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ABSTRACT

Extending recent advances 1in attribution theory, this
thesis aims to develop and apply &an analytic framework
within which the social constitution of explanations
might be better accommodated. To thils end, Part I draws on
three theoretical trends: generative social psychology:
critical theory: and Foucauldian discourse analysis.
Respectively, these provide: the rationale for the
critique of and the alternatives to orthodox social
psychology, critical reflection on the social field, and
the means to locate and analyze ordinary explanations. It
is shown how: conventional cognitivist analyses tend to
ignore the social contingency of explanations;
intergroup theory cannot adequately deal with the
influence of ©role; script theory does not address
explanations' mediation of power. By contrast, the present
thesls analyzes explanations in the context of numerous
intertwined factors, including role, intergroup and power
relations, and institutional, representational and
material influences.

In this, ‘role’, congtituted 1in a network of discourses
and practices, 1s the principal conceptual tool. Packaged
with a repertoire of explanations, cognitions, identities
and functions, role interacts with situational factors to
shape explanations. It 1s suggested that, through their
mediation of power, explanations serve to reproduce the
explainer’s role and related roles and structures.

Part II applies this approach to the explanation of rape.
Detalled analysis of gender stereotypes, rape myths, the
the professional, polemical and 1lay explanation of rape
produced three 1deal types: the dimensional, typological
and schismatic. These served to tie particular explanatory
forms to their corresponding frameworks of
discourse/practice and to role. The function of such rape
explanations was further explored with respect to
‘traditional' and ‘anti-sexist' male roles, and to the
role of policeman. In the latter case, i1t was shown that
explanations tended to distance rape from ‘*hormal’
sexuality, thereby recursively conditioning the police
role and its 1legal, organizational and cultural

delineants.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Precamble.

As this theslis began to take shape it became apparent
that there would not be a conventional introduction - a
delineation of research field, an outline of the problems
that bedevil 1t and an overview of the proposed solutions.
This was partly because the areas concerned are too broad;
an introduction in each chapter will serve this purpose.
Further, Chapter 5, in addition to expounding the methods
adopted, makes explicit certain connections between
preceding chapters that it would be premature to outline
at this early stage, prior to the critiQues contained 1in
those chapters. Indeed, the interwovenness of these
chapters has somewhat hampered attempts at a neat
exposition - the tendency towards restatement (but
hopefully not redundancy) and the almost interminable
cross-referencing through the text amply attests to this.
Had I been more courageous, or rather more talented, I
would have made positive use of this problem and written
in the °'French Style' (for want of a better expression).
In this, a bald statement of the thesis (with little or no
effort to explalin terminology or method) is followed by an
examination of that thesis from a variety of vantage
points;: despite the initial agonies of incomprehension and

given sufficient time and stamina, things eventually "fall
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into place’. Instead, I will remain faithful to my
Anglo-Saxon heritage and shere the blame for the turgidity

and stuffiness of thils text with 1it.

It had originelly been my intention to go into some
detail over the doing and writing of a PhD, but, over and
above the self-indulgence of such an exercise (though it
is important to reflect on some of the material
antecedents of postgraduate résearch)o space militated
against an in-depth consideration. I will restriét my
remarks to the following: In writing a PhD one is placed
under a . variety of constraints from the intellectual to
the financial that leed to &a series of dinterlocking
choices through which one must fumble and compromise. This
state of affairs 1is particularly acute for a thesis in
which a number of disparate perspectives are brought to
bear on soclial psychological phenomena. This very
disparateness can lead to the charge of dilettantism. I
am not especlially concerned to rebut this (though I
suppose I could call 1t eclecticism), other than, perhaps
immodestly, point to the fact that some of the more
influential thinkers have been accused of, and openly
lauded, their dilettantism. Thus Feyerabend notes that
“"Bohr, Einstein...regarded themselves as dilettantes and
often said so" pld0,1978). Similarly Mannheim (1936) points
to a tradition of synthesists who 1n drawing on a
range of theories produce partial rather than absolute

solutions. That 1is &ll I claim here: formally, this
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tenuousness 1s embodied 1n the research strategy of

constructing an ideal-type analysis of rape explanations.

More slighting 1is the charge that my research 1is an
example of opportunism: I have jumped onto, and within
soclal psychology maybe given an additional nudge to, the

New Wave French Bandwagon. Once again this charge is not

unfounded, though I think I have approached the
latter critically. Anyway, opportunism 1s inevitable
given that even the most orthodox research can be

construed a8 conservatively opportunistic. Importantly,
both my dilettantism and my opportunism have been gulded
by explicit political and generative interests (see below;

Ch.5).

This brings mé on to the next compromise, that between
(intellectual?inclinational) honesty and expedience. If I
had followed ‘my hunches more fully this thesis might well
have been about the relation between Hegelianism, Deleuze
and Guattariés schizoanalysis, masculinity and Eastern
religions. Sugh pretensions would have set me even further
beyond the bo@nds of gocial psycheclogical orthodoxy. The
point 1s that i have had to 1limit my interests for the

sake of "manageability’: this again marks the essentially

provisional nature of this work.

In sum then, ﬂit is impdrtant to be mindful of the

background faétors that condition research. 0Of course,
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their existence does not undermine the validity or
usefulness of a theory. However, such factors can serve to
impart a ‘truth’ or power to a given theory. In this sense
it is impoﬁtant to trace out the uses to whiceh such
power/truth‘can be turned. As I argue, many theories have,
at present, conservative implications; I hope that

this thesis'lcontribution is emancipatory.

2. Genesis _and History.

In the next few pages I will briefly describe the
development .of this thesis. Though I dare say an element
of autobiagraphical backslapping has crept in, my main

aim 1is to shdw how this work 1is s8till animated by the

specific concerns of generative social psychology
(Gergen, 1978, 1982), Foucauldian ‘discourse theory’
(Foucault,lQ?Qa; Poster,1984; Henriques et al,1984),

Critical theory (Held,1980; Geuss,1982). Needless to say
this summary;can barely do full Justice to the
confusion, dead-ends and misgulided enthusiasms I have led
myself into, {nor to the uninformed rubbish that I have
produced and continue to produce.
)

A naive intergst in attribution theory, and particularly
actor/observer; differences (c¢cf Ch.1), and some elementary
reading in théories Aof ideclogy suggested to me that a
connection cou}d be forgéd between the two which placed
explanations #n a more social context than I had at that

point encountered. Fortunately my initial research
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proposal was pre-empted by the work of Furnham (c¢f Ch.d).
An 1interest in generative social psychology 1led to a
survey of what might have been generative methodologies in
which alternative behaviours and theories of behaviours
are articulated. Gergen(1982) has outlined four heuristics
which he supposes will spearhead the generative thrust:
the articulation of minority response, extension of theory
to the borders of absurdity, the product;on of
antithetical theses, and the production of alternative
metaphors. I attempted to concretize these suggestions
into specifi¢ methods that 1llustrated, and thereby gave
substance to, the alternatives generated by theory (this
was as much a pragmatic/propaganda as an analytic
strategy). Of the various methodologies I considered,
those concerhed with evoking alternative responses and
extending behavioural repetolres suffered the typical
problem facing quasi-theraples, namely that of follow-up
(Gergen, personal communication). Eventually, I settled
for a version of the articulation of minority response.
Balking at the condescension implicit in this strategy., 1
decided to adopt a minority response against which to
contrast mainstream response. The response I looked at was
the explanation of rape. A pllot study was carried out in
which the explanations of ‘orthodox' subjects were to have
been compared with radical feminist &and socialist or
libertarian feminist explanations. Unfortunately., one of
the main subject groups refused to co-operate (because I

was a man and therefore suspect). In abandoning this
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project I had, however, garnered the materisls for the
thesis as 1t now stands (or falls): the role of ideology
on explanations; the role of groups (in the pilot study
one of the hypotheses was that the radical feminist group,
partly driven by intergroup processes would go beyond
system blame to man/rapist blame. In a sense they
fulfillead this expectation more profoundly than 1
imagined): the importance of roles 1in the shaping of

explanations.

Gergen(1982) proposed that a number of paradigms could be
subsumed under ‘generative social psychology®. These
included ethogenics and critical theory. The latter
appealed to me particularly becsuse of 1ts explicit
political and socioclogical sensibillities. This led to an
analysis of ideclogy from a critical theoretical
perspective (ef Ch.l); and 1likewise a critique of
cognitive social psychology that entailed the production

of antithetical theses (cf Ch.2) and which placed

coghltive processes in the context of wider social
phenomena such as immediate situation, normative
expectations and the economic¢ 1infrastructure. My reading

of Foucault's later works (1979a,1981; c¢f Ch.1) suggested
that explanations could be treated in the same way as
discourses, embedded in practical/discursive networks
which gave them practical substance. Also, it dawned on me
that Foucault'’s work could be placed under the rubric of

critical theory, a view subsequently supported by various
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commentators (c¢f Ch.l4). This coincided with the interest
in the explanation of rape which, under the appropriate
circumstances (in the right discursive/practical
matrix), répresented an exercises of power par excellence
(cf Ch.7). 1t was now a question of tracing out that
matrix in some detail, in exploring the uses to which such
explanations and power could be put. This entailed placing
these explanations 1in a tangible context, specifically
explanations produced by policemen. Of major concern would
be the ways in which conventional rape explanations, as
modes of sexism, serviced the masculine role (or that of
policeman) and, thereby, police and patriarchal/capitalist
institutions (ef Ch.8). Correspondingly. to undercut any
potentially suffocating decline 1into functionalism (a
charge that has been levelled at Foucault®’s work), it was
necessary to set this against the struggle over the
definition and explanation of rape that 18 being
systematically waged by feminists and spontaneously by
some victims and their relatives (c¢f Chs.6,7). Hollway's
(1982) use of Giddens?® (1976.1979) theory of
structuration, in showing how (discursive) practices serve
to re/constitute the individual subject, seemed to me to
be a promising means of linking explanations (discursive
practice) to the actor (role - despite Giddens' aversion
to 1it) and structure. The pay-off, from the opposite
direction as it were, would be, given the dialectical
relations of these elements, an analysis of the way that

pesychological factors were shaped 1in a discrete social
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context. In effect, this was a means of concretely
questioning the (implicitly) assumed causal priority of

cognitive processes.

This, then, ig the (too neatly) reconstituted history of
this thesis. It has culminated in an analysis of ordinary
explanations that, in its sensitivity to context, aims to
access the social bases of the form, process and content
of explanations and, in particular, the use of

explanations in the mediation of power.

3. Chapters 1 - 8: An Overview.

This thesis falls into two parts. Part I 18 comprised of
critiques of several areas within social psychology and
their relation to lay explanations. The aim 1is to derive
an alternative theoretical framework within which to
analyze explanations. Part II 1s concerned with a case
study of the lay explanation of rape, particularly those
of policemen. It is an attempt to put the findings of -Part
I into practice. Thus rape explanations are considered
from a soclio-historical perspective with particular
emphasis on the way they these mediate power. As a result
it is possible to see how social psychological accounts of
such explanations that do not consider this implication

can Sserve to support it.

Chapter 1 examines traditional attribution theory. Via a

critigque of Kelley's Covariation meoedel enters into the
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social'embeddedness and practical potency of explanations.
Through a consideration of praxis, explanations are
conceived as a .part of a practical/discursive matrix. In
addition I consider the emerging use of script theory in
the lay explanation research. I suggest that, for this to
be useful, 1t has to be related to the role position of
actors wherg that role encompasses the social and
ideclogical functions of scripts/explanations. Finally, 1
consider the underlying role of control and power in

soclal psychological accounts of explanation.

Chapter 2 1s a critique of cognitive social psychological
approaches to explanations. It 1s argued that these
approaches | do not take into proper account
socio-historical conditions &as they relate to cognitive
processes themselves (eg theory perseverance). Chapter 3
takes up the theme of the relation of explanations to
role. This 1s developed in the light of recent advances in
intergroup theory. The main purpose is to moderate the
latter's reliance on the pivotal status of cognitive
factors. Recaéting intergroup processes in terms of role,
a "group meniber' is conceived as a particular type of role
in its own specific milieu. Chapter 4 explores some of the
debates surrounding the theoretical status of ideology and
rationality. In typical critical theoretical fashion, I
opt for a history-laden version of these concepts in
which their ascription to behaviour is heavily contingent

upon (perceptions of) historical conditions and
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domination.

Chapter 5 18 meant +to bridge Parts hi and II. It
brings together some of the links between chapters 1 - 1,
and presents an outline of the approach used in Part I1I.
As regards the latter, given the breadth (perhaps spread
would be a more appropriate term) of the thesis, our
project 1is consigned to the more speculative end of
research. This is accommodated by theoretically
structuring Part II s8round the Weberian notion of the
ideal type. There are three ideal types developed in Part
II; they link role (policeman, man), environment
(patriarchy, police institution, group antagoniem,

ideoclogy, etec) and the explanation of rape.

Part II is a detailed study of the explanation of rape.
In &a sense this entalls a reversal of the usual procedure
employed in the study of lay explanations. Conventionally,
the explanation 1is the dependent variable - the result

that the résearcher captures, measures and characterizes.

Here, however, I effectively take the explanation as a
starting point and -trace out its "correlates’ in their.
complex interrelations - thus the distinetion between

independent and dependent variable blurs. Chapter 6 looks
into the material and discursive bases of rape and rape
explanations at the broadest level. That is, the
perceptions and 1interactions of men and women are

considered from a general feminist perspective. On the
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basis of the study of the abnormal psychology literature,

rape mythology, legal definitions and perceptions of rape,

and interviews with men., Chapter 7 develops and applied
three ideal types of rape explanation. The dimensional is
related to feminist-sympathetic conscliousness and 1is

evidenced 4in feminist writings and ‘anti-sexist' men's
talk; it ies concerned to establish the continuity between
rape and normality. The typological, by comparison, aims
to set ocut and deploy the criteria by which to distinguish
rape from npormality. While the latter passes no comment on
continuity. the schismatic type 1s geared towards its
denial. The sﬁift from typological to schismatic 1s a very
subtle and context-bound phenomenon - it 1s considered in
interview &and eclinical material. It is argued that the
dimensional, in this context, has generative/critical
statug. In Chapter 8 these types are explored in relation
to policemen‘’s explanation of rape; they are viewed in
light of the complexly defined demands of that role.
Finally, policemen’s explanations are analyzed from the
standpoint of their supposed cognitive constituents. In
the concluéion, the findings of Parts I and II are
summarized ‘and several of the practical ramifications for
masculinity, gender relations and the police treatment of
rape victims are followed through. Finally. the perceived
weaknesses of the thesis are outlined (eg the neglect of
memory), and some implications for future research are

reviewead.
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PART I

CHAPTER ONE

ATTRIBUTION THEORY AND LAY EXPLANATIONS.

Introduction.

In this chapter I hope to analyze the limitations of
Attribution Theory. This critiqQue will address itself both
to the major early formulation, namely that of Kelley, and
to some of the more recent models, in particular those
making use oé the concept of cognitive scripts. My central
alm is to show how these approaches fundamentally ignore
the element of power that explanations inceorporate and
the relation of +thilis to behaviour. In the process of
this analysis, it will be suggested that explanations (and
accounts generally) are more closely related to behaviour
than 1is usually allowed for. The purpose of giving
explanations this material edge 1s to better understand

theilr role as mediators of power.

We will carry out this analysis 1in the following way:
Firstly we will examine Kelley's ANOVA model showing that
its apparent exclusive concern with process 1in fact
covertly relies on content-laden consensus information.
Thus 1t e@erges that attribution &and 1lay explanations

generally, which involve the internal/external dichotomy
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of causal locus, make an implicit appeal to concrete
social knowledge. It is suggested that, rather than seeing
explanations as simple statements of the causes of (or
reasons behind) events, they should be c¢conslidered as
types of acts, dynamically interacting with the explainer,
the object of the explanation, and their social
environment. In other words, explanations can be conceived
as glosses on perceived points of intervention (ie in

apprehending an event one also apprehends one's power

relation to it - how one might influence, control, ignore,
avold, ete that event - and identifiles the elements
one must engage 1in order to achieve those things. An
explanation 1is & gloss insofar as it, more or less
explicitly, addresses those elements or points of
intervention). This is illustrated in a brisf

congideration of that range of explanations we call social
psychological theories of Attribution and Lay Explanation.
This is further explored with respect to the cause-reason
debate. It is suggested that many explanations specify
their point of intervention only implicitly. To discover
what this might be, it is neceésary to analyze
explanations in a matrix of other connected explanations
(both proximal and distal), more or less related lay
theories, behaviours, roles and power. Following this, the
links between explanation and practice are considered with
particular reference to the Marxian concept of Praxis and
the Foucauldian couplet of discourse/practice. Thus

explanations are seen as complex expressions of complex
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webs of discourses and practices. In discussing this, we
will remark on the recent applications of schema theory to
the study of lay explanations suggesting that schémas (or
discourses or myths) are not universal but can be attached

to particular roles and ideological interests.

1. A Critique of = Kelley's Covariation Model.

Attribution Theory (AT) has 1its roots 1in Heider'’s 1958
seminal text, The Psychology of Interpersonal Behaviour.
Of the three models that sprang from that work (Jones and
Davis,1965;: Kelley,1967,72a,72b,73; Weiner et al,1972) we
shall be primarily concerned with Kelley's ANOVA theory
and the varilous theoretical and empirical outcrops that it

has engendered.

Following Lalljee (1981) we can characterize AT by: (1)
its focus on the causal concerns of lay explanations; (i1)
its internal/external dichotomy through which attributions
are made either to the individual actor (or some aspect
thereof) or to the environment or situation (or to some
aspect theréof). Numerous authors (eg Buss, 1978;
Kruglanski, 1975, 9: Locke and Pendleton,1982; Winer and
Kelley, 1982; McClure,1984) have noted that causality is
not the sole generative motor of events that subjects
appeal to. Filrstly, causality 1s not a unitary concept in
that 1t can be conceptualized in a number a ways
(Bunge,1959). Moreover a cause can be decomposed along at

least two dimensions: the temporal, every cause is also an
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effect (Brickman ét al,1975); and & dimension concerned
with the causal weight that is attached to a potential
cause (in Gergen and Gergen's (1982) terms a distinction
needs to be drawn between the enabling and empowering
force of a cause or causal locus). In addition there is

the uncertain causal status of reasons (see below).

The internal/external dichotomy can also be criticized

for its relative crudeness. Firstly., there is accumulating

evidence that actors do not always deploy 1t 1in a
clear-cut way, preferring to use &a combination of
internal and external factors (eg Furnham,Jaspers &

Fincham, 1983; Monson,1983; Antaki,1985). This latter point
fits 1n with the multi-dimensional notion of cause. More
important however are intrusive conceptual problems with
this dichotomy. These problems have been derived from the
idea of ‘susceptibility’. 1In essence, susceptibility
refers to the receptivity of the actor to external
factors. (As a tantaelizing aside. 1t can be mentioned
that +this analysis can be 1linked to the Gibsonian
(Gibson,1979) concept of affordance, though such
associations will not be developed here.) Now, if
people are aware of susceptibilities, they will be
sensitive to the orderliness of social behavior. This
leads ﬁs on to an analysis of explanations in terms of
scripts (eg Eiser;19833 Lalljee and Abelson,1983;
Turnbull,in press) within which the internal/external

dichotomy is shown to be unsound (see below).
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I now wiéh to explore the problematic status of

internal/external dichotomy with respect to Kelley's

covariational parameters. It will be shown that
distinctiveness and consistency are not content-free
parameters but covertly connected to the consensus

information specific to the behaviour that is being

explained.

Distinctiveness is the degree to which a given behaviour
is stimulus/circumstance bound. When Jim compliments
Mike's essay, the question distinctiveness asks is: does
Jim compliment all essays or only Mike's? If the latter,
then Jim's response is distinctive to Mike's essay and
therefore it 1is8 something 1in Mike's essay that prompted
Jim's response. In other words an external attribution is
made. Now, 1f we deploy the notion of susceptibility,. for
Jim to compliment Mike'’s essay, he must first be
susceptible to it (the essay must ‘afford’ Jim something -
pleasure, intellectual stimulation, or whatever).
Logically., on this evidence alone, we can no longer assign
causal primacy either to the actor (Jim) or the stimulus
(Mike's essay). Causality seems to reverberate between the
two. What, we must ask, gilves distinctiveness 1its
explanatory power? It 1s suggested that 1t 1is the
consensus information dimplicit 1in distinctiveness. 1If
distinctiveness can logically reflect on either stimulus

or actor, it becomes necessary to look at the nature of
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the stimulus (the essay). Thus we are forced out of the
decontextualized, content-empty realm of Kelleyan
Attribution. If the essay can be said to be ‘good’, then
Jim's distinctive, favourable response to it can be said
to be a response to the stimulus; if it is ‘'bad’, Jim's
response reflects on his oddness. However, the terms 'bad®’
and *good’ are in fact shorthand for consensus
information. Thus a ‘good’ essay 1is one to which most
people respond favourably: conversely when Jim responds
favourably to Mike's 'bad’' essay he is acting against the
consensus. Of course, things are not as simple as we have
presented them. As Intergroup and Conflict Theorists (eg
Marx and Engels,1967:; Tajfel,1981) point out, society is
fractured into numerous groups of varying ascendancies.
When we speak of 'people generally' we are referring in
this c¢case to academics of a particular and hegemonic
persuasion. (Malcolm Bradbury's novel 'The History Man'
containsg a neat illustration of the relative nature of
‘good' and ‘'bad' essays.) In empirical studies where
distinectiveness information has been shown to be used by
subjects (though by no means spontaneously), we might
speculate that subjects have compensated for the
‘paleness’ of the subject-matter by assigning a
consensus-value to the situation, tge circumstance and the
response. The internal-external problematic is thus
resolved in‘explanations of this type through an implicit

reference to consensus information which covertly infuses

distinctiveness with a social content.
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There 1s a parallel process at work in the consistency
parameter. When an actor acts in the same way over time
and modality, the consistency parameter directs that we
should infer that the observed behaviour is a
manifestation of a trait appropriate to that behaviour.
That 1is, we make an internal attribution. Let us take
another example: S8 consistently behaves 1in an unfriendly
manner acrossge time and in different ways (verbally.
physically, ete). Under these, admittedly simplistic,
circumstances we infer that S is an unfriendly person. In
addition to the fact that the ANOVA formulation tends
to ignore antecedents in S's bilography, it seems to assume
that behaviour occurs in =a vacuum or only in time. But
behaviour is necessarily context-related: congistent
behaviour does not occur simply over time, it must occur
from situation to situation. Consistency as an attribution
parameter is an abstraction from various instances of the
target behaviour occurring in specific situations.
Moreover these situations must differ sufficiently from
each other to warrant a Judgement of consistency: the
more disparate the situations 1in whieh the target
behaviour occurs, the more importance that must be
attached to consistency information. Let us assume that in
each of these situations there is an element which the
actor responds to (ie 1s susceptible to) and which 1n some
way triggersj his/her unfriendly behaviour. It will be

apparent that we have re-cast consistency 1in terms of
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distinctiveness - our actor 1s responding distinctively
to a particular element in the environment. The
counter—argumént, that there is no such coﬁmon stimulus
across disparate situations, is in fact a statement of
consensus infdrmation: most people do not perceive that
stimulus and t?erefore fall to respond consistently across
those disparate situations. The target actor's ‘active
susceptibility® is judged eccentric and draws an internal
attribution because "most others® do not exhibit the same
susceptibility. Once again we find the operation of . a
covert normative consensus giving'substance this time to
consistency information. Here the internal/external
problematic 1is resolved in the internal direction because

of the implicit anti-consensual nature of the target

actor's behaviour.

The importance of normative consensus, in this context,
lies 1in the fact that, despite its underpinning role
within distinctiveness and consistency, it is itself open
to the same critique. As an attributional parameter it
cannot 1ogicaily-distinguish between internal and external
causal loci. ﬁf an individual deviates from the popular
behavioural norm, this does not automatically guarantee aﬁ
internal attribution. Firstly, the population from which
the actor is drawn can also be Judged in terms of 1its
deviance from what the observer considers to be
"normal’ béhavior. Thus attribution to a deviant

population such a Nazil Germany, might invoke an internal
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attribution for that population's apprehension of a Jewish
conspiracy. This 1is where the Intergroup work on
attribution (eg Hewstone and Jaspers,1982a; Ch 3) has the
advantage in that 1t takes this into account .by
pluralizing attributional vantage polnts. Conversely, the
individual who conforms to the consensual response pattern
to a given stimulus does 8o because of internal factors
such as the need for the positive social i1dentity (eg
Turner, 1982), that his/her in-group satisfies (however,
cf Ch.3). In orthodox individual attribution research,
when an actor deviates from the consensus the internal
attribution that they are supposed to receive 1is set
against an absolute consensus. If the consensus 1s broken
up. 1f the target actor is seen to be a member of a group,
then any attributional judgement must take 1into account
the congensus that pertains within that group (its
baserate properties). Subsequently., that consensus is
judged against a broader consensus or normality. one which
is most likely to be drawn from, or is acceptable to, the
observer’s in-group. In all this, there 1is necessarily
recourse to concrete background knowledge. Thils cannot be
escaped however supposedly 'pure’ the maferials of
attribution research might claim to be (c¢f Shultz and

Schleifer,1983).

The Question now becomes: what 1influences the form of an
attribution 1if it 1s not consensus, consistency, or

distinctiveness (or any combination of these) per se?
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Phrasing this slightly differently: what sort of content
as regards consensus, consistency and distinetiveness will

effect attributions?

I will begin with a provisional outline of the conception
of attribution and 1lay explanation that will be employed
in this thesis. Essentisglly, explanations are conceived as
glosses on perceived points of intervention in which

they, explicitly or implicitly demarcate what needs to be

done to what in order to solve a problem or answer a
guestion (this is irrespective of whether actual
intervention is carried out or not; passivity is

considered an authentic outcome of an explanation, as is
contradictory behaviocour). When an internal attribution is
made, the individual is the point of intervention. This is
the case for AT and psychology generally (especially in
their more cognitivistic guises) when considered as
explanatory edifices. Good examples of this are the
debiasing techniques for individuel 1limitations in
statistical processing that have been developed by various
researchers (eg Anderson,1982; cf Ch.2). If explanations
are glosses on points of intervention, they both announce
and entail the exercise of power. As a result explanations
must be considered in terms of thelr power-constitution.
For the moment it will suffice to say that such power is
multi-faceted and multi-directional. Explanations exert
power not only over the object éf explanation but also

over the explainer him/herself and his/her social
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surroundings; that is, explanations are repercussive. The
resemblance between this reformulation of explanations and

the Foucauldian notion of discourse is not accidental.

This reconception of explanations c¢an be applied to
soclal psychological theories themselves. In paréicular. I
will consider a number of the models of the
attributer/explainer currently available in the light of

their implicit internal interventionism.

2. Models.

Models within AT are used, as 1in most sciences
(Harre, 1972), to generate hypotheses, in this case as
regards what sort of information is required and how it is
used in the construction of explanations. These models
are primarily concerned with process. Originally
Heider(1958) provided us with ‘man as naive psychologist’
(in those days there were only men, nowadays there are
mostly men). Kelley (eg 1967) has generalized this to 'man
the lay or intuitive scientist?’. However his scientist was
limited to (covariational) inference; the attributer as
scientist has now been modernized to take into account
hypothesis-testing procedures (eg Snyder and
Gangestad, 1979; Lalljee et 21,1984). In addition to the
lay scilentist, we have the amateur scientist (Moscovici
and Hewstone, 1983) into whom has diffused the ethic of
science via the medium of social representations. In

related fielde we have the attributer as historian
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(Fischoff,1976,81); as lawyer (Hamilton,1980; Fincham and
Jaspers, 1980; Lloydd-Bostock,1983); as actor

(Harrée, 1981a,b): as interpreter (Shotter,1981).

It hardly needs spelling out that these models are all
drawn from the professional middle-classes. As far as I am
aware there are no alternative models derived from the
skilled manual or unskilled classes: we do not find models
of the attributer as plumber or housewife. (This 'bias' is
bound to any psychology that does not ground cognition in
the routine of historically concrete behaviour). Indeed we
have a parallel here with the middle-class preoccupation
that Israel (1979) has detected in cognitive dissonance
research. But 1in this case these models reflect, at the
level of theory, the social division of manual and mental
labour. In the same way that this division belies the
essential practical (or rather praxical) nature of theory,
so too these models of the attributer neglect the fact
that an explanation embodies both practical and

theoretical components.

Less personalized than the preceding models are those of
the attributer as a 1limited information processor (eg
Ross,1977: Nisbett and Ross,1980); as a defensive egoist
(eg Shaver,1970; Lerner and Miller,1978). Ostensibly less
individualistic than these latter models are those that
cast the attributer as group member or seeker of positive

social identity (eg Hewstone and Jaspers, 1982,
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1983: Deschamps,1983: Mann and Taylor,1974).

Various points can be made about this variety of models.
Firstly, things are more complicated: several of these
models overlep and some attempt to address different
types of explanation. However, this fragmentation seems
to me to indicate the rehabilitation of content over
process. At the concrete level, this is evident in the
way that models derived from actual explanations are a
combination of these formal models. The precise
configuration of models would be specified by the type
(content) of explanation that is studied and the context
in which it is produced. At a more abstract level, content
re-establishes 41itself through the fact that these models
have a tendehcy to merge into one another. Thus lawyers
are reknowned for their histrioniec expertise: their
arguments and explanations are shaped by the requirements
of their particular audience, namely Jjudge, Jury and the
Legal establishment (Toner, 1982). Scientists are also
defensive egolsts and opportunists (Lemaine,19884). It
would seem that, rather than start off from a model from
which are derivead, more or less expllcitly, ideal
explanation types, deviation from which 1is 1labelled
‘bias’, it is preferable to study explanations in vivo,
deriving a model or an ideal-type from these. Naturally,
in vivo refers to the broad social and historical context
of these expléhations and thus necessitates some degree of

social analysis. This the project undertaken in the



Page 25

second part of this thesis. Under such a theoretical
regime, a policeman’s ‘unreasonable’ explanation for a
rape event does not indicate that he is a bad intuitive
scientist or a poor lawyer, but that he 1is a ‘good’

policeman.

Another related set of points deals with the fact that
these individuelistic models filter out the social
components in the structure of explanations. As Hollway
(1982) notes, an interest in content necessarily feeds off
and into the social: as a result the distinction commonly
drawn between 1individual and society, and internal and
externsal, becomes problemaetic. These models presuppose a
neat division; they are by and large directed at internal
processes relfied as cognitive structures. We do not deny
that there are internal structures but insist that these
must be properly examined; their existence needs to be
traced beyond the cognitive and bioclogical to the social

and historical (Chs.2 and 3).

The 1internalist 1impetus of these models persists despite
the avowed intentions of researchers who overtly endorse
an external style of attribution. This 1s neatly brought
out by Billig (1982) who shows how Nisbett, a major
proponent of both cognitive bias and the generically
superior accuracy of external attributions, is caught in a
contradiction, simultaneocusly exhorting us to external

attributions while himself, as a professional observer,
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indulging in extreme internal attribution. As noted above,
this ref;ects the fact that, for psychology., the
individual constitutes the point of intervention, and this
intervention very often takes the form of a technology.
Debilasing téchniques are just such a technology;: dressed
up as training, they are a means towards correcting a
faulty mecﬁanism that 1s safely and securely locked up
within the 'individual (cf Shotter,1975). For writers such
as Shotter (Gauld and Shotter,1976: Harre and Secord,l1972;
Harrée,1979; Buss,1978.1979a), it 4is the reason and agency
of actors that socisal psychological theory must account
for and 2which lay explainers regularly if not
predominantiy appeal to in their explanations. However, as
it will be contended 1in the next section, even these

approachesg resort to a similar form of individualism.

3. Reasons, Causes . and the Individual.

The debate regarding the attribution of causes and

reasons, prompted by Busg (1978) and developed by
Buss(19793,;‘ Kruglanski, 1979; Locke and Pendleton,1982;
McClure,1984) . has addressed the relative merits and

importance of cause- versus reason-explanations and the
possible relationship between the two. Here I will deal
only with MecClure's contribution as a way of highlighting
the persisting individualistic conception of the

attributer in this 'alternative'® mode of research.

McClure provides some telling criticisms of the recent
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cause-reason controversy, but his central concern is to
divest these terms of their presuppositional baggage by
defining them operationally. Thus:

"Reasgsons express & motive or rationale for an

action and can be operationally defined as the

(type of) response, 1if one is given, to such

Questions as 'Why are (or were, will) you (or

they) performing this action?’

“"Causes comprise a mechanical explanation of a

behaviour and can operationally be defined as

the (type of) response, 1f one 1is given, to

such Questions as 'What is (or was/will) making

yvou (or they) do this?' in reference to an act

or behaviour.®

(McClure,1984,p131-132)

The immediate point to make is that any such
characterization of an explanation must be drawn up in
vivo, with specific reference to the implications that it
has for the behaviour of the explainer. If, for the
moment, we follow Heider, Kelley, Wortman (1976), Forsyth
(1980) and Baine (1983) in assuming that prediction anad
control are the overriding motives behind the production
of explanation (this will be heavily gqualified in the
following sections), we must judge the type of explanation
in terms of its implications for control/prediction (ie
the 1implicit point of intervention). It is these
implications that must be taken into a&account when
characterizing an explanation. That is, the classification
of an explanation into a csesuse- or reason- explanation
should depend on how that explanation is used. Let us
suppose that reason explanations make direct reference to

the rationale of the actor and thus locate the point of

intervention 1in the actor, then they also specify the
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nature of that intervention, namely communication of some
sort, persuasion or whatever. In other words, reason
explanations point towards an intersubjective form of
intervention. In contrast, cause explanations refer to a
mechanical mode of intervention. This is the case whatever
the actual form the explanation takes, whether it is in
reponse to ‘what' or a ‘why® question of the type

suggested by McClure.

Such a ‘use-definition' (Wittgenstein.1958) of cause- and
reason-explanations has the partial advantage of, at
least, giving explanations a function., of potentially
placing them 1in a properly social context rather than
isclating them 1in some &a priori haven. However, to
.re—-emphasize, as our analysilis stands it is still only a
Qualified improvement: what is gained in functionality is
lost 1in clarity. Clarity will only be established in
concrete analyses of explanations appropriately
contextualized. Moreover such a contextualization must

make use of a de-individualized notion of control.

Our, albeit superficiel, discussion of the relation of
control to the pdint 'of intervention contained by an
explanation, has largely ignored the multi-facetted nature
of these control needs. ‘'Control’ does not simply concern
the object of the explanation but slso other ‘objects'
that surround the actor. In particular, actors are

interested in controlling their social world: that 1s,
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moving through it as favourably as possible. They
control themselves. Also, we must be sensitive to
subtleties in these modes of control. For a start, very
often in thé literature on the control functions of
explanations (and this includes intergroup research), the
type of control (need) that i1s handled is a very active,
directed form, both individualistic and masculine. There
are many cases where control/prediction may be achieved
more ‘passively’ or collectively. Helplessness or
dependency 1in women in certain social and practical
spheres (men have their own versions of these, in areas of
expression or emotionality. cf Seidler,198%), reflected in
women's denigration of their own performance (eg
Deaux, 1976), invites control/predictive competence to be
experienced vicariously through the explanations and
actions of men. This point, itself a reflection of gender
bias/blindness in much sociél psychological research, will
be developed throughout the thesis 1in particular with
reference to the propensity towards intergroup processes

that the genders manifest (Che 3,6).

Further, it 1is 1important to counter the accent on
individual control needs, whether that be individually or
collectively attained, in order to analyze the ways that
explanations, or more precisesly the discourses of which
they are a part, exert control over the individual or
collective explainer. Within science, this can be seen in

the way that & paradigm (Kuhn,1970) constrains what a
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scientist 1is both able to do and think. Thus some
discourses yield explanations that direct intersubjective
intervention (eg the Liberal emphasis on education per se
& mode of social change), while others project mechanical
intervention (eg the vulgar Marxist focus on the economic
base as the prime mover of history and thus the primary

point of intervention).

To restate our case: any cause (as defined by MecClure)
located either 1internally or externally, can 1in the
appropriate confext be re-interpreted as a reason. This
can be 1illustrated with reference to the Just World
Hypothesis (Lerner,l1970) in which accidents, which shoulad
.entail external causal factors only, are transmuted, for
the purposes of explanation and equanimity., to structural
reasons; that 1s, accidental events are perceived as
teleclogically driven, shaped by &a reason. Conversely,
given the always already presence of history, ie the
preceding sociél conditions of any behaviour (Berger and
Luckmann, 1967: Althusser,1971) any reason can be traced
back to ites causal antecedents. We cannot simply assume
that when people talk of reasons or causes they are not in
fact referring back to prior or parallel causes and
reasons. The meanings that attach to their. explanations
should be judged according to their. locations within a
discursive net@ork and the control/prediction that such a
network permits% In other words, we can understand an

explanation in terms of the discourses which have yielded
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it through their action on the actor.

Another example: Furnham,1982b, has outlined explaﬁations
for unemployment that refer either to the prevalling
economic conditions or to the willful indolence of the
unemployed; the former is a cause explanation, the latter
a reason explanation. The latter can ecasily be rephrased
as a cause explanation: willful indolence readily
translates 1into <the state or tralt (which, as McClure
points out., is somewhere between a cause and a reason) of
laziness, which in turn can take on full causal status by
being interpreted as a genetic/genotypilic substrate that is
behaviourally/phenotypically manifested as unemployment or
scrounging. More interesting is the way that a cause can
incorporate a reason. In Marxist analysis of capitalist
cerisis, unemployment is the outcome of a downward economic
spiral triggered by over-accumulation (Armestrong et
al,1984), over-capacity (Mandel,1978) induced by a boom,
or some complex mixture of factors (Sutcliffe,1983), which
cut profits, which leads to lay-offs. This explanation is
set 1in . purely mecheanistic terms; as Marx(1970) insisted,
there is no recourse to the reasons of capitalists in this
framework. However, this discourse can be infused with
others which make reference to the reasons of individual
capitalists (or corporations or +the bourgeousie). Thus
unemployment can be traced to reasons of capitalists - say
the vover—cautipn of investors' or ‘greed - multinationals

can procure bilgger profits from production 1in the Thirad
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World®.

This example should demonstrate that there 1s a parallel
between reason and cause explanations: each contains the
kernel .of the other. Reasons, as productions of a

consciousness are also distal productions of the social

conditions that shaped that consciousness (eg
Hollway,1982; Henrilques et al,1984; Foucault,1979;
Giddens,1976,1979; Poster,1978). Likewise causes are
mediated by reasons. The question: "How are we to

determine on which side of the cause/reason divide a
particular explanation has fallen?" 1in a sense becones
meaningless. What 1is important is how this explanation,
whatever 1its outward appearance, is used. As mentioned
above, this is a complex function of its location within a
discursive/practical matrix and 1its immanent point of
intervention. The immanent point of intervention is that
which 1is directly., that 1is, 1logically, implied by an
explanation and 1s wusually directed at the object of
explanation. However, as we have pointed out, there are
other points of intervention which might or might not bear
a relation to that object. An explanation c¢an be wielded
in a variety of ways and aimed at & variety of objects.
This is a point that has come more and more to the fore in
research on attribution and lay explanations, though it
remains underdeveloped. In particular, the relation
between explanation and behaviour remains largely

unexplored. We will treat this in a relatively novel way
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by considering the relation between consciousness and
practical social activity accessed through the concept of

Praxis.

L, Explanations, Behaviour, and Praxis.

One of the main problems with the concept of Praxis is its
slipperiness. Different authors will use it to mean
different things (cf Bernstein,1983). The clearest
definition I have come across is Jounousek's(1972):
"The conc¢cept of Praxis in Marxism refers to the
activity of man which aims at transforming the
world as well as aiding his own self-development.
Man is‘ not a passive product of external
influences, but instead participates, through his
own practical activity, in changing the
condlitions of his existence. It is through these
conditions....that his personality is formed. The
transformed environment does not lose 1its
determining influence on Man. Thus, practical
transformation of the world includes shaping as
well as changing the human mind and
consciousness®
(Janousek,p279,1972)
The relation between consciousness and practice can be
considered at various levels. At the political level, the
recent fragmentation of political resistance into numerous
"pressure groups’ has resulted in a mood of resignation
toward the decoupling of political theory and practice,
the latter always being subject to material exigency which
theory cannot foresee. Thus theory may pinpoint a
particular point of intervention &and yet be unable to
approach 1t in practice. The simple point being made here
is that, at this level, an explanation need not have any

direct implications for behaviour where that behaviour is

constrained by circumstance. However, where that theory
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turns into a means of precluding intervention, then theory
(or explanation) has had a behavioural effect by virtue of
ensuring an absence of behaviour, or passivity. Here,
theory can také on an ideoclogical role. We shall examine

this in considerable detail in Chapter 4.

In this section, the relation between theory and
practice, and particularly explanation and behaviour, is
of a more philosophical nature. Specifically, we are
concerned with the ways in which theory and practice are
fused, in the sense that every theory is embedded within
and partially incorporates a matrix of practice and vice
versa. What I will therefore do is firstly outline a
recent examinétion of the relation between explanation and
behaviour, then critcize it through the concept of praxis,

in the process of which I will elaborate on the latter.

Figure One

Two Models of Attribution

Kelley and Michela (1980)

Antecedents - Attributions Consequences
Information Perceived Behavior
Beliefs --—-+--—--—- > causeg ————-——-— > Affect
Motivation Expectancy
Attribution theories Attributional theories

Eiser (1983)

_Attributions
/ AN
7/ AN

Antecedents- - - - ConseqQuences-
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Eiser (1983) has analyzed the relation between
explanation and behaviour, echoing Kelley and Michela‘'s
(1980) concern with the lack of investigation 1into the
role of explanations in the production of behaviour (as
well as affect and expectancy). However, Eiser also goes
on to make the point that given that 1in the real world
"behaviour can produce cognitive changes that are as much
antecedents as consequences of attributions®” then "The
distinction between ‘information, belief and motivation®
on the one hand and ‘behavior, affect and expectancy' on
the other becomes harder and harder to draw....In short,
the division that Kelley and Michela (1980) propose
between attribution research and attributional research
.has become 1l1less and 1less helpful and 1less and 1less
defensible” (pl67) (see Figure 1). Thus "a more broadly
attributional approach which looks specificelly at the
interaction between social cognition and behaviour® (p169)
is essential. Of course I agree with Eiser®’s suggestion
but would like to differentiate between Eiser's
development of the Kelley and Michela schema and the
notion of ‘'point of intervention®'. In merging 'behaviour,
affect and expectancy' with ‘information, belief and
motivation® it seems that Eiser has turned Kelley and
Michela's model from & 1linear to circular model. We
propose & web of interactions; in this we are making
explicit what 418 implicit in Eiser's treatment. More
fundamentally, we observe that attribution is more closely

aligned with behaviour than even Eiser recognizes.
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Various authoré have argued that the distinction between
theory and practice is a false one. For example,

Feyerabend maintains that:

"What 1&g called "'reason' and ‘practice’ are
therefore‘ two different types of practice the
difference being that the one clesarly

exhibits some simple and easily producible formal
aspects thus making us forget the complex and
hardly understood prpperties that guarantee the
simplicity and producibility, while the other
drowns the formal aspects under a great variety
of accidental properties.”
(Feyerabend, 1978,p26)
Similarly, Poster (1984) in reviewing Foucault'’s 1later
work remarks that he has brought theory and practice ever

closer by coining the couplets discourse/practice and

power/knowledge (see below).

According to Marx in the Theses on Feuerbach the
human conditién is characterized by the fact that people
engage 1n sénsuous human activity incorporating both
theory or consciousness and practice, ie Praxis. In
Bernstein's(1971), as with Janousek’s, exposition we are
presented wifh a view of consciousness as something
intrinsically practical, having been infused with and
shaped by the social activity of agents responding to
objective conditions which have themselves been partially
determined by the activity of agents. Immediately, the
importance of history comes to the fore: as Janousek
stresses, hiétorically concrete study 1is vital.(This 1is

what Part II addresses.) So, for Bernstein consciousness

is not something other than sensuous human activity or
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praxis: 1t 1s an aspect or moment of praxis itself and at
the same time embodies within it practical elements. When
Eiser points out that explanations do not simply yield
behaviour, etec but also attitudes, etc, he does not
address this préperty. This 1s becsuse Eiser seems to hold
to - an individualist version of the attributer as
cognitive processor: information impinges on a cognitive
mechanism which procegsses 1t to yield an explanation
which, in turn, might or might not effect behaviour. In
contrast, the notion of praxis implies that this mechanism
is, within broad 1imits, not absolute and ahistorical,
but constituted through human action and objective forces
acting upon humans. Eiser’s talk of the “interaction
between social. cognition and behaviour” does not seem to
include the potential of these two elements to constitute
one another. That 1is, the objective circumstances which
constrain behéviour also serve to shape, through social
activity. the form and function of cognition. Moreover the
specificity of those circumstances needs to be considered.
Janousek examined the possible influence of the conditions
of production and exchange; we will look at the possible
effect of commodification (Ch.2.3.¢). Whereas explanations
are seen by social psychology as individual or personal
solutions, for praxis they are also practico-social
solutions. This is exemplified by Gidden's idea (1979) of
the recursive effects of action: behaviour and
explanations can work back on the agent (as well as

others) to consolidate his/her identity/role and thereby
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the institutions and social structures in which these are
embedded and which are constitued by them. In other words,
explanations are a form of rehearsal with profound effects

for the explainer and the system of which s/he is a part.

However, as we have sald, they have wider ramifications.
Not only will they affect the explainer, they will also
influence other more orA less proximal agents; they can
also shape the identities of others. A stereotype does not
simply construct the image of the other, it can also serve
to shape the self-perception and ultimately the
constitutioﬁ of the other. The likelihood of this
happening is proportional to the power invested 1in that
explanation, or rather the complex array of institutions
and discourses that are. the conditions of emergence for
that explaﬁation. Foucault (1982) has outlined how this
power can only be historically and coneretely traced. We
will illustrate this in the latter half of this thesis
with respeét to the power of rape mythologies. This
concrete analysis must trace the multiplicity of
connections; that tie an explanation to the world, ranging
from the cognitive (eg processes of categorization) to the

historical (Chs.6,7.8).

5. Discourses and Explanations.

My attempt to characterize both explanations and the
study of explanations has leaned on a number of factors.

Firstly there is the notion of ‘points of intervention’
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that an explanation 1s supposed to embody whether
explicitly ér implicitly. In attempting to unravel these,
it 1is necessary to locate the explanation in a

discursive/practical matrix.

Now, at last, we can turn to a consideration of
discourse/practice. Discourse Theory (loosely called) has
been developed since the early seventies by Michel
Foucault in his historical studies of knowledges
(particularly those human eciences concerned with
discipline &and sexuality). and <their deployment in the
construction of pecple as objects (sets of
characteristics). These knowledges have been developed by
and applied through a variety of agencies 1including the
police, prisons, social work, hospitals (eg Foucault,

1979a,1981:; Donzelot,1979).

Drawing on ﬁenriques et al (1984), we can provide the
following description of discourse: Discourses are what
people say and are thus content-oriented, though also
sensitive to the interplay between content and process.
Discourses  are conceived as systematic and regulated,
governed by rules of combination and difference with other
discourses.‘Thus traditionally there is 1little crossover
between science and litersature; or a discourse on the
fundamental irrationality of women is regulated,
systematized and grounded by drawing on Quasi-scientific

discourses ‘such as psychoanalysis and sexoclogy (cf Ch.7).
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and distinguishing itself from feministic discourses.
These rules‘demarcate what 1s sayable therefore. Moreover
discourses aﬁe not simply comprised of ideas: they emerge
in and through processes of production which are material
(say, in the way that men physically treat women) and
discursive (say. 1in the reproduction of sexist ideas
through macho talk, pornography, advertising). Every
discourse 1s thus part of a complex; it is locked into an
intricate web of practices and discourses. Discourses
gain their currency by claiming to embody truth: one
way of attaining this status is through the exercise of
power (eg the institutional power of the expert; or of
academic fashion - the rise of discourse theory must a;so
be placed ' in the context of critical reflection,
especially given its somewhat pessimistic political

implications).

The similarities between our notion of +the points of
intervention and the practical aspects of discourses
should be clear. For example, discourse theory excels at
conceptualizing the multiplicity of points of intervention
through plaéing a discourse (or explanation) 1in a complex
web of discourses and practices. Distal points of
interventioﬁ take various forms: from the expressive
(self-presentational) interventions that an explanation
allows to strategic points of intervention of which the
explainer 18 not necessarily consciously aware (though

s/he might have a practical consciousness of it,
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Giddens,1979). To illustrate: masculinity, linked as it is
to rationality has an expressive edge which 1is 1tself
practical - nof only does 1t serve to express masculine
status, it also practically consolidates the supposed
irrationality or ‘othefness' of women by
undermining/denigrating the common activities of women
(eg through sex discrimination at work). The historical
dynamic that ‘bropels this process is so. embedded in
consciousness that only recently has it been recognized by
its practitioners; at the same time, without this
constant repetition of masculinity, there is a
posgibility that this dynamic would dissipate. Certain
explanations are part of that repetition, and hence are
involved in the oppression of women, and the disabling of
men. Discourse theopyo by 1its complex concern with
multiplicity and detail, seems particularly suited to

pinpointing this broader social role of explanations.

Using such an approach is not possible to abstract in the
same way that a cognitivist analysis would do. Rather, we
have to look af the minutae of each explanation, tracing
it historically, in its discursive and practical
manifestations. unravelling the threads that it draws upon
and which constitute it and its prowess. In this way we
can compose a historical and social, as well as a
cognitive &and personal, picture of the function and
constitution of explanations. Moreover, we can consilder

the ways that these factors shape one another,
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Explanations are thus not seen as the property of the
individual, but of a given system which has interactively

constituted that individual.

6. Explanations, Discourses and Scripts.

If explanations are seen to be complex expressions of
complex webs of discourses and practices, how are we to
usefully enter into this complexity? I want to answer this
Qquesgtion by 1looking at a recent development within AT,
namely the‘application of script theory (Schank and
Abelson, 1977), and its relation to the (weak)
functionalist analysis of explanation suggested by
Jaspars, Hewstone and Fincham (1983) and Hewstone (1983).
By doing #this I hope to show that the theoretical
indeterminacy of what script 1is applicable to what events
is solved by assessing the functionality of that script

for the role in which the explainer is situtated.

The introd#ction of Schank and Abelson’s(1977) script
theory into the study of how and why people construct
explanations needs to be distinguished from the causal
schemas originally outlined by Kelley (1971) (esg
multiple sufficient causes) and further developed in his
1983 paper. While there are some similarities, Kelley's
specific interest in causal inference processes places him
at some distance from the more content-oriented
formulations of Schank and Abelson and those who have

followed them. Here I will not be dealing with Kelley's
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work. Suffice it to say that, while cognitive structures
sensitive to the causal configuration of events may be
discernible, they will most likely be tightly bound to
particular contents, circumstances and explanatory roles.
Furthermore, where these structures or processes
generalize across scripts (or conditions), they must still
be historically located (eg the ascendancy of the notion
of linear ceauseality has to be considered against
dialectical causality). In sum: the greater generality of
Abelsonian. scripts (they are not 1limited to causal
structures) means that any criticiasm we apply to them will

generlize to Kelleyian schemas.

The particular applications of script theory to AT that I
am interested in are those of Eiser(1983), Lalljee and

Abelson{(1983) and Turnbull(in press).

1. Eiser(1983) has qQuestioned whether attribution 1is as
widespread as AT would have us believe. That is whether
pecple really infer or diagnose causes or antecedents from
a gliven event or behaviour. People don't often answer
Questions such as ‘what kind of person would produce this
kind of behaviour?’ ; rather people find it easier to make
forward-looking inferences of the form: ‘how would someone
like this behave?'. In doing +this, they use causal
schemata (Schank and Abelson,1977) which Eiser conceives
as Knowledge of{the way that one event fcllows on from

another, of a sequence or script of events. These schemata
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are applied in an automatic fashion; the stop and think
format of AT is only presorted to when something odd or

novel happens.

2. Lalljee and Abelson (1983) outline a gimilar theory.
They make the point that AT has little to say as regards
what needs to be explained. They propose that 1t 1is
deviation from a script that prompts explanation. They
describe two broad ways in which this might proceed. There
are constructive processes 1in which the to-be-explained
behaviour is hooked up to plans, or goals to actionsg. This
effectively locates the target behaviour/event in a new
schema. Alternatively., there are contrastive explanations
which compare the actual behaviour to what would be
congidered normal under the circumstances. Clearly, in

both these cases recourse to context and content is vital.

3. Another clear statement of the sautomatic and
reflective use of scripts has come from Turnbull (in
press). Like Eiser he notes the similarity between the
automatic application of scripts and categorization, and
conceives of the reflective application of scripts as a
process of qQuestion-and-answer. Real-world knowledge forms
the background ageinst which events appear puzzling. In
producing an explanation, the 1individual resolves that
puzzle. The constructive and.contrastive processes resolve
puzzles therefore. As should be clear by now, all three

models are highly concerned With the content of schemata.
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In Antaki and Filelding'’s (1981) overview of the psychology
of ordinar& explanations, they presented a 2 xXx 3
typological schema (2 types of psychological or conceptual
approaches: 3 types of explanation). As we can see from
Table 1, ‘Script theory is pPlaced in the
Descriptive-Representational category of their typology.
‘Descriptive’ denotes research that is primarily aimed at
those explanations that deal with the meaning of events
(as opposed to explanations attempting to ascertain the
causes of an event, or the moral status of agents involved
in the generation of that event); ‘representational’
refers to the  theoretical concern with content., and the
personal, I1interpersonal and cultural use of explanations

(as opposed to information processing).

Table One

Research into Lay Explations.

Explanation Psychologies

Representational Info. Processing

Newtson's Work
Attribution Theory
Just World Hyp.

Script Theory
Ethogenics
Piaget, Kohlbersg

1. Descriptive
2. Agency
3. Morality

t
]
1]
L]
1
+
]
.
]
§
[
4
1
L)
t
]
]
’

- e - . - - o -

However we would dispute this characterization. Indeed,
we can detect a contradiction at work in the coupling of a
mode of analysis (eg representational) and a type of
explanation (eg descriptive). If the representational mode

is concerned with the use of explanations and accepts that
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such wuse demarcates thelir meaning (whether they are
descriptive, moral, or causal), then to couple a
representational analysis with a descriptive explanation

presupposes the meaning of the explanation. Because an

explanation does not overtly express morality, this does
not mean that 1t does not contain implicit moral
Judgements. An explanation is a text and its

interpretation is manifold. In the case of scripts, these
are presupposed to be descriptive whereas it is the use to
which they. are put which will determine their

explanatory form or type.

Also, it 1is important to bear in mind that there are a
varlety of schemas availlable. Some schemas might be
exclusively used in &a descriptive fashion, to answer the
question: ""What is going on here?", but implicit in them
are assumptions regarding (the reasons behind) why
people behave as they do within the script being applied,
and Judgements of the normative status of the
characters and plot within that script. (On a different
level of analysis, the possibility that affective and
cognitive sysfems operate separately, that 1is, that
affective respénses (is if good?) might precede cognitive
responses (whaf is happening?) suggests that the ‘what is
going on?' aspect of the sapplication of a script might in
fact Dbe conditioned by the ‘'is it good?' element.
Zajone,1980; Zajonc,Pietromuano, & Bargh,1982). In sum,

then, depending on what gcripts are deployed and the
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fashion in which they are used, they can implicate or
project different points and types of intervention which
necessarily incorporate a2 normative end causal/agential
dimension (this will become more apparent in our example
below). So unlike Antakli and Flelding we do not classify

scripts as descriptive at outset.

In what follows, I will relate this brief outline of
seript theory to the attributional functionalism that has
been proposed by Hewstone (1983). Hewstone has interpreted
attributione in terms of their function for the subject.
Drawing on Forsyth(1980)° he outlines three primary
functions of attribution: a) The need for control over the
physical and . social world, or predictability; b)
Self-esteem: c) self-presentation where explanations
are designed to gain public approval. His weak
functionalist model suggests that any analysis of
attributions has to be conducted 1in 1light of these
functiong. This is in fact what Antaki and Fielding have
classified as the Representational method of research into
ordinary explanations. However, there are a number of
problems with Eorsyth's account of the functions of lay
.explanations. Most fundamental 1is the Ffact that his
account stops short of a comprehensively social account of
their function (though he does briefly mention social
functions he does not eloborate, at least in this paper,
on what these might be). In particular, hg fails to see

how explanations serve to sustain and reinforce related
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discourses and practices, which themselves work back on
the °functiohality° of that explanation. At a concrete
level this might refer to the way that sexist explanations
go towards sustaining a sexist hegemony which undergirds
particular control, self-esteem and self-presentational
needs. At a more abstract level, such explanations serve
to consolidafe the way that causality is itself perceived,

especially as it relates to judgements of responsibility.

It 1s also important to lay the separation of self-esteem
and self-presentational needs open to Question. If we
agsume that the self is a social construction
(HollwayolQSZ,Q: Mead,1932), it follows that. these two
functions are more intertwined than this distinction
allows for. Thgs any generation of self-esteem 1is
necessarily derived 1in the process of some form of
self-presentation, whether an audience is physically
present or not (ie we are part actor, part audience). This
issue 1s raised in the related debate around the status of
self-serving attribution blases (Miller and Ross,1975:

Miller°1978; Bradley,1978.1979. See Ch.2).

‘What I wanf to do now 1s 1link up these four papers
(Eiser, Lalljee and Abelson, Turnbull, and Hewstone) in
order to distil a collective model which I will go on to
criticize. Most events are explained by a simple,
automatic categorization process which places .them in

their appﬁopriate context or schema. Where stop-and-think
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forms of explanation do occur, they are essentially

l

concerned with‘ resolving the uncertainty surrounding an

unexpected or odd event, that is, deviation from the
script or background knowledge then 1in operation. The
expected seript and thus the content and type of

explanation given are derived in part from the context in
whieh the event/behaviour occurred and in part from the
context in which the explanation has to be given (this is
where Hewstoné's weak functionalism comes into play) which
takes into account the self-esteem, self-presentational.

and control heeds of the individual.

Here, I've constructed a composite model out of the
common and compatible elements of the four separate
models. Admittedly this has been done at the risk of
vulgarizing the individual papers, but in this way, a view
of an emerging ‘paradigm® or approach can be derived and

analyzed. This I will now do.

1. There seems to be an assumption that the adoption of
the appropriate script, whether et the automatic or
reflective level, 1s unproblematic. That is, that the
array of events° the context, will specify which script is
avalilable. I would, in . contrast, suggest that things are
not so simple, or 1if fhey are they are so for a reason.
People are more complex than these theories allow;
for any given seqQuence of events they will have

repertoire of scripts available to them. The question 1s:
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what makes <¢ertain scripts more available than others?
Provisionally;, I wish to propose that it is roles (in the
stuctural sease, Heiss,1981) 1in which explainers are
placed and the functions that these roles fulfil that
determines which schemas are available. Thus there is an
affinity between role and script. (It should be noted that
the same prablem of 'selection’ applies to the choice of
role. As we éomment below, schemas will influence the way

that roles are ‘chosen'.)

Of course, roles are not simply structural, they are also
interactively modelled, and are often full of
contradictions. Moreover, I haven't analysed how a person
adopts a role: in other words, the relation between
entering a role and perceiving the script of which that
role is a part. In passing , I wlill merely suggest that
this might‘ be thought of 1in at least two ways:
'Structuﬁally', in which there 1is a meta-role which
conducts the movement from one role to another and one
script to another (this could be something akin to the
rules of interpersonal interaction); alternatively., this
might be concelived of as a norm of role-contiguity or
role-set consistency. Secondly, we could simply consider
role—adoptibn’in ‘biographical’ terms, in the sense that
role and the world-out-there, which the en-roled actor
deals withy are in constant interaction the dynamic of
which propvels the individual from role to role, from

secript to script. We must not forget, however, that this
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is not necessarily & process of willful drifting, but
entails external factors that shape individuals into their

roles.

This whole prbblem has much in common with the debates
in literary criticism concerning the way that a reader and
text interact. Does the reader impose his/her meaning on
the text, or does the text somehow ‘contain' meaning which
the reader then taps into (Culler,1983;: Eagleton,1984)%
Indeed, the éame problem crops up again and again, in that
not only can the actor and socilal situation/script. be
conslidered peader and text respectively, but so too can
the explainer and the explanation., and the attribution
theorist (psychologist) and AT (psychology). I will not
attempt such an outright textual deconstruction either of
AT or explahations. scripts or discourses. My interest is
more in the‘ way that these various factors mediate power
which goes fo shape the cognitiive and social functioning

of individuals.

2. The fact that there' are differing scripts also
suggests that there can be conflict between scripts. While
this 1is recognized by the suthors mentioned, there is no
consideration of the resolution of these contradictions
through the exercise of power. Conceptually, scripts seem
to presuppose a director who orchestrates the deployment
of scriptsjthrough somehow inducing a mutually presupposed

background of belief. There 18 no guarantee of this.
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Especially for more controversial events and scripts.
Often scripts are imposed. Discourse theory, by being
fundamentally focused on the relationship of power to
knowledge can incorporate conflict, resistance and

resolution in‘the use of scripts/discourses.

3. 8So, whether an event 1s seen as puzzling depends on
the script that serves to 1initially ceaetegorize it. Many
events that; are NOT seen as problematic can, on the
application of & different script become 1in need of close
inspection &and explanation. An example: Witness this
axchange from . Susan Brownmiller's classic 1975 text on
rape, Against Our Will. Visiting her local precinct
(police station), Brownmiller found that of the 35 rape

complainte only 2 arrests had been made.

"Not a very impressive record,” I offered.
“"Don't worry asbout 1it," the sargeant assured me.
“"You know what these complaints represent?”
"What do they repregsent?” I asked.

“Prostitutes who didn't get their money." he said
firmly closing the book.
(Brownmiller,1975.9365)

The point Brownmiller wants to make 1s that many
complainants are dismissed out of hand. Now the
application of the 'peeved prostitute' script serves to
dismiss the complaint., categorizes it away. Application of
the 'women are oppressed’ or 'policemen are sexist

bastards’ . seript would require a different sort of

explanation for the arrest statistic.

4. Discourses, like scripts, emerge historically and some
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carxry greater welght than others. However, they s&are not
rational in the sense of being readily or wholly
accessible to the individual who deploys them in the way
that say the ethogenic approach would suggest (cf
Billig,1977). They encorporate a multitude of assumptions,
beliefs, Zpracticeso etc which are open to
challenge/reéistance and to which the individual 1is
ordinarily blind. In other words subjects and, indeed
researchers, provide only a limited interpretation: what
is required is a critical hermeneutic method which places
those 1nterpnetations in the context of &a history and
political theory (Habermas,1971; Thompson,1981;
McClure,1984). To put this another way, explanations have
functions not only for individuals, they also serve
functions for larger structures which encompass the
individual and of which the individual 1is not necessarily
aware. Such structures include groups, institutions and

ideologies.

Brownmiller'’s example can serve to illustrate. The
Sargeant's staﬁement in both style and content asserts the
essential rationality or expertise of the police
institution. Simultaneously it reproduces and consclidates
a  set of discourses in which the ‘peeved prostitute’ myth
is embedded. The Sargeant's explanation is effectively an
external attribution as regards the causes for so few
arrests (ie it has nothing to do with the police

themselves, but: is a result of objective facts, namely
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peeved prostitutes). However, simultaneously, there 1s an
attribution to women generally. The ‘peeved prostitute’
explanation 18 a version of the Potiphar's wife episode
(Genesis, ch35). In this Joseph 1is falsely accused of rape
by Potiphar's randy and peeved wife, because he wouldn't
in fact lie with her. As a result he gets thrown into gaol
where he is duly protected by God. This story has two
facets. .On the one hand it comments on the relation of
power between the Egyptian Potiphar'’s wife and Joseph the
Israelite - between oppressor and oppressed peoples. On
the other hand, i1t evokes the relation of power between
the sexes.'In the latter case, it i1s the woman who has the
power (in this case enhanced by her racisl status) to
discredit a man by crying rape. The ideological aspect of
this story lies in its use to ground the suggestion thet

most women have a tendency to c¢ry rape, indeed to 1lie in

genersal. Hence we £ind statements such as Judge
Sutcliffe’s famous: "It 1is well Known that women in
particular, and small boys, are liable to be untruthful

and invent stories® .(gquoted  in Patullo, 1983). Thus women
are predisposed to lying: however this 18 modulated by
other factors such as the respectability of the alleged
victim. If she;é black, poor, on welfare, divorced etc
then she is whét Clark and Lewis have called (1977) an
‘open territory vietim', that 1s, -she is up for grabs.
This is expressed in the police’s flat dismissal/disbelief
(at least ideal &ypically) of/in the <claims of an alleged

victim falling into this category. This links up with
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another set of discourses centred on the relative
closeness of women to nature (cf Ortner.1974) and the
general patriarchal and capitalist (and Marxist too) view
of nature as something that is there primarily for °‘man’s’®
use. In terms of group functions, at the risk of seeming
too conspiratorial, the sargeant's explanation also serves
a form of out-group denigration, ie the belittling of
women. (This will be treated in considerably more detail

in Chs.6,7.8.)

At this point it is worth considering some of the
mogt importaent theoretical connections between scripts and
discourses. Scripts refer to social gituations. However,
these scripts necessarily have an historical pedigree. The
obviousness of some of the rape myths is now being heavily
challenged by feminists. The meaning of these situations
ag embodied i1in the myths/scripts 1is being thoroughly
overhauled by & set of discourses that assert the rights

of women.

The same applies to 1less openly controversial scripts
such as Schank and Abelson's famous Restaurant script. In
contrast to the view that it simply outlines the sequence
of meaningful events (about going into a restaurant,
finding & table, ordering a mesl, paying and leaving,
including the intermediate steps and some of the possible
detractions), we can point out that 1in so doing it

obfuscates the relations that exist between the customers
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and the waiters, chefs, etc, the economic and social
standing of the various workers within the restaurant,
ete. Scripts are able to do this because the semantic and
semiotic muscle they flex have long historical precedents.
It 1is this historical (and institutional) embeddedness
that discourse theory can tap; by reworking scripts as
discourses, we can analyse the way that they have arisen,
and the range of historical antecedents that have endowed

them with their ‘obviocusness', thet is, their POWER.

As suggested above, a fruitful way of entering the
discursive complex intoc which scripts are integrated, is
through the role in which the explainer is situated. The
role is fully consldered in Chapter 3, but for immediate
purpoges we can note thet because 1t straddles both
individual and social system, it can serve both the
individual and social structure. For the individual, it
generates expectations, behaviours, ete, but also, it
- structures needs and desires. In terms of the self, this
approcach presupposes a non—unitafy conception of the self
in which identity is recursively conditioned and
subststantiated in action and interection, including., of
course, explanation (Hollway,1982; Henriques et al,1984).
The flipside to this is that roles, being constituted
by sociai demands and traditions (both formal and informal
- roles and institutions have underbellies too), also
serve to re/produce the social structures and

discourse/practices in which they are embedded. (To
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reiterate: +this 1s not meant in & global functionalist
sense: such re/production may be dynamic in that it can
entail social and cognitive change). Thus explanations
also play ya part in the re/production of the social,
and this property of explanations 1is best apprehended
through the analysis of role. Such an approach has an
advantage . over intergrougp theory approaches to
explanation as it places these processes in the context of

wider social dynamics (e¢f Chs.3,6).

Our focus is thus wupon the relation between the
explanation .and the role which effectively makes that
explanation possible.The role embodies connected
discourses and practices, and 1in so doing sets out the
range of explanations that are available to the explainer.
These gulses incorporate cognitive processes, intergroup
processes, and personal and social pay-offs. It is the

first of these that the next chapter considers.

6. Power and Control.

At various points we have discussed the role of power in
explanation. In this section I will be clarifying our use
of that concept in relation to a number of phenomena. This
will entall a brief consideration of several authors®

views of power. .

Nisbet(1966), : in his survey of 4sociological

traditions, distinguishes two approaches to the analysis
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of power and authority. On the one hand there is the
emphasis on the need for social cohesion, wrought through
an authority which 1is8 pluralistic and decentralized -
usually located in such institutions as the family. This
traditional or conservative view can be marked off against
the radical or centralist view which focuses on political
power, on the rational use of power by the state. However
as we shall point out below, these two can no longer be so
easily separated. There have been a variety of critiques
of the latter conception, first and foremost by the
anarchists (Bakunin, Proudhon, Malatesta, etc) and more
recently those 1influenced by anarchism as 1t briefly
manifested itself in the upheavals in France in May,i968
(Cohn-Bendit,1968; Poster,1984; Lash,1984). At the recent
academic forefront of thies c¢ritigue 1is Foucault (eg
1979b°1982).vThis work has been fundamentally interested
in the way thét the state and the multitude of disciplines
attached to it have exercised their respective power to
constitute important areas of the social field, from the
large-scale  (eg distribution of population) to the
individual level (egz the experience of sexuality). In
these manoeuvres, the 1integrity of truth-power was
established; in this, truth serves as a source of power,
but at the same time power grounds that truth. These links
and operations can be gross (as 1in the plans for the
panopticon) or subtle (as in the medical demarcation of .
appropriate sexuality). However, as Donzelot (1979) shows

and Poster(1984) draws out, these modes of power -
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microphysics 6f power as they are sometimes called - also
move beyond,éhe disciplines of the social sciences and
their related applications. (in clinics, prisons,
welfare, etc)f and impregnate (through both coercive and
persuasive means) the social body or eivil society. A
recent example we might point to is the infiltration of
the panopticon idea int§ general poliecing, or what has
been called :community policing, in which members of a
community are‘enccuraged to be alert to crime (ie spy on
one another). Orwell’'s '1984°' describes just this sort of
phenomenoﬁs and Aronson(1983) documents its operation at

the helight of the Stalinist era in the USSR.

For Foucault' there 1is an Integration of power and
Knowledge: this knowledge, by virtue of 1ts acclaimed
truth de::':!.ves‘1 a pqtential power. It should be said that
this a similar conception is present around in social
- psychology under the guise of ‘expert power' (French and
Raven, 1959). ‘What Foucault has done 1is specify in
considerable historical . detsail the constitution,
grounding, aﬁd the operation of +this type of power.
As regard the}last of these, he has highlighted the use of
technologies j such as measurement techniques, tests,
treatments, methods of observation and so forth which have
gone towardsa shaping and defining (forming and
formulating) #he individual subject/object. But they can
do this only #nsofar as they are considered legitimate.

|
(Prior to this, for particularly novel conceptions, there
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seems to be a period of coercion or high-intensity
propagandsa directed at the target groups. For example, the
imposition of the nuclear family on the urban working
classes, Donzelot,1979.) As with French and Raven's
formulation, the degree of expertise will define the power
of . the expert (though of course this will in part also
depend on other factors such- as the legitimacy of the
discéurse itself - a novel discourse, such as
psycholanalysils or discourse theory might be initially
rejected irrespective of the expertise of its
practitioners) so that some self-styled experts will face
resistance. Nevertheless, the point I wish to make is that
this expertise disseminates through society. People make
claims to certain expertises, shift the grounds of
argument and debate to establish their own terrain/field
of knowledge and thus assert power. In other words, we all
make claims to expertise - especially when that 1is
grounded in our personal experience, eg on the 1limited
subjJect of ourselves. However, some claimants are more
adamant than others, especially those who are already
placed in a position of power, or have relatively high
status (eg policemen, men, the educated and famous, etc).
So, there is & circularity, in which power and knowledge
constitute.‘and are constituted by each other. To unravel
the precise nature of this constitution it 1s necessary to

indulge in close historical and contextual analysis.

By using the term 'expert’ instead of the retaining the
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notion of knowledge (savoir), we are not thereby
individualizing our anslysis of power relations. As the
preceding discussion should have made clear, expertise is
itself thoroughly embedded in historical and social
processes. AsS such, we consider this analysis as part of
the three-dimensional view of power put forward by
Lukes (1974, with modifications - Giddens,1979). In this,
power can manifest 1itself not only in open fashion, but
also covertly, through the very formulation of a conflict
whieh very often lies at the (relative) power-holder's
discretion. This would require a concept of ideoclogy to
access latent conflict. The problem with this, as Lukes
points out, is that if there is latent conflict between
super- and sub-ordinate . (or expert and object/client)
which neither party is willing to identify, how do we as
observers substantiate that conflict? This is a problem
we touch upon in our discussion of critical theory. for
part of critical theory‘’s function to pinpoint the ways in
which conflict has been denied, rendered 1latent. For
Lukes, part of the way of accessing the conflict is
through a democratic interaction with the oppressed group.
One problem ig that there 1s no reason to assume that the
group is coherent (eg the working class has many

conservative factions, as indeed there are amongst women).

Ng(1980) has reviewed a number of formulations of power.
Till now we have considered only the negative aspects of

power which, in its alliance with truth or ideology. has
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served to oppress certain groups and individuals generally
(where oppression refers in part to the shaping of
individuals into particular ‘roles’ which oppress
through constraint). However, Ng mekes the point that
power also heas & positive component - lack of control can
be highly damaging. Heider's (1958) notion of power as the
‘power to' (as opposed to the. ‘power over') or the
capacity to do things (‘can') can be seen as evoking the

need for control, prediction and competence.

At several points in this thesis we touch upon the issue
of control and control needs. As we have mentioned,
control as a prime motivator in attribution has remained
relatively untheorized. Questions such as: what needs to
be controlled? how have control needs arisen? and when do
they need to be fulfilled? are left to wallow in the murky
unspecificities of the social psychological version of

socliety.

Typically, expliecit research on control has centred on
the individual. In the locus of control 1literature (eg
Rotter,1966; Furby,1979) control i1is conceived as the
degree to which an individual perceives personal control
over the outcome of his/her behaviour, and is related to
future responses (egz learning, achlevement motivation). As
Furby notes, the internal locus of control, in line with

American individuslism, 1is held up as the norm. ,
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In the learned helplessness literature (eg Seligmaen,1975;
Abramson, Seligman and Teasdale,1978; Peterson and
Seligman, 1984) the perceived lack of control
has been attributionally reformulated as high internal
attribution for failure to stable and global
characteristics (eg 1low IQ). It is hypotheized that this
attributional pattern 1s 1involved 1in depression. The
debate continues to rage over whether this formulation's
application to depression is valid: I will not be entering
into the fray. Of more immediate relevance 1is the fact
that locus.of control and learned helplessness do not seem
to map easily onto one another (Peterson, Sushinsky and
Diemack,1978; Miller and Seligman,1982). For a start,
locus of control confounds internality with control and
externality with lack of control. In contrast, learned
helplessness accesses those instances where internality
underlies lack of control. Moreover locus of control does
not encompass the dimensions of global/specific and
s8table/ungstable. Despite these differences the main point
remains intact: lack of control, wherever located, is a

bad thing.

Within these fields of research we get no sense of too
.much control being a bad thing. For this we must turn to
the analysis of power. Ng(1980) compleins that the
derogation of power as a corrupting influence has ignored
the fact that‘a little power can be a good thing,

permitting people the opportunity to exercise legitimate
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control over various aspects of their everyday lives. So,
we have two opposing emphases that set up two norms: too
much power/cantrol is a bad thing; too 1little
power/control 1is a bad thing. We can represent this

simply in the following diagram:

Dimension of Power/Control

Too little ————m~—m——mm——— Just enough--—-———=-—-——— Too Much

The normative content of this simple dimension concerns
‘health’ and with health the focus of - attention is the
individual. Individuals with too 1little control become
‘depregsed’; those with too much become ‘corrupted’. The
observation I wish to make is that control/power needs
vary within individuels, across groups, within and across
circumstances, indeed, with history. What are .
‘appropriate’ control needs should not be Jjudged against
some criterion of individual hesalth. For example,
individuals with high control needs can be expected to
respond more unfavourably to a given level of failure than
individuals with lesser needs. Thus, where little
competence is ascribed to the self, failure and lack
of control does not necessarily induce distress. It is no
wonder that women will seek out games of chance (Deaux and
Ferrlis,1975) whereas men are more interested in games and
skill given their resepective stereotypical self-images.
At the broadeét level, men are ascribed a greater general

competence than are women (cf Ch.6); they have a higher
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status, and their control needs are greater (which are

fulfilied through a number of mechanisms, Wortman,1976;

Bains,1983).

It would seem then that the difficulty 1lies in the fact
that competence or ‘can' is varieble. What one ‘can' do
will determine, within basic 1imits, what one's control
needs are and vice versa. Moreover that competence 1is
conditioned by numerous  other factors such as those very
nmicro-powers we outlined above. In that those micro-powers
tend to delimit a role (by setting up norms) they also set
up the competence, control needs and expectations that
attach to that role. That is, these powers also effect the
objective constitution and subjective experience of
competence eand the desire for control (and power). The
role of expert can afford particularly extreme
expectations for control/competence. In fact, what from
within a role is perceived as 'power to', can from without

appear as ‘power over'.

The circularity we have abstracted runs as follows:
control/competence embodied 1in the role of (relative)
expert is partly responsible for competence needs in other
roles through a process of °‘policing’ or ‘micropowers’.
These roles act back to consolidate expert roles and
other roles, and 80 on across the social field. Much of
this‘policing takes the form of what social psychology

calls interpersonal interaction. Only in the historicsal
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gpecificity of given events(rape). roles (men, women,
policemen) and explanation can the flux of power and
truth, competence and certainty be treated with

appropriate sophistication.



Page 67

CHAPTER TWO

LAY EXPLANATIONS AND COGNITIVE PROCESSES

Introduction

The main purpose of this chapter is to develop a
theme we touched upon in the preceding chapter, namely the
way cognitive processes function in the construction of
explanations. I will deal with several such processes,
though a comprehensive review is beyond the scope of this
thesis. Moreover, categorization will not be treated here,
but will considered in the next chapter in the context of

intergroup behaviour.

Firstly. I will briefly overview the relation between
attribution theory (AT) and cognitive psychology and
selectively review the 1literature on three cognitive
rhenomena as8 they have applied to AT. This will be
followed by a discursive critigue of cognitive psychology
showing that 1ts bioclogistic momentum is misguided. or at
least can be counter-balanced by explanations of behaviour
that are couched in sociological and even economistic
terms. As an exXercise in what Wexler (1981,1983) has
called positive critique, I will analyze the three
aforementioned attributional phenomena - the fundamental
attribution error, the neglect of consensus and baserate

information by subjects and the perseverance of theories
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in the light of disconfirming evidence, recasting them as

primarily social phenomena.

1. Cognitive Psychology and Attribution Theory

To start: I will give an elementary outline of cognitive
social psychology in the form of &a set of assumptions
(Eiser,1980,p8). 1. "the individuel is an active processor
of information”; 2. “the 1interpretation of a stimulus
depends both on the attributes of the stimulus and on the
perceiver's prior expectations and standards of
comparison”; 3. "“the individual tries to organize his
experience; such organization typically involves selection
and simplification™; 4. “the function of such organization
is to provide & guide Ffor action and &a basis for
prediction”. As Eiser states, these assumptions apply to
both soeciel and non-social information processing and
behaviour { though to what degree this application is
similar for social and non-social information, and
whether indeed there can be such a thing as the latter, is
open to Question. MacArthur,1982; Tajfel,1981). For
cognitive psycholeogy soclel behaviour 1ig the product of
some form of individual decision: “The way 2 person reacts
to any social stimulus or situation depends on how he
interprets and categorizes the information contained in
that stimulus or situation, on his prior expectations and
standards of comparison...on what he feels 1s expected of
him, and on the consequences he expects to occur as a

result of his action.” (Eiser,1980,p8).
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A more specific account of the relationshlp between AT
and cognitive psychology is presented by Antaki and
Fielding (1981). They distinguish between the cognitive or
information processing approaches from the
representational tradition of research. The former is
concerned with how ordinary explanations or attributions
are constructed. "Research 1in this tradition is aimed at
describing powerful models of the ways that people select,
combine and integrate social information in arriving at a
Judgement * (Antaki & Fielding,1981.,p28). Antaki and

Fielding see <the work of Newtson (eg- 1976: in the

footsteps of Michotte, 1960) as exemplifying the
application of information-processing analysis to
descriptive explanations. The information-processing

approach to agency explanetions is split into the less and
more social use of information. AT lies at the more social
end of information use in agency explanations. According
to Antaki and Fielding AT allows us to uncover some of the
‘blases’ or limits of humen information processing in the
field of explanations. Moreover, while it certeinly has
ite deficiencies (eg over-emphasising cause explanations
or ignoring the influence of interaction on explanation),
"AT (is) primerily & theory to do with one sort of
ordinary explenation (agency) which would benefit from a
prior sort of explanation (descriptive explanation)™
(pls5). For explanations of morality, information

processing accounts originally grounded 1in some analysis
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of motivations (egz Walster's 1966 defensive attribution
theory, or Lerner's 1970 Just World Hypothesis) "have been
inereasingly influencead by the mainstream social
psychology tradition of reductive models of cognilitive
capacities” (p53). This will usuelly take the form of an
analysis of how moral and non-moral information is
integrated to produce a Judgement (Hamilton,1978,.80;

Fincham and Jaspars,i980;: but also Lloyd-Bostock,1983).

My intention is to now show how specific phenomena
that appear in lay explanation, when analysed through the
information processing approsgch, are misconstrued in =a
number of ways. Most importantly, too great an accent is
placed on the individual orgenism. The main focus of my
critical attention will be, 3in Anteki and Fielding's

scheme of things, cognitive agency explantions.

Typically this regearch throws up the Question of
rationality; that is, whether people’s cognitive processes
are biased or rational. As Eiser(1980) notes, the answer
to this turns on the meaning of °‘rational’. At the level
of examining the the processes involved in producing
behaviour, the notion of ‘rational’ or ‘irrational’ simply
does not apply. The cognitive psychologist’s task 1is to
unmask the mechanisms through which & decision is arrived
at. Only with reference to some norm does a process become
'rational® or ‘blased’. One of the most freguently

applied norms is a mathematical or logical one
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(Kruglanski and Ajzen,1983). However, we should note
immediately that the, bias as here treated, ig internal

and individual, something which &a cognitive approach

presupposgses. Thus the term ‘rational’® caennot be dropped
for the purposes of theoretical analysis: that analysis
is, as I hope to show, value- {(and history-) laden (eg

Sampson,1981),ie, it embodies & norm which, by virtue of

ite hegemony, it renders invisible.

To reiterate: a full discussion of the range of blases
and heuristies 1is beyond our scope. Instead, three
examples of these wilill be considered in some detail. The
Fundaemental Atribution Error (FAE). the neglect of
consensus/baserate information, and Theory Perseverance
(TP) have been chosen because, in addition to their
centrality in the 1literaturae, they are particularly
relevant to the analysis of men's explanations of rabe,
serving to underpin the sexist treatment of rape victims
and women generally. In this section I will review the
literature on these phenomena. This will be followed by
an anaglysig of the general shortcomings of cognitive
approaches. Finelly, I will speculatively reinterpret
these phenomena 3in the 1light of the criticel points

developed in the precedins section.

a. The Fundamental Attribution Error. The original

findings of Actor(A)/Observer(0) differences were

formalized by Jones and Nisbett(1972) 1in the following
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way: As reliably attribute thelr behaviour externally,
that 1is, to situational factors; Os attribute the same
behaviour relatively internally, to some facet of the A.
There was avtwo—fold explanation of this: on the one hand
As and Os have differing perspectives on the same fragment
of behaviour. In other words they have different
(perceptual) information available, so that for the O, the
A's behaviour appears more salient. On the other hand, As
and Os will process the same plece of information
differently, according to, say, their relative knowledge
of A's biography. Ross(1977), drawing on Heider's (1958)
idea of the actor swamping the field, has
institutionalized fhis into the FAE, which describes the
fundamentai.énd pervasive tendency of 0Os8 to attribute more

internally than 1is warranted.

To say that this phenomenon and the paradigm to which it
has given rise have been under attack 1in recent years
would be an understatement. Various authors have disputed
whether the FAE can be sustained by the available
empirical evidence (Monson and Snyder,1977; Monson,1983;
Fishbein and Ajzen,1983). Others have pointed out that
whether an A/0 difference surfaces depends on the nature
and content of the attributional task (eg Miller and
Rorer,1982; Bradley.1979; Deaux,1976; Taylor and
Koivumaki,1976). The role of expectations is particularly
important in  mediating the relation of A and O

attributions. Expectations referring to one's own



Page 73

behaviour (and this includes self-presentational aspects) .
will effect explanations: 1t is more important to appear
rational, modest, flush with one’s self-stereotype or
in-group, than to consistently attribute internally as
an O (though there does seem to be & norm for this too,
Jellison and Green,1981). On the other hand, expectations
concerning‘fhe other will also condition explanations (eg
Jones and Davis,1965; Hansen and Stomer,1978; Deaux and
Ferrié,1977} Hewstone and Jaspars,1982a, etc). Others have
attcked FAE on the grounds that 1t 1is value laden (eg
Harvey,Town,& Yarkin,1981; Biliig,1982;: Gergen,1982), or
that it conflates descriptive and evaluative aspects of
explanation (Van der Pligt,1981). Harre(1981ia) and
Shotter(1981) have both noted that as a paradigm it sorely
lacks any treatment of the interactional nature of many
A/0 encounters - for Harre the A/0Os competetively
establish themselves as worthy people; for Shotter, they
hermeneutically uncover what is going on. Further, FAE
being mostly laboratory-bound and experiment-fixated, has
failed to take into account the variety of explanations
available to A/0O8 (Gergen, 1982; Ch.1). Farr &
Anderson{(1983) have also pointed out that the FAE paradigm
has operated exclusively in the visual modality and that
the O and A, in taking over from Heider's purely
relational terms ‘perceiver’ and ‘other' respectively,

have effectively vulgarized the latter.

To some degree these problems have been tackled by the
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intergroup attribution paradigm (eg Taylor and Jaggi,1974;
Pettigrew,1979; Hewstone and Jaspers,1982b,3,etec). Here,
there 1s &a sensitivity to the social embeddedness of the
A/0 paradigm; various motivational and social factors
which serve to ‘'relativize® -the position of A and O, by
placing them in the context of opposing groups, are taken

into account.

Desplite the shortcomings of the FAE paradigm, there does
seem to be one robust effect which emerges: the influence
of sgalience. My aim 1is to show how salience (itself a
subcategory of the availlability heuristic, Tversky and
Kahneman,1973,1974) might be rendered suspect when seen
limited to 1ndividual functioning. Thise will 1involve
closgse inspection of the concept of availability, in order
to rework this ‘'heuristic' as a socially grounded

phenomenon.

Ross and Anderson(1982) and Nisbett and Ross(1980) note
how the FAE can be explained in terms of fhe availability
heurigtic. For the 0O, the A is more available by virtue of
his/her "perceptual proximity” to her/his action. "The A

is dynamic and interesting while the situations are more

commonly static and pallid® (Nisbett and
Ross,1980,p9122-123). (When this is reversed, then
attripbutions are likewise reversed, MacArthur and

Pogt,1977.) Before golng on to recount the ways that

avallability might operate within FAE, it is worth noting
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that 1t can accommodate many if not all the criticisms
levelled above. The point that expectations are involved
in AT c¢can be rephrased in terms of the increased
availabllity of certain types of behaviour-attribution
couplings which have been prompted by the situation of the
O (say, as an in-group member, or as ‘ordinary person’).
It would seem that availability can explain practically
anything to do with explanation. This 1is part of its
strength, as well as 1its weakness in the sense that, as
it stands, it cannot map out the specificity and
historicity of the couplings that constitute any given
instence of availability: too often they are reduced to
the 'bioclogical 1individual' inevitably characterized by a

gross and unexplored need to ‘control' and 'predict’.

There seem to be, roughly 1in accordance with Jones and
Nisbett's(1972) original formulation, at least two ways in
which salience and availabilty function within the A/0O
paradiagm: perceptually, and informationally (not that the
two are always readily distinguishable). Taylor,1982,
suggests that availability operates in three ways in
social psychology: through salience, retrievel, and the
use of schemas -~ for the sake of convenience however, we

have collapsed these into two.

(1) Perceptual Salience. (ef McArthur,1982, for a
review). Usually, this means that the perceptual salience

of the A prompts the O to take him/her to be the prime
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generator of his/her behaviour. Salience can be
manipulated through the physicael centrality of the A
(Storms,1974); or the relative ‘differentness’ of the A
with respect to other As, Taylor and Fiske(1975) showed
how the visual prominence of the A served to i1induece an
internal attribution. Taylor, Fiske,Close, Anderson
and Ruderman (unpublished manuscript, cited in Nigbett and
Ross,1980) showed how race or sex unigueness had a similar
effect. Similarly, the colour of & shirt which increases
the salience of the target A, will also 1increase the
internal attributions made to her/him. As Taylor(i982)
points out, it is difficult to see what relevance other
than percepitual the colour of a shirt would have for an O.
As mentioned before McArthur and Post (1977) found that a
brightly 1it . or moving A led to ilncreased attribution to
him/her, while & salient environment facilitated external

attribution.

(1i) Informational Availebility. This can be mediated in
a number of ways: Ross and Sicoly(1979) showed
that agents have differential retrilieval, being better able
to recall thelr own behaviour as opposed to others’
(though this was modulated to some extent by the nature of
those behaviours). Alternatively, if the different types
and amounts of information that one has regarding self and
others 1s balanced, then FAE seems to be abated
(BEisen,1979). Similarly Brickman et &l (1975), and Rusbult

and Medlin(1982) have shown that longer causal chains (ie
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more information) tend to moderate the internal
attributions of Os. It would seem then that attributions
are conditioned according to whether certain types of
informetion are availlable which 1ig 1itself conditioned by
the situation -in which the O and A find themselves.
Informational availaebility can be fostered by altering
that situation, without necessarily explicitly changing
the amounts of information available to the O/A. Thus
getting the O to empathise with the A has the effect of
making available to him/her information that would
otherwlise remain untapped - after all, every experimental
O has been a real-life A (eg Regan and Totten,1975: Gauld
and Sigall, 1977 however see also, Taylor,Etcoff &
Lanter, 1979). We might also speculate over the action of
empathy 1in the functioning of in-group attributional
favouritism. Most important of all, it would seem that
some types of information are more available than others

by virtue of their vividness and concreteness.

b. The Neglect of Consensus and Baserate Information.

Kelleyian consensus information refers to the degree to
which an A's behaviour conforms to other As' behaviour
given the same stimulus and situation. If there is high
consensus then 1t assumed that the situation is the cause.
As ever, this parameter suffers from a variety of
ailments. In addition to the criticisms we made in Chapter
1 in which we -relativized the status of the consensual

population, we can also point to the fact that a minority
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can define the ‘proper' (ie consensusal) response 1if it is
in a position. to exert minority influence (cf
Moscovici, 19763 Ng,1980; Mugny,1984). Thus in determining
the relevance of consensus information we need to uncover
the source of its power - whether 1t be located in the
in-group, or a powerful minority, or in the mists of

history as with some masculine norms of response.

However, more directly of interest to attribution
theorists 1s the fact that 1t has been shown that
consensus = information is congistently underused (eg
McArthur,1972,1976; Garland, Hardy & Stevenson,1975;3
Nisbett and Borgida,1975: Nisbett, Borsgida,Crandall &
Reed,1976; Orvis, Cunningham and Kelley,1975). Nisbett and
Borgida(1975) have suggested that the meain reason that
this information is not used is that it 1lacks
concreteness and vividness - 1t is too diffuse for common
cognitive mastication. Some of these findings have been
criticized because the random (ie normel) nature of the
sample from which the consensus information was drawn had
not been made clear to subjects (Wells & Harvey.,1977:
Borglds,1978: Wells and Harvey,1978). However, even where
this was made apparent to subjects, consensus information
remained underused relative to the other informational
parameters of distinctiveness and consistency. Other
factors that might be involved in this underutilization
are: size of consensus sample size (Kassin,1979; however

Hamill, Wilson and Nisbett, 1980, have found subjects to
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be insensitive to sample 8ize); successive versus
simultaneous presentation of information (Feldman et
al, 19763 Kasgsein,1981); the order in which information is
presented - the later that consensus 18 given to
subjects, le the closer 1t is to the point of judgement,
the more likely it is to be used (Ruble and Feldmen,1976);
whether consensus information i1is causally related to
the target behaviour (Adzen,lQ?%);v if consensus is
generated by reference to one's own behaviour then it is
more likely to be used (Hansen &and Lowe,1976: Hansen and
Donoghue, 1977 also the consensual potency of one's own
behaviour 1is illustrated by the false consensus effect,
Ross,Greene and House,1977). Kassin(1979) distinguishes
between two types of consensus informetion, normative and
sample-based or explicit:; it is +the latter that has been
moat often (under)used in ANOVA studies. From this it can
follow that sample-based consensual behaviour which is
atypical or extreme, leads subjects to eassume that that
information 1is drawn from a deviant or unrepresentative
sample. Thus consengus information is Judged against
normative expectations of what constitutes appropriate
behaviour for ‘reasonable people’. It would seem then that
when consensus 1information 1is used, it must reflect a
norm. However, as polinted out in Chapter 1, in many cases
a clear novrm does not emerge, as for example with
Kaheneman and Tversky®s(1973) representativeness
experiments. More recently., Borglida and Brekke (1981i) have

suggested that whether consensus is used or not is not a
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simple function of its vividness or of the operation of
the representativeness heuristic (in which subjects access

the overt similarity between the actor (item) and an

avallable background group (category). and use this
rather than the actual baserates to guide their
Judgements). Rather, they suggest that where the baserate

and individuating date are equally relevant, they can be
combined and prioritized. We find parallels to this in the

intergroup literature (<cf Ch.3).

The main poiﬁt I wish <to draw out here 1is that thé
Representativéness Heuristic can be said'to lie at the
heart of thé under-use of consensus information. To
reiterate thejrepresentativeness heuristic: 1if an 1item A
is similaer to category B. then it 1s thought to be
representativé of B and this 1is insensitive to baserates,
sample size, %aws of chance and validity ete (Tversky and
Kahneman, 1982). The kKey notion here is ‘similarity’ which
can include é variety of ways by which an individual item
is seen as representative of a sample. I would further
suggest that it is partly similarity that renders an
object vivid. If similarity is one of the factors involved
in categorizat;l.ono and categorization is a process whereby
an item 1is  more unequivocably defined, then this
definition wiil serve to make an item more vivid.
(However, as Billig(1985) has pointed out, we must not
forget processés of particularization in which an item is

defined by virtue of its unigueness.) In effect then, an
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item derives 1ts vividness partly from its simlilarity to
well-defined and well-known categories. When
individuating data becomes weak, that is, where the
individual item lacks vividness, then recourse to the
experimental baserate information (or consensus) becomes
necesggary. Given that the Representativeness Heurigtic
(RH) is a basic process 1in the neglect of consensus
information, our main objection will revolve around ite

essentially individualisticperspective.

¢, Theory Perseverance. Theory Perseverance (TP) refers
to the way that people "persist in their ini<tial
assessments (or explanations) to an unwarranted

degree” (Nisbett and Ross,1980.»176). TP has recently been
studied through the use of the debriefing paradigm in
which the subjects” initial assessment 1is wholly
discredited through the introduction of new information.
Ross, Lepper and Hubbard(1975) found that subjects® initisal
beliefg about their own and others’' ability to distinguish
between authentic and inauthentic suicide notes persevered
even after a thorough debriefing. The debriefing consisted
of the revelation that the feedback they had been
receiving about their performance was in fact random
(ie unrelated to their actual performance). This finding
has been extended in a number of ways. Anderson, Lepper
and Regs(1980) found that even where the initial evidence
was itself highly dubious, as 1in the relation between

firefighters and the preference for risk as measured by a
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paper and pencil test, the beliefs that derived from that
information persisted after debriefing. The overall
evidence suggested that subjects were formulating causal
scenarios or explanations from which they refused to shift
after debriefing. Ross,Lepper and Lau(cited in Nisbett and
Ross,1980), replicated these findings outside a laboratory
setting. They found that students continued to ascribe
their performance to ability even after thay had been
debriefed that thelr performance depended solely on the
type of lecture they had received prior to attempting the
task. Anderson (1982,1983) has studied the way that this
'pias® might be counteracted. He found that the more
concrete the datsa, the more severe the perseverance. That
is, subjects found it easier to generate causal theories
or scenarios from individuating data than from abstract
information. Attempting to attenuate subjects’
perseverance, Anderson found that counter-explanations
({producing alternative explanations) and innoculation
(telling subjects about thelir tendency towards
perseverance) both led to a decrease in perseverance, the
former by effecting theory revision, the latter by
effecting theory formation. These findings offer support
for the theory that causal s8cenarios have a tendency to

persist.

However, as Nisbett and Ross(1980) note, persistence is
alded by the ability of subjects to interpret potentially

digconfirming evidence so that 1t effectively contributes
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to thelr initisl theory. For example, Snyder and
Cantor(1979: Snyder and Gangestad,1981) showed that
subjects are particularly prone to preferentially

soliciting confirming data.

Incidentally, another way of viewing these phenomena is
through the notion of ‘anchoring’® (Tversky and
Kahneman,1974) which describes the failure of subjects to
make necesgssary adjustments to initial Judgements.
However, I will not further develop the connections

between anchoring and theory perserverance.

My 1intention 1is to speculatively show how TP can be
reconceived as a social ‘biaes' that has some of its roots
in the 'obJjective conditions of cap;talism'. This 1is not
to suggest that it 1s not present in other societies,
merely to point out that its bases in social praxis will
differ across the spectrum of societies (see below).
Nisbett and Ross® (1980) accent on "“higher epistemic
goals"™ such as “"the importance of beliefs and
belief-systems®” or on "the real-world constraints on time"
(p191), is displaced in favour of an analysis in terms of
soclal conservatism and an impetus towards social and

self-objectification.

2. A Critique of Cognitive Soclal Psychology.

a. Preamble. Before I embark on a detailed critigue of

this tradition, I would first like to outline some of the



Page 81

reasons for my. initial resgservations concerning the
cognitivist approach. The second part of this thesis is
specifically concerned with men's, particularly
policemen’s, explanation of rape. Even a superficial look

at the way that rape myths are deployed and explanations

constructed will show that availability,
representativeness and anchoring heuristics are all
applicable. However, because these "heuristics’ and

"biaseg' ‘are located within the individual, that is, are
seen to be an outcome of faulty cognitive functioning, the
social ‘biases' in the sense of inegualities in power, ete
are bypassed. Rather than grounding these ‘biases®' in
concrete situations, entailing particular discourses and
practices, rather than seeing them as 1nstances of the
rules of combination and difference that apply to relevant
discourses and practices, we are presented with a series
of universal processes. The result is that the site of
corrective intervention becomes the individual. The gross
bigotry that we witness in many explanations of rape is
due to the bioclogical 1limitations of our cognitive
capacities; one corollary of this 1s the conservative view
that there can be no change, that such socilally
reprehensible beﬁaviouf is inevitable (Billig,1985).
Certainly. I am not arguing that the individual need not
change; rather, I am arguing against the exclusive
technological focus on the individual (as exemplified by
innoculation and counter-explanation procedures). What i=s

reqQuired is a complex, dialectical intervention that, in
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the case of men's explanation of rape, would need to take
into account the historical and biographical investments
that have been made in, for example, sexual

inequality., and extreme control of self and (low-status)

other.
b. Epistemic Procesgsses and . Soclety. The debate
regarding the rationality of heuristies rages. As we

remarked above, any such. Jjudgement entails the getting up
of a norm. fypically, these have been statistical or
logical ones. In contrast, Kruglenski and Ajzen(1983)
have suggested that any such norms must be set against
internal norms of epistemic functioning. What. I will now
do 18 show that this debate is still 1locked . within the
individualistic frame of reference outlined above. From
this will lead a discussion of the general shortcomings of

a cognitive social psychology.

Nisbett and Ross(1980), while allowing for the
possibility of normative demande on inference processes,
temper this by 1insisting that the cognitive is primary.

Thus, it would be

"...8 mistake to whitewash our subjects’®
behaviour, or to presume that it can be
understood wholly in terms of such worthy higher
order goals. People's confirmation biases and
their approach to recall and generation of data
is too well documented to Justify such
tolerance.”
' (Nisbett and Ross,1980,p192)

Kruglanskl and Ajzen suggest that in addition to
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logical/statistical normative models, there are two
further criteria of validity wused in human inference
research: di?ect observation and the experimenter's
perspective. Kruglanski and Ajzen also summarize the
current state of the field in the following way: (1) There
is a range of;biases that are fundamentally different -
this research fleld and the processes it addresses are
thus both. essentially pluralistics (2) Biases are
motivational ‘or cognitive; (3) There exist reliable
criteria for  inferential validity. In contrast, these
authors offer the following alternative characterization:
(1) The.inferénce procegs is unitary: (2) Biases need not
result 1in error; (3) There are no secure criteria of
validity. Théy prefer to characterize knowledge by: (1)
its contents;;and (2) the confidence with which it is

held.

For Kruglanski and Ajzen: (1) The epistemic (knowledge
producing) process is initiated by an epistemic purpose
(interests). :Cognitions (hypotheseg) arise in the stream
of consciouséess: (2)l Validation of these cognitions
involved deductive knowledge and the  production of
"if-then' linkages. Thus an hypothesis will be accepted if
it is deduciﬁle from the accepted evidence; (3) However
subjects may generate alternative, equally viable,
hypotheses from the same data-base that are inconsistent
with . the original hypothesis; (4) It 1is possible to

generate an infinity of ‘'if-then’ linkages. When we stop
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generating we effectively ‘'freeze’ the inference process.
Conversely, we ‘unfreeze’ when generating a new
hypothesgis. Tﬁe capacity to generate linkages 1s dependent
upon various :'factors both internal and situational. In
Kruglanski and Ajzen's view people are subjectively
logical. Bilases are preferences for one inference over
alternatives;: errors are subjectively defined as the kind
of experience;that is induced by an inconsistency between
a given hypott;esis° inference or conclusion and a firmly
held belief. Presumably what is considered inconsistent is
likewise subjective.
| .

So, for Nisbett &and Ross, the subject is objectively
biased, or ﬁore colloqQuially, wrong. For Kruglanski and
Ajzen the subﬁect simply cannot be wrong. This can only be
sustained by establishing that there are no objective or
secure criteria of validity, which they manage by adopting
a 'Popper;an non-justificationist metaphysic?®.
Accordingly, any model of empiricel reality, even direct
observation, 18 & conceptual construction whose degree of
actual correépondence with objective reality is 1in
principle inestimable. . It follows that normative models,
direct experience and even the experimenter’s perspective
cannotvprovidé us with 1infallible criteria with which we
might go about our inferring. Nisbett and Ross see biases,
errors, and heuristicse as the imperfections of the

human cognitive processor, as systematic hiccups in the

our inferential machinery. This machinery is, moreover,
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located within us, largely independent of the surrounding
world: it is natural, universal aﬁd ahistorical. Indeed,
Nisbett and Ross relate these cognitive 1limitations to
rats. In the same way that rats are genetically primed to
perceive and respond to reinforcement contingencies and

thus to persevere, so we too are primed.

Kruglanski and Ajzen's infinite variety of ‘if-then®
linkages suggests that the way individuals freeze and
unfreeze the epistemic process comes down to idyosyncracy.
Bias is a matfer of personal taste. The individualism has
not abated; it 1is still something within the individuel
that determines -the precise content of the epistemic
process. What conditions the 1individual'’s taste is but
peremptorily .addressed. Whereas Nisbett and Ross’
individualism is mechanistic, Kruglanskl and Ajzen's is
subjective. In both cases the influence of the soclal
world is minimized. For the former, the soclal world
seems to be comprised of technocrats, of social
psychologists Qho can tinker with the subject; all
else barely effects process. In the latter references
abound to the social environment but 1t is an exotic
social psychological world comprised of ‘situational
factors®' &and ‘the 'press of time' and the "'need to reach
decisions gquickly', or find 'effective control' and
‘physical safety'. Society under this sort of social
psychological sérutiny is &a mush: there is no specificity

or systematicity about it: the focus 1is exclusively on
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proximal situational factors - long-term material and
ideological factors are neatly sidestepped. It 1is by
virtue of this neglect of the specific and systematic that
attention comes to devolve on the individual. To confront
the systematicity and sepecificity mediated by groups,
discourses, idéologyo soclial and materiel practices and so
forth would force us to consider alternatives to the

mechanistic and the subjective.

C. Critical Adventures. Wexler(1981,1983) has identified

three critical modes 1in which sociel psychology mey be
apprehended. ﬁirstly there are internal, conventional
critiques. These range from +the methodological and.
theoretical tovthe metatheoretical such as Gergen's (1973)
classic re-appraisal of the social psychology as history.
Very often the reforms that such critiQques generate are
geared towards re-emphasising the social aspect of social
psychology. Usuﬁlly this takes the form of procedural
diversification énd innovation and an accentuation of the
normative composition of social behaviour; almost
invariably thise stops short of a full-bodied investigation
of the relation of behaviour to socio-economic (and.
power/knowledge)' structures. In contrast, Wexler suggests
that what is necéssary is & knowledge critigue which traces
changes in soci&; psychological theory back to changes in
Western capitalist societies. In particular, attention must
be pald to the wéy that social psychology has ideologically

distorted sociai rhenomena through 1individusalistic and
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naturalistic categories of ansalysis. In addition, Wexler
suggests a soclial critigue which analyzes the ways in which
social psychology has served to support the capitalist
system in its militaristic, = bureaucratic and
individualistic.  guises. Complemaenting this ‘negative’
eritique is & ‘positive’ one (or what Wexler also calls a
ceritical social bsychology) which tries to situate socilal
psychological phenomena in the context of the prevailing
social system.‘ Specifically. this would entall a
"socialpsychologic® of capitalism in which the key Marxist
concepts of ;alienation, commodification and the
exploitation of ‘human labour would be used to "describe
general interaqtional processes which provide a matrix for
understanding social psychology that is omitted in
prevalling paradigms” (Wexler,1983,p79). To put this
another way, many of the phenomena which social psychology
addresses may 1indeed be genuilne, not simply artefacts of
the methodological and theoretical parameters of social.
psychological practice. However, social psychology, (and
particularly., ‘that virulent straein, cognitive social
psychology) acys to deflect attention away from the
possible (capitalist) social construction of that

behaviour.

In what follows I will subject the attributional
heuristics described above to the types o0f critiques
outlined by Wexlero though X will be deviating

substantially from his social and sociclogical premisses
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(though to give him his dues, he does see these as being
open to revision). I will not be attempting a detailed

sociology of social psychology (Buss,1975).

d. Internal Critique. Writers engaged in this sort of
critiQque have ﬁeen dismayed by the regression into the
‘rigourous methodology' of a cognitive psychology at the
expense of &a socially amenable social psychology. Thus
Taylor's (1976)‘ original hopes for a fruitful marriage
between social and cognitive psychologies are both
realized and dashed in a one-sided affair., with cognitive
psychology the dominant partner (Taylor,.1981). As she
notes, temptation to generalize cognitive phenomena has to
be resisted: “"We need to do a Dbetter job of binding our
rhenomena and defining the contextual factors that
influence the éowerfulness of the phenomenon in a given

domain® (p204).

Another source of internal concern is the fraught
relationship between cognition and affect. Social cognition
theorists such aé Ross, Nisbett and Borgida have been prone
to relegating the affective factors behind cognitive ones
in the operation of blases. However, others have suggested
that it is motivational factors that are responsible for a
variety of , 'cognitive blases'. Thus Bradley
(1978,1979) suggests that it is self-presentational needs
that underlie maﬂy of these biases. More fundamentally,

Zajone (1980: Zajonc,Plietromono & Baugh,1982) has suggested
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that there is profound dissociation between cognitive and
affective systems., to the extent that, contrary to
mainstream beliefo affeect may precede cognition. Tetlock
and Levi(1982) have suggested that within attribution
theory, attempts to distinguish methodologically between
cognitive and affective processes have resolutely failed
for a variety of reasons such as the fact that in
manipulating motives one 1s also altering informational
input which might lead to c¢overt changes in cognition (and

vice verse).

Following Wexler, we could criticize these critiques for

never venturing too far from the 1individual as the
generative locus of social behaviour. Thus for Taylor,
constraining the generalization of cognitive processes

may simply make room for the intoduction of other cognitive
processes. The ‘limited relevance of salience phenomena
means the greater relevance of anchofing phenomena for a
given circumstance. Taylor's critiQque may be read as a
warning againsé overzealousness in the cognitivist
specialist not  against cognitivist specialization per se.
Moreover, it is proximal social factors that prime or
trigger cogniti&e processes; we get no sense of the way
that these and 1éng—term factors may function to actually

shape cognitive processes.

e. Knowledge Critique. The above 1leads us on to a

»

detailed consideration of the various metatheoretical



Page 93

analyses of social and cognitive psychologies. Throughout
this chaéter we have stressed the individualistic nature
of much social psychology and have touched upon the way
it universalizes the phenomena it uncovers. This comes in
a long line of Jjust such c¢ritigques. Thus Pepitone(1981)
identifies these imperatives as deriving from the
methodologies of &a psychology conceived as a natural,
empirical science with 1ts emphasis on reduction to
(neuro-) physiological substrate and universalism, (Harré
and Secord,19723 Harré,19793 Gauvld and Shotter,1976;
Shotter,1975 make similar points). In contrast to this,
for Pepitone there are three interdependent and
contributing contexts to social behaviour which need to be
studied: biology., physical ecology, and sccioculture.
Without suech an approach, the intra-psychle Ffocus of
current psychology cannot deal with environmental
influences as anything other than stimuli or cognitive
representations; it cannot account for the social
conditions under which they become operative on and in
individusls. Sampson(1981) in a parsgllel analysis lsolates
two processes at work in cognitive psychology -
subjectivist and individualist reductionisms which grant
“"primecy to the structures and processes of the knowing
subject... (and) to the <thinking and reasoning of the
individual Kknower..."” respectively (p730). He contrasts
this with the notion of ideology whose study likewise
addresses thé ideas and thoughte of people, "the forms and

content of ‘their consciousness™(p731i) but 1in doing so
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produces a “very different treatment”™ focusing on the
materialist roots of these phenoména.
"To conslder 1ideoclogy 1s to consider matters
beyond the merely subjective and the merely
individualistic; it 1s to ground thinking and
reasoning in . ongoing practices, tasks and
activities of human collectivities.™
(Sampson,1981,p731)
Further to understand cognition requires an analysis in
terms of both subject and object (see Ch.l4). Certainly
this has been realized by various workers 1in the field
who, according to Sampson, admit that "“Insofar as
cognition is part if &a larger whole that affects 1its
character, to 8tudy the part extirpated from its context
is entirely to misunderstand the nature of that part®
(p733). However, few go beyond this threshold as that
would require "a radical break not only with existing
tradition 1in psychology but also with psychology's
relation to sociliety”™ (p733). Sampson then goes on to
instance +the way that technical interests (Habermas,1971)
in controlling the objectified processes of nature serve
to condition the way that reality 1s apprehended. This is
embodied in the methods and theories of cognitive
psychology whieh, as in the case of Judgemental

neuristics, gerve to demarcate what is ‘biased’ in

coghitive processing and social behaviour.

Gergen (1982) has traced this tendency historically to
basic metatheoretical assumptions in psychology, in
particular, psychological science's project of

constructing "general laws of principles governing the
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relationship among clagsses of observable phenomena® which
-should be “consistent with empirical fact” (p7). These and
other loglical empiricist assumption have, according to
Gergen, captured and reinforced the following aspects of

Western intellectual thought: a. Dualism and the "‘mind as

mirror? in which "ideally psychological processes provide
a veridical representation of the empirical world"”:; b.
“the centrality of cognitive processing such as

abstraction and logilc; ¢, "Affect as interference™ (piih).
Gergen indeed 1illustrates these with reference to AT's
absorption of the cognitivist ethiec. For Gersgen, then,
this metatheory forecloses the possibilities for research
and understanding and, importantly, any challenge ¢to
prevailing normative assumptions concerning psychological
functioning. This is mediated through the reliance on the

experiment.

This cluster of knowledse critigues can for my purposes
be reduced still further to a common focus on the way that
psychology is intent on uncovering a core biology - that
is, & human nature that is by definition universal. What I
will now suggest is that the discipline of psychology does
not esimply Fformulate that nature, it also, through a
variety of agencies, contributes to & formetion of that

nature. ‘'Nature’ is here rendered a social and historicel

construct.

The above ansalysis has traced cognitive and social
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psychologies  out in the context of &a variety of other
discourses éeg outmoded mechenistic models of the
individual; empiricist metatheory: social ideologies of
individualism) and practices (eg technical interests,
experimental methodology, etc). However, in contrast to
discourse theory proper, there has not been an analysis of
the way that these cognitivist approaches serve to
reinforce and sometimes alter what recople ‘are’
(within broad and perhaps unverifiable bilological limits)

and how they come to experience themselves and others.

The work of Foucault and others on madness, sexuality and
diecipline has shown how various theoretical conceptions
(Knowledges  or Savoirs), concretized as therapies,
regimens, means of measurement, modes of testing and so
forth have served to constitue people both as subjects and
objects (though this dichotomy is itself open to qQuestion,
cf Ch.1). For example, Heath(1982) sets ~out how the
"science’ of sexology (which has the same sort of
biologistic interest as cognitive psychology) and even its
more radical cousins (epitomized by Reich and Cooper) have
acted to Sfix' sexuality, to lay out the various
parameters and norms around which people become modelled,
and through which people come to experience themselves and
others (¢f Ch.7). Clearly, this process is more ‘positive’
than Gergen's enlightenment effects. In the same way,
cognitive s;sychology° with 1its funnelled vision of the

individualJ limits the potential of individual and
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collective self-definition and action, tying it to a
conception of the bourgeois individusal that is
historically :situated. A counter conception might entail
the fusion of  subject and object (cf Held,1980), or a
notion of the collective subject such as is entailed by

Guattari's (1984) concept of "subjectless action’.

In effect cognitive psychology does not objectively
apprehend real phenomena; it countenances and consclidates
particular bhenomena. One implication of this 1is an
extreme relativism in which scocial behaviour and
psychological substrates are historically and culturally
specific, whose potential pliability 41is held in check by
the operatiog of such disciplines as cognitive psychology
as well as more practical factors such as work and family
experiences. Arguments against this sort of relativism
also come from within fhe radical camp (see Ch.lU for a
discussion of +this relating to ideology). Geras (1983)
reasserts human nature in the service of the socialist
project. While many Marxists and socialists have felt
themselves %mpelled to resist the notion of a human
nature, Geras suggests that it haes always been at the
heart of MArx’s thought, especially where it concerned
physical (ﬂoéd, shelter, etc) and psychological (variety
in one's activities) needs. Unfortunately. when Geras
applauds human nature he does so0o only so long as it serves
the s8ocialist cause. There are plenty of alternative uses

to which it ¢an be put. Moreover he seems to presuppose
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that we c¢can directly apprehend this biological substrate
(references to objective methods abound). Cognitive
processes, biological phenomena, are notA directly
accessed, bﬁt investigated under particular experimental
conditions..The value of these processes 1is not simply
biological, . that 18 to say., individual, but also social.
How such processes mediate and are shaped by socisl
factors which vary across time and place is what is at
issue here: they cannot be reduced to their ‘survival

value® which 1s what Geras' view would seem to suggest.

To summarize: (a) Cognitive psychology by virtue of its
discursive and practical history is liable to hypostatise
unreasonably its finding as actual sahistorical processes
located in the mechanism of the individual. (b) If such
processes do exist, the way in which they are apprehended
very much depends on the methodologies and theories
through whiech they are approached. As these methods are
themselves coﬁtroversial° permanently open to revision,
then a modicum of modesty 1is required when presenting
findings. Such statements should always be heavily hedged
with historicallD cultural and political provisos.
Naturally this is something that any naturalism is loathed
to do (Feyerabend,1976,1978). (¢) A way of relativizing
these findings would be to analyse their roots in
particular theorlies and methodologies which are themselves
subjected to c&itique. This we have done 1in a very

superficial way. Alternatively, we can show the
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limitations of various cognitive processes by specifying
the circumstances in which they fail to operate. In doing
this, we cgn alsc reconceptualize such cognitive processes
as a cognifivist shorthand for rules of combination and
difference for specific (categories of) everyday

discourses and practices.

In the next section, I will be criticizing
representativeness and availability heuristics in order to
re-think them as specific rules of combination/difference
for particular types of information, and speculatively
deriving theory perseverance . from a highly pertial view

of social structure.

3. Three Cognitive Heuristics.

In this section. I will bpe considering availability,
representativeness and theory perseverance heuristics not
as actual cognitive processes, but as implicit rules for
the combination of certain types of information within
certain types of situation. As mentioned above this is in
order to rewofk them as content-specific processes which

have arisen in specific historical and social milieux.

a. Availability (Salience). As pointed out above,

Taylor has specified three modes of operation of the
Avallability Heuristic (AH): throusgh salience, through
memnory, and thvough cognitive structures such as schemas.

Firstly, I will abstract a minimal definition of AH in
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order to demonstrate how 1ts operation is often
tautological. Tversky and Kaheneman (1973) suggest that 1t
is the ease of illustrating a given category that
determineg the perceived frequency or likelihood of that
category manifesting itself. So, categories that are
readily accessed are seen as being more pervasive than is
actually the case. Thus, the high salience of an object
results in‘ the observer perceiving thet object as more
‘active' or instrumemtal in the situation, and hence to a
heightened internal attribution to it. Alternatively. ease
of retrieval (eg Ross and Sicoly,1979) &and ease of
assimilation +to pre-existing cognitive structures (such
as those of btereotypes, eg Hamilton and Rose,1980) can
also mediate AH.  However, on reflection it becomes
apparent that the equation between ease of access and
perceived pervasiveness of the relevant category must be
carefully specified. For instance, the salience of the
holocaust for some individuals prompts &a heightened
estimation of gimilar events (cf Aronson,1983): for. others
it might 1lead to a downpleying (Billig,1978). These two
contradictory examples, can be accommodated when the AH is
rendered as & ﬁelation between the ease of apprehension
and@ a pre-existing cognitive structure (schema). Thus
mention of theaholocaust accesses different schemas for
different indivi}.duals° and even for the same individual.
Clearly situatiqnal factors operate in determining which
schemas are accéssed in any given instance (see below;

Ch.1). In othef words, & highly salient item may render
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the category to which it belongs less pervasive. This is
clearly the case with rape, in which an incident judged as
a rape can come to support such myths as the
"impossibility of rape’(see Ch.8). Relatedly, the ease of
apprehension, whether mediated by salience, retrieval or
cognitive structure, is necessarily relative in the sense
that what isg easily apprehended 1is drawn from a context
and that context can be extended almost indefinitely
and interpreted in a multitude of ways. My suggestion is
that the exkperimental s8et-up 1in which much of this
research hasg taken place has limited that context so that
AH has been affirmed. In the following I will be
concentrating on salience phenomena insofar as these seem

to be least likely to be ‘contaminated’ by social factors.

Taylor and Fiske(1978) and Macarthur(1982) have reviewed
the 1literature .on the effect of salience on social
psychological phenomena such as impression formation and
AT. For Taylor and Fiske:

W, ..attention within the social environment is

selective. It is drawn to particular features of

the environment either as a function of the

perceiver’'s own disposition and temporary need
states...A8 a result of differentiasl attention to

particular features, information about those
features is more available to the
perceiver...when the perceiver is asked to make a
Judgement about a particular stimulus, one

accesses recall to s8ee what kind of information
ig available. The more instances of a particular
behavicur one can £ind, the more confident one is
that the behaviour reflects an attribute of the

stimulus. Accordingly, persons, when they are
seen as salient, are seen a8 more causally
prominent, : more extreme, and possibly more

representative of the class of which they are a
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member...These proceses seem to occur

substantially without awareness, and as such,

they differ qualitatively from the intentional,

conscious, controlled kind of search..."™

(Taylor and Fiske,1978,p281-3)

Taylor,Crocker, Figske,Sprinzer & Winkler(1979) have gone
on to provide support for the generalizeability of
salience effects{ showing, for example, that low levels of

attention better gserve salience effects, 80 that

distraction tasks fail to hamper them.

It should be apparent from the above statements that high
salience directs an internsal attribution (and this
applies to b&th individual and environment). The sorts of
factors that will effect the salience of an 1item are
brightness, xlinovement° unit formation., contrast, novelty,
ete. - all of them relational. The problem with this is
that there wil; always be something different about the
object which 1s internally attributed. Salience can become
a catch-a2ll. Moreover, the relational character of these
parameters lea&s to two further difficulties. The first
concerns directionality (‘brighter than' versus 'darker
than'; 'more dynamic' versus ‘more stationary’. For
example, a singie still 1individual in a2 scene of panic is
more liable to be salient than the surrounding turmoil.
This example c¢an be pre-worked in terms of novelty of
course; but then what counts as novel is dependent on the
percelver and 1his/her biocgraphy or role). The second
concerns degree (to what degree must an item differ from

its surround to become salient?). Both these problems can
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be seen to derive from the fact that salience is conceived
in a purely synchronic sense - something is salient only
for a particular setting which the individual perceives at
a given moment. There is no temporal dimension to salience
in the sense that what is salient in the current situation
is partly conditioned by what has been salient in

preceding ones.

Placing these problems 1in the context of the Taylor and
Fiske schema:

Salience--~—- >Availability-——-——- >Internal Attribution,

we can see: that they apply to the first linkage.

However, biologically, even ‘non-salient' information or

‘salient-along-a-different-dimension® information is
useful to have at one's disposal. (This point
parallels . Billig's, 1985, rehabilitation of

particularization over categorization.) If we assume that
.such informat#on is asgimilated, salience becomes
determined only in retrospect, unless the perceiver has in

some way been primed.

If we examine @ the second linkage in the above chain, we
find that what a salient feature makes avallable is not
simply theat feafure, but that feature in a causally primal
role. In other words, one of the categories made available
by sallence ié that of internsal attribution. However,
there is no reaéon to believe <that esalience should not

access the cafegory of external attribution for the
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salient item; Women, in the company of mnmen, may
stereotypically be seen a8 passive; when a woman is
rendered salient by being the only one 1in a group of men
it follows, from her stereotypical constitution. that her
salience shoﬁld not necesgsarily induce an internal

attribution to her.

In contrast fo Teylor and Fiske'’s schenma, we could
reverse the direction and suggest that what 1s made
available depends on what attributional structures
(schemas) are available at the time. This of course, is
something that Taylor and Fiske themselves do when they
talk of salience being determined by the perceiver'’s own
disposition or temporary need states. However, they fail
to explicitly and concretely relate this to the dynamics
of social 1life. Schemas must themselves be rendered
available, and this occurs through the interaction in
preceding situations. This can be illustrated by the fact
that one attributional schema, the overt expression of
which attribution experiments dealing in salience
phenomena stréngly suppress, 18 that concerned with the
experimental jarrangements themselves. Individuals are
placed into the role of ‘subject'(Silverman,1977) in which
they are reqhired to make responses (usually in a
particular direction). Subjects are thus sensitized to
what i8 expected. Seeing someone in & bright shirt does
.have relevancei for subjects for they will be sensitive

to the fact ﬁthat the experimenter has purposefully
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constructed ah informational array that includes someone
in & bright shirt. That bright shirt is salient because
subjects have a context-bound reason to see it as salient.
(Thus the attribution effect can be mediated either

through retrieval or encoding).

In introducing the term ‘'sensitizing’ I have implicitly
reintroduced the 1dea of salience. Subjects must have
found the exéerimenter and the experimental situation
sallient. But then° repeating the above argument, we can
rebuff with the point that they must have had reason to do
80. Effectively, we are suggesting that the diachronic
context must be taken into account when assessing what is

salient, how it came to be so, and what the effects of it

will be.

Where Taylor and Fiske separate ‘salience as determined
by characteristics of the array’ from ‘salience as
determined by cognitive set', we fuse the two in the
temporal and Espatial (and social - at discursive and
practical levels) movement of the individual. In doing

this, we necessarily imply that salience and availability
effects are not set, that is, do not result in particular
types of respénse (eg 1internal attributions) but are
content-laden and need to be studied in their
specificity. The abstraction of the ‘what grabs you’
(McArthur,lQBZ)% effect 1in terms of high-order concepts

such as schemas, brightness, unit formation, ete
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constrains our ability to analyze behaviour as it 1is

historically situated.

Availability and salience effects - where they are
authentlie - must be s8een not as broad cognitive effects
that genereaelize acrogs stimuli, circumstances and persons,
but as discréte. specific events limited and demarcated by
their content and context. Illusory correlations (Chapman
and Chapman,1967,1969) are not general phenomena then, but
relate to pérticular configurations of information, role
and circumstance. ‘Illusory correlations’ 1is Cognitivese
for the rule that delineates the interaction of these
elements. Tobsay that the effects tapped by the relevant
experiments are primarily a property of cognition is to
detract from theilr embeddedness 1in the social world. For
this reason, ‘heuristics’ and "bilases® should be seen as
referring td specific social, as opposed to general
psychological, constructions. Where heuristics do appear
to be in general wuse, rather than succumb and attribute
them to cognitive capacity, we will try to show that they
have emerged cut of broad soclal processes. This 1is what
will be attempted on the section on theory perseverance

below.

The problem with a mode of anelysis that deals with the
diachronic motion of salience, role and circumstance is

that it can. swiftly degenerate into <the study of

biography. of;the individual’s rolling hermeneutic circle
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(see Ch.1). Thils approach is of course important (eg
Hollway,1982,1984). However, our interest in the way that
saliences in the environment "call up® roles which in turn
shape saliences and so on, focuses on the way that these
interact to sustain one another recursively, to produce

particular packages of role/environment/behaviour.

b. Representativeness Heuristic. The RE manifests
itselr in various gulises (Kahneman and
Tversky,1972,1973; Tversky and Kahneman, 1971,1974).

Tversky and Kahneman(1982) sugsest that it is used when:
(1) M 18 &a class and X a varliable defined in M (value and
distribution); (2) M is a class and X an instance of that
clase (instance and category):; (3) M 1is &a class and X a
subset of that class (population and sample); (4) When M
is causal system and X a possible consequence (cause and
effect). The perceilved repregentativeness X shows
reéarding M will wunder certain conditions deviate from
statistical norms. This occurs when: (1) the evidence 1is
fallible (a3 when X represents & small sample and 1s
therefore lesg representative of the population than a
large sample - regression to the mean); (2) when the
target event 1s highly specific (as in the evaluation of

composite events - see below).

The arguments ageainst this theory include the following:
It is too individualistic, subjects are kept in isolation.

Meany decisions are taken collectively and this might
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undermine (though it might also compound) deviation from
statistical norms. Secondly, decisions are not made for
the sake of accuracy alone but for assisting smooth
passage through the social and material world, comprised
as 1t is of long- and short-term demands. Thus under the
appropriate conditions (whieh include those embodied
in the experimental situation) we £ind that even the
pallidity of statistical information can be overcome by
subjects. Kassin(1979) found that subjects were sensitive
to sample size when assessing consensus information;
Bar-Hillel(1982) likewlise showed that subjects were
capable of responding to sample size, though not always
correctly. Kruglanski,Friedland and Farkash(1984) found
that subjects were able to use statistical information
when they were assured of ite appropriateness. Quattrone
and Jones (1980) have shown that application of the law of
small numbers, in which subjects generalize unduly from
small samples, tended to be conditioned by intergroup
factors: outgroup members exhibiting out-of-role
behaviours did not lead to generalizations regarding that
group - their ‘deviant' behaviour could be explained
through external attributions. Thirdly, because of the
intersctional nature of social 1life, the perceived
representativeness of an item can come to be realized in
actuality. Skrynek and Snyder(1982) found that a
perceiver's gender stereotyped beliefs about another
actually fashiohed the behaviour of that other, bringing

it in line with the stereotype. As regards rape, a general
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climate that dismisses rape, serves to actually effect the
numbey of rapes that are reported and, importantly., are

subjectively experienced by victims (see Chs.7 and 8).

At any rate, RH highlights the way that similarity
between item and class makes it appear that the item is
actually a member of that class. The converse of this is
that people are insensitive to statistical data. We can
recast this in terms of salience or availabllity. The ease
of apprehension of concrete, vivid examples heightens
thelr representativeness to the exclusion of baserates and

so forth. Baserates are not salient enough to compete.

Here, the arguments levelled against availability in the
preceding section come 1into play. As the above examples
should have made clear, when subjects are cast into
appropriate roles, then they have no difficulty in making
use of statistical information. The problem lies in the
fact that the roles in which subjecte are situated are not
made specific. Cognitive psychology 1is bent on dealing
with a generalized subject. This 1is encapsulated 1n the
notion of ‘statistical intuition®’. Intuition suggests an
individualized perception of the world, and yet any such
perception is conducted through an erray of roles and

discourses.

On the broadegt 1level, the question is this: what is it

that makes people take on RH unreflexively®? Is it that
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they do so because they are simply used to using it (ie
are these processesg coghlitively driven)? Or is it because
of other morelsocially and historically embedded factors?
The corollary 'is <this: when would individuals become
critical of their use of RH? The central point I will
maeke is that RH serves to simplify the range or course of
actions &8s it relates to the vignette, item, class,
materials presénted in the experiment. That is, RH acts to
aid & subject to situate her/himself with respect to the
items in the task: in doing so it maps out the options for
practice. Tversky and Kahneman's(1982) account of the
evaluation of compound events will illustrate. If subjects
are asked to rate the 1likelihood +that &a woman who is
engaged in radical polities being a feminist, a
bank-teller, and & feminist bank-teller, in descending
order of probability they will rank them as follows:
feminist, feminist bank-teller, and bank-teller. This
clearly contravenes the elementary statistical principle
of the conjunction rule, ie that increased specification
can only reduce probability. For the population of
activists it is equally or less likely to find a feminist

bank-teller than a bank-teller.

However, what the order feminist. feminist-bankteller and
bankteller sets up is an ‘hierarchy’ of responses and
power relations. Whether the subject 1s sympathetic to
radical politicé or not, s/he can order her/his responses

v

to the three grdups in the above order of friendliness or
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distate or ayoidance, etc. By placing the accent on
behaviour or practice, as opposed to cognition, we can ask
under what conditions will such behaviour and cognition
vary. We suggest that differences in power might affect
sensitivity to RH. If tpe Judge 1is 1in a position of
somewhat greatér power, eg an adult over children, then
RH is less valﬁable: the judge will have the space to
reflect, or rather to deploy the conjunction
rule. Similarly. where there are potentially more
behavioural optiong open, eg as within a group, then again
it is8 conceivable that judges will be more leisurely - ie
reflect an what the task 1is ‘actually’ about ile
statistical Jjudgement as opposed to personal/role position
and power. Under such circumstaces, and when subjects are
obliged by expérimenters to reflect, we would expect them
to readily acknowledge their mistakes. In sum: the
contingency of éognitive heuristics such as RH can thus be
seen as complexly located within the web of social

relations and practices.

C. Theory Peréeverance. Here we will be drawing on

Wexler (1983) to speculate on the possible social bases of
Theory Perseverance (TP). This will entail outlining what
Wexler sees as one of social psychology'’s main functions,

namely that of containment. It should be mentioned at
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outset that though we focus on TP under capitalism, we do
not mean to deny 1its presence in other cultures or a
common causal( root in cognitive processes: we are simply
examining those possible social roots that are peculiar

to capitaism.

Popular methods of containment are those processes that
oceclude 1ildentifiable sources of personal conflict and
suffering. Such processes usually come under the rubric
of ideology (cf Ch.l4). Wexler particularly highlights the
way in which these various ideoclogical methods deny social
contradictions‘ (the central one being that between the
collective natﬁre of production and the private ownership
of the means of production) by inducing people to avoiad
facing what they believe they cannot change. Specific
modes of containment that Marxists and others point to are
religion, patriotism, sexism, ethnocentrism. All these
obscure class relations, all these divert energy away from
the processes through whiech the proletariat would become
‘for itself'. At this point it should be made clear that
we consider such an analysis simplistic in the 1light of
recent developments in social theory (Foucault, Giddens,
Frankfurt School). Nevertheless, we are in agreement with
Poster(1984) when he states that it 1is 1legitimate to
resort to orthodox Marxist analytic categories when we

feel this is in keeping with the critical spirit.

For Wexler thgre are three core processes which permeate
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social behaviour: Commodification, Exploitation, and
Alienation; Social psychology as the study of social
behaviour directs attention away from these and the
breoader processes which underlie them. By cloaking social
behaviour in an ahistorical, asocial mist, it blocks from
view the potential control we have over these social

psychological and structural processes.

In re-analysing TP, I will concentrate only on the role
of commodification. Because of the nature of the
capitalist hode of production, especially the way in which
it is managed, with the worker having control neither over
what is produced nor how 1t 1is produced, the product of
labour appears to the worker to be stamped with an
objective character. It is something outside the worker.
In fact, accofding to Marx, the product is, 1in
essence, sqcial in character. The worker has control over
it, not thé other way round. It is produced by virtue of
the relatién between workers. In consequence, what is
actually a social relation begins to appear as a relation
between things. Relations between objects are no longer
seen to be the result of human decision, but dependent on
the objects’ own intrinsic character which 1s beyond human

reach.

Powerlessness at the point of production means that
people treat themselves and each other as objects.

“The orientation of energies towards the
production of profitably exchangeable objects
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or ‘commodities penetrates the social
organization and the social perceptions of the
producers themselves....The soclial character of
production may be so far obscured that the
gense of human agency is reversed: the
products, things are understood as a source,
rather than an effect, of human actions."
(Wexler,1983,p85)
This process 1lies at the heart of much socilal
interaction. We treat each other and ourselves as things;

we see ourselves as static; we lose sight of our own

social dynamism.

However, before going on to speculate on the relation of
commodifica%ion to TP, we must hedge this analysis with a
number of provisos. We do not maintain that these three
processes are the only factors that effect social
behaviour. To maintain this, we would have to convincingly
show that +the labour process retains an exclusive
centrality in social 1life. In Marx's day that was lesgs in
doubt than it is today (Poster,1978). As we noted above,
Wexler does see Marxist analysis as providing only an
initial starting point from which to launch a critical
social psychology. We can show the limited importance of
the labour p?ocess by placing it in the context of other

activities.

Harré(1979) divides the social world into two domains:
the instrumental and the expressive. In +the former,
behaviour ié geared toward production of the means of
life; the 1a€ter is characterised by the search for honour

and the avoidance of contempt 1in the process of social
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interaction. Gorz(1982) has procduced what might be seen as
an orthogonal dimension. He splits the world into the
sphere of Necessity and the sphere of Autonomy. In the
former, action, both instrumental and expressive, ie
directed toward the efficient production and distribution

of material goods. In +the latter, production is carried

out at one'’s own pace, however inefficient that might be.
The 1image of producer as artisan is evoked here.
Similarly, autonomous exXpression 1is not conditioned by

material, role-rigidified needs but by the i1diosyncratic

needs of individuals.

We can combine these two schemas to produce & 2 x 2
typology. The labour process would only enter into one of
the quadrants. Whether 1t determines the character of the
other three has been a point of contention for many years.
My own feeling 1is that ‘it depends'; in the period of
early capitalism, it most probably did. Despite the
decline of the productive sphere, and the rise of new
technology and consumption (eg Marcuse,1965), the legacy
of that period hangs over us both in the nature of much

existing production and through cultural transmission.

What then is the relation of all this to social behaviour
and in particular coghitive processes? Broadly,
commodification and the objectification to which it leads
can be seen as one major element underlying these

processes. As we have already hinted, other factors also
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rlay a part though we shall not be dealing with them

directly.

The main characteristicse of TP are: (1) Vivid., concrete
data such as case histories, yield the most resistant
theories. (2) Causal theories result in greater
perseverance; (3) Most of the studies of TP present
subject matter which refers to people. That is, subjects
are asked to form Judgements either about themselves or

some other (eg Firemen, patients, suicides).

I will start:with a catechism: 1. (Q) "why are causal
explanations so potent?”™ (A) "Because they afford
control and predictability®. 2. (Q) " But how realistic
is this cohtrol or predictability since so few people can
ever be bothered to test their theories in practice?? ;
(A) " The point ie that people are not in fact exerting
actual control; they cognitively control (that is
stereotype) the behaviour of others. In achieving this,

subjects are also standardizing (or stereotyping) the

relation between themselves and the object of the
explanation. To put this a8shnother way, they are
standardizing their own behaviour, the control they

actually exert then is over themselves®.

Current regsearch into TP conceives of the change 1in
causal theo#ies (on the presentation of new data or

discrediting information) as simply a change in the theory
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per se. According to our reasoning, this
counter-information would necessitate a change 1in the
standardized self-image that has been thrown up by the

causal explanation.

Why should it be so difficult to change the self image?
The answer to this 1lies 1n the obJjectification of the
self. The self is experienced as an object. (An example
of +this 1is provided by Reynauld,1981, who argues that
men'’s masculine sense of self comes to be objectified in
the penis). It 1s experienced as8 having an objective
character that 1is beyond social relations and volition.
Impingement, in this case 1in the form of discrediting
information, will have minimal effect unless it confronts
the individual with &a sense of his/her own volition. TP
is, therefore, the outward expression of the perseverance

of the self as object.

When does TP break down? Anderson(1982) has found that
obliging the subject to consider competing theories allays
TP. In terms of the present theory of
self-objectification, this works because, in forcing the
subject to create alternative theories to explain the same
data, the subject is confronted with choice; s/he is
alerted to her/his own volition. They are jogged out of

self-objectification.

Tetlock (1983) has found that when subjects are informed
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that their Judgements will be presented to others, they
sift data more carefully and manifest less TP. (It would
appear that 1t 1s all right to appesar an automaton in
front of an Experimenter but not one's peers. The image of
the Experimenter as confessor comes fleetingly to mind.)
Under these circumstances sSubjects are once again made
aware of choice. By being told that their judgements will
be presented to others, Ss are alerted to other points of
view and the possibility of contradictory theories. Thus
there is less scope for self-objectification by virtue of
the subjects being confronted with their own powers of

choice, their agency.

There are\two main 1limitations that can be imposed on
this interpretation. Firstly, as noted above, it is too
partial. Many other factors are kept out of the reckoning.
This can be;seen in the fact that we have 1located
objectification in the capitalist mode of production; it
ig quite conceivable that parallel processes occur for
other modes of production. Generalizing this point, we
can add that TR occurs 1n other cultures. However, while
it may have a éommon cognitive root across societies, this
does not mean that within each distinctive society
peculiar gocial mechanisms have not arisen whieh serve to
reassert TP. That is, flying in the face of parsimony, we

might suggest that there are a variety of (supplementary)

causes for the isame coghitive phenomenon (TP) across

different social systems. It is important to explore these
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in order to show how TP contributes to and is affected by
social as well as individual factors. Another problem with
our account%of TP 1s that it is too abstract. The process
of self-objectification has to be specified for
different social groups. As Deschamps(1982) has pointed
out, differeht classes, by virtue of their status, are
able to objectify (stereotype) themselves to different
degrees. Thié cross-cuts in complicated ways with sex and
race, and 8lso with the type and circumstances of

behaviour.

To conclude: In this chapter we have prepared the ground
for showing how the cognitive heuristics of lay
explanation can be reconceived as rules of combination and
difference between discourse/practices embodied in roles,
circumstances, and information. Where the use of
heuristics appears to be widespread, we do not have to
attribute this to their basis in a cognitive
infrastructure, but can 1look for entecedents in the
specific form of social life. In attempting such a gross
reconceptualization of these processes, the main aim has
been to get beyond the individualistic and internalistic
onus that cognitive soclial psychology has been guilty
of, and to egcape the technicalities with which it
immobilizes the possibility of social change. Concrete
illustrations of‘this type of analysis will be presented
in Chapter 8 in which the deployment of rape myths, having

been considered in terms of the complex relations between
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the police role (encorporating masculine, intergroup and
institutional components) and information (type of victim,
rape, etc)" are reinterpreted 1in terms of the three

heuristicse we have tackled in this chapter.
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CHAPTER THREE

LAY EXPLANATIONS, GROUPS AND ROLES

Introduction

In this chapter I will be exploring the relationship of
role and group to explanations, and hence the relationship
between role and group. While soﬁe recent work has
addressed the influence of group-membership on lay
explanation (see below), little research has examined the
effects of the role of the explaliner. Where antecedents
related to roies have been considered they have usually
taken the form of beliefs (eg related to sex, Deaux,1976;
or party political membership, Furnham, 1981;) or
expertise (Cantor and Brown,1981). In the case of the
first two, it 1is not difficult to translate these
antecendents into role theory terms. However, as should
become apparent below, role and 1intergroup theory have
many points of collision. As a preliminary example we can
consider the role of gender in explanation. On the one
hand, gender denctes a role, in the structural sense of
norms demarcating what behaviours and functions are
permissible. On the other, it denotes group-membership,
in that institutional and cultural forces serve to distil
at cognitive and soclial levels groups based on gender. The

interaction between these two moments will partly

determine how an event 1s apprehended and explained:; the

v
1
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explanation that results may bolster either role or group
identity or both. In-group favouritism <+typically involves
preferentia)l evaluation of in-group members along
comparison dimensions important to the in-group. In
contrast, a group is partly comprised of social norms (and
by 'sccialé I have in mind the complex, fragmented world
of Foucault, not a functionalist system in the mould of a
Parsons or an Althusser) which may run counter to the
means of in-group social elevation. Thus a norm of
self-denigration or modesty 1in women would hinder the
expression qf in-group favouritism/out-group denigration
(see below, and Ch.6). Conversely, because of the
contradictory nature of many role norms, some of them may
be flouted or exploited to enhance group-related social
identity. What this all boils down to 1is that the
relations of group-identity and role-identity may
contradict as well as support one another. The relation
between the two has to be specified in detail for each

given instance.

However, at a higher level of abstraction, we can see
that role has theoretical priority over group insofar as
‘the group memﬁer' can be said to comprise a role. We can
consider intergroup behaviocour as reflecting normative
demands on the 1individual. This is hinted at by the fact
that some roles incorporate, formally or informally., an
intergroup dimension which can be vital to their

functioning (eg the policeman role, Ch.8). Here we part
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company with Turner's (1982) cognitive reformulation of
the group. This follows from our contention that the
cognitive process should be conceived as a specific and
complex rule that applies to particular configurations of

role, circumstance and information (Ch.2).

This chapter will be organized in the following way:
Firstly we will conslider various versions of role theory.
and then relate this to explanations. Secondly, we will
examine 1intergroup theory, and analyse 1its influence on
the study of lay explanation. In these sections I will
examine not only the personal but also the social
functions of roles and groups. That is, I will set out the
way that explanations, which serve to mediate role and
group identites, also mediate the part these roles and
groups play in the wider social system. Further, both
expressive and instrumental aspects of role and
group-related behaviour will be considered. Finally, there
will be a section detailing how these two approaches may

be profitably merged.

1. Rele Theory and Explanation

a.Role Theory. Heiss (1981) has noted that role theory

has traditionally fallen into two camps, the structural
and the interactional. In the former, the concept of role
is based on a social position that designates a commonly
recognized set of persons (Biddle and Thomas,1966;
Biddle,1979)." The terms physician, teacher, athlete, etc



Page 124

are social bositions which when occupied exhibit a
characteristié role, that is, people will behave in ways
appropriate to that social position. What 1is8 permissible
within a rolé is determined by a variety of norms and
expectations. For Goffman (1959) when one takes up such a
demarcated role one 1is stepping into a ready-made self.
However, interactionist models suggest that roles are
created in the process of social interaction (J.H.Turner,
1978; Cicourel,1973). This view sees the notion of ‘norm’
ag open to criticism insofar as norms are constantly being
reconstructed‘ and verified in the process of interaction
which, it follows, must be the site of role constitution.
Thus, the difference between the two approaches 1is
the difference between (structuralist) role-taking and
(interactionist) role-making. However, as Heiss points out
these differences can to some degree be settled when the
two perspectives are seen as complementary. Concepts such
as role-distance (Goffman,196la) and style (Goffman,1959)
capture this complementarity 1in pinpointing the space
within structural roles to innovate at the instrumental
level (eg the éurgeon Jokes in order.to ease tension and
thereby to ensure that the operation proceeds as smoothly
ag possible) and the expressive 1level {(the sort of Jjokes

a surgeon and his/her subordinates are permitted).

Various authors have drawn the distinction between

instrumental and expressive goals (ez Parsons and

Shils, 1951; Habermas, 1972; . J.H.Turner,1978; R.H.Turner
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1979/80). As we saw in Chapter 2, Harré(1979) suggests
that we must distinguish "“between those aspects of social
activity thaf are directed to material and bioclogical
ends” (p19) ie instrumental behaviour, and “expressive
aspects of behaviour"” (pl9) which is directed towards such
ends as the :presentation of the self as rational and
worthy of respect. Harre goes on to admit that it is not
always easy 'to distinguish between these two domains.
These are elements that are incorporated into every role,
though it could be argued that structural conceptions of
the role foéus on the instrumental component, while

interactionist are more interested in the expressive.

Roles, and particularly structural roles, tend to be
conceived in more or less functional terms. Here
functional refers to an Iintegrated model of the social
system 1in which the interaction of +the parts function
toward some end. This functioning might be either
conflictual or consensual. Though some Marxist social
theory picks out the conflict between proletariat and
bourgeoisie as the driving force of recent history, that
conflict 1is €till functional for development towards
socialism. The functionality of a role depends on the
level of analysis. Deviant communities may be
'"dyefunctional’ for an orthodox functionalist analysis,
but functional for a conflict model. For example, the
conflict between sgoccer supporters is dysfunctional at the

level of social c¢contrel: however, 1t 1s (or was until
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recently) functional at the level of the football
subculture in that it is this confliect and partisanship
that goes towards the economic stability of football clubs
(Taylor,1971). Even those fans who go to matches ‘looking
for a fight' have to pay to get in. Marginalized roles
also serve another function: they set +the 1l1limits of
propriety beyond which lie the realms of ‘otherness®. The
‘nutter® role (Marsh, Rosser and Harré.1978) demarcates
the bounds of acceptable fan activity for the fans
themse;ves. Related to this delimiting function, some
negatively sanctioned roles are the necessary complements
of certain ‘stabilizing' roles such as the police and
social/welfare workers. The role of the police ‘needs’
the role of ‘criminals’; the role of social worker needs
the poor and downtrodden. Structurally, both police and
welfare workers serve to reproduce the conditions in which
their counter—-roles arise. Moreover, construction of
counter-roles can develop i1into a (almost) conscious
policy of distortion as with the use of crime figures or
the poliecing of predominantly black areas (Kettle and

Hodges, 1982).

It should be apparent from the above discussion that the
Quality of the functionality of roles is determined by
the model of the social system adopted. In the second part
of this thesis ;n which I deal with men'’s explanation of
rape, the gen?ral role of "'man’, and the more situated

role of policempn, are placed within a system conceived in
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the conflictual terms of a socialist and feminist
analysis. This is done deliberately in order to stress the
discursive and practical constituents of roles. This will
necessarily entail historical and socioclogical detailing
i1f we are to properly understand the conflicts and unities
contained within the considered roles. In a sense, this
approach coﬁtradicts the Foucauldian project which
studiously aQoids any totalization, that is, which by
focussing . on the local specificities of a given
phenomenon, refuses to link these up into a wider (ie
total) theoretical system. The reason for this 1is to avoid
constructing an intellectual edifice which carries

authority by virtue of 1its welght, complexity, etc. And

yvet, as Poster (1984) argues, this latter can amount to
intellectual dishonesty because ocne's metatheoretical
premises are neveyr confronted; moreover the covert

operation of these can have just as devastating an effect
in exerting power over the reader ag the most explicit

theoretical models.

So far we h;ve discussed roles in terms of their
functions for the social system. At the 1level of personal
functions, rolé can be intimately tied to the concept of
the self. The role-related activities, both expressive
and instrumental, that one engages in will shape the self.
Thus, as we saw 1in Ch.2, the type of instrumental work
that one engagés in will effect the way in which we treat

ourselves as' objects and agents. We will now consider
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this relation in more detail.

Hollway (1982) has suggested +that there are essentially
two psychological versions of the self: the self as a
transcendental subject, as the real kernel onto which
roles are latched. We see this reflected in such notions
ag role strain or role-self congruity (Biddle,1979). Less
orthodoxly. we get the same sort of analysis from certain
radical thinkers. From Adorno(1973) we have: %the concept
of the role sanctions the bad, perverted depersonalization
of today:...the hardships of the division of 1labour
hypostatized és virtues in the concept of the role...the
liberated ego . would no longer Dbe condemned to play
roles..."” (9278). "Roles are the bloodsuckers of the will
to live. They express the will to lived experience, yet at
the same time ﬁhey reify 1t. They alsc offer consolation
to the impoverishment of life by supplying a surrogate,
neurotic gratification. We have to break free of roles by
restoring them - to the realm of play” (Vaneigem,1983,p99).
", ..peasants do not play roles as urban .characters do.
(This) is simply because the space between what is unknown
about a person and what is generally known - and this is
the space fér all performance - 1is too small®
(Berger,1979.p11). In all of these Qgquotes there 1is
presupposed a "‘real’ or ‘genuine’ self somehow hovering
behind the the facade of a role. Hollway suggests that
this ig even thé case for the ostensibly more fragmented

versions of thk self as developed by, for example Harre
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(Harré and Secord, 1972; Harré:1979). Residing behind the
multiplicity of selves ig a homunculus, an inner core
gself that rationally pursues honour. In contrast, Hollway
posits a non-unitary =self that draws on the structuralist
psycholanlysis of Lacan which incorporates the factor of
irrationality. However, while ackowledging the partially
determining function of early 1life, she sees the self as
also being recursively constructed in social interaction.
Thus there are both diachronic (the biography of the self)
and synchronic (the immediate situation in which the self

is re/produced) dimensions that need to be taken into

account when examining the constitution of the self.

So, in contradistinction to an ‘essential’ view of the
self, there 1s a notion of the self as an empty vessel
into which are poured the contents of the role. This 1is
partliy exemplified by the approach of Foucault
(1979a,1981) who, in dissecting the various ways in which
discourse/practices inscribe upon the body of the
individual certéin (often normalizing) characteristices,
assumes that the body is empty (Lash,1984). Here the body
refers to the fact that the individual is an object which
interacts with society and 18 shaped by it. However, as
Poster(1984) and Weeks(1981) have pointed out, the problem
with this is that Foucault has difficulty accounting for
subjectivity and therefore resistance. That 1s, people do
not always ﬁeadily accommodate every regime of

disciplinarity (in which discipline 18 dispensed both as
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a means of control, and of shaping the individual); they
resist and they have reasons for resisting. which suggests
that they have a core self that takes exception. Their
subjectivities, grounded in prior traditions and modes of
existence (both folk and disciplinary), do not
automatically yield to new disciplinary conditions but
must be coaxed or bludgeoned into them. Foucault has
specialized in a range of particularly pungent norms and
expectations, . those that "have derived from the Human
Sciences, - whigh. embued with the status of truth and
concretized as specific methods of treatment, observation,
measurement, have diffused into commonsense shaping the

way that pesople behave and expect themselves to behave.

Another comparison between Foucault and role theory can
be found in Hirst and Woolley (1982) who contrast
Foucault's treatment of the regimens of total institutions
to that of Goffman.

"We have seen that Goffman considers that

total 1institutions break down individual
identity and reduce the person to an anonymous

member of an enclosed collectivity. For
Foucault, on the contrary, disciplinarity
involves a definite form of *individuation?®.

Individuals are actually constituted as such
through 1solation in discipline, surveillance
separates and distinguishes those subjected to
it, and the regime of government seeks to
congtitute forms of individuality, to confer
attributes, power and capacities.™

(Hirst and Woolley,1981,p189-90)

In other words, power 1s productive, it does not merely
confine. And yet. as various gtudies have shown,

resistance doeé exist as does pain (Goffman,1961b;
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Rosenhan,1973). The question of how potent rules/regimes
are in shaping the self revolves around the plasticity (or
malleability) of that self, which is at once an historical

and a biological question and only answerable in specific

instances.
The conflict between the view that 'there are only
roles' and the view ‘that behind these roles 1is a real

self' can alsp be considered as a version of the conflict
between the object and the subject. In the former the
individual is‘ treated much as an object, filled and
emptied with roles as situations arise; in the latter,
these roles a?e masks hiding a pervasive subjectivity.
Hollway has aftempted to get Dbeyond this dichotomy by
rendering problematic the social-individual and
subject-object divides. For her, situations and roles
shape the self?which, in turn, goes to shape those roles

and situations.

I will not attempt to resolve these two positions (in
the way that say Giddens(1979) does by displacing roles
and introducing'practice as the ‘point of articulation?’
between actors and structure). Rather, I will reverberate
between them. This 1s because I see subject and object,
self and role, individuel and soclety, as dialectically
linked. They constitute one another in a complex web of
discourses andapractices. When I analyse the role of

"policeman' 1 take into account both the construction of
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that role (as an object) in terms of norms, expectations,
discourses and practices but also the way that that role
(as a subject) invites certain motives, emotions,
perceptions and investments. However, I will not be
considering ‘the way that a role effects individual
subjects, rather I will focus on the general subjectivity
that comes peady—packaged with the role. As mentioned
briefly above, my main concern is to detail the relation
between a particular role and a particular category of
explanations; how the role shapes or constitutes
individual GelQes, other than in &a broad, ideal-typical
sense, 1is beyond the scope of this project. In addition, I
will conslder the way that such a role can serve to
constitute other roles, specifically that of the rape
vietim and the‘alleged rapist (and also of the genersal
roles of ‘man’ and ‘woman'). This it achievesg through the
overt power invested 1n it both institutionally (eg in
that the police have a virtual monopeoly on the legitimate
physical coercion of adults) and discursively (eg in that
the police role has attached to it the potent ‘capacity’
to delimit trﬁth and rationality). And, .of course, as we
remarked above, the policeman role (and masculinity) is
itself constituted by other roles against which it

defines itself.

Thus we must provide a theoretical account of the way
that explanations serve roles, and vice versa. In Chapter

2 we showed how coghitive processes were vcglled up' and
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conditioned by the role and circumstances 1n which the

explainer found her/himself. Roles also ‘call up' up other

processes, including needs concerning control,
self-presentation, self-esteem, and so forth.
Additionally, we argued that roles serve social functions

the characterization. of which depends on the model of the
social system that is adopted. Thus one model will
pinpoint certain social functions of a role, which the
role-holder, adhering to another model, will not be aware
of. Thie is another way of saying that a necessary part of
examining role-related explanationg 1s a concern with the

ideoclogical function of those explanations (c¢f Ch.l4).

b. Roles and Explanations. In +this section 1 will

present a brief overview of +the way that roles might
effect explanations. In doing +this I will start with

general roles and move onto progressively more specialized

ones.
At the most general level we |have the subject
deposited in the role of ‘'ordinary person' or agent. This
is what Harré(lQBla) impresses upon ug in his

re-formulation of Actor-Observer differences. Subjects are
intent on establishing their good honour, theilr
rationality, their agency - 1in sum, they are intent on
projecting thémselves as good and worthy people. This
will deeply eéfect explanations. Part of the problem with

this theory is that actors belong to groups and
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ocecupy roles which condition the form their behaviours
might takeﬁ Any behaviocur, by virtue of the fact that it
can be traced back to 1its social antecedents, can be
intepreted as a form of mimicking, a flattery of others
and hence an embodiment of the desire to draw honour.
Subjects in the role of ‘agent' are salso interested in
attaining some control over their environment and others,
however illusory +this might ultimately be (Wortman,1976;
Bains,1983). - But as Bains notes, control needs are
culturally mediated. Bond(1983) likewise stresses the
cultural differences in requirements for control. Thus he
suggests that the United States 1s peculiar in its norms
for consistency (self-control) and internal attribution,
It would seem then that the configuration for the general
role of 'persén’ varies across cultures. However, it also
varieg within cultures. playing a covertly oppressive role
where ‘person' 1s epitomized by a particular role (or
group) such as white middle-class male (Deschampse,1982;
but c¢f Tajfel,1984). Explanations that do not somehow
reflect this role (eg through the use of highly personal
references in the explanation of social phenomena) will be

seen as reflecting a sub-person.

More specific, institutional roles can 1influence and
be mediated by more specific, as well as general, styles
and types of explanation. This relation need not be an
overt element: in the role, but may have arisen

surreptitiously. Thus illusory correlations {Chapman and
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Chapman,1969) between homosexuality and popular invalid
signs of homosexuality have been found in the evaluations
of psychodiagnosticians. Another version of this 1s the
‘sticky 1labels’® that psychiatric professionals attach to
mental patients and their actions (Rosenhan,1973). In this
case the relation between the role and the explanation is
two-tiered. On the one hand, the role influences the
explanation through, say., ite accent on expertise.
However, it should be mentioned that Chapman and Chapman
found that illusory correlations were more prevalent
amongst laypersons (ie undergraduates). This perhaps
suggesfs that while the ethic of the diagnostician has
diffused 1into the ‘general' population, it is lacking the
corollary of a professional pride in being ‘accurate’.
Against this, some institutional roles do not wundercut
"popular prejudice’ but magnify it. Thus Burt(1978) found
that policemen have a more negative evaluation of rape
victims closer to that of rapist than to that of the
general public, which in turn is closer to the police than
to rape counsellors. The second tier in the above relation
accesses the way that the explanation serves to support
the role. At the crudest level, the illusory correlations
that psychodiagnosticians 1indulge 1in serve to convince

them and others of the need for psychodiagnosticians.

Cantor and Brown(1981) have provided an interesting

account of ﬁhe relation between explanation and roles.

Pointing out . that subjects have different roles in
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relation to the explanations they give and the phenomensa
the& explain, they suggest that people may be situated in
explanatory roles. Explainers will differ with respect to
the degree of invelvement and the degree of expertise that
they can claim regarding any explanation or phenomenon.
Involvement will be partly determined by the nature of the
event or incident, and partly by the social and personal
investments of the individual. Expertise will 1likewise
vary according to what information is publicly available,
special to the situation, and special to the role. These
various factors combine in numerous ways to shape the type
of explanation thet a person gives. The precise
configuration emerges only by 1investigating explanations

in situ.

Unfortunately, the notions of involvement and expertise
are directed solely at the role-holder and do not address
the functions of roles 1in a wider sense. This includes an
interactive mode in which the expertise that accrues to
one parficular role can serve to sustain, elevate or
undermine the expertise of another. Moreover, the

explainer/role-holder 1is not only expert and involved in

the event beling explained. S/he 18 also ‘expert in' and
involved in' much wider social processes. To 1illustrate
using one o¢f Cantor and Brown's own examples, the

explanatory roles of 'Estate Agent' and ‘House Buyer' are
also instrumeﬁtal in the continuation of certain property

(the private dwnership of housing) and class (what income
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groups can afford housing?) relations; also they may be
involved in reinforcing the nature of housing as dwelling
places for particular groupings of i1ndividuals (eg the
nuclear family). So that while the explanations that these
two roles generate in evaluating a property may differ
greatly., in another way they are in league, sustaining a
particular view of housing and, indeed, bargaining.
Moreover, we are given no indication of how group factors
will influenc¢e such explanatory roles. In brief, roles
have to bé placed in a social context (practical,
discursive and ideological) 1if we are to comprehensively

characterize explanations.

Finally, we must consider the way explanations relate to
personal roles (Biddle,1979) - roles which individuals
have constructed for themselves. We should be careful here
and take heed‘of Tajfel’s(1981) warnings against a purely
interpersonal form of 1nteraction, one which would
presumably involve personal roles. Personal roles can
perhaps best be conceived as roles in which the general
and institutional elements are minimized. Alternatively,
we c<¢an highlight their novelty or their bilographical
eccentricity. However, this apart, personal roles are
deeply c¢ross-cut by broader relations. Hollway(1982) has
shown that, ‘even what had appeared to be highly
idiosyncratic and spontaneous actions within close
relationships (in radical couples), such as the desire for

intercourse without contraception, in fact reflected very
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general role requirements, in this case expressing an
element of the ‘feminine' role concerning the need for the
man to show commitment to the relationship (the
vhave—hold'bdiscourse in Hollway's terms). Orvis, Butler
and Kelley(1976) have looked at attributional conflict in
Young couples. Again in such intimate conditions, typical
gender-role related unities emerge. The female partner's
high external attributions to herself are a roundabout
ind}cation ©of the ‘'feminine’ ©role’s 1l1limited agency.
Conversely, the male partner’s attributions generally
indicate the greater control capacity that the ‘masculine’
role affords (see Ch.6). We shall not be examining the
relationship lbetween personal roles and explanations. Our

interest is in more general and institutional roles.

2. Intergroup Theory and Explanation

In this section, I will first outline the basic tenets of
intergroup theory and review the relevant experimental
evidence that has accumulated around it. As with role
theory, I will examine both the expressive and practical,
and the individual and social functions that groups have.
Secondly I will criticise these theoretical formulations,
especially in regard to their general neglect of the role
of content in the construction of group identity and the
production of  typically intergroup behaviours and
strategies. In% the 1light of these reservations, the

relationship between group-membership and explanations
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will then be considered, especially as it relates to the
deployment of stereotypes. Finally. the relationship
between intergroup behaviour to power will be considered
as a prelude to a more detailed discussion of the

interaction of roles, groups, power and explanations.

a. Intergroup Theory. Stemming out of his early work on

categorizatioﬁ (Tajfel,1981 for an overview), Tajfel et
al(1971; Billig and Tajfel,1973) showed that on the basis
of categorization alone (even when this was conducted on a
completely arBitrary basis) subjects belonging to a group
would exhibit gross in-group favouritism. This 1is
mani fested as maximum differentiation in which the
out-group was maximally deprived of rewards, even where
this resulted in a relative loss in the in-group's profit.
However, Turner(1975) went on to show that it could not be
categorization alone that was responsible for the minimum
group results. By introducing the possibility of rewarding
the self, wheére the cholce of rewarding either self,
out—-group or in-group preceded the choice of rewarding
between in-group and out-group, then the out-group
discrimination:effect diminished significantly. (Although,
more recentyl Taylor and Doria, 1981, found that
group~serving biases <c¢an be preferred to self-serving
ones.) Turner interpreted his findings as showing that
self/other competition can be contrasted to
in-group/out-group competition, and that the two processes

are 1independent. He suggested that 1in addition to
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categorizatién, social identity also played a part in
intergroup behaviour. He has since developed these notions
(Turner, 1982, 1984) in a cognitivist direction, attempting
to formulate a cognitive definition of the social group.
According to this social 1identity <theory, individuals
define themselves 1in terms of distinct social categories,
learning the stereotypic norms of that category and the
behaviours that are criterial attributes for category
membership. Actors assign norms to themselves 1in the same
way that they assign stereotypic traits to others: in
other words, there 1is involved 1in group identification a
process of self-stereotyping. As category membership
becomes more salient, behaviour becomes more normative and
conformist. Under these circumstances social identity is

positively enhanced.

To this end the following processes should come 1into
play: (1) 1Individuals will tend to evaluate distinctive
(in-)category characteristics positively; (2) Conflict
with out-groups will be manifested for the purposes of
distinguishing the in-group from outgroups; (3) Within the
in-group, individuals will move (and <c¢laim to be) closer
to the group norm and thereby assert that they are

superior to other group members.

Within the confines of ite own framework, one of the most
problematic aspects of this theory is "“the spontaneous

emergence orE formation of self-defining social
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categorizations...we can speculate that variables such as
similarity, proximity, common fate etc contribute to
perceptual unit formation, but research 1is necessary to
specify precisely the determining conditions"
(Turner,1984,p535). Turner cites two experiments in which
it was found that even where identification and group
formation were based on similarity for disliked
characteristices, intergroup discrimination still appeared
(in contrast, disliked, non-categorized individuals seemed
to exhibit a form of self-hate), and that failure and
defeat actually enhanced group cohesiveness. Thus for
Turner, this social identity perspective "reinstates the
group as a psychological reality™ (p535). "The group 1is a
social reality and a psychological process and there
1is constant reciprocal determination between these two
sides of the phenomenon at play in group behaviour®
(p536). However, though Turner is quite right to stress
this reciprocdity, he does not see the "psychological
process® as ' beilng soclally mediated. Indeed
"Tdentifications are cognitive structures but they are
also social products® (p536). It is the type of
identificafioa. not identification itself, on which the

social operatés. A c¢ritique of this will be presented

below.

What emerges from this brief survey of the literature on
intergroup processes 1is that they are largely driven by

the search for a positive social identity and
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categorization. In functioconal terms, intergroup theory has
been largely geared towards analysing the expressive and
personal functions of group processes. However, before
developing this theme further, it is worth pointing out
that not all workers 1in the field agree with such a
formulation. Some, for example Deschamps(1984) and
Doise(1978) place theilr theoretical emphases squarely on
categorization and category differentiation. Elsewhere,
Linville and Jones(1980), Linville(1982) subordinate
affect (such as that which might be mediated through
positive social identity) to cognition, particularly the
perception of complexity. Accordingly, the greater the
perceived complexity of the other or the self, then the
less extreme the affect associated with the target;
conversely, the greater the simplicity, the greater the
extremity of affect. In a similar vein, Wilder(1978) has
shown that individuation of the outgroup attenuates
intergroup diécrimination. A similer accent crops up in
Hamilton's theory of stereotyping (1979) in which
cognitive attribution (in cahoots with salience and
1illusory correlation biases) result 1in the stereotyped
conception of :others. And yet, Turner's results suggest
that these categorization effects cannot alone account for
intergroup behaviour (nor, for that matter, stereotyping).
Similarliy, vaﬁ Knippenberg and Wilkes(1979) reanalyzed
Doise and Sincleir®s(1973) data on the effect of status,
interaction, and the competetive/consensual nature of

comparison dimensions on categorization and group
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differentiation. They found that the different items
summed by Doise and Sinclair conflated social identity and
categorization processes. The positive value of social
identity was evidenced in the fact that the greatest
differentiation occurred for those items important for the
ingroup (eg differentiation was most dramatic on
consensual items on which relative status was agreed upon
by apprentis and collegiens). with respect to the
categorization-loaded theories of stereotyping, the role
of motivation seems likewise instrumental. Greenberg and
Rosenfeld(1979) showed that even for dimensions
uncorrelated with a stereotype (eg Blacks and E.S.P.),
ethnocentrism appeared with whites positively evaluating
E.S.P. in whites. Thus a characteristic usually excluded
from a stereotyped category, not 1initially salient, or
illusorily correlated, becomes all these things in the
interests of the bigot. Moreover, such purely cognitive
approacheg are limited to the cognitive functions of
supposedly categorization-based intergroup behaviour and
stereotyping. They do not, and indeed cannot, theorize the
social formationh of stereotypes that Tajfel(1981) suggests
is integral to the very notion of the stereotype (cf
Huici,1984). We will be further critiecizing the reliance

on categorization processes below.

Given that there 1s an explicit and pivotal role for
positive socisl: identity, in what ways does it manifest

itself? There aré various aspects of intergroup behaviour
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in which it operates. First, positive social identity as
evidenced 1in those studies addressing the tension between
intergroup and interpersonal differentiation. Brown and
Turner(1981) suggest that when group-identity is
de-emphasized, self-favouritisesm emerges. And yet, as Codol
(1975,1984) has suggested, even where the in-group is kept
very muéh in mind, individual differentiation can occur.
For Codel the ' individual is caught in a dilemma between
the desire to epitomize the group norm and the
simultaneocus desire to avold being deindividuated, that
is, the desife to . remain a discrete and novel individual.
This is resolved in the *superior conformity of the self?
by which individuals claim that they are closer to the
norm than are other members of the in-group. Thus at one
and the same moment, they establish their similarity and
their difference. As ever, perceptions of similarity
within the group are modulated by other factors such as
the presence of an outgroup (Wilder,1984) or whether the
group norm is unanimous (Allen and Wilder,1977). Fraser
and Foster(1984) go further, reporting that not only is
there pro-norm deviance, but also anti-norm deviance. In
other words, individuation within the group can be
conducted through counter-normative behaviour. Studies of
minority influence indeed suggest that this is perfectly
feasible. At this point, as we -‘begin to discuss groups
within groups, we might also begin to wonder how much of
the original conception of the group is left. What this

discussion does ' revesal 1is that the conception of the
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group in primarily cognitivist terms relies on a gross
simplification of the dimensions and strategies subjects
have avallable to them 1in using the group as a means to
enhancing their positive socilal identity. If, as
Wilder(1984) suggeéts, groups can differentiate the
in-group from out-groups by actually highlighting the real
contradictions and factions within the 1in-group, the
implication ig that subjects have a far more dynamic view
of the 1in-group i1dentity: that 1is, one that is open to

negotiation and change.

All this naturally brings us back to intergroup processes
and their parémeters. Various debates have raged as
regards the nature of differentliation and discrimination.
Brewer(1979) suggested that it was in-group bias rather
than out-group denigration that characterised intergroup
discrimination. However, Locksley, Ortiz and Hepburn(1980)
found that information about in-group and out-group
rewards had an equal and opposite effect on the rewards
subjects awarded to out-group and in-group members.
Clearly this contradicts Brewer's contention. As
Bii11ig(1976) warns us, such minimalist analyses must be
contextualized, placed 1in prelation to ideoclogical,
political and economic variables. Similarly., Tajfel(1984)
emphasizes the conditioning of intergroup processes by
myth. Inevitably, then, the models that come out of such
an approach will}be hemmed in with "it dependses’. In

contrast, it might be more appropriate to start from the
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‘it depends®' end of things, exploiting rather than
resigning ourselves to <the contingent nature of thesge
processes. (For example, we could start off with a
speculative typology of concrete intergroup struggles

through history.)

When actors do distinguish their in-group from ocut-groups
(and in doing so engender conflict), they do so in fairly
complicated ways. For a start, what can count as a
plausible out-group wili depend on a variety of factors,
most important of which 1is perhaps the relative position
of the groups ¢on a valued hierarchy. Brown(198#4) notes how
similarity of status 1is insufficient to provoke mnmuch
differentiatioﬁ between groups when the hierarchy is
stable and perceived as such. Van Knippenberg (1984)
notes, however, that groups use complex presentational
ploys to support or undermine the legitimacy of the status
quo. So when subjects give descriptions of the in-group or
out—-group, they are often loose enough to allow strategic
negotiation, éspecially where the outcomes or
characteristics being described are not the ones that
characterize the in-group'’s identity. This suggests that a
flexibility 1in presentation and personal identity affords
room to °hypé° both the self and the group (van
Knippenberg andv van Oers,1984). Similarly, Mummenday and
Schneiber(1984) have shown how out-groups may be
pesitively Judged on what for the in-group constitute

second-class combarison dimensions. Here we can briefly



Page 147

illustrate the contingent and content-laden nature of
intergroup processes: Where Brown(1984) warns that too
much similarity might exacerbate intergroup
differentiation, van Knippenberg(1984) suggests that
intergroup behéviours do not Just 1involve antagonism -
cooperation is alsco a feature of intergroup 1l1life. Putting
these two observations together, we might ask: when does
similarity lubricate social cooperation? Following on from
this and the minimal cognitivist definition of a group, we
can set up the following situation: where two members (or
sub-groupings) of the same group encounter one another,
unaware that they have both identified with the same
group, to what degree will similarity hamper their
acknowledging their membership of the same group? to what
degree will it facilitate 1it? to what degree will it lead
to cooperation ¢r conflict? This cannot be answered in the
abstract; one of the main reasons being +that the use of
similarity in the process of comparison/cooperation will
depend on the way that similarity is integrated into the
in-group identity. In other words, social identities
contain norms regarding the way that as a group-member one

should treat others, both in- and out-group members.

Another area within intergroup theory concerns
conflict. Tajfel and Turner(1978) have provided the most
extensive theory of intergroup behaviour. This has been
refined by Taylor and McKirnan(1984). In Tajfel and

Turner'’s scheme, a status hierarchy will remain secure: if
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individual mobility is posgible: where comparisons can be
shifted onto new or alternative dimensions; where the
in-group characteristics become more positively evaluated;
and where c¢omparison groups c¢an be changed. Conflict
arises where the hierarchy is seen as both unstable and
illegitimate, and especially where the possiblilty for
individual mobility 1is precluded. Tajfel and Turner go on
to state that such subjective conflict does not have
priority over objective (economic, social, historical)
conflicts. Taylor and McKirnan raise the objection that
Tajfel and Turner's model is historically too vague. They
suggest an amendment in which the historical
underpinning of intergroup conflict are more explicitly
1nteérated into the model. They envisage five stages in
the generation of intergroup conflict. Firstly, there must
be clearly stratified intergroup relations. Second, an
individualistic social ideclogy must have arisen
historically. Third, social mobility is attempted,
individuals try to penetrate advantaged groups. Fourthly,
those who have been repulsed realize that the possibility
for their own status enhancement 1lies in elevating the
status of +the disadvantaged group as a whole. Finaelly,
competetive intergroup relations and collective action
should be viable. These authors assure usg that causal
attribution and social comparison processes will play a

pivotal role in the operation of such a model.

How such c¢collective action might be orchestrateda is
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suggested by the research on minority influence
(Moscovici,1976; Ng,1980; Mugny,1984; Mugny et al,1984).
According . to Moscoviei, a minority's style of
presentation, the consistency especially, will exert an
influence over the majorit& easing 1its views in the
direction of the minority's. For minority and majority we
could read low and high status group respectively.
However, both Ng and Mugny stress that the earlier work

failed to take 1into account social factors involved in

minority influence. Charismatic power, which Ng
argues subsumes minority influence, is socially
contingent, appropriate at some points in history,

laughable at others. If a minority 1s not to be wholly
marginalized, 1if it is not to be seen as a purveyor of
deviance as opposed to innovation, there have to be
alternative modes of presentation. Flexibility is vital in
order to avoiad being dismissed as deviant. Such
flexibility also permits cross-category identification in
that, at the very 1least, the minority shares the common
feature of ‘being reasonable'. In terms of high and low
status groups,. we might consider such an arrangement as
hegemonic insofgr ag it 1is the ruling groups that will
dictate what counts as reasonable (eg to be politically
reasonable 1in most Western democratic countries means
being willing to follow the parliamentary road). Finally,
Ng points out that the effort that is put into making an
attempt to raise the status of the in-group is liable to

e influenced bylperceptions of how far the top of that
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hierarchy is and by the depth of its rungs.

b. Groups and Explanations. Before 1 launch into a

full-scale c¢ritique of the above theories of intergroup

behaviour, I will first locate them 1in relation to
attribution theory and lay explanations. I have already
given some examples of the way that groups and

explanations have been connected (in the construction of
outgroups and stereotypes, and in processes of group
conflict). In this section I will consider in more detail
the literatufe on the interrelation between explanation

and group processes.

Early work by Taylor and Jaggi(1974) and Mann and
Taylor(1974) showea how attributions were effected by
ethnic group and c¢lass membership. Thus for positively
evaluated behaviours in Muslims and Hindus, in-group
members were attributed internaelly, out-group members
externally. This pattern was reversed for negatively
evaluated behaviours. In the case 6f English- and
French-speaking Canadiaﬁs who were either middle-~ or
working—claés° a more complex set of results emerged.
French-speakers tended to Jjudge others according to
ethnicity, whereas English-speakers were more influenced
by class, thougﬁ in a counter-in-group fashion (that is,
middle-class Eﬁglish—speakers attributed favourably to
working-class Ehglish speakers). Mann and Taylor explain

these results by polinting out that the French, being a
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minority, need to bolster the group and thus their
self-identity. The English-speaker results possibly arose
because the English-speaking middle-class community tends
to be large and undefined. Stephan(1977) showed that
in/out group conflict could be mitigated by what we might
call a ‘supranorm’ of high internal attribution for
positively evaluated behaviours. So, while intergroup
theory would predict that positive behaviours are
externally attributed for out-group members, the above
supranorm should counteract this effect. This Stephan
illustrated by analysing the attributional evaluations of
whites, blacks and Chicanos in which he found that the

whites were more prone to internal attributions.

While Hewstone and Jaspars(1984) are right to criticize

this study for not being social enough (it 1lacks
interaction, group identity could have been more
prominent, ete¢), it at 1least taps into norms that cut
across 1intergroup processes. Indeed, as we will argue
below, intergroup processes, rather than being at core a
biological mixture of categorization processes and a drive
for positive | social identity, might themselves
reflect a vnorlm' to behave 1in the group-blased way the
literature documents. Pettigrew(1979), Hewstone and
Jaspars(1982a,1983,1984), Hewstone, Jaspars and
Lalljee(1982) have refined and elaborated the theoretical
interdigitation . of attribution theory and intergroup

behaviour, introducing such factors as socisal
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representations (Moscovici,1980,1973; Herzlich,1973), the
role of interaction, and explenations of socially relevant
behaviours and events. In general terms, this work showed
that there was a complex, indeed dialéctical. interweaving
of soclal representations, attributions and social
identity. with social representations (of the out- and
in-groupe) deployed 1in order to sustain positive social
identity. However, intergroup processes themselves were
not conceived as the result of social representations -~
that is, intergroup behaviocur could reflect expectations
embodied in the social representation of the schoolboy or
adolescent. Put another way . the schoolboy 18 a
group-member par-excellence because that is the way the
role of the schoolboy is constructed. Social
representatioﬁs. as well as more covert processes, have a
hand in the construction of that role. Below we generalize

this point to men as a whole.

Hewstone and Jaspers(1982b) have also 1looked &t what
happéns when discussion 1s allowed and when the in- and
out-groups meet. In a study of unemployed black and white
youthe, they Efound evidence of risky shift which
exacerbated intergroup discrimination. Thus whitg youths
tended to attribute even more internally to black youths
for unemployment, whereas the blacks explained this
condition through system-blame., When the groups met,
polarization took place. However, even amongst whites

there was considerable system-blame as they too had
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encountered discrimination and lack of opportunity. This
study also:found that in accordance with social identity
theory, thé lower status group (blacks) elevated its
social standing by positively situating itself on the
valued dimensions of religion and music. Overall it was
blacks who ' perceived intergroup differences. Thé whites

were more ‘egalitarian®.

As a final instance of the relation of intergroup theory
to attribution, Deschamps(1983) sees attributions as a
function of éategory membership, both symbolic and real.
For him, attribution 1s the process whereby social
representatioﬁs are put into operation. These social
representations are governed by certain cognitive laws,
amongst which categorization is uppermost. We can see that
there are similarities between the Deschamps and Hewstone
et al formulations though the latter are more rigorously

social in their stress on social identity.

The above treatment of the intergroup theory literature

has attempted  to do fair service +to the variety of

initiatives in the field. However, there have been
omissions, most glaring of whieh 1is the work relating
groups to language use, as in the deployment of

evaluatively loaded language in intergroup differentiation
and discrimination (eg Giles and Johnson,1982). This
aspect aside, what seems to emerge from this survey are

the pivotal roles of categorization and positive social
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identity. While there are constant reminders throughout
these writings of the importance of social factors, again
and again we are left with the impression of
cognitive (categorization) and motivational (positive
identity) factors pushing from behind, as the dual
generative cores of stereotyping. intergroup conflict or
superior conformity of the self. In other words, despite
claims to the contrary, this paradigm is infused with
the individualism that we detected in cognitive

approaches to attribution theory.

To substantiate this charge we can look at the conception
of intergroup conflict which sees it as essentially a
means of furthering or maintaining positive social
identity. chording to these theories recourse to

intergroup confliet is likely when individual exit from a

low status group is blocked. In such a theory no room is
left for self—sacrifice or "humanity?®. It cannot
account for " certain intellectuale’ and
aristocrats?® (eg Prince Kropotkin, Woodcock, 1971)

identification with and allegiance to oppressed groups,
individuals who would otherwise be members of high status
groups. In other words, this ie a theory of

self-interest ‘which in spite 1its soclial trappings

ignores that most social of parametérs, morality. As such,
it 1is dangerously ahistorical. We have seen that
intergroup conflict has payoffs for the groups involved,

and more essentially, according to the terms of social



Page 155

identity theory, for the positive social i1dentity of
individuals, and we have seen how these processes
are reflected in the use of stereotypes 1in order to
oppress some out-group (eg blacks, women). Yet, as various
authors in a different context have remarked (eg in the
case of masculipe sexuality, Metcalf and Humphries,1985),
there are also negative pay-offs in the form of
self-stereotyping that comes with intergroup
discrimination. Why then does the balance between pay-offs
stand as it does? We can best approach this qQuestion by
altering its form - what function does intergroup conflict
serve for broader, historical processes? The sometime
self-stereotyping of men into what Hoch(1978) has called
the ‘White Hero' (ascetic, puritanical, ete¢) has served
not only to differentiate them from women, but also to
Justify and mediate the rapid generation of capital.
(However, cf Kelvin, 1984, for a critique of Weber'®s,1932,
Protéstant work ethic which this stereotype partly
embodies). More mundanely, intergroup processes can serve
the requirements of a third party. The imperialist dictum
*divide and rule' captures Just such a function: foment
conflict and when troubles are at their bloodiest, step in
and take advantage. The following Quote suggests how
conscious such manipulation can be. H.S. Truman was never
a fervent supporter of either communism or the USSR:
"When the Nazis attacked the Soviet Union in
1941, he was qQquoted as saying: “If we 8see that
Germany ig winning we should help Russia and if
Russia 1is winning we ought +to help Germany and

that way we will let them kill as many as
possible, although I don't want to see Hitler
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victorious under any circumstances®, Truman

modified this view later and accepted the Soviet

Union as an ally."

(Gosnell,1980,p238)

Even more  mundanely, and ironically, we might suggest
that the experimenter in the intergroup experiment takes
on Truman's role - exacerbating division for his/her
personal gain (as well as for the gain of ‘science’ of
course), and simulataneocusly denying his/her role in the

conflict that appears by cloaking him/herself in the veil

of ‘scientific method‘.

These latter points are neatly paralleled by those 1in
Henriques ' (1984) critique of the minimal intergroup
experiments. He notes that the errors, that is, the
gratulitous discrimination against the outgroup in fact
reflects "The comparison...between the scientist's
objective perception that there is *no real difference’
between group members and the sgsubjects”® subjective
perception that there are significant differences between
the groups. ™ Moreover “the scientist’'s viewpoint,
completely untheorized in the methodology of the
experiment, produces the correct observations from which
the subjects’ are considered incorrect divergences™ (p76).

Henriques thinks it "not unreasonable to suppose that

subjects, if they continue to cooperate with the rules of
the experiment at all, were left no option but to make
"gratuitous’ discriminations. Positive and negative

evaluations werd required by the methodology. The power of

the experimenter to make the rules governing the subjects?®
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behaviour resides partly 1in more general authority
relations... (and) in the unrecognized power of formulating
a procedure which 1limits the possibilities of response”
(p77). Both the lack of meaningful c¢riteria and the
reqQquirement to make Judgements on 1individuals even when
the provided criterion was a group one show how subjects
were constrained. In other words, the apparent lack of
content in terms of group identity is a chimera borne
of experimental procedures and theoretical constructs.
There might Qell have been perfectly valid reasons for
subjects disériminating as they did - reasons derived from
the experimental situation in which they found themselves.
The experimeﬁt was the experimental psychologist'’s version

of fomenting discord.

Billig(1985) ‘has produced &a detalled critique of the
priority accorded to categorization in the social
processing of prejudice. He 1is especially concerned with
the way that categoriation, as a cognitive process, serves
to render simplification and distortion, and thus
stefeotyping. ~inevitable. As he points out, there is an
opposing process, that of particularization in which a
stimulus is distinguished from a general category and from
other stimuli; Billig also criticized the underlying
biologism of an approach which sees the perceptual as the
substrate of all higher processes, including the social;
he noted that we should distinguish the peculiarly human

in these processes, particularly the role of language,
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which can both ' simplify and enrich. However, Billig is
wary of a simple one-to-one correspondence between
categorization ‘and prejudice, and particularization and
tolerance. Rather, he opts for a form of analysis that
examines the rhetorical aspects in the use of categories
(attitudes and arguments included). It requires that we
directly address the fluidities of thought and the
ambiguities of language. Such a project 1is of necessity
social and requires, in the context of intergroup
behaviour, an analysis of the way in which the content of
a particular category constrains fluidities and
ambiguities to ‘the point where it comes to generate

intergroup behaviour.

In this respect, Williams(1984) has pointed to the way
that intergroup behaviour is conditioned by gender. She
notes that social 1identification theory does not take
fully into account affiliation and attachment processes
which might lundermine the potency of intergroup
discrimination. She highlights the fact that men tend to
.engage in thesei social i1dentification processes more so
than do women, and that women are more involved i1n
communal processes such as helping other groups. This
latter involves a form of agency somewhat different from
that typical in the masculine role; this will effect the
sort of group identity and processes that women might
develop (et ?h.6.) For Williams, then, the social

identity posited by social identity theory is "an analogue

'






















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































