
This volume offers a conceptually rich and theoretically innovative Perspective on an

important and timely topic. Bringing together leading psychological investigators and nor-

marive commenrators, rhe volume is groundbreaking in pointing to the socioculturally

constructed and dynamic nature of everyday conceptions of human rights and duties and

to rhe many critical questions that exist regarding understanding their significance in

human experience. I strongly recommend the volume as a rich source of new ideas and

as an exciring window inro a cenrral yet poorly understood area of inquiry that is relevant

across disciplinary boundaries.

-Joan G. Miller; PhD, Associate Professor of Psychology,
New School for Social Research' New York' NY

psychology has made only few and intermittent contributions to the exploration of human

rights and duties to other citizens and to the state, a topic of burgeoning importance in the

21st century. Now Norm Finkel and Fathali Moghaddam have done us all a ffemendous

service by editing this collection, which provides an orientation not only to psychological

thinking about these issues but also to the normative literature with which psychology's

future contributions will need to mesh if we are to do our part in these vital explorations.

-John M. Darley, PhD, \Øarren Professor of Psychology, Princeton university,
Princeton, NJ

A testament ro the power of interdisciplinary, cross-cultural collaboration, this collection of
essays explores in provocative and illuminating ways the nexus between moral and legal

judgments, weaving a remarkably coherent configuration among issues of power, social

interaction, development, and culture. Empirical and normative approaches are masterfully

orchestrated to yield a book that constitutes a course in its own right.

-Robert serpell, PhD, vice chancellor, universiry of zam6ia, Lusaka; author of
Culturds Influence on Behauiour, The Signifcance of Schooling, and Becoming Literate
in the City

Finkel and Moghaddam have accomplished something extraordinary-they have fashioned

a whole new, importanr area of psycholegal study by virtue of the synthesis they have

achieved in this volume of readings. The selection of authors and topics is astute, and the

writing manages to be both accessible and erudite. The book will no doubt precipitate a

vigorous dialogue about the many timel¡ significant issues it raises.

-craig Haney, PhD, Professor of Psychology, universiry of california, santa cruz
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7
UNIVERSAL RIGHTS AND
DUTIES AS NORMATIVE

SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS
DARIO SPINI ANDWILLEM DOISE

A basic idea on which this chapter is grounded is that mutual interac-
tions and communications between humans generate nortnative social rep-
resentations. While interacting with each other, individuals know that their
fate will be affected by that interaction, at least in certain domains, to a
certain extent, and at a certain cost. Normative representations exist about
what these mutual effects should be. As there are many kinds of interactions
characterized by all sorts of differences in status, purpose, forms of interde-
pendence, and degree of formality (Deutsch, 1985), there are different mod-

The social representations ofhuman rights prograrn was funded by the Swiss National Science Founda-
tion (Grants ll).4-037604.93 and 1113-043160.95). The data used in the research by Spini (1997) was
collected by Daniel Roselli (Argentina); Velina Topalova (Bulgaria); Victor Espinoza, lsabell Kempf,
and Pablo Salvat Bologna (Chile); Danilo Pérez Zumbado (Costa Rica); Yapo Yapi (Côte d'lvoire);
Maaris Rarrclsepp (Estonia); Eva Green (Finland); Joane Cotassor-r and Elena Lozano (France); Jyoti
Venna (lndia); Luisa Carnpanile and Annamaria Silvana de Rosa (ltaly); Araceli Otcro de Alba (Mexico);
Cecilia Castardo-Conaco (Philippines);Aliou Sall (Senegal); Alex Arnati and lüilliarn Onzivu (Uganda);
Glynis Breakwell (United Kingdom); and Gordana Jovanovic (Yugoslavia), Tl-re Société Acadérnique
de Genève providecl financial support for tl-ris study. Vle are grateful to the editors of this book, Norman
Finkel and Fathali Moghaddam for their valuable conìrnents, to Erika Hofmann fo¡ her edirorial assis-
tancc, and to Ian Hamilton for stylistic correctiorìs and partial translations.

21



els of acceptable relationshiPs,
that govern these relationshiPs,
ships. These guiding PrinciPles
man nature and constitute normative s

Human rights and duties are considered here to be part of such prin-

.ip1"r. iir"y ,hä,rld, at least by intention' organize our social interactions'

Får hlstorical (i.e., economic, political, military' religious' and also scien-

tific) reasons, '!(/ later almost all countries around the

*.ría, were led ¡ s not only within national and cul'
tural boundaries undaries' The declarations of rights

in the 18th century and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (see

argue about the content, priority, an
forth in the Universal Declaration of
limits of any universal statement is not the focus of this chapter'

\Øe srarr from the idea rhat the relationship between the individual
and the state is nowadays potentially universal; it is an inconteshble reality

thar human rights are úrrp"rr"lly declared and widely known all over the

world (Bob6¡i, 199?', p.Zl). On this basis, one can cons.ider that human
t of guiding principles of life in soci'
are formal expressions' This starting

and duties are consensual Pieces
social representations on which

we have constructed the work presented here states as a second assumption

that individuals position themselves on the basis of these shared meanings

(see Doise, Clémence, &Lorenz
social anchorings (Doise, 1990)'
this chapter is grounded was first prop'
basis of ,t " "oo* of Durkheim (1898) and is concerned with the circulation
of rheories, ideas, and conceprs in the public sphere and particularly the rela'
tionship between expert scientific knowledge and lay theories'-

Tire first part åf this chapter contains a short analysis of how human

rights and drrtlàs have been cÀstructed since the 18th centuty from a his'
torical, political, and legal point of view' In order to have a counterpart to
ifri, ""p." knowledge o., hrr*"n rights and duties, the second part presents

the research progr"Ã initiated by Doise and colleagues on the social repre'

senrarions of human rights (see Doire, zoo2.),in order to spell out some guid-

ing principles of the lay theories on human rights and duties'.
Comparing and contrasting these two types of knowledge gives some

insight i.rà th" f,rncrions of the discourses on human rights and duties. ln
partìcular, we argue that human rights and duties are fundamental pillars of
the social conrract rhat defines thr" rol" and limits of action of individuals

and the state. In this respect, agreed definitions of human rights and duties
have a twofold effect. On the one hand, they are guiding principles for orga-
nizing society and they are buffers against the power of the state, which has
shown at various times that it can easily become an oppressor. On the other
hand, definitions of rights and duties are not symmetrical, as they depend on
two basic ideologies that defend either the primacy of the community, em-
phasizing the concrete duties of the individual, or the primacy of the rights of
the individual, stressing the duties of the state.

HISTORICAL ANCHORS OF UNIVERSAL RIGHTS AND DUTIES

Debates on the issue of rights and duties and the various declarations
that ensued led to the creation at the end of the 17th and 18th centuries of
the modern state, particularly in England with the Bill of Rights in 1689, in
the United States of America with the Declaration of Independence in 1776
and the Bill of Rights in 1789, in France with the successive declarations of
the rights and duties of man and the citizen from 1 789 to 1795, and after the
World War II with the founding of the United Nations. These two historical
periods were of the utmost importance in defining and establishing the rela-
tionship between these two concepts in political philosophy.

The Debate During the French Revolution

The debate on duties and rights opposed the principles of nature and
society. On the one side, there were conceptions of natural rights, which had
their roots in the philosophies of the Enlightenment. On the other side, the
primacy of the individual's duties to the community was considered neces-
sary to ensure public and social order, These two lines of argument are funda-
mentally different. The first affirms the primacy of the natural and inalter-
able rights of individuals against any social systems and in particular against
oppressors. The second affirms the supremacy of public order over the free.
dom of individuals. However, the two cannot be refuted easily. The revolu.
tionaries were themselves surprised by the diíficulties they had created in
their desire to define a solid new foundation for their nation. When they had
to decide whether duties should be added to the declaration of rights, 433
voted in favor and 570 against (Gauchet, 1989, p. 70). In fact, the tension
between the individual and society created by the discovery of universal rights
and duties is the political domain itself. More than a choice between tradi-
tion and progress, that vote was the victory of those who defend the indi.
vidual against the oppressor over those who defend the collective order in
opposition to individualism (Gauchet, p. 91). In this regard, Articles I and II
of the Declaration of 1789 considered the rights of freedom, equality, prop-
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erty, security, and fesistance to oppression as the foundations of a new defini-
riol of collective power and as the limits of this power over individuals.

THE UNiVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

These are the crucial events in human history that have to be kept in mind
ro ur-rderstand the debate on rights and duties that took place in 1948 when
the Universal Declalation of Human Rights was drafted'

The strongest divergence concerned the types of rights to be included
in the Declaration. The ideological division of the world at the end of the

duality berween rights and dr-rties, On the one hand, the individual's rights
are considerecl to be the basis and goal of political and economic develop-
ment. On rhe other hand, the corntnunity or the state, which is considered to
be responsible for proviclir-rg conditions for basic econorlic needs to be met,
tuk", àr-r prirnary importance, and individuals have ¡o fulfill their duties to
share in the benefits of development. It is worth noting that this predomi-
nance of the colnlîon good over the individual also finds support among
developing countries, where cotnmttnal systems of justice and power and col'
lectivist uã1.,", are rìore prevalent than in industrialized or posttnodern soci-
eties (lnglehart, 1990; Trianclis, 1995)'

As a comprornise, the Universal Declaration proclairned righm of both
rhe first (fundarnental righrs, Articles 1 and 2; civil and political rights, Ar-

ticles 3 to ZI) and the second (Articles 22 to 27) generations. And what
about duties? The debate about duties took place from the time of the first
drafts of the Universal Declaration onward. The opinion that individuals
had duties to fulfill toward society was shared by the various members of the
drafting committee. However, duties did not find a protninent place in the
Declaration. Rights won again, partly because of the shadow of the Holo-
caust and the war, which demonstrated that states were capable of denying
the most fundamental rights of individuals.

The duties of individuals to the comnunity have been, and are still
nowadays in some parts of the world, a very powerful structuring principle of
fascist, communist, military, or fundamentalist religious states. These ideolo-
gies often use "efficient" systems of control and sanctions based on propa'
ganda, exclusion of minorities, and social or police control to limit individu-
als' rights. Under such conditions, there is no doubt that the dignity and
interests of the weakest can be defended by claims of human rights. This
argument was overriding for the experts who drafted the Universal Declara-
tion. As a consequence, the arricle mentioning duties was placed at the end
of the Universal Declaration (Article 29) . It is composed of three partsr

1. Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the free and full
development of his personality is possible; 2. In the exercise of his rights
and freedoms, everyone shall be subject only to such limitations as are
determined by law solely for the purpose of securing due recognition at-rd

respect for the rights and freedoms of others and of meeting the just
requirements of morality, pubiic order and the general welfare in a demo-
cratic sociely; 3. These rights and fieedoms tnay in no case be exercised
contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations. (Lawson,
1991, p. 1659; see Appendix, Arr.29)

It is evident that the teference to duties is not very strong and that the refer'
ence to duties toward the comrnunity is not really clear. (The reference to
the state was avoided for reasons mentioned earlier.)

Recent Trends

Since the fall of the Berlin \X/a11 and the end of the Cold \Øar, there has
been a trend toward the universalization of liberalisrn, which is a mixlure of
economical and political principles such as democracy, free trade, social or-
der in domestic affairs, and hunan rights in the international sphere. In most
democratic societies, the constitution details individuals' rights and duties
and provides institutional protection of these rights through the courts. Lib-
eratism in its purest form asserts that fr-rndamental rights and in parlicular
freedoms are respected when the state does not interfere in pfivate affairs.
This individualisric ideology is gaining ground nowadays in the most indus-
trialized countries, leading to the gradual curtailment of state monopolies
and the idea of public service.
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the duty and onffol them'
To this course reactions' coming in particu-

lar from the es and minorities who defend what
is somerimes called third-generation or collective rights' These rights are

based on the idea that communities and in particular minorities also have

to participate in and benefit from the common heritage of mankind (resources,

scientific and technical progress, cultural traditions, etc.); the right to peace;

and the right to a healthy and balanced environment and to humanitarian
disaster ,"li.f 1w"r,on, 1992, pp, 19-20), The emergence of an organized

RIGHTS, DUTIES, AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY

This brief incursion into the history of rights and duties indicates that

psychologists. The relationship between the individual and the community
Àus b.er-r a key elemenr in rhe theories developed by prominent figures in

viduals to deny the rights of others.
In this connecrion, rhe research by Milgram (1974, see also Haney &

Zimbardo, 1977; Meeus & Raijmaakers, 1986) has profoundly changed our
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understanding of the individual's ability to comply with a sense of duty when
an order aimed at violating the basic rights of another person is given by an
institutional authority. The cases of Kitty Genovese and David Cash de'
scribed by Finkel and Moghaddam (see chap. 1, this volume) are other in'
stances of the various situations studied extensively by social psychologists,
which show that numerous conditions may lead an individual to deny others'
rights or to behave in an antisocial way. Research on intergroup relations
shows that ethnocentrism and in-group favoritism (Tajfel & Turner, 1986)
are among the fundamental characteristics of this type of relationship' Du-
ties to the in.group and denial of others' rights are a well-known result of this
dynamic, and the behavior of a soldier in war is probably the most prototypi'
cal example of such antagonism (Tajfel, 1978). However, more sophisticated
manifestations of ethnocentrism can be found in the fact that condemnation
of human rights violations is more straightforward when they occur in â îorr-
'ìVestern out-group than when they occur in an in'group (see Moghaddam &
Vuksanovic, 1990), and more generally, one can consider that human rights
issues provide evaluative criteria for citizens of Western democracies to en-
hance the differentiation between their countries and nondemocratic coun-
tries (Staerklé, Clémence, ôr Doise, 1998).

Another theoretical line is rooted in the work of Piaget (1932) and
Kohlberg (1981, t984) on different stages of moral development and had a
great impact on the reasoning of such influential scholars as Jürgen Habermas
and John Rawls. Similar constructivist ideas have also inspired a vast amount
of research on the idea of social justice (Deutsch, 1975; Lind & Tyler, 1988;
Thibaut & Walker, t975),

The examples we have just quoted show that many findings in social
psychology can be related to rights or duties (see Clémence & Doise, 1995)'
Of course the works in question did not tackle directly the question of the
links between rights and duties, and in this respect, the research we present
now is not very different. Its primary intent was to study how the idea of
human rights is represented in the public sphere. However, on several occa'
sions, notions such as responsibility in relation to rights were also srudied.

STUDYING THE SOCIAL REPRESENTATIONS OF HUMAN
RIGHTSI A RESEARCH PROGRAM IN GENEVA

In a series of investigations, Doise and colleagues studied the social
representations of human rights. This program mainly explored how viola-
tions are interpreted in lay thinking (Clémence, Doise, De Rosa, & Gonzalez,
1995; Doise, Dell'Ambrogio, ôx, Spini, l99l), how cultural minorities posi-
tion themselves with respect to human rights (Herrera, Lavallée, 6r Doise,
1998), how advancement in school degrees goes together with a more insti-
tutionalized definition of human rights (Doise, Staerklé, Clémence, & Sa'
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vory, 1998), and how students from various countries position themselves in
relation to the rights and duties included in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (Doise, Spini, & Clémence,1999; Spini, 1997).

This research was developed in the framework of social representation
theory (for a general presentation, see Breakwell & Canter, 1993; Deaux &
Philogène, 2OO 1 ; Farr ôr Moscovici, 1 984 ) . Social representation theory ana-
lyzes the intervention of patterns of social regulations and communications
in rhe way individuals describe and explain social issues they are confronted
with (Moscovici, 1961/1976; Doise, 1990)' One purpose of the social repre-
sentatioñ approach is thus to study commonsense knowledge about scientific
or expert theories when they become a debated stake in a specific context
(Clémence, 2OO1; Moscovici & Hewstone, 1983). This approach has devel'
oped a large array of studies and methodologies to study the social fepresen-
tations of diverse themes such as intelligence (Mugny & Carugati, 1985),
physical and mental illness (e.g., Comby, Devos, & Deschamps, 1993; Flick,
1992;Joffe,1995), economic matters (e.g,, Duveen & Shields, 1985; Emler
& Dickinson, 1985), politics (e.g., Catellani & Quadrio, 1991; Echebarria ô¡-

Castro, 1993; Moodie, Markovà, & Plichtovà, 1995), and new technologies
(e.g., Galli &. Nigro, 1987; \X/agner ô¡. Kronberger, 2001). Compared with
other approaches in social psychology, social representation theory can be
described as a systemic development of the theory of attitudes (McGuire,
1986), as the main object of the theory of social representations is to study
the relationship between the individual cognitive, emotional, or conative
systems and the social and relational systems in which they are ernbedded
(Doise, 1993).

In this framework, the work of Doise and colleagues is based on the idea
that social representations are defined as organizing principles of symbolic
relationships between individuals and groups. One central idea followed by
this research group is that individuals and groups structure meaningful im-
ages of their social environment following very general explicit or implicit
guiding principles or "themata" (see Moscovici, 2001, pp. 3l-32) to posirion
themselves in the social relationships they are involved in. In this regard, a
specificity of social representations is that they are not necessarily to be found
within individuals. The individual who takes a position with regard to any
object does not do so in a social vacuum. For example, when someone smokes,
this may be construed as an individual attitude and explained at an indi-
vidual level, This is, of course, a worthwhile enterprise. However, in the
framework of social representation theory, researchers are more inlerested in
the social functions of this attitude. Asking the question of function refers
here to the meaning of this attitude for an individual who does not sÞnd in
isolation but who is in a communicative relationship with other individuals
and groups or institutions with expert knowledge and lay theories. In this
communicative realm, values, norms, groups, and institutions-in a word,
society-exist prior to the individual. This means that in many ways' atti-

2B .SPINI AND DOISE

tudes are not within the individual but between individuals, anchored and
objectified in communicative processes. At least this is what the social quali-
fication of representations stands for (Moscovici,19611197 6,p.7 5).ln comple-
ment to the srudy of the subject-object relationship characteristic of social
cognition research, social represenlation theory explores the system of sub-
ject-object relationships embedded in social relationships.

On the basis of these assumptions, Doise et al. (1993) developed a three.
step methodology for the quantitative analysis of social representations. A
first assumption on which this methodology is grounded is that various mem-
bers of a population under study share common views about a given social
issue, Social representations are generated in systems of communication that
necessitate common frames of reference for individuals and groups. A first
phase in the study of social representations is thus to describe the common
image or shared cognitive structure of the object at stake in a given system of
communication.

However, sharing common references does not imply that individuals
or groups necessarily hold the same position. A second assumption of this
method is that differences in individual positioning are organized on struc-
tured and structuring dimensions. Individuals may differ according to the
strength of their adherence to various opinions, attitudes, or stereotypes. This
means that this second step implies a search for the organizing principles of
individual differences that structure the image of the object.

The third assumption is that these systematic differences are anchored
in collective symbolic realities (e.g., cultures, institutions, social categories'
and groups), in social psychological experiences (e.g., experiences of injus'
tice), and in beliefs about different aspects of social reality (e.g., beliefs in a
just world, Lerner, 1977) or values (Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz,1992).

First Evidence of a Common Field and of Organizing Principles
in fluman Rights Representations

The first hypothesis of a common field, defined as shared contents of
meaning (but not consensual meanings, see Doise, f993), in the social repre-
sentation of human rights has received considerable support in past research
(see Doise, 7002). Of special importance here is a study by Clémence et al.
(1995) carried out in four countries (Costa Rica, France, Italy, and Switzer'
land) in which participants were asked if instances of limitations of indi-
vidual rights were to be considered violations of human rights. For this pur'
pose, participants were invited to answer 21 questions presenting various
situations involving violations or limitations of individual rights' Some of
these situations (e.g., situations of racial discrimination, imprisonment with-
out trial or legal assistance, and starvation) corresponded to classical defini-
tions of human rights as contained in the Universal Declaration. Others,
involving the rights of children or family affairs, were less explicitly related
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to articles of the Universal Declaration. And last, some situations concern-
ing economic inequality or health matters (e.g., prohibition of smoking and
hospitalization in l"r" of contagious illness) were apparently not covered by
official definitions of human rights.

The results of this study were very clear. For the various situations, the

human rights. However, if consensus is defined as a majority view, it was

reached for 1 7 (out of 21 ) situations. Opinion was divided about parents who
oblige their children to attend church services, and only minorities consider
rhaienforcing hospitalization on contagiously ill people, unequal salaries, or
prohibition of smoking may be or are violations of human rights.

Further Cross.Cultural Evidence for the Hypothesis of a Common Field

This first set of results shows that the idea that there exists a shared
organizarion in rhe image of human rights and duties is plausible. Another
,"r"urch strategy, which we report in more detail, has been to directly ask

students from 35 countries in the five continents to evaluate the 30 articles
of the Universal Declaration (Doise etal.,1999; Doise, Spini, Jesuino, Ng, &
Emler, lggÐ. An analysis of rhe answers resulted repeatedly in the division
of rhe articles into two main clusters, one of social (Articles l?,, 13, and 15 to
27) and basic individual rights (Articles 3 to 5) and the other of civil and
polirical rights (Articles 6 to 11 and 14), basic principles (Articles 1 and 2),
and the last articles of the Declaration (28 to 30) proclaiming the duties of
individuals to the community. In this clustering, categories of rights are found
again that were already used by René Cassin when he presented the structure
of rhe Universal Declaration to the United Nations General Assembly in
1948 (see Johnson & Syrnonides, 1994). Furthermore, it appears that duties
roward society defined in Article 29 are linked to the cluster of basic prin'
ciples and individual rights. A multivariate profile analysis confirms that
these clusters remain valid across various countries.

Let us now proceed to a more deailed report of a study (Spini, 1997)
from which resuks confirmed this organization of the image of rights and
duties. This srudy involved a standardized questionnaire containing different
positional scales for judging nine articles of the Universal Declaration (Ar-
ticles 1 , 3, 10, 13, 16, 18, 2'3 , 25 , and 29) and one question concerning hu-
man rights in general. The choice of these arlicles was designed to represent
rhe clusrers of rights obtained by Doise er al. (1994, 1999). The positioning
of participants with respect to the articles and human rights in general was
assessed using eight scales dealing with the issue of personal and government
involvement (see a description of their content below). Data were collected
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in the years 1996-1997. The sample was composed of university students,
mainly of psychology and law. In choosing the countries, an attempt was
made to obtain samples from five different cultures or geographical areas
(Hofstede, 1983) presenting differences concerning their human develop-
ment in the classification devised by the United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP, 1996). The following 16 countries were included in the
study reported here (the Human Developrnent Index, which includes the
GNP per capita, the degree of literacy, and the life expectancy at birth, being
reported as the first number in parentheses after each country), (a) African
countries: Ivory Coast (357 , n: 195), Senegal (331, n = 158), and Uganda
(326,n = 200); (b) Asian countries: lndia(447,n = 200) and the Philippines
(665, n = 206); (c) Eastern European countries¡ Bulgaria (773, n = Zl0),
Estonia (749, n : 7.10), and Yugoslavia (not calculated by UNDP in 1996,
n = 200); (d) Latin American countriesr Argentina (885, n = 276), Chile
(882, n = I29), and Costa Rica (884, n = 104); and (e) 'l7estern European
countries: Finland (93 5, n = 25 6), France (93 5, n : 1 8 1 ), Great Britain (924,
n : ll7), kaly (914, n = 179), and Switzerland (926, n : I82). The whole
sample was composed of 2,903 respondents.

To obtain a shared picture of the way their judgments assessed differ-
ences and similarities between rights, researchers performed a hierarchical
cluster analysis on a matrix composed of mean answers having the 10 types of
rights in rows and the eight scales in columns, using Ward's method and
squared Euclidean distances, The result of this procedure for the total sample
of respondents is displayed in Figure 2.1. The cluster analysis produces three
classes of rights. The first class is composed of three rights: "men and women
of full age, without any limitation due to race, nationality and religion, have
the right to marry and to found a family ( . . . )" (Article 16); "everyone has
the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion ( . . . )" (Article 18);
and "everyone has duties to the community ( . . . )" (Article 29). The finding
of the previous study that duties to the community are clearly linked to the
first generation of human rights (civil and political rights, rights of the indi-
vidual; see Johnson & Symonides, 1994) is corroborated. This cluster is la-
b ele d in diu i du aI ri ghts .

The second class contains four rights. Two are raditionally categorized
as socioeconomic rights: "the right to work, to free choice of employment, to
just and favorable conditions of work, and to protection against unemploy-
ment ( . . . )" (Article 23 ) and "the right to a standard of living adequate for
the health and well-being of hirnself and of his family, including food, cloth-
ing, housing, and medical care and necessary social services, and the right to
security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old
age, or other lack of livelihood ( . . . )" (Article 25). The two other rights are
the right to "a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial tribu-
nal" (Article 10) and "the freedom of movement and residence within the
borders of each State" and the right to "leave any country, including his own,
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A¡ticles

Right to family

Duties to community

Freedom of thought

Rights and duties ofthe individual

Standard of living

Rigbt to work

Right to fair trial

Freedom of movement

Socioeconomic rights

Right to life

Human rights

Equal rights/dignity

Basic rights

Figure 2.1. Graphic representation (dendogram) of the hierarchical analysis of
distances between averaged responses to nine articles of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights and the general question of human rights.

and to return to his country" (Article 13). The rights to work and to a stan'
dard of living belong to the second generation of economic, social, and cul'
tural rights (Johnson & Symonides, 1994). However, they also provide a
vehicle for conceptions about relationships with important features of the
state like borders, courts, and judicial authorities, Hence, we think that they
also can be considered as linked to the second generation of rights. This class
of rights is thus labeled socioeconomic rights.

The thlrd class, separated from the other two classes of rights, includes
what could be termed basic rights. First, the question of human rights in
general, which was used to detect the most prototypical articles of the defini'
tion of human rights, is situated here. Two articles accompany it: the right to
"life, liberty, and security of person" (Article 3) and the recognition that "all
human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are en'
dowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one another in a
spirit of brotherhood" (Article 1). These rights belong to lhe basic rights
(Article 1) and rights of the individual (Article 3 ) consistent with the clas'
sical categories (see Johnson 6x- Symonides, 1994). As they are linked to the
basic values of freedom, equality, and brotherhood at the basis of the Decla'
ration, this class, also including the "hutnan rights in general" item, is la-
beled basic rights.
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To assess the stability of this solution, and especially to check if the
link between duties and righrc is similar in the differen[ samples under sildy,
researchers performed the same cluster analysis for each of the five cultural
areas separately. A synthesis of the results is reported in Table 2.1. As can be
seen, the result for each of the five groups of countries is very similar to that
presented for the whole sample or in Doise et al. (1999) and shows that
rights and duties included in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
can be divided into three basic typesr basic human righm, rights and duties of
the individual, and socioeconomic rights. There is indeed a common pattern
of rights that can be extracted from judgments about one's own and the
government's involvement in the enforcement of human rights that discrimi-
nates the three types of rights mentioned, and for all samples studied, duties
proclaimed in the Universal Declaration occupy a similar place in this shared-
meaning structure.

Positions Regarding Individual and Government Responsibility in
Enforcing Human Rights

As mentioned earlier, the subgroups of rights in the social representa-
tion studies correspond closely to the subgroups contained in expert defini-
tions drawn up 50 years ago, Why is this so? A plausible explanation would
be that the organizing principles on which the understanding of human
rights is founded may be common to both lay and expert representations.
This leads us to the second step of the quantitative analysis of social repre'
sentations, which focuses on the extraction of the organizing principles of
position taking.

We saw in the historical section that in expert thinking, a basic issue
concems the relative role and responsibility of the individual and the govem'
ment in defending people's basic rights. But is this differentiation between
citizens' and governments' duties also a guiding principle in lay thinking?

The importance of studying the expressions of views on individual and
government efficacy in the enforcement of human rights became evident
after the results of the cross-national study conducted by Doise et al' (1999).
Students were asked to evaluate the 30 articles of the Universal Declaration
on eight scales concerning the degree of agreement with the stated right; the
importance of the right; the understanding of the content of the right; the
relevance of the right to the participant's life; the efficacy of self, of political
parties, and of government in enforcing the right; and the readiness to join
other people in defending the given right. Of these eight scales, two explain
the largest part of interindividual differences, namely, the scales concerning
selÊ and government efficacy. The participants can be meaningfully classi'
fied into four subgroups. Members of the first group had the highest score on
all scales. They can be regarded as aàuocates of the idea of human rights.
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The interaction between different types of involvement is due to greater
differences within the personal abstract type of involvetnenr., F(2, 5774) :
99L24,Þ < .001, r12 : 0.256, than within the governmental applied dimen-
sion, F(2, 5772) = 443.82, Þ < .001, r12 = 0'133, or the personal applied
dimension, F(2,5774) = 380.16, p < .001, q2 = 0.116. The governmental
abstract judgments are the most consensual, F(2, 5772) = 218.17, Þ < .001,
n2 = 0.070, as already observed by Spini and Doise (1998): Individuals in
general consider that government should be the first actor in the enforce-
ment of human rights and duties, as indicated by the very high means for the
three types of rights, and values that are much higher than those attributed
to self, This significant effect, however, indicates that the government should
be concerned primarily with socioeconomic and basic rights. At the applied
level, the respondents judge their governments more severely, particularly in
reference to the basic and socioeconomic righm, for which they indicate a
low practical involvement. Concerning individual rights and duties, the judg-
ments indicate that governments are slightly more involved in these rights
than in the others. It seems that respect for individual rights, as well as soci-
etal duties, is considered to be in reality primarily an object of governmental
concern, even if respondents expect the government to be rather flrore con-
cerned with other families of rights, namely, basic and socioeconomic rights.

!Øith regard to the judgments on individual dimensions, there are two
main considerations, First, the pattern of involvement concerning the types
of rights is similar for the applied and abstract dimensions. Respondents feel
that they themselves should be, and are in fact, more involved in the basic
human rights than in the individual rights and duties or the socioeconomic
rights, which have the lowest scores, Second, the difference between the
abstract and the applied level is far less pronounced than in the case of the
judgments concerning the government.

In short, most critical judgments concern the government. First, they
should do more than the self for all types of rights than they actually do. But
they should also be more involved in socioeconomic rights, whereas in prac-
tice they are most involved in the respect of individual rights and duties. It is
clear that expectations about the role of the government are very high, and
generally governments do not live up to these expectations, although they
seem to some extent more efficient in protecting traditional rights of the
bourgeoisie related to the duties of citizenship than in protecting socioeco-
nomic rights and rights involving relations with the judiciary and national
institutions.

Social Anchoring of the Judgments Concerning Human
Rights and Duties

A final result of the research program concerns the social anchoring of
the positions taken by individuals with respect to the duties of the self and
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the government (third step of the quantitative analysis of social representa-
tions). Are the positions already described, such as personalist or
governmentalist, related to specific values or practices?

The studies by Doise et al. (1999), Spini (1997), and Spini and Doise
(1998) showed, using the Rokeach Value Survey (Rokeach, 1973) and the
Schwartz Value Survey (Schwartz, 1992), that individuals who regard uni-
versalistic or self-enhancement values as most important also consider that
governments do not take concrete action in the protection of human rights
and duties and express a relatively high personal involvement at both ab-
stract and applied levels. The opposite pattern is true for individuals who
defend conservative, traditional, and security values.

Judgments concerning involvement in human rights also have a strong
link with social activism, religious practice, and political ideology. In their
study, Spini and Doise (1998) found evidence in Switzerland that more so-
cially committed and nonreligious students, who tended to be at the left of
the political spectrum, were more inclined to be personally involved in the
enforcement of human rights and to consider that their government should
be hlghly involved in it. But when they were asked to evaluate the concrete
action taken by the government, they were more critical than right-wing
students, who were less socially committed or were practicing Catholics.

These anchorings of attitudes toward human rights have now been found
repeatedly in different studies (Clémence et a1., 1995; Diaz-Veizades,
'Widaman, Little, & Gibbs, 1 995; Moghaddam ô¡- Vuksanovic, 1 990). Values
of conservation, related to tradition, security, and religious practices or right-
wing political preferences, lead individuals to consider that individual rights
may be restricted in order to guarantee the functioning of society and to
positive evaluations of the action of the institutions. Universalistic or self-
enhancement values and practices devoted to social change correspond to a
personal concern for human rights and a critical evaluation of one's own
government. The effects of these oppositions among value types are not pe-
culiar to human rights and can be found in other types of evaluations, such as

trust in institutions (Devos, Spini, & Schwartz, Z00Z).lt is also worth men-
tioning at this point the obvious correspondence between these basic ideo-
logical oppositions and the oppositions concerning the content of the vari-
ous declarations of human rights and duties described previously in the
historical section.

CONCLUSION

A Shared Definition of Rights and Duties

In this chapter, we defend the argument that the natural environment
of rights and duties in history as well as in contemporary social representa-
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tions is not individuals but the relationship between citizens and the state'
Duties and rights are embedded in the so-called social contract between the
community and individuals, between the nation-state and the citizen.

In our research on social representations of human rights' the issue of
duties was not initially on the agenda. However, rights cannot be studied in
a societal vacuum, and when we analyzed the positioning of individuals in
relarion to human rights and their violations, it became evident that we

could not disregard notions related to the semantic field of responsibility or
dury. Of course, our exploratory interview studies (Doise et al., 1991) had
already drawn our attention to this aspect of the social representa[ion of

rhe French people in 1789. It remains nevertheless true that the definition,
and especially the defense, of basic rights is to a great extent a matter of
state intervention. The participants in our research r¡/ere aware of this fact,
even if they differed among themselves in the amount of responsibility they
attributed to individuals and authorities and to citizens and government'
respectively.

They also admitted that although some rights are inalienable, many
can be limited by institutions or the state (see Doise et al., 1991). This is also
the official position as expressed in the European Convention for the Protec'
tion of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms. It is important to con-
sider that several fundamental rights proclairned in this convention are not
to be considered absolute rights in the sense that they should be respected in
all circumstances. Article 15, which ends the listing of rhe rights, stipulates
the following:

In time of war or other public emergency threatening tl-re life of the na-
rion, any High contracting Party rnay take üteasllres derogating from its
obligations under this Convention to the extenl strictly required by the
exigencies of the situation, provided that such lneasures are not incon-
sistent with its other obligations uncler international law. (p. 502)

One also has to note that the different dimensions used to lrleasure
judgments abour personal and governmental responsibilities for the enforce-
ment of human rights ancl duties throw some light on the shared classifica-
tion of rights in expert and lay knowledge. Presenting the Universal Declara-
tion to the respondents brought us back to the expert classification of rights
and duties. First, there are fundamental rights for which both the individual
and the governmenr have duties, then individual rights and duties that should
primarily concern the self, and finally socioeconomic rights that mainly cor-
i"rpor-rd to duties of the state. This classification of rights is in line with the
experr rheories, which distinguish rights of the first and second generation
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(Weston, 1992). This concordance, found in very different samples and in
two cross-cultural studies (Doise et al., 1999; Spini, 1997), confirms the hy-
pothesis of a common, shared categorization of rights and duties in expert
and lay knowledge, a typical hypothesis of the social representation theory
(Doise et al., 1993). In this regard, if there is a potentially universalistic real-
ity in our results concerning the origin of rights and duties (see the first set of
questions in chap. 1, this volume), it is the shared definition of the social
contract composed of different types of rights and duties that define the role
of the citizen and the state.

The Limits of the Rights of the State and of the Duties of the Individual

In her book on controlling the abuse of reason-of-stale arguments,
Delmas-Marty (1989) lists the rights thathave to be considered as absolute
following the European Convention for the Prolection of Human Rights and
Fundamental Freedoms:

'!Øl-ren all is saicl and done, fully protected rights are only the interdiction
of torture and inhurnan or degrading treatlÌìent (Art. 3) as well as rhe
interdictior-r of collective expulsions (Art.4 additional Protocol n'4) or
tl-re rnultiplication of prosecutions or penal sanctions for the same viola-
tion (Art. 4 additional Protocol no 7 ) , As fol othel rights, they may some-
times benefit frorn a qr.rasi-absolute protection, rnore than often only frorn
a relative protection," For these rights to be protected in all circtrrn-
stances, one should probably add the right clefined in article 4 of the
Convention "No one shall be l-reld in slavery or in servitude." (p, 12)

These lirnitations are anchored in the very conception of the demo-
cratic state. The Prearnble to the European convention states clearly that
fundamental freedoms are best rnaintained "by an effective political democ-
racy." Exceptions to the respect of these freedons cannot be envisaged to
protect the state per se (which is often the interpretation advanced by the
notorious reason-of-state argument) but to safeguard a democratic system,
which shoulcl at all tines "keep the State at reason," in the words of Delmas-
Marty (1989, p.?,4).

Depending on one's viewpoint, that of the individual or that of the
state, the asylìÌnetry in rhe conception of rights will be tilted in one direc-
tion or another. Conventionally enough, we find on one side those who de-
fend the primacy of the comnunity and of the duties of individuals and on
the other those who advocate the rights of the individual vis-à-vis the con-
munity. This is particularly clear in the described empirical studies from the
social anchoring of the positions taken toward the duties of the individual
and the government,

Another ilh-rstration of this asyrnmetry is the case in which an indi-
vidual wants to defend his or her rights against an institr-rtion or a state. The
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nsive' But when a gov'
meaning social) order'
individuals or declare a

re is that there is a clear asymmetry
mmetrY of Power between the state

and invokã duties sPecified bY the

law,whereasindividualshaverightsspecifiedintheconstitutionordeclara.
tions at a very g.,,"'ufU.tt "o' "îtt"årily efficient level' Such asymmetry is

certainly not confined to the citizen-state relationship but can be general'

ized ro rhe rerationrüil;;; individuars and groups or communities. ln

;il ;;;"., rh" ,"lur^i'oït-,if" ur*""n.children and parenrs and between

"-ptoyå"t 
and employers are not very different'

Duties of the lndividual and the State

Institutions such as the state usu

at the level of individuals' For examp

bligations or duties are more concrete
nalties' lf this observation is correct' it

can be said that ther
and the ir-rdividual,
individual in its Posi
individual.

A good example of this mechanism is provided b-y-the cluties listed in

the 1948 American Declaration on Human Rightt and Duties' In this text'

*"r-¿,forexample,dr-rtiestoreceiveinstruction,tovote)topaytaxes,to
obeythelaw,andtoservethecommunityandthenation',Therelationship
berween rights and d"ii"" i, also detailed in Arricle 77 of the African Char'

ter on Human ur-ra l"oft"t'Rights (adopted in 1981)' which indicates per-

fectly this focus on individual responsibility for social order:

1. Every individual shall have duties towards his family and society' the

Stateand.,n*r"g^rrvrecognizedcommunitiesandtheinternational
community. Z. it-rËrigi,t, u.Ìã f.""do,-tì, of eacl-r individual shall be exer-

cised with d"" ;;;J;; the rights of others, collective security' molality

antl cornmon interest' (Lawson, 1991' p' 15)
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S,
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the individual bY

hereas individuals may press for more
rce socioeconomic rights' The "new"
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1. The statist logic gives some primacy to rights over duties in

the state.

dividual rights and duties'

Rights and Duties as Normative Social Representations

Oneimportanttaskforsocialpsychologistsistodocunentandunder.
stand how ideologies function arrd .irc.,lnte within society (e'g', Billig, 1991;

Tetlock, Peterson, ôo L",'-tt', 1996) and how common sense assimilates and

UNIVERSAL RIGHTS AND DUTIES 43

42 sPlNl AND DorsE



accommodates scientific revolutions and changes in ideological discourse (e.g',

Jovchelovitch, 2001; Moscovici ô¡, Hewstone, 1983). This is precisely the
aim not only of social representation theory but also of other fields of social
psychology such as the study of social influences and clashes between majori'
ties and minorities in power (e.g., Moscovici, Mugny, & van Avermaet, 1985;
Reicher,2001).

Research on rights and duties is of prime importance as they are not just
talk. Rights and duties are concrete concepts with concrete effects. They are
at the heart of any social contract linking the individual to the state, In this
regard they can be studied as normative social representations that simulta-
neously define and are defined by the symbolic and practical relationships
between the state and the citizen, the institutions and the individual, the
groups and their members.
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3
UNDERSTANDING RIGHTS AND

DUTIES IN DIFFERENT CUNURES AND
CONTEXTS : OBSERVATIONS FROM

GERMAN AND KOREAN
ADOLESCENTS

SIEGFRIED HOPPE-GRAFF AND HYE.ON KIM

Humans are social beings from the very beginning of life, but it is not
until adolescence that the individual reflects about his or her relation to
society and community, The growing awareness of the self being surrounded
by and facing society-its structures, rules, and symbolic products-results
from the interaction of two sources: one, the emergence of internal prerequi-
sites like new acquisitions in self-reflective thinking (Moshman, 1999), per-
spective taking (Selman, 1980), and moral judgment (Kohlberg, 1984) and
the other, increasing external expectations. Among other things, society and
its members expect adolescents to take over new social roles, obligations,
and responsibilities, while at the same time society grants them new rights,
such as voting, concluding agreements, driving a car, and marrying. These
rights, like all rights, necessarily include new duties.

More than 50 years ago, Robert Havighurst (1948) introduced the con-
cept of age-specific developmental tasks for that kind of instigation for de-
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