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metropolitanism in mC19. Thus provincial and regional are terms of 
relative inferiority to an assumed centre, in dominant usage. It is interesting, 
in these terms, to see how far out in England it is necessary to go before 
regional and provincial appear to begin. There is a curiosity in Home 
Counties, those nearest to London (Middlesex, Surrey, Kent, Essex; 
sometimes also Hertfordshire and Sussex). A novel set there is not usually 
called regional. Centralized law and administration (Home Counties was 
probably derived from the legal Home Circuit) extend their metropohtan 
assumptions by adjacency, though the same kind of cultural distinction is 
then indicated by suburban (in this sense from 1C19). 

Regional, however, unlike provincial and suburban, has an alternative 
positive sense, as in the counter-movement indicated by modern uses of 
regionalism. It carries implications of a valuably distinctive way of life, 
especially in relation to architecture and cooking. It has also, with local, 
had some of these implications in relation to broadcasting. Yet an 
observable current movement of ideas against centralization or 
overcentralization, and against metropolitan features which have been 
characterized as mega-lopolitan (not great mother city, from megas, Gk - 
great, but from association with megalomaniac or a more general sense of 
distortion by too great size), is still primarily expressed in terms of the 
earlier subordination. 

See C1TY, COUNTRY, DIALECT, STANDARDS 

REPRESENTATIVE 

The group of words in which represent is central is very complex, and has 
long been so. Represent appeared in English in C14, by which time 
present already existed as a verb ‘to make present’ (the sense of offering 
something came in C14). Represent quickly acquired a range of senses of 
making present: in the physical sense of presenting oneself or another, 
often to some person of authority; but also in the sense of making present 
in the mind (‘Aulde storys that men redys, Representis to thaim the dedys, 
Of stalwart folk’. 
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Barbour, 1375) and of making present to the eye, in painting (‘repre-sentid 
and purtraid’, c. 1400) or in plays (‘this play . . . representyd now in yower 
syght’, c. 1460). But a crucial extension also occurred in C14, when 
represent was used in the sense of ‘symbolize’ or ‘stand for’ (‘ymagis that 
representen pompe and glorie of tho worlde’, Wychf, c. 1380). It is clear 
that at this stage there was considerable overlap between the sense (a) of 
making present to the mind and the sense (b) of standing for something that 
is not present. What was eventually a divergence between these senses, in 
some uses, might not at first have been perceived as a divergence at all. The 
emergence of the separable sense of ‘standing for others’ is very difficult to 
trace. Many early political uses have the sense of ‘symbolize’ rather than 
‘stand for’. When Charles I described the Houses of Parhament as ‘the 
Representative Body of the Kingdome’ (1643) it seems certain, especially 
when we remember what was then in dispute, that the sense was that of the 
Kingdom being made present, symbolized, rather than the later sense of 
members of Parliament ‘standing for’ the opinions of those who elected 
them. That is to say, an assumed whole state or condition was represented 
by a particular institution; the representative quality came from the whole 
state outwards, rather than from scattered and diverse opinions brought 
together and, in a more modern sense, represented. This use is still evident 
in such phrases as ‘representing your country abroad’. The political 
representative is the political image. 

Yet it was mainly in C1 7 that the sense of standing/or others, in a more 
diverse way, began to come through. There had already developed a sense 
of represent meaning standing for some other named person (‘our 
Generall sent Cap. Jobson, repraesentinge his person with his authoritie’, 
1595). This use has of course continued, most notably in matters of law. 
The extended political sense can be seen from mC17: in ‘the Burgesses 
(the representatives of the people)’ (1658), where the older sense is still 
partly present; in Cromwell’s ‘I have been careful of your safety, and the 
safety of those that you represented’ (1655); and in Coke’s ‘We will 
therefore enquire . . . whether a House of Commons, as it now stands, can 
be their Representative’ (1600). None of these uses is quite clear as 
equivalent to modern represent, and in some ways the uncertainty has 
continued, within the very structure of the term. On the one hand we find 
Steele introducing a necessary quaUfication in ‘the Elected 
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became true Representatives of the Electors’ (1713) and ‘ Junius’ using a 
necessary distinction in ‘the English nation declare they are grossly mjured by 
their representatives’ (1769). But on the other hand we find Burke making a 
notorious distinction between a representative and a delegate, which in part 
relied on the symbolic sense of representative (standing for others, but in his 
own terms) rather than on the political sense (making present, representing, 
the opinions of those who elected him;. This distinction is still conventionally 
repeated by most politicians, and representative still evidently contains this 
complexity or ambiguity of reference. This is clear in current arguments about 
whether representatives should be mandated (that is to say, given 
instructions by those who elect them, and whose opinions they will thus 
represent) or subject to recall (that is to say, capable of being declared not 
representative of the opinions of their electors). It is clear from the character 
of the opposition to ideas of mandate and recall (which seem merely to spell 
out one meaning of represent) that another meaning of representative, as 
symbolizing or generally characteristic of the others who are not present, is 
being heavily drawn upon. This is made easier by a common general use of 
representative, since mC17, to mean a typical sample or specimen. 

The point becomes very important in arguments about representative 
DEMOCRACY (q.v.) which can evidently mean (i) the periodic election of 
typical persons, or (ii) the periodic election of persons who will, in general, 
speak/or (‘on behalf of or ‘in the name of) those who elected them, or (iii) the 
periodic election of persons who will continually represent (make present) the 
views of those who elected them. The fact of competitive election to each of 
these functions, which is usually emphasized as the substance of representative 
democracy, does not alter the equally important fact that the functions 
themselves are radically different. In practice arguments about mandate and 
recall use sense (iii), and are countered by arguments depending on senses (i) 
and (ii). The arguments have been fierce enough to generate the alternative 
definition, participatory democracy, which in its emphasis on people 
governing themselves rather than being governed by ‘representatives’, would 
rule out senses (i) and (u) though often, for practical reasons, retain sense uiij. 

Meanwhile represent has gone through an equally complex 
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development in art and literature. A representation was, as we have seen, a 
symbol or image, or the process of presenting to the eye or the mind. From 
C1S the sense of representative as fyp/ca/began to be used in description of 
characters or situations. From mC19 this became common and was 
eventually widely used as an identifying element of REALISM or 
NATURALISM (qq.v.). Later, an old meaning of representation - the visual 
embodiment of something - became specialized to a sense of ‘accurate 
reproduction’ and in this sense, probably not earlier than C20, produced the 
distinctive category of representational art. Yet there is nothing in the 
general sense of represent or of representation to make this specialization 
inevitable. Indeed its emphasis on accurate reproduction runs counter to the 
main development of the political sense. But it is now very strongly 
established and is even (ironically in terms of its history) contrasted with 
symbolic or symbolizing, (Symbol has developed a comparable ambiguity, 
from the early senses of a mark, token or summary of some general state or 
condition or doctrine, through the intermediate sense of something which 
represents something else, to the late sense of something significant but 
autonomous - not a representation but an image, which indicates either 
something not otherwise defined or something deliberately not defined in its 
own terms.) There is evidence of some overlap between the separate senses 
of representative and representational as terms of art and literature. This is 
characteristic of arguments about REALISM (q.v.), but there is obviously no 
necessary identity between the sense of typical and the sense of accurately 
reproduced; this is, rather, a local historical association. 

The degree of possible overlap between representative and 
representation in their political and artistic senses is very difficult to 
estimate. In the sense of the typical, which then stands/or (‘as’ or ‘in place 
of) others or other things, in either context, there is probably a deep 
common cultural assumption. At the same time, within this assumption, 
there is the contradiction expressed both in the arguments about 
representative democracy and in the arguments in art about relations 
between the representational and the representative. 

See DEMOCRACY, IMAGE, REALISM 


