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Chaprer 3
COMMUNICATION VERSUS DISCOURSE

T OF THE RAIHCALISM [N DISCOURSE ANALYSIS:

THE “BOOMERANG" EF

ANNAMARIA SILVANA DE ROSA
Linmversary of Rome

P commnmaiion wehons epeeieAtaians, ne repre-
sentainms without commmnrcation. "

A SCIENTIFIC DIALOGUE OR MONOLOGUE?

The purpose of this papet is to describe how the radicalism of the socto-con-
structiomst thests upheld by Discourse Analysis (RDA = Radical Discourse
Analysis) may give nse to several hard-to-solve problems, which may be trans-
lated mto a boomerang effect.

In carrying socio-constructionist thesis to the extreme (morcover already
put forward by other crincal paradigms vis-3-vis the mainstecam of experimen-
tal social psychology and its dec lised and non-historical approach to the
study of sacial cognition), the RDA has enabled a clear scienufic idenuty of the
researchers who are inspired by this paradigm to be outhned, making them
immedhately recognisable and clearly visible within the sphere of the saenufic
community,

In upholding the main pillars on which socio-constructionism is based and
which may be sy ised in the anti and ant-realist position, aim-
ing to make the most of the historical-cultural and relativistic specificity of the
knawledge (including therein that are produced by the social sciences), centred
an the language as a form of social action and pre-condition for the thought
(and not vice-versa as in the tradinonal acceptance of the linguage as expres-
sion of the thought), with a heavy emphasis on the interaction and on the socl
practices and, quently, on the ¢ processes that create knowledge

in the negouaton of the social exchanges more than on the unchanging cogni-
ove structures, the radical approach of “d e psychology may b
summed up i the sentence “there 15 nothing outside the rexe”.

A thscoutze whout an object b said o manfest isell n texts —an speech,
¥ 4 conversation or imtcovicw, mowntten matenal such as novels, newspupes
articles or leters, o viual images bke magames, adverusements o films, or
wven i the ‘meanings” embodied b the dothes people wear or the way they do
then hair 1o fact, anything that can be ‘read’ for meaning can be thought of as
lieing & munifestanion of one or mote discourses sned can be referred 10 88 4
“texd”” [Buer, 1995, p. 5051}

Obviously — apart from the main prnaiples in line with the getgerst of post-

dermsm and post lism which affirms itself in opposition to the pos-
invism and the empincism dominating i tradiconal seience — the visthility
acquired by the most radical exponents of DA s also the outcome of their spe-
afic rthetoric-communicative strategies {or practices as they would prefer o say)
not dissaimilar from those used by the “active minorities”, namely those based on
3 consistent communicanve style, strongly stamped with paradigmatic (orthodox)
coherence and by the group coherence, with a contractual margin of flexihility
and of internal differennation (heee | am refernng particularly to the Discouric
and Rhetoric Group at the University of Loughborough, 2 rare ple of the
excellent academic team-work of bulliant researchers including Michacl Billiy,
Derck Edwards, David Middieton, Jonathan Potter and Charles Antaki),

OF course, there are nuances tailored on the speaificity of the tellectunl
production of each: among these an attrctive physiognomy 15 certamly
assumed, for example, by Michacl Billig's rhetorral approach. However one of
the factors which charactenses the polenuc style of these supporters of dicur-
swe psychology, in its most radical versions, is the coticsm addressed ws much
towards the classical experimentalivm as to other paradigms of European social
psychology (like that of “social wemity” and of the “social representations”)
which for a longer nme had been proposed as an al Irviddual
1sm specific to the cogmnvism of North American mould.

Both Social Cogninon and Social Representation theonies have been chal-
lenged by rherorical and discoursive psychology by using arguments which do
nat leave space for any companbility, (Liton & Porter, 1985; Parker, 1991;
Edwards, 1991, Porter, 1992: Potter & Wetherell, 1998; Patter & Tdwards, 15994
fnree-alia) These aurors reject the ontologs of cogrmtiviam and any frrm of s
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reified eategoties (scripts, schema, prototypes, representations etc.) in favour of
langusge and its social construction a3 being central to an understanding of
yiday talk (i ) produced and the media.
1f a multi-prospective look is adopred to the evolution of the debate, it 15
interesung not only 1o stop at enumeraon of the enncisms (for lllls pmpose
see de Rosa, 1994), but to g!thcx the o of the conf,
n the wider io of the discipli ! posed or te-read paradigs
s mutually excluding each other or as mpan'b'lt_
The reaction to the ever more consistent eriticisms coming from the socio-con-
structionism ud.e may be chsstﬁcd nto slmu;ly “antagonist” (total refusal)
pusitions, gy I adhesion) or rather mming
ds “mediation” (integration and search for compasbility).
Faced wil!l the gence of the soc

ally ascribed to Gergen's articl ifesto Sodal Pma Hfmp' (1‘.?'!3) amd
faced with dte bseq lisation of the cri by analysis to
the i of expeni | social psychology, vanous positions
have asiscn referable to the following;

— total refisal of the cntcism with regard 10 the experimental.

wsts (Greenwald, 1976; Jones, 1985; Schlenker, 1974; Zajonc, 1989);

— tending towards recognising sts inferest for the restitution of social psy-
chology to history and to the soctal dimension (Moscovici, 1988;
Triandis, 1989; Magkus and Kitayama, 1991);

— finally — as in the recent review of Asie Kruglanski and John Jost
(2000) — aiming to identify the factors of comtimuly, rompatibility and
sntegration among those which the two well-known Amenican social
psychologists define as rwo “subculiures” of social psychology, en-
ufymg the no( nccunnly mmp:uble &I'fcrmtﬂ. at method lovel

| versus g ), and fi g now on the “contents™
of social | "., (soci ionism) and now on the
“processes” that determine it (experimental psychology).
weul mnmmm mm than & rebellion aguni expenmental
mll Tology has to b " 0n based on ihe major lessons
wll-uﬁ&mmmbcm:htmmhnmﬁnmu

d socual g use methods for studping subjectiv-
||r wmcmﬂmmmmhwdﬂwu!he Faltibuliry of
human perceptions 10 repect the methods of the scaence inself ()

We zrgue that even though the defferences between these “rwo subculturen™
of socul pyychology may appear to be incommennuabile, upon dosed mapec-
mhnwﬂlh&lm—mﬁmm]ﬂuﬁmlw:hu

ey of human bek Wee argoe that the nev approsches
mtwnwmhdeﬂ the level of both the substance and the strategy of researsh,
1nd we undencore sheir g poteanal for contnbunng 10 3 socul prychology
that is entical, vigorous and sellnformed about the hasinocsl, culimsl smid pali
seal contexts that shape human thooght and behaviour *
(Kruglaxchs & Jost, 2000, p S0—51.;p 67

Within s prospect held out to the mediation and to the integration of
lhepmq:cmhoﬂlmmldudnh&buwﬂhwpmlem:ndkuhnflmlf
it — both on the level of 1ons and of the methodolog
mcm—mmahoMmmwmmem(Im 2000,

"The contingent — but surmoantahle — Lty of the present forms of
socso-constructionium (SC) conang, in my opinion, m the sabeabunon of the
wﬁxwmmofﬁﬂmmzum(ﬂuﬂmlm # Jamy
ited asied reducible wse of the f dities offered by cultural pay Gt
m&ul&cmm&:m‘&:mm&vﬂwnuMdtmm
pqthhgmymulyk possble bnst sho profitble for both

The methodological question: 1o set quantitative snd qualitstee againy
each other seems 10 me & very crude way of senilig the problom. Theee aie
dmense levels of analyss and diverse obgeets of analyss and drverse comtents of
research (). SC will consdes the 1b ol (and the methodol
es) of the current payehological research s “one” of the possible atguments
(ot a5 an svvabd srgument, except for its chumm 1o cochaminy)™

(Mamtanam, 2000, p 12125 )

Allull'ﬂof(wl.ﬂiﬂl!!tﬁwamwﬂtm the enpostance of
these ruwr prele wnd

qmllahej and to reduce mnmqun!h' the differonce between the tw
PF hes 10 4 diff by of methodologcal pracoces () 1 i
natead, the miention of this wnmhunnn to sappont and bnefly descrlae liow
the erucial difference i not so much i the rype of mehod s sich, nor i the
mare ot less pramanent mle that the qualitstve method aspames withm each
approach, but cather in the parowr wath which # s used in cach spproach (..}
Whereas the qualitative technique of the faour o i wied tmaditionally for the
puspose of malking the phenomena considered audmdual and stabile emerge, i
an spproach of socie-constructionnd rype, ssch a4 that of discunne pipchalo.
&Y, the same l\xlwlpﬂl used for the parpose of Tinngmg 10 the susface the way
oy whach these dreachiial soud afalibe pl ure the nuteomy of




negotiations among the speskers and of the specific rhetorc.discursive sirate-
gies used by the conductor of the interview: (Haaints, 2000, p. 122—123)

1f the critici d i to the ma of exp | psydmology

played a role in some way in founding i less fe
less cxpoctod and pcrhaps less justified (if not for the rhetorical artifice of legit-

With regard to Social R:plcsenuuon Theory they :ooogmu a number of

important virtues over more tradinional social psychologs ies, in partic-
ular: ) an emphasis on the or i of human life; b} an empha-
sis on communication as 3 basis for shared ml understandings; ¢) an empha-
sis on the hrough which jons of the world arc

established"”, [T’ottcr & \%lhetcll 1998, p. 139.)

imising a scientfic terrain built on l.he difference) were the criticisms di d
to those paradigms of social psychology (in particular to the theory of social
mpmstnumm) that — with various decades in advance — had taken a critical
role vis-a-vis cognitive social psychology and its methodological individuali

We have already been observed elsewhere (de Rosa, 1994 p- 278.) that crit-
icisms of SR theory come primanly from the Anglo- Sﬂmn worH where psy-
cha-social research is more tightly anchored to
and is less open to the interdisciplinary npproachls which, in ancl:. <|1nrar.
terize social psychology as a sister of sociology and cultural anthropology.
However these criticisms do not often come from the “aficionados™ of the var-
ious alternative paradigms which can be traced to the US, brand of social cog-
nition. Rescarchers from these traditions usually take one of two positions:
cither they completely ignore the theory — despite the availability of English
translations of many of the most important theoretical works and empirical
research on SR — or they show interest in the SR theory insofar as they gimpse
the potential for integration with various paradigms of the cognitivist mould
(. with cognitive schemes: see Augostinous & Innes, 1990).

The most \ngomus mm:mns of SR theory have untl now been made by
those hers in the Anglo-Saxon tradition who are — paradoxically —
most open to adopting a wid.u social horzon, to using methodological
approaches not hm:u:d w Iabomoqr procedures (what Potter and Bﬂhg, 1992,
eall “methodelogical idualism”) and to the possibility of integrating
approaches used in dxﬂ'e.lcnt disciplines — for example with ethogenics (Harré,

1984), anthropology. (Jahoda, 1988) and thetorical discoursive psychology
(Potter & Litton, 1985; Potter & Wetherell, 1987; Potter, 1992, 1996; Potter &
Edwards, 1999) Repeatedly, these authors confess sharing Moscovicl’s reserva-
nons about conventional social psychology, which is anchored to mechanistic
and pnsmvlsuc models, and lhr.'y seem to accept the challenge of developing an
alternative Europ I to the domi individualistic North Ameri
traddition, which has forgotten the contribution of authors such as Mead and
Lewin.

H , cnticism fi lated by the Radical Discoursive Analysis (RDA) with

respect to SR theory (SRT). are substantial and not only reducible at methed-
ological level.
*“With some notable exceptions (e.g Billig, 1988a, 1993; Hasre, ma IWI
which have entered o 3 dubgu: of T from
wnd i T ) ot from ouisde the munstream
have been mlagmllllc ot even hostile to the theory of socl representanons

{see, for example, the catalogue of objection in fhe recent contrilwtion fromn
Potter & Edwards, 1999)" ([Dawees, 2000, p 11}

The RDA-SRT dispute originates from a “mentalist” reading of the SR con-

struct, assuming the social ref as a read-
g, in truth, shounng Iltl'k respect for the fmrlmhum that Moscovicl had grven
1o this pring ing the ref as "social”, not only in their wn:

fents, but also on account of their genesis and the communication processes they
subtend and for mcﬁm: they perform in the relationships between groups
and individuals. S g from this singularly angled point of the -
tion of SR, the ohiccuvt of the RDA is that of substituting the approach sull
judged “roo cognitivist” of the SRT by 3 more genuinely anti.cogmitivist
spproach. One of the theoreucal dispute concerns the relationship berween
cognition and action. The SRT has maintained that social practices reflect and
create, in dislogue-cireular type dynamics, the SR admitung the existence of
culturally shared codes of intery anel of atenl of g The
RDA, charactenised by a drastic “anti-mentalist” orientaton, has, mstcad. cnin-
cised this circular vision, mai g the usefulness of an approach centred
solely on the analysis of socual pmmxs, fowt courrt idemificd with the discursive
practices. In actual I'an. the RDA proposes to analyses the social behaviouss, of

y Lingy ch (that is the texts and the conversation), without
any refs w listic ¢ (whether they be aritudes, belicfs or rep-
resentations).




“Discourse analysis has eschewed any form of cognitve reductiomsm, any
explanation which treats linguistic behaviour a8 a product of mental entities or
processes, whether it is based around social tepresentations or some other cog-
mitive furnsture such as atitudes, beliefs, goals or wants. The concern 15 firmly
with femgiage wie; the way accounts are constructed and different funcuons. (...},
The irony, of coutse, is that a coherently social, social psychology is exacily one
of the espoused goals of social representation theory. However, it 15 discourse
analysis which offers a systematically mor epaitive social prychology ar aw alernative to
the increartngly pernasive cognitive wariety " (Potter €= Wetherell, 1987, p. 157.)

As will be seen i the following pages, the RDA does not deny, however, that
the cogrutive processes can take a certain role in explaining behaviours and
social practices. It does, nevertheless, uphold the usefulness of a level of analy-
sis and of psycho-social explanation which may be separate from those used by
the cognitive sciences.

"We are not denying the imp and interest of cognitive science and
the nsight 1t has to offer; the point is that analysis and explanation can be ear-
ricd out at a socal p logy bevel which is col Iy hle from the cog-
nitive.” {Patter & Wetherell, 1987, p. 157,)

For the RDA the cornerstone fot constructing a really anti-cognitivist approach
is the focusing on the action and on the social practices. Through the analysis
“of the language use, its functions and the way accounts are constructed”, it is
possible to study also the representations and the way in which they are con-
structed in the context of the interaction.

“The concern wall be with descnption and representations as they are built
n the course of interaction,” (P, 1996, o 104),

“I do not think that analyst of fact construction need do more than con-
ﬂdl:r reality ounshrul.lon a lulu-:: ol' descnptive practices; the question 15 with
ion, such that phil ions of ontelogy can be left to the

appropnate experts.” mzm-r 19?6 . I?x__l

Potter (1996, p. 203—204.) affirms that the distinction between thc cnunuatrvc
(constative) and performative (f ) level is lisable: every linguistic for-
mulation with descriptive functions is an act of construction of thc meanings
towards the achievement of aims in the context of the single specific socio-
relational context. The description expressed in the context of an inter-action,

is mself an action (a li act): the epi logical ion of descrip-
ton is an order of activity in self. (Potter, 1996, p. 176.) The representation
(understood as  descripon  of objects and  events  which  reflects
a "knowledge” of the world) is, therefore, an action: a conerete and observable
fact, thus capable of being analysed and studied during the course of a cir-
cumseribed social interaction.

Another assumption of the RDA is the vanability. The varability of the rep-
resentations is linked to its pragmatic nature. If the representation 1s an act
bound to the atranment of the aims within a speafic context, on varying the
contexts and the goals pursued, the representation varies also.

The consequences that the radicalism of this relatvisoc position leads to will
be discussed further on in this paper. Here we intend to conclude this introduc-
tive scenario by recalling some positions taken in relation to the critical frenzy
against the RDA by authors inspired by the SRT.

It is necessary above all to note that the polemic vein, manifested by the
authors of the RDA concerning the SRT, has aroused more reactions of surprise
and astonisk than of vch attack by those researchers who fecl
implicitly referred to on account of their theoretical-methodological options
based on the SRT, or more explicitly, are unrecognised or rendered illegiimate
regarding the accuracy of their researches, especially at methodological level
— both for the scanty reatment of the problems of using investigation tech
niques and for the interpretation of the results, not always reasoned insofar as the
contextual dynamics of inter-action between subjects of the investigation and
rescarcher are concerned. {(emblematic in this respect is the rebuttal of the
research of Wagner, Duveen, Themel & Verma, 1999; by Potter & Edwards, 1999)

Only recently — and precisely starting from the article just mentioned by
Potter and Edwards, 1999 — a more decisive reply was piven by Ivana Markeva
(2000) in the same review Ciltwre and Poybolzgy with the intention of elearing up
a series of misund lings of the epi loyrical ptions ar the base
of SKT by the RDA.

“The Potter and Edwards acticle contains a number of incorrect and mas-
leading claims T take the opportunity in this discussion of their article 1o explain
the dialogical and dialectic nature of the theory of secial representations and 1o
clarify some of its mun concepts. (...} One wonders why some of the theorys
fiercest opponents have hased their carcers for 15 years, as Potrer and Edwards
(1999 declare they have, on refuting it Their enticism range from that which
sees some ment in the theory, 1o that which construes it as o vague and a per.



g approach, and which anmbutes to the
thau:y pmpf.mﬂ which it dou mot lave. f, 3

First the critics of the theory of social representations confuse different
levels of xmmﬁ: l:xphu-d.on. m parrlnnlar with tespect tor what they eall |

‘per-
eeprual cognitvism' and i [ ing. Second , and more mmpor
tantly , the theory of social rep in M 'y formul. {which
may not be sa in nd::r kinds of formulation) belongs to o blcﬂ.ﬂy wmemd
familly of theoretical approaches which are underlined by

dialygival epis
(Muarkans, 2000, p. ﬂﬂ-—#}o,}

Orther suthors (de Rosa, 1994; de Rosa and Faer, 2001) have underscored lhl:
tautology implied in the affirmation that forms the very basis of the RDA, "
i action, namely disanrse, in its every expressive form',

"!'Iwu(::m: comsequence of the discourse analysis theonst's thesis is the
acal ident between the di the reality and the nlb)ccll a
penspective which mplicitly adopts an pical and d
based on the religions statemnent “In the beginning was \ the Word {\umd =
God)." (de Rosa and Farr, 2007, p. 238}

“From this poins of view ull social paychological processes resalve them-
selves into the effects of discourse, and the flecting achievements and reformu.
fations of sdentey which 1t sustams. 1t 13 the activity of discourse alone which can
bbe the object of study in this form of socil psychology, and any talk of struc-
ture and organisation at the cognitive level appears as 3 concession 10 the hege-
mony of information-processing model™ (Durees, 2000, p.17.)

The I ling of the A ici’s theory of social rcpmscnmu.cns by
some of the RDA authors makes their reading sc close to a ‘i
futhermore it is quite surprising their disownment of the hertage not only cf
the ertical voice exy d by M e ather valuable coll
since the begimning of the second half of the last century for innovating socisl
psychology and making it authentically Eutopean, but also of the fundamental
tole he attril to languag and- ion in the genesis, exchange and
of wc.lzl T

Norwidlsr.:nding Moscovici himself has more than once (1985, 1988,
2000) ach ledged several i i m\pllcmons it the thetorical =ppmach
although he does not believe that ling can !exactly
to the nature of the phenomenon of SR smcc a nhscusslon 15 mot a representa-
tion, even if every rep ion can be lated into w discussion.

More explicitly SRT is artnbuted an overdapping snd inclusive postion m con-
parson with the DU\, assuming it as “a general theory of soctal phenomenn™ or

“Most seientsts deeam of finding ‘the mom of thought® & some stuge
S-Mncm Impﬂwllon,ulhm nhwi ) The iles of lsguistic repees

ph for the stody of social icpec-
;ﬂlmgumx F da pot d exactly to the namie of
ihe of social = (Massesci, 1955, p. 92

“Social commuctonism 5 a1 the best & metatheory. The theory of socal
represeatations, | would say, can be viewed in two perspoctives. First, i oo e
ory conceived to respand 10 speaific question concermg beliefs and socil
boads, and to discover new phenomens. Secondly, it |s alio the basis of 2 socil

of knowledge It n J withy thinking sl
Mlhhqlﬂpaﬂmu( )mlhomyufmdnp«mmm-n
d on the one hand sath o sexal bondang 2ed scoon and wa

wmmmwwmmmw*
Masera, 2000, p 280281 )

aceording to the expression dear to Doise (1988, 1999) ax 3 “grande e

e

“1 have the sdes that the majonty of the roacarch on discoste by Tully
(1957), Potter and Litton (1985), Hareé (1958), Notice and Werherell (1957) docs
not contradict the theoty of socsl representations. On the contrary, they com-
plement i, and deepen this aspeet of i, To ak then, whethes Language o1 rep-
resentations is the bever model ean have no more paychological mesnng than
asking the queston: “Does o man walk with the help of hs left leg or his right
Ieg". (o) 1 have no hesktation thesefore in treathng what we have learnt sbouwt
thetonc, about bnguintic sccounts, a1 beng very closely rebared 1 socul repre-
senanond” (Muwena, 1598, p M5}

tion of Flick (1998) is s follows

an integ;

By takingg sccount of the mfuence of soentific knowledge on everydlay
perception and thinking, socal representations rerams o the central theme
of the s of the h i cha uf social prychology. Lasty, lmul
wlge i not reduced 1o 4 pussly cogratre ph o m mie
cesaing model of the mind. wmummmdudnmmdlmh
" mwum-dmmnﬂuawnm Hnr
wy find a comb of ihe paychologes of knowlod,

Jinnet alterantive model 1o socnl cogninen research, discursive prychnlop

vision of the SRT and RDA, the posi-



should be seen a3 enlarging and detaibng a central aspect of the theory of socil
representaitons. For the thres lines of discussion outlined above — social psy-
chology as historical, cognitive, and discursive science — social sepresentiations
theary offers a model that takes into sceount the social and eommunicative chat-
acter of social psychology of the social * (Filck, 1998, p 5—6.)

Moreover other authors have underlined at the same time a position open to an
“integrative view”, but also attentive to the reductionism implicit in the radieal-
1sm of DA:

“Mo doubt interest in the conversational and thetoncal spproach has
permitted ‘a lucid and efficacious ding, in this speaific persp of many
classical themes and problems in social psychology, for example that of attimdes,
social categonzation, accounts” (De Grada & Mannewn, 1992). However, over
and above the undoubted interest of the b of verbal exchang
whch these types of approach permit by largely ignenng intraindividual cogni-
tive processes, the proposals which would confine the study of SRs exclusively
10 conversational analysis ask being limiting and reductionis™.

(de Rosa, 1994, p. 288)

“However discourse analysis can indeed enrich social-representations stud-
tes {...). Therefore, 1 W:wth van Dql (1990) whe has this to say (...} “In my
opimon, no sound 1} | or & ean be set up for any
phenomenon dealt Mrh in so:lai psyduolog}l without an explicit account
of mcnlly shared Whereas di is of course of
prmary img in this expressi ication and reprod
of social tepresentation .. , this does not mean that diseourse ot its strategies
are identical with such representations.” (D, 1993, p 168.)

“Aldthough on several occasions we have maintained — and sull maintain —
wmterest for 3 constructive i ton of the t rcal and methodologcal
prospects of discourse analysis in the wider famework of the Sv:lal.
Representations theory, we hold this ‘monotheistic’ option to be excessively lin.
iting. I within the human species the word is 3 pavileged channel for defining,
objectifying and constructing the reality, the reality has not been exclusively
defined by means of the word: nmse;, sounds, cmducu, rites... are other ways
for g ing and g “multi " aspects (not nocmanlr cam-
plunmmyand,mm:ﬂus. gonist) of social rep
(de Rosa and Faer, 2001, p.233)

“The i v of a reg d 1 a8 an
of s di i ions, has no op meaning (...). The ‘competence’,

if you like, overruns the ‘pertormance’ (...), The analysis of the representanons
must of necessity exceed the simple discursive phenomenon considered as such
{...)}. That the statement may be an effect, 3 concomitance or a trace of the rep
tesentation does not imply that this possesses all the propesties that can be dis.
covered in the statement.” (Rouguette, 1994, p 170171, sy tramsbation)

“(-..) it matters hittle for these cntics that the theory of socual representa.
tions has always insisted on the symbolic charcter of cognition {see Moscavici,
2000). Here the vagueness of social n:px:um:mm is held to be its insufficient
ly radical 4 froma i bt as fovehel b (1996) has
abserved, |Iu: rush to evacuate the mental form from rhc discourse of social psy-
chology is leading 1o the re-ceeanon of 3 form of behaviounsm.”

(Dueen, 2001, .14 give fullreforence)

The need for a uction of these dynamics of confr ion within the
scientific ity b different p visions stems from the
recognition rha: at times more than of dm@a it is a question of morolague,
which more the modality of a clash unilaterally pursucd by

the RIDA, in which the prospect of other pandlgms are rhetorcally assumed
solely for reaffirming the right to speak by difference, to autolegitimise oneself
in a position that marks the territory by oppositions.
The useful of the confl has been also recognized by the pro-
of the meta-th ical debate about SRT, such as Potter and Billig
(1992), who write:

Ir is pru:ucly # sign of bealth of this debate that it has revolved around
fes. It has not ined at the level of many pay-
dlologml debates, which focus exclusively on empineal adequacy. The intellec-
tual debate of the ‘thinking society’ should neither be characterised by ‘mono.
logue’, nor ‘dialogue striving after 2 common goal’. Instead, there should be
searching and vigorous argument which explores the adequacy of different posi-
tions." (Potter and Bilkg, 1992, p 16}

On the other hand — even when the positons scem furly well onented to the
dislogue and to a mediation — the fmolswir hypotheses rest often more
on the minnd dings of the epi Hogic ptions of the inteclocutor,
than on the understanding them. This, for example, is the case of Kruglanski and
Jost (2000), who — ammamd by a peace-making intention or perhaps by assim.
ilative impenalism of the — seem to reduce the sodo-construction-

fsm perspective to a mere orientation of “methnd” (experimental versus qualita-




tive) and to the focusing on the “contents” of the social knowledge rather than
on the “processes” that determine it as in expenmmm] psychology (which is
frankly confutabl idering the greater i  to the discursive
nature of the process and to the 4 ive and count IVE AEgO-
tiation of the meanings, than their contents, by the RDA and thetoric approach).

THE AUTO-CONFUTATION OF RADICAL RELATIVISM

The most radical versions of the discourse analysis — which in virtue of the anti-
essentialistic and relativistic positions arise in contestualism and extreme contin-
gentism — appear subject to a series of self-confutations.

To tell the truth, the question is very much older. Already Plato had noted
that the sophistic relativism, occurning in a non relativisable situation, went so
far as to autoconfute itself. Still in a philosophical environment, but in a hon-
zon referring to the phﬂowph}‘ of the mineteenth century, Franca ['Agostini
(1999, p. 285.) identifies a series of “panadigmatic mmf in the context of a
critical review of the radically relativistic and ic philosophic theo-
rics, which may be summed up as follows:

(a) "by declaring the absolute plurality of the truth, the unity of the specif-

ic assertion is presumed”;

(1) “by affirming the universal ¢ lity of the g, A © 1

theory of the meaning is formulated";

(€) “by theorising the relativity of the values and of the meanings, an incon-

ditional and absalute truth is lhconsed"

In other terms, the key prop of relativism and lism, being
in their turn incapable of being relativised and lised, secm to be self-
contradictory, By declaring the absolute relativity of knowledge, the existence
i5, 1 fact, theonised of an unconditional and absolute truth, which denics the
very idea of relativity.

If, going from these arguments, one reflects on the radical seeio-construc-
tivistic positions expressed in the discourse analysis, the same difficultics
of logic seem to arise, that were treated a3 “paradoxes.” (see Smith, 2001, p. 82—
92.) One of the most frequent eriticisms addressed to the RDA is based on the
adoption of the fw guogue (or you foo) argument. By applying to the RDA its own
discourse theory, it is possible to affirm that the absolute contingenism and rela-
fivism that characterised the discourse may also characterise the thearetical pro-
duetion of the RDA and the results of its research. (Ashmore, 1989; Wirr, 1995

By acting in this viewpoint, it may, in fact, be maintained that any theory that pos-
tulates the total relativity of knowledge is itself relative and contextual,

"Relativism of discourse theory makes it difficult to justify adepting one
particular reading of an event or text rather than others. This is 2 problem that
occurs because of the theory's own reflexiviry, that is, the way that the theory is
applicd 10 itself and its own research practice (discourse analysis). A discourse
analysis cannot be taken to reveal a oy lying within the fext, and musr
acknowledge its ovm research findings as open to other, potentially valid, read-
wngs” (Burr, 1995, p 180)

However, this criticism does not seem to form a problem for the RDA, On the
contrary it is in certain respects shared by its supporters, taking the form of a
cautious methodology in the practise of rescarch domunated reflexivity,
observed in the sphere of the sociology of knowledge. In fact, by assernng that
each discourse is a contextualised social practice dirccted towards the attain-
ment of aims, the RDA recognises the partually subjective and action-oriented
character of it own works.

“How should we dci! with dlc Face thar our accounts of how people’s lan.
Buage use is d are o [}

It is possible to aknowledge thar one's own language i constructng a version
of the world, while proceeding with analysing texts and their implications for peo-
ple’s social and political lives. In this respect, discourse analysists are simply more
honest than other researchers, secognazing their own work is ot immuone from the
social psychological processes being studied ™ (Patter £ Wetberell, 1987, p 182)

“The practice of reflexivity imphes not only 3 meta-theoreneal glance
(namely a problemising reflection on ene own's theoretical opimons and on one's
own research methods in companson with other options and other methods),
bt alser 2 glance of, 3o to say, meta-institusonal nanire (e 2 reflection on the
“steategic” role that the theoretcal-methodological opions petform in the sci-
entific community, seting the various reference network one with respect to the
other, within a composite series of dominant, dissident and marginal positions,
n other terms that which s defined “psy-complex”™ — ve. ‘the sprawling specu.
latsve and regulative network of theones and practice thar constitute prycholo-
gy’ (Ingleby, 1985; Rose, 1985)", (Panker, 199, p. 246,

“The way that social research is contexmalized now vall also look g linfe
muore complex, for the “context™ is, in this account, not an objective hackgrowmd
At which the researcher renders an account of the phenomennn m question



Rather, the context 15 the network of forms of subjecuviry thar place contradic-
tory demands on the research. In social paychological research there is an array
of competitive interests and agendas that frame the production of proposals; the
expectations and demands of “subjects” or co-researchers; and the career invest-
ments and projected autobiographies that exist in tension in the academic world.
(.-) Among the suucture that frame the expenence and sefleciion of the
researcher are those of the psy-complex. If we want to take reflexivity serious-
Iy, we have to “ground™ it in the insurutional context in which we carry out ous
research.” (Parker, 1994, p. 250,)

The argument of i« guogue or of the reflexivity (application of the theory to
itself) makes it not only legiti but also desirable, that the auto-reflective
caution should enter to become part of the deontology equipment of each
rescarcher attentive to the problems of his specific research contributions
(wh is paradigmatic orientation may be), Neverthel doubts are raised
regarding the way in which the reflexivity is, in fact, practised in the scientific
community of the supporters of discourse analysis

“Tt would not be helpful, in this case, to wnie off expenence as qust anoth-
er social construetion, or 1o reduce the exp 1 dassati with positivi
a5 a thetorical trope, discursive position, or wargant. It is here that the polincal
imitations of social (Gergen, 1985} and some discursive ana-
lytic approach (Edwards & Potter, 1902) become apparent. Tt is necessary 10
sellect on the steucture of the instivution of psychology as it operates now”

(Parker, 1994, p. 240)

“Reflexivity also refers to the equal staus, within discourse analysis, of
researchees and their respondents, as well as the accounts offered by each. This
means that discourse analysts must find a way of building into their rescarch

PP ities for particip w0 upon their own aceounts and those
of the researcher. Sherrard (1991) crificises discourse analysts for not always
meeting this critcrion in theit tesearch.” (Burs, 1995, p 181

It must be recognised that the criticisms on this side are joined by as many
detractors of discourse analysis, as by their own exponents (inter-alia: Abrams
& Hogg, 1990; Sherrard, 1991; Marks, 1993; Figueroa & Lopez, 1991; Parker &
Burman, 1993; Parker, 1994). In particular Parker and Burman (1993) have pro-
duced an almost complete i v of problems (at times of more general
range, and consequently applicable also to other socal science paradigms) iden-
tifying 2 good thirfy-tws probiems with discourse analyiis,

Among these, various substantial problems deal not only with the prac-
tice of research in this field, but with the tr ion of the comy  of
the analysts to new p ibl lysts. In fact, if 1t 12 assumed that the mean-
ings of the discourse are fluctuating in the discursive relations, bound in time
and space to contexts in which the discourse is produced, in a radically rela-
tivist and anti-essentialist perspective, which codes will an analyst be able to
use for tracing the “meanings” that are not yet themselves in the discursive act
? The self-teferring perspective of the RDA should lead as extreme conse-
quence to the annulment of any cade that has not already been immanent to
the discursive situation and, therefore, self-evident. Otherwise one falls nto a
duplicity of levels between the “visible” and the “invisible”, the “conscious”
and the “unconscious”, which reproduces an hermeneutic honizon that recalls
rather the epistemology of the knowledge elaborated by psychoanalvas tha

not by chance has clab d, together with the p ¥ that act as
mterpretative codes, also the practical specifications for the training of future
psychoanalysts).

The discursive immantentism specific to the RDA would appear to
exclude this duplicity of levels. And yet it 1s no mystery that precisely to the
psyel ] 1i T code several among the most renowned expo-
nents of discourse analysis re-apply themselves for re-reading (or better de-canr-
strweting) the discourses, but also for the practice of reflexivity and of the
“grounded analysis” on the institutional side.

Emblematic in this respect is the de-constructive analysis that Parker (1994)
proposes in a key-document of the British Pyychological Society, namely The Future
of the Poychological Seiences: Horigons and Opportunities for Briish Pycholugy (BDS,
1988). He warns that the adoption of the conceptual categories and of the psy-
choanalytical teeminology (the ego versus id; morking throngh versus adting oul, stages
of deveipment versus polymarphoss perversity) does not signify any presupposition
of processes at individual level and may be used only “to capture these discur-
sive forms, within the collective, and then position individuals as subjects”,
(Parker, 1994, p. 247,) Nevertheless, it is obvious that the borrowing in itself of
a terminology specific to the psychoanalytical theory (discourse?) or the de-
constructing of the institutional discourse implied in the BPS document, con-
firms the need that in order to analyse a discourse reference must be made 0
another discourse, which requires for its decoding the possession of a code and
that, accordingly, a meaning of the discourse cannot do otherwise than refer
hack to other meanings and never he entirely self-referential.




For the same reason, the concepts of “false conscience” and of “ideology”
fab d from the hegeli ist tradition, do not seem applicable, at least in
the notion of “true” and “false” negated at the start by socio-constructionism.

“If we say that people are living in a false consciousness, we are assuming
that these is a “reality” (in which they are oppressed) which lies outside of their
understanding of the world; ic. it is 3 version of events that is more valid
or truthful. {...} But the idea that there is one version of events that is true (mak-
ing all other false) is also in direct opposition to the central idea of social con-
structionism. {...) Because there can be no truth, all perspectives must be equal-
Iy walid. Different viewpoints can therefore only be assessed in relation to cach
other (hence “relativism™) and not with respect to some ultimate standard or
truth. {...) Given that an cxplicit aim of the social constructionist is 10 “decon-
struct” the discourscs which wphold inequitable power selations and
10 demonstrate the way in which they obscure these, it is difficult to see how it
is possible to do this without falling back upon some notion of “reality” or
“euth® that the discourses are supposed 1o obscare” (Burr, 1995, p 80—82.)

To summarise, the theses set forth in this paragraph can lead to the conclusion
that the RDA, putting it forward as a clearly relativist theory (thus also contex-
rualist and plurialist) does not affiem its relativity; on the contrary it affirms its
unconditioned truth with a rhetorical strategy aimed at self-legitimization,
Paradoxically, the RDA ends up with proposing again an ontological and dog-
matic vision, based on the following theses:

I, the radical relativism is set in a non rc|:rmsabl: smmuom
2. the radical relativism, in the self-refi lity d in the discourse,
bars the possibility of d:alogw: with other r]swnes of visions of the world.

On the other hand, the ion of logical “rigidity” and of
“methodological monotheism”™ does not seem cqm“y applicable to the theory
of social representations (SRT). It is true that the pluralist liberalism and the
“methodological polytheism has often been misunderstood. They have been on
several occasions encouraged by their very founder — who has never desited 10
claim himself as “swner of bis own theory” with the power of legiumising or dele-
gitimising the work of the rescarchers who have inspired him (Moscovici, per-
sonal communication). This has led to a conceptual laxism and a casual and inco-
herent use of the paradigmatic construets in rendening the theory operative in
the research plans. These are reasons which have motivated the reconstruction

clsewhere of the inventory of the criticisms, at times deserved not so much by
the SR theories, but by the way in which the researchers have banalised it (de
Rosa, 1994), making it impossible to delay a meta-theoretical analysis of the
whole scientific production based on this paradigm. (de Rosa, 2002.)

On the basis of these critical observations, the researchers who are mspired
towards SRT can no longer fail to reflect on whether they intend not anly
to continue to use SRT but also to develop it. However, the latter — not assum
ing extremist positions targeted towards the articulation of the constructs of
psychology within the extensive scenario of a socially generated and situated
knowledge — puts forward a study perspeetive based on a aislgreal relation (and
not on a famelogrcal one):

(1) between processes and contents

(2) between context and social representations

(3) between interpersonal micro-contexts and cultural macro-contexts

(4) between social ref ions and ¢ ication

(5) berween contingent temporal dimensions and historic-collective memnry
(6) between guantitative and qualitative methods.

table that the arn

It is und of these aspects or “truths” (commu-

CONLEXt, Tepr , structures, contents) 15 extremely difficalt

because of the inextricable natuee of the cultural processes that put n]] these

factors into a dialogic rel hip. H , the ad ge of 1o

recognise dignity to all the f:crors referred to, lies in the assumption of a non-

totalising perspective. that opens its flank to the aceusation of theoretical or
methodological dogmatism,

THE SUBJECT'S ROLE IN A RADICAL “CONTINGENTISM" PERSPECTIVE

It may be asked what may be the role — in a perspective or radical “congentism”
— of the individual: that of ading entity (namely an actor of the discourse, pro-
ducer of meaning, a “disowrse producer™ or at least a “disconrse-nser”) or that of an
aeded-spon ently (a “by-dircowrie-nied”, an entity defined by the discourse, which only
the analysts can reveal)? In order to reply several points must be considered.
One of the main aspects of the RDA is 1o deny the existence of an inter-
nal guide of cognitive type that orients the social individual’s behaviour (Potier
& Wetherell, 1987; Potter, 1996; Potter & Fabwards, 1999). To a typreally copni



tivist ption, the RDA opp the F that the same cognition
may be a charactenstic of the sodal action. (Potter & Edwards, 1999)

"DF rejects perceprual-cog; favourof 2 fi I of
cognition s a feature of participants” practices” (Poster o Edwuardy, 1999, p 449}

The idea that “cognitive facts” are an action {and more precisely a “performa-
tive" activity of discursive type) 1s moreover closely linked to the assumption of
the vanability. On varying the contexts the social practices vary also.

“Wie merely have to deal with 1 socially eccasioned variability from one time
10 anothee” (Middlion ¢ Edwards, 1990, p. 43}

According to this assumption the behaviours, the beliefs and the representa-
tions change as 4 function of the “performative” activity of the discourse and,
c Juently, of the aims linked to a particular context. However,
the discourse (with its emerging properues, namely the cognition) are not con-
sidered only as a contingent product linked to a specific interactive siruamn,. it
reproduces the existence of more ample discourses circulating in the social
sphere (the “interpretative repertoires”).

Through the interpretative repertoires, the RDA binds the individual to the
social. In pursuing his aims (consciously or unconsciously) the individual uses
the rhetornically proven and coherent discursive structures which are reified
i the language and which are, in certain way, suggested by the micro-conrext
of the interpersonal relation.

This conception, althougl ly articulated, seems to raise a problem.

Paradoxically, in eriticising the cognitivist ontology, the RDA ends up by
creating a new ontology, this time of contestualist type, based on two comple-
mentary assumptions: all is a social pracuce, all is relative and vamable.

What placing has the subject within this new ontology? In our opinion,
in the RDA the subject:

(a) is transformed, from constructor of reality, into construction of reality;

(b) from speaking subject, it transformed into subject constantly spoken to

by contextuallly variable micro-discourses.

The individual's role, which in the constructivist approach was intended to
be actor and protagomst intentionally active in the scenaro of the social life,
becomes in the RDA problematical. On the one hand the individual seems to

be conceived as a thetorieal manipulator who builds his discourse to attain per-
sanal goals (and, therefore, endowed with a certain capacity and autonomy in
managing his actions, at least the strategic-discursive ones). On the other hand

— given the L ibuted 1o the 1 bles — he seems to be
described as a passive entity, spoken to by his own discourses, guded by the
} istics of a contingent and Iy viable si

“If peaple are products of discourse, and the things that they say have sta.
tus anly as manifestations of these discourses, in what sense can we be sad 10
have agency? * (Burr, 1995, p 59.)

"Because they focus upan the way that peaple use language to consiruce
accounts which have some “warzant” in the wold, disconrse prychologists alsn
Isok for the technigques by which people manage to justify themselves and their
accounts, apportion blame, make excuses and so on, They appeat 16 be using
implicitly a model of the person as “aetor in 3 moral universe”, and much of
their analysis focuses upon how repertoires are used 1o create morally defensible
positons for the speaker” (Hurr, 1995, p 177

According to the RDA, the social individual is a kind of actor within an argu-
mentative context. However, this actor does nat own an infernal seript that moves
his actions, but is moved by the sitation which is developed inside and action
more or less circumscribed in time and space. It is true that in the RDA, the
individual is moved by goals, But the goals are not internal entities or process-
es; they are “actions” which are suggested by a inter-personal context,
Furthermore it is true that the individual uses interpretative repertoires “curcu-
lating™ in the social for building the specific discourses in the context of a
micro-relational situation. However, excluding the role of the mental, the RDA
understands the interpretative repertoire as a social practice that is “used” for
building another practice within a suggested micro-context.

Within this ontological vision, the subject does nor have an agent role — he
is acted upow by the context — and does not construct meanings — he 15 s
ed fy situationally and provisionally defined i

“People do not speak but rather are "spoken” by discourse. People thus
bezome the puppets of the ideas they {erroneously) believe to be their own, and
their actions are determined by underdying structure of ideas and language mther
than by their awn choices and decsions. Are we therefore the unknowing vic-
tims of discourses?” Furr, 1995 p 89}



If a rep nal map of gs (cven antagonists one to the other) does
not exist that might guide the recovery of the interpretative repertoires from
the k of social c ication, to what extend may the individual who
“uses” them call himself an agent entity (at least of a choice)? If these reper-
toires are acquired in terms of the characteristics of a contingent impersonal
context, is it reasonable to uphold that the mdividual is a speaking enury, and
not mercly an u:nury spoken to by the discourse? If the discourses (and their

“Cognruon 15 4 feature of partopants” pracces () The sense-makmg
tole of sepresentation 14 not exchuded in prmciple™
(Passzer & Edwands, 1999, p 448—417)

These statement deserve a reflection, The operauon of “putting” a representa-
ton inte “shape”, of translating and articulatng it in a discourse ar in another
textual modality, exerts an influence on the representation itself, transforming
1L It i, accordingly, reasonable to uphold that the representation may be abio a

| behaviours, ref ions, ete)) reflecting the
pragr i ion to ingent and variable situations, what role has the
past l:xpmen:r in directing the action? If in the discourses every aspect of the
individual personality varies in relation to the context, and of the goals linked
to i, to what extent can the individual call himself — if not the bearer of a
socil wennty (considenng the negation of any structure ntra-individual her-
itage of psychology) — still a social person with his history, which is a fragment
of a wider social and collective history?

"However, m this reassessment of the contexe, the soco-constructonst
aption, especially in its more radical versions, nsks excessive restrcung of the
anmalysis to the immediate precincts of the communscative exchange, in which
the contmgent factors { ... ) end up by obscunng the importance of wader.
range contextual elements, which are deposited in the Jong-term collectve
memory, but also as the outcome of one's own personal history, and which
form a reference framework from which the process of negotiating the mean-
ings cannot, in any case, be left out of consideration.”

{Maggura, 2000s, p125—8.)

THE “TOTALISING" AND *REIFYING" ROLE OF DISCOURSE-ACTION

Insofar as it 15 beyond question that cognition is ifest in the action, 1o total-
ly identify the cognition of the action scems to be an operation no less criticable
that the contrary one, namely to lead back, fows qund, the action to an underlying
cognitive process. Potter and Edwards (1999) explain this passage, demarcating
once again the conceprual territory that separates the DP from the SRT.

“In SRT, representauions are pamarily copritter phemomena (... which enabile
people 1o make sense of the word (...} In DF, representations are dsarnive
adgects which people construct i talk and texrs”

(Podter & Fadwardds, 1990, 5 440

of an act of constructon. It 15 cqually obwious that n a socio-

constructionist perspectve this cannof occur as a mere exchange of nforma.

uon i the neural networks, but as exchange of meamings symbabeally conno-
tated in a social 1o, H , the rep i niot only a product of
action. [t guides also the action, determines the choice of the objectives and of
the means, builds the inter-action context, steers the contents of the discourse.
And it is, above all, this capacity to steer and guide the individual more or less,
that makes the adtion something more than, and diverse from, the elementary
construct of behareonr (see Ameno, 1991, 1996; Ameno & Ghiglione, 1986; von
Cranach, 1992; Wagner, 1993, 1998),

MO COMMUNICATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATIONS AND NO REPRE.
SENTATIONS WITHOUT COMMUNICATION

“The social representation guides the et of communication, tut, at the same
time, it 15 fi d by the ication. The rel hip s circular, or
better dialogical, as is clearly shown by this statement of Moscovicr:

Tt was tw:nﬂl from the very begmmng to oitbdnh the echonship
berween and socul reg One conditinas the other
because we cannot communicate unless we share cortam represcntations, and 2
represcntation is shared and entees our social hentage when it becomes an ohject
of intereat and of communication. Without it, it would bead 10 atrophy, and m

the end, it would disappear” (Moswna, 2000, p. 274.)
In other terms, in the SRT, there is “no without sey
tons” and “no 1ons without ¢ ication”. If both 32

ton and trprmn::linn are supposed to exist, then in SRT the key is to inves
tigate the relation between ammsvamication and socil represemtations, staetng from
the following questions of a general nature:




COMMUNICATION AND REPRESENTATION

—+Are communications the source of (social) representauons? (C=> 8.R.)

—+Are communications merely 2 means for expressing/reflecting (social)
representations? (C<= S.R.)

—+Are communications and (social) representations identical? (C=5.R.)

—Are ications and (social) rep ions in a relation of mutval
implication? (C<28.R.)

Depending on the option chosen, what is the underlying model of influ-
ence? What methodological consequences flow from this model? What is added,
if we remove the brackets and rcfu to social representations rather than just

ions? Is it possible to inter-relate the theory of Social Representation
and theories of Social Influence?
Consideration of these problems leads to even more general questions:

WHAT I3 COMMUNICATION?

—What is the nﬂanon_shlp ication and language?

—ls ¢ ation synony with language?

—1f so, is language simply a discourse, or is it something more than dis-
course? Or something different from it?

—+If communication is more than language and language is more than
discourse, what is the ef logical status of a ication based on
image or sound or action/practice,/ritval? Are these systems coherent or
not?

WITAT 15 A SOCIAL REPRESENTATION?

—#ls a social representation the same thing as cognition, something more or
something different?

-»Is a social rep an object of knowledge or something more or
something d:fﬁ::e.nt?

—ls a social ref purely linguistic? Can the study of social repre-
sentations be reduced to an analysis of linguistic data {both oral and tex-
tual) ar should it be ded to orhcr P 1 Is and ref-

erential codes (e.g visual 2 listic-beh I, etc)?

&

—+1E, by definition, a Social Rep lies at the interface between the
“iconic” and the “symbolic”, s it possible to study both aspects without
destroying one in order to study the other?

And finally, what s the relation berween communication, social repre-
sentations and the media?
—+How are ¢ ication, social ref and the media articulat-
ed, in relation for example to a paradigm that claims that “the medium
is the message™?
—+Are media per se simply neutral cultural or technological artefaces?
Or do thcy lmplv spcc:ﬁc systems for shaping the communication-repre-
(degree of interactive

ding on their f
narure, dcgrcc of wrtuahty, global-local cullurai sccnnrlo. etc)?
—+Are the “wen” media crucial in changing the rel hip b
cation, social representations and the media? Do the new media Jrecedde
the message?

According to SRT we need to work out the inter-relatonships between repre-
sentations, communication and the media if we are to deal with more than iso-

lated cognition.

“The question is not to wonder whether one acts upon the ather, hut what
is acting upon one and the other The famous citculanity or mutual selection
exssting between media and theie audiences offers no other sense: people do not
chose media that choose them, but the relation hetween them comes from deter-
minations which are deeper and appear also in other fields”

(Rangwette, 1996 (19940, p 226.)

By Jodelet’s definiti

Social Rep 1ons are:

“forms of socual thinking used to mmmynicale, understand and master the
social, material, and intellectual environment, As such, they are analysed as prod-
ucts and processes of mental activity that are socially marked. This social mark-
tng refers to condinions and contexts where representations emerge, io ammar-
cation by which they circulate, and to the functions they serve. This form of
knowledge is canstructed in the course of social interaction and cemmmniston. 1t
Irears the mark of the subjects social insertion. Collectively shared, it contrbutes
to the construction of a vision or version of reality that is common and specif-



ic to a social of eultural entity, This form of knowledge has practical aims and
social functions. It operates as a system of interpretation of reality, serving as 3
guideline in our relation to the surrounding woeld. Thus it orients and organises
our behaviour and sommunication.” (Jodeiet, 1993, p.134,)

The mutual interdependence of social rep ion and cc ication

emerges from this e h lefinition which recognises the fundamental

rode of commnnication in the genesis, fssion and cireulation of social repr i
"f\ny ideration of social rep also means a consideration of

« ion; social ions originate in commumcation, they are
manifested in it and they influence it * (Sommer, 1998, p. 186.)

If, on the other hand, we adopt a definition of ication as st

more than “transmitting information™ from a source to a receiver, which
includes an exchange of meanings, it becomes “a process of symbolic interac-
tion, in which the possibility of transferring messages occurs on the basis of
signs, according to culturally and socially shared rules, i.e. according to codes
conventionally defined on the basis of the use or criteria previously selected™
(Crespi, 1996, p. 209.)

In this light both the linear-reflecting (C=>8.R.; C<=5.R.) and tautological
models (C=5.R.) of communication are epistemologically incompatble with the
theory of Soual R,:pn:scmuons which calls for a circular-dialogical model of
e ion (C¢>S.R.) — as we have tried to show elsewhere
on the basis of an empmcai investigation. (de Rosa, 200])

If the SRT stress the importance of adopting a “circular-dialogic model”
based on the mutuality of the relation between communication and social
representation, in the RDA all these questions are simply nonsense. The RDA
adopts, at the end, a “monological model” centred on the discourse and a “tau-
tological model” where the power of the discourse builts the reality and the sub-
ject itself, with the consequence of destroying the thinking subject as well, by

ducing it to an ble and ¢ lly determined “position in discourse”.
(Burr, 1995; Jovchelovitch, 1996)

Focusing attention on the context and performative role of thc Imguag:,
the RDA refutes that which it defines “the phor of

It seems quite 2 paradox that this radicalism occurs at the time also some of
the cognitive theorists, traditionally limited by an individualistic perspective
which focuses on processes (the “how™ and “why” of knowledge), acknowledge

that the S..T. adopts a more genuine social perspective grounded on the social
interactionism, which links social knowledge to communication. This latter
pproach links p to (i) ¢ (i) contexts, (iif) icative media
and (iv) social functions (the “what” representation, “of what”, “of whom, “by
whom”, "“with whom”, “where”, “when" and “for what purpose™). If , aceord-
ing to the cognitive theorists, the preferred metaphors for the subject was a
“naive scientist™ or a “cognitive miser”; according to the ref ional theo-
rists it was a “social actor” who constructs and re-p his/her knowledg
{and thus his/her social identity) during the exchanges of cvuyday Ilfc :hrougll
multiple systems, channels and of (int K
institutional and mass-media). Social Representations order the material and
social world — historically and symbolically significant — and provide individ-
uals with a code for communicating with other individuals and groups.

Several researchers within the mainstream of social cognition have recog-
nised the individualistic, atomistic and de-contextualised approach to the study
of social knowledge as nothing more than “cognitive psychology applied to
social objects”. In 1983 Forgas (1983, p. 131.) argued that ... recent social cog-
nition turned cut to be even more individualistic than its predecessors™. After
ten years in 1993 still others complain that:

“The rse of blackboard models and connectionist theorics (Rummerlhan
et al 1986) has provided new and entiching metaphors, such as the “society of
mind” (Minsky, 1986), but the focus has remained on the individual as 2 solitary

and, for the most part, purely intellective being™
(Lerine, Resmick & Higginy, 1993, p. $86.)

Levine, Resnick and Higgins' catical review The soauw! foundateon of eognitton aims
to outline “the future of the new field of socio-cognition. This includes any
social interaction as simply stimulating cognition or as decply constituting cog-
nition”, It is no accident that at the end of their review, quoting Moscovici’s
theory of social representations, they are .., prepared to argue that all mental
activity — from penccpmal recopnition to memory or problem solving —
I cither rep of other people or to use the artefacts and cul-
tural forms that have a social history.” (ibid, p. 604.)

Ohther influential authors (Zajonc, 1960, 198%; and Adelman, 1987) argue
that “it is a strange paradox that cognition is studied in isolation of a very essen-
tial process that is its immediate antecedent and consequence — communica-
tion. ...} eognition is the currency of communication™, (Zajone, 1989, p, 357)




However, whilst the cognitivist start to complain of the rare ion to

course nnaiys:s may not have a solely descriptive purpose, the focusing of this
ively that which is observable. As Middleton and

communication and probably start to recognise that language and cc ica-
tion are more than exchanging a “bit” of information, in the RDA:
"The icati phor is rejected a3 inadeq for dealing with
the complexities of sction and intersction.” (Potter € Edwards, 1999, p. 445)

The RDA substitutes the typical vocabulary of the science of communications
(a “tropology”, according to Potter & Edwards, 1999, p. 454)) with another
vocabulary that seems to be based on the hypasuusamn of the concept of
action. To the traditional lexicon of ions (cods, infery decoding,
fransmirsion, information, recepiion, mesiage), the RDA sets a vocabulary in which all
is "o do somcd:.mg" (mmx, fo use, o db, ta perfarns, o consiruet, to do a task, to blanre,
to accuisey o ustify, perfo <function, rented)

The refusal of the concept of communication, and of the vocabulary that

describes its p  is ok ly not neutral, and reflects both an epistemo-
Iopeal and a methodology of amlys:s
() The traditional bul ;cf ion (adopted, but also influ-
enced by the cognit i the of a process of

representations transmission E.'ltu:d by codes and based on visions of the
world, themselves gemerated socially “by the” and megotiated “in the” social
exchanges. This vecabulary expresses, in addition, the ption that

Ed\vatds affirm (1990, in lhr_:r study of the relationship between discourse and

bening: “ike the beh awr analyiis remains at all fimes clase fo the alyery.
able, mwnfs\d' comversational record,” (p. 43.) It is accordingly evident that the not
directly observable aspects (but ones constimurive of the communication) are
conceived as an emerging feature of a discursive practice, and not as an “exter-
nal” item of the discourse itself. In this view everything is inside the discourse:
the cognitive phenomena (the memory, the purposes, the representaticns) are
“objects” of (or within) the discourse (Potter & Edwards, 1999).

“Analysis has d not on the king tole of
(although this is net excluded in principle), but an the way the representations
are constructed as solid and factual, and on their use in, and orientation 1o,
lﬂiom sgning blame, eliciting invi etc). B are treated as
d and d in precisely the wway that they are for their
wle n |mv|nn * (Patter & Edwards, 1999, boA48)

} nerf

Although i

g, the fact of considering the processes and the objects of
as i to a d ive practice may lead to several cnin-
clsms The RDA is characterised by a “monologism™ in which every traditional
concept of social psychology is brought back to discourse and to its pragmatic

there are different aspects involved in the production of a discourse or text,

implying the need for different codes, which not only onent the production

of the message, but also its decodification and interpretation.

(b) The RDA vocabulary, by denying the role of the cognitive and of the

socio-cognitive in orienting the social practices and interactions, reifies the

communication processes considering them as the abscrvable “actions™.

The vocabulary expresses, moteover, the assumption that nothing external fo

the action and the discwrsive practice exasis,

The refusal of the communication concept is linked, consequently, to a
voluntary omission, namely r.hc d of the interp ion codes and of
the attribution of ing in ing and producing the di and the
social practices.

Nevertheless, another factor must be

idered: not all the

function. If taken to its limits, this logical vision risks generat
ing a tautology in which every concept, bemg a discursive practice or one of its
characteristics, is equal to very other concept. Here are some examples.

Discourse "talk and texts as part of social practices™.
(Patter, 1996, p 105.)
Cognition "feature of participants’ practices, where it is con-

structed, described and otiented to as people per-
form activities”.
{Potter & Edwards, 1999, p 449,

don processes are observable.
The phor of the ¢ ication is also refused because, although it is
possible to agree with Middleton and Edwards (1990, p. 41—42.) that the dis-

"discursive objects which people construct in tal
and text™.
(Potter & Ldwards, 1999, po448,)



Action "range of | and intery
tasks that peopleperform while living their relation-
ships, doing their jobs, andengaging in varied cul-
tural domains™

(Potter & Edwards, 1999, p. 448.)

Memory " set of sodal practices related to a range of actions
and providing particular kinds of accountability”
(Poiter, 1996, p 216)
"is done in talk and texts”
(Potter & Edwards, 1999, p 449)

Construction

In other terms:

a: the discourse is 4 representation in talks and texts;

b: the representation is a discourse in talks and texts.

T be ironical, this “inter-reflection” or play of mirrors, in which each con-
cept teturns back to itself, is similar to the situation illustrated by johnny Hart
(1969) in one of his cartoons;

Pollution, Defilement To pollute

Effect of defilement | To pollute something | To cause pollution

(Flart, 1969, p. 60.)

‘Ew .

Lf“’a.‘z.‘:;zés

Sl |

SR '“"-'-! Er .z‘:'.‘.:'f.m [ Eatacaie

Reward

What is caused by
doing something

which would normally | if it were not
not be done for a reward

(Hart, 1969, p. 98.)

WMONOLOGICALY VERSUS , DLALOGICAL" PERSPECTIVES JIN" AND WITH-
IN™ RO AND SRT PARADIGM

However interesting (and philosophically legitimate) bringing all back to the dis-
course may be, it can leave one perplexed. It is undeniable that diverse dis-
courses exist, that the representations and the aims pursued in the specific com-
municative circumstance can orient a discourse, and that the social representa-
wons can be identified in recurring el
the sensation of ,monologism™ or closing of the circular loop™ remains. In
the same way as the sensation remains that the discourse is reified”, since
immanent to the discursive practices observable (or to the message, if it is pre-
ferred 1o resort to the phor” of the c ication).

MNevertheless the accusation of L circulanty” between the definitions of SR
and the social subjects (groups, categories) which produce them was directed
precisely by the upholders of RDA to the social representations, since

d by socially | d groups, which, in their turn, were already pre-
hnun:ry identified on the basis of the social representations,

in several discourses. Nevertheless

“In particular, Litton and Potter (1985) have polemicized on the fact that in
the srudy of social representations, contrasting elements have been minmezed
and *consensual universes’ created. MNext to the ambiguity regarding the extent o



which SRs are shared, the authors lament the lack of expliat, external cotena for
identifying groups independent of shared SRs, which creates circulanty insofar
5 2 group is identified by its SRs and at the same time is assumed to be the gen-
erator of those SRa” (de Rosa, 1994 p. 285)

But it is to be demanded how the champions of such a radical socio-constru-
tionist approach can invoke ,,,external” cnteria that re-echo the role of the
windependent variables™ specific of the experimental approach they deny.

The circularity of the SR theory is considered as , dialogism™ to the extent in
which very clearly — by epistemological roots — it was defined by Ivana
Markova (2000) and, eadier still, by Ragnar R it (1984). ,,Dialogism™
which may be invoked precisely because — unlike the RDA approach — a total-
ising role is not attributed to the social representation, as construction that — as
the equal of the discourse in the RDA — incorporates and negates all the other
constructions and processes (behavi sense, a-
tion, cognition, action, memory, e1c.) and lmis (individual and social, interp
sonal and intrapersonal, external and internal, past present-future, stability and
change, etc), On the contrary, to the extent in which it recognises them and
assumes them, it can set itself in the condition of articulating them diz-logically.

(...} the theory is based on an epistemology which brings to the centre of

tion the dynamic lependence berween socio-culmurally shared forms of
thinking, eommunicating and acting and their transformation through activities
of individual and groups. All these phenomena have a double orientation? They
are embedded in culture and history and thus have & tendency towards stability.
At the same time, they live through the activities, tensions and conflicts of
groups and individuals, who sctively appmpmb: innovate and create new phe-
nomena. On the basis of this social theary devel-
ops anginal diskgel (dialetic) muzpl.r like lhemau, communicative genres, objec-
tification a3 appropriation and creation of meaning, which in turn are selevant 1o
the study of phenomencn in social change.” (Markora, 2000, p. 435.)

I'hat the dm{ag: conception derives for the classic diafectic of Hegelian stamp (as
in the p d by Markova) or instead exceeds the linearity (a5 in the
pommn gradually matured by Morin, 1994) is a philosophical question of some
importance. Even if Markova identifies the dialectic with the ﬁmbgw it can be
observed that the latter (at Icast in lhc au:cptmcﬂ given by Morn) is ,Oppos-
able” to the ,linearity” of the Heg ption of the dialectic based on the
succession of thesis-antithesis-synthesis. In fact if diakatic implies an exceeding

of the mnmd.tchon and a symhcsls of the commncr. in the cantext of a his-
torical process definable as ¥ in mo " (D'Ag 1999); the
diglogisn’ of Morin (1994) expresses on the contrary the idea of a confronta-
tion and interchange between concepts (or elements) , patadoxically” opposed
and antagonist, not ,dissoluble™ one into the other.

“Hegel revealed to me a vision of the trath whech met my needs (...}, the
truth was a totality; a totality that was always in movement (..}, The dialecuc rep-
resented the force of adhenng to this movement that charactenised the totaliry,
tackling and assuming the contrary idess, freeing them from the dross and
fertilising one with the other for giving birth to 3 ‘sypnthesis”, which should go
Teyond them." (Marin, 1994, g 57., sy trawslation)

“Fromm 1948 to 1950 1 ended up the prey 10 contradictions that my Hegelian
“forma mentis” was no longer in @ position to overcome (... ). [t was then that the
system broke up into fragments. This ruprure drove me towards the onginal con.
tradictions, inducing me to elaborate a conception that set itsell anew to con
frontation, without teying to overcome it at any price”

(Marn, 1994, p.55., my tramifation)

“Finally it is in the method that the dislogue clearly 1akes the place of the
dialecue; in this work [ elaborate and define the dialogism as associanon of
examples at the same time complementary and antagonist™

(Morin 1994, p. 63, ry franslation)

The relationship (or the differences) between dialogism and dialectic is a philo-
mphlca!!)r cxcm.ng question which we shall not deal with huc. \I-"h:t 15 kmp()r-

tant to highlight is that ¢ cannot be supposed of a dial

unless the exi: is SUpf 1 of the di IoNs OF entity blishing rhc
lationship itself (e.g rep ion and ication, c jeation and

social practices, cognition and action, etc.), b inextricably ined and

dynamically mutable it may be (and this applies also to the paradigmatic per-
spectives that Markova acknowledges to the SRT).

"The :wm that soual repmem-r.wnn could be seen as beng pragmanc
presupp of tve genees ici, 1994) does not mean that
one is talking here about layers with representations lying beneath and commu-
nication above. Rather, one must view them as interpenetratng and diffused:
genres affecting thinking and thinking shaped by language”

Markans, 2000, p. 453,)




as a mere phor (Potter & Edwards, 1999,

To write off

p- 449.) imphes that:
(1) the RDA researches are based on a synecdoche: the part (the observable
discourse, the message) replaces the whole (the communication with all

its clements and processes);
1

(2) this reductionism, or discursive i ism, g some
ical monelogues”. The discourse reprop with its li dlme_n—
sion a new ,essence” in a proposal that is Jed on ,ant 1
™

Although the role of the aufon and of the social practices cannot be denied in

the construction of semantic scenarios for our rcpmscnmwns of the world,

once again radical anu lism and the prag 1onism of the RDA
several 1 i ‘The action does not explain everything.

It is certainly possible to bring back a representation to the social and eul-

tural practices already given, as is lighlighted in the SRT which — as men-

tioned — articulates levels and construction

£

“f...) I have not started from the individual, or tather cognitive, represen-
tations. And because I do not believe that, by association, by relationships or sta-
tistical diffusion, these may generate a coherent and stable social representation.
Ins effect , this is a fact of institution, of prescrbed and regulated communica-
tion, Fundamentally, 33 Gellner wrote: “we think what we must think’, Our cul-
ture thinks in us. Both conceptually and verbally we are exceptionally well pre-
pated ™ (Mascosics, 1999, p. 223, wy translation)

It is, however, hard to maintain that the social representation does not itself
perform a role in orienting the action and that this role is not merely reprodue-
er (the representation as mnemonic repertoire of interionsed social practices
reflected in it), but at times fmnopator in relational contexts, These contexts are
certainly regulated by normative systems of expectations, social prcsaipl.icms,
etc,, yet are also possible semaros of change. The acuun produced in a present
relational context is also tion of actions previ f d (and of dis-
coutses spoken), but may also modify the scripts of L'he past, introducing new
repertoires thanks to the antipating tepresentation of the events (all things told,
the language itself is a dynamic fact and the element at the same ime more sta-
ble and more changing of a culture),

“One could say, following Rommetveit (1974), that ordinary language pro-
wvides us with culturally and socially reansmirted drafis of contracts, We catego-
size states of affairs within the multifaceted social world and optionally elaborate
and realize these draft of contracts. Communicative geores, like social represen
tations, are only partialy determined, alliwdisg e, ocach simation, e sl
ified, created and re-created.” (Markana, 2000, p 456,

In the absence of every pre-given entity, anather aspect that risks being phago
cytized in the “discursive imperialism”™ of the RDA 15, thercfore, the femporal
dimension (Le., the role of the past in oriennng the pracuces and the contingent dis-
courses, but also the role of the fietwre). The ndividual can be considered a , posr-
fion” in a contingent argumentative context, but the discourses spoken in the
past or those imagined and projected into the future (were they only reduced to
argumentative roles played as charaters in search of an awtbor) influence on the
discourses or linguistic games in the present. It is hard not to consider the role
of the memory, both personal and colleetive, in producing interorised reper-
toires of scripts that orient the present action and the role of the imagination in
changing the registers of discourse-actions (we know how much this has been
true also in the logic of scientific discoveries).

According to the RDA, the SRT would be charactenised by scanty attention
towards the constructive role of the discourse and of the social practices. This
criticism seerns unmotivated for a scries of reasons. The theory of social rep-
resentations (SRT) and discourse analysis (DA) are both focused to a large
extent on the study and analysis of the social discourses, but with a diverse the-
oretical-methodological option, The RDA starts from the assumption that
human beings produce discourses and representations of the reality that are
ever changeable in relation to the situations, by using various interpretative
repertoires.

“Interpretative repertoires are used to perform different sort of accounting
tasks. Because people go through life faced with an ever-changing kaledoscope
of situations, they will aeed to deaw upon very different repertoires to suit the
needs ar hand." (Porier &= Wesherell, 1987, p. 156.)

Consequently the RDA is mainly interested in the study of the contextial varr-
ability of the disconrses and of the bond between the discourses and the contin-
gent goals suggested by the impemmonal context. The SRT is inrerested in the
stucy both of the shared elements and of those dynamically different that char-
acterize the discourses, L. of those elements that make the discourse produced



by the various social groups recognisable and reveal the taking of position
b the multiple and pluralist prospects of the various social discourses.

V.- ) dinguistically mediated social representations fo seme exctent are mepotrable and bore
der ow owr smperfect knawiepe of the morld What 13 made known by what is mr.{ n

particular context of human di is thus o iderable degree

upon n:goua(ed gpeal‘:unon of hng\nsnca]!y rm:dnmi general drafts of wn-

teact g 5 1 allows for
dj of categor in tance with private and comtexctnally determined

perpectves. And mutual understanding wll aloays entail 3 ressdual of presgposed

commmanality with regpest of tnterprecation or faith in @ commos wordd
(Romesetseit, 1584, p. 3578 )

Therefore, for the SRT each participant, a]r]mugh ncgolnlmg the meanings of
the communication in terms of the si I and con-
text, aims at expressing a point of view that reflects also previous social influ-
ences on the here-and-now interaction. The SRT does not deny that
the viewpoints may be negotiated, justified or masked inside particular discus-
sions and in terms of immediate particular goals. The SRT merely retains that
these points of view are nourished from even previous discourses and social
influences, that orient the discursive production developed in the course of »
specific interaction. If it is true that the discourses vary in teems of the micro-
temporal contexts, it is also true that, in many ways, these same discourses
reflect the points of view nourished by previously spoken discourses, re-elabo-
rated in connection to a personal, social and collective memory of wider range
and in terms of semantic contexts activated by the i umgmauvc capaulv:s

Thus come into play both the articulation b tiomal )
and sacio-cultural macro-context, and the role of the socal and collective memory as well
as that of fmaginafion.

The structural role of the entext is theorised both by the RDA and by the
SRT and in both paradigms the context is brought back with priority fo the com-
mon places of daily life, rather than artificially recreated in laboratones with litde
ecological validity of the research (although some researches based on DA
are performed in the laboratory on ad-hoc created groups and some develop-
ments of the SRT do not rule out also the expenmental approach, when the
SRs are isolated in the research dmgns and treated as independent variables).
However, the context is idered in a fairly diff way. The RDA, and even
maote the conversational analysis, studies the way in which, in the relational micro.
confexcts, socially megotiated discourses are produced at a particular time. On the

contrary, the SRT studies mainly the way in which belonging to a macre-arltural
macrg-soniext — and more specifically the multiple belonging to vanous groups
and social institutions — influences the discourses produced in the micro-con-
text of the here-and-now situation. For the SRT the discourses spoken and
proven in the micro-context reflect the dynamics of the social exchanges spo-
ken and proven in the macro-context, but are also in the meanwhile the dynam.
ic clement of the social change. The RDA, with its contingentism, seems to
neglect the prestructural role of an interiorised discourse that is anchored to
cultural bership within a | perspective not only autobiographical,
but plurigenerational and Historical-collective.

With regard to the memory, the position of discursive psychology 15 rathes
complex Despn: the recogmition that “the role of memory has an importan

logical rale™, | once again, the role of | remembering can be scen

as a set of sovial practices telated to a range of actions and providing a particula:
kind of accountability”

(Potter, 1996, p. 216.

Tlx sludy of remembering in conversation affords unique opportunitics
for b FLRT | soeul action. Reports of past
events are smdnb}c as pnglmucadly occasioned versions whose variability is due
not only to the nature and vicissitudes of individual cognition, but to the con-
versational work that those versions accomplish ™

(Mirddieton ¢ Edwands, 1990, p 43.)

In the view of the SRT, the representations are produced by the communica-
tions and by the experiences that take place (in a relatively long interval of time)
within specific social contexts. However, the representations (conceivable as sit-
uated and able to be situated items of knowledge) orient the behaviour and
communications produced in the course of a specific , here-and-now'" interac-
tion, On the other hand, to consider the di as a total conti and
variable fact, and to deny radically every cognitive-representational capacity,
it means to overlook the importanee of the memory as virtual dislocation of the
subject in times prior to the discursive situation “acted™ in the Jbic of mane. The
linguistic repertoites do not have a mental or mnemonic nature, they are aus
performed in a parocular time and social context:

“From the soci ionist and d point of view, the action
of rememberig is in the first place, in fact, an action that is undertaken as part
of a complex process of negotiation (a3 much herween diverse individuals as in




the context of the individual thought) between the possible explanations of the
past.”" (Mazzgare, 2000, p 35.,)

By denying the pre-structural role of the past, the social individual risks being
considered as aw enfify withont memory, an empty person” (Burr, 1995, p. 59),
who is moved solely by his immediate interests. In the meantime a vision 1o 2
certain extent opportunistic” and ,cynic” of the man is expressed (although,
in a discursive vision, such a definition — referring to a value eriterion —
would be devoid of any basis).

However it is evident that — although subject to the games played in the
interpersonal situation — the memory of the pxckusly petformed actions
(and of the di previously spoken) may infl the social practices
produced in a particular time, conmbmi:lg towards creating the same context
of the interaction. The characteristics of the interaction exert an influence on
the memaory, no less than that which the memory does in structuning and ori-
enting the interaction.

The memory is nourished by the social interactions and by the mterperson-
al exchanges produced in an extensive temporal context. The memory contains
scripts that, although adaptable to the requi of i iate and fuctuat-
ing situations in the time, show even relatively stable ch ics. Although
variable, the contingent discourses always offer the trace of a discourse spoken
and performed previously within a social context. The social representations are
partly & trace of an interiorised repertoire of past knowledge and experience,
expressed in the discourses of the present and that are joined in the present with
new meanings, in a constant dynamic of stability and change.

Also the theory of the social representations, and more specifically the devel-
opment of the concept of ,themata’, (see Moscovici and Vignaux, 1994) 15
opposed to a certain narrow and solipsistical way of conceiving the knowledge,
but not denying it highlights its socially and histoncally situated aspect, opening
it up to symbolic meanings that go well beyond those of merely informative
nature, This permits it an interesting integration with the construct of the social
memaory, casting a bridge b llecti ions and social ref
tations, between diachronic and synchn:mous perspectives. (Jodelet, 1993; de
Rosa, 1997; de Rosa & Mormino, 2000; Bellelli, Bakhurst Rosa, 2000)

“Themata™ never reveal themselves cleacly; not even part of them is defin-
itively atainable, so much are they intncately interwoven with 4 certain collective
memory inseabed in language, and so much are they compaosites, like the repre-

sentation they sustain, at once both cognitive (Invanants anchored in our ney-
rosensory apparatus and our schemes of action) and cultural {consensual uni-
versal of themes objectified by the temporalities and histories of the longue
durée). (Morsra & Vignawse, 1994, eng. tronsion Maseoeder, 2000, p 182.)

The two visions could be considered compl y, if the contig radi-
calism declared by the RDA did not end up by denying the supposition uself of
the communication, ie. the existence of that reciprocally shared field of mean-
ings and of representations already dear to Mead.

That the two paradigms should have been able to be integrated — if a radi-
calism had not prevailed, which in making absolute the importance of the dis-
course has ended up by denying all that is made necessary for it (from the repre-

ion to the ¢ ication) — is explicitly recognised on several occasions
by Billig (1987, 1991) who has devoted a whole chaprer (the third) of his Tdeadygy
and Opinion to exploring™ the points of contact between the theory of the social
representations and the thetorical approach, underscoring the argumentative and
rhetorical dimension of what Mosovid calls | social representations™.

“At first sight, the rethoncal approach’s stress on conld be
inserted into Moscovia's vision of @ reconstituted socal psychology (.. ) One of
the most imp log in E soctal paychology has been the
emergence of the concepr of “social rep " (- )The reth | per:

spective, it will be supgested, can complement that of the social representations
theonists, regardless of wheter the universal or particular concept of socal rep-
resentations is adoped ™ (Belig, 1991, p 57-9,)

And even before in Arguing and Thinking (1987)

“However, it might be profitable to explore the rheroncal dimensions of
thus theoretically important concept of social representations.”
(Billig, 1987, p. 261.)

Altogether different is the position of the more radical exponents of DA, who,
on many occasions and still recently, have empl | the mcompatibility with
SRT.

“We believe contrasting rather than mesging the perspectves wall lead 1o
more clanity in theory and analysis” (Patter & Edvands, 1999, p448.)



Obwiously completely different are the methodological consequences
deriving from an option now addressed to the integration of the two para-
digms, now targeted onto perating the ince ibili

We have discussed on several occasions our point of view regarding the
need for acquiring and developing a critical modality concerning the methods
and tochniques of survey and analysis of the data in terms of their coherence
with the th ical paradigms of e and of the conditions of applica-
tion, besides the purposes puxsued by the researcher. The multi-methodolgical
option hoped for on a number of oceasions — as a kind of meta-theoretical
instrument for problemising the data collected and the results obtained (de
Raosa, 1990, 1994, in press a) — should not be exchanged for a summation of
co]lcr.ung and anal)smg data techniques. The attitude is too widely spread i

h of Jucting a large number of sophlsucaccd analyses

up within the often separating logics of academic circles and of the virtual com-
munities which bind the rescarchers’ intellects in paradigmatic belongings, which
bring into play identification processes, even when wheole continents divide them.

CONCLUSIONS

In this paper an initial endeavour has been made to trace the lines of the lively
debate in which different paradigms of social psychology are confronted (and
sometime clash) at present, identifying some positions addressed towards con-
firming the incompatbility or the possibility of integration among schools of
thought and research practices diverse to one another. In this respect particular
attention has been devoted to the positions assumed in this debate by authors
who uphold the socio-constructionist theses 1 its most racical version
1 by Discourse Analysis (RDA) and by these who refer themselves to

on dalx collected without any cm]cal precaution reg g both the paradi
of reference and the specific context of carrying out ll!l: II‘\YCSBEI!:IOI‘L The
developmental psychologists, and those with a elinical formation, are often {and
rightly) horrified at how sometimes the social psychologists conduct interviews
with children (and not only lhcrn}

In this sense, the d by di ive and rhetorical psychol-

the Theory of Social Representations (SRT).

After having analysed several positions, which seem to suggest interest for
an articulation between the two patadigms, some of the most extreme theses
upheld by the DA have been analysed that in their conceptual reductionism end
up by producmg self-confutations and make it impossible to propose a terrain

p
ogy towards these aspects is precious — when the expression of the p

does not end up by transforming the radical socio-constructionism in a new
form of methodsiagical hehavipuritm, attentive more to recording the rules of ver-
bal, textual, and ¢ ional behaviour of the disarsive facts than to their
meanings for the subjects that express them. An equilibrated position in this
sense has been expressed recently in contributions that describe the require-
ment for a conversational /discoursive approach for the study of the social rep-
e ively (Mazzoleni, 2001).

Olbwiously this mtegraucn is possible — as well as desirable — if the field is
cleared from the scholastic orthodoxy and one starts to understand what, in the
theoretic perspective and in the methads specific to the paradigm which is pro-
posed as alternative, can throw into crisis, in an interesting way, and render dynam-
ic, enitically, pur paradigmatic convietions and our research practices. It is, perhaps,
not by chance that this requirement is so strongly felt by the newest levy of
researchers being trained (Ph.D students) who ever more frequently show their
interest both for DA and for SRT and wonder why these schools do not collabo-
rate in joint research projects. The practice of reflexivity — invoked by the DA
— teaches us that perhaps this oceurs because the doctorate students are not shut

of integ with other paradig luding that of the SRT.

Then the interest has been pointed out l'm a dialogical” perspective not
only in the terms peculiar to the SRT, but also in those of a possible and desired
dialogue berween RDA and SRT, highlighting the effect of the methodological
problematisation that this would entail if the researchers with vanous | school”
memberships (besides how to speak and write) would learn to listen and read
with respect to one another.

Whether the interest for a dialogue b separate paradigmatic posi-
tons — rather than self-submission to an effective monologue behind rhetoni-
cal-dialogie appearances — is genuine and fruitful or not, can anly be known in
a long-term perspective. Only the fruit that will eventually spring from the
implementation of those social practices that ritualise the opportunities of
exchange and of confrontation in the scientific community (such as joint meet-
ings, publications stemming from a genuine confrontation of pesitions and not
of juxtapositions or sterile co positi development of joint research

in which a ber of plans of analysis are articulated with the
spc(‘_Lﬁc methodologies of the different approaches etc) will be able to testify
it, We trust that this discussion will produce fruits in this direction.
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