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 From theory to Enﬁ&ﬁc@ i moﬁa

~ representations: “the lines of EwnEnE
ofa &mﬁmﬂnﬁ|ﬂﬂramﬁnw§_ mm_uﬁm

L 5 vt 1

. Approximately 30 years after the notion was first presented in a
_scientific setting (Moscovici, 1961), what now is the status of social
-~ representation (SR)? Is it '@ heuristic concept, a construct, a
~ paradigm, a theory, 'or simply a phenomenon? To those who
= uo_n_.nﬁm.:w defined SR as simply a nonnnﬁﬂ in search of a theory”
~(Potter and Litton, 1985), Moscovici (1985) replied that it is a
- ‘“phenomenon which needs data and theories”. :
2t | wn:n..a that three different levels of SR exist:

Level a: SR as hmmnawzmzea. e “ways of _nuoi_ﬂm n#m...mnﬁnmﬁn
of social reality, which emerge in everyday life during interper-
‘sonal communications and are directed toward comprehension

" and control of the physical-social environment;

.. - Level b: a theory of SR, i.e. the collection of conceptual definitions,

. methodological operations and wEEEEEn of constructs which

B have SRs as their object;

ripostes and comparisons with other theoretical models which

emerges H,EE the critical mm_..“.mﬁm on Em theory n.m SR.

,H.n. confuse these three levels, for example by m__.ﬂ,:a:ﬂaw to SR
theory (level b) the transient and dynamic character of SRs as
“-phenomena of the changing social world (level &) is to confuse the
~objects of mﬁ.mﬁmmn Enommumg with the theorization wmmz.

‘This E.ﬂ_n—n isa H,___ﬁnm version Eq a H...gm_n_. EanEuﬂ_ at n_.ﬁ uun_p _Ean:uEh Congress
ﬂmw.m____nra_nmw in Brusscls, July 1992.

o .wE.B___, Seiencé H&wuuaﬂa Em..mm Londen, _H._.Eﬁpam _u_&a nu_.. E.E z_nﬂ Delhi),

=

www.u: 2 (1994), pp. 273-304.

=

‘Levelc:a E&mﬁmmn@. of SR, i.e. the nc=mnmn.n of critical comments,
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Similarly, to confuse the theoretical level b with the reflections being
articulated about it () and its _.u_mEE to other forms of theoriza-
tion, is to lose sight of the shift in focus in the latter case to a
“metalevel” where the objects to be formalized and E.,._ﬁzmmﬁn m_.a
no longer SRs as such, but the theory of these SRs.- = |

A vast literature exists concerning level a: numerous ﬂﬂmﬂmﬂnw
projects _umﬂm mxﬁmnhmn SRs, ‘but their contents differ widely (see
literature 1 Hmﬂﬂi in Jodelet, 1989a; de Rosa, 1992; in the newsletter
SRs ﬁaﬁaxﬁnﬁhg Network edited by Wagner, since 1990; and
in Papers on Social Representations edited by m_a._w_um,.:ﬂm, Eax
Guimelli and Wagner, since 1992).

The EE.mEE concerning level b i is also quite voluminous due to
the ﬁmnrmn scientific output of Moscovici (see references) and others
of the Paris school (c.g. Jodelet, 1984, 1989a; Herzlich, 1984,
Aebischer et al.; 1991), as well as a good number from the European
scientific community (Abric, 1984, 1987; Di Giacomo, 1981, 1985;
Doise, 1985, 1988, 1990, 1992, 1993; Doise and Palmonari, 1986;
Farr, 1984, 1987, 1993; Farr and Moscovici, 1984; Flament, 1989,
Palmonari, 1989, 1991; Semin, 1989, inter alia) and some from out-
side Europe, for meEu_ﬂ Australia (Augostinous and HEE 1990),
Brazil (Spink, 1993), Canada (Schiele and Boucher, 1989) EE the
USA (Bhavnani, 1991).

As far as level ¢ is concerned, I do not believe that a systematic
critical review exists in the literature apart from a recent (but not
exhaustive) paper by Rity and Snellman (1992). Furthermore,
where explicit reference is made to a “metatheoretical” level, as by
Wells (1987), the definition proposed does not deal with the critical
debate raised in the wider scientific community by SR theory, but
is limited to the positions expressed by Moscovici in his own work.

In this article, I intend to look more closely at the criticisms
made in the wider debate — a debate that I have defined as
metatheoretical because it is constituted by arguments for and
counter-refutations of the fundamental assumptions of the SR
theory per se.

mﬁmmm..w in the Fm.._..u._.m:nu_:EmEa.nﬁ_aEﬁw_ debate on SR

The mmﬂ.ﬁﬁnn table (see Table 1) shows the problematic areas of this
debate, in which various authors take a stand, at times against the

- SR theory and at times in defence of it.
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. TABLE 1: H
u.nn.m.unauﬂ__nm_ Enﬁ._oa on SR . 2
Froblematic elements Critical authors " Pro aiithors '
_unﬁ:qam of Rmo._.w i

H.uwo_a__..nm._ E_zﬁﬂ__mm:g .”

.- Potter and Litton

Jodelet Efu_

(SR: concept, theory, ., (1985) Moscovici _..E_mm Gw&
paradigm, phenomenon?) Jahoda (1588) . Semin (1985) ,.w
Ibafiez (1992) .. Doise (1988, Gwmu
* PR o v i ,__{m.mbn_ﬂ ....—.wm_.&u_
Social nature of SRs Harre (1984} : . Moscovici .“Ew.__ﬂ...- c
{reduction to the - Potter and Litton Hewstone (1985) .
interindividual  (1983) Di Giacomo _“Emuu
consensus?) : Rity and Soellman Doise’ (1988) o
7, . 2 1 a(1992) Doise, Clemence and =
McKinlay, Potter and . - Lorenzi-Cioldi ﬂmﬁv
: Wetherell (1993) - - Bellelli (1992) , ey
Articulation of individual Jahoda (1988) Di Giacomo ﬁwmm”__
representational and .Sn_m" --Leyens {1991) < Doise (1987 71 ==x
levels L + Ibddiez (1992) - Moseoviel Emm@u
{SR=or ﬂ:__no_oqu_._ T A Palmonari :mmm.u

- -+ and Lipiansky" Emmy:_ =

v o Breakwell (1993) -5

o

Aebischer, Unnounrm

von Cranach (1992) '+5 :

n_aﬂ__u._..a in the

.mcznq and Litton .

Moscovici (1985) -

definition between SR and (1985) Hewstone (1985) °
social subjects (eroups, Litton and Potter - Doise, Clemence and
categories) which produce . -~ (1985) . Lorenzi-Cioldi {1992)
them H..,c:mu and .Enmrmqm: e

: . 7 1987)
Normativeness of SRs and -~ Jahoda (1988) - . - - Farr (1984)
social mind; the “group - MeKinlay and .Moseovici (1988) :
mind resuscitated"? Are Potter (1937) Deconchy (1991}
WE Creatons or u:mo:ﬂm : M
of SR?
SR versus scientific McKinlay and Poter Moscovici and

knowledge (consensual
versus reified universes?)

(1987}
Farr {1987)

“Wells (1987}

de Rosa (1991)

- Rty and Snellman

o e 1992
Purkhardt (1993)

o Eauonﬁn. _u m__m.an
-1992). 2

Hewstone (1983)
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~de Rosa
TABLE1 f{cont.) =27 "% -
Problematic elements - Critical authors . - Pro guthors’
Alunﬁuﬁahn.waﬁ___mna. ot Ch SRR Y :
Operationalization of the  Potter and Litton ' Di Giacomo (1981)
construct (methodological : - (1985) Le Bouedec (1988) -
vulnerability?) .- ' . Jahoda (1988) - i
o S Thdfiez (1992) ~: . . -
Sphere of analysis of SRs - .;H.Humn..un and Larrue’ TR
{linguistic-conversational .. Cen- {1988) Jodelet (1989b)
productions and/or Beauvois (1938) - Moscovici (1988)
symbaolic conduct and . Potter and Litton Amerio (1991)
sphere of action?) ~{198%) Cranach (1992)
! . m__u:ﬂ. and Wetherell Wagner (1593}
] (1987) < T 0 L
B oo e : B Potter and Billig
. Analysis of SRs, McKinlay naﬁ_ Potter  * -Di Giacomo (1985)
i “processing and - A T {1987y - Chombart de Lauve
Lo transformative elements and Feuerhahn (1989)
(How do SRs nwuumm.... Is Migro, Galli and .
it possible to study H_E_. ol 1 . Poderico (1988)
..mﬂp:m,mmd T : de Rosa _"Gmum _mm.ﬁ.
y S 3 : ¥ ) 2 " 199db)
BEE AT Bl ' e R Duveen and de Rosa .
o (1992)
Moliner {(1582)
Purkhardt {1993)
.. . Relationship between . Flament {1989) .

£ structure and nnannu..ew .un wEan_n EEE
* - Tepresentations : o (1e88)

Experimental approach or Abric, Fauchaux, - Moscovici (1961, 1983)
- empirieal-deseriptive Moscovici and Plon Herzlich {1973
methods? . . . {1967} Betocchi Villone -
T © Abric (1984, 1989) - (1986)
3 Flament {1984) Jodelet (1959h)
i : ik Breakwell and Canter
fite i : ; e . ol (1993)
Multi-methodologieal Flick (1992} de Rosa (1987b, 1950)

pproach: lack of Sotirakopoulon and

Fi ‘methodology? -

Breakwell {1992)
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uﬁm .ﬂng &_. hm %QQ gl
The first nm the ﬁ_.cEaEmﬁn ﬁﬁmﬂm E&nmﬁn in Hﬂ_..__n 1isa m_sme
critique regarding the formal scientific status of SR theory, often ;
reduced in the debate, by ﬁﬁmﬁ_ﬁmmuﬂm Enmﬂaﬁﬂ ﬁmmﬁuv. to. m..w...
simple phenomenon. e
It has been observed that nnEEmEm of SR EmoQ come H“.EEE.E., =
from the Anglo-Saxon world, Where psycho-social résearch is more =
tightly anchored to nﬂﬁﬁ.uﬁ:ﬁ _.En.ﬁﬁmumm_mn; and is less open
to the interdisciplinary approaches which, in France, n#m._.mﬂnﬂmm..m_..,
social psychology as a sister of soclology and cultural anthropology.
However, these criticisms do not often come from the “aficionados™ -
of the various alternative paradigms which can be traced to the US -
brand of social cognition. Researchers from these traditions usually -
take one of two positions: either they nuEﬁHmHEEﬂoREm theory —
despite the availability of English translations of many of the most -
important theoretical works and mBﬂEn& research on SR — or they
show interest in the SR Encn__q insofar as they glimpse the uEmEEH b
for integration with various paradigms of the cognitivist .mould
(e.g. with nnmEHEn schemes: see Augostinous and Innes, Em_s_
.The most vigorous criticisms of SR theory have until now _ummn..
made by those researchers in the Anglo-Saxon tradition who are —
paradoxically — most open to adopting a wider social horizon, =
to using Ewﬁamc_aﬁna approaches not limited to laboratory
_u_dnnn_ﬁnm. (what Potter and Billig, 1992, call “methodological =
individualism™) and to the possibility of integrating approaches used -
in different .disciplines — for example with ethogenics .ﬁmﬁ_.m, .
1984), anthropology (Jahoda, 1988) and rhetorical discourse an
conversational models (Potter and Wetherell, 1987). ‘Repéatedly,
these authors confess sharing Moscovici’s reservations about con-
ventional social psychology, which is anchored to mechanistic and
positivistic ‘models, and they scem to accept the challenge “of -
developing an alternative m:..n.vamﬂ proposal to the dominant g
individualistic North American tradition, which has forgotten the -
contribution of authors such as Mead and Lewin. Eﬂ....d{ﬂ,, all put
forward Ennuﬂ_nmm solutions and Sﬂrcmcﬁcm_ﬂw ‘which’ mwn dif
mﬁﬁu” mBE Ecmm formulated by the SR theory. ¥ i
One common element of these criticisms, from the mm_.rwmﬂ to Ea :
most recent formulations (Ibdfiez, 1992), is the assessment of the =
theory as cEEncEmnmmeEm “conceptually ambiguous” and
“methodologically loose™. The EmﬁQ is described as vague, unclear
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and too broad by Potter and Litton (1985) in an article in the British
Journal of Social Psychology, which also published the EE_E of

* - Moscovici, Semin and Hewstone to the critique.

- In his reply, Moscovici seems to suggest that his interest is _EH

" determining a “strong” and “closed” theory, but a perspective for -

“reading”-the most varied phenomena and objects of the social
world. It is social reality in its complexity that is his centre of interest

.. -and around which hé organizes the basic assumptions of the theory.

He purposely abandons the microscope because what interests him
is the human being in the context of social relationships, not human
cells and genes. Too often social psychologists, emulating natural
scientists, use very strong lenses to focus in on the “cellular” level,
completely losing sight of the larger structure to which those cells
belong. - Undoubtedly both “the macro- and the microanalytical
perspectives are legitimate and ought to be considered as different
viewpoints rather than as antithetical paradigms, However, unless
these perspectives are founded on precise and explicit theoretical-
methodological choices, the research inspired at both levels becomes
a ‘sterile, -academic exercise.  Rather than aiming to comprehend
social phenomena, such research ends up managing power relations
within the scientific community, as theories are verified or invali-
- dated according to the degree of _nnscmnm:on wﬂinnn Rmnﬁnwﬂm
EE influential leaders.

- However, it could be argued that E_umnn.ﬁﬂm mnmamﬂ to m_...:._“

- attention from theory itself to the social reality is epistemologically

flawed, as this would imply that the theory and the reality to which

. the theory applies, as a “dynamic reading grid”, can be reduced to

a single phenomenon. Thus the distinction uﬂénna the mEmna ow
research and the theory is lost.:

One of the clearest treatments of the w.mm_n Eoﬁoﬁﬂcmm o_.. mw :

- theory can be found in Jodelet (1984}, a testimony to the fact that
= -atheory of SR really does exist and is articulated m:u_.E.n a series .um
: fundamental questions regarding: - :

= (a) definitions of the SR concept gmn are Em salient aHnEaEm
i?n_u differentiate this concept from others in use in social psycho-
logy, such as attitude, image, opinion, prototype, schema, habitus,

2 ideology, etc.?. — see Moscovici, 1963, 1991; Jodelet, 1984, 1989,

= 1991: Jaspars and Fraser, 1984; Semin, 1989; Doise, 1989a/b;
- Palmonari, 1989; Wagner, :1989; Semin, 1989; Augostinous and
¢ Innes, 1990; Aebischer et al., 1991; de Rosa, 1993, 1954a; mEﬁ
.1993 inter alia);

- of which intergroup relations? Through which channels do Mwﬂ_

. into complex social systems (Doise, 1988: 106). -

suppose? I?,.__ are they structured? Can EE.&«EEEE ﬂEHEn
social behaviour? — see Abric, 1984, 1987, 1989; Flament, Em&
1986, 1989; Moscovici -and Hewstone, 1983; Ayestaran’et- E.w...."
1987; Semin, 1987; Duveen and Lloyd, Emﬁ_ Uoﬁm Emmm. Emm =
Beauvois, 1991; Wagner;'1993 inter alia); < # s se ArEESE
(c) functions (What are SRs for? How are En..,__ Rﬁﬂ& in EE?
mnﬁam.w — see ?_Ewo..ﬁ mnn ...,_Ewﬁ 1987; Vergés, qu munm_%n:
1993 inter alia);

(d) dynamic EEEEE Eoi are mwh nmnmmﬂﬂmn asa Eﬁwou .-

move, reproduce and change? — Di Giacomo, 1985; de anm..
1987h, 1994b, 19%4c; Nigro et al., 1988; Duveen and de anm Emm
Emler and Ohana, 1993; Purkhardt, 1993 inter alia). i

It is true that not all of these aspects are m_Ec:mnﬂoEE _“mwﬂu into
consideration at the same level of specificity in the literature refer-
ring to SR theory. Lack of homogeneity also stems from the &ﬁﬂn &
methods used to investigate each of these areas. Undoubtedly the mh
theory lends itself to many readings. In ﬁmwcncmﬁ when the Emuﬂ._,

an unproblematic .....mu_,__ integrating them into their own mea_.nﬁn&
methodological background. However in spite of its hazy: E&

polysemic character, the theory challenged existing theoretical dand
methodological approaches in social psychology and anticipated by =
a quarter of a century the phase of studies on attitudes which, acco
ding to McGuire's (1986) model, is %mﬁn__‘m_.ﬁmm by a concern to .
bring together the structure and content of social cognitions, and _H..
connect individuals and symbolic relationships’ _35 social mﬂﬂm

. However, in contrast to Moscovici (1985), who states that SR is “a”
ﬂwmnoﬂmnmn which needs data and theories”, I believe an advance
ment of the SR theory in terms of a better definition will not derive
simply ‘from the accumulation of new data and new research
Accumulation of data would serve only to increase the area of
influence of the paradigm within the scientific community, Often,’
2 piece of research is purely descriptive by nature, its attractiveness
lies in its contents and has few or no implications for the’ Emoq
Researchers do not automatically reflect on the theory itself. ﬂw&
have often used SR theory uncritically, in the same Emu_, that _EE
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o ‘a few years ago they ﬁﬁ:E have used the ncnnmwﬁ &. mEEmP Eu_n-

ion or image. = .- - 5
um&nﬁm me w.mﬂ_ nﬁnmcunﬂ on n_E ﬁa:ﬁ Bk _...n. Y

1w 2 ¥

i .sﬂgn_ the label of social H.%EEEEE and its absence would have EE# Tttle,
“-'’if any difference. What holds this variety of studies together are the covers aw En
B uuow EEE. Enu E.u__, common thearetical uﬂﬂ_E.Euuﬁﬁ&m Em_w. Ma&.

,EE more H@nnuzw Emuﬂ ..“Eu.a ﬁm"& oA s o

b o R

. What is not compatible with this kind of Ewnﬁ:nm_ wouEEEEs is the pretension
to establish it as a strong generative device for doing empirical research. The
mnnc__mum number of empirical applications of the theory cannot be’ n_wﬁm to

. BS5ess its e&:m Both games cannot be played simultancously. One cannat gain

all at once, En EHHEEE benefits E. imprecise wE rich Encn...m nnnﬂ_.n benefits

_n.m u_mc_.unm empirical muﬂrnﬁﬁnm of En theory.: A.—._um.wnw _.E_u. 22}

wﬂuﬁnam that the metatheoretical debate on SR does not Wnnnﬁ.n
a sterile counterpositioning of opinions with the goal of n_mE._Em the
mﬁﬂmuaﬂq of one’s own ideas (Raty and Snellman, Hmwu”_ 1 w&ﬁqn
it represents H?n ideal w._mhm for con Wuuﬂmﬁ_ﬁ.u wﬂsﬁnn critical views
0 as to reach a unﬁnn definition of En Hwnon__. m:ﬂ:n:ﬂcﬂn. this
ndum.cmﬁﬂnu will Em_.,muﬁ SR theory from becoming one of the
Emmw __,_Epm_w ﬁE.mB.mBm ,a H.mﬁm that Ecmnc_.;ﬂ Gmmnnu _EEn_m
recognizes as common to the ...mﬂ__u:m Encﬂnnnm_ models that appear
EE disappear in ten-year cycles in maEE psychology:

The usefulness of the confrontation is also HnnumEnnn by __.__n

| protagonists of the metatheoretical ﬁ_mwmﬁ. such as m__nzﬂ. and

WEE, iwn. write:

* Itisprecisely a sign of health of this debate that it has revolved around competing
theoretical frameworks. It has not remained at the level of many psychological

-, debates, which focus exclusively on empirical adequacy. The intellectual debate
of the “thinking society” should neither be %EESEE by “menologue,” nor
“dialogue ﬂ:&sw after a common goal.” _E.ﬂm there should be searching and
vigorous argument which anEﬂ En mnmn._ms_, of Emﬁ.ﬂ: u_EEcE n?u:nn
and m___um__ 1992: 16) e

L__..:E :H tore useful the debate, H_E Ecﬁ Eﬂncﬂmn:_u_un the Eﬂ#-

. lematic elements Em_uwmrﬁmm by it ﬁmn wn_n.i”_, thus E.uﬂa:zum the
B oaupnnawﬂmrmnm_ﬁnmmm of the ?ncﬂ w_dE being mavcm_m in Em
i oEEnoEEw_HEEE&m of ﬂun nunﬂmau. :

J& 5
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The hnn_,_n__. an_.ﬁﬁ.m &... SRs: __.mm ...a_n_ sides of the n.mv&m

Du.m of the Emsmm Hmmmm nE.Em the critical debate on mw Emaﬂq
which maﬁ right to the heart am.ﬂ.ﬂﬂ theory and nr&_numnm it where
it most claims its distinctiveness from other paradigms, is the
mon_m._ nature n& mw .On z.zm matter, the developments of the
Enﬁmﬁugnnﬁpn& debate move in two directions: one tends to invoke =
an ever more structural pull towards the social; the other tends to =
emphasize the importance of individual mediations. ;

.0 the Ema o_.. .ﬁrm nmon_m_ nﬁ_ﬁ.Eﬁm are Enmm ._..__,H._P ES EE.R_
m.mm_mﬂ. Emﬁ :

““'Soeial representations are not social in the sense of _un_n.nﬂnm to the group, "__n.___,
- are individual RERE._EEE “each _um which is similar to every one of the rest.”
[. . .]this use of “the mo.n_E.. is still, in En _H.. ﬂ_aﬁ_m aversion u__E&SnEEE
..,.Euhﬂ Gmn munrs beefed v A olth mT ey e AT 3

s [ AL

Imﬂmw nﬂﬂnnm mmmma_mE_ nmem with &ﬂ_um_.zmrim a anzzm .HE
nnwﬁ ‘of social as: (a) “distributive plurality” on the basis of which “a
group properly arises by each member having some ME.EE. E_“E_cﬂ.ﬁ B
to every other”, which mancum:ﬁ to Harré is an improper ncunmﬂ of
the social, and is also at the basis of the concept of social _.mﬁ_.mmnﬂm
tion ‘of the French school; (b) “collective plurality” on the basis
of which “the group, as a supraindividual, has an attribute .s,wnn_,n
is not an attribute of any of the mémbers”, To take up anothe
_nxﬂﬁ_&m of Harré's which further clarifies En distinction _u.mﬁsamn
the social as distributive or collective: “The strength of an army j is
a &m__.n_un:.._,.w Ech.anﬁ ﬁga E EmmEmEEu is a property of En

.H.onmm :umnnn _ﬁ mm& Emnam Eﬁmnm. on Em mmnﬁ man Gw E
debate, Hﬂnm an E.__EE; Emnwnucﬁmﬁm_ individualism in the con-
cept of SR, from which, in his view, one can aEu. infer a type Eq
E&Em_._.& Hnuﬂmmmiﬁﬁu. “I don’t see how E gain w:oi_&mn about
a mcn_mH representation without having a concrete person uﬁnmw to.
write or debate” ﬁg?ﬁ_ 1992: 23). However, it is not clear why mmn.
how this criticism should also mwﬁ_w 5 the possible nE-mEEM Wm..
social _.mﬁ_.mmmmnmﬁan as nc_wmﬁ:_ﬁ HE.»HEEE: as Thafiez Sug-.

gests. In fact,"evén if collective representations are understood a5

oy
EmEEmE:ﬂﬂ nnzﬂam, ﬁmﬁn and uncharging Ehmnmr ﬂh.ﬁ .n...

353, and as such singled out in the “collective memory m%am_ﬁmn
in collective productions (narratives, songs, sayings, etc.)”, it is not

clear how they can be known, reproduced and reinvented if ._E.”
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through individuals and groups participating in the cultural heritage
and reactivating it in their social context through various symbolic
mediations.

On the' mﬁn of those who call for Hnﬂﬁ mﬁ_&_,_w_nE,;..__1 are Enmn
who, like. H&aum, do not ‘want to exclude the HEMEEQ -of
approaching the study of -social _.mﬁzmﬁ:mnoﬁ from a Euﬁw?
Em_na or cognitivist ﬁﬁmﬂnﬁ_é In Eﬂ _E says:

H is En u_ﬂm—a Enmﬂﬂ_nm_. c._rnr m_...w _unnu.E ﬂ_u_Eﬂ Ennmp.m.nm E._n EGEH..E the
.EnE ‘farms of cultures and groups to which he belongs, and who, independently
.. of the numerous mediations offered by social representations (institutions,
.- powers, laws, mass media, et¢.), at the end transmits and. expresses social
EEEEEEE r . .] individual conduct can be congidered, thus, as conse-

: n.._nu_.......a af mcﬂE a_ﬂn.meEEnm F&ﬂﬁ 1991: 115, my ._E_m_wnou._

This assertion, “which, taken alone, risks Enno_um a nnnaﬂﬁ_nﬁﬂn
and linear-causative reading of HFE.EEE between ‘SR “and
individual behaviour, can be better EEEHF.& inthe __mrﬁ of Unmm s
- (1982, Gma 1987) defi EEE om mmm mm mﬁﬁﬁcﬁ of EmEoE

~levels _“Eﬁmﬁﬂ.moum__ Eﬂmﬁmﬁaﬁﬁ umﬂﬂu:ﬂ Hnno_amﬁmﬁ_ in mcEmH
psychology.

. A %nawqﬂnﬁunuﬁﬁn& Eomnzz_m cm En EﬁnEm:uE _unﬁﬁnﬂ._
- ‘individual, social and collective levéls in SR theory and integrated
. with action theory is proposed by Cranach (1992) in'a “multi-level

EmmEumHEu of knowledge and action” which hypothesizes circular
processes of co-evolution between sacial representations and
social-individual _.n@..mmmu_..m:n:m “at HH.E nnomﬂun ucEE am wnai-
" ‘ledge and action”.
w_ - Thus it can be seen how the same EdEmEm:n element Eum social
nature of SR) has been contested by opposing factions, according
to the theoretical persuasion of the parties to the debate. This may
wa ‘proof that the Eﬁoﬂ. per se is neither right nor wrong, _uE. offers
i w perspective which may or may not _ua shared, depending on how
“-familiar its basic propositions are to the debater and how easily they
‘can be anchored to his/her system of cognitions and previous
“theoretical loyalties (to use the términology of SR theory).

u.v

ﬂ.ﬁ numm:nu om Em mcn_E nature of mmm is nmmnnﬂnm — atan opera-
tional level — in the question of whether it is legitimate to reduce

for characterizing the social nature of attitudes, Jodelet (1984) ..

m.a__n_: Emm__mu sﬂﬂnm Eaum the same HEE.
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to the criterion of pure interindividual “consensus™ the conditioris -
of production and, therefore, of the analysis of anw_.amauﬂmncnw....,.,

. Of course, one soon learns to read the an&u.oa “social :Eﬂnnﬁﬂnu; ._u
mean “distributed individual 1 representation,” but this does not resolve the dif- P
ficulty that the .,._B.Hﬁo_amw gives rise to. It o_.dn:uﬂ the distinction between
“spcial = similar set of individual cepresentations™ and m...._nﬁﬁ ]ucn_m_ E_mﬁ.ﬁ
collective) representations”. Emnm 1984: 930-13. -l o

In fact, by confirming the social nature of ._.m_uwmmwnﬂmmww..".._.h
Moscovici has more than once emphasized the aspect of “sharing”™: .
by this he does not mean a static, distributive or mnmﬁmmmﬁ_.nuuﬁu- .
tion of sharing (in the sense of what is more frequent, diffuse or
common in a particular social group, or what .corresponds to :_m
average values), but a dynamic conception of “access to the same =
symbolic and communicative codes”. Taking up Asch’s three criteria

defines social Hﬂuaﬁmamﬂauw on the basis cm. three salient areas, .-
ﬁEn_H 20 far _ummnnn the fact that Hwnw ncﬂnaﬂn “social cE mn__.ma. ;

» the conditions and ncnﬁﬂﬁm of production; - ik iy
¢ the functions carried out within the dynamic of social H.m_m:oum.
s the nmEEﬁEnmﬁca ﬁmcnnmmnm Eﬁ..., HEEU_. :

- D_mnon._o _..:nwﬂ n_E,Hmam zﬁ non- mﬁnsﬁonm.._ nature .“;. ”_Hm 3
naﬂnnﬁﬁ of social at the basis of SR: .~ . .= . .

It is not very important at this point whether the image itself is specific to the d
individual: ‘one speaks of social representation when individuals produce ==
evaluative judgments on the reality of their environment on the basis of collective
criteria, which have a secial function in this collectivity, and which have nnﬁ_m_ﬁ T
: D.c_..n its aﬁEEn. (Di Giacomo, Emm E:

moﬂm_ Hmﬁ_.nmmﬂm:cﬁ m_uaﬁ_n EE _...n taken as more or less ﬁsnn_& S:EEE
of opinions, which may be more or less identical in a more or less large H._.cn.._u.mw
of individuals who have some social belonging in common. Neither should Enw
be taken as simple external models for the representations of individuals, whe'éan
then be typified in relation to their greater or lesser conformity, This may be 5o
in w—unn_mn conditions, but social representations should be spoken of only in the
measure in which they reconstruct the conditions from which they nﬂn_ﬁ& z.ﬁ :
means of their eirculation and their appropriation in a pivén collectivity, the _...En- i
tions they carry out in the h_u__ﬂmn:nm of relations between that collectivity Eﬁ .:n
others. (Bellelli, 1992)
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SR qam .EEE. .wtw._.mnﬁ. n___«nn_._nac.. &s m&.«. nitions ot lieg o

ﬂ_n E.uEmE E. ma nEﬂEs 3. noEnEE nmu wn mgu mm a _Ex
between the guestion of the social nature of SR and the circularity
between the definitions of SR and the- mcﬂE mnEﬁﬁ ﬁﬁocﬁm.
categories) which produce them. :

In particular, Litton and Potter CEGV mc_mnﬁnﬁm on :ﬁ mmnw Emﬁ
in the study of social representations, contrasting elements have
been minimized and “consensual universes” created. Next to the
ambiguity regarding the extent to which SRs are shared, the authors
lament the lack of explicit, external criteria for identifying groups
Hnnﬁnn&wa of shared SRs, which creates nwnn_mﬂmﬁ insofar as a

group is identified by its SRs and at the same Eﬂm is EmﬁEnn S _un i

the generator of .those SRs.- ;
In other words, on the _ﬂﬁ_ &.. nﬂwﬁnm_ Hﬁnm_.n__ Ea m_omm&_ﬁw
nw.ummuﬂmﬁum the groups on the basis of .external criteria (i.e.

independently of the SRs they express) is completely lacking.

Moscovici, in spite of his sophisticated discussion of the psycho-
logical nature of groups in his studies on social influence (1976),
treated the notion of group in an aproblematic way. (according to
some authors), limiting himself, for example in his classical study on
psychoanalysis,- to identifying groups on the basis of newspaper
headlines, making the independent variable (groups of readers of
various daily newspapers) coincide in a tautological and circular
way with the dependent variable (the various SRs they express).

According to these authors, the acritical assumption of the cri-
teria for group definition in SR research means that an analysis of
the various Jevels of consensus which characterize group members
is completely -neglected. An example is the effect of contextual
variables which are strongly linked to evaluative goals, as in studies
on discourse in the scientific community (Gilbert and Latour,
1987; Latour and Woolgar, Emm EEW&.. ‘1984; vcnna Gmm
ﬂuﬂamu: 1984).

Emuman.&ama& qE.ameEQ questions nnm answers

.. .émho:m mE,EuE _ﬁ.cnﬂ. and Litton, Emm .._Eun_nm. Emm chnmw
- .1992: McKinlay et al., 1993) have criticized the empirical approach
. to -SRs -as .methodologically loose. In . particular . Potter and
.. Litton (1985) criticize the treatment of SR as a descriptive, static
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and consensual schema (Herzlich,~1973), -or-as a " product n._..
multidimensional statistical techniques on lists 'of free associations °
(Di Giacomo, 1981) ‘or as measures .of concepts of oﬁmnun_nm&
responses (Hewstone ‘et al.;’ 1982). -‘Slippage from the H_EE..QE@._
level to the operational level can be detected here, showing a sort n.w
methodological vulnerability in the literature which should _Eﬂm
been used to empirically substantiate the SR theory, = - 3
‘Taking up the example of Di Giacomo’s research, ndcﬂmm ww
Potter and Litton (1985), Moscovici (1985) replies that the elicited .h.
SRs were not those of the researcher, but of the subjects, who had -
been grouped according to. preliminary explorative comparisons =
and had not been singled out post ho¢ (which could have led =
to a charge of circularity). He points out that one proposition of
the SR theory picks out characteristics such as sex or social clas
as a dimension of a group of people. However, he adds that- En =
SRs should be grasped as specifically as possible and he recognizes -
that“the majority .E, Hmmﬂmﬂnﬂﬂ.w ‘have ‘moved in this. nm@nﬂo:
(Moscovici, 1985). it
.1 believe a rigid EaE_,mnmEE._ of “social” ..EE n_uumnnmzm_.s E.E
En risk of .invalidating the methodologies utilized not onlyin -
research on SRs, but in the majority of psycho-social research."A
conception of ﬁwm social which is based purely on w_.mﬂﬁuﬂmm mmnm
to recognize that a social group can never be assumed a priori fo be
a homogeneous whole. In fact, individuals belong to a number: ..“;. -
social groups and categories EEEESBE-S and the Rﬁﬂnmmﬁu
tions expressed from time to time (either homogeneous or con-
trasting) are also a function of the saliency with which a w.__m_.ﬁnn__m.._.
group membership is activated in a specific context and social situa
tion. To hypostatize social groups means not to consider the psy-
chological dynamics which characterize and underlie them. <=':%
With regard to the circularity in the definition of groups and SR;
1 would add that, in the case of my own empirical research on'SRs -
of mental illness (de Rosa, 1987b, 19884, 1991, 1994b, 1994c) as ifi =
the majority of studies reported in the literature on SRs, the vouz_m
tion was selected with a priori criteria of category Enﬂ_uﬁ.m?ﬁ
{groups of children of different ages, males/females, upper, _En&mcs_
and lower social class, students from different onﬂnmcoum_, back- ,i
grounds, working ﬁmc.Em with different professional roles,: me m
However, if a criticism can be raised, it should be, on the nanﬂmﬂ% =
that Eﬁa was an assumption of ,.om_..mmoﬂ@. EE& :.En R.& ME_E

groups”, ; . . 2 A

Jak Frtic)

‘_
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.+Techniqués of statistical analysis make it possible to establish a

posteriori groups which differ from the a priori categorical assump-
tions on the basis of profiles of interindividual similarity; and I see
this as a contribution (not a limitation) to the stidy of the articula-
tions between individuals, groups and social categories ??.u__ are
rendered more or less salient by the methods utilized and by the
context in which a specific representation is elicited and expressed)
(see Flament, 1986; Mannetti, 1990; Uo_mw et al., Emu m._wa.mn_._mﬂ
1993; Purkhardt and Stockdale, 1993). ©°
With regard to thé criticism recently taken up E, McKinlay
et al. (1993) concerning Eﬁ__un& of revealing the consensuality
of SRs, 1 would like to reply that in reality =~ or at least in the
case of research I carried out on SRs of mental illness in naive mnn
expert ﬂﬂﬁEmﬂﬁE — the statistical treatment of data did not aim
at measuring the consensus of the elicited representations.”In fact,
besides ~ providing evidence of intergroup variability in “these
elements of the representational field = and without discounting
the consistency of these archaic figurative nuclei’ — .a notable part
_of the results presented also show intragroup (and even intrain-
=* dividual) variability in relation to the various levels of representa-
" tion elicited Eacm: Rnozmm to n_ﬁmﬁﬂ En_wo% ﬁmm de m,cmm,
/. 2 I WoprERem iRl s i e .__.L..

me a&nmﬁz wﬁ ween Eamnnwm nam m..m,...

ﬂo return to monﬁ Eﬁ H:Bum ﬁmmﬂ_ aﬂﬁ_e._a, mmo;_mq Eaﬁom&

they make is to turn to _H.E.wmﬁhn repertoires in order to gain access
. to SRs. They press for a more detailed analysis of language, singling
- _out the explicative schema utilized in relation to certain types of con-

texts in order to clarify the relations between social representations
. -and the contexts in which they are used. Inspired by this objective,
2 they aﬁoﬁ_ -as an illustration, their analysis of verbal material
- gathered from diverse sources on a social event (the riots at St
- Paul’s, Bristol): recordings of radio and television programmes, a
wide range of articles and newspaper éditorials and transcriptions of
interviews with six people involved in or present during the riots.
Using the entire .80 000-word transcription, they analysed -every
possible explanation advanced for the riot. In the article in question,
they discuss three levels of agreement that distinguished the levels
z--of sharing of proposed causal -explanations in relation .to two
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* Trognon and Larrue, 1988; van Dijk, 1990; Potter wﬂn mnm.....m_im

iy

factors: race and ‘government spending cuts.:In the discussion of
the results of these linguistic analyses, which emphasize the role of:
internal disagreement in the various views recorded despite the
presence of a shared explicativeé schema, the authors suggest that
researchers of SRs should make the most of available methodologies:
which are -sensitive to the flexibility -and contextualization :.of.
meaning. These elements generally escape notice in coarse forms of
content analysis, tending rather to show shared explicative schenata
in general terms, rather than the qmﬂo_._m EREEEEE uc.a__u_m in’
differentiated practical situations. = - St
.-All the same, the suggestions m_&_ make _“,sa. mﬁc m__on&. mwn
ﬂﬁ:ﬂd? 1987) once more propose a wider interest in the analysis’ :
of the relation between language and SRs, already advanced by. -
Rommetveit (1984) and often taken up in the literature (see also’
Billig, 1987,-1988, 1991a,'1991b, 1993; Antaki, 1988; Edwards and: mﬂ
Potter,-1992; and empirical works by Antaki, 1985; Semin,-1987;-

1990; Antaki and Leudar, 1992).

No doubt, interest in the conversational m,n_m Hwﬂounm._ mﬁﬁﬁnmn_u
has permitted “a‘lucid and efficacious rereading, in this specifié-
perspective :of *many classical themes and problems in social =
psychology, for example that of attitudes, social categorization;:
accounts” (De Grada and Mannetti, 1992). However, over and
above the undoubted interest of the contextualization of verbal®
exchanges, which these types of approach permit by largely ignoring
intraindividual cognitive processes, the proposals which would con-
fine the study of SRs exclusively to conversational analysis risk
being limiting and reductionist. In fact, by favouring the discursiv
channel, they end up doing away with the study of the important:
area of connections between symbolic conduct and social cogni
tions. Furthermore, they risk losing sight of the expressive—symbalic
nature of the re-activations of ‘the collective imagination —ian.
essential component of SRs = in the “situational, nen__ﬁmzm:os&
context” (Jodelet, 1989b; on the link between social cognition, com
munication and social context, in different critical perspectives,=
see also: Still E.ﬁ Costall; EE Schwartz and mﬂmnw Emﬁnmnn
Rosa, 1992). « : % SFrs

In other EE.& .among Ecmm ._,quu Emﬂﬁ@ Em ncmﬂmﬁmﬂﬁuﬂ_
approach fout court with the Eﬂrcmﬂ_aﬁ_ of analysis of SRs, EH._

with that of “linguistic repertoires™
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i o the nEn._-EE remains on the “cognitive®,/in the sense of a search for’ models
of causal explanation, more than on the *symbolic,” even if it deals with cognitive
..events studied as products of a complex negotiation which develops between the
ﬁS&uSHH_cEEE of the conversational context and not as “something that
“already exists completely formed in'the head of the person who is responding and
s simply communicated fo the person ﬂmE_ E__...m ﬂ_.ﬁ annmzcu. ﬁh_nm wE_ }Em._unn
<1981z 326; quoted in De Grada; 1952)

: EEFH mnwnoﬂ_mnmim mm..._,m_.E Eﬁmﬂﬁﬁbm Ew:nmﬁcum EESEE
Emm@ nnmm not memcm ‘that E..mEmcn repertoires can na_.nmmﬁcwn
axmﬁ_w to En nmER om the Eﬁmoaanou of SR since a discussion is

not a Hmﬁ..amnamzon “gven if every ‘..nu_.ammﬂmﬁcﬂ can be translated
intoa E.mn:mm_ﬂ? HEmmﬂm E. nonnnﬁﬁm n_c ﬂnﬁ ﬂmmm .w_._ﬂan_w ﬁ_.:.oFE_
_E_mﬁme : byt

Ibifiez takes Em uEu Hm mﬁmmm he"is Emcnn:ﬁ_mn 5:_ n.E
emphasis placed on figurative-reproductive aspects of _.mwﬂmmmﬂ_m-
tions and the tendency to oEnnﬂ@ %nE i:w_n an _nm_ﬂncmrmwn
Engcncﬁmﬂnﬁ Hnmznzcim?

If instead of being labelled as a 533_, of moﬂ& wnv_..ﬂn:.mﬂnﬂ; En interest-

.. ing theoretical precccupations of 'Moscovici had been labelled as "Theory

. of Collective Symbolic Productions”, no doubt the whole dynamics and the whole

" structure of this theory would have been quite different. Maybe the emphasis

would not have cﬁ..: put 50 strongly on the figurative aspects of social thinking

.+ aid mare attention’ would have been paid to constructive activities as well as ..d
< ithe ..H.nEH_om._ Eﬂnns of social thinking. m.uwmnu. 1992; wa_

Eo_.__a{ﬂ. Emﬂm.n w. E.Enm_ ncum_nmmmrcum nu not seem to take into
account EEE ow the clarifications proposed by Moscovici when he
m:ﬂnﬂnm to Emﬂnnz.&n the HuE.mEmE n._. SRs from Hwohn m..mﬁ mﬂ
E__.n. num E.nm nm mnn_& nnm._ﬁnam. :

. the concept of social cognition _E_EE a conscious logical process. This is

ne.. true for social representations, These are based on conventions and symbols

. and Enﬁ:_”_n nunmﬂu.__m‘ E.nnbmnE:mu rational and irrational aspects. The result of

_this is that the term “cognitive” is not precise when it is applied to social

wwhﬂaﬂnnm It would be _ﬂann appropriate 1o use the word “symbolic®, which is

:" ‘not the same .H_Em It is thus ._.___3_5 to say that social representations are ....de:.a

representations. Psychosociologists tend to confuse cognitive and symbolic. If,

;as Is claimed, the cognitive tevolution is behind them, the symbolic fevolution

- has still to arrive and this also involves general psychologists. Without this revolu-

.. ‘tion, social Hnbﬂn.mnnnmb_uhm _umn only En.,.:mu a mEm..._._ nnn.,.H_HEHn_n (Moscaviei,
Gmmﬂ .m_ Hw #mnm__mﬂua_

E HmomE:m ﬁwmﬁ Ruﬂﬂmnu_“m:anm ‘are Em&m Eu n.m a -fi m;_ﬁ.mu.__.n
2 and an abstract side, and of a combination of images-and concepts,
== Moscovici (1985) reminds- us -that rsometimes images “are “not
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recognized as such mnm are HE.,, M_,Esmwﬁ of as mwﬂuo_m, _n.E mm..
reality. = - - - :

ﬂEmH mcﬂmﬁﬂ En mch Hc..mmnm.m ﬁcm_ﬁnﬂ G ?m Enoqnﬂﬁmzon
studies have tended to present as a highly EFEEE» mHnEnuﬂ and
synthetic transiator of a set of symbolic meanings. In fact, how can’
one fail to include among the historical products of the nnaﬁnnﬂ_._m
E@Ecoﬂs figurative and artistic ﬂnan_:nzn:m ?&_n: rm,__.n Eﬁmﬁ
been a vehicle of m“__qﬁun&n H.n_uﬂmmuﬁmzoum. whether in liné with or’
as alternatives to. the wwmanEn representations of the cm_.q.ﬂm.ﬂ
E_E_.mu. meﬁ;an ‘productions (narratives, songs,
individual discourses, etc.),"and symbolic-ritualistic conduct Himwm
of doing things, EF.EEEE EE 50 n& iEnw :a, HEE&W E&n&.
QERN. Emm 24),

ﬁaﬁ i EE&E&ER %ﬁ&nnm to _.mm hf.@ a.____. .mm

In EQ ic_.w on mwm of Enﬂ& E:mmm (de wﬁ.mm, qu_u Emmm _u
1994b,c; de Rosa and Iaculo, Emmu_, it was nﬁas.a_w useful to En
the verbal methods ﬁm&moﬁ&_w used E Eﬁ__o.man_m_ research -
(semi-directed interviews, questionnaires, scales of social distance
semantic differential, free associations) side by side with -both
non-verbal instruments, less popular in psycho-social Hnmnﬁm&.
(figurative drawing trials and textual tests), and the analysis of -
sources habitually used in research of a historiographic nature
and — unfortunately — not used ww Ewﬂ:aécn_m_ research, ..m..wm.m

as textual sources (from the official scientific and institutional .
nE_E.n such as classic texts regarding the history of psychiatry mun
legislative texts, and sources from popular culture, such as prover
bial sayings and expressions, turns of speech,‘etc.) and EEEmeEn
sources ‘(artistic images, popular prints, ethnographic exhibits
ex vofo, etc.) (de Rosa, 1987b, de Rosa mnn mnwEEm:m, _Emm, :
1990b). -

. That linguistic Ecm_ﬁﬁﬁ cannot be the _.,EE EEE am access to
SRs is a methodological issie which I have discussed elsewhere’ R..m
Rosa, 1987a, 1990, 1994b). I suggested adapting the m:ﬂ_ucne_am_na
mﬁﬁhomnw to the polyvaleénce of levels of dimensional :analysis
implicit in the definition of SR and making the results bbtained
during the investigation problematic through an Eﬁmnmnnﬁ.. reading”
of methods used, data and statistical analyses. 7 < iolisizeobd




dz Rosa Symposium sur les représentations sociales 291
-~Among the various proposals of a primarily technical-statistical
umER w__..nmﬂ: inthe literature (Degenne and Verges, 1973; Emﬁgn
1986; Di DE@EP Em_ mmmu Le mnzmnmn 1986; }EmEE qu
. Emuhﬂﬂ. -1990; Ucﬁn et m_; 1992; m_,_m?mnrmi. Emm m.EE._E.&
and Stockdale, .1993), my proposal for the adoption of a multi-
methodological approach was intended to go in the direction desired
by Moscoyici ﬁm.mm_uu_ he indicated he was in favour of the adoption
of m nmxnanzﬁ “of Em_rnam and not a mﬂE.EE summing up of
various Eﬂ:omm In nmﬁ_. words, the E_._.Eﬁ_m use of various inves-
nmmn_ﬂu Hnn_.._Ennnm on the same ﬁnﬁs_mﬁom with the goal of mEEEn.m
the interaction between method and results, ‘and with various
mﬁmﬁﬁua levels of the SR construct would, in Ew opinion, m_imwm
involve the Ez.nn_nnn.un of a series of Hﬁcﬁﬁmm ncmunnﬁmn with the
mﬁaﬂmn__..u.. of the methods En_u in the elaboration of research plans
" as a“function of various _m_.im of analysis of the same aEmnn of

Hnﬁnnmmﬂm:om mﬁ.mwﬂm nﬁnﬁaum wm_._wﬁomum m..ﬁ.wmn mﬁm_cmanum .

mEoﬁoﬁm_ ﬁc_mﬂmmﬂcnm mwﬁwnrn cmwquE.. ete.). - 2o
It 'should be remembered that — - and EE is iwmﬁ m:ﬂ E;m to
50 Ewﬂ._, of the ﬁo_.nEEm E.oﬁm_.n up in the course of the Enﬁnﬂn&
debate on SR — most research inspired by this paradigm has
focussed on revealing the components of “information”, “spinion”,
mnﬂw_ u_zaﬁ._.._mﬁ: and mﬁmaﬁﬁﬁﬂ Hﬂmmw.m regarding the most
m-ﬂﬁmm cw._mnﬁ E. Hmﬁ_.mmmamﬁcn. EE is, on the contents which most
explicitly constitute the representational field and, secondly (but to
a much lesser degree), on the systems of propagation, diffusion and
. propaganda -of these Eu_.nmnuﬁﬂcum ‘Even more rare in the
" literatuire Ednsnnn up to now is attention to more latent dimen-
- sions, which are not limited to the socio-cognitive mediations
operated by language (with the procedural constraints implicit in
primarily textual productions, but also conversational productions)
on irrational components, on symbolic valencies and unconscious
-processes which, by the very definition of the construct, are con-
stitutive  of * social ‘representations involved in processes which
generate them and in the functions which regulate social exchanges
(see Kaes, 1989; Giust- DEEEE& Emm ._n.n&mﬁ Emm& mﬂmﬂwﬂ_
1989,71990; Carli, -1990). -
““Moscovici, inw regard ‘to questions of Emﬁnn has explicitly

.. affirmed that every class of SRs should be susceptible to'a partic-
~ ular methodological treatment, respecting the conformation and
.~ dynamics peculiar to each of the three classes of SRs'so far singled
. S Tie Seip i P taTEA L g e i
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1) the closed social representations whose elements are found in a uniform and
-similar way in an entire population;.2) agonal or critical social representations *: %
“whose elements aré more or less the same in an entire population, but ﬂ&.mw,n e
significance is determined by different and even nﬁu:.m.mfnm valués; 3) open saci ;
representalions whose elements are distributed E_Eam the various nmﬁmcnﬂ“ of -

" the population, such that it is necessary to put them Emﬁ._.,ﬂ. to mu__"_ En:. 5
coherence. (Moscovici, 1986b:3) - .- - - . i

He believes that the study of SRs ﬂEmE Eme. _mmﬂ_ to a “Ednnuﬁm
similar to that of an mﬂEEﬁcFﬂ or a “clinical maaa_cmws aimed a
creating “psycho-social archives” of the culture as a stock of _umm_n
materials for the E.E_E_m of values, of affect and social chumrna
“Thus, if SRs are to wa mmﬂrmnﬁ — beyond their ﬂ:ﬁ@ Ewo,m..
mative elements — in “terms of their symbolic Emﬁmﬁom E.E
“irrational” components, on a nn.EE:nE of levels from “the
individual ‘to the nozanz.__..m. the limits of the Emﬁwcnn_cmﬁm_
approaches based on questionnaires and standard interviews aré -
evident. Furthermore, as the new conversational approaches and the
rhetorical mnm_wmnm of naE,.m_.mmHEﬂ have shown, very cmﬂu ﬁ_._um.__
ﬂnnmﬁﬁaum are treated i in an mﬁ__.ov_aammn EE mﬂ:znm_ s,&. E
_.wmmm_,n_ﬁa. Pnnoa_um E wo:ﬁ and mH___m i T

DH__H En Hnmnm,..n_u.n_.. drawson m_n cEEﬂmw of nnﬁEn_EmE. ._.____:n_p _”Em .n__unn nnm.noq,
. in n._n n_nnonﬁaﬂ.u__mﬁ_ aamoﬂn_ﬁnn and :nnEEﬂmm universe of _mwﬂuﬁnq
: experiments, there is no :aﬁEEnn.m:n _Em___. to connect these ideas to _“.Ennmm_nm

ey A

-“ of talk. By contrast, once the pragmatics and rhetoric of talk and téxts” :
theorized and analysed, the traditional ontology of copgnitivism itself starts E .
look fragile {(Edwards and Potter, 1591). Indeed discourse analytic waork poses
important questions for nauEﬂqﬂ psychelogists concerning what might count as
uhmnom:m.mnxu_mun:cu (Edwards, E_E mnimp.& ¢ E; _m.mm, Potter and Bil

" 1992: 16)
Specific E.m__.mnmmﬂm such as this one are welcome for ‘refining
the epistemological choices involved in the adoption of certain
methodologies. wmmmm_.nw on SRs can only benefit from a EE_HE
level of Eﬂsono_c%nmmnmrmaﬁrnﬂ problematics. I believe. Emﬁ
these contributions (I do not see them as alternatives) integrate E.._m
improve the SR paradigm which, precisely due to the complexity of
levels of analysis which it claims to encompass, should be able to
lean on theories and more specific theory-based techniques which
permit making problematic Eﬂ mﬁaﬂmn mﬂmmﬁm in the b_dnmmm .u_. _
psycho-social research, -
The position assumed by ﬂ.o_ma :mmm qu Emm Emmw is
balanced and open to a multidimensional view of scientific research
work in the area of the critical-methodological debate, which for
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some years has echoed the success among researchers of Moscovicl’s
proposal ‘of the SR construct as “a broad theory . .:'a general
theoretical orientation”; In underlining the validity of an approach
which is not sectorial, but which coherently integrates the various

.Eﬁ_ﬁmm in use in psycho-social research with the various levels of
analysis of the objects studied,‘Doise (1989a, 1989b, 1993) also takes
into account the specificity and relations of the construct of mwm
with respect to-other concepts of social psychology. .

In line with - these considerations is a recent article E_,
Sotirakopoulou and Breakwell (1992). The reasons they put forward
for the adoption of various methodological mﬁﬁ_.cmnwﬁ in the study
E. mw.m can w.m EEEm:N& as H.o_._o_...ﬁ.

“1) The EQ nature of social EEEEEEE _a,uu:nw that we do not have a
simple construct that could be Eﬁmmmm.nn through a single method, success-
- fully. Instead of a simple n_u_amﬁ__.ﬁ we have one that involves E.nmu, beliefs,
walues, E.mﬂ_nnw. H.S_ENP _Emmnm. m:_ﬂ_nnm,, wzcé&mn Enﬁﬂmu&uw“ mﬂn
“explanations. ¥
Furthermore, one has to consider the monﬁ Am__ﬁn& nature of social Eﬁmmm?
‘tations as well as their functions (i.e., to enable individuals to orient themselves
and master their material social World and facilitate SEH:EEE: by providing
a code of naming and classifying ....h..__..cauoﬁn_. 1973). 1
2) The fact that social representations acquire ‘meaning, ﬂ_._._ﬁz_.« and Image
through verbal expression and communication creates one more complexity that
- has to be taken into account in the selection of methodology. ;
3) The nature of the construct leads researchers to ask different Tesearch ques-
1" tions both about social representations (i.e., what IS a social representation) and
within social representations ‘(i.e., how they function, how they are ereated,
¢hanged and so on). These different research questions need to be tackled by dif-
ferent methods. So, often, it is the specific target of the research that will mﬂ.. ine
the research method(s).

This need far _H:_E.En&onasﬁnm_ studies wm._" cnnn ::%Ecoa .S__ EmE_,
researchérs who often suggest that although their results provide some answers
to the questions they set out to investigate, other methods from the one(s) they
employed might give more and better understanding. [. . .

[. . .] our aim i5 not to diminish the value of any single methed. of gathering
data, but to suggest ways of using many different methods, acknowledging each
one's advantages and limitations, for a fuller ‘wnderstanding of social representa-
tions. _‘,maca.wcﬂun__a: u.___m Breakwell, 1592: 30) -

mo_,____mﬁﬁ wn,.._dnm :un:. nﬂ.,,,_nE affinity for adopting a EgEEﬁgm
approach, they seem to have limited their choice of methodologies
of data collection to those instruments which are verbal E:Eﬂa:.
naires, in-depth interviews, attribute checklists) or textual (analysis
of the press). Neither do they seem to pay sufficient attention to the
formulation -of -specific hypotheses ‘of a methodological nature

universes” and “reified universes” are, for Moscovici, motivationally

s

mwhm hu_ﬂhuhmuuw on social representations: .-

de mu._,n

which would allow. prediction of results as a function of methods !
used. “Instead, they seem more oriented toward a nﬂn:ﬁﬂcm Eﬁ ;
mﬂEEEm.nu type of approach to the various techniques.== = 1oi3y

Similar ¢riticisms have been amuaﬂmam by E.aw Flick ﬁmmmu_ who °
E&mnn “the combining of Emﬁcmm as lack of Emnwoncﬁmw ~Or
rather as an absence of a well-connected _&EQ of technique. His °
comments do not however go, in the direction of %E&Er_ﬂm Em
multimethod proposal for the’ mEmw of SRs, but’ towards substan-
tiating 'it by means of an’ Eﬁﬂﬁmﬂmﬁ{n m._uu_dmn_._ ( _.amﬁnﬁ
Emﬂm&mﬁoﬂd which does not reduce it to pure mn_mnnﬁmﬁ cn __b m
summing up Eq methods E.&E._.En to be. different: - % o2

f

- Questionnaires, interviews and attribite. nwnn_n._._m—.m are aﬂnun_u.u,m ﬂ_u__.n or Fuw on g
the same track, even if the F._..nmu are Bm.n_.mn.. all these methods ﬂﬂcmﬂnn _____ﬂ..ﬁ_& “
..E_m_u__ma.m of the Enmw give access to the socal contexts and .umnwma_.pnn of mzn_u
.......ﬁhmvuﬁﬁ and so offer a n.m.n_.an" type of data, but Still n..mn_nm on the Hm..a_
*of knowledge. But, the potential of triangulating different n_nn:umc_nm_ﬁ
e .mn._uuomhw_nm lics in combining different perspectives of wﬂﬂhﬁr and j in focusing
. on aspects of the subject under mE&. which are as _&m,ﬁnnn as uoEEn [ ..]1 This -
" ‘goal can be reached, c&mu we combine _ﬁ_..%nnc.___n_,._ E._n ‘methods Eq__:._m for two .=
central and differsnt aspects of, uaﬂ_a H_ﬁﬂn:ﬂmﬂsg ‘(subjective and .EnE.._u_ -

. knowledge they consist of and ma:sza .:Sﬂm_p which En__., are ﬂamnnnm
et EEEEE— and mnﬂ__oa (Flick, ,E_mu _5

[

...... . LY

1 ncEﬁ_m__.m_w share this’ oﬂgﬁmﬁﬁu E& wnﬁ.a :EH :ﬁ En_.mmma E t
Eﬁmﬂmﬂﬁum cmmnn on a Emn:mﬁmm BEEﬂmEnnaHam_nE EE._ nmn
help research on SRs to leave behind an mn:nmnz,.__, descriptive view -

of the objects studied and move towards an Eﬁﬁﬁwmﬁmﬂé dimension
which takes into consideration the articulation among the various -
individual, social, historical-cultural levels that ‘intervene in Em
mﬂEnEﬂnm m:.m n_m.mmwmnﬁ_mﬂEm n.w mw.m as nuEme mwﬁuorn mwmﬁmﬁm

F i AT e O

The nﬁmﬁqﬂ__uz &m?.mmz nczhmz.mzn__i mzn bwm%m&n
EEEEE iy sl R

A mnm._ unmnn in the metatheoretical debate concerns the distinction -
between ‘consensual and reified ‘universes. -According to Wells
(1987), the statements regarding the distinction between “consensual

antecedent :and of primary .importance compared ‘to “statements
regarding the nature of reality-In other.terms it-is-as H__...Em..w.n
statements -constitute for Moscovici:the epistemological presup-
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positions for his theory; presuppositions that Wells helds to be
unfounded. Similar mﬁﬂmﬁmﬂmﬁo:m are nxmﬁmman by Robert Farr,
mnnnnn_nm to EHEE.

By _E.ﬂ,ﬁm Em_n R.EER live in a “reified universe™, that is virtually sanitised of

“-all soeial representations, Moscovici may be Haiﬁ_nm, unwittingly, the applica-
tion of his own theory 5o that it does not apply to the activities of scientists [. . .]
Scientists in their everyday activities have as much nesd of social representations
as _E_. men m:.n_ Eaaﬁu H.wcn ﬁm.m:] 1587: uﬁu

E%Emw and Potter’s argument _“qu ﬁ__E is mnu_uwgm
Hm?ﬂnm the distinction wﬁimmn scientific rncimnmm and wnoi_mnmm
based on mnn_m.._ Hnﬁﬁﬂnﬂmno:w, as long as the reason why scientists
should be immune from the effects of representations, unlike
E.n_ENJ, people, remains unjustified.

I would emphasize the timeliness of adopting a more dialectic and
circular réading which takes into account the overlap between “con-
sensual” and J.Emmn._ Miniverses”, “common sense” and “scientific
thought”, mzuuanwum this mwm.cE.mE with results from my research
on SRs of mental illnéss in naive and éxpeért populations (de Rosa,
1988a, .1991). Using a bidirectional understanding .of social
exchanges (promoted by Moscovici, 1976, in his theory of social
influence), I would call attention to the fact that the same scientific
community is _EEqunm -in a world dominated by common sense
and that EEH we might term the “interferences” between scientific
w:ainmmm and common sense sometimes remain inexplicit (2 sort
of tacit knowledge, anchored to simplified and prejudged views of
reality transmitted from the collective memory in which each
individual, scientist or not, participates) or acted on only in infor-
mal aenﬂaﬁm cm ‘production and Sﬂnwmumn of ideas, ...,_:a to

ideclogical prescri EEE nczﬁaﬂmm to one’s pro mmmm_cnm_ role, which -

regulates and limits access to more ncnnn situations.

PEoum the most recent considerations Emmm&zw this ﬁn.:n are
those ﬁwwﬂmnn by Rity and mnm__ﬁ.&u (1992), who take the question
‘of the Eﬂmmg:m:nu uumn_.....mma mn_nﬂcw. ic Eoﬂm.ﬁ mn.n noEEan sense
back to the wEmHEo_omEm_. choices implied by opposing orienta-
tions of contemporary social psychology. They suggest az:ambw
_...“Emimbw the mw Emc_.w with ...nmﬁnﬁ 3 n_ﬁ mc__oi_ﬁm E._E__.EE. ;

=+ 1) Is the division Wn?nma z.ﬁ mnﬁnn_ﬁ ic wotld and the consensual weorld oo
‘categorical, and is research activity completely outside social representations? 2)
Hm Eamnaﬁn_m view of scicnoe n._..sqa, mmﬂnnn._.ﬁma e.8.s does all research aim at
wa:ﬁ z.ﬁ ,..EE_E znwﬂn_:mw — have not the MEE sciences in H.wnﬁEE been
mon:mnn of Hnangnsw COMMmMon wnniﬁnmmnw H_ Ua ‘the _._.EE.... of _uEnm:nBQ

. a longer period of time ::.5 the annmnm which uvsually sees mﬁ.

.n_Em muﬂuﬁ_m. EE mn:. a ﬂcmm_Em Eaﬁﬂ_nﬂ Hcanswm Eq __E

&
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and politics, occupied with their abstract and technical concepts, also create .
social representations? 4) How is the power structure of society reflected in -
the creation and EEE.E.EEE um m_u_n_m.— Hﬂaﬂmnﬁﬂﬁﬂq ﬁﬂma__ E._m mnn:.ﬂ.m._.._ g
1992; 11) j

?nc_.m Hmnmuﬁw m.E.wwEE H_mmuu _Em ww.mﬁ __...ﬁ_.u___1 nmnmnﬁﬂma m_umﬁ.".
this point: : i1 . :

Rather than En.ﬁn_nm a coherent’ mnansﬁux for social _.nuﬂwmn.._ﬁ_:q:“ __.ﬁuu_: &
‘it engenders confusion and creates _ua.n—n_ﬂm for the dynamic, 'social construc

tionist thesis of the theory..In conclusion, 1 would argue that the notion of -
the “reified universe” is neither an essential nor a useful component of the
....:3? {. . .) The reified and consensual universes do not constitute two _n_uE.E.

HEE_E. wmz_ﬂ.. 5&. nEwa& “....6 m_ﬁn_uﬂﬁ E.ﬁ ocnﬁmﬂ:n.oq nwﬁ.nn__o_owﬁ .
(Purkhardt, 1993: 92) - : 4

The Eﬂm&aﬁmﬁ_nﬂ nmwmﬂm on mwm E_._.mﬁ nE.;. EH __.wmmm m_.E E_.._E
mnﬁﬁoﬁ %EEEEW n.a Sﬂm_mﬁmnnw of the n_oumq paradigm” over

emergence and decline .n.w | E:.mn_mﬁ in mﬂﬂE ﬁm“.__,nwc_omﬁ until its -
last exit from Em scene Eomnaﬁn_ Emhﬁ_. In the _...__.n.ﬂm of Ewmnm.

. the complexity of this _..Enmm_un HEERm mnannum anon _n_wn__u__umb__ _unan.ont

Eﬁ. Social H..&ﬁ..a_omw cannot do much by itself and it must integrate, at least,

the tools elaborated by Michel Foucault and the knowledge generated by the Mew -

.- Boclology of Scientific Knowledge (Latour, Woolgar, ete.). This Eﬁmnwﬂnu is =
; indeed the Ew we %EE face in the preseat, ﬁgﬁ. 1692: 25) i

nwn.n_:ﬂa._m

_D__.é. En Hmmn 30 wnm.qm, E European social Ewn:o_ow,._._, mEﬂnS:m. i
Hmmmmunw _uzn.“_nﬂu _..e.ﬁ been inspired wﬁ?ﬂ SR construct, ﬁ_&ﬂ.nnﬂﬂ.
oriénted on the Eﬂuona_cmﬁm_ m@.a_ mnnE.mEm to whether ﬁwﬂ_,
have been concerned with: (a)’ the area of transmission mnm
ﬂcvﬂ_m:nmﬂc: of scientific Wﬁﬂimmmmm. (b) the processes ﬂﬂnﬂ&auw
the structuring of waoimnmm ﬁmmmmmm:w investigated E_E experi-
mental Hn:Eﬂﬂﬁur or (c) the genesis of SRs on various no_u.._annm
E_.ﬁmﬁmmﬁ& in “real”. nnﬁ_.cuﬂmnﬁm Hwﬂuzmw a Ecnm umwnauﬂ.,.n
ethnographic ﬂ.ﬁ.n of approach. ™ B

The criteria utilized for defining SRs have not &Emwm _ummw
univocal, aa_p EE__, among memm different areas of research, but Emo.
within them. Therefore, the Esa i$ right for a reflection on valid
methods in research on SRs, ‘on suitable statistical mEuE.mEm “for

nuﬁmﬂﬂn definition of the concept _Gm:.
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-The scientific debate has become increasingly lively due primarily
to -the intensification of research output using the theéoretical-
empirical model of SRs as a reference ﬁﬁm&ﬂﬁ As always happens
during the phases in which a theoretical construct, from “concept” to
“construct” , progressively builds itself up as “paradigm”, the debate
has until now raised more questions than it has been able to resolve.

The hope for the future is that this metatheoretical debate will
advance the status and the level of scientific formalization of SR
theory, just as the empirical research output has advanced our
knowledge of numerous “objects” and “phenomena” of daily life
and understanding and has turned the interest of social psycho-

logists back to the real horizon within which the life .um real .H.E&
beings takes m._mnm.
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