CHAPTER 34

An Anthropological Perspective

The Revival of Cultural Psychology—
Some Premonitions and Reflections

RICHARD A. SHWEDER

The publication of this handbook is of histori-
‘cal importance for the field of cultural psychol-

ogy, and it is a fitting and useful form of ac-
knowledgment of an intellectual revival or
take-off of interdisciplinary research interests

‘that began about 25 years ago. It is also a wel-

come opportunity to take stock and imagine
future possibilities for creative investigations of
diversity in human mentalities (the different
things people know, think, want, feel, and
value) across distinguishable culture-dependent

groups. Although the volume is surely going to
become a canonical text for anyone who has
‘been engaged in or wishes to become part of

the lively ongoing conversation that began to
emerge in the early 1980s at the interface of
sacial psychology and anthropology, it will
certainly also interest developmental psychol-
ogists, cognitive psychologists, philosophers,
and even linguists. Robert LeVine's chapter
(Chapter 2, this volume) tells a story of aca-
demic ancestry that must read like ancient his-
tory to contemporary social psychologists do-
ing work in cultural psychology (and an even
deeper history going back many centuries, one
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that all of us should know, can be found in
Gustav Jahoda’s [1993] Crossroads between
Culture and Mind). So it is a very old conversa-
tion, but a new one as well, and one that has
grown in depth and intensity over the past cou-
ple of decades.

Increasingly, this renewed conversation has
been gaining widespread recognition. One is
actually heartened to read the five-paragraph
entry under “Cultural Psychology™ that ap-
pears in Wikipedia, not only because that con-
sensus-seeking online encyclopedia acknowl-
edges the discipline but also because they more
or less get it right. Here is all or part of the lead
sentence from each of the five paragraphs:
“Cultural psychology is a field of psychology
which contains the idea that culture and mind
are inseparable”; “Cultural psychology has its
roots in the 1960s and 1970s but became more
prominent in the 1980s and 1990s”; “Cultural
psychology is distinct from cross-cultural psy-
chology in that cross-cultural psychologists
generally use culture as a means of testing the
universality of psychological processes rather
than determining how local cultural practices
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shape psychological processes”; “Cultural psy-
chology research informs several fields within
psvchology, including social psychology, devel-
opmental psychology, and cognitive psychol-
ogy™; “One of the most significant themes in
recent years has been cultural differences be-
rween Fast Asian and North Americans in at-
tention (Masuda & Nisbett, 2001}, perception
(Kitavama, Duffy, Kawamura, & Larsen,
2003), cognition (Nisbett, Peng, Choi, &
Norenzavan, 2001) and social-psychological
phenomena such as the self (Markus & Kita-
vama, 1991).” They also write: “So whereas a
cross-cultural psychologist might ask whether
Piaget’s stages of development are universal
across a variery of cultures, a cultural psychol-
ogist would be interested in how the social
practices of a particular set of cultures shape
the development of cognitive processes in dif-
ferent ways.” Perhaps the authors of the entry
do go a bit overboard in associating cultural
psychology with the view that “there are no
universal laws for how the mind works,” but
for the most part they get the point.

Indeed, my own earliest anticipation of a
cultural psychology revival-—at the time it was
little more than a premonition—does go back
to the 1960s. In 1964 the anthropologists
A. Kimball Romney and Roy D'Andrade
published an influential special issue of the
American Anthropologist titled “Transculrural
Studies in Cognition.” That collection of es-
says, originally prepared for an interdisciplin-
ary Social Science Research Council conference
on culture and intellective processes held in
Mexico in the spring of 1963, was an intima-
tion that something new and interdisciplin-
ary—on the frontiers of anthropology, psychol-
ogy and linguistics—might soon be in the air.
Best of all, the publication included a “Sum-
mary of Participants’ Discussion,” which con-
tained some rather eye-opening (and even en-
tertaining) transcripts of verbal exchanges (and
sallies) between several social psychologists
and several cultural anthropologists, Com-
ments and quips included:

In using the semantic differential, people are
forced to evaluate objects, and apparently there is
consistency in the way in which they respond. |
don’t understand what the meaning of this consis-
tency is in terms of the culture in which it oc-
curred. And until T understand it, | don't sec any
point in comparing across cultures. You say thar
these factors are related to “visceral reactions”—
then perhaps what this consistency means is that

cultural differences have been wiped out angd
a common animal reaction remains, -y
ogist William Sturtevant, critiquing pey hologis
Charles Osgood (p. 238} e

No, just the reverse. We are trying to find » frame.
work of similarities within which we €an obweryy
more meaningfully and more rigorously real differ.
ences, Then we can be sure that these are real dd-
ferences and not just artifacts of the jar

used. —psychologist Charles Osgood (p. 238

if you did investigate which adjectives went to-
gether in a language and culture which yog

do you doubt seriously that you would find three
dimensions similar to evaluation, poten: v, and se.
tivity? —psychologist Fred Strodtbeck, addresang
anthropologist Sturtevant (p. 238)

I don't know. And the reason it bathers me i that
it secms so artificial to force people 1o tell vou
whether “Wednesday™ is “good” or “bad.” Aud |
don’t understand what significance -any consis
tency you may ger in forced tasks such as this
has for understanding a culture. —anthropologise
William Sturtevant (p. 238) ;
Why is it more arbitrary to employ the probes
used in the semantic differential than it &
employ the “kind of” or “part of* questions
|Charles| Frake uses? What is there unique abost
one kind of questioning which makes it arbitrary?
—psychologist Charles Osgood (p. 218)

[ think we are doing the same things for different
reasons. We are both asking people questions sl
getting answers. But one difference is that if pee-
ple laugh at one of my questions, | throw away the
question. If people laugh at what you ask, you
force an answer and say, “Come on, boys, sow
this is serious.” What I would like to know &
“How much force is legitimate, and is the amosst
of force a variable to be taken into comsides
ation?” —anthropologist Charles Frake (p. 238}

This is the narrow line we have tried hard 1o walks
That is, in order to get comparability, we have H
to use enough contral over the general contest &
which the data is elicited to obtain some ressons
able security of equivalence. The problem, ﬂl&'
to make sure that the kind of control thas is exes
cised for that purpose can in no way influence the
substantive relationships within the materiak -&
~-psvchologist Charles Osgood {p. 238)

In their summary of the conversatioss
among the conference participants, the cditors
Roy D’Andrade and Kim Romney. (two sep
multidisciplinary graduates of the Harvard
University Department of Social -
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wied to comprehend the disciplinary tensions
perween the anthropologists and the psycholo-
ists by drawing a distinction between the

-srudy of “codes™ (associated with anthropolog-
.jcal research) and the study of “intellectual
“processes” (associated with psychological re-

search). They imagined a hypothetical research

-project in which anthropologists and psycholo-

gists go off together hand in hand to study or-
dinary game-playing behavior in games such as
chess, checkers, or baseball, but end up parting
ways by asking very different questions (e.g.,
“wWhat are the rules of this game?™ vs. “Which

“intellectual abilities differentiate winning play-

ers from losing players?”) and end up develop-
ing two verv different theories of psycholog-
jcal functioning and methods of research.
D'Andrade and Romneyv elaborated on this
imagined contrast. Anthropologists, they sug-
gested, tend to study socially learned codes,
tules, and meanings for the interpretation of a
behavior (remember Clifford Geertz's [1973]
famous example of the “blink Jor was it a

“‘wink’?] of an eye”); and for the anthropologist

“behavior” is treated as a symbol or message
‘that requires interpretation of its meaning, of-
ten in relation to codes, rules or norms of some
sort, Psychologists, on the other hand, tend to
study intellectual processes such as categoriza-
tion, inference, or memory and view socially
learned codes, rules, and meanings as mere
content (or even as “noise”) that should be ig-
rored or filtered out in any study of the basic
elements of mental functioning.

Yet D’Andrade and Romney also made the
following crucial observation, which 1 take to
be a central tenet of cultural psychology,
‘namely, that what you think about and with
{the meaning or content of ones thinking) can
be decisive for how you think and that culture
and psyche make each other up. This is their
key remark:

The relationship between the codes an individual

. learns and the intellective processes of the individ-
ual is apparently very complex. Such processes as
categorization and inference, for example, appear
o be built into codes, providing the individual
with a ready-made set of categories and inferences
for use. However, to allow the individual to use
these cognitive maps which are built into codes
also demands the exercise of other complex in-
tellective processes. (p. 231)

They also pointed out that in any interdisci-
‘Pinary research project on  game-plaving

behavior around the world an anthropologist
“would probably come to distrust generaliza-
tions made about human behavior across all
classes of games, since for him most behavior is
‘determined” by the code in use, which varies
by the game™ (p. 232). I'll return to this poinr
later in a brief discussion of cross-cultural re-
search in experimental economics, where be-
havior in the “ultimatum game” varies widely
and in some counterintuitive ways (given our
own culturally shaped intuitions) across cul-
tural groups, which seems to be related to the
way the game (which is itself a cultural product
whose rules and meanings have been defined
by the researchers) gets assimilated to local
codes, rules, and meanings when transported
abroad and presented to subjects in another
culture. Here I simply want to note one of the
lessons 1 took away from my 1960s reading of
“Transcultural Studies in Cognition,” namely,
that research designed to discover the emptri-
cally uniform features of human mentalities is
likely to hracket the existence of (and hence un-
derestimate the behavioral significance of) the
local, socially learned “codes” that define so-
cial life in human groups and dismiss them as
mere content, thereby ignoring one of the great
sources of mental differences between the
members of different code-dependent groups
(cultures).

That gathering of anthropologists, psycholo-
gists and linguists in the Yucatdn in Mexico in
1963 was one of many such meetings that took
place in the 1960s and 1970s, premised on the
article of faith that interdisciplinary conversa-
tion can be a good thing. Historical precursors
and personal premonitions aside, however, |
suppose I really associate the current and
rather dramatic revival of cultural psychology
as a vibrant and visible academic discipline
with a few key academic events in the 1980s
and 1990s and several nonacademic contempo-
rary trends on the domestic and international
scene.

One of those academic events was of huge
import for the rebirth of an interest in higher-
order units of analysis (such as culture, ethnic-
ity, and race) among mainstream social psy-
chologists, namely, the ongoing seminar on cul-
tural psvchology organized and run for several
vears in the early 1990s by Hazel Markus and
Richard Nisbett at the University of Michigan.
(It was a time when the reductive tendencies
within psychology were apparent and social
psychology was at risk of becoming a branch of
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cognitive psychology, which, it has now be-
come apparent, was itself at risk of becoming a
branch of neuroscience.) During that period,
interdisciplinary visitors came from all over the
world to Ann Arbor, old but profound formu-
lations in anthropology and psychology were
reexamined and revived (e.g.. the work of John
Whiting and Irvin Child on the “custom com-
plex™ and of Harry Triandis on “individual-
ism™ and “collectivism™), and the University of
Michigan and later Stanford University put
themselves on the map as leading centers of re-
search on cultural psychology, ultimately re-
sulting in the creation of the Center for Culture
and Cognition at the University of Michigan
(whose vibrant voices and critical intelligences
have included psvchologists Phoebe Ellsworth
and Shinobu Kitayama and anthropologists
Lawrence Hirschfeld and Scott Atran). One
should not be surprised that so many of the
most active and creative social psychologists
who now call themselves cultural psychologists
or sociocultural psychologists (including the
two editors of this volume) have ancestral con-
nections to either the University of Michigan or
Stanford University, although there are now
several other leading psychology department-
based centers of excellence in cultural psychol-
ogy (Umiversity of California, Berkeley; Univer-
sity of British Columbia; University of Califor-
nia, Los Angeles; University of Illinois; and
others). And of course there are several other
centers for training and research in cultural
psychology that are based in either anthropol-
ogy departments (UCLA; Emory University;
Duke University; Untversity of California, San
Diego) or interdisciplinary departments such as
the Department for Comparative Human De-
velopment at the University of Chicago (where
for nearly 70 vears anthropologists and psy-
chologists have been colleagues in the same
program).

The second academic event I would mention
is the Culture Theory Conference held in the
spring of 1981 and suhsequently published in
the book Culture Theory: Essays on Mind, Self,
and Emotion (Shweder & LeVine, 1984). Per-
haps this is an all too personal and autobio-
graphical recollection of the history of the
growing interest in cultural psvchology. Robert
LeVine’s chapter in this volume brings us up to
date and puts contemporary practitioners of
cultural psychology in touch with some of their
relatively recent anthropological ancestors, but
it stops just short of 1984, when (at least from

my biased point of view) at least some of the
current action began. It began with the publica-
tion of LeVine’s own coedited volume Cultupg
Theory (which, with characteristic modesty, he
never mentions). The “Culture Theory” Pfo;eu
was an attempt to draw out the implications of
a symbols- and meaning-centered or ing
tive conception of culture for the study of
mental functioning across groups, with special
attention to certain key formulations,,, for ex-
ample, the work of Geertz on local forms of
mental functioning and culturally parochial
ideas abour the self. Had LeVine added just one
more page to his narrative he might well have
turned his attention to the conception and birgh
of the Social Science Research Council's Gyl
ture Theory project, in which he played a ma-
jor role and for which I was his coconspirator,
It was ar that conference that several antheye
pologists began to articulate once again (and
with new ethnographic and linguistic evidence)
some of the definitive and provocative anciens
propositions of cultural psychology—for ex-
ample, that when it comes to the study of
human consciousness {including human selfs
consciousness) there are multiple diverse pay-
chologies out there rather than a single pay-
chology; and that many of those distinctive
mental qualities of individuals are acquired, ac-
tivated, maintained, or lost by virtue of partici
pation in the way of life (including the lingus
tic life} of particular ancestral groups.

At the 1963 Romney and D’Andrade culoure
and cognition conference, the psychologists in
attendance included Roger Brown, Jerome
Kagan, William Kessen, Charles Osgood, and
Fred Strodtbeck, and the anthropologists i
cluded Brent Berlin, Roy D’Andrade, Charles
Frake, Dell Hymes, A. Kimball Romney, and
William Sturtevant. It was the era of the cogni
tive revolution and “ethnoscience” was a hot
topic in cultural anthropology. At the 1981
Culture Theory conference the psychologises in
attendance included Jerome Bruner, Cal Lrard,
Martin Hoffman, Howard Gardner, Catherine
Snow, and Elliot Turiel, and the anthros
pologists included Robbins Burling, Roy
D'Andrade, Michael Fischer, Clifford Geertey
Paul Kay, Robert LeVine, Robert Levy, Johat
Lucy, Michele Rosaldo, Bambi Scheiffelin,
David Schneider, Richard Shwedes; M“
Silverstein, and Melford Spiro. Juges
Habermas attended and served as the
discussant. It was an era when the ¢
revolution was no longer hegemonic and

34. An Anthropological Perspective 825

jes of self and emotion were back at center
stage; one of the major aims of the conference

" was to critically examine the “symbolic” or

uinterpretative” approach to culture (as the so-

- cially inherited goals, values, and pictures of
_the world that are distinctive of members of

different groups and made manifest in their
behavioral norms), as well as the implications

_of that approach for research on psychological

development (including research on self, emo-
tion, moral reasoning, and language acquisi-

tion). As I recall, it was LeVine who had the

prescience to recognize the potential value of

" Geertz’s conception of culture for the study of

psychological development. At the conference
we brought together anthropologists (who at
the time were actively debating and trying to

make sense of a Geertzian conception of cul-
- ture) and psychologists (who at the time were

struggling with, and resisting, the reductive and

‘restrictive implications of the “cognitive revo-
- lution™ for the study of the mental life). Many
_psychologists at that time were interested in go-

ing beyond the structural analysis of human
perceptual and reasoning processes to the study
of human wants, feelings, and values; the an-
thropologists believed they had something to
contribute by virtue of their ethnographic re-
search on the more revelatory and meaning-
laden aspects of daily experience and the so-

_ cially inherited goals, values, and pictures of

reality that lead individuals to commit to a
particular way of life. While there was dis-

_agreement among the conference participants

about whether the “cognitive revolution” had
been a blessing or a curse for the study of lan-
guage, culture, and mental functioning, there
was a notable level of expressed concern about
the negative influence of the cognitive revolu-
tion on anthropology and psychology: concern
about the apparent prestige associated with
eognitive research; concern about the lack of
attention to social practices and higher order
units of analvsis among cognitive researchers;

concern about the tendency to put evervthing

inside the head. The following fascinating ex-
change took place berween Roy D’Andrade
and Clifford Geertz (see Shweder & LeVine,
1984). This particular give-and-take raises far
more issues than | can address here (for exam-

‘ple, the direct or indirect influence of the

philosophies of the early versus late Ludwig
Wittgenstein on the formulations offered be-

W; the metaphysical status of a “conceprual
structure” that is not “in the head”; the way an

“interpretive approach™ to culture might suc-
cessfully join the study of behavior with the
study of ideas), but this exchange does give a
sense of how, by the early 1980s, the cognitive
revolution was already “breaking up™:

Rov I’Axprapt: When | was a graduare student,
one imagined people 77 a culture; ten vears later
culture was all i thetr heads. The thing went
from something out there and very large 1o
something that got placed inside. Culture be-
came a branch of cognitive psychology. We wem
from “let’s try 1o look at behavior and describe
™ to “let’s ery ro look atideas.” Now, how you
were to Jook ar ideas was a bit of a problem and
some people said, “Well, look ar language.”
That notion, that you look at idea systems, was
extremely gencral in the social sciences. On, |
think, the same afternoon in 1957 you have pa-
pers by Chomsky and Miller and in anthropol-
ogy, Ward Goodenough. All signal an end to the
era of “Let’s look at behavior and see what they
do.” Before 1957 the definition of culture was
primarily a behavioral one — culture was pat-
terns of behavior, actions, and customs. The
same behavioral emphasis was there in linguis-
tics and psychology. The idea that cognition is
where it is at struck all three ficlds at the same
time—it has a slighdy different trajectory in
cach discipline—whether vou do experiments or
whether you look for intuitions or whether you
talk to informants. 1 think it was a nice replace-
ment. But the thing is now breaking—that force
set in moron n the late fifties . . and we cach
have different ideas about how it is breaking up.

Crirorn GEFr12: At the same time the revolution
was going on where people were putting things
inside people’s heads a counterrevolution was
going the other way—ecriticizing the whole myth
of inner reahty, the whole myth of private lan-
guage. The one thing rhat anthropologists had-
n't said about culture s that it is a conceptual
structure. What does it mean to say that? Take,
for example, the theory of infant damnation. To
know what it is vou have 1o, first of all, concep-
tualize it historically and with other beliefs of
this type. Then you can discuss the incidence of
it, and how people got it, and how they gor rid
of it, and what determined all these things. But
what the culeural element is, is the structure of
meanings, ideas or significances that that partic-
ular religious ideology contained. The reason 1
am against putting things in people’s heads is
that it reduces the tension between cultural anal-
ysis and psvchological analysis. By psycholo-
gizing things you den't have the kind of prob-
lematic where vou can ask what is the impact of
a conceptual structure or system ot ideas such as
the theory of infant damnation during the Ret-
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ormation. What psychological effecr did it have
on ditterent people in different contexts? That
tends to get Jost because the theory is identified
as a psychological phenomenon in the first
place. Ir's a conceptual structure—and that is
what the whole depsychologizing of the concepr
of sense, of meaning, was all about and still is
about, {(pp. 7-8)

I believe it was abour that time, in the early
1980s, as I prepared for the Culture Theory
conference, that 1 began to recognize the con-
nection between the interpretive or symbolic
approach ro culture and some of the tenets of
the historical Romantic rebellion against the
Enlightenment; and I even tried to comprehend
some of the tensions that emerged at the con-
ference in those terms (see Shweder, 1984).
Even now, as 1 think abour the intellectual
foundations of cultural psychology as a disci-
pline, I resonate to the observation by the polit-
ical and moral philosopher Isaiah Berlin, in
which he contrasted enlightenment figures such
as Voltaire and Condorcer with Johann Herder,
one of the grear Romantic rebels (and a
founder of cultural psychology). Berlin (1976,
quoted in Gray, 1996) wrote:

For  Voltaire, Dideror, Helvetius, Holbach,
Condorcet, there is only one universal civilization,
of which now one nation, now another, represents
the richest flowering. For Herder there is a plural-
ity of incommensurable cultures. To belong to a
given comnunity, to he connected with its mem-
hers by indissoluble and impalpable ties of a com-
mon language, historical memory, habit, tradition
and feeling, is a basic human need no less narural
than that for food or drink or security or procre-
ation. One nation can understand and sympathize
with the institutions of another only because it
knows haow much its own mean to itself. Cosmo-
politanism is the shedding of all that makes one
most human, most oneself. (p. 122)

Perhaps that last sentence will seem shocking
to some readers, especially those who live or
idealize a cosmopolitan way of life. Neverthe-
less, the Romantic rebellion was in large part
an act of intellectual resistance to the Enlight-
enment. Ir was a rejection of the Enlightenment
ideal for a “modern self,” with its highly indi-
vidualistic image of a fully realized human per-
son as one who has become liberated or eman-
cipated from all traditions, from all revelations
or faith-based artachments ro groups, from all
commitments to received values or pictures of
the world other than those that can be univer-

sally justified or grounded in lo;
is that “enlightened” cosmopolitan vision of
the liberated individual (who is ap home
where in particular or feels at home only .z
detached from ail groups and loyal 1o none of
them) that Johann Herder opposed and ¢

as the shedding all that makes us Most humay,
One trusts it is a message that many social py.
chologists will readily understand. -

When retlecting on the contemporary
chological sciences, it is tempting to degw an
analogous contrast. On the one hand, psychol-
ogy aims to describe a universal pay,
and, in pursuit of thar universal pve
ends up investigating the cosmopolitan ¢
student subject as its richest flowering and ad-
duces an account of that psychology that ™
largely devoid of all mention of historical
memory, local language, distinctive communal
attachments, group traditions, or the paro-
chial mental states that make us what we are,
On the other hand, cultural psvchology, as
Herder might have envisioned it, is fhe Invest-
gation of those distinctive and several {or mul-
tiple) psychologies that make it possible for
cach of us to be and feel at home in some par-
ticular group.

Now I do nor mean to suggest that any one,
two, or three academic events should be fully
credited with the revival of interest in cultural
psychology. The organized efforts, including
this monumental handbook project, to move
the field forward have been many. One web
comes all of these efforts and looks forward o
the day when the recent history of cultural psge
chology as a reemerging discipline s systems
atically documented. Any such history, one
imagines, will surely also point to events and
processes outside the academy that have cre-
ated a favorable environment for the growthof
a field that is so deeply concerned with ques
tions of culrural difference. I have in mind, of
course, changes in the U.S. immigration laws s
the 1960s that prepared the way for
levels of Asian, African, and Seuth and Middle
American migration; the international |*- '
lum swing in the direction of economic globak
ization, which eroded national barriers to the
flow of goods, information, capital, and labot
including srudents and scholars} all over the
world; the emergence of identity P‘"lf“'-‘-“‘_d
justice consciousness, and affirmative acnos
policies and their beneficial consequences for
funding research or researcher traiming with e
gard to ethnic and racial minority groups {

8ic or science Jy
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the various and numerous conflicts and compe-
srions between nations and groups over the
past decades (from the Japanese success in the
world economy to the current war in Iraq and

“the tensions berween Islam and Christianity in

furope} which have made it increasingly ap-
parent that cultural differences not only are
here to stav but also need to be understood for
the sake of domestic and international tran-
quility, and for everyone’s general well-being.

By now it should be apparent that I use the
expression  “culrural psychology™ (as does
Wikipedia) in a sense that is much narrower
than the usage implied by the very broad reach
of the preceding 33 chapters in this volume.
Breadth of coverage is a good thing for a hand-
book, and it is a fact of life and sign of healthy
intellectual activity that scholars who do com-
parative research on mental states and pro-
cesses across  code-dependent (ie., cultural)
groups do so with many different types of aims
and agendas, most of which are important and
legitimate. Nevertheless, not all of them are do-
ing cultural psychology in the sense I have been
deseribing. What is that sense?

Here 1 draw upon several earlier formula-
nons in which 1 have tried to imagine a field
of study called cultural psvchology (Shweder
1990, 1991, 1993, 1999, 2003a, 2003b, and
the other entrics in the reference section under
my name; Shweder & Sullivan, 1990). That
field has a distinctive subject matter (psycho-
logical diversity, rather than psychological uni-
formity); it aims to reassess the uniformitarian
principle of psychic unity and develop a credi-
ble theory of psvchological pluralism. One
does hope that it goes without saying by now
that any theory of psychological pluralism
would lack credibility if it staunchly denied the
existence of any and all universals. That is why
2 credible theory of psychological pluralism,
one that honors our true, deep, and significant
differences, cannot and does not entail the de-
nial of all universals. Cultural psychology pre-
Supposes many universals, including a theory
of mind according to which to be a “person” is
0 have the capacity to initiate action; to con-
Mrucr a picture of the world; and to display rhe
features of creative intelligence in the generic
sense, which include the abilities to imagine the
future, know things, want things, feel things,
Ind value things (see Shweder et al., 2006).
Nevertheless, as [ use the expression, cultural
Mychology refers to the study of ethnic and
Cultural sources of diversity in emotional and

somatic functioning, self-organization, moral
evaluation, social cognition, and human devel-
opment.

The field also has a particular conception of
the proper units of analysis for comparative re-
search on psychological facts. It calls for the
study of human “menralities” (in the plural)
as conceptualized by Johann Herder (that
t8th-century Romantic German philosopher),
whose central premise was that “to he a mem-
ber of a group is 1o think and act in a certain
way, in the light of particular goals, values, and
pictures of the world; and to think and act so is
to belong to a group™ (Berlin, 1976). Accord-
ing to this approach to cultural psychology, the
idea of “goals™ includes wants, preferences,
and motives of various kinds. The idea of
“values” includes emotional reactions as well
as “goods™ and “ends” that are thought to
be “preference-worthy™ or morally desirable.
The idea of “pictures of the world” includes
local definitions and categorizations, beliefs
about means—ends connections and causal
connections and metaphysical and existen-
tial premises of various kinds. To describe a
“mentality” (e.g., the “mentality™ of Oriva
Hindu Brahmans or Mandarin Chinese or lib-
eral American middle-class anticlerical cosmo-
polites) is to get specific about the particular
conceptual contents (the “ideas”) that have ac-
tually been cognized and activated by such per-
sons or peoples, where to “cognize” refers to
any process that enables human beings to rep-
resent “ideas” (conceptual content) and to at-
tain knowledge by deriving or computing their
implications. In other words, cultural psychol-
ogy is the study of the specific conceptual con-
tent that renders meaning-full behavior (or
“actions”) intelligible.

| have not counted how many of the chapters
in this volume are prototypes or even instances
of cultural psychology in that sense of the ficld.
However, what does strike me as noteworthy is
the breadth of the collection and how the expres-
sion “cultural psychology™ has come to encom-
pass so many very different types of intellectual
traditions. Reading through reference sections
when [ first received the chapters for this vol-
ume, | had the impression that the authors were
inspired by very different canonical texrs and did
not really share common intellectual ancestors,
although for the most part, all the chaprer au-
thors have some kind of interest in research that
in some sense or other is *cross-cultural.” In or-
der to be a bit more objective about the sharing
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or nonsharing of canonical texts and intellectual
ancestors every cited author and every cited
written work in each of the chapters was entered
into a darabase (the data analyzed were nearly
complete at the time of the analysis, although a
few citations that were either added or dropped
during the final editorial process may have been
overlooked). This made it possible to derive
pairwise similarity measures for all of the chap-
ters based on the degree of overlap either in the
specific authors or in the specific works cited in
their chaprers and to conduct cluster and mulri-
dimensional scaling analyses on the co-citation
or similarity structures of the chapters them-
selves (similarity or proximity measures were
used that did not treat the joint noncitation of an
author or text as a measure of sharing or similar-
ity). Ir also made it possible to determine which
authors and texts were the most cited and to
what degree.!

One basic fact about the citations in this vol-
ume is this: The vast majority of both cited au-

thors (approximately 77%) and cit Written
works (approximately 88%) are \i“’tjlﬂ Some
single chapter only, and not mentioned in
other chapter in the book (see Figures 3:2
and 34.2). In other waords, most citations are
unique; hence, the *J” shape of the curve of the
distributions in the graphs is dramatic, and j¢
reveals that, for both researchers and texy, if
you are cited at all you probably are ciged in
only one of the chapters. Of the 3.560 written
works cited herein, there is only one—Haze|
Markus and Shinobu Kitayama’s (1991)
cholagical Review article “Culrire and the
Self”—that is cited in even half of the cha

and it is an outlier. Of 4,057 authors,
seven are widely cited, in the sense of bei
cited in at least half of the chapters, Gustay
Jahoda’s useful primer on the history of

and research on culture and mind (whach |
pointed to earlier) does inform the hiumiull,
oriented chapter by Harry Triandis but is net
mentioned in any of the other chapters.
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I realize, of course, that it is hazardous to in-
terpret the significance of this basic fact. Per-
haps the relative lack of common intellectual
reference points (including historical reference
“points) is a feature of every subfield in the so-
cial sciences. But it does give the impression
that “cultural psychology,™ at least in this par-
ticular usage of the expression in a handbook
of cultural psychology, is a cover phrase for a
wide range of intellectual programs and re-
-search agendas. Figure 34.3 lists the 62 most-
cited authors across the chapters, where the in-
clusion criterion is citation in at least 8 of the
-preceding 33 chapters. Figure 34.4 lists the 51
most-cited written works, where the inclusion
¢riterion is citation in at least § of the preceding
33 chapters. When inspecting these figures,
two things seem apparent. First, the field of
cultural psychology, at least among academic
social psychologists, has been riding a wave as-
sociated with East/West comparisons and espe-
tially a small set of almost personality-trait-like
theoretical contrasts berween individualistic
Yersus collectivist societies, independent versus
Interdependent selves, and analvtic versus ho-

listic thinking. Secondly, the most widely cired
articles are those published in a very small set
of mainstream psychological journals, for ex-
ample, the Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, Psychological Review, Psychologi-
cal Bulletin, and the American Psychologist.
Relevant articles on cultural psychology pub-
lished in the journals of other disciplines (an-
thropology, philosophy, linguistics) are not
widely cited, although three books about cul-
ture written by anthropologists  (Geertz,
Sperber, and Kroeber & Kluckhohn) and one
written by a sociologist (by Weber) are ac-
knowledged in at least 5 or more of the 33 pre-
ceding chapters.

Reading through this volume, the overall or
general impression one gets is of the following:
(1) one big idea organizing a coherent research
agenda for a subset of social psychology au-
thors interested in psychological diversity but
framed very much as a debate about the scope
or generality of fundamental intellectual pro-
cesses and researched in a way thar parallels
the logic of personality-trait psychology at the
level of groups and fits the formar of main-
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1. Give prioriry to the study of culturally unique
psvchological and behavioral phenomena or
characteristics of the Chinese people.

. Investigare both the specific content and the in-
volved process of the phenomenon.

. Make it a rule to begin any research with a
thorough immersion into the natral, con-
crete details of the phenomenon to be studied.

I3

[

Speaking as an anthropologist, this emphasis
on starting one’s rescarch in cultural psychol-
ogy with an immersion experience makes great
sense and places some emphasis on field re-
search, the observation of real-world practices
and behavior (including language use), and the
investigation of the native’s point of view (con-
tent, meaning, and context). It also might have
the cffect of gerting researchers in cultural psy-
chology to rethink the dubious and hence vul-
nerable assumption that caltural variability can
be indexed by census categories such as nation-
ality, race, or ethnicity. Indeed it might help to
tree the discipline from its heavy reliance on
cosmopolitan college student subjects who
happen to come from different national, racial,
or ethnic groups.

The advantage of taking this step can be seen
in the field of experimental economics, which
has for many years relied on college student
subjects but has recently transported its “com-
parable stimuli™ (its experimental games) to ru-
ral and “third-world™ field settings and to the
type of small-scale societies that are familiar to
anthropologists. Lo and behold, they have dis-
covered substantially greater variability in har-
gaining behavior in experimental game situa-
tions than previously discovered with student
populations. The variability across groups that
has been discovered lends itself to explanation
by reference to local socially learned codes,
norms, and meanings associated with social
interaction in everyday life in this or that par-
ticular cultural group (Henrich et al., 2005).
This research is carried forward very much in
the interdisciplinary spirit of cultural psychol-
ogy, with a good deal of reliance on ethno-
graphic knowledge to build a model of a cul-
tural mentality that helps in the interpretation
of behavior in an experimental game situation
(the meaning of which it is not possible for the
expenmenters to fully control precisely because
there are cultural differences in the significance
of the stimulus situation).

Consider, for example, the “ultimatam
game” as defined in the experimental econom-

ics literature and described by Henrie
(2005): Y Henrich wri
In this game, subjects are paired, and the firy
player, often called the “proposer,” is Provision
ally allotted a divisible “pie” (usually money) Th
proposer then offers a portion of the 1ol ;',.,'u,
second person, called the “responder. ™ The g:
sponder, knowing both the offer and the :
of the pie, can then either accept or reject the e
poser’s offer. If the responder accepts, he rn::“
the offer and the proposer gets the remamnder (the
pic minus the offer). If the responder repects the
offer, then neither receives anything. I cither cane
the game ends; the two players receive theie win-
nings and depart. Players are typically pasd in cash
and are anonymous to other players. , . ip. T9K)

Amouny

In the comparative field-based research re-
ported by Henrich et al. substantial amounts of
money (in local currencies) were involved, and
the “players™ were kept anonymous to each
other. i

From the point of view of cultural psychol-
ogy almost everything interesting about this
type of experimental approach turns on under
standing how the “stimulus situation,” or ex-
perimental game, is understood and given
meaning from the “native point of view™ of
members of different groups. The challenge for
a cultural psychologist is to engage in the type
of “thick description” of the mentality of kocal
“game players” so as to undetstand precisely
how and why the stimulus situation s, in fact,
nort the same or equivalent as it is transported
from one code-dependent world to anothes
That is what “thick description” amounts e
specifying the local goals, values, and picrures
of the world that render apparently identical
stimuli (e.g., the experimenter-defined rules of
the “ultimatum game™) nonequivalent. Con
sider this possible picture of the world: Imagine
a society of strangers in which all persons are
motivated mainly by material rewards and
hold to the premise that more is always better
than less, and hence interpret the stimulus situs
ation (the “ultimatum game”) in such a way
that they conclude that any proposed offes
however small, should be accepted, given the
constraints of the game (because if you refuse
the offer no one gets anything), leading 1o the
shared expectation that proposers and
will offer very little and responders and
will accept it. Apparently, not even = first-
world” cosmopolitan college student subjects
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picture the world that way or construe the
stimulus situation in those terms; the tvpical of-
fer among college student subjects over many
studies 1s around 45-50% of the original pie
and college student responders typically reject
low offers, even though they end up with noth-

“ing. These results have been shown to be reli-

able and robust across variations in the details
of the experimental procedure.

More important, as one moves into rural
field settings away from the “first world,” all
sorts of astonishing and variable patterns of
behavior emerge. This variation in “bargaining
pehavior™ is independent of such individual
characteristics of the subjects as their age, edu-
cation, or wealth, and seems to be related
specifically to group membership and to the
particular picture of persons and social rela-
tionships shared by members of one’s group. As
Henrich et al. (2005) note, “In some groups,
rejection rates are extremely rare, even in the
presence of low offers, while in others rejection
rates are substantial, including frequent rejec-

“tions of offers above 50%™ (pp. 801-802).
" Consider, for example, the experimental game

behavior of the Au and Gnau peoples of Papua
New Guinea, where many *proposers” offered
more than 50% of the available currency and
many of these offers were turned down by the
“responder,” leaving both “players™ with noth-
ing.

What thick description of goals, values, and
pictures of the world can help us comprehend
what the stimulus situation actually meant to
these subjects? Henrich et al. offer the follow-
ing explanation:

The rejection of seemingly generous offers, of
more than half, may have a parallel in the culture
of starus-seeking through gift-giving found in Au
and Gnau villages, and throughout Melanesia. In
these socicties, accepting gifts, even unsolicited
ones, implies a strong obligation to reciprocate at
some future time. Unrepaid debrs accumularte, and
place the received in a subordinate status. Further,
the giver may demand repayment at times, or in
forms (political alliances), not to the receiver’s lik-
ing—but the receiver is still strongly obliged to re-
spond. As a consequence. excessively large gifts,
especially unsolicited ones, will be refused. (p. 811)

The main (and perhaps obvious) point to he
made here is that there are many different pic-
tures of the world or cultural mentalities that
might be brought to the table when “playing an

experimental game™ (of course, that very way
of describing the interaction or event is itself a
discretionary and not mandatory way of un-
derstanding the stimulus situation), and “thick
description” is a way of rendering behavior in-
telligible in terms of local and socially shared
meanings.

I think something like that form of explana-
tion—thick description of local meanings—is
pretty much what D’Andrade and Romney
(1964) had in mind when they wrote:

The relationship between the codes an individual
learns and the intellective processes of the individ-
ual is apparently very complex. Such processes as
categarization and mference, for example, appear
to be built into codes, providing the individual
wirth a readv-made set of categories and inferences
for use. (p. 231)

Indeed, that may be one of the primary reasons
for cultural group based variations in bargain-
ing behavior in the “ultimatum game.”

Although [ have raised some questions about
heterogeneity of coverage, the publication of
this volume is a monumental achievement and
marks a new stage in the revival of the ficld. Back
in 1964 it was not obvious thatin the coming de-
cades so many mainstream social psychologists
would embrace the notion of cross-cultural re-
search and run with it in so many fascinating di-
rections, or that so many would become suspi-
cious of strong claims about psychic unity and
seriously entertain the possibility that men-
talities are not unpiform around the world.
Nor, might | add in conclusion, was it obvious
back then that work in experimental economics
would simultaneously force us to recognize the
importance of ethnographic fieldwork with di-
verse groups, deepen our appreciation of the
psychological significance of social learned cul-
wral codes, and lend support to the central no-
tion of cultural psychology that culture and psy-
che make each other up.

NOTE

1. I am most grareful to Michele Wirtels and Jacob
Hickman for assisting me in these analvses. Any detailed
presentations and discussion of the taxonomic structure
of the Handbook chapters based on their cocitation pas-
terns will have to wait for another occasion. Here i this
commentary 1 just want to make a few bricf observa-
tions about the breadth of this volume and raise a ques-
tion or two abour the future of the field.

|
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CHAPTER 35

A Psychological Perspective
Cultural Psychology—~Past, Present, and Future

RICHARD E. NISBETT

] People who are unaware of the history of cul-

tural psychology are surprised to learn that the
founder of experimental psychology, Wilhelm
Wundt, was also a cultural psychologist. He
believed that one could not understand behav-

~lor by just looking at what people were doing

in laboratories. One also had to know history
and culture. Kurt Lewin, the founder of the
field of experimental social psychology, was
also a student of collectives of all sorts. He ac-
tually wrote one important ethnography com-

* paring Germany and the United States. And
~ there was always a fundamental concern with

history and culture and collective issues on the
part of the Soviet psychologists, notably
Vygotsky and Luria. Through at least the
1950s, plenty of psychologists—especially so-

- cial psychologists—were concerned with soci-

etal and collective and cultural issues.
But a very dramatic shift away from con-
cern with culture occurred roughly in the

- mid-60s. 1 have two theories about why this

happened. I think it was partly because cul-

“ture in the 1940s and 1950s was studied in

the context of what was called the “culture

and personality movement.” Unfortunately,
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this movement operated with the two pre-
dominant theories in the behavioral sciences,
and these were nor well suited for studying
culture. One of these, Freudian theory, is per-
fectly good for some things, including, for ex-
ample, the theory of “preperception™ in at-
tention. But Freudian theory just is not very
good for studying culture. Cultures do not
differ from one another because of when they
do their toilet training or how they resolve
their Oedipus complexes. The other orienta-
tion that guided research was learning theory.
When applied to human behavior, the theory
was rarely used in an explanatory or predic-
tive, as opposed to a purely circular, fashion.
Why do people do what they do? Well, be-
cause they are being reinforced for it. And
how do we know thar they are being rein-
torced for it? Well, because they are doing ir.
As Robert Abelson pointed out, social psy-
chology, which is the fountainhead of con-
temporary cultural psychology, is the only
tield of psychology that was never behav-
iorized. It was always clear to social psychol-
ogists that cognitive structures in people’s
heads were doing the work, although it was




