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ABSTRACT

For the past fifty years social psychologists have
attempted to understand inherently social phenomena within
an individualistic and static conceptual framework afforded
by the Cartesian paradigm. In contrast, contemporary
traditions of social psychology, especially in Europe,
reflect the cultural and evolutionary principles of the
Hegelian paradigm. According to this approach, social
phenomena are constructed through the coordinated
activities of inherently social individuals in relationship
both with each other and with their cultural and physical
environments. I use this perspective to develop Moscovici's
theory of social representations and our understanding of
the dynamics and transformation of social knowledge.
Drawing on recent developments in both the philosophy of
science and the sociology of knowledge I reject Moscovici's
distinction between the reified universe of science, which,
he claims, is devoid of social representations, and the
consensual universe of common-sense, which is impregnated
with them. A programme of historical research is reported
in which I trace the evolution and diffusion of Tajfel's
theory of intergroup relations and the emergence of a
social dimension in the social psychology of groups. This
study demonstrates the dynamics by which scientific
knowledge is transformed. These dynamics involve the social
processes of interaction and communication and are
characterized both by a delicate balance between tradition
and innovation, and by an interdependence among individual
scientists, the community of scientists to which they
belong and the wider society in which the community is
embedded. The thesis as a whole has important implications
for understanding the processes of science and for the

conduct of research in the social sciences.
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PREFACE

Part 1 of this thesis is predominantly theoretical and
develops Moscovici's theory of social representations. My
research programme is set out in Part 2 and traces the
evolution and diffusion of Tajfel's theory of intergroup
relations.

Whilst both Part 1 and Part 2 may be read independently
they have been interactive in the development each of the
other. Together they justify the claim and demonstrate the
means by which social representations are transformed in
science.

Moscovici's theory of social representations and
Tajfel's theory of intergroup relations both challenge
traditional, individualistic forms of social psychology. The
'Hegelian paradigm' has emerged in this thesis as a
framework in which to both examine and develop social forms
of social psychology.

I would like to thank Rob Farr for our many discussions
and his constructive comments on draft chapters; Jan
Stockdale for her encouragement and support; and my fellow
Ph.D. students in the Social Psychology Department of the
London School of Economics with whom I learnt to express and
clarify my thoughts. I would also like to thank those who
took part in the research and also my family and friends.

S.Caroline Purkhardt
September 1990



INTRODUCTION

In developing the theory of social representations,
Moscovici's aim is to address issues which relate to modern
society and culture. There were many important components of
culture were identified as phenomena worthy of study in the
formative years of psychology, including language, religion,
customs, myths, magic and cognate phenomena (Wundt,
Voelkerpsychologie, 1900-1920). From the theory's inception
Moscovici identified science as one of the most influential
forces in modern society, shaping our common-sense
understanding in everyday life.

In La Psychanalyse: Son image et son public (Moscovici,

1961) Moscovici examined the transformation of scientific
knowledge as it diffused into common-sense, forming a shared
reality which shaped people's world view and directed their
interactions with their physical and social environment. At
one level the study resembles an anthropology of modern
society, exploring the impact of psychoanalysis on French
culture and common-sense understandings. At another level, it
constitutes a study in the sociology of knowledge, tracing
the diffusion of psychoanalytic theory into different sectors
of French society.

Several reasons contribute to the appeal of the theory
of social representations. Firstly, it provides,
simultaneously, a critique of traditional Anglo-American
social psychology and an alternative framework within which
to study social-psychological phenomena. This joins forces
with the current movement in social psychology to adopt a
contextualist or constructivist approach as opposed to a
reductionist or positivist approach. Secondly, it identifies
a phenomenon which, until now, has been little studied in
social psychology; that is, the form, content and dynamics of
consensual beliefs. Thirdly, the theory incorporates and
legitimizes new sources of data for research. Social
representations exist, not only in people's minds and in
their interactions, but also in the cultural products of a
particular society. These include the media, books and films



as well as the human-made environment in which we 1live.
Fourthly, the theory suggests a pluralism of methods, ranging
from laboratory experiments to interviews, content analysis
.and participant observation. Finally, the theory provides a
framework in which to investigate important social issues
and, as a consequence, it has received the support of various
funding bodies.

The theory of social representations has acquired
international recognition, instigating a broad range of
research and critical debate. Much of the early research on
social representations (1960's-1970's) was conducted in
France. This included field research investigating social
representations of health and illness, mental illness, the
body, children and cities as well as experimental research
on social representations of particular situations in
relation to self and to the group. In more recent years the
theory has been employed by researchers in other European
countries who have studied social representations of AIDS,
gender, economic inequalities and intelligence. It has also
been incorporated into other fields of social psychology,
including social cognition, attribution theory and intergroup
relations. Furthermore, although the theory of social
representations clearly falls within the realm of social
psychology, it has attracted attention from people in other
disciplines, including philosophy, sociology, anthropology
and history. There has by no means been an unconditional
acceptance of the theory and its related research, but the
various commentaries and critiques not only facilitate its
continuing development, they also indicate the import of this
new and expanding field in social psychology.

Like common-sense, science is fundamentally a social
activity, situated in a cultural and historical context.
Furthermore, science offers an ideal object of study for a
theory that focuses on the transformation of social
knowledge. Firstly, the science endeavours to provide
explanations and to extend our understandings of phenomena
in the world. As a result, there is a continual stream of
development and change, on a smaller or 1larger scale.

Secondly, scientific documents provide a comprehensive
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written account from which to trace the history of change
and to examine the dynamics of social knowledge.

Whilst the theory, as it stands, sheds a great deal of
light on the dynamics of common sense, it says little or
nothing about the dynamics of change within the scientific
community. I hope to demonstrate that the theory is relevant
to our understanding of how scientific knowledge is
transformed. Any new departure presents its problems and this
is no exception. Not only has Moscovici explicitly rejected
the existence of social representations in science but there
are also a number of contradictions and confusions within
the theoretical writings on the subject. There is also a
considerable diversity of research on social representations.
The application of the theory to the dynamics of scientific
knowledge directly challenges certain presuppositions and
demands the clarification of various theoretical principles.
These include the relationship between science and
common-sense, between the individual and culture, between
knowledge and the environment, and between stability and
change. Within this thesis potential resolutions to these
problems are constructed by drawing on a diverse literature
and elaborating central distinctions between mechanistic
(Cartesian) and relational (Hegelian) paradigms within
psychology and between a positive empiricist philosophy of
science and a social constructionist one.

The research focuses on the transformation of social
representations in social psychology and, in particular, on
the influence of Henri Tajfel (1919-1982) on the psychology
of groups. This examines not only the diffusion and
assimilation of Tajfel's ideas to the wider community of
social scientists but also the construction of a theory of
intergroup relations within a particular social, cultural
and historical context. The construction and diffusion of
social representations involve the same social processes.
Scientific and lay theories evolve and are transformed within
their respective communities. They are dynamic in both
contexts. The detailed analysis of the transformation of
scientific knowledge provides the grounds for developing
further the theory of social representations and, in
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particular, for elaborating the processes of transformation
involved.

Part 1 of the thesis is largely theoretical, examining
the theory of social representations within the broader
context of social psychology as a scientific discipline. Part
2 presents research on the transformation of social
representations within social psychology. These two sections
of the thesis are interdependent: the research informs at
least some of the theoretical developments in Part 1 and the
latter provides the foundations for the research presented in
Part 2. The relationship is a dialectical one.

Before going on to present a guide to each chapter I
shall outline the general argument which is constructed in
the course of this thesis. Moscovici developed the theory of
social representations in order to describe and explain those
transformations of common-sense knowledge that occur when the
innovations and discoveries of science diffuse within
society. In so doing, he made a sharp distinction between the
reified universe of science and the consensual universe of
social representations. Furthermore, he emphasized the
collective or supra-individual nature of social
representations so as to avoid the individualistic and
reductionist perspectives which have dominated Anglo-American
social psychology. However, the research on social
representations does not always reflect these theoretical
commitments. Firstly, much of the research has investigated
the transformation of social representations which are only
indirectly associated with science, if at all. This means
that the theory must account for the construction of
innovations within the consensual universe as well as for
their assimilation and diffusion. Secondly, much of the
research betrays the social or cultural focus of the theory.
This reflects the contradictions and confusions within the
theory itself, with regard to both its theoretical and its
methodological commitments.

The implicit difficulties presented by the theory and
by the research are not exclusive to the field of social
representations. Rather, they are expressions of the
fundamental problems which have confronted social psychology
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throughout its history. These find their roots in the
divergence between the Cartesian and the Hegelian paradigms
(Markova, 1982). The Cartesian paradigm endorses a
mechanistic view of the world in which the individual is
independent from the environment and from culture.
Furthermore, it is consistent with a positive-empiricist view
of science. In contrast, the Hegelian paradigm offers an
organic or evolutionary view of the world in which
individuals can only be conceived of in relation to their
environment and their culture. This requires a different
approach to the conduct of scientific enquiry.

While the theory of social representations resurrects
the Hegelian tradition it still reflects certain aspects of
the Cartesian paradigm. Firstly, the theory fails to provide
a synthesis of the dichotomy between the individual and
culture and, in consequence, fails to give a consistent
account of the dynamics’of social representations. I resolve
this by elaborating a social model of the individual and a
social-realist view of reality within the Hegelian tradition.
Secondly, Moscovici's notion of the reified universe of
science reflects a Cartesian epistemology and a positive
empiricist philosophy of science which is antithetical to his
own thesis. Science itself must be conceived of as a human
and social endeavour in which knowledge 1is socially
constructed. Thus, the theory of social representations is
applicable not only to the transformation of common-sense,
but also to the transformation of scientific knowledge.

In order to remain consistent with this line of argument
a Hegelian or constructionist approach is adopted in the
research reported in this thesis. The research on the
psychology of groups focuses on the transformation of social
representations and the interdependence between the
individual scientist and his or her cultural context. This
research elaborates the thesis in two ways. Firstly, it
illustrates that the theory of social representations can be
applied constructively to the realm of science. Secondly, it
demonstrates that the study of large-scale social phenomena
can only be achieved successfully within the Hegelian
paradigm. ‘

13



Chapter 1 constitutes the starting point or ground work
from which the remainder of the thesis develops. No attempt
is made at this stage to critically assess the theory. An
outline of the social psychological perspective adopted in
the theory of social representations emphasizes the focus on
culture and social change. This is followed by a structured
presentation of the theory in terms of the nature of social
representations, their functions and the processes by which
they are transformed. Finally, the role of social
representations in modern society is considered and I
describe the distinction which Moscovici makes between the
reified universe of science and the consensual universe of
common-sense.

This provides the basis for a critical review of the
heterogenous research on social representations and an
assessment of related theoretical and methodologial critiques
in Chapter 2. I argue that investigations which focus on
representations of social objects, or representations in
interpersonal interactions, do not reflect the distinctive
character of social representations. Furthermore, literature
that stresses the consensual nature of social representations
as shared bodies of knowledge fails to address their dynamic
nature and their origins in social 1life. Research which’
examines the role of social interaction and communication,
broadly interpreted, is best suited to illuminate the
maintainance and creative transformation of social
representations as well as the social reality which they
form. A definition of social representations must take into
account all these characteristics. Finally, a discussion of
theoretical ©principles in relation to the research
demonstrates that the theory is applicable to a broad
spectrum of social-psychological knowledge.

In Chapter 3 the scope of the thesis is enlarged beyond
the theory of social representations to the disciplines of
psychology and of social psychology as a whole. 1In
particular, I examine how the relationship between the
individual and culture is conceptualized and how this relates
to the scientific study of psychological and social
phenomena. An examination of the historical development of
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psychology and of social psychology shows how the division
between the individual and culture has been perpetuated
rather than transformed since the inception of psychology as
a scientific discipline. This is due, I argue, to a
commitment to the individualistic and mechanistic principles
of the Cartesian paradigm and to a positive-empiricist
representation of science. In contrast, the Hegelian
tradition of thought provides an alternative paradigm in
which the individual is both the product and the producer of
culture. This embraces an evolutionary and constructionist
perspective which is beginning to be reflected in current
developments in psychology. This chapter serves three
distinct purposes. Firstly, it locates the theory of social
representations within both the historical and the
contemporary context of social psychology, identifying the
problems which must be addressed. Secondly, it describes the
social representations of the individual and of science which
have dominated the historical development of psychology and
of social psychology to date. Thirdly, it elaborates two
contrasting paradigms of research for social psychology which
provide an essential background for the following three
chapters.

Chapter 4 is largely a reformulation of the theory of
social representations. I commence by explicating the
conflicts and confusions within the theory, focusing on the
manifest contradiction between the role of the individual
and of culture and the wuneasy tension between the
prescriptive and dynamic nature of social representations.
The crucial 1link which resolves these problems is the
conception of the individual as a social being within an
'organism/environment/culture system'. This provides a
conceptual framework which supports the claim that social
representations exist not only in our minds but also in our
interactions and in the cultural environment. It also offers
a basis from which to construct a definition of social
reality that avoids both a positive empiricist view, locating
reality in the external world, and an extreme social
constructionist view, 1locating reality in the heads of

individuals. This reformulation within the Hegelian paradigm
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allows a reassessment of the dynamics of social
representations. Firstly, the social individual necessarily
plays a comstructive role in the maintenance and
transformation of social representations. Secondly, anchoring
and objectification are essentially social processes but, in
themselves, they fail to explain adequately the
transformations in social representations. It is suggested
that these processes of both assimilation and accommodation
must be understood in terms of a spiral of transformation
within systems of social representations.

Chapter 4 deals with the theoretical problems that are
relevant to any study of social representations. Chapter 5
focuses exclusively on the relationship between science and
common-sense, an issue that, surprisingly, has been ignored
but that is crucial to this whole thesis. Moscovici's
distinction between the reified and consensual universes is
not unusual in the social sciences. But his notion of the
reified universe creates substantial problems for his theory.
While the theory requires a social constructionist
epistemology Moscovici's notion of reified universe
perpetuates an antagonistic, positive-empiricist
epistemology. By examining developments in the philosophy of
science it is shown that Moscovici's description of the
reified universe reflects a 'traditional view' of science.
This view was challenged by significant advances in physics
in the early part of this century and gave rise to
alternative philosophies. In particular, Kuhn (1962,1970)
propounds an historical, cultural and social-psychological
approach to the transformation of scientific knowledge. This
shows many similarities to the theory of social
representations and, in conjunction with more recent
developments, offers a social-constructionist philosophy of
science. This view is supported by parallel developments in
the sociology of knowledge. The theory of social
representations thus provides a suitable framework within
which to study the transformation and evolution of science
itself. Finally, the arguments presented in Chapters 4 and
5 are 1illustrated by reference to Darwin's theory of
evolution.
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The research conducted in this thesis on the
transformation of social representations in science
contrasts, quite strikingly, with traditional modes of
investigation in social psychology, with reference to both
its form and its content. In Chapter 6, I discuss the diverse
methods of research, from experimentation to participant
observation, which have been employed in the study of social
representations. Each method is characterized in terms of its
strengths and weaknesses in exploring various aspects of the
theory and it is argued that the most suitable approach is to
develop research programmes which incorporate multiple
methods of investigation. This is supported by considering
the methodological commitments of the Hegelian paradigm in
contrast to those of the Cartesian paradigm. The former
focuses on theory construction, adopting an evolutionary ~
approach to the qualitative examination of relational
systems. It is this approach which is adopted in the research
programme developed in this thesis. The decision to select
psychology as a scientific discipline for this study is
supported by both theoretical and methodological™
considerations. A variety of techniques are used to select
and to examine the transformation of social representations
in the psychology of groups, with particular reference to
Henri Tajfel's theory of intergroup relations. These include
a questionnaire, an historico-interpretative analysis of
Tajfel's publications, in-depth interviews with his
collaborators, an analysis of citation counts and a critical
review of an extensive literature on group psychology. Each
method is described giving an account of its use and
development within the research programme.

Part 2 investigates the dynamics and transformation of
social representations in the social psychology of groups.
This requires not only a description of a system of social
representations and its diffusion within a specified
community but also an analysis of the origins of change and
the processes of transformation in the organism/
environment/culture system. In order to maintain the socio-
psychological and historical perspectives of Moscovici's
original theory the research focuses on the contributions of
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an influential scientist, in relation both to the scientific
community and to the broader society, and involves an
historical analysis of transformations within a specified
field of study.

Chapter 7 concentrates on the impact of Tajfel's theory
of intergroup relations on the field of group psychology as
a whole. The results of a questionnaire study exploring
social psychologists' views of influential contributions to
both attitude research and group psychology are reported.
These show not only that there is considerable interest and
a greater consensus in the latter field of study but also
that Tajfel's work has brought about substantial changes in
the social representations pertaining to the understanding of
group phenomena. This change 1is assessed using both
quantitative and qualitative methods of research. An analysis
of citation counts shows that Tajfel's ideas have diffused
quite widely in the social sciences. Although his earlier
work on social perception, stereotypes and prejudice
continues to be cited, his work on intergroup relations has
had by far the greatest impact, especially in Europe. To
assess the nature of this impact, I examine the historical
development of group psychology as a field of study and the
gradual assimilation of Tajfel's research and theoretical
orientation within the field as a whole. In the past, group
phenomena were represented as an individual's response to
small group situations and explanations were provided in
terms of intrapersonal and interpersonal processes. This can
be contrasted with more recent developments in group
psychology and related fields of study which have been
auspicated by Tajfel's work. Firstly, large-scale social
processes and intergroup relations in society have become a
more prominent area of study in social psychology. This is
due, in large measure, to the respective influences of
Moscovici and Tajfel. Secondly, much of the literature on
intergroup relations as well as on intragroup processes now
presents the group as a theoretically distinctive entity.
Thirdly, there is an increasing emphasis on the role of
consensual beliefs and of people's relationships within their
historical and cultural contexts.
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The following three chapters focus on the
transformation of the social representations involved in the
construction of Tajfel's theory of intergroup relations. It
is not possible to identify how a new perspective in group
psychology has evolved without first examining the content
and structure of the system of social representations during
consecutive periods. Chapter 8 ©provides a detailed
description of Tajfel's work in terms of six phases in his
academic career. Tajfel started by studying the effects of
value and categorization on the perceptual Jjudgment of
physical objects (Phase I). The theoretical principles
constructed in this context were then applied to social
phenomena and, in particular, to stereotypes (Phase II). This
led Tajfel to consider the nature of prejudice and to
elaborate the cognitive aspects of large-scale social
phenomena (Phase III). Experimental studies on the
development of national attitudes (Phase IV) and also on the
role of social categorization in intergroup relations (Phase
V) gave rise to a number of issues which relating to the
social context of human behaviour. Finally, Tajfel explicates
the significance of social identity in intergroup relations
and the processes involved in social change (Phase VI).

The most striking feature of this evolution is that,
whilst Tajfel remained a social psychologist throughout, the
form of social psychology which he espoused underwent a
radical transformation. In Chapter 9, I trace the major
continuities and discontinuities across the six phases in
the development of his ideas. This involves both stability
and change in the social representations of the individual,
of the group and of social psychology as a scientific
discipline. Whilst Tajfel retained both a comparative
perspective and a functional approach, as the central object
of his study changed, so to did his conceptions of the
cognitive, evaluative and motivational components of his
theory. More significantly, the locus of explanation shifts
away from individual cognitive processes towards the socio-
psychological concomitants of people's social context. There
is also a shift away from a concentration on method and
empirical enquiry towards the development of theory and its
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application to social reality. These transformations can be
explained, at least in part, by examining the emergence of
problems and their possible solutions through the
assimilation and accommodation of conflicting aspects within
the system of social representations. It will be seen that
the emergence of a social dimension in socio-psychological
explanations of group phenomena was necessitated by the study
of large-scale intergroup relations in society.

However, this leaves many questions still unanswered.
The transformation of a system of social representations
cannot be understood in isolation from its historical and
cultural context. In Chapter 10 the concatonation of
cultural, social and intellectual influences on Tajfel's work
is examined. These include Tajfel's cultural history and the
various institutions with which he was associated; his
collaboration with other social scientists working in the
same field and the emergence of a European community of
social psychologists; and the conventions and innovations
expressed in theoretical writings and research papers both
in social psychology and in the social sciences more
generally.

Finally, in Chapter 11, I highlight the implications of
this research and the arguments elaborated in this thesis for
the theory of social representations itself, for the
discipline of social psychology and for our understanding of
the processes of science. The Hegelian paradigm
simultaneously supports, and is supported by, the elaboration
of the theory of social representations, the research on the
field of group psychology and the application of the theory
to the dynamics of scientific knowledge.
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PART 1

THE THEORY OF SOCIAL. REPRESENTATIONS AND

THE SOCIAL PSYCHOI.OGY OF SCIENCE
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CHAPTER 1
THE THEORY OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS
1.1 A PERSPECTIVE ON SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

1.2 THE NATURE OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS

1.2.1 Social reality

1.2.2 The symbolic nature of social representations
1.2.3 The logic of social representations

1.2.4 The conventional and prescriptive nature of

social representations
1.2.5 The dynamic nature of social representations

1.3 THE FUNCTIONS OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS

1.3.1 The interpretation and understanding of objects
and events

1.3.2 Enabling communication and social interaction
1.3.3 Demarcation and consolidation of groups
1.3.4 The formation of social identities

1.3.5 Importance in regard to socialisation
1.3.6 Making the unfamiliar familiar

1.4 THE PROCESSES OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS
1.4.1 Anchoring

1.4.2 Cbjectification

1.5 THE DQMAIN OF SOCTAL REPRESENTATIONS
1.5.1 The reified unrniverse

1.5.2 The consensual universe

1.5.3 Science and social representations

1.5.4 Causality and explanation

1.5.5 Social representations in modern society

1.1 A PERSPECTIVE ON SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

The theory of social representations is a
distinctively European form of social psychology which has
emerged in France. Its earliest formulation and empirical
research 1is properly accredited to Moscovici, with the
publication of La Psychanalyse: Son image et son public
(1961). Since then, an ever-increasing number of European
social psychologists have shown an interest in social
representations, both in their theoretical writings and in
their empirical research (Farr,1987b). This has resulted in
an incredible variety, in both the methods of research
employed and the fields of application within psychology.
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This will be examined in more detail in the following
chapter. The present chapter focuses almost exclusively on
the theory of social representations. However, before
embarking on a presentation of the theory, it is pertinent
to outline Moscovici's perspective on social psychology.

As Wells (1987) explicates and Moscovici (1987) affirms,
the theory of social representations reflects a certain way
of envisioning social psychology. Moscovici asserts that it
must be considered, foremostly, a social science with its own
domain and objects of study. Rather than a situation in which
a variety of disciplines and subdisciplines, including
economics, political science, history, child psychology and
linguistics, create their own social psychology it should be
a discipline in its own right, constituting a major science
alongside those of anthropology, economics and sociology
(Moscovici,1990). As a major science it would be a cultural
and anthropological endeavour investigating the problems of
our times in their historical context. This is expressed by
Moscovici on numerous occasions; for example

social psychology 1is a science of culture and
particularly of our culture; it is, or should be,
the anthropology of the modern world.

(Moscovici,1981b,p.1ix)

Another theme which is central to much of Moscovici's
thinking is an overriding concern with change, especially
with social change. This is reflected on at least three
levels. Firstly, social psychology should study the evolution
and transformation of social phenomena. It is the
responsibility of social psychologists 'to examine society
"in the making", a perpetual creation of its members,
materially as well as symbolically (Moscovici,1987,p.520).
It would be 'a science of consensual universes in evolution'
(Moscovici 1984b), studying the

transformations from one way of Xknowing things to
another way....and what effect these transformations
have on communication and action
(Moscovici, 1982,p.139).
No other discipline is better equipped to study these social

transformations and innovations.>1<
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Secondly, in order to achieve this, social psychology
itself must be reformulated, its accepted norms and methods
critically reviewed and adapted to studying social phenomena.

A systematic social psychology must be renewed and
redeveloped so as to become a real science of those
social phenomena which are the basis of the
functioning of a society and the essential processes
generating in it.

(Moscovici,1972,p.55)

Thirdly, social psychology should not be afraid to
develop ‘'dangerous truths' which have consequences for
society. As a social science it is in a position not only to
discover aspects of social reality (of which we were formerly
unaware) but also to participate in the dynamics of knowledge
in society through which social reality is transformed and
new aspects of society created. To quote Moscovici

as a science of our culture, social psychology
should and could contribute to criticise a certain
number of our ideological ‘'difficulties', whose
political and human consequences are huge

(Moscovici,1987,p.528).

This view of social psychology is reflected throughout
much of Moscovici's theoretical writings and empirical
research. For example, his work on minority influence
(Moscovici,1985¢c), which arose out of a critique of the
‘conformity bias' in much American experimental social
psychology (Moscovici and Faucheux,1972), studies the role
of active minorities instigating change in the views of a
majority. Other examples include his work on the history of
mass psychology (Moscovici,1985a), and on social
representations (1961,1984b). With regard to the 1latter
Moscovici has gone so far as to state that

the main task of social psychology is to study such
representations, their properties, their origins and
their impact.
(Moscovici,1984b,p.13)
The notion of social, or rather collective,
representation was originally used by Durkheim, a French
sociologist. However, within sociology it remained a concept,

an explanatory device irreducible by any further analysis.
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Moscovici (1961) took up this ‘'forgotten concept!' of
Durkheim's. Once located within the discipline of social
psychology, it is transformed into a phenomenon, an object
of study, the structure and dynamics of which require
detailed examination. In this respect it is similar to the
notions of the gene or the atom which were originally
explanatory concepts in genetics and traditional mechanics
but became objects of study within molecular biology and
atomic physics respectively. Once the phenomenon of social
representations is established as an object of study it is
possible to investigate its genesis and function in society
and, with the aid of empirical research, to develop a theory
of social representations which provides an understanding of
why and how they are produced and the way in which they
intervene in social life. Whereas other social sciences may
refer to social or collective representations it is the
specific task of social psychology to undertake their

empirical investigation and to develop a theory which would
constitute a psycho-sociology of our culture. As such, it
would not be, simply, a psychology of opinions and of
attitudes about objects that already exist but rather a
sccial psychology concerned with the evolution and
transformation of ways of understanding and the impact of
these changes on social life. No other discipline examines
these social phenomena as a whole and in the light of their
specific characteristics. By considering social
representations as phenomena, social psychology is able to
elucidate those aspects of our culture which are 1least
studied.

Such an endeavour requires methods of investigation and
theory-building which are adapted to their object of enquiry.
Any theory requires accurate and rigorous techniques but
these 'are a function of the phenomena under consideration
and the course of research' (Moscovici, 1987, p.528). The
investigation of social representations, language,
communication, social interaction and all that is entailed
therein requires methods of observation and detailed
description of these complex phenomena (Moscovici,1984Db).
Only then are we in a position to build descriptive and
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explanatory theories that allow an accurate and clear
understanding of social representations

Only a careful description of social
representations, of their structure and their
evolution in various fields, will enable us to
understand them and ... a valid explanation can only
be derived from a comparative study of such
descriptions.
(Moscovici,1984a,p.68)
The development of a theory should be based on adequate
observations and on comparative studies that reveal
regularities and that allow sensible conjectures to be made.
Moscovici 1is here reiterating Koch's comments on
psychology made in 1959

from the earliest days of the experimental pioneers

man's stipulation that psychology be adequate to

science outweighed his commitment that it be

adequate to man.

(Koch,1959,p.784)

Rather than maintaining an overriding concern for methodology
and making spurious demands for accuracy social psychologists
should do justice to the complexities of social and cultural
phenomena. In order to achieve this they must develop an
adequate representation of human and social phenomena as well
as the methods and research strategy appropriate to such a
task.

For Moscovici, social psychology must not remain
associated exclusively with its parent discipline of
psychology, but must establish links with sociology and the
other social sciences, including anthropology, econonics,
linguistics and history. These suggest alternative approaches
to research and to theory-building, involving long-range
studies that examine given phenomena or problems from a
number of different perspectives, and that provide adequate
descriptions on the basis of which theoretical breakthroughs
and scientific discoveries become possible.

Moscovici's views concerning methodology and
theory-building in social psychology are closely associated
with his rejection of an objectivist ontology within this
discipline. On more than one occasion he quotes Merleau-Ponty
(1969) who suggests that remaining within an objectivist
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ontology restricts one's understanding of a chosen object of
study, hampering research and 1limiting the ‘'growth of
knowledge' to what we already know (Moscovici 1982,1987).

At this point it would seem appropriate to define,
precisely, what is a ‘'social representation'. However,
although I agree with G. Breakwell (1987), Billig (1987Db)
and others that conceptual clarification is required I do
not believe that this will be provided by a brief and
necessarily oversimplistic definition. Any statement
concerning social representations can only be understood
properly within the context of the theory as a whole. The
perspective must be established and a system of related
concepts must be developed, before a singular statement
attempting to express the nature, function and process of
social representations can be attempted. A definition of
social representation will not be attempted until the next
chapter, drawing both on the theory of social representations
and on empirical research.

This chapter will be limited to an overview of the
theory, as expressed in the writings of those directly
concerned with social representations, focusing on the work
of Moscovici. Although Moscovici's style of writing is often
expansive, touching on a broad range of issues, it tends to
give a nebulous impression of his general approach rather
than a clear idea of any theoretical postulates or empirical
concerns. Taken as a whole, his exposition of the theory of
social representations contains a number of internal
inconsistencies and points of confusion. Furthermore, he
fails to elaborate on fundamental issues which, as yet,
present unresolved difficulties. These include a
specification of the nature of reality, the relationship
between the individual and society, and the nature of the
reified universe of science. This chapter draws together the
ideas and postulates expressed in a selection of Moscovici's
articles in order to give a clear presentation of the theory
as it stands. However, no attempt will be made to discuss the
various problems and inconsistencies within the theory
itself. These issues are addressed in the following chapters,

in which an attempt will be made to provide further
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explication and amplification of the theory of social
representations. A series of footnotes, in the current
chapter, identify some of the problems contained within the
theory and indicate the chapters in which they are discussed
more fully. (This method is often used in sociological and
historical texts, and is adopted here both for the sake of
brevity and in order to give a clear exposition of
Moscovici's position).

In order to give a clear presentation it will be
convenient to distinguish between three different aspects of
the theory: the nature, the function and the processes of
social representations. Separate sections will be devoted to
each aspect. However, it should be understood that these
aspects are inter-related and inter-dependent; the divisions
are artificial and they are adopted only for the sake of
clarity. The nature of social representations supports, and
simultaneously is supported by, their function in social
life. These functions, in their turn, are inseparable from
the processes by which they evolve. A full understanding of
the phenomenon of social representations can only be gained
by an appreciation of all three aspects of the theory.
Furthermore, Moscovici sets a number of boundary conditions
to the domain in which the theory of social representations
is applicable. In this respect Moscovici has made a start on
the task suggested by Billig (1987b) of identifying what is
not a social representation. Indeed it is the contention of
the research reported in this thesis that some of these
boundary conditions (especially that between science and
common sense) are set rather arbitrarily. A full discussion
of the theory's range of application, however, will be
postponed until the following chapter.

1.2 THE NATURE OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS

Representations are social constructions that form an
environment of thought which is both conventional and
prescriptive. As social constructions they assume that humans
are active perceivers, actively constructing the social
reality in which they think, communicate and act. Their
conventional and prescriptive nature ensues from the tendency

to conceive social representations as autonomous entities
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that constitute our reality. Such a conceptualization
transcends both the distinction between subject and object
and between stimulus and response. This being the case, it is
essential to recognize the significance of the contents of
social representations as well as of their form. Finally,
they are dynamic structures that evolve and are transformed
through communication and through social interaction. These
different aspects of social representations and their
interdependence will be presented below in order to
illuminate the nature of social representations.
1.2.1 Social reality

The frequently adopted quotations from the writings of
Moscovici fail to characterize fully the social nature of
reality. Social representations, for example, are:

'theories' or 'branches of thought' in their own
right, for the discovery and organisation of

reality.
(Moscovici,1973,p xiii)
or
a system of values, ideas and practices.
(Moscovici,1973,p xiii)
and also

a set of concepts, statements and explanations

originating in daily life in the course of inter-

individual communications.

(Moscovici and Hewstone, 1983)

These statements can be understood properly only after a
thorough explication and understanding of the nature of the
reality in which we live, as conceived by the theory:; that
is, a social reality. Priority is given to the collective,
social and cultural aspects of reality which exist in their
own right. This requires some amplification.

Social representations are the constituents of our
reality. >2< They form an environment of thought which
simultaneously determines the reality we perceive/conceive
and direct our responses to it. I have reservations in the
use of the term 'determine', as this suggests that the social
representation and the perception/conception of reality are
two separate entities. They are not. This potential confusion
may result from an error of translation from French to
English which  has important consequences for the
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understanding of the nature of social representations. The

social representation is our reality. This involves two

aspects: firstly, the relationship between stimulus and

response, and secondly, between subject and object.
Firstly, Moscovici states

that to form a representation of something is to

apprehend stimulus and response at one and the same

time. The response is not a reaction to the
stimulus, but, up to a point, constitutes the origin

of the stimulus.

(Moscovici,1973,p.xii)

Representations shape our perceptions and conceptions
of an object. I see an object in a particular way only
because I have a representation of that object. The
representation, in this respect, is prior to the stimulus.
Furthermore, a social object is represented in such a way as
to permit or support any judgment, communication or action
(Markova and Wilkie, 1987). The representation is constructed
through our interactions with the social and material world
for the purpose of sustaining those interactions. In this
respect there 1is no distinction between stimulus and
response, and as such one cannot be said to be the cause of
the other.

Secondly, there is no distinction between the perception
of the subject and the object which is perceived. That is, we
do not perceive an objective reality, rather we perceive a
socially constructed reality.

We are never provided with any information which has

not been distorted by representations superimposed

on objects and on persons.

(Moscovici, 1984b,p.12)

To explain further, it is not the nature of the object that
determines our construction of it but our relationship to
that object; and these relations are social, being dependent
on our social interactions and communications. This gives
priority to intersubjective and social links rather than to
links between the individual as an independent entity and the
object. Social representations are created by and are
dependent upon not only the subject, but also their relations
with others and others' relations with the object. The object
is understood through the processes of interaction with and
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communication about the object in a social context, that is,
with other people. Thus representations are created and
transformed through interactions and communication between
individuals and groups concerning social objects, which, in
turn, are determined by their representations (Di
Giacomo,1980; Abric,1984; Codol,1984).

The social reality in which we live has all the force
and influence of the material world. Social objects and
social relations are just as real, if not more so, as
physical objects.

Through communication, individuals and groups give

a physical reality to ideas and images

(Moscovici,1984a,p.53)
For example, the social representation of AIDS (Markova and
Wilkie, 1987) is just as powerful and influential in terms
of its related social interactions as objects in the physical
environment. Finally, in that social representations are
shared and strengthened by tradition they constitute a social
reality 'sui generis'.

Social representations are 'systems' of
preconceptions, images and values which have their
own cultural meaning and persist independently of
individual experience.

(Moscovici, 1982,p.122)

Social representations are therefore social in origin and
refer to social objects; they constitute a reality which
consists of an environment of thought as opposed to a world
of objects. Thus reality is social through and through; we
live in a thinking society and a social reality. >3<
1.2.2 The symbolic nature of social representations

The significance of adopting the term 'symbolic' in
preference to 'cognitive' when referring to systems of social
representations further emphasizes the social nature of
representations. Cognitive theories attempt to subsume the
symbolic but the focus of analysis remains on the individual.
Fundamental to the symbolic are the common meanings invested
in verbal and non-verbal gestures as these are understood by
members of a community. The symbolic cannot, therefore, be
assimilated to the cognitive (Moscovici,1982,p.143, footnote).

Furthermore, their symbolic character not only distinguishes

31



the social from the individual, but also the cultural from
the physical and the historical from the static. The symbolic
is supported and made possible by social norms and rules and
by a common history. It refers to the social significance of
socially constructed objects. An object is not perceived
veridically, nor are events conceived as signs. Rather the
object is both perceived and conceived in terms of a symbolic
reality. The 'stimulus' and 'response' are links in a chain
of symbols which express a code and a system of values. The
distinction between image and reality is thus obliterated.
This symbolic character of social representations emerges in
the process of social interaction and communication and is
predominantly influenced by language.>4< It is here that the
cultural aspects of social representations are most obvious.
And it is here that the emphasis on meaning and understanding
are most apparent (Jodelet,1986).

For Moscovici, a representation has two facets: the
iconic and the symbolic. They lie somewhere between a percept
and a concept. Percepts 'reproduce the world in a meaningful
way' in terms of images while concepts 'abstract meaning from
the world!' (Moscovici,1984b,p.17). Thus social
representations are a mixture of conceptual and perceptual
elements, of conceptions, images and perceptions.

An acknowledgement of the symbolic nature of social
representations with all its concomitants - social,
historical and cultural - implies that, as long as we are
studying common sense and everyday thought, it is not
possible to distinguish the form of representations from
their content. Contents make up the substance of our thoughts
and communications and the processes of perceiving and
learning cannot be separated from what is perceived or learnt
within a common culture;

the content not only offers a key to the concretely
activated formal elements but... these formal
elements can exert their influence only through this
social content.

(Moscovici, 1984a,p.947)

The content will vary between social groups, cultures and
historical epochs and it is not possible to separate the
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regularities in representations from the processes that
create them (Jodelet,1984a).
1.2.3 The logic of social representations

Once it is accepted that social representations have
a logic of their own, then any system of logic is specific
to its cultural context. It cannot be assumed that thought
processes are general and invariant, that is, universal.
Rather, as the content of a representation differs across
cultures or changes over time, within the one culture, so
does its form. The form and content of thinking are closely
related to the form and content of communications, to
discussion and agreements between people which are embedded
in a cultural context. The manner of thinking, as well as
what we think, depends on the cultural context.

The classic example of this is the law of non-
contradiction which is central to western logic yet of only
peripheral importance in other cultures. In Western culture
we tend to accept the law of non-contradiction as a universal
principle of reasoning and of logic which is independent of
time and space. It 1is reflected in the elaboration,
structuring and expression of our social representations such
that their contents comprise a unified and coherent systenm.
But its influence does not arise from the formal processes of
thinking; rather its influence derives from social and
cultural factors which are specific to Western society. This
is amply demonstrated by anthropological studies of
non-western cultures in which the law of non-contradiction is
not predominant. For example, Levy-Bruhl's (1923) study of
the Nuer revealed that twins are conceived as birds, but at
the same time they are not birds. Similarly, Mary Douglas's
(1975) essays on implicit meanings in Lele culture and
Evans-Pritchard's work on Nuer religion (1940) and Azande
witchcraft (1937) illustrate the affinity between culture and
knowledge.

A comparable example that is more relevant in the
present context refers to the content and form of cognitive
and cognitive social psychology. Cognitive psychologists,
for example Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky (1982) have studied
extensively the errors and biases in reasoning and problem
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solving by adopting a normative model, based on the logic and
rationality of science. Similarly, attribution theorists such
" as Kelley (1963) have frequently applied a scientific,
statistical model (ANOVA - analysis of variance) to
investigate the way in which people make causal attributions.
But, according to Moscovici, it 1is inappropriate and
misleading to apply the positivistic, scientific rules of
thought to social, consensual knowledge, as the logic or form
underlying these different contents are also different. The
'psychological laws' are related to the contents of the
social representations and hence, to their cultural and
historical context.>5<

Thus, social representations form an environment of
thought that constitutes a social and symbolic reality
constructed by the activity of individuals and groups within
a cultural and historical context. With this in mind, it is
possible to understand the conventional and prescriptive
nature of social representations.
1.2.4 The conventional and prescriptive nature of social

representations
Firstly, social representations 'conventionalize the

objects, persons and events we encounter' (Moscovici,1984b,
p.-7) . They act on any previously established social object,
or any new object entering into our awareness, constraining
them so that they 'fit' into the categories and systems of
relationships that we already possess (Moscovici,1961). Thus,
any object is understood in terms of a symbolic system, which
is conditioned by our social representations and hence by our
culture. Furthermore, we cannot escape from these conventions
of perception and conception.

Nobody's mind is free from the effects of the prior
conditioning which is imposed by his
representations, language and culture.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.8)

Secondly, social representations are prescriptive; 'they
impose themselves upon us with an irresistible force'
(Moscovici,1984b,p.8). We experience and understand the
present only in terms of the past, in terms of tradition and
culture. Our past experiences are active in the experience of
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the present. In many respects the past prevails over the
present (Jodelet, 1986; Milgram,1984; Markova and
Wilkie,1987). - o S

Sccial representations are thus fundamentally historical
in nature. All the systems of perception and conception, of
description and understanding, which circulate within a
society, are 1linked to previous systems and they are
reproduced by the continuity of human cultural and social
life, and by the language and actions by which they are
expressed.

1.2.5 The dynamic nature of social representations

As social representations circulate and diffuse
throughout society their dynamic and plastic character
becomes apparent. Not only do they communicate between
themselves, but as they circulate and diffuse through society
they merge, attract and repel each other, influencing the
form and content of each other, changing in harmony with the
course of social life >6<. As new representations emerge old
ones are transformed or disappear, as do their concomitant
social objects and relations. Our wunderstanding, our
perception and the meanings we give events, are continually
reconstituted and reconstructed.

Thus, social representations are an integral part of
the social construction of reality. They are at once
determined by and determine the social processes of
communication and interaction. They are at once conventional,
prescriptive and dynamic, evolving and, hence, transforming
our reality. They are an essentially historical, cultural and
social phenomena.

1.3 THE FUNCTIONS OF SOCIAIL, REPRESENTATIONS

The functions of social representations, inevitably,
have been indicated in the previous section. However, being
an important aspect of the theory, it is pertinent to give
them further consideration.
1.3.1 We have already seen how social representations
construct and shape reality, determining the meaning or
significance of social ©objects and events. Social
representations thus constitute our reality which is
fundamentally symbolic and meaningful. As such, they allow
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objects and events to be interpreted and understood. An event
or object is understood in relation to the whole, ie. to its
context, as defined by the social representations. Their
description, <classification and explanations are all
dependent on the social representation which embodies them.
Social representations contain and define the experience of
reality, determining its boundaries, its significance and
its relationships.

In this way reality is both continuous and stable. The
ambiguity and diversity of life is reduced and the meanings
of actions are made unequivocal. Social representations
achieve this by indicating where to find the effects and how
to choose the causes; by indicating what must be explained
and what constitutes an explanation; and by setting an event
in the context of a system of relations to other events. Thus
they

establish an order which will enable individuals to
orientate themselves in their material and social
world and to master it.

(Moscovici,1973,p.xiii)

1.3.2 Social representations enable communication and social

interaction to take place. It is only through shared social

representations and the conventional meanings of language and
action that individuals and groups can communicate with each
other. The social representations provide

a code for social exchange and a code for naming and

classifying unambiguously the various aspects of

their world and their individual and group history.
(Moscovici,1973,p.xiii)
The conventional meanings and contents'of communications are
obviously closely associated with language, which provides
the medium for verbal communication.

Similarly, social representations form the environment
in which we interact with each other. They imbue our gestures
with meaning and hence facilitate the 'interpretation' of
human actions. When individuals or groups share the same
representations, actions are understood in the same way. The
action has the same significance or meaning for both the
actor and the perceiver, giving rise to an exchange of
gestures which is coordinated. Thus the representation both
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guides the social action of an individual or group and allows
the actions of others to be understood. However, where
representations are not shared, for example, between the
members of two different cultures, the misinterpretation of
actions is likely to prevail.

It should be noted that the term 'interpretation', as
used here, does not imply a two-stage process, first
receiving information or perceiving the action, and then
giving it a meaning. Interpretation is immediate. The action
is perceived as meaningful and significant. The action is a
significant gesture and cannot be understood in any other
way. This is necessarily so as the social representation
constitutes our reality.

We can see that there is a two-way influence between
social representations and both communication and social
interaction. On the one hand social representations originate
in communication and social interaction. They evolve in order
to support the purposes and interests of individuals and
groups, orientated towards communication, understanding and
control. Moscovici has actually defined social
representations as

the elaborating of a social object by the community

for the purpose of behaving and communicating.

(Moscovici, 1963, from

Breakwell,1987,p.4)
On the other hand social representations form the environment
in which communication and interaction occur. Once the
historical and dynamic nature of social life is acknowledged
it is essential to recognize and to understand this two way
process. >7<
1.3.3 Having explained the relationship between social
representations and both communication and social
interaction, it can be seen that social representations also
function in the demarcation and consolidation of groups (Di
Giacomo,1980; Doise,1984). Representations which are shared
by a number of associated individuals provide a stock of
images and ideas which are taken for granted and mutually
accepted. The shared meanings of objects and events provide
a consensual environment of thought for communication and
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social interaction. They serve to consolidate and to maintain
the group, as well as to provide an identity for the group
members. Furthermore, it is through our shared reality that
we form binding relations with others. The consensual
representation of social objects draws the individual into
the cultural traditions of the group. As Jodelet
(1984b,p.372) has expressed, social representations are
rooted 'in the life of groups'.

1.3.4 The role of social representations in relation to
groups entails a further function of social representations;
the formation of social identities. Social representations
form the environment in which we perceive, communicate and
interact. Our gestures and actions are guided by, and are
only meaningful in terms of, social representations. Our
representations shape our relations with others and so
structure the situation that it conforms to our expectations.
Our behaviour 1is <constrained and directed by the
classifications and social representations employed by others
and by ourselves. The situation 1is thus created and
constructed in accordance with our representations. In that
our identities are drawn from our relations with others the
influence of social representations is apparent. Our
identities are social, not only because they are active in
our relations with others, but also because they originate in
our relations with others (Duveen and Lloyd,1987) >8<.
1.3.5 Social representations are important in regard to

socialisation. Infants interact with their parents who,
themselves, embody the social representations derived from
their early and adult experiences, from their conversations,
and their social interactions. The parents interact with the
infant in terms of these social representations, indicating
the symbolic significance of the infants' various behaviours.
Thus it 1is the meanings or symbolic significance of
behaviours which are internalised by the infant. They become
an integral part of the individual and of their interactions
with others (Duveen and Lloyd,1987). Communications, through
various forms of social interaction, and the meanings which
they express, are inter-personal before they are internalized
to become intra-personal. The individual is absorbed into
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society and into the collective environment of thoughts. This
applies to the socialisation of an individual or of a group
moving into a new environment as much as to the socialization
of infants.

Every member of a group, by birth or otherwise, has
the group's representation impressed on him or her.
In this way representations infiltrate to the core
of the individual's personality.

(Moscovici and Hewstone,1983,p.118)

1.3.6 I have left until last what Moscovici sees as the most
important function of social representations; that is, to
make the unfamiliar familiar.

the purpose of all representations is to make

something wunfamiliar or wunfamiliarity itself,

familiar.
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.24)
We have seen how social representations order and stabilise
our social reality and how communication and social
interactions are directed and wunderstood through them.
Objects, individuals and events are perceived and understood
in relation to our social representations. This is as true
for those events with which we are familiar as it is for
those events which seem strange (Jodelet,1986).

Moscovici characterises the unfamiliar as that which is
threatening due to its discontinuity with the past and its
meaninglessness in terms of our current representations. This
would occur, for example, when conventions disappear, when
distinctions between the abstract and the concrete become
blurred, or when an atypical behaviour prevents a normal
continuation of social interaction. That is, something is
unfamiliar when it does not conform to our expectations,
resulting in a sense of incompleteness or randomness. This
may occur when we enter a new culture or group, or when we
are presented with a new object, event or concept. Moscovici
suggests that the unfamiliar is disturbing because it is

at once there without being there; perceived without
being perceived.

(Moscovici, 1984b,p.25) >9<
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We are aware of unfamiliar objects, events or concepts, only
in as far as they are visible, similar and accessible but
they are unfamiliar to the degree 1in which they are
invisible, different and inaccessible. What is unfamiliar
worries, threatens and preoccupies us as it breaks our sense
of continuity and stability and it also acts as a barrier to
mutual understanding.>10<

Representation, or, in this case, re-presentation,
transfers that which is unfamiliar to the familiar. This is
achieved

by separating normally 1linked <concepts and
perceptions and setting them in a context where the
unusual becomes usual.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.26)

The example used by Moscovici is drawn from his study of
psychoanalysis in France (1961). Within the social
representation of medicine and of medical treatment the
psychoanalyst does not fulfil our expectations and is thus
unfamiliar. He or she does not prescribe drugs or tell us
what to do, as would an "ordinary" doctor. Rather, the client
is expected to do most of the talking and to take an active
part in the therapeutic treatment. As such the psychoanalyst
is unfamiliar. However, some people, such as Catholics,
compared psychoanalysis to the confessional and the
psychoanalyst to the priest. In this way, the psychoanalyst
is made usual and familiar. The unfamiliar becomes meaningful
and significant in our social reality and in our relations
with others.

Moreover, what is central to the dynamics of social
representations is that, as the unfamiliar is absorbed into
the social representations, it alters the structure of the
relationships and the content of that representation. So
that, for example, confession becomes a form of
psychoanalysis. The social significance of confession is thus
altered and merged with that of psychoanalysis,
simultaneously affecting associated values and feelings.

The receiving representation will be one that is shared
by a given group, with its common stock of images, ideas and
language. It is the representation into which the unfamiliar
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is assimilated, due to some initial association. The content
of the receiving representation determines the direction and
the means by which the group comes to terms with the
unfamiliar. This occurs through the processes of social
interaction and communication, that is, the unfamiliar
becomes familiar through its use in conversation, and
eventually in social interaction, between members of the
group. In this way its relation to the receiving social
representation become defined and stabilised and thus it
becomes part of our social reality.

To summarise, social representations both structure and
order our reality, giving it meaning and coherence. They form
the environment in which we communicate and coordinate social
interaction. Hence they are fundamental to the identity and
functioning of groups, to the development and maintenance of
our social identities and they are central to the processes
of socialisation. Moreover, they allow the unfamiliar to
become familiar, for new objects and events to be integrated
into our social realities.

1.4 THE PROCESSES OF SOCTIAIL REPRESENTATIONS

Moscovici describes two processes by which the unfamiliar
become familiar. These are anchoring and objectification.
Both processes will be described in detail but by way of
introduction it can be said that anchoring situates strange
objects in the context of ordinary categories and images,
that is, into a familiar context. Objectification, on the
other hand, transforms unfamiliar and abstract ideas into
something concrete, ie. a concept is transformed into a
social object. Anchoring makes the unfamiliar object
meaningful and objectification makes the intangible into
something real and tangible. Both these processes are closely
linked to memory and to cultural knowledge and this
necessitates the inclusion of the historical aspect of social
representations.

1.4.1 Anchoring

Within the theory of social representations the process
of anchoring is @essential. Firstly, all meaningful
perceptions and ideas are necessarily anchored in a social
representation.
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It excludes the idea of thought or perception which

is without anchor. Every system of classification

and of the relations between systems presupposes a

specific position, a point of view based on

consensus.
(Moscovici,1984b,p.36)
This is another way of saying that social representations
constitute our reality. We can have no perception or idea
which is not anchored in a social representation.

Secondly, anchoring gives an object meaning, allows
events to be interpreted and understood in terms of what is
already familiar. Thus the unfamiliar is re-presented and
made familiar, at once transforming the newly integrated
object and the pattern of relations into which it is
assimilated.

In this way, pre-existing representations are
somewhat modified and those things about to be
re-presented are modified even more, so that they
acquire a new existence.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.67)

The process of anchoring involves two inextricably
linked subprocesses; classification and naming. Those objects
for which there is neither a category nor a name, although we
have an awareness of them, remain meaningless and
incommunicable. It cannot be described, either to ourselves
or to others, nor can it be evaluated or judged. It is,
therefore, unable to enter into our discourse or to play any
significant part in our interactions. In such respects it is
not part of our social reality.

Indeed, that which is anonymous, unnamable, cannot

become a communicable image or be readily linked to

other images.

(Moscovici, 1984b,p.34)

In so far as our representations are shared the individual's
awareness of the unfamiliar will also be shared. Only once
the unfamiliar is classified and named does it gain meaning
and value and enter into the realm of our social relations.

Classification involves comparing the unfamiliar object
to prototypes that represent a given class and the former is
defined by its similarity to the 1latter. Once it is
classified those features which coincide with the prototypes
are emphasized. The process of anchoring, of making the
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unfamiliar familiar thus gives precedence to memory, to the
features of a prototype held within a social representation.
It is the social representation, rather than the object
itself, which is predominant. The response is thus prior to
the stimulus; we do not cognise the object, rather we
recognise it. In this way classifying something
simultaneously constrains it. The classification stipulates
which sets of behaviour and rules of action are permissible
in relation to other members of the class. By classifying an
individual, for example,

we confine him to a set of linguistic, spatial and

behavioural constraints and to certain habits.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.31)

And, in so far as an object is reactive, the classification
which has been employed will influence it by specifying
certain demands that relate to our expectations. In this way
the unfamiliar object itself may actually become more
familiar.

Classification occurs in one of two ways, either by
particularisation or by generalisation. If we wish to
emphasise the similarity or the typicality of the objects we
will generalise and reduce the differences between the
unfamiliar object and the prototype. If we wish to emphasise
the difference or the abnormality we will particularise the
characteristics of the unfamiliar object. In this way a
value, opinion or social attitude is always involved, such
that we define the unfamiliar object as either convergent
with or divergent from the norm or prototype within which the
object is classified. Thus it is the social representation
involved in the classification and the value which is
attributed to the wunfamiliar object, rather than the
similarities and differences per se, that are influential.

To categorise someone or something amounts to

choosing a paradigm from those stored in memory and

establishing a positive or negative relation with it
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.31)

Once classified, the object is subsequently named.
Naming places the classified object in a complex system of
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related words; it is given an identity in as far as a
consensus is established, which is communicable. Naming,
giving an object a verbal label ‘'precipitates' the object
such that there are three consequences. Firstly, once named,
the object can be described and acquires characteristics in
accordance with the relations the name has with other words.
Secondly, the named object becomes distinct from other
objects through its designated <characteristics and
tendencies. Thirdly, the object becomes conventional for
those who adopt and employ the same name. In this way
language structures the relations designated to an object.
Naming not only provides a label by which the object can be
tagged but also defines its set of relations with other
objects and events in accordance with the relation the name
has with other linguistic categories.

By classifying and naming objects within the context of
prevalent social representations the unfamiliar becomes
familiar, its identification specifying its characteristics
and its relations to other objects >11<.

1.4.2 Objectification
The second process by which the unfamiliar is made
familiar is through objectification. By objectification

the unfamiliar and unperceived in one generation

becomes familiar and obvious in the next.
(Moscovici,1984b,p.37)

Abstract conceptions are transformed into and replaced
by concrete images or perceptions >12<. We assume that words
expressing a concept do not refer to nothing. In the words of
Moscovici, we are 'under a constant compulsion' to give them
equivalent concrete meanings, to refer them to specific
objects. Also, we imagine and create non-verbal equivalents
for the concepts. However, not all concepts can be
objectified. There are limits to our imagination, constrained
as it is by the social representations that we already
possess, and the taboos these entail. Only those concepts
which can merge with a complex of images or the 'figurative
nucleus' of a social representation, can be objectified.
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Furthermore, the process of objectification is
particular to modern societies with a scientific culture. In
such societies, where science constitues a major authority,
we have come to think and represent things in terms of
quantifiable, measurable objects. Representations of abstract
concepts are transformed into representations of an object.
For example, the concept of psychoanalysis, such as the
unconscious and the conscious are merged with our social
representations of the body. The processes of the mind are
transformed into the organs of the psychic system. In this
way, the psychological is merged and assimilated into the
biological and the concepts of the unconscious and the
conscious are transformed into objects. Thus attributes or
relationships are turned into things. This process is also
evidenced in the transformations of language, by which they
are expressed. Verbs, adverbs and adjectives, which refer to
relationships or processes are transformed into nouns. What
was once a concept is transformed into an object.

It is essential to realise that objectification is an
active process. By objectifying a process, relationship or
concept we create objects and invest them with certain
properties.

Objectification saturates the idea of unfamiliarity
with reality, turns it into the very essence of
reality.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.38)

Once transfiguration from a concept to an image has
taken place, the image is indistinguishable from reality. It
no longer has the status of a sign but becomes a part of our
symbolic reality. It acquires an almost physical, independent
existence which is perceived as having efficacy, something
which can cause effects. Thus, by the process of
objectification we create social objects and we objectify
abstract concepts precisely in order to forget that they are
a product of our own activity. We perceive our own creations
but, rather than being a product of our imagination, the
object becomes something in reality. For example, returning
to the transformation of language and the tendency to turn
verbs into nouns we can see that words
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do not merely represent things, but create them and
invest them with their own properties.
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.42)

Several points can be made with respect to the
relationship between the processes and the nature of social
representations. It can be seen that anchoring and
objectification entail the historical and prescriptive nature
of representations. They are historical in that what is
unfamiliar is anchored and objectified in terms of what is
already familiar. They are prescriptive in that they
constrain those characteristics of the unfamiliar which are
identifiable, meaningful and employed in social interaction.
They are also conventional in that individuals share
representations which are taken as givens and are mutually
accepted.

Furthermore, they entail the social aspects of the
nature of social representations. Anchoring and
objectification are the processes by which the unfamiliar is
transformed into the familiar, by which social
representations are generated and by which reality is
socially constructed. After all, that reality is a social
construction and that social psychology must take account of
the active, meaning-constructing nature of humans is the
major thesis of the theory of social representations. These
processes do not take place in the minds of individuals;
representations are not the creations of individuals in
isolation. Rather, as we have said before, individuals and
groups create representations, through the processes of
anchoring and objectification, in the course of communication
and social interaction. It is through these social processes
that we establish our physical and social reality.

Thinking is done out 1loud. It becomes a noisy,
public activity.
(Moscovici,1984b,p.21)

Finally, the very process of transforming the unfamiliar
into the familiar underscores the dynamic nature of social
representations. New concepts and objects are assimilated
into our social representations, simultaneously transforming
both the structure and the content of the social
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representations.

In conclusion, the nature and functions of social
representations support and are supported by the processes
of anchoring and objectification. Taken as a whole, Moscovici
has not only established the phenomenon of social
representations as an object of study in psychology, but he
has also elaborated the outlines for a theory of social
representations. Concern extends beyond the description of
a phenomenon to an investigation of its functions in social
life and the processes by which it 1is generated and
sustained. The theory addresses both the description and the
explanation of the psycho-sociology of knowledge.

1.5 THE DOMAIN OF SOCIAIL, REPRESENTATIONS

Although I have suggested that the theory of social
representations constitutes a psycho-sociology of knowledge,
Moscovici sets a number of boundary conditions to its realm
of application. The theory of social representations is
explicitly designed to account for the diffusion of
scientific knowledge into common-sense understandings which
are prevalent in modern society. The demarcation of these
boundaries involves three related issues: the distinction
between the reified and the consensual universes, the
relationship between science and common-sense and the
differing styles of explanation employed in each universe. It
will be seen that the reified universe of science and the
consensual universe of common-sense are characterized by
distinctive forms of understanding. This distinction
underlies Moscovici's break with conventional social
psychology which has inappropriately applied scientific
thinking in an attempt to describe and to explain everyday
understanding. The theory of social representations provides
an alternative approach which accounts for the cultural and
historical nature of social knowledge.
1.5.1 The reified universe

In the reified universe the world is transformed into
a system of solid, basic, unvarying entities, which are
indifferent to individuality and lack identity
(Moscovici,1984b,p.20). That 1is, the world consists of

discrete objects, such as persons, ideas and events,
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independent of individuals' interpretations. The environment
is indifferent and autonomous from us, independent of human
collective life. The reified universe is thus a system of
independent entities devoid of human meaning. In these
respects, mind is no more than a reaction to reality and the
objects of the world shape our thought. Within this universe
we are bounded by a pre-established organisation which is
generally accepted, along with its rules and regulations.
Within the organisation individuals are unequal, constrained
by their prescriptive rights and duties.

In the reified universe ambiguities are overcome by
processing information. This is done without the involvement
of individuals and is directed by the organisational
structure. Thinking within this universe is rational and
reflective. The precise and objective collection of data
leads to the negation or confirmation of the conclusions
which have been derived through 1logical reasoning. This
results in a precise and totally unambiguous universe of
facts, which are valid for all people, in all places and at
all times.

Within the reified universe the aim is to establish

a chart of the forces, objects and events which are

independent of our desires and outside of our

awareness and to which we must react impartially and

submissively.

(Moscovici, 1984b,p.22)
By rational thinking and the information processing of
objective data, values are concealed and the creation of the
reified universe is ignored. By these means the reified
universe is one of rigour, predictability and control.
1.5.2 The consensual universe
By contrast, in the consensual universe,

society is a visible, continuous creation, permeated
with meaning and purpose
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.20).
The consensual universe is a source of meaning and the
exchanges and interactions within it are purposive. Humans
are an integral part of this universe. Mind shapes reality
and acts upon it. It is bounded by agreements and
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consensus characterised by reciprocal understanding. The
world «consists of social objects; these emerge in
conversation and result in a consensual symbolic
understanding of objects and events. Within this universe
individuals are equal and free to acquire any competence
required by the circumstances. The world is ambiguous and
remains so, yet, through conversation, conventions and mutual
acceptance are established. These are first and foremost
influenced by prior beliefs or theories and the interests and
purposes of the group. The consensual universe

restores collective awareness and gives it shape,

explaining objects and events so that they become

accessible to everyone and coincide with our

immediate interests.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.22)
It provides a universe in which we can converse, interact,
understand and explain.
1.5.3 Science and social representations
It is probably obvious, by now, that the reified

universe is that of science and the consensual universe is
that of social representations. The former only exists in
professional and disciplined spheres and is reflective and
precise. The latter is associated with everyday life and is
both spontaneous and creative. It is the outcome of our
communications and is adapted to our social interactions. It
both emerges out of and sustains these communications and
actions.

The world of science is dominated by the use of concepts
and signs. Its validity lies in empirical observation of
discrete entities which function under a set of rules,
independent of society and individuals.

The legalistic truth of science, ...keeps asking for
proof and, replications and... has more confidence
in rules than in people.

(Moscovici,1987,p.518) >13<

The world of social representations, on the other hand, is
a conventional system of symbolic and meaningful objects and
events and is based on consensual validity.
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as long as they are shared and circulate, social
representations have a fiduciary truth value which
manifests itself in terms both of information
content and of judgements.
(Moscovici,1987,p.518)
These two universes, the reified and the consensual, the
world of science and the world of common sense, form two
distinct types of reality, each with its own logic, limits
and attributes (Moscovici and Hewstone,1983). They have
different forms of thinking and a different knowledge of the
world which require different modes of examination.
1.5.4 Causality and explanation

It has already been said that the reified and
consensual universes have their own distinctive logic. This
is most clearly seen in the forms of causality associated
with each universe and which give rise to such different
forms of explanation. In the reified universe the effect is
explained retrospectively by attributing a cause. This I
shall term ‘'scientific causality'. This is achieved by
objective collection of data concerning the behaviour of
independent entities which are found to co-vary. The
direction of causality is determined by the sequence of
events: that is the cause always precedes the effect. In
order to establish causality certain rules must be followed.
These include non-involvement by observers, repetition of
correlations and independence from authority and tradition.
By keeping to these rules the data may be collected and
processed impartially so that specific effects can be
associated with specific causes. Scientific causality is, in
this way, divested of the intentionality and responsibility
associated with conversation, social interactions and other
phenomena of the social world. It provides an objective
causal analysis of events in the world, independent of
social, cultural and historical phenomena.

The causality associated with the consensual universe
is more complex, and exists in two forms. These Moscovici
has termed primary causality, which infers causes, and
secondary causality, which attributes causes. Both however
are dependent on our social representations and hence the
social, cultural and historical context in which they are
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made. For this reason, I shall refer to these as 'social
causality'. Secondary causality is very similar to scientific
causality in that effects are explained retrospectively by
attributing a cause. However, it is an efficient causality
dependent on our education, language and scientific view. For
primary causality the situation is rather different. In order
to explain the sequence of events we infer the intentions or
the purposes of others. Intentions give rise to certain
behaviours which are the means to an end. In this way primary
causality is prospective or teleological.

Both forms of social causality are foremostly dependent
on our social representations. We perceive the events and
designate effects and causes in accordance with our social
representations. Any explanation depends primarily on the
ideas we have of reality which, in turn, is constituted by
our social representations, not only by determining when an
explanation is required but also the form and the content of
that explanation. It is our social representations which

indicate where to find the effects and where to
choose the causes; what must be explained and what
explains

(Moscovici and Hewstone,1983,p.11)

1.5.5 Social representations in modern society
Social representations 'are those of our current

society' (Moscovici,1984b,p.18); for Moscovici they are a
'specifically modern social phenomenon ' (Moscovici,1984a,

p.952-3). Modern society is characterized by a heterogeneity
of institutions, religions, ideologies, sub-cultures etc. and
an astounding proliferation of original conceptual systems
and images, through the development of the sciences. These
are disseminated throughout society by various and
increasingly efficient means of communication including the
mass media, popular books, popular discourse, films,
television etc. The heterogeneity of society, the development
of new understanding and the means of communication which

characterize our modern society, give rise to peculiarly

dynamic systems of knowledge; that is, to social
representations. Moscovici, (1982,1984b) even suggests that
modern society may be remembered as the '‘era of
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representations'. This can be contrasted to the more static
systems of knowledge, found in primitive societies which are
characterized by their stability and homogeneity. In such
societies the systems of knowledge are coercive and
immutable, they not only determine reality but also maintain
a stable, unchanging reality. The phenomenon of social
representations is thus a particular mode of understanding
and communicating which only emerges in modern society. It
has taken the place of the 'myths' and so-called
'common-sense' of more traditional societies
(Moscovici,1984a).

Moscovici conceives social psychology as an anthropology
of modern culture, a science devoted to the study of thoughts
and beliefs in the society of our times (Moscovici,1987).
There are many important components of culture which were
identified in the formative years of psychology. Wundt
identified these as language, religion, customs, myths, magic
and cognate phenomena in his Voelker psychologie (1900-20).
These cultural phenomena were also emphasized by Durkheim
when he developed the notion of collective representations.
Farr (1987b) recognizes the original contribution Moscovici
has made by including "science" as one of the most
influential cultural phenomena in modern times.

This forms a point of departure for the theory of social
representations which is specifically concerned with the
relationship between scientific knowledge and common-sense
understanding. Whereas Durkheim was concerned with a full
range of 'mental formations', practices of thought with their
own rules taught by a certain discipline and communicated by
a specific media (Moscovici,1987), Moscovici 1is only
concerned with those 'mental formations' which are associated
with the diffusion of science into the wider society. The
reason for this focus becomes apparent by examining the
changing relationship between science and common sense, as
conceived by Moscovici (Moscovici and Hewstone,1983;
Moscovici, 1984b).

In the past, it can be argued that the dominant
direction of influence was from common sense to science.

Common sense comprised the images, mental connections and
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metaphors which were used to talk about and to understand
events in everyday life. It was a corpus of knowledge which
arose spontaneously in the course of ordinary communication
and action, constituting the shared traditions which are
stored in the language of a society and in the minds of its
members. This consensual knowledge provided the materials
which the sciences refined, distilling out contradictions
and ordering common sense into coherent systems.

However, with the proliferation of the sciences, and
the construction of reified universes, this is no longer the
dominant direction of influence. The sciences of physics,
chemistry, biology, astronomy, etc. as well as the human
sciences such as sociology, anthropology, psychology and
economics, continually produce new theories, information and
events within the reified universe. They provide a stream of
new information which directly contradicts and upsets the
consensual universe or opens up new spheres of knowledge
which neither correspond to nor link up with present social
representations.

the function of present-day science is not to start

from common sense, but to break with it and upset it

totally.
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.28)

The products of science then diffuse into society
destroying traditional ideas and wunderstandings. The
acquisition of scientific knowledge is motivated by 'a desire
to consume, digest and share science', by a curiosity about
how things work, the need to give meaning to one's life and
to attain a competence equal to that of society. The
unfamiliar products of science, its theories, abstract
concepts, inventions and discoveries diffuse into society
through communication channels which characterize modern
society. The mass media, newspapers, specialist magazines,
and programmes on television flood the consensual universe
with the products of science. The revolution in
communications has allowed the diffusion of images, notions
and vocabularies created by the sciences.

However, this alone 1is not sufficient for the
dissemination of scientific knowledge through society.
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People's common-sense understanding of scientific theories
and concepts is distinct from scientific knowledge in the
reified universe. As the abstract concepts of science diffuse
into society they are transformed into social objects,
involved with meaning and symbolic significance. This is
achieved, as described, by the process of anchoring and
objectification, without which the reified universe remains,
to some extent, unreal and meaningless. As these
transformations occur the scientific concepts become detached
from their origin in the reified universe and from the
methods of proof that prevail in that universe. This work is
largely done by those who specialize in spreading scientific
knowledge, transforming the unfamiliar into the familiar,
such that the lay men and lay women, who, as amateur
scientists (Moscovici and Hewstone,1983), may consume and
digest the fruits of science.

In this way, 1links are forged between the purely
abstract sciences and the concrete activities of daily life.
The lay person, as an amateur scientist, possesses a new
common sense, one which has been re-constituted and filled
with images and meanings. This new common-sense constitutes
a mode of understanding and communicating which has
transformed the scientific theories into a shared reality.
They fill our minds and conversations, determining our world
view and our interactions with the physical and social
environment.

Common sense is now 'science made common'

(Moscovici,1984b,p.29).

As a consequence,our ideologies, on a grand scale,

and our so-called common sense, on a lesser scale,

are full of ideas, images, words and rules drawn

from the fields of physics, medicine, psychology,

economics and so on.
(Moscovici and Hewstone,1983,p.101)

The transformation of scientific knowledge is a
fundamental aspect of today's common sense and the theory of
social representations is exclusively concerned with the
origins and development of its contents, the associated forms

of communication and its influence on everyday life >14<.
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From the inception, the notion of social

representations was conceived in order to study how

the game of science becomes part of the game of

common sense.

(Moscovici and Hewstone,1983,p.101)

Thus the purpose of social representations is in direct
opposition to science. Whereas science aims to make the
familiar unfamiliar social representation re-presents the
unfamiliar in terms of the familiar. This results in an ever
changing, dynamic consensual universe as social
representations are transformed and reconstituted through
the anchoring and objectfication of scientific information.

Social representations refer to the ideas and images
originating in the sciences and transformed into the
consensual universe. These include social representations of
the universe, the human body, (Jodelet,1984a), health and
illness (Herzlich,1973), economic activities (Emler and
Dickenson,1985) etc. which diffuse and circulate throughout
society and constitute our social reality. Perhaps the prime
example is Moscovici's original study on the diffusion of
psychoanalysis in French society (1961). This investigated
how a scientific theory is disseminated through society and
transformed into consensual understandings. Moscovici
describes how the abstract concepts of the scientific theory
such as neurosis or Oedipus complex are objectified and
employed in everyday understandings and interactions. He also
gives the examples of Charisma, the 'split brain' and the
double helix (Moscovici,1984a), all of which have undergone
a similar metamorphosis, becoming an integral part of the
mental and social life within certain sections of society.

It can be seen that science generates social
representations; they produce the unfamiliar systems of
concepts and images, which provide the impetus for the
creation and transformation of social representations. Thus
social representations are a phenomenon peculiar to modern
society, consisting of those beliefs which originate in the
sciences and diffuse through society by particular forms of
communication.
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FOOTNOTES

>1< p.23 'Science' is used here in the broad sense to include the social sciences as well as the
natural sciences. However, Moscovici's notion of the reified universe appears to apply to the natural
sciences only. This confusion is discussed in 5.1.

>2< p.29 In this respect, social representations are as 'coercive' in their nature as Durkheim's
'social facts'. Such a bold conjecture raises problems, both for the dynamic nature of social
representations (see Section 4.1) and for the nature of the reified universe (see Chapter 6).

>3< p.31 Although the notion of social reality clearly opposes a positive empiricist definition of
reality, the definition of social reality remains unclear. This is elaborated in Section 4.2.

>4< p.32 The symbolic nature of reality is expressed more clearly in the writings of Mead and
Vygotsky. Section 4.2 draws on their work to illuminate this aspect of the theory of social
representations.

>5< p.34 These contentions reflect the debate between realism and relativism which is elaborated in
Chapters 3 and 5.

>6< p.35 I do not agree with the idea that social representations are autonomous, communicating
between themselves independently from individuals. Their dynamic nature is dependent, not only on the
social interactions between individuals but also the thoughts of individuals. For example, individuals
such as Copernicus, Einstein and Darwin have been the instigators of some of the most dramatic changes
in common-sense knowledge. The nature of the individual, and the role he or she plays in the dynamics
of social representations, are discussed in Chapter 4.

>7< p.37 Both conmmunication and social interaction are rather nebulous terms within the theory of
social representations. Furthermore, the two-way influence between the structure and content of
social representations on the one hand and the role of communication and social interaction on the
other is less than clearly explicated. I return to these issues at various points in the thesis.

>8< p.38 The interdependence between social representations, social identities and groups is discussed
in Chapter 11.

>9< p.39 Such a statement epitomizes the problem of defining the unfamiliar within a theory which
postulates that social representations constitute a consensual reality. Furthermore, the unfamiliar
forms an essential component in the transformation of social repreentations. Chapter 4 deals with
this problem at some length.

>10< p.40 Although Moscovici suggests that it is the unfamiliar, per se, which is threatening , the
familiar made unfamiliar can be equally disturbing. This is precisely the role that Moscivici
allocates to science in modern society, transforming those things which are familiar within
common-sense understandings into something unfamiliar.

>11< p.44 Moscovici's notion of anchoring is very similar to the Piagetian mechanism of assimilation.
Homever, it does not account for the accommodation of the receiving representation to the unfamiliar
object or event. These ideas are developed in Chapter 4.

>12< p.44 The meaning of objectify is very similar, if not identical, to reify. However, to adopt
this term would be open to confusion with the 'reified' universe of science.

>13< p.49 By employing the term 'legalistic truth' with reference to science, Moscovici poses more
questions than he resolves. Presumably this choice is based on the fact that the legal system
constitutes a formal set of rules. However, on closer inspection it would appear that this system of
rules is more akin to the consensual universe. Firstly, the legal system provides guidelines and
constraints for social action. Secondly, it consists of a consensus, which is based on precedents and
which is founded in tradition. Furthermore, the distinction between the reified and consensual
universe is not as precise as Moscovici suggests. This will be expanded upon in Chapter 5.

>14< p.54 With respect to the nature and functions of social representations it is difficult to see

how they can be particular to the diffusion of scientific knowledge into common-sense. These boundary
conditions to the domain of social representations are challenged in Section 2.4 and Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER TWO

TOWARDS A DEFINITION OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS

2.1 THE SEARCH FOR DEFINITION
2.2 REPRESENTATION
2.3 SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS

2.3.1 Representations of social objects
2.3.2 Representations in interpersonal interactions
2.3.3 Representations which are shared

. Experimental studies
. Intergroup relations
. Causal attributions
. Criticisms

2.3.4 Representations, communication and social
interaction

2.3.4.1 The socialization of children
2.3.4.2 Experimental studies

2.3.4.3 Intergroup relations

2.3.4.4 Field studies

2.3.4.5 Summary

2.3.5 Representations and social reality
2.4 THE DOMAIN OF SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS THEORY REVISITED

4.1 The object of research
.4.2 Innovation and traditions
4.3
4.4

Media of communication
Processes of transformation

2.5 NOT A CONCLUSION

2.1 THE SEARCH FOR DEFINITION
The previous chapter goes some way towards explicating

the theory with regard to the nature, functions and processes
of social representations and the domain to which they are
applicable. The present chapter examines the diverse body of
research on social representations and some of the related
theoretical and methodological critiques, in order to develop
a comprehensive, yet coherent, definition of social
representations.
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Social representation theorists have been accused of
failing to provide an adequate definition of their central
concept, that is, of social representations. For example,
Potter and Litton (1985) have suggested that the lack of a
precise definition and the concept's current state of
vagueness has given rise to both theoretical and
methodological problems. This is further developed by
McKinlay and Potter (1987) who suggest that the problems
associated with empirically identifying a social
representation and testing the hypothetical mechanisms of
anchoring and objectification are a direct result of this
conceptual vagueness. Similarly, Eiser (1986) and McGuire
(1986) claim that the absence of a precise definition
constitutes a major failing in the theory which precludes
any substantial progress.

Moscovici, on a number of occasions, (1983,1984a,
1985b,1987) has argued that the 'vagueness' of social
representations is a virtue and that it arises by design. He
suggests that precise definitions would be premature and are
a requirement of predictive theories, concerning isolated
mechanisms and the testing of hypotheses by the use of
limiting experimental procedures. 'We should reject easy
definitions as vigorously as nmisleading precision'
(Moscovici,1987,p.515). In contrast, social psychologists
should

try to build some descriptive and explicative

theories that have a wider range and deeper grasp

of phenomena

(Moscovici, 1985b,p.91).

He further suggests that this can be achieved only by careful
observation and description of social representations and by
a comparative study of such descriptions. This would provide
the data and act as a sound basis from which to build an
adequate theory of social representations.

Clarity and definition will be an outcome of

research instead of being a prerequisite

(Moscovici,1985b,p.91).

The structure and content of any particular social
representation will only emerge in the course of empirical
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research and will not be assisted by a priori definitions
and operationalization. It is evident that, by adopting this
strategy, Moscovici is concerned that social psychology
should remain true to its subject matter as opposed to the
scientific and methodological principles associated with the
natural sciences. However, the problems associated with
observation before theory leaves doubts, not that such a
strategy is appropriate, but rather whether or not it is
feasible. Any research involves philosophical assumptions and
a theoretical framework even if these are not clearly
explicated or developed.

The initial vagueness of the concept of social
representations is a virtue, not only for the reasons
suggested by Moscovici, but also because it has allowed a
variety of researchers working in different fields and
employing different methods to explore the usefulness and
possible applications of social representations. This is not
without its problems but it is not necessary or perhaps even
possible for any one scientist to provide the definitive
definition, even if that scientist is the proponent of a
revolutionary new approach. Rather, the development of a
theory, within which a central concept such as social
representations finds its definition, is dependent on the
community of scientists which take an interest in that
theory. As Billig (1987a) argues in his rhetorical approach
we progress as much through negation and conflict as through
agreement and consensus. The process of research does not
present us with unquestionable facts, but rather with the
materials with which to develop arguments and agreements.
Thus, in contrast to Moscovici, I would claim that it is not
the results of research alone which will provide the
foundation for the development of an adequate theory. Rather,
and perhaps more importantly, it is the arguments and
conflicts which arise from the broad range of research
carried out on social representations, something which has
been enhanced by avoiding a premature and necessarily
restrictive definition. The theoretical and practical work
contained within this thesis is a contribution to that
debate.
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I would go on to propose that there now exists a
substantial body of research on social representations which
provides the ground for theoretical clarification and more
precise conceptual definition. This is not to suggest that
the research has been free from theoretical preconceptions.
On the contrary, as the theory has developed a number of
specific fields of research and different perspectives have
emerged. This is reflected, not only in the research, but
also in the reviews and critiques pertaining to social
representations. The issues addressed in these articles range
from the identification of the phenomenon of social
representations to the nature of reality and the proper
subject matter of social psychology. Billig (1987b) and
Breakwell (1987) state that conceptual clarification is
required both to guide empirical research and to forge links
with other social sciences and, hence, to fulfil the
intellectual ambitions of social representation theorists. By
examining some of these perspectives it is hoped to develop
a coherent and consistent set of theoretical postulates which
maintain the most important and novel aspects of the French
tradition. This will clarify and, possibly, overcome some of
the internal contradictions and confusions which still
surround the theory.

One of the central debates concerns the social nature
of social representations. This concern is reflected in
theoretical papers, review articles, introductory comments
to research articles and critiques of the theory. Moscovici
has frequently criticized the individualistic perspective
which persists in current social psychology. For him, and
for many of his colleagues, the theory of social
representations offers an opportunity to develop an
explicitly social psychology. It is important, therefore, to
establish what is social about social representations; what
is added to the term "representations" when it is qualified
by the adjective "social".

From the previous chapter it will be apparent that
social representations are social in a number of different
ways: they refer to social objects; they are shared by
members of a group or they are characteristic of a particular
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society:; they originate in social interaction and
communication; and they are social in function. Researchers
from a wide variety of theoretical and methodological
orientations have been attracted to the theory of social
representations. However, there is no consensus regarding the
meaning of social representations. It will be shown that the
different perspectives adopted in research on and critiques
of social representations emphasize different aspects of
their social nature and reflect the specific field within
which the research or critique is developed. This has given
rise to a number of contrasting interpretations and
developments.

By examining the ways in which social representations
have been used in research, I hope to clarify different
possible meanings of the term 'social'. It will be shown that
research has characterized representations as being social in
a number of different ways:

1. with reference to the object being represented;

2. to the social context in which representations arise;

3. to the fact that they are shared by a number of people;
4. to the generis and transmission of representations
through social interaction and communication; and

5. to the social reality which representations form.

By examining this research and related critiques, it will be
argued that the determination of 'social' in (1) and (2)
remain on the individual level and fail to elucidate the
distinctive features of social representations. (3) goes some
way towards assessing the consensual nature of social
representations. However, by focusing on the degree to which
representations are shared, this research fails to consider
their dynamic nature and, in the last analysis, can still be
reduced to the 1level of individual representations. 1In
contrast, (4) and (5) present characterizations which
illuminate the non-individual nature of representations,
including their social, cultural and historical features, and
describe their symbolic, creative and autonomous aspects. An
adequate definition of social representations must therefore
emphasize the social nature of representations in the terms
presented by the latter two bodies of research. Only then
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will it become apparent that the theory of social
representations provides an alternative perspective to the
predominant approach in social psychology.

Finally, it will be shown that the domain in which
research has been conducted extends well beyond the
boundaries which have sometimes been advocated by Moscovici.
The theory of social representations is not only applicable
to the understanding of scientific theories in the consensual
universe. Rather, it constitutes a social-psychology of
knowledge which subsumes a broad ranging set of social
phenomena.

2.2 REPRESENTATION

Before examining in what sense representations are
social, it is necessary to establish what is meant by
representation. It is first worth examining the meanings of
'representation' in common usage. These are expressed in
definitions given in the Oxford Dictionary. This gives us
three options:
1. 'To bring clearly before the mind, especially by
description or imagination; describe as having specific
character or quality'.
This suggests that representation is an active process by
which an image or description is brought to the mind of the
individual, with specific reference to the character or
quality of that which is being represented.
2. 'Display to the eye, make visible: exhibit by means of
painting, sculpture, etc; reproduce in action or show, play'.
By this definition representations lie, not in the mind of
the individual, but in the objects or events presented to
the 'eye'! of the individual. An object or action reproduces
or recreates something else which is being represented.
3. 'Symbolize, serve as embodiment of; serve as specimen or
example of; stand for or in place of, denote by a substitute;
take or fill the place of, by substitute for in some
capacity; be accredited deputy for (a number of persons) in
deliberative or legislative assembly'.
In some respects this is similar to definition 2, in that
something symbolizes something else. However, in this case
it is not a matter of re-presenting another object or event
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but rather taking the place of something else. The clearest
example is that of a Member of Parliament who represents or
stands in place of his or her constituents.

'Representation' has also become a central concept in
psychology, and, more specifically, in cognitive psychology.
As this 1is 1likely to be the dominant way in which
representation is understood within the Anglo-American
community of psychologists, it is worth making explicit the
use and meaning of ‘'representation' in the context of
cognitive psychology. According to Gardner (1985) cognitive
psychology attempts to provide an adequate description of the
structure and mechanisms of representation. The
representational entities include symbols, ideas, images,
schemata etc. and these entities are joined, transformed or
contrasted by various processes.

The centrality of the human mind and of mental
representation has had a chequered history within psychology.
Behaviourism had all but eradicated from psychology the
description and explanation of the states and the contents of
consciousness. Scientific research was to be limited to the
observation of overt behaviour in terms of stimulus and
response links. However a growing disillusionment with
behaviourist psychology, which failed to fulfil its early
ambitions, led to the re-emergence of mind or consciousness
into psychological explanation. In order to understand the
relationship between stimulus and response, especially with
regard to individual differences, it was necessary to
introduce some kind of mediator or intervening variable.
Psychologists came to consider the representation of
information within the mind as an essential issue in the
understanding of human behaviour. During the behaviourist era
of 1920-1940 mental representation had by no means completely
disappeared as is evidenced by the concerns of the Gestalt
psychologists, Bartlett's work on schemata and Piaget's
research in developmental psychology and genetic
epistemology. However, it was not until dissatisfaction with
behaviourism became more widespread that 'mental
representations' came to the fore. In the early work on
mental representations research took a number of different
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forms. Gardner (1985) gives us the examples of Miller who
looked at the structural properties and limitations of the
representational system; Broadbent and Cherry who focused on
the transformation of information from the senses to memory:;
and Bruner who was largely concerned with subjects!'
strategies. More recent examples include the work of
Kahneman, Slovic and Tversky (1982) on heuristics and
Johnson-Laird and Wason (1977) who developed the notion of
mental models and also Tulving's (1972) research on semantic
memory.

Today, although the need for positing a level of mental
representations is accepted by most psychologists, the
variety of approaches and focii of interest relating to the
exploration of mental representations is even greater.
Cognitive phenomena which are considered to require an
explanation at the representational level range from visual
perception to the comprehension of stories and includes the
representation of common social situations. Consequently,
there is a wide variety of different models ©of
representation, both in terms of describing their processes
and the representational entities. Contemporary
information-processing approaches tend towards the analysis
of small-scale units and elementary processes, using visual
characteristics, such as colour and shape, and simple
perceptual concepts, such as geometric figures, or concepts
of animals, plants, physical objects, conservation of weight,
volume etc. (Markovd and Wilkie,1987). There are two
assumptions wunderlying this work. Firstly, a thorough
understanding of these molecular units and processes will
enable the explanation of more complex units and processes.
This is often termed a bottom-up approach. Secondly, the
processes of representation are the same irrespective of the
specific content of the representations (Gardner, 1985).

There has been a reaction against both of these
assumptions. Increasingly, psychologists have turned to the
analysis of representations at a more molar level. Rather
than talking about bits of information, individual percepts
or single associations, regardless of their meaning or
context of presentation, cognitive psychologists are
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developing models of schemata, scripts, frames, and other
inferential and organizing processes. This approach contrasts
with the former in that it is top-down, taking into
consideration meanings, expectations and contexts. At the
same time, attention has been drawn to content- specific
processes of mental representations. For example, the work of
Shepard (1982) suggests that physical objects are represented
in the form of images as opposed to language-like
propositions and hence are subject to different operational
constraints. This is supported by the work of Fodor (1983)
and others which suggests that the form of representation is
specific to modality; that is there are distinct mental
representations for verbal, pictorial, musical, gestatory
etc. contents. However, despite this variety in the
description and analysis of representational entities and
processes there is a common underlying notion of
representation as an internal construct in the mind of an
individual which stands in place of something else, (usually)
existing externally to the individual which may, or may not,
be immediately present. This is perhaps closest to definition
1 but covers the full range, from the iconic representation
of a physical object to the symbolic representation of a
concept, complex phemomenon or event.

Moscovici is well aware of the central place of
'representation' in the social sciences (1982,p.116). Indeed,
this is one sense in which we have reached 'the era of
representations'. Psychology is, once more, a science of the
human mind. Psychologists no longer talk purely in terms of
stimulus and response, exchanges of actions and of reactions,
but refer to the psychological representation of information
regarding those actions and reactions. However, Moscovici
goes on to indicate that this reversion to the conscious mind
in terms of representations does not constitute a (cognitive)
revolution, but is limited, rather, to the accommodation of
a behaviourist psychology to the current scientific context
and to the impetus provided by anthropology, linguistics,
child psychology and computer science. This reformation does
not go far enough, for it fails to break with the
individualistic paradigm predominant in psychology
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(Farr,1987a). We may be led to ask if the theory of social
representations constitutes the revolution that Moscovici
proclaims, or if it is just a further adaptation of the old
paradigm. The answer to this question is not immediately
clear. By examining the meaning of representation, and in
what way these representations are said to be social, we may
have a better idea of the theory's status and of any
revolutionary qualities that social representations may or
may not offer.

The meaning of representation entailed in the theory of
social representations is both similar to, and, in some
important respects, different from, a cognitive understanding
of representation. It might be considered that mental
representations are fundamentally perceptual and indeed this
is often the sense adopted in cognitive psychology. However,
as Moscovici (1984b) and Jodelet (1984b) explicate,
representations always have two facets ‘'which are as
interdependent as the two facets of a sheet of paper: the
iconic and the symbolic facets. We know that: Representation
= image/meaning; in other words, that it equates every image
to an idea, and every idea to an image'. Thus the percept or
figurative aspect which reproduces the world in a meaningful
way, and the concept, or symbolic aspect, which abstracts
meaning from the world, cannot be separated. They are not
conceived as two distinguishable elements of the genre of
representation but they are considered as two aspects of the
same representation. The concrete image and the symbolic
meaning go hand-in-hand.

Harré (1984c,pp.928-9) suggests that the common practice
of translating the French word ‘'representation' as
representation does not adequately reflect the meaning as
conveyed and employed in the French tradition of research on
social representations. Whereas representation in English
speaking countries infers a copy or 'similcrum' of a concrete
object the French tradition implies, at one and the same
time, a physical likeness or iconic representation and the
representation of a concept or idea. In this way, it is a
construction of the represented object, real or imaginary.
For these reasons, he suggests that a more adequate
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translation of representation would be 'version'. In this
sense a social representation is a version of the original
object.

Jodelet (1984b) further contrasts the French meaning of
representation with its conventional meaning. Representations
are defined by their contents which refer to a specific
object. A representation is always of something else, whether
that object be 'real', mythical or imaginary. This
representation can be in the mind of the individual. In this
sense it can be considered equivalent to the meaning of
representation in Anglo-American cognitive psychology.
However, 1in the French tradition the contents of the
representations are of paramount importance whereas in the
latter, even where the specific type of content is considered
influential, the focus 1lies on the ©processes of
representation. In addition, that a representation is always
of something else does not preclude the representation being
outside the minds of individuals (eg. dictionary definition
2) . For example, a painting is a representation of something
else, but it is also an object in its own right. Thus the
representation exists, in some sense, independently of that
which is being represented. That this sense of representation
is encompassed within social representations is evidenced by
much of the field research carried out in France.
Representations are not only found in the minds of
individuals but also in the media, (Moscovici,1973), in
books, films and recreational constructions
(Chombart-de-Lauwe,1984), and in drawings (Milgram and
Jodelet,1984), to give but a few examples. Representations
are thus always of something and exist in their own right
both as mental representations and as environmental
representations. That a representation is an object existing
in its own right is the sense implied by Moscovici when he
refers to the 'phenomenon' of social representations. They
are representations of something and, at the same time, are
objects of study, in fact, the proper object of study for
social psychology.

A further word needs to be said on the symbolic nature
of representations. Representation is not the passive
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reproduction or a mirror reflection of the object being
represented. Rather representation has a signifying aspect,
it is a sign or symbol for something else which may, or may
not, be present (see dictionary definition 3). The
representation not only stands in place of the object being
represented, providing a substitute for that object, as a
politician stands in place of his or her constituents, but
can also add something that was previously absent as it is
independent of that which is being represented, just as the
politician, once elected, may act independently from his or
her constituents.

The symbolic nature of representations entails two
further aspects: the active and creative aspects. Firstly,
representation is a conscious act of thought; it re-presents
the object to the mind in the form of a sign or symbol. That
it is an active process is reflected in dictionary definition
1, that it is symbolic, in dictionary definition 2. Contrary
to some ‘'straw-man' versions of cognitive psychology the
latter also entails an understanding of representation as an
active process. However, the notion of representation within
the theory of social representations also entails a creative
aspect. The act of representation symbolically reconstructs
another object and, in that it is a symbolic reconstruction
as opposed to a simple reproduction, it is also creative.

the subject is not merely the theatre on whose stage
are acted out plays that are independent of him and
pre-determined by the laws of an automatic physical
equilibrium - no, he is the actor, and often even
the author of these structurings which he can alter
as they develop.

(Piaget,from Jodelet 1984,p.364)

As representation is not only an active process but
also a creative construction, representations are
inextricably linked to and imply the construction of the
real. With this in mind the emphasis on the origins and
transformations of representations is more understandable.
Representations are not static entities but dynamic, evolving
structures. It is not the process of representation, as such,
which is of interest, but rather the process of creating
representations with reference both to their form and
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content. This creative aspect of representation, I believe,
lies at the heart of the theory of social representations.
The theory is, in effect, a social-psychology of knowledge
which takes as its critical problem the genesis and
transformation of representations.

One further point requires emphasis. Representations,
once created, are said to be autonomous. A picture, once
painted, exists in its own right; a politician, once elected
is independent of his or her constituents; a scientific
theory, once published, becomes independent of the scientific
discipline in which it was created. It is in terms of their
independence and autonomy that Moscovici claims that
representations 'appear to us almost as material objects
«..'(1984b,p.12) and impress upon us with all the force of
the material world.

Both these creative and autonomous aspects of
representation are not conveyed either in the dictionary
definitions or in the work of cognitive psychology (although
they may be inherent). The cognitivist's understanding of
representation is not contradictory to the French
understanding , but rather, the former is entailed in the
latter. However, it is the symbolic, creative and autonomous
aspects of representations which are emphasized by the French
school, and constitute much of what is innovative in the
theory of social representations.

Summary:
1. Representations always have an image or iconic aspect and
a meaning or symbolic aspect.
2. Representations should be considered phenomena in their
own right as well as representations of something else.
3. Representations are symbolic.
4. In that representations are symbolic reconstructions they
involve an active process of thought that is creative.
5. Representations, once created, are said to be autonomous.
2.3 SOCIATL, REPRESENTATIONS

From the exposition of the theory of social
representations (Chapter 1), it is clear that Moscovici and
others are committed to developing a social perspective in
social psychology. The previous section elaborates on the
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ways in which the meaning of ‘'representation' entailed in
the theory goes beyond traditional approaches in cognitive
psychology as well as in cognitive social psychology.
However, this is by no means a final statement as to the
nature of the phenomenon and the substantive contents of the
theory of social representations. In this section I shall
examine the broad range of research projects which have
employed the notion of social representations and critically
examine the various meanings of 'social' which they entail.
2.3.1 Representations of social objects

We have already seen that a representation always
refers to an object. The term 'social' as applied to
representation may refer to the object that 1is being
represented. In this case they would be individuals'
representations of social objects whereby 'social' refers to
the subject matter of the representation and not to the
representation itself. This is the sense which has prevailed
in the literature on social perception. Perception is seen as
an individual's representation of a person or social event.
Emler (1987) also argues that it is this sense of social
which is adopted by the constructivists, most notably Piaget.
It refers to the individual's attempt to make sense of the
social environment. The process of representation, and the
representation itself, maintains its individual character.
That is, the representation is constructed through the
interaction between an individual's cognitive apparatus and
the objective properties of the social environment (not
through reciprocal actions or social interactions). This
sense of social is also evident in the social cognition
literature, whereby the individual is characterized as an
information-processor with regard to information pertaining
to other individuals, social events, and social situations.

This sense of social has also been carried over into
some of the literature and research on social
representations. Milgram (1984) suggests that this is the
sense conveyed by Farr and Moscovici (1984b) in their
invitation for papers, which culminated in the volume on
Social Representations. Here their expressed concern was with
'how people "theorise about" or "talk about" the experiences
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in which they participate and how these theories enable them
to construct reality and ultimately to determine their
behaviour. Milgram's interpretation, however, 1is only
sustained if ‘'people' is understood as ‘'individuals 1in
general'. In the same volume, Pailhous (1984) examines the
representation of urban space and the organization of
journeys. However, the research was carried out within the
context of <cognitive psychology and is 1limited to
individuals' spatial representations of a social object.

My second aim,... was to strike a fairly

un-socio-psychological note on the

representation of a highly social object

(Pailhous,1984,p.327)

Here we would be dealing with how individuals theorize about
their experiences, a topic which has been explored in various
psychologies already, including social perception, social
cognition and Piaget's constructivism. Social representations
theory, thus, would be 1little more than a relabelling
exercise, and would fail to constitute a novel approach or
revolutionary social psychology.

There are at least two reasons why this sense of social
should not be accepted as the defining characteristic of
social representations. Firstly, students and proponents of
the social representations approach have repeatedly claimed
that it constitutes a novel and even a revolutionary theory
in social psychology. These claims should not be dismissed
out of hand. While it may be true that the theory, as it
stands, fails to fulfil the ambition of these students the
claim should, at least initially, be given due consideration.
Secondly, although much of the relevant research has been
concerned with representation of social objects, for example,
mental illness (Jodelet,1986) econonmic inequalities
(Emler,1987), gender identity (Duveen and Lloyd 1987) and
groups (Kaes,1984), the nature of the research actually
carried out indicates that it is not the object which is
being represented which is essentially social but rather that
the representation itself is social. Furthermore, social
representations can be of objects which include physical

objects, a material or psychic event, an idea of something
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much more complex such as a job to be done, an economic
event, an organization etc. A number of studies have
investigated social representations of what, normally, would
be considered non-social objects; for example, Paris,
(Milgram, 1984), psychoanalysis (Moscovici, 1973) and the body
(Jodelet,1984a) . However, there are still a number of ways to
interpret the meaning of "social" representations. These will
be explicated by examining the variety of research which has
been conducted within a social representations approach.

2.3.2 Representations in interpersonal interactions

Representations may be considered social because they
are socially situated; that is, they arise in a context of
social interaction, when two or more individuals are brought
together. The significance of the social context in which
representations arise is evident in the relatively large
volume of 1literature on experimental studies of social
representations and their relationship to behaviour. However,
before examining this body of research, in some detail, it is
worth mentioning a number of other instances in which the
relationship between social representations and interpersonal
interaction is discussed.

That representations are socially situated is evident
in research on groups and group processes. One example is
Kaes' (1984) analysis of representations of the group (social
object) and its relation to group processes (social
interaction) within a clinical setting (social context). A
number of critiques also focus on the relationship between
social representations and the social context of research.
Farr (1977), in his observations on Herzlich's research,
suggests that the emergent social representation of health
and illness might be a reflection of the social context of
the research interview, as opposed to a representation, held
at the collective 1level. The social context is also
emphasized by researchers who are primarily concerned with
discourse. This is seen, for example, in the work of Potter
and Wetherell (1987) on discourse analysis and what are
referred to as linguistic repertoires. The diversity and
variability of linguistic repertoires are related to the
specific context and social interactions in which individuals
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find themselves. The expression of social representations
varies among accounts given in different social settings and
even within single accounts. Potter goes so far as to suggest
that, due to the specificity of meaning, in relation to the
particular context, the notion of social representations
should be abandoned in favour of linguistic repertoires.
However, although the role of language should not be
underestimated, the theory of social representations
constitutes considerably more than just the use of language
in social encounters or the 1linguistic repertoires of
individuals. Contextual specificity may constitute the
identification of a problem, but discourse analysis and
linguistic repertoires do not provide a practical or
theoretical solution.

There is a considerable body of experimental research
carried out in the laboratory which has been directly
concerned with the exploration of social representations.
(Abric,1971,1984; Abric and Kahan,1972; Codol,1974,1984;
Flament,1984). These studies have focused on the relationship
between social representations and behaviour and more
specifically the system of representations and its
relationship to group structure and activity within an
experimental setting. They primarily deal with
intra-individual cognitive activity and the influence of
inter-individual communications and interactions in an
artificial social situation. Social representations, in this
instance, appear to be individual's representations of social
objects within social interactions.

The vast majority of experimental research has been
carried out by the Aix-en-Provence group in France. Abric
(1984) has employed the 'Prisoner's Dilemma' in a number of
experimental studies exploring functional relationships
between social representations and behaviour. The 'Prisoner's
Dilemma' is a game situation in which two individuals are
confronted by conflicting play strategies; one which achieves
maximum gain for both players and the other which has the
possibility of increasing differential gain, depending on the
choice of the other player. The behaviour of subjects was
found to be dependent on their representations of themselves,
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others, the task and the context. For example, by presenting
the 'other' as either a student or a machine, subjects employ
either a more cooperative or more competitive game strategy
respectively. Complementary research by Codol (1984) employed
small groups in an artificial laboratory situation in which
subjects' cooperative or competitive representations were
manipulated by the experimenter.

Another series of experiments has been carried out by
Flament (1984) which relies on the mathematisation of balance
given in the theory of graphs. By manipulating the
instructions Flament and his colleagues were able to show
that Heider's (1946) notion of structural balance is not a
universal psychological mechanism but rather is dependent on
the representation of the group. Furthermore, by manipulating
the context of the experiment and the representation of
members of the group, different representations of the links
between them were induced. Thus the representation of the
context and of the group determines the specific
characteristics of the perceived interpersonal relationships.

This research will be examined in more detail in order
to illustrate the following point: in so far as research
emphasizes the social aspects of representations in terms of
the object being represented or in terms of the social
context in which representations are used it remains within
the framework of social cognition and within the approach
taken by Anglo-American social psychology. As Semin (1985a)
notes, much of the research employing the notion of social
representations does not amount to an alternative to the
dominant mode of social psychology, either conceptually or
empirically.

It will be argued that the experimental research focuses
on intra-individual cognitive activity which is characterized
as social with regard to the object being represented and the
context of representation. This approach is 1limited to
demonstrating the influence of individuals' representations
on their behaviour and possesses many characteristics of
American cognitive psychology and <cognitive social
psychology. As such, it fails to charcterize the distinctive
features of genuine collective phenomena, including their
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social, cultural and historical aspects. Ambivalence towards
the experimental literature, expressed by several students of
social representations, further illustrates the erroneous
characterization of social representations which is presented
by the laboratory research. An alternative view is that this
body of research explores the social mechanisms and dynamics
of social representations, including processes of
interaction, communication and influence. It is argued that
these are dependent on the wider culture in which the
laboratory, subjects and experimenters are situated and that
the ways in which culture enters into the laboratory need to
be recognized. In contrast to many sociologically orientated
researchers, it is suggested that experimental methodology
can play a useful role in the examination of social
representations, but that the style of experimenting must be
a direct consequence of the theoretical framework as opposed
to a purely cognitive orientation.

Experimental studies have tended to focus on intra-
individual cognitive activity, that is, the individual's
attempt to organize and structure elements of the
experimental situation. This can be illustrated by Abric's
definition of the system of representations.

By representation system we mean the sum total of
images present in the group and concerning the
different elements with which the group is faced.
Individuals confronted with objective conditions
actually develop an internal @perceptual and
restructuring activity, which must be considered a
strictly cognitive activity, one which allows them
to integrate, understand, structure, and give
meaning to these elements. The product of this
cognitive activity on the part of each individual
is what we call a representation. By analysing these
representations, one can observe certain elements of
the individual's or the group's subjective - or
internal - reality.
(Abric,1971,p.313)

Codol is even more explicit when he states that

the relationships of interdependence (between
representations) studied here are undoubtedly the
product of intra-individual cognitive processes

(Codol, 1984,p.251).
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These representations might be considered social for
two reasons. Firstly, the system of representations analysed
in these experiments are of social objects, including the
task, the group, others and self. For example, Abric (1971)
defines the representation of the task as

the theory or system of hypotheses individuals work

out regarding the nature of the task, its objects,

the means to employ to carry out the task, and the

behaviour conducive to effectiveness.

(Abric,1971,p.313)

Again, the emphasis is on intra-individual cognitive activity
and the representation of social objects. Secondly, these
representations are examined in an artificial experimental
setting. None the less, it is a social context involving
social interactions between a number of individuals who
constitute the experimental group and also between subjects
and experimenter. Thus, in these experiments individual
representations are examined in a social context.

The study of social representations within an
experimental paradigm which adopts a cognitive perspective
is extremely limited. Experimenters acknowledge the necessary
reduction in the richness of the initial ideas and the
simplification required to operationalize and manipulate the
relevant variables (Codol,1984). It is also acknowledged that
such an approach can only illuminate part of what is
understood by 'social representations'. That part which can
be included is 1largely restricted to intra-individual
cognitive activity. This is justified on the basis that
social representations incontrovertibly partake of the nature
of cognitive phenomena and that although social
representations are

social forms of knowledge belonging to the cultures

and groups in which (an individual) is involved,

... in the final analysis it is always individuals

who convey and articulate them

(Codol,1984,p.240).

There are two points that should be made: firstly, we
have already noted that social representations can be
conveyed in the cultural artefacts of a given society;
secondly, and more importantly in the present context, the

restrictions which a cognitive and experimental approach
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place on the study of social representations confines the
analysis to those characteristics which do not distinguish
social representations from social cognition.

The experiments clearly demonstrate the role of social
representations in group dynamics within the laboratory such
that

the effectiveness and structure of the group cannot

be analyzed exclusively as the basis of the

objective elements of the situation... The

representational system interacts directly with the
objective elements by giving them a specific meaning

and interpretation in terms of behaviour

(Abric,1971,p.325)

The primary aim of these studies is thus to demonstrate
the influence of the individual's representation system, on
the organization and structuring of the objective features in
an experimental situation and the resultant behaviour and
group dynamics. There is a remarkable resemblance to the
concerns of cognitive and social cognitive psychologists
working within the Anglo-American tradition. Cognitive
psychologists have long been concerned with individuals'
perception and/or interpretation of objective phenonena.
Others, including Deutscher (1984b) and Farr (1984), have
commented on the similarity of these experiments with the
work of American psychologists such as Rosenthal (1966) and
Orne (1962) who explored reactivity, effects of the
experimental context and experimenter effects. What is
emphasized by the French experimenters is that these should
not be considered experimental artefacts but rather are
naturally occurring features of social interactions which
should be studied as such.

So long as experimental studies of social
representations continue to focus on intra-individual
cognition, and the influence of inter-individual
communications, they will fail to realise some of the
fundamental aspects of social representations. When 'social'
is limited to the object being represented or the context of
representation, the theory of social representations remains
what Moscovici has termed a 'private' social psychology. As
such it fails to characterize the distinctiveness of genuine
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collective phenomena. These phenomena have their own
structure which is not definable in terms of the cognitions
or characteristics of individuals. They are related to the
processes of production and consumption, to the rituals,
symbols, institutions, norms and values of our society or
group. They are phenomena with their own history and dynamics
which cannot Dbe derived from individuals alone.
(Moscovici,1972). In the last analysis the experimental
studies still portray an individual psychology of cognition
as opposed to a social psychology of symbolic representation.

The point to which I am leading is not that these
experimental studies fail to illuminate at least some aspects
of social representations but that they fail to reflect those
features of social representations which distinguish them
from other cognitive and social cognitive constructs. They
focus on the subjective, cognitive and phenomenologiéal
aspects of social representations but do not directly address
the social, cultural and historical aspects.

This is reflected in the ambivalence towards
experimental studies expressed by some social representation
theorists. Herzlich (1972) has noted the contrast between the
laboratory studies and the field research within the French
school of social representations. Herzlich, amongst others,
considers the theory of social representations and the field
research to constitute a sociological form of social
psychology. However, it 1is not clear in what way the
laboratory research reflects this sociological approach.
Similarly, Farr (1984) suggests that social representations
operate 'at the level of the scientific community' rather
than within the laboratory

the social nature of representations is more
directly applicable at the level of a scientific
theory or of a research paradigm, than at the level
of a single experiment within such a paradigm

(Farr 1984,p.134).

Representations of science and the laboratory at the level
of the scientific community would provide a more accurate
characterization of social representations than anything that
is carried out within a laboratory. The latter form a ‘world
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apart' a world which isolates phenomena from their natural
social context. Furthermore, experiments are relatively
a-historical, and any transformation of representations
induced within the experiment are 1likely to be minor and
temporary.

Moscovici (1984b) has also expressed reservations about
the use of the experimental paradigm. Although it may be
suitable for studying simple phenomena that can be taken out
of context and operationally defined, he suggests that it is
unsuitable for the exploration of social representations,
being a social phenomenon stored in our language and created
in a complex human milieu. He states that

the study of social representations requires that
we revert to methods of observation for the purpose
of providing a careful description of social
representations .... A valid explanation can only be
derived from a comparative study of such
descriptions....what we require of observation is
that it will preserve some of the qualities of
experiment while freeing us from its limitations

(Moscovici,1984b,pp.927,98)

The limitation he is particularly concerned about is the
oversimplification of complex social phenomena required by
the need to operationalize definitions of the significant
variables, and the isolation of specific phenomena and
mechanisms from their natural context. For Moscovici it is
more appropriate to adjust the methods of research to the
complexities of reality as opposed to adjusting reality to
the experimental paradigm. However, Codol emphasizes that
the aim of these experiments is to indicate some of the
mechanisms whereby representations come about. In this case
it is the social processes of interaction, communication and
influence giving rise to the formation of representations
which characterize their social nature.

Representation may be termed "social" 1less on
account of whether their foundations are individual
or group than because they are worked out during the
process of exchange and interaction.
(Codol,1984,p.251)

But it is not clear that these experiments do actually
study the social processes involved in the origins of a
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system of representations. Subjects do not come to the
laboratory as empty-headed, naive individuals. They bring
with them ideas, values and ideologies which they have
assimilated from their culture and from their social groups.
These include representations of social relations,
cooperative and competetive interactions, of social
identities and of problem situations. These representations
do not originate within the experimental context but rather
are primed by the experimenter's instructions or by
attributes of the experimental situation. Differences in the
behaviour of subjects (dependent variable) are shown to be
greatly influenced by the subjects’ representations
(independent variable). However, manipulation of these
representations is dependent on the culture outside the
laboratory, shared by both experimenter and the research
subjects. For example, manipulation of representation of the
task is achieved by presenting the same task as either
'‘problem~-solving' or a ‘creative task' (Abric,1971) or as
'being concerned with deductive and logical thought' versus
'‘resolution of problems by several individuals collaborating
together' (Codol,1974). Codol's study also manipulated
representation of the group by providing feedback such as
'This is a very collective group' or 'this is a very
individualistic group'. Similarly, representations of
opponents in a game situation were manipulated by presenting
them as a 'machine' or as 'another student like yourself'
(Abric,1976). Thus the laboratory research on social
representations succeeds only because the wider culture
enters into the laboratory which is still a part of the wider
society.

Thus, if anything, it is not the social mechanisms by
which representations are created that are being studied but
rather the inter-individual processes by which preestablished
representations are evoked and agreed upon within the
particular setting of the experiment. The system of
representations being examined thus do not emerge within the
experiment itself but rather are representations prevalent in
society, ie. widespread beliefs, being related to the
subject's (and the experimenter's) group membership and
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location in a wider society. Representations are cultural
phenomena although the particular representations evoked and
the relationships between them may be influenced by the
particular social context. What these experiments help to
demonstrate is that culture enters into and is a part of the
laboratory. Once culture is recognized to be embedded within
the 1laboratory, most notably through the mediation of
language, then concepts such as schemata, scripts, and
frames, will be seen to be social phenomena as opposed to
individual cognitions and the cultural dimensions of this
research will be made more salient and explicit (Farr,1987b).

Despite the limitations associated with the experimental
paradigm, experiments do have their place in social
representations research for they provide an analysis quite
unlike other methods suggested by Moscovici. We would be
wrong to dismiss a methodology which has been extensively
developed and utilized and, in some circles, is the envy of
other social sciences. There is no a priori reason why
experimental studies should not be included in the variety of
methodologies which are used for the exploration of social
representations (see Chapter 6). I would also suggest that
the limitations of the current experimental investigations
are not purely a reflection of the experimental paradigm per
se but also of their specific content. This is illuminated by
examining the context and historical development of the
experimental literature now associated with social
representations.

One of the earliest 1laboratory studies which is
frequently cited in this literature was carried out by
Faucheux and Moscovici in 1968. The experiment explored the
influence of respondents' representations of their opponents
in a game situation. The game strategy adopted by respondents
was dependent on whether or not they had been told that they
were playing against nature or against chance. However, this
study does not appear to have been designed within the
theoretical context of social representation. It was, in
effect, a reply to an American study conducted within a games
theory approach which had ignored respondents representations
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as an important variable. It has, since then, been absorbed
into the social representations literature.

Later experimental work can be seen in the same light,
having originally been conceived as a critique of American
social psychology on group dynamnics, conflict studies and
games theory. These American studies had failed to consider
the phenomenological and social aspects as well as the
genesis of groups in their own activity. The laboratory
experiments of Codol and Abric, 1in contrast, were
specifically designed to explore these issues. However, it
is only through the more recent literature that the 1link
between the laboratory research and social representations
has been made explicit. Furthermore, the actual experimental
situation employed (eg. Prisoner's Dilemma) and the dependent
variables measured were the same as the American studies. It
is not surprising then, that the focus of attention has
remained on intra-individual cognition and the individual's
system of representations as opposed to the interindividual
processes involved in social representations. The problems
addressed by the experimental research and the consequent
characterization of social representations are therefore
quite distinct from other studies.

Farr (1984) suggests that there had been an 'error of
translation' from the field studies to the 1laboratory.
However, it is questionable whether or not any such
translation was attempted. The laboratory research emerged
as a critique of American social psychology rather than being
initially inspired by social representations. The theory and
language of social representations was adopted at a later
phase in its development as it provided a useful theoretical
framework for the investigation of representation. Because of
this it has remained limited in its exploration of social
representations and in the characterization of their social
nature.

This is not to suggest that the experimental paradigm
is totally wunsuited +to the investigation of social
representations. Rather that the style of experimenting
should be a direct consequence of the theoretical
orientation. Just as the experimental styles adopted by
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behaviourists contrasted to those of cognitive psychologists,
and the Festingerian's style of experimenting contrasted with
the Hovlander's (Farr,1976), so also the styles of
cognitivists and of students of social representations should
reflect their alternative theoretical approach. Even so, it
still remains questionable whether experimental studies could
ever reflect certain features of social representations,
including their historical, creative and autonomous aspects.
2.3.3 Representations which are shared

Perhaps the most predominant sense of "social" evident
in the remaining research literature is the consensual nature
of social representations. Social representations are social
because they are shared by a number of individuals in a group
or society. This sense of social will be briefly discussed in
relation to the experimental studies. However, it is an
aspect of social representations which is made more explicit
in the intergroup studies (eg. Di Giacomo,1980) and in social
extensions of attribution theory (Hewstone,1989; Jaspars and
Hewstone, 1990). Moreover, it is an issue which had been
central in several theoretical and methodological critiques.
This literature is examined below, but it is suggested that
it does not accurately portray the sense of "social" which is
maintained by the theory. A focus on the consensual nature of
social representations implies that they are individual
representations which are shared by members of a group. This
fails to illuminate their supra-individual status, their
dynamic nature and their origins in social life.
2.3.3.1.Experimental studies: The shared or consensual nature
of social representations is not a feature which is
emphasized in the experimental 1literature. However, Abric
(1971) in his study of representation of the task states that

To the extent that this representation is shared by
the whole group it determines a collective
representation of the given facts of the
environment, that is a social representation of the
task.

(Abric,1971,p.313)

This implies that social representations are individual
representations of a given object which are shared by all
members of the experimental group. However, it was argued
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that these representations originate in the social milieu
which extends beyond the 1laboratory. They are social
representations which exist in the common culture.

Others have taken the consensual nature of social
representations as their starting point. This is seen in
studies of intergroup relations and the social nature of
attributions.
2.3.3.2 Intergroup relations: Previous studies of intergroup
relations is one of the few areas of research in social
psychology in which representations have been treated as
important. This interest goes back to the work of Sherif
(1962) and has continued to be significant in more recent
research (Tajfel,1978;1982). Studies of intergroup relations,
within the social representations approach, focus on the real
life social membership of the individuals, and the ideas,
values and models which are obtained from and shared with
their social groups. Interactions between groups influence
the representations group members have of themselves and
their group, other groups and their members. These
representations 'regulate, anticipate and justify the social
relations that are thus established' (Jodelet,1984Db).

One example of this perspective is research conducted
by Di Giacomo (1980) on intergroup alliances and rejections
within a student protest movement. Representation shared by
the student population about itself, and their potential
partners, were found ¢to be incompatible with their
representation of the National Committee and its strategies.
Thus, although the student population agreed with the aim of
the movement they did not support the National Committee. The
incompatability of beliefs, values, symbols and norms shared
by members of the student population and their representation
of the National Committee as an outgroup directed and
justified a lack of commitment to action on the part of the
student population.
2.3.3.3. Causal attributions: Studies of causal attributions
which have employed the concept of social representations
also focus on their consensual nature. It is first necessary
to examine, briefly, the relationship between social
representations and attributions. It will then be argued
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that, by using social representation theory as a social
extension of attribution, emphasis 1is placed on the
socially-shared nature of representations. Moscovici (1984b)
suggests that causal explanations and social attribution
always have been crucial to those concerned with social
representations. However, the approach adopted by those
studying social representations can be contrasted with
attribution theorists of the Anglo-American tradition.
Attribution theory has mainly been concerned with how we
attribute causes to people and things in our environment.
Humans are conceived as naive information-processors who
carry out statistical analyses of evidence present in the
environment. Social representationists, in contrast, are less
concerned with the individual's ability to process
information and more concerned with the content of socially
shared knowledge.

Any explanation depends primarily on the idea we
have of reality
(Moscovici, 1984b,p.49).

People making attributions start from a system of social
representations which determine the experiences they have,
the elements of the environment which are taken into account
and the causes which are selected. Social representations
are, therefore, more basic than or fundamental to the
attributions people make.

There can be no attribution without a social

representation of individuals, collective

relationships, the economy etc.
(Moscovici,1981a,p.X)

That this is the case is clearly indicated by Ichheiser
in his monograph on 'Misunderstandings in Human Relations'
(1949) Ichheiser distinguished between the expressions as an
actor and the impressions of an observer where the latter may
be considered as social representations dependent on
socio-cultural symbolic meaning. In order to understand why
people make certain attributions about others it is necessary
to take into account the social or collective representations
of the individual and their expression in representations of
success and failure, and of responsibility and
irresponsibility.
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Hewstone (1989), in conjunction with Moscovici (1983)
and Jaspars (1990) has addressed these issues in an attempt
to make attribution theory more social. In so doing he has
emphasized the consensual nature of social representations,
that is, the socially-shared knowledge base which underlies
the process and content of attribution and causal
explanations.

One way in which .... (attribution) theory (can be)
rendered more social is to consider explanations
alongside the beliefs that are shared by large
numbers of people within and between societies.

(Moscovici and Hewstone,1983,p.98)

In order to understand how, when and why, attributions
are made and where they come from it is necessary to take
into account the way knowledge about various aspects of
social life is represented in a society and shared by its
members. One study which illustrates the relationship between
social representations and attributional processes examined
pupils' attributions of success and failure in private and
state schools (Hewstone, Jaspars and Lalljee, 1982). It was
found that their social representations of people and the
social environment influenced the attributions made. Pupils
from private schools attributed success or failure to effort
and ability (personal) whereas state school pupils attributed
them to luck (environmental). Jaspars and Hewstone (1987),
note that the role of causal structures in determining
peoples' attributions has already been highlighted in work
associated with attribution theory. They see social
representations theory as a framework in which to study the
extent to which such causal structures are socially shared
and how widespread beliefs have an impact on causal
attributions. Social representations theory thus offers a
means by which to study beliefs and knowledge of the world
which are shared by large numbers of people in a group or
culture. They are thus conceived as socially-shared causal
structures or collective beliefs. Social representations
theory, in this instance, is used to provide a social
extension of attribution theory emphasizing the
socially-shared nature of representations (knowledge) in
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society. The social psychology which emerges is one which
relates the individual psychological processes to the
collective beliefs of a group or society. It thus constitutes
an attempt to redress the balance between individual and
social factors as opposed to redefining the problem.

It should be noted that the understanding of 'shared’
is not the same here as for the experimental studies. In the
latter 'shared' implied individual representation shared by
members of a group. In the intergroup relations and
attributional studies social representations are seen as
irreducible to a collection of individual representations.
Knowledge which is shared throughout a society or group
cannot be reduced to individual perceptions and explanations.
2.3.3.4.Criticisms: A number of the criticisms of social
representations theory and research have focused also on the
shared aspect of social representations. The consensual
nature of social representations has been central to
criticisms put forward by Potter and Litton (1985). According
to them, emphasis on the consensual nature of social
representations is evident in the writings and research of a
number of people, including Moscovici (1981a,1982), Farr
(1987b), DiGiacomo (1980), Hewstone et al. (1982) and Jaspars
and Fraser (1984). Furthermore, it is the consensual nature
of social representations and their relation to social groups
which distinguishes them from individual representations and
from collective representations shared across a whole
society. Potter and Litton go on to suggest that the degree
of consensus tends to be over-estimated through the use of
certain research procedures and that agreement at a general
level may not be paralleled by agreement at a lower or more
specific level. Hence they are concerned with the degree of
consensus and the level at which that consensus exists.
Breakwell (1987) expresses similar concerns when directly
addressing methodological problems of social representations
research:

An essential ingredient of a social representation
is the ‘'consensuality': it is shared by a
group/sub-group or category.

(Breakwell, 1987,p.11)
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Consensuality gives rise to two problems: establishing the
relevant groups or categories independently of their social
representations and deciding the 'degree of consensus' which
must exist before a social representation can be said to
exist.

This focus on 'consensuality' is understandable in the
light of the importance of the 'consensual universe' within
the theory of social representations. However, I believe it
does an injustice to the aims and content of the theory as
a whole and is more a reflection of the methodologies which
have been employed in research. They assume that the
individual is the proper source of data collection. This is
evident in the experimental research which explores
individual cognitive structures and in investigations which
have relied exclusively on elicitation of individuals'
accounts. If the starting point is always the individual then
the meaning of social becomes limited to those attributes
which individuals share. Individual representations are then
those which are not shared by a 'significant' number of
people; collective representations are those shared by all
members of society, and social representations are those
shared by members of a group within a society where some
divergences exist both between and within groups.

Furthermore, a focus on consensuality is liable to lead
to similar limitations, which Moscovici criticizes in his
review of attitude and opinion research (1963) in which he
states that

Science will not gain much through learning that in
Minneapolis 12 per cent of the people interviewed
link centrifugal force and gravitations.

(Moscovici, 1963,p.234)

The theory of social representations is not aimed primarily
at finding out what percentage of a particular population
share a given social representation, nor the 1level of
consensus which can be considered 'significant’'.

It is also the shared sense of social which forms the
basis of Harré's conceptual critique. Harré (1984c) suggests
that social representations, as currently employed, denote a
distributive sense of social by which he means individual
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representations which are distributed among members of a
group. He further states that

the role of "the social" ...seems to me to be

restricted to the influence of social situations on

the minds of individual human actors.

(Harré,b1984c)

Harré disputes the value of restricting the sense of social
to representations which are shared by a number of
individuals. According to Harré, the French School fails to
achieve a truly collective social psychology which recognizes
the group as a supraindividual entity with attributes which
cannot be reduced to the attributes of its individual
nembers.

In so far as research emphasizes an individual's
membership of social groups and that social representations
are shared bodies of knowledge, it goes some way to
elucidating the particular meaning of social expressed in
the consensual universe of social representation. Intergroup
relations depend on the beliefs and values shared by members
of the respective groups. Individuals' attributions depend on
socially shared beliefs and causal structures.
Representations of events and of others in our environment
must be shared with others to sustain the consensual universe
in which individuals and groups interact. However, that there
is a consensual universe does not imply uniformity or a
precise consensus on every element of a representation. As
will be seen, their social nature also depends on diversity
and controversy within and between representations, giving
rise to their transformation and plasticity. There is a very
real danger that, by focusing on the consensual nature of
social representations as shared bodies of knowledge, their
dynamic nature and their origins in social life will become
obscured.

2.3.4 Representations, communication and social interaction

Another sense in which social representations are
social is that they are socially generated and socially
sustained. They originate in the social interactions between
individuals and groups for the purpose of understanding and
communicating with others.
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The word "social" was meant to indicate that
representations are the outcome of an unceasing
babble and a permanent dialogue between individuals,
a dialogue that is both internal and external,
during which individual representations are echoed
and complemented. Representations adapt to the flow
of interactions between social groups.

(Moscovici,1984a,p.950)

The transmissions and the stability of existing social
representations need to be considered within the same
framework as the generation and transformation of social
representations. A variety of studies have been concerned,
in one respect or another, with the development and
maintenance of social representations through the processes
of social interaction and communication. These include the
experimental studies, and the field studies, as well as
investigation of intergroup relations and the socialization
of children. However, little or nothing is said about the
forms of communication and social interaction involved in
the diffusion and transformation of social representations.
2.3.4.1 The socialization of children: Some British studies
which deal indirectly with this issue have investigated the
socialization of <children and the transmission of
representations from one generation to the next. Emler and
Dickinson (1985) examined children's representations of
economic inequalities and their relation to the child's
social class and the social milieu in which the child was
situated. However, as they themselves recognize, many
questions remain unanswered. In particular, the precise
influences which produce differences in social
representations and the processes by which the social
representations are transmitted are not investigated.
Clearer indications are to be found in the work of
Duveen and Lloyd (1986;1987) on the development of children's
social identities and in particular their gender identities.
This research addresses the transmission of social
representations from adults to children. It is generally seen
as demonstrating the conventional and prescriptive nature of
social representations (see previous chapter) which
constitute the environment of thought into which children are
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socialized. Social representations exist prior to the child's
entrance into the social milieu and, therefore, influence the
child's construction of representations concerning
themselves, others and objects in their environment as well
as appropriate actions, thoughts and feelings. Hence, the
social representations already exist and take on an
ontological significance in the child's social reality. Emler
(1986) has gone so far as to criticize this work in that it
fails to characterize the active and constructive aspects of
social representations. However, this is not entirely true.
This study is interestingly different in that the development
and transmission of the social representations of 'maleness'
and 'femaleness' are traced through interpersonal relations
with the mother and their behavioural expression in
interactions with peers. What is important to note here is
that the transmission and development of social
representations was illuminated by examining the particular
interactions with the physical(toys) and social (other
people) objects in their environment. A child does not simply
absorb or learn the social representations prevalent in it's
social milieu. Rather, through it's own activity and
interactions with others and objects in the environment the
child actively re-constructs the social representations which
influence and structure the responses of others to those
objects and events in their shared environment. In this sense
Duveen and Lloyd also examine the active construction of
social representations through the processes of social
interaction.

However, the theory of social representations is mainly
concerned with the active construction of social
representations in the adult world. Mature members of a
society already live in an environment of thought which is
constituted by their social representations. Here we would
be dealing, not with the <child's reconstruction of
representations already prevalent in their social
environment, but the construction of new representations and
the transformation of old ones. Such studies would take
social interactions and the forms of communication as the
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units of analysis in order to illuminate the origins and
development of social representations in the adult world.
2.3.4.2 Experimental studies: It might be considered that
the experimental studies are relevant here in that they are
concerned with the mechanisms of social representations and
the relations between social representations and behaviour.
However, they only demonstrate the influence of social
representations on behavioural responses rather than the
dynamic relationship between social representations and
social interaction. They focus on intra-individual cognition
taking the unit of analysis to be individual behaviour as
opposed to social interactions which transform the social
representations. Another 'pitfall' which needs to be avoided
is examining the development of social representations in
similar. fashion to concept formation. It 1is not the
individual's information-processing which is of importance
but rather the social interactions between a number of
individuals and their environment.

2.3.4.3 Intergroup relations: Studies of intergroup relations
have been more successful in shedding some light on the
development of social representation. This body of research
was previously discussed in relation to the consensual nature
of social representations. For example, the actual research
carried out by Di Giacomo (1980) demonstrated the
incompatability betwen the student population's social
representations of itself and its potential partners and
their social representations of the protest movement and its
strategies. This research, in some respects, illuminates the
generation of a social representation of a new social object,
the protest movement. Di Giacomo goes on to suggest that
social representations are more than a system of images
inherited from the culture,

they are the result of a given group's confrontation
of the objects in its environment with its social
reference criteria.
(Di Giacomo,1980,p.341)
The student population progressively defined the protest
committee as incompatible with themselves. These emerging

social representations had an anticipatory and justificatory
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function in relation to the student population's responses to
the protest movement, structuring the social relationships
between the two groups. However, the research itself, does
not trace the development of the incompatible social
representations, their elements and their changing
relationships. Nor does it explore the form of communication
or the processes of social interaction involved in their
generation and transformation.
2.3.4.4., Field studies: Before turning to other research
which illuminates, at least to some degree, the social
construction of representations, it is important to examine,
briefly, what is meant by social interaction and
communication. Social interaction should be considered not
only to refer to interactions between two or more people;
they refer also to interactions with the physical and
symbolic products of human activity. That is to say the
environment, both in terms of its physical, material
characteristics and its social, symbolic characteristics are
important elements of social interaction. Social interaction
includes inter-action with other people and with the physical
and social world. Similarly, communication is not restricted
to 'non-verbal' and verbal communications between two or more
people in face-to-face interactions. Communication can occur
through a wide variety of mediators: through written and
pictorial materials, including books, magazines, the media,
posters, films etc.; through displays such as those found in
museuns and shop windows; through construction of the
physical environment, for example parks, playgrounds, sports
facilities, buildings, towns etc; and through single but
dramatic events, such as dropping an atomic bomb for the
first time, on a human population. Social representations
exist not only in the mind but also in the environment. It
is therefore essential to examine social representations not
only in cognition but also in the surrounding culture, in the
products of human activity including the media and the
objects that constitute the environment in which we live.
The exploration of the contents of the mass media and
of other cultural objects in our environment is a distinctive
feature of the field research in the French tradition. These
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studies illustrate the transformation of social
representations and explicate the forms of communication
involved in their transmission and diffusion. In his study on
the diffusion of psychoanalysis into French society,
Moscovici (1961), for example, examined the acceptance and
rejection of psychoanalytic theory in the Catholic and
Marxist press. These investigations described the
transformations in the contents of social representations
which can, in part, be understood by the processes of
anchoring and objectification.

The content analysis of Catholic and Marxist
publications implies that the media are an important forms
of communication between members of its readership, viewing,
listening group, facilitating the diffusion of a social
representation of psychoanalysis. It also describes the
significant difference between the content of the theory of
psychoanalysis and the social representations of
psychoanalysis in the media. Moscovici is able to show how
these transformations relate to the prevalent social
representation within Marxism and Catholicism. However, the
social processes by which these transformations come about
are not examined. Little or nothing is said about the social
interactions involved in the anchoring and objectification of
psychoanalytic concepts. Similarly, although other field
studies attempt to relate the content and transformation of
social representations to the social, cultural and economic
circumstances, their origins in social interactions is
assumed rather than demonstrated. This is seen in Herzlich's
(1973) investigation of the social representation of health
and illness. This is a highly informative study which
provides an excellent description of Parisians' understanding
of health and illness in relation to their urban environment
and also developments in medicine and changing doctor-patient
relationships. However, it does not examine, in any detail,
the form of communication and the variety of social
interactions which constitute the means by which the social
representation is formed. Hence, as a single study, it fails
to portray the active construction involved in the
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development and transformation of a given social
representation.

Other field studies have been more successful in
examining the transformation and diffusion of social
representations. This includes the work of Jodelet and
Moscovici on the social representations of the human body
(1973) and Chombart-de-Lauwe's study of social
representations of childhood (1984). Jodelet and Moscovici
traced the evolution and transformation of the social
representations of the body over a fifteen year period. These
were related to historical cultural changes and to the social
circumstances of different groups and their changing roles in
society. Furthermore, changes in the content of
representations of the body were found to be related to
people's experience of their own bodies. Differences were
related to people's social circumstances and reflected the
differential cultural diffusion of information. The
transformation of social representation of the body is thus
shown to be related to the form of communication and to
people's personal experience of their bodies.

One of the most comprehensive field studies has been
conducted by Chombart-de-Lauwe (1984) on the social
representations of children, their transformation and their
social transmission. One study explored the social
representations of children in the imagination of adults by
examining autobiographies and films in which the central
character is a child. By comparing material produced in pre-
war,inter-war and contemporary literature, Chombart-de-Lauwe
was able to determine the stability, changes and evolution of
representations. A similar study analysed novels, comics,
films and biographies directed at the child. This revealed
divergences with representations constructed for adults as
well as changes relating to the structure of society.

A further study was carried out in order to understand
the social transmission of these representations to children.
Children aged nine to twelve years were asked to write essays
comparing media characters with themselves. This revealed
influences which differentiate children's representations
from the models offered by adults and relate to
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socio-biological characteristics of the child (age and sex),
their social situation and their social status.

A completely different domain was studied by exploring
representations of the child in relation to the built
environment. The representations of the child held by
planners, town-planners and architects influence the
construction of the environment and hence the practices,
life-styles and representations of children. For example,
the place of the child in an urban environment is represented
as either being segregated from or integrated with the
structure of the community as a whole. These representations
determine the environment in which children 1live, the
activities in which they can engage, and hence the
representations which they construct. Although much of this
research explores, in detail, the adults' representations of
childhood it is adults who create the world in which children
grow up. From the perspective of the child these are
confronted as 'social facts' which make up the environment in
which they live.

By examining a variety of forms of communication,
including various forms of literature and the construction
of the physical environment, Chombart-de-Lauwe has
illuminated the means by which representations of the child
are socially transmitted and sustained. Her extensive
analyses also reveal the social transformations of
representations in three respects: transformations within
literature produced by adults for both adults and children;
transformations of representations which occur from one
generation to the next; and also transformations in the
organization of the child's environment. These complementary
and continued studies illuminate various aspects of the
social representations of children; their variations, their
transformatiuon from one historical period to another and
their transmission to a new generation.
2.3.4.5 Summary: Within the theory of social representations
the understanding of social interaction and of communication
extends beyond the non-verbal and verbal behaviour of
individuals. They also involve interactions with and
communication through the physical and social objects which
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make up the environment in which we live. It has been argued
that the experimental studies are extremely limited in their
exploration of the development and transmission of social
representations through the processes of social interaction
and communication. Similarly, Di Giacomo's investigation of
intergroup relations does not directly explore how and why
social representations come to assume the form they do. In
contrast, British studies on the socialization of children
and the field studies carried out in France, are
complementary bodies of research which illuminate different
aspects of how social representations are socially generated
and socially sustained. The British studies illustrate the
transmission of social representations from one generation to
another and the social interactions involved in the child's
reconstruction of those representations. The field studies
also examine the diffusion and transmission of social
representations but these tend to focus on the forms of
communication and transformation in their content over a
given historical period. These two approaches to the
exploration of the social development and maintenance of
social representations need to be combined in order to
provide a more complete understanding of the social processes
involved.
2.3.5 Representations and social reality

We have seen that there are a number of senses in which
social representations have been considered social. Social
may refer to the object being represented, to the context in
which they are expressed, to the social membership of the
individual, to the fact that they are shared by a number of
individuals, and to their origins and development in social
interaction. These various senses of social have been
emphasized in different bodies of research and relate both to
the content and the methods employed in that research (see
Chapter 6). However, social representations may also be
considered social in that they constitute a social reality.
This brings us to the sense of social which was emphasized at
the beginning of the previous chapter and, I believe, an
understanding of which is vital for assessment of social
representations theory.
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Moscovici clearly considers this aspect of social
representations to be of primary importance.

This is so not because it has a collective origin,

or because it refers to a collective object, but

because, as such, being shared by all and

strengthened by tradition, it constitues a social

reality "sui generi".

(Moscovici,1984b,p.13)

Jaspars and Fraser (1984) also recognize the central
importance of social reality in their comparison of social
cognition (cognitive structures) and social representations.
The latter has implications for social exchange beyond the
interpersonal level and emphasizes the social origins of the
content and structure of representations.

However, these differences do not seem to constitute
the most important distinction between social
representations and cognitive structures....what is
social about social representations is not in the
first place that such representations are
representations of social reality, or that they are
social in origin, but that they are social because
they are shared by many individuals and as such
constitute a social reality which can influence
individual behaviour.

(Jaspars and Fraser,1984,p.104,italics
added) .

Although central to the theory of social representations
this point is often lost in research. The experimental
studies completely fail to characterize this social reality
as a result of an analysis which remains on the
intra-individual cognitive level, as previously discussed.
Investigations of intergroup relations and social
attributions, in so far as they recognize the supra-
individual nature of social representations, go some way
towards an understanding of social reality. Out of the
studies already mentioned, those which incorporate the notion
of social reality most successfully deal with the
transmission and development of social representations. The
studies go some way towards an understanding of how the child
reconstructs the social reality of the adult world and how
this social reality is changed and transformed.

What is distinctively European about the French School
is not that they are concerned with social objects, the
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social context in which individuals and groups are situated,
or that knowledge is shared, but that social representations
constitute a social reality. This is not to say that other
social factors are either excluded or unimportant but that
they are incorporated in an understanding of the social
nature of reality. This understanding draws on European
sociological thinking, and in particular on the work of
Durkheim. ©Unlike the experimental studies described
previously, which emerged as a critique of American social
psychology, the initial conceptualization and development of
the notion of social representations arose out of a tradition
of thinking which is essentially European. As such, it goes
beyond traditional Anglo-American research by providing not
just a social extension to this research but an alternative
paradigm.

Durkheim introduced the —concept of <collective
representations into his sociology in order to describe 'the
system of symbols by means of which society becomes conscious
of itself' including religion, law, morals, customs and
political institutions. This ‘'conscience collective' |is
embedded in our language, tradition and customs, as well as
our institutions. Moscovici (1961) refers to the notion of
collective representations as a neglected and forgotten
concept which failed to have any great impact on research in
sociology, anthropology and psychology. Furthermore his aim,
in part, is to reestablish this forgotten concept as a
legitimate object of study essential to a truly social
psychology. He sees the explicit task of social psychology to
be the study of the nature and genesis of collective
representations, the knowledge and belief systems which shape
our social reality.

It has already been said that these representations
constitute a social reality sui generis. That is to say, they
exist independently of individual representations and have
characteristics or attributes which are supra-individual and
cannot be reduced to the individual level.

Social facts are 1in a sense independent of
individuals and exterior to individual
minds..Society has for its substratum the mass of
associated individuals.....The representations which

99



form the network of social 1life arise from the
relations between individuals... and the total
society...collective representations, produced by
the action and reaction between individual minds
that form the society, do not derive directly from
the latter and consequently surpass them.

(Durkheim,1974,pp.24-5,
quoted in Fransella,1984,p.157)
and also

collective psychology cannot be deduced directly
from individual psychology, because a new factor has
intervened, which has transformed the psychic
material, a factor which is the source of all that
is different and new, namely association.

(Durkheim, 1898, pp.273-302,
quoted in Harré, 1984c,p.933)

Hence collective representations do not exist in the
minds of individuals but rather in their associations,
communications and social interactions. The well-known adage
'the sum is greater than its parts' is as good as any; it is
not the understanding in the mind of any one individual but
rather it is the understanding provided by the collective,
for the collective.

Farr (1990a) and Markovd and Wilkie (1987) both stress
the collective nature of representation. In their discussion
of Aids as a new social phenomenon, Markovd and Wilkie
emphasize the need for a social theory of knowledge as
opposed to an individualistic epistemology. For them, as for
Durkheim, collective representations constitute a reality
which has evolved through the co-operation of a multitude of
minds over generations. Farr (in press) also emphasizes the
collective nature of representations in his examination of
individualism in western culture and its influence on the
development of psychology. Drawing on the work of Gustav
Ichheiser (1949,1970), Farr explicates how the representation
of the individual exists at the collective level and is
insidious but pervasive, not only in our social and economic
life, but also in our legal practices regarding attribution
of responsibility, (in our attribution of success and
failure) and also in the historical development of western
psychology.
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In conclusion, although the experimental literature and
research on intergroup processes and causal attribution do
have their place within the social representations approach
they are not as successful as the field studies and
investigations into the socialization of children at
elucidating the social nature of representations. Social
representations are social, not because they refer to social
objects or arise in a social context, although these are not
excluded. Nor is the fundamental sense of social portrayed by
the intergroup relations and attribution research which
emphasizes the consensual nature of representation, being
shared by a number of individuals. Representations are social
because they reflect a form of social thinking which is
apparent, not only in our cognitions but also in the social
and physical environment in which we live. As such, they
constitute a social reality which 1is sustained and
transformed through social interactions and communication.
This sense of social, which goes beyond an individual
analysis to include the cultural and historical aspects of
human life, is more clearly evident in the field studies and
investigations into the socialization of children.

Drawing on the foregoing assessment of the diverse
research and the previous theoretical outline, we are now in
a position to construct a definition of social
representations. It can be seen that social representations
constitute the social reality in which we live; they refer
to the products of social thinking as well as to the material
and social environment. They are symbolic, autonomous
entities which are both conventional and prescriptive,
constructing and shaping the reality with which we interact.
The various forms of communication allow the diffusion of
these representations throughout society, and reflect both
their stability and dynamics. Representations are also
creative or constructive, being generated and transformed
through the processes of social interaction and
communication. This occurs for the purpose of understanding
and communicating about the events and objects which confront
us, being directed towards the mastery of our social and
material world. As such, they form a consensual universe
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which allows the coordination of interactions and the
socialization of new members into a given society. The social
significance of representations, both in terms of their
content and their functions, is thus linked to the social
context in which they emerge.
2.4 THE DOMAIN OF SOCTAL REPRESENTATIONS THEORY REVISITED

At its inception (Moscovici,1961), the concept of social
representations was associated with the diffusion of
knowledge throughout society, and in, particular, with the
representation of scientific knowledge in a consensual
universe. However, the wide variety of research, especially
with reference to the object of study, testifies to its wider
application. The theory of social representations has been
employed to explore and to describe socio- psychological
knowledge which is not directly associated with scientific
discoveries, concepts or theories. These studies focus on
non-scientific knowledge, emphasizing the importance of both
tradition and first-hand experience. This might be considered
a misapplication of the theory, but an examination of some of
the theoretical postulates supports a more universal
conception of social representations. Moreover, tradition and
first-hand experience play an important part in the diffusion
of scientific knowledge and in the construction of social
representations. It will be argued that the dynamic nature
of social representations and the forms of communication
associated with their diffusion in society do not provide
grounds for distinguishing between representations of
scientific and non-scientific objects.
2.4.1 The object of research

The early field studies conducted in France were

primarily concerned with the diffusion of scientific notions
from the reified universe of science into the consensual
world of common-sense and everyday understanding. It has
already been mentioned that the first social representations
study (Moscovici,1961) examined how the scientific theory of
psychoanalysis diffused into French society. Concepts such as
'neurosis' and 'complex' became part of people's everyday
understanding of their own and other people's behaviour.
Similarly, Moscovici is currently investigating the diffusion
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of Marxism in French society. Another early study which
reflects this focus explored the transmission and
assimilation of scientific facts by workers in the chemical
industry (Ackerman and Rialan,1963).

The interest in common-sense understanding of scientific
discoveries is also evident in some of the more recent field
studies. Herzlich's (1973) study on the social representation
of health and illness illustrates its relationship with the
historical development of medicine. For example, illness is
now understood in terms of the invasion of a naturally
healthy body by external agents such as bacteria or germs.
Similarly, the social representation of the body and its
transformation, over time, may also be related to changing
doctor-patient relationships and to developments within the
medical profession (Jodelet and Moscovici,1975). Jodelet and
Milgram (1977) also illustrate how inhabitants' social
representations of Paris are influenced by the products of
cartography which may be considered a scientific
representation of the city.

Other French researchers, however, have chosen objects
of study which bear only a tenuous link with the products of
scientific disciplines. The most compelling example in this
respect is Chombart-de-Lauwe's extensive investigation of
social representations of the child (1984). Transformations
over time, evident in the 1literary products of French
society, are not directly related to our scientific theories
or to the diffusion of scientific knowledge into common-sense
understandings of childhood. It can be seen that, even within
the French field work, a diversity of representations have
been studied.

Both Farr (1990a) and Breakwell (1987) have commented
on the problem of choosing a suitable object as the target
of a representation. If social representations theory is
concerned with the diffusion of scientific knowledge in
society, it might be supposed that a scientific theory should
be selected as the target object. However, this does not
appear to be the major criterion for selecting the target
object. Firstly, a knowledge of both psychoanalysis and
Marxism had diffused fairly widely in France during the
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post-World War II era and they have since become salient
features of French culture. They are consequently socially
significant aspects of everyday life in France, and are
represented at many different levels within French society.
As Farr (1987b). notes, there wculd have been little point in
studying their social representations in Britain during the
same post-war era as neither had become socially significant
features of British culture.

Secondly, turning to the other major field studies
mentioned above, although the transformations in their
respective social representations may be related, directly,
to scientific theories and discoveries, the object of study
is not a scientific theory as such. There is not a scientific
theory of towns and cities, or of childhood. Rather, they are
socially significant objects which are represented in various
aspects of French culture and social life. They are present
in the mass media of communication, in people's social
interactions and they are often related to debates within
French communities.

Other research on social representations also indicates
that the theory 1is not exclusively applicable to the
transformation of scientific knowledge into common-sense
understandings. These include the laboratory studies carried
out in France, inter-group relation studies and research on
the socialization of children. As described previously,
experimental literature focuses on the representations of the
self, of others, of the group and of the task within an
artificial situation. These are not usually related to any
scientific body of knowledge. Furthermore, it may be
considered that they are only socially significant objects
within the experimental situation. This is perhaps why Farr
(1984) suggests that a more suitable level of investigation
would be to study social representations of the laboratory
rather than within the 1laboratory. The experimental
investigations explicitly attempt to explore the mechanisms
associated with social representations. As Farr (1987b)
indicates, this corpus of research is the only direct
evidence that a person's actions are a consequence of his or
her social representations. However, it has been argued that
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the significance of these experiments goes beyond a
demonstrative role as they introduce socially significant
objects, for example "a computer" or "a student, 1like
yourself" (Abric,1976), from the wider cultural context into
the 1laboratory. The reasons underlying Moscovici and
Faucheux's (1968) choice of "nature" and "chance" as the
target representations must relate to their social
significance in everyday life. Thus, experimental researchers
have selected objects of study which are not necessarily
scientific in origin but which do play an important part in
everyday social life. This is also true of the intergroup
relations studies in which the social representations
selected for study are of the significant groups within a
given community. For example, in Di Giacomo's (1980) research
during a students' protest movement, the relevant social
representations are of groups associated with the student
population, such as "workers" and "executives".

The British work on social representations has also
interpreted the theory to be applicable to a wider range of
phenomena than Moscovici first proposed. For example,
children's social representations of economic inequalities,
although they may be associated, in part, with economic
theories, are much more closely associated with the child's
set of social relations, their social class and their general
social milieu (Emler and Dickinson,1985). The traditions of
a society are experienced and internalized by children
through their interactions with the social and physical
objects in their social milieu. Similarly, Duveen and Lloyd
(1987) have employed the theory to explore the socio-
psychological aspects of gender. The social representations
of "male" and "female" are articulated in a system of values,
ideas and practices associated with each pole. The domain of
social representations is thus

no 1longer a question of the dispersion of a
scientific theory through society, but with a
general phenomenon which pervades the whole of
society.

(Duveen and Lloyd, 1987,p.4)

Moscovici's original intent was to elaborate a specific

socio-psychological concept which was particular to modern
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society and the diffusion of scientific knowledge into
common-sense understanding (see Chapter 1). We have seen that
the domain of social representations has been extended by the
subsequent research to include a wide range of socio-
psychological phenomena which often focus on non-scientific,
socially significant objects. It may be considered that, by
breaking the boundaries set by Moscovici, the notion of
social representations is in danger of becoming, merely, a
general synonym for ‘'culture' or ‘'ideology'. Indeed,
Moscovici warns against identifying social representations as
a 'general category concerning the totality of intellectual
and social products' (Moscovici,1976,p.40). However, the
boundaries propounded by Moscovici in specifying the
particular domain of social representations are not reflected
in the theoretical postulates concerning their nature and
function. This discrepancy is evident from the definition of
social representations (above) as well as the theoretical
exposition presented in the previous chapter. Social
representations are conceived as bodies of social knowledge
which are orientated towards the practical and social life
of a given community. As such, they not only refer to
common-sense understanding of scientific theories but to a
whole range of practical knowledge found in a given society.
The wider domain of the theory is thus not only suggested by
the diversity of the research itself, but also by the
definition of social representations and by much of
Moscovici's own theoretical writings concerning their nature
and function in society.

It may still be possible to distinguish between social
representations of scientific concepts and other domains of
socio-psychological knowledge. Firstly, the former exhibit
a peculiarly dynamic character which breaks with tradition,
whereas the latter often maintain tradition. Secondly, the
former are disseminated through society by means of mass
media communication, whereas the latter are more closely
associated with people's first-hand experience in their
social milieux. Thirdly, social representations are
transformed by specific processes, which may be peculiar to
the diffusion of scientific knowledge. It will be argued,
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however, that these do not provide adequate grounds for
distinguishing scientific from non-scientific social
representations. The issue addressed here is whether or not
these contents are sufficiently different to justify the
specification of different forms or modes of representation.
2.4.2 Innovation and tradition

Some researchers may be accused of selecting
'collective' rather than ‘'social' representations as their
object of study. Collective representations are more
widespread and permanent elements in the consensual universe
and home, and they are more normally associated with more
stable societies. Social representations, on the other hand,
are dynamic, exhibiting transformations in their content and
structure, and are peculiar to modern society (see Chapter
1). (The distinction between these two forms of
representation is discussed more fully in Chapter 4).
Representations of gender or of childhood are phenomena which
pervade the whole of society and are steeped in tradition.
Duveen and Lloyd (1987) acknowledge that a description of the
gender system corresponds to a collective level of analysis
which could be pursued through sociological or
anthropological research. However, they argue that, in order
to produce a description of how these representations become
psychologically active in the regulation of social
interaction, it 1is necessary to present a social-
psychological analysis which 1is afforded by a social
representations approach.

It may still be argued that these phenomena do not
exhibit the dynamic characteristics of social
representations. It will be remembered (from the previous
chapter) that the discoveries and original theories of
science produce the unfamiliar concepts which provide the
impetus for transformations of our social representations.
Their main function, in this respect, is to break with
tradition. Representations of gender or of childhood are
rarely directly influenced by scientific developments.
Consequently, it might be considered that they express the
cultural traditions of collective memory, embedded in the
images and meanings of language and that they do not exhibit
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the plasticity of social representations. However, the
impetus for change and transformation does not emerge only in
science; discoveries and innovations are not peculiar to the
realm of science.

Innovation and the impetus for change are produced in
other sections of society; in business, marketing,
advertising, the caring professions, leisure etc., sections
of society which deal with the practical issues of everyday
life. Moscovici himself has elsewhere emphasized the
important role played by minority groups within society in
changing predominant social representations. Unfamiliar
concepts and objects may also be imported from other
cultures: a case in point would be the invasion of Eastern
philosophies and religions into American culture. The object
of a representation may thus emerge within the consensual
universe of ordinary communication and social interaction
without having migrated from the reified universe of science.
These provide the unfamiliar objects or events which
transform our social representations. This is experienced in
the dynamic nature of the relevant social representations.
For example, representations of 'male' and 'female' have
changed dramatically with the rise of the feminist movement.
Representations of the child have undergone extensive
transformations during the last twenty years
(Chombart-de-Lauwe,1984). It can be seen that these
non-scientific representations also possess the dynamic
characteristics of social representations.

From the opposite angle, tradition plays an equally
important part in the understanding of scientific concepts
or science-related issues. Moscovici is well aware of the
role of tradition but, in some respects, he underestimates
its influence. Two of the field studies conducted in France
illustrate this point. Jodelet (1986) explored the social
representations of mental illness in French villages where
the inhabitants were hosts to a number of ex-mental patients.
Her investigations revealed the re-emergence of centuries-old
theories concerning the contagious nature of mental illness,
and the failure of modern scientific knowledge to enter into
people's common-sense understanding. Similarly, social

108



representations of Paris, (Milgram and Jodelet,1976) reflect
the historical development of the city. Divisions of the
urban area are constructed around the historical heart and
belt of the city. The latter no longer exists in physical
terms, but is still present in the collective memory and
socio~-spatial representations of the city. Knowledge drawn
from street maps of Paris produced by cartographers is
selectively emphasized and distorted to reflect these socio-
psychological elements. Thus tradition, in terms of the
historical and cultural understandings of a community, is
extremely influential in the transformations of social
representations associated with the products of science.
2.4.3 Media of communication

So far, it has been established that social
representations which relate to scientific concepts and
discoveries and those which relate exclusively to socially
significant objects cannot be distinguished either in terms
of their dynamic (v.static) nature or with reference to the
import of tradition.

However, a distinction may still be possible in terms
of the forms of comunication involved in each sphere.
Non-scientific representations are dependent on first-hand
experience and the facticity of events. This is so with
regard both to the transmission of representations from one
generation to the next and to the creation and elaboration
of representations in the consensual universe. Scientific
theories, in contrast, are pre-existing bodies of knowledge
which are disseminated through society by the mass media.
However, on closer inspection, such a distinction is not
upheld. The elaborations and transformations of non-
scientific representations can be seen to involve both forms
of communication. On the one hand, representations of
maleness or femaleness, of groups within society, or of
childhood, are intimately involved in everyday social
interactions. On the other hand, these representations are
expressed in and disseminated through the media and
literature of a given society. They are issues currently
addressed in newspaper articles, books, films, TV programmes
etc. Similarly, both forms of communication are involved in
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the elaboration and transformation of scientific
representations. Social representations of Paris are
constructed and maintained, not only on the basis of
traditional and scientific understandings, but also on the
basis of people's first-hand experience of the city.
Inhabitants' representations will be divergent from
'foreigners'' representations, who have not 1lived in and
experienced the city. Changes in the social representation
of the body (Jodelet and Moscovici, 1975; Jodelet,1984a) occur
not only through the diffusion of scientific knowledge but
also through knowledge acquired from people's actual
experience of their bodies in social interactions with
others.

In his study on the diffusion of psychoanalysis,
Moscovici describes how unfamiliar concepts are equated with
the familiar, for example with catholics' social
representations of the priest and of confession. On the other
hand, the theoretical concepts of psychoanalysis are taken up
and assimilated into people's social representations because
they answer problems of first-hand, everyday experience. They
are useful in solving problems concerning the understanding
of people's behaviour. For example, the concept of neurosis
allows otherwise unfamiliar and strange behaviours to be
categorized and labelled. In this way, it appears to provide
an explanation of otherwise inexplicable actions. The form
and content of these social representations, and their
further elaborations and transformations, not only derive
from the diffusion of unfamiliar scientific concepts in the
media, but also because these concepts facilitate an
understanding of events in people's everyday lives. (This
would further suggest that some scientific theories will not
readily enter into the public arena of common-sense
knowledge.)

2.4.4 Processes of transformation

It is not possible to distinguish between scientific
and non-scientific representations with reference to their
associated forms of communication. Finally, it is necessary
to consider the processes by which social representations
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are transformed and elaborated. Moscovici describes two
socio-psychological processes; anchoring and objectification.
Anchoring reduces threat and unfamiliarity by imposing
familiar categories and providing linguistic names. Systems
of social representations provide the familiar categories to
which unfamiliar objects or events are anchored. It 'excludes
the idea of thought or perception which is without anchor'
(Moscovici,1984b,p.36). As Billig (1987b) indicates, this is
a universal socio-psychological process which applies to any
unfamiliar concept, object or event, whether it originates in
the sciences or in the consensual universe. In his rhetorical
criticism of the universal conception of social
representations and anchoring, Billig goes on to describe the
counter-process of 'particularization'. Not only are we able
to anchor the unfamiliar and represent its similitude with
familiar objects, so, too, we can negate this process by
representing something familiar as distinct or unfamiliar.
Again, the process of 'particularization' is applicable to
both scientific and non-scientific representations.
Objectification transforms abstract, unfamiliar concepts
into familiar concrete experiences. This process allows the
invisible to become perceptible; abstract concepts are
'materialized' or naturalized, such that they become objects
existing in the physical and social world. Billig (1987b)
suggests that objectification is a particular process. It is
particular to these ©beliefs which are essentially
non-religious, and which have originated from abstract
scientific thinking. Abstract, scientific concepts are
objectified as they enter into the consensual universe.
However, objectification can also be seen to occur with
respect to non-scientific, even religious concepts. People
create images of God and many religious rituals involve the
objectification of essentially abstract beliefs. Furthermore,
there are some abstract concepts from both the reified and
the consensual universes which belie objectification. Ideas
of communism or socialism , from the social sciences, and
notions of relativity or magnetism, from the physical
sciences, are just as difficult to objectify as consensual
notions of justice or mercy. Thus, although objectification

111



may be particular to a certain class of concepts, the
division between scientific and non-scientific concepts does
not appear to provide an adequate classification.

Billig (1987b) also suggests that there is a counter-
process to ©objectification which he refers to as
'transcendentalization'. This he associates with religious
societies in which concrete experience is transformed into
something which transcends the material world and takes on
an abstract quality. For example, the invisible presence of
God is to be observed within the perceptible world of objects
and events. However, 'trancendentalization' can also be seen
with reference to the sciences. The world of objects, of
tables, chairs, of cars and rivers and mountains, we are
told, is a world of molecules and atoms, of imperceptible
motion and energy. Again, no longer is the natural world made
up of discrete objects such as trees and squirrels, or
factories and roads, rather it is an ecosystem which depends
on a delicate balance of interdependent relationships.
Trancendentalization is not the province of religion alone.
Furthermore, in some cases, common-sense understandings of
the products of science also involve the negation of
objectification. For example, computers and machinery are
often attributed Gqualities associated with animistic
behaviour, they have intentions and purposes, are given
personalized names and are generally not treated as material
objects. Again, the processes described by Moscovici and the
counter-processes proposed by Billig do not suggest a clear
distinction between scientific and non-scientific
representations.

Thus it is not possible to distinguish between social
representations of scientific theories or concepts, such as
psychoanalysis, and social representations of socially
significant, non-scientific objects, such as 'male' or
'female', in terms of their mode of representation. This is
with reference to their dynamic nature; the role of tradition
and first-hand experience; to the various forms of
communication involved; and to the processes by which they
are elaborated and transformed. It is, therefore, neither
useful nor accurate to limit the application of the theory to
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social representations of scientific knowledge. It is equally
applicable to other domains of social-psychological knowledge
and provides a useful framework in which to investigate them.
The boundaries to the domain of social representations
which were initially proposed by Moscovici appear to be
rather artificial ones, which are reflected neither in the
theoretical postulates concerning the nature, function and
processes of social representations, nor in the empirical
investigations which have been carried out to date. The
theory of social representations is applicable to a broad
spectrum of socio-psychological phenomena and may indeed
constitute a social-psychology of knowledge. There is no
doubt that some kind of typology or classification will be
required but, just as a definition of social representations
must be derived from empirical research so, too, the
boundaries of the domain of social representations theory,
and the classification of representations within that domain,
should not be determined a priori, without reference to
empirical research.
2.5 NOT A CONCILUSION
An assessment of the contributions made by the diverse

fields of research has assisted in constructing a definition
of social representations and in determining the domain to
which the theory is applicable. In the course of this
chapter, some of the internal contradictions and confusions
regarding the phenomenon and the theory of social
representations have been addressed and clarified. However,
a number of substantive issues remain to be resolved.
Although the fundamentally social nature of representations,
as depicted by the theory, has been established, it is still
necessary to determine the distinction between individual,
social and collective representations. This is related to a
number of issues. Firstly, there appears to be an uneasy
contrast between the prescriptive and dynamic nature of
social representations, which at once determine our social
interactions and which are transformed by those interactions.
Secondly, the autonomous and supra-individual nature of
social representations appears to obviate the role of the
individual in their transformation. Thirdly, although the
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significance of conceiving a social reality has been
emphasized in both the theoretical outline and the overview
of research, it is still necessary to explicate what is
entailed in the social construction of reality. Finally, it
remains unclear whether or not the theory of social
representations 1is able to provide an integration or
synthesis of the individual and the social which is required
by the social psychology which its proponents envisage. These
issues will be discussed in the following two chapters in an
attempt to clarify the problems and to reformulate the theory
in order to provide a potential resolutions.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE HISTORICAL AND CONTEMPORARY CONTEXT': CHANGING
REPRESENTATIONS OF THE INDIVIDUAL AND OF SCIENCE IN SOCIAL
PSYCHOLOGY

3.1 THE SCIENCE OF PSYCHOLOGY

3.1.1 Introspectionism and the Positivist's repudiation of
Wundt

3.1.2 Behaviourism and psychology as a branch of natural
science

3.1.3 Cognitive psychology: A different perspective

3.2 THE SHAPING OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

.2.1 Collective perspectives

.2.2 Behaviourist perspectives

.2.3 Cognitive social psychology

2.4 From sociological to psychological forms of social
psychology

3.3 WHATEVER HAPPENED TO CULTURE?

3.4 DESCARTES AND THE PHILOSOPHICAL ROOTS OF
INDIVIDUALISTIC (SOCIAL) PSYCHOLOGY

3.5 AN ALTERNATIVE PARADIGM FOR SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY
3.6 THE INDIVIDUAL AND CULTURE DIVIDED

.1 A note on Darwin
2 A dilemma for social psychology

3.7 THE INTEGRATION OF THE INDIVIDUAL AND CULTURE

Social psychology is charged with the formidable
task of integrating the psychological and cultural aspects
of human 1life. Psychology focuses on the individual,
sociology on society and anthropology on culture. The
objective of social psychology is to provide a perspective
that embraces individuals in their interactions with one
another and shows how they relate to the institutional,
cultural and social structures of society. This objective is
explicitly endorsed by the proponents of the theory of social
representations. However, in the previous chapter it was
noted that there are a number of outstanding problems. In
particular, it is not clear how the individual can play a



part in the maintenance and transformation of a social
reality which is, at one and the same time, both prescriptive
and dynamic. If these problems are to be overcome the theory
must achieve a conceptual integration between individuals and
culture.

Firstly, it is important to understand how the
psychological and sociological aspects of human life came to
be conceived of in terms of two separate and distinct
disciplines, namely psychology and sociology. In other words,
why was there a need for a social psychology in the first
place? Secondly, once a division between the individual and
society was established, why is it now necessary to construct
an integration? In this chapter, we shall go some way towards
answering these dquestions by tracing the historical
development of both psychology and social psychology: by
examining the philosophical roots and assumptions underlying
the various approaches; and by exploring contemporary
developments in social psychology.

It will be seen that the history of social psychology
manifests an uneasy tension between a thesis which focuses
on the individual, and its antithesis, which focuses on
society and/or culture. This tension 1is perpetuated in
contemporary fields of social psychology, despite the fact
that, in the past, there have been a number of attempts to
construct a synthesis. A crucial component of this debate is
the social representation of the individual and its close
association with the social representation of science adopted
by psychologists.

On the grounds of an empirico-historical narrative and
a logical analysis, it is argued that a social representation
of science as a positivistic empirical endeavour demands a
social representation of the individual which precludes a
synthesis of the individual and culture. It is argued that
this approach is rooted in Cartesian philosophy and Newtonian
physics, which isolates the individual from his or her
physical and social environment. In contrast, the Hegelian
tradition of thought provides an alternative paradigm in
which the individual is both the product and the producer of
culture. Furthermore, this Hegelian tradition endorses a
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comparative and evolutionary approach to the study of social
phenomena. This latter approach, at one stage, was prevalent
within social psychology. Its apogee was the Handbook of

Social Psychology published in two volumes by Murchison in
1935. It has since gone out of fashion. In fact, 'progress'
in social psychology is measured by distance from this
landmark (Farr,1988). This having been said, the Hegelian
paradigm is reflected, once again, in various contemporary
developments in social psychology. In particular, the social
constructionism of Gergen (1985a,b) and the various
presentations of social contextualism (Jaegar and Rosnow,
1988), which have emerged out of the 'crisis' in social
psychology, are discussed. These provide both a new directive
for the conduct of enquiry into social phenomena and a
paradigm for the integration of psychology, social psychology
and anthropology.

This exposition serves to illuminate the theory of
social representations in several different ways. Firstly,
it facilitates an understanding of problems in contemporary
social psychology; of how they arose and of what would
constitute a novel approach. The novelty and value of the
theory can only be assessed within both an historical and
contemporary context. Secondly, the content of past
psychologies can provide important material for resolving
contemporary problems and for indicating new directions in
which to advance (Billig,1987a). (Both these points are
relevant to the contents of the present chapter). Past
works, in which authors have wrestled with the same meta-
theoretical problems, can shed 1light on the essential
components of a social=-psychological theory. Thirdly, this
chapter explores the dynamics of social representations in
the history of psychology and social psychology. 1In
particular, the exposition focuses on social representations
of the individual and of their relationship with culture and
to the social representations of science. It is important to
understand the evolution of these social representations and
their role in shaping social psychology in the past. We are
then in a better position to construct a viable synthesis of
the individual and culture in contemporary social psychology.
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The double use of social representations is fully
intentional. It refers both to the theory of social
representations and to social representations of the
individual and of science within social psychology. This is
justified by a belief that social psychology as a discipline
needs to be self-reflexive. The history of psychology to date
has been more concerned with reflexology than with
reflectivity. However, psychology is a human science
conducted by humans and, as such, its theories should apply
not only to 'the world out there' but also to 'the world in
here' ie. the world of social psychologists. Furthermore, the
double use of social representations is consistent with the
view that the theory of social representations is applicable
to the 'consensual' and 'reified' 'worlds'.

The scientific discipline of psychology has now entered
its second century. Although its long past can be traced back
to the Greek Philosophers (Hearnshaw,1986), the world's first
psychological 1laboratory was founded by Wilhelm Wundt at
Leipzig in 1879. The recent centenary gave rise to
reflections on the discipline's past and on its prospects for
the future. Professional historians of science have begun to
trace the origins and development of psychology as a
discipline (eg. O'Donnell, 1979; Asch, 1982) and
psychologists, themselves, have begun to take a greater
interest in their historical roots (eg. Koch and Leary,
1985). These are not 3just the reflective musings of
psychologists with an interest in history. The past
constitutes the very foundation from which the present
emerges: in many respects, it sets the problems and provides
the context in which novel approaches are assessed. On the
other hand, the present is the perspective from which the
past 1is reconstructed (Mead,1932). When novel events or
significant changes occur, renewed interest in the past
attempts to locate the novelty in a natural history of
development. A new version of history is constructed which
emphasizes both continuities and discontinuities between past
and present.

The following account builds upon the work of Farr
(eg.1981a,b,1983,1985,1987a,1990b) and others (Markova, 1982;
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Hearnshaw,1987; Manicus,1986; Secord, 1986; Gergen, 1985) who
trace the historical development of social as well as of
individual forms of psychology in contrast to more
traditional histories of the discipline (eg. Boring,
1929-1950; Allport,1985; Jones,1985). The  Thistorical
narrative presented here emphasizes social representations
of the individual and their relation to social
representations of science. I propose to show that, despite
dramatic changes in the orientation of scientific psychology,
from the study of mind by means of introspection, through the
empirical study of behaviour to the rationalist study of
cognition, psychology has not escaped the individualism it
inherited, at birth, from philosophy.

3.1 THE SCIENCE OF PSYCHOLOGY

The division between the individual and culture was
inherent in the very foundation of psychology as a scientific
discipline. In 1879, Wundt established the first laboratory
for the experimental exploration of the contents of
individual consciousness. This was a form of psychophysics
which applied the experimental methods of physiology to the
psychological problems derived from philosophy. By means of
introspection the individual observed the contents of his/her
own mind. This was complementary to, but separated from, his
Voelker- psychologie (1900-1920) which was concerned with the
study of 1language, customs, religion, myth, magic and
cognitive phenomena. The study of these collective phenomena
required a comparative and historical approach to scientific
investigations and drew on anthropological reports of diverse
cultures (Cole,1987). For Wundt, both were essential to a
science of psychology, and the conclusions from the one
should be compatible with the other. ’

Both the experimental psychophysics and the comparative
Voelkerpsychologie have been influential in the broader
history of social psychology. The former, with its focus both
on the individual and on scientific method, can be traced
through the history of psychology as an experimental science.
The latter, with its emphasis on social and cultural
phenomena and on the use of historico-comparative method of
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investigation, influenced the development of social sciences
other than psychology.
3.1.1 Introspectionism and the Positivists' repudiation of
Wundt

As psychology became established as an independent

experimental science in America it was transformed into an
individualistic and positivistic science. For Wundt, the
method of introspection was only applicable in the
observation of the immediate contents of consciousness, that
is, to the psychic correlates of physical stimulation. The
investigation of higher cognitive processes, which were a
product of evolutionary and historical changes, could not be
accounted for in terms of individual consciousness, since
they presupposed the reciprocal interactions of a whole
community or 'volk!'. The study of these collective mental
phenomena was to follow in Wundt's Voelker- psychologie.

However, Wundt's students rejected the restrictions he
placed on the use of introspection and extended the range of
phenomena amenable to such investigation to include memory
and thought. In so doing, they also failed to realize the
significance of Wundt's Voelkerpsychologie. Danziger
(1979,1980), shows how this 'positivist repudiation of Wundt'
was strongly influenced both by the positivism of Mach and of
Avenarius, and by British associationism. These were alien to
both Wundt's scientific metaphysics and his Kantian
philosophy. The misunderstanding of Wundt's contribution to
psychology has been perpetuated by such influential histories
of experimental psychology as Boring (1929/1950); and Miller
(1966). They have selected for special attention those
aspects of Wundt's work which sustain an individualistic and
positivistic psychology and, in so doing, they have created
a distorted representation of Wundt's work.
3.1.2 Behaviourism and psychology as a branch of natural
science

With the rise of behaviourism the science of psychology
was transformed from the study of mind and human experience

to the study of behaviour. However, despite the change in the
object of study, both introspectionism and behaviourism had
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adopted a positivistic philosophy of science and both were
essentially non-social.

The method of introspection saw its demise with the
unresolved 'imageless thought' controversy and was
successfully superceded by behaviourism. Behaviourists were
united by their social representation of science and their
commitment to methodological objectivism rather than any
substantive theoretical perspective (Mackenzie,1977). Like
the introspection of Titchener, the behaviourism of Watson
was dominated by a positivistic empiricism which was
antirationalist and anti-intuitionist. The use of laboratory
and experimental research methods was also maintained. What
distinguished behaviourism from introspectionism was its
rejection of any entities or processes which were not
directly and publicly observable. This simultaneously
broadened the scope of psychology to include the study of
both animals and infants, neither of which could be
investigated using introspection, and enhanced the
methodological sophistication of research.

The social representation of science adopted by
behaviourists was based on classical theoretical physics, as

exemplified by Newton's ‘'Philosophiae Naturalis Principia
Mathematica' (1687). It involved a mechanistic conception of

nature in which elementary and independent particles of
matter operated according to discoverable laws. Laboratory
experimentation was an ideal method for controlling and
isolating independent and dependent variables. For
psychology, a new particle entered into the equation of
simple cause and effect relationships~ the individual. In
order to be consistent with the social representation of
science, the individual had to be conceived of as an isolated
object, in a 1linear causal mechanism of stimuli and
responses. Furthermore, statements were only meaningful in
terms of their operationalization and in terms of their
verifiable observations. By adopting the methodology of
physics and its style of constructing the world,
behaviourists attempted to gain the prestige of the physical
sciences but, in so doing, they restricted any critical
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assessment of its appropriateness as a model of science for
the study of human phenomena.
3.1.3 Cognitive psychology: A different perspective

The dependence of Dbehaviourism on a strict
methodological objectivity hindered major theoretical
advances and, with a growing dissatisfaction due to its
notable lack of progress, the dominance of behaviourism gave
way to the rise of cognitivism. Once again, mind had returned
to the domain of psychology, this time in the form of
information-processing and internal cognitive structures. Not
denying some of its major achievements however, cognitive
psychology is still inherently non-social and, in many

respects, still complies with a positivistic social
representation of science (Markova,1982; Gergen,1982).

The development of cognitive psychology was much
influenced by both telecommunication engineers and computer
scientists during and after World War II. Theories of
cognition reflected the technological developments of the
time, presenting mechanistic models of mind. More recently,
the rise of information technology has encouraged a focus on
artificial , as opposed to natural (human) forms of
intelligence. With the impetus provided by technology,
cognitive psychology is now dominated by the
information-processing metaphor. Mind is located within the
head of the individual set over against the objects of
cognition which are located in the environment. Information
from the environment is processed in a mechanical, 1linear
fashion such that the stimulus-organism-response sequence is
perpetuated in much cognitive theorizing.

The study of language has suffered a similar fate.
Language constitutes the major medium for speech and
communication, which is inherently social. However,
psycholinguists such as Chomsky and Miller, have studied
language in abstraction from those who use it as a means of
communication. In this way, the discipline of psychology has
maintained its allegiance to the Cartesian paradigm and has
divorced itself from its counterparts in the social sciences.
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3.2 THE SHAPING OF SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

Many disciplines within the social sciences have
developed their own distinctive forms of social psychology
(Moscovici,1990) . Social psychology has also been influenced
by sociology and anthropology (Jaspars,1983; Cole,1987).
However, it has come to be more closely associated with
psychology. In so doing, it has endorsed many of the
conventional assumptions and research methods of psychology.
The crucial issue in the discipline's historical development
has been whether or not social and collective phenomena have
a reality 'sui generis', which is irreducable to or different
from individual phenomena. Collective forms of social
psychology flourished in its early years. But, with the rise
of behaviourism in psychology, the study of social phenomena
became dominated by an individualistic and experimental
approach. Furthermore, despite the emergence of cognitive
social psychology, the discipline has remained largely a-
social and a-historical.

The publication of two textbooks on social psychology
in 1908 is traditionally taken as the formal inauguration of
the discipline, although there were other relevant
publications which preceded them (eg.James,1890; Tarde, 1898;
Cooley,1902; Orano,1902). One was written by McDougall, whose
social psychology was based on biological instincts and
emotions and whose discourse focused on the individual. The
other was by Ross, a sociologist, who was more concerned with
the consequence of human relations, and collective behaviours
such as fashions, customs, public opinion, conventions and
social conflicts. Although neither of these two perspectives
provided an effective orientation towards theory and research
(Pepitone,1981), this division between the individual and the
social aspects of human life persisted. This is evident in
the historical development of theories and research in the
study of groups, attitudes and attributions, from
collectivism, through behaviourism to social cognition.

3.2.1 The Collective perspectives
Prior to the dominance of the experimental method in
social psychology, European students of collective phenomena
took the reality of groups for granted. Le Bon (1896),
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reflecting on the French Revolution, suggested that crowds
were characterized by a mental unity which reflected the
collective unconscious instincts of the race. The processes
of deindividuation, contagion and suggestion gave rise to
crowd behaviour which was to be contrasted with the conscious
and rational behaviour of individuals. Drawing on the work of
Le Bon (Moscovici,1985a), Freud developed a psychodynamic
analysis of collective phenomena such as religion, myths,
taboos etc. in his Massenpsychologie und Ich-Analyse (1921).
Similar to Le Bon, Freud argued that people behave
qualitatively differently in groups because the instinctual
impulses of the id come to the surface. A significantly
different perspective was developed by McDougall, in _'The
Group Mind' (1920). The supraindividual gquality of group
behaviour was maintained: group mind had a reality and
existence which was independent of and qualitatively distinct
from that of its individual members. However, this emerged
out of the interactions or relations between people rather
than any collective unconscious motives.

The influence of all three writers on more contemporary
social psychology is apparent respectively in the study of
collective behaviour (Zimbardo,1970); in Adorno et al.'s
authoritarian personality (1950), and Dollard et al.'s
frustration and agression hypothesis (1939); and in the work
of Sherif (1936) and Asch (1952). However, these have not
always maintained the collective perspective of the earlier
students. The dominance of the collective perspective
persisted in social psychology into the 1930's, but not much
beyond. This is evident from the contents of the Murchison
Handbook of Social Psychology (1935) and other publications
of that decade. But, as behaviourism began to dominate

psychology in general, American research and theory in social
psychology increasingly became more and more individualised.
3.2.2 The behaviourist perspectives

F.H. Allport's (1920,1924) apparently persuasive
arguments against the explanation of crowd behaviour in terms
of a collective unconscious or a group mind shifted the
perspective of American Social Psychology to one that was
individualistic and experimental (Graumann,1986). For
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Allport, collective phenomena could be explained purel
terms of the individual. The social aspects of human
behaviour were restricted to the influence of others who were
present in the immediate environment.

Social psychology is the science which studies the
behaviour of the individual in so far as his
behaviour stimulates other individuals or is itself
a reaction to their behaviour

(Allport,1924,p.12)

As in the social facilitation experiments (Tripplett,b1897;
Allport,1920), collective phenomena such as crowds were
reduced to the individual in a social situation, where social
implied no more than the mere presence of others. The
subsequent distinction between perception and social
perception or between cognition and social cognition is
rooted in this individualistic understanding of the
significance of the social.

3.2.3 Cognitive social psychology

Even before general psychology became dominated by the
cognitive perspective, social psychology was already moving
away from behaviourism per se. Farr (1985) shows how
cognitive social psychology came into being with the
migration of the Gestalt Psychologists from Germany and
Austria into the context of behaviourism in the U.S.A. Under
the influences of the Gestalt Psychologists, including Lewin
(1951), Asch (1952) and Heider (1958), social psychology
reverted to the study of mind and conscious experience.
Unlike the earlier collective psychologies of Le Bon and
Freud, cognitive social psychology emphasized the rational
character of social behaviour.

At its inception, social cognition was conceived of in
relational terms. For example, Heider (1958) emphasized the
perspective of the perceiver (P) or self on the behaviour of
others (0). The subsequent flourishing of cognitive social
psychology in the U.S.A. maintained the shift in perspective
from behaviourism to cognition. However, it failed to sustain
the social or relational approach of the early theorists
(Farr and Moscovici,1984a). The social representation of the
individual and of science which were so highly characteristic
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of behaviourism are still evident in much of contemporary
social psychology (Pepitone,1981; Farr,in press). Social
psychological questions are reduced to experimental research
on dyads and interindividual behaviour. Social groups are
reduced to the immediate or implied presence of others, as
independent variables which influence the behaviour of an
individual. In effect, culture and history remain outside the
realm of social psychology. Social cognition refers to the
individual's perception and analysis of information about
others. Experimental methodology, which dominates research on
social cognition, is essentially a-historical. Even in social
psychology the individual is conceived of as a 'thinking
machine', rather than a social animal embedded in an
historical and cultural context (Moscovici,1982).

3.2.4 From sociological to psychological forms of social

psychology

It can be seen that the history of social psycholoqgy

exhibits a shift from a collective and comparative approach
to an individualistic and experimental approach. A particular

case in point can be found in the study of attitudes. In the
1920's, Thomas and Znaniecki employed the term 'social
attitudes' in their study of 'The Polish Peasant in Europe
and America'. In their insightful article, Jaspars and Fraser
(1984) show how this inherently social concept became
individualised. In the Chicago School of the 1920's, social
attitudes and collective representations were one and the
same field of study. However, G.W.Allport's review chapter
(1935) on 'Attitudes' in the Murchison handbook transformed
them into purely individual representations and individual
'states of readiness' to respond to environmental stimuli.
This conception has persisted in more recent theorizing and
research, including Festinger's (1957) theory of cognitive
dissonance and Fishbein and Ajzen's (1954) model of attitude
change.

A similar case can be made for the study of
attributions, although its emergence as a field in social
psychology and its subsequent individualization did not come
until later. Ichheiser's (1949) monograph on
'Misunderstandings in Human Relations' indicates the role of
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collective representations in processes of attribution and
person perception. This 1is still present in Heider's
phenomenological approach to _‘Interpersonal Relations'
(1958), which contains frequent quotations from Ichheiser.
However, the contemporary tradition of research on
attribution theory is rooted in the work of Jones and Davis
(1965) and Kelley (1967;1973), who individualized
'attribution' by focusing on an analysis of individual
cognitive processes in people's knowledge and perception.
Even the more recent extensions to attribution theory, which
take into account causal schemata or scripts (Schank and
Abelson,1972), are still based on a stimuli-response
construction of the world, and a representation of the
individual as an independent and isolated identity.

3.3 WHATEVER HAPPENED TO CULTURE?

The influence of Wundt's Volkerpsychologie in social
psychology lasted until the 1930's and is apparent in
Murchison's 'Handbook of Social Psychology' (1935). Chapters
in this volume adopt an historical and comparative approach,
and conceive of the human mind as the product of evolutionary
and historical change. However, this contrasts quite
strikingly with the experimental social psychology which
dominates the more recent series of handbooks edited by
Lindzey and Aronson (1968/69,1985) (see Farr,1988). In order
to trace the continued influence of Wundt's
Voelkerpsychologie it is necessary to turn to other human
and social sciences, including psychoanalysis, sociology,
social and cultural anthropology and linguistices (Farr,
1985,1990b; Cole,1987).

The divide between the individual and the social
appears to be endemic in many of the human sciences. They
were treated, originally, as two separate yet related aspects
in the study of the human mind; they were then separated as
falling within the domain of two isolated and distinct
disciplines.

At the turn of the century, the human sciences were not
separated out into distinct disciplines and many European
scholars studied a combination of philosophy, psychology,
sociology and anthropology. At the time , an individual
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psychology often went hand-in-hand with a collective
psychology. We have seen that Wundt's individual experimental
psychology was associated with his Voelkerpsychologie.
Similarly, Freud progressed from a clinical analysis of
individuals to a 'massenpsychologie' of culture. McDougall
followed his 1908 publication on ‘'An Introduction to Social
Psychology' with his book on ‘'The Group Mind' in 1920.
However, these soon came to separate out into distinct
disciplines. At the turn of the century, Durkheim made a
sharp distinction between individual and collective
representations and proclaimed them to be the objects of
study of two separate disciplines, respectively psychology
and sociology. Collective phenomena were 'social facts' which
could not be reduced to psychological explanations. It was
the latter which inherited the cultural perspective of
Wundt's Voelkerpsychologie. By the 1920's the boundaries
between psychology , sociology and anthropology were well
established in the institutional structure of most American
Universities. Again, the influence of the Voelkerpsychologie
can be traced through Mead to the symbolic interactionist
tradition within American sociology.

The division between the individual and the social was
associated closely with methods of research and psychology's
status as a science. The association between the conception
of science and the conception of human beings has been
illuminated by psychologists, social scientists and
philosophers, who have been critical of the dominant approach
(eg.Shotter,1975; Markov4,1982; Gergen, 1982). A social
representation of the individual as a discrete and
independent entity behaving in response to the environment
was associated with an experimental method and a social
representation of science based on Newtonian physics. A
social representation of the individual, in association with
others as a member of a collective with its own language and
culture, required a comparative method which was associated
more closely with the social sciences.

Social psychologists have been left with the multi-
disciplinary task of integrating psychology, sociology and
anthropology. However, because the parent disciplines are
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characterized by such distinct approaches the different forms
of their separation and integration have given rise to a
great diversity and variety of social psychologies
(Farr,1985; Jaspars,1983). Despite this diversity, two major
groupings can be identified; the first focuses on culture,
traditions, norms, beliefs and skills; and the second focuses
on the influence of others on the behaviour of the
individual. Both approaches have been evident throughout the
history of social psychology but while the former dominated
its early development it has been the latter approach which
has guided theorizing and directed most research in the last
fifty years, especially in America.

Thus, the disciplines of psychology and of social
psychology were, at their inception, concerned with both
individual and collective phenomena. With their subsequent
development in America, these disciplines were transformed
into individualistic enterprises. This was largely under the
influence of a positivistic empiricism social representation
of science, which was first introduced by the American
introspectionists and then further established by the
behaviourists. In order to be scientific, psychology had to
employ empirical methods of objective observation and
experimentation and its theories had to conform to the
restrictions of behaviourism, operationalism, and causal
mechanisms. With the rise of cognitivism, some of these
restrictions were removed (most notably behaviourism and
operationalism), but the doctrines of empiricism,
reductionism, individualism and mechanism proved to be an
all-pervasive influence on theory and research. The close
association between psychology and social psychology in
American institutions led social psychologists into accepting
the same social representations of the individual and of
science. Thus, despite their explicit concern for social and
collective phenomena, social psychological theorizing and
research has remained a 1largely individualistic and
positivistic enterprise.
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3.4 DESCARTES AND THE PHII.OSOPHICAL ROOTS OF INDIVIDUALISTIC
(SOCIAL) PSYCHOLOGY

Embedded in the individualistic and positivistic form
of social psychology are various philosophical presumptions
which are rarely made explicit. The Cartesian paradigm or
tradition of thought has structured both behaviouristic
psychology (empiricism) and cognitive psychology
(rationalism). Both have inherited the Cartesian dualism

between mind and body and the dualism between the individual
and _culture.

In its emergence as a science, psychologists created
a divide between psychology and its parent discipline of
philosophy. However, social psychology and psychology are
not independent from philosophy nor, for that matter, are
they independent from physics, mathematics, the biological
sciences, the humanities and ordinary human experience. In
failing to recognise their philosophical roots they have
failed to realize the assumptions which they had inherited
and the philosophies which would have supported alternative
psychologies. In her insightful book on 'Paradigms, Thought
and Ianquage', Markova (1982) elucidates the Cartesian
assumptions which are still inherent in much of contemporary
psychology and social psychology.

Descartes' scepticism led him to doubt everything but
the fact that he was doubting. This gave primacy to the
individual mind which had a number of implications. Firstly,
Cartesian dualism separates the mind from the body: it
separates the 'world-of-consciousness' from the
'world-in-itself', the subject from the object, or the knower
from the known. Secondly, knowledge and certainty are located
in the minds of isolated individuals. An individual's mind is
static and passive in the acquisiton of knowledge through the
recognition of universal ideas. Consciousness and subjective
reflection are innate characteristics of the human mind and,
therefore, are given priority over action and communication.
Thirdly, knowledge is assessed through predetermined and
stable external standards, including mathematical and logical
systems and the laws of nature. And finally, Descartes'
mechanistic assumptions involved a conception of the world in
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terms of independent and static elements associated by
invariant laws of cause and effect.

Cartesian philosophy was not the only viable paradigm
on which +to build a new psychology (Markova,b1982;
Hearnshaw,1987), but it provided the foundation both for the
philosophy of mind and for experimental physiology from which
psychology was born. As psychology gained its independence
from philosophy and was rapidly transformed from a science of
mind to a science of behaviour, it appeared that psychology
no longer bore any relationship to Cartesian Philosophy.
Introspectionism had adhered to Descartes' conception of mind
but behaviourism , with its faith in empirical objectivism,
had banished all reference to mental phenomena. However this,
in itself, did not constitute a paradigmatic revolution: many
of the Cartesian principles were embedded within the
behaviouristic framework.

Most significantly, mind was still separated from
behaviour. Behaviourism focused on the body and the behaviour
of the other one. In so doing, they excluded the scientist
from the process of science. Although the scientist was the
knower, he or she observed the external world of objects and
behaviour. On the one hand, mind was an epiphenomenon to the
object of study. On the other hand, mind, or knowledge, was
passively acquired by individual scientists as they conducted
research. Furthermore, they maintained Descartes' mechanistic
conception of the world. In effect, they failed to realize
the inherently social character of both their object of study
and of science itself.

By the time cognitivism emerged as the dominant
tradition, psychology already had its own history and
apparently did not need to reflect on its philosophical past.
However, cognitivism simply shifted the perspective back to
the mind of the individual whilst remaining within the
Cartesian tradition of thought. The knower, in this case the
psychologist's subject, was still separated from the known,
from the world which is given in an external reality.
Priority is given to the human mind which, whilst active in
the acquisition of knowledge, is still isolated from other
minds.
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Thus both behaviourism and cognitivism fall within the
Cartesian tradition of thought. They both adopt Cartesian
principles concerning the relationship between the individual
(the knower) and the known. They are both adhering to a
mechanistic conception of the world. Furthermore, neither
escape from the individualism which psychology inherited at
its birth.

The Cartesian philosophy was also compatible with
Newtonian physics and the social representation of science.

Psychology's aspirations to the natural sciences only further
entrenched the discipline in the dualisms between mind and

body between self and other and between the individual and

society. Nor was this individualistic paradigm challenged by
collective representations in American culture. Farr (in
press,1990b) traces the rise of individualism in Western
culture and its insidious influence on the development of
experimental social psychology in America. Tajfel (1972) and
Billig (1976) similarly indicate the influence ©of
individualism on the form and content of social psychological
theories and research on groups. As a consequence, the
Cartesian assumptions in contemporary social psychology have
gone largely unnoticed. It is only by examining alternative
paradigms which adhere to a different set of presuppositions
that the Cartesian influence becomes apparent. And it is only
by developing alternative paradigms that a new social
psychology can be constructed which overcomes the weaknesses
and inconsistences of the traditional approach.
3.5 AN ALTERNATIVE PARADIGM FOR SOCIAIL PSYCHOLOGY

There is an alternative tradition of thought in the
history of social psychology which transcends the dualism
between mind and body and constitutes a framework in which
the individual is integrated with the cultural. Here, the
psychological activity of individuals is conceived of as
essentially a cultural product and culture as a human
product. I shall refer to this as the Hegelian paradigm as
recent developments in social psychology reflect its
theoretical and methodological principles (see section 3.7).

The Hegelian tradition of thought contrasts dramatically
with the Cartesian paradigm. Firstly, language, myth and
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customs are cultural products with an objective existence
which influences the mental functioning of individuals.
Language is an inherently social phenomenon which is related
closely to self-reflexive awareness. It constitutes a system
of gestures and symbols of communication which 1link the
psychological processes of associated individuals. The mind
of an individual is thus part of a trans-individual
psychological system, and language can express the mentality
of a nation. By observing the regularities of language and
cultural change, it 1is possible, therefore, to draw
inferences about the evolution of mind and the underlying
psychological processes of individuals.

Secondly, self-consciousness and reflexion is not
something that exists in nature, but rather it develops out
of the mutual encounter of one conscious being with another.
During interactions, people mutually take the other's point
of view. It is through this ability to empathize that
individuals come to be able to take the other's perspective
towards themselves and attain a reflexive self-consciousness.
By reconceptualizing the relationship between the individual
and culture, the individualistic concepts of nmind,
reflexions, and consciousness are transformed into social and
dynamic concepts. These transcend the dualism between the
individual and culture.

Thirdly, the dualism between mind and body, between the
individual and the environment , is transcended by re-
conceptualizing the relationship between the knower and the
known. For Hegel, knowledge is acquired through a 'circle
returning within itself'. Humans are not only active in the
acquisition of knowledge but there is also a circle of
interaction by which the knowing subject and the object of
his/her knowing are both transformed. This interactive
process constitutes a gradual reconstruction of the 'world-
of-consciousness' and the ‘'world-in-itself', which is
creative. Knowledge is thus interdependent with activity in
a particular environmental social context. Mind is not given
priority over action, rather action is intimately involved in
the development of mind.
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Fourthly, the subject matter of psychology cannot be
constructed in such mechanistic terms as cause and effect,
nor can it simply be a science of mind or a science of
behaviour. What is required is a science of both mind and
behaviour which goes beyond the individual to study his or

her development in the physical and cultural environment.
Underlying the Hegelian paradigm of thought is an

evolutionary perspective on the phenomena of mind and
culture. This necessarily entails an historical approach
which focuses on the interdependent development of
individuals and cultures.
3.6 THE INDIVIDUAL AND CULTURE DIVIDED

Although Wundt's psychophysics and his Voelkerpsychologie
were closely related, the historical development of the
social sciences saw the separation of the individual from
society and the entrenchment of a division between psychology
and sociology. Furthermore, they were part of two contrasting
paradigms of thought. Within psychology, the Cartesian
paradigm and the dominance of a positivistic social
representation of science demanded a social representation of
the individual as an independent entity set over against the
physical and social environment. Within some forms of the
social sciences the Hegelian paradigm, which necessitates an
historical and comparative form of science, provides a social
representation of the individual as relational or
interdependent with its socio-cultural environment.

Wundt's Voelkerpsychologie and the sociological forms
of social psychology, which are historically and conceptually
linked to it, fall within the Hegelian tradition of thought.
Danziger (1963) traces the historical antecedents of Wundt's
Voelkerpsychologie to the philosophy of Herder (1772) and the
Voelkerpsychologie of Lazarus and Steinthal (1860). Markova's
(1983) article on German Expressivism provides a broader
background to Wundt's treatment of 1language in the
philosophies of Herder, Humboldt and Hegel. Hearnshaw (1987)
traces the philosophical roots further back to Spinoza
(1962-77), who opposed directly the dualism of Descartes.
Wundt had separated his psychophysics from his
Voelkerpsychologie because, although mind was a cultural
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product, consciousness was still conceived of in Cartesian
terms: consciousness was an individual phenomenon given in
nature.

3.6.1 A note on Darwin

An early and highly significant influence on the
development of psychology was Darwin's theory of evolution.
This paradoxically facilitated the emergence of both
individualistic psychology through Wundt's psychophysics
(MacKenzie,1976) and sociological forms of psychology through
Wundt's Voelkerpsychologie (Farr,1983). Prior to Darwin's
theory of evolution, the realm of science encompassed the
material or physiological aspects of humans but would not
encompass mind and human nature. Precise experimentation from
physics, chemistry and even physiology was not applied to the
study of mind. Darwin's writings not only integrated men into
the natural order but also showed that it was possible to
extend dramatically the appropriate units of scientific
enquiry.

This, in effect, provided the licence for Wundt to apply
the methods of physiology to the phenomenon of mind.
Scientific enquiry could be geared to the problems and
theories of mind and psychology could be included in the
natural sciences. With the establishment of psychology in
America, the dominance of positivism instantiated a
methodological concept of science, which focused on
experimentation rather than on human nature. Moreover,
Watsonian behaviourism emphasized the communality between
man and animals, which virtually ignored the significance of
language and culture.

Darwin's evolutionary science also provided a model for
and a legitimization of the Voelkerpsychologie. Darwin's
science had been content or problem oriented, and had
broadened the available conception of scientific method. He
had conducted a major study which was wholly naturalistic: it
used historical and comparative methods, drawing on an
eclectic data base. Moreover, his theory of evolution
employed a variety of explanatory and descriptive terms which
were not restricted to physiology, chemistry or physics. Once
established scientific, evolutionary theory legitimized the
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use of a wide variety of evidence in the study of fundamental
problems about living organisms. Other German scientists,
such as Humboldt, had used historical and comparative methods
to study language. In order to study the varieties of culture
and its relationship to the individual, Wundt's
Voelkerpsychologie adopted the comparative and evolutionary
perspective which Darwin had established in the realm of
science.
3.6.2 A dilemma for social psycholoqgy
The two paradigms in which the individual and the

cultural have been constructed are fundamentally
irreconcilable (Holmes,1988). Firstly, it is not possible to
integrate a representation of the individual as independent
and a representation of the social as relational. Independent
entities remain essentially the same in the context of
surrounding change, and they can move freely from one context
to another without being changed themselves. In contrast,
relational entities vary in the context of surrounding change
and cannot move freely: a change in context always involves
a change in the entity itself. Secondly, a positivistic
empirical approach to knowledge and to science are
incompatible with the investigation of relational and
evolving phenomena. This is because positivistic empiricism
is dependent on the primacy of independent entities. Only
then can the known (object) be separated from the knower
(subject) ; and only then can facts be identified as objective
reality. If culture is to re-emerge as an essential aspect of
social psychology, it is necessary to conceive the cultural
and the individual in relational terms.
3.7 THE INTEGRATION OF THE INDIVIDUAIL. AND CUILTURE

The Hegelian tradition of thought has not been well
represented in the human sciences over the past five decades,
but I would argue that it is essentially more appropriate for
the study of social phenomena. The individual and the social
must both be conceived in relational terms and as
evolutionary products rather than as givens in nature. The
integration of the individual and society is dependent upon
a social representation of the individual as an essentially
social being. This requires a social representation of
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science which is not tied to the empirical methodology of the
physical sciences but, rather, adopts historical and
developmental methods of investigation which are suited to
the study of human beings in society (see Chapter 6).

In recent years we have seen a return of culture into
social psychology and an increased interest in societal forms
of psychology (Farr,1990b; Billig,1982; Markova,1982;
Himmelveit and Gaskell, 1990; Cole,1987; Moscovici,
1972,1984b; Tajfel,1984a). Many of these expositions draw on
writings from the past, reinstating culture to its proper
place in social psychology. In particular, there has been a
resurgence of interest in the work of Mead (1920's;1934) from
Chicago U.S.A., and of Vygotsky (1920's;1929) from the Soviet
Union of Russia.

Mead and Vygotsky both adopted and elaborated the
Hegelian paradigm (independently of each other) in an
explicit attempt to reconcile Wundt's two psychologies. The
integration of Wundt's individual and social psychology
required that consciousness be re-conceptualized as a social
phenomena: thought and self-awareness arise out of culture
and are inherently social in nature. Although the writings of
Mead and Vygotsky contain some significant differences,
their fundamental characteristics are surprisingly similar.
Both were committed to an evolutionary and historical
approach in which psychology cannot be divorced from the
study of culture. Both sought the origins of mind in the
communicative act. And both emphasized the dialectic
relationship between language and thought. Both focused on
symbolic meaning and the means of communication. In the next
chapter, I shall draw extensively on their ideas to clarify
and extrapolate some of the central principles within the
theory of social representations.

Other developments in contemporary social psychology
indicate a paradigimatic revolution which has important
implications for the conduct of the social sciences. During
the 1970's a number of penetrating critiques against
mechanistic and reductionistic approaches initiated and
sustained a crisis in social psychology. At the heart of the
crisis was a loss of faith in objectivity. The work of Orne
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(1962) and Rosenthal (1966) indicated the highly reactive
nature of 1laboratory experimentation and 1led to doubts
concerning the validity and certaihty of such scientific
investigations. Kelman (1968), amongst others, questioned the
notion of value-free science and issues regarding the ethics
of research in the social sciences further destabilized the
establishment. This gave rise to meta-theoretical analysis
and debate which challenged the traditional assumptions
rooted in Cartesian philosophy and positivistic empirical
science.

Disagreements as to whether or not psychology should be
considered a natural or a social science are closely
associated with the different approaches offered by the
Cartesian and Hegelian Paradigms. This has been at the heart
of many heated debates within the history of the discipline.
For example, in the 1970's, Joynson and Zangwell adopted
opposing positions with regard to the relationship between
common-sense and psychology. Joynson propounded the view that
common-sense constitutes an important source of knowledge
which can contribute to the development of psychology. In
contrast, Zangwell rejected common-sense knowledge. For him,
psychology should be founded in the methods and principles of
the natural sciences and nothing was to be gained by
incorporating common-sense understandings.

This debate was resumed in a slightly different form
with the publication of Gergen's article on social psychology
as history (1973). Gergen suggests that there is an ongoing
relationship between common-sense and psychology. As the
concepts and theories of psychology diffuse into common-sense
the nature of the very subject matter which psychology
attempts to study changes. Moscovici's own study on the
diffusion of psychoanalysis within French culture is a case
in point. The diffusion and assimilation of a new
understanding of human nature had far-reaching cultual and
social implications. Similarly, the work of.Festinger on
cognitive dissonance (1975), of Asch on group conformity
(1956) and of Milgram on obedience to authority (1974) all
produced counter-intuitive results. However, once the
scientific knowledge diffuses within a culture, it changes
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people's understanding of themselves and others, their
behaviour and their social interactions, and hence changes
the phenomena that psychology attempts to explain. As such,
psychology cannot develop universal laws or principles which
apply to all cultures at all times. As culture and society
change so, too, these changes must be reflected in
psychological theory.

Psychology, as an experimental science, tended to
isolate phenomena in the laboratory in order to establish
universal laws or truths. The scientist attempts to create
a cultural and temporal vacuum within the laboratory such
that the relationships found in the experimental manipulation
may be said to apply to all people at all times. In contrast,
the psychologist who includes the dimensions of time and
space recognizes the influence of history (time) and culture
(space). The very subject matter of psychology, be it human
nature, mind or behaviour, varies across time and space. At
any one time, there exists a variety of cultures and
subcultures, which constitute a different subject matter for
the psychologist. (This view is reflected in the quartet of
chapters in the Murchison Handbook (1935) on the social
histories of the white, red, black and yellow men). Also, any
one culture will exhibit changes over time; they have a
social history, a past and a future which should not be
ignored. Furthermore, these differences between and within
cultures must be reflected in psychological theory.

New approaches to psychology and social psychology
emerged, emphasizing the significance of meaning, the role
of culture and the socio-historical context of human life
(eg. Mixon,1971; Harré and Secord,1972; Israel and
Tajfel,1972; Gergen, 1982,1985a,b; Armistead,1974;
Shotter,1975; Meiser,1976; Strickland et al.,1976; Gould and
Shotter,1977; Meehl,1978; Tajfel, 1978 and 1984;
Graumann, 1986; Gilmour and Duck, 1980; Cranach and
Harré,1982,1984a; McGuire,1983; Rosnow and Georgoudi,b1986;
Margolis et al.,1986; Markova,1987; Jaeger and Rosnow,1989).
Despite their differences, these authors display a number of
common themes, assumptions and principles which constitute a
revolution in both psychology and social psychology. In
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effect, this revolution reintroduces the Hegelian tradition
of thought into social psychology.

In an illuminating article, Jaeger and Rosnow (1988)
outline these contemporary developments under the name of
contextualism. They emphasize the active role of individuals
in the construction of social knowledge; the changing nature
of reality, and the wider socio-historic context. In short,
all that was presented in the above section as an
'‘alternative paradigm for social psychology' could equally
well be presented under the heading of 'contextualism in
contemporary social psychology'.

At the heart of this paradigm shift lies a
transformation in epistemology; that is, the conception of
the relationship between the knower and the known. One of
the most consistent and provocative proponents of this new
epistemology is Kenneth Gergen (1973,1978,1982,1985a,b).
Knowledge is conceived of as an active, practical and
constructive affair. As such it is relative to specific
socio-historical and cultural contexts which evolve and
transform. Knowledge is thus relative to time/space (see
Chapter 5) and cannot be divorced from either the knower or
its context within a particular culture.

This epistemology has important implications for the
conduct of scientific inquiry (eg.Gergen,1985a,b; Lincoln
and Guba, 1985; Jaegar and Rosnow, 1988). Behaviourism, by
limiting itself to the observation of other people's
behaviour, excluded from its analysis the role of the
scientist both as a participant in research and in the
construction of the research situation. This conformed with
the social representation of science which behaviourists
adopted from the natural sciences. The reactive nature of
psychological research could not be formulated within such
a framework and consequently did not appear to be a problem.
With the emergence of cognitive psychology it was realized
that the human subject does not passively respond to a given
situation; rather, he or she actively construes the situation
in accordance with his or her beliefs, values and desires.
This is as true for everyday life as it is for the research

situation. However, this constructive epistemology was
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restricted to the object of study: an empiricist epistemology
was maintained with regard to the scientists. But psychology
is a science in which both the agent and the object of study
are humans. Both the scientists and the subjects are
observers and actors in research.

By applying the same epistemology to both the social
phenomena being studied and the realm of scientific
investigation itself contextualists have elaborated an
alternative conception of science which is more in keeping
with the Hegelian tradition. This self-reflexive approach
avoids any inherent contradictions between the conception of
the object of study (ie. people) and the conception of
science. Such contradictions have been prevalent in the
social sciences. However, it is difficult, if not impossible,
to conceive of a science which is independent of its subject
matter, or how the community of scientists and the community
which it studies live and function within different forms of
reality.

Scientists are social individuals who are actively
engaged in the social construction of scientific knowledge.
They are participants in the construction and transformation
of theory and research. Furthermore, science is a human
activity which is culturally and historically situated.
Scientists' observations are dependent on their theories and
theories are relative to the social and cultural milieu of
which they are a part. Scientific knowledge is thus not
objective, individualistic and ahistorical; it is perpetually
open to revision and transformation and can lay no claim to
certainty. This has far-reaching implications for the
endeavour of science. Rather than focusing on observation
theory-testing, prediction and control, the greater emphasis
is placed on theory construction, understanding, and the
relational interdependence of phenomena.

The Hegelian paradigm is expressed in apparently diverse
alternatives in contemporary social psychology, including the
historical-social psychology, ethogenics, dialectics,
hermeneutic analysis, discourse analysis and ethno-
methodology, as well as a more critical analysis of the
philosophical and meta-theoretical history of social
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psychology (Gergen and Morawski,1980). Moreover, its
manifestations are not limited to social psychology:; its
principles have also been explored in cognitive psychology,
life-span development, personality communications, and
environmental psychology (Rosnow and Georgoudi,1986).

The theory of social representations does not stand in
isolation from the evolution of social psychology as a
discipline and the emergence of alternative orientations in
the human sciences. It is, at one and the same time, an
initiating force and an expression of this reorientation.
However, even though social representation theorists propound
a cultural social psychology, they have not entirely broken
with its Cartesian predecessors. I propose to show that,
while it constitutes a powerful and valid critique of the
individualism of conventional social psychology, Moscovici
subscribes to a positivistic view of science and this leads
him to make a false distinction between the world of science
and the world of common-sense with regard to the role of
social representations. The theory still reflects certain
aspects of the positivistic (Cartesian) tradition of thought
while championing the constructivist (Hegelian) tradition.
The fundamental differences between these two paradigms
underlies many of the contradictions and confusions which are
evident in Moscovici's writings.

The exposition of these contrasting paradigms and their
expression in the history of psychology and social psychology
in this chapter has proved to be essential groundwork for the
following three chapters. In Chapter 4, I will elaborate upon
the social representations of the individual, and consider
the latter's integration with culture within the theory of
social representation. This discussion focuses on the
dynamics of social representations and the role of the
individual in their transformation. In Chapter 5, I take
issue with the social representation of science presented by
Moscovici and suggest that the theory must adopt a
constructivist approach to this realm of knowledge.
Furthermore, I shall argue that, far from being exclusive to
common sense, the theory of social representations is also
applicable to the dynamics of scientific knowledge. 1In
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Chapter 6, I discuss the methodological commitments of the
Hegelian paradigm and their implications for research in the
field of social representations.
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The theory of social representations is heralded as a
revolutionary social psychology which is distinguished by
its theoretical and methodological approach to social
phenomena. Much of contemporary social psychology is
individualistic in orientation and perpetuates an empiricist
science, as discussed in the previous chapter. This
individualistic approach is countered by the French tradition
of research on social representations which reflects the
ideas of sociological thinkers and, in particular, those of
Durkheim. But the re-introduction of culture into social
psychology does not necessarily overcome the dualism between
the individual and society.

It is argued here that the theory and much of its
associated research still betrays a tension between the
psychological and cultural aspects of human life. In so
doing, it fails to provide an understanding of the dynamic
nature of social representations. Drawing on writings within
the Hegelian paradigm this problem 1is overcome by
constructing a social representation of the individual as an
essentially social being. Individuals develop and live in an
evolving system which embraces both the cultural and physical
environment. This elaborated theoretical perspective denies
the social significance of purely individual representations
and argues against a definition of social representations
purely in terms of consensual or widespread beliefs. It also
provides the context in which we can define social reality
with greater precision. This, in turn, 1leads ¢to a
re-assessment of the dynamics of social representations and
the social-psychological processes involved in their
transformation. Although these ideas presented here may be
considered to re-structure the theory in important respects,
it is hoped that the central aspects of the theory are
maintained while the more blatant contradictions are
overcome. Finally, the contribution that the theory of social
representations can make to contemporary social psychology is
briefly considered.
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4.1.CONFLICTS AND CONTRADICTIONS IN THE THEORY OF SOCIAL
REPRESENTATIONS

The first section of this chapter examines some of the
major conflicts and contradictions within the theory of
social representations and proposes some preliminary steps
towards resolving them. It does not comprise a list of
problems with suggested solutions. Such an approach is
neither helpful nor feasible; rather, the difficulties relate
to the theory as a whole and are reflected in its different
aspects. It will be seen that the major difficulties arise as
Moscovici attempts to convert a sociological concept into a
social-psychological phenomenon, as he tries to integrate the
sociological or cultural with the psychological to construct
a social social psychology. Moscovici establishes the
supraindividual nature of social representations by borrowing
Durkheim's sociological concept of collective representations
and by emphasizing their prescriptive and autonomous
character. Simultaneously, he asserts the potency of the
individual in the dynamics and transformation of social
representations. However, in itself, this does not provide a
synthesis of culture and of the individual. On the one hand,
his emphasis on the prescriptive and autonomous character of
social representations leaves no place for the individual. On
the other hand, by overemphasizing the potency of the
individual, both the collective and dynamic character of
social representations is in danger of being reduced to
individual cognition.

The dualism between the individual and culture which
has bedeviled social psychology is perpetrated in the theory
of social representations. Indeed, it is made even more
apparent by a theory that attempts to re-introduce cultural
phenomena into mainstream social psychology. This dualism is
also evident in much of the laboratory and field research on
social representations. Three modifications to the theory are
suggested as an initial step towards transcending this
dualism. These challenge or re-interpret the theoretical
principles that deny the dynamic character of social
representations and the role of the individual in their
transformation. Firstly, their prescriptive character must be

146



conceived of in the context of a heterogeneous and changing .
society. Secondly, their consensual character does not imply
a purely distributive understanding of social
representations. Their transformation depends upon the
conflicts and controversies between people 1living in a
heterogeneous society. Thirdly, the autonomous character of
social representations is rejected. Social representations
cannot be autonomous from the individuals who together create
and maintain them.

4.1.1 Intellectual ancestors

Durkheim has been claimed as the intellectual ancestor
of the French tradition of social representations. It's
distinctly European character reflects Durkheim's
sociological analysis and exploits the notion of collective
representations, social reality and ‘'social facts' as
expressed in his writings. However, despite proclaiming
Durkheim as an intellectual ancestor, there are a number of
important distinctions to be made between Durkheim's
collective representations and the current use of the term
social representations. Moscovici points out a number of
differences which emphasize the dynamic character of social
representations. Also, in a video-taped interview, Moscovici
has said that he only came to read Durkheim after embarking
on his study of the diffusion of psychoanalysis in France. In
this same interview he suggests a close affinity to the work
of Piaget. Deutscher (1984a), furthermore, examines a number
of fundamental differences between Durkheim's sociology and
Moscovici's social psychology suggesting that the concept of
collective representations has been borrowed in isolation
from the remainder of Durkheim's writings. This being the
case, the choice of Durkheim as a sole intellectual ancestor
is mistaken and so we must 1look elsewhere for the
intellectual origins of the theory of social representations.
By examining these historical and intellectual roots and the
emergence of social representations as a theory we are better
able to wunderstand the problems and issues which are
addressed and the meaning of the concepts which are central
to the theory.
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That we should look to European thinkers is suggested
by some of Moscovici's diverse writings. He is concerned that
European social psychologists address the problems of their
own culture as opposed to borrowing the American problems and
conceptions which have dominated theory and research in
social psychology.

It is not just this (European) social reality that

is shared; for many of us the ideas of, for example,

Marx, Freud, Piaget and Durkheim are of direct

relevance because they are familiar and because the

questions that they were trying to answer are also

our own dquestions. The critical aspects of our

social reality including social class structure, the

phenomenon of language, the influence of ideas about

society - are issues which have hardly been

considered by traditional social psychology.
(Moscovici,b1972)

There is indeed an affinity with Piaget's work, although
he does not consider some of the social and cultural aspects
of social representations. It is possible that Durkheim's
notion of collective representations was combined with
Piaget's study of representations in the child's world.
Piaget studied children's verbalization (a tradition carried
over in social representations research) to gain some insight
into the intellectual structures of representations, both as
to their origins and their development. Other aspects of
Piaget's work which appear to have been influential are the
relationship between 1language and action, the role of
imagination and the symbolic and meaningful nature of
reality, and the child's active construction of reality.

Another possible influence 1is the work of Freud
(Moscovici,1984a) and the 'interiorization!' or
internalization of culturally-rooted representations. In this
respect, the theoretical work of both Piaget and Freud has
been primarily concerned with children whereas social
representations theory appears to apply the same principles
to adult thinking. There are other possible influences which
include Marx, Levy-Strauss, Foucoult, and — other
structuralists.
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4.1.2 Social versus collective representations
We are now in a better position to understand the

differences between collective and individual representations
as portrayed by Durkheim and social representations as
explicated by Moscovici.

a) One of the fundamental differences between Durkheim's
collective representations and social representations theory
is the conceptualization of the relationship between the
individual and society. Durkheim conceptualized collective
representations and individual representations as two
distinct and opposing forms of knowledge. Collective
representations were explanatory devices in his sociology
which were irreducible by further analysis. He was concerned
to establish sociology as a distinct discipline from
psychology with its own object of study which was irreducible
to individual psychology. In so doing Durkheim separated
individual and collective consciousness as the subject matter
of two distinct disciplines, psychology and sociology.

For example, in his study of suicide he explicates how
collective representations remain in opposition to individual
representations. As the latter proliferate, the former break
down, losing their cohesive and stabilizing power, resulting
in a state of anomie and an increase in the number of
suicides. Individual representations, for Durkheim, led to
the disintegration of society and of moral values, isolating
individuals from social purposes and social regulation.

This opposition between collective and individual
representations expounded by Durkheim is abandoned
by social representation theorists in an attempt to
provide an integration of the individual and society
to define an object of social psychology which is
pertinent both to the individual level and to the
collective 1level out of which the content has a
clear social value. The ideal being that it can lend
itself to a continuous description....

(Moscovici,1979,p.4 from Doise 1984,p.255)

Social representations are phenomena to be studied,
elucidating their content, structure and dynamics.
Furthermore, Moscovici is primarily concerned with change in
modern society. Individual and social representations do not
function in opposition but have a dynamic inter- relationship
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essential to the transformation of social representations
and, in fact, to all aspects of individual and social life.
Hence, whereas collective representations constitute a
sociological concept and are seen in opposition to individual
representations, social representations constitute a social
psychological phenomenon which is intimately related to
individual representations.

b) This is closely related to a second distinction which
can be made between Durkheim's collective representations and
social representations, and is one which is emphasized by
Moscovici (1984b). Whereas Durkheim presented a structural
sociology in which collective representations are relatively
static and exist in a stable society, social representations
are dynamic structures which evolve and transform in an
everchanging society.

In Durkheim's sociology, collective representations are
characterized by their constraining and coercive power on the
members of a given society. Social facts current in a stable
society determine human behaviour. Furthermore, collective
representations, being distinct from, and acting in
opposition to, individual representations, are autonomous and
independent of individuals and groups. Moscovici (1984)
wishes +to maintain this characteristic of collective
representations in order to avoid the individual reductionism
which has been prevalent in psychology for many decades. He
states that although individuals and groups create social
representations

once created, however, they lead a life of their
own, circulate, merge, attract and repel each other

and, give birth to new representations, while old
ones die out.

(Moscovici,1984b,p.13: my emphasis)

Collective representations, being independent of and
autonomous from individuals, are clearly supraindividual
phenomena with attributes and characteristics of their own.

Moscovici (1984a) also wishes to distance the theory of
social representations from such a restricting and coercive
characterization. This is done with reference to the
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relationship between social representations and the
individual:

we should not be led to underestimate... the
contribution each member of a given society makes
in creating and maintaining beliefs and behaviours.
shared by all. In other words, what counts is not
the separateness of individual representations but
the transformation each individual imposes on group
representations and the converse.

(Moscovici, 1984a,p.950)

Hence, while the coercive nature of collective
representations are characterized by a one-way relationship,
imposing themselves on individuals, social representations
are characterized by a dynamic inter-relationship between
individuals and the groups or society to which they belong.
4.1.3 The force of society versus the potency of the
individual

This poses a substantial problem for social
representations' theorists. On the one hand , social
representations are prescriptive, imposing themselves on us
with irresistible force. The weight of tradition, of
collective memory, the images and words embedded in language
'‘exerts a force against which our mind and conscience is
powerless' (Moscovici,1984a,p.950). The past, it is claimed,
prevails over the present. On the other hand, we are told not
to underestimate 'the autonomy of the present'. Individuals
are active in the creation and maintenance of social
representations and play an essential role in the
transformation and dynamic nature of social representations.

The theory of social representation is, paradoxically,
in danger of Dboth sociological and individualistic
reductionism. At one extreme, in attempting to overcome the
individualistic bias in social psychology, Moscovici has
borrowed the concept of collective representations from
Durkheim, almost by direct quotations. Social representations
are autonomous social facts which are independent from
individuals; they are external realities which lie outside
the individual. By emphasizing the prescriptive and
conventional nature of social representations which act as

constraints on the perceptions, conceptions and behaviour of
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individuals and groups, Moscovici is in danger of presenting
a sociological thesis which has little or no regard for the
role of individuals. McKinlay and Potter (1987), in their
conceptual critique of social representations theory, suggest
that Moscovici's historical prescriptive thesis is so strong
that it is totally inconsistent with and denies the
possibility of change and individual involvement.

At the other extreme, the theory can be conceived of as
presenting an individualistic thesis. This has been an
argument presented by a number of critics. We have already
noted that Harré (1984c) considers social representations to
be distributed as aggregate individual representations.

While the assessment of the principle of uniformity

is surely correct, this use of the concept of 'the

social' is still, in the last analysis, a version

of individualism.

(Harré,1984c,p.931)
The theory of social representations is often conceived of
as a purely cognitive theory. Fransella (1984) suggests that
for many social representation students it is still a purely
cognitive affair and that the relation between social
representations as a cognitive concept and behaviour is not
clearly indicated.

Similarly, McKinlay and Potter (1987) argue that the
social aspects of the theory are in principle reducible to
individual cognition:-

Social representations theory, as formulated by

Moscovici, seems to involve a line of argument which
can offer no reason as to why the social ought to be
regarded as in principle reducible to more basic
cognitive notions.
(McKinlay and Potter,1987,p.19)
This argument is supported by two features of Moscovici's
exposition relating to the nature of reality. Firstly,
although lay men and women inhabit the consensual universe
which is constituted by social representations, scientists,
who occupy the reified universe, are able to deliver
non-social, objective knowledge of the world independently
of social representations. Secondly, unfamiliar objects must
be perceived by individuals in some way before they are

anchored to a social representation. That is, individuals, in
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some instances, are able to perceive the world independently
of social representations. In both instances the acquisition
of Kknowledge is reducible to the cognitive activity of
individuals and there is no reason to accept Moscovici's
thesis that social representations are in some way
essentially social.

McKinley and Potter build their argument on particular
features of Moscovici's exposition of social representations.
However, this is perhaps not the most appropriate or
productive level on which to conduct a theoretical critique.
The problems they discuss are indicative of a more
substantial problem which, as yet, remains unresolved. The
problem to which I refer is the dualism between the
individual and culture; a dualism which must be overcome if
the theory of social representations is to provide a
revolutionary alternative to traditional social psychology.

Semin (1985a) argues that if the social representational
approach is to avoid a cognitive reductionism then some
specification of the dialectics between social
representations and the social psychological processes
involved in social interaction is required. Parker (1987), in
his article on 'social representation: social psychologists
(mis)use of sociology,' suggests that social representations
theory does not provide a resolution of thesis and
antithesis. Rather it constitutes the problem in that it
attempts to deal with both the individual and the social but,
in effect, reinforces the dualism inherent in the divide
between psychology and sociology.

4.1.4 Society and the individual in research on social
representations

The split between the psychological and the cultural
can be seen both in the experimental investigations and in
the field studies. Experimental studies have approached this
problem from the direction of the individual. The
psychological is expressed in the exploration of individuals®
cognitive system of representations, in order to analyse the
dynamics and development of social representations. On the
other hand, I have argued that they only manipulate the
system of representations already in existence. The language
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used by experimenters to manipulate subjects' representations
is an inherent part of the experimental procedure. Language,
being a cultural phenomenon, reflects the sociological aspect
of the research.

The field studies, in contrast, tend to approach the
individual/culture interface from the direction of society.
In order to counteract the highly individualistic
Anglo-American social psychology, many of the French
researchers have stressed the sociological and Durkheimian
aspects of social representations to such an extent that the
role of the individual remains largely unexamined and is
assumed to be unimportant.

For example, Jodelet and Moscovici (1973) were able to
trace the evolution and transformation of the social
representations of the body in relation to social and
cultural changes by means of a longtitudinal study repeating
her interviews with a fifteen-year interval. Transformations
were related to historical/cultural changes and to the social
circumstances of different groups, their changing roles in
society and the differential cultural diffusion of
information. However, although this particular study relates
the transformations of social representations to people's
position in society, and hence their relations and
associations with others, it remains a general and
descriptive account of changes in the representations over
space-time. As such, it does not address how the
transformations are constructed and, hence, does not
illuminate the active and dynamic integration of the
psychological with the cultural.

The split between the individual and culture is also
evident in Herzlich's (1973) study on the social
representation of health and illness. Individuals were given
unstructured interviews in order to elicit representations of
health and illness. The information gathered was then
aggregated across individuals to present a single, relatively
coherent social representation. Farr (1984) suggests that
representation may be qualified by 'social' (as oppposed to
'collective') as a sign of caution, that 1is, the
representation of health and illness does not exist on the
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Durkheimian collective level. However, this implies that the
distinction between the two is purely the degree of their
distribution. Harré would go further than this to argue that
the representations, being elicited from individuals and then
aggregated, may still be conceived of as ultimately
individualistic, psychological phenomena. On the other hand,
Herzlich also shows how the social representations which
people form of health and illness differ according to the
historical epoch within one culture, and its relation to the
history of medicine; and also drawing on anthropological
studies how they differ as a function of culture.

Although field studies include both psychological and
sociological aspects of social representations they fail to
provide a fusion of the two; they succeed in elucidating the
association between the psychological - individuals'
representations - and the cultural - the products of society,
but they do not necessarily provide the synthesis which would
constitute a social psychology to which the theory of social
representations aspires. Semin (1985b) is making a similar
peint when stating

To the extent that the "phenomenon" remains
unspecific with regard to the social psychological
processes which are involved in the production and
reproduction of social representations, it will not
be an advance on the type of social anthropology
which has been extant for many years.

(Semin,1985b,p.94).

Thus, it still remains open to question whether or not
the theory itself provides a framework in which the
psychological and the cultural can be synthesized. In the
previous discussion, concerning the distinctions between
Durkheim's collective representations and Moscovici's social
representations we have seen that this is certainly one of
the prominent aims of the theory. But, more importantly, it
is absolutely crucial if we are to succeed in providing an
understanding of the dynamic nature of social
representations. It is their dynamic nature which both
necessitates and suggests a resolution of the individual and
culture. However, the majority of studies, even though they
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explore the transformation of social representations, fail to
elucidate these issues.

4.1.5 The prescriptive and dynamic nature of social

representations
In order to achieve this synthesis, it is first

necessary to establish an understanding of social
representations that allows for both their prescriptive and
their dynamic nature. This can only be achieved if the
historical aspect entailed in social representations theory
is not conceived of as an immutable given, but rather as a
dynamic presence which must, itself, be conceived from a
genetic and historical perspective. Relevant to this issue
is a further distinction, made by Moscovici, between
collective and social representations. For Durkhein,
collective representations exist in a stable society and are
embedded in the subsoil of the society's culture. 1In
contrast, social representations exist in changing societies.
Moscovici is at pains to restrict social representations to
representations of our current society, to our

political, scientific, human so0il, which have not
always enough time to allow the proper sedimentation
to become immovable traditions. And their importance
continues to increase, in direct proportion to the
heterogeneity and the fluctuation of the unifying
systems - official sciences, religions, ideologies

(Moscovici, 1984b,p.18).

The heterogeneous nature of our society and the rapidly
expanding forms of communication provide the impetus for
change.

This has important implications for our understanding
of the prescriptive nature of social representations. There
is not just one coherent system of representations, but
rather a multitude of systems with inconsistencies, both
within and between them. As people interact with each other,
these inconsistencies become apparent and present problems
which require the active reconstruction of the various
representations. As was alluded to in Chapter 1, the
prescriptive influence of the past is, itself, dependent on
social interaction and communication between groups and
individuals. It is, itself, a dynamic and active process.
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Moreover, unlike people within a stable, homogeneous society,
these groups and individuals do not possess the same past.
The prescriptive and dynamic aspects of the theory are thus
united by the confrontation between different pasts and
different representations.

Furthermore, it is the dynamic nature of social
representations which precludes a definition of social in
terms of the number of individuals who share a
representation. A purely aggregate or distributive
understanding of social representations would not sustain
their dynamic nature nor their supra-individual status. It
is in the differences, conflicts and controversies, which
relate to people's pasts, their positions within society,
their role and duties and their social relations, which give
social representations their distinctive dynamic character
and also their supra-individual qualities. These individuals
and groups with different pasts and their related systems of
representations come into contact with each other, presenting
incompatible and problematic representations resulting in
controversies which provide the initiative to transform the
relevant representations. It is interesting to note that
'controversy' can be broken down to contra-version, 'version'
being Harré's (1984c) preferred translation of
representation. Moreover, this suggests that Harré's critique
of the concept of social representations may be indicative of
methodological and research problems as opposed to
theoretical and conceptual problems. A proper understanding
of the dynamic nature of social representations necessitates
that social representations are characterized as social
rather than 'distributive' representations.

4.1.6 Social representations are not autonomous

This still leaves a problem with the autonomous nature
of social representations. The need to establish the
supra-individual nature of social representations must not
rely on claims for their autonomy, as this denies the role
of individuals in the transformation of social
representations and fails to provide a social-psychological
thesis.
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Social representations are prescriptive but they do not
live a 1life of their own nor give birth to new
representations on their own - this would be a sociological
thesis. Rather they are continuously modified by individuals,
who are involved not only in the creation of social
representations but also in the maintenance of those
representations. They are the products of a dialectic
relationship between the individual and society. Markova and
Wilkie (1987) have also questioned the usefulness of claiming
autonomy for social representations. Any characterization
which assigns agency to collective entities gives a
mysterious quality to their dynamic nature. It was to such
collectivist thinking which F.H.Allport so strongly objected
and which, in opposition, instantiated the individualistic
approach to social phenomena. Social representations are
prescriptive but, in contrast to Moscovici, I would argue
that they are not autonomous.

4.2 THE SOCIAL INDIVIDUAL AND THE NATURE OF REALITY

In the previous section, we examined the expression of
the psychological and the sociological in the theory of
social representations. A number of modifications were
proposed which provide re-interpretations of the main
sociological principles involved. These modifications give
voice to the dynamics of social representations and the
psychological principles of the theory without losing sight
of their social or supraindividual nature.

However, the crucial component in the integration of
the psychological with the cultural 1is the social
representation of the individual. In order to understand the
dynamic nature of social representations, which goes beyond
descriptions of their transformations in relation to social,
historical and cultural factors, it is essential to explore
the role and nature of the individual. It is my contention
that, if the theory is to provide an integration of the
individual and culture, and, if the theory is to provide an
understanding of the dynamics of social representations, it
is essential to elaborate and explicate a social
representation of the individual as social.
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In Chapter 3, it was seen that the social
representations of the individual as an independent entity
has had a profound effect on the shaping of social
psychology. In this section, I shall explicate the means by
which the social representations of the individual can be
re-socialized. It will be seen that, while some theorists
have emphasized the importance of language, a much stronger
argument can be constructed. First, by drawing on the
writings of Dewey, an organic, as opposed to mechanistic,
conception of the relationship between the organisms and
their environment, is elaborated. Then, by drawing on the
writings of Mead and Vygotsky, this organic conception is
extrapolated to include culture. In this way, mind is
conceived of in evolutionary and historical terms as
essentially social, existing, not only in the heads of
individuals, but also in people's social interactions and in
their cultural environment. Similarly, social individuals
cannot be conceived of as independent from their culture and
their social relations.

These developments place the theory of social
representations firmly within the Hegelian tradition of
thought presented in the previous chapter. Finally, the
implications of these developments for our understanding of
social reality are considered. Reality is neither an external
given nor a collective illusion; rather, reality is socially
constructed out of the physical environment within an
historical and cultural context.

4.2.1 The social representation of the individual

The idea that the 'individual' and the 'social' are
indeed social representations is indicated by the diversity
of their representations in different cultures (Dumont, 1970;
Kon,1984) and their transformation in different historical
eras (Foucault,1970; Morris,1972). The significance of these
social representations within social psychology has been
discussed in the previous chapter and is also evident from
the numerous discussions concerning the image of man and its
place in psychology (eg.Shotter, 1975; Semin,1986).

Again, this issue has been raised within the field of
social representations itself. Duveen and Lloyd (1986) argue
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that theoretical confusion arises when the constructed and
constructive natures of the categories ‘'individual' and
'social' are ignored. Social representations of the
individual and the social have had an insidious influence on
social psychology. Furthermore, the

representation of the 'individual' divorced from the
'social' is theoretically inadequate. There is no
pure ‘'individuality' which can be apprehended
independently of social relations

(Duveen and Lloyd,b1986,p.219).
Farr (1987a) develops a similar argument, drawing on the work
of Ichheiser, in his study of the collective representation
of individualism and its influence in shaping modern
psychology.

Even though the representation of the social individual
presented below is not a consensual representation it is
still properly considered a social representation. It is a
dynamic representation of the individual which has its
origins in the social process and social content of the
social sciences.

4.2.2 Lanquage and _the social individual

The individual human mind is pervaded by the social,
by the language, traditions and culture of society. Farr
(1984) suggests that this would be a strong sense of 'social'
which denies the existence of purely *individual!'
representations. One way in which this thesis can be
developed is by examining the role of language in the
content, structure and expression of social representations.

All representations are social because language is

involved in the creation and transmission of social
representations.

(Farr,1985,p.144)

Moscovici clearly considers language to be of prime
importance; ‘'we think, by means of language', (1984b,p.8).
Language, in a peculiar way, provides the means by which we
structure and express our representations.

It is 1linked to our common everyday method of
understanding and of exchanging our ways of seeing
things

(Moscovici,1984b,p.18).
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It relates both to a language of observation, the expression
of 'pure fact' and to a language of logic, the expression of
abstract symbols. Hence it relates both to the perceptual or
iconic and the meaningful or conceptual aspects of social
representations. Representations are always of something, a
particular object, and of some category.

Jaspars and Hewstone (1990) are making a similar point
in their discussion of the role of social knowledge in causal
attributions. Central to their argument is that
any person explanation always implies also a social category
explanation. An individual is always a member of a social
category and these two aspects of a person cannot be
separated neatly. This point can be extended beyond the realm
of persons to apply to any object. An object is always a
particular thing and also a thing belonging to one or more
categories. As Jodelet (1984b) points out, these categories
which structure and express the representation of an object
are categories that are drawn from our common culture and are
embedded in our language. Even where the focus is on the
individual's system of representations, as in the case of the
experimental studies, this cultural element is always
present. We have already seen how the representations are
brought into the laboratory from the common culture that
exists outside those laboratories. As Farr (1984) indicates,
the emphasis on language encompasses the experimental
research on social representation although it should be borne
in mind that they do not portray much of what is social about
social representations.

4.2.3 The socialization of the individual and the
de-individualization of the social

It has been argued that, in order to understand the
origins and transformations of social representations, it is
necessary to construct a synthesis of the individual and the
social. This can be achieved by conceptualizing the human
mind and 'individual' thought as a thoroughly social affair.
By this, I mean not just that the human mind is pervaded by
the social, by the language and traditions of a society, but
that it is also social in its genesis. The individual's
psychological processes and the contents of their
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representations are the products (as well as the producers)
of social processes and cultural phenomena.

This is a stronger line of argument than that presented
above and denies the existence of purely individual
representations. In effect, it entails the reverse of
Graumann's (1986) exposition on the individual psychology of
groups and crowds in which he states

the individualization of the social is identical

with a desocialization of the individual

(Graumann,pp.100-101)

For social representations theory to overcome individualistic
reductionism it requires the socialization of the individual
which is identical with a deindividualization of the social.
The idea that the relationship between the individual
and society can be understood by propounding the social
nature of the individual is not new. Much of the discussion
below draws heavily on the work of G.H.Mead (1934) and
Vygotsky (1962,1978). Other, more recent, social scientists
have also drawn on the work of these seminal thinkers in
addressing this issue, but it is considered here to be worth
returning to the original sources. However, before
considering the social nature of the individual it is
necessary to establish an ‘'organic' as opposed to a
'mechanistic' conception of the relationship between the
organism and its environment. Although this presentation
differs in some respects it draws heavily on Dewey's classic
article against the use of the reflex arc concept in
psychology (Dewey,1896).
4.2.3.1 The organism and the environment: Mechanistic
conceptions construe organisms and their environments as
separate parts in isolation and existing independently of
one another, such that the characteristics and functions of
each can be considered irrespectively of their context. In
psychology, this mechanistic approach is epitomized by
behaviourism in which causes are located in the environment
and responses in the behaviour of the organism. As a result,
the analysis of behaviour has been constructed in terms of a
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sequence of an organism's responses to environmental stimuli
(S-R) .

In contrast, an organic conception construes the
organism and the environment as a system of mutual influences
by which the ‘'parts' all determine one another's
characteristics and functions. Furthermore, the organic
system transforms itself qualitatively in a continual process
of exchange and growth. The organism is not set in opposition
to the environment; rather, they are interdependent aspects
of an organic system which function together and define each
other at every step.

Dewey illustrates this organic conception using the
example of light. Light is construed, not as a stimulus in
the environment, but as an act of seeing. Similarly, sound
is construed as an act of hearing. Seeing and hearing involve
both the organism and the environment simultaneously and
interdependently. Furthermore, the meaning and value of
seeing or hearing are transformed through the action of the
organism/environment system over time.

This organic conception is difficult to express 1in
ordinary language in which the separation of the organism
and environment is both implicit and insidious. For example,
the statement 'The child sees the candle' immediately locates
the seeing in the organism and the candle in the environment.
Similarly, the action is located frequently either in the
organism or the environment; the child reaches for the candle
and the candle burns the child. But the meaning and value of
both ‘'reaching' and 'burning' are dependent upon the
organism/environment system. Furthermore, it is through such
action that meanings and values are transformed. Rather than
assuming that the stimulus and response are givens which
exist in nature it is necessary to examine the genesis and
development of the organic system over time.
4.2.3.2 The organism/environment/culture system: So far, we
have an understanding of the organism in the environment.
However, when we come to consider the human organism/
environment system a third term enters into the analysis -
that of culture, with all its social and historical
concomitants. This does not enter as a variable to be
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included in a mechanistic analysis. Rather, it entails a
qualitative transformation of the phenomena being studied
and consequently demands a dqualitative shift in the
explanatory principles of psychology. The oganism/
environment system is pervaded by the social; by the
language, traditions and culture of society. Both Mead and
Vygotsky propounded an organic conception of the organism/
environment system which emphasized its evolution or genesis
in socio-cultural processes. The individual and the
environment mutually determine each other through the
activity of the individual in the environment. Objects in
the environment change as the patterns of activity or
responses to those objects change. What is distinctive about
humankind's evolution is that it has been directed through
intelligent action, made possible by symbolization. In human
societies, the environment 1is partly constituted by
significant symbols, signs and tools of mediation, which are
themselves constructed in human interaction. Mead emphasizes
the role of language as a system of symbolic gestures by
which individuals communicate and develop shared
understandings of the world in which they 1live. Vygotsky
emphasizes the creation of systems of communication or
cultural elaborations in the environment, such as notched
sticks, signs and written language. Both emphasize that the
locus of the mind is not in the individual but rather in the
significant gestures and cultural artefacts which have a
shared symbolic meaning for members of a given society.
Drawing on the writings of Mead, the individual is
conceived of as an essentially social being. Through the
process of the self, which has its origins in social
interaction, the individual is able to take the attitude of
the other in a process of symbolic interaction. Individuals
adjust to the indications or gestures of other individuals
in the social process of behaviour. And gestures become
significant symbols when they have the same effect on the
individual making it as they have on the individual who
responds to it. 1Individuals acquire a communality of
perspective with others by learning the symbols by which they
designate aspects of their world. Moreover, the shared
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meaning of a gesture, or significant symbol, is determined
by the response to which it gives rise within the social
interaction. Thus, meaning is defined in terms of action and
involves subject, object and third person or generalized
other. In other words, meaning is dependent upon the actions
of the individual, the environment and other individuals.

For Mead, as for Vygotsky, in order to provide an
understanding of human thinking and communication among
individuals it is necessary to understand the origins of mind
in the process of human interaction or what he terms a
'conversation of gestures'.

Mind arises through communication by a conversation

of gqstures in a social process or context of

experience.

(Mead, 1934,p.50)

The existence of mind or thinking is only made possible
through social interaction. Thinking is thus the
internalization of external conversations of gestures (social
interaction) and once internalized as significant symbols
they have the same meanings for individual members of a
society or social group.

4.2.3.3 Implications: The implications for our understanding
of mind and of the individual are quite profound. Mind finds
its genesis and its expression in the social interaction
between people in a given environmental context. Furthermore,
as Vygotsky argues, human society is distinguished by the
creation of cultural artefacts which exist in the environment
and which are imbued with symbolic significance. In this way,
the social development of mind is dialectically dependent
upon the socially constructed environment. This implies that
'mind' does not exist purely in the heads of individuals, but
exists in the social interactions and cultural elaborations
of society.

In this way, priority is given to the social. The
individual does not exist independently from his or her
surrounding culture, as something over and against society.
Furthermore, the individual is not assumed to be a given in
nature, prior to any kind of analysis. By adapting an
evolutionary or historical approach, it can be seen that the
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individual cannot be understood outside the social relations
and culture of which he is a part. The individual is social
through and through. At the same time, society is not set
apart from individuals. It is individuals who together
sustain and create the social and cultural environment in
which they live.

Once the origin, function and expression of mind is
understood in this way the interaction among minds, the
communication between people and the consensus of meaning on
which they depend, cease to be problematic. Moreover, it
transcends the dualisms between mind and body, between
organism and environment and, more importantly, in the
present context, between the individual and culture. The
individual and culture are inextricably interwoven in a
dialectical relationship, embedded in a socio-cultural
historical context. The representation of the relationship
between the individual and the social in terms of an evolving
organism/environment/culture system provides a framework in
which to avoid both individualistic and sociological
reductionism.

If the above argument is accepted then it may well be
assumed that everything is social and, as a consequence,
there is no need to have a theory of social representations.
If the individual's mind is a social phenomenon, then
cognitive psychologists and individualistic theorists are
necessarily studying the social processes and social contents
of mind. The problem is not that these psychologists have
studied something which does not exist but rather that they
have failed to realize the evolutionary and social nature of
their object of study. The framework presented above suggests
that we look in different directions for solutions to the
problems of social psychology. It is necessary to examine not
only the individual but the individual with other individuals
and their environmental context; to examine not only
individual cognitive processes, but social cognitive
processes and the significant context of social interactions
in the environment; to examine not only behaviour (in the
broadest sense of the term) at a given time but the evolution
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and transformation of behaviour in its historical and
socio-cultural context.

It may well come to pass that lengthy expositions of
the social nature of mind will prove unnecessary. The history
of social psychology tells a different story. The dominance
of individualistic approaches to social phenomena demands
that the 'social'! is propounded and explicated every step of
the way. It must be remembered that this thesis is written in
the context of modern social psychology. This refers both to
its argument against the individualization of the social and
to the reemergence of the social in social psychology.
4.2.4 The social individual in research on_ _social
representations

Those studies which, to my mind, have elucidated the
psycho-sociological character of social representations
ironically examine the development of the child in relation
to its social and cultural environment. Ironical because
Moscovici originally wished to investigate the adult world
of social representations, examining the social diffusion
and transformation of knowledge, values and life styles; and
ironic because these studies are often taken to demonstrate
the prescriptive nature of social representations. An
excellent example of this work is that conducted by
Chombart-de-Lauwe (1984) on the social transmission of
cultural knowledge and values from one generation to the next
during the socialization of the child. For Chombart-de-Lauwe
social transmission involves a dynamic process of interaction
between the child and the various elements of it's
environment; it is 'a dialectic of psycho-social phenomena'.
This approach does more than demonstrate the prescriptive
nature of social representations as it cannot be reduced to
a simple indoctrination of children. The child plays an
active role in the internalization of social representations,
in the reconstruction of the social representations presented
to them in their social interactions with adults, and in the
social environments created by adults. This explicitly
interactional approach addresses not only the role of social
representations but also their genesis in the organism/
environment/culture systemn.
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Duveen and Lloyd (1986) similarly stress the active role
of children in reconstructing their social world and in
assimilating the social representations of their culture.
Their investigations of social gender identity attempt to
elucidate how the adults' social representations structure
the environment in which children develop and regulate their
activity.

4.2.5 Summary

I have argued that, in order to understand the
development and transformation of social representations, it
is essential to adopt a social social representation of the
individual. The dynamics of social representations and the
relationship between the individual 