualists
have many ingroups” but are less committed to any of them
{Triandis, 1990, p. 61; see also Wheeler, Reis. & Bond,

1988). Thus one way to compare cultures (independent or
interdependent) is to analyze which relationships they em-
phasize (Hsu, 1961, 1971; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,
1961/1973; for examples. see Marshall, 1983, on siblings,
and Kurtz, 1992, on mothers). There are many examples of
societies marked by very strong interdependence within
primary groups, accompanied by a complete absence of
any sense of responsibility or concemn for outsiders.

Conversely, independence does not mean a lack of so-
ciality. Independence is a complex of relationships, institu-
tions, and social practices that make people “free,” provide
them with choices, and create opperiunities for success and
happiness. It is ironic that people in the independent mod-
ern societies in which food, housing, and clothing must be
bought on the market are actually more dependent on each
other (and on the institutions of the market) for survival
than are self-sufficient subsistence farmers. In this respect
and others, independence is a form of interdependence in
which social relationships are construed as voluntary and
derivative.

Finally, independence and interdependence are cultural
organizing principles. Cultures may emphasize one much
more than the other, but every culture recognizes both and
legitimates some aspects of both. At the level of persons,
there are elements of both independence and interdepen-
dence in every self (Greenfield & Cocking, 1994; Oerter et
al., 1996; Simmel, 1908/1971a, 1908/1971b: Spiro, 1993;
Triandis, 1990, 1994a, 1995). Moreover, the norms, ideolo-
gies, and expectations that are at the core of independence
and interdependence are folk theories about human nature
and society that, although powerfully self-fulfilling, may
not accurately or fully represent human psychology or so-
ciality. For example, although they are not aware of doing
so. even people in independent societies think primarily in
relational terms much of the time—more than in terms of
personal attributes (Fiske & Haslam, 1996). Thus even in-
dependence is a special form of interdependence (Markus
& Kitayama, 1994a).

“Independence” and “‘interdependence” refer to two
contrasting orientations toward sociality and persons. In
many respects they are opposites: independence means that
individual needs and desires generally take precedence
over relationships, group solidarity and functionality, while
interdependence means that relationships and groups gen-
erally take precedence over personal desires. But we
should keep in mind that there are many ways in which
persons can take precedence over relationships, and vice
versa. Cultures can balance and develop each of these al-
ternatives in many different ways, and the nuances of these
elaborations are often crucial. Thus while the social prac-
tices based on these two cultural orientations differ dramat-
ically, they are not always diametrical antitheses. Nor are
their psychological consequences always simple opposites.
East Asian socialities and psyches differ considerably from
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those of Europe and America, but these differences cannot
usually be predicted by describing a feature in one system
and then imagining its polar negation.

HI1. TWO MENTALITIES: DIVERSITY IN
PSYCHOLOGICAL FUNCTIONING

The distinction between the independent and the interde-
pendent modes of cultural participation serves as a frame-
work within which many cross-cultural differences and
similarities in psychological processes can be understood,
as well as a heuristic device to suggest further differences
and similarities. In this section we summarize some of the
cultural differences and similarities in several selected do-
mains of social psychological inquiry that are iliuminated
by the distinction. Evidence is stronger in some domains
than others, but taken as a whole we believe this literature
will indicate to social psychologists working only in a
monocultural (most often European-American) context
that a cultural perspective must be taken seriously.

At the same time, however, this literature suggests some
difficulties. both conceptual and methodological, that can
immediately arise once people from different cultural con-
texts are included in the design of a study. For example,
many sacial psychological processes are deeply entrenched
in the practices of European-American, middle-class cul-
tural contexts, and as a consequence, seemingly identical
procedures, or even physically identical stimuli, may not be
construed in the same way by people living in other cultural
contexts. Further, many theoretical constructs in the social
psychological literature presuppose concepts that are not
shared by other cultures. For example, referring to several
basic emotions proposed by Ekman (1984), Wierzbicka
(1984) poses the question of why these basic emotions,
which are supposedly biologically prewired and thus
precultural, happen to be those that are prominent in Eng-
lish. She asks what “basic emotions” would have been pro-
posed by a scientist from other cultural or linguistic groups
where these concepts are not in the lexicon (cf. Ellsworth,
1994). Levy (1973) shows that Tahitians have no sharply
formulated cultural concepts of sadness, loss, or mourning
(these emotions are ‘“‘*hypocognized™); as a consequence,
when a loved cne dies or deserts them, they feel ill and
tired but are unable o clearly articulate the feelings or as-
sociate their illness with the loss. Conversely, Tahitians
have an elaborated, well-scripted concept (mehameha) that
requires an extensive paraphrase for Americans: the goose
bumps, hair-raising, eerie, spooky sensation you get when
you perceive something uncanny, something you definitely
see or hear but know cannot be real.

The same question can be raised for concepts such as
self-esteem, self-efficacy, control, agency, consistency, in-
telligence, and well-being. The meanings of these concepts
vary, sometimes considerably, across cultures. In some

cases there is no evidence for the existence of Meap;
cultural entities with the properties of these Wester, e ;
structs. Beyond any problem of linguistic translatiq, on-
corresponding culturally recognized entity is maﬂifes:;-
the psyche or the social world. To the extent that these ,, n
cepts are products of particular patterns of socia) mla&zn‘
and the psychological processes they engender, the Conﬂs
sponding phenomena may be absent when the socig rela
tions differ. And important phenomena novel 1p West, A
psychology may be occurring in the context of unfany
practices, institutions, and patterns of social relatiop
(e.g., fear of sorcery: Evans-Pritchard, 1937; Favret.g
1980; Jackson & Karp, 1990; Marwick, 1970; trance and
spirit possession: Connor, Asch, & Asch, 1986: Howe
1984; Wikan, 1987, 1989, Winkelman, 1986; or mstitutigy,
alized joking relationships: Howell, 1973; Radclify,
Brown. 1940/1965, 1949/1965).

Social science concepts also can serve the functipp of
creating the reality itself~—not only in a scientific COntex;
but also in popular culture. For example, Americay g,
cialization and schooling practices in the last two or theee
decades, building in part on notions of social scientjg;
have been organized around the idea that self—eszeem‘
self-empowerment, or internal control are the forceg tln:
derlying achievement, mental health, and eventual gy,.
cess in life. This version of social reality, which is orga.
nized in accordance with the self-esteem construer apg
thus literally constituted by it, does not exist in mog
other cultures. This is typical of the way in which sociy)
reality is, in part, a product of the concepts and language
used to understand and evaluate it (Miller & Goodnoy
1995; Ochs, 1988). ‘

We think, however, that these theoretical and method-
ological problems must not be an excuse for failing to ex.
pand the data base of social psychology to other cultyra]
contexts. The difficulties should be taken as a chaflenge
that social psychology as a discipline shouild confront ou-
right as it becomes a more comprehensive science. In this
spirit, then, we will take the liberty of pointing out some of
these problerns as we review the existing literature,

Ships

The Self

Some of the empirical work most relevant to the cultural
shaping of psychological structures and processes focuses
on how the self is experienced. Most of the research in this
area, as in the other areas reviewed, has focused on a com-
parison between selves in the American context and selves
in an East Asian context, so this will be the focus here.
However, there is also a growing literature on selves in
South Asian (Daniel, 1984; Derné, 1992; Kurtz, 1992;
Parish, 1991), Middle Eastern (Abu-Lughod, 1986), Mexi-
can (Delgado-Gaitan, 1994), Pacific island (Levy, 1973;
White & Kirkpatrick, 1985}, African (LeVine et al., 1994),
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and African-American (Jones, 1986) contexts. These stud-
ies have involved a variety of methods, including in-depth
interviews and questionnaires. Many studies comparing
East Asian and American self-concepts have used the
Twenty Statements Test (TST), which requires answering
the question “Who am 7 twenty times. Others have
elicited free descriptions of self or have asked subjects to
endorse uncontextualized psychological attributes.

The problem is that these methods are predicated on the
existence of a self that is bounded and stable. transcending
relationships and situations. Such methods may not be
valid for studying the shifting, relational, contextualized
self that is hypothesized to characterize those living in East
Asian cuitural contexts. In many East Asian contexts, iden-
tifying and asserting a distinctive, invariant. contexi-free
self is not a common activity. In fact. doing so may tend to
impede the culturally shared goals of maintaining mal-
leability across situations and fostering harmony in rela-
tionships. This raises the question, conversely, of what
Amernicans are doing when they answer such questions: are
they imagining particular contexts, assessing a particular
modal social situation. averaging across contexts (with
some sort of appropriate weights). or what? How do West-
emn respondents deal with the difficult task of describing
themseives in giobal. context-independent terms? Is there
any meaningful way 1o represent the complexity of a per-
son’s behavior with a few such descriptors? (For two
analyses of these issues. see A. P, Fiske, 1995z, and D. W.
Fiske. 1971.)

Markus, Mullally. and Kitayama (1997} note that most
studies of the self assume that the respondent has a con-
scious, bounded conceptualization of the self and will be
practiced at introspection and self-disclosure. Many
Japanese respondents. for example, appear to struggle
with direct questions about the self and require a longer
time Lo generate any type of answer than do Americans.
Their answers seem vague. partial, and indirect in com-
parison with those of Americans. The direct. certain.
opinionated self-disclosures of the type “naturally”™ and
easily given by Americans would typically be seen as in-
authentic personal disciosure (because it does not seem
mediated by careful or deep introspection) and rude and
inappropriate public remark (because it seems inconsider-
ate of the potentially negative feelings it may create in
others who hear them in a Japanese context). Compare
this response to that of informants in a West African vil-
fage. who regard self-disclosure as dangerous and fool-
hardy. For them. knowledge is power—power to control
and thwarr others. Hence it is more than rude to ask many
West Africans to characterize themselves: if i1 has any
meaning in a culture in which people never do such a
thing, it is an unwarranted. even aggressive intrusion.
Thus. responses depend on the cultural meanings of ask-
ing questions and giving answers, together with all the re-

lated cultural practices concerning the particular items
and responses.

Self-description and Self-knowledge Americans gener-
ally assume that a set of internal abilities, talents, personal-
ity traits, preferences, subjective feeling states and attitudes
define the self and are the source of each person’s actions.
In a series of studies with young children, for exarnple,
Hart and his colleagues (Hart, 1988: Hart & Edelstein,
1992} asked American children to imagine a “‘person ma-
chine” that makes the original person disappear but at the
same ume manufactures other people, copies of the origi-
nal. that receive some. but not all. of the original person’s
characteristics. The respondent’s task is to judge which
new manufactured person—the one with the same physical
attributes (looks like you), the one with the same social at-
tributes (has the same family and friends). or the one with
the same psychological attributes (same thoughts and feel-
ings)—will be the most like the original person. By the
ninth grade, Hart et al. (1993) find that most respondents
believe it is the copy with the original’s psychological
characteristics that will be the most similar to the original.

Recent studies further demonstrate that when asked to
freely describe themselves in the absence of any specified
context, North American respondents generate many ab-
stract, internal characteristics (Bond, 1996; Cousins, 1989;
Markus, Mullally, & Kitayama, 1997; Rhee et al.. 1995;
Trafimow, Triandis. & Goto, 1991). For example, in a free
self-description study of the self-knowledge of eleven- to
fourteen-year-olds, Stein, Markus. and Roeser {1998)
found that 73 percent of the responses were general state-
ments about the self that were unqualified by reference to
the social situation, other people, or time. and 91 percent of
the respondents mentioned at least one trait atiribute in de-
scribing themselves,

A recent representative sample of 1.500 American
adules thirty years of age and older {(Hoimberg et al., 1995)
found that most adults had no difficulty responding to the
request ““tell me about yourself” and that their descriptions
were dominated by personality attributes and role cate-
gories. These categories accounted for 60 to 72 percent of
the self-descriptions generated, depending on age and edu-
cational background. The remaining responses focused on
actions of the self. describing the self in terms of what the
individuals were doing (“T work for a chip company”; ““I
do a lot of camping™). Across the board, Holmberg et al.
report that adult respondents approached the self as an ob-
Ject that could be isolated, dissected, and analyzed. They
note that relatively few respondents qualified or contextu-
alized their self-descriptions. Conspicuously absent were
responses of the type. "“When I am at work, I am very seri-
ous.” Still other evidence suggests that in North American
populations. individual attributes and characteristics are
kept highly accessible in each person’s memnory, so that
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when concrete behaviors are presented they are sponta-
neously and habitually understood and interpreted in terms
of the corresponding attribute terms (Carlston & Skowron-
ski, 1994; Winter & Uleman, 1984). While in-depth inter-
viewing of respondents can elicit more qualified and com-
plex responses, these data suggest the existence of a view
of the self that transcends particular interpersonal relation-
ships and social situations.

By contrast, empirical research on self-description with
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean respondents supports theo-
ries of East Asian selves as relatively flexible and situation-
bound (Markus, Mullally, & Kitayama, 1997). Rather than
being expertenced primarily as a separate or categorical en-
tity, the self is experienced as a relational part of a greater
whole. Ip and Bond (1995) report that in response to the
Twenty Statements Test (TST), Chinese participants were
more likely to refer to social roles (e.g., “I am a daughter”)
and were also more likely to qualify these social roles (e.g.,
“] am Jane’s friend”™) than were American participants.
Triandis, McCusker, and Hui (1990). after classifying cul-
tures as individualist or collectivist, conclude that collec-
tivists define themselves more in terms of their social
groups, particularly their in-groups, than do individualists.
Moreover, Markus et al. (1997) found that when describing
themselves, Japanese students made proportionately more
references to other people than did European-American
students. More than 50 percent of their responses (e.g., “I
try to make my parents happy™; “I view things differently
from other people”; “I cook dinner with my sister™, in-
cluded references to others, whereas only 24 percent of the
European-American statements included such references.
And Newman (1993) has shown that the spontaneous infer-
ence of personality traits upon exposure to behavioral de-
seriptions increases with each person’s level of individual-
ism within a given culwre.

In a study using the TST with Japanese respondents,
Cousins (1989) found that high-school and college stu-
dents gave concrete and specific self-descriptions (e.g., I
play tennis on weekends™). In contrast, the American de-
scriptions included more psychological trait characteriza-
tions (e.g., “I am optimistic™). Cousins notes that abstract
or global categorizations of self seem unnatural or artificial
to Japanese respondents because they reflect a claim of
being a separate individual whose nature is not constrained
by specific situations and roles. Given a view of the self as
interdependent with others, and understood not with refer-
ence to a set of internal attributes but with respect to partic-
ular situations, it is difficult to think about what the self
will be Jike without knowing the nature of the situation and
who will be in it (Bachnik, 1994). Cousins found, for ex-
ample, that once 2 particular context is specified for self-
description (e.g., “‘Describe yourself at home with your
family™), then psychological attributes were used in self-
characterization by Japanese participants. For example,

subjects were willing to say that they were fy
home or serious at work.

Further evidence for significant cultural variatiop ;
context and functioning of self-knowledge Comes frop, the
cent studies with Asian-Americans. Rhee ey al. (199!7:,
fournd that when asked 1o answer the TST, Koreap. Ame? _
cans who did not identify themselves as being Asjay ,
the sort of highly abstract and autonomous self-state. Mage
characteristic of European-Americans, whereag Kom%
Americans who felt highly identified as being Asjay - _
more specific and social self-descriptions that Were Sty -, ]
to those of Koreans. i

n‘lﬂving at

Evaluation and Esteem Numerous studies of Norg, o
Americans have shown that there is a robust and Pervasiye
tendency to maintain and enhance a generally Positiye
evaluation of the self (e.g., Gilovich, 1983: GreeﬂWajd,
1980; Kunda, 1987; Solomon, Greenberg, & Pyszezvnes
1991; Taylor & Brown, 1988). This tendency hag
identified in studies of self-serving or defensive attriby,
tions of success and failure (e.g., Miller & Ross, 1975), wy.
realistic optimism (Taylor & Brown, 1988}, socia] COmpay.
ison (Schwartz & Smith, 1976; Taylor & Brown, 1988)
friendship choice (Tesser, 1986), self-referential Judgmexé
or inference (Kunda, 1990; Lewicki, 1984), and justificy.
tion of one’s choices in experiments on cognitive disso-
nance {Steele, 1988), .
in European-American cultural contexts, the self i ‘
made meaningful in reference to a set of attributes tha; gy ., -
internal to the bounded, separate self. Those with indepen.
dent selves, then. may be motivated to discover and idep,
tify positively valued internal atributes to the self, 10 ex.-
press and confirm these attribirtes, and to develop an amay IEN
of psychological processes that enable them to do thega ...
things. Holmberg et al. (1995), for example, report that the
self-concepts of American adults contain about four to five :
times as many positive attributes as negative ones. Many .. 4
Asian cultures do not highlight the explicit separation of
each person. Maintaining, let alone increasing, the positive
overall evaluation of the self that is separate from the socia} *
context may not be the primary concern for these indivigy. -
als. Consistent with this perspective, in comparison f -
Americans, Japanese respondents are much less likely
spontaneously make positive statements about the self, ad
they score significantly lower on translations of American -
self-esteemn scales such as the Rosenberg Self-esteem Scaje
(Kitayama, Markus, & Lieberman, 1995; Markus, Mul-
lally, & Kitayama, 1997). Similarly, Yeh (1995) reports that
the Japanese respondents in her study made very few d-
rect, positive statements about the self, instead giving neg-
ative descriptions of the self (““I think too muck™ “T'm -;
somewhat of a selfish person™). To the extent that some
thing positive was offered, it was usually in the formof "3
negation (“T'm not lazy™).
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Similarly, in studies with Chinese respondents, Bond
and his colleagues (Bond & Cheung, 1983: Bond & Smith.
1995) found that when answering the TST, Chinese stu-
dents made fewer positive statements about the self than
did their American counterparts. In a comparison of Chi-
nese and American elementary-school children, Stigler,
Smith, and Mao (1985} found that Chinese students rated
their competence lower than did U.S. students both in spe-
cific domains and in general, And Korean respondents
were found to be more likely to endorse negative state-
ments about the self than positive ones. whereas American
respondents showed the opposite pattern (Ryff. Lee, & Na,
1995; Schmutte. Lee, & Ryif, 1995).

A variety of studies that compared Japanese respon-
dents with North American respondents found that self-
enhancing biases in comparison of the self with others,
such as false uniqueness (Markus & Kitayama, 1991), un-
realistic optimism (Heine & Lehmian, 1995), causal attribu-
tions for success and failure {e.g.. Shikanai, 1978; see Ki-
tayarna, Takagi, & Matsumoto, 1995, for a review), and
social comparison (Takata. 1987), do not replicate in Japan
and some other Asian cultures (Stevenson & Stigler, 1992).
In fact, in some cases a tendency in the direction of self-
criticism rather than self-enhancement has been found (Ki-
tayama et al., 1997; Takara, 1987).

It is not likely that the Asian self-reports are due merely
to impression management style. Even when responses are
recorded in a manner that maintains the anonymity of
Japanese respondents, self-enhancement is still absent or
reversed (Heine & Lehman, 1995; Kitayama et al., 1997).
Instead. ir seems likely that the tendency not to self-en-
hance, or even to self-criticize, may reflect authentic sub-
jective experience. In Japan there is a common, culturally
elaborated practice of self-improvement, in which people
are encouraged 10 find a consensual standard of excellence
in a given context (e.g., family, classroom, or workplace),
1o find what they may be missing by way of mesting such a
standard, and then to seek to eliminate the deficit (Azuma,
1994: Kitayama et al., 1998; Lewis, 1995}. This practice
promotes harmony or unity in the relationship and simulta-
neously affirms one’s identity as an interdependent being
committed to the shared value of the relationship.

Viewed in this way, Asian practices may paradoxically
be cornparable in function to Western tendencies toward
seif-enhancement. The inclination to self-criticize may be a
way to affirm the identity of the self as interdependent by
engaging in the process of self-improvement—an impor-
tant element of the interdependent. Japanese sense of well-
being (Kitayama & Karasawa, 1997).

If the Japanese sense of well-being is derived not from
positive evaluation of the self, but from the extent of im-
provement toward socially shared, consensual standards of
excellence. it would then follow that for Japanese interde-
pendent selves the perceived absence of negative features,

rather than the perceived presence of positive features,
might be crucial in the maintenance of well-being. In sup-
port of this analysis, Kitayama and Karasawa (1995) report
evidence that the subjective well-being and physical health
of Japanese can be reliably predicted by their appraisal of
themselves as nor having various negative qualities. In con-
trast. their appraisal of themselves as having various posi-
tive qualities had no observable effect.

Interestingly. the cultural differences in seif-enhancing
tendencies seern to sustain themselves when groups rather
than individuais are used as the object of judgment. Heine
and Lehman (1997a) asked Japanese and Canadian stu-
dents to compare their own university and their rival uni-
versity. The pairs of universities used in each culture were
fairly well matched in reputation (the University of British
Columbia and Simon Fraser in Canada: Ritsumeikan and
Doshisha in Japan). In Canada there was a clear tendency
for in-group enhancement. bus in Japan this tendency was
totally absent. Similarly, Kitayama et al. (1996) found that
Americans living in earthquake-prone cities estimated the
preparedness of their own neighborhood to be higher than
average, whereas Japanese living in comparable cities re-
vealed the opposite pattern.

It seems plausible that self-enhancement in the United
States and self-criticism in Japan are psychological tenden-
cies that are supported by the ways in which social situa-
tions are collectively defined and subjectively experienced
in particular cultural contexts. Kitayama et al. (1997) pre-
sented subjects with statements describing 400 social situa-
tions that had been randomly sampled from those that had
originally been generated by Japanese and American col-
lege students as either ones in which their self-esteem in-
creased or ones in which it decreased. Subsequently, an-
other group of Japanese and American participants read
about each of the situations and reported to what extent
their own self-esteem would increase or decrease if they
were in the situation. Results indicated that Americans
were quite self-enhancing: they judged that their self-
esteermn would increase more in the success situations than
it would decrease in the failure situations. By contrast,
Japanese were quite self-criticizing: they judged that their
self-esteem would decrease more in the failure situations
than it would increase in the success situations. Of more
importance, however, the study found that U.S.-made situ-
ations promote self-enhancement: the U.S.-made success
situations were judged by both American and Japanese .
subjects to have more influence on their seif-esteem than
the failure situations. By contrast, Japan-made situations
fostered self-criticism: the Japan-made failure situations
were judged by both American and Japanese subjects to
have more influence on their self-esteem than the success
situations. On the basis of this evidence, Kitayama et al.
(1997} suggested that self-enhancement and self-criticism
are both psychological and collective, reflecting the mutual
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constitution of these two levels of reality: individuals with
self-enhancing tendencies, which by themselves are the
product of these individuals’ attunement to self-enhancing
social situations, will be more likely than those with other
tendencies to construct and reproduce social situations that
afford self-enhancement. The converse is true for those
with self-criticizing tendencies.

An intriguing study of cultural assimilation suggests
that self-critical tendencies may be replaced by seif-en-
hancing ones when Asians become part of a European-
American cultura] context. In a comparison between recent
Asian immigrants and second-generation Asian-Ameri-
cans, Pelham, Heus. and Kuwano (1998) found evidence
that the initial changes in bicultural individuals’ self-
Systems may occur at & conscious level, whereas noncon-
scious self-systems may not be so malleable. Both the re-
cent immigrants they studied and the second-generation
Asian-Americans—like European-Americans—endorsed
significantly more positive than negative items on the
Rosenberg Self-esteern Scale. This result may indicate ei-
ther that their conscious beliefs about the self have become
more “Americanized” or that they were attempting to pre-
sent themseives in culturally appropriate ways. In a word-
priming paradigm. however, Pelham, Heuts, and Kuwano
found that when primed with the word “me” (personal
identity), "us” (social identity). “them,” “it,” or “that” and
then asked to identify either the word “good” or “bad.” the
second-generation Asian-Americans responded faster to
the word “good™ after seeing the prime “me.” The recently
immigrated Asian-Americans did not show this tendency.
Furthermore. the recent immigrants distinguished between
the primes “us” and “them,” such that they responded
more quickly to “good” after seeing the prime “us.” and
“bad™ after seeing the prime *‘them”; in contrast, the sec-
ond-generation Asian-Americans displayed no such ten-
dency. These findings indicate that the recent immigrants
were still operating on more collectively oriented, “self-
deprecating” or “self-critical” self-concepts, whereas the
second-generation Asian-Americans were operating on
more individualistic. *self-enhancing” self-concepts.

In every culture. self-esteem is profoundly affected by
what others think of the self {Cooley, 1901/1922; Goffman,
1956; Mead. 1934). In European American cultural con-
texts, for example. the practices of praising and compli-
menting are quite common and, further, social situations
are likely to be constructed in such a way to promote these
self-enhancing perceptions and, thus self-esteem. This
charactenstic of cultural meanings and public practices is
likely to provide a collective basis for self-enhancement.
Ironically. it often gives rise to a sense of independence
and autcnomy of the self from the collective surrounding.
By contrast, in East Asian cultural contexts, the practices
of praising and complimenting are much rarer and, further,
social situations are often constructed to encourage each

other’s critical appraisal of the self and self-discipline
consequence, people in these cultural contexts agpe o
highly concerned with the judgments and approvy) of ﬂthn
ers and more prone to shame than are those i Europe )
American contexts (Benedict, 1946; Spiro, 1996). One?
the most notable manifestations of this is the concery, with
*“face” (Chang & Holt, 1994; Ho, 1980. 1982; Hw
1987: Mao, 1994; Redding & Ng, 1982; Spiro, 1996, 1.5
Toomey, 1994), &

The form of good feelings in relation to self may v
considerably across cultures to the point where i
seem somewhat questionable to call it “'self-esteem
seems to differ. among others, is the perceived locus of pr3.
mary responsibility for estcermn. Americans are taught thy
they are responsible for thinking well of themselves, |y is -
up to you to recognize your own potential, assert Yourself
strive and succeed: ““You are only as good as you think youl
are.” In most East Asian cultures it is explicitly TeCOghize
and expected that others will provide essential affirmatiop
support and collaboration. It remains for further concanty.;
and empirical research to determine whether self-enhange.
ment is a necessary, integral component of indepcndence,
and conversely, whether self-criticism is intrinsic to inter.
dependence in all cultures.

May

The Fundamental Attribution Error

The belief in consistency between attitude and behavigr
has been the focus of an extremely active domain of re-
search concerning person perception and interpersong]
Jjudgment. Numerous studies conducted with European and
American respondents have shown that when people ob-
serve another person’s behavior, they often immediately
draw inferences about the person’s internal attributes, such
as attitudes, personality trajts, or motives, that correspond
to the observed behavior. Furthermore, this is the case evep
when there exists an obvious situational constraint or sg-
cial inducement for the person to behave in that way. In
such cases, because the behavior can readily be explained
by the constraint or inducement, it may be illogical to draw
a strong inference about a corresponding internal atrribute
of the person. Thus, there seems to be a pervasive bias to
favor explanations of social behavior in terms of relevant
internal or dispositional attributes of the person over expla-
nations in terms of situational factors that surround the per- -
son. Such a preference for dispositional explanations—or
correspondence bias-—in the presence of obvious situa-
tional explanations seems to violate normative canons of
logical inference, and therefore has been referred to as a
mistaken form of inference (Gilbert & Malone, 1995
Jomes. 1979). Emphasizing its pervasiveness, robustness,
and illogicality. Ross (1977) appiied the term *‘fundamen-
tal attribution error’” (FAE) to the bias.
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Categorical versus Narrative Descriptions of People
Recent cross-cultural investigations have rajsed doubts
about the degree to which the correspondence bias is a pan-
cultural propensity of the human mind. Instead, a strong
case has been made that this tendency is deeply entrenched
in the practices and meanings of European and American
cultural groups in which the self is viewed as independent
and composed of fixed attributes that generate autonomous
behavior. Given this view of the self, it is natural to see be-
havior as guided by internal attributes of the person, such
as desires, attitudes, preferences, and motives, This agentic
metatheory about the person prompts the social observer to
attend to, to elaborate, and, when necessary, to invent inter-
nal reasons for action.

But given an interdependent metatheory, the observer
appreciates (and if prompted, can elaborate on) the situa-
tional, social, or collective forces that enable or compel
the focal event to occur. In one of the first studies making
this point, Shweder and Bourne (1984) asked both Hindu
indian and American respondents to describe several
close acquaintances. The descriptions provided by these
two groups of individuals were markedly different in their
emphasis on the person. The American descriptions fea-
tured traits and other relatively stable attributes of the per-
son. The Indian descriptions characterized the person’s
action in a particular context; for example, “He has no
land to culrivate but likes to cultivate the land for others.”
{Cf. the studies of Japanese versus Americans by Cousins
[1989] and by Markus, Mullally, and Kitayama [1997] re-
ported in the section on self-description.) Similarly, New-
man (1993) and Zarate and Uleman (1994) found that
Hispanic subjects—presumably relatively collectivist in
orientation compared to Anglo-Americans~were less
likely to make spontaneous dispositional inferences in the
Winter and Uleman paradigm (in which subjects read sen-
tences and later are cued with trait words or with some
other stimulus) than Anglo-Americans,

FAE for Human Behavior This line of work has direct
implications for explanations of social behavior that have
been studied in social psychological laboratories. The ten-
dency to emphasize internal, dispositional attributes in so-
cial explanation is common and widespread in European
and American populations, but given the interdependent
mode of inference, people might emphasize circumstantial,
enabling, cooperative causes for behavior. Such an orienta-
tion is evident in Buddhist thought. which emphasizes that
all events have multiple enabling causes (Fung, 1983);
hence to identify any single factor as the cause of the event
Is to commit a fundamental error almost by definition.

In support of this line of analysis, Miller (1984) found
that whereas Americans explained another person’s behav-
ior that had either good or bad consequences predominantly

in terms of either good or bad qualities or other correspond-
ing trait terms, Hindu Indians explained similar behaviors
in terms of social roles, obligations, and other contextual
factors. Contextual arributions were twice as frequent for
Indians as for Americans; dispositional explanations were
twice as common for Americans as for Indians. Of particu-
lar importance, Miller provided evidence that the culturally
divergent attributional tendencies develop gradually
through socialization. Thus American and Indian aduits
were much more unlike each other in their modes of infer-
ence than were American and Indian children.

A similar demonstratior that causal inference differs
across cultures was performed by Morris and Peng (Mor-
ris, 1993; Moris, Nisbett & Peng, 1993; Morris & Peng,
1994). They took advantage of two paralle] tragedies that
had recently occurred in the United States. In one, a Chi-
nese Ph.D. candidate at a midwestern university, angry at
what he regarded as ill treatment at the hands of his ad-
viser, shot and killed the adviser and several bystanders. At
about the same time, a postal worker in Detroit, angry at
what he regarded as ill treatment by his superior, shot and
killed the supervisor and several bystanders. Morris and
Peng analyzed accounts of the two murders in English-lan-
guage newspapers and in Chinese-language newspapers.
Whereas the American accounts speculated almost wholly
on the presumed mental instability and other negative dis-
positions of the two alleged murderers, the Chinese ac-
counts speculated on situational, contextual, and even soci-
etal factors that might have been at work. Morris and Peng
then showed that the same attributional patterns were ob-
tained when Chinese and American university students
were asked to explain the events: Chinese subjects were
more likely to prefer contextual explanations: American
subjects were more likely to prefer dispositional ones.
These tendencies were demonstrated whether subjects
were explaining the behavior of the American murderer or
the Chinese murderer. Lee, Hallahan, and Herzog (1996)
have shown a comparable difference in the types of expla-
nations for sports events given by Hong Kong and Ameri-
can cormentators. Hong Kong journalists focused on con-
textual explanations for sports outcomes; American
journalists focused on dispositional ones. These investiga-
tors have shown comparable differences in Asian and
American differences explaining failure in attaining a goal
(Hallahan, Lee, & Herzog, 1998).

FAE for Animal Behaviors So far. one might argue that
cultural differences in causal attribution could be explained
in terms of global beliefs or theories about human behav-
ior: Americans believe that traits, abilities, and attitudes are
very different from one person to another and are highly
stable, whereas Chinese and Indians in contrast believe that
particular situations determine people’s behavior in certain
predictable ways. Although we have shown that there prob-
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ably are such differences, there is also good reason to be-
lieve that the explanations reflect more general styles or
modes of thought whose range of application goes well be-
yond human behaviors. Morris and Peng created animated
cartoon displays of fish moving in relation to one another
in various ways. Each type of movement featured a single
fish behaving in one way and a group of fish behaving in
another. In one cartoon, for exarmple, the single fish moved
away from the group. In another, the single fish was joined
by the group. Subjects were asked to say whether the be-
havior of the singie fish was best explained as extemally
produced or internally produced. Chinese subjects tended
to see the behavior as being produced by external factors,
and American subjects tended to see the behavior as being
produced by internal ones,

Taken together, this evidence suggests that Americans
tacitly assume that behavior of all kinds must be produced
by the individual: as a consequence, they look inside the
individual to explain it. In contrast, Chinese tacitly assume
that behavior of all kinds must be made possible by factors
in the field of which this behavior is a part; as a conse-
quence, they look for explanations among the factors in
this toal field. '

FAE for Physical Events If there really are such large
differences in explanatory tendencies, we might expect to
see them even for physical events. In a famous essay,
Lewin (1935) argued that there is a tendency 1o see behav-
ior as due to attributes of the object—a flaw of what he
called “Aristotelian” physics:

Aristotelian dynamics are completely determined in ad-
vance by the nature of the object concerned. In modern
physics, on the contrary, the existence of a physical vec-
tor always depends upon the mutual relations of several
physical facts, especially upon the relation of the object
to its environment. (p. 128, italics in original)

Thus Aristotle accounted for a stone falling as being due to
the object’s possessing the quality of “gravity.” A piece of
wood was thought to float on water because it possessed
the quality of “levity.” Not until the time of Galileo was it
understood that the behavior of an object is the result of an
interaction between the object and the environment.

In the West, that is. Nakamura (1964/1985) and Need-
ham (}1962) have argued that the history of physics was
very different in the East, where the fundamental interac-
tion principle, including the concept of action at a distance,
was understood in China 2,000 years ago. Certainly mag-
netism and the movernent of the fides were understood in
terms that are thoroughly modern. Consistent with these
claims, Peng and Nisbett {in press) have shown that Chi-
nese are more likely to refer to the field in their explapa-
tions for ambiguous physical events, whereas Americans
are more likely to refer solely to factors internal to the ob-
Ject.

Thus we have good reason to believe that Causaliy, .
understood differently in East Asian and Europeay. Vis
can culture and that this difference is not superficiay 1,
sufficiently deep that naive, intuitive understanding of thls
social, animal, and physical worlds differs substantialyy b:
tween the two culores. ’

Belief in Dispositions To be clear, however, we are
saying that East Asians or other interdependent peopleg g
not draw any dispositional inferences. On the CONtrary
there is evidence that Asians and other non-Westem '
think about personality in ways that are not completely dlfe
ferent from those of Westemers (Choi, Nisbett, & NOrenZa,
yan, 1998). Numerous researchers have fourd that, whep
Western personality instruments are translated ingg Chi.
nese, the same so-called “Big Five” personality factory are
extracted from personality ratings of self or others (Bogy,
1985; Bond, 1979; Chen, 1983; Liu, 1991; Luk & Bong,
1993; Yang & Bond, 1990). When indigenous materials o,
used, it is not so clear how similar the factor structure jg o
that found in the West, though some investigators dg find
substantial similarity (e.g., Cheung, et al., in press) anq in
any case there is always overlap with Western perceptiong
(McRae, Costa, & Yik, 1996). Perhaps mote importan g,
social psychologists, Asians can be shown to make dispeg;.
tional inferences from behavioral data in much the sam;
way that Westerners do. When Norenzayan and Nishey
(1997, Norenzayan, Choi, & Nisbett, in press) asked Ck;.
nese, Korean, and American subjects to make predictiong
about the behavior of an actor given knowledge of his be.
havior in another, sketchily-described situation, East Asjay
subjects made predictions that were fully as dispositiey.
based as those of Americans.

Sensitivity to Consensus Information The difference
between East Asians and European Americans probably
lies more in sensitivity to factors that signal situational im.
portance than it does in belief in dispositions. Norenzayan
and Nisbett {1998) showed that when subjects were asked
to think about the base rate for behavior in a particular sit-
ation (that is, what percent of people would behave in one
way vs. another), Koreans were more responsive to situ-
tional factors than Americans. Moreover, as Cha and Nam
(1983} have shown, the East Asian understanding of the
relevance of the situation is sufficiently great that, unlike
American subjects in scores of experiments, they are capa- -
ble of using base-rate or consensus information in the
McArthur (1976) paradigm in which subjects are provided
with a description of an event (““While dancing, Ralph
tripped over Joan's feet™) and asked to report why they
think the event happened. When American subjects ate told
that “Almost everyone trips over Joan's feet,” their attribu-
tions hardly change. Korean subjects, in contrast, recog-
nize the relevance of the consensus information to an un-
derstanding of the relative importance of the person vs. the
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situation. Indeed, these investigators found no weakness of
consensus information relative to either consistency infor-
mation (“Ralph almost always trips over Joan's feet”) or
distinctiveness information ( “Ralph trips over almost
everyone's feet”). As we will see later, these differences in
attributional tendencies are accompanied by attentional or
perceptual differences that, in any real-life situation, would
be likely to amplify the cultural differences.

Attitnde Attribation Paradigm Several replications of
one of the very first experimental demonstrations of the
correspondence bias by Jones and Harris (1967) show sim-
ilarity between East Asian and Western tendencies to make
dispositional inferences but heightened East Asian sensitiv-
ity to salient situational information. Jones and Harris
asked participants to read an essay, either for or against a
position on an important social question of the day, that al-
legedly had been written by another student. Participants
inferred that the actua) attitude of the student who wrote
the “pro” essay was much more favorable than the actual
attitude of the student who wrote the “con” essay. Other
participants were told that the target had no choice about
which side to take in the essay——for example that the target
was required to write an essay exam taking a particular po-
sition. Though logically this information might be ex-
pected to eliminate participants’ assumptions that the essay
reflected anything about the actual belief of the target, this
was far from the case. In fact, the difference between esti-
mated attitudes for pro and con targets was two-thirds as
great for no-choice participants as for choice participants.
Choi and Nisbett (in press), Krull et al. (1996), Masuda
and Kitayama (1998), and Toyama (1990} have all found a
substantial correspondence bias for Korean, Chinese. and
Japanese college students, respectively, in the standard,
“no choice” condition of the Jones and Harris experiment.
It is not clear. however, that this demonstrates that East
Asians are as susceptible to the FAE as Americans,
Schwarz (1996) and others have argued thart the results for
no choice conditions may depend in part on a violation of
Gricean rules of conversation: why would the experimenter
be showing me this essay if it were not relevant to a judg-
ment about the essay writer’s views? To the extent that this
artifact exists, one would expect that it might be greater for
Asians, who, in general, compared to Americans, are prob-
ably more strongly motivated to empathetically discern and
conform 10 a supervisor’s (or experimenter’s) unstated ex-
pectations. (What is regarded as an “artifact” in the United
States may be the core phenomenon in East Asia.) But we
do not wish to push this explanation too far. both because
of the lack of direct evidence and because there is strong
evidence from two of these studies that Asians are sensitive
to situational cues in the Jones and Harris paradigm if
these are made salient enough. Following procedures de-
veloped by Gilbert and Jones (1986), Masuda and Ki-
tayama had subjects participate in the experiment in pairs.

One of the participants assigned to one of the conditions
chose between two identical envelopes which contained es-
says 10 be read by the target person. The target person then
read in front of a video camera the essay chosen by the par-
ticipant. The other subject observed all these events. Here
it should be very obvious to the subject that the target nei-
ther wrote nor chose the essay he read. Even in these con-
ditons Gilbert and Jones found clear evidence for a corre-
spondence bias in American populations. But Masuda and
Kitayama found that in these conditions their Japanese
subjects did nor show the correspondence bias. Thus, once
the social inducement information was given, the content
of the argument the subject read had no effect on the attj-
tude inferences of Japanese subjects.

A similar demonstration was performed by Choi and
Nisbett (in press), who duplicated both the basic conditions
of the Jones and Harris study and two conditions of a sub-
sequent study by Snyder and Jones (1974) in which sub-
Jects, before making judgments about the target’s attitude,
were required to write an essay themselves and allowed nio
choice about which side to take. In one of these conditions
subjects were also shown a list of arguments they should
use in their essay. Subjects in these two conditions were
told that 2 target had been through the same procedure they
had and were asked 10 judge the target’s true attitude. Just
as Snyder and Jones found, the American subjects in the
latter two conditions were as likely to make strong “corre-
spondent inferences” as were subjects who were not put
through the procedure themselves. Korean subjects, in con-
trast, made less extreme inferences when they were put
through the procedure themselves and less extreme infer-
ences still when they were also shown arguments they
should use.

To summarize: Though Asians sometimes think abont
personality in ways that may be similar to the ways that
European-Americans do, there is also evidence that they
sometimes do not invoke traits in circumstances where
European-Amenicans do. Compared to European-Ameri-
cans, Asians’ greater understanding of the relevance of sit-
uations, and. as we see in the next section, their greater at-
tention to the social field, is likely to result in more
emphasis on situationally-based explanations and less em-
phasis on dispositions.

Analytic versus Holistic Modes of Thought

We have noted that the Chinese were long ago aware that
physical causality always has to be explained as a result of
the interaction between an object and & field of forces, His-
torians of science (e.g., Lloyd, 1990), and philosophers
(Hansen, 1983; Munro, 1985; Nakamura, 1964/1985) have
argued that the differences between East and West in ap-
prehension of physical reality are accompanied by very
marked differences in epistemology. Eastern physical
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holism is accompanied by a broader holistic reasoning
style, such that many elements and their relationships are
held in thought at the same time. In contrast, in the West
there has long been a preference for analysis, for breaking
objects up into their component elements and reasoning
about their properties in linear, deterministic fashion
(Yates & Lee, 1996). Together with this tendency is a pref-
erence for placing objects into categories, often on the
basis of attributes presumed necessary and sufficient for
category membership. Rules based on category member-
ship are then used as the basis for predicting and explain-
ing the behavior of the object. In the East, on the other
hand, there has been relatively little interest in categorizing
objects and little faith in categories as useful ways of mak-
ing inductive and deductive inferences about the world
(Nagashima, 1973; Nakamura, 1964/1985). Nor has there
ever been a tradition of deductive logic in the East, cer-
tainly not in the Western tradition, which begins with the
assumption that both A and not-A cannot be true (Liu,
1974; Lloyd, 1990). On the contrary, in the East, there is a
“dialectic” tradition, which assumes precisely that both A
and not-A can be true, indeed that A implies the existence,
or the immanent existence, of not-A (Iwao, 1988). As we
will now see, there is some evidence that these remarkable
claims hold for laypeople in the two cultural traditions
today (Nisbett, in press).

Holistic Processing Some of the earliest psychological
evidence in support of the claim that Asians are more in-
clined toward holistic processing came from work by Fran-
cis Hsu, the Chinese-American social scientist who worked
on the distinction between individualism and collectivism
{Abel & Hsu, 1949). Rorschach cards were presented to
European-American and to Chinese-American subjects,
and the subjects were asked to provide responses according
10 the standard Rorschach procedures. The Chinese-Ameri-
can participants were more likely than the European-Amer-
ican ones to give so-called “whole-card” responses, in
which all aspects of the card, or its overall gestalt, were the
basis of the response. The European-American participants,
on the other hand, were more likely than the Chinese-
American ones to give “‘part” responses, in which only a
single aspect of the card was the basis of the response.

Relations versus Categories in Object Grouping In an-
other early experiment. Chiu (1972) gave items consisting
of three pictures of human, vehicle, furniture, tool, or food
categories to American and Chinese children. The partici-
pant was asked “‘to choose any two of the three objects in a
set which were alike or went together and to state the rea-
son for his choice” (p. 237). The dominant style of the Chi-
nese children was ‘“relational-contextual.” For example,
human figures might be grouped together because “‘the
mother takes care of the baby." In contrast, American chil-

dren were much more likely to group obijects on the by
of observable parts of an item—for example, "beCanls
they are both holding a gun"—and on the basis of izife:ese
tial and categorical properties—for example, “becaun‘
they are fruits” or “because they both have a motor”

Focus an Relations versus Objects in the Lallguage of
Infants and Adults Whereas a bias toward using mop,
nouns than verbs has been regarded as a universal of
ianguage and cognitive development, Tardif (1996) ha)s,
found a verb bias for Chinese toddlers. The same verp, Biag
has aiso been found among Korean infants (Choj & Go
nik, in press). These data are in keeping with the con
tention that whereas Westerners focus on objects ang their
analysis, Asians focus on relations between obiects.

Categories and Induction Work by Choi, Nisbett, ang
Smith {in press) suggests that categories are Spontaneoys)y
salient to Westerners when they make inductive infer.
ences—but not to East Asians. For example, Armnerican cqp.
lege students responded more than Koreans to “coverage»
of a category when judging the adeguacy of an inductive
argument. American subjects find it much more Persuasiye
that rabbits have a particular property, given that lions ang
giraffes have the property (good coverage of the category),
than they do given that lions and tigers have the Pro
(poor coverage of the category); this response was much
less true for Korean subjects. Koreans made as much pse of
categories as Americans, however, when categories were
made salient in various ways—for example, by mentioning
the category in the conclusion (in this instance, having sub.
jects make an inference to “mammals” rather than to rab.
bits). Thus Koreans are quite capable of using categories
for induction; it appears simply that categories are Jess
spontaneously available to them. Of particular importance,
these findings completely reversed when the category was
a social one, having to do with people, and the attribute
was behavioral. For example, subjects were asked which
argument was more persuasive: that engineers prefer jazz
to classical music given that physicians and lawyers prefer
jazz, or given that physicians and psychoanalysts prefer
jazz. In this case, Koreans were more responsive to cate-
gories in their inductions than were Americans—unless the
category was made salient—in which case Americans were
as responsive to categories as were Koreans. The Choi,
Nisbett, and Smith study thus makes two points: (1) Kore- -
ans appear to make less spontaneous use of categories for
purposes of inductive inferences than do Americans, but
{2} despite this fact, if the relevant inferences are social
ones, Koreans do rely on categories.

Category Learning  If, as the ethnographic, philosophi-
cal, and developmental psychology literature suggest, East
Asians really make less use of categories than do Euro-
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pean-Americans, then we should find that it is more diffi-
cult for them to learn some kinds of categories, especially
by the formal application of rules. Work by Norenzayan,
Nisbett, and Smith (1998) suggests that this is the case.
They presented their Asian (mostly Chinese) and American
subjects with cartoon animals and told them that some of
the animals were from Venus and some were from Saturn.
Subjects in a memory condition were asked simply to ob-
serve a series of presentations and make guesses, with
feedback, as 1o which was which. Other subjects were put
through a more formal category-leaming procedure. They
were told that they should pay attention to five different
properties of the animals—Ilong tail. knobby antennae,
cloven feet, etc.—and that if the animal had any three of
these properties, it was from Venus; otherwise it was from
Saturn. Though Asian subjects were just as good at the
memory task (or “‘family resemblance” categorization) as
American subjects, they showed poorer performance in the
formal category-learning condition by three criteria: they
learned less well over the training trials, their response
times were slower in test trials, and, when the test trial pre-
sented an animal that met the fortnal criteria for a given
category but more closely resembled the animals in the
other category (negative match) they made more errors of
classification. (They did not make more errors when the
match was positive—that is, when the animal looked like
the category of which it was a member by the terms of the
formal rules.)

Dialectic Reasoning Peng and Nisbeut (Peng. 1997;
Peng & Nisbett, 1998) investigated Chinese and American
preferences for *‘dialectic™ versus nondialectic, or *linear.”
reasoning. They found that dialectic proverbs, in which
two contradictory ideas are presented and the reader’s task
is 10 resolve the paradox (““too humble is half proud™) were
much more common in Chinese collections of proverbs
than in English collections. In comtrast. nondialectic
proverbs ("as the twig is bent, so grows the tree”) were
much more common in English collections. These investi-
gators showed that Chinese university students preferred
dialectic proverbs over nondialectic ones, and American
swdents were more likely to prefer linear proverbs—even
when the proverbs were Yiddish! They also demonstrated
that arguments couched in dialectic terms were more per-
suasive to Chinese, whereas arguments to the same conclu-
sion couched in logical terms were relatively more persua-
sive to Americans. And they demonstrated that, when
presented with contradictory accounts of a sitnation. Chi-
nese subjects attempted to find a “middle way™ in which
both accounts had some validity, whereas American sub-
jects tended to reject one side entirely in preference to the
other. Finally. they performed an experiment in which sub-
jects were presented with one statement about a social sci-
ence finding, a statement of its near-opposite, or both.

Americans increased their belief in the position they were
initially inclined 1o believe when told about the two find-
ings. (This is reminiscent of the behavior of subjects in the
Lord, Ross, and Lepper [1979] experiment where subjects
believed more strongly in their initial view about capital
punishment when shown one study contradicting their
view and one study supperting it.) In contrast. Chinese
subjects who read the two studies with contradictory find-
ings reported believing less strongly in their initjal posi-
tion: they also increased their belief in the opposing posi-
tion. Apparently Americans may react © a controversy by
becoming more extreme. while Chinese may seek the mid-
die ground or accept opposing positions.

Attention to the Field: Detection of Covariation If
basic causal understanding of the world really differs in the
way that has been proposed. then it should be possible to
show that East Asians attend more closely to the environ-
ment than do Westerners. After all, if the environment
plays a crucial role in determining outcornes. attention to it
is crucial. Work by Peng and Nisbett (1998b) examined the
covariation-detection habits of East Asians and Westerners.
If East Asians are relatively more attentive to the environ-
ment, then their abilities 1o detect covariation among
events should be superior o those of Westerners. And this
1s what was found. Chinese and American subjects were
asked to judge the degree of association between arbitrary
figures on a computer screen (e.g.. either a medal or a pie
on one side and either a dollar sign or a desk on the other).
Subjects were asked to judge some correlations that were
actually .00. some correlations that were .4, and some that
were 6. Chinese subjects saw a greater degree of covaria-
tion than did American subjects and were more confident
about their covariation judgments. Their confidence judg-
ments were also better calibrated: Chinese subjects were
more confident about higher degrees of covariation,
whereas Americans were about equally confident of their
Judgments regardless of degree of covariation. In addition,
American subjects appeared te have based their Judgments
of covariation largely on the first presentation they saw; in
the great majority of cases. predictions about 2 final obser-
vation were identical to the pairing thev had seen on the
first observation. Chinese were much less likely to use this
simple heuristic,

A very important aspect of the results is that all findings
were sharply modified when subjects were allowed to push
a button to determine which of two stimuli would be pre-
sented first. Whereas these features could have no effect on
the degree of covariation, Americans who were given ““con-
trol” in this fashion saw more covariation, expressed more
confidence in their judgments about covariation. and im-
proved in the calibration of their judgments refative to Chi-
nese. who performed somewhat more poorly when they had
contro} over stimulus presentations than when they did not.
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This experiment provides a very clear object lesson
about the arbitrariness of separating content and Process.
We have a great deal of evidence that East Asians beljeve
that causality is located in the physical and social field. But
such an ontogenetic orientation could scarcely fail 10 have
implications for perceptual and cognitive processes. If
causality is in the field, one must look to the field. Appar-
ently East Asians do so, or at any rate they do so more ef-
fectively with respect to discovering covariation than do
Westerners. A process point can be made in the other direc-
tion as well. If Westerners believe that they have a great
dea] of control over events, then “‘putting them in control,”
even when the control is iHlusory, may have the effect of
causing them to look more effectively at the events they
believe they are controlling.

Thus we would argue that as a result of participating in
different cultural milieus, people in East Asian contexts are
likely to experience the world differently from people in
Western cultures. Given their typically interdependent pat-
terns of cuitural engagement, Asians will likely often see
the world in a more holistic fashion. relating elements of
objects to one another and to the environment and believ-
ing that causality resides in the interaction between the ob-
ject and the environment. As a consequence, East Asians
may be more skilled at detecting covariation in their envi-
ronment than Westerners are—unless personal control is
highlighted in the task. Westerners apparently tend to ap-
proach the world in analytic fashion, examining attributes
in isolation and using judgments about them to place ob-
jects into categories. which can then be used as reliable
guides to further inferences. Preferred arguments are de-
ductive or appeal to abstract rules. As a consequence of
these cognitive and perceptual habits, Westerners are more
likely to focus exclusively on the properties of the object in
explaining its behavior, whether the object is inanimate,
animate, or human, both for purposes of explanation and
for purposes of directing their attention,

Intrinsic versus Extrinsic Motivation and
Locas of Control

In studies of European-Americans, two types of motiva-
tions have been distinguished. One. called intrinsic motiva-
tion, is the type that arises from endogenous factors such as
internal desires, interests, or personal choices. The other
type. called extrinsic motivation, includes motives that are
anchored in exogenous factors, such as pursuit of rewards
or avoidance of punishments associated with task perfor-
mance. One powerful demonstration of the distinction be-
tween the two types of motivations comes from studies that
show a decline of intrinsic motivation when external re-
wards are made available, In one of the earlier studies,
Lepper, Greene, and Nisbett (1975) showed that American
children were less likely to persist on an interesting draw-

ing task when no reward was offered after they hag Prey;
ously worked on the same task while knowing thay iheh
would receive a nice reward for their work. This is Cong; y
tent with the notion that people engage in attributiony; in.
ference to judge their intrinsic interest in a task. Whep the
perform a task without any obvious external induccmen
an intrinsic interest in the task is the most plausible re

for engaging in it. The intrinsic interest thus idenﬁﬁed
through this attributional analysis is reflected in their g,
sequent persistence in working on the task. When there is
an external inducement, their task performance is “Over.
justified”: either their intrinsic interest or the externg] i,
ducement can be a sufficient reason for their performanee
There arises, therefore, an atiributional ambiguity, ang as gy
result, people may discount their own intrinsic interag he.
cause the external inducernents provide a competing expla.
nation for their own behavior. The diminished intringic in-
terest is then reflected in their subsequent failure to pepsjg
in the task.

The Lepper et al. (1975) study indicates that the Ameri-
can children they examined had an implicit inference role
that one’s own behavior can be caused by two COmpeting
sources, one intrinsic and the other extrinsic. Furthermore
once one’s intrinsic motivation, or sense of choosing to ey,
gage in the task, has been identified as the cause of behay.
ior, it facilitates future performance in the task. Deci ang
Ryan (1990) have argued that the importance of construing
action as having been chosen applies equally well to rela.
tionships with other people: only to the extent that relation.
ships are experienced as being the consequence of each,
person’s free choice and voluntary consent to engage in
them are they perceived to be authentic, nonoppressive,
and thus satisfactory. From a culturai perspective, however,
these assumptions may be rooted in a view of the self as ig-
dependent. According to this view, the self is seen as an aq.
tity that is separate, self-motivating, and contrasted agains:
its social background. Behavior is made fully meaningful
only to the extent that it is completely self-determined and
self-chosen. Any other causes—especially those outside of
the segregated, bounded individual—are seen as competing
or interfering with the intrinsic causes. :

By contrast, given an interdependent view of the self,
relationships with others may be seen as a necessary con-
text in which one’s own behavior is made meaningful. Asa
consequence, the distinction between the internal and the
external tends to be blurred, and what appears to be an ex- -
ternal inducement from the independent perspective may
not be identified as such. Behavior may be made meaning-
ful not in reference to one’s internat attributes, but in refer-
ence 10 a relationship or the pertinent action field in which
the behavior is embedded.

This, of course, is not unheard of in Western cultures.
For example, a mother watching her young daughter in a
play on a stage may smile. speak to, and even try to mimic
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her daughter’s bodily movement. Whether she “chooses”
to engage in such behaviors or whether she “owns” them
will scarcely be an issue. Such conmsiderations are irrelevant
in the situation. Instead, what is most satisfying for the
mother. as well as for her daughter, is the sense of unity, or
the affirmation of a life-fulfilling communal form of rela-
tonship. This example illustrates the possibility that to the
extent that a source of one’s behavior occurs in the context
of a significant relationship, it may constitute part of each
person’s motivational system. The resulting motives cannot
readily be classified as either “intrinsic” or “extrinsic.” In
all likelihoed, such an inclusive mode of motivation is
more widespread in interdependent than in independent
cultures. A study by Miller and Bersoff (1994) suggests
that this is the case. When they made a *'reciprocity script”
salient to their subjects, the Americans but aot the Indians
assumed less intrinsic motivation on the part of a person
offering aid to another person.

An even more suggestive study, by Sethi and Lepper
(1998), examined the effect of an inducement by another
person (the mothers of seven- to nine-year-old children) on
“intrinsic” motivation. They compared Chinese and Japan-
ese chiidren seven to nine years old with American chil-
dren of the same age. The children were to solve some ana-
grams. In one condition they were given no choice about
which one to solve: in a second they were given the choice
of category of anagrams to solve; and in a third they were
told that the experimenter. on the basis of earlier conversa-
tions with the child’s mom, had found that she would like
the child to work on 2 particular category of anagrams,
Both the number of anagrams solved and the time spent on
the aragrams when the children were allowed to work on
whatever they wanted were measured. The American chil-
dren showed the highest level of motivation when they had
been given free choice regarding the type of anagrams to
soive. Further, they showed the worst performance in the
“mom wants” condition, suggesting that as early as seven
years of age. Americans have developed an implicit infer-
ence schema that posits a sharp boundary between “me” as
a bounded individual, and anything outside of “me” com-
petes with it to claim control over its behavior. By contrast,
the East Asian children performed best in the “‘mom
wants” condition, indicating that the sense of a relationship
with their mothers may make the task especially fulfilling
and satisfactory to them.

In the psychological literature is a long-standing as-
sumption that people greatly value having a sense of self-
efficacy (Bandura, 1973) and maintaining a sense of per-
sonal control (Langer, 1983). This assumption, in turn, is
rooted in the view of the self as an independent source of
decision and action. But from an interdependent view of the
self, what is emphasized s a holistic representation of the
relational context in which one’s own behavior and that of
others are located. The cooperative, joint construction of

behavior by the self and its relationai surrounding is both
normal and normative. Hence “control” in the agentic
Western sense may not be a universal motive with the same
correlates in every setting for every cultural group. In sup-
port of this analysis, Morling and Fiske (1998) showed that
perceived control over events is stronger for European
Americans than for East Asian and Hispanic Americans,
even though the perceived control for internal personal
conditions is stronger for the latter groups. In school set-
tings, Little and colleagues {1993) have documented a
heightened sense of effectiveness in influencing one's own
academic performance among Americans and Germans
compared to Japanese.

Further, evidence has begun to show that whereas for
independent populations the perceived sense of control-
ling external events is associated with adaptation in the
immediate situation (e.g., Heckhausen & Schulz, 1995:
Langer, 1983; Taylor & Brown, 1988). this may be less
true for interdependent ones. In a sample survey of the
perception of mitigation of earthquake risks in Catifornia
and Japan (areas within and near the Tokyo metropolitan
area), Kitayama et al. {1996) asked respondents to indicate
which of eleven risk-mitigating behaviors (such as placing
furniture near the wall, discussing with family members
where they would meet in an emergency. storing foods
and water) they had adopted. The researchers also mea-
sured levels of fatalism. which implies the perceived loss
of personal control over natural hazards and all conse-
quences associated with them (e.g., “Earthquakes happen
when they do—there’s nothing I can do about them™). In
all age groups, ranging from twenty to sixty or above,
Japanese exhibited a markedly higher level of fatalism
than Americans. Further, in the United States, fatalism
negatively predicted risk mitigation, indicating that the
lack of perceived control of external events is associated
with maladaptation. In Japan, however, fatalism had no re-
lationship with risk mitigation.

The data are not sufficient for us to speak with any con-
fidence about whether there will be differences between
East and West with respect to phenomena of control and
intrinsic motivation. But a great deal that we know about
the two culture areas leads us to believe that such differ-
ences will be found. Control and choice are so central 1o
the requirements of the independent self that it would be
surprising if phenomena involving them did not look very
different for interdependent selves,

Cognitive Counsistency

The idea that people are motivated toward a resolution of
cognitive inconsistencies has a long and respectable history
in social psychology. Inconsistencies, once recognized and
represented as such by the perceiver, engage a tendency to
resolve them. Thus people may distort their memories to
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obtain cognitive balance in their representations of social
relationships (Heider, 1958). Or they may modify their atti-
tudes or preferences so that they fit better with an action
they have performed (Festinger, 1957). Although the ten-
dency toward cognitive consistency is often described as a
marker of human rationality and therefore might be ex-
pected to be widespread or even universal, a cultural per-
spective suggests that social psychological notions of
“consistency” may be more or less culturally local.

Cultres that emphasize the importance of the individ-
ual place great value on the expression of personal desires
and the pursuit of personal goals. In such cultures, people
will regard it as hypocritical to fail to act in accord with
personal attitudes-—despite possible damage to personal
relationships. To accommodate others may seem to invoive
giving in to external constraints and failing to be true to
oneself. For cultures that emphasize relationships, it may
be regarded as selfish, immature, or disloyal to act in ac-
cord with personal attitudes—or even to express such atti-
tudes—if they conflict with the maintenance of a smooth
social equilibrium. Accommodating personal desires may
frequently seem to tavolve self-indulgent failure to ac-
knowledge legitimate commitments to others.

For example. consider an African villager who appre-
ciatively accepts an invitation for a meal. even though he
knows that he must attend a crucial <lan ritual at home and
will not show up for the meal. His acceptance may be an
expression of respect: to refuse the invitation would be to
provoke a mutually embarrassing situation in which he and
his host would have to publicly acknowledge that he values
his clan rituals more than their friendship. Given local
practices and culturaily organized motives, the villager ex-
periences no strain for consistency between his private in-
tention (and obligation) to attend the clan ritual and his re-
spectful expression of intent to attend the meal—any
well-bred person would do as much for a friend.

Restoring “Balance” in the Case of Disagreement with
Others It is much too early to declare that members of
interdependent cultures do not exhibit the same sort of in-
consistency phenomena that members of independent cul-
tures do. But Iwao (1988) offers some suggestive evidence
that people in interdependent cultures often sacrifice con-
sistency for the sake of interpersonal accommodation.
Iwao asked American and Japanese respondents what they
would prefer t¢ do when confronted by various disagree-
ments—iry (o change the other person’s view, change their
own view, or feign agreement. Americans preferred to try
to change the other person’s view more than did Japanese,
while Japanese were much more likely to prefer to feign
agreement. The latter type of behavior among Japanese
might seem hypocritical to holders of the independent view
of the self, since the Japanese prefer to behave in ways that
differ from what they “truly” believe. Given the interde-

pendent view, however, maintaining a good reiationsh‘
may be much more important than attempting (o ‘ISEtt],E
the disagreement, so it would be uncouth and insensilive e
contradict or argue. o

Dissonance in the “Free Choice” Paradigm In b;
original statement of cognitive dissonance theory, Fe;S
tinger defined dissonance as a state in which one Cognitio,
does not “follow from” another. Work since that time j
shown, however, that inconsistency resolution effects ;S
typically found only when at least one of the Cognitiong i,
volves the self in some important way. Typically, it i a
ticular behavior that does not follow from a particyiy am-:
tude hetd by the individual. But, of course, “followip,
from” can be defined very differently in different Culturey
Behavior that would be regarded by individuals from 5, in.
dependent culture as not following from an attituge may be
regarded by individuals from an interdependent cultyre
stmply as a flexible response to a situation. In line wig, this
possibility, Kashima et al. (1992) examined the strength g
the belief that attitudes are normmally consistent wigh behay.
iors and found that this view is much more strongly held
among Australians than among Japanese.

An implication of the finding by Kashima et a] i thar
East Asians should be less perturbed when their behavipr
does not follow from z particular attitude or belief and
therefore might not show the standard cognitive dissonance
effects. A recent study by Heine and Lehman {1997%) has
provided initial support for such a possibility by using 5
free-choice paradigm of cognitive dissonance. Respondenss
were given a choice between two equally attractive CD,
After such a choice. some inconsistencies are likely to arise
because the chosen CD may have certain negative features,
while the unchosen CD may have certain desirable featyres.
Such inconsistencies directly contradict the premise centra)
to the model of the independent person—narnely, that one's
behavior (choice) is to be consistent with one’s internal a.
tributes (preferences). (See Steele, 1988, for an account of
how threatening it can be to the independent self to experi-
ence making choices that do not fully satisfy preferences.)
Hence, there should arise a motivation to eliminate such a
dissonant state by changing some of the cognitions in-
volved. As have countless other investigators, Heine ang
Lehman found that among their North American partici-
pants, there was a considerable *“spread” of preference after
the choice, such that liking for the chosen CD increased
and liking for the unchosen CD decreased. However, these
researchers failed to find the comparable effect among
Japanese respondents. This result supports the idea that the
requirement of internal consistency is much weaker for
people operating with an interdependent model of the self

Dissonance in the “Insufficient Justification” Paradigm
The normative expectation that one’s own behavior is to be
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guided by an internal anribute of the self has implications
for the other major dissonance paradigm——the so-called
“forced choice” or “insufficient justification™ paradigm in
which subjects are maneuvered into performing some be-
havior that violates their beliefs or attitudes related to the
behavior. For example, Festinger and Carlsmith (1959) ar-
gued that unpleasant acts such as telling someone that a
boring task is highly interesting, with little or no extrinsic
justification in the form of money or other compensation,
should make people uncomfortable. Once they have car-
ried out such an action, people should be motivated to in-
crease their liking for the task, thereby avoiding a discrep-
ancy between their attitudes and their behavior. This
argument is predicated on the assumption that people feel
that action normally must be derived from “internal” fac-
tors such as preferences. intentions, or reasons (such as di-
rect compensation). It further assumes that accommodating
the experimenter’'s request to state that the task was inter-
esting is not recognized by the subjects to be sufficient and
appropriate motivation (it does not count as the kind of in-
ternal factor that should explain behavior). In Festinger
and Carlsmith’s famous experiment and countless replica-
tions, subjects shift their attitudes in a direction that would
justify the behavior. The most obvious expectation is that
this result would be blunted or not found at all in many
cultures of East Asia. And indeed there are some failures to
replicate the Festinger and Carlsmith experiment and other
forced compliance experiments in East Asia {Choi, Choi,
& Cha, 1992; Yoshizaki, Ishii, & Ishii, 1977, in two differ-
ent studies), although two studies have found an apparent
nsufficient justification effect in Japan (Takata &
Hashimoto, 1973; Yoshida, 1977). So we are far from an
understanding of when insufficient justification effects will
obtain.

One way to approach the psychological analysis of con-
sistency and dissonance effects is to analyze the PrESUPDO-
sitions that are required for these psychological processes
1o operate. These effects seem to depend on assumptions
roughty equivalent to the following:

* Actions are freely chosen.

» Choices imply a preference.

* Preferences are stable over time.

* Preferences implicate the identity of the self.

* Outcomes are mostly controllable.

* People are responsible for {and hence the self is impli-
cated in) the choices they make and the resultant out-
comes.

* Smart (good) people make good choices whose out-
comes they are happy with.

These ideas are axiomatic, though generally implicit, in
many modern Western cultures, Many other cultures do not
share all of these assumptions or would substantially quai-
ify some of them. Consequently, the kinds of dissonance,

consistency, and insufficient-justification effects that oper-
ate in the West would not necessarily occur, What we need
to do, then, is to analyze what cultural axioms are neces-
sary for these psychological processes to oceur.

Moral Judgment

The study of moral reasoning and moral development has
not been a focal concern for social psychologists. Yet
among the significant consequences of a cultural analysis
is the understanding that all cultural systems incorporate
some sense of the proper, the good. and the moral, together
with the realization that there is significant diversity in how
communities conceive of the good. Within a society, much
if not most social behavior is constructed. fostered. and
sanctioned with reference to the community’s conceptions
of the good.

In American society, for example, some of the signifi-
cant morai goods include freedom. independence, self-
determination, and individual rights. And as is evident in
the preceding two sections of this chapter, on control and
cognitive consistency, such concepts are the key to the un-
derstanding of many social psychologicai phenomena. But,
as moral philosophers have shown, moral systems are di-
verse (e.g., Aristotle, 1953, 1982; Berlin, 1980; Brandt,
1954; Harre & Krausz. 1996; Maclntyre, 1981; Wong,
1984). Psychologists have long recognized that moral 5yS-
tems (including but not limited to religious moralities) may
be based on respect, awe, and fear of parents, ancestors,
and social superiors {Piaget, 1932/1965; Freud,
1923/1962). Fiske (1990, 1991b) developed a theory of
four basic moral frameworks that people use to different
degrees and in differing ways across all cultures: caring
and sharing, based on a relationship of equivalence; respect
and responsibility, based on a relationship of legitimate au-
thority; equality and reciprocity, based on a relationship of
balance and matching: and proportionality, based on a rela-
tionship of equity or a rational utilitarian calculus of the
greatest good for the greatest number. Shweder and col-
leagues (Shweder et al.. 1997) have highlighted a rilogy of
moral systems that they call the “big three.” Besides auton-
omy, which is a sacred moral good in much of the West,
they suggest there is community, which is highlighted in
much of East Asia, and divinity, which is particularly well
elaborated in India.

Any consideration of diversity in patterns of morality
raises significant questions for the analysis of social behav-
tor. If, for example, filial piety, community, or interdepen-
dence is the moral good that is fostered in a given group’s
meanings and elaborated in its patterns of sociality, then
social behavior that is sometimes negatively valued and
difficult to fathom from the autonomy-valuing European-
American perspective will require new frameworks for in-
terpretation and analysis. For exampie, moral rectitude may
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require a person to remain silent and be modest, humble,
full of shame, withdrawing, acquiescent, and conforming.
The philosopher Taylor (1989) points out that a commu-
nity’s conception of morality is completely bound up with
its conceptions of what is human, such that the questions
“what is good?” and “‘what is self?” are essentially the
same question. Western approaches to morality incorporate
a view of the person as a separate, bounded, independent
entity whose dignity depends on personal liberty and the
guarantee of certain natural rights, such as life, liberty, and
property. From this view individuals are morally entitled to
be able to conduct their lives as they see fit and should be
“free” to pursue their own personal vision of the good.

The Morality of Justice The Western moral tradition,
especially since the Enlightenment, is an individualistic
one in part because ontological priority is given to the sep-
arate, essentially nonsocial individual who is considered to
enter, subsequently and secondarily, into social relations by
mutual consent with other, similar individuals. Many of the
assumptions spelled out in the previous section on disso-
nance—particularly the ideas that individuals possess a set
of attributes including rights, thar actions are freely chosen,
that outcomes are mostly controllable, and that people are
responsible for their actions——are incorporated within the
Western approach to morality. A fundamental assumption
of the Western approach is that society has developed to
serve individual needs and desires and that the needs of
others are often at odds with one’s own desires. The main
idea is that for their mutual benefit. individuals enter into 2
soctal contract—theyv consent to comply with a set of ab-
stract principles that justify a social order. These principles
are assumed to be legitimate to the extent that they are mu-
tually beneficial to participants’ individual interests. Social
welfare results from protecting people against unjustified
encroachments. According to this view. when a conflict
arises. it should be possible to use reason to discern which
principles should be followed. The individual then has
moral autonomy and is “free” from political and religious
authonity (Kittay & Meyers, 1987).

The idea of personal liberty and the notion of a social
contract are af the core of what is called the justice tradi-
tion in moral-reasoning research. The justice perspective
derives from the theorizing of Locke, Kant, Mill, and more
recently, Rawls. This tradition judges individuals accord-
ing to whether their actions violate the “‘rights” of others.
Advancing the rights of others, or helping them, is not a
moral requirement, because given the particular individual-
ist focus of the justice perspective, people are not entitled
to aid; thus helping them or working to maintain society is
discretionary, not a moral requirement (Eisenberg et al.,
1986, Nunner-Winkler, 1984),

Until very recently, almost all psychological research
on morality and the development of moral reasoning was

rooted in this justice tradition. Psychologists Conce
ized moral development as the process of apProachip,,
ideal of the morally autonomous person. Despite
wealth of ethnographic and philosophical treatmeny, 13
conceptions of morality tied to alternative COnCeptign,
the person, psychologists ignored all other frame%r sz
Kohlberg (1958, 1981, 1984), the most well-knowy -
rist in the justice tradition, argued that, as in the physica}
world, judgments about the moral world could be trae
false, better or worse. He did not believe, like Taylor 0‘
Hume, that moral judgments are based in a Commﬁﬂity’r
particular interests and values. He proposed 3 Six-g )
process of moral development. In stages 1 and 7.__
“preconventional” level—people obey rules to aveig Pun.
ishment or receive rewards. In stages 3 and 4—the “coq. -
ventional” level—people acknowledge the value of the so.
cietal tules and of proper conduct {law and order) thy,
maintains sociefy; in stages 5 and 6—the ““posteonyey,
tional” level-—morality becomes associated with the pro-
tection of individual rights and with the belief in abstragy
principles such as the value of life, liberty, and equaliry,
Kohlberg’s view was that his six-stage theory of mopy),
ity was universally applicable and that tests of mora] re,,
soning could evaluate people’s level of moral developmen,
The primary standard was verbal reasoning about hypo-
thetical stories, with no attention to any moral schemgr,
that subjects could not explicitly articulate (let alone 1,
their behavior). Leaving aside the potential conceptal djf.
ficulties in Kohlberg’s claim of a universal approach 1o
morality, the universality of his theory has been a source of
continuing empirical controversy. Edwards (1981} ang
Bergling (1981), in reviews of numerous studies, contengd
that stages 1 to 3 are universal. Likewise Snarey (1985), i
an analysis of forty-five studies. finds that stages 1103 are
universally applicable but that stages 4 and 5 tend tg be
emphasized only in modern Western cultures,

tage

The Morality of Caring Gilligan (1982) was the firg
psychological theorist in this moral judgment tradition
since Piaget (1932/1965) to present a compelling argumen;
for the view that moral truth is diverse. She argued that the
justice perspective failed to reflect the concerns and the
moral decision-making strategies of many wormnen in soci-
ety. In what is called a “care” perspective, she proposed
that men are likely to view morality in terms of competing
rights that can be resolved through the application of de-.
ductive reasoning and abstract general principles. Womes
are more likely to view the world in terms of human rels-
tionships that can be negotiated through communication,
For Gilligan, moral development depends on an increasing
understanding of human relationships and an effort to
maintain one's integrity and freedom of choice without ne-
glecting one’s responsibility to others. Such a perspective, .
she suggests, should not condemn one to a lower level of
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moral reasoning as it does in Kohlberg’s system. Her ideas.
along with related perspectives of Chodorow (1978),
Miller (1991, 1994a), Ruddick (1987), and Noddings
(1984). emphasize that a concern for caring and social
obligation should not be regarded as a moral weakpess or a
hurdle to be overcome, but instead as a strength that recog-
nizes the social embeddedness of the human being. Gilli-
gant’s approach makes apparent the link between morality
and the self-concept, arguing that the needs of the other are
expenenced as integral to an individual’s personal identity
or sense of self,

Miller and Bersoff (1992, 1994b) contend, however.
that while Gilligan’s approach reveals that there is a moral-
ity of caring and attends to the moral diversity between
men and women, it remains rooted within a Western. indi-
vidualist paradigm. The feelings and needs of the individ-
ual are emphasized. Even within the ethic of caring, the
goal is to discover one’s “own” individuality within the
context of the group, and a central struggle within this per-
spective is the conflict between responsibility io self and
responsibility to other. However, within an interdependent
cultural context. a concern with one’s own needs and rights
may be secondary to social duty, and the interpersonal
obligation arising from one’s fundamental interdependence
may be experienced as a powerful moral “good.” From a
Contucian perspective. for example. individuals are not
separate from other people. individuals must work through
groups of others: that is their nature. They must be part of
groups—{amilies. communities. nations—1to reveal them-
selves (Tu. 1994: ¢f. Fiske's [1991h)] concept of the moral-
ity of communal sharing),

Yeh (1996). in an extensive review of morality within a
wide variety of Asian and East Asian contexts. concludes
that justice and individual nghts are clearly secondary con-
cerns for these cultures (¢f. Leung & Morris, in press). For
example, Heuberner and Garrod (1993) used two dilemmas
adapted from Kohlberg in an interview study with twenty
Buddhist monks and showed that an analysis of their moral-
ity required an understanding of the concepts of karma and
dharma. “Karma" refers to “'the universal law of cause and
effect,” in which it follows that all bad actions produce bad
resuits and good actions produce good results (Heubner &
Garrod. 19933, And dharma is **based on the virtue of com-
passion and concentrates on preventing suffering and pro-
moting unselfishness” (Heubner & Garrod, 1993, p. 181).

Individually Based versus Duty-Based Marality The
work of Miller and her colieagues shows that gualitatively
distinct forms of interpersonal morality exist among Hindu
Indians as compared with European-Americans (Miller.
1994b}. In particular, the work indicates that an individually
oriented form of a morality of caring develops among Euro-
pean-Americans. This orientation emphasizes the impor-
tance of personal freedom of choice and the ongoing ten-

sion between the needs of the individual and requirements
of the large social whole. In contrast, a duty-based form of
the morality of caring develops among Hindu Indians. This
latter orientation emphasizes the importance of social duties
and the compatibility that exists between the requirements
of individuals and those of the social whole. This research
suggests that interpersonal responsibilities are mandatory
and have a moral force. In comparison with Arnericans, In-
dians more frequently judged thar there is a responsibility to
help others in special relationships (Miller, Bersoff. & Har-
wood, 1990: Miller & Bersoff. 1992; Milier & Luthar,
1989), and tended to approve rather than disapprove of
agents subordinating their personal goals and ambitions in
order to fulfifl interpersonal responsibilities.

Americans, Miller and Bersoff (1998) suggest. develop
a more contingent sense of interpersonal morality than do
Indians. In one vignette study thar manipulated personal
affinity and liking, Americans’ judgments of their interper-
sonal responsibility to their siblings or colleagues was con-
tingent on whether or not they liked them or experienced
some personal affinity with them. In contrast. concemns for
personal affinity and liking had no impact on Indians’ per-
ceptions of interpersonal responsibilities to friends and col-
leagues.

Morality in a Japanese Cultura)l Context Yeh (1996)
reviewed Fapanese studies of moral development and found
that interpersonal responsibility is also a critical aspect of
morality in this cultural context. Yamagishi {1976). for ex-
ample, used a sentence-scoring procedure developed by
Kohlberg (1981) and found that Japanese respondents were
decidedly more iikely than Americans to provide feSponses
reflecting a relational orientation. Such responses would be
coded as stage-3 moral reasoning. Similarly Araki and
Yoshida (1985) found that Japanese respondents are partic-
ularly likely to use an interpersonal orientation in morat
reasoning. Iwasa (1990) compared Japanese and American
adults who scored at postconventional levels in Kohlberg's
scheme. Iwasa found that the Americans viewed the Heinz
dilemma in which a mar steals medicine to save his dyving
wife in terms of a conflict between two rights—right to life
and right to property. The Japanese, however. viewed the
dilemma in terms of human relationships.

Azuma (1994: Azuma & Karasawa. 1991) studied the
type and amount of information needed by Japanese and
American college students to make moral judgments.
When Japanese respondents rated a series of morally ques-
tionable acts, they were more favorable in their moral rat-
ings of the actors than were the American students. Azuma
argues that in a Japanese cultural context. early condemna-
tion in relationships is inappropriate and potentially de-
structive (and we might add that the relative insusceptibil-
ity of Japanese to the fundamental attribution error might
contribute to their hesitation to condemn). In a second
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stage of the study, participants selected from a list what in-
formation they would need to make a complete moral judg-
ment. Whereas the Americans requested information about
the protagonist’s background and the severity of the trans-
gression, Japanese respondents requested information
about the protagonist’s feelings and remorse.

Yeh (1996) compared the story completions of Japanese
students with those of American students. She found that
the Japanese finishing a story about a transgression were
significantly more likely to (1) focus on the relationship in
their story; (2) maintain harmony in the relationship; (3)
suggest ajtruistic motivations for the morally questionable
act; (4) portray the main character sympathetically: and (35)
center on emotions and feelings rather than on specific fac-
tual details regarding the moral transgression. Yeh con-
tends that Japanese respondents consider morality to be sit-
uation-specific. Moral judgments are referenced to the
relationship and the feelings associated with the act rather
than to the act itself. For the Japanese, one’s feelings fol-
lowing a moral act can often determine the moral evalua-
tion of the act. In contrast, American respondents empha-
size the need to adhere to a consistent set of principles in
determining morality.

In the Japanese legal systemn even more than in Ameri-
can legal practice, for example. a sentence may be signifi-
cantly reduced if the defendant apologizes for his or her
actions and expresses substantial regret. And the impor-
tance of an apology can be seen in many spheres of life. In
the Japanese version of “Little Red Riding Hood,” for ex-
ample, the wolf has tears in his eyes, apologizes, and asks
for forgiveness (Lanhan, 1979; Yeh, 1996). In the Ameri-
can system, it is the act and not the perpetrator’s feelings
that is paramount in determining the punishment. The
Japanese emphasis on relationships, feelings, and social
harmony may be reinforced by Shinto traditions stressing
that human nature is essentially good and by Buddhist tra-
ditions emphasizing the importance of piety and of mod-
esty in relationship with others.

Japanese schools directly socialize this interpersonal
moral orientation in ongoing ethics courses focusing on
compatibility in relationships. Hamilton et al. (1989) note
that moral education in the United States is less formal and
less uniform, enforcing a “morality of duty” whose imple-
memtation focuses on punishing student misbehavior, The
emphasis is on the minimal standards that must be met be-
fore violators will be punished. Hamilton et al. contrast
this morality of duty with what they call the “‘morality of
aspiration” characteristics of Japan, in which a teacher sets
high standards. provides positive feedback, and empha-
sizes perseverance and effort. The assumption in this type
of moral training is that everyone can make an effort to do
his or her best. The response to failure is more encourage-
ment, not punishment.

Morality in a Chinese Cultural Context Chineg, n
philosophy also champions the fulfillment of interper el
or role responsibilities. Dien (1982) notes that Eyy, °
American reorality, with its focus on freedom of choie,
and individual rights, is rooted in Judeo-Christiap ‘heoléce
and Greek philosophy, while Chinese morality j5 rooteq ;
Confucian thoughts and emphasizes the concept of je
which translates as iove, sympathy, human-heanednESS ™
deep affection. Confucian philosophy stipulates thy S’o.r
ety is possible and stable when five basic relationship, .
appropriately maintained: father-son, E:l'npertar-suh"ﬁm
husband-wife, elder-younger, and friend-friend. As the fac!
that three of these five relationships are in the famj a:
tests, Chinese morality emphasizes obligations to the fam.
ily {Chang & Holt, 1984). The requirement to act altrujgg,
cally outside the family is relatively weak (Hui, 1984y 1, a
study of morality in Taiwan, Young, Lei. and Cheng (1982
found that morality was decidedly more centered oh col.
lective unity and filial piety than it was on indivigyg;
rights. People tend to assess moral outcomes with regard 1o
whether they further the good of the family and wheghe,
people exercise self-control toward this end (Young, 1981y,
Peopie are responsible for their families. and familjeg are
responsible for their members. During the Cultural Revoyy,.
tion and through Chinese history are numerous accounts of
entire families being punished for the acts of one membey.

In conjunction with its strong emphasis on the neegs
and goals of the in-group, particularly the family, Chinege
morality strongly emphasizes hierarchy. (Of the five bagic
relationships that Confucian moral philosophy prescribes,
four are fundamentally hierarchical.) In contrast to the
Western view, in which moral rules are not contingent oy
the position or rank of the agent, in the Confucian view, for
harmony to exist actions must be differentiated according
to the position of the agent. Saciety is conceived of as de.
pendent on hierarchical relationships of different classes
and positions. According to Young (1981), equality ke-
tween positions was impossible, and it was said in the Zoy
Zhan that “"equal queens, equal sons, equal powers and
equal cities—all lead to disorder” (p. 42). Recent studies on
the justice concerns of contemporary Chinese underscore
the importance of these hierarchical understandings for
moral judgments. Chiu (1991) found that the violation of
role expectation was the chief criterion employed in mak-
ing judgments of injustice. Bond et al. (1985) found that
Chinese subjects are less critical of a person who delivers
an insult when this person is an in-group member and of
higher status. Leung and Bond (1984) suggest that in-group
and out-group behavior is governed by different types of
morality. They find that in comparison with Americans,
Chinese are more likely to apply equity norms to out-grotp
members and equality nonms to in-group members.

Moral systems based on cbedience to and reverence for
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superiors are widespread around the world. Indeed, Judaic,
Christian, and Moslem theology base morality on the will
and the word of God, while religious practices in much of
Asia and Africa define morality as deference to ancestors’
(and elders’) edicts. It may be no exaggeration to say that
outside of some subcultures of secular Europe and Amer-
ica, obedience and reverence are the foundations of moral-
ity in most of the world.

How Much Moral Diversity? Besides the ethics of au-
tonomy {which includes concerns about freedom, rights,
harm, and justice) and the ethics of community (concerns
about duty and the collective enterprise), Shweder et al.,
(1997) have proposed an ethics of divinity {(including con-
cerns about purity, sanctity, and the realization of one’s
spiritnal nature). Shweder’s view is that autonomy, com-
munity, and divinity are abstract, self-evident moral truths
but that they cannot all be equally appreciated by all cul-
wres all of the time, and thus cultures specialize—some
emphasizing and elaborating justice and fidelity, some the
truths of duty and caring, and others the truths of purity
and pollution. The moral truths are the “frames,” or “gross
architecture.”” within which communities implement local,
historically specific, and quite divergent morat practices.

In a comparison of Brazilians and North Americans,
Haidt, Koller, and Dias (1993) asked subjects in two social
classes to evaluate stories about victimless but offensive
actions such as eating one’s dead pet dog or cleaning the
toilet with one’s national flag. Brazilian and U.S. college
students at elite universities judged such offenses to be
matters of social convention or personal preference. Most
other adults and children in both cultures judged these ac-
tions to be universally wrong motal violations. These find-
ings show that moral judgments are a function of social
class. education, and other aspects of culture. Many people
make moral judgments that have little to do with harm,
rights, or justice, but are based instead on culturally orga-
nized models and emotions. Balle-Jensen (1995) finds that
although American college students tend to rely exclu-
sively on the ethics of autonomy in their judgments, older
respondents sometimes implicate concerns for community
and divinity in their judgments.

Cultural differences are not limited to moral judgments;
moral emotions also differ. As we noted, Shweder and col-
leagues report that different cultures focus on different
moral codes (Shweder et al., 1997). Rozin and colleagues
found that Japanese and American students match viola-
tions of Shweder’s community code with the emotion of
contempt. violations of autonomy with anger, and viola.
tions of divinity with disgust (Rozin et al., 1997: ¢f
Ellsworth, 1994}, The kind of roles that others play in reg-
ulating and sanctioning social behavior is also clearly re-
latzd to the dominant moral concerns. In interdependent

cultures the emphasis is on fulfilling duties and living up to
social-relational standards; inadequate performance leads
primarily to shame. In independent cultures the emphasis
is on not harming others or violating their rights: transgres-
sion leads primarily to guilt (Benedict, 1946; Creighton,
1990; Lebra, 1983; Piers & Singer, 1953/1971).

In short, the evidence clearly shows that the manner in
which people judge morality is culturally defined.

Acculturation and Culture Change

One of the strongest implications of the view that culture
and psyche constitute one another is that, without the col-
lective practices and meanings that any given psychologi-
cal process is attuned to and coordinated with, the psycho-
logical process may dissipate. For example, the propensity
for self-enhancement in the United States is a psychologi-
cal tendency that is constantly maintained by the very na-
ture of the sociocultural surroundings. To illustrate, one
practice of the U.S. middle-class culture that is relevant to
this issue involves a frequent interpersonal exchange of
praise and compliments. Kitayama, Karasawa, Markus.
and Lehman (1998) asked both Japanese and American re-
spondents how many days prior was the latest occasion in
which they had said something “‘good” to someone else.
The modal response for the Americans was one. Thus, they
say something good to someone else at least once a day,
and perhaps even more frequently. By contrast, the modal
response for the Japanese was four. It is likely, then. that
there exists a collective, cultural climate of self-enhance-
ment in the United States such that once you are immersed
m it, your self-esteem and self-pride are constantly bol-
stered and elevated not 50 much because this is a tendency
that is inherent in the human psyche, but because the re-
sponse is afforded by the collective surroundings. It seems
likely, however, that once people are socialized in such a
cultural context, they will eventually develop relatively au-
tonomous psychological tendencies for enhancing self-
esteem, a conclusion that the social psychological evidence
supports. Yet at the same time, once this collective sur-
rounding is removed, the tendency for self-enhancement
may be difficult to maintain.

Recall that Kitayama et al. (1997) randomly sampled
social situations from both Japan and the United States and
asked both Japanese and American subjects to judge the
extent to which their self-esteem would increase or de-
crease if they were in each situation. These researchers
found that Japanese are self-critical and Americans are
self-enhancing. especially when responding to the situa-
tions of their own culture. When the Japanese responded to
the American situations, they were less self-critical, Like-
wise, when the Americans responded to the Japanese situa-
tions, they were less self-enhancing. This is an experimen-



944 Part Eight / Emerging Perspectives

tal analog of moving to another culture. Psychological ten-
dencies of self-criticism and seif-enhancement in the re-
spective cultures become very hard to maintain once indi-
viduals move to another culture.

In another study, Kitayama, Kroonen, and Markus
(1998) examined a group of American students temporarily
staying in Japan. These students were asked to judge
whether or not each of many traits applied to themselves
either (1) when they were interacting with their Japanese
friends in Japanese contexts or {2) when they were inter-
acting with their American friends in American contexts.
Haif of the traits were evaluatively positive, and the other
half were negative. In the American-context condition, the
students endorsed a greater number of positive traits than
negative traits, thus replicating the characteristically Amer-
ican tendency for self-enhancement. This tendency was re-
versed in the Japanese-context condition, again suggesting
the difficulty of maintaining the psychological tendency of
self-enhancement once Westerners are placed in a Japanese
cultural context. An alternative interpretation for this find-
ing 15 that people find it difficult to maintain self-esteem in
foreign, unfamiliar places. However, Heine and Lehman
(1997c) monitored the self-esteem of a group of Japanese
exchange students at 2 Canadian university, and found that
their seif-esteem, originally comparable 1o the level of self-
esteem common in Japan, and much lower than that of
Canadian students, gradually increased over a period of
several months.

These findings suggest that self-esteem is literally so-
ciopsychological. It is psychological because it entails sub-
jective experience, mediated by a host of psychological
processes (e.g., self-enhancement in America, and criti-
cism and subsequent attempts to improve the self in Japan).
but it is also social and collective because both the subjec-
tive experience and the underlying psychological processes
can fully sustain themselves only when immersed in the
appropriate cultoral context. This inevitably invites a ques-
tion of what will happen to those who are bicultural. There
is a distinct possibility that people develop multiple sets of
psychological processes that are attaned to different cul-
tural contexts and become capabie of switching back and
forth between them as they move to different cultures. And
indeed it is not uncommon that an American who is an ex-
pert about Japanese culture and, like many others in Amer-
ican academia, is assertive and outspoken on home terri-
tory becomes docile, subdued, and deferential when
working in Japan and interacting with Japanese colleagues.
The reverse pattern may also be found for some Japanese
working in the United States.

The notion of mutual constitution is more broadly ap-
plicable to other psychological domains. We may expect
sizable changes in social structure or collective practice
often to be followed by changes in the corresponding psy-
chological tendencies. This seems to be the case for the

fundamental attribution error in Hong Kong, Studie b
Morris and Peng (1994) on Chinese subjects both majny
land China and living temporarily in the Unijteg Stat A
show that Chinese people are more sensitive to the holi;s
field in which any social act takes place, and ag a cgn_v,nc
quence, they are less susceptible to the fundamep tal 5 ttl.ei.
bution error. But when Hong, Wong, and Lee (1996, See
also Hong, Chiu, and Kung, 1997) recently used the More
and Peng procedures with a group of Chinese subjecys 23
tive to Hong Kong and highly knowledgeable aboy; Wes::
ern culture, their subjects’ responses resembled those o
Morris and Peng’s American subjects if the Chinege Sub.
jects had been exposed to a set of symbols emblemyy, of
American cuiture (e.g., a picture of Mickey Moyse or g
cowboy). Priming with symbols emblematic of traditiopy) -
Chinese society prompted responses more like those of
Chinese who were relatively unfamiliar with Wester cul.
ture. An implication is that the very rapid and faI-l‘eaching
westernization under the British rule of Hong Kong, of the
fong capitalist tradition in Hong Kong, or both, may haye
created a bicultural population capable of responding Quite
differently depending on cultural context.

Change in China may be occurring even more rapidly
than is suggested by the work of Hong. Wong, and Lea. Ma
et al. (1998) have shown that expressed desire for indivig.
ual success has increased enormously among Beijin
elementary-school children in the last ten years. Shin-Ying
Lee and H. Stevenson (1998, personal communication)
have shown that the mothers of these children, over the
same time period, have shifted their primary concern frop
the social aspects of their child’s development to the psy-
chological aspects. Perhaps dispositions will become more
relevant in people’s explanations of others” behavior, The
spirit of capitalism (Weber, 1958) was originally invented
and institutionalized in the modern West, but crucial zs.
pecis of it (along with other features of western culture)
have now spread to many other parts of the world, Thig
capitalist ethos tends to be transformed as it is incorporated
into other cultural systems. However, quite often the cul-
wres adopting capitalism have retained the central culturl
idea that people act by personal choice according to their
true nature, so that people’s individual dispositions can be
read from their behavior. Many East Asians seem to be ac-
quiring this correspondence bias along with the other capi-
talist institutions and ideas they are adopting.

Implications for the Study of Social Psychology

People are composed of distinctive, stable, positive attrib-
utes and seif-interested motives that give rise to internally
controlled behavior consistent with these attributes and
motives; furthermore, people reason analytically with ref-
erence to discrete categories, and as a consequence they -
gradually learn to make moral judgments based on abstract
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principles of universal justice. Subjects and experimeniers
alike think and act like this—if they believe that people
naturally think and act like this. However, people who
share other folk models of human nature think and act in
other ways. In short, Western models of human psychology
have substantial accuracy as models of the psychology of
Western humans. The models are accurate partly becaunse
they represent the folk modeis that Westerners implicitly
use. But people who use other cultural models of the per-
son have psychologies that differ accordingly. This is not to
say that folk models make adequate scientific theories. but
simply that people predicate their actions, thoughts, and
feelings on their shared implicit or explicit conceptions of
how they and others act, think, and feel.

In many cultures omside the modern West, people per-
ceive the social world as a network of vital relationships
that engage and envelop every person. People strive to sus-
tain and enhance those relationships, which means that
human desires, attitudes, and thoughts are largely oriented
to the needs of those relationships. Believing that everyone
naturally thinks and acts in these ways, people generally
think and act accordingly. Consequently, in each distinct
relational context, most East Asians tend to embody the at-
titudes. motives, and thoughts suitable io that context, In
East Asia and similar cultures efsewhere, thought and be-
havior are more a function of the relationship or the group
than of the person.

In short, many of the processes once thought to be basic
to human social psychology actually vary according to cul-
ture. This discovery does not imply that psychologists can-
not formulate valid. highly general explanatory principles.
What it does imply is that, to be valid. such explanatory
principies must be formulated with reference 1o culture. In-
deed, what we need to do next is to explore which cultural
practices. meanings, and institutions inform which psycho-
logical processes, and how they do so. It will not always be
possible to disentangle the web of culture and to isolate
discrete practices that affect distinct psychological struc-
tures, or particular meanings that generate specific
processes. But we need to explore the causal and constitu-
tive interconnections between culture and psyche and find
out how they operate. Furthermore. as we begin to under-
stand more about how psyches are contingent on cultures.
we alse need to start studying precisely how those psyches
sustain and generate the cultures,

IV. STRATEGIES FOR CHARACTERIZING
SOCIALITIES ACROSS CULTURES

In this section, we present some recent research that wil] be
of interest to social psychologists with an interest in cul-
ture. We organize the research by describing it under
rubrics corresponding to types of strategies that have been
proposed for characterizing cultures. The strategies over-

lap, and there are perhaps few pure cases, but we believe it
will be helpful 1o consider the various ways in which an-
thropologists and psychologists have thought about culture
and its relation to psyche.

Relativizing Particularism One strategy is to focus on
the unique aspects of each culture or community, assuming
that cultures are incomparable (Geertz, 1983, 1974/1984;
Gergen, 1993; Gergen & Davis, 1985; Schneider, 1984).
This approach usually seeks to elucidate the distinctive in-
terrelations of meaning (or of action) within a particular
culture. It aims to understand each culture in its own terms,
attempting tc avoid ethnocentricaily and imperialistically
assimilating the practices of the ““other” to the researcher’s
own pricr cultural categories and presuppositions. This has
the merit of helping researchers stay open to unexpected
possibilities, but it has proven difficult to formulate a rela-
tivistic epistemological stance that explains how we can
know or describe other cultures (see Harre & Krausz,
1996: Varieries of Relativism). Consequently, some post-
modernists have adopted the view that objective knowl-
edge of other cultures is impossible and all descriptions are
contingent on the subjective process of inquiry. We will not
review any research in this tradition. Suffice it to say that
from about 1976 until about 1996 a vast amount of anthro-
pological research and writing adopted a postmodernist
version of this approach.

Universals The opposite strategy is to uncover universal
practices, beliefs, or institutions that can be studied in
every culture (see Brown, 1991: Lonner, 1980; Pepitone &
Triandis, 1988). Lévi-Strauss (1966, 1967) analyzed the bi-
nary contrasts that underlie the meaning of myths: Mauss
(1925/1967) described gift-giving; Merton (1968) dis-
cussed reciprocity and complementarity; Gennep
(1909/1960) analyzed status-changing rites of passage;
Simmel (1908/1971b) described social forms such as con-
flict and prostitution, and social types such as strangers and
adventurers; Weber (1922/1978) explored how rulers legiti-
mate their power; Jung (1964) searched for universal ar-
chetypes; Freud (1900/1955) and Spiro (1982b) analyzed
the Oedipus complex and its resolution. This approach fo-
cuses on the psychic unity of humankind, searching for
commonalities beneath surface idiosyncrasies. Researchers
in this tradition sypically focus on demonsirating that a
particuiar entity is universal, despite surface differences.
However, it is also possible to investigate diverse cultural
expressions of a universal practice as a tool for understand-
ing cultural differences related to the manner in which the
universal is expressed (e.g., Kurtz, 1992, 1993; and Par-
sons. 1969, on variations in the Oedipus complex). In the
latter case, the varied manifestations of a universal can be
analyzed according to any of the other five strategies de-
scribed here. Our own discussion here of the search for
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cultural universals will be limited to a description of the
evolutionary process that we believe is responsible for cul-
ture in the first place and to the human diversity that has
been made inevitable by the psychic flexibility with which
humans are endowed by evolution.

Typologies and Dimensions A third strategy is to con-
struct typological contrasts or differentiating dimensions.
Most of this work has developed variations and refine-
ments on one particular contrast, beginning with Marx’s
(1857-1858/1973, 1964) description of the differences be-
tween capitalist systerns and other forms of production, es-
peciaily primitive and postcapitalist communism; Maine’s
(1861/1963) contrast between status law and contract law;
and Morgan’s (1877) comparison of societas with civetas.
Tonnies (1887/1988) developed this into his famous analy-
sis of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, while Durkheim
(1893/1933) compared organic and mechanical solidarity,
characterized respectively by restitutive and retributive
sanctions. Later Mead (1937/1961} developed a classifica-
tion of societies as competitive, cooperative, or individual-
istic, and Redfield (1955) delineated the folk-urban contin-
uum. Then Dumont (1977, 1986) analyzed the logic of
individualism and hierarchy, while Douglas {1978) devel-
oped the dimenstons of grid and group and Hofstede
(1980, 1991) and Triandis (1972, 1989, 1995) pioneered
empirical analyses of the basic dimensions of cultural dif-
ferences, especially individualism and collectivism.

The typological or dimensional strategy aims at discov-
ering basic features that must be clearly defined in any cul-
ture, and then at characterizing cultures according to the
presence. absence, or degree of such features. The defining
characteristic of typological and dimensional schemes is
that they are formulated in terms of a feature contrast, usu-
ally between opposites. The whole culture is the usual unit
of cornparison, so this approach necessarily assumes that
cultures can be more or less readily identified and delin-
eated into distinct units. Usually the focus is on discover-
ing subsidiary features of the culture or its members that
are associated with the major feature contrast.

There are important differences between typologies,
which assume discrete categories, and dimensions, which
assume continuous variation. However, both are based on
contrastive features. Most such theories posit that the
typology or dimension can be used with validity to assess all
cultures. We will deal at some length in the first part of this
sectzon with efforts to dimensionalize the individualism/col-
lectivism notion and the concept of power differentials.

Generative Structures  Another strategy is to character-
ize universal entities whose cultural realizations are inher-
ently variable. What is universal is a capacity or potential
that is incomplete and can be used to generate thought, af-
fect, or interaction only with reference to particular cul-

tural systems. Transformational linguists led by Chony
{1965, 1980) and Pinker (1994) take this approach, a4 ky
A. Fiske in his analyses of relational models apg rityg,
(Dulaney & Fiske, 1994; Fiske, 1991b; Fiske & Hyq),
19597a, 1997b). This strategy usually focuses on SYstemg
meaning or syntaxes that are necessary for the mediatjgy, 21{
corymunication and other forms of essential socig] cOorg;
nation. Such systems can be implemented only in e
culture-specific realizations, according to local Pmcedems,
and prototypes. For example, language is necess
human social coordination. But what is required js asg
cific language; people in different communities SDeak
tually unintelligible languages.

Relational theory takes the same approach, Whije
adding the concept that people have four basic models
choose from in organizing any aspect of any social interae.
tion. The multiplicity of relational models (diversely yn,.
plemented) creates the further possibility of diverse comb;.
nations of nested or linked models. Componential analysig
of kinship uses a similar principle to explore how kin termg
in any culture are defined as a system of categories with re.
spect to a small number of basic distinctions (D’ Andragde
1995; Goodenough, 1981). '

In general, such systems are generative at two levels,
First, there are culture-specific implementations such g a
particular language (Portuguese) or a particular societa}
system of balanced exchange (feuding among the llongar),
Second, operating with reference to these culture-specific
collective implementations, each person or social upit gen-
erates particular acts, such as an utterance ('Y zlig be
neere”) or a retaliatory homicide. An integral aspect of
both of these generative levels is that people use these $¥s-
tems to construct interpretations of the meanings of such
commurnicative and social coordinative acts.

for

s

Calture Complexes A fifth strategy is to identify a
major “culture complex™-—a practice, institution, CUstom,
norm. belief, culture trait, or theme—that is an important
component or organizing ethos of some cultures. {Our term
is closely related to Whiting and Child’s [1953] concept of
a "custom complex.” a term that we feel is too limiting in
its connotations of action and practice only.) Examples that
have been widely studied include writing, schools, bureay-
cracy. honor, castes, concern about purity and pollution,
witchcraft, the evil eye, many specific folklore themes,
blood sacrifice, divine kingship, shamanism, age sets,
blood brotherhood, or joking and funerary relationships.
Such complexes involve patterns of action, values. rela-
tionships, objects, architectures, myths, and all the comple-
memtary features of the psyche. Sometimes such a culnure
complex is salient in only one or a few particular sets of
geographically proximate or historically related societies;
sometimes the cuiture complex is much more widely dis-
persed. But in either case, the goal is usually to discem the
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causes and consequences of the complex {or its variants),
either comparing variants among closely related cultures or
making comparisons with cultures in which the complex is
absent. This approach focuses on salient patterns of prac-
tices and ideas wherever they appear, obviating the need to
define discrete cultural units or to characterize all aspects
of any culture as a whole.

One well-developed variant of this strategy that over-
laps somewhat with the typology approach is the cross-tab-
ulation of cultural traits. Tylor (1871/1974) was the origi-
nator of this approach, but George Peter Murdock (1967,
1981), founder of the Human Relations Area Files and the
Society for Cross-Cultural Research, was the modern
leader. Murdock compiled his own and other researchers’
classifications of 1,264 cultures on scores of categorical ty-
pologies. These compilations permit easy ‘cross-tabulation
of codings for hundreds of culture complexes or traits.

The cultare complex approach may overlap with the
universalizing or typology approaches wher the relevant
culture complexes occur in every culture. Marriage, kin-
ship. ritual, rites of passage, and gift giving are culture
complexes that exist. in one form or another, in almost
every culture. Anthropologists often compare and contrast
these complexes across cultures.

Temporal Sequences The oldest contrastive framework
compares cultures along a particular temporal (or quasi-
temporal) sequence (Marx. 1964, 1857-1858/1973; Mon-
tesquieu. 1748/1977: Morgan, 1877; Polanyi, 1944/1957,
1968: Service. 1975: Spencer, 1897-1906; Steward, 1951,
1955: Tylor. 1871/1974; White, 1959). This temporal se-
quence is usually cast in evolutionary or historical terms,
from primitive to civilized, traditional 1o modern. The re-
searcher’s own culture is always the most advanced (except
in Marx’s scheme). For example, building on a century of
thinking about cultural evolution, Leslie White (£939) and
Julian Steward (1951, 1955) suggested schematic typolo-
gies of progressive levels of social integration. Steward’s
was family. band. tribe, chiefdom, state. Sometimes histor-
ical sequences are connected with a typology of means of
production, assuming that the general trend is from hunting
and gathering, to agricultural and pastoral, to industrial. to
postindustrial: or from underdeveloped to developed. This
approach assurnes that there is some consistent temporal
ordering of the “stages” of cultural transformations. and
that “primitive” contemporary societies correspond in
seme way o a stage that “advanced” societies previousty
passed through. Temporal ordering of cultures usualty is
associated with an evaluative ordering according to a par-
ticular moral or functional crterion. In principle. however,
it is possibie to have either a temporal or an evaluative or-
dering without the other.

Archaeologists orient their research to temporal se-
quences of this sort, while cultural anthropology and social

history have recently come together to form the field of
““ethnohistory,” focusing on more specific. local. and shori-
term processes of culturally organized social change (e.g.,
Sahlins. 1981, 1985). Both of these anthropological ap-
proaches are associated with a focus on the processes {or
mechanisms) by which cuitures change.

These six comparalive sirategies are effective in different
ways. for different purposes: the factors that limit one strat-
egy may facilitate another. Used judiciously in conjunction
with one another. they are all powerful tools for character-
izing patterns of sociality across cultures. In this section,
we turn first to typological and dimensional approaches.
Then we consider an example of generative structures—
namely the *‘relational models” scheme—followed by an
example of a culture complex: honor. Then we contrast an
economic account of culture change with an ideclogical
account. Finally in Section V we consider a theory about a
very long-term temporal process—natural selection—that
potentially encompasses and reconciles the unjversalizing
approach with the other approaches to cuitural diversity.
We present there a set of generative-structure notions that
constitute an attempt (0 connect social psychology. culture,
development, and evolution.

Typological and Dimensional Approaches to
Studying Sociality

The comparison between independence and interdepen-
dence has a long ancestry. Many of the major theorists in
the social sciences have proposed typologies related to this
COMpanison, in many cases contrasting urban. modern. or
market-oriented societies with agrarian. traditional, or tech-
nologically simpler ones {Dumont, 1977, 1986; Durkheim,
1893/1933; Maine. 1861/1963: Marx. 1857-1858/1973,
1964; Mead, 1937/1961: Morgan, 1877; Redfield, 1955,
Tonnies. 1887/1988). This comparison was originaily most
systematically developed by Ferdinand Ténnies (1887/
1988). who contrasted ideal types for the analysis of reai
societies. namely Gemeinschaft (community based on a
sense of identity) and Gesellschafi (society based on instru-
mental advantage}. Gemeinschaft is based on relationships
for their own sake. inherently desired. involving a sense of
unity and mutuality, as exemplified by relationships among
family members, neighbors. or friends: it is a product of in-
timacy, sympathy, mutual understanding. frequent face-to-
face interaction. and shared experiences or property.
Gesellschaft is based on artifactual interactions that are
means to material ends. involving the exchange of material
commodities, often based on bargaining and contract, labor
markets. and calculative struggle to gain power over others,
as exemplified by a corporation. These two forms of social-
ity are ideal types for the analysis of real societies. which
always involve associations of both types.
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Some of these theorists also go beyond binary contrast,
For example, Mead's (1937/1961) anthropological group
set out to contrast cooperative societies with competitive
ones, but found they had to add a category of individualis-
tic societies. Bailey (1972} used a solidarity dimension and
a power dimension to analyze types of relationships or in-
teractions within cultures, Later Douglas (1978), a sym-
bolic and social anthropologist, invented the terms “grid”
(hierarchical structure) and “group™ (autonomy) to analyze
orthogonal dimensions of social organization which, she
argued, affect the construction of distinetive cultural ide-
ologies (Douglas & Wildavsky, 1982; Thompson, Ellis. &
Wildavsky, 1990). Bailey’s and Douglas’s dimensiona]
analyses were theoretically constructed, but the evidence
iater collected independently by Hofstede (1980) and
Triandis {1972, 1989, 1995) is consistent with them.

Other frameworks for comparing cultures have also
been proposed. In anthropology the most famous is that of
Ruth Benedict (1934/195%), who developed and illustrated
three culture types with reference to the Zuni Pueblos of
New Mexico, the Kwakiutl of Vancouver Island, and the
inhabitants of Dobu Island. off the southeast coast of New
Guinea. Her typology describes cultures in terms of the
dominant type of personality: respectively Apollonian,
Dionysian. and Parancid. The Apollonian Zunis are calm,
mild-mannered, orderly. emotionally controlied, and so-
cially responsive. The Dionysian Kwakiut} (like the Native
Americans of the Great Plains) are fiercely competitive,
aggressively self-aggrandizing. violent, and ecstatic, using
bloody rituals to transcend normal experience. The Para-
noid Dobuans are uncooperative, lawless. suspicious, spite-
ful. reacherous sorcerers who use magic to ruin each other.
Benedict describes cultural values, beliefs, practices, and
institutions as expression of the dominant personality in
each society. Conversely. Benedict argues that cultures se-
tect from the human repertoire of potential personalities.
fostering and elaborating a more or iess integrated subset
of the possibilities.

Later Benedict (1946) suggested another famous con-
trast between guilt cultures such as the United Stares and
shame cultures such as Japan (see also Lebra, 1983). Piers
and Singer (1953/1971) and Creighton (1990) offer recon-
ceprualizations related 10 the idea that shame involves fail-
ure to five up o social standards. resulting in fear of aban-
donment or ostracism: guilt involves transgression of
standards. resulting in fear of punishment. Alf researchers
agree that every normal person in every culture must be
abie to experience both of these emotions, but the relative
importance of these two kinds of sanctions varies substan-
tially across cultures,

Geertz (1973, 1974/1984) raised the guestion of
whether the person is the same across cultures with an in-
fluential comparison of cultural models of the person in
Java, Bali. and Morocco. More recently, inspired by field-

work in India, Shweder (1995) has suggested 3 trichoy,
identifying an individualist view of the person as “the y,
erences seeker,” a collectivist view of the persop a -
office holder,” and a spiritual view in which the ﬂ}e
regarded primarily as a divine entity valnerable to pon
tion. Finally, one of the typologies best known 1o &nthru-
pologists and most widely used by them is Lévi.stmusg‘
(1961/1949) contrast between social systems baseq on s
stricted exchange and those based on generalizeg ex.
change. Focusing on the systems through which 5"30111‘
transfer brides, he showed that strictly reciprocal, b, ¢
“restricted exchange” produces only local socia) integr,_
tion. More complex systems of “generalized exchange” e
sult in more extensive, tighter social integration, bec&use
each group gives brides to some groups but relies gy Othey
groups to provide them with brides, thereby Creating myy,
complex, cross-cutting bonds of interdependence,

Subjective Values By far the most extensive body of di-
mensional research assesses values, using rating scaleg {or
sometimes rankings). The goals of this paradigm ape to
characterize cultures (usually defined on the leve] of na-
tions) and the dimensions that differentiate them. Thig par-
adigm differs from the typologies already discussed in gy,
eral respects, particularly by using nations as the upj of
analysis. collecting numerical data, and relying on factor
analysis or multidimensional scaling of group means, After
generating a set of items, researchers translate them into
various languages and obtain samples of highly Jiterage
subjects (usually business managers, college students, of
teachers). The basic assumptions of this approach are thy
these sampies represent the cultures of nations; that valig
comparisons can be made across samples among ratings
(or rankings} of items; that means of individual responses
reflect collective values; that the iterns tap most of the im.
portant values of all cultures: and that “values” are impor-
tant features of cultures, related in some way to action,
practices, relationships, institutions, and other features, I
our view, all of these assumptions are quite problematic,
but nevertheless the agreement among these studies is ap-
preciable and intriguing. '

In pioneering research, Hofstede (1980} administered
questionnaire on work-related values to 116,000 service
and marketing managers of IBM in forty countries. Hof-
stede computed mean scores for each value statement in
each of the forty countries and performed a factor analysis
on these means by treating each country as a unit of analy-
sis. From this analysis he identified four dimensions—
power distance, individualism (versus collectivism), mas-
culinity (versus femininity), and uncertainty avoidance,
Power distance implies the degree to which unequal power
distribution in social institutions and practices is accepted
or. conversely, egalitarianism is endorsed. Individualism
{versus collectivism) refers to the relative priority a-
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corded to persons or groups. The masculinity (versus fem-
ininity) dimension is assumed to differentiate cultures ac-
cording to the extent to which they value “masculine” val-
ues such as achievement and material success or
“feminine™ values such as caring and interpersonal har-
mony. Finally, uncertainty avoidance taps the degree to
which a culture tolerates uncertainty and ambiguity. In his
subsequent work Hofstede (1990) has added a fifth dirnen-
sion: time perspective,

Subsequent work in this area has focused primarily on
the dimensions of individualism (versus collectivism) and
power distance, which have proven to reliably differentiate
Evropean-American individualist, egalitarian cultures from
East Asian collectivist, high power-distance cultures
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Smith & Bond, 1994: Trian-
dis. 1990, 1994a, 1995). Working within a different re-
search tradition that cap be traced back to Rokeach's
(1973) work on values, Schwartz (1992; Schwartz & Bardi,
in press: Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990; Schwartz & Ros, 1995)
sampled fifty-six values from several cuitural regions of
the world. About 44,000 schoolteachers and college stu-
dents from the fifty-six nations ranked the personal signifi-
cance of each value. Two dimensions emerge from multidi-
mensional scaling of the national means on the forty-five
values that appear to have the most stable meanings. One
dimension is similar to the individualism/collectivism di-
mension, anchored by “openness to change” (including af-
fective and intellectual autonomy) at one end and *‘conser-
vaiism” (including security, tradition, and honor) at the
other. A second dimension, which appears similar to power
distance. is anchored at one end by *‘self-enhancement”
(including mastery and power) and at the other end by
“self-transcendence” (including egalitarianism and har-
mony with nature). Trompenaars and colleagues (Trompe-
naars. 1993: Smith, Dugan, & Trompenaars, 1996} used
multidimensional scaling on the responses to a very diverse
array of value items from 8,841 managers and organiza-
tional employees from forty-three countries. They interpret
the first dimension as egalitarian commitment versus con-
servatistn (which includes hierarchy and power). The sec-
ond dimension is defined by loyalty 10 in-groups versus
utilitartan considerations in deciding on one’s engagement
in social relations.

Overall. the three data sets converge on more or less the
same two dimensions. Western European nations are both
egalitarian and individualist; eastern European, postcom-
munist countries are individualist and hierarchical:
whereas East Asian nations are hierarchical and collec-
tivist. More fine-grained analysis reveals that Western Eu-
ropean nations are more egalitarian and higher in intellec-
tual (but not affective) autonomy than are North American
samples. China comes out rather similar to eastern Euro-
pean nations. perhaps reflecting their common communist
heritage. The value profile of Japan consistently deviates

from those of the rest of East Asian countries in the direc-
tion of European-American cultures. This tendency toward
Western values could result from the noncommittal re-
sponse style of the Japanese (which would force their vaiue
profile toward the middle), the westernization of the Japan-
ese culture in the past 100 years, or both,

To what extent do these instruments encompass the full
range of values across cultures? A group of researchers or-
ganized by Michael Bond developed a set of values from
Chinese indigenous cultural contexts (Bond, 1988b; Chi-
nese Culture Connection, 1987). Factor analysis per-
formed on the means of twenty-three countries suggests
that there is considerable overlap between the Chinese in-
digenous values and the dimensions of individualism/col-
lectivism and power distance (Bond, 1996a). Another di-
mension also emerged: Confucian work dynamism,
composed of values related to the Confucian work ethic
such as perseverance, patience, and thriftiness. This di-
mension resembles Hofstede’s (1980) time perspective,
and may be related to the relational self-improvement
process identified by Kitayama et al. (1997) and the form
of achievement in East Asia that has attracted considerable
research attention of late (e.g., De Vos, 1973: Stevenson &
Stigler, 1992).

When subjective values are examined by questionnaire,
the overall means are often aligned in the predicted direc-
tion (with, for example, U.S. samples being more individo-
alist and less collectivist than, say, Japanese or Korean
samples). However, there is considerable overlap berween
the distributions of responses in any two cultures. Hence
subjective endorsement of values is only a rough proxy for
the collective practices and meanings corresponding to
such values, and it may not adequately represent the mag-
nitude or nature of cultural differences. Indeed, subjective
endorsement of values may actuaily reverse true differ-
ences in values. Peng, Nisbett, and Wong (in press) found
that Chinese university students and American students
sometimes reported holding values that were quite contrary
to the picture of these cultures painted by ethnographers.
For example, Chinese students reported rating inner har-
mony lower than Americans, and equality higher. But value
reports are likely to be tacit comparisons: believing that he
or she values equality more than other Chinese, a Chinese
respondent then reports a higher value on the dimension
than an American making the same kind of comparison. Or
one may value something precisely because one does not
have as much of it in one’s culture as one might like. Thus
a member of a relatively authoritarian society may report
valuing equality more than a member of an egalitarian so-
ciety who takes equality for granted. However, it may be
possible to develop more valid techniques. Peng. Nisbett,
and Wong showed that ratings by Chinese and American
subjects of the actions they would wish to take in various
concrete scenarios agreed fairly well with ethnographers’



950

Part Eight / Emerging Perspectives

comparisons of the two cultures, and far better than value
ratings or attitude statement endorsements.

Hence, although impressive in both the breadth of cul-
wres covered and the general convergence of the findings
by different research groups, the subjective-value literature
must confront some methodological and conceptual prob-
lems. This literature generally assumes that means of indi-
vidual responses can be used to compare cultures. Never-
theless, different meanings may be associated with any
given abstract value item. Further, subjects’ responses re-
garding the importance of values do not reflect many im-
portant features of those values. For exampie, values may
vary in the extent to which they are perceived to be consen-
sual, legitimate, and enforceable, and in the manner in
which they are conpected with each other. Further, some
values may be perceived to be moral and obligatory. but
others may be perceived to be mostly conventional or a
matter of personal choice (e.g., Miller, 1994a; Shweder et
al., 1989; Turiel, Killen, & Helwig, 1987) or matters of
group or individual identity. What may be a bigger prob-
lem is the assumption that people have meaningful global
values that effectively organize a wide range of disparate
actions or that are valid reflections of cultural meanings
and practices. The literature on attitudes casts considerable
doubt on these assumptions. Future research should ad-
dress these validity issues.

Relational Theory: An Approach to Generative
Structures for Sociality

A quite different approach to the characterization of cul-
tures is possible. This approach is to identify basic patterns
of social relationships that recur across cultures, comparing
the ways that they operate in different cultures and their
links with other features of culture and psyche. The as-
sumption of cultural psychology is that psyche and social
relations function in complementarity to sach other: psy-
che and social reiations each require the other and in tarn
reproeduce the other. Relational theory (Fiske, 1991b, 1992)
represents an attempr to identify the basic structures of
meaningful social interaction, characterizing them simulta-
neously with respect to psyche and culwure.

Four Ways to Generate and Understand Relationships
Relational theory posits that people in every culture use
just four elementary models to generate, understand, coor-
dinaie, evaluate, and contest most social interaction. Each
of these four models is a motivated, affectively colored,
cognitive schema or grammar with reference to which peo-
ple jointly construct meaningful sociai relations (personal
and impersonal). Communal Sharing (CS) is a relationship
based on participants’ feeling that all the members of a par-
ticular group or category are the same in a significant re-
spect, so the group transcends its individual members with

regard to the issue at hand. People in a C§ reiationsh-
(e.g.. lovers, close kin, teammates who identify with P
team) feel a sense of solidarity and corporate identity A ¢
thority Ranking (AR) is a relationship based op trans'iﬁu.

. y . . . . X va
asymmetrical differentiation in a linear hterarchy, Suborg;
pates in an AR relationship owe respect and often obe, -
ence, while superiors have prerogatives as well a5 g
with respect to their subordinates (e.g., military officers,
juniors and seniors in a relation of filial piety). Equalip,
Maiching (EM) is a relationship based on a standarg 0);
balance and a concern about the additive magnitude of de.
viations from that standard. Typical manifestations of EM
are turn taking, balanced exchange, tit-for-tat reCiPmcity
eye-for-an-eye vengeance, contributions or distribution i:;
which shares are equated one for one, and in-kind Compe.
sation to even things out. Car pools and rotating credy as-
sociations are good examples. Market Pricing (MP) is 5 o
lationship based on a sense of proportion, in which people
calculate social values as ratios (for example, of input 14
output). Common forms of MP are prices, wages, rents, iy,
terest, proportional taxes, tithes, proportional Tationing,
various kinds of social rates, and utilitarian moral caley],.
tions. For exampie, street vendors and their customers typi-
cally relate according to MP, as do stockbrokers. As a bagjg
of decision making, MP entails rational “cost-benes
analvsis.

Peopie ordinarily combine the four models, using ther,
as building blocks to construct complex dyadic relatiop.
ships, group structures, and institutions. For example, 3
woman may interact with her son at a construction site a5
boss to employee {(AR), play chess or basketball with ki
according to EM, prepare and eat dinner with him on the
CS basis in which cooking is a joint task without regard 1
how much sach person contributes or consurmes, make ap
interest-bearing loan (MP) to him or, again using MP, ratio-
nally calculate the most effective and least risky strategy
for getting him to marry his girlfriend. One model may be
the legitimation or motivation for using another, as when a
grocery store limits a bargain to one per family (EM), in
the interests of maximizing profits by attracting the greates:
number of customers at the least cost (MP). Furthermore,
people may use different models simultaneously—for ex.
ample when a man in a feuding society seeks tit-for-tat EM
vengeance for the killing of his kinsman (with whom he
has a CS relationship) by killing any member of the killer's
kinsmen (whom he treats as equivalent in CS terms).

Relational theory thus describes the basic structures and
operations that are socially meaningful in terms of foar
fundamental affective cognitive schemata that motivate af
aspects of relationships. Relational theory posits (and re-
search confirms) that these four models are discrete stmuc-
tures: there are no intermediate forms and they are not re-
ducible to any set of continuous dimensions (Haslam,
1994a, 1994b; Haslam & Fiske, 1994). They are funda-

uties
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mental and they are also incommensurable, in the sense
that there is no general, systematic, higher-level schema
that mediates among them. CS, AR, and probably EM have
identifiable phylogenetic precursors among social primates
and other animals; MP does not (Haslam, 1997). The the-
ory—which was developed from fieldwork among the
Moose of Burkina Faso, a comparison of diverse ethnogra-
phies, a synthesis of major social theories, and the integra-
tion of empirical social psychological research in North
America and Europe, has subsequently been tested in a
score of studies confirming that the four relational models
are salient in all kinds of everyday cognition with Tespect
to real relationships. The models affect intentiona} retrieval
of persons from memory; judgments of similarity among
relationships and categorization of relationships; inten-
tional substitutions when people seek an-alternate partner
to replace the original one; confusions in verbal naming;
confusions in identifying partners to previous everyday in-
teractions; and substitutions in misdirected social actions
(Fiske, 1993, 1995c: Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske, 1992:
Haslam. 1994a, 1994b: Haslam & Fiske, 1994; see Fiske &
Haslam, 1996, for a summary).

Relational theory posits that people use these four mod-
els to organize exchange, distribution, work, and decision
making, 1o give meaning to time, land, and many material
objects (Fiske, 19%1b, 1992). For example, land can be (1)
an investment (MP); (2) a kingdom that is the personal do-
main of the king or a fiefdom conferred by a king, giving
lordship over the inhabitants (AR); (3) a mark of equal sta-
ts such as that which once conferred voting rights in the
United States (EM)Y; or (4} the motherland defining a col-
lective identity, or a commons, park, or highway (CS). Peo-
ple implement the relational models to make moral Jjudg-
ments, to formulate legitimating ideologies, to punish and
to redress transgressions, to interpret misfortune, and to
constitute refations with gods, spirits, and ancestors. Thus
morality may be construed in the utilitarian calculus of the
greatest good for the greatest number of peopie (MP); as
equal treatment of each person (EM); as doing whatever
the highest authority (god. religious leaders, the ancestors,
fathers, military leaders) dictates {ARY; or as acting on the
ideal of compassion for all, such that anyone’s suffering or
Joy is your suffering or joy {CS). The same models are the
basis for social influence, as well as for organizing groups
aind constituting soctal identities. Conversely, any of the
four models can generate conflict, and people often orga-
nize aggression according 1o one or another of them. For
examnple, people may attack others for profit—in an eco-
nomic enterprise such as slaving—or the strategy of war
may be calculated by the body count ratio (both MP):
feuds and retaliatory vengeance often operate on a tit-for-
tat basis—an eye for an eye (EM); a war may be an act of
conquest to extend the sovereignty of a ruler, carried out by
soldiers in obedience to his dictates (AR); and warfare may

be focused on “purification of the race” or “ethnic cleans-
ing,” in which the objective is to rid the in-group of poliut-
ing differences (CS).

There is an obvious connection between the four rela-
tional models and the independence/interdependence di-
mension (see Triandis, 1995, pp. 48-51, for one discus-
sion). Across cultures, independence seems to be
correlated with the prevalence and valuation of MP, while
imterdependence seem to be correlated with the prevalence
and valuation of CS. However, the logical and causal con-
nections are much more complex than they may appear.
First, relational theory stresses that people use different
models in different domains, and that each culture may use
each model in distinctive ways in each domain. Further-
more. in a given domain people may value one mode] and
represent themseives ideologically as using it, while in
practice they operate according to a second model. And
people commonly legitimate, select, or motivate the use of
one model by a different one.

Another set of complexities results from the fact that
much of the interdependence in many societies, including
those of East Asia and feudal Europe, is based to a consid-
erable extent on AR. (Max Weber [1922/ 1978] makes this
quite clear in his discussion of traditional authority.} Fur-
thermore, in some societies, such as those in Melanesia
and some parts of Asia, EM is elaborated into a strong kind
of interdependence. Moreover, there are many highly inde-
pendent cultures in which MP plays only the most minor
role; this was once the case among some North American
Indians and many hunting and gathering cultures, as well
as some pastoral cultures (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,
1961/1973; Mead, 1937/1961; Miller, 1955). Conversely,
in some cultural contexts MP may be implemented as a re-
lation between groups such as corporations, while the rela-
tionships among the members of each respective group em-
phasize CS. AR, or even EM. Sheppard and Tuchinsky
(1996} have shown how corporations use each of the four
models to relate to each other (regardless of the types of re-
lationships that constitute the respective corporations). To
further complicate matters, many writers, beginning with
Karl Marx, have persuasively argued that MP requires and
reinforces powerful AR relationships. In any event, a par-
ticular, very tight linkage between AR and MP is the basis
for modern bureaucracies. As these connections suggest,
the links between power distance and the AR and EM mod-
els are also complex. Certainly a culture high in power dis-
tance is likely to be one in which people value and com- _
monly utilize AR, but cultures low in power distance may
emphasize EM, CS, or MP,

Many studies of people’s perceptions of their own rela-
tionships (as well as studies of ratings and groupings of hy-
pothetical ones}), using diverse methods, have repeatedly
found that people think in terms of discrete relational struc-
tures-—not continuous dimensions (see especially Fiske,
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1991b: Fiske & Haslam, 1996; Fiske, Haslam, & Fiske,
1992; Fiske & Tetlock, 1997: Haslam, 1994a, 1994b;
Haslam & Cleland, 1995). Recent work in progress repli-
cates this finding that people think about their relationships
categorically, not dimensionally. These resuits suggest that
when responding to measures of individualism/collec-
tivism and power distance, subjects must be aggregating
across their diverse refationships and institutions, produc-
ing ratings by combining innumerabie practices and values
in distinct domains according to assorted unknown heuris-
tics. However, it is possible to compare the relative fre-
quencies of use of the four models across cultures in, say,
the organization of daijly interactions, provided we keep in
mind that we are sampling only one specific domain in
which the models are implemented. For example, in studies
of minimally acculturated immigrants in the United States,
Koreans and Vai (from Liberia and Sierra Leone) reported
many AR relationships and very few MP relationships;
Chinese reported the most CS relationships, followed by
Americans; Bengalis were highest and Koreans lowest in
rates of EM (Fiske, 1993). These studies did not sample the
models used to organize groups of larger institutions, or the
use of the models in many other domains such as making
moral judgments or interpreting misfortune; they assessed
only dyadic interpersonal relationships—which themselves
vary in frequency and importance across cultures. The rela-
tive frequency of utilization of the models may be guite
different in other domains, and rates of use may not reflect
cultural evaluations of the models.

Although systematic studies remain to be done, there
are obvious cultural differences in the prevalence of the
models, in their ideological valuation, and in their motiva-
tional force. For example, AR is prominent in much of East
Asia, often in combination with CS and EM; EM is very
satient {along with CS) in the region around New Guinea,
CS and AR are prominent in Africa; MP increasingly per-
vades North America and Europe (see Ehrenhalt, 1995;
Schwartz, 1994). AR is nearly absent (or manifest primar-
ily as a proscribed antithesis of proper sociality) in certain
hunting and gathering societies and in some Evropean and
American subcultures.

However, relational theory is not a taxonomy of cui-
tures. Instead, it provides a method for making fine-
grained comparisons of the social relations within and
across cultures. Cultural diversity is inherent in the prereq-
uisites for realizing these universal relational forms be-
cause people cannot use the models to organize coordi-
nated, meaningful complementarity in social action
without cultural paradigms and prototypes that indicate
how to operationalize the models. The models are open,
abstract, or indelerminate: they cannot be used to guide be-
havior or evaluation without the use of cultural implemen-
tation “‘rules” that specify when they apply, to what and 10
whom, and how. Suppose we are going to use EM to orga-

nize our work on a task. Shall we take tums werking on;

L . i,
or divide it into equal pieces? What counts as a wm o, a
equal piece?

Thus an advantage that reiational theory shareg With
other generative theories (e.g., in linguistics) 1s that jt j .
multaneously a theory of universals and a theory of diver.
sity. The psychological invariance goes together with the
indefinite scope and necessity for cultural variation: both
are intrinsic to the idea of relational models. Moreover, the
ambiguity, agency, and creativity of social life are inherep;
in the theory, because the cultural implementation Tules
cannot possibly be determinate: they always require ingey.
pretation and negotiation.

In one sense, the relational models are “‘in people’s
heads”: there is ample evidence that the relational mode}g
organize everyday social cognition in real interactions i
diverse cultures (see summary in Fiske & Haslam, 1996).
But this should not lead us into the methodological individ.
valism trap of supposing that the individual is the only na.
ural or intelligible unit of action, affect. motivation, intep.
tion, or evaluation. The relational models are also “in” the
culture; “in” the flow of culturally patterned interactions:
“in” institutions, architecture, and objects. Indeed, the re.
lational approach illustrates the fruitlessness of assigning »
spatiotemporal locus to many aspects of sociality and psy-
chology—they are not objects with coordinates in space
and time. If we touch our foreheads to the dust, placing our
elbows on the ground and flexing our forearms up and
down (as Moose and other peoples in Burkina Faso do to
mark their fealty in major AR relationships), is the deferen-
tial meaning of these acts in the subordinate, the superior,
the onlookers, the apperceived situation, the culture, the
precedents established by prior practices, or ail of these
taken together? Relationships do not teke place entirely in
the brain, and their significance is not determined by
processes isolated in individual minds.

Change in Relational Models The same kind of mumal
constitution can be seen at a much more aggregated level
of social process. Contemporary social change in the na-
ture of the relational models underlying modern Western
society provides a particularly good snapshot of cuiture
shaping psyches, which in turn shape calture. MP is com-
ing increasingly to be the dominant relationship mode of
Western capitalist countries, and with it comes the psycho-
logical stance of “cost-benefit” anaiysis that accompanies
MP. Cost-benefit theory holds that people evaluate the
costs and benefits of the outcome possibilities for each ac-
tion they might take and weight these by their probability
of occurrence. The action with the highest probability-
weighted rado of costs to benefits is the one chosen. Cost-
benefit analysis is at the heart of both macroeconomic and
microeconomic theory. The market is supposed to operate
according to rational cost-benefit principles, and the same
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principles are supposed to hold (both in the descriptive
sense and the prescriptive sense) for every sort of personal
choice from stack options to mate preference. Cost-benefit
theory is now the official decision-making strategy of the
U.S. government.

However, psychological research shows that even
Americans (and other Westerners) think in this MP, eco-
nomic mode only in certain circumstances, with many lim-
itations, and as a function of their education. Kahneman
and Tversky (1979) and others have shown that people
often do not follow the fundamental axioms of cost-benefit
theory in their choices. For example. they value outcomes
not on an absolute scale bur relatively, with respect to a
subjective reference point: they often do not show recogni-
tion of “‘opportunity costs”—that is, what they are losing
by virtue of making a particular choice; and they often fail
to realize when they are victims of 2 “sunk cost trap”—
that 1s. when they are carrying out some activity or con-
suming something simply because they have paid for it. not
because it still has positive value, However, Larrick and his
colleagues (Larrick, Morgan, & Nisbett, 1990; Larrick,
Nisbett. & Morgan, 1993} have found that college students
who have taken economics courses are more capable of
recognizing the cost-benefit solution to a host of problems
{though not necessarily of using those rules in their per-
sonal choices). And professional economists were shown
to be more likely to use a variety of cost-benefit rules both
in their judgments about political and social events and in
their personal lives than were biologists or humanities pro-
fessors. For example. economists were more likely 10 rec-
ognize that sunk costs should be absorbed and that activi-
ties no longer having positive vaiue should be abandoned.
They report walking out on bad movies, being opposed 1o
buying a computer system for which a down payment has
been made if a supenior one can be purchased for about the
same price. and so on. Other investigators have shown that
economusts behave in ways that are atypical of other mem-
bers of their culture. For example, economists assume that
a rational decision maker would “‘free-ride.” that is. take
advantage of a benefit without paying for it if this could be
done without detection. However. most American subjects
were found to pay for a benefit even when they could not
be detected if they failed to pay, while economists in the
same situation did not. (The armusing title of this particular
paper. by Marwell and Ames [1981], was ‘‘Economists
Free Ride. Does Anyone Else?"; see also Frank. Gilovich.
& Regan, 1993)

It has proved easy to teach some aspects of formal deci-
sion theory, using relatively abstract techniques. in brief
sessions lasting less than an hour (Larrick, Morgan. & Nis-
bett, 1990). College students were taught about the sunk-
¢ost concepl and. when called later in the context of a sur-
vey of consumer choice and policy preferences, reported
making decisions in their daily lives that were more in ac-

cord with the concept than were the decisions of control

sitbjects,

Interestingly, although it is axiomatic for economists
that decisions guided by cost-benefit analysis are superior
to any other kind, they have provided no empirical proof for
this. Work by Larrick, Nisbett, & Morgan (1993) indicates
that, at Jeast in American society, playing by these rules can
have its advantages. Faculty members—whether econo-
mists or not—whose personal choices reflected a greater
reliance on cost-benefit rules had higher average salaries
and higher average annual raises than those whose choices
were less in line with the rules. Similarly. college students
whose choices reflected a use of cost-benefit principles had
higher grade point averages, even when SAT scores were
taken into account; indeed, the association was stronger
when SAT scores were partialed out, indicating that the
users of cost-benefit rules are the overachievers in college.

As many theorists have pointed out, capitalism encour-
ages the use of cost-benefit rules in choice procedures.
What has not been obvious is that we have. in effect, high
priests of this new religion who are hastening the process
by teaching people how to make choices using the rules.
Thus this work provides a particularly clear example of the
mutual constitution of culture and psyche. Psyches are al-
tered not only through a press from the cultural milieu to
move in that direction, but through formal education. Indi-
viduals then begin making decisions and even changing so-
cietal rules in such a way as to move the culture in the di-
rection of a new relational model. Anyone doubting the
existence of the latter process might want to count the
number of economists and policy analysts boarding planes
for Washington each Friday morning to testify before con-
gressional committees and offer advice to government
agencies about rules and practices!

But the cost-benefit orientation is more than a rule Sys-
tem for choices. It tends to encourage adoption of a theory
of human nature as rational, calculative, and focused ex-
clusively on seif-interest. This theory reifies individual-
ism. tends to legitimate selfish motives. fosters rational
cost-benefit thinking to the exclusion of other considera-
tions. and promotes the adoption of public policies con-
ducive to furthering this type of psyche and social rela-
tions. In short, the MP ideology and theory of human
nature is largely a product of a particular economic 5¥s-
tem, whick in turn fosters the development of concordant
psyches. which in turn strengthen that economic system
and the culture it serves. (At the same time. however,
many effective communitarian, religious, and other coun-
tercurrents are also manifest. some in conscious opposi-
tion to the rationalist trend.)

The relational models represent one king of generative
structure, but there are many others. Human language is
the best known, but there may be others related 1o attach-
ment. hameor. riteal, sex and food taboos. and other aspects
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of human sociality. Generative structures are universal
human proclivities that make certain kinds of sociality pos-
sible. In contrast, there are many important culture com-
plexes that are not universal, but which constitute central
organizing themes in certain cultures, These culture com-
plexes shape cognition, affect, perception, motives, and be-
havior in distinctive ways. One of the best studied of these
culture complexes revolves around the idea of honor,

Honor: An Example of a Culture Complex

Izzar-~an Arabic and Persian word for honor—“is a word
often heard in men’s talk, particularly when the talk is
about conflict, rivalry, and struggle. It crops up as a kind of
final explanation of motivation, whether for acts of aggres-
sion or beneficence” (Mandelbaur, 1988).

Honor is a set of social models, a culture complex, that
constitutes the social and psychological core of many cul-
tures. It is neither a dimension nor a structural component
of culture, but an organizing principle. It is particularly
widespread and salient in cultures around the Mediter-
ranean basin and farther east. Variants of this complex are
salient in many other cultures with roots in this region, in-
cluding much of Latin America and many societies strongly
oriented o Catholicism or Islam. While there are many dif-
ferences, a remarkable number of common elements oceur
in most of the traditional culures in this region. All of these
features occur together in many Mediterranean cultures and
in many cultures elsewhere that have been historically in-
fluenced by this region. In some other cultures there are de-
rivative culture complexes that exhibit many of these fea-
tures but lack others. The elements include the following
cultural norms, institutions, and practices:

+ Patrilineal kin groups (ofien very small) characterized by
strong Communal Sharing bonds.

« Atomistic male autenomy and freedom from—indeed,
defiance of—any constraints imposed by others (except
elder kinsmen).

« An extreme concern with reputation and insults: a per-
son’s and a group's honor or shame is largely a function
of how the community perceives the person or group—
especially what other people say in public.

» Assertive, often violent relations outside of the small kin
groups: distrust of all others. a preference for taking by
guile or force, and little sense of any moral obligations
aside from those toward kin, affines, compadres, clients,
and guests.

» The absclute duty to provide hospitality and special
bonds resulting from the host-guest relationship.

» Concern about the vulnerability of women, their sexual
desire, and the shamefulness of their sexuality (so that it
is often required that women be veiled, secluded, and/or
subjected to clitoridectomy or infibulation).

» The collective dishoner that women’s violation of sexy
norms—or even the imputation of such a violatigp___
brings on their fathers, brothers, sons, and husbangs &
pecially if the kin group fails to retaliate. '

« The shame of men who are dishonored and their Vilner,
bility to gossip, ridicule, and ostracism from basic SDCiai
interaction.

« A tendency toward acceptance of men’s pre- and extra.
marital sexual relations, often extending 0 a certaig ad.
miration of sexual advances toward women and 5o,
times approval of men who dishonor other mep by
seducing women under their protection.

Many of these features, as well as many other distipe.
tive and specific characteristics, appear in parts of Spai
(Gilmore, 1987; Lison-Tolosana, 1963/1983; Pitt-River
1966b, 1977); in Naples, Italy (Parsons, 1969%); in Sicih:
(Giovannini, 1981); among shepherds in Greece {Camp.
bell, 1964; Fried], 1962} and Cyprus (Pitt-Rivers, 1966a);
and among many Arab groups (Abu-Lughod 1986; Antoyg,
1968; Bourdieu, 1966; Jamous, 1981; Meeker, 1976), 2
very similar constellation of norms and practices is saliep
in Muslim and Hindu (including Sikh) comrnunities acrosg
northern South Asia and elsewhere (e.g., Jamous, 193].
Teffrey, 1979; Keiser, 1991; Lindholm, 1982, Mmelj
baurm, 1988). Many of these features also occur in Lapy
America and in Latin gangs in the United States.

This culture complex has existed for many centurieg
with some limited changes. In Venice during the founteenth
and fifteenth centuries, the sexual purity of women wag
very important to the honor of their fathers and husbands,
and to the masters of slaves and servants (Ruggiero, 1985),
The complex was also present in pre-Islamic Arabia (Fards,
1932, pp. 196--202). Judging by the evidence from Homer,
a constellation of norms related to these appears to have
existed in the Mediterranean for more than 2,700 years
{see Friedrich, 1977; Yamagata 1994, p. 242).

Honor in the U.S. South Not only irn traditional
Catholic, Muslim, and Hindu cultures of the Mediter-
ranean, the Middle East, Central Asia, East Africa, or Latin
America can one find cuitures of honor. It has been argued
that the white Protestant society of the 11.8. South has long
been host to a variaat of such a culture {Cash, 1941; Fis-
cher, 1989; Greenberg, 1996; McWhiney, 1988; Nisbett,
1993: Nisbett & Cohen, 1996; Wyatt-Brown, 1932). Nis-
bett and Cohen and their colleagues have argued that the
culture of honor of the Scuth accounts for the high rates of
violence that have long been claimed to distinguish the re-
gion from the North, More particularly, they have shown
that the preference for violent solutions that characterizes
the South is circumscribed in ways that are well under-
stood in culture-of-honor terms. Although the culture of
hornor in the American South may focus less on female
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chastity than do many other honor cultures, this feature is
present, along with most of the other characteristic fea-
tures. For the American South, moreover, we now have a
wide array of evidence about the psychological processes
involved in this culture complex.

When southerners are asked about their endorsement of
violent solutions to problems in the abstract, or when they
are asked about the appropriateness of violence in a wide
range of specific situations, they are no more favorably dis-
posed toward it than northerners (Cohen & Nisbett, 1994).
However. when the situation refers to cases in which vio-
lence might be used for protection of self, family, or prop-
erty, or in response to an insult, southerners are more in
favor of violence. Moreover, the rates of homicide in the
South refiect the concern with insults. Though murder rates
are no higher for felony-related crimes such as robbery,
homicides committed in the context of arguments—bar-
room brawls, lovers’ triangles, and the like-—are much
more common among white southern males than among
white northern males; the rates are four times higher in
smail southern counties than in northern ones.

Experiments in which college students were insulted—
shoved and called an “‘asshole™ by a confederate—revealed
southerners to be highly angered by the event (Cohen et al.,
1996). Compared to northerners, they subsequently ex-
pressed more violent thoughts in response to another “af-
front” situation that was described to them, their levels of
cortisol (indicating stress) and testosterone (indicating
readiness for aggression) increased more, they manifested
more dominance toward a stranger, and they were more in-
clined to “rise to the bait” 1o respond to a stranger who
challenged them physically,

Field experiments revealed similar regional differences
(Cohen & Nisbett, in press). Supposed job application let-
ters were sent to employers in large commercial chains
having franchises in the North and South. The alleged ap-
plicant stated that he had killed a man who had insuited
him deeply. Southern employers were more accepting of
this on several counts, including expressions of sympathy
and stated willingness to consider a formal application. In
another field experiment, college newspaper editors were
paid to produce a news story from supposed police blotter
accounts of a stabbing provoked by insults. The resulting
stories were more sympathetic o the perpetrator if written
in the South than if written in the North. In both experi-
ments, control groups who responded 1o crimes not involv-
ing insults showed no regional differences in the sympathy
shown the perpetraior.

Why might southerners be so sensitive to insults? Nis-
bett and Cohen (1996) argued that the original reasons
were a mix of economic and cultural factors. Unlike the
North, which was settled mostly by farmers (from Eng-
land, Holland, and Germany), who must cooperate with
one another to be successful, much of the South was settled

predominantly by people (especially from Scotland and
Ireland) whose economy was based largely on the keeping
of animals. Herding peoples do not need to cooperate to
the same extent or in the same manner as neighboring
farmers do. Moreover, someone in that occupation can be-
come wealthy in an instant by stealing the animals that be-
long to someone else (Schneider. 1971). Nisbett and Cohen
argued that, as a stance to protect themselves against such
predation, herding peoples adopt a pose of extreme bel-
ligerence in the face of confrontation. An insult must be re-
tracted, because to allow it to stand means that one may be
too weak to defend oneself. Hence, a constant vigilance
concerning one’s “honor,” or reputation for strength,
toughness, and personal integrity, is an economic necessity.
Consistent with this view, the other regions of the world
where a culture of honor prevails are in general tradition-
aily based on herding economies.

Psyches and Cultures in a Cycle of Mutual Reinforce-
ment Few southerners are herders today. How can the
culture sustain itself if the economy is the original explana-
tion of the culture?

Southerners live in a society in which their daily inter-
actions teach them that honor is important: they observe
the behavior and attitudes of others, including institutions
such as businesses and the mass media. and can even find
these cultural stances embodied in the law. Every time an
individual acts in accord with the culture of honor—rises
aggressively to a challenge, responds sympathetically to an
insulted person, invokes law and social policy in support of
his violent actions protecting his property—he is reinforc-
ing and extending the sway of the culture over the lives of
the society as a whole. Such a mutually reinforcing cycle
suggests some counterintuitive predictions concerning vio-
lence and social anomie. Theories of violence generally
presume that social disorganization at the community and
family level should increase the degree of violence ob-
served. But a cultural approach leads to the expectation
that this will be true only when the norms of the culture are
in opposition to violence. When the norms of the culture
suppott violence. stability might be associated with greater
violence—because stability implies more effective com-
munication of cultural norms. Indeed, Cohen {1998) has
found that, whereas greater family and residential stability
are associated with lower rates of homicide in the North,
they are associated with higher rates of homicide in the
South. This southern pattern of positive correlation be-
tween stability and homicide holds, as would be expected
from culture-of-honor theory, only for argument-related
homicides and not for felony-related homicides. Perhaps
the most telling of Nisbett and Cohen’s results for the
question of sustaining the culture of honor is the finding
that insulted southern college students felt that a person
who had observed the insult would regard them as unmas-
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culine. In theory, such a fear could sustain the culure of
honor indefinitely.

Temporal Sequences: Theorizing about the
Origins of Forms of Sociality

The account of the origins of the culture of honor that we
have just discussed is a variant of the sort of economic ex-
planation that many social theorists have offered for the
origin of different cultural forms. Economic explanations
have been a predominant sort of theory since Marx
(1857-1858/1973; Marx & Engels, 1867/1906), who be-
lieved that the means of production literally dictated all
forms of culture. One of the besi-developed arguments
concerns the differences between sedentary farmers and
pastoralists. An economy in which people must cooperate
extensively, participating in enduring collectivities or net-
works of neighbors, requires and fosters broad relational
interdependence. Sedentary farmers—oparticularly those
who share an irrigation system and whose population den-
sity relative to arable iand makes mobility impossible-—are
economically and hence socially interdependent. Farmers
who live where there is unlimited land, who clear new
fields out of the bush every few years (swidden horticul-
ture}, are less dependent on each other. Furthermore, if
they dom’t get aiong with someone, they can move far
apart. Transhumant or nomadic pastoralists are even more
moabile. Thev may have to coordinate use of water holes or
band together for defense, but their ailiances are transitory
and ever-shifting. Little cooperation is necessary outside of
the residential group, so they don’t have to be concilatory
with neighbors or mute their differences. Hunters and gath-
erers are still less economically dependent on one another.
True. it is worthwhile to band together and share the day’s
unpredictable catch, but it doesn’t much matter with whom
you associate (provided they are capable gatherers and
hunters). Band membership is fluid and people go where
they please. Ironically then, hunters and gatherers share
many social, and probably psychological, qualities with
people who live in modemn market economies: they choose
their friends, transfer from community to community, and
do as they please. In short, economies constrain social rela-
tions. which in turn constrain psyches. (See Edgerton,
1971, for the classic comparison of the psychology of pas-
toralists and farmers; consider aiso his 1979 discussion of
urban life. Witkin and Berry [1975] and Whiting and Whit-
ing [1975] have developed similar arguments.)

The economic argument applies with equal force 1o
modem econemic forms. Many thinkers have argued that
the patterns of social relations, and therefore the psyches,
of modern Western cultures are to a considerable degree
products of their economies. The market system has only
quite recently and locally come to dominate the processes
of producing, distributing, and consuming goods, services,

land, and labor (Firth & Yamey, 1964;
1857-1858/1973; Polanyi, 1944/1957, 1968; Pola:n-'
Arensberg, & Pearson, 1957}, Most societies ﬂm"*gh ¥i,
most of history produced, exchanged, and consumeg thjout
in the framework of a system of pooling work angd sha:;gs
goods, or a hierarchical system of direction, aPPl'Dpriaﬂ(?
and redistribution. Often these systems were supp;emem;i
by a system of balanced, in-kind exchange of labor
goods. In much of the world today, the modern type of in?
personal market remains a secondary, undesirable form 0;
production and exchange.

Everyone who has looked at the problem agrees that the
market has had a profound impact on the psychology of the
people who live in it, selling their labor as a commogyy,, ;
order to purchase the commoditized necessities of Jif In.
dependence is clearly a product of this market way of life
In part, the reason is that people must become mobile, iy
terchangeable elements in a labor market: in part, it i that
independence is required to amass capital. (Otherwise, you
are obliged to share your earnings or profits with yoys kin
friends. and neighbors as quickly as you acquire them; 44
you acquire kin, friends, and neighbors as quickly ag you
acquire MOTe earnings—a serious barrier in the way of e,
nomic development for some traditional collectivists.)

In contrast to these economic or ecological views of
culture, some theorists have emphasized the role of ideg).
ogy in organizing cultures. Weber (1904~1906/1958) .
gued that capitalism was an outgrowth of a particular rej;.
gious orientation, Calvinism. He noted that the centry]
theme of Calvinism was that saivation for each individyg]
was predestined by God, but that this salvation manifeseq
itself in the worldly success and good works of the indvig.
ual. Thus, people were highly motivated 10 prove that they
were among the “‘elect,” and the result was wotldly amp;.
tion that was particularly well suited to the establishmen;
of capitalism.

Regardiess of whether it was an economic system tha
initially resulied in the ideology of individualism, o the
ideology of individualism that initially created the condi-
tions favorable to capitalism, it seems clear that the two g0
hand in hand. They reinforce each other. The economic
form supports and makes sense of the ideology, and the
converse is also true. Nevertheless, the two views—the
economic or ecological view on the one hand, and the
ideational view on the other—have some different implica-
tions. The economic view might suggest, for example, that
after industrialization and the development of a fuli-blown
market economy, collectivist societies should experience &
turn to individualism. As we noted earlier, there are some
indications that such a process might be occurring in Hong
Kong and China. On the other hand, Japan has been a capi-
talist country for many decades and remains largely inter-
dependent. As Ckimoto and Rohlen (1988) put it, theirs is
4 “relational capitalism” whose emphasis on organize-
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rional networks and human relationships is similar to but
quite distinct from the classic form of capitalism. The
ideational view, by contrast, might suggest that any cultural
system would refuse to accept a form of production that
contradicts the dominant cultural views. In this strong
form, the ideational view seems also insufficient at best, as
these very East Asian countries have incorporated, over the
years, the Western “individualist™ mode of production (i.e.,
capitalism) into their systems. However, in many paris of
the world. individualist herding societies have been very
resistant to the market cuitures that engulf them (Galaty,
1990). As in many such oppositions, the truth may involve
both processes. Thus, in our example, once incorporated
into East Asian societies, capitalism has transformed some
aspects of culture and psyche. At the same time, however,
in East Asia capitalism was transformed 1o become more
congruent with the preexisting patterns of culture.

In our view, it is futile to try to determine the primacy
of ane or another facet of hurman activity as the antecedent
of the other. Clearly, economic or ecological factors and
cultural factors make each other up, insofar as these differ-
ent facets of social life are most likely to form, over some
period of historical time, a systemic whole in which they
are matualiy reinforcing and interpenetrating. We next ex-
amine cultural change over a much longer time period than
any discussed even in this section—which has covered
many thousands of years—namely, change in the nature of
culture and psyche in the course of evolution itself.

V. EVOLUTION AND ENCULTURATION

One of the most basic problems for culural psychology
concerns the relation between the biological universals
common to all humans and the tremendous cultural and
psychological diversity across different communities. We
take it for granted that any “nrormal” human infant could
ETOW up to become a fully functioning participant in any
culture. But how do children develop culturally particular
psyches from a common biological constitution? How is
the cultural perspective developed in this chapter compati-
ble with the biological and evolutionary perspectives in
psychology {(cf. Buss & Kenrick, 1998, in this Handbooky?
We suggest that evolution has given rise to the human
propensity o construct culture and that culture has subse-
quently shaped the course of evolution. Consequently biol-
0gy and culture make one another up in the same way that
psyche and culture do. In this section we consider the na-
ture of the human capacity for culture, the human depen-
dence on culture, and the psychological consequences of
this capacity and dependence.

1t may be helpful to start with an example of social be-
havior that sociobiologists and evolutionary psychologists
have often used to argue for strong biological foundations
for human conduct—that of dominance—and show how it

is essentia) to think in cultural terms about this evolved
system. Many vertebrates have dominance hierarchies {in-
volving one or both sexes) that are more or less linear,
more or less stable, and more or less isomorphic across
contexts. In particular, most~but not all—primates have
dominance hierarchies of some sort (Cheney & Seyfarth,
19902, 1990b; McGonigle & Chalmers. 1977). These hier-
archies are clearly a product of natural seiection (Hand,
1986; Packer, 1979; Vehrencamp, 1983; Wade, 1978).
Dominant animals gain access to certain resources without
having to struggle continually with subordinates or divert
their attention, while subordinates avoid injurious conflict
(giving them the potential to survive to move up the hierar-
chy later),

Humans benefit in many of the same ways from domi-
nance systems as do members of other species, and we
may well have been subject 10 somewhat similar processes
of natural selection. Thus it is reasonabie to suggest that
human hierarchies are meaningfully homologous to other
vertebrate dominance hierarchies. Yet there are vast differ-
ences in the prevalence of social hierarchies in different
cultures, in the positive or negative evaluation of such rela-
tionships, in the domains in which they operate, and in how
they are constituted. (See Fiske, 1991b: also Hofstede,
1980, on power distance.) For example, in much of tradi-
tional China and Africa, rank is based primarily on age and
gender, In parts of traditional Melanesia, male rank derived
in large part from the practice of overwhelming peers with
gifts they could not reciprocate, thereby humiliating and
subordinating them. South Asian societies base social rank
largely on hereditary occupation, diet, marriage, and the
other collective practices of castes. Rank may be based on
charismatic achievement, or on the acquisition of ceremo-
nial offices of greater and greater prestige, such as the
sponsorships (calied “cargoes™) of Catholic festivals in
Central America. On the other hand, in some hunter-gath-
erer societies and certain American subcultures-—Quakers
and hippies, for example—any overt assertion of domi-
nance is odious and improper.

Thus, regardiess of their degree of biological prepared-
nNess. any propensities or potentials for dominance and sub-
mission cannot be realized outside of a cultural and histori-
cal context. In other words, even if we grant that the
capacity to organize interactions according to rank is an
important efement in the human biological repertoire and
that responsiveness to issues of rank can be a biclogically
prepared adaptive resource, people only realize this pro-
clivity—if they realize it at all—in the manner of their par-
ticular culture. In the terms of relational theory, the models
cannot be realized except in terms of culturally formulated
implementation rules that specify when, how, with whom,
and with respect to what issues dominance is expressed.
The evolved propensity is adaptive only to the extent that
people’s behavior fits their culture. It is not adaptive for a
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person to act as if everyone were ranked according to age
in matters of priority and control over pastures, if everyone
around the person treats pastures as a commons while op-
erating with reference to a hierarchy of religious merit with
respect to precedence in the distribution of food delicacies.
This example illustrates the complex interplay among
natural selection, culture, and diverse psychological
processes. The more we learn about each of these issues,
the better the vantage points we gain for illumninating each
of the others. As we have seen in the preceding sections of
this chapter, the more we learn about cultures, the better our
foundation for investigating cognition, motivation, group
processes, and all the other topics in this Handbook.
Knowiedge about evolution can help us understand the con-
straints and opportunities for the construction of cultures,
and conversely, knowledge about culture helps us under-
stand the constraints and possibilities for natural selection.

Natural Selection for Culturally Patterned
Sociality

Various theorists have discussed the idea that humans have
been selected for social competence (Byrne & Whiten,
1988; Cavalli-Sfiorza & Feldman, 1981: De Wall, 1982,
1986; Eisenberg & Dillon, 1971; Gibson & Ingold, 1993;
Goody, 1995; Hirschfeld & Gelman, 1994; Humphrey,
19°76; King, 1994} or for their capacity for culture (Alexan-
der, 1979, 1981; Boyd & Richerson, 1985; Durham, 1991;
Lumsden & Wilson, 198!1; Quiatt & Reynolds, 1993;
Tooby & Cosmides, 1992). However, these theorists have
generally not emphasized that for humans, social compe-
tence is competence in culturally shaped sociality; con-
versely, the core of cultural competence is competence at
coordinating social relationships. Several distinctively
human preadaptations evidently resulied in natural selec-
tion for this biological preparedness for acquiring culture
and organizing the psyche in a cultural manner. Humans
are born at an immature stage of development, are unusu-
ally dependent at birth and for a very long time afterward,
and reach sexual maturity very late. Immature birth and de-
fayed maturation necessitate cooperative caretaking of
young: children generally cannot survive without extensive
and prolonged investment by multiple parents and usually
other kin. Conversely, extensive and prolonged parental
and kin investment (see Hamilion, 1963, 1964, 1971) make
immature birth and delayed maturation possible. The long
delay before sexual maturity also makes young people’s
short-term fitness dependent on kin for a very long time:
until they are able to reproduce they have no immediately
realizable fitness, This encourages early investment in sib-
lings and other kin. Indeed. in most traditional cultures,
older siblings and cousins are the principal caretakers of
young children (Weisner, 1996; Weisner & Gallimore.
1977), thereby increasing the fitness of the children who

are cared for (they have more caretakers), of the childs e
parents (they have help), and of the caretakers themSeres
{who are not yet capable of reproducing but are abje ins
vest in kin who share their genes, thus increasing theiy o,
likely “inclusive™ fitness). Subsequent to sexna] ma
tion, the long span of human life (including female SUTViveg
beyond menopause) permits people to invest iy kin j
many similar ways, including enduring contributions © the
care of invalids and the care. socialization, and counselin
of children, grandchildren, nieces, and nephews. 8

The necessity for cooperative, extended care apg Other
investments in dependent children and other kig Tequire
group living. Coresidence greatly facilitates investmen; in
kin, because benefits can be conferred and received most
readily among people who live near one another. The o
portunities for advantageous reciprocal altruism (Trivers
1971) and mutually beneficial solutions to potential sojy
dilernmas (Dawes, 1980} are also vastly enhanced b
coresidence, Jongevity, language, and the many culfura} de-
vices for preventing and punishing defection.

Group living and cooperation require coordination The
more thorough and sophisticated the coordination, tge
more effective the cooperation and the greater the benefits
of sociality (see Caporeal & Brewer, 1993). Language g
one of the key coordinating devices, and language permie
important new kinds of information transfer that enhance
fitness of kin at little or no cost to the donor (King, 1994),
Division of labor and the simulianeous performance of
multiple activities also permit very advantageous outcomes
that are difficult or impossible for individuals acting inde-
pendently. Rules about borrowing, sharing, and Teciprocity
are essenual to achieve maximal advantages, not least be.
cause they enable planning and analysis of the conse.
quences of social action. Other important kinds of coord;.
nation involve entities such as promises, contracts, threars,
punishments, and all kinds of rules. Some of the most pow-
erful coordinative devices are shared modeis for the inter-
pretation and sanctioning of actions, particularly relation-
ships. The independence and interdependence models, the
four relational models, and the honor model are among the
clearest examples. Fiske (1991b, 1992; Fiske & Haslam, in
press) argues that such models cannot be implemented in
practice without specifying an enormous number of
society-specific cultural parameters.

Innate knowledge of cultural models is impossible. To
survive and reproduce, people have to master the coordi-
nating systems that mediate cooperation, conflict, and
strategic calculation in the parricular community in which
they live (by birth, marriage, or immigration). Hence, there
is strong natural selection for the capacity and disposition
to learn and use effectively ary culture into which a person
may be born or may come to live (Fiske, 1998).

Many evolutionary psychologists, influenced by ethol-
ogy. initially focused on the atiempt to locate evolved
fixed-action patterns that might be more or less invariant
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across the species. They typically sought evidence that a
behavior was “‘universal” to support the contention that it
had evolved. But many researchers now beljeve that this
approach disregarded the most powerful adaptation of the
human species: culture. The human capacity for culture
permits innumerable interbreeding communities to utilize
very diverse cultural adaptations, and to change them very
rapidly when conditions change or people invent new
adaptations. Furthermore, while adaptation by natural se-
lection is based on fitness in previous environments and is
entirely blind to novel possibilities in the future. cultural
inventions can be purposefully designed to meet antici-
pated conditions. A consequence of this line of reasoning is
the idea that the human psyche is adapted to depend on and
take advantage of indefinitely variable—yer nevertheless
limited and structured—cultural possibilities. Humans who
have been able to exploit these cultural models more folly
have had greater fitness than those who have not. But in
order to benefit from culture, the mind has to become con-
tingent on it. Incorporating the culturally flexible, geneti-
cally unspecifiable models necessary for social coopera-
tion, the mind becomes reliant on them in the ways
discussed earlier in this chapter. Thus people have evolved
10 take advantage of and hence to depend on the culturally
formulated knowledge, scripts. goals, means, artifacts, and
relational systems that they require for participation in a
social world—and hence for survival.

Though the human mind is flexible, it is not a tabula
rasa. What we know from the limits to learning theory es-
tablished by ethologists. from the study of meaning by the
philosopher W. V. O. Quine (1960), from the analyses
made by the linguist Noam Chomsky, from the points
made by Vygotsky (e.g.. 1978) and other members of the
Russian school early in the century, and most convincingly
from the work of learning theorists themselves—such as
Garcia (e.g.. Garcia et al., 1968), Seligman (1970), and
Rozin (1976)—is that no organism can learn very much—
if anything—without a great many relevant, specifically fo-
cused constraints on constructable hypotheses. Learning
requires implicit Bayesian prior probability distributions
and theories of possible worlds, plausible dynamics, and
credible causes. And learning requires well-tuned motives
to focus attention and orient action (e.g., Gelman. 1993).
All learning mechanisms are biased-—extremely prone 10
“learn” some things (even when they may be false), fairly
proficient at readily learning other things, if spatial and
temporal and other factors match the relevant adaptive spe-
cialization, and quite unable to figure out other things.
Every organism can readily solve complex problems in
some *‘domains™ but never solve equally complex prob-
lems in other domains: learning devices are for the most
part domain-specific (see for example Buss & Kenrick.
1998. in this Handbook; Carey & Spelke, 1994; Cosmides
& Tooby. 1987; Hirschfeld & Gelman. 1994).

The clearest case for such prepared structures is lan-

guage. Chomsky (1965, 1980}, Fodor (1983), Pinker -
(1994), and others have referred to this prepared structure
as a module: an evolved, motivated, highly structured pro-
clivity for the acquisition of speech and grammar. Though
this structure is a part of everyone's biological equipment,
a child cannot communicate much of anything without set-
ting phonetic, syntactic, and semantic parameters so as to
enable it to communicate in the language of the particular
community in which it is raised. Conversely, human lan-
guage would not exist without the child’s highly structured,
swrongly motivated psychological propensity for acquiring
and using it. Other such prepared structures that have been
proposed include those for facial recognition, displays and
perceptions of emotion, parental (especially maternal) at-
tachment to offspring, infant attachments to caretakers. in-
fant crying when distressed, toddler imitation, long-term
heterosexual bonding, male proprietary sexual jealousy,
aversion to sexual relations with persons who were inti-
mate coresidents during childhood, theory of objects and
dynamics (naive physics), theory of mind (the recognition
that others perceive, intend, evaluate, etc.), propensity to
taxonomize natural kinds in particular ways, relational
models, and ritual.

Fiske (1998) theorizes that many different evolved, pre-
pared human propensities and constraints are necessary for
the acquisition and utilization of culture. He theorizes that
there are many basic evolved psychological proclivities
whose functional development requires and depends on
certain delimited kinds of cultural experience. These are
motivated, modifiable, biclogically incomplete capacities
to use the cultural models that are essential for mediating
meaningfully coordinated, harmoniously communicative
sociality. Such propensities presumably evolved to func-
tion in conjunction with a wide and indeterminate range of
cultural complements; they would have no adaptive advan-
tage and indeed could not operate at all unless they are
completed and elaborated into specific cultural models.
Drawing on the Indo-European root “mod-" (the source of
“mold.” “modify,” “moderate,” “‘accommodate.” “medi-
ate™), Fiske has proposed the term mod to characterize any
such evolved. linked sets of motivated capacities that may
make possible human cultural adaptation. The crux of the
concept is that the mods’ generative potential to grow into
coordinating cultural models is a function of a combination
of constrained orientation, motivated search, focused re-
ceptivity, and organized selectivity, in conjunction with
closely linked constructive response potentials. (There is
no implication that mods necessarily involve functionalty
dedicated modular components of the brain, but this may
often be the case.) Somewhat similar concepts have been
proposed by Dawkins (1982), Lumsden and Wilson (1981),
Boyd and Richerson (1985), and others.

The existence of any mods other than the capacity for
human language remains speculative. However. the con-
cept focuses our attention on the question of what kinds of
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mental structure or prepared processes—if any—are re-
quired for leamning and using culture. It reminds re-
searchers that we need to investigate the extent of the
specificity of any prior constraints and the nature of the
plasticity that form the developmental psychological foun-
dation for culture. Are the evolved human propensities for
culture conducive to the germination of models with a cer-
tain range of features, while providing far less fertile
ground for the growth of others?

Fiske argues that genotypic mods would evolve in a cul-
tural environment in which past societies provided a range
of complements that, on average, enhanced the fitness of
the phenotypes that were expressed as a result of the con-
junction of the mods with these cultural compiements.
However, present and future cultural complements may be
different in significant ways from those whose selective ad-
vantage resulted in the evolution of the mods in the first
place, and some may actually be deleterious. Sperber
(1994. 1996) has made a related point in distinguishing the
“proper” domain in which a moduie evolved to function
adaptively from the “‘actual’” domain in which the module,
or its descendant, is currently applied.

Enculturation

The mod concept indicates one kind of psychic unity that
may characterize the human species, providing the basis for
cultural diversity white constraining the nature of that diver-
sity, The concept is that mods are shared across the species,
but the cultural models that grow out of them are diverse
and may be mutaally unintelligible at first encounter. This
framework focuses attention on exploring how prior con-
straints, focused motivation, or specifically tuned attention
or learning devices are invelved in the acquisition of cul-
tural models. This perspective implies that the child is the
active agent principally responsible for constructing cuiturat
models that permit progressively more meaningful and sat-
isfying interactions. Lave (1988; Lave & Wenger, 199]) and
Rogoft (1990: Rogoff et al., 1993) have shown that much of
learning takes the form of this kind of apprenticeship activ-
ity, involving “guided participation™ or “legitimate periph-
eral participation.” Influenced by Vygotsky and the Russian
activity theorists, these researchers—inciuding the pioneer
Cele (1995a, 1995b, 1996)—have emphasized how learn-
ing is embedded in sociality, even to the extent that conver-
sation becomes a medium for thought.

Children seek to participate in the culturally organized
social relationships that surround and envelop them. How-
ever. the data available to the child from observation is in-
sufficient to enable a child to learn how to participate by
pure induction (Chomsky. 1959). The child needs mods (or
something like them) to begin to make sense of expenience
and start creating the initial models that dialectically de-
velop into full cultural competence. The communications

and interactions that the child observes are imperfeg; ¢
ples that lack the statistical power to differentiaze 2mgy )
all of the logically possible alternative hypotheseg. Thg
samples are error-ridden, full of exceptions, and influep, ¢
by many extraneous factors that are irrelevant to the Partic
ular models that mediate the relationships. But by using thh
hypothesis constraints and focused attention provideg b
mods, the child perfects the correct models (Goldjy,
Meadow & Mylander, 1990). We see this, for example, ;,
deaf children’s active construction of sign languages (Felq.
man, Goldin-Meadow, & Gleitman, 1978). Hearing Parenys
of deaf children typically learn sign language as adults, apg
consequently sign in a somewhat more rudimentary, badly
inflected, inconsistent manner, full of errors. Their deaf
children, exposed only to this linguistic mess, quickiy apg
reliably perfect it into a consistent, subtle, and sophig,.
cated competence (Singleton & Newport, 1992). Simijay
processes are probably at work to enable children tg leam
relational models and other aspects of their cultreg from
the messy and insufficient evidence availabie to them

One suggestive line of evidence indicating that children
require mods to generate their cuitural models has 1o do
with sensitive periods-—extended critical periods whep the
child displays unique facuities for rapid, focused, irye.
versible learning that cannot be duplicated in the same map,
ner after the period closes, despite any amount of experi-
ence or practice. Research on the acquisition of both verbat
and sign languages shows that very few speakers are able 1o
attain full fluency in a language that they attempt to acquire
after age eleven, no matter how long they are immersed of
how they study (Johnson & Newport, 1989; Mayberry,
1993; Newport, 1990, 1991). Lucy and Gaskins (in press)
have assemnbled intriguing preliminary evidence suggesting
that middle childhood may be a crucial stage in the acquisi-
tion of a cultural psyche as well, and Minoura {1992) re.
ports that Japanese children who come to the United States
after age nine do not acquire behavioral and especially af-
fective facets of American social relations that younger mi-
grants readily pick up. Middle childhood is the period after
most brain development is complete but before sexual man-
ration and full body size are attained. This ontogenetic seg-
ment is unique to the developmental biology of Homo sapi-
ens, Neanderthals, early Homo, and Australopithecus
{Bogin, 1988; Mann. Lampl, & Monge, 1996). Yet other
things being equal, delayed reproduction considerably di-
ninishes finess. Perira and Altmann (1985) indicated tha:
this unigue human pattern of maturation may have evolved
because of a compensating advantage that it conferred for
acquiring the social competence necessary for successful re-
production. Fiske (1998) suggests that this is the period du-
ing which children use many of their mods to develop the
cultural coordinating devices essential for hurmnan communi-
cation, cooperation, survival, and reproduction.

In any event, it is clear that most of the complex innate




Chapter 36 / The Cultural Matrix of Social Psychology 961

capacities and dispositions with which humans come into
the world are invariably transformed, enhanced, redirected.
or left dormant by the culture in which a child grows up.
For example, it is now clear that infants as young as three
months have a notion of objects as being continuous in
space and time. solid, cohesive, bounded, and as a unit
rather than in pieces (Carey & Spelke, 1994; Spelke, 1988,
1990}). They also distinguish causal from noncausal rela-
tionships in the physical domain (Leslie & Keeble, 1987)
and distinguish sharply at a very early age between the ani-
mate and the nonanimate world (Gelman, 1990). There are
also intriguing (albeit controversial) claims that children
come into the world with a highly prepared theory of mind
as well {e.g., Asch, 1952: Leslie, 1994: Wellman, 1990; but
see also Lillard, 1997, in press). Children as young as two
can be shown to make different inferences about physical
objects than they do about mental events. Some evidence
suggests that, from a very early age, children explain be-
havior as being due to the conjunction of beliefs and de-
sires. This domain-specific inference system has been
found in North America, Europe, and China (Flavell et al.,
1983); Japan (Gardner et al, 1988): and a hunter-gatherer
group in Africa (Avis & Harris, 1991). Yet as we have seen
throughout this chapter, the manner in which people ma-
nipulate and make inferences about objects and humans
depends on their culture. Beginning with their shared in-
nate physics and theory of mind. by participating in the
everyday activities of their cuftures children develop cul-
turaliy diverse and distinctive practices and beliefs about
faxes. amulets. magic, computers, souls, software, ghosts,
angels, ancestor spirits, viruses, witches, holograms. and
gods, whose defining auributes are remarkable transforma-
tions and recombinations of these initial preconceptions.

Learning a culture is the crux of the process by which
biology. psyche, and culture make each other up: 1o join
the ongoing social worlds around them, children have to
figure out how to generate the models that gnide the mean-
ingful social relations of their culture. This is a highly fo-
cused. intensely motivated search, and the evidence from
several cultures “shows infants 1o be active in setiing inter-
mental. co-operative, meaning-seeking goals from the
start” (Trevarthen, 1988, p. 80).

How Psyches Shape Cultures

As we have noted repeatedly in this chapter, cultures shape
psyches, but the process is inherently bidirectional. The
psyche is not infinitely plastic. If it were perfectly fluid and
formless. it could not learn. develop, or make use of cul-
ture. But the reciprocal point is also true. Because of the
constraints on psyche, some culwral forms will be far more
common than others and more readily reproduced.

Though psychologists may assume that the primary job
of the psychologically oriented anthropologist is to show

how cultures shape psyches, the complementary tradition
also exists and is currently quite active. One of the progeni-
tors of this school is Lévi-Strauss (e.g., 1966, 1967), who
argued that humans construct cultural meanings using bi-
nary contrasts resembling the oppositions that mark mean-
ingful differences between phonemes. For example, he
showed how myths were constructed using contrasts be-
tween nature and culture, or between raw and cooked. Sim-
ilarly, Berlin and Kay (1969) studied color classification
across cultures and maintained that although boundaries of
color terms vary, the focal point of each basic color (e.g,,
the most prototypical red in an array of reds) is largely the
same across languages. Heider and Oliver {(1972), working
with Dani tribesmen in New Guinea, whose language has
only two basic color terms, demonstrated experimentally
that memory for color, as well as the naming of colors, is
also largely independent of color vocabulary. Another uni-
versal is that every cuiture uses the human body, along
with its sexual and excretory processes and the contrast be-
tween male and female bodies, to symbolize diverse as-
pects of socia relations and seciety. For example, Need-
ham (1973) has iilustrated the widespread tendency to
contrast the right hand from the left, valuing the right. The
psychological foundations of these apparent universals are
not yet well understood—and the mere fact that they are
universal should not be taken 10 mean that their implica-
tions for the human psyche are deep.

An ambitious program of research on the “epidemiol-
ogy of representations” has been undertaken by Sperber
(1985, 1994, 1996) and his cognitive anthropologist col-
leagues. The approach secks to explain cultural features in
termns of the ecology of belief (e.g., the distribution of ideas
in a population) on the one hand, and psychological con-
straints on communication on the other, as opposed to
“‘macroprocesses” such as power dynamics and ideology.
The basic notion is that, because of the natural contours of
the human mind, some ideas are easier to develop and to
spread {more “contagious™) than others. These ideas are
learned in each culture without any formal instruction
(Atran & Sperber, 1991) and spread from one culture to
another with relative ease. For Sperber the goal of anthro-
pology is less to uncover and account for cultural differ-
ences in terms of local beliefs and practices than to explain
cultural effects by reference to pancultural psychology and
commmunicative potentials.

Orne example of cross-cultural uniformity in a content
area that previously had been assumed to vary widely was
uncovered by Berlin’s work on folk biological classifica-
tion. In a series of studies, Berlin (1992; Berlin, Breedlove,
& Raven, 1973) showed that in spite of significant varia-
tion in the plants and animals that any local population en-
counters, and even though many of these plants and ani-
mals lack cultural salience for any given local population,
there is striking consistency in the way humans everywhere
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classify the world of living things. Atran (1990, 1994,
1995, in press) has elaborated on this notion. He has ar-
gued that all people use similar folk-biological categories
that are “essence-based” and center on specieslike groups,
Moreover, he claims that rankings of species in lower-
order and higher-order groups is highly similar across cul-
tures. He argues that folk taxonomies have the power that
they do because the constraints and flexibility they provide
allow people to make inferences abour the natural world.
And Atran has shown that people as different from Ameri-
can students as Maya Indians make inductive inferences in
much the same way that Americans do by making use of
their folk-biological notions of species. These universal as-
pects of everyday cognition of the biclogical world also
appear to strongly constrain the historical development of
the species concept and other taxonomic concepts in scien-
tific biology. It is important to note that the uniformities
found in people’s categorization habits are not a result of
their simply placing plants and animals into categories on
the basis of “‘mere similarity.” Gelman (1988) and others
have shown that such judgments, even by young children,
are heavily guided by theory and that theoretical beliefs
about species relations can override similarity in judgments
about species memberships.

Similarly, Pascal Boyer (1993, 1994) points out that re-
ligions in many of the world's cultures show recurrent
themes that could not be the result of chance. For example,
most religious systems assume that a nonphysical aspect of
a person i1s maintained after death and becomes an invisible
intentional being, and that certain individuals, but not oth-
ers, are especially likely to be inspired by supernatural be-
ings, such as gods and spirits (Boyer 1993). Bover pro-
poses, following Sperber (1985), that these cross-cultural
regularities in religion are the resuit of the fact that reli-
gious ideas, like other cultural ideas, depend on the cogni-
tive properties of the minds that represent these ideas. To
capture the cross-cultural regularities encountered in reli-
gious systemns. Boyer constructed a taxonomy of religious
representations, based on a cognitive recipe for religion.
This recipe is based on two properties: the first is that a re-
ligious idea has to include a proposition that violates some
aspect of our common sense knowledge of the world; the
second is that a religious idea 1s embedded in a larger set of
commonsense assumptions about the world. The former
property, accerding to Bover, makes the idea atiention-
grabbing, while the laiter property allows us to make ordi-
nary inferences from the idea. For example, a god who is
angry at the people and dernands sacrifices violates our in-
tuition about biology (that all living things are mortal), but
stili allows us to use our ordinary understanding of folk
psychology (that intentional beings have desires, emotional
states, etc. ).

Hirschfeld (1988, 1994, 1995, 1996) has made similar
arguments with respect to social categortes. He notes that

there is good evidence that the ontogeny of racig) and

der concepts follows a similar trajectory in 3 Varietgen-
populations and may well be largely independep, of of
explicit teaching about either racial or gender differenc,
Indeed, young children’s clarity about racial conce s i
unrelated to their parents’ degree of racial stereoryping N
racial prejudice. He observes that “children are i’mparedgé
find that humans come in groups, that is, they have
identities” (Hirschfeld, 1994, p. 222), and their approach ¢,
understanding social categories is essentialisl—-—assumin
that, just as giraffes have an essence that makes them, £
raffes no matter how transformed, humans have gender aiid
racial essences.

To understand how the psyche potentiates ang cop.
strains culture, we also need to look at the compiement of
the highly successful cultural components—thoge ideag
and practices that fafl on deaf ears and quickly die out. For
example, although people are quite capable of 'inveming
the idea of a community whose sexual relationships are yy,_
restricted by anything resembling marmiage——and indeeg
have often tried this—no such community has ever per-
sisted long. The mediating mechanism perhaps is humgy,
sexual jealousy-—at any rate this is widely presumed 1o b,
the cause of the dissolution of the “free love” communes
of the 1960s in the United States. But of course human sey.
ual jealousy itself is in the service of something (cf. Byg;
& Kenrick, 1998, in this Handbook).

We should conclude by noting that the phylogeny of the
species, the history of the culture, and the life course of
each person are never fully adapted to each other, in par
because their mutual influences are dynamic and never
reach equilibrium. Stresses between them also result from
certain quasi-systemic properties of each, such that the ip.
teraction of the components of each system may constrain
its adaptation to the other systems. Moreover, the three sys.
tems are not fully and exclusively determined by each
other. Each is subject to some substantial influences be-
yond the other two, as well as to unique sequences of his-
torical events. Two facts strike us as remarkable, however:
cultures are incredibly diverse and psyches are almost
equally varied, yet in most instances the psyches and cul-
tures that operate together are remarkably concordant.

One final point is that these notions about evolution and
encuituration are preliminary and require much testing and
reformulation, but they provide one framework for under-
standing how the diversity and uniqueness of cultures can
be explained with reference to universal processes, Univer-
salism and relativism are fully compatible: it is our shared
hurnan nature that makes us so diverse.

50cia]

Implications for Research Strategy and Theory

The research and theory discussed in this chapter is only
one small, rather unrepresentative sample of the beehive of
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current activity in cultural psychology and psychological
anthropology. But it is enough, we believe, 10 indicate that
social psychology must consider the idea that psyche and
social relations are culturally contingent. Beginning now,
we need to focus on the task of understanding how cultuz-
ally organized social relations shape the psyche and are
shaped by it in turn. There are two possibie ways for the
field to proceed from this point.

First, we can consider the major phenomena of social
psychology, such as those reviewed in Section IIl. One by
one, we can anatyze the cultural conditions that are neces-
sary for each phenomenon to operate. Then we can investi-
gate a sample of the world’s cultres to see the various cul-
wrally limiting conditions of these phenomena. This may
be an effective and hence appropriate early strategy for es-
tablishing that social psychology is culturally contingent,
since it will reorient the field and facilitate a paradigm
shift. However, this is a backward-looking strategy that
eventually may need to be superseded. Analysis of the lim-
wng cultural conditions of the particular psychological
processes that happen to be salient in the modern West is
unlikely to lead us to a general understanding of how psy-
ches and social relations shape each other. Social psychol-
ogy experiments are often designed to “imitate” and “re-
produce in the lab” a daily practice that makes sense—in
one cuitural context, usually that of European or American
students. This approach encounters formidable problems
when social psychologists seek to “export” the method to
other cultural contexts, in which the procedure either
makes no sense to focal subjects or has a completely differ-
ent, unintended meaning—which the researchers may not
recognize. Consequently, a culturally informed experimen-
ta social psychology has to focus on meaning as much as
on methods—because the validity of any method depends
on how closely its meaning corresponds to the everyday
practices it is intended to reflect.

In the long run, we will learn more by tackling the prob-
lem directly. We can do this using any of the six frame-
works for comparing cultures: relativizing particularism, or
searching for important universals, typologies, temporal
sequences and processes, culture complexes, or generative
structures. We need to ask the guestions, What are the psy-
chological consequences of living in a certain kind of cul-
tural system? and What are the culftural patterns generated
by certain kinds of psyches?

Clearly we are only beginning to build the foundation
of this field. The agenda for the coming decades might
profitably focus on the following goals:

* Elucidating the major typologies, dimensions, culture
complexes, generative systems, particulars. and univer-
sals that characterize cultures,

* Studying how these cultural patterns organize psyches—
the processes as well as the outcomes.

* Exploring how psyches generate and constrain or chan-
ne} various cultural patterns.

* Discovering how these mutually constructing systems of
culture and psyche reproduce and change over time.

In order to understand the meanings, practices, and in-
stitutions that shape and are shaped by psyches, we need to
analyze and compare cultures in depth. Ethnographies are
an invaluable resource; and it is important to read ethno-
graphies of many diverse cultures to situate any particular
comparison in the framework of the total range of cultural
diversity in the world. Extended participant observation—
along with working fluency in the relevant languages—is
an umportant precursor and complement to experimenta-
tion. Working closely with anthropotogists, psychologists
can further deepen their understanding of the practices and
meanings linked to psychological processes. But in con-
Junction with these tools, the most enlightening strategy is
collaboration among researchers from each of the culmres
to be compared—and ideally researchers from other cul-
tures as well. This kind of collaboration can result in extra-

ordinary synergy.
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