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Abstract. Social and cultural groups are characterised by shared systems of social ob-

jects and issues that constitute their objective reality and their members' identity. It is argued 
that interpersonal interactions within such groups require a system of comprehensive repre-
sentations to enable concerted interaction between individuals. Comprehensive representa-
tions include bits and pieces of the interactant's representational constitution and potential 
values and behaviours to reduce possible friction in interactions. On a larger scale, the same  
is true in encounters, communication, and interaction between members of different cultural 
groups where interactants need to dispose of a rough knowledge of the other culture's relevant 
characteristics. This mutual knowledge is called meta-representations that complement  
the actors' own values and ways of thinking. This concept complements Social Representation 
Theory when applied to cross-cultural and inter-ethnic interactions. 

Key words: social representation theory, intergroup behaviour, cooperation, meta-
representation, interobjectivity, comprehensive representations 
 
 

Universes of discourse 

It is easy to see that two persons speaking different languages and being 
from different cultures will not understand each other. Not even speaking the same 
language will guarantee that two individuals will be able to converse. If, for ex-
ample, one asked “Can you tell me whether you are the fifth reincarnation of  
the holy dog or not?” in English language and the partner understood English,  
but not the meaning of 'being the reincarnation of a holy dog', the only rationally 
available response to this question would be “I am sorry, but I don't understand”. 
In other words the conversation partner would need to reject the question in its 
entirety instead of saying ‘yes I am’ or ‘no I'm not’. By rejecting the question as  
a whole, the conversation partner refers to the content of the question, that vio-
lates the necessary agreement in any communication to establish a shared space of 
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representations. In the present example it would mean to agree on what a number 
of reincarnations means, what a holy dog is, and what these have to do with per-
sons (Wagner, Hayes, 2005).  

Something to that effect may a German secondary school teacher have had 
in mind, when she discussed the case of Samuel Paty who was murdered by 
a Muslim student after having staged a discussion about caricatures of the prophet 
Mohammad in class. After the discussion of the Paty murder case a ninth-grade 
girl started to weep. When asked why she wept, the teacher may have been left 
incredulous, because the pupil did neither weep for the victim, nor for the murde- 
rer, who had been shot by police while fleeing, but for the offended prophet 
(MENA Research and Studies Center, 2021). This example illustrates a cultural 
divide that was not easily bridged despite the shared language of teacher and pupil. 
Hence, discursive understanding presupposes a shared system of representations 
and attached feelings. This prerequisite of any communication is a truism and 
sometimes addressed by the simplified concept of ‘grounding’ (Clark, Brennan, 1991).  

In the present text we will discuss the processes that unfold when members 
of different groups or cultures attempt to bootstrap communication across their 
differences, that is processes that go beyond sharing a language.  

Reflexive groups: it takes at least two to tango 

It is clear that groups do not live in isolation and in fact, it would be nearly 
impossible to imagine an aggregate of people living in a completely isolated 
place. Groups usually have neighbours with whom they cultivate economic and 
social relations even in places that are as far from each other as Pacific islands. 
Such social groups are characterized by their specific group identity, their repre-
sentational system defining their symbolic world, customary behaviours, and so-
cial objects. The concept of a ‘social group’, hence, is co-extensive with an aggre-
gate of people who are aware that there are people outside and beyond their own 
group's confines and who maintain a system of identity, social objects, and a sym-
bolic world that is different or even opposite to their own. The awareness of others 
being different to a certain degree from one's own compatriots justifies, indeed 
necessitates constructing and accentuating an ingroup identity that marks the ag-
gregate of people as a unity. In other words, these people form a reflexive group. 

An aggregate of people who identify each other as belonging together and 
who engage in attempts to differ from others falls squarely under the epistemolo- 
gical term ‘group’. Hence, conceptually a bunch of people to be called a group 
presupposes a neighbouring bunch of people, who contrast with certain elements 
of their local customs and representational system: Groups only exist in multiples. 
As a corollary, the whole of humankind on earth does not constitute a group by 
themselves. Humankind could conceptually only be called a group if humans were 
confronting some extraterrestrials or interacting with non-human species.  

The truism of at least two groups constituting each other is often disregar- 
ded in social psychology. A consequence of omitting this precondition is that so-
cial representations are not recognized as being intimately linked to social identi-
ties. Hence, talking about the identity of one group needs mention of the counter-
part group from which it differentiates itself (Tajfel, 1978). ‘Reflexive group’, 
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hence, refers to the collective whose individual members' identities are the result 
of self-categorization (Turner, Reynolds, 2012). If people categorize themselves 
and others as being part of a specific social unit, this unit constitutes a reflexive 
group. That is, a group results from the identity processes of its members and its 
reflexive character denotes the fact that members can point out to which collective 
they feel belonging emotionally and cognitively (Breakwell, 2015). Reflexive 
groups are characterized by regular social discourse that enables them to create, 
maintain and change their shared social reality, that is the representations, practi- 
ces, and social objects. Nominal and therefore non-reflexive groups do not have 
this capacity (Wagner, Hayes, 2005). 

Groups do not only differ from each other by their name and attached affect 
and meaning but also by the way they elaborate the social objects that populate 
their social world. This concerns the way they interact with compatriotes and ob-
jects and by the way they represent these objects, which is a social achievement 
(Moscovici, 2000; Wagner et al., 2018; Jovchelovitch, 2019). The theory of social 
representations is interested in understanding how conversations, mass media,  
and contemporary internet media make the members of groups converge in under-
standing a novel and sometimes threatening object or issue (cf. Moliner, Bovina, 
2020). This collective activity resembles a process of symbolic coping with 
a novelty that threatens the customary way of life (Ben-Asher et al., 2006; Wag-
ner et al., 2002). Naturally, just as individuals think, chat about, and form an im-
pression of their neighbours, groups also converse and deliberate over other groups 
that figure in their local universe. In doing so, they will develop a social represen-
tation of the other group's appearance and of what they believe that the other 
group's members believe.  

We argue that any theoretical approach or research dealing with aspects of 
how one group perceives, stereotypes, and treats another group in a friendly or 
unfriendly way, needs to be complemented by theorizing and researching  
the counterpart group's reverse perceptions, stereotyping, and treatment of the first 
group. A research perspective on relations between groups is utterly incomplete if 
it does not encompass both poles of the intergroup relationship, that is at least  
the two reflexive groups confronting each other (Sen & Wagner, 2005; Putra, Wag-
ner, 2017). Besides the dialogical approach in social representation theory (Marková, 
2016) this necessity of mutual foundations in intergroup relations has been frequently 
neglected in the past and resulted in often biased and lopsided research. Taking the 
intergroup perspective seriously implies a discussion of social identities and the group 
members' awareness of the limits of their representations' space of validity. 

Concerted interaction and the public 

As shown in the introductory remarks, group members identify in relation to 
other groups and develop their specific local world and its social objects that may 
be more or less different from those of others. The difference from others circum-
scribes the space of where a person's social representations, that is their under-
standing of social objects is valid and where co-members of the group will be able 
to engage in effortless communication. That is, notwithstanding the fact that many 
human affairs take place in private, the understanding of what commonly tran-
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spires between people in private spheres is potentially accessible to most others; 
that is, the potential for understanding is part of the public common-sense even 
though the details of a specific private affair between particular persons are not. 
Privacy, hence, is not the opposite of the public because both converge in  
the symbolic representations that define a group's world. This is also illustrated  
by the fact that persons can effortlessly converse about public and private issues, 
be that dreams, troubles in personal relationships, or other issues. This is nicely 
illustrated in the smooth workings of interactions in the public space (Jovche-
lovitch, 2001). As a consequence, social objects, issues, and institutions are  
the objectified instances of a group's system of social representations and one can 
say that in smooth interactions the intersubjective is coextensive with the objec-
tive world of a group. 

Clearly societies and groups are not homogeneous aggregates of people,  
but characterized by hierarchies and divisions that depend on the specific activi-
ties individuals are engaged in. Consequently, not all members of a reflexive 
group do, or need to dispose of the same set of representational knowledge. There 
is only a subset of socially relevant representations that are required to allow 
common interactions between people pertaining to any of the many different fac-
tions and classes of a group or society. For enabling such concerted interactions 
the interactants need the repertoir of general social representations and related 
courses of action that shape the behavioural fabric of public encounters, but also  
a rough impression of the behavioural and representational elements of others 
who belong to different societal sub-groups and factions together with their at-
tached repertoir of background knowledge (Wagner, 1995). Conversations,  
for example, will only be successful, if each speaker takes account of their coun-
terparts' ‘alternative’ ideas (Gillespie, 2008). 

Encounters may require symmetric or complementary actions by the inter-
actants and each of them must have at their disposal a rough impression of the in-
teraction-relevant elements of the other's actions. These are comprehensive repre-
sentations of one's own and another person's interaction space. Such group-
specific representations have been called ‘holomorphic’ to characterise their com-
prehensive character embracing own and others' representations (Wagner, 1995.  
P. 128). It must be noted that such comprehensive representations are formed in  
a public discourse where everybody is free to participate either as actor or inci-
dentally. If individuals are prevented from participation, for example as the result 
of imprisonment or other condition, it means a significant burden for their re-
integration into the group. 

The importance of comprehensive representations is shown by research 
about professional and organizational socialization. Vocational training only part-
ly consists of imparting functional skills. An equally large part of the training ef-
fort consists of teaching comprehensive representations and behaviours, informal 
codes, jargon, role status, and the unwritten standards of performance. These pro-
cesses take place at all levels of an organization and convey to new members of  
an institution not only their professional representations and habits, but also those 
of their potential interaction partners. The result of such trainings is expected to be 
a high level of cultural competence (e.g. Levine, Moreland, 1991; Page, 2005; 
Cornelissen, Van Wyk, 2008; Berry et al., 2010). 
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Intergroup meta�representations and interobjectivity 

Knowing something about the other: meta-representations 

Cultural groups may live relatively far from each other, if they, for example 
inhabit separate regions, which do not promote everyday contact. Conversely, 
such groups may also live in close vicinity, as is the case with ethnic groups living 
as a minority in a larger ethnically different majority. This is the frequent situation 
in Western countries where people from different cultures, for example in the wake 
of colonialism or during more recent migratory movements, settle within Europe-
an countries. In this case minorities and majority populations are separated  
by physical as well as symbolic boundaries. They are physical when it comes to 
the buildings, practices and behaviours a group maintains to shape its environment 
and they are symbolic with regard to the representational system spanning the be-
liefs, values and norms that structure the discourse among members. In other 
words, the set of objects and issues that define a group exist side by side with  
the set of objects and issues that define other groups. In this situation the groups in 
contact are hard pressed to find an arrangement that deflects conflict-prone condi-
tions, that allows mutual co-existence, and that furthers collaborative exchange 
across groups and across their objectified representational systems. 

The situation of establishing a more or less frictionless collaboration re-
quires a certain amount of mutual understanding. That is a kind of knowledge that 
allows to anticipate the likely actions of the culturally distinct member and what 
to expect from the other in such everyday situations. Hence we are looking at  
a situation where interaction requires to construct a cooperational meaning that 
comprises a person’s own action-relevant rules, as well as the rules underlying  
the actions of potential co-actors. This is what we call a meta-representation 
(Raudsepp, 2005; Wagner, Hayes, 2005; Wagner, 2021).   

Meta-representations allow flexible responses to action moves of an inter-
actant that is not intimately known as is often the case in cross-cultural encoun-
ters. Interactants need to reconstruct the socially relevant objects, issues and insti-
tutions that relate to the situation. They orient both actors' social behaviour to-
wards each other so that concerted co-operation preserves and reproduces the so-
cial conditions. If meaningful interchange and practice is to be established ideally 
both interactants would maintain mutual meta-representations that reflect the es-
sential aspects of the entire situation including the respective groups. Without mu-
tual meta-representations the actors cannot meaningfully enact the encounter. 
Representations and meta-representation are a functional necessity for members of 
groups in contact; they are a prerequisite of meaningful interaction.  

More often than not groups in contact will take different positions on  
the ladder of status. When there are majority and minority populations where  
the latter often take a subordinate and less powerful position than the former.  
For even, but particularly for encounters of group members with unequal status meta-
representations are crucial. Interactions will involve either similar or complemen-
tary behaviours depending on whether the interactants are facing each other as equals 
or act from different hierarchical positions. For example, interaction within a hier-
archy conditions involves complementary behaviour patterns with the superior 
and with the subordinate actor. Although different, the patterns of action of those 
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involved in the hierarchy complement each other in such a way that they create,  
or rather confirm, the social reality of dominance.  

Moscovici (1988. P. 221) distinguishes between hegemonic, emancipated 
and polemical representations where hegemonic representations are those that 
prevail in large parts of a ‘thinking society’ and that are undisputed and emanci-
pated representations exist side by side being shared among groups. Polemical 
representations belong to different factions in conflict and are brought to bear in 
disputes. Now, even polemical representations arising in conflict and not being 
shared among the antagonistic parties need to embrace knowledge from the others 
worldview to some degree. The respective meta-representations in a polemic set-
ting are required for debate and argument in antagonistic discourse. Meta-
representations allow to anticipate what can be said and to which effect it can be 
said in conflict situations. If parties in conflict did not share a certain degree of 
mutual knowledge, even dispute would not work. 

The importance of meta-representations that members of one cultural group 
construct about another ethnic group is highlighted in the preconditions of violent 
conflict. For politicians with an interest in stoking conflict between cultural 
groups it is crucial to gain influence on what members of one group think about 
the members of the other group. In other words, intergroup conflict crucially de-
pends on the meta-representations that members of a reflexive group construct 
about an opposite group. In most of the cases where ethnic groups live side by 
side encounters of members of different groups in everyday life are rarely con-
flictual in an ethnic sense. Such encounters are governed by rational considera-
tions from both sides, be it in a situation of conversation, gossip, and small talk,  
in a situation of commercial exchange in shopping, or collaboration at a workplace.  

The situation changes once overarching political interests are at stake. In In-
dia, the relationship between Hindus and minority Muslims usually does not play 
a role in the walks of everyday life. People follow their daily chores that may lead 
them to regularly interact with members of the other ethnic group. However, as it 
happened repeatedly during the last seventy years, a rising ethno-nationalism 
stoked by politicians from, e.g. the Hindutva side, lead people to reconstruct their 
image and meta-representation of the outgroup not as fellow humans but as adver-
saries in a struggle for symbolic power and religious dominance (Sen & Wagner, 
2005; Sen & Wagner, 2009).  

Similar processes are at work in interreligious conflict in Indonesia, where 
Sunni-Muslims can develop toxic meta-representations about Ahmadina-Muslims 
that may erupt in violence (Putra, Wagner, 2017) and Gagnon's (2004) study of 
the Yugoslav war in the nineteen-nineties is a particularly clear example of  
an elite's political interests in shaping inter-ethnic meta-representations. During 
most of the time that Yugoslavia existed as a multi-ethnic country, inter-ethnic 
relations were friendly and supportive. This is illustrated by the high number of 
inter-ethnic marriages before the war that started in 1991. In 2006, however,  
a survey showed a significant decline of willingness to marry members of an op-
posing ethnic group in most of the new states that emerged (Elcheroth, Reicher, 
2017. P. 185). Driven by power interests of the dominant Serb elite, who needed 
to shake the mostly peaceful – with the exception of Kosovo – mixed existence of 
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ethnic groups in order to secure their power within the Serbian political ranks. 
Their way of planting distrust between groups was to create the impression of 
others as a source of danger and enmity, partly by staged violence. Which family 
father could remain relaxed once the neighbours with their marked ethnic differ-
ence became represented as potential aggressors (Gagnon, 2004)? Another exam-
ple of such a top-down escalation of conflict by promoting negative mutual meta- 
representations and incompatible views on the WWII was the so called Bronze 
soldier event in Tallinn (Raudsepp, Wagner, 2012). 

However, toxic meta-representations can sometimes be defused. Media 
campaigns have been successful in post-conflict countries in changing perceived 
social norms (Paluck, Green, 2009a, 2009b). Extensive media campaigns which 
were designed as social experiments in Rwanda (Paluck, 2009) and Burundi (Bila-
li, 2014; Bilali & Staub, 2017) were targeted at the whole population, aiming  
at healing post-conflict trauma and improving intergroup relations. In Rwanda  
a radio soap opera script was written in collaboration with local experts and psy-
chologists and tested on different target groups. Then a weekly radio serial depict-
ed the development of conflict between two fictional communities, with vivid 
outcomes of the conflict and paths of reconciliation. By showing various wide-
spread representations, the program aimed to change beliefs using didactic mes-
sages and to influence perceived norms and metarepresentations through realistic 
radio characters who could speak to audience experiences and function as positive 
role models. 

Establishing commonality: interobjectivity 

Social Representation Theory belongs to the class of theories of social con-
struction. Social representations are constructed in the communications, conversa-
tions, and discourses occurring in groups, be it on a personal basis, through mass 
media, or via electronic and social media. The result of such discursive construc-
tions is an organised set of social objects that defines the living world of a group 
and its members. The objects populating this local world are characterised  
by shared meaning and attached symbolism and they are also represented by  
the ways how group members communicate about the social object and how they 
behave and interact with regard to the object (Wagner, 2015). In the case of ima- 
ginary issues such as deities and other abstract ideas, it is the interaction of group 
members that 'materially' enacts the object as a particular pattern of interrelation-
ships. Social objects can be holy places of worship, a wheelchair for a handi-
capped person, the new facts of global warming being the issue in debates and 
media reporting, and even large scale social identities that define and delimit  
the boundaries of ethnic and other groups (Wagner et al., 2018).  

Given the constitutive character of such a system of social objects for  
the identity and emotional stability of groups, such systems can rightly be regar- 
ded the objective reality of the respective group. Intergroup situations, hence,  
can be understood as encounters of two different objectivities, particularly if  
we consider ethnic groups and cultures that are prime examples of divergent reali-
ties. The task in intergroup encounters then is to establish a communicative bridge 
of mutual understanding between the two objectivities that exceeds mere language 
barriers. If the communicative bridging by the help of meta-representations and 
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open communication is successful, one can say that the shared understanding con-
stitutes an interobjective space between the respective groups (Moghaddam, 2003; 
Harré & Sammut, 2013). 

A theoretical analysis of these processes shows that the success of establi- 
shing a true interobjective space that allows fruitful interaction and collaboration 
is not guaranteed if the value systems of the groups grossly contradict each other. 
Establishing interobjectivity requires an openness, a positive and accepting atti-
tude of the opposing group's value system. Contradictive values and norms pose 
an ethical obstacle that one or both interactants may not be able to cross. Imagine 
a European who upholds the historical values of the enlightenment and of human 
rights, who meets a proponent of a slave holder society (e.g. Global Slavery In-
dex, 2018). Accepting the slave holder values of the unequal value of human be-
ings would utterly collide with the European's understanding of human equality 
and in fact constitute an identity threat. A similar contradiction applies to the slave 
holder person who may be incredulous of ascribing black people the same moral 
value as white people (Wagner, 2021). 

There are many processes that unfold when members of different groups or 
cultures attempt to bootstrap communication across their differences. Bridging  
the representational gap between divergent subjects is possible by using two kinds 
of resources: metarepresentations, that is obtaining an impression of the other's 
identity and representational system as described above, and suitable communica-
tive arrangements such as ritualized interaction, a phatic communication style, and 
fitting non-verbal signals (Padilla Cruz, 2010; Krys et al., 2016). Mutual meta-
representations of others’ beliefs are necessary to regulate the content of contact – 
either avoiding sensitive issues or negotiating an inter-objective space that is ac-
cessible to both partners. Consequently, the logical chain of interaction between 
representatives of divergent objectivities consists of: 1) meta-representations that 
are basis for mutual expectations, 2) ritualized communication and phatic com-
munications for initiating and preserving bootstrapping the contact, 3) co-construc- 
ting a joint inter-objective field (Wagner, 2021).  

Besides logical and conceptual incompatibilities between representational 
systems, a successful interaction may be hindered by affective reasons when threat 
to one’s identity is felt due to perceived incommensurability of values or moral axi-
oms. Sometimes apparent incommensurabilities may be overcome by certain stra- 
tegies leading to successful bootstrapping and benevolent contact, and vice versa – 
irrespective of the compatibility of representational systems, it is of course possible 
to turn intergroup relations into hostility. That is, if interactants do not intend to es-
tablish interobjectivity, any minimal difference in representations can serve to ra-
tionalise conflict, and highlight ethical or affective incommensurability.  

Tentatively we can enumerate conditions of negative contact: First, exclu-
sive metarepresentations, second, constructing alternative representations as 'straw 
men' and evoke negative affects, third, a disagreeable style of communication and 
lack of respect, fourth, focusing on polemical/controversial social objects and 
thereby devaluing any interobjectivity. For example, the rhetorical devices of right 
wing populists aim at undermining trust between groups and break liberal consen-
sus. They deny politeness by using a low style rhetorics. They construct malevo-
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lent meta-representations as antithetical construction of the enemy, they generate 
mirror-projections, positioning oneself as a moral victim, presenting minorities as 
aggressive and as powerful adversaries (Kasekamp et al., 2019).  

Discussion and outlook 

In the foregoing sections we presented an extension of social representation 
theory that appears to be necessary if we apply Moscovici's approach to inter-
group situations. Moscovici himself was not very outspoken about intergroup be-
haviours and to my knowledge did not extensively consider the dynamics of social 
representations in the context of group interactions. One such example is his re-
search on active or victim-centred minorities and majority relations (Moscovici  
et al., 1994; Moscovici, Pérez, 2007), which in our opinion must be viewed as  
the kernel for any intergroup approach in the sense elaborated in our section on 
‘it takes two to tango’. We are convinced that applying social representation theo-
ry to reflexive groups makes an intergroup perspective unavoidable and, if we en-
visage encounters and interactions between members of different cultural groups, 
there must be a process that allows each individual to develop and build upon  
an understanding of the other for successful communication and cooperation.  
This process is the formation of meta-representations.  

Now, given that meta-representations are crude images of another person's 
socio-cultural constitution, their expected behaviour tendencies, and relevant cha- 
racteristics, is a meta-representation not simply a stereotype? The so-called stereo-
type content model (Fiske et al., 2002) postulates two dimensions, functional com- 
petence (competent – incompetent) and interpersonal warmth (warm – cold). 
On an abstract level these dimensions may capture the majority of intergroup ste-
reotyping that can be expected, but it would not be sufficient for basing one's real 
interactive behaviour with an opponent on it. Equally, stereotypes are frequently 
considered largely wrong and prejudiced with regard to the target group (e.g. Yzer- 
byt, 2016). In fact, a largely biased outgroup image constructed primarily accor- 
ding to ingroup interests is not a useful guide for establishing a productive inter-
group relationship. This role is taken by meta-representations where the interac- 
tants maintain an interest in concerted interaction, communication, cooperation 
and where, of course, the opposite and conflictual positions are also possible. 

A metarepresentation may be built upon culturally shared fixed stereotypes 
about an outgroup and constantly elaborated according to new intergroup experi-
ences including conflicts and agreeableness. Metarepresentations are flexible,  
they contain resources both for confrontation and for reconciliation and they can 
be intentionally manipulated by the authorities. Intentional formation of metarep-
resentational knowledge occurs in social and transcultural competence training 
necessary for individual pre-adaptation in a non-familiar context, and, for exam-
ple, also in the professional training of secret service agents or executives in 
transnational companies. Knowledge about the outgroup in different communica-
tive situations, skills of perspective taking, motivation to establish and maintain 
contact with members of other groups; these are elements of metarepresentations 
that can be deliberately acquired. It should be clear that the workings of meta-
representations are intimately linked to the concept of interobjectivity as well as to 
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the communication processes required for bridging the gap between the objective 
worlds of two groups. Then there are the ethical pitfalls in meeting members of 
other ethnic and religious groups that can easily amount to blocking cooperation 
when each other's identity would be threatened by openly accepting the opposite 
person's values.  

Coming back to the examples presented in the beginning of the article: dis-
cursive non-understanding of a question about reincarnation may be overcome by 
a response: What do you mean? Please explain. On a superficial level of non-
understanding on the part of the recipient there is a gap in the cultural knowledge 
about a particular belief system of the partner. Perhaps there are representational 
barriers that prevent them to ask clarification in the particular communicative si- 
tuation? On a deeper level of non-understanding, the partners may be not able to 
define the communicative situation; was it a joke? An insult? A rhetorical ques-
tion? Should I understand the question literally or allegorically? What was the con- 
text of the encounter, i.e. a joint activity, an inter-personal situation, on the basis 
of which a shared reality could be built?  

The second initial example concerns misunderstanding the feelings of a per-
son who relies on a non-familiar matrix of affective meanings. It demonstrates  
the necessity of intercultural empathy and affective component in metarepresenta-
tions for smooth interaction. These are potentially constructive events (Wagner, 
1996. P. 110) that reveal gaps or failures in metarepresentations. Given the wide 
field of intergroup relationships we are convinced that besides our present ap-
proach there are still other conceptual developments possible and necessary in  
the context of Social Representation Theory. 
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Аннотация. Социальные и культурные группы характеризуются общими систе-

мами социальных объектов и проблем, которые составляют их объективную реальность 
и идентичность их членов. Межличностное взаимодействие внутри таких групп требует 
системы всеобъемлющих представлений, обеспечивающих согласованное взаимодей-
ствие между индивидами. Для того чтобы уменьшить возможные разногласия при вза-
имодействии, всеобъемлющие представления включают в себя фрагменты репрезента-
тивной структуры взаимодействующего, а также его потенциальные ценности и пове-
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дение. В более широком масштабе то же самое относится к общению и взаимодей-
ствию между членами различных культурных групп, где взаимодействующие должны 
располагать приблизительным знанием соответствующих характеристик другой куль-
туры. Это взаимное знание называется метапредставлениями, которые дополняют соб-
ственные ценности и способы мышления субъектов. Концепция метапредставлений 
дополняет теорию социальных представлений применительно к межкультурному и 
межэтническому взаимодействию. 

Ключевые слова: теория социальных представлений, межгрупповое поведение, 
сотрудничество, метапредставление, интеробъективность, всеобъемлющие представления 
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