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ABSTRACT OF THE THESIS

Religion as Representations:

Towards a Reconciliation of Schema Theory and the Cognitive Science of Religion

by

John J. McGraw

Master of Arts in Anthropology

University of California, San Diego, 2007

Professor €ith McNeal, Chair

Cognitive Anthropology has developed some powerful tools in the refinement

of schema theory and cultural models. Unfortunately, the discipline has not utilized

these tools to investigate religion. The Cognitive Science of ReligioR)®&s

employed cognitive and evolutionary psychology towards better understanding how



the mind selects and internalizes religious representations but has not taken up schema
theory as one of its techniques. This paper analyzes schema theory and thigeCogni
Science of Religion with an eye towards reconciling these two methodologies in order

to more comprehensively study religion.
Sperberd6s ideas about the epidemiodfogy of
an immunology of cultural systems are highlighted as ways to envelop CSR
methodologies into a systedevel approach. Part | reviews the development of
schema theory and considers the influence of psychodynamic processes on the
internalization of schmas. Part Il looks at the major contributions of the Cognitive
Science of Religion and points out potential criticisms of the field. Part Ill takes up

systemdevel analyses as a way to reconcile schema theory and CSR.

Vi



Introduction

Cognitive anthropologremains a young field. Though it grew out of trends in
anthropology present since the™&entury, the specific questions and methodologies
of cognitive anthropology did not distinguish themselves until the late 1950s. This
new turn in anthropology gw out of a larger movement, the-saa | | ed MAcognit
revolutiono that spawned the multidiscipl
Cognitive science is a blend of cognitive psychology, computer science, linguistics,
and the neurosciences. The centfatus of these overlapping fields is the
investigation of cognition. Cognition relates to all things mental: perception,
reasoning, inference, memory, attention, and the organization of knowledge. In other
words, the process by which the human nerveusystem interacts with and makes
senseof itself within its social and ecologicatnvironment. Cognitive science has
made important contributions to economics (North 2005), linguistics (Lakoff &
Johnson 1999; Fauconnier & Turner 2)mathematics (Lakd®& Nuiiez 2001)and
ant hropol ogy )X DMayrodtheatapies addpm@oacheof cognitive
sciencehave become centrad cognitive anthropology.

One of the richest veins of thought within cognitive anthropology is that of
schema theory Borrowed from cognitive psychology, anthropologists developed
sophisticated notions of schemaSchemagan be tbught of as compressions of the
salient claracteristics of experienceAs will be discussed at length later on, schemas
are the underlying languagef the mind which enable complepatterns of
representationkike culture to emerge. Many cognitive anthropologists collaborated to

work out how schemas might be thought of-a#gis anthropology and howarger



representations known as cultural modwmald yield powerful new tools with which
to understand the transmission and retention of cultural knowledge. Based on these
ideas, cognitive anthropologists wrote about cultural models in relatiarernider
types (Holland & Skinner 1987), problem solvi(hite 1987), notions of marriage
(Quinn 1987), emotions (Lakoff & Kovecses 1983Md parenthood (Harkness, Super
& Keefer 1992)to namesomeprominent analysesBut for unclear reasonligion
largelyescaped the attentions of cognitev@hropologist until the last few years

Like virtually every other aspect of human existence, we cannot have religion
without cogniton. Better understanding theognitive foundations of religioran
provide anthropologists with important new insights into the reaad religion and
culture Unfortunately, the noteworthyapin the schema and cultural model literature
left some to wonder how these tools might be usebetiter understand religion.
Since theearly 1990s a handful of cognitive anthropologiksve @velopeda field
entitled the cognitive science of religionSgott Atran; PascalBoyer; Dan Sperber;
HarveyWhitehouse; et al.). To a man, these theorists have focused upon the selective
transmissiorof religious representations. In the same notablethatyschema theory
overlooked religion, these cognitive scientists of religion have overlooked schema
theory By focusing too much on the transmission of religious representations, these
thinkers haveyet to develop sophisticated theoriedbout the orgamation and
retention of religionin individual minds dimensions which schema theory helps to
clarify. By ignoring the role of schema theory theoridisy oversimplified ideas
about transmission. For transmission, by its very nature, means nothing twithou

reception What has been lacking most in their framework is an appreciation for



ecological approachedo cognition the dynamic interplay of transmission and
reception that occurs withinfas o-c © @ n i siystem(®dley 1995;Malley 1997,
Sgrensen2004). By better understanding the ecology of ide#sat unique
constellation of beliefs and other representations by individuals who develop within
particular historical and social environmeritge cognitive science of religion will be
able toproceed wih a more sophisticated notion of min8chema theory provides a
well-developed structure for understanding this important prdoges$sghlighting the
particular structure of representation3his work will attempt to understand how
schema theory and eélcognitive science of religiomight be brought together for a
morecomprehensive study of religion by developing an ecologipptoacho mental

representations

Representationalism

The ideas that follow rely on a framework of representationalism.
Representationalism derives from the philosophy that mental phenomena can be
largely accounted for by the naturerepresentationfClark 2001:175). In short, the
content of phenomenal experience cannot be disentangled from its representations.
Pain, pleasw@, emotions: no matter how inchoate the feelilggy gain much (but
probably not all) of their meaningful experiencefrom the various mental
representations held about thetm a great extent these feeling® representations
This framework necessayimakes thendividual aneminently culturabeingbecause
the representations utilized to make sense of experience ftomehe individuald s

enculturation and his dynamic interaction with public and private cultural



representations Thoughmuch of whatfollows seeks @etter understandingf the
properties and constraints dafiternal representatisn in fact, representationalism
involves external representations, material anchors, and more generallyaioeats
distributed cognitionoutlined by Edwin Huthins (1995, 2005). In this sense,
representationalism thoroughtpnjoinsthe inside world and the outside world, the
mind and the body, the subject and object, the individuakaoigty; allare unifiedin

the traffic of representation&f. Peirce198), by the fiecology of mind (Bateson
1972) While the unit of analysis for psychological approaches must be the mind, a
new definition of the mind is in order. The idea of a-selfitained mind a brain in a

vat® can no longer be taken seriously whenrgyto account for the stochastic and
dynamic development of the human nervous system which always occurs within
natural and social ecologieS.he individual brain, the mind, and thergerworld in

which these develomust be analyzed as intermesipedcesses.

An ambitious attempt to reframe the mind within a larger system of
representations was undertaken Dgn Sperber In Explaining Culture (1996)
Sperberemployed the notion of an epidemiology of representations as a naturalistic
approach to interptimg culture (1985, 1996). Sperberprovides an interesting
definition of culture as fiecological patterns of psychological phenonie(i®8576).

In the same way that epidemiology is used to study the spread of disease, an
epidemiology of representatior@ms to understand thelistribution of cultural
representations.l n S p er b,e to@plaimcolturd s to answer the following

guestion: why are some representations more successful in a human population, more

contagi ous, mor e (SpeberO85i74).Jlde ideahofcnlture astae r s ? 0



pattern of representations eschews simpler ideas about culture as monolithic and
grounds culture in a naturalistic frameworkccording to Sperber, understanding the
process of thalifferential transmission ofcultural representations is to understand
culture itself.
Epi demi ol ogy provides a wuseful met apho
quick to point out, it can lead to confusions as well. Foremost, representations are not
like viruses in any simple sem$1985:75). Viruses replicate in a reliable fashion with
rare mutations. Cultural representations, in contrast, are necessarily transtached
time they are taken upy an individual subjectthrough the process of semantic
construction Sperber doesot assert a simple dualism in which some objective idea is
transmitted to a vulnerable subjén the way for instance, that a virus invagla host
Rather, he proposes susceptibility to certaid c at chi ngdé basegupensent at
their inferential salience and hence theirgreater intuitive appeal (1985:8283).
Becaise people everywhere possessnilar neural architecturethe kinds of
representations that one person finds satisaallyoverlags with what another person
finds salientthough the dgree of salience relates to the representational domain and
its susceptibility to culturadhaping Sperber talks about the variety of representations
available:
éeach of us knows by personal experien
say @d el 6 s prrg bafd,to cammpeehendehowever much we
would like to; some representations, say a figure of twenty digits,
though not hard to comprehend, are hard to remember; some deeply
personal representations are hard or even impossible to convey without
loss and digdrtion; on the other hand there are some representations,
say the story of Little Red Riding Hood or a popular tune, which we

cannot help remembering, even though we might wish to forget them.
(Sperber 1985:80)



While it seemsobviousto us that remembieig a story is much easier than
remembeng a sequence of numbeesstory usually contains far more information in
it than a sequence of numberBut something about our evolved neural architecture
leads us to remember s&Bs more easilythan strings of numbers. Part of this
phenomenonderives from the fact thatepresentations are underdeternunand
underspecified. Humaaonderstandinggomes from a process in which a maximum
amount ofmeaningis inferred froma minimal amount ofinformation. In making
senseola narrative, we empl oy a great deal C
2002). In other words, we employ a number of schemas, scripts, and inferences in
order to understand a narrativéVe never appro#ica story as a blank slate. In
understanithg evena short narrative, wetilize massive amounts @irior information.
All of this background information serves to constraur interpreations In this
sense, all our past representations go into the construction of meaning in the present.
By interpretingnew narratives with thechemas that we are already familiar with, we
become capable @bnstrucing new meaningvith greatrapidity.

The most critical representations for cultural knowledge are schemas. Sperber
believes that schemaslateto the domains of thought that waturally employ

| assume that we have an innate disposition to develop concepts

according to certain schemas. We have different schemas for different

domains: our concepts of living kinds tend to be taxonomic; our

conepts of artifacts tend to be characterized in terms of function; our

concepts of color tend to be centered ordfduies; etc. Concepts

which conform to theseschema are easily internalized and
remembered. Let us call thdmsic conceptqSperber 19858



Basedon this preliminary treatmentwe can see that to properly understand an
epidemiology of cultural representations, we need to clarify what schemas are, how
they allow us tanfer the maximumamount ofmeaningwith the minimal amount of
information, and what processes lead us to prefer some schwraasthers and thus

to more easily internalize these preferred schemas. By making sense of these issues,

we can begin to understand religious cognition.



Part I. Cognitive AnthropologyWhere Mind Meet Culture

To understand why someone acts the way they do it is not enough to know the
discourses, objects, and events to which they have been exposed; we need to know the
psychic structures that assimilate those things and render them a basis for meaningfu
action.

0DO6 ANndr ade HémasNotivaesuaadsCultural Models. 7

In the 1969 volume entitled Cognitive AnthropologySteplen Tyler defined
this new discipline as a study of the ment
A Cuure® are not material phenomena; they are cognitive organizations of material
p h e n 0 me Mhecoglit®idt approach to anthropology set out by Tyler and others
respondsto the (economic)materialist slantas typified by Marvin Harris (1968)
Anthropdogists interested in language and iddegan to assemble @gnitivist
account of culture.In the same way thattfeb| ack box 0 approach t
been perpetrated bysychologicalbehaviorism mid-20" century anthropology had
sidelined a numbeof psychological camponents of culture in favasf political and
economicapproaches to culturéAs Sherry Ortner noted in her comprehensive review
essay,fiTheory in Anthropology Since the Sixtigsi Unf or t unat el vy, ant |
have generally found thactors with too much psychological plumbing &eed to
handle methodologically ( 1 9 8 But 4 field lke anthropology could not persist
long without a thoughtful approach towards the human minda later survey of the
field, the cognitive anthppo | ogi st Roy BdéaAdefihition doe ther ender
discipline ACogni tive anthropol ogy Il nvestigat ¢
which is emledded in words, in stories, mrtifacts, and which is learned from and
sharel wi t h ot her h urhoagh she eaflyldevel&pment of the field

revolved around | inguistic methods and <co



clear, cognitive anthropology soon expanded into broader psychological questions,
whi ch D6 An dnrfiehd €ultunabRag ef Cogtion.0 In this 1981 article,

D6 Andwade e tha dulural pdit of cognitive anthropology is in its concern
with the way in which cultur al content
(182) Anthropology deserves multiple orgamg framewoks for its layered subject.

While cognitivists study mental structures ansemantic concernsnaterialistsseek
clarification of the politial and economic infrastructurbpth fields typically affirm

the importance of h e operspeati@even if theyembrace their own preferred
methodsfor studying culture. Cognitive anthropology, themwhile not denying the
importance of the particular materialist foundations for cujtamms to understand

howthe human mind ggehends theulturaly-mediatedvorld.

Early Cognitive Anthropology

After the first generations of anthropologists completed their groundbreaking
work in the early twentieth century, a number of later anthropologists returnedrto the
field sites to highlight other aspects of the cultureguestion. It became clear that no
matter how excellent an ethnographer may be, his focus on certain aspects of
cultured to the exclusion of othedsled to a plethora of potential ethnographies; in
short, myriadp ot ent i al Rdpeatedchallemge ® thé foundersand their
ethnographieted todeep questions about methodold@plby 1996:211).Appealing
to decidedly more scientific methods, anthropology began a new campaign

Linguistics, which had developed a highly specific terminologyrafidedset

of conceptual toolsserved as an appealingodel for those social scientists who
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wanted to transform anthropologyto amorescientificstudy of culture (Colby 1996).
The ascent of linguistics duringehl950stied in very closely with anthropologys
pursuits. In Cognitive AnthropologyTyler emphasizethe complexsemantic systems
implicit in the use of language (1969:11).Linguistic anthropologists(and
subsequently, cognitive anthropologistdjus soughtto understandthrough the
structures ofa nat i v e dvisat nheanmg sysiegnglbehindthe useof words.
By charting various taxonomies, paradigms, and branches (related though divergent
methods of classifying the meanings inherent in language use), anthropologists began
to delineatesemaitic structures (ibid). Floyd Lounsbury andWardGoodenough & s
systematicapproach to kin term systems led to componential analysis, later to be
known as f e atAndragel98528.1 Byschasting (amdclassifying term
relationships, Lounsburyand@a@ enough were able to identif
of i deaso that <coal es ¢a tkastiinsthr@s ki uelationsr a | un
were concerned An emphasis on ethnographic semantics dominated the field for
some timebut other aspects of cogiond especilly perception, memory, and
reasoning led to different approaches to the study of culture.

Cognitive anthropologists sought to better understand the way in which
different cultures organized their specialized knowledge (e.g. botany, biaaogy,
ot her technical f i el dsthnoscience @ieoygh andnteregd t hi s
in the organization of mental life originated in Boasian anthropology, it was during the
late 1950s and the 1960s thag toncerns of ethnoscience took precederseearly
as 1954,Harold Conkln wrote about the ethnobotanical classifications of the

Hanunoo a group of people in thePhilippines who utilized an especially
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sophisticated system of classification for plants (Conklin 1954). cétginuedhis
researchwith a study of color categories among the Hanun6o (Conklin 1955).
Foll owing upon Conk]l i rBéestBedin andPgulKayfbegano | o r
an ambitious multicultural study of basic color ter(@969) Using an array of 320
color chips, Berh and Kay sought to discover the differences (if any) in the
perceptiorand subsequent organizatiohcoloramong variousultures. The findings
were quite complex but generally supported the thesis that the elaboration of basic
color terms followed a edictable sequence that depended on the most salient colors
in a <cultureds @ostei Y988M ) eVisiora ppearezl ttd benag
developmentally shaped domain of experiencefbasessetiirly tight physiological
constraints.

By the mid197G ethnacientific research had yielded enough data for

anthropologists to be able to determine relatively universal features and parameters of

C

such organization. For instanc€ecil Br own et al . -bogicald t hat

taxonomies, like biological ongsgarely, if ever, exceed a maximum hierarchic depth
of five [:.88)vWhilekmowledy® of iGdividual artifacts may become quite
complex, it is generally tréeno doubt because of the limitations of memory and
perceptiod that taxonomies of any soténd to be about five levels deefsuch
assessmentselped to illustrate the interaction of theumannervous system witlis
environment in the process of cultural understanding.

One of the pioneers of ethnosciendeleanor Rosch aimed to better
undestand human categorizatian her fieldwork with theDugum Dani of New

Guinea (MxcLaury 1991) | nspired by Berlin and Kayos

C
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terms, Rosclieveloped ainterest in generics, those things most likely to shovatup
the basic level any category not only aermsbut as reabbjects Defined by their
most recognizable types, categories could be indicated without referenae to
amorphousfloating collection of terms and attributel looking for themost readily
identifiableexamples for qualitiescolors,and objectsshe came up with the notion of
aprototype A By prototypes of categories we hay
of member ship defined operationally by
membership in the categoi® Rogch 1978:35). From prototypes we learn that
meaning often derives from the particulars of a representative oljeet.prototype
theorybrings to mind R t mdtienof Ideal Forms, buivhereas Plato had to assert a
transcendental realm of Ideaspdeh and likeninded ethnoscientists knew that their
ideal form® in prototype® were aspects oi human nervous syain shaped bits
environment. The mind continually engages in a process of pattatching,
comparing the new to the exemplary cases indnmna traffic of salience based on
cues between memory and percepti®osch reasoned that the nervous system sought
to acquire the maximum amount of information with the least amount oft effor
(1978:28. 1t is far more efficient for the mind to typifg category with thdest
example of the type: reasoning from the part to the whole, as it Waeeexceptions,
because thegreless likely to be encountered and rendered useful or saleeat,the
edge of categories

In a study ofthe perception obirds in the San Francisco area, James Boster
discovered that the prototype for bird represented an average of the birds seen in the

environment, weighted especialiround those most numerous witkie localhabitat
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(1988. The prototype for the categooy bird, then, came from th@ost commonly

perceivecb i r ds i n o0 neT®dHe cenereteobims mnd sparows embodied

Abirdinesso for these peopl e. One can ea

for Bay Area citizensvould seem like poomiitationsto Costa Ricansvhose notion

of size, color, and overall birdy splendor would make a Bay Area sparrow a very poor

aviansubstitute With her elucidation of prototypes, Rosch aiulleaguedhelped to

uncover the mental elements and cognitstectures for cultural meaning. An

outsider to the discipline might well look at all these findings from ethnoscience,

scratchishead, and offer up a fiso what?o0 Wh at
Semantic analysis and ethnoscience indicated that stracexisted in the

human mind and in culture that helped to organize informatiorits essence, these

inquiries led to a new epistemological quest within anthropology and cognitive

science D6 Andrade hints at the moste:fiblatsiics aasss L

if the human cognitive systemwersd r uct ur e s e e:k20)nThe stbdyv i c e 0 |

of cultural classification systemed to a greater desire to understand how cognitive

structuring organizedll cultural knowledgeand, reciprocally, how dwre structured

cognition Onre thing Rosch and colleaguesalized is that at theidghest level of

classification taxonomies formed around the most sdlien obj ect s i n C

environment. Pdtotypical objects helglefine categories and provide peoplehwit

basickinds of things anchoring ontologies The basic objects, defined by their most

relevant and idtinctive attributes, indicata cultural synthesis of the philosophical

debate betweea priori knowledge and posterioriknowledge. While the process

through which the human nervous system fnsgfructure in experiencemerges
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through a priori aspects ofcognitive architecture thar ultimate productsare
definitively shaped by the posteriori encounters between the individual and her
physical anccultural environment. In short, ethnoscience helped to answer previous
guestions about the universal properties of the human mind as well as highlight the
cultural components that shapegegory and object perception.

By the mid1970s, as typified in # work of Rosch and colleagues,
anthropological interest in the way the mind perceives and organizes experience had
shifted from the relatively lovlevel and specific to the much higHerel and generic.

The linguist Charles Fillmore illustrated how ewv&ngle wordq e . g . Nlelgchel or
on complex cultural knowledge that went well beyond simple prototypes. His idea of

folk models sought taincoverthe cognitive scaffolding behind language (1975).

While prototypes seemed a fruitful subject for undmrdingsome unitsof cultural
understandinga quest for more comprehensive knowledge structures commenced.

The quest for this wider purview l@dgnitive anthropologjo refineschema theory.

Schemas and Models

Cultural knowledge is best thought of agistributed system of models.

0 Shore Culture in Mind p. 312

In schemas hie staggeringcomplexitiesof a procedure, an understanding, or a
behavior become simplifiedzaricatued, or otherwise altered until only the most
salient aspects renma David Rumelhart referred techemasast he fbui |l di ng b

of cogni t iSchemtizdtidn® thémanner by which the limited capabilities
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of the human nervous systamay obtain a functional representation of reality for the
purpose®f meanng-making ancefficientaction.

In his review of schema theory, Ronald Casstefines a schema as a
conceptual abstraction that mediates between sensory stimuli and behavioral responses
(1983:430) Cogni ti ve psychol ogi st GasargutuMandl e
i n t he cour se of i nteraction wi t h t he
representations of e n v i-B6p nWhikerthisadéscriptieng u | a r |
mi g ht evoke the concept of t hedragernatdsot y p e
crucial differences: schemas are sufficiently open and flexible to allow lots of
possible organizations of experien@95123). For instance, when one thinks of
hunting, the schematic representation of hunting might incuden u mber of 6 s|
waiting o be filled: the type ofmen stalking the typesof animals pursued, the
varieties of weapons used, the methods for attracting the prey, the rituals for
slaughtering any captured prey, and molre spite of these slots being open, though,
the gestalt of these different elements combining into the complex we refer to as
Ahunti ngo b ene mghtimagiheéanomamo hunting monkeywith
blowguns Virginians hunting deewith rifles, or Japanese hunting whalesth
explosive harpoondut with any of hese particular scenarios we can casually use the
word Ahuntingod and have a goodncengastdoe of w
the schema of huntinghe prototype of hunting may be quite specified and carefully
elaborated according to the expederof the subject. The prototypéhunting for a
North American likely involvescoped rifles andlternatelycamouflagegdfluorescent

orangebedeckedtalkersn possession dhe katest devices and paraphernakonald
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Langacker defines the prototype a highly typical instarattion (1987). The schema,
in contrast, emerges as asvaetwork of linked potentials, potentials to be clarified
and Afilled outo as the data amasses.
Cognitive psychologistdNancy Stein and Thomagrabassoclarify some basic

notions about schemas (var. schemata):

Schemata are composed of generic or abstract knowledge; used to

guide encoding, organizatipand retrieval of information; Zchemata

reflect prototypical properties of experiences encountered by an

individual, integrated over many instances; &) schema may be

formed and used without the dividual's conscious awareness; 4)

Although schemata are assumed to reflect an individual's experience,

they are also assumed to be sharedsaaradividuals; 50Once formed,

schemata are thought toe relatively stable over time; &)/e know

more about how schemata are used thandweabout how they are

acquired (1982212
Schema theory developed over a long period of time and has been innovated and
revised numerous times by if@sophers, cognitive psychologists, learning theorists,
and anthropologists. Though the idea of a schema is relatively dimplaely a
mediating representation between perception and @ctiensingle comprehensive
theory has been put forthin the conalision to his review of the literature, Casson
calls schema theory (as of 1983) dAoverly |
may be the case for more simplistic schema theories, increasingly refined ones have
been proffered by cognitive anthropolsigi in the 1980s and 1990s.

By the mid1980s cognitive anthropologists had begun to systeaiBtirefine
schema theory for their own purposes. One of the first transformations involved a

transition from schema theory to the studycaftural schemas ancultural models.

Cultural schemasare those schemas shared by numerous mendfa culture that
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allow them some conventional understanding of given phenomenonQuinn
1997:140) The notion of a cultural schema being shared distinguishes it from
peronal schemas which may be primarily idiosyncratic. For instancede¢aefi Neil
Armstrong setting foot on the moon and reciting his famous lines would certainly
guali fy as a cultural schema whereas Pro
idiosyncraticschemas at least until he publishe8 w a n n 6. sNadma Quinn and
Dorothy Hollandexpand such notions into a cultural mod@ICul t ur al model :
presupposed, takdor-granted models of the world that are widely shared (although
not necessarily to the ewsion of other, alternative models) by the members of a
society and that play an enormous role in their understanding of the worltieand
behavior i rmoéiAtnd r (ad%® 8ndngeuljdralmaddisaarte not schemas
even though they may be conged of multiple schemas.f &nthropologists are to
accept Mandl erds stipulation that a sche
represent at56)pthed by necessity :naryultural models cannot be
classified as schemasComplex cultural mode tax the capacities of short term
me mor y and t hus c a rentesidn off au schem$d( ID6 Machrdd @ e O <
1995152). But as the definitions of schema, cultural schema, and cultural model
begin to make clear, the concept of how a schema may be shdrédw it becomes
sufficiently compl ex t o | ose I t saryi dent it
represent at i on Strakss andcQlistevelopthis poisti 0 n
Cul tur al model s are in peopleds heads,
not be in everone6s head. Since subgroups S
genders, regions, ethnic minorities, and historical cohorts crosscut one

another, an individual may share schemas with as many different
groups of other individuals as he or she shares a history of
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membersipd at the same time sharing all of his or her schemas with

no oneelse in any of these groups. This way of thinking about culture

as differentially distributed cultural understandings, or schemas, seems

to us to account for that cultural sharing which l@ecur without

reifying culture as a bounded entity. (1994:293)
The idea of a cultural model might still remain vague from these theoretical
definitions. In dealing with such abstractions, the presentation of some persuasive
examples may clarify thirsy

A good ethnographic exampleat ul t ur al mod el appear s i
American marriage (1987). Quinn used extensive interview material fromrdssba
and wives in 11 marriages. In a careful discourse analysis, Quinn studied the
metaphors and kewords to discover a series of propositions that characterize the
notion of marriage. Among the propositiesohemas that supported the cultural model
of marriage were: 1) marriage is enduring; 2) marriage is mutually beneficial; 3)
marriage is unknown dlhe outset; 4) marriage is difficult; 5) marriage is effortful; and
6 ) marriage i s risky (179). Wh a 't Qui nn
elucidates is that, in contrast to a simpler psychological anahgisnodel not only
posits desire but illstrates, through these propositechemas, how desirgets
organized cognitively and affectively Even more interesting, these proposiion
schemas shoWwow desire may be generatby collective beliefs, values, and goals
desire for marriage does netupt froma unitary sourcebut originates in culturally

medi ated understandings of numer ous schen

anal ysi s of t he fol k mo d e | behind t he w
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associations and understandings, any cultunadel entails kborate schematic
structures which may or may not be internalized by the individual.

With these ideas of cultural models come a host of cultural consequences and
properties. In A Cognitive Theory of Cultural Meanintrauss and Quindiscuss
properties of culture as envisaged in their cognitive thelmgy distinguish between
those forces that lead t@riation and changén culture (centrifugal) and those that
lead tosharing and reproductioof cultural forms (centripetal) (1997:11189). Two
centripetal properties of schemas that they develop are the historical durability of
schemas and their thematicity (1997:410). Historical durability refers simply to
the properties many schemas have for reproduction from one generati@nriext.
Thematicity refers to the property some schemas possess for spreading across
numerous domains of experience amd wide variety of contexts

While it is clear from the work of these cognitive anthropologists that schema
theory has come ag way sinceitsearlydly s i n ot her fiwuretoal ScCi
| a u rucfdrtonatelypersisted. No matter how these ingenious researchers integrated
schema theory into the study of culture, the field remained limited to a small pool of
scholars andlid not get taken up onto the front stage of anthropology. A quest to
refine and elaborate the theory ensued in hopes that a more elegant set of ideas might

result in parsimonious analyses attractive to a greater numhbattobpologists
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Culture inMind

Culture, in our f o r nflodtirgy tabstractéentisy; rathert it some fr ee
consists of regular occurrences in the humanly created world, in the schemas people
share as a result of these, and in the interactions between these schemas and this
world.
-Strauss & QuinnA Cognitive Theory of Cultural Meaning. 7

Nearly every anthropologist who has worked with schema theory has noted
that, as currentlyjormulated the theory is too generat.@. Casson 198355 Shore
1996:45. In adaptingschema theory to account for cultural understandings, Casson
attempted todistinguishvarious types of these structure©Of schemas, he wrote,
Afsome are universal, some i di-4¢44)y@assonat i c,
also suggested that schenvagrked hierarchically in ivhich schemata at the higher
levels represent the most general concepts, and schemata at successively lower levels
represent more and mor e swereganitofpostulatetbreec e pt s ¢
distinct kinds of schemaspbject schemas, orientation schemas, and es@mmas.
Object schemas relate the taxonomic classifications of objects discussed earlier in
the section on ethnoscience. Behind any given object is a whole series of implicit
relationships to like objestand to unlike objects. Orientaticchemas relat® the
layout of buildings, cities, and other architecture; they are sometimes referred to as
cognitive maps. Event schemas relate to a whole series of actions and events such as
behaviorinabus,inmeest aur ant , wo patentspaice A bnked serof f r i en
schemas someti mes goes by the name O0scri
theory aimed to create sensible distinctions among schemas and convey them in a
practical way so that anthropglists might take schema theory on as yet another tool

with which to study cul ture. Unfortunate
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theory did not receive much of an audience within the anthropological community. It
would take many subsequent &Bons of schemdheoriesfor these ideas to gain
momentum.

D 6 A n dwaa the next to convey an organized approach for schema theory.
He stipulatedthree hierarchical levels ofigoab schemas: the top level (also called
master motives), the middlevel, and the lower level (199832). Master motives are
the unifying, directive themes of many behasio Examples of master motives
include such things as love, fear, and success. These are obviously quite expansive
categories that cut across numerous domaf behavior Middle level schemas
includeoneds epedasechildremedendddbbcaseam,d a
While these might seem to be the highest level of priorities, in fact they derive their
significance from the underlying master motive#erementioned. The lower level
schemas include all the important, éayday behaviors and understandings that allow
one to support higher level schemas. This level would include such things as taking
the children to school, writing company reportsfanbuyi ng gi fts for
Again, while all such schemas are important, they derive their motivational force from
the higher | evel schemas. Whil e DOAndr ad
hierarchiesaimedto illustrate the link between semas and motivation, it failed to
distinguish between the numerdusdsof schemas.

The most elaborate of thmiltural schema theoriewas put forward by Bradd
Shore inCulture in Mind(1996) While he applauds the attempts of eardiegnitive
anthropobgists to make use of schema thedng feels that theiundifferentiated

conceptiongetarcedf ur t her devel opment: nSo | ong as
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remains undertheorized and vagueéits pote
between anthropotpy and cognitive science wil/ be
1996:45). Shore stipulates a modular account of schemas and models which expresses
boththe private and public sidef culturalknowledge

Shore distinguishes betwegrersonal mental modelgonventionalmental
models, instituted models, and foundational schemascan be seen, Shore refers to
the more personal schemas as models and the most public ones as schemas. He does
this in an attempt to clarify the shifting definitions of schemakrandels. Shore also
distinguishes between mental models as relatively private and instituted models as
publ i c: Al nstituted niIPU61).5As ane emoves ae ¢h a | i ns
ladder from Shor ed s per sonal ment al momase | s t o
conservatism (or t o u s eentrifetalism ufg distoecal d Qui
durability and thematicifyprevails. Within the scale of personal mental models the
individual possesses great freedom in the creation and alteration of ndélg the
time she interacts with foundational schemas she has practically no ability to alter or
revise the schema. Greater and greater normativity, social pressure, and tradition
compel the individual to pay heed to public models and schemas (Shore 1996:48).

Ment al model s originate in the persond
As Shore puts it n At the personal | eve
idiosyncratic models of experience on the fly, as a basic meamadgc i ng str at egd
(1996:46). Thehuman mind abhors disorder and bestawderliness to experience
from instinct, it seems.Whereas other animals rely on fixed or relatively closed

behavioral patterns, humans are great innovators in possession of remarkably open and
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flexible behavioral roumes. Meaningmakingserves as a profoundly functional tool
in the symbolic environment of human culturigltimately, this symbolic environment
interacts with the natural environment in a-esmlutionary system in which the
symbolic world and the naturahe shape each oth@eacon 1997)

However prolific personal mental modelare, theyexist only insofaras
conventional mental moddéisthe particular models conveyed in a time and place to
the indivduab involve the peson with hersocial environment.Shore proffers an
increase incomplexity as the individual goes between personal mental models and
conventional ones: ATheir creation 1s mor
since they have been externalized as shared institutions as well as iredritgliz
individual so (1996:47) . As Shore moves t
describes become more entrenchedaretarching. The models and schemas exist as
modules, nesting beneath amthin increasingly public conventions.

Shore describs instituted modelsas ficonventional, patterned public forms
such as greetings, calendars, discourse genres, houses, public spaces, chants,
conventional body postures, and evenldeir at el y or c h88a5i)at ed al
This type of modeknablesthe individual and her local culturéo link up with an
increasingly sharedocial spherefi | nst i t uted model s are the
of culture and represent common source domains by which individuals schematize
conventional me nt aAls necoadne |bsed0 s(ele9n9 6h:egrle2,) .a s
instituted models play a significant part in setting the parameters fentaker scale
mental models that each individual genergisonally and interpersonallyso while

individual freedom cannot be doubtethe framework within which the individual
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produces her mental models emerges from the jung®mientional andnstituted

models. Instituted models provide foundations fewcialexistence As Shore puts it:

Al nstituted mod el iR, aapanva anexternal aodial worlddanduak | e |
products of i ntent ilmstiuted modedstseetn bethe ésseficé 9 9 6 : 5
of a culture, the particular ways that it organizes and expresses its distinct way of life

in word and behavior. The imsited modelgyet taken uy the individual as her own
conventionamentalmodels.

At the highest level of cultural knowledge, Shore introduces the notion of
foundati onal schemas: N A Heecel matle tofi greata | sch
generality and alsactness. Generally, foundational schemas are not dedicated to a
single domain of social life but organize and underlie a large number of specific
cul tur al model s whose forms are rodmughly a
not being dedicated tosai ngl e domai n, Shoreds foundati c
of thematicity that Strauss and Quinn postulated (19971203. A A cul t ur al vV a
may be a more colloquial translation of these lag@e schemas. For a number of
Americans, then, (especiglthose in Western parts of theS) fAmrsellifanced wou
be a foundational schema. In learning the numerous skills, perspectives, and
versatility required of afi o pternitory, 6 t he pi oneering type th
West needed to embody the walof selfreliance. The countless smaller leveddels
necessary for life in a ruggeshvironment derived fromhis foundational schema of
selfreliance. Though discerning foundational schemas within some cultural context
can be challenging (like congidng macreevel processes in any discipline), they

tend to capture the essence of a culture.
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The cowboy as thesymbol of selfreliant masculinity, for instance, would
certainly express something crucial about American life in the Western United States.
Thus, Anericans continue to organize a graany things according to the mystique
of this antiquatedschemathey give their sports teams the unlikely nam&€ o wb oy s, 0
they driveimpracticaliWranglerso iMustangsho r i B r thay name their streets
ARodeo thayiwegaelgn® outof-datei Cowb oy hatso aoad ACow
practical for horseback riding but nior SUV navigationand they refer to their living
accommod ahlomesteasbo a s fi i a n ¢ Oncé this ecaogy. has become
prolific such that it includes a vast collection of symbols, values, artifacts, speech
communities, andbeliefs, then it has transformed into a larger system of
representationthatexist both within an individuahervous system and outside of it to
form a network ofmeanings and conventiomsstributed across these various media
A great irony of this situation is thaany contemporaryAmericanshave come to
embody the socialanventiors of an archaic figur@ a 19" century ranch haridas an
affirmation of their dighctiveness and settliance, never sensing the contradiction
because they have come to internalize, and then externalize and reproduce, the

convention.

Internalizationof Models

A central concern o€Culture in Mindinvolves demonstrating this ironyhe
individual 6s ability to gener hetr @eativitgyr o wn
does little more tharsubtly rearrange anddjust the stock models of her culture.

Shore refersto thisproceass t hebofinwi nat ure of meaning cc
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Instituted models are the public life of culture, empirically observable
social institutions that are available as resources for a community.
Mental models, by contrast, are cognitive representations of these
instituted models but are not simply direct mémiappings of social
institutions. The complex relationship between mental and instituted
model s defines what -borhnavehareacneedr 6t hoe
cultural forms. (1996:68)
In a dualisb snterpretation, what would be seen here is an artful piagia The
individual adopts and integrates the models of her community and quickly forgets they
were ever anything but her owthere argino new ideas underthesan t o par aphr a
Ecclesiastes. But from a more ecological point of dieme that eschewsuch
simple and traditional dualis@sthe neotenous birth of the human organism into
culture (haltbaked as it were) and then the long, slow simmering of the organism into
the stew of culture makes suehplagiarismimpossible. From the beginning, the
peron and all her models engage in an endless-badkorth entanglement of social
models and thepersonaleception and alteration.
Any synchronic fisnapshoto of a culture
number of models and schemas. At suchisgrdte momentn time, the unit of
cultured the individuad flashes into existence wittine fusion of sperm and egg, a
zygoteresultssubsequently developingto an embryo whickeventually erupts from
the female bodyws a few pounds of human potenti&luring the prolonged postnatal
development within the matrix of cultural influences, the human being finds itself
adrift among a sea of complex representations which eventually help to shape its very
consciousnessl f such a creat ur mationgprpceds@ thbehedt ar

processing isthat of schenatization As Shore writes i n AT

C o n c e ifithes rdost:basic work of culture would be to provide individuals in a
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community with a stock of common orientational models for construetipgrience.

Such models make possible a significant d
shared meaning cetruction of a common communiy(1991:9). This pool of
coordinated schemas allows for the distinct intersubjective understanding of
individuals within a culture. Now, of course, such intersubjective understanding never
proceeds without error and misunderstanding but it usually remaimsre reliable
processamongmembers of the same culture tHaatween representatives$ different

cultures. This higher fidelity derives from the shared stock of conventional and
institutional models. Enculturation is the process of developing as an indigithichl

such models.

Shoredés subtl e dibotrinmctniadrur@f otf henef@tnwin
amswers those <critics who parody schemati z
(Straussl9929). The fax model that Strauss characterizes would claim that culture
exists as a set of schemas, model s, or fp
charaterization) and that humans are automata which do nothing moresehan as
blank slates for cultural inscription.The fax is transmitted addvoilad one is
programmed as a member of the cultu@eeativity, change, and complexity in the fax
model come fom accidentlone. But Strauss and Shore both see this fax model as a
bastardization that critics of cognitive anthropology concoct stsasv man for their
arguments. Understanding this entire system as an ecology of representations in
which both the idividual and his sockgognitive environment engage in numerous
levels of exchange breaks down simple notions of transmission and reception. The

organic metaphor implied by an ecological approach serves to highlight the complex
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interaction between indivical organism and environment. Even if the fax model
parody does not stand up to the ecological and systemic approaches in which
representations truly exchangesngine challenges to the internalibn of schemas
remain

Mel f ord Spiro, i cive Representg@tianp eand MeérGab | | e
Representations i n RasKksiwhy aseussmedityrahbetidfs Sy st e
no more tharclichés while others are held with strong conviction and emotional
intensity?0 (1987) Related to this question, the studycofture must ask why people
are moved and motivated in different ways by the very same models and schemas. No
doubt the particulars of enculturation, ¢t}
and mentors, as well as the contingent social aridrlaal conditions play a large role
in this process. Spiro identifies five levels of cognitive salience related to
internalization of culturabeliefs:

1) The actors learn about the doctrines; 2) They understand the

doctrines, at least so far as traglil meanings conveyed by

authoritative texts or experts are concerned; 3) They believe that the

cultural beliefs are true, correct, or right; 4) The cultural beliefs are

accepted by the actor and help guide behévibey cease to be

clichés; and 5) Theyat only guide but serve to instigate action by

arousing strong affect. (1987:164)
According to Spirobés model , each member o
beliefs (schemas) in one of these five levels of cognitive salience. Chewtid®Im
seeghe differential internalization of varied models and schemas as the verg o&tur
i ntracul t uwithin theccogniteist gheotetycal frainework, variations in the

degree to which cultural schemas are internalized and shared (for whatevej reason

accountf or di f f er en c e(®001858)t Agaie, if onp beligwvds éendthe
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caricatured Af ax ,thendhelvariatianfamosg pedple Wwithimat i o n
culture remains a great mystery. But the nuanced version that Shore and others put
forth illustrates the developmental and social complexity of enculturation. Because

we interact witha common stock omodels dumg varied stages of development

people may differentially interpret the importance of conventional models. Related to

this, thesequence through which an individual gains exposure to different models
alters her later receptivity to other models. In short, the contingencies of development

and exposure provide some basic explanations for intradultarability and the
idiosyncraic adoption of cultural models. But perhaps more than these two factors,
conflict, desire, and emotion play a substantial role in the internalization of cultural

knowledge.

Psychodynamic Processes

No matter how the cognitive theorists affirm the compjeand variability
within schema theoryit remains somewhat wooden and counterintuit®n e can o6t
help but see these symbolic systems as fit for automata rather than eating, breathing,
copul ating, excreting, dyi ngisléclkkngmthese Cogr
modular nests of models and schemas is that most elusive prey of psychological
anthropology: the person. The richness of psgighamictheories of culture, such as
those put forth by Spirand others convey a struggling and conflickeagent within
culture someone who may be at odds with the very culture that spawnedogr
can <cognitive anthropologists fdheat upo

emotion desire, andonflict? Anthropologists have been in search of waystaory
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the best psychodynamaoncepts of the person withgmtive accounts (Westen 1991
Quinn 199h). But an important step ithis important project is the removal of
entrenched obstacles.

A prejudice transmitted through 2500 year$&Htonicphilosgohy would have
thinkers believe that emotiorexist opposite of reason. That which is cognitive,

mental, and reasoned stands in contrast to the embodied, irrational, unpredictable

nature of emotion.It is because of these very prejudices that cognitoe sns fc ol d.

It is not typically associated with the value of living, with the artful negotiation of
personhood that each human being engages in on a daily bHsis.idea about
i dunemdiorsand i col cbold notdbarmooerwsong. Even a goodnier
of ancient Greeks knew that this Platonic miscarriage bore false witness. Epictetus
addressed thigy theaphorism:i Men ar e di sturbed not by
but by the opinions about t he t hhemgs o
judgment shapes emotioAnd judgmentcan only proceed within the nestscoitural
modelsthat the persohas internalized.

In Upheavals of ThoughMartha Nussbaum finds a middle ground between
those who believe emotions to be cognitive appraisalshense twho believe emotions
to be physiological upsurges mainly inéedent of culture and context. She
postulates an account of emotions that marries the physiology of emotional arousal to
the varied cognitive judgments and appraisals that edind thenshape these
upsurges. A long debate in emotions reseaocte originally set forth by Darwin,
holds thatsomeemotions are universal (Ekman 1993). While it would be sensible to

i magine some wuniversality in emobhithans I

0

t h
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individual and cultural differencesbound. Basing emotions in the joint interaction of
physiological arousal and cognitive judgment supports the universal basis of emotion
in the body according to the individual and cultural particularisiespedoy one 6 s
cultural models:
étaking up a cognitivel/levaluative Vvi ey
society could affect the emotional repertory of its members. If we hold
that beliefs about what is important and valuable play a central role in
emotions, we can rddy see how those beliefs can be powerfully
shaped by social norms as well as by an individual history; and we can
also see how changing social norms can change emotional life.
(Nussbaun?2001142)
Just as it would be odd to imagine a human being witleoubtions, so would it be
odd to i magine human beings as all/l posse
natural predispositions, enculturation, and personal experience all interact to shape
billions of possible emotional beings. Such an account of emfitsoquite well with
schema theory and bridgeschema theory with pdyadynamicaccounts of the self.
As Keith Mc Ne a | n Aifeceng Expemnienc@: Toward a Biocultural Model of
Human Emotions @To analyze emotions we therefore need to place chamges i
feeling-states within their dynamic environmental, developmental contexts, taking into
consideration the culturally mediated cognitive processes of evaluation, labeling, and
interpretation involvedo (1999:244%. The
biological creature, in possession of universal affective responses, but neither can she
be thought of as a cognitive agent, coolly aldting through various schemas like a
computer.

In fact, emotionsand motivationare the crucial links between a odtive

account of culturé@ as expressed in schema théognd a psychdynamicaccount of
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culture. For what psycldynamicaccounts stress, the shaping of théividual by
culture and developmental dynamjcanswers the underemphasized account of the
personin schema theoryMcNeal expands upon this more complex, variegated notion
of the person:

Variation in human emotionality can be seen as stemming (a) from the

ontogenetic history which has shaped the individual (or group of

individuals) to relate, interpt, and react to socioecological interactions

in various ways, and (b) from the culturally mediated knowledge

schemas which influence perception and cognition in particular ways.

(1999:244245)
Both accountsthe cognitive and the psychodynamittimately mesh well because of
the evaluativaspects of emotion. The little discussed but crucial aspect of a cognitive
account of emotions comes from its apprecratior developmental processes.
Nussbaum shows great appreciationtfa psychology obbjed relationswhich helps
to explain the seemingly uncangus aspects of emotional lifdmportant sources of
the unconscious includehose | ayers of oneds emotional
stages of developmefilussbaum 2001:17#75). Such develpmental stages of the
emotions deeply infl uence Ceraial part of ghe e r e M
Ahéaft oneds emoti onal existence derives fr
associations.Through psychdynamicapproaches to emotidnand to the seld the
seemingly fAcol do aspects of schema theory
emotionality that imbues all aspects of human existerm#h personal and social.
Nus s b au minwdeeptsense, all fuman emotions are in part about theapdst

bear the traces of a history that is at once commonly human, socially constructed, and

idiosyncratico (Nussbaum 177).
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Once this messier sense of the person comes thdoagh psychdynamically
shaped, developmenityalformed human beirdy it becomes easr to understand the
conflict and ambiguity that mugo along with schema theoryduman beings are not
automata busily sorting tbugh a catalogof programmatic models but are
psychodynamic creatures utilizing information selectively according to lesamce
for their essential projects. To complicate the situation even more, the models help to
inform that psychodynamically shaped person who she is so that the agent may be
alternately understood according to which models she emphasizes at a givemt.mome
The agent at church, who conceives herself as a spiritual being who originated and
will return to spiritual realms, acts quite differently from the agent at the marketplace
who competes for the scarce resources negessaro her f amiTimg,6s f | o1
context, and various emotional stimuli help to elicit the variety of cognitively
mediated emotional responses that people demonstrate.

Another aspect of this richer combination between psychodynamic
understandings and cognitive ones derivem its ability to account fomtrapsychic
conflict, an aspect of the cultural models literature that some anthropologists believe
has been undelaped (Nuckolls 1996; 1998). Cognitive anthropologists have
attempted to illustrate the way in which schema theoay lead @ such internal
conflicts. Il n ATheUmMdern sytadn dinrad, dcoQwienrof|
conflicting schemas of wifely duties, career advancement, and fairness can lead to
uneasy balances in the psyches of American women. Abouifdrer interviewees,
Qui nn writes: AStil]l she feel s uncomfor |

advancement be taken as seriously as his
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persistent ambivalence is founded not only on her understanding of hersrale a
traditional wife but also on her understat
about gender difference, Patsy reinforces an appeal to what is right with an appeal to
what i s natural o (119). Because potent
intemalized to different degrees, Patsy gains motivation to act a certain way even if it
contravenes some of her other wunderstandi
Up, 06 McNeal shows h oawailabldife Ancericernt gay mén mo d e |
necessarily leatb gender ambivalence and subsequent intrapsydmtlict, a conflict

derivingf r om t he cibangioc didacwlsI49¥ Sb fcritkat es on
lodge a complaint about the lack of intrapsychic conflict possible in cogtiteories,

they haveprobablynot accounted fodifferences in schema internalizatinar looked

at thosefault zones whereultural models necessarily create dotlfileds and other

painful dilemmas.

Criticisms and Responses

I n reviewing Shoreds e lmatheonyt Lindhdiig na mi c
feels that:fi | t remains as yet unproved whether
prove useful, or whether, like the epicycles used to try to save the principles of
Ptolemaic astronomy, they simply reflect a fundamental incohegdrtbe core of the
theory, that is, the failure to postulate any integrating elefnant i me 6 t hat I
charge of t he rami f 2001298). sicdhodmraferto theei nd h ol
purely cognitivist approaches that conceive of people as information pooses

shuffling through their hierarchically cagized schemas and models. Inithe ol d 0
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cognitive model, Lindhol mds critique migt
models that fuse the best of psychodynamic theories of the pamsbicognitivist
theoriessuch criticism does not carry weight

A more difficult problem for schema theory relates to what Hutchins has
entitled the Atransparencyo of schemas (1
schemas becomewith buhsaldom whateonese® e § i b iSttauss As
and Quinnwr i t e: Al't I s the typical transparenc
ability to constitute our realityi ncl udi ng our | anguageo (19
makes perfectly good sens@éd is considered by most theoristsbe an expected
property of internalized schemas also results in two rather difficult issues: that of
methods for the discovery of schemas Hrat ofthe verfiability of inferred schemas.
The examples from Quinnds wgusticknalggssmannst r at
yield a fairly reliable set of schemas from cultural informants. Nevertheless, this
hardly resembles the haeahdfast scientific methodologies that the cognitivists
originally sought. But perhaps such linguistic analysis, pronateygretation as it
must be, still yields a more systematic approach to cultural knowledge than the
employment of no system at.all

Another way that theorists attempt to account for the transparency of schemas
relates to ideas developed by Rumelhard colleagues concerning Parallel
Distributed Processing, also known as connectioni®98). According to this theory
of cognition, a network of decision making nodes interact by dynamically adjusting
the strength of their connections between one anotkeltirey in an evolved cognitive

system that lacks a central processing unit. Of course, in such a purely cognitive






