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ABSTRACT 

A well-established body of literature (Carugati, 2013; Carugati, Emiliani, & 

Molinari, 1989; Carugati & Selleri, 2004; 2011, 2014; Carugati, Selleri, & Scappini, 

1994; Miguel, Valentim, & Carugati, 2012; Mugny & Carugati, 1985; Selleri & 

Carugati, 2013) holds that the construction of social representations of intelligence is 

guided by the subjective inexplicability about the target-topic and by the social 

identities of subjects. Within the general framework of the sociogenesis of social 

representations, this article aims to explore the role of social positions in organizing 

individual’s reported action towards the object of representation. A theoretical model 

which examines the relations between social representations of the development of 

intelligence, parental goals and the authoritative parenting style was tested in sub-

samples of educators, which included 227 mothers, 117 fathers and 122 mother-

teachers. Structural equation modeling procedures indicated, as hypothesized, that 

specific socio-cognitive dynamics are relevant in shaping the patterns of relations with 

the object of representation, suggesting that these dynamics are a result of the 

organization of multiple discourses where content, social positions and behavioral 

interaction are strongly intertwined. Theoretical contributions of findings are discussed. 

 

Keywords: social representations, proximity, intelligence, authoritative parenting style  
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INTRODUCTION 

Research on social representations of intelligence and its development has 

consistently shown that the socio-cognitive dynamics in the origin of these social 

representations sustain different patterns of discourse, which are reconstructed from the 

specific points of view of concrete categories of people who have significant relations 

with the topic (Amaral, 1997; Amaral, Peixoto, & Carugati, 2010; Carugati et al., 1989; 

Carugati et al., 1994; Miguel, Valentim, & Carugati, 2010, 2012; Poeschl, 1998, 2001; 

Snellman & Raty, 1995). Two complementary sources of socio-cognitive dynamics – 

inexplicability of a salient issue and conflict of identities – are therefore at stake, 

enabling representations to fulfill their twofold function, i.e. to make sense of the 

individuals’ social world and to protect their positive social identity (Carugati & Selleri, 

2014; Mugny & Carugati, 1985). Social representations of intelligence, in particular, are 

built and strung together into complex and logical networks according to the 

individuals’ social positions and identities, leading to the development of significant 

socio-cognitive organizations of different levels of symbolic productions. Indeed, as 

Carugati and Selleri (2011) hold, “social positions and social identities are candidates 

for playing a prominent role in the sociogenesis and socialization of social 

representations, at least when the topic is intelligence” (p. 11).   

Personal involvement, conceived as a subjective and socially determined frame 

of reference that corresponds to an individual’s relationship to a social object (Gruev-

Vintila & Rouquette, 2007), has been suggested to explain how the activation of social 

dynamics linked to the varying degrees of proximity that the social object implies is 

found to modify the formation and structure of a representation. In fact, distance to the 

object of representation is defined by specific practices, knowledge level and personal 
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implication towards the object of representation (Abric, 2001a; Lo Monaco & Guimelli, 

2008; Salesses, 2005). Concerning intelligence and its development, it is, therefore, in 

the experienced daily situations that mothers experience a specific socio-cognitive 

condition, having to negotiate different roles (as mothers, as professionals, as teachers) 

and, consequently, possibly conflicting behaviors, decisions, demands and contradictory 

answers. In the same vein, specific dynamics, activated by symbolic social positions and 

by their double educational responsibility, also determine mother-teachers’ different 

selection and organization of knowledge, allowing conflicting and contradictory 

elements to be solved (Molinari & Emiliani, 1993). However, in a different manner, 

deriving from the dominant cultural models, the supposed smaller social implication of 

fathers in educational issues relating to children shapes a particularly distinct socio-

cognitive condition from that experienced by mothers and mother-teachers, 

consequently not arising the same kind of demands or conflicts. 

Within the theoretical framework of social representations theory, it has long 

been advocated that social representations are guides for action, which direct behaviors 

and social relations (Abric, 1997b, 2001b; Carugati, 1990; Jodelet, 1989a, 1989b; 

Moscovici, 1961; Mugny & Carugati, 1985). In the specific case of intelligence, it is 

surely not unreasonable to assume, as it has been suggested (Carugati & Selleri, 2011; 

Miguel, Valentim, & Carugati, 2009a; Mugny & Carugati, 1985), that educators’ ideas 

about intelligence and its development will have a major influence on their 

interventions with children. On the other hand, parents’ ideas and parenting goals are 

cited as pivotal in determining parenting behavior (Belsky & Jaffe, 2006; Goodnow & 

Collins, 1990; Grusec, 2008; Hastings & Grusec, 1998; Hirsjärvi & Perälä-Littunen, 
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2001; Kuczynski, 1984; McGillicuddy-De Lisi, 1982; Miguel et al., 2009a; Okagaki & 

Bingham, 2005).  

Bearing on the assumptions that parental behavior may, therefore, be influenced 

both by parental goals and specific social representations concerning children’s 

development of intelligence, a theoretical model has been formulated (Miguel, 

Valentim, & Carugati, 2013) which establishes the following relations: 1) social 

representations of the development of intelligence influence parenting styles, 2) values 

that parents desire for their children influence the parenting styles they adopt, 3) social 

representations of the development of intelligence influence values that parents desire 

for their children and 4) desired values for children mediate the relationship between 

social representations of the development of intelligence and parenting styles. Overall, 

results suggested that social representations of the development of intelligence and 

desired values for children tend to build up a potentially significant organization for 

parental activities, as they are not without behavioral effects. For example, 

representational dimensions which emphasize the role of parents and the importance of 

constant accompaniment of children for the development of their intelligence were 

related to reported authoritative parenting style, while dimensions which outline the role 

of school and teachers related to reported authoritarian and permissive parenting styles. 

However, although parents’ ideas are shown to permeate parents’ action (see Miguel et 

al., 2009a), research has still much to go deep in the search for specific dynamics which 

permeate parental actions.  

As for the content of representations concerning intelligence and its 

development, literature has strongly emphasized the hypothesis of proximity to the 

object as influencing individuals’ ideas and theories (Amaral, 1997; Carugati et al., 
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1989; Miguel et al., 2012; Molinari & Emiliani, 1993; Mugny & Carugati, 1985). In 

fact, studies have shown how symbolic stands of position influence discourses about 

specific social objects. In the same vein, it might be reasonable to assume that, besides 

from specific representational contents, the patterns of relations between representations 

and daily practices are also themselves shaped by the specific situation of individuals 

that, on the one hand, have a functional necessity for a given object of representation 

and, on the other hand, to whom that topic activates some identity problems and implies 

decision making. In fact, some definitions of social practices put in evidence that they 

are action systems or behaviors that need to be considered in association with their 

impregnation in the social, as social practices are socially influenced and anchored 

(Flament, 2001). Furthermore, a view where action is part and parcel of a social 

representation has been emphasized, stressing that thinking and acting in social contexts 

cannot be distinguished on logical grounds (Wagner, 1993, in press): representations 

exist in action as well as in belief and discourse, they endow behavior with meaning, 

their holomorphic character allow concerted interaction, anticipation of other's actions 

and the constitution of meaning. Action is, therefore, an extension of representations 

and lies at the bottom of the world’s meaningful co-construction. 

Hence, it is the main goal of the present study to establish a comparative analysis 

of a theoretical model between different subsamples differing on their degree of 

proximity to the object of representation, in order to achieve a better understanding of 

how specific socio-cognitive conditions also influence reported individual action. 

Therefore, the present study extends on previous work (Miguel et al., 2013), by testing 

the proposed model of relations through a re-analysis of data in different sub-samples, 

aiming to go more deeply in the search for the dynamics which regulate the relations 
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between representations and reported action. The choice of exploring sub-samples is, 

therefore, guided by the theoretical framework established in literature about the role of 

social positions and social identities in molding people’s symbolic products (e.g., 

Miguel et al., 2012; Mugny & Carugati, 1985; Poeschl, 2001; Selleri & Carugati, 2013). 

Differences found would suggest the need for further research on these variations as a 

basis for understanding the role of parental category and social context in parenting and 

child development. On the other hand, the choice of exploring the authoritative 

parenting style is twofold: among the three parenting styles assessed – authoritative, 

authoritarian and permissive (Robinson, Mandleco, Olsen, & Hart, 2001) – previous 

research has evidenced the authoritative pattern as presenting the highest level of 

explained variance in the analyses (Miguel et al., 2013); furthermore, in reviewing the 

literature on parenting styles, one is struck by the consistency with which authoritative 

upbringing is pointed as the most advantageous and the one that best promotes 

children’s balanced development, namely promoting both instrumental and social 

competences and lowering levels of problem behavior (Baumrind, 1971; Clémence, 

2007; Clémence et al., 2005; Demo & Cox, 2000; Milevsky, Schlechter, Netter, & 

Keehn, 2007; Schucksmith, Hendry, & Glendinning, 1995; Steinberg, 2001; Williams et 

al., 2009). For these reasons, the authoritative parenting style was selected for the 

present study. 

 
 

Hypotheses 

The following hypothesis is suggested: the pattern of relations between social 

representation of the development of intelligence, parental values and the reported 

authoritative parenting style varies according to participants’ symbolic social position 
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(Hypothesis 1). More specifically, regarding the supposed high level of mothers’ 

implication and social responsibility in their children’s education, it is expectable that 

these participants show more complex patterns of relations between their 

representations, parental goals and reported parenting behavior (Hypothesis 1a). In turn, 

due to their lower personal and social implication, fathers will display straightforward 

patterns (Hypothesis 1b). Finally, due to the identity conflict activated by their double 

educational role, mother-teachers will display straightforward patterns (Hypothesis 1c). 

 

METHOD 

Sample 

This study involved 466 Portuguese participants with different socio-educational 

positions: 117 fathers, 227 mothers, 122 mother-teachers. Considering the whole 

sample, 117 participants were men (25%) and 349 were women (75%), ranging from 24 

to 69 years old. Fathers presented a mean age of 40.39 (SD = 5.76; ages between 25 and 

69 years old), mothers a mean of 39.19 (SD = 5.60; ages between 24 and 60) and 

mother-teachers a mean of 41.89 (SD = 6.41; ages entre 29 e 60). 

 

Measures 

 The main goal of the research is to extend on previous work and deepen the 

study on how different social positions display different patterns of links between 

representations of intelligence and reported parental behavior, by means of a re-analysis 

of data across different sub-samples. Since extensive detailing of measures has already 

been presented (Miguel et al., 2012), only short descriptions are presented next. 
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Development of intelligence 

Participants rated each of the 31 items for their extent of agreement or 

disagreement on a 7-point scale (1 = totally disagree, 7 = totally agree). A variety of 

themes formerly identified in literature or found in previous research findings were 

evaluated (Amaral, 1997; Constans & Leonardis, 2003; Faria & Fontaine, 1993; 

Matteucci, 2007; Miguel, Valentim, & Carugati, 2008; Miguel et al., 2010; Mugny & 

Carugati, 1985; 1998, 2001; Sternberg, 2004). Three main factors were yielded (Miguel 

et al., 2012): parents’ role for the development of intelligence, emphasizing the 

provision of affective equilibrium and the setting of disciplinary practices (e.g., “the 

quality of affective relations between parents and children influences the development 

of intelligence”, “without rules and discipline, the development of intelligence is 

compromised”); stimuli and incentives, alluring to incentives and external motivational 

strategies aimed at promoting intellectual development (e.g., “for the child to make 

progress, she has to be presented with challenges that stimulate her intellectually”, “for 

the child to progress intellectually, it is essential to stimulate the development of 

reading habits”); and school, teachers and molding, which present severity and pressure 

on children as major factors for their intellectual development (e.g., “teachers’ 

competence is the best assurance of the child’s development of intelligence”, “it is by 

contradicting the child when she is wrong that the development of intelligence is 

promoted”). 

 

Parenting styles 

The modified version of the Parenting Styles and Dimensions Questionnaire – 

Short Form (PSDQ; Robinson et al., 2001) was used in its Portuguese version. 
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Participants independently rated themselves on each item by assessing ‘‘how often they 

perceived themselves exhibiting parenting behaviors reflected in each item’’, using a 5-

point scale anchored by 1 (never) and 5 (always). As extensively described earlier 

(Miguel, Valentim, & Carugati, 2009b), the questionnaire included 32 items, which 

summed to form three patterns of parenting – authoritative (e.g., “I am responsive to my 

child’s feelings and needs”, “I give my child reasons why rules should be obeyed”, “I 

show respect for my child’s opinions by encouraging my child to express them”), 

authoritarian (e.g., “I use physical punishment as a way of disciplining my child”, “I 

yell or shout when my child misbehaves”, “I use threats as punishment with little or no 

justification”) and permissive (“e.g., “I find it difficult to discipline my child”, “I state 

punishments to my child and do not actually do them”). 

 

Parental values 

 Parental Values Scale (Castro, 1997) was completed using a 5-point scale  (1 = 

not important; 5 = very important). Participants were asked to rate how important it was 

for them that their child would display six different characteristics when older adults: 

independent, creative, with self-made ideas, obedient, respectful of the elderly and good 

parents/spouses. As previously detailed (Miguel et al., 2013), the good fit index 

provided by the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) unfolds the underlying two-factor 

solution: self-direction values and conformity values. 

 

RESULTS 

A structural model was tested with EQS software for each subsample. Following 

Byrne’s (2006) suggestion, a multivariate test of statistical significance (Wald-Test) was 
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implemented to identify non-significant parameters to be dropped from the model 

without its degradation fit. Respecified and more restrictive models were then estimated 

for each subsample, which led to the definition of the final models and the estimation of 

its goodness-of-fit statistics. 

Concerning mothers, fit indices showed excellent fit: CFI = .981; GFI = .986; 

SRMR = .053 and RMSEA = .046 (Figure 1). The same for the model considering 

fathers: CFI = .924, GFI = .926, SRMR = .072 and RMSEA = .057 (Figure 2). Also the 

model considering mother-teachers displayed very good fit: CFI = .924, GFI =.953, 

SRMR = .080 and RMSEA = .075 (Figure 3). Standardized parameter estimates are 

shown in the figures. 

[Figure 1 about here] 

[Figure 2 about here] 

[Figure 3 about here] 

 

Concerning mothers, the authoritative parenting style is associated to the 

importance assigned to stimuli and incentives – defined by a set of items that refers the 

need to challenge children and to provide them constant stimuli and incentives – for the 

development of children’s intelligence (Figure 1). In fathers’ and mother-teachers’ case, 

it is the emphasis on parents’ role, defined in a more general sense and reporting to 

more structuring characteristics – e.g., establishing a good communication with the 

child, setting discipline rules and monitoring behavioral patterns – which seems to relate 

to the adoption of the authoritative parenting style (Figure 2 and Figure 3). Also in 

fathers’ case, the importance of school, teachers and molding for children’s 
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development of intelligence is a negative predictor of the authoritative parenting style 

(Figure 2). 

Self-direction values desired for children also seem to be a good predictor of the 

authoritative parenting style reported by mothers and mother-teachers (Figure 1 and 

Figure 2). However, this is not the case for fathers, whose results do not show any 

relationship between desired values for children and the authoritative parenting style. 

The mediational role of self-direction values desired for children is, nevertheless, only 

observed for mothers (Figure 1). Results of the mediation analysis, performed 

throughout the bootstrapping method, provided a 95% confidence interval of the 

indirect effect which confirms the mediating role of self-direction values desired for 

children in the relation between stimuli and incentives and the authoritative parenting 

style (B = .04; CI = .02 to .08). 

 

DISCUSSION 

 
Due to its social value, the topic of intelligence development is a particularly 

pressing issue for those people who – like mothers, fathers and mother-teachers – have 

to make daily decisions of how to interact with their children and explain intriguing and 

puzzling issues such as the interindividual differences of intelligence between them. The 

choice for different sub-samples of participants was, therefore, guided by the theoretical 

framework that individuals have different roles in the social arena, which are activated 

by the specific social positions they hold in social systems, lending them different 

degrees of proximity to the object of representation. Results provide overall support to 

this hypothesis.  
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More specifically, Hypothesis 1a is empirically supported, as mothers seemed to 

show more complex patterns of relations between variables, as compared to other 

participants. The authoritative parenting style reported by mothers seems to be not only 

influenced by their social representations of the development of intelligence, but also by 

the self-direction values desired for their children. Given the dominant cultural models 

which lend mothers a higher level of involvement, proximity and supposed direct 

responsibility in their children’s education, mothers seem to maintain an intense 

interaction with them and develop a deeper knowledge about what parenting practices 

or styles work best in which type of situations. Mothers’ behavior may, thus, be guided 

by the specific knowledge about their children, not necessarily reflecting their 

representations about children in general. On the other hand, their strong educational 

implication carries the need to manage several daily situations and to adapt their 

behavior according to the specific contextual demands. The response to these different 

scenarios is, therefore, given through the articulation of a set of complex dynamics, in 

which “negotiations” between representations, educational goals and parenting style are 

continuously attuned.  

Fathers seem to evidence somewhat straightforward models of relations between 

social representations of the development of intelligence, desired values for children and 

the authoritative parenting style, lending empirical support to Hypothesis 1b. Although 

also involved in educational matters, fathers supposedly develop a less intimate 

knowledge of their children’s behavioral specificities. In this sense, their representations 

and general knowledge about intelligence and its development might guide, in a more 

straightforward sense, the behavioral patterns and parenting style they report having 

with their children. 
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The different role and supposed levels of involvement of fathers and mothers 

seem to be expressed in the patterns of relations between representations, desired values 

for children and the authoritative parenting style. While for mothers the representation 

that the development of intelligence is prompted by constant and daily stimuli and 

incentives influences the authoritative parenting style, for fathers this parenting pattern 

is influenced by the importance assigned to parents’ role in a more general and 

structuring sense. Therefore, while mothers’ authoritative behavior seems to be 

triggered by their emotional involvement with the child and the need to provide constant 

care, fathers’ authoritative behavior seems to be more associated to the establishment of 

discipline rules and the negotiation of children’s behavioral conducts. In this sense, 

fathers seem to explicitly assume a less interventional role, possibly passing on to 

mothers tasks which relate to children’s constant accompaniment and stimulation. 

In mother-teachers’ case, parents’ role was also a significant predictor of the 

authoritative parenting style. Both the family and the institutional world of school as a 

thinking environment which molds general ideas comprise a different context in which 

mother-teachers are embedded and which differentiates them from the remaining 

categories of participants, revealing the importance of the social dynamics involved in 

their double role as mothers and as teachers. These patterns may, therefore, be 

interpreted as the product of their conflict activated by two kinds of relationships 

(mother-child and teacher-pupil), a conflict which seems to gain expression in relatively 

less complex and more straightforward models of relations between social 

representations of the development of intelligence, desired values for children and the 

authoritative parenting style. Empirical support is found to Hypothesis 1c. 
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The main contributions of the present study should be outlined. First, results call 

upon a long due focus of concern on the study of social representations: the relation 

between social representations and the social practices towards the object of 

representation (Abric, 1997b; Jodelet, 1989a; Moscovici, 1961). According to Abric 

(1997a), social representations are taken as systems of expectations for individuals to 

predict the evolution of situations in relation to a specific social objet. It therefore 

allows individuals, as members of social groups, to a priori define the most appropriate 

option for their implementation practices. Indeed, social representations inform 

individuals what to expect from other group members and how to behave in social 

interactions, they make social life predictable and understandable, they offer bits and 

pieces of meaning on the basis of which individuals make up their own minds and take 

a stand on important social issues. However, the full understanding of the process by 

which a socially constructed representation is transcribed into individual action needs 

further development. Thus, the understanding of the processes which enable the 

implementation of social representations at the individual level and their role in the 

relationship between social representations and social practices would, in our view, 

guarantee greater precision in the analysis of the orientation function given to social 

representations (Abric, 1997b), especially considering an alternative perspective where 

the representations’ holomorphic character is considered and where behaviour and 

belief are taken as integral to representations and not something that can be 

conceptualized separately (Wagner, 1993, in press). The present paper may, therefore, 

provide a contribution towards this path of analysis. 

Second, taken as a whole, results of the present study suggest that educational 

actions of the several social actors may be better explained if interpreted as the 
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expression a common sense reservoir, differently accessed and used according to 

specific social insertions. In fact, mothers, fathers and mother-teachers hold different 

social positions, in which the balance between the need to maintain a positive self-

image and the sense of responsibility draw a mechanism for selecting and regulating 

educational dynamics. The more or less personal implication is induced by the 

implementation of an evaluative mechanism on the self-object relation, which in turn 

determines the intensity level of the adopted practices based on the personal investment 

it requires. Thus, results outline the crucial role of parental category, characterized by 

differing levels of proximity and personal involvement, in the kind of relationship 

established with the object of representation, suggesting that these dynamics are a result 

of the organization of multiple discourses where content, people concerned and their 

social positions are strongly interrelated. The essential role of proximity and personal 

involvement in the internal organization of representational contents has been 

previously demonstrated (Guimelli  & Abric, 2007; Miguel et al., 2012). However, the 

results of the present study provide an empirical illustration of group members coming 

to terms with challenges specific to their way of seeing the world, and offer the 

possibility of extending the argument of proximity and personal involvement into the 

study of how action is undertaken, from the standpoint of specific social groups and 

positions. Indeed, results suggest that the degree of individual proximity seems to be at 

the origin of different types of action, as individuals mobilize different actions towards 

objects to which they are more or less implied. The mobilizing role of personal 

involvement as a major explanatory variable of social thinking (Vintila, 2012) and 

action is, therefore, underlined, as the implementation of action requires that individuals 

be at least minimally mobilized by the object, providing more or less personal 
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engagement depending on the continuum ranging from very low to very strong 

involvement (Lheureux, Lo Monaco, & Guimelli 2011). Attention is also called upon 

the fact that people represent social objects in and through action (Wagner, in press). 

As symbolic structures that embody and define the experience of reality, social 

representations support existing institutionalized relationships, in an ideological 

framework which serves to maintain relations of power in the social order and defend 

particular identities (Howarth, 2006). Therefore, a third contribution of the present 

study is to emphasize the importance of positional and ideological dynamics (Doise, 

1982, 2011) in the construction of social reality. Besides from showing the importance 

of identities and of particular interests in modulating the relation between 

representations and practices, results seem to come across dominant cultural models and 

mirror normative family practices, which link women to the family context, assigning 

them a more important role in family management and in issues relating to children 

(Múrias & Ribeiro, 2012; Poeschl, 2000). Social representations have been proposed to 

be taken as a general theory about a meta-system of social regulations intervening in the 

system of cognitive functioning (Doise, 1993). During the past few decades, claims 

have been made for a more social social psychology, which could stand for a movement 

towards a more societal view of social psychology (Doise, 2011; Himmelweit & 

Gaskell, 1990; Valentim, 2011b). This movement should be aimed at challenging the 

individualized and universalist models of human thought and behavior, hereby focusing 

on the central role of social-historical frameworks and meaning systems of the societies 

and analyzing the social contexts and ideological functions of psychological processes 

(Doise, 2002; Himmelweit & Gaskell, 1990; Valentim, 2011a, 2013). Societal 

psychology concerns the study of the constructions of collective meaning systems 
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which regulate social relations, by investigating the links between individual cognitive 

functioning and the normative factors – the meta-system – that direct the way people 

think, act and interact in society. As social representations organize social relationships 

by providing normative reference knowledge which make up the symbolic environment 

of citizens, societal psychology inspired by social representations approach offers 

therefore a different perspective on shared knowledge. It does not imply that all 

members of a group would consensually endorse the same norms and values, but rather 

accounts for debate and conflict occurring around shared knowledge. Two broad criteria 

derived from a social representational approach seem essential for a societal psychology 

(Staerklé, 2011). The first one emphasizes the normative determinants of human 

thought and behavior, which should be analyzed and understood in relation to collective 

meaning systems. The second criterion takes into account the social, institutional and 

historical contextualization of psychological processes in social contexts and highlights 

the dynamic and changing nature of representations. A societal psychology would 

hereby necessarily articulate different levels of analysis (Doise, 2011), particularly 

concerning the complex relationships between shared ideological beliefs, group 

memberships and individual thought and action (Staerklé, 2011). For doing this – the 

integration of different levels of analysis – the theory of social representations presents 

itself as a unique, privileged and “grand” theoretical tool, useful for the construction of 

social psychology as an anthropology of modern culture and society (Moscovici, 1981; 

Valentim, 2013). However, for this to be accomplished, research on social 

representations needs to overcome two major obstacles it has been presented with 

(Valentim, 2013). The first one is to overcome the excessive lightness and the lack of 

theoretical and methodological robustness which sometimes has also been a trademark 
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of studies in this field. The second challenge is to invest in the theoretical potentialities 

and the specific characteristics of the theory of social representation. We hope that 

approaching the study of the relation between social representations and practices by 

means on the concepts of proximity and personal involvement – as has been the main 

purpose of the present study – may provide a modest but solid contribution, both 

theoretical and methodological, towards a deepening of studies on social 

representations. 
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FIGURES 

 
 
Figure 1. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development 

of intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for 
mothers (N = 227). 

 
 
 
Figure 2. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development 

of intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for 
fathers (N = 117). 

 
 
 
Figure 3. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development 

of intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for 
mother-teachers (N = 122). 
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Figure 1. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development of 

intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for mothers (N = 

227). 
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Figure 2. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development of 

intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for fathers (N = 

117). 
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Figure 3. Path model of the relations between social representations of the development of 

intelligence, desired values for children and authoritative parenting style for mother-

teachers (N = 122). 

 
 

 


