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Culture and cognition

Cul ture is an im por tant force to con sider in so cial sci ences. Cul tural agents
shape the or ga ni za tion of so cial groups (e. g. via kin ship ties, mar riage and res i -
dence pat terns, cul tural in sti tu tions, re li gious be liefs, enculturated sense of
moral ob li ga tion etc.), guide in di vid u als’ val u a tion of things and ex pe ri ences,
and can af fect hu man con di tion, both di rectly and in di rectly (through emo tions
and other men tal states, phys i o log i cal and men tal health, stress lev els, etc.). Cul -
ture can be found in how we in ter pret the so cial world around us, what we know
about it and how we un der stand our place in it. Its role in cog ni tive pro cesses has
been broadly rec og nized and long since sys tem at i cally doc u mented by so cial sci -
en tists [Bennardo & de Munck, 2014; Blount, 2011; Caulkins, 2004; Chiu et al.,
2010; D’Andrade, 1995, 2008; Kashima, 2016; Oude Groeniger et al., 2019;
Polavieja, 2015; Quinn, 2011; Quinn & Hol land, 1987; Wang, 2016]. Even cul -
tural in tu itions of re search ers them selves are heeded. Cur rently, the ac k nowl -
edg ment of the sig nif i cance of cul ture-and-cog ni tion junc ture does not raise any
eye brows, and it is ar du ously re searched within var i ous do mains of so cio log i cal
dis ci pline, most no ta bly within cul tural so ci ol ogy [Charles, 2008; DiMaggio,
1997; Hunzaker & Valentino, 2019; Vaisey, 2009, 2010, 2014; Zerubavel, 1999].

Yet, de spite the amount of the o riz ing done by the stu dents of cul ture within
so cio log i cal dis ci pline, the po ten tial of cul tural re search in cognitively ori ented
so ci ol ogy re mains rather lim ited and fac ing chal lenges due to the lack ing mea -
sure ments of cul tural in flu ences in sociocultural phe nom ena [Caulkins, 2004;
Polavieja, 2015; Vaisey & Lizardo, 2010]. The prac ti cal dif fi cul ties as so ci ated
with study ing hu man cul ture are con sid er able — so much so that the con cept of
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cul ture per se has been re ferred to as an “amor phous mist” [Ghaziani, 2009].
There are mul ti ple chal lenges of meth od olog i cal and the o ret i cal na ture that pre -
vent the cul ture-and-cog ni tion agenda within so ci ol ogy from pro ceed ing with
ease. First of all, due to the inexactitudes of con cep tu al iza tion of cul ture in so cio -
log i cal ac counts, the cur rently prev a lent the o ries of cul ture in the do main of cul -
ture-and-cog ni tion fail to rec og nize and fo cus on the mea sur able fea tures that
lend them selves to em pir i cal ex am i na tion, and there fore bring to em pir i cally ori -
ented so ci ol o gists of cul ture and cog ni tion a lib eral amount of frus tra tion in the
pro cess [Cerulo, 2014; Hunzaker & Valentino, 2019; Lizardo, 2017]. The sit u a -
tion de scribed above has re sulted in the gen er a tion of a very com plex suite of con -
cepts and the o ries that need to be rec on ciled, but in their align ment they do not
help to un der stand how we can ad dress the mea sure ment of cul tural things or to
sub stan ti ate our find ings. Sec ond, by vir tue of the in tel lec tual in ter est the so ci ol -
o gists have in macro-level reg u lar i ties and so ci ety-level pro cesses, very scarce
data has been col lected to ex plore the cul ture-and-cog ni tion junc ture at the in di -
vid ual level, while it is most suit able and can be deemed meth od olog i cally op ti -
mal for the task. Third, so far so ci ol ogy has been very eco nom i cal with in ter dis ci -
plin ary col lab o ra tions in its stud ies of cul ture and cog ni tion, and has not in cor po -
rated the find ings from the rel e vant stud ies from cog ni tive sci ence, an thro pol ogy
and psy chol ogy, as well as bi ol ogy and ge net ics, for fear of rei fi ca tion [Cerulo,
2014; Hunzaker & Valentino, 2019]. It lim its the reach of so cio log i cal in qui ries
into var i ous sub jects deemed im por tant for the so cio log i cal dis ci pline, such as
that of de vel op men tal as pects of cog ni tion and de ci sion-mak ing; cul tural fac tors
in wel fare state’s ef fi cacy in di min ish ing health dis par i ties; and child hood ad ver -
sity and its adult out comes, among many oth ers.

It should be ac knowl edged at this point, that the dif fi culty with cul ture and
cog ni tion so ci ol o gists are con cerned with is, in part, his tor i cal. As it is of ten the
case with com pound ab stract con structs, part of the prob lem stems from the mul -
ti tude of con cep tu al iza tions of cul ture that have been pro posed in dif fer ent so cial
sci ences, as well as lib eral arts and hu man i ties, through out the de cades. Def i ni -
tions of cul ture vary sub stan tially across dif fer ent dis ci plines and even across
the o ret i cal ap proaches within one dis ci pline, thereby mak ing cul ture more com -
plex and dif fi cult to cap ture con cep tu ally and thus mak ing it more chal leng ing to
mea sure (cf. [DiMaggio, 1997; Polavieja, 2015]). This is the rea son why one of
the points I am mak ing in the pres ent pub li ca tion is that the con cep tual prob lems
with de fin ing cul ture take pre ce dence over the meth od olog i cal is sues with mea -
sur ing cul ture.

Cognitive theory of cultural meaning

In its sur vey of the so cial world and par tic u larly in its stud ies of hu man cul ture, 
so cio log i cal dis ci pline has of ten turned to the in sights of fered by the cog ni tive ap -
proach. The cog ni tive fo cus in the the o riz ing about cul ture al lows con cen trat ing
on such fea tures of cul ture as sim i lar ity of men tal land scapes of the in di vid u als who 
are mem bers of the same cul tural group. It is pre sumed that in di vid u als en -
culturated within the same cul ture share the same al go rithm of mean ing con struc -
tion, thus lead ing to the emer gence of shared nor ma tive col lec tive re al ity [Chiu et
al., 2010; Wan et al., 2007; Wan et al., 2010] and a sub stan tial over lap in in di vid ual
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knowl edge, which, in turn, would have de tect able (and em pir i cally mea sur able)
sig na tures1 [D’Andrade, 1995, 2002; Handwerker, 2002; Maltseva & D’Andrade,
2011; Matsumoto & van de Vijver, 2011; Polavieja, 2015; Ross, 2004; Weller, 2007; 
Zou et al., 2009]. This way culture can be presented as a measurable variable which
reflects the amount of sharing that exists among the individuals within a group due
to their common culture [Chiu et al., 2010]. It therefore can be operationalized as
the degree of measurable consensus (or shared variation) in beliefs or patterned
relative homogeneity in behavior [Romney et al., 1986].

It should be briefly men tioned here that un til re cently cul ture was of ten con -
ceived of — es pe cially by psy chol o gists — as a uni tary en tity char ac ter ized by an
as sumed intra-group ho mo ge ne ity. Such over state ment of cul tural con sen sus in
cul tural at trib utes, al though aptly em pha siz ing shar ing and merg ing sim i lar ity as 
an im por tant fea ture of cul ture, over es ti mated its reach. Con cep tu al ized thus,
cul ture pre sented it self to the re searcher as an as sem blage of in di vid ual car ri ers of 
iden ti cal in for ma tion which al to gether over sim pli fied the pic ture and also led to
the reductionism to the col lec tive (na tional) level of cul tural vari a tion and, po -
ten tially, to essentializing of cul tural com mu ni ties.

Cognitively ori ented psy chol o gists and an thro pol o gists pres ently tend to es -
pouse the view that cul ture is an evolved con stel la tion of loosely or ga nized ideas
and prac tices which are shared (al beit im per fectly) among a col lec tion of in ter de -
pen dent in di vid u als and trans mit ted across gen er a tions for the pur pose of co or di -
nat ing in di vid ual goal pur suits in col lec tive liv ing [Chiu et al., 2011]. Cul tural
ideas and prac tices are imag ined as op er at ing at mul ti ple lev els [Chiu & Hong,
2006]. Per haps, the dis tinc tion be tween the col lec tive and in di vid ual lev els of cul -
tural in for ma tion is the most fre quently dis cussed as pect in pub lished sources.

Cul ture and cul tural shar ing have been the fo cus of re search at ten tion in an -
thro pol ogy and so ci ol ogy, as well as cross-cul tural psy chol ogy, within sev eral the -
o ret i cal tra di tions. In cog ni tive an thro pol ogy and psy chol ogy, un like so ci ol ogy,
con clu sions re gard ing the reg u lar i ties in cul tural knowl edge (or modal be hav ior
re flect ing this knowl edge) come from the mi cro-level re search and tend to be
data-driven. De spite their dif fer ences in their spe cific work ing as sump tions, cog ni -
tive an thro pol o gists and (cross-)cul tural psy chol o gists con cur that cul ture is a
non-ge net i cally trans mit ted pool of knowl edge which is dis trib uted non-uni -
formly across in di vid u als2 [Bou Malham & Saucier, 2015]. Individuals from
different social/professional/age groups within a culture vary in terms of what
they know, both in terms of the amount and content of knowledge [D’Andrade,
1995, 2008; Maltseva, 2018]. In this sense, one source of the existing intra-cultural
variation in knowledge is simply the extent to which one is knowledgeable about
the specific domain (termed “cultural expertise” or “cultural competence”). Yet,
individuals differ not only in the amount of their knowledge (how much they know 
about the domain in question) but also in its content (what they know). As
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mentioned above, social markers such as class leave their traces on individual
knowledge and format individual competence both in terms of what and how much 
one knows about the subject (be it healthy foods, the value of sleep and exercise, the 
manner of approaching administrative workers to recruit their assistance, etc.) (cf.
[Lamont, 1992, 2000, 2009; Lareau, 2015]). Individuals constituting the group
hold different subsets of knowledge owing to their life histories and backgrounds.
This unequal inter- and intrapersonal distribution of knowledge leads to some
heterogeneity within a cultural system which is, per se, conceptualized as built
around consensual centers [Bou Malham & Saucier, 2015]. High consensus is a
marker of cultural sharing, yet it is not a perfect overlap of the individual and
collective levels as we sometimes tend to think or expect to find in data analysis.
Cultural knowledge is not perfectly homogenous but relying on a number of
variants circulating within a group.

The chal lenges of em pir i cally study ing and mea sur ing cul ture — as re sid ing
in the in di vid ual minds and at the level of col lec tivi ty alike — are not due to the
meth od olog i cal short com ings fail ing to rec og nize the im por tant reg u lar i ties
and/or dis tinc tions but are rather en gen dered by the con cep tu al iza tion in -
exactitudes and im pre cise operationalizations that pre clude us from de vel op ing
ef fec tive re search in stru ments which yield in for ma tive re sults in ethnographic
set tings. Be low I dis cuss two ap proaches that can serve as guid ance in con struct -
ing in stru ments for quan ti ta tive as sess ment of cul tural reg u lar i ties in em pir i cal
ma te rial (for ethnographically col lected data) tak ing these chal lenges into ac -
count. One of them deals with con cep tu al iz ing and an a lyz ing cul ture as an emer -
gent intersubjective re al ity re sult ing from the al low ances of our mind [Dunbar &
Barrett, 2007; Tomasello, 2001] and en abled by joint mean ing con struc tion abil -
ity — best cap tured by writ ings of Mar ga ret Gilbert and John Searle [Gilbert,
1996; Searle, 1995]. The other ap proach is Antone Kimball Romn ey’s com pu ta -
tional model known within cog ni tive an thro pol ogy as cul ture con sen sus model,
which is based on the prem ise of con cep tual shar ing of cul tural knowl edge within
a group, suit able for for mal iza tion in em pir i cal as sess ment and mea sure ment
[Romn ey, 1999; Romn ey et al., 1986].

Intersubjective approach to culture

Cul tural knowl edge in volves publically shared mean ings about the world,
which im plies not merely know ing some thing (as an epistemological sta tus) but
also know ing some thing to be widely known by the other group mem bers (for clar -
i fy ing ex am ples see [Patterson, 2014]). This nu ance of the cog ni tive the ory of cul -
tural mean ing elu ci dates the intersubjectivity as a nec es sary con di tion for cul tural
un der stand ing (and thus for cul tural re al ity) to emerge. An inter subjective re al ity
arises when there is so cial con sen sus within the cul ture that a cer tain set of val ues
and be liefs is widely shared [Zou et al., 2009]. For in stance, a value be comes
intersubjectively im por tant when it is per ceived as a widely shared stan dard
within the group. More over, mem bers of the group typ i cally agree on the as sumed
sharedness of the value item’s im por tance in the group (value’s per ceived col lec tive 
sa lience) — in the sense that the group mem bers’ per cep tions of intersubjective re -
al ity match [Chiu et al., 2010; Zou et al., 2009]. Hence, a re searcher can ask group
mem bers to rate the ex tent to which most group mem bers or an av er age group
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mem ber would en dorse a cer tain value item, and this way gauge that value’s
intersubjective im por tance as viewed by the in for mants. In math e mat i cal terms,
intersubjectively im por tant val ues are those that have high mean scores cou pled
with mod est stan dard de vi a tions [Wan et al., 2007; Weller, 2007].

As dis cussed in Chiu et al. [2010), the intersubjective ap proach is pred i cated
on three pre mises: (a) in di vid u als as sess the intersubjective re al ity bound to their 
sociocultural con text, and these per cep tions are dis tinct from per sonal val ues
and be liefs which emerge in their cor re spond ing unique life course tra jec tory due
to cir cum stances ex pe ri enced by them per son ally; (b) in di vid u als act on be half of
their per cep tions of the intersubjective re al ity — per ceived cor rectly or er ro ne -
ously as nor ma tive — so that their per son ally held val ues and be liefs are not the
sole guide to their be hav ior; and (c) in di vid u als in ad ver tently re in force and sus -
tain the intersubjective re al ity through their per cep tions and ac tions (how ever
valid or in valid, as in the case of plu ral is tic ig no rance) [Chiu et al., 2010: p. 483].

Intersubjective per cep tions can in flu ence be hav iors be cause these per cep -
tions serve im por tant epistemic func tions for the in di vid ual and so cial co or di na -
tion func tions for the col lec tive [Chiu et al., 2010; Wan et al., 2010], which is an
im por tant fea ture to the so cial sci en tists wish ing to study hu man be hav ior and its 
so cial de ter mi nants. It is im por tant to no tice, how ever, that this ap proach can be
best em ployed to mea sure intersubjective per cep tions of dif fer ent cul tural con -
tents and in dif fer ent cul tural com mu ni ties, pre sup pos ing the con di tion of cul -
tural shar ing (see next sec tion) [Romn ey et al., 1986; Weller, 2007].

Measurement of shared collective knowledge: 
Culture consensus model

Dis tri bu tion, par ti tion ing and main te nance of cul tural knowl edge within hu -
man groups have been ex ten sively the o rized in psy chol ogy and cog ni tive  anthro -
pology dur ing the last sev eral de cades [Boster & John son, 1989; Good enough,
1971; Quinn, 1996, 2005, 2011]. One of the most prom i nent prin ci ples invoked in
the prev a lent quan ti ta tive mod els of cul ture now a days is in line with the “dis trib u -
tive” model of cul ture that treats cul ture as an in for ma tion pool avail able to cul -
tural in sid ers/enculturated mem bers of the group [Schwartz, 1978]. Ac cord ing to
a dis trib u tive model of cul ture, the lat ter is a com plex pool of knowl edge dis trib -
uted vari ably within in di vid ual mindsets, with some el e ments shared more and
oth ers less widely [Bou Malham & Sauc ier, 2015; Rodseth, 1998; Sauc ier et al.,
2015]. The dis trib u tive model of cul ture im plies that there is a core of cul tural
knowl edge (con sen sual cen ter) which is par tic u larly widely shared within a cul -
tural group and con tains cul tur ally sa lient in for ma tion [Bou Malham & Sauc ier,
2015]. The de gree and es pe cially con tents of what is shared de pend on var i ous in di -
vid ual char ac ter is tics such as so cial mark ers (the most no ta ble ex am ple is so cial
class [Lamont, 1992, 2000, 2009; Lareau, 2015; Strauss, 2000]) or other group di vi -
sions such as di vi sions by age co horts or role spe cial iza tion.

Fur ther more, due to more or less ex ten sive ex po sure, some in di vid u als are
better rep re sen ta tives of the cen tral ten dency than oth ers in their cul tural group
(i. e. if the col lec tive knowl edge rep re sents the in te gral sum of knowl edge about a
cho sen do main, in the data these in di vid u als would ap prox i mate the ag gre gate
value more than the rest of the group). In this con text cog ni tive an thro pol o gists
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speak of cul tural ex perts (i. e. in di vid u als whose knowl edge ap prox i mates the
group’s col lec tive av er age) and nov ices (i. e. cul tur ally na ive in di vid u als whose
in for ma tion de vi ates from the group’s av er age) in the group. Both sta tuses can be
es ti mated draw ing upon cul ture con sen sus prin ci ples that are dis cussed fur ther
in this sec tion.

So cial sci en tists typ i cally de pend on their col lected data to draw con clu -
sions. For an thro pol o gists in ter views with the in for mants con sti tute the main
source of pri mary data and the in for ma tion that is ob tained from the data in the
course of the an a lytic pro ce dures ad min is tered to it. In this vein, the cul ture con -
sen sus ap proach to cul ture seeks to cap ture and ex plain the vari a tion that is
stored in the in di vid ual minds of the mem bers of the sur veyed cul tural com mu -
nity, to as cer tain the re li abil ity of the data and also to an swer the epistemological
ques tion [Romn ey et al., 1986: p. 314].

Based on the works by phi los o phers of sci ence, math e ma ti cians and cog ni tive
an thro pol o gists pub lished in the 1960–1980s, the cen tral idea1 in Kimball Rom n -
ey’s culture consensus theory is “the use of the pattern of agreement or consensus
among the informants to make inferences about their differential competence in
knowledge of the shared information pool constituting culture” [Romney et al.,
1986: p. 316]. The model operates on three assumptions: (1) there is a culturally
correct answer to the stimulus (common truth assumption); (2) the informants
answer questions independently of each other (local independence as sump tion);
(3) one cultural domain is surveyed at a time (homogeneity of items assumption)
[Romney, 1999: p. 107]. Working from this set of logical premises, over the years
the computational model embedded in culture consensus theory has been de vel -
oped to allow estimations of the degree of sharing in the sample, the content of
consensual centers2 and the degree of salience of each particular item by means of a
number of multivariate techniques. Culture consensus principle is incorporated in
the reasoning behind cultural consonance model [Dressler, 2005] and other similar 
models that seek to evaluate the effects of shared cognitive structures on social life
and human condition.

Cul ture con sen sus model has sev eral ap pre cia ble prac ti cal ben e fits, in clud -
ing re li ance on mod er ate sam ple sizes to yield re li able re sults [Weller, 2007] and
pro vid ing a for mal ized quan ti ta tive model to as sess the re li abil ity of re sponses
ob tained from each in for mant in the sam ple [Romn ey, 1999; Romn ey et al.,
1986]. There are, how ever, some lim i ta tions to ap ply ing this model to the data.
Namely, cul ture con sen sus prin ci ples can only be ap plied to the so cial con texts
that are pre mised on com mon knowl edge which can be ex pected to be cul tur ally
shared (i. e. to be sim i lar due to ex po sure to sim i lar cul tural ex pe ri ences). Mean -
while, it is not use ful, for ex am ple, for mak ing elec tion prog no ses or di vin ing in di -
vid ual di etary pref er ences (such as fa vor ite ice-cream fla vors).
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Bridging sociology with cognitive anthropology and psychology

Cog ni tive di rec tion in so ci ol ogy’s re search agenda has gained a con sid er able
ac a demic prom i nence and con tin ues to raise com plex and ex act ing meth od olog i -
cal is sues. Hav ing pre sented my ar gu ment above, I should agree with Ka ren
Cerulo’s point that so ci ol ogy would ben e fit from a more pow er ful cog ni tive turn
[Cerulo, 2014: p. 1012]. In deed, it is dis con cert ing that so cio log i cal dis ci pline
should re main the only so cial sci ence which has failed to join the in ter dis ci plin -
ary dis cus sion of hu man thought and col lec tive cul ture [Cerulo, 2014; Clark,
2013; DiMaggio, 1997; Fiske & Tay lor, 2013; Turner, 2001]. There is so much to
glean from an in ter dis ci plin ary al li ance for the so ci ol o gists study ing health, in -
equal ity, or ga ni za tions, hi er ar chies, fam ily and many other forms of so cial ac tiv -
ity or hu man con di tion in gen eral. Fur ther more, in ject ing more ethnographic,
mi cro- level form of data col lec tion into the re search pro cess would en rich the
em pir i cal di men sion of the so cio log i cal re search that helps de velop and eval u ate
pol i cies. Bridg ing so ci ol ogy with other so cial sci ences shar ing the same
cognitively ori ented per spec tive and em pir i cal con cerns would yield im por tant
in sights into com plex sociocultural pro cesses and en hance those re search agen -
das that seek to better un der stand in di vid u als’ prioritizing, choices and de ci -
sion-mak ing com po nents of hu man ac tion — in such prom i nent lines of work as
re search on pov erty, child hood scar city, re source al lo ca tion, health, im mu nity
and dis ease, mo ral ity, re li gion, etc. [Lamont et al., 2017].

Cul tural ideas, men tal hab its and prac tices op er ate jointly at mul ti ple lev els
rather than in iso la tion, and there fore should be stud ied as such (cf. [Matsumoto
& van de Vijver, 2011]). At the col lec tive level, cul ture ex ists in the form of ob -
serv able pub lic rep re sen ta tions that are ac ces si ble to all mem bers of the cul tural
com mu nity and em bod ied in so cial in sti tu tions. This is termed “cul ture out side
the head’’ by Morling and Lamoreaux [2008]. The ef fects of this level of cul ture
on hu man men tal life and its be hav ioral man i fes ta tions are typ i cally cap tured by
so ci ol o gists, so cial epidemiologists and econ o mists seek ing to elu ci date the
global as pects of so cial phe nom ena. Cor re spond ingly, such stud ies em ploy meth -
od olog i cal ap proaches aimed at re search ing pop u la tion-level pa ram e ters and
suited spe cif i cally for na tional-level sur veys. In con trast, the in di vid ual level of
cul ture (“cul ture in side the head”) mostly con cerns psy chol o gists and psy cho -
log i cally minded an thro pol o gists, who con cep tu al ize cul ture in the form of in ter -
nal ized in di vid ual-level char ac ter is tics [Chiu et al., 2010]. In their turn, such
stud ies are guided by re search de signs that aim to mea sure in ter ac tions of these
el e ments of in ter nal cul ture with psy cho log i cal vari ables to ac count for cul tural
in flu ences in var i ous cog ni tive do mains, mo ti va tion, group per cep tion, so cial
cog ni tion and men tal health. Al though these lev els of anal y sis are prev a lent in
em pir i cal work and gen er ate a lot of use ful data, when taken sep a rately they tend
to omit from the anal y sis the in ter me di ate level of cul ture bridg ing these in flu -
ences to ex plain their mech a nisms [Chiu et al., 2010; Maltseva, 2018].

Find ing sociocultural dif fer ences in cog ni tive phe nom ena is not the only task 
of cul tural psy chol ogy or so ci ol ogy, and the merit of a study can not be mea sured
merely in pro por tion to the amount of cross-cul tural dif fer ences in cog ni tion it
has brought to light. By the same to ken, con sid er ing the main pur pose of
cross-cul tural re search in any so cial sci ence con firm ing the generalizability of
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the o ries would also be rather lim it ing [Wang, 2016]. Valu able and in for ma tive
con clu sions can not be reached by di vorc ing the uni ver sal from cul ture-spe cific
and thus marginalizing one in fa vor of an other or mak ing essentializing at tri bu -
tions (cf. [Lamont et al., 2017]). It is most ben e fi cial when in stead of find ing cul -
ture-bound sim i lar i ties or dif fer ences in so cial pro cesses the re sults of a pro ject
should ask ques tions about the mech a nisms that gen er ate and di rect these sim i -
lar i ties and dif fer ences in so cial or cog ni tive-psy cho log i cal vari ables across cul -
tures. These new things that re quire blended com pe ten cies are there fore most
use ful and in ter est ing to the stu dents of cul ture and hu man men tal life.

References
Bennardo, G., & de Munck, V. (2014). Cul tural mod els: Gen e sis, meth ods, and ex pe ri ences.

New York, NY: Ox ford Uni ver sity Press.
Blount, B. (2011). A his tory of cog ni tive an thro pol ogy. In D. B. Kronenfeld, G. Bennardo, 

V. C. de Munck, & M. D. Fischer (Eds.), A com pan ion to cog ni tive an thro pol ogy (pp. 11–29).
Ox ford, Eng land: Blackwell. https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444394931.ch1

Boster, J. S., & John son. J. C. (1989). Form or func tion: A com par i son of ex pert and nov ice
judg ments of sim i lar ity among fish. Amer i can An thro pol o gist, 91(4), 866–889.

Bou Malham, P., & Sauc ier, G. (2015). Intersubjective norms: In vit ing a more in ter dis ci -
plin ary per spec tive. Jour nal of Cross-Cul tural Psy chol ogy, 46(10), 1341–1345. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022115610215

Caulkins, D. D. (2004). Iden ti fy ing cul ture as a thresh old of shared knowl edge: A con sen -
sus anal y sis method. In ter na tional Jour nal of Cross Cul tural Man age ment, 4(3), 317–333.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1470595804047813

Cerulo, K. A. (2014). Con tin u ing the story: Max i miz ing the in ter sec tions of cog ni tive
 science and so ci ol ogy. So cio log i cal Fo rum, 29(4), 1012–1019. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1111/socf.12135

Charles, M. (2008). Cul ture and in equal ity: Iden tity, ide ol ogy and dif fer ence in “post -
ascriptive so ci ety’’. The AN NALS of the Amer i can Acad emy of Po lit i cal and So cial Sci ence,
619(1), 41–58. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002716208319824

Chiu, C.-y., Gelfand, M. J., Yamagishi, T., Shteynberg, G., & Wan, C. (2010). Inter -
subjective cul ture: The role of intersubjective per cep tions in cross-cul tural re search. Per spec tives 
on Psy cho log i cal Sci ence, 5(4), 482–493. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610375562

Chiu, C.-y., & Hong, Y.-y. (2006). So cial psy chol ogy of cul ture. Hove, Eng land:  Psycho -
logy Press.

Chiu, C.-y., Leung, A. K.-y., & Hong, Y.-y. (2011). Cul tural pro cesses: An over view. In
A.K.-y. Leung, C.-y. Chiu, & Y.-y. Hong (Eds.), Cul tural pro cesses: A so cial psy cho log i cal per -
spec tive (pp. 3–24). New York, NY: Cam bridge Uni ver sity Press.

Clark, A. (2013). What ever next? Pre dic tive brains, sit u ated agents, and the fu ture of
cog ni tive sci ence. Be hav ioral and Brain Sci ences, 36(3), 181–204.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X12000477
D’Andrade, R. (1995). The de vel op ment of cog ni tive an thro pol ogy. Cam bridge, Eng land:

Cam bridge Uni ver sity Press.
D’Andrade, R. (2002). Vi o lence with out honor in the Amer i can South. In T. Aase (Ed.),

Tour na ments of power: Honor and re venge in the con tem po rary world (pp. 3–24). Burlington,
VT: Ashgate.

D’Andrade, R. (2008). Study of per sonal and cul tural val ues: Amer i can, Jap a nese and Viet -
nam ese. New York, NY: Palgrave Macmillan.

D’Andrade, R., & Strauss, C. (Eds.). (1992). Hu man mo tives and cul tural mod els. New
York, NY: Cam bridge Uni ver sity Press. https://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139166515

Соціологія: теорія, ме то ди, мар ке тинг, 2020, 1 115

Bridging sociology with anthropology and cognitive science perspectives …



DiMaggio, P. (1997). Cul ture and cog ni tion. An nual Re view of So ci ol ogy, 23, 263–287.
Dressler, W. W. (2005). What’s cul tural about biocultural re search? Ethos, 33(1), 20–45.

https://dx.doi.org/10.1525/eth.2005.33.1.020
Dunbar, R., & Barrett, L. (Eds.). (2007). The Ox ford hand book of evo lu tion ary psy chol ogy.

New York, NY: Ox ford Uni ver sity Press. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780198568308.001.0001

Fiske, S. T., & Tay lor, S. E. (2013). So cial cog ni tion: From brains to cul ture (2nd ed.). Lon -
don, Eng land: Sage.

Ghaziani, A. (2009). An “amor phous mist”? The prob lem of mea sure ment in the study of
cul ture. The ory and So ci ety, 38(6), 581–612. https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11186-009-9096-2

Gilbert, M. (1996). Liv ing to gether: Ra tio nal ity, sociality, and ob li ga tion. Lanham, MD:
Rowman & Littlefield.

Goodenough, W. (1971). Cul ture, lan guage and so ci ety. Read ing, MA: Ad di son-Wes ley.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.1982.84.4.02a00450

Handwerker, W. P. (2002). The con struct va lid ity of cul tures: Cul tural di ver sity, cul ture
the ory, and a method for eth nog ra phy. Amer i can An thro pol o gist, 104(1), 106–122. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.2002.104.1.106

Hunzaker, M. B. F., & Valentino, L. (2019). Map ping cul tural schemas: From the ory to
method. Amer i can So cio log i cal Re view, 84(5), 950–981. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122419875638

Kashima, Y. (2016). Cul ture and psy chol ogy in the 21st cen tury: Con cep tions of cul ture
and per son for psy chol ogy re vis ited. Jour nal of Cross-Cul tural Psy chol ogy, 47(1), 4–20. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022115599445

Lamont, M. (1992). Money, mor als, and man ners: The cul ture of the French and the Amer i -
can up per-mid dle class. Chi cago, IL: The Uni ver sity of Chi cago Press.

Lamont, M. (2000). The dig nity of work ing men: Mo ral ity and the bound aries of race, class,
and im mi gra tion. Cam bridge, MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press.

Lamont, M. (2009). How pro fes sors think: In side the cu ri ous world of ac a demic judg ment.
Cam bridge, MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press.

Lamont, M., Adler, L., Park, B. Y., & Xiang, X. (2017). Bridg ing cul tural so ci ol ogy and
cog ni tive psy chol ogy in three con tem po rary re search programmes. Na ture Hu man Be hav iour,
1(12), 866–872. https://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41562-017-0242-y

Lareau, A. (2015). Cul tural knowl edge and so cial in equal ity. Amer i can So cio log i cal Re -
view, 80(1), 1–27. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122414565814

Lizardo, O. (2017). Im prov ing cul tural anal y sis: Con sid er ing per sonal cul ture in its
 declarative and nondeclarative modes. Amer i can So cio log i cal Re view, 82(1), 88–115. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122416675175

Maltseva, K. (2016). Us ing cor re spon dence anal y sis of scales as part of mixed meth ods de -
sign to ac cess cul tural mod els in ethnographic field work: Prosocial co op er a tion in Swe den.
Jour nal of Mixed Meth ods Re search. 10(1), 82–111. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1558689814525262

Maltseva, K. (2018). In ter nal ized cul tural mod els, con gru ity with cul tural stan dards, and
men tal health. Jour nal of Cross-Cul tural Psy chol ogy, 49(8), 1302–1319. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022118789262

Maltseva, K., & D’Andrade, R. (2011). Multi-item scales and cog ni tive eth nog ra phy. In
D. B. Kronenfeld, G. Bennardo, V. C. de Munck, & M. D. Fischer (Eds.), A com pan ion to cog ni -
tive an thro pol ogy (pp. 153–170). Ox ford, Eng land: Blackwell. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444394931.ch9

Matsumoto, D., & van de Vijver, F. J. R. (Eds.). (2011). Cross-cul tural re search meth ods in
psy chol ogy. New York, NY: Cam bridge Uni ver sity Press.

116 Соціологія: теорія, методи, маркетинг, 2020, 1

Kateryna Maltseva



Morling, B., & Lamoreaux, M. (2008). Mea sur ing cul ture out side the head: A meta-anal y -
sis of in di vid u al ism — col lec tiv ism in cul tural prod ucts. Per son al ity and So cial Psy chol ogy Re -
view, 12(3), 199–221. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1088868308318260

Oude Groeniger, J., Kamphuis, C. B. M., Mackenbach, J. P, Beenackers, M. A., & van
Lenthe, F. J. (2019). Are socio-eco nomic in equal i ties in diet and phys i cal ac tiv ity a mat ter of
so cial dis tinc tion? A cross-sec tional study. In ter na tional Jour nal of Pub lic Health, 64(7),
1037–1047. https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00038-019-01268-3

Patterson, O. (2014). Mak ing sense of cul ture. An nual Re view of So ci ol ogy, 40, 1–30.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc-071913-043123

Polavieja, J. G. (2015). Cap tur ing cul ture: A new method to es ti mate ex og e nous cul tural
ef fects us ing mi grant pop u la tions. Amer i can So cio log i cal Re view, 80(1), 166–191. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0003122414562600

Quinn, N. (1996). Cul ture and con tra dic tion: The case of Amer i cans rea son ing about mar -
riage. Ethos, 24(3), 391–425.

Quinn, N. (Ed.). (2005). Find ing cul ture in talk: A col lec tion of meth ods. New York, NY:
Palgrave Macmillan.

Quinn, N. (2011). The his tory of the cul tural mod els school re con sid ered: A par a digm
shift in cog ni tive an thro pol ogy. In D. B. Kronenfeld, G. Bennardo, V. C. de Munck, & M. D. Fi -
scher (Eds.), A com pan ion to cog ni tive an thro pol ogy (pp. 30–46). Ox ford, Eng land: Blackwell.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444394931.ch2

Quinn, N. (2018). An an thro pol o gist’s view of Amer i can mar riage: Lim i ta tions of the tool
kit the ory of cul ture. In N. Quinn (Ed.), Ad vances in cul ture the ory from psy cho log i cal an thro -
pol ogy (pp. 139–184). Cham, Swit zer land: Palgrave Macmillan.

Quinn, N., & Hol land, D. (1987). Cul ture and cog ni tion. In D. Hol land, & N. Quinn
(Eds.), Cul tural mod els in lan guage and thought (pp. 3–40). Cam bridge, Eng land: Cam bridge
Uni ver sity Press.

Rodseth, L. (1998). Dis trib u tive mod els of cul ture: A Sapirian al ter na tive to essentialism.
Amer i can An thro pol o gist, 100(1), 55–69. https://dx.doi.org/10.1525/aa.1998.100.1.55

Romn ey, K. A. (1999). Cul ture con sen sus as a sta tis ti cal model. Cur rent An thro pol ogy,
40(S1), S103–S115.

Romn ey, A. K., Weller, S. C., & Batchelder, W. H. (1986). Cul ture as con sen sus: A the ory
of cul tural and in for mant ac cu racy. Amer i can An thro pol o gist, 88(2), 313–338.

Ross, N. (2004). Cul ture and cog ni tion: Im pli ca tions for the ory and method. Thou sand
Oaks, CA: Sage. https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781452229713

Sauc ier, G., Kenner, J., Iurino, K., Bou Malham, P., Chen, Z., Thalmayer, A. G., … Altschul,
C. (2015). Cross-cul tural dif fer ences in a global “Sur vey of World Views”. Jour nal of Cross-
 Cul tural Psy chol ogy, 46(1), 53–70. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022114551791

Schwartz, T. (1978). Where is the cul ture? Per son al ity as the dis trib u tive lo cus of cul ture. 
In G. D. Spindler (Ed.), The mak ing of psy cho log i cal an thro pol ogy (pp. 419–441). Berke ley:
Uni ver sity of California Press.

Searle, J. R. (1995). The con struc tion of so cial re al ity. New York, NY: The Free Press.
Strauss, C. (2000). The cul ture con cept and the in di vid u al ism/col lec tiv ism de bate: Dom i -

nant and al ter na tive at tri bu tions for class in the United States. In L. Nucci, G. B. Saxe, & E. Tu -
riel (Eds.), Cul ture, thought, and de vel op ment (pp. 85–114). Mahwah, NJ: Law rence Erlbaum.

Tomasello, M. (2001). Cul tural trans mis sion: A view from chim pan zees and hu man in -
fants. Jour nal of Cross-Cul tural Psy chol ogy, 32(2), 135–146. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0022022101032002002

Turner, M. (2001). Cog ni tive di men sions of so cial sci ence: The way we think about pol i tics,
eco nom ics, law, and so ci ety. New York, NY: Ox ford Uni ver sity Press.

Vaisey, S. (2009). Mo ti va tion and jus ti fi ca tion: A dual-pro cess model of cul ture in ac tion.
Amer i can Jour nal of So ci ol ogy, 114(6), 1675–1715. https://dx.doi.org/10.1086/597179

Соціологія: теорія, ме то ди, мар ке тинг, 2020, 1 117

Bridging sociology with anthropology and cognitive science perspectives …



Vaisey, S. (2010). What peo ple want: Re think ing pov erty, cul ture, and ed u ca tional at -
tain ment. The AN NALS of the Amer i can Acad emy of Po lit i cal and So cial Sci ence, 629, 75–101.
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002716209357146

Vaisey, S. (2014). The ‘‘at ti tu di nal fal lacy’’ is a fal lacy: Why we need many meth ods to
study cul ture. So cio log i cal Meth ods & Re search, 43(2), 227–231. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124114523395

Vaisey, S., & Lizardo, O. (2010). Can cul tural worldviews in flu ence net work com po si -
tion? So cial Forces, 88(4), 1595–1618. https://dx.doi.org/10.1353/sof.2010.0009

Wan C., Chiu, C.-y., Tam, K.-P., Lee, S.-l., Lau I. Y.-m., & Peng, S. (2007). Per ceived
 cultural im por tance and ac tual self-im por tance of val ues in cul tural iden ti fi ca tion. Jour nal of
Per son al ity and So cial Psy chol ogy, 92(2), 337–354. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.2.337

Wan, C., Torelli, C. J., & Chiu, C-y. (2010). Intersubjective con sen sus and the main te -
nance of nor ma tive shared re al ity. So cial Cog ni tion, 28(3), 422–446. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1521/soco.2010.28.3.422

Wang, Q. (2016). Why should we all be cul tural psy chol o gists? Les sons from the study of
so cial cog ni tion. Per spec tives on Psy cho log i cal Sci ence, 11(5), 583–596. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691616645552

Weller, S. C. (2007). Cul tural Con sen sus The ory: Ap pli ca tions and Fre quently Asked
Ques tions. Field Meth ods, 19(4), 339–368. https://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1525822X07303502

Zerubavel, E. (1999). So cial mindscapes: An in vi ta tion to cog ni tive so ci ol ogy. Cam bridge,
MA: Har vard Uni ver sity Press.

Zou, X., Tam, K.-P., Mor ris, M. W., Lee, S.-l., Lau, I. Y.-m., & Chiu, C.-y. (2009). Cul ture
as com mon sense: Per ceived con sen sus ver sus per sonal be liefs as mech a nisms of cul tural in flu -
ence. Jour nal of Per son al ity and So cial Psy chol ogy, 97(4), 579–597. 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016399

Received 10.12.2019

KATERYNA MALTSEVA

Bridging sociology with anthropology and cognitive science
perspectives to assess shared cultural knowledge

Fol low ing the cog ni tive rev o lu tion of the 1960s, cul tural vari a tion in be hav ior and knowl edge has
been a long-stand ing sub ject in so cial sci ences. The “cog ni tive turn” in so ci ol ogy brought to light
many in ter est ing is sues and com plex ques tions. The pres ent pub li ca tion ad dresses both the o ret i cal
and — to some ex tent — meth od olog i cal chal lenges faced by the so ci ol o gists en gaged in re search -
ing shared cul tural vari a tion within the cul ture-and-cog ni tion re search agenda, and com pares it
with the sta tus quo in cousin so cial sci ences that share the same cog ni tive per spec tive on cul ture.
I spe cif i cally fo cus on the con cep tual junc tures that fol low from the as sump tions of shared cul -
tural knowl edge and intersubjectively shared cul tural worldviews to high light the im por tant fea -
tures of cul ture which can be ef fec tively used for quan ti ta tive as sess ment of com plex cul tural pro -
cesses. While I dis cuss var i ous as pects of the find ings and fail ings at trib ut able to the cul -
ture-and-cog ni tion re search di rec tion, my prin ci pal con cern cen ters on en cour ag ing more en -
hanced and sen si tized in ter dis ci plin ary com mu ni ca tion, as well as max i mized in ter sec tions be -
tween cognitively ori ented studies of culture in different social sciences, to bring the sociological
studies of culture and cognition to full fruition.

Keywords: cul ture, intersubjectivity, cul ture con sen sus model, Antone Kimball Romn ey, ethno -
graphic meth ods, re search de sign
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