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Introduction

The past decade has seen repeated calls to strengthen the links between the study of

culture in sociology—hereafter referred to as “cultural analysis”—and social psychology

(Collett & Lizardo, 2014; Dimaggio & Markus, 2010). Analysts have noted that the divide

between the two fields no longer makes much thematic or practical sense, given convergent

perspectives on the nature of culture and mind and the nature of explanation. From the now

mutually informing perspectives, cultural analysts and social psychologists are in the shared

business of providing explanations linking cultural meanings and action at multiple analytic

scales, from the micro to the meso to the macro. The rise of culture and cognition studies in

sociology as a subspecialty in its own right has facilitated this convergence (Cerulo et al.,

2021; Kaidesoja et al., 2022), as sociologists now commonly refer to and use social

psychological constructs like schemas, identities, and frames in their explanatory efforts

(Hunzaker, 2016; Hunzaker & Valentino, 2019; Miles, 2014). Conversely, social psychologists

seek to connect processual analyses of action and interaction at the micro-level with the

broader distribution of cultural meanings in groups, networks, and institutions (Burke &

Stets, 2015; Ridgeway, 2011).

Nevertheless, much of the synthetic work done so far has been high-level and mainly

concentrated on either noting high-level analytic convergences or arguing for how a focus

on social psychological processes can help refine the explanatory efforts of cultural analysts

(Collett & Lizardo, 2014; Dimaggio & Markus, 2010). A less explored avenue has been

whether focusing on social psychological processes can help solve or clarify perennial

problems in cultural analysis. This chapter focuses on one such problem: how internalized

cultural meanings and frameworks link—or fail to connect, for that matter—to action. This

is an outstanding issue in cultural analysis, usually glossed under the “cultural depth”

problem, which has yet to be given a satisfactory solution (Sewell, 1992; Swidler, 2001b). I
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show that focusing on four core social psychological constructs—knowledge activation, the

link between identity prominence, implicit knowledge, and third-order knowledge—can help

us better conceptualize how people internalize culture in sharper and more generative ways.

Specifically, I show that the interplay between the four social psychological processes helps

us theorize when we should expect internalized culture to be strongly or weakly coupled

with action. Importantly, linking social psychological constructs to the problem of

internalization and “depth” in cultural analysis highlights how a satisfactory explanation of a

given phenomenon requires linking dynamics across multiple levels of analysis, from the

micro to the meso to the macro.

Before we begin, the reader might be skeptical about whether we can disaggregate

cultural dynamics at multiple analytic levels. After all, the traditional culture concept

inherited from anthropology has been criticized for conceptualized culture as if it were in

Gary Alan Fine’s (1979, p. 733) memorable words, “an amorphous, indescribable mist which

swirls around society members.” Two decades later, Ann Swidler (2000) echoed the same

sentiment, noting that culture continued to be treated as some “mist” that envelops persons

and contexts, is both everywhere and nowhere, but also somehow manages (somehow) to

get inside people, and influences their action. Most cultural theorists understand the

problems that beset this conceptualization of culture, but the optimal solutions are few and

far between (Ghaziani, 2009).

Recent theoretical and methodological work in cultural analysis has focused on

disaggregating cultural dynamics across distinct levels (Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014;

Rinaldo & Guhin, 2022). Notably, both Lizardo (2017) and Patterson (2014) analytically

separate cultural processes located at the “public” macro-level of institutions, codes, and

widely shared cultural worldviews from the “personal” micro-level where culture is

internalized and mobilized by individuals in cognitive, affective, and interactional processes.

For their part, Rinaldo & Guhin (2022) analytically isolated “meselovel” cultural processes

located in specific organizational and recurrent situational settings, standing in between

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/fvPS/?locator=733&noauthor=1
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widely shared and pervasive macro-level public culture and micro-level cultural dynamics. As

we will see, social psychological processes are crucial in linking cultural dynamics across

these levels, particularly micro-level cognition and affect with situational and institutional

processes.

Having distinguished between culture at multiple analytic levels, the rest of the

chapter unfolds as follows. In the next section, I outline the most influential model of how

culture links to action in cultural sociology, developed by Ann Swidler, detailing its strengths

and limitations. I then point to fundamental ambiguities in Swidler’s model that revolve

around the issue of cultural depth. I then draw on selected insights from culture and

cognition studies and contemporary social psychology, showing that incorporating their

associated meso and micro-level constructs and distinctions can help us develop a better and

more explanatorily coherent model of how culture is internalized, one that genuinely links

social psychological and cultural dynamics at all three levels of analysis. I conclude by

pointing to some implications of the arguments in the chapter.

Swidler’s Model of Culture in Action
A vital issue in cultural analysis is whether culture becomes a causal factor in social

action as an internalized force “from the inside-out” (Strauss & Quinn, 1997; Vaisey, 2008)

or as part of the external environment; “from the outside-in” (Swidler, 2001a). Essentially,

this is a problem of the preponderance of “bottom-up” or “top-down” causation in the link

between culture and action (Archer, 1996). Are micro-mechanisms connected to internalized

cultural meanings and beliefs more critical than meso-level situational mechanisms or

macro-level institutional processes?

One of the most persuasive arguments for the causal role of culture in action from

the outside-in has been put forth by Swidler (1986, 2001a, 2001b). In one of the most recent

statements (Swidler, 2001a, pp. 160–180), Swidler argues that culture is most relevant to the

explanation of action when it is constitutive of the external environment regardless of how

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/u3Vg5+Y1eqx
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj
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“deeply” the culture has been internalized or held, either as a normative commitment or as a

conceptual presupposition. The most common external forms of culture are public “codes,”

“contexts,” and “institutions.” Swidler thus provides a powerful skeptical counterpoint

against equating the causal power of culture with the cognitive-emotional “depth” at which it

has been internalized by actors (C. Smith, 2003; Spiro, 1987; Vaisey & Lizardo, 2016). In this

respect, Swidler’s approach focuses decidedly on the meso-level, looking at such dynamics as

the extent to which specific cultural codes (e.g., dress codes, calendrical holidays, gendered

styles of self-presentation) are institutionalized and taken-for-granted and shared as “third

order” knowledge (Swidler, 2001a, p. 160ff). Micro-mechanisms connected to affective

commitment to cultural ideas and proximity to identity—the traditional conception of “deep

internalization”—are given a lesser role.

Despite the apparent promise of Swidler’s meso-level outside-in approach, the

concept of cultural depth remains too convenient a foil and an underdeveloped explanatory

resource in her account, meaning that the micro-mechanisms of cultural internalization and

expression are not well-specified. In Swidler’s rendering, the notion of “depth” refers to the

degree to which available cultural understandings have become an inherent, pervasive

component of a person’s cultural endowment, corresponding to the micro-level notion of

“internalization” in classical cultural theory (Lizardo, 2021a; e.g., Parsons, 1951). As Swidler

(2001a: 160) has noted, “[o]ur usual metaphors for thinking about culture’s influence involve

‘depth.’ Some culture is deeper, more embedded, closer to the core of a society or a self.”

For Swidler, the conceptual metaphor of depth invites the (misleading) inference “that the

deeper the culture—either deeply internalized in the self or deeply embedded in society—the

more powerfully it will affect action.” One of the primary goals of Swidler’s intervention is

to force us to reexamine this automatic equation of depth with the level of influence culture

is presumed to have on action.

Swidler’s main proposal is that externalized culture in the form of codes, contexts,

and institutions can modulate action from the-outside-in regardless of the “depth” at which

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/7MM9Y+zk2lG+tJWze
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=160ff
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3zoFI+CcOG8/?prefix=e.g.%2C,
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it has been internalized; the meso (and macro) level trumps micro-level processes. Because

of this, we do not need to use “depth” to explain how culture works. Instead, people can

take cultural conventions, rituals, and public expectations as taken-for-granted objectified

and sedimented realities, revealing the more plausible courses of action available to them;

this is the standard macro-level process of institutionalization (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). For

instance, public codes (modes of dress, widespread norms) constrain action from the

outside-in when the public meaning of a possible course of action (or inaction) is widely

shared by others, creating what the philosopher John Searle (2003, p. 170) calls

“desire-independent reasons” for the performance of an action, without requiring deep

internalization of a normative commitment to that line of activity.

To take a variation of one of Swidler’s favorite examples, the existence of holidays like

Mother’s Day, reproduced via shared macro-level cultural expectations and common

knowledge about others’ expectations, creates perceived external pressure for people who

live far away from their parents to call their mother, regardless of whether they feel like it or

not. Failure to call on Mother’s Day has desire-independent semiotic import; not calling

“means” you do not appreciate your mother, regardless of your actual feelings. The result is

that most people make the call on Mother’s Day, independently of how deeply they have

internalized the meanings of Mother’s Day as personal values. Culture has the same effects

for those who have internalized calling on Mother’s Day as a “deep” norm and for those

who have not. In this type of case, which Swidler takes as paradigmatic, the causal effect of

culture on action comes from what public codes mean to others (possibly about us), not what

they mean to us (Correll et al., 2017). Thus, regardless of your stance towards an institution

or set of codes, your actions will carry meanings independently of those feelings or stances, and

this consideration will be decisive in the course of action you take. Culture works like a

traffic light rather than an internal engine, directing us hither and thither from the outside.

Rethinking the Role of micro-level Dynamics in Cultural Explanation

Even though Swidler’s model privileges macro and meso-level “outside-in”

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/VIgKy
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/rAQAN/?locator=170&noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/oV9gv
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mechanisms in cultural explanation, it would be a mistake to think this is because a coherent

conception of how culture can operate from the inside-out at the micro-level is lacking in her

account (as suggested by C. Smith, 2003, pp. 133–134). Instead, Swidler’s extended argument

contains a more or less coherent formulation of how culture can operate as an internalized

force at the micro-level, going beyond the limitations of classical attempts to develop one in

American Sociology. Accordingly, one of Swidler’s main contributions has been to provide a

more variegated conceptualization of how people use internalized culture than that inherited

from the functionalist tradition (e.g., Parsons, 1937, 1951).

Swidler’s point is not that people cannot internalize culture because of memory

limitations—as Martin (2010) once intimated. Instead, her point is that pure inside-out

mechanisms are insufficient to account for the most interesting behavioral outcomes.

According to Swidler, people internalize a lot of culture, but typically, this trove of

internalized culture is causally inert compared to the power of extra-personal culture

(Swidler, 2001b). In this way, Swidler uses the “inside-out” conception of culture internalized

by people to ultimately support the “outside-in” argument as the main explanatory game in

town. For Swidler, the classical story is limited because it conflates questions of cultural

acquisition, learning, and exposure (“internalization”) with questions of cultural process (the

way culture “works”) and questions of cultural effects on action (Swidler, 2001b). In the

classical account, either culture is internalized as deeply held beliefs and affectively-laden

understandings—thus playing a role in action—or it fails to be internalized and, therefore,

does not influence action. The only way people can fail to use culture in action is if they do

not have it available in the first place; this can happen via “faulty” or “incomplete”

internalization. Because the external cultural system is conceived as systematic and coherent,

it is presumed that people have no choice but to use the culture they internalized, as the

internalization of a fragmentary or incoherent cultural system is thought of as a pathological

state. The classical approach led to an empirical program in which analysts compared whole

“groups” or “societies,” that presumably internalized distinct normatively or value systems

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/zk2lG/?locator=133-134&prefix=as%20suggested%20by
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/Wv8mT+3zoFI/?prefix=e.g.%2C,
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/NMD1p
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/NMD1p
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(Inkeles, 1969; Parsons, 1951; Schwartz, 2012). Differences in typical action patterns across

societies or historical eras were traced to differences in distinct value configurations and

institutionalized norms at the macro-level of the social system.

Swidler goes beyond the functionalist legacy in three significant ways. First, external

cultural systems at the macro-level, namely, the public reservoirs of cultural understandings,

beliefs, and symbols potentially available for internalization, are not coherent, systematic

wholes. Instead, even within the same “society,” culture comprises fragmentary and only

loosely coherent meso-level domains (DiMaggio, 1997; Rinaldo & Guhin, 2019; Sewell,

2005). This situation is hardly a pathological or dysfunctional state because the

internalization of loosely coherent cultural systems at the micro-level, rather than being a

roadblock to the use of culture to forge lines of action, provides people with much-needed

flexibility and leeway to deal with practical and interactional problems in everyday life as they

arise (Swidler, 2001a). Empirically, this implies that cross-individual (or even

within-individual across situations) and cross-group comparisons within the same society are

as analytically central as the cross-societal or historical comparisons inspired by classical

functionalism (Harding, 2010).

Second, Swidler separates the issue of cultural internalization from the question of

“strength of commitment” to those internalized cultural elements. Indeed, people can and

do deeply internalize micro-level beliefs and understandings through “faith, commitment,

and ideological conviction” (Swidler, 2001a, p. 7). Nevertheless, people also internalize many

cultural elements to which they are not deeply committed. In this respect, “[p]eople vary in

the ‘stance’ they take toward [the] culture [they have internalized]—how seriously versus

lightly they hold it” (italics added). This variation is of crucial analytical importance. Some

people are Parsonian “true believers,” deeply committed to the cultural stances they have

internalized as part of their upbringing and social experience. Yet, for a great many others,

the stance toward the culture they have internalized is more likely to range from ritualistic

adherence to repeated expression of platitudes and clichés taken to be “common sense” to

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3zoFI+OxHtF+iJe0r
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/pcYhL+updGp+A4H6M
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/pcYhL+updGp+A4H6M
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indifference, cynicism, and even insincere affirmation (Swidler, 2001a, pp. 43–44). For most

people, superficially internalized culture, thus, takes the form of familiarity with

well-established beliefs, norms, and cultural practices. While this superficial culture does not

elicit deeply held private acts of commitment, it may elicit public acts of conformity, thus

having a causal effect on action uncorrelated with the depth of internalization. Because

deeply internalizing culture is complex and labor-intensive and superficially internalizing

culture is easy, people carry around more superficially internalized culture than deeply

internalized elements. Moreover, even “true believers” can only be so committed to a

relatively small subset of the culture they have internalized. The same person who behaves as

a true believer in one realm (e.g., “marriage”) may shift stances and act more like a superficial

conformist in another (e.g., “business”). Most people thus change from deep to shallow

cultural stances as they move across settings, domains, and situations in everyday life.

Third, Swidler separates questions of cultural availability from questions of use. The

critical observation here is that people “know much more culture than they use” (Swidler,

2001a, p. 160), meaning there is no one-to-one mapping between internalization and use.

People don’t use much of the culture they have internalized, so use is not a direct function of

internalization processes. For Swidler, constraints on cultural use in the functionalist

tradition were mainly “social-psychological.” People were forced to use the culture they had

deeply internalized after a history of socialization because this culture functioned as a

pervasive motivational force; not utilizing the culture was associated with both internal

sanctions (in the form of guilt) and external sanctions from significant others and

institutionalized authorities (Wrong, 1961).

Differently from functionalism, constraints on cultural use in Swidler’s model are

pragmatic: People select the culture they use from a more extensive (and not necessarily

globally coherent) repertoire of potentially available options depending on external

conditions (DiMaggio, 1997; Vaisey, 2008). These last take the form of recurrent

problem-solving situations brought forth by specific institutional arrangements or elicited by

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=43-44%20
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=160
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=160
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4a1gc
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/Y1eqx+pcYhL
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strongly structured interaction contexts (Gross, 2009). Availability and proficiency are

arguably the only inside-out mechanisms Swidler gives some partial autonomy. According to

Swidler, “[t]he cultural repertoire a person has available constrains the strategies…[they] can

pursue so that people tend to construct strategies of action around things they are already

good at” (Swidler, 2001a, p. 7). In this way, Swidler’s conceptualization of culture from the

inside-out at the micro-level leads, in an analytically elegant fashion, to meso-level outside-in

mechanisms as having an explanatory prevalence in the explanation of action.

Ambiguities in Swidler’s Model

Swidler’s “outside-in” model is a significant advance over classical models of the

causal role of culture in action as emanating exclusively from the inherent “motivational

force” of deeply internalized commitments (Lizardo & Strand, 2010). That said, Swidler’s

outside-in model suffers from at least two pivotal sets of ambiguities, which limit its potential

to provide a unified account of the relevant empirical phenomena.

First, Swidler does not specify which type of internalized “cultural elements” the

outside-in argument applies to, with the implication being that the argument covers all

cultural elements capable of being internalized. However, as has been noted by other analysts

in cognitive sociology and anthropology (Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014; Strauss & Quinn,

1997), “culture,” even at the personal level, is a motley notion referring to a panoply of

internalized beliefs, norms, values, frames, narratives, schemas, practices, skills, and the like

(for a recent discussion of this issue in sociology, see C. Smith, 2016). Swidler acknowledges

that culture can be internalized in multiple ways, sometimes speaking of “understandings,”

“beliefs,” “conceptions,” and “worldviews,” and on other occasions speaking of “skills,”

“habits,” “strategies,” and “capacities.” However, because this implicit distinction is never

explicitly elaborated, Swidler mixes differently internalized modalities of what Strauss and

Quinn (1997) and Lizardo (2017) call “personal culture.” By resorting to the over-generalized

notion of “cultural elements,” Swidler introduces critical ambiguities in the model due to a

reliance on an implicit culture concept that is never fully explained.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/usj44
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=7
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/vJwLJ
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Second, the concept of “cultural depth,” while better developed than classical

notions, remains under-theorized and under-specified. As a result, it is unclear what Swidler

is trying to get at when arguing that some cultural elements are either deeply or superficially

held. As such, Swidler operates with a largely implicit, or “folk” theory of cultural depth

(Sewell, 1992), or what in contemporary psychological anthropology is still called cultural

“internalization” or “enculturation” (Lizardo, 2021a; Quinn et al., 2018; Strauss & Quinn,

1997). However, it remains unclear what precisely this dimension refers to, especially in1

terms of empirical and conceptual criteria, in considering a cultural element to be “deeply”

versus “superficially” internalized (Miles, 2014). Due to the first ambiguity, it is also unclear

whether the criteria for counting something as “deeply” versus “superficially” held are

presumed to be the same for all internalized cultural elements. Ultimately, a coherent theory

of the effects of culture on action requires clarifying what is meant by the depth dimension of

culture.

I propose a reconceptualization and elaboration of the notion of cultural depth that

resolves these two problems. I suggest a more differentiated account of how people

internalize culture to deal with the first ambiguity. To deal with the second ambiguity, I

develop analytically distinct models of cultural depth and levels of internalization for each

type, linking dynamics at multiple analytic levels. As such, this chapter advances theory and

research in cultural analysis by linking recently developed understandings of how culture is

internalized (Lizardo, 2017, 2021a; Patterson, 2014; Quinn et al., 2018) with a novel, more

refined conceptualization of cultural depth.

Incorporating Social Psychological Mechanisms

Two Modes of Internalized Culture

1 In sociology, the term “internalization,” as a micro-level mechanisms accounting for how people became
acquainted with cultrural patterns at the meso and macroleves, fell into disrepute with the rejection of the functionalist
theory of socialization, something that Swidler's work (e.g., 1986) had a big hand on. This does not mean that cultural
analysis in general, or Swidler's model in particular, can do without some version of this notion (Guhin et al., 2021).

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/nIJSi
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/u3Vg5+BO5bP+CcOG8
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/u3Vg5+BO5bP+CcOG8
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12

Recent efforts in cultural theory insist on distinguishing between two broad types of

internalized cultural elements at the micro-level (Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014). These

analysts propose that different forms of internalized culture operate according to other

principles, with people acquiring and connecting them to their experience in distinct ways

(analytically and empirically). Because micro-level personal culture does not operate from the

inside-out in just one way, Swidler’s arguments concerning the muted explanatory status of

inside-out mechanisms can apply to one form of personal culture but may not apply to the

other. For instance, culture internalized as declarative conceptions, beliefs, or norms could be

less relevant than external codes or conventions in explaining action without the argument

applying to non-declarative competencies, skills, and know-how. The

declarative/non-declarative distinction, borrowed from the cognitive psychology of memory

systems, has been central to recent theoretical, empirical, and methodological contributions

to cultural analysis (Cerulo, 2018; e.g., Lizardo, 2017; Patterson, 2014; Rinaldo & Guhin,

2019). I will argue that Swidler’s main propositions do not apply to these two types of

cultural elements in the same way and that, therefore, a model of culture in action that

exclusively privileges outside-in mechanisms, especially one disallowing the independent role

of nondeclarative culture to operate from the inside-out, faces severe explanatory limitations.

Declarative Culture

Following Lizardo (2017), I refer to internalized cultural understandings that can be

expressed or externalized explicitly in talk and discourse as declarative culture. The primary

symbolic medium through which people are exposed to declarative culture is thus spoken or

written language (Tomasello, 2005). However, other public non-linguistic semiotic systems

(e.g., audiovisual codes, iconic symbols, ritual performance, and the like) may also serve as a

conduit for its transmission and internalization. Declarative culture thus comprises the total

stock of “know-thats” stored in a “semantic” (and when including auto-biographical life

experience “episodic”) memory system (Patterson, 2014, p. 11), thus making up (lay or folk)

knowledge in the phenomenological sense (Berger & Luckmann, 1966).

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4XRoO+poDND
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4XRoO+poDND+sihLC+A4H6M/?prefix=e.g.%2C,,,
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4XRoO+poDND+sihLC+A4H6M/?prefix=e.g.%2C,,,
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/gwf7I
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/poDND/?locator=11
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/VIgKy
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In its semantic form, declarative knowledge is experienced as “impersonal” and thus

capable of being stated as propositions about the “world,” at varying degrees of abstraction,

without necessary reference to individual experience (e.g., “in the United States, doing well in

school leads to better jobs”). However, as Swidler notes, this cultural knowledge can also be

“personalized” by individuals when linked to their auto-biography and used to construct and

make sense of experience (e.g., “If I do well in school, I will get a good job”). In the limiting

case, previously impersonal declarative culture can become so personalized as to become

part of an individual’s self-identity as an “owned” attitude, worldview, belief, or value (Swidler,

2001a, p. 87) strongly linked to self-identity and autobiography (e.g., “I’ve been successful in

life because of my commitment to hard work”). This micro-level link between internalized

cultural knowledge and self-identity is an essential way social psychological mechanisms can

help shed light on what cultural sociologists mean by “deeply” internalized culture.

As emphasized in contemporary dual-process models in sociology (Lizardo et al.,

2016), declarative culture is accessed in a deliberate (“slow”), linear fashion (as in the

construction of life narratives or motivational justifications). It can be used for reasoning,

evaluation, judgment, and categorization tasks. In using declarative culture to guide action,

people are aware of applying deliberative criteria or “rules” or linking particular means to

well-specified and consciously conceived goals (Parsons, 1937). Declarative culture is also

involved in the chaining together of a series of cultural chunks (as in the “logical logic” of

deductive reasoning) to produce a judgment (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011). Examples

of such judgments are evaluating actions (of self or others) as proper or improper (e.g., moral

judgment) or deciding that a given object or person belongs to a specific category (e.g., social

inference). People also use declarative culture when producing “offline” justifications for

their public stances and commitments, spinning out vocabularies of motive and generating

justificatory rationalizations for their actions (Mills, 1940), publicly reporting on their

normative commitments, deliberating about different courses of action, or forming explicit

expectations about their future projects (Swidler, 2001a; Vaisey, 2008, 2009).

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=87
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=87
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/itdfZ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/itdfZ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/Wv8mT
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GYtD1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4qX7Y
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj+e9vXL+Y1eqx
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Nondeclarative Culture

On the other hand, people may internalize culture via a “slow learning” pathway in

the form of implicit cognitive-emotive associations and dispositions built from repeated

long-term exposure to consistent patterns in experience (Lizardo 2017). This culture retains

little detail of each exposure episode, keeping only the abstract experiential structure shared

across each episode. The resulting knowledge produced by this enculturation process is not

structured according to logical links among explicit symbolic elements but by associative

linkages based on patterns of physical and perceptual similarity and spatial and temporal

contiguity (E. R. Smith & DeCoster, 2000; Strack & Deutsch, 2004). This form of cultural

knowledge comprises the total number of “know-hows” stored in a “procedural” or

“associative” memory system; accordingly, I refer to it as nondeclarative culture (Patterson, 2014,

p. 11).

The internalization and use of nondeclarative culture differ from its declarative

counterpart in analytically essential ways. In terms of the mechanisms of internalization,

people can only acquire nondeclarative culture via slow learning (habituation and enskilment)

mechanisms after a relatively large number of repeated exposures; this differs from

declarative understandings and beliefs, which may be acquired via fast memory binding even

after a single experience (E. R. Smith & DeCoster, 2000). Furthermore, nondeclarative

culture may be internalized without explicit symbolic mediation directly via experiential

correlations or manipulation of the body (Bourdieu, 1980/1990; Cohen & Leung, 2009); this

differs from the bulk of declarative culture, which generally requires interaction mediated via

linguistic symbols to be internalized and expressed. Nondeclarative culture is stored as a

complex multimodal and multidimensional network of associations between many

subsymbolic elements (Arseniev-Koehler & Foster, 2020), each of which has a close link to

experience; this differs from declarative culture, which can be internalized in relatively

abstract linguistic formats removed from direct experience (Bloch, 1991). Finally,

nondeclarative culture has the potential to be accessed and deployed, ultimately affecting

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/7An75+Uw5qB
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/poDND/?locator=11
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/poDND/?locator=11
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/7An75
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/ARzUc+Eb2U
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/2Og0n
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/LCPQp
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action, cognition, emotion, and judgment via “automatic” pathways (Lizardo et al., 2016).

However, some forms of nondeclarative culture, such as high-level skills, may also be used in

a “controlled” manner (Lizardo, 2021b). Once internalized, nondeclarative culture exists as a

potential resource applicable to action in contexts similar to those in which it was acquired,

as long as context activates it. In contrast, skill acquisition is the prototypical example of the

nondeclarative internalization of culture (Wacquant, 2013). Similar internalization

mechanisms lie behind the acquisition of much nondeclarative knowledge about the social

world, such as the implicit associations and implicit attitudes that have become the bread and

butter of social and cognitive psychology in the last two decades (Gawronski et al., 2008;

Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2006; Nosek et al., 2011).

Ultimately, the two forms of internalized culture reflect distinct ways people relate to

the cultural knowledge they acquire. Declarative culture consists of (potentially) reflective

knowledge in the phenomenological sense (Heiskala, 2011); that is, people not only “know”

declarative culture, but they also “know that they know it” and therefore can report this fact

in a survey or an interview. By contrast, nondeclarative culture consists of tacit knowledge

extracted from experience (Reber, 1993), reminding us that people internalize more culture

than they can linguistically report (Polanyi, 1966). Systematic, repetitive experiences leave2

traces as nondeclarative skills, dispositions, and associations (both conceptual and affective).

This is culture that people “have” and even “deeply hold” without necessarily having reflective

access to this having or holding (Gawronski et al., 2008; Nosek & Hansen, 2008). In this

respect, this culture may retain a phenomenologically “impersonal” cast and thus not be part

of an individual’s reflexive identity, even though it can be implicated in action. It is clear that

exactly how non-declarative culture can be considered “deep” differs systematically from

those that apply to declarative culture.

Types of Culture and Cultural Depth

2 Lizardo (2021a) introduces a third type of internalized culture, referred to as “knowledge-what” consisting of
general conceptual knowledge, partaking of both reflective and tacit components. To keep matters from getting overly
complicated, I restrict myself to Lizardo’s original declarative/nondeclarative typology.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/itdfZ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/6fRFQ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/pGS7g
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/IopMz+kQPex+kaYru
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/IopMz+kQPex+kaYru
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/8rjtZ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/mB4gN
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4VHFP
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/RLB7F+kQPex
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/CcOG8/?noauthor=1
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As noted, a crucial part of Swidler’s conceptualization of culture centers on its

subjective phenomenological status as either deeply or superficially held. Swidler’s talk of

people “holding” culture in either of these forms is central to the argument for the relative

preponderance of outside-in mechanisms in linking culture and action. Despite its pivotal

status in Swidler’s discussion, the distinction between deeply versus superficially held culture

is stated at a mostly impressionistic level (Swidler, 2001a, p. chaps. 3 and 8). The result is that

Swidler’s model has unclear microfoundations regarding how people mobilize culture in

action and interaction. In this section, I bring analytical clarity to this critical issue, specifying

the microfoundations of Swidler’s model of culture in action.

The first thing to note is that the distinction between internalizing culture

superficially versus deeply is multidimensional, encompassing a variety of intentional stances

that a person may have toward the culture they internalized. As such, it would be a mistake

to think of the superficial versus deep cultural internalization distinction in the mold of a

simple bipolar dichotomy. What are the different dimensions of cultural internalization

implicit in Swidler’s account? At the social-psychological level, we can distinguish at least

three.

The first is cognitive, encompassing how central a given set of beliefs and practices may

be within a more encompassing belief system or ideology. Another is affective, dealing with

how emotionally committed people may be toward certain beliefs and practices central to

their self-concept. Some are metacognitive and reflect the level of conviction with which a

person may hold a belief or the degree to which they endorse a habit or practice. I

distinguish between two broad criteria implicit in Swidler’s discussion, which I see as most

important, via which we may conclude that a given cultural element is deeply or superficially

held. These criteria converge nicely with recent work aimed at rethinking the notion of

cultural internalization from the perspective of psychological anthropology and cultural

models theory (e.g., Quinn et al., 2018), lines of work emphasizing the cognitive

micro-foundations of larger cultural patterns.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=chaps.%203%20and%208
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/BO5bP/?prefix=e.g.%2C
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Availability versus Accessibility

The first dimension of cultural depth concerns the relative pervasiveness with which

a given cultural element, such as a value, belief, or practice, is “ready to hand” to be potentially

used by people. Drawing on social psychological work on knowledge activation and use

(Higgins, 1996), I refer to this dimension of depth as the accessibility of the cultural element

for the person. A cultural element is accessible if it is “first in line” regarding its probability

of being drawn upon by the person for a particular purpose (Higgins, 1996).

We have already shown that Swidler’s (2001a, p. 70) approach to culture-in-action

from the “inside-out” distinguishes availability and accessibility. For instance, Swidler notes that

“people keep ‘on tap’ much more culture than they use. Thus, people possess culture of very

different sorts—that which is actively part of current experience and that which is held in

reserve, so to speak.” In our terms, culture people have “in reserve” is merely available. In

contrast, the subset of available culture, which is used and mobilized to deal with everyday

problems, is accessible. While all accessible culture is available culture, the reverse is not the

case; the storehouse of potentially available elements is more extensive (Higgins, 1996).

Accordingly, we cannot conclude that because a cultural element is available (e.g., has been

internalized by people as part of cultural learning), it will play a role in action; only elements

that are also accessible will do so. Analytic attention then shifts to the mechanisms

determining the accessibility of internalized cultural elements.

Chronically Accessible Culture

Additionally, we will make a further distinction within the subset of accessible culture.

We may refer to the subset of available cultural elements that are repeatedly and routinely

used by people—to the point of becoming habitual—as being in an elevated state of

accessibility for further use relative to other accessible elements. These internalized cultural

elements are chronically accessible (Higgins, 1996). Chronically accessible culture is, therefore,

the subset of accessible cultural elements that, due to repeated use, are most likely to be used

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/mb3w
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=70&noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/mb3w
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/mb3w


18

in the future. This distinction allows us to develop an analytical criterion defining different

points in the cognitive dimension of cultural depth. Cultural elements that are merely

accessible but not chronically so are less deeply held than ones that are chronically accessible,

while cultural elements that are simply available but not accessible are the most

“superficially” held. The chronic accessibility criterion for cultural depth applies to

declarative and nondeclarative cultural elements.

Chronically accessible declarative culture consists of those beliefs, values, and explicit

precepts that first come to mind when people reflect on their experiences (or are queried

about those experiences by the survey research or qualitative interviewer). Thus, they are

most likely drawn upon to make sense of everyday events and occurrences, plan for the

future, justify a course of action, or produce a vocabulary of motive (Mills, 1940). For

instance, Schulz (2012) shows that a particular form of “hard work” talk, dissociating work

effort from the intrinsic rewards of the job, is chronically accessible declarative culture for

high-level professionals in the U.S. as a vocabulary of motive justifying long hours and

excessive effort at work, but not so for people in similar strata in Norway and France. In

contrast to chronically accessible declarative culture, merely available culture consists of the

entire panoply of “dispositional” beliefs, stances, opinions, or normative orientations that

may only come to mind in exceptional or unusual circumstances (DiMaggio 1997).

Chronically accessible declarative culture is deeply internalized, while that which is only

available but not accessible is superficially internalized in Swidler’s sense.

Similarly, chronically accessible nondeclarative culture consists of those practices,

skills, and know-how most likely to be activated and drawn upon in context for purposes of

everyday coping and problem-solving (Dreyfus & Spinosa, 1999); that is, this is

nondeclarative culture that is habitual in the sense of being repeatedly used by the person in

similar contexts to solve similar problems, and which due to this repeated mobilization

becomes more likely to be mobilized in the future (Lizardo, 2021b). Note that the

storehouse of practices and dispositions that is chronically accessible does not exhaust a

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4qX7Y
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/A6gG/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/NNEOm
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/6fRFQ
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person’s total “know how,” since the person may keep in store as merely available a whole

panoply of nondeclarative skills. Thus, the distinction between availability and accessibility

also applies to nondeclarative culture, as does the distinction between accessibility and

chronic accessibility. A person may know how to play the piano (and thus have the ability

available to them) without being in the habit of playing the piano regularly. Accessible3

nondeclarative culture consists of those practices, dispositions, skills, and habits we rely upon

often; chronically accessible nondeclarative culture is the subset regularly manifested across

many contexts and situations, sometimes becoming part of people’s “personality,” partially

transcending contexts and conditions, or interacting reliably with particularly contexts

(Shoda et al., 1993).

Reflective Endorsement

The second dimension of cultural depth combines the affective and metacognitive aspects

distinguished earlier. It concerns how close a cultural element is to an individual’s set of

prominent identities (and thus their self-concept) and the extent to which that element is

deemed to have personal validity (Burke & Stets, 2023; Miles, 2014). This reflective

“personalization” of culture allows people to “name their own experience in cultural terms”

(Swidler, 2001a, p. 44). As such, I propose we consider cultural elements that are reflectively

endorsed as emanating from or “belonging” to the person as deeply internalized in this dimension,

which is consistent with the way that deeply internalized attitudes are conceived in

contemporary social and cognitive psychology (Gawronski et al., 2008). All the other4

indicators of cultural depth Swidler alludes to (e.g., affective intensity, conviction, subjective

centrality, sincerity, and the like) are better understood as correlates of reflective

endorsement and proximity to prominent identity meanings (Burke & Stets, 2023). All else

equal, reflectively endorsed culture consistent with prominent identity meanings is more

4 This is stated here as a binary for argumentative simplicity. Elements can exist on a continuum in this
dimension, with the midpoint being those (declarative) elements that people are “ambivalent” about (Cunningham et al.,
2007).

3 Note, however, that since nondeclarative culture has a “use it or lose it” quality, nondeclarative culture that is
only available but seldom drawn upon may likely degrade regarding proficiency and subsequent ease of use.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/PxmS
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/WSUn+tAu4
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=44
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/kQPex
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/tAu4
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/sMkEu
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/sMkEu
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affectively salient, sincerely held, and elicits signals of more substantial commitment on

people’s part.

When declarative culture is deeply internalized in the reflective endorsement sense,

people appropriate explicit cultural understandings initially encountered in the form of

“extra-personal” beliefs, sayings, norms, precepts, and the like and make them their own

(Quinn, 2018; Spiro, 1987); declarative culture relevant for making sense of everyday

experience and constructing a sense of self (Callero, 2003). In this dimension, superficially

held declarative culture comprises cultural understandings not endorsed as valid, deemed

irrelevant to the typification and specification of everyday experience, or even thought of as

antithetical to self-conceptions and prominent identity meanings. This culture may consist of

well-worn platitudes, mores, and beliefs (even stereotypes) about various domains of life and

social groups. In essence, the entire panoply of overt “prejudices” that constitute “common

sense” (Geertz, 1983). People are repetitively exposed to these platitudes to the point that

they become chronically accessible and even automatically elicited in context. Despite being

chronically accessible cultural knowledge, people may fail to subscribe to these tenets as a

matter of personal belief (instead prefacing with “others think…”), speaking to the analytical

independence of the two dimensions of cultural internalization.

For instance, a person may hold as an abiding, identity-relevant, chronically accessible

belief the idea that “hard work leads to success,” counting as a reflectively endorsed belief

(Schulz, 2012), thus more “deeply” internalized than if a person were to report that “other

people say hard work leads to success but in my experience….” This dissociation between

beliefs held as “personal” versus those reported as that which “others” believe has been

called in the social-psychological literature “third-order belief.” To illustrate this concept,

Correll et al. (2017, p. 301) note, “public discourse tends to specify a common code for how

actors and institutions are categorized and ranked in a given social domain, thereby providing

a ready basis for coordination among participants who are aware of the code…When salient,

a widely shared status belief that ranks the relevant choices is a “focal point”…that facilitates

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/tJWze+bCq2i
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/fiVw
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/yLARD
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/A6gG
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/oV9gv/?locator=301&noauthor=1
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coordination…This happens not because the common code is widely endorsed as a personal

conviction, but because it is what everyone knows that everyone knows.”

This formulation, mostly in line with Swidler’s outside-in model in almost all respects,

gives us a more precise way of stating Swidler’s point that cultural depth is not necessarily

correlated with how strongly culture affects action. In essence, Swidler is pointing to

systematic instances in which chronically accessible (e.g., due to high levels of publicity and

institutionalization) culture at the macro-level, such as the precept to give mom a call on

Mother’s Day, can have substantial effects on action independently of its depth of

internalization in the reflective endorsement dimension (Swidler, 2001a, pp. 160–166). In this

case, the social-psychological mechanism that generates depth of internalization via

proximity to prominent self-identities (which indicates a deeply held cultural belief) comes

uncoupled from the macro-level distribution and institutionalization of cultural patterns

(what the person knows other people believe).

Chronically accessible and reflectively endorsed declarative culture (e.g., precepts,

beliefs, norms, values, and the like) comes close to the functionalist tradition's ideal-typical

“deeply internalized” elements. This form of personal culture can be central for people to

construct and make sense of their experiences and lives (Swidler 2001a, chap. 3). By the same

token, declarative culture can be readily accessible—thus affecting action by being

ready-to-hand—without being reflectively endorsed or central to experience and identity.

This form of personal culture may comprise collectively established (and therefore

non-negotiable from the perspective of the individual) understandings of what it is right or

wrong to believe, the best ways of doing things, and the like. This form of internalized

culture may also be composed of a host of “third-order beliefs” about what “most people”

believe or deem appropriate, even if these differ from personal (reflectively endorsed) beliefs.

In this sense, while this culture is personal (in the sense of being internalized), it can feel

“extra-personal” in terms of relevance to self-identity (Gawronski et al., 2008), operating

mainly via “social validity” (Correll et al., 2017, p. 302) than via personal conviction of

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=160-166
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/kQPex
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/oV9gv/?locator=302
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linkage to prominent identities. When these codes (or narratives, scripts, schemas) are also

chronically accessible, they are potentially “powerful” in structuring the way individuals

construe their experiences and situations independently of how proximate they are to their

self-conceptions (Swidler 2001b).

As noted earlier, chronically accessible nondeclarative culture consists of those

practices, tastes, skills, and know-how the person has picked up as part of recurrent cultural

learning (Arseniev-Koehler & Foster, 2020), and which are recurrently put into practice,

making them first in line to be mobilized in the future. When the person reflectively

endorses these practices as central and representative of their most cherished identities, we

may speak of deeply internalized nondeclarative culture. This nondeclarative culture “aligns” with

the cognitive and meta-cognitive dimensions of depth of internalization. People are

motivated (either intrinsically or extrinsically) to foster, cultivate, and enhance their mastery

of the deeply internalized nondeclarative culture, which may thus be considered as either

personal “talents” or even personal virtues in the moral sense (Guhin & Klett, 2022). These

are the “cultured competencies” people are proud to have mastered and which play a central

role in securing membership in formal and informal groups and associations—supporting

the verification of group and role identities (Burke & Stets, 2015)—that are key to belonging,

such as churches, occupations, recreational groups, and the like (Eliasoph & Lichterman,

2003; Simmel, 1949).

Notably, there may be forms of deeply internalized nondeclarative culture, in the

cognitive sense of being chronically accessible, not deeply internalized in the meta-cognitive

reflective endorsement sense; namely, nondeclarative culture regularly elicited and activated

in context (due to its chronic accessibility) but which the person would not endorse as valid

or reflective of their identity. This type of internalized nondeclarative culture could even be

antithetical—in terms of relevant identity meanings—to the declarative culture that has been

deeply internalized in the sense of being reflectively endorsed as being relevant for identity

verification. Nondeclarative culture high in chronic accessibility but low in reflective

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/2Og0n
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/un35a
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4Gwm
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/CF3xJ+fqzxj
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/CF3xJ+fqzxj
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endorsement may seem paradoxical (Gendler, 2008). Why would people chronically and

habitually mobilize nondeclarative culture that could potentially clash with their most deeply

held self-conceptions and interfere with identity verification? Despite its seemingly

paradoxical status, these are precisely the nondeclarative cultural elements that have captured

the imagination of social psychologists for the last two decades in the wake of the so-called

“implicit-measure” revolution (Nosek et al., 2011). Thus, internalized nondeclarative cultural

elements high in chronic accessibility but low in reflective endorsement are psychologically

real and sociologically significant (Madva & Brownstein, 2018; Melamed et al., 2019; Olsson,

2023).

The now well-established distinction between “self-reports” and “implicit measures”

reflects the realization that people may internalize discrepant versions of declarative and

nondeclarative culture (Fazio & Olson, 2003). That is, everyday experience and the

nondeclarative culture internalized from it can push in a different direction from the explicit

cultural teachings transmitted via symbolic media and internalized as declarative

commitments (Nosek & Hansen, 2008). This phenomenon typically appears in so-called

“dissociations” between explicit self-reports and implicit measures in research on attitudes

and stereotypes in cognitive social psychology (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011). For

instance, a self-identified white person raised in the United States may report favorable

attitudes towards Black people at the declarative level. These affective and cognitive states, in

turn, are chronically accessible (the first ones to come to mind) and reflectively endorsed as

central to the person’s “tolerant” identity. These cultural elements are, in Swidler’s terms,

“sincerely held” and thus “personalized” as reflective of an individual’s self-conception as

tolerant and unprejudiced; this is a declarative culture that is “deeply internalized” by the

meta-cognitive criteria previously outlined. However, the same person can be shown to

implicitly associate Black people as a group, as do large swaths of white people in the U.S.

(Melamed et al., 2019; Nosek et al., 2010), with a host of negative concepts (such as violence

and laziness) at the nondeclarative level.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/aBwrd
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/kaYru
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/ikdO+HcQ9+iskRB
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/ikdO+HcQ9+iskRB
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/6Guk
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/RLB7F
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GYtD1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/iskRB+0JOlq
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Presented with such evidence, most white Americans would reject the implicit

associations as not reflective of their “personal” values, thus counting as culture that has

been internalized, perhaps as the inevitable result of everyday cultural experience in a racist

society (Dasgupta, 2013), but which is phenomenologically experienced as “extra-personal.”5

This culture is only “weakly coupled” to the deeply internalized declarative commitments

espoused by the person. It is important to note that, despite such dissociations existing in a6

subset of the population, the normal state of affairs is correspondence (positive correlations)

between self-report and implicit measures (Gawronski & Bodenhausen, 2011), speaking to

the fact that for most people, the culture they reflectively endorse at the declarative level is

consistent with that enacted nondeclarative in the form of habits and practices.

We get an even more complex situation if “outside-in” processes of familiarity with

an external cultural code perceived as binding but not reflectively endorsed drive the initial

declarative statement of value or belief. For instance, let us say another white American

person is explicitly queried about their attitude towards Black people, responding in ways

indistinguishable from the case considered earlier (e.g., “unprejudiced” responses reflective

of positive explicit attitudes) while, when tested using indirect measures, showing the

traditional negative nondeclarative associations held by most of the white population. In this

case, the person produced the explicit response not by drawing on deeply internalized

cultural commitments but by recognizing the situation as one that required them to submit

to the externally imposed self-presentational strictures of a code of “political correctness”

(Plant & Devine, 2001). Here, the existing declarative commitments that the individual holds

are falsified for self-presentation in context, with people having internalized and even

reflectively endorsing, as private beliefs, a panoply of anti-Black attitudes. Here, the

revelation that the person also harbors nondeclarative dispositions to view Black people

6 Accordingly, it is thus a fundamental mistake to treat implicit measures as reflecting people’s “true” selves.
The opposite is the case; while implicit measures reflect the outcome of systematic exposure to racialized experiences,
when these experiences clash against reflectively endorsed conceptions, they are unlikely to be thought of as “true” of
the self (regardless of their effects on behavior).

5 For a discussion of the measurement problems and conceptual issues, this poses for attitudes research see
Gawronski et al. (2008).

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/dGOB
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GYtD1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/aD5zQ
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/kQPex/?noauthor=1
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negatively counts as both weakly coupled, relative to the “insincere” and even “cynical”

allegiance to the public code of political correctness, and strongly connected to the person’s

deeply internalized, but covert, cultural commitments.

Table 1. Analytic typology of internalized cultural elements.

Reflective
Endorsement?

(Chronically)
Accessible Available

Declarative Culture

Yes Deeply Internalized
Declarative Culture

Superficially
Internalized Declarative

Culture
No Strongly Binding

External Code

Nondeclarative Culture

Yes Deeply Internalized
Nondeclarative Culture

Nondeclarative Culture
In Abeyance

No Loosely Coupled
Nondeclarative Culture

A Typology of Internalized Personal Culture

The different ways people internalize culture are summarized in Table 1. The table

distinguishes six types of internalized cultural elements by cross-classifying the reflective

endorsement dimension (yes/no) against the availability/accessibility dimension for

declarative and nondeclarative culture, as discussed earlier. People reflectively endorse the

most deeply internalized cultural elements as part of their prominent role and group

identities, self-concepts, and stated commitments. These elements are also habitually and

reliably deployed in talk, action, and interaction with regularity across settings and situations.

For instance, in an interview setting aimed at observing declarative culture, these would be

the first to come to mind (accessibility) and endorsed by people as their true convictions

(reflective endorsement). In ethnographic, experimental, or focus group settings, the aim is

to observe nondeclarative culture in action (Jerolmack & Khan, 2014); these would be those

actions, gut reactions, competencies, skills, and dispositions that an outside observer can

ascertain are indeed driving people’s actions and responses in context and that the same

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/Xo3a
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people would endorse as part of their identity, let us say as part of an ethnographic field

interview (Rinaldo & Guhin, 2022).

By contrast, weakly internalized cultural elements are those not reliably and habitually

deployed in action and talk. Whether these cultural elements influence action and interaction

becomes more of a context-dependent question, linking the micro and macro cultural levels

(Payne et al., 2017). Note that because these weakly internalized cultural elements operate in

the “background,” the reflective endorsement dimension is less critical in ascertaining their

empirical relevance. Thus, in the case of declarative culture, this is the storehouse of merely

available sayings, half-hearted (usually contradictory) beliefs, stereotyped vocabularies of

motive, and the like that people could draw on but seldom do in their everyday lives. The

subset of reflectively endorsed declarative elements merges into the ones superficially

internalized as part of the larger cultural “commonsense.” In the case of so-called

third-order belief, the environmental input shows itself in situations requiring high-level

coordination with the presumed preferences and wishes of others (Correll et al., 2017). In

this case, even a superficially internalized declarative element, one endowed with low levels

of reflective endorsement as a “personalized” aspect of internalized culture, can come to

strongly constrain action in the standard outside-in manner described by Swidler (2001a).

Similarly, weakly internalized nondeclarative culture consists of skilled abilities and

cultured competencies people acquire via the slow habituation and enskilment pathway,

which are seldom used or drawn upon. These are encultured abilities that people could use

but seldom do use, given their current life circumstances. Note that because these

dispositions are infrequently manifested (or skills practiced), reflective endorsement matters

less here since they are, by implication, less central to personal identity meanings (so even a

disposition that a person may find noxious and reject as reflecting their commitments

seldom rears its ugly head). Drawing an analogy from social movement theory (Taylor,

1989), we may call this “nondeclarative culture in abeyance.”7

7 Note that if there is a change in context, it is possible for some cultural elements to “travel” from the weakly
internalized boxes to the more deeply internalized one. Accordingly, cultured competencies seldom put to use, can

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/NJMW
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GnIJ1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/oV9gv
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?noauthor=1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/FWkg1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/FWkg1
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Finally, the typology accommodates cultural elements of problematic, ambiguous, or

“in-between” internalization status. So-called “implicit” racist, homophobic, transphobic,

and misogynist dispositions and practices enacted by people who see themselves as tolerant

are clear examples of contradictorily internalized cultural elements (Schwitzgebel, 2010).

Dispositions to behave contrary to declaratively professed beliefs are chronically accessible

(and thus deployed in action habitually and frequently despite minor or sporadic awareness)

without being reflectively endorsed by the person. The same goes for declarative beliefs

chronically deployed in talk by people in public situations requiring particular forms of

self-presentation or motive justification but which are personally rejected as part of their

self-identity, as with codes of “political correctness” seen as imposed by external authorities.

Both cases feature powerful outside-in effects of societal context on action but via different

mechanisms, some more consistent with Swidler’s original formulation than others.

In the case of the “implicit” prejudiced actions and judgments produced by

reflectively unprejudiced people, we find the imprint on practice resulting from being tacitly

enculturated in sexist, racist, homophobic, and transphobic social systems (Payne et al., 2017)

and internalized as habituated chronically available non-declarative culture (a macro to micro

pathway). Here, culture comes from the “outside in” but, as a result of tacit learning and

implicit habituation (Arseniev-Koehler & Foster, 2020), becomes the sort of nondeclarative

practice that operates from the “inside out” as in the influential “strong practice theory”

formulation of Bourdieu (1990).

In the case of a person who expresses a commitment they do not personally abide by,

we see a more Swidlerian “outside in” impact of highly codified and consensually established

social codes that create “conformity” to their expectations even when there is no “deep”

internalization of declarative culture in the form of reflective commitment and centrality to

identity. “Speech codes” or “public norms” in specific institutional settings may have this

become habitual elements (a skilled singer can join a church choir), or a half-hearted or superficially internalized belief
can become a central part of personal identity after joining a particular group that deems it non-negotiable.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/HL6O6
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GnIJ1
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/2Og0n
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effect on some members (producing stereotyped declarations of conformity with public

codes), but not for the true believers or enforces of the norms for whom it counts as deeply

internalized in the traditional sense. Note that insofar as conformity with some public

codes—as in Swidler’s example of gift-giving during prescribed holidays like Valentine’s

Day—has both declarative and behavioral implications, public codes may also generate a type

of reflectively non-endorsed but intentionally produced practices (e.g., routinely buying

chocolate for a spouse every year even if “romantic” is not a highly valued part of personal

identity). This type of weakly internalized nondeclarative culture, produced by classic

“outside in” mechanisms, is distinct from that manifested as implicit prejudice by reflectively

tolerant people, namely, reflectively unendorsed practices that are also partially independent

of intention.

Figure 1. Model of Cultural Dynamics Across Levels of Analysis.

Concluding Remarks: Culture and Social Psychology Across Levels

In this chapter, I have outlined the strengths and limitations of Swidler’s “outside-in”
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model of how culture comes to affect action. Swidler’s model presents itself as an attractive

and parsimonious alternative to classical understandings of how culture can be influential in

bringing systematicity to action, emphasizing its functional role operating from the

“inside-out.” A vital contribution of the outside-in perspective is to point to recurrent social

mechanisms that can account for systematic patterns of action without “deep”

internalization in the form of pervasive declarative commitments central to personal identity.

The model can also account for another puzzle besetting the functionalist explanatory

tradition: that sometimes we can find people have deeply internalized personal culture

without this leading to its having systematic or consistent effects on action.

I argued that, as initially formulated (Swidler, 2001a, pp. 160–180), the outside-in

model suffers from fundamental ambiguities preventing the analyst from ascertaining the

overall applicability of some key propositions to critical empirical phenomena. Mainly,

Swidler was ambiguous as to what exactly was meant by the notion of “deep” internalization

and, relatedly, regarding whether we need to emphasize different dimensions of this notion

when dealing with the two distinct ways culture can be internalized. I showed that analytic

attention to four core social psychological processes, namely, dynamics of knowledge

accessibility and availability, reflective endorsement emerging from proximity to prominent

identity meanings and the self-concept, awareness of societally binding third-order beliefs,

and internalization of implicit cultural knowledge, can help us unpack the complex ways in

which culture and be internalized and ultimately link to action (or not).

The model can also help us conceptualize how cultural and social psychological

dynamics link across levels of analysis, more or less as depicted in Figure 1. The Figure

distinguishes three levels of cultural analysis (or distribution): a macrolevel of widely shared

explicit understandings, narratives, and codes, what has recently been referred to as “public

culture,” along with pervasive institutional arrangements and systematic experiences, which

may or may not be noticed explicitly (Payne et al., 2017). This culture can be considered

widely shared and more or less evenly experienced at the societal level. There is also a

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/3uJj/?locator=160-180
https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/GnIJ1


30

“mesolevel” public culture that is more unevenly distributed among more or less

institutionally bounded institutional and organizational domains (e.g., schools,

neighborhoods, formal and informal organizations, down to specific “group cultures”).

Finally, there are microlevel dynamics of cultural acquisition and expression, where deeply

and not-so-deeply internalized cultural patterns link to action and interaction in context (as

in the multiple upwards arrows in the Figure), thus helping to reproduce meso and

macrolevel public culture.

Two dynamics link culture across levels, accounting for both “outside-in” and

“inside-out” dynamics, contributing to the reproduction of dominant macrolevel cultural

patterns. From an outside-in perspective, culture operates primarily via awareness and

availability of widely shared cultural codes, vocabularies of motive, and common knowledge

of general preferences. When contexts demand interpersonal coordination or imply

monitoring or surveillance by established authorities, these codes become salient,

subsequently driving patterns of talk, self-presentation, action, and interaction independently

of whether the person has deeply internalized these cultural elements. The macro-micro link

here operates mainly via the external constraint offered by the dominant codes, which define

the situation and help people align with their perception of the established consensus. For

instance, people may orient themselves to the reigning critical consensus around a cultural

object when considering buying it (e.g., a book) as a gift rather than for personal enjoyment

(Sharkey & Kovács, 2018). The key social-psychological mechanism, as detailed earlier, is an

orientation to “third-order” beliefs, which tend to reproduce status order independently of

first-order beliefs about the merits or demerits of members of societally recognized

categories.

But macrolevel culture can be reproduced from microlevel dynamics in mesolevel

contexts via more traditional mechanisms, involving systematic (and sometimes even “deep”)

internalization of external cultural patterns encountered in experience or reflected via widely

shared cultural beliefs, narratives, and schemata. Here, microlevel dynamics dictate which

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/UxlQ
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aspects of this merely “available” culture become accessible to regulate action (sometimes

chronically so) and which subset of this accessible culture becomes available for reflection

and incorporation into prominent role and group identities and the self-concept. When these

two conditions are satisfied, this deeply internalized culture is routinely mobilized in talk,

action, and interaction in groups, organizations, and institutions, helping reproduce the

macrolevel cultural patterns that gave rise to it. Notably, while reflective endorsement and

proximity to identity are powerful social psychological mechanisms accounting for some

aspects of cultural reproduction from the “inside out” (Burke & Stets, 2015; Miles, 2014),

habituation and cultural accessibility mechanisms operating outside of awareness (as in the

case of implicit attitudes) and independent of reflective endorsement can, under relatively

common circumstances, be sufficient to guide action and interaction. Thus, there are

multiple ways microlevel culture operates to reproduce extant cultural patterns via distinct

but sometimes interacting social-psychological mechanisms.

https://paperpile.com/c/YY4OXK/4Gwm+WSUn


32

References

Archer, M. S. (1996). Culture and Agency: The Place of Culture in Social Theory. Cambridge University Press.

Arseniev-Koehler, A., & Foster, J. G. (2020). Machine learning as a model for cultural learning: Teaching an

algorithm what it means to be fat. In arXiv. University of Califorina, Los Angeles; arXiv.

https://doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/c9yj3

Berger, P. L., & Luckmann, T. (1966). The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge.

Doubleday.

Bloch, M. (1991). Language, Anthropology and Cognitive Science. Man, 26(2), 183–198.

Bourdieu, P. (1990). The logic of practice (R. Nice, trans.). Stanford University Press. (Original work published

1980)

Burke, P. J., & Stets, J. E. (2015). Identity verification and the social order. Order on the Edge of Chaos: Social.

https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=mW_jCgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA145&dq=stets+

burke+culture&ots=ZP5J4GUzxF&sig=JxPvwldqWRJCv-r0eYGTC1RG3gY

Burke, P. J., & Stets, J. E. (2023). Prominence and Salience Effects on Identity Nonverification. Social Psychology

Quarterly, 01902725231202255.

Callero, P. L. (2003). The sociology of the self. Annual Review of Sociology, 29(1), 115–133.

Cerulo, K. A. (2018). Scents and Sensibility: Olfaction, Sense-Making, and Meaning Attribution. American

Sociological Review, 83(2), 361–389.

Cerulo, K. A., Leschziner, V., & Shepherd, H. (2021). Rethinking culture and cognition. Annual Review of

Sociology, 47, 63–85.

Cohen, D., & Leung, A. K.-Y. (2009). The hard embodiment of culture. European Journal of Social Psychology,

39(7), 1278–1289.

Collett, J. L., & Lizardo, O. (2014). Localizing cultural phenomena by specifying social psychological

mechanisms: Introduction to the special issue. Social Psychology Quarterly.

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/rCQ8
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/2Og0n
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/2Og0n
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/2Og0n
http://dx.doi.org/10.31235/osf.io/c9yj3
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/VIgKy
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/VIgKy
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/LCPQp
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Eb2U
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Eb2U
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4Gwm
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=mW_jCgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA145&dq=stets+burke+culture&ots=ZP5J4GUzxF&sig=JxPvwldqWRJCv-r0eYGTC1RG3gY
https://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=mW_jCgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PA145&dq=stets+burke+culture&ots=ZP5J4GUzxF&sig=JxPvwldqWRJCv-r0eYGTC1RG3gY
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/tAu4
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/tAu4
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/fiVw
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/sihLC
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/sihLC
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iefs
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iefs
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/ARzUc
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/ARzUc
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Rs4E
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Rs4E


33

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0190272514529409?casa_token=0gNquYYyutQAAAA

A:HKhoQWaqzgwX1Hmk5-Dl6ue5gT7v3goPwwsvd5UjPUOAdQs2Y2n4sLSB9hlMh_niFA9vOnxldj8-

Correll, S. J., Ridgeway, C. L., Zuckerman, E. W., Jank, S., Jordan-Bloch, S., & Nakagawa, S. (2017). It’s the

conventional thought that counts: How third-order inference produces status advantage. American

Sociological Review, 82(2), 297–327.

Cunningham, W. A., Zelazo, P. D., Packer, D. J., & Van Bavel, J. J. (2007). The Iterative Reprocessing Model: A

Multilevel Framework for Attitudes and Evaluation. Social Cognition, 25(5), 736–760.

Dasgupta, N. (2013). Chapter Five - Implicit Attitudes and Beliefs Adapt to Situations: A Decade of Research

on the Malleability of Implicit Prejudice, Stereotypes, and the Self-Concept. In P. Devine & A. Plant

(Eds.), Advances in Experimental Social Psychology (Vol. 47, pp. 233–279). Academic Press.

DiMaggio, P. J. (1997). Culture and Cognition. Annual Review of Sociology, 23, 263–287.

Dimaggio, P., & Markus, H. R. (2010). Culture and Social Psychology: Converging Perspectives. Social

Psychology Quarterly, 73(4), 347–352.

Dreyfus, H. L., & Spinosa, C. (1999). Coping with Things-in-themselves: A Practice-Based Phenomenological

Argument for Realism. Inquiry: A Journal of Medical Care Organization, Provision and Financing, 42(1), 49–78.

Eliasoph, N., & Lichterman, P. (2003). Culture in Interaction. The American Journal of Sociology, 108(4), 735–794.

Fazio, R. H., & Olson, M. A. (2003). Implicit measures in social cognition. research: their meaning and use.

Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 297–327.

Fine, G. A. (1979). Small Groups and Culture Creation: The Idioculture of Little League Baseball Teams.

American Sociological Review, 44(5), 733–745.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2006). Associative and propositional processes in evaluation: an

integrative review of implicit and explicit attitude change. Psychological Bulletin, 132(5), 692–731.

Gawronski, B., & Bodenhausen, G. V. (2011). 2 The Associative-Propositional Evaluation Model: Theory,

Evidence, and Open Questions. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 59.

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0190272514529409?casa_token=0gNquYYyutQAAAAA:HKhoQWaqzgwX1Hmk5-Dl6ue5gT7v3goPwwsvd5UjPUOAdQs2Y2n4sLSB9hlMh_niFA9vOnxldj8-
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0190272514529409?casa_token=0gNquYYyutQAAAAA:HKhoQWaqzgwX1Hmk5-Dl6ue5gT7v3goPwwsvd5UjPUOAdQs2Y2n4sLSB9hlMh_niFA9vOnxldj8-
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/oV9gv
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/oV9gv
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/oV9gv
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/sMkEu
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/sMkEu
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/dGOB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/dGOB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/dGOB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/pcYhL
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Nnbb
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Nnbb
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NNEOm
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NNEOm
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/fqzxj
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/6Guk
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/6Guk
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/fvPS
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/fvPS
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/IopMz
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/IopMz
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/GYtD1
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/GYtD1


34

Gawronski, B., Peters, K. R., & LeBel, E. P. (2008). What Makes Mental Associations Personal or

Extra-Personal? Conceptual Issues in the Methodological Debate about Implicit Attitude Measures.

Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 2(2), 1002–1023.

Geertz, C. (1983). Local Knowledge : Fact and Law in Comparative Perspective. Local Knowledge.

https://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10019110732/

Gendler, T. S. (2008). Alief in Action (and Reaction). Mind & Language, 23(5), 552–585.

Ghaziani, A. (2009). An “amorphous mist”? The problem of measurement in the study of culture. Theory and

Society, 38(6), 581–612.

Gross, N. (2009). A Pragmatist Theory of Social Mechanisms. American Sociological Review, 74(3), 358–379.

Guhin, J., Calarco, J. M., & Miller-Idriss, C. (2021). Whatever Happened to Socialization? Annual Review of

Sociology, 47(1), 109–129.

Guhin, J., & Klett, J. (2022). School beyond stratification: Internal goods, alienation, and an expanded

sociology of education. Theory and Society, 51(3), 371–398.

Harding, D. J. (2010). Living the Drama: Community, Conflict, and Culture among Inner-City Boys. University of

Chicago Press.

Heiskala, R. (2011). The Meaning of Meaning in Sociology. The Achievements and Shortcomings of Alfred

Schutz’s Phenomenological Sociology. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 41(3), 231–246.

Higgins, E. T. (1996). Knowledge Activation: Accessibility, Applicability, and salience. In E. T. Higgins & A.

W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic Principles (pp. 133–168). Guilford Press New

York.

Hunzaker, M. B. F. (2016). Cultural Sentiments and Schema-Consistency Bias in Information Transmission.

American Sociological Review, 81(6), 1223–1250.

Hunzaker, M. B. F., & Valentino, L. (2019). Mapping Cultural Schemas: From Theory to Method. American

Sociological Review, 84(5), 950–981.

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/kQPex
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/kQPex
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/kQPex
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/yLARD
https://ci.nii.ac.jp/naid/10019110732/
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/aBwrd
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/dyrVk
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/dyrVk
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/usj44
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/xsed4
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/xsed4
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/un35a
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/un35a
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/1F7CU
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/1F7CU
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/8rjtZ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/8rjtZ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/mb3w
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/mb3w
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/mb3w
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/pSPP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/pSPP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Wrok
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Wrok


35

Inkeles, A. (1969). Making Men Modern: On the Causes and Consequences of Individual Change in Six

Developing Countries. The American Journal of Sociology, 75(2), 208–225.

Jerolmack, C., & Khan, S. (2014). Talk Is Cheap: Ethnography and the Attitudinal Fallacy. Sociological Methods

& Research, 43(2), 178–209.

Kaidesoja, T., Hyyryläinen, M., & Puustinen, R. (2022). Two traditions of cognitive sociology: An analysis and

assessment of their cognitive and methodological assumptions. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour,

52(3), 528–547.

Lizardo, O. (2017). Improving Cultural Analysis: Considering Personal Culture in its Declarative and

Nondeclarative Modes. American Sociological Review, 82(1), 88–115.

Lizardo, O. (2021a). Culture, cognition, and internalization. Sociological Forum , 36, 1177–1206.

Lizardo, O. (2021b). Habit and the explanation of action. Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, 51, 391–411.

Lizardo, O., Mowry, R., Sepulvado, B., Stoltz, D. S., Taylor, M. A., Van Ness, J., & Wood, M. (2016). What are

dual process models? Implications for cultural analysis in sociology. Sociological Theory, 34(4), 287–310.

Lizardo, O., & Strand, M. (2010). Skills, toolkits, contexts and institutions: Clarifying the relationship between

different approaches to cognition in cultural sociology. Poetics , 38(2), 205–228.

Madva, A., & Brownstein, M. (2018). Stereotypes, prejudice, and the taxonomy of the implicit social mind1.

Nous , 52(3), 611–644.

Melamed, D., Munn, C. W., Barry, L., Montgomery, B., & Okuwobi, O. F. (2019). Status Characteristics,

Implicit Bias, and the Production of Racial Inequality. American Sociological Review, 84(6), 1013–1036.

Miles, A. (2014). Addressing the Problem of Cultural Anchoring: An Identity-Based Model of Culture in

Action. Social Psychology Quarterly, 77(2), 210–227.

Mills, C. W. (1940). Situated Actions and Vocabularies of Motive. American Sociological Review, 5(6), 904–913.

Nosek, B. A., Banaji, M. R., & Greenwald, A. G. (2010). Project implicit. Retrieved from httpsV/implicit. Harvard.

Edu/implicit.

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/OxHtF
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/OxHtF
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Xo3a
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Xo3a
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Keqq
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Keqq
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Keqq
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4XRoO
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4XRoO
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/CcOG8
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/6fRFQ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/itdfZ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/itdfZ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/vJwLJ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/vJwLJ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/ikdO
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/ikdO
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iskRB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iskRB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/WSUn
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/WSUn
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4qX7Y
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/0JOlq
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/0JOlq


36

Nosek, B. A., & Hansen, J. J. (2008). The associations in our heads belong to us: Searching for attitudes and

knowledge in implicit evaluation. Cognition and Emotion, 22(4), 553–594.

Nosek, B. A., Hawkins, C. B., & Frazier, R. S. (2011). Implicit social cognition: from measures to mechanisms.

Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 15(4), 152–159.

Olsson, F. (2023). The effect of implicit racial bias on right-wing populist support. French Politics, 21(1),

81–103.

Parsons, T. (1937). The Structure of Social Action. Free Press.

Parsons, T. (1951). The Social System. The Free Press.

Patterson, O. (2014). Making Sense of Culture. Annual Review of Sociology, 40(1), 1–30.

Payne, B. K., Vuletich, H. A., & Lundberg, K. B. (2017). The Bias of Crowds: How Implicit Bias Bridges

Personal and Systemic Prejudice. Psychological Inquiry, 28(4), 233–248.

Plant, E. A., & Devine, P. G. (2001). Responses to Other-Imposed Pro-Black Pressure: Acceptance or

Backlash? Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 37(6), 486–501.

Polanyi, M. (1966). The Tacit Dimension. Peter Smith.

Quinn, N. (2018). An anthropologist’s view of American marriage: limitations of the tool kit theory of culture.

In Advances in Culture Theory from Psychological Anthropology (pp. 139–184). Springer.

Quinn, N., Sirota, K. G., & Stromberg, P. G. (2018). Conclusion: Some Advances in Culture Theory. In N.

Quinn (Ed.), Advances in Culture Theory from Psychological Anthropology (pp. 285–327). Palgrave Macmillan.

Reber, A. S. (1993). Implicit Learning and Tacit Knowledge: An Essay on the Cognitive Unconscious. Oxford University

Press.

Ridgeway, C. L. (2011). Framed by gender: How gender inequality persists in the modern world. Oxford University Press.

Rinaldo, R., & Guhin, J. (2019). How and Why Interviews Work: Ethnographic Interviews and Meso-level

Public Culture. Sociological Methods & Research. https://doi.org/10.1177/0049124119882471

Rinaldo, R., & Guhin, J. (2022). How and Why Interviews Work: Ethnographic Interviews and Meso-level

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/RLB7F
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/RLB7F
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/kaYru
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/kaYru
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/HcQ9
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/HcQ9
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Wv8mT
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/3zoFI
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/poDND
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/GnIJ1
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/GnIJ1
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/aD5zQ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/aD5zQ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4VHFP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/bCq2i
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/bCq2i
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/BO5bP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/BO5bP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/mB4gN
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/mB4gN
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/jDl7
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/A4H6M
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/A4H6M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0049124119882471
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NJMW


37

Public Culture. Sociological Methods & Research, 51(1), 34–67.

Schulz, J. (2012). Talk of work: transatlantic divergences in justifications for hard work among French,

Norwegian, and American professionals. Theory and Society, 41(6), 603–634.

Schwartz, S. H. (2012). An Overview of the Schwartz Theory of Basic Values. Online Readings in Psychology and

Culture, 2(1), 11.

Schwitzgebel, E. (2010). Acting contrary to our professed beliefs or the gulf between occurrent judgment and

dispositional belief. Pacific Philosophical Quarterly, 91(4), 531–553.

Searle, J. R. (2003). Rationality in Action. MIT Press.

Sewell, W. H., Jr. (1992). A Theory of Structure: Duality, Agency, and Transformation. The American Journal of

Sociology, 98(1), 1–29.

Sewell, W. H., Jr. (2005). The concept (s) of culture. Practicing History: New Directions in Historical Writing after the

Linguistic Turn, 76–95.

Sharkey, A. J., & Kovács, B. (2018). The Many Gifts of Status: How Attending to Audience Reactions Drives

the Use of Status. Management Science, 64(11), 5422–5443.

Shoda, Y., Mischel, W., & Wright, J. C. (1993). Links Between Personality Judgments and Contextualized

Behavior Patterns: Situation-Behavior Profiles of Personality Prototypes. Social Cognition, 11(4), 399–429.

Simmel, G. (1949). The Sociology of Sociability. The American Journal of Sociology, 55(3), 254–261.

Smith, C. (2003). Moral, Believing Animals: Human Personhood and Culture. Oxford University Press.

Smith, C. (2016). The Conceptual Incoherence of “Culture” in American Sociology. The American Sociologist,

47(4), 388–415.

Smith, E. R., & DeCoster, J. (2000). Dual-Process Models in Social and Cognitive Psychology: Conceptual

Integration and Links to Underlying Memory Systems. Personality and Social Psychology Review: An Official

Journal of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc, 4(2), 108–131.

Spiro, M. E. (1987). Collective representations and mental representations in religious symbol systems. Culture

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NJMW
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/A6gG
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/A6gG
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iJe0r
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/iJe0r
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/HL6O6
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/HL6O6
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/rAQAN
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/nIJSi
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/nIJSi
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/updGp
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/updGp
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/UxlQ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/UxlQ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/PxmS
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/PxmS
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/CF3xJ
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/zk2lG
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/TQeaH
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/TQeaH
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/7An75
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/7An75
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/7An75
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/tJWze


38

and Human Nature: Theoretical Papers of Melford E. Spiro, 161–184.

Strack, F., & Deutsch, R. (2004). Reflective and impulsive determinants of social behavior. Personality and Social

Psychology Review: An Official Journal of the Society for Personality and Social Psychology, Inc, 8(3), 220–247.

Strauss, C., & Quinn, N. (1997). A cognitive theory of cultural meaning (Vol. 9). Cambridge University Press.

Swidler, A. (2000). Cultural Power and Social Movements. In L. Crothers & C. Lockhart (Eds.), Culture and

Politics (pp. 269–283). Palgrave Macmillan US.

Swidler, A. (2001a). Talk of love: How culture matters. University of Chicago Press.

Swidler, A. (2001b). What anchors cultural practices. In K. K. Cetina, T. R. Schatzki, & E. von Savigny (Eds.),

The Practice Turn in Contemporary Theory (pp. 74–92). Routledge.

Taylor, V. (1989). Social Movement Continuity: The Women’s Movement in Abeyance. American Sociological

Review, 54(5), 761–775.

Tomasello, M. (2005). Constructing a Language. Harvard University Press.

Vaisey, S. (2008). Socrates, Skinner, and Aristotle: Three Ways of Thinking About Culture in Action. Sociological

Forum, 23(3), 603–613.

Vaisey, S. (2009). Motivation and Justification: A Dual-Process Model of Culture in Action. American Journal of

Sociology, 114(6), 1675–1715.

Vaisey, S., & Lizardo, O. (2016). Cultural Fragmentation or Acquired Dispositions? A New Approach to

Accounting for Patterns of Cultural Change. Socius, 2, 2378023116669726.

Wacquant, L. J. D. (2013). Homines in Extremis: What Fighting Scholars Teach Us about Habitus. Body &

Society, 20(2), 3–17.

Wrong, D. H. (1961). The Oversocialized Conception of Man in Modern Sociology. American Sociological

Review, 26(2), 183–193.

http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/tJWze
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Uw5qB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Uw5qB
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/u3Vg5
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/S7WcP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/S7WcP
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/3uJj
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NMD1p
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/NMD1p
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/FWkg1
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/FWkg1
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/gwf7I
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Y1eqx
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/Y1eqx
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/e9vXL
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/e9vXL
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/7MM9Y
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/7MM9Y
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/pGS7g
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/pGS7g
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4a1gc
http://paperpile.com/b/YY4OXK/4a1gc

