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Folksociology and the Cognitive Foundations of Culture

Lawrence A. Hirschfeld

ResumE : Folksociology et les fondements cognitifs de la culture. Une
caractéristique de la vie sociale humaine est sabilité au cours de I'histoire et
entre les cultures. Il y a cependant une constaqpteréside dans l'importance du
sentiment d’'appartenance au groupe, dans le ragaemt a propos du comportement
des autres. Le fait que des modes de raisonnemient acquis en fonction du groupe
auquel on appartient a typiquement été considéndnmep problématique pour les
théories de I'apprentissage selon lesquelles delemmémes processus cognitifs qui
sont utilisés dans le raisonnement quels que stasrdomaines, indépendamment du
contenu. Nous avancerons ici que I'accent midaslidée d'un apprentissage général
et sur la variabilité culturelle obscurcit le fajue les processus spécifiques a un
domaine jouent un rdle crucial dans la solidificatiet le maintien de la vie sociale
humaineet dans sa variabilité culturelle. On explore ceftpdthése en examinant les
éléments en faveur d’'une compétence modulaire égofour la ‘folksociology’
gouvernant le développement du raisonnement dgpgrpaompétence cruciale pour
comprendre a la fois 'invariabilité trans-cultuesét la variabilité culturelle. Tous les
animaux sociaux doivent nécessairement coordormar ¢omportement avec les
membres de leur propre groupe social et les menibaesres groupes sociaux. Pour
ce faire, ils ont probablement des compétencesitiegs particulieres correspondant
aux catégories conspécifiques, en tant que mendeesatégories ou de groupes
sociaux divers. Le cas humain est cependant pheticla socialité humaine, et en
particulier les catégories et les groupes humamst, culturellement et historiquement
constitués ; ainsi les compétences sociales santises dans des environnements
culturels différents. Une capacité cognitive, diestentrées déclenchant et les sorties
sont globalement figées (comme pour la plupartedg®ces sociales non humaines)
ne serait ainsi pas pertinente pour rendre compte systemes variables de la
catégorisation sociale humaine.

MoTs-CLE : Socialité, Evolution, Cognition

ABSTRACT: A hallmark of human social life is its variabilitgcross cultures and
history. One constant, however, is the importarfcgroup membership in reasoning
about the behavior of others. The acquisition @ugrbased reasoning has typically
been viewed as a problem in social learning, inctviihe same cognitive processes
are used that support reasoning across any nunflsemmains regardless of content.
Here | argue that emphasis on domain-general legriaind cultural variability
obscures the crucial role that domain-specific esses play in securing and
sustaining human social lifendits cultural variability. The hypothesis is expldrey
reviewing evidence in favor of an evolved modulampetence for folksociology that
governs the development of group-based reasonidgisacrucial to understanding
both pancultural constancy and cultural variahility
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All social animals face the challenge of coordingtibehavior with
members of their own and other social groups. Tetrités challenge, they are
likely to have dedicated cognitive abilities to exgiries conspecifics as
members of different social categories or grougee fluman case however is
special. Human sociality, and in particular humategories and groups, are
culturally and historically constituted; accordipgsocial competencies are
acquired in variable cultural environments. A cadigei ability, whose
triggering inputs and outputs are largely fixedke ithose of many nonhuman
social species — would thus be unable to accounthto variable systems of
human social categorization

One possible explanation of this fundamental disjure between the
psychological bases for nonhuman human social sgstend human cultural
systems, is that the latter are supported by campes that are purely socio-
cultural products and “internalized” by individuala general learning
abilities. Indeed, anthropologists, with their dwderistic psychophobia, when
speculating on culture’s cognitive foundation, haieved the human mind as
a “blank slate,” or, less metaphorically, as aneay system without limits or
biases, equally open to any kind of cultural cohtésee Sperber, 1985;
Hirschfeld, 2002). Over the past two decades, heweprogressively more
cognitive scientists have come to reject this vigwpposing that the
acquisition of knowledge and competencies is a gg®cguided by innate
learning dispositions that allow the child to aro different domains with
schemas that are, at least in part, domain-spe€iidor, 1983; Hirschfeld &
Gelman, 1994; Sperber, Premack & Premack, 1995). bithk of supporting
empirical research is on cognitive competencies\thgy little or none across
cultures (e.g., Theory of Mind [Avis & Harris, 199haive physics [Dehaene,
and al., 2006], and to a large extent folkbioloByajnond, 1966; Atran, 1990;
This focus aside, Dan Sperber (Sperber, 1996; 8pé&rhlirschfeld, 2004) has
argued that this domain-specific view of cognitganization is more than
compatible with cultural variation; it goes a lowgy toward explaining it. On
this view, many cultural phenomena result from thgamic interaction
between innate, domain-specific competencies awiloemmental information.
Here | show how this approach can solve the profernarises with human —
i.e.,, cultural — systems of social categorizatioitheut appeal to the
implausible learning theories mentioned just ab&gecifically, | propose that
humans possess a distinct competence for folksmprolthat at once is
evolutionarily linked to nonhuman systems of socetlegorization and meets
the challenge of the uniquely human system of callitategorization.

1. CULTURAL SYSTEMSOF SOCIAL CATEGORIZATION

It has been argued that the increasingly complemgoof group living
triggered the evolution of a higher-order cognitsagpacity to interpret and
predict the actions and motives of others by attiiig to them unseen mental
states. Such a capacity for naive psychology may @ major role in
cooperation, communication, deception and its diet@ccoalition formation,
and social competence generally (see Whiten & Byt887). However, there
is no reason to assume that, in some primatesrapdrticularly in humans, it
replaces, rather than complements, forms of scoiapetence found in social
species without naive psychology. Primates (humard aonhuman)
simultaneously belong to many social groupingsétdam territory, intragroup
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status, sex, biological relatedness, and transierdgpportunistic coalitions),
membership in any of which provides a basis fodjateng and interpreting
the behavior of others (Hirschfeld, 2001). The dtwgm demands of such
inference are sufficiently specific and complexst@gest the possibility of a
special-purpose modular competence in naive osdaiblogy quite distinct
from folk psychology, and of probably much greatecestry.

Human societies are thoroughly cultural. Anthrogats, historians, and
increasingly psychologists (as this volume attelsés)e documented wide and
challenging variation in human social experiencisTvariation accepted,
there is reason to believe that it is groundechiraie predispositions that are
strikingly specific in the kinds of judgments theypport. Several lines of
evidence reveal that human infants are capableiftérehtiating others on
information diagnostic of precisely those sociahédnsions that ultimately play
a predominant role in categorizing humans into gsoun virtually all known
societies. These include age (Brooks & Lewis, 19geénder (Miller, 1983),
language spoken (Mehler and al., 1988), and evem (tgelly and al., 2005).
This is not to suggest that innate dispositionsddiy deliver judgments about
gender, language, age, or race. All require sorakheugh staggeringly slight
— experience with the world. (The nature and s@jfibe necessary experience
varies by social dimension. Six-day-old neonatescrihinate between
mother’s native tongue and another language, evemoth are spoken by an
unfamiliar speaker, strongly suggesting that pranbmguistic input is not
trivial. In contrast, 3-month-old but not 1-monttd-anfants discriminate own —
i.e., most commonly encountered — race from othees — i.e., less commonly
encountered, yet no one claims that young inflamtsvtheir own race.)

Although infants are predisposed to attend to $atilmensions that for
adults are further elaborated, there is considerdifference between these
precocious representations of difference and kegrging cultural ones. All
forms of social organization, from biological-soingl “kinship” to such
artificial groupings as monastic orders and pdlitigarties, vary culturally and
rely on culturally transmitted, partly explicit #itsitional rules. Even
differences that otherwise seem rooted in “natufatt vary dramatically
across cultures. Consider the classification ofdtia On the one hand, as
anyone who has witnessed a young child acquireukzgg knows, kinterms
like “mama” and “papa” are invariably among thesffisvords produced and
understood (Hirschfeld 1989). Particularly for dpeya of English, kin terms
represent the cultural recognition of relationgwafcreation and affiliation, and
more or less accurately map them linguistically ¢@enough, 1955). All full
siblings are biologically equally close relationgrd hence are referred to by
the same kin term -- first cousins somewhat less Isence cousins are referred
to by a kin term not used for full siblings — sedaousins even less so, and so
on. Yet, the thrust of kinship studies — largelyatvanthropologistsid during
much of the first half of the 20th century — hagribeéhe demonstration that
understanding consanguinity requires an understgnttie specificities of
cultural tradition rather than the universals ofrtam procreation (Schneider,
1980).

As illustration, consider the system of kin classifion of the Batak of
highland Sumatra, among whom | worked in the 19¥FJs. categories not
only identify relations of consanguinity, but theimeaningsas well, and kin
terms more or less reflect this. In the case ofthtak system, kin categories,
rather than indicating biologically coherent reaships, pick out preferred
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and prohibited marriage partners (this system, dotiroughout much of

southeast Asia, has figured in one of anthropolggbst influential debates
[Lévi-Strauss, 1949; Leach, 1970]). In contrastthe American system in

which marriage between all first cousins is gemgravoided, among the

Batak, kin classified as parallel cousins (i.eg, thild of a parent’'s same-sexed
sibling — e.qg., father’'s brother’s child) are iretkame category as one’s full
siblings. Marriage between them is prohibited. e bther hand, cross-
cousins (i.e., the child of a parent's oppositeesesibling — e.g., mother’'s

brother's daughter) are preferred marriage parindisese contrasting

classifications do not reflect relations of biologi proximity: parallel and

cross cousins are equally close biologically

The classification of kinfolk, of course, is noetbnly system of “natural”
categories which varies across cultures. Even tgvdike “sex” (not gender)
vary intriguingly across cultural traditions, as quaur (1990) has
demonstrated in his history of the shift from a-seg system to the modern
two-sex system. Similarly, while the notion of chik evidently a universal
(infants are able to discriminate children from legjiand both from midgets),
it is also widely claimed as a cultural constructiAries famously and
somewhat exaggeratedly [1962] argued that the etélsl not recognized as a
recognized social category prior to the 15th Centuks with most categories,
a particular pattern of partitioning a domain iskéd to a particular pattern of
reasoning about the domain as well. In contempofangrican society, for
example, pre-adolescents are often seen as ineaphbéfely crossing a busy
street without supervision, whereas in much of Wld 8-year-olds are
preferred caregivers for infants (Morelli, and aD03).

2. THE PROPER AND ACTUAL DOMAINS OF FOLK SOCIOLOGY

How do we move from species-wide, innate predidjpos — strikingly
evocative of but importantly different from latemerging systems of
categorization — to the cultural elaborations #giloit them? To explain this
shift, Sperber (1996) introduced the notion of tiemain of a module”. He
proposed that a cognitive module — be it a snakect®, a face-recognition
device, a language acquisition device — functi@nprbcess a specific type of
stimuli or inputs — e.g., snakes, human facesjnguistic utterances. These
inputs constitute theroper domainof the module. To recognize information
relevant to its proper domain, input has to meettigc conditions in order to
be accepted for further processing. Inputs thatt riieeinput conditions of a
module constitute itgctual domain Sperber argues that the actual and the
proper domain of a module are unlikely ever to toietly co-extensive. Some
items belonging to the proper domain of the modukey fail to satisfy the
domain’s input conditions — a snake may look likpiace of wood. Some
items not belonging to the proper domain of a medoay nevertheless satisfy
its input conditions — a piece of wood may lookelik snake. Figures 1
illustrates this.
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Figure 1: the proper domain (in blue) and the datoeain (in red) of a cognitive module

False negativ False positives

In the case of folksociology, the proper domainpdfnate and ancestral
modules for social categorization consisted in teeognition of group
affiliation of conspecifics. The actual domain bése modules was determined
by whatever (in an individual's bodily appearantoehavior, language, or the
reaction of others to them) provided evidence efrtgroup memberships. The
culturalization of human social groupings mustialiy have consisted in the
elaboration of these cues of group membership.ifgiance, natural sexual
dimorphism was superimposed a cultural gender gimsm. Thus existing
mechanisms for social cognition were presented witturally contrived
superstimuli (just as in the case of face recogmitiuperstimulated with make
up). Cognitively, groups are characterized by wheteeues makes it possible
to identify their members and by the inferences ithéentification affords.

Just as living kinds are categorized both on thesbaf direct experience
and communication, the recognition of social grodpaws on both visual
information and verbal labels, clichés and othepressions of group
membership. (In fact, developmentally, attention \erbal information
precedes attention to perceptual input, even fotatmely “concrete”
categories such as race [Hirschfeld, 1996].) Tispldcement of natural signs
of group membership by more salient cultural sigtogether with
communication about the consequences of group nmsiipemade possible
the construction of novel social groupings, a pssoghich has a self-realizing
character (see Hacking, 1995). If a culture reczamisay, castes as genuine
social categories with distinctive consequencesttieir members, then they
are genuine social categories (although their &stu@ological character may
be misrepresented in the folksociology). Whatewdiucally constructed social
groupings happen to fill, at a given time and plate actual domain of a
social competence module also falls within its grogomain.

3. MODULAR COMPETENCIES AND GROUP-BASED REASONING

To better understand the nature and scope of tliullsocompetence for
naive or folksociology, it is useful to identify drcontrast it with another
evolved, domain-specific capacity for understanahmg behavior of others. In
addition to reasoning about people with respecimtamberships in groups,
humans readily account for the actions of othera &sction unseen mental
states and dispositions. In earlier research, e dapacities had typically
been studied independently, suggesting that thagsent distinct phenomena.
But it has become more common to consider, as Haménd his colleagues
argue, that group-based reasoning in fact reliesth@n same cognitive
mechanisms and processes as person perception f¢@iaand al., 2002;
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Hamilton & Sherman, 1996) and to treat “naive psjoyy” and “naive
sociology” as synonyms.

As already observed, it is now widely accepted thahtalizing (or Theory
of Mind [ToM]) — the capacity to interpret and piedanother’s actions on the
basis of unseen mental states — appears to be cesgpecific modular
capacity (Povinelli & Bering, 2003; Tomaselloand aD03), subserved by a a
special purpose neuro-cognitive module (at leadtumans) (Frith & Frith,
2003; Gallagher & Frith, 2003). Thus, while cultueelikely to elaborate,
highlight or background them, clearly, attributiafsntentional states have an
innate basis. Differences in learning environmelotsiot significantly alter the
development of the abilities to make mental stdtabations, so that, for
example, living in a culture that disprefers atitibns of dispositions and traits
in favor of more interdependent representationself or more communal
practices and ideation does not reduce the indiiglucapacity for such
attributions (Nisbett, 2003; Avis & Harris, 1991).

| further propose that explaining the behavior gfeos in terms of group
membership is also based in a distinct, evolved uleodAlthough less
comprehensive, evidence for a modular device ftks@iology is supported
by several lines of research. The first demondrtitat in spite of considerable
variation in their elaborations across cultures tyipesof social categories that
have been documented vary little. A surprisinghaBmumber of dimensions
of social difference appear to predominate in alltwwes and across all
historical epochs: sex/gender, age, kinship, lagguaspoken, and
race/ethnicity/caste. (For race/ethnicity, imagistudies suggest that the
perception of and reasoning about racial sterestymay involve unique
patterns of neural activation [Phelps and al., 26G0t and al., 2000; Richeson
and al., 2003; Wheeler & Fiske, 2005; Eberhardd520

Not only are these dimensions of social differeremirrently encountered
in a broad range of cultures, their representatigpisally share two important
gualities. On the one hand, they are among the mmpsirtant — most likely to
be attended to, encoded, and recalled — of groeptittes. As we observed
earlier, the ability to classify people over thegpes of categories emerges
quite early, in some important respects duringriofa On the other hand, these
dimensions of social difference are generally lthke a singular mode of
reasoning, namely, essentialism. Psychologicalnéissiem, first theorized by
Medin & Ortony (1989), is the belief that each membf a group is endowed
with a group-specific essence that governs theviddal's development and
behavior (Gelman, 2003; Gelman & Hirschfeld, 1998gx/gender, age,
kinship, language spoken, and race/ethnicity/casgevirtually always, to the
degree that current research permits generalizatissentialized (Prentice &
Miller, 2006; Haslam and al., 2000; Mahalingham999Mclintosh, 2002;
Hirschfeld, 1996). These qualities — wide-spreadirithution, precocious
knowledge about, and the robust development acress different learning
environments — are hallmarks of modular competéhiieschfeld & Gelman,
1994).

A second line of supporting evidence comes froreaesh on stereotyping.
Several studies have shown that the most commaftlydtereotypes are based
in  nonconscious, automatic processes (e.g., sityilajudgments,
categorization formation, within and between catggbiases [Banaji &
Greenwald, 1994; Hilton & von Hippel, 1996], amopnther strategies of
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category-based reasoning under uncertainty). Refeta this discussion is
work demonstrating that even quite young childrensubject to subtle social
biases that develop in significant measure on thin. Children, like adults,
show ingroup favoritism even when membership isebta®n ftrivial
commonalities (Nesdale & Flesser, 2001). Even yathilgiren are susceptible
to stereotype threat (decrements in a person’opeaince on a challenging
task, triggered by priming for stereotypes releviantthe subject’s identity
[Ambady and al., 2001]). Intriguingly the precocsowsusceptibility to
stereotype threat is evident even among children watherwise show little
evidence that the triggered stereotype plays afgignt role in shaping their
daily interactions (Hirschfeld, 1996).

These findings are inconsistent with the widelydhelew that young
children’s early understanding of social categoigesuperficial, either in the
sense of being tethered to surface differenceppearance or in the sense of
reflecting shallow reasoning. For example, youndldobn, according to
conventional wisdom, grasp neither racial nor gendenstancy, instead
believing that superficial and reversible changeskin color actually change
an individual’s racial identity or that superfices$pects of appearance like hair
length clothing determine one’s gender. On thisvyienly as children mature
does their understanding become more adult-likge, grasping that race and
gender are functions of a person’s biological damgin/heritage. In one
important study, Aboud and Skerry (1983) found thhaen Canadian 5-year-
olds were shown pictures of a familiar Anglo-chiidlessed in traditional
Eskimo clothing most agreed that the child had bex&skimo. Semaj (1980)
found a similar pattern of reasoning when he agleohg children whether a
child would change race if he wore a blond wig Bglit make-up.

Against this view, | hypothesized that if reasonaiput social groupings is
governed by a modular device, we would predict fleint developmental
course. Even early representations of social grauqgd then be more theory-
like and less tied to perceptual appearances. Wsitiag the question
(Hirschfeld 1996), | speculated that children magvéh found Aboud &
Skerry's and Semaj’s transformation tasks diffidudicause the changes were
both implausibly abrupt and challenging to integravith preexisting
knowledge about gradual changes typical of fambiatogical processes such
as growth. To rule out this possibility, | askegghoolers whether racial and
other corporeal properties would change in theedntf transformations that
occur over one’s life span and over generatiofuhd that when asked which
property would remain unchanged as a person grewhair and skin color vs.
clothing style and color — even 3-year-olds judgfeat racial properties were
more constant than sartorial ones. When asked wingperty would remain
unchanged as the person grew up, 4-year-olds juttigédacial properties like
skin color were more constant than body build (Wwhikey are not). When
asked which properties would be inherited (i.eg, ifeavy-set parent was black
was he more likely to have a thin, black child traheavy-set white one?),
children’s reasoning was the same. On a differask,tpreschool children,
when asked whether a child would develop raciaperiies matching her birth
parents or those of her adopted parents, showedsistent birth parent bias as
early as 3 years of age. Although these studie® wenducted with North
American and Northern European children, a sinthaory-like representation
of race/ethnicity has been documented by GiméneRlalris for Spanish
preschoolers (2002), by Astuti, Solomon & CareyO@0in their work with
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6-year-olds in Madagascar, and by Mahalingham snshidy of South Asian
preadolescents (1999).

Modular competencies channel children’s attentionspecific kinds of
things (e.g., with folkbiology, nonhuman living @mjsms or with naive
physics, expectations about the movements of a)jed¢h domains like
folksociology, in which cultural input evidently s a significant role, the
modular competence specifies that membership ienéstized groups is
particularly informative, but it does not specifjiish groups are essentialized:
e.g., in contemporary North America it is race, inutontemporary South Asia
it is caste. Relevant groups must be inferred froaftural information
extracted from the flow of everyday social inteiags, and virtually all
accounts assume that children’s cultural competeresilts from their
participation in common cultural experiences. Ois thew, “expert” models
provide frequent and informative input about thenms expectations, and
meanings of the myriad array of social groupingst ttne child encounters.
Thus, it is important for a child growing up in NlorAmerica that she knows
that groups based on a person’s occupation areniggstant than ones based
on his race, whereas the opposite is true in Sasid

Hirschfeld, Bartmess, White & Frith (2007) examinagtistic children’s
grasp and use of common racial and gender steesgtypith an eye toward
testing whether autistic children’s well-documentifficulties in explaining
the behavior of others (Baron-Cohen 1996) is lichit® mentalizing or
whether it also affects explanations based on kge@p membership. The
logic of the study was that if mentalizing, but mbup-based reasoning, is
impaired in children with autism, this would strongupport the hypothesis
that the development of group-based reasoning fisnation of a module
distinct from the module that governs mentaliziige found that 6-year-old
(MVA) autistic children with impaired ToM and norind-year-olds (who do
not have fully articulated ToM) are as likely toeusommon racial and gender
stereotypes as normally developing or ToM unimphiaitistic 6-year-old
children. In a task in which the child could usthei group-based or low-order
mentalistic reasoning (within the competence ohhotpaired autistic 6-year-
olds and normal 3-year-olds) to explain anotheekavior, 6-year-old (MVA)
autistic children with impaired ToM and normal 3ay®lds were more likely
to use group-based explanations than unimpairedtiaubnd normal 6-year-
olds. In sum, children lacking fully developed Toshowed a more robust
folksociology than children whose ToM is fully adiated, suggesting that
folksociology is not only a function of a distintiodule but a more precocious
one.

These findings support the modular device hyposhdsit they also speak
to a second issue, more directly on point heretwbd of social experience is
necessary to develop normative group-based reasoskills? Autistic
children’s social interactions are by definitiontneormal. If significant
engagement with the flow of everyday social life necessary, as social
learning theory holds, why are autistic childrenasiept atearning common
racial and gender stereotypes? Even if we assuweryarobust ability for
associative learning — one, for example, with whésken autistic children’s
experience of mother’s baking cakes and father's/img lawn is sufficient to
learn common gender stereotypes — it does not iexplatistic children’s
unimpaired acquisition ofracial stereotypes. A capacity for empirical
generalizations based on associative learning moll do to explain why
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autistic children believe — as our study found at thlacks are less honest,
dirtier, and less successful academically thaneshiThese stereotypes are not
true. Unguided observation alone is insufficienlt@al learning, rather than
being a function of redundant encounters with caltunformation gained
through everyday social experience, is a functibaroas-yet-not-understood
system for identifying cultural norms. In any evemhe most plausible
hypothesis is that acquisition is subserved by alutew competence that
channels attention to appropriate input. In thisecanput about which social
groups are essentialized (see below).

What about the role of pedagogical models in agcggiknowledge of
group-based reasoning? Folk wisdom holds that I(a@ly experience-near)
models are especially important: “The acorn doddalbfar from the tree” or
“as the twig is bent, so grows the tree.” The clsldeen as a largely passive
observer; what counts is the degree of exposureléwant input and who the
model is. Parents and teachers are presumed ke edst informative sources
of information. As intuitive as this may seem, foany cultural domains
(Maccoby 2000; Harris 1998), and racial attitudegarticular, it is not the
case (Bigler, 2004; Aboud, 2003). Parents and tactvildly overestimate
their influence in shaping children’s beliefs (clhén and parents’ racial
attitudes show virtually no relationship, one te tther).

On reflection, this is unsurprising: children netxd develop culturally
normative understandings; accordingly they shottiehd to input that reflect
the community’s beliefs and practices. Relying oarses that are too local —
say, a particular family tradition or a particutaacher’s image of the world —
risks relying on input that may be outside communibrms. The issue can be
cast as one of sampling. The child needs to identliable sources of
information and hence needs to be biased agaimgilisey too narrowly. In the
case of the very young child, whose range of entepsnis limited, it often
means attending to — privileging — less frequemthcountered sources of
information over more frequently encountered ones.

As illustration, consider how the child develops atent. In the typical
case, it seems straightforward; the child models deeent on that of her
parents or other important care-givers. When tleallmodel, however, is not
the best source — e.g., young children of nonnajpeakers — giving priority to
a local model would lead to inappropriate accertn(fthe perspective of the
broader language community). In fact, young childogé nonnative speakers
do not speak with the accents of their parentsy Tleelop normative speech
patterns (Hirschfeld, 1996; Harris, 1998). Presugnéiiis occurs because the
local sources of linguistic information are disctadhrelative to less local and
less frequently encountered sources. Somehow fie latows to sample the
broader speech community in acquiring an accent.

If the modular device hypothesis is correct, wehhignd sampling biases
in many domains. Relevant here is whether a samgdias is used in the
acquisition of group-based reasoning. A study Iduated speaks to the point.
That study examined the processes by which child@me to endorse a
culture-specific strategy for attributing racialerdity in North America, a
system of inference called the one-drop of blodd (Hirschfeld, 1996). On
the rule, any person with traceable black ancastgjassified black. Children
were shown pictures of an interracial couple ak@@go judge the appearance
of their offspring from three drawings, one depigtia black child, another a
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white child, and another a child with intermedifgatures (made by morphing
the black and white drawings). By early adolescembite children endorsed
the one-drop rule, judging that the child wouldKdadack. Black adolescents,
in contrast, judged that the couple’'s child woulé mixed. On one
interpretation, children’s judgments reflect a teat of their local, family
environment, namely the subject’s race. A secoterpnetation would be that
their judgments derive from a normative communitgwy reflecting biased
attention to a community-wide standard. The inigialdy did not allow us to
distinguish between the two interpretations sinlge white subjects were
drawn from a predominantly white community and tilack subjects were
drawn from a community with a large minority pogida. However, when we
included white subjects living in the community kvila large minority
population in the analysis, we were able to disggleathe two interpretations.
Unlike their counterparts in the majority communiyhite children from the
mixed race community judged, as had black childfeom the same
community, that mixed race couple’s child would Homixed. In short,
predictions of how the child would respond were enaccurately assessed by
looking to the community in which the child livasyt by his race — by looking
to the wider cultural environment rather than thererlocal one.

4, WHY DO WE NEED A FOLKSOCIOLOGY?

Social reasoning makes use of a variety of skiid eompetencies and is
markedly cultural., | have argued that reasoningualihe motivations and
actions of others is subserved by two distinct nhesluone that governs
reasoning about persons through attributions oftahestates and traits, and a
second that governs reasoning about persons ineviof their status as
members of groups. Both modules are exploited wllyy although
folksociology appears linked to more elaboratellfural treatments than does
ToM. What explains the development of two distineddules that seem to
accomplish much the same task? Why does each madpleort different
degrees of cultural exploitation? Answers to bothegtions turn on the
evolution of these two modules, particularly theksathey performed and the
reasons performing them represents an adaptatiooniitions in the ancestral
environment.

Both modules illustrate the dynamic interaction wesn an innate
predisposition and ambient environmental exemptaesy do not explain how
cultural variation in human groupings emerges. Ta$1 important to
establishing tracking individuals and their comnatrh to joint endeavors,
predicting transgressions to such commitments, deetloping strategies for
maximum exploitation. In some respects folksociglogrovides the
wherewithal to do precisely what ToM does bestividdiate persons. Sorting
people into groups is heightened by heuristicsntreke individuation difficult,
the most familiar being the so-called other radectf People are generally
better at discriminating individuals of their owace over individuals of
another race. Previous research suggested thatwiss learned and that
younger children were equally capable of discritintamembers of their own
and other races (Lindsay and al.,, 1991). Recentkwdowever, has
documented the other-race effect in 3-month-oldritg, strongly suggesting
that a significant innate structure is involvedri@agoli & de Schonen, 2004).

Arguably, however, the most persistent consequemde cultural
partitionings of the social world is the cognitikgpresentations that subserve
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intergroup hostility and violence. So closely corted are group-based
reasoning and intergroup conflict that it is getigraccepted that the former is
the cognitive system that supports the latter: Becgve hostility to members
of other groups provides protection against outgrpredation somewhat like
unreflective fear of snakes provides protectioniregasnake bites. The
prevalence of stereotyping (Levine & Campbell, 19THe ease with which it
and other forms of intergroup biases emerge (Abol@B8), and their
incorrigible automaticity (Banaji & Greenwald, 199ilton & von Hippel,
1996; Tajfel, 1981) all lend support to this hypsis. Evolutionarily, the
cognitive system that subserves intraspecies,grdap hostility is a fairly
ancient one; chimps and other primates engage gnifisant intergroup
violence (Wrangham & Peterson, 1996), that depeowlsthe ability to
distinguish members of the ingroup from those dfjmups.

There are several reasons to be hesitant in homterpret these findings.
First, group-based judgments may be less autonatieast in terms of target
populations than previous research suggests. Knyz8asmides & Tooby
(2001) provide evidence demonstrating that theesuiglity for group-based
classifications may have evolved to facilitate egdis coalition building (with
no violent valence) rather than fixed outgroup dpiper se. Secongacethe
argument that group-based biases are a result adaptation against outgroup
predation, developmental research has establishad ingroup favoritism
precedes outgroup enmity (Aboud, 2003). Studieagu#iie minimal group
paradigm — a task used to demonstrate that indilgdiavor members of their
“ingroup” regardless of whether there is a motidatbasis for group
membership or whether there is any face-to-facéacomwith other members of
the ingroup — do not reveal outgroup enmity, omlgroup favoritism. The
latter does not steel individuals against outgrqunedation at all, and
presumably could not have evolved in response to it

Against the protection-against-predation hypothedis propose that
folksociology evolved from a predisposition to emdahe scope of ingroups
through an inclusionary heuristic rather than cadctstits scope through
exclusionary biases (Hirschfeld, 2001). Our anasdived in small, nomadic
groups, whose size, unlike that of nonhuman prisjat&s not constrained by
cognitive factors: in a number of nonhuman soqgacges, group size can be
predicted by knowing the size of the neocortex (arn 1992), whereas the
population size of early Homo sapiens bands is iderebly smaller than
would be predicted by the same technique (Dunb@®3)L This disjunction
between human and other social species suggestsuiman band populations
were constrained either by noncognitive, exogendastors or that
coresidential bands are not the entity on whichgize of the neocortex is a
constrained. Perhaps the relevant population essdcwith the human band is
systematically larger than the band itself.

Elsewhere | proposed that the latter makes morseséirschfeld, 2002),
since, among other things, little evidence suggistisexogenous factors, such
as carrying capacity prior to the modern era, caistd population size
(Sahlins, 1972). Human groups have always includegiduals who were not
members of the residential band, either becausgdups” episodically split
into smaller groups to better exploit the environimer because “ingroups”
include members who are never coresidential, ssobxtended kin networks
or trade partners. Neanderthals engaged in sudtaiakhough modest-
distance, intergroup trade (Gibson, 1996); andagdyt since the emergence of
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early modern humans, commitment to long-distandergnoup trade and
intergroup specialization is well established (@es&ll & Schwartz, 2000;
Horan and al., 2005).

From this and other evidence, | argue that folkdogy evolved as an
adaptation to facilitate the integration of infregtly encountered individuals
(and groups) whose language and artifacts (paatiguiclothing and other
decoration) may well have differed from those @& thsidential ingroup. That
is to say, it is plausible that the proper domdifotksociology was a cognitive
adaptation that readily included in the ingrouplérgoartners, wife “takers”,
non-resident specialists, etc. — individuals whegstained relations with the
ingroup (residential band) were crucial. It accasid this task by creating a
cognitive principle of inclusion — shared group eese — that would
incorporate nonresidential individuals into the rmgp. This susceptibility
plausibly evolved in an ancestral environment inicivhresources were
generally abundant and intergroup competition wew. | However, as
technologies of ecological, political, and econoemploitation accompanying
more permanent settlements and the increase iderg&l group population,
an adaptation to incorporate became a device fppating group-based
exclusion. The same essentialist reasoning thatved the incorporation of
unfamiliars in the ingroup in virtue of a sharedtaiive essence, served as a
cognitive strategy for disincorporating familiargad exploitable resources.

5. CONCLUSIONS

The focus here has been on the cognitive founaatd folksociology,
but the hope is that the discussion will shed lightthe cognitive foundations
of cultural phenomena more generally. The poindeparture is Sperber’s
(1995) theoretical framework that explains suchnoimeena not by identifying
their meanings (cultural significance) but by idgtng how and why they
become widely distributed and stable. Linking owplanations of cultural
phenomena to a modular view of cognitive architectuas the advantage of
linking such explanations to plausible cognitiverss. Explanations that rest
on domain-general learning, whether they are adsoefrkinship, folkbiology,
or color naming, remain popular but largely uncoging. On Sperber’'s
approach, a broad repertoire of cognitive compéésnia dynamic interaction
with environment underlies (aspects of) the productand distribution of
cultural phenomena. The claim is that the operatibrihese competencies
permits — indeed enables — the cultural exploitatibrepresentations and other
phenomena that may otherwise have little cultuaétnce.

That domain-general processes play a role in tegildition of cultural
phenomena is not doubted. Analogical reasoningnddmental to the creation
of the networks of resonance that cultural tradgidamously construct — the
“weaving of webs of meaning” as Geertz (1973) afglyned them. The way
in which this happens is poorly understood, in gamehsure because unlike
analogies thatevealparallel structures in otherwise distinct domairsuch as
anger and hydraulic pressure [Lakoff, 1987] — galtanalogies seem toeate
parallels. Nonetheless, given the current stateresiearch, the modular
organization of human cognitive abilities remaine thost comprehensive and
compelling account of how both the recurrence aréhbility in cultural forms
is secured.
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