
anthropologyhasall toooftenremainedmutetodiscussionsin
cognitivescience.Asaconsequence,researchincognitivescience
mayfallpreytocertainbiasesevenintheirapproachtoresearch
questionsanddesign(e.g.,White,2006).Inthispaper,weaimat
elaboratingtheadvantagesoftakingdifferentperspectives,andwe
dosoinatleasttwodifferentsenses:takingacross-culturalper-
spectiveoncognition,andtakingacross-disciplinaryperspective
incognitiveresearch.Althoughwehopetocontributetoamore
generaldiscussioninthecognitivesciences,wewillbasicallyfocus
onthevalueofanthropologyforquestionsofcognitivepsychology,
asthesearethetwodisciplineswearemostfamiliarwith1.Weargue
thatcombiningtheseperspectiveswillgiverisetosynergisticeffects
andwillallowforamorecomprehensiveunderstandingofhuman
cognition–onethatincludesitsculturalconstitution.

PersPectives on cognition
Theopinionthatcognitionsareconstituted by vs. independent of
culturemarktwoendpointsbetweenwhichnotonlylay-psychology
explanations,butalsoscientificperspectivesoncognition,seemto
haveoscillatedoverthelastdecades.

Whileduringcolonialism,Europeansincreasinglycameintocon-
tactwithpeoplefromothercultures,oneleadingschoolinthesocial
sciencesassumedthat“thenatives”differ inprinciple frompeople
in“modernWesterncivilizations” inhow they reason.Lévy-Bruhl
(1910, 1922), for instance, defined this“primitive mentality” as a

introduction
Perspective taking is a capability that we all learn as infants, at
least inprinciple(e.g.,Baillargeonetal.,2010),andyetevenas
adults,westillhaveourdifficultiesaccomplishingit(Galinskyetal.,
2006;WuandKeysar,2007):Inourattemptstofindorientation
intheoutsideworld,insocialrelationsandinteractions,orinour
innerlife,weoftenpresumethatweareadoptingtheonlypossible
perspective,andhencefinditdifficulttoviewthingsfromadif-
ferentangle.Inthisregard,cognitivescientistsbarelydifferfrom
anybodyelse.Forgoodreasons(infact,betterreasonsthanmost
otherpeople)theyassumetounderstandcognitiveprocesses,and
forsimilargoodreasons,theybelievetohaveachievedthisinsight
bywell-suitedmethods.

Thispicturechangessomewhat,whenturningtonon-familiar
cultures.Whenvisitingafar-awaycountry,mostofusarehitby
realizingthatthepeoplewemeetshowopinions,values,andbehav-
iorsthatdonotatallmatchourexpectations.Suddenly,wehave
nodifficultiesimagining–andmightevenfinditinevitable–that
“theothers”willperceiveandmostlikelyreasonabouttheworld
differentlyfromus.Buthowgreatarethesedifferencesreally,and
onwhichleveldotheyarise?Whenweareincontactwith“exotic”
cultures,doweoverestimatethat,whichwetendtounderestimatein
dailylife?Ordoeswhat(andmaybeevenhow)weperceive,think,
andfeelactuallydependonthecultureinwhichwegrewup?In
thisregard,asubstantialproportionofcognitivescientistsseemto
differconsiderablyfromanybodyelsebyassumingthatcognition
islargelyindependentfromculture.Whereasanthropologistsand
ethnolinguists explore the specific cultural context and content
of cognition, cognitive psychologists and psycholinguists prefer
toworkonwhattheyassumetobeuniversalaspectsofcognition.

Moreimportantly,thesetwogroupstendtoignoreeachoth-
er’sperspectivesof the subject theybothworkon.Researchon
humancognitionhasalltoooftenignoredculturaldiversity,and
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1Thisisnottosaythatotherdisciplinesarelessrelevantforcognitivesciencesor
couldnotprofitfromincreasedcross-disciplinarycollaboration.Asoneofthere-
viewerscorrectlystated,linguisticsmightplayabridge-buildingroleinthisregard.
Infact,intheinteractionofcultureandcognition,languageplaysaspecific,dual
role:asacognitivecapacity/activityandasanessentialpartofculture.Itisthusnot
byaccident thatmuchof theworkperceivedasbeingcognitive anthropology is
actuallydonebyethnolinguists(e.g.,Lucy,1992a,b;Goody,1995;Levinson,2003;
Enfield,2004;EnfieldandLevinson,2006;LevinsonandWilkins,2006).
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mystic- prelogic mode of thinkingthatlargelyconsistsofreligiousand
supernaturalelements. Itwas therefore impossible todescribe this
modeofthinkingwithlogic-basedrulesortomakeitcompatiblewith
theCartesian mode of thinking,whichhebelievedtobecharacteristic
ofEuropeans.Inhislateryears,Lévy-Bruhlpartiallywithdrewthis
position.However,amodifiedversion,accordingtowhichtwomodes
ofthinkingarestilldistinguished–sometimestermedasrule-basedvs.
associative,reflectivevs.intuitive,orabstractvs.content-specific–yet
assumedtoco-existinallcultures,isstilldiscussedinresearchonthink-
ingandreasoning,albeitcontroversially(e.g.,Sloman,1996;Sperber,
1997;BellerandSpada,2003;Evans,2003;forarelateddiscussion,
seealsoNisbettetal.,2001;Norenzayanetal.,2002;Nisbett,2003).

Theconceptionofthe“psychicunityofhumankind,”incontrast,
holdsthat,irrespectiveoftheirculturalbackground,allhumans
haveattheirdisposalthesamecognitivetoolkit.Datingbackatleast
totheEnlightenment,thispositionexperiencedahugeupliftinthe
1950sand1960s,whenthecognitiverevolutionlaidthefoundation
foranewfield(Miller,2003).Severaldisciplines–amongthem
psychologyandculturalanthropology–joinedforcestoexplore
thefoundationsofthehumanmindanditsachievements(forover-
views,seeGardner,1985;Boden,2006).Notonlydidtheysharea
commongoal,buttheydidsofromaperspectivethatfocusedon
mentalstates,whicharegeneratedandalteredbywayofinforma-
tioninput,processing,storage,andtransmission.Accordingtoa
popularmetaphor, informationprocessing inahumanmind is
analogoustoinformationprocessingthattakesplaceinacomputer,
consistsofalgorithmsanddataandvarieswithregardtoinputand
output,butnotwithregardtoprocessingitself.Weassumethatit
wasthiscomputer metaphorthatgaverisetothefollowingthree
basic–althoughoftenimplicit–assumptions(seealsoBlock,1995;
NorenzayanandHeine,2005):

(1) Cognitioncanbesplitintoprocessingandcontent(i.e.,the
informationbeingprocessed).

(2) Cognition takesplace inpeople’sheads,which implies that
processingislargelyindependentofcontext.

(3) Only content varies across cultures, whereas the processor
itself, andhence theprocessing, areuniversal, that is, inde-
pendentofpeople’sculturalbackground.

Forresearchonhumancognition,theseassumptionsentailfar-
reachingconsequences.First,theassumedseparabilityofprocess
andcontentseemedtojustifyadivisionoflaboraccordingtowhich
anthropologywouldaccountfortheconcreteculturalcontentof
mentalrepresentations,andpsychologywouldaccountfortheir
cognitive processing (D’Andrade, 1981, p. 182). In recent years,
though,thisdistinctionturnedouttobeneitherreasonablenor
tenable(MedinandAtran,2004;Bangetal.,2007),andnotinfre-
quentlyithasinvitedincorrectconclusions.Thisinsight,however,
shouldnothavecomeasasurprise,ifthecomputermetaphorhad
beentakenmoreseriously.Computerscienceteachesusthatthe
formatofthedatadetermineswhichalgorithmscanbeperformed
smoothlyandwhichcannot(e.g.,MehlhornandSanders,2008),
andsodospecificformatsofrepresentingcontentaffectthecog-
nitiveprocessesoperatingonthem.Athoroughexaminationof
psychologicalprocessesmustthereforealwaystakecontentandits
representationintoaccount.

Second,thefocusinearlycognitivescienceonmentalphenomena
iscomprehensibleifoneconsidersthatitoriginatedascounter-
movementtobehaviorism(cf.Gardner,1985).Whereasbehavior-
ismcategoricallyrejectedtheusabilityofmentalconstructsdue
totheir inaccessibility fordirectobservation, thenewdiscipline
realizedthatbehaviorcouldonlybeaccountedforifoneunder-
standswhatpeopleareattendingtoandwhat informationthey
areprocessing.Forcognitivescientistsandanthropologistsalike
thissetthepath:“Wemustgetinsideoursubjects’heads”(Frake,
1964,p.133).

Thedownsideofthisconcentrationonmentalphenomenawas
a disregard for other factors with potential influence on cogni-
tiveprocessing.Arangeofcognitiveactivitiesarenotexclusively
performedinternally,butratherininteractionwithone’senviron-
mentandwithartifacts,whichoftenservepreciselythepurposeof
facilitatingcognitiveprocessing(e.g.,Norman,1993).Instructive
examplesofthisinteractionaretheusageofdigitsforcalculations
(Nickerson,1988;ZhangandNorman,1995)orofmapsandtech-
nicalinstrumentsinnavigation(Hutchins,1995).Fortheincor-
porationofcognitiveartifactsintocognitiveprocessing,Hutchins
(2006)coinedtheterm“distributedcognition.”Evenbeyondcon-
cretetools,thecontextinwhichweprocessinformationmayaffect
howweprocessit,particularlywithregardtowhether(andwhich)
otherpeoplearepresent.Onesimpleexampleofthiseffectissocial 
facilitation(i.e.,increasingindividualperformanceonsimpletasks
whenothersarepresent),whichhasactuallybeenknownforatleast
acentury(BondandTitus,1983;Guerin,1993).Toensuretheir
externalvalidity,thecommonpracticeofexaminingcognitiveproc-
essesundercontrolledconditionsinlabsisthereforerathercritical.

Yet,thispreferenceforcontrolledexperimentsoncognitionhas
beenreinforcedbythethirdassumption,accordingtowhichcogni-
tiveprocessesareuniversal,thatis,independentofpeople’scultural
background.Support for thisassumptionevenseemedtocome
fromcognitiveanthropology,which,initsearlydays,hadfound
evidenceforuniversalprinciplesoforganizingcognitivedomains
(e.g.,Berlinetal.,1968;BerlinandKay,1969;Berlin,1992).Hence,
uptotheendofthelastcentury,thepotentialofculturetoaffect
cognitiveprocesseshasbeenwidelyignored(cf.Norenzayanand
Heine, 2005; Bang et al., 2007; Henrich et al., 2010b), and this
seemedtojustifythewidespreadhabitofexploringcognitiveproc-
esseswithselectivesamples,namelygraduatestudentsofone’sown
university.Afterall,ifcognitiveprocessesareuniversal,eachstudent
shouldbeasgoodasubjectfortheirexplorationasanybodyelse.
Thesameholdsforstudiesinpsycholinguistics(cf.Harley,2008),
whichwerelargelybasedontheassumptionthatlanguagehasno
effectoncognitionandhencewerealltoooftencontentwiththe
English languageand its speakers.Andagain, ifoneadopts the
Chomskyanideaofauniversalgrammar,Englishshouldbeasgood
atestingbedforitsexplorationasanyotherlanguage.

Buthowcanweascertainthattheseprocessesareindeeduni-
versalifwedonottestforuniversality?

cultural variance and challenges for research
Criticisminthisregardisfarfromnew,buthasgainedincreas-
ing attention in recent years.AsArnett (2008) complains, the
studiesreportedinsixleadingAPAjournalsfrom2003to2007
werealmostexclusivelyconductednotonlybyresearchersfrom
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Thehome-fielddisadvantagesresult frompresumptionsthat
researchersholdabouttheirfieldandtherulesofthegame.Such
presumptionsarenurturedbyseveralhandicaps,whichincrease
psychologicaldistancebetweentheresearchersandthosetheyare
researching(TropeandLiberman,2003),andtherebyhamperper-
spectivetaking(Galinskyetal.,2006).Whilethehandicapsthem-
selvescannotbecircumvented,thedisadvantages canbecontrolled.
However,thisrequiresconstanteffortsinmarkingtheunmarked
culturalgroup,collaboratingwiththegroupresearched,conducting
researchonthetermsoftherespectiveculture,andtakingmultiple
perspectives(Medinetal.,2010).Itisexactlyhere,intheeffortsto
combatthehome-fielddisadvantages,wherecross-culturalresearch
incognitivesciencecouldprofitmostfromtakingananthropo-
logicalperspective.

the gift of anthroPology: taking multiPle 
PersPectives
Foralmostacenturynow,anthropologyhasbeencultivatingthe
idealofperspectivetaking.Theconditio sine qua nonofbeinga
goodanthropologist isnot to takeone’sowncultureasstarting
point.Instead,theultimategoal,asMalinowski(1922)onceputit,
is“tograspthenative’spointofview,hisrelationtolife,torealize
hisvisionofhisworld”(p.25;andseeGeertz,1974;Bloch,1998).
Toputitmoretechnically:Anthropologistspreferanemicanalysis,
basedonthecategoriesfrominsidethesystem,overtheeticanalysis
(Pike,1967;andseeHeadlandetal.,1990;Berry,1999).

Anthropology,however,onceapioneerdisciplineandafound-
ingmemberofthecognitivesciences(Gardner,1985;D’Andrade,
1995),hasincreasinglywithdrawnfromthemutualendeavordur-
ingthelastdecadesandismeanwhileconsideredthe“missingdis-
cipline”incognitivescience(Boden,2006).Severalreasonshave
beenidentifiedforthisalienation,anddivergingmethodological
preferencesareamongthemostimportant(Benderetal.,2010b;
Boster,2011).Nevertheless,inadditiontothedistinctperspective
justmentioned,thereareatleastthreemorereasonswhyanthropol-
ogywouldstill–andindeed,moresothanever–beaninvaluable
partnerforcognitivesciences,andwhyeffortstore-integratethe
formerintothelatterneedtobeintensified.

First,aswehaveseen, thedivisionof laborbetweenthedis-
ciplineswasneverreallyconducive in thefirstplace; separating
cognitiveprocessesandculturalcontentdoesnotdojusticetothe
topic.Ifweassumethatcognitiveprocessesareaffectedbycontent,
informationonculturalvariationincontentisimportantforamore
comprehensiveunderstandingofprocessing(foranexample,see
AtranandMedin,2008).Forabroadrangeofcultures,anthro-
pologistshavebeencollectingdataoncognitivecontentthatneed
tobeconsidered.

Inaddition,anthropologybringstothetableitsexpertiseoncul-
tureingeneralasaheuristicconcept.Thisentailsnotonlyaheight-
enedawarenessofhome-fielddisadvantagesandcontinuousefforts
forovercomingthemasoutlinedabove(cf.,WellerandRomney,
1988;Headlandetal.,1990;Agar,1996;Ross,2004;Bernard,2006),
butalsoabroaderperspectiveonwhatcultureisinthefirstplace.
Theincreasinginterestincognitivescienceforculture’sconstitutive
roleinhumancognitionhasspurredanincreasingnumberofcross-
culturalandcross-linguisticstudies.Alltoooften,however,these
studies tend toreduceculture to simple,dichotomous variables,

EnglishspeakingandEuropeancountries,butalsowithsamples
fromthesesamecountries.Inthisrespect,researchersneglected
roughly95%oftheworldpopulation,aboutwhich–fromapsy-
chologicalandcognitivescienceperspective–weknowpractically
nothing(seealsoHenry,2008).Theheavilyresearched5%,on
theotherhand,belongto“TheWEIRDestpeopleintheworld”
(Henrichetal.,2010b)inadoublesense:Theyarefrom“Western,
Educated,Industrialized,Rich,andDemocraticsocieties,”and,
inglobalcomparison,theymustbeconsideredapsychological
outlier.Withnumerousexamples,rangingfromvisualpercep-
tion through spatial cognition, ethnobiological concepts, and
economic decision-making, to self-concept and various social
phenomena,Henrichet al. (2010b)demonstrate thatmanyof
theeffectspreviouslyassumedtoberobustanduniversaloccur
onlyweaklyornotatallwhensamplingbeyondWEIRDpeople
(similarobservationsholdforlinguisticuniversals;cf.,Evansand
Levinson,2009).

Thisisnottosaythatsuchuniversalsdonotexist.Giventhe
currentresearchpractice,however,onlyfewoftheassumeduni-
versalscanberegardedassufficientlyestablished.Exploringcog-
nitivediversitythusremainsafundamentalgoalforallcognitive
sciences,andhasbecomeoneofthehottopicsinthefield(Cohen,
2001;NorenzayanandHeine,2005;Lloyd,2007;Gentner,2010).
Meanwhile,conclusiveevidencefordeepculturalimpactsnotonly
on cognition, but on the very architecture of the brain, is even
providedbyneuroscience(AmbadyandBharucha,2009;Kitayama
andUskul,2011),whichofalldisciplines,istheonethatmighthave
beenassociatedthemostwithuniversalclaimsfromtheoutset,as
itisperceivedbymanynon-expertsasnotonlyreducingcogni-
tiontoalgorithmsbuttotheveryhardwareoftheprocessor:the
neurons(cf.Gardner,1985).Yet,neuroscienceincreasinglyprovides
evidencefortheassumptionthatthebrainisalteredbylearning
andexperience,whichitselfisorganizedbyculture.

However, while cross-cultural research is indispensable for
scrutinizingcognitivediversity,itisadelicatethingtodo.Some
ofthesubtledifficultiesarisefromwhatMedinetal.(2010)dub
“home-fielddisadvantages.”Thefirsthome-fielddisadvantageisa
tendencytoleaveoneoftheculturesundercomparisonunmarked,
thereby taking it as the standard from which others deviate; as
oneconsequenceofthis,peculiaritiesoftheunmarkedculturefall
preytoculturalblindspots.Thesecondhome-fielddisadvantage
is a tendency to consider other cultures (and occasionally even
wholehostsofcultures)asmorehomogeneous thanone’sown
culture,anddefinitelyasmorehomogeneousthantheyactually
are.ThisbecomesmostobviouswhenallNativeAmericansare
lumpedtogetheras“theIndians,”orChinese,Japanese,andSouth
Koreansarereferredtoas“theEastAsians.”Thethirdhome-field
disadvantageisanexcessivetrustintheequivalenceoftasksacross
cultures.Thisraisesatleasttwoconcerns:aconcernwithhowthese
tasksareunderstoodindifferentculturalcontexts(e.g.,Astutiand
Bloch,2010)andhowtheresponsescaleshavetobeinterpreted
(e.g.,Heineetal.,2002),andaconcernwithwhattheobtained
datawouldbeabletoreveal.Asmosttasksarespecificallytailored
tobringaboutaspecificeffectinthecultureforwhichtheywere
developed, regression toward the mean demands that in other
conditions–andthis implies inothercultures– thiseffectwill
belesslikelytoshowupwiththesametask(Medinetal.,2010).
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Accordingtoourownexperience,thereislittlethatissosupportive
of a constructiveexchangeacrossdisciplinesas thewillingness to
jointlyaddresscommonresearchquestionsandgoals.Inthecaseof
cognitiveresearch,itshouldnotbetoodifficulttoaccomplishthis.One
promisingstartingpointmightbetoplaceontothesharedresearch
agendatheverytopicsuponwhichthevariousdisciplinesappearto
disagree:Fromaseriousdiscussionoftheconceptualizationofcul-
tureanditsimplications,throughmethodologicalissues,toacritical
examinationofuniversals.Crucially,however,thisendeavorshould
notbeundertakenonanabstractlevel,butneedstobegroundedin
aconcretecognitivedomainandcoupledtoprecisequestions(evenif
thesequestionsmayhavetoberephrasedinthecourseofcollabora-
tion).Itwillalsorequireidentifyingthelevelatwhicheachdiscipline
willdiscussthephenomenonunderscrutiny,andagain,thedifferent
disciplinescancomplementeachotherinthisrespect,withcogni-
tivepsychologycontributingaperspectiveonindividualprocessing
andtendenciesofpopulations,andanthropologistscontributinga
perspectiveonthecontentandcontextofcognitionininteractions.

A few cases of good practice provide evidence that cross-
disciplinary collaboration can not only work well, but may be
prosperousingivingrisetonewandinnovativeresearch.Among
the most convincing examples are the work on ethnobiological
andecologicalcognitionandbehaviorconductedbytheteamof
DouglasMedinandScottAtranatNorthwestern University(e.g.,
MedinandAtran,2004;Medinetal.,2006;AtranandMedin,2008)
andtheworkoninteractionsoflanguage,cultureandcognition
inStephenLevinson’sresearchgroupattheMax Planck Institute 
for Psycholinguistics in Nijmegen (e.g., Majid et al., 2004, 2007;
EnfieldandLevinson,2006;Haunetal.,2006).Other instances
includeresearchonnumericalcognition(WassmannandDasen,
1994;Picaetal.,2004;Dehaeneetal.,2006,2008;BellerandBender,
2008),oncausalandtemporalreasoning(Belleretal.,2009;Bender
etal.,2010a),onthecognitivefoundationsofreligionandconcepts
ofanafterlife(Blochetal.,2001;Astutietal.,2004;Whitehouse
andMcCauley,2005;AstutiandHarris,2008),ontheoryofmind
(Wassmann et al., 2010), and on decision-making and rules of
fairnessinsocialdilemmasituations(Henrichetal.,2005,2010a).

Institutional attempts to support cross-disciplinary collabo-
ration include the International Cognition and Culture Institute
(ICCI),whichprovidesaweb-basedplatformforexchange, the
Culture and the Mind projectattheUniversityofSheffield,which
investigatesthecognitiveandevolutionaryfoundationsofculture
andits impactonthemind,andtheCenter for Interdisciplinary 
Research(ZiF)ofBielefeldUniversity,whichprovidesfundingfor
interdisciplinary residentialgroups.Oneofthesegroups(taking
residencein2011/2012)isspecificallydesignedasaplatformfor
re-integratinganthropology into thecognitivesciencesandwill
focusontheculturalconstitutionofcausalcognition.

These instances for communication and even cooperation
betweenanthropologyand thewider cognitive sciencesare still
theexceptionratherthantherule,andalotofworkremainstobe
done.Nevertheless,thepotentialforsynergisticeffectsisremark-
able,andtheneedforenhancedcross-disciplinarycollaborationis
increasinglyacknowledgedacrossdisciplines.Ifcognitivescience
strivesforacomprehensiveunderstandingofhumancognition,it
needstoconsiderandintegratetheperspectiveofferedbyanthro-
pologyontheculturalconstitutionofcognition.

such as individualism vs. collectivism (for overview and critical
assessments, cf.,Fiske,2002;Oysermanet al., 2002).Still largely
neglectedareinteractionsbetweencognitionandcultureinthesense
ofacognitiveecology(Cole,1996;Shweder,2007;Hutchins,2010).

And finally, the diverging methodological approaches of the
disciplinescouldprovidevaluablecomplements–providedthat
theymanagetoovercomethereservationstheyholdagainsteach
other’s preferences. Despite the fact that cognitive science and
anthropologyshareacommongoal,theyneverthelesstakediverg-
ingperspectives,withregardtobothfocusandmethods(foran
extensive treatment,seeBoster,2011;MishraandDasen,2007).
Mostcognitivesciences,andparticularlysopsychology,areprima-
rilyinterestedinhowcognitiveprocessesoperateandhowtheyare
relatedtoeachother.Thisinterestsuggestsananalyticalfocuson
theindividual.Thepreferredmethodistheexperiment,asitallows
potentiallyinterferingfactorstobeeliminatedtoalargeextent,thus
enabling the“pure”process tobe scrutinized,which isessential
inordertouncovercausalmechanismsofcognitivephenomena.
Cognitiveanthropology,ontheotherhand,isprimarilyinterested
inculturalmeaninginamoreholisticmanner,thusfocusingon
how cultural knowledge of groups of persons is organized and
described, transmitted and modified. As most anthropologists
conceiveofculturenotonlyastheorigin(Tomasello,1999),but
alsoasanintegralpartofcognition(D’Andrade,1981;Hutchins,
1995;Shore,1996),theyembedsystematicdatacollectioninfield
studieswithparticipantobservation(Agar,1996).

Atfirstglance,thesemethodologicalapproachesappeartobe
mutuallyexclusive.AsBoster(2011)elegantlyputsit,“cognitive
psychologists examine trees and cognitive anthropologists con-
templateforests.”Amorethoroughexamination,however,reveals
that in taking different angles, they are indeed complementary.
Usedtogether,theycompensateforeachother’sweaknesseswith
theirdistinctstrengths,thuspavingthewayforsynergiesbeyond
whatcouldbeachievedbyeachdisciplinealone(BellerandBender,
2010).Inordertoobtainacomprehensiveunderstandingofhuman
cognition (including its cultural constitution), combining these
approacheswillbeinevitable.Onecriticalprerequisiteformaking
useofthiscomplementarity,however,isknowledgeofandrespect
forthemethodologicalprinciplesoftherespectiveotherdiscipline.

the case for collaboration and cases of good 
Practice
Collaborationacrossdisciplinesisencumberedwithahostofdif-
ficulties,includingdifferentbackgroundsintermsofknowledge,
distincttheoreticalconceptualizationsandvocabulary,diverging
researchparadigmsandmethodologicalapproaches,anddifferent
practicalhabits.Forinstance,psychologistsareusedtoconducting
researchinteamsandtopublishingtheirresultsjointly,whereas
anthropologists typicallywork in“theirfield”allby themselves,
whichisthenreflectedintheirpublications.Establishingrespective
cooperationishencenosimpleendeavor.Andonlyiftheymutu-
allyacknowledgeandrespecteachother’sresearchtraditionswill
theybepreparedtoinvesttherequiredeffort.Inducingresearch-
ersfromdifferenttraditionstocollaboratewillrequiremorethan
simplymakinganappealtodoso,andanybodywithexperiencein
interdisciplinaryworkwillbewellawareofthepitfalls.However,
thesedifficultiesdonotjustifyrefrainingfromcollaboration.
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