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Social relationships are the primary channel through which cultures are transmitted and conversely, culture informs social relationships. This occurs because culture is what organisms acquire by interacting in a community or social network. That is, culture includes those aspects of organisms’ capacities, motives, ideas, biology, practices, institutions, artifacts, and landscapes that result from engaging in social relationships. Humans have exceptional specializations for learning from others, including a sophisticated capacity for imitating purposeful action. Humans also have proclivities to modify their innate social-relational dispositions in accord with the precedents, principles, and prototypes provided by the communities they participate in. Thus culture is transmitted through culturally informed social relationships. 
But how does this work? How does the human psyche enable people to boot-strap their social relations, using universal mechanisms to develop culturally particular forms of sociality? This a fundamental question for cultural psychology. To answer this question, we need to know what aspects of human social relations are endogenous (intrinsic to humans), and how these universal aspects give rise to cultural variation. At the same time, we need to know how people recognize and deploy the actions that create and modulate social relationships. Finally, we need both to identify the core motives that drive sociality and to determine how culture shapes their intensity and orientation. These are the questions we will explore in this chapter. 
This chapter first presents some perspectives on culture and social relationships. The first perspective considers five core social motives that motivate people to relate to others in the first place. Then we describe 16 highly salient human relationships, the roles most often culturally elaborated, socially institutionalized, cognitively schematized, and emotionally motivated. Cultural and social psychologists have generally ignored most relationships that are phenomenologically salient around the world. A third perspective analyzes four relational models that people use to coordinate with each other; these are the elementary building blocks that people implement in culturally distinctive ways and combine to construct complex social systems. The fourth perspective focuses on how people perceive outsiders and strangers in a two-dimensional framework of warmth and competence, based on intent and status. Finally, we tie together the third and fourth perspectives for a more general take on how people respond to each other. All these perspectives explain ways in which universal social psychological adaptations give rise to culturally particular social psychological processes.

Core Social Motives


Over the last century, psychologists have repeatedly identified a limited set of core social motives that underlie human behavior (S. Fiske, 2004; Stevens & S. Fiske, 1995). An essential foundation of the human adaptive niche is other people—the social groups, networks, and relationships in which they participate (Caporael, 1997; A. Fiske, 2000; S. Fiske, 2004). Most important, people seek social belonging with their own kind, the most basic social motive of all (S. Fiske, 2004; Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Belonging enables people to survive and thrive (e.g., Berkman, Glass, Brissette, & Seeman, 2000; House, Landis, & Umberson, 1988; Stansfield, Bosma, Hemingway, & Marmot, 1998). People’s core social motive to belong with others insures their attempts to gain acceptance and avoid rejection (S. Fiske, 2004). From these attempts follow the remaining core social motives: to maintain socially shared understanding, a sense of control over outcomes, a special sympathy for the self, and trust in certain in-group others. The core social motives provide a potentially universal perspective on human sociality, as we shall see. 

Belonging
The importance of belonging is a cultural constant. To illustrate the complementarity of our species’ evolved proclivities and their cultural variations, consider this core social motive of belonging. Although people are attracted to others everywhere and form relationships everywhere, the mechanisms differ slightly. For example, similarity predicts attraction, at least across wealthy, educated cultural samples that have been studied (Bond & Smith, 1996; Rai & Rathore, 1988), and this makes adaptational sense. Similarity correlates with in-group membership, suggesting more trust and control that out-group members probably afford, especially given that their goals may differ from the in-group (S. Fiske & Ruscher, 1993). Similarity also functions to affirm mutual group membership by indicating that that the people involved each represent variations on the group’s shared prototype or image of itself (e.g., Abrams, D., Marques, J., Bown, N., & Dougill, M., 2002; Hogg, 2001). Familiarity, often correlated with similarity, also encourages friendship (a type of ingroup formation) in both American and Japanese samples, for example (Heine & Renshaw, 2002).
However, cultures may vary in the extent to which people value similarity in relationships, with Americans valuing similarity more (Heine & Renshaw, 2002). Of course Americans might define similarity as being a single shared attribute or interest, whereas Japanese might require more shared attributes to feel similar.

Relatedly, cultures may combine universal principles with culture-specific enactments in other domains that encourage relationship. Cultures tend to agree about what is physically attractive (Berry, 2000). For both men and women: young, symmetrical, and prototypical features are good. Some features obviously depend on gender; for example, in women (Cunningham, 1986; Cunningham, Roberts, Barbee, Druen, & Wu, 1995): child-like features (large eyes, spaced far apart, small nose, small chin), some mature features that might also indicate being slender (narrow face, prominent cheekbones), expressive features (high eyebrows, large smile), and sexual cues (larger lower lip as in a sexual pout, well-groomed full hair). What is attractive in men is less often studied, but high cheekbones and rugged jaws appear to be favored (Berry, 2000). 

On the other hand, although physical attractiveness predicts interpersonal attraction in many cultures, cultures vary in what they infer from beauty. Western samples report that beautiful people are socially warm and skilled (Feingold, 1992). Several East Asian samples appear to link attractiveness to a cultural ideal distinct from Western ones (Chen et al., 1997; Dion et al., 1990; Shaffer et al., 2000; Wheeler & Kim, 1997). Chinese immigrants to Canada, those most involved in their Chinese community, do not show the American attractiveness stereotype (Dion, Pak, & Dion, 1990). A physical attractiveness stereotype, however, does emerge in some Asian cultures (Korea and Taiwan), but the content differs. Unlike the United States, in Korea, attractive people are not presumed to be more powerful but instead are presumed to show more concern for others and more integrity. American and Korean views of social potency apparently differ (Wheeler & Kim, 1997). For Taiwanese participants, culture context also mattered: Taiwanese who endorsed Western values showed the stereotype most on individualist traits (Shaffer, Crepaz, & Sun, 2000), whereas those who most accepted Chinese traditions showed the stereotype on the most extreme (positive and negative) traits but not more moderates ones, presumably less important (Chen, Shaffer, & Wu, 1997). In each case, although certain aspects appear universal (the importance of belonging, responding to similarity and attractiveness), the culture shapes the specific manifestations.

Belonging Securely vs. Widely. The core motive of belonging, the most central, is posited to be universal, but it is enacted differently depending on culture. Several theories contrast Eastern and Western views, with relevance for belonging. Cultural self theory (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) contrasts Japanese interdependent selves, focused on relational motives to maintain harmony, with American independent selves, focused on self-enhancing motives to keep autonomy. Basic trust theory (Yamagishi & Yamagishi, 1994) contrasts Japanese caution with American trust, respectively requiring a long confirmation and preference for well-known associates versus a short confirmation and openness to strangers. 
Different enactments of belonging motives fit several cultural observations. Individualists have more relationships, but collectivists appear to have more sensitive, closer, and fewer relationships, with more rules (Verkuyten & Masson, 1996). Americans find it moral to help a relative, depending on how much one likes the relative, whereas Indians find it a moral duty to help a relative, regardless of individual liking (Miller & Bersoff, 1998). East Asian close relationships are more often involuntary, stable, and good-enough (Ho, 1998). People are often closer to their families of birth in East Asia than in Western settings (Takahashi et al., 2002). For example, spousal relationships are secondary to father-son relationships in Confucian hierarchies. Cultures do differ dramatically in their expectations about marriage (M. H. Bond & Smith, 1996; Smith & Bond, 1994). One broad-brush contrast would be marriages arranged to reinforce social networks versus individual romantic choice. Attachment processes may respectively emphasize symbiotic harmony or generative tension between individual and relationship (Rothbaum et al., 2000). But in many settings, people perceive their own relationships as better than other people’s (Endo et al., 2000). 
Broadly, though, the theme of wide versus secure belonging captures some cultural variations (S. Fiske & Yamamoto, 2005). These cultural variations in belonging underlie variations in the other core social motives that operate in the service of this fundamental, universal motive for belonging: As noted, they are shared understanding, effective control, self enhancement, and trusting.

Understanding

In order to belong, people seek a socially shared understanding; this proves to be a core social motive (Augustinos & Innes, 1990; S. Fiske, 2002, 2004; Hardin & Higgins, 1996). If you are the only one who thinks that every glacial granite boulder can potentially crush you, you will not travel easy in Vermont, and locals will think you are nuts; conversely, if you ignore the depth of the puddles in the sub-Saharan rainy season, you will not travel well in Burkina Faso, and locals will think you are nuts. People are demonstrably motivated to develop a socially shared understanding of each other and their environment. A shared information framework allows people to function in groups and in any kind of relationship. It informs their assessment of their own rejection and acceptance. This understanding is likely to operate along particular dimensions that facilitate belonging, and these dimensions will be, we suggest, pancultural. 

Understanding Relationships versus Persons. Although socially shared understanding appears universal, people’s strategies for understanding also show some cultural variation, consistent with emphasis on autonomy and unvarnished honesty or with emphasis on interdependence and social harmony. For example, in Anglo American culture, people focus on understanding individuals, but in more interdependent cultures, people may well focus more on understanding networks of relationships between people.
Controlling as a Group or Individual. People are highly motivated to know the contingencies between their own actions and their outcomes (S. Fiske, 2002, 2004). Feelings of control reflect feeling effective in one’s environment. Attributional processes operate in the service of perceived intentional control, another core social motive (S. Fiske, 2004; Pittman, 1998). Feeling efficacious promotes both individual health and group life, so people try to restore lost control, but cultures and individuals vary on this motive. Exactly how people imagine another’s intentions depends on cultural factors (A. Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998).

Previous research on interdependence shows that American students do attend to those who control their outcomes, and this effect correlates with measures reflecting a basic motive for a sense of personal control (Dépret & Fiske, 1999; Erber & Fiske, 1984; Neuberg & Fiske, 1987; Ruscher & Fiske, 1990; Stevens & Fiske, 2000). Americans, at least, search for information that will restore a sense of personal prediction and control when their outcomes depend on another person. Similarly, when their sense of control is threatened generally, they search for information about others in their environment (Pittman & Pittman, 1980). 

Cultural differences in control (A. Fiske et al., 1998) reflect a greater emphasis on social harmony, whereby the individual cedes control to in-group others, seeking to create and maintain collective compatibility. For example, a scale of harmony control (Morling & Fiske, 1999) includes items such as feeling secure in friends taking care of oneself, getting one’s own needs met by meeting the needs of others, and going along with intangible forces larger than the self. As one cultural contrast, for example, Texan Latinos score higher than Texan Anglos. As another example, independent Americans achieve control by influencing the world, whereas interdependent Japanese achieve control by mature adjustment and compromise to circumstances and relationships. Women with normal pregnancies coped best in the U.S. by individual acceptance, whereas Japanese women coped best by social assurance (Morling, Kitayama, & Miyamoto, 2003). In general, Americans specialize in primary control, whereas Japanese and other East Asian cultures may specialize more in fit-based secondary control (Morling & Evered, 2006).
Self Enhancement

Maintaining a special status for the self appears to be yet another core social motive (S. Fiske, 2004). This special status (whether inflated self-esteem, superior memory, or self sympathy) depends on culture, but seems to engage self-protection, self-improvement, and self-maintenance.
Enhancing Relationship versus Self. The self plays a special role in people’s lives. In a wide-ranging literature review, Western samples tend to enhance themselves relative to other people or relative to other people’s view of them (Kwan et al., 2003). But Japanese for instance tend to be more modest, and view the self more in the context of group memberships (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Some have posited that East Asians view the self with a special sympathy, despite its admitted flaws (Heine, Lehman, Markus, & Kitayama, 1999). This self may be improved, although the task is difficult and success is not guaranteed. Sympathy in relationships balances against self-criticism, each enabling the other (Kitayama & Markus, 1999).
Trusting

Jointly meaningful normative models for relationships direct sociality at interpersonal and intergroup levels, reflecting people’s need to know whom to trust and more specific rules for interaction depending on culture; trusting at least some close others serves as another core social motive (S. Fiske, 2004; Gurtman, 1992; Yamagishi, 2002). 

Trusting Selectively versus Widely. Americans generally have positive expectations about other people, as a baseline (S. Fiske, 2002, 2004). Americans trust other people in general not to create unprovoked negative outcomes for themselves. In Japan, trust operates more narrowly, within the in-group, and only then based on the assurance of knowing the other person’s incentive contingencies (Yamagishi, 1998). As a result of the more narrow trusting motive and the embedding of self in a network, caution should be more evident in Japanese data on belonging and rejection.

Our initial cultural comparisons between one East Asian setting (Japan) and an American setting (Yamamoto, Miyamoto, Fiske, et al., 2004) entail five kinds of preliminary comparative data: (a) societal stereotypes reflecting rejection between groups, (b) reported norms about rejection among friends, (c) a scenario study about potential rejection, (d) a study of expected interaction and potential rejection, and (e) a study of actual interaction and actual rejection. In each case, we find cultural similarities, as well as differences reflecting the motive to belong more securely or more loosely (S. Fiske & Yamamoto, 2006). Our initial data suggest that people in the two cultures sometimes have different motives and meta-expectations about interpersonal relationships, although all are highly motivated to belong in relationships and show hurt at interpersonal rejection. Americans’ sense of wide, loose belonging apparently fits autonomous understanding, with people being direct and speaking what they view as the truth. They view relationships as a matter of individual choice and control, show self-confidence and self-enhancement, and trust optimistically until proven otherwise.

The Japanese apparently have slightly different motives and meta-expectations. They prioritize social harmony, relation-oriented motives, and do not mind saying different things in different situations. Thus, they did not think feedback is necessarily true, even if their partner evaluates them positively. To the Japanese, one makes positive or flattering statement about another to reinforce solidarity, show respect, and protect the other’s ‘face.’ 
Conclusion Regarding Core Social Motives

Regardless of culture, belonging, understanding, controlling, self-enhancing, and trusting all operate in the context of interpersonal compatibility, with implications for people’s well-being in the face of acceptance and rejection. Each culture interprets and transmits ways of enacting these motives in characteristic ways. One venue for enacting these abstract, universal core social motives is the context of specific, culturally institutionalized relationships, namely social roles.
People’s Experience of Social Roles:
An Ethnologic Phenomenology of Institutionalized Relationships
People often organize their interactions according to institutionalized sets of cultural roles. These roles are explicitly schematized, motivationally salient, culturally elaborated frameworks for social relationships. Anthropologists and sociologists have extensively studied these institutionalized relationships for two reasons. First, these relationships organize everyday intentions and present important constraints, so that people explicitly interpret others’ action and justify their own action in terms of these roles. Institutionalized relationships comprise much of the texture of life as experienced—they are among the most salient aspects of the phenomenology, experience, or natural history of sociality. Second, some institutionalized relationships are more or less universal, while many others are widespread, so they permit meaningful cross-cultural comparison and analysis. To understand the psychology of everyday social relations, cultural and social psychologists need to recognize these institutionalized relationships and connect their theories to them. 
As the second of three ways to describe specific patterns of human relationships, we want to go beyond the range typically considered by social and cultural psychologists, to illustrate the varieties of widespread kinds of relationships, none being universal, but none being completely particular, either. These 15 types are among those most often culturally elaborated, socially institutionalized, cognitively schematized, and emotionally motivated; thus they are salient ways of organizing social cognition, motivation, emotion, and evaluation in large subsets of the world’s cultures. Surprisingly, no established list or taxonomy enumerates them, but the following are most of the important ones:
· Marriage: Close economic coordination and sharing of many significant resources; constitutive of parental relations and often group membership; usually involving co-residence and nearly always some kind of exclusivity in sexual rights. Marriage is virtually universal, although specific features vary dramatically, notably how marriages connect groups and create networks, how they are arranged and dissolved, and whether multiple concurrent or successive spouses, or other sexual partners, are permissible for husbands, wives, or both.
· In-lawship: Structured, often obligatory relationships with in-laws. In many traditional societies, each kin group ‘gives’ brides to specific kin groups, which entails a myriad of special norms and practices. These relations are typically asymmetrical: husband and his kin have economic or labor obligations to wife’s kin, and must be circumspect or avoidant. Conversely, often there is a joking relationship (see next type of relationship) with spouse’s younger siblings.  (See references above.)
· Joking and funerary relationships: A relationship in which the parties are required to tease, insult, roughhouse, and act rudely to each other, usually including sexual jokes or advances. Sometimes participants may freely appropriate the other’s possessions. Partners typically attend the other’s funeral, where they make a mockery of the ritual proceedings and may have responsibilities as executor. Joking partners are defined by kinship roles (e.g., between grandchild and grandparent, or with spouse’s younger siblings), or between pairs of communities or ethnic groups. Widespread across Africa and many other regions. Often complemented by avoidance in other relationships where extreme circumspection is required (typically, especially with one’s mother-in-law).  (E.g., Labouret, 1929; Paulme, 1939; Radcliffe-Brown, 1965a, 1965b.)
· Compadrazgo: The relationship between a person and his/her god-child’s parents. A close, trusting, relationship entailing life-long hospitality, aid, and cooperation and precluding sexual relations with the compadre’s spouse. Traditionally, universal in the Catholic societies north of the Mediterranean and many neighboring societies, along with Latin America.  (E.g., Lynch, 1986; Mintz & Wolf 1950; Nutini & Bell 1980; Nutini, 1984.) 
· Age-mates: Relationship among men who were initiated in a particular span of years (typically not at the same event), entailing mutual aid in warfare and raiding, pooling of resources to pay fines, fellowship, and feasting. Usually requires permissive access to each other’s wives. Present in nearly all the pastoral societies of East and North-East Sub-Saharan Africa; also present in variations elsewhere.  (E.g., Baxter & Almagor, 1978; Hollis 1905;  Llewelyn‑Davies, 1981; Spencer, 1988.) 
· Kinship: Complex constellation of relationships and group membership involving close cooperation and core social identities. Kin usually perceive that they share some essential corporeal essence. Children may belong to father’s group, mother’s group, or both. Kinship is important in virtually all cultures and is usually by far the most important organizing framework for sociality.  (Some classics include Ember & Ember 1983; Evans-Pritchard, 1951: Fox, 1967; Lévi-Strauss, 1949; Needham, 1971; Radcliffe‑Brown &  Forde, 1960.)   
· Milk kinship: Close bond between a woman and someone else’s child she has suckled, creating a relationship closely resembling that resulting from birth. Extends to milk kinship of both parties’ kin. Important in all Islamic societies and many other cultures in Africa north of the Equator and the Balkans.  (E.g., Altorki, 1980; Dettwyler, 1988; Khatib-Chahidi, 1992.)
· Ritual covenant (“blood brotherhood”): Strong bond of reciprocal altruism, trust, and aid, in many cultures created by ingesting or absorbing each other’s blood. Often formed across ethnic groups, usually between men. Traditionally widespread in Africa and present in many other parts of the world. Usually involves sexual taboos and expectations that partners will bestow a bride.  (E.g., Beidelman, 1963; Evans-Pritchard, 1937; Tegnaeus, 1952.)
· Reciprocal exchange of prestige goods: Either simultaneously or alternately, partners give presents to each other, sometimes ritually valuable objects with little or no use value. The standard for the exchange is even-matching, but partners may compete to over-match each other. Famous in Melanesia.  (E.g., Leach & Leach, 1983; Macintyre, 1983; Malinowski, 1922.)
· Rotating credit associations:  A defined group of people meet at regular intervals.  At each meeting, each participant makes an equal contribution to a pool of money, and one person takes the entire pool.  The order of turn-taking among the participants may be decided ahead of time, or by lot on each occasion.  Widespread.   (E.g., Ardner, 1964; Geertz, 1972; Hart, 1977; Vélez‑Ibañez, 1983.)
· Sodalities and secret societies: Ritually constituted voluntary groups who engage in joint activities, such as political action, enforcement of morals in the community, or collective ritual or religious responsibilities. Widespread; especially common in Africa and Melanesia. (E.g., Boas, 1970; Fortune, 1932; Gregor, 1979; MacKenzie, 1996; Mak, 1981; Murphy, 1980; Tuzin, 1984.)

· Castes: Social categories defined by birth who restrict inter-marriage, sexual relations, eating together, or other social contact. Often associated with occupation and nearly always form a status hierarchy. (There is a fuzzy taxonomic boundary between castes and ethnic groups.) Widespread.  (E.g., Bynum, 1992;  Camara, 1976; Höffer, 1979; Khare, 1976; Marriott, 1976; Orenstein, 1968; Paulme, 1968; Powdermaker, 1939;  Yalman, 1963; Wyatt-Brown, 1982.)
· Slavery: A relationships in which one person or group owns another, with rights to the product of that person’s labor, their children, and other control over them; usually includes rights to sell them. Widespread (including, notably, in classical Greece.  (E.g., Kopytoff, 1988; Lovejoy, 1981; Rubin & Tuden, 1977.).  
· Prostitution and concubinage: Sexual acts in return for material considerations. Universal.  (For a subtle analysis of these practices in classical Greece, see Davidson, 1998.) 
· Totemic relations: A group’s or individual’s identification with a species of animal (or, occasionally, a plant species or other natural kind). Totemic groups usually are exogamous (do not marry within the group) and are typically defined by common descent, often putatively from the totem animal. Totemic nearly always entails a taboo against eating the totem, and/or killing it, but sometimes with important ritual exceptions. Widespread; in attenuated form, evident in team names and mascots.  (E.g., Douglas, 1966; Durkheim, 1912;  Fortes, 1945, 1966; Frazer, 1910;  Goldenweiser, 1910; Tambiah, 1969.)
This cannot be an exhaustive list of the most widespread, highly structured, culturally important types of institutionalized relationships, but it is a start. 
  There are many other widespread types of institutionalized social relationships, most notably relationships with gods, but most other institutionalized relationships are more culture-specific in form and therefore less amenable to cross-cultural comparison.  To our knowledge, aside from the very different sociological typology of Simmel (1971), there have been no previous attempts to lists the most widespread types of institutionalized relationships. In any case, these are many of the major relational schemas that anthropologists keep an eye out for, and whose local nuances are the focus of a lot of fieldwork. At the very least, psychologists may find it a useful glossary for conversations with anthropological colleagues, micro-sociologists—and informants in other cultures. Moreover, powerful and pervasive social motives, emotions, evaluations, sanctions, cognitive schemas and processes, and much of social action in general are oriented to these institutionalized social relationships. Unless researchers are aware of these institutionalized relationships, they will not understand most of their informants’ intentions or obligations. 
Theorists have explored factors that may explain the institutionalization of many of these relationship types (see their respective references). But no general theory explains why this set of particular social relationships is institutionalized in a great many cultures. Why do these particular sixteen role sets tend to diffuse, endure, become elaborated and institutionalized, in contrast to the innumerable rarer ones that are not often institutionalized? With regard to Relational Models Theory (RMT, covered in the next section), it is intriguing to note that the greatest number of these are primarily Communal Sharing (CS) relationships; many of the others are predominantly Authority Ranking (AR) relationships or ones that combine aspects of CS and AR. In a very few, Equality Matching (EM) or Market Pricing (MP) predominate. RMT posits that, in general, the primary intrinsic motivations for relationships differ in typical intensity, with CS > AR >EM > MP. This is one plausible, partial basis for the prevalence of these institutionalized relationships: They meet basic psychosocial needs. For example, the trusting and intimate relationships among age-mates, compadres, and ritual covenants are pleasant and rewarding. Joking partners enjoy the teasing and banter. In addition, it seems likely that these many of these institutionalized relationships consist of combinations of relational models that are functionally complementary in some way, at one or more levels. Marriage and kinship effectively organize subsistence activities and material resources, as well as providing necessary frameworks for child-rearing and socialization. Another factor in their prevalence and persistence may have to do with the ways they combine with other relationships. For example, prostitution is clearly related to occupational opportunities for women, together with marriage practices such as male age of marriage, spousal roles, and taboos on sexual relations before marriage or during pregnancy or lactation. Anthropologists have repeatedly demonstrated how joking partners, ritual covenants, in-laws, and compadres provide crucial alternatives economic and political alliances that complement relations to spouses and kin. More generally, to account for the distribution of these institutionalized relationships across and within cultures, we might begin by looking at the manner in which these institutionalized relationships combine with each other and with more culture-specific relationships. Can we identify a combinatorial syntax of social relationships? 
But these are speculations, and cultural psychologists have a virtually open field for exploring the psychological sources of these institutionalized relationships and the psychological consequences of participating in each. The study of institutionalized relationships is an excellent starting point for cultural social psychology, with the notable advantage that they are readily apparent to the observer and well represented in the explicit, reflective, semantic awareness of informants. Moreover, studying them would join cultural and social psychology to their sister disciplines, psychological and social anthropology. 
However, there are certain disadvantages of using roles or institutionalized relationships to analyze cultures. Some of these institutionalized relationships are not present in all cultures, and many social interactions in any culture are not shaped by any of them. As we indicated, no theoretical framework encompasses them all, let alone explains them. Nor are they elementary—they are not the basic constituents of sociality. Having considered broad social motives and more specific types of social roles, we now turn to elementary social relationships.
Relational Models 
Theory
Relational models theory (RMT) posits that people rely on four elementary models to generate, understand, coordinate, evaluate, and sanction most aspects of nearly all social interaction in all cultures (A. Fiske 2001, 2002, 2004a). These relational models (RMs) are the basis for most social motives, moral emotions, and evaluative judgments (A. Fiske, 2002). People tend to seek and sustain these four types of relationships largely for their own sake; these relationships are all intrinsically meaningful to varying degrees depending on the RM, culture, gender, age, and individual personality. 
Communal Sharing (CS) is the organization of interaction according to something socially meaningful that participants have in common (and that differentiates them from outsiders). CS operates when people take joint responsibility for something such as raising a child, when they share resources such as an ocean or food, or when they act with compassion because they identify with another’s suffering. CS also underlies the killing of women who besmirch the family’s collective honor and the ethnic cleansing of people who pollute the communal purity of the nation. It also operates in collective responsibility, where attack on any member of my group motivates me to assault any member of the attacking group, indiscriminately. CS can be as deep as intense love, or as superficial as sharing access to a drinking fountain or a highway. In abstract terms, CS is a relational structure called an equivalence group, resembling a categorical scale. With respect to a given interaction, a set of people are either socially equivalent, or they are categorically different. 
The most intense CS relationships are formed metonymically, when participants’ sharing of some aspect of their bodies, or the acknowledgement of something their bodies share in common, creates a categorical bond among the social persons. The process is consubstantial assimilation (making their substances similar). In CS, people perceive that their bodies are the same in some way: sharing some essential substance such as “blood” or “genes,” having some crucial surface feature such as (a particular type of) circumcision or skin color, or even moving rhythmically in unison (A. Fiske 2004b). CS is created and sustained by giving birth, nursing, partaking in each other’s blood in bonding rites, and commensal (companionate) eating and drinking—especially partaking in religious sacrifice. Skin-to-skin contact also promotes CS. Undergoing extreme physical deprivation and peril together likewise creates CS bonds. Prolonged military drill and dancing also tend to have this effect. 
Semiotically analyzed, the constitution of CS through consubstantial assimilation is indexical, because the sharing of bodily or comestible substances is a material sign of the social relationship: sharing materializes social cohesion and identification in concrete biologically significant form. For example, people perceive giving birth to a child to cause the CS relationship between mother and child; people perceive blood-bonding covenants to create mutual obligations because the partners incorporate each other’s blood, which binds them morally because it connects their material substance. This constitutive indexicality is congruent with people’s communication and cognitive representations of CS as bodily equivalence—that is, people represent the CS connection as same substance, same surface, or synchronous motion. Thus, people express CS in the same ways they create it, corresponding to the ways they think of it. Probably, children also seek to identify their CS groups in this way: for example, by attending to who nurses, shares food with, holds, and sleeps next to them. Conversely, these proclivities for recognizing CS filter its cultural transmission. Only those cultural implementations that resonate with these prepared expectations of CS will be readily diffused and repeatedly transmitted. Moreover, while any aspect of persons can be equivalent, consubstantial assimilation is uniquely evocative; it motivates and commits people, binding them emotionally. 
Authority Ranking (AR) structures social interaction in an ordinal hierarchy of asymmetrical relationships. Higher ranking people are entitled to deference and respect from subordinates; subordinates are entitled to pastoral protection from leaders who should stand up for them in dealings with outsiders or higher superiors. AR manifests in status differentiation, privilege, and chain of command. AR includes: awe and obedience to superior beings, morality based on the commandments or will of gods and elders, seniority systems, and ranking of people according to achievement or ascription. AR underlies violent contests for dominance and punishment for disloyalty. Formally, AR is a linear ordering whose meaningful relations and operations correspond to those of a linear scale. Inequality is directional and transitive. 
AR is constituted via social physics: through space, time, and magnitude (A. Fiske, 2004b). People assume their rank and display it by arranging themselves above and below, or in front and behind. That is, people are ranked as ‘superiors’ and ‘inferiors,’ as ‘leaders’ and ‘followers.’ Higher ranking people come first, or have seniority by being first. Those ‘higher’ in rank are entitled to bigger abodes, bigger shares, and more personal space; they are ‘greater’ than the ‘little’ people who are ‘lower’ ranked. In many unrelated languages, rank is marked by plural linguistic forms, such as the royal ‘we’ or the respectful ‘vous.’ 
This social use of space, time, and magnitude is iconic and metaphoric: relations in space, time, and magnitude are maps of social relations. The linear ordering of positions in any of these physical dimensions corresponds to a linear social rank ordering. This iconic constitution of AR relations reflects a corresponding cognitive representation of AR: People think of rank as position, magnitude, and temporal precedence. Likewise, children anticipate this, searching for these signs of ranking in order to participate in local AR relations. Furthermore, this social physics uniquely evokes the emotions and motives that sustain AR. And communication about AR relies primarily on spatial, temporal, and magnitude representations: the chief is higher, in front of, and bigger than his “subordinates,” and precedes them (he is superior, leads his followers, has precedence, may be addressed in the plural, occupies a greater social and architectural space, et cetera). People occasionally invent and impose other media for constituting and conveying hierarchy, but the filter of innate cognitive expectations and affective responses makes space, time, and magnitude the predominant medium of AR in all cultures. 
Equality Matching (EM) coordinate by people attending to additive differences, anchored with reference to even balance. In EM, people keep track of whether they are equal, or what needs to be done to make them equal. Examples include taking turns, in-kind reciprocity such as favors or dinner invitations, tit-for-tat revenge, equal distributions or contributions, and decisions by vote or lottery. In CS, some aspect or resource of the participants is the same, undifferentiated—“what’s mine is yours.” In EM, participants are separate but equal; you and I are different but on a par, evenly matched: One person, one vote, and every vote counts, but my vote is not your vote. The relations and operations that are socially meaningful in EM correspond to those that are defined in an interval scale (formally known as an ordered Abelian group). 
People constitute EM with concrete operations that operational define even balance (cf. Piaget 1932, 1952). People are made equal by procedures such as taking turns, drawing straws, or flipping a coin; casting a ballot; lining up on a starting line and commencing simultaneously; beginning and ending work at the same time; counting out shares in rounds of one-to-one correspondence; or comparing shares by aligning them or weighing them in a pan balance. Legitimately conducted, these operations create equality, ostensibly demonstrate it, invoke binding norms, and evoke emotions motivating compliance. Again, the constitutive, communicative, and cognitive systems for EM are congruent with each other and with the processes that mediate children’s discovery of the local implementations of EM relations and hence their cultural transmission. 
Market Pricing (MP) interactions structure according to ratios or rates, where all socially relevant aspects of a situation reduce to a common metric. Aspects of an MP interaction frame by proportionality: for example, when morality is framed as justice in due proportion to what each person deserves. Examples include cost/benefit calculations, judgments based on utilitarian rationality, distributions proportional to contributions, and of course prices, wages, rents, interest, taxes, and tithes. In MP, multiplication, division, and the distributive law are meaningful, as they occur in a ratio scale (formally, an Archimedean ordered field). 
Abstract, arbitrary symbols are the primary medium for constituting and communicating MP. Indeed, cognizing MP proportions, ratios, and rates essentially requires symbolic representation. Displaying a price, making a bid, signing a check, or assenting to a written contract necessarily depend on symbols whose meaning is arbitrarily created by convention. The calculus of cost-benefit analysis and utilitarian morality depend on reducing all values to an abstract numerical metric. The quintessential medium of MP is price (including wages, rents, interest, fines, etc.), which represents the exchange ratio for a quantity of a commodity against all other commodities in the economy; all features of the object blend into this one number (Simmel, 1900). The reification of prices is the symbol representing prices: money. Contemporary representations of money exhibit its purely abstract, conventional quality: digitally symbolized accounts and transfers that are embodied in no particular material object or place. 
Thus people typically constitute, cognize, and communicate each RM in its own, distinctive medium. Children are prepared to discover their community’s implementation of the RMs by attending to and trying out these RM-specific media; conversely, these are the channels through which these implementations are culturally transmitted. 
To simplify, so that we don’t have to refer to all five of the aspects of this constitution–communication–cognition–cultural learning–cultural transmission system every time, we can call this the conformation system of the relational model: consubstantial assimilation for CS, social physics for AR, concrete operations for EM, and abstract symbolism for MP.
Research 
People use these four relational models to make moral judgments, generate ideologies and political platforms, give social meaning to land and objects, exchange objects, make contributions or distributions, organize labor, make group decisions, and construct social identities. Complex social relationships, groups, activities, institutions, and communities combine models, sequentially linked, hierarchically embedded, or otherwise concatenated. Every use of any model must be culturally informed, because the models are incomplete: They do not specify with whom, where, when, or how they are to be implemented—or which model is to be used in which aspects of an interaction. Culture provides prototypes and precedents that guide people in applying the models in mutually congruent implementations that permit coordinated action (A. Fiske, 2000). 
Wide-ranging research using a wide variety of methods (see Haslam’s, 2004b, review, as well as A. Fiske & Haslam, 2005) shows that relational models organize three types of naturally occurring social errors in five cultures; people confuse persons with whom they interact in the same RM. Also, when people intentionally select a substitute for their original partner in an activity, they pick someone with whom they related according to the same RM. When people list all their acquaintances, the produce runs (clusters) of acquaintances with whom they have the same RM—even though this cannot be a conscious strategy. When asked to freely sort their acquaintances into categories according to how they related to them, they tend to place people according to the RM that governs their interactions with them. When people judge the similarity of their relationships with others, similarity is a function of whether they use the same or a different RM to relate to the persons. Taxometric studies using a variety of methods all show that, as theorized, the RMs are psychologically distinct categories, not continuous dimensions. Individual differences in specific patterns of aberrant RM implementations correspond to specific personality disorders. Aberrant implementations of RMs are associated with vulnerability to depression, bipolar disorder, and psychosis. RMT also illuminates organizational behavior and management, political psychology, and the anthropology of the family (reviewed in Haslam, 2004b). People detest and derogate explicit framing of trade-offs that apply an illegitimate RM (Fiske & Tetlock 1997). The endowment effect results largely from the meaning of objects as mediators of RMs, and the value people place on objects depends on the RMs that the objects are tokens of; that is, the price (if any) at which people are willing to sell as object depends on the social relationship in which they received an object, and the price people are willing to pay for an object depends on the relationship that the object represents for them (McGraw & Tetlock, 2005; McGraw, Tetlock, & Kristel, 2003). The implementation of EM predicts self-enhancement, while five measures of individualism do not (Thompson, Sidanius, & Fiske 2006). Families and groups get along when they coordinate using the same RM, but are frustrated and angry when they attempt to interact using different RMs or the same RM implemented in different ways (Sondak, 1998; Vodosek 2003; Goodnow, 2004). (For additional studies and theoretical applications of RMT, see the bibliography at www.rmt.ucla.edu.)  
RMs are innate and universal, but their application to organize concrete interactions is necessarily cultural. According to RMT, cultural variation is the corollary of the indeterminacy of mods, the elementary relational structures. For example, children have an innate intuitive understanding of linear ordering in sociality, the AR mod; they cannot innately know who occupies what position in each hierarchy in their community, or in what contexts people are ranked with respect to what aspects of an interaction. Children depend on their culture to provide prototypes and precedents to guide them in implementing AR. To participate in meaningful, coordinated interaction, children have to implement each RM in accord with the specific cultural prototypes and precedents that others in their community are using. Relational mods cannot be implemented in their abstract, indeterminate, innate form: they must be implemented in specific, culturally informed coordination systems. Cultural provides preos (precepts, principles, precedents, and prototypes) that complement and complete innate but indeterminate relational mods. Children learn these preos though the conformation system in which they are culturally transmitted, mentally cognized, and communicated in everyday representations. 
RMT posits that humans are innately sociable: They seek to form and sustain relationships largely as intrinsic ends in themselves. Children and adults have innately structured motives specific to each RM. People need CS relationships especially, but also AR and EM relationships. To a lesser degree, they may also sometimes need MP relationships. Of course, individuals differ in the strength of these motives, and cultures differ in which motives they recognize, legitimate, foster, suppress, or redirect; cultures also differ in where they orient each motive. In an African village, people meet most of their CS motives within permanent kin relationships and some enduring friendships; in an American city, the middle-class seeks to meet their CS needs in (often impermanent) romantic dyads, as well as friendships and associations. 
RMT posits that RMs coordinate most mutually meaningful social relationships. Of course, people do not have meaningful social relationships with most other people, Indeed, people may be present in the same space, or causally affect each other, without participating in a meaningfully coordinated relationship. If they simply ignore each other’s sociality, ignoring each other’s existence or treating each other like non-social objects, then we say they have a null relationship. For example, a forager gathers the fruit from a tree without concerning herself about any other person’s potential rights to that fruit, so she has a null relationship with those others. Likewise, if bullets are flying, I seek cover behind a log or a body; I treat the body as merely a shield like the log, having a null relationship with the log and—in the moment, at least—with person whose body it is, even if the person later turns out to be alive.
If a person attends to the other’s sociality but is not guided, motivated, or obligated by any RM—although aware that the other’s cognition and motivation is socially organized, that first person’s orientation can be characterized as asocial. That is, the orientation is asocial if the other person is nothing but a means to non-social ends—if a relationship with the other is neither intrinsically motivated nor felt to be morally binding. Psychopaths are asocial, and pure Machiavellianism is asocial.
 
RMT is a comprehensive synthesis of major theories of sociality, but it differs from other theories in several respects. First, several other major theories, such as Tönies’s contrast of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft or Durkheim’s mechanical vs. organic solidarity, have described a subset of the four basic types of relationships, but left out one or two of the basic forms. While a few other theories have recognized all four basic forms of sociality in one particular domain of social life, RMT is the only theory that encompass all domains of social coordination and shows how the same RMs operate across domains. No other approach provides a unified theory of interpersonal, inter-group, organizational/institutional, and international co-ordination. RMT connects ideology, economy, and polity to social psychology and to many forms of psychopathology. RMT also uniquely integrates social cognition, communication, constitution, cultural transmission, and children’s social development, along with social emotions, motives, moral judgments and values, sanctions, and the maintenance, redress and repair, and termination of social relations. No other general theory of sociality incorporates into the same framework universals, individual differences, and variation across cultures. Moreover, RMT aims, at least, at formulating an integrative understanding of the mechanisms and processes of natural selection, neuroanatomy, neurophysiology, ontogeny, and culture that shape social relations—and are in turn shaped by social relations. Also, RMT is one of the few theories that recognizes that humans have evolved to be intrinsically social. Moreover, RMT sees children as sophisticated, active culture seekers. The development of sociality is not just socialization or internalization—it is a process of externalization in which children strive to connect their innate social proclivities—the four mods—with the local cultural implementations—preos. Cultural prototypes and precedents complement and complete children’s innate relational proclivities, coming together to form definite models for social coordination.    
Nevertheless, RMT has some major limitations. As currently formulated, RMT does not address the long term ecological, societal, and functional factors that affect which RM coordinates which domains in which cultures and how RMs are implemented; nor does is explain how implementations change historically. Nor does RMT address the situational, demographic, and strategic factors that affect people’s choice of RMs and their implementations when they have a cultural choice, at the margins. Furthermore, RMT does not explain what goes on outside the framework of RMs, or before people adopt a RM; that is, it does not encompass cognition, motives, or emotions in either null or asocial relations. This is just what the Social Cognitive Content Model covers—including the ways that people cognize persons as potential relational partners. Both RMT and SCCM posit that humans are fundamentally social beings with strong relational needs; SCCM addresses the ways in which cognition about persons serves core social motives. 
Social Cognitive Content Model:

 An Expansion of the Stereotype Content Model
Theory

When people respond to another social entity, whether a group or an individual, they do so in the service of core social motives. The motive to belong is central; it is the motive for seeking to form or join CS relationships (A. Fiske, 2001; S. Fiske, 2004; Leary & Baumeister, 2000). People want to connect with other people in their own group, arguably in order to survive and thrive. The core motive to belong defines in-group (own group) and out-group (all other groups). In-group belonging matters because the in-group by definition shares one’s goals, which facilitates other core social motives, as described earlier, socially shared understanding, a sense of controlling one’s outcomes, enhancing the self, and trusting close others (S. Fiske, 2004). The out-group by definition does not share the in-group’s goals, being at worst indifferent and at best hostile, so the out-group is viewed as threatening and elicits negative affect (S. Fiske & Ruscher, 1993). This approach to social behavior highlights the importance of knowing who is with “us” and who is against “us,” in the service of furthering shared goals. The approach has elements in common with other emphatically social adaptational perspectives on social cognition (e.g., Kurzban & Leary, 2001; Neuberg, Smith & Asher, 2000), but it focuses less specifically on reproductive strategies and more on social surviving and thriving within a group. People are demonstrably healthier if they are not socially isolated. This approach also fits a pragmatic, goal-based analysis of social behavior (S. Fiske, 1992). In this view, social perception provides the foundation for social survival within one’s group. Some principles are universal, while their instantiations vary by culture, as we will see.
If the core motive of in-group belonging matters so much, then people’s central concern when encountering another person or group will be the other person’s group membership; that is, in RM terms, which CS group(s) they belong to. Previous theoretical work and previous research on the Continuum Model shows that such social category-based responses are rapid and primary, coming before more individuated, person-specific responses (e.g., S. Fiske & Neuberg, 1990; S. Fiske, Lin, & Neuberg, 1999). Our subsequent and current work more closely examines the nature of those social categories. We proceed from the premise that the crucial categories essentially answer: friend or foe? And then: able or unable? That is, when people encounter strangers, they first want to know the strangers’ intentions (good or ill) and their ability to enact them (capability). If the intentions are good, then the social other’s goals are at least compatible, and the other is in-group or a close ally. Otherwise, the other is threatening. And whether the goals are compatible or not, people want to know whether the other actually matters (if capable) or not (if incapable).

The Stereotype Content Model (SCM; S. Fiske, Xu, Cuddy, & Glick, 1999, S. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002) proposes that societal groups are universally perceived along two primary dimensions, warmth and competence. These are the two primary dimensions of general stereotype content. Warmth is anchored at the positive end by characteristics such as friendly, good-natured, warm, and sincere: Is the other friend or foe? Competence is anchored by capable, confident, competent, and skillful: Is the other able or unable? Perceived warmth occurs in relation to society in general (Group X are or are not nice people in general) but also in interpersonal relationships (Person X is always nice or not nice to me). Perceived competence occurs in relation to society in general (valued skills) but also in relation to specific relationships contexts (relevant skills). People tend to conflate these two levels, believing that their experience or their group’s experience represents the true nature of those other social entities.

Related Research

The two dimensions have received copious support from several areas of psychology. These dimensions emerge in classic American person perception studies (Asch, 1946; Rosenberg, Nelson, & Vivekananthan, 1968). And in more recent Western person perception research, these two dimensions account for more than 80% of the variance in global impressions of individuals (Wojciszke, Baryla, & Mikiewicz, 2003; Wojciszke, Bazinska, & Jaworski, 1998). Similar twin dimensions appear in European work on social-value orientations (e.g., self- and other-profitability, Peeters, 1983; Peeters, 1992, 1995), in construals of others' behaviors (Wojciszke, 1994), and in voters' ratings of political candidates in the U.S. (Kinder & Sears, 1985) and Poland (Wojciszke & Klusek, 1996). Related dimensions also describe Western national stereotypes (e.g., competence and morality; Alexander, Brewer, & Hermann, 1999; Phalet & Poppe, 1997; Poppe, 2001; Poppe & Linssen, 1999) and emerge in analyses of prejudices toward many specific social groups in the United States and Europe (e.g., Glick, 2002; Glick, Diebold, Bailey Werner, & Zhu, 1997; Glick & S. Fiske, 1996, 1997; Hurh & Kim, 1989; Kitano & Sue, 1973; Helmreich, Spence, & Wilhelm, 1981).

These two dimensions differ from two other broad frameworks that might at first seem similar. First, the semantic differential dimensions of evaluation, potency, and activity (Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957) do not correspond because both warmth and competence entail evaluation (better to be high on both); moreover, both vary in the potency and activity of their expression. Second, the perceived warmth and competence dimensions correspond to people’s impressions of other, whereas the Big Five Personality traits (extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, openness to experience, and neuroticism) correspond to measured consistency in behavior (Wiggins & Trapnell, 1997). People do not necessarily perceive each other along five dimensions, but may opt for a more pragmatic sense of their social relationship, based on intent (warmth) and ability to enact it (competence).
Evidence from the United States
The SCM proposes that stereotype contents respond to fixed principles that apply across varied perceivers and groups. In the United States, stereotype content and its social structural correlates are systematic, generating three fundamental hypotheses (S. Fiske et al., 1999; 2002). First, across groups, stereotypes share common dimensions of content: warmth and competence. Second, many outgroups receive evaluatively mixed stereotypes, more positive on one dimension and less positive on another. Third, locations of groups along these dimensions of stereotype content follow from social structural variables: Perceived status predicts stereotypic competence, and perceived competitiveness predicts stereotypic (lack of) warmth. The SCM maps stereotypes, and a group's location on the map results from its place in the social structure.
Previous U.S. datasets (S. Fiske et al., 1999; 2002), including a representative sample survey (Cuddy & S. Fiske, 2004), have mapped several dozen American groups (e.g., poor people, rich people, old people, middle-class people, Asians, Jews, disabled people). The groups reliably differentiate in this two-dimensional space of liking (warmth) and respecting (competence); that is, they spread out in all quadrants of the space, and cluster analyses typically identify clusters in each quadrant of the space. These findings support the first hypothesis, common dimensions.

To investigate the second hypothesis, that many stereotypes rate differently on warmth and competence, we examined the distribution of the groups in the map of outgroups. Only a few groups land in the most obvious, unmixed combinations of liking and respect (pride-inspiring groups such as Christians and middle class) or disliking and disrespect (contempt-inspiring groups such as homeless and poor). The interesting combinations are mixed and elicit ambivalence: Liked but disrespected, the pitied groups are high on perceived warmth but low on perceived competence (e.g., older, disabled). Conversely, the envied, disliked but respected and envied groups are low on perceived warmth but high on perceived competence (e.g., rich, Asian, Jewish). Many of the groups, often the majority, land in the mixed competence X warmth quadrants, high on one and low on the other, as predicted.

Much additional support for the mixed stereotypes hypothesis—that many groups are perceived as high on one dimension but low on the other—stems from research on stereotypes of specific social groups. Two types of stereotyped groups materialize in this literature: those viewed as kind but helpless, and those viewed as skillful but cunning. Envious prejudice is directed at the latter groups, who are seen as threateningly competent and untrustworthy (S. Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2002; Glick, 2002; Glick & S. Fiske, 2001c). For example, ‘nontraditional’ women, such as career women and feminists, are perceived to possess agentic but not communal traits and are respected but disliked—the embodiment of envious prejudice (Eagly, 1987; Glick & S. Fiske, 1996, 1997, 2001a, 2001b; MacDonald & Zanna, 1998). Envious prejudice also targets Asian-Americans, who are characterized by stereotypes consisting of excessive competence (too ambitious, too hardworking) and lack of sociability (Ho & Jackson, 2001; Hurh & Kim, 1989; Kitano & Sue, 1973; Lin, Kwan, Cheung, & S. Fiske, 2003). Similarly, stereotypes of Jews combine business acumen with interpersonal self-interest (Allport, 1954; Glick, 2002). Viewed grudgingly as worthy of respect, such groups are not well liked, and they elicit envy (S. Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2002; S. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), a loaded emotion that involves both hostility and depression (Smith, Parrott, Ozer, & Moniz, 1994). Envy tends to be directed toward higher-status people (Smith, 2000) when their standing is seen as unjustly gained (Smith et al., 1994). 
Groups seen as benevolent but incapable of competing in mainstream society sit in the opposite corner of the map. This type of prejudice reflects liking but disrespect (Glick & S. Fiske, 2001c; Jackman, 2001) and often targets traditional women (Cuddy, S. Fiske, & Glick, in press; Glick & S. Fiske, 1996, 1997, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c) and elderly people (Cuddy & S. Fiske, 2002; Cuddy, Norton, & S. Fiske, in press; Heckhausen, Dixon, & Baltes, 1989; Kite, Deaux, & Miele, 1991), both perceived as high communal but low agentic. Viewed as harmless but pathetic, they typically elicit pity, a paternalistic response (S. Fiske et al., 2002). Pity goes to individuals whose stigmas are viewed as uncontrollable (Weiner, 1985; Weiner, Graham, & Chandler, 1982; Weiner, Perry, & Magnusson, 1988) and to lower-status people (Smith, 2000). 

Still, some groups receive evaluatively consistent stereotypes. Groups whose members are perceived as both hostile and indolent are most susceptible to the traditional form of antipathy normally associated with derogated groups. These groups elicit contempt (S. Fiske et al., 2002), which tends to be directed at stigmatized people whose negative outcomes are perceived by others as avoidable (Weiner, 1985). For example, homelessness (Barnett, Quackenbush, & Pierce, 1997), obesity (Weiner, 1985), and AIDS (Dijker, Kok, & Koomen, 1996) all elicit anger, but only when attributed to individual weaknesses or moral shortcomings. Welfare recipients and poor people of any race also elicit disgust and contempt more than any other quadrant’s groups (S. Fiske et al., 2002).

Conversely, in-groups and mainstream social groups are favored as both warm and competent. These groups typically elicit pride and admiration (S. Fiske et al., 2002), apparently because of their valued attributes that reflect on but do not detract from the self (Weiner, 1985). All four of these patterns—for ingroups, extreme negative outgroups, and the two mixed types of groups—support the frequency of evaluatively mixed stereotypes, the SCM’s second hypothesis.

In keeping with the SCM’s third major hypothesis, different locations in the social structure—high or low status, more or less competition—predict intergroup stereotypes, emotions, and behaviors. Status and competition both operationalize relative to society in general. People report how groups are viewed by society, and their own relative position does not much affect their knowledge of where groups stand relative to each other. People respond in much the same ways to individuals of higher and lower status who compete or not with them as individuals (Caprariello, Cuddy, & Fiske; DiChiara & Fiske unpublished data).
Focusing on the friend-foe dimension: Competition reliably predicts a perceived lack of warmth. Groups perceived to compete with the in-group or with society in general (e.g., by being exploitative) are seen as unfriendly. The evidence reviewed in the next section shows that this effect is reliable, though moderate in size.

Also, status reliably predicts perceived competence. People apparently endorse meritocracy more than sour grapes: Groups get what they deserve. The research reviewed in the next section shows that this status-competence effect is large and robust.

Evidence from Europe and from East Asia
The stereotype content model previously had been tested only in U.S. samples. If the SCM describes universal human principles, they should not be limited to American perceivers or other culturally related contexts. Although it proposes systematic principles of societal stereotypes and their relation to social structure, some aspects should be culturally variable. In this research (Cuddy, S. Fiske, Kwan, Glick, et al., 2004), the SCM revealed theoretically-grounded cross-cultural, cross-groups similarities and differences across ten nations. Student samples (N = 1028) from seven European and three East Asian samples (Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong) supported three hypothesized cross-cultural similarities: (a) perceived warmth and competence reliably differentiate societal group stereotypes; (b) many outgroups receive evaluatively mixed stereotypes; (c) high-status groups stereotypically are competent, and competitive groups stereotypically lack warmth. 

Our comparative data uncovered one consequential cross-cultural difference: (d) the three East Asian cultures did not locate their own reference groups (in-groups and societal prototype groups) in the most positive cluster (high-competence/high-warmth). Most discussions of prejudice (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998; S. Fiske, 1998) hold that out-group derogation requires obvious reference-group favoritism. But although the East Asian samples showed less self-enhancement and diminished reference-group favoritism, they apparently did so without eliminating out-group derogation. This is on a societal level analogous to modesty with regard to the self, a phenomenon frequently observed in East Asian samples, compared to Western ones (Markus & Kitayama, 1991).
The different SCM quadrants not only elicit different stereotypic traits and distinct emotional prejudices, but also specific patterns of discriminatory behavior, resulting in the Behaviors from Intergroup Affect and Stereotyping (BIAS) map (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, in press). As noted earlier, people are proud of or admire high-competence, high-warmth in-groups and reference groups; this elicits helping and association. Low-competence, low-warmth outgroups receive contempt and disgust, which elicits both active harm (attack, fight) and passive harm (exclude, demean). 
Two evaluatively mixed clusters receive ambivalent emotions and behavior: People report envy and jealousy of high-competence-but-low-warmth groups, which elicits both active harm (sparked by dislike) and passive association (because of their high status). Low-competence-but-high-warmth groups receive pity and sympathy, which elicits both passive harm (sparked by disrespect) and active help (because they pose no threat). These behavior predictions are supported in the U.S. national survey data, as well as student samples (Cuddy & S. Fiske, 2004), but they await cross-cultural comparison.


The stereotype content model applies to the perception of individuals as much as groups, and even to the perception of individuals not perceived as group members per se. That is, the same structural features (status and competition) that predict impressions of groups (stereotypes and emotional prejudices) should predict impressions of individuals. In recognition of this prediction, and of its origins in person perception research, we refer to the over-arching principle as the social cognitive content model (SCCM). We would expect the general principles of the SCCM to be culturally universal. For example, in the American case, the self and close friends (allies) would appear as warm and competent. Across many cultures, people prefer friends and mates with a few specific traits that fit the generality of this prediction, namely kindness and intelligence (Buss, 1989; Buss & Barnes, 1986). Various SCCM aspects, but especially those involving self, might again show cultural variability, as has been demonstrated for the SCM.

SCCM

The expanded SCM, termed the SCCM, suggests that for adaptive purposes, people need to know immediately whether other social entities (individuals, groups) are with them or against them, as in the sentry’s call “Who goes there? Friend or foe?” Upon knowing the others’ intent, a secondary question is the others’ competence to enact that intent (the sentry wants to know whether the other is armed). The SCCM emphasizes dimensions that indicate the nature of the perceiver’s interdependence with others. But cultural enactments of belonging in relationships differ, for example along dimensions of belonging securely to few, stable, long-term relationships or many, unstable, shorter-term relationships. The core motives approach that emerges in the SCCM demonstrates again that universals and cultural particulars are products of same adaptive system by which people survive and thrive within social relationships.
RSVP: Relational Structure, Valence, and Pull
Relating SCCM and RMT
SCCM is a theory of the perception and evaluation of persons and groups, especially when no concrete relationship has (yet) been established between the perceiver and the target persons. It describes structural relations between groups in society, and the members of these groups, on the basis of relative status/power and their competition or cooperation. RMT is a theory of structures for coordinating and evaluating interactions, when such normative coordination occurs. Processes at the SCCM and RMT levels are connected because the perception of strangers, distant acquaintances, and groups is predominantly oriented toward anticipating the nature of the potential relationship that might be formed with them. People need to know how they are going to coordinate if they start to interact with the person(s) they are perceiving; moreover, they want to decide whether to engage or avoid engagement. So people think about others primarily as potential relational partners (A. Fiske & Haslam, 1996). Conversely, based on their experience in relationships they do form, people engaged in any RM evaluate their existing and former partners on dimensions of warm to hostile, and competent to incapable. 
Furthermore, RMT and SCCM readily connect, first, because they each address both individual and group levels of analysis. RMT posits that the four RMs organize relations among groups and relationships of persons to groups, as well as among individuals (A. Fiske 1991, 2004). Similarly, SCCM posits that the dimensions that underlie perception of groups also underlie perception of individuals in status and competition structures. 
Second, the two models cover a range of intensity, defined here as pull. Pull is related to attractiveness, or rather, motivation to relate to the other. Pull is the desired amount of relationship: the depth, breadth, and duration of sociality that people seek with a given individual or group. RMT posits that any of the four RMs can be implemented at any intensity; that is, a relationship can have any level of pull.  That is, any type of relationship can encompass any extent, frequency, duration, and range of interactive domains, and can involve any level of motivation and normative obligation.
 The limiting case, where pull is zero, is a null relationship, in which people do not use any RM to evaluate or sanction any aspect of their interactions (A. Fiske, 1991). Lacking any impetus to engage in a coordinated relationship, people respond to others primarily according to their perceived warmth and competence, the SCCM dimensions. 
Relationship Priorities
People usually prefer warm relationships to hostile relationships. Furthermore, competent people are able to make things happen, and hence are attractive relationship partners—people want to connect with them—provided they are not perceived as likely to be hostile. So, the greater the competence and the greater the warmth of each potential participant in a prospective relationship, the greater the disposition of other potential participants to form a relationship with them, and then to extend, intensify, and deepen the relationship. That is, warmth and competence predict pull (attraction). The other’s competence and warmth relevant to self interact in their positive effects on relationship pull, because the greater someone’s competence, the more the person can do for and with you, if so inclined. Conversely, hostility and competence interact in their negative effects on relationship pull: A competent person can do you a lot of harm if so inclined. So, overall, we predict the following ordinal scale of relationship pull (the motivation to relate intensely): 

Competent+Warm > Incapable+Warm > Incapable+Hostile > Competent+Hostile

While warmth enhances all relationships, making them function better, warmth is not equally important in all four RMs; for different relationships the consequences of warmth differ. Note that we do not equate warmth with CS; any relationship can be warm (friendly, nice, sincere, trustworthy), and CS relationships need not necessarily be warm; people may share a public park or a highway without being warm. Nevertheless, warmth is most crucial to CS relationships, important (in both directions) in AR, variably but generally less crucial to EM, and an important basis for trust in MP, but not essential so long as there are external enforcement mechanisms.  Conversely, it seems likely that the intrinsic rewards of the RMs vary considerably, so that people find some types of relationships more satisfying than others, and hence warmer.  The order of intrinsic reward is also CS > AR > EM > MP.   
Likewise, while competence has an impact on all relationships, the consequences of competence differ for different RMs. Competence is crucial to MP, and also fairly important in EM. Competence is less important in CS—people love babies and may loyally tend for totally incapacitated sick and elderly partners. In AR, there is an asymmetry: people demand high competence in their superiors, but tolerate lesser competence in their subordinates. Indeed, when status is achieved (versus ascribed), relevant kinds of competence result in higher status. The effects on pull can be summarized thus:

Importance of Warmth: CS > AR > EM > MP

Importance of Competence: MP > EM > CS

Higher AR > Lower AR

But the causal processes operate not just from valence (warmth, competence) and pull (attractiveness) to RM, but also in the other direction. SCCM theorizes that people perceive social superiors as competent; in an AR relationship, people perceive those above them as competent and those below them as incapable. In 17 worldwide student and adult samples, the status-competence correlation to ranges from .57 to .86 (Cuddy et al., in press). Putting SCCM and RMT together leads to the prediction, as yet untested, that status will be most highly correlated with perceptions of competence in just the domains where AR operates in a given culture. That is, people are ranked in some social domains but not others, so people will perceive the greatest competence differences in abilities that operate in those domains, compared to abilities related to cultural domains in which AR does not operate. 
SCCM also theorizes that people perceive competitors as hostile. Competitors are people whose goals or interests are mutually exclusive with self, putting them at odds with each other. Competition divides people, precluding CS relationships. The opposite of competition is having a shared interest in attaining mutually interdependent aims, where each person can only get what they seek if the other person does too. This means that they have important outcomes in common—they have some kind of CS relationship. For this reason and because of the intrinsically rewarding nature of CS, we posit that CS relationships generate warmth. However, violation of a CS or AR relationship often instantly transforms warmth into extreme hostility.  To summarize:

AR ( Competence differentiation: 
higher status ( higher perceived competence in abilities related to the ranked domain, 
lower status ( lower perceived competence in abilities related to the ranked domain.
CS ( Warmth, but
Violation of CS or AR ( hostility.
What about EM and MP: do they affect perceptions of competence and warmth? Both can be implemented as frameworks for competitiveness, that is, as the starting point for comparative AR. Indeed, competitiveness may even enhance performance in EM and MP: games, sports, or election contests and other rivalries are structured by EM, while competition among buyers and among sellers makes MP systems efficient. Sometimes this competitiveness develops into hostility, but excessive hostility is not conducive to functional EM or MP. On the contrary, a background presupposition of a sufficient level of warmth, or at least trust based on shared interests in sustaining functional cooperation, facilitates both EM and MP. 
MP tends to somewhat enhance perceptions of competence. MP is linked to division of labor and consequent specialization, resulting in specialized competence, such that each party is uniquely competent in their own specialty. EM can work either way. When implemented as the framework of rules that establishes the conditions for a contest, EM often results in an assessment of relative competence that enhances perceptions of the competence of the victorious competitor and diminishes the perceived competence of the loser. When each side attempts to humiliate the other side by outdoing them, even turn-taking can be a contest with this effect. But when implemented as balanced equality in performance, EM tends to result in a leveling sense of evenly matched competence—provided all parties adequately carry out their turns. In short, when acting within an EM framework, failing to match others results in evaluative derogation and attribution of incompetence.  
In short, dynamics go from valence (warmth, competency) to pull (attraction) and type of relationship, but also in the other direction, from RM to valence and pull. Integrating RMT with SCCM produces a theory that we call Relational Structure, Valence, and Pull. Répondez s’il vous plait means “please respond,” so RSVP is an apt name for a theory that highlights how people respond to each other. RSVP posits that valence (warmth and competence together) strongly affects pull—people’s desire to form and intensify relationships. Conversely, relationships structured according to each of the four RMs have distinctive effects on perception of the warmth and competence of relational partners, and the pull to intensify or withdraw from the relationship. 

RSVP also goes beyond either SCCM or RMT because it extends both and connects them, providing a more comprehensive characterization of the aspects of sociality that determine action and affect. RMT has nothing to say about how people cognize or evaluate others before they form a relationship, but SCCM characterizes the fundamental dimensions of cognizing and evaluating others in this presocial state. SCCM has nothing to say about how interpersonal relationships are structured, while RMT characterizes the fundamental structures for coordination. 
When people relate to each other, there is more to the interaction than can be captured by the quantitative warmth and competence dimensions. But there is also more to a relationship than can be captured by its relational structure alone. RSVP posits that the key attributes that determine the nature of a social relationship are the relational structure, its valence, and its pull. Meta-theoretical and Methodological Issues in Cultural Comparisons
For more than two decades, cultural psychologists have relied on a comparative schema based on the constructs of individualism and collectivism or independence and interdependence (Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, & Nisbett, 1998). Indeed, this contrast goes back to the foundation of social science in the work of Tönnies (1887–1935) and Durkheim (1893). However, recent work questions these constructs, so we do not use them here. Different measures of each construct do not correlate with each other and do not yield the same classification of cultures (A. Fiske, 2002). Although individualism and collectivism were originally theorized to be polar opposites (Hofstede, 2001), measures of the two constructs are generally orthogonal (Oyserman, Coon, & Kemmelmeier, 2002). Measures of individualism do not correlate with the key constructs they were theorized to be functionally tied to, such as self-enhancement (Thomsen, Sidanius, & A. Fiske, 2006). Moreover, both constructs lump all social relationships together, positing that their motivational and cognitive importance co-vary: Either all relationships are more important than “individual” goals, or they are all less important than individual goals. The ethnographic evidence indicates, on the contrary, that social relationships are crucial in all cultures, but that different relationships are salient in different cultures—and that elementary relational models are implemented differently according to cultural prototypes. The construct of “individualism” bundles together a disparate set of features that happen to be historically prominent in contemporary Western ideological construals of modern Western society, contrasting them with the supposed “collectivism” of societies whose only common feature is that they are not modern and Western. 
Perspectives

Cultural psychology has focused on cognitive differences between cultures, since it arose largely from the realization that cognitive processes that were previously thought to be universal in fact vary as a function of culture. We need to pay more attention to explaining why this variation exists at all—why are human sociality and cognition so diverse? What is it about the human psyche that makes it depend on culture? The uniquely human adaptive advantage consists of linked capacities to learn from others and to flexibly and rapidly adapt social relations to utilize diverse and changing ecological niches. This social learning and relational flexibility result in cultural diversity. Yet we still know little about how this cultural transmission occurs. 
To be cultural, psychology has to explain how people become proficient, motivated participants in the particular social networks they are born into or enter later. That is, cultural psychology must explain how people develop into culturally informed beings, and continue to acculturate. In this chapter we described a wide range of institutionalized relationships, as well as four types of relational models. We have posited that children are intrinsically motivated to form relationships, and that they expect to find the cultural cues for these social relationships in distinct media corresponding to the type of relationship: bodily assimilation for CS; above, in front, earlier, greater, stronger for AR; concrete operations that are ostensive procedural definitions for EM, and abstract conventional symbols such as money and utility for MP. These are the media in which humans are prepared to constitute and communicate social relationships, and in which they cognize them. These are the channels through which cultures transmit their prototypes and precedents for implementing relational models. Moreover, these are the modes of action that evoke relational motives and invoke normatively binding social commitments. 
Children also learn to relate to different kinds of strangers and evaluate in-group members, based on perceived intent (cooperative-competitive) and status, inferring respectively the others’ warmth and competence. The pull (attraction) of a relationship depends on warmth–competence combinations and on whether it is a null relationship or a developed RM. Each RM can be implemented in different ways, resulting in distinctive evaluations of relational partners as warm or hostile, capable or incompetent. Social relationships are intrinsically motivated, fulfilling basic relational and other needs; the intensity, form, and orientation of these needs are inevitably shaped by the social experiences that are prevalent in each culture, but all humans are fundamentally relational animals. Yet every human is necessarily social in a distinctive, culturally-informed manner. 
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Footnotes
	� We thank Nancy Levine for her comments and a couple of additions to this list. 


	� Cultures, types of relationships, specific relationships, and individuals seem to vary in the degree to which the identity of the particular partner is important to the relationship. Parson’s described aspects of this issue in terms of his universalism vs. particularism pattern variable (Parson’s & Shils, 1951; Parsons & Bales, 1955). Americans regard the identity of their spouses as fundamental to their marriages; on the other hand, one customer can substitute for another pretty easily, or one grocer for another, without much consequence. However, some American MP relationships are very dependent on the particular identities of the partners; there are no good substitutes. Levy (1973) discovered that, compared to people in many cultures, Tahitians were much less concerned about the identity of the children in their home; people often request and grant fostering rights to others. Likewise, although not indifferent, Tahitians are comparatively unconcerned about who their lover or spouse is; what’s important is to have one, and while some are better than others and one gets used to a particular person, it doesn’t have to by anyone in particular. Pham (2006) shows that cultures differ in whether they focus on sustaining existing relationships or forming new ones. 


� These components of pull appear to be analytically distinct, but at this point we think that parsimony is more important than conceptual discrimination, so for now we collapse them into one dimension, pull.





